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The National Data Program for the Social Sciences at the National 

Opinion Research Center (NORC) and the Center for Political Studies 

at the University of Michigan collaborated in the study of house effects 

by asking several identical questions on NORC1s 1980 General Social 

Survey (GSS) and Michigan's 1980 American National Election Study (Survey 

Research Center-SRC). Given the internal constraints of the two ongoing 

surveys, the limited extent of the collaboration, and related factors, 

it was not possible to rigorously standardize all revelant factors such 

as instrument content, training, field period, and numerous other variables. 

We were able, however, to adopt identical wordings and tried to minimize 

differences in timing and context. Time was controlled for by selecting 

items for the March GSS which appeared on both the Michigan SRC-P1 survey 

in January-February and in the SRC-C1 survey in April. This closely 

boxed in the GSS, both minimizing the interval between surveys and allowing 

control for any monotonic short term change. Because of fixed schedules 

Michigan was unfortunately unable to place any GSS questions on before 

its SRC-P2 survey in June (wave two of the SRC-P1 panel). This longer 

interval between Michigan and NORC readings naturally increased the 

possibility of true change occuring. 

We tried to reduce context effects by selecting from the Michigan 

study three basic policy questions that immediately followed a self- 

ranking liberal/conservative scale. The Michigan questions (See Appendix: 

Question Wordings) asked about a ~erson's position on an issue, about 

the position of six or seven political figures, and then about the 

position of the federal government. Next came questions on the importance 

of the issue and the importance of the federal government's position. 



The GSS version of the questions were placed after a self-ranking liberal/ 

conservative question similar to the Michigan question and appeared 

in the same order. The GSS questions excluded the sections on political 

figures and importance however. This arrangement controlled for the 

sequence of topics (liberalism/defense spending/ minority assistance/ 

social spending), but did not standardize the number and focus of questions 

about each topic. This partial control was unfortunately further dis-rupted 

when Michigan at the last minute was forced to drop the minority assistance 

question from the SRC-P1 survey because of time overruns on the pretest. 

This prevented us from boxing in the minority assistance question and 

increased the context differences between SRC-P1 and GSS. It was also 

not possible to closely duplicate the context for the spending priority 

items on the GSS and SRC-P2. These were the lead item on the GSS survey. 

On Michigan they came near the start after a series of questions about 

what the respondent thought was the most important problem that the 

government should deal with. It is possible, however, that because 

the spending item has eleven ~db-~arts that at least after the initial 

inquries this creates an internal context that is more relevant than 

that emanating from prior questions. In brief, while we were unable 

to establish a rigorous house effects experiment that controlled for 

all factors except for embedded organizational differences between NORC 

and SRC, we were able to eliminate differences due to wording and reduce 

differences due to time and context. 

To examine possible house effects we will first compare the distri- 

bution of items and then analyze differences in correlations. 

Looking at Table 1, we see that on sixteer, of seventeen items there 

are significant differences across houses. A major and systematic cause 

for these differences are the DK categories (haven't thought about the 
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don't know). On every item Nichigan gets substantially more responses 

in these categories than GSS does. On the six policy items Michigan 

averagesS&$ percent points more than the GSS and on the spending priority 

scale the average difference is 4.2 percent points. This apparently 

results from house related differences in instructing interviewers how 

to handle DKs.' While both SRC and NORC generally instruct interviewers 

to probe tentative DKs, on the American National election studies respondents 

are encouraged to fess up to nonattitudes rather than make-up affects 

towards the issues. Such differences on DK levels have been detected 

in other inter-house comparisons and appear to be the most common type 

of house effect (Schuman and Presser, 1978 and Smith, 1978). 

If we exclude the DKs from analysis we find that three of the 

six policy items do not show significant associations and all differences 

are substantially reduced. The indexes of dissimilarity average 9.1. 

On the spending scale four of the eleven differences become nonsignificant 

and the other differences decrease. The indexes of dissimilarity average 

4.3. 

On the four policy items which had a SRC point immediately before 

and after the 1980 GSS we also tested to see if linear true change could 

account for the differences. Respondent's position on social spending 

showed no significant between group differences (confirming the results 

of the chi-square tests in Table 1). On the federal government's position 

- -- - 

1 
The differences between the spending scales could be related 

to two other factors. SRC-P2 is a panel of SRC-P1 respondents and studies 
often find attrition is greater among the disinterested (those with 
many DKs for example) and Crespi (1948) finds a learning effect that 
decreases the proportion DK among panel persisters. Both factors would 
of course argue for even bigger differences in DKs than those observed 
here. 
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on social spending we found a significant linear fit and no significant 

unexplained variance. Respondent's and federal government's position 

on defense also showed significant linearity but had a highly significant 

deviation from linearity. Thus monotonic change is a plausible explanation 

for the differences on the federal government's position on social spending, 

but not for the defense spending items. 

Although numerous small to moderate differences remain on various 

items there are also several instances of similarity between the houses. 

The analysis of variance revealed that while the means were significantly 

different between SRC and GSS the difference in the means between respondent's 

and government's position were quite similar. On defense spending the 

federal government was thought to be less in favor of spending than 

respondents by .933 on SRC-PI, .955 on GSS80, and ,961 on SRC-C1 while 

on social spending the government was thought to be more liberal by 

-.515, -.469, and -.403 respectively. 

The surveys also agreed in finding more DKs on the federal govern- 

ment items than on the respondent items and were close on the magnitude 

of the increases. Similarly, while seven of the spending priority items 

showed significant differences the rank orders had a correlation of 

rho=.955. In brief, even in areas where marginal differences appear 

there are often notable similarities of one type or another. 

Given the pattern of differences that do appear (even after 

the exclusion of DKs) there are several possible explanations. First, 

true change could account for all of the observed differences. We feel 
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t h a t  t h i s  i s  un l ike ly  i n  the  case of t h e  two deviant policy items, 

respondent 's and the  federa l  government's defense spending. We see no 

independent evidence of a  spur t  f o r  defense spending (and i n  the  pub l ic ' s  

perception of the federa l  governmenis pos i t ion)  during the GSS f i e l d  

period t h a t  had l a rge ly  subsided by the  time of the  second SRC survey 

i n  Apr i l .  True change is d i s t i n c t l y  poss ib le  i n  the case of the  spending 

p r i o r i t y  sca le .  For example, support f o r  defense spending continued 

t o  go up sharply ,  a  t rend t h a t  changes on the  GSS between 1978 and 1980 

and recent  events make r a t h e r  p laus ib le .  It i s  unfortunately impossible 

t o  speci fy  i n  what ins tances  and t o  what ex ten t  t r u e  change did  cause 

d i f fe rences .  

Second, the re  a r e  some t a t t e r s  of evidence t h a t  context v a r i a t i o n s  

might expla in  some of the  d i f ference .  Differences on the  s o c i a l  spending 

quest ions were less between GSS80 and SRC-C1 than between GSS80 and 

SRC-PI or  SRC-P1 and SRC-C1. This g r e a t e r  s i m i l a r i t y  could have resu l t ed  

from t h e i r  c l o s e r  t o p i c a l  context  s ince  the  minori ty ass i s t ance  items 

preceded the  s o c i a l  spending items on these  surveys. Also the  d i f fe rences  

between the  spending p r i o r i t y  items a r e  g r e a t e r  among items t h a t  occured 

e a r l y  on the  l i s t  (and thus were most suscep t ib le  t o  influence from 

t h e  previous ques t ions)  than among items t h a t  occurred l a t e r .  However, 

s ince  the  assoc ia t ion  between house d i f fe rences  and item order i s  not 

s i g n i f i c a n t  we must not  overemphasize t h i s  tendency. 
2 

Third,  it i s  poss ib le  t h a t  some of the  d i f fe rence  t h a t  remains 

a f t e r  the  DKs a r e  excluded from ana lys i s  comes from t h i s  source. The 

L The rho between d i s s i m i l a r i t y  and i tem order was -.309 ( ~ r o b . = . 1 7 8 )  
and -.409 (prob.=.106) between ne t  spending ( ~ e r c e n t  too much - percent  
too l i t t l e )  and item order.  I f  w e  exclude defense,  fo r  which the re  
i s  evidence of s i g n i f i c a n t  t r u e  change, the  respec t ive  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  
moderately increase  t o  -.442 ( .  100) and -.503 ( -069) .  
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GSS has larger standard deviations than either SRC survey on the six 

policy items with the DKs excluded. Converse argues that substantive 

responses are frequently contaminated by nonattitude holders who give 

random substantive responses rather than admit their ignorance (Smith, 

1980). If we assume that the lower DK levels on the GSS surveys result 

in fewer of the nonattitude holders being separated from the true sub- 

stantive responses, then we would expect these random responders to increase 

the standard devi&ion. Unfortuantely it is uncertain whether nonattitude 

guessers necessarily distribute themselves in such a fashion or even 

if the GSS actually fails to remove more nonattitude holders from the 

substantive categories (SRC might push more people with real attitudes 

into the DKs) . 

We next examine how SRC and NGZC compared on bivariate correlations. 

First, the intercorrelations between all items were compared. This gave 

six comparisons between the seven-point scales on SRC-P1 and GSS, fifteen 

comparisons between SRC-C1 and GSS; six comparisons between SRW1 and SRC-C1; 

and 55 comparisons on the eleven three-point spending scales between SRC-P2 

and GSS. Second, correlations between education, sex, race, and region and 

the seven- and three-point scales were compared. This gave 16 comparisons 

between SRC-P1 and GSS; 16 between SRC-C1 and SRC-P1, 24 comparisons between 

SRC-C1 and GSS; and 33 comparisons between SRC-P2 and GSS (education was not 

available in this last instance). On the intercorrelations between the 

seven-point scales used on PI, GSS, and C1 there were three significant 

differences between each pair of surveys. This is well above chance, indica- 

ting that real differences exist. The within house differences (P1 vs. C1) 

were just as frequently as significant as the between house comparisons 

(GSS vs. P1 and GSS vs. Cl), however, which suggests that house differences 



a r e  not necessa r i ly  the cause. I f  we look a t  the  average d i f fe rence  

however, we do see t h a t  the re  i s  g r e a t e r  d i f fe rence  between houses (mean 

d i f f e r e n c e  i n  c o r r e l a t i o n s  = .063 f o r  GSS-P1 and .029 f o r  GSS-C1) than 

wi th in  houses .(mean d i f fe rence  i n  r= -. 014 f o r  PI-Cl). On the  three-  

point  spending items the re  was a  s l i g h t l y  higher number of s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences  (7  out  of 55 comparisons than expected by chance 

(ca.3), but  the re  was no systematic d i f fe rences  i n  magnitude o r  d i r e c t i o n  

(mean d i f fe rence  i n  c o r r e l a t i o n s  = -.006). I n  sum, on the  seven-point 

s c a l e s  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  amount of v a r i a t i o n  occurs both wi th in  and between 

houses. The between house d i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  s l i g h t l y  l a r g e r  than the  wi th in  

house d i f fe rences  and on average GSS has a  s l i g h t l y  higher i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s  

than SRC. On the  three-point  spending s c a l e s  between house d i f fe rences  a r e  

small and l a rge ly  random. On t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  with demographics, the  

d i f fe rences  a r e  t r i v i a l .  On 16 comparisons between GSS and P1 one i s  

s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  and on GSS and C 1  three  d i f fe rences  were s i g n i f -  

icant .  Two of the  16 intra-house d i f fe rences  were s i g n i f i c a n t .  The mean 

d i f fe rences  i n  c o r r e l a t i o n s  were small (.0095 f o r  GSS-PI; -.007 f o r  GSS-C1; 
2  

and -.006 f o r  PI-Cl). On the  spending i t e m s  none of t h e  33 comparisons of 

c o r r e l a t i o n s  showed a  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence  and the  mean 

d i f f e r e n c e  was -.004. I n  sum, the  d i f fe rence  i n  the c o r r e l a t i o n s  between 

demographics and the  a t t i t u d e  s c a l e s  show v i r t u a l l y  no i n d i c a t i o n  of s t a t i s -  

t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  house e f f e c t s .  

'1f we include the 8 a d d i t i o n a l  comparisons with the  minori ty scale,  
t h e  mean d i f fe rence  between GSS and C 1  drops t o  .014 and none of t h e  added 
c o r r e l a t i o n s  a r e  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

2The one of the  8 d i f fe rences  between the  minori ty s c a l e s  and thc 
demographics were s i g n i f i c a n t  and the  mean d i f fe rence  was +.005). 



In sum, the comparison of the GSS and SRC studies shows one 

large and systematic house effect, the Michigan surveys record more 

DKs than the GSS does. This results from different survey treatments 

of nonresponse and the difference could presumably be narrowed or eliminated 

by standardizing interviewer training and instructions. With the DKs 

excluded from analysis the frequency and magnitude of differences between 

the houses were greatly reduced. Probably many of the remaining differences, 

especially those concerning spending priorities, were the result of 

true change. Other evidence points to context and a residual DK effect 

as causes of the remaining differences. In addition other house related 

factors such as nonresponse, sample frame, or coding could contribute 

to the observed differences. Tll_e comparison of .correlational differences -- -- - --- 

.- - -  -. . . - . - -  - - - - -  .. -- 

indicates somewhat larger than expected inter-house effects on inter-item 

correlations, but negigible difference on correlations with demographics. 

All in all, these data stress the strong connection between DK levels 

and house. This suggests that this factor should always be carefully evalu- 

ated when comparing results across houses. In addition, there is enough 

differences remaining even after DKs are adjusted for and true change is 

considered that one must be wary of other survey-specific (e.g., context) 

or house-general (e.g., interviewer training) effects. 
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APPENDIX : 

QUESTION WORDING 



1. F i r s t  I would l i k e  to  t a l k  with you about some things people th ink  about today. 
We a r e  faced with m y  problems i n  t h i s  cotintry, none of which can be solved 
e a s i l y  o r  inexpensively. I'm going t o  n u e  some of these problems, and f o r  each 

' one I ' d  l i k e  you t o  t e l l  m e  whether you th ink  we're spending too much money on it, 
too l i t t l e  money, o r  about the  r i g h t  amount. F i r s t  (READ I T M  A) . . .  a re  we 

- spending too much, too l i t t l e ,  o r  about the  r i g h t  amount on (ITEX)? 
READ EACH ITM; CODE ONE FOR EACH. 

Too Too About Don' t ' 
, rrmch l i t t l e  ri.gh r h.ow 

A. The space explorat ion program 3 1 2 8 

B. Improving and pro tec t ing  the  
environment 3 1 2 8 

C. Improving and protec t ing  the  
na t ion ' s  hea l th  3 1 2 8 

D. Solving the problems of the  
b i g  c i t i e s  3 1 2 8 

E. Hal t ing  the rising c r i m  rate 3 .  1 2 8 

F. Dealing with drug addic t ion  3 1 2 8 

G. Improving the na t ion ' s  education 
system 3 

H. Improving the  condit ions of 
B lacks 3 1 2 8 

.I. The m i l i t a r y ,  armaments and 
defense 

3 .  Foreign a i d  

K. Welfare 3 1 2 8 

2. Do you expect the United S t a t e s  to  f i g h t  another w a r  wi th in  the next ten 
years? 

Y e s .  . . . . . . . . .  1 

. . . . . .  Noopinion  8 



89. Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Republican, 
Democrat, Independent, or what? 

Republican ...... (ASK A) ... 1 

... ........ Democrat (ASK A) 2 

Independent ..... (ASK B) ... 3 
Other party affiliation 
(SPECIFY AND ASK B) 

No preference ... (ASK B) ... 5 
A. IF REPUBLICAN OR DEMOCRAT: Would you call yourself a strong 

(Republican/~emocrat) or not a very strong (~epublican/~emocrat)? 

Strong ....................... 1 . 
Not very strong .............. 2 

B. IF INDEPENDENT, "NO PREFERENCE," OR "OTHER'': Do you think of yourself 
as closer to the Republican or Democratic Party? 

................... Republican 3 

.................. Democratic 4 

Neither ..................... 5 

90. We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives. I'm going 
to show you a seven-point scale on which the political views that people 
might hold are arranged from extremely liberal--point 1-- to extremely 
conservative--point 7. Where would you place yourself on this scale? 

1) Extremely liberal ....................... 01 . 
................................. 2) Liberal 02 

3) Slightly li.beral ........................ 03 

............ 4) Moderate, middle of the road 04 

................... 5) Slightly conservative 05 

............................ 6) Conservative 06 

.................. 7) Extremely conservative 07 



91. Some people b e l i e v e  t h a t  we should spend much l e s s  money f o r  defense. Suppose 
these  people a r e  a t  one end of the  s c a l e  a t  point  number 1. Others f e e l  t h a t  
defense spending should be g r e a t l y  increased. Suppose these  people a r e  a t  the  
o t h e r  end, a t  po in t  7. And, of  course, some o the r  people have opinions somewhere 
i n  between a t  po in t s  2,3,4,5, o r  6. ENTER CODE I N  BOXES. 

DEFENSE SPENDING 

GREATLY DECREASE GREATLY INCREASE 
DEFENSE SPENDING DEFENSE SPENDING 

A. Where would you place  yourse l f  on t h i s  s c a l e ,  o r  haven ' t  you thought 
much about t h i s ?  

Haven ' t thought much .... 08 

Don't know .............. 98 

B. Where would you p lace  what t h e  f e d e r a l  government is doing a t  the  
present  time? 

.... . Haven t thought much 08 

Don't know ............. 98 

92. Some people f e e l  t h a t  t h e  government i n  Washington should make every poss ib le  
e f f o r t  t o  improve the  s o c i a l  and economic p o s i t i o n  of  b lacks  and o the r  minor i ty  
groups, even i f  i t  means g iving them p r e f e r e n t i a l  t reatment.  (suppose these  
people a r e  a t  one end o f  the  s c a l e  a t  point  number 1.) Others f e e l  t h a t  the  
government should not  make any s p e c i a l  e f f o r t  t o  h e l p  m i n o r i t i e s  because they 
should he lp  themselves. (Suppose these  people a r e  a t  t h e  o the r  end, a t  point  7. 
And of course,  some o t h e r  people have opinions somewhere i n  between a t  po in t s  
2, 3 ,  4 ,  5, o r  6.) ENTER CODE I N  BOXES. 

MINORITY GROUPS 

GOVERNMENT 
SHOULD HELP 
MINORITY GROUPS 

MINORITY ~ R O U P S  
SHOULD HELP 
THEMSELVES 

A. Where would you p lace  yourse l f  on t h i s  s c a l e ,  o r  haven ' t  you thought much 
about t h i s ?  

111 
Haven't thought much . 08 

. Don't know ............. 98 

B. Where would you place  what the  f e d e r a l  government is doing a t  the present  
time ? 

Haven ' t thought much ... 08 
Don't know .............. 98 



93.  Some people think the government should provide fewer services, even in areas 
such as health and education, in order to reduce spending. Other people feel 
it is important for the government to continue the services it now provides even 
if. it means no reduction in spending. ENTER CODE IN BOXES. 

G0VERNMENT;SERVICES / GOVERNMENT SPENDING 

GOVERNMENT SHOULD 
PROVIDE MANY FEWER 
SERVICE?; REDUCE 
SPENDING A LOT 

GOVERNMENT SHOULD 
CONTINUE TO PROVIDE 
SERVICES; NO REDUCTION 
IN SPENDING 

A .  Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought much 
about this? 

. *  
Haven't thought much .... 08 

~on't know .............. 98 
B. Where would you place what the federal government is doing at the present 

time? 

Haven't thought much . . . . 08 

~on't know .............. 98 
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N5. (BLUE CARD), RtlD AS NCCCSSARY: 

Here i r  r ocr l c  irom 0 t o  100. 100 on t h i s  r c r l r  s c a n s  the  g rea t e s t  
p a r r l b l o  inpor t rnc t ,  while 0 mrrnr not r t  r l l  lmport rnt ,  Thc other 
numbcrr on the  r c r l e  from 0 t o  100 t ep ra sen t  h l shc r  and higher  moun t s  

[ of importance. I 

INTERVIEWLA &tKPi)lRt; 

R'S MMlfR RAflSiS FOR SfARXCD 1TU(S ! NLa Ah% Nlr ) ARE: 

0. TIIE N U ~ B ~ R  1 DlYFERENT BY !% POlNt 

ta lked about.  1 see that  your 
po r l t l on  on ch ic  i r r u e  ( m t c h e s l  
comer c l o r e  t o )  what yoh f e e l  
t h e  goverment  Is doins  a &  t h e  

NSb * 

You plrced your se l l  a t  point 
(NUHBER ClVEN Iti N4a ) and what 
t he  8overment  i r  d o l a  a t  point 
(WBU1 ClVLN I N  H4r ). Urlna 
the  blue  card ,  t e l l  at :  How 
important is  i t  t o  you t l u t  t he  , 

government cont lnue what i t  1s 
doing so t h t  i t  r c r y r  c l o r e  t o  
your o m  pos i t i on  on t h i s  i r r u e ?  

R U D  AS NECESSARY: 
M u ,  f o r  t h e  i s sue  ue just 
ta lked about ,  1 r r e  that  your 

bo;errment i r  dbln' a t  t he  
p r r scn t  time. 

You placed yourrc l f  r t  polnc 
(WdBU GIVEN 18 N4r ) and what 
t h e  sovrrrvpent l c  doiry  a t  point 
(HUHBER GIVEN I N  M1 ). U ~ l n p  
t h e  b lue  ca rd ,  t a l l  at: How 
b p o r t r n t  11 i t  t o  p u  tha t  the  
government c h n f e  wlut i t  i L  
doing r o  t h r  it c a r s  c l o r e r  t o  
your o m  p e r i t i o n  on t h i s  i r ruc?  

EB.*{R.B., t .  7 h )rapla f e e l  t h r t  t he  lovernmrnt i n  WrrhIn&ton rhould u k r  
a v a r y . p r r I b l r  r f l o r t  t o  laprove t h r  r o t l r l  and economlc p o r l t l o n  of black* 
and o t b r  mlnorlty eroupw, avwn .if  I t  = u n r ' l i v l n g  them. p r r f * r r n t i r l  t r u u r n t !  
(dupp-ar t h r r r  pmpl r  rrw a t  one and o r  t h r  r c r l e  a t  point 'nunber 1.) 
Ochrra I r a1  tha t  t h r  aovrrmant  rhould not u k r  any e p r c l a l  a t t u r t  t o  h r lp  
u l n o r l t l r r  bacruar thry  rhould help  th ro ra lva r .  (Suppore t h r r r  propla' a r e  a t '  
t h r  other end, r t  pint ?. And o l  courr*, roo* o t h e r  p rop l r  have opinions 
romruherr i n  betwen a t  polnt r  2 ,  3, 4, 5, o r  6.) 

MlNORlTY GROUPS 

COYLPN(LNT 
SHOULO HELP 
nirwfixn CROUPS 

I 
.YlNORIM CROUPS 
SHOULD HELP 
THErlStLVES 

a. Vhrrw w u l d  you place yourrelf on r h i r  rc.1.. o r  haven't you thought much 
rwua t h i r ?  

r. &are w u l d  you p l r c r  u h r  t he  f d r r r l  
gOv*ltnr.t 1' d o h a  a t  the  preernt  t h e ?  ' *I 

* Asked on SRC-C1 survey only. 



N9! (BLUE CARD), R E M  A S  NECtBSMYt 

H=ra i r  m r c a l r  from 0 t o  100: 100 on th i a  scald  means tha a r r s t r s t  
p o r r i b l r  L p o r t r n c r ,  whl le  0  s r a n r  not a t  a l l  Important. The Othrr  
numbers on tho aca lk  from 0 ~ 0 . 1 0 0  r rp ra ran t  h l lha r  a d ' h i g h e r  amounta 
of h p o t t a n c p .  

INTERVIEWER CHCCKPOINTt 

RATINGS FOR sf~llfim ITLHS mar MD H B ~  .). ARC: - I 
0. THE MMBCR 1. DlFPUWT BY Oh'f P31R I 1-1 +I 1 ::F?T;o;:TP 1 1 

N94. REM AS BECESSARYt 

ta lked about ,  1  e a r  t ha t  your 
po r i t l on  on thim l r a u r  (matches1 
comer c lose  t o )  whlt you l a e l  
t h r  lovernmant l a  doing a t  the  

You placrd y o u r r e l t  a t  polnt  
(MnlBER GIVEN IH NO& ) rnd what 
the  lovernnant La doin: a t  point 
(HLMBER GIVEN I N  HBg ), Usin1 
tha blua card ,  t e l l  ma: How . 
important i t  i t  t o  you thrt tha 
)Ovarmcnl cont inue what I t  I S  
d o h &  so tha t  I t  a t r y r  c l o r e  t o  
your o m  p a a l t i o n  on t h i s  l r r u r t  

RATING 

talked about, I bra tha t  your' 
pobltlon on t h l s  larua  does 
not mntch whrt you f a r 1  the  
l o v r r m e n t  l a  do in l  a t  the  
p r r r r n t  t h e *  

You placed yourre l l  r r  polnt 
(WtnrrtBU GIVEN IS  ' W8a ) and %hat 
the lovernmrnt is do ln l  a t . po ln t  
(NUI~BU GlVtti lh' 88. 1. Usin8 
the  blue card ,  t e l l  me: Hov , 

Uportang i s  i t  t o  you tha t  t he  
(ovrrmrnc change what I t  La 
doins  a o ' t h r t  i t  comes c lose r  t o  
your omrpos l t l on  on t h i r  Is rue?  

I l l .  (N.b., I*. H ) !n~rcl )1c1111lb lhrcth tl tr  &evrrnnrnl rllnltid p t ~ ~ v l t l c  l r u c * ~  hcotv~cc.nl 
tvrtr In r t r r r  ~ I I I  It ah I I ~ A I  111 r n ~ l  rJcctr6 lt~tt ,  In ~i rc l r t  la ~ e d u c  r h~~vttd:~r$. 
Ulttcr prccplr l r r l  I t  I r  i a p ~ l t r ~ t t  l o t  111s R~cve~Nsmt 141 c e ~ t t i m ~ e  cllr r u t v h  ru 
11 n u u ~ p t o v l d r r  bv811 I1 11 rrAttr no t r ~ l u c t l o n  In ( ~ ~ r t ~ c l l t ~ g t  

WVfAtOllNI 8tRVICI.Y I SOVOLWbH1 SI1LNIlI11li 

UIVIJIMII.~~ SIUII'I.II 
I'R1)VIIII HANY )I UI II 
SlN\'Ic'l !i; NlJ)ll~.l 
Sl'l.?d~lM. A IIII 

b. W e r e  vuuld you place Jlmm). Carter! 

c. Where w u l d  you place  Ronald Rergrn? 

d. (Vherc wu1J you place)  Ted Kennedy? 

c .qUhere  w u l d  you place)  John Connilly? 

-'-I 

a. (Where would you place)  J e r r y  Brom? I I . . 

.h.*~here would you place)  

1. (k%.hcre MUM you place)  -Pi ? 1 

a. m e r e  w u l d  you place  what t h e  f ede ra l  
sov r r rnen t  i s  doing a t  t he  present t h e ?  

TURN TO P. TUKli TO P a  

25, W3 26. HI6 

* 
The SRC-C1 (April) study omitted Conally 

and substituted Anderson for Baker. 



Nl3, (fll.llt C ~ I ~ I ! ) ~ ~ ~ A J ? ~ ~ ~ & ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I - ~ .  

a r r r l r  I r o a  0 l o  1011, 100 on t h i s  r ca l c  mcrnb the  
m r  w I I I I  0 n I a  A t a n  Thr otl.cr 

al r l  t l tr  r c a l e  lrum O i u  100 re l r r r rcnt  h l ~ h e i  ~ n l  hlpltcr raurtltn 

\L J, 

HI )a. RIA0 AS NI.Cl.SShllY: 

t a lkcJ  about ,  I  LCP  t hd t   YOU^ 
pos i t  ion on t h i r  l c rue  ( n ~ t c h e c l  
comes c loce  t o )  u l a t  you f e e l  

You placed your sc l t  a t  polnt  
(WEER C I V E X  IN N12s) rnd what 
the  uoverment  i s  dolng a t  polnr  
(NIJXULR ClVtN 18 N I Z t ) .  Using 
the  blue card ,  t e l l  me: Ibu  
L p o r t a n t  I r  I t  t o  you t h a t  t h e  
government cont inue uhat It Is 
doinp no t h a t  I t  r t a y r  c l o r r  t o  
your o m  p o r i t l o n  on t h i s  l c s u c l  

RAT lNG 

talked about,  i cee t h i t  
po r l t l on  on t h l r  l r rue  doer 
mr match uhrc you f e e l  the  
&overnnent i r  doing r t  t he  

You placed yourcclf a t  point 
(WdBLR GlVW 1 N  ;il2a ) and what 
the  aoverment  Is doing rt point 
(HVIIEEIL GIVLX IN N12r ). Llcin: 
the blue card. t e l l  met How 
L p o r t a n t  i r  I t  t o  you tha t  the  
government c b n p e  uhat I t  I s  
dolng r o  t h a t  i t  c-rr  loser t o  
your ouu poriclon oa r h l r  I rcur?  



G 6 .  Yould you say t h a t  you (and your family l i v i n g  he re )  a r e  a f f e c t e d  p e r s o n a l l y  
by t h l s  problem? 

G7. l b i c h  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t y  do you t h i n k  would be most l i k e l y  t o  g e t  t h e  government 
t o  do a b e t t e r  job i n  d e a l i n g  wi th  t h i s  problem -- t h e  Republicans,  t h e  
Denocrats ,  o r  wouldn't theke be  much d i f f e r e n c e  between them? 

3 .  MOT P-NCH DIFFEREMCE 

G8. I n  t h e  l a s t  week o r  two, have you seen,  heard o r  read anything i n  t h e  news 
about t h i s  problem? 

8. DOS ' T ICiOIi' C I I  
G9. I;'e are faced w i t h  many problems i n  t h i s  country,  none of xh ich  can be s o l v e d  

e a s i l y  or inexpensively.  I ' m  going t o  name some of t h e s e  problems, and f o r  
each one I ' d  l i k e  you t o  t e l l  m e  whether you th ink  w e ' r e  spending t o o  much 
money on i t ,  t o o  l i t t l e  money, o r  about  t h e  r i g h t  amount. F i r s t ,  "the space 
e x p l o r a t i o n  program": Are w e  spending too  much, too  l i t t l e  , o r  abou t  the 
r i g h t  amount on "the space  exp lo ra t ion  program?" 

3 - 1. 2, . 8 -  
TOO TOO ABOWT DOX'T 
MUCH LITTLE RIG1:T KiOV 

a.  THE SPACE EXPLORATIOK PROGRQI 

b. Improving and p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  environment 
(Are w e  spending too much, t o o  l i t t l e ,  o r  
about t h e  r i g h t  amount on improving and 
p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  environment?) 

c. Inproving and p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  na t ion ' s  
h e a l t h  

d. Solving t h e  problems of t h e  b i g  c i t i e s  

I a. 

b. 

e. Ha l t ing  t h e  r i s i n g  crime r a t e  e. 

f .  Dealing wi th  drug a d d i c t i o n  f , 

g. Improving t h e  n a t i o n ' s  educat ion system g - 
h. Improving t h e  cond i t ions  of b lacks  h - 
i. The m i l i t a r y ,  armaments and defense  i. 

e. 

d ,  

j . Foreign a i d  

k. \.?elfare 

j - 
Ic - 



TABLE 1 

DIFFERENCES IN DISTRIBUTIONS 

A1 Respondent's Position on Defense Spending 

Prob . x 2 

A2 Federal Government's Position on Defense Spending 

DKs Excluded 

Prob. x 2 

B1 Respondent's Position on Minority Assistance 

B2 Federal Government's Position on Minority Assistance 

C1 Respondent's Position on Social Spending 

C2 Federal Government's Position on Social Spending 

D Spending Priorities 
- - 

Space 
Environment 
Health 
Urban 
Crime 
Drugs 
Education 
Blacks 
Arms 
Foreign Aid 
Welfare 

.001 

. 000 1 
<.0001 
.0006 

<.0001 
,0004 
.0019 
.0012 
.0223 
.0105 
.0114 

.0360 

. 000 1 

.046 1 

.5370 

.0047 

.0121 

.9696 

.7642 

.038 1 

.0131 

.5243 



A1 Respondent's Position on Defense Spending 

APPENDIX : MARGINAL DISTRIBUTIONS 

SRC-P1 2.1 1.7 3.8 13.1 22.8 21.0 20.2 2.6 12.7 (1,008) 
GSS8p 3.2 3.3 6.6 21.1 22.9 12.9 19.0 1.7 9.2 (1,463) 
SRC-C 1 3.1 2.0 4.8 14.8 22.0 18.4 18.4 4.5 12.1 ( 964) 

Survey 

A2 Federal Government's Position on Defense Spending 

SRC-P1 2.5 3.5 13.2 22.1 21.1 8.7 6.4 7.1 15.3 (1,008), 
GSS80 4.0 8.6 21.1 21.9 13.4 7.9 5.6 4.2 13.4 ' (1,464) 
SRC-C1 2.6 5.6 15.4 21.0 19.0 9.9 3.3 6.6 16.7 ( 964) 

B1 Respondent's Position on Minority Assistance 

GSS80 4.6 4.8' 9.5 23.2 16.5 14.1 20.2 1.6 5.5 (1,464) 
SRC-C 1 5.5 4.3 7.9 21.7 17.4 15.9 16.1 3.1 8.1 ( 963) 

Posit ion 

GSS80 5.0 5.1 10.2 24.9 17.8 15.2 21.7 -- -- (1,361) 
SRC-C1 6.2 4.8 8.9 24.4 19.6 17.9 18.1 -- -- ( 855) 

B2 Federal Government's Position on Minority Assistance 

GSS80 16.5 18.8 6 .  14.1, 8.9 6.6 3.5 5.3 9.5 (1,466) * 
SRC-C 1 12.6 19.3 18.6 13.4 10.3 5.2 2.7 6.6 11.4 ( 964) 

GSS80 19.4 22.0 19.8 16.5 10.5 7.8 4.1 -- -- 
-- (1,2501~ 

SRC-C 1 15.3 23.5. 22.7 16.3 12.5 6.3 3.3 -- ( 750) 

C1 Respondent's Position on Social Spending 

SRC-P1 6.0 7.1 10.8 15.1 15.6 12.2 16.4 3.5 13.6 (1,003) 
GSS80 8.3 8.4 12.2 18.5 13.3 10.8 17.8 2.4 8.3 (1,464) 
SRC-C 1 5.8 9.2 11.8 15.3 12.1 12.7 15.7 4.1 13.4 ( 961) 

4 1 

SRC-P1 7.2 8.5 13.0 18.1 18.8 14.7 19.7 -- -- ( 832) 
GSS80 9.3 9.4 13.7 20.7 14.9 12.1 20.0 -- -- (1,308) 
SRC-C 1 7.1 11.1 14.2 18.5 14.6 15.4 19.0 -- -- ( 793) 

C2 Federal Government's Position on Social Spending 

SRC-P1 1.6 0.9 6.2 17.1 19.3 16.5 13.6 7.4 17.5 (1,008), 
GSS80 2.2 4.2 9.3 18.0 17.9 16.4 15.3 3.7 12.9 ( 1,467) 
SRC-C 1 2.2 3.4 8.4 14.3 18.2 17.9 10.6 7.2 17.9 ( 963) 

5 

SRC-P1 2.1 1.2 8.2 22.7 25.8 21.9 18.1 -- -- ( 7571, 
GSS80 2.7 5.1 11.2 21.6 21.5 19.7 18.3 -- -- (I, 224)" 
SRC-C 1 2.9 4.6 11.2 19.1 24.2 23.8 14.1 -- -- ( 722) 

6 2 
Haven ' t 
thought 
about 

7 3 DK 



MARGINAL D1ST~I~UT10NS--Continued 

D Spending Priorities 

Space exploration program 

GSS8O 39.2 18 .O 34 .5  8.3 (l,t66) 
SRC-P2 41.3 13.6 31.6 13.5 ( 829) 

Improving and protecting 
the environment 

Improving and protecting 
the nation's health 

About 
Right 

Too 
Little Survey 

Solving the problems of 
the big cities 

GSS80 
SRC-P2 

DK Too 
Much 

Halting the rising crime rate 

GSS80 
SRC-P2 

Dealing with drug addiction 

GSS80 
SRC-P2 



MARGINAL DISTRIBUTIONS--Continued 

D Spending P r i o r i t i e s  

Improving the  na t iona l  
education system 

GSS80 10.2 52.7 33.1 4.0 (1,463) 
SRC-P2 10 .O 50.3 31.8 7.9 ( 837) 

Improving the  condit ion 
of blacks 

DK 

The m i l i t a r y ,  aramaments, 
and defense 

Survey 

Foreign a i d  

GSS80 
SRC-P2 

Too 
Much 

Too ' About 

Welfare 

GSS80 
SRC-P2 

, L i t t l e  

;4 
On the Michigan ques t ions  pedple who were DK, hadn' t  thought, or NA on 

t h e i r  own pos i t ion  p o s i t i o n  were not  asked subsequent pa r t s .  They a r e  included 
i n  the  "haven't  thought" category on the  f e d e r a l  government quest ions.  On the  
GSS quest ions no such screen was used. The above GSS f i g u r e s  were adjusted t o  
be comparable with the  Michigan f igures .  

Right 


