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This report is one in a series of reports documenting the con-
tinuing analysis of data from the national surveys that have
--been conducted by the Research Office of Sociology at the
University of Pittsburgh for OCD-0S-63-48, Studies of Civil
Defense and (old War Attitudes. These analyses are further
supplemented by data from the studies available at the Civil
Defense Data Bank maintained by this office.

The scope and variety of the data available permit a wide range
of type and direction of analysis. The data offers great poten-
tial in that it can effectivcly support both broad scope and
discretely detailed modes of analysis. Although each report
published is a self-contained unit of analysis it also contrib-
utes to an overall analytic schema and its findings support and
define further analytic efforts and contribute to the de-ign

of research instruments.

The present report examines those components of support and
resistance with regard to Civil Defense programs that are a
function of perceptions of the views and attitudes of signifi-
cant others. To what extent do supporters of Civil Defense
regard *hemselves as '"standing aione" or do they feel that
their neighbors, people of importance and people "like them"
also share their views? How accurate is the public's assess-
ment of its own opinion? Wwho are the individuals most influen-
tial in molding public opinion on these issues? These and
related questions are cealt with in this report. The data con-
tained in the 1963 national survey most comprehensively
explored the dimensions relevant to this analysis and was thus
chosen as the base for the report.
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ATTITUDES TOWARD CIVIL DEBFENSE: AN BXAMINATION
OF THE ATTRIBUTION OF MAXIMUM APPROVAL (Synopsis)

I.

What picture does the American public have of other peoples'
attitudes towardCivil Defense? It is this question, the ques-
tion of ascertaining the attitudes we attribute to others,

that serves as the major focus of this report. More specifi-
cally, how favorable do we feel others to be toward Civil Defen<e
programs and what are some of the factors that lead us to these
perceptions of cthers?

There are five general topics that will be covered:

l. What does a sample of the American population believe
to be the attitudes toward civil defense held by their

fellow countrymen?

2. Looking more closely, what attitudes do various sectors
of this sample attribute to their own collectivity and
other col;cctivitics relative to civil defense?

2. How does the American sample itself feel about civil
defense?

4. What influence does a person's own feelings about civil
defense have on his perceptions of other peoples' feelings?

5. What ar iue cocbinad influences of collectivity mem-~
bership and ones own feelings on the attitudes we attri-
bute to others relative to civil defense?

. ‘ ;
As we examine the five questions presented above -v}Lill focus
on the attribution of maximum approval, i.e., the belief that a
group or individual is highly favorable toward Civii‘D.fonso

programs.

II.

Our data is drawn from "Foreign Affairs and Civil Defense"
(Survey SRS~110) a stuuy done under the direction of Dr. Jiri
Nehnevajsa of the Research Office of Sociology, University of
Pittsburgh in the Summer of 1963. A sample of 1434 respondants
was selected from the American adult population.

In "Foreign Affairs and Civil Defense" there are sets »f ques-
tions in which respondents were asked to estimate the desira-
bility of Civil Defense programs which they beliave represent




i~

the attitudes of various groups or individuals (se2 Appendix A
for a complete list of the attributed desirability questions).
These questions will serve as our attributed desirability indi-

‘cators. Respondents were given seven choices ranging from -3

through zerc to +3. The +3 response represents the most
desirable answer possible, i.e., the attribution of maximum
approval to a group or individual. We have also constructed an
index to measure the respondent's own personal feelings toward
Civil Defense., Respondents were classified as personally
exhibiting maximum approval, approval and indifference or oppo-
sition toward Civil Defense (for a fuller discussion of the
index see Appendix B).

Finally, various categories such as age, sex and education have
been chosen in order to "divide" our sample into subunits (one
may examine Appendix B to see the dividing points employed to
delimit various population characteristics).

The basic variables around which this report will revolve are
attributed desirabiiity (what are believed to be the evaluations
of others), personal favorability toward Civil Defense and popu-
latiorn characteristics (ones 'ocation in the social structure).
With these variables we hope io : :ed light on the image people
have of others and some of the f._.tors that mold this image.

I1I.

1. The Amarican Sample and Attrituted Desirability

In order to ascertain the attribution pattern of respondents,

we asked them to estimate what they believed to be the attitudes
of 15 different groups and individuals toward Civil Defense.
The resuiting distribution of maximum approval attributions is
presented below.
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TABLE 1: ATTRIBUTICNS

. % +3
Attributed Categories Attributions

Married with children 66.5
Single 16.6
Large city residents 57.6
Small town residents ‘23,1
Farmers 16.7
Clexgy 50.2
Congressmen 50.0
Mayor (of respondent's city) 49.7
Editor (of local paper) 4s5.7
President (mean) 39.8
Democrats 46.7
Republicans ‘ 38.0
President (mean) 39.8
Neighbors (mean) 35.3
o1d - - 31.9
Young 23.9

Marital Status - When Americans are asked to estimate the
attitudes of others toward Civil Defense, they attribute
maximum approval most often to married peocple with chil-
dren and attribute maximum approval least often to single
persons. In Table 1 it csa be seen that fully 66.5% of
our sample believe that married persons with children
exhibit maximum approval of Civil Defense, while only
16.6% balieve such attitudes characterize single persons.

Residence ~ when exanining attridbutions to residence,
urban residents are seen as giving maxisum approval to
Civil Defense far more often than persons in small towns
or on farms. The big city-small town differsnca is
sizable, 57.6% to 23.1%.

Influentials - The attribution to "influentials" ({i.e.,
soclial positions with particular relevance for opinion
leadership) is interesting in its consistency and the fact
that the mean percent for this category (47%) is higher
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than that of any other, Clergynen, Congressmen, Mayors,
Editors and the President of the United States are ail
sean quite frequently as hiqhly in favor of Civil Defense.
The percent figure for the President is itself a mean of
percentages based on three questions dealing with specific
Civil Defense situations, i,e., fanily shelters, public
shelters, shelters in new buildings and the respondent's
estimate of how the President feels toward these si tua-
tions (see Appendix A). If the President's percaived
attitude toward faamily shelters is eliminated, the revised
mean (43.9%) even more clesely approaches the attributions
to other "influentlials"”,l

"Party Preference - Examination of party affiliation indi-
cates that Democrats are morc often perceived as exhibiting
maximum approval of Civil Defense than are Republicans.
This estimation is consistent with the maximum appioval
estimates for urbanites and congressmen (both predominantly
Democratic in 1963). :

Age - When age is considered, the young receive fewer
maximum approval attributions than the old. Howewer, both
extrenmes of the .ge continuum receive relatively few
zaximum approval attributions when compared with the other
sets of categories.

President and Neighbors - The issue of presidential and
neighborhood attributed desirability is handled serarately,
because the questions used to measure these phenomena are
different from the main attributed desirability indicators
(see Appendix A), though the mean presidential score was
employed as a rough index and classified with other
"influentials". The three areas measured by presidential
and neighborhood indicators are prezsented in Appendix B.
For all areas measured the President more often receives
maxinun approval attributions than ones neighbors, which
is consistent with the high standing of "influentials"
generally.

2. Population Characteristics and Attributed Desirability

In the previous saection we showed how 15 different groups and
individuals (as measured by 19 attribution questions) were per-
ceived by our sample relative to maximum approval of Civil
Defense. 1In th’s section we will describe general propensities
to attribute maximum approval to these 15 groups and individuals,
in terms of the specific population characteristics possessed

by members of our sample. (In Appendix D we give complete

tables which can be examined in detail.)

l. For related findings see "The Threat of War and American
Public Opinion" by Gene Lavine and John Modell, Burear of
Applied Social Research, Columbia University, Novembe:, 1964,
Chap. V.
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Marital Status - In general, people who are married or have
baen married are more likely to attribute wmaximum approval
of Civil Defence across tna nineteen categories, than those
who are single.

Presence of Young Children - In general, peopie with chil-
drea under twelve years old are mors likely to attridbute
maximum approval, than thosa with no young children or no
children at all.

BEducation -« In general, the most highly educated persons
(those with at least some collegu education) are lass likely
to attribute maximunm approval, tian those with lower edu-
cational aitainments,

Income « In general, the higher the income the less likely
the attribution of maximum approval.

Party Prefarence - For every attributed category, Demo-
¢rats have a2 higher propensity to attribute maxiwam approval
than Republicans.

Religion - Catholics (with the exception of attribution to
the young) have : higher propensity to attribute maxiaun
approval than Protestants.

Age - In general, the younger the respondert tha more likely
he is to attribute maximun approval.

Sex - In general, femalas are wmore likely to attribute
maximum approv.! than amales,

Rasidence - In rural areas, those in the more sparsely
populated rural sattlements (a county with no towm over
10,000 persons) are more likely to attribute maximum
approval than those in the larger towns. in urban areas,
big city residents (a standard metropolitan area with 2
million persons or more) are more likely to attribute
maximum approval than those in smaller astropolitan areas,

The data in our study is of such nature that it permits more
detailed analysis of specific attribution patterns. Thus we can
examine, for instance, such things as the influence of wembership

2. When we have ssid that group A with a given population char-
-acteristic is rore likely than group B to attribute maxinum
approval, we wean that for at least ten of the nineteen attri-
buted categories, a larger proportion of the meabers of 2
attribated maxiwum approval than did the msabars of B,
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in the group to which a respondent, is making an attribution.
One of the more interesting pattcrrs in this regard involves
residence. , r

TABLE 2: RESIDENCE

% +3 Attribution

Population Characteristics
‘(Rasidence) Large Cities | Small Towns
Large urban 49.0 27.5
Small urban 54.4 23.5
Large rural 60.1 20.2
'Small rural | 70.2 20.2

On the at{ribution of maximum approval to large city residents,
the smalleér the population the greater the likelihood of making
such an attribution. These large city attributions are not
predictable from our general findings, because they are the
reverse of the usual situation in which large urban residents
allocate maximum approval attributions more often than resi-
dents of smaller urban commsunities across most of the nineteen
attributed categories,

There is the possibility that the degree of social and/or geo-
graphic distance may be operating as a causal factor in the
large city attributions. Thus the greater the social distance,
the greater the likelihood of attributing maximum approval.

In the casa of attribution to small town residents an inter-
esting pattern emerges. Respondents from rural areas of varying
population dansity are equally likely to attribute maximun
approval to smail town residents. This consensus is rather
striking since for all the other attributed categories people
in the more densely populated rural areas more often attribute
maximum approval. The social distance postulate is useful in
interpreting the urban responses relative to the small town
attributions for the respondents in the more densely populated
urban areas more often attribute maximum approval to small
town residents., However, the consensus of rural respondents
on the attribution to small town residents reqQuires another
explanation. It may be that this consensus of rural respon-
dents is due to differing interpretations of the meaning of
"small town" such that most rural inhabitants regardless of
the population density of their respoctivc areas believe that
they live in a small towm.
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3. Personal Attitudes Toward Civil Defense

Up to this point we have examined the pattern of attributions
for the total sample and some of its constituent elemants. Now
we shall examine the personal attitudes of respo.dents them-
selves and compare this with thaeir attributions.

Employing a three-question index (see Appendix B) we find that
24% of our sample exhibits maximum personal approval of Civil
Defense programs another 47% personally approve of Civil Defense
prograns, while 29% are personally neutral or opposed.

Since the questions employed to elicit personal attitudes differ
from the ones used to determine attributions, direct compari-
sons are unwarranted, However, we can compare maximua approval
attributions to specific groups and the maximum personal approval
of members of these groups within our sample, in terms of rela-
tive rank. Presented below are the results for a set of groups
to which attributions werc made and of which there were repre-
seantatives in. our sample.

TABLE 3: SBLECTED RANKED ATTRIBUTIONS AND PBRSONAL ATTITUDES

Personal Attitudes S Attributions

(maximum approval) (maximum approvall)

1. Marxied with chiluaren
2, Large city residents 2 Large city rcsidnnts
3. Persons with children under 12 [3. Democrats
4. Young persons ' 4. Republicans

5

6

7

l., Demcocrats

S. Small town residents Old persons

"16. Old persons Young persons
7. Republicans . Small town residents

8. Single persons -]

In Table 3 we see a fairly high degree of agreement between the
two sets of ranks. (The Spearman rg RHQ7 ranked correlation
coefficient is +.69 and employing a t test this result is statis-
tically significant at the .02 level.) The clearest case of
"inaccuracy" is found for Republicans, Republicans are thought
to support Civil Defense programs more strongly than Republican
members of our sasvle actually do.

4. The Influence of Personal Attitudes on Attributions

Since people in our sample differ in their personal attitudes
toward Civil Defense pr~grams it is of interest to us to know
whether these differencus, irrespective of particular popula-
tion characteristics, influence the attribution of aaximum
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approval., We find that the higher the personal favorability
toward Civil De¢fense programs, tte more likely the attribution
of maximum approval to others. This relationship holds across
all 19 attribution categories.

S. Population Characteristics, Parsonal Attitudes
" and Attributed Perception

Earlier we have found that both the population characterisitcs
and the personal attitudes of resp ndents influence the attri-
bution of maximum approval. Taking these two factors together
and examining thelr joint effect on attribution pattcrns leais
to some interesting findings.

In examining the influence of population characteristics we
found that some of these characteristics were more frequently
associated with the attrib.cion of maximum approval than others.
A further comparison of these characteristics indicates th-t
within the population characteristics with the higher propen-
sity to attribute maximum approval are also found higher pro-
portions of persons who exhibited maximum personal approval.
Further, the relationship betwecen personal favorability and the
attribution of maximum approval is strengthened by population
characteristics and the relation between population character-
istics and the attribution of maximum approval is strengthened
by personal favorability. Thus if respondents exhibit both
maxirun personal approval and possess a pooulation character-
istic with high propensiiy to attribute maximum approval, they
are more likely to attribute maximum approval than if they
exaibit merely one but not the other of these predisposing
factors,

Mnst of the relationships discussed in this section are sunnar”
statements of large masses of data, i.e., an overview of the w
general direction of relationship based on an examination of
many discrete "bits" of data. For those who wish to look at
the total data distribution or some of its parts in order to

examine issues in more detail see Appendix F. |

Iv,

In our examination of what the American public beliees to be

the attitudes of their fellow countrymen toward Civil Defense,

we have found that a whole range of groups and individuals are
perceived as exhibiting a high measure of favorability toward
Civil Defense and that the majority of our respondents themselves
are personally favorable toward Civil Defense, Focusing on the
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attribution of maxiwum approval we found that some groups and
individu-ls are far more likely than others to receive such
attributions and the maximum approval attributions taken as
general patterns are influenced by the population character-
istics and personal attitudes of respondents.

® # #

This report has involved the collection and analysis of large
masses of data, What is perhaps most consistentlr striking
about our findings is, that regardless of how the data are
examined, we are confronted with a compelling realization that
there is a very high positive valuation of Civil Defense pro-
grams by the American public. Further, although almost
everyond is believed by our respondents to support Civil Defense,
"influentials" (e.g., the President and Congressmen) taken as

a group are most consistently presumed to give maximum support
to Civil Defense. Thus the public support for Civil Defense 1is
combined with an expectation that those with the most direct
impact on the operation of Civil Defense programs will be among
the most ardent supporters of Civil Defense programss.




RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

This report is one in a series of topical reports based on the
results obtained from the national opinion surveys conducted

for OCD-0S-63-48, STUDIES OF CIVIL DEFPENSE AND QOLD WAR ATTI-
IUDES. These surveys, based on rational probability samples,
focus on relevant public attiiudes, opinion, information and
behavior concerning ongoing and prospective civil defense efforts
and the Cold War environment to which these efforts are a
‘response.

National surveys are required by the necessity to fully evaluate
actual and possible civil defense programs in their largest con-
text., More "localized" research, such as study of a community
or of a specific group, serves to provide significant insights,
especially of process and dynamic, but cannot be regarded as a
substitute for nation-wide probes. Only a probabilistic national
sample can determine the degree and nature of existing consensus.
The nation-wide survey can serve to verify the results of
localized efforts and in turn can provide clues to problem areas
that may best be examined in depth via 2 "local” study. Aa
ability to feel the "pulse of the nation'" on ecrtical issues is
one of the prerequisites for selection and implementation of

the best possible civil defense programs. This does not imply
that the "best"” programs need be the ones the population is

most receptive to at a given time, In fact, such is not likely
to be the case. But, the knowledge on the part of the Office

of Civil Defense of the most probable strains, the major sources
of potential resistance and support, and the images and know-
ledge affecting actual behavior, should be instrumental in over-
coming some of the difficulties necessarily associated with any
major nation-wide effort.

To date the civil defense surveys have consisted of two annual
national studies concerning civil defense and Cold War attitudes,
conducted in the summers of 1963 and 1964, and a national survey
on public acceptance of the proposed NEAR alerting system, admin-
istered in January 1964. 1In order to monitor the state of mind
of the population with regard to civil defeunse and to ascertain
any trends or drifts of basic opinion, the national surveys have
been conducted regularly and anmually. In view of the fact that
all three surveys have indicated very little shift in public
response to the basic issues no naticnal survey has been planned
for 1965. Instead, efforts are being concentrated on further,
mo:e comprehensive analysis of the materials presently available.
In the event of a shift in national or international events

that suggests alteration of perceptions of civil defense options
or basic public images of the Cold War envircnment, we are pre-
pared to respond to a Civil Defense requirement for another

national survey.

-xv-
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The major data requirements levied on the basic survey schedule
instruments consist of the following considerations:

(a)

(v)

(c)

(d)

It is essential that a portion of the instrument be
such that it can be utilized, withcut alteration (and
certainly without major changes), repeatedly. In
such repeated observations, the analysis of changes
can best be anchored.

In addition to this core of the instrument, "toEical"
issues are included pertaining to the circumstances
which prevail a2t the tixe of the survey (example:
Cuban crisis).

In addition to the core and topical portions of the
instrument, related items submitted by other researchers
working on behalf of the Office of Civil Defense are
included.

Relevant population characteristics are included in
the instrument, observations upon what are customarily
referred to as "face-sheet" variables (sex, education,
etc.). This enables us to pinpoint the characteris-
tics in terms of which our population is homogeneous,
and those in terms of which it varies, with regard to
the other variables of the inquiry.

The "core" items for the survey schedules primarily consist of
scts of alternative future outcomes of the Cold War and of sets
of alternative civil defense systems of the future. Bach com-
ponent of these sets is assessed by the respondents in the
sample as to its probability of occurrence for a given time

point in

the future and its desirability to the individual

respondent. On occasion, the respondent is alsc requested to
assess the probability and desirability estimates of relevant
others for sets of potential outcomes. The "topical"” compo-
nents are, of co.rse, dependent upon the circumstances prevailing
at the time of questionnaire make-up and the interests of the
Office of Civil Defense. The 1963 survey included items on the
Cuban crisis and the 1964 survey modified the "core” iteamas on
civil defense futures to include the alternative civil defense

postures

presented by Secretary Pittman to the hearing of the

Armed Services Subcommittee in nid-1963,




RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The methodolcgy employed in STUDIES OF CIVIL DEFENSE AND COLD
WAR ATTITUDES is essentially that associated with conventional
large-scale national surveys, modified by elements of Cutcomes
methodology (the assessment of likelihood and desirability of
alternative futures) and certain aspects of systems interpreta-
tion of attitudes and behavior based on the interlacing of
analyses of perceptions of, and responses to, the Cold war
environment and civil defense measures as a personal and national
response to that environment.

The data-collection and sample design for all three surveys has
been handled by the Natiosnal Upinion Research Center of the
University of Chicago. The two annuzl surveys were national
probability samples of 1434 and 1464 Americans and, the NBAR
study was based on a national samplé of 1402 Awe icans obtained
from a probability block sample of 1500. The reports in this
series are based on one or both of the two national samples.

In a national probability sample every individual in the sam-
pling universe (in these instances every adult American) has

an equal and known likelihood of occurring in our final sample.
Thus our national samples can be regarded with considerable
confidence as '"representative" of the total population. On
such relatively invariant characteristics as sex and race the
various samples are consistent with each other and with the
corresponding proportions obtained from the national census.
The differences between the original sanpling frages of 1500
and the final sample are the result of the near impossibility
of obtaining 100% success on '"call-backs" (those individuals
who were not available on the initial contacts) within 2 rea-
sonable time period.

regard to possible response categories in such a manner that
the data obtained can be readily entered onto punch cards. Upon
receipt of these punch cards from the National Opinion Research
Canter the data contained in them is transferred to magnetic
tape in order to facilitate use of the 7070 and 7090 IBM com-
puters for processing of the data for analysis. The basic mode
of analysis used in these reports is usually that of multi-
variate tabular analysis. Here two or more variables are quan-
tified and entered into a table format that permits examination
of their mutual effect on each other's distribution of values.
On occasion this approach will be supplemented by various sta-
tistical devices, such as the product-moment correlation coef-
ficient which formally specifies the direction and extent of
such relationships when given data characteristics obtain. In
view of the relstively large size of our samples the applica-
tions of tests of significance of difference is often not
particularly useful in that practically sny difference will be
found "significant'" even though the objective size of the
difference is substantively irrelevant. .

|
Bach questionnaire schedule is designed and pte-éodod with

-xvii-~
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The analysis performed on the data obtained from the national
surveys conducted by this office is supplemented by reference

to the results from a variety of studies sponsored by the Office
of Civil Defense. In the Data Bank at the University of Pitts-
burgh we have not only the final reports of most of these
rescarch efforts, but in many cases the "raw" data on which

they are based. Possession of the actual punch cards allows

us to process the data of others so that more precise comparisons
of related findings can be made. '




DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY
UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH

ATTITUDES TOWARD CIVIL DEFENSE: AN EXAMINATION

OF THE ATTRIBUTION OF MAXIMUM APPROVAL

BY

J. BLLIOT SELDIN

FOR

OFFICE OF CIVIL DEFENSE
OFFICE OF SECRETARY OF ARMY

RESBEARCH SUBTASK 4812B
OCD-0S5-63-48

OCTOBER, 1965



Introduction
‘I. Procedures
I1. Findings

JI11. Conclusion

Appendix
Appendix
Apperdix
Appendix
Appendix

Appendi x

A

B

C

D

TABLE

OF CONTENTS

-1ii-

Page
Number

23
27
29
31
41
51

83




INTRODUCTION

what picture does the American public have of other peoples
attitudes toward Civil Defense? It is this question, the question
of ascertaining the attitudes we attrivtute to others, that serves
as the major focus cf this report. More specifically, how tavorable
do we fzel others to be toward Civil Defense prograws and what are
som@ of the factors that lead us to these perceptions of others?
There are five general topics that will be covered:
1. What does a sample of the American population
believe to be the attitudes toward Civil Defense heid
by their fellow cou. trymen?
2. Looking more closely, what do various sectors of this
sample attribute to their own collectivity and other

collectivities relative to Civil Defense?

3. How does the American sample itself feel about Civil
Defense?

4, What influernce does a person's own feelings about
Civil Defense have on his perceptions of other paoples
feelings?

S. What are the combined influences of collectivity mpen-
bership and ones own feelings on the attitudes we
attribute to others relative to Cival Defence?

Our report will contain the following zections: Procecturas,
Findings, Conclusions and Appendices. Procedures will be devoted to
a general discussion of the central variables in this study and our
means of measuring them. Findings involves a presentatien and inter-~
pretation of data bearing directly on our five topics. Conclusions
will be a section in which we pull together the more important of
our findings. T[he appendices will contain detailed description of

operational measures and additional data distributions relevant to

Civil Dafense attitudes.




I. PROCEDURES

Our data is dravn’fron "Foreign Affairs and Civil Defense"
(SurQey SRS-110) a study done under the direction of DOr. Jiril
Nehnevajsa of the Research Office of Sociology, University of
Pittsburgh in the summer of 1963, A sample of 1434 respondents was
selected from the American adult population.

The central concern of our report involves the meajurement of
attribuied desirability. 1In "Foreign Affairs and Civil Defense"”
there are sets of questions in which respondents were asked to esti-
mate the desirability of Civil Defense programs which they believe
represent the attitudes of various groups or individuals (ioe
Appendix A for a complete list of the attributed desirability que: -
tions). These questions will serve as our attributed desirability
indicators. Respondents were given seven choices ranging frcm -3
through zero to +3. The +3 responses represent the most desirable
answar possible, i.e., the atttribution of maximum approval toc a
group or individual. Ihroughou} this report we shall concentrate
on this +3 response category. We know from prior studies that the
American people are, in general, highly favorable toward Civil
Defense ptograns.l Given the overwhelming support of Civil Defense

we have chosen specifically to examine variation in the attribution

of maxinum approval to others.

1. See for examplc, Martha Willis Anderson "The 1964 Civil Defense
Postures: F.obability and Desirability," September 1964, University

of Pittsburgh, OCD-0OS~63-48.




We are also concerned about a respondent's own feelings toward
Civil Defense and the possible consequences of such f;elinqs for
attributed desirability. Thus we have constructed an index to mea-
sure the respondent's own personal feelings toward Civil Defense.
Respondents were classified as personally exhibiting maximunm ‘
approval, approval and 1ndiffcfcncc or opposigion toward Civil Defense
(for a fuller discussion of the index sece Appendix B).

Finally, we wish to more determinately explore gectors of our
sample. Therefore, various categories such as age, sex and ﬁducj-
tion have been chosen in order to "divide" our ;;-plc into squnits
(one ~ay examine Appe:i dix E to see the dividing points employed to.
delimit various population characteristics).

The basic variables around which this report will revolve are
attributed desirability (what are believed to be the cvaluitions of
others), Civil Defense Favorability Index (the personal attitudes

b
of our respondents) and population characteristics (one's location

1 ‘ i
1igh WOn the image people have of others and some of the factors

|
that Qold this image.
|

|

in the social structure). With these variables we hope to shed

'
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II. FINDINGS

The American Sanple and Attributed Desirability

TABLE 1: ATIRIBUTIONS

% +3
Attributed Categorics 1l _Attributions

Married with children 66.5
Single 16.6
Large city residents | 57.6
Small town residents . 23,1
Farmers 16.7
Cldrgy 50,2
Congressmen $0.0
Mayor (of respondent's city) 49.7
Bditor (of local paper) 45.7
President (mean) 39.8
Democrats 46.7
Republicans 38.0
President (mean) 39.8
Neighbors (mean) : 3s5.3
Old 31.9
Young hh 23.9

Marital Status - When Americans are asked o estimate the atti-
tudes of others toward Civil Defense, they attribute maximuna
approval most often to married people with children and attri-
bute maximum approval lsast often to single persons. In Table
1 it can be seen that fully 66.5% of our sample believe that

'married persons with children exhibit maximum approval of Civil

Defense, while only 16.6% believe such attitudes characterize
single persons.

Residence - When examining attributions to residence, urban
residents sre seen as giving maximum approval to Civil Dafense
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far more often than persons in small towns or on farms. The
big city-small town difference is sizable, 57.6% to 23.1%.

Influentials - The attribution to "influentials" (i.e., social
positions with particular relevance for opinion leadership) is
interesting in its consistency and the fact that the mean per-
cent for this category (47%) is higher than that of any other.
Clergymen, Congressmen, Mayors Editors and the President of

the United States are all seen quite frequently as highly in
favor of Civil Defense. The percent figure for the President

is itself a mean of percantages based on three questions dealing
with specific Civil Defense situations, i.e., family shelters, .
public shelters, shelters in new buildings and the respondent's
estimate of how the President feals toward these situations

(see Appendix A). If the President's perceived attitude toward
family shelters is eliminated, the revised mean (43.9%X) even
more closely approaches the attributions to other "influentials",

Party Preference - Examination of party preference indicates
that Democrats are more often perceived as exhibiting maximum
approval of Civil Defense than are Republicans., This estima-
tion is consistent with the maximum approval estimates for
urbanites and congressaen (both predominantly Democratic in
1963). :

Age - When age is considered, the young receive fewer -axi-un

approval attributions than the old., However, both extremes of

the age continuum receive relatively few maximum approval attri-

butions whaen compared with the other sets of categories,

The issues of presidential and neighborhood attributed desira-
bilities arehandled separately, because the questions used to
measure these phenomena are different from the main attributed
desirability indicators which tap Civil Defense and fallout shel-
ters defined in a general sense (see Appendix A), though the mean
presidential score was cnﬁloyod as a rough index and classified with
other "influentials.” Both the presidential and neighborhood indi-
cators tapped three areas--attributed attitudes toward public shelters,
family shelters and shelters in pew buildings (the same areas ai
tapped by our personal attitudesindex--see Appendix B and section

3 of Findings).
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For the President the attributed rank in descending order is
new buildings, public shelters and fanily.ahelters. For one's
neighbors the order is publi: shelters, new buildings and family
shelters. However, for all areas the President more often receives
‘uaxinum approval attributions, which is consistent with the high
standing of "influentials" generally (see Table 2).

TABLB 2: SHELTER TYPES

Attributions
Shcltcr.Types President % +3 Neighborhood % +3
Buildings 44 .8 36.1
Public shelters 43.0 | 42.2
Family shel ters 31.8 27.7

Sumnary. We have found that when an American sample is asked
to estimate the evaluations of various groups and individuals, they
most often attribute maximum approval to married poopl; with chil-
dren, They see "influentials" as highly in favor of Civil Defense
programs and also perceive city people and Democrats as quite
favorable toward Civil Defense. The old and particularly young,
the small towﬁ resident and the farmer receive considerably fewer
maximum approval estimates. While both ones neighbors and Repub-

licans are generally intermediate between these two extremes.?

2. For the distribution of attributions from -3 through +3 see
Appendix C.




2, Population Characteristics and Attributed Desirability

In this section we shall begin by outlining a set of general
findings. There are nineteen attributed categories and nine popu-
lation characteristics to be found in our study (each one of the
population characteristics is divided iﬁto subtypes). We shall
present the general direction of relationships, i.e., what people
with specific populatioﬁ characteristics believe to be the atti-
tudes of the fifteen different groups or individuals measured by
our nineteen attributed categories relative to maximum approval of
Civil Defense. (In Appendix D we give complete tables which can
be examined in detail.)

Marital Status - In general, people who are married or have

been married are more likely to attribute maximum approval of

Civil Defense across the nineteen categories, than those who
are single. '

Presence of Young Children - In general, people with children
under twelve years old are more likely to attribute maximum
approval, than those with no young children or no children at
all,

Education - In general, the most highly educated persons (those
with at least some college education) are less likely to attri-
bute maximum approval, than those with lower educational attain-
mants.

Income - In general, the higher the income the less likely the
attribution of maximum approval.

Party Preference - For every attributed category, Democrats
have a higher propensity to attribute maximum approval than
Republicans.

Religion - Catholics (with the exception of attribution to the
young) have a higher propensity to attribute maximum approval
than Protestants.

Age - In general, the younger the respondent the more likely
bhe is to attribute maximum approval.




Sex - In general, females are more likaly to attribute maximun
approval than nmales.

Residence - In rural areas, those in the more sparsely popu-
lated rural settlements (a county with no town over 10,000 per-
sons) arc more likely to attribute maximum approval than those
in the largcr towns, In urban areas, big city residents (a
standard metropolitan area with 2 million persons or more) are
more li#ely to attribute maximum approval than those in smaller
metropolitan areas.3

*® & @

Now let us examine a set of comparisons. The objective of this

portion of the raport is to see how some groups view themselves and

other related groups.
| .
TABLE 3: MARITAL STATUS AND PRESBNCB OF CHILDREN

| .
% +3 Attribution

Population Characteristics Married
Marital Status and Presence of Children) Single with Children
Single 22.0 $3.3
Married 15.8 66.8
Once married 18.0 ‘74.3
|
Children under i2 17.1 66,2
No children under 12 17.0 66.6

In Table 3, we hbtice‘that when single persons are asked to
3stimate the attitudes of single persons thay are more likely to
attribute maximum approval than those who are or were married
(al though fo: other attribution categories married - once married

are more likély to attribute maximum apprsval). Indeed for the
|

|
Il
i

3. vwhenwe have said that group A with a ¢glven population charac-
teristic is more l1ikely than group B to attribute maximum approval,
we mean “hat for at least ten of the nineteen attributed categories,
a larger proportion of the mambers of A attributed maximum approval
than did the members of B.
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single person attributed category, no other group in our sample
attributes maximum approval as of ten as single persons themselves
(see Appendix D). It is also inteteSting to note that the once-
marriedsare more likely to attribute naxinuﬁ approval to the
married with children category than those who &re presently married.

Examining tl.e lower portions of the table it can be sgeﬂ that
those who have young children attribute maximum approval to married
with children as often a; tho se persons without young children.
fhc fiﬁdings are similar for the attribution to siﬁglc persons as
well. These consensual results run counter to the more frequent
finding that those with young children are more likelv fo attribute
maximum approval thanvthoso wi thout young children.

TABLE 4: POLITICAL PREFERENCE

% +3 Attribution

Population Characteristics
(Political Preference) Republicans Democrats Congress
Republicans _ 37.9 39.4 45.7

There are three findings of some interest in Table 4. First,
Republicans do not recognize much difference between themselves and
Democrats when estimating maximum approval. Thirty-nine percent of
all the Republicans in our .tudy attribute maximum approval to
Democrats. Second, while Democrats do perceive a difference between
themselves and Republicans, their attribution of maximum approval

to Republicans approximates Republicans attribution to this category.
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(As we shall sae later, Republicans and probadbly even Dezxxcrats have
a "di;tortnd" view of Republican-Democrat differoncca.) Finally,
both Democrats and Republicans more frequantly attribute maximum
approval to Congressmen than they do to the rank and file of either
party (though for Damocrats, rank and file Democrats and congressmen
receive almost the same number of attributions).

TABLE S5: AGE

% +3 Attribution

opulation Characteristics
(Age) _ Young o1d
20-39 years old 26.5 31.4
40-59 years old 21.8 33.1
60+ years old 21.3 28.2

Since the younger the respondent the more likely the attribu-~
tion of maximum approval, the columns of Table 5 suggest little
that is surprising. Further,we note clear consensus, i.e., in all
age groups there are more respondents who bclievo that olq people

|
exhibit maximum approval than there are tJOSe who attribute such

approval to the young.

TABLE 6: RESIDENCE

% +3 Attribution

opulation Characteristics J
(Residence) Large Cities Small Town
Large urban 49.0 27.5
Swall urban 54.4 23.5
Large rural 60.1 20.2
Small rural 70.2 20.2
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On the attribution of -axi-ﬁm approval to large city residents,
the smaller the population,the greater the likelihood of making such
an attribution. These lar§e city attributions are not predictable
from our general findings, because they are the reverse of the
usual situation in which large urban residents allocate maxizunm
approval attributions more often than residents of smaller urban
communi ties across most of the nineteen attributed categorles,

There is the possibility that the degree of social and/or
geographic distance may be operating as a causal factor in the
large city attributions. Thus the greater the social distarce, the
greater the likelihood of attributing maximum approval. If this
is true,it may also explain why the less educated {those who have
not gone on to college) and low income groups (family income below
$5,000 a yaar) are mpore likely to attribute maximum approval to
rinfluentials.™

In the case of attribution to small town residents an inter-
esting pattern emerges. Respondents from rural areas of varying
population density are equally likely to =ttribute maximum approval
to small town residents. This consensus is rather striking since
for all the other attributed categories people in the more densely

populated rural areas more often attribute maximum approval. The

4. However, let us not be too optimistic about the atility of
social distance to "integrate" our findings. For even if political
affiliation can be exempted on the presumption that social distance
as we use it is not a relevant concept, age cannot be so exempted
and the old do not attribute maximum approval to the young more
often than the young attribute to the young (see Table 5).
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social distance postulate is useful in interpreting the urban
responses relative to the small town attributions for the respcn-
druts in the more densely populated urban areas more often attri-
bute maximum approval to small town residents. However, the
consensus of rural respondents on the attribution to small town
residents requires another explanation. It may be that this
oonsensus.of‘rural respondents is due to differing intorpretations
of the meaning of "small town" 3uch that most rural inhabitants
regariless of the population density of their respective areas
believe that they live in a snal; town or the presence of proxi-
mite ties to small towns even if the respondent does not believe
that he lives 15 one,

Sumkary. We have attespted in this section to describe the
general pattern of sttributicns in terms of differing population
characteristics. We have alsc looked at certair specific attributed.
categories and related them to a limited set of population charac-
teristics (with a primary interest in examining the influence of
membership and non-membership in groups to which aitributions were
made).

Those who were more likely to attribute maximum approval to
others were the married, parsoné with young children, the lesser
educated, the lower in incuwe, Derocrats, Catholics, young peoplae,
females, largest city and smallest town (the ends of the residence
continuum) inhabitants. We have suggested that singles persons wera

particularly predisposed to attribute maximum approval to themselves,




“ld -

/
/

that Democrats and particularly Republicans did notvsufficicntly
recognize in their attributions the "real"diffe:ences be tween
Democrats and Republicans (the nature of the '"real" differences
will be discussed shortly), that there is high consensus among the
old and young on the relative ranking of old and young and that
social distance helps explain some of the attribution patterms of

respondents particularly when connected to residence.

3, Personal Attitudes Toward Civil Defense

Up to this point we have examined the pattern of attributions
for the total sample and scae of its constituent elements. Now we
'shall examine the personal aftitudes oi respondents themselves and
compare this with their attributions.

It will be remembered that our index of personal attitudes
toward Civil Defense (Appendix B) sets a much higherlstandard for
what will count as maximum approval. The respondent must averége
+3 on three divergent ic.ems, with varying degrees of general desira-
bility for the American population. Thus we would not expect maximum
approval on the personal attitudes index to be as frequently
achieved as it is on most of our single item attribution categories.
Nunetheless, fully 24% of otr sample exhibits maximum personal
approval of Civil Defense, another 47% support Civil Defense, while
29% are neutral or opposed (if the Question of family shelters had
not been included in the index, the 29% figure would have been
reduced)., We consider ;hese results confirmation of the high degree

of pubiic support for Civil Defense programs.
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TABLE 7: PERSONAL ATTITUDES TOWARD CIVII. 'EFENSBH

%

Maximum Approval

Approval

Indifference or Opposition

24.1

46.7

29.1

Though our index and attribution categories do not share

similar percent distributions we can check for the "accuracy of

attributions,”" by comparing relevant attribution categories with

the "real attitudes" of certain population sectors, in terms of

rank, Below is a table comparing attributed rank and "real" rank

as measured by our personal attitudes index,

TABLE 8: SELECTED RANKED ATTRIBUTIONS AND PERSONAL ATTITUDES

Personal Attitudes
(maximum approval)

Attributions
(maximum approval)

1. Democrats

2. Large city residents

3 Persons with children under 12
4. Young persons

5., Small town residents

6., Old persons

7. Republicans

8. Single persons

1.
2.
3.
4,
5.
6.
7.
8.

Married with children
Large city residents
Democrats

Republicans

0Old persons

Young persons

Small town residents
Single persons '

In Table 8 we see a fairly high degree of agreement between the

two sets of ranks. (The Spearman r, [ﬁ!i7 ranked correlation coef-

ficient is +.691 and employing a t test this result is statistically

significant at the .02 level.) Though the attribution to married

with children is perhaps somewhat greater than is merited (by their
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rank in terms of the perscnal atiitudes index) and Democrats are
i ,
not given sufficient attributed rank, both these types of people
are perceived quite often to be highly in favor of Civil Defense

and are in fact among the most favorably disposed toward Civil
Defense as measured by our personal attitudes index. Small town
rosidchts, the young and the old, possess attributed ranks dif-

fering from their personal attitudesranks. Nonetheless, these

k%nds of people have been placed in relatively similar positions
!
in both ranking systems. Further the rank of small towns in the

:ﬂional attitudes column ;nd its lack of agreement with the attri-
buted rank is a function o% an operational decision, i.e., we chose
to define small town rcapo;donts as residents of the less densely
settled rural areas. If we had chosen instead to define these
~espondents as residents of the more densely scttl;d areas (coun-
ties with towns over 10,000), their rank in the personal attitudes
column would have been 6th and would more closely approximate the
,attributed rank of small town residents. Since we do not know
t%, "image” our sample had of what a small town is, the lack of
co;£istcncy we have found is less fﬁan conciusivo{

The clearest case of inaccuracy is found in the attribution
to Republicans versus the actual attitudes of Republicans. chuﬁ-
licans are thought to support Civil Defense more strongly than they
actually do. Indeed Republicans themselves perceive little differ-

ence between themselves and Democrats, and while Democrats do attri-

bute maximum approval less frequently to Republicans (see section 2
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of Findings) even they are not sufficiently aware of the "true"
attitudes of Republicans. D!-ocxatg, as with the total sample,
rank Republicans 4th on the attribution dimension. (See Appendix E
for the distribution of personal attitudes toward Civil Defense in
terms of various population characteristics).

Summary. We have found the American people to feel rather
favorably toward Civil Defense programs. That 71% of the American
population 1s.favornb10 in some degree in favor of major Civil Defense
programs is, we believe, a8 ninimum estimate, In the comparison of
.the attribution of maximum approval with the "actual™ distribution
of such approval, we found that attributions fairly accurately
mirror actuality, with £he -‘jor exception being the overestimation

of Republican support.

4. The Influence of Personal Attitudes on Attributions

The data in Table 9 can be summarized quite simply. The higher
the personal favorability toward Civil Defense programs, the more
likely the attribution of maximum approval to others. This rela-
tionship holds across all maximum approval attributed categories.

Of those who are indifferent or opposed to Civil Dafense, propor-
tionately fewer individuals aztribute maxisum approval to others,
than do those who themnselves approve of Civil Defense. Of those

who approve of Civil Defense (but not maximally), proportionately
fewer attribute maxisum approval to others than do those who

themselves exhibit maximum approval.
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5. Population Characteristics, Personal Attitudes
and Attributed Perception

We have found previously that people with certain population
characteristics are more likely to attribute maximur approval across
the nineteen attributed categories than others, and we have also
found that variation in personal attitudes is correlated with
variation in the attribution of maximum approval, such that the more
favorable an individual is toward Civil Defense the more likely he
is to Eelieve others to be favorable. In this section we will exam-
ine some aspects of the personal attitude--population characteristic
interplay. |

Can given population characteristics predict differences in the
distribution of maximum approval on the personal attitudes index?
Thus, e¢.g., if Democrats Qtttibutc maximum approval more often than
Republicans, do Democrats also have a greater proportion of persons
who personally exhibit maximum approval? The answer is yes. 1In
every instance where we have shown a general difference in the like-
lihood of attributing maximum approval based on differences in
population characteristics, the group attributing maximum approval
more often also has a larger proportion of its members who porsonﬁlly
exhibit maximuz approval {see Appendix E),

Can the presence of given population characteristics be shown
to influence the effect of maximum personal approval upon the attri-
bution of maximum approval? We know that for the general population
maxizum personal spproval influences attributions, but are there

differsences in this influence depending upon what kinds of people
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in our sample possess such personal attitudes? Such seems to be
the case., Membership in groups with relatively high tendencies to
attribute maximum approval appears to strengthen the relationship
between maximum personal approval and the attribution of maximum
approval to othcrs;

We have in mind two groups. In both groups all individuals
exhibit maxdimum personal approval, however, in one of these groups
all individuals also possess a population char;cfexistic which
generally is not associated with frequent attributions of maximum
approval (for the moment let us call it characteristic X), while
in the other, all individuals possess a population chachtcristic
more frequently in association with the atiribution of maximun
approval (characteristic Y). Y's who exhibit’-axi-um personal
approval are more likely to attribute maximum approval than X's who
exhibit maximum approval. Thus certain population characteristics
(those more frequently associated with maximunm approval attribu-
tions) have both a greater proportion of persons who are themselves
personally favorable and such personal maximum approval has greater
efficacy in producing maximum approval attributions. As a concrete
'example of these relationships, Catholics are more likely than
Protestants to attribute maximum approval, 32% of the Catholics
personally exhibit maximum approval as opposed to 22% of the Protes-
tants, and on the attributiun to small town residents, 45% of the
Catholics who personally exhibit maximum approval attribute maximum

approval, while 25% of the Protestants who personally exhibit
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maximum approval attribute maximum approval to those in small towns
(see Appendices E and F),

When considering the influence of personal attitudes on attri-
butions,we have seen their effect mediated by the population char-
acteristics of responaents. We -ﬁst emphasize that first, this is
the general direction éf our findings and second, there is an excep-
tion. Though De-ociats have a higher propensity to attribute maximum
approval than do kepublicans, Republicgns who exhibit maximum per-
sonal approval are more likely to attribute maxiwum approval than
Democrats who exhibit maximum personal approval.

We know that for the populafion a; a whole, personal attitudes
are correlated with attributions, such that the greater the personal
favorability the more likely the attribution of maximum approval.
Does this relationship hold when we examine personal attitudes within
vafious popuiation sectors? In.genc;hl, within all population characteris-
tics, across all the attributel categories, the more one favors
Civil Defense the more likely one is to attribute maximum approval
to others. |

Mést‘of the relationships discussed in this section are summary
statements of large masses of data, i.e., an overview of the general
direction of r~lationship based on an examination of many discrete
"bits" of data. For those wto wish to look at the total data distri-

bution or some of its parts in order to examine issues in more detail,

see Appendix F.
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Sunmary. There were three basic findings in this section.
First, population characteristics with higher prépensities to
attribute maximum approval had higher proportions of respondents
who personally exhibited maximum approval. Second, in general, the
influence of personal attitudes was mediated by the population char-
acteristics of the respondents involved. For people possessing
‘ population chzracteristics with higher propensities to attribute
maxinum approval, the presence of maximum personal approval led
more often to the attribution of maximum approval than for people
with population characteristics less frequently associated with the
attribution of maxinum approval, Third, the relationship between
personal attitudes and attributions, in the form of "the more favorable
the personal attitudes the more likely the attribution of maximum
approval,” holdsiin general within all population characteristics

across the various attributed categories.
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IITI. CONCLUSION

This report has gone through a series of stages.' We began by
looking at the picture the American public has of others, i.e.,

taking the respondent sample as a whole,we described the beliefs

they have of others attitudes toward Civil Defense. Our respondents

were asked to estimate the attitudes of a number of groups and indi-

viduals, After drawing the picture they have of others, we divided
our sample into a number of parts in °.1?

rder to determine the like&i-
hood of people with differing populatio; characteristics to attrgbutc
to others maximum approval‘of Civil Defense. This general propen-
sity of kinds of people in our sample to make attributions was tLen
examined with greater specificity. 'Wc looked at particular groups to
which attributions were made with special reference to people in:our
sample that were membars of these groups! Next we determined th;
actual feelings toward Civil Defense which our respondents exhib}ted
' and then examined the influences of ones personal feelings upon &he
estimates made of others., Lastly, we di;cxibcd the combined effect
of personal attitudes and particular population characteristics ﬁpon
the attributions made to groups and individua;s. i
We have found that when attributing attitudes toward Civil‘

- Defense to others, for every group or individual to which attribp-
tions were made, the majority of our respondents attributed some
measure of favorability. Also,when examining the aciual feelings

of our respondents, the majority of respondents regardless of pdpulntion

characteristics, exhibited some measure of favorability. Thus though




24 -

there is variation in attribution patterns and actual attitudes,
most people support Civil Defense and most people believe that a
whole range of differi.g groups and inddviduals support Civil
Defense.

Given the overwhelming support of Civil Defense, we concerned
ourself with analysis of the attribution of maximum approval, 1i.e.,
the belief that a group or individual has a.very high degree of
favorability toward Civil Defense. The attribution of maximum
approval varies widely. Married persons with children, urbanites
»nd Democrats were frequently presumed to exhibit maximum approval,
while rural folk and single persons were much less of ten believed
to have this attitude. |

We found that we could predict gensral propensities to attribute
maximum approval to othefs based on the kinds of population charac-
teristics our respondenté possessed., Thus, e.g., Democrats are more
likely to attribute maximum approval to all groups and jndividuals
mzntioned in the questionnaire than Republicans, Also lhen.we
looked at specific groups to which attributions were made we were
able to discover certain patterns related to the population char-
acteristics of respondents, In this regard we found, e.g., the
greater the social and/or geographic distance from an urban environ-
ment the greater the likelihood to attribute maximum approval to
urbanites (these '"special cases" often ran against the general
attribution trencs of various population characteristics),

Given the attribution patterns, how did they relate to tha

"actual" attitudes of representatives in our sample of some of the
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groups to which attributions were made? Thus, e.g., attributions
were made to single perscns,and we had data on the actual‘feelihgs
of the single people in our sample. When we exaxined that set of
groups for thch we had attributions and for -ﬁich there ware men-
bers in our sample and compared their relative ranks, we found fairly
high agreement. The number of people who thought a group exhibited
maximum approval was a good predictor of the extent to which théf
group,in fact, exhibited maximum approval. The major exception to
this was the overestimation of Republican support. Further, just
as we found that certain people were more likely than others to
attribute maximum approval (as a general propensity),lones personal
attitudes toward Civil Defense influenced ones attributions; The
more one personally favored Civil Defense the aore one was likely
to attribute maximum approval to others. The influence of p0pu1;-
tion characteristics and personai attitudes as we have discussed
then, refars to thelr effect on general attribution levels (pro-
pensity to attribute maxdimum approval) rather than on rank within

a distribution of attributions.

Finally, in the analys’'s of the population characteristics--
personal attitudes interplay, wa found that within population characteristics
with higher likelihoods to atiribute maximum approval there were
greater proportions of respondents who personally exhibited maximum
approval, and that such personal approval within these popuiation character-
istics was more efficacious in leading to maximum attributed
approval, The personal attitude-attribution relationship (the more

you favor Civil Defense the more you think others do) was maintained

within all population characteristics.



APPENDIX A

To measure attributed desirability two questions were used.
The main operational measure had the following form:

Individuals and various groups have different views on
Civil Defense programs, particularly sbout fallout shel-
ters., If you think that a group or individual that I am
going to ask about is very much in favor of Civil Defense,
use plus 3. If you think that the individual or group
'is very much opposed to Civil Defense, use minus 3. Zero
means that an individual or group is neutral about Civil
Defense, neither for it or against it. You can use any
nunber to express how much for, or against, Civil Defense
the various individuals and groups are.

(=3) (-2) (-1) (0) (+1) (+2) (+3)

U.S. Congress

Democrats

Republicans

Younger people

Older people

Married people with children
Single people

People in large cities
People in small towns
Farmers

Mayor of your (town) (city)
Editor of main local newspaper
Local clergymen

In addition we measured attribution to neighbors and the Presi-
dent. We asked our respondents to estimate how "peopls in your
neighborhood” and how the President might respond to various Civil
Defense situations, How desirable would neighbors and the President
tcil toward situations in which:

1. Most American families will have family fallout shelters
with financial help from the Government (family shelter
indicator).

2. With Federal aid wost communities will build public fallout
shelters to house everyone (public shelter indicator).

-7 -
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3. A Federal law will require certain new buildings to include
fallout shelters. Federal aid will be given for this added
cost (shelters in buildings indicator).

Respondents were given the plus three through minus three scale in

order to answer these questions.




APPENDIX B

The Personal Favorability Index employs the same questions
(family sheltcrs;public shelters and shelters in new buildings)
that measured neighborhood and ércsidential attributions, however,
in this instance respondents were asked '"how much you personally
want" these Civil Defense situations. If respondents answered
plus three on all three of the ﬁorsonal flvorability questions,
they were classified as exhibiting maximum personal approval. All
respondents whose average across the three questions fell between
plus one and plus 2.9 were considered to exhibit approval while
all those with less than a plus one average were placed in one

éatogory which we labeled as indifferent or opposed.
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APPENDIX C

The tables in Appendix C show the distribution of responses to
the nineteen questions we used to measure attributed desirability.
For each question we indicate the percent of the total saaple that
chose a particular alternative betweaen +3 and -3,

Table 10
Most American families will have family fallout shel-

ters with financial help from the Government., (Neigh-
borhood Desirability)

Attribution %
(-3) 8.3
(-2) s.8
(-1) 7.3
(0) : 16.2
(+1) 18,1
(+2) 16.7
(+3) 27.7

Table 11

With Federal aid most communities will provide public
fallout shelters to house everyone. (Neighborhood

Desirability)
Attribution %
(-3) 4.6
(-2) 3.s
(-1) 3.5
(0) 8.4
(+1) 17.0
(+2) 20.8
(+3) 42,2
3]~
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Table 12

A Federal law will require certain new buildings to
include fallout shelters., The builder will pay for
this shelter. (Neighborhood Desirability)

Attribution 3
(-3) 14.9
(-2) 6.7
(-1) 8.9
(0) - 20.2
(+41) 15.4
(+2) 12.6
(+3) ' 21.3

Table 13

Most American families will have family fallout shel-
ters with financial help from the Government, (Presi-
dential Desirability)

Attribution %
(-3) 9.3
(-2) 4.8
(-1) 9.4
(0) 6.5
(+1) 20.6
(+2) 17.5

(+3) 31.8
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Table 14

With Fedaeral aid most communities will provide public
fallcout shelters to house everyone. (Presidential
Desirability)

Attribution %
(-3) 5.1
(-2) 3.1
(-1) : 5.5
(o) 4.3
(+1) 19,7
(+2) . 19.4
(+3) 43.0

Table 15

A Federal law will require certain new buildinqs to
include fallout shel ters., Federal aid will be given for
this added cost, (Presidential Dasirability)

Attribution %
(-3) 5.1
(-2) 2.9
(-1) 6.4
(0) 4.5
(+1) 17,2
(+2) 19.2
(+3) 4.8




Table 16

How do you imagine the U.S, Congress feels about Civil
Defense? (Desirability)

Attribution %
(-3) : 1.0
(-2) | .9
(-1) 1.5
(0) | 8.6
(+1) 15.7
(+2) 22.3
(+3). 50.0

Table 17

How do you imagine Democrats feel about Civil Defense?
(Desirability)

Attribution %
(-3) .7
(-2) .8
(-1) 1.5
(0) 8.8
(+1) 15.6
(+2) 25.8

(+3) 46.7
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Table 18

How do you imagine Republicans feel about Civil Defense?
(Desirability)
Attribution %
(-3) 1.4
(-2) 1.2
(-1) 3.8
(0) 11.6
(+1) 19.5
(+2) 24.5
! (+3) 38.0
Table 19

How do you imagine younger people feel about Civil
Defense? (Desirability)

Attribution %
(-3) ‘ 1.9
(=2) | 3.0
(-1) 5.1
(0) 33.9
(#1) 17.7
(+2) | 14.5
! (+3) 23.9
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Table 20

How do you imagine older people feel about Civii Defense?
(Desixability)

Attribution . %
(-3) 1.8
(-2) 2.3
(1) 4.6
(0)  17.8
(+1) 19.6
(+2) 22,0
(+3) 31.9

Table 21

How do you imagine married people with children feel
about Civil Defense? (Desirability)

Attribution %
(-3) | .8
(-2) . .6
(-1) _ .7
(0) 2.7
(+1) 9.5
(+2) 19.2

(+3) 66.5




-37 -

Table 22

How do you imagine single people feel about Civil Defense?
(Desirability)

Attribution %
(-3) : 1.3
(-2) 2.4
(-1) | 3.7
(0) 29,0
(+1) 27.0
(+2) 20.1
(+3) 16.6

Tabla <3

How do you imagine people in large cities feel about
Civil Defense? (Desirability)

Attribution r{ %
(-3) ! 1.0
(-2) ’g .9
(-1) | 1.1
(0) 7.5
(+1) 11.4
(+2) 20.5
(+3) 57.6
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Table 24

How do you imagine peopla in small towns feel about Civil

Defense? (Desirability)
Attribution

(-3)

(-2)

(-1)

(0)

(+1)

(+2)

(+3)

Table 25

How do you imagine farmers feel atout Civil Defense?

(Desirability)
Attribution

(-3)
(-2)
(-1)

(0)
(+1)
(+2)

(+3)

21,0
25.2
19.4

23,1

9.1
32.1
19.9
14,0

16.7
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Table 26

Hox do you imagine the mayor of your town (city) feels
about Civil Defensa? (Desirability)

Attribution %
(-3) .5
(-2) .9
(-1j _ 1.2
(0) 9.6
(+1) 15.9
(+2) ' 22,2
(+3) 49.7

Table 27

How do you imagine the editor of .ne main local news-
paper feels about Civil Defense? (Desirability)

Attribution %
(-3) | | .8
(-2) | | .8
(-1) 1.7
(0) 9.2
(+1) 17.0
(+2) 24.9
(+3) | 45.7
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Table 28

How A= you imagine the loc. 1 cletgyuen feel abous Tivil

Deferae?

(Desirability)
Atiribution

(-3)

(-2)
(-1)

(0)

(+1)

(+2)

(+3)

50.2
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In this appendix we divide cur sample into groups, in order to
determine the attribution patterns of people with vzrious population

characteristics. The tables concern only the attribution of maximum

approval and incdicate the percentage of persons within particular
i

' |
‘groups that attribute maximum approval to the individuals ani groups
f

|

examinred in our report. f
i r
|

|
|
|
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APPENDIX B

In this section we describe the dis‘ribution of personal atti-
tudes toward Civil Defense in terms of the population characteristics
of respondents. For every population characteristic in our study
the relative perccﬁtages of persons holding differing attitudes

toward CiQil Defense is presented.

TABLE 38: POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS AND PERSONAL ATTITUDES

Personal Favorability Toward Civil Defense

, Indifference
Maximum or
Population Characteristics % Approval Approval Opposition

Marital Status : ,

Single 16,8 49.6 33.6

Married 23.7 47.3 - 28.9

Once married 30.6 41.6 27.7
Bducation

Grammar eschool or less 24 .4 53.3 22,2

Some bigh school ' , 31.8 43.4 24.8

Completed high school 24.7 46.9 28.2

College or uore ‘16,0 43.9 40.0
Presence of Children

No children under 12 yrs, ol& 22,0 49,7 28.1

Children under 12 yrs. old 26,6 43.3 29.9
Family Income

Family income $4,999 or less 25.6 50.0 24.2

Family income $9,000 or less 24.8 46.1 28.9

Family income $10,000 or morel| 19.1 40.7 40.2
Aye

39 years old or less 25.4 46.3 28.2

59 years old or less 23.9 45,6 30.3

60 years old or more 21,6 50.7 27.7
Political Preference

Republican 18,2 44 .6 37.2

Democrat 28.5 48,7 22.7
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TABLE 38: (continued)

Personal Favorability Toward Civil Defense

Indifference
Maximum or
Population Characteriztics % Approval Approval Opposition
Religion ,
Protestant 21.6 48.0 30.3
Catrolic 31.1 44.5 24.3
Sex
Male 23.0 45.7 31.1
Female 25.0 47.5 27 .4
Residence ,
Metropolitan, 2 million plus 27.8 43.4 28.9
Smaller metropolitan (less _
than 2 million) : 22,7 46.6 30.5
Rural county with city of .
10,000 plus 20.8 48.2 31.0
Rural county with no city
of 10,000 25.3 49.0 25.6




AFPENDIX F

In this the last of our appendices we examine the population
characteristic--personal attitudes infcrplay. Taking the various
populgtion characteristics we separate persons within each group
into those who exhibit maximum approval, approval and indifference
oi opposition, as measured by the Personal Favorability Index. In
the tables that follow we can now compare attribution patterns withiﬁ
population characteristics based on the differing personal attitudes
of respondents and describe the percentage within each population
characteristic~-persona. attitude subgroup that attributes maximum

approval across the nineteen attributed categories.s

S. In these tables PFI = Personal Favorability Index and relative
to the index, MA = maximum approval, A = approval and 10 = indiffer-

ence or opposition,
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