Purdue University

Purdue e-Pubs

IWRRC Technical Reports Indiana Water Resources Research Center

1-1-1979

Perceptions Of Eftective Public Participation In
Water Resources Decision Making And Their
Relationship To Levels Of Participation

H. R. Potter

H.J. Norville

Follow this and additional works at: http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/watertech

Potter, H. R. and Norville, H. J., "Perceptions Of Effective Public Participation In Water Resources Decision Making And Their
Relationship To Levels Of Participation’ (1979). IWRRC Technical Reports. Paper 118.
http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/watertech/115

This document has been made available through Purdue e-Pubs, a service of the Purdue University Libraries. Please contact epubs@purdue.edu for

additional information.


http://docs.lib.purdue.edu?utm_source=docs.lib.purdue.edu%2Fwatertech%2F115&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/watertech?utm_source=docs.lib.purdue.edu%2Fwatertech%2F115&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/iwrrc?utm_source=docs.lib.purdue.edu%2Fwatertech%2F115&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/watertech?utm_source=docs.lib.purdue.edu%2Fwatertech%2F115&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages




PERCEPTICNS OF EFFECTIVE PUBLIC PARTICTPATION IN WATER RESOURCES
DECISTON MAKING AMD THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO
LEVELS OF PARTICIPATION

by
Harry R. Potter

Heather J. Norxvilie

Department of Bociolegy and Anthropology
School of Humanlties, Social Science, and Education
Purdue University

West Lafavette, Indiana 47307

This is & completion report for the project entitled

"Perceptions of Effective Public Participation im
Water Hesources Decieion Msking snd Their
Relationship to Levels of Partiecipation”

The work upon which this report is based was supperted by funds
provided by the United States Department of the Interior, O0ffice
of Water Resources Researvrch, as authorized by the Water Resources
Ressarch Act of 1964 (P.L. 88-~37%) and is part of the Title I
Project A~043-IFD, Agreement No. 14-34-0001-8016.

Purdue University Water Resources Research Center
Technical Report Number 115
January 1979




ABETRACT

This atudy focuses on how citizen participants perceive the
effectiveness of thelr participation in matural resources decision
making, comparing very, moderately and slightiy active participants.
Nata are from personal interviews with 77 very and moderately active
persons, and from mailed questiomnaires to 108 moderately and slightly
active paviicizants fvom throughout Indizna. The operational measure
of extent of participation used for data analysis was hours per week
spent on envirommental acﬁi&iéias; which had a fajrly strong rela-
tionship to other indicators of participation. These citizen parti-
cipants zeperally ranked high on indicators of sociocecomomic status,
but the relationship between status and level of participation was
not linear. A goal of a majority of respondents was to influence
environmental decisions and legislation. Partdcipants geperally viewed
thelr participation as effective, on a series of measures. Very active
ciltizens were more effective than slightly sectdve participants; they
also usaed more participation technigues more often than the slightly
active participants, Most effective techniques involved direct con-
tact with decision makers, the press and others, and knowledge of
issues. Public hearings, advisorv boards, courts and lawvers, bumper
stickers and buttons, and protest demonstrations were considered much
less effective. Although they felt governmental agencies are changing,
and becoming more responsive, they indicated agencies do many things
to discourage citdizen participation, ae well as other activities that
encourage participation. Very active participants tended to have
more positive views of agencies, particularly of state and federal
agencies. Most participants saw no financial benefits associated
wlth participation, although many saw losses, often associated with

the costs of participation.
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TWIROBICEION

Research Objectives

The primary purpoese of this study is te describe
hew citizen participants percelve the effectivensss
of their parricipavion in watural resources decision
meking. To wmore adequately sccomplish this ohjec-
tive, chavacteristicos of parvicipants, their obiec-
tivaes, theilr ocrientation to specific or general is-
sueg, and how thay see agencies snd citizens respond-—
ing to citizen participstion are glsc exsmined. The
central concern is with people who have participated,
to learn how they percelve the process of partici-
pation. The foous for comparison fs across thres
levels of participstion: {1} the very active parti-
efipant for whom thie is sn extensive, on-going ac~
tivity: (%) the woderstely active, who participate
ot & faiely veguler basis bul a0t as extensively:
and (3} the slightly scitive, who may attend a meet-
ing now and then, or occasionally seek Information
shout a proposed envivomental project oF progran.
Persons whe have not participated are excluded from
this study.

What defipition of citizen participation is to
be veed here? Various researchers have meant dif-

ferent things by this or similar terms.

Defining Citizen Parcicipation

Sraves {1972:198) viewed citizen participation
as & device to make a govermment responsible to the
neads of all people, sspecially those who fall to
become azctive in the formal goverumsntal decision
making process. On the other hand, Fatemwan {1970:
67 steted that citizen participation “consists
basieally in creating opportunities under suitable
conditions for people to influence decisions affect-
ing them.” Katherine Warner {1571:2} used the terms
public partleipstion and citizen involvement to in-
clude the types of asctivitise undertaken by the
public to dnflusnce decisions made by govermmental
offidials.
ed between citizen action where people attempt
te influoence organizations o act on the needs and
priovities as defioed by the people themselves and
eitizen involvement which uses the established
chanvels of inpub to the agency. Van Til and Van

Til (1970:317) defined “client participation" as a

Warren et al, (L%74:107-113} distinguish-

form of citizen participation which focuses upon an
imvelvement by pon-elites in the admindstration of
programs serviog thew, and “grassroots participation”
as an alternative form of citizen participation,
which focuses upon non-elire involvement jn the
politics of programs. Some soclal scientists have
referred to ends while others have referred to means
{Voth and Bonumer, 1978:3; Goldblatt, 1968:35). Thess
few definitions suggest the variarion that ranges
from providing passive opportunities to agencies
taking a more asctivist role in informing, involving
and Interacting with citizens to citizens taking
more Initiative in seeking action and influencigg
decisions.

In this study, citizen participation refers to
the dnvelvement of any person or persons in purpose-
ful activity directed at a govermmental decision
maker with the intention of influencing his decision
or action. This definition is wodeled after Langton
{1978} and Milbrath {1963). HMilbrath's definition
of lobbying is significant in that it specifically

L

refers to "...someone other than a citizen acting on

his own behalf..."
fon (1963:8).

thing from encouraging and lobbying for legislation,

attempring to influence a decige

This inwolvement could include any—

becoming involved in a citizen suilt, to attending
public meetings, with the three examples Indicating
the pessibility for involvement with all three
branches of government. It is understood that the
chjective 1s to influence plans and programs, being
political in the sense that its dintent is to involve
The dis-

tinctions made by Warrenm et al., Van Til and Van Til

citizens in the decision making process.

and Langton (1978} are important for studyiﬁg dif-
ferent types of participation. The purpose here,
however, is to study people who participate with
varying degrees of idntensity. Therefore, 1t is de~
sirable to have an Inclusive definition of citlzen

participation, to allow a wide variety of activities

o be inciuded.

Rationale for this Study

Public participation has become an established
part of water resources programs. The objectives,
knowledge, time and othey resources that various

publics briag to it differ conslderably among them,




Individual citizens and voluntary assocciations of
envirommentally concerned persons gemerally have
quite limited resources for keeping current on
iggues and programs, and for expressing the views
of their mewbers. Envirommental agencles have lim-
ited rescurces for public varticipation, since they
traditionally have been criented to technical solu-
tions to problems. Their experience with public
perticipation is largely Iimited to the last fow
yesrs. A substantial gap existe between these agen-
cies and these publics, with only imperfect know-
ledge sbout the kinds of mechanisms that may help
bridge that gap. This study is intended te provide
information to help bridge that gap.

Within the last few vears, these agencies in-
creasingly have had to recognize and deal with pub-
lie participation in malking and implementing de-
cielons (Dodge, 1973; Hoggan, 1974; Ingram, 1972,
U.8.E.P.A., 1975}. While some forms of public par-
ticipacion have played a role in water vesource de-
cisionz in the past, its current importance is ex~
emplified by the 1972 amendments to the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act (Public Law 92-500),

vhichk in section 10le says 1t ¥

«+.8hall be provided
for, encouraged, and assisted by the (U.S5.E.P.A.)
Administrator and the States." Similarily, the
Water Resources Council has emphasized the impor-
tarceof dnvolving the public in planning decisions
and has specified procedures for this in its Prin-
ciples and Standards for Planning Water and Reléted
Land Resources (Federal Repister, 1973). There are
several reasons for this increased emphasis, e.g§.,
generating public understanding and support of
projects, developing plans that more adequately re-
flect needs and preferences, and giving potential
opponents a means of having their concerns address-
ed (Bishop, 1970; K. Warner, 1971).

Bergey (1973, 1) states:

In addition, as
"In the current climate of
interest in the environmental consequences of such
programs, the rise of public concern over what were
once considered puraely govermmental actions not
normally subject to question has emerged as a polit-
ical fact of life with momentous significance.™

The problem for agency personnel is how to pro-—
vide for effective public participation, not only to

comply with the law, but also to reduce the uncer-

tainty of decisions, to reduce the socilal and eco-
nomic costé of decisions, especially those which
lack sufficient support for implementaticn, and to
avold or minlmize delave between decisions and their
implementation. For citizens, individually or
through voluntary associstlens, the problem is how
to have an affect on decisions that often profoundly
affect their lives. The approach of this study is
to ask citizens who have been involved extensively,
moderately and slightly as participants in envirop—
mental decisions about their objectives for partiei-
pation and what they perceive are offective and in~
effective means of achieving these objectives.

The contributions of this study iie in (1) its
approach of selecting subjects with varying levels
of participatiom; {2} from a large eunough area, a
state, to provide a moderate number of very active
persons with a variety of experiences; and (3)
obtaining data on perceived effectiveness of citizen
participation. As indicated in Chapter IT, many
studies are case studles of participation in a
specific envirommental issue in which there typical~
ly  are few very active people. This plus the
unique features of the case make generalizations
limited.

izens who participate in advisory committees,

Another frequent type of study is of cit-
This,
however, is only one form of participation, and it
may be quite selective,

There have been wvirtually no studies of the
effectiveness of participation (Checkoway and Van
Til, 1978).

tent to which means (citizen participation) lead to

Effectiveness is thought of as the ex-
the achievement of goals. In this studvy persons

were asked to define thelr goals and indicate the
extent to which they were achieved. Obvicusly, the
goals of citizens may at times differ from the goals
of the agencies they are interacting with. There is
also the pessibility of cirizens using or "capturing®
(Reufman, 1560) agencies for their own purposes, or

agencies co-opting (Selznick, 1949) citizens. Thers
igs another view of this from the perspective of po-
litical theory which sees citizen pavticipation as

ap end in itself (Mogulof, 1970).

mensions are legitimate aspects of effectiveness,

These latter di-

however, they are beyond the scope of this study.




STUDIES OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION IN NATURAL HE-
SOURCED DECISION MARING: A BRIEF REVIEW

There Is a rather large Litersture on ciftizen
participation in natural resources declsion making.
Undoubtedly this 1s in part due to the "public” and
"policy” nature of the subject matter, which makes
it 2 popular topilc with both the general mass meddia
aud the interest group press as well as scholars
coneerned with decision making processes. Two key
dimensions of this study, varying levels of parti-
cipation and effectivensss, have raceived 1ittls
attention empivrically in the enviremmental litera-
ture.

A brief veview of that literature indicates some
of the conceptual issues in the systematic study of
citizen participation. Studies conceraning natural
resources can geverally be divided into four types:
(1} case studies of specific issues or projects, (2)
studies of citizens who participate, (3) reporis on
agency staff perspectives, and (4) discussions of
procedures for civizen participation. Only 2 few
studies are cited here, with the purpose being to
give a general plciure of the scope of findings,

issues and concepis that have accumulated.

Cage Studies

Thers are numervous case atudies, for exsmple, of
propoesed water resources projects, energy facility
siting, natioual forest use, transportation amd land
uge planning.

The Braondywine study is a classic in the rela-
tions of experts and citizens. Tt iz a comprehen—
sive plan for the use of land and water resources of
the Upper East Branch of Brandywine Creek of Chester
County, Pennsylvania. The idea for the plan was
developed as a means of demonstrating approaches to
open gpace preservation in an area just outside the
urben fringe. Particularly relevant here were the
resgidents’ attitudes toward natural envirommental
preservation. "A large majority, 72% of Brandywine
regidents, made statemente favering preservation of
the natural environment against the pressures of
urban expansion. Yet concern for landowners' pre-
rogatives was also Jwportant, with 477 mentioning
such sentiments” (Institute for Envirommental

Studies, 1968:I1G-213).

Despite their concern for preserving their area,
Thompson's (196%)

Defeat of an Almost

residents rejected the plan.,
article "Brandywine Basin:
Perfect Plan,” describes the process and the resent-
ment that residents felt toward intellectuals and
cutsiders telling them what to do with their land.
The "experts" indicate thiz in the projzct report it-
self: "The issues affescting these people znd their
attitudes can be described zs intrusions, trespasses
on the local landscape and autonomy, which not only
caused or threatened unwelcome change but also ime
plied the threat of more and move change to come.
The people of the watershed feel embattled, and they
ses no end to it (Institute for Bovirommental
Studies, 1968:N-4-4).

Bultena surveyed residents in the area of two
proposed veservolrs in Iowsa. With regard to clitizen
invoelvement he concluded thar most "had no prior
history of taking politieally oriented actions in
public issues, and only a small number had sought
to inflivence decision making” on these projects
(Bultena, 1975:52). Additionally, while they fele
that participation was desirable, they thought there
were few opportunities for it and the lower class
was less opitimistic than others about their politi-
cal efficacy. Substantial numbers of people were
poorly Informed about the project even after public
hearings. Interestingly, wuch of thelr opposition
centered on the planning and public invelvement
procedures of the agency, vather than on the project
itself.

Surveys of attitudes such as these provide the
means to reach the broadest public, but they are not
frequently used (Bultena, 1975; Heberlein, 1976).

Ag the Brandywine study shows, it is gquite posszible
to be mislead by such studies. We have learned

from presidential election polls that the electiom
outcome preferred by the majority may chaange over
time. Similarly, program or planning decision pref-
erences may change over time, or the technical issue
as seen by the agency or experts may not be the de~

termining factor in residents’® minds.

Citizens Who Participate
Even though there was a great surge in public

conecern about the enviromment in the late 1960Fs




{Boruback, 1974), and en incresse in membership in
environmental organizations (MeBvoy, 1972}, in
general participation in orgenizations (Byman and
Wright, 1971) and voting {(Verba and Nie, 1972; Rusk,
13763 is pot especlally high., It is well estebhlish-
ed thst those who do perticipate are not the same as
those who don't {Rothman, 1974).

here is how those who do participate view thelr

The primary focus

roles in natural resources policy decision meking.

Part of Warner's state of the art study includ-
‘eé data from members of private organizations and
citizens’® groups, who might be expacted to he rvela-
tively active in agency resource planping decisions.
These respondents Iindicated their wmost frequent past
role was an "interested observer' (48 percent),
£ollowed by "independent rveviewer" (28 percent), and
"participant In recommendations formulation® (28
percent), Desired future roles placed emphasis on
more and earlier involvement by participating in ob-
jectives formulation and as task force members,
Respondents also indicated a number of needed
changes that they felt would increase the opportun—
ity for effective participation such as mandatory
legislation, early and frequent timing of partieipa-
ticn and the adeguacy of information available.

4 pailr of studiesc on the New England Rivaer
Baging Commission reports on the process (Ertel,
1374} and impsct (Ertel and Koch, 1976) of citizen
advisory committees {(CAC's). More CAC members saw
the "public information role™ as their most impor-
tant functdon, compared to advice to staff, review of
fiiral pilan and supporting final plan. The largest
digapreement beftween CAC members and professionals
from state and federal agencies was om this last
function. CAC members rated "serving as a basis for
gupport for final plans when they were presented”
ag least important, while the professionals saw
thiz as their most Important funetion. They con-
clude that the "...findings definitely validate the
assumption that support of planning recommendations
1s enhanced by the conduct of a varied program that
is designed to inform and involve the publie, that
makes an effort to elicit public comment, and that
then incorporates that expression into its recoumen—

dations” (Ertel and Koch, 1976:70).

The gusstion of the representativeness of those
who participate in the planning process as citizens
is both Importamt and perplewing (Burch, 1576: Ertel,
1974; G'Riordan, 1976). As Frtel notes, representa-
tiveness may refer either fo accountabili:y ot to
demegraphic similarity with some larger population.
The CAC mewbers she studied were politically appoint-
ed. There wss disagreement smong the members them-
salves as to their reprasentativensss. The agency
professionals working with the three basin plans
always saw the CAC's as less reprasentative than
the CAC members did (Srtel, 1974).

In 2 recent study of residents of the state of
Washington, RBesatty and Pierce {1976) eramined how
reprasentative people were who engaged in = variety
of "water rescurce political acts" vanging from
signing a petition to attending a hearing or joining
s CAC.

ances between participsnts and non-participants in

In general, they found rather small differ-

five of these acts in terms of demozvaphic charac~
taristics, sociceconowmic status and water use.

In summary, citlzens have often not been satis-—
fied with the roles they've plaved, or the impacts
they've had on decisions of agencies. In partieular
they do not want to be coopted inte supporiing a
plar when it is completed simply by virtus of having

some earlier contact with it.

Agency Staff Perspectives
In a large part of the litevature, citisen par-
ticipation is concelved as some variety of inter=-
action with or respomse to an agency project or pro-
gram. It can be comnstrued more breadly, to include
the part citizens may play in agenda setting, for
example (Davies, 1974).

agency staff view citizen participation is an im-

Nevertheless, the way

portant part of the overall picture.

Wilson (1%73) interviewed 70 fisld-level plan-
ners during 1970, in three faderal water rescurces
agencles, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Bureau
of Reclemation and Federal Water (uality Administra-
tion, to determine their attitudes toward the plap-
ning process. A slight majority, about four ocut of
every seven, saw themselves as technilecal consultants,
who focus on means rather than goals. "These plan-

ners maintain thelr right to make vslue judgments




by wirtue of their position or expertise, or because
of pereeived Incompetence of the puwblie. They wish
te Involve cutside interests cn an informational
ievel, but just to expedite or give legitimacy to
their proposals” (Wilsown, 1973:168).

The other group of planners had s broader view
of plarning, were more imterested in the plan's
achisvements and consequences of alternative actiong.
They alsc accepted broader Interasts and community
involvement into the planning process. With regard
to public involvement as viewed overall by his re-
spondents Wilson conmcluded: ™It was clear that the
planners do not hold very high opinions of the pub-~
idie's competence snd ability to aid their plans...
Puklic involvement was desived primarily as a means
to expedite final acceptance of the plammer’s ideas,
net ©o emsisre the reaponsivensss of his plans. The
public was to be coopted...” {(1973:169-170).

Warner, as part of her state of the art study,
received questionnaires back from 113 loecal, state
and reglonal planners throughout the country. In
general, the majority of respondents rated public
involvement positively. Similarly to Wilson's
findings from federal planners, "information pro-
duced” was rated lowest and “the effect on public
officials® support" wass rated highest (Warner,
1971:112). State water resources plamning agencies
were muich less likely than other non-natural re-
source agencles o see much information produced
through public involvement, and thev also rated it
low as a means of achleving public understanding
Warner created a2 ranking of effec-

For all

and knowledge.
tiveness of public involvement mechanisms.
respondents, clitizen advisory boards were first,
informal contacts were second and public meetings
were third. There was a modest tendency for agen-
cizs {all combined and water resources) to view
public involvement as making conflicts more resolve
able.

More recently, Dysart et al. (1977) obtained
dera from 133 key people in water rescurces decision
making in eight Southeastern states. Respond-
ents generally felt persomally that public partici-
pation was, on the average, "often helpful/benefi-
cial.” However, they obtained only modestly posi~

tive scores on how beneficial it is for their agenay.

They concluded: Yit seems that, as of 1974, =11
three ¢f these federal agencies were using public
partieisation principally because it iz NECEs8aTy
for their image and to comply with legal veguire-
wents or vegulations. Most of the people with whom
contact was made would like to see more ‘public
participation.' But it was mot really clear just
what they thought it was or what they would like to
see 1t ifnvolve™ (3977:34).

These studies document the diversity of views
toward citizen participation and its usefulness, as
well zs the smbiguity about what citizen participa-
tion includes when cowpavisons are made across
agencies, Although = given apency may be relatively
consistent in its policies on eitizen participacion,
this diversity may be confusing to citizens, agpec—
fally those who are familiar with rhe different

agencies.

Procedures for Citlszen Participation
The important dimension of the varilous proce-
duresfor citizen participation in the coutext of
this paper is thelr scope. Many of the procedures
define or assume citizen participation to be a
narrow phenomenon. These procedures treat partici-
pation as a mesns by whichhau agency seeks or ex-
changes information or tries to obtain consensus on
its program or a specific project plan (Davis, 1974
Heberlein, 1976; Clark and Stankey, 1976).

of these techniques are public hearings, newsletters,

Examples
attitude surveys and nominal group cousensus. These
procedures may fall to produce acceptance or con-
sensus, a8 seen in the Brandywine case or as
Priscoli (1975a) reports for CAC's ability to re-
solve conflicts, however.

The broader perspective of citizen participation
encompasses both a wider ranpe of procedures and a
more extensive role for citizens in scocietal deei-
sion making. Priscoli (1975b) lists twenty-five
techniques which inciude referendums, votes and
campaign issues as traditional pelitical procedures.
Glasser et al. (1975) lists 23 similar techniques,
but adding citizen suiis,

Although a great deal of the sociclogical liter-
ature on citizen participation in natural resources
decision making has assumed the narrow scope, slse-

where the broader perspective is well established.




U.5.E.2.A."s Don't Lesve it all to the Experts: The
itizen's Role in Envirormental Decision Making
{1972} discusses Iobbying for legisiation on enviy—
comental lszues and going to couvrt which Jg slgrif-
icant in administrative agemcy recognition of cie--
izents use of the other two branches of zovernment.

A quire different approach is the use of those
broad based groups or commizsions put together with
the senctity of govermment, with the obiective of
examining or propeosing national goals and poelicy.
Two recent examples are the Task Force on Land Use
and Urban Growth, created by the Citizens® Advisory
Commitiee on Enviroamental Quality, which produced
The Usze of Land: A Citizens' Poliey Guide to Urban
Growch {Reilly, 1973); and the Advisory Commitiee on
Hational Growth Policy Processes to the Natlonal
Commizaion on Supplies and Shortages that suthored
Forping America'’s Future: Strategies for Natiopal
Growth and Development (1977). While the immediate
effectiveness of such commissions and thelr reports
may be In guestlon, they may play a part in the not
so well underatood process of agenda setting
{Davies, 1974).

Citizens® organizations are an important part
of the procedure of participation. Their members
gerve on CAC's, maintain informal contacts, lobby
for legislation and present prepared positions at
public hearinge. Many of these organlzations
attempt to educate the public with regard to envir-
onmental lssues, for sexample the Conservation
Foundation and its Publication Toward Clean Water:

A Guide to Citizen Action (1976), and the League of
Women Voters: How te Plan an Enviremmental Conference
{n.¢.}. They meet Berry's (1977} definition of a
public interest group, ''one that seeks a collective
good, the achievement of which will not selectively
and materislly benefit the membership or activists
of the organizetion.” Others will not meet these
eriteris through seeking to protect or promote
property vights or hunting or fishing eveas, for
example. Some, such as the Chester County Free-—
holders Asseciatfon, may have an affect on the out-
come of a single project, like the Erendywine plan.
Others, such as the Conservation Foundation and
League of Women Voters ars recogunized as "powerful

envivenmental quality organizaticns™ (Miller, 1972).

Thedir involvement frequently is oriented to broad
policy issues rather than specific cases.

This limited review of studies of citizen par-
ticipation iz intended to show the diversity of
approaches to the toplic. There are numerous Izsues
and apvrosches-—territoriality of projects asd of
representation, standing, advocacey planning-—that

ara not covered heve for the sake of brevity.

THE RESEARCH METHCD

The objectives of this study required a combin-
atlon of technigues at both the sampling and data
collection stages. The reasons for this were (1)
that prior resesrch and personal observation indi-
cated that there were relatively few cltizens who
were very active compared to a2 much larger number
of slightly active persons, and (2) the lack of re-
segrech on some variables in the study sugzesied
that personal interviews with open-ended guestions
would be a prefsrred data collection techaigue, at
least initially. The principal investigator esti-
mated that there might be a maximum of 30 very
active participants in Indisna, based on his per-
sonal observations and knowledge, using & peneral
criterion of continued, regular, daily or almost
daily involvement. The aslightly actives ware very
large in number since participating in any one of 2
large number of activities even once would be suf-
ficient to be included inm this category. It was
these fwo groups that were particularly important
in determining the research method. 7The moderately
active participants fell between them in numbers
{orginally estimated to be perhaps 100 to 125 per-
sons) and in frequency of participation.

The sampling plan was to collect data from all
ijdentifiable {i.e., the populaticn of) wvery active
and moderately active participants, and from a
szmple of slightly acrive participants. Data were
collected fivst from the very and moderately actives,
starting with perscons known to the principal invest—
igaroy from enviroomental meetings and hesvrings over
several vears. The snowball sempling technique was
used to expand the list of very and moderately ac—
tives; that is, these wvery and modevately active
respondents were asked to name other persons who

were active in envirommental ilssues, (At the dats




collection stage very, moderately and slightly ac-
tivegwere not precisely defined: the working defi-
nition used was simply that given in the preceding
paragraph.) The goal was to interview all of those
persons who appeared to be very active, and half of
those who were moderately sctive. The remaining
moderately actives and all of the ssmple of slightly
actives were sent & mailed questiconaive.

The snowball sampling procedure produced a
total of 92 names, 77 of whom were interviewed be-
tween January and August, 1977. Two or more re—
spondents identified 14 people with whom it was not
possible to schedule an interview because of their
other time commitments and the limited funds for
travel.

At that time it appeared that rhe number of very
and zoderately active persons may have been over~
estimated. The 92 names from the snowbzll sample
had all been nominated by two or more lnterviswees.
There were an additional 200 nawes, each of which
had beesn nominated by only one person. Two deci-
sions were made at this point. First, it was assumed
that the 92 persons compriged the bhest estimate
available of very and moderately actives from the
snowball sampling technique; the specifie operation-
a2l messure of level of participation was still to be
determined based on the data. Second, the list of
200 names would be added to the sampling frame of
slightly active participants.

The sampling plan for the least active partici-
pants was to use a number of different lists, since
there was no feasible way to obtain a ecomplaete
A& total of 19 lists

ware cbtained from envirommental impact statements,

listing of this population.

attendance lists at various public meetings, and
newsletter lists. The organdzations assoclated with
one or more of these sources were the U.S5. Forest
Service, Soll Conservation Service, U.8. Environ~-
mental Protection Agency, U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers, Creat Lakes Basin Commission, Purdue Univer-
wity Water Resources Regearch Center, Indiana De-
partment of Natural Resources and Indians State
Three crireriz were used te sslect

they should be distributed

Board of Health.
a sample of these lists:
by (1) region of the state, divided into six reglomns,
{2} relevant agency, as listed above and {3) type

of project or program. BSeven lists were selected
on thiz basis with the number of participents on
them varving from 12 to £56. ALl lists were edited
to vemove persons ldentifled as public offdicinls

and representatives of for-profit organizations.
Representatives of mot-for-profitf organizations

were included on the Lists. There were 200 persons
each of whom had heen named once by interviewees who
were added o the lists, plus the additional 14
persons who had been named by 2 or more interviewses.
Adtogether the lists contained a total of 989 names,
with about half of those on one list. Since the
cbijective was te obtaln respondents distributed
according to the 3 crireria stated above, it was
decided to use a maximm of 40 pames pey list. If
a 1ist contained more than 40 names, names were
randomly selected; 1f it conmtained fewer than 40
nanmes all of them were included in the sample. The
resulting sample contained a total of 247 names.

If the objective had not been te obtain diversity
by the 3 criteria, a simple random sample could
have been selected from the origimal 19 lists.
There were two apparent disadvantages to that pro-
cedure. First, the vast malority of reepondents
would have been from the few large liwsts, and those
projects and programs from which the shorter lists
came would have provided few respondents. With the
sampling design used, the four lists with more than
40 names comprised 91 percent of all names, as shown
in Table 1.

ing & maximum of 40 cases from these longer lists,

In the sample of 247 cases, by select-

they then made up only 65 percent of the sample., A
second problem was that not all lists contained
addresses. The design used reduced the number of
lists, and thus reduced the number of geographic
areas in which searches for addresses had to be made.
In the mine cases where an address could not be
found, it was poszsible to randomly replace them with
other names from the same list.

The first mailing of questiommaires was on
Anguaat 13, 1977, with follow-ups at 2 week intervals.
The first follow-up was a postcard, and the second
and third each contained a2 new letter and question-
naire. This produced a total of 106 usable question-
nalres, that is, questionnalres that were at least

partially completed. Twenty-one questionnaires were




Table 1. Number of cases of lizts selected and num—
ber of cases in sample.

% No. of cases No. of cases
Liast onn list in semples
3 1z 12
z 40 40
3 25 23
% 23 23
& 162 40
& i3 13
7 450 A0
8 200 &0
9 14 14
Total 289 247

%
Nemes of projects and programs from which lists
come are net identified to help provide snonymity
to regpondents.

returnad without baing filled ocut. In some cases
respondents were deceased, in others persons indi-
cated they were not invoived in envirommental af-
fairs or were mot interested in participating in
such a study, and in others no reason was given.
Another 23 were not deliverable. However, that
leaves 97 persons unaccounted for, who presumsbly
received the questionpaire and chose not to respond.
The response rate was not partlcularly high: around
50 percent of the presumably delivered gquestionnaires.
A pumber of factors may have contributed to that.

The lists from which the sample was selected wera
dated largely from 1974 to 1976, with one dated

1872,

limited to that ome event that put their pame on a

To the extent that persons® participation was

list some time in the past, they may have felt that
they were not now involved in envirommental issues,
and that the guestiomnaire was not velevant to them.
The questionnaire was time consuming for a person
who had been active even to a modest extent. A
copy of the questionnaire is included at the end of
this report.

FINDINGS
Level of Parvicipation
Feople differ a great deal iIn the extent to
which they participate in the environmental decision
making process. This simple observatlon was the

starting point for this séudy. Before going on to

consider what variables may account for differences
in level of participation, and how they affect
percepilions of effectiveness, it is useful to con-
slder how the respondents differed on several di-
mensions of participation. Twe major dimensions
were considered: time and organizations.

Two aspects of the time dimension were the
amount of time deveted fo envivommental activities,
measured In hours per week, and the pumber of wvears
gince the respondent first became involved with
environmental activities. Hours per week spent on
envirommental issues varied from zero teo 117. It
is important to keep in mind how subjscts wera
selected. BSome were selected because they were
known to be actlve on a regular and continuing basis,
others were selected becauss they had attended a
public meeting or thelr name was on 2 mailing list
for an envirommental publication. It seems reason-—
able to think that all, or almost all, of them have
devoted at least some time to some envivommental
issge. However, attending a meetlng, for example,
may have been a2 unique, one time occuryence in their
life, and therefore in thelr mind they may feel they
wers not currently spending any rtime on such issues.
Table 2 shows the hours per week reported in falrly
detailed categories. It shows that there is a sub-
stantial variation In hours per week devoted to en-
viroomental issues. More persons spent 40 hours or
more per week than spent zero hours per week {which
includes up to a half hour per week) on environment-
&l issues. The majority spent move than four hours
per week, which was about the most time that would
Addition~

ally, 62 respondents spent 10 or more hours per

be spent attending one evening meeting.

week, which generally could be considered more than
one day of participstion a week.

The Chapin social partieipation scale (Chapin,
1955} assigns points for organizational participa-
tion: 1 point for membership, 2 for attending meet-
ings, 3 for financial centributions, 4 for committes
membership, and 5 for being an officer. The most
points a person could get for amy one organization
was 15. As Table 2 shows, there was considerable
variation in Chapin scores, Indicsiing that while
some respondents belonged to no enviremmental organ-

izations, or were only slightly active in one or twe




Table 2.
participation score.

Level of participation (hours per week) by Chapin social

Chapin Hours per week
Scove 0 i~2 3-4 5-9 10-19 20-39% 30-3% 40+ Tozal

1T 8 3 @ 0 G O 1 21

i-~10 3 09 1 5 3 1 0 a 22
i1 - 20 g 1 3 7 & 4 ¢ z 21
21 ~ 30 o 5 4 & 2 i ¢ 5 20
21 - 40 6 2 3 & 3 2 2 8 24
43 ~ 50 o Z 5 3 3 L 1 & 19
51 - &0 6 0 1 2 3 3 0 3 12
60 or more ¢ 0 0 1 1 3 2 3 10
Total 4 25 18 30 18 14 5 24 149

Gamma = .52

organizations, others were very active in several
organizgations. Only current envirommental organiza-—
tion activities were congidered. Thess two Indi-~
cators of participaticn were related, as shown by
the Gamma coefficient of .52,

Foth hours per week and Chapin scors were con~
sidered separatelvy and in combination as the possi-
ble indicator of level of participation throughout
the remainder of this report. After examining the
participation data, it was decided to use only houts

per week as the Indicator of level of participation.

The reasons for this were that it was less ambigucus
than the Chapin scors alone considering the weights
assigned within the Chapin scéring gystem; that hav—
ing many organizational memberships may become cost-
1y and hence there may be s social class bias inher-
ent in Chapin; and while organizational memberships
themselves may provide important support to the en-
yiroomental movement, for this study it was impor-
tant to identify persons who themselves varied di-
rectly in thelr involvement in the emvironmemtal
decision making process. There were at least two
posaible drawbacks to the hours per week Indicator:
{1) it was only an estimate by the respondents of
the amount of time they spent, and (2) it could be
related to employment in a job where part, or all

of the time was spent on epvironmental issues. As
shown below, however, the second drawback was not
found to exist since participation belng work relat—

ed was found to be independent of hours per week.

Examining the participation data also produced
the categories in terms of hours per week that would
represent the very active (20 hours or more), mod-
erately active {5 to 12 hours) and slightly active
participants (0 and 1 to 4 hours per week)., It
bhecame clear that there were no natural divisions
to the data, thus any categories would be somewhat
arbltrary. These category boundaries mean that the
very active persons were participating on almost a
daily basie, which corresponded to observations of
many of these penple at public meetings and through
pricr conversatlons with them. Moderately active
people would be involved a number of times a week
Slightly

active people were thought of as putting in part of

on the average to put in 5 to 20 hours.

one day a week or up to 4 hours per week. The
slightly active category was sub-divided into (1)
those who reported ne hours or up to a half hour
per week and (2) those who sald ome through four
hours per week, becanse there did appear to be some
differences between these two groups. For example,
the "no hours" group generally had zeroc as the
Chapin score, which was diffevent than the majority
of those with 1 to 4 hours of participation, as
shown in Table 2. However, various indications of
participation by these "no hours” persons will be
seen in the data in Table 2.

Two other indicaters of participation were also
One was the number of envirommental or-—

This

examnined.

ganizations to which respondents belonged.




is shown in Table 3, and closely follows the pattern
showm above in Table 2, with more active persons ba-
The

other indicator of participation was duration of

looging to larger numbers of organizations.
participation in years. This waz part of a guestion
asking for a history of a respondent’s participation.
Thisz was not always answered very specifically,
which accounts for the smaller number of cases in
Table 4.

between yvears of involvement and level of participa-

There was essentially no relationship
tien. The majority of persons have been involved
for several vears, including those with "no hours.”
Clearly, these respondents were mnot newcomers to
environmental fssues. Also, belng a relative new-
comer did not appear to bhe an impediment to devoting

long hours to environmental issueés,

Table 3. WNumber of envirommental organization mew—
bershipe by level of participation.
Number of Hours per week Total
memberships 0 1-4 510 204
0 13 9 4] 1 21
1 3 8 9 4] 20
2 0 3 5 4 12
3 0 8 9 3 18
4 4] 4 8 9 21
5 G 5 4 4 i3
51 o 2 2 7 11
7 t] 3 2 3
& G 4] 4 2
% or more ¢ 1 5 12 18
Total 14 43 48 43 148
Table 4. Number of years involved in environmental

issues by level of participation.

Ho. of years Hours per week Total
dnvolved 0 i-4 5-19 20+
0~ 2 1 1 2 2 6
3 -5 1 4 6 4 20
6 -~ 10 1 2 10 9 22
i1 ~ 15 0 7 & 16
16 ~ 25 2 i 5 14
26 or more 1 & 3 11
Total 6 19 32 32 B9
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Selected Social, Economic and Demographic Charscter-
igtles of Participants

Socisl, esconomic and demographic characteristdics
are not the central focus of this study. They do,
however, provide a basic description of who the
participants are, and in that sense are important
to understanding the findings.

Citizen participants lived in rurasl szreas, smal-
ler towns and large cities as shown {u Table 5.
There was no strong pattern of relatlonship between
where pariicipants live and level of participation,
although the "no hours™ persons were more likely to
itve on a farm, and the very actives were more
likely to Live in the open country, cutside of cit-—
igs but not on a farm.

Table 5. 8ize of place of residence by lavel of
participation.

Size of Hours per week Total
nlace 0 1-4 5~19 20+
Farm 7 9 6 5 27
Open country, not

on favm 3 6 10 18 37
City of lesa than

10,000 z 8 B 3 2%
City of 10,000 to

49,999 1 5 i3 9 30
City of 50,000 to

249,999 1 10 5 2 18
City of 250,000 or

more 2 5 4 7 i3
Total 16 43 48 44 151

Wo effort was made to obtadn cases from places
in proportion to the distyibution of population in
Indiana by size of place. Nevertheless, the com~
parison of where participants live with where the
total Indiana population lived is Interesting.

Ahout 12 percent of participants lived in cities of
250,000 or more compared to 14 percent of the state
population according to the 1970 U.S5, census; 12
percent lived in cities of 50,000 to 249,999 com-
pared to 18 percent foxr the state; 20 percent of

the participants lived in cities of 10,000 to 49,999
compared to 19 percent; 14 percent lived in towms

of less than 10,000 compared to 10 percent who lived
in towns of 2500 to 9999; and 42 percent of the

participants lived in rural areas {(open country or




o & farm) compared to 39 percent for the state,i
This comparisen indicastes that thess participants
ware not predominsntiy from large cliles or small
towns; they came from places of various size in
appruxinate proportion to the distribution of the
population in the state,

There were some differences acvoss participstion
levels in the age and sex of participants. As
ghown in Table 6, aboutr three-fourths of the
glightly active participsnts were over age 40 (both
the no hours and 1-4 houvs sub-groups), while only
about half of the moderately and very active parti-
cipants were over 40. However, there wers a8 many
very actives under 40 gs there wers 50 years and
over. It should be noted that few (10 percent) of
21l these envirommentally active persoms were undex
About 65
pervent of the participants were men, however women
The difference

was primaryily in the slightly active participants,

30, almost twice as many were 60 and over.
tevded to be more active than men.
of whom 48 of 60 were men., Among moderately active
participants 28 were men and 21 were women; and
among very actives 24 were men and 20 were women.
Among these participants, persons under 40 years
of age and women were much more likely to be mod-
erately or very active rather than slightly active.

The majority, 85 percent, of participants were
maryied, with little variation across activity
levels. The 12 single respoundents were primarily
either moderately or very active, with 5 in each
category. Similarly there was little relationship
batween activity level and stage in family 1ldife
cycle. Persons participated before children were
born, with them in the home, and after they had
grown and left home. However, there was some in-
dication that the number of participsnts is greater
when the oldest child passes 5 vears of age.

There was considerable variatiom among the par-
ticipants on & series of sociceconvmic dndicators,

but the majority ranked rather high on education,

lThis is net a precise comparison, particularly for

towns of less than 10,000 and open country. Addi-
tiomally the percentages for the state should be
rased on persong over sge 20 only, vather than the
total population if precision were desired.
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income and occupetional status. Seventy partici-
pants had some education bevond college; only nine
had less than a high school edueation. As Table 7
shows, the moderately actives were the most educated,
with almozt 60 percent of them having 17 or wmore
years of sducation. There was a striking contrast
among the slightly actives, with the "no hours™
participants having comparatively less education and
the 1 to & hours participants concentrated at both
extremes, The very actives generally have education
beyond bigh school, but thay were not the most

educated of the participants generally.

Taeble 6. Age by Level of participation.

Hours per week Total
Age ¢ 1b 519 20+
20 to 29 0 4 4 7 15
30 to 39 4 7 18 13 43
40 to 49 2 11 6 4 23
50 to 59 & 12 10 i5 41
80 and over 6 7 10 3 28
Total 1e 41 49 44 150
Table 7. HFumber of vears of education by level of
participation. :
Years of Hours per week Total
educaticon 0 1-fy 5~19 204
12 or less 8 14 7 6 35
13 to 16 8§ 8 14 20 50
17 to 18 1 7 13 30
19 or more 0 i5 16 40
Total 17 44 50 && 155

The median family income for all participants
was nearly $21,000; however, at each activity level
there were people from the lowest o the highest
About 20

There was a

income categories; as shown in Table 8.
percent had incomes below $12,000.
tendency for the slightly active participants to
have the highest incomes; 61 percent of then (0 and
1 to & hours catepories combined) had incomes of
$21,000 and over compared to 40 and 43 percent of
the moderately and very active participants, respec-
tively. In contrast, 40 percent of the very actives
had incomes of less than $15,000, compaved to 27
percent of the moderately actives and 25 percent of

the slightly actives.




%
Table 8, Total family dncome by level of partici-
pation,.

Hours per weel Total

Incowe g 1-4 5=-19 20

Less than $6000 1 1 & 3 9
§6000 ro 11,999 2 § 4 & 18
$12,000 to 14,999 1 2 & 7 14
$15,000 to 17,999 1 L 7 2 i1
§18.000 te 20,999 1 4 8 5 18
$21,000 ro 23,999 1 & 6 3 16
§$24,000 to 29,999 2 G 3 5 16
$30,000 and over 4 1z 9 9 34
Total i3 38 45 40 136

&
Total family income before taxes for 1976.

Participants generally had rather high status

cecupations. Sizty-efght percent scorved 66 or high-~
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er on Duncan's “sociceconomic index,” and 231 percent

scored from 52 to 65 percent, These roughly approx—
imate the census categories of professional, techni-
cal and kindred workers, and managerial, officials
and Qropriators.z There was little difference be-
tween the slightly and moderately active partici-
pants. The very actives tended to be lower in ocou-
pational status, with only about 50 percent of them
scoring 66 or higher on Duncan's scale. Thus, in
general, it is the slightly and moderately active
participants who were highest on the sociloeconomic
indicators, with the very active participants being
a little lower on each indicator.

About 64 percent of the participants were cur-
rently employed, with little variation across levels
of participation. The majority of all respondents
indicated that their participation in envirommenmtal
policy lssues was not related to thelr work, al-
though that varied from 62 percent of the slightiy
actives to 69 percent of the moderately actives to
55 percent of the very actives. However, among
thoze who were currently employed, slightly over
half, 51 percent, indicated that their participation
was related o theilr work (Table 9). The data on
the relationship of participation to work should be

interpreted with a little cauvtdion. There are a

2See Delbert C. Miller, Handbook of Research Design
and Social Measurement, 3vd ed., New York, David
McKay Company, Inc., 1977.
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variety of possible relationships, and the distinc-
tions between then were pot always clear in the re~
sponges we obtained. This was particularly s prob-
lem for persons who were professionals, and whose
participation could be a result of either their
work or their education. For example, one respondent
sald, "Yes; this iz a life science and this is in

the natural world." However, in this case the re-
sponse was coded as "no" since there was no diveet
relatlonship between the job and participation.
There were other profassionals whose lob/knowledge
did serve as a divect link to participation. Of
course, thers were others, such as farmers whose
business might be directly affected by an environ-
mental decigion, that were coded as participation

being work related.

Table 9. Participation related to work by level of
participation, for emploved participants only.
Work relasted Hours per week Total
participation 0 1-4 5=18 20+
Ho 17 15 9 46 -
Yesg 1 15 14 18 48
Total & 32 29 27 94

Another way of looking at the link between par-
ticiparion and employment is in terms of who usual-
1y paid the expenses of participation. As Table 10
shows, expenses were usually pald by persons or
thelr family, whether they were employed or not.
Even though there were 48 persons whose participa—
tion was work related, only 20 indicated that their
employer ususally paid their expenses. The other
28 appear to be self-employed (e.g., farmers or
professionals} who paid their own expenses. The
majority of those whose expenses were paid either
by employers or other organizatlions were very active.
However, amomng the very actives 25 {or 58 percent)
paid thelr own expenses, but among the moderately
gnd slightly actives the equivalent figure was 88
percent.

In their political views participants tended
to be middie of the road to liberal, and generally
leaned toward the Democratic party, however only a
minority claimed any strong party affiliation. As
Table 11 shows, the slightly actives were predom-

inantly middie of the road or conservative, while




Table 10. Who usuvally pays participation expenses
by level of wavticipstion, by employment,
Who pavs by Hours per waek Total
g_mp’ oymsnt ] l"‘“‘fb G i 9 20
NOT EMPLOYED:

Expenses paid by

self or family 5 6 18 13 42

Hoc-for-profit

organization G 1 1 3 5
EMPLOYES ¢

Expenses paid by

self or family 5 27 27 iz 71

Emplover - a

for-profit

arganivation 1 3 O 4 8

Enplover — a

not-for-profit

organization 0 2 2 8 iz

Hot-for-profit

organization

other than .

employer G 1 i 3 5
Total 11 40 49 43 143
Table 11. Politdcal views by level of participation.

Hours per week Total

Political wviews 0 1-4 5-1% 20+
Very liberal 0 1 3 5 9
Liberal . 8 22 21 53
Middie~of-road 3 1 12 10 &b
Conservative 8 10 32
Very comservative 1 1 0 0 2
Total 14 39 45 42 140

shout helf of the moderately and very actives were
iiberal and about a fourth were middle of the road
in their political views. While this was s modestly
strong trend, 1t should be noted that there were
conservatives and liberals at each level of partici-
pation. In terms of political party affiliation,
37 persons said they were strong Democrats, 24 were
not wery strong Democrats, while 13 were strong
Republiicans and 9 were not very strong Republicans,
The vemainder, 66, sald they were Independents with
about half of them inmdicating they were Independents
but closer to the Democratic party. There was
little variation across levels of participation,
except among Republicans who were mostly slightly

acrive.
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Objectives of Participation

The obiectives people have are particularly
important to understanding what takes plsce in ths
process of citizen participation. Common ohiectives
meke possible a unified effort to achieve a gosil.
The absence of common objectives results at least in
the lack of such cooperative effort, or where those
objectives are in conflict comsiderable effort may
be expended to prevent opponents from achlaving
thelr objective while simultaneously trying to
achieve your own. Additionally, in studies of or~
ganizations it is necessary to identify objectives,
or goals, to determine effectivensss. There are
several problems in studyving objectives, even asa
important as they are. Persons may not have devel-
oped a clear and specific statrement of their ob-
jectives. They may have general notions of what
they are,; but a perscifs objectives may not all be
congistent with each other; some objectives may
conflict with others. Addivionally, they may change
over time.

The approach used here was to ask about objec—
tives in various ways. Respondents were asked at
the beginning of the questionnaire how they first
became involved in envirommental matters. Responses
to this open—ended guestion were categorized, and
are shown in Table 12. Three categories stand out
as particularly important: throupgh organizations,
through thelr work or job related activities, and
in response to specific events ranging from Earth
Day to specific projects, like a dam, that would
affect them in some way. It seems relevant here
that only one person Indicated the news media in
response to this question. This suggests that a
more direct, personal contact may be more important
to initiating involvement tham secondary comtact
through the media.

Additional data on goals were obtsined by asking
these citizen participante directly "What have your
goals been in envirommental decision meking ia the
last five vears?”" The five year periocd was speci-
fied so that a1l respondents would be apswering for
essentiélly the same time period, regsrdless of
their age or years of envirommental involvement.
substantiasl maiority of responses to this open-

end question were categorlzed as "to affect an




Tahle 12. How participants first became involved
in enviyonmental matters by level of participation.

Table 3. Goals in envirommental decisions by level
of participation.

How first Hours per week Total Hours per week *Total
involved 8] 1-4 519 20+ Goals ¢ 34 519 20+
Not involved Z 0 0 0 2 No goals stated 3 2 G 1 6
Work or job Educatre myself 1 2 5 1 9
yelated
are 2 6 3 9 20 Fducate others,
Education, field change their
of study G 1 4 4 9 perception 1 7 13 10 31
Yamily, relatives O 0 3 & 7 Te affect a pro~
Friends 2 ject or legis-—
0 L 3 6 iation 9 32 35 34 110
Bobb vl 2
¥, recreation O 3 ' 6 Involve others, to
Organizations 1 12 15 10 38 motivate them 0 2 3 7 1z
Concern for Make decision
epvironment 0 3 5 1 9 makers account~
" ble, to make
Specific 5 N
pecific events 5 9 S 27 better decia-
Advisory commit-— fons 0 pA 4 1 7
te
ee 1 0 1 0 z Other a 1 1 i 3
Cther 1 2 1 4 oy
Total number of times goal was named; more thsn one
Total 12 37 &5 39% 133 could be named by a respondent.

*
Column adds to 40 because one respondent indicated
both "friends™ and "other.”

T

environmental project or legislation,” as seen in

Table 13. This was the most frequent response
zcress 21l levels of partieipation. Admirtredly this
was & broad category. However, the specific pro-
jects or legislation persons wanted to affect are
not an issue here. Respondents came from all over
the state of Indianma, and so did the projects that
concerned them. Combining "proiects” and "legis-
lation® in one category enlarges the mumber of per~
sons in it; however, it is the nature of an open-
end question that some referred to onrly one or
the other, but that other respondents intertwined
projects and legislation., That 1s, one way to
affect projects is te affect legislation.

The second largest goals category was to "edu-
cate others, to change theilr perception of environ-

' Even if these 31 answers are com-

mental Issues.’
bined with the ¢ for educating oneself, education

is a goal for comparatively few active respondents.
Fducating others could be thought of in combination
wirth "involve others, to motivate them," for a total
of 43 respondents who were trying te bring others
inte the envirommental fold. It alsc could be
inferred that the reasons for educating and involv-

ing others was to obtain their support in affecting
projects and legislation.
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Independently from this question, in fact much
earlier in the questionnaire, participants were ask-
ed if they had ever tried to influence an environ-
mental decigion being made by govermment. If they
said"yves, "they were asked to give examples, not
necessarily a complete 1ist. Twenty sald they had
not tried te do so. Nine of these spent zero hours
and six spent 1 to 4 hours per week on environmental
matters. The majority said "yes," they had tried
to influence decisions with 59 giving one example,
29 gave two examples, 17 gave three, and 14 gave
four or more examples. There was little vardiation
acrossg levels of participation in the oumber of
examples given.

A final and less direct aspect of objectives of
participation was embodied in the question on how
participants personally felt affected by environ-
mental decisions. The rationale for this question
was that it would say something about the reasons
or motives for participating. Again, thias was an
open-end question with categories shown in Table 14,
conatructed from diverse answers. Some aspect of
quality of Life was menticned by over 100 persons,
with health being most freguent, followed by affect
or feelings. Poliution, economic costs of environ-
mental decisions and loss of the natural enviromment

were all mentloned several times, but nmuch less fre-

quently. This suggests that for the majority of




Tsble 14. How participants personally feel affected Table 13. Number of activities by level of parti-
by envirommental decisions by level of partilcipation cipation.
Hours per week *Total Number of Bours per week Total
How zffected 0 1=4 5=-19 20+ Activities 0 1-4 5-19 204
(ality of life: g 8 3 4 0 1l
Affect, feeling O 7 6 7 20 _
Health related 1 10 10 10 31 1-2 6 17 18 ? 30
Aesthetics o 2 4 6 i2 =4 1 9 13 14 37
Gther or gen-— -
eral quality LT 0 11 10 g 30
of life 1 15 135 19 50 78 0 1 ) 10
Polilution 1 10 10 13 34 9 or more 0 L 7 6 14
Less desixabie L 6 . . Total 15 44 49 4 152
Lozivgioggzzial 1 5 11 6 23 environmental activitles increased, suggesting that
Recreation 0 8 6 5 16 the more active persons have a broader range of en-
Economic costs 2 9 7 8 26 virommental concerns.
Lend use 0 p ¢ 1 g Did highly active "eavircomentalists® think that
Gther 9 p P 6 20 only environmental problems were important? Re-

*Total nunber of times a response was given; more
than ong could be given.
participants it was not the physical and economie
aszpects of environmental decizions that were most
important, but rather it was the impact they have
on quality of life. It follows, then, that even
though this may remain a somewhat nehulous concept
it continues to deserve atfention; at least from

the perspective of these respondents.

Issue Specificity

Another way of leoking at why citizens partici-
pate is to £ind out if they are concermed with only
one very specific issue or have many or more gen—
eral concerns. This is clearly related to the ob-
jectives for participating, as discussed above.
Some people appear to only become involved when an
issue directly affects them, such as a proposed
reservelr inundating their property, whereas others
participate in issues that have less immediate ef-
fects on them.

The first question in the questicnnaire asked
respondents to Indicate the major envirommental
topics and activities they were currently involved
with.
14, Interestingly almost half of those who spent

The number of activities varied from zero to

no hours each week on environmental lssues named a
few activities on which they were working as shown
in Table 15.

of activities to increase as hours per week spent on

There was a modest tendency for number

spondents were asked to indicate which were the
three most Important problems facing the country
using a list of 18 problems that have been frequent-
1y mentioned in other studies. Of the 18 we con-
sidered five, air polliuvtion, energy crisis, plamning
and zoning of land, population, waste and water
pollution, to be envirommental problems. There are
other aspects of these problems, but they all have
envirommental components and recelve substantial
attention In the envirommental literature. In
addition, to the 18 problems listed, persons could
give “other" responses, which were categorized as
Only 16
of the 146 respondents picked no environmental prob-

lemg, 53 picked one, 49 picked two, and 28 picked

gither envirommental or non-environmental.

three as the most fmportant problems facing the
nation. Except for those who spent zero hours per
week who picked none or one problem, there was very
little difference by level of participation.
Lastly, with regard to issue specificity, per-
gons were asked what thelr goals had been in envir-
onmental decision making. Thelr answers were class-
ed as general or specific. Examples of general
goals stated were '"preserve, protect and enhance
the enviromment," and “to influence policies and
project funding of govermment agencies"; examples
of specific goals were “establishment of the Nation-
al Lakeshore,” and "protect the water quality and
watershed of Lake Momrce.” The majority of re~

spondents, 58 percent, did not state specific goals,




and only 23 percent stated three or more specific
goals (Table 18). This pattern generallv held for
all those who spent one or more hours per week on
envirommental fssues; 12 of the 14 who spent zaero
hours had no specifie goals. In contrast, the ma-
Joricy did indicate general goals, az seen ia Table
17. Ume or two general goals wers most often named.

There was little variation across level of partici-

number of specific plus general goals achisved di-
vwided by the total number of specific plus general
goals participants had. Tt sppears rhat a large
pumber of participants schieved the majoricy of
thelr goals, szipce 04 persoms achieved 76 to 100
percent of their goals and 16 achieved 51 to 75 per-

cent of thelrs.

Teble 18. HNumber of generazl snd specific goals
pation, including those whe spemt zeroc hours per schieved by level of particivation.
weeh . No, of goals Hoursz per week Total
achieved 0 -4 510 20+
E?:iiﬁi§$ﬂ“Number of specific goals by level of par- o 13 12 g 9 43
Ho. of specific Hours per waek Total . z 20 20 13 37
poals o I~ Sl 20 2 0 7 ElY 7 24
o 12 25 22 23 82 3 1 3 5 6 15
1 1 7 6 3 17 4 o 1 3 4 8
2z 0 2 & 5 11 o & 3 1 4
3 0 3 8 7 18 5 G L 0 1 2
& or more 1 & 6 3 1z ] 0 O i 1
Total & 41 46 43 142 Total 16 Li 50 bé& 154
Table 17. Number of genersl goals by level of pare Table 19. Percentage of general and specific goals
ticipation. that have been achieved by level of participation,
No. of general fiours per week Total Hours per weeak Total
goals 0 1~4 ]9 20+ Percentage 0 1-4 5-19 20+
0 7 12 it 8 38 174 13 12 9 9 43
1 5 15 17 15 52 1-25% G 1 o &
2 0 26 26-50% ¢ 1z 8 Z5
3 1 _ 11 51-~75% 1 6 7 16
4 or more i 3 3 15 76~-100% 2 20 22 20 64
Toral 14 41 46 41 142 Total 16 44 50 &4 154

Yerceprione of Own and Other Citizend Effectiveness
Effectiveness was considered first in the con-
text of the number of geals achieved. Specific and
general goals were combined since many respondents
did not name both types of goals. If & respondent
indicated that s geal was partially achieved, it
was counted as achdeved. Table 18 shows the rotal
number of goales achieved. A total of 43 persons
sehieved no goals, 57 achieved one, elither z gen—
eral or specific goal, and so on. There was a
slight vendency for the more active participsnts to
have achieved a larger number of goals. These data
say nothing sbout how many goals persomns had in come
parison to those achieved; this is provided In Tsble

19, in whieh the percentages were based on the total
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Two things should be kept in mind in interpret-
ing these data. First, the majority of the peals
were geperal rather than specific, as shown in
Tables 16 and 17. Second, if it was indicated that
a goal was partially, or completely, achieved it
was counted as achieved. This procedure tends to
over—-estimate the extent to which goals have hsen
achieved. This was especially true for general
goals., Gliven the large number and wvariety of goals
named, it was not feasible to develop a more precise
measure of poal achievement as part of this project.
For example, a goal “to improve water quality" was
clagsifled as general. By the procedure used here,
any improvement percelved by the respondent and

described as at least partial achievement was




counted as improvement. It was perception of effect

that was being sought. A more quantitative measure
of degree of Improvement in water quality, for
example, would have been a very different problam
and would have required an altogether different set
of data.

A second approach to effectiveness was to ask
respondents 1f they could name examples of deci~
siormgin which citizens had been effective. The
general expectation was that more active persons
should be able to name more examples. This was at
least partially supported in that the slightly ac~
tive gave the fewest examples, but there was little
difference between the moderately active {5 to 19
hours per week)} ané the very active (20 or more
hours per week) participants. Only 18 persons
said they could not give any examples, 8 said they
thought citizens had been effective but gave no
examples, 45 gave 1 example, 27 gave 2 examples, 18
gave 3, and 28 gave 4 or more examﬁles.

These examples were alsc coded in terms of the
geographic scope of the decision: local decisions
affected a specific community or multi-county area;
state~wide decisions affected or potentially affect-
ed the entire state; and federal decisions had to
affect substantial parts of two or more states.
Examples given by respondents coded as local im-
cluded dams, reservoirs and recycling projects;
state-wide examples included the Indiana phosphate
ban and Wabash River barge canal; and federal ex-
amples included the supersonic transport and toxic
substances control bill. Table 20 shows that the
slightly and moderately active respondents were much
more likely to give local examples than state or
federal examples of decisions in which they had been
effective. Very active participants gave about
equal numbers of examples at the local, state and
federal level. Looking at Table 20 from the per-—
spective of who participated in which scope of de-
cision making almost half of the local examples were
givenr by moderately active participants; state ex—
amples were given relatively equally by all activity
levels; and a little less than half of the federal
examples were given by the very active participants.
The emphasis here was on scope, not on the number of

specific examples given. If a person gave 3 local
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examples that was scored as local in scope, the

same ag if only one local example had been given.

Table 20. Scope of decisions given as examples of
citizens'® being effective by level of participation®
Scope of Hours per week Total
decisions 0 J=4 5~19 204
Local: community,

county or mulei~

county area 3 20 33 14 70
State-wide 0 15 19 14 48
Federal: multi-

state 0 9 12 i7 38
Total 3 44 64 45 156

*Res?onéents could give examples at more than one
level; frequencies are the number of respondents
who gave at least one example at each scope level.

A particularly interesting aspect of the scope
of decision data was the difference in scope be-
tween the most active participants and others, even
though there was little difference in number of ex-
amples given. Similarly there was little difference
in percent of goals achieved. This suggests that
the very actlve participants may be more involved
in federal scope issues and that slightly and mod-
erately active participants are more involved in
local scope issues. Unfortunately these data do

not allow a specific test of this hypothesis since

respondents were not asked to give complete lists

of 1ssues and hours per week spent om each of them.

The third means of measuring effectiveness was
to have respondents place themselves on a scale
ranging from "very ineffective"™ (-~10), to "omn the
average I1've had no effect" (0), to "very effective"

(+10}.

as effective, but predominantly only somewhat to

The majority of respondents rated themselves

moderately =so, that is from 42 to +7 as shown in
Table 21.

than as very effective.

More rated themselves as very ineffective
The majority of those who
rated themselves at the very ineffective end, minus
8 to minus 10, were slightly active. This was
particularly characteristic of the "no hours" per
week respondents. There was a modest difference
between the moderately and very active participants
in their self-ratings, with 44 percent of the mod—
erately actives rating themselves as pius 5 or high-
er compared to 64 percent of the very active partic—

ipants.




Table 21. Self-rating of effectiveness by level of
participation. .
Hours per week Total
Self-rating 0 14 5=19 26+
Very ipeffective
-10 to -8 8 & 3 2 19
-7 to -5 2 4] 2 G 4
-4 to -2 0 0 ¢ 1 1
No effect
~1l to +1 1 4 6 3 14
+2 to +4 4 18 17 10 49
+5 to +7 2 14 16 23 55
Very effective
+8 to +10 0 1 6 5 12
Total 17 43 50 44 154

To obtain some indication of the adequacy of the
self-rating measure, those responses were compared
with the percentage of goals achieved measure, in
Table 22.

of validity of the measures.

Comparable scores provided am indication
The marginal distri-
bution of each variable does not simplify the com-
parison. Nevertheless, the majority cf those rat—
ing themselves as very ineffective also achieved no
goals; those rated as no effect, minus 1 to plus 1,
and those slightly positive, plus 2 to plus 4, were
bimedally split; and those moderately to very effec—
tive showed successively higher percentages of goals
achieved. This pattern provides at least some evi-
dence for the validity of these measures of effec-
tiveness,

Table 22. Self-rating of effectiveness by percent-
age of general and specific goals achieved.

% goals achieved Total

0 1-25 26-30 351-75 76-100

Self-rating

Very ineffec-

tive
~10 to -8 14 0 0 0 3 i7
-7 to =5 1 0 1 0 1 3
-4 to =2 0 0 0 0 1 1
Mo effect
-1 to +1 6 1 2 2 8 19
+2 to +4 17 2 ) 4 21 51
+5 to +7 8 3 17 7 28 63
Very effective
+8 to +10 0 1 i 3 8 13
Total 46 7 28 16 70 167

The data showed a generally consistent pattern
of (a) all levels of participants being at least
partially effective, across the various measures of

effectiveness, and (b} a moderate relationship
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between effectiveness and level of participation,
with the very active being the most effective, and
the "no hours" participants the least effective.
Techniques Used to Influence Enviromnmental Decisions
and Perceptions of Their Effectiveness

There are many ways citizens try to influence
decisions. Often these are last minute efforts like
attending a public meeting at a point in the process
when the decision has virtually been made. Other
times they are organized well in advance, such as
working for the nomimation and election of persons
who will support your position when the time for
the decision comes. The active citizen participants
in thie study were asked what techniques they used
and how effective they felt they were, using several
approaches as with many of the other variables of
the study.

After the first few questions about their own
participation, they were asked: "If you reflect
for a moment about these participation activities,
which participation techniques have you found to
be most effective for influencing decisions?"
Answers to this opem—end question were categorized
and are presented in Table 23. Several different
techniques were named here voluntarily by several
people. Leading the list was "influencing legisla-

tion," which was mentioned by 53 persons. It may

be assumed that this stands in contrast to influenc-
ing the administration of programs since contact
with agencies was named less than a third as often.

The next two categoriles, direct contact and
written contact with those involved in making de-
cisions, might be combined. They appear separately
in an effort to preserve the respondents' words, and
in recognition that face-to-face encounters are not
necessarily the same as the written word. Koowledge
of the issues Involved was also named guite frequent-
ly. Presumably they were saying that if a person
were to be involved in direct contact where dis-
cussion and debate of the issues may oceur, know-
ledge 1s essential to effectiveness.

In contrast to these most frequently named
techniques were others less often named. "Attending
meetings and hearings" was in the middle of the list,
and below it was "participating in meetings and

hearings.” This is particularly significant in that




Table 23. Most effective techniques from open-end
question by level of participation.
Hours per week Total

Technique 0 1-4 5=19 20+
Influence legisla~-

tion 2 13 i8 20 53
Direct contact 3 10 i8 20 51
Written contact 0 11 12 i2 35
Knowledge of issues 0 11 9 15 35
Contact, use press 1 8 7 9 25
Participate in or-

ganizations, coa-

litlons ¢ 8 & 7 21
Contact with agen-

cies 0 & 5 8 17
Attend meetings and

hearings 2 3 9 3 17
Style of presenta-

tion 1 1 7 7 16
Participate in

meetings and

hearings 0 6 3 5 14
Participate in edu-

cational programs 14
Repetition 0 3 4 i3
Consult lawyers,

courts 0 2 1 4 7
Participate on ad-

visory boards b 0 3 1 &
Other 18 i4 18 52

meetings and heavings are the major technique many
agencies use for obtaining public input. Even if
attending and participating were combined they would
be only fifth on the list.
out participation does not provide much substantive
input to the decision making process. At the bottom
of the list were "comsulting with lawyers and using
the courts,” and “participating on advisory boards.”
Increased emphasis has been placed on both of these
in the last few vears, but for these participants
they were not viewed as all that effective. Inclu-
ded inthe list in Table 23 are two categories that
are more about how to present the influential mes-
sage. "'Style of presentation' incliudes the manner
of presenting your side of an issue, avoiding emo~
tional outbursts, and making reasoned, knowledgeable
arguments. Those who were categorized under "repe-
tition™ talked about the importance of repeating
their position many times at many places, and not

assuming that once, one place was enough. The

However, attendance with-
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differences in who mentioned which techniques across
levels of participation were at best modest. A few
techniques, namely, influence legislation, direct
contact, style of presentation and repetition, were
all mentioned more often by the more active pexsons.

A list of 17 techniques were presented to re-
spondents later in the questionnaire, and they were
asked to indicate how often they did each of them.
The list was deliberately diverse, including such
institutionalized procedures as voting, which can
only be a few times a vear, to participating in a
protest demonstration, which is generally comsidered
more controversial, but hypothetically could be done
often. Table 24 shows how frequently participants
reported they used each technique. The most fre-
quently reported technique was talking to people
from daily 1ife; the fact that 5 participants said
they never did this sheuld be interpreted in the
context of the gquestion as meaning they never tried
to influence an environmental decision that way.

In contrast the least frequent technique was partic-
ipating Iz a protest demonstration, which 91 said
they had never done, and 42 said that they had
rarely done.

Given the importance of influencing legislation
and direct and written contact in the open-end ques-
tion reported above, it was useful to look at the
frequency of various forms of political participa-
tion here. Voting for specific cfficials or spe-
cific legislation was reported as being done once a
year or less by 78 persons. A person who voted in
every primary, general and special election could
legitimately fit into the 2 to 5 times a year cafe-
gory, as 22 persons reported. To vote more often
than that, as 43 persons reported, appearaed to re-
quire a different interpretation of the question
than intended. Speculatively, this might include
voting within an organization to lobby for or
against a proposed piece of legislation, for example.
it may also be a form of response error, with re-
spondents over-estimating the frequency of their
voting. More freguent than veting was talking or
writing to elected government or pelitical party
officials.

and 39 wonthly, which appears consistent with the

Eight persons did this daily, 32 weekly

importance placed on direct contact earlier. However,




Table 24. Fregquency of use of listed techniques

Technique Never Rarely Seldom Occasionally Monthly Weekly Daily Total
Yoring for specific officials or

specific legislation 8 78 22 38 4 0 1 151
Talking to particular people from

dally life~~friends, neighbors,

relatives, fellow workers, priest, etc. 5 3 8 8 21 52 55 152
Talking or writing to elected govern-

ment or political party officials—-

representative, party leader, or a

govermment agency 7 20 19 28 39 32 8 153
Tzlking or writing to particular

specialists or experts not in govern-

ment or political party 17 25 28 30 24 25 3 152
Consulting a lawyer--using legal or

juristic means 4& &7 21 20 g 152
Forming a group or organization 46 82 11 10 2 0 G 151
Working through a political party; l.e.

for the election of a political candi-

date 49 61 14 20 5 1 1 151
Contributing money to a party or a

candidate 38 71 24 15 & ¢ 0 152
Contacting the press or other mass

media 31 i3 33 29 30 11 0 152
Joining an organization, including

renewals 19 36 40 42 i4 1 0 152
Attending meetings of organizations 12 17 15 15 66 23 151
Attending public hearings 10 20 45 45 27 L3 g 151
Attending public discussions, educa-

tional programs, or going on organized

tours 13 21 34 47 30 5 1 151
Signing petitions either supporting or

opposing policy 17 37 50 34 12 2 G 152
Talking or writing to nonelected admin-

istrative officials or agency technical

personnel is 22 36 29 29 16 3 153
Wearing an envirommental button or put-

ting an environmental sticker on car 50 37 15 13 31 152
Participating in a protest demonstration 91 42 0 151
Other. Specify: 7 ) 31
Never: have never done; rarely: once a year or less; seldom: 2 to 5 times a year; occasionally: 6 to 11

times a year; monthly:

working through a political party or contributing
money t£o a party or candldate was rarely or never
done by nearly three~fourths of the respondents.
This suggests that the political efforts of environ-—
mental activists tended to be focused on specific
issues and legislatiom, not on party organization.

A few other comparisons of the data im Table 24
with the open-end responses reported in Table 23 are
pertinent. Attending meetings of organizations and

contacting the press or other mass media are

1 toc 3 times a month; weekly:
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1 to 4 times a week; daily:

once or almost daily.

reported as done relatively frequently on the listed
techniques, which generally corresponds to their
positiom in Table 23, although their order is re-
versed. Consulting a lawyer ranks low on both lists.
From these data it appears there 15 a general cor-~
respondence between the frequency of use of a tech-
nique and its having been voluntarily indicated as
effective.

In general, the more active participants used

the various listed techniques more than the less




active participants. Two exceptions to this were
voting and working through a political party,
neither of which was done very often but when they
were it was as apt to be less active people as com-
These

relationships are summarized in Table 25, using

pared Lo more active people who did them.

Gamma which is an ordinal measure of association.

Table 25. Relatlonships between frequency of use
of listed techniques and level of participation.
Technigue Gamma
Voting for specific officials or

specific legislation .08
Talking to partieular people from

daily life-~friends, neighbors,

relatives, fellow workers, priest, etc. .66
Talking or writing to elected govern-—

ment ox pelitical party officials——
representative, party leader, or a

goverament agency .67
Talking or writing to particular

spaecizllsts or experts not in govern-

ment or peolitical party .53
Consulting a lawver--using legal or

juristic means .53
Forming a group or organization .50
Working through a political party; i.e.

for the election of a political candi-

date 13
Contributing money to a party or a

candidate .29
Contacting the press or other mass medig 57
Joining an organization, including renewals W54
Attending meetings of eorganizations .53
Attending public hearings .48
Attending public discussions, educational
programs, or going on organized tours .48
Signing petitions either supporting or

opposing policy .32
Talking or writing to nonelected adminis—

trative officials or agency technical

personnel .61
Wearing an envirommental button or putting

an envirommental sticker on car 49
Participating in a protest demonstration b

Other. Specify:

As an illustration, Table 26 shows one of the listed
techniques, talking or writing to non-elected ad-~
ministrative officials or agency technical personnel
by level of participation. The very active partici-
pants, those spending 20 hours or more per week on

environmental activities, were in more frequent
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contact with agencies; the frequency of contact
clearly decreases as hours per week decreases.
Table 26. Frequency of talking or writing to non-

elected administrative officials or agency technical
bersopnel by level of participation.

Frequency of Hours per week

talking or Total
weltin 4] 1-4 5=-19 20+
Daily - once or

almost once a

day 0 e G 3 3
Weekly ~ 1 to 4

times a week 0 1 3 12 16
Monthly - 1 ¢to 3

times a month 0 ] 11 i2 29
Occasionalily, 6

to 11 times a

vear 1 9 11 8 29
Seldom, 2 to 5

times a year 1 i5 14 6 36
Rarely, once a

vear or less 7 6 7 2 22
Never, have never

done 8 7 3 0 18
Total 17 A 49 43 153

The strongest relationships between level of
participation and frequency of using techniques, in
decreasing order, were with talking or writing
elected govermment or political party officials,
talking to particular people from daily life, talk-
ing or writing to non-elected administrative offi-
cials, contacting the press, joining an organization,
talking or writing to specialists not in government,
consulting a lawyer and atrtending meetings of organ-
izations.

Several findings emerge from these data on ef-
feetive techniques. Contacts through talking and
writing were perceived to be especlally effective
for influencing decisions. Such contacts were made
frequently. The more active a perscn was, the more
contacts s/he makes. Even those techniques which
were used less often, like consulting a lawyer or
contacting the press, were done more often by the
most active participants. The most active partici~
pants also used those techniques only moderately
often that they had indicated on the cpen~end ques—
tion only occasionally as being most effective,
That is, even though the techniques were not volun~-

tarily named as most effective, the most active




participants used thenm.

The last set of data on effective techniques
was from two questions that asked respondents to
chooge the three most effective and three least eof -
fective techniques from the list. They were asked
to rank the three most effective techniques in order
to see if there were consensus on the most effective
techniques. However, since many respondents find
rapking somewhat difficult, they were only asked to

name the three least effective techniques, in any

effective technique was talking or writing teo elect=-
ed govermment or political party officials. Tt

was named as (firet) most important almost twice as
often as any other, and a iittle less than twice as
often across the three most effective choices.
Second place might be considered a vie between talk-
ing to people in daily life, which was second in
{(first) most effective, and contacting the press
which was second on total most effective rankings.

The least most effective techniques were wearing an

order. These data ave shown in Table 27. The most environmental button or putting on envirommental
Table 27, Ratings of listed technlgues as most effective and least effective

Most effective Least
Techniguse lst Ind 3rd Total effective
Voting for specific officials or
specific legislation 11 7 7 25 14
Talking to particular people from
daily life——friends, neighbors,
relatives, fellow workers, priest, etc. 21 13 9 43 13
Talking or writing to elected govern-—
ment or political party offieials—-
representative, party leader, or a
govermment agency 41 26 15 82 8
Talking or writing to particular
specialists or experts not in govern~—
ment or political parvty 1 7 8 16 16
Comsulting a lawyer—--using legal or
Juristic means 5 4 17 22
Forming 2 group or organization 10 10 9 29 2
Working through a political party; i.e.
for the election of a political candi-~
date 2 7 5 14 13
Contributing money to a party or a
candidate 3 3 4 10 27
Contacting the press or other mass media 10 18 20 48 4
Joining an organization, ineluding renewals 5 6 9 20 g
Attending meetings of organlzations 8 9 22 11
Attending public hearings 9 15 32 16
Attending public discussions, educatiomal
programs, or going on organized tours 5 2 6 i3 16
Signing petitions either supporting or
opposing policy ] 4 1 5 43
Talking or writing to nonelected adminig-
trative officials or agency technical
perscnnel 8 12 7 27 18
Wearing an envirommental button or putting
an envirommental sticker on car ) 0 4] 75
Participating in a protest demonstration 55
Cther. Specify: 5 1 2 8 G
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sticker on a car, participating in a protest demon—
stration and siganing petitions. These were azlsc
named the lzast often as most effective techniques.
Although there was not & perfect inverse order be-
tween the two total rankings 1t was fairly high,
with a Spearman’s rank corvelation of -.65.

Respondents were asked why they ranked a tech—
nique as most or least important. The sdvantages of
direct personal contact were expressed in several
ways by those who named talking or writing to
elected or political party officials, for example:

"It takes persomnal contact by groups to get the
attention of elected officials;™ "It gives a chance

to work out differences or misunderstandings:” "Lets
officials know if their plan is right, okay or wrong."
While these and other comments indicate the impor-
tameplaced on conveying a group's position to

elected officials, they also indicate that such
direct contacts often involve the two-way exchange

of information, and the impertance of supporting
officials when you agree with them rather than just
contacting them when you disagree. Comments were
quite similar for all three of the least effective
techniques {(wearing an eavirommental butten, protest
demonstrations, and signing petitions), for example:
"It makes you feel good, but doesn't really do any-
thing;" "I don't believe legislators are influenced
by such techniques;” "It didn't mean a thing when
we used a petition.”™ They simply were not seen as
effective for influencing decisions.

There were few differences in rankings by level
of participation, indicating substantial agreement
about which techniques were important. The few dif-
ferences were: ‘other' was used only by the less
active respondents for both most and least important
questions; contacting the press tended to be rated
first or second most important by the most active,
and third most important by the least active; and no
zerc hours person ranked signing petitions as least
important.

These rankings of the effectiveness of specific
techniques supported the other findings based on
voluntary naming of most important techniques and on
the frequency of their use. These rankings add to
the earlier findings by showing that there was

general consensus about the effectiveness of the
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techniques acress levels of participatlon. There
wag agreement, in other words, among the most
active who used the techniques most and the less
active who usedthem less, about which techniques
were most important.,
Perceptions of Agencies' Responsiveness to Citizen
Participation

Participants were asked a series of guestions,
mostly open—ended, about how they perceived agencies
to respond to citizen partdcipation hased on their
experience. ‘Agencies” here referred to both
elected officials and administrative bodies at the
local, state and federal levels.

In reply to a question on whether agencies were
responsive to public input, participants' answers
were quite mixed, as shown in Table 28, with the

majority saying "yes and no;" “yes” and "no" were

Table 28. Are agencies raspomsive te public input
by level of participation.
Are agencies respon- Hours per week Total
give to public input O 1-4 519 20+
No 4 13 11 6 34
Yes and No 6 24 24 22 76
Yes 0 6 13 13 32
Total 10 43 48 41 142
indicated by fewer, but about equal, numbers. The

tendency, however, was for the slightly active to
be more iikely to say no and the most active to be
more likely to say yes., Participants were asked to
give examples of ways agencies had been responsive.
More frequently mentioned examples were revising
projects, plans and programs, providing information
to the public and generally providing for citizen
input. As shown in Table 29, there was no systemét—
ic difference here across level of participation,
except that "no hours” participants gave only one
example.

In contrast to the mixed feelings on respongive-
ness, the majority of participants felt that agen-
cies have changed in a positive direction recently
in the way they interact with citizens. As showm
in Table 30, the very active and moderately active
participants especially felt that positive changes
were occurring, with about 73 percent saying ves

compared to about 24 percent saying no. The




Table 2Z9. Ways agencies are responsive by level of Table 31. Ways agencies have changed in interacting
participation, with citizen participants by level of participation.
Ways agencies Hours per week Total Wayvs agencies Hours per week Total
responsivea 0 1-4 5-1¢ 20 changed 4] i-& 516 204
Provide informa- Provide informa-
tion to public O & 8 2 14 tion to publiec O 1 6 6 13
Hold public meet— Hold public meet-
ings and hear- ings and hear-
ings ¢ G 3 4 7 ings 0 1 7 6 14
Provide for cit- Encourage citizen
izen participa- participation 0 5 5 5 16
tion 1 2 6 4 13 Respond to citi-
Respensive in zen input on
revising rules plans and pro-~
and regulations O & 3 2 9 jects 0 kl 3 G 4
Revise projects Complying with
plans and pro- laws and regu-
2y ams 8 7 6 21 lations on cit-
izen participa—
Other 10 17 1z 3% tion o 6 9 9 2%
Other 11 16 14 41
Table 30. Have agencies changed recently by level

of participation.

Agencies Hours per week Total
changed G 14 5-15 20+
o 8 10 12 39
Yes and No 0 3 1 1 5
Yes 1 24 32 31 88
Total 9 37 45 41 132

slightly active participants were more evenly divid-
ed, with a smaller majority of "yes" answers. When
asked for more detailed information about how agen-
cies were changing, some respondents gave specific

examples of providing more informarion and holding

‘meetings and hearings (see Table 31). Some felt
there were changes in attitudes taking place within
some agencies that now encourage citizen participa-

tion. - The largest single category of response was
complying with laws and regula-

While this cate-

that agencies were
tions on citizen participatiomn.
gory includes some who indicate that agencies may
not always be happy with these new laws, the major-
ity seemed to imply that this has improved oppor-—
tunities for participation.

Respondents were asked two questions about which
types of agencies were most responsive. The objec—
tive was to obtain information about characteristics
of zgencies, not information on any specific agen—
"In your experience, which

cies., They were asked:

agencies are more responsive to c¢itizen input——local,
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state or federal?” As Table 32 shows, about half
sald local agencies were most responsive, followed
by federal and then state agencies. Slightly active
persons were much more likely to pick local agencies
and moderately and very actives were about equally
likely to pick local or federal agencies. These
findings are similar to those in Table 20 for
slightly and very active respondents, but there
moderately actives were propertionately more likely
to name local examples of decisions in which eciti-
zens were effactive.

Table 32. Are local, state or federal agencies

more responsive to citizen dinput by level of parti-
cipation?

Agencies more Hours per week Total
respongive 0 1-4 5-1% 204
ALl about the

same 0 1 2 5 8
Local 11 30 20 16 77
State 2 10 & 20
Federal 2 8 16 17 43
Total 15 4% 48 4Lt 148

American governmental structure divides various
functions between three branches of government.
Citizens interact in a fairly routine way with elect-
ed bodies and technical/administrative agencies.
Therefore, the respondents were asked which of these

two types of govermmental bodies was more responsive.




(Interaction with the judiciary is less routine,
and its relationship to citizens is different than
the other two branches.) On the whole, participants
felt the elected branch was more responsive. This,
perhaps, is not too surprising since unresponsive
elected officials may be voted out of office.
Additionelly, the elected officials play the major
policy making role. Techniecal/administrative offi-
cials have the responsibility of executing that
policy, even when it may not be popular with some
citizens. As Table 33 shows, there was essentially
ﬁo difference in answers among levels of participa-
tion on this question.

Table 33. Are elected bodies or technical, admin-—
istrative agencies more responsive to citizen input
by level of participation.

Responsive Hours per week Total
agencies 0 1-4 5=16 20+
Elected much more 3 13 9 12 37
Elected somewhat

more 5 16 1% 12 52
Undecided 4 8 8 ) 26
Technical, admin=-

istrative some-

what more 0 6 7 7 20
Technical, admin-

istrative much

more 2 ¢ 1 2 5
All about the

samed (¢ 2 1 0 2 3
Total 14 4 44 41 143

aThis was not a response category given respondents
in this structured question; 3 wanted to use it
rather than use undecided.

It should be pointed out that since respondents
came from all over the state, having participated
in a wide variety of environmental issues, the spe-
cific governmental units with which they have inter-
acted varied greatly. While this was obvious for
local govermmental units, through examples they gave
it is also true for state and federal agencies.

In two sequential questions, participants were
asked if they could name procedures that agencies
{both elected and administrative) follow that dis-
courage and that encourage citizen partieipatioen.
Ninety=six percent named discouraging procedures,
and 8C percent named encouraging procedures. Cate-

gories were developed to summarize those responses,

and the freguency with which each was mentioned is
presented in Tables 34 and 35. Encouraging or dis-
couraging public hearings and meetings was mention-
ed most in the respective questions. This included
the presence or absence of adequate notice of the
meeting, having sufficient time to prepare for ic,
and information on when and where it was to be heid.
Seeking public participation, j.e., through educa~
ticnal programs and advisory committees, was men-
tioned almost as often. This was followed by facil-
itating access to information. The second most
freguently mentioned procedures that discourage
participation were use of administrative and bureau=-
cratic procedures, often governing when and how

participation takes place, and lack of access to

information.
Table 34. Agency procedures that encourage citizen
participation by level of participatica.
Hours per week Total

Progedures 0 1-4 5-19 204
Access to infor-

mation i 6 13 12 32
Receptive or

cooperative

{passive) G 5 2 & 13
Pogitive atti~

tude {active) 0 2 2 4 8
Encourage partici-

pation in public

hearings 1 12 20 18 51
Bxplain laws and

procedures 8; 5 6 7 18
Seek citizen par-

ticipation 0 12 1¢% 16 47
Administrative pro-

cedures that en-

courage partici-

pation 0 1 0 3 4
Other 0 3 3 4 10

Level of participation had only a limited re~
lationship to naming procedures that encourage and
discourage participation. The moderately and very
active participants named more procedures than the
slightly actives; this was particularly true for
encouraging procedures. However, given the differ-
ence in the total number of procedures named across
participation levels, there was little difference
in the proportion who named a specific procedure.

For example, encouraging participation in public




hearings and seeking citizen participation were
named first and second most often by participants

at all activity levels.

Table 35. Agency procedures that discourage citizen
varticipation by level of participation.
Hours per week Total

Procedures 0 1~h 5-1% 204
Laeck of access to

information 1 9 10 11 31
Lack receptivity

or coouperation

(passive) 0 7 7 5 19
Negative attitude

(active) 0 5 2 g - 16
Discourage parti-

cipation in pub-

lic heardings 3 15 27 22 67
Do net explain

laws and pro-

cedures 0 1 1 2 4
Use technical

jargon and eri-

teria 1 2 3 5 11
Do not seek citizen

participation 0 9 1 ] 19
Administrative

procedures that

discourage par-

ticipation 0 10 12 10 32
Other 4 15 21 14 54

In summarizing agency responsiveness, it appears
that participants viewed agencies with mixed feel-
ings, but that they view them as changing for the
better. Also, local and elected bodies are more
responsive., Public hearings and meetings came outl
as a particularly important means through which
agencies both encouraged and discouraged participa-
tion. A generally consistent finding was that the
very and moderately active participants had more
comments on and examples to make about agency pro-
cedures than the slightly active participants. This
difference was especially apparent with regard to
positive indications of responsiveness. It may be
that the more active persons have & greater oppor-—
tunity te observe the positive changes. However,
that does not seem to explain the finding that the
slightly actives named almost twice as many pro-
cedures that discourage particlpation as encourage

it.
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Some Other Issues Concerning Citlzen Participation
Do citizens tveally care about participating in
envirommental decisions? Are they able to do much
toward solving problems? Do they only participate
becanse of financial benmefits? In this section
two different types of reasons for participating
are discussed (1) do citizens care and can they do
anything, and (2) is their participation related to
financial gain or loss?

"Citizens don't care unless directly impacted
and involved.' "Some care very much; most don't
know about the decisions.”" As these answers indi-
cate, when asked whether the average citizen cares,
the modal response was that s/he cares very little,
generally with little or no participation. This was
the response of about half the respondents, shown
in Table 36. Compared to the 90 who said citizens
care very little, 35 gaid they care some and only

16 said they care a lot. The answer categories were

Table 36. Extent to which citizen's care about
participating in envirommental decisions by level
of participation.

Hours per week Total

Average cltizen care O 1-4 5-19 204
Not care 0 1 2 3 6
Cares very little 10 23 20 24 77
(little or no par-

ticipation)

Cares very little 1 2 5 5 13
(some participation)

Cares some 2 7 1L & 26
(little or no par-

ticipation)

Cares some 0 3 3 3 9
{some participation)

Cares quite a lot 1 4 4 2 11
(little or no parti-

cipation)

Cares quite a lot o} 1 3 1 )
{some participation)}
Don't know 0 2 1 0 3
Total 14 43 49 44 150

developed from responses to an open-end question.
Each category contains two dimensions: caring and
participation. There is a consistemt pattern that
emerges from this: respondents generally expected
little or no participation regardless of how much

they thought citizens caved. The respondent's own




level of participation made essentially no differ-
ence in how s/he saw the "average citizen” in this
regard.

This contrasts quite sharply with what respond-
ents felt the role of the public should be. A ser—
ies of questions were asked to measure this, which
was referred to here as democratic value orienta-
tion.3 These were general statements, not address-—
ed to specific agencies or projects, that asked
what the role of the public and agencies is in de-
cision making. Only two of these statements are
discussed here, since there was little difference
in findings among the eight statements. As shown
in Table 37, the majority of respondents agreed or
strongly agreed with Question 21: "Responsibility
for all public programs ultimately should rest with
the public.” 1In eontrast, they disagreed or strong-
iy disagreed with: "Administrators in government
agencies are better qualified to decide what pro-
jects are needed than is the general public.” There
was no substantial vardiation in answers to these,
or other questions in the series, across levels of
participation.

Table 37. Attitudes towards the public's and agen—
cies' role in decision making.

Attitudes towards (Question -

slightly, moderately and wvery active participants.
Environmental organizations were a close sscond,
and were named predominantly by moderately and wery
active participants. These more active participants
were also most likely to name persons, state offi~
cials and private corporations and busilnesses. Of
the respondents who named specific persons as able
to solve community problems, eight named other per=-
sons who were also respondents in this study.

One of the persistent guestions about citizen
participation concerns whether it is in the public
interest or whether it benefits the private inter-
ests of the partieipants. There are many aspects
of dnterests, including aesthetics and recreational
preferences. Financial interests are referred to
most often, and are the interests inquired about
here. Respondents were asked whether they saw any
possible financial benefits or losses for them-
seives or their femily as a consequence of their
participation in environmental issues. Almost all
respondents at all levels of activity tended to say
that they dié not anticipate any financial benefits
as a result of their participation {(see Table 38).
About 10 percent indicated possible financial bene-

fits; these tended to be anticipated through the

Table 38. Possgible financial benefits and losses
role 20 21 . X

by lavel of participation.
Strongly agree 3 24 Hours per week Total
Agree 24 67 Financial benefits 0O i-4 5-19 20+
Undecided 16 22 No 9 39 41 40 3129
Disagree 78 38 Yes 2 4 5 3 14
Strongly disagree 30 0 Don't know 0 ¢ 0 1
Total 151 151 Total 11 44 46 43 144
Question 20: Administrators in govermment agencies . ,
are better gqualified to decide what projects are Financial losses
needed than is the general public. Question 21:
Responsibility for all public programs ultimately Ne 1L 28 24 18 81
should rest with the public. Yes 0 15 24 24 63

1
When asked who could solve envirormental prob- Don 't kmow 1 L 0 0 4

lems in their community, several differences across Total 12 44 48 42 146

activity levels were found. No hours participants

named few persons, groups or orgaenizations. Local

officials were nemed most often; about equally by

3See Gordon Bultena, Community Values and Collective
Action in Reservoir Development: Completion Report
Ames, Jowa State Water Rescurces Research Institute
{ISWRRI~69) September, 1975.

»
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reduction of solid waste or the potential for solar
heating which would reduce costs. A much larger
mumber, 43 percent, did see possible financial los-
ses vesulting from participation. There was a
slight tendency for more active participants to gzee

losses more frequently (see Table 38). These losses




were generally either a result of the costs of par-
ticipation - travel expenses, time lost from work,
baby sitter, etc. - or & recognition of the costs

of cleaning up the enviromment - such as automobiles
In general, respondents
Ag

becoming more expensive.
saw these costs as necessary and worthwhile.

one said: "One of my basic principles is that if

we are going to have a decent enviromment in this
country we have to pay for it, and I'm going to

have to pay for it like everybody else. If you call
that a financial loss, then, OK, that's a financial
loss. I happen to think that the gains you make are
more important than the financial losges.”

It might be concluded from these data that
participants must view themselves ag different from
most citizens. The majority saw the "average citi-
zens'" as caring little and participating less,
while respondents were participating, and caring at
least fmplicitly as indicated in answers to open-—end
questions; they were not asked directly how much
they cared. Additionally, their participation
occurred at a direct finamecdal cost in many cases,
without any anticipated financial gain. Any gains
to be realized cecurred through envirommental issues
such as public health, conserving rescurces, or
through reduced governmental expenditures. The
meaning of the respondents was quite consistently
that these were benefits that would accrue to every-
one, or at least jarge segments of the population,

not just to them,

Summary and Conclusions

The purpose of this study was to describe how
persons who have participated in the environmental
decision making process view that process and their
participation in it. A central part of the analysis
is the comparison of persons across levels of par-
ticipation, from slightly active to moderately to
very active. Data were obtained from very and mod-
erately active citizens throughout Indiana using a
snow-ball sampling technique, and from slightly
active persons using a number of lists as described
in the research methods chapter. DBoth interviews
and mailed questionnaires were used.

The extent to which respondents had been invole
ved in environmental issues and organizations varied

on several dimensions, including the number of years
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gince they were fipst inveolved, the number of en-
vironmental organizations they belonged o, the
extent of participation in them and the hours per
waek they devoted to environmental activities.
Hours per week was used throughout the study as the
indicator of level of participation. The demograph~
jie differences across levels of participation were
modest. Persons at all levels of participation
lived in places of varying size, from farms to large
cities, but slightly actives were more likely to
live on farms and very actives more likely to Ilive
in the open country - but not on farms. The major-
ity of slightly actives were 40 years of age and
over, while the very actives ranged widely in age.
About 65 percent of the respondents were men, but
women tended to be more active.

These respondents on the average rank relatively
high on sociceconomic indicators. The majority
had more than & high school education, and had in-
comes of $15,000 and higher. HNeither of these
indicators of gociceconomic status was directly
related to level of participation, with the very
active participants having less education than the
moderately actives, and less income than the slight-
ly actives, on the average.

A goal of a substantial majority of participants
was to affect decisions on projects and/or legisla-
tion. This was named far more often than any other
goal. The majority volunteered one or two examples
of decisions they had attempted to influence, which
further supports this as a major objective for par~
ticipation. This varied little across levels of
participation. Some aspect of educating, motivating
or involving others was a goal of many participants.
Ceneral geoals, such as "preserve, protect and en-

Y yere named more frequently

hance the enviromment,
than specific goals, like "establishment of the
Rational Lakeshore.”

In general participants viewed their involvement
as fairly effective, based on a series of measures
of effectiveness. Most had indicated only a few
goals, so that accomplishing one or two goals, as
over half said they felt they had done, meant that
When asked to

give examples of decisions in which citizens had

they had been relatively successful.

been effective, over 80 percent named one or more




examples. Participants were asked to rate them-
selves on their perception of their own effective-
nese. A few thought they were quite ineffective,
but the majority viewed themselves as slightly to
moderately effective. The very active participants
tended to have achieved more goals and to rate them—
selves as more effective thar the slightly zctive
participants. Overall, participants felt citizens
were more effective in influencing decisions at the
lo;al level. This was true for the slightly and
moderately actives particularly, while the very
actives felt citizens were effective at the local,
state and federal level.

The most effective ways to influence enviren-—
mental decisions involve directly talking or writing
to decision makers, influencing legislation, talking
to people in daily life, possessing knowledge of the
issues, and contacting the press, according to pay-—
ticipants. These generally were the more fregquently
used forms of participation, also. Participating
on advisory boards and consulting lawyers/using
courts were seldom named spontaneously as most ef-
fective techniques. When they were asked to select
the least effective techniques from a list of 17
techniques, wearing an environmental buttom or put~
ting a bumper sticker on car and participating in
protest demonstrations were named most frequently
as least effective, followed by signing petitioms.
One of the most frequently used procedures, public
hearings, received mixed ratings on its effective-
ness.

Probably the most consistent pattern found in

these data is that between frequency of using var-

ious techniques to influence environmental decisions

and level of participation. Very active partici-

pants use many of the techmniques, and they use them
more often than the slightly active participants.
It algoc appears that these activities are directed
at influencing the outcomes on issues, and are not
directed toward a particular political party.
Participants indicated that govermment organiza-
tions use various procedures that encourage and that
discourage public involvement. Procedures that
either encourage or that discourage participation
in public hearings were mentioned most frequently

in each category. The majority felt agencies are
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responsive, and that they have changed in how they
interact with citizens. Moderately and very active
participants were more positive in viewing sgencies
as being responsive and encouraging particivation;
they were also more 1likely to see state and federal
agencies, and technical and administrative bodies
as more responsive than slightly active respondents
were.

Although these participants generslly felt that
the "average citizen” cares and participates very
little in environmental decisions,they generally
believe that the public should be responsible for
such decisions. In terms of their own participa-~
tion, very few saw any financial benefits that
might result from their involvement. However, a
lictle less than half saw various kinds of financial
losges associated with their participation; this
was moderately related to level of participation.

There are some conclugions that can be drawn
from this study of active participants in environ-
mental decisions. The data indicate that partici-
pants are active on several dimenslons and that
their participation is purposively directed toward
influencing the outcome of decisions. At least
three factors im the data support & conclusion that
these are a dedicated set of people: (1) the
amount of time that the moderately and very active
participants spend working toward their objectives,
(2) the majority pay their own expenses to & large
extent, and (3) very few see any financial gains
while many see possible losses resulting from their
participation. This pattern.of behavicr is charac-
teristic of the voluntary sector of American soclety,
in contrast to the private, for-profit sector. This
cormitment is a significant factor in the strength
of woluntary organizations.

There are two particularly striking contrasts
between the slightly and very active participants.
First, slightly actives saw themselves as less
effective, and had a more limited view of citizen
effectiveness than very actives had. Second, slight-
1y actives predominantly saw citizens as being
effective with local agencies and local agencies
as being responsive to citizens, while very actives
gave examples of citizens being effective at local,

ctate and federal levels, and equally saw agencies




at all three levels being responsive. The greater
involvement of the very active partilcipants provides
a base of knowledge and experlence that the less
active participants don't have with regard te state
and federal goverament.

The very active participants had a more positive
view of state and federal apemncies, and of technical
and administrative personnel in governmental agen-—
cies. Apgain, this may be a function of their great-
er involvement. However, there were some indica~
tions that slightly active participants have been
discouraged either in the process or by the process
of participating.

(verall, participants’ views of goverpment or-
ganizations' acceptance of eitizen participation
were mixed. They saw many ways in which participa-
tion was encouraged and discouraged., They saw
agencies changing, particularly in providing more
opportunities for infermation to flow back and forth
between agencies and citizens. Local govermment
was seen most faverably, partiecularly by the slight-
1y actives, which may be due to its proximity.
Perhaps because federal legislation has provided
much of the basis for citizen participation in en~
vironmental decisions in recent years, federal
agencies were seen as more responsive than state
agencies. This legislation has sometimes meant that
state agencies are left in a reacting rather than
initiating position, that is, having to react to
federal initiatives.

It needs to be clear that these data do not

establish the direction of causal relationship be-

tween level of participation and perceived effective-

ness. A different type of research design would be
needed to determine if {(a) increasing participation
leads a person to perceive himself as being more
effective, (b) perceiving oneself to be effective
leads to greater participation and not belng effec-
tive leads to less participation, or (¢} there is
interaction between the two.

What is clear is that citizens are not always
dissatisfied, nor are they always satisfied, with
their efforts at participating in environmental
decigion making. This seemingly simple statement
has implications for two criticisms of citizen

participation that are often raised in the context
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of the relationship of democratic theory and prac-
tice, namely that citizen participation never works
(somehow it is a diversionary tactic at best) or
that it works too well through the creation of a
monolithic force.

At the more applied level of agencies and citi-
zens that want to encourage citizen participation,
the findings suggest a particular need for partici-
pation techniques that expand opportunities for
slightly active persons. If should be recognized
that such persons’® involvement may come zbout
directly or indirectly through organizations, or
be encouraged by very active persoms. Recognition
of the structure of voluntary organizations, and
participation in such organizations, iz an Important
part of understanding the citizen participation pro-
cess., Such organizatrions oftentimes provide a link
batween citizens and governmental agencies, a link
which might be used teo increase participation.
Citizen participation need not be limited to members
of such organizations as a result of this, but it

may be enhanced by it.
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1. A,

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Would you begin by naming or briefly describing the major environmental teopics or activities you
are currently working on? (Please use back of page if necessary.)

Would you po back and describe your major past activities, ineluding how and when you first became
an active citizen participant? 7Thet is, what first got you interested in envirommental matters?
(1f your only participation is recent and iz described above in 1.A., please go on to gquestion 1.C.)

Have you ever attempted to influence an environmental deciszion being made by government? (A
governmental agency includes elther elected officials or administrative agencies which can be at
the local, state or federal level.)

No
Yes: Would vou give an example{s} of the decision or issue? (Do NOT give names of persons.)

To what extent do citizens really care about participating in enviromental decisions?

If you reflect for s moment about these participation activities, which participation technigues
have you found to be the most effective for influencing decisions?

How do you find out zbout envirommental issues which result in your active partilcipation?

In the space below would you please name the environmental organizations to which you belong? Then
answer the following questions about each of these orpganizations: How often do you attend meetings?
Do you pay dues or contribute money? Are you on any committees? Are you an officer? Have you
ever been an officer?

Name of How often do Pay dues or | Are you on Are you, or

organization you attend? contribute committees? | were you an
{once a week, to? (Check | (Check only | officer? (Check
3 times a yr., only if if YES.) only if YES.)
ete.) YES.) Are Were

Hero are some statements made about organized groups. FPlease indicate, in 1light of your past
experience in groups, how you feel. We realize that individual groups differ, we just want
your opinions about groups in general.

Yorming a group generally offers an effective way of tackling a local problem. Do you strongly
agree, agree, are undecided, disagree, or strongly disagree with this statement. (Please place
a check mark 7 in front of the category which summarizes how you feel on the average.)
1. Strongly agree
2. Agree
3. Undecided

4, Disagree

.5, Strongly disagree

Most community groups are not very democratic in the way they are run.
1. Strongly agree

2. Agree

3. Undecided

4, Disagree

5. Strengly disagree
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8.

Leaders of most organized groups bave a way of using group members for their own selfish purposes.
Strongly apree

Agree

3. Undecided

4. Disagree

Strongly disagree

IR

i
°

If our categories do not seem to fit your response, please try to check the category that best fits and
then write in any additional information beside the question.

9.

10.

11.

1z.

Oue problem with organized groups is that usually a few members have most of the say about what the
organization does.

1. Stromngly agree

2. Agree

3. Undecided

4. Disagree

5. Strongly disagree

Organized groups usually have very little Influence in local affairs.

1. Strongly agree

2. Agree

3. Undecided

4, Disagree

5, Strongly disapree

For the most part, community groups reflect the views of their individual members.
1. Strongly agree

2. Agree

3, Undecided

4, Disagree

5. Strongly disagree

What do vou think are the three most important problems facing the country today? Would you place a
"1t 4n front of the most important; a "2" in front of the second most impertant; and a "3" in front of
the third most important?

a. Air pollution

b. Control of lawlessness and crime

c. Dissatisfaction with government

d. Energy crisis

e, Generation gap

£. High cost of living/inflation

2. Improvement or elimination of poor housing: rebuilding of cities
h. Improvement and maintenance of roads and streets
i. Improvement of public education

k. Improvement of transportation, traffic movement and parking
m. International problems
n. Moral decline/lack of religion
o. Planning and zoning of iand: preservation (or improvement) of parks
and other matural areas: beautification
p. Population
r Race relations
g. Unemployment and poverty
t. Waste (garbage, litter, and landfills)
u. Water pollution
w, Other problems. They are
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13,

How Often Technique

Whenever you influence an environmental decision, any of several techniques might be effective. The
iist below consists of several techniques that are used by other citizen participants. Some of these
you may have already mentioned. Some you may have inadvertently omitted, Others you may not have
used. Would you indicate how many times a year, on the average, you do each of these things (on the
average over the last four years)}? Please rill in the blank with the number that stands for the
following categories:

Never, have never done

a.

b.

4.

Voting for specific officials or specific

Rarely, once a year or less

Seldom, two to five times a year
Occasionally, six to eleven times a year
Monthly, cne to three times a month
Weekly, one to four times a week

Daily, once or almost once a day

legislation

Talking to particular people from daily
life~-friends, neighbors, relatives, fellow
workers, priest, etec.

(= BN R N ™

Talking or writing to elected government

or polirical party officisls—~representative,

party leader, or a government agency

Talking or writing to particular specialists or experts not In government or political party
Consulting a2 lawyer--using legal or juristic means

Forming a group or organization

Working through a political party; i.e. for the election of a political candidate
Contributing money to a party or a candidate

Contacting the press or other mass media

Joining an organization, including renewals

Attendiag weetrings of crganizations

Attending public hearings

Attending publie discussions, educational programs, or going on organized tours

Signing petitions either supporting or opposing policy

Talking or writing to nonelected administrative officials or agency technical personnel
Wearing an environmental button or putting an envirommental sticker om car

Participating in a protest demonstration

Other. Specify: .-

People have diffevent ideas about how effective these techniques in Question 13 are. Which three of
these techniques have YOU found to be the most effective? That is, which techaiques are generally
more effective, or are most effective in situations where they are applicable? Could you rank these
as first, second and third? (Indicate this response with the corresponding LETTERS from the previcus
question.} Would you briefly indicate why you think each of these is particularly effective?

Most effective Why?

Second most

effective Why?
Third most
effective Why?
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15.

16.

17.

18.

1¢.

20,

21.

22.

23.

Which three of the techniques in Question 13 do YOU believe are the least effective? Why do you
believe this to be the case?

Technique Why?
Technique Why?
Technique Wny?

On the average, about how many hours per week do you spend on environmental matters?

Would you please indicate how you feel about these general statements concerning the role of public
participation in government prograws?

Demucracy, to work, requires the active participation of every citizem. Do you strongly agree,
agree, are undecided, disapgree, or strongly disagree?
1. Strongly agree

2. Agree

3, Undecided

4., Disagree

5. Strongly disagree

Our government employs experts who meke decisions for the good of the public.
1. Strongly agree

2. Agree
3, Undecided
4, Disagree

5. Strongly disagree

The public should keep itself informed about the use of public monies.

1. Strongly agree
2. Agres
3, Undecided

~

. Disagree
5. Strongly disagree

Administrators in government agencles are better qualified to decide on what projects are needed than
is the general publie.

1. Strongly agree

2. Agree

3. Undecided

4, Disagree

5. Strongly disagree

Responsibility for all public programs ultimately should rest with the public.

1. Strongly agree

2. Agree

3, Undecided

4. Disagree

5. Strongly disagree
Residents in this area should not expect to participate in the decision making activities of federal
agencies.

1. Strongly agree

2. Agree

3. Undecided

4. Disagree

|

5, Strongly disagree

A citizen's obligation to participate in decision making by government ageancies largely ends once
he has voted.
1. Strongly agree
2, Agree
3. Undecided
4, Disagree
. Strongly disagree

|
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24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

3%,

iz.

33.

34,

Residents near proposed water resources projects {rivers, streams, lakes) are better qualified to
nake decisions with regard to projects in their area than is an agency in Washington.
1. Strongly agree

2. Agree

3. Undecided

4, Disagree

5. Strongly disagree

At times you may have felt very effective in environmmental decision making and at other times you
may have felt wvery ineffective. However, coverall, how effective do you feel that you have been
on a scale from -10 to +107 (Circle the one number that expresses your effectiveness.)

~10 -9 -8 -7 -6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 012345678910
¥ * N

Very On the Average I've Véry
Ineffective Had No Effect Effective

What have your own goals been in environmental decision making in the last five years? (Give examples.)

Do you feel that you have achieved your gozls? What specific goals do you think were achieved, at
jeast in part, as a result of your participation?

Could you name any decisioms in which you believe citizens have been effective?

No

Yes: 7Please name the decision and describe how citizens have been effective.

Are there things that citizens do that make their participation less effective than it might be?
No
Yes: Could you name some of these?

Yes: What are they?

Are there some procedures that some agencies follow that discourage citizen participation? (A
government agency includes elected cfficials and administrative agencies.)
No

Yes: What are they?

In your experience are there some procedures that some agencies follow that encourage citizen

participation?
No

Do you believe that agencies are responsive to public input?
No
Yes: Could you give some examples of this responsiveness?

Do you feel that agencies have changed recently in the way that they interact with citizen
participants?

No

Yes: How have they changed?

In your experience, which agencies are more responsive to citizen input--iocal, state, or federal?

1. Local
2. State
3. Federal
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39,

40.

4.

42.

43,

4.

45.

46,

Which agencies are more responsive to citizen participation--elected governmental bedies or technical,

administrative agencies?
1. Elected~-Much more

2. Elected--Somewhat more

3. TUndecided

4. Technical, administrative--Somewhat more
5. Technical, administrative--Much more

How do you feel about coalitions--that 1s groups or organizations who agree to cooperate or work
together to influence enviromental decisions? In other words, what are their advantages and theilr
disadvantages?

Advantages:

Disadvantages:

Would you name any coalitions that you have been involved in?

In what ways do you personally feel affected by environmental decisions?

As a consequence of your envirommental participation, do you see any possible financial benefits forx

yourself and your family?

No, none
Yes: Please indicate what they are.

Alzo, as a consequence of your environmental participation, do you see any possible financial
losses for yourself and your family?

No, none

Yes: Please indicate what they are.

What do you think are the most important environmental problems facing your community today? (Say
the three most important.)

a.

o

2]

What individual, individuals, group, or groups do you consider most able to solve these problems?

How many years have you lived in this county?

In how many other places outside of this county have you lived for at least one yvear? (Include
military.)

Where do you live at the present time?
1. City of 250,000 or more

2. City of 50,000 to 249,999

3. City/town of 10,000 to 49,999
4. City/town of less than 10,000
5. Open country, not a farm

6. On a farm

How 0ld were you on your last birthday?
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&7.

48,

49,

50.

Sl

52,

53.

54,

55,

What is your marital status? Are you
1. Single

. Married
3. Separated

4. Divorced
5. Widowed
6. Other: please specify:

Do you have any children livinmg at home?

Yes: What are their ages? s s 5 : » , . . R s

What is (or was, if you are retired) your main occupation called? That is, what is the name of your
job, not where you work?

Are you presently {(check as many as apply)

1, Employed
2. Unemployed
3. Retired
4. Student

5. Homemaker
b. Othexr: please specify:

One of the problems in citizen participation is the cost to the participant. Check the one category
which represents who usually pays the expenses for your participation? Are they usually paid:

1. By you or your family

2. As part of your job, for a for-profit organization

3. As part of your job, for a non-profit organization

4, By a for-profit organization, cther tham your employer

5. By a non-profit organization, other than your employer
Is your participation related to your work?

No

Yes: In what way is it related?

Would you please check the category below which best represents your total family income in 1976 before
taxes? (This should include wages and salaries, net income from business or farm pensions, dividends,
interest, rent and any other money income received by all those people im the household who are related
to you. If you are uncertain, what would be your best guess?)
. Under $3,000C
. 53,000 to $5,99y
3. $6,000 to $8,999
. §$9,000 to $11,999
5. $12,000 to $14,999
6. $15,000 to $17,999
7. $18,000 to $20,999
. $21,000 to $23,999
9. $24,0600 to $29,999
10. $30,000 and over

ok

2

&

<o

In politics would you say that you are
1. Very liberal

Liberal

3, Middle of the road

4. Conservative

5. Very conservative

2
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56.

58,

59.

60.

In politics, as of today, do you consider y

1.
2.
3.

Is there anything else you feel is important as a citizen participant that should be inctiuded in

this study? Or do you have any comments about this study?

Republican i3y 57.

Democrat

Independent —

Female
Male

+

(1f£ you
1.

2.

{1f you
3.

vour racia. or ethnic identity?

Black

Mexican American

Oriental
White
Gther:

curself a :

are Repubiican) would you consider yourself as
A strong Republican

Not very strong

are Democratic) would you consider yourself as
A strong Democrat
Yot very strong

are Independent) would you consider yourself as
Closer to the Republican party

Closer to the Democratic party

Closer to neither

Non-political

please specify:

Thank you very much for your time and assistance!
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