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FOREWORD

This report was prepared by staff in the Institutional and Environmental Assessment and
the Policy Analysis branches of the Analysis Division, Solar Energy Research Institute,
Golden, Colorado. The project was designed by and carried out under the direction of
Barbara C. Farhar and Patricia Weis. They also were the principal authors. Charles
Unseld and Barbara Burns authored significant portions of the report.

The data contained in this report were collected between 1973 and 1978 before the
dramatic events of 1979, including the Three Mile Island aceident, sudden gasoline price
increases, and spot gasoline shortages. Dramatic energy events in the years 1973 to 1978
have altered public opinion about energy. We should expect the events of 1979 to have
major impacts on public opinion, impaets not represented in this report. The magnitude
of these impacts will become known only through continued research.

A project as broad and complex as this one inevitably relied on the assistance and support
of a large group of specialists. The authors wish to acknowledge other SERI staff for
assistance with literature searches, preparation of materials, and reviews. They are
Robin Saltonstall, A. L. Berger, J. Chervenak, Larry Preston, Barbara Quintana, Bill
Belew, Barbara Wood, Floyd Shoemaker, Dennis Schiffel, David Roessner, and Rebecca
Vories. Others outside of SERI also contributed research assistance to the project. They
are Julie Wondollek, Heidi Burgess, Tom Wilson, John Seidel, and Susan Persson.
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SUMMARY

This study reviewed and analyzed 115 surveys of the general population, 82 of national
samples and 33 of local or regional samples, taken between 1973 and 1978, Also exam-
ined were studies of special groups, such as homeowners and oil company executives.
Studies on most energy supply alternatives are included: energy conservation, solar en-
ergy, fossil fuels, and nueclear energy. Findings presented in this summary are supported
by evidenece thoroughly documented in the body of this report. Conclusions are based on
the location of a pattern of findings across several surveys; therefore, conelusions pre-
sented in this summary are those for which consistent evidence was found in several
surveys of the general public.

In understanding publiec opinion about energy in the United States, several points should
be kept in mind. A survey is an attempt to measure and aggregate the veriegated and
segmented opinions of the polity. Opinion is segmented by a variety of factors: group
affiliations, geographical region, social class, occupation, and so on. Each individual is
situated in a particular social milieu and thus experiences the environment differently.
Experiences affecting an individual's opinion of whether an energy crisis actually exists
ean include, for example, if one's own schools and factories are closed due to fuel short-
ages, if gasoline is available, if utility bills increase, and what information is available to
the individual.

Further, individuals vary in their personal responses to these experiential differences.
Two individuals living in approximately the same life circumstances can respond in com-
pletely different ways—one might view an energy crisis as an exciting challenge to cre-
ative ability and altruistic motives; another might perceive it to be a serious threat and
seek to deny its existence.

Survey findings can be used more accurately when one is aware of these complexities.
Maintaining common sense and avoiding truisms about "the public” also enhance an accu-
rate perception of public sentiment about the nation's energy situation.

Survey data have certain limitations, such as problems of theory and measurement.
These limitations are discussed in detail in the report. In spite of these limitations, atti-
tudes are held to be causally related to action, although they do not fully explain behav-
ior. The methodological quality of the surveys included in this review was judged to be
sufficient to warrant drawing eonclusions from the body of data.

The salience of publie opinion for policy varies by the kind and level of policy decision
making. For some energy alternatives, public opinion is more immediately and directly
relevant than for others, The development and use of nuclear energy is a collective deci-
sion, very different in character from an individual decision to purchase solar heating or
engage in energy conservation. Organizations such as utilities and industries decide
about the use of nuclear energy or large solar energy facilities. As a result, the link
between publie opinion and individual purchase decisions is closer than the link between
publie opinion and using the political process to influence energy policy. If energy con-
servation and small-scale solar energy technologies are to have an impact on the nation's
energy supplies, decisions and action will be needed by millions of individual persons.
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Is There an Energy Crisis?

Does the public perceive an energy erisis in the United States? The survey data indicate
that most people do not believe there is an energy crisis but perceive instead a serious
national energy problem, About three-quarters have defined the energy situation as
serious for the past five years. About 40 percent have defined the situation as "very
serious,"

Inflation, unemployment, and erime clearly emerge from the survey data as matters of
grave concern to the Ameriean publie. Energy is not viewed as a problem of most, nor of
least, importance but falls somewhere between. A majority feels that the nation faces
energy shortages and rising energy costs in the foreseeable future, whether for political
or natural reasons. About half of the public appears to think that the nation's supply of
oil and natural gas is beginning to dwindle, and smaller proportions perceive this trend on
a worldwide scale.

Early in the "energy crisis" (1973), a majority tended to view the situation as contrived
by institutions and persons for their own benefit, but by 1977 the public was almost po-
larized on this issue. Currently, a majority perceives energy shortages as real, but a
large minority still believes the situation has been contrived by various institutions.

Much of the publie is willing to admit that the nation engages in wasteful and unneces-
sary energy consumption. Oil companies and the federal government are perceived by
many as the institutions most responsible for the nation's energy problems. Smaller pro-
portions of the public blame the OPEC countries, industry and business, and environmen-
talists for contributing to energy problems. Other causative factors perceived by the
publie are growing populations and the finite nature of fossil fuel resources.

Some studies examined the relationship between belief in an energy crisis and other ener-
gy attitudes and behaviors, such as willingness to engage in energy conservation. No
clear empirical support is located that establishes a relationship between belief in an
energy crisis, or perception of its seriousness and reality, and any other attitudes or be-
haviors. Based on available evidence, belief in an energy ecrisis does not lead to conser-
vation behavior or to the use of solar energy.

The following are hypotheses about why people believe in an energy crisis that are sug-
gested, but not conclusively demonstrated, by survey data.

° Those attributing energy shortages to political and economic contrivance are

less likely to believe in an energy crisis than those attributing shortages to
declining availability of fossil fuels.

° Those experiencing negative lifestyle consequences from energy-related prob-
lems are more likely to believe in an energy crisis than those who do not expe-
rience such eonsequences.

] Those more informed about energy facts and issues are more likely to believe
in an energy crisis than the uninformed,

° Those with greater environmental concern are more likely to believe in an
energy crisis than those with less concern.
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Differences in belief in an energy crisis were found by some demographic characteris-
ties. Higher edueational and occupational levels are found to correlate with perceived

seriousness and reality of the energy situation. Higher income groups generally express a

greater belief in the energy crisis than do lower income groups. No difference in belief

in the energy crisis is indicated by gender, race, political crientation, lifestyle character-

isties, or urban/rural residence.

Impacts of the energy problem, varying in severity from inconvenience to job losses, have
been experienced by most of the publie. Evidence indicates that impacts are borne dis-
proportionately by those in lower income groups. Older people report more adverse ef-
fects of the energy situation than do younger people. Nonwhites experience more nega-
tive finaneial impacts due to energy shortages than do whites.

Public Perceptions of Fossil Fuels

Not nearly as many survey data exist for oil, natural gas, and coal as energy supplies as
for other energy alternatives. Several studies indicate that a sizable minority of the
publiec does not realize that the United States must import ¢il. None ask why the nation
should strive to be energy independent, although several studies show that opinion is
divided about the feasibility of self-sufficiency. So few data exist on favorability toward
reducing oil imports that conclusions about public opinion are not possible.

Price increases or incentives to oil companies are generally opposed; oil companies are
widely perceived as taking excess profits. Options such as a profit tax or controls on
profits are favored, while government ownership is opposed by study majorities. Deregu-
lation of natural gas prices as an incentive to increase supply is favored, except when
resultant price inereases were mentioned in one study whereupon a majority opposed
deregulation.

The public views coal, especially strip-mined coal, as a way to expand energy supplies;
however, potentially impacted local communities are somewhat less favorable. Coal is
perceived as an effective source owing to domestic availability; a perceived benefit of
coal use is decreased dependency on foreign oil. Data suggest some environmental con-
cern about the produetion and use of coal, with those in the West being most concerned.

Using fossil fuels as a supply alternative is favored least in the West, which contains
offshore oil, strip-minable coal, and oil shale. Westerners are more concerned about air
pollution and less enthusiastic than others about oil shale exploration. People in the
Northeast and West are more pessimistic about coal as a long-term source than in the
South and Midwest. Although national majorities favor strip mining, most Westerners
oppose it.

Energy Conservation Issues

About 85 percent of the publie reports that it has engaged in at least "a fair amount" of
energy-conserving activity, Nevertheless, the data indicate that energy conservation has
not been practiced assiduously; for example, the most frequently mentioned conservation
action is turning off lights when not in use. Residential conservation is consistently pre-
ferred over reduced driving.
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For transportation conservation, about 80 percent of the publie is opposed to raising
gasoline prices to reduce consumption. Most people believe that gasoline rationing would
be effective in decreasing energy consumption; nevertheless, the public opposes gasoline
rationing, However, rationing is preferred to gasoline price increases. A major reason
for opposing rationing is that no real shortage is perceived to exist. Another reason for
opposition is that rationing would create a '"®lack market" for gascline. The currently
proposed policy feature of the rationing seheme, g "white market," would help offset this
particular objection to rationing.*

Driving less through reducing the number of trips, carpooling, and using mass transit is
perceived as infeasible and disadvantageous by most people. Most report that they are
driving slower because of the 55-mph speed limit.

Most people oppose special taxation of "gas guzzler" cars. Slight majorities favor re-
laxing emission controls on automobiles to increase gas mileage, although the publie is
pelarized on this issue.

The survey data do not strongly support the following findings, but limited empirical
evidence suggests that:

° As gasoline prices increase, more people would use less gasoline. However,
price increases are perceived as unfair and hard on consumers.

° Willingness to drive more slowly and to buy smaller cars may be partially de-
pendent on what others are doing.

° There is much public support for government regulation of automobile manu-
facture to increase gas mileage of new cars.

The practices most frequently used for residential conservation are those that are least
inconvenient and least effective. As a conservation measure inereases in inconvenience
and/or eost, it is practiced by fewer people. Measures that are practiced most frequent-
ly are turning off lights and appliances when not in use and lowering thermostats. Prac-
ticed by about a third of the public are use of lower wattage bulbs, running full washer
and dishwasher loads, shutting off rooms, and decreasing air conditioning. About one in
10 people uses cold water laundry, uses a fireplace for heat, weatherizes, or insulates his
home,

Policy options preferred by most of the public are daylight savings time and tax credits
or deductions for home insulation. OQOpposed by much of the publie is peak-load pricing
for utilities.

Survey data do not strongly support the following findings, but limited evidence suggests
that:

"o Levels of technical knowledge concerning how to conserve energy effectively
are low in the general public.

*Present rationing plans call for issuance of gasoline coupons on the basis of registered

automobile ownership. Those not using all their coupons could sell them for top dollar to
those wanting to buy more than their allotment.
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. Perceived decreases in utility bills may be a more important motivation for
engaging in energy conservation than concern about an energy crisis.

° There may be greater willingness to engage in domestic energy conservation if
others do so as well,

Some differences on energy conservation policies are identified by demographic charac-
teristics. On a number of policy options, older groups tend to support policies whieh hold
costs down, while younger groups are less supportive particularly if rationing is proposed
as a means of controlling costs. More highly educated groups appear to be less suppor-
tive of gasoline price maintenance with rationing, but more supportive of policies of
somewhat higher prices with some limitaticns on supply, than are less educated groups.
The more highly educated are more in favor of trangportation-related conservation, such
as mass transit (although they are not more inelined than other groups to use it). Urban
residents are more favorable than others toward mass transit. Lower income groups tend
to favor policies that would keep consumer prices low.

In addition, differences by demographic characteristics are found in conservation know-
ledge, attitudes, and practices. Survey data indicate that women may be slightly more
favorable toward energy conservation than men., Men and women who engage in conser-
vation tend to do so in activities consonant with their sex roles. Younger groups tend to
doubt more than older groups that government and industry are effectively conserving
energy. The more highly educated report turning down thermostats more frequently than
other groups, Lower income groups tend to report engaging in less conservation behavior
than higher income groups; evidence suggests that this may be due to their already mini-
mal use of energy.

Solar Energy As an Alternative

Very few data concerning citizen attitudes, knowledge, and practices relative to solar
energy exist on the national level. The data included in this report are derived largely
from marketing studies of special, localized samples.

Public attitudes toward solar energy can only be deseribed as positive. Data on regional
differences suggest that those in the West may be more favorable to solar energy than
the rest of nation and that those in the South are less favorable.

One relevant question is the extent of residential solar systems currently used in the
nation. The most recent data (collected in January 1979) are from one survey item
asking about ownership of solar-powered heating units for heat and/or hot water. The
findings show that, nationally, fewer than (.5 percent own such systems. There are,
however, interesting demographic differences in solar ownership. Two percent of opinion
leaders already own solar heating systems. One percent of the following demographic
categories presently own solar systems: those aged 18-29 and 30-44; those earning $7,000
to $15,000/year; those in the Northeast and in the West; those in rural counties; those
with at least some college education; executive-professional and blue collar workers;
Republicans; political liberals; families with teen~age children; and employed females.
Fewer than one percent of those in other categories own solar systems.
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The same survey asked whether people thought they might buy solar systems in the next
two or three vears, One-quarter of opinion leaders and of those earning over $25,000/
yvear indicated they are considering such a purchase, the highest proportions of all demo~
graphic categories.

In marketing studies, cost and reliability of systems are frequently mentioned concerns
of potential solar buyers, but about 40 percent in a few studies indicate they would con-
sider solar energy even if it costs more per month in the long run than alternatives.
Nonmonetary benefits attributed to solar energy in several studies are fuel resource
savings and lack of environmental pollution.

Findings show strong citizen support for tax incentives to promote solar energy use. In
two studies, immediate tax credits are preferred over tax deductions over time or low-
interest loans. In one study, about 40 percent prefer to have a solar loan as part of their
mortgage while an equal proportion prefer a separate loan for solar equipment. Owning &
solar system is widely preferred to leasing one.

A few differences in attitudes toward solar energy are identified by demographic charac-
teristies. Greater support for solar energy is found among younger age groups, higher
income levels, professional/managerial workers, and whites. No differences are evi-
denced by other demographic characteristies.

The Nuclear Energy Alternative

Majorities of national samples view nuclear energy as technically feasible and expeet it
to assume a major role in electric power generation in the future, although sizable
minorities of the population {up to one-third) are unsure. The ma&jor problems perceived
as associated with nuclear power development are safety and environmental damage
from radioactivity and waste disposal. Increasingly large majorities consider these prob-
lems serious, The public appears to be inecreasingly polarized over nuelear safety; the
disposal of nuclear wastes has emerged as a major reason for opposing nuclear power.
Yet, majorities consistently favor continued eonstruetion of nuclear power plants, though
less consistently when nearby construction is proposed. Varying results from local sam-
ples make judgments about public response to nueclear siting risky without surveying each
locality. The generally increased favorability of nuelear plant neighbors found in some
studies is not necessarily an indicator of response to new proposals in other communities.

Favorable opinion toward nuclear power showed no variation by region. Those in the
West and the Northeast are more likely to oppose a plant in their area than those else-
where. Easterners are more concerned about nuclear safety than others.

Evidence indicates greater general favorability toward nuclear energy among men than
women, while women exhibit greater general opposition than men. Women are more
coneerned than men about nuclear safety. Younger persons are more likely to oppose
nuclear power and to display concern about risk than are older ones. Displaying the least
concern about nuclear safety are those in the middlie age ranges. Income was found to be
positively related to general favorability toward nuclear energy and to the desirability of
having more nuclear power plants in one's vicinity. Higher levels of income are also
associated with higher levels of perceived safety of nuclear power plants. Professional/
managerial workers are more likely to favor nuclear energy and less likely to perceive it
as risky. Whites are more favorable than nonwhites.
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Preferred Energy Supply Sources

It is difficult to compare public assessments of energy supply options: each energy sup-
ply technology is perceived as having both positive and negative aspects. For example,
coal is perceived as plentiful but environmentally undesirable; nuclear energy as effec-
tive but having undesired side effects such as waste disposal problems; solar energy as
environmentally and economically desirable over the long term but with high initial
costs. No data exist on which of these factors are more important to the publie in evalu-
ating energy supply sourees.

The data show that strip mining is favored least of all the options—offshore oil drilling
and building more nuclear plants are favored by 60 to 70 percent majorities and develop-
ment of solar energy by 80 to 90 percent. One recent poll in New York State ranks ener-
gy conservation and solar energy as the best future sources of energy. The public seems
to place the most faith in solar energy, coal, and nuclear energy as long-term future
energy sources,

Energy and the Environment

Environmental degradation resulting from energy development is pereeived to be related
to eonventional supply sources—especially coal and nuclear energy. Few data exist on
how the publie would choose in a tradeoff between energy and the environment.

The existing data appear to indicate that publie opinion about energy-environment trade-
offs is polarized, with sizable minorities favoring each side of the issue. Public econcern
seems to lean toward adequate energy supplies (rather than environment) when shortage-
related events occur,

Women are found to be more strongly in favor of environmental protection and conserva-
tion than men. On virtually every item where concern for environmental quality was
gauged, younger people show more consistent support for the environment than older
people. Support for the environmental side of the energy-environment issue tends to
increase as educational level inereases. The findings suggest a pattern of greater envi-
ronmental support among lower than higher income groups, except where environmental
quality is posed as entailing higher consumer costs at which point higher income groups
are more likely to favor the environment. White collar workers are found to be more
favorable to environmental protection than are blue collar workers in cases where energy
costs would increase. In general, rural groups are more likely than urban groups to favor
adequate energy over environmental protection.

Since education, occupation and income tend to intercorrelate, these findings on their
relationship to environmental concern are somewhat curious, The explanation may lie in
the positive association between higher social status and environmental concern when
price is at issue.

The existing data on regional differences show that Westerners exhibit more environ-
mental eoncern over strip mining than those in the East.
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An Aware Public?

Surprisingly few data exist on how knowledgeable the public is about energy in general,
The limited data available indicate low public awareness of government efforts to solve
the energy crisis, For example, one study shows that, by 1975, half of the people did not
know there is a federal energy agency. In a few studies, majorities say they follow presi-
dential speeches about energy and inflation. The limited data available suggest that a
sizable minority (possibly about one-third) are unaware of fundamental energy facts, such
as the national importation of oil. For example, in May 1977 and April 1978 surveys,
one-third incorrectly believed that the United States does not import oil from other
countries. The majority, however, answered correctly,

Part of the reason for misinformation about energy facts might lie in the inconsistency
of information available to the publie. This inconsisteney, in terms of publie statements
by authorities and published energy information, is documented in this report. In part,
the public may also not have been attentive enough to energy information to form an
accurate assessment of the nation's energy situation.

Findings on awareness of gasoline mileage figures are too few to permit drawing conclu-
sions about the extent of this awareness in the population. No data exist on knowledge
eoncerning the effects of driving more slowly or of the relaxation of auto emissions con-
trol in inereasing gasoline mileage.

Most of the public has heard about using solar energy for heating and generating electri-
city. A frequently mentioned explanation for not considering a solar system purchase is
that people have insufficient information about solar energy on which to base a decision.

Evidence on nuclear energy suggests that awareness of the location of nuclear plants is
not widespread, but awareness is higher in areas where new plants are proposed. From
loeal studies, it is found that heightened knowledge leads to increased community polari-
zation over the nuclear issue.

The hypothesis that the more informed an individual is about energy issues, the more
likely that person is to believe in an energy crisis received support in two analyses. This
evidence is insufficient to permit more than a tentative conclusion, pending further re-
search. ‘

Men are found to be exposed to more information sources about energy than women and
are somewhat more knowledgeable. Higher educational levels are found to be positively
associated with higher levels of knowledge on a variety of energy items. Clear patterns
of difference by income and occupational level are revealed with regard to knowledge
about energy issues, a difference probably confounded by educational level. There is a
consistent pattern in the data of greater reported knowledge among whites than among
nonwhites on energy-related issues. Rural and urban people have accurate information
on different specific issues, but are about equally knowledgeable.

Mass media appear to be the major source of information about energy. Insuffieient data
and mixed findings on eredibility of information sources prevent drawing conclusions
about the public's trust in information received. Credibility of energy information
sources (government, eonsumer groups, industry) is explored in & few studies, with each
source enjoying some credibility; however, no pattern of findings is located. The few
findings that exist are mixed and probably noncomparable. For nuclear energy, evidence
suggests that secientists, federal agencies, and environmentalists are perceived as cred-
ible sources of information.



S=JA @ TR-155

The survey data on awareness and information soureces suggest two conclusions. One is
that so little is known about public awareness concerning energy that more research is
required to define knowledge levels and information requirements. The second is that
government programs to extend publie awareness of energy facts and issues and technical

knowledge, particularly in energy conservation and solar energy, require much greater
emphasis.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The primary purpose of any literature review is to draw together a fragmented body of
knowledge and interpret it in such a way that it will be more useful and meaningful than
if it remained dispersed. For the Solar Energy Research Institute (SERI), a literature
review on citizen attitudes about energy issues served two goals., The first was to
provide a comprehensive body of information to undergird and inform policy analyses
performed at SERI and at the U.S. Department of Energy (as well as elsewhere), and the
second was to provide a platform for future research on the sociopolitical aspects of the
domestic energy situation in general and of solar energy in particular,*

The approach used in this review organized survey findings in an analytical framework to
determine whether enough data exist to draw conclusions about the state of knowledge
on citizen attitudes, knowledge, and practices relevant to energy issues and
alternatives, Using this spproach, gaps in empirical research findings also can be
identified. The methods and analytical framework emploved are described in Chapter 2.

The universe of surveys included in this review must be viewed as preliminary because a
vast number of public opinion studies of one kind or another have focused on energy
issues. This review focuses on surveys of the public-at-large rather than on qualitative
studies or surveys of special interest groups. The survey data are organized and analyzed
according to a set of categories described in Chapter 2. These categories are elements
of a preliminary model of what influences citizen favorability toward and, where
relevant, adoption of different energy alternatives.

A comprehensive review of existing survey data on citizen attitudes toward energy
follows in this report.

DESCRIPTIVE FINDINGS

Desecriptive findings from the surveys are presented in Chapters 3, 4, 5, and 6. The
public's definition of the energy situation is the focus of Chapter 3. Reported survey
findings concern issues such as the public's belief in the existence of an energy erisis,
whether they perceive the crisis to be real or contrived, to whom or what they attribute
responsibility for the energy situation, what importance they attach to the energy
problem, what impaets of the energy problem they have experienced, what solutions they
perceive, and their expectations about the nation's future energy situation.

Chapters 4, 5, and 6 are concerned with the two overall alternatives facing the United
States in its attempt to achieve greater energy self-sufficiency: reducing the demand
for energy and increasing energy supplies. Chapter 4 deseribes publie opinion concerning
energy conservation pertaining to transportation and domestic energy use—whether it is
efficacious, how knowledgeable people are about conservation, whether they favor it, and

*Sociopolitical aspects include, but are not limited to, citizen attitude studies. They
include, as well, social impact assessment, analyses of stakeholder group preferences,
social cost/benefit analyses, exploration of institutional roles, and investigations of
community dynamies.

11
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whether they engage in it. Findings on the solar energy alternative are described in
Chapter 5. Public opinion concerning more conventional sources of energy—oil and
natural gas, coal, and nuclear energy—are discussed in Chapter 6.* Where data have
been located that compare public preferences for different energy supply sources, these
data are discussed in'a section of Chapter 6 on comparative findings.

ANALYTICAL FINDINGS

Analytical findings from the surveys are presented in Chapters 7 and 8. In Chapter 7, a
summary of analytical findings by 10 major sociodemographic characteristies is
presented. Used as independent variables in analyses, these characteristies are gender,
age, education, income, occupation, race, political orientation, religious affiliation, life-
style characteristics (including marital status, housing characteristics and stage in the
family life eycle, home ownership, and transportation characteristics), and urban/rural
place of residence. Detailed sections on each of these variables are presented in
Appendix B. Chapter 8 describes analytical findings using various soecial-psychological
variables. Used as explanatory variables in survey analyses, these variables include
perceived causes of the energy crisis, belief in the energy crisis, knowledgeability,
perceived impact of the energy crisis, belief in the efficacy of energy conservation,
concern about risk, evaluation of nuclear energy, environmentalism, and other
variables. Chapter 9 briefly summarizes the report's survey findings.

For the reader interested in a discussion intended for the layperson on the problems of
theory and measurement in surveys and how survey data are useful to the policymaker,
the balance of this chapter will be pertinent. The study's methods are described in
Chapter 2, including a discussion of the categories used to organize data and a list of the
surveys included. Other readers, less interested in theory and method, may wish to begin
their reading with Chapter 3 on the public's perception of the energy problem.

THE LITERATURE REVIEW: A PERSPECTIVE

In the remainder of this chapter, the context for understanding the usefulness of the
review will be set by discussing the nature of survey data. The concept "attitude" is
defined and its relationship to action desecribed. Public opinion is distinguished from
private opinion, and the importance of this distinetion is discussed. Individual and
collective action is distinguished, and the relevance of survey data to each is discussed.
Finally, what poliecymakers would (or possibly should) like to know from publie opinion
surveys, why they would (should) like to know it, and what they are likely to get will be
described.

In short, surveys of public opinion tell us only part of what we need to know about people
and energy. That part is significant when it is the product of sound methods, but it does
not yield the complete story about the human dimensions of energy.

Survey research has shortcomings and limitations, but it also has strengths. As

Deutscher (1973) has observed, "We do not discard reports because of biases or flaws of
one sort or another. If we did, there would be no history™ (p. 5).

*Hydropower as an energy supply source is not discussed owing to lack of data in the
surveys inecluded in this review.

12
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SURVEYS

A survey is a snapshot. It momentarily "stops the action" of the ongoing life of thought
and sentiment.

The quality of the information contained in a survey, as in a photograph—its focus,
aceuracy, clarity, and lucidity—depends in part on the skill of the survey researcher (or
photographer) and in part on his methods and tools (ecameras, film, instruments).

The survey snapshot gives us a description of public opinion at one point in time. Even
longitudinal data (collected at specific time intervals) provide only a succession of
snapshots, not encugh to make a moving picture.

When carefully collected, survey data can be deseriptive of an entire population,
providing systematic and comparable empirical data that ean be quantified and
analyzed. But what is the nature of the empirical data that can be collected through a
survey? Generally, surveys of public opinion purport to measure attitudes, beliefs,
knowledge and information sources, behavioral intention, and, sometimes, behavior.

ATTITUDES AND THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO ACTION

An attitude is a predisposition to action., It has cognitive, affective, and behavioral
elements. Cognitive implies some deseriptive and analytieal knowledge about the object
(person, place, thing, behavior, idea, process) with respect to which the attitude is held,
Affective refers to the feeling content of the attitude, how intense (or salient) the
attitude is and whether the emotion is positive or antipathetic. Behavioral elements are
the verbal expressions of the attitude, and, sometimes, the motive link between attitude
and action.

Attitudes have been described as beliefs, sentiments, sets, evaluations, and intentions.
Linn (1965) argued that

One of the most diversely defined conecepts in social psychology is
attitude. Not only are there vast differences concerning what properly
constitutes an attitude, but there has been developing a large literature
debating how attitudes should be measured (p. 353).

Instead of engaging in the controversy on the definition of attitude, the definition used at
the outset—an attitude is a predisposition to action—is used. A verbal response to a
questionnaire or interview item is behavior (verbal behavior) which is thought to be an
observable index of attitude.

A controversy has been raging in sociology, psychology, and political science for at least
40 years about the relationship between what people say and what they do. Public
opinion surveys and techniques of attitude scaling which use statisties and computing
capabilities were developed, and this in turn permitted speedy processing of vastly
greater amounts of data than previously possible {Babbie, 1973; Guttman, 1944;
Lazarsfeld, 1948; Likert, 1932; Osgood, 1969; Thurstone and Chave, 1929). An extensive

13
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literature emerged on known problems in attitude measurement and scaling* particularly
related to the issue of predieting behavior from these measurements. In faet, Deutscher
(1973) stated flatly, 'Responses to formal interviews inform us about behavior in a
formal interviewing situation and little else" (p. 149).

The second source of concern was that much of the literature attempting to relate
attitudes to behavior dealt with the relationship between racial prejudice and overt
diserimination (e.g., LaPiere, 1935; DeFleur and Westie, 1958; Linn, 1965; Merton,
1940). Clearly, the problem of racial discrimination was perceived as a problem of the
attitudes and behavior of individuals rather than as a social problem. The discrepancy
observed between attitude and behavior in race relations was termed "hyprocrisy."

The social scientist has no obligation to attempt to shape the social world in accordance
with personal feelings about how that world should be. In fact, to deseribe the social
world accurately (as a physical scientist seeks to describe the physical world and a
biologist the biological world), a social researcher is well advised to minimize personal
impaet on the natural processes being observed. The relationship between attitude and
action is an empirically observable phenomenon. Society needs to know more about what
is before it can inteiligently assess how to go about changing itself.

The evidence suggests that a correlation between attitude and action is defensible on the
basis of social science findings, but that correlation most definitely is not 1.0; many
factors other than attitudes influence what people ultimately do. Some of the reasons
for differences between attitudes and action are deseribed below. These explanations of
the observed diserepancy fall into two related categories: (1) problems in theoretical
construets and {(2) problems in the measurement of attitudes and behavior.

Theoretical Constructs

Attitude and action have different charaecteristies, such that measuring and comparing
them contain elements of the classic apples/oranges problem.

Action has been differentiated into verbal responses and overt actions. Deutscher (1966)
stressed the nonverbal aspects of behavior when attempting to compare words with
deeds. However, a very large proportion of significant social behavior is symbolie, and
this verbal behavior represents a gray area in the attitude-behavior dichotomy. As Jones
and Harris (1967) have noted, "When a person verbalizes an opinion he may or may not
hold an underlying attitude that 'corresponds' to that opinion” (p. 1). Jones and Harris
demonstrated in a laboratory experiment that people perceived someone as expressing a
"true" underlying attitude when they saw that the social situation was not coercing any
particular point of view.** Schuman and Johnson (1976) distinguished "elicited verbal
attitudes" from "spontaneous verbal attitudes." Elicited attitudes are responses to
questionnaires, interviews, or other direct measurement methods. Spontaneous attitudes
are expressions of opinicn that emerge in everyday conversations with friends and
others. Schuman and Johnson considered spontaneous attitudes as a form of behavior.
"Attitude" as discussed in the literature and as used in this report refers to elicited
attitudes.

*See, for example, Babbie, 1973; Merton, 1940.

**This lack of constraint in the social setting in which an opinion is being expressed is the
hallmark of the survey interview.

14
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Problems in Measurement

Deutscher (1973) reviewed three studies on the attitude-behavior relationship conducted
at three points in time over a 30-year period.* He argued that the three studies, all of
whiech had been methodologically criticized, demonstrated the lack of correlation
between attitude and action. Rebutting this position, Ajzen et al. (1970) argued that
none of the three studies actually measured the attitude-behavior relationship. Ajzen et
al. showed that the three studies compared attitude toward an object with behavioral
intention and behavioral intention with behavior, but none ecompared attitude toward an
object with behavior toward that object.

Several other reasons for the apparent discrepancy between attitude and action in the
empirical literature have been offered. These ineclude: (1) "eutting corners" by
interviewers and coders (Roth, 1965); (2) "social desirability,” which is the observed
inclination of respondents to strive for the "right answer" (Taylor, 1961); (3)
"gequiescence response sets,"” which is the tendency exhibited by some respondents to go
along with anything presented (Taylor, 1961); and (4) the existence of different kinds of
attitudes and acts {noted earlier). Further, Deutscher (1973) argued that the very notion
of simple linear cause-and-effect relationships has "by and large been discarded in the
philosophy of science" (p. 91).

Liska (1974) also pointed out several reasons for the discrepant findings. When the social
object of the attitude is unfamiliar, attitudes may be poorly formed, thus reducing their
impact on behavior. Another problem is that, when attitudes are measured at the same
level of generality as behavior, they are more predictive of behavior but this "generality
equivalence” is difficult to achieve., Liska also cited as a methodological difficulty the
"play-like atmosphere" of attitude measurement situations. He concluded that the issue
of the attitude~behavior relationship remained unresolved.

Public and Private Opinions

One of the more important distinetions in helping to understand the mixed empirical
evidence was that drawn by Deutscher (1973) between publie and private opinions. This
distinction can readily be observed in everyday life in the difference between private
opinions shared among intimates and opinions stated openly and publicly. The survey
interview or questionnaire situation was suceinetly summarized in the following passage:

The respondent is urged to reveal his most private opinions on an object
without relating it to any other objects, or placing it in any context, with
the assurance that the interviewer doesn't care what he says and no one
else will ever know he said it (Deutscher, 1973, p. 149).

Private opinions become public when people can express themselves collectively with
anonymity, as in purchasing decisions and voting, In most of social life, utterances are
treated as public and consequences follow from them. Feelings are frequently masked

*The studies reviewed were LaPiere (1935), DeFleur and Westie (1958), and Linn (1965).
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for purposes of reputation, polities, eeonomic gain, prestige, and maintenance of norms.
All manner of common impulses to action are suppressed and even repressed.* Clearly,
the survey, with its promises of confidentiality and anonymity, is designed to elicit
private opinion.** The question is, what relationship do these private opinions have to
public opinion and to action?

A marked congruence has been noted in the social science literature between attitude (as
measured in surveys) and specific behaviors such as voting, buying habits, and leisure
time activities, which are the collective actions of individuals, not the organized action
of groups or communities. To quote Deutscher (1966):

It would be a serious selective distortion of the existing evidence to suggest
that all of it indicates an incongruence between what people say and what
they do. Consumers sometimes do change their buying habits in ways they
say they will, people frequently vote as they tell pollsters they will, urban
relocation populations may accurately predict to interviewers the type of
housing they will obtain, local party politicians do in fact employ the
campaign tactiecs which they believe to be most effective, and youngsters
will provide survey researchers with reports of their own contact or lack of
contact with the police which are borne out by police records (p. 247).

Even so, there still exists much of significance in social life that is constrained by
factors other than attitudinal, and it is to be expected that publie opinion survey data
would be less useful in increasing understanding in these areas. One critical variable is
social support, deseribed below.

CONSISTENCY

A major theoretical school of thought in soecial psychology has centered on the
relationship between actions and attitudes, Three explanatory schemes, though not
identical, have the same fundamental notion in common. These are the theory of
cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957), balance theory (Rosenberg et al., 1960), and the
congruity model (Osgood, Suei, and Tannenbaum, 1957). The fundamental notion is that
action inconsistent with attitudes is a force for attitude change. Action that is
consistent with attitudes is held to produce a state of psychic equilibrium, Action that is
inconsistent with attitudes is held to produce a state of disequilibrium, imbalance, or
cognitive dissonance. Dissonance is "a state of psychological disecomfort or tension which
motivates efforts to achieve eonsonance" (Brown, 1965, p. 584). The cognitive elements
affected are knowledge, opinion, and belief about the soeial environment, oneself, or
one's behavior. The state of tension or strain resulting from cognitive dissonance is
thought to result in cognitive shifts to bring attitudes into consonance with behavior. A
relatively low tolerance for ambiguity is implied. It follows that if people change their
behavior, their attitudes will eventually "fall into line.” This notion has been empirically
supported (see, for example, King and Janis, 1956).

*Much psychotherapy is conducted with the direet purpose of putting people "in touch"
with their own feelings.

**The problem of purposeful lying does not appear to be widespread, although it is known to
oecur.
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SOCIAL SUPPORT

As sophistication in analysis inereased, multivariate techniques permitted the statistical
manipulation of more than one attitudinal variable, with weighting techniques
employed. When multivariate analyses are used, the question arises as to whether
attitudes and other effects on behavior, such as social support, are merely additive or
interactive. Social support. variables affecting behavior which have been established in
the literature are as follows: group size, cohesiveness, status, frequeney of interaction,
group power, duration of group membership, group identification, visibility of behavior,
and legitimacy of group norms (Liska, 1974).

One approach to the social support variable is to treat it as an intervening variable in a
consistency model. If social support is eongruent with attitudes, it should reinforce the
effects of attitudes on behavior in a given situation. If it is not congruent, it will
counterbalance attitudes and decrease attitude-behavior consisteney (Liska, 1974).

A second approach is to treat attitudes and social support as equivalent variables in
accounting for the behavioral outecome (Liska, 1974)., Empirical evidence has suggested
that attitudes are more important than social support in accounting for behavior in
competitive situations, and soecial support is the more important variable in cooperative
situations (Liska, 1974).

A third approach, the interaction model, has received less empirical support than the
additive model. This model assumes that neither attitude nor social support has an
independent effect on behavior, but that the effect of one depends on the level of the
other.

While the attitude-behavior controversy is far from settled, an interaction model used
with multiple attitude measures points to a direction for future investigation that takes
full advantage of survey methodology and multivariate techniques to increase the power
of analyses.

Sehuman and Johnson {1976) concluded from & reeent extensive review of the attitude-
behavior controversy literature and empirical studies:

Our review has shown that most attitude-behavior studies yield positive
results. The correlations that do occur are large enough to indicate that
important causal forces are involved .... They are rarely large enough to
suggest that attitudinal responses can serve as mechanical substitutes for
behavioral measures.... This is not to deny that there are important
areas where attitudinal measures are largely unrelated to behavior, but
these should be seen as interesting cases that reveal something special
about social life—e.g., that the behavior in question is performed with little
awareness or informed anticipation or that social constraints on behavior
are of exceptional power. Such findings do not mean that attitude and
behavior are unrelated {p. 199).

The authors felt that, while social support can help clarify the attitude-behavior
relationship, perhaps greater insight would result from "econstructing variations in the
situation of action" and asking for "personal definitions of the situation." They noted
that the "eurrent emphasis on attribution theory in social psychology (Jones et al., 1972)
can be seen as an experimental reorientation in the direction of studying personal
perspectives" (p. 202).
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INDIVIDUAL VS. COLLECTIVE ACTION

An important dichotomy relevant to what survey data can and cannot tell us relates to
different levels of action in society. Although each person's opinion may carry equal
weight in a publie opinion poll, that person assuredly does not carry such weight in
influencing policy, implementing deecisions, or other ways. For decisions and actions
within the purview of the individual actor, such as what home to buy, what college to
attend, or what candidate to support, the results of opinion surveys are directly relevant
to the action in question. However, for decisions of national policy, allocation of tax
monies, location of major projects, and the like, survey data are only partially relevant
because these decisions are made at the systemic rather than at the individual level.
Data other than surveys must be collected to gain a more comprehensive understanding
of social processes relevant to energy issues. Employing different measurements of and
independent sources of information on the same phenomenon (Webb et al., 1966) improves
the aecuracy of knowledge and the degree of confidence in it.

WHAT SURVEYS CAN TELL US

Assuming sound methodology (see Chapter 2), survey data ecan provide accurate
descriptions for the sampled population within the sociopolitical context at a given
moment on the following kinds of variables:

° attitudes toward the idea of an object in the abstract (person, place, thing,
idea, practice, and the like), favorable or unfavorable;

° beliefs about what is real, true, moral, factual; perceptions of reality;
) levels of knowledge, subjectively assessed and objectively tested;

[ sources of information and frequency of contact;

® preferences and wishes;

) fears and concerns;

e behavioral intentions, plans;

° evaluation of a specifie object (favorability or opposition, yes or no, for or
against); and

° certain sociodemographic information (e.g., gender).
With somewhat less accuracy, survey data can also tell us:
e  salience of an objeet; importance, priorities;
° other (more sensitive) sociodemographic information (e.g., income);

° actual behavior (already taken);
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o needs; and
) reasons for opinions; rationales.

These latter variables are more subject to measurement problems and
respondent/interviewer difficulties, such as forgetting, lying, selective inattention,
desire to please, desire to impress, inability to distinguish needs from desires or to
articulate needs clearly, and difficulty in knowing why one feels as one does.

Survey data are accurate and valid to a greater or lesser degree by the sensitivity of the
topic of the survey, Surveys have been conducted on a vast array of topics, but it is to
be expected that the findings from surveys on political attitudes and behavior are more
acecurate in describing the population than surveys on, for example, sexual attitudes and
behavior. Attitudes on sensitive topies, being very emotionally laden, are much more
difficult for the respondent to articulate.

Properly analyzed, survey data can be used to describe relationships among variables and
the strength of these relationships, to test hypothesized relationships, and to generate
multivariate analyses with which to draw causal inferences concernhing predictor and
dependent variables. They ean deseribe populations. They permit limited prediction of
certain classes of behavior (buying decisions, voting, religious observation, leisure time
activity) for the population as a whole or for any particular individual within it. Certain
classes of individuals may be predicted to be more likely to behave in specified ways than
other classes of individuals. The survey provides sound empirical data desecriptive of
population segments. On the basis of survey data, we are permitted to say that people
are more likely to do X rather than Y if we know their attitudes with respect to X and Y,
but we cannot say this with a probability value.

WHAT SURVEYS CANNOT TELL US
) Survey data cannot be used to tell us what the important questions are.

® They eannot tell us what a given individual will do in many situations.

. They do not permit us to prediet with any degree of confidence how attitudes
will change at some future time.

) They do not allow us to foretell what future fears, concerns, beliefs, and
attitudes will emerge over time,

. They cannot inform us as to the effectiveness of or public response to any
particular project or policy decision, since these are subject to political forces
beyond publie opinion,

® They cannot be used to describe or reveal processes at the social system level.

) They cannot project future policy issues or decisions.

) They camnot predict what the totality of individual actions will be in certain
classes of behavior, especially in fad or fashion and in nonroutine situations.
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Further cautions are required in understanding the value of this review. The results from
any one item in any given survey should be viewed very tentatively. Enough technical
problems of measurement exist that only when items have been replicated can a pattern
of response be said to exist. Further, several items used to measure the same attitude or
opinion with comparable results is a much stronger treatment than the use of a single
item (Secott, 1968).

Item results can be affected by whether items are open-ended or foreed choice, by item
wording, and by the placement of the item in the context of other items in the
instrument. Findings can also be affected by sampling problems and interviewer effects,

In the strictest sense, the aggregation of survey items that do not replicate each other, a
method employed in this report, is not considered scientifically valid. Hypotheses cannot
legitimately be tested in this way. Nevertheless, in organizing a body of empirical
knowledge, it is extremely useful to search out patterms of findings, which provide us
with a partial test of convergent validity. When a major purpose of the exercise is to
provide social science information of interest to the poliecymaker, as is the case in this
report, such aggregation is essential and necessary., The approach provides relevant
information to the social researcher by aiding the formulation of hypotheses and
providing item wording to assist replication of previous work and, thus, the cumulation of
knowledge.

Research and polling eustoms have developed in such a way that anyone embarking on a
study of any topic is free to devise his or her own items (within the bounds of sound
technique). While this approach results in findings not comparable in the strictest sense
and, thus, not directly assisting systematic accumulation of empirical evidence, it does
offer certain advantages. A policy of total replication (given the expense of survey data
collection and analysis) would obliterate much of the freshness and variety provided by
numerous researchers exploring problems. The existing diversity in studies is a strength
on the national scale reflected in this report.

Caution is necessary in settling on a finding when only one item or survey produces the
result. Just becsouse no findings contradicetory to that item exist, it is still tentative.
When eontradictory findings do exist, unless interpretation is possible to aceount for the
contradiction, no conclusion is possible. When findings are not eontradietory, but reveal
a pattern of findings supported in several surveys, it is concluded that the empirical
evidence has revealed a social fact,

In this review, conclusions are based on patterns of findings. If items are identical, three
to four similar findings are evidence of a trend or pattern; if not identical, five or more
items are evidence of a trend. For many findings only one item exists. These are
reported but no conclusions are drawn. Mixed or contradictory findings are also
discussed. Where no conclusions are possible research gaps are identified.

POLICY RELEVANCE

In their review of the literature on attitudes toward nuclear energy, Melber et al. (1977)
stated that "...public poll data carefully gathered, compared, and evaluated, can
perform an important funetion in providing public input to the [energy polieyl decision
process" (p. 305). However, they warn:
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As far as we know, no one has yet argued that public policy deecisions are
primarily determined by public opinions. In faet, this seems particularly
unlikely in the case of energy policy decisions because there appear to be
so many real constraints on the course that energy decisions can take
(p. 303).

The salience of publie opinion, and thus of survey findings, for policy varies by the kind
and level of policy decision making. The development and adoption of nuclear energy is a
eollective adoption decision. Such decisions are very different in character from an
individual decision to purchase solar heating or engage in conservation activities., As a
result, data on public opinion are more directly relevant to policies pertaining to
individual decisions such as energy conservation and domestic use of solar energy.
Organizations such as utilities and industries decide about the use of nuclear energy or
industrial process heat. Table 1-1 summarizes the structural location of adoption
decision making for each energy source. It should be kept in mind, however, that
national poliey {e.g., tax incentives) can affeet individual decision making.

Because public opinion is more directly relevant to some poliey decisions than others, it
is useful to distinguish two types of policy decision making: those decisions involving (1)
publie policy, and (2) research policy, Public policy decisions pertain to the ereation and
allocation of public monies for the administration of the government, social control and
sanctions, defense, and public welfare. Research policy decisions, which are usually
thought to be a subset of publie policy, entail the allocation and expenditure of publie
funds to support basic and applied scientifie investigations into general and specifie
topics of concern. The choice of research topics and the emphasis given to each in the
distribution of resources constitute a major policy decision process occurring at the
national level. For example, the huge federal investment in research on nuclear energy
constituted a series of major national policy decisions.

The allocation of governmental support to research in solar energy is a research policy
decision (not an adoption decision); the creation of tax incentives and information
programs is a public policy deecision. Survey research is ordinarily more oriented to
questions of public policy than research policy. Survey findings reveal public preferences
for poliey alternatives such as price increases, rationing of energy supplies, and tax
incentives, Public opinion polls on nueclear energy tend to be addressed to the general
problem of whether the public will tolerate nuclear plants and how the publie feels about
the idea of nuclear energy in general, but not to specifie plans or behavioral options.

This is not to say that survey research is irrelevant to policymakers concerned about
research poliey and collective alternatives, Melber et al. (1977) listed the following
benefits to policymakers from survey findings: (1) broader perspective than that put
forward by special interest groups, (2) forewarning of implementation problems, (3) need
for improved information distribution, (4) need for more productive mechanisms for
resolving disputes, and (5) stimulus for new and more socially aceeptable solutions to
problems that have arisen. The authors indicated that "good" energy decisions are guided
by social values. Therefore, the utility of survey data for policy decisions on collective
alternatives concerns social values more and individual behavior less. There is a
relationship between public opinion and collective adoption (Farhar et al., 1978) but that
relationship is indireet, finding expression that affects policy outcomes only through
actions of citizen activists and other collectivity channels. It is precisely here that
"private opinion" becomes relevant, because the anonymous, permissive expression of
opinion encouraged by the interview setting, to the degree that the setting is successful
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TABLE 1-1

LEVEL OF ADOPTION DECISION M AKING
BY TYPE OF ENERGY SOURCE

Type of Energy Source Individual Organizational Collective*
Nuclear X X
Fusion X X
Natural gas % X X
Coal X X
0il *% X X
Solar energy,

decentralized X Xk&%
Solar energy,

centralized X
Congervation X X

*Includes: community, nation. Adoption decisions are affected by
regulatory procedures.

*%*Natural gas and oil may be viewed as within the purview of individual
homeowner decisionmaking. Pragmatically, however, in both new and
used housing stock, decisions about heating systems are ordinarily
made by the companies originally producing homes. Exceptions to this
would be the custom housing and new furnace markets.

***Adoption of decentralized solar technologies can also occur by
builders/developers, architectural firms, etc.
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in eliciting an expression of honest attitude, without the constraint of social variables
prohibiting such expression, permits description of what ultimately will affeet
outecomes. Constrained emotion does not disappear, but seeks an outlet for its
expression. Thus, the information revealed in surveys deseribes the emotional milieu in
which a given poliey thrives or withers.

Survey data on the use of solar energy and energy conservation is more closely linked to
action than for other energy sources, since the kinds of behaviors involved in adopting
each are amenable to individual action. Survey data are less directly linked to
organizational adoption decisions, such as utility adoption of solar energy as a
centralized energy source, although they can indicate the popularity of an organizational
action. They are useful in describing the social acceptability of policies to encourage or
discourage solar energy and energy conservation. With any innovative topic such as solar
energy, however, the usefulness of survey data on poliey preferences is limited by low
levels of knowledge on the part of the population at large, many of whom are unaware of
the implications of various policy alternatives, and unfamiliar with the social and
economic implications of new techneologies. They can say whether it "sounds like a good
idea," but they cannot say how they will feel about it when they know more or have
experienced it.

Another important contribution to policy from survey data is the description of the
perceived world as a social faet. In the physical world, an explorer may discover oil in
Texas, but not in Minnesota. A policymaker may be pleased that Texas's energy supply
problems are solved for the moment, and he is likely to view the Minnesota energy supply
situation as a problem to be solved. He accepts the limitations of the physical world
without question, It is difficult to argue with Mother Nature. But if he learns that
running large power lines diagonally across the state of Minnesota is not socially
acceptable, he may become very angry at the existence of a social limitation.

Whether the policymaker believes that the publie is right or wrong, a fount of wisdom or
misguided and short sighted, ultimately what people want will affect the outcome, and
eoercive measures go only a certain distance in gaining complianece with or tolerance of
undesired policies. A great deal of public money has been spent on what ultimately
proved to be socially unacceptable policies. What is perceived to be most desirable or
least harmful should be of great interest to any policymaker, in his or her own self-
interest, and certainly from a professional point of view.

It is important to understand that attitudes about energy and energy policy options can
be affected by a variety of related (but indirect) factors, such as who is promoting the
policy. If President Carter is recommending & certain line of action on energy, and an
individual dislikes President Carter, that person will tend to be disinclined to support the
policy. Emanating from some other, more acceptable, source, the policy might be
acceptable. Therefore, public opinion on policy alternatives are inseparable from the
organizations and persons who stand for them. Further, as Phillips (1978) pointed out,
attitudes toward other topics can affeet attitudes toward energy poliey, For example,
pollsters had been reporting "somewhat improving" public attitudes toward major
corporations during 1977 and 1978. This improvement in attitude probably affected how
the public viewed major oil and energy companies and their role in the nation's energy
problems. Phillips argued that President Carter's rebukes of oil companies did little to
enhance the political chances of his energy package at that time.

A variety of factors beyond public attitudes ean affect the social acceptability of a
policy or a teehnology. Scott and Shore (1974) distinguished "tractable" and "intractable"
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variables.* Policy decisions can affect tractable variables; intractable variables are
those which cannot be directly affected by policy decisions and their implementation.
The distinetion is not based on qualities inherent in variables themselves, but in their
relationship to the research topie. For example, in their research on the negative income
tax, "sense of internal fate control" was well established in the literature as relevant to
poverty, but Scott and Shore considered it intractable through policy measures. The
relationship of age and poverty presented a variable, age, that could be taken into
account in program policy.

Attitudes toward energy issues are intractable variables not directly amenable to change
through policy decisions. Public opinion changes over time, but for purposes of any given
policy decision opinion should be viewed more as a parameter for than as a target of
policy.

Lopreato and Meriwether (1976) suggested that knowledge of regional differences in
energy matters, given recent pressure for regionalization, would be helpful to
policymakers. These differences include energy sources, consumption behavior, prices
and attitudes. Perlman and Warren (1977) conducted a comparative study of families
responding to the energy crisis in Oregon, Connecticut, and Alabama. They indicated
that policy alternatives are supported or opposed by various groups in American society
depending largely on how they perceive their interests to be affected by the interests of
the main regions of the nation and by the interests of particular industries, especially the
automobile industry. Perlman and Warren found that economic production is of
paramount importance to energy decision makers, environmental concerns were of less
importance, and equity was an even less powerful constraint on policy. Equity was
defined as "the attempt to distribute costs and benefits of publie policy in appropriately
fair increments across various socioceconomie segments of the population” (p. 172).
Survey data permitted the researchers to discover that a disproportionate negative
impact of energy shortages had been suffered by those in lowest income groups,
minorities, and the aged. An increase in energy prices particularly disadvantages those
with annual incomes below $15,000. If social equity is a social value, then this
information should be important to the energy policymaker in choosing among policy
options.

Phillips (1978) analyzed President Carter's energy program in light of available publie
opinion data, and conecluded:

The public did not react enthusiastically ... because major elements of
that program were at odds with majority viewpoints on matters so
fundamental to American politics as growth versus energy conservation,
production incentives versus income redistribution, and on the relative role
of federal regulation {p. 14). ‘

Deutscher (1966) asserted that the polieymaker "as a man of action ... is interested in
overt behavior," and especially in behavioral changes (p. 235);

We cannot blandly suggest to the policymaker that if he changes behavior,
a change in attitude will follow. Nor can we lead him to assume that if he
can alter attitudes, he need only wait patiently for the appropriate
behavior to develop (p. 252).

*Tractable variables have also been termed variables "manipulable” through policy action.
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Public policy is a stimulus designed to evoke a behavioral response.* Since behavior is
correlated to attitudes, public policies that fly in the face of public attitudes are unlikely
to evoke the desired behavioral response unless coercion mandates compliance. Thus,
survey data on citizen attitudes, beliefs, definitions of the situation, knowledge, fears
and concerns, and preferences provides a fundamental framework against which policy
options should be assessed.

Policymakers can also discover whether a policy idea is popular, A survey can be used to
disecern whether policies, such as gasoline rationing or tax incentives, are accepted by the
publie. Policymakers can discover through surveys whether a poliey "worked" through
self-reports of behavioral response. They can learn the publie's behavioral intentions at a
given point in time, their definition of the relative importance of things, and their
preferences for various options, all of which are directly relevant to assessing the social
desirability of any given policy option.

*It has already been argued that attitudes are not directly amengble to change by public
poliey.
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CHAPTER 2
METHOD

INTRODUCTION

This review of public surveys on energy alternatives was begun with literature searches.
It soon became apparent that a wealth of data existed. The same kinds of issues were
being explored across surveys, but some organizing framework was needed to locate
patterns of findings. The following steps were taken to organize and present the data:

° Studies of the general public were singled out from special group samples as
more easily comparable. They were assigned arbitrary identification numbers
which were used in coding and which serve as the reference numbers in this
report.

. A set of categories was developed by whieh to sort findings similar in content
but not necessarily identical in wording. These categories, taken together,
reflect a preliminary theoretical approach to public preference and action
concerning energy.

. Tabular findings of each survey of the general publie (115 studies) were
photocopied and physically sorted by categories. Analytical findings were
sorted by independent variable.

() Within each category, findings from several studies were reviewed and
reported.

° Where patterns of findings were discerned, these were identified and
deseribed.

] When ecategories contained no data or isolated findings, research gaps were
noted.

Described in this chapter are the literature seareh proecedures employed, the surveys
included in this preliminary review, survey funding sources, general quality of survey
data, an assessment of the quality of surveys included, the multivariate categories used
to organize the data, and the coding procedures employed.

SEARCH PROCEDURES

The litefature search emphasized, but was not limited to, studies of the general publie
rather than specific groups such as homeowners or the elderly. Surveys of special
populations were acquired as they were encountered, but there was no attempt at a
comprehensive collection of these studies.

Most surveys of public attitudes toward energy alternatives are not formally published or
easily retrievable. Four computerized literature files were searched first in January
1978 for studies conducted after 1973. These were:

° The New York Times Information Bank;

° Lockheed Dialog Retrieval Service, NTIS, File 6
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° Lockheed Dialog Retrieval Service, ENERGYLINE, Energy Index, File 69;
. DOE/RECON, Technical Information Center.

Major studies and periodical articles listed in these files provided bibliographic
references to further studies. Fifty state energy offices were asked about ongoing or
already completed attitude studies. Finally, a lengthy list of authors, institutions, and
interested parties provided the basis for personal contacts within the research
community who provided bibliographies and articles for the effort. The search resulted
in a preliminary collection of 115 original surveys of the general public and many other
specialized surveys and analytie pieces. Information on work sponsored by utilities and
private companies continues to arrive and this bibliography will be expanded in the
future. The collection of 115 original surveys permits the broadest review of the
attitude literature on energy alternatives conducted to date.

SURVEYS INCLUDED IN THIS REVIEW

A survey is a systematie collection of data from a specified population using a structured
data collection instrument (interview schedule or questionnaire) at a specific period of
time. Thus, surveys are identified on the basis of data collection effort, not on the basis
of reports. Each new data collection period represents a new survey of the population.
The 115 surveys mentioned above comprise the preliminary universe of surveys included
in our systematic analysis of the existing attitude data. The criterion for inclusion of a
survey in the review was a sampling technique designed to provide results representative
of the entire population studied, rather than of a specific group. Qualitative studies,
purposive samples, and samples of special populations were omitted from the systematic
analysis, although results from them are noted throughout the report where they enrich
the discussion and complete the presentation of findings. The surveys included contained
items relevant to energy, but may not have been limited to energy topies.

A map depicting the locations of surveys included (general population surveys) is
presented in Figure 2-A, National surveys numbered 82, comprising 71 percent of the
surveys included; 33 state and loeal surveys make up the balance. Several surveys were
conducted in the East and far West, with little survey aectivity in the Northwest, the
Plains, the Midwest, and the South.

Each survey was assigned an arbitrary "study number" as part of a eoding process. A list
of the surveys by study number, along with author, area sampled, sample size, and date
of data collection, is presented in Table 2-3 at the end of this Chapter. Since the
citation system in this report is based on the study numbers, the reader should refer to
this table, and subsequently to the bibliography, to locate references.

All surveys included in the universe reviewed in this report were condueted between June
1973 and April 1978 (see Figure 2-B). A large number of surveys were conducted around
the nation in 1974, 1975, and 1977, with considerably less survey activity during 1976.*
As will be seen in the discussion on descriptive survey findings, where a survey was
conducted sometimes affected its results. Thus, the survey findings are presented in the
context of their "time and space" for interpretive purposes.

*The reason for the apparent slowdown in survey activity during the Bicentennial year is
unclear. Some ongoing surveys may not have included energy-relevant items.
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SURVEY FUNDING SOURCES

Public opinion surveys are expensive to conduct. Knowing who paid for surveys of publie
attitudes toward energy is useful in assessing whether a particular bias may have entered
the body of knowledge through hidden or not-so-hidden agendas of sponsoring
organizations, Such bias may sometimes be detected in the kinds of questions asked and
omitted, the response categories employed in foreced-choice items, the arrangement of
items in the instrument, item wording itself, and so on. Ordinarily, bias is not introduced
purposefully by researchers who strive to collect data in such a way that the range of
possible responses is accurately measured. Rather, bias can creep in through more
institutionalized routes: certain important questions may never be explored because no
one is interested in paying to have them explored, or certain questions may be explored
for a more narrow purpose than a broad understanding of public opinion (which this study
seeks to achieve).

The funding sources for the surveys included in this review are summarized in Table 2-
1. The majority (53 pereent) of the surveys included were conducted by the Roper,
Harris, and Gallup organizations. These organizations are maintained through user
subscription and special contracts to conduct surveys by government and private
industry. They are, therefore, somewhat more influenced by what government and
industry want to know than by what researchers need or what the general public would
like to know about itself, About a third of the surveys were financed by federal
agencies, including energy, resource, and scientific agencies. No research included here
was funded by environmental agencies. State and local agencies and universities paid for
10 percent of the surveys, and private sources {e.g., utilities) for six percent. Funding
sources were not reported in seven surveys. A list of the funding sources appears in
Appendix A.

This distribution of funding sources suggests that the majority of those paying for the
publie opinion surveys in energy represented here have been interested in national rather
than local descriptions, This national bias may easily be the result of the search
procedures used and the difficulty of locating or the paucity of local studies.

Description, rather than analysis, was the purpose of almost all of the surveys included.
Some of the major national polls systematically run cross-tabulations on each
questionnaire item by major sociodemographic characteristics (e.g., gender, political
orientation, religious affiliation and income). However, statistical tests are most often
not applied; therefore, significant differences in opinion among elements of the
population are not statistically identified. Moreover, virtually no scaling or factor
analyses* have been used. Researchers are largely absent from the ranks of those
conducting surveys addressing energy topics, which helps explam the dearth of analytlcal
information on survey findings. In general, one receives the impression that
interpretations of survey findings are written for media rather than scholarly

consumption., Much of the relevance of the survey findings for policy has thus been
neglected.

*Using several items rather than one to measure a specific attitudinal factor, such as
belief in the energy crisis.
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TABLE 2-1

FUNDING SOURCES FOR PUBLIC OPINION POLLS ON ENERGY TOPICS

Funding Organization®* :Ergizsziz of gﬁ?g:;s

Major pollsters (Roper, Harris, Gallup) 53% “( 61)

Federal agencies (FEA, ERDA, NSF, NRC, 25 ( 29)
NIMH, DOI}

State and local agencies and universities 9 ( 10)

(rir., s.c., N.H., Ky., Mich., Nebr., Colo.)

Private sources (utilities, manufacturers, 5 o 8)
consulting firms)
Combination of federal agencies and private 2 ( 2)
sources
Not reported 6 (
Total 100 {115)

*See Appendix A for list of funding sources.

NOTE: These surveys contained items relevant to energy, but may not
have been limited to energy topics.
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GENERAL QUALITY OF SURVEY DATA

Public opinion assessment depends upon valid and reliable measurement, Validity refers
to the accurate measurement of what is purported to be measured. In questions about
publie policy preferences, for example, are actual preferences in fact measured, or are
preferences only within a list of forced-choice responses measured? Do respondents
articulate their thoughts and feelings about a given topie accurately and completely
(ineluding their confusion)? Do they respond only to the stimulus of a set of questions
that elicits partial response or subtly guides their response? Sound field work and
pretesting of instruments aid in increasing the validity of survey instruments. For most
of the surveys reported here, field work and pretesting were not conducted; some
assumptions must therefore be made about their validity. These assumptions include that
the instruments asked the right questions (in the sense of validity measuring the
respondents' feelings about the topics at hand) and that they asked questions to elicit a
complete response about that topic.

Reliability refers to the capability of the instrument to elicit the same response from the
same respondent over time (unless the respondent has changed his or her mind). More
generally, reliability refers to the capability of an instrument to measure the same
attitude in different times and places. As Deutscher (1973) defines it, ". .. reliability
... focuses on the degree of consistency in observations obtained from the devices we
employ . .. " (p. 106). Reliability and validity are separate constructs: measurement can
be consistently in error as well as consistently correct, but when reliability is low,
validity must be low.

Validity in measurement of attitudes does not imply that actual behavior will follow
expressed sentiment. Validity in surveys refers to the accurate measurement of
attitudes, beliefs, opinions, awareness, and intention. Certain items may attempt to
measure action, as subjectively reported; these have special problems in validity based on
difficulties in recall, desire to impress the researchers, selective inattention, and so on.
The important point here is that surveys may be valid and not predictive of either future
sentiment or behavior.

QUALITY OF SURVEYS INCLUDED

The general methodological quality of the surveys included for the systematie review was
assessed. If the body of empirical findings on public attitudes toward energy alternatives
was compiled using sound methods of sampling, data collection and analysis, findings ean
be reported with more confidence. On the other hand, sericus questions have been raised
recently about the quality of survey research in the United States (Bailar and Lanphier,
1978)., Assessing the overall quality of the surveys provides a parameter for reporting
and assimilating survey findings.

No data on the training or background of those who conducted the surveys included in
this study were available, Their quality was assessed on the basis of a number of
parameters described below. These parameters are among those mentioned by Bailer and
Lanphier as indicators of high quality survey methodology, but they do not include all
possible indicators of methodological quality. Rather, they represent a moderate but
adequate level of competence and quality in descriptive survey work.

Most of the surveys included in this review did not employ sophisticated statistical
treatment in their analyses. Cross-tabulation, usually without statistical tests of
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significance, was the most frequently used analytical technique. The surveys were thus
not ranked on the appropriateness of statistical tests used. Clear, concise, and complete
presentations of both the methodology employed in the surveys and of the findings were
relatively rare. Survey reportis and articles were thus not rated on the adequacy of their
presentations. Surveys were ranked on the following variables, assigning scores as noted:

. Sample type:

probability sample/cluster sample (enumerated)
random/stratified sample

random sample

ad hoe, man-on-street, snowball

self-selection

O = B2 G2
[T { I T I I |

Purposive or random samples of special populations {e.g., homebuyers) were
omitted from the universe of surveys, as previously noted.

] Sample size (to be considered in conjunction with sample type):

2 = size apparently adequate to represent population studied (return rate » 70
percent)*

1 = sample size adequate for some statistical manipulations (N > 50; return
rate 30 to 70 percent)

0 = all other sample sizes.

. Data collection technigque:

3 = face-to-face interviews
2 = telephone interviews
1 = mail questionnaire

® Obvious item bias:**

nonbias of items or good distribution of "biased" items
relative nonbias of items, distribution unclear

some bias detectable

obvious distortions affeeting findings.

[Tl o -

The range of possible total scores was 0 to 12,

*The return or response rates presented by authors and used in the quality rating may not
be strictly comparable., The response rate is the number of respondents in the study
divided by the number of potential respondents in the sample. Studies reported
insufficient data to calculate comparable response rates among them.

**],0aded" items of a Likert type were not considered biased; these items are purposely
"oaded" to lead the respondent to reveal his "loaded" feelings, rather than to respond
with cliches (Deutscher 1973, p. 153). The following are some examples of biased items:
"Would you prefer nuclear energy to having not enough electricity?" and "How serious is
not having enough fuel oil?"
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The quality rating did not involve the subjective judgment of coders, with the exception
of the fourth parameter. Item bias was detected in a few of the surveys for a few items,
but by and large it did not appear to be widespread enough to affect findings seriously.

Table 2-2 provides a summary of findings for the quality rating exercise performed on
the universe of surveys included in this review (N = 115). On the quality scale ranging
from 0 to 12 possible points, the mean score of the distribution was 9.72, with a standard
deviation of 1.78, The results of the quality rating were overwhelmed by the high
number of surveys conducted by Harris, Gallup, Roper, and Opinion Research Corporation
which received relatively high values. The modal score was 11. We concluded that the
surveys were moderately competent, but not outstandingly so, since our scale was
designed to measure moderate but adequate quality. Thus, the summary of findings to be
presented in this report should be viewed by the reader with a degree of caution. Some
unquantifiable margin of error exists in the body of data assembled. What should be
given the most weight is the consisteney of findings in survey after survey in sample
proportions expressing various sentiments, and in patterns of analytical results,

MULTIVARIATE CATEGORIES

A set of categories was employed to organize the vast array of diverse survey findings.
These categories are multivariate in the sense that items similar in eontent, but not
necessarily identical in wording, are clustered together under the categorical rubric.
Such a coding process enabled loecating and describing patterns of findings aeross many
different surveys employing various item wording. Actual item replication is necessary
for statistical analyses of cross-sectional and longitudinal data. The procedure employed
here allowed grouping of otherwise disparate data to draw together a somewhat
fragmented body of knowledge. The methodological rationale for the procedure has been
outlined by Luecas (1974), although the quantitative coding procedure he described has not
been employed in this preliminary review. The categories employed are the following:

° Perceived effectiveness of the alternative
® Perceived relative advantage of the alternative
e Concern about risk

° Knowledgeability

° Information sources

[ ] Behavioral intention and action

e  Evaluation (favorability or opposition)

° Perceived and preferred decision making (including poliey preference)
The general theoretical notions underlying the multivariate categories are as follows. An
incentive to action may come into being through environmental change (such as an
energy crisis) or from other sources. Once a problem is perceived to exist, alternative

solutions will be preferred or adopted (or not), depending on the following kinds of
variables.
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TABLE 2- 2
QUALITY RATING OF PUBLIC QPINION SURVEYS

Percentage Number

Score of Surveys* of Surveys
4 2.6% ( 3)
5 4.3 ( 5
6 0.8 (
7 6.0 ¢ 7)
8 6.0 7
9 12.1 ( 14)
10 13.0 (15
11 53.9 ( 62)
12 0.8 ( 1)
Total 99.5 (115)

Range of score: 0 to 12

X =9,72
$.,D, = 1,78

*Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding.
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Perccived Effectiveness of the Alternative

Will it actually work? Will it produce the effect it is purportedly capable of producing?
For example, will conservation measures be effeetive in reducing demand for energy?
Can solar energy actually heat water and homes?

Perceived Relative Advantage of the Alternative

If the alternative has already been employed, as is the ease with nuclear energy, what
are the experiential advantages and disadvantages of its use? If it has not been
employed, what are the publie's expectations about its advantages or disadvantages? Put
another way, what benefits will acerue from the use of that alternative, and what harm
might result if it were used? What benefits and harm could be antieipated if it were not
used?

Benefit and harm could result for both the individual member of the society (egoistic
view) and for the community, region, or society as a whole (altruistic view). Further,
perceived benefits and costs extend beyond economic ones to include environmental,
health and safety, and sociopolitical impacts. The idea of relative advantage implies (1)
identification of perceived benefits and costs, (2) weighing of these, (3) comparison of
this alternative to other options, and (4) a decision as to the advantage of choosing this
alternative relative to other options.

The matrix of perceived advantages and disadvantages of alternative solutions presented
in Figure 2-C illustrates the complexity of this variable.

The same matrix can be used to organize perceived eff ects of solutions already in use.

Opinions may change over time as to the perceived relative advantage of any given
solution., This is particularly the case with technological innovation after adoption
occurs. Experience with the actual effects of an innovation, onece adopted, may result in
a later discontinuance decision if the experience is not salutory. A major unanticipated
impaet is social polarization over the issue, as has occurred, for example, in nuclear
energy and in weather modifieation. Thus, in this category, both anticipated benefits and
costs (affecting the adoption deecision), and ectual benefits and costs (affecting the
continuance decision) are considered.

Concern about Risk

Since Carson's The Silent Spring (1962), our society has become inereasingly concerned
with the unintended and unanticipated consequences of action, particularly action
affecting "the commons" (e.g., Hardin, 1968) for which no particular institution is
responsible. As a result, a number of statutes and adminstrative procedures have come
into being (notably NEPA—The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969) requiring
consideration of unintended secondary and tertiary effects of proposed actions. The
environmental impact statement, technology assessment, and social impact assessment
are incipient formal methods for dealing with the problem of forecasting future
consequences of decisions.

Public opinion about an energy alternative may be affected by perceived harmful
secondary and tertiary impaets (or "side effects"); data on these opinions are eategorized
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Figure 2-C. MATRIX OF PERCEIVED COSTS AND BENEFITS
OF ALTERNATIVES
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here. The basie idea is that where side effects defined as harmful or "risky" are
perceived, the alternative will be viewed less favorably.

Knowledgeability

One common notion in diffusion theory is that the more people know about an innovative
practice, the more willing they are to adopt it. Yet little evidence exists that
knowledge, per se, can account for either favorability or adoption decisions. Knowledge
about an innovation is a necessary but not a sufficient eondition for its adoption. In fact,
some studies have shown that knowledgeability may correlate negatively with
favorability toward an innovation (e.g., Farhar and Mewes, 1976). People may come to
know more about an alternative and like it less.

Knowledgeability about alternative solutions is measured in two ways, subjectively and
objectively. Subjective measurements usually rely on items such as, "How well informed
would you say you are about nuclear energy? Very well informed, somewhat informed, or
not at all informed?" Objective measurements depend on items designed to test
respondent ability to answer factual items correctly; e.g., "What percentage of the oil we
use in the United States is imported?" Usually, a fairly good correlation exists between
subjective assessment of knowledge levels and response to objective items on that
alternative.

Information Sources

One of the most consistent findings from the diffusion literature is that communications
about innovations must come from credible sources {(Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971).
Policymakers are interested in sources of energy information that are effective in
reaching the general public and specific groups. Use of effective information channels
insures that people are at least aware of energy alternatives. The theoretieal notion is
that communication of information through credible channels will increase
knowledgeability and favorability, and eventually heighten the chances of acceptance or
adoption.

A common sense idea of how communieation works is the "hypodermic needle" concept.
The mass media are viewed as "injecting" information directly into the minds of a
relatively passive polity whose opinions are then thought to be influenced. Empirieal
evidence has not borne out this model of communication; instead, complex social
processes at the community and reference group levels, involving opinion leadership and
status similarity, are found to affect information flows (Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971).

Information about a topic is ecommunicated most effectively through interpersonal
networks when attitude and opinion formation about the topic are the issue. That is,
media are effective in communicating some information, but interpersonal networks are
effective in both communicating information and in shaping opinion about information
received.

Information about energy is more likely to be believed when it comes from credible

sources. Included in the findings about information sources, then, are data on the
perceived credibility of various communicators about energy problems and policies.
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Behavioral Intention and Action

Action or plans for action express attitudes. If one conserves energy at home, this
implies favorability toward conservation as an action alternative. Actual behavior as
subjectively reported through survey data is particularly susceptible to problems of lying,
recall, and the social pressure of an interview. On the other hand, the respondent is
expert on his behavior, if he reports this information accurately. Certain actions, such
as the decision to adopt solar energy, are not easily forgotten or lied about; it is easy for
the interviewer to observe the system. Other actions, such as lowering the temperature
of thermostats, are less readily observable.

Reports of intended action are even more probable to result in erroneous interpretation
if they are viewed as data on what people are likely to do. The subjective intent may be
accurately reported at the time of the interview but other factors can intervene before
action is implemented.

Action may be viewed as contributing to the formation and maintenance of attitudes
consonant with actual behavior, Thus, the category of behavioral intention and aetion is
partially a dependent variable (to the extent we are attempting to explain behavior) and
partially an independent variable (in accounting for attitudes). Findings on what people
say they have done and on what they report they intend to do about energy are reported
in this general category.

Evaluation

This variable refers to whether people are favorable or opposed overall to & given energy
alternative. Evaluation is the dependent variable to be explained—whether people are
for or against nuclear energy, solar energy, conservation, or specifie policy options. It is
the dependent variable in attitude studies, and an independent variable when we seek to
explain actual behavior. Findings reflecting general attitudes toward the idea of a
particular energy alternative, and favorability or opposition to its actual implementation,
are included here.

Perceived and Preferred Decision Making

Perceived decision making refers to the publie's perception of who is deciding and what is
being decided. Preferred decision making refers to the publie's preferences about who
should be deciding, about the content of the policy decision; i.e., about what should be
done, and about the process by which decisions are made. The willingness to accept or
reject a particular policy option can be affected as much by normative and political
values as by the variables deseribed previously. For example, some have argued that
solar policy making should not reside within the Department of Energy because it is seen
as pro-nuelear ( see Farhar et al,, 1979). Others, who are content with existing decision
mechanisms, may be disturbed about policy content: certain policies, such as gasoline

- rationing, may be almost totally unacceptable. It is in this category that findings on
various policy options and opinions about who should be making policy choices are
presented.
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In summary, favorable response to energy alternatives (e.g., favorable evaluation;

beha_vioral intention to adopt or support; actual support or adoption) is likely to be
fashioned by:

) General attitudes toward the idea.
) Belief in its effeativeness.
° Perceived anticipated relative advantage.

) Perceived actual relative advantage (when experience or trial runs have
oceurred).

® Lack of concern about side effects (risk).
] Exposure to eredible sources of positive information.
° Knowledge.

° Existence of preferred institutional mechanisms and policies.

CODING PROCEDURES

Most survey results were presented item by item with an interpretive text deseribing the
method and findings of the study. Coders filled out a form for each survey specifying
location, population sampled, sample size, sampling procedure, dates of data collection,
data collection technique, funding source, and whether the survey was cross-sectional or
longitudinal.

By and large, interpretive texts were ignored unless they contained study data not
available in tabular form. Coders photocopied all pages of tabular survey data and sorted
them using a coding framework based on the multivariate categories to be used in the
analysis. This sorting process was a way of organizing and categorizing the data.
Coders* were frained in the use of the coding framework. Each coding decision was
made by one coder and checked by another coder who had final judgment. Many, but not
all, of the ecoding decisions were checked by two other eoders as well.

The end result of this coding process, which took several months, was the body of
empirical survey data sorted into multivariate categories and ready for analysis.

Coding was carried out using a system based on whether the data table was (1)
descriptive (frequency distributions), or (2) analytical (cross-tabulations and results of
other data manipulations). Deseriptive data were organized into two major categories:
(1) those pertaining to the energy situation in general, and (2) those pertaining to
alternative responses (energy sources), including conservation, solar energy, nuclear
energy, coal, and oil and gas, Within each of these general categories, data were further
sorted into multivariate categories.

#Coders were doctoral eandidates in the Department of Sociology, University of Colorado,
Boulder.
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For example, if a survey item pertained to solar energy, it was fit into one of the
following categories:

° belief in the technological effectiveness of solar energy (reliability,
performance, obsolescence, ete.);

) concern about the effects of solar energy (environmental, safety, economie,
international, equity, ete.);

) knowledge about solar energy (subjective and objective);
. perceived and preferred decision making about solar energy;

'] anticipated harm or benefit from using solar energy (including advantages and
disadvantages);

. behavioral intention regarding solar energy;

] actual action taken with reference to solar energy;
® favorability or opposition to solar energy; and

° assessment of other's attitudes toward solar energy.

Analytieal findings were classified as to whether they pertained to soeiodemographic or
social-psychological variables, All data on sociodemographics were then sorted by
independent variable, resulting in data files for each major demographic variable. These
were as follows: gender, age, education, income, occupation, race, political orientation,
religious affiliation, lifestyle characteristics (including marital status, housing
characteristics and stage in the family life cycle, home ownership, and transportation
characteristies), and urban/rural place of residence.

Social-psychological findings were those relating one variable to another; for example,
relating belief in the energy ecrisis to energy conservation behavior. These were sorted
by the independent (explanatory) variable involved in the analysis.

The following four chapters present descriptive survey findings on the energy problem as
perceived by the publie and public perspectives on energy conservation, solar energy, and
conventional energy sources. In the subsequent two chapters, analytical findings
(sociodemographic and social-psychological) are described.
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PRELIMINARY UNIVERSE OF PUBLIC OPINION SURVEYS ON ENERGY

Table 2-3

Date
Study of Data Sample
Number Author Area Sampled Collection Size
104 City of Colorado Colorado Springs, 1976 400
Springs Colo. SMSA
105% City of Colorado Colorado Springs, 1974 2,500
Springs Colo. SMSA
106 Morrison Lansing, Mich. 1974 216
1976 264
108 Cheskin Chicago, Peoria, Marion 1977%% 602
& Bentom, Ill.
109 Abt Associates Calif. vs. rest of 1976 796
states, national
115 Davis Lansing, Mich, 197 7%%% 133
116 Gottlieb Houston & Amarillo; 1974 782
portions of Colorado
& Deaf Smith Cos.,
Tex.
117 Willenborg S..Carolina, 11 -urban 1977 605
areas
119 Thompson Grand Rapids, Mich, 1976 515
120 National Denver, Colo, 1977 365
Demographics
121 Hitlin Washington, D,C. 1974 1,115
122 Ruttenberg Ohio 1975 2,300

*Convenience sample,

**Date of data collection not reported by authors; date supplied is

publication date.

***%Date of data collection not reported by authors; date supplied is
estimate of actual survey period.
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Table 2- 3 {continued)

Date
Study of Data Sample
Number Author Area Sampled Collection Size
123 Tech Analysis Calif., N.,Y,.,, Mich, 1977 1,060
& Communications,
Inc.
124 Vollintine Lake County, Calif. 1975 786
125 Welch Nebr, 1977 1,877
127 Gill Chicago Metro 1977 931
128 Opinion Research National, Vol, 13 1975 1,222
Corp.
1975h
129 Opinion Research National, Vol. 15 1975 1,536
Corp.
19751
130 Opinion Research National, Vol. 23 1976 1,002
Corp.
1976b
131 Opinion Research National, Vol. 7 Dec. 1974/ 1,206
Corp. Jan. 1975
1975b
132 Opinion Research National, Vol. 5 Oct. 1974
Corp.
1974e
133 Opinion Research National, Vol., 8 Jan. 1975 1,211
Corp.
1975c¢
134 Opinion Research Mational, Vol, 9 Feb. & Mar. 1,209
Corp. 1975
1975d
135 Opinion Research National, Vol, 12 May 1975 905
Corp.
1975g

* Information not provided in report,
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Table 2-3 (continued)
Date
Study of Data Sample
Number Author Area Sampled Collection Size
136 Opinion Research Westchester, Jeffer— Nov. 1974 100
Corp. sonm City & Skymeadow,
1974b N.Y.
137 Opinion Research National, Vol. 1 Aug. & Sep. 1,213
Corp. 1974
1974a
139 Opinion Research National, Vol., 2 Sep. & Oct. 1,210
Corp. 1974
1974c¢
141 Harris and National 1975 1,537
Associates, Inc. 1976 1,497
142 Murray National 1973-1974 7,954
143 Sunstrom Hartsville & Trousdale 1975 350
Coss  Tenn.
144 Opinion Research National, Vol, 21 Novs. & Dec. 1,207
Corp. 1975
1976¢
145 Roper National Jan. 1978 2,000
1978a
146 Roper National Dec., 1977 2,000
19771
L47 Roper National Nov. 1977 2,000
1977h
148 Roper National Sep. 1977 2,000
1977g
149 Roper National Aug, 1977 2,000
1977¢
150 Roper National July 1977 2,000
1977e
151 Roper National June 1977 2,000
19774
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Table 2-3 (continued)
Date

Study of Data Sample

Number Author Area Sampled Collection Size

- 152 Roper National Mar. 1977 2,000
1977¢

153 Roper National Feb. 1977 2,000
1977b

154 Roper National Jan. 1977 2,000
1977a

155 Roper National Dec. 1976 2,000
1976f

136 Roper National Nov. 1976 2,000
1976e

157 Roper National Aug. 1976 2,000
19764

158 Roper National July 1976 2,000
1976¢

159 Roper National June 1976 2,000
1976b

160 Roper Natienal Dec. 1974 2,000
1974f

161 Roper National Aug. 1974 2,000
1974e

162 Roper National Feb. 1974 2,000
19741

163 Roper National May 1977 2,000
19773

164 Roper National Mar., 1976 2,000
1976a

168 Roper National May 1977 2,000
1977k

169 Roper National Mar. 1975 2,000
1975b
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Table 2~ 3 (continued)

Date
Study of Data Sample
Number Author Area Sampled Collection Size
170 Roper National Jan, 1975 2,000
197 5a
171 Roper National June 1974 2,000
19744
172 Roper National May 1974 2,000
1974¢
174 Roper National Jan., 1974 2,000
1974a
175 Gallup National Nov., 1977 1,500
180 Roper National Mar, 1978 2,000
1978b
181 Cunningham & Austin & El Paso, Tex.; Oct., 1975 2,403
Lopreato Flagstaff & Prescott,
Ariz,
201 0'Brien Ariz, Apr. 1976 149
202 Blakely Sacramento, Capay Sep. 1975 1,600
Valley & Winters,
Calif,
205 Faulkner Yellowstone River May 1975 2,058
Basin
207 Bartell Los Angeles Co., Calif. ¥eb./Mar. 1,069
1974
208 Gladhart Lansing, Mich, May 1976 264
209 Campbell New York City; South- Sep. 1977* 379
west Minn.: Santa
Clara Co., Calif.;
Washington, D.C,
210 Hummell,et al. Ft. Collins, Colo. 1973 238

*
Date of data collection not reported by authors; date supplied is publica-
tion date.
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Table 2- 3 {(continued)
Date

Study of Data Sample

Number Author Area Sampled Collection Size

211 Gallup National June 1973 1,500
1973

212 Gallup National Nov. 30/ 1,500
1974a Dec. 1,

1973

213 Gallup National Dec. 7-10, 1,500
1974b 1973

214 Gallup National Jan, 10-15, 1,500
1975 1975

217 Gallup National Feb. 18-21, 1,500
1977b 1977

218 Gallup National Apr. 29/ 1,500
1977c May 2, 1977

220 Gallup National Apr./Aug. 1,500

- 1977b 1977
221 Burdge Kentucky Aug, /oct. 3,428
1975
222 Purdy Plymouth, Mass.; Feb. /Aug. 308
Waterford, Conn. 1975

226 Harris National Nov. 12-15, 1,459
1973p 1973

227 Harris National Oct., 1973/ 1,496
1974b Feb. 1974

228 Harris National Aug, 1, 1,540
1977¢ 1977%

230 Harris National Oct, 23-26, 1,728
1976a 1976

231 Harris National Nov. 1975% 1,519
19751

*
Date of data collection not reported by authors; date supplied is

publication date.
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Table 2~ 3 (continued)
Date

;tugy of Data Sample

umber Author Area Sampled Collection Size

232 Harris National Mar, 3, 1,543
1975¢c 1975%

233 Harris National Apr. 29- 1,540
19774 May 6, 1977

234 Harris National July 1973% 1,537
1973a

235 Harris National Mar. 13, 1,513
1975d 1975%

236 Harris National Oct. 6 & 1,519
1975h 13, 1975

237 Harris National Jan., 18-22, 1,594
1974c¢ 1974

238 Harris National Aug. 10-13, 1,491
1977f 1977

240 Harris National Sep. 2, 1,447
1974e 1974%

241 Harris National July 1975 1,497
1975f

242 Harris National Mid-Apr. 1,568
1975e 1975

243 Harris National Dec. 2 & 3, 1,200
1977g 1977

244 Harris National Dec. 19, 1,525
1974f 1974*

245 Harris National Feb., 1977* 1,459
1977b

246 Harris National July 23-30, 1,515
1977e 1977

*

Date of data collection not reported by authors; date supplied is
publication date.
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Table 2-3 (continued)
Date
Study of Data Sample
Number Author Area Sampled Collection Size
248 Harris National Oct. 7-11, 1976 1,539
1976b
249 Harris National Jan. 16-20, 1975 1,532
1975a
250 Harris National Nov. 18, 1976% 1,532
1976¢
251 Harris National Mar. 1974 1,495
19744
252 San Diego Gas & San Diego Co., Aug, 1976 400
Electric Calif.
253 Gallin New Hampshire Apr. 30- 256
May 2, 1976
255 Opinion Research National, Vol. 11 Apr./May 1,208
Corp. 1975
1975f
256 Opinion Research National, Vol. 10 Mar. 10-21, 1979 1,208
Corp. Mar. 24/Apr. 6
1975e 1975
258 Opinion Research National, Vol. 19 Sept. 9/0ct. 8, 503
Corp. 1975
1976a Oct, 14-22, 1975 505
260 Warren Detroit, Mich. Apr./June 1974 766
261 Gallup National Apr. 14-17, 1978 1,319
1978b
262 Opinion Research National (noc volume Aug. 4, 1975 1,007
Corp, given)
1975b
302 TRW Phoenix, Kansas City Feb., 1974 270

& Minneapolis

%Date of data collection not reported by authors; date supplied is publication

date.
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Table 2-3 (continued)

Date
Study of Data Sample
Number Author Area Sampled Collection Size
303 Survey Research Mason, Oceana, Newaygo  Spring & 1,431
Laboratory Cos,.,, Mich.; Natrona, Summer,
Converse, Carbon, Al- 1976
bany, Platte, Goshen,
Laramie Cos., Wyo.;
Clallan, Jefferson,
Grays Harbor, Mason,
Pacific Cos., Wash.,;
Bristol, Newport Cos.,
R.I,; McHenry, Lake,
Kane, DuPage, Cook,
Will Cos., I11.
304 Doering Indians Apr., 1974 670
307 Vollintine Cobb Valley, Lake Co., July 1975 142
Calif.
308 Opinion Research National, Vol. 6 Nov. 11/ 1,207
Corp. Dec. 8,
1975a 1974
309 Gallup National Aug. 5-8, 1,500
1978a 1977
310 Gallup Natiomnal Nov, 18-21, 1,500
19774 1977
311 Becker Research National 1974 1,252
Corp.
N =115
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CHAPTER 3

THE ENERGY PROBLEM

INTRODUCTION

For five years, the American public has confronted "the energy erisis." After
experiencing unconstrained growth in the 1960s, the United States in 1973 suddenly
faced increased gas and oil prices, long lines at gas stations, decreased speed limits, and
demands for energy conservation. These events, compounded by severe winters causing
job losses and other social disruptions and by droughts decreasing the supply of
hydropower, made Americans more aware of their dependence on energy.

Much contradictory information has been made available to the public coneerning the
nation's energy situation. The first section of this chapter briefly reviews such
information as a context for understanding the environment in whieh publie opinion about
energy has formed.

Given the history of energy development in the nation, during which the public was
encouraged to consume cheap and plentiful supplies of gasoline and electricity, it seems
that energy supply has not traditionally been viewed as a problem. Subsequent sections
of this chapter present survey information on how the public is coming to view the
energy situation: Do they believe there is a genuine energy erisis? To what or whom do
they attribute the problem? How important do they perceive the problem to be? What
impacts of the energy situation have they experienced? What are their expectations
concerning the future energy situation? What solutions do they perceive?

CONTEXT: THE ENERGY DEBATE

Amerieans have been exposed to a eonfusion of information and opinions on the energy
crisis and its causes. Citizen attitudes concerning energy have developed in the context
of a spectrum of contradictory ideas. A brief overview of the debate surrounding the
energy crisis illustrates the contrasting v1ewpomts received by the public which eould
direetly affect their opinions about the energy crisis, its severity, and its causes.

Since 1973, each President has commented on the seriousness of the energy problem,
emphasizing a need for immediate action:

NIXON: Unless we act swiftly and effectively, we could face a genuine energy
crisis in the foreseeable future. (1974 Edition—World Almanac and Book
of Facts, p. 1002)

FORD: This nation, and, in fact, the world must face the prospect of energy
difficulties between now and 1985 . ... (New York Times; Jan. 16, 1975;
p. 24)

Two weeks after taking office, President Carter delivered an appeal for energy
conservation by the American public,

CARTER: The energy crisis has not yet overwhelmed us, but it will if we do not act
quickly ... the alternative may be a national catastrophe ... this
difficult effort will be the "moral equivalent of war." (New York Times;
April 19, 1977; p. 24)
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Midway through his second speech on energy Mr. Carter commented:

I know some of you may doubt that we face real energy shortages. (New
York Times; April 19, 1977; p. 24)

What information does the publiec have to shape its opinion on this question?

In early 1973, at the onset of the energy shortage, the news media reported such
comments as:

There is no physical shortage of energy resources in either the United
States or the world for the foreseeable future and yet Americans may
spend the rest of this decade coping with brownouts and blackouts and
perhaps even rationing of gasoline, heating oil, and natural gas. (New York
Times; April 17, 1973; p. 1)

The United States has basic energy materials to meet our needs for at least
200 years at the present levels of eonsumption. -John G. MecLean,
Chairman, Continental Qil Co. (New York Times; April 17, 1973; p. 17)

The world energy crisis or energy shortage is a fiction.... But belief in
this fiction is a fact. It makes people accept higher oil prices as imposed
by nature, when they are really fixed by collusion. -Dr. Maury Adelman,
Professor, M.I.T. (New York Times; April 17, 1973; p. 24)

Bluntly, there is no need for us to do anything to mitigate the long-run
energy problem in this recession year of 1975. Most of what could be done
now would endanger the solutions of both our recession problem and our
inflation problem. Why rock the boat? -Paul A. Samuelson, Professor,
M.I.T. (Newsweek; March 24, 1975; p. 76)

which were then contradicted:;

In talking about energy, we are talking about the survival of the United
States. -Governor Vanderhoof, Colorado (Newsweek; August 26, 1974; p. 68)

The most difficult problem facing the nation today, either internationally
or domestically, is the energy crisis. -Senator Henry M. Jackson (New York
Times; April 17, 1973; p. 17)

If Americans think that we've already seen the worst of the energy
shortages, they're in for a shoek. If we are not able to break our reliance
on high-priced foreign oil our whole economic way of life will be in
jeopardy. -Rogers C. B. Morton, Energy Czar (Newsweek; November 4,
1974; p. 76)

Faced continually with such contradictory information from reputable figures, it is easy
to understand publie skepticism that a erisis exists.

Not only has the public been confronted with inconsistent reports as to the validity or

severity of the energy crisis, but eontroversy has also engendered accusations of who is
to blame.
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While three U.S. Presidents stressed the importance of energy conservation by the public,
none directly blamed the crisis on American consumers. Mr. Carter noted that 50
percent of the energy used for home heating could be conserved through stringent
measures by homeowners. The New York Times presented a more acecusing portrayal of
individual consumer use. It suggested editorially that proposed legislation should:

force the American people to examine searchingly some of their values.
(April 19, 1977; p. 24)

and depicted the "average American" as:

a profligate user of natural resources. He floods his home with light, even
when no one is in it; he heats rooms until they are hot as ovens. He drives
& gas—devouring car for a pack of cigarettes rather than walk a bloek.
There are eleetriec toothbrushes, combs, tie racks, and hair dryers.
(Emphasis added) (April 17, 1973; p. 26)

In January 1974, U.S. oil companies reported a substantial increase in earnings during the
fourth quarter of 1973. Profit increased 59 percent at Exxon, 68 percent at Mobil, 50
percent at Texaco, and 52 percent at Ashland Oil.* Several well-known publie figures
made the following judgments.

The energy crisis is a device the industry is using to get higher prices.
-Martin Lobel, Washington, D.C., Lawyer and Energy Advisor to Sen.
George MceGovern (New York Times; April 17, 1973; p. 24)

Industry must become more concerned about its responsibilities to the
American public. There is a difference between self-interest and national
interest. -John C. Sawhill, FEA Chief (Newsweek; August 26, 1974; p. 68)

There is not an energy supply erisis (but rather) an energy monopoly crisis.
-Ralph Nader (New York Times; April 18, 1977; p. 15)

In his energy speech of October 1977, Carter accused the oil industry of "the biggest rip-
off in history"” and "potential war profiteering." He commented:

the oil companies apparently want it all. That difference will not encourage
increased production of oil, but that difference will come out of the
pockets of the American consumers and go into the pockets of the oil
companies themselves. (New York Times; October 14, 1977; p. 1)

In support of their profit earnings, Thornton F. Bradshaw, president of the Atlantie
Richfield Company, stated:

profits are well within the average for United States industry at a time
when the costs of finding new oil and gas are higher than ever. (New York
Times; October 14, 1977; p. 17)

The oil companies then leveled their own accusations. Environmentalists especially were
singled out:

*See a later section on public perception of who is to blame for the energy crisis (1974
Edition—The World Almanace and Book of Facts, p. 921).
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Environmentalists are unreasonably delaying the delivery of oil from the
north slope (in Alaska) and blocking refinery drilling and nuclear plant
construction. -"Oil industry official" (New York Times; April 17, 1973;
p. 17)

Environmental straitjeckets will make inevitable electric energy blackouts-
-not brownouts—with an accompanying economic collapse. -"Utility
official (Newsweek; August 26, 1974; p. 65)

Oil companies heaped blame for energy problems upon government. John E. Swearingen,
Chairman of Standard Oil of Indiana, called officials of the U.S. Department of Energy
"naive" and "suggested they were incompetent as well" (New York Times; November 16,
1977; p. 1).

The oil companies were not alone in blaming government. Louise Dunlap of the
Environmental Policy Center responded to President Nixon's proposals to ease pollution
standards (to save energy) by elaiming that they:

reflected the chaos and incompetence of the Nixon Administration's over-
all energy policy ... . The Administration and the energy industry partly
created this erisis. (New York Times; November 9, 1973; p. 27)

The American public also was exposed to government and elected offieials blaming each
other:

In my opinion, it is apparent that either of two things happened. Either the
federal officials responsible for oil policy in this ecountry displayed an
unbelievable level of incompetency, or the petroleum industry itself
misrepresents the facts. 1 personally believe that a combination of both
factors was at work. -Senator Thomas J. McIntyre (D.-N.H.) (New York
Times; April 17, 1973; p. 17)

This Administration has had a bias against conservation. The bias is
strengthening. -"U.S. energy official" (Newsweek; November 4, 1974; p. 77)

The Congress has not passed one piece of energy legislation this year that
is of any substance. -Frank Zarb, FEA Chief (Science, Vol. 189; August 15,
1975; p. 533) T

The U.S. energy problem is a national disgrace. The major beneficiary of
inflation is government, History will judge the people who have been
leading this country as pygmies. -William E. Simon, Seecretary of the
Treasury (The Saturday Evening Post, Vol. 251, No. 7; October 1976; p. 37)

Former President Nixon commented that "the problem of shortages results less from
inadequate resources than from ill-conceived regulation" (New York Times; April 19,
1977; p. 53).

The American publie has probably learned by now to take this sort of finger-pointing and
buck-passing among its political, business, and scientific leaders more or less in stride.
They must be forgiven if they tend to view public pronouncements on energy with a grain
of salt. A degree of skepticism and eaution about energy-related matters on the publie's
part seems not only understandable, but reasonable.
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PERCEIVED SERIOUSNESS OF THE ENERGY SITUATION

Over a quarter (30 studies) of the 115 surveys in our review included items on respondent
assessment of the seriousness -of the energy situation. Implicit in this issue of how
seriously the public perceives the situation is the notion that if the nation's energy supply
is defined as being problematic, the public will be more willing to take action on its own
and/or to support actions by government (and possibly business) to solve the problem.

Of the 30 studies which examined public perception of the seriousness of the "energy
crisis,” a large proportion employed virtually the same question. A difference in bias
exists between the two ways the question was asked most frequently:

o From what you have seen and heard, how serious would you say the energy
shortage is—would you say it is very serious, somewhat serious, or not serious
at all? (emphasis added)

[ ] How serious would you say the energy situation in the United States is—very
serious, fairly serious, or not serious at all? (emphasis added)

Although the items are not strictly comparable, their phraseology was close enough to
warrant aggregating the survey data from them. The aggregation shows no notable
differences in response that could be attributed to differences in item wording.

Results from the data aggregation from surveys taken between 1973 and 1978 are
summarized in Table 3-1, and change in opinion over time is graphically depicted in
Figure 3-A. Table 3-1 shows that the item on seriousness was asked most frequently
during 1974 and 1977. Up until about the end of 1975, about a third of the public defined
the energy situation as "very serious," with considerable variability in the data.*
Subsequently, the proportion with that definition has risen to about 40 percent, has
displayed less variability, and has remained at that level to the present.**

Through 1975, a plurality of respondents indicated that they viewed the energy situation
as "somewhat" or "fairly serious," with proportions ranging from 30 to 48 percent. The
modal proportion was 45 percent. After 1975, the proportion in this category dropped
somewhat, ranging from 39 to 43 percent of the samples. Almost an equal proportion of
respondents from 1976 and on defined the situation as fairly or somewhat serious and
very serious. Throughout the entire period, the proportion defining the situation as "not
serious %t all" remained a minority ranging from a low of 12 percent to a high of 31
percent.

The majority of the publie, about 75 to 80 percent, have consistently viewed the energy
situation as at least somewhat serious since 1973. As shown in Figure 3-A, after an

*®

Results ranged from a low of 20 percent to a high of 47 percent.

**After 1975, results ranged from a low of 38 percent to a high of 44 percent.

§

The high oceurred in June 1974, and the low occurred in the spring of 1977.
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TABLE 3-1
PERCEIVED SERIOUSNESS OF ENERGY SITUATION IN THE UNITED STATES2
Proportion Indicating
Somewhat/ Yot At Don't

Year and Very Fairly All  Know/No
Studyb Serious Serious® Serious Serious Opinion
1973
Apr. [141, 234] 477 an 30 16 7
Sep. [141] 28 (73) 45 21 6
Nov. [141, 240] 50 (87) 37 9 4
1974
Jan. [141, 240] 34 (79 45 17 4
Feb. [141, 240] 31 (72) 41 22 )
Feb,-Mar. [207]d 20 (68) 48 26 6
Mar. {132, 134] 23 (68) 45 29 3
Mar., [141, 240] 22 (66) 44 28 6
Apr. [141, 240] 23 (68) 45 28 4
Apr.-June [260]€ - (58) —_— - —-—
June [141] 22 (66) 44 31 3
July or Aug.

[141, 240, 249]f 26 (67) 41 30 3
Aug.-Sep. [137] 31 {—) - - -
Oct. [132] 33 (79) 46 16 5
1975
Dec.~Jan. [131] 36 {(83) 47 13 4
Jan. [249] 44 (- — - -
Jan.-Feb. [133] 36 (82) 46 14 4

4Prototypical item phrasing: "From what you have heard or read, how

serious would you say the energy shortage {s—--would you say it is
very serious, somewhat serious, or not serious at all?"” and "How
serious would vou say the energy situation is——very serious, fairly
serious or not serious at all?”

bSample national unless otherwise noted.

CUsually sum of "very serious” and "somewhat serious” responses.
dros Angeles County, Califorunia sample,

€Detroit, Michigan sample.

fDat; collection date reported as July in #141 and #249, and August
in #240,
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TABLE 3-1 (continued)

Proportion Indicating
Somewhat/ Not At Don't

Year and Very Fairly All  Enow/No
Studyb Serious Serious® Serious Serious Opinion
Feb.-Mar. [134} 37 (79) 42 18 3
Apr. [l41]8 38 (78) 40 18 4
Apr. [242] 24 (72) 48 25 3
1976

[104] - (71) - - -
July [141] 40 (80) 40 17 3
1977

Before Feb, [245] - (82) - - -
Apr. [218, 220, 310] 41 (80) 39 16 4
Apr.-May [218, 310] 44 {85) 41 12 3
June [220, 310] 40 (82) 42 13 6h
Aug. [220, 310] 38 (81) 43 13 6
Sep.-0Oct, [310] 40 (80) 40 16 4
Nov. [175, 310] 41 (83) 42 14 3
1978

Apr, [261] 41 (80) 39 15 5

bSample national unless otherwise noted.

CUsually sum of "very serious” and "somewhat serious” responses.

&These data are reported by Harris for the same data collection
period, April 1975. They are notably different, but we have no way of
knowing which are the accurate figures,

Mpata reported sum to 101 percent.
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Figure 3-A. PERCEIVED SERIOUSNESS OF THE ENERGY CRISIS
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initial peak of concern in late 1973, public eoncern dropped during 1974* and began a
slow increase in 1975. The small peak recorded in May 1977 followed President Carter's
address.**

Other data bearing on the perception of the seriousness of the energy situation were also
collected between 1973 and 1977 using items addressing the issue in various ways. Most
of these items dealt with whether the public believed there was an energy shortage.
Findings on these items reflect a rather different picture than that suggested by
definitions of the seriousness of the situation.

Four national surveys reported data on public perception of energy shortages. In 1974,
two Roper surveys asked respondents to look at a list of products and "eall off the ones
you have heard are or might soon be in short supply” [160]. During August, 81 percent
identified oil as in short supply, and 68 percent identified electricity. These proportions
increased in December to 93 and 82 percent, respectively. These were the highest
proportions reported f%r perceived shortages of any survey in our review. A Harris poll
in the spring of 1975% reported perceived "shortages today": oil, 3% percent; solar
energy, 37 percent; nuclear energy, 32 percent; electricity, 32 percent; and coal, 16
percent [141]. However, Harris reported in November 1975 that 65 percent thought oil
was then in short supply, and 55 percent thought the same about natural gas [231].

More localized samples reported somewhat fewer respondents believing that shortages
existed. In parts of Texas during 1974, 28 percent of survey respondents thought there
was "definitely” an energy crisis, 43 percent said "there seems to be one," and 21 percent
thought there was not [116]. There seemed to be polarization or confusion amongsghe
publie, at least in Texas, about whether or not there actually was an energy shortage.

In Michigan, 63 percent of a 1976 sample said the nation had "an energy-related
problem," compared to 28 percent who thought not [119]. But in Ohio one year earlier,
when respondents were asked whether there was a shortage of eleetricity at that time,
13 percent said yes and 77 percent said no [122). These findings could be reflective of
local conditions such as gasoline prices and utility rates at the time the surveys were
taken. However, no notable differences by region were found on level of concern or
judgment of the seriousness of the energy crisis [154, 175, 218].

During 1973, a Harris survey found 35 percent agreeing that "the federal government will
know what's going on and will not allow an energy crisis to take place," with 43 percent
in disagreement and 22 percent unsure {234]. This finding suggests a majority lack of
certainty that the government is capable of preventing an energy crisis. Furthermore, &
survey in parts of Illinois during 1977 found 71 percent thought most people did not have
"g realistic view of our energy situation” [108].

On a related item, "How serious would you say the need is to save energy?", a national

*This was probably related to the availability of gasoline which followed the searcity of
1973.

**The data points for January and April 1975 recorded in Figure 3-A display inconsistent

findings. There may have been an error in data or reporting (see footnotes e and f for
Table 3-1).

§Month of data collection not reported.

S5 This point is further discussed later in this chapter.
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survey reported in 1976 that almost half thought it "very serious" and 39 percent
"somewhat serious™ [130].

In summary, after considerable fluctuation in publie opinion between 1973 and 1975,
during the first months following the oil embargo, about 80 percent of the public has
come to define the energy situation in the United States as serious, with about two-fifths
defining it as very serious. However, some skepticism about the energy problem remains,
as will be deseribed in the next section.

ENERGY CRISIS: "REAL" OR "CONTRIVED"?

At the same time that various credible sources were asserting the reality of the energy
crisis, various others were asserting the opposite with equal authority. Some believed
the energy problem was a situation contrived by segments of "the establishment" for
political or economic gain.

From 1974 through 1978 several survey researchers included items in their studies to
assess public opinion on whether the energy crisis was perceived as "real" or
"eontrived." Data from these surveys and the actual items used to assess opinion are
summarized in Table 3-2. Items were not strietly comparable, but results were relatively
consistent, enabling & summary of the data.

The publie's tendeney early on in the energy situation (if 1973 is marked as the beginning)
was to view the problem as contrived. The propertion of those who thought the energy
shortage was contrived decreased from about 75 percent early in 1974 to about
40 perecent late in 1977 (based on surveys from national samples). The pattern of findings
from local samples scattered around the eountry does not display a similar trend, but
shows sizable minorities (in the range of two-fifths) indicating a contrived energy
problem.

Conversely, national sample respendents defining the energy shortage as "real” increased
over time from 18 percent in early 1974 to 56 percent in late 1977, As time passed and
events relevant to energy occurred, more of the publie began to define the energy crisis
as a problem, not to be laid at the doorstep of institutional conspiracy. Nevertheless, a
sizable proportion still believed that institutions ereated the problem.

Roper collected longitudinal data on an item concerning perception of the gasoline and
oil shortage [147]. These data are presented in Table 3-3 and Figure 3-B. The item used
resulted in a different response than the one reported in the preceding section concerning
shortages of products. Using a foreced-choice item directly concerning the shortage, and
presenting options as to whether a shortage actually existed, Roper found about a third
of the respondents in 1974 thought the oil shortage was "real,” and this increased to over
half by May 1977. The most recent finding on this item is that almost haif (49 percent)
still believe the oil shortage is real. The proportion believing an oil shortage never
actually existed has decreased from over half in 1974 to about a third in 1977,

These findings suggest some discrepancies in public opinion between whether they view
the energy situation as serious and whether they believe it is real. Denial that a serious
problem exists is often an initial response by an individual to a sudden shock. The
response may protect him for a time until he recovers from the shock and can begin to
address possible alternative solutions. Short-term denial may be functional, but if
prolonged, denial ecan be a counterproductive defense mechanism. A certain amount of
denial could have been operating in American society after the initial shock of the Arab
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TABLE 3-2

PERCEPTION OF REALITY QF THE ENERGY CRISIS

In your opinion, is the current energy

(Paraphrased as a generic item,)*

shortage real or contrived?

Propeortion Responding

Shortage Shortage Other/
National Samples Real Contrived Unsure
Feb., 1974 [162] 18% 73 9
April 1974 [132] 25 66 9
May 1974 [147] 41 53 6
Nov, 1974 [132] 40 51 9
Nov., 1974 [147] 39 54 7
June 1975 [147] 44 47 9
Nov. 1976 [147] 44 46 10
May 1977 [147] 61 33 6
Nov., 1977 [147] 56 39 5
Local Samples
Texas, 1974 [116] 46 49 5
Detroit, 1974 [260] 21 52 27
Phoenix, Kansas City, Minneapolis, 1974
[302] 45 42 13
Michigan, 1974 [106] 51 49 -
Colorade Springs, 1974 [105] 86 7 7
Wyoming, 1975 [205] 56 44 -
Texas, 1975 [181] 60 35 5
Arizona, 1976 [201] 58 25 17
Michigan, 1976 [106] 39 61 -
Colorado Springs, 1976 [104] 85 | § 4
Chicage, 1977 [127] 38 59 6
*Actual item wording of each study, where provided, was:
162: "Some people say there is a real shortage of gasoline and fuel
0il hecause demand has outrun the supply. Others say there

really isn't a shortage of gasoline and fuel oil and big

companies are holding it back for their own advantage.

What do

you think—-—-that there is or is not a real shortage of gasoline

and oil?"
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TABLE 3-2 (continued)

132: "In vour opinion, is the current energy shortage real, or do
yvou think it is contrived?”

147: "Here 1is a 1list of statements about the gasoline and oil
shortage (card shown respondent), Which one of those
statements comes closest to expressing your opinion? One
statement of four was: "There never was any real oil

shortage~—it was contrived for economic and political reasons.”
(See Table 3-3 for other statements.)

116: Agree or disagree: "Shortage is part of a political scheme.”

260: Ttem had to do with whether the energy crisis was "mostly” or
"all phony," or “entirely real.”

302: Item had to do with whether the energy crisis was ’real,
partially contrived by energy companies or government, oOr
completely contrived.,”

106: (1974} Item summary: "Do you think there is an energy problem
in this country?”

105: Do you believe the energy crisis is: “Fake, we have plenty of
energy; Real, but won't directly affect me; Serious, we have to
find new energy sources?"”

205: "Do you think that the United States is in an energy crisis?”

181: Agree or disagree: "The United States has an energy problem.”

201l: Agree or disagree: "There is a genuine energy crisis; it is
not contrived.”

106: (1976) Agree or disagree: "The 'energy crisis' was a 'put on'
to ralse prices of fuels,”

127: Agree or disagree: “"The gasoline energy crisis is a phony

issue. There is really plenty of gasoline available.,”
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TABLE 3-3

PERCEPTION OF OIL SHORTAGE OVER TIME

Here is a list of statements about the gasoline and oil shortage (card
shown respondent). Which one of these statements comes closest to
expressing your opinion?

Proportion Indicating
1974 1975 1976 1977 1978%
Response May Nov. June Nov., May Noy, May

There is a very real oil short-

age and the problem will get

worse during the next 5 to 10

years. 217 17 26 26 40 33 32

There is a real oil shortage
but it will be solved in the
next year or two. 12 12 i1 11 15 14 8

There was a short-term problem,

but it has been largely solved

and there is no real problem

any longer. 8 9 7 8 6 9 9

There never was any real oil

shortage-—-it was contrived for .

economic and political reasons., 53 54 47 46 i3 39 45
None 2 1 2 2 1 1 1

Don't Know 4 6 7 8 5 4 4

*Roper (1978): Roper Reports, 78-5, June 1978, The Roper Org., N.Y.
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Figure 3-B.
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oil embargo and its effeets during 1973, and this could be refleeted in the survey
findings. People seemed willing to say the energy situation was serious, but were having
a more difficult time saying it was real,

ATTRIBUTION OF CAUSE AND RESPONSIBILITY

Before potential solutions to problems can be assessed, causes must be analyzed and
responsibility assigned. If causes of the energy problem are perceived as the
responsibility of institutions in the society rather than of individual actors, there is little
an individual may believe he can do direetly to change the situation in the desired
direction. To the extent that individuals attribute responsibility to themselves, they may
believe they ecan take action to ameliorate the situation.

The data from several surveys asking the American public what institutions and persons
they blamed for the energy situation are summarized in Table 3-4. Since item wording
significantly affeeted the proportion attributing blame to any particular group, these
data are grouped by the type of item used to measure response. Items in general were
forced choice rather than open-ended.

When an item was designed to elicit a response on who was most to blame for the energy
problem, a smaller proportion indicated each potential group than when the item
permitted designating a level of responsibility to each group in a list of response
categories, or permitted a Likert-type response to statements attributing blame or
responsibility. Findings were further affected by differences in the lists of response
categories themselves; for example, some lists ineluded the President or the utilities,
while others exeluded these response possibilities. Given this variety of item wording, a
considerable degree of caution is necessary to interpret properly what these survey data
reveal about the publie's attribution of blame for the energy situation.

Data on the question of blame or responsibility, summarized in Table 3-4, are organized
by these three types of item wording. When wording was used necessitating a forced
choice of "most responsible” from a list of possibilities, oil companies received the most
publiec blame. Pluralities of a third or more held oil eompanies most responsible,
followed by Congress specifically or "the government” generally. A few blamed the
Administration or the President, OPEC countries, the Ameriean publie, "big business,"
and environmentalists.

When the item was worded to allow attribution of greater or lesser degrees of
responsibility to various groups, oil companies still received & major share of the blame,
with sample proportions ranging from 57 percent to 83 percent indicating this response.

Close behind the oil companies in attributed responsibility were Congress and the federal
government. Some survey data from 1973 and 1974 showed majorities of from 63 to 75
percent indicating this response, The data are inconsistent however, since Roper, using
longitudinal techniques, found proportions ranging around 25 percent of samples blaming
Congress in 1974, 1975, 1976, and 1977. For those surveys permitting respondents to
indiecate whether the responsible group had "major blame" or just "minor blame" in the
situation, nearly everyone held oil companies and the government at least somewhat
responsible. One study in 1975 asking an open-ended question on blame found a plurality
(25 percent) blaming oil companies. The government (23 percent) and the administration
(19 percent) were close behind [213].
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TABLE 3-4

WHO THE PUBLIC BLAMED FOR THE ENERGY SITUATION

Designation of groups held responsible for the energy shortage, crists, or problem,

Proportion Indicating

President/
011 Congress/ Adminis- American Big Environ— b
Surqufd Companies Government tration OPEC  Citizens Utilities Business mentalists Other
Type A Response:
1974 [207} 0% 15 1% - 6 - -- 1 --
{304} 34 10¢ 6 0.4 1 - - - 10
- 6¢ - - .
[142])% 43 28 -~ 10 2 — i5 1 1
Type B Response:
1973 [237]*
"Ma Jor blame” 74 63 - 18 54 - — - -
“Minor blame™ 16 25 - a3 a2 -— - - -—
1974 [142]* 78 14 - 19 10 - 65 13 27
[151]*
"Ma jor blame” 56 26 39 22 13 15 - 12 il
[237)*
"Ma Jor blame” 83 75 - 48 G4 - —-= —-= -
"Minor blame” 11 17 - 18 54 - -— -— -=
1975 [151]*
"Ma jor blame™ 57 26 28 38 20 26 - 11 10

A neludes survey number and year. Table Ls organized into the three types of item wording mest commonly used to
render results more comparable, Type A items provided lists and asked respondents to indlcate who was most to
blame; Type B provided a 1ist for which respondents could specify those held regponsible or a level of
responsibility. Type C provided a statement with which respondents agreed or disagreed.

Includes: automakers, truckers, Russians, Israelis, "leaders playing polities.”

CResponse category was a combination of oll companies and the government.
Response category Included Congress and Congress with industry.

#Indicates national samples.
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TABLE 3-4 (continued)
Proportien Indicating
President/
. 01l Congresa/ Adminig~ American Big Environ-
Survey® Campanies Goverament tration OPREC Citizens Utilities Business mentalists Other?
1976 {151]*
"Ma jor blame™ 577 26 28 37 18 29 _ g 13
1977 f151]%
"Major blame” 55 25 24 32 31 31 - 13 10
"Some hlame” 35 58 59 43 46 48 — 46 IR
Tvpe C Response:
1974 [116] 82° ! - 75 86 75 69 58 61f
86 - - - -
= - - 32
[181] 49 47 12 33 58 31 -~ —— 398

2 Data reported both ways,
f Automakers.

8 Natural gas companies,
*Indirates npational samples
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Other groups held responsible by minorities of various samples included the list
mentioned earlier, but the findings are so diverse by proportion of sample attributing
blame to each group that no overall conclusions can be reached. For example,
proportions blaming Ameriean eitizens (using the same type of questions) varied from 10
to 54 percent (see Table 3-4). A survey using the second type of response found that
attribution of blame to oil companies rose from 74 percent in 1973 to 83 percent in 1974

[237].

The extent of blame attributed to groups is too disparate among the surveys to discern a
trend. A 1975 survey, using the first type of item (i.e., respondents indicated who was
most to blame from a list), reported that attribution of blame to oil companies dropped
13 percentage points from the previous year (from 27 to 14 percent). Roper collected
data on this question in 1974, 1975, 1976, and 1977. The findings did not indicate a
significant change in the number of people blaming the oil companies during this period
(see Figure 3-C) [151]. However, another study, using the second type of item, found the
proportion blaming Congress and the government had risen over 10 percentage points
{from 63 to 75 percent) between 1973 and 1974 [237],

Dissatisfaction with the American public's efforts to conserve energy increased from 19
percent in March 1974 to 44 percent in February 1975 [133]. The one study which
included utilities in the list of those who could be held responsible (type B question),
found an increasing proportion choosing utilities over time. The proportion was 15
percent in 1974, 26 percent in 1975, 29 percent in 1976, and 31 percent in 1977 [151].
These results were collected from a national sample using item replication over four
years. The data from this study are portrayed graphieally in Figure 3-C.

Some survey data were collected about why the public blamed these various institutions
and persons. Generally, when responsibility was attributed to a certain group, the main
problems identified involved morality (greed, dishonesty), incompetence, or both.
Normative violations were involved in either case: institutions or persons were perceived
as not performing to the standards of integrity and excellence expected of them by the
American publiec. Nor did the public exonerate itself, accepting some of its own
responsibility for wasteful use of energy.

As noted, oil companies received the greatest share of blame for the energy crisis,
particularly with regard to gasoline shortages. One national survey found a plurality of
20 percent who felt "the large oil companies are conspiring to raise prices through
scaring the public" [234]. Another reported 55 percent giving as a "very important
reason” for the energy crisis the withholding of oil and natural gas from the market by oil
companies [233]. Respondents in a Texas survey overwhelmingly agreed that oil
companies were trying to make greater profits [116]. A sample of Texas and Arizona
residents blamed the energy problem on oil companies (blamed by 49 percent), natural
gas companies (by 39 percent), and utilities (by 31 percent) charging unnecessarily high
prices for energy [181].

Researchers sampling in Colorado during 1977 used an attitude item favorable to the oil
companies: "The oil companies are doing all they can to help solve the energy problem
and should not be criticized so much." Nineteen percent of the sample agreed; 65
percent disagreed [120]. About 40 percent of a Michigan sample said the oil companies
wanted to raise prices for gasoline, and six percent blamed them for poor management,
control, and distribution of gasoline [119]. The same survey reported 20 percent gave
reasons for perceived future energy shortages related to oil industry monopoly, greed,
profit-taking, and the holding-back of supplies. Virtually everyone in another Michigan
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sample blamed "manipulation by oil companies" for the energy problem [106],
Researchers in Los Angeles County reported: "In general, Los Angeles residents believed
the oil companies were holding back oil in order to inerease profits" [207].

A national survey asked respondents how they would "rate the job being done by the oil
companies in handling the fuel shortage" [142]. About half the sample rated it as "poor"
or "very poor," and 13 percent as "pretty good" or "very good." Of those indicating oil
companies were doing a poor job, most felt the companies were holding back supplies to
create shortages. Additionally, respondents blamed them for making "windfall profits,"
not investing enough in finding new sources of oil, and not distributing supplies in a fair
way.

In Los Angeles, respondents blaming President Nixon for the energy crisis linked his
responsibility to his political indebtedness to oil companies [207). They blamed Nixon for
incompetence, lack of control, "political payoff,” and possible fraud. Researchers cited
such comments as: "The oil companies donated so much money to his re-election that he
has no control over them,"” "He had a price to pay the oil companies as they gave him
miilions of dollars for his campaign,” and "He has money now because the oil companies
have paid him off."

Muchinsky (1976) reported that a sample of Jowa college students surveyed in the spring
of 1974 held oil companies primarily responsible for the energy crisis by withholding
petroleum supplies to increase profits and reduce competition. Muchinsky's sample of
petroleum company executives in Connecticut (part of the same study) blamed the
federal government as primarily responsible for the erisis by "handeuffing” the petroleum
industry with taxation, price regulation, and import econtrols.

In a qualitative study of public attitudes toward the energy crisis, Angell and Associates
(1975) found results similar to those of the national and local surveys. They offered this
summary of their findings:

While the perception of the energy situation as serious was not uncommon,
it was assumed to be due primarily to reasons relating to its monetary
impact and to the publie's sense of being exploited by powers that are
unserupulously insensitive to its needs. The majority of the respondents
were aware that energy, as it is known today, is likely to 'run out
eventually,' and that legitimate energy shortages exist. However, very few
of the respondents felt that either the immediate or the eventual energy
shortages are critical.

The public appears to have interpreted the relationship between higher
prices and the availability of more energy as proof that the shortages are a
result of a ploy perpetrated on the American publie by the Middle Eastern
countries and the oil companies as a means of inereasing their revenues.
The higher earnings reported by the oil companies during the same period
only served to reinforce this belief. In other words, while the reported
shortages may be legitimate, the relationship of price to availability
renders the entire situation suspeet (pp. 21-22).

ORC (1974d) reported a majority of 67 percent indicating as an important reason for the
energy shortages that "oil companies did not anticipate the growth in demand for energy
and did not prepare for supplying it." Half of another national sample agreed that "the
oil companies didn't prepare" [137]. Majorities of a national sample felt the following

72



TR-155

S=RI#

were "very important" reasons for the energy erisis: (1) "Oil companies withholding oil
and natural gas from the market," and (2) "A reluctance on the part of the oil companies
to drill for more gas and oil unless prices are raised" [233].

Oil companies are held by the public as especially responsible for a stable and plentiful
supply of gasoline at reasonable prices. When this supply ecomes into question, oil
company competence is then called into question. Because the energy problem initially
manifested itself in a shortage of gasoline supplies across the nation, with some power
failures linked to oil-powered electricity generating plants, oil companies emerged as the
primary targets of public blame.

The federal government, and Congress specifically, also received a share of blame.
Researchers in Los Angeles County found that those blaming the federal government
gave as their reasons: (1) the government should have anticipated the shortage, (2) it
should have eontrolled the oil companies, and (3) it should have prevented or ameliorated
the energy crisis [207]. A national sample expressed similar reasons in explaining "poor"
or "very poor" ratings on the job being done by the federal government in "handling the
fuel shortage" [142]. Reasons given were that the government (1) is letting the fuel
companies raise prices too high, (2) is not doing anything to solve the shortage, (3) is
lying—there is no shortage, (4) knew beforehand that we would soon be having a shortage
but did nothing, and (5) is in conspiracy with ¢il companies.

Over half of another national sample blamed the energy shortage on the lack of a
"national energy poliecy by government” [137]. This finding was similar to that from a
different national sample reporting a majority indicating "the federal government did not
take the energy shortage seriously and did not establish a national energy poliey" [139].
A small percentage of a Michigan sample attributed the nation's energy problems to
"secare by government," but the meaning of this response category is unclear [119]. A few
identified the problem as "political," with the "government holding back"—presumably
holding back oil supplies for some reason. The same sample also identified waste of
energy by the government, foreign problems, and lack of government planning, programs
and information. Almost half of another national sample thought the federal government
was doing a poor job in "meeting its responsibility to conserve our supplies of natural
resources” [139]. Another sample in Texas identified the following as possible causes of
the energy crisis; "the United States has exported too many fuel supplies" (74 percent),
and "price regulation" (70 percent). The same study reported that a majority, 51 percent,
agreed that the energy "shortage is part of a political scheme," while 49 percent
disagreed. However, the majority (59 percent) disagreed that the "shortage is actually a
political move by government,”" and 41 percent agreed [116]. As noted earlier, a sample
of oil company executives blamed the federal government as responsible by virtue of
taxation of the oil industry, price regulation, and import legislation (Muchinsky, 1976).

These findings on perceived governmental responsibility in the energy situation suggest a
preferred role for government in preventing monopolistic control of energy sources and
in assuring adequacy of energy supplies at reasonable prices.

The Ameriean public was perceived to be partially responsible for the energy situation
through its wasteful use of energy, as reported in several surveys [106, 119, 122, 133,
134, 137, 139, 205, 233, 234, 246). Waste was seen as occurring through the use of too
many cars and large cars, a lifestyle with excessive conveniences and appliances, "too
many inefficient consumer goods," lack of conservation practices, and apathy and
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selfishness.* About 80 percent of a Michigan sample disagreed with the statement, "The
citizens of the United States are entitled to use as much energy as they can afford"
[106]. Similarly, 64 percent of a national sample agreed that "consumers do not have the
right to use as much energy as they want and can pay for" [133].

A survey in Ohio found the largest portion of respondents (38 percent) agreeing that
electricity was being wasted only in nonresidential use. About a third felt it was not
being wasted at all, and 11 percent felt both residential and nonresidential users were
wasteful. Nine percent felt that electricity was being wasted in residential use only
[122]. This finding appears to be consistent with a survey in Lansing, Michigan, where 46
percent agreed with the statement: "The amount of energy all American families could
save is unimportant compared to the amount of energy that government and industry
could save" [106). Business, industry, and government were also implicated in
inefficiency and waste in energy use in a few other studies [137, 139, 1991.

The findings suggest that energy consumption in the United States is seen as excessive by
the majority of the public. Widespread sentiment seems to be that the American public
and its institutions ean and should cut back on energy use. This does not mean that they
will do so, for other factors are involved beyond this sentiment.

The oil exporting countries of the world (OPEC) were also seen as responsible for the
nation's energy problems, as reported in several studies. About half of a national sample
thought "the high prices charged by the OPEC countries" was a very important reason for
the energy crisis [233]. A small minority in a Michigan survey mentioned the deerease in
Arab imports and the oil embargo [119].** About 75 percent in a Texas survey mentioned
the Arab oil embargo [116]. Angell and Associates (1975) reported from their qualitative
study that while the Middle Eastern countries were blamed for exercising their power
with the oil embargo in 1973, they were also seen as having the right to do so, although
the prices they charged were considered "outrageous." Over half of a national sample
surveyed in early 1974 felt that lifting of the Arab oil embargo would have a short-term
positive effeet on the energy shortage, while a fifth thought it would "go a long way
toward solving it" [142]. In general, some resentment toward OPEC countries was
expressed through the surveys, but national institutions came in for a much larger share
of the overall blame for the energy crisis.

Big business in the United States also came in for a small share of the blame. American
automakers were held possibly responsible by 61 percent of a Texas sample in 1974
[116]. Automakers are thought by many to be responsible for energy shortages because
they enthusiastically produce "ges-guzzler” cars, and resist produeing smaller cars. In
fact, 51 percent of a national sample thought "the production of too many gas guzzling
automobiles" was a very important cause of the energy problem [233]. Some observers
felt that interlocking corporate directorships among the large petroleum companies and
automobile manufacturers led to defense of the status quo and resistance to changes
resulting in reduced gasoline consumption. About a third of the same sample thought
American truckers were blameworthy. The Michigan sample generated a few responses

*Also mentioned by sample minorities were the following: buildings, stadiums lighted
when not in use; too many lights; stores, shopping malls open longer hours, extra days;
buildings too hot or too cold; advertising signs; excessive lighting of streets, highways,
parking lots; excessive use of residential lighting and appliances.

**This was an open-ended item.
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(11 percent) that industry was stockpiling and otherwise contributing to energy shortages
[118]. The business community was seen as doing a poor job of conserving energy by 40
percent of a national sample, and an "average" job by 42 percent [139]. A bare majority
of national samples surveyed during 1974 agreed that "industry has developed too many
consumer products that do not use energy efficiently™ [139].

Environmentalists were blamed in two samples for attempting to control pollution.
About 60 percent of a Texas sample blamed "efforts of environmentalists to prevent
pollution” [116]. Almost half of a national sample during 1974 agreed that a very
important reason for the energy shortage was as follows: "The demands for a cleaner
environment have resulted in such things as pollution control devices on cars that use
more gas and regulations that have made it difficult to build refineries and drill for oil
off our coastlines" [139].

However, not all respondents blamed institutions or persons. Some saw the energy
problem as the result of factors having complex interactions among many segments of
the society. Responsibility for these factors was not laid at the doorstep of any one
group, but was viewed as society-wide. These factors fall under the general rubrie of
what is to blame for the nation's energy situation.

Some blamed the situation on an increasing scarcity of fossil fuels. In one study "finite
resources” was mentioned more often as a cause of the problem than the action of
institutions [104]. The scarcity of fossil fuels was mentioned by about 80 percent of two
Michigan samples [106], and by 54 percent of a national sample [233]. This factor was
also mentioned in a 1973 national survey by 15 percent ("our natural resources are
running low") [234] and by 47 percent of a 1977 national survey pointing to a decline in
domestic production of oil and natural gas [233].

Two national surveys conducted at about the same time used a forced-choice item to
assess public perception of whose responsibility depletion of natural resources should be
[137, 139]. About 45 percent of each sample, the plurality, thought it was the public's
responsibility; 20 percent in one sample and 31 percent in the other thought the federal
government was most responsible; six percent of each sample attributed responsibility to
the business community; about 18 percent thought all three should be responsible.

Population growth and overpopulation were also blamed for the energy problem in three
surveys [ORC, 1974; 106; 137}. The dependence on energy of the American lifestyle was
also criticized: over half of a national sample identified as a very important cause "the
high standards of living in this eountry" [233], and half said a cause was "the fact that,
with only six percent of the world's population, the United States econsumes 32 percent of
the world's energy" [233].

Other miscellaneous factors, believed by usually small sample minorities in various
studies to play a causative role, were:

lack of knowledge, lack of adequate technology [106, 119];

expansion of industry [137];

dependence on foreign energy sources [106, 213, 233];

"bad planning" [106];

dishonesty [119];
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e Israel movement [119];
° various pollution controls [137]; and
° leaders "playing polities" [213].

The tendency to place "major blame" on certain groups varied somewhat by region
according to the one study performing this analysis. People in the West and Midwest
were much more likely to blame consumers than were people in the South and East. The
West was less likely than the South to blame the Administration and Congress. Of the
four regions, the West was more likely to blame environmentalists and the Northeast the
oil ecompanies. Blaming electric power companies and the Arab countries did not vary by
region [151],

In summary, oil companies and the federal government were the institutions bearing the
brunt of public blame for the energy problems in the United States from 1973 through
1977. Many felt the Arabs, oil companies, and even government were involved in a
conspiracy to increase oil prices. The majority held the public themselves responsible for
careless use of energy. Other important factors defined by the public as causative are
the finiteness of fossil fuel resources and population pressures.

Attribution of the primary responsibility for the energy problem, then, is to institutions

in the society rather than to individual actors or individuals taken en masse. Although
much of the public blames itself for squandering energy, there is some evidence that
attempts to reduce energy econsumption have not met with desired consequences of
easing shortages and reducing costs, again because of utility action in increasing the
cost-per-unit of energy consumed, over which the individual has no control. For
example, Angell and Associates (1975} reported that active energy conservers were
discouraged owing to inereased utility bills in spite of conservation efforts and lack of
feedback that individual conservation was helping the nation's energy situation. As one
respondent put it:

Doesn't it strike you kind of funny that they come out and say that you are
using too much electricity and you have to cut back. But now they charge
me more for units because I am using less, so they have to double the
price. (p. 29)

Furthermore, responsibility for such pervasive factors as population growth was not
assigned to any partieular social institution; institutions as well as individuals may be
perceived as unable to control these causative factors,

Growing from these findings and interpretations, then, is the notion that energy
conservation, when perceived as behavior within individual control (e.g., turning down the
thermostat), is unlikely to be defined as efficacious in solving the energy problem. To
the extent that the cause of the energy problem is attributed to political rather than
natural factors, political action would be chosen as the individual response to the
problem, assuming relative lack of alienation (e.g., a belief that such action can make a
difference).

SALIENCE

The perceived salience, or importance, of the energy problem as compared to other
national (and personal) problems, has been investigated in a few of the surveys in this
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review. In attempting to define how seriously the public takes the energy ecrisis, the
proportions indicating the situation is "serious" are compared with the proportions who
feel energy is serious relative to other issues. A higher proportion of the publie can be
expected to respond that the energy problem is serious when the question focuses only on
energy than when the question places energy in the context of other pressing national
problems. Indeed, the survey data display this expected outcome.

It is difficult to compare the data dealing with salience. Responses to items in this
category are particularly susceptible to how the question was asked. To measure
salience accurately, the questioner has to get the context right, which is extremely
difficult. It may be that the only appropriate way to measure salience is through open-
ended items, such as, "What do you think are the three most important issues or problems
facing the nation today?" Researchers used a variety of questioning techniques to get at
the salience issue (none of them open-ended}, and the overall outcome is a marked
variation in the findings.

National surveys conducted by Opinion Research Corporation (ORC) [128, 131, 134]
examined the salience of the energy question through use of a forced-choice item
contrasting the "energy shortage" with "inflation" and "rising unemployment." Data from
these surveys are presented in Table 3-5. Unemployment was defined as the most
important national problem by the majority of the samples (ranging from 50 to 61
percent), while energy was perceived as most important by a small minority, ranging
from seven to 15 percent, No indication of an inerease in perceived importance of
energy shortages during 1975 is evident in the data.

The findings from the ORC data are undoubtedly influenced by the relatively limited
scope of identified problems in the item and by the response mode which specified that
only one of the problems could be identified as "most important." The item also does not
take into account whether the respondent believed there to be an actual energy
shortage. With this type of questicn, the energy shortage was not perceived to have high
salience.

Two other national surveys explored the salience issue using foreed-choice items, but
with different response possibilities. Harris asked respondents to rank the seriousness of
the "energy shortage" along with four other national problems (inflation, unemployment,
water pollution, and air pollution) [232]. Data from two periods are presented in Table 3-
6. Using this questioning technique, the energy shortage (specified by Harris as well as
ORC) ranked markedly higher in the Harris data eollected at the same time as the ORC
data. The difference is, thus, probably due to differential item strueture or context. In
1973, about a quarter of the Harris sample rated the energy shortage as very important,
and in 1975, when ORC reported ranges of seven to 15 percent ranking the energy
shortage as most important, Harris reported that 44 percent defined the energy shortage
as "very serious." The relative ranking of national issues also differs between the two
surveys. ORC reported unemployment as the problem perceived as most important by a
majority of samples, while Harris reported majorities rating as "very serious" inflation
(83 percent) and unemployment {74 percent). From 25 to 31 percent of the ORC samples
thought inflation was most important. While Harris did not specify ranking by
respondents, the difference in relative position still represents an inconsistency in
findings.

Table 3-7 presents trend data from Roper surveys [154] on salience. Roper also used a

foreed-choice item, but permitted respondents to indicate which two or three choices
"you personally are most concerned about today." This item did not stress the national
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TABLE 3-5

PERCEIVED SALIENCE OF THE ENERGY PROBLEM

0f three wmajor national problems—unemployment, {inflation, and the
energy shortage——which do you think is most important? {(Paraphrase)?

Proportion Indicating

Energy
Study Unemployment Inflation Shortage
Dec. 1974/Jan. 1975 [131]P 57% 31 7
Jan./Feb, 1975 [134]c 50 26 15
Feb./Mar., 1975 [134]¢ 52 25 12
1975 [128]d 61 25 8

4Ttem phraseology, where provided by researchers, 1is presented in
footnotes below. Studies included used national samples,

biten phraseology not provided; text indicated that the public gives
energy low priority in comparison with other national problems.
Respondents were asked a forced-choice question to indicate "most
important” and "least 1important” mnational problem. The “energy
shortage"” was seen as "least important” by 45 percent of the sample.
Cltem phraseology not provided; data were titled "most important problem
facing the country,”

dItem phrased: "At the present time, the country is faced with three
ma jor problems——inflation, an energy shortage, and rising unemployment.
Which of these three problems would you say is most important?”

78



TR-155

“w

S=RA@

B

TABLE 3-6

NATIONAL PROBLEMS PERCEIVED AS VERY SERIOUS

How serious do you feel (read list) is in this country-—very serious,
somewhat serious, or not serious at all? [232]

Proportion Indicating "Very Serious”

Response 1973 1875
Inflation 81% 83
Unemp loyment 29 74
Water pollution 40 51
Air pollution 34 46
Energy shortage 27 44
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TARLE 3-7

NATTIONAL ISSUES ELTICITING MOST PERSONAL CONCERN

Here is a list of things people have told us they are concerned ahout
today {card shown respondent). Would you read over that list and then

about today?

Proportion Responding

Jan. Jan. July Jan. Jan.

Response Category 1974 1975 1975 1976 1977
Inflation and high prices 56% 58 L4 bt 48
Crime and lawlessness 30 34 36 40 40
The fuel and energy crisis 46 27 27 22 31
Money enough tc live right and pay bills 25 30 30 26 28
The way the courts are run 20 22 27 30 27
Wrongdoing by elected government officials 40 26 28 32 22
Drug abuse 23 20 21 24 21
A recession and rising unemployment 15 33 22 20 19
The way young people think and act 10 14 16 15 17
Pollution of air and water 12 11 12 11 13
Our relations with foreign countries 18 (1)) 11 i3 9
Getting into another war 7 11 9 10 8
Alcoholism 7 6 * d —-
None or don't know 1 1 1 - 1

*Not asked.
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nature of issues, but the response possibilities communicated that idea (e.g., "erime and
lawlessness,” "a recession and rising unemployment”). The Roper approach is more
similar to that of Harris than to that of ORC, but even so, marked differences in the
patterns of findings occur.

The Roper data show that by the beginning of 1977, about a third of respondents
mentioned "the fuel and energy crisis" as one of the problems concerning them most.
This was down 15 percentage points from the proportion exactly three years earlier.
While the Harris data showed 44 percent rating the energy shortage as "very serious" in
1975, Roper reported 27 percent for the same time period. (ORC's data showed a much
lower percentage, as noted.) Similarly, Roper reported that 44 percent defined "inflation
and high prices" as a very important problem for the same time period that Harris
reported 83 percent. Those concerned about air and water pollution in the Harris sample
(46 and 51 percent, respectively) were a much higher fraction than the 12 percent
reported by Roper (combined item). These are very large discrepancies for survey data.
The Roper item presented 13 possible problems for respondents to choose among, while
Harris's presented five. This difference in approach may have diluted the significance of
any one possibility in the Roper list (and heightened it in the Harris list) with the result
that a smaller proportion of respondents identified it as a problem of most coneern. This
difference is partially compensated for by the faet that response is given to each item in
the Harris list, but only to the most important two or three in the Roper list. However,
the differences reported cannot be assumed to be a reflection only of differential
measurement technique. Substantive meaning is involved, The Roper distribution shows
that given the context of more options, the energy problem comes out much lower as a
personal concern, Apparently the public was concerned about many national issues, and
energy is ranked as a highly significant problem by a large proportion only when choices
of response are quite limited. This suggests that energy was not perceived as a highly
salient issue by a large majority of the American publie.

The Harris and Roper data differ on the relative ranking of signifiecant problem areas.
Both reflect the highest proportion mentioning inflation in 1975 (Roper, 44 percent;
Harris 83 percent), but the Roper data show the energy crisis as relatively more
important then unemployment (27 perecent compared to 22 percent), while the Harris data
show unemployment (74 percent) defined as very serious more often than the energy
shortage (44 percent). The relative significance of the inflation problem found by Harris
and Roper is not borne out by the ORC data presented earlier. Thus, for three national
samples taken during the same time period but using different measurement techniques,
no agreement is found as to what the publie defined as the nation's most urgent
problem. Together, they show only that it was not the energy situation.

Other studies also attempted to measure the salience of the energy issue using still other
items. A survey taken in Lansing, Michigan, during 1976 asked respondents whether they
thought the energy problem was "as serious or more serious" than a list of "soeial
problems.” The list included inflation, ecrime, unemployment, and "environmental
concerns" [106]. These data demonstrate how energy is perceived relative to each of
four other problem areas, not how energy and the other four are related to each other.
Thus, the researchers reported that 47 percent thought energy was at least as serious as
erime, 60 percent as unemployment, 61 percent as inflation, and 68 percent s
environmental concerns. Put another way, 53 percent saw erime as a more important
problem than energy, 40 percent thought unemployment more important, 39 percent said
inflation was more important, and 31 percent said environmental concerns were more
important than the energy problem.
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A 1977 survey in Denver, Colorado, [120] asked respondents to rank from one to 12 (one
being top priority) what they thought the national priority should be for each problem
listed. Included in the list were slowing down inflation, reducing taxes, "making sure
there's enough energy to go around," reducing corruption, redueing "air pollution and
environmental damage," providing jobs for the unemployed, caring for the elderly,
providing adequate health care, reducing crime, providing edueation, reducing drug
abuse, and reducing social and religious prejudice. The relative positions of the national
priorities in terms of response were as listed above, with inflation first, reducing taxes
second, and energy third. Sixty percent ranked inflation among the top three priority
problems, 40 percent did so for reducing taxes, and 38 percent for the energy problem.

Another study asked a salience-related item in terms of personal life [(258]. During 1975,
ORC used the following item:

I am going to read a list of eight things that might matter to you in your
life. I want you to tell me how much each thing matters to you. Please use
& scale of one to five, with one being something that matters very little to
you and five being something that matters a great deal. First, I will read all
eight things. Then, I will go back and repeat each one separately so that
you can rate it one, two, three, four, or five.

The response list, the order of which was systematically rotated during interviews,
included: job security, family happiness, saving energy, preventing crime, fighting
inflation, U.S. national security, preventing pollution, and helping others. Family
happiness mattered a great deal to 89 percent of the sample, followed by preventing
crime (76 percent), helping others (64 percent), and fighting inflation (63 percent).
Ranking lowest on the list, but still considered as counting a great deal by a sample
majority (56 percent), were saving energy, U.S. national security, and preventing
pollution.

Roper also collected data on respondent definition of the most important "problems
facing our nation today" [151]. With the item phrased in terms of what the government
should be spending the most effort on, from a list of 10 options, energy emerged as the
number-one problem during 1977. The data are presented in Table 3-8. Following energy
closely were inflation and crime, problems which received relatively high rankings in
other question contexts and surveys.

What seems to be signifieant about these Roper data is that when the question is posed as
to the most important problem specifically facing the federal government (as opposed to
the nation or the respondent personally), energy emerges as very important, along with
inflation and erime.* The finding suggests that energy as a national problem is viewed as
primarily within the federal government's domain of responsibility.

This interpretation finds further support in data developed by Roper coneerning
outstanding problems to which the public would like their Senators and Congressmen to
give major attention (Roper, 1978, 78-75). In an item listing "the development of a
national energy policy" with five other major national issues, energy emerged by a
sizable majority {78 percent), and more than any other issue, as an issue to which major
congressional attention should be paid. The data are summarized in Table 3-9,

*It should be noted that the Roper data did not include unemployment among the response
categories.
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TABLE 3-8

PERCEIVED RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF ENERGY AS A GOVERNMENT CONCERN

There are many problems facing our nation today. But at certain times
some things are more Important than others, and need more attention from
our federal government than others {(card shown respondent). 1I'd like to
know for each of the things on this 1list whether you think it is
something the goverament should be making a major effort on now, or
something the government should be making some effort on now, or
something not needing any particular government effort now.

Proportion Indicating
"Ma jor Effort”
June June June June

Response Category 1974 1975 1976 1977
Trying to develop new energy sources and find

better ways to conserve fuel * 81% 77 87
Trying to slow down inflation in our economy 83 83 83 86
Trying to solve the problem of crime and drugs * 82 83 84

Trying to seek agreements with other nations to
limit nuclear weapons 56 58 62 69

Trying to sclve the problems caused by ghettos,
race, and poverty 60 59 60 66

Trying to establish more controls to protect
consumers on the products and services they
buy ' 58 62 59 51

Seeking ways to protect the privacy of individ-
uals in our society 54 56 56 51

Trying to improve relations between the United
States and Russia 33 38 37 42

Trying to establish more controls on the way
products and services can be advertised 38 43 41 36

Trying to help negotiate a peace settlement
between Israel and the Arab nations 36 35 31 28

*Not asked.
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TABLE 3~9

PERCEIVED RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF ENERGY POLICY FOR CONGRESS

Here are some things people have said Congress should be working on
(card shown respondent). Obvicusly, one Congressman or one Semator can
give major attention to only a limited number of problems. 1I'd like you
to tell me for each of those things whether it is something you'd like
to see your Congressman or Senator give major attention te, or whether
you would rather have him devote his attention to more important things?
First, the development of a national energy policy. (Roper, 1978, 78-5)

Propertion Indicating
Give Major Attention

March March
Response Category 1976 1978
The development of a national eunergy policy 74% 78
Tax reform 75 67
Stricter regulations on the way dangerous
chemicals can be transported from one place
in the country to another 57 67
A program to provide national health insurance
for everyone 58 55
A program to hire the unemployed in government
jobs 51 47
Stricter labeling regulations for food
products 50 45
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In yet another attempt to measure salience, Murray et al. (1974) queried several waves of
respondents (used as a national sample*) between November 1973 and May 1974 as to how
important a problem the energy shortage is to this country [142]. The researchers
reported that the proportion of those rating the energy shortage as "very important" fell
from about 57 percent in November 1973 to about 50 percent in May 1974, The
proportion indicating the energy shortage was the most important problem facing the
country dropped about 20 percentage points, from approximately 30 percent to less than
10 percent in the same time period. To speculate, these findings could be correlated to
the availability of gasoline during the summer of 1974, as compared to its relative
searcity during 1973.

A South Carolina sample was quizzed during 1977 about how serious they thought it
would be not to have enough fuel oil, natural gas, electricity, and gasoline [117]. Data
are summarized in Table 3-10. Not having enough of these different kinds of energy was
rated as "very serious" by just under half of the sample for fuel oil and natural gas, and
by about a third for electricity and gasoline. Almost a third said it was not serious to
have shortages of electricity and gasoline, but the pattern of response (we already have
"enough or even a surplus of electrieity and gasoline) suggests that the intended meaning
of the item (the hypothetical situation in which we do not have enough) was missed by
respondents.

In 1976, Harris asked two items about the quality of life [248]:

As far as you personally are concerned, do you feel (blank) is very
important in making the quality of life better in this country, only
somewhat important or hardly important at all?

Which two or three (of the things mentioned) are most important to you
personally?

"Conserving energy" was rated as "very important" by 78 percent of the sample, and was
third on the list following "achieving quality education for children" (89 percent) and
"eurbing water pollution" (79 percent). Thirty percent designated "conserving energy" as
one of the most important things to them personally., Energy conservation followed
"eurbing air pollution” (41 pereent), "achieving quality education for children" (36
percent), and "curbing water pollution” (32 percent).

Roper found that about 45 percent of samples from 1974 to 1978 felt "depletion of
natural resources" was a serious threat to our society [180}. This response category
received the highest proportion of responses; it was followed by erime and decline in
quality of education with about a third concerned about each. Furthermore, "depletion
of natural resources" was thought likely to happen by almost 60 percent of respondents
during the same period. Natural resources depletion was seen as likely to oceur by more
respondents than any other potential threat.

In summary, the complexity and noncomparability of the survey findings on salience
make drawing conclusions about them difficult. A few tentative findings seem to emerge
from the overall picture. Although the energy situation is defined as serious by the
majority of the American publie, it is not clearly defined as a highly salient problem.
Energy seems to be perceived more as a problem facing the government, although some

*The Murray sampling technique is not straightforward. The sample sizes, ranging from
610 to 700 to represent the nation, are approximately half of the sizes used by the major

national pollsters.
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TABLE 3-10

PERCEIVED SERIOUSNESS OF ENERGY SHORTAGES

How serious is not having enough . . . ? [117]

Response

Very serious
Scmewhat serious
Not serious
Don't know

Proportion Indicating

Natural Powery
Fuel Gas for for
0i1 Heating Electricity Gasaline
497 47 33 38
29 28 36 30
19 21 30 31
3 4 1 1
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people also appear to feel that it is important for them to help out through practicing
energy conservation. Inflation, unemployment, and erime are clearly matters of grave
concern to the publie. Another set of issues ineluding increasing population,
overcrowding, and depletion of natural resources, along with the energy situation, has
also been the subject of concern for at least the last four years. Energy is not defined as
of paramount importance, nor as a minor matter. It falls somewhere between.

PERCEIVED IMPACTS OF THE ENERGY PROBLEM

Most people perceive negative impacts on the nation and on individuals as a result of
energy problems. Inflation, economic decline, dependence on foreign sources, and
deprivation of other countries and future generations are national and global impaets
perceived by the public, as empirically established in surveys. Price increase in
"everything," gasoline, and electricity, shortages, closure of schools and businesses, and
general inconvenience are impacts individuals have recounted in response to survey
questions.

In a 1975 national survey, the majority of respondents said energy problems contributed
to inflation [241]. In another 1975 national survey, eight out of ten felt increases in the
price of oil and gas had at least a fair amount of impact on the inflation rate and 60
percent felt it had a great deal of impact [262], During 1973 and 1974, national
respondents who believed the economy would probably decline in the coming year tended
to think this would be at least partly due to the energy shortage [142].

In addition to economic concerns, about half of the people sampled nationally in 1973 felt
the energy problem was serious because "we will have to depend a lot on foreign sources
in the near future" [234]. In another study, respondents were offered two global
consequences of high energy use for comment. Nearly half felt continuing present high
levels of energy consumption in the United States would deprive poorer parts of the
world of basic necessities. Two-thirds felt that such consumption would deprive future
generations [106].

Most questions focused on individual impacts (e.g., "How much have you personally been
affected by the energy shortage?"). In one national surey, nearly one-fourth said "a great
deal" and another one-third said "some." Less than one-fifth said they had not been
affected at all (ORC, 1974). In Indiana, 36 percent indicated that the energy crisis "had a
real effect” on the way they lived [304]. The majority in a Detroit study said that
shortages related to the energy situation "bothered" them "a great deal"; one-fourth said
they were "not bothered at all" [260]. In Los Angeles, nearly 60 percent of respondents
said the energy crisis was affecting them in some way. Life was reported by six percent
as "much more difficult” due to the crisis [207].

Attempts have been made to discover if the energy erisis affected some groups more
than others. The question has been approached in several ways. One way was to ask
people if they believed they suffered more from the energy crisis than other people. In
1974 between January and April, 20 to 30 percent of a national sample felt they were
suffering more than people of other income levels [142].

Another way is through estimation using known price increases and group

characteristics. One such study by King (1976) concluded that energy price increases
from 1973 to 1974 imposed a greater burden on low income households. Evidence of
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greater impaects on low-income persons was also reported by Unseld (1978) and Perlman
and Warren (1977).*

Regional differences in impacts might also oecur. According to one study, people in New
England reported having the most trouble and the longest wait in getting gasoline during
the embargo. The Central Northwest region had the least trouble getting gasoline [142].

Most of the specifiec impaets reported were due to price increases of oil and gasoline
associated with the energy erisis. In 1976 a large majority in a national survey felt that
the price of gasoline and electricity had gone up more than that of most other
commodities [141]. In Los Angeles, transportation problems were the most frequently
mentioned impaet in 1974 [207].

In 1974, 93 percent of respondents living in an all-electric community reported that their
electric company had increased its rates in the past year. Most people attributed this
increase to the energy problem [136]. At about the same time, in August 1974, people
were asked what other commodities besides gasoline and heating oil had gone up in price
because of the energy shortage. A plurality (37 percent) marked "everything." One-fifth
indicated "electricity” and 15 percent said "nothing else" had gone up in price because of
the energy crisis [137]. By December, 59 percent answered "everything" and 27 percent
"electricity"; the proportion indicating "nothing else™ had gone up in price beecause of the
shortage dropped from 15 to two percent [308].

In Lansing, Michigan, in 1974 and 1976, people were asked, using a forced choice item,
"How has the energy problem affected your family?" Sixty-three percent listed
increased price of heating fuel, 59 percent indicated increased eleetricity prices and 58
percent mentioned increased gasoline prices [106]. In 1975, the majority of a national
sample mentioned electricity as the energy source which increased most in price [128].
When asked how much electrie rates had gone up, one-third of Ohio respondents could not
say [122]. No one thought they had gone down and two percent thought there had been no
change. Estimates of the increase ranged from more-than-double to less-than-one-
fourth.

A study by Cunningham and Lopreato in parts of Texas and Arizona found one-fifth
saying the rise in their eleetrie bills had had no effect on their family. A plurality (45
percent) said they had to make a few adjustments but that their lifestyle was not
affected. Nearly 30 percent said that their life was made less comfortable and
convenient, and seven percent called the changes in daily habits "serious." Fewer people
reported being affected by increases in the priece of natural gas [181]. The study of all-
electric communities reported 58 percent answering yes to the question, "Have you or
your family had to give up anything in order to pay for higher electricity bills?" Nearly
one-third felt there might be a time when they would have to move out because of the
cost of electrieity [136].

Another consequence of the energy problem has been shortages which caused some publie
inconvenience. In 1974, a national survey asked if respondents had problems getting all
the electricity they wanted between May 1973 and May 1974; two percent reported that
they had [142]. In the absence of baseline data it is impossible to judge this resuit;
perhaps two percent of the population had such problems before the energy crisis. A
Roper study in August 1974 reported that 78 percent said electricity was one of the
energy sources which would cause them the most inconvenience if it were in short
supply. Oil was listed by 60 percent [161].

*See Appendix B section on Income.
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The most visible inconvenience, long gas lines, disappeared after the initial 1973
boyeott. In April 1974, nearly 30 percent of a national sample said they had some
diffieulty buying gasoline {(nine percent reported a great deal of difficulty) [134].

In April and June of 1974, seven out of 10 people in another national sample said they had
not been able to buy gasoline in the amount they wanted or from their usual supplier
[260]. By February 1975 two percent nationally reported some difficulty and less than
one percent were having a great deal of difficulty getting gasoline {134],

In May 1974, after the gasoline shortage had eased, one-third of national respondents felt
Americans could return to their former driving habits. About 60 percent felt people
must continue to use less gasoline to avoid a shortage in the summer [172].

In a national survey in 1974, 19 to 33 percent of respondents reported increased
participation in games or hobbies at home because of the energy crisis [132]. Another
study in 1974 found 80 percent responding that if they had to give up some amount of
driving they would cut down on pleasure driving rather than nonpleasure driving (e.g.,
work, school, and shopping) [308]. Trips to work and school were mentioned least often.
Similar results were reported from surveys in Los Angeles and Detroit in 1974 [207,
260). Sixty-three percent of respondents in Texas in the same year reported they were
driving less to work and 91 percent reported reduced recreational driving [116]. In
Lansing, Los Angeles, and Detroit, 23 to 39 percent of respondents changed vacation
travel after the energy crisis began [115, 207, 260].

Shortages also resulted in closure of schools and businesses. Although there are no
national survey data on reported closures, several loeal studies asked about this. Half of
an April 1974 sample in Indiana said they had heard of a business or industry within their
area that had problems as a result of the energy erisis [304]. At the same time, in
Detroit, about one out of four household interviews resulted in a report of work layoffs
or reduced hours during the period of the energy crisis [260]. In February 1974 and again
in July, 11 percent of respondents in Washington, D.C., answered yes to the question,
"Because of the energy crisis, have you or anyone in your family been laid off, had
overtime cut down, or had your regular work week cut down?" [121]. In February 1977 a
national sample was asked, "Which of these things, if any, has happened to you because of
the cold weather or because of the fuel shortage?" Ten percent said their place of work
had been closed for at least one day because of lack of heat, Schools closing because of
lack of heat was mentioned by 21 percent [153].

Although there is evidence of impacts due to the energy shortage, the data from these
studies do little to assess the magnitude of the effects. There are few doubts that most,
but not all, were affected by energy problems. It is likely that a disproportionate share
of negative impacts have been borne by low inecome groups.

PERCEIVED FUTURE ENERGY SITUATION

Related to questions of seriousness and impacts of the energy situation in the United
States, its salience and its reality, are the expectations Americans have about the
nation's future energy picture. A number of surveys have asked the publie their
estimates about the duration of the energy problem, some with items relating duration to
seriousness. The future energy supply is related to three distinet but interrelated
fectors: (1) politieal situations internal to the United States, (2) political situations
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between countries having and not having fossil fuels, and (3) the physical supply of fossil
fuels in the nation and the world.

Table 3-11 summarizes data from seven data collection efforts between 1975 and 1977 on
how serious the public estimated the energy shortage would be five and 10 years in the
future. A majority of these samples expected the energy situation to be serious {either
very or somewhat serious) at these future times. Based on the survey data, the trend in
public perception is for an increasing majority (up to 79 percent) to estimate a serious
energy shortage in 10 years.

This trend in publie opinion is borne out by other surveys. ORC reported that the energy
shortage was expected to be "of long duration" by 29 percent in March 1974 and 51
percent in September 1974 [137]. ORC reported trend data on public estimates of the
length of the energy shortage, summarized in Table 3-12.

Roper queried the public about how likely "the chances are that in the next year this
country will have another severe energy shortage like the one two years ago?" A
majority at all time periods (summer of 1975, 1976, and 1977) projected another energy
shortage (70, 59, and 71 percent, respectively) [150]. RUPI, Inc. (1977) reported that the
majority (around 80 percent) of both their new and existing homeowner samples strongly
agreed that "serious fuel shortages are bound to oceur in the next few years." A survey
condueted in Grand Rapids, Michigan, during 1976 found that while 66 percent agreed
"there will be an energy-related problem in the future in the United States," 62 percent
felt that "the problem will be solved in the future" [119]. This finding suggests that
definition of energy as a future problem does not necessarily imply pessimism on the
public's part about the nation's ability to solve that problem. A national sample polled in
January, February, and March 1974 gave mean estimates of the number of years "until
we have as much energy as we need" of 6, 7, and 7.3 years, respectively [142]. This
finding again expresses optimism about the nation's ability to deal with its energy
problems.

On the other hand, Roper reported that 68 percent of a December 1976 sample felt
“shortage of energy supplies” will be a serious problem in the year 2000. This was up six
percentage points from two years earlier, and followed severe air pollution (73 percent)
and severe water pollution (72 percent) as the most frequently mentioned serious future
problem. Almost a quarter of the respondents felt that energy would not be a serious
problem by the year 2000.

Although energy is defined by sample majorities as a serious and somewhat long-range
problem, extending at least to the turn of the century, the public appeared to be neither
overly pessimistic nor optimistic about the nation's ability to deal with the problem. The
balance of the survey data dealing with the question of future shortages employed items
that asked about specifie energy supplies, which are diseussed in the following
paragraphs.

Eleetricity

During 1974, Roper reported that majorities of two samples (one in August and the other
in December) thought electricity was or might soon be in short supply [161]. The
proportions indicating this were 68 and 82 percent, respectively, making this a strong
response, especially in the context of the item, whieh listed such other ecommeodities as
grains, copper, plastics, and steel. National samples drawn during late 1973 and early
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TABLE 3-11

PERCEIVED FUTURE ENERGY SITUATION

How serious do you feel the energy shortage here in the United States
will be (5) (10) vears from now——very serious, only somewhat serious, or
not serious at all?

Proportion Responding
In 5 Years

Very Somewhat Not
Study Serious Serious* Serious Sericus Don't Koo
1975 [141] 40% (66) 26 19 15
1976 [141] 47 (73) 26 16 11
1976 [245, 246] - (77) - - -
In 10 Years
1975 [141] 33 {(53) 20 26 21
1976 [141] 44 (64) 20 19 17
1976 {245,246] 42 (66) 24 14 20
1977 [246]
March 50 (73) 23 13 14
April 60 (79) 19 7 14
May 51 {(75) 24 12 13
July 54 (77) 23 11 12

*Usually sum of “very serious” and "somewhat serious” responses.
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TABLFE 3-12

ESTIMATED LENGTH OF ENERGY SHORTACE

How long do you think the energy shortage will last--would you say a few
months, a year ot two, or do you expect it to last a long time? [131,
132]

Proportion Responding
March Nov, Jan.

Response 1974 1974 1975
A few months 32% 5 8
A year or two 28 20 20
A long time 29 54 51
It depends - 9 11
Don't know 11 12 10
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1974 were asked whether they expected problems in obtaining electricity in the next
year. At the beginning of the sampling period almost a fifth thought they would, but this
had dropped to five percent by the spring of 1974 [142].

Early in 1975, almost half of a national sample expected the largest energy price
increases in the coming year to be in electricity (24 percent indicated natural gas; eight
percent, oil} [131]. This finding was supported by another 1975 survey producing similar
results (electricity, 46 percent; piped gas, 27 pereent; and oil, 12 percent) [128]. During
the same year an Ohio sample was asked whether there "will be a shortage of eleetriecity
in the future,” with results polarized between 40 percent yes and 40 percent no. Almost
a fifth were unsure. The same sample was almost equally polarized over the question of
whether "electric companies are saying there is a shortage so people won't oppose higher
rates" (40 percent said yes; 47 percent, no) [122].

In 1976 about two-thirds of a Michigan sample thought we "will not have an electricity
shortage" in the future [119]. Among those who thought there would be a shortage (24
percent), most estimated that it would occur five to 10 years in the future. The
Michigan sample was also asked about the cost of gas and electricity in the years ahead.
Data, summarized in Table 3-13, indicate that people were expecting their energy costs
to rise, but that they were unsure as to how much, with greatest uncertainty about
projecting costs 10 years. In five years, 30 percent of the sample were expecting to pay
$20 to $30/month more for these utilities, and five percent thought they might be paying
from $50 to $100/month more. The plurality (41 percent) could not estimate costs 10
years in the future.

That same year, half of a national sample said there would be no shortage of electric
power 10 years from now, but a third thought there would be, and 17 percent were not
sure [141]. This item was asked as part of a survey on nuclear energy.

The same survey included some specialized samples of political leaders, business leaders,
"regulators,” and environmentalists. Their opinions on the item differed markedly from
those of the total publie. Over half of the political leaders, business people, and
regulators sampled thought there would be a shortage of electriecity 10 years from then,
and 38 percent of the environmentalists thought so. These findings are interesting
because such subsamples may reflect the sentiment of community "opinion leaders" who
are the harbingers of future public sentiment on the issue (Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971),

In 1977, a national sample majority indicated that it was very likely (21 percent) or fairly
likely (31 percent) that "there could be a major power failure like the one in New York
City area in your area" [149]. Virtually no one in a Michigan sample during 1977
expected the supply of electricity to be stopped during the winter of 1977-78 [115].

These discrepancies in survey findings, with proportions indicating a belief in future
shortages of electricity ranging from 24 to 82 percent, can be partially attributed to
differences in item wording and in geographical areas sampled. National surveys seemed
to result in the highest proportions of the public indieating future shortages in
electricity; local samples were less pessimistic. The considerable disparity in the data
prohibits drawing conclusions about public estimates of future shortages of electricity.
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TABLE 3-13

ANTICIPATED COSTS OF GAS AND ELECTRICITY
(Michigan Sample)

How much do you think vour gas and electricity bills will be (next vear)
(in five years) (in ten years) compared to this year? [119]

Proportion Responding

Response Less/Same As Now $20 to $100/mo. More Don't Know
Next year 48% 39 14
In five years 17 52 31
In ten years 12 47 41
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il and Gasoline*

In August 1974, Roper found that 81 percent of a national sample thought oil was then or
would soon be in short supply; this proportion had risen to 93 percent by December of
that year [161]. A Harris survey reported that 53 percent of a national sample polled in
1976 thought there would be an oil shortage 10 years in the future {141]. The special
subsamples included in this survey were even more inclined to think so: 62 perecent of
environmentalists, 79 percent of political leaders, 70 percent of business leaders, and 81
percent of regulators thought there would be such a shortage.

In late 1974 and early 1975, ORC polled two national samples concerning the likelihood
of the nation running out of oil in the next 10 years and in the next 50 years [13%, 137],
Results are summarized in Table 3-14, These data are internally inconsistent, with the
majority of one sample responding that it is not likely the nation will run out of oil in 50
years (58 percent) and a plurality of the second sample (38 percent) expressing the same
opinion. Since these samples were surveyed within five months of each other,
differences in findings are unlikely to be attributable to change in opinion over time.
The items were replicated; therefore, item wording is not the problem. The discrepancy
could be caused by a sampling problem: the numbers involved in each national sample
are much smaller than those used by other major pollsters. These difficulties throw the
survey results into some question.

In 1975 a national sample was asked how likely they thought it was that the OPEC
countries "will again cut off oil to the United States sometime within the next 12
months." About a quarter of the sample thought it very likely, and almost a third said it
was fairly likely [129].** At the same time, 60 percent of the sample thought it was
likely that there would be long gasoline lines again within the next year. This item
probably pertains more to the political climate than to the actual condition of fossil fuel
reserves in the nation and around the world, although it does have a bearing on whether
there would be national energy shortages. Public belief that politically caused shortages
are likely to exist can contribute to support for government policies designed to ensure

energy self-sufficiency probably quite as much as belief that the supply of fossil fuel is
dwindling.

Samples in Texas and Arizona were polled in 1975 concerning their agreement or
disagreement with the following statement: "The United States is running out of oil"
[181]. y percent agreed (with 18 percent in strong agreement) and about a third
dlsagreed The following vear, about a third of a Michigan sample indicated that they
thought the U.S. supplies of oil would, at some time in the future, be "used up,” while a
majority (54 percent) thought the supplies would never be completely depleted [119]. Of
those who thought supplies would be depleted, two-thirds thought this would oceur some

*Some of the general public may not be aware that gasoline is produced from oil. No
survey items directly addressed knowledge on this point, but certain survey results, taken
together, suggest this misunderstanding exists. Thus, responses on shortages of oil and
gasoline may be affected in a subtle way by limited knowledge on the part of some

respondents. Gasoline may be a commodity more directly relevant in everyday life then
oil, which could also affect response,

**1t is interesting that although a majority thought it was at least somewhat likely that the
OPEC countries would embargo oil to the United States during 1976, this event did not
actually ocecur,

§ ..
Differences by state were not reported; this would be of interest since Texas is "oil
country."” 95
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TABLE 3-14

PERCETIVED FUTURE OIL SUPPLY

How likely is it that the United States will run out of oil in the next
50 years or so? How about within a shorter time period, say within the
next 10 years? [Asked only of those who said it is very/somewhat likely
that the United States will run out of oil within the next 50 years or

s50.]%
Proportion Responding
In 10 Years In 50 Years
Response Study 137 Study 137 Study 131
Very likely 9% 26
Scmewhat likely 11 30
Not very likely 10 38
Don't know 1 b

*Sample Ns reported were 608 for Study 137 and 604 for Study 131, less
than half the size used by Harris and Gallup, and less than a third the

size used by Roper,
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time within the next 100 years. These respondents, however, represented about a fifth of
the total sample.

The same sample was asked its assessment of the world's future supply of oil: "Do you
think the world supplies of oil will ever be completely used up?" Most thought this would
not happen (70 percent), and about a fifth thought it would. Of the latter, about a third
could not estimate when it might oceur, about 40 percent thought it would happen within
the next 100 years, and about a quarter thought it would take longer.

The Michigan sample was also asked whether there would be another gasoline shortage.
Almost half indicated they thought there would be, and most of them estimated it would
oceur within the next 10 years, although a sizable proportion could not estimate when it
would happen.

Using a similar item, Roper polled a national sample in 1977 on their estimates of how
long the world's supply of oil is likely to last [153]. The plurality (35 percent) did not
know. Others thought 25 years (20 percent), 50 years (15 pereent), and 100 years (10
percent). The balance of response was scattered between five years and longer than 200
years.

Between late 1973 and the spring of 1974, the proportion of householders who anticipated
problems obtaining gasoline in the next year decreased from about 65 percent to about 20
percent [142]. Virtually everyone in a 1976 Michigan sample expected the price of
gasoline to rise in the future [119].

When asked about the role of oil as a fuel to generate electricity in the future, the
majority in two studies saw its contribution deeclining. In 1974 respondents in a national
sample perceived a median percentage of contribution by oil to the nation's energy supply
dropping from 35 percent contributed in 1974 to 21 percent by 1984 [142]. They saw
natural gas falling from a 30 percent to 17 percent contribution by 1984. In 1976 people
perceived the contribution dropping from 28 percent in 1976 to six percent in 10 years
and two percent in 25 years [141].* The same study found a third or fewer of respondents
agreeing with these statements about the effectiveness of oil as an energy source: will
not run out of supply any time soon; is a reliable form of energy for the United States to
depend on in the long run; can be produced in almost unlimited quantities.

In summary, with a set of nonidentical but related items, the data from these surveys
show that about half of the public expects shortages of oil in 10 and 50 years, about 60
percent think the United States is running out of oil, and small minorities think that at
some future time the nation and the world will actually run out of oil.

Natural Gas

A national survey conducted in the fall of 1975 asked respondents how likely they thought
a shortage of natural gas would be in their area during the coming winter [258]. About 45
percent thought it was fairly or very likely that such a shortage would oceur, while 42
percent thought it was not. Several possible explanations might account for this

*This question was not asked about natural gas.
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polarization. The response may reflect actual local conditions of shortage or abundance
in various regions of the nation, it may be reflective of a public confused about the faets,
or the public could be ideologically divided. Reasons cited for the responses were
interesting, particularly since so few survey items delve into respondént rationale for
responses given. Those who indicated a shortage was likely said they thought so on the
basis of what they had read or heard. A few said there was no real shortage and that it
would continue to be contrived to raise prices. Some said the shortage would happen
because people had not been conserving energy. A few indicated that a great deal of
natural gas was used in their area, and new sources of supply had not been found. Those
who thought a shortage was unlikely gave the following reasons for their response: they
had not heard anything about an impending shortage; there was no real shortage—it was
contrived; they thought there were sufficient supplies for their area; they estimated that
their area did not consume very much natural gas.

Another national survey in 1975 found similar results to an identically worded item, with
52 percent indicating there would likely be a shortage of natural gas in their area and 40
percent who thought there would not be [129].

A Lansing, Michigan, sample surveyed in 1977 did not expect their supply of natural gas
to be stopped during the winter [115]. These results may have occurred owing to local
conditions.

ORC's results on perceived future supplies of natural gas were as discrepant as their
results on oil. Data are summarized in Table 3-15. The samples were reportedly
national, but two of the reported samples were half the size of a third sample. For two
surveys, the data were collected using identical wording at almost the same time, and a
third survey was completed within four months; yet the proportions indicating likelihood
of running out of natural gas in the next 10 and 50 years were notably different. About
45 percent in one sample thought it likely that the nation would run out of natural gas in
10 years, compared to 25 percent of another sample taken at the same time [137, 139].
Two of the surveys reported about 45 percent response that there was a likelihood the
nation would run out of natural gas in 50 years; the third survey found 64 percent in this
response category. These data appear to be of questionable validity. Allowing for the
inconsistencies in response, the data suggest that more of the publie thinks the nation
will run out of natural gas by about the year 2025 than think it will not.

A 1975 survey of samples in Texas and Arizona asked respondents to indicate agreement
or disagreement with: "The United States is running out of natural gas.” About 60
percent of the sample agreed and almost a third disagreed [180]. About a third of a
Michigan sample said the nation's supply of natural gas would some day be entirely used
up, and, of those who thought this, most thought it would oceur within 100 years [119].

In summary, the data concerning public perception of the natural gas supply focused on
more immediate expeeted shortages and on long-term supplies. During 1975 and 1976,
around half of national samples expected shortages in natural gas during the winter; such
shortages actually did occur in some parts of the country during these extreme winters.
The longer term perspective on natural gas supplies varies between 45 to 60 percent of
the publie indicating the nation will run out of natural gas in 50 or more years. These are
proportions similar to those who think the same about the future supply of oil.

Other

A few of the surveys included in this review queried respondents concerning the future of
other energy supply sources. One 1976 national survey reported that 27 percent thought
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TABLE 3-15

PERCEIVED FUTURE SUPPLY OF NATURAL GAS

How likely is it that the United States will run cut of natural gas in
the next 50 years or so? How about a shorter time period, say within
the next 10 years? How likely is it that we will run out of natural
gas-—-very likely, somewhat likely, or not very likely? [Asked only of
those who say it is very/somewhat likely that the United States will
run out of natural gas in the next 50 years or so.]

Proportion Responding

In 10 Years In 50 Years

Study Study Study Study Study
Response 13028 137b 139 137 131¢
Very likely 9% 24 21 38 19
Somewhat likely 16 21 25 26 28
Not very likely 18 18 36 28 38
Don't know 3 1 18 8 15

8 All three were reportedly national samples. Data collection peried
“ended September 29, 1974™; N = 1212,

bpata collection period "ended September 16, 1974"; N = 609.

CData collection period reported as December 1974 through January
1975; N = 604,
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there would be a shortage of coal in 10 years [141]. This survey, which ineluded special
subsamples, found that a smaller proportion of political, business, legal, and
environmental opinion leaders thought coal would be in future short supply than the
public as a whole. A 1975 survey in the Southwest found about a fifth of their sample in
agreement with the statement that the United States was running out of coal, and there
were about 70 percent in disagreement [181]. ORC reported less diserepant data on coal
than on oil and natural gas. For the three survey periods and samples reported earlier, 32
to 42 percent thought it was likely that the nation would run out of coal in 50 years,
while 40 to 52 percent thought it was unlikely this would happen [131, 137, 139]. These
data taken together suggest that the public views coal as a longer lasting fossil fuel than
either oil or natural gas.

The 1976 Harris survey also collected data on perceived shortages in nuclear power and
solar energy [141]. In both of these cases, opinion leaders were markedly different in
response from the public as a whole. For nuclear power, 17 percent of the total sample
thought there would be a shortage in nuclear energy "10 years from now." In contrast,
more of the political (38 percent), business (44 percent), regulatory (67 percent), and
environmental (46 percent) leaders foresaw such a shortage. Similarly for solar energy,
19 pereent of the total public predicted a shortage 10 years in the future, while opinion
leaders were much less sanguine. Estimating future shortages in solar energy were 64
percent of political leaders, 48 percent of business leaders, 47 percent of regulators, and
25 percent of environmentalists,

Perceptions about future energy supplies varied by region. While one study found people
in the West to be more inclined than those in the Northeast to think the shortage was
real, would get worse, and would require continued efforts to use less gas [172], two
other studies found the West to be most optimistic that the United States could be
energy self-sufficient and would not run out of fuel in the next 50 years [137, 308].

In summary, these data suggest that the public perception of future energy supply
sources is markedly more hopeful for coal, nuclear power, and solar energy than for oil
and natural gas. The latter, however, are still perceived by a significant proportion of
the public as viable sources for some time to come,

PERCEIVED SOLUTIONS TO THE ENERGY PROBLEM

Survey data included information on the public's level of awareness about what was being
done to solve the energy problem, information sources about the problem and their
credibility, public evaluation of the adequacy of efforts to solve the energy problem, and
solutions preferred by the public. Data on these questions are discussed in this section.

Levels of Awareness

Somewhat surprisingly, there has been very little effort to determine the publie's
knowledge about efforts to resolve the energy problem.* In March and April 1975,
national samples were asked if the federal government had established some agency
responsible for energy policy and practices; 45 percent said they did not know [256]. The

*In later chapters what little data exist on knowledgeability about specifie energy sources
and conservation are discussed.
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portion answering yes was less than one-fourth in April. The Federal Energy
Administration (FEA) was formed in March 1974.

In November 1976 another national study asked if the federal government had "a plan to
conserve present energy sources and develop new energy sources so we will not be
dependent on foreign countries for energy.” Over half (55 percent) answered correctly
that the government was working on a plan, but as many thought the government was
doing nothing (16 percent) as thought there already was a plan (15 percent). More people
were willing to say they knew about this issue in 1976 than would answer about a
government agency in 1974 [156].

Respondents in three studies indicated they were following what the President said about
energy. In late 1974 and early 1975, eight out of ten respondents said they had heard or
read President Ford's speeches on energy and inflation {133]. In November 1977, 45
percent said they were closely following President Carter's legislation to deal with the
energy problem. Another 42 percent said they were following the legislation casually
[147].

Information Sources

Where people get information and whom they consider eredible sources on energy have
been investigated in several surveys. Table 3-16 summarizes responses from three local
surveys addressing this issue.* In these three studies, more respondents said they
obtained their energy information from the media than from any other source. More
people in Lansing mentioned television than newspapers while more respondents in the
Southwest seemed to rely on newspapers. Table 3-16 also shows that radio was not
widely mentioned as a source. It is difficult to learn much more from these data since
respondents were not asked to volunteer sources.

Some attention has been paid in the national surveys to the credibility of sources. Table
3-17 compares findings in one national survey and two local studies which inquired about
the accuracy and reliability of the information provided. The responses vary widely
probably because different response possibilities were provided in these forced choice
items. In the national study conducted in 1975 and 1976, more people thought the
network news did a good job of reporting on energy matters than felt this way about
newspapers or news magazines {141]. Respondents in the Southwest [116] trusted
television reports more than newspaper accounts, while those in Grand Rapids, Michigan,
were more likely to choose "no one" than any media or other sources in a forced choice
item [119]. If other samples had been given the "no one" option, this finding could be
better evaluated.

Respondents in a national survey were asked which groups—the federal government, the
news media, or consumer groups—they would personally rely on for information on the
energy shortage [133, 139]. Table 3-18 displays the results from these 1974 and 1975
surveys. About a third chose the news media, and about a quarter each chose the federal

*There were no national data on information sources.
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TABLE 3-16

MOST USED INFQRMATION SOURCES (LOCAL SURVEYS)

Proportion Indicating

Source Study 10628 Study 105° Study 181¢
News broadcasts 50% - _
TV specials 22 —_ —_
TV in general - 13 29
Newspaper 31 26 43
Books/magazines 19 _ -—
News magazines - - 13
Commercials 14 —_ —
Government literature - - 2
Utility companies 12 —_ _
Radio - 3 3
Word of mouth 19 5 1
School/college 6 - 3
Other/combination - 53 6

28Percentage reporting that they get a "great deal” of information from
these sources (Lansing, Michigan; families).

bgources of any information {Colorado Springs, Colorado; convenience
sample).

C"Where do you get most of your information about energy matters?”
Percentage reporting first choice (Texas and Arizoma),
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TABLE 3-17

MOST TRUSTED INFORMATION SOURCES

Proportion Indicating

Source Study 1412 Study 116° Study 119¢
Network TV news 287 - -

TV in general 18 58 10 .
Daily newspapets 18 39 10
National newspapers -= 22 -
News magazines 18 29 4
Magazines in general ’ 4 - -
Radio 4 36 -
Government literature -- 10 8

0il company literature - 10 1
Natural gas company literature -- 10 -
Electric company literature - 9 -
Politician national -- - 3
Politician local -- - 1

No one -— - 21
Word of mouth - - 5
Independent research -- — 5
School - - 1
Other -= - 11
Don't know 10 - 20

4Best job of reporting in full on energy shortages (media only,
national sample).

bPercentage agreeing that information sources regarding the energy
situation are accurate and honest most of the time (Colorado and
Texas).

C"Whom do you trust most as a source of reliable information on eneryy
problems?” (Grand Rapids, Michigan).
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TABLE 3-18

CREDIBILITY OF INFORMATION SOURCES ON THE ENERGY CRISIS

Proportion Indicating

Group August 19743 October 19743 January 1975
Federal government 25% 17 26
Consumer groups 23 26 22
News media 31 37 32

8Which of these groups would you personally rely on for information
about the seriousness of the energy crisis? ([139]

PYhich of these groups is the most reliable source of informatiom
about how sarious the energy crisis is? [133]
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government and consumer groups. In another national survey, researchers offered a list
of those who speak out on what needs to be done to solve the energy shortage. They
asked respondents to choose which group they expect to find most belieyable on the
subject. In this study, about a third chose government leaders. Responses did not change
notably between 1973 and 1974. Results are presented in Table 3-19.

In 1975, a national survey asked whom respondents would be most inelined to believe if a
statement were issued explaining why gasoline and oil prices had risen in the past year.
Nearly one-third said they would believe Ralph Nader's office. The Federal Trade
Commission and the Department of Commerce were selected by 15 and 13 percent,
respectively, Other choices included major oil companies, the oil workers union, the
American Petroleum Institute, and the National Association of Manufacturers, and each
was selected by less than 10 percent of the respondents., Fewer people than in other
studies (nine percent) listed "none." This item alsc asked whose explanations of price
increases they were least inclined to believe. Over half (55 percent) indicated major oil
compsnies. No other group was indicated by greater than eight percent [170].

A 1976 Arizona study asked respondents to agree or disagree with the statement, "I
believe the utility companies when they talk about energy problems.” A plurality of 41
percent agreed, 35 percent disagreed and 23 percent said they were not sure. Opinion
was also divided over whether ecology groups present a biased picture of environmental
problems related to energy [201].

In one study, there were no difference of opinion among regions over whom to believe
when price increases were explained except when Ralph Nader and oil ecompanies were
mentioned. The West and Northeast were more likely than the South and Midwest to
trust Ralph Nader. People in the West trusted oil companies less then did people
anywhere else [170]. ’

Although the limited data available indicate low public awareness of government efforts
to solve the energy ecrisis, people have indicated that they are interested and that they
follow presidential speeches and legislation. Mass media appear to be the major source
of information about energy. Insufficient data and mixed findings on ecredibility of

information sources prevent drawing conclusions about the publie’s trust in information
received.

Evaluation of Efforts to Solve the Problem

Surveys included items asking respondents to evaluate the effectiveness of actions taken
to address the energy problem by various groups in society. Most items centered around
government action, but a few focused on action taken to ameliorate the problem by the
public itself and by industry. Data on the perceived effectiveness of the response of
these three—government, the publie, and industry—are discussed below.

The Government. Most items about actions to help the energy crisis concern the federal
government in general or Congress and the President in particular. Studies by Opinion
Research Corporation traced public opinion in 1974 and 1975 on the question, "How
satisfied are you with the steps taken so far to help relieve the energy shortage—are you
very satisifed, fairly satisfied or not very satisfied?” In April 1974 people were asked
about Congress and the President. About half responded that they were "not very
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TABLE 3-19

CREDIBILITY OF INFORMATION SOURCES ON THE ENERGY SHORTAGE

Now here is a list of various types of people who speak out from time to
time on subjects affecting our country. We'd like to know how
believable you would find what those types of people have to say when
speaking out on various subjeets. First, which of those people would

you expect to find believable on the subject of what needs to be done to
solve the energy shortage? [160]

Proportion Indicating

Type of People 1973 1974
Government leaders 34% 33
Don't know 17 17
TV commentators 17 Il
Business executives 15 12
Leaders in education 15 11
Newspaper reporters 13 10
None of them 12 12
Labor leaders 9 6
Religious leaders 3 2
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satisfied with steps taken by President Nixon." Slightly fewer (41 percent) said they
were not very satisfied with the steps Congress had taken [134]. Another study with
continuous interviewing between January and April 1974 showed 45 to 55 percent of the
respondents rating the job done by the "government in Washington" as poor. There was
an increase to 60 percent in the last week of January, possibly due to extremely cold
weather and increased awareness of the problem [142]. A Harris poll in January 1974
found three of four Americans giving a negatve rating to the job the President had been
doing in "handling the energy shortage” [237]. In the same month a Roper survey asked
people about the suffieciency of steps taken so far by the government to deal with the
fuel and energy crisis. Over half (54 percent) thought more drastic steps were needed.
Thirty-six percent thought steps so far had been sufficient [174. In May 1974 another
Roper study asked people why they thought the gasoline shortage had eased. About 10
percent gave credit to actions of the federal government; many more people saw oil
companies' or the publie’s actions as the reason [17%.

When President Ford came to office, about one-fourth of a national sample said they
were not satisfied with his steps, and one~third said they had no opinion [134]. In January
1975, 42 percent felt President Ford's recommendations had had some impact on fighting
energy problems, as compared to 34 percent who felt there had been no impaet [133]. In
late 1974 and early 1975 national samples were asked, "How good a job do you think the
federal government is doing in meeting its responsibility to conserve our supplies of
natural resources—good, average or poor?" More than 40 percent rated the job as poor in
both samples, although over one-third rated the job as average [256]. By April 1975, 52
percent indicated dissatisfaction with President Ford and 58 percent with Congress [131,
132]. By the end of President Ford's term, in 1977, nearly three of four respondents in a
national survey were dissatisfied with the way Congress was handling the energy crisis.
Most (66 percent) also gave the Ford Administration a negative rating on this issue {245].

President Carter's administration began in February with a higher rate of approval than
did the Ford Administration (61 percent as compared to 42 percent) [134, 220]. Yet by
September of Mr. Carter's first year, approval of his handling of the energy situation had
decreased from 48 to 38 percent in one national survey. As Table 3-20 shows, the public
became more divided over how President Carter was handling the energy situation. The
latest finding in these studies is for September 1877, but the pattern of increasing
disenchantment with the performance of presidents on this question seems clear.*

One national survey asked about the energy plan that the Carter Administration has put
forward. In April 1977 over half said their overall reaction to the plan was favorable;
less than one-third said it was unfavorable [218]. In August of the same year, the
majority of another national survey felt the energy program that had been passed by the
House of Representatives would be "only somewhat effective” in getting the country to
conserve energy, in providing greater supply of energy, or in decreasing energy use by 10
percent in 1985 [238]. Along the same line, using different items, two national surveys
asked respondents if the energy plan goes far enough to help the problem. Table 3-21
displays the results during 1977 from the two questions. About a third indicated the plan
was about right or adequate, about a quarter thought it was too stringent, and about
another quarter thought it was too lax.

These data indicate that people were slightly more likely late in the year to think
stronger measures were needed (a change of five points in one study and three points in

*This may well be following the pattern of general disenchantment with presidents as their
terms progress.
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TABLE 3-20

PRESIDENT CARTER'S HANDLING OF THE ENERGY STTUATION

Proportion Responding
Feb, Mar. July  Aug. Sep.

<

Response 1977a 1977b 1977&8 19773 1977D
Approve 61l% 54 48 44 38
Disapprove 17 —_ 36 39 32
No opinion 22 - 16 17 20

4"Do you approve or disapprove of the way Carter is handling the energy
gituation?” [220]

b"Do you generally approve or generally disapprove of President
Carter's position on handling the energy crisis?” [148]
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TABLE 3-21

ADEQUACY OF MEASURES IN CARTER'S PLAN

Proportion Responding
Too Drastic?@® Too Many Sacrifices?P

May Nov, Apr, Aug,
Response 1977 1977 1977 1977
Too much 23% 19 34 28
About right 48 39 31 32
Not enough 18 23 25 28
Don't know/no opinion 11 19 10 12

4"From what you've read, seen, or heard about the plan, do you think the
steps called for are more drastic than necessary, or about in line with

what must be done, or that they don't go far emough?” [147]
b Do you think the President's energy program calls for too many sacri-
fices on the part of the public or uct enough?" [220]
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the other), and slightly less likely to think the plan asked too much {a change of four
points in one study and six points in the other).

In December 1977, 83 percent of a national survey agreed that "while President Carter's
energy program is not a final answer, it is a real beginning at giving this country an
energy policy." A majority also agreed that the Carter White House did not do an
effective job of selling the President's original energy program [243]. Conversely, a
Harris poll in August 1977 found the public more positive than negative (49 to 36 percent)
about how Carter was handling Congress to get his energy plan through. At the same
time, people were evenly divided (40 to 41 percent) over whether the House of
Representatives had done a good job in getting the energy program passed [238]. Another
survey by Harris four months later found the majority (58 to 61 percent) rating as only
fair}or poor the job done by the House and the Senate on getting a bill on energy passed
243.

Although President Nixon received the most negative rating on handling the energy
erisis, Presidents Ford and Carter eventually got negative ratings from about half of the
public. Positive ratings averaged around one-third or fewer of the public. The Congress,
too, did not please the majority of the publie, especially in 1977. An energy plan,
possibly more demanding than those presented, seems to be favored by the public. Since
the Nixon Administration, the government has been attempting to deal with the energy
erisis but has gained little publie satisfaction with its efforts.

The Publie. One study showed the public judging its own performance as better than that
of other groups; however, satisfaction with this performance has lessened over time.
Over one-third of respondents in a May 1974 national survey attributed the easing of the
gasoline shortage to mctions by the consuming public [172]. Between Mareh 1974 and
March 1975 the percentage of respondents saying they were "not very satisfied" with the
publie's efforts to relieve the energy shortage increased from 19 to 41 percent. But in
1975, 52 percent still felt satisfied with the public's efforts to ease the shortage, a much
higher rating than either government or industry received.

Industry. In a 1974 national survey, about half of respondents rated efforts by oil
companies to relieve the energy shortage as "not very satisfactory."” Nearly seven out of
10 respondents thought the shortage was eased because oil companies (due to higher
prices) were supplying gas stations with all the fuel they wanted [172]. Although
respondents were not satisfied with the job oil companies were doing to ease the crisis,
they attributed to them the ability to affeet the shortage.

The data available on publie perception of their own efforts to respond to the energy
situation, and those of oil companies, are too sparse to draw conclusions from them.

Preferred Solutions

Some attention has been paid in surveys to two major issues surrounding what should be
done. First, should the action be predominantly public or private? Second, should action
be taken to reduce demand or increase supply?

110



TR-155

- S
S=R1#
— R, 2

Publie or Private Action? In February 1977 Roper queried:

Do you think the federal government should set up a program to insure
some of those ways of developing energy and to enforce some of those ways
of conserving energy, or do you think it should be left to the private
companies to explore new energy sources and to the public to voluntarily
cut down on the use of energy?

Half of the sample favored a government program, while 41 pereent felt things should be
left to private companies and the publie [153]. There was a different response, however,
when conservation was separated from increasing supply. In 1974 about 45 percent of a
national sample felt that the public had the most responsibility for seeing to it that
natural resources are not used up. About 30 percent felt the federal government had the
most responsibility [137, 139. Three of four respondents in the same year felt the
government should closely regulate companies that supply fuel, and the same percentage
felt the government should not limit the amount of heating fuel that can be used per
household [142].

In June 1974 Roper asked a national sample whom they thought would ultimately solve
our energy problems. University research groups (38 percent) and private research
centers/consultants (36 percent) topped the list. The federal government (33 percent),
manufacturers of nuclear power generating equipment (30 percent), electric light and
power companies (27 percent), oil companies (26 pereent), and manufacturers of electrie
power generating equipment (22 percent) were also mentioned. As many people expected
solutions from private institutions as from publie institutions. The federal government
and oil companies were singled out as "not working as hard as they should be on solutions"
[171].

While these data are sketchy, they appear to indicate that, while government action is
expected, private solutions might also be expected and helpful.

Reduce Demand or Increase Supply? The general approach to energy policy at the
federal level has been to promote conservation as well as support development of new
energy sources. Since 1975, 77 to 87 percent of respondents in three national surveys
have consistently favored government development of new energy sources and indicated
that finding ways to conserve fuel deserves major governmental effort [131, 151, 245].

There is some evidence in the surveys that people may be more favorable toward supply
increases than toward demand reduction. An ORC study in January 1975 asked people
about regulating energy production. Fifty-five percent favored such regulation while 36
percent opposed it. The response to regulation of erergy use was somewhat more
polarized; 48 percent favored regulation while 45 percent opposed it [131]. In a Harris
survey conducted in May 1977, 66 percent of the public agreed that a key aspect of a
national energy program would be one that "will conserve fuels that are most scarce and
use those that are plentiful." In another item, 64 percent approved of a program that
would "lead to the development of new, innovative sources of energy"” [23]].

A Harris survey in February 1977 asked, "Which is more likely to improve the country's
energy situation over the next 10 years—a tough program to conserve fuel or a
technological breakthrough that would provide new sources of energy?" Over half (53
percent) thought a technological breakthrough was most likely to help. One-fifth thought
conservation would be more helpful and another one-fifth volunteered that both were
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likely to improve the situation [245]. Some optimism was expressed in a 1973 national
survey that technical know-how would solve our energy problems without too much
trouble [234].

Responses to items on "energy self-sufficiency” revealed some public sentiment about
the supply/demand distinction. Eight of 10 respondents in 1975 and 1976 national surveys
said they would like to see the United States self-sufficient in energy and less dependent
on foreign sources. Fewer than 20 percent thought this was not a good idea [141].
Arizona citizens agreed overwhelmingly (85 percent) that "the United States should
develop its own energy sources so it is not dependent on other countries to fill its energy
needs" [201]. Just over half of sampled residents in the Yellowstone River Basin felt that
self-sufficiency is an important goal even if some sacrifice is required to aceomplish it
[205]. It is not clear whether people thought these sacrifices would be due to demand
reduction, supply increases, or both. Sinee no item offered respondents a choice between
increasing supply or reducing demand, it is not clear that a policy of one without the
other would be favored.

Data suggest that although people in the East were more likely to indicate correctly that
the federal government had set up an energy agency and people in the South were less
knowledgeable about the need to import foreign oil, there were no significant differences
in opinions about the sufficiency of steps taken so far to help the erisis, favorability
toward President Carter's energy proposal, and in responses to many other questions
judging what has been done about the erisis [137, 147, 174, 218].

No regional differences were found regarding who has the major responsibility to see to
it that we do not use up searce resources or regarding the level of effort the government
should spend to develop new energy sources and ways to eonserve [137, 151]. People in
the West were more likely than people in other regions to think their Congressman should
give major attention to developing a national energy policy.

SUMMARY: IS THERE AN ENERGY CRISIS?

Perceptions about the energy situation in the nation (and extending beyond to the world)
are relevant to consideration of publie opinion concerning energy alternatives. Public
receptivity to and support for government action and public engagement in its own
autonomous action depend upon perception that a problem exists. Definition of a
problem is requisite to a search for and evaluation of responses and solutions.

In understanding public opinion about energy in the United States, several points should
be kept in mind. The survey is an attempt to measure and aggregate the variegated and
segmented opinions of the polity. Opinion is known to be segmented by a variety of
factors: reference group affiliation, geographical region, social class, occupation, and so
on. What these differences mean is that each individual is located in a particular social
structural milieu and thus experiences the environment differentially. Experiences
relevant to defining whether or not an energy crisis actually exists can include, for
example, whether one's own schools and factories have been closed due to fuel shortages,
whether gasoline was available, whether utility bills increased, and what information was
personally available.

Given these experiential differences, individuals further vary in their responses to
experience. Thus, two individuals living in approximately the same life cireumstances
can respond in completely different ways to those circumstances. One might view an
energy crisis as an exciting challenge to his creative ability and altruistic motives;
.another might perceive it to be a serious threat and seek to deny its existence.
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The reader should keep these complexities firmly in mind when attempting to use results
of surveys. Common sense and avoidance of assumptions and truisms about "the public"
also aid in enhancing aceurate perception of public sentiment about the energy erisis.

Is there, then, in the public's mind, an energy crisis in the United States? The answer
appears to be: tentatively, no, there is not an energy crisis; yes, there is an energy
problem. About three-quarters of the public have consistently defined the energy
situation as serious for the past five years. A plurality hovering around 40 percent
defined it as very serious. With the beginning in 1973, more people tended to view the
situation as very serious; this dropped off during 1974 and then rose slightly during 1975
to the present 40-percent level, where it has remained ever since.

Early in the energy "crisis" the majority tended to view the situation as contrived,
although by late 1977 the public was near to being polarized on this issue. A majority
came to perceive energy shortages as real, but a large minority currently believe the
situation has been contrived by various institutions in American society.

Qil companies and the federal government were perceived by many as the institutions
most responsible for the energy problem in the nation from 1973 through 1977. Much of
the public was willing to admit that the nation engages in wasteful and unnecessary
energy consumption. In addition, smaller proportions of the public blamed the OPEC
countries, industry and business, and environmentalists for contributing to energy
problems. Other causative factors defined by the public were growing populations and
the finiteness of fossil fuel resources.

The government was perceived as responsible for taking action to improve the energy
situation, but many also felt that the public and private industry shared the
responsibility.

Impacts of the energy problem, varying in degree of severity from inconvenience to job
losses, were experienced by most of the public. Some evidence indicates that impacts
were borne disproportionately by those in lower inecome groups.

Survey data on the salience of the energy problem are difficult to summarize, Inflation,
unemployment, and erime have clearly emerged from the body of data as grave matters
of concern to the American public. Energy has not been viewed as of most nor of least
importance, but has fallen somewhere between. For some, energy appears to be related
to a set of issues including population growth and depletion of natural resources.

Survey sample majorities tended to feel that the nation faces energy shortages and rising
energy costs in the foreseeable future, whether for political or natural reasons. About
half of the public appears to be of the opinion that the nation's supply of oil and natural
gas is beginning to dwindle, and smaller proportions perceive this trend on a worldwide
scale. The public seems to place most faith in solar energy, coal, and nuclear energy as
long-term future energy sources.
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CHAPTER 4

ENERGY DEMAND REDUCTION: CONSERVATION

Conservation is a ecomplex political phenomenon. The public has been urged by politi-
cians to practice altruistic conservation because Americans have been world energy
gluttons, They have also been asked to reduce consumption out of patriotic duty in a
"moral equivalent of war.” Programs of incentives and regulation (e.g., rationing) are
viewed as alternatives if exhortation for voluntarism fails.

Conservation is not monolithie. It consists of hundreds of separate actions involving
many decisiens by many people. Some survey items measured attitudes toward the idea
of conservation in general. These are an important backdrop to detailed proposals.
Reactions to specifie conservation activities (e.g., turning down the thermostat) are also
important because they refleet opinions often developed through action and experience.
Public attitudes toward each conservation action addressed in the surveys are presented
in this Chapter under the multivariate categories deseribed in Chapter 2. Conservation
actions are alternatives to doing nothing and, therefore, perhaps requiring increases in

supply.

For the poliecymaker to assess the effectiveness of governmental exhortation, it is impor-
tant to know which personal actions people report they are taking and how they feel
about conservation. Favorability toward any given policy option does not necessarily
follow from support for voluntary conservation, though this may be a necessary compo-
nent, In this chapter, survey findings on energy conservation are presented in three
sections: (1) perspectives on energy conservation in general, (2) transportation conserva-
tion, and (3) residential conservation.

PERSPECTIVES ON ENERGY CONSERVATION

Perceived Effectiveness

Few items in the studies reviewed dealt directly with perceptions of the effectiveness of
conservation in helping solve the national energy problem. One item allowed Likert-type
responses to the question, "How much impact do you think personal econservation efforts
have on total consumption of energy?" In 1974 and again in 1976 the findings were simi-
lar: nearly three-fourths of the respondents felt personal efforts have at least a "fair
amount" of impact on total eonsumption [ORC, 1974; 258]. Another national survey in
1974 found that six or seven of 10 respondents felt the gasoline shortage could be solved
if individual consumers cut down on gasoline consumption. The rest of the sample, a
substantial minority, did not think this would eliminate the shortage [142]. In contrast,
Melber et al. (1977, p. 252) reported results of a national survey by Cambridge Reports
not included in this review. In 1976 one-half of respondents agreed with the statement:
"Conservation is a good alternative, but frankly there's not much I personally can do
about it." It is not clear whether respondents viewed conservation as an effective solu-
tion to national or personal energy problems, or both. No items specifically addressed
this issue. It is hypothesized as important to an understanding of conservation behavior
to know whether people view saving energy as effective in solving perceived problems at
the personal level, national level, or both. Lack of data on belief in the effectiveness of
energy conservation as an alternative solution to energy problems is identified as a
research gap.
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Relative Advantage

Little direct information exists on the perceived advantages and disadvantages of con-
servation in general. Support for national self-sufficiency and decreased dependence on
foreign sources could be construed as a general benefit from reduced energy consump-
tion, as could reduction of any of the disadvantages of increasing domestie supplies. One
possible perceived disadvantage could be a decreased standard of living. The statement,
"Conservation is not a realistic solution to the energy crisis unless we are all prepared to
accept a much lower standard of living," drew disagreement from 57 perecent of respon-
dents in a Denver, Colorado, survey. A large minority (38 percent) agreed and six per-
cent said "don't know" [120]. This finding indicates that most people in Denver did not
think a conservation solution to the energy crisis would require a lower standard of living
for everyone. There are no national data on this question.

One of the major reasons cited for conserving energy is cost. In 1974, between 50 and 60

percent of respondents in a national survey said they used less energy because of price
[131, 132, 142]. More recent data on this question do not exist.

Knowledge and Information Sources

Knowledge is relevant to conservation in that the accuracy of an individual's understand-
ing of how to conserve may determine the effectiveness of his or her efforts. This type
of knowledge was tested in some surveys. Knowledge of specific conservation alterna-
tives will be discussed in the sections to follow. Although empirieal data are extremely
limited, the existing evidence suggests that objective knowledge about how to conserve
energy is not widespread.

In a Lansing survey, a majority agreed with the statement: "Government officials are not
providing any clear directions to help families make decisions about energy use" [106].
No survey item asked people direetly if they wanted such information.

No one source of information on energy conservation emerged as clearly more credible
than other sources. In two national surveys, 83 to 89 percent of the samples favored the
federal government, the oil industry, or newspaper and TV as sources of information on
how to conserve energy {131, 245]. Sixty-three percent believed newspaper and TV
campaigns or presidential urgings were effective ways to cut consumption. Twenty-nine
to 33 percent felt these would not be effective [245].

A Denver study asked respondents who they thought eould most credibly request personal
sacrifice regarding energy consumption. Secientists and engineers were favored by 19
percent; President Carter, by 17 pereent. The third most popular source was "no one™ (13
percent). Local political figures were chosen by three to nine percent. The loeal utility*
and a "group of economists" each received three percent. Two percent saw the Energy
Research and Development Administration (ERDA) as eredibly requesting sacrifice [120].

*Publie Service Company of Colorado.
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Behavioral Intention and Action

The amount and type of effort people make to save energy was the most popular topic of
the studies reviewed here. Eighty-five to 95 percent of survey respondents indicated
that they have tried to conserve at least a "fair amount" {106; 131; 132; 134; 258; 308;
ORC, 1974dl. In Lansing 82 percent said they had talked to others about it, with 25
percent indieating that they had tried to persuade neighbors to conserve [106]. One study
found people skeptical about their neighbors' willingness to conserve. In July 1973,
immediately following the first gasoline shortages, half of the respondents in a national
sample disagreed with the statement: "If the public is using up too much of our energy
resources, most people will be willing to use less air conditioning, less heating, and drive
their cars less." A minority (39 percent) agreed and 12 percent were unsure [234]. More
current data on individual perception of others' willingness to consetve energy do not
exist.

Residential conservation measures have been consistently ranked ahead of reduced
driving, both as preferred and actual actions and as those actions perceived as most
effective [115, 116, 119, 120, 133, 207, 212, 240, 260, 304].

Policy Preferences

The issue of voluntary versus government-controlled conservation action is affected by
the question of price. Belief in the energy crisis has been discussed as a potential moti~-
vator for conservation.* Price has also been mentioned by respondents as a reason for
using less energy. In January 1974 a national poll found that "a sizable majority feels
that consumption of gasoline is now being regulated by allowing the price to rise" [237].
Data reported in Chapter 3 indicate that many perceived rising prices as reflecting
excessive profit-taking by industry.

Government manipulation of price through taxes may be an alternative for conserving
energy. Three-fourths of a national sample believed it was "wrong" to control consump-
tion by raising energy prices. They gave two reasons. First, they felt it is inequitable,
favoring the rich and diseriminating against middle and lower income families. Seecond,
they felt that after a long period of inflation it is especially hard on consumers to pay
more for such a key commodity [237].

Through government action or inaction, conservation might be encouraged by the in-
creased cost of gasoline. Since November 1973, 76 to 88 percent of respondents have
opposed the idea of raising gasoline prices to reduce consumption [131, 137, 138, 153,
226, 245, 3041. The most recent finding in the surveys (February 1977) showed 76 percent
opposing this method of promoting conservation [153].

Regulation of energy use may be opposed by the publie, even though it may be viewed as
an effective means of redueing consumption. Perceived effectiveness and favorability
vary with the action involved. In two local studies, about half of the samples felt that
passing laws to force conservation would be effective in reducing consumption. How-
ever, two percent favored this action when voluntary effort was the alternative [106,
2601 .** In December 1973, a national survey found about half of the respondents saying

*See Chapter 7.

**Similar findings are discussed by Brown (1977) from the results of a March 1977 Gallup
survey not included in our sample,
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that controls on consumption of energy were then about right. A large minority (39
percent) thought they should be strieter [212]. No other data were located on govern-
ment regulation of energy use in general.

The effectiveness of price inereases in encouraging conservation depends, according to
the data from three surveys, on the amount of increase. In February 1977, one-half of
respondents believed a $0.10 per gallon inerease would be effective in reducing consump-
tion, 70 percent thought a $0.25 per gallon increase would be effective, and 74 pereent
saw a $0.50 increase as effective [245]. The proportion of respondents who said they
would use their cars a lot less often because of price inereased with the amount of the
price increase. In 1975, 54 percent said they would drive as much even if the price rose
$0.10 per gallon, and 22 percent said they would drive the same amount even if the price
rose $0.50 per gallon [241]. Another study in 1975 recorded 29 percent saying they would
not drive less even with a $0.70 per gallon price increase [134].

These data provide some limited evidence that increasing prices would reduce consump-
tion. However, as reported, public opinion opposes price increases for gasoline. One
study found that, compared to the price of other things they bought, 50 percent thought
the price of gasoline was unreasonable (December 1974) [308]. In Lansing, Michigan, an
added federal tax on gasoline was acceptable to a minority of 11 percent [106]. Propos-
als to adjust gas taxes and income taxes so that "people who drove a lot would pay more
total taxes, and people who didn't drive a lot would pay less total taxes" were 46 to 58
percent opposing, 27 to 41 percent favoring, and 10 to 17 percent with "no opinion"” [131,
132, 1331.

Summary

The survey data reviewed here on general conservation do not permit any conclusions to
be drawn about perceived effectiveness, relative advantage, or knowledge and informa-
tion sources., The public reports it is engaging in econservation. In seven national surveys,
85 to 95 percent of the public reported conserving at least a "fair amount.” There are no
data on behavioral intention.

In seven surveys between 1973 and 1977, the majority (76-88 percent) opposed the idea of
raising gasoline prices to reduce consumption. However, three surveys found that in-
creasing preportions of the population indicated they would drive less as gasoline prices
increased, suggesting that increasing prices might be somewhat effective in reducing
consumption. The general findings on government regulation of consumption are foo
sparse to permit conclusions to be drawn.

The survey data reviewed in the next two sections address the details of two general
categories of conservation: reduction of fuel eonsumption for transportation and reduc-
tion of domestic energy consumption. The different issues involved in these two types of
conservation will be described. Within each of these general areas of conservation,
specifie private actions and government policies are addressed.
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TRANSPORTATION CONSERVATION

Two general ways of conserving transportation energy are driving less and increasing
gasoline mileage. Survey data on each conservation mode are presented below.

Drivigg Less

Some alternatives to driving are carpooling, use of mass fransit, plannng trips more
carefully, and walking or bieycling instead of driving. Data on these alternatives are
presented below.

Effectiveness and Relative Advantage. In the absence of recent findings, the perceived
effectiveness of gasoline conservation in helping to solve the national problem must be
gleaned from the following discussions of specific actions to conserve. In one national
survey in October 1977, a majority (65 percent) felt it important to reduce their driving
by one-fourth; 31 percent felt it was not at all important [310]. In this same national
survey, 35 percent said that it would be very difficult for them to reduce their driving by
one-fourth, and 30 percent said it would be fairly difficult. One-third said it would not
be at all difficult to reduce driving that much. Another study in Denver asked about
driving less: 42 percent said it would be "almost impossible" to reduce driving and 39
pereent said it would be inconvenient [120]. In Lansing, Michigan, about 30 percent said
they would have "great difficulty" reducing their driving, and less than 20 percent saia
they could drive less with no difficulty [106]. In a national poll in 1977, nine percent said
there is no way to get people to drive less; the rest of respondents were more optimistic

[217].

One way to reduce driving is to combine trips with other people, or carpool. This is a
voluntary effort by private drivers which can be facilitated by government action, such
as the provision of special freeway lanes, reduced tolls, or computerized ride location
services. It ean also be somewhat coerced by reducing parking lot sizes.

None of the surveys reviewed asked if respondents thought the use of carpools was an
effective way to reduce gasoline consumption. When a survey in South Carolina asked
people why they would not ecarpool, 24 percent listed schedule confliets, 19 percent said
they needed their car for business, and 14 percent said it was too inconvenient. Other
reasons listed were: live close to work, no one goes my way, car too small, like bus or
other means, and don't believe in shortage [117]. There is no information in these studies
on the perceived benefits of the use of earpools.

The use of public transportation such as buses and trains is another way to reduce driv-
ing. In two national surveys, a majority (80 to 86 percent) responded affirmatively to the
question: "Do you think that increased use of mass transit will help save gasoline?" [129,
245]. In one survey, over half thought that the United States as a whole would benefit
from increased and improved mass transit, while 31 percent believed that only those who
use it would benefit [129]. In this same survey, respondents were asked about transporta-
tion costs; 61 percent believed that driving their own car to work cost more than using
public transportatlon, and 28 percent felt public transportation; cost more than driving
[129]. It is not surprising, then, that when a national sample wa$ asked about drawbacks
to using public transportation, cost was not a major factor. The main problems involved
schedule or route incompatibility, longer or irregular travel times, and overcrowding
[255].
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The pattern of findings with respect to the feasibility and relative advantage of driving
less through reduction in trips, carpooling, or using mass transit was that these alterna-
tives were viewed as infeasible and disadvantageous by majorities of survey samples.

Knowledge and Information Sources. In Lansing, Michigan, 24 percent of respondents
correctly identified transportation as requiring the most energy for families [106]. None
of the national studies contained items on this question.

There are no data on objective knowledge about driving less; instead, surveys record
respondents' perceptions of good ways to reduce driving.

The planning of shopping and errand trips was thought to save gas by 94 percent of re-
spondents in a 1975 national sample [144]; indeed, cutting out a shopping trip was pre-
ferred by 23 percent as a method to drive 10 fewer miles a week. The cutting of recre-
ational trips was chosen by 22 percent; forming of carpools, 21 percent; publie transpor-
tation, nine percent; and walking, 19 percent [256]. These 1975 data do not differ dras-
tically from the data of a 1977 survey in which respondents chose the following "best"
ways to get people to reduce the amount of gasoline usage by their cars: reduce shopping
trips/unnecessary driving, 17 percent; carpools, 18 percent; improve/provide public
transportation, 14 percent; and promote walking/bike riding, five pereent [310].*

There are also no data in these surveys on knowledge and information sources on ways to
drive less, such as carpooling or using mass transit.

Behavioral Intention and Action, Between November 1973 and May 1974, at the peak of
the embargo, one continuous national study found 52 to 78 percent of respondents report-~
ing that they had cut down on driving [142]. The peak of reported reduced driving (78
percent) was in late February 1974, with about 62 percent reporting this in late May
1974,

When asked what kind of driving was being redueed during this period, respondents most
frequently reported social/recreational/shopping trips [149]. Table 4-1 displays data
collected on reported conservation over four years by Roper Reports. These adjustments
involved both driving less (e.g., walking on short trips, doing more errands on one trip)
and increasing gasoline mileage (e.g., driving at slower speeds, buying a smaller car).

The data on behavioral intention concerned whether respondents would drive less and
why. In March and April 1975, 62 percent in a national survey responded that they were
willing to drive 10 miles less each week in order to reduce oil imports; 30 percent said
they were "not too willing" {256]. In a survey of licensed drivers in Kentucky, 88 percent
were willing to drive less [221]. When faced with the alternative of driving 10 miles less
each week or facing gas rationing or price increases, 68 to 70 percent of respondents in a
national survey preferred driving 10 miles less each week [256]. Roper asked car owners
who said they were conserving why they were saving on gas. Table 4-2 shows that over
half mentioned cost as at least a partial reason while 29 to 32 percent mentioned concern
for the energy crisis [149].

%0ther alternatives included in this item will be discussed later.
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TABLE 4-1

REPORTED TRANSPORTATION CONSERVATION MEASURES TAKEN

Are you doing anything at the present time to save on the amount of
gasoline you use? (If yes) Which of these things, if any, are you
doing to cut down on gas? (Card shown respondent) [149]

1974 1975 1976 1977
August August August August

Yes, saving 677 75 70 74
Driving at lower speeds 54 58 50 55
Doing more errands on one trip imstead

of going out several times 48 56 48 54
Having the car tuned and checked more

often 27 39 37 41
Driving more carefully—-—starting up more

slowly, stopping more gradually 30 39 34 39
Walking on short distance trips instead

of driving 25 32 27 31
Bought a smaller car 15 22 25 28
Riding a bicycle some instead of driving 12 13 12 12
Going to work in a carpool 1instead of

driving alone 11 12 11 11
Cancelled plans recently for a trip by

car 18 15 9 9
Using public transportation more and the

car less for getting to and from work 4 5 S 6

Using public transportation more and the
car less for getting around on errands

and shopping 5 4 5 5
None of these 1 - 1 1
Don't know - - 1
No, not saving 31 24 28 24
Don't know 2 1 2 2

100 100 100 100
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TABLE 4-2

REASONS GIVEN FCOR SAVING GASOLINE

Are you doing these things to save gas more because you are concerned
about the gasoline shortage, or more because you want to save on the
cost of gasoline? [149]

1974 1975 1976 1977
August August August August

More because of concern over gas

shortage 7% 7 8 8
More to save on cost of gasoline 34 44 37 39
Both equally {volunteered) 24 22 23 25
Don't know 13 1 VA
Not asked-—-answered no, don't know to

“"saving on gas” 33 25 30 26

100 100 100 100
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Acecording to six national surveys, five to 14 percent of the driving population belonged
to carpools [106, 115, 117, 138, 212, 220]. In one annual national survey, 11 to 12 percent
of those sampled said they were carpooling to work to save energy. This figure was
fairly constant from 1974 to 1977 [149]. A Los Angeles survey taken in March 1974
recorded the lowest participation—three percent [207]. In that year 13 percent reported
participation in Indiana [304]; 21 percent in Detroit [260]. The reasons for these local
variations are not clear, but could bear investigation if the use of carpools is to be en-
couraged.

Willingness to earpool was investigated in two studies. In Kentucky 82 percent said they
were willing, while in South Carolina 52 percent said they would consider it [221, 117].

Public attitudes toward the use of carpools are not clear from these studies. A small
proportion of the population appears to participate in carpools.

In 1975, 22 percent of respondents in a national survey reported that public transporta-
tion was available to them [262]. Of those people who reported having it available, 20
percent said they used it; this was four percent of the total sample [262]. In the Chicago
metropolitan area in 1977, where public transit is available, the majority (76 percent)
reported that they took no trips on it, and about one-fourth said they used it fairly often
[127]. Probably somewhere between four to 23 percent of those who have mass transit
available use it [127; 144; 262; 304; ORC, 1974d]l. The data from these surveys indicate
that the vast majority did not perceive it as available to them.

In 1975 a national sample was asked "How great is the need for mass transit?" in the 50-
mile area where they lived and worked. Most saw at least a little need, but about one-
fourth saw no need at all [129]. In a national sample taken in 1975, nearly half of chief
wage earners not served by mass transit said they probably would use it to go to work if
it were available, while the other half said they probably would not. Similar results were
found regarding use for shopping [255]. In Kentueky a majority said they were willing to
use public transportation [221]; in Indiana 38 percent of those car owners not served by
mass transit said they would use it if it were available [304].

These data indicate that, if mass transit were made available, 38 to 48 percent might be-
willing to use it, but about half might not even try it. To speculate, the data suggest
that about 20 to 25 percent who had it available would actually use it.

Although many people in one study considered reduced driving as an important conserva-
tion measure and said they practiced it, a large minority (30 to 40 percent) were skepti-
cal of its value and/or said they could not reduce their driving [237].

Policy Preferences. People have been asked about several possible government actions
to encourage carpooling. Reduced charges for bridges, toll roads, and parking spaces
were preferred nationally by 55 pereent over special lanes on freeways (13 percent) or
limiting available parking to people who carpool {11 percent) {132]. In Los Angeles
(March 1974), 70 percent favored special carpool lanes as one way to encourage conser-
vation [207]. Compensation for the inconvenience of carpooling (here in the form of cost
or travel-time reduction) may be a preferred form of government intervention.

In a national survey taken in August 1974, 62 percent of respondents thought reduced

parking was a good way to limit car use and favored such action; 16 percent said that
decreased parking areas would encourage them to earpool at least some of the time, and
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nearly half said it would not, while 38 percent did not know [137]. A study in November
1973 found 42 percent of respondents preferred parking limitations to higher prices as a
means of encouraging the use of carpools, 32 percent preferred price increases, while 26
percent did not answer [132]. In February 1977 respondents were divided over the effec-
tiveness, as 2 meansg of reducing eonsumption, of reducing parking spaces and increasing
parking fees in metropolitan areas; 49 percent felt this would be effective, 42 percent
did not [245].

Other factors besides availability could affect willingness to use public transit. Agree-
ment was divided in a national survey taken in 1977 over the statement: "If there is a
continuing problem with gasoline supplies, I would depend more on public transportation™
[127]. In the same study, respondents were slightly more likely to expect "a lot of
people" to switch to public transportation due to gasoline shortages.

Specific changes in the system met with equally divided responses. About 40 percent of
car owners said they would be very likely to use a park-and-ride system, and about 40
percent said they would not be too likely to use it [308]. Shorter trips due to special bus
lanes elicited 37 percent likely or very likely to use the system and 52 percent not too
likely or not likely at all to use the system. These responses were from households in
which a chief wage earner worked away from home and did not use mass transit [255]. A
series of questions, directed at a national sample of chief wage earners who had public
transit available but did not use it, illustrates the relative importance of various system
changes. A 15-minute reduction in trip time or a decrease of the fare by one-half elic-
ited a majority agreeing to the use of buses, but 42 percent remained unwilling. Running
buses more frequently coaxed 40 percent to say they would use them [129].

While the evidence indicates that a majority would not use mass transit even if it were
available, two national surveys found 60 to 78 percent of all respondents favored using
federal money to improve mass transit in 1975 [131, 242]. A third study by ORC found 40
percent favoring government support {(eity, county, state, or federal) for mass transit. It
was felt by 27 percent that users of mass transit should pay for it [255]. The findings
were mixed when a choice was required between money budgeted for transit and money
budgeted for highways. Two surveys taken in April and August 1975 showed pluralities
favoring mass transit over highways. These findings exhibited some evidence of support
for government spending on mass transit [255, 129].

Another government action which might be taken to promote mass transit is the provi-
sion of special freeway lanes. While a majority (81 percent) of national respondents in a
1975 survey thought special treatment for mass transit was a "fair or good" idea, the
majority also felt that all travelers should be treated alike on highways, tunnels, and
bridges during rush hour [255].

More information is needed on the conditions under which people who perceive mass
transit as available to them would use it. The data suggest that up to half of those
people who have mass transit available and recognize its disadvantages may be willing to
use it if improvements are made.

Inereasing Gasoline Mileage

Improving the effieiency with which gasoline is econsumed is a form of conservation that
can stretch energy supplies. Driving at slower speeds, driving gas-efficient cars, and
eliminating emission control standards are three methods to increase mileage.
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Effectiveness and Relative Advantage. In 1974 and 1975 car owners were asked: "How
concerned are you with the mileage your car(s) gets?" Twenty to 25 percent said they
were not too concerned, over half were very concerned (49 to 57 percent), and 22 to 25
percent were fairly concerned [134]. This is the extent of survey information available
on the perceived effectiveness and advantages of increasing gas mileage. No data exist
on the perceived effectiveness of relaxing emission control standards or the 55-mph
speed limit in conserving gasoline,

Too few data exist on the perceived effectiveness and relative advantage of inereasing
gasoline mileage to draw coneclusions. This is identified as a research gap.

Knowledge and Information Sources. Some surveys have attempted to determine the
effectiveness of information programs about gas mileage. The survey data contained
more references to information sources and knowledge on this subject than on many
other subjects. In December 1974, 63 percent of national repondents had heard or seen
advertisements or read articles about gas mileage for new cars [308]. In December 1975,
56 percent of a national sample had heard of the EPA/FEA mileage figures for cars while
41 percent had not; most of those who had heard of the EPA/FEA figures had seen them
on TV; others saw them in newspapers or in magazines [144].

Among ecar buyers in one study there was a widespread awareness of gas mileage infor-
mation. By 1976, 82 percent of the new car buyers sampled reported seeing advertise-
ments or information on new car mileage, 72 percent were aware of gas mileage labels
on cars, and over half (53 percent) had seen a label on the car they bought [109]. A little
less than half of the car buyers reported reading reports comparing gas mileage on 1976
vehicles. They reported seeing these reports in magazines (53 percent), newspapers (34
percent), consumer reports (21 percent), other sources (18 percent), and the EPA mileage
guide for new ear buyers (two percent) [109].

With respeet to eredibility, two national surveys of car owners in late 1974 and late 1975
found one-fourth of respondents listing auto companies as the most reliable source of
information on gas mileage. About half felt that government agencies provided the most
reliable information {308, 133]. While half of those (car buyers or not) who had heard of
or seen EPA/FEA mileage figures found them at least somewhat believable [144], fewer
of the car buyers who were aware of EPA new car mileage labels found them believable
[109].

Of all those who had heard of the EPA/FEA mileage figures, half said they would be very
important when meaking the decision on which new car they were going to buy [144]. Of
those new car buyers aware of the EPA mileage guide pamphlet (approximately two
percent of total buyers sampled), about one-third felt their purchase had been influenced
by the guide [109].

Suspending auto emission controls is a possible gasoline-conserving measure. In 1974 and
1975 surveys, consumer groups were listed by one-third of respondents as reliable sources
of information on the need for this action. The federal government was mentioned by
another one-fourth as a reliable source [133].

The findings on awareness of gasoline mileage figures are too skimpy to permit drawing

conclusions about the extent of this awareness in the population. Credibility of informa-
tion sources—government, consumer groups, and industry—was explored by four studies,
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with each source enjoying some credibility in these survey samples. However, no pattern
of findings was located.

Further, no data existed on knowledge or information sources concerning the effects of
the 55-mph speed limit (driving slower) or of relaxation of auto emissions control in
increasing gasoline mileage.

Behavioral Intention and Action. Buying a smaller, more gas-efficient car is increasingly
mentioned as a conservation measure people are using. Since 1974, national samples
have recorded a steady increase of people (from 15 percent in 1974 to 28 percent in 1977)
who mentioned buying a smaller car as a conservation action [149]. A national survey in
1976 found that 36 percent of respondents who traded an old car for a new one said the
new car was smaller, 49 percent kept the same size, and 15 percent got a larger car
{109]. Another national poll in 1977 recorded seven percent saying they had bought a
gas-saving car [220]. In Lansing, Michigan, in 1977, those who had bought cars since
March 1974 were asked, "Was one of the primary reasons for purchasing your new car
greater fuel economy?"” A third said yes, 35 percent said no, and 32 percent did not
respond [115]., Two of the three national studies indicate that about a third were buying
smaller, more gas-efficient cars than they had before, while the other study found seven
percent who reported doing so.

In 1977, although about one-half of car owners sampled owned full-sized cars, about one~
fourth of them planned to buy a full-size car next. Twenty-four percent owned interme-
diate cars, and 23 percent said they would buy an intermediate car next; 13 pereent
owned compacts, and 20 percent said they would buy a compact; 13 percent owned sub-
compacts, and 17 percent said they would buy a subcompaet [150]. These data reflect
"intentions" to buy smaller cars.

In 1975 the majority (67 to 70 percent) said they were very willing to drive a small car if
most other people did, and 15 to 16 percent were not too willing [258]. In the same study
respondents' assessments of the willingness of others was different. They were asked
what percentage of the public would be likely to drive small cars. The average of re-
sponses was: 35 percent would be very likely to drive small economy cars, 43 percent
would be somewhat likely, and, again, 13 to 15 percent would not be too likely [258].

Willingness to pay for fuel economy was checked in Denver, Colorado. In 1877, 74 per-
cent said they were willing to pay $200 more on their next auto purchase to get a device
which would inereese gas mileage; 19 pereent were not willing [120].

Keeping cars in good running condition was recognized by 96 percent of respondents in
Lansing, Michigan, as a conservation measure; 38 percent of these people reported that
they maintained their cars more in 1876 than they did in 1974 [106]. "Having a car tuned
more often"” was mentioned by 41 percent of respondents as an action to cut down on
gasoline consumption. Among the alternatives listed, only driving at lower speeds (55
percent) and doing more errands on one trip (54 percent) were chosen more often,

These data indicate that more people said they consider fuel economy, plan to buy
smaller cars, or are willing to drive smaller cars than have reported actually making such
changes (at least by 1977).

In December 1973, after the 55-mph speed limit had been propcsed, 62 percent of a
national sample said they were driving more slowly [212]. This percentage increased to
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between 67 and 68 percent in 1974 [217, 240] and decreased to 63 percent in 1977 [217].
In one study since 1974, 50 to 58 percent of national respondents said they drive more
slowly to conserve energy [149]. How slowly they say they are willing to drive has been
investigated. In 1975 half said they would be willing to drive 55 mph on major highways
to save gasoline, provided everyone else had to drive at the same speed. Another 40
percent said they would drive even more slowly, while 11 percent said they would drive
60 mph or more [258). Reported actual driving speeds differed from what people said
they were willing to drive. In 1975 about half said they were driving at 55 mph, in agree-
ment with reported willingness. About 26 to 30 percent, however, reported driving under
55 mph, and 15 to 24 percent reported driving over 55 mph [258, 144]. At the time
people expressed willingness to drive at 55 mph (1974), a majority (55 to 75 percent) felt
that most people were observing the speed limit [142]. In the three studies mentioning it,
from seven to 36 percent of respondents said they had switehed to a smaller ear. Only
one item each examined plans to buy smaller cars, willingness to do so if others did and
perceived willingness of others to drive smaller cars, thus permitting no coneclusions
about these variables. A pattern of reported slower driving (55 mph) is supported by the
survey data, with four studies finding majority ecompliance. Behavioral intention and
action regarding efficiency in gasoline use, other than driving slower, is a research gap
that remains to be explored.

Policy Preferences. The majority of respondents (75 percent) in a Denver study favored
government regulation of gas