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A Note on Reading This Report

In preparing this report, we have attempted to satisfly two audiences:
one with no particular expertise in survey réséarch, desiring a summary descrip-
tion of our findings, and a second with expertise, interested in the details of
our methods and the strength of che relationships we found. Given these often
competing demands, we attemped~a middle scourse in our style. All chapters,
save the introductory one and conclusions, have summary sections on the last
few pages. These are designed to give readers the gist of our results,” when
read together with the introductory chapter* and conclusions. Similarly, most
data have been presented in graphic form (as histograms) to aid visual compari-

sons of di££;£;noes and relationships. 5? these ways, the reader interested in
a quick overfiew is probably best served

Readers desiring detailed discussions of findings and an insight into
the conceptual framework for the study are encouraged to read the report in its
entirety. In many instances, in our tables and figures, we have provided some
indication of the statistical strength of  the differences and relationships
found. Weak trends and differences were usually excluded from our discussion
altogether.

« The actual wording of questions gosed to respondents can be seen in
the facsimile copies of thespquestionnaire instruments in the appendix-. Due to
the .combining of data ofte from many questions into our figures and tables,
we usually lacked the spac4 to provide verbatim indications of question wording \
in the body of this report.

)
-

v .
for similar reasons, we also excluded many of the detdils and field '

recprds of our interviewing procedures. Needless to say, some questions asked

were not ‘tabulated in this study due to their lack of relevance, inability to

detect differences among our sample groups or vdgue responses obtained. Taken

together, presentation of this information would have doubled the length of

the\;gégrt with little gain in useful information and a considerable gain in

the cost of publication. The authors are, of course, widltng to consider re-

quests for specific information beyond this report as their time and resources

permit. .

v
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

This report presents an intensive analvsis of socral variables - such as

!

. . B ' . ‘ .
public attitudes, comnunit: needs and information - that are igportant to the

.

planning and in(orme& pudblic pdrlicipatlon in-the deve%opment of the West River

~ .

Region. TIhis anulvsis has both predictive #and descriptive goals, meaning that.
08, .

'

L

not only do we want to describe the present.stdte of public vpinion on regidnal
’ . -

develupnént , but also nather information. predictive of evenwal public .

sati-factior wih the develobment tesults. - )
there are few wuildeposts or recovnized standards for .research of_thrs
. H p .
&i1nd. No widel. used group of questions have repeatedly demonstrated their
utilit. in sindlar settings in the past. However ,swith the growth ot policy
+*

and evaluative research in the social sciences, several distinguishable

, .
approaches have evolved. Perhaps the most uséed is analysis which attempts to

’ » : . . . . D . . i
predict social changes based on economlc shifts in the community. Since this

approach is covered by others assecssing West River development, we devoted

. 5
little attention tu this type. \bcmographic analysis,:an aggregate look;at
. . o .)

population shifts, migration patterns and other population parameters was,also
rejected because of the inclusion of such information in the economic analysese
. »

N . - B 4 .
and its lack of description for the attitudes and needs underlving these charac-

Y

teristics. A third approach - an historical,analisis of institutiongl policies

A . ~
and power groups - was rejected in favor oﬁ/surVeying opinion in the present.

* H

The method we used is based bn recognized opinion polling techniques to

“
5

-~ N

assure a representative assessment of public attitudes and information on West

- .

River development. Central to well-planned development, we believe, is that all

. .
W B

. major groups involved in this effort have shared understandings about projeci

. .

/
L) -
woaly and outcomes - both beneficial and harmful. Consequently, a major share

- s

our analysis focuses on communication about and public understanding of

;

» . ’ . »
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development. This communication centered approach, We feel is especially

, a

appropriate, given some of the unique characteristics of the changes fac1ng
3

the West River Region. These are: .. N : ‘

”
»

R N The availabillty of few examples to aid}in identifying likely *
b . Outcomes from the development of the region. - Partly this is
e becauSe chahges planred are on«such a large scale, but also
) ’ubecause Rfojects, which affect the environment have subtle and
complex consequences. For example, no coal ga31f1eation plants
of the’ size planned for the state are-available fox public*
1nSpection. Moreover, the effects of these plants on matters
oo . ranging from wildlife to the economy of the region dre hard't0°

: understand for experts, much less the publi¢., ‘Thus it is criwi-~
- § cal that what information is available be structured to the Tneeds ,°

.
“

il
*

B

of the publicoaﬁd be disseminated efficigntly with little ‘

'distortion. . .. -
| ‘ 2. The rapid speed of’development. *In comparison to, say, the ca
. a7 30-yéar evolutfpn of. nuclear power plants or the relatively :

unhurried lifestyle of the West River Region water resource .

development and contingent powér and industrial development c

.are occurring at an accelérated pace. ’Encouraged by energy
shortages and national desires for. energy self -sufficiency, L
time available for information gathering and debate may be
limited. : » . ' :

N : 14
3. The inability of local media often to cope with the scale and
complexity of ghanges planned or underway. Media serv1ng the
West River Regioh.tend to be small and unspecialized, affording
t,. little expertise for ;properly digésting development issues in -
a form clear,, yet not over- Simplified“for public use. . .
. - o AN
4, The deveLopment of considerable controversy over explOitatLon
- of energy resources and the changes this work implies for -
’ lifestyle in the arpa. Presently, mych of the information in
circulation is disseminated by sources with vested .interests.. -
Information of this kind frequently tries to propagandize,- '
pressing the consumer to agree rather than understand all - =
points of view in the issues raised. - A '

[y

)

I

A ’
’ . - +
. W . v . - s

"N N ’ B
From the foregOing, it sh0uld be ev1dent that our interest lies not iny

.
[

A
w1th the 1mmediate public concerns overwwater management questionsiaddressed '

.

in the West River Diversion Project, but aLso the far reaching implica&tions

-

this project has for industrial'development and changing lieestyles in
> v .

-~ 0 ' h

" 3 . . 3 .
westetn North Dakota. Failure to effectively consider wider consequences ate .
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presentky visible in recent controversy over the Garrison Diversion Project in
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i e
1.

the centr3l part of the state.

v N i

Thus we return to the importance of information aad understanding created.

“among interests involved in the project. Does each understand what-other

interests have 4in mind when they speak of regional developmeént? Are members
¥ p

of the public aware of the changes planned and théin\fonsequences? Do state
R % . w .
and federal agencies underStand public preferences and are community leaders

representing well to officials the feelings of their communities? The preva-

r

lence of plentiful and quality information, public use of these resources
coupled with development officials sensitive to their attitudes minimize the
negative impacts and "surprises" once the projects are underway. Ideall;, our

findings will not only help diagnose deficiencies in public understanding of
West River area development, but also sug%est public needé which can be

¢ 4 ~
incorporated into *development plans. L) .

1o acéomplish_these goals, the résults of this study are organized into

the following sections:

-\

1. Knowledge and Evaluation of the Project. How aware are
people in the West River Diyersion Project and its
implications? Are they in favpr of it, given some

- knowledge of thg project?

2. Priorities and their Evaluation for Regional Development.
Whdt prime needs do people see for the West River area?

+  How do they jibe wirh present emphasis on water management
and heavy industry development?« “

3. Awareness and Evaluation of Development Agencies and their
4 Policies. How well does state and federal agency performance
stack up in the public's mind?

4, Agencies as Solvers of Regional Development Problems.
Which agencies are associated in the pub;ic's mind with water
»z . control and regional development?

-

- -~
: S 1e

-
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L

5. Conmunicitzun Between.Cltizen% and Arencies. How
accurate is iae comwanrcation?  To what extent do
the: asree on develov~ment sriorities”? ‘thar infor—aa

~ T tioa soupces improve the quality of communication?
- . s ad

6. Informgrion Sources. where do people obtzin information
or Jevélopnént activities and changes?

A4 L3

7. Lifest.le and Optimism. How attached are people to the
rezion and what is their willinzness to see chang;e taxke
place.

.

2. Busic Sample Characteristlcs. shat were -he people :
like .hom we interviewgd?

we feel this plar offers clarity <and zconom, of esplanation for the sizeable

quantit - of data senerated in this researca.

Before we bezin a detailea ewariiation of findings, some explanation is

P

necessary for the methods we used to cullect tne information reported in this

’

stud.. A number of successful approaches nave been used in the past. Reyional

s
B

-y - meetinzs Or conferences have been called, exermplified b, the Little Missouri

Grasslands Study,! to exchan:e information v~ rezioral cevelopresnt and to tap

. ’
; the opinions of the public, developrment experts and agencies. Ocher =ethods i

» -
] .

used ranze from talking with ke leaders in the West River- Region to confer- | *
L}

( v

3 .
« '

R [y

! !

- - - ~ . - . .
: , v,ences vith service clubs and rezional officials.2 The approach used in the

present stuod. differed somewnat in that ve attemnpted to identify a representa~

R S

tive cross-section of individuals involved in developnent of the West River

ERE A D

area.
»

. In'most rural states like North Dakota, discuszion about change and

’ I
development follows a path from government agencies to community leaders and

L}

the general public.3 Information on public sentiment usually is relayed b,

community leaders back to government agencies. Participation of country water

N

management boards, land use planning councils and county soil conservation

A

R comtittees often formalizes these leaders as information brokers between

&

Q -
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citizens and government agencies in regionals development matters. Consequently,

-~

these three groups - the general public, community leaders avd‘ﬁévelopmeqt

agency personnel -~becamethe focus of analysis and c0mparisod(in ﬁ study.

¢

A variety of procedures were used to generate samples of thege \roups.
»
"General population respondents were selected according to a probability
sample of .the Knife River Basin, North Dakota. This five-county area (see

map, figure 1) provided a rather good cross~section of small.town residents,

farmers and ranchershwho cg@prise the primary population groups of the West

. River Region. Moreover, the locale has the only large scale power generation
and surface mine sites which have been in operation for a comparatively long
period of time. Thus residents of certaig'areas of the Knife River Basin

~have had first-hand experience with the industrial activity anticipated for
’ (4 .
expansion in the region.

«

By surveying only the Knife River Basin, we ignored, -of Eourse, much of
the West River Region. Briefly, our reasons for doing so hinged on:

1. Cost and optimization: Survey research is an expensive
proposition and no reliable cost estimpates were available
for a survey of the entire region. Consequently, having
limited funds, we chose to investigate thoroughly a smaller
area which we felt would typify the larger region. Now
that we have good cost estimates based on present work and

R know basic statistical characteristics of West River resi= '

dents, we can more judiciously expand the scope of investi~
gation with remaining funds, effecting savings over the
- costs of work done to date. ’

~
.

2. We wanted to leave portions of the area for later study,
¢ uncontaminated by previous encounters w1th our field
personnel. This procedure is vital to checking the effec-
»  tiveness of followup efforts to determine shifts in public
. attitudes toward West River Diversion at a later date.

e

3. Other surveys: Certain portions of the reglon had been
contacted by 1nterv1ewers for other organizations asklng
questions .about similar topics. People experienced in
polling know that these respondents would respond to a
second, similar questionnaire differently than would have

‘ . ‘ N . I &
\)‘ " : ] 1 5‘ ’

,E MC ’ : ;
] ‘ o : )

S5
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The West River (4.D.) region. hespondents,
with the exception of agency personnel, were
selected only from the Knife'River Basin.
Counties and municipalities included in this
region are 1listed in table 25. .

Lake Sakakawea
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- . been the,case, had they not been previously contacted.
“In short, we wanted to avoid interviewing those "primed"
with answers to our questions.

*

Most-random sampling procedures demand that all‘residents of the sample,

44
area have a known chance of inclusion into the group interviewed.

»

This

process assures, within the limits of good sampling practicé and statistical
“ ) L] . - .

error, that results presented in this analysis are representative of the area.

General sgmple regpondents were allocated (stratified) between rural and

incorporated proportionate to population characteristics determined in thgv///—\\ .
e

1970 US Census (487 rural, 52% incorporated areas). Detailed maps and census

v

infogﬁaéion were used to develop an area probability sample of the incorporated

and rural strata. Some 310 respondents were selected in this way, and inter-

viewed, though 64 additional respondents (20.6% of the total) had to be selected”

. N 4
to adjust for original respondénts lost through refusals, not-at-homes and

. .

vacant homesteads. Some basic demOgraphlc characteristics,of this sample are

\ ¢ .
s 4 :
detailed together with’§imilar &ﬁﬁracteristics for community leaders and
S v
agency persongel later in this report.

.

Somewhat'd;fferent procedures were used to determine a sampling of

.

community leadefs.

., from rosters of ‘local govermment personnel,

K]

L

’

a®

1

.. . -

.from local informants and listings of prominent citizens of the area.

N master listing was comprised of some 130 names from the

‘.

In this instance, a master list of leaders was assembled

local press accounts, nominations
The

six-county area

H
Through random procedures proportionate to the compumnity popuiatipn,

-

surveyed.

° 40 leaders were selected for interview. Ten replacements (25%) were required
to supplement the original selection to compensate for ¥efusals, etc.’ As
- with general sample res;ondents, commuhity leaders“were'contacted by our
field personnel for personal intgrview. ) )
N

,El{lC ' . !
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; Agency respondents wére selected from five stafe and federal'offices

involved in West River area development, including The Bureau of Reclamation,

ERIC
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The North Dakota State Watér Cémmission, The US Soil Conservation Service,
. i (]

The State Game and Fish Department, and The U.S. Forest Servicé, Medora
Station. .The selection-of these agencfes’was based on their representation
of a rather broad band of approaches to regional development needs. Some,
such as the U. S. Forest Service, mafntain a primarily conservation, preser=-

vationist view, while others, such as the Stqte Water Commissdon, seem more

. - R v

a

intensely involved in development of resources and improving ecdonomic
¥

activity. e - . ‘
. . .

%, , ‘-
From each agency, a list of supervisory personnel working either in the

state office (Bismarck) or in field offices in the West River area was
. ¥

. «

obtained. A group!of some 94 respondents were thus assembled. Mail-type

questionngires were-sent to each which secured an 83% response rate or 78,

T . . . :
completed questionnalires. Since this procedure was a census rather than a
sampling of personnel, no replacements for missing questionnaires, refusal’s,

etc. were possfﬁle. By usual standards for mail-in questionnaires, this rate
’ T ~ *

’

of response was extremely good.

v

Field work was-completed in the late summer and fall of 1973.. Two

O—
-

attempts were made by interviewers to contact not-at-home respondents.
c -

Similarly, two follow-up mailings were used to encourage tardy agency per-

w

sonnel to reply to the mail questionnaire. A five per cent subsample was

v

used 2s & validation check, a procedure which ascertains that interviewers
actually contacted individuals scheduled and achieved reasonable accuracy in

- \
recording their responses.

P




The actual questionnaire;used in this study for the cthree sample groups
r - i

are reproduced in éppendix A of this report® All guestions used went through

O

. ERIC
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at least two, often more pre-test stages where their understandability and
v .

utility to the purpose of this study were screened,s Information from com-

pleted questionnaires was transferred to magnetic tape for data processing.

Coding procedures involved in this transfer were verified-and checked for

consisfency electronically or, for hand-coded items, were retabulated on a
subsample basis, wsing as a criterion for inclusion in the report at least {\

a 90% reproducibifity.

*

Notes:

l1ittle Missouri Grasslands Study is a multiple land use study of souchwestern
North Dakota funded by an urban planning grant from the Department of Housing
and Urban Development. Some six reports are available on the study from The
.North Dakota State University, Fargo, North Dakota 58102.

25ee: Humphrey, F. Ch;ples. Image Attitude Survey: Oliver County North
Dakota, February 1974; North Dakota Cooperative Extension Service, Fargo, -
North Dakoca 58102 (mimeo)

3Rogefs, Everett M. Difffusion of Innovationms. “New York: Free Pgess, 1962.
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KNOWLEDGE AND EVALUATION OF THE, PROJECT '

How—cam ettt s or MtV Idual citizens toward a project like the

Wes} River Diversion be described? And of what practical use would such
descriptions be to the phblic and to policy makers? These are ques tions
that we intend to discuss in this chapter, in additioﬁ to presenting the:
descriptions that we have compiled in the field.

Typically, investigators of the social #mpact of development projects

-

have sought to describe citizen thinking in terms of attitude measures. By

describing citizens' thoughts in attitudinal terms, investigators have

. . . . L ) X
intended to give a direct assessment of actions citizens would be likely to
taks toward the project and/or toward the sponsoring agency. For example,

if citizen attitudes toward a project are largely negative, it wodld be taken
as a sign that the project should be abandoned or restudied because of the

likelihood of actions in opposition to it.

Our study, of the West River Diversion Project deviates somewhat from the

traditional attitudinal apprdach by obtaining data that we think is just as
. ( .
useful, if.nqt more so. Unfortunately, the practical importance of other

. : ) .
descriptive approaches is not always as obvious and the "obvious" utility of

attitudinaLﬁggga is often deceptive. This presumed utility rests on an assump-
3 . .

tion of a close tie between attitudes and behavior, that what people think and

. %
feel is ,rather automatically translated into action.

;

»

Because of qhe frequent difficulty in demonstrating simple, direct
' *

connections between the way people think and the way they act, the brunt of"
. & . -

our analysis is not placed on this shakey principle. Rather we are askidg

whether people are really prepared to make judgments and decisions on devel 6p~

ment and whether their decisions are properly informed ones. Having taken this

.

A3
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viewpoint, we needed to devise ways of describing how well informed citizens’

Y

We found no one '"best' approach, and so we adopted severak, . .

v

appear to be.

aas

of a ¥
’,’I’ P

that were both scientifically sound and feasible within -the context
field survey.

At the lowest level of involvement, we observed awareness of

-

the project,

reasoning that ani other knowledge that citizens had could not be applied

without awareness of the project itself. Lack of awareness would indicate a

very low level of information.

At the next level, we asked about relevance of the project. That is,

did citizens perceive that the project will have tOUnsequences (or other

“

Unless a citizen dttached some relevance to the project,

connections) to him?

2

there would not be even a minimal +basis for holding a serious opinion.

In addition, we attempted to determine what additional infprmation.the

citizen had, as a possible basis for his opinion. This included both his -

knowledge of benefits/disadvantages of the project, and his ability to specify
probable consequences of the project (both planned outcomes and éide effects).

A citizen who knows both benefits and disadvantages of the project is consid-

e
ey

'ﬂgied to be more fully informed than a citizen who knows only benefits or only

disadvantages. Previous research by the authors has shown a tendency for

Y
&

citizens to become more fully informed on a project's benefits than its dis-

advantages, a trend that can sometimes - be traced to a one-sidedness in public

information programs-(Stamm and Bowes, 1972). .

i

Lastly, we included a measure of op{;ion. - But the significance of this
—— -

O

ERIC
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measysg is not viewed only in terms” of a "go" or a ''stop" signgl for planners.
It is possible that opinion will be lacking altogether; perhaps indicative of

an absence of relevance and/or knowledge of useful ‘evaluative criteria. The

- ~

meaning 6f opinions will not be taken at face value, but will be interpréted

[

-
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’

- with regard to the kind of information on which they are based. In our e

. <

judgment, a predomlnance of favorable opinion that is based on inadequate

v

——— .

information can be an extremely hazardous condition for both planners and the

Public; only in a very narrow view could such a condition qs regarded as a

sound basis for pursuing development projects.

Over-all awareness{of the West River Diversion Project was relatively

high - especially for a prOJect that lS only 1n the planning stage {(figure 2).

® The level of awareness observed for the general public - 50 per\cent - com-

.

pares favorably to the level found for a Corps of Engineers projedt in North-

eastern North bakota (63 per cent), and the Corps project was at a much later

planning stage when the survey was made (Stamm and Bowes, 1972).\jlt is

\ :

probably safe to project that awarenéss of the West River Diversion Project
(WRDP) won't get much above the 50 per cent level without an intensive

. . . 1
information campaign.

“
-

Comparing a%rOSs all three of our samples, the level of awareness was -«

highest among community leaders (COML) (77 per cent) and lowest among agency

(AGCY) representatives (31 per cent). We expected to find higher awareness

among COML, and this regult supports our treatment of COML's as an informed
link between agencies and the public. The low level gf’AGCY awareness was
not expected - if anything, we expected a higher level of awareness than for

COML's. We can partly explain this result by noting that many agency repre-
“sentatives worked out of offices iw Bismarck and may not have had much involve-

ment with the West River area. But this is not an entirely comfortfng

~

. ' 1And it should be noted that the’results of research .on information diffusion
show that the level of awareness achieved is not lasclng unless publicity is.
continued. This is simply because some people will soon forget what they've
heard.

-

: y ‘ - 2 N
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explanation, considering that our agency census was taken only from those T/

state and federal agencies concerned with this type.of regional development.

’
v

If information about WRDP is to flow from agencies to community leaders to the
public, as our model has assumed, then the AGCY to COML link.quld certainly
be strengthened by a higher level of awarenegé among AGCY personnel.

Although community leaders were more often aware of the préject,
they were less certain about some of the consequences of the WRDP. ‘FoF
example, leaders were less certain about the effects,of the WRDP on their jobs ‘
(figure 3). They were less likely than the public (GENS) to say the project
would not affect their job, and more likely to say they didn't know how.their
job wo;ld be affected. F;r both groups, the knowledge of job consequénce was

t
very low - much lower than awareness of the project itself. The need for-

information beyond simple project awareness is clearly indicated here.

Lack of knowledge of probable consequences is again reflected in the 1

benefits and disadvantages of the project brovided by bo¥h the public and
leaders (pable 1): The most common answer by far‘was "don't know." Even
within the AGCY group, most respondeng; did not know_ any benefits ‘and/or dis-
advantages of the-ptoject. Over-all, AGCY respondents liﬁﬁgd more benefits
and disadvantages - in.particular, more epvironmental, e&Snpmic and social
disadvantage; - than respondehts,in the other groups. But contrary to expecta-
tion, COML's were qpt more informed in thi§ are; than GENS.

1 N
Although the level of evaluative information was generally very low, it is

significant that lack of knowledge was no more prevalent for disadvantages‘than

for benefits. At least some balance prevails. This is not always the case. .
For example, an earlier study of a proposed dam and reservoir at Park River,

North Dakota, revealed considerably higher knowledge of bégefits than

2 ,
* N -
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Figure 2: Awareness of the West River Diversion Project

100% .
b4 . ,
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General Sample
= 310

Community Leaders
= 40 -

Agency '
=78

Figure 3: Pérceived effect of West River Diversion Project on job (totals
for all effects), for general sample, community leader and agency

respondents.
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(Unless otherwise noted, sample sizes in all tables are:

* GENS

~

= 310; COML = 40; AGCY ™=

78)
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Table l: Perceived benefits and disadvantages of West River Diversion
Project. \
o ‘M
.Bepefits' GENS COML  AGCY )
Water related 11.2  12.5 24.4 : ‘ .
Industry/Economy 5.0 - 7.7
Social . 0.3 5.0 1.3 ‘ ™
Agricultural 3.2 - - A \‘
Other - . 1.6 - 2.5 2.6 :
®  1DK/Blank- 78.4 " 80.0 64.1 i
Disadvantages v
Environmental 7.2 2.5 12.8 ’
Economic 3.5 - 20.5 -
Social 2.3 2.5 8.9
Other 7.7 1.5 2.6
IDK/Blank 79.4- 87.5 55.1
N= 310 40 78 -
- - rd
(%4 P
Figure 4: ,Opinions toward West River Diversion Project. °
: »
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environmental impact study.

\ . “
\

i

v

iy
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KN

of benefits and d1sadvantages people perCe1ved.

[
i -~

N

. . oo
| " Thete were some notable d1fferences among the~three groups in the, klnds

ot

Over - all

water-related benef1ts was high comparedigh other types of

3

.

»
P

-

.
»

&

o

>

the perception'oﬁ

b\?nxfits. ‘

Agency

- . ~ St Lo ' . rn
disadvantages, even though a number of serious drawbacks were surfated’in an 'y

respondents were especially conscious ofvwater -related ben fits. General

.sample and agéncy respondents saw some h‘ﬁefits in economic terms, while - \J

: . .

0 ~F
leaders did not. Only the,general public saw agrlcultural benefits while

’ -

d1sadvantages for them were largely environmental and economic. Leaders were .

‘sadvantages. R

. . * <

less 11kely than others to see env1ronmental and economic

Agency respondents, on the. other hand, were the mdst likely to specify,dis-

N J d.~ . 7o ]
advantages in all specific categories, suggesting that these individuals still «
have a much broader evaluationai framework far development projects than
Future information effortg»should strive to share this frame-
L S - 4 3 ’
work more widely with citizens. . -

COML's or GENS.

-
x’ -

If the prOJect-we*e Q- come ug now in spmethlng 11ke a reglonal referendum,.

it would be llkely to pass (flgure 4). More Qeoplg-favor it than pppose it,

s - .~ s

E 4

among both public and leadérs.

-

5

v

>

3 , . , ,
clearly is that such a referendum wouldsnot be appropriate at this time

) tagre

The

Y

‘However,.what the results show even more ,

(unless considerable change has bccurred since, .the stryey was made?).

majority of people did not have an opinion one way or another, a result that o

[ - ~y

= ‘could have been ant1c1pated given our earFier andlngs for 5powledge of con
, hp'

¥he combined 1mp11cat10ns ofgouradata arb

oy

sequences,(table 1; figure 3).

»

no op1n10n.

. . .

. Q

' ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

%

:"43 !

“)

71

3

.

s
9

., 4

. N > “a .
a m1no§>ty of the people - a minority not much ‘more 1nformed than thgse wrth

- )

5.

that any decision made now to 1mplemént the pEOJeCt w0uldpprobably be niade by

3
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' In our earlier study on the Park River (Stamm & Bowes, 1972), approval of
the project was strongly related to where one lived - people in towns were
generally in favor, having much to gain from economic activity and flood con-

trol. Rural people, however, were noticeably; more opposed as {g;; would suffer

(13 z

the land losses, construction disruption, and scenic depredations of the pro-

ject with few of its advantages. In spite of the wealth -of uncommitted people

in the present study (which tends to flatten out trends), data presented in

table 2 suggests that the .same sort of opinion division may be forming over
<ot

West River Diversion. Agencies and planners should, then, keep in mind that

the opinions they hear may vary strongly by locale.
® ; . s .
In our remaining analyses, we tried to locate some possible explanations
]

for opinion (or lack of it) toward the project.. First, it seemed likely that

I’

opinion toward the project would be influenced by its perceived effect on jobs

(table 3). Some connection was,fouﬁa for the'general sample. Those who per-
3

ceived an impact were less likely than others to favor the pigject and more

A .

likely to be neutral. Evidently, those who perceived a job impact were not

Y,

certain that the impact would be favorable, or they should have been more

-

favorable toward the project:
We also determined whether the kinds of benefits and disadvantages
o " perceived had any connection to opinion toward the Hroiect. This analysis

1,
proved difficult to interpret because we had to work With a much reduced- '

) sample.2 The influence of particular benefits was not readily discernible, —
‘\ . Vo
but it does appear that the perception of water-related and/or economic
i

\/\

2Only those who knew benefits amd/or disadvantages and who also had a
opinion of the project could be included. .
. <

r - N
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‘Table 2. Approval of West River Diversion Project by incorpofated Vs,
unincorporated place of residence. '

E}éé; of Residence . Favor WRDP Neutral or Opposc® i\

. /e b H ~
4 Unincorporated 41.9 57.5 X2= 3.35, df=1 sig .085
' . c Kendall's Tau -.1478
[ Incorporated 58.1 42.5 Sig. -.0052 )
o ¢ 1 T
o -+ (62) ] (73) Garma | -.2674

*

- ~Qf tbiSAgr0up.0f~73,f§é were neutral, 15 weré'ogposed;

Categories were combjned to improve stability of statistical
- testing.
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T, ‘Table 3. Perceived effect of West Riéer Project on job by approval of Ee . e
K‘{ "proje?t for genefal sample anc community leader respoadents. )
~ o , : b
Favor Oppose .
. Project Neutrai Project n o
. Project wilk ‘ '
affect job 42.5 48.% 8.5  (94)
: geneiil Project will
- aT? g .. not affect ’ 229 25.5  20.6  (34)
(n"' 2 )"" job - - .
. i - . °
i Project will {° ﬁ
affect job’ 75.u 25.0 -- (%) h ;
Communitw Project will s . . ’ ‘ T
Leaders not affect 75.0 25.0 C - (&) .
{n=8)*% job A
o : #*0Only resosondents hobdfng an opinidh'are iacludea N “
. in this analysis. s
L4 . ~ . b
\ ad ‘ % %
./ - B} - : ’ v Y. .
. Table 4. Perceived benefits of West River Project b. approval of, the 7
) 4 * project for general sample respondents.
Perceived ; ! Favor 7 Oppose : /'—F///
Beqefi;s : Project , Neutral Project n
' * . ) N . 3 i *
- Water-Related 41.6 48.5 9.9 . (lol) g
" Industrial-Edonomic 56.3 43.8 -- (16)
e Social-Qualigy of Life © 100.0 ’ -- - () ” —
. Agriculture. 70.0 " 20.0 10.0 o) -. . . .
Other, General Gomments¥ 42.9' - 57.1 (7 .

- *These comments usually had criticism mixed ‘with vague, general
» discussion of possible benefits. ’ -
‘ v

4 .
£

-,
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Table '5. * Perceived disadvanta_es of West River Diversion Project
‘by approval of the project for seneral sample respondents. .

%

Parceived

Favor Oppose )
Disadvanta,ges Project Neutral Project n
En?ironmental Depredations 1.4 14.3 4.3 (7)
Land Loss | \ 14.3 64.3 21.4 (14)
" BEconom.c Problems 10 80.0 10.0 (10)
S>cial-Quality of Life 14.3 .42..9 42.9 1 (7)
Other | ) 40.9 ~40.9 18.2 (:22) -0

]

-
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benefits was not sufficient for project approval (table 4). Agricultural

benefits carried greater influence (among those who perceived them). The

trends for perceived disadvantages were much sharper, but are unfortunately

. .

based onsan even smaller sample. Of the disadvantages listed (tgble 5),

environmental damage was least likely to be associated with opposition to the

-

project. Negative influence on the quality of life (social) was most likely

to be associated with opbosition. These findings suggest that additional .
information on quality of life (social),'land loss and economic problems would

-~

wave considerable influence on local opinion. The direction of influence

would var,, depending upon the natg%e of the information and how it was -inter-

.

preted by local people. The results should not be taken to indicate that

environmental disadvantages should be disregarded but neither shoula chey be .
stressed to-the exclusion of other tmore salient criteria.

A |

1. Awareness of the West River Diversion Project was far from universal,

Summarx

averaging about 50 per cent for the general sample, 77 per cent for cor-

A RN N\

munity leaders, and, surprisingly, only about 30 per cent for the agencies.

ﬁublicxty about the project not only needs to be disseminated outward but

N s .

also inward in an effort ¢o educate agency staffs on West River developaents.

2. Recognition of the West River Prqject appears to be aE a low level - despite

moderate awareness rates - given the few numbers among the ?ublic and
community leadership certain of some project consequences.

3. Compared to agencies, the public and leaders tended to,see the project
somewhat simplistically in terms of one or so hig advantage and/or dis-
advantage, rather than the complex of‘benefits,and probiems such develop-

ment projects typically entail.
{
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A majority of leaders and the public were unable to make a decisfion

-

for or against the West River Project. Those who were able, tended to

'

favor its implementation. Thus,, while better than half the pdblic is

aware of the project, most don't understand it enough to come to a .

¢ .

decision on its worth. There was a tendency in these results for the
. o
public in" towns ta favor the project more than rural respondents.

What relatfonship thsre might be between the kinds of benefits perceived

for West River Diversion and approval of the project were not clear,

[

. ¥
except that realization of water-related or economic benefits had little

to do with approval. 1In the same sense, expectation of environmental

damage was not associated strongly with oppositicn to the project.

0
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discussed and evaluated. For this reason, we extended our

development. ) -
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PRIORITIES AND EVALUATION FOR REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT -

o
B
>

s s

% ) B,
. 14
From-a planner's point of view, the West River Diversion Project is part

“ ;Y ,

of a much larger framework of regibnal development. It is

'

primarify*in such a
framework, however it is defined, that particular projects can be meaningfully

anal ;sis of citizen

<

information beyond the immediate project to describe their concepts of regional

1t

- e_\\ +

Again,.we builkt our description in terms of a numbe{ of different ways of

fhinking about regional development. On the one hand, we listed a number of

'

attributes of regional development and asked individuals to rate the importance -

.

each:l» This method has the hdvantage of providing ‘evaluative

they attached to
- p—_— 4

responses to a presdmablj_ékhaustive net of attributes that is common to the
three sample groups and thus allows comparison of priorfties among éfCups.‘The
method has.the disadvantage of intrusiveness - that is, a tendency to force
individuals to respond‘tq the investigétors' criteria for evaluating or*specify—

ing the experience of regional development. We attemptedl to minimize this

-

"fbrcing effect” by allowing people to indicate lack of relevance for any of

[
-

the attributes.
But more importantly, we combined the above approach with less intrusive
. .

ways of observing what people think. In these cases, we asked people to desig-

.

naqg what they thought were the important problems of the regfbn. This provided

lists of problems that individuals ;egarded ag, important enough to rention. We

-
. -

- ’ A .
expected that the problems cited would differ considerably between individuals,

t ,
+

.
- NERN .
o ~ -

1Ihe attribute, list was determined from pre-testing'to find a reasonably
exhaustive, minimally redundant set of relevant development characteristics

which evol ‘ed from free response questions.




and thereby show the diversity of problems perceived within the population.
. This kind of information could tell whether people who supported regional

development had similar, or perhaps very dissimilar, reasons for doing so.

Perhaps people who opposed regional develonment would be looking for solutions
. N " -

1

to very different problems than the supporters. These were some questions we
hoped to illumifate.
. g

After individuals had listed regional prdblems, we asked them to place

e

them in order of priority.} We wanted to know what they thought should be done

right away, and what they thought could be postponed a while. This is not the

-

same thing.as ranking the importance of proBlems - e.g., the most important

o P e - ——

problem may*have to Bé put off because it is not yet feasiblé. . The sequence
of development events is impeprtant in its own right, and offers many options.
Thus, we wanted to describe this aspect of thinking seéarately from evaluative
considerations. o

In some cases, we directed our questions to specific.point§ og regional ‘
development that appeared to be of §p¢uial concern to citizens and planners.
One of these water management problems was of particular concern because-the
use and allocation of scarce water resources is critical to both agricuiltural
and industrial economies. We also emphasized problems associated with mining
development. Here we were interested in the effects of mining which people

P

anticipated for" their style of life. -

E These descriptions of how individuals conceptualize regional development

Ay

.'.shoﬁld tell us much about what changes are desired and which aren't., And

~ perhaps more imﬁortantly, they méf tell us what .information people need to
enable better participation in futﬁre regional development decisions. .

When asked to identify problems facing the West River area, respondents

in all three groups most frequently listed problems classified as "coal .

- v . *

Q :
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development', "wdter management' and "pollution'". Other types of difficulties
&

were mentioned much less frequently with the éxception of agricultural problems,
which were frequéntly cited by agency respd%dents (see table 6).

There were élso some differences among the“three groups ip the frequency
of problems mentioned. Commﬁnity leaders listed coal development Aearly twice
as often as the other two groups - 53 per cent of the time. General sample
respondents mentioned water managemen; problems more often than t@e other groups
did. Pollution was listed edqually often by all three grougs. Over-all, there
was a high degree of overlap among the three groups in the problems seen, but
the differcnces also suggest more than one way of viewing the region's |
development.

The data in figure 5 show that problems which were most\often mentioned
were not necessarily assigned the highest priority. Thus, the familiaf prob-
lems are not always berceived as being the most urgent; Coal development, for
example, received the most frequent mentions over-all, but relative to other
problems, it received lowest priority from both the public and leaders.
Interestingly, coal development was also the only problem for which there were

any great di;ferences in priorities between groups. Agency respondents gave

it by far the highest priority, followed by GENS and then COML. Such results -

i
.

indicate that agencies find themselves pressing for a priority which the public

and leaders do not share; agencies share cognizance of the problem, but not of

v (9 H

the priority. - .

When it came to attributes of region;l development that we had listed,
the importance assigned to thém varied zonsiderably (see figure 6). Highest
importance was assigned to "consulting citizens",‘"increasing agricultural
’ -
productivity", "creating jobs", and "improving health care'. Lowest importance

L

» * ( * -
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Priority assigned to problems facing West

Figure S. River Region.*
! l High ’ Low
Type of Problem: Priority Priority
- o, 1 2
CENS FEFEFVFMm—== :_!1 29 .
‘s ’ [ S
. Coal Development COML [ \/ </\{ /1///,41 1.64
N\ N
AGCY \\\\ AN 1.13
. GENS =1 1,22
. . Water Management COML m Y M//* 1.22
‘\ \\\\\ N
AGCY i\\\\\\\\\\ N\ 1.22
o GENS 11,18
. Pollution cow b, ../" 1.0
. BN NN ;
| ? accy RN 1.2
; i
| ) Economic accy NN 1.0
!, ’ - GENS 1.0 . -
E T SN Y
E A GENS  {.0
E, 3 . o B » < X *
tr Recreational AGCY \.\ §\\\\\:\\_ 1.0
GENS =
| === 1.5 .
F. Other R COML \\/// ;/\\l .0 - .
' ) AN E R . '
| ‘ \ - ooy X P coms. a=30
. *Blanks, IDK's have been deleted. l .
GENS n=137 AGCY n=72
, = I et »
Table 6. Per cent mention of problems facing West River Area. - .
) Type of -
. N Problem GENS COML ™ ® AGCY
o . ) Coal Development 16.0 47.5 32.2
Water Resources 24.7 22.5 11.5 ’
Pollution ., 5.4 10.0 12.8
. / Economic 2.5 - 7.7
Agricultural 1.2 - 20.6
. Recreational/Wildlife 0.3 - 3.8
Other 2.6 2.5 6.5
2 IDK/Blank 46.8 17.5 5.1
X ” n= 310 40 78

'?MC | o8
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(i.e., "somewhat important") went to "increasing industry", and to "increasing
12 I3 FY -
population". All other attributes were rated as '"important', so that the net
P
B

result was that the average rating of all development attributes was nedr the

high and of the importance scale. This Bhas . toward the "important" and of the

-
[N

scale is probably best regarded as representing the intrusiveness of our

methods, at least in part. This means that_we can reach conclusions about the
. . ARy -
relative importance of the various attributes, but it would be extremely .
hazarddus to make inferences about the absolute importance of individual
L 3 { .
attributes.

Of greatest interest to us were comparisons among GENS, COML and* AGCY on

¢
.

the relative importance of these attributes. We have already seen some inter- -
esting differences among these groups in the types of problems perceived, and
in the level of priority assigned to resolving these problems. Differences in

. -~ ¢ = *
importance ratings for these attributes would signal potential difficulty in

agreeing upon the facets of regional development to be given greatest emphasis.
The results shown in figure 6 indicate that whatever differences do exist could

not be described very well as between-group differences using a GENS, COM%, AGCY

breakdown. The differences which did occuyr were not very large, although they

did pervade across a number of the attributes. The most prevalent pattern was

.
»

for the COML.group to assign greater importance to development attributes than

I

e

either GENS or AGCY groups. But far more striking than these differences was the

¢

similarity among the three groups in the importance ratings across all 17 devel-

b3

opment attributes, suggesting that any potential for disagreement that may exist

0
4 v

is not readily described as a betweed group difference along these lines. These '

»

three groups appear to have a lot in common, when described in such terms.

Our first set of questions on regional deveiopment tapped thrée specific
Ay
(3 [
issues: (1) water management priorities; (2) coal development; and (3) the
S

.

ey
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Figure 6: Average level of importance attached to attributes of regional
develupment for general sample, community leader and agency groups.

‘Unimportant 1 2 3 4 Most Important

- Deve}ogment . *
Attribute M 2.836 Ny GENS
Wildlife - : 2.667 e
’ habitat ’Efﬁ?lfﬁﬁkékﬁﬁ - 2.817 [:] coML
T | 3208 ] noer.
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DR 1 SN AN G : :
ALNVANMTN 3.090 '

_Improve living , 3.025 ¥
N standa:ds_ %;Qm 3. 09“ . ] ’
AN 2210 \
; Increase 4] 2.45 - -
industry AN B 1 - not important N

SRR R 2.15 2 - somewhat important
*+? '3 - important .

e t o 4, - most.important
S 3 ’ NN N . d
| BRI . 3.18 -
Increase agric . 3.475
Productivity ooty T e
YR 3.085
A AJ \\ AR\ '
I ST 2.9
ncrease
. . . 2.300
population AN s
W N 1.786
2 ’ K R AN
| | TR 2y :
3 Improve |,
’ recreation | RONOE BRSO N 2.500
4 , SR AN 2.574
v N R N !
; .2 VRO RN\ 2.938
Improve flood 3.000
protection OISO IRORT d
‘\\\\ :\'\\‘\'\‘_ B.:‘: ;\_‘_t& 2 . u 7 1 _ .
! (%]




o

29 .

“
..:"\

¢ »

Unimportan®'it") 2 3 ¢ Host Important
Development *p \t\/ \

: N s CERTSSPEER 2N .-.......4._‘
M?— 5\:\\\\\ \\ \\\\\\\ “ \u ‘.=e3.389

- Create jobs\ Wh A l 3.525
o NN N

\\\;\\\\“ 3.357
) , I——— ..,v
‘\\‘\\\‘\ v m“{r\‘ 2?.‘901
. Save . 3.20‘0'
b + lifestyle SN e e e e, -
N S e 2.794 *

) R WK\\(\Q X " 2.827

Improve , 2.650
. transportation = . e
S—ZA&\\;&} 2.507
\\k\mmmq .. 3.253
Improve . °3.175
health care .

@\Q\%\/\xﬁ . 2,913
‘ \\\\\ D \\\\@

o
! | 2:378 .
- - Develop ( : i 3 i 2.525 '
tourism ~‘ Nl : " 2.400
I
; 2.751
Extend i 2.500
_+ utilities ! 2.239
| .
! 2.539
Increase t . : ; 2.500

scenlic spots e = X '
. ~ @\m o 2690
i : ' .

o ;
. \T\\ h. N \h& Co2.724
»  Increase ; ‘ ! . 2.600

a contact RSO N e e
gency n ?\-&\\ '\\\'x’ -‘.:,‘4 R . 2.980
‘ 1
) z
Po2.964 -
Improve . 3.256 we
school L '
chools 5118
i .
L) .
R *
- S —
- Be l
v 3:)” ,




CEY
. ' Garrison Diversign Project. Over-all, the results of these questions showed
L . * g

Wt
¥

that: . " SO
! ot ‘ ’ =
(1) Water supply and runoff control have‘higher priority as
- . . o 2.
- s hl
! * -~
- water managemspt priorities than developmedf of ( , z
2
. . recreation areas (table 6a); ) . )
- ) - :
(2) More people see coal development as "mostly an advantage",
D Y ¢ P
than see it as "mostly a disadvantage'" (table 7);
(3) Coal development is expected to have Some bad effects on
, o
air and water quality (table 8);
' (4) Most people don't anticipate that coal development will
A} “
result in a job change for them (table 9); -
Hggfver, by further analysis we were able to show that expectations of ‘unfavorable
4
effects from coal development were strongly associated with{general opinion of
b - . o
coal 'development (figure 7)., The more negative the effect expected upon water
quality, aif&quality, water use, and travel, the stronger the disapproval of
coal development.. Unfortunately, we cannot conclude from this evidence that
4 . -—f‘g :
expectations of negative effects are necessarily causing unfavdrable opimion -
we've simply observed that the two are strongly associated. Given these limita-
tions upon our inferences, it still segms reasonable.to suggest that these nega-
tive effects are important considerations for area citizens. Agencies énd.firms
o 5 :A
i responsible for development should insure adequate discussiom:.of these points
. o h
with the public and leaders. Jﬁbﬂ}
(5) Opinion on the GérfiSOn Diversion Project Was very mixed.
The number of people with '"no opinion" of insufficient
knowledge of the project far exceeded those with a clear-
4
. cut opinion. Some specific reasons for opposition did
. ' .
sur face fairly often - "bad effects on the land", and '
S . »

.

. - cost (table-10).
ERIC 40
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v Table 6a. Average perceived need f Three Water Management Priorities.
I'> 9 , > ' -
\-“\% : GENS COML
[ TN . ’ )
YA ' ’ .
| g Improved water supply 4 2.8 3.18 ..
g .
- ) //
More recreation areas 2.37 2460 -
J i W
Runoff cortrol 2.78 3.08 1
?ﬁ .
1 = Great Need .
. 5 = No Need hh )
~- .’ . . J
.- Table 7. Perceived need for coal development in per cent. 2 ‘ >
- S — I GENS COML ’
Mostly advantage 48.4 65.0 ¢
Mostly disadvantage 38.1 32.5 ‘ )
d IDK/Blank =~ . 13.5 2.5
. . ;F:‘ -
‘ <l
# St
' @ |
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Table 8 Some perceived effects of coal devel opment.
\ﬂrﬁ¥é¥alues are wmean optimism ratings. -

7

. {/l .
Effects On: GENS COML =
~— Y Water quaiity 2.39 2.43 °
Air quality ' 1.96 2.00
- Water use ‘ 2.58 |. 2.44
3 Area travel 2.76 3.18
1= Changes make area much’ worse _

= Changes make -area slightly worse
= Development changes have no effect
Changes improve the area

W N
I

/

)

iable 9. Perceived effects of coal development on
job choice in per cent.

i GENS
. Stay'with job 87.4 ’
Change jobs ’ 6.1
e IDK/Blank - 6.5 |

A

. <~
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Table 10. oOpiniun on the Garrisonr Diversion Project in per cent.

-

Opinion ' GENS- COML
Fa

General opposition 8.4 5.0

. % effects on land r 4.2 7.5 -
Not needed - too costly 3.2 10.0
General opposition with

some praise ( 2.2 2.5
= ol '
Neutral ~ 5.4 -
Favor 1671 40.0
Good =--general approval © 3.5 2.5~
i .
Other 22.1% 2.5
v
IDK/Blank © 345 30.0 °
‘ *20.3 per cent ''no opinion" :
T ,
~
- - ) r)
5 3
L]
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. Figure 7. Coefficients of relationship (Kendall's Tau) between per—
ceived environmental effects of coal development and -
general rating of coal development as advantage or dis-

advantage for the Vest River regio Data for general
population and comnunity leader sAbple groups.

A
General evaluation?*

L~

on environment 3s a function of increased

general disapproval
for coal development '

no .
and . . . . negative relationship relationship positive relationship
-.6 =.5 =-,4 =-,3 -,2 -1 0 +,1 +,2 n sig
' ci f-.57 NG I Sesn oo
Coal Effects on : S . | T
H,0 Quality c -39 1 ‘ | (35) 0003
; !
. . !
G -.p6 d 7/ ! (257), .0001
Coal Effects on }Ari — ‘ | .
Air Quality cl-\e3 \ ; (38); .0001
; S
. . | J
Coal Effects on al-.5 j / ; [(228)} .0001
H,0 Use \ - ! |
2 c[l-.62 ! ., (38)) 0001
. : -39 b (253)] 0002
. Coal Effects on — .
Travel in Area .44 (39)( .0001
. 0
- - w
::jGeneral Population
| ::;Community Leaders
% : *all relationships indicate increaseg negative coal effects
3
[
E
I
|
|
!
|
l
:
|
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Within these general trends, a number of differences were found among

GENS and COML respondents. Community leaders perceived greater need fof all
three water management priorities than did the general sample group. They were

more likely than GENS to see coal development as =an advantage, énd less likely

to be undecided about coal development. There‘was not much difference among %

*

the public and agencies in perceived effects of coal development, except that

leaders expect a more beneficial effect on area transportation systems. Differ-
ences between the public and leaders in opinion on Garrison Diversidn were very
strong. A far greater pro.port,ion of COML's had a favorable opinion owe
project, and substantially fewer expressed no opinion at afl. Given these
differences, it is reasonable 'to expect that the COML group would be mor e

favorably disposed to current regional development ideas.

.

A
Summar y

1. 1In a free response setting, the most frequently mentioned problems facing
the West River region were coal development, water management and pollutioh

problems. Agency people placed strong emphasis on agricultural problems as

well. Generally, there was high agreement .among the three groups on major

4

problems.

2. Priorities assigned to solving problems varied somewhat, with the oft-
’menLioned coal probiems receiving lower,priorities than most others listed.
Coal’pfoblem priorities also brnght the most disagreement® among the three
sample groups, with agencies viewing these prﬁbléms as considerably more

\

urgent than community leaders and somewhat more urgent than the public. -

These discrepancies may suggest future problems ‘in unifying community

effort to discuss and deal with coal problems.
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a
1

The importance assigned to entries on a list of regional development nceds

’

(attributes) was greatest for the need to consult citizens on development,

agriculﬁural'productivity, more jobs and better health care. Of loy
R .

impor tance were some of the likely means to bring ahbout high importance

- v

items, such as more industry (for more jobs) and increasing population

(tax,base for better health care). All involved in the development process

should become better aware of the inconsistencies in demands made, so that

workable compromises can be reached.

.

The three sample groups were quite

similar in their assessment of 18 development needs.

A majority of people see coal development as mostly Edvantageous, though

-

many expect bad effects on air and water quality and no major effect on

- \ iy
their jobs. Those expecting quite harmful consequences to the environ-

ment, water use. and travel, of course, tended to be unfavorable toward
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. CITIZEN EVALUATIONS OF DEVELOPMENT AGENCIES

Our approach to describing cicizen evaluation of agencies is much like our
a o .

’

. approach to describing how people think about the project. We dre not simply

. -

coqducting a popularity poll to see which agencies come off with the best

"image". As tomforting as it may be to receive positive evaluations from

ot

citizens,. agencies cannot regard such support as a mandate to pursue develop-

r - .

ment policies without restraint or careful consideration of citizen views. |

. Citizen evaluations indicate approval of the past performance of an agency,
but may indicate nothing about approval of future performance.

For these reasons, rather than sim@ﬁy measuring over-all evaluations of

development,aggnciéﬁ, we attempted to get some indication of how people per-
ceive the agency beyond simple "good" vs. "bad" distinctions. Central to this

idea, was to gauge the extent to'which'people stereotype agencies, an important

L ]

v process that requires some elaboration. :
+ The term "stereotype" connotes a number of common images - being insensi-

tive to differences in qualities possessed by someone or something, grouping

.

all things under a common, and perhaps inadequate description, seeing things
”» .
in extremes, being reluctant to change one's attitudes to fit changing reali-

.tlies and so on. If we can gapably measure the extent to which stereotyping
occurs, we perhaps can devélop better ex;lanaﬁions of why agencies are eval-
uated as they are. For example, we might conclude that evaluative judgment
that an agency is "bad" might not be wgll thought out if much of the group

making that decision shows a tendency to see agencies in extremes, not

43 accounting for the unique qualities each might possess. R
-3 ;< .o .
Stereotyping, unfortunately, is a complex concept;.one which holds

1

different meanings for different people. To reduce thfé ambiguit; in its use,

- »~

7ﬁ£ﬂ§;§;  - | A . ‘? { v .
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social scientists have evolved several components of stereotyping which have

L

more precise meanings.l
1. Reification: This term means that one tends to assign
all agencies (or whatever) to a particular description -
e.g., all agencies are very wasteful, dishonest, helpful
and so on. JInitiall;, we attempted to megsure this concept T
for the five agencies involved in our study. However, our ..
pre-tests showed that nearly all individuals reified agenc1es - ’ -
seeing them as all part of the same government-bureaucratic
% fabric. 1In short, we had a variable - reification - which
| didn't vary and it was dropped from the study.
t 2. Homogeneity: An individual who perceives an agency homogeneously
: assigns all descriptions to the agency to the same degree. 1In
| other words, the agency is seen as somewhat dishonest, somewhat
E helpful, ‘somewhat wasteful and so on. DeScriptions collectively
E may be applied to any degree, the key is that they are all at )
E the same degree.
3. Polarization: The polarized individual sees agencies at extremes;
e.g., agencies are mostly or always dishonest; wasteful, helpful,
[ etc. The astute logician will recognize that completely polarized
images are also completely homogenous, but aside from this, extreme
case, the two concepts show marked conceptual and, in most appli-

cationg, statistical independence:

3 " ° -

4. Fixedness: This term implies that the image remains static over
long periods of time. Because our study was administered at only
one time point, we are presently unable to evaluate this concept.
Re-surveying, of our respondents after an appropriate time interval

will yield these data.
Our suhcesé, then, as described above in measuring components of stereotyping

was limited to homogenization and polarization. We hold the hope that_these

-
IS
~

variables which tap the composition of agency images rather than a summary
-gaod vs. bad evaluation may be a more powerful descriptor of how people view

agencies. L

.. .
Evaluatlons were also sought in terms of specific facts of an agency's

- .

past performance. If an agency was evaluated unfavorably, we.wanted to be able

J

.

he SR R

; . A mor'e detailed explanation of the conceptual and research’ %@ckgrOund

underlying these components is given in: Bowes and Stamm (1974) M"Coorienta-
. ~ _tional Accuracy During Regional Development of Energy Resources. Problems
in Agency- -Public Communication." .Paper presented toc The AE}y San Dlego, CA.

. '
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to identify some characteristics of past performance that could have contributed
to that evaluation. Was it performance on a particular project? Was the agency

perceived as willing to listen, and to communicate about policy?

For the most part, the image of. development agencies portrayed by the -

respondents was a favorable one, but with some interesting variations depending

<

upon the descriptive criteria and upon who was providing the rating. Over-al
-

-

support for dand evaluation of agency past performance and projects is high

(see figures 8 and 9). The worst marks against development agenties were their

5

"jgnorance of local needs'" and "waste of money and time". Otherwise, agencies
were described as helpful, honest, dependable, available for advice and
inform%;ion, and ?air (see figure 10). .

In most cases, no group gave more critical descriptions of government

agencies than the agency people themselves. They were more ¢onscious, than

either GENS or COML of the ignorance of local needs, lack of Honesty, fairness

.

and dependabilit,, unavailability for advice and information, and wastefulness.
In fact, there was not @ single criterion on which AGCY respondents described
themselves more favorably than'ﬁid GENS or COML.

With few exceptions, the agency image described by GENS and b) COML was

similar. CO@L'S perceived agencies as more often helpful, and as more often

’/ &

fair in dealing with disputes and land payments.

The structure of agency images was.fOUdH to be moderately homogeneous

I
-

across all three groups, but considerable structural differences were found in
g s .

the degree of polarization (figure 10.1). The images held by COML's were the:

i
i
\
’ |
\
\
\

most polarized - primarily because they consistently perceived agencies in more

positive terms than eiﬁhér GENS or AGCY members the@%elves. AGCY members had

a

the least polarized images for agencies, reflecting their ability to see both ;

.
A
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-Figure 9.
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Figure 10. Mean response rating on seven attributes of agency performance
' for GENS, COML and AGCY samples. i
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leaders are more often e?pa§$d to the "good side" of agency activities.

"pattern was found in wh%cﬁJéOML gjaluaféd agencies the most favorgbl and '

v » . (]
AGCY members, on the other hand, gave very mixed ratings - an even split

~ERIC

FERY

4
the good and the bad points of agrencies in, a more flexible manner. The strong .
* - ~

polarization in COML iuages,\yith ivs favorable leaning, suggests that COML

The balance of our concern was to try to go beyond images, and determine
: : i

¢

how local peopIe evaluated per formance of develoémént agencies ? pafticularly

their effectiveness in commugicfiting with the public., A stEPng, consistent

(‘ .
were more often at the f@teiving end of agency communication efforts.

. -

First, COML's perceived\ag:giies to be more responsive to public opinion
- ¢

{

(figure 30.2)-than either GEN§ or AGCY members. When asked to list agencies

<«

that "don't listen" to public opinion (table 11), COML's could ligt more

agencies than GENS, but not nearly ‘as ‘many as AGCY members. Predictabl:, " A
i : >
federal and state agencies were mentioned as "not listening' much more oﬁteg; '
N N

-

* 7 5]

than local and county agencies. . §:§Z>

-

Likewise, in rating the quality of agency informatfbn\(figure 11),

COML's who answered the item (62 per cent did not) gave a safisfacto rating.

-

- - x -
between ''doing a good job"t&pd,“doing a fair job" (figure 12). ’//

. At the same time that COML's were found to evaluake agency communication f

<

more favorably, they were also found to have greater‘%ontact wich agencies than
: 7

N

the general public. The results showed COML's bé%ﬁérless likely to have infre-

quent contact (less than six times a year) and far more likely to have frequent

contact (more than 12 times per year) (figure 13). '

e

N MY
N ® . *
The same pattern of favorable .evaluation was repeated for agency performance

in handling land acquisitions involving condemnation and compensation procedures.

“
Community leaders were more likely to rate agencies as being "'very fair'', while

&
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Figure 10.1 Mean fomogenization and polarization of attributes X
desdribing development agencies by GENS (G), COML(C)
and AGCY (A) sample groups. % .
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Table 11, Listing of agencies "yhiéﬁ don't listen" to public opinion
by general population, community leader and agency samples.

.:1

State Agencies
Locai, County Agencies
Federal Agencies
Private Firms

.
Agencies in General

Environmental Groups

Other (uncodable)

] No answer given
(n)

-

e

GENS COML AGCY _
-
0.9% 7.5% 9.0%
Y

1.2 |.. 2.5 2.6
3.4 | 10.0 | 45.0
o3 | - i
0.6 2.5 -
0.3 2.5 -
1.9 2.5 2.6
91.0% | 72.5% | 42.3%
(310) (40) | _€78)




N |
% . |
46 '} ¢
§
. Figure 11 Rating of agency information guality by com- '
munity leaders.
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Figure 12 Self-rating of “own agency's public relations/information
efforts for the public. Agency personnel (n=40)
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Figure 13 Showing contact with agency representatives (Soil Conservation

S ice, State Aater Commission and B
uri

ureau of Reclamation)

¢

past year for GENS and COML groups. " ,
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., AGCY members were the most likely to assign an "unfair'' rating to such

*

procedures (figure 14).

Having described the image of development agencies, we turned to two

» . /\ -1
questions which naturally arise. Can other characteristics among our sample
groups account for differences in agency image? And, do differences in agency
. . ~ ~
image have consequences for the support (or damnation) that development agencies
receive First, we can show that support for agency past projects is associated

with the agency image held. Stronger support for past projects generally meant

a more favorable image for development agencies (figure 15). Most of the image

B
v

attributes - ranging from agency helpfulness to wastefulness Were significantly
related ts past project support. There were some differences between leaders
and thegquIic in terms of attributes most strongly related to past support.
Leader; were more sensitive to agency helpfulness to people and wastefulness of
time agd money. The public was far more sensitive than leaders to agency fair-
ness in settling land disputes, in their ability to keep promises and their lack
of availability for advice and information. As in similar comparisons earlier
in this report, the resalt; suggest caution in viewing leaders' opinions as
representative of the population.

The rélationships of water project ratings with image attributes prodJces

. . \

results similar to ‘those just discussed (figure 16). \ngeral differences, how-.
ever, are noteworthy. Leaders were especially sensitive to agencies' ignorarnce

of local needs, indicating that what soured many leaders on water projects was
Y

the lack of local involvement and grassroots planning. They were also.more

<
N . -

sensitive to agency helpfulness to residents. Evaluation of past water, projects
. 3

.was also associated with support for current water management projects.

{(table 715.). But contrary to the strong.associations yielded by image

attributes with support for agency, this over-all evaluation evidenced only

~ »

v IS )

~
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Figureld Fairness rating of agency land acquisition, condem-
ration and compensation for GENS, COML and AGCY groups.
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Figure 15. Coefficients of relationship (Kendall's Tau) between. support
. for agencies' past water projects and rating of agencies on
several characteristics. Data for General population and
Community Leader samples. G=General Population; C=Community

Leaders.
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'Figure 16. Coefficients of relationship (Kendall's Tau) between rating

of agencies on several characteristics and rating of.agency
water projects. Data for general population and community
leader samples. G=general population; C=community leaders
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Table 1lla. Evaluation of agency past water projects by support for present
water projects.

Evaluation of

GENS Support Level

COML Support Level

. Support- Support~ )
HZO Projects Support Disagree Disagree Support . Disagree Disagree
Good 68.9 . '58.3 16.7 66.7 .33.3 25.0
Fair 26.4- 29.2 58.3 20.0 66.7 25.0
POOr 407 1205 - 25.0 , 1303 i 5000
n (106) (72) (12) (30) 3 (4)
L 4 s}
X2=15.29, df=4, Sig. .004 x2=7.30, df=4, Sig. .121
Gamma .3711 Gamma .555
¥
. ]
Table 12. Contact with agency representatives by evaluation of agencies'
water management projects.
Contact GENS Evaluation ~COML Evaluation
Agency Good Fair  Poor Gqgod . Fair Poor
Infrequent 75.6 78.8 82.6 53.2 44,4 50.0
Some Contact 19.1 18.2 _17.4 4.8 22.2  50.0
é\'
Frequent "5.3 3.0 - 42.9 33.3 -
n (131)  (66)  (23) L)y ) (8).
- x2=1.82, df=4 X2=8.60, df=4
Sig. 76 Sig. 072
Gamma ~-.132

63

Gamima -.148'\\\51
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fable 13. Contact with agency representative by incorporated vs.
unnincorporated place of residence. Date for general

population respqndents only.

' : . Contact with representative is......
Place of Residence Infrequent Some Contact’ Frequent
- Unincorporated 42.6% . 77.3% 72.7%
4 Incorporated ) 57.4 ) 22.7 27.3
n ” (249) (44) (11)

X2=20.66, df=2, Sig...0001
Kendall's Tau= -.254, Sig. .001
Gamma -.6087

e b = --

Table 14. Familiarity with agency programs by incorporated vs.

unincorporated place of residence “~\

Familiar with Agency ProgramS......
Place of Residence No Yes
Unincorporated 44.4%, 59.8%  Xx2=5.232, df=1

’ Sig. .0222
. Kendall's Tau =-.138
Incorporated 55.6 v 40.2 Sig. 0002
- Gamma -.30 °

n (216) (87)
TN

C -

Table 15. Rating of agency fairness in payingrfor condemned Tand by
: incorporated vs. unincorporated place of residence.
Data for general population respondents only.

4

Agency is...... . .
. Place‘of Residence Unfair Somewhat Fair Very Fair
{
Unincorporated 54.5% 50.0% 31.5% '
-
Incorpofated ., - 45,5 50.0 68.8
. " | (22) (34) (16) S
Y- p .
. :iz 216, df=2, sig. .3301 -
dall's Tau= -.1495, Sig. .0296 ’ N
Gamma .2637 .

g Wy e ,




weak asé%ciations and was of marginal use in explaining why people thought of
agencies as they did. Amount of contact with agencies (table 12) also had,

little to do with support frr agency projects. These findings suggest that

~
.

future attempts, rather than focusing on blanket evaluation and contact with

»
agencies, should account for evaluation in terms of specific characteristics.

s

- Our final analysis in this chapter divides the public by place of
-

residence (incorporated vs. unincorporated areas). As in the first chapter.,
this distinction may be sensitive to those in town who have much to éain,and

little to lose by resource development (economic activity, water supply and F\\KT.

flood control, etc.) and those who have more to lose, such as land loss, scenic

18ss, pollution from the site of development ‘activity in the unincorporated
- areas. The rural (uﬁ!ncorporated areas) péople have greater contact with S

-

2

.agency personnel, reflecting the land use -and development Bias of those agen- q.ﬁ
cies surveyed (tablé;}3), and are more likeiy to be familiar with agency

programs (table 14). Hoaever, pointing to the.suppogition just disé@ssed,

rural respondents reacted less favorably to agency handling of land condemna-

tion payments (table 15), as they did to the West River Diversion Project itself

(see table 2). .

Summary . ,
L
1. Generally, agencies were evaluated favorably, with agencies proving to be
- -7
-
the most severe critics. Commugity leaders' evaluations tended to be the

most polari%ed, suggesting leaders are more’frequently exposed to the "good

~ side" of agency(dbtivities.

-

2. The bulk of agencies singled out because they "don/t listen" to public
opinion were federal, followed by state agencieg. IrOnically, agencies

themselves reflectedl the highest fates of selecting out these unresponsive

-
L] Y -

ERIC ™ - : | -
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agencies and showed the highest rates of selecting-federal agencies
into this category. ’

3. Agency characteristics most closely tied to support (or lack of it)
wer;, for leaders, agency helpfulne;s and wastefulness, andg;for the
pub%ic, agency fairthess with land disputes, ‘ability to ﬁéep promises
and their availability gg?fadvice and information. Similar tesults
obtained for support of agency water projects, with the exceptions

. that leaders were especially sensitive to agency ignorance of local
needs. ’

4. " Town vs. rural distinctions showed rural respondents more ¢ritical of

agency land condemnation and compensation practices and the West River

Diversion Project generally. S

/

Y

ERIC - b6 - '
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AGENCIES AS SOLVERS OF REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROBLEMS

I

So far we haje focused separately on citizen conceptions of regional

development and upon the images people have of development agencies: It is

important to also discuss how people consider the relation between the two.

, 7
. W -
What understanding do people have of the relations of agencies to development

- 4
projects and policies? We attempted to find out which agencies people most

often aséOﬁ?afed with regional development projects. We also asked which
r

agencies cgiizens.thought were best equipped to deal with specific deyeiopment‘
problems tLat they had named. This analysis tells us msre than the relative
visibility of agencies in the.context of develo?yent; it also identifies the
specific development competencies people assign to the agencies. "It maykbe
that soﬁe highly visible agencies u@ld be assigned problem-éolving capabilities
that are very peripheral to their formal role. Such findings should raise .

questions about how agencieslcéh more effectively define their roles in

regional development. And, from the citizen's point of view, how can he

locate appropriate agencies among the myriad of agencies involved in regional
6 .

<

development?. .
Coal development and water management p)oblems were foremost concerns

- -~ . . . 3
among our respondents. Federal and state agencies were cited most often as

problem-solvers, in these areas, while more local and informal groups were con-

sidered far less often. Indeed, figure- 17 suggests that "big goveynment", not
. . .

grassroots organizations, are seen as the most able in coping with development

problems.

&

{ . . .
b However , 1t is important to note that several differences occurred among

1
the three sample groups ixptheir reliance on various ptoblem solving agencies

{ -

or groups. "For example, with coal development, only 8.3% of COML preﬁsifed

Q ' . e 8,7
ERIC | ‘ :
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. Spec. Int. Grp.
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Figure 17. Major regional development problems by agenéy respondent feels
’ best able to solve or provide help with problems. Data are for ‘ ¢ T
general population, community leaders and agency sample groups.*
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federal agencies compared to 41.7% preferring state agencies., General sample
. - /'
and agency groups showed the same preference pattern for state agencies, but
. ,
to a far less extent. Water management problems, the second most active area,

~
showed much greater consensus across the three groups for problem solving

agencies. Pollution problems also achieved some consensus of opinion in that

all three groups gave most emphasis to state agencies .as problem solvers.
Agricultural problems were emphasized by agency people, who showed some prefer-
ence for the federal government as a problem-solver. Mofeover, agencies were
the only ones to give grassroots level organiz d meetings any significant men-
tion as a problem solving source. Because agenciesg invqéyed in this survey

often use-group meetings as a problem solving mechanism, this gesult is hardiy

surprising. Little that is weaningful can be said about sample group differ-
s

ences in selecting problem solving agencies for economic and recreational

development probleme, given the few people who viewed these areas as problems

at all. N . .

In anofher question, general sample and community leader respondents were
f
asked to list the agencies they thought of as being involved with water control

and area development. Agencies'listed in figure 18 then are not necessarily
those thought of as most ecompetent, simply those which are most visible, to oux
sample groups. Reflecting findings just discussed, the emphasis given to state

agencies is again apparent. Among federal” agencies, the 'Soil Conservation ' *

Service is most visible; with little 1mportance gi¥en to the multitude of other
’ 4

federal agenc1es 1nvolved in water management and 3rea development plans. Arlong

~ b
H

state agencigﬁ, the State Water Commission 1is mpst visible, with little atten-

! .
tion being paid to other state agencies involved ‘;n the development of the

<

~

region.
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The major difference in awareness occurring between the GENS and COML
samples considered in this analysis was the relative inability of general
sample respendents to identify any agency they thought of as involved in
water management and‘development problems. Some 60 per.cent of general
sample respondents Vs. about 30 per cent of community leaders were unable to
identify agencies involved with regional development and water control.

For the most part, community leaders and general sample groups paralleled
each~pther (those who were able to apecify any agency) in their choices among
state agen;ies. However , between f:jékal and state groups, the greater
visibility of state agencies among community feaders was quite evident.-Only
10 per cent of community leaders listed federal agencies first, while 55 per
cent of the same group listed state\agencies. On the other hand, 22 per cent

of.general sample respondeﬁts listed federal dgencies first,,particdlarly the

Soil Consérvation Service, as opposed to 13.3 per cent "first" listings for

.state agencies.

Summary

Perhaps the most important conclusion in this look at agencies as problem

solvers is the rather pervasive.ignorance of appropriatg problem solving agen-

/ d

cies among the general public of the region. Lacking this information, one is ~

hard put to evaluate the sponsors of programs or to identify where to seek

solutions to area development problems. Of ingrtance, too, is the emphasis on
N L]

"big government' agencies as problem solvers. County and local governments,

cipizens groups and the like were mentioned only a trace of the respondents.
While the number of responses m;de it i::::§ible to positively identify

which specific agencies the sample groups viewed as most €éffective in dealing

with development problems, those agencies identified by large numbers of

71

3

S T



E

O

62

«
1}

respondentéwsuégest that they are viewed as effective as well.+ The Soil

Conservation Service and the North Dakota State Water Commission were men-
tiongd much more often than other organizations in this respéct. The diffi-
cult question to answer here is to what extent this is an accurate picture pf
effective agencies, or whether the public and leaders are ignoring other agen-
cies heavily involved or potentially quite helpful in the development process.
Given the complexiky of regiogal development and the diverse needs it imposes
on planners, the public's and community leaders' focus is quite likely too
narrow. More needg to be:done to make visible other agencies participating

in the developﬁent of the West River Region and the skills they have to offer

residents in planning for the future.

“a
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COMMUNICATION BETWEEN CITIZENS AND AGENCIES

’ )

At various points in our analysis, we have looked to differences in the

ways citizens, cormunity' leaders and agency officials view at regional devel-

v hY
opment. These differences show a lack of consensus, but lack‘of consensus

does not necessarily point to communication failure. Communication may con-

vt

, \ . .
tribute to consensus on developmen: questions, but not always. Sometimes

¥

disagreements persist despite conscientious efforts at communication. Other

times, an initially assumed consensus has been discovered to be false through
/

attempts aj communication which raise differences and conflicts.
. —
Unfortdnatelyv, it has alrwost become a popular myth to suggest that

Meffective' cormunication ehhances agreement Or consensus among factions in
decision-making. Indeed, individuals involved in the development process ma§j
1 coﬁe to better understand and more accurately acknowledge those with differ-
ent viewpointg, but sodght-afte; agreement may well lessen than improve.

.
Recent experience in North Dakota with a‘large water managemént project, the
Garrison Diversion, points to the'likelihood of such an outcome. As the
project progressed, whdt had been relatively strong c&sensus on it; desiraf
bility developed into consiéerable dissension as people became better informed
of project disadvantages‘and the disparities in project advantages perceived

L ? N
across individuals.
- . . - : ‘. s .- i
This distinction between consensus or agreement and other criteria of

"good" or "effective" communication was again illustrated in a somewhat earlier

study by the authors of a Park River (N.D.) water management project. Here an .

- ’ attempt was made to contrast consensus Or agreement on the project with

accuracy in identifying the probable similarities and differences in outlook

<
®

on the project between® groups of people involved. In other words, we not only

" ERIC VA
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measured ?ﬁ what extenf groups agreed, but also assessed if each ‘group could
guess the pesition of the others on the benefits &nd disadvantages of building»
a dam on.the Park River. The better a group was able to estimate the position
of ofhérs,ithe higher in accuracy it vas. |

Both conditions - agreement and accuracy - can act‘independently of ea;h

A

other when informatioﬁ c?pcerning a project is disseminated. To go back to
the Garrison Diversion Project éxample, here was an initial instance of low
accuracy (becau;e people had in mind differing advantages and disadvantages
to the project) but relatively strong agreement that it was a good idea. Only

as the project developed did many people come to realize the inconsistencies

Pl

r
among the advantages and costs held by others, resulting in reduced agreement,,

but improved accuracy. *Z27 .
1

In the Park River study, communication by the Corps of Engineers appeared 1
to be successful - about two-thirds of _he population was gware of the project

l

!

.

|

i

|

|

L

f and supported it in one form or another. When asked to estirate the advantages
L of the project seen by the sponsoring agency (the Corps), the public correetly

. saw little difference between their view of project advantages and what they
believed to be agencies' view. In estimating agency perceived disadvantages

to the project, the\yubiic was often unable to answer. This potential for

lopsided accuracy é§ure of ‘agency view of advantages, uncertain of disadvan-

tages) was, on further investigation, traceable to a lack of agency informa-

tion on problems the proposed project could create.

In the presént study, we expanded this type of apalysis to the three
“~
[
groups discussed throughout this investigation. Because, as discussed earLéeﬂf

these groups form an important information chain for development informatjion,
[}

1

accuracy becomes a critical concern as opportunities for distortion cumulate

for each of the linkages in the chain. ’ ,/\\\,

Q ' ’ - : A
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'The comparisons made among the three groups are shown in figure 18a. In (
addition to accuracy and agreement, a third rélationship can be derived,
coq?ruency. This mg?Sure taps the differences a respondent feels exist be-
twéen himsel£”and 3thers on development que;;ions. We might expect, for
example, that a respondent would be better prepared for inaccuracies and
disagreements if he himself anticipated differences between his positi;; on .
issues and those of other groups involved in regional development.
Relatiorntships were derived from the comparison’of 18 questions dealing
with a variety of development questions (see appgndix A, Questions: 10, 10a)
Al

These items, developed after extensive pre-test interviewing and review by
people involved in resource and regional development, represent a broad
sdwpling of important development issues facing West River region citizens
and leaders.

L Optimaily, if we were to specify a good informational climate on West
River development, it would be for high accuracy (people's estimateé of other
groups' standings on is§ues would closely ma;ch{those actual standings). To
apply "good" or "poor" iabels indepéndeﬁt}y to the status of the other two
relationships would be misleading in a,commuhica;ion sehse. For example, as
discussed aboves low agreement could result from effective communication. And
high conéruency (little difference subjectively perceived between oneself and
other groups) may exist under conditions of.low agreement and acéuracy. Here,
in short, oné isn't aware of the discrepancies which exist. Yet, if agreement
is high, then high congruency can indicate a rather realistic appraisal of
different groups on development issueg. The moral is that while each of these ; |
thfée measu:;s offers a somewhat different characterization of communication T

effectiveness, they must be considered in relation to each other to properly -

evaluaté the communication setting. .
- - ’ 7 ‘—) ’

——

-~




Figure 18a. Communication Relationships Between Sample Groups.

,

Agreement
f )
CITIZEN Agreement LEADER Asreement AGENCY
VIEWS VIEWS ) VIEWS
c ¢
0 o
n n
- 8 g
r r
u u
e e
n n
¢ ¢
v y
CITIZEN AGENCY
ESTIMATES ESTIMATES
. OF OF ! ' OF ¢
) AGENCY

Definitions

.- Agreement

Congruency

Accuracv

AGENCIES, AGENCY
CITIZENS )

.
1
. L)

The extent to which the views of members from each
Aroup overlap the views of members of different
Lroups. -

L2
The overlap an individual perceives between his views
and the 'views of members from another group.

The overlap between one group's estimates of the vfews
of another group and the actual (surveyed) views of"
that ,.roup. .
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The data presented 1n fivure 19 offers several important insights into
the effectiveness of communication abuut West River development, Firsce, with
one exception, uroups were closer 1n aureement on ihe issues than each alone
had imagined themselves to be. 1In other words, with the exception of the

COML-GENS ofmparison, agreement was greater than congruency. Table 15a shows

the statistical significance of data comparisons in figure 19.  Note that lower

.

values in figure 19 imply greater congruency, accuracy and agreement. since

A}

the fi;uref/represent the magnitude of Jifferences in comparisons made.
Secondly, accuracy was in all cases of group comparison the most dis~-
crepant of cthe relationships computéa. Respondents committed the greatest
errors in estimating the stand of ocher groups on developmpnt issues. The
implication here is that infqrmatign exchange among o;r three groups is

deficient and prone to distortion and eventual misunderstanding (e.g., dif-

»
t

ferences are overestimated far be,ond their true magnitude). .Table 15 shows
the sizeable magnitude of differences involved here in all four agreement-
accuracy (AGRE-ACCU) comparisons.l

Thirdly, contrary to the often popular stereotype that agencies are
insensitive to public opinion, this group demoﬁstrated better accuracy in
estimating public opiniop 1h;n the public was able to demonstrate in estima£~‘

ing agency opinion. Moreover, agencies perceived less difference between

themselves on aevelopment issues and the public, than the public felt regard-

ing the agencies. The reasons for t?is are likely twofold: (a) agengy per sonnel

keep abreast of public opinion; (b) information on agency atfitudes on develop-

ment questions is not making as much impression on the public ws perhaps it

Ty
_lfhe greater these values, the greater the differences. Probability
decimals indicate the odds that findings in the table are chance results.

.
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Figure 19 Mean values for agreement, congruency and accurécy
for four coorientational relationships among GENS,

! N
N \

GENS-AGCY

AGCY-GENS

| COML-AGCY

» COML~GENS

n

. AGCY-GENS

COML-AGCY

? COML-GENS

t-test values for

F GENS-AGCY

68

COML and AGCY sample groups.

.
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(1.469)
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(1.615)
(1.726)

(1.141)
(0.96G)
(1.477)

Table 153 Tests of difference among agreement’, congruency and

onships

3
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Table 16 . Comparisons of accuracy, congruency and agreement among N .
COML, AGCY, and GENS.
RELATIONSHIP  MEAN PCD t PCD?
ACCURACY :
COML~AGCY 1.726 P 7
{1) - ‘vs ' -1.304
GENS-AGCY 1.863 4
: *p e .05
. - COML-~GENS 1.477 - ** p . .01°
(2) vs T, . ~068 *x% p ~ ,001
AGCY~-GENS 1.469 - v
‘f GENS-AGCY ~1.863°
T (3) vs' 6.075%%%
AGCY~-GENS 1.459 c ' N
>

Tgble 17 . t-tests for collective involvement prediétors of GENS-AGCY
and COML-AGCY accuracy and congruency. .

" GENS ACCURACY CONGRUENCY
. No Yes t . No Yes t
Involved in )
action groups - 1.8895 1.5{?5 2.16 1.681 1.974 =-1.04 -
Involved in " L
interest group 1.8757 1.8664 .10 1.7278 1.6624 .51
COML ) -

- Iﬁvolved in 1
action groups
Involved in

interest group ' 1.8937 11.7719 .50 2.8965 1.4158 4,29%

1 . : .
frequencies were insufficient for stable comparisons
ooled variance estimate -
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«

shoGld. Agencies probably should be more open with their recommendations to-

the public chdn they hamE\ZTen to date. Ic is fe333uring to note, however,

o
the extent to which agencies accurately perceive’ public opinion on development

»

Ls
questions. . - . . . ‘
.

N
Finally, we held strong hopes that community leaders in this analysis

would show themselves to be the effettive information brokers between the ‘
public and agencies they have been in many studies of rural development. In

this light we expected that community lqgger accuracy estimates of !general,
- .o R
- sample and agency opinion to be superior to the accuracy estimates general

.sample andnagency people made of each other. This kind of finding would point’
. - B 1%
- -strongly to the facilitating role we had expected 'of leaders. Unfortunately,

™

e

community leader accuracy was no better than that of the agency and general

e —

sample groups alone. Indeed as table 16 shows, differerces in comparing -

.

GENS-AGCY with COML-AGCY accuracy shows insignificant differences-(1.863 vs. R

1.726). Comparison for the(;ther linkage (AGCY-GENS vs. C?ML-GENS) showed
equ;lly insignificant-differences (1.46§ vs. 1.477). In ;hqrt, the presence
of community leaders ;id not.uin, to improve accurate commuﬁicaﬁlon‘beuwegp/
., v N A
agencies and t.e yeneral public. . ) K » : . . | o

rd . . IS
Our analysis next turned to alternative sources of information for the

< ‘ .

- < . . . ) » +

, public and community leaders on agency development priorities. Of first con-
\%‘ ¥ 1

- N

tern tO us was . he effectiveneés of ,roups 1n aiding tae member to gain aware-

ness of developmen. plans. 1In doin, so, we distinguisaed two kinds of groups: -

(a) i1nformal interest ,roups or simpl, o.hers wita whom tae individual nad -
& 4

discussed regional development issues, and (b) more formal participation in °*
., ]
action .roups wihica actively pursued development issues. Neither form of
! >

. s ) . LN . \
group participation for eit .er tie .eneral public or community leaders made
gt LY .

-
N
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/ cany significant difference to-accuracy 1in perceivin, :agency development

<

priorities, thouph some statistically marginal improvement in accuracy

’ occurred amon, peneral sample respondents involved in action roups (see
s o

table 17).

. We were also interested in whether yroup parcicipation affected ﬂbl

*

subjective feelings of différence from.agency positions. As discussed ahove,
\\ the congruency relationship gives us this information. For _eneral sample

respondents, wroup membership - regardless of intensity ~ had no real effect

N

on congruency. For community leaders, however, interest group participation
» ,

ennanced ratuer strongl, feelings of closeness to agenqy stands on develop-

N ~
. -

ment issues. Duie to the few leaders involved inaction groups, we were unable

’

. . . -‘
to make similar colparisons nere. Tuis evidence sug,ests tiat community

. (YO | \

leader discussion on development projects tends to:be supportive of agency
stands and goals neld inrgommon by leaders and agencies. Had the discussion

- . -
W been otnerwise, we would nave expecled the interest group sample to show
. . <

preater incongruency or less similari.y between themselves and agency positions.

- , . - -
.’ N

o - \
Beyond interest groups, there are a host of information sources which

. ~

PR a -

s ~ * .
mi ht better acquaint tae public and community leaders wich agency positions

-

on devgloepment issues. Examples range from the groups we have just discussed
* . . .

.
B v

td tne press and agency agents. Also, there are psychological conditions

™ . .
which can facilitate or impede assimilation of this kind of information. For

» , o N B
—

example, the tendency;of individuals to stereotype agencies, to see them as
- -

—

- uniform from oene to the next, perhaps unfavorably, could blunt the impact.of

information they have to offer. Additionally, the feeling that agencies

\

"listen well" td the public can affect how receptive we are to information

from these offices. Our quesEion in the face of these condjtions was to what

] -
« ‘ . . "
P ~

Q SR . L. by
“ERIC : - . 5
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extent do traditional information sources and several basic psychological °
conditions bearing on readiness to listen affect accuracy in perceiving agency

2 N

+development priorities.
To further complicate the issue, we also were curious about what kind of "
- v o,

relationship there was between a conscious feeling of being informed ‘and in

' -

[
agreement with agency programs and the kind of independently derived accuracy.

-

we've been discussing.

Fortunately, several powerful, but admittedly speculaﬁive analytic, tools
are available to treat these several questions simultaneously in relationshiﬁ

'
‘ - ’

with each other. While statistically somewhat complex, the'basic technique

v is illustrated in figures 20 and 21% with some simplificatiOQ§. In these
. L Y :

-

» e ' .
illustrations, information sources, feelings and images which facilitate or ,

curtail gourceuse are .arranged in a casual pattern - information sources first
. . .

in ordér,.follqwed by images, items ‘tapping féélings of familiarity and clo;e-

w » “e

ness to agencies, and, finally, the object of these predictive antecedents,

' *

«

cussed 1n the previous chapter : homogeneity and polarization.

Perhaps the most striking feature of figure 20, the analysis for GENS-

L}

ps . .
AGCY accuracy, is that comparatively few antecedents of accuracy are determined.

- .

kN
- * v ., [
Direct effects from information sburces are only twé: local television news

\ WA

and action groups. .Ironic%lly, local TV news serves slightly to reduce acéu-

- a0

racy. Whether this is a direct effect of televised informqtion_is diffieult . e

to positively ascertdin. However, the marginal IV service available to much

1 - . - ’ _
of the Wgst River area with small news operations does not encourage thorough
coverage of complex issues such as energy development and may displace people's: .

N N ny ") o

attention from more productive sources. Action group participation, contrary,..

fe

. . B ’
) v . . . R . ® s
% .

- . PR ' . =
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. . & .
does increase accurac., reflectin. vhat conclusions drawn from zeneral sample

data in table 17 does hold ,wita other forms of information acquisition —

controlled.

f

«

Stereotvping compone\ts - polarization and homogeneit. - are lessened

Y

. . L C
with increased ifpformation source contact. Increased contact with agency per-
sonnel serves sii.at! to reduce homogenization of arencies while action group

1nvolvement tends to reduce polarization. Stereotvping components, in turn,

failed to nave effect on accurac,., though polarization was negativel. related

to a feeling of familiarit. and sinilarity of attitude with agency programs.

Thus, less polarized persons feel more familiar with agency prosrams and see
greater similarit- between tne agencies' and their view of development issues.
However, these comforting feelings are not reflected in "real accuracy.

Respondents' feelings of familarity with agency programs showed the

strongest relationships to information sources, primarily contact with a,encv

people, regional press (e.s., Bismarck, Fargo,; Minot or Billings dailies) use

and interest group involvement. This finding is disturbing in that feelings
of familiarity are not tied to 'real" accuracy;. The implication is that sxist-
ing information sources lead to a somewhat- false impression of familiaritw

not backed by more objective measures. Thus, highlv used common information
¢

sourtes not only fail to serve accurate perceptions of agencies, but also
give the nisleading impression that they do.

¢ An impression that agencies "listen" and are responsive to public opinion

-

was less amon; those with television exposure, a finding congénial to tne
> .

notion that agency public relations problems are most visible with television

’ ’ s, . . - L
sources. Our expectations that feelings of agency accessibility would lead -

.

to accuracy and perceived familiarit» with agency "programs did not materialize. ™

’ ¢ - N
. Y .

* ¢
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A somewhat similar set of relationsnips resulted in the analysis shown
in figure 21 for community leaders - ajency accuracy. With two exceptions,

that basic lavout of the analysis was the same as above. An additional

information source (discussion of water and coal development with agency

,

representatives) and an attitudinal question on the adequacy of development

information available were brought into the analysis.

B

Our expectations that cormunity leaders would be especially sensitive to

informatrion sources and hence reflective of their anticipated high accuracy

in perceiving agency views were not met. No informational variables had
* »

direct effect onkccuracy. Two sources, regional press use and astion group
involvemeqt, showed indirect relation, except that their effect was dependent
on homozenization, one of the two sra{eot)ping components. The twp iﬂforma-
tion sources acted differently upon homogenization; regional press use
reducing homogenization of agency image while action group involvement tended
“to incéease this effect. In turn, and somewhat contrary to inijial expecta-

tion, increased homogenization improved accuracy. As Carter (1962) suggests,

homogenization ma, not be a ngcessaril; negative force in communication, but
Py

smay instead chart the development of a stable impression of agencies which is

3

;geful to their understanding. Polarizgtion had no significant effect, direct

.

;
. I . .
ot indirect, upon accuracy. “ /

- . N

Thg strongest causal ‘relationships shown were betyeen information sources

and self-report variables. Local press use and involvement in interest groups

.

were especially predictive of an enhanced feeling by community leaders that they

» ’ . .

”~

perceived the same costs and benefits of development as did the agencies. Con-

tact with agency personnel and especially discussion of water and coal problems*

~ o~

’

with them were strongly predictive of reported familiarity with agency programs.
¢ . .

o~
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Figure 21 : Path analysish of hypothetical

L Y

ccefficients (beta weights).
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Indirectly, contact with the agency, local .press use and regional press

~
readership fostered an impression that "agencies listen' which, in turn &ided

-

reported familiarity with agency proérams. Consequently, most information
source usage served.to increase the feel#&g amdng community leaders of éamili-
arity and sameness wWith agéncy programs and views. Regrettably, as with the
general population sample, tgese subjective impressions were not backed by

more objective measures of accuracy. . ~
n Finally, it is interesting to note the lack of aﬁy significant linkages

v

to f&cal television news as an information source. Clearly, other sources

have edged television aside, at least in terms of effect on community leaders'

~ -

.accurate perception of agency ositions on development issues. However, given

the negative contribution to gccuracy.of television news for the general public,

lack of effects perhaps should Yot be mourned.,

- . ER—- L
ted
t N - .

Summary - .

:
+ A * ~ " -

1. The pablic and community leaders generally are more in agreement with

.

~ PRSI

agencies than they realize on development priorities.
i .
2. The public and community leaders tend to be worse at estimating the,

agencies' stand on development issyes than agencies are at estimating
. 4 1 - . - .

-

e

“the public's position., This finding carries the implications that

‘. A
’

¢a) agencies are reasonably sensitive to public opinion, and (b)
. . &" - . M =

\ - RN - .

Fey

" 1nform§ti6§ outlining agency development-priorities to ‘the pQﬁlic are -

3

not having enough impact. :

s N ‘ R ¥
3. Community‘léaders generally are ineffective infof;::;Bn brokers between

»

:,"~‘thejp§blic anﬁ»%gencfés. These latter two groups ‘do just as well on

e " - their own. - -
- ~ o ?"’N ’ ¥
- 2
.x - ) ~
L L g . . *
~ 4
o P f;f
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4. Traditional information sources (ranging from interest and ;ction
groups to the mass media and agency personnél)chave little gffect
on improving accuracy of communication when measured objectively.

« Generally, and perhaps dangerously, these épurces do increase
subjectivg feelings of familiarity with the agencies. Maost of the
attitudinal variables employe& in this part of the analysis, in

particular stereotyping, had little predictive impact on accuracy.

”

notes:

[y
¢

Carter, Richard F. (1962). "Stereotyping as a Process." Public Opinion Quarterly
26:77-91. ‘

77
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SOURCES OF INFORMATION ON REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT.

An important objective of this project is to provide some recommendations

N
for improvement of communication between the various groups involved in

regional development. Such recommendations will not be easy to come by. It

3
is far easier to identify what communication problems are occurring than it

+ -

is to correct them. Before making.any recommefidations for resolving the
communication deficiencies we have iﬁentified in this study, we will take a
close look at the means by which people exchange information about development.
These means of exchanging info;mation, whegher some form of interpersonal or
mediated éommunication, comprise what we can term the "information system'" of
the area. By examining individuals' use of this system, and considering use
against the extent to which individuals are informed, we'hope to assess the

effectiveness of the present information system. In what ways is it performing
effectively? What are some of its weaknesses?

We have developed. a number of ways of describing the information systém
and people's use of it. On the one fand, we will describe communication via

interpersonal systems - both in termé of the contacts citizens have with agency

~

~
~

representatives, and in terms of formal and informal organizations within the

N

N [

area that are concerned with development problems. On the other hand, we will

consider area mass media - how they are used, and whether people regard them

as useful sources “of development information.
»

Basic Sources .

3

The sources of information first used and those tapped for follow-up

N

information are described in table 18 for the puhlic (GENS) and community
. B 4

leaders (COGML). What ié perhdps most strikingly apparent is the relatively

low use of agencies-as a source of first information on the.West River Diversion
] - .

-

1

. .
. . 23§)
.o . N
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Table

Federal Agencies

State Agencies

.County/Local Ayencies

Speciaf Interest Groups
Private Firms

Personal Sources, g
people, friends

Newspapers
Other, Media
Organized Meetings
Other
Blank .
Unaware ;f WRDP
No Addt'l Infpo Sought

N

80

Source of
First Informa-
tion on Project

|- GEns | COMLl
.
9 ' 2.5
a
1:6 ' 5.0
1.5 .1 -
Py
N
R 9 ‘:/ ——
i
9.0 30.0 .
20.6 ' 17.5
i 5.8 | 10.0
5.1 | 10.0 ;
. 3 i - %
2.9 | 5.0 |
!50.3 l 20.0
- il
b~ i
f 310) | (40)

Source of
Ad¢itional Infor-
mation on Project

I GENS | COML|
. 3 | -
3 1 s.0
‘ .
- 2 . 5
!
I
'6 l -
|
L 9 ' 2 L 5 4
1.6 § -
]
.6 ¢ 2.5
{
1.2 i 10.05
— - /
TR
i —— l —— -l
P31 | 77.5
I(310) | (40)

(QOML) and

i8 Sources of first and later information qn West River
Diversion Project for Community Leaders
General Population respondents (GENS).
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Project. Some increase in use comes when follow-up-information is desired,
especially by community leaders, but the prevalent sources remain personal
contacts, the mass media and organized meetings. We will discuss later in

this chapter the feelings of agency personnel on their own information/

public relations efforts, but their result, whatever those efforts are, seems
minimal, witﬂ the possible exception of community leaders who bother to seek
additional information. Here about a third (7.5%) of the 22.5% of leaders
desiring‘follow-up information went to agenties. It cannot be adequately

»

stated that this increased agency use reliably occurred for general sample
¢ . .

respondents owing to the extreme few (6.9%) who sought any follow-up informa- -
tiQn at all. Moreover, given the importaﬁce of West Rive; devel opment itjif

somewhat disturbing that so few in both groups’ desired added information.on

» -
w

the projects planned. © \\\ .

Important differences occurred between leaders arid the public - leaders

N

seeming to favor personél congacts (30%) and the.public the newspapers (20.6%)
as tbe most popular source of first informatioqun the project. Organized
meetings also were a strong source %or leaders, esﬁecially for fsllow-up
informationiga«&@e project. These differences seem reasonable in 1ight:of the

-

leaders' presumed role of frequently participating in government and/or having
> - . N LY

-

personal contact with those that do. Here, too, with the exception of news-

papers, we see a higher information source use by the leaders in most categories
- b

reflecting their (leaders') 30.3% increased awareness of the project compared

to the public.

F O T .

These data should suggest several alterations to present information’

>

policy on the West River Project. Ffrst, most agency generated information

is only indirectly reaching the public, largely tﬁrodgh the press, and leaders

, : . g . N

91 .
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through a chain of acquaintaqces. Agencies will have to step up qualitatively
and quantitativély their public information efforts, or suffer the distortions,
inefﬁ{ciencies and del;ys of these indirect methods of dissemination. Secondly.,
it is a circular question to ask whether the lack of public awareness on ini-'
tial ané parficularl foliow-up inférmation on the project is a consequence

of public apathy or agency public information inadequacies. OQur experience
suggests that both factors are at play, but only one, ﬁhe availability'of

plentiful, easily accessible and understandable informésion, is under direct

\

control of agency personnel to remedy. Third, the popularity of certain

E

Aruitoxt provia

u

¥ .
sources should not be overlooked. Additional information dissemination efforts

v

]
likely should be devoted to those media and sources which are widely used by

/

our sample groups. Later in this section we will discuss this last point in

greater detail.
We were interested as well in the effects of West River Diversion on jobs

and lifestyle, and whether those who anticipated these effects keenly would

-

show different patterns of information source use. The data in table 19

indicate that some differences were apparent between those.believing the

project would have an effect on their jobs versus those who did not. Most

—

differences are seen in increased reliance on agency and informa} sources
and a decrease in mass media as "first awareness" sources among those bheliev-
ing the project will.affect their jobs. These differences probably signal

(a) some differences caused by farmers anticipating land losses who remem-

il N
. -

bered the project from informal discussion and neighborhood gossip and (b)

4
effaft%mﬁ§“3§3ﬁétes to contact those whom they felt would be most affected by
. i:

the projéci. It is surprising, assuming that some who ahticipated an effect

: .
their job would see a negative effect, that there wasn't more involvement by

4 . a,

-
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: Table 19. Source of first information on West River Diversion ®
by relevance of Qroject to job. Data for general °
population samplé only*¥. ‘

. No Effect . . .

Information Source Effect on Job . ’

Agencies (federal, :
state and local) 6.69 21.17%

. Firms and Special L. ; ’

Interest_Groups - 2.2 3.0

Informal Sources . 18.8 27.2

Organized Meetings S 111 12.1

Mass Media 61.1 . 3€.3

n % (90) (33)

¥similar data were collected for COML respondents,
but low frequencies ruled out crosstabulation.

[}

A Table 20. Source of first information on West River Diversion

Project by whether or not the respondent has reasons
! \ against completidon of the project. Data for general

population respohdents only¥.
" - " No Con .Con T
- Inforﬁation Source - Reasons —Regasons

N

Agencles (federal,
state and local)’

Firms and special
Interest groups, -

Informal Sources

. Organized,.Meetings 11.7 *} 11.6 _ >
. . Mass Media L 55.2 58.3 U
n g ~  (85) (60) b

» > . o . a ..
*similar data were collegted for COML respondents, |
but low frequencies ruled out crosstabulation. : |

. ‘¢ ) 2
iyt 8 .
B . .
’ - s
ERIC . : . | g
PAruntext provia ic . ¥ " c:" !
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N

them with organized meetings compared to the 'no effect group. It is possible

that the visibility of the West River Project is not yet great enough to spur
) '
. thig kind of collective activity.

The results in table 20 prévide some added in§ights into infermation’ .
source differences. Respondents were divided according to whether they had
reasons against completion of the project or not. In short, tﬁeresare no real
differenc%s Let&een the two groups, indicating that negative reasdns toward
;he pﬁojecés did not evolve from or result in use of differeat sources from
those indicating only positive reasons for West River Diversion. Why no
differences here when those who believed their job would be affected had
markedly different in}ormation source use patterns? A likely reason, recur- .

A rent in communications research, {; that project effect on jobs indicates a
high level of importance of the project to the individual. In contrast, those
listing negativé reasons for‘the project may have listed positive ones as well
in greater number (both pro and con comments were requested in our survey) and
may not have viewed ﬁhe project as having direct consequences on their day-to-
day living. In short, the heightened importance revealed by effect on job,
likely contributéd,to use oé different sources. These differences should be
recognized in f’ture public informatien activities by ggencies, particularly

Ry

increased use of informal sources and direct contact with agencies themselves.
- - [ - . -

So far we've been considering the role of the mass media as a group and
3., have not done much to separate out effects of, say, TV or local newspapers on

awareness of West River Division and its perceived relevance. The relation-

-

ships of project relevance and awareness to four media are shown in figure 22
A"

for the general public and community leaders. Only two media, local and out-

of-town newspapers, had any significant &ffect on increased awareness of the

-

ERIC S
Phrir o e *\\ . '




ERIC!

"

’

L . v

project. Yet effects were quite different for ‘the sample group considered.

Community leaders' awareness was associated with out-of-town newspapers use -

.

not use of the local press. The reverse was true for the public whose aware-

ness was related to local press use but not to out-of-town papers. The moral

» »

for public information policy here is that no one blend of media (or single
medium) will optimally service all consumers of information. These results

also reinforce much previous research (cf. Rogers; K;zarsfeld;‘;j al) demon-

strating different *nd more cosmopolite - big city - information sources for

those in leadership positions.

We computed similar measures of association between relevance felt for
the project and use of various,media for the general publgc (bottom half,
figure 22). As with awareness of project, local newspaper use)provided the
only significant relationship with relevance. What is surprising, is the

compatative ineffectiveness of television and radio, where in fact weak nega-
: 14

tive relationships (none statistically significant) raise the possibility

again that electronic media in this situation (a) do not proﬁide‘sufficient .
— :

information on West River Diversion and (b) displace use of media such as ‘f
Cot « ’ ;
newspapers which seem better able to provide this information. This outcome .
‘ . ( )
follows closely a conclusion of the previous chapter (Communication Between
- A »

Citizens and Agencies) where television provided either no or negative effects

Y

on the accuracy of perceiving agency view on regional development.

Given the differences we've discussed in effectiveness among several mass
N

M .

media, we might hope that the most effective media (at least in.terms of

engendering a sense of basic‘aWareness of project and its impor tance) would

A
y
3 -

be. the most preferred and used by respondents for local news. Figure, 23 makes

quite plain that local newspapers are distinct second cheices compared to
Iy R * ~

)




Figure 22. -

»

ey

N"

Coeff1c1ents of relationship (Kendall's Tau) between awarneness

o0 by or relevance of West River Diversion project to the respon-—
~ dent and local telev131on news,
paper and out-of-town newspaper exposure. Ddta are fdr general
populatlon and community leader samples

Awareness of

no

local radio news,

local news~-

as indicated.
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*low cell frequenc1es disallow calculatlon
**positive relationships imply greater media_  exposure or pro;ect relevance

together with greater awareness, negative relatlonshlps 1mply gréater

medla exposure with less awareness.,
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Figure 23 . Preferred loca
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television news for both the general public and community leaEst. Radio for
both groups came in close behind newspapers for third place in preference.
Unfortunately, our format did not 5110w ;s to asseés out-of-town newspapers

as well, but we have little grounds to suggeét, given the local news scope

of the question, that out-of-town newspapers would fare even as ygli as the
second pLgse local préss. It is also.interesting to note that the difference
between the public and community leaders in media best related to prgject\\wj//

b
2 - VAN 5
awareness and relevance were not reflected in those most pre red for local

news. .

’

- .
Figure 24 gives us a rough quantitative gauge of media use in the West

-

River area for the public and leaders.l Geﬁgrally, our sample groups seem to

»

be consuming print media as fast as it can be supplied, given that’ local news-

papers frequently are weekly or biweekly issues at best. Averége use of media

.

other than the local presé,approaches a once-a-day use rate (averages ranging
from 5.42 to 6.62 viewings/issues per week). The one difference of note is

press use between leaders and the public. Here the predelicfion of, leaders
. 3

for out-of-town (regional) papers is clear, theugh this p%eference is at the

] i ’
expense of local press use. . > .

.

The pyblic and leaders showed some marked différences from each other in
their rate of contacting agency personnel. As shown in figure 25, the majot--

ity of the public had no contact &ith,agency representatives dyring the\jear

period assessed, while only 40 per cent of the commynity leaders reportéd
) * \ ' . \
. . \ \
contact. The difference, magnified and reversgg, showed wp at the other end

! \
[ Y h)

of the measurement range where about & third (32f5%) of community leaders had
}
contacted agency representatives more than twelve times in the one year period

Ny

~

compared to only 3.5% of the public. These contrasts showsthat the audience

Y .

% . 9¢g ' . .

—

&)
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Figure 25, Proportion of general population and community leader
samples by level of contact in past year (8/73-9/73)
with development agency personnel.
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 for direct agency information is sbmewhac(limited atid speéialized to the )

. I3

community leadership. Our discussion in the previous chdbter asge531ng their
& it

problems in adequately relaylng 1nformat10n should suggest that agenc1es make

’ 4 >

.
improved attempts to speak to the publlC dlreccly and put, perhaps, less

‘

rellance on the leadership as information carriers.

r ’

Were contacts with agency personnel related to—brojecﬁ“awarenesq and .

S

relevance? Results presentéd in the lower half of figpfe 26 only give relia- .
ble indication that agency contact was related to project awareness for both
leaders and the public. The relationship, however, wés'much stfbnge;:for the
community leaders, as might be concludéd from their greater reliance on this,

L3 Iy

source. There was essentially no rellable relatlonshlp with project relevance

a

to job, evaluation of agency past performance or support for, agency projects. .

’

These last two relationships suggest that agency contact iSrnot biased toward

-

supporters, but rather appears open to,those who disagree or have no firm. ’

stand on agency paét work as well. Indeed; if one wishes to speculate on the

- weak negative relatjonships shown here, contact perﬁaps siightly favors

those critical of the agencies. - : . -
*

Membership in interest groups (see top half of figure 26) was stromgly’
related to relevance of the West River Diversfon Project to one's job. This
¢ &

-result suggests, together with the data in table 19 discussed earlier, that

relevance much more than awareness triggers discussion and the formation of

’
- #

interest groups. While .this logic is hardly astonishing, it does suggest that

to spur debate and discussion, information on project impacts might concentrate

on job and income questions and putcomes rather. than simple description of hhqt

< +

is to be done. 1In short, there seems to underly these tesults a desire on the

N
.

part of the public to know specifically project effects on their lives: What
] s :
it will do to income, employment and kinds of jobs available.

El{fC‘ S 100 30 o ’
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¥ Figure 26. Cocfficients of relationship (Kendall's Tau) between interest group -
participation or contact with agency persohnel and awareness, relevance
to job, past performance of agencies involved 'in and support for West

4 . River Diyversion Project.
. , ]
. Membership im ) o
interest groups* negative no positive .
and.....» relation relationship- relationsghip
) -3 -.2 -.1 0 +.1 +.2 +.3 +.4 n sig,
) ! ; o 1 -
Project Awareness G .009 ‘ (144)} 4353 i
Project Relevance to G ‘ e o 431 (137).00%}
Job ) T : ' .
. : | ' :
Eval. Agcy Past G .009] | (124);. 4399
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Support for Agcy Prj. G | - ].086 | i .(125)]. 0782
. ——— e e e a e memm e e} ma e m e e B e e ———— e — A, - HD
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Project Awareness : —l " X
o oo .334 . ! (38),.0012 -
L I - | ‘
Project Relevance G . . “1.048 . It , (136).1993
to Job ] ’, ; . R
. C .~ jo.0 l ' i (8) nil i
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formance y { l }
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Projects C , -.06] ° P : ' (38)].283}
.. ~ .7 '
A [:]G=General Population C=Cormunity Leaders (no relationships computer

for interest groups due to low frequencies)
. . \k
*pesitive relationships indicate membership in interest groups are associated
with greater project relevance to job, greater support for agency projects, etc

. **greater contact with agency personnel is associate for positive relationships,
' with’gIcater project awareness, greater job relevance. For negative relation-
ships, greater contact is associated with somewhat reduced evaluation of
agency past performance and support, though not to statiiﬁically meaningful
extent. - '
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The remaining data in this figure - evaluation and support:for agency
projects - should counter any impression that informal groups would form
solely to exercise complaints. Indeed, while this may be~the wont of some
groups, our findings indicate little relbtionship betWéen participationuin
a informal groups and evaluation pro oé con of agency past performance, and a
h wé;;‘38€itive relation suggesting that group discussion may promoge some

<

“ favorable support for agencies.

.

<

Collective Involvement i . \

An analysis of community social structure, relevant to the WRDP and to -

-

¢ » . 3 -

community problems, showed' a minority of citizens to be collectively invoTyed
for these purposes. It is important to point out, however, that this was not

. '
the usual analysis of group member ship and level of participation. We sought

to identify only those memberships and activities that the individual con-

. * \y L]

nected with the WRDP {nd with community problems. Less than 20 per cent of
n

COML and GENS groups ow of other .people who shared their feelings about

WRDP - i.e., identified with an "interest group" (figure 27). And only a
fraction (3%) were involved in groups taking action subpofting.or'opposing
the project - i.e., members of "action group". Thus, the existing social

structure hardly seemed designed to facilitate informal communication among

N

[
eitizens about the WRDP.

It proved difficult to identify the particular interest and/or action

~

groups to which citizens referred. Often GENS respondents simply shared their
. e

interests with other people, and could give nq other laBel for the group
' ' -

(tablé 21 - upper half). COML's did not name specific individuals, but neither

'

* &+
did they name any particular organizations very often. Even agricultural

organizations were cited very infrequently. By the same token, respondents

were largely unable to label the action groups concerned with the WRDP. A" .

e Soh102

.
Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . .
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Figure 27 . Collective involvement in West River Diversion Project,
noting proportion involved in informal groups (eg. "People
you think of sharing your feeling about’the plan") and

- action groups (eg. "..:groups that are taking definite action

B :

eith supporting or opposing the project”) for GENS and COML.
oo 20 40 ~ . 60 80%
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respondents as percent.

.

Table 21. Collective involvement by t,pe ot group for informal and action
' - groups. Results for general sample and community leader

” . GENS COML
INFORMAL GROUPS
’ Named People 10.8% -
Civic Organizatiéns 1.6 -
- Businessmen 1.3 -
”’\\~ AgricuituraltOrganizations 2.3., 2.5%
Other - 10.0
*  1IDK, Blank 31.6 10,0
' Unaware of WRbP 52.9 - 77.5
ACTION GROUPS
, Water Management Agency 0:6 2.5
-~ ‘ ' . Farmers' Union 1.0 -
Chamber of Commercg‘ 0.6 h -
IDK, Blank 1 44.8 N ©20.0
a Unaware of WRDP ' 52.9 77.5
n
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few people mentioned water management agencies and the Farmers'- Union, but
not many (table 21 - lower half). Thesc resulcs point to the lack of discus-
, .

gion on West River Diversion in the community sotial structure.

. . 3
This picture changed somewhat when we shifted the fogus from the WRDP to .

“community problems". Here the difference between GENS and COML was especially

.

strong, with 18 per cent of GENS citizens working on community problehs and

i

70 per ‘cent of the COML's reporting that they have worked on-commuﬁitymgrgb—,

; ) t

lems (figure 28). With the exception of;charitable drives, COML's reported
|

more participation on every type of commynity problem - educatién problems,

community improvement, community serviced and agricultural problems. It was

apparent from the type of problems menti ned that participation was strongly

\
-

tied to the local level; only "agricultuﬁal problems" give any implication at
© ’ J'

all of direct involvement with regional hevelopment.

" s 1l 4
As would be expected, action taken on community problems involved
- N

'

predominately greup efforts (figure *29) . Both GENS citizens and COML's were

more likely to take group actiom thah to act on their own, although GENS

*citizens were more likely to act on their own than COML's.,

If the sum, the analysis of community social structure has shown very

o

little connection between local social organizafion and the WRDP in contrast k)

-
to the strong collective arrangements oniented toward highly localigzed

» s
. ~

community problems.

Community Leaders and Sources ) . .

t

Though we have already described the sources for this group above, owing

to their critical role as information brokers, we need more information on

2

their sources and audiences. Our leaders were not very gregarious with agency

obtaingd,information. Some 80 per cent of leaders, including those who had

&
.

*

! ) N
1 -0 E‘)I. -~ d s ‘

]
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Figure 28. Proportion of general population and community leaders

.samples which have worked on conimunity problems generally
.and by type of problem. '
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Figure 29. Proportioun of general population and community leader -,
: samples taking group action or lone action on community

problens. .
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Figure 30. Proportion of cormunity leaders discussing agency informa-
tion with others, with Sreakdown by regipient type.
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Figyre 31 . Proportion of cofimunity leaders discussing specifically
Lt »+ Pproblems of Water management and coal development with

’ agency officials during previous year (8/72°to 9/73) . - ®
and satisfaction with information received. . ,
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e lﬁivrﬂqtlon w1£ﬁ athers in the cowmunlt\ The 20 per cent who did‘were quite
3 ) e

¢

‘%
'*lﬁzuSLR" what they had-learned through¢a umber of channels (see T
sy P . - VL

ure 30) Most of the activity was confined to communit, zroups and friends, * ;
: N ’ . .

Wl wlinAnotlceabl less activity spent in passing on .he informagion to experts
v ..

| . (ior cnecklnk) or, to the news media (for a \1der audlénce) . .
Pt R .

M + Contact with agencies spgbificall, on problens of water nahagement and .
rl "' . .
L4 - .

. A
. . .

rd . . . o . ~
o -coal. development was limited to 40 per cent of communit: leaders (in.contrast .
s

L g, - .
¢ . . -

T to 6Q per cent who had contacted agencies regardless of topic). Of these, 3

L, A -
i - 1 4

- majority were satisfied with the information received, with only a frace
i P . ’ o,
'g‘ik o -{2.5%) expressin. dissatisfaction with the conctact (see figure 31). These
. —

findings underscore the importance of coal and water development to the leaders .

- *
of the region (twoithirds of agenc. contacts concerned these matters), together

v

with a generally satisfackory evalugtion of agency efforts ac meeting these
"lf‘fk"u w - . ) ’ -
- ©'* information needs. ~ y
. 7 .

The same proportion of leaders (40 per cent) also had been 1n contact

.
. wi'th commercial lakerests developing the resources of the resion. As the duta

in figure 32 show, the greatest propgortion of contacts were to ask aboug com-,

\

-~

@

mercial plans for development and receiving informacion, while somewhat less

-

attention was spent in relaving public opinion to the commercial concern. At
least amomg tlife minority of leaders contacting agencies, the reasons for con-

tact seem-generallﬁ\well balancet-across a range of topics. Given the necessity

to limit questions on firms in this study (there simply wasn't the interview
time available), we were unable tv pursue the role of cormercial interests .

: , more, despite its importance. -It would be risky, on the basis of previous

discussion, 'to conclude that the balanced interchange between leaders and

*> -
\

- x £ LA . ¥
. . LA ” t -
- o S . . [ ] -
W . , . M . ¢
e s . - > ’ - -
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Figure 32. Percent community leader contact with, coal development firms
R operating i1n the Vest Rlver area, by purpgse of. dontact.
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commercial concerns is readily extended to good public awareness of commercial

-

plans or that commercial organizations/are well aware of public opinion on

development. Certainly the issue deserves more inquiry.

Agencies and Informatio&VChannels: g

Most agency respondents to our study spent less than half of their time
. . . . . . . . t . . .
in public information activities, with the majority spending less than quarter-
time. This is not unusual, for- the agencies in our sample are chiefly involved .
in engineering and researching development potentials. Indeed, the involvement
of better than 40 per cent of the agency sample in public informatidm* activities

for thter than a q%§rter of their working day represents a sizeable manpower

dnd financial commitment (figure 33). .

The preference by agency people for community leaders ('local officials")

as a means to communicate to the public is clear from figure 34. Other metho

except the use of "other agencies', are evenly split ‘among news media, higher-

»

ups in the organization ("supervisors") and the arranging of public meetings. ,
? 1."‘,‘

However, this pattern hardly matches{what agency people see as the most effec-
tive means of communicating with the public. The data in fi¥ .e 35 show a
breference for personal contact (not just @ith legders) diréct mail and the
media. The use of formal meetings and reliance ;n supervisors to spread the

word receives far less (none for 'supervisors') emphasis. The question to be

-
~

pondered by the reader and particularly the agencies is why does this gap

'
between practice and what is seen as best for public information performance

exist? 1Ihere is little cost advantage, it seems, in one pattern over the

other, ignoring the increased time expense of more personal contact with the

public. On this last point, it seems there would be little added problem in

™

simply better diversifying personal contact from leaders to include a wider

-«
!

LY

111
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Figure 34 .

Usuag method used by agency pe

project information to the public
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g¢ross-section of thg public, maintainin%:!he sae proportion o; staff
v~ . -

\ " .

involvement with littie cost increase., ~

re ~

To thelr credit, agéQFieE were not tacking for QE%gesp}ons to improve

) M 4 LN .
their public information, given added time and money. Should these hard-to-

>
.

attain conditions come to pass,’ most agenfy respondents would like to, spend

-

mQre time with the news:media (see figure 35) or simply give the public

v .

information tasks over to a professional PR man. Somewhat inconsistent with

previous recommendations on most effective methods, only J per cent would N\

spend the time/money on personal contact with the public.

.+ 1It's hard to argue with agency recommendations for improving their
R -~

information programs, except to point out the inconsistencies betweenywhat,
oot

-

‘ ) . . 9
they do and what they feel is most effective, or between what 1s most effec-

tive in their thinking and what they would spend §Lmé and méney on if they

had it. Moreover, it should be Emphasgzed that,perspnal contact should go

/

be ond commug}ty leaders, given the far less—than;perfecl per formance of this .

group. as information brokers. Finally, agency personnel would be well advised
- < . . .

N } . -~

to study thoroughly the sources mos £~ used b, leaders and the public discussed

’

earlier in this chapter. . \

Satisfaction with Agencies and Firms as Information Sources

~

(XN 4

To a degree, usage of information sources discussed earlier defines

v . .

satisfaction, given interest in the pr®blem on which information is sought.

Yet, use is .also a function of simply the best of ‘What's available, no matter

>

how bad. When asked to evaluate information on the West River D}§enéion ' .

€
.

(
.Project avpilable from agencies, few of the public or community leaders were’
4
able to respond definitively at all. For the general population this might

law contact with agency officials, but only

be understangable given theil

.

Ae
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- Figure 35 Agency spec1flcatlon of desireable additional PR efforts
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* half (20%) of community leaders contacting the agency on water and resource
1% . -
development issues (some 40 per cent of the totdl leader sample) were able
I ‘\

to make up their minds (figure 37). 1In short, there seem few criteria readily

in mind among the public and leaders to gauge the quality of the information
. S

from agencies.
Agencies, when asked to evaluate their own efforts, er;\fess reluctant
to decide. On the average, agencies thought they were perfprming sOmewh¥re

! between "good'" and 'fair" in their public information effortg. TFew, ds shown

- in figure 38, saw themselves as doing a "poor" or '"very poo ' job.

Finally, we asked community leaders to rate the information they received
from commercial interests developing West River‘resources: Results here showed
general if not total satisfaction with what the firms had to offer (see figure
,39). As mentioned above, however, giyen our short consideration of firms, more
nﬁed; to be knbwn, before we can have a stable impression of thejr pubtic

information efforts. At least, however, they seem to be satisfyfng a limited

cYientele of community leaders. , g c .

Com%unity Leader Information Needs on Coal Development:

1‘r , We asked community leaders to rank several categories of information which

[} ;)
o
»

%% ye determined through pre-testing to be highly relevant to coal development. :

12 .

The results, in figure 40, show the dominance of information on coal produced

Ly
-

pollution and the effects of mining on 'the land. Legal questions on coal and

' .
3,

the magnitude of the development projects planned were distinctly less vital *
T - Al *

.

to the leaders. Population pressures and crowding potential was of inter-.

3

mediate importance. The disturbing findings in figure 41 indicate that in

-

most categories, over 70 per cent of leaders*believed information to be inade-

>

. |
quate. Only in the instance of "pollution" did the level of satisfaction rise
- |

A « 7

A > 1_1 f;_ . ] pﬁi
Q L. |

L
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. Satisfaction with answers to questions on West River

Diversion Project (WRDP) for general sample (GENS)

Dissatisfied with
Answers on WRDP

Satisfied with
Answers on WRDP

a

Don't Know, Un-
aware of project,
. Blank

-

G
C

(2]

25

50

respondents and community leaders (COML).

ya

A
g

RN
SIS SRR
AP A

s
/
i L

|

75 100
e

1

|

|

!

|

]

l []
!

83.%

11 80.
e

]

]

!

.

¢ 2,
Figure 38 . Agencies' evaluation of own public relations efforts.
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. Figure 39 . Community leader evaluation of firm information by
evaluation category and mean rating.
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Figure 40. Mean ranking by community leaders of information needs in
five coal development topic areas. - :
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tigure ay.. Percent community leaders ranking information need topics| as
¢ -first and information available as inadequate

<

- »
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f S . .
needs are more acute among the general population, probably with the same
/ ' ) ;

RiC

. 109 S

N 3 .-
to a mere 45 per cent of leaders. Given the intersect®n of importance and -

proportion believing information to be ‘inadequate, the first priority by '
agencies should be to improve awareness on mining effects on land, followed

-

(in order) by population pressufes and é;owding, pollution, legal problems,

and magnitude of the development. Agencies should expect that information

4

o

I
/

topicg:emphasized. The public, after all, lacks the contact enjoyed by leaders

with expert sources and governmgnt officials able to supply some of these

answvers.

Summary -

.
.

1. Information from agencies tends to diffuse indirectly - few of the general

public go directly to the agehcy for information. If, as our data indi-

?

éate, agency people themselves see personal contact with the public as a
L L]

"best'" way to relate their information, then agencigs have considerable

work to do to expand direct contact to match aspirations for its potential.

2. Community leaders have a different use pattern for information sources,
placing most reliance (compared to thegghblic) on personal comtacts, not -

« the newspapers preferred by the public. These differences should be
! ' .
cons;deéed in agency public information strategg. Leadeérs also tend to
RN - . - )

N

contact agencies with much greater frequency than the general public.‘
3. Iﬁdividuals seeing negative.conseqhences to West Rive; developmentlcaﬁe

to these conclusions through use of essentially the séme pattern of

information sources as those gnly'favoring the project. However, those

believing their job would be affected by the project were more reliant

on.agency and formal sources for information. Agencies should be alert to

] N 4
« this job concern among those making direct contact with them.

. -
e .
R » A » -

e B - § .

-ong - _

3
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NeziLapers - local for, the public and out-of-town for the leaders -

were the only media showing a significant relation to ‘increased’ .

A

awareness of West River Diversion. Agencies (and non-print media)

might do well to plan and improve jtheir inférmation reporting sgrategy

and effectiveness .in this light edia have little effect od\incregﬁiag

' 3

relevance of the project for respondents.
. L % N

Participation in interest groups was, from a field of possibilities,

o

only associa strongly with the relevance respondents believed West

River Diver3ion would have for their jobs, Again, agencies and others
) ‘ ,

in public information roles should be particularly sensitive to job

effects of the project. . .,

~

. . Sl E ‘
Community leaders, while exhibiting a"fair level of awareness and

v

information seeking on West Rivetr Diversion, were not very active in

passing the information along~to tﬁe,public. Agencies should nét
e \ ..

become over-reliant on community leaders to spread information under

present circumstahces.

v

Agencies should examine carefully differences between their present
L]
methods of enhancing public information against what thé> believe to

be "best' methods and adjust their policies ;accordingly, if necessary.

’ ot f

Agencies, state officials and commercial development interests should

b 1

pay swift heed td the information needs expressed by ‘community leaders

w

on coal energy development in the West River region, especially those
dealing with mining effects on land, effects.of population increases,

and pollution. ’ .
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Group or "collective" involvement was quite low at "informal' levels.
<

Less than 20 per cent of the public and leaders knew of oOthers who

shared their feelings on West River Diversion. Less than 3 per cent

were involved in groups taking action toward the projee{%‘ Involve-

ment of leaders in "community problems" generally was strong (70 per

cent), but much weaker (18 per cent) for the ggneral public.

.
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later studies.

%, * R Y \ :
v . .
" 412 ‘ \/\ﬂ
I . L . L. R N
4 . : - ~ qu ~ " ’ - ¢
REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND LIFESTYLE CHANGE e ¥ .
4 . . - I3 « . “N .‘4 4 3 o

.The widespread cuéﬁge‘that is ¢ertain to-adcompany rapid development of- "

-

P

s -

energy resources in the West River seems likely to profoundly affect two lifeqk

. ) - N _
styles of people living in this area. It is not within the scope of this study 5
- + B A ]

w
” - rAY

. . " . ’ e . ’* ‘
to try to anticipate the social (and perhapd psychological® consequences of
he

-

I

adjustmeént to new and different lifest}les. However, we d%g attempt to assess

L

people's '"readiness to change" in a couple different ways. First, we asked
about their satisfaction over the years in the quality of life in the area. N

. 8
lt about continuing to, live there. Those
' <

~
A d

Second, we asked how stroungly t}

easure affection for a region,
. ‘

. »
3
! v,

e against Lhe results of _{

items represent only a skeletal attempt to
aL p

but it may provide a valuable benchmark to compar
N

Rating the qualityzof life is an elusive question to ask, much less . . i

. 4 . , )
answer. Our basic approach was to ask people to mark a scale ranging from

-
.~

"best possible" to "worst sible" living conditions for three time periods’ -
. PO . Po§ . g .

I'd . - A9 . -
o, A
10 years ago, today (about 8773) and 10 years from today = and to chart the”,
- ’ . v ’ ’ .‘ > ’“"‘
trends for community leaders and the public. .The trends for the two groups’ .
N - . . ‘

v ~

L

’-

were opposite: leaders saw life improving over the 20-year span charted,
while general sample-respondents saw it becoming worse (gee figure 42). ‘
. N FREAN

- -

poofer than the  ¢*

Trends aside, over-all, the public saw their situation a$

-~

"worse" end of thé scale. “Given the concehtra- * - .

J ~ ‘ P *
tion of local government officials and, by locad standards, "big" busimessmen -,

< < ~ - u

leaders',

LS

tending toward the

in the leader group, this optimism should, perhaps, be ekpectéd. Cer
‘ A

tainl&,

ES

! .
El

howe&er, the divergence of sthe two trends indicates the leaders may have

o !

£
N

problems empathizing with the concerns of their, public. N

- e

) v
' .

~
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- Could the prbmise of coal development be responsible for the peésimism
,among the public’/ The relationship, shown in table 22 suggests that it is a

contributing cause, although unlikely a complete explanation. What too, of

\

the .few saying they would changc jobs if cdal development came. Would they

change to "better! jobs in their view or be forced b: changing conditions to:
take a coal related job?

The high proportion of potential job changers see-
Pl

ing coal development as an advantage indicates the former (table 23). Indeed,

given the strength of this relationship, the promise of a new job may be the
major reason for project support among a small number ol respondents.

LY N —
Finaily, respondents were asked a series of questions to measure the
P * »

strength of their attachment to the West River region. The "agree' to
)

"strongly agree" findings in figure 43 indicate an abiding satisfaction with

v ¢

the region among our rgspondents, regardless of whether they were community

“

leaders or not. Agencies and interests developing the resources of this
¥ ’ . o

region must take strong.note of these fe%&ings in considering steps.which

might subsﬁan:ialiy alier the iifestyle of the area. The results of figure

-

42 discussed -above should caution agencies that people are apprehensive about

.
-

-
future living conditions in the region.

Basic Sample Characteristics: , s

>
.

It was not our primary intfnt to characterize the residents of the

region demographically, since thoSe data tell us Dittle of their attitudes

’

toward development and the quality of informacion they exchange concerning it.

~

The random procedures used to select respondents in this study, assure, within

‘the laws of chance, that our samples are representative of the population of
¢ ' h

the Knife River Basin and characteristic of the West River re%}on generally.

e
However , comparison of 'some basic characteristics
er,_com sor ’ .
o . »

ong the public, leaders ~

P

¢

.2
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Figure 42, Mean optimism on farily living conditions in West Rlyer area
/ .. for general population and community leader samplés.

e
- . \ Best Possible ‘ ' Worst - .
Conditions Poss. Conditions

L 2 3 4 5
Respondent rates his |

* family as of . . . .. ’

GENS J 2. 866

ren Years Ago comr f 7 2.375 -
| czvs NSO 3. 505
Today - COML }.825 '
I N NN
CoML 1.667 | ]
-, -

Figure 43, Mean response for general population and cormmunity leaders to
three questions asking preference and desire to live in the

West River region. &
strongly stropgly
dlsigree disagree neutral agree agree
K 4
x ’.L ) - -7
"of all the pl !
bgen? I ;igeptﬁggspiazg GENS \QEQSS:§QSStQSSt<>\j\\\thibtqb\ 4,135 5
_# the pest" COML /4222§ ‘ Q"1422§§Za/ 4.125

jPecple like ng belons  o=s TRRRIIIITITTITINGEY ¢4
h _ g ’ COML s\/ )/\)///)///(//y/ //I/(/%W// 4.3

| |
"This area is in m GENS \\\\\\‘\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ 44-25
blood - it's r..ea'_l}lfy coML MWMM& "o
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Table 22. Respondent's perception of coal development by optimism for West -
River Region in ten years. Data for general population only.

£

, e Living in-Area in 10 Years will be....
3 g —
' Perception'of \: ) ) )

Coal Development Best Moderate Worst
Mostly Advantage . 60.0 64.8 46.04 (
Mostly Disadvantage 4C.0 35.2 53.96,
n " (25) (54) (139)

/' ’ * ’ y
. /

X2=6.184, df=2, Sig. = .05 ' ,
Kendall's Tau .1288, Sig. 0022

G 1757 '
, R Gama > . h

g

=

Table 23. Respondent's percepti~a of coal development by effect of coal
. development on job choice. Data for general population only. -

s Job €Choice........ & -
.

Perception of )

+

Coal Development Change Jobs Stay With Present Job' :
@ ? ; -~ -" ' 1
. Mostly Advantage 88.9 52.7 ‘ j
: S - |
Mostly DisadvamTage 11.1 47.3 |
. |
n <0 (18) (237)
M . -,’ , - i
s A ‘ X =7.44, df-1, Sig. .006 . s ‘ j
.Kendall's Tau -.1862, Sig. 001: B /
Gamma -, 755 .
£
. .

‘ | -125.
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- and agency per§onnél give some insight into the similarities and di‘férénbés
they have from each other (see table 24). The public and the leaders are
rather similar to each other, except that leaders have slightly more formal

education, are on the average six years older and have not been in their

.

present job quite as long as the public. It is clear from these data that

these respondents tend to be life-long residents of the state and have gen-

-
* -

< erally been in their present occupation since entering the work force.

Agency personnel, on the other hand, are rather different from the other

.

.tWo groups. They tend fo be much younger, college graduates, and, propor-

tionately, fewer are native to the state. Tﬁéy have, on the average, better

’
~ .

than fifteen years' experience at their jobs. This profile perhaps is typical

-

of professionals in agencies, yet one which may signal problems of communi-

cating to people with léss formal education, greater ége, and more time spent

«

in the §t&te“pursuiﬁé their livelihoods. Agency professionals should be

sensitive to the numerous qualities, only a few of which are covered in this -

*

analysis, that can separate their life experience from those they serve.-

In terms of the respondent's gender, our general population sample was
’

nearly eveniy divided between male and female respondent (see figure 44).

. .
This was an intentional quota control procedure imposed on our otherwise

LY

random methods to guard 'against the over-inclusion of females - a recurrent

problem in surveys since they are more frequently at home and.more liable to

‘ be interviewed than males. Community leader and agency samples were with ¢

few exceptions entirely male.

Tahle 25 charts the distribution of the general population and community

leader samples by locale, an allocation which is roughly proportionate to

@

community or county population based on the 1970 U.S. Census. It was not

S . s
1 .
) t

]

ERIC 120 h

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




-

Table 24:

Figure 44+

L
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v

Mean demographic characteristics for general population,

‘community leader and agency samples.
| GENS ~ COML  AGCY .

Mean years lived in N.D. 43.57 45.98 26.40
Mean years in present ,jjob 26.59 23.73 ¢+ 15.30
Mean age of respondent 45.60 51.45 36.34
Mean grade attained in ,

school 10.57 12.64 15.36
n (310) (40) (78)

i

£

Sex of respondents in general populatlon, community leader

and agency samnles.

-

0 25 - 50 75 ©  100%
b ‘ )
GENS '{//“//J//‘/// 47.7 |
I AN NN ET
sy o AcCY = ; 100.0
- : |
cens [ 080 N s2.3 |
Female  COML N 5.0 ! !
- acey | 0.0 | | oo
. i |
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. . &
Geouraphical distribution of .eneral population and community

leader respondents.

LOCATION GENS COML
iﬁCOLyurated A%e&s '
. Beulah 9.7% 20.07.
‘Center * 4.8 10.0
Dodge 1.3 2.5
Dunn Center o -~ 2.5
. Golder Valley f 1.6~ 2.5
Halliday 3.2 5.0 .
. Hazen 9.3 17.5 .
Hebron 6.5 15.0°
Killdeer 6.4 7.5
Richardton- ~ 7 5.1 £2.5
Taylor 16 -
Zap 1.9 .. 5.0
TOTAL Incorporated 51.4% 100.0%
Unincorporated Areas
Billings County 3.2% .
Dunn County 15.5 -
Mercer County 9.7 -
Morton County , 2.6 - .
Cliver Coudty 10.0 -
Stark County 6.5 -
Missing#* 1.1 -
TOTAL Unincorporated i %z.6 “
TOTAL 199.0% 100.0%
]
n : ’ (310) (40)

*Location 6f community leaders, given the nature of lists fo
sampling available, were recorded by nearest incorporated area.
Sample size is too small to allow stable incorporated vs.
unincorporated comparisons for this group.

3 ~

**These data were missing for 3 general sample questionnaires

representing unincorporated areas.

,
[~}
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v Yo
possible ty separate community Meaders between incorporated vs. unincorporated
areas owing to the absence of this infommaicion in the kinds of lists awailable
for leader selection. In an infermal way, we did try to provide a hetéroge-

. neous group of leaders representing a mix of commercial, ranching/farming,
educational and governmental interests in the region.
4 ) . X ‘\\\."
: Table 26 characterizes the origin of. our agency census. Our criterion

was to locate people,at a supervisory level involved in water and resources

fe [

S

development work in the West River region.gAIn satisfying this census, we .

N i

. ®
interviewed both central office and field personnel of the agencies“involved.

Our over-all rate of é%sponse(was exceptionaldy high for mail-in question-

-

naires, with no agency responding by less than 75 per cent of those eligible

to participate. Thus we have some assurance that results are not loaded by

any one agency responding in far greater numbers than others and represent a

variety of interests in the development of natural resources.

o

O
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Table 26.
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L 4
Distribution of agency census b  agencies. The "eligible'" column
indicates respopdents contacted for participation in the study.
"Obtained" respondents, of course, are those who responded to the
study. *

e

Agency - Obtained Eligible 7 Completion
N. D. Water
Commissidn 8 (10.3%) 8 100.00%
U. S. Bureau of " .
Reclamation 11 (14.1%) 12, 91.6
I
~ Soil Conservation
Service 30 (38.5%) 36 83.3
N. D. Department of ‘
Game and Fish 6 ( 7.7%) 8 75.0
U. S. Forest Service* 23 (29.5%) . 30 76.6
TOTAL © 78 (100%) 9% 82.97

N

*Includes 10 members of Dickinson Youth Cong;rvation Corps.

,
A
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CONCLUSIONS

In a most general sense, the West River Diversion Project and

development of this region have not yet become mature issues of public debate

™

Our findings indicate that this study has occurred during a stage of growing

1
-, ’

awarenesd about. the project and its implications. It's good in one sense that
g

we're "early", since there is much that can be done to remedy serious problems

-

in public understanding about development of this region. On the other hand,

if nothing is done, events likely will ‘move at a faster pace than public

x

awareness of them. ’

- -~

In this section, we will “attempt to evaluate in capsule form the '

.
\

status of the three groups comprising the basis of thisystudy. Equally
important, we will make recommendations, based on present findings and our
experience in similar, past situations, about what can be done with agency

.
policies, the media, leaders and the public directly to'alleviate some of the’
problems we see. Also, we will give some insight into what the limitations/

of this study are and what can be done next to monitorvpublic attitudes in a

‘way useful to planned development of the West River region.

Giveﬁ the large Qumbers unaware at all of the West River Diversion
Project, it would be mislégéing to say that the public and their leaders
"approved'" of the project. Most simply are unaware of it. And of those
.
aware, a large proportion were unable to make up their mind ta approve or dis-
approve. ZIhe minority remain}ng tended to voice approval. In a related sense,

most respondents viewed the kinds of development West River Diversion would

bring as "important" to the region. Moreover, though far from a landslide, .

®
N

" more people see coal development as an “disadvantage". But interpreting these
signs 'as a '"'go ahead" with preconceived development plans may well invite later, °°

.- adverse reaction. In short, people view impending resource development as

ERIC | | : -

PAruiitex: provided by ERiC . S
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important, perhaps-vital, but don't understand projects and the necessary

v

85hpromises they entail well enough. R .

5

The sharpest group distinctions were apparent between agency personnel

I
~

and our ather two. samples - léaders and the public. The 1at%¢r groups tended
to see regional development in simplistic terms, at best identify%ng a few

outcomes, and were generally unable to approve or disapprove of development
3 o 7

activities. Leaders, contrary to our initial expectations, proved to be faulty

+
.

information, brokers, offering little increase in public understanding as a

, ,result of their efforts. A; well, léaders were decidedly more'supportive of
agenéies and their.projects than the public. ,

Agencies were better able to grasp the complexities of development,
as perhaps one might expect, but were also better able to estimate the develop-

- ment priorities as seen by leader’s. and.the general public. These organizations

. -were also capable of self-criticism, often taking themselves moiggeto task than

. " #
the public or leaders were inclined to do. Public support for agencies hinged

most strongly on their honesiy and availabillty for advice-giving, while leaders

were more concerned with their efficiency. Rural people tended to view agencies
> .

somewhat more critically than townfolk.' Regrettably, this favorable image is

tarnished somewhat by lack of awareness of the West River project ramdong a con-

\
. 1

siderable number of agency employees. : : .
Viewed as a limited information network, our three groups are far
frqm achieving optimum conditions for mutual understanding of debelopmeng, The

groups involved tend to agree on priorities more than they are accurate in judg-

v

ing other stands on them. Given low involvement in interest and action groups,

the ineffectiyeness of mass media to foster intergroup accuracy, and thes failure
of community leaders as:information brokers, this state of affairs perhaps is

to be expected.

ERIC 132, - o .
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These'somewhat pessimestic findings probably are not all that Btypiéal
of public understanding of comparabl. complex aqﬂtrecent issties. As we indi-
éated above, the questions of develﬁpmen; priorities have yet to mature into
widely shared public debate. What separates development of the West River

region from others is rapidity with which decisions, however preliminary, are

<

being made on the area's future, the difficulty of describing the technical

- R -

detail  and implications of damage to the public and leaders, and the lack of

.

sophisticated public information and media systems to understandably describe

¢

or synthesize dﬁvelopment alternatives. In short, we fear that unless there
are decided changes in the public information effort, the public,and perhaps
their leaders may be increasingly ''left behind" as tie' tempo .of development

and its complexity accelerate.
> . «
What changes'and cautions then do we prescribe for present circum-

. stances? Admittedly the precision of our suggestions won't match that in our

description of the problems, but we believe we have,some practiéal ideas to

~ @ . .

improve matters:

. 1. Hearings designed to secure public approval of figal plans on West River

’ region development would be, in our judgment, quite premature, given the
lack of awareness and involvement in the issues involved. Before this
stage is achieved, considerable ‘éducation of the public and leaders is
necessary. . .~ . - .

.

3

2. Agencies should concentrate their efforts on direct publgq: contact.
Reliance on community leaders to disseminate information and gauge public
opinion may result in inaccuracy and inefficiency’ . :

3. Major agencies involved in West River develoepment need to collectively or
individually employ public information specialists skilled in technical
writing whose sole concern would be development of the West River region.
Moreover, this individual should+be stationed in t he region, perhaps at
Beulah or Dickinson; not at offices 'in Bismarck. In this way, the
specialist would become more attuned, we feel, to the mood, information
needs and technical sophistication among c%}izens of this area.

4, Citizen meetings concerning West River D elopment should be encouraged
and supported on a much wider, perhaps leXs formal basis than presently.

.
“ t
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Citizen advisory committees currently engaged with the West Riwver DiJersiOn
project do their job well, but tend to represent major interest groups in

« the region. This leaves out a wide slice of the public not strongly allied
with any particular group and places a heavy burden on interest group
Kcommupity) leadérs to do public information work they are not that well
equipped _to . Meetings sponsored by the state for example could be held
on a trave bisis in communities throughout the West River area, with
special eflcouragdgpent offered citizens outside of leadership positions to
attend.

The media need be'better coordinated and involved in collective effort
adequately report develbpment information. Vehicles for this coordinatiénm
could be the wire service, the collectively employed information specidlist
noted in (2) above, university journalism departments and/or in-state
television and radio networks.. Special effort will be needed to coerdinate
media activity in the immediate area of development as resources seem
smallest there. The combination of media dispensed information together witu
local discussion group activity has been useful in many similar development
situations and could be attemped in North Dakota. A program of this type
exists in the State of Washington ("Alternatives Ffor Washington'") to foster
citizen participation in decision making. Techniques ranging from radio
"talk" shows to bus posters and nejighborhoed meetings are used to encourage
involvement. A similar effort for North Dakota could be beneficial.

An effdrt needs to be made to move away from "reaction" planning, where
citizens are asked to select from several development alternatives the
desired route, to "input'" planning where citizens formulate objectives and the
alternatives themselves. Admittedly, this may be a difficult process, but
some opportunity should be offered to citizens to structure development
alternatives with a minimum of qkpert“help. <
What emphasis should be made and w;;k are some stylistic characteristics
which will maximize message éffectiveness among the public? There are no
sure-fire answers, but several points ‘seem clear on the basis of our study:
a. People are concerned about the effects of West River Development

on their personal lives. What will coal development do to their

lifestyle, for example? Will living conditions become more

crowded? Will better and more lucrative jobs be available, and,

if so, towhat kinds of people? The point is that complex

engineering data, economic forecasts and population shifts should

be translated into personal terms as best as possible, without

committing gross over~-simplifications or without passing=-off

possibilities as certainty. ’ ’

b. Due notice should be given to inconsistencies in public and
agency goals. For example, both groups, but particularly the
public, desire additional jobs, but are not as enthusiastic .
about bringing in the heavy industry which can supply those jobs.
In short, the trade-offs and compromises necessary in attaining
development goals should be well-publicized. Costs as.well as
development benefits must be well understood. -

.

1 t3')4 ‘ : ‘ .
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c.‘\giggpies and other groups promoting development should foster a )
tscussion of options rather than altern%fives for the region. -~
They myst avoid presenting a choice to the public ?omprised of
a limited number of inflexible alternatives. It may be a dis-~
.service to £ind that the status quo ofs~the region is very much .
a "problem'" and that a way out is provided only by a limited._ '
number of drastic "solutions". In short, the advantages of the <o
region as it stands should not be overlooked or negated in a a
rush to solve "problems'. '

Existing impact estimates of West River Development have circulated mainly
among a relatively small group of leaders, planners and state officials.
More needs to be done to make these findings available to the public in
non-technical terms. A sustained effort is needed here, going well beyond
the occasional feature f%;j;f in the state's larger newspapers. ~

Representative sampling o é%t‘River residents needs to be done on a

continuing basis_to check the status of public opinion and understanding.

Not only would a sustained effort of this kind provide one means of feed-

back to development agencies and planners, but also would provide public

information specialists with sorely needed guidance on adapting their

skills to public needs. If properly combined with other means of citizen

participation in planning and decision-making such -procedures may ensure

that the setting of development priorities and means to fulfillment are

based among the public, not .entirely agencies and special interest factions.
. . ;

Research on the impacts of development needs to be coordinated better on

a regional basis. The advantages accruing to North Dakota as a result of *

resource development may not, for, example, be shared by other states who

may in turn suffer some of the costs (e.g., changes in water quality and

and amount). Alsc, resource development in out-of-state areas similar

to the West River region where resource development 15 more established,

would be a source of useful data to predict social iwpacts. . o

Research on development of natural resources shou.d be coQrdinated and *
centralized by a disinterested agency. In completing our 3tudy, we have
noted with sdme apprehension the growth of parallel efforts} some funded

by special interest groups, others by agencies and firms dédsiring to °
develop the region. Many, perhaps mnst, we have had close knowledge of

are conscientiously planned and carried out. the problem is lack of L
coordination, some redundancy of effort and, rarely, incompetent work

which spoils public cooperation with legitimate socidl impact survey
efforts. Moreover,, there is the difficult.question of conflict of in- "
terest raised by some studies commissioned and monitored by those who
are evaluated by the work. A d¥Sinterested agency, answerable to the

“legisBature and citizens, setup with the charge of funding and monitoring *

impact studies would alleviate much of this problem. Financing 1i§él§ ¢
could derive from the state budget and levies against fitms petitioning
for resource development in the state. : ) .
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No.single'study can do justice to all.the complex and vital issues

) < g

of attitudes and public 1nformat1on needs p0sed by West Rlver development.

-

N

Our study is no except1on, as the llst above partly suggests and the one

below dispusses in detail. Beyond cautioning the reader against'over- '

' -

\intefpretation of present findings,. understanding the gaps in this present

‘study specifies pretty much what we feel our next.research steps to be.

e
» \)
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1. Expansion of the survey area and ssample size in North Dakota: While we,
believe 'the Knife River basin to be representative of opinion in the
West River region generally, certain comparisons such as between the
"city" climate of Dickinson and rural areas can't be made with présent

data.  Moreover ;~ statistically stable contrasts between localities .

experiencing coal and poWer generation development and those not cannot
be made based on presenf sample size. Too, contrasting area$s based on .
variant types of past water-fnapagement projects suffers the same fate.:

2.  Increased emphasis on coal and heavy industrial development: Our present
"study was concerned largely with the i cations of one project - West
River Diversion. While we considergd energy related developments as quite
important, attention dqung our lim{ted interview time, was shared over a
number of concerns. Motre spec1f1c attention needs to be given energy
development quest1ons. ) N

N . -

3. Longitudinal analysis: A$ alluded toiip a prevaLQ discussign, surveying
public attitudes should be a, recurrent process. As development progresses,
people's attitudes, problems and information needs will 4lso:change. Our
present“data "freezes" one's p1d¥ure of the region at an early stage of
appra1s1ng development issues. Given the fast pace of‘planning for the
region, public” opinion and needs likely have altered somewhatf since
August-November ,1973 when these data were collected. The extent of these
possible shifts should be estimated on:a continuing basis,~ ° N

‘e . B oo -~ .

4. Extension of the survey to resource, development firms and county agencies:
The intenht and attitudes of commerc1al interests npt cons1dered in our
analysis, particw#arly those based cutside of the "West River area, repre-
sent important forces in 'development®of the region. Sharing that .status
are county level planning agencies which also are 1&T1uent1al in planning
West River regional growth. The present study does not represent these
groups except through individuals who might have been randomly selected
into our community leader or general population samples.

5. Assessment of media per formance and information strategies: One of our
most pressing aims is to check media content directly to better explain
its generally poor performance in creating awareness Q\gkcollatlng opinior
on West River development. . Hopefully as an ‘outcome of such activity, we
could-make more definite suggestions than those above to improve the

performance, of the media in this area.
t {
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1 '
erira for setting development .policy and informed public participa-

.

useful cri
tion in that decision-making process. Moreover, we have tried to. break with

a tradition of "social impact" studies which either focus on demographic
. &

itudes on development. With a

variables or on simply ''pro'" vs. 'con'" a

Ammunicatien-based approdach, we empted to provide a conceptually
sound predictive base for estimating public understanding and satisfaction

with the outcomes of regional development. More immediately, the study offers

o
suggestions fdr present policy which wé!%ope will arouse responsive action.

M “
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APPENDIX A

This appendix contains fascimile<copies of our question-
e .naires. Two are reproduced: the community leader znd the
agency instruments. The general population received a
questionnaire identical to the community leaders, except Y
that several items were deleted. These are items: 13a,
16, 18a, 19a through 19d, 20, 20a, 20b, 21 and 26a.

Major differences occur between the community leader and
agency instruments, largely because the agency questionnaire
was mailed out and was designed for self-administration.
The other two questionnaires weére administered by an .
interviewer who filled-in responses for the respondent.
L]
The general sample questionnaire copgumed abou€"35 minutes
of interview time, the community léijer instrument about
65 minutes and the agency mail-in questionnaire took about
) 25 minutes for a respondent to fully complete.

’
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