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The ~urpose of this study 1s to clarify tne relationships 
amo~~ US arcs control ~ollcies, US colle~e educated elite opinion 
and international 2.!lBUracce. iZatlonw1ds samples of college edu­
cated public opinion were ~iven the s~e items in a survey for 10 
different "'''aves or adm1.nistra.tlu~lS f'ro:;; ~960-1967t Itet!l3 dealt 
'i<ltth n.::ount of assurance that there wOl~ld be 110 "W'!lr; tr'..l3t rela.ted 

• at7i'C'-lcootoward the U3SR;end com-parative "ower of t:'e USSR· 

J~ analysis of th~ res~lts showed that the college GOU­
euted elite was :::oderately assured based on both moderate tr''..l.st 
in the USSR and a belie! that US a.ld USSR. are at least equnl in 
power. Trust relat&d attitudes tO~"ara the USSR seemed more re­
lated to assurance than US powQr; and ~1ss1le power parlty seemed 
to have no adverse affect on assurance. US science superiority 
seems to be a major component ot US power. It may be that Drior 
to 1961, ~he colle':8 erluCA.ted elite be.>'ed assuranoe and trust 
Drimar1ly on US lJow-er. Ho\t\3ver a crlt'.cal transition ooc~r:-ed 
around January 1962 in which US power supe~iorlty beoame clearly 
established to the oolle!':,:; aducated. Then further increasf:s in 
assuranoe (beyond a minimal level) may have de~ended on lncreasin~ 
trus till the USSR. 

General i:nnlloations for theoretical issues are that tr1.ls: 
relate1 factors oluster a9 theoretioa11y expec;ed. Power gains do 
not de~reas trust, ~h1ch was not expected. The produ~t of ~~st 
and "Dower 1s the best prediotor of assuranoe, as expected.. T·,.=.: 
~ltte uublio has a complex view ot :oow·~r. trust and assurh; . 
;.;hio~ ;:,ets siJ:lpler and more power oriented under" in_..;~ anx 'J ~ " l~ 
,'"x-oec::e d. 

Genera~ i'llplications for polio . ., are that saplc ar::.s 
su?er:.orlty w1l1 n.ot produoe tltable ~1!rh assure..."lce in tr.e ell.te 
(or s~ole ap;ree"lcr.ts with the USSR.). The el~::'" ~i.-~-: ,~.~.~ "J'!: 
(because of the :- cO::!lplex powp,r vlew) 'l.n arra~a:::;en-.. ~n " .: ~::: .: __ ~ 
na tlo;:') had power sUDeriorl ty in one ar~a of power, 'While ~:.ey 
mal~ta1n parlty or i~ferlor1ty in othe~ areas. ~ less tric~y 
-possib111ty might bft total -parity, giv!u a cont1nu'Ulce 0-: ~he 
current "("lse of trus'C over 1>0'\o:er as a nasls o! ell to assur:!noe. 
Still anotr.er possibillty 1s the use o~ US soientific superiority 
to justify ams limit'S or even arms parity oonocl'ts. Finally 
the data may hint that suP?ort for ger.'jral disarmament maY be 
emer.71~ ln the elite, if' truf:t conticles to rise (barl!.t.s;! the 
e~cr~enoe ot a new tr~eat). A ~lnal 1~plicatio~ is that ~ur­
veillanoe and 1ntenslve~rlti~atlon ar~ not considered essential 
elenents of arms treatles with tho USS~ by the college edu-ated 
elite On the trust cllmate of 196?-'~·>}7). 
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It is su;;~eeted that these results indicate the kind ot 
policies- which can most assure the college elite.. The reaulta also 
reveal ~hat these ~olicleB can be accepted by the USSR qS credible. 
f;ince they are not likely to produci"t an flsseu~..noe critjls tl with 
subsequent pre06ures for new governors and abrogations of previous 
ares treaties. This (.f course aUSUl:les that tha USSR conttnues 
to act in a ~y which does not threaten th6 elita's trust. 
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IN~ERNA.'l'IonAL .A.SSUlU.5CZ 

AM fubltc Q'Okn1oP, AS§l1.t.ange epd liegotlgt1oAs ).m0RS llallila 

In negot1a tion aelong mit10ne the opinions 01' the pul>lics 01' 
tbe involved nations are otten quite important. This 1s partlcu­
larly true in lon~ term negotiations, such a9 thole involved ia 
arns control and d1aarmament issues. Without aupporting ~u1n1on 
ot a stable nature in their re9pect1\·s publioa, negot.latOTs of !.lrl"'..Ja 
control iaeue3 lack a degree 01' credibility in their propoealu, 
which may severely hamper long term progrecs. 

The tQllowing analysis of the opinion 01' the &~er\can 
college educated elite is a tirst step in the tormulation ota 
~ore precise understanding 01' how opinions critical to &rIDS a~re~­
ments are to~ed. The data to be presented shoWB how college 
elite ouinion aotually developed during the era at Kennedy and 
KhrUschav. It ~uggests ~ theoretical ir~ework tor und.r8tand~ 
how elite ol)1nion t\lnctions now and in the future. This trame­
tIOrk may enable us to understand how much 8U'PPort arms limitation 
may have, and how stable this support will prove to be. 

A bas1c concept 1n relating opin10n tc negot1at\ons vith 
an adversary government is SS8uranco. Assurance 18 g&ner&lly de­
tined S8 an exPectation that anothe~oountT1 vill a~t, for vhat­
ever resson, in a way oonsistent wlth the intorest ot one'. own 
oountry. At its most baslc level, when one is aasured, one 
believes that at very least another country will not attack onsts 

(1) The author expreSSes ~ratltuOe to Jud1th Samet-Driver 
for critical readln~ and edit1n~ of the text. 
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""Tn countr..... A btts tc nSDumptlon 0: thi s sturlV is that when the 
7ubl~c of" 9. llR.tlon is assured co~cern1:-.:; ar;othtll" nation. arms 
~e~ottatlons eRn occur In a more c~&dlhle fsshion. ~hen ~ublics 
g~~ cot assur~d. arms 11~lt8t!ons Mill be viewed as dan~e~ous. 
:'he as~u:::n tion then 1s that nressut'!'!s w111 be brought to bear on 
t;".~ .-OYtJ:rl"'L~E>nt hlyolve1i to de~ist ~!'o:n such t'e~otlati.ons or ouffer 
loss of office. ?l~ure 1 8u~~arlzes tha relationships fer ~be 
;-':l.Se of the US ~overnment ne;:;otlr;.t1~.:-; .... ,1 th the Soviet Unton. Th~ 
j~>':r~e of R.MHlrance in the US public towards the USSR will affect 
th~L- support for the post tion taken by the US government 11: arms 
control vis d v1s the Soviet Unlon. This support level vill attect 
credibility front the view of the USSR. The credIbility of US 
proposals will 1n turn affect, in part~ the seriousness of Soylet 
react1ons. 

It 1s understood in this study that mORt public opinion 
concerninR the US3R 1s ba.sed on events presented by the News 
~edla. Other reports in the study (see Walton, Gould. Str1ckland & 
Jr1ver. 196~) will report on hoy the m~dia transmit news concerning 
Soviet ~n1 American behavior. The con~ern ot the present report 
~111 be en how ~SSUlance is dovelon~d in the American nubllc -
?articulsrly 1n the college educat~d 8~ctor ot the pUbiic. 

2& ,A The9r~t\~~1 Fr~m~york gf Agsu;A»c~ 

Developed from a review of behsvloral science researoh, 
(see Walton, 1968) 8 theoretical framework tor analyzlng the basis 
of assurance 1s sugge~ted. ~ ma~or bases of assurance are 
postulated: trust and power. A fundamental idea 1s that a public 
will be assured to the extent that: 

1) It sees its own government I1S powerrul relatIve 
to a possible adversary. 

2~ It trusts another nation. 
3) It sees both power in 1ts ~vn gOTernment and 

displays trust toward another nat1on. 

In this tramework. trust. 1s defined as the bellet that 
another nation 1s capable ot and yoluntarilx dls1r,s to turther 
one's own nation's goals. Power 1s used to meLn pri~ar1ly pos­
session .of the capabl1i~1 and means to inflict daaage on an 
adversary througll military a.ction. P1gure 2 presents a. suamu7 
ot this assurgnce framewrk. 

Each ot theee baaes ot aS8uranee can in turn be related to 
~,er tactors. Trust 1s expected to 'or related to perceived positive 
intention. 11kln~. perceived al~11arlt1e8. bellefs 1n the poss1bl1tt~ 
of cooperation and coexistence, and US national esteem. Perceived 
decls10n "M9.king cOnl'J)etence of USSR leadership when combined With 
rercelved positive Intont w111 also enl.anoe t1"\lst. 
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Power is based on perceived Soviet and American pover as 
well as on Soviet competence. To the extent that trust does not 
eXist, perceived Sov1et competence in decis10n 'laking will de­
crease perceived US power and deflate assurance. Soviet com-
pa hnee thus oan aid or decrease assurance. depIJ:s:.ding on th ... 
degree to whioh assuranoe 1s based on trust or power • 

A Similar two edged sword 1s surveillance c3pabll1ty In 
the US and in the USSR. A high US surveillanoe cap~bl11t1 (e.g, 
intelligence) v1.s a vie thlt USSR v111 boost perc.lve~ US iovor; 
but it may a180 throw doubt on the spontaneity ot Soviet gooo 
intent10ns." It wlll be uncertain whether the USSR "sood in­
tentions" are due to genuIne conoern tor US interest or merely 
to impress a powerful observer. Very ubiquitous surveillance 
may also generate resentment 1n the USSR. Th1s would lead to 
host11e intent 1n the USSR, hence leBS trust by the US pub110. 

A final issue cono~rns the relatlor.~hlp of poYer and 
trust. Soclal psycholog1cal literature suggests that high or 
increasing power tends to generally lower trust. Cne reason 
for this might b~ the reasoning that the other sIde must be clolng 
someth1ng agalns·t vur interests to N<lulre our power levele. 
Another view, however, 'WOuld ste!!. trom COml::lon sense - the more 
~ower we have, the less anoth~r will logically want to harm UB, 
hence the more we can trust the~. Since tIllS r&latlonship 1s 
not olear, we shall not make any def1nite pred1otions 1n Pig. 1. 

This framework has several important imp11oations tor 
negotiations. Fo'r instance. it as!lurance 1s pr1marily trust 
based, then arms limits, or decreases, possibly ev~n disarma­
ment, oan be sought w1thout 61a~ing the pu~11c. Treaty pro­
posals w11l be seen by the other &at10n as having a basis ot 
publio support, hence a~ oredible, stablp. otfers to be met with 
s1m11ar responses. It assurance·1s primarily power bAsed, 
then arms decreases will be alarming. Even it proposed, they 
w1ll possibly be later abrogated by a new government brought 
Inon a wave ot public tear. Soviet negotiators must be aware 
ot this and will deal with suoh prol'ossls a8 not ored1ble. 
19reements tor pro~ap;anda .,urpoeee ma,. be aohieved. but genuine 
long-term oommitments to arms deoreases are nat 11kely. Other 
more subtle issues are touohed by the framework ( •• g~ the. 
i8sue ooncerning theviab11ity or a=ma pa~1t7 .s a negotiation 
objectiye ) however, it would be more useful to 8ee bow 
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well the fra~e~or~ wor~s co~cer~ln~ actu~l public o~inlon before 
eXDlo~~n~ l~~llcatlons any furth~r. 

c. ~he ?ocu~ on 8olle~e Elite Ooi~ion 

A critical Question in the analYsis of nublle o~lnlo~ 1s 
t~q sector of t~e ~ubllc which should be examined. ~an7 theories 
o~ t~2 co~x~~lcat~o~ nrocees (aBe ~ecor1 & Eack=ah, 1965) su~~est 
that certat~ elite ~rouos are t~e ~evs to vUbllc opinion and to 
e~ections. It has also been sua~ested that ~overn~ents are sensi­
tive onl'1 to certalnellte 5l:rOU~S durin~ t.'1eir stay in office. 
~ence. botn lon~ and short ter~ ere~lbllity of US arms control 
offers ~av h\n£~ ~ainlv on the known assurancs of certain elites. 

A fUrther ouest1on would then be which elite is it oro­
f~table to exa~ine. The resources of the present stUdy ~ould 
oeM\lt the analys1s of' assurance 1.n only one elite. It was decIded 
to cons1der ~olle~e graduates as a particularly 1m~ortaQt e11te. 
The decislon is based on several criterla. 11rst, 1t 1s Increas­
ingly clear that the college educated group 1s havlng a very powerful 
effect on the course ot elect10ns and masa publlc op1nlon in gen­
eral. Second. prsvioua studies have shown hoy this group cons1s­
tently displaye marked dIfferences in torm and content of opinions 
from the non-college educated mass. 

To !u41y see the etrects ~: education on opinIon. It is 
us~rul to ~18tin~lBh betveon two aspects or assurance - Ita structure 
and 1 ts content. By "structure" we will mean whether It 18 based 
on one factor (e.g. power), two factors, or even three or more 
factors. The more bases underlying assurance, the more thIs 
opInion system vill be descrIbed a8 having cc.plex structure. By 
"content'f we will mean which basis is related to assurance -
1.e. Is it a trust or power orlented 81stemZ 

In both structure and content. educated opinion can be 
expected to be ditterent. Par instance, Scott (1965) finds that 
the more Informed respondents were on tnternational events, the 
more dimenSions or att~lbutes they used in developIng 1mage8 of 
oth~r nations. Since educatIon can be expected to relate ~ infor­
mation on 11lternatlonal affairs this re8ult suggeate the college 
e11te 18 11kel,. to baae assurance on aeveral t .. ctora. 

Research on the content ot attitude8 and o~lnion. related 
to educatlon is ,ven olearer. }Par Instance, Parri. (1960) rinda 
a negative relatione hip betveen II j1ngoistic ";';Dlll ot tor81~ -
natlons and eduoational level. LeTin.on (1957 : 1n1l8 that natIonal­
istic d1strust ot others 18 related to high 8core. on an authori­
tarian Ideology 8cale, which In turn is related to lov eduoation • 

6 
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More snecltic data on assuranoe and attltu~es on Rugsian 
intentioDs 1s available. With respect to attitudes conoerning the 
USSR, Qaspary. (1967) reporte ~hat college eduoated displayed a 
eigni!ieantly nigher expeotation of Soviet coo~eration from 1942 
until the announoement of t.he llTruman Doctrine' in 1947. FrolS 
1947 to 1949 no ~pac1al college bias is noted by Oaspary. Soott 
(~965) notes. however. that in 1954 a Canadian poll shows e~ucation 
related to bolie! in US - SoViet ooexistanae. In 1959, SOutt 
reports ~ stml1~r Canadian rnstiv~te ot Pub~10 Opinion poll tinding 
t!"..:lt the more educa.ted daaired to visit tte USSR. HO~8ver. in 
1955 a Ca.nadian poll reV'~aled that education did not re.late to 
baliefs in improved Russian sinoerity. rh~ther this is due to a 
peculiarity in wording or a repetition or Oaspary'e finding that 
at timeS oollege opinion is not different trom tho Maas 1s unol.~r.l 

Wlth ~eBpect to aesurance, the college group tend. to dls­
play ~enerally higher a.surance. O~dian polle (Soo~t. 1965) 
show strongly positive relationships between edUcation and assurance 
concernln~ the 1mpossibility or & nucle&r war. The results tor 
1954, 1958 and several times 1n 1959 oontirm thie assooiation. 
Again in 1955. t~e relationship doe8 not occur. The sU~~.8tlon ls 
that 1n r.ertsin tlmes, the college view loo ••• ·1~.·1U11'ue •••• 
Finally Ink.le~ (1960) reports a conflrmation that in the long 
run the eduoated public 1s more optimistic on peaoe" henoe sore 
a.ssured. 

With res~ect to the importance ot military pOYer a some­
what leS9 c19ar pioture emerges. Putney & Middleton (1962) found 
no relation between a "hard ll14e" and eduoatlon v1thln oolleg. 
BtudentB (& ve~y re8tricted sample). Some studi •• tind a relation 
between high power orle&tatlon and high authoritarian ldeology 
whioh i:1 turn relatee to low tducatlon (a •• Eckhardt, Manniq, Horgan, 
Subotnlk & Tinker, 19651 'ens terwald, 1958: rrenoh & Ime.t, 19551 
Rosenberg, 1965) 

In 8ummary, scattered studies otten ualng unolear ite .. 
and ind1reot ohalns ot 1nference suggest that a college eduoated 
&S8uranee 818 te1:l 'WOuld exhi bl t thes e tral ts : 

It ll'Ou14 be basel! on both trust and power 
It would de-emphas1ze power 

, 

Trust ln USSR would be tairly b1gk. exoept during 
"bad" perlods (e.g. 1947-49) 
Assurance would be ~enerally high 

.. 
~ 

None ot the Dtudies cited above dlrectly meaaured trust, power -per­
cept1on. and assurance for the same sampl. at the saa. time • 

(1) Itls possible to 888 the Rua.lana a. sino.re, vb11 • 
n21 sealngthem &8 ~ett1ng ~ sinoere. Poll 1tems otten haT. 
d.~lorable wor41ng. 
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thua relationships amo~ nriables are quite c!lnjectural. No1ther 
trust par- BS or ~erce1ved Soviet pos1tive intent were u8ually 
measured at all. Even the assurance le","el 1a largel,. based on 
Canadian data. Hence, it 18 clearly nece8sa~ to tind a better 
data. source tor building an understanding at tha struoture and 
dynam10s ot college elite assurance. The present analysis attem~ta 
to begin ~hia teak. 

14 Ihl) Sil§otlpn ot a 'time Perlg 4 . 

It i8 neCU81\ry to l\m1t any study of publio opinion to .. 
particular period of time. Initially the period trom KAnnedyla 
inauguration (1961) to hin assassination In 1963 vas selected. 
This per10d 1s fairly recont, yet good dooumentation on key events 
1s noll' available. 'the major leadership ln both JlAjor world povers 
was stable durlng the perlod. Thus, major chang •• in o~ln10n due 
to l~adersh1p changes would b~ aTOlded. 

However, due to avallability of data, (sse beloy) the period 
tor an~ly.1B 1s extended to include 1960-1967. It will now ~. pos­
slble to present a set or findlngs on quite reoant opinion, Ybieh 
haa ourrent lmplioatlon. It 1s aleo a broader time base on wb1ch 
to examine the adequacy ot theory and provide. greater conr1deno. 
in making ruture projectlons. 

PART II - KBTHOD 

Jo. RatiOnal. tQr Selg~tlon 2: the PeRton t ~Yles Suryex a8 

A search was· made ot pub11c oplnion polla during the Xennedy­
Khrttschev perlod. Data trom Gallup and other standard palla were 
collected aBd coded. These polls were tound to be plagued by many 
peralatant problems: 

Many ltems wera completely useless due to aab1guous 
word1ng or poor tomat. 
SOll6 items appeared to relate to theoretical ~ariabl~. 
such as .ssurance but in an aabiguou. faII!11.oa.OI ... r-
cut aaslgnment ot the 1 tem to a variable, e.g. truet. 
waa otten exceedingly difficult. . 
Most uaerul ltems ware g1ven to the publio only ona. 
or at beet a tev t.1m.a. Th1s meant that there 18 .0 •• 
question whether two d1ft.rent ltellS, both relat1.ng to . i 
a Tar1able auoh a. truat,oan be viewed .. me .. ur~ 
the S&IIe thing. It publ10 reapODS. to olle "trust" 
item dlftera trom aseoond, '!lttorent "'trustltltsil a"t 

. ....... 
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a later date 1s 1t because ot a change 1n opinion O~ 
dUe to dltteren~es 1n wol'd1ng of th.e 1 tem' U it 
turns out, the former explanat10n seems tenable tor 
most items. used in this study. Rut ahort of an 

_ iDde~endentt reliable measure of the variable 1n 
quest10n, this issue ~uld have been rather vexing. 

M:f'flcul ties or thq above va.rie ty were resolved by ~be cUs­
covery 1of a series of o~1nlon B~rvey8 given to a nation-wide sample 
by the Benton & Bovles Agency ot New lark. '1'h6 questions aaked by 
this a.-..;ency very closely -TaInted to the varia.bles in ths tb50rttlca.l 
framework for assurance. In general, the items were welt and 
clea.rly worded; tar 8uperior to the usual poll item. Most tortu­
ataly at all, the sace items were reooatedly used in up to to 
successive administrations or Ifwaves 11 ot the survey trom 1960 to 
1967. Each wave was g1ven to a nation-wide representatlve sample 
ranging in size trom 1246 to 1412 individuals. Detalls on sampling 
technique are available trom Benton & Bowles. ~e Benton & Bowlea 
agency proyided the break-down ot the data for the college graduates. 
reported below. 

Bt iat1Qnale tOt Bentgn & Bowles It§ms Sele9~ed to H,a8~re 
~~Urtnge Var!ables. 

Table 1 presents a G~ry ot the relevant data fro~ the 
Benton « Bowles surveY3. Waves are n~bered trom 1 to 10 across 
the top ot the table. Under each wave number is given first the 
number ot collep,e ~TRduates who responded to the ttem then the 
month and yQar in which the wave was administered. (Note how the 
waves cluster 1n the 1960-1963 Kennedy - Khruechev era) Then tollows 
the per cent ot agreement data tor 1tems a3sesslng 24 variables. 
A briet descrintion ot each variable is given over the pereentagea 
ot agreemen.t data. Purthermore, the number of the Benton & Bowles 
Item With which the var1able 1s measured 1s 1ndioated in paren­
thesIs atter the variable description. The actual items from the 
<1.uestlonna1re relevant to thls analysis are glvf,n in Al'pendl% I. 
These Items are arran~6d to tollow 1n a theoretioal order, the 
actual position or Item number ot the item in the Benton & Bowles 
qUest10nnaire 1s ~lven 1n parentheses tollow1n~ the title ot the 
1tem 1n the Appendix. It will be noted that only some ot tha 
orl~lnal survey items are included, Since many items were 1rrele­
vant to the focus of the prElsent analyses. 

(1) Our ~ratltude goes to Jacque11no Hithunawbo first 
su~~e8ted the Benton & Bowle8 data vh1le working at the ~8 
Oontrol & D1sarmament Agency • 

9 
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Table 1. Summa,ry 01 Bl!nton & Bovlos college e11te opinion 
data relevant to international assurance. . 

Wave 

Nu!:ber 1 2 :3 4 5 6 '7 8 9 '0 

Ccllo~. Elite 
3ampie Size 170 188 i 8·9 163 202 201 200 214 ~1{lQ 224 

Date of 
Admin1stration 1/60 11/60 4/61 9/61 1/62 6/62 3/63 2/64 10/64 2/67 

Varlablg No, 1 Non-Assurqnce (1Dy~rsei G,p~f11 £p~cel - per 
cent of elite certa1n of wrld ~ in :fUture (baaed 
on item No.1, a-b, Append1x 1). 

Per cent 

Per cent 

32 38 29 35 26 28 

.~;. B. The following figures give the total per cent 
of the elite not certain of world var. T~1a inverse 
ot non-aS8urance will be term~d 5£nersl assurancel 

68 62 64 71 65 74 72 74 

yat1a~~ ~lgh Po§ltlVt !s§ytfnce - per cent ot e11te who reel 
war 18 doubtfUl or impossible (based on Items !lo. 
lf, 19, lh, Appendix 1). 

Per cent 17 16 11 21 19 22 22 21 

Variable NQe_3 R~16tly, !eguI~nc, - per cent ot e11te U2! rank~3 
war BS one ot three top concerns (based on Ita: 
No. 2d. ~pp.n41x I). 

Per oent 59 49 64 60 67 68 59 

lar1ablo No.4 US War POV8~ ~uKerlor1tl - per cent of e11tesee1ng 
Os ahead o(li'~s in war preparedneBe. ,based on Item 
No. 3e. Appendix I). 

Per cent 55 51 52 

---

, 

i 

i 
1 , 
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Table 1. - Oontinued 

~~~~~~~US-USSR W@r PQwrr fa~ - per oent who se~ US and 
USSR equal in war preparedness ('~ed on Ite2 No. 3e, 
Append1x I). 

Per cent 

Per cent 

V lable No 

Per c'.nt 

45 42 42 44 32 37 31 31 34 37 

ta..Jf_<t.r~'r Illte:r1.Q;cltr - per cent of elite v.ho see 
the. U;;,i~R ahsad at.: the u3 in war pre'Parodn~HIB (baaeeS 
on Item No. 30, Anpendlx I). 

17 14 17 22 12 10 8 8 1 7 

US }:ULas1l~..bufet SWQerlP.rltx - per cent 01 elite who 
see the US ahead ot the USSR 1n missile-rooket-spaoe 
PQV8r (based on Item No. 'b, ~ppend1X I). 

26 28 18 26 

y ..La::.:.r .. l&la::.blWllLlec....:.U~~8 uS-USS.R_MiuUe Ran.: lar2.£I - per cent of e11 te who 
see the US and GSSR eoual in m18s11e-rocket-spaoe 
power (based on Item No. 3b, Append1x I). 

.'er cent 34 30 34 15 26 35 29 32 26 32 

........ -....,..w.....I~ ......... US M1 ss11e lplWr Inter1~lkI - per cent at e11 te who 
see the US behind the t).,SR in miasile-rooket-spaoe 
pover (based on Item No. 3b, Append1x I). 

Per cent 39 41 16 

.......... ~..a....w..a.;.t.l104 Defgnse Qoneern - per oent ot ell te who rank nat10nal 
detenoe 8S one ot the1r top three concerne (baaed on 
Item No. 2b, Appendix I). 

Per cent 51 ,52 5? 60 52 50 49 42 

~ .. ~~~~~ feaoetul SoViet Intent - per cent ot e11te beltev1ng 
USSR wanta peace (aither at "all ooate" or Nbut ma7 
atart If&l' be·cftuse ot lack ot trust in U8"), (baa.d 
on Items No. 4C.& 44, AppendiX t) • 

Per cent '56 41 40 43 41 54 55: 55 69 70 

11 
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Table 1e - C~nt!nued 

Iar1able N9 t 12 Soviet .~ents~Q C9Q¥etAtt - per cent ot e11te who 
. 'tJelleve the U SR 1s t:ora nterested In "gettIng 

along" with non-co~n1st countr1es than Rftd China 
(baaed on Item No. 5b, Appendix I). 

Per cent 77 84 82 89 

'iarlabJ,e NQ.IJ. ~\Qj;-_~~)I:!e~.n.J~( £~.2!t.J~: 1t..~-
- n~r cent of e:U "';8 ),1<::.0 b1!1l1eV6 1.119 U.j~R is !.tors 

1n'terested tn g1. v1ng her c1 tLe&ZlS iD.41vi dual f"r\!edom 
than Red China (baaed on Item No. 5&. ~ppend1x I). 

Per cent -- -- -~ ~- -- 44 45 55 69 

Yatlable Npe 14 S9vl,t-A1!et1C~m Q~u:m;QP G09.,s,; .• &\'s'18 Ltnng 
~t~n1ards - per cent ot elite who b6~leve the USSR 
18 more Interested in raising living ataudarda than 
Red Ohina (based on Item Bo. 5e, AppendIx I). 

Per cent -- -- -- -- -- 68 76 72 79 

Y~rla'ol, No, 1:2 QS2~x1atll~~ Inn~os!!1bl§ l?it');un DejQOWQl ~ 
~~ - ~er cent of elite bell&v1~g Eaet-Waat 
coexlsta..."loe 1s imt)osa1bl. f one BY'st .. must II go • 
(bae~d on Item No~ 63, ~ppendlx I). 

Per cent 16 20 25 }4 24 15 15 14 12 

Yor1a~le No.16 ~gel1stang, Herb! 12!llbl, ~,p ElmQc~QY ania 

I
Q~~iD1em - per cent ot olite whO belieVe that at­
Vest c09x1atance may be poss1ble - with effort 
(based on Item No. 6b. ~ppen4I% 1). 

Per cent 65 63 61 59 58 6, 67 6} 64 58 

ieTt.bll IA·lI OQtl~B£IPP' petlnltgll loel1btf bl~8n DftI0 9t19' 
ana Cfwn1s5 - per oent ot. t. . beli.ve that 
East- est coexistance 1s d.t1nit.ly~.81ble - with 
ettort (b ••• d on It ••• 0. 60. ~ppen.1X I). 

Per cent. 18 15 18 17 16 12 16 21 20 26 
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Table 1. - Contlnu€:d 

Varla'Qle N9.1.a ChinA. Thp;at to USSR {Pgsel\?le QQ,Flmop Goal }!lth US}­
per cent of elite seeing Soviet-Red Ohlna relatlon­
sh1 1'8 woreenin~ or break1.ng oft (based on Item no. 
8c and 8d, Apnendix I). 

Per cent 

Per cent 

68 67 61 

I 
>"1"\ 1,:,1 ,"'n"'-un's'" ".,"11-"0· .......... T'h~(> ... f' - -"'r cl>nt of pl't,;, tJ.';,.;s tl-/...;;;;...;.;.;.~:'-:....~..;:---!,.;..!~., ¥'I::;J. '.!;t..~ ~ ... ' ''' H .6 .L. ~ 

irankln~ co~~unlst takeover of other na~iona as 
of top three concerns {baaed on Item t~o. ?f • 
.tl'onend1x I) • 

49 50 53 57 56 57 64 54 43 

76 

one 

variable NQ~ Soviet Takepye; Threa~ - per cent of elite seeing 
the USSR more inte!'ested in tal::lng over other 
countries than Red China. 

Per cent 42 35 29 

V?ris.ble Ne 21 !~S S~1,Qlltlf19 Rnnerior,i t..Y. - Del' cent of elite seeinos 
the US as superior to USSR 1n scientific ad"\Ynncement 
(based on Item 3d 9 Anpendlx I). 

Per oent 

Per cent 

64 62 57 66 67 74 71 69 73 71 

QS Cold W~r Victor - per cent of elite seeing the 
US as 11keiy ..rinner over Commun1Bm (based on "Item 
No. 7d and 7e, A~nendlx r). 
... 79 88 92 91 90 89 

.l..ioI ....... --,..jW"-A"jr....6f US Super1or'tx if' WOLl a B~BteSlt - per cant 
see1n~ the US ahead ot Russla in obtain1ng 
res~ect (based on Item 3a. '&'ppsndlx I). 

of e11te 
'WOrld 

77 84 73 76 77 79 76 70 

~---.....tU-""'"""i "US-Soviet E"uall t..Y., 1n World Reepept - per cent of 
elite see1n~ the US and USSR equally respected 
(based on Item ~a. ApnendlX I). 

Per cent 1 20 11 19 13 17 18 22 16 

11 
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Even eli:ninat1n,~ some of the Benton &: Bowles items 1s not 
enough to render the data :r:.anageable. :'!any of the items needed to 
be co~densed fo~ the sake of clarIty and economy. The ra~lona~e 
tor t~e 24 variables in T~ble 1 wl11 now be briefly discussed. 

Three assuran.ce variables a.re g!. ven in Tabla 1. There 
wAre two i te:r..q in the survey th.!!': re:.a t~d to erpectations of world 
war. One 1~e~ directly ~sked hoy certain people were t~at a. world 
war was cO!'llin.c:. 7he second Item asked respondsnts to rank nine 
polItical issues in order of concern; 8.l:tong t!lese issues 'W'QS the 
possIbi11ty of world ware A,basic issue here is whether either 
Ite~ assesses assurance vis a v1s ~13sia. However, it can be 
'lssu~ed that for most A,.'.lhtrieans, even today, world war probably 
means war with the USSR. 

The Item asking for certa1ntyon world war permitted quite 
a range ot response from certain of ltorld war wi thin the next month 
to certainty world var will never come again. Por the sake ot 
theoretical econo~ some of these respon$e categories were condensed. 
For instance. all responses refleoting any certainty ot world war 
(regardless of ~hen it 1s expected) can be grouped into a general 
cl?ss of no~-~ssur?n~e. 7hus the ~ercentages assooiated with each 
res~onse (lla.i:nln~ ~ertalnty of war (I.e. Item No. ltl thru 1d, 
Appendix I) are summed to give a total per cent certain of world 
w-ar, ,:;1ven in Table 1. At times 1 t ¥ill be usetu.l to wtch how the 
per cent o1nvnw~ssured (who are certain of war) varies: a.t times 
tho reverse of this percentage - those who were not certain of 
world war wIll be analyzed. This variable Yill 1i9termed ¥neral 
Usurnncg. Keep in mind that this 1s simpl,. th9 inverse o non­
assurance. If percent non-assured goes up, percent generally 
assured (not certain of war) eoes down. The sum of their peroentages 
must equal 100. Both percentages are g1ven under variable No. I -
No n-A.8's.u ran c e. 

Among those who arc generally assured, 1.e. are not certain 
ot wa~, two classes can be fUrther distinguished: 

Those ~argln&lly assured - 1.e. who teel there may be 
anotiler war (Item Nole, Append1x 1). 
Thos~ who are posse~s8d of relatively high assurance­
i.e. they doubt a war will recur, or Bee war as 
probably not occurr1ng or even feel certain of no world 
war. rhese three responseR are combInea since their 
separate percenta!~es are too loy tor separate analysis 
~d since. theoretically, they all at least ~oubt 
the probabIlity or vorld war • 

This second group or relatively h1q,n assurance responses vill b~ 
used to messure hleh assurance (Variable No. Ct Table 1). Th1s 
variable 1s really a combinat\on. of' n:oderate altd high assurance. 
~wwever. In contrast to the class of those who are merely not certain 
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of'"o.r .. 1.e. the "s:§t:§ra11Y 8,lZsured". whlch contains a large 
t'ercentaQ:e of those who believe 'War may come, those w~o at least 
doubt war can be desorlbed as h8.vi~ hi~h asaurance. We will 
employ this variable since hl~h assuranoe may not vary ~~el1' 
with non-aBsur~nce. ?O~ instance there may be times when ~on­
assurance declines but h1~h assuranoe doee ~q! rise, slnce the ncn­
ass..lred are t'Ierely 8hlftl~ trom cartainty ot war to 8. vlf>lf in 
~htch war may ocour • 

As Q further measure ot aesuralloe the 1 tem concernins the . 
relat1ve rank of concern over world var 1s employed. It 1s ddBorlb­
ed as mea8urln~ rglatlye ,;s~\~nce. The difficulty here 18 that 
the rank 1s merely relatlve • .;.t world var 1s ranked as one at the 
ton three concerU8, it may be oecause the other iS8ue8 are trlv1al 
and the Bb~olytl concern over Yar 18 r.ally not high. Conversely, 
it world war 18 rank.d low, it Bt11l ma1' ba of great ab80lute 
conC6rn. Tht. probleM ,la~. ~ll rank order it.... Ne .. rthe-
1888, lt app.ar8 that the peroentage of elite whD do ~ rank 
world war as on8 of their top ., oonoerwa might ft17 over tae like 
either hlah positive ae8urance or general &a.urauoe. It 10, the 
coherenoe and COL8l1tency of elther ot theee latter •• alur •• vill 
be greatly enhanoed. 

'ortunately the 1tems bearlng on pover are nther olear 
out. There were tvo ot them. One dealt with US va. USSR pre­
paredness to wa.~e successtul var. ~h8 otheroontrsstad the two 
powere on mis8ile-rocket-apace craft ponr. Three p08s1ble 
response. were given tor each 1teml US superior, US-USSR equal 
or USSR superior. The aimplioity of theae response oatagoriea 
dictatad no condenslne or oollapslng of categor1es. Honce 1n Table I, 
percenta~b~ are given tor eaoh of the three oategori •• ot re.ponae 
under both nr power and alaal1e f)ower headings. Ot particular 
interest le the ditterenoe between US auperlorit7 and paritJ. ~ata. 

In addltion to the dlreot ponr me •• urea, there 1. a 
.related variable: d",nl, S2"~llJt. This var-lable is baaed on the 
sa1l8 18su8-ra.ulclng item a8 t e one 11le.aur1ngs,tlY, "smunge. 
Renoe. it suttere trom the ... e oritique ot lng itema. Usyer-
thft ~leB8. 1 t 'Prov1de. a .e.aure ot the Gongora OYer power, .a 
o~'Posed to a measure ot ".roe"tion ot relative us-ussa power. 
1'hia 1s 1nteresting since it may revaal the lm-portauoe ot power 
1n college eltte opInion. Also, 1t should vary 1s.er •• lT w1~ 
US -power s~p.rlorlt1 and provide a t.st ot the con81atancy ot 
these variabl ••• 

No direct .eaeur.,a ot trust were available. Honver, 
seTerel Ite.1 more or l.a. olearly measured variables pred1ct1Te 
of or related to trust. POlltln intent i8 'PredloatedMal)reoUrlor 
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of trust (see Figure 2). One itall assessed wether the RuP llau 
were percel ved as wanting peaoe or war. It 18 Ass"med that peaca .. 
tul intentions are pos1t1.ve intentions. This variable should thus 
retlect trust in the USSR (unless the peaceful intent 1s based on 
US po~er superiority, whioh oan be te8~&dp ~8e below). To attr.1n 
clar1ty the 4 ree~onae oategories to this item vcra collapsed to 
two. rhe peroentagea ot those who say the USSR &8 wanting peaoe 
e! ther "at all oosts" or deepi te a poes1ble tendenoy to etart a 
wnr because of low truat in th9 US vere added together. This ooa­
bL"led p8rc8nt&~a 1& t!".at ot those who saw the Russ1ans 8.8 having 
i,p1ca1tl peaceful intent (any war would be detea.l .. -againat a 

treacherous" US). The peroentage ot oollege elite who see the 
USSR as want1ng war, etther noy or when the USSR was s~~onger, 
can be found by subtract1ng the percentages l1sted tor Var1able 11 
in Table I troll 100. 

Another "positive intent" item oonoerned the relat1ve destre 
ot the USSR to "get along" with the non-eo_unlat world aa o01llpared 
with Red Ohina. Olearly the 1tem doeS not measure abaolute Soy1.t 
cooperat1ve intent. But we can generally assume that Red Ohina 1s 
8een as extremely n.gattv~ 1n every respeot b7 most Amerlcana. 
Hence. when the USSR 18 Been aa the same as Rad Ohina or wors., 1t 
1s indeed bad. Howav.r, when it 18 Deen aa b.tt~r than Red China, 
then at least §~ de~ree or positive attribution to the USSR can 
be assumed. Hence. while ot lim1ted value. this kind ~t ite. doe8 
reveal how ~uch the USSR 18 seen 1n a more pos1tive 11ght compared 
w1th Red China. Note that unfortunately this item was g1ven 1n 
only the last tour waveso! the survey. 

A second ~recur8or ot trust was pdree1ved common goals 
(Plgure 2). Here agatn the item compar1ng Red Oh1na and the USSR 
was helpful. two basio Amer1can goals - individual treedom and a 
high standard ot living are at iS8ue. The 1tem aaks whether USSR 
or Red Ohina is more ooncerned with theBe goals. It 18 again aate 
to assume that Americans aee Red Ohina as absolutely uneoncerned 
about theae goala. Hence, it the USSR is seen aa more concerned 
with theae goals, we can be Bure this means the USSR ~8 .een &8 
havtn~ them 1n common with the US - to ,t least some extent. In 
tb18 1tem_as with the other one on Slno-Soviet d1tterencoa, the 
l)ercentall':e ot those seeing China and Ru.sla as al1ke are not ~1s­
t1ngu1shed trom.t~ Beelng China abead. In e1ther oa.8 aus.1a 
i. painted blaok. 

A tinal trust related item conoerns ~oss1bl11t1e. ot 00-
8xlatanoe between last and Veat. three respons •• ".re provid.d, 
ooex1stance 1s tmpo.slble, may be posalbla - wl~b ettort. and 
det1!1.1tell po .. 1b1 .... ntlletton. '.J'O'elltag_ tG'I' all' r .. ..,u. 
oa_~ori ...... "" .... $a ~ t. .. ... _~~. poteaUal t. . 
ut a pr.~" ~.'.: __ 'II."'~ t ...... n. ~. t. 
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reason to belleve that they are related. It 1s hardly bearable to 
eontemplate a~ endless prospeet of ooex1stence baS6d on mutual terror. 
Hence, it seems likely that a beltef 1n coexistenee implies at leaat. 
some tr~Bt in the posit1ve intent of Russia. There are even 80a. 
findings that suggest that trust and belie! in cooperation potent1tll. 
(~_g. c08xlstenoe) are aetually related (e.g. Rlchaan, 1966; Solom~n, 
19~O; Li.eer8&A. 19641. . . 

A marg1nally trust relevant v~riable coneerns Red Ohina l
• 

threat to the USSR. 'fresumably. the more the OSSR is threaten1ld 
by Red Ohina the more it shares the goal of deterrtng and oonta1nl;ag 
Red China w1t~ the US. One item did ask how Ohin ••• -Soviet rela­
tions would {are. Pour response oategorl.s ranged from seelng 
relationa lmproving to seeing an abaolute break. 'or simpliolty, 
peroentages for the two responses Beetng deterioration or breaks 
1n Sino-Soviet relationsh1ps were summed as a measure of the .xtant 
to wh10h China ls seen as a threat to Rusala. Unfortunately, the 
lte. waa used in only the last four surveys vaves. 

linally, Table 1 presents ltem reaponses .easuring variables 
wh1ch might affeot assurance, though not dlrectlY,in the baeie 
th30retleal framework. These variables lnoluae Communlst and Soviet 
threat, US scientifio competenoy, Oold Var vietory and Vorld Respeet. 
Tvo items dl1talt with threat to the US, one !'rcrs OOJr.auuism tak:1.ng 
over previously friendly nations; the other threat 1s speeifically 
from USSR in the exact same oontext. In a senae this aotiv1ty of 
taking over other uations may be eeen as a threat - as evid.nce of 
nagative USSR intent and henoe produetive of distrust. However, 
the first It~m deale with Communist t~eat - not ~ec8a8arl11 tro. 
the USSR - henoe, it may be amb1guoua - implying Red China, Cuba 
etc. Further it 1s a relat1ve rank ordering item (Bee above). The 
second 1te. on Ruseian "take over" mentality eontrasts USSR nth 
Red China's "take over" menta11ty. Olearly If USSR 1e s •• n a8 .ore 
threatenlng than Red China in intent, it is vereeived aa dangeroue 
lndeed--and thls variable may relate to dlstrust. In thts item, 
as vi th all Red '}hina-USSR 1 tems. the 41fferenoe in pereent&ges 
between thoae vho eee the USSR and China •• equal and tho.e~1Ibo 
aee Red Ohina ahead are not g1ven. 

US ecientifl0 advanoement was of interest in1tially alnce 
it might bear on US V8. USSR eom~et.noe (ee. P1gure 2). It m1ght 
a180 be a factor ln producing envy ',n the US or USSR if the two 
oountries vere not in balance. Henoe, pareet of agreement that 
the US l.ads the USSR In Beienee was inoluded ••• with dramatlcalll 
unexpected reBul ts. It should be noted that. tbe p.rceatage ••• t:g 
the USSR ahaad waa 80 trl ... al alS to be neslleible. the alt.nta-.l" 
to US aUlJerior1 ty vaa parlty. H.nca t peroentages of' thoa ••• e1D& 
equal 1 ty and tho •• a.eing USSR ahead are aat d1stlagullhe •• 
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• 
The Oold War Vlctor ltem vas lncludea 81nce lt the US 1. 

aeen &8 losing to Ooamunl.a 1 t may sa.p publio •• te •• tor the ~T­
ernaent and indirectly lower trust tor ,the USSI (aea Flgure 2). 
'he peroentage. reported 1n fable 1 coRbine the percentage. o~ 
those who t •• l certain ot us viotory and those WDo aren't certain 
but Be. a US win as 11kely. the 8ull lHtrOent who 40 not tit the 
above oombined category falt that Oommunl.m might win. that l' 1. 
11kely to lI'1n or that it will win. 

The ttnal variable ln table 1 ooncernaWorld Reapect. 
Aga1n it the US vas ahead in perceivod worll2 ree'Peot,pub11e eate.a 
ot the OS goverwunt·'Wuld be high with positi" OTerton •• tor 
trust. Honver. 1 t mar bo that eauall ty in r •• p8ot 'WOultt .11D1nate 
a"ate com-petl tlon betwsen US b. tr8S.-' ul: tau. ili.t!\tot tn.t. :jl.ue, 
both U~ superlor1ty 'Percentage. ~d equa11t1 peroentage. are giTaa 
1n table 1. 

O. Method' ot PIx' Apalnla 

the data ln Table t oan be anal,.e. ln a uuaber o~ 1nt'I~.t­
lng va, •• 

1 ) Thl agreement percentagea tor each varlable can be 
analYled to tlnd the ~edlan or middle Talue over all 
10 waves. This nll gin a picture o! the overall 
or medIan ~0.1tIon ot the collage ~11t. on each varl­
able. It vill net lndicate how the variable. are 
related bowenr. Por instance 1 t will not tell us 
whether (Ulsurance 1a more l"1)latcd to ;tOnr or truat 
related variabte.. J. oon.l~t1ol1&l._al.781 .. Will nllldT 
thi. detect. 
fhe 'Peraentages can be corr-.alated over t1.me 'W1 th Moll 
other. Eaoh variable's p.roentage. oan be arranged 
ln rank order trom hIgh to low aSTenut. 1Tel"7 
v&!'lable oan be oOllpared wi til all ether yarlabla. to 
aee how elmllar the rank order ot peroentagea are. 
I~ the,. are highl, s1ll11ar then the tw Tanabl ••. 
show a almI1ar pattern ot change ln ellte op1n10n 
over the 10 1I&V.. ~rom t 960 t4 1961. 

To meauure thi. elmilar! t7. 8pearme.n'. technique ot 
rank order oorrelation fta .elected (818gel, 1956). 
Th1s measure "a8\111e8 only that incre.sing percentage 
ot .~.e .. nt with an ltem 18 an ordlnal •• allure ot 
the varlable involved - that h1~her agreement •• ana 
the variable'. 8trength inore •• e. in the ellte. 
JzJ.J ••• WIlptlon that the percentage .... re Interval 
80ale .eaaun. o~ variable ~'IlIJ.St 8 ... eel highly 
supeot. Renoe, non~ 0 stattstlce vill b4J 
eaploY8d throughout this 8tudT (81esel, 1956) • 
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The corre1atlon anal,.sls snou1d tell lUI what varlab1e. 
relate or OO-TarT v1th other Tarlabl... It will ~ 
indicate causa11ty_ TYo Tartables a&7 correlate Tery . 
blghly ,.et ne1ther "cau8 •• ~ the other; both ma,. b. 
cau •• d by a third factor, henoe, they vary in a slal­
lar fashion. Furth.rmore. the correlatlonal plot.ure 
will be et~t1o_ It will show how Yariables ar. re­
lated o .... r the entire .pan ot 101m. trom 1960 to 1967. 
V. need BO •• yay at poss1bly det.ot~ causal patteraa 
and change. 1n tim •• 

The percentage. oan be examined tor periods durll1.g 
which there is a slgn1fioant ~~D&l ta oxtent ot agre.­
.ent aa oompared with previous period', Por Inatanc5, 
... 11&1 tln\! that In waves 1-5. peroanfia6e. are qt.l1te 1 

low, then in waves 6-10, the,. go u~ cad sta,. up. GIYen 
our assumptlon that this data 1. ordlDa1, a test o~ 
s1gn1t1ouo8 for the ditterenoe b.w •• :. perceutag •• 1n 
one period ft. &l1oth.r would be the :<ann 1fhl tiler 11 
t.st (Slegel, 1956). 

What one can do then 1s exu1n. each 1F&rlable in 
Table I to se. whether there are &aT .. rlods In which 
psrcentages are higher or lonr than h the ))reoedlng 
per10d. One can begin by oomparl~ liav\l I wIth 'ttAvea 
2-10, then VaTe. 1-2, with Wav •• 3-10. Va ... 1-, wlth 
Waves 4-10,.&:4"80 on until one is cOZJaring VaTes 1-9 
wi th Vave 10. By oomparing l1a& a a1gnH'lcant Q~. 
oocurs in one Tari.ble oompare" to &DOther. ".. -7 
begin to sugg •• t oausal links. It Tariable A ohang •• , 
then B ohanges, w. ~lght tentativelY inter a po.sibl. 
causal link betwean t and B. lor coafirmat10n ot thi. 
11nk it must be shown tb.&t lfh~ntnr .&. chang •• a ohang. 
ill B tollow. l'urthermore, t ; ettecta ot other Tari.&blee 
must be partialled out. This tom of' anal1sis require. 
time aerles analysis (e.a Blalock, 1964) which 1. 
be,.ond the soope ot this stu41. L 

R. Rational. tqr S'l.ctlQ~ 2t 4441t,0111. Syryax 1~lm, :;pm 4Ir Q 

J.l thoUgh the. Benton & Bowl •• data nIl be the baal. ot the 
present study. 80ma ot the material analyzed ~ the ~er10an 
Inatitute ot Publlc Op1nion (4!PO) tll •• was aleo releT&llt. In 
some caaes AIPO aeked questiona, more than ODce, wbioh v.re releTaat 
to theoretloal variable.. Thie data should retlect tinding. fro. 
B6nton & BowIe. data. It 1t do •• , it v111 add cr.d1bl11t7 

(1) T1me serle. analyaes ot th ••• varl..a •• eould be 
oarried .out w1th &441tlon&1 tund •• 
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~hat the theoretical tramework holds up despite change a in wording 
ot It •• saud a d1fterent .ample ot college op1alon. 

A summary ot the •• items la giv.n in rable 2. The s .. e 
variable names and numbers are glven In Table 2 as vare uaed tn 
Table 1. 4 br1et descriptton ot what the AIPO item tapped 1s 
given atter the var1able name. Ilot., that the wording la not the 
line 8a in Table 1. Atter each 4e.orlptlon is given. In parenth •••• , . 
the AIPO it •• number on whIch the d.soription 1& based. The.e AIPO 
it ••• are giYDn verbatIm in AppendiX II. Under eaoh T~rIabl. 
ia glveD the AIlO aurvey number trom which the ltem comea, the date 

:ot adainlatra'lon, the percent ot the sample de.crlbed b1 the 
Tariable. and the sample alze. These ltems yere given to a l&rg. 
nat10nal caaple. The breakdown ot this data tor coll.g. graduat •• 
was done by the Roper Publio Opinion ae •• aroh Oant_r. 

The rationale tor the aelectton ot the.e it ... is' worth 
oonsldering. The AIPO it •• on ml.8ile poYer i. ver.r like the 
Benton & Boyle. it.m on this variable, omltting onlT a reterence 
to space oratt. Thus, it provide. an eTen cleaner sea.ure otai •• lle 
~over than the Benton & Bowle. ite.. The Item asse.alng USSR 
peaoeful Intent i8 qulte amblgucus. The rationale used here i. 
that i1" Russia 18 seen to have peaoeful intentiona, val" vill not 
Itccm~ trom" her. It 1:1&)" be seen aa a US 'Problem or due to other 
causes, but n~t Russia. One problem is that it It 18 seen as 
"oomlng trom" Russia, it ma.r yet be detenaive or reactive rather 
than due to bad intent. This 18 a diffloulty 01" the veZ"7 unolear 
wordlngct thls ltem. lurthermore, it war ls s •• n as "ooming 
trom~ so.e .ource other than the USSR, this mA)" atill not exempt 
the USSR trom warlike tntent. It may only mean 8omeone else ls 
more warlike, or that Russla Is heavil)" deterred. StIll another 
iOSSlbilit)" ls that a reader would Interpret the item as asking 
will Russla attaok". in thls cas. It become. aD assurance ite •• 

A s1milar oontusion olouds the itere on eoex18~enoe. The 
item aSS.8.es hoy muoh the elite see8 a chanoe 1"or a vaacetu! 
settlement ot US-SOT1et ditferenoe. Tho problem 1s that this could 
mean a peaceful takeover or whlttllng away ot the USSR by the US. 
Hovaver. ve vlew this aa a .er.r unlU:ely Interpretation of this 
Item tor most Americana. Or, It could mean "hoy muoh do the 
R\ulI.1ano want peaee,1\ 8inoe tor l!lCat Amerioana. the US is Seen .s 
wanting peaoe and the USSR as oausing all dIftlculties. (WIthe)", 
1962). Bellet in pear-etul settlement would thus be beliet in USSR 
peaoetul intent. 

, . 

f , 

1 second type of lntereatlng AIPO Item eonoerned .peoltic 
attltudes on arms negotlA.t1ona. It was pOBslble to find tour itaa 
be-arl-ng em: actual arma control negottatlons in the' A!PO tl1e. whloh '. , 
oould be analyzed tor cellege graduates. The Benton & nowle •• urT87 
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~~le 2. Summary ot JlPO college elite optnion data 
relevant to international assuranoe. 

~.t1abl' No. 71EL.:'L1198\lt lpver Supprlor1:tt - per cent of ell te 
~~~ Be. the US ahead ot the USSR 1n the field ot 
long range missile. and rookets (ba.ed on Ite. 

J
;iO. la, Appendix II). 

ArpO Survey No 640 645 647 559 66P 

Date 1/6 t 5/61 6/61 5/62 2/6} 

'fer cent 43 47 37 6C 56 

Sample S1ze 203 301 263 268 355 

!,r1a~1' Hp, ~ ~S-U§SR Miasile Power Parity - per cent ot e11te who 
cannot see a differenoe b.~ween the US and USSR in 
the tl.1d ot long range mlesl1e. and ~ck.ts (ba.ed 
on Item. No. 10 and 1d, J.p~endlx 11).1 

.t.!l'O Survey No 

Date 

Per cent 

Saml)le S1ze 

640 

1/61 

12 

645 

5/61 

17 

301 

647 

6/61 

18 

263 

659 

5/62 

18 

268 

668 

2/63 

26 

355 

XAt~able Ng, 9 US M18811, Power Inrerlorltf - ~er cent of elite 
who aee the US behind the U SR lnthe f1s1d or lon~ 
ran«e miseiles and rookets (baeed on ltel.l No. 1b,­
.\n'Pendl~ II). 

J.IPO Survey No 640 645 647 659 66F3 . 
Date 1/61 5/6. 6/61 5/62 2/6} 

Per cent 45 '8 45 22 18 

...,1. Slse ;0' '501 263 268 355 

L 

·lDiIIdm .t.~ ... ,.. .., •• t1d.oa .J" 41. Got know -nether ._'es •• ~ ."1 .... 1.-,.··..... ......... tt .. l.-.l;.a't to ••• s.q « ~ •• _.al~ ... true. HeAO.. th1 • .... ;~~ .. _t~ _ •.• 11, ._.10_1._' to· 'th olle 11l table 1. 

2'1. 
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dld lnr.tude 80~e dIsarmament and arms control ite~s in Vaves 6 
thro~h~ln. But. aue to time and eoat pressures, they could not 
be analyzed tor the colle~e elIte.' Rence, the LIPO items prov1de 
our only link betwe~n tho ellte a8surance variables and ellte 
.attltuds8 ou arms ne~otiatlons. 

The ite~s concerning arma a~reem.nts are presented in 
capsule torm In Table ,. The Items are su~mar~led at lett. (they 
are 21. ven in detall 1n A'P'PenaixII). Uter each i tam 18 ~1 ven the 
AI PO survey number, date ot a~mlnlstratlont reapona. p-ercentallel! 
nnd sa::.ple sl!e. l;ote that the first item merely asies it a test 
ban allreament 1s likely, yet ve include it since predictions otten 
reflect des1res (see McGuire, 1960). The second item aaks tor 
opinion directly on hov rellable the Russians waul!! be 1n ilOldlnQ! to 
a treaty. The f1nql two items aSE ror attitudes on arms a~reemsnta 
'Per se. U 1. uau.al. 1D LIPO datet OOlUtI&rab11I ty uon~ 1 tams 1s low. 
yet some InterestIng hints may lurk in ,th18 data. Atter presen~ln~ 
the results trom the Benton &: Bowles data, we ehall. return to this 
.A."tPO data. 

Pl..ttT II! - RESULTS 

In ganeral, ~& shall presant the results or the median 
analYSiS, correlation analysis an~ change analysis tor Banton & 
Bowles data flrst. Then the relevant .A.lPO materlal will be ~resented. 

~J the led!;; Y12Y or the 9011181 Ellte gp Assurancl YAI1Ables. 

rhe responS8 p.rcsntuss "resented in Table 1 for each 
varlable were analyzed over all to waves (or leas vhere fewer?waves 
are Involved) to determine the median. or middle, percentage. 
The median percent&~ee reflect the overall position of the college 
~raduat.s on each variable. The data 1s presented tn Tabl~ 4. 
After ~ach median percenta~ 1s ~lven the range of percenta~e8 
from hl~hest to lowest. 

(1) This arms negotiations data will be presented 1n 
Technical Report 4.2 -(Amerlcan mass op1n10n and assurance between 
nations). With turther fUnds, these &r:!lS negotiation 1tems could 
be analyzed for the colle~e graduate responsos. 

(2) L median ls the number 1n a 8erles which is larger 
than half ot the numbers and smaller than the elthar balt. Por 
ord1nal data, such a.this, 1t 1s equl7&lent to aD averay;e. 
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Table 3. Summary or Arpo col16~~ elite o~1nlon d~ta 
on disarm9.Jlent and arms control issues. 

rt~~ No. 

1~ Will there be a Nuclear 

AIPO 
Surve:r 

!b. 

T<:?st Ean Trea.ty wi th Russ1a? • 
(Item Ne. '5. Auoend1x II) f6q 

2. Will Russ1a live Ut) to 
teat ban tr~8ty? 
(Item No.6, Apbendlx II) 6~9 

3. Should US Rhree to reduce I 
~9 If Russia a~ree9 too? 
(Item So. 7. Appendix II) 6:e:; 

4. Should Senate aonrove teat 
b'ln treaty? 
(Item No. 8, !pt>endl~ II) 67~ 

Per cent 
'es N~ 

53 

8/61 74 

Samnle 
Slze 

;98 

! 
1 

I 
I , . 
I 
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table 4. MediaD percentages and ~gda ot response 
. ~n8 the oollege elite tor &.~o. variable •• 

~., 

Variable M~d1an Peroentage Ra.nge 
, . 1 (frc,;-to } 

t. Han-Assurance 33.5 26 - 42 

General Aaaurano8 66.5 58 - 74 

2. High Posit1ve Assurance ~ 11 -22 
I ., 
! , 
~ 

3. Relative Assurance 59.5 4, - 68 • I 

1 
4. US War ~ower Superiority 46.5 " - 58 

5. ua-USSR War Power Parity 31.0 3' - 4.5 

6. us War Po..,-er Inter1or1 ty 11 7 - 22 

7. US Miasile Poyer Superiority 29.5 1,-- 50 

8. US-USSR Mieella Power Parity 3' 15 - )4 

9. US Miss1le Power Interiorlty '1.5 16 - 70 

10. Detense Concern 50.5 42 - 60 

1 t. Peaoeful Soviet Intent 5-\.5 40 70 

12 • Sovlet Intent to (Jooperate
' 

8, 77 - 89 
• 
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Var1a1)le 

1,. SoYiet-Aaerloan Ooaaon GoalJ 
In41114ual Pro,aoa l 50 44 - 69 

14. So11et·ja.r1o~ Oo~D ~'I 
b1alnc %.1 f'1.q ltuda.rda 74.5 68 - 19 

1'. Oo'Z1a~o, l~"lbl' 18 12 - 25 

16. O.m.~o, "TN .7o •• 1bu 6) 58 - 61' 

~ 

IT. eo,neUClo, IItla! t.l1 10 •• 1bl, 11.5 12 - 28 I 
! 
i , .. OMU !bnat to VlSI' 67.5 61 • 16 i ,,.. 5'.5 30 - 6. i 
~ 

"'n" tak,oYer !hr •• t' 
1 

10. 32 29 .. "2 
,t 

t 
1 
11 ,. , .. VI 101 •• '1tl0 I •• ,rlorlty 10 57 .. 1" t 

I '1. VI 0.1. _ .. ftotor2 90 79 .. 92 

f t,. V. "'".lon_a Vorl. ~, 71 73 - M I 
r .. , VI.VII ..... 1'" 1 .... 1 • ...,.., t8.5 11-22 ! 
I • 
I 
j 

.. iii .. 'laU .......... -"'_ 
" ... , ........ , _ft •• 
t. • ..... t 1 ....... to ,.ro .. '" ;t0111 •• 
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liote that non-assurance 1$ falrly low, (3'. 5!C) mean1ng tb&~ 
general assurance ls yide a-pread (66.5%) .1'et, .htF.D 1:)0.81 t1v. 
,~GS"\lra.nQ... 18 not very widtu;prell6 (20%). 'the relat1 ... e U8;.&rance 
uea8ur •• ho~evert again .~ggest8 ~h&t at leaat #om8 :cderate ... urance 
V'&f!I widespread. 

Bi!lle! in war ponr superlorlty i. not ,.e17 high. but It 
one combines 8u'Perlor1:ty and pa.ri tl. 83.5:' ot the ell te 8&e the US 
as at least equal to the USSR ln lI11i' powr dur1n# th11P psr10d. Th. 
-pete.~tlcD ot US m1a.l1e power is le •• optimletl0. t'B. than • 
third normally... the US ah.ad ot Ru.e1a 1n th1. t1eld, and only 
60.5~ •• e the US .s at l .... t •. qual to Bu •• la. It a •• 1US poa.ible 
that "he s11ghtly hlgher sen.ral &'au.n.:"08 of thil p.rlo" 1. not 
eutlrelyb .... d on 'Percept1011 ot US alesl1e 'Power. .&.II 1Iight be 
e%1)eot.d trom the latter data, ])et.ueOonoen:t. ... rather videapread, 
at 1e ... t halt ••• 111« 1t u on. ot·, top worrie... . 

',' lf1'th r •• peot to truat .... r1abl •• , 'a t"~l,..angut.ne 1a&ge ot 
Rut.1a elurg... A. major! tyattr1bute ,eaoefUl intent to Rua.i~ and .• 
at le&st com'Paredto Red Ch1na, an oTarwheWn& peroentage s.alussia 
a8 coo-perat1ve to tha life8t (fro: 3/'96) on).' A bar. hair eae Ruel1a 
a8 more conoerned with 1ndlT1dual fr8.doll than Ohina (trom 3/1963 on). 
But nearly thr •• tourths B •• Rua.U .• more oone.meG vith the A."ler1call 
f1xat10n on living 8tanc1ard8 than Ohilla (trom '/'96) on). Benoe t 
tor the college ellte Rus81a 1. ge1l8t'&lly ..•• ·.n a. b&aloa.llr. -peaoe .. 
tul,to .oa. extent .har1ng in US goal •• . 

On tha co.xi.tanoe 1.sue,a large ,arcent ••• it a. -ally-be 
'Posalble", nth equal !rlnge ••• e1n8 U .. 11Ipo •• lbl. and •• tinit.ly 
po •• lbl.. MOlt college ·r •• pendent •• avOh1na &8 a threat too tu 
US sa .. gl rtng her another 11l1k v1;th the US. 

W1th respeot to Tari.bla. ~t laQlud •• 1n the tramework, 
.the following 1. oleU'. 1fh1l. oOlUl\U\l •• 18 a •• jor1ty oonoaru, 
Ru •• l. 1 •• een as at lea.t 1 ••• o't ath:Nat thaD Ohip to th •. O'S 
(frau '/196, on). 'he US i. glTen at%'01lg aoientltlo lu~.rior"t7 
ov.l' USSI and 1. o Yerwnelslngly =.en a. th.ulttaate vtnner 1D tha 
ooldvar. 'lnally. the US lit Ti.".. ..... 17' strOng11 as the ao ft 
r •• peoted nation around the world. 'l'b.e 'uat two finding., sUM.at 
thatX:enn.cly re~l.e had hlgh eat ••• , nich ahould &14 truat in 
the ussa. 

In ~.neral, tha broad ~eneral ••• uranoa •• ema baaed on bot~ 
'P.rceived 'Ponl' ('Parity 'Plus "u'Pe.rlorlt1'l and rather vide truat. • 
fhe tairly wid.apread worry ~,..r defan •• .nd ooemunla., ,lu. tha 
rather walt 'Percelved ml •• l1e .• trength saraoooWlt tor the low 
apread ot h1~b lIo.,1 tlve a •• urance. It .bou14 be notad that it' th • 
oolle,;a ellte 11 indeed aore oOCl'Plex in 1ta p.ro.,,-tlona ot.8auraDoe, 
... su,;s •• te" above. tl"d~n a aoderata stre •• (threat or yorr'T ) rtll 

\ 
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actually 8erY~ to raise the complex1ty of their a88~ranoe to a 
:axlzum (sel Sohroder, Driver & Str8uf~rt, 1967 &n~ Driver, 1967)-­
it looks 1~ thla overall p10ture as though college elite A8.~e 
1s fairly cO~l>lex - it 1eat least os-aeel ontwtaot-ora, ponr 
an;! trust - a.nc2 that moderate a.nx1Gty re1g:la. 

A.t any event, we oannot really tell how the nrlablclI an 
inter-relatfld fro!S tea a.bove a\:lCoun't. J:;.'<J'. u,.8.uranoe ch.s.nge mars 
&s power c.h.ar..p;ea, or as trust vitr1a'blfl' OhM;;' t A..!'& tn!l:Jt V"IU"llO.bl.1 
relatod top:nrer'l 10 an!.nrar such quoGtiona n muit t'..1rn to tn. 
oorrelatlo:al analys1s. 

B.· ~ff;:~:i!tt;lgn' !lpng I,: AlIBtlPG' Yltll~", tgr tal 

It 18 pOBa1ble tor all 24 variableB pre.ented above to be 
interoorrelat.~ with eaoh other. The re.ult1ng matrix ot 24 '01 
24 variablea wuld ahOw how eaoh V1I.l'iable related .~ the othan. 
However, many ot the var1ablea are not 1ndependent (o.g. non­
aesuranoe 8Jl~ general aB8\1I'anoe us a1mpl. lZ1.vo"G~). lIurtbermore. 
the lnterpretat10n ot euoh a largo eet ot tnteroorrelationa would 
'be <luita for::ndabl.. .A. taotor a.nalya1a (ee. Hanton, 1960) YC~4 
enable us to d&te~ine how the \~r1abl.a olu.ter~d. Ue ~igbt 
find, tor 1:latalloe, th.l.t assuranoe 10 raJ.atcd to & oluster ot p(llrer 
varlablee and to a ~l1),ster at trust nrlabloB. RanT.r, ouoh an 
arAlysls 11 beyond the rl80ur088 or the present etu41. Renoe, 
v. deoided to .11min~te any var1able. which vere not 1nJepen4ent. 
Thi. immediately eliminate. ng;-A4!~g~ (~~I~ il'j'InAI V&a 
thought to be a more poa1 tiY. "IC'&1 to ... 00 II.\t c data • 

.A. second method to out down on variable. va. to exa=ine tor 
eaoh Tariable, the varianoe or the varlabl1i ty ot peroentagea aaro •• 
wave. 1n ~able 1. It ~eroentag.e remained fairly oonstant o~er . 
t1..no, it waa cl.ar ttat that var1able YOul" h&rdlr correlate wi t.h 
any variable, exoept other "oonstanta". One va.r1a~1. ·Usoard.d on 
thia baa1a was QQe'~;t§ng~-aa~, R~111~t.:. The rang. ontbil Tar1-
&ble W8# only 9 ~ero.ntage:po ta ~8ee able 4)~ 

.A. th1rd elimination taotio waa to 4xaatne the ~.rc.nt&gl. 
of a variable tor 8'Xoelle1vely loy :tl~'B - whicb. might 1l.U un­
etable da~. ys X'fFOJjf Ipt~r1qr1tt was dl.o4rda4 a1uOI it. 
med1an value wa. on '1 11 an4 man.T va uea wer. e"en lon~. Other 
low median ~lu'8 are tound tor ~gf~fSf:;Oa~~i~fii~~:!%~91 

ror the rat an4 J.ut or tnt"" var &.;lee n.a __ 
-po In 'ta }. ~!er~e.. t.he1 •• ra dropped a. . 
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The var1able's rnea8ure-d by the 1. tern contras ting Russ 1s loll th 
Red China vere ~e8ent in only the last tour vaV,,?8 ot the survey. 
A3Y correl~tion based on such a lov sa~ple s1ze (S:4) 1s 8USDect. 
::on:::e, these varia.bles - dea11r,g wi th Soviet intent, sha.red cot:.!I1on 
"oals. Soviet thraa t and Ch1na J s threat to the USSR lt111 'til} re­
served for a aeparate analysis. 

We a~e :ore rap~~lr approac~1ng a des1rable Dolnt whe~e 
~a~h basic concept 1s reprosented by one or at :r.oat two \-'arlFlbl ... s • 

. we wish to reta1.n two t:easures of assurance for re11abi 11 ty p\.,r­
?oses sa thta is ~ csntr&l variable. For the rower Yariables, 
both superiority and parity had theoretical interest, hence they 
are retained. US Hl~§l~1 Po~t I;f~r.Qx.tI 1~ a fairly strong, 
h!~hly variable entity. Howevert 1t correlates -.96 w1th US 
~issl1e Po~er superiority. hence it r~rdly 8eems worth while con­
sider1ng 1t further as an 1nd~~~ndent variable. ~~Qn§t CQDc~r~ 
and r~a~erul SgYtct ln~c~~ are retained. 

While ~Q~?C~s}encc·lmpo~lll?le IUld QQe~lf!tenc~ qef\nitely fQS ;1,10 are both in terest·1ns, they also are negat.1 valy corrp.la ted 
-. ()9. If'nl1e th1l'J f1gu:"e olearly does not1mply 1denti t:r between 
t~e variables, it does i2plya strong, slgnlt1cant2 negative rela­
t~o:lShlp. :~ence, in t~e interest of e~ono:ny QRf:ziutenc~ i;:mo§s t't'1e 
is dropped trom th~ correlational analysis. CReA1Q~iu~~l;Ho~sipl~ 
vtl! be retained 1n the change analYSis to follow. CJ;;U;~ 
t::.re~~, kS $l;l~nt1!l<s 1!)Jperloritx t US ~Qla }Jar Ylq~Qr* ant ~ 
~~perlor1tl in ¥gtl~ .C§P,c~ are all retained. 

?or var10us purposes, mainly to illustrate key trends, most 
of the va~tsblea which yere retained tor oorrelation, plus ,Q.Q.,l!x1s.­
:;;ce '-g,n2eBipl,~ are presented in Fl;urea ., and 4. Percp.r.ta~e8 art?: 
1:-1otted on the vertical axis IUld time on tho horizontal axis. 
A9surB~cels repreAented in ~ ~r8phs by "n:rAl nssUt~nRe. 
~t:.ur~ 3 conta1ns assurance ano most of the trust rel~ted varl~blc~ 
;the only omission 1s the =ar~ln81 item on ChlneR& thr~at to the 
t1S3R). ?1>;ure I~ contfllns assurance andllloet ot the pov~r orientei 

(1) Corr~latlon8 are expressed 1n untts fro~ +1.0 to -1.0. 
A + 1.0 means the ran~a of one variable perfectly co1ncided vith 
t::ose ot the o,ther. J.. - 1.0 means that the rf>nks are pqrfectly rp.­
lated in s.u inverse vay - where one 1s hlp:b the othf'}r 1s low. A 
zero correlation ftlelClS there i8 no relationship. 

(:?) Sign1! 4 ~I'tnce implies that t.he resul t 18 non .. randoll, 
v!. th a probability ct arror ot lout ot 20 (which is usually t'!%'":1e'i 
~=.05) or 1 out or loe (wh1ch lsi18ually ten:ed p=.Ol). Par s 
s~ple of 10 cases, a correlation ot ~ .53 has a D~.05 error possl­
btll ty of being random; a corrtlat1on of .76 1s eh:nlf1cant at 1"=.:>1 
:evel. 
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var1ables. Par1 ty variables are omitted tor reaaODII to be CUII­
c\oEJsed below. nat'ansa concern is inverted (i. e. 1 t •• an."laok ot-

'. aetenae concern> to better 111ustrate patterns. US .ot.no.aupar-
lorityls seen as a potential power varlable. the threat, oold . 
Dr o..nrS respect variables are not tundamentaU,.. oriented to thee"" and 
are are omitted. Th.· moot striking thing abou't th •• e tigure. 1. 
the apparent similar1 ty in varls. 'tion tor all v&rl.able.. .The de-
gree of this similarity can be ae.n by correlatlon &aalTD1 •• 

In a tlnal effort to dlc1nish the number ot varlabl.. to 
b.t! 1:.tercorrelated, all remaining varlablo. were, oorrel_t.ct wi. th 
general 8.88urar.ce. Tha logic in moet oa.ea 1I&S that 11" .0 •• 
va.ria.bles failed to correlate 'With as.ureo. their role a ~ 
theory ot assuranoe 18 marginal and turther correIa tiona can b. 
e11t:linated. 

The most lJ'tr1klng reBul til of thea, prellalnart oorrll.t1ona, 
was that VS-U~SR ~r ~~S~ ~:~:~t oorrelated a .e&D1ngla •• -.15 
111. th assurance. R: 1t alao shond •••• nt1ally a •• ro 
correlation vith genera aSlurance (or any other var1able, for 
~hat matter). Henoe, thea. tllO variable. are el1ala.ted tl'ea &ZQP 
further 1llterconelatlon. On the other haJl4, t'laMRI"u~lf 
correlated .82 vi th g'ner~l iPDlltlng~. thla Y'17 S .. ~l"ft .... on 
Buggee ts that the two var1ab.e may- alm08t .1".nUn4' _:-.tthtt,. 
both reliably meaaure the key var1able of assurance. ~' .•• aul' 
prov1des additional confidence in rooue1ng on ~~~! ~ 
a8 oentral variable. Prom th1s point on, ~'lltIVi~i;iiiiiiili<> . 
not be conSidered tn the oorraliltional anal,..1.. . ... ... . 

Several varl~ble8 ohowed & marginally s1gnitioant correla­
tion with assuranoe. Theee inclUded U5-~~V'lkl IQlltyfatbf;t 
JlS QP1~ ltBt: Ylctar and ~~3.~f t~N 0 80,.er 0 pre oua '1 
frIend y nations. The.8 var~a ee be inolu6141Jl tba inter-
correlation, torield 10 variable. which were 1ntercnrrelated. 
The rcoultln~ coetfiolents ot correlation are pr ••• nt' .. d la 'tabla 5. 
SignIf1cant \p=.05 ot error) correlations are denoted with an 
asterISK. whlle very 81~1:t1oant oorrelat1ons (1'=.01) are signl:!1e=! 
w1 th a doublo IUJterIslr.· All oorrelations are OTer 10 waYe. except 
tor US Cold Var Victor whloh was oorrelated Witt). all oth.r ftrlabl •• 
over only the la~t eeven wavea.' . 

The principal intereot 1n fable 5 u. the oorrelatlona ot 
general assurance. AaaurAt.oe 18 strongly related to p.roetved 
~~ ;~f~~ ~~PftrlQr.~ over OSSR. T!'lJ) relatlonahtp w:. tJ1 pure 1U!'i!' 

p i 18 not a8 stronp;. 1:11113-1' »arlSI 1.1I&rg1Dall'1 re a 4 

(1) POl' a sample 8ize ot 7. a oorrelat1on coettioi8nt ot 
t .714 10 8i~niticSJltt p=.05t.t.89' 1 •• 1gnltloant, p=.Ol • 
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to aBsurL~ce. What this result Quggests i8 that both missile 
equality and 6uper1ori~y ¥ere relate; to oollage elite Bssuranoo. 
Hiss11e inferiority was related to laok ot assuranoe. !n QYlrall 
var poYer, parity 18 not a~eoclate~ with SB8ur~oe. This 
eugguta that pa.rity, in osrt9tn l1mited areas cf military pc'J'wer. 
18 aoeept&ble if the US maintains an ovorall war pover lea~. 

On the c'tner side of the 'Ploture, e.UUMohoa 18 also h.ighly 
correlated with perceived pea~erul i~ta~t in the USSR and IO~5vn&t 
leas strongly with the belief that coe~18~enoe 1~ 4ot1nltely 
p03sible. In ottor word8, S68uranoe 18 ~lated to beth ~owe~ and 
true t-rela ted faotors I\lS eXliooted .in our tb.etortnla&l tra:r:e1tor::C. 
Concretely this !':l~$llB thIS colleg~ elite \ttll 'ba llIJ6ured cnly when 
the OS has a genar41 power edg~ and the USSR is e •• n ~a tr~.t­
worthy 1~ 80me el.~~nt~1 yay.~ Both OS and USSR aotions would 
thus seem to ba taken into acoount by this Deetor of the publio. 

Another basio observation 18 the trend for trust variabl •• 
to be slightly stronger in their relation with a8~urance than 
power variablea. The strongest correlate of assurance is pero.iT,d 
Soviet peaceful intent. It 18 the only variable VhCS8 correlation 
coefficient with a80uranc. 1s extremely algn1flGant (p=.Oli. Tht 
next beat correlate is yar powor 8uper1orlt7, but next come. belltt 
in coexi8t~nc8 - ahead or alaaile pow.r superiority. In ehort. 
tru8t variables ca~e in first and third, pow&r variableD vere seoonS 
and !~~rth. ~nile these results are not at all co~eluaivet t~'1 
suggest that & slightly greater emphas1s on trult tnan on pOY8r 
may chAraot.riEs the collose e~uoat.d elit. ot this period. 

It may be objected that defense concern was raa111 tne 
.~oond best correlate of assuranoe, and that th1~ 1s & po'~r varla­
bla. ~ oareful glanc' at Table 5 d1apells the 14tter idea. Da­
tense eoncern, surpri81ngly. is only marginally related to any 
power variables. On~h. contrary, it relates T8IY strongly to 
both trust variables. Hencl, it r,a:e better to 01&88 deten •• 
concern as & part ot the trust oluster ot variabl... A Dlmll~r 
lcgio would link scilnee BU yerlorlty to pavor variables. It ~ 
tr~G rank the 3 trust and the 3 power ~&r1ables in order of rela­
tion to aSlurex.ce, we tind ranko 1, 2t and 4. go to trust variable •• 
Th. ~~nn Whitney U Teet (Siegel. 1956J sugg.ata that this rank 
order supports the propos1tion that trust val mor8 related to 
assurance than pOwer (p=.10). . 

(1) vnen the USSR 1s truBted more than 1t vas 1961·1967, 
paver parity may rap1ac, paver super10rity aa an '.I.n~lal in­
gr.~lent in assuranoe. 
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However, an immediate iSBue ar1ee8. Are tru~t and powe~ 
really separate factors? The general answer seems to bel Yes. 
Trje, US war power suoeriority relates slIghtly to perceived Soviet 
peaceful 1ntent. But war power auperlor~t1 barely relates to co­
exlatance beliefs at all. US mlnaile power superiority relate. 
u:uch more poorly to eit.her tru3t variable. Missile parity 111 
totally unrelated. 

Furth~rmore, botn ~r power and Soviet peaceful intent 
corrole-te mora with assurance than they do nth (,<ltoh ot.her. ~illl!J 
au~~e8 ta tha t al thou;J;h pO')fer and truat taotor., have fiQWe relat6d­
n93S, they re~ain separate faotore in relation to &SBUranco. 
Finally, note the pattern ot correlations for ~r paver &nd Soviet 
peaoefUl 1ntent. They differ sharply in relation to defenae con­
cern and commun1st threat. They differ aomaxhat in relations with 
coextetance and missile power superiority. TheBe 41tterauoa. 
turtl.e'J" Bug~e8t that power and trust are separate taotors in thla 
data. 1 

Within the power ~luBter ~ yo~ld inolude al.el1e.war power 
and scient1fic superiority. Miaeile parlty stands by itself. The 
rather low correlation ot mlsal1e and general ~r power superiorit,. 
su~~eBtB that to the college ellte. war po~r 1s a muoh broader 
packa.11:8 than just nnclear missiles. The lmpllcat'lcnD of tM .• oom.­
p10X view of power viil be dlac~asod below. The strong 1dent1fi­
cation of science and powor 18 also striking. In tho colloge ellte, 
federal spending on Bcience would 8e8m to nave unsxpeoted dlv1d.n~ 
in public A8buranoe. 

The near identity vf Bcienee and US Oold War Viotory i. 
extraord1nary. It points cut a possibi11ty that the a~. raoe 
m1.s;ht easily be converted to a "solence 1':;'c&", rtth no loaa of 
"public I:.cJsurance or .::o:.viotlon ot ult1mate viotory for 4eflooracy. 

Wlthin the trust cluater are USSR peaoeful intent and belief 
in coex1atance. It i8 instruotivB to see tlat bell.t in ooexlatanoe 
18 strongly related to posit1ve USSR lntent but ~ strongly to OS 
power. As noted, low det&nee anx1~ty a.em~ aloo to flt With posi­
tive peroeption of USSR rather than with pure US powar. Aga1n note 
the importance of trust rather than shear power 1n allAT1ng college 
'Public t0ars. The tact that defense tear negatlvel,. correlat.a 
with assuranoe 16 a further proof of the oonaiatency ot theae re­
epons88. Cne would expeot assurance and anxiety to ba inY.rael, 
related. The link~e of &sBurancp..lcy anxiety, and trust, further 
IStrenl7,them the i~ge that trust faotors aro ver'1 brportant to the 
eolle~e elite. 

(1) However, only a factor analYBls ot the oorrelationa 
YOuld conolusively 8ubstantiate this issue. 

35 
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The remaining variables seem to have only dlstant co~neotlon 
with assurance, power or ~ruat. Missile parity only appro~ch~a a 
61~n1f1o&nt correlation with asnurance and poos1bly with us Cold 
WaY- Victory. It DoemB to be a rather isolated vlu"lable, "tIIb.ol5Q role 
in public opinion nay a8 y8t be just emarglng. 3urpr1e1n~ly, 
Con:::1ln1et threl\t to oth&r countries baa a vory ~~etJc r~lat1¢J:;.nh1p 
to a.ssurance per ae. It does tond to hava the GZp~ct8j nep;c;.ti"IO 
r61atlonsh1p. As would be expected, threa.t 16 uli!lgatively I'alat,fld 
to USSR peaceful iutont Ilnd 1'oa1 t1 vely rala ted to dAfono8 CO:r,Clilrll. 
Hanco, this would appear to be a l!'.a.rg1nal memb~r of the trust 
Cllll'Jtar. The intereat1n~ b:pllcation of this inclusion t'J t.rte.t 
tto co:::"le~e elite ms,! ba ror}'p(;nd1r~~ to Soviet: EtOti0!lIl, pc.HJlt1vo 
e:cd n(l~ati \'e, in building i i;a psrcfJption ot uSSR intont. L;S ;"ow~rt 
per ee, doe~ not seem vory oritical in tho vollago i4~g~ of tho 
U3SR. Finally, US Cold War Victory seems aven ~ore marp-~al; 
covary1ng ~alnly with science and hence with the power cluster. 
Since it 1s caloul~ted tor only the last 7 waves of the survey, 
Cold War Victory's pattern ot corralat10ns with other variabloo 
will not parallel thoBe of Seience, which was correlated with 
other var1ab198 ovar 10 waV08, even though science and Oold ~ar 
V1ctor correlate .98. 

Before leaving the correlational analysis,' 1 t 18 ueet'Ul to 
consider th080 variables m~aBured only in the final waves of tte 
survey. Three of these relate to trust, Soviet intent to get 
B1Dn~, Soviet interest 1n freedom and Sovlot interest in h1~h 
~tandarda of llvln~. Th~ other two BsseBe Soviet threat to take 
over other n~tloDS and Ohine's threat to the USSR. _nl1e theae 
variables are measured by an item that merely gives USSR value. in 
relat10n to Rad China ~~d the data 10 availablo over only four 
waves. an a.nalya1s of correlat10ns in Table 6 ia lnutruotlvo (raoe 
al so F 19'.1re :;). 

First note that the three "trust ll varlablo8 are more or lell8 
Atron~ly poal~lvely tntercorrslated. Then note that all three 
8tron~lv relate to one ot tho t~o main trust varl&b18a - (USSR 
peaceful intent or coextatance) and weakly to the other mQin trust 
variable. Tr.ay alao negatively relate to defen8~ concern Just &s 
thll two main trust variables do. In other words, they join the 
"trust clust3r," 8.a exoected. Furthermore. two of them strongly 
relat~ to assurance; ono weakly relates. A~ftln this refleo._ the 
Btron~ relation between trust factors and Assurance. Th~ weak 
relationship between theee n~w trust factors and pover 1s a180 1n 
ke8U1nQ; with trends found 1n !ablp. 5. As ml~ht be el.:pected. they 
ralata ne~atively to percetvod Communist threat and positively to 
US Cold Var Victory (i.e. the U3 "wine" ae RueBia adopts Hour 
/1oals). 

The rematn1n~ two variables 1n Table 6 hardly relat~ to 
anything. USSR threat 1 •. inversoly related to USSR peaceful .. 
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Var1s\h) ~s USSR Interest USSR Gonl: USSR :;,"d: Ch1nn Thres. t 
1::1 r.ett1n~ b11vidv1\l :U~h L1v! ::;~ 

In01vHual :~;o .. l Alo~r." Fr~~M1L- Str.:··£C'!':~;~,~ --

USSR G:lnl: .8 

U3S2 Goal: Hl~h L1vl~~ 
Star.~s!'~s I 1.0* .8 

Ch1n~ !hr~~t to USSR I 1:S-:>R 'l'hrent. -.q, 
I }enerp.l A?~~rance 1.0* .~ 1.C* ! 

US ~?r Po¥P~ 3u~er1o~lt~ I 

U9 Vl~n!lc Pow~r Su~er\nr1tv I .~ .7 • ri 
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\~\t,~n' "fi4 !HulH"lv rltl~t~d to CO"'ll'If .. nht thrflli't &~d TJ;J Oold liu­
~.BtAr'. 1~. l.t'~' Dorrlll~lftn ~u~ra'tj that &8 tasK thr'at lQ­
i" fa~ffl/if ttl. IdHhB~ .-111,. fHUl1 th@ UJ 1.1 nora e v11UlQr in the Cold 
'1;,~', t{hflt trnii lr~ 4:.t1ff t~ • rjlJfer.Siye inor~u .... it'l ~(lj~o.1v~d U~ 

t"lltl1 t~ fUfieT\'. t..o tJoy1., tiu'.aU 

"!:t mitn1\1,. t~r~lt to i,fS.1P' rfJ1At •• cnlr t{) US 1l1ulle pO.flr 
wj!tlll"",Uf, 1ft th\l$ nQlf\oS.~l9no,' Or Tii-ZY it ~~ tt~At~. Chj.n& wax-
.~ N~ • 'hp~.\ \fi Ualft Ln .11te oalnlan 1t w •• r,.~ ae A rlel~1 
ttlf{// .... ~I "n. US ,n¥.rn •• nt, whi on contr! wtt'l~ to our aot1.1al r1se 
tn .i~R1 I ,ow.,t 'u~t~.r oo ... n,. on the i.pllcation of Red Ohina 
te, ,fI'. ,~., "Ul b. _I. bllew. . 

1ft ftuaaArY, tne o~ll~~ft ellte 8.'~. to relate a.surance to 
U. ,un,", ,u".rlo,\u' IUl~ iH,,,tU,,. trustful vie..,. at the USSR. Scienee 
$;.~. ~ .f &I un •• ,.ol.d kO' to US power, ov.rchs~ow1ng miseile 
~~W*' , •• Ie, tn (so,, .18.11e ~arlt% .,e •• SOBlwhAt acoeptable to 
Hl' if 0 H • .,. d \ t. t u. inlC aUUTMoe .8 a orl terlon tor acce?tan~ •• 
'fT\UU V(:rttU ''''''III t4 rt~ttlrft 1"0111 t1"8 Bonet aotion, as n11 as tiS 
i:tlt~r. T~H~ 4!f~Afn6e"t). of tnHJt on l'H"d.r Beeaa rather slight, 
~ltiYUt9h c.rt·ainly not n0l1.s1eunt. 

~n. e~?f.1Atlon Sata oan be interpreted, !~~·a~~y~lt,in a 
M'Iullltl 1.Ifft'f, It ti()~tU ~. that oha.nlr,"8 in either 'Perceived VS powor 
I!:r r.nvt til' t 7"U1 t-Jf'OJ"'.t'\ n'u,s oaURe cMng.8 in assurance, A mOTe 
.h~r"t. ·~cuh.lli t .. ftMwrt in 'bure 5. The two prinoipal "cau ••• " 
.f "ItHNrarU"l1t IU·. "ho,.., '01 h~avy .rroll!' 11nes leading from Fover 
~n4 1~~' to •• Iura~o.. Trust, in turn. 10 interrGd from the 
~~f,.l.\lon. of US~k peacetul intent and coex1B~anoe with assurance 
a~~ .~An ot~er. It was ~o~ directly measured (but oe8 StricLland, 
,'it"'). On" eRn lnt.,. that peroeived Soviet peacet'ul intent caUlIeD 
h"U.r \n tHHtY!St&nolt nth!!!" than the OPPOSite, h~nce, the cauBal 
~rt"O" fro .. lJSSR 1nt~nt to coexletanoe in 11}rure 5_ Furthermore, 
Snt7t"I'If, •• 1t t.Hlfl1.r tn USSR 1'8aoetul intent J]Tobably "oauses" decreaDed 
deflm •• f"IotHHU'1'1 in the 0011812:8 public. It.. lower def!tns8 concern 1s 
7"Uf'ontt44 to t1 the "oYernment, US -power w111 deoline, causing a 
dro, ~n _aeuraneft. So tronloall~. trust could cnuse a drop 1n 
IUft~r.nf'i. 1 r th.~oY.J"'mC~t lowers power e.s trust increases.. It 
weyltt ,. ••• Ulllt until nover 1ru'Dll"lorlty 1s raplnced by -parity or 18 
ol'etn~tftd na An ~ft.ur.noo baRe. a8 in U5-0snsdlL~ relatlott3, the 
'~v.rn~_n' e~t~~t r~lax power AS t~lat inoreases. Hovever. it may 
bit thnt ,.~ t!IJt"tatn "",,.1 t1 calif high tru"t levels, power may hav8 
.tth.~ no ~tt~~t or a n~"'AttY8 effnct an trust. Further imp11cation3 
or tni~ 1~~. will bG dlsCUBst4 below. 

thft "e~u.~l ~ndelH ot '1KUre 5 must be viewe4 aa purely 
flu~l1.flth·.. OurrtHI'ltlonal anlllye1s &8 done hare cannot Bubstant1ate 
flAm",) 4na1.,slft. Only" tlfU series anal},81s could be~1n W do this. 
HI'H:tfJ'tnr, .,r: sr.alvlI1R of' r:w..1or or ... <mll.'lle 1n colle~$ e11te o~tlllon can 
Mi'ltS !lO"1t 1 \,e.-nt, Oll ~OtltJi ble caUIf.8 of ~UJsu"nct. ~ t !lla} 81150 fan .. 
~ha1n~ ~h~ ~ireotlon 1n ~hioh eolle~e allte opinion 1s moYln~. 
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OR ~~32t QhRng,S ln A~BUrapc~ Verlableg for OQllggL E~lt6 O;1n1on 

A ~ann ~hltnp.y U teat (S1e~A1t 19S6) was conducted on all 
va~1able6 tn Tabl~ 1, which ~ers measured in 7 or more ~ave!. 
7hene variables are listed 1n Table 7. Atter eaoh variable, 1. 
t:"l1ic"lteti the rt1r"ct1on of Cr.An't8, 11" any. Then the !l!llO'l.lnt of 
~r.angt" fro,., the med1f\n of the pre-change period to the :ltdian of 
ttl!! post chenD'\!! 0"1'10" \" lOtiv!n. Ni;lxt com(t8 the date lIhen cr.JulII;e 
be~an ~nd the ~Ate when chan~8 terminated. ThU~t tor non-alluranee. 
the ~nt decre~se ocourred bstween 9/n1 and 1/62. The U value in­
dicates hov atat18tlc811y 8tron~ the cnanFe vaG. The lower the 
U value, the 8tron~ftr the chan~e. Next are ~iven the number ot 
vaves Drior to Bnd succeftd1n~ the chan~e - n1 &n~ n2 respectively_ 
~lnallv. the el~n1tlcanee level tor each U 1s given. In every 
cale, U values for possible chan~&1 at any point 1n time were 
ccmputed. In two casel noted in Table 7 the point ot change val 
uncertain and mBr~lnally sl~nlflc8nt earlier chan~e datel are 
~lven ae footnotes. It may be hAleful 1n VIewing this data to 
consult Ft~ures } and 4. 

I. 5u~':1'!ry oi TBble 7 would be that: 

1) Assuranoe showed modest to 8tron~ inoreBses. 
?) P~rce1v6d US nower 1ncrea.~d strongly_ 
3) pqrc~otlon8 of posit1ve intent ~~~ coexlstance 

notentiAl increased tn strong Bnd modAst de~reea 
respeotively. 

In oth~r word~. the period fr~m 19h1 to 196? was one of an 1noreas1ngly 
pORittve o~lnlon eltn~ts. Note thRt 1n no c~ee is tho ohan~e over ?O'. This is 1n l1ne with flndln~8 of Deutsoh & Merr1tt (1965) that 
nt least 401 of a nonulatlon never seemB to alter th~lr att1tude •• 
60~ ah\ftA ~ra rAre effeota or eU8t~1ne~textremely dramatl~ evsnts 
(e.~. World Var II), Thev note that under more normal c1rCUm8taDCeSt 
sustained. dramat1c ev~nts oan 1nduoe 10-20~ ehan~e8. lAolated 
drnmatic, or undramatic sustained events impBct lese than lO~. Thu8 
It t'!h9.n~e under lO~ 18 called modest. 

'rhe lsRue, however, 18 which variables chAnged f1rat. It 
18 more probable that If variable A chan~eR Rnd then B chang •• that 
A caURas B. rAthAr tl~n the reverse. Table 8 summarize. the O~ng'8 
in ma 10r v~r\~bl~9 over tlmA. ~otA thAt the first var1abl~ t6 alter 
waR US ~~1~n~e Buoariorlty which roee between April. 1961, and 
Sentemher 19~1. Th1s was followed by ao inorease 1n peroelve~ US 
war OOWRr nuner'orlty at the expen8e of ~ar1ty and 1nferiority trom 
Seotember 19.<)1 to .lAnunry l=1fi? A slrdlar rtre 1n US Mt.ella po •• r 
W~8 ~t tho ftxpp.nse or lnferlorlty ~ p~rlty. At this ,a~8 t1=e 

(1) This echoa corr\\llltlon data ehow1nll: mtssll10t 8ul'erlori t1 
an~ p~r1tv AA unrelAt~d. 
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Table 7. Direct1on, amount and time or ma10r ihan~e tn 8ssurar.ce 
Tariables tor college elite opinion. 

Variable Direct10n of . Amount ot Time Ohan'le U n, 
Change ChlJ..nga Bc~lnQ Bndo 

Non-assurance decrease .. 8.5< 9/61 - 1/62 3 4 

ll1gh Pos1t1"I! 
J..o5ure.nce Increa3!l 5.5:( 1/62 - 6/62 1 5 

Rolatl ... e 
..... surrulce Increase 10 ~ 1/62 - 6/62 3 5 

US Val." Ponr 
Superiority increase 18 " 9/61 - 1/62 0 4 

US War Pover 
larlt:r nth 

7 .. 5~ 9/61 - 1/62 USSR decroue - 0 4 

t;S Vall" Ponr 
Interlorlt:r decrease - 10.5;( 9/61 - 1/62 1 .4 

US m8s1l. 
Pover 
Supo.:-lorl ty Increase - 14 .. 0~ 9/61 - 1/62 2 4 

US KilllsUs 
Pover Pu1ty 
with USSR no change 0 

US Kl11al1e 
lowr 
Interior1ty cSeeroft,"& 14. ~ 1/62 - 6/62 4 5 

(.) Mann Whl tne:r t1 "Rlues 1l1gnit:r ~\Ul t ot change, S1egel. 1956 .. 

n2 p 

5 .O:n 

5 .008 

5 .028 
t7!2 • .... 

6 .005 0 • 

6 .005 

6 .. 01 ~ 
If, 

L 
6 .019 

I 
5 .0"'..8 

I 
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Table 7 - Oontlnu~d 

V&r1&1:18 DirectIon o~ .blount of Tls8 Cha.na:e U nl 1'12 p 
Chaluore o hang 0 De~ice ltnds Valua 

10. Defense Concern decrease - ., ~ 1/62b- 6/62 0 5 5 .004 

1 1 • tfltlcetul Sov1et 
Intent Increaoe 15 " 1/62 - 6/62 "3 ') 5 .033 

15~ Oou:lutance 11 .... decrease - 7.5~ '/;;2 - 6/62 4 5 5 .049 
posQlble 

"'" 16. r;oOxlut&DCf) may 
N be poss1ble no chan~<t 0 

t 7 • Coexlatan~~ .et-
3/6,d. 2/64 1a1tely ,o881ble 1ncrease 5 ~ 0 ., 7 .008 

19~ OOiillmJ.l n 1 s t three. t no change 0 

21~ tiS SC4entltlc 
Supor10rlty increase 9 ~ 4/61 - 9/61 0 ., 7 ,,008 

22 .. US Cold War 
Tlc't<;)r 1ncreue 6.5~ 1/62 - 6/62 2 5 0 .047 

23. US World Respect no chan~e 0 

24. US-USSR Weu'l" 
R'n4t~>.1'4V21.1 ty no change 0 

~~J j. c~. froa 9/61 to 1/62 1s BArgl1141ly 81gn1tlcantl 0::;:3; nl==4; n~6: p:.056 
0a1 th4 "f'llrlablea (from fabla 1) ue those Jil.asure4 In only tou.r 'tif~Y~8. tor 

ybleh 'tlla ltann ~1 tney U 1& lutaningle-se. 
(4) A. change tro. 6/62 to 3/63 16 marg1nally a1gn1r:'cant: U:::3: !lr=6; tI(F4. p==.056 
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non-assuranoe deolined. !t ~.a p08s1bletut defenue concern &180 
began to drop 1n tbia period. 

~~en 'beginning 1n January 1962, a new •• rie. of chang,. 
oc~ur reaching culmination in June 1962. Peroeived poaoetul 
CSSR lntl:1t "/font up. ~tenB8 conoern was def1nl telt dow. H1gh 
poe1tlve nl5Ur&nOe wont deo161vely up. During tht. period, ~~11et 
tMt eon::il'!tenoe 18 tht1n1 tely pC9!!ible ino:'!f!,!J!d. ptHl.1bl,. fro • 
.. r;,;.~. 1962 but dei'inl telY' troM t~roh 196:; on to l'ebruary 1964. It 
is qulh lnterelJt1np; t.,) note that t'Jnee the "thaw't hAd set 1n by 
~une 1962, pou~.'t1va lmagu 01 "the ti;;j~R, tiS polter, Imd &rUurru:I.(.Ht 
re~lnod high throu~h to 1967. ~h. Cub&n miell1e or!8ee at lata 1962 
val unable ttl ISh;nltlee.ntlr a.fflct any or thu. ve.r1c.b1.... liote la 
?1gures 3 a~d 4 th~t only ~ sllght and t;mperary drop in m1ssile 
power (not w&r poyer) .nd in Assuranoe (not tr~.~ faotors) rollowG~ 
tho Ouban orisea, and tha+, rtooVlrr wal rapi4. 1 

~ atmp1e cauBal interpretation or the •• o~~. 1, that a 
rrs pover gain,f,r •• hadowed or caused (,) by a Boienot s_ln led to 
increased trust and assuranoe. It i8 quite reaaonabl. to infer 
that ~lnoo the USSR hal loat power, it o~ ~~4 will do 10,8 harm­
henoe, one oan be more assured. It 1~ 'also plau81ble to assume 
that 8i''!'oe the USSR haB les8 power than tho: US theY' tlU"~:,.. dovel\)p 
core posl t1.ve goals and taotics conoerning th~ US. It 1~ uauell)" 
the oas. that the wea.ker dtvelC!pe pos1 tl"'8 !:.~::;).l! Oj~ d~1111t.g v1 th 
the 8trong~r. Apparently, the social PS1chological literature 
that 8uggests that high powar lnte~ter •• with tr~.t (Wal~~u. 1968) 
1s not Burported in the oollege ellte. 

However, this lntar'PretatloL. mar not be correot. 'the 
correla.t1~n analysis sugg •• ta that tr~.~ tactor. art 80~eyhat moro 
central to Bssuranoe than. to palter, Il.Adtha.t trust and poyer are 
only we&k1y oorrelated. How oan this be reoonoiled with the etrong 
role and impaot attrtbuted tn 'Dower in the prtced1ng 1l&51J&g81 
Soc1al psychology haa tound that w6aker ~art1ea tend t4 ~lB11k. 
the 8tror~8r (~\lder e~ ala 196;), and that weaker parties t~e 1 ••• 
tru&t1n~ res;ardln~ stronger (Solomon. 1960). uSWllng that thl.e 
views are vall1. is it pozBlble that the oollege e11te 1. not 
aware ot ':-h19 and a.ssumes t.h.."\t the 1n.t"rl~'tr USSR will not d1l11lce 
and dlatruat our superior nower? 

(l) 1he fa1lure of the crisis to perman,ntly dislocate 
opinion rna:, bo due to: 1\. Ke~edY'8 careful atreos on Sovl&t 
coope"atb:':. and "'ruPltworthlne!:UJ during the crillea (Gould, 196Ah 
b. K"tnn-edy' A ulle of "hard" data - photos - to diepell dou\:tt 
(noul~, 1960); o~ The tendency tor or188s to "treese" attitude. 
into olosed ojotams into which 1".,w data c£.nnot get (Str1ckland. 
1966; SOhroder, DrIver &: Streuttrt. 1967). 
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An alternate 1nterpretatlon or the ITents or 1961-1967 
:::lay allevillt, "Olnl)~r these oroblome. Not. 1n Table 8 that onl,. 
"n,. gil ti ve lll attl tudell obro.nglr:i when peroei '". d power 8h1tt.~ tro2 
August, 1961, t~ J 11&:-1. 1962; (i.a. non-a.Duranco and detenae 
concerndeol1ued); ut tbo.t convlnotd ot pe.oe atay,d lovand 
i;.::~!!5t. factora tltayed uncna'lgad. Only uter January. 1962. did 
~ Juitive 't a.tt1tudes g~lf. 00ex10t8o.Oe blliet. tolloYtlS a slm.11ar 
8eq~~noe dela~~J on. cy~~~ - first belie! that ~D8x18tenc. ~Ila 
imros81b~e ~eolin8d (1/62 - 6/oc) tr~n. trom 6/62 on, belle! in 
defln~ ta oh&ncel for C:').Xi8c~~'nloe r<)!le. Thftse aeqUGnOIjB augge.'t a 
very t3ntat!.\·e explWle:tton ~u 'tIH"lt8 of t~'O phaul (sse :ngure 6) • 

Ph&!Ul On.,! The powflr Buperiority gain ot the US reduced 
cc.lle~:e ali te oe.:-ta1nty ot mlr and dotanaa anxiety it. the 'Poriod 
t.ro~ 4/61 ~ 1/62. During thie period. thl college elite oplnlou 
became more o~an to new information about the USSR an~ cure able 
to (hvelop A OOlD.l,lex view ot the USSR a. not all 'balS. PeyohologlCJal 
lttAr4ture is re~l.t. with data sugge.tion that extreme ttar bloo~ 
the intake ot bew 1nto~t10n d1soreptntw1th eotab11ahod vilva 
(Jan1s & 'o.hb~ok. 1953, Gol10b & Dittl., 1965, tev.nthal, Si~g.r & 
Jones, 1965). It is probable that non-al&uranoe an6 defen.e ~ono.rn 
equate with tear. Thus, a8 long ~a the tear persisted anl new data 
from the ne .. mG~1a suggesting pOD1tive aot. or tra1t. in t~ USSR 
w,uld not be aD.imala ted an" the 1.Ilage ot the USSR 'Y.ould 8tar 
na~nt1ve. T~~ fear deoreafte ot 9/61 - 1/62 euabled the oollege 
elite to take in any available poaitivi into~at1cn about the OSSR. 
'Psychologioal l'eaeIU'O~ alao 8uggeatl -:.hat under high atrel', ,uob. 
ns fear, oom~ltx vi.ws, (8spe01ally tr~s8 1nc~~~~ po~itivl &n~ 
ne~at1ve tra1ts) ot othors are unlikely (Drivlr, 1961; Strlutert, 
1?37; 101100 ~ Dittes, 1965). Thus, onl,. it tear 18 rt6ao6d. ae 
in 9/61 - 1/b2, will the oollege elite be expeeted to BilOW ~ 
more balanoed, complex view ot th& USSR, 1n whiel:; ,0a1 tiv. [.oton 
aro balaneed wl~h negattvI. 

Phase 1wos In th8 leBs anxious olimate following 1/62, 
poo1t1vI behavtor 01 the cssa and U3, reported in the news ~Idlat 
\ nducod a r1sf, ~ n trust tor the USSR in thl more 'lopen" oollage 
e11te. Accom"anylnp; this trust Baln

2
was a ria,. ir. Po,.tt1.ve "!!Isuract 

in whtch war was Reen as 1mp~bable. '1gure 6 presents this 

(l) The d1stinotion that positive &n~ negative aspect, ot 
attitudes operate under 8prarate dyna~io8 has support el.,whlre -
(see Sohroder et a1. 1967.', P.erzher~, 1966). 

(2) Coexistenoe bellefs lagg8d behln4 the F..narel trlnd, 
thou~h 8howin~ the same Bequono., A negative view going down firlt. 
then an l.nort~se in positive views. !he la~ ~ay be dua to the taat 
thl1t ('oex1Gtenoo CO!1c"'rna longer range phenomena. {f:Oals) th.a.n 
aSRuranoe or 1ntent. Longer range phenomena &&1 be sl~v.r to ahange • 
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tentative ~odel of thi8 two ,hase shift. Note that both e~~ge. 
in US sc1ftnoe potenttal dating troll 4/61 ftn6 1'ro'OI1'o11. actual ehlLllge. 
in US l)over (e.;l'. the ned r@leaaea cla1m1ng the US had el1.!nina.'ted 
the miBell. fl;B.pi ~enerat. a pe.-celved l'0wor ~8.1n. This in t':.lnl 
d tl':lln1ah@B nepa t1 ve attl tude! and @:fH:eN.tes O~'l.Ul'IUIH to nay in­
fo~&tion. Reports of ~ositlv~ events ~.n.rat. & gain in pOl1tlve 
att1tudes.(aee allo Driver. '9680). 

, 
There arecrltlcal i~?11e8.t10n8 in t~~8 Qodel which crust 

be drawl 

,) Power ~aln8 did not d1rectly caUBe gains in trult 
related attltud~e. The power shift ~. a critical 
?re-cond1t1on ot rie1n~ tr~!t. but trust ~a1n9 d~­
pended ca1~ly on US and OSSR positive aotionB. Thi • 
aooords v1 th the correlation data. 

2) Positive assurance 18 r.late~ almost entirely to 
gatr.s in trus· variables. Non-~18urance daoraa ••• 
witt. &ra1ns in power; but it 1a r.plo.oea w1th a 
aarglnal view in which wtr cay or ~y not oome - as 
lon~ as truat 15 low. In other words, ~over per •• 
can only ~en8r&te mar~1nal, not high,a.BuTanc •• 
Thus. the elite may very vell be aware ot the lim1te 
o! su~erlor ~OY9r at moderate to loy truat levell 
BS a :e&nB ofg~1~1ng ~lrther trust 1n another party 
(so~e of vh1ch limits ar~ suggested by 800i&1 
P81Cr-.olo,:::~d • 

A. further uroble!!) in this model 18 whether 1<11, th new. e=erg­
ln~ h\rn trust lavela, power superiority 1s needed ~t all. In tho 
~orrelat1on&1 data. cisBil. uo.rlty had 80~' relation to &8eUranee. 
ta th~ ~08t June, 1962 period, did parity become aooeptable? Did 
the role ot power decline turther? V, CL~Ot tell fl~m pr,.ent 
data. A. ~19nce at 'l~r •• :5 and 4 show that at no time troll June. 
\9~2. onw&rd did both var ",-,over and 1r.les1le power decline a1wl­
tnneouslv. T~e rather Bteadl1v hl~h a.Durance level vas n~v.r 
subjeoted t? a total pover decline. Hen..: •• 1 t :!\let be lett to a 
tuture Analysin to determine whether trust and ".eur.nce v\s a vi. 
th'" Soviet Union sr. noll' r..il1.n I'tnouQ:h in the coll.~ •• (Suo"ted 'Pul)lic 
to 8UrTtve a drop 1n pover to p~r\ty levele. 

~. SU;l!0rr In~ Qp.RRA.tl110:l Q.f...:l1e throe ~tatgn t BoU" Agal;YlII 

In ~.n8~1. the three ~alYgeB 01' colle~e elite opinion 
converA:e on t!1i! e&::IIe dUAl faotor ::oodel of' 688uranoe. The ;.:eneral 
mediananalya1" ohowa a high assuranoe l~vel based on hl~h per­
oelve~ pover A~d fairly h1~h ~eneral trust related attitude.. The 
oorrelation ~0~91 conCirms the relat10nah1p of assuranae to pov.r 
and trust factors. But 1 t throws olearer 11~ht on the pre-e:11nence 
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of trust dur1n~ the ~nt1re period. 1he correlatlan ~o~el 31~c 
fl'l'otUghte the 1ttportant role of' US 8c18hO& euperlorltyln po.'er 
perception and th~ very veak 1~l8 of pow.r p&rl~1 - n~ither of Yh1ch 
roles ~r8 clear tn the ~edlan a~alyclu. ?t~ally the ca~or change 
analYB1s adds aeveral new 1nslghta. It 18 clear that all three 
major variables - tru8t. pover and ~8~ur~nco ehoved a e:'~ry 1n­
creRS" in or around the perl0,1 fro:l1 .luguet. 1;61~ to ";~'.m, •• 1S62. 
It 18 also clear tn9t a chan~e in pover was the ~'Y t~a~ unlocK&~ 
1!)'crp.8.S8a in trust ar:1 aB!Uranc~. ROllever. ~ !!orlt dO":.$1!led analysis 
Of the chan~1 data 9h~wed ttat th~ pov~r 5n1ft 10 acco~~an1ed by 
cr.ant;"S onl.y in ne".ati\'j co::ponentB of' truet IUld aaaura:.::e. Positive 
c~m?onente of these vari~bl~a 9~lftedl=ont~o ~fter tt. ;ov!r fthl~t -
probauly in response to world events. 

Th~19t the ::.a';or chan!',!!) and correlll<;lonal analyseD arlit ::lot 
nlc:t88llrlly at odds. Both suggest that gains 1.n iJover rill affect 
trust and at least m1nlmal Q8CUranoe. l~o .. ev.rt pO"lIr'lS errect ou 
aSAuranee was etronRBst pr10r to the ~.jor sh1ft. 10 long IlS 
aasurance and trust were largely ne~atlve, changel in US pO"lr ~r. 
potent "t:au9ls li of nseuranee an':! trust verla.tion. novev9r. onc. 
the shift to hl~h US power occurred, w1th con8e~u.nt 48c:re~88 1n 
nepAUve nttttudes. the role of POW8:': d1:dn18he4. Trust and positivI 
a8Bur~nce are stlll probably dependent on some klnd ~: ,over super­
iority, but increasos 1n trust or aOBU1"&LOe beyond'lov leva1s :!lUB", 
cOllie from other Rourcee; an1 the 1nter~'!."er.d!"nc';, of trust ana 
aSQUrRoce should 1~creage - at the exp~n5e of pover. 7j~ tbra.~ or 
thiS 1evelop~6nt may be the capability of t~e colle~& elite to 
accept power parity w1 th no 108s of trust o:ra.!lJUra.nee. 

A fev minor ~Dlnt8 roun1 out th2s discussion. 7he dlv1s1o~ 
of attltudt!8 into PtHd.tlve snrt nCRp.tlvfJ co~pon'1lt81ft !::-\.n~d only 
1n the c&jor chang~ analysis. ~h18 dlstlnotlon could be analyzed 
\~a correlation tecr~i~ues 1f a ~ore .xpanj~d lntereorrelatton of 
all v~r1abl~8 In Table 7 ~ere carried out. ?or the :o~~ntt however. 
we ur~e caution 1n viev1ng the ~ajor chAnge model of Figure 6. 

Mother d1ffsrenee betv!!'!An correlation and ::laJe-r change 
mo1el~ concerns the role ot defense concern. In the corr~latlon 
tlodel O'lp;ure 5) poal Uve 30vl~t. intent "causes" dcf1tnet!l coeoern 
to deoline. However. thlf1l inferenee til 't)l\5ad solely on a. c.-orr,I .. -
tlon bfttve~c thfj Tl!lrtnblnA. Causal! ty r:1P:ht us &tlllly be ravereed, 
or oome troll a thlrl1 ("otor (nfi the ~JQ.jor OMn~G tlott~l suggest.). 
In the ~aj~r chanp,~ ~odel (?1~ur8 6). ~eolln1n~ defenSe concern 
"caue"s" opAnn08~ to pOlllt1ve evonte vh\.ch \;! tvrn C8U.,es an ~:l­
er~IlB" In p"rcoivel! non1t\ve 'n~"'nt 1n tne t!3$R. S1;::.ce carrltlattonal 
1S.tR \'8 80 nUGPect whon oau~lal1y analyt;ed, we loftn~1) th'" reo""l 
based on ma~or chan~e 1ata. !h. 1nterprotation that ~et"'ne. con­
cern c:han~88 pre!1~r8 intent perce~tton8 in no yay :onflic~D ~1th 
th .. correlation between thft~ • 

(1) Se~ Driver. 19~~c • 
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J.r.othor ?'Oint concerns the 1ncrea41np!ly olGar 1'c1, ot 
events as on. goes tM"l! the medi!\,1\ to l.ujor ehtA.l"~' cstlh Git) Nt, 
of events tl clear in the g~n~r~l pioture. !ht 1m~~at of 5aT!~t 
threats an-t intent ill the eorrlJlation model aUJ1;!IIU .li~hU1 ~~H" 
USSR acts ai~ht be koya to aa~urano. ~aa,d on trJ,t. ~U\ in t~. 
m."jor Ch>llUi;e data the rolf or e.ctual pown" liUv3 lobr.". IV$!1h ~nij 
ot r",,,l pIJ31.tlvQ ac";!.or.t'I " . ., bot.h nation •• Ul:'!lt OhfU"~fn.. J:~ 
ar.othar place (Dr1 Y@r, 19680) thin pronlttll ot 'hft rol~ ot tVE.Iit:.'t1 
will.be d i~cu88ed. . 

~ final oo!nt concerns Je1.nee. In the o~rr~lat1on ~o4~t 
it 19 a correlat~ of p~v~r. In tho ~.!o: otanRe mod~l 1~" et 
precedes power enn:".;-!!s. Can tn:?! irep.l.1 t:'1:'t. ;,jr.:tftl'HH' c ~Il ~l'" 
(luced tile ?ower .;hz:..."lKe and pOfHH b11 t.ho Yht)lt !U!{~trHa ot 'l!'~nt;' 
Such a. eonoluslon yo;.tld f1 t ottr tl!oh: '1U~ c1: .. u16l:1tn~ c"~~<\ll tl 
to events tl".&t pre~")ed other eventl. l!' tl:.in 11 .u'::-.tL"'tiAh~. t~~. 
roltt of Ac1.el1cf! 1n international relat10:l' ~I'JIU!t" h1 th'l'~O \\~t-01'''. 
aten algni!lOaAoa. 

I. Au A·'le.lxp12 9(. ~t! PA Qgi.~151 ~1.'l' 'a._,nSI :+:ail Ali'; ~li,.;U 

The .lIPO 1 te~. '!ihleh "",.e ololJu~ totht !1oD"on .. no~hll 
lte~9 are p~8ent~d in Table? They vort net glvln .. ~ th, ... , 
tl~e8 as the Senton & Bowles waves, 60 ~~1 ~lr.ot eom~ar1,on 1B 
not possible .. How\lver, the ltf,t~s can bt plotttrS along viti'. thdr 
renton ~ Sowles counterparte to deplot tho!r g.ntral p~t~.rnl. 

?!.gu.re 7 ShOd 'the ~enaral ~UUl.""a!le" and pu,eu'\!l u;za~ 
Intent lte~s from Bonton ~ BoYleo ~ontra8~.d with t~ t~~.t r'l~~Ga 
.lIPO 1 t~:tS. The UFO 1 tern la.belled '·ptaGttful 1r.hl'1t or a.:nu··&~¢,!· 
in Flg,ur~ 1 1s ombllSUoul'l. It aalr.fI nif WAr ccaiS, 'rin'. !.t cc=.t 
fro:u RU3s1a. ~. ". ':11.115 could lZ.&an "will R"tU18 til &ttl.loll: lt to UOIU 
readers, or tlls l\'t.lssla desirous ot \far" to othlrs. It 8fU2a to 
descrlb~ a U curve in Ptgtl:t':'e 7, which eon!onll r,t'nerI1111 h 
assurL~ce or, less well. t~ pancefUl USSR intent B,nton & ~vlt. 
items. !n per cernt ot agreement ltvel, • t !.'!lost ru.mol. •• Benton 
& 8owle~' a.r.urance. We ~uld thus guess \~&t =Olt ~!'O r~l~o:d$nt. 
rea:! it as "v1l1 war c·Jme". 1 

~ote t~at ttie l!PO lte~ olearly ldtnt.lfl.a the ~o~ro. cf 
war as USSR. Yet tho 1 telll 9 till fl t8 t.h" Benton' Boyl •• !A~ 
val' ccncern item quIte well. 1hia supports an earl16r ~octl~~Loa 
that the Senton & ~Wl&8 &8SUranCO ttt: r.l&t~. to &IIUranoe v1e 
a v1s USSR. 

(1) Thus. our lnte~rlltatltJn ill 'fable ~ 'AB 1ntorreoi. Xi 
doee not seem to be a "eaoel'u.l intent 1 ~t •• 
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The other AIPO trust itom n~ks for belief in the possibility 
of peaceful settlement with the USSR~ It too ts al':'lb1P:uous ... do~s 
it l::'.uly 'Pf'ac8ful intent ;(lthin tho USSR or potential for coexist?nce? 
A [Tlu:1ce at }'1>-,:ur€) 4 show:.! t:lnt tj .... 1..'3 AI?O ite,n is at a :.;n.1c::' hip,her 
1.ev~l O!~ a..cceptal~ce "~11L\n ttle BCt:nton t.!:: 30wl~s ite:;g orl coex1stn..uc~t 
Hence, it If:; related to Dorceived UJSR 'PGace:r-ul lnt,:mt 1;-( ..t·l;:.:,-~r$ 7. 
The lIfitll 1s ::n::~endlnO'ly gc)od. ;'~cn'e ~;:~ain "'~h~ Ii'Hlton & Bo\{li:lS item 
::,~y ~lar'if'·~· ,.filet a rather t;:tn1.~allY D.:nbi~uQt.\8 Ai!'O 1 tom i3 really 
~33Pssl~~. The claA~ fit of th~se t~o lt~~a alBo BURQ8stS thnt 
belief 1n USSR 'je;:~('etul 1ntC'nt i!l li!".:{0U to 501':1n,;; B. PI.';flC,::t:.!l Gol'.l­
tlnn of US-USSR ~rohle~s. :h19 in turn might ~~plify the ra~oon 
!or e correlation between peBceful USSR intent sud coexletanca 
bellefs in the Benton &: Bowles duta. Obviously, the pea.ceful IJclu­
tion of US-USSR differences bodes well for coexiatance. 

Hore generally, note that both A,rpO items show a.n u'Pward 
shift followlnp; 1!6? This 1!'l the same point "When Benton &: Bowlae. 
"pos1 tlve" 1 terns 8wunll. u'PW9.rds~ A statistical teat for cha.o~e in 
these two AIPO variables 1s rather uselesfJ gi~ ... en the fact that 011" 
ha.s only 5 and the other 3 rendin~s. However, if we take a rel­
ativistic view, and ask, for each ito!:1, hot( tl8.ny read1l1gs are above 
the :::E~an for the 1 tem, and how many below, we can com'o1ne the t,:,) 

1 te:J:s' data. OUP. r.an see t~lat for the lIassurance" AIPO i tl'!ID. the 
first ? reRdin~s are below 3 nean value for ttat item while the 
last readinl7 is abo";e the TlORn. ::"or tho peacet"\ll aettle:n~n t i tom, 
the f1 rs t two refl. i1np:s are below ,,-hile the last three are above. 
If WP. uce 1/n? as n nivot point. it turns out that the four read-
1n~s from hoth i.t5~3 "below th~ mean v3.1ues of their 0'-'11 Bet CO!lH) 
before 1/6? The four per~entaRes ebcve the ~eans ~f the g~pro­
priate set ?ore all after 1/62. The Fisher Exact Test (Siegel. 1956) 
ftr.ds this shift sig;nlf1cant (p=.0S). Thus, if one cO'TIbines data, 
the AIPO 1. terns show a sl~mificB.!1t rise in assurance and pep-cef'.ll 
1ntrmt r-,easures in .January, 196~. This is Jll:.eQisel":y': wben the 
assurance and nsacot\tl intent i terns rose in the 3entor. & Bowles 
data. We,thus, havp, an indp.'Pendant confirmation of the timing 
of chr-tnl2:O on a separa.te sample. The universality of the Eanton & 
Bowles sRrnplp. 1s gtron~ly supported. 

In F1pure R. a similar ~n~lysis of nn AI?O missile power 
1tA'T\ ir. STlven. The worrllnQ' of this item is very similar to the 
Renton & Bowles ttem, how~ver, the AIPO item Dolts refer~ne~ to 
SN'.ce craft. tio te that the AIPO 1.. tern 1s consiRten tly :nore en~oraed 
than the nenton « Bowles lte~. Evidently, the US ellte wp.re much 
less sanp:ul ne on US space craft superlori t.v than they ·..,.ere on US 
missl1o-rocket ~uperiorlty. Yot, the pattern of as:o;reemant is 
very alml1A.r ror thr:> two items. Botn show an upward tjh1ft after 
9/01. For the A.IPO 1 tem ?. Ha.J1n Wh1tney U t~stt shows a 'lJaximum U 
of 0 (n,=" n~~?) which can only attain a n~.10 qlven such low 
sample sizes •. The AI PO nower ite~ exactlY mirrors the ~olnt of 
chan~e for Benton & Rowles ~owe~ iteo9i a~aln r~rlp-ctlnR a remark­
able universality in these opinion shifts. 
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The imn11caticns of the nbov~ data are that following 1/62, 
eolle~e elite oninton shifted towards trust in the U33R. Tru~t 
1n~ludes R n9jo~lty view that ~oex19~ance Rnd B peaceful Bettlocant 
'tIlth the USSR BrA 'Posslblo. T!lcrcfcre, one can predict tr.at college 
opinion in nost 1/0-;; will defini telv ;t;;wor ar.::s controls frel~zinp: 
the perc~1ved US DOrcer edw,e. Tho'," 'fr.U.l ;",0;;1"1 hl:r favor ap:re"Hll~".· .. d 
on dlsaIT.:anent~ 1f Rnd !;Wly 1;: tru2!t is high enough to enable th<l!ll 
to tolerate power parity. ,. 

Soveral AlrO i ta'llS 0 eal t . ..".1 t:-. arr.M3 ne ~ot;ia dona (see Tn.ble 
3). 7wo were a.dministered in 3/G3. One of these asked if a~ta8t 
ban treaty was likely with thE:' USSR. The collegc elIte said yea 
(64%). A second item asked if the ~~SR would live up to this treatys 
Only 40t aaid yea. In 8/6"'5 anothf!r set of two items was R.dm1n- . 
latered. One asked tf we should auorove of the partial teat ban 
treaty. Some 71% said yes. ~he~ asked if we should sign a dis­
armament treaty (of unstated map-nitude) with the USSR, 5~% wero 
in favor. 

In ~enaral. when a test ban was 1n question. an increasingly 
larr,e majority were 1n favor aa tt=~ prograseed. This ,1s despite 
A. 60~ belief that the USSR wou.ld not be reliable (j.n 3/63). iJn­
rallnb11ity may not mean na~at1ve intent. It could ~!an a bellet 
that a very derenai va USSR mi~ht go back on i ts ,,~ ,~dgo as 1 t Md 
in 1961. Eowever, in 8/6;. 'che college ellts wel'!' for a disarm ... 
ament pact of unspecified magnitude. This 1s qU'1;e inroortantc 
The 'l4'ordinQ' 1s aNeial (SP.8 l"':Itlp. ,) - lIit' R"..l5siR. t.\R'rees to reduoe 
armaments and armod torcee. •• should the US alSree?H One possible 
thrust of th19 item 1B parity. Th~re is ~ guarantee here of US 
supremacy. Yet, in 8/6; it waf! endor:'3d. ~68 this result rrUian 
thFl t by A/6~ the US colle;;z:e elite flAd "I')~n to accept pari ty? It 
may he so. If so, se8tirar..ce haa re~1l1ne.d hh;h th't"oU,:;h 1967. So 
have trust r~ctor8. The 9u~~eation is that possibly in late 1963. 
the ~olle~e elltp. had moved to ~ noint whore ht~h t~lat BO sus­
talnp.d aSRursnce that war power pc~ity (not juat missile power 
pari'ty) '\-ffl.fl an sf"ceutable policy. Part of such a chan;;z:e could be 
a~pected on the ba~1B of an analysis of current events. But this 
is beyond the scope of the prenp.nt study (nee Driver, 196Ab & 19680). 

PARr IV - DTSCUSSION 

There are two eets of wider implications in this data. One 
s~t 1s concerned with theoretical impl10ations f'or psycholody and 
nollticBl se1~n~e. The other eet dAals with praFmatl~ implioations 
for arms control and disarmament policy. 
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, ~?irst 1st us consider the fln~ir.r:s raleyant to the content 
of a!Jnur~nC6 atti t':.td"JB. L:::t tar ,,0 C:"1U cor-aidar t!l!:-~ ~.r;lplic').i:1.C71S of 
the otructure of 'the aSElu!'?.nce a ttl tu6 '.os ruveal~,l in tIUS study* 

-Cli th re'~ep.ct to trust factor9 ~ "Chis at'Jdy' cOl'lf1.rtn:"l ,'!cut 
t;;,,11t;(! Lat tanH I:JU;-lp.d on orior reijf'fl.rcr... :'cr tn::;t~'1.ca the noni 1;;1 Y'J 
rel~tionBh1ps R~n~~ nerceived ~o~l Bl~11er1ty. percelved'nos1tiva 
},n-:::-n t, n.n.:l n~r~r> I, v~rJ con'\)CJ"'l t~ V""CO":f.;;. t.~!11 !'ir,"'> ti' !?,cecI'd til ti1 
SQc:'1:il nG,{cnolOP1(:8.1 11 tcra'.:ure on U',"!fH! toulc!5 (,;ea 3ecord 6: 
Enckrm,n. " Q5'5). 'I"rca onl:: 1'083101e sUToriGe' in thiH 80t of d,;ta t~S 
the fact that nerceived coexist'1nce (cooperatio,1.) potontial chan~­
ed after perce 1 ved nos i tl ..... e 1.l"tent chD.n~ed. By cel't~11n vlew'3, 
one mi~ht have exnected pArc~1ved cooperative potential to change 
before and potentially ~~~~ a chan~e in perce1ved positive intent. 
On thp. contrAry it seems that in the present colla~e sample, changes 
in nerceived intent in another nation may Bet off cr~np,ea in per­
~eivad cooperative potential. 

A. much more surpr191n? r~sul t wes the failure of the 'Poel t10n 
of the US in n","Orld r~BDec"t" to in a.1'1j"Vay fl,ff'eot power" trust or 
as~tlrllnce. One interpretation of tb.ts 'WOuld beth.nt appef'ently tc 
t.he colle17e ell te in p:en9rRl the court of It''Orld oP1nto~ 1s of 11 ttl~ 
import!ln~e. This is 8urori8i1}~ 1n view of' the i~nor'tance 1l8eiJm6~ 
to world opinion by certain US lead6rs. It lTlay m~a.n "that the college 
e11 te is .1A.ded on thE> v-alu9 of world opinion. Another po~eib16 
al ternntp QxnlA.11A. tion mriy be thA.t this II varia.ble '!nrled ven 11 ttle 
(nee Table 4) a.nd W'llB ~eneral1y quite hl;:sh - most c!>lloge (tllts 
saw the uS ahead of the USSR from 19£0-1967 in ~~rld respect. It 
there had been more var1abil1 ty, especially Vi 'thtt UIJ when tn.' 
USSR was ahe~d, this variable rnl~ht have had more impact. 

Th~ fA.1.lure of ","Orld reBn~ct to a.ffect assurance may dispute 
anothp.r hynothe~i~ hased on ~oc181 p6ycholo~y. We eu~geated that 
Assurance m1t>:ht var-r poai tl vel v with the US' e Hsslf esteem". In 
p~rt, this is bnsed on pBycholo~lcal literature that GU~~est8 a 
strono- link between prest1ge 01' selt respect and lavele of anxiety, 
fQar ~nd pen~ral non-aaaur~~ce tn 1n11vidUals (e.g. Oohan, t9~9; 
ROBenber~. lQ62). Th~ failure of confirmation in this area may be 
due to varlnble ~roblern9 cited in the ~recedln~ para~raph; to fail­
ures in coneeptuall~ntion (e.~. world respect ~ay ~ relate to 
"self esteem" of the publ1.c to'W1\f'O the US, or fln:xle,ty Illl'iV not equal 
non-assurance): or to A. e1mnle refutation of this interpersonal 
rindin~ at the level of international attitudes. 

Turnln~ to the power area., several points deserve emphaeis. 
First '9 the oxtromel:v etron~ role of schmoe as a probable basis 

·of power. Mar.y cata.lo~~a of the bases of power in polIttcal 
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gnalysis (e.g. Kr:orr, '(135) do not focus as stronr;ly on the role 
of II ex,\)erti8s" - narticularly sci.entific sl."Jertir.;;a - in na.tional 
'Oow~r 8.E> the colle~e elite does. Co:npilatl,'ma of "national powerll 

T'f'.rely i:lclude ;:easurOB of scient!.fic Ilttain:nent. Th13 study sU3[Ssat5 
ths.t in a.t 18B.st one "rery l~'Port9.r.t s~;)J~ent of t!";(} US ,ubltf.\ ;:)1.'1)1" 
L "ce'1 j,n tar::"? oth9r t,1",f:.ll !:1aro econCif!lCB or ::::.11 tary c.".~)t.i.bil! t:;. 
1:.-- -:h:'s findil:;l is T!!Ol~e f'}:~;:at~al1 y' ~~I=.oi.1e of the u.s 'P'lbllc ~~'nd 0 ttlt)r 
r,t,io;,,'ll 'Publl<':,;, Uvm scim1Ct'} "'lust join dollar!3 and r;:u.ns <\3 an. 
",'j,,-"'~t' i"" ",'"or. 4'"1" ""o"'t ":r'"'(>~""'~c f'\" 11.,..."",-, "",I·',\,,,,~\-II ':"~,,,,.r~ rd" "'l1~ t: ..... ~ ... ~.,,~.!.l· ... v .. ",~J.", ",r,,~ 4.j."> l.J ,(.1..~LUO 1.t.J... ,-'k ... ~ .... -~.J.. :..)-'./ ...... .J.. ..... J.."-~!a, • __ ~~_ .... "'_ t...~~_ 

'",-,~ rl rl. In f'x"'::,c::re calcul:J. tions of t)('nrar balance, those ";Jublic 
",;-.~~~ll':-'S on '~:)f? !";:.?:~:;~lonce o{' Gr;le~c~ TI:~:8t bo cor .. :1idf)r~d. If t;O",;~;.ln!S 

·~lf.F,l, t.:"fl3e resul to atrCl!';.gl:1 SUDDor'r, t.het empLHldia in the !);;';:'L~r-,,~ont 
o~ ~~f8nBe on science BDd research. 

A second 'Doint concerns a basis of power ntl measured in 
our study: capability of A. to offer B desirable p;oods or sernceB. 
In social Ds:rcholo~lcal research, thla "poBl tlve inoentlve ll po~r 
rarucs us a stron~ base at roal power (Rosen et al., 1961). In 
fu~ure research on OS va. USSR power. this power base abo~ld also 
be ass63sed. 

A thir1 and final point concerns thA critical issue ot 
sur~eillance. Social psycholo~y {K~llli8n. 1961} 3u;gesta that trust 
nud 3urv~111ance are mutually exclu31ve o The uresent study 6uggeats 
a ~ounttn~ t~~s~ in the ccllc~e elite; it nlso ~ug~eet3 little 
co:;cern for su!"":e~ 111nnce cver the USSR in dlsaI"!:lamellt treatiee (at 
least in 8/63). ~es this result i~ply that the colla~8 elite sess 
surveillance aa destructive of trust. or tho.t surveillance i8 
ir!'elevant when trust 16 h1l:r:h? Unfortunately the present survey 
items do nct nrov1de conclusive data. (e.g. they do not l.ndlcate the 
I1m1t3 of thp. colle~e elite's tolerance of non-surveillnncG, ncr 
do they Rive any chan~es in tl~e). 

A final content area concerns the interaction of tr~st and 
Dower variablp.s. A nrtma.r~{ asaurention of this stUdY 1s that 
assurance 'tB .~o intl y rel1i ted to US nower and trust in the USSR. 
!·~ore nnec1f1callY we can cite S1::F':Jr'a (1958) formulation that 
ttreat (non-A.sSUrancA) eauals the 'Oroduct of nower in ";he other 
na.tion and ne~8tivo intent in the other state. ?reviou)ly, we 
nrescnted dRta tr~t sho~ed both US Do~er and perceivec USSR ~eace­
tUl lnt~nt se'Pa1"l\tel~r correla.te with assurance. Now. howeve!-t we 
~11l consider the inter-relation hypothesized by S1nf:er. !t' we 
Qultlply tnl perccntu~es baltevin~ US war power ahead o~ the USSR 
'by the nercentf\"'es b'1lt'1vinR the USSR has peaceful in,tent 'We obtain 
the nro"uct which StnO'er flRya :Jhould relate to threflt. This we.8 
den£:' for the nercentnIT9S in questton over tf') waves. The products 
of US nower and USSR neaceful intent (V~rlRble8 4 and 11, Table t) 
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for e~ch wave ware rank ordered and correlated with general 
assuranee: 

The coefficient betweenagsurance and the nroduct 
ot US power and USSR pcace!"ul lntent'W'S,9 .86-1 
signlfics.nt well beyond the .01 laval. 

1:1 sum. Singer's Todel is uph~ld, as 1s the basic premise of our 
theoretical f'ra:nework: T!le :heat Enngle prad l~tor or assurance 
is nol ther trust no!" power alone f b":lt rather their product • 

A second an1 final issue O~ ~owar - t~8t relations, con­
cerna the effect of power i'lnbalanc~ on trust. again social 
psycholo.c;y suggests that if cne actor is inferior in pOlier he reacts 
nO~fl ti "lely to the 9 1lperior actor. !t appears thnt pOlfor is very 
otten used to coerce inferiors (e.g. Solomon, 1960). Hence, power 
inferiors dislike euperlora (Huldilr t 1965) and generate hosttle, 
distrusting action toward superiors (Solomon, 1960). In partlaular, 
increases in power induce decreases in trust in inter10rs (Pruitt. 
1965) • 

Yet, in the present study the oollege ellte saw Sov1et 
posttlvp lnten~ go up as US power superiority over the USSR lv­
crense~. Wny? One possible differenoe between the present US­
TJSSR di tua tion ar.1nsychol~.efll stud i 1!S may b~ the !)'!l\~.IDl1 of powar 
dif:erence. It 1s nossiUle that t~o laboratory studios used tar 
larger power margi.ns than ever obtained between US and USSR. 
A:r.other pO~$ible resolution may be that.the pOlfer lncreasp. W8.S only 
a pre-condttion for trust gains wh!ch were due to other factors 
{see Page 45>. Still ano ther posgi bill t;r may be that th'" actual 
dynsrnics of interperr.onal and international power behaviors are 
r.Qt compurable. It may be that in interpersonal areas, power in­
feriority lendS to hostility, etc., whereas in the international 
nrenn this same inferiority is product1ve or conciliatory positive 
Rotion from thn lnf~r1or, who must first of all survive in the 
"lntnrnationnl .1unp;le". It 1s also possible that arc~pt~ of 
lnt~rnatlonal rend interpersonnl pownr are not ~~e same. People may 
see inferior peClnle beine; host11e, ·O'..lt tail to see this 1n nationB 
(even thouS?h 1 t may be true). . ... .. 

TheAeremarks point out the dang~rs ot any stmple trans­
lation or ~ocial psychology (particularly ot the experimental 
varIety) to the International arenR. In most experimental social 
psychological studlea of topics such ns trust, power or cooper­
ation, certain critical context varlabl~s may be omitted in the 
interest of control or Simplicity - e.g. instead ot behavior 
regardlnp, real or s1mulated "nations" behavior rega.rding other 
persons will be employed. Or motivations in experiments may 
totally differ from those in publics or governments confronting 
real issues. In any event. behavior and perceptlon attributed t~ 
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th~ interpersonal srana should prooa'o!y be a.~alYied at the intG:).'''' 
net~onal level for final confirmation. "--

In ~ simila.r vein, acc1al 'Psyohology au;;guts tr.at it' .L 
is euperlor to B.,~hen J..I a -trJperlori ty is ovi1~noe 'Par iHI of :9'::z 
ner:at1v~ intent. Why else " ... ould A huVeBtl mt!nn :pO-ll.ar it_ S 1':9re 
no';; !nti1ndin/<' hllnll to .\. A."~in our dFita do not. ccntirn ,mch 
latoratory :f\n~ in~o. ~~~h US ~ri't£B~ ~ant hatd :in hand \~1 tl-:' incre~\g ... 
1n~ hell~t lh USSR nb~ltlv~ intent. S~voral nosBlblB nx~l~cstion~ 
occur: US power l!!a:v be sP'f>n m~r~lv -"Ie 1\ R:\.un'Gnt~H' :,,~ain<Jt. tho 
C'1 e:< of potent1o,1 thre!1t f:::"o~ the rf53R ,.;-no't~<'l,~.iDBt--1Hn·c(d. ve6 
~u~~~nt thr2Bt.(only if tte CSSR ~~rB n0rc811~ 0g0n S8 ~~il 
1-I'0u11 B f'uddon US ftr"lnlZ 8,l:1'singt t.b, USSR r~0'~31 to stl·ona:l~ ... r:lply 
t~-:e~late and new n~9'ati7e intfmt 1n thl!l U~SR). J ... '1othor -possibility 
is 1:':.lit in our nchieve::::o,.,t orlcn".:.ed sooiety. arne SUtHlriori t:r ia 
one ~ora -area of US achievement - having no i~o11ca.tlcnfcr USSR 
intent. Other ex~l~natlons doubtless occur. but the prino1pla is 
clear - lnforences about 1''31)'019 in laboratory 8ett1n~fj may often 
be noor modalB for tPG behavior or even parceived behavior of 
nations. 

Thu princiPAl structural expectation ~8 th~t college 
educated ellta ~3suranoe attitude would be nult1d1menaio~~1. Work 
'IT' ~r,'u,ttivc struct.urp (e.p'. Scott· t 19f5; Schrodsr. Drivel" &: 
Streuter\, 1967) taR 9Ug~asterl thAt education 1s relat9d to the 
cOr"ioll'?x1ty of 1ntern:'ltional Rtt1.tudes. The present f:l.ndtnp;s eU~$7.e8t 
that, assuTarlcels baFlerl on two fl1.ctoTA· (power and trusth that 
th" VRl'ls.bles in the trust cluater nre closp.ly related "Out not 
tdentionl - ~.~ coex1stence views cM~e monthsQ_fter peroeptions 
of peacefUl intent; ~nd finally that the two assurance factors are 
Interelat~d in a fairl? com-plex fashion. 

In paRA1n~, it Hhould be noted that the apparently lesser 
atatu~ of power. ~om~arp,d to tTU~t in college elite ao~urQnoe 18 
also r~lated to stnlcture. In nt least ana other 8ouro~ (Driver, 
,q~~dl ccmplex Rttltudes on international topics are related to a 
rel~tlve dempha81~ on paver relative to tnl~~. 

Aftnal R .. ructural point conoerns the role ot anxiety or 
concern anti col!101e:x:1 t:v of attl tntje etruoture. Theoretical formula­
tion in th1a ~rea (DrIver ~ Str~ufert. in press) 8~g~e8t that 
anxiety will relate to COTllolAxtty of attitUde!! ill a curv111nes.r 
fashion. ThRt 1o, the comol~xity of assurance attitudes should 
at first inorease then decr,la.Sft BS anxiety goes from low to high 
values. Ho~v~r, eMpirical re~earch on this ~on1c (a.g. Drl?Gr. 
lQ67; ,q68d) su~~est9 that anxiety or threat 1s negatively related 
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to co~plc-x1 ty of' inte!"na tional perception o:.~ s~tl 'tt!~CG. !n i'urtio'U­
laT, 1ncreas1n~ threat relates to a deoreasln~ role ot trust. 

The present study echoes the same e~'Plrlcal rtl'Bult: Defense 
concern (anxiety) was negat1v&ly r~lated to 1ncreasing trust factors. 
Furthermol"e, as concarnor WO'!:'TY over dot'enan dElCrOB.!lAd, the A:~ 
of tI"UfJt se~:nGd to beco:;'io much more an.l1.ant, ur:.d a p;onulnf\ two 
dl~enslonal view of +he USSR Ba both good mid bad seemed to become 
nossible { Bee P~trl} '\,!j. Hote, hOl/ever, in thg median data Cr-JAt 
OY8r-Fill ~l!1:.r~.i!Ll.Y..J~ 0'191" defence wt'!nt along m. th an 
~v~r-A.ll !(Q.~;glf,P:: Rsaurance view. In turthe~ defentll! of the curvi­
ItntJar thflOT'y}:o;.."nvBY', it rJhouli~ be £isid t.hat :r.. nIl of 'th~se 
Btud1fl3, a full I':tnl':e of nnxi-:;,-cy ~1l8 nC't covered, ht.tnce, a curvi­
linear pattern m1~ht still be found. 

In summary, it anpears. th9n, that comDl~ - ruultl~l~eRS~o~~~ 
tntep;rn.ted - aoeurl\nce v1elt"'B ara found 1n college eduoated op1d:0!l1t 
ospecially when fear or c~ncern diminiahes from high to moderate 
levelS. ft"hethe!". the Views of the lesa well educated publl~ !lre~ 
complex remains to be seen. 

o. IIDRllY~t1~ns tar Pollex It QRje~tlI§s fot.Atm§QgntrQl 
Fel7Qt1e.t19Ps - 'I'he P~;tU ,ls,eu1 

Prob~bly the most important implicat10n of this study for 
al"Tl:S evntrol and dlaar:nament negot.iFltlone conc~rna the main ob­
:J~ctlve of Rma nO&2'otl8,tlona t~H:maelves - shouJ.d the US negotiate 
tor power superiority, parity or •••• ~hat? Other polloy i~suea 
concern the inportance of vr 'rltlcatlon and how the college ell te 
~an be uresented arms cont~l meaauree in the best possible light. 
Lat us focus firot on the parIty issue. 

The ~eneral lmpl1.cation of the data preBented above 18 that 
th~ publtc 1s most A,9BUred when belief in US war power r:~~ 
over the USSR 1s most wtdespread. War power superiority ev~n 8ee~a 
a cause or pre-condition :tor trust. Balief in US-USSR parity 11'1 
war power had no relat'on tc tr~8t or assurance. In tact. aa parity 
tended to decline. aaSllranoa roee (major ch&n~e dat.a). SInce any 
democratic ~overnment winh1ng to remain in power must heed basic 
pub11c needs. ~d national aecur1tj generally ranks as one ot tht 
moet bas1c needs, it follows that the US government sho~ld try to 
keep l'ts publio assured. Negotiations aimed at freezln~ US power 
super10ri ty would 8eem the best route to maintain g.l'leral aaaur&l.~e. 

However, power super10rlty alBO soeme to have fatal f~1W8. 
For instance, if both US and Soviet elites require power super10rity -
BS an Inp.redlent of n.SBuranOA (an~ their 880urance 18 dGe~ed vital 
for pol1 tionl Burvlvnl by 8ao:1 Fl::overtUnent) hOlf can a ll!bJn§ al"la8 
oontrol level or ~Anbr8l disarmament be obtained? How can either 
nation rea.listioally expeot Ilny stahle. long tera treatiee llndsr 
these conditions? It would seem that any inferior or equal pover 
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p~31t1on would ggnerate elit& fear Bnd prOD8ur~ to surpass tho 
o"';;~er n~ticl1 d ee~i ~e trea tiee. Euc~ govern:nont IDust at. lena t 
tad, tly l"f'cosnize this - h!)nC6, .£10 8tabl~ ai'S:::'e~m6nt can 09 
l"',~n::'1-t,~d • 

~:"u~tht~r~:~)r0, ~it~ !;at!l su~?:~e!tt t·t~~t 'PO'l e-r 81 • .l:perior·1,ty~ ~:r:1r 
" -~j(>Q3 r;r)t ;;;:;n.:::~r!lt:; H~JGU,TnJlee or1iy t~ sO (;ot or ·~(!t.rlit:~l 

i:~: .. !>:; _of eS~{i)"r3.r:ce '" .... ~~!ler r~~);'J\ll"\'8!lCe , -~~ll;,n1,.. ~-:~::st 0(.) F~':f_n·::T-'r4.~~.-1. 

;".~ .Llistl;ru~; j~ ~y. ~ ;0~i; I~ ;:~~~~{ ~~~i' ~ t l~;~ :~~:;~ o~!/~~.~~:~~~~ .;:~ C~~.fl;: 
;.:-; :;"'J(~~l H. DP.fri~l',e~~ :.i,\",I! :in ':/l"~~:; '::~t~lor ci-.. ~:~:..'.~~e ,~t,.c\ ~;.,...~ ~, .. , .. ~j ~\ ,.i r . '~:~'1 .r~-Ct ~., ';y 
J,:) a. 'p T~~:.C 0 r~ .~ .1 tl en to:."" :lt~; 11C r i:!·~J.3 't.. ~ t 1"1;1 t t Y·'i.il::! t i~ : '~: 1'<1 ·~_::.·~i l~:; 

~~ ~nr~ on D~sit~ve sctA by thn USSR. ~ovcvQr,!f ~tc USSq 1a 
tr:rir.:..g to ni.~o attain ntt})srlcr1.ty·, ~ t is r1Dtl"::>trul j~-::1,Jtl1~!.· }.~~r· 
actions will induce US pu.blio t;l. .. ·uat. In ahort, th::are is re!!S:l:1 ~ 
bel ieve tha t ~j:.:::tbJ..~ trust and high tl91.lUrnnCtt ean only' bs a ttu5..ned 
un': er cona 1 tiCli a of power pari t1- Bent·/! r ~:."y lnns t'3rm :r-el1'.list'.c 
e.r:nB negotiat.ions wou.ld 809m to be most c:nHiible and moan1.r:3i'tol 
vb~n aimed at pa~ltl by bath nations. 

/-
How can tM.s policy dilemma be re:301vad? S1x VQea1bla 

approaches are Duggeated by the data: 

(,~~:~ si":,?:oU.ctora can alr:c ,for 't,,,tcl A.r:::lS slxperi0rity, 
recosnlz1L~ that a~! lo~~ tarm tr~aty offers aTa n~t ~rBdlblB or 
stable; and that the college odu.ast~d ~11 t~ is li~;:~lJ t') attsin 
o~11y l::e.rglnal a1!Ol.~ranco. ..uJ a l('\n~ term r,oal this state Llf 
a!!airs tR not Ye~y likely to lORd to elite public catlBfaciion 
'Hi th goverrllrtent. It is i'1.1rthor quite p08stbla tt!.tt a cl!\'Co-:a of 
long t~nn lniirg1nal aS8Ura1".ce (La. a. climate of milt} !Ctnr) enn 
h1lve poisonous, otlor ... siM-pl1fylng effect on th.e qua.lity of thO\lght 
n'geded itl an eli ~e which has to manage a cl1l11plex u.lld ·~i:uillg1.r~g 
society. 

'!"ft ')! Ne.,~otlators ce.n aim for "balancGd m11it::-.:ry 1'O"(!1:' ,.""' .... ,,~ ... , 
superior! ty. !·:ili tary power can be dst1nad ail baving me::'a than 
one aspect. l'~or irJ.s<::<:tnce power Ci'tn. '18 subdivided into several COIll­

~onents, nuoh as missile powor, naval poyer, air rower, etc. L 
ltbalanca ll bl!ltveen the US and USSR might b~ attsincd if {.me country 
were ahend in S0me power arelas while the other country lta.8 ahead in 
otherf!l. Par ex 8..1Zp 10 , the US ml~ht 'uaro;a1u for a triJa t::r o;uaranteelng 
1t 91'nremacy in lll..l.clear Bubmarines, uM,lo tho USSR could negotiate 
for s<..rprerl1acy in nuclp.e.r equipped ground divis1ons" A ae"tlernBnt on 
t11ese ter:OA coulq enable eaoh country to claim "auYt'):r-1cr1ty u. Z,aoh 
~ati!)n could fu:-ther C'lnim that the pow",r area in vhich thaT 
hS7e auperior1ty is the ~08t irnporta~t. detarrln~, a~a~om~,' atOr 
'rhU9, the es could cla~m thnt nuclear But:no.rina paver )1[\9 the 
"\ ... ~ , ~ ,. I' h tn Dr'''' R " A '1' t' ':eey .. 0 rnA. ...... tary CO!11l.nanCe ; w area.s He ,.j;) COU ... I.I c,.I'llm rut t 
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:.u~lear crml "n~o l~'1n divisions were t~e "sine qua non!! of ~ili tar:r 
supremacy. Srrch nat1on'could clnin superiority in the II;Jest lopor­
t?nt" areas ot' pO'oH~r. :i:e qrr;:s race could cease. and possibly 
SC:::le "balnr.cedl! de-escaiatlon could oce'.!r. 

?>w ~ai:R of +'his s tudv sUiZ:;.:-est that both r.:enf>ral W"->r power 
t~::1 r:1i!'lsil~ :lowe .. corr~lHted wi th ass~rar;.ce. These tOIi" types of 
,:)Olrer w');'e !''''la.tc'i. but not :"0 stron~ly ti:at thay could be called 
, .,;.c .,," 1 C..., '1 .... ~-, , '" + 0 'i' ',. '" ~ n 11 c> '! - .> -1 i'" '" P n " 'n' .;. '{ n .. > 0 .' ,.. 0 ' . "!' ~ ... .-l e .. __ 'J .. ;. ,., ... _ ....... ..- ........ '~""''',~, "". I "'~~' .... ~~ -'~ ........... ~~t: \..:-~ ",11;. .... -c~\ .. 1 t.t~ . V .\, ~' Iff", .J.. .... t,.. 

:,p;1oer.tl\r 's:!rp)ortedi. H3sural~('e • .JV6.:1 if one 'type of 7"01,'er ~!ent 
,"nWl in tr,e pll\:A 1 R V~3W. ~S~:lUr'mce dirl not decli~le. ii' the other 
fOr;;l of UO'tiP.':' strtyerj h:~h (see :-'1~re 4). This data s'Jfl"l3'osts thg,t 
the complex view of the ,:olle;t:p. f!li te may have at least. a two 
dlnensional power concept, and it 1s quite possible that ~he1r 
power r.oncopt is even core complex than the venton & Bowles items 
coald reveal. Hence, the US mi~ht aim tor superiority in some 
areas, settllnv for lnferiority in others. This would not offend 
the coll~~e elite since they can deal with complex concepts of 
power, as our da~a shows. 

}~I'l.ny problens stalk this notion however, ,Publics, especially 
the mass public, mav net accent their government's definition of 
rhat co:r:ncnents of prn{er are CT"l.lciul to national securi t:r. SO!7le 
r:::i.,-ht hp.lie:.:e that t!-ie co:oponent 1n which the adversnry i$ pe~itted 
superiority in the ~cfo~iaticn was actually more lmnortrult. Furthor­
nore, many- ~roups, 'ORrticularly those wi th simpler I!lore absolute 
ir.ternatton~l Httltu~p.sy would feel that infer10ritv in power in 
any area ~ '; unthinkable. ?lnall Y, out-of-office pol i ticis..ns Bee!!! 
to' "eU",ht 1n aelzin~ on anv "~ans" in power as fuel lor re-election. 

To so~ewhat offset thesp. objections this n~soiblc ne~ot!a­
t,lon~ ob.1e~tl~e may be altered as follows: The US "rould aim-for 
sUDerior1 tv in some ares of no \01'" l' , and RPottle for l<.llill in area.s 
Jief""led "1f>sS crit1cal". There is nov lS88QIlP,atlon of inferiority .. 
CoIl, r-e adncnted 1"11 te ot-inion dflta actually tentatively supports 
the Il.hove I'nr.'lula. Recall that nienlle pari ty correlated .50 
with assurrtncp. (nearlv 81~nlflcnnt. '0=.05). General val" nover 
par1ty did not show such a relationsh1p. ~}at this 1~plle8 iB 
that as lon~ e.n the liS ~A.lntaln!'\ A. (-:enlinj~J. power superiority t 
oar! t:v in ~f"Y'tA.ln n-:nfer A,reas BUt'nort8 assurance. It 1s !itt 11 an 
open OU~8tion ~hather ~ven a 'ORrt1al parity 1s acc~otab19 to those 
who in their siT:l?lis'tir. view of now~rt fear !UU: America.n weakn8Blh 
Fut'ther r~nee.rch 1s ni'~d~t1 on till s no1nt. 

Another pro~le~ is the simnl1etlc power conce~t d1apla.ved 
hy thp. USSR. Thf~lr ir.!'Iistence on ~Qtf.}L disarmament or noth1np: re­
v~A.1R thn op~rA.tion of n urlldl~cn81onal power concept, Quite allen 
to tl.c "co:.plt'x pOlfer balance" noted here. However, there are signs 
that ~ moY'P co~plp.x \~eA of no~r is emerging in the USSR. The -
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part1~l te!lt ban of 1963 ie a case 1n point. as was the concept 
of missilE> '",1 thdrawaln from Cuba and Turkey proposed by Khruschev 
, n the (''uban crisis of 19.e::2. It may just be possible that tho 
USSR may now be abl~ to deal with power in a mora complex fashion. 

A flnal objection to "co:r!pl~x pOller" as a way out is thAt 
the v~~y elite which may most accept it. ~ay be the same peopl~ 
for whom a ~eneral parity idea is at least equally acceptable. 
far essier to ~resn: and far ~orA stable as B basis for realistic 
lont; term net7,otiation. This will be uartlccr1arly true HB tl~u8t 
rises above the levels formed 1n 1961-1967. One kay idea is tM.t 
during this period elite trust went f'rb~ moderate low to r:loderate 
high. The importance of general military superiority may have 
faded, but did not disappear. Hovever, if the US pursues actions 
to raise assurance ~o high levels (which surely is a national goal)t 
then it must ratse t~lst in the USSR to higher levels. since power 
alone seems able tc I-'!;enerate only minimum assurance. But raising 
trust may lead to exactly the climate of opin~on in which generai 
arms parIty can be accepted. Rence, if trust does rise, then 
p~rity, not complex ?ower balance may be the best means of satIsfy­
ing elite opinion. 

In summary, it seems that th~ ~ultldimenBlonal power idea 
wi. tr. qymmetric superior! ties in d !fferent areas (or even the yerslon 
wi th sunerlori ty, plus partial pnri ty) is rather tricky and less 
stable than pRrity. It constantly invites each nation to "make 
up" the inferiority in the deficient areas. Even with parity, 
not inferiority, in power areas for which superiority 1s not 
sought, the absolutists ~8y be ttoroughly dissatisfied, deeming 
superiority as the only corr~ct course of action. The more complex 
opinion, such as the colle~e ellt~, ~ay be as sanguine toward 
total parity ~s uartlal parity (particularlY if trust is rising 
further). Further analys1s of current opinion on these preciae 
19sue~ \s needed. 

ThX('.£.,: Ne.':otiatlonR ~an aim for ct":"plete part t;y. :t 1s 
evident that in th~ cnl1e~e elit~ ~at~, rn'sp\l~ parity related 
to aS3Ur~\!I',:>~. T\lrther!nore, the rol~ of power !lilly be d"cl1.nlnf" 
a~ the rolf' of tru!1t 'nCreaRf's. We may be rellcr.ln;::: a pot!"lt 'Where 
parlty can be acco~t~d 1n lieu of superiority. It Is evt1ent 
from above f;'l ttl, tho t t.he US Il,ovf'!rnnen t in 1 ts pursui t of hi~h 
assurance for 1. ts ell te opinion blocs '!lust fTO teyond nower tc try 
to build trust in the USSR (if the USSR permIts). In so dolnp:t 
the Fl,overnm~nt may 'lttllln or nlreariy have attained levels of trust 
whAr~ parity 1s acceptable. ~vAn now, our dBtn SU~geBts thRt 
np~ot'qtlon~ for n~r\ty in oom~ Ar~a~. e.p. mlsnl1es, 1B not ~o1ng 
to Rdvereely affnct p.ltte assuran~e. If partial parity a~reemente 
work, tull pnrlty ne~ot\at1.ons mir.ht thon be in order. 
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Note that if parity levels in general, or in certain fields, 
are set in tho !1ucleA.r ltoverkill" range, deterrence is not lost. . 
Nor is a ca-pab111t7 of either power to deal withne'W nuclear threats 
(e.g. China) lost~ In fact, as a new threat emerges, both the US 
and USSR could equally increase arms wi thout destroying parity. If 
perchance, ouch threats dissipate! th~n both the US And USSR might 
be able to equally Op.crease arms - matntalning parity - until dls­
ar~ament is 2.ttsined. These arra.nge~ents could be suggested to the 
':.:SSR now in '.::)'1':',9 IT!arp;inal areas - e. g. cruiser strengths. 

Problems in any pursuit of parity are obvious. For some, 
but not ap,parently for the collep:e ell te, ~m1)eriori ty .is the .2.W 
possible 'solution". For others. demanding iron clad deterence, 
the idea of parity only in a Duper lIoverkill" range may make sense. 
For many other superiority enthusiasts, if parity is tried in some 
areaB, and works, it may be more ~coerally acceptable (see Walton 
at al., 19~R). Yet to be determined is the view of th~ non-
colle~e elite on even partial parity. Until such an analysis any 
determination of the percentage of opposition to parity 1s impossible 
(see Driver, 196Ra). 

Even among the elite who might favor parity - a !urther 
problem lurk~v Precise balance ifivites anxiety. Under such C0n­
di~ion~, demands for surveillance of the USSR might grsatly in­
crease as opposed to US power superiority conditions. However. 
such demands for surveillance would probably not be well received 
by the USSR. T~e USSR might see itself as not t~lsted. This would 
result in a debacle. !eain a way out might be to set parity 
in the overkill range. In this range, exactness of balance is 
not too cruclal. If the US can totally destroy the USSR oace. 
even taking into account a Sovie~ first strike and Soviet defense, 
~oes it matter that the USSR can do the same to us twice? It may 
be that to college elites, at least. surveillance in the overlclll 
area is not needed. 'l~his problem is vi tally in need of further 
research. 

Finally. we must consider the USSR. It is clear that the 
USSR clin not trs:J.t as serious and credible any long term US pro­
posals on parity unless significant a:nounts of stable US public 
opinion would sunnort such offers. This in turn means that both 
countries would have had to strive for the development of mutual 
trust t11. publics, e~pecially in their ell te publics. JURt hOl( the 
US and USSR must act to generate enough trust to permit IllU tualJ. .. : 
credible parity tnlks 1s beyond the Rcope of this report (Ese 
Walton et al •• 1968). 

~: A rather novel 3uKgeation is to gradunlly 11vert 
the arms race and the focus on military power to a. national 
concl'!rn over science. Recall that the US scIence f\perlorlty 
corrplated .51) wi th assurance, .7q wj th US war power 5upnr'.orl-ty, 'lIld 
.60 vi th USSR peao.eful lnteat.. Laoking the f .. o~r analyaia ot correlatlon 

62 



• 

. -

E-104 

dA.t!l, we ·can only E.UctP';>~t that science was prl~'Nlrl1:r a now'.:!!' 
relA.te~ var1A.ble. T~js is cunport~d by the major change n~alyals 
1n whir.h a shift in US science 8uperiorlty was followed closest 
by a nower sh\~t. It seemB lopical to see US scienc~ 9unerlorlty 
3S B ~oss1ble ~nuse of US nn~ar suneriority rather than th~ 
rf'>Verse~ 

Could it h~ nosslble for sclAntlflc Bunerlority to oa1'­
tlnllv ecl.PB0, ~ven reolace military nower BUDarlorlty 1~ college 
eli tt:' onin.lon? It is already a 8urprlslnp'ly stron~ correlate of 
pow~r. Cn:re:ful do cU':1~nta tio!! 1'1.11'1 nnbl ~c ~ t '{ by press and:;;overn­
ment of th~ f"l'TI111r..:> basis fo:r s~1.enc~ R.S '1 fa"tor 1n natio~al 
now~r r.ould be wld~ly disseminated (by both th~ US and USSR). 
If nubilc on!nton increased its nerc~ntlon of science as a major 
In~r~d'Qnt in ~ower, both ~overnments could take steps to foster 
th~s r~Rllocat1rm of concern. For instance, ACDA could Bu,"~est 
to the USSR tha~ hoth countries tacitly or onenly a~ree to channel 
funds to sclp.ntific ~ompp,titlon - P..p;. Snace race.-and away fran 
miltta:ry snendln~. This would Attain both ~e facto arms limitation 
snd, by necessity. increased ~overnmont and medi~ attention to 
scientific endeavors. . 

The science area has many desirable features. It 1s al­
rp.ady probably much less uninimensional and more ambl~uous than 
mil1tnrv nOW!1r. It would be far easlar to claim "sunerio1'ltv" 
in "key'l areAS in this 8.t1btp:UOU8 world. Countlres might even 
a~ree to focun on different areas - e.R. computers VB. biology, 
to enhance cornnlex b~l8nce (l.e. claims in both cnuntries of 
superiority in dtfferent ulrey" area.s of science). Science com­
netence, also, Is e~sier to cher.l( in e non-lethal "llanner. Space 
fll~htB cnn demonstrate science r.apabIl1ty in a much less fatal 
manner th1\n nuclear exuloslon demonstrate mill tary capabUi t~,.. 
Fln?lly, science cooperatio~ - a mode of science parIty - 1s 
already accented in some areas. So the road to parIty in science 
is already open. 

At a more l~~edlate level, ACDA ml~ht beuin a move toward 
science by ".~ustl!,yinp;!f poel tl ve overtures - to the USSR y conct'lSs'.onB 
and even p~rlty moveS by citln~ the widely b~11eved US scientific 
3uperiorlty over thp. USSR, as a baals for beltef that the USSR 
will ~ot attack UA. Later, scientif1c superiority could be em­
ployed as n reanon why the USSR would not dare upset a nepotlated 
arms parity - 1.~. our scienca could buIld to a supeTlor arsenal 
ranter than theirs. 

fulssian :rp.nnonsa to such overtures ml~ht be rather ~ood • 
~lr1n~ the Khr4schev era, ther~ was conSiderable emphasts on using 
scientific (ns well as economic anrt cultural) ooroneti tion lwLU!!.1 
of nilitary col11sion (A8p~rturlan, 1968). It 1a Qutte possible 
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th~t the more moder~te faction in current Soviet leadership would 
welcome a US overture to divert effort to Bcience.etc. The r~­
sponse of the· more militant r;roun 1s harder to gaugt'l, and their 
ionortance in Soviet councils, following the Czeoh orisis 1s still 
U!1cJ ear. 

Ad~lttedlv. this is a ~ost novel SU~~~6tlon. Yet. the high 
bellef in science by the elite shoulrl not be i~ored. It seamB 
Qutte ornctlcal to test theee ideas by the increased uae of science 
superiori ty as a. jus';;ifica tioD. for certai!! 8.rr:lS neltot;i<ltion moves 
8)'1(1 ot'fers. If such just1flca tions work ~r; !'tllnylng eli t(' ~·ear8. 
further steps mip;ht be tried. 'I'r.e strenlZth of this SUp;p;Nltt.,n 'WOuld 
be enhanced if the mnes publif! nls<i., lUfd heav'j" em-phasie on science 
in nat10nal security (see Driver 196Ra). 

Fiye: If r.ondltlcns warrant, ne~otiaions could nim for 
comDlete disarmament baaed on extremely h1~h rq,'dt1l£\J, trust. This 
seems far from reality, at present. Yet, SO~9 developments suggest 
that it is not a totally mythical 1dea. Trust is aDparentlyalready 
a stronger factor than power in college elite opinion. Power may 
be fadin~ as a primary concern, as evidenced by a significant de­
cline In-pow~r concern for the ellt~ 

This fDulng of pover, in favor of trust, present 1n college 
~raduatas, lQEO-1967. may b~ car~ied even further in the new genera­
tion of collepe ~radunteB. In a pilot stUdy of 24 student oollege 
editors conducted at System ~velcpment Co~ (»river, 1968d) very 
intarestlnp: orientations on tT'..lst and power emerged. for about half' 
of these students, trust in other ~cvernments was the central foous 
and national power or oontrol wert~ despised as modes of action 1n 
the international aren~. For the other halt, trust was also rather 
hl~h and power was despised; nlthough control and, possibly, violence 
were not ruled out when needed. It would be informative to see if 
an a~e trend erner~es even amon~ the Benton & Bowles college res­
pondents. If the youn~ ~raduate8 are discarding power, then dis­
aroament 1ndeed will have tremendous support. among the educated. 
The view of' the masses 0,1 suoh ma.tters remains to be seen. 

However, even if public support were moylng toward ~ru3t 
not now~r, neflotiators have a clear responsibIlity to ~ard ap;a1nst 
Soviet duplicity. One o088ible check 1s that if tho USSR is aware 
of ~enuine tr..lst 1n theU3 elite (or maSR) tt may itself trust 
the US and Ilct in a p'onerally trustworthy way_ This phenomeilll 
apnrently baFau·to operate for Khrueohev after thn Ouban mtss11e 
criSis (japartur1an, 196~) and may be~ln to operate for th~ present 
rulera of the Kremlin. 10r that reaeon, results ot stUdies such 
as this one should receive i:w1de ll circulatIon. 

(1) The assistance of Dr. GerBld Shure in support1ng thla 
study 1s ~ratefUlly acknovledge~. 
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It shryuld be n~t~d that none of the potential objectives 
for'ne~otiation described above are necessarily mutually exclusive. 
Some of them rel~ht be arlopted in a combined fashion. In an~ event, 
the strenRth of trust f~ctor8, the possibi11ty that at least partial 
parit..,· is accents.ble, -ehe strong .... o).e of Bcience underlying mi11tary 
nower in the col19ge educated elite from 1960 to 1967 bodes well 
for accep'tance of f'lt'mR I1mi t.e and possibly for eventual diaarmament. 

It should also b9 clear, however, that it anothe~ nation, 
e.~. R~d China, seriously enters nublie assurance re~8pectives. then 
thf! 5"l'!:P. tl~ttern for an~ursnce 'Wt"lulij holo ~oward the new threat thd.t 
held vls a vis thp. USSR. '['hat lf1, if Red China is seen as malevolent 
J.lnd catlA.ble of nuclear assault on the US, only firms superiority over 
China wlll lead to eli te aSBuran~e. If. somehow, O~1.ne. 113 seea SIS 

more nostt1va in intent, the same emer~ence of trust over power in 
rel~tlon to China should occur as seems to hRve been occurring in 
the elite from 1947 to 1967,wtth respect to the USSR. In 1947 to 
1949 the col1e~e edunated sample ~2W' the USSR as extremel.1 lln­
coonerat1ve (Casn~ry, 1967) wherea~ in the period 19(0-1967 t~e 
~eneral ni~ture on Soviet intent had ~otten much more positive. 

Th~ p.~p.r~p.nc~ of A.ny new threat could thuB revive the salienoy 
of uowpr 1 n t.he US nubl tc l 9 viem:; on a.ssurance. It does nQt imply 
that nJ"l'lls ap:rf'ement.!'!, qven naritv al"reements, need be abandoned 
wi th th~ USSR. On tr~ contrary. !nany such threa +'9 will threaten 
the US and USSR alik~. The coll~~e group sees Uhlna as Quite a 
threat to the USSR even 1n 1967. ThUS, common ~oals ~etween the 
US and USSR would he tncre~sed - induc1n~ still morA trJst for the 
USSR and p.astn~ the way still mor~ for US-USSR parity. The parity 
levels cnuld be now set for dual Ru~erlority over China or any new 
thrp.st. Th~ ~mer~ence of new nu~lear nowers does pose serious limits 
on both "science racpll and total trust 0 b.1f'ct1 ves between the US and 
USSR. The sct~ncp r~~p could be pursued as outlined ab~ve to "justlfy" 
US-USSR narIty (even with a China tbreat) but until all nat10ns 
attain at least m1n1mal ~ruBt, it is doubtful that total disarmament 
can be a serious ~oal. At the moment, China seems to be a urime 
challenge to thp. .r.tabllshment Of trust (thou~h bv no means i8 this 
impossIble). At Anv rate, it must be left to future analyses to 
decipher the efff'"t of other nuclear threats on US-SOViet a~reement8 
Rnd nubIle assurance. -

p. !~olicat1on§ for POlicy,!I; verflqatlQP and SUPROtt for Arms 
Control 

Two 1'1 nal t sellAS CA.n be briefly deAlt with. An interest of 
thin study was in thp kind nf informAtion ellte opin1on required to 
bullt trust tn Rrms related m.attel'A. Unfortunately. no public data 
bore d1rectlv on this lssue. However. the item from G&llu~ an 
Rnprov~l for a d1earmamnnt treaty does M21 specify any surveillanoe 
o~ varlflcation of Sov1et aotion 18 involved. Yet, a majority of 
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the elite were for it. This may indicate th-."lt the el1.te, with a 
fairly hip:h trust in the USSR, do not beU.eve in the p~ceas1tI of 
verificntion. They may even see verification a9 a~ obatac19 or 
detriment to tTURt r~ther than a ~uaranteer of trust. Clearly 
more riata would be welcome on this tasus; but if the hint in the 
above item is correct,thecollep:e elite does v,52...'t,require the 
verif'lcatlr-.n ('urr""ntly be~"t2' renu1re!~ by the U; government in 
ne~otiation9 with tnp. USSR. This may provlde tor nome maneuver-
1n~ room in negotiations, should ne~otiatorR come to feel that 
verificatit;n is unn~cea8ary (but hold to it to assuage If public 
opinionfl).~. 

A se~ond issue concerns mp.ans of obtainin~ support for 
nl~A control. This sunnort will vary ~irect11 with the de~re9 
th~t aSRur~nce 19 based on trust. Power b~sp.d assurance can 
obv10uslv not ~p-nerate stron~ fee11n~ for disarmament. Hence, 
a.n~' meanR of enhancl np: trust· enhnn~es support for di!"larma:nent. 
One lmnlication i~ correlation dRta is that trust in part must 
com" from diminished Comml]TIist threa. t, 1~ e. USSR actions are vi tal 
in dev~lonln~ US e11te tnlst. T~lst 1s further enhanced by power 
'Dl'trlty. once a Ilcrttlcal :' .. e-vel" of modf:rate hl~h trust 1s reachod. 
Hen~e, nower narity ob~~ctlves should in the lonv. run strengthen 
supnort for ar.ns deCrp.ase8 anrJ p.ventul\lly t3isamament. Obviously, 
too, l~ Rcience Cl\n absorb Bo~e o~ the role of arms, then ~s de­
crp.a~p.s will be ~ore welcome and ev~n necess~r:v • 

• Tust how t.hp. TIS an" USSR must act to e:::thance trust - aside 
from fOr.IlS1.111?' on nl\rt tv \'9. Rupertor1.ty and on science VB. ~nns 
anrl aslde from Soviet rl1~in1sh\n~ of threats - is unclear from 
'Dublic oninlon oata ~lone. In nnother renort (Walton, at al., 1968) 
so~e el~Mpnts of this nroblem are discussed, and in subsequent 
reportR, (Driver, 19~8b and 1q~Bc) this issue will be directly 
l\d~re~sp.o. 

PART V - qUYMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Th~ for.n~ Of' t."h1 A study ~ s unon th~ assurance att1 tudes ot 
a no. t! om-Ii de SRr:lplf>, taicen bv th~!3en ton <'& BO"'les A.p'~nrv , or the 
~oll~(·p. P~U"'llt~rl plttp. tTl the TiS. The saMe Burvev items were ViVAn 
to r.omnarabl~ "'oli~~p elite Bqmnl~s \n ten ~uc~p.sR1ve WIlVP.S fr~m 
lof-:O to 10h7. In. ear::h W'lve items TTlp.Rsured 'i~SHrance that the US 

() 1 Tt ts. t)nwever, nos~lblA th~t when trust. til RtT~1ne~ 
rtS ,~ Vi(> OuhRn "'rip.1!'t, altt~ on11"1on w1l1 r~snon" bl:!st to hard racts 
(nhotos) Aft opposed to either emotional anneals or no data - Ree 
r.ould, lQr-R; or Str1ckla.."'ld, lql1A). 
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.... "A.S safe from r.t+.tRck, US !!lll t tl'l.rv uower an" fR~tora eBBOci a ted 
wi th trnst in the Soviet Unic-n. 

Across t~p entire period 1t .... ~s fOlli!d that: 

c) 

Hoderatp. assurance WRS fRtrly w1des~read (6~.~~). 
Reltp.f 1n A~er1can power supre~Rcy was not v~ry 
wtdesurp.8.d (4fi.S%) but .. hell co!nh1nf'!tl with the ner­
t'Flnt. of belief 1n US-Soviet pRT'ity. there were 
q~.5% who ~id r?t 9ce ~~e DSSR ahead of the US. 
Trust rr>lA.ted lactors teo"". 'Df":1c!-'fl..ll ~oviet intent, 
r('Hmon p'ortls, S~viet co(')np.r~ti veness etc.) varted 
frolT. 54. '5:i to 83% t f1 F.xtent of beli ef. 

It was unclear whether assurance was related ~ore to trust 
or nower. Th~ resnonses to a critical Bet of these items were r~_k 
ordered and correlat~d over all ten waves. Here it was found that: 

fl.} AssurRnc~ ~as most hi~hly correlated with the 
prQ~uct of perceived US war power sunerlortty and 
Soviet uP-8ceful intent (.R3). . 

b) Assur8nc~ was correlated next best with trust 
fp-ctors (.80 to .66)~ 

c) Assurance was correlated least well with power 
suupriority factors (.73 to .61). 

d} A.ssurance h~d a ten:.tOUB relationship (.5) with US­
USSR missile power narlty - (Not ~enera1 power 
parl ty). 

e) Trust and nower fectors were ao~ewhat relnted 
(correlations ran~e from .5R to .27), but not 
enou~h to discount a 2-factor model of aSBuranee. 

f) Power itself is stronRly related to US ~clence 
superioriT.y (.7h). 

What emerp:es \s a fairly t'omnlex view of assurance, in l~h1ch 
trJst iR 8li~htly more important than power. ~n1 ~ower 1s oartially 
r~late~ to sc\~ncp.. However, no causal inferences c&n be drawn 
from ~orrelation re~ults. Nor cr.n any trendR or chanp,es in the 
mo1f!1 be detActp.d from any results, so f'lr. Eence, the ve.riat:leB 
were examined to determine whether opinion had significantly shift­
ed at ar.y time from 1960-1967. The resulte were that: 

a) Pert'eived US soience Bunerlortty rOBe s1~ificant11 
from April, 1951 to September, 1961. 

b) US perceived power suneriority rose sign1fJcnntly 
from Sentemner. lQ6l.to JAnuary, 1062. 

c} Belief in war (non-a9sur~noe) and defense anXiety 
dp.clined in the sam~ perIod. 

d) PosItive ~Bsurance and trust in the USSR rose from 
Januar~ 106? well into mld-1963. This condition held 
throu~h to thft last ~v~ in 1967 • 
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e) The Cuban missile ('r1eis of' 1962 did not seriously 
or 'Dermanently alter the u'Dw&rd rise of trunt in 
USSR or nerc r:l ved US nower. 

One intenret9.tton of these nhenomena is that a Dower chAnp:e 
induced a rise ir. trust and asst:ran,~e. A.n alternate exnlana.tion is 
tha.t the power r:::h"ln~e only reduced anxiety and fear of Hal' - it 
!)ermi tten minir.,ql A,RSUr8n ~f' and Rn " 0p lC'n!''.:!8E!" to n~w info!"!:latlon en 
the USSR wh1~h could build q More complex view of the USSR 8.S 
ne! ther R 11 17001 or all all bad. Pos 1 ti ve events then huil t a rise ~:.. 
in tr,H'lt and pOS ~ t.i va asaurunce in the 1 F,SS fear rldden at:::o8'Onere 
of post JR.nuary, 196? If this is a correct Intl!lrpretfltlon then 
uower sunerlori ty can a:~nera.te only ml~.i~al assurance and is at 
best a pre~ondttlon to build1n~ tl~~t on which ~os\tive assurance 
1s founded. This htp:hl3r trust in turn IIl!!.Z permit a move::Jent from 
nOWb~ suneriority to parity and ultimately, to a fad1ng of power 
co~cern alto~ether. 

An analysts of data from scattered (AIPO. Roper, et~) 
surveys using different items confirms some major flndin~ noted 
above. The ite~s from these surveys concernin~ power show an up­
turn between Sentember, 1961, and January, 196~. The itams deal­
in~ with n~surar.ae and t~lst show a rise 'following January, 1962. 
Thus t the flndlr:~s concernirlJ;t sia:nificant chanpes are not restr1ct­
ed to a sin~le survey. 

Data from these Rurveys on disarmament views also su~gest 
that the colle~e elite 1s 1n favor of nuclear teat ban treaties 
and even dls1:l.l"mRoent (with no stipulation. for verif1cation or US 
8upe~tority). Whether this implies that by then, AU~Bt, 1963, 
thp. colle~e elite was 80 assured and trustful that they would 
9u'"port arms parity and laok of verification remains to bp. seen. 

Thp. Impllc~tl~nB of these rp.sults ~re many. A few will be 
sum.!uarized. Those ~once1"llad with theoretical issues werp.: 

p\ 

b) 

c) 

e) 

f) 

Social nsycholo~lcal hypotheses on oonnect1onR 
amon~ perceived common ~oa18t cooperation and 
positive intent were confir.ned. 
World reepect waa of no s1~n1flcance ~~ trust or 
asauranca~ posl~ Bome problems. 
Scientlflc expertise may ue an under-vah'.ed bp..s1s 
of' natlonalpowe!" '.n some forme of political 
analysis. 
"Poet tlvp. 1nc(mtIve" power n(,nds to be inclUded in 
future Rnalyses. 
Survetllrnce doee not seem to be required in a hi~h 
trust se"tlng, confIrming soclal peycholop:1cal ~na.l"8el!J. 
Tha product of pow~r an1 intent of other predicts 
assurRnce.aa foreoast by polItical scienoe analysia. 
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A Iratn tn HS nOWAr suneriori t:r dop.s not re1uce 
trust in USSR. This conflicts with social 
nsycholo~ical analysis. Thp. conflict may be due 
to diff~r~ncea in amount of Dower dlfferences, 
the absoll.lte level!'; of trust. diftieul ticS in 
sot'!ifll nsvcholo~1.c~l eXDerlmental technique 
~ppll~d to intern~t\onnl phenomena or to baaic 
d1ffere~~eB between interpprsonal and inter-
nationai behavior. 
An eXDActed from aocial TIsycholopical RnRl~slA. 
the ~Ql1~~e educ~t~d RRmnle ~q~ R complAx~multl­
d1min31nnal view of 3R8urancp. 
Anxiety sp.~ms to n~~Rtlvely relate to the ~oldtn~ 
of a co!::ulex. multivalent trust-inclusive vi",,,, of 
the USSP.; R8 expected from aocial pf3ycholov~r. 

Those lm'Olicatlons concerned with policy were: 

a) 

c) 

e} 

The U8 can focus ermR discuBsions on 
superiority only if it 1s wtllln~ to 
asaurancn in elite opinion, unstable 
USSR, an~ unstable a~reernents which 
the arms spiral indefinitely. 

total arms 
accent m1nimal 
trust for the 
",111 continue 

The US could atm for superiority in some areas ot 
milltar~ power and elthtr parity or inferiority in 
oth~r ar~~s. There is so~e support for the idea 
tha t 12?.rttal ~,rl ty w('mId be acceptable. ~owever, 
thtR notion 18 both compli oa ted and poten Ul'llly 
unstabI~. Yet. the complexity of elite vle~ makoo 
this a posalble alternative. 
The US could Rim tor total parity in arms (InItially 
at overkill ranee). Some support tor this View 
ml~ht be Inferred among the college elite. Yet,lt 
seems that rather hl~h trust must be develo'Oed tor 
this 'Oolley to h~ve 8u'Oport and to be therefore 
eratH hIe to the USSR. Such trust 1s needed, howevor, 
tor h1~h assurance an~ is thus a reasonable US ~oal 
(USSR wl111no:). 
The US could strive t.o 't'e'OlaC9 01" p.cllpae the arms 
race with a Bclenca race. Elite opinion already 
sees s~lenep. as vi tal itl US power. US scientific 
su'Op.rlor1ty ml~ht be used to justify arms limits, 
even parity or ultimately d1s~rmament. 
Total t....,lQt. or cOl'lrplete J1earmlifllent flll~ht find 
Increaslnp, support amon~ ~ colle~e graduates -
bod1nv. WAll for lonp; term 3 11p'Oort tor arms control 
aet1 vI ty. 

f) Sovlpt coonerat1on in any such endeavors requires 
9vI~p.nc~ from th~ US that ~eroltne trust for th~ 
USSR ex~sts In US elite opinion (as well as ~p.nulne 
pressure w1thln the USSR tor trust and cooperation 
vis a vis the US) • 
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~) The Amerpen~e of A new nucleAr threat ml~ht 
draw the US And USSR closer to~ether _ it 
;rould not. prevent partty a~ree1!lents, but would 
~Rmner total d19~rmament. 

Tn crmclu8ion. 1 t must he sn.1d thnt only thrl1 fUrther re­search can thB elite oDin1on modgl ber 

a) ~ore clearly underBtoo~ 
b) Extended in tl~e to tt~ present 
0) E~lBted to l~rld ev~nt3 
d) Extender} to other natton~, 8 • .7

g 
the USSR . 

~~verthelA9B. it iG Auanerted that ~h8 present resUlts Drovld~ 
considerable food for ttoUght. 
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Items from the Benton &: Bowles "Oold War 
!ssu.es:"Surv8Y, used to assess college 
elite (and mass) assurance. 

Note: Items a~oear here in theoretical order: actual item numbers 
in the Benton & Bowles questionnaire are given in parentheses. 

I~~ No. 1, ~bsolute gssurancei (Bentc~ & Bowles item No.6). 

All things considered, would you tell us, in your opinion 
which one of the following atatemenw best desc~lbes how you feel 
about whether or not we will have another var? 

a. I am certain there will be another World War within 
the next month or BO. 

b. Iam certain there will be another World War within the 
next six months. 

c. lam certain there will be another World War within the 
next year. 

d. r am certain there will be another World War sometime 
in the fu tnre. 

e. There may be another World War some time. 

f. There ~ight be another World War some time, but I 
doubt it. 

g. There will probably not be another World War. 

h. There will never be another World Var. 

Listed below are a series of issues which are reported in 
nevspapers. radio, television on a day to day basls. These are 
issues that could affect the well being of our American way of 
life. These 1esues may be of more or lSBS concern for indi,~dual 
!mericans today. Would you please read the complete list of issues 
described below. Then place a ttl" on the appropriate line atter . 
the issue you yourself are most concerned about. Then place a "2" 
atter the 1ssue you are next most concerned about, and so on until 
you have numbered all nine issues • 

1 
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Please indicate how concerned you are about the issues 
listed below, by assigning numbers 1 through 9. 

a. Schools ••• Adequate educational facilities . ._--
b. National Defense ••• MIlitary protection for 

the US • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ._--
c. Int'lat1on . . • The high cost ot' lIvIng •• · .. _--

War ••• The chance ot' a world var •••• · .. _--
e. Organized labor • • • The power of unions • • . . _--
f. Communism • • • Communist gain1ng control of 

governments friendly to the US in the past · .. _--
g. Juvenile delinquency and Crime • • • The number 

of law breakers ••••••••.•.•••••••• ____ _ 

h. Depression... A major crash such as we had in 
the 1930 t s ••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • __ _ 

i. 

Ijiem No • .....3,. 
ccn;pet~nc~ ; 

Big business • • • the size and power of 
corporation • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . . ._--

Now we would like your opinions on another subject. Listed 
below are a series of statements that we have heard people make -
some of them have been made with raference to Russia and others with 
reference to the United States. ~oula you please rea~ each 81It,­
ment a~g I as YOU do. 1;+d 1cat§ whether it bijlit de,crlJi§B the Unl1iti~ 
~I-t~s or xAetlJ,e; 1 t ~es'i g~siCrJ.b'iB RY2.s 1.a, 'fry to_~glec1; 2IU! or 
1j;l.~ QJiber countrY, HOM,yer,:,r you fElel tr~:y you 9~nnot ;M~~ 
~hpicO and the 'ta~ement applies equally to both, indicate thl§ 1u 
the appr9pr~~~ box Reiole 

a. Most respected country in 
the world. • • • • • • • • • 

b. Most advanced in the develop­
ment of missiles, rockets, 
space ships. • • • • • • • • 

2 

Best 
Describes 
Hyseia 

Best 
Describes 

US 

Botb. 
Equally 



E-I04 

Items from Amerlca~ InstItute of Public 
Opinion, used in assurance study. 

:t;?l No.1... '-'hich country - the United States or Russia do you 
think 1s farther ahead in the field of long range misol1es and 
rockets? 

a. us • • • • 0 • • • • • . . 
Russia • • • • . .. . . • • 

c. No opinion • • • • • • • • 

d. No answer • • • • • • • • 

It§tll No.2, If a ~~r should come, do you think it is ~ore likely 
to arise through U.S.A., Russia or some other way? 

a. U.S.A.. • • • • • • • • • • 

b. Russia • • · • · • • • • • 

c. Both • · • • • • • • • • • 

d. Don't know 0 • • • • · • · -
e. Other or neither • • · • • 

Item Ho. 3. Do you believe it 1s posalble or Im!,oss1ble to reach 
a peaceful settlement ot dIfferences with Russia? 

a. Possible • '. • • • • • • • 

b. ImpossIble ••••••• • 

c. Don't know • • • • • • • • 

Item N9' 41 Do you think: the day w1l1 come when we haVI! f.\ nuclear 
tp.st ban tr~aty with Russia, or not? 

3.. Yes • • • • • • • • • • • 

b. No • • • . . , • • . . • • 

c. Don't lmow • • • • • • • • 

1 
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IJ&m }:q to 5,. If a test ban tree. ty ,,-ere put into effect do JOU think 
Russia would live up to her part of the agreement, or not? 

a. Yes • • • • • • • • • • • ft 

No .. .. . . .. .. . .. .. • • • 

c. No opinion .. . .. .. · .. .. . 
It01:') rQ a 6. Sone people say that the US shoul(! make further agree­
ment with ~~ssia to reduce armaments and armed forces. If Russia 
agrees to reduce their armam6nt~ and armed forces, do you think 
the US should agree to this, or not? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Yes, should agree 

Should not ... o • 

• • • • 

· .. .. . 
No opinion • • • . .. . .. . 

Ite Do you think the 5e~ate should vote approval of 
ha agreement t~ have a partial ban on the testing of nuclear 

weapons,.)lor not? 

a. Yes, it should ...... .. .. 
b. No, it shou~J not ..... 

c. No opinion • • • • .. ••• 

(1) The ltem reads "approval of this blln", but the previous 
question asks if respondents had hear~ of the ban and descr1bes the 
ban as indicated between brackets above • 

? 
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c. lln~ th~ ftrmeat bel1.ers 
and will not compromise on 
these bellefs • • • • • • • . . 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

Most sclentlfically a.dvanced 

Best prepared to succesafully 
wage war right now •• • • • 

Is first in the production of 
industrial and consumer goods 

Most concerned dbout the wel­
fare of the world - not only 
itself •••••••••••• 

Ite; N§i 4, ?~Slt:ye Soy1et IntentlQn: 
and BO eS ite lio ~J. 

• 

'-

'-

'-

<¥eacerul 1ntentlon)i(Benton 

For a moment, wouI1 you th1nk about the Russian government. 
People have expressed dlfi>rent att1tudee on how Russia feels about 
having a war. What do you thin!!: the Russian government'.J att1 tude 
1s about a war? 

a. Russia want war now - she 1s looking for an 
excuse to declare war • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

b. ~~ssla wants war but not right no~ - ft~e vants 
to walt until she oan inorease her military 
pov-er • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

o. Russia really wants peaoe but might start a war 
because she doesn't trust the US ••••••• 

d. Russia really want peaoe - she will try to av10d 
a war at all costs •••••••••••••• 

We have heard people express different opinion about 
RuSSia and Com:runist China. We would U.lte to have your opinions 
ot these two countries. Would you please read each of the state­
ments below. As you read eaoh, would you indicate whether vou feel 
Russia is ouch more or somewhat more 1nteres~ea than china In tliis 
3rea or whether China is aooewhat morc or ~uch more interested 
tnan Husd a. If you feel that thore 1s absolutely no d1:tfere'nce 
between China and Russia in a particular respect, then check the 
column at the right. 

3 



Russia is 
much more 
interested 
than China 

a. In keeping the 
Chinese­
Russian allianc'1 
strong 

b. In ~ettlng alon~ 
with non-communist 
countries 

c. In giving her 
citizens indivi­
dual freedom 

d. In building up 
her mil1tary 
strength 

e. In raising the 
standard o'f 
l1ving ot her 
people 

f. In trying to 
gain control of 
non-commun1st 
countries 

Russia is 
somewhat 

more 
intereated 
thaD. Ohina 

China. 1s 
much more 

interested 
than Russia 

I 

China 1s 
somewhat 

more 
interested 
than Russia 

The Two 
Countries 

are ~ 

absolutel 
the sam.e 
1n this· 
respect 

-

Ve have listed belov a number ot attitudes that people have 
expressed trom time to time. Which or theae t~e statements agrees 
with your op1nion? 

a. It 1s imposulble to live peacefUlly with two 
different systems - e1 ther Ooi'ZU7'Unlsm or 

2neQ& One 

Democracy will have to go • • • • • • • • • • • ____ 

b. It the US and' Russia make an etfort it may be 
poss1ble to live peacefully Y1th the two 
ditterent systems • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • • 0-

-- . 

, 
I 
I 
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c. It the US and Bussie make an etfort, Communism 
and DemocracY' will ut::t1nltely be able to live 
together peacet'ollly • • • • .- • • • • • • • • • 

Item No, 7, Cold lf~r Victor!; f Benton &; EQxl's item No. Jll... 
While Premier Kh.rT.\schev of Russia was visl tlng the US in 

1960, he sald that Communism ~ill win out over Democracy. His 
wordS to Al11.er1cans were: "Your grandchildren ,,111 11 ve 'lnder 
COlll!llunif!I'.Il." Some people - even though they are oppo&ed to Co ... ~::.!.:::= 
feel he may be right. Others disaRree, E~l( do you think thd 
struggle betlfeen Com..''!.1.Unialll and Democracy ,,-111 come out in the end? 

Ql4,c;C; t;;::..!. 
a. I feel certain Co~crunl8m will ~n • • • • • • • -
b. I think Communism. 13 l1kely to win .• • • . , . 
c. I'm not certa1n, butIth1nk CommunlfiDl might 

win • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • '-
d. I'm not certa1n, but I dO:l't th.1.nk commun1sm 

1s 11kely to win • • • • • '.' • • • • • • • • 

e. I teel certain Communism von't win • • • • • • 

Item No, FJ f China t1;tre1i\S to USSR; (B?ilWD'& Bone§ 1. tel; liP. 10). 

RUss1aand Communist China have been a11ied with each other 
tor a llumbercf years. Some experts say they-will continue to be 
fr1ends indefInitely; others say that the Russians and Communist 
Chinese are apt to quarrel nth each other. Wb.a.t do you think will 
hsppen ~o Russian-Ohinese al11ance? Oheek the statement below 
that comes closest to describing tho way you teel. 

a.· The ties between Russia and Communist Ch1na 
will pr.obably grow evon stronger then they 

-art! now •••• • • • _ • • • • • • • • • • • • • -.. 

b. The tip.s between Russia and COmMUn1st Ohina will 
probably ntay about the wa,. they are now vithout 
becoming either stronger.or weaker • • • • • • ----

c. The ties between ~olasia and Communist China will 
. probably weaken somewhat • • • • • • & • • • • ----

d. The ties between Russ1a and Cocmuniet Cluna w111 
probably be broken completely • • • • • • •• • -
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