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ABSTRACT

The primary purpose of the present study was to investigate

perceived social impacts and attitudes toward the 1982 World's Energy

Exposition during its development by using concepts derived from

research on the diffusion of innovations as presented by Rogers and

Shoemaker (1971). A cross-sectional analysis of the project's develop

ment as well as the investigation of several changes over time were

conducted in order to test the general utility of applying concepts from

diffusion of innovation theory to an area traditionally investigated

within the conceptual framework of social impact assessment. The

theoretical formulations of Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) were utilized

to predict support for the Exposition. The concepts studied included

the observability, risk and advantages of impacts associated with the

Exposition, personal characteristics, and adopter categories.

Data for the study were obtained from surveys conducted in 1979 and

1980. Three hundred thirty-five randomly selected residents of

Knoxville, Tennessee participated in the 1979 survey. Three hundred

forty-five residents participated in the 1980 survey. The two surveys

shared 114 respondents in common, which served as a panel.

Results of the current study showed that personal characteristics

and the perceived observability, risk and advantages of social impacts

predict support for the Exposition. Knowledge of specific facts about

the Exposition did not significantly predict support for the Exposition.

The perceived ability to participate in decisions regarding the Exposi

tion predicted support for the Exposition in both years of the survey.
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The opportunity to participate apparently has relatively long lasting

effects in terms of supporting the Exposition. The current study also

supported the existence of differences between individuals who main

tained their support or opposition to the Exposition and those whose

support for the Exposition changed.

The study of large scale community developments which have often

been investigated using techniques associated with social impact

assessment can benefit from the use of innovation diffusion theory.

Such developments would include nuclear power plant construction and

water impoundment programs. As these projects become more frequent,

psychologists must be increasingly concerned with understanding the

impacts of such developments on the community. Innovation diffusion

theory offers one more tool with which the community psychologist can

further this understanding.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Social Impact Assessment

Social Impact Assessment largely owes its origin to the passage of

Public Law 91-90, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) which

mandated environmental impact statements for any large scale project

which significantly affected the quality of the human environment

(Friesema & Culhane, 1976). The environmental impact statement, which

was intended as a multidisciplinary scientific evaluation of the impacts

of large projects has since been expanded by court ruling to include

those social impacts concerned with the quality of life of the effected

residents (Francis, 1974). In spite of this ruling, the superficial

treatment of social impacts in subsequent environmental impact state

ments has led to calls for social impact assessment independent of the

environmental impact assessment process (Francis, 1974; Friesema &

Culhane, 1976; Lewis, 1980; Wolf, 1974).

Social impact assessments, perhaps because of their close

association with environmental impact statements, have tended to be

cross-sectional analyses which function in a confirmatory nature, often

carried out after planning decisions have been made (Finsterbusch,

1977), rather than as planning instruments intended for impact fore

casting. They are cross-sectional not only in the sense of their

synchronic nature, but also because of their failure to consider the

reciprocity of impacts, and because they are often carried out on an



ad hoc basis (Olsen & Merwin, 1976). The difference between this

traditional cross-sectional type of social impact research and what has

been called social impact forecasts is described by Olsen and Merwin

(1976) when they stated:

Impact research examines current or completed projects to
identify and measure the impacts they actually are or have
produced. It is, in effect, the study of ongoing social
change processes. Knowledge gained through such research in
turn provides a factual base for making impact forecasts.

An impact forecast is a prediction of the consequences
that will most likely result from a proposed policy, program
or project. Ideally, it should be based on detailed knowl
edge of both (a) existing social, economic and political
conditions in the area affected, and (b) processes of social
change and development, (p. 6)

One example of impact research as described by Olsen and Merwin is

found in the literature on "Boom towns" (cf. Cortese & Jones, 1977;

Davenport & Davenport, 1979; 1980). Cortese and Jones, for example,

studied social impacts manifested in three boom towns identified by

using data gathered from participant observation, surveys, public, and

historical records. Their study gives a relatively complete descriptive

account of the changes which occurred with the influx of construction

workers. What is missing are the implied prerequisites for impact

forecasts. Namely, the research was not longitudinal, and failed to

delineate any change process which could be generalized to other impact

assessment situations, or even used to forecast future changes at the

same site. In spite of Cortese and Jones' implication that changing

impacts would occur, no attempt was made to identify the process by

which these impacts would manifest themselves. This shortcoming was not

due to their unawareness of the possibility of changing impacts as they



state: "the construction of power plants includes large numbers of

workers who leave when construction is finished; thus (building) a bust

.  . . into the boom" (p. 4).

Social Impact Assessment and Change Over Time

As early as 1965 Breese, Klingenmeir, Cahill, Whelan, Church, and

Whiteman (1965) described the construction of large military installa

tions and discussed the sequential stages of construction and the

differing impacts associated with each. In their analysis the impacts

associated with the first stage of land acquisition will clearly be

related to land values, the condemnation process, and the displacement

of businesses and the resident population. As construction begins,

impacts are most likely to be related to the increasing work force and

the inconveniences concomitant to construction. During the operational

phase of the installations, impacts associated with the migration and

acclimation of the work force into the community are expected to be most

important. Finally, given the possibility of some future closing of the

installation, impacts associated with the sudden loss of the installa

tion must be considered.

While the notion of changing impacts as described by Breese et al.

was specific to the development of large installations, it can also be

applied to more general cases of planned large scale community develop

ments. This has been pointed out by Shields (1975) who states: "The

point is that the impacts of high technology projects affect different

people in different ways at different times" (p. 280).



Social impact assessment research in the realm of change over time

is largely limited to two studies dealing with changes in perceived

impacts and attitudes from preconstruction to postconstruction (Napier &

Moody, 1979) and from preconstruction to peak construction (Meissen,

Massey, Seibel & Bronfman, 1981). Napier and Moody studied attitude

changes in relation to fragmentation of the "social fabric." They

hypothesized that the changes brought about by the relatively sudden

development and displacement of the community as a result of a reservoir

project would occur too rapidly to allow community residents sufficient

time to adjust to new roles and relationships. The expected results were

decreases in community identification, integration and satisfaction, and

increases in opposition to change and familism. The results showed that

while significant changes occurred, fragmentation of the social fabric

did not occur and, in fact, respondents held more positive attitudes

toward their community following the project than before it began. The

authors draw the conclusion that, in this instance, community disrup

tions were apparently successfully avoided or mitigated and disruption

was thus not sufficient to "nullify the coping mechanisms" of the

community (p. 701).

In the study by Meissen et al. (1981), community leaders' attitudes

and perceptions of future social impacts were studied at the preconstruc

tion and peak construction stages of a nuclear power plant. They found

that there were no significant changes across the two year span in

attitudes toward the plant, but large and significant differences

occurred in the perceived impacts produced by the plant and its



construction. The study failed to determine whether some relationship

existed between expected outcomes and attitudes towards the plant at the

two stages of construction. A study by Sundstrom, Lounsbury, Schuller,

Fowler and Mattingly (1977), however, found that residents' perceptions

of expected outcomes were significant predictors of initial attitude

toward the plant.

These two studies are the only longitudinal efforts at social

impact assessment which could be found by the present author. Neither

of these studies attempted to provide a model by which to integrate the

relationships among the diffusion of knowledge and acceptance of the

plant, changes in the respondents' attitudes and perceptions of the

project through time, and the sequential nature of a projects'

development.

Such an integration would require not only a longitudinal

perspective, but also the use of a conceptual framework with which to

explain the relationships among changes in knowledge, acceptance and

attitude towards the social change. Such a framework is found in Rogers

and Shoemaker's (1971) conception of the diffusion of innovations.

Diffusion of Innovations

Diffusion of innovation research in its most general description

involves how adoption of a new project, whether an idea, process, or

invention, spreads through the population over time. The newness of the

innovation has been defined by the Federal Trade Commission (1976) as

the instance in which a product is either entirely new, or has been



changed in a significant respect. The innovation itself, while it can

consist of an idea or process, has largely been thought of in terms of

its material nature, or in the sense of a technological innovation which

possesses visible characteristics. Little research has dealt with the

diffusion of nonmaterial ideas (Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971).

The general definition of innovation was amended by Robertson

(1971) who attempted to refine the definition of an innovation by

arguing that innovations should be classified in terms of their effects

on established patterns of behavior. In Robertson's view, innovations

can be classified according to the amount of disruption resulting from

their introduction. Minimally disruptive innovations are called

continuous innovations. Next are innovations which are moderately

disruptive, called dynamically continuous innovations. Those innovations

which are most disruptive are called discontinuous innovations.

The most inclusive definition of innovations is probably that of

Lin and Zaltman (1973), who state that an innovation is "any idea,

practice, or material artifact perceived to be new by the relevant unit

of adoption" (p. 98). This definition is broadest both in its allowance

for a "unit of adoption" larger than the individual, and in the fact

that newness is defined in terms of the perception of the potential

adopter. This definition, which is dissimilar to Rogers' and Shoemaker's

only in its inclusion of extraindividual adoption units, will be used

for the present study. Also adopted from Lin and Zaltman is the use of

Robertson's continuous-discontinuous distinction as one of several

characteristic dimensions useful in describing an innovation.



Characteristics of Innovations

In addition to differences in the amount of disruption an innovation

causes, innovations can vary on several other dimensions. Some of these

include; relative advantage, observability, complexity, trialability

and compatibility (Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971); public/privateness and

terminality (Lin & Zaltman, 1973); and perceived risk (Ostlund, 1974).

The individual's perceptions of these characteristics of an innovation

are thought to affect the rate of adoption of the innovation (Rogers &

Shoemaker, 1971). However, they point out, it is the individual's

perception of an innovations' characteristics which is important, and

these perceptions depend on the stage in the diffusion process, as well

as on the individual (Midgley, 1977).

Relative advantage concerns the advantages of the innovation over

the alternative it replaces, and includes not only economic profit

ability, but also includes social approval and time saving (Fliegel,

Kivlin & Sekhon, 1968), and savings from discomfort (Fliegel et al.,

1968; Kivlin & Fliegel, 1967).

Observability deals with the visibility of effects of the

innovation. Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) provide the example from

agriculture that preemergent weed killers diffused very slowly in spite

of their relative advantage because they did not leave dead weeds as

visible evidence of their success.

Complexity includes not only the complexity of the idea behind the

innovation but also the complexity of implementing it and its relative

abstract versus concrete nature (Lin & Zaltman, 1973).
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Trialabi 1 it.y is concerned with the degree to which an innovation

may be tested on a limited basis (Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971). A similar

notion is divisibility, as provided by Lin and Zaltman (1973). Divisible

innovations are those that can be tested without full commitment of

resources. Fliegel and Kivlin (1966) operationally define this attribute

as "divisibility for trial" or "how easy is it to try out first, on a

small scale" (p. 238).

Compatibilit.y concerns the extent to which an innovation is

consistent with the values, experience and needs of the receivers.

Compatibility also deals with the similarity of the innovation to the

alternative it replaces, and the radicalness of the innovation.

Perceived risk concerns the degree to which risks are perceived to

be associated with the innovation (Ostlund, 1974). While relative

advantage might be hypothesized to concern potential benefits, perceived

risk may be considered equivalent to potential costs.

The last two named characteristics include public/privateness,

which is concerned with the inclusive nature of an innovation, and

terminality, which deals with the time frame for possible integration of

an innovation. Innovations which are collective, such that adoption by

one member requires adoption by other members are public innovations.

Fluoridation is an example of an innovation which is public. Fluorida-

tion of the water supply effects those unfavorably predisposed to the

innovation just as much as its supporters. Terminal innovations have

some time constraint on their adoption, such that after a given time the

innovation will no longer be useful or available.



The rate of adoption of an innovation has been proposed to be

partly determined by these attributes. To the extent that a proposed

innovation is perceived as compatible, advantageous, observable and

subject to trial, the more likely an individual will be to adopt it, and

the faster it will tend to diffuse (Kivlin & Fliegel, 1968; Fliegel &

Kivlin, 1966). The extent to which an innovation is perceived as

complex, public and terminal is assumed to have negative effects on the

speed of an innovation's diffusion, though evidence is mixed for

complexity (Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971) and has not been researched for

terminality or public versus privateness (Lin & Zaltman, 1973).

Perceived risk has also shown to decrease adoption (Ostlund, 1974).

Perceived attributes are not equally important, however, as each is

thought to be important at different times in the diffusion process.

Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) hypothesize for example, that a knowledge

stage is the first stage of the diffusion process, in which the

individual is first exposed to the innovation and acquires knowledge

about its properties. In this stage it is thought that the innovation's

complexity and compatibility are most important. The second stage is

the persuasion stage in which the individual forms initial positive or

negative attributes toward the innovation. During this stage relative

advantage and observability would be of natural importance. The

decision stage is the third stage in which the decision to adopt or

reject an innovation occurs. An innovation's trialability should be

important at this stage. During the final confirmation stage it is

assumed that actual performance is the influencing factor, though Rogers
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and Shoemaker (1971) do not hypothesize any innovation characteristic

which might prove important.

Perceived attributes of an innovation, which partially determine

the rate of diffusion, can in turn be partially explained by attributes

of individuals (Midgley, 1977). As Midgley states;

For instance, a person's perception of the complexity of an
innovation might well depend on their education and intelli
gence. It would obviously also depend on the nature of the
innovation, and on situational effects such as information
received from others, and so on. (p. 68)

In addition to education and intelligence, Midgley hypothesized

that such personal factors as attitude to change, rationality, cosmo

politanism, knowledge, income, and attitude toward risk would also

affect the individual's perception of an innovation's attributes.

Midgley saw product knowledge as particularly important, as he

considered it a factor in determining the perception of all of an

innovation's attributes. Knowledge of the product was hypothesized to

partly affect the perception of a product's compatibility, risk,

relative advantage, complexity, observability and trialability.

Midgley's hypothesis has not been supported in social impact assessment.

For example, Lounsbury, Sundstrom, and Devault (1979) did not find

significant differences between high and low knowledge groups in the

perceived likelihood of outcomes or in acceptance of a proposed nuclear

power plant. They did, however, find that knowledge acted as a

moderator variable in the relationship between an individual's

acceptance of the plant and perceived outcomes. It was found that the
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high knowledge group displayed higher correlations between acceptance of

the plant and beliefs than did the low knowledge group.

A stronger relationship between knowledge and acceptance has been

provided by Metz (1966) who found that knowledge of fluoridation was

directly related to acceptance, even though the strength of the

association was not as great as hypothesized. Finally, Rogers and

Shoemaker (1971), while not hypothesizing the nature of the relation

ship, do provide evidence that for the public as a whole knowledge or

awareness of an innovation diffuses faster than adoption.

Adopter Categories

Adopters of an innovation are classified by Rogers and Shoemaker

(1971) into several categories according to how early they adopt an

innovation in relation to their peers. They assume an approximately

normal distribution of adopters in any one time frame with a cumulative

distribution showing a typical "S" shaped curve. Categories of adopters
are defined in terms of the individuals adopting an innovation in

standard deviation units from the average time of adoption. Thus the

first 2i7o of the population adopting an innovation, representing two-

plus standard deviations from the mean, are labeled innovators. The

next 13i% are labeled early majority, and the other 34% adopting before

the mean adoption are labeled early majority. The first 34% adopting

after the mean adoption time are labeled the late majority. The last

16% to adopt are labeled laggards. In past research, this categoriza

tion has generally been reduced to early adopters-late adopters, with
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the early adopters being the first 16% of those who innovate and late

adopters made up the other 84% (Midgley, 1977; Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971;

Summers, 1971, 1972).

As Peterson (1973) and Robertson (1971) point out, however, it is

not necessary or even beneficial to divide adopters into discrete

categories on the basis of the standard deviations of a hypothetical

normal curve. Robertson suggests that categories be defined in terms of

the characteristics of the individuals such that boundaries are drawn

where distinct changes in characteristics occur. Peterson suggests a

similar method of categorization based on maximizing within group, as

opposed to between group similarities. The advantage of the character

izing technique is that it does not force the data into a preconceived

number of categories. As noted by Midgley (1977) in reporting this

technique, Peterson admits there are disadvantages in that this method

does not take into account either the reliability or the theoretical

aspects of the resulting categories.

Characteristics of Innovators

Characteristics of the individual can influence adoption of an

innovation directly, as well as by moderating an innovation's perceived

attributes (e.g., Baumgarten, 1974; Metz, 1966; Midgley, 1974; Robertson

& Kennedy, 1968). Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) in their review of the

literature conclude that innovators are significantly different from the

public as a whole. They tend to differ from the general public in

having more education, higher social status, greater exposure to mass
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media, more knowledge of innovations, being more cosmopolitan, less

dogmatic, and more favorable to change (Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971).

A study which investigated individual characteristics and their

relationship to rate of diffusion was conducted by Robertson and Kennedy

(1968). They attempted to define some of the characteristics of

consumer innovators and found that venturesomeness, social mobility,

priviledgedness, and social integration were significantly different for

innovators versus noninnovators. Status concern, interest range, and

cosmopolitanism were not significantly related to innovativeness.

Studies carried out by Baumgarten (1974) and Midgley (1974) also

found significant differences between innovators and late adopters.

Innovators were found to be more willing to take risks, have a more

favorable attitude to change, be more socially integrated, and have

greater exposure to mass media channels. Midgley (1974) also addition

ally found innovators to be younger.

Finally, Metz (1966) found that income, age, number of children and

knowledge were related to attitudes toward fluoridation. In this study

it was hypothesized that knowledge would act as an intervening variable

between an index made of the three variables and attitudes. Instead, it

was found that knowledge had an independent relationship to attitude.

The final index of predisposition to fluoridation was thus constructed

of all four variables.

The Decision Process

Another important variable in explaining the diffusion of an

innovation concerns the level at which the decision to innovate occurs.
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Most innovations, particularly those that consist of a new product, are

adopted or rejected as the result of a decision made by the individual.

In Rogers and Shoemaker's terminology these are called optional-

innovation decisions. A more complex situation occurs when the decision

to adopt or reject an innovation rests with group consensus, or with an

individual with authority over the potential adopters. Situations

involving group consensus have been termed collective innovation-

decisions, and a good example is seen in the decision to fluoridate city

water supplies (e.g.. Grain, 1966; Rosenthal & Grain, 1965). In a

collective decision, once consensus has been reached, all of those

affected have little choice but to conform. In the case of fluori-

dation, the individual generally has little choice but to adopt

fluoridated water (Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971).

The final category has been termed an authority-innovation

decision, and has usually been equated with the decision process in

organizations. Under the circumstances, the individual is forced to

adopt or reject ah innovation by someone in a superordinate position of

power, and the individual's preference is unimportant (Rogers &

Shoemaker, 1971). Rogers and Shoemaker make the additional distinction

in the case of authority decisions that decision maker(s) and adopter(s)

are different, while in the case of optional or collective decisions the

individual is responsible for both decision and adoption. They note,

however, that these three types of innovation-decisions represent points

on a continuum with the individual having less control over adoption or

rejection of the innovation as the decision varies from being optional
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to being authority-directed. Because the decision to adopt or reject an

innovation does not wholly rest with the individual in collective-

decisions and authority-decisions, it has been hypothesized that

acceptance of and satisfaction with collective or authority innovation

decisions will be positively related to the degree of participations in

the decision to innovate (Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971). Support for this

hypothesis for collective decisions is found in a study by Seashore and

Bowers (1963), who found that increasing the participation of industrial

workers in work-related decisions increased work satisfaction and

productivity. The relationship of participation to satisfaction and

acceptance in authority-decisions is largely inferred by Rogers and

Shoemaker (1971) and no evidence is provided to support it.

Application of Diffusion of Innovation
Concepts to Community Projects

In spite of the fact that sociology serves as a common discipline

for social impact assessment and for innovation research, there has been

little recognition of the potential for the use of these perspectives in

combination to understand community development or modernization

(Pellegrin, 1978). Kelman and Warwick (1973), however, have recognized

the usefulness of applying diffusion of innovation concepts to planned

change. They pointed out that there are direct implications for social

change to be found in the study of the processes responsible for the

adoption or rejection of an innovation in that any planned changes is

itself innovation.
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Clearly, large community projects maintain at least superficial

characteristics of innovations. Energy developments, water impoundment

projects, urban renewal, and community development projects, could be

generally regarded as discontinuous in disruption of established

patterns of behavior (Cortese & Jones, 1977; Davenport & Davenport,

1979, 1980). Also such developments are public in the sense of Lin and

Zaltman's (1973) definition of innovations which once implemented,

affect supports and opponents alike.

Similarly, Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) provide the categorical

distinction between collective and authority innovation decisions. As

pointed out by the authors, these categorical differences are not always

cleancut. Authority innovation decisions are generally thought of in

terms of forced adoption within an organization. Collective innovation

decisions are described in terms of community choices. It is clear,

however, that in those cases where city officials act without community

consensus on such an issue, there is little to refute the label of an

authority innovation decision. This is the situation presented by the

Exposition.

The relationship of social impact assessment to the diffusion of

innovation process can be seen in Yin's (1978) analysis of the organiza

tional change approach to innovation research. In analyzing this

approach Yin describes a four stage innovative process which includes a

prior stage, in which the organizational needs are identified; an

initiation stage which is a planning stage; and an implementation stage,

which Yin states is: "the actual occurrence of change when the plan
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becomes reality, and during which unanticipated responses may occur"

(p. 9). The fourth stage is the routinization stage in which the

organization is stabilized and the change incorporated as part of normal

procedure. The relevance of social impact assessment occurs in the

implementation stage of the change process. We should recognize that

impacts are concerned with both the planned changes and the "unantici

pated responses" of individuals and system variables.

Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) also devote a chapter to consequences

of innovations. They reaffirm the gap between social impact assessment

and diffusion of innovation research when they speak of the fact that in

spite of the importance of an innovation's consequences, little attention

has been paid to its study. Their explanation for this deficit rests in

the over emphasis on adoption per se, the assumption that the innovations

consequences will be direct and positive, the questionable use of survey

methods for investigating consequences, and the general difficulty in

measuring an innovation's consequences. In fact, however, social impact

assessment has provided methodologies for measuring the consequences of

social change (Finsterbusch & Wolf, 1977; Wolf, 1974). And these

methods do not fail to account for both costs and benefits (Sassone,

1977).

Both innovation research and social impact assessment, however,

have suffered from an exclusive dependency on cross-sectional analyses

(Eveland, Rogers, & Klepper, 1977; Peele, 1979) as opposed to longi

tudinal study. This is not to say that cross-sectional analyses are

inappropriate. Eveland et al. (1977) see cross-sectional analyses as
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precursors to longitudinal work, which serve to determine relationships

among relevant variables. Longitudinal studies, however, are necessary

for establishing causality among variables.

Rationale

The purpose of the present study was to test the utility of

applying innovation research to large scale community projects. There

have been implications that this use of innovation concepts will be

fruitful (Eveland, Rogers & Klepper, 1977), and may contribute signifi

cantly to the understanding of changing attitudes to large scale

projects. It is hoped that the emphasis on process found in innovation

research will further the methodology of social impact assessment.

Also, the concept of perceived impacts found important in social impact

assessment (e.g., Sundstrom, Lounsbury, Schuller, Fowler & Mattingly,

1977) may prove useful in the field of innovation research. Finally, by

examining attitudes and perceived impacts twice, first during the land

acquisition phase of development and again a year later after construc

tion has begun, the study provides a longitudinal analysis of two stages

of the innovation's development, and allows for the study of the

diffusion process as it affects attitudes and perceived impacts.

Hypotheses for Research

In applying diffusion of innovation concepts to the results of the

1980 survey, several hypotheses have been made.

I• Hypotheses concerning the relationship of personal characteris

tics to an individual's attitude toward EXPO 82. Based on the research
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of Midgley (1974), Seashore and Bowers (1963) and studies reported by

Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) it is hypothesized that an individual's

attitude toward change, decision participation and education will be

positively correlated to attitude towards EXPO and will account for

significant variance in attitude toward the Exposition when used in a

multiple regression procedure. It is also hypothesized that another

personal characteristic, cosmopolitanism, as defined by a measure

provided by Robinson (1966), will be positively correlated to attitude

toward EXPO, and will also account for significant variance in attitude

when used in a multiple regression procedure.

Hypotheses concerning perceived attributes of EXPO 82 and

attitude toward EXPO 82. Based on the research of Fliegel, Kivlin and

Sekhon (1968), Kivlin and Fliegel (1967) and Ostlund (1974) it is

hypothesized that the individual's perception of the Exposition's

relative advantage, observability, and perceived risk will be signifi

cantly related to attitude toward the Exposition. Relative advantage

and observability are hypothesized to be positively related to favorable

attitude to the Exposition and perceived risk is hypothesized to be

inversely related to favorable attitude.

Hypotheses concerning the relationships among personal

characteristics, perceived attributes of EXPO, and attitude toward EXPO.

Derived from the hypotheses in 1 and 2, and as proposed by Midgley

(1974), individual variables such as cosmopolitanism and are hypothe
sized to be significantly correlated with the individual's perceptions

of the Exposition's relative advantage, observability and perceived
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risk. It is hypothesized that while personal characteristics such as

cosmopolitanism and education are correlated with the individual's

perception of the Exposition's relative advantage, observability and

perceived risk, personal characteristics and perceived attributes are

both hypothesized to account for unique variance in attitude toward the

Exposition.

4. Hypotheses concerning the role of knowledge in accounting for

attitudes toward the Exposition. It is hypothesized that knowledge of

the Exposition will serve as a moderator variable in the relationship

between attitude of the Exposition and the individual's perception of

the Exposition's advantage, observability and perceived risk. Support

for this hypothesis is based on the study by Lounsbury, Sundstrom and

Devault (1979) which showed that higher correlations between attitude

and perceived outcomes were found for high knowledge than for low

knowledge groups. Consistent with the findings of Lounsbury et al. and

contrary to the finding of Metz (1966), knowledge is not expected to

prove significant as an independent variable in accounting for variance

in attitude toward the Exposition.

A chief advantage of the present proposal is the longitudinal

nature of the survey. Additional hypotheses have been made in regard to

changes which occurred over time. In part, these hypotheses are

extensions of the hypotheses provided in 1 through 4.

Hypotheses concerning the changing importance of knowledge in

accounting for attitude toward the Exposition. Rogers and Shoemaker

(1971) hypothesize that there are four stages in the decision process



21

beginning with a knowledge stage, continuing through a persuasion and a

decision stage, and ending with a confirmation stage. The knowledge

stage has been described as the stage in which the individual is first

exposed to the innovation and acquires knowledge about its properties.

It is hypothesized that knowledge will predict attitude toward the

Exposition in 1979. By 1980, however, knowledge will no longer serve to

predict attitude but will serve as hypothesized in Hypothesis 4.

6. Hypotheses concerning the changing importance of perceived

attributes of the Exposition in accounting for attitude toward the

Exposition. Breese et al. (1965) and Shields (1975) have argued that

different impacts are important at different times during the develop

ment of a project. Specifically Breese et al. have suggested that

impacts associated with land values and displacement are important in

the early land acquisition phase of development, while impacts

associated with the inconveniences of the construction force will be

most important during the construction phase of development. It was

hypothesized in 2 that the individual's perception of perceived impacts

will account for significant variance in attitude toward the Exposition

in a multiple regression analysis. This hypothesis is supported by

Sundstrom et al. (1977). However, it is hypothesized that perceived

impacts associated with the introduction of the project such as improved

community spirit and recognition of the town and impacts associated with

the land acquisition phase, such as increased land values and housing

shortages will account for more variance in the analysis of 1979 survey.

Perceived impacts which can be associated with the construction phase.
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including air pollution, traffic congestion, parking problems, noise and

more and better jobs, are hypothesized to account for more variance in

attitudes toward the Exposition in the 1980 survey.

7. Hypotheses concerning perceived participation in the decision

to hold EXPO and attitude toward the Exposition. Participation in the

decision to innovate is positively related to acceptance of the

innovation in authority-innovation decisions (Seashore & Bowers, 1963).

It was hypothesized in Hypothesis 1 that perceived participation in the

decision to hold EXPO will account for significant variance in account

ing for attitude toward EXPO in a multiple regression analysis of the

1980 survey. It is also hypothesized that from 1979 to 1980 the

individual's perceived ability to participate in the decision to hold

EXPO—the belief that s/he will be able to participate--will decrease.

Based on these two hypotheses, it is hypothesized that the correlation

between perceived participation and attitude toward the Exposition will

decrease from 1979 to 1980.

8. Hypotheses concerning changes in attitude toward the

Exposition. Based on research reported by Rogers and Shoemaker (1971),

it is hypothesized that adopter categories can be distinguished by

variables measuring the satisfaction at the possible discontinuance of

the Exposition and a rating of the importance of the Exposition issue.

While Rogers and Shoemaker make few distinctions between innovators and

early supporters of an innovation, it is thought that important

distinctions may be drawn between initial supporters of the Exposition

and recent supporters. Additionally, distinctions may be drawn among
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these groups and those who have changed their attitudes and now oppose

the Exposition, and those who have maintained their opposition across

both surveys. An exploratory discriminant analysis is therefore

proposed to identify differences among groups particularly with regard

to the concepts pertaining to diffusion of innovation theory including

cosmopolitanism, attitude toward change and perceived support and

opposition of the Exposition.
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CHAPTER II

METHOD

Interview Method

Participants

Three hundred thirty-five randomly selected Knoxville residents

participated in the 1979 survey. Forty-three percent of the respondents

were male and 57% were female. U.S. Census figures for 1980 (U.S.

Census, 1982) reported that 46.8% of the population of Knoxville was

male, and 53.2% was female. Fifteen percent of the respondents were

black and 85% were Caucasian. The ratio of whites to nonwhites in the

survey closely corresponded to U.S. Commerce figures which show the city

as a whole with 14.6% blacks and 84.2% whites (U.S. Department of

Commerce, 1971). The average age of participants was 44 years and

ranged from 18 to 91 years. Refusal rate for all of those contacted in

the 1979 survey was approximately 15%. Of those refusing to participate,

45% were male, 55% were female, and 21% were black.

Three hundred forty-five residents participated in the 1980 survey.

Two hundred thirty-one of the participants were randomly selected. The

remaining 144 participants were interviewed in 1979 and agreed to

participate again in 1980. Forty-three percent of the participants in

1980 were male and 57% were female. Fifteen percent of the respondents

were black. The average age of participants in 1980 was 46 years with a

range of 18 to 87 years. Refusal rate for all of those contacted in

1980, 40% were male, 60% female and 30% black. Among those respondents
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who initially agreGd to bG contactGd again in 1980, 70% of thG intorviows

WGTG succGssfully complotGd. Of thosG panol mombGrs who wgpg not

intGrviGWGd, 41% had movGd, 21% rofusGd and 38% could not be locatGd.

Participation in both 1979 and 1980 was voluntary and no romunGration

was providGd for participation.

IntGrviGWGrs

Twenty undergraduates were used in each of the 1979 and 1980

surveys. Ten men and ten women were used in the 1979 survey. Thirteen

women and seven men were used in the 1980 survey. The interviewers

contracted to receive undergraduate research credit for conducting

either fifteen or twenty interviews.

Before interviewing began the interviewers were trained in

interview techniques and sampling techniques. Also, they were made

familiar with the survey instrument and the area in which they were to

interview. Weekly meetings were scheduled throughout the time

interviewing took place to discuss any problems which might arise.

Procedure

Samplinq

In selecting the sample, the sampling frame was drawn from the 1970

census of Housing, Knoxville, Tennessee (U.S. Department of Commerce,

1971). A probability proportionate multistage clustering technique as

described by Babbie (1973) was used to draw the sample. In the first

stage of the sampling process, all of the census tracts or portions of

census tracts lying within the Knoxville city limits were identified.
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and the population of each determined. The population of each tract or

portion of tract was described in percent of total population. In the

second stage of the sampling process a number of blocks were randomly

selected from each tract proportionate to the percent of the total

population which would allow for the desired sample size. The final

stage of the sampling process involved randomly selecting one household

and five alternatives from each randomly selected block. The large

number of alternatives made allowances for the inevitable number of

refusals and vacancies and for residents out-of-town. No alternatives

were provided for the 161 panel members in the 1980 survey. The six

households were randomly selected in sequence, with the first household

selected becoming the intended site for interviewing and the second

household selected becoming the first alternate. When drawing the 1980

sample, panel respondents who had already indicated a willingness to

participate were excluded. This was done to insure against the

possibility of a respondent's name appearing twice in the 1980 sample.

Block statistics and individual household addresses were obtained from

the Knoxville City Directory (1979, 1980) for the year in which the

survey was conducted. This sampling process produced 335 households for

the 1979 survey and 230 households for the 1980 survey.

Interview Procedure

The 1979 survey was conducted between July 20 and August 30, 1979.

Interviews were conducted at the participant's residence and lasted

approximately thirty minutes. Interviewers followed a designated survey

format in conducting the interviews. The interview began with the
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interviewer reading a short statement which identified them and their

university affiliation and asking if the resident would be willing to

answer a few questions. A copy of the introductory statement is

provided in Appendix A. If the respondent did not wish to participate

the interviewer recorded their sex and race on a form provided and

continued with one of the alternate households provided. If the

respondent agreed to participate, the interviewer read a prepared

statement explaining the nature of the survey and assuring confiden

tiality of obtained information, in accordance with human subjects

guidelines. The respondent was then provided a copy of this statement

which was read, signed and dated and returned to the interviewer. A

copy of this statement is found in Appendix B. After completing the

interview participants were asked if they were interested in results of

the survey and if they would be willing to participate again in the next

year. Mailing addresses were obtained for participants who wished to

obtain results in the survey. The names, addresses, phone numbers and

survey identification numbers were recorded on a separate sheet of paper

for all respondents who were willing to participate in the future.

The 1980 survey was conducted in the same manner between November 3

and December 31, 1980. In the second survey participants willing to

participate in the future were listed as in 1979. In addition, a list

was compiled of any resident who had participated in both surveys.
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Survey Instrument

1979 Instrument

The survey instrument used in 1979 consisted of three sections.

The three sections dealt with (a) community satisfaction, quality of

life, knowledge of the proposed Exposition, perceived benefits and

problems of the Exposition and perceived impacts of the Exposition,

(b) participation in decision making in regard to the Exposition and

attitudes toward a referendum concerning Expo, and (c) demographics. A

copy of the 1979 survey instrument is found in Appendix C. Survey

questions which were used in the present study are more thoroughly

described below.

Knowledge of the Exposition. Knowledge of the Exposition was

assessed by eight questions. These questions asked how long the

Exposition would last, where the site was located within the city,

whether the Mayor supported or opposed the Exposition, whether there was

city, state, and/or federal funding for the Exposition, who purchased

land for the Exposition, and who would own the Exposition site.

Perceived social impacts. The likelihood of twenty-two social

impacts occurring as a result of the Exposition were measured in a

Likert format. The seven points of the scale were (1) certain to

happen, (2) very likely, (3) likely, (4) perhaps, (5) unlikely, (6) very

unlikely, and (7) impossible to happen. The twenty-two social impacts

were: downtown revitalization, bigger city atmosphere, increased

traffic congestion, more public entertainment, more stores and shopping

areas, increased business, increased noise, increased tourism, more and
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better jobs, increase in undesirables, housing shortages, increased land

values, increased crime, improved mass transit, state, national and

international recognition, increased taxes, increase in visitors from

foreign countries, parking problems, increase in city size, downtown

parks, important energy capital and improved community spirit.

Decision participation. Participation in the decision to hold the

1982 Exposition in Knoxville was measured by five questions. The first

question asked how much influence the respondent felt he or she had in

decisions concerning Expo. There were four choices of response ranging

from a great deal to some, very little and none. The remaining four

questions dealt with whether the respondent was in favor of referendums

concerning the city as a site for the Exposition and city funding for

the Exposition, and whether or not the respondent believed such

referendums would occur.

Attitude Towards the Exposition. Attitude toward the Exposition in

1979 was measured by one item. This question asked "If it were up to

you alone, would you allow Expo 82 to be held in Knoxville?" Choices of

responses were yes, don't know and no.

Demographics. The final section of the survey was concerned with

demographics of the respondents and consisted of 14 questions. Partici

pants were asked to give their age, income, education, number of

children, marital status, employment status, number of years in

Knoxville, and land-home ownership. Participants were also asked if

they would agree to be interviewed the following year.
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1980 Instrument

The survey instrument used in 1980 maintained the basic structure

and format of the 1979 survey. Several modifications and additions were

made to the survey, however, to specifically address the question posed

in the hypotheses. These included questions concerning the respondents'

cosmopolitanism (Robinson, 1969), attitude toward change, satisfaction

with a decision to cancel the Exposition, the respondents' perception of

the observability, advantage, importance and risk of impacts of the

Exposition and several additional items measuring attitude toward the

Exposition. A copy of the 1980 survey instrument is provided in

Appendix D. The modifications and additions of interest in the current

study are more fully described below.

Localism-cosmopolitanism. The respondents' localist-cosmopolitan

orientation was measured with five items drawn from Robinson (1969).

The respondent was asked to tell whether he or she agreed or disagreed

with each of the five statements as they were read. For example, the

first statement read "The most rewarding organizations a person can

belong to are local clubs and associations rather than larger nation

wide organizations." Choices of response ranged from strongly disagree,

disagree, and slightly disagree to slightly agree, agree and strongly

agree.

Attitude toward change. Two items measured attitude toward change

in the 1980 survey. In the first question the respondent was asked to

check one of four statements which best described his or her feelings

about community change. The four statements were (a) the only way to
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make things better is to change them, (b) a few bad ideas come along,

but most changes are for the better, (c) most changes are for the worse,

even though a few good ideas come along, and (d) changing things just

makes problems worse. In the second question measuring attitude toward

change the respondent was asked to check the statement which best

described him or herself when it comes to trying new things in general.

The four statements were (a) one of the first to try something new,

(b) willing to try something as soon as a few friends have, (c) willing

to try something only after its proved popular by a majority, and

(d) one of the very last to try new things out.

Decision satisfaction. One item measured dissatisfaction with the

possible cancellation of the Exposition. The item read "If the decision

were made this week to cancel Expo 82, how satisfied would you be with

the decision?" The seven choices of response were arranged in Likert

format from 1 (extremely satisfied) to 7 (extremely dissatisfied).

Observability of impacts. In the 1980 survey the observability of

perceived impacts was measured as well as the certainty of their

occurrence. Certainty of impacts were measured on a seven point Likert

scale as in the 1979 survey with the exception that respondents were

able to indicate any impacts they felt vyere already occurring. The

introduction to this statement read: "Next, I'd like to ask you some

questions about community change and Expo. If Expo comes to Knoxville a

number of changes could occur. Referring to Roman Numeral II, please

tell me whether or not this change has occurred. If it has not, tell me

how likely it is to occur, if it has happened, how apparent is it?"
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Those potential impacts which the respondent identified as already

occurring were coded as being certain to happen. The respondent then

rated the impacts which were already happening for their observability.

The four choices of response for observability of impacts were: very

apparent, apparent, somewhat apparent and not at all apparent. Those

impacts that the respondent judged as not already occurring were coded

as not at all apparent. In the 1980 survey air pollution was added to

the list of potential social impacts.

Personal and general advantage, personal importance and risk. In

this section the interviewer read an introductory statement to the

respondent which stated: "As I read each item please refer to Roman

Numeral III and tell me whether each phrase describes the change I name.

Answer yes if it does describe the change, no if it does not, and unsure

if you can't decide. The first possible change is downtown revitaliza-

tion. Do you believe this potential change is of some personal

advantage or benefit to you? Is this an important issue to you? Is it

risky or potentially hazardous to you? Is it an advantage to the city

as a whole?" Each of the 23 potential impacts was rated on all four

dimensions.

Attitudes Toward Exposition. In 1980 three items were used to

measure attitude toward the Exposition. The first question followed

wording used in 1979 surveys. The three choices of response in 1979

were replaced with a five point Likert format consisting of definitely

yes, probably yes, undecided, probably no and definitely no. The

respondent was then asked: "What would your answer have been one year



33

ago?" Choices of response were the same. The remaining two questions

measuring attitude toward change asked "Do you think Expo has been good

or bad for Knoxville so far?" and "In the long run, do you think Expo

will be good or bad for Knoxville?" Choices of response for both

questions were very good, somewhat good, mixed, somewhat bad and very

bad. Respondents were also asked to estimate what their response a year

ago would have been to both questions.
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

The results of the present study are provided below, beginning with

demographic comparisons. The demographic comparisons include a compari

son of the panel to the remainder of the 1979 sample and to the remainder

of the 1980 sample. The 1979 sample is then compared to the 1980 sample

with respect to attitude toward the Exposition and knowledge of the

Exposition.

Construction of the scales used in the analyses of Hypotheses 1

through 8 is then described. Estimates are given for the internal

consistency of each scale. The tests of the eight hypotheses are

presented next. The analyses for each hypotheses are presented

separately.

Demographics

Panel-Nonpanel Comparison in 1979

Panel respondents are those respondents who completed guestionnaires

in both 1979 and 1980. A comparison of panel respondents to those who

participated only in the 1979 survey was conducted to show that the

panel respondents were representative of this larger randomly selected

group. This comparison was made because panel participation was

voluntary and self selection factors might be operating so as to produce

a panel from which generalizations could not be made to the original

sample.
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Several variables which might discriminate between nonpanel and

panel participants were examined for significant differences using the

appropriate jt-test or Chi square test. Few significant differences were

found between panel members and other respondents in 1979. Chi square

tests for significant differences in the sex and race of panel and

nonpanel respondents were not significant (x^ = .006, df = 1; = 2.28,

df = 1; respectively). Forty-three percent of panel respondents were

male and 57% were female. Caucasian respondents made up 89% of the

panel with 11% being Black. Differences in educational level and family

income were nonsignificant [t (328) = 1.05; t (326) = .21, respectively].

Significant differences were found in the average age of respondents and

in the average number of years in the city. The average age of panel

respondents was 47.6 years and of nonpanel participants was 42.7 years

[t (321) = 2.33, £ < .05]. The average years spent in the city for

panel members was 31.8 years and for nonpanel respondents was 26.1 years

[t (326) = 2.55, £ < .05].

Particularly important as a basis for comparison between panel and

nonpanel respondents were variables dealing with the Exposition. These

include attitude toward the Exposition, knowledge of the Exposition, and

belief that the Exposition would occur (all of which are described in

more detail in the next section). No significant differences were found

between panel and nonpanel participants on these measures [£ (330) =

.67, Jt (333) = .65 and t (332) = .74, respectively].

Panel-Nonpanel Comparison in 1980

No significant differences were found in the sex and race of panel

respondents and nonpanel respondents in 1980 (x^ = 1.36, df = 1;
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= 1.36, df = 1; respectively). No significant differences were found

in education, income, age or the number of years in the city for panel

and nonpanel respondents in 1980 [t (305) = .73; t (297) = 1.26; t (304)

=  .83 and t (311) = .75]. No significant differences were found between

panel and nonpanel participants on a composite measure of attitude

toward the Exposition (301) = .37]. The construction of this

composite measure is described in the following section. No significant

differences were found between panel and nonpanel participants in the

expectation that the Exposition would occur [t (311) = .10]. A signifi

cant difference was found between panel and nonpanel participants in

knowledge of the Exposition. The average level of knowledge for panel

respondents was 5.7, and for nonpanel participants was 5.1 [t (279) =

2.81, £ < .005]. Panel and nonpanel participants were also compared for

differences on several additional variables unique to the 1980 survey

which dealt with the Exposition. These three items dealt with the

participant's intention to attend the Exposition, the perceived

proportion of the population which supported the Exposition and the

perceived proportion of the population which opposed the Exposition. No

significant differences were found between panel and nonpanel partici

pants on these three variables [t (310) = .04; t (303) = .27; t (304) =

1.5, respectively].

Panel respondents can be considered roughly equivalent to the other

respondents in 1979 and 1980. Panel respondents in 1979 were older and

more long-term residents than other 1979 respondents, but this differ

ence disappears in the panel's comparison to the other respondents in
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1980. There is a difference between panel respondents and the other

1980 respondents in knowledge of the Exposition. The higher knowledge

exhibited by panel respondents may be due to test-retest effects (Cook &

Campbell, 1979). Participants in the 1979 survey may also have sought

information about the Exposition after exposure to the interview

process. Important variables dealing with the Exposition, such as

intention to attend, perceived support and perceived opposition were not

significantly different for panel and nonpanel respondents.

Comparison of 1979 and 1980 Respondents

Several changes were expected to occur between 1979 and 1980 in

regards to attitude toward the Exposition, knowledge of the Exposition,

and belief that the Exposition would occur.

In 1979, 39% of respondents answered "yes" when asked if they would

allow the Exposition to occur if it were up to them. Fifty-one percent

answered "no," and 10% were unsure. While slightly over half of the

respondents were against the Exposition in 1979, the great majority

still expected it to occur (see Table 1). When asked if they believed

if the Exposition would happen, 88% of respondents said "yes." Only 6%

said "no" and 2% were undecided.

Five choices of response were available to the question "If it were

up to you alone would you allow Expo?" in 1980. Nineteen percent of the

respondents answered "definitely yes" and 24% answered "probably yes."

Sixteen percent of the respondents were unsure or did not know if they

would allow the Exposition to occur. Thirteen percent answered

"probably no" to the question and 28% answered "definitely no" (see
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Table 1

Support for the Exposition in 1979 and 1980

Would Allow Expo
Number Percent

1979

Yes 128 39%
Don't Know 35 10
No 168 51

1980

Definitely Yes 62 19%
Probably Yes 80 24
Don't Know 54 16
Probably No 43 13
Definitely No 94 28
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Table 1). By summing the two "yes" responses and the two "no"

responses, results can be compared to the responses in 1979.

Forty-three percent of respondents were in favor of the Exposition, 16%

were undecided and 41% were against the Exposition. This represents a

10% drop in those opposing the Exposition and a 4% increase in those

supporting the Exposition. When asked if they believed the Exposition

would occur, 96% said "yes," 1% said "no" and 3% were uncertain or did

not know. Clearly, by November of 1980, virtually everyone believed the

Exposition would occur.

•

Knowledge in 1979 and 1980

Knowledge of the Exposition in 1979 and 1980 was measured by

summing the number of correct responses to eight questions (Appendix D,

I 9a-9h). In 1979, the median number of items correct was 4.36 and the

mean number of items correct was 4.25. In 1980, the median number of

items correct was 5.46 and the mean number of items correct was 5.29.

Construction of Scales

Attitude

In the 1980 survey several items were added to the survey instrument

to be used in the development of a measure of the respondents' attitude

toward the Exposition (Appendix D, I 13, 14; II 10). The three questions

used in constructing the scale included: "If it was up to you alone,

would you allow Expo 82 to occur?," "Do you think Expo has been good or

bad for Knoxville so far?," and "In the long run, do you think Expo will

be good or bad for Knoxville?" The respondent's score was computed by
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converting his or her responses on each of the three items to a simple ̂

score (M = O.OQ, SD = 1.00) and summing to form a composite score. The

reliability of the constructed scale was measured using Crombach's

Alpha. The resulting estimate of reliability of .80 was considered

adequate for the scale. This composite attitude score was subsequently

used in tests of the hypotheses for the 1980 data set.

The 1979 survey utilized only one question to assess attitude which

read "If it was up to you alone, would you allow Expo to occur?" An

attempt was made to determine if responses to this question were related

to the three items measuring attitude in 1980. The correlation matrix

for panel respondents for questions measuring attitude in 1979 and 1980

is presented in Table 2. The correlation between the question common to

both surveys was £ = .49. This value was considered satisfactory given

that some change in support was expected to occur, and given the change

in the question format from a 3-point to 5-point Likert scale.

Locali sm-Cosmopol i tani sm

A composite score for localism-cosmopolitanism was constructed for

respondents by converting each of the five items to simple z scores and

then summing them to form the composite (Appendix D, I 8a-e). These five

questions were reported by Robinson (1969) as a measure of localism-

cosmopolitanism. Earlier research (Dye, 1966) had found these items to

be a stable measure of cosmopolitanism which significantly correlated

with acceptance of issues of social change such as support for mass

transit. The correlation matrix for these items is presented in
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Table 2

Correlation Matrix for All Items Measuring
Attitude Among Panel Respondents

X2 .523

X3 .378 .680

Xit .102 .390 .494

★Xi = "Has Expo been good or bad so far?" (1980)

X2 = "In the long run, will Expo be good or bad?" (1980)

X3 = "Would you allow Expo to occur?" (1980)

Xit = "Would you allow Expo to occur?" (1979)



42

Appendix E, Table E-1. Assessment of the internal consistency of the

constructed scale produced a Crombach's alpha value of .73.

Attitude Toward Change

As in the case of previously constructed scales, the two items

which measured attitude toward change were converted to ̂  scores and

summed to produce a composite score (Appendix D, I 24, 25). The

correlation between these two items was only r = .34. Crombach's alpha

was computed for the scale but it was unsatisfactorily low (a = .50);

therefore, subsequent tests used the two items as separate measures of

attitude towards change.

Decision Participation

Participation in the decision making process for the Exposition was

measured by constructing a scale composed of four questions dealing with

a city referendum (Appendix D, II 8a, c, d, f). It was assumed that a

popular vote such as a referendum serves as the vehicle for public

participation in the decision to hold the Exposition. Two questions

asked if the participant was in favor of referendums concerning city

funding, and the city as the site for the Exposition. The second two

questions asked if the participant believed these referendums would

occur. If the respondent was in favor of a referendum and believed it

would be held, or if the respondent was against a referendum and

believed it would not be held, he or she was assigned a score of 3 as

having high decision participation on that item. If the respondent's

preference for a referendum did not correspond to his or her beliefs



43

that such a referendum would occur, he or she was assigned a score of 1

or 1 determined by the extent of disagreement between preference for the

referendum and the belief that it would occur. A score was obtained for

each of the two sets of referendum questions and was summed to produce

the decision participation measure. The correlation between these two

scores was r = .44.

Results of the Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1

To test the relationship between attitude toward the Exposition and

personal characteristics such as attitude toward change, perceived

decision participation, education, and cosmopolitanism, a stepwise

multiple regression analysis was performed. The attitude scale tapping

support for the Exposition was considered the dependent variable.

Decision participation, a question concerning perceived influence in

decisions concerning Expo (1980, II, 1), two questions measuring

attitude toward change (1980, I, 24-25), amount of education (1980, III,

11), and the cosmopolitanism scale described earlier, were entered as

independent predictor variables. Descriptive statistics for these

variables are provided in Appendix E, Table E-2. The correlation matrix

for variables in the multiple regression analysis is provided in Table 3.

The summary table for the multiple regression analysis is provided in

Table 4. Fourteen percent of the variance in attitude towards the

Exposition was accounted for by three variables-decision participation,

influence in decisions regarding the Exposition and attitude toward
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Table 3

Correlation Matrix of Attitude Toward the Exposition
and Independent Predictors in Hypothesis 1

Xi* X2

CO
X

Xit X5

MC
X

.139

OC
X

.185** .179*

X4 .132 .310** .334**

X5 -.136 -.348** -.172* -.308**

Xe -.289** -.160* -.016
1

0

nc

1

0
0

CO

x? .219** -.150* .108 .152* -.067 -.013

*Xi = Dependent measure, attitude toward the Exposition

X2 = Cosmopolitanism

X3 = Attitude toward community change

Xi+ = Attitude toward general change

X5 = Number of years of education

Xe = Decision participation

X7 = Perceived influence in Exposition decisions

Note: Low scores on the two variables number of years of education
and decision participation represent low levels of these attributes. For
the remaining variables low scores represent high levels of the attributes
in question.

* 2 < -tlb

** 2 < .01
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community change. The incremental value for all three variables was

significant at the £ < .01 level. The multiple regression analysis

yielded a significant overall effect for the there items [F (3,285) =

15.95, £ < .01]. Cosmopolitanism, education, and attitude toward

general change did not contribute significantly to the prediction of

attitude beyond the other three variables.

Hypothesis 2

This hypothesis involved testing the relationship between support

for the Exposition and the individual's perception of the observability

of impacts brought by the Exposition and the perceived risks and

advantages associated with these impacts. In both years of the survey,

the likelihood of twenty-three potential social impacts were assessed

using a seven-point Likert scale. To address Hypothesis 2, the 1980

survey included a measure of the risks, personal advantages, general

advantages and observability of each of these impacts.

For the purpose of Hypothesis 2, it was important to identify a

relatively small set of reliable scales measuring the risks, personal

advantages, general advantages and the observability of social impacts.

This set of scales would subsequently be used as independent predictors

of support for the Exposition. Because of the potential problems of

multicollinearity and the interpretation of significant tests with a

large number of possible predictors, the number of predictors was

reduced by extracting a limited set of factors from each of the four

sets of variables. Four factor analyses were conducted, one based on

the perceived risk of social impacts, one based on the observability of
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social impacts, one based on the personal advantages of social impacts

and one based on the general advantages of social impacts. A principal

factor analysis with iterations was conducted in each case, using

varimax rotation and extracting all factors with eigenvalues greater

than 1.00. The factor solution for risk produced four factors, and for

observability, personal advantage and general advantage produced five

factors. The set of 19 factors was still considered too unwieldy for

purposes of prediction. The set of factors was further reduced by

collapsing the variables in each of the four solutions into the first

two factors for that solution. A variable was considered to load on

whichever of the two factors it loaded higher on. This technique

resulted in two factors for each of the four dimensions. The loadings

for variables on the sets of factors are provided in Appendix E,

Tables E-3 through E-6. A simple sum scale was created from each factor

by adding all the variables loading on that factor together and then

dividing by the number of variables. To assess the reliability of the

created scales, Crombach's alpha was computed for each scale. Individual

items were deleted where warranted to increase the reliability of the

scales. The reliability estimates for the final scales are provided in

Table 5.

To test the hypothesized relationship between attitude and the

risk, observability, personal advantage and general advantage of social

impacts, the scales were used as independent predictors in a stepwise

multiple regression analysis with attitude toward the Exposition as the

dependent variable. Four variables proved significant in the multiple

regression analysis. These included: the personal advantage of
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Table 5

Alpha Reliability Estimates of Risk, Observability,
Personal Advantage and General Advantage Scales

Scale Alpha

Risk

Business and community development .89
Social disruptions .75

Observability
Business and community development .82
Social disruptions .81

Personal Advantage
Business and community development .88
Social disruptions .83

General Advantage
Business and community development .82
Social disruptions .74
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business development, the risk of business development, the

observability of business development, and the observability of social

hazards. The summary table for the multiple regression analysis is

provided in Table 6. The four variables each contributed significantly

to the variance accounted for in attitude toward the Exposition.

Hypothesis 3

To test the predictive power of personal characteristics in

accounting for an individual's perception of the observability risks and

advantages of social impacts, multiple regression analyses were

performed. Cosmopolitanism, education, decision participation,

perceived influence in decisions, attitude toward community change and

attitude toward general change were used as independent predictors. A

separate stepwise multiple regression analysis was run for each of the

eight factors. The summary tables for the seven multiple regression

analyses which were significant are provided in Tables 7 through 13.

The multiple regression analysis for the risk of business

developments yielded a significant overall regression effect [£ (2,245)

= 7.65, £ < .01]. Two variables, attitude toward general change and

education each accounted for significant variance in the perceived risk

of business development (see Table 7). Only one variable accounted for

significant variance in the multiple regression analysis of the risk of

social hazards [£ (1,246) = 4.52, £ < .05]. This variable was decision

participation (see Table 8).

The multiple regression analyses for the observability of business

developments and the observability of social hazards each yielded
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Table 7

Multiple Regression Analysis of Personal Characteristics
on the Risk of Business Developments

Variable
Simple

r

Multiple
R

Multi pie
R2

R2

Change

Attitude toward general
change .21 .21 .04 .04**

Education -.17 .24 .06 .02*

Decision participation -.12 .26 .07 .01

Attitude toward community
change .17 .28 .08 .01

Cosmopol i tani sm .07 .29 .08 --

Perceived influence .06 .29 .08 --

* £ < .05

** £ < .01
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Table 8

Multiple Regression Analysis of Personal Characteristics
on the Risk of Social Disruptions

Variable
Simple

r

Multiple
R

Multiple
R2

R2

Change

Decision participation -.13 .13 .02 .02*

Education -.10 .17 .03 .01

Cosmopolitanism .00 .18 .03

Attitude toward community
change .06 .19 .03

Perceived influence .04 .19 .03

Attitude toward general
change .03 .19 .03

£ < .05
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Table 9

Multiple Regression Analysis of Personal Characteristics
on the Observability of Business Developments

Variable
Simple

r

Multi pie
R

Multiple
R2

R2

Change

Perceived influence -.25 .25 .06 .06**

Decision participation -.12 .29 .08 .02**

Cosmopolitanism .09 .31 .09 .01

Attitude toward community
change -.05 .31 .10 ^ _

Education -.06 .31 .10 --

Attitude toward general
change -.01 .31 .10 --

**£ < .01
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Table 10

Multiple Regression Analysis of Personal Characteristics
on the Observability of Social Disruptions

Variable
Simple

r

Multiple
R

Multiple
R2

R2

Change

Decision participation -.16 .16 .02 .02*

Perceived influence -.12 .21 .04 .02*

Attitude toward general
change .10 .23 .05 .01

Attitude toward community
change -.07 .25 .06 .01

Education .07 .26 .07 .01

Cosmopolitanism .00 .26 .07 --

£ < .05
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Table 11

Multiple Regression Analysis of Personal Characteristics
on the Personal Advantage of Business Developments

Variable

Simple
r

Multi pie
R

Multiple
R2

R2

Change

Attitude toward community
change .18 .18 .03 .03**

Attitude toward general
change .18 .22 .05 .02

Decision participation .02 .22 .05 --

Education -.08 .22 .05 --

Perceived influence .00 .22 .05 --

Cosmopolitanism .00 .22 .05 --

£ < .01
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Table 12

Multiple Regression Analysis of Personal Characteristics
on the General Advantage of Business Developments

Variable

Simple
r

Multiple
R

Multiple
R2

R2

Change

Education -.14 .14 .02 .02*

Decision participation .11 .18 .03 .01

Cosmopolitanism -.04 .19 .04 .01

Attitude toward general
change .07 .20 .04 _ _

Perceived influence .06 .21 .04 --

Attitude toward community
change .00 .21 .04 --

£ < .05
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Table 13

Multiple Regression Analysis of Personal Characteristics
on the General Advantage of Social Disruptions

Variable
Simple

r

Multiple
R

Multiple
R2

R2

Change

Perceived influence -.14 .14 .02 .02*

Education .10 .18 .03 .01

Attitude toward community
change .03 .18 .03

Attitude toward general
change -.09 .19 .03

Cosmopolitanism -.09 .19 .03 _ ̂

Decision participation .02 .19 .03
--

£ < .05
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significant overall effects for two variables [f (2,245) = 11.30,

£ < .01 and £ (2,245) = 5.66, £ < .05, respectively]. In both analyses,

perceived influence and decision participation each accounted for

significant variance in the observability factors (see Tables 9 and 10).

The multiple regression analysis for the personal advantage of

business development yielded only one variable which accounted for

significant variance [£ (1,246) = 8.34, £ < .01]. This variable was

attitude toward community change (see Table 11). The multiple

regression analysis for the personal advantage of social disruptions did

not yield any significant predictors.

The multiple regression analyses for the general advantage of

business development and the general advantage of social disruptions

each yielded one variable with a significant R2 [£ (1,246) = 4.68,

£ < .05 and £ (1,246) = 4.78, £ < .05, respectively]. Education

accounted for significant variance in the general advantage of business

developments (R^ = .02) and perceived influence accounted for signifi

cant variance in the general advantages of social disruptions (R2 = .02).

These results are provided in Tables 12 and 13 respectively.

The individual characteristics of decision participation, perceived

influence, education, attitude toward general change and attitude toward

community change accounted for a statistically significant but a very

small proportion of the variance in the seven business development and

social disruption factors. The most variance accounted for in any of

the eight social impact factors was 8% in the observability of business

developments.
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A stepwise multiple regression analysis was next conducted using

attitude toward the Exposition as the dependent variable and individual

characteristics and risks, advantages and observability factors entered

as predictor variables. The results of this multiple regression

analysis are provided in Table 14. Decision participation, the personal

advantage of business development and perceived influence each accounted

for significant variance in attitude toward the Exposition. The

multiple regression analysis yielded a significant overall effect

[F (4,233) = 24.14, £ < .01].

Hypothesis 4

To ascertain if knowledge acts as a moderator variable in the

relationship between perceived risk, advantage and observability of

impacts and attitude toward the Exposition, it was first necessary to

test for a direct correlation between knowledge and attitude, or

knowledge and the independent variables. The correlations between

knowledge and attitude toward the Exposition and the independent

variables can be found in Table 15. Knowledge is significantly related

to only one variable--the general advantages of social disruptions

(£ = .13, £ < .05).

The subjects were then divided into low and high knowledge groups

based on the median number of items correct. In 1980 the mean number of

correct items was 5.29 and the median number of correct items was 5.46.

Those who answered five or fewer correct were placed in a low knowledge

group and those who answered six or more items correct were placed in

the high knowledge group. One hundred seventeen subjects or 44.1% feel
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Table 14

Multiple Regression Analysis of
Attitude Toward the Exposition

Variable
Simple

r

Multiple
R

Multiple
R2

R2

Change

Decision participation -.31 .31 .10 .10**

Personal advantage of
business development .30 .44 .19 .09**

Risk of business

development .27 .51 .26 .07**

Perceived influence .23 .54 .29 .03**

Observability of business
development -.16 .55 .30 .01

**
<  .01



T
a
b
l
e
 
1
5

C
o
r
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
 
M
a
t
r
i
x
 
f
o
r
 
A
t
t
i
t
u
d
e
 
T
o
w
a
r
d
 
t
h
e
 
E
x
p
o
s
i
t
i
o
n
,
 K
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
 
a
n
d

O
b
s
e
r
v
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
,
 R
i
s
k
 
a
n
d
 
A
d
v
a
n
t
a
g
e
 
F
a
c
t
o
r
s

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

A
t
t
i
t
u
d
e

1

1

1

CM
X

i

X

j

X
CO

1

!

X 1F
- 1

X
5

X

X

X
00

X
i

R
i
s
k
 
o
f
 
b
u
s
i
n
e
s
s

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

.
2
4
3
*
*

X
2

R
i
s
k
 
o
f
 
s
o
c
i
a
l

d
i
s
r
u
p
t
i
o
n
s

.
1
4
7
*

.
3
6
2
*
*

X
3

O
b
s
e
r
v
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
o
f

b
u
s
i
n
e
s
s
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

-
.
1
6
9
*

.
1
1
8
 
-
.
0
2
0

x
^

O
b
s
e
r
v
a
b
i
l
i
t
y
 
o
f

s
o
c
i
a
l
 
d
i
s
r
u
p
t
i
o
n
s

.
0
5
1

.
1
1
4
 

.
0
3
8

.
6
4
0
*
*

X
5

P
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
 
a
d
v
a
n
t
a
g
e
s
 
o
f

b
u
s
i
n
e
s
s
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
s

.
3
2
7
*
*
 
-
.
1
0
7
 

.
0
2
8

-
.
3
1
9
*
*
-
.
0
4
2

X
g

P
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
 
a
d
v
a
n
t
a
g
e
s
 
o
f

s
o
c
i
a
l
 
d
i
s
r
u
p
t
i
o
n
s

-
.
0
2
4
 

-
.
2
5
1
*
*
-
.
0
0
3

-
.
1
1
0
 
-
.
0
0
4

-
.
2
4
6
*

x
?

G
e
n
e
r
a
l
 
a
d
v
a
n
t
a
g
e
s
 
o
f

b
u
s
i
n
e
s
s
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
s

.
1
6
8
*

.
2
8
1
*
*
-
.
0
0
4

-
.
0
3
1
 

.
0
8
3

.
2
5
0
*
*
-
.
1
7
2
*

X
a

G
e
n
e
r
a
l
 
a
d
v
a
n
t
a
g
e
s
 
o
f

b
u
s
i
n
e
s
s
 
d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
s

-
.
0
1
4
 

-
.
2
6
9
*
*
 
.
0
2
0

-
.
1
0
7
 
-
.
0
2
7

.
1
9
3
*
*

.
5
2
6
*
*
 
-
.
2
5
9
*
*

K
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e

-
.
0
8
0
 

-
.
0
7
4
 
-
.
1
0
0

-
.
0
7
5
 
-
.
0
2
7

.
0
4
1

.
0
4
0
 

-
.
1
0
4
 

.
1
3
0

★
 ★
£
 <
 .
0
1
;
 
*
 
£
 <
 .
0
5



62

into the low knowledge category and 148 or 55.9% fell into the high

knowledge category. A stepwise multiple regression analysis was

repeated for each group of subjects with attitude toward the Exposition

serving as the dependent variable. The results of the multiple

regression analyses are provided in Tables 16 and 17.

For the low knowledge group, one variable significantly accounted

for 12% of the variance in attitudes toward the Exposition [£ (1,115) =

16.33, £ < .01]. This variable was the personal advantage of business

developments. In the high knowledge group, two vafiables significantly

accounted for 22% of the variance in attitude toward the Exposition. The

overall regression effect was significant with F (2,145) - 20.69,

£ < .01. The two variables were the risk of business development and

the personal advantage of business development. The risk of business

development, which did not account for significant variance beyond that

accounted for by the personal advantage of business developments in the

low knowledge group, accounted for significant variance in the high

knowledge group. ,

To test for the significance of knowledge as a moderator in the

relationship between attitude towards the Exposition and the independent

variables the Fischer's £-to-£ transformation (Hays, 1973) was also

conducted for the seven independent variables. Cochran's test for the

homogenity of variance for the seven factors was conducted, producing no

significant differences in variance between the high and low knowledge

groups. The Pearson product moment correlation coefficients between

attitude toward the Exposition and each of the seven factors in the two
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Table 16

Multiple Regression Analysis of Low Knowledge Participants
on Attitude Toward the Exposition

Simple Multiple Multiple
Variable r R R2 Change

Personal advantage of
business development .35 .35 .12 .12**

Risk of business

development .11 .38 .14 .02

^ < .01
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Table 17

Multiple Regression Analysis of High Knowledge Participants
on Attitude Toward the Exposition

Variable
Simple

r

Multiple
R

Multiple
R2

R2

Change

Risk of business

development .34 .34 .11 .11**

Personal advantage of
business development .29 .47 .22 .11**

Risk of social disruption .25 .48 .23 .01

**£ < .01
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groups were transformed using Fischer's J2-to-^ and the two "sample z was

computed for the high and low knowledge groups. Correlation coeffi

cients between attitude and the seven factors for the high and low

knowledge groups and the corresponding z values are provided in

Table 18. Using a two-tailed test of significance none of the seven

factors was significant at £ < .05. While slightly more variance can be

accounted for by the two variables risk of business development and

personal advantage of business development in the high knowledge group

than in the low knowledge group, the two sample z's for the differences

in correlations between high and low knowledge groups were not signifi

cant for any of the seven variables. The hypothesized moderating effect

of knowledge on the prediction of attitude is not supported.

Hypothesis 5

Hypothesis 5 involved testing the changing importance of knowledge

as a predictor of attitude from 1979 to 1980. Pearson product moment

correlation coefficients in each year were compared using the Fischer's

r-to-z transformation. Contrary to the hypothesized relationship,

knowledge was not found to be significantly related to the attitude item

in 1979 {r = -.091). The correlation between knowledge and attitude in

1980 was r = .080. The test for significant change in the correlation

between knowledge and attitude from 1979 to 1980 was also not significant

(z = .13).

Hypothesis 6

To assess the relative importance of perceived social impacts in

1979 and 1980, and to ascertain if different perceived social impacts
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are important during different stages of development a standard multiple

regression analysis of the certainty of social impacts was conducted

using attitude as the dependent variable for 1979 surveys. The results

of the multiple regression analysis are presented in Table 19. The

multiple regression analysis yielded a significant overall effect for

eight variables [R2 = .38, F (8,310) = 23.89, £ < .01]. These included

improved community spirit, increased crime, downtown revitalization,

increased taxes, recognition of the town, parking problems, more and

better jobs, and increased undesirables.

The standard multiple regression analysis for the 1980 survey used

the certainty of social impacts as independent variables and the

attitude scale as the dependent variable. The standard multiple

regression analysis yielded a significant effect for two variables

[^2 = .03, F_ (2,302) = 5.3, £ < .05]. These were increased undesirables

and downtown parks (see Table 20). Because it was expected that certain

impacts would have begun to occur during the construction phase of the

Exposition in 1980, respondents were allowed to rate social impacts for

their observability if the likelihood of an impact was no longer in

doubt. A standard multiple regression analysis of the observability of

social impacts in 1980 using the attitude scale as the dependent

variable was performed. The standard multiple regression analysis

yielded a significant overall effect for six variables [R2 = .17,

F (6,300) = 10.45, £ < .05]. These six variables were the observability

of more jobs, increased taxes, increased business, increased undesir

ables, more public entertainment, and the recognition of the town. The
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Table 19

Multiple Regression Analysis of the Certainty of Social Impacts
in 1979 on Attitude Toward the Exposition

Variable
Simple

r

Multiple
R

Multiple
R2

R2

Change

Improved community spirit .46 .46 .21 .21**

Increased crime -.30 .52 .27 .06**

Downtown revitalization .35 .56 .31 .04**

Increased taxes -.30 .58 .33 .02**

Recognition of the town .24 .59 .35 .02**

Parking problems .25 .60 .36 .01**

More and better jobs .35 .61 .37 .01*

Increase in undesirables -.30 .62 .38 .01*

** £ < .01

* £ < .05



69

Table 20

Multiple Regression Analysis of the Certainty of Social Impacts
in 1980 on Attitude Toward the Exposition

Variable

Simple
r

Multiple
R

Multiple
R2

R2

Change

Increase in undesirables -.13 .13 .02 .02*

Downtown parks .09 .18 .03 .01*

£ < .05
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significant variables in the standard multiple regression analysis are

presented in Table 21.

Several social impacts were important in both 1979 and 1980. These

included; more and better jobs, increased taxes, increased undesirables

and recognition of the town. Support for Hypothesis 6 was mixed. It was

hypothesized that improved community spirit, recognition of the town,

downtown revitalization, increased land values and housing shortages

would be more useful predictors of attitude in 1979 than 1980. The

results supported the hypothesis for improved community spirit and

downtown revitalization but not for the remaining variables. It was

also hypothesized that variables associated with the construction phase

including air pollution, traffic congestion, parking problems, noise,

and more and better jobs would be more important in predicting attitude

in 1980. Results did not support this hypothesis. Parking problems was

useful as a predictor in 1979 and not in 1980, while more and better

jobs was useful as a predictor in both years.

Hypothesis 7

To test the relative importance of decision participation in the

two years of the survey, two comparisons were conducted. The first of

these was a test of the hypothesis that decision participation--the

perceived ability to participate in decisions concerning the Exposition-

would decrease from 1979 to 1980. Results of a t test supported this

hypothesis (604) = 7.30, £ < .01] with the mean perceived participa

tion significantly lower in 1980 than in 1979.
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Table 21

Multiple Regression Analysis of the Observability of Social Impacts
in 1980 on Attitude Toward the Exposition

Variable
Simple

r

Multiple
R

Multiple
R2

R2

Change

More and better jobs -.22 .22 .05 .05**

Increased taxes .21 .33 .11 .06**

Increased business -.17 .36 .13 .02**

Increase in undesirables .08 .38 .15 .02*

More public entertainment -.11 .40 .16 .01*

Recognition of the town -.13 .42 .17 .01*

** £ < .01

* £ < .05
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The second comparison was a test for significant change in the

Pearson product moment correlation between decision participation and

attitude in 1979 and 1980. The simple correlations between decision

participation and attitude in 1979 was r = -.246. In 1980 the correla

tion between decision participation and attitude was r = -.289. The

Fischer's r-to-z transformation and z statistic were computed for

differences between 1979 and 1980. The results were not significant

(z = .566).

Perceived decision participation significantly decreased from 1979

to 1980. There was not a significant increase across the two years in

the simple correlation between attitude toward the Exposition and

decision participation.

Hypothesis 8

Respondents who participated in both years of the survey were

divided into four groups for the purposes of Hypothesis 8. The first

group was made up of early supporters, and included those panel members

who were in favor of the Exposition in both years, as measured by the

single attitude item common to both surveys. The second group was made

up of recent supporters who were participants whose attitudes had

shifted from neutrality to support, or from opposition to neutrality or

support between 1979 and 1980. The third group of participants

consisted of recent opponents of the Exposition. It included respon

dents whose attitudes had shifted from neutrality to opposition or from

support to neutrality or opposition. The final group was comprised of

long term opponents of the Exposition. These were respondents who had
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maintained their opposition in both 1979 and 1980. Twenty-seven

participants made up the early supporter group, 23 participants made up

the recent supporter group, 13 participants made up the recent opponents

group and 41 participants made up the group who had maintained opposi

tion.

Differences between early supporters and recent supporters were

first tested by comparing mean values of the observability, advantages

and risks of social impacts by t tests. No significant differences were

found between early supporters and recent supporters in the risks,

observability or advantages of any social impacts. Differences among

the four groups were then analyzed by means of a four group discriminant

analysis. The intent was to distinguish between the four groups on the

basis of their responses to several variables including personal

characteristics, knowledge, perceived support and opposition, and

perceived referendum importance. A stepwise discriminant analysis using

group membership as the dependent variable produced eight significant

variables. The results are presented in Table 22. Significance is

based in the change in Rao's V. The significant variables included:

satisfaction with the decision to conduct the Exposition, perceived

opposition, the importance of the referendum in 1979, perceived support,

importance of the Exposition issue, knowledge of the Exposition in 1980,

attitude toward community change, and perceived influence in Exposition

related decisions.

Three significant functions were extracted by the analysis (see

Table 23). The first function discriminated between supporters
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(groups 1 and 2) and opponents (groups 3 and 4) of the Exposition, while

the second and third served to discriminate between early supporters and

recent supporters and between recent opponents and long term opponents.

The classification of cases by actual and predicted group membership is

provided in Table 24. Seventy-five percent of the cases were classified

correctly by the discriminant procedure.

The question of interest in Hypothesis 8 was concerned with

confirming a distinction among adopter categories on the basis of

individual characteristics, knowledge, and perceived support and

opposition of the Exposition. The results of the discriminant analysis

support the existence of four adopter categories and the notion of

distinct differences between recent supporters and long term supporters,

and between recent opponents and long term opponents. Just as we can

determine differences between supporters of the Exposition and opponents

of the Exposition. The discriminant analysis allows us to identify

differences among long-term supporters of the Exposition, recent

supporters of the Exposition, recent opponents of the Exposition and

long-term opponents of the Exposition. As Table 24 shows group member

ship can be distinguished in 75% of the cases. As hypothesized,

satisfaction with the possible discontinuance of the Exposition and the

importance of the Exposition issue were both significant discriminators

among adopter categories.
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

Overview of the Results

The present study examined the utility of applying innovation

diffusion concepts to a planned community change of tremendous potential

social impact—the 1982 World's Energy Exposition. The results of the

current study support the usefulness of innovation diffusion concepts.

Innovator characteristics, and innovation characteristics both signifi

cantly predicted support for the Exposition. The results of the study

also support the notion of adopter categories which differentiate among

those respondents who have changed in their support for the Exposition

and those who have not. The current study failed to confirm the

hypothesis concerning the role of knowledge as a moderator variable, and

only partially confirmed the changing importance of social impacts over

time. The results of each hypothesis will be discussed below including

possible explanations for the lack of positive findings for hypotheses

that were not confirmed.

A consistent finding of innovation diffusion studies has been the

importance of innovator characteristics in determining acceptance of an

innovation. In the current study the use of personal characteristics to

predict support for the Exposition produced generally positive results.

Personal characteristics accounted for a significant proportion of the

variance in support for the Exposition. The significant predictors

included two measures of the perceived ability to participate or have
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influence in decisions regarding the Exposition. The third significant

variable was a measure of the individual's attitude toward community

change.

One personal characteristic, which has been successful in previous

research in the innovation diffusion literature, however, did not

contribute significantly to the prediction of attitude beyond the other

three significant personal characteristics. This was the measure of

localism-cosmopolitanism. The failure of this measure to predict

support for the Exposition was unexpected. The scale used was selected

from several available scales (cf. Jennings, 1966; Dobriner, 1958) and

was chosen on the basis of its length and ease of understanding and on

the basis of its correlation to pertinent community issues such as

support for mass transit, and centralized local government. In this

instance, it was expected that an individual's local versus cosmopolitan

orientation would be particularly useful in predicting an innovation

occurring at the community level.

The second group of variables expected to predict support for the

Exposition dealt with the risk, observability, and advantages associated

with the Exposition. The results of the analyses supported the hypothe

sized relationship between the perceived outcomes associated with an

innovation and support for it. The most important outcomes associated

with a planned community development appear to be those concerned with

positive impacts such as business development and community enhancement.

In Hypothesis 2, three of the four factors which were significant in

predicting support for the Exposition dealt with these issues. This
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occurred in spite of the negative popular news coverage which the

Exposition received (cf. Tomlinson, 1979), which might have been

expected to sensitize the public to the many negative social disruptions

which might occur because of the fair.

Among the dimensions of personal advantage, general advantage, risk

and observability, personal advantage is the most powerful predictor of

support for the Exposition. Factors of general advantage did not

significantly predict support for the Exposition beyond the four signifi

cant variables. Both the observability of business developments and the

observability of social disruptions accounted for significant variance

in support for the Exposition. The significance of both observability

factors suggest that in 1980 the observability of impacts supersedes the

likelihood of impacts for predictive purposes. This is a consistent

finding if we consider that likelihoods, as measures of probability, are

useful in the absence of direct information. As these impacts begin to

occur, the observability of impacts is likely to become a much more

salient measure of social impacts to the respondent.

While both personal characteristics and variables associated with

social impacts were expected to account for support of the Exposition,

personal characteristics were also expected to account for support of

the Exposition, personal characteristics were also expected to have some

independent correlation with variables associated with social impacts.

Education, cosmopolitanism, attitude toward change and perceived

decision participation were all expected to affect an individual's

perceptions of social impacts. Multiple regression analyses supported
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the hypothesized statistical significance for several of these variables

including perceived decision participation, education, and attitudes

toward community and general change. A small proportion of the variance

in social impact factors was accounted for, however. Eight percent of

the variance in the observability of business developments was accounted

for; in the other factors, 5% or less of the variance was accounted for.

An unexpected finding was that for both business development and

social disruptions, the dimension best predicted was observability.

This was unexpected since observability was likened to visibility and

was expected to be less affected by personal characteristics than, say,

the perception of risk or general advantage. The perception of such an

outcome as increased land values as advantageous or risky would be

expected to depend partly on education, attitude toward change, and

cosmopolitanism. The observability of increasing land values in the

community, however, was expected to be less affected by personal

characteristics. It was expected that observability would be a less

subjective measure than perceived risk or perceived advantage. This was

not the case. Personal characteristics accounted for as much variance

in the observability of social disruptions and in the observability of

community developments as they did in the other social impact factors.

Personal characteristics and the social impact factors both

accounted for unique variance in predicting support for the Exposition,

as postulated by innovation diffusion theory. Two of the social impact

factors, both dealing with observability, and the variable dealing with

community change were the only variables which dropped from significance

when entered stepwise in the prediction of support for the Exposition.
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Clearly, there is utility in applying diffusion of innovation

concepts to the analysis of a planned community change such as the 1982

Energy Exposition. The most successful application of innovation

diffusion principles came in attempting to predict support for the

Exposition. The intermediate step of predicting the perception of

impacts from personal characteristics was less successful, even though a

statistically significant proportion of variance in all but one of the

social impact factors was accounted for.

Previous research (Sundstrom et al., 1977; Woo & Castore, 1980;

Hughey, 1981) has shown that the perceived likelihood of impacts are

often significant predictors of support of a community development such

as a nuclear power plant. The method used in the current study allowed

the respondent to report the actual observability of an impact (from

very apparent to not at all apparent) when anticipated likelihood of

occurrence was no longer in doubt. The technique offers an advantage in

longitudinal work which spans a project's development in the community.

Innovation diffusion theory suggests that during the confirmation stage

of an innovations' introduction to a community, continued acceptance or

support of that innovation rests upon confirmation of expected outcomes

(Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971). When the likelihood of an impact is no

longer in doubt, its observability in the community will be a useful

predictor of attitude. This would include observing positive impacts

and being able to note the absence of negative impacts.

Two hypotheses dealt with the role knowledge played in determining

support for the Exposition. In Hypothesis 4 knowledge was examined to
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determine if the 1980 correlation between support for the Exposition and

the social impact factors was higher for high knowledge groups than for

low knowledge groups. Hypothesis 5 dealt with the importance of

knowledge in 1979, early in the Exposition's development when respon

dents were hypothesized to still be gaining information about the

development. Neither hypothesis was supported. In regard to the first

of the two hypotheses, knowledge did not significantly moderate the

relationship between support for the Exposition and the social impact

factors. The independent variables did not account for significantly

more variance in support for the Exposition in the high knowledge group

than in the low knowledge group. Similarly, knowledge in 1979 was not

significantly correlated with support for the Exposition, and this

correlation remained nonsignificant in 1980. One way to interpret these

results in terms of innovation diffusion theory is that the 1979 survey

may well have come about after the stage when individuals are first

acquiring knowledge about the proposed change. In 1979 individuals may

have been beginning to form their initial positive or negative attitudes

toward the innovation—the persuasion stage, or in fact may have already

decided to support or oppose the innovation—the decision stage. If

this were the case, any moderating effects might occur in 1979 and if

so, a direct correlation between attitudes and knowledge would not be

expected. This is consistent with the findings of Meissen (1980). As a

result, the negative findings of the current hypothesis are not

necessarily inconsistent with innovation diffusion theory.

In 1980 we may expect the diffusion process to have reached the

confirmation stage where knowledge is no longer relevant. Consistent
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with this interpretation is the finding that likelihoods are no

important in the confirmation stage, but instead, the actual performance

or outcomes are important. Knowledge may play different roles in a

community's support for planned community change, depending on the

innovation's stage of development. In the earliest stage of develop

ment, called the knowledge stage, knowledge may predict support for this

innovation. In the persuasion or decision stage which are the next

stages in the adoption process, knowledge may act to moderate the

relationship between the perception of outcomes and support. During the

confirmation stage, when impacts are actually being seen and felt,

knowledge as measured by awareness of specific facts, is unimportant.

This interpretation could explain the inconsistent finding of the role

of knowledge as a predictor (Mazur, 1975; Metz, 1966), the role of

knowledge as a moderator (Lounsbury et al., 1979), and the current

finding of knowledge as unrelated to the issue of support in 1980.

As the Exposition progressed, it was hypothesized that different

impacts would become important in predicting support for the Exposition.

This is consistent with previous research (Massey, Bronfman & Meissen,

1982) which found that the perceived social impacts which predicted

attitude toward a nuclear power plant changed over time. The support

for this hypothesis was mixed, with a few impacts becoming less

important as hypothesized (improved community spirit, downtown

revitalization), while others which were expected to become important *

did not (traffic congestions, noise), and still others remained '

unchanged (recognition of the town, more and better jobs). These *
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results suggest that the stages of a project's development such as the

land acquisition phase and the construction phase may have less

consistent impacts on support for the Exposition than does the

innovation process itself in which the individual formulates and then

seeks to confirm his or her opinions. Thus, we might expect support for

the Exposition to undergo fewer fluctuations, and expect change in

overall support or opposition to occur gradually over the life of the

project.

If the phases of the project are important in determining attitude,

the impacts hypothesized to be related to the construction phase of the

Exposition may not have manifested themselves significantly enough to

affect support for the Exposition. It could be argued that in the

current study impacts such as traffic congestion due to construction

were physically removed from the site and had begun before 1980. Other

impacts, because of the size and location of the construction area, may

have been fewer or less extensive than anticipated. These would include

air pollution, noise, and parking problems.

Perceived participation in decisions concerning the Exposition was

a significant predictor of support for the Exposition in both years of

the survey. In 1979 several referendum issues were before the Knoxville

community and the salience of these issues made the results entirely

expected. As was expected, by 1980 the Exposition preparations were

well underway. Ninety-six percent of the sample believed the Exposition

would occur. The hypothesis that the perceived ability to participate

in decision regarding the Exposition would decrease turned out to be
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well-based and was confirmed. However, it was also hypothesized that

since the city was clearly committed to the Exposition, and the

referendum issue moot, decision participation would be less important in

the prediction of support for the Exposition. This was not the case.

The correlation between decision participation and support for the

Exposition remained unchanged from 1979 to 1980. Clearly, the ability

to participate in the decision to innovate is important in supporting a

collective or authority directed innovation. More importantly, however,

the opportunity to participate apparently has relatively long-lasting

effects in terms of supporting the innovation. Even after the develop

ment of the Exposition had progressed beyond the point where it could

easily be halted, the inability to participate through a referendum

adversely affected attitude toward the Exposition.

The final hypothesis of the current study dealt with adopter

categories, and an attempt to confirm distinctions between early

supporters and recent supporters and between long-term opponents and

recent opponents. This analysis was important in testing the utility of

innovation diffusion concepts and of applying the innovation process to

a planned community change. The exploratory discriminant analysis was

successful in discriminating among the four groups. The first discrimi

nant function extracted discriminated between supporters and opponents

of the Exposition. The significance of this function was not unexpected.

The significance of this function alone, however, cannot be considered

sufficient support for adopter categories. The critical distinctions

which must be made are within the group of supporters, specifically
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between recent supporters and long-term supporters for the Exposition.

Likewise the distinction between recent opponents and long-term

opponents is equally critical. The significance of the second and third

functions in the discriminant analysis support these distinctions.

Perceived opposition and perceived support each served to discriminate

between recent supporters and long-term supporters and between recent

opponents and long-term opponents.

The success of the discriminant analysis in identifying different

groups of supporters and opponents of the Exposition supports the

suitability of innovation diffusion theory in explaining change across

time. What has been termed the adopter perspective (Brown, 1981)

describes the change in support of an innovation in terms of adopter

categories. Clearly, a replication of this effect would be highly

desirable.

Conclusion

In the present study, innovation diffusion theory has been shown to

provide a useful framework for investigating the development of large-

scale community projects such as the 1982 World's Energy Exposition.

The usefulness of innovation diffusion theory is not limited to the

World's Energy Exposition. In terms of the community, the Exposition is

not unlike any large scale development which precipitates community

change. As such, innovation diffusion theory can be expected to

contribute to the understanding of a broad range of community changes,

including energy-related developments such as nuclear power plant
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construction, and water impoundment programs, which have been investi

gated by techniques established in social impact assessment. At least

one instance of such a use of innovation diffusion theory can be found

in Mazur (1975), where he compared a nuclear power plant and opposition

to its construction to the issue of fluoridation in terms of innovation

diffusion theory. Mazur compared the construction of a nuclear power

plant to a technological innovation. To the present author's knowledge

this is the only other case of considering the support of large scale

social changes in light of innovation diffusion theory.

Innovation diffusion theory also allows us to emphasize the process

of change, an area generally excluded in social impact assessment.

Similarly excluded from social impact assessment is the emphasis on the

individual, and the emphasis on understanding the variables involved in

determining a community's stand on such a change. Innovation diffusion

theory allows us to address these issues in a conceptually appropriate

manner. Specifically, we are in a position to identify the factors

influencing community support for an innovation. Because innovation

diffusion theory takes a longitudinal perspective, we are also able to

begin addressing such issues as change over time. It should be

mentioned that several of these issues have been addressed by the

expectancy model of Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), and have recently been

utilized in understanding attitude toward nuclear power construction

(Bowman & Fishbein, 1978; Woo & Castore, 1980).

The results of the present study also have several implications for

public policy. One consistent variable affecting support for a planned
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innovation in the community was participation in decisions regarding the

change. Clearly, if public officials want the public to endure and,

hopefully, endorse community change, they must allow for public

participation. Secondly, at least in regards to the current study,

knowledge of a proposed change is not sufficient to influence support.

Knowledge may only be useful in the earliest stages of public awareness

of the proposed change. In the current study, as early as 1979 knowl

edge had already lost any importance it had as a determinant of support.

Finally, in regard to public policy, it is apparent that such individual

characteristics as cosmopolitanism and general attitude toward change

play a less important role than do the perceived characteristics of the

innovation itself. Rural communities and other close-knit communities

which possess localist values and Gemeinschaft relationships such as

described by Toennies (1957) may be no more likely to reject an

innovation than larger more cosmopolitan communities. What may be

important are specific characteristics of the innovation such as the

risk, advantage and observability of its effects on the community.

Further, the simple perceived probabilities of these effects or outcomes

seem to be important only in the absence of observable results. Once

the effects of an innovation become apparent, and are beginning to be

felt and seen, the likelihood of such outcomes appear to be less

important and less meaningful than how apparent they are. For purposes

of public policy, increasing the conspicuousness or salience of positive

effects of a change as they become manifest may accomplish more than

merely fostering the belief that such effects will occur.
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Innovation diffusion theory also allows us to bring a different

perspective to social impact assessment and public policy. From the

perspective of innovation diffusion theory, a development or planned

change is no longer seen as something which impacts on the community,

but rather as an innovation which the community should have rights to

accept or reject. If we can shift the emphasis of decision to the

community we can take the first step towards placing power over the

community within the community, a goal which has been stressed in the

field of community psychology by several authors (Heller & Monahan,

1977; Rappaport, 1977). By considering a planned community change an

innovation, we are brought closer to recognizing the legitimate right of

the community, and individuals or groups within the community, to adopt

or reject the proposed innovation.

Limitations of the Study

One of the major limitations of the present study was the inability

to investigate innovation concepts more thoroughly in the 1979 survey.

The 1979 survey addressed the issues of support for the Exposition and

the perception of impacts associated with the Exposition. The survey

did not address the observability, risk, or advantage of impacts,

however, nor did it address innovator characteristics such as cosmopoli

tanism or attitude toward change. The survey in 1980 was specifically

structured to address the question of innovation diffusion's utility in

explaining support for the Exposition by the inclusion of these items.

If the 1979 survey had been similarly structured, not only would we have
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been able to more fully investigate changes over time in regard to

innovation theory, but also would have been able to study and compare

two distinct stages of the innovation process.

Additionally, there is some indication that a survey conducted even

earlier in the Exposition's development would yield valuable information

by providing data on the earliest stage of the project's development.

Such a survey, however, if it were planned in conjunction with later

surveys should have been administered two years before the beginning of

construction, which is a full four years before the scheduled opening of

the Exposition.

A second limitation of the present study involves self-selection

effects in producing the panel. In the study respondents were asked to

indicate if they were willing to participate in future studies. Of the

144 who so indicated in 1979, 114 were successfully interviewed. The

remainder refused on being recontacted or could not be located. As a

result, both differential mortality and self-selection could limit

generalizability from the panel (Cook & Campbell, 1979). The lack of

significant differences between the panel and the remaining respondents

on several important dimensions is reassuring. It is not feasible,

however, to test or control for every variable of conceivable

importance.

Implications for Future Research

The current study was one of the first attempts to analyze the

usefulness of a innovation diffusion theory in accounting for support
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for the World's Energy Exposition. Clearly, future studies ar

necessary to test the applicability of innovation diffusion thee

different projects over time. One of the strengths of the innovation

diffusion model is its attention to the innovation process and change

over time. Therefore, innovation diffusion theory should be particu

larly fruitful in the traditional realm of social impact assessment

which has suffered from both a lack of a systematic approach to

investigating issues and a lack of a longitudinal perspective in

addressing present and future concerns (Finsterbus'ch, 1977).

Future studies of the Exposition would also benefit from the

inclusion of several additional social impacts. The 1980 survey

included twenty-three social impacts used in the analysis of support for

the Exposition. There were several social impacts which were overlooked

when developing the survey but which later received attention in the

public media. These included price gouging, evictions, cultural

attractions, and negative publicity for the city. The observability, '
t

risk and advantages associated with these social impacts may have

predicted support for the Exposition also.

Further investigation of the diffusion effect in the realm of

public policy should be undertaken to determine the usefulness of

concepts such as the bandwagon effect, and differences in innovation

decisions. The ability to predict the growing antinuclear sentiment, or

the support for alternative energy systems, for example, would be of

tremendous value for purposes of public policy.

Another direction for research involves the comparison of innovation

diffusion theory to a second theory being researched in the fields of
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social impact assessment and public policy--the expectancy theory of

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). These two theories have several similarities,

including their reliance on perceived effects or outcomes and their

ultimate interest in predicting behavior. Both theories also provide a

perspective which would allow for a consistent perspective in research

on social issues and change. They differ in how explicitly they

describe the relationship between perceived effects and subsequent

behavior. They also differ in their emphasis on the individual, where

expectancy theory deals only with the individual's perceptions, innova

tion diffusion theory also encompasses higher system level variables

such as the innovation's stage of development in a community and the

innovation-decision process for a social group. If both theories could

be tested longitudinally in one project, we would be in an excellent

position to ascertain their strengths and integrate them into a

perspective tailored to the unique needs of the study of psychology in

the community and in the social policy arena.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE
tv

COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS Knoxville, TN 37916

DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 6i5 974-2531

Hello, my name is and I'm working with the Department

of Psychology at the University of Tennessee. You were selected at

random from all the residents of knoxville to participate in this

city-wide survey of community issues. We are particularily interested

in your opinions about EXPO 82. May I ask you some questions today

about these issues.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE

COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS

DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY
Knoxville. TN 37916

615-974-2S31

D^ar Knoxville Resident:

The Social Impact Assessment Team connected with the Department of Psychology
of the University of Tennessee is conducting a city wide surevy concerning the
attitudes and opinions of city residents toward the 1982 International Energy
'Exposition (EXPO 82). Your residence has been selected at random to be
included in our sample. The survey itself consists of questions concerning
your expectations of potential benefits and problems of EXPO 82, your attitudes
toward EXPO 82, and your satisfaction with services and perceptions of the
quality of life in the community.

We are interested in your opinions and, therefore, there are no correct or in
correct answers. If you do agree to participate in this survey you are not
obligated to answer any question you feel is inappropriate and you may discon
tinue the interview at any time. As we are interested in the opinions of
residents of the city in general, your name and address will not be associated
with your answers and all information obtained will remain strictly confidential.
Your signature below will signify only that you have agreed to participate in
this survey and will serve as a release if the results of this survey merit
publication. If you have any questions feel free to ask or you may call the
number below:

Dr. John W. Lounsbury

Department of Psychology
University of Tennessee
974-3423

Tom Massey

Department of Psychology
University of Tennessee
974-6782

I hereby agree to participate in the survey described above:

Signature: Date: _

The Social Impact Assessment Team is not associated with any public or
private group except those stated above.
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A Survey of Comunlry lesues

First. I'd like to esk you a few questions about your feelings toward our cowounity.

1. I'o going to raad to you a nuober of services which are available in most cities. I'd like you to tell ae if
you are Very Satisfied. Satisfied. Neutral. Dissatisfied, or Very Dissatisfied with each service in Rnor^-llle.
The first service is

Very

Satisfied

a) Fire Protection 1

b) Telephone Service 1

c) Zoning Lavs 1

d) Availability of Housing 1

e) Streets and Highways 1

f) Pclioe Protection 1

g) City Coverment 1

h) Cultural Attractions 1

1) City Parks/Playgrounds 1

J) School System I

k) City Kecreational Facilities 1

1) Public Transportation 1

2. Do you think your city govemaenc gives you your aoney'a worth in aer\

3. Do you think your city goveriaeot is responsive to people like you?

Sstisfled

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

Neu Dissatisfied

U

U

6

A

U

k

4

4

4

4

4

4

Tes

Tes

No

No

Very

Dissatisfied

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

DK/KF

DK/NF

4. a) Dc vou think that voting is the only way you have any say about the way the city goverTOent runs things,
or arc there lots of ways?

Lots of Ways

Other

Sove Vsys Voting Only Way No Way to Have e Say Refused/KA

b) Do you consider yourself a Democrat, a Republican or an Independent?

Democrat Republican Independent DR/KF.

c) Do you consider yourself a conservative, a moderate, or a liberal?

Conservative Moderate Liberal DR/KF

5. For each of the pairs of words I'm going to read to you I want you to rate on a 7 point acale how you feel
about, f^oxvliie. For example, the first pair of worda are Private vs. Not Private. If 1 is Private and 7
is Sot Private, how would you rate Rnoxville overall.

a) Private

b) Tolerant

c) Changing

d) People Similar to Me

c) Liberal

f) Wealthy

g) Dnsafe

h) Crowded

i) Close-knlt

J? linpleasant

k) Fest Paced

I) Noisy

m) Pretty

n) Littered

o) "Big City"

Not Private

Intolerant

Stable

People Dissimilar to He

Conservative

Poor

Safe

Dncrovded

Not Close-knit

Pleasant

Slow Moving

Quiet X

b'gly

Cnlictcrcd

"Small Tcvn"
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-2-

6. Whic belt d«jcrlb«t your gtural fttllnts About KeozrlXl* at « plAit to live?

CxeaUent Very Good Very Poor Terrible

7. Belov 1« e picture of e ladder. Suppote ve eev chat Cbe cop of the ladder repreieDts the beet poaaible life
for you and chat the botcoa represeoct the vortc poaaible life for you.

a) Where on Cbe ladder do you think you vlll be ̂  yeare froa bow?

Seep Mueber

b) Where on the ladder would you aay you ecood i yeara ato'^

Step Miaber

c) Where on the ladder do you feel you peraonally atand at the
preaeoc tlae^

Step Huaber

S. Bow do you feel about your Life aa a whole?

Beat Poaaible Life

Werat Poaaible Life

Delighted Hoatly
Satlafiad

Hoacly

Dijiaciafled

Unhappy

One current cooeuaicy iaaut cenccma the propoecd 1982 Incematicma 1 Energy IzpeeltloB. LilO 82.

9. Here ere eoac queacionj eoneeming EXPO 82 epccifica. It'a not expected chat everyone will know all the
anavcra ao for those you don't know, give your best taciAata.

a) Bow long will El^O 82 laat?

b) Whare will the EXPO eita be located? (aak for epecifica}

c) Would you say Chat Mayor Kaody Tyree la a aupportar, la nautral, or la ao opponent of Z2P0?

Supporter Itaucrel Oppooant DK/NR

d) Baa the City of Eaoxrllle appropriated funda for

Tea Be DE/NX

e) Baa tha State of Tennaaaee appropriated fuada for EXPO?

Tea Be QE/MR

f) Baa the Tederal geweraaent appropriated funda for I3P0?

Taa Bo DC/KR

Bow I'e going to read a queacien with several alcematlva a&avera. Pleaae eheoaa tha baat anaver.

g) Who la in ebarg* of buying tha land for the E370 aite? la it . .

n Private buianeaaea and daveiopera

2) Eaoxville Canunity Developaent Cerperatlen (EOC)

3) State of Tenneaaee

4) Enozvllle locemational Energy Espoaiclon Cerporetloo (EIQ)

5) City of Eaosvillt

6) Cieitena for a Beccar EnoTville
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b) Wh© vlll own th« HW ©ice' Will it b« . . .

1) Privktc buiiusiei *sd dtvtlop«r©

2) lAOTvllle Conuaicy DcvtlopMst Cor^oratieo (KCOC)

3) State of Teonaeeec

4) Kaoxville IctcroatioBal Eaerf7 Ex^osltioo Corporeclos (ClEI)

5) Clt7 e{ KaoTrllle

6) Cicixeae for « tatter Kjioxvllle

10. !'■ |ota| to read to you the »ajor eourcee of laforaation io Kacrvllle. I'd like for you to tell »e If eech
N•eurce of InforMtloo la Very laportaat, laportaot

pereoeelly. The first source of laforaatioo la

'try
laportsjt

cutTsl. Dolvportast, or Very tl&laportasC to you

s) Local Newspapers

b) Local ladlD

e) friends sad Acqusiotaseas

d) TV

e) Co-vork«rs

f) Meetings. Rallies

|) Croups, Clubs, Orgenizatloos

b) Church

1) Other (Specify

laportset

2

2

2

2

Dolatporten:
Very

Ccifloortsnt

U. Do you th<alt that the pt^licity about E370 has bcee good for Kaozrille?
Tas No DR/NR

12. Io your opinion what benefits will EXPO bring about before std duTlr.g the aaposltlon?

13. Is y=ur opiaion what benefits will EXPO bring about after the axpoeltion?

14. It your,opinion what problans will EffO cauae before and during the expoeltlon'

15. In your opinion whet probloi will CCPC cause after the expoeltioo?

16. Next I'd like to ask you eoae questions about esoButiry change end EXPO. If tlPC coms to RaoxTllle a nunbet
of thJ-ngs in Che coeBvmlcy alght cl.ange. I'« going to reed you e list of things that could happen. Refering
to Roman Numeral 1 , plaase tsll me how likely each of these changes are. The first potential change is
Downtown Revitalltatlon. It it (read alttmstlves).

Dovnto^ revltalixstion
b) Blggtr city acsosphere
c'' Increased traffic cocgestlon

d) More public tnttrtaltnent
(bowling, thtatrcs, raatau-
racts»

c) More ateraa and shopping
artai

Increased businaas

Cartain

to Happen

I
1

Parhapa Pollkel

4  5
4  S
4  5

Very
Dnlikelv

6
6
6

ISBOsalble
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.4.

Certain Very lapossible

to Harnea Verv Llkelv llkelv Perhaps Usli Iv Onllkelv to Hapoer.

I) Inereassd aolsc 1 3  4 6 7

b) Increaaed touriaa 1 3  4 6

I) More and better Jobs 1 3  4 6

1) Increaac in usdcsirablaa 1 3  4 6 7

k) Bouaiog shortages 1 2 6

I) Increased land values 1 2 6

a) Xncraased criae 1 2 3  4 4

7
a) Isproved Mss transit I 2 6

o) State, natiooal 4 Intar-

oatlonal raeegnition of town 1 2 6

p) Increaaad tazee 1 2 3  4 6 7

loereaac In vtsitors froa

foraign countries I 2 3  4 6

r) Parking preblaas I 2 6

• ) Incraasi In city siza 1 2 3  4 4 7

t) Dovccown parks 1 2 3  4 4

u) laportant totrgy capital 1 2 3  4 4

▼) laproved eovunlty spirit 1 2 4

Suppose chat aoBe of these things were to happen in Rnorvllle if EJPO comes. Icfcrrlcg to Roas 0 Siscral 11

please tell ac bow desirable or undesirable each would be to vou. Bow desirable is It 0 have .  . . (read

each tiae)

Eztrtaely Perv Iztreaely
Undesirable Undesirable Undesirable Neutral Dee 1 r eb 1 e Dcslrab1 e  Desirable

a) More public entercaloaent
5(bowling, tbcaters. restaurants) 1 2 4

b) More stores and shopping srcas 1 2 5 4

c) Incresscd tourism 2 5 4

d) Incrassed land values 2 3  4 5 4 7

e) State, national h Inter
national rseognitloo of town 2 5 4

f) Increase in visitors froa forsign
countries 2 3  4 5 4

I) Bigger cicv stSMsphere 2 3  4 5 4 7

b) Incressc Id cicy size 2 5 6

S»t chAag«« can be called desirable or uodetlrable. Usted beicrv a
to Rooxvillt. RaferTtag to Roaan Fi
veuld bt to you. How li^>ortact is

_  t ehangea of Tarrlog icoortacce
111 please tell «e hov- laportant or onlgpcrtant each chatge
to you. (read each ciae;

Very

a) Dovqcovs revlcalltatloa
b) Increased traffic coagestloo
c) Mere and better paying Jobs

txtreaely • 'ery
Th»4wi|>iir'-anf PBigPortafit Cnljoortaot Feotral laportant .gpcrtact

4  5 6
4  S 6
4  S 6

Eztreaely
leoortant

d) Increased buaiocss
g) Increased noise
f) Crovding in schools

g) Increase in uDdcairablas
b) Bo'^ing ahortagea
1) Incrtased erioe

j) lacreaaed taxes
k) Ispreesd aass transit
I) Parsing probleas

■) Dovntovn parks
a) laprovcd coBBualcy spirit

Now I would ilka to ask you s fev quastlons concamlng your opinion of EJCO.

II. 1. Oo thlak you b.v. . fro.t d..I of lofloooc, oox lofloooc, v.ry littl. lifluooc. ot oo lofloooc. oo 0>.
decisions eoDcmlng tarO'

Crsst t>ssl Some Very Llttls Hons

2. Do you think EXPO 82 Involves s eoofUct becueea the interests of business and ths Interssts of the
publir as s whole?

3. Do you think EIPO 82 Hrrolves a conflict between local governasnt and the Interests of the public as a whoie
yes *0 *
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Up uBCll aov vh«c h«v« you dOM to ucpros* your eplaloo* 00 roc 92^ (elrcl* tho«« lodlcatcd by rctoondeot
M you road cncmJ Uavc you . . .

a) dlacuaacd f«cilnt> vlth family or frlaada

b) talJLad vich acraaicra co cooTlact than of your Tlav

c) atccaded a public aaaciat 00 EXPO

d) coDCacced a govaramaBt official by laccer or pboaa

a) airoad a patleiea

f) aollclcad auppert from tba bualataa coaauaity

g) dooacad aeaay to aa ergaaizatloa

b) ▼oliascaarad tima to aa ergaaliatloe

1) vrltcca a Ittttr to a aawapapcr or macarioa

J) aaythlag alaa (apeclfy)

j—®Jlra you a mcabar of aay groupa, cluba, or reltBtary aaaociatloaa that have takaa a ataad od EXPO 91?

IriT

b) Could you glva ma tbalr aamaa aad chair ataod?

1) Pro Con

2) Pro Ceo

3) Pro Con

4) Pre Con

5) Pro Con

6. Oadcr what coadlcioaj, if any, vlll tl70 ataka you leava tlila araa?

7. Ara you io favor of a rafaraodum concaralog Kaoavllla aa a alta for EXPO 82?

Taa NO DE/KR

8. If a rafaraodua ware bald today eoneamlag Enorvillc aa the alta for EXPO 82 would you:

a) vote la auoport of Xoorvilla aa the EJTO 82 alta, or

b) vote ajaiaat Kooxvllla aa tba EXPO 82 altc, or

c) would you net vote?

9. Do you tbl&k ^raferaadm will ba held eoncerr.lat Roorvllla aa the alte for EXPO 82^

Taa do DK/m

10. Ara you in favor of a rafarendum coocamlos dry funding for EIPO 92?

' Taa bo 0I7NR

11. If a rafarrndw vara bald today coocaraiiit city fuadlat for E2PC 82 would you:

a) voea in aupporc of city fuadlng for ECO 82. or

b) vote agalnat city fuadlng for E70*C 82, or

c) would you not vota?

12. Do you chink a raferandva will be bald concaming city fundlni for EXPO 82?

Taa lk> DK/KR

13. If it were «rp to you alena, ve\ild you allow QPO 82 to ba bald in taorville?

Taa NO DK NX

14. Do you think QCPO 82 vUl happen?

Taa No OX NX

To eoneluda tbla Interview I'd like to aak you a fvw quaationa about yourstlf.

III. 1. low many yaara have you lived io the Eaoxrllla area?

2. Ara you buying or ranting your raaldanca?

Rant

3. Do you own (any ether) property In the city or ce\mcy?

Taa No NX
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4, What 1* 70ur Mrluil tcacuj? (do set riad chelcta)

•Arrlcd tingia dlvorcad acparacad vldwad ethar <aptcif7)

3. Ho« BtBy dapaadcse chi-ldrao do you have and what art thalr atai''

6. Are you curraotly «ipley«d, unaaployed, raclrcd, or othar?

aaployad xnanplovad raclrad othar (apaclfy)

7. Wbara do you work?

6. What it your occtipatioa?

9. (If narrlad). la your apouaa oployad?

yaa no NR

10. Wbara dota (he/aha) work?

11. What la (hla/har) occupation?

12. What ia tSa bl|haac laval of aducatioc you hava acfaicvad?

Bona

grada 1 2 3 9 5 6 7 6

trada, induacrial, or bualiMaa achool

aema collage

collage graduaca

poat graduate acudlaa

othar (apaclfy)

13. What year ware you bom?

Ctepina In tind that tha aurvee la coofIdentlal. approaiaatelT what waa your total faally
bafora taxes'' ?Iaaac refer to the back of the card, Ronar Svccral IV.

:) bel-v fl.fCC 9) SIO.300-15,000 8) 530.000-35,000
2) S3,500-6!500 5) 515,000-20,000 9) S35.XO-40.000
3) 56,500-10,XO 6) S20,XO-25,OX 10) eeer 540,OX

7) 525,000-30,000 11) RA

15. aie there any queatloa* or coonanti that you have concamiag the aurvay?

Slpce tbe laauaa wa talked about today arc Inportaot to Kaoicvlllt wa hope to cootloua to gat-har Inforaatioo
concerning tiese Isauea. '•'Ith thla 1b nlod would you conaldar being locludad In tha next latervlaw to occur
not aooaer than a year fron nw.

" t.. aprraclate your participation In this ongoing projact. In order to contact you again
I  next year wa need to obtain your aasa, addraaa, asd phone ncnbar.

Iddraaa

Phone

—► Would you Ilka a copy of tha reaulta of thla clry-wldt aurvay'
SO

I if (Record aat and nailing addraaa m atparata ahaat on back of clipboard.)
Thank you vary auch for your tlaa and participation.

To tha Iccarvlawar:

Sax: M F

lUca: 'W I Other

Kama of IntarvlewaT:

Data of Intar/law:
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A Survey of Cormunty Issue:

Pirst. I'd like to ask you a few questions aOcut your feeMngs t0wa'"0 ou'* corrrumty.

I. 1, I'm goirg to read to you a number of services whic^ are ava'^able most cities.

you are Very Satisfied, Satisfied, Neutral, Dissatisfied, or Very Dissatisfied witn
The first service is

Very
Sati s f1ed Satisfied Neutra^

I'd like ycu to teii me
ch service In rnci,'^

) Pire Protection 1 2 3 5

b) Telepnone Service 1 2 3 5

c) Zoning Laws 1 2 3 t

d) Availability of Housing 1 2 3 c

el Streets and Highways 1 2 3 5

f) Police Protection 1 2 3

g) City Government 1 2 3

h) Cultural Attractions 1 3 S

1) City Parks/Playgrounds 1 3 5

J) School System 1 3 5

k) City Recreational Facilities 1 3 5

1) Public Transportation 1 3 S

Do you think your cUy government gives you your money's WCr h in services? Yes No Dr/SD

Very

Qissati:*

3. Do you think your city government Is responsive to people like you? Tes No Of/NR

a) Do you think that voting 1s the only way you have any say about the way the
or are there lets of ways?

Some Mays Voting Only Way

governrert rij«i3 things.

No May to Have a Say Re^used/hA

Other

b) Do you consider yourself a Democrat, a Republican or m Independent?

Democrat Republican Independent Dk/NR

c) Oc you consider yourself a conservative, a moderate, or a liberal'

Conservative Moderate Liberal Ok/NR

Mhat best describes your general feelings about Knowllle as a place to live?

3 5

•Very Good Average Very Poor Tern Die

6. 9elow is a oicture of a ladder. Suppose we say that the too of the ladder represents the best possible 1i'e
for you ana that the bottom represents the worst possible H'e for you.

Hhere on the ladder do you think you will be ^ years from now?

Step Number

Where on ^he ladder would you say you stood S years aic'

Steo Number

Mngro 30 the ladder do you feel you personally stand at the
present time?

Step Number

n

9

e

7

e

s

Best opis'Cc LIfe

Worst Possible Life
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How do you ♦eel ibout your life as a whole'

7  6 5 4 3 Z ]
/  / / i ' L /

Del 1 gited Pleased Hostly Mi *ed Mostly Unnaocy Te-r' i>i e
Satisfied Dissatisfied

As I read eac*' of the following statements, please refc to Poman Numerial !_ and tell me whether you agree o-
disagree with it. for example . . .(read statement 6a) Do you: strongly disagree, disagree; siigrtly dis
agree; slighly agree; agree or strongly agree?

a) The most rewarding organizations a person can belong to are local clubs and associations rather than large'
nation-wide organirations.

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

b) Despite all the newpaper and TV cowe'age, national and international haopemngs rjrely see" as interest'ng
as events that occur right in the local comriunity in which one lives.

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

c) No doubt many newcomers to the cormunity are capable people; but when it comes to choosing a person ♦or a
responsible position in the conmurity, I prefer a man whose family is well established m the comrumt/.

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

dl Big cities may have their place but the local ccr-unity is the bacitbone of America.

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

e) I have greater respect for a man who is wel 1-established in his local comunity than a man who is widely
known in his field but who has no local roots.

Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree

One currert community issue concerns the proposed 15S? Inte'natiora' Energy Exocsition, EX®C SZ.

Here are some questions concerning EXPO 82 specifics. It's not expected that everyone will know all the
answers so for those you don't know, give your best estimate.

a) How long will EXPO 82 last?

b) Where will the EXPO site be located? (ask for specifics)

W  R

c) Would you say that Mayor Randy Tyree is a supporter, i$ neutral, or is an opponent of EXPO?

Supporter Neutral Opponent Dk/SP

d) Has the City of Knoxville appropriated funds for EXPO?

Yes No Dk/NR

e) Has the State of Tennessee appropriated funds for EXPO'

Yes No Dk/NR

f) Has the Federal government approoriated funds for EXPO?

Yes No Dk/NR

Now I 'm going to read a Question with several alternative answers. Please choose the best answer.

g) Who is in charge of buying the land for the EXPO site? It is . .
1) Private businesses and developers

2) Knoxwille Corriunity Development Corporation (kCDC)

3} State of Tennessee

4) Knoxville International Energy Exposition Corporation (klEE)

5) City of knoxvi11e

61 Citizens for a Better knoxville
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h) Whc will the EXPO site' Will it be . . .

1) Private businesses md deveiorers

2) r.nonville Community Development Corporation (KCDC)

3) State of Tennessee

4) Knoxville International Energy Exposition Corporation (XIEE)

5) City of Knoxvi11e

6) Citizens for a Better Knoxville

10. Ho" important to you is EXPO and the controversy surrounding it?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

_L / L L L L
Extremely Very Important Neutrat Unimportant Very Extreme^
Important Important Unimportart Unimportant

11- When you «ant to know something about EXPO 82. what sources of information do you rely on?

1st Source

2nd Source

3rd Source

12, Do you think that the pufcMcity about EXPO has been good for Knoxville?

Yes No OK/NP,

13, Now I'd like to ask you some questions about the potential results of EXPO. Oo you think EXPO has been good O'
bad for Knoxville so fa£? (Place a "1" over the selection.) What would your answer have beer a year ago? (^'a:e
a  over selection,)'

"7~_ ~7~ ~7~ ~7~ ~~r~
Very icod iomewhtft Good Mixed Somewhat Bad Very Bad

14, In the long run, do you think EXPO will be good or bad for Knoxville? (Place a '1" ove' selection,) What would
your answer have been a year ago' (Place a "2" over selection.)

zzz zzz zzz HZ ~i~
Very Good Somewhat Good Mixed Somewiat Bad Very Bad

15, Ir. your opi'-ion what benefits will EXPQ bring about before and durinq the exposition?

16. What benefits will EXPQ bring about after the exposition?

In ypur opinion what problems will EXPO cause before and during the exposition?

What problem will EXPO cause after the exposition?

19. Which are most inportant: ' Short term or intnediite results of EXPO.

2  Long term results of EXPO.

(3) Both are equally important.

(4) OK/NR

20. If the decision were made this week to cancel EXPO 82. how satisfied would you be with the decision?

1  2 3 4 5 6 7

/  . t /., / , / L , / ,
rxtreme''y Very Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very Extreme i y
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied

K

21 . hqw much change dc you think will occur as a result of EXPO?

A Lot Some A Little None DK/SR
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Z2. Neit, I'd like to ask you some questions about cor^unity change and fXPC. [JPC cones to KnouviMe a nurbe' o*
changes could occur. Referring to Roman humeral II.please tell me wnetner or not t^is change has occurred. If it
has not, tell me how likely it is to occur, and if it has happened, how acoerent is it?

A1ready
Happeni ng

a) Downtown revitalization
b) Bigger city atmosphere
c) Increased traffic congestion

d) More public entertainment
e) More stores and shopping areas
f) Increased business

g) Increased noise
h) Increased tourism
i) More and better jobs

2  1

2  1

2  1

j) Increase in undesiraole people
k) Housing shortages
1) Increased land values

2  1

2  1

2  1

w) Increased crime
n) Improved mass transit
o) State, national & inter

national recognition of town

p) Increased taxes
q) Increase in visitors from

foreign countries
r) Parking problems

s) Increase in city size
t) Downtown parks
u) Important energy capital

v) Improved community spirit
w) Ai r pol^ ut ion

As 1 read each item please refer to Roma
Answer if it does describe tMs cha

change is Downtown revitalizatipn. Do
ycj' (yyes. r.T.c, ?*can't decide) Is
Is it an advantage to the city as a who

hum

e. n

u be

1  III and tell me whether each phrase describ
f it does not, and unsure if you can't decide
ve this potential change is of some personal

th

Th

van

ersonal

Ivantaqe

2A. When it comes to corrunity change, which st

A. The only way to make things bet
B. A few bad ideas come along, but
C. Most changes are for the worse,
D. Changing things just makes prob

an Important issue to you' Is it risky or potential!

Personally
Important

Risky or

Haza'dous

a) Downtnw- revitalization Y  N Y N 7 Y N 7 Y  N ?

b: Biggrr city atmosphere Y  N ? Y N 7 Y N 7 Y  H ?

c) Increased traffic congestion Y  N
•

Y N 1 Y N ? Y  K '

d) More publ ic entertainment Y  N 7 Y N 7 Y H 7 Y  N ?

el More stores and shopping areas Y  N ? Y K 7 Y N 7 Y  N ?

f) Increased business Y  H 7 Y H 7 Y 7 Y  H ■>

q* Increased noise Y  N ? Y 7 Y 1 Y  N ?

h) Increased tourism Y  H 7 Y 7 Y H 7 Y  S '

i) More and better jobs Y  N ? Y 7 Y H Y  N ?

,1) Increase in undesirable people Y  N 7 Y H 7 Y 7 Y  V ?

k) Housing shortages Y  N ? Y h ? V 7 Y  H ?

1 ) Increased land values Y  N 7 Y 7 Y ? Y  K ■»

m) Increased crime Y  H 7 Y 7 Y 7 Y  H ?

h) Improved mass transit Y  N 7 Y 7 Y H 7 Y  H ?
o) State, national and inter-

national recognition of town Y  H 7 Y 7 Y 7 Y  N ?

pi Increased taxes Y  N 7 Y 7 Y H 7 Y  M ?

q) Increase in visitors from
foreign countries Y  N ? Y H ? Y H ? Y  N ?

r) Parking problems Y  H ? Y 7 Y 7 Y  N ?

si Increase In city size Y  N 7 Y 7 Y 7 Y  N ?
t; Downtown parks Y  N ? Y H ? Y 7 Y  N ?

u) Important energy capital Y  H ? Y N 7 Y H ? Y  N ?

V) Iffibroved conmunity spirit Y  N ? Y 7 Y N 7 Y  N ?
Ai r pol1ut i on Y  N 7 Y N 7 Y N 7 Y  N ?

hang? I nam
'-St possit'e

age or bene'i
lazardous to you?

tement best describes your feeling?
r is to change them,

most changes are for the better,
ven though a few good ideas do come along. ,
ms worse.
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25. When it comes to trying new things in general, are you:

A. One of the first to try something new.

B, Willing to try sometning as soon as a few friends nave.

C. Willing to try something only after its proved popular by a majority.

0. One o' the very last to try new things out.

1. Now I would like to ask you a few questions concerning your opinion of EXPO. Oc you think you have a g'-eat deal
of influence, some influence, very little influence or no influence on the decisions cone*-ning EXPO''

Great Deal Some Very Little None

2. Oo you think EXPO 82 involves a conflict between the interests of business and the interests of the publ ic as
a whole?

Yes No OK/NR

3. Do you think EXPO 82 involves a conflict between local government and the interests of the public as a who'e?

Yes No D^/NR

4. What percentage of Knoxville residents would you say supports, opposes, and is undecided about ExpQ Be?

Supports . Opposes . Is Undecided

5. How much change will come about in Knoxville as a result of EXPO 92?

A lot Some Very Little None

6_ Have you or your immediate family directly benefited from EXPO' for example by selling land or bei'-g er.p'.oyed
in an EXPO related position?

Yes No OK/NR
If yes. how' ̂

7. Have you or your inmediate family Suffered direct inconveniences as a result of EXPO? for example by bc^ng
evicted from a home or business?

Yes No DK/NR
If yes, how? •

8. a) Are you in favor of a referendum concerning knoxville a_s a site for EXPO 82?

Yes No DK/NR

b) If a referendum were held today concerning Knoxville 8_s a s^te for EXPO 92. would you:

1. vote in support of Knoxville as the EXPO 8? site, or

2. vote against r.noxville as the EXPO 82 site, or

3. would you not vote?

c) Do you think a referendum will be held concerning KnoxviHe a^ site for EXPO 82'

Yes No OK/NR

d) Are you in favor of a referendum concerning city funding for EXPO 82?

Yes No DK/NR

e) If a referendum were held today concerning city funding for EXPO 82, would yow:

1. vote in support of city funding for EXPO 82. or

2. vote aqalnst city funding for EXPO 82. or

3. would you not vote?

f) Do you think a referendum will be held concerning ci ty funding 'or EXPO 82?

Yes No Dk/NP

9. How important is the referendum issue in determining your present feelings about EXPC? (Place a over the
selection.) What would your answer have been one year ago? (Place a "2" over the selection.)

~7~ . ~T ^ in zll. izi m T-
Very Important Somewhat Neutral Somew'^at Unimportant VC/

Important Important Un'mportant Urimcortant

10. If it were up to you alone, would you allow EXPO 82 to be held in Knoxville? (Place a "1" over the selection.)
What would your answer have been one year ago? (Place a "2" over the selection.)

Definitely Yes Prooab'ly tes Undecided Proba''bly No Definitely No
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-6-

11. Under what conditions. If «ny. will make you leave th^s area'

12. Do you think EXPO 82 will happen?

res Ho DK/riR

13. If EXPO 82 does occur, how likely are you to attend?

6  4 3 2 1
/  L L ^ ■

Very Likely Likely Perhaps Unlikely Very Umikeiy
(Unsure)

1 . To conclude this interview I'd like to ask you a few questions aoout yourself. How mary years have you 'ived
in the Knoxville area?

2  Are you buying or renting your residence? (Vn Rent

3. Do you own (any other) property in the city or county? Yes No Ok/N?

4. How long do you plan to live in knoxville? (Years)

5. What is your marital status? (do not read choices)

Harried Single Divorced Separated Widowed Oti'erJSpeci

6. How many dependent children do you have and what are their ages?

Are you currently employed, unemployed, retired, or other?

Employed Unemployed Retired Other (Speci'y)

Uhat is your occupation?

9. (If married), is your spouse employed?

Yes No NR

10. What is (his/her) occupation? ______

11. What is the highest level of education you have achieved'

None

(Srade 1 2 3 4 5 6

Trade, industrial, or business school

Some college College graduate

Post graduate studies

Other (specify)

12. What year were you born?

13. keeping in mind that the survey is confidential, approximate'y what was your total family income
taxes? Please refer to the back of the card, Rotnan Numeral iv.

1) below $3,500 4) $10,000 ■ $15,000 7) $?5.0C0 - $3C.3:0 IC) ove- $4:.'
2) $3,50C • $6,500 5) $15,000 • $20,000 8) $30.j0: • $35,000 11) RA
3) $6,500 - $10,000 6) $20,000 - $25,000 9) $35,000 - $40,000

14. Did you participate In pur survey last year?

Yes ' No OK

15. Are there any questions or comments that you have concerning the survey?

Since the issues we talked about today are important to Knoxville we hope to continue to gather inforr\atic' co^cerr'
these issues. With this in mind would you consider being Included in the next interview to occur not s?;^er t^ar a
year f«-om now? (Record name, address and phone number on separate sheet.)

TO THE INTERVIEWER:

Sex: M

Race: W

Na":e of Interviewer:

Date of Interview:

Census Tract No.:

Block Number;
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Table E-1

Correlation Matrix of Items Measuring
Cosmopolitanism

A* B C  D

B .245

C .353 .318

D .346 .293 .40

E .346 .445 .427 .384

*A = "The most rewarding clubs are local clubs."

B = "Local events are the most interesting events."

C = "Local people are the best people."

D = "The local community is the backbone of America."

E = "I have greatest respect for the local man."

Note: All coefficients are significant at £ < .01.
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Table E-2

Means, Standard Deviations and Ranges for Independent Variables
Used in the Prediction of Support for the Exposition

Variable Mean Standard Deviation Range

Decision participation 3.76 1.63 4

Attitude toward community
change 1.85 .73 4

Attitude toward general
change 1.99 .97 4

Cosmopolitani sm .32 3.44 5

Level of education 12.44 2.62 15

Perceived influence in

Expo decisions 3.58 .67 3

Risk of business development 1.47 .53 2

Risk of social disruptions 2.41 .47 2

Observability of business
development 1.43 .52 3

Observability of social
disruptions 1.84 .60 3

Personal advantage of
business development 2.18 .58 2

Personal advantage of
social disruptions 2.85 .33 2

General advantage of
business development 1.42 .43 2

General advantage of
social disruptions 2.85 .29 2

Note: Means and standard deviation are based on a sample of 238.
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Table E-3

Loadings of Social Impacts on Factors of Personal Advantage

Variable

Business Development
Personal Advantage

Social Disruption
Personal Advantage

Downtown revitalization .362 -.046

Bigger city atmosphere .395 .000

More public entertainment .595 .074

More stores .566 .100

Increased business .352 .022

Increased tourism .312 .010

More and better jobs .503 -.008

Improved mass transit .636 -.004

Recognition of the town .260 .167

Increase in foreign visitors .254 .258

Increased city size .350 .206

Downtown parks .572 .152

Creation of energy capital .259 .105

Improved community spirit .489 .000

Increased traffic congestion .037 .447

Increased noise .066 .353

Increase in undesirables .127 .578

Housing shortages .101 .464

Increased crime .078 .848

Increased taxes .029 .637

Parking problems .071 .711

Air pollution -.029 .553

Increased land value* .071 .111

■Item deleted to increase reliability.
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Table E-4

Loadings of Social Impacts on Factors of Risk

Variable

Business Development
Risk

Social Disruption
Risk

Downtown revitalization .418 .074

Bigger city atmosphere .208 .187

More entertainment .718 .082

More stores .785 .031

Increased business .691 -.018

Increased tourism .422 .289

More and better jobs .705 -.172

Increased land values .419 .085

Improved mass transit .611 -.168

Recognition of the city .659 .053

Increased foreign visitors .412 .216

Downtown parks .536 .091

Creation of an energy capital .414 .106

Improved community spirit .378 -.166

Increased traffic congestion .002 .568

Increased noise .077 .581

Increase in undesirables -.134 .588

Housing shortages .257 .280

Increased crime -.195 .702

Increased taxes .124 .410

Parking problems .140 .542

Increased city size .274 .341

Air pollution -.018 .445
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Table E-5

Loadings of Social Impacts on Factors of General Advantage

Variable

Business Development
General Advantage

Social Disruptions
General Advantage

Downtown revitalization .15 .117

Bigger city atmosphere .646 -.037

More entertainment .171 -.109

More stores .268 -.001

Increased business .121 _.258

Increased tourism .587 -.108

Increased land values .421 -.156

Improved mass transit .121 -.020

Recognition of the town .347 .029

Increased foreign visitors .711 -.056

Increased city size .763 .015

Downtown parks .236 -.001

Creation of energy capital .557 -.004

Improved community spirit .418 .007

Increased traffic congestion .191 .445

Increased noise .112 .744

More and better jobs .169 .268

Increase in undesirables -.154 .758

Housing shortages -.105 .380

Increased crime -.091 .830

Parking problems -.007 .415

Air pollution -.024 .474

Increased taxes* .439 .319

•Item deleted to increase reliability
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Table E-6

Loadings of Social Impacts on Factors of Observability

Variable

Business Development
Observabi1i ty

Social Disruptions
Observabi1ity

Big city atmosphere .459 .142

More entertainment .543 .067

More stores .413 .300

Increased business .418 .262

Increased tourism .486 .193

More and better jobs .297 .029

Increase in undesirables .581 .301

Increased foreign visitors .297 .296

Downtown parks .278 .144

Improved community spirit .151 .059

Increased traffic congestion -.008 .326

Increased noise .302 .445

Housing shortages .252 .529

Increased land values .338 .557

Increased crime .293 .581

Improved mass transit .074 .133

Recognition of the town -.128 .230

Increased taxes .113 .605

Parking problems .035 .517

Increased city size .305 .365

Creation of energy capital .102 .209

Air pollution .117 .601

Downtown revitalization* -.007 .124

*Item deleted to increase reliability
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