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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 NORC's 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-Pl survey
in January-February and in the SRC-Cl 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 (wavé two of the SRC-Pl panel). This longer
interval between Michigén 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 person'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.
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The GSS version of the questions were placed after a self—raﬁking liberal/
conservative question similar to ﬁhe 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 nét standardize the number and focus of questions
about each topic. Thisvpartial control was unfortunately further disrupted
when Michigan at the last minute was forced to drop the minority assistance
question from the SRC-Pl 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-Pl 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 étart 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 sub-parts that at least after the initial
inquries this creates an internal context that is more relevant than
that emanating from prior questions. 1In 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 correlationms.
Looking at Table 1, we see that on sixteen of scventeen 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 Michigan gets substantially more responseé
in these categories than GSS does. On the six policy items Michigan
averages g g 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.1 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

lThe differences between the spending scales could be related
to two other factors. SRC-P2 is a panel of SRC-Pl 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-Pl, .955 on GSS80, and .961 on SRC-Cl 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 respondént 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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that this is unlikely in the case of the two deviant policy items,
respondent's and the federal government's defense spending. We see no
independent evidence of a spurt for defense spending (and in the public's
perception of the federal government's position) during the GSS field
period that had largely subsided by the time of the second SRC survey
in April. True change is distinctly possible in the case of the spending
priority scale. For example, support for defense spending continued
to go up sharply, a trend that changes on the GSS between 1978 and 1980
and recent events make rather plausible. It is unfortunately impossible
to specify in what instances and to what extent true change did cause
differences.

Second, there are some tatters of evidence that context variations
might explain some of the difference. Differences on the social spending
questions were less between GSS80 and SRC-Cl than between GSS80 and
SRC-P1 or SRC-P1 and SRC-Cl. This greater similarity could have resulted
from their closer topical context since the minority assistance items
preceded the social spending iéems on these surveys. Also the differences
between the spending priority items are greater among items that occured
early on the list (and thus were most susceptible to influence from
the previous questions) than among items that occurred later. However,
since the association between house differences and item order is not
significant we must not overemphasize this tendency.2

Third, it is possible that some of the difference that remains

after the DKs are excluded from analysis comes from this source. The

The rho between dissimilarity and item order was -.309 (prob.=.178)
and ~.409 (prob.=.106) between net spending (percent too much - percent
too little) and item order. If we exclude defense, for which there
is evidence of significant true change, the respective relationships
moderately increase to -.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). 1If 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 deviation. 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 NORC compared on bivariate correlations.
First, the intercorrelations between all items were compared. This gave
six comparisons between the seven-point scaleé on SRC-Pl and GSS, fifteen
comparisons between SRC-Cl and GSS; six comparisons between SREGPL and SRC-C1;
and 55 comparisons on the elev;n 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-Pl and GSS; 16 between SRC-Cl and SRC-Pl, 24 comparisons between
SRC-Cl 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 Pl, GSS, and Cl 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 (Pl vs. Cl)
were just as frequently as significant as the between house comparisons

(GSS vs. Pl and GSS vs. Cl), however, which suggests that house differences
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are not necessarily the cause. If we look at the average difference
however, we do see that there is greater difference between houses (mean
difference in correlations = ,063 for GSS-Pl and .029 for"GSS-Cl)1 than
within houses (mean difference in r= -.014 for P1-Cl). On the three-

point spending items there was a slightly higher number of statistically
significant differences (7 out of 55 comparisons- than expected by chance
(ca.3), but there was no systematic differences in magnitude or direction
(mean difference in correlations = -.006). In sum, on the seven-point
scales a significant amount of variation occurs both within and between
houses. The between house differences are slightly larger than the within
house differences and on average GSS has a slightly higher intercorrelations
than SRC. On the three-point spending scales between house differences ave
small and largely random. On the correlations with demographics, the
differences are trivial. On 16 comparisons between GSS and Pl one is
statistically significant and on GSS and Cl three differences were signif-
icant. Two of the 16 intra-house differences were significant. The mean
differences in correlations were small (.0095 for GSS-Pl; -.007 for GSS-Cl;2
and -.006 for Pl-Cl). On the spending items none of the 33 comparisons of
correlations showed a statistically significant difference and the mean
difference was -.004. 1In sum, the difference in the correlations between
demographics and the attitude scales show viftually no indication of statis-

tically significant house effects.

llf we include the 8 additional comparisons with the minority scale,

the mean difference between GSS and Cl drops to .0l4 and none of the added
correlations are statistically significant.

2The one of the 8 differences between the minority scales and the
demographics were significant and the mean difference 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. The 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 caréfully 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

i



1. First I would like to talk with you about some things people thiank about today.
We are faced with many problems in this country, none of which can be solved
easily or inexpensively. I'm going to name some of these problems, and for each

" one I'd like you to tell me whether you think we're spending too much money on it,
too little money, or about the right amount. First (READ ITEM A) . . . are we

- spending too much, too little, or about the right amount on (ITEM)? :
READ EACH ITEM; CODE QONE FOR EACH.

b Too Too About Don't
<~ ‘ - much little right know
A. The space exploration program | 3 1 \, 2 8
B. Improving and protecting the
. 3 1 2 8
environment
C. Improving and protecting the 3 1 2 8
nation's health
D. Solving the problems of the 3 1 2 3
big cities
E. Halting the rising crime rate : 3. 1 2 8
F. Dealing with drug addiction 3 1 2 8
G. Improving the nation's education
3 1 2 8
systenm
H. Improving the conditions of , :
3 : 1 2 8
Blacks
-I. The military, armaments and
def 3 1 2 8
efense
J. TForeiga aid | 3 1 2 8
K. Welfare 3 1 2 8

2. Do you expect the United States to fight in another war within the next ten
years?

TS v v 4 o 4 v o« o .1
NO . & v v o o o o o o 2

No opinionmn . . . . .




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

A. IF REPUBLICAN OR DEMOCRAT: Would you call yourself.a strong

’ Republican seooer (ASK A) e o 1
Democrat eceeesse (ASK A) ...
Independent ..... (ASK B) ...

‘Other party affiliation
(SPECIFY AND ASK B)

No preference ... (ASK B) ... 5

(Republican/Democrat) or not a very strong (Republican/Democrat)?

Strong ®0 000GV QGIGOEOENSCOLIOSOIEOSOETRDS 1.

Not very SLrong eeccoscececcce 2

NOW GO TO Q. 90

IF INDEPENDENT, "NO PREFERENCE," OR "OTHER": Do you think of yourself

as closer to the Republican or Democratic Party?

Republican ssssmsssesssecrsvsnre 3
DemOCratic ’ 00 05GP OPIBIOSBERPES 4

Neither eSS QESOEBSIOESLIOLESPROEINONLES 5

90. We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and comservatives. 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 l-- to extremely

conservative-—-point 7.

CARD

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

7)

Where would you place yourself on this scale?

'Extremely 1iberal OP 0G0 s EPOIBNSIIOEIBSPOEEPLPOEES 01 v

Liberal seeeeeecossoccnceccsacsscasascess 02
Slightly liberal .ececoescccccccscscsssss 03
Moderate, middle of the road .ec.cevves.. 04
Slightly conservative ..ceeeecccccececcsss 05
ConsServative sesessecccscssscccscccsccess 00

Extremely conservative c.eeecescscescceses 07




91.

Some people believe that we should spend much less money for defense. Suppose
these people are at one end of the scale at point number 1. Others feel that
defense spending should be greatly increased. Suppose these people are at the
other end, at point 7. And, of course, some other people have opinions somewhere
in between at points 2,3,4,5, or 6. ENTER CODE IN BOXES.

HAND DEFENSE SPENDING
CARD : . _
P or . 02 03 04 05 - 06 07
1 _ ~ 1
GREATLY DECREASE GREATLY INCREASE
DEFENSE SPENDING DEFENSE SPENDING

A. VWhere would you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought

much about this?

Haven't thought much .... 08

DOn't knOW ss0eBssOOEBIREO LS 98

B. Where would you place what the federal government is doing at the

present time? .

Haven't thought much .... 08

Don't know ..evesseccess 98

92. Some people feel that the government in Washington should make every possible
- effort to improve the social and economic position of blacks and other minority
groups, even if it means giving them preferential treatment.. (Suppose these
people are at one end of the scale at point number 1.) Others feel that the
government should not make any special effort to help minorities because they
should help themselves. (Suppose these people are at the other end, at point 7.
And of course, some other people have opinions somewhere in between at points

2, 3, 4, 5, or 6.) ENTER CODE IN BOXES. '

HAND
CARD MINORITY GROUPS o
Q_ %1 02 03 04 05 06 07
GOVERNMENT | , . MINORITY GROUPS
SHOULD HELP SHOULD HELP
MINORITY GROUPS THEMSELVES

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

about this?

Haven't thought much ... 08
Don't Know ..ceccveceesoss 98

B. Where would you place what the federal government is doing at the present

time?

Haven't thought much ... 08
Don't KNOW eeeeceossceses 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.

HAND
CARD

GOVERNMENT SHOULD
PROVIDE MANY FEWER
SERVICES; REDUCE
SPENDING A LOT

GOVERNMENT.SERVICES / GOVERNMENT SPENDING

0L 02 03 04 05 06 07
| 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

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

B. Where would you place what the federal government is doing at the present

time?

Haven't thought much .... 08

Don't KNOW +eeveveeesean. 98
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NS,

{BLUE CARD), READ AS NECESSARY:

Here {s & scale [rom 0 ta 200.

100 on this scale means the greatest

possible japorctance, while O means not at all importsnt, The other
nuabers on the scale from 0 to 100 represent higher and higher aacunts

of importance.

INTERVIEWER CHLCKPOINT:

R'S NUMBLR RATINGS FOR STARALD 1TIMS { N4a AND Niz ) ARE:

1 2. preeesest 8y nw }
OR MORE POINTS

rﬂ. THE SAME N\.’HBD\] I }. DIFFERENT BY ONE POINTJ

L4 v

21

Na.

READ AS NECESSARY:

Now, for the fssue we just

1 talked about, 1 see that your
position on this issue (matches/
comes close to) what you feel
the government s doing at the

present time,

You placed yoursell at point
(NUMBER GIVEN IN N4a ) and what
the governnent is dolng at point
(NUMBER GIVEN 1IN Néz ). Using
the blue card, tell me: Howv
inportant is it to you that the
goverament continue what it &6 ’
doing so that it stays close to
your own position on this fssue?

RATING

NS5b.

READ AS NECESSARY:

Now, for the issue ve just
talked about, 1 see that your
position on this assue does
not natch what you feel the
government 1s doing at the
present time.

You placed yourself &t poinc
(NUMBER GIVEN 1N Xea ) and what
the government is dolag at point
(NRMBER GIVEN IN Bez ). Using
the blue card, tall me: How
fmportant 1s it to you that the
government change what it is
doing so that it comes closer to

your own position on this $asue?

RATING

£z

Lk
P8R, P T ) Somwe people feel that the governmsnt in Washington ihonld nake

evary. possibla effort to improve ths soclal and economic posi

::d other minority groups, evan Af it luni'uﬂng,thu;‘p:lzt:::’t‘i:{ :i::::anc

m:ppﬂl: theaa peopla are at ona and of the scale at point number 1.) e

-m;:: 1“1;"“ the govarmmant should not make any spacial affort to hal

e : @8 becauss they should helip themsalves. (Supposs these people’ nr: at’
other end, at point 7. And of courss, some other people have opint

sonevhers {n betvsen at points 2, 3, &4, 5, or 6.) Opintons

HINORITY GROUPS
1 2 3, 4 ;. 6 7

I
COVERNMENT !
SHOULD BELP MINORITY GROLPS
SHOULD HELP

HINOAITY GHOUPS © THEASELVES

a. ¥here would you place yourself on this acsl T
ihara vould ¢, of haven't you thought auch

*. ‘2. DON'T" .
ll DON'T mou] .l.o_.. HAVEN'T THOLGHT Arcq
) e - J

TURW 10 F. 24, N3

4 ASUIN C-1 APRIL STUBY) ORLY

———

‘¢. Vhire vould ‘you ‘place:fonald:Reagan?

kil
Ly

- RATING 8. DON'T KX

b. Vhers wauld yon place Jimmy Cnu;.?—

2. (Mars would you placa)*¥ad: Kennedy?-

St TEmarertmpepimenieterntiovre) J N/ A P

8. (Vhate would you place) Jérry Brovp? -
B. (Whers would you phuﬂj_ghh:"and"fs‘h
. 1

1. (Whare would you placa

8. Vhare would you place vhat the fedaral
governmant 1s dofng at the present time? "

TURN 70 ¥,
23, N9

TCRE T P,
%, N2

*
Asked on SRC-Cl survey only.




N9, (BLUE CARD), READ AS NECESSARY!

"I Here 1472 scale trom 0 to 100.

'o( lnpornncg

100 on this scala means ths grsatest
possible importance, while O seans not at all important.
numbers on the scale from 0 to'100 reprasent higher and higher amounts

The dther

INTERVIEWER cuzcuoxn;:

R'S NUMBER MTINCS FOR STARRED ITIMS (N8s AND NB%°) ARI' c

[0. THE SAME NUHBE-RJ Il. DIFFERENT BY Q_ﬁ'POIth

2. DIFFEALNT BY TWO

OR NORE POIXTS

W W

V] N

N9a., READ AS NECESSARY:1

Now, for the issue we just
talked about, 1 see that your
position on this fssus (matches/
comes close to) what:you leel
the governmant {s doing st the
prasent times

You placad yourself at point -
(MUMBER GIVEN IN N8a ) and vhat
the government is doing at point
(NUMBER GIVEN IN N8z )i .Using - *
the blue card, tell ma: How .
important 1is it to you that-the
gavernment continue what it is
doing so that it stays close to
your owvn position on this fssuel

RATING

| b,

‘READ_AS NECESSARY:

Now, for the Lssue we just
talked sbout, 1 bees that your
poaition on this fesue does
not mstch vhat you fael the
government is doing at the
present time.

You placed yourself at point
(MUMBER GIVEN IN - ¥8a ) and vhat
the governmant is doing at-point
(NUMBER GIVEK IN N8z ). Using
the blue card, tell me: How
fsportant is 1t to you that the
goveranent change vhat it {s
doing so ‘that it comes closer to
your owr. position on this issue’

RATING

33

-

Ni2o (Rt P,
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PROVIDL
SENV LSS RIDUGL
AL, A Lot

eved bo arean sk an health and education, In osdet fo peduce spradiog.

8 ) Some people thank the governsent should provide fewer aeavices,

Other peaple feel 1t §s dmpmrtant Lot the govesranent (0 continue the ulvh on

14 now pravides sven 11 38 means oo feductlon in apemllug. :
COVERNMENT SERVICLS / aqvumr.m SI‘LNMM(&
t 4 ; ! V. | LY b !
(FTRIN T Ry AT ]
CONTENUE 10 PROVINE

Strvicr
N SEENDENG
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HANY FiWIn -

a. Hiere vonld yuu place youssall on this lulf. " Iuwu oy Lheaght Gk
about thiat

. ' lhlmwrumml

S8 NoorLr

ot

W 30 B 26, Kib

RATING . bOS'T Kok
b. Whete would you place Jimay Carter?
€. Where would you place Ronald Reagan?
d. (Where would you place) Ted Kennedy?
" e Muhere would you place) John Connally? )
T E W =Y TP E T T for ! il
g, (Whére would you place) Jérry Browm? H
b omere would you place) _Qm____l X "
i. (¥here would you place) - 1 "
8. Where would you place vhat the federal !
_governnent is doing at the present time? *
: ' TURN T0 P.  TURN TO P.
25, N3 26, N6

*
The SRC-Cl (April) study omitted Conally

and substituted Anderson for Baker.




NI QLUE CARD), READ AS NECESSARY:
Hore fa & svale from O (o 100,

af

laportam e,

100 on this scale means the greatest
possible Jmprtance, hile O means not at al) fspoccants The other
nuahers an the scale from 0 to JOO represent higher and higher savunts

INHRVIIIR CIBUKPOIRE

K'S NONBER RKATINGY FOR STARKLD NTERS € M 2aAND HI22 ) ARLS

PR TTTRA I T Y

o8 mosl FOLNIS

N . \I

Nlla.

RIAD AS NICLSSARY!

N1db.

RIAD A% NIt £SSARY:

hor,

for the fesur we fust
talked about, 1 sce that your
position on this issuc (matches/
comes close to) what you feel
the government 1s& doing at the
present time.

Now, for the fssue we just
talhed about, 1 see that your
position on this sssue doet
not match what you feed the
governnent 1s doing 4t the

present time.

You placed yourself at point
(NUMBER GIVEN IN N12a) and what
the government is doing at point
{NUMBLR GIVEN 1IN NI12z). Using
the blue card, tell oe: How
important is ft to you that the
government continue what 4t is
doing so that it stays close to
your own position on this fssuel

RATING

You placed yourself st point
(WMUMBER GIVEXR 1IN 5124 ) and wvhat
the governaent is doing at point
(MDMBER GIVEN IN N12z ). Using
the blue card, tell me: How
important is it to you that ihe
government change vhat it s
doing so that 1t comes closer to

your own position on this Lssus? {

RATING

25




G6.

Would you say that you (and vour family living here) are affected personally
by this problem?

1. YES | 5. MO

G7. Which political party do you think would be most likely to get the government
to do a better job in dealing with this problem -~ the Republicans, the
Democrats, or wouldn't there be much difference between them?

T N
1. REPUBLICANS 5. DEMOCRATS 3. NOT MUCH DIFFERENCE 8. DON'T KNOW

G3. In the last week or two, have you seen, heard or read anythlno in - the news
about this problem? :

1. YES| . |5. NO | 8. DON'T KXOW

G9. We are faced with many problems in this country, none of which can be solved
easily or inexpensively. I'm going to name some of these problems, .and for
each one I'd like you to tell me whether you think we're spending too much
money on it, too little money, or about the right amount. First, *'the space

. exploration program': Are we spending too much, too little , or about the
right amount on "the space exploration program?"
- 3. 1. 2. . 8.
TOO TOO ABOUT DOMN’T
MUCH LITTLE . RIGHT KROW

a. THE SPACE EXPLORATION PROGRAM a.

b. Improving and protecting the environment:

(Are. we spending too much, . too little, or ' : b
about the right amount on improving and ' -
protecting the environment?)

c¢. Improving and protectlno the nation's c.

health

d. Solving the problems of the big cities : 8.

e. Halting the rising crime rate e.

£. Dealing with drug addiction £.

g. Improving the nation's edﬁcation system g-

h. Improving the conditions of blacks : h.

i. The military, armaments and defense i.

j. Foreign aid ' i-

k. Velfare - k.




"TABLE 1

DIFFERENCES IN DISTRIBUTIONS

DKs Excluded

Prob. x2 Prob. xz

Al Respondent's Position on Defense Spending

SRC-P1/GSS80/SRC-C1 <.001 97.3 <.0001 70.2
GSS80/SRC-P1, SRC-Cl <.0001 83.8 <.0001 63.3

A2 Federal Government's Position on Defense Spending

SRC-P1/GSS80/SRC-C1 <.0001 108.2 <.0001 89.3
GSS80/SRC-P1, SRC-Cl <.0001 90,7 <.0001

Bl Respondent's Position on Minority Assistance

GSS80/SRC-C1 .0042  22.8 .162 9.2

B2 Federal Government's Position on Minority Assistance

GSS80/SRC~-C1 . 0509 15.4 . 096 10.8

Cl Respondent's Position on Social Spending

SRC-P1/GSS80/SRC-C1 <.0001 50.3 .063 20.3
GSS80/SRC-P1, SRC-Cl <.0001 42.2 .053 12.4

C2 Federal Government's Position on Social Spending

SRC-P1/GSS80/SRC-C1 <.0001 79.0 .001 40,6
GSS80/SRC-P1, SRC-Cl <.0001 58.1 . 005 18.8

D Spending Priorities

Space .001 .0360
Environment .0001 .0001
Health <.0001 .0461
Urban .0006 .5370
Crime <.0001 .0047
Drugs ' .0004 0121
Education .0019 .9696
Blacks .0012 L7642
Arms .0223 .0381
Foreign Aid .0105 .0131

Welfare L0114 .5243




APPENDIX: MARGINAL DISTRIBUTIONS

Position
Survéy Haven't
-1 2 3 4 5 6 7 DK -thought
about
) Al Respondent's Position on Defense Spending
SRC-P1 2.1 1.7 3.8 13.1 22.8 21.0 20.2 2.6  12.7 (1,008)
GSsS80 3.2 3.3 6.6 21.1 22.9 12.9 19.0 1.7 9.2 (1,463)
SRC-C1 3.1 2.0 4.8 14.8 22.0 18.4 18.4 4.5 12.1 ( 964)
SRC-P1 2.5 2.0 4.4 15.5 26.9 24.8 23.9 -- - ( 854)
GSS80 3.6 3.8 7.4 23.6 25.7 14.5 21.3 -- - (1,303)
SRC-C1 3. 2.4 5. 17.8 26.4 22.0 22.0 -- -= (_804)
A2 TFederal Government's Position on Defense Spending
SRC-P1 2.5 3.5 13.2 22.1 21.1 8.7 6.5 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)
SRC-P1 3.2 4.5 17.0 28.5 27.2 11.3 8.3 ~—- - ( 782),
GSS80 4.9 10.4 25.6 26.5 16.2 9.5 6.8 - - (1,207)
SRC-C1 3.4 7.3 20.0 27.3 24.8 12.9 4.3 -- -= (_739)
Bl 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-C1 5.5 4.3 7.9 21.7 17.4 15.9 16.1 3.1 8.1 ( 963)
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
GSS30 16,5 13.8 16,9 14.1 8,9 6.6 3.5 5.3 9.5 (1,466)
SRC-C1 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 1:0.5 7.8 4.1 - - (1,250)
SRC-C1 15.3 23.5 22.7 16.3 12.5 6.3 3.3 -- — (. 750)
Cl 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-C1 5.8 9.2 11.8 15.3 12.1 12.7 15.7 4.1 13.4 ( 961)
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-C1 7.1 11. 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~C1 2.2 3.4 8.4 14.3 18.2 17.9 10.6 7.2 17.9 ( 963)
SRC-P1 2.1 1.2 8.2 22.7 25.8 21.9 18.1 ~-- -~ ¢ 757),
GSS80 2.7 5.1 11,2 21.6 21.5 19,7 18.3 -- - (1,224)
SRC-C1 2.9 4.6 11.2 19.1 24.2 23.8 14.1 -—- -= (_722)




MARGINAL DISTRIBUTIONS--Continued

D Spending Priorities

3 Too Too About DK
urvey Much Little Right

Space exploration program _

GSS80 ' 39.2 18.0 34.5 8.3 (1,466)

SRC-P2 41.3 13.6 31.6 13.5 ( 829)

GSS80 42.7 19.8 37.6 - (1,344)

SRC-P2 47.7 15.8 36.5 - ¢ 717)
Improving and protecting

the environment

GSS80 15.4 47 .9 31.0 5.7 (1,465)

SRC-P2 13.2 38.4 38.2 10.3 ( 836)

GSS80 16.4 50.8 32.9 - (1,382)

SRC-P2 14.7 42.8 42.5 - ( 750)
Improving and protecting

the nation's health

GSS80 7.6 54 .7 33.5 4.1 (1,467)

SRC-P2 8.3 47.2 36.0 8.5 ( 839)

GSS80 8.0 57.1 35.0 - (1,407)

SRC-P2 9.1 51.6 39.3 - ( 768)
Solving the problems of

the big cities

GSS80 21.3 40.0 26.0 12.7 (1,464)

SRC-P2 18.2 36.7 26.0 19.1 ( 837)

GSS80 244 45.8 29.8 - (1,278)

SRC-P2 22.5 45.3 32.2 - ( 677)
Halting the rising crime rate

GSS80 6.0 68.9 20.8 4.3 (1,463)

SRC-P2 4.8 59.7 25.1 10.4 ( 836)

GSS80 6.3 72.0 21.7 -- (1,400)

SRC-P2 5.3 66.6 28.0 - ( 749)
Dealing with drug addiction ,

GSS80 7.7 59.8 25.1 7.3 (1,460)

SRC-P2 7.1 52.0 29.5 11.4 ( 834)

GSS80 8.4 64.5 27.1 - (1,353)

SRC-P2 8.0 58.7 33.3 - ( 739)




MARGINAL DISTRIBUTIONS--Continued

D Spending Priorities

3 Too Too About DK
-urYeY Much ‘Little Right
Improving the national
education system
GSS80 10.2 52.7 33.1 4.0 (1,463)
SRC-P2 10.0 50.3 31.8 7.9 ( 837)
GSsS80 10.6 54.9 34.5 - (1,404)
SRC-P2 10.9 54.6 34.5 - ( 771)
Improving the condition
" of blacks
GSS80 23.9 24.1 44,1 7.9 (1,462)
SRC-P2 23.8 22.6 40.6 13.0 ( 836)
GSs80 25.9 26.2 47.9 - (1,347)
SRC-P2 27 .4 26.0 46.6 -- ¢ 727)
The military, aramaments,
and defense
GSS80 11.5 56.3 25.7 6.5 (1,465)
SRC-P2 10.7 59.9 20.9 8.5 ( 838)
GSS80 12.3 60.2 27.5 - (1,370)
SRC-P2 11.7 65.4 22.8 - ( 767)
Foreign aid
GSS80 69.8 5.1 19.8 5.3 (1,466)
SRC-P2 73.5 3.2 16.3 6.9 ( 839)
GSS80 73.7 5.4 20.9 - (1,389)
SRC-P2 79.0 3.5 17.5 - ( 781)
Welfare
GSS80 56.5 13.4 25.8 4.2 (1,463)
SRC-P2 54.9 14.4 23.4 7.3 ( 836)
GSS80 59.0 14.0 27.0 - (1,401)
SRC-P2 59.2 15.5 25.3 - 775)

(

“On the Michigan questions pedple who were DK, hadn't thought, or NA on

their own position position were not asked subsequent parts.

in the "haven't thought" category on the federal government questions.
GSS questions no such screen was used.

be comparable with the Michigan figures..

They are included

On the
The above GSS figures were adjusted to




