








ments can be explained by the recent cuts in support for state
environmental programs, such as reductions in grants-in-aid. De-
creases in intergovernmental exchanges of personnel have ex-
acerbated this situation.!!?

Finally, the low prominence of universities and think tanks
may be an unfortunate artifact of methods. We began by asking
respondents which organizations they talk to in a typical month,
then asked specifically whether they talked with each of seven-
teen organizations and organization groups if those institutions
had not been mentioned in the general response. These probes,
unfortunately, did not include universities or think tanks. As a
consequence, the percent of respondents indicating they talk to
such bodies may be biased downward. Nonetheless, the very low
frequency with which these organizations were mentioned sug-
gests that they are not as central to the environmental health and
safety policy process.

The third dimension of personal contact displayed in Table 5 is
that of communication structure. The diagonal cells of the table
represent communication within an organizational group. For
EPA this figure represents communication across offices; for
other groupings it represents communication with different or-
ganizations within the same group. Thus, as we have noted,
every respondent at the agency communicates on a regular basis
with other EPA offices. Communication within organization
groups is very high, reflecting the need to share information,
build coalitions, and coordinate activities. The major exceptions
are state and local governments, unions, and consulting and law
firms. Legal and consulting firms are often competitors, so their
need to communicate with each other is minimal. Labor and state
and local governments are a rather disparate group of institutions
that have been lumped together for analytical convenience. There
is a reasonable degree of communication among labor unions,
but very little among state and local governments and their repre-
sentatives or between state and local governments and labor or-
ganizations.

Looking at the interior of Table 5, the patterns of communica-
tion reflect the roles played by the organization groups. EPA staff
are most likely to talk with other federal agencies, and they speak
to corporations and environmental groups with equal probability.
Law and consulting firms are mentioned next most often by EPA
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employees, possibly to call upon their analytical services or to
discuss matters related to clients regulated by the agency. Sixty
percent of EPA respondents report regular communication with
Congress, but there is relatively little interaction with labor, state
and local governments, and universities or think tanks.

The pattern for other federal agencies is nearly identical, with
one major exception. Seventy-one percent of EPA respondents
say they talk with trade associations and corporations, and the
same percentage reports that they communicate with environ-
mental organizations. Seventy-two percent of our respondents
based in other federal agencies report communication with trade
associations and corporations, but only 45 percent say they talk to
environmental groups. This is not surprising, since environmen-
talists are a major client of EPA, while other bureaucratic mis-
sions focus less directly on environmental concerns. Moreover,
other federal agencies were created long before the rise of envi-
ronmentalism in the late 1960s and early 1970s. As a conse-
quence, environmentalists have not been as important to the fed-
eral bureaucracy as they have been to EPA itself.

Congressional and staff support organizations are most likely to
talk with federal agencies other than EPA, and somewhat less
prone to interact with corporations and trade associations, envi-
ronmental groups, and EPA. The difference in reported contacts
between EPA and other federal agencies is a result of treating
EPA as a special case in our analysis. In fact, EPA is contacted
more frequently than any other federal agency, but not quite as
often as the aggregate of all other federal bureaucracies. Since
environmental and corporate interests are the major contenders
in environmental policy conflicts, it is not surprising that they
are frequently contacted by congressional support organizations
and staff.

Every environmental organization employee interviewed re-
ported frequent interaction with Congress. This is consistent with
our argument that these groups, with limited funding and per-
sonnel but with broad-based public support as the major source
of power, must focus on the legislative branch. In environmental
policy, as in other areas, Congress generally focuses on broad
agenda-setting or formulation issues, leaving detailed implemen-
tation to the executive branch agencies.!!* With limited staff, en-
vironmental groups target broad concerns rather than details.

87



And, as noted in previous chapters, there are many ideological
and demographic similarities between risk professionals working
in Congress and those working in environmental groups.

Law and consulting firms are most likely to have contact with
EPA, other federal agencies, and corporations and trade associa-
tions. These groups have the resources to make use of outside
expertise, and they are the key actors in regulatory proceedings
in which high levels of technical and legal expertise are used.
The communication pattern for law and consulting firms thus
reflects their clientele base and the bodies with which they must
negotiate.

In order to understand the structure of the network of risk pro-
fessionals, we applied cluster analysis to the data in Table 5. This
technique groups organizations according to the similarity of their
communication patterns.!® Organizations that play the same
role in the network are placed in the same cluster. Two clusters
emerge from this analysis. The largest is composed of EPA, other
federal agencies, and corporations and trade associations. These
groups are actively sought by other organization groups and make
substantial outreach efforts themselves. The average level of com-
munication within the cluster, excluding communication within a
group, is 77 percent, indicating a high level of within-cluster con-
tact. The second cluster is composed of congressional staff and
support organizations and environmental groups. These bodies
have made stroang outreach efforts, are not as often contacted by
other groups, and have an even higher level of communication
with each other than was the case with the first cluster. Here the
average contact is 88 percent.

Personnel Flows

Personnel flows across organizations also can be an important
component of an exchange network. This is a more subtle form
of communication, but one of great importance in the Wash-
ington policy environment. The phenomenon of the “revolv-
ing door” is well known among government bureaucracies, their
clientele, and congressional staffs, but an equally important pat-
tern is the “inner-outer” career path, in which individuals move
from universities, think tanks, and other organizations into posi-
tions in government.!1®
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Table 6 displays the percent of respondents working in an or-
ganizational group who have ever been employed by each of the
other organizational groupings. The diagonal of the matrix repre-
sents previous experience in the same grouping, but in a differ-
ent specific organization, or, in the case of EPA, in a different
office.

Over 40 percent of our respondents at EPA have worked at
other federal agencies, and an identical percentage have experi-
ence at universities and think tanks. When EPA was founded in
1970, it consolidated some 6,000 employees from fifteen govern-
ment agencies located in three departments (Health, Education
and Welfare; Agriculture; and Interior) and in the years that fol-
lowed it recruited heavily from the rest of the federal bureau-
cracy.''” This may help account for EPA respondents’ broad ex-
perience in the executive branch. Since our respondents are
highly educated, and since many EPA employees are engaged in
performing highly technical analyses or translating the results of
such analysis into policy, it is also not surprising that a large frac-
tion of our respondents there have work experience at univer-
sities and think tanks. Unexpected is the fact that over one-
quarter of EPA respondents have worked at corporations or trade
associations. This is the largest fraction of corporate experience
for any of our organizational groupings. A little more than one-
tenth of EPA respondents have worked in the legislative branch,
and less than 3 percent have any work experience with environ-
mental groups or law and consulting firms. For an agency that
was accused of being captured by proenvironmental interests in
its early days, the low level of personnel flows from environmen-
tal groups is a great surprise. One explanation might be that the
erosion of agency morale and budget and personnel cutbacks that
took place under Administrator Burford simply drove many for-
mer environmentalists out of EPA. Almost as unanticipated is
the relative lack of congressional background, especially since ex-
perience on “The Hill” seems to be valued among the risk profes-
sionals. Not at all surprising is the low level of personnel flow
from law and consulting firms to EPA. The high salaries and per-
quisites of many of these firms, plus the fact that EPA has had
“more work per worker” than any other agency, are only two fac-
tors that might contribute to the minimal personnel link between
these organizations.!!®

The employment patterns of respondents at other executive
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branch agencies closely parallels that of EPA. The major differ-
ence is that fewer respondents in those organizations have corpo-
rate experience, while more have worked in consulting or legal
firms. Risk professionals currently working at universities and
think tanks are most likely to have experience at executive
branch agencies other than EPA, and are about equally likely to
have worked at all other organizational groupings.

Over one-third of congressional staff or support personnel have
experience in non-EPA executive agencies, one-fifth have worked
at law or consulting firms, or universities and think tanks, and
one-eighth have held positions in the corporate sector. Only 4
percent have had jobs at EPA, while none have ever worked for
environmental groups. The lack of experience at EPA seems
somewhat unusual, but the absence of prior employment in envi-
ronmental organizations is absolutely startling, since influencing
the legislative branch is a major strategy for environmentalists
and, as noted above, environmental and congressional repre-
sentatives have strong similarities in communication and exper-
tise patterns.

Over 60 percent of law and consulting firm employees have
worked at executive agencies other than EPA. This is the highest
figure in Table 6. This would appear to be a classic example of
the revolving door in federal government. Consultants and attor-
neys typically have strong personal ties with clients, and often in-
dividuals from agencies, or from universities or think tanks, “go
private” to establish new businesses or to join existing firms.
These individuals rely on their intimate knowledge of the clients’
organization and concerns and on the trust that has developed
during employment to create and maintain a steady flow of busi-
ness.''® Congress does not make extensive use of private consul-
tants or lawyers, which may account for the fact that less than
one-fifth of respondents working for law or “beltway bandit” or-
ganizations have held jobs within the legislative branch. The lim-
ited experience of this group in the corporate sector is harder to
explain, since businesses are the principal clients of the legal and
consulting community. It may well be that the economic rewards
of the corporate sector are great enough to minimize mobility to
consulting firms, where both uncertainty and rewards are very large.

Environmentalists have a broad range of experience, including
substantial percentages of employees with experience in all or-
ganization groupings except Congress and corporations. The low
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level of congressional ties among employees of environmental
groups is as puzzling as the absence of environmental group
background was for legislative branch employees, and for the
same reasons. Perhaps the “clout” that comes from working on
the Hill makes work with groups active in lobbying unattractive
by comparison. The sharp ideological differences between envi-
ronmental groups and corporate and trade association employees
undoubtedly constrain movement between these bodies. This

is shown by the fact that none of our environmental group re-
spondents has ever been employed by corporations, and only

2.6 percent of corporate and trade association employees have
ever worked in an environmental organization. It is interesting to
note that both environmental groups and corporations and trade
associations have high rates of internal mobility, with 48 and 56
percent of respondents, respectively, having been employed else-
where in the group.

The last column of Table 6 presents a measure of the diversity
of the job experience of respondents from each organizational
grouping. We calculated it by taking the average of all entries in
a row, except those for intragroup mobility and for the “other”
category. As expected, respondents in law and consulting firms
have the greatest diversity of experiences, most likely reflecting
the linkages to a range of clients or previous employers. The next
most diverse bodies are EPA and the environmental groups.
Among federal agencies, EPA is a relative newcomer. More im-
portant, new responsibilities have been added to the agency’s
mandate on a regular basis. From original responsibility for air
and water quality under a fairly limited set of statutes, the EPA’s
charge has grown remarkably. Until recently, this had been ac-
companied by an expansion of staff, particularly in response to
the risk-related issues of concern to our respondents. Presumably,
new staff with the requisite skills drawn from a variety of other
organization groups leads to the high diversity of experience at
EPA. The moderate diversity of employment experience at envi-
ronmental organizations could be traced to two factors. First, like
EPA, the scope of concerns addressed by environmental groups
has broadened considerably in the last decade.'?® Second, the
Reagan administration has dramatically reduced staffing levels at
most federal agencies with environmental health and safety func-
tions. Some of the people who have left the bureaucracy may
have joined environmental groups.
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The bottom row of Table 6 is a permeation index, calculated by
averaging all the entries in each column except the diagonal en-
try. This index measures the ability of an organization group to
place its employees in other groupings. As discussed earlier, this
is one form of influence that organizations can have on each
other. Executive agencies other than EPA and universities and
think tanks have the greatest ability to exert this type of influ-
ence. These are the two groups with the longest experience with
formal risk analysis and risk management issues, so it is rea-
sonable that they can place their former employees quite broadly.

The other organization groups have roughly equivalent permea-
tion indices, with the notable exception of environmental groups.
In Chapter 2, while analyzing the career paths of the risk profes-
sionals, we observed that working for an environmental group led
to a very low probability of finding employment with any other
organizational group. The analysis presented in Table 6 indicates
that this effect is even stronger here. Individuals with environ-
mental group experience are unlikely to be found anywhere else.
Part of this pattern may be a consequence of self-selection. Chap-
ters 3 and 4 demonstrated that members of environmental groups
hold values that are somewhat different from those of most other
risk professionals, and that they view the policy process very dif-
ferently. Such values and attitudes may be a large part of the rea-
son these people are willing to work in organizations character-
ized by limited support resources, fiscal rewards, and the like.
The same values, however, may make it difficult to move to other
environmental health and safety organizations. Employment at an
environmental group may also carry something of a stigma, at
least during the Reagan administration’s tenure in office, which
limits mobility. Finally, environmental groups do not have many
workers trained in the natural sciences and engineering and so
may simply have few individuals who are attractive for the more
technically oriented organizational groupings.

Legitimacy

In addition to flows of communication and personnel, signifi-
cant linkages among organizations may be facilitated by mu-
tual perceptions. Employees of each of the organizational groups
have attitudes and beliefs about each other, and these may
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shape tactics and strategies on particular issues. Moreover,

they may affect the kinds of actions that are seen as fair and ef-
fective. Legitimacy is a key issue in any policy arena, and it is
especially problematic in environmental policy.!*! As we have dis-
cussed in the introductory chapter, environmental problems raise
difficult questions about the social costs of private production de-
cisions. Attribution of causes of environmental problems and pro-
posals to resolve them revolve around the issue of governmental
intervention in private activities and the ability of market forces to
protect the health and safety of members of the society. In gen-
eral, environmentalists and corporate representatives are at polit-
ical loggerheads in this debate.

How does the problem of legitimacy manifest itself among our
respondents? Most theoretical treatments of legitimacy are highly
abstract, focusing on the legitimacy of the overall political system
or major components of that system as perceived by the general
public. We focus instead on the degree of sympathy our respon-
dents exhibit for the major contenders in the ongoing debates:
the environmental movement, corporations, and labor. Thus, our
analysis of legitimacy is at a very specific, micro-level. We believe
it is from strains at this level that larger crises in legitimacy de-
velop. Lack of sympathy for a particular group’s policy position
may lead to a lack of sympathy for the legitimacy of the group’s
suggested remedies, or to the rejection of its qualifications to par-
ticipate in the system at all. When such cleavages develop in
multiple policy arenas, the problem of legitimacy may become
systemic. It is this general level that has caught the attention of
most theorists. 22

We have already seen that most risk professionals adopt envi-
ronmental values to some degree, but that environmental groups
are at odds with most other members of the system with regard
to their views of the policy process. These patterns could lead to
either high or low legitimacy for major actors in the system.

To gauge how our respondents rate the legitimacy of groups,
we asked them if they were “very sympathetic,” “somewhat
sympathetic,” or “not at all sympathetic” to industry, the envi-
ronmental movement, and labor. We did not ask about other
orgariizational groups because, at least from our vantage point,
government, consultants and lawyers, universities, etcetera, do
not hold general positions on policy that are consistent over time,
but rather comprise a range of stances. To put it differently, la-
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bor, environmental groups, and corporations tend to make broad
appeals to all other participants for support on issues. When other
actors make such appeals, as in the case of state and local gov-
ernments calling for more autonomy, or academics asking for
more research funding, their arguments tend to be seen as neu-
tral, and are less likely to raise issues of legitimacy.

Table 7 displays the percentage of respondents from each or-
ganizational group who say that they are somewhat or very sym-
pathetic with industry, labor, and environmentalists. The overall
level of sympathy is high, with nearly three-quarters of respon-
dents expressing some sympathy with industry, four-fifths show-
ing some sympathy with labor, and 96 percent expressing sym-
pathy with the environmental movement. However, there are
some important variations in the overall pattern of legitimacy.
First, the proportion of respondents saying they have some sym-
pathy with industry is lower than the percent saying they have
some sympathy with environmental groups for every group of or-
ganizations except corporations and trade associations. For “very
sympathetic” responses the difference is dramatic. Organized
labor is also accorded more legitimacy than industry by every or-
ganizational group except corporations and trade associations and
universities and think tanks.

Do the major contenders view each other with sympathy? No
respondent from environmental groups or labor organizations
considered himself or herself very sympathetic with industry, and
less than half expressed any sympathy with industrial organiza-
tions. In contrast, nearly 90 percent of corporation and trade asso-
ciation employees expressed some sympathy with the environ-
mental movement, and over three-quarters said the same thing
about labor groups. All employees in labor organizations and state
and local government had some sympathy with the environmen-
tal movement, and 96 percent of environmental group members
had some sympathy with labor.

It appears that while the overall level of legitimacy is quite
high, industry is not viewed as sympathetically as are the envi-
ronmentalists or labor organizations. The lower level of sympathy
for industry expressed by environmental organizations, labor, and
state and local governments suggests some strains in the legiti-
macy of the policy system. Perhaps this is because the industrial
reaction to environmental health and safety has followed a pat-
tern increasingly seen by some actors as counter to the public in-
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terest. As we have noted, this pattern typically takes the form of
industrial denial of the existence or severity of specific environ-
mental problems when they are raised by workers or environmen-
talists. If sufficient political pressure is brought to bear and regu-
lation is proposed, then industry will tend to argue for further
analysis, or suggest minimal intervention or some form of mitiga-
tion subsidy. Once controls are in effect, industrial interests
suffer some divisions in their ranks, as government regulation
creates new special interests, some of which are beneficiaries of
the new rules. However, the cost-bearers of regulation can be
expected to be a constant force pressing for deregulation. This

is a predictable set of interest group reactions intended to affect
the distribution of costs and benefits.'2® But debate after debate
places industry in the position of denying the need for change
until the pressure is overwhelming. The need to keep private
costs of production as low as possible by minimizing environmen-
tal protection flies in the face of public concern. This behavior is
amplified by the occasional, well-publicized case of flagrant viola-
tions of environmental regulations by industry.!?* The conse-
quence is a very limited legitimacy for industry among its antago-
nists in environmental politics, including workers.'?> And the
same process, rather than portraying environmentalists and labor
as “doomsayers,” seems to enhance their credibility as they re-
main relatively free from major scandals and promote positions
seen as in the public rather than the private interest.

Power

A natural complement to legitimacy is power. Legitimacy is the
essential condition for effective authority; indeed, authority can
be defined as legitimized power. The environmental groups and
labor are seen as legitimate by all organizational groupings in our
study, while industry has low legitimacy with its antagonists but
reasonably high levels elsewhere. Are these differences in sym-
pathy paralleled by perceived differences in power?

Table 8 shows the perceived influence of industry, the environ-
mental movement, and labor as viewed by respondents in each of
the eight organizational groupings. Overall, all three sets of actors
are seen as having some influence, but while a majority of re-
spondents said industry and the environmental groups are very
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influential, only about 14 percent said the same thing about
labor. This is consistent with our finding that labor organizations
have a very limited presence in environmental health and safety
risk policy.

Industry is seen as being very influential by a majority of re-
spondents employed in every organizational group except their
own. Only one-fifth of employees of corporations and trade associ-
ations considered these bodies to be very influential. This “organi-
zational humility” is also displayed by labor and environmental
groups. Indeed, no one working for labor or state and local gov-
ernments thought labor was very influential.

In general, the environmental movement is seen as less in-
fluential than industry. Corporations and trade associations and
law and consulting firms are the only exceptions to this rule.
Trade associations and corporations attribute great influence to
their antagonists, with nearly three-quarters of those respondents
saying that the environmental movement is very influential. Law
and consulting firm employees are only slightly more likely to at-
tribute power to industry. Congress, EPA, and other executive
agencies do not share this view. They are substantially more
likely to respond that industry is very influential than to attribute
such influence to the environmental movement.

Associating minimal influence with one’s own organization and
great power with one’s opponent is a rational strategy that allows
an interest to take credit for its victories but be free from blame
for failures. It is also a mechanism for gaining sympathy and
legitimacy. But it may also become a self-fulfilling prophecy, with
those parties-at-interest that are assumed to be powerful even-
tually acquiring influence by their reputation. The organizations
being influenced have quite consistent views regarding the three
actor categories we have examined, with the single discrepancy
that Congress tends to attribute more influence to labor than to
EPA or other executive agencies. It seems that while the en-
vironmental movement and labor have more legitimacy, their
more limited resources and smaller numbers of risk professionals
make it difficult for them to translate that legitimacy into power,
while industrial organizations remain powerful in the environ-
mental health and safety arena even if they are not considered
as legitimate.
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Conclusion

One notable feature of the network structure of the risk policy
community is the position of the environmental organizations.
They are viewed quite sympathetically by the rest of the organiza-
tional groupings, and are seen as influential, though not as in-
fluential as their antagonists. They make substantial efforts to
contact others but are not a particularly attractive contact them-
selves. And their place in the network of personnel flows is mar-
ginal, with very few former environmental group members find-
ing employment in other parts of the risk profession.

In contrast, corporations and trade associations are viewed with
much less sympathy but are seen as much more influential. They
are frequently contacted, but they make fewer outreach efforts
themselves. And while former corporate employees are more
common throughout the network than former environmentalists,
they are still less common than individuals with experience in the
federal government or in law and consulting firms.

Two factors may help explain the structure of these networks.
The first is whether or not an organization is a policy advocate.
Employment at environmental groups or corporations and trade
associations appears to involve substantial commitment to specific
positions on policy issues. As we noted in Chapter 4, corporations
and environmental groups are at opposite ends of the policy spec-
trum with regard to their level of optimism about the utility of
cost-benefit and risk analysis and sources of and responses to sci-
entific controversies. And in Chapter 3 we documented the
ideological differences between the groups. Once groups embrace
an ideology, it may be difficult to move to more neutral positions
or more neutral organizations.

Flows of communication may relate to a second factor, the
character of the organization itself. Factors such as the level of
in-house expertise might account for patterns of interaction
across our organizational groupings. EPA, other executive agen-
cies, and corporations and trade associations thus might have
fewer incentives to talk to other actors, while Congress and envi-
ronmental groups face the reverse situation.

Differences in perceived legitimacy of environmentalists and in-
dustry may be connected to positions on policy issues as well, but
a stronger link would seem to be attitudes toward environmen-
talism. Our analysis of this dimension in Chapter 3 demonstrated
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that our respondents tend to hold proenvironment values, so sym-
pathy with the environmental groups is hardly surprising.

Many parts of this analysis suggest that the risk policy system
functions as a policy community. Overall levels of personal con-
tact are high, with almost two-thirds of all possible communica-
tions being manifested in the analysis. And there are linkages
among every major component of the risk profession, indicating
that a network does in fact exist.

Knoke and Laumann suggest that attentiveness to policy is the
key factor in the creation and maintenance of a policy network.!26
We concur that attentiveness defines a policy system, but we
have tried to elucidate the structure of the system as well as dem-
onstrate its existence. Our analysis has shown the network of risk
professionals is very dense, and the most comprehensive com-
munications linkages are maintained, as theory would suggest, by
environmental groups. These groups reach out to potential adver-
saries almost as often as potential coalition partners. This is con-
sistent with the notion that “skill in using these networks is a
prerequisite for success in influencing policy” and that “on the
whole, environmentalists have been successful in developing and
using these networks.”!2’ _

Here, as in our examinations based on elite, class, and estab-
lishment perspectives, we have found a number of general char-
acteristics of risk professionals. Equally important, we have found
substantial and systematic differences across types of actors in
the risk policy system. In the final chapter, we develop a picture
of risk professionals that integrates our findings and relates them
to general problems in environmental policy.
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Chapter 6 Conclusions

In his 1984 presidential address to the American Sociological As-
sociation, James F. Short, Jr., urged a “social transformation of
risk analysis.” He argued that “risk analysis has insisted on its
own legitimacy and pressed for policies based on technical anal-
yses, while failing to acknowledge the narrow focus and tenuous
quality of those analyses and ignoring the consequences of failed
expertise.”’?® The transformation he had in mind was nothing
less than the demystification of risk analysis by embedding it in a
broader social context. ‘

One of the goals of this study is just such a demystification. It
is our hope that by developing a better understanding of the risk
policy system and of the risk professionals who work in that
system, we will come to a better understanding of how modern
industrial societies attempt to deal with environmental and tech-
nological hazards. In order to make sense of our work, we
must make our understanding of the risk professionals part of a
broader examination of the social structure and dynamics that in-
fluence environmental health and safety policy in the United
States. The constraints of the larger political and economic sys-
tem have important consequences for the risk policy system, and
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by coming to grips with them we can interpret the findings of
previous chapters. Thus, we begin this final chapter by consider-
ing the relationship between the risk policy system, including the
professionals who are the focal point of our work, and the polit-
ical economy of environmental health and safety problems in
American society. After examining those links, we draw some
general conclusions about the risk policy system. Finally, we
offer some tentative suggestions about ways in which the risk
policy system might be improved.

Public Opinion, the Environmental Movement,
and the Risk Policy System

The risk policy system in its present form is relatively new. It
grew out of a history of political conflict over environmental is-
sues and continues to reflect that conflict. A confluence of events
in the late 1960s and early 1970s produced both the modern en-
vironmental movement and broad public support for environmen-
tal programs. Throughout the 1960s, scientific evidence accu-
mulated on a number of threats to human health and safety.
Evidence of the serious consequences of water pollution, air pol-
lution, and pesticide use mounted rapidly. While studies of envi-
ronmental problems are as old as concern with public health, the
post-World War II developments in ecology and environmental
science produced a body of evidence that indicated that environ-
mental problems were more prevalent and more serious than had
been suspected.

This research mobilized concern among a group of activists
who were to form the core of the environmental movement. The
United States had a long history of concern with conservation,
and some of that concern translated into an awareness of air and
water pollution problems and of toxic substances in general. But
during the late 1960s, a number of individuals who had been ac-
tive in the civil rights and anti-Vietnam War movements and who
were participating in the emergence of the second wave of the
feminist movement became involved in environmental issues.
While in the past members of the conservation movement were
usually political moderates who supported the general ideology of
growth that we have labeled the dominant social paradigm, the
new proponents of environmental reform came from political
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backgrounds that made them question the legitimacy of the polit-
ical and economic system. This view caused the new activists to
engage in broader critiques than had been typical of the conser-
vationists. From their analyses emerged the worldview we have
termed the new environmental paradigm.

The new environmental movement drew upon tactics devel-
oped by the civil rights and antiwar movements. Whereas the tra-
ditional conservationists relied on lobbying efforts, appeals to the
common good, and their links to the power elite, the new envi-
ronmentalists depended on demonstrations and other events
staged for the press to attract public attention. A particularly dra-
matic example of this approach was the environmental teach-in
in April 1970 that coordinated demonstrations and activities in
hundreds of colleges and communities across the country.

Nearly fifteen years of survey data indicate strong and virtually
unwavering support for environmental protection on the part of
the American public.!?® In part, this is due to scientific evidence,
which continues to point out new and ever more serious hazards.
But it also appears that environmental issues tap a fundamental
concern among the general public, one that has provided broad
political backing for the development of policy to protect the envi-
ronment. With this success, the environmental movement has
been able to move from actions intended to raise public con-
sciousness to work within the policy system. However, as we
have noted in previous chapters, within the policy system envi-
ronmentalists often face active opposition from corporate interests
who find environmental regulation a serious threat.

Scientific knowledge about environmental problems, strong
public support for environmental protection, the evolution of the
environmental movement itself, and the character of opposition to
that movement form the political and economic context within
which the risk policy system is embedded. Four resources are
critical to successful action. First, because science is the basis for
understanding environmental problems, actors in the system
must maintain involvement in the system. Second, the basic posi-
tions taken by an actor must be seen as legitimate by other actors
in the policy system. Third, actors must have the material re-
sources to be able to maintain participation in the system; fund-
ing, personnel, and the like must be available in sufficient
amounts to enable an ongoing involvement. And fourth, actors
must have public support for their involvement if they are to en-
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hance their political agenda. Some of these resources, particularly
funding and public support, depend critically on the links be-
tween the risk policy system and the rest of society, and it is
through these links that the broader social context influences risk
policy. Other resources, especially legitimacy and credibility, are
internal to the system and depend critically on an actor’s history.
By taking account of both the exogenous and endogenous factors,
we believe we can make some sense of the structure and dynam-
ics of the risk policy system.

How does our study help us understand how this policy system
works? In the following section, we offer some general conclu-
sions about the functioning of the risk policy system, drawing on
the evidence of the previous chapters.

Some General Themes

THE RISK POLICY SYSTEM IS AN OPEN SYSTEM

The four perspectives we used to generate questions about the
risk policy system suggest that there may be sharp boundaries to
the system, and that entry to it may be limited. Indeed, each of
the perspectives suggests factors that may be critical to partici-
pating in the system and thus may limit involvement by mak-
ing the system difficult to enter. In fact, this does not seem to be
the case.

When we began this study, we were concerned that a danger
establishment, sharing some characteristics of the military estab-
lishment, might have developed around environmental health and
safety issues. Although there is little consensus among analysts
of the military establishment, or the “military-industrial complex,”
one of the standard definitions describes it as “an informal al-
liance among key military, governmental and corporate decision
makers involved in the highly profitable weapons-procurement
and military-support system.”!3°

We feel there is little evidence to support this view of the risk
policy system. To be sure, the military establishment and environ-
mental health and safety arenas share some important traits. Both
have a range of participants, both have a core of professionals,
and both involve technical information used to justify or criticize
policies that also have significant ideological and political implica-
tions. What makes the risk policy system different is the fact that
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there are clear conflicts between environmental and corporate
representatives. It is the conflict between these two groups that
drives the system. As expected from new class theory, environ-
mental ideology permeates the risk policy system, but there are
clear differences between antagonists on basic ideological ques-
tions and perspectives. And when one turns to issues of how the
policy process should function, there is even more marked dis-
agreement. Unlike the military establishment, which is character-
ized by a strong, pervasive optimism about the utility of modern
science and technology in resolving policy problems and a fasci-
nation with technical analysis and hardware in general,'®! many
of our respondents exhibit mixed views on these subjects. One
can be an active and influential member of the risk policy system
and reject many procedures used in “scientific” risk analysis, for
example, even if the consensus view favors such methods.

This lack of consensus about ideology and the appropriate
methods for carrying out policy analysis shows that the risk policy
system gives legitimacy to a range of positions. Nor does our evi-
dence on communication and legitimacy across organizations
suggest that some parts of the system are marginal. Indeed, we
suspect that the risk policy system is relatively easy for a new
professional or organization to enter. Both the dominant social
paradigm and the new environmental paradigm have significant
support within the community and with the general public, so po-
sitions consistent with either will have some degree of internal
and external legitimacy. A potential participant would, of course,
need a material resource base to allow ongoing activity within the
system. And scientific legitimacy within the system would come
either with preestablished credentials or with the demonstration
of competence through ongoing involvement in the system. This
suggests that entry would not be difficult and that the risk policy
system has not evolved into the static and stable circle of actors,
an “old boy” system, that may typify many policy systems.!32

THE HYBRID CHARACTER OF THE RISK POLICY SYSTEM CREATES
CONTRADICTIONS FOR PARTICIPANTS

The risk policy system is a “hybrid” in the sense that it deals
with policy issues that have a strong base in science but that also
involve sharp ideological differences between participants. As we
have noted, actors in the system must maintain scientific credibil-
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ity while at the same time retaining political support outside the
system. The first requirement leads to what Hugh Heclo has re-
ferred to as “policy as an intramural activity,” in which highly
knowledgeable policy experts emerge. He calls these experts “pol-
icy politicians-—experts in using experts, victuallers of knowledge
in a world hungry for right decisions.”!®® But these concerns for
scientific and technical credibility create strains with the sources
of political support for the participants. This is what Peter Wein-
gart terms a hybrid system:

the institutional expression of the increased communica-
tion pressures between the differentiated systems of poli-
tics, science, and the economy. Their function is to help
define policy problems in terms of systematic knowledge,
to translate (operationalize) them into technical goals, to
turn them into research, strategies, development pro-
grammes and correlate policy measures, all of which feed
back into the perception and definition of the policy prob-
lems themselves. The significance of the “hybrid com-
munities,” therefore, lies in their cognitive function as
brokers of expert knowledge and political values.!3

The internal dynamics of the risk policy system require that ac-
tion be justified in scientific terms. But the need for political sup-
port outside the system depends not on technical justifications,
the cost-benefit ratios and risk assessments, but on appeals con-
sistent with the ideologies relevant to environmental problems in
the larger society, the new environmental paradigm and the dom-
inant social paradigm. These tensions are the most acute for the
environmental movement.

By the late 1970s, a number of observers of environmental or-
ganizations were calling for fundamental changes in the move-
ment, and especially for a reassessment of perceived elitist and
antiscientific strains characteristic of some elements of environ-
mental groups.'®® These critics suggested that the movement re-
quired dramatic changes in orientation, particularly in the area of
greater institutional capabilities, which would increase policy ef-
fectiveness. Thus, Langton has identified five “new competen-
cies” the movement needs to develop to respond to the increasing
complexities of environmental policy: higher levels of professional
administrative skills; greater intra- and intermovement collabora-
tion across organizational boundaries; upgraded political action
(legislative development, and so on); expanded scientific and
technical expertise; and more pragmatic efforts to educate the
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public and communicate with other actors.!®*® Success in placing
environmental issues on the national policy agenda has forced en-
vironmentalists to become more concerned with the details of pol-
icy, which requires different tactics than those used in the early
days of the movement. Attempts to move in these directions in
recent years have altered the nature of the movement. A recent
assessment of the movement’s evolution in the 1980s painted a
picture of environmental groups being led by “pragmatic man-
agers” reaching out to form new coalitions to solve problems “re-
quiring more professional expertise” through a “less aggressive
posture.”137

The evidence reported in Chapter 2 indicates that environmen-
tal organizations remain distinct from other actors in the policy
system, but there can be no doubt that many movement groups
have been moving toward professionalism. These changes are
not without cost. As noted in Chapter 3, some critics claim that
Washington-based environmental organizations have sold out,
that the day-to-day pressures of participating in the policy system
have caused them to lose sight of their original purpose and to
lose their critical perspective.'® Indeed, the contrast between the
requirements of scientific credibility within the system and the
requisite to maintain broad political support, and especially links
with the “grassroots,” has led to a protracted and contentious bat-
tle for control of Friends of the Earth (FOE), one of the prototyp-
ical new environmental groups to emerge during the late 1960s.
The conflict within FOE was largely about whether the organiza-
tion should move its headquarters from San Francisco to Wash-
ington, D.C., and cut back on regional offices and activities in or-
der to maintain a strong lobbying presence.3®

Such conflicts cannot be resolved easily. To influence policy,
environmentalists must be effective participants in the risk policy
system, and thus use the resources that are intrinsic to the sys-
tem. But if they lend full credence to rational policy analysis
methods and total reliance on current science, they can be over-
whelmed by the greater technical resources of their opponents.
And environmental groups depend on mass appeals for both ma-
terial resources and political support. If they move too close to
their opponents in the system, if they adopt common policy posi-
tions and a “Washington danger establishment” resembling the
military establishment does emerge, environmentalists could lose
the base of support that has been critical to their very existence.
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Corporate representatives face a somewhat different problem.
As we have observed in Chapter 5, they are not as legitimate
within the system nor do they have as much support from the
general public. But corporations, being at the core of the produc-
tion system, can draw upon vast material resources and the gen-
eral acceptance of the dominant social paradigm to protect their
position within the risk policy system. Thus, unlike their envi-
ronmentalist antagonists, they do not have as difficult a job in
balancing appeals within the system with appeals to the general
public. As long as corporate representatives can convince their
superiors that they are effective in moderating the worst conse-
quences of environmental regulations, they can be reasonably
sure of material support. And as long as the current political and
economic system retains general legitimacy, they have a basis
for their calls to limit interference with the production process.
Nevertheless, because their appeals often seem self-interested,
they may be viewed with some suspicion by the general public
and by many risk professionals.

SCIENCE IS CENTRAL TO THE RISK POLICY SYSTEM, BUT MANY
RISK POLICY PROBLEMS ARE TRANSSCIENTIFIC

Environmental health and safety problems can be understood
only in a scientific context. In addition, the complexity of risk pol-
icy leads many, but by no means all, participants in the risk pol-
icy system to advocate the use of scientific methods of policy
analysis such as cost-benefit analysis and formal risk analysis to
clarify problems and to suggest preferred policy options. As we
have said, this means that all actors must have some scientific
credibility to perform effectively.

The science of the risk policy system is a problem-oriented sci-
ence, intended to provide information of utility for making policy
decisions. Wesley Schrum has described the character of such
science with reference to cancer research and plasma physics:

The distinction between basic and applied science breaks
down in fields such as cancer research and plasma phys-
ics where political needs require such complex develop-
ments that new fundamental knowledge is required before
successful applications can result. The solution of specific
social, economic, and military problems is seen to follow
from a series of transformations: social programmes into
political programmes, political goals into science policy
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programmes, and science policy programmes into concrete
research strategies. These transfers are achieved by hybrid
communities involving scientists, politicians, civil servants
and experts from industry as well as from other interest
groups. 140

During the 1960s and 1970s the federal government attempted
to mobilize science to solve urgent national problems, such as
those of health, the environment, and energy. Many observers
feel that this period constituted a new era in American science.
Some are critical of it, viewing it as “defensive,” or even “anti-
technology.”**! Others view it positively, calling it “purposive,”
or “democratic.”**2 But there is a consensus that the rise of
problem-oriented science represents a challenge to the traditional
“disconnectedness” of science and politics.

One implication of problem-oriented science is a weakening of
disciplinary perspectives and a strengthening of viewpoints based
on politics and ideology. Among our respondents, field of educa-
tion has relatively little effect on attitudes and values, while or-
ganizational affiliation has a very strong effect. Once entering the
risk policy system, a physicist or biologist has his or her world-
view shaped more by the workplace than by a discipline or by
training. In policy systems in which there is little ideological
diversity, there may be few pressures to counteract disciplinary
socialization. But in the risk policy system the differences in
ideology and in views of the appropriate ways of conducting the
policy process provide strong forces that overwhelm any common-
ality based on disciplinary affiliation.

The importance of science has important implications for the
dynamics of the policy system. And these implications go beyond
the obvious advantages that corporate interests have in generat-
ing research and analysis to bolster their positions. Alan Schnai-
berg has pointed out a further problem with the scientific base
for environmental policy. A long tradition of public and private
research and development has led to a strong base in what he
calls the “production” sciences. These are branches of the natural
and social sciences whose application facilitates the activities of
the production system. In contrast, the “impact sciences,” which
serve to document the failures of the production system, are only
weakly developed.!*® In fact, though the amount of funds on en-
vironmental research has increased greatly during the last twenty
years, it still represents a miniscule part of the federal science
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budget. Paul Ehrlich notes that the annual federal budget for
biomedical research is over 100 times larger than the budget for
ecological research.'**

A third problem in the use of science in the risk policy system
lies with the social science techniques such as risk analysis
and cost-benefit analysis that are advocated as mechanisms for
rationalizing the policy process. The theoretical and empirical
underpinnings of those techniques reflect the assumptions and
research base of the production sciences. It is relatively easy to
quantify the economic costs associated with a regulatory strategy,
but it is much more difficult to estimate the public and health
benefits and translate those into dollar values.

All of these factors make the essential role of science in the
risk policy system also a problematic one. Corporate representa-
tives mistrust government science because they often see it used
to justify environmentalist positions. Environmentalists distrust
research funded by corporations or government and the use of
formal analytical techniques because they feel the research may
be biased against their interests.

Nor would it be reasonable to expect that better research and
data could wholly eliminate this mistrust. To the extent that con-
flict within the risk policy system reflects differences in basic at-
titudes and values as well as positions on specific policy issues
and the conduct of the policy process, conflict will persist. The
risk policy system is clearly a “transscientific” domain. The term
was first coined by Alvin Weinberg to describe problems charac-
terized by great uncertainty for which adequate solutions could
not be supplied by science alone, and it has been applied to envi-
ronmental problems for some time. The first example cited by
Weinberg was the risks associated with exposure to low levels of
radioactivity.!*> Some questions that are central to the risk policy
system, such as what constitutes an acceptable level of risk for
the general public, are inherently political questions. Second,
many techniques of policy analysis require assumptions about
the appropriate method for assigning values to policy impacts.
Clearly, decisions about the appropriate value to assign to a hu-
man life or a scenic vista are as much political as scientific.
Third, many empirical and theoretical questions in the environ-
mental and risk sciences may be resolvable in principle but will
never be resolved in practice because of the magnitude and com-
plexity of the research required. Finally, the limited resources
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available for research require difficult choices about research
priorities, and those decisions inevitably involve political as well
as scientific factors. All of this makes the role of science in

the risk policy system inextricable from the role of politics and
ideology.

This is not to argue that science is completely reduced to or
corrupted by politics. Rather, an understanding of the dynamics
of the system suggests that we must understand that science is
embedded in politics. Consider two physicists, one Republican,
one Democrat, one an adherent of the dominant social para-
digm and the other more sympathetic to the new environmental
worldview. Both would calculate the same half-lethal dose from a
given experiment. But they might differ sharply in their interpre-
tation of the results, and each would assign a different priority to
future research on the impact of production of the compound. It
is at this level that science and politics are intertwined. In this
regard, problem-oriented science may not differ significantly from
“pure” science. Karen Knorr-Cetina discusses the importance of
“networks of symbolic relationships which in principle go beyond
the boundaries of a scientific community or scientific field.” Her
descriptions of these networks suggest the importance of the in-
ternal political dynamics of pure science in determining scientific
production. 1€ The difference between pure science and the sci-
ence of the risk policy system is only that the latter is more ob-
viously embedded in the politics of the system and of the larger
society.

Implications for Environmental Policy

We began this study as an effort to reach a better understand-
ing of the risk policy system and of the risk professionals who in-
habit it. Our orientation is that of natural historians as much as
policy scientists. But one does not engage in the study of a policy
system without some interest in the policies that are the focus of
that system. Thus, we offer a few suggestions about the implica-
tions of our work for environmental health and safety policy.

First, to paraphrase James Wilson’s observation about regula-
tory politics, a single-explanation theory of environmental health
and safety policy is about as helpful as a single explanation of
politics generally.!” While each of the perspectives we use in this
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analysis generates useful questions and provides some insight
about risk professionals, none constitutes a theory or an adequate
description of the risk policy system. Discussions of the system
that are to be satisfactory must take into account its evolution
and its ongoing internal dynamics, as well as its linkages to the
larger political and economic system. Analyses that focus on only
one set of actors or that consider the policy system in isolation are
likely to be misleading.

Second, analyses of risk policy should consider the importance
of the natural as well as the social world. Environmental policy
systems are driven by physical facts as much as by social ones,
yet there is some bias against considering physical facts in much
social analysis.!*® Dramatic discoveries and accidents place pres-
sures on the risk policy system, and the system is constrained by
what is physically possible as well as what is socially and politi-
cally feasible. It is the critical importance of the natural world
that makes expertise the focal point of the risk policy system.4°
This is not to say that accidents such as Chernobyl or Three Mile
Island do not have social causes, or acquire social meanings—
become “normal,” in Charles Perrow’s terms. !> But the dynamics
of such policy systems do not reduce to the social. Any approach
to risk policy that minimizes the importance of physical facts by
overemphasizing the cultural, for example, are likely to be off
target.

Third, we are not sanguine about attempts to “rationalize” the
risk policy system. We began this book with a discussion of Wil-
liam Ruckelshaus’s efforts to separate the science of assessing
risks from the policy of managing them. But science is inextrica-
bly linked to politics and to the differential resources actors bring
to the system. The professionals in the risk policy system perceive
it that way. So efforts to disentangle the two are not likely to be
successful. Instead, we agree with the assessment provided by
Dale Hattis and David Kennedy:

There is only one problem with this call for authoritative,
scientific risk assessment: such a commodity does not ex-
ist. In classical times, there was a great demand for the
skills of soothsayers in reading entrails, and there is a
similar amount of wishful thinking going on today. The
fact is that the science behind risk assessment is not up to
the challenge of consistently providing accurate answers
about the degree of risk individuals or populations face
from health hazards. . . . There is no way risk analysts at
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the EPA or other agencies can escape making value-laden
choices in the course of their work—choices that ren-

der their results far less “scientific” and objective than
Ruckelshaus envisioned.®!

Simplistic attempts to streamline or restructure the risk policy
system along “rationalistic” lines will lead only to more frustra-
tions and what George Downs and Patrick Larkey call the “mis-
match between analysis and politics.”*52

Fourth, while science and politics can never be separate in the
risk policy system, more and better science is badly needed. Some
of the conflict over science and formal policy analysis is inherent
and cannot be eliminated. We believe that more base-line studies,
further research on methodologies, retrospective studies of policy
impacts, and efforts intended to maintain strong linkages be-
tween the problem-oriented science of the policy system and tra-
ditional disciplinary science will provide science that is more
generally accepted by most risk professionals. The credibility of
research would be greatly enhanced if attempts were made to bal-
ance the access to research by the parties-at-interest in the risk
policy system. In particular, more research conducted by environ-
mentalists and by independent researchers at think tanks and
universities seems warranted. Good science will not eliminate
controversy, but it will serve to clarify and focus debate on the
issues that most require it.

Fifth, efforts to develop methods of policy analysis should begin
with the premise that conflict is inherent in the policy system. No
policy option is optimal for all parties in the system. This implies
that policy analysis methods should focus on specifying areas of
conflict and clarifying the bases for disagreements rather than on
a search for the best policy alternative. In our survey, risk profes-
sionals who supported the use of cost-benefit analysis usually
justified it as a mechanism for the clarification of issues and the
focusing of debate. But those who were critical of its use empha-
sized its inherent biases and its use as a conclusionary document.
We suggest that policy analysis in the risk policy system should
return to the model of impact assessment, in which the intent is
to delineate all impacts and to specify the level of certainty associ-
ated with each, under the assumption that individuals will differ
in the significance they associate with a particular impact. Reso-
lution of these differences is best viewed as a political not a tech-
nical problem.®® We also note that risk professionals are sup-
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portive of conflict resolution and mediation efforts. It may be
useful to conduct some experiments with such mechanisms.
Already there are several reports of success with environmental
mediation, but they have been produced by individuals and or-
ganizations who have pioneered in its use and do not provide as-
sessments of the typical application.!>*

Finally, we believe there is a need for a better understanding of
the links between the risk policy system and the rest of society.
Our presentation of these relationships must be viewed as an ini-
tial effort. Far more theoretical and empirical work is needed to
understand the interplay between policy systems and the larger
society, and the coevolution of both. Comparative analyses with
other policy systems would be especially useful in the delineation
of factors unique to environmental health and safety policy and
elements that are shared across systems. Out of such research
should come some prescriptions to improve the quality of policy
itself, and such understanding would help reduce the adverse
impact of modern society on the natural environment.
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Appendix A Methodology

In this appendix, we present a brief discussion of the methods
used to conduct this study. In particular, we describe the tech-
niques used to sample individuals, the problems encountered in
developing a questionnaire for use with a highly knowledgeable
group, the way interviews were carried out, and the steps in-
volved in turning the results of our interviews into a form that
could be analyzed.

Developing a Sample

The first step in developing a sample is to determine what
kinds of people should be interviewed. We considered several ap-
proaches. In many surveys, the researcher begins with a sam-
pling frame in the form of a list of the population to be sampled.
One possible sampling frame for our study would have been a list
of all members of the Society for Risk Analysis (SRA). A random
sample could have been drawn from that list, and used as our
sample. But our experience in talking with SRA members and
with other individuals involved in risk policy issues was that the
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SRA, while influential, was composed primarily of people in-
volved in the technical aspects of risk analysis. Many people in-
terested exclusively in risk policy are not members. Thus, we

felt a sample drawn from SRA membership lists would tend to
underrepresent those people who were engaged more in the polit-
ical and social aspects of risk assessment and management. Only
14 percent of our sample were members of the SRA.

Another approach would have been to develop a list of all in-
stitutions concerned with environmental risk policy, collect tables
of organization for each of them, and draw samples of the staff.
We anticipated several problems with this method. First, it was
not clear how the relevant organizations could be identified in
any fashion that would guarantee reasonably exhaustive cover-
age. Second, obtaining accurate tables of organization or other
sources of data and deciding how to sample from them repre-
sented a difficult process. Third, the use of a list of organizations
required some decisions about how many individuals to sample
from within the unit. Analysts often use organizations as their
unit of analysis, and so conduct interviews with individuals pri-
marily to develop a profile of institutional characteristics. This
is an interesting approach, but we chose the individual, not the
organization, as our unit of analysis. ,

The approach we used was based on our knowledge of risk pro-
fessionals. For two years before the beginning of this study, we
had conducted a series of seminars for the Washington-based en-
vironmental science and policy professionals under the sponsor-
ship of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). A major
product of this series was the development of an invitation list of
some 300 names. We had inventoried a variety of directories
and conducted numerous interviews with individuals who were
knowledgeable about that professional group. Over the course of
the seminar series, we became very familiar with the key dimen-
sions of this group, and especially with the individuals who ap-
peared to be central to it.

Using the invitation list, we selected an initial, purposive sam-
ple of twenty people using three criteria: (1) active group mem-
bership and strong communication linkages; (2) participation in
the seminar series and thus likelihood of cooperation with the
study; and (3) selection of at least two individuals from each ma-
jor institutional grouping that we could identify as active in the
environmental policy process. Our intent was to use these twenty
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people as a starting point in developing our sample. We were able
to schedule interviews with nineteen of the twenty during the ini-
tial phase of the interviewing, though the final person was inter-
viewed at a later point in the study. These interviews had two
goals. One was to provide a pretest of the survey instrument. The
other was to initiate the sampling procedure itself. Each person
interviewed was asked:

In this study we want to interview people whose profes-
sional activities are centered on assessing environmental
risks or debating policies intended to avert or mitigate en-
vironmental risks. We are interested in individuals in both
the public and private sectors. Could you suggest five in-
dividuals we might want to interview?

Cooperation with this question was excellent. In most cases,
our interviewees provided not only names and institutional affil-
iations but also phone numbers for the people they nominated.
When the interviewer returned to our project offices, this
information was entered on a three-by-five card which was then
added to the file that constituted the sampling frame for the
study. After the initial nineteen interviews, there were approxi-
mately ninety-five nominations. When it was necessary to draw
new names for subsequent interviews, cards were drawn at ran-
dom from this file. As interviews were completed, cards were
continuously entered for new nominations, and new names were
drawn about once a week until we had interviewed 228 individ-
uals. Overall, 733 different risk professionals were nominated.
Note that one card was entered for each nomination, so that a
particularly prominent person might have a large number of
cards in the file. Thus, our sample of the Washington risk profes-
sion was one in which an individual’s probability of selection in
the sample was directly proportional to his or her prominence.
Five hundred and thirty-eight people were nominated only once,
while two people were nominated nineteen times.

The use of this kind of “snowball” sampling technique corre-
sponded to our concept of the risk profession. As indicated
throughout the previous chapters and in the quote above, we
define the profession largely in terms of those individuals whose
activity centers on assessing or managing risks of an environmen-
tal nature. And our experience in Washington suggested that
personal contacts were a critical part of both those tasks. We as-
sumed that these professionals would know each other.
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We note two weaknesses in this approach. First, the probability
that an individual will be in our sample is directly proportional to
that person’s prominence in the community. We do not believe
this builds serious bias into our sample, but rather matches our
conception of the policy system. There is a continuum from
highly prominent individuals at the core of the risk policy system
to those who participate only episodically. We wanted to include
all those at the core. We were less interested in occasional partici-
pants. Thus, probability proportional to prominence seemed
proper for our purposes.

The second problem is that the sampling errors associated
with our sample are difficult to determine. We believe we have
sampled a large fraction of the population, perhaps 10—25 percent
of all risk professionals as we have defined them. If our sample
were a simple random sample, techniques used to estimate
species frequency distributions could be used to estimate the size
of the population, and standard errors could be calculated.'®® But
these methods have not been developed for snowball samples.
Without a correction based on population size, statistical tests
based on a simple random sample, such as the chi-squared test
for association in contingency tables, will overestimate sampling
error and thus will be conservative. That is, the reported probabil-
ity values will overestimate the chances of rejecting the hypoth-
esis of no association when in fact there is an association. This
bias in sampling error estimates will be counterbalanced to an
unknown degree by clustering effects that arise from violating
the independence assumption of traditional sampling theory.!>¢
Jackknifed or bootstrapped samples could provide an accurate es-
timate of sampling error in a cluster sample such as ours, but
they would not compensate for the fact that our sample is proba-
bly a large fraction of the total population.

Our study is primarily descriptive, a “natural history” of risk
professionals. Rather than attempt to develop a sampling theory
appropriate to a snowball sample, we have reported the results of
conventional statistical tests that assume a simple random sample
from an infinite population. We have made this choice because
we believe that conventional tests are an adequate, if crude,
guide to the strength of associations in our data relative to sam-
pling error.

Because this study was exploratory and descriptive, we have
also relied on simple procedures, in particular Pearson’s chi-
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square test of association in contingency tables. We chose simple
analyses because the results can be understood by an audience
that does not have training in multivariate analysis, and because
we believe our initial examination of the risk professionals should
emphasize the specifics of these individuals’ characteristics and
attitudes rather than the more abstract patterns that result from
multivariate analysis. We suspect that more readers will be inter-
ested in the percentage of EPA employees supporting cost-benefit
analysis than in the regression coefficient linking an environmen-
tal attitudes factor score to a technical policy analysis factor score.

Because we have examined a large number of contingency
tables using a hypothesis testing procedure with finite statistical
power, it is inevitable that we will find some statistically signifi-
cant associations. We have focused our interpretation on patterns
of response that persist across a number of similar variables, so
our conclusions will not be artifacts of sampling error. We should
also note that many of the contingency tables are “sparse,” in
that they have a significant fraction of cells with less than five
cases, and often have highly skewed marginal distributions. The
chi-square test assumes that expected frequencies are greater
than five. This assumption often is violated in our analyses.
Again, we note that significance levels must be interpreted with
caution.

Developing the Interview Guide

Having decided whom to interview, we next had to make deci-
sions about what to ask respondents. Most projects begin their
questionnaire development by listing the topics about which in-
formation should be collected, then search through previous stud-
ies to see if sound wordings have been developed for questions
that will provide the desired information. In part, we turned to
previous research because we wanted to avoid reinventing the
wheel. But if a study is to compare the results of two different
surveys it is crucial that respondents be asked identical questions.
Because we wanted to be able to compare the risk professionals
with the general public, we sought to replicate previously used
questions as often as possible.

For some topics of interest, question replication was not dif-
ficult. As demonstrated in Chapters 3 and 4, we were able to

121



adopt questions from previous studies of environmental attitudes
and occupational safety and health professionals. But in other
cases, replication was impossible. For some issues this was be-
cause questions on risk that had been asked of the general public
seemed meaningless when applied to the risk professionals. Thus,
we were forced to develop a large number of new items. These
went through several stages of revision. Then the purposive sam-
ple of nineteen people was interviewed with the draft interview
guide. Interviewers were careful to record all respondent com-
ments on questions and an effort was made to identify awkward
sentences or questions that seemed problematic. Our respon-
dents were encouraged to provide feedback. These pretest results
identified several questions that needed changes and a few that
could not be used at all. But in general we found respondent
comprehension and cooperation to be excellent. To expedite the
interview process, we decided to provide the respondents with
copies of closed-ended questions to refer to during the interview.
We then conducted a second pretest on twenty-three respondents
drawn from the sampling frame using the procedures outlined
above. We had no major problems with this second pretest and
incorporated the data from it into the data file. A copy of the final
version of the interview guide is presented verbatim in Appendix
B. Copies of questions marked with an asterisk (*) were provided
to the respondents to help them keep track of response categories
during the interview.

Conducting the Interviews

Before conducting interviews we spent substantial time train-
ing our interviewers. Training included lectures and practice in-
terviews with the project staff. As actual interviewing took place,
completed interview guides were monitored and interviewers
were periodically debriefed to check the quality of the interview
data and to detect problems. In general, the interviews proceeded
smoothly, but working with a highly educated and busy popula-
tion proved to be more taxing than interviews with the general
public, so the number of interviews conducted per day was re-
duced substantially from what is typical in many surveys. Alto-
gether, six individuals, including the two principal investigators,
conducted interviews. The bulk of the interviews were conducted
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by four graduate students at George Mason University. Some 86
percent of the total number of interviews were conducted by
three of these graduate students, each of whom carried out about
sixty-five interviews. This lengthened the period of time over
which we collected data, but it seemed essential to provide high-
quality results.

Data Coding and Data File Preparation

As soon as the interviewers returned to the project offices, they
removed from the completed interview guide the cover sheet con-
taining the respondent’s name and address. These cover sheets
were then placed in a locked cabinet separate from the interview
guides to insure the confidentiality of the interviews.

After completion of all interviews, project staff reviewed the re-
sponses recorded for open-ended questions to develop a set of
coding categories. From these categories a draft code book was
prepared. Three coders, all members of the project staff who had
served as interviewers, conducted the coding. As a check on the
reliability of coding, a random sample of thirty interviews was
drawn, and each of these was independently coded by each
coder. For any item with less than a 90 percent intercoder reli-
ability, the coding categories were reviewed and problems
identified. New coding categories and more detailed decision
rules were developed until all variables could be coded with ade-
quate intercoder reliability.

Converting responses to questions into a set of categories has
advantages and liabilities. The major plus, of course, is that coded
data can be analyzed using a variety of statistical techniques that
facilitate the discovery of patterns in the data. With 228 respon-
dents each answering 55 questions, we had far too many data to
grasp without the use of statistical techniques. But to use those
techniques, we simplified the data by ignoring the rich informa-
tion available in the text of our respondents’ statements. To pre-
serve this information, we also extracted quotes from the inter-
views. After quantitative information was completed, all recorded
statements dealing with any major theme were extracted. These
quotes were labeled only by the respondent’s institutional
affiliation and educational background to preserve confidentiality.

Not all respondents answered all questions. Nearly every re-
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spondent had difficulty interpreting some questions. But in no
case was the response rate for any question so low as to preclude
analysis. Nor did we find any strong patterns of nonresponse in
our results, so we have chosen simply to delete those not re-
sponding to a particular question from the analysis of that item.
As a consequence, the effective sample size changes slightly
from question to question.

Finally, we attempted to generate some appreciation of the
“quality” of the data. We asked the interviewers to categorize the
quality of each interview as “good,” “adequate,” or “poor.” While
this judgment is subjective, it does provide some indication of
overall data quality. Due to procedural errors, these data were not
coded for five interviews, but of the remaining 223, our interview-
ers judged 86 percent to be of good quality, 11 percent as ade-
quate, and only 3 percent (or seven interviews) as poor. We
should also note that twenty-four interviews, or 10 percent of the
total, were conducted by telephone rather than face to face.
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Appendix B Interview Guide

Interviewer # Sample Weight

Interview # ______

As the letter and previous phone call mentioned, we are conduct-
ing a study of the individuals and organizations in the U.S. envi-
ronmental science and environmental policy community. The in-
terview contains questions about your work, your background and
your views. It includes both open-ended and closed-ended ques-
tions. To be able to compare our results with those of other stud-
ies we have included some questions from surveys conducted by
major polling organizations. Some of these questions are very
broad, but it is necessary to retain the original wording to ensure
comparability. These sheets include the text of some of the
closed-ended questions; they should help us get through those
parts of the interview quickly. Please feel free to make any com-
ments you care to at any point. As the letter noted, your re-
sponses will be kept strictly confidential.
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THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT MUST BE READ TO ALL RE-
SPONDENTS:

This interview is completely voluntary—if we come to any
question which you do not want to answer, just let me
know and we will go on to the next question.

May I proceed?

1. Yes 2. No

I'd like to ask some questions about your work. What ex-
actly is your position, and what are your duties?

PROBE: If you had to categorize your work, would you say
the majority of your time is spent in:

conducting research

supervising research

developing policy from research

translating and interpreting scientific in-

formation

or working directly on policy issues

Other (specify)

What are the largest satisfactions in your work?

What are the largest frustrations in your work?

In carrying out your work, are there any organizations,
offices, groups or individuals that you talk to on a regular
basis, say in a typical month?

PROBE: In a typical month, would you have contact with:
1. Yes 2. No Environmental Protec-

tion Agency (IF YES:
which offices?)
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Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Food and Drug Admin-
istration (IF YEs: which
offices?)

No Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (IF YES:
which offices?)

No National Institute of En-
vironmental Health Sci-

ences (NIEHS)

No Occupational Safety and
Health Administration

(0SHA)

No National Institute of Oc-
cupational Safety and

Health (N10sH)

No

Department of Energy

No National Cancer Insti-

tute (Ncr1)

No Other Federal Agencies

(names)

No Congressional Staff (1F
YES: what members or

committees?)

No Consulting Firms (iF

YEs: which ones?)

No Environmental Organi-
zations (1F YEs: which

ones?)

No Consumer Groups (IF

YES: which ones?)
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*T.

1. Yes 2. No Labor Organizations (1IF
YES: which ones?)

1. Yes 2. No Industry or Trade Or-
ganizations (IF YES:
which ones?)

1. Yes 2. No Corporations (IF YES:

which ones?)

What do you feel are the biggest problems with the envi-
ronmental policy process at present?

Environmental policy debates are often very heated. Sev-
eral reasons have been proposed as to why such a high de-
gree of controversy develops. We would like to know how
important you feel each of the following factors is in gen-
erating public controversy about environmental policy. For
each would you tell us if, in your experience, it is a major
source of controversy, a minor source of controversy, or
not really a source of controversy?

A. Misunderstanding and fears on the part of the public.
1. major source of controversy

2. minor source of controversy

— 3. not really a source of controversy

9. DK, N.R.

B. An uneven distribution of net risk and benefits in
which those who benefit from a situation don’t bear
the risks.

1. major source of controversy

______ 2. minor source of controversy

— 3. not really a source of controversy

— 9. DK,NR.

C. Differences in individual values regarding risk-taking
and uncertainty.

1. major source of controversy

2. minor source of controversy

— 3. not really a source of controversy

— 9. DK,NR.
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*8.

Public mistrust of government.

1. major source of controversy

2. minor source of controversy

— 3. not really a source of controversy
9. D.K,, N.R.

Public mistrust of industry

1. major source of controversy
2. minor source of controversy
— 3. not really a source of controversy

9 DK,NR
Of the five, which would you say is usually most im-
portant?

1. A
- 2. B

3. C

4. D

5 E
6. all equally important
— 9 DK,NR.

A number of ideas have been proposed to reduce the in-
tensity of controversy involved in environmental policy de-
bates. For each of the following ideas could you tell me if
you think it would greatly reduce controversy, reduce con-
troversy somewhat, or have no effect, increase controversy
somewhat, or greatly increase controversy?

A

Providing the public with more accurate scientific in-
formation on environmental risks.

1. greatly reduce

2. reduce somewhat

—— 3. no effect

—— 4. increase somewhat

5. greatly increase

9. DK, N.R.

Strictly control communication between industry and
government.

1. greatly reduce

— 2. reduce somewhat

— 3. no effect
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4. increase somewhat
— 5. greatly increase
——9 DK, NR.

C. Provide public funding for intervenor groups, such as
environmentalists, to develop their own scientific anal-
yses to complement those of government.

1. greatly reduce

— 2. reduce somewhat

—— 3. no effect

4. increase somewhat

— 5. greatly increase

9. DK, NR.

D. Arrange mediation or other conflict resolution proce-
dures outside of standard legal or regulatory proce-
dures.

1. greatly reduce

— 2. reduce somewhat

3. no effect

4. increase somewhat

5. greatly increase

9. DK, N.R.

E. Arrange for compensation to gain support of those ad-
versely impacted by a policy.

1. greatly reduce

2. reduce somewhat

— 3. no effect

— 4. increase somewhat

5. greatly increase

9. DK, N.R.

F. Encourage political discussion to focus on value ques-
tions rather than technical issues.

1. greatly reduce

— 2. reduce somewhat

——— 3. noeffect

4. increase somewhat

— 5. greatly increase

—9 DK,NR

If you had to choose one of these as the highest prior-
ity, which would you pick?
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*9.

*10.

*11.

1. A

2. B
— 3 C

4. D
5 E

6. F
8 none

9. DK, N.R.

How influential do you feel scientific research is in resolv-
ing policy disputes? Would you say it is extremely influen-
tial, moderately influential, slightly influential, or not at
all influential?

1. extremely influential

__ 2. moderately influential

3. slightly influential

4. not at all influential

9. DK, N.R.

In particular, do you feel good science changes people’s
minds?

1. yes
—— 2. no
—— 3. mixed

4. D.K, N.R.

In your experience, how well do policymakers understand
the environmental science that underpins policy? Would
you say that most policy makers have:

1. a good understanding

2. a basic understanding

— 3. a minimal understanding

4. don’t really understand the science

— 9 DK,NR

In addition to public controversy about environmental pol-
icy, there are often disputes among experts on technical
matters. The following is a list of factors that are often in-
volved in disputes among experts in environmental sci-
ence. We would like to know if you feel each of them is
almost always involved in such technical disputes, fre-
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quently involved in disputes, only occasionally involved,
or not involved?

A. Experts “arguing past” each other by focusing on dif-
ferent points.

1. almost always involved

2. frequently involved

— 3. only occasionally involved

4. not involved

— 9. DK, NR

B. Ambiguities resulting in different assumptions or
judgments.

1. almost always involved

2. frequently involved

3. only occasionally involved

__ 4. notinvolved
9. D.K, N.R.

C. Experts rejecting the validity of data discrepant with
their position.

1. almost always involved

2. frequently involved

3. only occasionally involved

4. not involved.

9. DK, N.R.

D. Alternative interpretations of the same information.
1. almost always involved

2. frequently involved

— 3. only occasionally involved

— 4. not involved

——9 DK, NR.

E. Polarization resulting from differences in politics, par-
adigms, or position.

1. almost always involved

2. frequently involved

— 3. only occasionally involved

4. not involved

— 9. DK,NR

*12. As risk analysis becomes more influential in environmental
policy, technical disputes may become sharper. Several
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13.

14.

15.

proposals have been made to reduce such conflicts. For
each of the following proposals, could you tell me if you
feel it would be very useful, somewhat useful, not very
useful, or not useful at all in resolving technical disputes.

A. Providing a code of professional practice and ethics
within which experts could resolve disputes.

1. very useful

2. somewhat useful

— 3. not very useful

4. not useful at all

9. DK, N.R.

B. Having technical debates resolved through a peer re-
view process.

1. very useful

— 2. somewhat useful

— 3. not very useful

— 4. not useful at all

— 9. DK,NR.

C. Having disagreeing experts confront each other as ad-
versaries before a panel of judges.

1. very useful

2. somewhat useful

— 3. not very useful

4. not useful at all

— 9. DK,NR.

Recent years have seen increased use of formal techniques
of analysis, such as risk analysis and benefit-cost analysis.

How influential do you feel these techniques are in policy-
making?

Do you favor or oppose the use of formal risk analysis in
environmental policymaking?

There have been a number of proposals to standardize fed-
eral risk assessment activities in a single office or agency.
How do you feel about this idea?
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16.

17.

18.

*19.

*20.

IF No: Even if risk analysis were not housed in a single
office, do you feel it would be a good idea to stan-
dardize procedures across agencies?

Do you favor or oppose government use of benefit-cost
analysis in environmental policymaking?

PROBE: Why?

How do you feel about the use of short-term, high-dose
animal studies as a basis for environmental regulation?

PROBE: Why?

Do you believe there are threshold levels below which most
carcinogens have little or no effect?

Some assert that American society is becoming overly sen-
sitive to risk and that we now expect to be sheltered from
almost all dangers. Others say that society is simply be-
coming more aware of risks and that we are now starting
to take realistic precautions. Do you think that American
society is becoming overly sensitive to risk or are we be-
coming more aware of risk and taking realistic precau-
tions?

1. overly sensitive to risk

— 2. more aware of risk

— 3. both

— 9. notsure

A number of economists think that ultimately one must
place a value on human life, that is, decide how much
money society is prepared to invest in order to prevent one
additional death or save one additional life year. Do you
agree or disagree that society must attempt to place an
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*21.

*22.

economic value on human life in order to allocate scarce

resources?

1. agree
2. disagree
— 9 DK,NR

Three methods are currently being used by economists to
place an economic value on human life. I would like to get
your opinion of these methods.

A. Compute the amount of earnings that would be lost in
the case of premature death or disability and equate
this with the value of life/disability.

B. Ask individuals how much they would be willing to
pay to reduce the probability of death or disability.

C. Analyze wage differentials in occupations involving
varying risks of injury and death and use the wage
rate differentials as reflections of societal willingness
to pay for decreases in risk.

If you had to choose a technique for valuing life or injury,
which technique would you select?

1. A
2. B
— 3 C
— 4. none
——9. DK, NR

Scholars differ about the need to consider the distribution
of risks and benefits in formulating occupational and envi-
ronmental regulation. Three dominant perspectives are:

A. People should be allowed to make their own choices.
If a worker decides to work in a risky place, he or she
implicitly accepts the risks.

B. The major rule should be that aggregate societal costs
should not exceed aggregate societal benefits.

C. Decisions should be made so that no one group bears
a disproportionate share of the risks.

Which of these is closest to your view?

1. A
2. B
— 3 C
—— 4. none
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*23.

*24.

*25.

*26.

The next series of questions are drawn from surveys of
the general population. We are asking them to provide a
base of comparison between experts and the general pub-

lic.

As a general indication of your views, please tell me
whether you tend to agree strongly, agree, disagree, or dis-
agree strongly with the following statements:

Society has only perceived the tip of the iceberg with re-
gard to the risks associated with moderm technology.

1.

AS

A

D

DS

D.K., N.R.

In our democratic society, it is healthy to have an adver-
sary relationship between business and government in
areas such as product safety, pollution standards, and
safety in the workplace.

1.
2.
-3
4.
- 9

AS

A

D

DS

D.K., N.R.

The balance of nature is delicate and easily upset by hu-
man activities.

1.
-2
-3
4.
— 9

AS

A

D

DS

D.K., N.R.

A high level of public involvement often leads to bad policy

decisions.
1.
2.
3.
4
9

AS

A

D

DS

D.K.,, N.R.
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*27.

*28.

*29.

*30.

*31.

Scientific information is often used to justify decisions
made on political grounds.

1.
2.
- 3
4.
9.

AS

A

D

DS

D.K., N.R.

Humanity is severely abusing the environment.

1.
2.
— 3
4.
9.

AS

A

D

DS

D.K., N.R.

A consumer should be allowed to choose between a very
safe product at a higher price and the same product with-
out safety equipment at a lower price.

1.
- 2
-3
4.
9.

AS

A

D

DS

D.K.,, N.R.

On the whole business does a good job of protecting the
public from dangerous products and substances.

1.
- 2
3.
4.
9.

AS

A

D

DS

D.K., N.R.

Many environmental policy problems could be resolved
with better technical information.

1.
- 2
— 3
4.
— 0

AS

A

D

DS

D.K., N.R.
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*32.

*33.

*34.

*35.

*36.

The risks associated with advanced technology have been
greatly exaggerated by events such as Three Mile Island or
the Love Canal.

1.
-2
-3
4.
— 9

AS

A

D

DS

D.K., N.R.

The government should engage in more long-range plan-

ning.

1.
- 2
-3
— 4
9.

AS

A

D

DS

D.K.,, N.R.

No substance should be permitted to be added to any food
or drug if it is found to induce cancer when consumed in
any dosage by humans or animals.

1.
-2
-3
4.
9.

AS

A

D

DS

D.K., N.R.

The political process treats most groups fairly.

1.

AS

A

D

DS

DK, N.R.

Most policy decisions reflect the needs of special interest
groups rather than the needs of the general public.

1.
-2
-3
— 4
— 9

AS

A

D

DS

D.K., N.R.
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*37.

*38.

*39.

*40.

The benefits of modern consumer products are more im-
portant than the pollution caused by their production and
use.

1. AS
— 2. A

3. D

4. DS
—— 9. DK,NR

Development of advanced technology should continue in as

uninhibited a regulatory environment as reasonably possi-
ble.

1. AS
— 2. A
— 3 D
4. DS
9. DK, N.R.

If you have a say in making up the federal budget this
year, should federal spending on improving and protecting
the environment be:

1. increased

2. kept about the same

— 3. decreased

9. DK, NR.

There are very many interest groups and organizations that
try to influence environmental policy. We would like to get
your view on each of these groups. In particular, we would
like to know if you feel the group is influential and if you
are sympathetic to it.

First, industry. Would you say industry is very influential,
somewhat influential or not influential in environmental
policy making?

1. very influential

— 2. somewhat influential

— 3. not influential

— 9. DK,NR.
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*41.

*42.

*43.

*44.

*45.

46.

Do you consider yourself very sympathetic, somewhat sym-
pathetic or not sympathetic to industry?

1. very sympathetic

— 2. somewhat sympathetic

3. not sympathetic

— 9. DK, NR

Next, the environmental movement. Would you say the en-
vironmental movement is very influential, somewhat in-
fluential, or not influential?

1. very influential

2. somewhat influential

— 3. not influential

9. DK, N.R.

Do you consider yourself very sympathetic, somewhat sym-
pathetic or not sympathetic to the environmental move-
ment?

1. very sympathetic

— 2. somewhat sympathetic

— 3. not sympathetic

— 9. DK,NR.

Would you say labor unions are very influential, somewhat
influential or not influential in the environmental policy
process?

1. very influential

2. somewhat influential

— 3. not influential

— 9. DK, NR

Do you consider yourself very sympathetic, somewhat sym-
pathetic or not sympathetic to labor unions?

1. very sympathetic

2. somewhat sympathetic

— 3. not sympathetic

9. D.K, N.R.

In this study, we want to interview people whose profes-
sional activities are centered on assessing environmental

140



47.

48.

risks or debating policies intended to avert or mitigate envi-
ronmental risks. We are interested in individuals in both
the public and private sectors. Could you suggest five indi-
viduals we might want to interview?

Name Organization Phone #

We're just about finished. I have just a few questions
about your background, and a couple about politics.

Could you sketch your education for me, including col-
leges, major, and degree?

For Undergraduate Degree:
If answered with a University, be sure to ask which
college

College Dates Degree Major

Let me make sure I have your title and the name of your
office correct. (IF UNCERTAIN: Is this a for-profit or a not-
for-profit organization?)

Could you sketch your previous employment history, in-
cluding where you worked, for how long, and a general
idea of what your job entailed?
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Employer Dates Job Responsibilities

49. To what professional organizations do you belong?

50. In what year were you born?

*51. a. In your own mind, do you think of yourself as a sup-
porter of one of the political parties, or not?

1. Yes, supporter [Ask b, c, d, €]

— 2. No, not supporter [Ask d, €]

— 9 DK,NR

“0,

b. 1F YEs oN “a”:  Which political party do you support?
1. Republican

2. Democrat

3. Other (specify)

8. INAP [No, D.K. on a]

9. DK, N.R

[{Peln

c. IF YES ON “a”: On a scale from 1 to 7, where 1
means “not very strongly” and 7 means “very
strongly,” please tell me the number that describes
how strongly you support the party.

1. Not very strongly

2
-3
4
5.
o
7
8. INAP [No, D.K. on a]
-9 DK,NR
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d. IF YES OR NO ON “a”: On a scale of 1 to 7, where 1
means feeling very close to the Republican Party and 7
means very close to the Democratic Party, where
would you place yourself?

1. Very close to Republican Party

-2

-3

- 4

Y

— 6.

— 7. Very close to Democratic Party

— 8. INAP [D.K. on aj]

9. [DK, N.R/]

e. Do you ever think of yourself as a political Indepen-
dent, or not?

1. Yes [Ask f]

— 2. No [Skip f]

— 3. DK, N.R. [Skip f]

f. 1F YEs ON “e”: On a scale from 1 to 7 where 1
means “not very strongly Independent” and 7 means
“very strongly Independent,” which number describes
how strongly independent in politics you feel?

1. Not very strongly Independent

- 2

-3

4.

— 5.

N

— 7. Very strongly Independent

—— 8. INAP [No or D.K. on €]

— 9. DK, NR.

*52. Finally, would you describe yourself as
1. Very liberal

2. Liberal

— 3. Middle of the road

— 4. Conservative

5. Very conservative

———9 DK, NR
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53.

54.

55.

56.

Race:

Asian American
Black

White

Other

Can’t classify

Sex of respondent: 1. Male
2. Female

What is your assessment of respondent’s cooperation and
comprehension?

What questions worked well, and which failed?
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