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ABSTRACT 

Preliminary results of a survey of public attitudes 
toward a proposed nuclear pouer plant facility at Hartsville, 
Tennessee are summarized in this report. This study was 
conducted by researchers from the Social Impact Assessment 
Group of the Oak Ridge National Laboratory's Energy Division, 
and was sponsored by the Division of Biomedical and Environ-
mental Research (DBER) of the United States Energy Research 
and Development Administration (ERDA). The purpose of the 
study was to aid in developing better methods for understanding 
the social consequences of energy facility development. 

This report is based on data obtained in interviews with 
350 randomly selected respondents administered in Trousdale 
County, Tennessee during February 1975. 

To understand the potential social impact of a large 
nuclear power plant complex on a rural community, it is 
necessary to know: 1) the orientation of the present resi-
dents to their community, 2) the changes they anticipate 
accompanying construction and operation of the plant, and 
3) how the residents evaluate the changes which may be 
brought about. 

Residents of Trousdale County and the City of Hartsville, 
Tennessee evaluate their community in its present condition 
as basically a very nice place to live, but lacking in 
recreational and entertainment facilities. Some people would 
prefer to have more jobs available in the area, and there wta&ts. 
some complaints about lack cf housing. However, the people 
who live in the community have few complaints about it. 

Aspects of community life which the people find most 
attractive are related to the "small town" character of the 
locale. The social ties in the area are very close. Most 
people now living in the Trousdale County area have lived 
there for at least ten years if not longer. In short, the 
people presently residing in the area are living there 
because they like it, not because they are forced to stay 
there for employment or other reasons. Hartsville area 
residents tend to feel that their homes and neighborhoods 
are friendly, stable places with primarily familiar people 
living nearby. Neighborhoods are seen as good places to 
live and raise children. 
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Among the things which the residents would change, 
given the opportunity, would be to develop better facilities 
for recreation and leisure time activities. All age groups 
expressed a general dissatisfaction with the lack of such 
facilities in the area. 

Against this background, citizens' reactions to poten-
tial social changes which might be brought about by con-
structing the nuclear power plant can be put into perspective. 

Roughly 65% of the respondents favor building the 
plant; 25% oppose building it; and 10% are undecided. With 
some minor variations, there appears to be little difference 
in the personal backgrounds of the opponents or supporters 
of the facility. The strongest supporters tend to be involved 
in business and labor occupations. Farmers were the only 
occupational grouping where a small majority opposed the 
facility. The most adamant opponents tended to be women. 
However, no differences between supporters or opponents 
emerged from other background indicators such as formal 
education, age, and length of residence in the area. 

Support for the plant appears to be most closely asso-
ciated with the expectation that positive economic benefits 
will come to the community as a result of the plant being 
built. Supporters consistently emphasize the belief that: 
(1) economic growth is good for the area and (2) the plant 
is very likely to be a major catalyst for producing such 
growth. Supporters recognize that there may be some dis-
ruption in the community resulting from construction activi-
ties. However, such potential difficulties appear not to 
have been perceived as significant enough to convert these 
people to an opposing position. 

Opponents of the plant also tend to feel that economic 
growth and development are desirable for the community. 
However, the opponents' thinking appears to be dominated 
by concerns about radiation and the potential for accidents 
at the facility. Opponents also tend to view the possibility 
of community disruption as an undesirable result of plant 
construction. However, the major concern which distinguishes 
opponents and proponents are the expressed concerns about 
potential nuclear accidents. 



CHAPTER I 

THE STUDY OF SOCIAL IMPACTS 

1. l Introduction and Overview 

This report summarizes the results from a survey of public attitudes 

toward a proposed nucloar power plant facility at Hartsville, Tennessee. 

The study, conducted by researchers from the Social Impact Assessment 

Group in the Regional and Urban Studies Department of the Oak Ridge 

National Laboratory's Energy Division, was sponsored by the Division of 

Biomedical and Environmental Research (DBER) of the United States Energy 

Research and Development Administration (ERDA). The purpose of the study 

was to aid in developing better methods for understanding the social con-

sequences of energy facility development. As such, the survey is part of 

a broadly based research effort involving other laboratories and many 

other energy facility sites in the United States. The long-term goals of 

the study are to produce an empirically validated theory that can be 

used to anticipate social impacts, and to develop methods for ameliorating 

adverse social impacts. 

Throughout this report, it is important for the reader to realize 

that, despite the research team's long-term goal, the work described 

herein must be understood as basic research. Such research requires 

objectivity and neutrality. In the cloister of the laboratory these 

requirements can be met. However, when studying actual cases, partic-

ularly situations charged with controversy, it is extremely difficult to 

be neutral and objective. Nevertheless, investigators in this study 

have made every attempt to remain neutral in the conduct of this 

research undertaking. 
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When the study at Hartsville was conceived, the principal investigators 

had neither the intention nor desire to become directly involved in the 

issues of the formal licensing proceedings. Howevei1, because of the 

substantial amount of attention this study attracted from the public, 

the media, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), public officials, 

the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), and intervenors, this report has 

been prepared for release prior to the licensing hearings. This document 

is intended to convey preliminary findings from one portion of a compre-

hensive study of potential social impacts of the Hartsville project. This 

reports presents results of a public attitude survey administered to a 

random sample of Hartsviile and Trousdale County residents early in 1975. 

The reader should be aware that due to the pressures of time, some 

material may not be treated as fully as either the authors or the reader 

would like. Additional opportunities will be provided by the researchers 

for parties to the licensing proceedings to ask questions in as much 

detail as they desire. Similar opportunities will also be available to 

the media and to those members of the. public who may desire further 

clarification of some points. 

Additional and more detailed analysis of the survey and other portions 

of the research will be published throughout the spring and summer of 1975. 

Additional reports in the series will include: 

1) Estimates of the Number of Construction Workers Who May Move 
to the Impacted Area 

2) Estimates of Planned and Available Housing in the Impacted Area 

3) Projected Impact of the Hartsville Nuclear Station on Public 
Finances in the Impacted Area 

4) Land-Use Regulation and Controlling Social Impacts in the 
Hartsville Area 



3 

5) An Integrated Assessment of Potential Social Impacts at the 
Hartsville Nuclear Power Station 

i.2 Development of Social Impact Assessment Analysis 

With the passage of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in 

1969, electric utility companies operating with public fundr have been required 

to make prior assessments of the probable environmental impacts which might 

result from construction and operation of generating plants. All companies 

building nuclear power plants have been required to prepare Environmental 

Reports. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission must then supervise preparation 

of detailed Environmental Impact Statements. Analysis done in the impact 

statements may then become the basis for ameliorating undesirable social 

and environmental impacts. Since the first impact statements were pre-

pared in the early 1970s, requirements for analytical sophistication have 

increased dramatically.^ 

An emerging area of concern in the preparation of impact statements 

has been the effects of large-scale construction projects on people living 

near the site, A number of research efforts conducted in the past three 

to five years have attempted to describe social impacts that are related 

to power plant construction, dam building, strip mining in the western 
2 

United States, as well as other large-scale projects. 

There are likely to be a wide range of social impacts appearing at any 

given site. The research team has organized this range of possible conse-

quences under seven major substantive headings: 

1) Governmental Services and Public Finance 

2) Local Economic Impacts 

3) Land Use and Land-Use Management 
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4) Sociological and Psychological Impacts 

5) Impacts on Human Activity Patterns 

6) Aesthetics and Recreation 

7) Medical and Safety. 

At present, the assessment of some categories of social impacts can 

be accomplished more readily than others. Substantial analysis has been 

done on some subjects, while others have been given less attention. For 

example, assessment of economic impacts related to construction and operation 

of power plant facilities has been given considerable study. On the other 

hand, sociological and psychological impacts have been given a much more 

limited examination. Thus, one of the principle objectives of the Social 

Impact Assessment Group is to enhance the scientific capability for conduct-

ing these latter types of assessments. 

In this effort, two complementary lines of research are being undertaken. 

First is the collation and reorganisation of existing research relevant to 

social impact problems. Current research literature is used to develop 

questions which should be examined in applied field studies. The second step 

is to test the propositions developed in the laboratory or the research 

literature in actual situations. The study on which the report is based 

represents such an endeavor. 

Ultimately, reports on all of the seven subject areas listed above will 

be prepared for the Hartsville case. As noted earlier, future work by the 

Social Impact Assessment Group will be directed at trying to develop inte-

grated social impact assessment procedures and trying to develop an integrated 

theory of social impacts. However, the initial study in the series will 

concentrate on sociological and psychological factors. 
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1.3 The Utility of Survey Research in Social Impact Assessment 

Included in the information needed to make a sociological or psycholog-

ical impact assessment are the attitudes or orientations of the people who 

are likely to be involved. It is necessary to know how these people may 

react to changes in their community's physical surrounding's or to changes 

in social structure in order to make an assessment. People's reactions 

depend to a large extent on their beliefs, attitudes, and values. Thus, 

the social impact, assessor needs systematic data on the relevant beliefs, 

attitudes, and values of the population most likely to be affected, as 

well as information about possible changes in the physical environment 

and the social structure. 

Survey research is one of the most cost effective ways of obtaining a 

large amount of information about the attitudes of a large number of people 

in a short period of time. Survey research involves developing a series of 

questions designed to solicit pertinent information from a systematically 

selected sample of respondents. 

Survey interviewing has the distinct advantage of allowing individuals 

to directly express their own views on specific questions rather than relying 

on the reports or interpretations of outside observers. Obtaining information 

directly from the people affected can be particularly critical where the same 

external events can be evaluated differently by different people. For example, 

"industrial development" might be viewed as "good" by one segment of the 

population, but as "bad" by another. Through survey reseach, the analyst 

obtains data on the direct feelings of people, rather than ideas filtered 

through others who may tend to impart their own values to their interpreta-

tions . 
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In this same light, another significant advantage of survey studies Is 

that the information provided by respondents is anonymous and strictly confi-

dential. Respondents may express their views on subjects without fear that 

any controversial or unpopular remarks will bo attributed to them. In this 

study there is no way for the analysts or anyone else to identify specific 

responses with any individual interviewee. Also, the information obtained 

in the survey is merged to yield an overall distribution of answers to 

specific questions. Thus, remarks or answers by individuals do not appear 

anywhere in the study. 

Another significant advantage of survey research is that by sampling 

a small segment of a given population, it is possible to give approximate 

estimates of the overall orientation of the total population. Of course, 

this is true only if the sample of respondents is drawn in a truly random 

manner. If the sampling procedure is systematically biased, then the results 

of the survey are also systematically biased or simply invalid. 

The technique of inferring the opinions of a large group of people from 

a smaller, scientifically drawn sample has been refined over the years by such 

research organizations as the Institute for Social Research at the University 

of Michigan and the National Opinion Research Center in Chicago. George 

Gallup, Elmo Roper, and a host of other private and public opinion organi-

zations have also been involved in developing the science of survey 

research.^ 

Unfortunately, there is a general lack of public confidence in data 

produced by survey research techniques. In many cases this is justified 

since a large number of studies which the public sees are based on poor 

sampling procedures, inadequate questionnaires, or other shortcomings which 
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destroy the accuracy of the results.^ The data on which this report is 

based were obtained by using rigorous scientific procedures. Accuracy 

of the results in this study has been dependent on strict adherence to 

the most careful guidelines for conducting survey studies. A detailed 

description of the methodology is given in Appendix A of this report. 

For dichotomous responses (responses to questions where there are only 

two possible answers), the survey results reported should generally be inter-

preted as b»ing accurate within a range of plus or minus five percent. That 

is, if all of the adult residents of Trousdale County had been asked the 

question, there is a 95% probability that the percentage of people responding 

to that question in a given way would be within five percent of the result 
/ 

shown in this study. 

1.4 History of the Project 

The Hartsville Attitude Survey is part of a larger effort of the-S&cial 

Impact Assessment Group at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory directed toward 

three goals: 

1) Delineation of impacts associated with construction of energy 
generating facilities on surrounding communities; 

2) Development of a general set of methods for assessing such impacts; 
and, 

3) Development of strategies for ameliorating undesirable impacts 
in the future. 

Since mid-1974, the Assessment Team has studied social impacts at three 

power plant sites. These case studies involved examination of a range of 

localized changes which occurred due to the presence of the plant. Researchers 

also talked with plant officials and political and civic leaders about the 

way construction (and in one case, operation) of nuclear power plants have 

affected neighboring communities. Sites visited include: 
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1) The Oconee Nuclear Station run by Duke Power Company near 
Seneca, South Carolina; 

2) Sequoyah Nuclear Plant, presently under construction by TVA, 
near Soddy-Daisy and Chattanooga, Tennessee; 

,3) Watts Bar Nuclear Plant, presently under construction by TVA, 
near Spring City, Tennessee. 

In each case, community leaders were interviewed to determine how well 

the plants were received, and to discover what the impact of the work force 

on the community had been, particularly in the needs for community service 

generated by the influx of construction workers. Finally, officials were 

questioned about plans or actions which had been taken to alleviate these 

impacts. These discussions confirmed the view that to develop a valid 

methodology for the assessment of social impacts associated with construction 

and operation of power plants, cursory after-the-fact studies would not be 

adequate. What was required was a series of detailed studies of actual cases 

over a period of time, stretching from the announcement of the project, 

through the hearings, through construction, to the operating stage. Case 

studies were useful to highlight the types of problems which might arise at 

a site. However, they are of limited use for developing a predictive type 

of methodology. 

During the fall of 1974, a number of candidate sites were considered for 

a detailed long-term study. The Hartsville site was considered a prime study 

site. Thus, the research team visited the area to talk with a number of 

community leaders. These included the Honorable Ray F. Foley, County Judge of 

Trousdale County; the Honorable James Donaho, Mayor of Hartsville; Mr. Barry 

Taylor, local merchant and head of the Joint City-County Planning Commission; 

Mr. Chester Davis, owner of radio station WJKM and business leader; and Mrs. 

William Young, a leader of opposition to the plant. The primary objective of 
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the visit was to meet the public officials who might eventually be responsible 

for managing the local problems related to construction of the proposed plant, 

and to meet other members of the community who might play significant roles 

in any controversy over the plant. 

After weighing a number of factors, it was determined that Hartsville 

and Trousdale County would be the optimal choice for an extended study. 

Selection of Hartsville as a primary research site was influenced by the 

following factors. 

First, the licensing hearings process was underway, but a construction 

permit had not been issued. The public hearings on issuance of the construc-

tion permit are presently scheduled to begin in September 1975. This date 

provides ample time to do an in-depth attitude survey of the general public 

in the area before the September hearings. Another advantage of the 

Hartsville site is the proximity to the Oak Ridge National Laboratory. 

Hartsville is only a two and one-half hour drive from Oak Ridge, close 

enough to make numerous visits. Finally, the Hartsville-Trousdale County 

area is relatively unpopulated (91st of 95 Tennessee counties in population 

and rural). Furthermore, the population has not changed significantly in 

almost a century. Thus, it was assumed that if social impacts were going 

to emerge at any site, they would be more obvious at Hartsville than at an 

urban site. 

1.5 Development of the Survey Project 

During December 1974 and January 1975, a detailed survey instrument was 

developed. Contributors to this development included four social psychologists 

(2 Ph.D., 2 B.S.), a political sociologist (Ph.D), and two political scientists 
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(M. Phil., B.S). All but one of the contributors to this report have had 

extensive experience in survey research. 

This survey considered nine general topics: 

1. Residents' satisfaction with their homes, neighborhoods, and 
town or county; 

2. Satisfaction with services provided by the public and private 
sector; 

3. Patterns in the use of geographical sections of the community 
for various activities such as shopping, socializing, working 
and recreation. 

4. Residents' information about the nuclear power, and proposed 
plant; 

5. Sources of information about events in the town and the 
proposed plant, and the preceived reliability of these sources; 

6. Attitudes toward the proposed plant and toward TVA; 

7. Residents' perceived control over their current situation and 
their feelings regarding their past and future; 

8. Respondents' perceived likelihood of various outcomes that could 
accompany the plant and their desirability. 

9. Basic demographic information about respondents such as age., 
education, and occupation. 

Mayor Donaho, Judge Foley, and members of the Trousdale County Court 

and the Hartsville City Commission reviewed the proposed study at a 

meeting in Hartsville in late December 1974. The officials asked questions 

about the interview study in relation to the community and they were 

supplied with information about its intent, its administration, and its 

possible implications. 

On January 9, 1975, a member of the Social Impacts Research Group 

took up residence in Hartsville to direct the survey research field work. 

His first week and one-half was devoted to discussing the procedures 
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involved in the study with the public officials, particularly local law 

envorcement officers. At the same time, local interviewers were hired 

from the Hartsville area, and training sessions were conducted. 

On January 22, 1975, a public meeting was held to discuss the survey. 

This meeting had been announced several times on the local radio station 

and in the local newspaper during the preceding week. Few local people 

attended, but the meeting ard the proposed survey were reported in the 

Nashville Banner. As in other meetings, questions were answered about 

the reasoning behind the survey and the way it would be conducted. The 

survey itself was conducted between January 26 and February 15, 1975, 

Details of sample selection and administration of the survey are given 

in Appendix A. 

1.6 Plan of the Report 

Chapter I has dealt with the difficulties of conducting social impact 

analysis, the use of survey research for such analysis, and the methods and 

procedures followed in developing and administering the Hartsville survey. 

Chapter II discusses the orientation of Trousdale Countians to their 

community. The purpose of this section is to develop an understanding of 

the area residents' attitudes toward and perceptions of their community, 

as well as evaluations of the quality of life in their community. In par-

ticular, the goal is to determine what sorts of things the people in the 

area like about their community as it presently exists, and what they would 

like to change. 

Chapter III deals with the reactions of Trousdale Countians to the 

proposed plant and the expressed reasons for their reactions. In particular, 

the reasons for supporting or opposing the proposed plant are examined. 
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The final chapter summarizes the principal findings. For the more 

technically oriented reader, appendices have been provided where research 

methodology and analysis procedures are discussed in more detail. 

Technically inclined readers should remember that in this preliminary 

report the authors have deliberately attempted to avoid using sophisticated 

statistical analysis procedures. With only minor exceptions, the data in 

this report are presented as frequency distributions and contingency tables. 

It is hoped that this procedure will make the report more comprehensible to 

the nontechnical reader. 
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CHAPTER I I 

EVALUATION OF HARTSVILLE AS A PLACE TO LIVE 

2.1 Utilization of Attitudinal Indicators 

The purpose of conducting the study in the Hartsville-Trousdale 

County area was to gain information about the people in the community 

which would enable us to project some of the social and psychological 

changes that might occur if the power plant were built. A portion of 

this work involved gathering data on how satisfied present residents of 

Trousdale County are with the general state of their community, their 

neighborhoods, and their personal life-spaces. These data furnish a 

benchmark against which to assess future changes after construction of the 

plant, and a base from which to speculate about the likelihood of possible 

positive or negative social impacts. 

The major premise on which this research is based is that impacts on 

people are equally as important as plant-related environmental and 

ecological impacts. In this portion of the analysis the issue being 

addressed is how the pre jence of the plant and related activities are 

likely to affect present residents' satisfaction with their life in the 

community. To determine this, it is necessary to find out how satisfied 

they are with existing conditions and what things they would like to see 

changed. In this case, what is significant are people's own evaluations 

of various aspects of their community. These evaluations are assumed to 

be based on the attitudes, perceptions, and values of individual Trousdale 

Countians. 
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Attitudes and values are the principle subjects being examined in this 

analysis. An individual's values, perceptions, and attitudes shape what 

he or she calls "reality." Values are the constructs which influence 

how individuals will evaluate specific events or situations. People's 

attitudes, perceptions, and values have a profound influence over how 

they will act in various situations, over their mental and physical well 

being, and over how they interact within their communities.''' These indi-

cators are extremely important for determining a sizable portion of the 

social impact on any given community. The reasons for this can be 

briefly summarized as follows: 

1. For the average citizen, his or her own reaction to and evalua-

tion of various plant-related impacts are probably a good deal 

more important than many objective impact indicators such as 

per-capita income change or population increase. For example, 

an influx of construction workers to the community may mean 

nothing to a person if his residence and neighborhood are 

unaffected. Or, on the other hand, a person may feel very 

uncomfortable about a loss of privacy created by an influx of 

new people in his neighborhood, and this feeling may be 

directly related to the actual number of new people introduced 

into the community as a result of the plant construction. 

2. Attitudinal indicators may give researchers clues or guidelines 

for analyzing and evaluating the psychological and sociological 

consequences of more objectively measurable changes. For 

example, an increase in the percentage of people who leave 

Hartsville and move to a new community may be related to the 
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increased perception of the town as a crowded, unfriendly place to 

live. 

3. Even if social and psychological impacts existed only as 

individual experiences among community residents, it could 

still be argued that such impacts are quite important. For 

example, the option of moving to another town is not uniformly 

available to all segments of the population (e.g., senior 

citizens). Thus, it would still be a significant negative 

impact if a person's satisfaction with his neighborhood and 

community as a place to live decreased sharply with the plant's 

construction even though he did not move away. 

An important aspect of this study is gaining an understanding of 

resident's perceptions and evaluations of specific features of the commu-

nity. Such data provide a framework against which it is possible to 

evaluate changes or impacts which occur as a result of the plant's con-

struction. For example, among the aspects of the community which may be 

substantially disrupted by the presence of the plant are the traffic 

flow, community recreation areas, and the public school system. To 

estimate what these potential disruptions might mean to the individuals 

presently living in Hartsville and Trousdale County, it is necessary to 

obtain information on how the current residents value various aspects of 

their community, how they perceive their community changing if the plant 

is built, and how they evaluate these changes. 
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2.2 Evaluation of Hartsville as a Place to Live 

To gain an understanding of how people in Hartsville and Trousdale 

County evaluate their present circumstances, a number of specific questions 

were asked during the interview. These questions ranged from how respon-

dents felt about the community as a whole; how they liked their neighborhoods 

and homes; how they felt about the adequacy of specific facilities in the 

community; to how they evaluated existing community services. 

2.2.1 Satisfaction with the Community 

The general satisfaction residents of Hartsville and/or Trousdale 

County feel about their way of life is reflected in their responses to the 

question, "Overall, how do you feel about this town or county as a place to 

live?" Over 70% of the respondents rated their town or county as either an 

"excellent" or a "good" place to live, with 25% rating it as "average," and 

slightly over 3% rating it as "below average" or "poor." 

The evaluations of the Hartsville area can be compared to evaluation 

ratings gathered in other communities across the United States. Data 

obtained by the University of Michigan Survey Research Center in a study of 
2 

planned communities provide a basis for comparison. In general, Trousdale 

Countians tend to evaluate their community with roughly the same degree of 

positive affect as residents of such suburban communities as Norbeck and 

Crofton, Maryland, or Glenn Rock, New Jersey. Hartsville ratings were 

significantly lower than those from such nationally famous planned communities 

as Reston, Virginia; Columbia, Maryland; and Radburn, New Jersey. However, 

Hartsville residents gave their community a somewhat higher rating than 3 residents of Montpelier, Maryland, a community just outside Washington, D.C. 
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2.3 Reasons Given for General Attitudes Toward the Community 

Survey respondents were given a number of opportunities to explain their 

reasons for liking or disliking the Hartsville-Trousdale County area as a 

place to live. Both open-ended and closed-ended questions were asked. In 

the open-ended question, "How do you feel about Hartsville and Trousdale 

County as a place to live?," slightly more than 40% of the respondents empha-

sized the "friendly," "close-knit" aspects of their community, where "everyone 

knows each other" and "helps each other out." Slightly more than 20% cited 

the uncrowded, rural atmosphere of their community as a reason for their 

rating, while 12% declared that they "like everything" about their 

community and "wouldn't change a thing." 

There were a few people (4.2%) who said they did not like the town. 

Their reasons for this stressed things such as "Not enough recreational, 

cultural, or shopping facilities." Roughly 2.0% said the town was too small 

or slow-moving, while 1% said there were not enough good jobs. 

In another question, respondents were asked what they particularly 

liked and disliked about living in the Hartsvillu-Trousdale County area, and 

what their reasons were for their view. Here the positive responses again 

reflect the residents' general satisfaction with their community. Roughly 

40% of the respondents cited the friendliness of the people and the closeness 

of the community as what they particularly liked, while 21.4% again mentioned 

their preference for the rural, uncrowded, small-town atmosphere of their 

community. Another group (28.2%) of the respondents explained their positive 

feelings for the community through such responses as "I like it here" and 

"It's my home." Other responses included implied personal satisfaction 



20 

through time spent in Hartsville, such as "I've lived here all my life" and 

the quiet and peacefulness of the area. 

In answering the question, "What do you particularly dislike about 

living here and why," the respondents once more revealed their satisfaction 

with their present way of life. Forty eight percent of the respondents 

replied that "they had no dislikes" and "liked everything about Hartsville." 

Only 9% of the respondents named two separate things they did not like about 

Hartsville, and only 1% could name three things they disliked. 

The most frequently mentioned thing which people disliked (15.7% of 

the respondents) was lack of recreational and cultural facilities. Only 6% 

of the respondents mentioned the lack of jobs, while 4% felt that "everyone 

knows everyone else's business." Only 0.5% replied that they "just didn't 

like it" in Hart.sville--this is in contrast to the 12% that "like everything 

about their community." 

Although the residents' overall opinion of Hartsville and Trousdale 

County is quite high, it was conceivable that different groups of people 

might feel differently. Three groups of people who might be less enthusi-

astic about the area are children, teenagers, and senior citizens. In 

order to gain some insight on how these groups might evaluate the community, 

respondents were asked how they thought the area rated as a place to live 

for members of these different age groups: teenagers, children, and retired 

people. 

Only 33% of the respondents rated their community as an excellent or 

good place for teenagers to live, while 37% saw it as average, and 36% 

rated it as either below average or poor. The principal reason given for the 

relatively low ranking of Hartsville as a place for teenagers to live, 
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mentioned by nearly 50% of the respondents, is lack of recreational, cultural, 

and shopping facilities in the community, with the resulting lack of 

"anything to do." Drug problems in the school also received some mention, 

although this response was given by only 4.0% of the respondents- These data 

are summarized in Tables 2-1 and 2-2. 

Table 2-1 

Reasons for Negative Rating of Hartsville/Trousdale County 
as a Place for Teenagers to Live 

Reason Response (%) 

Not enough facilities: 
recreational, cultural, and shopping 49.8 

Drug problem 4.0 

Not enough jobs, good jobs, and good pay 1.5 

Miscellaneous, other 4.0 

(N=350) 

Some people said the area was a good place for teenagers. The reasons 

given for this favorable rating of the area as a place for teenagers to 

live reflect the belief that a rural area is an excellent place to raise 

children and that a community of close-knit and friendly people is a good 

place to live regardless of age. The high quality of the school system 

was also cited as a reason why the area was a good place for teenagers 

to live. These data are summarized in Table 2-2. 
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Table 3-9 

Reasons for Positive Rating of Hartsville/Trousdale County 
as a Place for Teenagers to Live 

Reason Response (%) 

Uncrowded, small town, rural way of life 24.0 

Good school system 16.5 

Friendly, close-knit people, 
each other 

everyone knows 
10.2 

Miscellaneous, other 9.1 
(N=350) 

The area was considered a very good place for raising children. As 

can be seen in Table 2-3, 60% of the respondents rated their community 

as an "excellent" or "good" place for raising children, although the 

percentage ranking it as merely "average" climbs to slightly over 30%. 

Only 9.4%, however, rated their community as "below average" or "poor" 

on this criterion. 

Table 2-3 

Rating of Hartsville/Trousdale County 
as a Place for Raising Children 

Rating Response (%) 

Excellent 12.4 
Good 47.6 
Average 30.6 
Below average 3.8 
Poor 5.6 

(N=340) 



23 

The chief explanations for the positive rating of the area as a good 

place to raise children are, again, the rural, small-town atmosphere, the 

good school system, and the friendly, close-knit community. These explana-

tions are shown in Table 2-4. 

Table 2-4 

Reasons for Positive Rating of Hartsville/Trousdale County 
as a Place to Raise Children 

Reason Response (%) 

Uncrowded, small town, rural way of life 24.2 

Pride in school system 17.1 

Friendly, close-knit people 10.5 

Good law enforcement, low crime 7.2 

Good churches 3.1 

Miscellaneous, other 13.0 
(N=350) 

Explanations for a negative rating of Hartsville as a place to raise 

children are primarily centered on the lack of recreational and cultural 

facilities. However, as seen in Table 2-5, less than 10% of the respondents 

cited this factor in their explanations, and the second most frequently 

mentioned negative aspect, the need for improvement in the school system, 

was mentioned by only 3.7% of the respondents. 
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Table 2-13 

Reasons for Negative Rating of Hartsville/Trousdale County 
as a Place to Raise Children 

Reason Response (%) 

Lack of recreational and cultural facilities 9.1 

Need for improvement in schools 3.7 

Drug problem 1.4 

Miscellaneous, other 2.5 
(N=350) (N=350) 

When asked to rate Hartsville and/or Trousdale County as a place for 

retired people to live, the percentage of respondents ranking their community 

as "excellent" or "good" falls slightly to 60.6%, while the number rating 

it as "average" remains around 30%. A little more than 9% rated their 

community as "below average" or "poor" for retired people. These data 

are summarized in Table 2-6. 

Table 2-6 

Rating of Hartsville/Trousdale County 
as a Place for Retired People to Live 

Rating Response (%) 

Excellent 17.4 
Good 43.2 
Average 30.0 
Below average 5.7 
Poor 3.6 

(N=333) (N=333) 
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The reasons given for a favorable rating of the Hartsville area 

as a place for retired people are in the same general vein as the 

positive responses already discussed. The most frequently cited reason was 

the quiet and peacefulness of the area. Other responses included the rural, 

small-town atmosphere, the friendliness of the people, the good medical care 

and nursing home available for the elderly, and the relatively low cost of 

living in the area. The responses to this question are shown in Table 2-7. 

Table 2-7 

Reasons for Positive Rating of Hartsville/Trousdale County 
as a Place for Retired People to Live 

Reasons Response (%) 

Quiet, peaceful 21.1 

Uncrowded, small town, rural way of life 15.1 

Friendly, close-knit community 9.4 

Good medical care, nursing home 7.1 

Inexpensive to live 7.1 

Miscellaneous, other 16.8 
(N=350) 

Again, the only negative feature for retired people living in 

Hartsville or Trousdale County cited by the respondents was the lack of 

recreational and cultural facilities, mentioned by 13.4%. The second most 

frequently mentioned factor, the need for improved public service, was 

mentioned by only 1.1% of the respondents. The distribution of answers 

to this question are summarized in Table 2-8. 
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Table 2-13 

Reasons for Negative Rating of Hartsville/Trousdale County 
as a Place for Retired People to Live 

Reasons Response (%) 

Lack of recreational, cultural facilities 13.4 

Need for improved public service 1.1 

Need for improved medical care 0.8 

Not enough jobs, good jobs, good pay 0.8 

Miscellaneous, other 4.2 
(N=350) 

2.4 Things in the Community that Present Residents Would Change 

One additional set of data about how the present residents feel about 

the Hartsville area at present can be gained by examining the kinds 

of things which the people said they would change if they were able. 

Responses to an open-ended question yielded the data summarized in Table 2-9. 

The major things which present residents would like to see improved are 

job opportunities and recreation facilities. Improvement in the school 

system and the political system is also mentioned. However, no other 

item is mentioned by more than 10% of the people. Thus, aside from job 

opportunities and recreation facilities, it appears that at the the 

present time there are no uniformly recognized shortcomings in the 

community which people in the Hartsville area would change if given the 

opportunity to do so. 
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Table 2-13 

Things that Current Residents Would Change 

Changes Response (%j 

No changes - keep as is 12.0 
Improved recreation, cultural facilities 
"more to do" 22.8 

More recreation for youth, teenagers specifically 18.2 

More jobs, industry 18.5 

Improve schools 15.7 

Improved political system, officials 10.0 

General improvement, growth 9.4 

Improved stores, shopping facilities 8.8 

Improved restaurants 8.0 

Improved town appearance 7.1 

Improved law enforcement, judicial system 4.8 

Improved housing 4.2 

Miscellaneous, other 20.5 

(N=350) 
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2.5 Attitudes Toward Neighborhoods 

Further characterization of the evaluation which residents have of 

their community was obtained through a technique known as semantic 

differential. Pairs of bipolar adjectives, such as "good" and "bad," were 

used to assess how respondents felt about their neighborhoods. Respondents 

were allowed to interpret the definition of "neighborhood" as they pleased. 

One might anticipate some variation in the extent to which different 

neighborhoods were given positive or negative evaluation by their residents. 

In cities, it is generally acknowledged that some areas are preferable to 

others as places to live. However, in the Hartsville-Trousdale County area 

there was an almost uniformly positive evaluation of all neighborhoods by 

sample respondents.^ 

The two most uniformly defined traits of neighborhoods were that they 

were "friendly" and "pleasant." Furthermore, neighborhoods were seen to be 

inhabited by "familiar" people. These evaluations were made in counter-

distinction to "unfriendly" and "unpleasant" characterization of neighbor-

hoods, and "strangers" living in their neighborhood. Table 2-10 summa-

rizes semantic differential distributions for other neighborhood charac-

teristics. In general, the picture which emerges is that a substantial 

majority of the residents of Hartsville and Trousdale County characterize 

their own neighborhoods as "stable," "quiet," "friendly," and "uncrowded." 

Such attributes are almost uniformly seen as positive qualities. 
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Table 2-10 

Semantic Differential Evaluation of Neighborhood Characteristics 
(percentages) 

Friendly 77.4 6.9 4.6 5.4 1.4 0.3 1.1 Unfriendly 
Pleasant 76.9 12.0 1.7 4.9 1.4 0.6 2.0 Unpleasant 
Stable 65.4 10.9 3.1 6.6 4.6 3.7 5.4 Changing 
Quiet 56.9 12.3 7.7 11.4 3.1 1.7 6.3 Noisy 
Attractive 47.1 14.3 8.3 17.4 4.6 1.4 6.3 Unattractive 
Well kept up 50.3 14.3 12.6 13.4 2.9 1.7 4.0 Poorly kept up 
People similar 

57.4 
People dis-

to me 57.4 11.1 3.1 13.7 4.0 3.1 6.0 similar to me 
Un crowded 64.9 8.6 2.6 10.6 2.3 3.4 7.1 Crowded 
Close knit 32.9 8.6 5.1 20.3 6.6 6.6 17.4 Not close kn.it 
Familiar people 65.4 10.9 3.1 6.6 4.6 3.7 5.4 Strangers 

(N-350) 
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2.6 Respondents' Evaluations oi Their Present Homes 

A person's home is usually a place which holds a great degree of 

personal attachment for them. This is particularly true where people have 

lived in the same dwelling for many years. Respondents were asked a series 

of questions concerning things which they liked or disliked about their 

homes. Very few people could spontaneously define negative things about 

their homes. However, almost everyone in the sample mentioned at least one 

positive feature of their home. These data are shown in Table 2-11. 

Table 2-11 

Positive Attributes of Respondent's Home 

Attribute Response (%) 

Convenience to stores, churches, city; 
favorable location 44.8 

Specific attributes of house ("modern," 
"comfortable," etc.) 41.1 

Friendly people, neighborhood 20.5 
Size of house 17.1 
"I like everything, all of it" 9.4 
Uncrowded, privacy, little traffic 8.8 
"It's my home" 7.4 
Small town, rural atmosphere 7.4 
Quiet, peaceful 6.5 
Age of house, it tradition 6.5 
Inexpensive to live, house paid for 4.2 
Miscellaneous, other 3.1 
"I like it - good place to live" 2.8 
Close-knit community 1.7 
Good farm land 0.5 

(N=350) 
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Two significant patterns emerged in the spontaneous answers. First, 

the positive attributes consistently stressed neighborhood and community 

attributes. Homes were seen in a positive light because of such things as 

proximity to services or because the neighborhood was "nice." Although 

there are limited data for comparison, the contrast with responses gathered 

in metropolitan areas is somewhat striking.^ Neighborhoods are often nega-

tively evaluated, even though the house itself is given a positive evaluation. 

A second consistent finding is that negative assessments of respondents' 

homes generally centered on proble.ns related to renovation or inadequate size 

of the house or yard. Almost no negative evaluations of the community or 

the neighborhood were interspersed with the comments, as shown in Table 2-12. 

What emerges is a picture of people who are generally very pleased with 

the present condition of their homes and .neighborhoods. The positive orienta-

tion toward the individual's home seems to be intertwined with positive 

orientations toward the neighborhood. This tendency occurs throughout the 

county regardless of the specific neighborhood considered. 

Table 2-12 
Negative Attributes of Home 

Attribute Response (%) 

Needs renovation and/or remodeling 
Size of house, yard (too small) 
Miscellaneous, other 
Size of specific room 
Poor location 
Problem with specific fixture 
House is rented; is apartment 
Crowding, lack of privacy 
Noise 
Complaints about neighbors 
Too large 
Too much traffic 

16.8 
11 .1 
11 .1 
6.2 
5.7 
4.2 
2 . 8 
2.3 
1.4 
1.4 
1.4 
1.1 
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Table 2-12 (Cont'd) 

Attribute Response (%) 

People unfriendly 0.2 
Expensive to live 0.2 
Too close to proposed nuclear plant 0.2 

(N=350) 

2.7 Evaluation of Public and Community Services 

In other studies on how people define the quality of their communities, 

one of the recurring themes is that the subjective evaluation of the adequacy 
7 

of community and public services is very important. Again, what appears to 

be important is the individual evaluation of how adequate various services 

may be rather than an absolute scale. Residents of a community have developed 

personal standards and expectations about levels of service which should be 

provided. The evaluation of adequacy represents the degree to which actual 

services meet the personalized standard. 

Respondents were asked a series of questions about how satisfied they 

were with various public services, retail facilities, work opportunities, 

and recreational facilities. Each respondent was asked to evaluate a 

total of seventeen different services. Those services which were per-

ceived most adequate are shown in Table 2-13, while those services regarded 

as most unsatisfactory are shown in Table 2-14. 
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Table 2-13 

Ratings of Most Adequate Public Services 
and Features of Community 

Very Not Unsatis- Very 
Service Satisfied Satisfied Sure fied Unsatisfied 

(%) (%) (%) C%) (*) 

Telephone 12.3 76.3 2.9 5.7 2.0 
Grocery stores 19.1 73.4 0.9 5.4 0.3 
Fire protection 8.6 72.0 5.1 7.4 2.6 
Water supply 8.6 68.3 2.3 10.9 3.1 
Streets/highways 20.9 65.7 2.3 10.6 0.3 
School system 8.9 64.0 3.7 17.7 2.6 

(N=350) 

Table 2-14 

Ratings of Most Unsatisfactory Public Services 
and Features of Communities 

Very Not Unsatis- Very 
Service Satisfied Satisfied Sure fied Unsatisfied 

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Housing 
availability 0.6 27.1 8.6 50.0 10.6 

Parks/playgrounds 1.7 20.0 2.9 42.9 23.7 
Job 

opportunities 2.3 29.7 5.4 41.1 9.1 
Movie theatres 1.4 24.9 6.9 33.1 23.7 
Restaurants 2.9 41.1 6.0 36.6 10.0 

(N=350) 
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The highest Ravels of satisfaction were with telephone service, fire 

protection, grocery stores, water supplies, the school system, and public 

streets and highways. The greatest amount of dissatisfaction expressed was 

with housing availability, parks and playgrounds (of which there are none in 

Hartsville or Trousdale County), job opportunities, movie theatres, and 

restaurants. 

It should be noted that some of the services which present Hartsville 

area residents find deficient or unsatisfactory are the ones which are likely 

to be the most heavily impacted if a large construction force comes to the 

area. Housing is perceived to be inadequate for the present population. 

Furthermore, there are few local recreational areas or restaurants. Those 

that do exist have been designed to cater to a far smaller number of patrons 

than would be present if a sizable fraction of the projected construction 

force of 5300 people were to seek even occasional use of the facilities. 

2.8 Summary of Residents' Orientation to the Community 

A consistent picture emerges from examining attitudes toward the 

community. Most of the people are satisfied with their current habitat and 

lifestyle. 

In this report, Hartsville and Trousdale County appear to share many 

characteristics of small, stable rural communities. The population is 

small and has been settled long enough so that everyone in the area knows 

everyone else by name and, in general, they like each other. Again, 

because of the small population and the rural surroundings, residents see 

the environment as slow moving, peaceful, and relaxing. 
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On the other hand, such, an environment may not provide sufficient 

outlets for the energies of some of its inhatitants, particularly the 

adolescents. So the most prominent complaints are naturally about the 

absence of "enough to do." 

In the event that construction of the proposed plant is undertaken 

and a large number of temporary residents enter the town, it is difficult 

to speculate as to whether the highly positive subjective evaluation of 

the community will remain, or what will be the consequences if it does 

not. Nevertheless, it is clear that a rapid influx of outsiders could 

disrupt many of the things which the current residents of the community 

find valuable. 
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CHAPTER III 

ATTITUDES TOWARD THE PROPOSED PLANT AND ITS EXPECTED EFFECTS ON THE COMMUNITY 

This chapter discusses how the citizens of the Hartsville-Trousdale 

County area view the proposed power generating facility, the problems and 

benefits they think may be associated with the plant complex, and some of 

the reasons why Hartsville people tend to feel the way they do about the 

plant. 

3.1 General View of the Proposed plant 

Two separate questions were asked during the survey in an effort to 

determine the overall community feeling about the proposed plant. For the 

question, "If it were up to you, would you permit construction of the 

TVA power plant here at Hartsville?," respondents could answer "definitely 

yes," "probably yes," "I don't know," "probably no," or definitely no." The 

question was designed to permit respondents to express either positive or 

negative feelings toward the plant, and to express these feelings with vary-

ing degrees of intensity. Results are shown in Table 3-1. 

Table 3-1 

"If it were up to you, would you permit construction of the 
TVA power plant in Hartsville?" 

Response Response (%) 

Definitely yes 44.3 
Probably yes 20.8 
Don't know-not sure 9.9 
Probably no 8.4 
Definitely no 16.6 

100.0 
(N=332) 
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As shown in Table 3-1, there tends to be a staunch group of supporters 

and a smaller, yet equally staunch group of opponents. It appears that few 

people have yet to make up their mind about the plant. 

A second question was designed to tap respondents' overall feelings 

about the plant: "In general, do you think the proposed power plant project 

will be a good thing for Hartsville or not?" Our intent was to assess 

respondents' views about the impact of the proposed project on the community, 

irrespective of their own feelings on the matter. The results are shown in 

Table 3-2. 

Table 3-2 

"In general, do you think that the proposed plant will be a 
good thing for Hartsville or not?" 

Response Percentage 

Definitely yes 36.7 
Probably yes 30.8 
Don't know 8.6 
Probably no 13.6 
Definitely no 10.4 

100.0 
(N=338) 

The findings are consistent with those in Table 3-1, showing roughly 

two-thirds of the respondents supporting the plant, and roughly one-fourth 

opposing it. When the two questions were cross-tabulated, what emerged was 

that the people who opposed the plant tended to think that it would be bad 

for the community, while those who supported it tended to believe that it 

would be good for the community. This cross-tabulation is shown in 

Table 3-3. 
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Table 3-9 

Cross-tabulation of Views on Permitting Plant and Perceived Benefits 
for Hartsville 

"If it were up to you, would you permit construction 
Do you feel that the of the plant or not?" 
plant would be good 
for Hartsville or 
not? 

Definitely 
yes 

Probably 
yes 

Don't 
know 

Probably 
no 

Definitely 
no Total 

Definitely a good 
thing 92.4% 5.0 0.8 0.8 0.8 100% 

Probably a good 
thing 29.0% 53.0 11.0 6.0 1.0 100% 

Don't know 7.7% 26.9 30.8 7.7 26.9 100% 

Probably not a good 
thing 4.7% 4.7 23.3 32.6 34.9 100% 

Definitely not a good 
thing 0% 0 0 8.8 91.2 100% 

(N=327) 

Respondents who were not certain about the desirability or undesirability 

of the plant showed a tendency to moderate on the question of permitting the 

plant to be built. However, those who took the extreme position of either 

supporting or opposing the facility were adamant in their estimation of the 

desirability or undesirability of the facility. 

3.2 Demographic Profile of Supporters and Opponents of the Proposed Plant 

Conventional social theory suggests that such factors as education, 

occupation, age, sex, ethnic background, or rural-urban background should 

condition or differentiate peoples' ideas about supporting or opposing the 



42 

plant at Hartsville. However, one of the genuinely surprising findings of 

the survey study was that there were virtually no major demographic differ-

ences between supporters of the plant or opponents. 

Demographic background indicators (education, occupation, age, sex, etc.) 

have been shown to account for many differences of the beliefs, attitudes or 

values which people have. Background descriptors are generally proxy 

indicators for the multitude of experiences, contacts, and circumstances 

which shape peoples' lives and their views. Background variables have been 

excellent predictors of such things as political values, product preferences, 

beliefs about public policies, and attitudes toward the proper role of 
4 

government. 

Since demographic indicators have accounted for so many major differ-

ences in beliefs, attitudes, and values, these background data are 

gathered in virtually every attitude survey conducted today. It was assumed 

that background variables would account for significant variations in 

Trousdale Countians' orientations toward the proposed nuclear power plant. 

However, they did not. 

Formal education has frequently been a factor important in distinguish-

ing peoples' views on specific issues. As can be seen in Table 3-4, there 

is little overall difference in peoples' views about the plant which can be 

accounted for solely on the basis of formal education. There is a slight 

tendency for people who have graduated from high school or have gone to 

college to be less definite in their support for the plant. However, all 

educational groupings tend to be highly supportive of the plant. 
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Table 3-9 

Formal Eduation and View on the Proposed Power Plant 

"If it were up to you, 
would you permit con-
struction of the plant 
or not?" 

How many grades did you complete "If it were up to you, 
would you permit con-
struction of the plant 
or not?" 

in school? 

1-7 
(%) 

7-11 
(%) 

12+ 
(%) 

Definitely yes 62.5 53.6 34.8 
Probably yes 12.5 16.4 25.3 
Don't know 6.3 5.5 12.9 
Probably no 3.1 8.2 10.1 
Definitely no 15.6 16.4 16.9 

(N=327) 

Peoples' occupation appears to be weakly related to their views on 

the desirability or undesirability of the plant. As can be seen in 

Table 3-5, business people, labor and sales workers tend to support 

construction of the plant. People in professional and technical occupa-

tions as well as housewives tend to be generally supportive, but less so 

than the business and labor groups. Farmers are the only occupational 

grouping where a slight majority indicated that they opposed construction 

of the facility. 

One of the demographic variables which revealed significant, differ-

ences between opponents and supporters was sex. There was a slight 

tendency for the most committed opponents to be women and the most com-

mitted supporters of the plant to be men. However, when examining the 

overall levels of support or opposition, this distinction disappears. As 



Table 3-5 

Respondents Occupation and Views on Proposed Power Plant 

"If it were up to you, would you permit construction 
of the plant, or not?" 

Definitely Probably Don't Probably Definitely 
Primary Occupation Yes Yes Know No No Total 

(%) (%) (%) (%) (*) 

Professional-Technical 19.1 36.4 8.1 28.3 8.1 (36) 

Farmers - Farm Managers 28.3 8.1 13.3 22.0 28.3 (36) 

Managers - Proprieters 53.6 31.4 5.0 5.0 5.0 (55) 

Clerical and Sales 28.1 44.6 6.0 15.3 6.0 (53) 

Craftsmen -Foreman 
Service Workers 45.5 30.4 12.1 6.7 5.3 (84) 

Unskilled Labor 42.9 16.7 14.3 19.0 7.1 (41) 

Housewives 19.0 47.6 0.0 4.8 28.6 (21) 

Other 27.5 36.0 0.0 9.0 27.0 (ID 

(N=337) 
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seen in Table 3-6, a substantial number of women tend to express positions 

of moderate support for the plant, and a substantial percentage of men are 

included among the less vehement opponents. 

Table 3-6 

Respondents' Sex and Views on the Proposed Power Plant 

"If it were up to you, would 
you permit construction of 
the plant or not?" 

Sex of 
Male 

Respondent 
Female 

Definitely yes 60.5% 39.5 
Probably yes 44.1% 55.9 
Don't know 33.3% 66.7 
Probably no 46.4% 53.6 
Definitely no 36.4% 63.6 

(N=331) 

An interesting relationship was discovered between racial background 

and support or opposition to the plant. Black respondents tend to express 

almost uniform support for the plant, while those who identify themselves 

as opponents are almost exclusively Caucasian, as shown in Table 3-7. 

Another background variable which was expected to account for differ-

ences in support or opposition to the plant was the length of residence 

in the county. Again, the overwhelming tendency is to support construction 

of the plant regardless of the length of residence in the community. 

However, relative newcomers show a slight tendency to be more enthusiastic 

about the plant than do longer term residents. Conversely, about a 

quarter of the people who have lived in the area for more than five years 
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Table 3-9 

Ethnic Background and Views on the Proposed Plant 

"If it were up to you, would Ethnic Background 
you permit construction of 
the plant or not?" Caucasian Black 

(white) 

Definitely yes 41.6% 68.8% 
Probably yes 21.6 12.5 
Don't know 9.1 15.6 
Probably no 9.5 0.0 
Definitely no 18.2 3.1 

(N=328) 

indicate that they oppose construction of the plant. As can be seen in 

Table 3-8, length of residence in the area appears to have only a modest 

relationship with respondents' views on the desirability or undesirability 

of the plant project. 

Table 3-8 
Length of Residence in Hartsville and/or Trousdale County 

Views on the Proposed Power Plant 

"If it were up to you, "How many years altogether have you lived 
would you permit construc- in Hartsville or Trousdale County?" 

1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-31 31+ tion of the plant or not?" 

Definitely yes 61.9% 52.6% 48.3% 25.7% 45.2% 44.8? 
Probably yes 19.0 15.8 10.3 34.3 27.4 17.8 
Don't know 4.8 5.3 13.8 14.3 8.1 9.8 
Probably no 4.8 5.3 13.8 22.9 6.5 6.1 
Definitely no 9.5 21.1 13.8 2.9 12.95 21.5 
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Other major demographic variables which were expected to differen-

tiate opponents and supports were the respondents' age, the size of 

community in which they had lived while growing up, and their membership 

in social or political organizations. However, none of these factors 

appeared to have any significant effect on the views of Hartsville area 

people about the desirability or undesirability of the proposed nuclear 

power plant. 

The underlying reasons for supporting or opposing the plant would 

appear to come from a series of beliefs or expectations which cut across 

most of the conventional distinctions which have emerged in the past. In 

the next section, some of these will be explored in detail. 

3.3 Reasons for Supporting or Opposing Construction of the Plant 

In order to gain an understanding of the reasons why Hartsville area 

people supported or opposed construction of the plant, a series of 

questions were asked about various potential positive and negative conse-

quences which might be associated with plant construction and operation. 

Two general types of questions were asked. One type were fixed alternative 

questions where respondents indicated their views by selecting answers 

from a list provided to them. The other type of questions were "open-

ended" where respondents were to provide answers in their own words. The 

open-ended questions were asked before any of the fixed alternative 

questions. This was to avoid suggesting possible responses to the 

interviewees. 
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The first open-ended question was asked immediately following the 

question "in general, do you think that the proposed plant will be a good 

thing for Hartsville or not?" Once the respondents had indicated 

whether they felt the proposed project would be good or bad for the area, 

they were asked "Why do you say this?" Each respondent was allowed to 

articulate as many reasons for their previous answer as they cared to. 

Usually one or two answers were given, but some respondents gave as many 

as five different reasons for supporting or opposing the plant. A summary 

of the spontaneous responses is shown in Tables 3-9 and 3-10. 

As might be anticipated, respondents tended to mention a wide range of 

possible impacts. Thus, it was necessary to group the responses into more 

general categories. In this case, the categories were made up after reading 

all the responses given on the questionnaires. In general respondents who 

indicated that they felt the plant would benefit the community tended to 

stress economic growth. As can be seen in Table 3-9, economic reasons 

tended to dominate all reasons offered for supporting the plant. 

People who tend to feel that the power plant would not be a good 

thing for the community expressed a broader range of concerns than did 

those who favored the plant. As shown in Table 3-10, the reasons which 

were spontaneously provided tend to fall into two general categories: 

community disruption and concerns over safety. 
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Table 3-9 

Reasons Offered for Saying that the Proposed Power Plant 
Would Benefit the Hartsville Area 

Response Percentage 
(Supporters) 

Local Economic Impacts 

More jobs in the area 39 
"Economic growth" 25 
Increased local business 16 
More money for local people 12 
More industry 11 

Non-economic Reasons 

New people will move to the area 10 
Cheaper electricity 15 
Miscellaneous answers 24 

(N=227) 

Table 3-10 

Reasons Given for Saying that the Proposed Power Plant 
Would not be Good for the Hartsville Area 

Response Percentage 
(Opponents) 

Community Disruption 

Too many people 38 
Strain on public schools 27 
Strain on law enforcement 12 
Strain on traffic congestion 9 
Economic boom and bust phenomena 22 
Housing shortages 10 
Changes in land-use pattern 19 

Community Disruption - Safety 
Radiation hazards 20 
Plant safety and security 23 
Ecological impact 5 

(N=81) 
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3.4 Perceived Benefits and Burdens Associated With the Plant 

General support or opposition to the proposed plant is undoubtedly 

based on beliefs people have about specific types of things which they 

feel might happen if the plant were built. In this section a detailed 

examination of various potential outcomes and trade-offs is undertaken. 

3.4.1 Grouping of Impacts Related to Construction 

In order to assess the types of things which respondents felt might 

occur if the plant were built, two sets of questions were asked. One set 

consisted of an open-ended query "If the plant is built, what, if anything, 

do you think you would worry about when the plant is operating?" Respon-

dents answered this question in their own words without prompting or 

suggestions from the interviewer. A second set of questions consisted of 

a listing of 24 possible positive and negative impacts. Respondents were 

first asked to assess the likelihood that each impact would occur or not 

occur if the plant were built. Respondents were then asked which impacts 

they would prefer NOT to have happen. 

As the closed-ended listing of impacts included many impacts which 

would be anticipated during construction, that listing will be discussed 

first. 

The complete list of 24 potential impacts were grouped together into 

sets based on the way in which respondents tended to pattern their responses 

concerning the probability of various impacts occurring. A statistical 

analysis technique called factor analysis was used for grouping responses. 

Table 3-11 shows the sets of impacts which respondents tended to group 

together. These general dimensions (called factors) have been given names 
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which reflect their main components. Five independent factors emerged which 

have been termed: (1) Hazards, (2) Economic growth, (3 and 5) Community 

level impacts, and (4) Social disruption. 

Table 3-11 

Groupings of Impacts 

Impact item 

Hazards: 

Economic growth: 

Community stability: 

Social disruption: 

Community recognition: 

Increased water pollution 
Increased air pollution 
Radiation hazards 
Accidents and sabotage at the plant 

Increased business 
Better pay 
Industrial development 
More jobs 
More public entertainment 

Community stay;' the same 
Cheap electricity 
Lower taxes 
Increased crime 
Overcrowding in the schools 
Crowding in recreation areas 
Crowding in stores 
Traffic congestion 

Increased tourists 
Public recognition of the town 
More taverns and bars 

There were four items in the listing of 24 possible impacts which did 

not cluster with any others. These were dating with workers, increased drug 

problems in the schools, increased, noise, and the opportunity to meet new 

people. A summary of the desired and undesired impacts with probability 

estimates is shown in Table 3-12. 
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Not surprisingly, impacts grouped under the Hazards index are regarded 

as undesirable by more than 90% of the respondents regardless of whether 

they oppose or support building the plant. About 33% of all respondents 

feel these highly undesirable impacts are likely to occur. That 

roughly 33% of the sample regard radiation hazards, accidents, and sabotage 

as likely or very likely occurrences is a significant finding. The magnitude 

of those expecting these occurrences to actually happen is greater than 

would have been expected. 

Economic growth impact receive a nearly unanimously favorable rating. 

Nearly 90% expect the community to benefit from jobs created by construc-

tion and operation of the plant. A somewhat smaller, but significant 

proportion (50-60%), foresee that the plant will bring better pay, long-

term development, and more public entertainment. 

The increase in the number of taverns and bars was the only highly 

undesirable impact emerging under the Community Recognition factor. Roughly 

70% of the respondents feel that the area will have more taverns and bars 

if the plant is built. An equal percentage sees this outcome as undesirable. 

The Social Disruption factor shows that the respondents perceive crime, 

crowding, and congestion as highly undesirable, yet highly probable. Espe-

cially is this true in the crowding in the schools item where 80-90% saw it 

as likely and undesirable. It should be noted that these are the types of 

impacts which can be partially or wholly aleviated through proper planning 

and management. 

3.4.2 Perceived Outcomes and Attitudes Toward the Plant 

Two general findings emerge when a detailed examination of people's 

expectations is made. First, the respondents who were significantly 
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Table 2-13 

Summary of Impact Desirability and Subjective Estimates 
of the Likelihood of its Occurrence 

Percentage of sample 
estimating outcome 
likely or very likely 

Percentage of sample (each number is % of 
Outcome not favoring outcome the total sample) 

Hazards 
Water pollution 92 39 
Air pollution 94 38 
Radiation hazard 92 27 
Accidents/sabotage 95 33 

Economic growth 
Increased business 2 89 
Better pay 1 62 
Industrial development 3 65 
More public entertainment 3 52 
More jobs 2 84 

Community impacts 
Community stays same 11 21 
Cheaper electricity 1 23 
Lower taxes 2 9 
More tourists 11 71 
Public recognition 4 86 
More taverns and bars 71 69 

Social disruption 
Increased crime 96 57 
Crowding/schools 88 81 
Crowding/recreation areas 59 58 
Crowding/shopping areas 55 68 
Traffic conjestion 79 71 

Other outcomes 
Dating with workers 24 58 
Increased noise 84 59 
Drugs in schools 97 67 
Opportunity to meet new people 2 93 

(N=350) 
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less favorable to the plant tended to emphasize hazards, while those inclined 

to favor the plant tended to emphasize economic growth phenomena. This 

tendency is evident in Table 3-13 which summarizes the association between 

the respondents' estimate that an impact will actually occur, and their 

position on building the plant. 
Table 3-13 

Correlations between Attitudes Toward the Proposed Plant and 
Perceived Likelihood of Outcomes of Plant Construction and Operation 

Attitudes Toward Plant 
Estimated Likelihood 

of in,pact "Permit Plant" "Good for Hartsville" 

Hazards (Factor I) 
Water pollution -0.51 
Air pollution -0.43 
Radiation hazard -0.57 
Accidents/Sabotage -0.41 

Economic Growth (Factor II) 
Increased business 0.30 
Better pay 0.47 
Industrial development 0.35 
More public entertainment 0.41 
More jobs 0.37 

Community Impacts (Factors III 5 V) 
Community stays same 0.27 
Cheaper electricity 0.36 
Lower taxes 0.25 
More tourists 0.21 
Public recognition 0.20 
More taverns § bars -0.19 

Social Disruptions (Factor IV) 
Increased crime -0.47 
Crowding/Schools -0.32 
Crowding/Rec. areas -0.29 
Crowding/Shopping areas -0.25 
Traffic congestion -0.31 

Other Outcomes (not strongly related to any factors) 
Dating with workers 0.04 
Increased noise -0.37 
Drugs in school -0.35 
Opportunity to meet new people 0.32 

-0.49 
-0.45 
-0.54 
-0.36 

0.31 
0.48 
0.36 
0.36 
0.40 

0.33 
0.38 
0 . 2 8 
0.25 
0 . 2 0 
-0.17 

-0.41 
-0.31 
-0.22 
-0.15 
-0.30 

0.04 
-0.33 
-0.36 
0.26 
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When all responses are considered, there appears to be a generally-

favorable orientation to the plant. Overall, people who favor the plant 

tend to deemphasize the likelihood of any negative impacts. On the other 

hand, opponents quite clearly feel that the plant will produce community 

disruption and safety problems later on. 

3.4.2.1 Perception of Hazards. The four potential outcomes listed under 

the heading of "hazards" show the greatest perceptual differences between 

supporters and opponents of the plant. Both supporters and opponents 

tend to rate the hazard impacts (air pollution, water pollution, radiation 

hazards, and accidents and sabotage) as extremely undesirable but differ 

on estimates of how likely such things might be. Supporters feel these 

undesirable impacts are unlikely to occur. Opponents on the other hand 

perceive such hazards as very likely. A summary of the responses is 

shown in Table 3-14. 

Table 3-14 

Differing Risk Assessment of Plant Related 
Hazards by Supporters and Opponents (%) 

Very Don't Very 
Likely Likely Know Unlikely Unlikely 

Water Pollution 
Plant supporters 9% 16 31 34 6 
Plant opponents 44% 34 20 1 1 

Air Pollution 
Plant supporters 5% 23 30 39 3 
Plant opponents 31% 40 17 9 3 

Radiation Hazards 
Plant supporters 5% 10 24 47 14 
Plant opponents 32% 32 23 8 3 
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Table 3-14 (Cont'd) 

Very 
Likely Likely 

Don't 
Know Unlikely 

Very 
Unlikely 

Accidents and Sabotage 
Plant supporters 3% 19 20 45 13 
Plant opponents 19% 43 23 11 5 

3.4.2.2 Perception of Economic Growth Impacts. The impacts grouped under 

the economic growth factor were increased business, more jobs, better pay, 

industrial development, and more public entertainment. In general, both 

supporters and opponents were highly favorable to these possibilities. 

The principal differences between supporters and opponents again emerged 

in the perceived likelihood that such events might actually take place. 

Supporters were almost uniformly optimistic in assessing the probability 

that the community would obtain substantial economic benefits with the 

possible exception of the better pay category. Opponents appeared some-

what more skeptical about the probability of such benefits appearing. 

Although opponents were generally optimistic about economic prospects, 

they were somewhat less optimistic than supporters of the plant. Data 

on these findings are shown in Table 3-15. 
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Table 2-13 

Differing Evaluations of Plant Related Economic 
Growth by Supporters and Opponents 

Very 
Likely Likely 

Uncer-
tain Unlikely 

Very 
Unlikely 

Increased Business 
Plant supporters 54% 41 4 1 0 
Plant opponents 31% 49 11 7 1 

Better Pay 
Plant supporters 28% 49 15 8 0 
Plant opponents 5% 23 31 36 5 

Industrial Development 
Plant supporters 20% 56 18 5 1 
Plant opponents 11% 36 17 28 10 

More Jobs 
Plant supporters 38% 53 8 1 0 
Plant opponents 14% 52 24 9 1 

3.4.2.3 Perception of Community Level Impacts. More clearly defined 

differences in the perceptions of opponents and supporters appeared in 

matters pertaining to community level impacts, most specifically in their 

assessments of probable negative consequences. In this case a supporter's 

tradeoff position emerged. Supporters indicated that they felt many impacts 

were undesirable and very likely to occur. As can be seen in Table 3-16, 

it appears that both opponents and supporters anticipate some community 

disruption if the plant is built, but the supporters appear quite willing 

to live with it. 

Opponents of the plant consistently see problems and disruption 

stemming from construction work. On the basis of these data alone it is 

impossible to say that some people oppose the facility because they perceive 
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Table 2-13 

Perceptions of Community Disruption 
by Supporters and Opponents 

Very Uncer-
Likely Likely tain 

Very 
Unlikely Unlikely 

Increased Noise 
Plant supporters 9% 40 30 
Plant opponents 48% 35 11 

Traffic Congestion 
Plant supporters 27% 37 20 
Plant opponents 48% 41 8 

Increased Crime 
Plant supporters 8% 37 28 
Plant opponents 48% 39 9 

Overcrowding in Schools 
Plant supporters 39% 44 11 
Plant opponents 69% 26 5 

More Taverns 5 Bars 
Plant supporters 20% 42 20 
Plant opponents 37% 47 8 

Drug Problems in Schools 
Plant supporters 20% 38 22 
Plant opponents 51% 38 11 

Community Stays Pretty 
Much the Same 
Plant supporters 10% 7 14 
Plant opponents 5% 7 7 

19 
3 

15 
3 

23 
4 

5 
0 

15 
7 

19 
0 

45 
40 

2 
2 

4 
0 

1 
0 

1 
0 

24 
42 

a potential for community disruption. However, perceived disruption could 

certainly tend to reinforce or contribute to a person's opposition to the 

facility. 
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3.4-2.4 Respondents' Spontaneous Statements of Concern. Another means 

employed to assess Trousdale Countians' most salient concerns about the 

proposed plant complex was to ask them an open-ended question about any 

worries or apprehensions they might have if the plant were built. It 

should be noted that this open-eiJdod question was asked before respondents 

were shown the listing of 24 possible impacts. This was to permit the 

respondents to define in their own words the things which they felt they 

would worry about. The presumption was that if a given concern was 

highly salient to the respondents, they would very quickly mention it in 

an open-ended question. However, if the respondent could not articulate 

a concern in the open-ended question, then one might assume that the 

respondent really was not intensely concerned with that particular issue. 

The question asked was: "If the power plant is built, what things, 

if any, do you think you would worry about when it is operating?" Each 

respondent could mention as many specific concerns as he or she wished. 

However, most people mentioned only one or two. 

What emerged was a pattern of responses consistent with what has 

been discussed up to this point. People who are the most enthusiastic 

supporters of the plant indicate that they have "no worries at all." At 

the other extreme, only 5% of the most adamant opponents indicate they 

would have no worries about the operating stage. These data are summarized 

in Table 3-17. 

The supporters clearly feel they have less to worry about than those 

who are opposed to the facility. The nature of the worry becomes far 

more obvious when data on the spontaneously expressed worries are 

examined. As mentioned, respondents could articulate as many concerns as 
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Table 2-13 

"If the plant were built, what, if anything, do you 
think you would worry about when it is operating?" 

Percentage of respondents in 
Respondents' estimate of whether each support/opposition cate-
the power plant will be a good gory who spontaneously said 
or a bad thing for the community they had "no worries at all" 

Definitely a good thing 71.0% 

Probably a good thing 39.4 

Don't know 31.0 

Probably a bad thing 19.6 

Definitely a bad thing 5.7 

they wished. Eighteen general groups of problems were mentioned. How-

ever, the only concerns which were mentioned by a sizable portion of the 

sample dealt: with radiation and safety issues. Table 3-18 shows the per-

centages of each group of supporters and opponents who spontaneously 

mentioned such concerns. 

Table 3-18 

"If the plant were built, what, if anything, do you 
think you would worry about when it is operating?" 

Percentage of respondents in each support/ 
Respondents' estimate of opposition category who spontaneously mentioned: 
whether the power plant 
will be a good or a bad Radiation Safety and 
thing for the community Hazards Sabotage 

Definitely a good thing 7.3% 1.6% 
Probably a good thing 25.0 9.6 
Don't know 27.6 3.4 
Probably a bad thing 38.2 15.2 
Definitely a bad thing 57.1 25.8 
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The opponents are quite concerned about safety and radiation ques-

tions. This is not to say that these matters are the primary reason for 

their opposition to the plant. It is to suggest that such concerns 

probably contribute to their view that the proposed facility is undesirable. 

Supporters of the plant tend to spontaneously express far lower 

levels of concern about the possibility of radiation and/or security 

problems. Again, it cannot be inferred that this Is the principal factor 

in determining their position on the issue. However, the expressed lack 

of concern undoubtedly contributes to their supportive viewpoint. 
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CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Residents of Trousdale County and the City of Hartsville, Tennessee 

evaluate their community in its present condition as basically a very 

nice place to live, but. lacking in recreational and entertainment facili-

ties. Some people would prefer to have more jobs available in the area, 

and there are some complaints about lack of housing. However, the people 

who live in the community have few complaints about it. 

Aspects of community life which the people find most attractive are 

related to the "small town" character of the locale. The social ties 

in the area are very close. Most people now living in the Trousdale 

County area have lived there for at least ten years if not longer. In 

short, the people presently residing in the area are living there because 

they like it, not because they are forced to stay there for employment 

or other reasons. Hartsville area residents tend to feel that their 

homes and neighborhoods are friendly, stable places, with primarily familiar 

people living nearby. Neighborhoods are seen as good places to live and 

raise children. 

Among the things which the residents would change, given the 

opportunity, would be to develop better facilities for recreation and 

leisure time activities. All age groups expressed a general dissatis-

faction with the lack of such facilities in the area. Against this 

background, citizens' reactions to potential social changes which might 

be brought about by constructing the nuclear power plant can be put into 

perspective. 



64 

Roughly 65% of the respondents favor building the plant, 26% oppose 

building it, and 10% are undecided. With some minor variations, there 

appears to be little difference in the personal backgrounds of the oppo-

nents or supporters of the facility. The strongest supporters tend to 

be involved in business and labor occupations. Farmers were the only 

occupational grouping where a small majority opposed the facility. The 

most adamant opponents tended to be women. However no differences 

between supporters or opponents emerged from other background indicators 

such as formal education, age, and length of residence in the area. 

Support for the plant appears to be most closely associated with the 

expectation that positive economic benefits will come to the community 

as a result of the plant being built. Supporters consistently emphasize 

the belief that: (1) economic growth is good for the area and (2) the 

plant is very likely to be a major catalyst for producing such growth. 

Supporters recognize that there may be some disruption in the community 

resulting from construction activities. However, such potential diffi-

culties appear not to have been perceived as significant enough to convert 

these people to an opposing position. 

Opponents of the plant also tend to feel that economic growth and 

development are desirable for the community. However, the opponents' 

thinking appears to be dominated by concerns about radiation and the 

potential for accidents at the facility. Opponents also tend to view 

the possibility of community disruption as an undesirable result of plant 

construction. However, the major concern which distinguishes opponents 

and proponents are the expressed concerns about potential nuclear accidents. 
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The information obtained in this survey points up the number of 

concerns which people in the Hartsville area have about problems which 

may result from the construction or operation of the plant. People in 

the area also have definite aspirations for their community, and place 

a high value on many of the things which characterize their present way 

of life. 
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APPENDIX: METHODOLOGY 

Overview 

Data for the Hartsville Attitude Survey are based on a sample size 

of 350 respondents, interviewed between January 21 and February 16, 1975. 

Respondents were selected at random from a listing of Trousdale County 

residents, were mailed a selection letter, and then were contacted to 

arrange a face-to-face interview. The local interviewers, hired by the 

on-site investigator, conducted the interviews in the respondents' homes or 

places of business. Each interview lasted approximately an hour, with 

interviews ranging from 35 minutes to 2 hours. 

Sampling Procedures 

A simple random sampling technique* was chosen so that every resident 

of Trousdale County would have an equal chance of being selected for an 

interview. Two directories were utilized to obtain a listing of all 
2 

Trousdale County residents. These were the Directory and Property Numbering 

System for the town of Hartsville and the Trousdale County Directory. With 

the aid of the interviewers, each directory was expanded to note all members 

of a household known to be living at each address, and corrected to delete 

persons who had moved or died since publication of the directories. In 

addition to this process, approximately 35 people known by the interviewers 

to be omitted from the directories were also added. 

Merging the two corrected and expanded documents produced a 60-page 

source pool of 3600 names from which names of perspective interviewees could 

be drawn. The selection of each name required a two-stage process: 
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utilizing a table of random numbers, a particular page in the merged document 

was first located, and then the same procedure was repeated to locate a 

particular name on that page. In this manner, 450 names were drawn, 375 for 

the first round of letters, and 75 names to replace any refusals. 

Respondent Selection Procedures 

Each of the first 375 potential respondents received a letter from the 
3 

Social Impact Assessment Group. This letter stated the purposes of the 

survey, indicated the voluntary nature of participation in the survey, and 

stated that an interviewer would call within the next few days. The letter 

also offered a $5.00 payment for the respondent's time. At the time of 

the interviewer's phone call (or visit, in some cases), the potential 

respondent could elect or refuse to participate. 

If the respondent elected to participate, a convenient time was arranged 

for the interview. Before the interviewing began, the respondent signed a 

waiver attesting to his or her voluntary participation and affixed their 

Social Security number for payroll purposes. If the respondent refused to 

participate, an alternate name was selected from the substitution list, and 

a respondent refusal form was filled out by the interviewer. This form 4 
gave basic demographic information and the reason for refusal. Again, no 

names appear on the refusal forms. 

Interviewers 

Interviewers were hired by the on-site investigator, and trained in 

interviewing techniques during three 2-hour sessions. These sessions 

focused on discussions of the purposes of the interview, practice interviews, 

and demonstration interviews conducted by the investigator.^ Each 
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interviewer was furnished a notebook, cards to be used for several of the 

survey questions, and extra copies of the questionnaire. The packet for 

the interviews included the questionnaire, two maps of the city and 

county, and two fill-in sheets for the semantic differential and likeli-
7 hood questions. 

The Sample: A Brief Profile8 

During the interview, each respondent was asked the following back-

ground questions: 

1. Where did you live most of the time when you were growing up 
—in the country, in a small town, in a suburb, or in a city? 

2. How many years altogether have you lived in Hartsville or 
Trousdale County? 

3. How many years have you lived at this address? 

4. In what year were you born? 

5. Are you married, single, widowed, divorced, separated, or what? 

6. How many grades did you complete in school? 
7. At the present time, are you employed? 

(If the respondent was unemployed, they were asked: What is 
your primary occupation? If the respondent was retired, they 
were asked: What was your primary occupation?) 

8. What is/was your spouse's occupation? 

The sample shows a predominantly country small town background (70% 

country, 21% small town). Only 6% of the respondents cited a suburban or 

city background in their early life. Table 1 summarizes these responses. 
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Tab le 1 

Where did you live most of the time 
when you were growing up? 

Location Response (%) 

Country 71 
Small town 22 
Suburb 1 
City 5 

100 
(N=348) 

The years lived in Hartsville ranged from a low of 1 to a high of 86. 

The average number of years in the county was 31, while the median was 30 

years. This means that half of the sample has lived in Hartsville more 

than 30 years. Table 2 shows the distribution of the "years in the area" 

question. 

Table 2 

How many years have you lived in 
Hartsville or Trousdale County? 

Years in county Response (%) 

1-5 6 
6-10 5 
11-15 8 
16-20 11 
21-30 19 
31- 50 

100 
(N«347) 
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The relatively settled nature of the sample is further indicated by 

the years respondents have lived at their current address. In this 

instance answers ranged from 1 to 64 years. The average for this question 

was 13 years, while half of the sample had lived in the same place for at 

least 9.5 years. This variable is summarized in Table 3. 

Table 3 

Years at Present Address 

Years at present address Response (%) 

1 14 
2-3 12 
4-8 19 
9-20 33 
21- 21 

100 
(N-349) 

The age of persons interviewed generally conforms to that found in the 
g 

1970 Census of Population for Tennessee. The Census figures give a median 

age figure for the adult population of between 45 and 49 years. Our median 

age is 46 years. The average age of our sample is 45 years. Table 4 gives 

age distributions from the 1970 Census, as well as our sample.*® 
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Tab le 4 

Age Distribution in Trousdale County 

Ape Census Data Sample Data Ape 
(%) (%) 

18-21 7 3 
22-29 16 14 
30-3S 16 21 
40-49 17 20 
50-53 17 23 
60-69 14 14 
70-79 9 4 
80-89 4 1 

100 100 
(N'=3775) (N=346) 

The sample shows roughly the same level of formal education as the 

general population of Trousdale County. The mean (average) education in 

our sample is 11 years as is the median. A 1973 report from the office 

of Comprehensive Health Planning in Nashville** gives the median education 

level for the state as 10.6 years and median education for Trousdale County 

(persons 25 years of age and older) as 8.4 years. Our figures show 44% 

with less than a high school education, 30% with a high school education 

and the rest with at least some college. Only 2% of our sample reported 

work beyond the Bachelor's degree. Table 5 shows these distributions. 
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Tab le 1 

Education Level of Respondents 

Grade Response (%) 

6-7 10 
8-9 17 
10-11 17 
U.S. graduate 30 
Some college 12 
College graduate 11 
Post-graduate 2 

100 
(N=345) 

The answers on the marital status question again portray the settled 

nature of the sample. Seventy-nine percent are married, while only 5% are 

divorced or separated. Table 6 shows this distribution. 

Table 6 

Marital Status 

Status Response (%) 

Married 79 
Single 8 
Widowed 7 
Divorced 5 
Separated 1_ 

100 
(N=348) 
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The distribution of men and women is virtually identical to that found 

in the 1970 Census. Our sample shows 49% male and 51% female of the adult 

population (N=350), while in the 1970 Census, the distribution is 48% male 

and 52% female (N=3775). 

As concerns racial composition of the sample, our sample shows 90% 

white and 10% black. Census figures for 1970 show Trousdale County's racial 

distribution to be 86% white and 14% black for the adult population. 

Profile of Nonparticipants 

The sample discussed in this section is 350. Of particular concern, 

however, are those persons who, for one reason or another, did not or 

could not participate. These people can bo divided into two groups: (1) 

those who were contacted and (2) those who could not be contacted for varying 

reasons or were not a member of the sample at the time of the survey. A 

breakdown of these groups follows: 

Total number of people interviewed 350 

Persons who refused, giving reasons such as not interested, 
can't be bothered, don't care to participate 38 

Persons for whom an appointment could not be set up 

during the timeframe of the interview 21 

Persons who did "want to become involved in the issue" 3 

Persons who did not consider themselves properly 

informed to participate in the survey 7 

Persons who did not receive a letter 1 

Persons who said the letter was an invasion of privacy 1 

No reason given 1 

Total number of persons contacted for interview 422 
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Calculation of Standard Error and Confidence Intervals for Variables 
in the Survey 

For a dichotomous variable (e.g., "yes-no" answer), the standard error 

is given by the following formula: 

- • 

where N is the total number of persons from which a sample could be drawn 

assuming a finite population; n is the sample size (in this case 350); 

p is the observed sample proportion for one level of a dichotomous variable; 

and q is given by (1-p). 

For continuous data, the standard error foumula is: 

where SD equals the Standard Deviation for a particular variable. 

It is not uncommon to use these error rates in conjunction with a 95% 

confidence level, which means that if we sample 100 times from the same 

population, we would expect 95 times of that 100 to find a value within that 

range. The formula for such an interval is given by (assuming 95% confidence 

limits): 

Confidence Interval = p I (t)(S.E.) , 

where t is Students T (1.96 at 95% confidence levels), and S.E. is the 

Standard Error as calculated from the above formula. 
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FOOTNOTES TO APPENDIX 

1. IV. G. Cochran, Sampling Techniques, 2nd ed., pp. 18-47, Wiley, 
New York, 1963; H. M. Blalock, Social Statistics, pp. 392-411, 
McGraw-Hill, New York, 1960. 

2. For the town of Hartsville, The Directory and Property Numbering System 
Tennessee State Planning Office, March 1974, and for Trousdale County 
The Trousdale County Directory (Citizens Bank of Hartsville: n.d.). 

3. Letter is attached to this appendix overleaf. 

4. Form is attached overleaf, 

5. Training of interviewers was conducted generally under guidelines found 
in C. H. Backstrom and G. D. Hirsch, Survey Research (Northwestern 
University Press: Evanston, Illinois, 1963) and the Interviewers 
Manual (Institute of Social Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor). 

6. Provided by the Tennessee State Planning Commission, Middle Tennessee 
Division, Nashville and the Tennessee Department of Highways in 
Cookeville. 

7. Question 12 a-j and 28B. 

8. The general form for this section was adapted from Betty H. Zisk, Local 
Interest Politics, pp. 169-186 (The Bobbs-Merrill Co., Inc., New York, 
1973). All statistics presented in this section are rounded to the 
nearest whole number. 

9. United States Bureau of the Census, Census of Populations: 1970, 
General Population Characteristics, Final Report PC (1)-B44 Tennessee, 
U.S. Government Printing Office. Washington, D. C., 1971. 

10. A chi-square test was performed on the age groupings utilizing 
X2 = at a = 0.05, where 0 = the value observed from the sample 
and E = the census value. The result was not significant at 1= .05. 
Census information proved inadequate to run a difference of means test. 

11. Tennessee Department of Public Health, Office of Health Planning, Health 
in Tennessee: A Statistical Overview. Nashville, July 1973. 

12. Cochran, 0£. cit. 
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O A K R I D G E N A T I O N A L L A B O R A T O R Y 
O P E R A T E D BY 

UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION 
NUCLEAR DIVISION 

POST OFFICE BOX X 
OAK RIDGE, TENNESSEE 3 7830 
January 23, 1975 

Dear 

Your name has been drawn at random from a list of Hartsville and 
Trousdale County residents. We would like to interview you in a 
research study which is explained below, and has been publicized recently 
in the Vidette and over radio station WJKM. If you agree to be inter-
viewed, we will pay you $5.,00 for your time. 

Within the next few days one of our interviewers will contact you 
to set up an appointment that is convenient to you. You do not have to 
be interviewed if you don't want to. Please feel free to refuse if you 
wish to do so. However, we will very much appreciate your participation 
in the study. 

During January and February 1975, the Social Impacts Research Group 
at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory will be conducting a study in Harts-
ville and Trousdale County. The Hartsville area is one of several places 
in the United States where research is being done concerning the effects 
proposed power plants may have on local areas. 

This study is sponsored by the Energy Research and Development Admin-
istration and is in no way related to the Tennessee Valley Authority or 
any of the other parties involved with the proposed power plant at Harts-
ville. 

One of the main parts of our study will be personal interviews with 
approximately 400 adults in the Hartsville-Trousdale County area. These 
interviews will be conducted by local residents who have been hired and 
trained for this purpose. We estimate that the interview will take about 
an hour. Each person who is interviewed will receive $5.00 for their time. 
This will be sent by mail within 30 days after the interview. All infor-
mation gathered in the interview will be strictly confidential. 

If you have further questions about this study, please feel free to ask 
the interviewer when she calls to arrange an appointment. 

Sincerely, 

C. Richard Schuller 
Regional and Urban Studies Dept. 

CRS:cp 
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PROFILE SHEET FOR NON-RESPONDENTS 

SEX M 

RACE Caucasian white Black 

AGE 18-20_ 

21-30_ 

31-40_ 

41-50 

51-60_ 

61-70 

Above 70 

RESIDENCE City of Hartsville Rest of Trousdale Co. 

MARITAL STATUS Single Married Widowed 

Divorced Separated 

Reasons for refusing to participate 


