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S o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  and survey resea rchers  a r e  inc reas ing ly  coming t o  

t h e  conclusion t h a t  simple a f f e c t i v e  measures of  a t t i t u d e s  o f t e n  y i e l d  

s i m p l i s t i c  and erroneous r e s u l t s .  Both t h e o r e t i c a l l y  and empi r i ca l ly  survey 

ana lys t s  have acknowledged t h a t  a t t i t u d e s  have o the r  dimensions bes ides  

a f f e c t ,  o r  one ' s  pos i t ive /nega t ive  o r i e n t a t i o n  towards the  i s s u e  i n  

quest ion.  There is less consensus over j u s t  what a l t e r n a t i v e  dimensions t h e r e  

a r e  and how they can be b e s t  ope ra t iona l i zed ,  bu t  a genera l  sense  t h a t  one 

needs t o  measure t h e  meaningfulness of t h e  expressed a t t i t u d e .  Among s p e c i f i c  

dimensions t h a t  have been proposed a r e  1 )  reasons  f o r  one 's  p o s i t i o n  ( t h e  

why), 2) t h e  importance, c e n t r a l i t y ,  involvement, o r  concern about t h e  i s s u e ,  

3) information and knowledge about t h e  i s s u e ,  4 )  s a l i e n c e ,  and 5) behaviora l  

consequences and committed ac t ion .  The emerging consensus is t h a t  one must 

t ake  i n t o  account these  var ious  a s p e c t s  i f  one is t o  r e a l l y  understand t h e  

s t r u c t u r e  of  opinion on an i s s u e  and if one is going t o  measure a t t i t u d e s  

r a t h e r  than non-a t t i tudes .  

The i s s u e  o f  the  meaningfulness of  expressed opinion has been r a i s e d  

i n  many gu i ses .  Ear ly  survey resea rchers  t a lked  about a t t i t u d e  

c r y s t a l l i z a t i o n  (e.g. Katz, 1940 and C a n t r i l ,  1944) and George Gallup (1947) 

proposed a quintamensional plan o f  ques t ion  design t o  measure f i v e  

dimensions: 1 )  f a m i l i a r i t y ,  2)  open-ended opinion,  3 )  closed-ended opinion,  

4) reason why, and 5)  i n t e n s i t y .  L a t e r  P h i l i p  Converse argued t h a t  many 

expressed opnions t o  survey ques t ions  were r e a l l y  nona t t i tudes  t h a t  should be 

f i l t e r e d  out  (Converse, 1964, f o r  a review of t h e  extens ive  l i t e r a t u r e  see 

Smith, 1981). By the  l a t e  seven t i e s  t h e r e  was a slowly spreading consensus 

t h a t  techniques had t o  be developed t o  s e p a r a t e  uninformed, t r i v i a l  opinions 

from f i r m ,  committed pos i t ions .  Howard Schuman and Stanley  Presse r  (1981) 

conducted a series of experiments on "pass ionate  a t t i t u d e s n  and a t t i t u d e  



c r y s t a l l i z a t i o n  and Yankelovich, Ske l ly ,  and White (1981) developed a 

mushiness index t o  i d e n t i f y  v o l a t i l e  i s s u e s  and i n d i v i d u a l s .  

The recen t  s p l a y  o f  work on non-affective dimensions o f  a t t i t u d e s  is 

very promising, but  still l i m i t e d  and explora tory .  While numerous a t tempts  

have been made t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  meaningful opinion, '  l i t t l e  sys temat ic  work has 

been c a r r i e d  out  on what a u x i l l a r y  dimensions a r e  important and how these  

dimensions can be r e l i a b l y  measured. We have become aware o f  t h e  problem and 

have begun t o  t r y  out  s o l u t i o n s  but have not s u f f i c i e n t l y  s tud ied  t h e  mat ter  

o r  the  e f f i c a c y  of  our  mostly untes ted  s o l u t i o n s  t o  come up wi th  a thorough 

knowledge of t h e  problem o r  a robust  and v e r i f i e d  so lu t ion .  This  paper 

expands the  cu r ren t  work on multidimensional a t t i t u d e  measurements by t e s t i n g  

the u t i l i t y  of s e v e r a l  a u x i l l a r y  measures. 

A s  p a r t  o f  t h e  methodological research  program of  t h e  National  Data 

Program f o r  t h e  S o c i a l  Sciences ,  experiments i n  mult idimensional  s c a l e s  were 

designed a s  p a r t  of  t h e  1982 General S o c i a l  Survey. The General S o c i a l  Survey 

is a mul t i s tage ,  f u l l  p r o b a b i l i t y  sampling of t h e  a d u l t  populat ion of t h e  

contiguous United S t a t e s  (Davis and Smith, 1982). To s tudy t h e  r o l e  of non- 

a f f e c t i v e  dimensions o f  measuring a t t i t u d e s  we developed a series of a u x i l l a r y  

measures t o  i l lumina te  the  opinions expressed on s tandard  a f f e c t i v e  

ques t ions .  Non-affective dimensions were added t o  two ques t ions :  a s i n g l e  

item on support /opposi t ion t o  t h e  equal  r i g h t s  amendment (ERA) and a seven 

p a r t  s c a l e  on abor t ion  a t t i t u d e s  (See Appendix: Quest ion  Wordings). Among 

t h e  large number of  dimensions t h a t  had been proposed a s  candidates  f o r  

d i sc r imina t ing  between a t t i t u d e s  we se lec ted  four:  a measure of  c e n t r a l i t y  as 

opera t ional ized  by an eva lua t ion  of  the  importance of  t h e  i s s u e  t o  t h e  

respondent,  a se l f -evaluat ion  o f  t h e  amount of information possessed about t h e  

i s s u e ,  an i n d i c a t o r  of  v o l a t i l i t y  a s  measured by t h e  s t a t e d  committment t o  t h e  



respondent 's  opinion,  and open ended ques t ions  asking e i t h e r  why a respondent 

favored - o r  opposed ERA o r  asking t h e  respondent t o  name arguments f o r  and - 
a g a i n s t  abor t ions .  

While we bel ieved t h a t  these  i n d i c a t o r s  were among t h e  most promising 

d i sc r imina to r s ,  we d id  not inc lude  o the r  promising candidates.  I n  choosing 

t h e  dimensions t o  t r y  we were guided by t h e  e x i s t i n g  l i t e r a t u r e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  

t h e  work o f  Schuman and P r e s s e r  (1981) and Yankelovich, Ske l ly ,  and White 

(1981). I n t e n s i t y  was not  used s i n c e  it is not c l e a r l y  a s e p a r a t e  dimension 

(~uchftnan,  1950. p. 253; Schuman and Presser, 1981, p. 256, n.5. ; and Peabody, 

1962). Sal ience  was passed over s i n c e  an experiment on t h e  1978 GSS showed 

t h a t  a s a l i e n c e  measure (how o f t e n  people th ink about an i s s u e )  d i d  not 

d i f f e r e n t i a t e  the  assoc ia t ion  between feminist  and abor t ion  a t t i t u d e s .  

Knowledge items were excluded from t h e  i n i t i a l  list because of  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  

of framing appropr ia te  p a r a l l e l  ques t ions  without extens ive  p re tes t ing .  

Fur ther  research on t h e  1983 GSS w i l l  employ an a l t e r n a t i v e  measure of 

c e n t r a l i t y  (degree of concern),  a s a l i e n c e  measure s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  1978 

i n d i c a t o r ,  and a committed a c t i o n  item based on t h e  measure employed by 

Schuman and Presser  (1981, p. 240). 

Table 1 shows t h a t  t h e r e  was s i g n i f i c a n t  v a r i a t i o n  i n  respondent 

evaluat ions  of i s sue  importance, a m i l a b i l i t y  of information,  and firmness. 

Both i s s u e s  were ra ted  s i m i l a r l y  on importance with a p l u r a l i t y  r a t i n g  t h e  

i s sues  a s  nimportantw.2 People f e e l  t h a t  they a r e  b e t t e r  informed about 

Compared t o  13 items ra ted  with an i d e n t i c a l  measure i n  a 1973 NORC survey 
these  two items ra ted  l e s s  important than a l l  of these  ques t ions .  The i s s u e s  
with t h e  percentage r a t i n g  them as one of the  most important were: 
governmental medical care--38.8%; t h e  Sovie t  Union--31.7%; m i l i t a r y  
in te rven t ion  aga ins t  Communists--30.4%; a i d  t o  poor--29.5%; income 
redistr ibt ion--23.7%; school desegregation--21.5%; mari juana--19.5%; 
r e s i d e n t i a l  segregation--18.2%, pornography--17.4%; spying on radical$--16.7%, 
and helping blacks--15.6%. While any d i r e c t  comparison is tenuous, these  
f i g u r e s  suggest t h a t  ERA and abor t ion  many not be among t h e  most c e n t r a l  of 
i s sues .  



abor t ion a t t i t u d e s  than on ERA, but  t h i s  may w e l l  be a funct ion of t h e  

d i f f e r i n g  ways t h a t  a t t i t u d e s  towards t h e  two i s sues  were measured. 

TABLE 1 
DISTRIBUTION OF ERA AND ABORTION MEASURES 

OF IMPORTANCE, INFORMATION, AND FIRMNESS 

Importance 
One of t h e  Most Important 
Important 
Not Very Important 
Not Important A t  A l l  

Information 
Have Needed Information 
Have Most 
Have Some 
Have Very L i t t l e  

Abortion 
12.8% 
42.2 
31.2 
13.8 

(1482) 

Firmness 
Very Likely t o  Change Opinion 2 3% 
Somewhat Likely 11 .9 
Somewhat Unlikely 22.2 
Very Unlikely 63.6 

( 1453 

ERA 
9.5% 

43.0 
34 - 4  
13.1 

(1476) 

TABLE 2 
INTER-ITEM ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN NON-AFFECTIVE DIMENSIONS 

ERA ERA WA Abcrticn Abcrticn Abmticn 
lhportanr# l%rmmss Infanraticn Inportance J3rmmss Infcpaaticn 

ERA- 
ERA FinmEss 
ERA Infarmatian 
Aborticn I n p o d  
A b c r t i c n  F h m s  

From Table 2 we see t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  moderate assoc ia t ions  amongst t h e  

s i x  items. The s t ronges t  a s soc ia t ions  a r e  between the  p a r a l l e l  items (e.g.  



importance on ERA and abor t ion)  which average .396. The c o r r e l a t i o n  between 

t h e  information items is p a r t i c u l a r l y  high ( .597),  suggest ing e i t h e r  t h a t  

information i n p u t s  tend t o  be s i m i l a r  ac ross  r e l a t e d  t o p i c s  o r  t h a t  some 

common re fe rence  is being used t o  supply a response. The c o r r e l a t i o n s  between 

items within  i s s u e s  averaged .294 f o r  abor t ion  and .I74 f o r  ERA. Excluding 

t h e  assoca t ions  between p a r a l l e l  items t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n s  across  t o p i c s  is a 

modest .085. The assoca t ions  were low i n  p a r t  because of severa l  cu rve l inea r  

a ssoc ia t ions .  There was a tendency f o r  people who ra ted  an i s s u e  a s  e i t h e r  

one of the  most important o r  not  important a t  a l l  t o  repor t  t h e  h ighes t  l e v e l s  

of information and t h e  most firmness. For example, t h e  proport ion saying they 

were un l ike ly  t o  change t h e i r  opinion on ERA was 73.0% f o r  those r a t i n g  it a s  

one of  t h e  most important ,  45.5% f o r  important ,  34.4% f o r  not very important ,  

and 60.3% f o r  not  important a t  a l l .  A s  we w i l l  see below, we suspect  t h a t  

t h i s  r e s u l t s  from a tendency, e s p e c i a l l y  on t h e  ERA importance item, f o r  

people t o  r a t e  an i s s u e  a s  not  important not  because of t h e i r  l ack  of  concern 

o r  i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  i s s u e ,  but r a t h e r  a s  an expression of t h e i r  r e j e c t i o n  of 

t h e  i s sue .  

The in te r - i t em assoc ia t ions  between our a u x i l l i a r y  measures a r e  not 

impressively l a rge .  A s  Schuman and Presse r  (1981, P. 257) found us ing 

s p e c i f i c  i n t e n s i t y  measures on four  i s s u e s  and t h r e e  genera l  i n t e n s i t y  

measures, t h e r e  was enough unique var iance  i n  i n t e n s i t y  f o r  s p e c i f i c  i s s u e s  

t h a t  genera l  measures were poor s u b s t i t u t e s  f o r  i s s u e  s p e c i f i c  measures and 

the re  was l ikewise  only moderate a s s o c i a t i o n  between t h e  s p e c i f i c  i n t e n s i t y  

measures. A s  Converse (1964) has noted, here  a r e  varying i s s u e  publ ics  t h a t  

a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  and involved with some t o p i c s  and not o thers .  On t h e  o the r  
, 

hand, the  measures over these  two t o p i c s  do show some assodation.  Pa r t  may 

r e s u l t  from t h e  c loseness  of t h e  ERA and abor t ion  issues.. With more remote 



i s s u e s ,  say  nuclear  disarmament and c i v i l  r i g h t s  t h e r e  may be l i t t l e  o r  no 

a s s o c i a t i o n s  ac ross  t h e  meaningfulness measures. P a r t  may r e s u l t  from use of  

a common r e f e r e n t  t o  eva lua te  responses. We might suspect  t h a t  t h e  compara- 

t i v e l y  h igh assoca t ion  between t h e  information ques t ions  may come from t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  p a r t  of  t h e i r  eva lua t ion  is not  based on s p e c i f i c  cons idera t ion  of  

t h e  amount of  informat ion  they have on ERA o r  a b o r t i o n ,  but  on genera l  media 

consumption such as how of ten  they read t h e  paper. The a s s o c i a t i o n s  between 

newspaper use  and t h e  information items a r e  q u i t e  modest ( .I- .2) however. 

Bas ica l ly  we f e e l  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  probably moderate a s s o c i a t i o n s  ac ross  

meaningfulness measures. While not  uniformly involved and informed about a l l  

i s s u e s ,  t h e r e  is a genera l  tendency f o r  people e i t h e r  t o  fol low p o l i t i c s  o r  

ignore p o l i t i c a l  maters  and t h i s  o r i e n t a t i o n  underwrites  moderate a s s o c i a t i o n  

ac ross  d i f f e r e n t  t o p i c s .  For example, we could ask  s p e c i f i c  knowledge 

ques t ions  about an i s s u e  t h a t  would c l e a r l y  t a p  informat ion  about t h a t  i s s u e  

only,  but  knowledge s c o r e s  ac ross  i s s u e s  would still  probably c o r r e l a t e  s i n c e  

people tend t o  f a l l  i n t o  low and high informed groups. That is, while people 

w i l l  be knowledgable on some t o p i c s  and unknowledgable on o the r s ,  t h e r e  w i l l  

be a tendency t o  have h igh o r  low s c o r e s  ac ross  t o p i c s .  S imi la r  s i t u a t i o n s  

probably e x i s t  f o r  o t h e r  dimensions such a s  v o l a t i l i t y ,  s a l i e n c e ,  and 

c e n t r a l i t y .  There a r e  probably genera l  o r i e n t a t i o n s  t h a t  would l ead  t o  a 

modicum of c o r r e l a t i o n s  between most i s sues .  (But t a k e  t h e  example of farm 

subs id ies  and mass t r a n s i t .  We would expect  t h a t  two mutually exclus ive  

groups, farms and u r b a n i t e s ,  would have high in te res t / in fo rmat ion  about t h e  

i s sues  r e spec t ive ly .  We might expect t o  f ind  no o r  even negative a s s o c i a t i o n s  

between our  meaningfulness measures.) 

Within t o p i c s  t h e  in ter - i tem a s s o c i a t i o n s  a l s o  i n d i c a t e  s u b s t a n t i a l  

independence between t h e  measures. The c e n t r a l i t y  i n d i c a t o r  may have a 



v a l i d i t y  problem but  even with firmness and information t h e r e  a r e  only 

moderate a s s o c i a t i o n s  (.29-.33). We suspect  t h a t  t h e r e  may be an underlying 

dimension, nmeaningfulness,v t h a t  is tapped by these  and o t h e r  subdimensions 

(poss ib ly  s a l i e n c e  and knowledge). These ind iv idua l  i n d i c a t o r s  only 

imperfect ly  measure it. It is poss ib le ,  however, t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  r e a l l y  

separa te ,  but perhaps not t o t a l l y  unrelated dimensions. Firmness may measure 

something d i s t i n c t  from t h e  more cogni t ive ly  o r i en ted  information and 

knowledge measures. 

The a s s o c i a t i o n s  between t h e  non-affective measure and t h e  a f f e c t i v e  

measure are b a s i c a l l y  c u r v i l i n e a r .  People who were e i t h e r  s t rong ly  oppposed 

o r  s t rong ly  i n  favor  of t h e  ERA o r  who ranked high o r  low on t h e  abor t ion 

s c a l e  tended t o  repor t  high information and firmness. When t h e  ERA and 

abor t ion  items a r e  recoded i n t o  extreme vs. moderate opinion we f ind  moderate 

t o  s u b s t a n t i a l  a s s o c i a t i o n s  between t h e  i s s u e s  and information and firmness 

(.22-.57). The measure of t h e  importance of t h e  ERA item showed a decidedly 

d i f f e r e n t  p a t t e r n  however. It had a s u b s t a n t i a l  a s s o c i a t i o n  with ERA (.60), 

with those opposing t h e  ERA tending t o  r a t e  it  as unimportant. A s  noted 

above, we suspected t h a t  t h e i r  importance r a t i n g  n i g h t  not  have been an 

independent evaluat ion of t h e  c e n t r a l i t y  of t h e  item. We suspect  t h a t  many 

opponents of t h e  ERA used t h i s  item t o  re-express t h e i r  opposit ion.  We 

be l i eve  t h a t  they were t r y i n g  t o  say t h a t  t h e  ERA i tself  was unimportant 

(unneeded, not worthwhile, e t c . ) ,  r a t h e r  than whether t h e  ERA i s sue  o r  

controversy was important t o  them (an i s s u e  they were involved with, concerned 

about,  worked up over) .  This inference  is supported by t h e  low c o r r e l a t i o n  

with o the r  non-affective measures noted above. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  an examination of 

t h e  open ended items about t h e  ERA and t h e  items on knowing what t h e  ERA meant 

and having heard o r  read about t h e  ERA, d id  not  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  those who 



s t rong ly  opposed the  ERA and thought it was an unimportant i s s u e  were 

e s p e c i a l l y  uninformed, a p a t h e t i c ,  o r  i n a r t i c u l a t e  about t h e  ERA. We thus  

suspect  t h a t  t h e  importance measure of ERA has  been p a r t l y  confounded with t h e  

a f f e c t i v e  measure. 

The non-affective dimensions employed here have face  v a l i d i t y  as items 

f o r  d i sc r imina t ing  t h e  meaningfulnesss of a t t i t u d e s  and a good, but not  

extens ive ,  t r a c k  record. To eva lua te  t h e  success of these.measures we 

examined t h e i r  impact on a t t i t u d e  c o n s t r a i n t .  People with real a t t i t u d e s  on 

such r e l a t e d  i s s u e s  a s  ERA and abor t ion  should show a s s o c i a t i o n s  ( a t t i t u d e  

c o n s t r a i n t )  between t h e  a t t i t u d e s .  If t h e  non-affective dimensions were 

d i sc r imina t ing  along t h e  a t t i tude-nona t t i tude  continum, then t h e r e  should be 

less c o n s t r a i n t  f o r  t h e  l e s s  informed, less c e n t r a l l y  involved, and less 

f i k y  a t tached ( o r  some combination of these )  and higher a s s o c i a t i o n s  f o r  

informed, i n t e r e s t e d ,  and f i r m .  

ERA Inportance ERA Firm 
+ - - 

c- InpOrtance High Med. Law Hi& Med. Law High Med. LOI Hi.& Med. Law 
In f~~na t i cn  Higt~ Hi& Hi& Low b L Q W H i & H i g h  H i g h L o w L o w L o w  
!RiXmEs9 Law Law Law Law 

ERA x A M  1 .235 .W -.@I .a29 .220 .432 .476 
- H i g h -  

(140) (187) (89) (136) 

Lar Law Hi& Hi& % .419 .p3 -.I98 
(1%) (133) (142) (104) (67) (52) (57) (34) 

a ERA combines responses from these  who heard about t h e  ERA and those who had 
not.  Don't knows were excluded. ABORT is an add i t ive  s c a l e  of t h e  seven 
abor t ion ques t ions  with Don't knows coded a t  the  midpoint of  each item. 
P a r a l l e l  ana lys i s  was a l s o  conducted us ing only those  who reported having 
heard o r  read about the  ERA and using an abor t ion  s c a l e  t h a t  excluded a l l  
Don't knows. Resul ts  were very similar t o  those  reported above. 



Tables 3A, 3B, and 3C g ive  the  bas ic  r e s u l t s .  Looking a t  t h e  

i n d i v i d u a l  items i n  t a b l e  3A we see t h a t  with t h e  exception of importance of 

t h e  ERA they a l l  d i s c r i m i n a t e  moderately well .  I n  t a b l e  3B t h e  s i t u a t i o n  is 

c l a r i f i e d  f u t h e r  by combining t h e  p a r a l l e l  items (e.g. ERA and abor t ion  

importance) i n t o  t r i cho tomies  o r  dichotomies. I n  t h i s  form even importance 

shows cons i s t en t  and no tab le  d iscr iminat ion .  F i n a l l y ,  Table 3C simultaneously 

c o n t r o l s  f o r  t h e  t h r e e  p a r a l l e l  measures used i n  Table 3B. Overal l  t h e r e  is a 

s t rong  a s s o c i a t i o n  between importance, information,  and f irmness and t h e  

a s s o c i a t i o n  between ERA and abor t ion  The s t r o n g e s t  a s s o c i a t i o n s  (.476 and 

.432) occur f o r  t h e  two cases  i n  which none o f  t h e  low cond i t ions  ( i .e.  

uninformed, not  as impor tant ,  changeable) p r e v a i l .  For cases  with one low 

condi t ion  t h e  average gamma was .31; f o r  cases  with two low condi t ions  t h e  

average was -.034; and f o r  t h e  s i n g l e  case  with a l l  cond i t ions  low t h e  gamma 

was ,220. Given t h e  t o t a l  l a c k  of  any in ter - i tem a s s o c i a t i o n  show by people 

low on any two dimensions we f ind  it r a t h e r  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  a s i g n i f i c a n t  

r e v e r s a l  occurs among those  with low information,  f i rmness,  and importance. 

This  may only r e f l e c t  an idiosyncracy i n  our da ta  o r  a s i n g u l a r i t y  f o r  these  

va r i ab les .  It is a l s o  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  is t h e  product of  

c o r r e l a t e d  e r r o r  such as a response s e t .  Despite  t h i s  anomaly the  o v e r a l l  

p a t t e r n  is c l e a r .  A combination of  measures of  information,  importance, and 

f irmness can d i sc r imina te  between respondents and de f ine  groups with 

s u b s t a n t i a l  a s s o c i a t i o n s  between ERA and abor t ion  and o t h e r  groups f o r  which 

t h e r e  were no a s s o c i a t i o n s  a t  a l l .  

Next we looked a t  t h r e e  genera l  measures t h a t  might a l s o  spec i fy  the  

s t r e n g t h  of t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n  between ERA and abor t ion:  education,  in terv iewer  

evaluat ion  of  respondent comprehension, and respondent 's  r e p o r t  of i n t e r e s t  i n  

p o l i t i c s .  A s  Table 4 shows each appears t o  d i sc r imina te  i n  a fashion s i m i l a r  

t o  the  meaningfulness dimensions. A l l  t h r e e  measures i n d i c a t e  t h a t  the  l e s s  



TABLE 4 

The Associat ion Between ERA and Abortion with Controls  f o r  
Education, Comprehension, and P o l i t i c a l  I n t e r e s t  

A. Education Less than High School High School Some College College Degree 

ERA x ABORT .I43 .264 .208 372 

B. Comprehension Not Good 

ERA x ABORT .030 

Good 

.268 

C. P o l i t i c a l  

I n t e r e s t  Only Now and Then o r  Less Some of t h e  Time Most of t h e  T i m e  

ERA x ABORT .I17 304 .268 

i n t e r e s t e d  and less educated have lower a t t i t u d e  c o n s t r a i n t .  Mul t iva r ia te  

a n a l y s i s  (not  shown) ind ica ted ,  however, t h a t  the  p o l i t i c a l  i n t e r e s t  e f f e c t  

was not independent of education. Education and comprehension had separa te  

e f f e c t s ,  but  t h e  col lege  e d u c a t e d h o t  comprehending group was v i r t u a l l y  an 

empty c e l l .  

Control l ing  f o r  education and meaningfulness showed t h a t  both had 

independent e f f e c t s  on a t t i t u d e  c o n s t r a i n t  (Table 5 ) .  Among t h e  co l l ege  

TABLE 5 

The Association Between ERA and Abortion with Controls  f o r  

~ e a n i n ~ f u l n e s s ~  and Education 

Education =LTHS HS College LTHS HS College LTHS HS College 
Meaningfulness = Low Low Low Med. Med. Med. High High High 

ERA x ABORT -.I35 ,130 .278 .349 .248 -285 .315 .403 .519 
(173) (332) (60) (733) (279) (89) (51) (131) (63) 

a ~ e a n i n g f u l n e s s  groups = those i n  t h e  low category f o r  two o r  more of the  
i n d i c a t o r s  i n  t h e  'low group, those i n  t h e  low category on one group i n  t h e  medium 
group, and those  low on no ca tegor ies  i n  t h e  high group. 



educated with meaningful opinion t h e r e  is a s u b s t a n t i a l  a s soc ia t ion  of .52 

while a t  t h e  o t h e r  end t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n  between t h e  ERA and abor t ion f o r  those  

without a high school diploma and no meaningful opinion was an i n s i g n i f i c a n t  

-. 135. 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  examining t h e  impact of non-affective dimensions on 

a t t i t u d e  c o n s t r a i n t  we looked a t  t h e i r  in f luence  on t h e  s c a l i n g  of t h e  seven 

p a r t  abor t ion  ques t ion.  Information, f i rmness,  and importance were a l l  

r e l a t e d  t o  b e t t e r  Guttman s c a l i n g  of t h e  items. Among those  high on a l l  t h r e e  

dimensions t h e  c o e f f i c i e n t s  of r e p r o d u c t a b i l i t y  and s c a l a b i l i t y  were .965 and 

.903, while f o r  those  low on a l l  these  dimensions t h e  c o e f f i c i e n t s  were .914 

and .719. - 

Also on t h e  abor t ion  scale we checked t o  see i f  t h e  non-affective 

dimensions would d i sc r imina te  a s s o c i a t i o n s  between abor t ion a t t i t u d e s  and t h e  

main explanatory va r iab les .  The l i t e r a t u r e  on abor t ion  suggests  t h a t  among 

t h e  b e s t  p r e d i c t o r s  of abor t ion a t t i t u d e s  were education,  age, church 

at tendence,  and i d e a l  number of chi ldren.  The r e s u l t s  once again ind ica ted  

t h e  d iscr iminatory  power of these  i n d i c a t o r s .  For those  high on a l l  t h r e e  

measures t h e  average assoc ia t ion  with these  p r e d i c t o r s  was .347, with two high 

and one low it averaged .193, with one high and two low it was .202, and with 

a l l  th ree  low the  average r e l a t i o n s h i p  was .130. (I could look a t  mul t ip le  

regression models and compare t h e  r2 under these  condi t ions . )  

Next w e  looked a t  the  assoc ia t ion  of ERA and abor t ion a t t i t u d e s  with 

two r e l a t e d  a t t i t u d e  sca les :  a f o u r  item feminism s c a l e  and a ques t ion on 

divorce laws. For these  items we cannot use t h e  combined p a r a l l e l  i n d i c a t o r s  

of t h e  non-affective dimensions as when comparing t h e  ERA and abor t ion  

assoc ia t ion ,  but  can combine the  t h r e e  separa te  dimensions, information,  

importance, and firmness. For feminism by abor t ion  t h e  assoc ia t ion  when a l l  



a u x i l l a r y  dimensions were high was .400, when two were high it was .331, when 

one was high .196, and when none were high .196. S i m i l a r l y  t h e  assoc ia t ions  

between ERA and feminism were: a l l  high = .668, two high = .303, one high = 

,177, and none high = .171. We t r i e d  t h e  item on how easy laws on divorce  

should be because Schuman and Presser (1981, pp. 265-266) examined t h e  

assoc ia t ion  between abor t ion  and a similar divorce  ques t ion  with con t ro l s  f o r  

importance. They f a i l e d  t o  f ind  any a t t enua t ion  of  a t t i t u d e  cons t ra in t  a s  

importance declined. Our a n a l y s i s  confirms t h i s  r e s u l t  ( t h e  assoc ia t ion  

between abor t ion and divorce  laws was .364 f o r  those  i n  t h e  top  importance 

category and .363, .272, and .347 i n  t h e  ca tegor ies  f o r  dec l in ing  

importance). However, when a l l  t h r e e  measures were combined (as above) t h e  

non-affective measures d i d  d i sc r imina te  on t h e  c o n s t r a i n t  between t h e  

a t t i t u d e s .  For abor t ion  and divorce l a w  the  a s s o c i a t i o n s  were: a l l  high = 

.532, two high = .263, one high = .263 , and none high = .260. For ERA and 

divorce laws t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n s  were: a l l  high = .475, two high = .253, one 

high = .213, and none high = .195. While these  d i f f e r e n c e s  show more of a 

dichotomy than i n  t h e  cases  of ERA and abor t ion and feminism and ERA o r  

abor t ion ,  they do i n d i c a t e  t h a t  even when one i n d i c a t o r  does not d i sc r imina te  

t h e  th ree  together  can s t i l l  accomplish t h e  same ends. 

Next we examined t h e  open-ended responses t o  t h e  ques t ions  asking why 

people support/oppose t h e  ERA and inqu i r ing  about reasons they had heard f o r  

and aga ins t  abor t ion.  These items were included i n  t h e  experiment pr imar i ly  

t o  provide depth i n  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of the  s t r u c t u r e  of opinion on ERA and 

abor t ion ,  but we a l s o  examined them t o  see i f  they could be used t o  

d iscr iminate  the  magnitude of  a ssoc ia t ions .  Almost everyone was ab le  t o  g ive  

a t  least one reason f o r  t h e i r  ERA opinion (5.6 percent  gave none-almost a l l  

people who had no opinion on E R A ) ,  43.2 percent  gave one reason,  33.2 percent  



two reasons, and 18.0 percent three  or  more reasons. Giving reasons f o r  and 

against  abor t ion was somewhat harder f o r  respondents. On reasons against  

abortion 12.0 percent named none, 39.6 percent one reason, 33.7 percent two 

reasons, and 14.6 percent th ree  or more reasons. On reasons f o r  abor t ions ,  

17.2 percent named none, 27.2 percent one, 25.8 percent two, and 29.8 percent 

three  or more. People who were f o r  and against  abortion d i d  not d i f f e r  i n  

t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  name an anti-abortion argument ( respect ively  88.4 percent and 

88.9 percent) ,  but people opposed t o  abort ion were l e s s  ab le  t o  c i t e  an 

argument f o r  abortion than those favoring abortion ( respect ively  77.3 percent 

and 90.9 percent) .  We looked t o  see i f  a t t i t u d e  constra int  varied by two 

f ac to r s  (1 )  number of reasons mentioned and (2)  whether general  o r  s p e c i f i c  

reasons were given. On ERA no c l ea r  assoc ia t ion  exis ted between number of 

issues  and a t t i t u d e s  constra int .  On abort ion,  however, those who could not 

name a reason had e s sen t i a l l y  no associat ion between t h e i r  ERA and abort ion 

a t t i t ude .  The associat ion was not regular ,  however. Those with one reason 

had the  s t rongest  associat ion with those having two or more reasons had 

s l i g h t l y  weaker associat ions  (pro-abortion reasons: none = .104, one = .331, 

two = .207, three+ = .219; anti-abortion reasons: none = .059, one = .301, 

two = .203, three+ = .254). Looking a t  the dif ferences  between general  and 

spec i f i c  reasons on abortion3 ( t he  ERA question d i d  not lend itself t o  such 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ) ,  we see t h a t  people who selected general reasons had grea te r  

a t t i t u d e  cons t ra in t  than those who favored spec i f i c  reasons (anti-abortion- 

general reason = .304, spec i f i c  reason = .185; pro-abortion-general reason = 

3 ~ o r  pro-abortion reasons the  general  responses were ttwoments r i gh t , "  
"control over own body," and " f r eedodr igh t  t o  choose." For anti-abortion t he  
general  responses were "abortions a r e  k i l l i n g ,  murder," "taking a l i f e , "  
"unborn a l i ve , "  l1unborn may be a person," and Itright t o  l i f e . "  The complete 
codes a r e  i n  Davis and Smith, 1982, pp. 335-336. 



.374, s p e c i f i c  reason = .204). This may r e f l e c t  a more ideo log ica l  form of 

th inking by t h e  former while t h e  s e l e c t i o n  of s p e c i f i c  reasons may i n d i c a t e  

more p a r t i c u l a r i s t i c  cogn i t ive  p a t t e r n s .  A more d e t a i l e d  a n a l y s i s  using 

combination of s p e c i f i c  and genera l  responses t o  a l l  of t h r e e  poss ib le  reasons 

d i d  not  show any a d d i t i o n a l  c o n s i s t e n t  pa t tern .  

I n  t h e  preceding s e c t i o n s  w e  have shown t h a t  non-affective dimensions 

such a s  importance, information,  firmness and open-ended ques t ions  can 

d i sc r imina te  t h e  a t t i t u d e  c o n s t r a i n t  between two r e l a t e d  measures. The items 

work both when the  auxiliary measures are a v a i l a b l e  f o r  both of t h e  associa ted  

a t t i t u d e s  and when they a r e  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  only one measure. S imi la r ly  t h e  

non-affect ive dimensions a l s o  s p e c i f y  t h e  intra-i tem s c a l a b i l i t y  on abor t ion 

and t h e  s t r eng th  of a s s o c i a t i o n s  between p red ic to r s  v a r i a b l e s  ( inc lud ing  

demographics) and t h e  a t t i t u d e s .  Undoubtedly t h e  measures used here  are far 

from optimum. We have ind ica ted  poss ib le  problems with t h e  importance 

items. Addi t ional ly  random measurement e r r o r  undoubtedly is present  i n  a l l  

measures. With more r e l i a b l e  measures we should be a b l e  t o  separa te  out  even 

g r e a t e r  d i f fe rences  i n  t h e  l e v e l  of a t t i t u d e  c o n s t r a i n t .  Fur ther  work is 

cur ren t ly  underway t o  extend these  i n d i c a t o r s  t o  two more i s s u e s  (feminism and 

race r e l a t i o n s )  and comparing them t o  o the r  measures of meaningfulness (an 

a l t e r n a t i v e  measure of c e n t r a l i t y ,  a sa l i ency  i n d i c a t o r ,  and an item on 

committed a c t i o n ) .  

There are a t  l e a s t  t h r e e  c o n f l i c t i n g  explanations f o r  t h e  lower 

a t t i t u d e  cons t ra in t  evidenced by people low on t h e  meaningfulness measures. 

The nonat t i tude  explanation a s  formulated by Converse suggests  t h a t  people a r e  

prone t o  express a t t i t u d e s  on i s s u e s  about which they r e a l l y  have no a f f e c t i v e  

preference  (and l i t t l e  o r  no information o r  i n t e r e s t  on which t o  make 

e f f e c t i v e  judgments). I n  l i n e  with Converse's expecta t ions  we constructed t h e  



non-affect ive measures t o  segregate  these  nona t t i tudes .  A second 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is t h a t  t h e  lower a s s o c i a t i o n s  a r e  not caused by nona t t i tudes ,  

bu t  by e c c e n t r i c  ideologues who a s s o c i a t e  i s s u e s  i n  n o n t r a d i t i o n a l  fashions  

l i k e  t h e  U.S. Labor Par ty .  Thirdly ,  t h e r e  may be i s s u e  s p e c i f i c  a t t i t u d e  

holders who have well-formulated pos i t ions  on s p e c i f i c  i s s u e s  but  do not draw 

any connection between t h e  i s s u e s  being assoc ia ted ,  such as farmers who oppose 

b i g  government but  favor  more farm supports.  While both e c c e n t r i c  ideologues 

and p a r t i c u l a r i s t i c  a t t i t u d e  holders  a r e  undoubtedly two of t h e  major 

explanations f o r  less than p e r f e c t  a s soc ia t ions  between a t t i t u d e s ,  t h e r e  is no 

reason t o  assume t h a t  such groups would necessa r i ly  rank low on information,  

importance, o r  f irmness.  On t h e  o the r  hand respondents who descr ibe  

themselves a s  uninformed, who rate t h e  i s s u e  a s  unimportant,  who consider 

t h e i r  opinion as changeable, and who are less a b l e  t o  name pros o r  cons on &n 

i s sue  a r e  p r a c t i c a l l y  self-defined a s  nona t t i tude  holders  (except f o r  t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  they had expressed an a t t i t u d e ) .  It appears t h a t  t h e  lower a t t i t u d e  

cons t ra in t  s p e c i f i e d  by t h e  meaningfulness dimension not  only i s o l a t e s  groups 

with l i t t l e  a s s o c i a t i o n  between i s s u e s ,  but  de f ines  groups t h a t  have l i t t l e  

meaningful opinion on t h e  ind iv idua l  i s s u e s  e i t h e r .  

While considerable  more development is needed it appears t h a t  measures 

of nonaffect ive dimension can be constructed t o  s e p a r a t e  expressed a t t i t u t e s  

i n t o  thoughtful ,  considered opinion and t h e  vcapr ic ious  const ruct ionsw and 

"very -- ad hoc f e e l i n g s w  t h a t  Converse l a b e l l e d  nona t t i tudes .  By evaluat ing 

these  separa te  dimension of a t t i t u d e s  we should b e t t e r  understand the  nature  

and prevalence of a t t i t u d e  c o n s t r a i n t ,  t h e  process of a t t i t u d e  formation and 

change, and the  nexus between a t t i t u d e s  and behaviors. 





APPENDIX 

Question Wordings 





13. A.  Why do you ( f a v o r / o p p o s e )  t h e  E q u a l  R i g h t s  Amendment? 
PROBE EACH RESPONSE FOR CLARITY A N D  PROBE FOR ADDITIONAL REASONS. 

B. Why i's t h a t - - w h y  d o  y o u  h a v e  n o  o p i n i o n  o n  t h e  E q u a l  R i g h t s  
Amendment? 

PROBE: What a r e  some o f  t h e  r e a s o n s  you f e e l  t h a t  way? 
PROBE FOR CLARITY A N D  PROBE "What o t h e r  r e a s o n s ? "  



13. C. How i m p o r t a n t  i s  t h e  Equa l  R i g h t s  Amendment i s s u e  t o  you--would 
you s a y  i t  is. . .  

one of t h e  most i m p o r t a n t ,  . . . 1 

i m p o r t a n t ,  . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

n o t  v e r y  i m p o r t a n t ,  o r  . . . . . 3 

n o t  i m p o r t a n t  a t  a l l ? .  . -. . . . 4 

Don' t  know . . . . . . . . . . . 8 

D. How much i n f o r m a t i o n  do you have a b o u t  t h e  Equa l  R i g h t s  Amendment 
--do you have. .  . 

a l l  of t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  you need ,  1 

most o f  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  . . . . 2 

some i n f o r m a t i o n ,  o r  . . . . . . 3 
v e r y  l i t t l e  i n f o r m a t i o n ?  . . . . 4 

Don' t  know . . . . . . . . . . . 8 

E. How f i r m  a r e  you a b o u t  ( y o u r  o p i n i o n  o n / t h e  way you f e e l  a b o u t )  
t h e  Equa l  R i g h t s  Amendment--would you s a y  you a r e  v e r y  l l k e l y  t o  
c h a n g e  ( y o u r  o p i n i o n ) ,  s o m e w h a t  l i k e l y  t o  c h a n g e ,  s o m e w h a t  
u n & i k e l y  t o  change  o r  v e r y  u n l i k e l y  t o  change y o u r  o p i n i o n ?  

Very l i k e l y  t o  change .  . . . .. . 1 

Somewhat l i k e l y  t o  change .  . . . 2 

Somewhat u n l i k e l y  t o  change .  . . 3 

Very u n l i k e l y  t o  change .  . . . . 4 

Don ' t  know . . . . . . . . . . . 8 



96.  P l e a s e  t e l l  me w h e t h e r  o r  n o t  t h i n k  i t  s h o u l d  b e  p o s s i b l e  
f o r  a  p r e g n a n t  woman t o  o b t a i n  a  1- a b o r t i o n  if . . . 
READ EACH STATEMENT, AND CIRCLE ONE CODE FOR EACH. 

A. If t h e r e  i s  a  s t r o n g  c h a n c e  o f  s e r i o u s  1 2 8 
d e f e c t  i n  t h e  baby?  

B. If s h e  i s  m a r r i e d  a n d  d o e s  n o t  w a n t  a n y  1 2 8 
more c h i l d r e n ?  

C. If t h e  woman's own h e a l t h  i s  s e r i o u s l y  1 2 8 
e n d a n g e r e d  by t h e  p r e g n a n c y ?  

D. If t h e  f a m i l y  h a s  v e r y  low i n c o m e  and  1 2 8 
c a n n o t  a f f o r d  a n y  more c h i l d r e n ?  

E. If s h e  became p r e g n a n t  a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  
r a p e ?  

F. If s h e  i s  n o t  m a r r i e d  and  d o e s  n o t  w a n t  
t o  m a r r y  t h e  man? 

G. The woman w a n t s  i t  f o r  any  r e a s o n ?  1 2 8 



97.  A s  f a r  a s  you've heard what a r e  t h e  main arguments f a v o r  o f  
a b o r t i o n s ?  PROBE E A C H  RESPONSE F O R  C L A R I T Y .  PROBE F O R  A D D I T I O N A L  
REASONS. 

98. And, as  f a r  a s  you've heard, what a r e  t h e  main arguments aaainst 
a b o r t i o n s ?  PROBE F O R  C L A R I T Y  A N D  PROBE F O R  A D D I T I O N A L  REASONS. 



99. How i m p o r t a n t  i s  t h e  a b o r t i o n  i s s u e  t o  you--would you s a y  i t  i s  . . . 
one  o f  t h e  most  i m p o r t a n t , l  

i m p o r t a n t , .  . . . . . . . 2 

n o t  v e r y . i m p o r t a n t ,  o r .  . 3 

n o t  i m p o r t a n t  a t  a l l ?  . . 4 

Don ' t  know . . . . . . . 8 
100.  How much i n f o r m a t i o n  do you have  a b o u t  t h e  a b o r t i o n  i s s u e ?  

Do you  h a v e  . . . 
a l l  o f  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  you need ,  . 1 

most of t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n , .  . . . . . 2 

some i n f o r m a t i o n ,  o r  . . . . . . . 3 

v e r y  l i t t l e  i n f o r m a t i o n ?  . . . . . 4 

Don ' t  know . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 
101.  How f i r m  a r e  you a b o u t  y o u r  o p i n i o n  o n  abo r t i on - -wou ld  you s a y  

you a r e  v e r y  l i k e l y  t o  change you r  o p i n i o n ,  somewhat  l i k e l y  t o  
change,  somewhat u n l i k e l y  t o  change ,  o r  v e r y  u n l i k e l y  t o  change  
you r  o p i n i o n ?  

Very l i k l e y  t o  change  . . . . . . . 1 

Somewhat l i k e l y  t o . c h a n g e  . . . . . 2 

Somewhat u n l i k e l y  t o  change . . . . 3 

Very u n l i k e l y  t o  change?  . . . . . 4 

Don't  Know . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 
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