
186 

Finally, I broke away and slipped outside to think. Dazed and overwhelmed, I 
found solace in the massive mountain peaks, … A thought flooded my mind: I 
know enough to make a difference. Do I care enough to commit my life to this? I 
sensed there would be no short term fixes for what had happened. I felt a warm 
wash of love for the Sound and Cordova. I saw how my life had stacked up to put 
me in this place with this knowledge at this time of need. I was infused with a 
quiet knowing that I was not alone. With the mountains as my witness, I pledged 
my commitment. (italics in the original Ott, 2008: 43). 
  

Ott seems to believe that she had come to this point in time and place intentionally, but 

that she must have been led by some spiritual force. More important, the writing suggests 

her motivation is to commit her life to her home and community—Cordova and Prince 

William Sound. 

These motivations for problem providers are quite different from those whom the 

political science literature labels policy entrepreneurs and still different from those whom 

I label solution providers. Problem providers are motivated by a need to serve their 

communities—a prosocial collectivist value. Solution providers, like policy 

entrepreneurs, are driven by more professional-career and political interests. Problem 

providers’ motivation in a sense of duty is absent in policy entrepreneurs, who are more 

driven by vested interests and professional careerism (Kingdon, 2003; Mintrom, 2000; 

Mintrom & Norman, 2009). 

Problem providers’ motivations, specifically Gibbs and Ott, I find are supported 

by a very recent study of Rachel Carson’s life (Kisfalvi & Maguire, 2011). Carson 

authored Silent Spring, a book that catapulted the problem of pesticide (i.e., DDT) use to 

national and legislative attention. Because of her work, several scholars (Hoffman, 1999; 

Maguire & Hardy, 2009) consider Carson as an institutional entrepreneur because of her 

work to reduce the use DDT as a pesticide and the eventual ban of DDT. Kisfalvi and 
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Maguire (2011) discover that Carson was motivated by a deep sense of duty and need to 

correct what she personally found to be morally reprehensible. These motivations arise 

from her life experiences and socialization, as well as her professional interest in writing. 

Like Carson, I find Gibbs and Ott are driven by their personal sense of duty to help 

others, and they happen to be at the right place at the right time—a concept I now discuss 

as emergence.  

 

Emergence 
The problem provider role emerges from the situation in which the incumbents, 

e.g., Gibbs or Ott, find themselves in. Gibbs first directed her activities in order to learn 

more about what had happened at her son’s school. Several articles she read in the 

Niagara Gazette suggested that hazardous chemicals buried under the school grounds 

were exposed and causing sickness in nearby homes. In subsequent conversations with 

her brother-in-law, a biologist at the State University of New York at Buffalo, she 

realized that the chemicals mentioned in the articles may be those that caused sickness in 

her family (Gibbs, 1982: 10). She then turned herself first to getting her children 

transferred out of the school and then when that failed she began canvassing support to 

allow children to be transferred out. Gibbs just wanted her children to leave the school, 

but in the ensuing process of talking to neighbors she noticed that many others had sick 

family members as well. She just found herself in the middle of a messy situation. 

Gibbs discovered she was among two or three others who had gone door to door 

talking to neighbors and it became apparent the neighbors were ready for more collective 

action. Her confidants had encouraged the group to form a formal association—a 

homeowners’ association—to organize themselves. Gibbs invited neighbors, several 
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politicians including a governor’s representative, members of the Department of Health 

to meet and help form the Love Canal Homeowners Association (LCHA). Gibbs was 

elected president and quite unprepared: “I took over the meeting but I was scared to 

death. It was only the second time in my life I had been in front of a microphone or a 

crowd” (Gibbs, 1982: 39). We get the impression Gibbs had gone along with many 

activities without any substantial planning or preparation for the role. She just went about 

working on tasks that needed to get done. She did not consider whether or not she was the 

best person for the task nor did she consider what she needs to do in preparation for the 

task. For example, Paigen, her scientific advisor, suggested Gibbs conduct an 

epidemiological study but we do not see Gibbs taking a survey methods course or 

studying statistical analysis.  

Riki Ott, too, receives a comparable initiation into the role. Being new to the 

fishing industry, Ott was trying to learn a little more about the trade and one day decided 

to join the crowd at the Cordova District Fishermen United (CDFU) board meeting. The 

issue of what to do about Alyeska came up, and Ott describes the scene in her book: 

“Alyeska? What’s going on at Alyeska? Maybe I can help there,” I ventured. 
Eight faces turned toward me, each etched with a mixture of scorn and disbelief.  
 
“I have a master’s in oil pollution and a doctorate in sediment pollution,” I said 
defensively. Expressions changed to incredulity. 
 
“I nominate Riki Ott for the board of directors,” said CDFU president Bob Blake, 
a local and longtime political dynamo, widely respected for his dedication to fish 
politics. … “Second,” said Ross Mullins from somewhere deep behind a bushy 
white beard. Within moments I was on the board.  
 
Bob … quickly briefed me … placed a foot-high stack of papers on my lap. 
“Here, read these. Then call Chuck Hamel.” … “There’s an EPA hearing on 
Alyeska’s discharge permit … You can write our comments and testify at the 
hearing.” He heaved a deep sigh of relief. “I’m going moose hunting.” … 
Apparently, it was my turn to be “it.” (Ott, 2008: 19). 
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Apparently, the union was quite informal and Ott happened to be there at the right time 

and place. There was no plan to get involved with politics or organizing collective 

action—she just stepped into it. 

 

Activities 
The problem provider role is a set of activities that occur outside of the roles of 

others in the system. Many of Gibbs activities were conducted because those in formal 

government roles would not perform them. Government agency roles are well 

institutionalized and there is little room for performing extra-role activities. It is not so 

much that a problem provider carves out or usurps activities from among other roles but 

that the role is comprised of activities that accrete from the activities that others do not 

perform. Media reporters, for example, play a role in society to inform and disseminate 

“factual” materials but Michael Brown’s actions in leading residents to link their 

sicknesses to buried chemicals is an extra-role behavior for reporters. As a problem 

provider, Brown acted the way he did because he saw a “need” to identify and construct 

the problem. He wanted to dramatize or call attention to the problem. Brown’s actions are 

not structurally determined, say by occupational ethics or practices, and instead emanate 

from his personal attitudes, convictions and motivations. Several reporters at the very 

same newspaper, the Niagara Gazette, had covered the same story (of exposed hazardous 

chemicals buried by Hooker) and none of them came forward the way Brown did.   

 

In summary, the problem provider role emerges as individuals see a need to 

publicize a problem; a need to call attention to an undesirable condition. The basis of this 
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attitude and set of activities is motivated by personal social values and impress on others 

the need to restore a moral order, i.e., to make things right. Problem providers “discover” 

or interpret a situation in which they find themselves in to be problematic or 

unacceptable, and subsequently work on activities as they see a need to accomplish their 

objectives. See Error! Reference source not found. for a summary. 

    

Problem shopping 
 

The interaction between problem and solution providers may best be described as 

a process of problem shopping. I label this new concept as problem shopping because it 

illustrates not only how solution providers look for problems but also how problem 

providers make their problems appealing. Problem shopping is defined as the iterative 

process through which change proponents offer and select problems that are most 

favorable to enable change.   

The concept of problem shopping is influenced by policy studies on venue 

shopping in agenda setting and public policy theories. The concept of venue shopping is 

based on the idea that policy change proponents can choose the venue or institutional 

setting (location) that is most amenable to change (Baumgartner & Jones, 1991, 2009; 

Pralle, 2003). Pralle (2006) describes, for example, how forest conservationists who 

picked a global audience and appealed to international organizations achieved 

substantially different results from conservationists who picked a local setting in 

Northern California.  

The concept of problem shopping is most apparent in a situation that occurs very 

early after the Exxon Valdez accident. On March 28 (the 3rd day after the Exxon Valdez 
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ran aground); Riki Ott was working in the chaotic union hall to coordinate fishermen who 

wanted to help clean the oil slick. Everyone’s attention is focused on the urgent task of 

cleaning up. But, even then others are thinking of the strategy: 

Now in Cordova, Theo [Matthews, president of the United Fishermen of Alaska] 
took one look at the CDFU office with its overwhelming noise and energy level 
and pulled me out into the street. “Look, there are enough people getting 
equipment and boats organized. I want you to find somewhere quiet, sit down, 
and use your brain and your computer. We need someone to think up ideas for the 
politicians in D.C. so we’re ready when they start working on spill legislation.” 
Theo realized fishermen could use the spill as political leverage to push for 
safeguards that we had lost or had not been able to pass into law because of the 
powerful oil industry lobby. (Ott, 2008: 48) 
 

Ott’s description above shows (1) the beginning of the process of matching what 

problem providers want with what solution providers may be looking for, and (2) the 

fishermen’s claims-making is motivated in part by their political interests. The fishermen 

were carrying a legacy of being pushed aside by the oil industry interests during the effort 

to open Alaska to oil drilling and the pipeline construction linking the North Slope and 

Valdez. After that turning point meeting with Theo Matthews, Ott begins 3 weeks of 

intensive research and interviews before finally being called to testify in Congress—

essentially delivering what Congressional members (i.e., solution providers) “wanted” to 

hear about the oil spill.  

The concept of problem shopping is most relevant to which of various alternate 

constructions are selected. In each of the cases, there may be several alternate 

constructions for a problem but we see one dominant path taken. In the Love Canal case, 

for example, residents could have claimed that they face a problem of recreancy but 

instead chose the path of an environmental problem. Gibbs came to see their problem as 

an environmental problem because of her interactions with reporter Brown and Rep. 
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LaFalce. These interactions influenced how she thought about the problem, and more 

important gave her clues about what problems others wanted to solve. There was no one 

who wanted to solve the problem of recreancy, but there were some—Rep. LaFalce and 

then later Rep. Florio—who wanted to solve an environmental problem. 

Similarly in the Exxon Valdez case, there does not appear to be anyone who 

wants to solve the regulatory capture problem. Instead, Congress is very interested in 

solving the problem of oil spill response and liability. 

The matching process is labeled problem rather than solution shopping because it 

better describes the observed phenomena, but also because there is a considerable power 

difference between problem and solution providers. Solution providers have more power 

than problem providers because they typically have more resources and legitimacy at 

their disposal, and they are substantially closer to institutional gatekeepers, i.e., the few 

legislators who chair committees and set the agenda. Solution providers are already 

persons with status and authority, whereas problem providers have to compete to 

establish their legitimacy and authority. Ultimately, solution providers have intimate 

knowledge in how to create institutions, specifically laws that enable and enforce change. 

Because solution providers have more power, they are in a better position to choose. 

Problem providers, on the other hand, have to make their problems appealing enough to 

be selected. 

The process of problem shopping is that of problem providers constructing 

problems that appeal to solution providers, and of solution providers selecting problems 

that best fit their solutions. A change project will succeed to the extent to which the 

“right” problem is matched to a solution at hand. In other words, the event that has been 
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constructed with the “right,” or more accurately “compelling,” meanings eventually lead 

to significant institutional change.  

 

Part III – Catalytic events 
 

After having examined why and how some events lead to significant institutional 

change, I am finally now able to properly define catalytic events: 

A catalytic event is an event whose shared meaning begins with the perception of 

disrupted life and is settled with a new order.  

 

The concept of a catalytic event encompasses several features that have found in 

the four cases studied. First, catalytic events are occurrences with shared meaning. They 

are grounded in an occurrence but their meanings are socially constructed. Second, the 

concept defines a process that begins with the perception and claims of disruption and 

ends with new order. Third, there is recognition that debate, controversies and contests 

will occur over what disruption is or is not, and over whose way of life or whose order 

prevails.  

Of the four events studied, Love Canal and Exxon Valdez cases show catalytic 

events in all the characteristics defined above. They each begin with residents who seek 

help to understand what happened and then they make claims that their lives are 

disrupted. At the end of the change process, the event comes to symbolize a need to enact 

a new order—laws that protect the residents. See Error! Reference source not found. 

for a summary. 
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Legler residents did make claims of disruption but the findings do not show the 

need for any new order. The institutions and current laws were sufficient to satisfy 

residents’ claims of disruption. As a result, no new order arose and Legler is not, by 

definition a catalytic event. 

In the Guadalupe Dunes case, residents did not make claims of disruption or were 

not visible in the data I found. While it is possible that such data does exist and that I 

made an error in not locating that data, there is sufficient evidence in the other materials 

that suggest no disruption occurred. So, the Guadalupe Dunes accident is not catalytic. 
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CHAPTER 7. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

 

Part I – Discussion 
 

 

Synthesis of findings 
 

New theory of catalytic events 
In order to create significant institutional change, change proponents must 

construct an event such that it defines a problem that must be solved. The problem 

definition points out deviant practices that must be curbed. Two key claims were made. 

First, residents in Love Canal, Exxon Valdez and Legler claim disruption in their lives. 

Disruption is recognized when residents’ claim (a) everyday routines are interrupted or 

blocked, no alternatives exist and people cannot adapt; and or (b) the experience of being 

besieged by wastes; and or (c) their relationship with the spiritual world is broken; and or 

(d) their social relationships with others in the community are severed.  

Second, change proponents claimed and demonstrated that Love Canal and Exxon 

Valdez represent novel events, ones that we must therefore address; whereas Legler and 

Guadalupe Dunes are not framed this way. Novelty claims occur along three dimensions: 

(a) the reference point, or a model or extreme point that the focal event is believed to be; 

and or (b) the state of science, or the ability for science to confirm or disconfirm a new 

condition exists; and or (c) the extent to which institutions can accommodate the event 

and associated problems. 
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As these claims were made and social interactions spread, two widespread 

meanings emerged: Disorder and a new category. Both Love Canal and Exxon Valdez 

accidents came to mean disorder in the existing institutional order. Love Canal also came 

to symbolize a new category for hazardous wastes. In the Exxon Valdez case, the 

accident came to symbolize a new category for treating oil as toxic. Given such meaning, 

each event, more specifically the shared meanings embedded in the event, drives further 

actions that eventually led to institutional change.  

The work of constructing claims that led to such compelling meaning is divided 

between two kinds of change proponents: a problem provider and a solution provider. 

Problem providers work primarily on describing the problem, dramatizing or generating 

attention, demonizing the perpetrator who has disrupted the order, and reaching out to 

solution providers who can help alleviate the problem. Solution providers too, who have 

pre-existing generic solutions, reach out to problem providers but work primarily on 

enlivening or giving life to their solutions, and encoding or transforming symbolized 

meanings into institutional rules, i.e., the law.  

The crucial interaction between problem and solution providers is labeled 

problem shopping. Problem shopping is defined as the iterative process through which 

change proponents offer and select problems that are most favorable to enable change. 

Problem shopping directs our attention to the idea that the solution providers influence 

which problems are worth solving and hence how problems are defined. This process 

helps explain why some problem constructions become dominant and are solved while 

other constructions are ignored.  
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Why do these claims suggest change is necessary? 
Once meaning has been embedded into an event, symbolic interaction theory 

suggests people act on that meaning (Blumer, 1998) but a more specific causal 

mechanism is needed to link meaning and relevant action. This section more clearly 

reveals the causal mechanisms at work.  

From a theoretical perspective, order is a fundamental tenet of institutions (Scott, 

2008) while disorder represents a condition that we want to avoid (Douglas, 1984). It 

follows, therefore, that if an undesirable disorder arises we are naturally inclined to enact 

or change institutions to bring about order and stability back into our lives. The residents, 

in Love Canal, Exxon Valdez and Leger, experienced an undesirable condition—a 

condition they claim is caused by improper industrial waste management practices. Such 

claims represent the labeling and definition of a deviant act (Becker, 1973) and 

effectively draws the boundaries of what constitutes unacceptable practices (Erikson, 

1966). The general need for order in society in combination with the successful labeling 

of deviance thus drives the need for change, i.e. the creation of a new environmental law, 

to restore order. Given that disorder is observed in Legler but no significant institutional 

change occurs, this finding suggests that disorder is not the only factor that affects 

change. Furthermore, disorder is a subjective meaning that may range from what we may 

consider as inconvenience to some chaotic state such as revolution. The level of disorder, 

therefore, has to be sufficiently high before we decide to correct the disorder.  

Novelty suggests change is necessary for several reasons. First, novelty explains 

why some events seem to inspire more interest from the media. The media want to report 

on and seek “new” occurrences. Newsworthiness (Gans, 1980) is a staple for 

understanding media motivations, and the media play a large role in promoting an event. 
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Second, novelty, in part through the media, drives high salience that is required for 

raising and maintaining attention to an event (Hilgartner & Bosk, 1988; Hoffman & 

Ocasio, 2001). Third, a novel event, compared to a non-novel one, has the potential to 

change social and power networks within an existing institution (Granovetter, 1985). 

Novelty will therefore draw out those who want to take advantage of change thus 

allowing change proponents to form larger and or stronger alliances. Finally, a novel 

situation suggests we have not previously encountered the means to overcome or prohibit 

the undesirable situation from occurring and thus requires new interventions. Novel 

situations no matter how undesirable, however, have to be interpreted as a situation that is 

anthropogenic, i.e., caused by humans, and correctable by humans as well in terms of a 

plausible causal story (Stone, 1989) or naturalizing analogy (Douglas, 1986).    

Finally, placing an item on the agenda for change is a crucial step towards change. 

Organizations, e.g., media companies or Congress, cannot possibly process all events and 

thus a natural solution is to select a few events based on some criteria for further 

evaluation and processing (March & Simon, 1958). This selection of events for further 

processing is known as the agenda building or agenda setting process in policy and 

political science studies (Cobb & Elder, 1972). The agenda is part of a gatekeeping 

function; items that are not placed on the agenda never come up for discussion and never 

lead to change. Legler and Guadalupe Dunes accidents suffered this fate because they 

never gained traction on the public nor legislative agenda. Love Canal residents, on the 

other hand, managed to win the support of several Congressional members who pushed 

hard to get onto the legislative agenda. In the Exxon Valdez case, the problem was 

already on the political and media agenda. Getting onto the legislative agenda legitimizes 
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work in Congress—allowing committee work, hearings, investigations, bills to be 

introduced and debated, and finally bills to be enacted into law.  

 

Scope and limitations 
 

What is this a case of? 
The scope or the ability to apply my theory of catalytic events lies in whether a 

person’s life13  is sufficiently disrupted. My study is a case about disrupted life, in an 

abstract sense. 

My study is about a case of disrupted life because it answers a profound question: 

“what is this a case of” (Ragin & Becker, 1992: 6). Ragin and Becker recommend 

researchers using the case method to continually ask the question because it helps refine 

the deep nature of their studies. These authors explain that to describe what the case is of 

at the beginning of the project is counterproductive because the researcher simply does 

not know; does not really know the boundaries of the case and may not know what we 

are about to learn. Instead, the constant and ever deepening examination of the research 

questions begin to peel away to greater understanding. I began with cases of accidents but 

discovered that people are not shouting at each other over the accidents. Instead, I found 

that some people are really angry that their lives have been disrupted. I have studied 

accidents as events, and showed why events lead to change but the findings also suggest 

the core motivation is in whether disruption is perceived. In a deep sense therefore, my 

theory explains what people do when lives are disrupted—we try our best to prevent 

further disorder by creating new order and institutions to enforce that order.  

                                                 
13 Because I did not find scale to be a factor, it may not matter whether a single life or the 
lives of many are disrupted. 
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If no disruption or disruption that no one takes seriously then my theory predicts 

nothing will happen. If, on the other hand, disrupted life is recognized socially, i.e., 

defines the situation through claims, and draws others to relate or support the claims (i.e., 

meaning is shared), then my theory goes on to explain how and under certain conditions 

change may occur. This disruption that is embedded in the events studied is 

fundamentally why these events take on a catalytic effect—the claims that are made 

make the rest of us feel as though our lives too have been disrupted. The drama and 

demonizing, the enlivening and finally encoding draw in increasing numbers of people.   

Even though my study is about disrupted life, I would caution readers not to 

extend or generalize my theory too widely. The following subsections describe some of 

these limitations. 

 

Theory and data are U.S. based 
My study is somewhat limited to understanding phenomena in the United States. 

This is because the theories and empirical data are U.S.-centric. The theories I have 

borrowed to frame the study and guide my thoughts have almost exclusively been U.S.-

centric. With few exceptions such as Mary Douglas, I have relied on fundamental ideas 

from pragmatists such as G.H. Mead; symbolic interactionists (e.g., Becker, Blumer, 

Gusfield, and Erikson); political scientists (e.g., Kingdon); and institutionalists (e.g., 

Greenwood, Hoffman, Scott, and Suddaby). These theories advocate a culturally sensitive 

point of view, but I will caution readers not to interpret my work as being immediately 

applicable everywhere.  

Likewise, I have only studied four specific empirical situations in the U.S. at 

specific times in specific locales. Cultural preferences change, and vary in numerous 
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ways. The data sources I have drawn on appear comprehensive to me now, but I have not 

attempted to review other sources such as radio or television news broadcasts and these 

may reveal new findings. Furthermore, my findings rely on the idea that institutions 

promote stability and thus imply that people who experience disorder will want to restore 

order. This basic assumption may not apply among some (unidentified) people.  

 

Thin data in some places 
I have analyzed a considerable volume of data but there are still many places 

where my theory relies on “thin” data. Studies of symbolic interactions, for example, seek 

to examine interactions in explicit detail but some of my work has little or no such 

explicit examinations. Meetings between legislators, between say Reps. LaFalce and 

Florio for example, are undocumented but I rely on circumstantial evidence that they are 

both legislators working on common topics (i.e., Love Canal) at the same time, and 

LaFalce was invited to testify at Florio-led hearings. In another example, Louis Gibbs’ 

early impressions are influenced by Rep. LaFalce but only Gibbs mentions this in her 

autobiography. I have not been able to find another independent source to verify such a 

meeting took place.  

While mostly less consequential, thin data does also affect my ability to develop a 

richer concept of problem shopping. I have relied mostly on examining activities before 

and after key meetings but not during these interactions. This is a limitation of using 

textual data rather than interviews or observations, for example.  
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Contributions 
 

Constant comparison: methodological improvements 
This study is novel in that I have taken various methods to compare and contrast 

events. First, qualitative methods routinely use theory to frame the research questions and 

guide the study but I have made an explicit comparison of alternative and rival theories in 

their ability to explain the phenomenon under study—how some accidents but not others 

lead to institutional change. I show how a functional approach is not as useful as an 

interpretive approach using social construction. The use of an explicit comparison of 

approaches and rival theories strengthens the internal validity of the theory I develop.  

Second, studies using social construction purport to show that specific human 

actors actually give meaning to objects but I take an additional step. I show how 

alternative constructions may have been possible, were contemplated by specific actors, 

and explicitly explain why one path or construction was taken instead of alternative 

constructions. In each case, I trace how problems were defined by key actors early in the 

change process. I show, for example, how Louis Gibbs was influenced by Rep. LaFalce 

and reporter Michael Brown in her framing the Love Canal condition as that of an 

environmental problem. Furthermore, I show how other possible constructions were 

contemplated, such as when Love Canal residents tried unsuccessfully to get their 

government agencies to help. These efforts led to considerable distrust among residents 

as well the broader public. Residents could have but did not construct their problem 

around the idea of recreancy or institutional failure. Residents did not take this path 

because no solution provider stepped forward as interested in solving the recreancy 

problem whereas Rep. Florio came forward to solve the environmental problem. 
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Explicitly tracing alternate constructions improves studies in two ways: breaks the taken-

for-granted view (i.e., does not presuppose that Love Canal is about an environmental 

problem but explicitly explains how it became to be known as an environmental 

problem); and prompts researcher and reader to become more reflexive (i.e., raises 

additional questions about how norms and morals come about or whose definition of the 

problem is taken).   

Finally, I explicitly build the comparison of “non-events” into the research design 

in order to fully explain why and how events are even involved in institutional change. 

Perhaps past scholars have been pressed to time and page limits, but studies that 

exclusively use events that lead to change are deficient because they are not compared to 

events that do not lead to change. The inclusion of events that do not lead to change 

allows for better comparison, improved inference, and ultimately better theorization. The 

use of non-events in a paired case with an event that led to change, for example, shows 

that the hazard (i.e., oil spill or toxic wastes) or the scale of the accident by themselves 

are not factors in motivating change.  

  

Direct role of events in institutional change 
Events have a direct role in the institutional change process; there is a pattern of 

activities and claims associated with events that lead to change; and the work of 

institutional change is better conceptualized as divided between those who offer a 

problem and those who solve a problem. First, the extant literature linking events to 

institutional change has not been clear if events actually lead to change. One argument is 

that events provide a jolt or shock but these concepts are relatively poorly specified. A 

second argument holds that actors use an event merely as a tool to mobilize support or 
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generate debate, thus making the event irrelevant to a great extent. This study advances 

on the current stream of research that employs a social constructionist perspective and 

more directly links the event to institutional change. I find there is a combination of 

human agency in terms of constructing claims about putative problems, and these claims 

eventually imbue meaning on the event. Such meaning embedded in the event directly 

drives further action, operating much like social structures in constraining alternatives but 

also enabling directed actions. 

 

Why do events lead to change? Disrupted life 
In studying the actions of residents in the four cases, I have discovered that 

individual residents interpret a disruption in their lives. These residents live in the midst 

of multiple intersecting institutions: economic or industrial; social; and eventually 

become embroiled in government and judicial institutions as well. These people try to 

juggle and balance multiple institutions but not always successfully. Some disruptions 

block long institutionalized practices in their everyday lives. Because these everyday 

practices are a fundamental part of their life, blocked practices breaks the institution’s 

hold on their cognition as well. As a result, these residents struggle to find ways to restore 

order and stability to their lives. In so doing, they form new social order and radically 

change the accompanying institutions. 

Institutional scholars have long been puzzled about how institutions can change 

radically given the paradox of embeddedness. The concept of an institution rests on a 

fundamental belief that exchange or economic behavior is embedded in social 

relationships (Granovetter, 1985). The “embeddedness” implies that individuals in an 

institution are constrained by the social relationships to the extent that their whole 
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worldview revolves around those relationships and all phenomena are explained in terms 

of those relationships (Uzzi, 1996, 1997). How do institutions change when individuals 

do not “see” a need to change? Incremental change is possible because embedded actors 

may inadvertently introduce minor variations that become routine. Significant change, 

however, seems puzzling because the structural forces or social relationships enforce 

norms and form a rigidity that prevents radical change.  

I find, however, that significant institutional change is possible because disrupted 

life is a break of social relationships that constitute the institution. Once the social 

relationships that form the structural forces and rigidities are broken, constraints on 

cognition and behavior are lifted and individuals may form new social relationships, 

cognition and behaviors that are significantly different from those before. The key 

contribution, therefore, is disrupted life is a mechanism in the process of significant 

institutional change and a way to overcome the paradox of embeddedness.  

 

How do events lead to change? 
There exists a pattern of activities and claims associated with events that lead to 

change. These patterns of activities and claims: disruption and novelty emerge clearly 

and are a unique contribution to the institutional change process. In particular, the finding 

forms a tight link in the causal process: claims-making activity embeds meaning into an 

event, and the meaning-as-mechanism compels specific action to enact significant 

institutional change. This contribution is a departure from three sets of scholarship. First, 

the organizational institutionalism literature, emphasizing macro or higher level 

explanations for how change occurs, is mostly silent on the content of claims. There are 

no studies that show the pattern of claims made across time, geography and discrete 
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circumstances or “context.” Second, studies of social problems have long recognized the 

role of claims and claimsmakers but seldom link events to the subsequent institutional 

change. The social problems literature has also focused on definitional processes of what 

constitutes a problem, my study however shows that the definition is influenced by 

powerful solution providers who thus select which problem are solved. Finally, political 

science / public policy scholars have developed much theory on the role of events, but 

have largely omitted a careful explanation for how events become constructed by human 

agency. In the past these scholars typically take the transformative or focusing or 

attention-making nature of events as given.     

 

Division of labor in institutional change 
A surprising finding is that the work of institutional change is divided between 

those who primarily seek to offer a problem, labeled problem providers, and those who 

primarily seek to solve a problem in a specific way, labeled solution providers. The 

surprising aspect is that whereas the theoretical literature predicts that the work of change 

is conducted by an institutional or policy entrepreneur, I found two equally important but 

differentiated roles embodied by different types of individuals motivated by different 

interests.  

The extant literature linking event to institutional change suggests a central 

institutional entrepreneur (or an alliance of similarly interested individuals and or groups) 

who mobilizes and drives support for a particular change. The policy entrepreneur 

(Kingdon, 2003; Mintrom, 1997; Polsby, 1984), in particular, is thought to develop 

proposals for change then later take advantage of an opportune time to spring into action 

with the event as cause célèbre. The work of the policy entrepreneur, however, occurs 
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quite “late” in the process of constructing the event as meaningful enough to compel 

change. Furthermore, the policy entrepreneur is much more involved in constructing a 

specific solution than compared to the construction of a problematic event. The work of 

constructing the event as a problem is conducted by someone that does not fit the 

description of a policy entrepreneur very well.  

Finally, scholars believe disparate institutional entrepreneurs participate together 

in a single change project only when they share common interests (Fligstein, 2001: 109), 

which is not observed in the cases studied here. Instead, I find the relationship among 

change proponents (the combination of problem and solution providers) is more 

characteristic of mutual dependence and substantially less on shared or common interests. 

The empirical findings of the motivations of problem providers, as well as their social 

status, suggest that the prior conceptualizations of an institutional or policy entrepreneur 

are incomplete and better conceptualized as two distinct roles.  

 

Problem shopping 
This new concept of problem shopping is a crucial process in the interactions 

between problem and solution providers. Because the labor for change is divided, 

problem and solution providers need to match their problems to solutions. I label the 

process of matching problems to solutions as problem shopping. Problem shopping is the 

process through which change proponents offer and select problems that are most 

favorable to enable change. 

Solution providers, because they typically have more power than problem 

providers, are in a better position to select a problem of their choice. Problem providers, 

on the other hand, can construct an event in any way although some are more favorable 
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than others. The ones that are more favorable are those that are more appealing to 

solution providers who are looking for specific problems. Thus, solution providers are 

indirectly able to influence and select which among several alternate constructions of an 

event. This explains why Love Canal today symbolizes an environmental problem and 

not a problem of government failure, for example.  

Earlier literature on the social construction of events (e.g., Munir, 2005) have not 

been able to explain why an event is constructed in one way versus another. Munir, for 

example, explains that the specific interactions among actors determine the significance, 

relevance, and scope of an event. I have improved on this stream of theory by explaining 

not only how actors construct significance, relevance and scope; but also how one 

construction becomes dominant among various alternatives.    

 

Implications 
 

Having articulated the findings and contributions, I turn to making suggestions for 

how this study, i.e., new theory for linking events to significant institutional change, now 

enables other studies to advance. These research implications help answer an essential 

question, “so what?”  

 

Initial interactions as a source of transformation 
This study opens a path for future studies to examine when new institutions will 

emerge. I have traced the origins of meaning-making to the early interactions between 

problem and solution providers as a source of institutional transformation. These early 

interactions come to define the situation for many others who subsequently become 
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involved as well. Now that I have exposed the role of these early interactions, scholars 

might better be able to search for and understand the nature of these interactions in other 

ways.  

For example, I have used historical data to explain why institutions developed the 

way they have in the past, but new studies might better study currently emerging debates 

to develop clues to the nature of institutions that will develop in the future. Scholars can 

also look for clues for why problem providers are present or emerge in one event and not 

in another. While institutional entrepreneurship studies examine who these individuals 

may be, scholars largely examine what the institutional entrepreneurs do. With few 

exceptions outlined by Hardy and Maguire (2008: 204) these studies have mostly ignored 

where, when, and how institutional entrepreneurs emerge. My study opens new ground 

by providing new clues for how these entrepreneurs emerge.   

The early interactions among problem and solution providers may also help other 

institutionalists examine the development of legitimacy in emerging institutions. Some 

claim that legitimacy arises from diffusion or adoption by powerful and central members 

of an institutional field (e.g., Deephouse, 1996; Leblebici, et al., 1991), but Suddaby and 

Greenwood (2005) advocate understanding rhetorical strategies in terms of how actors 

persuade others. In contrast, my findings suggest legitimacy is socially constructed by 

those who give voice (e.g., media or solution providers) to certain problem providers, and 

the combination of problem and solution providers who claim that deviant corporations 

have transgressed social and moral boundaries. Now that I have linked the early 

interactions to the development of legitimacy, others may look to comparing more fully 
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who confers legitimacy in these contexts and how that affects the legitimacy of an 

institution.  

 

Studying boundaries 
My study reinforces several important studies that show how order is subjective 

(e.g., Douglas, 1984) but more important to organizational scholars is the surprising idea 

that these boundaries between order and disorder are within an organization’s influence. I 

show explicitly how organizations are involved in breaking social order. Organizational 

scholars have mostly studied how economic order is maintained or disrupted (e.g., 

Leblebici, et al., 1991), but other disciplines have studied broader societal order that 

encompasses organizational behavior. Erikson (1966), in particular, showed how early 

Puritan settlers make up norms and rules that form moral labels differentiating 

conformers from deviants; and that deviants are necessary because we never really know 

where boundaries are and it is the deviants who force society to point out deviance in 

order to clearly demarcate boundaries. I am not suggesting that organizations 

intentionally push social boundaries merely to discover where boundaries are but my 

study specifically points out that because order is subjectively perceived and boundaries 

are often vague, organizational scholars can now contribute to establishing where the 

boundaries are and better understand how organizations influence where boundaries 

should be.  

 

Radical innovations 
My theory for how problems are constructed around events may inform how 

radical innovations become accepted or not. Some scholars have linked radical 
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technological innovations with collective action (e.g., Hargrave & Van De Ven, 2006) 

and others have found that activists can actually promote or inhibit the adoption of such 

innovations (e.g., Rao, 2009). Given that I have discovered that the fundamental claim 

that problem providers make is that some occurrence has disrupted their lives, and radical 

innovations are known to be disruptive (e.g., Anderson & Tushman, 1990), there may be 

a fruitful application of my theory to explain how radical technological innovations are 

more easily accepted or handily rejected.  

The implication of my theory of catalytic events for radical innovation is to focus 

attention on the social and political aspects that allow innovations to be accepted in the 

marketplace. Where the events I have studied indicate what society does not want, 

managers likewise need to be able to offer radical technological innovations as events 

that society wants more of.     

 

Environmental protection 
My study shows that environmental accidents need not lead to environmental 

problems, and this may surprise many scholars who focus on organizations and the 

natural environment. Studies that focus on organizations and the natural environment 

(ONE) have largely relied on and produced theories that suggest protecting the 

environment is morally right and or profitable (e.g., Etzion, 2007; Shrivastava, 1995a), 

and furthermore, readers may infer that the environmental problem is real, inevitable and 

obvious14. In contrast, the notion that the environmental problem is just one or many 

alternate claims that are based on a way of life is a fundamental position in using social 

construction, as I have shown.  

                                                 
14 I make this assertion because few, if any, studies use a social constructionist approach. 
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My study has three implications for environmental protection. First, ONE scholars 

may find social construction quite beneficial and many scholars outside the field have 

successfully applied a social construction of the environment (e.g., Redclift & Woodgate, 

1997).. Like the constructionist approach used by Gusfield (1981) who studied drunk 

driving and Becker (1973) who studied marijuana users, I show that there is nothing 

inherent and so obvious about hazardous wastes and oil spills that we must act on. The 

approach is beneficial because it tends to strip away hidden assumptions, denies that 

conditions are inevitable, and most important, searches for the voices that have been 

silenced (Hacking, 1999).  

Second, I find the claims problem providers make are culturally based—they 

reflect a specific way of life. The immediate implication is that scholars can and should 

compare behavior and cultural preferences across different cultural groups more 

frequently. A large body of literature further reveals that different perceptions of risk 

affect how people act towards different types of hazards (e.g., Auyero & Swistun, 2008; 

Clarke & Short, 1993; Slovic, 1987; Vaughan & Seifert, 1992). Because organizations 

deal with various environmental hazards on a daily basis, ONE scholarship can be at the 

leading edge of understanding how these hazards are perceived and managed.    

Third, I identify problem providers who are driven by an environmental accident 

but this inspires the idea that a corollary concept of an environmental solution provider 

may also exist in organizations. Innovation champions have been recognized (e.g., 

Andersson & Bateman, 2000; Bansal, 2003; Egri & Herman, 2000) but the form of an 

environmental solution provider who has expertise and, more specifically, known 

environmental solutions may also exist within organizations. These environmental 
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solution providers may thus seek places in the organization for problems where they may 

apply their ready-made environmental solutions. ONE scholars may wish to examine the 

work of specific individuals such as environmental specialists, environmental health and 

safety managers or newly titled Chief Sustainability Officers in greater detail.  

 

More questions 
 

This studied has raised many more questions that can and should be addressed. 

Here are just a few that relate to possible extensions for the new theory. 

  

How much disruption is necessary? 
The concept that disruption is an important factor leading to institutional change 

raises questions of quality and quantity. I have found many kinds (qualities) of disruption 

that were claimed by residents in the communities. Are there more such kinds? Are some 

kinds better than others in terms of leading to change, and in what ways are they better? 

There are also questions of quantity. How much disruption is needed before change 

occurs may seem like an empirical question that is worthwhile pursuing even though 

scale or size of an occurrence has not been an influential factor in this study. 

One of the common myths for explaining how events lead to change is the idea 

that “major disasters” or “crises” are more likely to lead to change than are “accidents” or 

“events.” Munir (2005), but more generally sensemaking theories (Weick, 1995), remind 

us that rationalizations are given after an outcome is achieved. In other words the 

occurrences that eventually lead to major transformations are labeled disasters whereas 

others are labeled non-events. More importantly, my research design breaks this myth by 
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comparing a larger oil spill (Guadalupe Dunes) that led to no change with the relatively 

smaller spill (Exxon Valdez) that does lead to significant change. I have not found any 

evidence that even hint decision makers are influenced by scale. Everyone and anyone 

who is injured in these accidents believe their entire life has been forever and totally 

devastated. Still, no decision maker has acted based on comparing how many people 

were injured or how much oil was spilled, for example.  

I have to admit, however, that the scale of an accident may inform our 

interpretations of disruption and novelty. Work on normal accidents (Beamish, 2002; 

Perrow, 1999; Vaughan, 1996), for example, seem to suggest that humans tend to 

normalize and routinize small variations to such an extent that we do not recognize 

change very well. The small increments in global warming or from deaths attributed to 

air pollution, for example, does not alarm decision makers. Conversely, it may be 

possible that a sudden acute and large rate of increase may catch our attention and lead to 

claims of disruption. 

Furthermore, the scale of an accident directly affects the number of the people 

who are affected. Not everyone has the skills to be a problem entrepreneur, and the larger 

the number of people who are affected may increase the probability that someone with 

the right interests, skills and resources to be an effective problem provider emerges. Scale 

may then act indirectly as a factor in affecting whether change occurs.  

   

Are problem and solution provider roles always played by two people? 
I speculate and propose further research to establish that the two problem and 

solution provider roles are found in a single person, group, or organization only when the 
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institutional change is relatively simple; and that two (or more) people in the two roles 

better explain complex social phenomena that involve multiple interacting institutions.  

One driver for having two separate individuals in the two roles is that the task of 

making law, as my solution providers perform, is reserved for certain people—those who 

have been elected to Congress for example. This finding may  be an artifact of this 

specific study, and some studies of educational reforms (e.g., Mintrom, 2000) suggest 

that when the task of implementing change is not so reserved, there is a single individual 

who plays both problem and solution provider roles. On the other hand, a Hoffman 

(1999) study of corporate environmentalism seems to support the idea that the 

environmental movement plays the role of problem provider and the chemical industry 

groups play the role of solution provider. My findings are supported, too, by Maguire and 

Hardy (2009) who find that numerous people are involved in the work of institutional 

entrepreneurship and dismiss the idea that single individuals can change institutions. This 

may be an empirical question but worth considering when single or multiple actors are 

involved in problem and solution provider roles. 

 

Denying problems  
Saying sorry seems to deny problem providers the basis on which to develop 

claims that lead to institutional change. In the two cases that have not lead to significant 

institutional change, the common theme appears to hinge on early efforts by the accused 

organizations, i.e., Legler authorities and Unocal Corporation, to agree to claims of 

deviance. These organizations apologized publicly. In contrast, organizations that resisted 

accusations of wrongdoing, i.e., Hooker Chemical and Exxon Corporation, led indignant 
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critics to develop and mount campaigns to establish a new formal order through which 

they could label the organizations as deviant.  

I have not devoted sufficient attention to studying this phenomenon but the 

question it raises is how organizations can deny claims and in so doing avoid institutional 

change. Perrow (1999: 9) believes that “great events have small beginnings,” and so there 

may be some possibility that we can avert disasters with some very simple changes early 

in the development of events so they do not become catalytic. In support for this kind of 

phenomena, Munir (2005) shows how some organizations can ignore new developments, 

and Garud et al (2002) describe how organizations can be coerced to give up dissident 

views in the forging of new industry standards. Scholars, perhaps driven by the need to 

reach positive findings, are typically driven to show something occurred but this research 

question (how problems may be denied) is aimed directly at understanding why some 

occurrences remain “non-events.” This too will further fill a better understanding for 

what events are by showing what non-events are. 

 

Is there a perfect storm? 
One research question that may be on the mind of many in public policy and or 

practicing managers is whether, when or under what conditions a perfect storm may 

occur—a condition when the perfect occurrence coincides with capable problem 

providers who meet powerful solution providers to push through institutional changes 

rapidly. While my study explains why and how significant institutional change occurs, I 

have made no attempt to try to develop predictive aspects of my theory of catalytic 

events. Nevertheless, such a predictive ability may make the theory more appealing to 

some audiences, and is a worthwhile goal for scholars because the process of getting such 

 



217 

an answer should yield a better understanding of the underlying social mechanisms 

behind how problem and solution providers emerge and relate their work. Being able to 

predict the perfect storm of conditions requires understanding whether problem providers 

can be trained or nurtured (my analysis suggests Louis Gibbs was so “trained”); whether 

very skilled or resourceful problem providers can compensate for less capable or 

resourceful solution providers; and whether problem shopping might take a different 

form depending on the power balance between problem and solution providers, for 

example.    

 

Part II – Conclusions 
 

By devising a comparative case study of four environmental accidents, I have 

developed a new theory of catalytic events to explain why and how events lead to 

significant institutional change. A few people may perceive that an environmental 

accident has disrupted their lives and make claims to problematize the accident as 

causing an undesirable condition that must be alleviated. These people, labeled problem 

providers, then engage others, labeled solution providers, to create new meaning or 

symbolize the event. Such meanings further persuade others to create new institutions to 

effectively enforce a new order. 

The new theory draws from multiple disciplines and theories. Sociologists and 

also political scientists have best shown how social problems arise and particular ones are 

solved. I have brought these theories together to better inform organizational theory 

because the very basic mechanisms of establishing order apply whether we are inside or 

outside an artificial boundary we call an organization. This study, as others have (Walsh, 
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et al., 2006), suggests that organizational theorists have much more to learn from other 

disciplines.   

I find that environmental accidents and problems are constructed by a few who 

want to preserve their way of life through formal institutions that affect organizations. 

Organizations, however, need to respect these boundaries because they are no more or 

less legitimate than a fiduciary responsibility to shareholders. One challenge is that we 

often do not know where boundaries of acceptable behavior are until we break through 

them (Erikson, 1966). But, this is precisely where organizational theorists may be able to 

gain an advantage over other disciplines because organizations seem to be pushing the 

limits of acceptable behavior all the time causing considerable misery (Margolis & 

Walsh, 2003). My study is a step to better understanding how these boundaries are 

established. In a deep sense, I have developed a theory to explain what people do when 

lives are disrupted—disruptions that occur at the intersection of multiple institutions—

and therefore we create new order and institutions to prevent greater disorder.  
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APPENDIX A. PUBLIC OPINION SURVEYS 

 

This Appendix contains selected questions from public opinion polls. Questions 

come from various surveys and organizations; full questionnaires are available from me, 

the organizations directly or the Roper Center Public Opinion Archive (Source: 

http://www.ropercenter.uconn.edu).  

 

* The Question ID in this table is generated only as a way to refer to specific items in this 
study and otherwise meaningless outside this study. 
 
 
Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

1 In the past several months, there have been stories about the hazardous 
disposal of poisonous wastes from chemical plants. One such incident 
occurred in Niagara Falls, New York, where poisonous wastes were 
dumped into the Love Canal and leaked into surrounding areas, exposing 
private homes, a school, a playground, and residents to dangerous 
chemicals. Have you heard about the Love Canal incident, or not? 

 
45% Yes 
46% No 
9% Not sure 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during April, 1979, and based on personal interviews with a national adult 
sample of 1,500. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.79APR.R148] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (CRC, 1979). 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

2 Have you heard or read anything about the accident at the Three Mile Island 
nuclear power plant near Harrisburg, Pennsylvania? 

 
96% Yes 
3% No 
1% No opinion 
 
Methodology: Conducted by CBS News/New York Times April 5-April 7, 
1979, and based on telephone interviews with a national adult sample of 
1,158.  [USCBSNYT.040979.R09] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (CBS News, 1979). 

This item may provide a basis for comparison with Question #1. 

3 Let's consider for a moment the problem of industrial wastes. Please look at 
this card. Which one of the industries listed on the card do you think is 
currently creating the biggest industrial waste problem?....Lumber and 
paper, Chemical, Mining, Tire, Aluminum, Electronics, Plastics, 
Pesticides/insecticides, Oil, Steel, Nuclear power, Automobile 

 
4% Lumber and paper 
4% Mining 
1% Aluminum 
8% Oil 
2% Steel 
22% Nuclear power 
5% Automobile 
33% Chemical 
1% Tire 
*% Electronics 
9% Pesticides/insecticides 
1% Other (vol.) 
*% None (vol.) 
6% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during July, 1980, and based on personal interviews with a national adult 
sample of 1,500. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.80JUL.R162] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (CRC, 1980). 

 



246 

Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

4 (Let's consider for a moment the problem of industrial wastes. Please look 
at this card. Which one of the industries listed on the card do you think is 
currently creating the biggest industrial waste problem?)...Which would be 
second?) Lumber and paper, Chemical, Mining, Tire, Aluminum, 
Electronics, Plastics, Pesticides/insecticides, Oil, Steel, Nuclear power, 
Automobile 

 
6% Lumber and paper 
5% Mining 
1% Aluminum 
6% Plastics 
6% Oil 
4% Steel 
13% Nuclear 
7% Automobile 
24% Chemical 
1% Tire 
1% Electronics 
19% Pesticides/insecticides 
*% Other (vol.) 
*% None of these (vol.) 
6% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during July, 1980, and based on personal interviews with a national adult 
sample of 1,500. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.80JUL.R163] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (CRC, 1980). 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

5 (When the federal government passes various regulations, they may be 
beneficial, but they may also increase the prices consumers pay for products 
or services that are regulated. For each regulation I mention, tell me whether 
it should be eliminated if it increases prices, kept but made less strict to hold 
down prices, kept just as it is, or made even more strict than it currently 
is.)...Controls on hazardous waste disposal 

 
2% Should be eliminated 
5% Kept but made less 
17% Kept just as it is 
73% Made even more strict 
3% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during July, 1980, and based on personal interviews with a national adult 
sample of 1,500. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.80JUL.R170] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (CRC, 1980). 

6 Let's say a company produced a very hazardous waste product but was 
taking every known precaution to safely dispose of hazardous wastes. How 
close to the disposal site would you be willing to live? 01. (Less than a 
mile) 02. (1-3 miles) 03. (4-7 miles) 04. (8-10 miles) 05. (More than 10 
miles) 06. (Would live nowhere near it at all) 

 
4% Less than a mile 
6% 1-3 miles 
5% 4-7 miles 
7% 8-10 miles 
20% More than 10 miles 
49% Would live nowhere near it at all 
9% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during July, 1980, and based on personal interviews with a national adult 
sample of 1,500. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.80JUL.R174] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (CRC, 1980). 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

7 Thinking about the problem of cleaning up chemical wastes that already 
exist, how important is it that we clean up those wastes: is it very important, 
somewhat important, only a little important, or not important at all? 

 
76% Very important 
19% Somewhat important 
3% Only a little important 
1% Not important at all 
2% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during July, 1980, and based on personal interviews with a national adult 
sample of 1,500. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.80JUL.R178] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (CRC, 1980). 

8 How urgent a problem do you think it is that we clean up chemical wastes? 
Do you think the problem has to be solved in the next year, or wouldn't it 
make much difference if we take 5 to 10 years to solve it? 

 
62% Solve in the next year 
25% Take 5 to 10 years to solve it 
13% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during July, 1980, and based on personal interviews with a national adult 
sample of 1,500. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.80JUL.R179] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (CRC, 1980). 

 



249 

Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

9 Do you think the dangers to you personally from possible exposure to 
chemical wastes are greater, less, or about the same as possible dangers to 
you from exposure to other chemicals that you come in contact with in your 
home or work? 

 
36% Dangers greater 
17% Dangers less 
34% Dangers the same 
13% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during July, 1980, and based on personal interviews with a national adult 
sample of 1,500. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.80JUL.R180] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (CRC, 1980). 

10 In the past several months, there have been stories about the hazardous 
disposal of poisonous wastes from chemical plants. One such incident 
occurred in Niagara Falls, New York, where poisonous wastes were 
dumped into the Love Canal and leaked into surrounding areas, exposing 
private homes, a school, a playground, and residents to dangerous 
chemicals. Have you heard about the Love Canal incident, or not? 

 
69% Yes 
22% No 
10% Not sure 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during July, 1980, and based on personal interviews with a national adult 
sample of 1,500. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.80JUL.R181] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (CRC, 1980). 

 



250 

Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

11 The safety and adequacy of methods of hazardous waste disposal are 
dependent on present laws and technology. However, laws and technology 
change. If in 20 years, for example, a disposal site that is considered safe 
today is ruled unsafe, who should pay to correct the problem?...01. The 
company which produced the waste 02. The firm that was responsible for 
disposing the waste 03. The local government 04. The federal government 

 
29% The company which produced the waste 
20% The firm that was responsible for disposing the waste 
4% The local government 
11% The federal government 
30% Combination (vol.) 
6% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during July, 1980, and based on personal interviews with a national adult 
sample of 1,500. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.80JUL.R175] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (CRC, 1980). 

This item reflects mixed attitudes towards the “polluter pays” doctrine for 
who should pay for environmental damages. See also Question 12. 

12 In cases like Love Canal, who should be responsible for any damages to the 
community and to human health caused by the disposal of poisonous 
chemical wastes--the community itself, the company responsible for safely 
disposing of these wastes, the company that produces the wastes, or the 
government? 

 
3% The community 
29% The company responsible for safely disposing of wastes 
23% The company that produces these wastes 
7% The government 
28% Combination (vol.) 
1% Other (vol.) 
9% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during July, 1980, and based on personal interviews with a national adult 
sample of 1,500. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.80JUL.R182] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (CRC, 1980). 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

13 (Finding new places to build new industrial and power plants is sometimes 
difficult these days. I'm going to mention five types of buildings or sites. 
Assuming that they would be built and operated according to government 
environmental and safety regulations, you might or might not feel strongly 
about living close to them. For each type of plant please tell me the closest 
such a plant could be built from your home before you would want to move 
to another place or to actively protest, or whether it wouldn't matter to you 
one way or another how close it was?)...  

 
A. First, what about a ten-story office building? 
 Mean = 5.8 miles 
B. A power plant that uses coal for fuel? 
 Mean = 20.5 miles 
C. A nuclear power plant? 
 Mean = 91.0 miles 
D. A large industrial plant or factory? 
 Mean = 13.9 miles 
E. How about a disposal site for hazardous waste chemicals if the 
government said disposal could be done safely and that the site would be 
inspected regularly for possible problems? 
 Mean = 81.4 miles 
 
Survey by Council for Environmental Quality 

Methodology: Conducted by Resources for the Future January 26-April 5, 
1980, and based on personal interviews with a national adult sample of 
1,576. Sample design, field work, and initial data preparation performed by 
Roper Organization and Cantril Research. [USRFF.80ENVR.R32A-E] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (CEQ, 1980). 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

14 Would you please tell me approximately how far away the following are 
from your home?... 

 

A. The nearest freshwater lake? 
 Mean = 18.8 miles 
B. The nearest river large enough for boating? 
 Mean = 23.3 miles 
C. The nearest industrial plant or power plant? 
 Mean = 7.9 miles 
D. The nearest nuclear power plant that is either operating now or under 
construction? 
 Mean = 90.8 miles 
Survey by Council for Environmental Quality 

Methodology: Conducted by Resources for the Future January 26-April 5, 
1980, and based on personal interviews with a national adult sample of 
1,576. Sample design, field work, and initial data preparation performed by 
Roper Organization and Cantril Research. [USRFF.80ENVR.R33A-D] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (CEQ, 1980). 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

15 I'm going to read you a short list of topics and incidents that have been 
mentioned in the news media over the past year or so. As I mention each, if 
you happen to have heard or read about it, would you please tell me what it 
refers to?...Love Canal, near Niagara Falls, New York: can you tell me what 
happened there? (Do not read list) 

 
22% Correct:  abandoned hazardous waste dump, chemical or toxic waste 
dump, place where chemical wastes have harmed people or made them 
move, where drums of toxic chemicals have leaked into the soil 
22% Partially correct:  people moved out of their homes, place where 
there was a problem with soil. 
4% No reference to chemicals 
8% Incorrect 
65% Not sure 
 
Subpopulation: Asked in 'Y' version (47%) 

 

Survey by Council for Environmental Quality  

Methodology: Conducted by Resources for the Future January 26-April 5, 
1980, and based on personal interviews with a national adult sample of 
1,576. Sample design, field work, and initial data preparation performed by 
Roper Organization and Cantril Research. [USRFF.80ENVR.R28A] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (CEQ, 1980). 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

16 As you know, residents near the Love Canal, in the Niagara Falls, New 
York, area, were reported to have stillbirths, cancer, deformed children, and 
chromosome damage as a result of the dumping of hazardous chemical 
wastes. The people who live near Love Canal want to move out and are 
suing the chemical company there and the federal government for $3 billion 
for damages done to them. How serious a problem do you think the 
dumping of toxic chemicals is in the country today--very serious, only 
somewhat serious, or hardly serious at all? 

 
76% Very serious 
20% Only somewhat serious 
2% Hardly serious at all 
2% Not sure 
 
Methodology: Conducted by ABC News/Louis Harris and Associates June 
5-June 9, 1980, and based on telephone interviews with a likely voters 
sample of 1,493.  [USABCHS.070780.R1] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (ABC News/Harris, 1980). 

17 Would you favor or oppose...Federal standards prohibiting such (toxic 
waste) dumping made much more strict than they are now? 

 
93% Favor 
6% Oppose 
1% Not sure 
 
Methodology: Conducted by ABC News/Louis Harris and Associates June 
5-June 9, 1980, and based on telephone interviews with a likely voters 
sample of 1,493.  [USABCHS.070780.R3A] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (ABC News/Harris, 1980). 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

18 Would you favor or oppose...Giving this problem of toxic chemical dumps 
and spills and a very high priority for federal action? 

 
86% Favor 
11% Oppose 
3% Not sure 
 
Methodology: Conducted by ABC News/Louis Harris and Associates June 
5-June 9, 1980, and based on telephone interviews with a likely voters 
sample of 1,493.  [USABCHS.070780.R3C] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (ABC News/Harris, 1980). 

19 If you had to pick one, who do you think is most to blame for conditions 
such as those found at Love Canal--companies which dump their toxic 
wastes near where people live, agencies of the federal government which 
have also dumped hazardous wastes in such places, the federal government 
for not enforcing safety standards on toxic chemicals, real estate people 
who have built housing near places where such dumping has taken place, or 
local and state government for not being alert to hazardous waste dangers? 

 
29% Federal government for not enforcing safety standards. 
23% Companies which dump toxic wastes 
22% Local and state government 
5% Real estate people  
4% Agencies of the federal government which have dumped hazardous 
wastes 
13% All (vol.) 
4% Not sure 
 
Methodology: Conducted by ABC News/Louis Harris and Associates June 
5-June 9, 1980, and based on telephone interviews with a likely voters 
sample of 1,493.  [USABCHS.070780.R2] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (ABC News/Harris, 1980). 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

20 Some people oppose offshore drilling for oil and gas because they fear 
pollution. Other people say the need for oil is so pressing that we should be 
willing to suffer an occasional oil spill in order to get more oil. If offshore 
drilling meant that a major spill would occur about once every 5 years, 
would you favor or oppose more offshore drilling? 

 
38% Favor 
44% Oppose 
18% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during April, 1987 and based on 1,500 personal interviews. Sample: 
National adult. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.87APR.R097] 

(Cambridge Reports/Research International, 1987) 

21 Some people oppose offshore drilling for oil and gas because they fear 
pollution. Other people say the need for oil is so pressing that we should be 
willing to suffer an occasional oil spill in order to get more oil. If offshore 
drilling meant that a major spill would occur about once every 5 years, 
would you favor or oppose more offshore drilling? 

 
37% Favor 
46% Oppose 
18% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during April, 1988 and based on 1,500 personal interviews. Sample: 
National adult. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.88APR.R082] 

(Cambridge Reports/Research International, 1988) 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

22 Have you heard or read anything about a recent oil spill, or not? (IF YES, 
ask:) Where did this oil spill occur? 

 
81% Yes, Prince William Sound, Alaska or similar response 
4% Yes, other 
6% Yes, don't know (vol.) 
5% No 
3% Not sure 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during April, 1989 and based on 1,500 personal interviews. Sample: 
National adult. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.89APR.R096] 

(Cambridge Reports/Research International, 1989a) 

23 Some people oppose offshore drilling for oil and gas because they fear 
pollution. Other people say the need for oil is so pressing that we should be 
willing to suffer an occasional oil spill in order to get more oil. If offshore 
drilling meant that a major spill would occur about once every 5 years, 
would you favor or oppose more offshore drilling? 

 
26% Favor 
54% Oppose 
19% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during April, 1989 and based on 1,500 personal interviews. Sample: 
National adult. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.89APR.R094] 

(Cambridge Reports/Research International, 1989a) 

24 Do you think it is likely or unlikely that another major oil spill will occur in 
Alaska in the next 10 years? 

 
59% Likely 
34% Unlikely 
7% Not sure 
 
Survey by Time, Cable News Network. Methodology: Conducted by 
Yankelovich Clancy Shulman, April 4 - April 5, 1989 and based on 1,012 
telephone interviews. Sample: National adult. [USYANKCS.89APR3.R24] 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

25 When accidents like this (oil spill in Alaska) occur, whom do you think 
should be mainly responsible for cleaning up--the company or the federal 
government? 

 
84% Company 
9% Federal government 
7% Not sure 
 
Methodology: Conducted by NBC News/Wall Street Journal, April 16 - 
April 18, 1989 and based on 1,447 telephone interviews. Sample: National 
adult. [USNBCWSJ.042089.R20] 

 

26 Do you happen to know which of these categories best describes how large 
an area has been affected by the Alaska oil spill, or are you really not sure? 

 
2% An area the size of a few acres 
7% An area the size of a few square miles 
72% An area the size of a small state 
19% Not sure/Don't know 
 
Survey by Times Mirror. Methodology: Conducted by Gallup Organization, 
May 4 - May 7, 1989 and based on 1,239 telephone interviews. Sample: 
National adult. [USGALLUP.589TM.R27] 

 

27 Have you had occasion to discuss... the Alaska oil spill... with friends, 
family, or co-workers, or hasn't it come up in conversation? 

 
79% Discussed story 
21%  Has not come up 
 
Survey by Times Mirror. Methodology: Conducted by Gallup Organization, 
May 4 - May 7, 1989 and based on 1,239 telephone interviews. Sample: 
National adult. [USGALLUP.589TM.R10A] 

 

 



259 

Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

28 Which one of the stories I just mentioned have you followed most closely? 

 
36%  A. The Alaska oil spill 
26%  B. The Oliver North trial  
3%  C. The Ethics Committee's investigation of Speaker of the House Jim 
Wright 
* D. The scandal involving the Japanese Prime Minister and other high 
ranking officials  
10% E. The attack and sexual assault on a female jogger in Central Park, 
New York, by a group of youths  
8% F. The Supreme Court's hearing of arguments in a Missouri abortion 
case  
10% G. The explosion and fire on the U.S. battleship Iowa 
7% Can't say 
 
Subpopulation/Note: . * = less than .5 percent 

Survey by Times Mirror. Methodology: Conducted by Gallup Organization, 
May 4 - May 7, 1989 and based on 1,239 telephone interviews. Sample: 
National adult. [USGALLUP.589TM.R08] 

 

29 Have you considered or stopped buying gasoline from Exxon gas stations 
because of Exxon's role in the oil spill in Alaska? 

 
11% Yes, have considered 
11% Yes, have stopped 
72% No 
6% Not sure 
 
Survey by Time, Cable News Network. Methodology: Conducted by 
Yankelovich Clancy Shulman on May 4, 1989 and based on 504 telephone 
interviews. Sample: National adult. [USYANKCS.89MAY.R14] 

 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Yankelovich Clancy Shulman, 1989) 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

30 Do you happen to know what oil company is responsible for the oil spill in 
Valdez, Alaska? 

 
76% Exxon 
4% Other 
17% No 
3% Not sure 
 
Survey by Time, Cable News Network. Methodology: Conducted by 
Yankelovich Clancy Shulman on May 4, 1989 and based on 504 telephone 
interviews. Sample: National adult. [USYANKCS.89MAY.R13] 

 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Yankelovich Clancy Shulman, 1989) 

31 How would you rate Exxon as an oil company you can put your confidence 
in--excellent, pretty good, only fair, or poor? 

 
41% Excellent/Pretty good 
57%  Only fair/Poor 
2% Not sure 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Louis Harris & Associates, May 12 - May 16, 
1989 and based on 1,247 telephone interviews. Sample: National adult. 
[USHARRIS.052889.R3] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Harris Poll, 1989) 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

32 How would you rate the job that Exxon has done on... cooperating with the 
local, state, and federal government agencies in trying to contain the 
damage (from the Exxon Valdez accident)--excellent, pretty good, only fair, 
or poor? 

 
31% Excellent/Pretty good 
66% Only fair/Poor 
3% Not sure 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Louis Harris & Associates, May 12 - May 16, 
1989 and based on 1,247 telephone interviews. Sample: National adult. 
[USHARRIS.052889.R2D] 

 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Harris Poll, 1989) 

33 How would you rate the job that Exxon has done on... being willing to pay 
most of the costs for the clean-up (from the Exxon Valdez accident)--
excellent, pretty good, only fair, or poor? 

 
42% Excellent/Pretty good 
53% Only fair/Poor 
5% Not sure 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Louis Harris & Associates, May 12 - May 16, 
1989 and based on 1,247 telephone interviews. Sample: National adult. 
[USHARRIS.052889.R2C] 

 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Harris Poll, 1989) 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

34 How would you rate the job that Exxon has done on... being willing to put 
an environmentalist leader on its Board of Directors to be sure the 
environmentalist point of view is represented at the highest levels--
excellent, pretty good, only fair, or poor? 

 
44% Excellent/Pretty good 
46% Only fair/Poor 
10% Not sure 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Louis Harris & Associates, May 12 - May 16, 
1989 and based on 1,247 telephone interviews. Sample: National adult. 
[USHARRIS.052889.R2B] 

 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Harris Poll, 1989) 

35 How would you rate the job that Exxon has done on... taking the blame for 
the (Exxon Valdez) oil spill in the first place--excellent, pretty good, only 
fair, or poor? 

 
46% Excellent/Pretty good 
51% Only fair/Poor 
3% Not sure 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Louis Harris & Associates, May 12 - May 16, 
1989 and based on 1,247 telephone interviews. Sample: National adult. 
[USHARRIS.052889.R2A] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Harris Poll, 1989) 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

36 How serious was the impact on the environment from the oil spill created in 
Alaska (in the Exxon Valdez accident)--very serious, not very serious, or 
not serious at all? 

 
84% Very serious 
13% Somewhat serious 
2% Not very serious 
* Not serious at all 
1% Not sure 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Louis Harris & Associates, May 12 - May 16, 
1989 and based on 1,247 telephone interviews. Sample: National adult. 
[USHARRIS.052889.R1] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Harris Poll, 1989) 

37 Do you think the environmental damage created by the recent oil spill in 
Alaska is irreparable, or will it be possible to clean up the oil and return the 
environment to about the same condition as before the spill? 

 
54% Damage irreparable 
32% Can be returned to about the same condition 
13% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during July, 1989 and based on 1,500 personal interviews. Sample: National 
adult. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.89JUL.R091] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Cambridge Reports/Research International, 
1989b) 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

38 The major oil companies have recently announced that they will spend $250 
million to develop a plan and provide regional facilities to deal with major 
oil spills anywhere in the United States. Do you think this effort will be able 
to prevent substantial environmental damage even if there is another oil 
spill like the one in Alaska, or not? 

 
31% Yes 
43% No 
26% Not sure 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during July, 1989 and based on 1,500 personal interviews. Sample: National 
adult. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.89JUL.R092] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Cambridge Reports/Research International, 
1989b) 

39 As you may know, a portion of the Alaska coast line was polluted by an oil 
spill this past spring when a tanker owned by the Exxon Corporation ran 
aground in Alaska's Prince William Sound. To the best of your knowledge, 
is Exxon doing enough to help clean up that oil spill, not doing enough or 
don't you know enough about the situation to say? 

 
17% Doing enough 
60% Not doing enough 
23% Don't know/No opinion 
 
Methodology: Conducted by ABC News/Washington Post, August 17 - 
August 21, 1989 and based on 1,509 telephone interviews. Sample: 
National adult. [USABCWP.358.R57] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (ABC News/Washington Post, 1989) 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

40 Do you think the environmental damage created by the recent oil spill in 
Alaska is irreparable, or will it be possible to clean up the oil and return the 
environment to about the same condition as before the spill? 

 
55% Damage irreparable 
38% Can be returned to about the same condition 
7% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during March, 1990 and based on 1,250 telephone interviews. Sample: 
National adult. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.90MAR.R33] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Cambridge Reports/Research International, 
1990a) 

41 Some people oppose offshore drilling for oil and gas because they fear 
pollution. Other people say the need for oil is so pressing that we should be 
willing to suffer an occasional oil spill in order to get more oil. If offshore 
drilling meant that a major spill would occur about once every 5 years, 
would you favor or oppose more offshore drilling? 

 
26% Favor 
70% Oppose 
4% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during March, 1990 and based on 1,250 telephone interviews. Sample: 
National adult. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.90MAR.R34] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Cambridge Reports/Research International, 
1990a) 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

42 Some people oppose offshore drilling for oil and gas because they fear 
pollution. Other people say the need for oil is so pressing that we should be 
willing to suffer an occasional oil spill in order to get more oil. If offshore 
drilling meant that a major spill would occur about once every 5 years, 
would you favor or oppose more offshore drilling? 

 
34% Favor 
60% Oppose 
6% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during September, 1990 and based on 1,250 telephone interviews. Sample: 
National adult. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.90SEP.R34] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Cambridge Reports/Research International, 
1990b) 

43 (Now, I'm going to read you a list of various institutions or types of 
industries. After each one, I'd like you to tell me whether you have a very 
favorable, somewhat favorable, somewhat unfavorable, or very unfavorable 
opinion of each.)...Oil industry 

 
6% Very favorable 
16% Somewhat favorable 
32% Somewhat unfavorable 
40% Very unfavorable 
5% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during September, 1990 and based on 1,250 telephone interviews. Sample: 
National adult. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.90SEP.R12] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Cambridge Reports/Research International, 
1990b) 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

44 (Now, I'm going to read you a list of various institutions or types of 
industries. After each one, I'd like you to tell me whether you have a very 
favorable, somewhat favorable, somewhat unfavorable, or very unfavorable 
opinion of each.)...Chemical companies 

 
7% Very favorable 
22% Somewhat favorable 
32% Somewhat unfavorable 
28% Very unfavorable 
11% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during September, 1990 and based on 1,250 telephone interviews. Sample: 
National adult. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.90SEP.R13] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Cambridge Reports/Research International, 
1990b) 

45 As a result of the 1989 Exxon Valdez oil spill in Alaska, the Exxon 
Corporation agreed to pay a $100 million criminal fine as well as a $1 
billion civil penalty. On Tuesday, a federal judge rejected the agreement for 
the $100 million fine saying it was too lenient. Do you agree with the 
judge's ruling that the fine was not enough, or do you think the amount 
agreed upon was adequate? 

 
56% Amount of fine too small 
35% Amount of fine adequate 
9% No opinion 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Gallup Organization, April 25 - April 28, 1991 
and based on 1,005 telephone interviews. Sample: National adult. 
[USGALLUP.03MAY.R1] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Gallup Organization, 1991) 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

46 Some people oppose offshore drilling for oil and gas because they fear 
pollution. Other people say the need for oil is so pressing that we should be 
willing to suffer an occasional oil spill in order to get more oil. If offshore 
drilling meant that a major spill would occur about once every 5 years, 
would you favor or oppose more offshore drilling? 

 
24% Favor 
72% Oppose 
4% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during March, 1992 and based on 1,250 telephone interviews. Sample: 
National adult. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.92MAR.R38] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Cambridge Reports/Research International, 
1992) 

47 Some people oppose offshore drilling for oil and gas because they fear 
pollution. Other people say the need for oil is so pressing that we should be 
willing to suffer an occasional oil spill in order to get more oil. If offshore 
drilling meant that a major spill would occur about once every 5 years, 
would you favor or oppose more offshore drilling? 

 
28% Favor 
69% Oppose 
3% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during March, 1994 and based on 1,250 telephone interviews. Sample: 
National adult. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.94MAR.R29] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Cambridge Reports/Research International, 
1994) 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

48 Would you say that you have recently been taking a good deal of interest in 
current events and what's happening in the world today, some interest, or 
not very much interest? 

 
49% Good deal 
37% Some 
13% Not very much 
* Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Roper Organization, February 15 - March 1, 
1975 and based on 2,003 personal interviews. Sample: National adult. 
[USROPER.75-3.R01] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Roper Organization, 1975) 

49 Of course, everyone is more interested in some things being carried in the 
news than in others. Is news about...President Ford and his 
Administration...something you have recently been following fairly closely, 
or just following casually, or not paying much attention to? 

 
47% Following closely 
43% Following casually 
9% No attention or don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Roper Organization, February 15 - March 1, 
1975 and based on 2,003 personal interviews. Sample: National adult. 
[USROPER.75-3.R02A] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Roper Organization, 1975) 

 



270 

Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

50 (Of course, everyone is more interested in some things being carried in the 
news than in others.) Is news about...Talk of a possible 
depression...something you have recently been following fairly closely, or 
just following casually, or not paying much attention to? 

 
70% Following closely 
23% Following casually 
6% No attention or don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Roper Organization, February 15 - March 1, 
1975 and based on 2,003 personal interviews. Sample: National adult. 
[USROPER.75-3.R02D] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Roper Organization, 1975) 

51 (Of course, everyone is more interested in some things being carried in the 
news than in others.) Is news about...Relations between Israel and the Arab 
countries...something you have recently been following fairly closely, or 
just following casually, or not paying much attention to? 

 
37% Following closely 
40% Following casually 
23% No attention or don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Roper Organization, February 15 - March 1, 
1975 and based on 2,003 personal interviews. Sample: National adult. 
[USROPER.75-3.R02E] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Roper Organization, 1975) 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

52 (Of course, everyone is more interested in some things being carried in the 
news than in others.) Is news about...News about job layoffs and 
unemployment...something you have recently been following fairly closely, 
or just following casually, or not paying much attention to? 

 
76% Following closely 
20% Following casually 
4% No attention or don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Roper Organization, February 15 - March 1, 
1975 and based on 2,003 personal interviews. Sample: National adult. 
[USROPER.75-3.R02L] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Roper Organization, 1975) 

53 (Of course, everyone is more interested in some things being carried in the 
news than in others.) Is news about...Proposals for ways to cut U.S. oil and 
gasoline use...something you have recently been following fairly closely, or 
just following casually, or not paying much attention to? 

 
60% Following closely 
29% Following casually 
11% No attention or don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Roper Organization, February 15 - March 1, 
1975 and based on 2,003 personal interviews. Sample: National adult. 
[USROPER.75-3.R02M] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Roper Organization, 1975) 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

54 (Of course, everyone is more interested in some things being carried in the 
news than in others.) Is news about...News about oil tanker spills in various 
parts of the world...something you have recently been following fairly 
closely, or just following casually, or not paying much attention to? 

 
29% Following closely 
43% Following casually 
28% No attention or don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Roper Organization, February 15 - March 1, 
1975 and based on 2,003 personal interviews. Sample: National adult. 
[USROPER.75-3.R02N] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Roper Organization, 1975) 

55 There's been talk about various kinds of shortages which may mean that we 
will have to live a more austere life than we have grown accustomed to. 
Some people say this is bad because life will be more difficult without some 
of the important conveniences of life. Others say there are some good things 
about it, and that a simpler life would be better. What do you think--that on 
the whole, doing without some things and living a more austere life would 
be a bad thing or a good thing? 

 
21% Bad 
55% Good 
20% Mixed (Vol.) 
4% Don’t know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Roper Organization, February 15 - March 1, 
1975 and based on 2,003 personal interviews. Sample: National adult. 
[USROPER.75-3.R03] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Roper Organization, 1975) 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

56 Recently there has been a lot of controversy about oil spills and tanker 
accidents in the oceans. How serious do you think this problem is: very 
serious, only somewhat serious or not really serious at all? 

 
71% Very serious 
22% Only somewhat serious 
4% Not really serious at all 
3% Don’t know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during January, 1977 and based on 1,500 personal interviews. Sample: 
National adult. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.77JAN.R071] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Cambridge Reports/Research International, 
1977) 

57 Which of these do you think is most to blame for the (oil) tanker 
accidents?...01. Foreign ship owners who skimp on equipment 02. The 
major oil companies 03. The Coast Guard 04. Simple bad luck and bad 
weather 

 
55% Foreign ship owners who skimp on equipment 
12% The major oil companies 
2% The Coast Guard 
13% Simple bad luck and bad weather 
7% Other (vol.) 
11% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during January, 1977 and based on 1,500 personal interviews. Sample: 
National adult. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.77JAN.R072] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Cambridge Reports/Research International, 
1977) 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

58 Using the same scale, which is second (most to blame for the oil tanker 
accidents)?...01. Foreign ship owners who skimp on equipment 02. The 
major oil companies 03. The Coast Guard 04. Simple bad luck and bad 
weather 

 
21% Foreign ship owners who skimp on equipment 
28% The major oil companies 
6% The Coast Guard 
24% Simple bad luck and bad weather 
5% Other (vol.) 
16% Don't know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during January, 1977 and based on 1,500 personal interviews. Sample: 
National adult. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.77JAN.R073] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Cambridge Reports/Research International, 
1977) 

59 Would you favor or oppose each of the following solutions for dealing with 
the problem (of oil tanker accidents?... Increased Coast Guard regulation of 
foreign shipping, even if it causes some international problems 

 
71% Favor 
15% Oppose 
14% Don’t know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during January, 1977 and based on 1,500 personal interviews. Sample: 
National adult. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.77JAN.R074] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Cambridge Reports/Research International, 
1977) 
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Question 
ID 

Question and Responses 

60 (Would you favor or oppose each of the following solutions for dealing 
with the problem (of oil tanker accidents)?... Banning foreign tankers unless 
they meet strict safety standards, even if this causes a slight increase in fuel 
prices 

 
81% Favor 
8% Oppose 
11% Don’t know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during January, 1977 and based on 1,500 personal interviews. Sample: 
National adult. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.77JAN.R075] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Cambridge Reports/Research International, 
1977) 

61 (Would you favor or oppose each of the following solutions for dealing 
with the problem (of oil tanker accidents)?...Government research on 
cleaning up oil spills 

 
77% Favor 
13% Oppose 
10% Don’t know 
 
Methodology: Conducted by Cambridge Reports/Research International 
during January, 1977 and based on 1,500 personal interviews. Sample: 
National adult. Sample size is approximate. [USCAMREP.77JAN.R076] 

Data provided by The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, 
University of Connecticut (Cambridge Reports/Research International, 
1977) 
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