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ABSTRACT

Social impact assessment (SIA) in its narrowest sense involves the
social parts of environmental impact statements--i.e., predicting the
social consequences of site-specific transformations of the physical
environment and/or the community socioeconomic fabric. In its broader
sense, SIA can encompass processes such as citizen participation and

mediation in policy decisions about proposed projects, programé, or

policies.

Psychologists to date have been little involved with SIA. There-
fore, this dissertation has two purposes: to provide psychologists with
an overview of SIA, and to point out ways that psychological knowledge

can provide SIA with an individual-level "human bottom line."

There are numerous fields of psychological inquiry with potential
relevance to SIA--stress, subjective wellbeing, environmental cognition,
etc. Psychologists have also researched consequences of social forces
which frequently characterize projects addressed by SIA--e.g., economic

change or increased population density.

At the same time, psychological research usually has focused only on
micro-social situations (or, less often, on broad cultural shifts).
Some changes in basic philosophy and methodology are needed for most
psychological research to be truly relevant to SIA. At an action level,
community psychology seems particularly suited for tackling the sort of

community transitions which often concern SIA practitioners.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Social impact assessment (SIA) is a form of applied social science
which seeks to predict or estimate the human impact of proposed new
public works projects, major private business developments, or govern-
ment programs. The establishment of a new industry in a sleepy rural
area, the construction of a large public hcusing project in the heart of
a metropolis, initiation of a new system for delivering public mental
health services--all might be examples of proposals which could merit

study through SIA.

In theory, the purpose of SIA is to provide the decision maker and
the public with information about the probable social consequences of a
proposed project--to be weighed along with information about economic
and environmental impacts--so that an intelligent decision can be made
about whether to approve the project and/or about how it could be
modified to minimize undesired side effects and maximize desired ones.

In practice, SIA is often neglected or given only cursory attention.

Both in theory and in practice, SIA is still in its infancy. SIA's
very often are performed by planning or engineering consultants with
little social science background, or by social scientists operating as
subcontractors with very limited resources. They are usually carried
out as one small part of a larger environmental impact statement (EIS)
prepared to meet the requirements of the United States' National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) or a similar governmental regulation.

The SIA may consist of a lengthy appendix to the EIS, or, more



'frequent1y, a page or two of general statements about employment oppor-

tunities and "lifestyle" considefations.

Although most Western countries today have passed legislation re-
quiring environmental impact assessments for major governmental and/or
private-sector actions likely to alter the physical surroundings, the
(sporadic) inclusion of a socioeconomic or strictly social component is
primarily a North American phenomenon. The concept originated in the
United States and subsequently crossed the border into Canada, where it
has been enriched, hotly debated, and perhaps subtly altered to fit that
country's more iconoclastic and rural-oriented national identity (Booth-
royd, 1981). Most of the literature--both academic and practitioner-

oriented--currently comes from Canada and the United States.

OVERVIEW OF SIA VS. "SOCIAL SCIENCE"
What is social impact assessment? What is it actually all about?

While answers to these questions and definitions of SIA are as
plentiful as the number of articles ard books which have been written
on the topic, some of the most thoughtful comments on this matter have
come from Charles P. Wolf. As will be later explicated, Wolf has played
a central role in the development of SIA in the United States and has
sometimes been described as the "father of SIA." (Wolf prefers to con-
sider himself the "finder" of SIA--Wolf, 1977, p. 3.)

It is at least arguable that "social impact assessment" is

what social science is all about and always has been. As
social scientists, we are concerned with analyzing the
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conditions, causes, and consequences of social hhenomena and
social life. (Wolf, 1974b, p. 2)

Wolf notes that SIA can be defined as formal compliance with NEPA
or related laws which mandate consideration of social consequences of
governmental decisions. But at a higher level, he wrote in the mid-

1970's, SIA represented a new national concern with the human consequen-

ces of planning:

Above all, what SIA symbolizes is the assumption of social
responsibility on the part of public authorities and its impo-
sition on private interests. What is being requested--indeed,
demanded--is nothing less than the use of social forecasts as
a planning base. (Wolf, 1974b, p. 4)

The latter statement is perhaps too sweeping, since SIA at present is
usually tied to specific project proposals for specific sites. Addi-
tionally, of course, his comments describe a national political philo-
sophy which, if it every really existed, is now in some eclipse. In

a later discussion, he is more precise:

Social impact assessment is a newly emerging field of inter-
disciplinary knowledge and application. Its aim is to predict
and evaluate the social effects of a policy, program, or pro-
ject while still in the planning state--before those effects
have occurred. Unlike the more familiar "evaluation re-
search, which gauges the effectiveness of programs already in

operation, the task for SIA is anticipatory research. (Wolf,
1980a, p. 27)

However, Wolf also notes that in practice "social" impacts are too
often defined in residual terms--whatever is left over and unconsidered
in EIS analyses after all other sections have been prepared by environ-

mental scientists and economists. Thus, SIA's are frequently expected



to contain (or even to consist entirely of) subjects which psychologists
might regard as the domain of puB]ic health specialists, demographers,
or planners rather than as the domain of psychology, sociology, or
anthropology. For example, analyses of projected population growth,
demands for public services, and induced changes in land use often
constitute the bulk of SIA's as they are presently prepared for environ-
mental impact statements. Even the distribution of employment or income
costs and benefits among different sub-populations--a topic clearly
suited to the expertise of economists--is often relegated to noneconomic
SIA analysts, who might more reasonably be expected to consider the

implications rather than the calculations of such distributive issues.

It was earlier stated that SIA is a form of applied social science.
This is true to the extent that SIA relies on social science for its
content and methodologies. However, because SIA in most instances is
linked to the EIS process, it is in many ways more of a planning (or
even a political) process rather than a social science activity per se.
The parameters of EIS's are, in practice, the parameters of SIA as an

applied activity.

Among these parameters are several which distinguish SIA from more

typical social science research activities. These may be summarized in

the statement that EIS's and their social components usually involve (1)

the prediction of likely impacts from (2) a specific proposed project on

(3) a specific geographical area and/or socioeconomic community, all in

the form of (4) a document usually commissioned by the project propon-

ent.



Predictive emphasis: SIA deals with the future, not with analysis

of the past or present. While prediction is a penultimate goal of all
science (falling just shy of the ultimate and most ambitious goal--
control), there are many who believe that it is too daring a task for
the social sciences at present, particularly since the preceding steps
of description qnd understanding have yet to be mastered in most social
science rea]ms.' Much of the SIA literature to be discussed in this
dissertation touches upon this controversy, and many scholars and prac-
titioners urge more emphasis on "process" aspects such as citizen in-

volvement and less emphasis on predictions and similar paper "products."

However, the EIS framework intrinsically mandates forecasts, or at
least the best available estimates of future outcomes. While the
author of this dissertation believes that "process" components of SIA's
may actually have the most real-world value and be most achieveable in
the near-term future, the principal focus of this disseration will
nevertheless be'primarily on predictive SIA. That is because EIS's as
currently written (including their SIA components) are usually oriented
to predictive statements and because prediction represents the true link
between the social sciences and impact statements. Social scientists’
conclusions about historical data are of no value to the decision-making
EIS process unless these conclusions can be generalized to future situ-

ations.

Specificity of Change Agent and Locale: Because SIA's/EIS's

involve a specific project, the SIA practitioner must attend to all



facets and aspects of this project, examining their separate and
interactive consequences; SIA is not interested in the effects of one
variable "holding all others constant." SIA also diverges from normal
social science activity in its attention not to general human patterns,

but to the idiosyncratic conditions of a particular affected community.

In regard to the latter two points, it should be noted that NEPA
actually calls for assessment of some types of federal programs (not
just individual projects) which may affect a variety of sites, but these
EIS's tend to be vague and general documents which are usually supple-
mented by site-specific EIS's. SIA may be contrasted to the field of
"technology assessment" (TA), which is concerned in large part with
broad social and economic ramifications of technological innovations at
the national or general societal level. Predicting the overall human
impact of putting video-display computer terminals in most American
homes would be a job for TA; predicting the impact of a new computer
manufacturing plant on the residents of Poughkeepsie, N.Y. would be a
job for SIA. Some =cholars see TA as a branch of SIA, but in this
dissertation they will be viewed as two separate branches of the same’

"impact assessment" tree.

Client/Market Considerations: There is nothing to prevent academic

social scientists (or anyone else) from carrying out shoestring social
impact assessments on their own, nor is there anything to prevent rich
philanthropists from providing more adequate funds to estimate social

impacts from a proposed project in which such philanthropists have no



interest. There have been occasional instances when local decision
makers have requested SIA's outside the legal EIS structure, simply be-
cause they desired the information to aid in decision making (McCoy,
1978). But in the usual SIA case, the preparer is a consultant paid
by a client who is proposing the project (or, less often, the preparer
is a government employee who regularly assembles social impact state-

ments for his or her agency).

This results in some very apparent differences between the value
orientations usually encountered in a pure research setting and those
encountered in EIS/SIA situations, as will be discussed later in the
dissertation. Concomitantly, it means that SIA often 55 a market acti-
vity, and that its nature is determined by economic forces as well as by
the legal strictures of NEPA or other regulations. The present disser-
tation is heavily influenced by this fact. The potential contributions
of social impact assessment in general, and psychological SIA in parti-
cular, cannot be realistically evaluated without consideration of the
needs of (and constraints upon) both client and government decision

maker...who may in some cases be identical.

However, traditional academically-oriented social science research-
ers have their own reasons for being interested in SIA. Although the
practical market for SIA is still largely restricted to satisfaction of
EIS regulatory requirements, the concept has generated enormous theore-
tical interest (and some real-1life participation) by many types of

social scientists. A substantial scholarly literature has evolved



regarding the potential role and contributions of SIA, both within and
without the current EIS framework. SIA represents a major challenge to
the social science "pure" research profession: does social science have
value or not? can it lead to useful real-world action, or is it simple
“"jvory tower" wheel spinning? And there may also be a concern with
preventing abuse of social science, its principles and its image; by
ensuring that SIA'S are conducted with proper recognition of (if not

necessarily in total conformance with) the standards of social science.

Thus, in different ways, SIA is of strong interest to a number of

different types of participants and observers:

o policy analysts-~-the decision makers and staffers who must take

action based upon the SIA's and other EIS sections;

o clients--the government agencies or private interests whose pro-
posed actions may be affected (perhaps approved or disapproved)

as a result of public and decision-maker reaction to SIA's;

0 practitioners--the individuals whose jobs or professional consul-

ting occupation (full- or part-time) it is to prepare SIA's;

o academic social science researchers--people who are interested in
furthering the efficacy of SIA's and/or the scientific quality

therein.

This dissertation will be primarily concerned with the latter two
groups, although the effects and needs of the former two groups must

always be reckoned with.



PSYCHOLOGY AND SIA: NEED FOR, AND PURPOSES OF, THIS DISSERTATION

Need

By the very nature of the focus of SIA, one would expect a good
deal of participation by psychologists, particularly social, community,
and/or environmental psychologists:

Here, in the area of social psychological issues, lies, it

seems to me, the heart of what social impact assessment is

attempting to elaborate: subjective quality of life concerns,
the sense of aesthetics and environmental attraction, the

sense of personal identity, of community cohesion, of distri-

butive justice, value and attitude changes, alteration of
interaction networks, the environmental effects on social

interaction (e.g., the effect of aversive noise levels in

decreasing altruistic behavior) and proxemic behavior...

(Harter, 1978, p. 2)

Ironically, though, psychologists have been among the least active
of social science disciplines in carrying out SIA investigations or in
contributing to academic literature on the topic. There are reasons for
this, as will be discussed later. A number of barriers and limits to

substantial psychological involvement in SIA will be reviewed.

Nevertheless, despite all the problems and all the qualifications
which must honestly be raised, SIA can greatly benefit from more input

from psychologists.

Social impact assessment as an intellectual field has been domi-
nated by sociologists. Some of these sociologists follow the tradition
of Emile Durkheim in believing that the whole is greater than the sum

of the parts and that the sole focus of SIA therefore properly should be
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on the overall community as a sort of super-organism in its own right,
with no need to make reference to the individual. However, some of the
most influential sociological contributors to SIA do not agree. Kurt
Finsterbusch--one of the most distinguished and certainly one of the
most prolific of SIA authorities (Finsterbusch, 1975, 1976a, 1976b,
1977a, 1977b, 1977c, 1978, 1982a, 1982b, 1982c; Finsterbusch & Motz,
1980; Finsterbusch & Wolf, 1977)--has been particularly influential in
stressing the need for SIA to examine impacts on the individual, in
addition to impacts on the community, subgroups, and organizational
structures:

Social impact assessments estimate the social consequences

of an action on individuals, groups, organizations, communi-

ties, and other social units. They assess both positive and

negative social impacts, but generally the SIA looks at nega-
tive social impacts of actions that are proposed for their
positive economic impacts. Since SIAs mainly estimate adverse
impacts on individuals and groups of individuals they should

be based on an understanding of how individuals experience ad-

versity. SIAs, however, tend to be decicient in this re-

spect... (Finsterbusch, 1982b, p. 71)

Finsterbusch goes on to begin the task of redressing this defici-
ency, focusing on stress and life satisfaction theories. This disserta-
tion will be concerned in part with significantly expanding and adding
to the initial concepts suggested by Finsterbusch (which will be more
fully discussed in Chapter V). It is the hope of the author that more
psychological input to SIA will help ensure that social impact assess-
ments attend to both the benefits and the problems accruing to the

individual--who may or may not even register in post-impact aggregate

comnunity statistics, since people may disappear from their original
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communities in the course of major environmental and socio-economic

transitions. Psychologists can assist SIA both in practice and through
basic research, since there is a great need for valid research evidence
and theory to aid in prediction of impacts. In fact, given some of the
practical difficulties in the conduct of social impact assessment which
will be reviewed in this dissertation, the psychologist may have a more
important contribution to make as a pure researcher than as an SIA prac-

titioner.

If SIA can benefit from psychology, psychology can also benefit
from involvement with SIA. Psychologists represent a group of people
with a great range of values and interests. Some find great meaning in
laboratory-based pure research. Others, however, find more satisfaction
in acting directly upon the world. For many, this means clinical prac-
tice. But there are also many who feel a desire to interact at a level
greater than that of single troubled individuals. Psychological sub~
disciplines such as community psychology, environmental psychology, and
(at intermittent periods) social psychology have attracted such persons
in large numbers. However, these fields have generally failed to forge
Tinks to the social policy- and decision-making process. If a psycholo-
gist feels his or her studies have implications for the everyday busi-
ness of running the world, there is no effective forum for injecting
those concepts into the body politic. Few mayors, state senators, or

federal Cabinet officials read psychological research journals.

Along with fields such as technology assessment and risk assess-

ment, SIA is part of a fledgling movement to supplement the "policy
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sciences" with direct social science content. It is a daring move, be-
cause the risks of failure are real. But psychology will surely be the

poorer for not participating in the experiment.

Purposes and Organization

This dissertation is being written with two major purposes (or sets
of purposes) in mind. Chapters are organized into two parts--named, in
straightforward fashion, "Part One" and "Part Two"--with each part dedi-

cated to one of these general purposes.

The chapters in Part One will be an overview of SIA to date, to
serve as an introduction of the field to psychologists. It is hoped'
this dissertation may stimulate some greater interest in SIA by at least
some psychologists--but, if this proves to be the case, newcomers to the
area should be well apprised of the history, the opportunities, and the
pitfalls which have developed on both the academic and practical sides

of SIA.

The second purpose of the dissertation is to provide some insights
into the potential (a) utility of, (b) feasibility of, (c) opportunities
for, and (d) methodological approaches which could facilitate increased
participation by psychologists in both the academic and préctica]

aspects of SIA. The objective is thus a preliminary exploration of the
psychological areas considered most likely to be fruitful topics for
inclusion in SIA's, with some recommended methodologies. This is a

limited objective, falling short of a how-to-do-it cookbook, and the
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reasons for the limitations will be documented. The chapters of Part

Two are aimed at this goal.

Both foregoing descriptions of the purposes of this dissertation
have suggested there are important limits to the potentiai contributions
of psychologists to SIA. It is perhaps apparent by this point that this
dissertation is not intended to be the sort of totally unambivalent
clarion call which one anthropologist sounded for members of his own

discipline to become more involved in SIA consulting work on a full-time

basis:

To become fully recognized contributors we have little choice

but to persuade the managers of consulting firms to hire

anthropologists because it is private firms, rather than uni-

versity based researchers, that can most rapidly and success-
fully respond to requests for proposals from government

agencies. (West, 1975, pp. 435-436).

To an extent, the foregoing words represent solid and realistic
advice, for either anthropologists or psychologists. These sentiments
do, however, suggest a sort of blind faith in the ultimate wisdom of
one's own discipline and perhaps the need to remake the EIS/SIA process
in the image of that particular discipline. An interdisciplinary battle
among psychologists, anthropologists, sociologists, economists, and.
planners as to which group should dominate SIA consultancies would ulti-

mately benefit nobody.1

On the positive side, the dissertation will point out certain areas
where psychologists are most likely to make a valuable contribution to

SIA. As indicated by some of the earlier discussion, psychologists can
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make professional contributions to SIA in one or more of three roles:
(1) predictive practitioner; (2) supporting academic research for pre-
dictive practitioner; and (3) nonpredictive active involvement of

various types.

1. The predictive practitioner role: This is the role of pro-

ducing the psychological portions of actual social impact assessments
for specific projects. At least theoretically, this might be done as a
full-time consulting occupation. But because of the various constraints
on social science and psychological involvement in SIA, it is most
likely to be carried out on an occasional subcontracting basis (perhaps
even a sub-sub-subcontracting basis, if the prime contractor for an EIS
is the typical planning and engineering firm which then subcontracts
with a purely "social" consultant, who then may--if any funds remain--

subcontract with psychologists for specific pieces of information).

2. The supporting academic research role: When the practitioner

finds the existing literature and/or assessment methodoicgies to be
inadequate (and this is frequently the case), the research community may
assist the larger process by devoting attention to these unanswered
questions. At the present time, there is an overwhelming need for ap-

plied social research on which firmer predictive SIA statements can be

based.

3. Nonpredictive active involvement roles: Predictive SIA is one

aspect of a larger decision-meking process, and there are some models of
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SIA which, emphasize more action-oriented and less prediction-oriented
roles for practitioners--e.g., faci]itatioﬁ of communication among pro-
ject proponents, decision makers, and the general public. This type of
nonpredictive activity could be a service offered by a professional
consultant, as could social impact management, mediation, etc. As
previously noted, such “"process" models of SIA will not represent the .
primary focus of this dissertation, but they are far too significant to

be overlooked entirgly.

Potential contributions in all three of the foregoing roles will be
analyzed in this dissertation, albeit with somewhat more emphasis on the

first two.

FINAL COMMENTS

It was previously mentioned that SIA represents a challenge for
social scientists in general. That challenge may be felt particularly
keenly by psychologists. In the past 20 years, several new psychologi-
cal subdisciplines--most especially community psychology and environmen-
tal psychology--have manifested an apparent desire by psychologists to
apply their laboratory skills and knowledge to real-world situations.
Social impact assessment éonstitutes a new type of opportunity to
achieve both the applied status and the ecological perspective to which
members of these subdisciplines (along with many social psychologists)

have often aspired.

At the same time, SIA may represent such an opportunity only if
psychologists are willing to loosen some of the customary bonds upon
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their self-definition of the overall discipline. Two such chahges are

particularly important:

1. A widening of focus to "macro-social" situations and change:

In an attempt to establish solid scientific principles, psychologists in
the past few decades have conducted most of their research on human
behavior in the context of what might be called "micro-social situa-
tions." That is, both experimental and naturalistic observations have
been conducted in carefully limited social and physical settings: small
groups in enclosed rooms; a few people on a street corner; two indivi-
duals on a telephone. The most ambitious studies of individual behavior

may involve work, family, or "social support network" settings.

Except, perhaps, for a small group of c;oss-cultural psychologists
and those environmental psychologists struggling to Qeve1op the still
somewhat arcane concept of “behavior‘settings,“ there has been little
psychological research on general human orientation to the total physi-
cal and socioeconomic envircnments. Some ecological models and theories
do suggest the need to chart the individual's total environment, but
even here the overall environment is seen as static. This total
environmental context is usually regarded as a given, the background or

field in which human organisms display the psychological behavior of

- primary interest to psychologists.

However, SIA often is about change in the total "background"

environment, and the possible consequences for communities, groups, and

individuals. As input to SIA, research findings from "micro-social
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situations" may be regarded with justifiable skepticism. Ecological ap-
proaches offer more hope, but the element of change is still usually

absent.

2. A broadening of research purpose from the establishment of

scientific law: Laboratory or other micro-social settings are

appropriate for psychological research intended to contribute to the
slow accretion of irrefutable and universal truths about human behavior.
This is a noble goal (although there are certainly some who believe it

futile), and there is no intent here to suggest that it be abandoned.

However, it must be suggested that the long-term goal of seeking
psychological laws--the formulae of social physics--can be supplemented
by short-term goals of partial knowledge. For the pursuit of ultimate
knowledge (and/or comprehensive theories of human behavior), it is
necessary to study, for example, the reactions of individuals to a par-
ticular class of environmental changes--perhaps a sudden influx of
newcomer population--over a great variety of time and situations. Such
a change would be studied in large cities and small, in the 20th century
and the 2nd, in the United States and in Tonga. The seeker after publi-
cations oriented toward ultimate scientific truth disdains replication
studies; rather, the buzz words for acceptance in scholarly journals go
together'to constitute some such sentence as “However; this phenomenon
heretofore has never before been examined among a population of suburban
Indians in South Africa, and the findings to be presented here suggest

important revisions must be made in prevailing theories."
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SIA requires knowledge that is admittedly time-bound and culture-
bound. It needs a literature comprised of replicative studies in
similar sorts of conditions--the conditions most likely to prevail in
practice. For example, the SIA practitioner is most likely today to be
called upon to study the situation of an influx of newcomers in cases
involving construction and pperation of major new industries and/or
energy developments in smaIi rural comunities. The typical responses
in such limited conditions (along with useful pointers as to the vari-

ables which can modify undesired outcomes) represent the basic need.

~Thus, the challenges to psychological scholars posed by SIA are
fortunately somewhat balancing. There is a need to think in terms of
total "macro-social" situations, but there is also a practical need to
develop, not grand theory, But empirical evidence of typical outcomes in
the macro-situations of most practical interest in a given period of
history (and, perhaps, region of the country). To be integrated into
the practice of social impéct assessment in a useful way, psychology
must develop branches and perspectives which can accept the value of

historical as well as experimental knowledge.
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PART ONE:
AN INTRODUCTION TO SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Before discussing opportunities for psychological input to SIA, it
is necessary to understand what SIA is and how it has worked in theory
and in practice. That is the intent of the next three chapters, which
comprise Part One of this dissertation. Chapter II will explore the
historical, legal, and scholarly contexts in which SIA operates.

Chapter III will discuss the practical purposes and general methodolo-
gies available for carrying out an SIA, and Chapter IV will consider and
analyze various criticisms of SIA and the constraints placed on SIA

practitioners.
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II. SIA IN CONTEXT

Social impact assessment and SIA-related research take place in a
complex economic, political, governmental, and academic context. Three
aspects of that overall context will be discussed in this chapter:

(1) the historical and legal background of SIA (including the legal EIS
framework); (2) post-facto social impact case studies; (3) scholarly

perspectives on SIA.

(Another type of context is psychological in nature--the varying
motives of clients, decision makers, and practitioners. That topic will

be reserved for the next chapter.)

HISTORICAL AND LEGAL BACKGROUND OF SIA

Social impact assessment can be viewed as the offspring of two
intellectual currents of the 1960's--environmentalism and the social
indicators movement--which in turn were born of American value conflicts
in that period of time.2 Environmental legislation provided the impteus
for SIA. while social indicators have provided at least some of the

tools and conceptual approaches.

Social Indicators and "Quality of Life"

Although the federal government first explored social reporting
under President Herbert Hoover, it was the Lyndon Johnson Administration
which encouraged legislation for national environmental protection and
which popularized the idea of seeking "quality of 1ife" in spheres other

than the fiscal alone:
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The period of his fJohnson's} presidency was one of increasing
discontent in the United States, yet the Gross National Product,
the standard social indicator for government policy, was generally
growing. There seems to have been a general recognition, extending

into the upper levels of government, that economic statistics alone

were no longer providing sufficient instruments for governing.

(Nader & Beckerman, 1978, p. 11)

In consequence, both the federal government and social scientists
throughout the United States grew increasingly interested in supplemen-
tal indicators of societal wellbeing. The original thrust of the
American social indicators movement involved promulgation of a national
"social report" or "social account" (Duncan, 1969a; Bauer, 1966; Bell,
1969; United States Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 1969),
perhaps even a single index comprised of the sum of various separate
indicators to produce a social "score" analogous to the Gross National
Product. This concept retained some impetus during the presidencies of
Richard Nixon and Gerald Ford, when the U.S. government compiled and
published omnibus collections of diverse social statistics from secon-
dary sources (United States Office of Management and Budget, 1973,
1976). Various international organizations such as the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (Fanchette, 1974) and
the Organisation for Economic Cooperation (Strumpel, 1972) held con-

ferences on the uses of social indicators.

In a similar time frame, there developed in both the American
public and in the scholarly community a growing interest in futures
research, sparked in part by a growing popular apprehension over the
unintended consequences of various technological developments (Wolf,

1977) and in part by the popular success of books such as Toffler's
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Future shock (1970), Bell's The coming of post-industrial society

(1973), and Meadows, Meadows, Randers, & Behrens' The limits to growth

(1974). Social scientists--and particularly sociologists and political
scientists--began to apply traditional economic and demographic fore-
casting methodologies to the emerging sets of social indicators, crea-
ting fields such as technological forecasting (Lanford, 1972) and social
forecasting (Duncan, 1969b; Henshel; 1982). The marriage of the social
indicators/social forecasting movement with environmentalism led to
social impact assessment (perhaps a little indirectly, as is the usual

case with marriage and subsequent offspring).

Although direct governmental involvement in the social indicators
movement began to dwindle in the mid-1970's for various political
reasons (De Neufville, 1975), grants from both governmental and foun-
dation sources permitted several national surveys to explore the meaning
and determinants of "quality of life" (or, alternatively, "wellbeing")

(Andrews & Withey, 1976; Campbell, Converse, & Rodgers, 1976).

However, in very recent years the social indicators literature per
se has contained less in the way of national perspective or proposed
institutionalized social reporting. Government support for the field
has dwindled to virtually zero under the Reagan Administration. In the
academic arena, there is still evidence of scholarly interest in the
concept of "social accounting" (Juster & Land, 1981), but most scholarly

articles in the principal journal of the field, Social Indicators

Research, have switched focus from possible national "social reports" to

more focused research issues such as the utility of specific indicators
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(P. L. Knox, 1980), "quality-of-1ife" components in particular neigh-
borhoods (Russ-Eft, 1979), approaches to social indicators in foreign
countries (Young, Edmonston, & Andes, 1983) or the applicability of
empirical indicators to academic theories in specific disciplines

(Tropman, 1976).

Environmentalism and NEPA

If the social indicators movement has somewhat retired from public
1ife, SIA's other "parent," environmentalism, remains strongly rooted in
public law, if not necessarily in political and governmental favor. The
primary environmental legislation for the United States is the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. which has inspired similar laws

or programs in Canada and other industrialized Western nations.

NEPA has two parts, one setting forth a "national environmental
policy"” and the other establishing the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) to carry out various activities related to this policy. By far
the most influential part of this policy for SIA--perhaps the major
reason for its existence today--is Section 102(2)(C), which directs all
Federal agencies to:

Include in every recommendation or report on proposals for

legislation and other major Federal actions significantly

affecting the quality of the human environment, a detailed
statement by the responsible official on--

(i) The environmental impact of the proposed action,

(ii) Any adverse environmental effects which cannot be
avoided should the proposal be implemented,
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(iii) Alternatives to the proposed action,

(iv) The relationship between local short-term uses of

man's environment and the maintenance and enhancement of
long~term productivity, and

(v) Any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of

resources which would be involved in the proposed action
should it be implemented. (Public Law 91-190, 42 U.S.C.
4321-4347, January 1, 1970, as amended by Public Law 94-
52, July 3, 1975, and Public Law 94-83, August 9, 1975)

In these words were created the federal mandate for environmental

impact statements (EIS's), which in practice have been most often pre-

pared for proposed physical projects (e.g., highways) or resource devel-

opment (e.g., coal mining or mineral extraction) on federal lands or

with the use of federal funding. The usual EIS procedure involves:

(1)

(2)

Preparation of an "environmental assessment," which is a brief
analysis to determine the need for a full-fledged EIS. If,
under criteria set forth by the Council on Environmental
Quality, it is determined that an EIS is not necessary, an
explanatory “Finding of No Significant Impact" is published.

Otherwise, the EIS process continues.

Notification of affected agencies, organizations, and publics

through publication of a "Notice of Intent" in the Federal

Register and through direct contact. This is intended to
encourage suggestions from potentially affected parties on

what the EIS should cover, as well as to give them the oppor-
tunity to put their names on the 1list of those to whom the

draft environmental impact statement will be circulated.
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(3) Preparation of a draft environmental impact statement, which
is circulated to the designated parties for review and

comment.

(4) Preparation of the final environmental impact statement, which
includes revisions resulting from those reviewers' comments
believed appropriate and justified. Additionally, all written

comments and responses must be attached.

Federal EIS's under NEPA are intended to be, among other things,
"disclosure documents"--disclosing likely impacts to all interested
parties-;and there is no particular agency which either approves the EIS
document on a routine administrative basis or which passes judgment on
the project being assessed (although all final EIS's must be "accepted"
by the preparing agency itself and then filed with the Environmental
Protection Agency). Even if the EIS discloses the 1ikelihood of

substantial negative impacts, there is no law or mechanism forbidding

the implementation of the project; there is simply the increased poli-

tical difficulty associated with the action after disclosure of likely
negative impacts.3 Thus, even though the EIS is required under NEPA to
be a sort of "product" (i.e., a document predicting impacts), its true
utility often comes through its "process" role as a source of infor-

mation for potentially affected parties, including decision makers them-

selves.

(NOTE: Throughout this dissertation, the term "decision maker"
will necessarily be used in a rather yague way. Because the
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governmental decision making process--whether at the federal, state, or
local level--is usually a complex one, it is rare that a single indivi-
dual or legislative body has sole authority to say "yes" or "no" to a
proposed project. Rather, a number of governmental decision makers
usually are involved. These could include representatives of the
government agency championing the proposed project, as well as represen-
tatives of other agencies. However, the definition of "decision maker"

would vary from one situation to another.)

Under NEPA, citizens or affected parties gained the right to file
lawsuits challenging the adequacy of EIS documents. In addition to
governmental laws and regulations, a substantial body of case law from
Jjudicial decisions now governs EIS preparation. It has been through
such lawsuits that more information has been required for inclusion in
EIS's; hence, impact statements have grown tremendously, sometimes to
unmanageable lengths. (Revised federal guidelines now require that
EIS's under NEPA have a 350-page limit, but several volumes of appen-

dices still are often attached.)

One consequence of this legal process has been the occasional
integration into EIS's of a "social® section, which is sometimes com-
bined with, and sometimes separate from, an "economic" section. "It
seems fair to say that without NEPA, SIA would not have emerged at this
time, at least in this form," Wolf (1977, p. 9) has opined, adding that
some do belief that social impact assessment represents a misapplication

and overextension of NEPA's statutory authority. While the original
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wording of NEPA (and most state environmental laws modeled on NEPA) was
somewhat ambiguous regarding attention to social or economic “environ-
ments," a series of court decisions made clear, by the mid- to late
1970's, that social factors must be addressed in EIS's when there is
prima facie evidence that social impact from a proposed project may be
substantial. (See Francis, 1974; Atherton, 1977; and Soderstrom, 1981
for reviews of early cases, though case law has continued to accumulate
since. Liroff, 1980, reviews judicial decisions about EIS methodology
in general, whether socioeconomic or physical in substantive content.
Black, 1981, presents an excellent concise overview of EIS law at both

federal and local government levels.)

Court decisions requiring what, in effect, are social impact
assessments have come to be anticipated under certain circumstances, so
that social considerations may be automatically included in EIS's when
there is any likelihood that a project opponent can file a lawsuit on
the grounds that the EIS failed to consider certain obviously signifi-
cant social impacts. Thus, although the vulnerability of EIS/SIA's to
court challenge may put some troublesome constraints on the further
development of social impact assessment (as will be discussed later),

this vulnerability has also produced at least an occasional market for

SIA.

Because NEPA and the EIS framework underlie much of SIA in prac-
tice, it may also be of import to those potentially interested in SIA
activities to know something of the development of, and changes to, the

overall EIS system in the 1970's.
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In the very early 1970's, EIS's often were prepared in a hurried
manner by staff members of the agencies proposing the project. The pre-
parers were usually not particularly expert in the fields which they
were addressing, and their documents were very brief, sketchy, and
general in nature. Furthermore, they often read less 1like "disclosure
documents" and more 1ike "justification documents"--i.e., statements

written by project advocates rather than by objective analysts.

However, as previously nofed, citizen and/or environmentalist group
lawsuits challenging the adequacy of EIS's began to fill the court cal-
endars, and agency practices began to change. Consulting companies
specializing in environmental planning were often contracted to prepare
the EIS's--although many government agencies eventually hired full-time
staff for the sole purpose of EIS preparation, contracting only very
large EIS's or particular sections to consultants. More and more fre-
quently, EIS's were written in anticipation of legal challenges. This
meant they were somewhat defensive in tone and also very lengthy, since
the preparers were determined to cover every conceivable subject. As
more expert input entered the EIS process, the documents became increas-
ingly unintelligible to the public they were intended to inform, as well

as requiring increasing amounts of time and money to prepare.

While case law is important in preparation of NEPA EIS's, the
official guidelines are those set forth in the Council of Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations. The initial CEQ regulations governing NEPA

EIS's were produced in 1973.
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Emphasis was placed on impacts on the natural environment,

but certain social and economic factors which should be inves-
tigated were mentioned. The interpretation of of references
to the "human environmental" in NEPA, by CEQ, stressed those
social aspects which could be measured quantitatively. Conse-
quently, the social components of most fearly] EISs contained
discussions of such impacts as demographic changes, effects on
employment opportunities, and the local financial implications
of proposed projects. Impacts on such features as community
cohesion, social relationships, and culture were considered
rarely. "Cultural" features investigated were limited usually
to archaeological sites and historical features such as battle
grounds. (Clark, Bisset, & Wathern, 1980, p. 192)

Shortly after President Jimmy Carter took office in 1977, he issued
Executive Order 11991, which mandated the CEQ to revise its previous
regulations to all federal agencies for procedural implementation of
NEPA. The executive order required that these revised regulations

...be designed to make the environmental impact statement pro-

cess more useful to decisionmakers fsic} and the public; and

to reduce paperwork and the accumulation of extraneous back-

ground data, in order to emphasize the need to focus on real

environmental issues and alternatives. They will require im-

pact statements to be concise, clear, and to the point, and

supported by evidence that agencies have made the necessary

analyses. (Executive Order 11991, reprinted by United States

Council on Environmental Quality, 1979, p. 43)

Subsequent regulations developed by the CEQ were first printed in
November 1978 and became effective for most agencies on July 30, 1979.
These regulations cperationalized the presidential directive to be
"concise, clear, and to the point" by placing emphasis on a summary
section of the EIS, instituting a "plain-English" requirement, and limi-
ting text to 150 pages--or, "for proposals of unusual scope and complex-

ity," 300 pages. (However, appendices are still permitted, so that

voluminous EIS's today are hardly a thing of the past.) The regulations
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also direct individual federal agencies to set time limits appropriate

to their own typical departmental circumstances.

While emphasizing the need for scientific and technical accuracy,

the CEQ regulations emphasize even more that the EIS is primarily for

decision-making rather than for scholarly purposes, as is made clear in

several opening paragraphs of the "Purpose" section:

(b) NEPA procedures must dinsure that environmental informa-
tion is available to public officials and citizens before
decisions are made and before actions are takne. The informa-
tion must be of high quality. Accurate scientific analysis,
expert agency comments, and public scrutiny are essential to
implementing NEPA. Most important, NEPA documents must con-
centrate on the issues that are truly significant to the
action in question, rather than amassing needless detail.

(c) Ultimately, of course, it is not better documents but
better decisions that count. NEPA's purpose is not to gener-

ate paperwork--even excellent paperwork--but to foster excel-

lent action. The NEPA process is intended to help public

officials make decisions that are based on understanding of

environmental consequences, and take actions that protect,
restore, and enhance the environment... (United States Coun-

c¢il on Environmental Quality, 1979, p. 2)

These paragraphs incorporate several other themes that are given
repeated and/or more specific emphasis throughout the regulations. For
example, the CEQ regulations contain much more emphasis on citizen or
public input than was contained in the original NEPA language, which
seemed more oriented to ensuring adequate communication among the
various federal agencies themselves. This emphasis on public involve-
ment is both a reflection of, and a stimulus to, a growing trend towards
viewing the value of the EIS relatively more in "process" rather than

purely in "product" terms.
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One of the most significant provisions in the CEQ regulations
involves the requirement that a "scoping process" initiate the EIS plan-
ning procedures, immediately following publication of the "Notice of
Intent." This is the step in which an early determination is made as to
which issues will be considered significant and given extensive con-
sideration in the EIS. Issues not considered significant are to be
given only passing (if any) mention, and issues thoroughly covered in
any related environmental assessments ﬁre to be covered merely through
reference to that other review. In an attempt to eliminate the guessing
game of deciding which topics might be fodder for potential opponents’
legal claims thgt the EIS has omitted some crucial consideration, the
regulations explicitly direct agencies to include “"those who might not
be in accord with the action on environmental grounds" (op. cit, p. 459)
to be invited to participate in scoping, along with affected governmen-

tal agencies and project proponents.

The regulations do not explicitly require that any one portion of
the EIS must be dedicated to analyzing "social" impacts. In fact, the
CEQ's definition of "human environment" (a term used in the earlier-
quoted section of NEPA giving rise to the EIS process but, interest-
ingly, not otherwise used in the CEQ regulations) explicitly states that
“"economic or social effects are not intended by themselves to require
preparation of an environmental impact statement...funless} social and
natural or physical environmental effects are interrelated..." (op.

cit., p. 29).

On the other hand, the regulations quote sections of NEPA which

require "the integrated use of the natural and social sciences and the
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environmental design arts in planning and in decisionmaking which may
have an impact on man's environment" and which also require "that pre-
sently unquantified environmental amenities and values may be given
appropriate consideration in decisionmaking along with economic and
technical considerations" (op. cit., p. 25-26, emphasis added). In
NEPA, it is a little unclear whether these passages are specifically
intended to apply to the EIS procedure, but the CEQ regulations make the
connection explicit. Furthermore, the regulations define "impacts" or
"effects" as including those which are "ecological...aesthetic, his-
toric, cultural, economic, social, or health, whether direct, indirect,

or cumulative" (op. cit., p. 28).

On balance, the 1979 CEQ regulations appear to encourage but not
mandate inclusion of social considerations in EIS's. If social concerns
emerge as important during scoping, the regulations suggest they should
be addressed jn the EIS. The CEQ may act to clarify the situation in

the future, since that body is continuing to explore ways to improve the

EIS process (0zawa, 1982).

However, federal rules governing EIS's under NEPA do not end with
the CEQ regulations, because each major federal agency prepares its own,
more detailed regulations to ensure a uniform (within that agency) ap-
proach to EIS preparation within the CEQ parameters. These departmental
regulations, which tend to be procedural in emphasis, are usually sup-
plemented with manuals and guidelines which are more content-oriented
and which have sometimes been prepared by academicians under contract to

the agencies. Such guidelines are more transient in nature (often being
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updated or replaced every few years, and sometimes being written only
for certain geographical regions rather than for the agency's entire
national operations), and a review of these would be far too involved
and lengthy a matter for this dissertation. However, it might briefly
be mentioned that certain agencies--e.g., the U.S. Forest Service, the
Federal Highway Administration, and the Water Resources Council (which
coordinates planning methods for several different agencies involved in
water resource development)--have consistently been more likely to man-

date attention to various types of social concerns in EIS preparation.

Environmental Impact Procedures in Other Countries

In the wake of NEPA, the concept of governmentally-required envior-
onmental impact assessment has become a global one, practiced throughout
the industrialized world and even in such non-Western nations as Saudi

Arabia (West, 1981) and the People's Republic of China (Journal of

Environmental Management, 1982). However, most foreign countries ap-
proach environmental impact assessment as an administrative rather than
a legal requirement, resulting in less formalized EIS's (if any): "Very
few [countries] actually followed the advice of those who urged them to

replicate the main features of NEPA itself" (Wandesforde-Smith, 1980,
p. 53).

Developing countries are also interested in the concept of impact
assessment, although there is great controversy and debate among them
about how to do it without seriously hampering the economic development

which is still regarded in most parts of the Third World as the primary
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consideration. In 1977, the United Nations Environment Programme initi-
ated development of environmental assessment guide]ines}for developing
countries. Several international workshops in various regions of the
wor1d have since been held on the subsequent draft version, at which
there has been increasing discussion about the need to incorporate
social and economic, as well as purely physical, impacts in the assess-

ment process:

There has been general agreement at all the regional work-
shops conducted so far on the importance of incorporating in
the assessment socio-economic aspects as well as those of the
physical environment. It is interesting that during the life-
time of the project for producing these guidelines the empha-
sis has changed. In the early days of 1978 there were doubts
about the wisdom of their inclusion. Nowadays, however, the
emphasis is very much on their inclusion, even though realism
may suggest that in many cases countries will find it diffi-
cult to incorporate socio-economic effects in the short term.
(Waller, 1982, p. 49)

To the extent that European or other foreign countries have initi-
ated environmental review mechanisms, most are closer to the Canadian
Environmental Assessment and Review Process (EARP) than to NEPA. Public
concern with the environment was possibly even more acute in Canada than
in the United States during the late 1960's and early 1970's, due to
plans for mineral and energy resource development in the vast northern
Canadian wilderness. EARP--formally established in April 1974--is not a
law, but a program developed by the Cabinet of the national government.
Like NEPA, it applies only to major actioné under contemplation by the

federal government. The Canadian equivalent of the EIS is designed by

specially-appointed Panels:
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The EARP operates outside direct political control and is

under the direction of a senior administrator from Environment

and Fisheries Canada, the central government department with

responsibility for the environment... Environmental Assess-
ment Panels are appointed for the appraisal of major develop-
ment proposals. A separate Panel is appointed for each

proposal and different members are selected for each Panel.

Individual members of a Panel are selected on the basis of

their particular expertise... The function of a Panel is to

define the scope of an appraisal, to review the results of an

assessment, and to make a recommendation to the appropriate

Minister on whether the project under consideration should be

implemented. (Clark, Bisset, & Wathern, 1980, p. 366)

Among the many ways that EARP differs from NEPA, there is less
initial public input and little equivalent to the CEQ guidelines which
bring some degree of standardizafion to the United States EIS process.
In Canada, the lack of a freedom-of-information act has resulted in a
greater tendency toward secrecy. Even social consultants are often
constrained from visiting affected communities in the early stages of
the assessment in order to preserve "confidentiality" (DiSanto,
Frideres, & Goldberg, 1979). Public disenchantment with EARP has also
developed because of the variable practices and scopes (including
greatly different rulings on the need for socio-economic impact anal-
yses) for each project which have come with the wide discretion given

Panels in the design of environmental impact assessments (Rees, 1980).

However, both environmental and social impact assessment have con-
tinued to make great strides in Canada due to local legislation, cor-
porate recognition of private-sector benefits which can accrue through
such analysis, and the development of a growing body of scholarly and

professional literature (Tester & Mykes, 1981). Although assessments
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conducted under EARP have been largely confined to the physical
environment, private-sector interest in SIA in Canada has far exceeded
that shown in the United States, where few companies have initiated such
processes except in response to governmental laws and regulations:

The [Canadian] interest in SIA in the private sector is

growing rapidly. Interestingly enough, in the Calgary based

oil industry, it appears to be Petro Canada which is leading

the way in exploring the relevance of SIA to corporate plan-

ning. The Alberta 0i1 Sands Environmental Research Program

(AOSERP) has included in its mandate a concern for "human

systems” and social impacts. (Tester, 1980, p. 9)

While Canadian contributions to SIA have been (and appear to be
increasingly) important, this dissertation will focus primarily on SIA
through the EIS procedures which exist in the United States. Never-

theless, the Canadian influence is pervasive and will be referenced from

time to time as may be appropriate.

Other U.S. Legislative Mandates for EIS Preparation

While it is certainly the most important from the historical view-
point, NEPA is by no means the only legislation which today mandates
preparation of EIS's. There are several other federal laws dealing with
environmental assessment and planning, and there are numerous "little
NEPA's" which have been enacted at the state or local governmental

levels.

Many of the other federal laws mandating environmental reviews
(e.g., the National Historic Preservatioﬁ Act of of 1966 or the Endan-

gered Species Act of 1973) need not be discussed here, because the 1979
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CEQ regulations require that these reviews be integrated with the NEPA
EIS process. However, although it too is now often integrated with NEPA
activities, particular mention should perhaps be made of the River and
Harbor and Flood Control Act of 1970, which mandates extensive analysis
of the physical, economic, and social effects of proposed water resource

development projects before their implementation.

This law, and the original "Principles and Standards" adopted by
the Water Resources Council (1973), clearly specify the need to examine
social as well as other types of "environmental" consequences. In line
with the national "social account” concept popular in the late 1960's
and early 1970's, the Water Resources Council specified that one section
of each project review was to consist of a "Social Well-Being Account,"
in addition to "accounts" dealing with national economic development,
regional development, and environmental quality. The Social-Well Being
Account consisted of five classes of effects: (1) effects on real
income; (2) effects on security of life, health, and safety; (3) educa-
tional, cultural, and recreational opportunities; (4) effects on emer-

gency preparedness; and (5) other effects.

The Water Resources Council stated that the catch-all "other ef-
fects" category was added in explicit recognition of the shifting and
project-specific nature of social impacts. The general nature of this
category was a stimulus to government agencies to develop specific
methodological approaches, and many departments contracted with outside
parties for this purpose. Among the more interested agencies were

various bhranches of the Department of the Interior (Fitzsimmons, Stuart,
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& Wolff, 1977; Technical Committee of the Water Resources Research
Centers of the Thirteen Western States, 1974) and the Environmental
Protection Agency (Bascom, Cooper, Howell, Makrides, & Rabe, 1975;

Fitzpatrick, Willson, Erickson, Fax, & Wood, 1977; Honey & Hogg, 1978).

However, the agency most affected by the Water Resource Council's
directives has been the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, which, through its
Institute for Water Resources in Virginia, pioneered much of the applied
social impact assessment methodology and planning approaches which were
developed in the United States during the 1970's. The Institute for
Water Resources contracted with scholars and/or professional consultants
for development of conceptual and methodological SIA frameworks (c.f.,
Baur, 1973; Vlachos, Buckley, Filstead, Jacobs, Maruyama, Peterson,

& Willeke, 1975; Guseman & Dietrich, 1978; Love, 1978; Canter, 1979), as
well as handbooks on social information data sources (Flynn & Schmidt,
1977), forecasting techniques (Mitchell, Dodge, Kruzic, Miller,
Schwarts, & Suta, 1977), public participation (Ragan, 1975), and even
proper approaches for contracting for social impact assessment (Willeke

& Willeke, 1976).

Although some of the resulting products of these contracts urged

incorporation of qualitative social research and emphasis on percep-

tions, the Corps of Engineers (with a tradition strong both on the

"engineering mentality" and on economic cost-benefit accounting) re-
mained uncomfortable with such "soft" and subjective approaches. It
has been noted that most of the five classes in the 1973 Social Well-

Being Account already suggested measurement through objective rather
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than subjective indicators (Andrews, Hardin, & Madsen, 1981). However,
the "hard" quantitative orientation of most Army Corps professionals
indisputably has been a factor in the Corps' reluctance to use quali-
tative or even quantified perceptual research techniques. Dr. Jerry
Del1i Priscoli, social scientist assigned to the Institute for Water
Resources, in a recent overview of the IWR's contributions to social
impact assessment, stressed both the Corps' eagerness to quantify all
social phenomena (e.g., converting psychological trauma to dollar value)
and its distrust of perceptual approaches such as survey research:
Questionnaires are the most frequently over-used social

science technique. Questionnaire data can provide a compara-

tive, static picture. Frequently, data from questionnaires

and other sources are of nominal or ordinal level. This may

be _uncomfortable to the engineer, who often deals with inter-

val level statistics such as regression analysis fsic}. The

social scientist brings to the engineer less familiar statis-

tics, such as contingency table inferences more appropriate to

sacial values data. (Delli Priscoli, 1982, p. 28)

Not surprisingly, many in the Army Corps were unhappy with the 1973
Principles and Standards, feeling they unnecessarily extended NEPA re-
quirements and thereby simply provided environmental extremists with
more grounds for legal challenges. The Principles and Standards were
amended in 1978 and the Social Well-Being account redefined, but the
catch-all "other" effects was retained at that time. However, in 1980
there was a more far-reaching overhaul of the Principles and Standards,
and the Social Well-Being account was supplanted by the "Other Social
Effects" (OSE) account, which was defined as consisting of these classes
of effects: displacement (per se, not effects of displacement); long-

term productivity (of land and resources); energy requirements and
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energy conservation; life, health, and safety (with no contextual
language suggesting focus on mental health); and "urban and community
impacts." The latter class is further broken down into income distri-
bution; employment distribution; population distribution and composi-
tion; fiscal condition of state and local governments; and--the only
remaining general social term in the OSE account--"the quality of com-
munity life." The 1980 revisions stipulate that all effects must be
reported on a clear-cut positive/negative or beneficial/adverse basis.

Furthermore, the new standards state:

Effects that cannot be satisfactorily quantified or de-
scribed with available methods, data, and information or that
will not have a material bearing on the decisionmaking process
may be excluded from the OSE account. (United States Water
Resources Council, 1980, p. 64397)

These changes hardly terminate the valuable role which the Army
Corps of Engineers and other federal water development agencies have
played in American SIA development. However, they do indicate that this
role will increasingly deal with the "hard" aspects of SIA and that psy-
chological input will be given consideration only to the extent that it
can be expressed in the currency of economics, demographics, human lives

saved or lost, etc.

The other type.or level of environmental legislation mandating re-
view of environmental effects is the "1ittle NEPA"--state, county, or
municipality-level ordinances requiring EIS's for projects or activities
not covered by the federal-level NEPA. Technically, the term "little
NEPA" would apply only to laws following the general NEPA format;
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however, a number of states have administrative regulations requiring
EIS's and some states have NEPA-like legislation which apply only to
selected types of projects or programs. The number of states which have
such laws has been counted differently, probably due to the range of
State legal actions which have been taken (Yost, 1973) and ensuing
possible disagreement over what does or does not fall in the "little
NEPA" category. A few years after the passage of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act, Burchell & Listokin (1975) counted 31 states or
territories with some sort of EIS requirement. However, New Mexico
repealed its law after objections by private corporations and some state
agencies who "argued that the provisions were i1l conceived...an expen-
sive waste of resources and that results were meaningless" (Clark,
Bisset, & Wathern, 1980, p. 286). By Burchell & Listokin's count, this
would have left 30, but Black (1981) counts only 26:

[In addition to the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, tlhe fourteen
states with "little NEPAs" still in force are California,
Connecticut, Hawaii, Indiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minne-
sota, Montana, New York, North Carolina, South Dakota,
Virginia, Washington, and Wisconsin. Arizona, Michigan,
Nebraska, New Jersey, Texas, and Utah are the states with
administrative NEPAs; Delaware, Georgia, Mississippi, Nevada,
and North Dakota have NEPA-like legislation that applies to

certain specific types of actions, which varies with the
state. (Black, 1981, pp 23-24)

In Canada, several provinces (e.g., Ontario and Alberta) have
passed legislative frameworks for EIS's, although most provinces
followed the national EARP example by instituting administrative pro-
cedures (Clark, Bisset, & Wather, 1980). Both in Canada and the United

States, some populous city and/or county governments have also adopted
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EIS-type requirements. The City Council of the City and County of
Honolulu is presently considering an ordinance to institute a "social
impact management system,” which would be the first local-level inclu-
sion of the "management" concept in this country. Including such muni-
cipal actions, the number of "1ittle NEPA's" operative in North America

today is very difficult to state precisely. However, it is very pos-

sible that local-level EIS's, rather than federal ones, constitute the

bulk of environmental assessment documents produced in North America

today.

The content and requirements of these "little NEPA's," of course,
vary widely from place to place. Some of them make more specific refer-
ence to social and/or economic concerns than was the case for the
original NEPA (c.f., Ulasewicz, 1982, for the example of New York
State's environmental assessment law). Some of the local laws also
designate some particular agency or official as holding the responsi-
bility for accepting or not accepting an EIS (i.e., judging its ade-
quacy in the sense of completeness), which is not the situation under
NEPA (Black, 1981). There is also a tendéﬁ&y for these local laws, or
their implementing rules and regulations, to emphasize the public par-
ticipation and decision-making orientation more explicitly than the ori-

ginal NEPA.

For example, in the state of Hawaii, at least three different laws
or ordinances require EIS's. In 1974, the State Legislature adopted
what is now Chapter 343 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes to require EIS's

(and also Chapter 344 to establish a State Environmental Policy). The
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same year, the County of Hawaii passed its own environmental ordinance
requiring EIS's for all large developments such as resorts or industrial
projects. And the following year, the Legislature directed all of the
state's counties to establish a special Shoreline Management Area (SMA)
consisting of coastaj areas at least 100 yards inland from the shore-

line, and to require a Chapter 343 EIS for major developments in that

area.

In Chapter 343, the definition of "environmental impact statement"
specifies inclusion of social impact information and secondary conse-
quences of direct economic impacts:

"Environmental impact statement" or "statement" means an

informational document...which discloses the environmental

effects of a proposed action, effects of a proposed action

on the economic and social welfare of the community and State,

effects of the economic activities arising out of the proposed

action, measures proposed to minimize adverse effects, and
alternatives to the action and their environmental effects.

(Sec. 343-2(9), as amended, Hawaii Revised Statutes, 1980

Supplement)

This law also established an "Environmental Quality Commission" to
produce specific regulations for EIS's and to pass judgment on the ade-
quacy of EIS's according to these regulations. This is a significant
difference from NEPA, where the federal agency which prepares the EIS
is the only "accepting" body, unless the EIS is challenged in court.
The regulations developed by Hawaii's Environmental Quality Commission
require that the proposed project be described in terms of its "techni-
cal, economic, social, and environmental characteristics." There is

also a strong mandate to move down the causal chain of project conse-

quences to explore indirect or "secondary" effects:
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§uch secondary effects may be equally important as, or more
important than, primary effects, and shall be thoroughly dis-
cussed to fully describe the probable impact of the proposed

action on the environment. (Hawaii State Environmental Qual-
ity Commission, 1975, p. 15)

Another important difference between Hawaii's "1little NEPA" and the

original, national one is that the Hawaii law requires EIS's for certain

private activities, not just governmental ones. . Furthermore, the
responsibility (including financial responsibility) for preparing such
private-sector EIS's lies with the project proponent. As a consequence,
a number of Hawaii planning firms do a healthy business in EIS prepara-
tion, and one or two companies do nothing else. Private proposals re-
quiring EIS's, in addition to projects falling within the Shoreline
Management Area, are those involving: (1) any Waikiki activity; (2) any
activity in the State Conservation district (which comprises 60 percent
of the state's total land area); (3) any historic site; and (4) any

privately-initiated amendment to state or county general plans.

To increase the probability of public involvement in the EIS pro-
cess, Chapter. 343 requires the Environmental Quality Commission to
publish a bulletin reporting on publications of preliminary environ-

mental assessments and containing preparation notices for complete
EIS's.

The EIS/SIA Political and Legal Framework in the 1980's

In the United States, the political atmosphere of the 1980's is
extremely different from that of the late 1960's, when NEPA was
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conceived, or the early 1970's, when local governments were first
adapting the EIS system to local issues. Interestingly, though, there
has been little consideration of these changes in that portion of the
environmental planning literature oriented toward scholars and prac-

titioners of SIA.

However, those articles which do raise the point consistently sound
a note of concern over the future, not just of SIA, but of the entire
EIS process. Kash (1982) states that federal funding for all impact
assessments is declining, due in part to the active opposition of the
Reagan Administration toward virtually all forms of regulatory impedi-
ments to economic development. Kash believes both local and national
governments have become disenchanted with EIS procedures for several
reasons. First, he notes that project opponents have exploited those
passages in EIS's which admit uncertainty over particular impacts (a
situation very common in social portions of the EIS) to force post-
ponement of the project until such uncertainty can be cleared up.
Second, and even more importantly, he believes that much impact assess-
ment research is based on a misconception about the federal decision-
making system--i.e., that the document is written for a single decision
maker or group of decision makers who will pass judgment on the project:

It is my tentative conclusion, then, that the major problem

with impact assessment has been a view of the policy system

which is simply inaccurate. The assumption is that there is

some place, or some individual, or some sent of arrangements,

which allows comprehensive public policy judgments to be made

made--in sume, that there are discrete users for comprehensive

assessments. In practice, impact assessments tend to have

been used in fragmented pieces and are perceived as having

contributed to a regulatory complex that has become an impedi-

ment to development. (Kash, 1982, p. 14)
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A similar but slightly different viewpoint is that local government

reviewers of federal NEPA EIS's have abused the system by nitpicking

methodological criticisms of quite adequate EIS's, partly out of over-
zealousness and partly out of political motives:

The environmental assessment process is under attack from
some quarters, and justifiably so. The integrity of the pro-
cess has been compromised by political manipulation, trivial
criticisms of methodology, and a loss of perspective on what
constitutes adequacy. We practitioners in this field have an
obligation to reverse these trends and restore the credibility
that has been lost. (Lewis, 1982, p. 74)

Other observers recognize problems with the system but are con-
siderably more optimistic about solving them. Canter (1982) believes
that many EIS's produced before the 1979 CEQ regulations gave environ-
mental impact assessment a poor reputation because they were scien-
tifically inadequate. He feels this problem is now being improved
because of the new CEQ stress on scientific approaches and techniques,

and he further beljeves that increasing public participation in the pro-

cess will aid the scientific quality of EIS's.

Del1i Priscoli is particularly cheerful about the Army Corps of
Engineers' abilities to improve the general political atmosphere re-

garding social impact assessment, which he admits has not been good:

Frequently, social impact work, which has flourished under
the National Environmental Policy Act, inherited an image of
negative assessment, project delay, or bearer of bad news.
Those days are passing. Social science disciplines help mana-
gers to understand their external environments, to cope with
internal resource constraints, and to manage uncertainty.
(De11i Priscoli, 1982, p. 20)
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These concerns about the efficacy of EIS and SIA, while important,
are also the subject of much internal debate among practitioners and
scholars. As such, they will be aired more fully in Chapters III and
IV of this dissertation. Their current significance for the future of
legally-mandated assessment is uncertain. Although the Reagan Admini-
stration has reduced funding for impact assessment, the Administration
has not yet mounted any legislative attack (as through iniroduction of

a bill to eliminate or vitiate NEPA) or internal administrative attack

(as through a new executive order requiring the CEQ to draw up less
stringent regulations for implementing NEPA) on the basic national

structure for impact assessment.

However, 1983 may have witnessed a very important judicial limita-
tion on socioeconomic components of EIS's, at least at the national

level.

On April 19, 1983, the United States Supreme Court issued its

ruling in the case of Metropolitan Edison Company et. al. v. People

Against Nuclear Energy (or "PANE"). This case grew directly out of the

celebrated Three Mile Island nuclear power plant shutdown. When Metro-
politan Edison, the plant owner, petitioned the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) to re-open the plant after repairs were made, the NRC
had to make certain decisions about what criteria would be used in its
deliberations. PANE contended that the perceived risk of further
nuclear accidents would cause "severe psychological distress" to resi-
dents of the aread4 and that NEPA required the NRC to address this impact

in its deliberations. The NRC, however, decided not to consider
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psychological stress or community wellbeing in its deliberations. PANE

went to court on the issue, with Metropolitan intervening on the side of
the NRC. The U.S. Court of Appeals agreed with PANE that NEPA required

consideration of "potential psychological health effects," whereupon

Metropolitan and the NRC appealed to the Supreme Court.

The Supreme Court unanimously reversed the lower court ruling and
said that NEPA does not require consideration of psychological impact
from perceived nuclear risk. The decision was based in part on the
distinction between psychological effects from an action itself and
effects from pefceived risk of some further occurrence. Because of its
obvious implications for the potential role of psychology in SIA, this
decision will be further addressed in the Chépter V discussion on limits

and constraints to psychological input to SIA.

However, some of the principles which the Court used in its deci-
sion also have implications for the broader activity of social impact
assessment in general. Specifically, the Court took a "strict construc-
tionist" view of NEPA in deciding that the law was concerned only with
the physical environment and that secondary effects of a nonphysical
nature fall within NEPA's domain only if there is an immediate link with
physical impacts. In delivering the unanimous opinion, Justice

Rehnquist stated in his summary:

Section 102(C) of NEPA...does not require the agency to
assess every impact or effect of its proposed action, but only
the impact or effect on the environment. The statute's con-
text shows that Congress was talking about the physical
environment. Although NEPA states its goals in sweeping terms
of human health and welfare, these goals are ends that

- 48 -



Congress has chosen to pursue by means of protecting the
physical environment.

...The terms "environmental effects" and "environmental
impact" in [the EIS sections of NEPA] should be read to in-
clude a requirement of a reasonably close causal relationship
between a change in the physical environment and the effect at
issue.

...Regardless of the gravity of the harm alleged by PANE,
if a harm does not have a sufficiently close connection to the
physical environment, NEPA does not apply. (United States
Law Week, 1983, pp. 4371-4372, original emphasis)

A major question for the future of social impact assessment under
NEPA is what constitutes a "reasonably close causal relationship" or a
"sufficiently close connection” to the physical impacts or character-
istics. This is determined in part by case law, and the foregoing deci-
sion étakes out a boundary that may be more restrictive than many SIA
scholars or practitioners would like. The decision may also encourage
agencies to stay fairly far within that boundary, since judicial action -
at the highest level seems to be turning toward a restrictive rather

than an increasingly liberal interpretation of NEPA's intent.

The Supreme Court decision is probably a blow to SIA in'the United
States, but it will not be a death blow unless it leads to tighter CEQ
regulations and/or legislative actions of the same nature. (It could,
of course, conceivably have the effect of encouraging Congressional ac-
tion specifically to include socioeconomic impacts in NEPA, although the

Presidential response to any such bill would probably be a veto.)

The ongoing practice of SIA is assured to a limited extent by the

existing CEQ and agency regulations and to a much greater extent by
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those "1ittle NEPA's" which specify consideration of socioeconomic im-
pacts at the local level. Particularly at the local level, where
elected officials and other decision makers are most sensitive to public
opinion, the political process alone will ensure continued attention to
social concerns if social concerns represent significant issues for any

given project.

There are two other factors which provide continued inertia to SIA.
One is the increasing vitality of SIA in Canada. Despite some public
frustration over the government's failure to produce clear-cut guide-
lines for EIS preparation under EARP (Rees, 1980) and despite the fact
that social impact assessment has even less of a national legal mandate
in the Canadian federal law than in NEPA, SIA has drawn more support
there from private industry and local government planners (Tester,
1980), who have found the process ultimately beneficial to their own
respective objectives (c.f., Kasinska, 1981; Vincent, 1981; Friedlander
& Fraser, 1981). The second factor is the emergence of a scholarly
literature on SIA. The academic community has developed an interest in
SIA gua SIA. This interest would no doubt wither if the widespread
practice (or promise of practice) evaporates, but until and unless that
happens, the academic literature will help to keep the topic intellec-

tually alive despite partial reverses in the political reaim.

Because this dissertation itself is primarily in the academic tra-
dition, attention will be paid in the remainder of the work to scholarly
theories and concepts which do not always fit in with the real-life

practice of SIA. However, there will also be an attempt to keep the
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practitioner's concerns in mind. An example is provided in the next
section, which is a brief look at social impact case study literature,

to which both planners and academicians have contributed.

CASE STUDIES: THE EVOLUTION OF SOCIAL IMPACT ANALYSES

Reverting to the earlier-used metaphor of the family, the "older
brother" to SIA, born of the same parents (social indicators and envir-
onmental impact assessment), is the growing public attention to, and
social science literature on, social impact case studies--that is,
after-the-fact reports on the actual social impacts of new projects and
programs. Evidence that certain types of physical and economic develop-
ments produce unintended and often undesirable social side effects has
naturally both fostered thought about the prediction and management of
such impacts, and has also nurtured the fledgling predictive SIA acti-

vity by providing empirical precedents.

While some commentators include case studies of past social impacts
under the "social impact assessment" rubric, in this dissertation “SIA*
will stand only for social impact assessment (involving forecasts of
future impacts), while the term "social impact analysis" will be re-

‘served for case studies of past (or ongoing current) impacts.

In the past decade, reports on specific or general social impacts
may be found for a wide variety of change agents--for example, creation
of new towns (Kelly, 1975; Klein, 1978), rural dévelopment and displace-

ment (Napier & Wright, 1574; Napier & Moody, 1977), foreign investment
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in American real estate (Gaffney, 1977), natural disasters and social
crises (Quarantelli & Dynes, 1977), and urban design factors such as
open space (James & Brogan, 1974) or high-rise development (San Fran-

cisco Planning and Urban Renewal Association, 1975).

However, substantial bodies of literature and, to a certain extent,
research traditions have primarily evolved in four areas: tourism,
highway construction, water resource management, and energy development.
The latter three have been the topic of much government-funded activity,
while the first has been more of a concern for academically-minded

social scientists.

Tourism

One of the larger bodies of social impact case study literatures
has grown out of the study'of tourism development and its effects. This
was the subject of great number of critical analyses and articles in the
past decade, primarily by economists (e.g., Bryden, 1973; Diamond,
1977), anthropologists (Smith, 1977), and sociologists (Cohen, 1972,
1979; Greenblat & Gagnon, 1983).

Although many of the case studies refer to or assume major psycho-
logical impacts on residents from the "invasion" of their comnunities by
hordes of tourists or from the commercialization of local culture, only
a few articles report attempts to measure either stress (Guntern, 1978),
resident perceptions of social impact (Pizam, 1978; English Tourist

Board, 1978), subjective wellbeing (England, Gibbons, & Johnson, 1980),
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or even resident attitudes toward tourism and tourists (British Tourist
Authority, 1975; Thomason, Crompton, & Kamp, 1979). (For a theoretical
analysis of tourist-resident interaction in a social psychological mode,
see Farrell, 1980.) Nevertheless, tourism has frequently been condemned
for alleged degrading effects on resident and tourist alike (Turner &
Ash, 1975; Bugnicourt, 1977a, 1977b). And international development
organizations such as the World Bank or the United Nations Educational,
Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) have sponsored a number
of conferences and literature reviews to examine the evidence for the
assertion that tourism's negative social consequences may outweigh the
(purported) positive economic benefits (UNESCO, 1976; United Nations
Economic Commission for Europe, 1976; de Kadt, 1979; Noronha, 1977/
1979). By 1977, one bibliography on the effects of international
tourism (Dilsaver, 1977) contained some 400 references, and the list has

grown steadily since.

Despite the abundance of social impact case study literature on
tourism, this topic area has not affected the field of predictive SIA to
the same extent as several other subjects to be discussed shortly. That
is, the study of past tourism effects has generated little concerted
effort to produce a methodology for predicting future impacts, nor has
the literature resulted in a consistent picture of tourism consequences

in various times and places.

There are several reasons why this might be. First, the tourism
case study literature sprawls across many disciplines and many conti-

nents, and the wide variety of real or perceived impacts does not permit
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any simple consensus about which specific types of impacts) are the most
important for consideration in an SIA. Second, and perhaps more import-
antly, relatively few tourism projects have been developed in North
America under conditions requiring preparation of an EIS. (Exceptions
would be ski resorts on land administered by the National Forest
Service, or land use changes for new resorts in states such as Hawaii,
where local laws require preparation of an EIS.) In other words, while
the literature suggests that tourism's social impacts may be substan-
tial, the practical market for developing a predictive methodology for

tourism SIA's is still limited.

Highway Construction

The United States government has sponsored and published much of
the case study research--and many literature reviews, as well--regarding
social impacts of transportation projects. The national freeway con-
struction program of the 1950's and 1960°'s had profound social and
economic effects on many communities, which were either shriveled by
bypasses or swollen by the new corridors, and freeway construction in
cities often seriously interfered with residential activities and social
interaction in the neighborhoods which were bisected by the new roads.
Transportation planners began experimenting with social indicators as
tools to help prevent such problems in the process of road alignment
planning. Numerous case studies reporting on the efficacy of such tools
and observed later impacts began appearing in trade and professional

journals such as the Highway Research Record (c.f., McLean & Adkins,
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1971) and Traffic Quarterly (c.f., Stein, 1975). Using both consultants

and in-house staff, federal highway agencies have published a number of
literature reviews since the mid-1960's (Horwood, Zellner & Ludwing,
1965; Llewellyn et. al., 1973; U.S. Department of Transportation, 1976).
Very often, such government publications do not have wide circulation in
the academic community or even among state and metropolitan decision
makers. However, several of the federal consultants or other
researchers have also published for audiences of academicians or local
planning consultants (c.f., Llewellyn, 1974; Schott, 1977; Finsterbusch,
1978, 1980).

- Such literature has had two important benefits--indeed, necessary
preconditions--for predictive assessment of social impacts from future
highway construction. First, it has generated a reasonable degree of
consensus as to the major impact categories of concern: population and
economic impacts; immediate physical displacement from right-of-way
acquisition; indirect displacement due to disruptive "proximity
effects," such as noise, which may eventually drive away nearby resi-
dents or businesses; less dramatic proximity effects, ;uch as annoyances
during the construction phase, which affect quality of life without
resulting in relocations; accessibility issues--improvements regarding
access to distant places vs. obstructions in immediate communities;
possible segmentation of geographical neighborhoods; induced land use
changes; aesthetic impacts; and consequences for special classes of per-
sons whose transportation needs differ from those of the general popula-

tion (such as the handicapped, the elderly, children, the poor or others

- 55 -



without access to a car). Perhaps only in the transportation area is

there such relative consensus on "important" social impact categories.

Second, this narrowing down of potential concerns has allowed ini-
tial development of (more or less) standardized impact assessment
methodologies. Again, federal consultants and agencies have produced
most of the literature (Marshall Kaplan, Gans and Kahn, 1972; Llewellyn,
Goodman & Hare, 1976; Planning Environment International, n.d., ca.
1976). Although much of this work consists of somewhat dubious attempts
to produce composite indices of "community cohesion” or "pedestrian
dependency," at the very least it provides a few tools and a fair amount

of inspiration for those who face the task of making forecasts.

From a psychologist's viewpoint, the transportation impact case
study literature may appear to contain relatively little about psycholo-
gical impacts. But compared to other topic areas, transportation case
studies involve a veritable cornucopia of information about psychologi-
cal consequences. Again, this must be taken as a relative statement,
since brief literature reviews on the subject cover only a small and
scattered group of studies, and they often report conflicting conclu-
sions from these studies (see Drucker, Charles, & Reeves, 1974; Shields,

1975, U.S. Department of Transportation, 1976; Finsterbusch, 1980). The

contradictory content may be due to the fact that much of the research
has been caried out by government agnecies which are alleged by some
(e.g., Llewellyn, 1974) to have a bias against finding serious problems,
while academicians in their studies often seem disposed to reveal that

dramatic traumas have been inflicted. Thus, the case study literature
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contains much contradictory "evidence" about psychological impacts of
noise, proximity to highways or rail systems, or severance of neigh-

borhoods by new transportation systems.

However, the literature reviews referenced above do suggest a few
generally consistent findings in regard to psychological effects of

displacement and relocation. First, the greatest shocks often come

prior to relocation, when the possibility or certainty of a forced move
is first encountered. Second, surveys of relocatees have'generally
found that people are more satisfied with their new homes than with
their old ones (since government assistance often permits acquisition of
better lodging) but are less satisfied with their new neighborhoods than
with the old. Third, the poor and/or the elderly have greater adjust-
ment problems than do others--an important point, since the poor in par-
ticular are the most likely types of persons to be dislocated due to a

new highway routing.

Water-Related Development

Another major area of government interest in social impact case
studies and consequent SIA techniques has involved water--either
wastewater treatment (Bascom, Cooper, Howell, Makrides, & Rabe, 1975),
development of new water resources (Hitchcock, 1977), or engineering

management of rivers, streams, and dams (Shields, 1974; Motz, 1977).

Because the types of projects considered here are more diverse, a

greater range of impact categories has been considered in consultant

- 57 -



and scholarly analyses. Consequently, it is not possible briefly to
summarize the usual findings or even the usual types of variables which
have been explored. However, displacement (Drucket, Charles, & Reeves,
1974) and population growth (Fitzpatrick, Willson, Erickson, Fax,

& Wood, 1977) are often prime concerns. In cases where dams or other
redirection of large bodies of water may be required, the social impacts
may be of the most sweeping nature: the physical obliteration of entire
small communities and their attempted relocation elsewhere. Finster-
busch (1980) attempted to survey the available case study literature on
comunity relocation, but his research turned up only four documented
cases. Nevertheless, his tentative conclusions have some clear rele-
vance to community and social psychology:

...two features of the relocation program emerge as critically

important in these cases. First, the quality of the community

leadership affects both the economic and social outcomes of
relocation. Good leaders generate economic resources and ef-

fect savings by anticipatory actions. They also facilitate

community cohesion and morale. The second important feature

of the relocation process is its schedule. Long delays cause

frustration, especially when the relocated community has to

wait a long time for roads and an infrastructure. (Finster-

busch, 1980, p. 136)

In addition to NEPA requirements, various federal agencies involved
in water resources development must meet the planning criteria of the
U.S. Water Resources Council, which requires assessment of likely social
and economic outcomes in a process outside the EIS format. As pre-
viously noted, this double socio-economic assessment obligation has

produced a spate of consultant contracts and subsequent government pub-

lications on SIA methods, information sources, and general theory. A
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great many of these have been generated by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and/or its Institute for Water Resources. In addition to some
of the earlier-noted methodological approaches for estimating future
impacts (e.g., Vlachos et. al., 1975; Flynn & Schmidt, 1977; Guseman

& Dietrich, 1978), there have also been several case studies of past
project impacts, including one on community relocation (Adler & Jansen,

1978) and an overview of 38 other post-facto studies (Hitchcock, 1977).

Energy and "Boomtowns"

Government-sponsored social impact research and associated SIA
literature possibly equals or exceeds in volume the literature which has
been produced by academicians. Although many government consultants
have been university professors, the information flow between academia
and government appears generally to have been one-way; academic research
is cited in the government literature far more frequently than is

government-contract literature cited in academic journals or books on

SIA.

However, the reverse may be true in regard to the last major sub-
ject mention listed earlier--i.e., energy development. Most U.S.
government studies or government-sponsored EIS's for energy development
have tended to stress regional and community economic benefits, while
academicians (and, to an extent, ]gggl_governmehts) have produced the

majority of reports focusing on unintended and generally undesirable

social side effects.
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This is particularly true in regard to small communities where
there is a sudden population explosion during the construction and/or
operational phases of either resource extraction (e.g., coal mining) or
energy conversion (e.g., hydroelectric energy production) facilities.
Literature reviews by Little (1977), Albrecht (1978), Cortese & Jones
(1979), Murdock & Leistritz (1979), and Finsterbusch (1980) all cite an
abundance of case studies indicating that western energy-development
"boomtowns" in particular have often experienced severe fiscal stfains
at the local level; housing shortages; unexpected demands on social
services; conflicts between newcomers and oldtimers; shifts in social
organization and power; and increases in c}ime, mental illness, and
other indicators of social or individual pathology. Some similar
consequences have been reported for development of nuclear power plants
in small eastern comunities (Van Zele, 1978; Cumberland, 1978) and for
other rural "boomtown" situations in Latin America (Geisler, Green,
Usner, & West, 1982), Europe (Summers & Selvik, 1979, 1982), and New
Zealand (Fookes, 1980, 1981).

In the late 1970's and early 1980's, the U.S. federal government
significantly increased its attention to these matters through steps
such as comnissioning major analyses of the problem (Denver Research
Institute and Resource Planning Associates, 1979); hiring consultants to
recommend social impact management systems (Olsen, Curry, Greene,
Melber, & Merwin, 1978; U.S Energy Research and Development Administra-
tion 1978; Kent, Greiwe, Freeman, & Ryan, 1979) and conflict mediation

programs (Moore, 1981); and instituting collaborative efforts with
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affected state governments to analyze and predict social impacts (Moun-
tain West Research, 1981). The latter program involves a six-state
"Social Effects" research project sponsored by the Bureau of Land Man-
agement (BLM) to (1) determine the specific types of social effects
which must be addressed questions that must be answered to allow BLM to
assess significant social effects; (3) design and conduct research to
answer those questions; and, (4) as the final product of the multi-year
project, develop a guide for social assessment and a "typology of

communities" for use by BLM staff (Branch, 1981).

Futhermore, in the mid-1970's the U.S. Congress funded the Coastal
Energy Impact Program (CEIP), which provides planning and research
grants to states bodering an ocean or the Great Lakes. The genesis of
the CEIP lay in the desire to provide impact aid to communities affec-
ted by drilling on the outer continental shelf, which has impacted
coastal communities fully as dramatically as have energy projects impacf
ted landlocked areas (Kruse, Hitchins, & Baring-Gould, 1979). The
"aid," however, comes not in services but in funds for planning studies.
Although the major focus of the CEIP is on physical protection of these
aquatic resources, the legislation also encourages analysis of social
and economic impacts. This has resulted in a large number of local stu-
dies in the past few years, and some of these have dealt with social
psychological issues such as community perceptions (see Matteson and Rae
Associates, 1981, for a Hawaii example). CEIP appropriations must be
renewed by Congress on an annual basis, and there has been great uncer-

tainty each year whether the political dynamics of that body will result
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in continuation of the program. However, as of this writing, it still

survives.

The energy/boomtown case study literature and attendant popular
media accounts have been instrumental in developing a market for SIA,
because they have encouraged EIS preparers to consider a much wider
range of social phenomena in the assessment process. Therefore, a
recent controversy over the validity of boomtown case study literature

has strong implications for predictive SIA.

In 1982, Wilkinson and his colleagues published two versions of a
paper challenging the concept that rapid population growth in western
boomtowns actﬁa]]y has had any proven association whatsoever with social
or psychological disruption (Reynolds, Wilkinson, Thompson, & Ostresh,
1982; Wilkinson, Thompson, Reynolds, & Ostresh, 1982a). The authors
focus primarily on the research scholarship in several influential
papers (many of them unpublished) which present case study data on mat-
ters such as stress, crime, and newcomer-oldtimer conflicts (Kohrs, -
1974; Gilmore & Duff, 1975; Gilmore, 1976; Little, 1977; Lantz &
McKeown, 1977; and Weisz, 1979). Authors of these papers are accused
by Wilkinson et. al. of portraying energy development in an unremit-
gingly negative light, based on "undocumented assertions, questionable
interpretations of evidence, and superficial analyses" (Wilkinson et.
al., 1982a, p. 275). Evidence about mental health and crime impacts
comes in for particularly close scrutiny, as Wilkinson et. al. allege
that data have been presented with no documentation; that the meaning

derived from these numbers is inaccurate and misleading; and that no
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consideration is given to standard alternative explanations of varia-
tions over time in mental health or crime data (e.g., changes in agency

reporting procedures and/or in citizen willingness to contact agencies).

Sharp words are also directed at social scientists who have pub-
lished literature reviews without evaluating the validity of the origi-
nal figures. Wilkinson et. al. assert that both the original writers
and those who have been influential in disseminating the boomtown
stereotype to a wider scholarly circle base their conclusions more on an
"anti-growth bias" than on either "substantiated social theory" or hard
data (Reynolids et. al., 1982, p. 52). For the most part, the authors
say they do not necessarily contend that social disruption has not
occurred (although they point to some evidence in that direction), but
that the effects have not been proven and that it is time to explore

disruption hypotheses in a more even-handed and scientific manner.

One of these articles (Wilkinson et. al., 1982a) was published in

the summer issue of the 1982 Pacific sociological review, which also

gave rejoinder opportunities to the social science scholars accused of
circulating the unsubstantiated boomtown stereotypes (Albrecht, 1982;
Finsterbusch, 1982c; Freudenburg, 1982; Gale, 1982; Gold, 1982; Murdock
& Leistritz, 1982). After these came a counter-reply from Wilkinson
et. al. (1982b). The tone of this debate can surely be characterized
as the most acerbic, bitter, and, at times, highly personal one in the
annals of social impact literature. With the partial exception of Fin-
sterbusch's, the responses were generally fierce counter-attacks.

Wilkinson et. al. were accused of shoddy scholarship themselves; of
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taking important quotations out of context; of ignoring the documenta-
tion and/or attention to possible reporting effects which they claimed
was lacking in the original articles; of paying no attention to similar
and perhaps better proven social disruption data bases from areas out-
side the Rocky Mountain or Southwest states (e.g., Dixon's 1978 review
of construction impacts in Alaska); of shrugging off ethnographic evi-
dence in favor of a limited and overly technical quantitative approach;
and of writing primarily to serve the interests of developers with whom
several of them were professionally involved as paid consultants. These
criticisms were usually doled out in careful and detailed manner, al-

though the underlying spirit was manifested in the emotional retort of

Herbert Gold:

As your article now stands, it is at best a source of so-
ciological miscieveousness and at worst a highly misleading
report on the work of some first-rate SIA researchers. At
worst, it also provides a lot of grist for the public rela-
tions mills of the unprogressive, unenlightened, and rapa-
cious natural resource development firms of the world that
rely on PR bullshit to try to persuade the uninformed, the
unsophisticated, and the gullible that their industrial
trespasses create no social problems, because they are really
making positive and commendatory contributions to the quality
of life of the lucky small-town recipients of the manifold
blessings of their incursions. (Gold, 1982, p. 356)

Kurt Finsterbusch made by far the mildest and most diplomatic reply
to Wilkinson et. al. He complimented them for “debunking" the boomtown
stereotype, although Finsterbusch then carefully reviewed the case study
evidence and concluded that it justified some general conclusions about

the usual social impacts of boomtown development, adding "The patterns

identified are not without exceptions and are milder than those
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portrayed in the stereotype" (Finsterbusch, 1982c, p. 318). Finster-
busch the same year arranged for the publication of the other version of
the Wilkinson et. al. paper (Reynolds et. al., 1982) in a special SIA

issue of the Impact Assessment Bulletin which he edited. In that issue,

he termed the boomtown critique "a bombshell" and stated, "The debate on
the effects of boomtowns has begun and the field of SIA will become more

scientific because of it" (Finsterbusch, 1982a, p. 8).

The latter statement recalls a major point advanced by Wilkinson
et. al. and somewhat overlooked in the ensuing debate over the validity

of existing case study literature. That involved the need for more
rigorous scientific testing of general boomtown effects, as compared to
case study documentation of specific examples of impacts. In some ways,
the controversy over the validity of case study reports is beside the

point. Case studies are valuable for generating hypotheses, but more

rigorous techniques are needed for hypothesis testing and (even more

importantly) for identifying mediating variables which can be used to
mitigate or manage the outcomes. This will be discussed further in
Chapter VII, which will include consideration of potential contributions

which pure research scholars can make to applied SIA.

SCHOLARLY PERSPECTIVES ON SIA

Professional and Academic Structures

- The practice of social impact assessment usually involves specific

projects and specific communities. The study of social impact
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assessment is more likely to focus on theory and general methodological
treatises. The latter requires the existence of the former, although
the reverse is not necessarily true. Many practitioners, as will be
further noted in Chapter IV, are not specialists in SIA but rather
address social considerations (often in vague and inconclusive fashion)

in the process of completing socioeconomic portions of EIS's.

Of those who might consider themselves SIA specialists, it is dif-
ficult at this time to say how many are frequent practitioners of the
craft. Certainly the available literature on the topic comes primarily
from academic sources, although some academicians have served as part-
time SIA consultants and a few have become full-time professionals in
the field. However, the existing professional organizations and struc-
tures pertinent to SIA are heavily infiltrated by academicians--and

primarily by sociologists.

Although scholars of many disciplines have contributed to the
growing body of SIA literature, in many ways social impact assessment
remains a subdiscipline of sociology rather than a field or discipline
in its own right. The two most prolific scholarly writers on SIA, C. P.
Wolf and Kurt Finsterbusch, are both sociologists. These two men have
either written or edited most of the early book-length publications on
SIA--see Wolf (1974a), Finsterbusch & Wolf (1977), Finsterbusch (1980),
and Finsterbusch & Motz (1980). Wolf and Finsterbusch are currently
collaborating wfth Kurt Llewellyn to edit a new SIA anthology. Other
SIA books authored or edited by sociologists include more recent works

by Bowles (1981), Soderstrom (1981), Tester & Mykes (1981), and
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Leistritz & Murdock (1981). (While Murdock is a sociologist, Leistritz
is an economist, and their collaboration on various books and articles
has produced much of the embarassingly limited literature on SIA in the

larger framework of socioeconomic impact assessment.) Sociologists

have also written books on retrospective social impact case studies
(Dixon, 1979; Murdock & Leistritz, 1979; Moen, Boulding, Lillydahl, &
Palm, 1981) and on SIA itself “"as a social phenomenon" (Torgerson,

1980).

There is some indication that sociological SIA has tended to func-
tion as a closed system. For example, McEvoy & Dietz (1977) edited a
book on socib-cu]tura] aspects of EIS's directec more toward planners
and EIS practitoners than sociologists. Also, a number of methodolo-
gical "handbooks" and more comprehensive treatments on the entire EIS
procedure now feature sections on social and/or socioeconomic impact
assessment. While some (e.g., DeSouza, 1979) still confine discussion
of "social" topics to population, employment, housing, and government
services, others (e.g., Jain & Hutchings, 1978; Erickson,'1979; Rau,
1980) contain much more thorough treatments of social impacts. Finally,
Porter, Rossini, Carpenter, & Roper (1980) have produced an extensive
analysis of methods common to both environmental impact and technology
assessment, including exploration of social and psychological impacts.
A11 of the foregoing have been rarely referenced in the "mainstream"

sociological writings on SIA.

C. P. Wolf edits the field's principal newsletter (there is yet no

full-fledged journal devoted to SIA), entitled Social Impact Assessment.
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Although technically just a "newsletter," Social Impact Assessment has

published a number of important theoretical and methodological articles.

This newsletter grew out of an earlier circular called Environmental

Sociology. ("Environmental sociology" is the branch of sociology which
has been most involved with SIA, and teaching aid materials prepared by
the American Sociological Association Section on Environmental Sociology
include several course descriptions on or relevant to SIA--see Tremblay,
1981.) Until the establishment in 1981 of the International Association
for Impact Assessment (concerned with techonology assessment as well as
SIA), the only professional association dedicated to exploring social
portions of EIS's was a 1973 AD Hoc Committee on Environmental Sociology
created by the American Sociological Association. The International

Association for Impact Assessment now publishes the Impact Assessment

Bulletin, focusing on technology assessment, social or socioeconomic
assessment, and environmental impact assessment. Various environmental
assessment or environmental management journals also sometimes publish

works on SIA; the Environmental Impact Assessment Review is perhaps the

most frequent examiner of SIA issues.

Certain recent efforts to develop a professional superstructure
for SIA have led to more emphasis on practitioner concerns and more
links with planners, economists, and other nonsociological contributors

to SIA. This is partly a reflection of increasing input from Canada,
where SIA has often played a larger part in environmental assessments
and hence has stimulated more discussion among planners and technicians.

The First International Conference on Social Impact Assessment was held
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in Vancouver in the fall of 1982, and discussions focused heavily on the
practical concerns of practitioners as opposed to the abstract theoreti-

cal issues sometimes posed by sociological commentators (Melser, 1983).

The previously mentioned International Association for Impact
Assessment represents an attempt at formation of an umbrella organiza-
tion integrating the common concerns of, and fostering interchange
among, the various disciplines concerned with applied forecasting:
environmental assessment, technology assessment, social impact assess-
ment, computerized modeling efforts to predict local fiscal impacts,

etc. The journal of the IAIA, Impact Assessment Bulletin, encourages

contributions by practitioners, and the first IAIA president, Joseph
Coates, an important figure in the development of technology assessment,

is the head of a Washington D.C. consulting agency.

Sociological SIA professionals have also taken steps to become more
involved in practice as well as theory. C. P. Wolf and Peter Melser
recently formed a "Social Impact Assessment Center" in New York City,
intended to provide a support network for social impact consultants. In
the western United States, Charles Cortese has established a “Center for
Community Change" which provides a reference library and consulting
service for both scholars and consultants specializing in the study of

western energy boomtowns.

Bodies of Theory Underlying SIA

The dominance of sociologists in academic SIA has had several

consequences. Perhaps most important for this dissertation as a whole,
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there has been far more concentration on social impacts at the community
level than at the individual level. The potential for expanding SIA to

include more focus on the individual is a prime purpose of this study.

However, the most important consequence for purposes of this parti-
cular section is that bodies of theory underlying SIA (to the extent

that they have existed) have been, to date, primarily sociological in

origin and nature.

Actually, there has been extremely little discussion of SIA's theo-
retical underpinnings until very recently. In the 1970's and early
1980's, a number of conceptual models were advanced, indicating project
characteristics as input variables, community structure as throughputs,
and social well-being indicators as outputs (c.f., Olsen & Merwin, 1977;
Finsterbusch, 1977b; Branch & Thompson, 1981). In a practical sense,
these had the potential for great utility for the SIA practitioner to
aid in conceptualizing cause-effect relationships, but they lacked the

intellectual depth and richness of true theory.

Also, as will be detailed in the next few chapters, there was some
lively debate over methodological approaches to SIA in the 1970's, and
some of this controversy certainly had theoretical implications.

However, the implications were rarely explored, and most references to

theory were simply general observations that somebody someday really
should relate SIA to important bodies of social science theory--e.g.,
Wolf's (1977, p. 18) observation that "Social change theory in general

and modernization theory in particular seem especially well suited to
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forming a theoretical basis for SIA." However, there were very few who
attempted to follow up on these concepts, either for predictive SIA or

for social impact analysis case studies, and by 1982 it could still

be observed, with general accuracy:

In large part, the social impact literature is atheoreti-

cal. In fact, one is hard-pressed to find any studies that

employ theory or that attempt to test systematically any theo-

retical tradition that might be applicable... (Albrecht,

1982, pp. 299-300)

Nevertheless, the last few years have seen the first significant
stirrings of attention to theory. These have come in three forms:
(1) the comments of Andrews and colleagues (Andrews, Hardin, & Madsen,
1981) regarding theoretical implications of methodological differences
in social indicator research; (2) several analyses by Steven Murdock of
implicit theoretical orientations in SIA work, with particular emphasis
on the ecological framework (Murdock, 1979; Leistritz & Murdock, 1981);
and, (3) in the debate over the validity of the "boomtown" social impact
case study literature, a subcontroversy as to whether sociologists

studying boomtowns have been (consciously or not) applying valid theory

or have simply been swayed by an “anti-growth" ideological bias.

Theoretical Implications of Methodological Disputes: Although it

consists of only a few paragraphs in a broader article on issues and

problems in SIA, the discussion by Andrews et. al. (1981) on the intel-
lectual history underlying two different methodological approaches is a
stimulating one. The particular methodological controversy in quéstion

involves the debate over whether SIA is best served by use of objective
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social indicators ("hard" data such as census figures), subjective indi-
cators ("soft" data such as attitude survey results), or both. (Andrews
et. al. argue for both.) The authors point out linkages between each of

the two approaches and the major theoreticians of classical sociology:

The classical structural analysis of social processes are
represented in the works of Emile Durkheim and Karl Marx.
Durkheim's emphasis on the study of "social facts" points to
the priority of structural management over the dynamics of
social-psychological factors in analyzing group or societal
phenomena. His basic contention that the "whole is greater
than the sum of its parts" indicates a derogation of aggrega-
ting individual factors. In conjunction with Durkheim's ap-
proach, Marx postulated "dialectical materialism" as the
under 1lying social process. His contention that the material
factors of social life imperatively mandate social arrange-
ments resulted in the conclusion that a society's superstruc-
ture (i.e., cognitive and affective states) was largely a
reflection of its substructure (i.e., economic factors of
production).

These theoretical orientations are in direct opposition to
the subjective emphasis of certain writings of Max Weber. His
use of Verstehen, or empathetic understanding, as a major re-
search tool, and his analysis of modern capitalism in terms of
subjective, ethical alterations point to the importance of
studying psychological and social-psychological factors and
their relationships to objective societal conditions.

(Andrews et. al., 1981, p. 80)

The foregoing paragraphs also serve the purpose of informing psy-
chologists of some basic reasons why various sociologists might resist

or welcome their entry into the field of SIA.

Murdock 's Analysis of Implicit Theoretical Bases for SIA: Leis-

tritz & Murdock (1981) note that, although few SIA scholars or practi-
tioners have explicitly stated their underlying theoretical premises, it

is possible to deduce four major conceptual approaches which can affect
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interpretation of social impact assessment or analysis data: (1) the
symbolic interactionist perpsective; (2) the conflict perspective;
(3) the functionalist perspective; and (4) the human ecological perspec-

tive.

The symbolic interactionist perspective “"emphasizes the analysis of

the actual processes of interaction, of how persons come to understand
and to perceive themselves and others, and how interaction patterns
become regularized around activities to form different types of groups"
(loc. cit., p. 159). This is the stuff of social psychology, and Leis-
tritz & Murdock note that it is “perhaps the most individualistic
perspective used in assessment activities" (p. 159). The symbolic
interactionist is interested in outcomes for the individual and in the

perceptions of individuals (since it is the symbolic perception of

reality by individuals which is felt to determine social organization).
Implicit in this approach is a strong need for participant observation

or other ethnographic approaches to grasp the values and perceptions of

key groups (Gold, 1974, 1977).

The conflict perspective is in the tradition of Marxist sociology

(although not necessarily Marxist politics) and emphasizes competition
for limited resources by various interest groups, particularly different
social classes. There is a strong concern with distributive issues--not
just what the impacts are, but even more significantly who reaps the
benefits or bears the costs--and with which groups are likely to form

coalitions to oppose or support the project.
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In the functionalist perspective, there is particular interest in

impacts on key social organizations which consciously, or sometimes
unconsciously (Merton, 1957), perform necessary human functions. Moder-
nization and/or urbanization literature is often in this tradition, ex-

ploring the latent functions of social institutions which face change:

In gthe theory'sy most elaborated form (Parsons, 1951), soci-
ety is seen as a system in which such basic elements as

culture, individual personalities, and societal factors inter-
actively determine the nature of the social system. These
factors seek to perform such functions as adaptation (to the
physical and other dimensions of the environment), goal at-
tainment (the meeting of basic social and individual goals),
integration (the maintenance of patterns of key interdepen-
dencies), and latent pattern maintenance (the maintenance of
total societal patterns). Processes of interaction and social
structures and institutions are examined in terms of their -
roles in maintaining such functions. (Leistritz & Murdock,
1981, p. 160)

Finally, the human ecological perspective is a cross-disciplinary

approach ultimately rooted in 19th-century evolutionary concepts as ap-
plied in this century to social systems by Hawley (1944, 1950), Duncan
(1959, 1964), and Micklin (1973). Some of the work of Durkheim (1933)
is also considered an early version of the ecological perspective, which
stresses the communal (not individual) adaptation of society to the phy-
sical environment and the great flexibility of humankind in making such

adaptations. At any given time or place, people are considered to live

in "ecosystems" characterized by the four POET variables (population,
organization, environment, and technology). In this conception, there
is a high degree of group interdependency, which produces particular
types of social interactions and organizations. The concepts underlying

human ecology theory are so broad in nature that it has been suggested
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they constitute a new paradigm for the social sciences as a whole (Dun-

lap, 1980).

The human ecological perspective has inspired one of the few social
impact assessments to feature an explicit theoretical base--Honey &
Hogg's (1978) anthropologically-oriented work for the Environmental
Protection Agency on a water resources project in Oregon. It also in-
spired Murdock (1979) to produce what is quite possibly the only article
to date which attempts to generate a theoretical outline for social
impact assessment based on a carefully articulated ecological approach.
(Bonnicksen & Lee's 1982 treatment of "biosocial systems analysis" might
also qualify, although it could be considered more of a model than a
theory.) Murdock suggesfs the human ecological approach is particularly
appropriate when communities face a shift in their primary economic
sustenance base. He notes that various case studies have indicated
great variations in impacts from similar projects in different com-
munities and that benefits in cases of economic shifts tend to accrue to
those associated with the project rather than to the wider community; to
newcomers rather than longtime residents; and to state or regional
levels rather than to local levels. These and other finding, he
believes, can be explained in terms of four general ecological premises
or concepts:

1. That in all social organizations differentiation occurs,

and this differentiation produces patterns of dominance rela-

ted to the key function, with those most closely related to

that function having the greatest control of events and re-

sources within the organization (Hawley, 1950, 1967).

2. That levels of adaptation within population are not

uniform, but vary with the characteristics of subgroups
(Hawley, 1950).
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3. That patterns of dominance show an ascending pattern by
geographical areas such that larger areas tend to show domi-
nance over smaller component areas (states over counties,
counties over cities, and so on) and that each level has a
specified service hierarchy that it can support (Duncan and
Reiss, 1956; Duncan et. al., 1960; Hawley, 1971).

4, That the effects and processes of a given type vary at

least in part because of differences in environmental contexts
(Duncan, 1964). (Murdock, 1979, p. 555)

Ironically, one of the few other theoretically-oriented articles in
the SIA literature involves an explicit rejection of the "social systems
approach" (a term which could subsume both the ecological and the struc-
tural-functionalist perspectives). DiSanto, Frideres, Fleising, &
Goldenberg (1981) argue that individuals "are excluded when this wholis-
tic fsic} perspective is used. Yet, land negotiations, for example, are
precisely on an individual level" (p. 26). They feel that emphasis on
social systems results in subsequent overemphasis on maintenance of the
existing system, which is inappropriate since human systems are con-
stantly in flux. (The idea that SIA too often blindly champions the
preservation of status quo social systems in small communities is in
line with the views of those who criticize "boomtown" sociologists, as

will shortly be discussed.)

DiSanto et. al. call for the primacy of the symbolic interaction-
ist perspective in SIA. However, their point does not involve the need
to predict impacts on the sort of social E;ycho]ogica] variables which
that perspective involves. Rather, theif emphasis is on "building a
comon definition of the situation" (p. 34) among community, government,

and other project proponents in order to minimize disruptive conflict.
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This foreshadows an important issue which will be more fully explored in
the next several chapters--there is a growing school of thought in SIA
which is more concerned with the process of social input to decision
making than with the product of a report delineating predicted impacts.
Since symbolic interactionism deals with the perception of "social
reality" by various key actors, it may be viewed as the broad theoreti-

cal underpinning for much of this "process" approach to SIA.

Strangely, in their observations on implicit use of theory and
classic sociological concepts in social impact literature, both Murdock
and DiSanto et. al. omitted one of the most fundamental concepts in
sociology and one of the most apparent implicit theoretical underpin-
nings of much social impact literature. This is Ferdinand Toennies'
classical dichotomy between gemeinschaft (the tightly-interwoven and
interdependent social structure and value orientation thought to exist

in rural communities) and gesellschaft, the more impersonal, market-

oriented structure and value orientation thought to emerge in more urban

locales). In the course of a gemeinschaft-to-gesellschaft transition,

there would be a loosening of family and community ties, reciprocity
norms, and general identification of self with others, along with an
increase in independence, demands for monetary reimbursement for any
assistance rendered, and perhaps a general sense of alienation and
anomie. This is the topic of the third and final source of commentary

on theory in the SIA literature to date.
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Boomtown Analyses: Social Theory or Personal Bias?

One major thread in sociclogical SIA, heavily influenced both by
the boomtown case study literature and by the work of community sociolo-
gist Roland Warren (1978), has been emphasis on negative aspects of

change due to perceived interference with valued small-town gemeinschaft

and informa] social networks (c.f.. Watkins, 1977; Bowles, 1979;

Cortese, 1980; Canan & Hennesy, 1983).

In the discussion earlier in this chapter on the boomtown case
study literature, it was noted that there has recently been a sharp con-
troversy over the validity of the idea that boomtowns have suffered a
great deal of social disruption. Wilkinson et. al. (1982a, 1982b) sug-
gest that these images are "implicitly" derived from the theories of
Toennies and Durkheim regarding social values and structures in small
rural communities, and Reynolds et. al. (1982) also challenge the con-
cept that an influx of outsiders into boomtowns disrupts social norms
and shared expectations of appropriate behavior. They note that, long
before the energy boomtown situation developed, western communities were
characterized by a spirit of rugged independence, social conflict among
various groups, and high rates of crime, suicide, and divorce:

Against this background, use of the concept of anomie to
describe a recently-induced condition is questionable. The

changes occurring in response to energy development might

better be seen as extensions of previous trends than as sudden

disjunctions from established patterns.

Use of the concept of anomie to describe changes in the
communities also ignores the fact that many aspects of norma-

tive order in modern society are oganized on an extra-local

basis (Warren, 1978). Therefore, changes in a given community
might have 1little disruptive effect on norms, expectations,
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and commitments which regulate interpersonal transactions.
(Reynolds et. al., 1982, p. 49)

The authors also questioned the sociological implication that small
rural comnunities would be healthier, noting national statistics give a
mixed picture about rural-urban differences in mental health, crime,

divorce, etc. They review ample evidence that gemeinschaft-type social

characteristics such as strong informal neighborly ties exist in large

industrialized cities, while market-place gesellschaft mentality can be

encountered in many a small town. And they wonder whether a gemein-
schaft-style social structure has ever completely characterized actual
western communities--or, for that matter, given modern America's high
mobility and national communication linkages, whether any community in

the country today can be considered an example of pure gemeinschaft:

The history of the western states suggests that characteris-
tics of the classical rural type have not been prominent in
the communities which are now experiencing growth. Rather,
these communities for the most part have been small urban cen-
ters with social organization different more in scale than in
essential qualities from that in larger centers. People have
moved into and out of these communities frequently, and while

in them, their lives have been oriented to the larger society.

(Reynolds et. al., 1982, p. 51)

Because of these divergencies from the idealized rural communities
alleged to be painted in the boomtown SIA literature, the authors con-

clude, "it appears that SIA has been heavily influenced by an anti-

growth bias rather than substantiated social theory" (loc. cit., p. 52).

Replies to these criticisms feature a number of points. Freuden-

burg (1982) believes Wilkinson et. al. exaggerate the rosy romanticism
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with which the pre-boomtown "gemeinschaft" communities allegedly were

viewed. He quotes several excerpts from the literature which illus-

trates an unwil]inghess to accept the gemeinschaft approach without

criticism:

It is clear that a number of researchers have used classi-
cal theorists as sources of sensitizing constructs, but this
fact alone would scarcely seem to warrant the Wilkinson et.
al. critique--particularly given the obvious connection be-
tween boomtown statistics and the kinds of changes Durkheim,
for example, might have predicted. Moreover, an examination
of the literature reveals that sociologists who have noted the
relevance of the Gemeinschaft-Gesellschaft continuum (e.g.,
Cortese and Jones, 1977; Moen et. al., 1981) have generally
done so in a way that is reasonable and balanced. The clas-
sical theorists are used as points of reference, not objects
of worship; they are treated with respect, but they have also
been rejected explicitly in several papers. (Freudenburg,
1982, p. 330, original emphasis)

Albrecht (1982) notes that some of the impacted western communi-
ties contain large numbers of Mormons, American Indians, and Mexican-
Americans, whose societies more closely approximate the hypothetical

true gemeinschaft type. And he suggests that comparisons of boomtowns

with other rural areas undergoing industrialization should be made with
caution because of the unique and incredible rates of population
growth--e.g., the Alaska village which suddenly had as many children in
the elementary schools alone as it had people in the entire town two

vears previously.

But Albrecht's main theoretical point--and the one with the most
relevance to the wider field of predictive SIA--concerns Wilkinson et.

ai.'s argument that gemeinschaft-type social organization has also been

found in many large, industrialized cities. Albrecht points out that
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most studies with this finding have been conducted after the process of

social accommodation to an industrialized lifestyle is complete:

...perhaps the problem is that we are dealing with two differ-
ent issues. In terms of the classic characteristics of ges-
ellschaft, urbanized and industrialized areas may not be
particularly different from more rural communities once they
have become stabilized. That is, individual residents feel a
certain degree of attachment to the community; they maintain
significant informal and primary ties with kind and friends,
and so on. At the same time, communities or areas of communi-
ties characterized by the rapid social change that accompanies
urbanization and industrialization experience at least a tem- .
porary breakdown in many of the traditional social support
mechanisms that contribute to such things as community

stability, individual identification with the community, and
quality of life...

What this suggests is that the implicit theoretical orien-
tations that Wilkinson et. al. believe guides much of the

research on energy-impacted communities does provide some

interesting research hypotheses that can be tested. This

tradition, therefore, should not be rejected outright.

(Albrecht, 1982, pp. 301-302)

Albrecht's distinction here is a critical one for the potential ap-
plication of all types of social science theory, including psychological
theory, to SIA. Most such theories are concerned with human relation-
ships and human behavior in what are more or less enduring social
situations. SIA seeks to predict adjustment problems (both short-term
and long-term) or opportunities for social benefit as a result of

change. What may appear at first glance to be highly relevant bodies of '

research and theoretical literature could be fatally misapplied if used

for SIA.
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Related Social Science Activities

One of the most important scholarly contexts in which SIA operates
is the entire body of social science knowledge and activities. To com-
pare and contrast SIA with other such activities not only facilitates
understanding of how SIA functions as a professional and/or scholarly
activity, but also assists in an understanding of what SIA is and what

it is not.

0f course, such a comparison-and-contrast procedure could easily
consume a dissertation by itself, and therefore it seems more appropri-
ate to present an overview in summary table form. Table 1 provides such
a perspective on the relationship between SIA and key social science
activities. Although virtually every body of literature or applied
technique might have some actual or hypothetical linkage with SIA, 20
fields (12 bodies of literature and eight applied techniques and acti-
vities) were selected for the brief summary of "Comparisons and Link-

ages" presented in Table 1.

In most of Table 1; SIA is discussed as it tends to function in
practice at the present time rather than as it might practice in theory
or in the future. For example, a strong working distinction is drawn
between SIA and TA (technology assessment) although the conceptual dis-
tinction between the two activities is minor. And SIA has, in practicé,
functioned quite independently of TA (Wolf, 1977). SIA's are usually

carried out within the environmental impact statement framework 6f NEPA,
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while TA's are often funded by research grants from the national
government and/or are much more amenable to academic “"armchair"
forecasting or computerized analysis of broad national data. As will be
further discussed in Chapter IV, there have been calls for SIA to move
closer to TA in its focus (Morrison, 1983) or vice-versa (Hoos, 1979),
and occasional recent studies do seem to overlap both fields (e.g.,
Bronfman, Carnes, & Glass, 1980); however, this is still definitely the
exception to the general rule. The recent creation of the International

Association for Impact Assessment may help create stronger linkages bet-

ween TA and SIA practitioners.

In Tine with earlier discussions, Table 1 several times refers to
SIA as a procedure focused more at rural than at urban settings. This
reflects the influence of the "boomtown" case study literature (c.f.,
Gilmore, 1978; Albrecht, 1978; Murdock & Leistritz, 1979) and perhaps
also the personal values and/or theoretical groundings of the sociolo-
gists who have dominated SIA and who have been strongly concerned with

preserving the small-town gemeinschaft (e.g., Gold, 1977; Cortese,

1980):

An effective long-term SIA must uncover the hidden, informal
structures that underlie the formal structures in small
communities. I say small communities because the current
available SIA methodologies (and models) do not address them-
selves to large populations. (Robinson, 1980, p. 18)

Certainly there is nothing which excludes urban communities from SIA,

and a few writers (Christensen, 1976; Francis, 1975) have attempted to
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point the way. Perhaps community and environmental psychologists can
serve a particularly useful function in helping SIA to deal more readily

with urban contexts.

Similarly, it is implicit in Table 1 comments that, with a few
exceptions, SIA has not yet evolved procedures for coping with those
situations where impacts may actually be most extreme--that is, project
which have the potential for causing major shifts in cultural values and
structures among Indians, established immigrant cultures, or native
populations of American-held territories in the Caribbean or Pacific.

This is also a matter for'further discussion in Chapter IV.

Finally, Table 1 refers to SIA as an activity relating to physical

projects at specific sites. Actually, NEPA also requires EIS‘s (and

hence SIA's) for new programs and policies affecting a wide variety of

locales and situations. However, such EIS's are generally very vague in
their social sections, and often are followed up by site-specific EIS's
and SIA's when the program is implemented in a given location. As a
consequence, the academic and professional literature on SIA tends to
revolve around site-specific projects. It should be noted, though that
some SIA theoreticians have attempted to blaze methodological trails
toward social assessments for human services planning (Grigsby & Hruby,
1978), health care programs (Mitchell & Mitchell, 1979), regional land
use planning (Cramer, Dietz, & Johnston, 1980), and even for "policy" at
the abstract level (Finsterbusch, 1977b; Finsterbusch & Motz, 1980;
Wolf, 1980a).
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Topic

Table 1

Comparisons with SIA

Comparisons and Linkages Between SIA and Other Topics

Linkages with SIA

I.

BODIES OF LITERATURE

Social Impact Analysis
(vs. Social Impact
Assessment, or SIA)

Social Conflict

Social Change

Social impact analysis involves case
studies of actual present or past
impacts from a change; SIA involves
predicting future impacts from one
or more proposed changes.

Deals with overt friction between
groups of people. Literature tends
to focus on persisting conditions
rather than change as cause of con-
flict, and to focus on urban ethnic
conflict (Clarke, 1976) vs. SIA
emphasis to date on rural conflict
between oldtimers and newcomers.

Focus is on action to create change,

usually in urban contexts. Tendency
to see change as desirable and to
pay only passing attention, if any,
to undesirable side effects (c.f.,
Warren, 1977, p. 60). This con-
trasts with a basic rationale of
SIA--anticipating probable negative
side effects.

Such case studies are essential in
guiding SIA design--especially
choice of variables for impact
measurement, identification of exo-
genous forces for change, and ideas
for mitigation measures

May help to contribute better theo-
retical base for predicting impacts
on community cohesion, especially as
SIA develops capability to pay more
attention to urban contexts.

One thread common to social change
literature and some SIA approaches
involves community organization and
political action. Therefore, social
change literature may suggest some
community-managed measures for redu-
cing negative impacts or enhancing
positive ones.
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Table 1. (Continued) Comparisons and Linkages Between SIA and Other Topics

Topic

Comparisons with SIA

Linkages with SIA

Comunity Studies

Life Changes

Modernization/Western-
ization

Classical sociological community
studies involved lengthy, in-depth
study of communities for pure re-
search purposes (e.g., Lynd & Lynd,
1937), vs. SIA's applied nature and
usual short-term time frame.

A growing body of literature relates
“stressful life events" to increased
rates of psychological disorder
(Holmes & Masuda, 1974); Wildman &
Johnson, 1977), and some studies
have examined positive as well as
negative effects of desired change
(Zautra & Simons, 1979). But major
focus has been on personal events
(e.g., death of a spouse) rather
than SIA's usual focus on community-
wide change from transformation of
social or physical environment.

Original focus was on facilitating
"development" of "backward" peoples.
Perhaps best psychological example is
MeClelland's (1961) work on develop-
ing need for achievement. Other
writers (e.g., Marsella, 1977) share
typical SIA concern with unintended
negative consequences of rapid
change.

SIA practitioners may be able to
utilize a number of ethnographic
and/or quantitative techniques de-
veloped in this literature for meas-
uring "intangibles," such as commu-
nity attachment (c.f., Rossi, 1972).

This literature can be used as a
springboard for studies of effects
from larger social change. The
most promising threads involve psy-
chological effects of unemployment
or economic cycles (Komarovsky,
1973; Dooley & Catalano, 1979), and
studies on factors affecting coping
ability or vulnerability to stress
(Pearlin & Schooler, 1978; Kessler,
1979). Such potential linkages will
be discussed further in later chap-
ters.

Despite calls for more cultural con-
tent in SIA (Boggs, 1978; Wolf,
1978), most SIA's under NEPA focus
on subcultural shifts in mainstream
American society. But modernization
literature is clearly relevant when
major cultural shifts are inherent
in a project being analyzed in an
SIA.
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Table 1. (Continued) Comparisons and Linkages Between SIA and Other Topics
Topic Comparisons with SIA Linkages with SIA
Urbanization Urbanization studies primarily, al- Urbanization literature should help

Rural Studies

Environmental Studies

though not exclusively, are con-
cerned with effects of migration to
cities (rural depopulation) and
human adjustment in large cities.
Psychologists have tended to study
alienation, anomies or general
stress from high-density or large-
population settings (Basavanna,
1978; Milgram, 1970; Griffit, 1977;
Sadalla, 1978). SIA in practice has
been more likely to focus on rapid
population growth in rural areas.

Primarily sociological and economic
development literature. Historical
emphasis has been on need for devel-
opment and problems of depopulation
and decay resulting from technology
and urbanization (c.f., Cottrell,
1951). Recent literature has begun
to explore unanticipated consequen-
ces of rural development and repop-
ulation (Hobbs, 1980; Price & Clay,
1980).

Environmental psychology has had
overlap with urbanization literature;
also includes impacts of urban de-
sign (0'Donnell, 1980), noise, and
aesthetics (Craik & Zube, 1976).

SIA to address social changes in ur-
ban areas. For rural areas, crow-
ding literature may be relevant when
housing shortages are forecast in
rural "boomtowns," but effects at-
tributed to large population or
neighborhood density must be re-
examined to see if they apply to
small-town areas. Also, SIA needs
information on consequences of rural
community change, not just indivi-

dual adaptation to cities or effects
of persisting urban conditions.

Selected studies may be considered
as part of the social impact analy-
sis historical case study liter-
ature.

As with urbanization, this has di-
rect relevance to SIA's where physi-
cal environment to be transformed.
However, more studies of change and
adaption would be of value to SIA.



Table 1. (Continued) Comparisons and Linkages Between SIA and Other Topics
Topic Comparisons with SIA Linkages with SIA
Social Ecology Broad theories of man-environment Ecological concepts can provide a
(Human/Cultural relationships as a system or unit of theory or framework for organizaing
Ecology) analysis are found in all social some SIA studies. For example,

Social Networks

Social Indicators

science disciplines. Lewin (1936)
was a pioneer in psychology; Barker
(1968) developed the "behavior set-
ting" concepts. Ecological models
are often used by community psychol-
ogists and stress researchers (Mann,
1978); Feldman & Orford, 1980).

In community psychology, study of
social networks has focused speci-
fically on support networks and
their role in regard to ameliorating
stressful life events and illness
(Lin et. al., 1979), encouraging
help-seeking (Gourash, 1978), and
mental health therapy (Turkat, 1979,
1980).

Methodological aspects of social in-
dicator: research have provided the
methodology of SIA to date. Sub-
stantive research into "quality of
Tife" (Andrews & Withey, 1976; Camp-
bell, Converse & Rodgers, 1976) has
strong implications for SIA at psy-
chological level.

Honey & Hogg's (1978) anthropolo-
gical SIA research strategy is based
on the "cultural ecology" theories
of Rappaport (1971).

Possibly more useful for action than
research: Turkat's work on "de-
vised" networks can be adapted for
preventive as well as post-change
therapy. Networks can be used to
facilitate human service programs in
a social change context (Sarason et.
al., 1977), and to help guide urban
design and planning (Meehan, 1978).

The utility of "quality of life" re-
search for SIA would be enhanced by
more studies of (1) determinants of
change, and (2) comparative studies
of differences among social groups
(especially groups likely to be
brought into contact/conflict by
projects requiring EIS's and SIA's).
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Table 1.

Topic

(Continued)

Comparisons with SIA

Comparisons and Linkages Between SIA and Other Topics

Linkages with SIA

II. APPLIED TECHNIQUES AND ACTIVITIES

Social Forecasting

Needs Assessment

Social forecasting is a broad field
which might be said to subsume SIA
and other futurological activities.
However, the term is more commonly
used to refer to broad scenario-
construction for general purposes of
seeing wide areas of opportunities
or problems; SIA is more specific in
identifying site and change agents.

Needs assessment is concerned with
identifying resident desires or
needs to reach certain social goals.
SIA might examine probable impacts
on needs or desires; hence, needs
assessment could be a component of
SIA.

The methodology of social forecas-
ting (Harrison, 1976; Mitchell et.
al., 1977) essentially contains the
repertory of prediction tools for
"scientific" SIA. (An alternative
approach would be a more holistic,
perhaps journalistic approach: an
in-depth look at the specific situa-
tion and apparent logical outcomes.)

The work of Murrell (1977; Murrell &
Schulte, 1980) in using community
satisfaction surveys is one example
of a technique that can be adapted
to SIA. Research on the nature of
need (vs. desire or satisfaction)
becomes more important if there is
support for the idea that social im-
pact assessment should analyze im-
pacts on preconditions for high
quality of life rather than simple
expressed satisfaction (McCall,
1975; Tester, 1980).
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Table 1.

Topic

(Continued)

Comparisons with SIA

Comparisons and Linkages Between SIA and Other Topics

Linkages with SIA

Technology Assessment
(TA)

Cultural Resource
Management

Social Impact
Management

TA involves forecasting nationwide
social implications of technological
innovations. While TA might also be
considered an extension of SIA, the
practice of SIA in an EIS framework
usually involves a specific region
or community and a project proposal
that may or may not feature new
technology.

"Cultural resources" usually refers
to physical artifacts of the area's
historical and cultural heritage.
Despite calls for broadening the
field to protect "living culture"
(Harding, 1978), those most active
tend to be archaeologists and his-
torians (Dickens & Hill, 1978),
rather than the sociologists who
dominate SIA at present.

"Management" refers to an overall
system for early detection of unin-
tended project consequences and for
appropriate action to meet those
consequences once the project has
been implemented. SIA in narrow
sense is concerned only with predic-
tions made before implementation.

SIA and TA have common historic and
conceptual roots. Forecasting tools
and approaches are similar at the
macro-level (Kaspar, 1972). The two
fields overlap in studies of impacts
of changing technology on specific
communities--e.g., Krebs' (1975)
comparison of social effects from
strip vs. underground coal mining.

NEPA's sole concrete reference to
sociocultural concerns regards pre-
servation of "historical and archae-
ological sites." But given SIA's
lack of a strong cultural component
to date (see discussion under “Mod-
ernization"), there have been few
linkages between assessment or man-
agement of tangible "cultural” and
of intangible "social" resources.

Social impact management may repre-
sent the future of expert-based SIA.
However, so long as NEPA and the EIS
framework shape the market demand
for SIA, the predictive report ra-
ther than action plans for monitor-
ing and mitigation will probably
remain the central focus of SIA.
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Table 1.

Topic

(Continued)

Comparisons with SIA

Comparisons and Linkages Between SIA and Other Topics

Linkages with SIA

Cost-Benefit Analysis

Evaluation Research

Environmental/Economic
Impact Assessment

This is a mathematical technique for
determining whether a proposed pro-
ject's monetary benefits outweigh
its monetary costs. To some, SIA is
a logical extension of this general
approach to social costs and bene-
fits, but lack of a common unit of
measurement precludes a simple
"bottom-line" conclusion about cost-
benefit ratios.

Evaluation research is primarily
concerned with past and present ef-
fectiveness of an intervention in
attaining a desired goal (Struening
& Guttentag, 1975; Posavac & Carey,
1980). SIA is primarily concerned
with prospects of future unintended
consequences of interventions.

Distinctions between these fields
and SIA simply involve domain of im-
pact--physical or economic vs.
"social"™ (to extent that such dis-
tinctions are made). A practical
difference is that SIA practitioners
have less' consensus on appropriate
variables or units of measurement.

Use of a cost-benefit approach to
SIA by exploring dollar value of so-
cial disbenefits (Bryden, 1973) or
asking residents if they would sac-
rifice projected income gains to
keep current lifestyles (Bottomley,
Hartnet, & Evans, 1976) or assigning
dollar values to social costs (Mack,
1977) have all been suggested or
utilized, but do not represent cur-
rent mainstream of SIA.

SIA might be considered a priori
program evaluation, and any monitor-
ing could be a regular form of ER.
SIA shares basic methodological con-
cerns of separating effects of key
change factor from exogenous factors
(Cook & Campbell, 1975; Meidinger &
Schnaiberg, 1980).

Under NEPA, EIS's have usually
focused primarily on physical,
secondarily on economic, and only
tertiarily on social impacts. SIA
practitioners often depend on
knowledge of physical and economic
impacts for input to forecasts.



III. PURPOSES AND METHODS FOR SIA'S

If SIA were a clearly-defined discipline of its own, it might be
appropriate to delve immediately into a discussion of available metho-
dologies. But because the "discipline" is both eclectic and still in
the process of formation, the procedures for carrying out SIA's are
often affected by the underlying reasons and motives of clients and
practitioners. So consideration of the how's of SIA will be preceded by

some discussion of the various why's.

DIFFERENT REASONS FOR CONDUCTING SIA'S

The general, theoretical reason for doing social impact assess-
ments--as for the broader environmental or economic assessments--would
be to provide decision makers and/or the public with information needed
to make better decisions about a proposed project. But in practice,
specific reasons may vary with the actors involved. There are many such
actors--the SIA practitioner; assessors of other types of impacts,
various community groups, EIS reviewers, public or corporate'decision
makers, and private-sector clients or other interested parties who are

not in a decision-making role.

For simplicity's sake, consider the primary motives of only two of
the major actors: the SIA preparer and the client. Figure 1 lists six
general purposes for which SIA's might be entered into by practitioners
or desired by clients and/or decision makers. One of these purposes--
“Ideological Aims"--is divided into two components because of differen-

tial implications for decision makers and practitioners. This list of
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MARKET STATUS MOTIVES/NEEDS OF CLIENTS, SIA PRACTITIONERS

Current SIA AS STANDARD PART OF EIS FORMAT

Primary (AVOIDANCE OF LEGAL CHALLENGES)
Market §$:
\(;:\ ~ HELP DECISION MAKER EVALUATE PROJECT PROPOSAL;

APPROVE/DISAPPROVE; CHOICE AMONG ALTERNATIVES
VNN

\ NN DECISION MAKER'S OR PRIVATE CLIENT'S NEEDS FOR
/MITIGATION, MANAGEMENT, CONFLICT AVOIDANCE

Developing
Market QZ\“:¥-~§ZS

INFORM GENERAL PUBLIC AND/OR PROVIDE
ASSISTANCE FOR COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION EFFORTS

/
Nite
7~

/ IDEOLOGICAL AIMS:
7 N\

--General: Get more "human element" in
Some Nonmarket decision making
Incentives for
SIA Practitioners --Specific: Increased equity; pro- or anti-
growth; preservation of local control,

traditional lifestyles, and/or gemeinschaft

el

PRIMARY RESEARCH; CONTRIBUTIONS TO SCIENTIFIC
KNOWLEDGE BASE

Straight lines represent suggested major linkages; broken lines indicate
weaker linkage.

Figure 1. Six Possible Purposes for SIA and Their Marketabilities
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purposes or motives is intended to be illustrative but not exhaustive.
A number of additional motives could be involved. For example, prac-
titioners might be affected in some part by financial motives, ego
involvement, or (in the case of academicians) the pedagogic opportunity
to train or employ graduate students (Matzke, 1977). These serve to
reinforce an important point to be made by Figure 1: Clients and SIA
practitioners are quite often impelled by differing and occasionally

conflicting motives.

Legal Requirements and Potential Challenges

From the client's viewpoint, perhaps the most compelling reason for
subsidizing an SIA is simply that the environment impact statement is a
legal requirement. The courts have ruled that social considerations
must be covered in EIS's when such social effects are clearly germane to
the project (Catalano, Simmons, & Stokol, 1975; Black, 1981). Also,
EIS's may be challenged in court by parties who believe that some part
of the EIS--such as the social portion--is inadequate. Thus, a major
ancillary motive is avoidance of court challenges. A court challenge
can, at the very least, delay implementation of a major public works
project for years, and even the prospect of litigation may set in motion
various forces which can effectively kill the project (c.f., Francis,
1975). Environmentalist forces in particular have not been loathe to
use the legal weapons provided by the EIS system to fight projects which

they oppose: "Subsequent court action brought under the provisions of
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NEPA has been the single most effective litigation tool to stop or delay

development harmful to the environment" (Francis, 1974, p. 49).

In marketplace terms, fulfillment of EIS requirements (in a situa-
tion where there is obvious community concern over potential social ef-
fects) is probably the major client motive for commissioning a strong
SIA component. And so this be;omes the major business consideration for
the professional consultant who is selling the SIA as a product. How-
ever, the opportunity to make a sale comes only after the consultant is
attracted to the field in the first place. While economic motives are a
part of almost any individual's career choice to some extent, some of
the other motives listed in Figure 1 may be of more overall import to

the SIA practitioner.

Input to Decision Makers

The second reason listed in Figure 1--providing information so de-
cision makers can make good decisions of whether to approve or modify a
proposal--is the standard rationale for SIA (or, for that matter, EIS's
in general). It is one which can motivate some practitioners, those who
believe in the need for an informed decision-making process. And, of
course, from the perspective of the decision maker (who, in many cases
under NEPA, is also the client), this type of motivation is considered
the proper one, in contrast to the previous idea of a "juétification
document" which simply fulfills requirements for carrying out a decision

which has already been made--or even, for that matter, in contrast to
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the original conception of the EIS as a "disclosure document" which
simply informed the public about the anticipated impacts of a project
which could proceed even despite negative EIS findings:
An environmental impact statement is more than a disclosure
document. It shall be used by Federal officials in conjunc-

tion with other relevant materials to plan actions and make
decisions. (United States Council on Environmental Quality,

1979, p. 9)

Obviously, a client seriously interested in information for deci-
sion making will demand a very different type of product. Often, of
course, the consultant will receive a surface mandate for a serious ana-
lysis useful to a decision maker, but with attendant subtle signals that
the only true motivation is for a justification document. (The field of
technology assessment is also plagued with double signals from clients--

see Bozeman & Rossini, 1979).

An SIA or EIS written principally to satisfy legal requirements is
a document written simultaneously for the courts and for the client's
interest, raising obvious problems both of ethics and of the consul-
tant's ability to carry out apparently contradictory tasks. It is writ-
ten to fend off opponents of a project and hence must be at once
ultimately favorable to the project (or at least neutral) and at the
same time apparently objective, exhaustive, and scientifically defen-
sible in court. An SIA actually intended for the decision maker, bx
contrast, is one which must be useful to an intelligent but very busy -

layman. It is presumably more truthfully objective in content, more
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concise in style, and more general in its wording. And the criteria for
evaluating such SIA's have less to do with legal and scientific unas-
sailability than with their utility to decision makers:

As viewed from the standpoint of considering forecasts as

decision information, a forecast was useful if it led to a

good decision at the time, even if events did not turn out to

agree with the forecast. (Martino, 1973, p. 27)

Inevitably, there is disagreement as to whether SIA's or EIS's
usually do serve the purpose of helping decision makers. For example,
Friesema & Culhane (1976) believe that SIA portions of EIS's at that
time were gross failures as "science" but definite successes in_augmen-
ting public accountability and leading to better decisions. On the
other hand, Bardach & Pugliaresi (1977) argue that EIS's vulnerability
to court review had transformed them into such unwieldy, obfuscatory

tomes that their utility to decision makers had become nil.5

Mitigation, Management, Conflict Avoidance

While the National Environmental Policy Act requifes that EIS's
contain a section on suggested "mitigation" of impacts, there is no
requirement that the mitigations actually be carried out. So the third
possible SIA purpose listed in Figure l--impact avoidance or manage-

ment--often is not a major consideration for decision makers and other

SIA clients today.

There are exceptions. For state and federal highway agencies, the

primary reason for conducting social analysis is to avoid routings which
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cut through geographically- and socially-identified neighborhoods (U.S.
Department of Transportation, 1976; Llewellyn, Goodman, & Hare, 1976).
Minimization of community conflict and other negative social impacts is
a dominant theme in the literature on siting of nuclear power plants
(Muntzing, 1976; Stoloff & Kemmerer, 1978; White, 1982). These are
situations in which there is some degree of flexibility as to location
of a project. However, many significant impact agents--particularly
mineral and energy resource development industries--have a more
restricted range of options as to where they should operate in order to
minimize social or environment effects. That is, project sites are

largely dictated by the physical resources being tapped or developed.

Figure 1 reflects a suspicion that the prospects for establishing
comprehensive mitigation or social impact management systems are cur-
rently of secondary interest to many SIA consultants, especially those
from academia. Consultants from private firms or think tanks, however,
have expressed more interest in these topics, perhaps reflecting private
operations' greater sensitivity to potential or developing markets. For
example, a report from a Battelle Human Affairs Research Center team
(O1sen, Curry, Green, Melber, & Merwin, 1978) defines SIA's very purpose
in management terms:

...the purpose of social impact assessment is to enable pol-

icy makers to anticipate and plan for potential impacts before

they occur, and then act to prevent or mitigate undesired im-

pacts. As a result of such management efforts, some predicted

impacts never actually occur. (p. 2)

By contrast, the emphasis in the SIA writings of university-based
sociologists to date has been on the last three goals shown in Figure 1,
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i.e., SIA as a research opportunity, ideological aims, and/or furthering
community political action through informing the public of probable

impacts.

Aiding Public Involvement

Citizen participation in the EIS process is mandated by the
National Environmental Policy Act, and citizen input may come in several
different stages of the process. Immediately following the required
public announcement that an EIS will be prepared for a proposed project,
citizens may write the government expressing their ideas about what
potential impacts should be ana]yzgd. Public hearings are often held
before or during EIS preparation, and of course sample surveys may be
conducted as a part of the EIS/SIA research (although this is not an
automatic or required step and is actually not often done). Finally, a
draft EIS is circulated for governmental and public review before a
final EIS can be adopted, and the final EIS must append written comments
and include some response to each (either a defense against critical

comments or an acknowladgement and subsequent revision of the EIS text).

A number of SIA writers (e.g., Francis, 1975; Armour, Bowron,
Miller, & Miloff, 1977; Boothroyd, 1978; Bowles, 1981) take the position
that SIA should primarily concentrate on community awareness and that
the assessment process should be one of constant interaction between the
assessor and "the community.® Such writers too often avoid the ticklish

question of who "the community" is--elected officials? activist groups?
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randomly selected survey respondents? all of the foregoing, even if
there is little "community" of opinion among them? The issue is an
important one, in light of the frequently asserted position that a
"silent majority" of citizens does not participate in community organi-
zations or come to public meetings, and that the "silent majority"

usually thinks differently than the "vocal minority."

There are sharp differences in the SIA literature as to how or whe-
ther community groups should participate in defining and evaluating im-
pacts. Runyan (1977) emphasizes "“community-managed" impact assessment,
in which the technically trained assessor's role is simply to help
groups define impacts through standard approaches for eliciting views in
structured contexts (e.g., Delbecq techniques, dialectical scanning, or
impact simulation games). He sees predictive accuracy as an issue secon-
dary to good decision making, which he feels is helped by public in-
volvement more than by social scientists' crystal balls. Bowles (1981)
feels that predictive accuracy in SIA is a goal unlikely to be achieved
and that SIA should be a "clinical" act of assisting the community:

The problem of reflexivity ["self-altering predictions"],
together with the practical necessity of involving community
members in processes of decision making, probably poses
insurmountable obstacles to any grand scheme to test a compre-
hensive social impact assessment model...

The application of SIA procedures to a given community is
perhaps best considered as analogous to clincial practice
rather than as a distinct exercise in empirical research. In
an SIA, as in clinical practice, a great deal of empirical
information is collected about the particular case, this
information is interpreted in terms of general conceptual
frameworks, and some actions are based on the resulting obser-

vations. The prime objective, however, is not verification
of empirical propositions, but positrive adaptation of the
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individual (in the case of clinical practice) or the community

(in the case of SIA). (Bowles, 1981, pp. 34-35)

By contrast, Wolf (1977, p. 19) believes that SIA professionals
should assume analytic rather than advocacy roles: "There are plenty
of partisans about; informing the debate seems more urgent than
inflaming it." Wolf calls for predictive "assessment" of social impacts
by experts, followed by a stage of "evaluation" with the public (see
Figure 2 on page 113). Peterson & Gemell (1977) want an explicit citizen
participation role writteﬁ into standard SIA guidelines, but they also
believe the actual EIS should simply present “facts" and leave eva-
luation to a heightened political process rather than attempting to
include the public's evaluative response in the EIS or SIA document
itself. (This dispute is part of a larger one on the very nature of,
and proper goals for, SIA; that diépute will shortly be addressed in

greater detail.)

Thus, from the viewpoint of some practitioners (though not from the
viewpoint of the law or perhaps of many decision makers), there is an
overlap between the fourth and fifth purposes shown in Figure 1l--inform-
ing the public and pursuing specific ideclogical goals related to pre-

serving or enhancing local lifestyles and/or political control.

Ideclogical Motives

Other, more specific ideological goals or conflicts may underlie

SIA, and there is evidence that social scientists may be less concerned
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about keeping their personal values out of impact assessment work than
out of more scholarly research publications (Matzke, 1977). Cortese
(1980) objects to "mitigation" and “management" emphases in SIA because
he feels they imply a philosophy that growth is good if only the side
effects can be handled. As noted in the previous chapter, Cortese and
many other sociological students of SIA have been accused of an "anti-
growth bias" because of supposedly romanticized concerns about impacts
of major population growth on small-town gemeinschaft. And while the
opposite bias has only rarely surfaced in the sociological academic SIA
literature, there are certainly both consultants and scholars who are

motivated by the desire to aid economic development and growth.

Another specific type of ideological motive would involve opinions
on the need to introduce a particular dimension or.topic into the public
decision-making process, especially one which, the consu]tgnt may feel,
has not been receiving adequate attention.. For eiamp]e, a belief that
"equity" and “"distributional justice" should be a central focus of SIA
is another recurrent theme in the literature (c.f., Vlachos, Buckley,
Filstead, Jacobs, Maruyama, & Willeke, 1975; Burdge & Johnson, 1977;
Griffith, 1978b) and was perhaps most succinctly expressed by Peele
(1974, p. 117): *"'Who pays the costs and who gets the benefits' is the

crucial social analysis question."

Contributions to Science

The final "nonmarket incentive" listed in Figure 1 for some types

of SIA practitioners {(especially part-time consultants from academia) is
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the opportunity to conduct primary research and contribute to the know-
ledge base. Some observers see this as the primary purpose for social
scientists' involvement in SIA (Catalano, Simons, & Stokol, 1975; Matzke
1977). For example, Piccagli & Thompson (1978, pp. 492-493) urge aban-
donment of "a priori, largely conjectural" predictive SIA's in favor of
a decision-making system focused on developing research findings about
controversial new activities. They recommend the slow, cautious deve-
lopment of some sites while carrying out “comparative diachronic" moni-
toring procedures (in effect, pre-test post-test measures) to determine
the impacts of the project in the test areas before allowing wider tech-
nological developments of the same sort elsewhere. Soderstrom (1981)
sees such experimental or quasi-experimental efforts as the true justi-
fication for social scientific involvement in the field. Thus, post-SIA
research--monitoring and evaluation--is an implicit and crucial aspect

of this endeavor.

In essence, this is a call for using data from post-implementation
monitoring activities as "natural experiments" of the kind which Donald
Campbell (1969; Cook & Campbell, 1979) has urged social scientists to
study. Meidinger & Schnaiberg (1980) point out that Campbell's ideas
were influential in crystallizing the field of evaluation research, but
that program evaluators have often been unable to pinpoint true cause-
effect re]atioqships between interventions and later events.or condi-
tions because of (1) exogenous influences, (2) changes in reporting

procedures, and (3) political or bureaucratic pressures to corrupt data
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kept for evaluation purposes. In the case of economic developments,
they argue, there would be even greater pressure to corrupt data and/or

ignore results.

Although there is a good deal of merit to Meidinger & Schnaiberg's
points, it should also be noted that SIA as a predictive activity cannot
develop without generating a literature of case studies about the var-
ious consequences of socio-economic changes in various types of communi-
ties. Because of the great variety of confounding variables and inter-
actions in real-life settings, such case study literature based on
project monitoring will never allow future SIA preparers to state with
the certainty of physical law whét.!ill happen if a proposed project is
approved. But it would permit some intelligent estimates of what could
happen if the project proceeds uﬁder different types of likely circum-
stances. Such information is vital both to decision makers for guiding
policy deliberations and to sccial scientists for generating testable
hypotheses and theories. Thus, fhe purpose of using SIA as an entry
point for later follow-up studies is hardly trivial despite lack of

interest by marketplace clients:

...the costs [of systematic longitudinal monitoring of project
impacts] would run very high, the research results would take
years to compile, and exogenous factors might vitiate the
findings; yet, without longitudinal data, estimates of long-
range impacts and synergistic effects will probably continue
to be pure speculation. (Llewellyn, 1974, p. 104)
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METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES: (1) PHILOSOPHICAL CONCERNS

The true challenge for SIA is to evolve a set of reliable spe-
cific methodologies. This is a vast topic for discussion, and one which
can be only briefly summarized in this chapter. Needless to say, a
significant proportion of the overall SIA literature is dedicated to
methodological concerns. Some of the more extensive papers are those by
Wolf (1974b), Miller (1977), and Olsen, Curry, Green, Melber, & Merwin
(1978); leading books in the field include the works of Finsterbusch &
Wolf (1977), Finsterbusch (1980), Leistritz & Murdock (1981) and Soder-
strom (1981). Canter (1977) provides an overview of a great variety of
methodological approqches for identifying, predicting, and evaluating
all types of impacts--social, physical, and economic--in EIS prepara-
tion. Porter, Rossini, Carpenter, & Roper (1980) have prepared one of
the most comprehensive reviews of methodologies used in social impact

assessment, environmental impact assessment, and technology assessment.

The remainder of this chapter is devoted to three areas of methodo-
logical concerns. In this section, there will be an exploration of
several important philosophical concerns. In the next section, the
basic decision points for design of a predictive SIA will be considered.
And in the final section of the chapter, attention will be paid to both

general and specific tools for forecasting and social analysis.

Three philosophical points to be covered in the present section of

the chapter relate both to the why and to the how of SIA: (1) general
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frameworks and rationale; (2) types of social data and variables
studied, and (3) etiological considerations. All of these concern
values and assumptions which the SIA practitioner is likely to have to
come to terms with even before beginning the design phase for any par-

ticular study.

General Frameworks and Rationale for SIA

The previous discussion on different reasons for doing SIA suggests
at least three audiences for an SIA: the courts (and, by extension, the
academic community of "hard" scientists who might be called upon as
expert counter-witnesses); the decision makers; and the public. (When
distinct from decision makers, clients may represent a fourth audience;
however, although clients' interests may shape the tone and nature of an
impact assessment, an EIS/SIA is primarily written for other audiences.)
Although the language of NEPA and similar legislation suggests every EIS
should address all three of these audiences, this is not possible in
practice. To the extent that one audience is kept primarily in mind
during EIS and SIA preparation, a different framework and approach will
tend to emerge as compared to the situation in which another audience is
emphasized. In fact, the very word "audience" may be misleading, since
it tends to imply that the product would be similar and only the style
of communication would differ. The truth is that a value decision about
whose interests should be served may affect the very nature of the pro-
duct--whether it is even a convention EIS or whether it is something

closer to an intelligence advisory or set of action recommendations.
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Very broadly speaking, two general types of framework have emerged
in the published SIA literature. Following Frank J. Tester (1981), it
shoqld quickly be noted that these are more or less the end points of a
continuum, and many practitioners or theoreticians might advocate an
approach somewhere between these two extremes. One approach, to be
termed the "linear model" in this dissertation, evolved out of the ori-
ginal conception of the EIS as a disclosure document. It stresses SIA
as a predictive science; the underlying values are those of science,
especially those scientific standards which could be challenged in a
court of law; and its ultimate purpose is publication of a valid written
product which can be useful to the decision maker and the general

public.

The second general framework, which will be dubbed the "feedback"
model here, is dedicated to SIA as an imperfect but useful tool for
facilitating both decision making and communication with the public.

Its focus is on process rather than product, and its value system ranks
real-world policy outcomes as of more import than scientific validity.
There is a clear relationship here with the previously mentioned concep-
tion of “clinical" SIA (Bowles, 1981). However, "feedback" or process-
oriented SIA could be devoted primarily either to aiding the public or
to aiding the decision maker. As it happens, the most clearly specified
models are those which primarily aid the decision maker (possibly
because that is where the funding usually is available). Some litera-

ture does exist on impact assessment procedures to be carried out by
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residents themselves (Heder & Francis, 1977; Runyan, 1977). And the
approaches based on identifying and resolving community issues (Dale &
Kennedy, 1981; Preister & Kent, 1981) have the clear potential for
aiding both community and change proponent, although the latter usually
has priority since the rationale for these approaches is the minimiza-
tion of community opposition. However, the choice of the label "feed-
back model" reflects the current reality that the most systematic of

these approaches involves feedback of impact information to the decision

maker and/or project proponent. (At the same time, much of the logic
of these "feedback" processes could also be applied by those who feel a

primary responsibility to the impacted public.)

Frank Tester has written that the implicit debate between advocates
of these two general SIA frameworks amounts to one of the most serious
philosophical schisms among SIA theorists and practitioners, because it
goes to the heart of defining what the true ideological goals of SIA

really are:

...it is upon operationalizing the goals for SIA that funda-
mental disagreements about its basic "posture" arise. At the
extremes, SIA may be regarded as intended to bring about fun-
damental social change by creating an active informed public
through the processes involved in conducting assessment and by
demonstrating the social costs, benefits and consequences of
certain types of decisions. An implicit bias and specific
vision of the future can be associated with this view. SIA is
seen primarily as social phenomenon, oriented toward social

change and as questioning the fundamental direction of the
ship.

The alternative view of SIA places it, with other tools of
the policy sciences, in a process which is bringing about in-
cremental changes and which is concerned with "fine tuning"
current trends in decision making through improving the tech-
niques and technology by which we assess social impacts. An
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implicit bias and specific vision of the future can be associ-
ated with this view. SIA is seen primarily as social science
orientated toward meeting the needs of disjointed incremental-

ism in policy formulation. (Tester, 1980, p. 5--original
emphasis)

Tester, whose interpretation of what is here called the "feedback
model" (he does not attempt to label the approach himself) places some-
what more emphasis on serving the community than the decision maker,
makes the further comparison between the two approaches shown in
Table 2. The polarization of SIA around these two general positions is
attested to by Peter Melser's (1983) division of a "state-of-the-art"
analysis into two separate perspectives: the state of the art from the
"science" perspective and the state of the art from the'"process" per-

spective. (See Chapter IV for further discussion.)

Both approaches will now be further discussed and illustrated, and

then a position will be taken for purposes of this dissertation.

The "Linear" Model: To establish SIA as a truly predictive science

would require stipulation of standardized impact assessment areas and
methodologies, and, as will shortly become apparent, this has not been
done. However, a general planning framework setting forth certain steps
for SIA tended to dominate the literature of the 1970's and still shapes
the mainstream of predictive SIA efforts in the 1980's. This evolved
from a seven-step impact assessment process developed by the United
States Army Corps of Engineers (1972) for meeting Section 122 require-

ments of the River and Harbor and Flood Control Act of 1970 (Public Law
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Tester's Comparison of “Linear" and "Feedback" (or "Process") SIA Models

Perception of
the Democratic
Tradition

Resolution of
Issues
Related to
Context

Methodological
Approach

Table 2

"Linear"

"Feedback"/"Process”

centralized

recognition of the
majority

elitist

management by a strong
central bureaucracy

decentralized

recognition of a
cultural mosaic

shared power

management at a local
level

context is that of the
majority as perceived
by the researcher/
manager as a member of
the majority

detached and objective
observer

context is that of the
minority or member of
the mosaic in question
as perceived by the mi-
nority and as conveyed

by

the participant observer

sociological/economic
objective

detached observer
mathematical

objectification of
experiential reality

SIA as science

structural/functional

subjective
participant observer

attention to qualita-
tive factors

participatory
SIA as art

anthropological/exis-
tential/gestalt
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Table 2. (Continued) Tester's Comparison of "Linear" and "Feedback"
(or "Process") SIA Models

"Linear" "Feedback"/"Process"
. SIA as social science SIA primarily as a
Perception of research resulting in process and only
Social Impact a specific product secondarily producing a
Assessment containing data for product, and as social

Source: Tester, 1980, p. 5 (however, Tester does not assign names or
labels to the two different SIA approaches)
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91-611), which mandates a full accounting for indirect consequences of

projects involving the nation's water resources.

Figure 2 identifies the various stages of the framework. It should
be noted that the Corps has since slightly modified the initial stages

(Finsterbusch, 1982a), but Figure 2 effectively summarizes the major

steps usually discussed.6

This framework, somewhat modified with the passage of time, became
familiar to private-sector and academic practitioners of SIA through

publication in the Social impact assessment newsletter (Connor, 1977)

and through its use in organizing papers anthologized in the early text

Methodology of social impact assessment (Finsterbusch & Wolf, 1977). As

a result of the new guidelines for EIS's issued by the Council on
Environmental Quality in 1978 (which were in turn, it may be recalled,
based on a presidential Executive Order of 1977 mandating EIS's to be .
shorter, clearer, and more free of "extraneous background data"),7 a
pre-assessment "scoping" stage to pinpoint crucial issues for study has
been added to the framework in the past few years. This is why Figure 2

sets forth eight rather than seven steps.

This initial "Scoping" step is largely for the purpose of identi-
fying important potential impacts so that time and paperwork is not
wasted on trivial subjects. The social scientist may reasonably inquire
how "important" impact areas can be identified prior to the impact

study. Part of the answer lies in the fact that many EIS's under NEPA

are preceded by a rough "environmental assessment" which contributes to
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NAME OF STEP

1. Scoping

2. Profiling

3. Projection--Without
Project

4. Projection--Hith
Project

5. Assessment

6. Evaluation

7. Mitigation

8. Monitoring

Figure 2.

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES

Establish parameters and procedures for im-
pact assessment, clarifying what needs to
be studied in depth and what can be lightly
touched upon or dismissed.

Present data showing the present levels or
conditions of the affected community on the
variables and indicators selected for
attention in the "Scoping" step.

For time frames determined in "Scoping"
step, estimate future levels or conditions
for variables and indicators if the project

does not occur.

For same time frames, estimate future
levels or conditions for variables or indi-
cators if the project does occur.

Make a value-free factual summary of the
differences predicted for the community's
future between the "with-project" and the
"without-project" conditions.

If evaluative criteria were not specified
in the "Scoping" step, do so now. If al-
ternative forms of the project have been
studies, apply criteria and select best
alternative.

Review unavoidable adverse impacts and
identify possible measures to alleviate
impacts; compare alternative mitigation
proposals and select most effective possi-
bilities for recommendation.

Measure actual vs. predicted impacts; feed
back information to public and policy
makers for appropriate action.

"Linear" Model for Social Impact Assessment Framework
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such identification, and another part of the answer lies in the fact
that the literature on physical environmental impacts often'allows good
rule-of-thumb estimates about which physical consequences are most
salient under given conditions. But foreknowledge of probable magnitude
of social and psychological factors is not so well-advanced, and so

"scoping" remains something of a conundrum in SIA.

One of the most important points about Figure 2 relates to the
third step--projecting future conditions without the project. This pro-

jected (or "predicted" or "“forecasted") future, not present conditions,

is the reference point for assessing or evaluating future impacts with
the project. Thus, the process calls for at least two attempts to fore-
see the future, and it thereby necessitates a careful consideration of
all other forces for social change ("exogenous factors") at work in the

community.

Perhaps needless to say, the most crucial question about SIA metho-
dology is: exactly how does one go about predicting the future under
these varying conditions? Consideration of this questions will be de-
ferred for a short while, but it may quickly be said at this point that
(1) a variety of methods exist on paper, and (2) a variety of criticisms

have been leveled at the utility and validity of all of them.

Figure 2 makes a distinction between the "Assessment" and "Evalua-
tion" stages, although NEPA makes no such requirement. However, the

importance of citizen participation is a prevailing value in the SIA
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literature, even for those who have faith in SIA as a form of predictive
science. The influential C. P. Wolf looks to the "Evaluation" stage as
the appropriate time to provide citizen input in what is otherwise a
scientific process. He identifies projection and assessment as the ex-
pert's responsibility and evaluation as the citizens' role (although in
reality evaluation is most often the right and responsibility of the

government decision maker).

The approach of Figure 2 has here been labeled the "linear model"
to indicate the straightforward nature and engineering heritage of this
general framework. It is also "linear" in the sense that there are no
iterative procedures to be made based on responses of either decision
makers or citizens to the initial set of impacts or impact forecasts.
(Citizens or affected agencies do have the chance to comment Upon a
"Draft EIS" prior to completion of the "Final EIS," but in practice thg
sorts of adjustments which occur between the "Draft" and "Final® stagés

tend to be of the fine-tuning variety.)

The "Feedback" Model: Although he has been instrumental in pro-

mulgating the linear model of SIA, Wolf (1974b) has also pointed out
that prediction of later impacts is often hampered by residents' adap-
tive responses to initial impacts. Thus, a model based less on simple
cause-effect assumptions and more on open, dynamic systems principles is

indicated.

Building on the earlier work of Finsterbusch (1975), Finsterbusch

& Motz (1980) have developed what might be regarded as a "feedback
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model" for framing SIA work. This is reproduced in Figure 3. Their
prescription places heavy emphasis on the political step of determining
resident response toward the proposed project or program and feeding
back information about this response to policy makers. If this feedback
produces revisions in the proposed program or project characteristics,
more impact assessment is required, followed by more exploration of
resident response, implying the potential for even further iterations.
Finsterbusch & Motz are frank in emphasizing the political nature and
the political value of this approach:

Decision makers are especially interested in being warned of

actions that affected parties may take to stop or modify the

policy. The social impact assessment provides such warnings

when such actions can be fairly reliably estimated. (p. 111)

Olsen et. al. (1978) are among those who have pointed out that
“feedback" effects occur in another way--that is, in the adaptation of
a community to impacts, whether such adaptation takes place in response
to knowledge acquired during the EIS/SIA preparation process or simply
in response to the initial occurrence of primary impacts after project
implementation. These authors have devised a general framework, repro-
duced in Figure 4, which incorporates both the process-oriented feedback
affecting the nature of the policy or project and also the product-
oriented feedback affecting the nature of the impact being predicted.
That is, their framework indicates that the project's design character-
istics could be affected b& the SIA process, and also that the nature of
the predicted impacts could be affected by the community's initial adap-

tive responses.
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Step 1
DEVELOP THE SOCIAL IMPACT
ANALYSIS INPUT FILE '

1. THE POLICY TO BE ASSESSED
a. Involved technologies
b. Implementation program
Al
2. ASSESSMENT OF PHYSICAL AND
ECONOMIC IMPACTS
a. Direct and indirect
economic impacts

Step 2
SOCIAL IMPACT DESCRIPTION

IMPACT UNITS IMPACT AREAS

1. Households and 1. Economic
individuals 2. Political

2. Communities 3.Social

3. Organizations 4. Cultural

and groups
4. Societal institutions
and systems

b. Environmental impacts

Figure 3.

} } U

Step 3

DETERMINATION OF RESPONSES OF IMPACTED INDIVIDUALS

AND COLLECTIVES

1. ATTITUDE TOWARD PROGRAM

Impacted individuals

Impacted organizations and groups
Impacted neighborhoods and communities
General public and users

Governmental agencies

Elected officials

~eanop

2. ADAI’TAT!ON TO THE PROGRAM
Search behavior: Collect information
Interpret events, articulate views,
and seek aid
b. Change time, money, and material investments
c. Reorder priorities and values

3. ATTEMPTS TO MODIFY THE PROGRAM

a. Political pressure
b. Court actions
¢. Disruptive and violent actions
d. Indirect methods
Step 4

POLICY ADJUSTMENTS
Policy modification: Change provisions, timing,
and enforcement
2. Policy specification: Detail regulations and
requirements
3. Policy supplementation
a. Government assistance to impacted parties
b. Additional social control measures
c. Communication program
d. Additional facilities

Step 5

CONCLUSIONS
AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Finsterbusch & Motz (1980, p. 84)

"Feedback" Model for Social Impact Assessment Framework
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Figure 4. Combined Feedback and Impact Prediction Model
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While this model probably best reflects the complexity of real
life, it is also exceedingly difficult to implement as a practical pro-
cedure, and it makes questionable assumptions about the ability of
planners or social scientists to predict the nature of cause-effect
relationships shown in the model. In recent years, senior author Marvin
E. Olsen himself has come to doubt the efficacy of this approach and now
feels it may be more important for social scientisté to provide piece-
meal assistance to citizen groups who are supporting or opposing pro-

posed projects in the political arena (personal communication).

As previously noted, the other variant on the "feedback" model is
input to citizens rather than (or, sometimes, in addition) to decision
makers. This may sometimes involve the preliminary step of making esti- |
mates or forecasts about the future (Bowles, 1981), but at other times
the thrust is more purely political. The idea that SIA is a techno-
cratic concept better replaced by straightforward political action is
more or less implied by Griffith's (1981) call for éocial impact anal-
ysts to abandon the "normal science" model in favor of a more phenomeno-
logical approach, and in Preister & Kent's (1981) method of approaching
social impacts through community dialogue based on prevailing public

concerns and issues.

And it is certainly worthy of note that socio-cultural factors
probably had their most significant impact on national decision making
in North America as a result of Canada's "Berger Inquiry" (Berger, 1977;

Rees, 1978), named after the Inquiry's chairman, former Canadian Chief
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Justice T. R. Berger. The Berger Inquiry did not involve the prepara-
tion of scientifically accurate, predictive "impact statements," but
rather an extensive series of public hearings on residents' concerns
regarding proposed natural gas pipeline routes through environmentally
and culturally sensitive parts of northern Canada. The pipeline com-
panies had spent $50 million on preparation and planning for the massive
2,600-mile undertaking, and Berger persuaded the Canadian government to
contribute $1.5 million to enable the 30,000 affected area residents to
conduct research and represent themselves at the hearings. Speaking for
themselves and in their own tongues, various native Indian, Eskimo, and
Meti (mixedblood) groups and individuals explained their apprehensions
about the proposed project's effects on' their peoples and relationships
with the land. Although lacking the benefit of learned interpretation
by social scientists, the combined weight of testimony in this strictly
political "impact assessment" procedure helped to modify and partially

eliminate a project supported by very powerful economic interests:
.

Among other things, the Berger Inquiry recommended a ten-
year delay in pipeline construction. Immediate construction
would not bring orderly and beneficial development but rather
abrupt, massive and overwhelming change, destroying the way of
life and very possibly the lives of the native peoples of the
region. Berger believed there was no chance that these severe
impacts could be mitigated in the time available. Native
residents themselves believed that they would be forced to the
margins of their own communities, with no hope of resisting
the tide. The ten-year interregnum would allow land claims to
be settled. Land, Berger found, was the element that held
culture, traditions and present and future sources of liveli-
hcod together. The ten-year delay would also allow the man-
agement of renewable resources to be strengthened so that new
development could diversify rather than displace the existing
economic base.
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Berger argued that the judgments involved in development
were not just scientific, technical and economic, but also
were social and ethnical in character. Development cannot be
removed from its context in the social and political life of
of communities and the shaping of human society. Berger
argued that since the Industrial Revolution western society
has believed in the creation of wealth through technological

develoﬁment, and this model of development has been dispersed
throughout the world... Berger sees the necessity of a new

philosophy to sustain us in the post-industrial era. It is a

mistake, he believes, to think of the choice as one of

“"growth" or "no growth." Rather, the issue is one of the ra-

;fog?l application of industry and technology. (Melser, 1983,

Still, it can be asked whether this case was not the exception
rather than the rule for impact assessment via public hearing. The
Berger Commission expended far more time and money on its traveling
series of hearings than is the norm for government agencies, primarily
because of the unique values and personality of the chairman. The com-
mendable practice of alternating modes of public input--both very formal
and very informal--is not one that most agencies or legislative bodies
will find practical or even legally possible except in highly unusual
circumstances such as this one was. Furthermore, in this case the news
media played a key role in aligning national sentiment‘with project

opponents, and it is hardly certain that minority groups will always

enjoy such success in political arenas.

Position on the Models: The present dissertation is based on the

assumption that there is not necessarily an incompatibility between
political action (or feedback to political decision makers) and efforts

to predict social impacts through examination of data, examples, or
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theory. In practice, of course, the partisan nature of a political
effort may fly in the face of an "objective" inquiry by social scien-

tists. But there is room in the decision-making process for both poli-

tical and scientific activities.

At the same time, it seems appropriate to place a primary (although
not exclusive) emphasis on the sort of predictive SIA which is called
for in the "linear" model. That is because (1) this form of social im-
pact assessment has the most relevance to psychology as a social
science, and (2) it is currently the activity most supported by the
market because of NEPA and other EIS-type legislation. The latter
reason may be changing. In the 1970's, the United States Federal High-
way Administration--after developing some curious “objective" social
impact indicators to be described shortly--began shifting its social
emphasis toward citizen input rather than predictive impact statements
(Dale & Kennedy, 1981). Also, as mentioned earlier in this chapter,
the developing private-sector market will probably care more about
feedback and social impact management approaches than social forecasts.
However, this potential is still in the process of being realized, and
the greater relevance of predictive activities to psychology as a social
science discipline is still a fact. Therefore, this dissertation will
feature more discussion of predictive or "linear" SIA models than of
"feedback" or other process-oriented models. Additionally, the activi-

ties of mitigation and monitoring--while a part of the Army Corps' model

reproduced in Figure 2--will generally be omitted from discussions of
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predictive activity and treated elsewhere; this is because of their in-
trinsically nonpredictive nature. Thus, the principal focus of the

rest of the dissertation will be on predictive aspects of the "linear"

SIA model.

Types of Social Data and Variables Studied

Another basic philosophical issue in SIA, partly carried over from
the social indicators literature, has to do with which types of social
variables should be studied--and, consequently, which types of methodo-
logy may appropriately be utilized. There are three major dimensions of
controversy: (1) primary vs. secondary data; (2) subjective vs. objec-

tive data; and (3) qualitative vs. quantitative data.

1. Primary vs. Secondary Data: Primary data are figures or infor-

mation generated by the researchers themselves, while secondary data are
already existing. Social science researchers devote much of their edu-
cation to learning techniques for primary data generation and analysis,
and so they are often professionally disposed toward primary data
(except in the case of literature reviews, which might be said to con-

stitute "a scholarly form of holistic secondary data analysis").

However, the planners who often head up EIS teams, the clients who
commission the studies, and some of the decision makers who utilize the
studies often are more predisposed toward secondary data sources. One

of the most important reasons is money: it is simply much cheaper to

- 123 -



consult census figures--even if they are eight years out of date--than
to commission a survey to derive more contemporary data. At the other
extreme, some planners and/or economists who are willing to spend large
amounts of money on computerized "impact assessment models" (Aidala,
1977; Murdock & Leistritz, 1980; Bonnicksen & Lee, 1981) are interested
only in secondary data because these are (1) quantitative, and (2) long-
itudinal. On the latter point, secondary data sources are indisputably
superior to most primary data if they are part of a time-series of
regularly collected information, such as census figures, because only
such repeated measurements lend themselves to trend extrapolation meth-
ods of estimating future situations (both with and without the proposed
project). Finally, secondary data are generally of the "hard" (objec-
tive and quantitative) nature valued by many planners who feel that
"soft" (subjective or qualitative) considerations are appropriate to the

political process but net to technical input from staff assistants or

scientific consultants.

Predictably, such views have been vigorously resisted by those
social scientists who have become involved in SIA. The rationale for
generating new data or data sources is a simple one: existing data

often are not relevant to the important social issues generated by the

proposed action.

To do otherwise [than to generate appropriate primary datal
would result in the substitution of data availability for
evaluation criteria as the primary analytical framework
within which impact analysis is conducted. (Cook & Scioli,
1973, p. 337)
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...there is a tendency to let the data source be the guide to
the conceptualization of social factors, rather than the other
way around. The result can be expressed as, "I've got a
secondary data source of objective data, now what does it
measure?" instead of asking, "What do I want to measure and

what data are more appropriate?” (Andrews, Hardin, & Madsen,
1981, p. 72)

Census data say nothing about feelings of alienation, community

attachment, quality of life, etc. As will be illustrated toward the

end of this chapter, some government agencies have attempted to wring

such

meaning out of census statistics, with sublimely ridiculous

results. For the most part, though, it must be recognized that

available data are not necessarily pertinent data.

1502.

some

data:

For SIA's which are part of federal EIS's under NEPA, Section
22 of the Council on Environmental Quality's 1978 guidelines offers

generally reasonable principles about whether to obtain primary

When an agency is evaluating significant adverse effects on
the human environment in an environmental impact statement and
there are gaps in relevant information or scientific uncer-
tainty, the agency shall always make clear that such informa-
tion is lacking or that uncertainty exists.

(a) If the information relevant to adverse impacts is
essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives and is not
known and the overall costs of obtaining it are not exorbi-
tant, the agency shall include the information in the environ-
mental impact statement.

(b) If (1) the information relevant to adverse impacts is
essential to a reasoned choice among alternatives and is not
known and the overall costs of obtaining it are exorbitant or
(2) the information relevant to adverse impacts is important
to the decision and the means to obtain it are not know (e.g.,
the means for obtaining it are beyond the state of the art)
the agency shall weight the need for the action against the
risk and severity of possible adverse impacts were the action
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to proceed in the face of uncertainty. If the agency pro-

ceeds, it shall include a worst case analysis and an indica-

tion of the probability or improbability of its occurence.

(United State Council on Environmental Quality, 1979, pp. 14-

15)

Straightforward as these principles may appear, there will cer-
tainly still be differences of opinion over what constitutes an "exor-
bitant" cost for generating primary data, and individual judgment (and
budgets) will always come into play. The professional SIA practitioner
will probably have to develop a philosophy based on experience as to
which circumstances truly demand primary data collection (and to what

extent).

2. Qualitative vs. Quantitative Data: Section 102(2)(B) of NEPA

specifically mandates the federal government to “insure that presently
unquantified environmental amenities and values may be given appropriate
consideration in decision-making along with economic and technical con-
siderations." The 1378 CEQ guidelines made clear that this mandate was
relevant to the EIS mechanism set forth in Section 102(2)(C) of NEPA.
Those strongly disposed toward quantification in all analyses have some-
times read Section 102(2)(B) to suggest that "consideration" of a pre-
sently (at the time of NEPA's passage, 1969) unquantified amenity or
value is not "adequate" unless the variable can be quantified at the
time the EIS is prepared. However, case law has not supported this
view:

Although some courts believe quantification should be attemp-

ted to the extent possible, the prevailing judicial view is
that quantification is not a prerequisite to adequate
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consideration of hitherto unquantified environmental values.

Moreover, when calculations underlying attempted quantifica-

tion are in dispute, the full range of conflicting opinion

should be revealed in the EIS. (Liroff, 1980, pp. 14-15)

Despite the apparent clear green light for qualitative analysis in
EIS's and SIA's, the inclusion of qualitative data and methods is one of
the more controversial questions in the field, with a wide range of

opinions and positions. One observer recently asserted that opinions

on the matter in the SIA community encompass the following gamut:

1. There is only counting.
2. Everything that is important can be counted.

3. If we deal with the countables the uncountables will take
care of themselves.

4. We should count both the countables and the uncountables.

5. Counting is useful but much that is important cannot be
counted.

6. Those things that are important cannot be counted.

7. What is counting? (Bowles, 1983, p. 12)

Some fairly prominent figures in SIA (e.g., Flynn, 1976) have gone
so far as to urge restriction of the field to employment and population
projections unless and until SIA finds standard and reliable ways to
quantify concepts such as "community cohesion." (It may be noted, how-
ever, that Flynn herself eventually proposed other SIA paradigms which
implicitly involved qualitative analysis--see Flynn & Flynn, 1982.)

The reasons for this may involve the frequent association between quali-

tative approaches and the sort of "subjective" data which, it will soon
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be noted, is particularly bothersome to a great many researchers and
decision makers. But a key reason clearly involves the ideological
belief that quantitative analyses lend respect and credibility to the

field of SIA while qualitative analyses do not:

Even the best of theoretical and logical conclusions will be

discarded [by decision makers] as unworkable opinions unless

they are documented and justified by tangible or quantitative
fact that can be understood by the layman. (Schott, 1977,

p. 237)

While virtually nobody in SIA would go to the opposite extreme of
banning quantitative data, there are a number of holistic, ethnography-
oriented researchers (e.g., Baur, 1973; Dunning, 1974; Vlachos, Buckley,
Filstead, Jacobs, Maruyama, Peterson, & Willeke, 1975; Vlachos, 1982)
who are equally dogged in asserting that participant observation and
other qualitative forms of ethnography are vital for understanding the
true meaning of social patterns. One of the most articulate of these
has been Raymond Gold (1977, 1978, 1982), who argues that "a numerical
depiction may not be faithful to the social scene or event being
studied, while a narrative one is" (1978, p. 111). Gold's point is

perhaps best served by reproducing one of his anecdotal "boomtown"

examples:

For example, the established residents in Forsyth, Montana
tend to avoid most of the local bars now because there has
been some violence and other unpleasantness and tenseness in
these establishments since certain groups of Colstrip con-
struction workers began frequenting these bars... Little is
learned about social impact when it is found that, as a matter
of fact, only a small number of construction workers (they are
mostly men in one building trade whose members are trying to
maintain their national reputation as "good drinkers” and
"harroom brawlers") rather than construction workers in
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general is "really" responsible for the alleged violence and
other unpleasantness. Counting such externals as the number
of construction workers who fight and cast insults Toudly in
bars, the frequency with which they so behave, and the like
perhaps means something to the researcher who does the
counting; and he may report that the great majority of con-
struction workers are really fine fellows and that only a
small number are the "real troublemakers." This kind of re-
porting is what [Max] Weber wanted social scientists to play
down because it does not address the critical question of
what the situation means to those concerned. It is an actual
social fact that the locals define the tavern situation in
Forsyth as having been made unwelcome by Colstrip's construc-
tion workers... (Gold, 1978, footnote 5, p. 115)

Still, it may be noted that Gold himself seemed unconcerned with
the social reality of those construction workers who would like to dis-
pell the stereotype that "all construction workers are trouble makers."

The quantitative analyses mentioned would have been of service to them.

3. Objective vs. Subjective Data: As will be discussed in more

detail in Chapter V, the social indicators movement has long been split
over the issue of the desirability of using "subjective" data
(self-report information from surveys on attitudes, values, quality of
life, etc.) to supplement "objective" social indicators. Proponents of
subjective indicators--like the advocates of qualitative ethnographic
methodologies--rarely seek to eliminate the use of objective indicators,
but proponents of objective indicators sometimes urge the abandonment of
all subjective data (Drewnoski, 1977) despite empirical evidence of
little or no correlation between objective and subjective measures of

quality of life (Schneider, 1976).
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In the field of SIA, the agency which has been one of the most
influential in the development of the field, the United States Army
Corps of Engineers, has also been one of the most distrustful of any use
of subjective data, preferring to find ways to convert psychological
variables to dollars or other units more amenable to traditional cost-
benefit ratio techniques (Delli Priscoli, 1982--this will be further
discussed toward the end of this chapter). The Corps' negation of sub-
jective data is so firm that one of its important criteria for evalua-
ting indicator methodologies is whether the approach is sufficiently
"objective" (Canter, 1977). This distrust lingers despite recognition
that opinions and perceptions are sometimes more important than "objec-
tive" measures--e.g., the perception of equitable distribution of costs
and benefits, not objective indicators of equal opportunity, is what
leads to community controversy and opposition to proposals by the Corps

(Daneke & Delli Priscoli, 1979).

Andrews, Hardin, & Madsen (1981) note that the Army Corps and other
government agencies nevertheless have sometimes been inclined to read
subjective meaning into objective indicators: "This has methodological
jmplications in that to analyze the objective conditions would result in
erroneous conclusions, since public perception would be left out of the
process" (p. 73). Andrews et. al. suggest that major reasons for the
preference for objective data lie in the fact that secondary data sour-

ces usually tend to be of an objective nature:
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One [reason] is that "hard" data is [sic] easily enumerated
and measured. Second, objective data sources, such as the
census, keep standardized records nationally, and do this over
time, making standardized comparisons readily available. A
third reason is that the person or agency doing the evalua-
tion does not have time to be in the business of gathering
primary data, which is time consuming, expensive, and re-
quires specialized expertise. Often a social impact assess-
ment is constrained by a short deadline, which can make it
difficult to gather and evaluate primary data. (Andrews et.

al., 1981, p. 72)
Andrews et. al. also note that social impact data can be abstract
or concrete in terms of the construct being measured and direct or

higher-order indirect (i.e., much further along the assumed causal

chain). Not specifically mentioned by them--and rarely brought up in
the SIA literature--is the further distinction of whether the final

data form is based primarily on the researcher's professional judgment

or on systematic rules for counting or categorizing that would always
produce neaf—perfect interobser&er reliabilities. (A third possibility
would involve data based on the judgment of "experts" other than the
researcher--e.g., key informant data or input from panels of experts).
"Judgmental" data based on the researcher's opinion is something differ-
ent from "subjective" data, which is a term used to denote the percep-

tions of affected community members.

The demand for “hard" data in SIA could mean, in the strictest
sense, objective and quantitative information about concrete, direct
impacts gathered according to systematic rules which leave little room
for the researcher's opinion. However, this suggests that the idea of

"hard" data is itself an abstraction, and that variations in some
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aspects would not necessarily result in a sense that anything which does
not meet each requirement is hopelessly "soft." Many psychologists will
be concerned with gathering subjective information about indirect
(possibly abstract) psychological impacts. If attention is paid to
maintaining "hardness" in methodology and data types along the other
dimensions--quantitative thrust, systematic rules, gathering information
on at least some concrete concerns (e.g., attitudes toward the.proposal)

to balance more abstract concerns (e.g., anomie)--the "soft" aépects may

be less distrusted.

Etiological Considerations

There are a number of philosophical issues or problems inQolving
cause-effect definitions or assumptions in the methodological iiterature
on SIA. The validity of causal attribution and estimation is generally
problematic in SIA. Wolf (1974b) points out that the methodological
focus of SIA is akin to a controlled-experiment to determine céusality,
but the context is of a predictive or future-oriented nature rather than

the past- or present-oriented analysis of experimental analysis.

Boothroyd (1978) brings up two important aspects of causality which
can influence planning for, and interpretation of, SIA forecasts.
First, he notes that the relationship between a proposed development and
an identified impact could be independently assessed for neceésitx (is
the development necessary for the impact to occur?) and for sufficiency

(is the development sufficient for the impact to occur, or is the impact
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contingent on other effects as well and hence more likely to be subject
to mitigation?). Answers of "yes" or "no" to each of these two ques-
tions could be combined four different ways (necessary-sufficient; un-
necessary-sufficient; necessary-insufficient; unnecessary-insufficient),

each with very different implications for an SIA.

Boothroyd's second point has to do with the extent to which the
analyst decides to trace the causal chain in order to predict second-,
third, or fourth-order impacts. This has important implications for the
role of psychology in SIA, since psychological impacts would generally
be considered "higher-order" impacts, and so this entire question will
be discussed further later. However, it will be be noted for the pre-
sent that consideration of higher-order impacts may require utilization
of a variety of forecasting techniques--e.g., straightforward quanti-
tative analyses to derive population and housing projections, but more
qualitative approaches to determine general second-order impacts on com-
munity cohesion, family life, etc. A problem facing the SIA practi- |
tioner is how far to go along this causal chain before abandoning any
attempts at analysis. Boothroyd suggests tracing effects "until a link
is reached which communicates the social consequences to the reader in
an empathic way"--that is, presumably, until some sense of joy or pathos
is evoked. A clear problem here is in deciding what the reader will
"empathize" with. This issue is closely linked with the basic SIA

design question of which variables ("impact categories”") to include in

the study.
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On a definitional note, Miller (1977) makes a useful distinction
among predictions (which he defines as unsubstantiated assertions that
something will happen), projections (trend extrapolations with no cause-
effect analyses), conjectures (if-then propositions in which "then" is
inferred from implications inherent in the "if*" situation), and fore-

casts:

As prediction is the simplest but least useful form of fu-
tures estimate, so the forecast is the most difficult and most
useful form. The forecast delimits its topic with the great-
est possible precision, explores a range of potential futures
outcomes in the least ambiguous terms possible, specifies and
analyzes the salient cause-effect relationships in the great-
est feasible detail, fixes potential scheduling of future
situations and events as closely as possible and details the
estimated probablilities of every potential future with the
greatest attainable precision. Judged by these stern cri-
teria many futures estimates submitted as forecasts are in

. fact something less--predictions, projections, or conjectures.
(Miller, 1977, p. 203)

As valuable as these semantic distinctions and definitions may be,
they are not yet in widespread use. Since other analysts still tend to
use all four terms synonymously, this will also be done in the present

dissertation.

METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES: (2) SIA STUDY DESIGNS

A variety of decisions must be made about the SIA framework before
any attempts at predictive assessments are made. First, of course, is
the choice between what have been designated here as "linear" and as

“"feedback" models (and perhaps a philosophical stand or commitment on
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some of the other issues just described). For purposes of this discus-
sion, it is assumed that a predictive SIA mode will be adopted, which

usually although not necessarily implies the "linear" model.

The second step--and the one of concern in this section--involves
design of the study, which must be accomplished before any attempt at
forecasting or predicting is undertaken. In this regard, SIA has
parallels to typical social science research projects, in which a period
of conceptual thinking and detailed research planning is always needed

before any actual data collection or analysis can begin.

Some of the most important design issues include: (1) selection of
levels (or "units") of analysis; (2) selection of geographical boun-
daries for the study area; (3) designation of "publics" (identifiable
groups of stakeholders or potentially impacted residents to be studied
as social units); (4) selection of impact categories (the concepts or
variables to be studied); (5) choice of operationalized indicators of

. the selected impact categories; (6) specification of impact dimensions
of interest; (7) selection of time frames or horizons for the study; and
(8) selection of means for assessing and evaluating the differential

results for alternative courses of action.
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Levels of Analysis

Sociological discussions of SIA often note that impacts can be
assessed at the individual, family, organizational, and community
levels. "Community," however, can itself be operationalized at a
variety of levels--neighborhood, town, general metropolitan area,
county, state, or (rarely) nation. The usual practice is to encourage
consideration of all levels, albeit with somewhat more emphasis on the

community as a whole (Finsterbusch, 1977a; Fitzsimmons, Stuart, & Wolff,
1977).

Geographers or environmental psychologists might also point out
that the "behavior setting" (or other ecological conceptualizations of
man-environment interaction) is a possible impact level (Heller & Mona-
han, 1977). Anthropologists assessing cultural impacts of tdurism often
look not only at humans and their social patterns, but also at changes

in artistic products and activities (McKean, 1973; Greenwood, 1977).

Strangely, most discussions of the appropriate levels of analysis
fail to note that SIA in practice--at least to the extent that is prac-
ticed by sociologists rather than by planners--usually focuses on dif-

ferentially impacted groups (e.g., different social classes, ethnic

groups,'newcomers vs. oldtimers, displacees, etc.) as the standard unit
of analysis. In practice, even the "individual" level of measurement
involves aggregating information gathered from individuals, as in a

survey, and making general statements about the average or modal char-
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acteristics of individuals in a particular gfoup. (The exception, of
course, would be those cases where a small number of identifiable indi-
viduals are differentially impacted--e.g., people who would be displaced
or relocated). When SIA's focus primarily on differentially impacted
groups, the issue of choosing units of measurement becomes virtually
synonymous with another issue shortly to be discussed, that of iden-

tifying the "publics" whose interests will be affected.

However, SIA in practice sometimes is also heavily constrained by
small budgets, by client or head consultant preferenée for "hard num-
bers," and (since the foregoing two factors result in a demand for
secondary data sources) by limits on the availability of data. Particu-
larly if produced by planners or economists, SIA's can have a strong
demographic thrust and conéequent reliance on census data. This encour-
ages choice of a level of analysis identical to some level of aggrega-
tion used by the U.S. Censﬁs Bureau--state, Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area, county, Census Designated Places (which can include
unincorporated towns), or census tracts. Usually the census tract
constitutes the lowest level of available published data, leading to
criticism in cases where the impacted population is a smaller group or
community located in one portion of that tract (McIrvin, 1977; Dietz,
1977). However, state or county planning agencies usually have access
to unpublished data on levels below the census tract (block groups or
blocks in urban areas, enumeration districts in rural areas). A more
important concern about census data is that it can be dangerously out-

dated during the second half of any decade.
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Another problem associated with choice of a single higher level of
analysis has to do with "ecological correlations"--fallacious inferences
from aggregate data to particular individuals or groups therein. For
example, the overall community per capita income might be accurately

projected to rise as a result of a proposed project, but this does not

mean present residents' incomes will increase. (Conversely, boomtowns
may feature crowding, inflated housing prices, and general lack of
social cohesion, but some pre-impact residents may be untouched by this

because they have made a killing on their real estate and business in-

terests, thereafter retiring to Florida.)

At the same time, usefulness in terms of trend and comparative
analysis for various localities' policy purposes becomes more
possible [with use of standardized, higher-level census data].

Any choice of unit of observation, therefore, has its advan-

tages and disadvantages. (Eberts, 1979, p. 162)

It should be noted that census data are not the only important form
of secondary data, although they do have the advantage of standardiza-
tion from one geographical area to another and (with some exceptions)
from one decennial period to another. There are also state, county, and
local records which contain much important social data (e.g., crime,
mental health, family formation and cohesion, property values); private
agency records; past special planning studies for relevant local issues;
archival information (newspaper reports, public hearing transcripts,
etc.); and past local or national attitudinal survey reports (including

a very few longitudinal series, which will be further discussed in Part

Two). Some of the most comprehensive discussions of data sources may be
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found in Flynn & Schmidt (1977), Burdge & Johnson (1977), and Clubb &
Traugott (1979).

Selection of Geographical Boundaries for Impact Assessment

In the early days of EIS preparation, the documents tended to dis-
cuss socioeconomic impacts either on the specific project site alone
(which meant no discussion at all in the cases of many rural projects
such as energy developments) or for the entire area which would receive
positive economic benefits such as employment or energy supplementation

(which meant sweeping and superficial comments at the state, regional,

or national levels).

However, by the mid-1970's, citizen groups had effectively used
legal and political challenges to demand a principal socioeconomic focus
on specific, smaller communities or neighborhoods nearby the project
site or sites. Many SIA theorists at that time (e.g., Watkins, 1977)
lent scholarly support for the concept that it is the proximal but off-
site community which is most socially and economically "impacted" and

which is therefore the appropriate geographical assessment area.

Today, socioeconomic or social sections of EIS's are much more
likely to consider only nearby residents. This approach, too, has its
problems. For one thing, it usually results in much more emphasis on
negative social impacts on the concentrated few, often without the

balancing consideration of positive benefits for the dispersed many.
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Where absentee beneficiaries were once the major concern of economic

EIS sections, they are now often neglected entirely by more purely "so-

cial" assessments.

It is possible that the social pendulum has already swung as far as
it will go in the direction of protecting impacted communities, since
voices are now being raised about the need to create political consti-
tuencies to fight for the offshore drilling and nuclear plant develop-
ments which, presumably, will benefit the allegedly disenfranchised
silent majority (Chickering, 1981). Philosophical discussions on the
question are abundant in the SIA literature, but there has been
strangely little discussion on how to assess impacts on absentee bene-
ficiary publics and/or how to weight such impacts against localized

consequences in decision making.

Even in the matter of defining the precise local community to be
impacted, there may be problems knowing where to draw the boundaries.
At what distance from the potential project sites are residents no
longer affected and/or no longer members of the "affected community?"
Geographical distance may in reality be only one variable--perhaps not
even the most important--which defines the communities of interest, but

how do other variables interact with geography in the process of commu-

nity definition?

- 140 -



James Kent and associates (Kent, Greiwe, Freeman, & Ryan, 1979;
Greiwe, 1980; Preister & Kent, 1981), in social impact consulting work
for the United States Forest Service, have promoted the concept of the
“human resource unit" (HRU) as the appropriate geographical area and
unit of analysis for rural social impact work. Deriving from the
general principles of human ecology, the HRU is characterized by common
social and economic practices among residents carrying out activities
suited to the topographic features of a geographical area. Geographical
boundaries which tend to encompass these activities and prevent everyday
social and economic intercourse (e.g., rivers, the transition of forest
to prairies, or freeways in metropolitan areas) are seen as probable
HRU boundaries. This concept does not include a technology for objec-
tive determination of HRU boundaries; rather, the social analyst is
encouraged to use professional judgment to make a preliminary estimate
and then verify this description with area residents, who are considered
to be the best judges of the matter. Because HRU's are routinely ex-
pected not to match common jurisdictional or census tract lines, the

problem of data availability may be a frequent concern with implementing

this concept.
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Selection of "“Publics"

It may be apparent that design decisions about level of measure-
ment, geographical boundaries of impact areas, and affected individuals
or social groups ("publics") can be tightly interwoven. For some SIA's,
the data availabiiity factor may collapse all three decisions into one,
as in the case where the level of analysis, the geographical boundaries,
and the definition of "affected public" are all supplied by the concept

of "residents living within City X" or "the people of County Y."

However, even within an overall level of measurement or geographi-
cal area, individuals or subcommunities may be segmented into differen-
tially-impacted "publics" by such characteristics as are relevant to the
particular situation--e.g., ethnicity, income level, age, longtime resi-
dents vs. newcomers, distance from project site, etc. Although the
identification of publics is often discussed in connection with the
“Evaluation" stage of a predictive SIA (Willeke, 1977), there are impli-
cations for other pre-study design decisions such as selection of impact
categories and appropriate forecasting techniques. For example, is it
appropropriate or even possible to present data describing current

situations for each public for a particular social variable of interest?

to make differential forecasts by public?

While the general consensus in the literature seems to be that
identification of affected publics must be a highly idiosyncratic step

unique to the particular situation of any given project, there has been
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some discussion of general principles that might be applied. Baur
(1973) suggests that populations be divided into three categories:

(1) the "totally affected" who live on or very close to the project
site; (2) the "partially affected," who feel impacts in some limited
aspect of their lives (e.g., urban dwellers whose occasional wilderness
recreation outings will be affected by some rural project); and (3) the
“diffusely affected," who praise or object to certain types of project
in general, as a matter of philosophy, rather than being particularly
concerned with the project at hand. (Baur recommends excluding the lat-
ter group entirely and according attention to the second group in pro-

portion to the intensity with which they are affected.)

Boothroyd (1978) suggests that categories of impacted populations
be based on theoretical considerations. He notes that divisions could
be made based on "preferred lifestyles," or on whether populations will
be impacted positively or negatively (although this raises the problem
of a priori judgments if publics are to be identified for analysis
before the SIA is carried out), or on "resource constraints"--i.e.,
variables over which individuals have no control, such as age or disabi-

lities.

Boothroyd also points out another dimension which may be important
in the design of SIA's and consequent methodologies. This has to do
with the degree of directness with which persons may be impacted:

(1) impacted persons who could be individually identified (e.g., dis-

placees); (2) persons who can be identified as part of a specific
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community but not as individuals (e.g., the aged in a community);
(3) persons who can be identified only conceptually and/or statistically

(e.g., those affected by housing shortages).

Another aspect of the selection of publics has to do with the ques-
tion of whether absentee beneficiaries of a project (e.g., consumers of
energy or mineral resources should be included as a "public” in an SIA
or EIS. This was previously discussed under "Selection of Geographical

Boundaries," a design point with which "Selection of Publics" obviously

would often overlap.

Selection of Impact Categories

One of the most important design questions is, "What types of
impacts shall we discuss and/or attempt to-forecast?" This question
interacts with all the foregoing design questions and with most of the
others to follow. (For example, in regard to decisions about time
frames, an SIA focusing mainly on "long-term" social impacts might omit
psychological categories involving individual adjustment during a short-

term transition phase.)

However, although it may be somewhat shaped and limited by other
types of decisions, the selection of impact variables for study is
usually the central design concern. There are at 1east_six general ap-
proaches which emerge from the literature: (1) choices based on data

availability; (2) choices based on forecasting methodology availability;
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(3) use of standardized lists or guidelines; (4) the "basic-questions"
approach to scoping; (5) situation-specific scoping based on expert

knowledge; and (6) situation-specific scoping based on resident input.

Data Availability: Preceding discussions about the practical and

philosophical considerations in deciding whether SIA's are to rely only
on available secondary data sources have no doubt prepared the reader
for the point to be made here--the choice of impact categories may often |
be determined largely or exclusively by availability of easily acces-
sible and inexpensive data sources. There is no need to repeat those
discussions. However, the brevity of this paragrabh should not obscure
the importance of this consideration in real-life SIA. Few, if any,
published articles in the SIA literature explicitly urge restriction of
SIA activities to those variables included in the U.S. Census or other
standard daté sources. Nevertheless, in the real-life world of EIS and
SIA preparation, data availability is often a criterion of paramount

importance in determining the impact categories to be included.

Forecasting Method Availability: Another "hard-nosed" criterion

for selecting impact categories is to choose those for which a reliable
and valid forecasting methodology is known to éxist (Flynn, 1976). If
it is assumed that the forecasting method is to be some form of trend
extrapolation--requiring past time-series measures of a quantitative
nature--then the impact categories which would be derived under this

rule would be a subset of those which might be cbtained under the
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foregoing principle of data availability. Although SIA is usually de-
fined as a predictive or at least "anticipatory" activity, the fact that
this criterion represents the most restrictive of all possible methods
for sifting through potential impact categories is in itself a strong

argument for moving toward the "feedback" or similar process-oriented

models of SIA.

Standardized lists or guidelines: In summarizing discussions at a

Canadian conference on SIA, Robinson (1980) reported that participants
could not agree on a single set of criteria or guidelines for selecting
impact categories, and they unanimously felt government should not im-
pose and standard guidelines because this would “take the creétivity-out
of the discipline at a time in its development when it could least af-
ford the loss" (p. 16). In the United States, some government agency
guidelines on EIS preparation do stipulate a very few social topics for
study--usually population growth; distributive issues, and/or “community
cohesion" (though definitions of the latter are rarely provided). 1In
general, though, neither North American country has adopted an official

framework for SIA.

Nevertheless, there have been a number of suggested standard lists
of potential impact categories, some based on conceptual models of com-
munity dynamics and some simply representing checklists of typical
social science variables; some appearing in the academic and some in the

government-based SIA literature; some setting forth conceptual variables
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and some also (or only) specifying particular indicators and measure-

ments.

In the academic literature, Boothroyd (1978) calls for analysis of
21 different general categories of "social environmental conditions
necessary for basic needs to be met," all of which may require a great
variety of specific measures. The impact assessment schema proposed by
Olsen & Merwin (1977) sets forth 50 social indicators which should be
analyzed and projected. Finsterbusch (1978) specifies a systems model
including 31 types of resource inputs, 24 structural characteristics of
communities, 22 activities, and 24 types of social or individual out-
puts. (To provide one'illustration of these "laundry lists," the vari-

ables suggested by Finsterbusch are reproduced in Table 3.)

Andrews, Hardin, & Madsen (1981) note that government guidelines--
particularly in the field of water resources planning, which has been
highly influential in the development of SIA--have tended to be of two

types. The Social assessment manual (Fitzsimmons, Stuart, & Wolff,

1977) folTlows and expands upon the format of the Social Well-Being
Account in the 1973 Principles and Standards (“P and S") of the United
States Water Resources Council. This is essentially an atheoretical
checklist calling for SIA's to be organized around five major categories
and 35 subcategories, involving measurement of at least 387 specific
indicators or conditions. The second type stems from the social indica-

tor movement and generally follows the logic of Toward a social report
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Table 3

Sample "Laundry List" of Potential Social Impact Categories for SIA's

INPUTS

I. Resources

A. Human resources (including skills)
1. Workers
a. Producers of goods
b. Providers of services
2. Volunteers '
3. Entrepreneurs
B. Natural Resources
1. Land
a. Productive--farmland, range, forest
b. Residential
c. Commercial and industrial
d. Recreational--parks, woodlands, etc.
2. Water
3. Exportable resources (minerals, petroleum, etc.)
4. Scenery and tourist attractions
C. Economic--facilities
1. Primary industry facilities--farms, mines, lumber mills,
etc.
2. Secondary industry facilities
3. Utilities--power plants, electric lines, waterworks,
sewage system, etc.
4. Commercial and financial instituions--office buildings,
stores, banks .
D. Community facilities
1. Education facilities--schools, school buses, etc.
. Government buildings and facilities
. Health and welfare facilities--hospitals, clinics,
nursing homes, etc.
Transportation facilities
Communication facilities--telephone exchanges, radio
and TV stations, newspapers, etc.
. Recreation facilities
. Cultural facilities
. Social facilities--meeting halls, clubs
9. Religious facilities
10. Existing housing
E. Psychological identification with the community
F. Location
1. Accessibility to major centers
2. Accessibility to resorts and areas of natural beauty
G. Federal and state assistance
H. Tax base

I. Knowledge and technologies for producing the community outputs

O~NGO s W
] L]
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Table 3.

(Continued) Sample "Laundry List" of Potential Social Impact
Categories for SIA's

II. Demands on community resources

A.
B.
C.

Population (especially dependents)
Federal and state taxes
Natural catastrophes

STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS

I. General structural dimensions of communities

A.

B.
C.
D.

E.
F.
G.
H.

Degree_of centralizations, bureaucratization, and scope of
community government

Degree of citizen participation in policy decisions
Pluralistic versus monolithic leadership and influence
Degree of equality of incame . wealth, opportunities, and
privileges T

Degree of diversity of economic base

Degree of local autonomy (economically or politically)

Degree of homogeneity, articulation, or integration of groups
(versus integroup conflict)

Community complexity and degree of specialization of functions

II. Concrete functioning structures and/or institutions

A.
B‘

Thg government--administration, courts, police, policy making
body

The local economy
1. The labor market
2. The commodity and service market
3. The credity market
The education system
The transportation system
The communication system
The recreation and entertainment world
Religious institutions
Cultural institutions
Status system
Personal social networks
The housing industry and market
Zoning, planning, and land use
Voluntary associations
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Table 3. (Continued) Sample "Laundry List" of Potential Social Impact

Categories for SIA's

ACTIVITIES

I. Economic Activities
A. Primary and secondary production and construction
B. Commerce and finance
C. Services and other economic activities

II. Government services and political processes
A. Government legislation and administration
B. Education and socialization
C. Law enforcement and judicial review
D. Health and welfare services
E. Citizen participation and mobilization
F. News coverage
G. Party activity and campaigning
H. Conflicts and disturbances

III. Social and cultural activities
A. Recreation and entertainment
B. Socializing
C. Religious activities
D. Ceremonies and community events
E. Travel, tourism, and communications
F. Migration and turnover

IV. System-changing activities
A. Initiate new activities
B. Legislate new laws and regulations
C. Institute new organizations
D. Reorganize organizations

OQUTPUTS

I. Economic
A. Income, standard of living and wealth
B. Employment and opportunity
C. Housing and habitat
D. Transportation accessibility
E. Availability of goods and services
F. Job satisfaction
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Table 3. (Continued) Sample "Laundry List" of Potential Social Impact
Categories for SIA's

II. Political
A. Public participation
B. Freedoms and civil rights
C. Availability and quality of public services
D. Equality and justice
E. News information
F. Law and order
G. Government responsiveness

III. Social and cuitural
A. Social relations (family and friends)
B. Education
C. Health, safety, and nourishment
D. Entertainment and recreation
E. Mental health and wellbeing
F. Cultural and religious opportunities and satisfaction
G. Intergroup harmony: religious, ideological, ethnic, racial,
lifestyle

IV. Quality of the environment
A. Air
B. Water
C. Noise

D. Areas of natural beauty

Source: Finsterbusch (1978, pp. 4-6)
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(United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1969),
which specifies goals of social wellbeing. The best example of this
type is the "Techcom" model (Technical Committee of the Water Resources
Research Centers of the Thirteen Western States, 1974), developed to
identify the social factors that function in the system of water resour-
ces decision making. This consists of a nested set of categories, the
fifth and last of which sets forth several hundred specific indicators.
In reviewing the P and S and Techcom approaches to categoriza-
tion of social impact areas, it was concluded that although
there is some overlap, there are many areas where little simi-
larity exists between them concerning the major social impact

variables. They illustrate the problem of noncomparability in
social assessment models. (Andrews et. al., 1981, pp. 66-67)

The “Basic-Questions" Approach: The foregoing three approaches to

impact category selection represent basic guidelines, rules, or princi-
ples which could be applied regardless of the situation. The virtue to
such approaches, if virtue it be, is that of uniformity and standardiza-
tion from one situat&on to one another. However, the 1978 Council on
Environmental Quality guidelines for NEPA EIS's emphasize the desira-
bility of "scoping" in advance of impact assessment activities, in order

to determine what topics should best be studied for the particular

situation represented by the proposed project in question. The remain-
ing three approaches are all various forms of scoping, although the

first has an element of standardization to it.
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The Oak Ridge National Laboratory's Social Impact Analysis Group
(Schweitzer, 1981) has proposed a standard list of "basic questions"
rather than a standard list of variables or indicators. The idea is to
focus on the planning issues rather than on the specific social vari-
ables or measures, at least at first. Following a geographical defi-
nition of the impact region and a careful project description, "basic
questions" about both "baseline" (present-day) and "impact" (future,
with project) conditions are asked with regard to 11 areas: (1) demo-
graphy and settlement pattern; (2) land use; (3) local government taxa-
tion and sbending; (4) housing; (5) public services; (6) transportation;
(7) economic structure; (8) political structure; (9) social structure;
(10) local support and opposition; and (11) historic, archaeological,
and scenic resources. The questions asked about each of these areas
represent a sort of initial screening procedure, and the final EIS/SIA
would flexibly focus on only the areas where significant concerns or

impacts appeared probable.

Note that this is one of the few SIA approaches to emphasize com-
parison of with-project futures to the present-day situation, rather
than to the without-project situation. Note also that the set of impact
areas is comprehensive but arbitrary, and others could ask "basic ques-
tions" about 111 rather than 11 areas. Finally, note that the approach
is broadly socioeconomic in focus, and that only two of the areas fall
within the "purely social® domain which is the concern of this disserta-

tion. The suggested "basic questions” for these areas are:
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Social Structure

Baseline: What are the ma- Impacts: How will the exist-

Jor lifestyle, cultural, and ing lifestyle, cultural, and

ethnic characteristics of the ethnic characteristics of the

impact region population and impact region by altered by

and of any significant sub- project-induced population

groups thereof? influx? How will the new-
comers be assimilated into the
existing community? Where
significant adverse impacts
are projected, what (if any)
mitigation measures can be
taken? How will the situation
be monitored?

Local Support and Opposition

Baseline: Has there been any Impacts: Is any significant
significant expression of lo- expression of local support or
cal support or opposition to opposition to the proposed
the proposed facility? Have facility expected to occur?
there been any local cleav- If so, how will such local
ages along these lines? sentiment impact the proposed
project or be influenced by
it? How will such sentiment
" influence the relations among
community members? What miti-
gation measures can be taken?
How will the situation be
e monitored?

(Schweitzer, 1981, p. 298)

"Scoping" via Technical Expert Analysis: At least in the initial

stages,'scoping to determine the key impact categories can be largely a
matter of the judgmént or even the whims of the "expert" carrying out
the SIA. The planner or physical scientist heading up the overall EIS
team will often not question the decisions of the social "expert"--par-
ticularly if that team leader has appointed him/herself to be the social

"expert."
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However, bona fide social science experts may find themselves in
positions where resource constraints require them (not just permit them)
to use their professional judgment to carry through the impact category
selection stage of the scoping process. The tools available to them in

such a case may include:

o their knowledge of the case study literature and of the types
of impacts recorded elsewhere as a result of projects similar

to the one proposed in the current case;

o informal contacts (individual conversations or group "brain-
storming" sessions) or more structured contacts (e.g., Delphi
surveys) with other technical "experts," perhaps including some

with particularly specialized knowledge or experience;

o their own intellectual ability--a combination of knowledge about
the particular project characteristics, the particular community

- - . dnvolved, and some implicit or exp]1c1t mode] of soc1a] process

as it applies to that particular project and commun1ty.

The last of these calls upon the social science expert to make use
of his/her training to make a chain of cause-effect assumptions and
thereby generate progressively higher-order hypothetical impacts and
impact categories. Porter, Rossini, Carpenter, & Roper (1980) refer to
such activities as "tracing techniques," because they involve mentally

tracing the ways that one impact can generate other impacts: for
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example, employment opportunities can lead to inmigration and/or lower
unemployment for current residents; inmigration could lead to increased
demands on public services, housing shortages, and newcomer-oldtimer
conflict, leading in turn to crime and and other social disturbances;
increased resident employment could lead to higher local incomes and

preservation of existing extended families in rural areas.

To graph these consequences would result in a tree-like figure,
with several smaller branches of indirect effects sprouting from each
- of the more direct effects. Indeed, the common terms for the products
of such activities are "impact trees" or “relevance trees," and this
approach has been strongly championed by Finsterbusch (1977a). One
potential problem with relevance trees is that they may work out in
practice to be another lengthy "laundry list" of all the hypothetical
types of impacts and/or social variables which could be imagined...if
knowledge of the particular situation is not adequately incorporated to
prune away the least important branches of the tree. A very liberal
use of individual judgment could produce only a few holistic "scenarios"
of alternative futures, differeniiated by varying assumptions about the
alternative effects of a few key variables. Vlachos (1977) has been one
of the most articulate proponents of the scenario approach, which tends

to combine the tasks of impact category selection with the entire busi-

ness of forecasting.
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"Scoping" via Input from Affected Residents: One source of “exper-

tise" about the most important social impact variables for study con-
sists of residents themselves. "Issue-based" approaches which focus the
social impact process on major concerns and issues expressed by local
residents (including "unrelated" problems which could affect residents'
perceptions of the proposal) have become increasingly popular in the

SIA Tliterature (Berg, 1981; Dale & Kennedy, 1981; DiSanto, Frideres,
Fleising, & Goldenburg, 1981; Preister & Kent, 1981). Some of these, of
course, relate more to the "feedback" model of SIA, but the logic of
attending to resident concerns is the same whether that attention comes

within or without a predictive-study mode of attention.

Resident concerns and issued can be determined through surveys,
public meetings, ethnographic techniques, and/or written responses to
the EIS Preparation Notice. (The latter is usually legally required,
if the concerns seem reasonable.) Personal interviews with the leaders
of a cross-section of community organizations can be one particularly
useful approach; Savatski & Freilich (1977) suggest that such "leader-
ship informant methodoldgies" are a cost-efficient way to replace large
sample surveys in all phases of SIA, and they cite research evidence
indicating that a well-executed leadership survey provides views which
are representative of the community as later measured through more
comprehensive general population surveys. (This assertion may not.
always be popular with the project proponent, however, if community

groups tend to be against the project and uniformly stress its potential
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negative outcomes; in that case, it may be important both to conduct a
survey to see if a "silent majority" supports the project and sees other
important types of outcomes and also to heed the project proponent's

ideas about beneficial impact categories.)

One difficulty with this or any other form of scoping to determine
appropriate variables for study is that, in practice, contracts are
awarded (sometimes on a competitive bid basis) for a fixed price before
the scoping is carried out. Reasonable as this may be for the study of
physical and perhaps even of standard economic impacts, it is much

more problematic for social assessment:

The process of selecting those social phenomena that may be
affected by a project cannot be completed in advance of actual
study of the potentially affected populations. After preli-
minary screening, additional selection should be made in the
light of information derived from field studies and feedback
from the public through the participation program. (Baur,

1973, p. 21)
Baur might have added that final selection of social impact categories
often also must await completion of physical and econbmic assessments,
since conclusions about things like alteration of landscape, employment
opportunities, and popu1a£{53"?ﬁ?ﬁi§“ﬁftEﬁ'dﬁive social contracts.
Willeke & Willeke (1976) have suggested that the government recbgﬁfié“
the problem, either by awarding separate small "study design" contracts
for the more complex SIA's or by assembling committees of consultants

‘or in-house social science personnel to carry out the scoping. However,

it appears that government contract operations (and certainly private-
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sector contracts) just do not operate that way. The more inexpensive
scoping methods after contract award, or very "quick and dirty" scoping
during the bid and budgeting process, would appear to be the most likely
procedures in most real-life SIA situations. In some ways, this can be
a boon to SIA,. since it requires attention to the practical realities of
the situation and discourages reliance on so-called "comprehensive"
laundry lists which may contain many needless categories, waste time and
money, and stifle the creative aspects of SIA:
The [impact category] identification task is largely syste-

matic application of imagination and intuition for which no

sure algorithm can be set down. Therefore, strategy and

techniques must be carefully chosen so as to enhance team

imagination and intuition without imposing debilitating con-
straints. (Porter et. al., 1980, p. 177)

Operationalization of Impact Categories

Some of the means for selecting the general impact categories to be
studied will also dictate the specific measurements to be used--e.g.,
selection based on data availability or on standard guidelines which
provide "appropriate" social indicators. At other times, the social
scientist will decide to attack some more abstract construct ("community
cohesion" or "individual lifestyle") and may then have to develop valid
operational definitions. This is one of the basic methodological cor-
cerns of all social science, and the opportunities and dangers while
operationalizing in SIA are identical to those in any other form of

social research.
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However, because of its tendency to rely on secondary data sources,
SIA sometimes has a particular problem with construct validity. That
is, broad and abstract social concepts such as "community cohesion" can
be measured by some easily available but dubious indicator such as

"percentage nonwhite." This will be illustrated later.

Selection of Impact Dimensions

It is not adequate simply to say what social variables will be
addressed, or even how they will be measured. The SIA practitioner must

also decide what aspects or dimensions of each impact category will be

analyzed.

Peelle (1974) provides one of the most comprehensive lists of pos-
sible impact dimensions, listing 14 separate aspects:' magnitude, cer-
tainty, importance, synergistic effects, perceived desirability, time,
location, directness or indirectness, singularity (i.e., uniqueness to a
particular site), reversibility, quantifiability, cumulativity, and
differential impingement upon people and resources. (A few of these

are separately exp]d;ed in other passages of this chapter.)

Clearly, SIA becomes a monumental task if cast into the mold of a
rigid framework requiring extensive or even brief comment on each impact
dimension for each category selected. Selectivity is required. The
selection of certain impact catefories may help in the selection of im-
pact dimensions, since some types of categories are more amenable to

some dimensions than others.
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Selection of Time Frame

"Time" is one of the impact dimensions just mentioned, but it is
important enough to merit a brief separate discussion. 'Impacts are
typically analyzed during (1) the construction stage; (2) the opera-
tional stage (which may itself have different phases); and sometimes
(3) the post-operational (or "termination") stage, if it is anticipated
that shutdown of the operation after a relatively short period of time
is possible--i.e., a "boom-bust" pattern such as often characterizes
energy or mineral resource development. Finsterbusch (1980) also notes
that community decline can come not only after a "boom," but also after
a long period of stability, as in the case of the shutdown of a major
source of jobs and income for the area. Usually such cases of "“indus-
trial withdrawal" would involve the closing of private-sector operations
and would therefore not require an EIS, although Finsterbusch does note
the example of an Army base shutdown, which, because it is a major

federal policy action, would require an EIS under NEPA.

Less widely recognized to date is the importance of the pre-con-
struction or planning stage, when the likelihood of a major change in
community or individual life patterns can itself generate substantial
economic, political, and psychological impacts (Wolf, 1974b; Burdge &
Johnson,. 1977; Honey & Hogg, 1978). Anxiety about impending change may

sometimes be the greatest psychological impact created by a project.
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Another time-related dimension has to do with the permanence of an
impact. As noted in Chapter II, Albrecht (1982) suggests that many of
the personal and social disruption patterns alleged for boomtowns may be

temporary (albeit still significant) adjustment problems.

Evaluation

In the linear model, the final stage of predictive activity (omit-
ting monitoring and mitigating) has to do with evaluating the desirabi-
lity of the proposed project or of the various alternatives in light of
the impacts which have been forecasted. Decisions during the design
stage about how this will be done can affect other decisions, including
selection of impact categories. As has been frequently noted before,
the conventipna] wisdom in the SIA literature is that evaluation is the-

proper right and domain of the residents or other publics who will be

affected.

However, some SIA practitioners are strongly influenced by the
desire to transform all measurements into common units, in order to pro-
duce the sort of "bottom-line" conclusions endorsed by those who have
wanted the social indicator movement to produce a "national social
account" (Fox, 1974) and/or by the broader EIS literature which encour-
ages conversion of all impacts to a checklist format so that "hard,
quantitative” conclusions can be made about overall comparative impacts
(Burchell & Listokin, 1975; Black, 1981). Usually, this restricts SIA

to traditional economic cost-benefit analysis (Conopask & Reynolds,
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1977) or some variant thereof (e.g., Mack, 1977). Olsen & Merwin (1977)
attempt to create a "standard score" for any quantifiable variable by
measuring the discrepancy between the actual value and an arbitrarily-
determined "preferred value," then dividing by the preferred value and
subtracting from unity. The authors do not address the problems either
of changes in communities' "preferred values" over time or of the non-
compa:‘ability of "standardized " discrepancies from one type of variable

to another.

Even more dubious is the attempt to produce a "bottom line" score
by presenting a checkTist of impact categories, arbitrarily assigning
positive or negative "“impact weights" to each category for a given pro-
Jject, then summing to obtain a sort of bogus cost-benefit score. This
simplistic practice was advocated in a number of social or environmental
impact “handbooks" of the mid-1970's (Burchell & Listokin, 1975; Vlachos
et. al., 1975). Such practices have been scathingly denounced by wri-

ters such as Flynn, as in her summary of the Social assessment manual

produced by Fitzsimmons, Stuart, & Wolff (1977) for the U.S. Bureau of

Reclamation:

After having filled out 72 pages of checklists, the planner
supposedly has fulfilled the primary purpose of the procedure,
which is to "forecast future impacts." Yet following this
procedure, one could hardly hope to make any kind of scien-
tific impact assessment, for in spite of the extent of the
checklists there is no methodology provided that will relate
jtems on the lists to each other, or to a larger schemata or
social or environmental conditions. (Flynn, 1976, p. 11)
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Boothroyd (1976) believes "that efforts to quantify qualitative in-
formation, with a view to making it easier for the decision maker to
deal with, is a case of the professional overstepping his responsibi-
lity" (p. 130). Besides, he notes, checklist-based "bottom-1line" ap-
proaches present numerous mathematical and conceptual problems--e.g.,
dividing a category into two subcategories is a simple way to double the

weight given the topic in calculation of the overall "impact score."

METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES: (3) FORECASTING TOOLS

Interestingly, more of the methodological SIA literature (in fact,
far more) is given over to philosophical and design questions than to
the nitty-gritty "how-to" aspects of making statements regarding the
future. Nevertheless, the topic has hardly been ignored. The litera-
ture can be divided into discussions of techniques for projecting social
futures (i.e., forecasting methods applicable to the "1linear" or predic-
tive SIA model); methodologies for "feedback" and/or citizen participa-

tion models; and some general paradigms or mid-level models.

Techniques for Projecting Social Futures

Once the thorny decisions have been made about impact categories,
specific measurements, level of measurements, time frames, geographical
boundaries, and publics, the crucial question remains to be answered:
Can the future (both with and without the proposed intervention) be suc-

cessfully estimated in an SIA--and how?
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A summary of state-of-the-art critiques and commentaries will be
presented later; in general, these cast some serious doubt on current
ability to foresee the future. "In fact, of all thevaspects of social
assessment, it is clearly the projection process which is the least de-
veloped and open to widely justifiable criticism" (Leistritz and
Murdock, 1981, p. 178). However, this is not dué so much to a shortage
of forecasting tools as it is perhaps to a shortage of validity and

reliability among the tools.

Writers on SIA and/or social forecasting in general have approached
this methodological question on projecting with a breathtaking range of
answers. Some feel that only one or two approaches would suffice. For
example, Emergy (1974), in a rather abstruse sociological essay, posits
a single underpinning to all social forecasting in the alleged existence
of "temporal gestalten"--wholenesses-through-time which allow us to
sense, dimly, the natural unfolding of a set pattern of historical
events through which we are passing. Christensen (1974) lists only two
basic approaches to estimating neighborhood impacts: comparative stu-
dies and experts' qualitative inferences based on holistic perceptions

of social patterns.

However, Wolf (1974b) has suggested 14 different categories of
projection tools: demographic analysis; community studies; causal
modeling; social indicators; ethmethodo]ogy; archival research; survey
research; evaluative research; institutional analysis; value analysis;

multivariate analysis; matrix methodologies; and "social forecasting" (a
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term which is presumably used here to indicate prophecies based on
holistic scenarios). Some of Wolf's methodological categories appear to
be more appropriate for the task of profiling present conditions than

for the task of estimating future developments with or without the pro-

posed change.

Expanding the repertoire even further, social forecastiﬁg con-
sultants to the U.S. Army (Mitchell, Dodge, Kruzic, Miller, Schwarts, &
Suta, 1977) were able to compile a preliminary list of 150 specific
social forecasting methods (although this was a brainstorming product
which inc]uqed everything from complex statistical techniques to
"science fiction as forecasts"). These could easily be redu%ed to 73
separate methods, each of which is briefly described in a supplement to
the consultants' main report. After two more stages of collapsing and

combining categories, the authors came up with these 12 techniques and

three major categories:

Techniques Using Time Series and Projections

1. Trend extrapolation

2. Pattern identification (including social trend analysis, pre-
cursor events, Box-Jenkins regression analysis, and Normex
forecasting)

3. Probabilistic forecasting (including subjective estimates of
probability, risk analysis, and relevance trees)

Techniques Based on Models and Simulations

4. Dynamic models
5. Cross-impact analysis8

6. KSIM (a cross-impact variant)8
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7. Input-output analysis

8. Policy capture8

Qualitative and Holistic Techniques

9. Scenarios and related methods (including surprise-free projec-
tions, authority forecasting, analysis of modes and mechanisms
of change)

10. Expert-opinion methods (e.g., panels, surveys of attitudes,
Delphi)

11. Alternative futures (morphological analysis, divergence
mapping)

12. Values forecasting (psychographics, lifestyles, life ways)

A more recent sociological review of forecasting methodologies by
one of the most prominent individuals in the field, Richard Henshel
(1982) covers somewhat the same ground but in a different taxonomic

approach:

Normative (Goal-Oriented, Teleological) Forecasting

This is a general approach which assumes either that the
future is indeterminate and ought to be shaped by goal state-
ments or that the purpose of the forecasting exercise is to
discover a policy that is most likely to produce a desired
future. In the latter sense, economic input-output analysis
is best regarded as a “"normative" approach because government
planners use its results to indicate which particular sector
of the local economy should be stimulated for the most overall

good.
Judgmental or Intuitive Approaches
~-Scenarios
--Cross-impact analysis
--Delphi

--"Bootstrapping" (having experts make intuitive forecasts,
then getting them to make explicit their thought processes,
then relying on the logic of the thought processes rather
than the original intuitive forecast)
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Leading Indicators or Precursors

In economics, empirical observations have sometimes led to
the conclusion that a shift in one variable is, within a cer-
tain time variable, automatically followed by a shift in a
second variable or set of variables. Causality usually is not
an issue or question here.

Trend-Extrapolation Techniques

--Regression (with time as dependent variable)
--Moving averages (utilizing curve smoothing)
--Exponential smoothing

--Box-Jenkins (variant of time-series regression)
--Theoretical growth curves

--Cyclical approaches

(Henshel notes that, for the most part, these techniques rely
on the assumption of the recurrence of historical patterns and
do not attempt to predict changes in dependent variables based
on causal influences of independent variables: "One rationale
for this is that the forecaster's imperfect understanding of
the interrelation of these forces implies that their inclu-
sion can do more harm than good" (p. 62))

Stochastic Processes

These processes, such as Markov Chain analyses, involve the
probability that one of a finite numbers of states will trans-
formed into another of the states. For example, in American
presidential politics, only one of two or three political par-
ties controls the White House. A quantitative probability can
be determined to predict the likelihood of continuity or turn-
over at any election point.

Segmentation/Multiple Classification/Configurational Analysis/
Componential Analysis

The logic is to divide the overall population into differ-
ent segments with varying likelihoods of exhibiting a parti-
cular behavior or condition, then summing for a total-society
result. The classic example would be age-sex cohort popula-
tion projection.
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Econometric or Causal Models

Dubbed "econometric" in recognition of the discipline which
created and most frequently uses them (economics), mathemati-
cal and usually computerized models which specify the expected
changes in the value of one dependent variable as the result
of changes in the values of independent variables represent
one of the truly causality-based approaches in social fore-

casting.

Consideration of the foregoing techniques--especially those using
quantified measures--yields the conclusion that most of them are more
suited to estimating "without-project" future values than "with-project"
futures. That is because most of them avoid the issue of cause-effect
relationships which are, of course, essential to predicting impacts re-
sulting from the change(s) in present conditions or trends from the

contemplated introduction of the project under consideration in the SIA.

The major "hard data" exception is that of causal models. Compu-
terized social impact assessment models have been extremely valuable for
estimating sensitivity of demographic and fiscal impacts to different
policies (Stenehjem, 1978; Ortiz, 1978; Leistritz, Murdock, Senechal, &
Hertsgaard, 1980; Murdock & Leistritz, 1980; Leistritz & Chase, 1982),
but such models tend to be point-predictive rather than stochastic in
their construction. Finsterbusch & Motz (1980) note that such precision
in an SIA violates the statistical nature of the social sciences: "The
social sciences cannot say precisely what will happen. Their knowledge

is based on probable, not certain, effects; it is probabilistic, not

deterministic" (p. 20).
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Perhaps a more important concern, however, is that computerized
models inherently focus on economic and demographic data, rather than
social psychological issues. There has been some experimental/theore-
tical work on computer simulation of social systems and group dynamics
(Pool, 1964; Cortes, Przeworski, & Sprague, 1974; Federico & Figliozzi,
1981), but this work seems most promising for micro-level considerations
such as organizational behavior or macro-level issues such as nationél
voting patterns. The state of the art is not yet geared toward middle-
level concerns such as “community cohesion" or "social stress." (That
does not mean it will never be, and social/psychological statistics such
as mental health records seem well suited for model development. At the

moment, however, the field remains open for further development.)

After reviewing the various social forecasting techniques for their
applicability to predictive SIA, Leistritz & Murdock (1981) have com-
bined, culled, and reorganized to identify five techniques which seem to
be the most frequently used and/or feasible (at least in theory). It is
a comment on the embarassing poverty of attention to forecasting metho-
dology in SIA literature that their overview of the following five
methods must currently be ranked as the most comprehensive available

summary of practical projection techniques:

1. Trend extrapolation techniques:

2. Scenario forecasting techniques;
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3. Social change and development theories;
4, Value forecasting procedures;

5. Expert opinion or Delphi surveys.

Trend extrapolation: This involves, for any particular variable,

finding historical measurements over time and using these to make
extrapolations for the future. The extrapolations could be simply
straight-line projections or, when it is possible to do more sophisti-
cated research, regression analyses to determine the mathematical rela-
tionship between the variable and other, antecedent variables whose
changing future values might be better known or more easily predicted.
The latter approach would have to be used to make trend extrapolation
applicable to the "with-project" forecast, while either might be used
for projecting the “withbut-projéct“ future. Use of straight-line pro-
jections is risky, however, because (1) most social phenomena do not, in
fact, develop in linear fashion, but in peaks and valleys, and (2) some
new causative factor other than the proposed project might easily over-

whelm the past and present situation.

Trend extrapolation clearly works best for social variables which
are (1) quantified and (2) documented and recorded over time. Gener-
ally, this means Census data such as population, housing units, labor
force composition, etc. Social service data for local agencies and in-

stitutions, including me