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Proposed Disposal Sites for Radioactive and Hazardous Wastes
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Introduction

As a result of the publicity given to such incidents as Love Canal and
the accident at Three Mile Island, public awareness of hazardous waste issues
has increased. A larger proportion of the public has seme information--whether
or not accurate—on health risks associated with the disposal of these wastes.
Fears are expressed more often that accidents cannot be avoided or that our
technology is not advanced enough to transport and store the wastes satis-
factorily. Although action does not necessarily follow from these fears,
agencies in charge of handling these wastes are concerned about problems of
public resistance to their plans. Assessments of socioeconomic environments
for waste handling procedures and sites thus often include evaluations of
public attitudes, perceptions and potential actions.

Because of the difficulty of gathering survey data or other individual
data within the short time often allotted for environmental assessments, the
socioeconomic evaluator develops a subjective opinion on the level of public
resistance anticipated. This opinion is based on such indicators as editorials
in local newspapers or response at public meetings. While this opinion may be
accurate, additional indicators can be adapted from the sociological literature
on organizations and collective action.

One Organizational Approach

In 1980, Battelle's Human Affairs Research Center published a report
(Perry et al. 1980) outlining a framework to identify forms of organizational
response to federal actions in the community and the strength of that response.
The authors applied perspectives from theories of organizations and inter-
organizational relations to the analysis of social movements—in particular,
to estimating organized public response to the siting of nuclear facilities.
In a thorough review of the literature, the authors develop an argument for
studying social movements at the organizational rather than individual unit of
analysis. Although oversimplified, the points of the argument relevant to
this paper are: The cause of the development of "emergent organizations"
(community action groups) is primarily the gap between the functions of exist-
ing community org nizations (e.g., local government) and the new functions
needed by the community to handle the impacts of a nuclear facility. Local
governments, particularly in small population centers, historically have had
control over all community decisions and functions. Entry into the environment
of a large company to build the nuclear facility and of all the outside govern-
ment agencies involved in certifying that facility impose upon the local
government "stress" conditions which it is not capable of controlling (e.g.,
rapidly increasing demand for housing and community services). Emergent
organizations will form to the extent local government fails to provide the
new expertise, leadership, or services required by the siting decision. The
setting is then opportune for the emergence of substitute leadership and
providers of those services. To the degree that the "stress" persists, these
new organizations will become more formalized and persist. A causal aodel of
the Battelle approach is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. The Batteile Causal Model for the Emergence, Formalization,
and Persistence of Emergent Organizations. Source: Perry
et al. 1980, revised slightly.



What is needed beyond these points is a general method to determine when
the existing community organizational structure has reached the limit of its
resources, whether other existing organizations can or will step in, and the
form and power of an emergent organization. These processes are not specified
in the Battelle report and are crucial to the understanding of community
protest or involvement in decisions of waste repository and nuclear facility
sitings. For example, it may not be necessary for new "emergent" organizations
to form if existing ones outside of government could adapt their goals to the
protest. The Battelle approach also assumes that local governments will allow
other organizations to take over their tasks or that new organizations will
have the power to do so whether or not the local governments resist their
action. This assumption may not be met in many cases. Additionally, the
processes need to be operationalized to provide specific indicators for the
variables that the environmental assessor can readily obtain.

The application of the approach may need adjustment to be used on differ-
ent kinds of siting decisions. For example, the siting of a nuclear facility
in a community is likely to put particular stress on existing local government
agencies which are responsible for providing the services required for the
large labor force. The location of a waste repository—even a very large
one—may not impose the sarae kinds of stress on a community. Concern over
health hazards as a motivation to protest is more individualistic in nature
than concern over building adequate educational facilities. The focus for
action may be perceived as outside the routine scope of local government
(although a general concern for individual health and safety would be included
in that scope). Thus, there may be some differences in the organizational
processes which are activated. The particular issue is, however, like the
siting of a nuclear facility, a problem only for the months or years of hear-
ings and construction licensing, and decreases in local importance once the
decision on siting is made for the area (although it may continue more gener-
ally on a national basis).

Assumptions

As a starting point in applying an organizational approach to collective
action on the siting of waste repositories, several assumptions need to be
made explicit.4 First, waste disposal sites are likely to be chosen in rural
areas where land is available and where population is sparser. This is also
an important assumption underlying the Battelle argument. Local governments
do control services in rural communities and they are likely to be overwhelmed
in negotiating with large state and federal agencies. Thus, stress will be
placed on the local governments, particularly when officials themselves and
community policy is opposed to the siting.

The second assumption is that at least one community member will always
be upset about the decision. Whether or not this person can rally others to
his/her opinion and then to action to influence the decision is an empirical
issue. But even one vocal individual car put stress on community officials.
This assumption is also implied in the Battelle argument.

*I am defining assumptions as theoretical propositions which are accepted
without subjecting them to (further) empirical testing.



Third, not only do local governments probably not have experience in
protesting the decisions of large federal agencies, but neither do individual
citizens. Neither has the expertise or is equipped with legal staffs or
researchers who can match the experience of those of these larger agencies.

Fourth, organized action is likely to be more effective (i.e., influences
decisions) than individual action in this kind of protest. This point will be
elaborated on later, but for now let it suffice to say that experience and
resources (such as legal staff and financing) are pooled in an organization
and the contributions of specialists can complement each other within an
organizational action. In addition, interaction of a small organization—
whether in harmony or competition—with a large one is best done from the
context of a similar structures. In other words, statements and actions will
be understood better by the federal agency if they are made or' done by indi-
viduals acting and speaking in ways they are familiar with: lawyers speak to
lawyers, scientists to scientists, administrators to administrators, backed by
the resources of the larger organization to reinforce their position.

A Second Theoretical Approach

As discussed earlier, the Battelle approach does not specify when local
governments will reach the limits of their resources, the form and power of
other organizations which may emerge and step in, nor the effectiveness of
these new organizations. The work of Tilly on collective action (Tilly,
Tilly, and Tilly 1975; Shorter and Tilly 1974; Tilly 1973) helps to fill these
gaps.

In his studies of collective action, Tilly has developed and tested a
theoretical model to explain the probability of action. Tilly's theory
emphasizes organization as a requirement for collective action and looks for
causes of the action in the relationship of organizations to each other and to
larger social structures. Tilly's basic model is shown in Figure 2.

Tilly's work focuses on explaining unusual forms of collective action,
e.g., food riots, revolutions, violent crowd behavior.* These are a result of
interactions between different hierarchical levels-the repressor and the
repressed-as well as a function of more structural situations (e.g., food
shortages, poor wages). Collective action does not occur unless the repressed
are organized into some sort of structure with a leadership group. The
repressors are also assumed to be organized and current legitimate holders of
their positions. Thus, given a protest by the repressed, lack of response
from the repressor, organization of the repressed, and mobilization, collective
action by the repressed will occur. When it occurs, "successful"** collective
action will result in greater power for the repressed, which in turn reduces
the power of the repressors. But the model also shows that the more repressive
the situation, the less likely the mobilization of the repressed will occur.

*?his is probably as much because of the difficulties of measuring more
subtle forms of collective action as because of the substantive argument.

*The criteria for success depend on the aims of the group, whether they are
specific demands or to replace the repressors. Gamson (1975) carefully
specifies success criteria in his empirical study of protesting groups.
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Figure 2. Tilly's Model for Collective Action.
Source: Tilly 1973, p. 216.



Tilly's model is applicable to the issue in this paper if extended to
cover three additional topics: the formation of organizations—which he takes
as given in his empirical tests; collective action between organizations which
do not fall into the hierarchical structure of repressor and repressed; and
collective acts which are institutionalized and legitimate, as opposed to
unusual. The following paragraphs will briefly summarize these extensions.
(For a more thorough discussion, see Payne 1977.)

Extensions of the Tilly Model

Organizations grow out of the formation of "solidary groups," groups of
individuals drawn together by awareness of their common interests (Gamson 1963
and 1975; Tilly 1973). Once solidary groups are established,;the choice of
individuals to contribute their resources to the collective (the group or
organization) rather than remaining on their own in protests is problematic.
Coleman (1973a, 1973b) and Olson (1965) discuss this issue. Their approach is
to delineate the advantages and disadvantages of turning control of resources
over to the collective, concluding that individuals will turn over their
"usage rights" to their resources when the "benefit rights" from the use of
these resources by the collectivity are greater than they would be if used by
the individual alone.

Organizations are results of the formalization of structure (ranging from
taking a name to electing officers and hiring a large staff) of the solidary
groups. When and in what form the organization develops are important empirical
questions to which Tilly's theoretical argument could be extended. If organiza-
tion is the crucial variable in the causal chain toward collective action,
then mobilization could be of two forms: (1) the mobilization of individuals
and solidary groups to organize, and (2) the mobilization required for the
organization, once established, to engage in collective action.

Mobilization to organize depends on the return an individual perceives
will be received from turning his or her resources (e.g., money, prestige,
expertise, time) over to the group to use. It is probably necessary to have a
threshold number of individuals who agree on their interests and goals before
the formal structure will be established. This number may be a function of
the size of the community and of the opposition. For example, it would take
considerably more time and money to file a court case against a federal agency
than to send a speaker to address the city council; thus the threshold number
would be higher. In cases of siting decisions a small group may organize to
take local action and then enlarge to take greater actions, so the threshold
number needed to formalize an organization on the local levtl may be quite
small.

Mobilization for the organization to act depends on the pool of resources
gathered—especially relative to that of the opposition—and on the provoca-
tion. Given that in the case of waste disposal siting, the goal of a new
organization is to protest the siting, the provocation is strong soon after
the plan is revealed. The pool of resources available is the uncertain aspect
of mobilization. A formal definition of a resource is: "any attribute,
circumstance, or possession that increases the ability of its holder" to
change the probability of A getting B to do what A wants (Rogers, 1974, p. 1425,
emphasis hers). Examples of potential resources have been given earlier:



individual expertise and time, group experience in communicating with public
officials or money.

The more resources an organization has, the more power it has—whether or
not it is used. Here, I divert from Tilly's model slightly. He defines power
as a result of collective action (see Fig. 2), or "the return a group receives
when applying varying amounts of resources externally for collective ends"
(Tilly 1973, p. 214). This definition emphasizes the results of the use of
resources.* Power is defined here without requiring that it be used. Gamson
(1968) and Tilly (1973) specifically point to the fact that very powerful
units can get their way without exercising power or using up their power
resources. Thus, it is important to be able to define power independently of
its use (cf. Roger-* 1974, 1419-1421). I will return to this -point when I
describe my proposed model.

Tilly's theory could also be extended to include relationships between
organizations which are not arranged hierarchically. Changes in power and
occurrences of collective action, both in its usual and unusual forms, could
be usefully approached with this theory. If provocation exists between organ-
izations not hierarchically ordered, where one has authority over another, the
resources of one may be used to influence the behavior of the other. The
organizations are not competing for the same resources, but are in conflict
because of policy or potential policy, as in the focal situation here on
siting decisions. What may be unclear in this extension of Tilly's model is
that the successful use of power by one organization (defined as having influ-
enced the other to do what the first wants) may not bring more power to the
"influencor," i.e., the causal arrow between collective action and power may
not be positive (Figure 2).

Tilly argues that the greater the power of a group, the less likely it
will be mobilized to engage in collective actions. However, if mobilization
is a characteristic of the organization, of the collectivity as a whole, and
if other than just unusual acts are considered, then the organization may be
said to engage in collective actions. In this situation, the relationship
between power and collective action may be positive. I argue that Tilly is
correct in saying that very powerful groups do not engage in collective action
such as violent riots, and that they may not have to engage in obvious behavior
to get their way. The forms of collective action by powerful groups are
institutionalized, e.g., representative negotiations, or more subtle forms of
influence, which are not as concrete, unusual or measurable as the forms taken
by less powerful groups when they are highly mobilized. The greater the
legitimacy of the organization, the less the organization acts in unusual,
illegitimate ways, although considerable legitimate action may occur.

The Battelle and Tilly models, including the new assumptions and exten-
sions can be combined to take advantage of the best of both. It is time now
to return to the development of the model to be used and to apply it concretely
to the problem of estimating the potential for public protest.

*In a later paper (Shorter and Tilly 1975), Tilly refers to the amount of
resources held by a group as a measure of the power of the group, which
is more similar to my definition.



Explanation of the General Model and Concrete Application

The revised theoretical model for predicting collective action is shown
in Figure 3. It is a combination of the Battelle and Tilly models with slight
revisions taken from the previous discussions of the faults of each. The
model is described below and compared with the two models from which it is
derived.

Provocation

The Battelle model (Figure 1) elaborates mostly on the factors of mobil-
ization to organize. The variables labelled Xlf X2, X3, and X5 are all aspects
of the mobilization for individuals to organize and for the organization to
act. Tilly's "repressor" variable is not used because in this situation and
in mine, there is no organization or individual acting to repress other indi-
viduals. The concept of provocation is more applicable as a cause of mobili-
zation and thus I will use that term. It is defined to include the circum-
stances identified in the Battelle model: the difficulty of the local community
government to respond to the siting decision and to communicate with federal
agencies. Proposition 1 is thus:

The wider the gap between demands placed on the local government
by the siting decision and the ability of the local government to
respond, the greater the provocation for the creation of other
organizations to fill these needs.

Awareness of Common Interests

Awareness of common interests as a partial cause of mobilization to
organize is not shown in either the Battelle or Tilly models. However, the
concept is discussed in each of the papers presenting the models and was
described earlier in this paper. Proposition 2 is:

The greater the awareness of common interests, the more likely
individuals are to pool their resources.

Mobilization

Provocation and the focusing given by the development of awareness of
common interests is referred to as "mobilization." Tilly's approach to this
concept was discussed earlier. In Gamson's (1975) terms, mobilization is the
"creation of commitment" of a group, a change from a state of "low readiness
to act" to one of "high readiness to act." At this point in the model "readi-
ness to act" means readiness to organize. Later in tha model, it means readi-
ness for the organization to act. This concept appears in the Battelle model
as X4, organizational emergence. Proposition 3 is:

The greater the provocation and awareness of interests, the more
likely individuals will pool their resources in a formal structure
(organization) with the goal of influencing the siting decision.
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Existence of Service Organizations

A variable not included in the Battelle or Tilly models is added to my
model: existence of service organizations within the community. It is not
necessary for public protest and its organization to mobilize the formation of
a new organization if others exist to act through. Existing service organiza-
tions already have members, pools of resources to activate, and formal struc-
tures through which to act. Thus, fewer individual resources (e.g., time) are
needed to mobilize action than would be consumed by creating a new organization
and then mobilizing it to act. However, there are several characteristics of
existing service organizations which determine the likelihood of their use:
goals of the organization, flexibility of the goals, recent activity pattern,
and the proportion of membership and leadership which is proyoked by the
particular event.

The goals of existing service organizations can be widely varied. To
simplify discussion, let us assume that goals fall into two major categories:
member-oriented and other-oriented. Service organizations with primarily
member-oriented goals are those which exist to entertain, educate, or increase
the interaction of their members, e.g., a book club, a gourmet club or bridge
club. Those with primarily other-oriented goals are those which exist to
perform services for others, e.g., a Lions Club, or to influence the political
process, e.g., local chapter of the Sierra Club or the Chamber of Commerce.
The goals of influencing a siting decision would be other-oriented.

If these organizations have flexible goals, i.e., can move from primarily
member-oriented to other-oriented or from one other-oriented goal to another,
then they may be likely candidates for mobilization on the siting issue. It
is probably more likely that existing service organizations with goals explic-
itly similar to those of influencing local government, land use planning and
of promoting human and animal health and safety will adapt their goals to this
specific situation. Thus, proposition 4 is:

The more concurrence between the goals of existing service organiza-
tions with the goal of influencing the siting decision, or the
more flexible the organization is to adopt this new goal, the more
likely existing service organizations will be used to pursue this
goal than will new, separate organizations be created.

The recent activity pattern of the existing service organization is also
important. Since the siting situation calls for immediate mobilization, it is
not likely that existing organizations—even those with compatible goals—which
have not been active recently will be able to mobilize quickly into a pattern
of high activity. Overcoming inertia would require more resources than creat-
ing a new organization around the specific siting situation. Proposition 5
is then:

The greater the recent activity of an existing service organiza-
tion, given adaptible or parallel goals with the siting situation,
the more likely this organization will be mobilized to act in this
situation.
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If the members and leadership of existing service organizations are not
provoked by the siting decision, then it is not likely that they will be
mobilized to action. Although organizations do apply all their resources to
goals which are supported by only a minority of the members (see Olson 1965
and Payne 1977), at least an influential portion of the members, such as the
officers, must feel provoked. Proposition 6 is:

The larger the proportion of leaders and members of an existing
service organization that is provoked by the siting decision, the
more likely that organization will be mobilized than other existing
organizations.

Organization

The next step in the causal process is formalization of individuals into
a new organization if existing ones cannot fill the needs. Organizations will
develop for two reasons. First, organizations serve the purpose of aggregating
individual interests toward one goal. The organization focuses the resources
of its members. Leaders arise who decide where resources will be most effec-
tively applied. The formation of an organizational elite means that the deci-
sion as to where and when the pooled resources will be applied will reflect
two interests: those of the members and those of the elites who wish to
remain in their positions and garner resources for themselves within the
organization (Michels 1949).

Second, the organization of individuals adds new elements which have
consequences for the likelihood of collective action, i.e., organization
provides individuals with the means of having a comparable power level to the
focus of their influence. It is easily perceived that individuals qua indi-
viduals do not have the power to affect the division of labor and thus the
distribution of resources. Only in pooling their resources can they hope to
have an impact. Thus, individuals turn over control of their resources to the
organization in exchange for the benefits which the organization will get for
them by using these resources. Organizations have other advantages acquired
through their formalization. They are entities "capable of taking action—of
holding meetings, planning, issuing statements, calling demonstrations, and
raising money" (Gamson 1975, p. 14).

Power

Earlier I defined power as the pool of resources held by an organization
(or individual) which could be called on in an influence attempt. The more
resources held, the greater the power. When an organization is formed, the
pooling of resources and the focusing of these towards the organization's
goals increases the power over what any individual member or sub-group in the
organization has. Members who are in the minority nevertheless can potentially
have all the resources of the organization used in their behalf. The new
elements added by organization that were described above are also new "persua-
sion" resources which are not available to any member individually. Thus,
power is increased by organization. Although this relationship is not shown
in Tilly's model, it is implied in his discussions of the definition of organi-
zation (Tilly 1973; Shorter and Tilly 1975).
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Mobilization

Once a new organization is formed or an existing one takes on the new
goal, the entity itself serves to reinforce mobilization of the interests of
the collectivity toward organizational action. It is at this point in my
argument that Gamson's (1975) discussion of "readiness to act" particularly
applies. Once the organization has been formed, the "formalized" commitment
to the cause has been established in the organizational structure. This
commitment increases awareness of the cause and the level of the "readiness to
act," or mobilization, since "a group with a high readiness to act requires a
minimal amount of effort to convince [its members] to act on a given occasion"
(Gamson 1975, p. 15). The organization adds to the likelihood of action on
the part of the members, independently of individual commitments to action.
It is an existing set of resources pooled for the purpose of acting in the
interests of its members which creates an environment conducive to expression
of those interests.

Besides pooling resources toward the goal of some proportion of its
membership, organization serves to dissipate the risks and losses of applying
those resources. Should the organization need to commit a large number of
resources which are not replaceable, it can draw some from each member, rather
than all from a few. This reduces the reluctance to act and thus increases
mobilization.

Proposition 7 is:

The existence of the organization increases the likelihood of collective
action.

Provocation serves also to increase this "readiness to act" or mobiliza-
tion. It serves to remind members and leaders of their goals and cause them
to reconfirm their commitment of resources, e.g., set aside time or read
background material. Proposition 8 is:

The greater the provocation, the greater the likelihood of collective
action.

Collective Action

Collective action is defined as the "group's application of pooled
resources to common ends" in an influence attempt (Tilly 1973, p. 217). Once
all the other processes in this causal chain are activated, the organization
then applies its resources to influence the decision on the siting. I have
separated collective action into two forms: unusual, such as riots or strikes;
and usual, such as filing legal suits.

Most sociologists who study collective behavior focus on unusual events,
thus excluding most forms of collective action. The range of events included
under this definition is much broader. The application of pooled resources
also occurs via legitimated, usual forms of collective behavior. For example,
an organization could apply its resources to oppose another organization
through an advertising campaign. It may be difficult to observe these instances
of collective behavior and label them as distinct from other kinds of



organizational behavior not aimed at making an influence attempt. It may be
particularly difficult to observe instances of collective action in a system
which is legitimated or veil-established. Collective acts in these cases are
institutionalized, made routine by specification of formal rules and procedures
or accepted as normative. These formal procedures may or nay not set these
acts off as easily observable behavior.

The type of collective action (usual or unusual) is related to the power
of the organization, particularly relative to its opposition. Fewer individual
and organizational resources will have to be used and potentially lost in
usual forms of collective action than in unusual. This is because established,
legitimated organizations can exercise influence merely by the recognition by
the opposition of the potential resources which could be applied. This is
done through existing behavior channels, such as the courts, or in the context
of existing formal interactions. A newer and less legitimate organization is
more likely to have to activate its resources, and this will more likely be
done through unusual actions outside routine behaviors, such as protests at
public meetings or public rallies. The form of action is also partially
determined by the history of the organizations in the community and partially
by the supply of resources (power) of the organization. Propositions 9 and 10
are:

The more legitimated the organization used in an influence attempt,
the more likely it will act in usual forms.

The greater the power of an organization, the more likely it will
act in usual forms.

The final part of this paper concerns the operationalization of the
variables and suggestions for indicators to be used.

Operationalization and Indicators

Indicators of the variables in the proposed model must be chosen carefully
to meet three criteria: to test the theoretical approach, to apply it specific-
ally to the issue of siting nuclear and other hazardous waste repositories,
and to be useful and readily available to the assessor of the socioeconomic
environment. The following discussion presents some suggestions for indicators
and sources of the data.

Provocation exists by definition when the waste disposal siting issue is
introduced. Another indicator of provocation is the official policy of the
local government on the siting. If it is supportive of the siting action and
individual citizens are opposed to it, then the provocation for the individual
citizens is greater, i.e., the gap between the abilities (in this case, the
choice) of the local government and what these citizens feel should be done by
the government (officially oppose the siting plan) is wider than it would be
if the local government concurred with those citizens.*

*This, of course, works in the case of reversed opinions on the project,
i.e., when local government opposes and individual citizens support the
siting. The gap is the difference in opinions.



Awareness of common interests is, in general, revealed shortly after the
waste siting issue is introduced., as local officials and the media publicize
their response. The standard measures of public attitudes, such as letters to
the editor or authorities associated with the siting, attendance at public
meetings, articles on the topic :in local newspapers, are appropriate. However,
a baseline for "sufficient" awareness of interests caimot be set. Neither can
a comparison case be used until data on more of these situations have been
gathered.

Existence of other organizations can be ascertained from lists of active
local organizations often available through the chamber of commerce or a local
government agency charged with acquiring and distributing information on the
area. Assigning goal orientations (e.g., member- or other-oriented, social or
political), recent activity rates, and attitudes of the members' and leaders on
the siting issue is slightly more problematic. For a quick solution, an
assessor could use the judgment of several informed local officials or com-
munity leaders. With more time, one could call the organizations, attend
meetings, and construct questionnaires to gather the data.

Mobilization to organize is indicated by the degree of provocation and
awareness of common interests combined with the lack of existing organizations
through which to act. When a group of citizens who are provoked about the
issue does not overlap greatly with membership or leadership in existing
organizations likely to adopt this issue as a goal, then mobilization to
organize will occur. It can be indicated by the incidence of informal meetings
called by people interested in the issue or by identification of a group of
individuals who are repeatedly present in masse to write letters or to speak
on the issue at public meetings and other gatherings. These indicators are
examples of activation of resources.

Organization formation is indicated by formal identification or assignment
of leaders and tasks, formalization of goals, the adoption of a name, and
evaluation of resources. Evaluation of resources includes recognizing what
exists within the group (e.g., persuasion resources, individual expertise) and
what is needed (e.g., funding, legal advice) to achieve the goals. Data on
these processes is available through informants and by watching for announce-
ments in the local papers.

Power is indicated by the resources the organization controls. These
range from those particular to individual members to those of the membership
as a whole. Many of these resources have been described in earlier discussion.
Other indicators are the position and status of group members in local affairs,
commerce or industry (e.g., the vice-president of the biggest local jaak, a
prominent industrial executive, a lawyer); the overlap of group membership
with membership in other influential community organizations (e.g., the chamber
of commerce or the school board); access to information (e.g., on mailing
lists, members who work in local government where they can get public notices
and reports quickly, or members who are employed professionally in occupations
relative to hazardous waste issues); size of membership relative to size of
the local community; or funding gathered.

Mobilization to act is the rallying of these resources toward focused
action. It is indicated by calls of the leadership for individual members to
act on their commitment of resources, by decisions on a particular action
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strategy and appropriate assignment of resources, and by preparation to follow
through on the strategy, e.g., gathering signatures on a proposition. Addi-
tional indicators are found in provocation, e.g., clear definition of a site
plan on which the group can focus, action on the part of another group or
individual on the siting issue, or a decision on the siting which the group
opposes.

Finally, the collective action itself comes in two forms: usual and
unusual. As discussed earlier, usual forms of action may be routinized (e.g.,
union negotiations during a strike) or difficult to identify as collective
action. The siting issue, however, provides a better case to observe the
usual forms because it is new; the organizations are either entirely new or
new in focus within the local community interorganizational network; and the
time frame may be short. Indicators of usual forms are, for example, filing
of suits or other legal action, filing of petitions, getting organization
representatives on the agenda and membership of existing or ad hoc community
organizations concerned with the siting issue, having the membership attend
official public meetings en masse, or filing alternate plans for siting-
Unusual forms are more easily identifiable and more rare, e.g., sitdown strikes,
planned disruption of a meeting, or sabotage of site preparations. Unusual
forms may be more likely if onxy a short time remains to affect the siting
decision the group opposes and if possible usual forms have been exhausted
without satisfaction.

The crucial parameters to be evaluated by the socioeconomic assessor
under time pressures would be the existence of other organizations, formation
of new organizations, and the power of the organizations. Depending on the
time the assessment is being done—before public knowledge of the siting plan,
shortly after its announcement, or well into the planning for the local area—
these processes may be more or less complete. Mobilization of the organization
to act and even some forms of collective action may already have occurred. In
this case, the assessor knows the potential for organized action has been
realized and must evaluate whether the mobilization momentum is sufficient to
expect more gathering of resources and collective action in the future.

Summary and Conclusions

This paper was intended to present an organizational approach to predict-
ing collective action and then to apply that approach to the issue of siting
of a nuclear or other hazardous waste repository. Borrowing largely from two
previously developed models (one by Perry et al. at Battelle's Human Affairs
Research Center and one by Charles Tilly), I developed a theoretical model.
Indicators were identified for many of the variables, but they are not easily
measured, requiring a number of decisions on thresholds which were not clari-
fied in the paper.

What remains is further discussion of these measurement problems, evalua-
tion of the confirmation status of the propositions, and empirical tests of
the model. In the meantime, however, the discussion should provide assessors
of public resistance with a theoretical basis for their thinking and a guide
to some revealing indicators of the potential for collective action.
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