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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

It is a well-known fact that Florida is a state very
dependent on its coastal resources for its economic, as well as
soclal foundation. Public {involvement in the policy process
attendant to coastal resources is mandated by law, but hindered
because of the scientifie and technical nature of the issues.
The coastal resources issue area is one 1in which potentially
disastrous consequences can arise from decisions made by unin-
formed actors in the policy process. In this regard, it is
argued that occasions may arise where the ideals of democratic
social processes are sacrificed because of technical complexity.
The general public, by nature of their background and training,
generally fail to meet the rigorous demands which technical
coastal issues require. . As a result,..those with the expertise
respond in behalf of the general public to questions and concerns
in the coastal resources policy arena.

This project reports findings from a statewide survey
conducted in 1988 designed to investigate the attitudes held
about coastal resources, management programs and technical
information factors among three sets of policy process actors--
the general public, the activist public and policy elites. The
central concern 1is of these findings revolves about how demo-
cratic norms and processes are impacted when the general public
lacks the requisite policy-relevant information, and who 1is
knowledgeable enough to act in the public’s behalf.

To determine attitudes and knowledge, 1700 Florida residents
representing the general public and an activist subset, and
policy elites composed of elected and non-elected public offi-
clals were surveyed. The general findings show that regardless
of position in the policymaking process, Floridians register
general concern about environmental problems in Florida's coastal
areas. Disagreement about favored management mechanisms for
solving coastal problems do, however, exist.

Findings about technical information and policy relevant
knowledge holding indicate that wide disparity exists in the
amount of technical knowledge which each group uses to form its
opinions about coastal issues, Policy elites are found to hold
considerably more technical information and thus have more
ability to call upon it in policy debates; the general public and
activists, in contrasts, record considerably lower levels of
information and knowledge.

Beyond general knowledge levels, the findings clearly show
that Floridians do not seek out new knowledge sources about

coastal resource use questions, but rely on television and
newspapers as their favored medium. Moreover, survey respondents
were found to accord the greatest trust in group sources of
information which reconfirm their existing beliefs. Te obtain



this information they depend heavily on special interest groups
such as a Chamber of Commerce, environmental groups, or political
parties. At the same time, they tend to reject or even ignore
information coming from sources which challenge their predisposi-
tions.

While this study reports on a wide range of data, the
general findings indicate that the role of public involvement in
complex coastal issues 1is challenged. Strong beliefs based on
attitudes about use and development of coastal sources, as well
as ideologic attitudes about the proper roles of both government
and the public, work to iInsure the level of conflict about
coastal resource policy, Public involvement is found not to be
without pitfalls in the complex coastal issue area. Never-
theless, the findings suggest that the decisions which the public
makes regarding obtaining information may well determine future
policies in the coastal environment in Florida.
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Chapter Ome
INTRODUCTION

The arena of coastal resource policy in the State of Florida
is one in which considerable change is taking place (Christie,
1985, 1989; O‘Comnnell, 1985). The alteration in decision
patterns and forces in the policy process related to our coastal
areas has its sources in changes in bureaucratic behavior, the
nature of public involvement brought about by changes in the law
(i.e., the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the Coastal
Zone Management Act of 1972), changes in environmental politics
once on the periphery but now mainstream American politics, and
increasing involvements of legislative bodies. The study
reported here discusses the attitudes held about coastal resour-
ces, coastal resource management programs, and the sources and
level of technical information and knowledge holding held about
coastal resources in the State of Florida. It does so by drawing
comparisons across three sets of policy process actors--the
general public, the activist public and policy elites.

Project Objectives
The specific objectives of the research were to:

L. Assess the attitudes of the general public, the
activist public and the policy elites about coastal
resources in general and specific coastal related
programs, in the State of Florida:

2. To assess the levels of technical information and
knowledge holding among the general public, the
activist public and policy elites within the scientifi-
cally complex coastal resources issue area:

3. To determine the sources of technical information most
trusted and relied. upon by the general public, the
activist public and policy elites Iin the decision and
policy making process attendant to coastal resources.

The Nature of the Study

Operating under the presumption that pore than just the
general public and lawmakers are actively involved in the policy
process related to Florida‘'s coastal zone, this project investi-
gates three sets of policy process actors, namely the general
public, the "activist" segment of the general public, and policy

elites. Each of these groups affects policy and decision making
and are, in and of themselves, the subject of a considerable
literature. Three major views of the appropriate role of the

public in technically complex issues are provided by social
scientists to correspond to each and thereby direct this study.
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These are: the ©populist (general public), the pluralist
(activists), and the glitist (elected officials and pelicy

experts) theories. Each reflects an "ideal-type" which advocates
a particular approach to scientific and technical policy ques-
tions such as coastal issues. In theilr study of the technically
complex issues and their impact on democratic processes, John C,
Pierce and Nicholas P. Lovrich (1986) summarize these actors.
They note with regard to the general publjc, that "the central
questions revolve around the amount of information "held by
citizens, the extent to which the public is educable, the extent
to which the public’s level of information affects the quality of
their opinions about the policy area, and the degree to which
public involvement in the policy process rests upon appropriate
knowledge" (Pierce and Lovrich, 1986:9). Political activists are
considered and raise concerns about "the extent to which the
activists serve as the representative cross-section of the
general public’s views, hence indirectly representing the
interests of the general citizenry." Further, Pierce and Lovrich
(1986:9) ask whether or not activists possess the information
levels required to make them capable of “direct participation and
influence" in the policymaking process.

In the consideration of the role played by policy eljtes
(i.e., elected officials and policy experts) Pierce and Lovrich

(1986:9) propose that the "central issues become those of the
extent to which they are representative of the public, respond to
the public, and possess the requisite policy relevant technical
information to enable them to act independently . . ." In
contrast, the question arises whether these individuals are
"autonomous actors” or heavily dependent on outside forces and
"hence relatively powerless in the technical policy areas." In
this regard, the role of policy elites centers around whether or
not the "direction of policy should remain in their purview,
whether their special (positions) also gives them special
insight, and whether they should be held accountable to the
general public over and above their interaction with
pelicymakers." '

The questions that arise from consideration of the dilemmas
associated with coastal resources and problems of technical
information dissemination and use are considerable in number.
The literature associated with this area of public policy surely
suggests a multitude of linkages and causal relatiomships, and
the investigation of rival hypothesis can go on ad infinitum.

There is alsec little doubt that the study of the role of the
public in technical policy formation promises to become a central
concern of modern democracles, Based on work previously done in



this area, questions about the importance and role of technical
information relevant to coastal zone resources can be investi-
gated. The central concern of this research focuses upon what to
w )
ack the requisite ev atio

This study pursues the hypothesis that conflict within the
coastal zone issue area may be lessened to a significant extent
as technical information and knowledge holding among the general

public increases. In previous studies it has been noted that,
"public policy-relevant knowledge (can be) expected to influence
attitudes regarding personal political involvement, <citizen
participation, governmental responsiveness, issue articulation,
and gatisfactjon with governmental policy" (Lovrich, et al.,

1984: emphasis added).

In sum, such "satisfaction" based on public policy relevant
knowledge bears on the outcome of public decisions and can be a
factor in resolving conflict about coastal policy issues. Within
this issue-area, it is proposed that information holding will
reduce complications surrounding both preservation and develop-
ment of these wvalued natural assets, The findings set forth in
the remainder of this study should, at the very least, 1lead
policymakers to promote greater flows of information between
government agencies, developers, environmental interests and the
general publiec. Such increased knowledge flows will hopefully
contribute to the development of consensus about coastal =zone
resources in the State of Florida, the focus of the study, while,

at the same time meeting the goals of democratic societies. By
providing the public with increased information on matters
pertaining to coastal zone Yesources, a more expedient and

democratic resolution of conflicts relating to the issues might
be expected.

Coastal zone policy conflicts are not disappearing from the
political and social agenda. To the contrary, we might go as far
to suggest that they may be one of the major issues facing
policymakers in states like Florida for some time to come. At
this point in the study of technical information and knowledge
holding regarding coastal zone resources it is not possible to
argue what degree of conflict will be overcome as a result of the

enhancement of knowledge dissemination in this ares. Indeed,
social scientists argue that some conflict may be quite useful
(Boulding, 1962). Previous studies, however suggest that policy

positions and preferences are likely to remain distinctively
divided over the issue as long as the public remains poorly

informed. Information gives participants the wherewithal o
choose from among the options that one which is best suited to
their policy preferences. Identification of the gaps in techni-

cal information will lead to a better understanding of those
inevitable conflicts arising in democratic societies containing



diverse peolitical, soclal and economic interests, and provide us
with a clearer picture of the technical information problem as it
exists in the coastal zZone issue area.

Data Collection

This study explores the views of the general public, its
activist subset and policy elites about a set of coastal and
technical information issues in the State of Florida.

The results presented in this chapter are based on a mail
survey questionnaire distributed to three samples as shown in
Table 1.1, For the general public, the survey was sent to 1700
residents of the State of Florida. The surveys were distributed
in proportion to the percentage of residents who live in a
county; all counties in Florida were included. If a county has
10 percent of the population, 170 surveys were assigned to it.
The sample was generated by the random selection of names from
Florida telephone directories, with every available directory
utilized. Some individuals identified through the sampling
process could not be contacted, resulting in 311 undeliverable
questionnalres. The eriginal sample was thereby reduced to 1389
who were surveyed using a three-wave mailing in the Spring of
1988. Of the 1389, 699 or 50.3 percent responded to the survey,

TABLE 1.1
Survey Response Among the General Public,
Activists and Policy Elites

Sanple Number Number Number Response
Mailed Delivered Returned Rate
General Public 1700 1389 699 50.3%
Activists n/a 207 " n/a (29.7%)
Policy Elites
Policy Experts 250 241 155 62.2%
State legislators 160 150 33 35.3%
Total Elites 410 391 208 53,2%

The activist data set pertains to a subgroup within the
general publie who demonstrated the highest levels of political
participation in the coastal resources issue area. This group
comprises a sample of 207 individuals obtained from the general

4



public sample who recorded the highest levels of political
activity in regards to natural resources in the State of Florida.
The activists were identified on the basis of an index composed
of eight items relating to involvement in natural resource
issues. A lead-in question asked: "Have you ever tried to
influence a decision about the use of natural resources in
Florida in any of the following ways?" Individuals who answered
yes to five or more of these activities were identified as
"activists" within the general population. The activities used
to define political activists are shown in Table 1.2 {The scale
of reliability [Cronbach’s Alpha] for the activism index |is
.781.) The expectation Iin using this group is that the activist
group is the most likely element of the public to be highly
attuned to public policy debates in the area of coastal resour-

ces. As such, these individuals are likely to be the first
elements in the public to act out their roles of advocacy in
behalf of their interests. From the 699 general public respon-

dents, 207 or 29.7 percent are categorized as "activists" in the
analysis.

TABLE 1.2
Activities Making Up Scale of Pelitical
Activism Used to Determine Activist Public

Iype of Involvement
Attending a public hearing
Contacting or writing a state agency
Contacting or writing a federal agency
Contacting ar writing a U.S. Senator or a Member of Congress

Contacting or writing a state legislator
Becoming a member of a citizen advisory committee
Joining a political or environmental interest group

Signing a petition or initiative on envirounmental issues

The results presented with respect to policy elites are
based on the mail survey questionnaire sent to two sets of
respondents. The first set included 250 coastal policy experts
in Florida who recorded membership in professional organizations
with a coastal emphasis (i.e., American Society for Civil
Engineers, American Planning Associtation}. These individuals
were contacted via a two-way survey (an initial malling and a
follow-up), wunlike the general public, because of a higher
response rate after two waves. The second set was made up of the
160 members of the Florida State Legislature who were surveyed
via a three-wave approach. These twe sets were combined teo



develop a policy elite. In all, 410 surveys were distributed;
nineteen surveys were either undeliverable or rejected, while 208
were returned, resulting in a combined effective response rate of
53.2 percent.

The Organization of the Report

Taken as a set, the components of this study provide an
overview of attitudes about public participation and coastal
resource issues in the State of Florida, and environmental issues
in general. Chapter Two describes the positions of the general
public, the activist publiec and policy elites about <coastal
resource issues and technical information issues based on
responses to the statewide survey conducted in the Spring of
1988, Chapter Three looks at the variation in attitudes among
the general public, activists and policy elites based on several
hypothesized sources of variation. Chapter Four contains general
conclusions and suggestions for further research.

In each case reported--general public, activists and policy
elites--the individuals contacted received a rather difficult ten
page questionnaire which took approximately one-half hour to
complete, (A copy of the survey is found in Appendix A.) Thus,
it is felt that the results are based on careful thought about
the issues at-hand inasmuch as the survey did not lend itself to
quick, general responses,

In Chapter Twe, the analysis {is fairly descriptive. It
presents the frequency distributions for each sample placing
responses into categories of like variables, such as management
programs or levels of technical information and knowledge
holding. Chapter Three 1s more analytical, dealing with impor-
tant relationships between variables and explaining why such
variation exists among the general publie, activists and policy
elites,



Chapter Two

PATTERNS OF ATTITUDES AMONG
THE GENERAL PUBLIC, ACTIVISTS AND POLICY ELITES

INTRODUCTION

One of the major approaches to the study of public policy
formation when the general public is involved argues that public
involvement is lmportant to the health of democracy, and that the
publiec has the ability to understand issues and to participate in
them fully (Pierce and Lovrich, 1986; Cook and Mergan, 1971; and
Pierce and Doerksen, 1976). This view assumes that the public
has the capacity to deal with complex issues, such as those
associated with the coastal zone, if there is the proper moti-
vation and adequate opportunity. Supporters of this school of
thought argue that the increasingly technical nature of public
policy should not become a screen behind which undemocratic
political processes can hide (Etzioni, 1968; Breed, 1971). In
this regard, Stanley Moore writes that, "In a democracy 1if the
people are to have significant control over the political process
their general level of competency must be raised; they cannot
simply place their trust 1In supposedly benevolent experts”
{Moore, 1979). Amory Lovins further extols this viewpoint in his
study of energy, arguing that: "Ordinary people are qualified
and responsible to make these energy policy choices . . . through
democratic processes” (Lovins, 1977). The public is not excluded
from the policymaking process under this system; rather, it is
considered to be the fundamental duty of each to participate.
Further, it becomes the responsibility of political activists to
aid in the education of the general public, to scrutinize the
available information, to ask questions about the information neot
available and to insure that all policy preferences are
expressed.

Public involvement is mot new to American polities. In fact
the nation was founded on principles of popullst thought. But
the explosicn in technical and scientific knowledge has led many
to believe that new threats to public contrel have arisen in the
guise of the technical expert and claims to exclusive realms of
information (Pierce and Lovrich, 1986:10; Lovins, 1977:152). The
populist response would insure that the views of the general
public are reflected in the views and attitudes of policymakers
{(i.e., State Legislators) and experts within the policy domain.

It is probably safe to say, that in all but a few cases, the
average citizen is unable to succeed within complex issue areas
without the cooperation of policymakers, pelicy area experts or
those activists representing special interests who are supportive
of individual citizen concerns about a particular issue. In this
environment, there is a need to interact with one or more sets of
actors in the policymaking process; but to whom can the average

7



citizen turn for response? Traditional policy experts, elected
officials and Interest groups are often viewed with suspicion,
yet they must continually engage in interaction with the public
to maintain their positions,

One perspective about "responsiveness"™ suggests that groups
are best able to represent general public concerns. The acti-
vists--representing those organized interests within a political
setting--are able and willing to act in the interest of segments
of the community and express their interests. These collections
of interests compete for political support and aggregate into
microcosms of the set of complex interests and actions existing
in the public at large. The pluralist perspective is a direct
legacy of group polities or group theory (Truman, 1951). The
pluralist view contends that activists can mobilize resources in
behalf of the general public, as well as influence policy and
articulate demands of those nonparticipating sectors of the
community. It is also argued that if groups do not sufficiently
represent a segment of the population they cannot provide
gsufficient incentives (rewards) to 1iInsure their own survival
(Olson, 1965).

As a set, these arguments see activism as politically
economical (i.e., the same result with fewer involved) and as an
indispensable half-way point between non-invelvement and complete
participatory democracy. David Orr has put it in these terms:

According to some pluralists, not only does a sizeable
majority of the public abstain from political activity but
this condition is itself a necessary requisire of democratic

stability. Mass involvement would signal net only the
breakdown of consensus but would also overburden the
machinery of government with excessive demands. Further, it

would lower the quality of public decisions on most values
(Orr, 1979:1041).

Thus, pluralist views share with populist views a preference
for open government and participatory mechanisms. The pluralist
perspective is clearly forceful in contemporary American politics
and it demands that we look at the relationship between the
activists who make up group activity and the general public on
whose behalf they are acting.

An additional explanation of American politics is known as
elite theory. Both empirical and normative elite-centered
arguments have been posited since the days of Machiavelli
(Kriesberg, 1949; Glenn, 1972) and focus on the fundamental
ineducability and irraticnality of the mass public (Presthus,
1974). Among contemporary scholars, William Ophuls has developed
one of the clearest statements on the role of elites in the
policy process attendant to natural resources. Ophuls notes:



One of the key philoscophical supports of democracy is
the assumption that people do not differ greatly in
competence; for if they do, effective government may
require the sacrifice of political equality and the
mejority view. Indeed, under certain circumstances
democracy MUST give way to elite rule . . . Ecological
scarcity appears to have created precisely such a
situation. Critical decisions must be made . . . The
average man has neither the time to inform himself neor
the requisite background for understanding such complex
technical problems (Ophuls, 1977:159-160.)

The coastal resources issue area is one In which potentially
disastrous consequences can arise from decisions made by unin-
formed actors In the policy process. Thus it might be argued
that occasions arise wherein ideals of democratic social proces-
ses must be sacrificed because of the technical complexity
involved in the issue at hand. The public, by nature of their
background and training, generally fail te meet the rigorous
demands which technical policy questions require. The inevitable
result 1is that those with the expertise - the policy process
elites - respond in behalf of the general public to questions and
concerns in the coastal resources arena.

In this chapter, we compare the attitudes of the general
public, activists and policy elites about coastal resource issues
in the State of Florida. Even though the study is limited to the
geographic area of Florida, the findings should reflect attitudes
and policy preferences which may be generalized to other coastal
areas, as well as other arenas dominated by technically complex
issues,

FINDINGS

Background and Demographics

Table 2.1 displays the background characteristics of the
general public, the activist subset and the policy elites. Among
all three samples the largest respending age group 1is that
between 31-40, 27.6 percent, 30.4 percent, and 33.2 percent,
respectively for the general public, activists and policy elictes.
Of particular interest is the large number of respondents in the
categories of age greater than 60, approximately 20 percent for
the general public and activists. While this may be alarming in
some states, in Florida these percentages are reflective of the
general population for which approximately 20 percent is expected
to be over 65 by 1990 because of the large retirement population
(0ffice of Planning and Budget, 1986). The majority of those
surveyed were male in all three samples, which is not reflective
of the current level of gender in the state which shows that
there are slightly more females than males (Duda, 1987).



Higher levels of education, can be compared to actual levels
within the state which record only 14.9 percent of the general
public with four or more years of college (Duda, 1987). Among
the general public, nearly 60 percent (58.4%) indicate four or
more years of college, while among the activists this level rises
to over 73 percent., Among policy elites 40 percent (41.3%) hold
advanced degrees, suggesting that they bring a considerable
amount of training to bear on their decisions about coastal
resources, Inasmuch as those with higher education levels are
the ones expected to participate in environmental issues and are
also the individuals who are 1likely to hold the requisite
knowledge to understand scientific and technical issues, it is
not surprising that these same individuals take the time to
complete a lengthy and difficult questionnaire. Further, because
of their higher education levels these are the individuals who
are expected to have better jobs and careers and take a greater
interest in public affairs (Ciglar and Loomis, 1983; Garson,
1978). Social scientist Samuel B. Huntington (1974) notes in
this regard, that education levels give rise to greater knowledge
about social issues and awareness of the extent of the problem.

From another view, the demands of public policy today make
ic impossible for individual citizens to focus on more than one
or a few interests. To paraphrase Will Rogers, "Everybody 1is
sophisticated but on different subjects." Thus, the respondents
to this survey research, while not entirely reflective of the
Floridian population, are most likely part of the "issue public”
in the coastal resources issue area (Converse, 1964). This
“issue public" is composed of those citizens who focus their
political attention to this area because it is of direct personal
relevance or interest (Dalton, 1988). As such, the sample
reported may truly reflect the segment of the population that is
acrually invelved in coastal issues,

Table 2.2 provides data about the economic characteristics
of the general public, activists and policy elites. 1In the area
of family income among the general public, well-over 50 percent
note their family income is over $30,000. This figure would have
been viewed as quite high only a decade ago, but today with two
income families this figure is not viewed as uncharacteristiec.
As expected, among the activists and policy elites income levels
are higher, reflecting their higher levels of education. In this
regard, it 1is argued that those with higher income levels are
more likely to promote environmental protection and become
politically involved without fear of adversely affecting their
own security or economic well-being (Watts and Wandesforde-Smith,
1980). About the issue of social class, activist and the general
public are fairly evenly distributed; however, more activists do

10



TABLE 2.1

Background Characteristics of the
General Public, Activists and Policy Elites

Frequency (%)

Characteristic General Public Activists Policy Elites
Age
under 19 3 (00.4) 0 (00.0) 0 (00.0)
19-25 20 (02.,9) 2 (01.0) 3 (01.4)
26-30 57 (08.2) 18 (08.7) 21 (10.1)
31-40 193 (27.6) 63 (30.4) 69 (33.2)
41-50 136 (19.5) 45 (21.7) 47 (22.6)
51-60 112 (16.0) 38 (18.4) 43 (20.7)
61-70 131 (18.7) 38 (18.4) 22 (10.6)
Older than 70 46 (06.6) 3 (01.4) 3 (01.4)
Ne Response 1 (00,1 Q_(00.0) 0_(00.0)
Total 699 (100%) 207 (100%) 208 (100%)
Sex
Female 189 (27.0) S0 (24.1) 40 (19.2)
Male 507 (72.3) 157 (75.8) 168 (80.8)
Total 699 (100s) 207 (1002) 208 (100%)
Educatjon
Some grade school : 1 (00.1) 0 (00.0) 0 {00.0)
Completed grade school 6 (00.9) 5 (02.4) 0 (00.0)
Some high school 13 (01.9) 1 (00.5) 2 (0L.0)
Completed high school 82 (11.7) 8 (03.9) 3 (01.4)
Some college 179 (25.86) 37 (17.9) 30 (l4.4)
Completed college 133 (19.0) 39 (18.8) 52 (25.0)
Some graduate work 101 (l1l4.4) 38 (18.4) 34 (16.3)
An advanced degree 175 (25.0) 79 (38.2) 86 (41.3)
No answer 9 (C1.3) 0 (00 . Q) 0 _(00.0)
Total 699 (100%) 207 (100%) 208 (100%)
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claim "middle-class" or "upper-middle or wupper-class” status.
Policy elites claim greater "middle-class" status with one
quarter in the "upper-middle or upper-class” range., These self-
assessments also seem to coordinate well with family income
levels, Social class has been linked to positions taken about
environmental issues (Dunlap and Vanliere, 1981), and
environmentalism has been characterized as part-and-parcel of
middle class liberalism in western democracies(Lovrich, et al.,
1985). As such, it is expected that those with higher levels of
income and higher social class standing make up a larger share of
the activist subset.

Many studies have illustrated the fact that political
ideology 1s strongly related to support for or opposition to
environmental policy among the general public and activists
(Pierce and Lovrich, 1980; Kenskli and Kenski, 198l; Steel and
Soden, 1989) as well as policy elites (Soden, et al., 1989).
Kuklinski and his associates, (1982) in their analysis of citizen
perceptions of nuclear energy found that *"citizens . . . rely
heavily on 1ideology®™ when making choices among policy options
{1982:615). Generally speaking, the available research suggests
that those with a left/liberal orientation are 1likely to be
supportive of the environment and environmental protection
programs. Those individuals who are on the right/conservative
side of the political/ideological spectrum generally have been
found to be "less supportive or even hostile to environmental
concerns” (Calvert, 1987). Among the general public, Table 2.3
shows that the right/conservative side of the political spectrum
records a higher percentage than does the left/liberal side.
Similar results exist among the activist subset and policy
elites,

Table 2.3 alsoc provides the party affiliations of the
respondents. Partisan affiliations have been found to be closely
related to support for environmentalism (Dunlap and Gale, 1974).
Democrats have been viewed as the party -most sympathetic to
policy proposals emanating from the environmental movement while
Republicans, who rhetorically oppose government regulation, are
viewed as being less supportive or even hostile to environmental

concerns (Calvert, 1987). For both the gemneral public and the
activists, partisanship leans towards the Republican party, with
approximately one-quarter responding Independent. These findings

closely support Parker's findings which showed 35 percent of
Floridians Republican and 30 percent Independents in 1985
(Parker, 198535). Policy elites record higher levels of affili-
ations with the Democrat party. In conjunction with ideology, it
is evident that a number of democrat elites hold conservative
ideological positions. This holds consistent with the idea of
conservative Democrats in southern states like Florida. Unlike
other states and regions, Floridians have indicated In several
other studies their widespread support for environmental protec-
tion regardless of political party (Parker and Oppenheim, 1986;
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TABLE 2.2

Economic Characteristics of the
General Public, Activists and Policy Elites

Frequency (%)

Characteristic General Public Activigts Policy Elites
a Incone

less than $ 4,000 1 (01.7) 2 (01.0) 0 (00.0)
$ 4,000 to 6,999 10 (01.4) 1 (00.5) 0 (00.0)
7,000 to 9,999 16 (02.3) & (01.9) 2 (01.0)
10,000 te 14,999 26 (03.7) 3 (01.4) 1 (00.5)
15,000 to 19,999 42 (06.0) 6 (02.9) 4 (01.9)
20,000 to 24,999 67 (09.6) 9 (04.3) 18 (08.7)
25,000 to 29,999 69 (09.9) 13 (06.3) 16 (07.7)
30,000 to 49,999 212 (30.3) 75 (36.9) 67 (32.2)
50,000 and over 205 (29.3)- 84 (42.0) 89 (42.8)
. No Answer 40 (06.0) 7 (03 .4) 11 (05 .3)
Total 699 (100%) 207 (100%) 208 (100%)

Social Class

Lower Class 8 (01.1) 3 (01.4) 0 (00.0)
Working Class las (20.6) 27 (13.0Q) 17 (08.2)
Middle Class 367 (52.5) 114 (55.1) 130 (62.5)
Upper-middle/Upper Class 162 (23.2) 60 (29.0) 58 (27.9)
No Answer 18 (02.6) 3 (01.4) 3 (01.4)
Total 699 (100%) 207 (100%) 208 (100%)
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Mitchell, 1984). Lastly,in Table 2.3 respondent’s post-industrial
values are exhibited. Post-industrial values emphasize long-
range aesthetic and non-materialistic goals. It is argued that
the economic and physical security enjoyed by the citizens of
post World War II Western nations, such as the United States,
have led to the development of post-industrialist or “post-
materialist” views among a substantial segment of the population
(Inglehart, 1977; 1987; Milbrath, 19%84). In Table 2.3, respon-
dents are categorized as "materialists,"” "mixed," or "postmater-
ialist" after having chosen the two goals from among four options
which they view as the most desirable for the nation. Those
choosing the combination of "maintaining order in the nation®” and
"fighting rising prices" are labeled materialist, while those
choosing the combination of "protection of freedom of speech,”
and "giving the ©people more say in important governmental
decisions®” are called ngﬁ&ﬂﬂ&g{iﬁliﬁ&i. All other ©possible
combinations are labeled mixed. Activist respondents record
more individuals with postmaterialist wvalues than deo their
general public or policy elite cohorts, 25.5 percent compared to
18.7 percent and 17.8 percent respectively for activists, the
general public and policy elites, Approximately 60 percent or
more in each sample falls into the mixed wvalues suggesting a
large swing group which can come to bear on policy issues in the
environmental arena if party affiliation and ideology are less of
a factor in Florida than they are in other locales,.

Attitudes About Co t e b

The evidence provided by Table 2.4 clearly shows that among
all three samples there is considerable concern about the
seriousness of the environmental problem along Florida's coasts.
This concern testifies to the fact that among the general public
and activists, the coastal environment is of concern and there-
fore a legitimate  component of the political agenda. With
respect to policy elites, if elite theory holds true and these
individuals are more knowledgeable about complex issues, then the
perception they have of the state's environmental condition
apparently has been successful to some extent in educating the
general public and its subgroups about environmental problems
along the coast,.

In developing decisions and opportunities regarding how to
best utilize Florida's mnatural resources and wildlife a range of
options present themselves. Table 2.5 reports the mean rankings
about preferred alternative wuses of natural resources and
wildlife resources, For both natural resources and wildlife
resource uses, preservationist alternatives are ranked first by
all three sets of policy process actors,. In regards to the use
of natural resources some differences exists between the samples
about the rankings of agriculture, recreation, transportation and
domestic uses. However, a closer examination of the mean ranking
illustrates that the relative distance between these use options
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TABLE 2.3

Political Orientations Among the
General Public, Activists and Policy Elites

Frequency (%)

Characteristic Genera ic Activists Polij Elites
Ideology
Very Liberal 10 (01.4) S (02.4) 3 (01.4)
Liberal 129 (18.5) 39 (18.8) 39 (18.8)
Middle-of-the-Road 241 (34.5) 64 (30.9) 80 (38. 5)
Conservative 266 (318.1) 87 (42.0) 74 (35.86)
Very Conservative 38 (05.4) 10 (04.8) 9 (04.3)
No Answer 15 (02.1) 2 (01.0) 3 (01.4)
Total 699 (100%) 207 (100%) 208 (100s%)
Po C
Strong Democrat 33 (04.7) 10 (04.8) 16 (07.7)
Democrat _ 201 (28.8) 55 (26.8) 67 (32.2)
Independent 183 (26.2) 59 (28.5) 43 (20.7)
Republican 214 (30.6) 63 (30.4) 57 (27.4)
Strong Republican 43 (05.7) 14 (06.8) 20 (09.6)
No Answer 25 (03 .6) 6 (02.9) 3 (01 4)
Total 699 (100%) 207 (100%) 206 (100%)
eria st-Materi ist Values®
Materialist 107 (17.1) 33 (16.8) 32 (16.8)
Mixed 402 (64.2) 113 (57.7) 125 (65.4)
— Post-Marterjalist 117 (18 7) 20 (25.5) 34 (17.8)
Total 626 (100%) 196 (100s%) 191 (100%)

* Missing Responses are not included.
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TABLE 2.4

General Public, Activists and Policy Elite Views on the Seriousness

of the Environmental Problems Along Florida’s Coast

Question: Recently, there has been a lot of talk about whether Florida's
coastal environment will be threatened because of overpopulation
or poor management practices in the coming years. Some people
feel there will be no threat to the environment, some people
feel there already is a problem. Which best describes how you
feel?

Response Catepgories Frequency (%)

General Public Activists Policy Elites

1., There currently is an

environmental problem

on Florida’'s coasts, 590 (84.4) 180 (87.0) 184 (88.5)
2. There 1s not environmental

problem now, but there will

be in the future. 37 (05.3) & (02,9) 9 (04.3)
3. There is not environmental

ptoblem now, but there may

be one some time in the

future. 57 (08.2) 16 (07.7) 11 (05.3)

4. There 1s not environmental
preblem now and there never

will be.

No Answer

Total

6 (00.9) 2 (01.0) 2 (01.0)
g (01.3) 3 (01.4) 2 (01.0)
699 (100%) 207 (100%) 208 (100%)
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are, 1in fact, falrly narrow. In comparison to the first place
ranking of preservation and the final rankings, the middle ranks
from second to fifth are within a narrow range, while the first--
preservation, fifth--energy, and sixth--industry are most
distinet for each sample. Wildlife resource uses are consistent
across the general public and activists, with policy elites
_showing nearly the same pattern, except for reversing recreation
and scientific preferences. These findings suggest a preference
for non-consumptive versus consumption policies. While the
rankings do indicate some differences, it would appear that the
activists and policy elites viewed as representing many com-
ponents of the general public in the policy process, are repre-
senting views of the public in general regarding the use of
natural resources and wildlife.

Within the coastal issue area, and the environmental arena

in general, governments at all levels - local, regional, state
and federal - have come to take a proactive role in developing
and operating programs designed to manage valued natural resour-
ces. In the State of Florida this is especially the case in

light of the passage of the Growth Management Act of 1985, The
levels of support for the Growth Management Act that exists among
the general public activists and policy elites are shown in Table
2.6. In regards to growth management, the data clearly show that
activists are more supportive, than the general public of growth
management and elites the most supportive, although considerable
support does obtain among the general public for the idea of
growth management. These findings lend further support to the
findings of deHaven and Gatlin (1985), who reported that state-
wide 35 percent of the general public were in support of stronger
land-use regulation in 1985. But they also point out that policy
elites recognize the need to implement comprehensive planning to
improve the coordination of growth along Florida’s coastline.

In regards to other government sponsored programs related to
the environment and coastal resources, it is quite clear from
Table 2.6 that the general public, its activist subset and policy
elites are very supportive of programs aimed at environmental
protection. All three samples report well over 85 percent in
favor of “"government sponsored programs which are designed to
obtain conservation properties and wilderness . . . "; 89.9
percent, 91.8 percent and 93.8 percent respectively for the
general public, activists and policy elites. All three groups
alse "favor strong protection of shorelines, bays, rivers and
wetlands" even if economic development is curbed, witnessed by
93.6 percent, 92.3 percent and 93.8 percent in favoring cate-
gories for the general public, activists and policy elites
respectively. Avareness of the potential economic loss from
protecting these resources clearly indicates that Floridians are
cognizant of the long-term value of these rescurces to the state
and its economy, versus short-term gquick economic gain. All
three sets of actors also are strongly supportive of using public
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TABLE 2.5

Mean Rankings cof Natural Resources and Wildlife Resources
Among the General Public, Activists and Policy Elites

Rank

Gepneral Public
1l Preservation {2
2 Agriculture (3.
3 Recreation (3
4 Transportation (3
5 Domestic (3
& Energy (4.
7 Industry {5
Rank

Genexral Public
1 Preservation (1
2 Scilentific (2
3 Recreation (2
4 Aesthetics (3
5 Commercial (4.
6 Eradication (5.

.035)

44y

.62)
.85)
.88)

47)

.40)

.67)
. 759)
.86)
. 10)

17
18)

Natural Resource Use

(Mean)

Activiscs Policy Eljites
Preservation {1.98) Preservation (2.14)
Recreation (1.08) Recreation (3.49)
Domestic {3.64) Domestic (3.50)
Agriculture {(1.69) Transportation (3.59)
Transportation (3.84) Agriculture (3.70)
Energy (4.68) Energy (4.65)
Industry (5.63) Industry (5.47)

Wildlife Resource Use

{Mean)

Activists Policy Elites
Preservation (1.6&) Preservation (l1.63)
Scientific (2.78) Recreation (2.72)
Recreation (2.79) Scientific (2.91)
Aesthetics (2.98) Aesthetics (3.0L)
Commercial (4.25) Commercial (3.99)
Eradication (5.23) Eradication {(5.16)
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TABLE 2.6

Among the General Public, Activists and Policy Elites

Support for Government Programs Related to Coastal Resources

Response Frequency (%)
Categories
General Policy
Question; Public Activists Elites
In 1983, the Comprehensive No 196(¢(28.0) 27(13.0) 10(04.8)
Growth Management Act was Yes 4520(60.1) 170(82.1) 190(91.3)
passed Iin the State of Florida. Can't Recall 81(11.6) 10(04.8) 7(03.4)
This initiative requires more No Answer 2(00.13) 0¢00.0) 1¢(00.5)

comprehensive planning for

Florida. Have you heard of
the Growth Mansgement Act?
Total 699(100%) 207(100s%) 208(100%)
Generally speaking, do I STRONGLY support 310(44.3) 112(54.1) 122(58.7)
you support the idea of the idea
a Growth Management Act I SUPPORT the idea 191(27.3) 62(30.0) 64(30.8)
for the State of Florida? I am NEUTRAL to
the idea 29(04.1) 4(01.9) 3(01.4)
I OPPOSE the idea 15(02.1) 6(02.9) 7¢03.4)
I STRONGLY OPPOSE
the idea 13(¢(01.9) 6(02.9) 53¢02.4)
Do not know enough
to decide 133(19.0) 15(¢(07.2) 6(02.,9)
No Answer _8(01.1) 2(01.0Q) 1(00.5)
Total 699(100%) 207(1002) 208(1001%)
In general, are you in favor No 61(08.7) 15(07.2) 9(04.3)
of government sponsored Yes 628(89.8) 190(91.8) 195(93.8)
programs which are designed No Answer 10(01.4) 2(01.0) 4(01.9)
te obtain conservation
properties and wilderness along
the coast either through purchase
or other forms of acquisition?
Total 699(100%) 207(100%) 208(100%)
Do you favor strong protection Strongly Favor 424(60.7) 124(59.9) 105(50.5)
of shorelines, bays, rivers Tend to Favor 230(32.9) 67(32.4) 86(41.3)
and wetlands in Florida, even Don’t Know g(01.3) 1(00.5) 1(00.5)
theugh some forms of economic Tend to Oppose 22(03.1) 10(04.8) 13(06.3)
development may have to be Strongly Oppose 10(01.4) 3(02.4) 1¢(00.5)
ohibited 2 No Answer 4(00.86) 0¢(00,.0) 2(01.0)
Total 699(100%) 207(100%) 209(100%)
Do you favor using public Strongly Favor 282(40.6) 113(54.6) 91(43.8)
funding (i.e, use of tax Favor 248(35.5) 51(24.6)y H9(33.2)
dollars, bond revenues, etc.) Don’t Know 49(07.0) 14(06.8) 12(05.8)
for restoration of eroded, Tend to Oppose 67(09.6) 17(08.2) 24(11.5)
storm-damaged or washed-out Strongly Oppose 43(06.4) 12(05.8) 10(04.8)
beachesg? No Answer 8(00.9) 0¢0Q.0) 2(01.0)
Total 699(100%) 207(100%) 208(100%)
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funds for restoration purposes as evidenced by 75 percent or more
in the "favor" or "strongly favor" response categories. Overall,
these findings reflect a significant number who are able to rally
their forces and compete Iin the complex issue-area related to
beach protection, erosion control and restoration should they so
desire,.

vi v e d

Many argue that in the post-industrial era, wvalue changes
will occur which will dramatically affect personal attitudes--
especially those rTelated to the environment (Inglehart, 1977;
1987). As a result of a high degree of public mobilization and
unprecedented affluence (Bell, 1973; Lindberg, 1976; Ladd and
Hadley, 1978), many believe that post-industrial society has
altered individual wvalue structures such that "higher order"
needs (Maslow, 1970) have supplanted more fundamental subsistence
needs as the fundamental motivational sources of social behavior
(Inglehart, 1977). As a consequence, it is argued, popular
demand for the exploitation of natural resources in the interest
of generating growth and creating employment has been partially
supplanted by interest in higher order needs--such as the
valuation of natural beauty and the enjoyment of recreation in
natural settings.

The environmental values which policy elites bring to bear
on their professional activities can be a major factor in how
they approach policies and program implementation in the coastal
issue area. The strength of environmental orientations held by
an individual bearing a significant role in the policy making
process may also tilt the scales in favor of preservation,
multiple use or development, depending on the predisposition they
have,

Tables 2.7, 2.8 and 2.9 provide data on the environmental
orientations of Floridians in the general public, activist subset
and policy elite samples. The first orientation provided is
Preservationist Self-Identification, based on a seven point scale
adapted from Pierce’s criginal five point scale (1977). At one
end of the scale is the label: "STRONG PRESERVATIONIST--the only
consideration in deciding how to manage Florida's natural
resources should be preservation 1in a naturxal wundeveloped
condition." At the fulcrum of the scale the response category
reads: "CONSERVATIONIST--Florida‘’s natural resources can best be
managed by allowing for wmultiple wuses--public access, some
development, some preservation.” On the opposite pole the
response provided reads: "STRONG DEVELOPMENTALIST--the only
consideration in deciding how to manage Florida’'s mnatural
resources is what will contribute most to the growth of the state
economy.” The results in Table 2.7 show that the activiscts are
the most preservation-oriented, but only slightly more so than
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the general public. For the general public and activist samples
about 50 percent fall into the "Conservationist"™ category, 50.9
percent and 47.8 percent, respectively while policy elites record
the highest conservationist orientation (56.7%). Among the acti-
vists, over 10 percent (12.1%) register developmentalist leanings
which points out that activism 1is not the sole domain of the
environmentalists, This is especially true Iin Florida where
developmentalists have taken on a very active role to insure that
their forces are fully represented in the public policy process
attendant to coastal resources.

Attitudes about several pollutfion sources are provided in
Table 2.8 and serve as good indicators of the concerns of the
public about negative environmental forces, The mean responses
provide evidence that for the general public, activists and
policy elites, "auto exhaust” is the item most often seen as a
pollutant, (means of 4.71, 4.78 and 4.78, respectively). This is
followed by "Toxic and Chemical wastes" and "Nuclear waste" for
the general public (means of 4.62 and 4.57) with these two items
reversed among the activists (means of 4.70 and 4.64) and policy

elites (means of 4.61 and 4.47). The lowest mean scores are
obtained for the pollutants "vulgar language," "pornography,"
"drunkenness"™ and "food additives" among residents in each
sample, all of which are less degrading on the environment.

These findings confirm the concern existing in both samples about
the physical environment and the concern for the consequences of
uncontrolled factors such as pollutants, with less concern, or at
least a different view, about the impact of what are often seen
as socially or morally undesirable activities in relationship te
the environment,

The view of science and 1ts applications in technology also
may be considered a primary factor in how individuals formulate
their environmental orientations, 1In particular, the destructive
consequences of sclence (e.g., nuclear disasters, environmental
pollution) are major items in the news media and the impetus for
the receipt of much of the technical information which the
general public holds. For example, the knowledge levels which-
most of the general public hold about a nuclear reactor meltdown
stems from the media attention given to the Chernobyl disaster
rather than a comprehensive study of the field of nuclear energy.
Beyond this, it is more the norm than not that many scientists
(which we might consider as part of the policy elite) have
difficulty in explaining their work teoe the non-scientist

(Grinnell, 1987). Thus it is appropriate to ascertain the
attitudes which the general public, activists and policy elites
have about science and technology. The findings in Table 2.9
show considerable distribution about the role of science and
technology, Strong positions are held among all three samples
about the ability of technology to "find a way of solving the
problems of shortages of natural resources,.” No pgroup feels

strongly that science and technology will help solve the problems
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TABLE 2.7

Environmental Orientations Among the
General Publiec, Activists and Policy Elites

Orientation/Response Categories Frequency (%)
General Policy
Public Activists Elites
Preserv s elf-
STRONG PRESERVATIONIST 1 67 (09.6) 16 (07.7) 7 (03.4)
2 48 (06.9) 23 (11.1) 13 (06.3)
3 147 (21.0) 43 (20.8) 42 (20.2)
CONSERVATIONIST 4 353 (50.9) 99 (47.8) 118 (56.7)
5 49 (07.0) 20 (09.7) 21 (10.1)
6 3 (00.4) 0 (00.0) 0 (00.0)
STRONG DEVELOPMENTALIST 7 14 (02.0) 5 (02.4) 3 (0l.4)
8 18 (02.6) 1 (00.5) 4 (01.9)
Total 699 (100%s) 207 (100%) 208 (100%)
TABLE 2.8

Attitudes Regarding Pollution Among the
General Public, Activists and Policy Elites

(Pollution Type)

Definitely Not Not Sure
Definitely
Pollution Pollution
1 2 3 4 S

dhddddekkkdhAMEAN RESPONSES* %k kkhktxkd

General Policy

Bublic dctivigts  Elites
Fireplace Smoke 3.09 3.26 3.15
Auto Exhaust 4.71 4,78 4.78
Nuclear Waste 4.57 4.70 4.61
Herbicides 4,09 4,23 4.13
Residential Sewage 4.02 4.13 4.09
Agricultural Runoff 4.02 4.32 4.27
Toxic and Chemical Wastes 4.62 4.64 4 .47
Neon Signs 2.35 2.47 2.55
Alrport Noise 3.15 3.29 3.38
Vulgar Language 2.15 2.11 2.17
Pornography 2.41 2.39 2.35
Drunkenness 2.61 2.59 2.44
2.90 2.99 2.73

Food Additives
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of shortages and natural resources, evidenced by approximately 50
percent in the "Strongly Disagree"™ and "Disagree"™ categories.
Likewise, most disagree with the statement that people would be
better off if they lived a more simple life. The samples also
disagree with the statement that "scientific research 1is more
likely to cause problems than to find solutions,” shown by 85
percent of better in the "Disagree" and "Strongly Disagree”
response categories, Both the general public and activists
disagree that "technical and scientific experts usually are
biased"™ and that "environmental issues are hard toe understand."
In light of previous research which indicates that the public has
a8 "great deal of confidence"™ in the scientific community, the
findings here would seem to be somewhat consistent, but reflect a
portion of the public and its politically active element who feel
that science does not meet their expectations (National Science
Board, 1983). Regarding the biases of technical and scientific
experts, policy elites are slightly skewed in agreement with the
questionnaire statement.

General responses about the New Environmental Paradigm (NEP)
are given in Table 2.10. This new set of beliefs concerning the
relationship of humans to nature is argued to have emerged from
post-industrialism, and also is commonly referred to as the
"Ecological Perspective” (Dunlap, et al., 1983; Catton and
Dunlap, 1980; Dunlap and VanLiere, 1978). According to cthis
construct, contemporary environmentalists are characterized by
the following set of beliefs:

high valuation of nature, their sense of empathy
which generalized to compassion toward other species,
other peoples and generations, their desire to care-
fully plan and act so as to avoid risks to humans and
nature, their recognition that there are limits to
growth which humans must adapt, and their desire for a
new society that incorporates new ways to conduct our
economic and political affairs (Milbracth, 1984:21).

Table 2.10 demonstrates that both the general public and
activists are in support of the NEP 72.5 percent for each sample.
While a high percentage of activists fall into the "High Support”™
category, activists also show the highest percentage in the "Low
Support" category, further reinforcing the earlier presented idea
that an active element exists that is less supportive of environ-
mentalism. Policy elites score somewhat lower level support with
only 55.8 percent in the "High Support” category of the scale.
On the whole, however, and in light of preservationist leanings
and concerns about physical degradation from various pollutien
sources, it is clear that generally broad support exists for the
environment among the general public, activists and elites,
thereby providing a strong foundation for the development of
programs designed to foster knowledge necessary to ©protect
Florida’'s coastal resources for long term use and stewardship.
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TABLE 2.9

Attitudes Toward Science and Technology
Ameng the General Public, Activists and Policy Elites

Strongly
Agree
Technology will
find a way of solving
the problems of
shortages and natural
resources.
General Public 46 (06.6)
Activists 14 (06.8)
Policy Elites 15 (07.2)

People would be better
off if they lived a
more simple life
without so much

technology.
General Public 53
Activists 13
Policy Elites 7

Future sclientific
research is more
likely to cause
problems than to find
solutions to problems.

General Public 22
Activists 6
Policy Elites 6

Technical and
scientific
experts usually
are biased.

General Publlic 41

Activists 10

Policy Elites 13
Environmental

issues are hard
to understand.

General Public 53
Activists 19
Policy Elites 12

(07.6)
(06.3)
(03.4)

(03.1)
(02.9)
(02.9)

(05.9)
(04.8)
(06.3)

(07.86)
(09.2)
(05.8)

Agree

263

(37.6)

84 (40.6)

76

(36.5)

225 (32.3)

66

56

63
16

227
66
58

(31.9)
(26.9)

(09.0)
(07.7)
(05.8)

(32.5)
(31.9)
(27.9)

250 (35.8)

66
78

(31.9)
(17.5)

*Missing responses are not included.
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Strongly

Frequency {%)

Disagree

262
69
83

257
75
99

338

106

268
76

256
74
89

(37

(36.
(36.
(47.

(48

(47.
(51.

(38.
(36.
.2)

(44

(36.
(35.
(40.

.6)
(33.
(39.

9)

8)
2)
6)

.4)

8)
0)

3)
7)

6)
7)
4)

92
33
29

138
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TABLE 2.10
Attitudes Tovards the New Environmental Paradigm (NEP)}
Among the Gensral Public, Activists and Policy Elices

Frequency (%)
Strongly Strongly Ko
Statepent Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Qplunion

The balance of

nature is very

delicate and

easily upset by

human activities.
General Public 284 (40.6) 299 (42.8) 83 (11.9%9) 15 (02.1) 18 (02.86)
Activisrs 80 (38.6) 82 (39.8) 37 (17.9} 6 (02.%) 2 (01.0)
Policy Elites 71 (34.1) 91 (43.8) 36 (17.2) 5 (02.4) 3 (01.4)

The earth i1s like
a spacsship with
only limited room
and resources

technelogy.
Gansral Public 290 (41.35) 303 (43.6) 59 (08.4) 23 (03.3) 22 (03.1)
Activiscs 92 (44.4) BO (38.6) 22 (10.6) 9 (04.3) 4 (01.9)
Policy Elites B3 (39.9) 92 (44.2) 16 (07.7) 9 (04.3) 7 (03.4)

Plants and animals
do not exist
Primarily to be
used by humans.

General Public 237 (33.9) 303 (43.3) 107 (15.3) 32 (D4.6) 20 (02.9)
Activiscs 70 (33.8B) 92 (44.4) 32 (15.5) 9 (04.3) & (01.9)
Policy Elites 58 (27.9) 103 (49.5) 33 (15.9) 5 (02.4) 6 (02.9)

Modifying the
environwent for
human uss ssldom
causes sarious
problems.

Genaral Public 13 (01.9) 77 (11.0) 323 (46.2) 261 (37.3) 25 (03.6)
Activizrs 3 (01.4) 25 (12.1) 104 (50.2) 71 (34.3) & (01.9)
Policy Elites 3 (02.4) 17 (08.2) 116 (55.8) 64 (30.8) 5 (02.4)

There are no
limits to growth
for nations like
the Tnited States,

General Public 24 (03.4) 73 (10.4) 269 (38.5) 308 (44.1) 25 (03.6)
Activigts 4 (01.9) 20 (09.7) 82 (39.6) 99 (47.8) 2 (01.0)
3 (01.4)

Poelicy Elites 1 (00.5) 1B (08.7) 85 (40.9) 99 (47.8)

Mankind was created
to tule over the
rast of nature.

Ganeral Public 57 (08.2) 130 (18.6) 234 (331.5)-213 (30.5) 65 (09.3)
Activists 23 (11.1) 39 (18.8) 57 (27.5) 73 (35.3) 2 (01.0)
Policy Elites 19 (09.1) 37 (17.8) 68 (32.7) 54& (28.4) 21 (10.1)

Scale Support for New Environmental Plrldign**

Frequenecy (%)
Elites Geperal Public Ackivists Relicy Elices

High Suppert
{uppar one-third on scale)
504 (72.5) 150 (72.5) 116 (55.8)

Madium Level Support
{(middle third on scale)
l66 (23.9) 45 ¢21.7) 83 (39.9)

Low Support

{lower one-thizd on scale) 25 (03,63 12 (05.8) 9 {04,3)
Total 695 (100%) 207 (100%x) 208 (1l00%)

**aAll items were recorded from the survey to create directional consistency
prior to creating the NEP scale ranging from & to 30. The NEP scale is
reliable at .B81l3 for Cronmbach’s alpha.
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lechnical Informacion., Knowledge Holding and Trust in Sources of

tion

The major aim of this study is to determine the sources of
variations in positions held about the technically complex issues
associated with the coastal zone among the general public, its
activists subset, experts and legislators (policy elites). The
rele of the general public in complex policy making processes is
mandated by law (i.e., National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
and the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, among other laws).
Public involvement presents an interesting problem for democratic
societies, namely how does the public get involved if they do not
have the requisite knowledge to make them equal participants with
policy experts? The role of activists relates to pluralism and
concern about which groups and individuals the general public {s
likely to rely upon for the information they use to assess policy

about complex coastal issues. The role of the policy elitce
centers largely around whether or not they direct policy because
of their special expertise. Further, how accountable can policy

experts and legislators be held by cthe general public and
activists if they are not knowledgeable about the issue at hand?
This section considers this issue by looking at three aspects of
the technical information quandry. First, general attitudes
about the complexity of the coastal resources issue area are
compared for the general public, activists and policy elites.
Second, the general knowledge levels which these policy process
actors have about coastal resource ecology are evaluated. And
third, the sources of technical information in which the general
public, activists and policy elites register the most trust are
considered.

To begin discussion of the technical complexity of the
coastal issue area, it is important to first assess the general
level of knowledge that exists among the samples and compare how
the technical complexity of the issue area is viewed differently
by those involved in the policy process, It is expected that
knowledge levels on the whole will be higher among elites than
are those of either the general public or the activist public,
since in many ways this is their professional arena. Table 2.11
begins by reporting findings about the technical nature of the
coastal issue area and general levels of information holding
among the general publiec, activists and policy elites. It is
clear that activists and elites feel they do a better job of
following what is going on, with respect to coastal zone issues
"Most of the Time" 1in comparison to the general public,.
Activists and policy elites also indicate that in terms of self-
assessed level of informedness they feel generally well-informed,
as suggested by 80.8 percent of the activists and 82.2 percent of
the policy elites falling onto the informed end of the scale as
opposed to only 51.7 percent of the general public. More
activists and elites indicate interest in obtaining more infor-
mation about natural resource and environmental problems, based
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TABLE 2.11

Attitudes Regarding the Technical Nature of
the Coastal Issue Area and General Levels of Information
Among the General Public, Activists and Policy Elites

Question: Some people tend to follow what is going on in government and
public affairs most of the time, whether there is an election
or not. Others are not interested,. In regards to coastal
zone issues, to what extent would you say you follow what is
going on In the public arena?

Response Categories Frequency (%)

General Publje = Activists  Poljicy Elites
Most of the time 330 (47.2) 148 (71.5) 142 (68.3)
Some of the time 234 (33.5%) 43 (20.8) 49 (23.86)
Only now and then 102 (14.6) 11 (05.3) 10 (04.8)
Hardly at all 26 (03.7) 3 (01.4) 5 (02.4)
No Apswer 7 (01,0) 2 (01.0) 2 (01.0)
Total 699 (100%) 207 (100%) 208 (100%)

self Assessed Level of Informedpess

Question: How well informed would you say you are at present concerning
natural resources and the environment in Florida?

Response Categories Frequency (%)
Genera u Activist Policy Elites
Not Informed 1 14 (02.0) 0 (00.0) 2 (00.5)
2 46 (06.6) 1 (00.5) 3 (01.4)
3 97 (13.9) 9 (04.3) 11 (05.3)
Somewhat Informed 4 173 (24.7) 28 €132.5) 20 (09.6)
5 168 (24.0) 61 (29.5) 61 (29.3)
6 129 (18.5) 62 (30.0) 72 (34.6)
Very Well-Informed 7 64 (09.2) 44 (21.3) 3g (18.3)
No Answer g 8 (01.1) 2 (01.0) 1l (00. 5)
Total 699 (1001%) 207 (100%) 208 (100%)
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TABLE 2.1l continued
Interest in Moyxe Kpowledge

Question: If more information were made available to you
concerning mnatural resource and environmental
problems in Florida, would you be interested in
receiving that information?

Response Categories Frequency (%)
G 1 Publi Activi Poli Elite
Not Interested 1 7 (01.0) 1 (00.5) 2 (01.0)
2 12 (01.7) 3 (01.4) 3 (01.4)
3 31 (04.4) 3 (01.4) 11 (05.3)
Somewhat Interested 4 79 (11.3) 7 {(03.4) 20 (09.8)
5 107 (15.3) 20 (09.7) 61 (29.13)
6 168 (24.0) 53 (25.6) 72 (36.4)
Very Interested 7 285 (40.8) 118 (57.0) 38 (18.3)
No Answer 8 10 (01.4) 2 (01.0) 1 (00.5)
Total 699 (100%) 207 (100%) 208 (lo0%)

Sci ifi o i t e
Question: When compared to other issues of public policy

that arise in Florida, would you say that coastal
zone 1issues are more or less technically and
scientifically complex?

Response Categories . Frequency (%)

Ge i tivists Poljcy Elites
More Complex 338 (48.4) 101 (48.8) 94 (45.2)
About the Same 311 (48.4) 94 (45.1) 102 (49.0)
Less Complex 30 (04.3) 8 (03.9) 4 (01.9)
No Answer 20 (02.9) 4 (01.9) 8 (03.8)
Total 699 (100%) 207 (100%) 208 (100%)
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en 92.3 percent of the activists and 84.0 percent of the policy
elites, than do those on the interested end of the scale versus
80.1 percent for the general public. As to the technical and
sclentific complexity of the coastal zone issue area, there
appears to be 1little difference between the general public,
activists and policy elites. Among all samples there is a strong
feeling that coastal zone issues should be viewed as "more
complex” as opposed to "less complex" than other public policy
issues in the state.

Up to this point there has existed little difference in the
data presented for the general public, the activist subset or

policy elites. About the i{ssue of technical information and
knowledge holding, however, we begin to see for the first time
clear patterns of divergence between the samples. It is within

this area that the study was designed to determine factors that
set the active element aside from the general populous, and
policy elites aside from activists and the general public. In
this preliminary analysis we are unable to ascertain which
variations in the differences account for the patterms existing
among the samples. This is a point of discussion we shall, for
now, leave for the next chapter.

Within the study of the technical information quandary as it
relates to the three sets of policy process actors in the coastal
issues area, it is important to determine the general levels of
knowledge that the respondents hold about science and technology
issues in pgeneral. Tables 2.12 and 2.13 provide findings on
knowledge levels about general ecolegy (Table 2.12) and self-
assessed knowledge of specific terms associated with the coastal
resources area (Table 2.13). On the "General Ecology Quiz,"
based on the long accepted work of Maloney and his associates
(1975), policy elites scored the best percentage, 18.3 percent
versus 15.9 percent for activists and 11.4 percent for the
general public, of those who recorded correct answers on all four
questions, reinforcing the notion that the activists and policy
elites as a whole are better informed than the general public
about envirconmental issues,

In responding to the set of technical terms which they
elther knew the meaning of, had heard of but did not know the
meaning of, or had not heard of, the general public, as expected,
varies dramatically from activists and policy elites as shown in
Table 2.14, In the case of each term, the policy elites and
activists indicate they are more aware of the meaning than the
general public.?2 The lowest knowledge of terms for all groups
are those associated with offshore issues and fisheries, such as
"marginal sea," "exclusive economic zone® and “"pelagic fish"
about which scores for all these samples drop considerably as
compared to less specific terms, like "estuarine” and "barrier
island.™ The summary of knowledge of technical terms reaffirms
one of the predispositions of the study, namely that activists
and policy elites are more knowledgeable than the general public.
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TABLE 2.12

Knowledge Levels Among the General Public, Activists

and Policy Elites Based on a General Ecology Quiz

H:Gﬁmowwozgaummﬂo?ﬂﬁmﬂﬂﬁwmﬁﬁmﬂg&ﬁﬂuﬂug?ﬂﬁg%gﬁﬁﬁs

provided next to the statement. (If uncertain, leave blank.)

Frequency (%)

Oorrect Incorrect
Soil Pollution is generally due to:
(a) sparse rains General Public 224 (32.0) 475 (68.0)
{b) improper faming Activists 63 (30.4) 144 (69.6)
(c) poisonous metals (correct answer) Policy Elites 64 (30.8) 144 (69.2)
(d) over fertilization
(e) poor crop rotation
The most common pollutants of water are:
(a) arsenic & silver nitrates General Public 479 (68.5) 220 (31.5)
{b) hydrocarbons Activists 158 (76.3) 49 (23.7)
(c) carbon monoxide Policy Elites 168 (80.8) 40 (19.2)
(@) sulfur & calcium
(e) nitrates and phosphates (correct answer)
Which one of the following does not decampose in ocean water.
(a) sewage
(b) garbage General Public 526 (75.3) 173 (24.7)
() tin cans Activists 174 (84.1) 33 (15.9)
(d) plastjc bags (correct answer) Policy Elites 164 (78.8) 44 (21.2)
(e) chemical fertilizer
What is the harmful effect of phosphate pollution on marine life?
(a) causes cancer
(b} renders fish sterile General Public 344 (50.8) 355 (49.2)
(c) destruys the nervous system of fish Activists 130 (62.8) 77 (37.2)
(d) makes water cloudy Policy Elites 127 (61.1) 81 (38.9)

(e) promotes arowth of algae (correct answer)

None Correct 54 (07.7) 9 (04.3) 13 (06.3)

One Correct 125 (17.9) 28 (13.5) 26 (12.5)
Two Correct 192 (27.5) 46 (22.2) 48 (23.1)
Three Correct 248 (35.5) 91 (44.0) 83 (39.9)
Four Correct 80 (11.4) 33 (15.9) 38 (18.3)

699 (100%) 207 (100%) 208 (100%)
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Among the general public for the summary of terms, only 49.8
percent fall into the "High Knowledge of Terms" category whereas
for the activists the percentage is 74.8 percent and for pelicy

elites it peaks at 75.0 percent,. Evidence of considerable
knowledge among the activist public provides useful insight into
the 1ssue of information holding. Seen as a subset of the

general opublic, reflecting the views of organized interests
within the general public, the findings suggest that within the
technically complex issue arena associated with coastal resour-
ces, activists will be able to "hold theilr own" against policy
elites across a range of issues and thus, have a better chance of
exacting policy concurrence.

One of the more interesting topics of the study of
technically complex issue areas relates to the sources of
information with whom the highest degree of trust lies (Pierce
and Lovrich, 19831), In the coastal resources issue area, those
sources are highly trusted by the general public and its most
active elements are important if we are to maximize efforts of

the information dissemination process. Further, those sources
utilized by the policy elites within any particular field are
always of great interest. In the coastal resource issue area, as

in any other complex field, the sources used by professionals and
policymakers are often the most highly regarded and accorded the
most prestige. Tables 2.14 and 2.15 provide this information.
First, those sources generally available to anyone, such as
television, newspapers and radio are considered faor how much
respondents feel they have learned from them (Table 2,14),
Secondly, various sources of technical information are considered
for the degree of trust which individuals place in them
{Table 2.15).

Two sources of information among those considered are
clearly more responsible for providing more information than
other sources, "Newspapers"™ and "Television Specials" are the
most common sources for learning about natural resource issues in
Florida for the general public, activists and policy elites, as
evidenced by their index scores all higher than +50. The least
utilized sources are "General Mailings to Your Home” and "County
Extension Agents”™ for all samples. Of considerable value in the
study of technical information is developing a perspective about
the levels of trust that sets of policy process actors have in
alternative sources of technical information, especially those
that may not be readily available to all interested parties in
the policy process.

Table 2.16 illustrates that four groups are seen as having
considerable trust among both the general public and activists.
College/University Educators receive the highest index scores for
both samples, 84.5 for the general public, 87 for the activists
and 89.9 for the policy elites. This group is followed by the
National Park Service, 81.5, 80.6 and 83.2 for the general
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TABLE 2.12

Salf-Assesssd Knowledge of Tachnical Tarms
Among the General Public, Activists and Policy Elites™™

Bsrcentage Reapondency™
Knowing Meaning Heard of But Have not
Don't Know Heard of
Gen. Act. Pol. Gen. Act. Pol. Gen. Act. Pol.

Ierm Public Elites Public Elftas Public Elites
Eztuarine 55.8 77.8 83.2 16.9 10.6 09.1 23.5 08.7 06.3
Ecosysten 71.1 86.0 88.5 13.0 09.2 05.8 13.0 03.4 03.8
Excluzive

Economic Zone 34.5 43.5 39.4 26.2 29.0 29.3 i5.5 25.6 28.8
Discharge 84.5 96.1 94.2 07.3 01.9 02.9 04.6 016 01.0
Outer

Continental

Shelf B1.7 90.3 89.9 10.3 08.2 06.3 04 .4 01.0 01.4
Saltwater

Intrusion BS. 4 95,7 95.2 07.3 01.9 02.4 04.6 01.0 01.0
Barrier Island B4.8 96.6 92.8 08.7 01.9 o04.8 03.7 01.0 0l.4
Resident

Fishery 49.8 S7.0 50.0 27.9 22,2 29.3 18.7 1B.4 18.8
Marginal Sea 18.6 24.2 20.2 6.5 37.7 32.7 40.3 34.3 43.8
Riparian

Righes 6.6 70.5 79.3 16.3 12.6 08.7 2.6 13.5 09.6
Littoral

brifc 35.6 63.2 66.3 18.7 16.9 15.4 41.6 17.4 16.8
Non-Point

Source 29.9 S4.6 62.5 16.3 13.5 11.5 48.1 27.1 23.6
Acid Rain 91.0 94.2 94.2 0%.9 04.3 04.3 01.0 00.5 Q1.0
Capacity Uss 56.1 70.0 60.1 18.3 15.5 20.7 2.9 13.5 17.3
Revetnent Li b6 BB.6 T71.6 12.4 10.6 11.1 39.2 19.3 15.9
Pelagic Fish 22.5 35.7 232.2 20.9 25.1 24.5 52.5 36.2 40.4
Desalinization 80.0 93.2 92.3 06.6 02.4 03.4 10.4 02,9 02.9
Baach

Renourishmentc 78.8 94.7 94.2 11.2 02.9 02.9 07.4 0l.4 Ol.9
Floodplain 80,3 93.7 95.7 11.2 04.3 02.4 06.2 0l.4 01.0

* Miasing Responses are not included.

Supmary of Knowlsdge of Tachnical Tetms

Exsguency (%)
CGenaral Public Activists Policy Elites
High Rnowledge of Terms 348 (49.8) 154 (74.8) 156 (75.0)
{in uppar one third of
SUmRDATY )
Mid-isvel Knowledges of
Terms (in mid-third of 282 (40.3) 48 (22.8) 47 (22.6)
SUImAYY )
Low Level Knowledgs of
Terms (in mlwer-chird of 45 (06.3) 1 (00.5) 1 (00.5)
SummaATyY)
Missing Cases 24 {03.4) 4 (01.9) 4 (01.9)
Total 699 (100%) 207 (100%) 208 (100%)

**pased on the sumning of the responses to tha 19 technical terms resulting in
scores ranging from 19, knowing msaning of all the terms through 57, representing
having not heard of any of the terms.
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TABLE 2.14
Knowladge Obtained from Generally Available Sources of Technical
Information Anong the General Public, Activists and Policy Elites

Question: How much would you say you have lsarned abour Florida‘s
natural resources from the follewing sources?
Frequency (%)
source Nething  Het Much dome A Creat Deal (Index)
Friends, Reighhors
and Relatives
General Public 146 (20.9) 261 (37.3) 218 (31.2) 34 (04.9) (-22.1)
Activises 40 (19.3) 77 (37.2) 68 (32.9) 15 (07.2) (-16.4)
Policy Elites 43 (21.6} B4 (40.4) 64 (30.8) 12 (05.8) (-25.4)
Nevspapers
General Public 17 (02.4) 94 (13.4) 425 (60.8) 147 (21.0) (+66.0)
Activiscs (03.9) 35 (16.9) 128 (61.8) 33 (15.9) (+56.9)

[- . -]

Policy Elites
Radio Spacials

(02.9) 29 (13.9) 134 (64.4) 36 (17.3) (+64.9)

General Public 221 (31.6) 228 (32.6) 179 {25.6) 37 (05.3) (-33.0)
Activists 63 (30.4) 70 (33.8) 54 (26.1) 12 (05.8) (-32.3)
Policy Elites 68 (32.7) 76 (36.5) 4B (23.1) 12 (05.8) (-34.1)
Radio Newscasts
General Public 152 {22.5) 246 (35.2) 233 (33.3) 37 (05.3) (-19.1)
Activises 38 (18.4) 8% (4l.1y 67 (32.4) 11 (0S5.3) (-21.8)
Policy Elites 49 (23.6) B2 (39.4) 61 (29.3) 12 (05.8) (-27.9)
Television Specials
General Public 39 (05.6) 74 (10.6) 354 (50.8) 204 {29.2) (+63.3)
Activists 14 (06.8) 27 (13.0) 101 (4B.B) 59 (28.5) (+57.1)
Folicy Elites 13 (06.3) 29 (13.9) 116 (55.B) 47 (22.6) (+58.2)
Television Rewscasts
Genaral Public 39 (05.6) 136 (19.5) 375 (53.6) 108 (15.5) (+44.0)
Activists 14 (06.8) 53 (25.6) 102 (49.3) 28 (13.5) (+30.4)
Policy Elites 11 (05.3) 55 (26.4) 113 (54.3) 19 (09.1) (+31.6)
Public BasTings
Geaneral Public 248 (35.5) 176 (2.52) 161 (23.¢) 72 (10.3) (-27.4)
Activists 27 (13.0) 43 (20.B) 82 (39.6) 45 (21.7) (+27.5)
Poliey Elites 19 (09.1) 57 {26.4) 83 (39.9) 47 {(22.6) (+26.0)
Floride Sea Grantc .
General Public 393 (56.2) 95 (13.6) 107 (15.3) 36 (05.2) (-49.3)
Activigrs 92 (36.2) 23 (11.1) 71 (34.3) 21 (10.1) (-02.9)
Policy Elites 72 (34.6) 36 (17.3) &5 (31.3) 23 (1ll.1) (-09.8)
Masting of Enviromnmental Groups
General Puklic 128 (46.9) 133 (19.0) 14l (20.2) 60 (08.6) (-37.1)
Activists 45 (21.7) 41 (19.8) 70 (33.8) 45 (21.7) (-1&.D)
Policy Elites 33 (25.5) 52 (25.0) 63 (30.3) 35 (16.8) (-03.4)
Genexal Mailings to your homes
Genaral Public 307 (43.9) 207 (29.6) 111 (15.9) 29 (0&4.1) (-53.3)
Activises 64 (30.9) 70 (33.B) 51 (24.8) 15 (07.2) (-32.9)
Policy Elitss 75 (36.1)y 74 (35.6) 44 (21.2) 9 (04.3) (-46.2)
County Extemsion Agents
General Public 374 (53.5) 14l (20.2) 116 (16.6) 24 (03.4) (-53.7)
Activists B2 (39.6) 38 (28.0) 47 (22.7) 13 (06.3) (-38.5)
Poliey Elites 79 (38.0) 59 (28.4) 57 (27.4) 8 (03.8) (-35.2)

Litarature Distributed
by Croups/Organizations

General Publie 198 (28.3) 168 (24.0) 212 (30.3) 86 (12.3) (-09.7)
Activizts 22 (10.8) 49 (23.7) 87 (42.0) &4 (21.3) (+29.0)
Policy Elites 21 (10.1) 52 (25.0) 91 (43.8) 40 (19.2) (+27.9)

*Index is the sus of the parcentage responding "Some" or "A Great Deal® minus the
sum of the percentage of those responding "Nothing" or “Not Much."
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public, activists and elites Trespectively. The Florida
Department of Natural Rescurces, the Department of Environmental
Regulation, Water Management Districts, Technical and Scientific
Experts, along with the Environmentalists all obtain index scores

in excess of +50 with all three groups. A trusted group among
activists and elites is Sea Grant and indicates familiarity with
a technical source not known by the general public. The least

trusted group sources of technical information are Labor Unions,
and Developers/Construction Companies, each with scores in excess
of -60 among at least two sets of respondents. These low scores
are not unexpected since these would be groups who place economic
incentives above environmental Interests {(also including, for
example, Timber Companies) in the purguit of their collective
goals and are not expected to be among the most trusted sources
of technical information about natural resource issues,

s for Citi Acti { Individual Political Partici .

The 1individual 1levels of support that exist among the
general public and the activist subset for citizen participation
provide evidence about how the participation role is viewed {n
the policymaking process, and the degree to which activists, as
opposed to the general public, are more willing to avail them-

selves of public 1involvement opportunities, The level of
activity which policy elites demonstrate about policy issues also
bears importantly on how they view the democratic process. The

data reported in Table 2.16 and 2.17 give insight Into two issues
related to public participation--support for citizen involvement
and individual political activism.

For the general publie, 61.1 percent of the respondents are
on the end of the scale indicating support for citizen partici-
pation in the policy-making process related to enviromnmental
issues as recorded in Table 2.16. The activists, the most active
component of the general public sample, recorded 72.9 percent in
the supportive categories, reinforcing thelr legitimacy as
proponents of public involvement, while policy elites record 68.8
percent in supportive categories. Strong support by the general
public and activists for citizen action lends credence to the
belief that the general public does not want to be led and/or
wanipulated by policy elites. Futher, the public feels it should
have a say 1in the decision-making process and that public
participation will add to rather than detraet from ¢the policy
process. Strong support among policy elites 1s also iImportant,
inasmuch as they are the ones who must answer to public parti-
cipation, which many argue hampers professionals and elected
officials. Nevertheless, policy elite support for citizen
participation bodes well for those who support the populist
school, and at the same time does dismiss, to some extent, the
notion that elites prefer total control over the pelicy-making
process without public intrusion.
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TABLE 2.15

Trust in Group Sources of Technical Information
Among the General Public, Activists and Poliey Elites

Question: Many groups may supply technical information about natural
resources. How much trust do¢ you have In the technical information
supplied by each of the groups listed below?

Group Responge Percentages
A Great
None Not Much Some Deal Index

Business

General Public 16.5 42.8 35.5 02.4 -21.5

Activists 15.0 3ig.6 42.5 02.9 -08.2

Policy Elites 08.2 34 .1 54.3 01.9 +13.9
Environmentalists

General Public 02.6 12.0 51.2 31.2 +67.8

Activists 01.9 13.0 50.7 31.9 +67.7

Policy Elites 01.0 13.5 56,7 25.5 +67.7
Developers/Construction Company

General Public 38.1 40.9 16.0 0l.4 -61.6

Activists 33.3 44 .0 19.8 01.0 -56.,5

Policy Elites 22.1 47.1 26.0 03.4 -38.8
College/University Educators

General Public 0l1.6 04 .3 45,8 44,6 +84,5

Activists 01.4 03.9 39.6 52.7 +87.0

Policy Elites 00.5 03.4 48.1 45.7 +89.9
Farmers

General Public 04 .7 28.2 51.1 09.9 +28.1

Activists 06.8 34.8 49 .13 08.2 +15.9

Policy Elites 06.3 30.8 54,8 04.8 +22.5
Fishing Industry

General Public 09 .6 28.5 47.9 10.3 +20.1

Activists 08.7 29.5 51.7 08.2 +21.7

Poliey Elites 06.3 26.4 54.3 10.6 +32.2
National Park Service

General Public 0l1.1 06.3 41.1 47 .8 +81.5

Activists 02 .4 06.8 44 .9 44 .9 +80.6

Policy Elites 01.9 05.8 46.2 44 .7 +83.2
Outdoor Recreation Advocates

General Publice 031.9 23.6 55.5 12.9 +40.9

Activists 03.9 25.6 55.1 13.5 +39.1

Policy Elites 02.4 23.1 63.0 09.1 +46.6
Industry

General Public 14.9 27.9 39.9 10.4 +07.5

Activiscts 18.8 28.5 39 .6 07.2 -00.5

Policy Elites 12.5 35.1 38.5 07.7 -01.4
Labor Unions

General Public 52.9 33.6 08.9 00.6 -77.0

Activists 54.1 33.3 09.7 00.0 -77.0

Policy Elites 41.3 39.9 14.4 00.5 -66.3
State Legislators

General Public 20.0 39.8 35.3 01.7 -22.8

Activists 17 .4 35.7 44 .0 01.9 -07.2

Policy Elites 08.7 29.8 57.4 08.2 +21.1
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TABLE 2.15 continued

Group
None
Florida Sea Grant
General Public 9.7
Activists 07.7
Policy Elites 06.7
Timber Companies
General Public 30.5
Activists 29.0
Policy Elites 21.2
Water Management Districts
General Public 05.2
Activists 05.3
Policy Elites 01.4
Public Utilities
General Public 16.0
Activists 15.5
Policy Elites 10.1
Department of Natural Resources
General Publlice 03.0
Activists 03.4
FPolicy Elites 0l1l.4
Department of Environmental
Regulation
General Public 03.4
Activists 03.9
Policy Elites 01.9
Department of Community Affairs
General Public 10.9
Activists 07.7
Policy Elites 04.8
Federal Agency Representative
General Public 08.9
Activists 07.2
Policy Elites 02.9
Local Government Representative
General Public 10.4
Activists 08.2
Policy Elites 04.3
Technical and Scientific Experts
General Public 02.7
Activists 01.4
Policy Elites 00.5

*Index is the sum of those responding "Some" and "A Great Deal”
sum of those responding "None" and "Not Much."
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Response Percentages
A Great

Not Much Some Deal

4.0 18.5 18.5
10.6 36.2 33.8
09.1 41.8 29.3
36.13 25.6 02.6
37.7 26.6 02.9
3%9.4 33,2 03.4
17.5 53.2 19.9
16.9 51.7 24 .6
09.1 55.3 32.2
39.1 36.6 04.9
16 .2 42.0 05.3
32.7 49 .0 06.5
07.7 46.9 39.5
08.2 38.6 48 .3
04.8 45,7 46,6
12.6 48.1 32.2
12.6 44 .0 37.7
11.5 46.6 38.5
27.0 44,1 11.9
27.5 46 .4 5.5
18.8 49.5 23.6
26.5 50,2 10.2
19.8 57.0 14.0
20.7 58.7 15.4
34.3 45.8 06.0
1D.4 53.1 07.2
25.5 53.4 14.9
07.7 47 .5 39.5
05.13 46,9 45.4
2.9 47.1 46.6
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TABLE 2.16

Attitudes Regarding the Value of Citizen Participation
Among the General Public, Activists and Policy Elites

Question: In recent years there has been considerable debate over the value of
efforts to increase the amount of citizen participation in govern-
ment policy making In the environmental policy area. How would you
locate yourself on the following scale regarding these efforts?

Response Categorjes Erequency (%)

The efforts are
of no value and

needlessly add General Publjc Activists Policy Elites
to the cost of
government 1 16 (02.3) 8 (03.9) 8 (03.8)

2 8 (01.1) 4 (01.9) 5 (02.4)

3 36 (05.2) 7 (03.4) 14 (06.7)
Uncertain [ 192 (27.5) 36 (17.4) 35 (16.8)

5 212 (30.3) 57 (27.5) 69 (33.2)

6 127 (18.2) 51 (24.6) 42 (20.2)

These efforts are
of great value
even if they add
to the cost of

government 7 88 (12.6) 43 (20.8) 32 (15.4)
No Answer 8 20 (02.9) 1 (00.5) 3 (01.4)
TOTALS 699 (100%) 207 (100%) 208 (100%)
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Table 2.17 goes a step further and reports responses about
individual efforts to influence decisions about natural resource

policy. Among the general public, the most predominate form of
activity 1s "Signing a Petitien or Initiative on Environmental
Issues,” which 59.9 percent report they have done. Among

activists, high occurrences are recorded in nearly every cate-
gory, except for "Becoming a Member of a Citizen Advisory
Committee," the lowest involvement category among the activists.
Activists report only a 66.2 percent level of membership in
environmental or political interest groups which may reflect the
high number of activists who are not environmentalists. This is
a point often overlooked because the assumption is made that
activists are "crazy tree-huggers,” when in fact, it is often the
case that active elements represent economic and developmental
interests with the same enthusiasm and, importantly, the same
rights in the policy process. Policy elites record generally
high incidences of influence tactics, particularly in the area of
"Attending a Public Hearing,” *"Contacting a State Agency and
"Signing a Petition or Infitiative on Environmental Issuesg." The
first two may be part of their regular professional activity, and
thus any conclusions drawn from these must be tentative, The
third, however, does suggest an interest beyond professional
requirements about environmental issues, Surprisingly, a low
percentage indicates membership in environmental interest groups
or on citizen advisory committees, 52.4 and 42.8 percent,
respectively. Perhaps professional affiliations among engineers,
planners and lawyers, for example, substitute for the special
interest environmental groups or collective action activities.

sSummary and Copnclugion

This chapter has shown, through the opinions and attitudes
of the general publiec, its activist subset and policy elites
(experts and legislators), that considerable support exists for
coastal resource policies in the State of Florida and that all
three sets of public policy process actors exhibit this support

across a broad range of programs. The data collected provides a
profile of Floridians interested in cocastal issues, but responses
are not rooted in a homogeneous response gEroup, Rather, they

reflect a group of citizens and professionals whoe exhibit
considerable diversity in their personal and political prefer-
ences; a diversity which can be expected to result in a clash
over the proper use of wvaluable coastal resources as the state
continues to grow.

A number of opposing forces emerge In natural resource and
environmental pelitiecs, and many of these individual forces can
be expected to join through collective action to economize their
efforts in support for or opposition to various policy proposals
and government actions, Activists reflecting the views of those
involved in acting in behalf of others and speaking out for their
view of the "public interest™ generally reflect the views of the
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TABLE 2.17

Individual Efforts to Influence Natural Resource Policy
Among the General Public, Activists and Policy Elites%*

Question: Have you ever tried to influence a decision about
the use of natural resources in Florida in any of
the folleowing ways?

ctiv Frequency (&)
General Public Activists Policy Elites

Attending a Public Hearing

YES 34 (47.8) 182 (87.9) 180 (86.5)

NO 33 (47.6) 24 (11.8) 27 (13.0)
Contacting or Writing a State Agency

YES 66 (38.1) 192 (92.8) 149 (71.6)

NO 95 (56.5) 1% (07.2) 55 (26.4)
Contacting or Writing a State Agency

YES 10 (30.0) 167 (80.7) 123 (59.1)

NO 43 (63.4) 37 (17.9) 79 (38.0)

Contacting or Writing a U.S. Senate
or member of Congress

YES 32 (33.2) 170 (82.1) 125 (60.1)
NO 22 (60.4) 33 (15.9) 78 (37.5)
Contacting or Writing a State
Legislature
YES 38 (34.0) 178 (86.0) 139 (66.8)
NO 16 (59.53) 24 (1l1.6) 63 (30.3)

Becoming a member of a citizen
advisory committee
YES 12 (16.0) 85 (41.1) 89 (42.8)
NO 37 (76.8) 117 (56.5) 114 (54.8)

Joining a political or environmental

interest group
YES 02 (28.9) 137 (66.2) 109 (52.4)
NO 54 (64.9) 66 (33.5) 95 (45.7)

Signing a petition or initilative

on environmental issues
YES 19 (59.9) 178 (86.0) 142 (68.3)
NO 52 (36.1) 29 (1l4.0) 6l (29.3)

* Missing data are not included.
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general public as seen by the data presented in this chapter. 1In
this chapter, however, it is clear that while the activist subset
of the general public may indeed be representative of their less
active cohorts, that in the technically complex 1issue arena
related to coastal resources, they are more knowledgeable. With
this higher 1level of knowledge it may be suggested that the
activists maintain a relative advantage when they compete in
political arenas when compared to the general public. While they
share general preferences about coastal policies, in political
interactions the activists are clearly in a much better position
to compete with policy elites,

Policy elites reflect considerable diversity in thelr
responses and consistently exhibit some minority views suggesting
that every interest in the coastal and natural resource policy
process may have someone through whom they may seek appeal for
their cause. Opposing forces thus may conceivably gain accep-
tance of inconsistent policies (perhaps they already have)
forcing responses to all tendencies simultaneously; development
in one part of the state while the next town or county strongly
strives for preservation,
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Notes

The post-materialist measure was developed from the question:

There is alot of talk these days about what your (country’s/

county’s) goals should be for the next 10 or 15 years. Listed
below are some of the goals that different people say should be
given top priority. Would you please mark the one you yourself
consider the most important in the longrun. What would be your
second choice?
The breakdown for responses are:"
Response General Policy
Categorjes Publjc = Activists =  Elites
Maintaining order
in the Nation
First choice 288 70 84
Second choice 162 54 53
Giving the people more say in
important government decisions
First choice 196 62 38
Second choice 194 55 62
Fighting rising prices
First choice 235 68 17
Second choice 42
Protecting freedom of speech
First choice 170 68 65
Second choice 134 39 8
Values
Materialists (choices 1 and 3) 107 (17.1%) 33 (16.8%) 32 (1l6.8%)

Mixed (all other combinations but
materialists or post-materialists) 402 (64.2%) 113 (57.7%) 125 (65.4%)

Post-materialist (choices 2 and 4) 117 (18.7%) S0 _(25 5% 34 (17 8%)

626 (1008) 196 (100%) 191 (100%)

* Missing responses are not incerporated.
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2. The technical terms used in the questionnaire are defined for
purposes of this study as:

ESTUARINE An adjective which describes that which is formed or
deposited in a semi-enclosed part of the coastal ocean where
freshwater from the land mixes with seawater. In many parts of
the world, estuaries are drowned lower portions of rivers or can
also be broad, shallow lagoons on low-lying coasts and fjords in
glaciated mountain regions.

ECOSYSTEM Ecosystem is an abbreviated term first introduced by
A.G. Tansley in 1935 which stands for ecological systenm. An
ecosystem is a self-sustaining and self-regulating community of
organisms considered in relation with other organisms and with
their environment. An eccosystem is a functional wunit that
includes both 1living (biotic) components such as plants and
animals, and non-living (abiotic) components such as solar
energy, air, water, soil, heat, wind and wvarious essential
chemicals.

EXCLUSIVE ECONOMIC ZONE Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZs) are areas
established by many coastal nations which extend 200 nautical
wmiles seaward from coastal state baselines, wherein nations enjoy
sovereign rights over all resources, living and non-living.

DISCHARGE as a verb - To release water; as a noun - The amount
of water flowing at a given rate over a particular point at a
specified speed (e.g., cubic feet per second) or the amount of
water emanating from a source. The rate of flow of water or ice

from a river, fjord or harbor at a given instant in terms of
volume per unit time.

OQUTER _CONTINENTAL SHELF The Outer Continental Shelf is generally
agreed to be the finite outer limits of the continental shelf
where the foot of the continental slope meets the abyssal depths
of the ocean. The geological definition of the continental shelf
is the gently sloping, shallowly submerged marginal zomne of the
continents extending from the shore to an abrupt increase in
bottomr inclination; greatest average depth less than 600 feet,
slope generally less than 1 to 1,000, local relief less than 60,

width ranging from very narrow to more than 200 miles. For
scientifie purposes, these definitions are adequate since
geologists can generally agree on where the continental shelf
begins and ends. However, a universal legal definition does not

exist since there has never been an agreement on the jurisdic-
tional limits of the CQuter Continental Shelf.
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SALTUATER INTRUSION Saltwater intrusion into fresh water

aquifers usually occurs as a result of excessive mining of

groundwater in coastal regions. Similarly, when too much water
is drawn from rivers and streams, salt water intrudes inte their
estuaries which in turn upsets ecological balance. Reduction of

groundwater flow also causes freshwater aquifers to retreat,
allowing saltwater to penetrate deeper inland underground.
Coastal wells are first affected by falling groundwater. Inland
wells pick up saltwater only after severe depletion.

BARRIER ISLAND Barrier islands are elongated, thin structures,
parallel to the shoreline, formed of unconsolidated sediments
(usually sand). These islands may range up to tens of kilometers
long, and are usually less than a few kilometers wide. They are
separated from the mainland by estuaries and wetlands, which may
range in size from narrow lagoons to the extensive socunds over 50
kilometers (27 miles) wide found in North Carolina. They are
generally located in areas with low sloping coastal plains and
moderate tidal range.

RESIDENT FISHERY Population of nonanadromous fish that 1is

harvested within a particular ecosystem. {(The fish complete
their 1lifecycle within the ecosystem, therefore, they are
resident fish; such fish must be harvested or there 1is no
fishery).

MARGCINAL SEA (also adjacent sea). Semi-enclosed seas adjacent

to, widely open to and connected with the oceans at the water
surface but bounded at depth by submarine ridges; for example,
Yellow Sea. When shallow (less than about 150 fathoms), they are
called shelf segs; for example, Hudson Bay. Marginal Sea is a
term that also has a very specific legal dimension. The Marginal
Sea refers to the water which extends three geographic miles (or
three marine leagues in some states) seaward from the Coastline
of that state to the edge of the Continental Shelf. As against
the United States, the state is entitled to all the lands,
minerals and other natural resources within the Marginal Sea and
the United States is not entitled, as against the state to any
interest in such lands, minerals or resources.

RIPARIAN RIGHTS Riparian rights are the legal rights to a

waterway belonging to one who owns land bordering the vaterway.

LITTORAL DRIFT Littoral drift is a phenomenon which describes
sand moving along the beach as a result of wave effects. Sand
moves parallel to the shore by wave and current action.

NON-POINT SOQURCE (OF POLLUTION) A non-point source is an

indirect or a not easily discernible source of pollution. An
example of a non-point source might be fertilizers whose contami-
nants are leaking through the soil, or peripheral water runoff
which is polluting streams and rivers,

43



ACID RAIN Acid rain is a complicated phenomenon which begins
when sulfur oxides and nitrogen oxides are injected into the
atmosphere in large quantities by the burning of fossil fuels.
These oxides change in chemical reactions in the atmosphere into

strong acids, Specifically, sulfur oxide dissolves in water
vapor to form sulfuric acid while nitrogen oxides dissolve to
form nitric acid. Unless these aclds are neutralized in

reactions with alkaline compounds in the atmosphere, those acids
eventually fall to earth in rain as the noxious acid rain.

CAPACITIY/USE Carrying capacity is the maximum population size
that a given ecosystem can support for an indefinite period or on
a sustainable basis. All ecosystems have a specific carrying
capacity for each population, Carrying capacity can fluctuate
but most organisms, with the exception of humans, do little to
change it. Technological advances have allowed us to extend the
limits set by nature; to expand carrying capacity. Humans expand
and thereby "use" the carrying capacity to a greater extent than
nature can sustain. To increase carrying capacity we tend to
develop to the maximum extent possible, or maximize, single
variables such as energy and agricultural production. Such
increased "use" encourages population growth beyond the eco-
system’s ability to assimilate the resulting disturbances.

REVETMENT A revetment is a wall angulated away from waves that
initiates, as well as stone and cement can, the way the natural
beach flattens out under wave attack. The revetment usually lies

upon the foot of the first dune. 1If built of boulders, rubble or
concrete blocks, it has the added advantage of soaking up wave
energy.

PELAGIC FISH Fish which inhabit the ocean’'s surface on the open
sea, especially as distinguished from coastal waters. Pelagic is
a primary division of the ocean which includes the whole mass of
water. The division is made up of the neritic or coastal ocean
(which includes the water shallower than 200 meters) and the apen
ocean (which includes the water deeper than 200 meters).

DESALINIZATION The process of rendering seawater or salty
groundwater for municipal, industrial or agricultural use by
removing salt. In other words, desalinization can be used on the
coasts for purifying seawater and inland for purifying brackish
water.

BEACH RENOURISHMENT The process by which man replenishes or

"nourishes” the beach by pumping new sand onto a beach or into
the longshore currents. Beach renourishment 1s one of many
techniques used to stabilize or replace beaches which have
disappeared due to arosion.
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FLOODPIAIN The flat areas just above the river and stream banks.
Here the river overflows, and silt in the muddy water settles to
the ground to build terraces that grow higher, sometimes inches,
during each flood. Floodplains are temporary storage reservoirs,
lowering downstream flood. While ponded, water soaks through the
soll to underground reservoirs that can be pumped out later or

that seep slowly back to the river and add to its flow during dry
5€asons. '
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Chapter Three

SOURCES OF VARIATION IN TECHNICAL INFORMATION AMONG THE
GENERAL PUBLIC, ACTIVISTS AND POLICY ELITES

INTRODUCTION

This chapter investigates the sources of variation in the
levels of technical information and knowledge holding among the
general public, activists and policy elites based on the survey
results described earlier in this report. The purpose of this
chapter is to consider the degree to which individual character-
istics, attitudes and policy preferences explain and predict
levels of information holding across our three samples and the
degree of trust they have in alternative and competing sources of
technical information. Thus, the goals of this chapter are to
more clearly define important sources, or causes of wvariation,
and then to elaborate how these relate to views about the proper
use and management of coastal resources in the State of Florida.

atte [4] [1]

Public¢ 1inveolvement Iin the coastal resources issue arena
increasingly entails the consideration of an enormous range of
issues that are very complicated. Even in the most politically
orlented issues, the technical range of the subjects which must
be dealt with is staggering (Lovrich et al., 1979, 1984; Pierce
and Lovrich, 1986), Because outcomes of the public decision-
making process often affect a multitude of actors, many matters
are dealt with in great detail to insure that all the facts are
presented. Today, a large amount of knowledge and expertise is
required by participants in the coastal issues arena, regardless
of their stance on the issues. Participants in the public policy
process, to be effective, have to have command over aspects of
law, engineering, applied ecology, planning, coastal morphology
and blology, among other disciplines. In sum, we must face the
reality that we are in an "information age"™ that bears heavily on
how decislions are made (Toffler, 1970, 1980; Dizard, 1985).

Overall, the political system has few means for dealing with
the 1impact of technical complexity. We must rely on publie
negotiations and on public hearings, the press and group acti-
vities to disseminate knowledge, Thus, it may be anticipated
that social, pelitical and socio-economic patterns greatly affect
knowledge levels (Lovrich et al., 1984) and that interest group
or "activist" publics and policy elites will have higher levels
of knowledge than other segments of the population, a fact
witnessed by the results presented Iin the previous chapters.
From another perspective, based on Down's (1957) eclassiec, The

Ecopnomic Theory of Democracy, 1In political settings it 1is
generally viewed as not rational for individuals to participate
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in the decisionmaking process either by voting or becoming
knowledgeable, hence producing "rational ignorance" about the

issue at hand. Because participation 1s not rational, Downs
argues neither is it rational te incur the costs of obtaining
information. However, it 1s often the case that groups and

activists are capable of making individual citizens aware of the
"stakes"” involved. If the "stakes" are high enough, the costs of
obtaining information about a particular policy are less than the
benefits which might be lost if the pelicy under consideration
were enacted. In this situation, the condition of rational
ignorance is no longer operationable and other concerns must be
addressed,.

When rational ignorance is overshadowed by interest in the
issue, one concern with respect to the role of knowledge in the
public policy process is the degree of respect or trust accorded
technical expertise. The assumption of total or perfect know-
ledge wunderlies the neoclassical economics which forms the
foundation of much contemporary policy analysis, That perfect
knowledge does not exist is surprising to no one. What degree of
knowledge exists, what level of trust in these sources exist, and
how that knowledge relates to policies in the coastal resource
issue arena are then of considerable interest.

If public policy-relevant knowledge bears on the issue of
coastal resources then it becomes important, as the first step In
the analysis of sources of variation, to assess the general
levels of familiarity with the coastal resources issue arena.
The first step in determining knowledge of the coastal issue
arena is to show what patterns of distribution exist for each of
the samples about reported self-assessed knowledge of technical
terms. Table 3.1 begins by reporting the findings of the samples
who responded that they knew the meaning of each term from the
set presented in the survey.

The pattern shown in Table 3.1 has two dimensions. Term
familiarity varies by both the parcticular term and the group of
respondents. TFor every term there is lower familiarity among the
general public than there is among the activists or the policy
elites. Also, across some terms, familiarity drops in each of
the respondent groups (i.e., pelagic fish), suggesting some
specific areas in which knowledge is low regardless of one's
position in the policy process,

It has been suggested that famillarity with technical terms
can be broken down into three domains--a public domain, a policy
domain, and a scientific domain (Pierce and Lovrich, 1982,

1986:58). Information in the public domain is considered to be
available and relevant to all potential participants iIin the
policy process, including the general publiec, Discussion of

policy within this domain is seen as open and available for
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TABLE 3.1

Reported Familiarity with Nineteen Technical Terms
Related to Coastal Zone Issues”

Technical Term

Estuarine

Ecosystem

Exclusive Economic Zomne
Discharge

Outer Continental Shelf
Saltwater Intrusion
Barrier Island

Resident Fishery
Marginal Sea

Riparian Rights
Licttoral Drift
Non-Point Source

Acid Rain

Capacity Use

Revetment

Pelagic Fish
Desalinization

Beach Renourishment
Floodplain

*

E

55.
71.
34,
84,
8l.
85,
84,
49,
18,
46.
5.
29,
91.
56,
44
22.
80.
78.
80,
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Activiscs —  PRolicy Elites
77.8 83.2
86.0 88.5
£3.5 39.4
96.1 84.2
90.3 89.9
95.7 85.2
96.6 92.8
37.0 30.0
24.2 20.2
70.5 79.3
63.8 66.3
54.6 62.5
94.2 94,2
70.0 60.1
68.6 71.6
35.7 32.2
93.2 92.3
94.7 94.2
93.7 93.7

The percentage saying that they "know the meaning”

of the term.



involvement by the general public. Within this domain the public
is seen as being capable of participating as equals with acti-
vists, decisionmakers and experts. Information within the policy
domain, by comparison is familiar to those currently active in
the public policy discussions and with policy formulation, namely
activists, with the public viewed as being at a disadvantage. In
the scientific domain, the public and activists alike share a
disadvantage because of the 1levels of expertise needed to
assimilate the information employed (Pierce and Lovrich, 1986).
Table 3.2 illustrates these knowledge domains. The 19 technical
terms are arranged in order with the least familiar term for the
general public on the left ascending to the most famillar term on
the right, For each sample, the percentage indicating they know
the term is shown, with responses for each group connected by a
unique line.

The pattern in Table 3.2 shows the relative distance between
those claiming knowledge In each group for specific terms. At
the far right the gap between the general public, activists and
policy elites is relatively minor. As we move from the public
domain into the policy domain the gap widens. The overall gap
between the public’'s familiarity and the familiarity of activists
and policy elites is generally wider for most terms. In the
scientific domain the gap remains wide except for the term,
marginal sea. These findings prepare us to further investigate
the issue of technical information and knowledge holding in the
coastal zone arena, and suggest that the greater the width
between the public and other policy actors, the greater will be
the public’s inability to participate, communicate and exact
policy concurrence from their elected and career public officials
about coastal zone issues {Plerce and Lovrich, 1982). Further,
the closer the activists and the policy elites are in their
holding of technical knowledge, which seems nearly parallel from
the findings of Table 3.2, the greater the chances for them to
"capture"” each other (McCool, 1988; Kelman, 1987), and interact
in the policy and scientific domains with 1little more than
passing attention to the uninformed general public; lending
support to the idea of a policy elite or a set of actors who use
scientifc information as part of their “modus operandi.”

The next step in the analysis is ta review findings about
knowledge levels and trust in sources of technical information
which will serve as dependent variables in the remaining analy-
sis, Given that various policy domains may exist, what accounts
for variations in the 1levels of technical information and
knowledge holding and trust in alternative sources of technical
information across the three sets of respondents? Are similar
patterns demonstrated regardless of the response group? What
sources of wvariation can be tapped for future information
dissemination within the coastal issue arena?
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involvement by the general publie. Within this domain the public
is seen as being capable of participating as equals with acti-
vists, decisionmakers and experts. Information within the policy
domain, by comparison is familiar to those currently active in
the public policy discussions and with policy formulation, namely
activists, with the public viewed as being at a disadvantage. In
the scientific domain, the public and activists alike share a
disadvantage because of the levels of expertise needed to
assimilate the information employed (Pierce and Lovrich, 1986).
Table 3.2 illustrates these knowledge domains. The 19 technical
terms are arranged in order with the least familiar term for the
general public on the left ascending to the most familiar term on
the right. TFor each sample, the percentage indicating they know
the term is shown, with responses for each group connected by a
unique line.

The pattern in Table 3.2 shows the relative distance between
those claiming knowledge in each group for specific terms. At
the far right the pgap between the general public, activists and
policy elites is relatively minor. As we move from the public
domain inte the policy domain the gap widens. The overall gap
between the public’s familiarity and the familiarity of activists
and policy elites is generally wider for most terms. In the
sclentific domain the gap remains wide except for the term,
marginal sea. These findings prepare us to further investigate
the issue of technical information and knowledge holding in the
coastal zone arena, and suggest that the greater the width
between the public and other policy actors, the greater will be
the public’s inability to participate, communicate and exact
policy concurrence from their elected and career public officials
about coastal zone issues (Pierce and Lovrich, 1982). Further,
the closer the activists and the policy elites are in their
holding of technical knowledge, which seems nearly parallel from
the findings of Table 3.2, the greater the chances for them to
"capture” each other (McCool, 1988; Kelman, 1987), and interact
in the policy and scientific domains with 1little more than
passing attention to the uninformed general public; lending
support to the idea of a policy elite or a set of actors who use
scientifc information as part of their "modus operandi."

The next step in the analysis is to review findings about
knowledge levels and trust in sources of technical information
which will serve as dependent variables in the remaining analy-
sis. Given that various policy domains may exist, what accounts
for variations in the 1levels of technical information and
knowledge holding and trust in alternative sources of technical
information across the three sets of respondents? Are similar
patterns demonstrated regardless of the response group? What
sources of variation can be tapped for future information
dissemination within the coastal issue arena?
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Table 2.11 in the previous chapter (p. 27) showed that
activists and policy elites pay considerably more attention to
coastal issues than does the general public, registering over 20

percentage points more in the "most of the time" category. (For
the remaining analysis this variable will be referred to as
ATTENTION.) Table 2.11 also 1llustrated that the pelicy elites

and activists believe they are generally more well-informed than
the general public about natural resource and environmental
issues Iin Florida, as evidenced by 82,2 percent and 80.8 percent
in the informed end of the scale for policy elites and activists,
respectively, In contrast, the general public showed only 51.7
percent in the informed end of the scale,. (For the remaining
analysig this wvariable will bhe referred to as INFORMED.)
Together, these findings suggest that the policy elites and
activists feel they have better knowledge based on the close
attention they pay to the issue area and how well-informed they
see themselves. In comparison with the general public, they
appear to enter the policy arena better equipped to understand
the technical issues involved and with a better understanding of
the dynamics occurring within the State of Florida. These
findings may be a result of their participation, especially among
policy elites whose professional activities fall into the coastal
issue area, or because they understand or perceive the stakes
involved and thus, wunlike the general public, have foregone
rational ignorance and exerted effort to become involved and
aware of the policy questions at hand.

The assessment of an individual’s level of policy relevant
knowledge, particularly in the context of a mail survey, poses
some difficulties. First, a measure must be sufficiently broad
in scope to contain both basic scientific information, as well as
pertinent case-specific measures (Lovrich et al., 1984:8). To
contend with this problem, two measures of knowledge are reported
in Table 3.3. First, a basic ecology quiz based on the work of
Maloney and his associates (1975) is used to ascertain general
knowledge in the natural resource and environmental issue area.
Secondly, based on the self assessed knowledge of technical terms
familiarity reported in Table 2.13, (p. 32) respondents were
broken into high, wmedium and low categories of technical term
familiarity after summing the scores and dividing them into equal

thirds. Table 3.3 shows activists and policy elites, as expec-
ted, record higher levels of technical term familiarity and, in
general, performed better on the general ecology quiz. Through

these two assessments of respondent knowledgeability and the
attention paid to coastal issues (Table 2.11), as well as the
level of individual self-assessed information holding and
knowledge of general ecology (Table 3.3), we proceed with the
assumption that a set of measures is available that will provide
a conmprehensive indicator of the level of knowledge existing
within each of the samples.
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TABLE 3.3
Digstribution of Responses About Self-Assessd Knowledge
of Terms and Knowledge of General Ecology Among the
General Public, Activists and Policy Elites

Self Assegsgsed Knowledpe of Terms Frequency (%)

General Public Activists - Policy Elites
High Knowledge of Terms

(in upper one-third of summary) 346 (49.6) 154 (74.4) 156 (75.0)
Mid-level Knowledge of Terms
(in mid-third of summary) 284 (40.86) 48 (23.2) 47 (22.6)
Low-level Knowledge of Terms
(in lower-third of summary) 45 (06.4) 1 (00.5) 1 (00.5)
Missing Cases 24 (03 4) 4 (01.9) 4 (0] .93
Totals 699 (100%x) 207 (100%) 208 (100%)
General Ecology Quiz Exequency (%)
General Public Activists Policy Elites
None Correct 54 (07.7) 9 (04.4) 13 (06.3)
One Correct 125 (17.9) 28 (13.3) 26 (12.5)
Twa Correct 192 (27.5) 46 (22.2) 48 (23.1)
Three Correct 248 (35.5) 91 (44.0) 83 (39.9)
Four Correct 80 (11.4) 33 _(15.9) 38 (18.3)
Totals 699 (100%) 207 (100%) 208 (100%)
*

In the remaining analyses these variables are referred to as TERMS and
FACTS, respectively.

52



As previously discussed, another important consideration in
the discussion of public involvement in technically complex issue
areas, 1s the need to often rely on outside sources of knowledge
in order to draw a "rational" plan of actions. Inasmuch as
coastal zone issues are ones of considerable complexity, partici-
pants must draw upon available sources of information when

proposals and programs need to be evaluated. Among these sources
there exists varying levels of trust as reported in Table 2.15
(p. 1353). Earlier research found that trust in alternative

sources of technical information follows consistent patterns
related to the general policy orientation of individuals

(Lovrich, Pierce and Cook; 1979). For example, those with strong
environmental orientations are more likely to trust information
from environmentalists, and they are 1less 1likely to trust
information from developers, energy companies or timber inter-
ests. These earlier studies suggest that people tend to "trust

sources of information with whom they agree in policy alterna-
tives." While this is not unexpected, it further suggests that
there may be strong variations inm trust and that these varia-
tions, once defined, may become important indicators of potential
alignments as coastal issues become politicized.

Sources of Variation

This section investigates variations in the 1levels of
information holding and trust in sources of technical informa-
tion. Four sources of variation have been considered as having
potential impact on the level of attention and informedness of
individuals and their trust in sources of technical information.
These four sources of variation are: 1) personal character-
isties; 2) political orientations; 3) environmental orientations:
4) policy preferences., Each of these will be considered in turn.
In the following analyses, measures of ordinal association are
relied upon to consider the association between potential sources
of variation and the wvarious measures relating to technical
information and knowledge holding.

ersona aracte cs

Five personal characteristics are first considered for the
impact they have on information holding and trust in sources of
technical information. Education is viewed as a potential source
of variation because higher education has a role in increasing
the ability of the individual to process information, thereby
reducing the costs of evaluation and the application of informa-
tion to policy settings, Goldberg (1969) notes, for example,
that "education increases rationality in the special sense of
lowering information costs and developing innate intelligence
toward 1ts fullest opotential.™” Education also relates to
lifelong learning and it is expected that higher education levels
will associate with higher levels of knowledge (Kessel, 1980:193;
Steel and Steger, 1986).
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A second personal characteristic worth considering s that

of age. 1In Florida where there exists a considerable elderly and
retirement population, age may especially prove te be a signi-
ficant factor. Are older people less Interested in new informa-

tion than their younger cohortas? Age may be considered a step
towards wisdom, reflecting the ability to put a broader number of
life’'s experience into a better perspective., To this end, older
individuals may be more likely to support public involvement and
Pay closer attention to the issues as they emerge. Viewed from a
negative light, age may be associated with old-fashioned values,
with a younger generation being more likely than thelr older
counterparts to entertain new ideas and obtain the knowledge to
participate in the policy process (Soden et al., 1988).

Income levels and social standing (class) may also bear on
the role iIndividuals take in pursuing new information and the
sources they are most likely to draw upon in formulating deci-
sions. Clearly, those with higher levels of income and members
of the upper middle-class or upper-class have better access to a
greater number of Information sources than do their lower .class
and low-income cohort. Moreover, those who have fulfilled their
basic subsistence and security needs are more capable of focusing
their attention on issues of environmentalism and take the time
to seek information about policies relating to natural resources
than are those who must focus the majority of their attention on
basic subsistence needs (Maslow, 1970)., As evidence of this, the
Audubon Society inm 1977, prior to the inflation of the 1late
seventles and early eighties, reported that average subscriber
income in excess of $35,000 annually (Audubon, 1977).

Gender differences may also provide a clue about who is more
likely to be informed about coastal issues, Knowledge of and
behavior towards wildlife, for example, is different among males
and females (Kellert and Berry, 1980; 1984). Typically, partici-
pation rates 1in natural resource activities have been higher
among males, but women have registered higher scores on human-
istic and moralistic scales, and shown strong proclivities to get
involved in the policy process and to be quick studies about
environmental issues (Bammel and Bammel, 1986). Table 3.4
reports assoclations between the measures of knowledge and the
set of personal characteristies for the general publiec, activists
and the policy elite. The most notable assoclations are between
the variables ATTENTION and INFORMED and social class. Those who
indicate that they consider themselves to be of middle or higher
socio-economic classes are the respondents more likely to pay
attention to natural resource issues and feel that they are
relatively well-informed. With respect to levels of knowledge
based on the general ecology quiz (FACTS) and technical terms
(TERMS), those with higher levels of education demonstrate that
they are better informed than their less educated colleagues,
except among policy elite where, as previously shown education
levels are fairly high. Men also show a stronger association
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TABLE 3.4
Ordinal Association of Personal Characteristics with Information
Holding Among the General Public, Activists and Policy Elites

Education  Age = Income  Social Class Sex

ATTERTION
General Public -.11 -.19 -.20 -.,23 : -.22
Activists -.17 -.12 -.13 -.26 -.28
Policy Elites -.05 -.13 -.16 -.19 +.01
INFOBMED
General Public +.23 -.02 +.22 +.27 +.25
Activists +.21 -.21 +.16 +.24 +.25
Policy Elites +.15 -.01 +.09 +.33 +.12
TERMS
General Public -.23 -.02 -.19 -.29 .27
Activists -.27 +.22 -.10 -.11 -.22
Policy Elites -.21 -.01 -.035 -.17 -.15
FACTS
General Public +.26 -.05 +,23 +.17 +.30
Activists +.26 -.04 +.06 -.09 +.36
Policy Elites +.15 -.08 +.10 +.04 +.14
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than women about general ecology and technical terms. While each
of these findings supports the existing literature, there is
little evidence that age 1is a strong factor in determining
information holding except among activists. Younger activists do
indicate they believe they are better informed than older
activists, but not in a strong fashion.

Table 3.5 provides associations of personal characteristics
with trust in group sources of technical informatioen. Several
noteworthy associations arise in Table 3.5. First, those with
higher income and social class standing, as well as men, are more
trusting of Business, especially among activists and to a lesser
degree among the general public. Policy elites who record middle
and upper class standing and report higher incomes are those
least trusting of Environmentalists and OQutdoor Recreation
Advocates, while activists with higher income levels are more
prone to trust developers and construction companies than lower
income activists, These findings suggest that development
interests are not without activist support in the coastal zone
issue area, especially among those holding higher class standing
and earning higher incomes,

Those with higher 1levels of education among all three
samples are more trusting in the technical information provided
by Florida Sea Grant, not surprising since Sea Grant activities
are often technical in nature and often not usable by or avail-
able to the typical member of the general public. Generally low
levels of trust exist among the policy elite with higher educa-
tion levels, social eclass standing and income for two state
agencies, the Department of Natural Resources and the Department
of Environmental Regulation. = In summary, it appears that
personal characteristics do seem to have a bearing on trust in
group sources, aspecially among those in higher social classes
and upper income strata, as well as those with higher levels of
educacion. C

Political Orientatjons

Four political orientations are posited as affecting
information holding and trust in sources of technical information

within the coastal issue area: citizen participation, ideology,
partisanship and values related to post-industrialism. Citizen
participation in western democracies, and Iin environmental

affairs particularly, has been the subject of a large body of
literature (Steel and Steger, 1986; Pierce and Doerkson, 1976:
Dalton, 1988), If citizen participation 1is maximized via
discussion, popular interest and participation in defining
societal goals, then democracy is seen as strong, underscoring
the general belief that public involvement in politics should be
encouraged and maximized (Dalton, 1988)., It also is argued that
cicizen participation is linked to knowledge in complex issue
areas (Steel and Steger, 1986) and that the manner in which
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TABLE 3.5

Ordinal Association of Personal Characteristics with Trust
in Group Sources of Technical Information Among the
General Public, Activists and Policy Elites

Group Sources Education Age iocome social Class  Sex
Business
General Publie +.15 -.07 +.25 +,12 +.26
Activists +.22 +.05 +.37 +,27 +.35
Policy Elites +.03 +.05 +.00 +.09 +.24
Environmentalists
General Publie -.03 -.15 -.07 -.06 -,20
Activists -.09 -, 04 -.20 -.15 -, 24
Policy Elites -.17 -. 14 -, 04 -.22 -.24
Developers/Construction
Companies
General Public +.09 -.17 +.13 +.07 +.11
Aetivists +.12 +.02 +.26 +.14 +.24
Policy Elites -.14 +.013 +.01 -.06 +.26
College/University
Educators
General Public +.14 -.24 +.02 +.07 -.01
Activists +.13 -.16 -.21 +,01 -.16
Policy Elites +.11 -.17 -.16 -.12 -.19
Farmers
General Public -.10 -.17 -.07 -.13 -.19
Activists -.10 -.00 +.01 -.13 -.22
Policy Elites -.08 +.,02 +.03 -.13 -.06
Fishing Industry
General Publie -.12 -.09 -.08 -.12 -.17
Activists -.11 -.06 -.05 -.16 -.07
Policy Elites -.15 -.04 +.01 -.06 -.07
National Park Service
General Public +.06 <17 -.03 -.02 -.07
Activists +.05 -.03 -.11 -,03 -.03
Poliecy Elites +.07 -.06 -.06 -.08 +.07
OQutdoor Recreation
Advocates
General Publie +.04 -.13 +.01 -.09 +.01
Activiscts +.01 -.05 -,01 -.08 -.10
Pelicy Elites +.04 -.02 +.02 -.27 -.07
Industry
General Public -.07 -.17 -.08 -.08 -.12
Activists -.02 -.12 -.05 -.10 -.04
Poliecy Elite -.11 -.13 -.07 -.13 -.04
Labor Unions
General Public +,02 -.18 -.04 -.06 -.11
Activists +.07 -.17 -.05 -.08 -.09
Policy Elite +.05 -.14 -.02 +.03 -.04
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TABLE 3.5 continued

Croup Sources Education Age Income Socfal Class Sex
State Legislators
General Public +.06 -.07 +.09 +.08 +.01
Activists +.06 +.03 +.07 +.10 +.18
Policy Elite -.13 +.06 -.01 +.12 -.13
Florida Sea Grants
General Public +.21 -.22 +.11 +.09 - +.01
Activists +.24 -.18 +.06 +.13 -.06
Policy Elite +.16 -.14 -.00 +.09 -.06
Timber Companies
General Public +.02 -.013 +.09 +.04 +.01
Activists +.10 +.04 +.10 +.12 +.05
Policy Elites -.09 +.11 -,02 -.07 +.15
Water Management
Districts
General Public +.05 +.03 +.,09 +,12 +.06
Activists +.02 +.10 +.07 +.13 +.09
Policy Elites -.10 +.,02 -.17 +.13 +.09
Public Utilities
General Public +.07 +.00 +.14 -.14 -.02
Activists -.01 +.12 +.12 +,08 +.16
Policy Elites -.19 -.01 -.12 -.12 +.28
Department of Natural
Resources
General Public +.00 -.08 +.02 +.02 -.12
Activists -.11 -.03 -.11 -.06 +.01
Policy Elites -.26 -.07 -.25 -. 34 +.086

Department of
Environmental Regulation

General Public +.01 -.10 +.02 +.04 -.05
Activists -.08 +.03 -.02 -.02 +.,06
Policy Elites -.24 -.04 -.18 -.24 +.03

Department of
Community Affairs

General Public -.09 -.17 +.06 . -.02 +.,03
Activists +.07 -.09 - .05 -.06 -.05
Policy Elites -.10 -, 15 -.18 -.21 -.06

Federal Agency
Representatives

General Public +.17 -.04 +.12 +.07 +.09
Activists +.15 +.05 +.01 +.00 +.13
Policy Elites -.01 +.02 -.08 -.10 -.02

Local Governmment
Representatives

General Public +.12 -.07 +.10 +.10 +.06
Activists +.09 -.01 +.14 +.09 +.09
Policy Elites -,08 -.03 -.06 +.04 -.08

Technical and
Scientific Experts

General Public +.15 -.11 +.10 +.09 +.08
Activists +.18% -.19 +.05 +,15 +.37
Policy Elites +.11 -.13 -.16 -.20 +.02
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information holding varies and is distributed has major repercus-
sions on the ability of the general public to participate in the
governing of society (Bellak, 1975; King, 1975; Beer, 1977).
Group involvement is also seen as important in the citizen

involvement equation. Public involvement mechanisms have
provided the springboard for many interest groups in the public
policy arena, As a consequence, some scholars argue that

environmental politics remains a largely group-dominated process
(Lovrich and Pierce, 1986; Groves and Thompson, 1982; Kraft and
Vig, 1984). Recent years also have shown an increase in the
sophistication of the general public and a growth in partici-
pation, especially through group actions, where policy measures
are citizen Iinitiated (Dalton, 1988). Does the same hold true in
the coastal issue area? Do attitudes about citizenm parcticipation
Play a role in how 1individuals contend with the technical
complexity and the large pool of existing knowledge?

The second source of political variation that is expected teo
have an effect on the issue of information holding and trust in
sources of technical information 1is ideology, which can be
examined in tandem with the third source, partisanship. Many
studies have 1illustrated the fact that political ideology 1is
strongly related to support for or opposition to environmental
policy among state legislators and the general public, as noted
in the previous chapter (Pierce and Lovrich, 1980: Kenskil and
Kenski, 1981; Calvert, 1987).

Partisan affiliation alse has been found to be correlated
with legislative voting on environmental issues, although not as
strongly correlated as ideological orientations (Dunlap and Gale,
1974; Ritt and Ostheimer, 1974). In this regard, Calvert has
noted:

it is not surprising to find that the party of
government intervention, the Democrats, are seen as
more willing to listen and support policy proposals
emanating from the environmental movement while
Republicans, who rhetorically oppose governmental
regulatory actlvity in the economy, are less supportive
or even actively hostile to environmental concerns
(1987).

Attitudes towards preferred sources of technical information
have &also been considered in terms of ideological and partisan
dispositions. In their studies, Pierce and Lovrich have found
that partisan attachment and ideological orientation are each
linked to attitudes concerning group roles in the policy process
(Pierce and Lovrich, 19831). As in other issue areas, it 1is
expected that as coastal i{ssues become politicized, participants
in the policy process will seek out traditional scurces of
information with whom they align on political issues (Lovrich,
Pierce and Cook, 1979; Soden, 1985).
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The fourth political orientation is based on the i1dea that a
number of fundamental changes have transpired in industrial
nations since the end of World War II, especially in those
i1dentified as "Western Democracles" (Dalton et al., 1984). In
contrast to the pre-war era, the 1950s and 1960s were charac-
terized by rapid economic growth which led to fundamental change
in the structure of society, catching the attentlion of students
of societal phenomenon. Western democracies are viewed as having
gone into a new stage of social development known as "post-
industrial” or "post-materialisct.™

A plethora of studies exist that examine the so0cial and
political implications of post-industrialism (Tourraine, 1971;
Bell, 1973; Heisler, 1974; Huntington, 1974 . While scme
differences exist in defining post-industrialism, general
agreement has been reached that:

. . . the major features of post-industrial society
that emerge . . . include, among others, the majority
of labor employment to be in the so-called service
sector, the service sector generating a larger share of
the gross national product (GNP) than the agricultural
and manufacturing sectors combined, a high 1level of
affluence and mass material well-being, the national
economy becoming "knowledge-intensive”™ 1In contrast to
"capital-intensive™ and "labor intensgive® (Tsurutani,
1977:6-7).

It is suggested that post-industrial political and econeomic
systems, coupled with the importance of technology in the policy
process, and the centrality of specialized policy-specific
knowledge in post-industrialism, have obvious impacts and
implications for competing demands among the various elements and
group Interests of society who are competing for influence and
authority (Freudenberg and Rosa, 1984:339). Within post-indus-
trial societies, new experts and policy elites are seen as having
to find foundations within the post-industrial framework if they
wish to continue to hold and exercise influence (Dahl, 1985).
Thus, one might reasonably expect that attitudes more post-
industrial in nature will be more sympathetic to environmental
concerns and show greater cognizance of the needs for information
about complex coastal issues.

The results of ordinal associations given in Table 3.6 show
that support for citizen participation 1is generally the best
indicator of information holding across all three samples.
Except in a few instances, weak associationsg exist for the three
other political orientations. These exceptions include strong
post-materialist values among policy elites in association with
citizen participation and knowledge of general ecology (FACTS),
Similar strength exists in the liberal leanings of activists with
respect to how well informed they feel they are about coastal
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TABLE

1.8

Ordinal Asscociation of Political Orientations with Information
Holding Among the Genmeral Public, Activists and Policy Elites

Particjipation

ATTENTION
General Publice
Activists
Policy Elites

INFORNED
General Publie
Activists
Policy Elites

TERMS
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites

FACTS
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites

Citizen

Values

-.12
-.22
-.26

+.20
+.14
-.02

-.12
-.10
-.02

+.13
+.13
+.03

Political Orientations

Post-Materialist

ldeology

6l

-.01
+.13
-.21

+.06
+.05
+.01

+.03
+.03
+.01

+.10
+.09
+.20

—Party

-.10 -
-.01 -

+.02 +.

-.02 -.
-.23 -
-.09 -.

-.02 -

+.23 +.
.06

-.06 -

+.06 +.
- .04 +.
+.09 +,

.05
.05

04

01
09
14

.01

05

13
09
018



resource issues and high knowledge of terms,. These findings
would seem to support the notionm that policy welites may be
searching for new foundations of power in the post-industrial
era, as well as the fact that activists within the coastal issue
area with 1liberal leanings are better informed that their
conservative counterparts.

Table 3.7 reveals a number of linkages between political
orientation and trust in group scurces of technical information.
First, and not surprisingly, there exists very strong support for
business as a source of information among those with conservative
ideology, an expected relationship since business 1is closely
associated with conservative causes and anti-regulatory measures.

Likewise, those with conservative leanings among the policy
elites also exhibit the most trust in developers/construction
companies, supperting the literature which concludes that

conservatives support those interests which are most often viewed
as being at odds with preservation or pro-environmental policies.

Those who support citizen participation in each of the three
samples also indicated trust in environmentalists. Trust in
environmentalists 1s alsoc high among liberal activists and those
holding Democrat party affiliation. College/university educators
earn high support from those policy elites who are supportive of
post-industrial wvalues and citizen participation, as well as
activists with liberal leanings or Demccrat party affiliation.
The fishing industry is seen as an important group source among
conservative policy elites, reflective of the status quo in the
State of Florida. Activists supporting the 1role of citizen
participation give high trust scores to Outdoor Recreation
Advocates, while liberals see Labor Unions as an impertant scurce
in the determination of their positions. Among state agencies,
the Deparctment of Natural Resources and the Department of
Environmental Regulation are viewed positively by activists,
supporting citizen participation reflecting the important role
which both of these agencies have put on public involvement.
They also are viewed as more trusted sources by liberal activists
than conservatives. Liberal activists and poliecy elites each
also indicate the Department of Community Affairs is a wvalued
source of technical information.

Policy elites and activists, the individuals likely to have
interaction with Florida S5ea Grant, see it as a valued source if
liberal 1ideology values are held, an association which may be
closely linked to Sea Grant's role in citizen education and
environmental issue education <versus traditional industrial
development, Overall, these findings support the previous
research that argues that participants in the policy process
trust sources of information with whom they already share geuneral
policy pesitions, Those with liberal leanings favor pgovernment
agencies while conservatives do not. The reverse is true of
business and developmental sources which receive conservative
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TABLE 3.7
Ordinal Association of Political Orientations with Trust
in Group Sources of Technical Information Among the
General Public, Activists and Policy Elites

Political Orientations

Citizen Post-Industrial Political
Group: Participation Values ldeology Earcy
Business
General Public -.03 -.11 +.07 +.17
Activists -.07 -. 14 +.13 +.15
Policy Elites -.03 -.07 +.41 +.15
Environmentalists
General Public +.28 +.23 -.18 ~. 14
Activists +.33 +.23 -.21 -.09
Policy Elites +.24 +.15 -.16 -.21
Developers/Construction
Companies
General Public -.086 -.14 -,01 +.12
Activists -.11 -.15 +.04 +.16
Poliey Elites -.09 -.17 +.23 +.13
College/University
Educators
General Public +.14 +.11 -.13 -.09
Activists +.16 +.12 -.27 -.24
Policy Elites +.30
Farmers
General Public -.02 +.01 -.058 -.03
Activiscts +.08 -.06 -.07 -.10
Policy Elites +.04 +.14 +.18 +.09
Fishing Industry
General Public -.06 +.02 -, 01 -.04
Activists +.00 +.01 -.03 -.10
Policy Elites +.04 +.14 +.20 +.05
National Park Service
General Publie +.15 +.15 -.05 -.02
Activists +.23 +.14 -.07 -.17
Policy Elites +.04 +.02 +.00 -.15
Outdoor Recreation
Advocates
General Public +.14 +.10 -.09 -.13
Activists +.23 +,07 -.12 -.06
Policy Elites +.11 +.11 -.13 -.13
Industry
General +.06 +.13 -.09 -.04
Activists +.14 +.04 -.11 -.04
Policy Elites +.08 +.10 +.01 -.06
Labor Unions
General -.02 +.06 -.21 -.1s
Activists +.10 +.06 -.17 -.07
Policy Elites +.01 +.06 -.08 -.26
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State Legislators

General +
Activists +.
Policy Elites +
Florida Sea Grant
General +
Activists +
Policy Elites +
Timber Companies
General +
Activists +
Policy Elites -
Water Management
Districts
General +
Activists +
Policy Elites +.
Public Utilities
General -
Activities -

Policy Elites -
Department of Natural
Resources

General +
Activists +
Policy Elites +.

Department of
Environmental Regulation

General +
Activists +,
Policy Elites +

Department of
Community Affairs

General +

Activists +

Policy Elites +
Federal Agency
Representatives

General +

Activists +

Policy Elites +

Local Government
Representatives

General Public +
Activists +
Policy Elites +.

Technical and
Scientific Experts

General +.
Activiscts +.
Policy Elites +.

.07

14

.12

.15
.17
.07

.00
.07
.07

.04
.21

11

.03
.02
.08

.16
.26

15

.13

26

.07

.09
.14
14

.07
.16
.08

.06
.07

09

04
03
11

64

TABLE 3.7 continued

.03
.13
.36

.09
.03

.09
.08
.01

.09
.08
.12

.09
.07
.03

.03
.20
.18

.05
.07
.13

.08
.18
.24

.00
.01
.09

.04
.03
.10

.05
.04
.05

.16
.19
.08

.13
.31

.07
.07
.26

.07
.01
.09

.00
.08
.19

.11
.29
.18

.12
.26
.16

.19
.39
.26

.11
.22
.04

.09
.18
.08

.08
.14
.00

.12
.09
.19

.01
.04

.02
.12
.14

.02
.01
.03

.11
.14
.14

.04
17
.11

.04
.07
.10

.06
.10
.07

.05
.10
.02

.02
.03
.03

.05
.07
.07



support but little support from 1l1liberals. It also becomes
apparent that a pattern exists where liberal leanings, support
for post-industrial values, and an enhanced role for the general
citizenry 1s associated with environmentalists in the policy
process.

Environmental Orientation

Environmental orientations presume that conflict over scare
natural resources is rooted in the degree te which individuals
are strongly committed to either preservation or development.
General orientations towards the environment have been measured
in a number of ways, each founded in either methodologically or
literature supported grounds, In this section, three measures
pertaining to environmental orientations are employed. First, a
fixed-alternative response is utilized to ascertain the serious-
ness of the environmental problem facing Florida's coast and acts
as 4 predictor of how important respondents see environmental
issues as compared to other issues on the public policy agenda.
The more serious they see the problems facing the environment,
the more 1likely it is that they will support environmental
protection policies and seek knowledge about the issue area.

Second, it has been previously noted that a value change is
occurring in which society is paying greater attention to post-
industrial or post-materialistic needs (Inglehart, 1977). This
change in attitude is believed to have brought about changes in
many types of personal attitudes--especially those relating to
the natural envirounment. As a consequence, it is argued that
popular demand for the exploitation of natural resocurces 1in the
interest of creating employment and generating economic growth
has been partially supplanted by interest in higher order need--
such as the valuation of natural beauty and the enjoyment of
recreation in its natural setting.

Opinion surveys undertaken 1In North America 1{indicate a
growing disposition, especially among the well-informed and
highly educated, to accept elements of the NEP (Milbrath 1984;
Lovrich, et al., 1984; Steel and Soden, 198%). Acceptance that
environmental concerns are an important part of contemporary
policy making suggests that those supportive of such policies
will have a greater propensity to attempt to firm up their
support with knowledge acquisition.

A third dimension of environmental orientations relies on
attitudes about preservation as opposed to development of natural
resources, and has proved quite wuseful in predicting and ex-
plaining support for or opposition to a given policy (Plerce,
1979; Pierce and Lovrich, 1982; Soden, et al., 1985). Does the
same hold true in regards to technical information and knowledge
helding? Do those with preservationist leanings systematically
display more knowledge than those with developmental leanings, or
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is the reverse the case? Or does a mix of attitudes exist among
those with high knowledge levels, suggesting that the preser-
vationist-developmentalist distinction does not play a role in
explaining the knowledgeability of policy actors?

Tables 3.8 and 3.9 consider the potential varijation that
environmental orientations have on knowledgeability and trust in

. group sources of technical information. The associations in
Table 3.8 show that environmental orientations, in general, are
'not linked to knowledge levels among any of the samples. The

‘only noteworthy associations occur between knowledge of general
'ecology (FACTS) and attitudes about the seriousness of the
environmental problem in Florida for the general public and
activists. Neither preservation self-identification nor posi-
tioning about the NEP bear on knowledge factors.

Table 3.9, in contrast, shows a number of associations
between environmental orientations and trust in wvarious sources

of technical information. Beginning with trust in Business, it
is clear that those with strong preservationist leanings are the
least trusting as are those who support the NEP. Environmen-
talists, in comparison, obtain high trust among those with
preservationist leanings, as well as followers of the HNew
Environmental Paradigm and those who perceive the environmental
problem facing Florida as quite serious. This obviously 1is not

surprising given the nature of the issue area under study,
however, comparison of the relative degree of asscciation with
other potential sources of technical information does indicate
the high regard that environmentalists maintain in the coastal
issue area. In light of this, it is not surprising that develop-
ers/construction companies record almost the inverse of Environ-
mentalists among those with preservationist leanings. Col-
lege/university educators also are recipients of considerable
trust among policy elites with environmental orientations,
probably in part because of the higher levels of education they
hold compared to activists and the general public.

Farmers and timber companies each score well with poliecy
elites, especially those not perceiving a serious environmental
problem in the state. Perhaps this is due to the strong poli-
tical support they are able to generate among the elites, or the
roots of some elites in these important economic sectors of
Floridsa. Further, those who see a serious environmental problem
in the state are those most likely to hold high regard for the
National Park Service, especially activists. From Table 3.9, it
seems that those with strong environmentalal corientations will
seek information from those with whom they share a general
outlook about the environment, such as environmentalists or the
National Park Service. Similarly, those with more developmental
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TABLE 3.

8

Ordinal Association of Environmental Orientations wifh Information
Holding Among the General Public,

ATTENTION
General Publie
Activists
Policy Elites

INFORMED
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites

TERMS
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites

FACTS
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites

Preservationist

Activists and Policy Elites

New
Environmental

Seriousness of
Environmental

Self JIdentification _ Paradigm =~ __ Problems

-.09

-.02
-.02
-.07

-.05
-.12
-.12

+.01
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+.04
+.03

+.09
+.07
-.02

- .04
-.02
+.11

+.13

.08
.13

++

-.17
-.09

+.07
-.03
+.05

-.21



TABLE 3.9

Ordinal Association of Environmental Orientations with Trust
in Group Sources of Technical Information Among the

General Public,

Business
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites

Environmentalists
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites

Developers/GConstruction

Companies
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites
College/University
Educators
General Public
Activists
Policy Elices
Farmers
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites
Fishing Industry
General Publice
Activists
Policy Elites
National Park Service
General Public
Activist
Policy Elites
OQutdoor Recreation
Advocates
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites
Industry
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites
Labor Unions
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites

Preservationist

Self Identificatjionmn

+.,42
+.34

-.33
-.47
- .47

+.30
+.45
+.37

-.06
-.05
-.24

+.,09
+.25
+.14

-.03
+.16
-.06

-.13
-.24
-.15

-.11
-.17
-.19

-.12
+.01
-.08

+.04
+.,15
+.05

68

Activists and Policy Elites

New
Environmental

- Paradigm

-.25
-.26

+.32
+.37
+.23

-.18
-.26
-.18

+.17
+.24
+.18

-.11
-.13
-.16

-,06
-.03
+.03

-.15
+.15
+,16

+.13
+.15
+.13

+.12
+.15
+.09

-.02
+.05

Seriousness of
Environmental

Problems

+.15
+.17

-.36
-.49
-, 41

+.21
+.16
+.03

-.12
-.32
-.27

+.16
+.19
+.32

+.08
+.10
+.07

+,24
-.49
-.13

-.17
-.21
-.09

-.14
-.12
-.00

-.09
+.07



State Legislators
General Public
Activist
Policy Elites

Florida Sea Grant
General Publie
Activists
Policy Elites

Tiber Companies
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites

Water Management

Digtricts
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites

Public Utilities
General Public
Activists
Pollcy Elites

Department of Natural

Resources
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites
Department of

Environmental Regulation

General Public
Activists
Policy Elites
Department of
Community Affairs
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites
Federal Agency
Representatives
General Public
Activists
Poliey Elites
Local Govermment
Representatives
General Publie
Activists
Policy Elites
Technical and
Scientific Experts
General Public
Activists
Policy Elictes

TABLE 3.9 continued

+.05
+.18
-.06

-.03
-.00
+,12

+.11
+,24
+.17

+.11
+.07
+.04

+.,18
+.21
+.16

-.05
-,13
-.04

-.08
-.04
-.12

+.01
+.04
+.10

+.03
+.04
+.08

+.12
+.24
+.03

+,02
-.07
-.18
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+

.03
.03
.04

.04
.03
.02

.11
.14
.20

.01
.09
.03

.13
.11
.07

.13
.19
.21

.12
17
.20

.03
.17
.15

.02
.09
.08

.04
.09
.04

.07
.l4
.13

.03
.04
.01

.08
.15
.03

.04
.09
.30

.04
.32
.10

.12
.18
.08

.02
.20
.12

.14
.22
.14

.03
.16
.24

.04
.27
.13

.02
.15
.10

.11
.33
.01



or Dominant Social Paradigm leanings {(Milbrath, 1984) are those
who will indicate greater trust in developers or timber com-
panies, reinforcing earlier findings about the same concern in
other issue areas (Lovrich, Pierce and Cook, 1979; Soden, 1985).

Bolicy Preferences

The purpose of this study has been to consider the extent to
which policy relevant technical information and knowledge holding
and trust in sources of technical information may affect public
attitudes towards coastal resources, As mnoted previously, the
central role of public involvement in the poliey process ralses
"critical concerns about the extent to which citizen opinions are
buttressed by relevant information™ (Lovrich et al., 1986). The
adequacy of public knowledge can bear significantly on the
support or opposition which individuals give to one or a set of
policies. Thus, in a policy area characterized by both a highly
technical and scientific subject matter and an often highly
charged and emotionally driven policy process, it is important to
question the impact that information and knowledge have on policy
preferences in the coastal issue arena.

If variations in knowledge factors prove unrelated to policy
preferences, then it would seem that public education programs
may have little effect in developing support for specific
management programs (Lovrich et al., 1986; Soden et al., 19853).
In this regard, four policies or programs salient in the policy
process related to coastal issues in the State of Florida are
considered in relationship to knowledge factors. These include:
1) the purchase or acquisition of conservation properties and
wilderness along the coast; 2) support for the Growth Management
Act Iin the State of Florida; 3) protection of shorelines, bays,
rivers and wetlands, even though some forms of economic develop-
ment may have to be prohibited; and, 4) rebuilding of storm-
damaged, eroded or washed-out beaches. Each of these 1is a
contemporary coastal issue, not only in Florida, but nationwide.
Determining the degree to which knowledgeability impairs or
enhances citizen, activist and policy elite support across these
general policy characterizations should prove quite useful in
evaluating the role of information dissemination as a potential
force in developing political efficacy.

Tables 3.10 and 3.11 present data about how knowledge
factors and trust in sources of technical information are related
to specific coastal related policies and programs. 1In regards to
both support for the purchase of conservation properties and
support for the idea of growth management, in a number of
instances the higher the level of expressed knowledge the greater
the support. For both activists and policy elites, pgreater
support 1is given to the purchase of conservation properties as
the attention they pay to the issue (ATTENTION) and self-assessed
informedness (INFORMED) increase. Similarly, support for growth
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management 1is higher among that portion of the general public
that c¢ontends it pays attention to what is geoing on 1o the
natural resource and environmental issue area and across all
three samples whonote they are relatively well-informed.

In regards to the knowledge of specific terms (TERMS), only
among those of the general public who indicated a high self-
assessed knowledge of terms is there stronger support for growth

management. Among the activists and the policy elites, the
knowledge of terms does nothing to systematically indicate policy
preference about growth management. In contrast, those who score

better on the general ecology quiz (FACTS) across all three
samples show strong support for the purchase of conservation
properties, Those among the general public who score low on the
ecology quiz do, however, still support growth management. This
suggests two possibilicties., First, that growth management may be
seen as a positive public policy not only by those who are
knowledgeable about the natural resources and environmental issue
areas, but also by general citizens concerned about uncontrolled
growth, those who &are generally not environmentally oriented.
Also, from a methodological perspective, the general ecology quiz
may prove to be a good indicator of support for ecology linked
policies, such as the acquisition of conservation properties, but
may not be as good in predicting support for broader policies
which are also supported by those who do not necessarily hold
strong environmental orientations, With regards to shoreline
protection policies and the use of state funding for restoration
there does not appear to be strong links to knowledge factors.
Perhaps the relative newness of these programs has made it
difficult to form strong opinions to date, or that other factors

are linked to thesgse. For example, economics is addressed by both
policies, a factor which typically relates to political orienta-
tions (i.e., liberals seen as supporting programs designed to

protect the environment regardless of cost) or that as residents
of beach front properties are supportive of restoration projects
designed to enhance, save or protect theilr shoreline while
uplanders scarcely relate to such projects except to note thelir
high cost.

Table 3.11 provides a plethora of useful data about how
policy preferences relate to trust in sources of technical
information which should provide insight inte the character of
information dissemination needs and opportunities aboutr specific
policies in the State of Florida. Of the 21 sources of technical
information about which the survey instrument inquired, each
relates to the level of support for specific policies for at
least one group. General patterns are best drawn from this data
rather than discussion of the entire set of findlngs. In regards
to purchase of conservation properties those who register trust
in environmentalists, college/university educators, the National
Park Service, outdoor recreation advocates, State Legislators,
the Department of Natural Resource, the Department of Community
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TABLE 3.10

Ordinal Assoclation of Policy Preferences with Information
Holding Among the General Public, Activists and Policy Elites

Eo],j,cx
Purchase of Support for Shoreline Use of State
Conservation Growth Protectjion Funds For
Management Restoration

ATTENTION

General Public +.01 +.24 +.05 +.10

Activists -.21 +.,10 -.10 +.01

Policy Elites -.42 +.09 -.18 +.17
INFORMED

General Public +.03 -.34 ~-.02 -.03

Activists +.32 -.28 -.08 +.02

Policy Elites +.40 -.21 -.03 -.08
TERMS .

General Public -.04 +.24 -,03 +.,00

Activists -.02 +.08 -.04 -.03

Policy Elites -,02 +.09 +.03 +.15
FACTS

General Public +.25 -.21 -.05 +.07

Activists +.27 -.06 +,01 +.,12

Policy Elites +.42 -.10 +.10 +.15
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TABLE 3.11

Ordinal Association of Policy Preferences with Trust

in Group Sources of Technical Information Among the

General Public, Activists and Policy Elites

Gxoup Sources

Business
General Publiec
Activists
Policy Elites
Environmentalists
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites
Developers/Constru
Companies
General Publiec
Activists
Policy Elictes
College/University
Educators
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites
Farmers
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites
Fishing Industry
General Publie
Activists
Policy Elites

Purchase of

Conservation

ction

National Park Service

General Public
Activists
Policy Elites
Outdoor Recreation
Advocates
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites
Industry
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites
Labor Unions
General Publice
Activists
Policy Elites

.14
.30
.01

.48
.58
.31

17
.24
.19

YA
.48
.79

.01
iy
.36

.07
.01
.10

.36
.56
.23

.45
.56
.41

.16
.14
.21

.15
.19
.32

Rolicy

Support for

Growth

Management
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.03
.14
.25

.14
.30
.35

.03
.16
.26

.19
.13
.25

.12
.07
.22

.07
.06,
.11

.10
.19
.06

.09
.03
.07

.05
.01
.06

.11
.05
.02

Shoreline
Protectjon

+.49
+.41

-.43
-.54
-.46

+.35
+.40
+,27

-.11
-.10
-.17

+.08
+.20
+.12

+.02
+.09
+.02

-.06
-.09
+.07

-.14
-.23
-.06

-.05
+ .04
+.07

+.11
+.09
+.05

Use of State
Funds for

Restoracion

-.04
-.02

-.18
-, 05
+.06

-.013
-.03
+.03

-.12
-.12
-.04

-.06
-.07
-.03

-.05.
-.08
-.01

-.10
+.02
+.01

-,.05
+.02
+.02

-.02
+.17
+.15

-.09
+.09
+.03



State Legislators
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites

Florida Sea Grant
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites

Timber Companies
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites

Water Management

Districts
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites

Public Utilities
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites

Department of Natural

Resources
General Publie
Activists
Policy Elites
Department of

Environmental Regulation
+.
+.
+.

General Public
Activists
Poliecy Elites
Department of
Compunity Affairs
General Publie
Activists
Policy Elites
Federal Agency
Representatives
General Publie
Activists
Policy Elites
Local Government
Representatives
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites
Technical and
Scientific Experts
General Public
Activists
Policy Elites

+.
+.
.02

+

.39
.48
.57

.25
.07
.13

.02
.10
.29

.08
.06
.16

.04
.04
+13

30
30

37
g
08

.32
.34
. 50

.30
.33
.39

.19
.26
.13

.21
.30
.35

TABLE 3.11 continued
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.10
.04
.03

.17
.16
.05

.03
.08
.26

.24
.07
.16

.04
.08
.16

.19
.20
.19

.27
.19
.28

.19
.26
.27

.19
.17
.07

.12
.13
.09

.19
.10
.11

+ 4+ 4+

.07
.13
.12

.03
.16
.04

.17
.29
.25

.11
.06
.00

.16
.14
.15

04

.12
.13

.13
.15
.25

.11
.06
.04

11
04
18

.22
.07

.01
.02
.07

.17
.12
.13

.10
.09
.17

.01
.08
.03

.06
.10
.07

.07
.04
.10

.17
.16
.13

.13
.10
.15

.09
.04
.08

.09
.04
.08

.10
.07
.04

.06
.96
.01



Affairs, federal agencies representatives and technical and
scientific¢ experts also support this policy in significant
fashion. Support for growth management is gained among those who
indicate trust in environmentalists and the set of state agencies
(DNR, DER, DCA). Shoreline protection supporters are likely to
trust environmentalists, while those opposed to the pelicy see
business or developers as more trusting sources. Indeed, these
strong associations clearly indicate the importance which can be
attached to policy preferences of contemporary importance in the
State of Florida, as well as the way in which alternative and
competing sources of technical information can be part-and-parcel
in these policy areas. The more technical information is part of
the decisionmaking process, the more individuals associated with
any segment of society will have to turn to one or more of these
sources for guidance. Though not an earthshaking conclusion, the
opinion leaders and sources of information to whom the public
turns will quite naturally be those they trust in other areas.
The general dichotomy of environmentalist versus developmentalist
quite nicely separates the general public and activists, especi-
8lly according to the degree of trust they accord to alternative
sources of information.

Co o]

The results of this chapter show that knowledge related to
coastal and environmental issues in the State of Florida can be
affected by a number of factors, policy positions and orienta-
tions. These findings suggest that there may be multiple
pathways to increasing existing knowledge about coastal resources
and the environment among the general public, its most active
element and policy elites. The messages given by these findings
provide cues for those wishing to reach particular segments of
the population regarding actions, policies and issues pertaining
to the coastal arena. These "cues” may provide important short-
cuts for increasing actions among portions of the public, leading
to the long-term support needed to generate concern for resources
and commitment to best management among an array of policies.

Notes
1. The measure employed throughout this chapter is gamma. It
is used for a number of reasons. First, it is generally accepted
as an indicator of association among ordinal measured data. As

such it is used to reduce the amount of data presented by
reporting a summary measure of relationships from contingency
tables (cross tabulations) versus the entire set of tables, which
in the case of this study would have been in the order of 75
tables (Welch and Connor, 1983).
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Gamma is also employed because it is relatively easy to
understand regardless of the level of statistical sophistication
of the reader. Gamma measures fall within a known range, from
-1.0 to +1.0, where -1.0 indicates a perfect negative association
a +1.0 indicates a perfect positive association and 0 indicates
no assoclation (Norusis, 1986). A positive gamma tell you that
as one variable increase so does another. For example, as the
number of teenagers in a household increases so does the level of
noise. A negative relationship, in contrast, notes that as the
number of stereo headphones increases the noise level falls.
Typically, although there is no rule, gamma measures over .20
draw the attention of social scientists, while gammas of .30 or
greater may be considered very good indicatoers.
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Chapter Four

FINAL COMMENTS

While the findings presented in this report are diverse and
widespread, the chapters all revolve around a central concerm.
That concern is what to do about democratic norms and processes
when the public appears to lack the requisite policy relevant
information, The role of the public in the decision and policy
making processes attendant to coastal resources may be approached
from a number of different directions, In the discussion from
each of the chapters, a number of implications £for public
invelvement in the coastal resources lssue area in the State of
Florida can be drawn.

Overall, the results of the study generally follow with the
expectations about the public’'s technical information levels when
compared to either activists or policy elites in the policy
process attendant to the coastal zone issue area,. As expected,
the general public is less familiar with the policlies and ideas
pertaining to the coastal zone pollcy arema than are activists or
policy elites. The public’'s actual knowledge of terms and
concepts, and general willingness to pay attention te what is
happening in the 1ssue area is less extensive than their acti-
vists and policy elite cohorts.

The patterns found among the three samples confirm some
basic propositions held by social scientists, The general
public’s level of information in comparison to activists and
policy elites supports the elitist view of the technical infeor-
mation quandary, namely that low levels of information requires

an informed elite to act in the policy process. Likewise, the
low levels af information holding demonstrated by the general
public play an important role in pluralism theories. Pluralists

see themselves as acting on behalf of the general publice,
representing a wide range of interests in the public and helding
the requisite information needed to advocate effectively In
behalf of these interests. The general public’s low level of
information holding provides the opportunity for activists to
"step in™ and fill the representation gap.

The populist position reported here, as in other studies of
the same theoretical cthrust, seems te be the most threatened.
The general public’s level of technical information is, after

all, lower than the other groups. Yet, respectable numbers from
the general public are very well-informed and capable of "holding
their own" Iin the policy discussions. Furthermore, a high level
of desire exists among the general public to receive more
information, Moreover, the public seems oriented to sources of
technical information in whom they trust to educate them about
issues as they come to the public agenda. Reliance on these
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sources is made because of the inability to remain informed about
all Iissues, and because a lack of interest may exist until the
stakes are raised. When the stakes are raised members of the
general public may have to quickly educate themselves to effec-
tively compete in the policy process. Thus, they may be expected
to take short-cuts by relying on traditionally trusted sources of
technical information versus seeking new sources in which they
have not yet developed trust,

Elasticity in the level of information holding also provides
opportunity for populist theory. Certaln characteristics such as
education levels are associated with higher levels of knowledge.
Aggregate increases in education may therefore raise the level of
public informedness or, put another way, close the gap between
the public, activists and elites.

In the analysis of the public’s role in policy making,

several difficult choices arise. How narrow should the research
be? Very case-specific, testing well-specified hypotheses and
questions? Or, should the research take a wide perspective,

gathering information about a large number of policy process
elements, while losing some of the value obtained from in-depth
case study? In general, it is obvious that this study has taken
the latter approach, surveying attitudes and policy positions
about three sets of participants in the coastal resource issue
arena. This has its obvious advantages and disadvantages. On
the plus side, for example, it makes it possible to make some
estimations of the general support the public and its activist
subset give to policies and programs. Also, the extent te which
the preferences of the general public are reflected in the
positions and attitudes of pluralists and elite representatives
bears directly on the issue of representative democracy. On the
negative side, the findings remain general findings and case-
specifics are lacking.

The role of public involvement is challenged by the techni-
cal information quandary and goes to the heart of the democratic
process, Ideological conflicts about the proper role of the
public are as present in coastal resource policy as in any other,
as are conflicts about the basic premises, missions and goals of
policies in this area. As some see it, If the State of Florida
is to continue te grow and flourish, development and expansion
will inevitably c¢lash with preservation and restraint. As a
result, public involvement will become part of the politics of
the coastal resources issue area. Public involvement 1Is not
without certain pitfalls, as the technical information quandary
itself points out, In conclusions, however, a positive tone may
be set by the words of Robert B. Rackleff written in the early
seventies. In discussing Florida's environment he notes:
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Effective group action and committed individuals can do much
to solve Florida's environmental problems. In fact, Florida
1s fortunate in having problems which have not yet reached
¢crisis proportions. It remains for the people of Florida to
take the opportunity to cope with the increasing destruction
of their environment before it is lost (Rackleff, 1972:158).

While many would argue that Rackleff is a bit reactionary in
his statement, nevertheless, it is the role in whieh the public
will take that will set the direction for the use of Florida's
coast in the years to come. How well the public responds to the
technical information quandary--be it based on political neces-
sity or scientific analysis--may well determine the future of the
coastal environment in the State of Florida.
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Appendix A

Florida Survey
on
Coastal Zone Issues

In recent years, there has been a lot of discussion about preservation and
development of Florida's coasts. The enclosed survey, which is being conducted by
the University of West Florida, is one of several surveys attempting 1o understand
how citizens, activists, legislators, and government officials view problems within
the coastal zone. Your participation in this survey is completely VOLUNTARY,
however, in order to gather a fair impression of how various individuals feel about
coastal zone issues, it is important that as many people as possible respond to the
survey. If you wish to comment on any question or qualify your answer, please use
the margins or a separate sheet of paper. Your answers will be kept
COMPLETELY CONFIDENTIAL. If you would like a copy of these results, please
include a memo with your address and "Copy of Results Requested® written on it.
Please do not put this information on the questionnaire itself. Thank you for your

time and effort,
Sincerely,
ID#
{for mailing purposes oniy} Dennis L. Soden, Director

Coasial Zone Management Studies
Department of Political Science
University of West Florida
Pensacola, FL 32514-2955

86 {904) 474-2955



SECTION |

In recent years, censiderable public discussion has taken place on the subject
of Florida's coastal envirorment. The following questions are designad to
£ind out how familar citizens are with envircrental and natixal resource
issuss relatad to the coastal zome,

Q1.

Q2.

o-3.

o-5.

mﬂy,t&mtnsbmalctofulkmmﬂarida‘sm
envirorment will be threatsned because of overpopulation or poor

menagement practices in the coming years. Sare pecple feel thare will
be no threat t0 the envirorment, scme pecple feel there already is a

1. There currently is an envirommental problem cn Florida's coasts.

2. There is no environmental problem now, but there will be in the next
ten years. ‘

3. There is no envirormental problem now, but there may be one same
time in the future.

4. There is no environmental problem now and there never will be.

Agriculture (famming, irrigation)
Damestic (home use)

||

Inml,myminfxvurofqammmtspmaanﬂmuﬁ:hm
designed to cbtain comservation properties and wilderness along the
coast either through purchase or other forms of acguisition. {Circie
the mumber of your answer,)

1. Mo 2. Yes

m1985,tmcﬁp:ahuivammmtm“spusadinﬁnsuu
of Florida. This initiative requires mcre comprehesive plamming for
Florida., Have you heard of the Growth Management Act? (Circle the
mmber of your answer.)

1. No 2. Yes 3. Can't Recall

Gumllyspeakim.doywnmtﬂnidanofa&wthwm
for the State of Florida? (Circle the number of your answer.)

1. I STRONGY SUPPORT the idea
2. I SUPFORT the jdea

3. 1 am NEOTRAL to the idea
4. I OPPOSE the idea

5. I STRONGLY OPPOSE the idea
6. Den't know enough to decide
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Q6. Inﬂntollmingquntian,mmﬂnletmofuhatymthinkhthn
mlmmmmﬁnmptmd-d' naxt to the statement. (If uncertain,
).

Soil pollution is generally due to:
(a) sparse rains @) overfertilizaction
(b) improper farming (e) poor crop rotation

{¢) poisoncus metals

The most cammon pollutants of water are:

{a) arsenic and ailver nitrates ({d) sulpmr and calcium

(b) hydrocarbons (e) nitrates and phosphates
(c) carbon monoxide

md:gp_oftlnfouowingdoumtminmmm.

(a) sewege (d) plastic bags

{P) carbage (@) chamical fertilizer
{c} tin cans

What is the harmful effect of phosphate pollution on marine life?

{a} causes cancer

{(b) renders fish sterile

{c) destroys the narvous system of fish
(@) makes water cloudy

(@) pramctes growth of algae

o=-7. he teym PCOLLUTION is used to label things "whose presance in the
envirorment consitute a danger to the public health.” Below we have
listedmt!ﬁngsthntmuymdaﬁnitglyponuﬁmmﬁleoﬂz:
pwplenythnya:ednﬁniuly_ngt_pam:tim. (Please circle the mumber
that best reflects how you feel.)

Definitely Not Definitely
Not Pollution Sure Polluticn
Fireplace soke
Arte exhaust
Nuclear waste *
Herbicid

[ I o ol o
MMMNMNRUNND RN
WWWWWWLW WWwwllww
P N Y N X
VvuuIVLILUY TLEALLWY
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SECTION 2

Panplediffa:quiteabitamutmmlrmmdthem. Pacple
alsodiﬂumiduablyinttniropmimabwttrnmleofsciunemd
tecinology in the future of Flarida. In this section we would like to find
out what you think about same of these issues.

o-8. Mmmydiﬂmtcpmmmmofnaridn'lmml
rescources. we would like to know how you fesl about this issue.

(Please circle the number that best dsscribes your opinion.)

1 2 3 4 L 6 7
Strong Conservationist Strong
Preservaticnist Developmentalist
(The only consideraticn {Florida's natural {The only consideratian

in deciding how to resources can be in deciding how to
manage Florida's best managed by manacge Florida's
natural resources should allowing for natural resources is
be preservation in a multiple uses— what will contribute
natural, undeveloped public access, most to the growth of
condition.) sCIme dmn.‘l.m}t, the state econcmy.)

Q=-9. Doycufavurst:uqumﬂcﬂmofﬂmlines,bays,rivers,arﬂ
0 Florid

o-10. Dowamusingp:blicﬁmdmg{i.e..mofmdoum,haﬁ .
reveres, etc.) fmmﬁmdm,mdmgedwm
paaches, (Circle the mumber of vour answer).

o=-11. Mdmmmm&ammwmmmﬂi&mof

injuriocus)

§) Preservation (prevent extinction)
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d)
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h}
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“SECTION 3

Citizens use a variety of sources to get informetion on iasues. In this
sectim.mmimemt&dinthmﬂutmimommywintmmg
mmﬁﬂmmmmmmmﬂ:mimuﬂtmmm
place in various sources of informtion.

Q-13.

Q-14.

-15.

Q-16.

Q-17.

mmphmﬂmﬁollwmtuwimmmmm
affairs most of the time, whethar there is an election or not
are not interested. In:egud.g

|
s
E
E;

1. Most of the time
2. Some of the tims
3. Only now and then
4., Hardly at all

Not Interested-— 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 — Very Interested

Mmﬁmmmofmpmmmmm,
uu;ldyu;saythatcmstalmismmmurlenudmicﬂlyuﬂ

Nothing Not Much Scoe A Great Deal

Friends, Neighbors

and Relatives 1 2 3 4
Newspapers 1 2 3 4
Radic Specials 1 2 3 4
Radic Newscasts 1 2 3 4
Television Specials 1 2 3 4
Television NeWSCAStE 1 2 3 4
Public Bearings 1 2 3 4
Florida Sea Grant 1 P 3 4
Meetings of ‘
Environmental Growp 1l 2 3 4
General Mailings to

Your Home 1 3 4
Coumrty Extension Agents 1 2 3 4



3333333333333333333

- - W - - T T -+

natmral resources.
supplied by
A Great Deal
4
4

technical information
(Circle number of answer,)

mmMmm ” MmmOOomMmem ™M M

. Some
3
3
3

2222222222222222222

[a N ~N (e Ra il [ ) NN ™™

Not Much

below?

tachnical information about
None

ic wUxme
Shalf
ion

1y
you
listed

e N — i vt et el -

1

el

have in the
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Q=20.

Q-21.

Q-22.

1 P 3 4 5 6 7

These efforts are of Uncertain These efforts are

no value and add need- of great value

lessly to the cost of even if they add to the
govermment. cost of govermment.

Baveywever::iedwinﬂmadecisimaboutﬂnuseofmmal
resourees in Florida in any of the following ways? (Circle the mumber
of your answer.)

Yes - No

Attanding a public hearing 1
Comtacting or writing a state ency 1
Contacting or writing a feder.. ency 1
Contacting ar writing a U.S. =z

or member of Congress
Contacting or writing a state legislecor
Beccming a member of a citizew adv.oITy

SIS [ S S N

Ty

There is a lot of talk these davs about wnat your country's goals

should be for the next ten years or fiftean years. Listed below are

same of the goals that different people say should be given top

priority. Would please the one you yourself consider the most
run
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Llowing do you think of yourself when
(anhetlnmmbezofmansuer).

o fo

{Check one) .

— YIS

residence located?

(Circle the number

{Ci:cletmmﬁ:erofyu:rm)

924

your present place of

speaking
aAnSwer) .

Ccames to politics?
Yes

' ing which of the
Are you registered to vote?

Where is
of vour

Generall

it

Q-26. Bow many years have you lived in Florida?

Finally, for sta

Q-24.
O=27.

town or village of less than
+500~8

ity of 10,006-24,99%

city of 25,000-49,999

city of 50,000-99,999

city of more than 100,000
city of more than 250,000

L LA B N NN

BAA55659585

LI I T T T T T S
SN nNnwr- o0

O=28, Bow much education have you had?



0=29. Ganarally speaking, which of the following do you think of yoursel!
when it cames to politics?

1. Stong Democrat

2. Dexocrat

3. Independent

4. Republican

5. Strong Republican
6. Other

O-30. What is your age? years

Q-31. wWhat is your sex? 1. Female 2. Male {Circle your answer).

Q-32. Type of Bome, (Circle the number of your answar).

1. Apartment
2

. Duplex

3. Mobile Hore
4. Condaminium/Townhouse
€. Single family home
€. Other

0-33. Do you own (or are you buying) a home? (Circle the mumber of your .
answer) .

1. Yes 2. No

Q-34. How far ({in miles) do you live frum the water (bays, Gulf Ocean,
sounds)?  (Circle the mamber of yor answer).

0-35. Finally, would you mind indicating your approximate family income,
before taxes, for 19857 Was it:

1. Less than 4,000
2. 4,000-6,999

3. 7,000=%,999

4, 10,000-14,999
. 15,000-19,999
6. 20,000-24,999
7. 25,000-29,999
8. 30,000-49,999
9, 50,000 and over
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