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Deconstructing „Acceptance“ 

The process matters – a matter of acceptability? 
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 Background on the Swiss Case 
 On the relation of distributions of burdens and the 

procedure to allocate them 
 Data from Switzerland 
 Conclusions 
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Background – the Swiss Case 
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 The research to which I am referring indicates that people are more 
apt to accept decisions and their consequences if they have 
participated in making them. Although participation in the decisions 
[...] helps to legitimatize such decisions, particularly in a society with 
democratic values, this is by no means the only source of legitimacy 
for the decisionmaking procedures involved in the distribution of 
benefits and harms. Legitimacy can also be derived from such factors 
as tradition, authority, or respect for the decision-maker's expertness 
or power. However, whenever it is perceived that the decisionmaking 
procedures are themselves not legitimately based, then the values, 
rules, and specific practices in distributing rewards and costs will all 
come into question. (Deutsch 1975:139) 

A statement to start 
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 Distributive justice: refers to the evaluation of the allocation 
outcome i.e., the final state of a process 
 Equity theory: all participants receive equal relative gains (e.g., Homans, 

1965; Walster et al., 1978) 
 Rules according to o the interrelation among people (e.g., Deutsch, 1975) 
 Equity principle: economic relations 
 Equality: maintenance of social relations 
 Need: personal development and welfare related 

 Procedural justice: refers to evaluation of the allocation process 
 Procedural justice (Thibault and Walker 1975; 1978): voice 
 Lind & Tyler (1988) focus on the procedure >> fair process effect; attribute 

procedural fairness an own value 
 Leventhal (1980) criteria: consistency; bias suppression; accuracy; 

correctability; representativeness; ethicality 

Distributive and procedural justice 
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Vorführender
Präsentationsnotizen
 Similarly, in normative theory there is
a distinction between a procedural and a substantive understanding of justice.
Theories of the fi rst kind argue that any outcome of a fair allocation procedure
is just. In contrast, according to substantive theories of justice the distributive
outcome is the main concern of justice. While social psychological theories and
research results are designed to show under what conditions distributions are
subjectively perceived as just, normative investigations aim at vindicating
distributions as just.

Exchange theory focuses on the initiation, maintenance, and termination of
social relationships. In this view, people form and maintain relationships
because they find it rewarding to do so, based on the types and amounts of
reward they receive and provide in return. The relationship is often terminated
when one (or more) of the exchange partners is under-rewarded, becomes
dissatisfied, and/or experiences injustice.

Thibaut and Walker (1975) investigated the differences  between adversary (US system) and non-adversary (European tradition) trials.
They found that a trial where judge and jury were two distinct bodies was perceived as fairer than a system where the dispute resolution process leadership
and decision-maker were in the hands of one and the same person.

When both are relevant, some researchers
suggested that a procedurally just allocation (i.e. when the person is given a
voice in decisions) may mitigate reactions to an unfavorably unjust distribution
(the “ fair process effect” –  see Folger et al. 1979).

However, these two aspects of justice are frequently interdependent, and the significance of each will vary
with the situation to be judged (e.g. Sweeney and McFarlin 1993; Brockner and
Wiesenfeld 1996).



| | 

 

People‘s justice evaluations  (1/2) 
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Equity 

Need 

Utilitarianism 
Source: own data 2007 

1-5 pt. scale; 1 = not agree at all; 5 = fully agree 

Distr. 
principle Distr. justice 

Vorführender
Präsentationsnotizen
Standorte für ein geologisches Tiefenlager müssen in jenen Regionen gefunden werden, in denen die geologischen Voraussetzungen dafür gegeben sind. Unter diesen Umständen fände ich es gerecht, wenn… 
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People‘s justice evaluations (2/2) 
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Voice 

Source: Kämpfen et al. 2008 

1-5 pt. scale; 1 = not important at all; 5=very important 
Proc. 
principle 
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Wellenberg project, ILLW (1986-2002) 

Process violations have a long memory 
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Source: Krütli 2007 
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 The procedure counts 
"I am pleased to say that more recent research on procedural justice suggests a much more 
optimistic conclusion about the utility of social justice as a mechanism for resolving social conflicts 
than do the results of early research on distributive justice" (Tyler 2000: 119) 

 It depends on what is at stake 
"when outcomes are unfair or have a negative valence, procedural justice is more likely to have a 
direct effect on individual‘s reactions ... when procedural justice is relatively low, outcome 
favorability is more apt to be positively correlated with individual‘s reactions (Brockner & Wiesenfeld 
1996: 191) 

 In the framing of radioactive waste 
 

Distributive vs procedural justice 
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1-5 pt. scale; 1 = not agree at all; 5 = fully agree 

Source: Krütli 2007 
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What counts more: 
the outcome (distribution) or the procedure (1/4) 
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 Study 2 (N = 56): ‹Non-academia›  Study 1 (N = 53): ‹Academia› 

Source: Krütli et al. 2012: 89 
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What counts more: 
the outcome (distribution) or the procedure (2/4) 
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Source: Krütli et al. 2012: 87 
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Ref. Study 2 

What counts more: 
the outcome (distribution) or the procedure (3/4) 

31/08/2015 Pius Krütli 12 

Low 
utility 

High 
utility 

No geological repository 
and new NPP 

Fair repository site 
selection process 

Distributive rules: no 
clear pattern 

Source: adapted from 
Krütli et al. 2012: 90 
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What counts more: 
the outcome (distribution) or the procedure (4/4) 
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Low 
utility 

High 
utility 

Source: adapted from 
Krütli et al. 2012: 90 M = 1.77 

SD = 1.04 

M = 4.06 
SD = 1.39 

M = 4.76 
SD = 1.09 

Ref. Study 2 
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Survey 2011 (right after Fukushima): 
Process vs. distribution vs. context (1/3)  
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N = 3.082 

Source: Krütli et al. 2015 



| | 

Survey 2011: 
Procedural aspects are important (2/3) 
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Source: own data 2011 
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Survey 2011: Clear rules, transparency, 
traceability are crucial (3/3) 
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Source: Krütli et al. 2015 



| | 

 The process matters 
 Violated procedural fairness might have a ‘long memory’ 
 Clear rules, transparency and meaningful information 

most important proc. Factors ahead of “voice” and 
“decision power” 

 “Voice” my challenge technical community resulting in 
improved safety standards; it may fulfill democratic 
standards in form of a fair process and my lead to more 
legitimized decisions 

 A fair procedure is a prerequisite for acceptance - but no 
guarantee 
 
 

Conclusions 
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Vorführender
Präsentationsnotizen
 Results from the studies described in this chapter strongly suggest that
procedural fairness matters. Data clearly indicate that procedural issues are
perceived to be more meaningful than distributive issues in the context of the
repository siting process.

 A problem-free distribution of nuclear waste can only be achieved if necessary
technical safety requirements are guaranteed to be met, no matter which
distributive rule is applied (e.g. equality, equity, need). Thus distributive justice
principles (that determine who is entitled to what and in what amount) are
likely to play a minor role for those concerned with or affected by nuclear waste
issues.

 But whether or not, from a normative
point of view, transparency and traceability can always be justifi ed to be more
important than other procedural aspects when defi ning fair procedures is a
question for further investigation.

 According to libertarians, a fair procedure justifi es any kind of distributive
outcome as just. In contrast, substantive theories of justice argue, that
it is only the fairness of a distribution that justifi es its acceptability, while the
distributive procedure is merely a means to reach this goal. But since it seems
that only for some issues (e.g. those in which a just distribution is not possible
to accomplish), reliance on procedures alone is justifi ed. Acceptability of the
outcome distribution depends on the social issue at stake and cannot be
determined by framing all questions of justice in procedural or in substantive
terms. Therefore, the nature of normative justifi cation of a distribution is likely
to vary with the social issue at stake. Thus, normative theory should be able to
explain why different social issues require different justifi cations for a given
distributive outcome.

 Procedural fairness in the form of an acknowledged (critical)
voice may act as a challenge during the decision-making process of the
technical community. It may therefore contribute to improved safety standards
and to the fulfi llment of democratic standards in form of a fair process. From a
long-term time perspective, this is crucial as the “ best”  current (or intragenerational)
solution of the waste disposal problem that meets present-days’
 technical and societal needs may also be the best solution for future generations.
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Thank you for your attention 

Questions? 
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