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Aims of the Deliberative Democracy Initiative
In launching its Deliberative Democracy Initiative in 2007-2008, Metropolitan State University brought its knowledge resources and commitment to citizen engagement into cooperation with local public leaders, to engage citizens in local policy development. The University sought to make a twofold contribution:  first, to generate broad and informed public input on an immediate policy question and thus make a substantive contribution to the debate at hand; and second, to demonstrate the potential benefit and feasibility of the Deliberative Polling® process for application to important local policy questions. 

The topic of transportation was selected because of its high profile after the collapse of the Interstate 35W Bridge in Minneapolis and its centrality in on-going public policy debates on tax and spending priorities in the State of Minnesota. Public interest was high, the issues were complex, and the options being debated were complicated; the choices made would affect citizens for many years to come. 
The results of the Twin Cities Metro Area Deliberative Polling Process on Transportation are presented here in several sections: 
A. Overview of the Deliberative Polling Process and Results: a summary of the initiative process, survey results, and project leadership.
B. Methodological Integrity: an assessment of the methodological integrity of the survey comparisons.
C. Changes in Views after Citizen Deliberation: an examination of the changes in public policy knowledge and opinions after reading the briefing document and participating in the deliberation.
D.  Factors Contributing to the Changes: an exploration of the factors contributing to these changes.
Conclusion:  Significance and Future Considerations.

Appendix A. Tables: showing survey results for 61 participants before and after the deliberation, plus feedback on the process.

Appendix B. Analysis of the Metropolitan Area Transportation Survey: reporting the survey results of the randomly selected representative sample of 1,003 Twin Cities residents.

Appendix C. Survey Disclosures: statistics on populations, samples, and response rates for the Transportation Survey (2008) and the Civic Confidence Survey (2007).

Throughout this report, we keep in mind that the aim of the Deliberative Polling process is to provide citizen input on public policy by representing the most likely priorities of the public at large, if given the opportunity to be exposed to diverse viewpoints and to become more fully informed on the issue. Based on evidence from the pre- and post-event surveys as well as direct observation of the deliberation event, we conclude that the process could be instituted as a regular means of expanding the voice of citizens in public policy debates and deepening the formation of citizens in the moral and political habits of democratic self-governance.
Section A. Overview of the Deliberative Polling Process and Results
In February 2008, Metropolitan State University surveyed a random sample of 1,003 residents of the seven-county metropolitan area of Saint Paul and Minneapolis (cf. Appendix C, below, for survey details). The survey was designed to document the values, priorities, and knowledge of residents on transportation issues under intense statewide debate at the time, such as traffic congestion, mass transit, bridge safety, and highway maintenance or expansion, as well as various options for new sources of funding.  All those responding to the survey were invited to participate in an all-day deliberation on these topics; those expressing interest received in advance a briefing document on the issues and options. Approximately 65 persons participated in the deliberation on March 15, 2008, meeting in randomly-assigned small groups to discuss the issues and having three opportunities during the day to question panels of transportation experts and local policy-makers. At the end of the day, 61 participants re-took the initial survey, enabling pre- and post-event comparisons to determine the effects of information and deliberation on the views of participants. 

The greatest change appearing in the post-event survey came in regard to adding a sales tax on gasoline to deal with growing transportation maintenance and expansion demands. During the first survey in February, 47 percent said “yes” to this additional tax; in the second survey, 67 percent said “yes.” Other comparisons between the first and second surveys included the following:

· Respondents’ knowledge that property taxes pay for the greatest share of road and highway costs increased from 9 to 60 percent.

· Knowledge that about 30 percent of transit operating costs were covered by riders’ fares increased from 55 to 84 percent.

· Participants reported greater support for increases in certain user-based transportation funding sources after learning more about the issues. Support for adding a sales tax to gasoline went from 47 to 67 percent, support for increasing the gasoline tax by 5 to 10 cents a gallon went from 58 to 76 percent, and support for increasing vehicle registration fees went from 66 to 84 percent. 

· Support for an additional half-cent sales tax dedicated to transportation increased from 59 to 68 percent.

· The percentage of respondents concerned that increasing transportation taxes would damage the state’s economy declined from 33 to 16 percent.

Both surveys showed strong support for replacing deteriorating bridges, providing incentives to employers for encouraging carpools, increasing transit service both inside and outside the Highway 694/494 beltway, charging truckers additional fees for wear and tear on the roadways, adding lanes to congested highways and concentrating on road maintenance rather than expansion.

The project was carried out under the joint leadership of Francis J. Schweigert, Assistant Professor of Public and Nonprofit Administration in the College of Management, and Susan Shumer, Director of Community Outreach, Civic Engagement, and the Center for Community-Based Learning. A broad-based Advisory Group of local transportation and policy experts informed the survey construction and briefing materials, and panels of distinguished experts and policy-makers served on two panels for the deliberation on March 15. Data analysis was conducted by faculty of the College of Management and staff of the Center for Community-Based Learning.
Section B. Methodological Integrity

Fundamental to the Deliberative Polling design is the comparability of findings from the pre-deliberation and post-deliberation surveys. Because participants in the deliberation were a self-selected sample of respondents to the original random-sample survey, their responses cannot be assumed to be representative of the views of the seven-county metropolitan area. However, survey data show that the self-selected “participant sample” matched the random sample both demographically and attitudinally, with the exception that the participant sample shows a slightly higher percentage of correct responses on transit operating costs and on hours lost in congestion (see Appendix A, Table 1). From this analysis, we conclude that the participant sample had a slight edge on knowledge of transportation, but this difference was not likely to indicate a bias in the direction of opinion.
Section C. The Changes in Views after Citizen Deliberation

The Deliberative Polling surveys included knowledge items, designed to measure respondents’ grasp of factual information related to the policy questions at hand; empirical premises, which represent respondents’ beliefs about the consequences of policies; value premises or opinion items, which register respondents’ priorities; and civic engagement items. 

The post-deliberation survey showed significant increases in respondents’ knowledge of transportation spending and fund allocations. The most dramatic increase was a gain of 51 percentage points in those knowing that property taxes pay for the greatest share of road and highway costs. Less dramatic but still significant were increases in the knowledge that about thirty percent of transit operating costs are covered by riders’ fares (from 55% to 84%), that Twin Cities rush-hour commuters lost about 45 hours stuck in traffic in 2005 (from 51-76%), that Minnesota tax revenues devoted to transportation have remained the same over the past five years (26-49%), that about sixty percent of daily travel to work is from a home in the suburbs to a job in the suburbs (19-42%), and that a 2007 poll of Minnesota’s business leaders showed seventy-five percent supporting new transportation funding (36-57%).  
In contrast to the knowledge items, a comparison of the two surveys showed almost no significant change in the empirical premises held by respondents. The only significant shift was a decrease in those believing that raising taxes on fuel, vehicle registration, and auto sales to pay for transportation improvements would damage Minnesota’s economy (down 17 percentage points). There was a moderate decrease in those okay with solo driving (down 11 percentage points) and a moderate increase in those believing that investments in transit benefit the economy ( up10 percentage points), but strong majorities held both these opinions already in the first survey. These changes brought all three items to nearly complete agreement among respondents, with agreement levels at 84%, 78%, and 90%, respectively. Indeed, both surveys show large majorities agreeing on beliefs about the empirical effects of transportation policies (Table 2), with the single exception of an even split on the condition of roads. Concerns about traffic congestion, lack of alternatives to travel by automobile, and the environmental impact of transportation policy and practice point toward consensus support for public policy change in these directions.
Respondent value premises and opinions moved toward greater agreement on sources of increased funding for transportation, with consistently high levels of support for the increases (Table 3). The most dramatic change occurred on an item that has received very little public discussion—an increase of 20 percentage points in those supporting the addition of a sales tax to gasoline (to 67%). The other increases in support for additional funding were in agreement with the recent veto override legislation:  an increase of 18 percentage points for a 5-10 cents per gallon increase in the gasoline tax (to 76% support), an increase of 18 percentage points for an increase in registration fees (to 84% support), and an increase of 16 percentage points in support for adding toll lanes on busy highways (to 79% support). 
There was uniformly strong support—before and after the deliberation—for replacing deteriorating bridges (98-100%), improving transit inside the I-494/694 Beltway (84-90%) and outside the Beltway (84-82%), and having truckers pay more for highway wear due to heavy loads (84-82%).  Support for providing incentives to employers to encourage carpooling showed a moderate decrease of 13 percentage points, but still remained strong at 81%. Similarly, opposition remained strong to charging tolls to pay for new bridges (including privately built and owned bridges) and to increasing property taxes or bonding to pay for transportation. These unchanging views apparently represent firmly held values and opinions on funding priorities. 
The surveys also showed solid support for the long-standing transportation funding principle, that those who use roads more, should pay more for their construction and upkeep. With about 2/3 of respondents to both surveys in support (61-68%), this could also allow for some degree of openness to other rationales, which could help explain support for non-user taxes.
A puzzling contrast road expansion appeared in the first survey and continued with very little change in the second survey. On one hand, respondents showed strong support for making it a high priority to add lanes to congested highways (71-77%), yet at the same time strong support for maintaining roads rather than expanding them (75-70%), strong support for carpooling incentives, and high levels of concern about solo driving and environmental impacts. This apparent inconsistency poses a question for further study, especially because it persisted through the deliberation when participants had ample opportunity to dialogue on these options.  Perhaps residents want to pursue both approaches at the same time, not trusting that conservation measures can successfully reduce traffic demands, or perhaps they are simply unwilling to change their driving habits.

None of the changes in civic engagement were statistically significant, although there was moderate decrease in the percentage of respondents who believed they could rarely or never do something effective about their communities’ problems—accompanied by a moderate increase in those who believed they could do something effective (Table 4). This caution about effectiveness should not be attributed to apathy, however, since a large percentage of respondents consider it important to stay on top of public affairs (88-95%).  Taken together, these responses suggest that the deliberative polling process can reduce citizens’ sense of ineffectiveness when presented with an opportunity to be involved in a meaningful way.  
Section D. Factors Contributing to the Changes
It is difficult to determine what events or information cause changes in public opinion. In this section, we explore possible factors contributing to the changes observed above by examining events, observations, and respondent feedback. 
Even though only a short time elapsed between the pre-event survey (conducted January 30 – February 29, 2008) and the post-event survey (conducted March 15, 2008), intervening events could account for some changes in views. One possible influence to consider would be legislative action on transportation. The Minnesota Legislature passed a transportation funding bill on February 12th, followed by the governor’s veto the next day, and followed in turn by a veto override on February 25, 2008. Many of the issues addressed in the survey were directly or indirectly addressed in this legislation. Given the importance of staying on top of public affairs, as reported by our survey respondents (88-95%), it is likely that these events were tracked by survey respondents.
However, legislative influence was probably already captured in the first survey. Only 400 surveys were completed by February 12th when the transportation bill was introduced in the Minnesota House of Representatives, so it is probable that many of the 1,003 respondents to the survey were aware of the transportation priorities and funding proposals in the legislation when they responded to the first survey. The changes that appeared in the post-event survey therefore probably capture shifts in knowledge and opinion due to causes other than the public debate and news coverage. 
Several observations suggest effects from the Deliberative Polling process, especially the briefing document and deliberation day event on March 15th: 
First, changes in opinion moved consistently toward increased funding. Although most of these changes followed the direction taken in the legislation, the greatest degree of change appeared in an item not addressed by the legislation, namely, increased support for adding a sales tax to gasoline. 

Second, there were significant increases in correct responses to six of the nine knowledge items on the survey. The nature of the questions makes it unlikely that respondents picked up this information simply from news reports; and the respondents reported that the deliberation day and briefing documents were very helpful in clarifying and informing their views, in contrast to news media reports and conversations with others prior to the deliberation day event (Table 5). 

Third, participants gave the briefing document high marks for readability, balance, and content selection (Table 6), and over two thirds of all participants reporting that they read the entire document. 
Fourth, comments by participants indicated they were affected by the process. With 95% of the participants giving open-ended comments on the feedback form regarding their feelings about being part of the Deliberative Polling process (Table 7), 88% of the participants explicitly stated that this was a good experience, something they would recommend to others or do again if given the opportunity, and 53% expressed how much they learned in the process. 
I thoroughly enjoyed the day’s events. It was totally informative and has shed a new light on our problems with transportation…
Very informative, I realize I need to seek more information to make a better balanced opinion.

I found this process very relevant and informative. The briefing document provided a very good summary of the topics discussed…

19% of the open-ended responses highlighted the value of the small group discussions:  
Very helpful, long discussions with the thoughtful people in my group led to good questions for both panels and an improvement in my awareness and knowledge of the issues and the opinions of others.

My small group was an excellent mix of backgrounds and opinions and very stimulating.

An equal number of comments pointed to the diversity of views as a valuable contributor to learning and a sense of public engagement:

I enjoyed taking the surveys. Being part of something that gets a lot of different types of people going is very interesting and being able to get your opinion across is great and the fact that they are interested in your opinion on the whole rather than just going on without is really nice.

This was a very positive experience and brought together an interesting cross-section of people from diverse work backgrounds…
It was very informative. I learned a lot by hearing other perspectives. It showed me a lot of the problems that are involved trying to solve a problem with a whole lot of different mind sets…

Several of the comments went beyond knowledge gained to report a renewed sense of public responsibility and commitment to act:
It will be of help in knowing more about the working of the highway and transit of this state. Now I need to become more informed on other works of our government.

Enjoyed very much, will participate with government leaders. Call, e-mail all leaders in all government, state and U.S.

…The final panel showed how things need to be resolved to get to a solution and that no solution is arrived upon without a great deal for debate and research…

Fifth, observations throughout the deliberation day event and anecdotal reports from participants and small group leaders indicated that participants engaged in the process with openness to listening to one another and weighing views that differed from their own. Questions posed to the expert panel and policy panel reflected areas of disagreement or uncertainty raised in the small groups, and it was evident that participants took these sessions seriously and appreciated the opportunity to actively question the panelists rather than be placed in a more passive role.
Conclusion: Significance and Future Considerations

This initial local experiment with the Deliberative Polling process succeeded in all essential steps: engaging University faculty and students with local public leaders, combining University knowledge resources with local public expertise, completing both the large-scale random sample survey and the post-event participant survey with adequate numbers for valid data, and convening participants for an effective public deliberation process. This report documents these successes and constitutes one important component in demonstrating the potential of this process for future engagement of citizens in public policy development and debate. To complete this demonstration, a second important component is underway to assess the local public impact of the Deliberative Democracy Initiative. This is expected to be completed by June 30, 2008.
Appendix A. Tables

Table 1. Changes in Knowledge Items 
	Items
	Percent Correct

	
	1st survey
	2nd survey
	Percentage point change

	Property taxes pay for the greatest share of road and highway costs
	9
	60
	+ 51

	About thirty percent of transit operating costs covered by riders’ fares
	55
	84
	+ 29

	Twin Cities rush-hour commuters lost about 45 hours per year stuck in traffic
	51
	76
	+ 25

	Minnesota tax revenues devoted to transportation have remained the same over the past five years
	26
	49
	+ 23

	About sixty percent of daily travel to work is from a home in the suburbs to a job in the suburbs
	19
	42
	+ 23

	2007 poll of Minnesota’s business leaders showed seventy-five percent supporting new transportation funding
	36
	57
	+ 21

	About fifteen percent of transportation spending is directed to transit
	38
	46
	+   8

	About five percent of all trips to work are by bus or train
	35
	34
	-   1

	Minnesota ranked among the bottom 10 states in total capital outlays for transportation
	24
	17
	-    7


Table 2. Changes in Empirical Premises
	Items
	Percent agreeing + strongly agreeing

	
	1st survey
	2nd survey
	Percentage point change

	Raising taxes on fuel, vehicle registration, and auto sales to pay for transportation improvements would damage Minnesota’s economy
	33
	16
	-17

	It is okay that currently the great majority of traffic is solo drivers—one person per car
	33
	22
	- 11

	Investments in buses and trains are good for the local economy
	80
	90
	+10

	Traffic congestion has very little negative impact on the Twin Cities quality of life
	22
	13
	- 9

	In making transportation choices it is important to consider the amount of energy and natural resources to be used
	89
	95
	+ 6

	Traffic congestion has very little negative impact on the Twin Cities economy
	13
	19
	+ 6

	Roads are in good driving condition
	45
	50
	+  5

	I can drive wherever I want in the metro area, without delays caused by traffic congestion
	16
	21
	+  5

	Buses and trains are available and convenient for travel in the metro area
	34
	27
	- 5

	When making transportation choices it is important to consider their impact on the environment
	92
	89
	- 3

	Bicycle routes are available and convenient for commuting to work in the metro area
	27
	29
	+ 2


Table 3. Changes in Value Premises and Opinions
	Items
	Percent supportive + very supportive

	
	1st survey
	2nd survey
	Percentage point change

	To deal with growing transportation maintenance and expansion demands, how supportive are you of putting a sales tax on gasoline? (Gasoline is currently exempted from the sales tax. This tax would be dedicated entirely to transportation.)
	47
	67
	+ 20

	To deal with growing transportation maintenance and expansion demands, how supportive are you of increasing the gasoline tax by 5-10 cents per gallon?
	58
	76
	+ 18

	To deal with growing transportation maintenance and expansion demands, how supportive are you of an increase in registration fees on new cars?
	66
	84
	+ 18

	How supportive are you of creating a free-flow lane for drivers who choose to pay, during rush hour on our busiest highways? (These tolls would be charged electronically; cars would not be stopped.)
	63
	79
	+16

	How supportive are you of increasing car pooling by providing incentives to drivers and employers?
	94
	81
	-13

	To deal with growing transportation maintenance and expansion demands, how supportive are you of increasing the general sales tax by ½ cent and dedicating this to transportation? 
	59
	68
	+ 9

	How supportive are you of counties charging owners a tax for each vehicle registered in that county?
	46
	53
	+  7

	How supportive are you of having those who use roads more, pay more for their construction and upkeep?
	61
	68
	+ 7

	How supportive are you of paying for bridge replacement by charging all drivers a toll at these new bridges?
	31
	24
	- 7

	How important is improving bus and train service within the Interstate Highway 694-494 Beltway?
	84
	90
	+ 6

	How supportive are you of making it a high priority to add additional lanes to congested highways?
	71
	77
	+ 6

	How supportive are you of concentrating on maintaining current roads and bridges rather than expanding them to carry more traffic?
	75
	70
	- 5

	How supportive are you of increasing property taxes to pay for expanding or improving roads in the metro area?
	16
	20
	+ 4

	How supportive are you of selling certain freeways or bridges to private companies which would then maintain them and charge drivers a toll?

	19
	16
	- 3

	How important is it to replace deteriorating bridges?
	98
	100
	+ 2

	How important is increasing bus and train service from outside the Beltway into the core cities?
	84
	82
	- 2

	To deal with growing transportation maintenance and expansion demands, how supportive are you of the State borrowing against future transportation taxes? This would be in the form of bonds to pay for current projects.
	26
	24
	- 2

	How supportive are you of having heavy trucks pay additional fees for their greater wear and tear on the highways?
	84
	82
	- 2


Table 4. Changes in Civic Engagement 
	Items
	1st survey
	2nd survey
	Percentage point change

	How important is it for you to stay on top of public affairs going on in your community? 

Percent important + very important
	88
	95
	+ 7

	How often do you feel that you can do something effective about your community’s problems?

Percent reporting always or most of the time 

Percent reporting sometimes 

Percent reporting rarely or never
	11
	17
	+ 6

	
	42
	53
	+11

	
	47
	30
	-13


Table 5. Participant Ratings of Parts of the Deliberative Process Components
	Items: How helpful were the following parts of the process in clarifying and informing your views?
	Percent very helpful
	Percent helpful
	Percent not very helpful
	Percent not at all helpful

	The expert panels
	44
	52
	2
	2

	The policy panel
	33
	54
	11
	2

	The small group discussions
	48
	48
	3
	0

	The briefing document
	57
	36
	5
	2

	Talking to others, after the first survey
	13
	33
	21
	11

	News media reports, after the first survey
	13
	33
	21
	11


Note: Missing values (“no opinion”) are not included in the categories or percentages reported here.

Table 6. Participant Ratings of the Briefing Document
	Items: 
	Percent 
	Percent 
	Percent 
	Percent 

	How much of the briefing document did you read before coming to the deliberation day event?
	All

68
	Most 

18
	Some 

11
	None

2

	To what extent did you think the information in the briefing document was fair and balanced?
	Very fair

51
	Mostly fair

44
	Partly fair

5
	Not fair 

0

	To what extent did you think the briefing document addressed the right issues—the things that really matter?
	All

18
	Most

72
	Some

8
	None

2

	To what extent were the briefing documents readable and understandable?
	Very easy to read

56
	Mostly easy to read

39
	Partly easy to read

5
	Not easy to read

0


Table 7. Thematic Analysis of Responses to Open-Ended Question 

	Themes
	Positive
	Negative or Changes Needed

	Overall a good experience, enjoyed it, would recommend it, would do it again.
	51
	

	Small group discussion experience
	11
	4

	Large group and panel sessions 
	8
	2

	Meaningful experience of engagement in public process and/or public issue
	12
	0

	Intend to act on this or other issues, as a result of this experience.  
	5
	0

	Learned during the process, from the experience, can be more effectively engaged in the future
	35
	0

	Appreciated or experienced a diversity of views
	11
	1

	Logistics such as directions, food, rooms, etc
	8
	0


RECOMMENDATIONS for CHANGES

1. Excellent process, recommend we have this survey during the day so we know issues to be surveyed and can focus on these issues and not get side-tracked, need more information and more time, not enough time in small group to do it well.
2. I enjoyed it. I felt it was a little too controlled and a free questioning period should have been allowed. I appreciated the one bonus question at the end. Land use policy should be discussed more. Building roads adds to sprawl.
3. It was a good experience. It allowed me to think more deeply about the issues through discussion with others. I would have allowed more time in the small group to discuss issues and frame questions for the policy group.

4. It was very informative but I'm not convinced that it will influence policy much in this case. This process might work better, have more influence with other issues. Transportation is really less politicized than I thought and how its portrayed in the press.
5. This was a very positive experience and brought together an interesting cross-section of people from diverse work backgrounds. However, I noted the age demographic was older and there were very few people of color or people from the inner city present. Thank you for the opportunity to participate.

6. I learned a lot about transportation in this process but feel like I didn't learn enough. The panels were too short and I would have liked to hear more discussion among the panels.

7. It was informative but limited in its impact that it will have on policy.
8. I enjoyed this form. My group many times pointed out it is nice to have a conservative in the group. Group facilitator Fallon sure did not like that I considered myself an individual.
9. I felt it was worthwhile and informative. Maybe a bit more time in small groups.
Appendix B. Analysis of the Metropolitan Area Transportation Survey

The large-scale random sample survey of Metropolitan Area residents is an important achievement that deserves its own analysis, distinct from its position in the Deliberative Polling process. The most significant finding in this survey is that we found no significant correlations between opinions and knowledge on transportation and demographic measures such as income, age, transportation mode, and employment. Constituents’ views on transportation cannot be simply arranged according to narrow categories of self-interest; instead, they are unsettled and contradictory, suggesting an opportunity for principled and well-reasoned leadership that could give solid direction for public opinion. Our detailed analysis focuses on three areas addressed in the survey: transportation concerns and investments, funding options, and public knowledge and efficacy.

Section A. Transportation Concerns and Investments
The survey results leave no room for doubt about the level of concern regarding traffic congestion.  Almost 82% of respondents disagreed with the statement “I can drive wherever I want in the metro area, without delays caused by traffic congestion,” and large margins agree that traffic congestion has a negative impact on the economy (over 82%) and on quality of life (over 78% ) of the Twin Cities. These results are consistent with Metropolitan State University’s 2007 Civic Confidence Survey, in which traffic congestion was seen as a major problem in the metro area, virtually tying with crime as the most-frequently cited concern.
In even larger numbers (93%), respondents agreed that it is important to consider the impact on the environment and the amount of energy and natural resources to be used when making transportation choices. At the same time, 80% of respondents indicated that they drive alone most of time when they commute to work or school, and only 57% of residents felt that it is not okay that currently the great majority of traffic is solo drivers—one person per car. These apparently contradictory results call for further study on the motivations and interests at work here. Are Twin Cities residents simply unwilling to give up the conveniences of solo driving, or do these results indicate a belief that the current transportation system leaves them little choice other than nearly total dependence on the personal automobile? The results here might indicate that metro area residents see clearly the direction in which transportation policy and investment needs to go, in terms of environmental impact, and yet find themselves reluctant to go there.
Section B. Funding Options
Respondents favored adding some taxes and tolls, they opposed others. A majority favored increasing the gas tax, vehicle registration fees, the general sales tax, and heavy truck fees; yet a majority also opposed issuing bonds to cover transportation costs, applying a sales tax to gasoline, increasing property taxes, and counties increasing the vehicle registration fees. Similarly, respondents favored permitting drivers to pay for free-flow lanes but opposed imposing bridge tolls and privatizing freeways and bridges—which would then be funded by tolls. 

There may be some logic behind these apparently inconsistent views. A majority of respondents indicated they endorse the general principle that “those who use the roads more, should pay more for their construction and upkeep.” Some of the findings are clearly consistent with this principle, e.g., increasing fees for heavy trucks which cause more wear and tear to roadways, charging fees/tolls for additional free-flow lane users, and increasing the gas tax. It may be, however, that this general principle holds only as long as the fees can be collected without inconvenience to the majority of drivers. Note that user-based fees suggesting some interruption in traffic flow were soundly rejected, such as tolls charged for new bridges or privatized roads and bridges. The general principle has a corollary: users pay, as long as it doesn’t slow me down! 

This is consistent with the 78% of residents who supported making it a priority to add new lanes to congested highways, and consistent as well with results from the Civic Confidence Surveys (1998, 2000, 2001, 2005, and 2007).  In each case, when asked to identify their first choice for reducing traffic congestion, residents have indicated the construction or expansion of roads as their first or second most popular choice. Similarly, the Civic Confidence Survey has since 1998 regularly asked residents to identify their first choice for reducing traffic congestion; and the use of toll roads or other pay-as-you-go systems has consistently ranked as the least popular choice each time this question was asked. 

This could also explain the majority support for improving bus and train service, both inside and beyond the Interstate 494-694 beltway, as well as the support for a broad-based ½ cent sales tax increase. It is consistent as well with overwhelming support for providing incentives to employers and drivers to increase carpooling. Twin Cities residents are willing to pay for convenience and ease of travel. 

In contrast to the above results explained by “principled convenience,” another set of responses seemed to reflect ideological opposition: “no” to increased property taxes, “no” to borrowing money to cover transportation costs, and “no” to new sources of funds such as county-imposed wheelage taxes or a sales tax on gasoline. 

Section C. Public Knowledge and Efficacy
The survey posed a series of questions to test the level of residents’ knowledge of transportation funding and use. “Don’t know” was the most common response to virtually all of these. This could help to explain the fact that less than 14% of citizens indicated that they can do something effective about their community problems most of the time or always, while 49% said that they can sometimes do something effective and almost 39% said “rarely” or “never.”  This result is even more worrisome when seen in light of the decrease in civic engagement that we reported in the 2007 Civic Confidence Survey: 

The 2007 Civic Confidence Survey results yielded a significant decrease in residents’ level of civic engagement; i.e., their active involvement in civic organizations. 51% reported no activity at all and 21% identified themselves as “not very active”. The comparable figures in the 2005 survey were 36% and 20%. More significantly, results for eight surveys going back to 1996 were much closer to the 2005 than the 2007 level. This will be an area to watch in future surveys to see if a trend toward disengagement emerges (p. 7).
This combination of lack of knowledge and sense of ineffectiveness indicates to us the need for processes that engage citizens in ways that both increase their knowledge and provide a means to use it effectively regarding public concerns and policies.

Appendix C. Survey Disclosures

Metropolitan Area Transportation Survey (2008)
This study was a random digit dial survey conducted by Northwest Survey and Data Services (NSDS), with numbers randomly drawn from all working telephone exchanges in the greater Minneapolis/St. Paul area. Telephone interviewing commenced on Wednesday, January 30, 2008 and concluded on Friday February 29, 2008.  In order to attain the highest response rate possible, potential respondents were called up to 15 times, until they either completed the survey or the interviewer was satisfied that the respondent understood the purpose of the survey and refused.  Every attempt was made to ensure that all respondents in the sample had an opportunity to participate.  The final CASRO response rate was 40%, and the refusal rate was 9%. For those residential numbers determined to eligible for an interview, NSDS completed 74%. 1003 residents completed the interview.  
For this study of 1003, the sampling error is +3.1 percentage points on a variable with a 50/50 proportional split (at the 95% confidence level). For a variable with a 80/20 proportional split, the sampling error is +2.5 percentage points.  This means that under the worst case the results reported in this survey can be generalized back to the entire resident population of Minneapolis/St. Paul with an accuracy of + 3.1%. Copies of the Executive Summary of the Deliberative Democracy Initiative and analysis of this survey are available from Francis J. Schweigert (612-659-7296 or francis.schweigert@metrostate.edu).
Civic Confidence Survey (2007)
The Civic Confidence Survey results are based on a Metropolitan State College of Management poll conducted February - March 2007, by telephone with 500 randomly selected adults in the seven-county Twin Cities metropolitan area The margin of error in the poll is 4.5% or less, for results based on all interviews in the poll. Margins of sampling error for smaller groups in the poll are larger.. The Metropolitan State Civic Confidence survey is directed by David O’Hara, Professor of Economics (612-659-7260, david.ohara@metrostate.edu), Roger Israel, Professor of Public Administration (612-659-7286, roger.israel@metrostate.edu) and Frank Schweigert, Assistant Professor of Public Administration (612-659-7296, francis.schweigert@metrostate.edu). Copies of the executive summary are available from Dina Inderlee (612-659-7281, dina.inderlee@metrostate.edu) and http://www.metrostate.edu/com/news/civicsurvey.html. 
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