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: Ahstgggg

The purpose of this study is to clarify the relstionships
among US arms control pollcies, £ ecolle e educated elite opinion
nd iInternatiornal assurance. Uationwide semples of collegs sdu-
cated public opinion wers ziven the saxme items in a survey for 10
ifferent waves or adninistratlous Prom 10£0<10A7,. Items dealt
walth azscunt of assurance that there would be 1o war: trust related

atrituces toward the USSKRyend comparative nower of the USSR-

Ln analysis of the resulis showed that the collesfe adu-
cated elite was coderately assured based on toilh moderate itrust
in the USSR and a belief that US s.ad USSR are at least equal in
pover, Trust related sttitudes toward the USSR seemed more rae-
lated to assurence then US powery and uissile power parity seemed
to have no adverse affect on sssurance. US sciexnce superiority
seems to be & major component of US pewer. It may be that vorior
to 1964, the collsce educated elite bared assurance and trust
orimarily on US powar. However & critical transitlen occurr-ed
around January 1662 in which US power superiority bvecame clearly
established to tne collers aducated. Then rurther increasecs in
assurance (veyond a miniwal level) may have depended on increasing
trust in the USSR,

General implications for theoretical issues are that trus:
related factors cluster as theoretically expecied. Power gains do
not denress trust, which was not expected. The product of trust
and vower 18 the best predlctor of assurance, ac expected. Tz
ellte public has a complex view of pow:r, trust and assura -
which zeéts simpler and more powsr oriented under nich anx 2~ -, is
aYoected.

General implications for pclicy are that simple arcs
suser.ority will rot produce stable hlrh assurence ia the elite
{or stable agreements with the USSR), The eli:~ mich~ ar> 3%
{because of the r complex vower view) 2n arracgement in »..125% eo.
nation had power suveriority in one arza of power, while they
mnaintain parity or inferiority in other areas. A less tricky
possibility might be total parity, giv:n a continuance of tie
current vige of trust over pover 8s & nasis of 2lite assurance, :
3til1l another possibility 1s the use of US sclentific superiority
to justify arms 1imits or even arms parity concepts. Finally
the data may hint that supoort for genaral disasrmament may. dbe
emersing in the elite, if t t contiries to rise (barriuc the
energence of a new threat). A Sinal 1:zplication is that sure
veillance and 1ntensiveverlfioatlon ar=z npt considered esscntial
elenents of arms treaties with tho USSR by the nollzge edu-~ated
elite (in the trust climate of 1962=145T).
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I4 is sugzested that thesse results indicate the kingd of
policlies which can most assure the college ellite, The results also
reveael that these volicles can be wmcoavrted by the USSR a1 credidle,
since they are not likely to oroduca an “assuresnce crisis" with
subtseouent pressures for new governors and abregations of previocus
arms treatlies, This ¢f course assuzes that tha USSR continues
te z2et in a way vwnich does not threaten the ellits’s trust.

v

A

PN,

Lo S




R

Tavle
Zahle
Table
Table
Tabdle

Table

Table

Table

Te

8.

E=-104

2age Mo,
Summary of Benton & Bowles college alits opinion
data relevant to irnternational ausuranceé. « ¢ ¢« o « 10

Summury of AIFPC colleze slita opinion data relevsnt
to internationsl ASBUTANCRs & & ¢ o o 3 o b s & s s a2d

Sumzary cof AIP0 ocollege e21lite op'nion data on
digarmsment and arms control issues . e « .6 © & o 3 02#

'Median vercentages and ranges of response among the

college elite for uwssurance variableS.. « « o « o o 25

Rapk ordsr correlations amo key assurance variadles
in college elite opinion, 1900«196T 0 ¢ o o o « o o« +33

Rark order correlations amon? assurance variables
given over finai four waves (3/63 to 2/67) of Bantor &
Bowles survey, for college olite opinloh o« ¢ o o o o o357

e .
Direction, amount and time of major change in assuraace
variables for college elite opinions o e o-e o. o o o &1

Surnary of major changes in slite assurance variabdblss,
1960-1967‘ . . » » LB L4 £ * * . » L - - . L] . L ] L L] L] .#3




2.

3.

4,

5.

E~104

List af F

53

A basic system Yor relatirgz publles asssurance to
negotiations batween nationsBe o o o ¢ « o a s o &«

A thaoretical frameworx cincerning the bases of

QoBUTranNcye. ¢« 6 o #. 6. % T % 8 & % & & € € B w & #

Assurance and trust related varlables for collegze
~lite oninion (Danton % Sowlem datal. o o o & «

Assurance and power variables for college slite
opinion (Benton & Bowles data)e o« ¢ v o o o ¢ o o

Tentative causal molel of sssurance, based on
correlations among collexe ellite opinlon wvarlables.

Tentative model for college ellte arfjurance, hased
on major change datBe ¢ & o 6 2 ¢ € 6 6 0 8 e & s

Comparison of Denton & Bowles snd AIPO 1tems on
agsurance and trust variahles; college elite
OPINION & o o v ¢ ¢ ¢ o e ¢. 6 o ¢ s o 8 8 o 2 o &

Compariscn of Benton & Bowles and AIPO Sftens on US
missile power superiority; college elite opinion .

VI

W

31

39

82

sesaro e b i e




s AR

E-104

AMERICAY CCLLECE ELITZ 0ZINION

INTZRWATIONAL ASSURANCE

PART I - THE PROBLEM'

A, Public Qn;nigg, Assurance angd MNezotintions Amggg Hations

In negotiation atwong ndtione the opinions of the punlics of
tte involved nations are often quite importent. This is particu-
larly true in long term negotlstions, such &3 those involved ia
arng control and disarmament issues.  Without gupporting covinisn
cf a stable nature in thelr respectlive pudblice, negotiatsre of arms
control issues lack a degrae of credibility in their proposals,
which may severely hamper long term progrese.

The following analysis of the opinion of ths Anerican
college educated elite 1s a first step in the formulation of a
moTe precies understanding of how oplinlions critical to srms sgres-
ments are formed., The date to be presentsd shows how collegs
elite ovinion actually developed during the era of Xsnnedy and
Khruschev. It suggests & theoretical framework for understandling
now elite ovinion functiorns now end in the future, This franme-
vork may enable us to understand how much support arxs limitation
may have , and how stable this support will prove to be,.

A basgsic concept ln relating opinion tc nezotistions with
an advarsary government is assurance. Assurance is genesrzlly de=
fined as an expectation that arother country will act, for whate-
ever reason, in a way consigtent with the interest of one's own
country. At 1ts nost beslic level, wher one i8 assured, ons
belisves that at very least another country will nmot attack one's

{1} The author sxpreeses Rratitﬁde %o Judith Samet-Driver
for critical reading and editing of the text,
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oym country. A basic assumptlon of this study is that when the
»ubllc of 3 natlion is assured concernirz arother pation, arms
nezotiations can ocour in a mere credihle fashion. ¥hen publics
ars not assured, arms llamlitations will be viewed a8 danzerous,

The asssumrptlon then 1s that pressures will be brought to bear on
e rovorn*ert involved to dealist Prom such nesotliations or auffasr
lnoss of fice. Floure 1 aurmarizes the *elaticnsh‘p for the
~ase of tqe US movernzment nesotistine with the Soviet Union., The
darr2e 0f aasursance in the Us vn“ ic towards the USSR will affect
thei, support for the ppsitlon takXen by the US sovernmeni ir arms
control vis & vis the Soviet Union. This support level will affect
credibility from the view of the USSR, The credidility of US
vproposals wiil in turn affect, in part, the seriousness of Soviet
reactions.

, It 1s understood in this stujy that most public opinion
conceraing the USSR is based on eventis presentad by the lews

media. Other reports in the study {(see Walton, Gould, Strickland &
Oriver, 1968) will rerort on how the mrdia transmit news corcerning
Soviet and American behavior. The concern of the present report
will be en how assurance is developed in the American pudblic -
~particulsrly in the college educated sector of the public.

A Thegretical Framework of Assuranca

tﬂ

Developed from a review of behavioral science research.~
{see Walton, 1G68) a theoretical framesworx for analyzing the basis
of assurance is suggeated, Two major basss of assurance are
postulated: trust and power. A fundamental idea is that a pudblic 5
will de assured to the extent that: x

1) It sees its own government as poverful relative
to & rossibls adversary.

2, It trusts another nation,

2) It sees both powsr in its own government and
displays trust toward another nation.

e e i v

‘ In this framework, trust is defined as the bellief that :
another nation 15 capable of and yoluntarily desires to further ‘
one's own nation's goals, Power is used to mean primarily pos~-
session of the capablility and means to inflict damags on an \
adversary through military actlioan. PFigure 2 presents a summary S
of this assursncs framework, ; ,

Each of these bases of assurance can in turn be related to
gther factors. Trust is expected to be related to percelvad positive
intention, liking, perceived sixzilarities, bdeliefs in the possibility
of cooperation and coexistence, and US nationsl esteem. Perceived
" decision making competence of USSR leadership whsn combined with
rerceived positive 1ntent will also enhance trust.
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Power 1s basmed on perceived Soviet and Amsrican power as
well as on Soviet competsnce. To the extent that tru=st does not
exiast, psrceived Soviet competsnce in decision naking will de-
crease percelived US power and deflats assurance, Soviet com=-
petence thus csn ald or decresgs assurance, depsacding on the

“degree to which assurance is based on trust or power.

A similer two edged sword is survelillance capability in
the US and in the USSR, 4 high US surveillancs capsability (e.g.
intelligenca) vis & vig the USSR will boost parcelved US powor;
but it may alsc throw doubt on the spontansity of Soviet "gooqa
intentions.” It will be uncertain whether the USSR "good in-
tentlons™ are due to genuine concern for US intereet or merely
to impress a powerful observer. Very ubiquitous survelllance
may also gensrate resentment in the USSR, This would lead %o
hostile intent in the USSR, hence less trust by the US publiec.

A final issue concerns the relationship of power and
trust. Sociel psychologlcal literature suggests that high or

- increasing power tends to genarally lowsr trust. C(ne reason
for this might te the ressoning that the othar side must be Joing

something agalinst our interests to requlre our power levels,
Another view, however, would siem from common sense =~ the more
power we have, the less anothor will logleally want to harm us,
hence the more we can trust them. Since this relatlionship is
not clear, we shall not make any definite prediotions in PFig., 1.

Thig framework has several important implications for
negotiations, For instance, if assurance is primarily trust
baged, then srms limits, or decreases, possibly sven disarma-
ment, can be sought without alarnming the public., Treaty pro=
pogals will be seen by tha othser ration as having & basis of
public support, hence a2 credible, stable offers to bs met wiih
gsimilar responsss, If assurance ls primarily powsr based,
then arms decresses will te alarming, Even 1if proposed, they

“will possibly be later abrogated by a new government drought
~in on a wave of public fear. Soviet negotlators must be awara

of this and will deal with such proposals as not credibdle.

Agreemants for provaganda »urposes may be achieved, but genuine

long-term commitments to arms decreases are not likely., Othsr
more subtle imsues are touched by the framswork { s.g. the.
issue concarning the viability of arms parity as a nsgotiation
objective ) however, it would bde more useful to ses how

5
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well the framevork worxs corcerrninz actual pudblic opinlon before
exploring imolications any further.

C. The Toous on Zollege Elite Orinion

A critical question in the analyvsis of vublic oninion is
thae gector of tne rublic which should be examined. Manvy theortes
0 tno covnunlication nrocess {see Secord & Mackman, 19835) suzgest
that certalr e2lite wrouns are the Keys to ovubilic oplrniorn and to
elections., It has also been suszgested that zovernaents are sensi-
tive only to certain ellite grousns during thelr stay in office.
Yence, botn long and short term crealblliity of US arms control
offers may hinze mainly on the known aesurance of certaln elites.

A further auestion weculd then be which elite 1is it oro-
fitable to examine. The resources of the presgsent study would
neralt the analysis of assurance in only one elite. It was dscided
to consider vollege graduates 83 a particularly importasat elite.
The decision is based on several criteria., Pirst, i1t is increas- .
ingly clear that the collsge educated group is having B very powerful
effsct on the course of elections and mass public opinlon in gen~
eral, Second, previous studies have shown how this group consis-
tsntly displays marked differences in form and content of opinions
from the non-college educated mass,

To fuily see the effects o education on opinlon, it is :
uszful to Jistingulsh betwaen two aspects of aesursnce - its structure
and 1ts content. By "structure” we will mean whether it is tased ‘
" on one factor (e.g. powar), two factors, or even three or more
factors. The more bases underlying assurance, the more this
opinion system wlll be described as having ccmplax structure. By
“"content" we will mean which basis is related to assurance =

1.0, i8 1t a trust or power oriented system?

In both structure and content, educatsd opinion can de
expected to be different. Por instance, Scott (1965) finds that
the more informed respondents were on intsrnational events, the
more dimensions or attributes they ussd in developing inmages of
other nstions, Since education can bs expscted to relate T infore
mation on international affeirs this result suggests the collsge
elite is likely to base assurance on several factors.

Research on the content of attitudes and opinions related
t0o education is aven clearsr. For instance, Parrie (1960) finds
a8 negative relationship betwsen " jingoistic ﬁ*g%;gg; of foreign ;
nations and educational level. Levinson {1557) fizds that nationale
1atic distrust of others is related to high scores on san suthorie
tarian ideolcgy scale, which in turn is related to low eduocation.

6
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- ¥ore svecific data on assurance and attitudes cn Russian
intentions is avallable, ¥With respect to attitudse concerning tine
USSR, (aspary. (1967) reports that college educatsd displayed a
eignificantly nigher expectation of Soviet coonsraticn from 1942
until the announcement of the "Trumen Doctrine” in 1G47. Froa
1947 to 1949 no mpecial college blas 18 noted by Qaspary. Scott

- {1965) notesn, however, that in 1954 a Cansdian poll shows education

reiated to bolief in US - Soviet cosxistence., Iin 195G, Scott
reports a similar Canadian Institute of Pubdiic Opinion poll finding
that the mors educated desired to viaslt the USBR, Howxaver, in

1955 a Canediasn poll revaanled that education 414 not relate to
ballefs in improved Ruszisn sincerity. thsather thig is éue to a
peculiarity in wording or s repetition of (Caspary's finding that

at times college opinion is not differsnt from the umsss is unolaer.t

¥With renpect to aesurance, the college group tends to dise
play generally higher assurance. Cunadian polle (Scoit, 1965)
ghow s8trongly positive ralationshlipe bstween education &nd assurancs
concerning the lmpossibility of & nuclesr war. The resulte for
1954, 1968 and several times in 1959 confirm this sssociation.
dgaln in 1955, the relationship does not nccur. The suggestion is
that in certain times, the college visw loomes 1ts uniqueness.
Pinally Inkelese (1960) reports a confirmation that in the long
Tun the educated public is more optimistic on peacs, hencs more
assured, : '

¥ith respect to the importance of militery powsr a some=
what less clear picture smerges, Putney & Middleton (1962) found
no relation between a "hard line” and education within college
students (a very restricted sampla). Some Btudies find a relstion

.between high power oriertation and high authoritarian ideology

which 12 turn relates to low education (gee Eckhard:i, Menning, Horgan,
Subotnik & Tinker, 1965; Fensterwald, 1958; French & Zrneat, 19553
Rosenberg, 1965)

In sunmary, scattered studiss often using unclear items
and indirect chains of inference suggest that & college oducated
assurance systen would exhiblt these tralits: ;
1 It would be based on both trust and power
2 It would de-emphaslize power
3) Trust in USSR would be fairly higk, sxcept during

"tad" periods (e.g. 1947-49)
4) Assurance would bde generally high

AR it v 2t

Nona of the studies cited above dlructly measured trust, power per-
ceptions and assursnce {or the same sample at the same tins.

, (1) It s pbaslblo to see the Russians as sinoere, whilb
ngt seaing them as getting pore sincers. Poll items oftsn have
deploradle wordling. : :

T
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Thus relationships among variables are quite coanjsctural. Nsither
trust psr Be or percelived Soviet positive intent were usually
meagured &t all, Even the assurance level is largely tased on
Cznadisn data. Hence, it i3 clsarly necessarr to find & better

data source for bullding an understanding of thas structurs end
dynanics of collsge elite amsurance. The present arvalysis attempts
to begin this tazk.

hg S 5 ’ -
It ie necesaary to 1lmit any study of publlo opinion to a

particular period of time. Initially the psriod from Kennedy's

inauguratisn (1961) to hin assasasination in 1963 was salected.

This pericd is fairly recunt, yet good documentation on key events

18 now available. The major leadership in both major world powers

was stable during the period. Thus, major chazngss in évinion dué

to leadership changes would be avdidad.

However, due to avallability of data, (see below) the period
for analysis is extended to include 1960«1967. It will now he pos-
gible to present a set of f£indings on quite recent opinion, whieh
has current implication. 1I¢ is aleo & broader time base on which

" to sxamine the adequacy of theory and provides gresatsr confidsnoce

in making futurs projections.

PART II - MBTHOD

L]

© A search was made of public opinion polils during the Kennedy-

Khruschev period., Data from Gallup and other atandard polls were
collected and coded. These polls ware found to de plagusd by many
persiatant problenms? v

1) Many items were completely useless dus to ambiguous
: wording or poor format, . )

2) Some items appearsd to relate to thesoretical variabdles
such as assurance but in an ambdiguous fashion. Olesr-
cut assignment of the item to a variable,e.g. trust,
was often exceadingly difficult. s T

3) Most useful itsms were given to the publio only once
or at best a few times, This meant that there is some
question whether two different items, both rslating to
a variable such as trust,oan be viewsd as measuring
the same thing. If publioc response to one "trust"
ftem differs from a second, iifferent "trust”itsc at

8
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a later date 1s 1t because of & change in opinion or
due to differences in wording of the item? 43 i¢
- turns out, ths former explanaticn seems tenable for
most Atems. used 4in this study.  But short of an
~independent, reliable msasure of the wariable in
question, this isaue would have bYeap rsther vexing.

Tifficulties of the above variaely were resolved by “he dig-
coverylof? a series of opiniecn surveys given {0 & nation-wide sanmple
by the ZBanton & Bowles Agency of Yew York. The aguestions saked by
this agency very closely related to tkae wvariahles in ths thasoretical
framework for assurance, In gensral, the items were well and
clearly worded: far supsrior to the usual poll item, Most fortu-
ataly of all, the esame items were ransatedly used in up.to 10
successive mrdministrations or "waves” of the survey from 1950 to
1967. Each wave was given to & nation~wide representative sample
ranging in size from 1246 to 1412 individuals, Details on sampling
technique are avalleble from Benton & Bowles. The Banton & Bowles
agency provided the break-down of the data for the college graduates,
reported below, v

Table t presents a summary of the relevant data from the
Benton & Bowles surveys. Waveg are numbered from { to 10 across
the top of the tadble., Under each wave number 13 given first the
number of college graduates who responded to the {tem then the

month and yoar in which the wave was administered. (Note how the

waves cluster in the 1960-1963 Kennedy = Khruschev era) Then follows
the per cent of agreement data for items aasessing 24 wvarisbdblaes.

A brief deascriviion of sach varisble is given over tha percentages

of agreement data, Purthermore, the number of the Bentor & Bowlse

| "1tem with which the variable is measured is indicated in paran=

thesis after the variable desacription. The actual items from the
questionnaire relevant to this analysis are given in Appendixz I.
These itema are arranged to follow in & thecoretical order, the
actual position or item number of the item in the Benton & Bowles
questionnaire 18 given in rarenthesss following the title of the
item in the Appendix. It will be noted that only some of tha
original survey items are included, since many items were irrele-

‘vant to the focus of the praesent analyses,

(1) Our gratitude goes to uacquelino Mithunewho first

sugpgested the Benton & Bowless data while working at ‘the Arnms

Oontrol & Disarmament Agency.

)
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Date of
Admiristration

~Table 1, Summary o? Banton & Rowlas college elite opinion
data relevent to intsrnational assurance.
wave
Rumber 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 8 9 10
Collsre Elite ~
Sample Size 170 188 188 163 202 201 200 214 . 208 224

7/60 11/60 4761 9/61 1/62 6/62 3/6% 2/64 10/64 2/67

VYariadle No, 1

~ per

Per cent

Per cent
Yariable No, 2
Per cent
Yariable No. 3

Per‘oent

JYarisble No.. 4

Per cent

cent of elite Certain oF worid uar"in ruture (bvased

on item No. 1, e-h, Appendix I).

32 38 36 42 37 29 35 26
N.B. The fcllowlng fizures gilve the %total per cent
of the elite not certain of world war,

of non-assurance will be termsd general assurances
68 62 64 58 63 T 65 T4 72 Th

28 i)

u ¥ ve Ao ~ per cent of alite who faol
war 18 doubtful or impossible (based on Items No.
1:, 1“. 1h. lppendlx I)o

17 19 _s6 13 11 21 19 2?

22 21

Relative Assurance - per cent of elite ngg ranking
war as one of three top concerns (based on Itex
No. 2d, Appendix I).

61 54 59 43 59

Us Har Power %ugerioritz - per cent of elits seeing
U3 ahead of U n war preparedness.\baaed on Item

49 64 60 67 68

{%o. 3e, Appendix I).

33 34 2 34

36 49 55 51 58 52
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Yariable No, S

Per cent
Yariadle Mo, €
Per cent

Yariable Yo, 7

Per c-.nt
Yariable YNo, 8}
Jer cent
Yariabla No. 9
Per cent
Yariablas No.10
Pexr cent
Jaxrishle Nao.il
Per cent

B-104

Tabla t, = antinuad

| US-USSR_¥ap Power Parity - per cent who see US and

USSR equal in war preparedness (tased on Item Mo. 3e,
Appendix I). ; '

45 42 a2 44 32 37 31 3T 3% 37
US ¥ar pPower Inferiority - per cent of ellite who aee

the USSR shsad of tha U3 in war preparsdnzss (baassd
on Itsm Ko. 3e, Anpendix I), :

17 & 17 22 12 10 8 8 7 T
US Missile Power Superiority = per cent ol elite who

ses the U3 ahead oY the USSE in nmisslle-rocketespace
power (based on Item No, 3b, ippendix I).

26 28 18 13 33 38 35 42 26 %0

US-USSR Mimsile Powsr Paritivy - per cent of elite who

gee the US and USSR equal in missile-rocket-spacs
powsr (based on Item No. 3b, Appendix I1).

34 30 34 15 26 35 29 32 26 32

gs Hgssxlg zgggz zgxgz%ggggx = par cent of elite who
gee the U3 behind the USSR in missile~racket-space

power (based on Item No. 3b, Appendix I).
39 ke 47 70 36 26 34 23 a7 16

- per cent of elite who rank national
defence a8 one of thelr top three concerns (based on
Item No., 2b, Appendix I},

51 52 52 60 52 50 A9 42 A9 44

Feaceful Sovist Intent - per cent of siite beliaving
wanis peace (slther at "all costs” or “but nay
start war because of lack of trust in US"), (bvased

on Items No., 4c.& 44, Appendix I).

5 A1 40 43 & 54 55. 5 69 70

11
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b No,12
Par cant
Yariadle Jo.13

Par cent

Yariable No.i4

Per cent

Yariable Yo, 15|10

Per cent

Per cent

Yariable No.i7

Per cent

B-1C4

Table 1, = Conitinued

ngggt_nggggggg_gggzgxgjf ~ per cent of slite who
belleve the USSR i3 rore interested in “"gettingz
slong" with non-cozmunist countries than Rad Chins
{vased on Item No. 55, Appendix I),

- - em  em  w=  «= 77 B4 g2 &89

Sovloateinorican Grcomon Zonlgr  The )5
per ceant of elilte wio Lslieve thna UsSH is umore
interested in giving her citizens individual froedom
than Red China (baszsd oa Item No., Se, dppendix I),

- -— - - - ew &k 45 55 69

Soviet-Aperican Common Goais: Ralsing Living
Standards - rver csnt of ellite who bsliieve the USSR
is more interested in resising living standards than
Red Ohina (based on Item Ko, Se, Apyandix I).

e me me aw == e 68 T6 T2 79

gggggg;gm - per cent'or alita'beliavina East-ﬁhet
coaxistanoce ia imposasible, one system must "go”
{basnd on Item No. 62, Appendix I},

16 20 20 25 34 24 15 15 14 12

Q2sz123aa2z_x5xss_22zz1p1s.k&&xz:n~£:mgzzagx.ﬁn%;
communien - ver cent of elite who believe that Bast-

¥eat coexlstance may be possidle - with egffort
{vased on Item No. 6D, Appendix I},

65 63 61 59 53 63 67 63 64 58

ggj_gﬁgﬁgnigg - porfoent cf elite A§4beliavn'that
Zast-Henst coexiastance iz deofinitely possible - with
affort (based on Item No. 60, Appendix I).

18 15 18 17 16 12 16 21 20 28

12




BE=-104

Table t, = Continued

Variable 18{China Threat to USSR (Possible Qommon Goel with US)=-
per cent of elite seelng Soviet~Red China relation=-
ships worsening or traesking off (based on Item No.
B¢ and 8d, Apvendix I).

Par cent - - - - - - 68 67 61 76

Varioble Xo.13t Oarmunist Tekeover Thysat - wer cent of elite

Per cent

Yaxiable No.20

Par cent

raniing communlist takeover of other nations as one

of +top three concerns {based on Item Y¥o. 2f,
Avvendix I). ‘
49 50 53 57 56 57 64 54 43 30
S viet Take TY - per cent of elite séeing

the USSR more 1nte*ested in taking over other
countries than Red China.

- an - - - oa - -

42 35 29 29

US Setentific Superiority « per cent of elite seelng

1ab! N
Per cent

Per cent
~ Yarlable No.24

Par cent

the US as superlor to USSR in sclentific 3dvancement
{(based on Item 34, Abpenjix I).

64 62 57T 66 6T T4 Ti 69 73 71

US Gola War Victor -~ ver cent of ellite seeing the
US a3 likeiy winner over Communism (based on Item

¥o. 74 and 7s, Apvendix [}.
-~ - - 79 88 | 90 9? 91 90 89
¥S Su tority ir ¥World ReBpect = pér cent ot slite

geeing the US ahead of Russlsa in obtaining world
reapect (based on Item 3a, Appendix I).

77 8 75 76 77T 79 76 T0 83 T8

US~Soviet BEouallty in Wor - per cent of
elite seeing the US and USSR egually respected
(vased on Item 3a, Apnendix I).

20 11 19 20 13 17 18 22 13 16

13
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Even elininating some of the Benton & Bowles ltems i{s not
enougfth to render the data manageable,  Many of the ltems needed to
be condensed for the sake of clarity and economy. The rationae
for the 24 variables in Tadle 1 will now de briefly discussed.

Three assurance variables are given in Tadle 1., There
were two items. in the survey thav related to expsctations of world
war, - One ttem Jdirectly asxed hovw certialn peonle were that a world
war was coming., The second ltem asked respondents to rank nine
pelitical 1ssues in order of concern; among these 1ssues was the
possibility of world war. 4 basic issue here is whether elther
1tex assesses assurance vis & vis Russia. However, it can be
assumed that for most{ Americans, even today, world war prodably
mears war with the USSR.

Tﬁe item asking for certainty on world war permitted quite -
a range of response from certain of werld war within the next month
to certalnty world war willl never come agaln. For the sake of .
theoretical economy sSome of these response categories were condensed.
For instance, all responses reflecting any certainty of world war
(rezardless of when 1t 18 expected) can be grouped into a general
class ¢of non-assurance, Thus the vercentages associated with esch
response claiming certainty of war (i.e. Item XNo. la thru 1d,
Appendix I) are summed to give a total per cent certain of world
war, ziven in Tedle 1. At times it will be useful to watch how the
per cent of non-2ssured (who are certain of war) varies: at times
the reverse of this percentage = thoses who were not certain of
world war will ba analyzed. This variable will De termed zaneral
assurance. Keep in mind that this is simply thes inverse o% none
agsurance. If percent non~-assured goses up, percent generally
assured (not certalin of war) goes down. The sum of their percentages
mast equal 100, Eoth percentages are given under variable No., 1 =«
Non=Agsurance,

Among those who &re generally assured, i.e. are not certain
of war, two clusses can be further distinguished:

1) Those marginally assured - i.e. who feel there may be
. anotier war (Item Ko le, Appendix I}.

2) Those who are possessed of relatively high assurance-
i.8. they doudbt a war will recur, or see war as
probably not occurring or even feel cartain of no world
war. These three responses are combined since their
separate percentares are 100 low for sSeparate analysia
and since, theoretically, they all at least doubt
the vprobability of world war,.

This second group or'relatIVely hizh assurance responses will be
used %o measure hirh assurance (Varisble No. 2, Table 1), This

- variadble 1s really a combination of wmoderate and high assurance, :
‘However, in contrast to the class of those who are merely not certain

14
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of war = 1,e. the rners agIU » which cortains a large
varcentace of those who believe war may come, those who at least
doubt war can ba desscrided as having high asssurance. ¥e willl .
amplov this variable since high assurance may not very &xvrersely -
with non-agsurance. Por instance there may bte tlimes when x2on-
assurance daclines but high assurance doces po% rise, since the ncn-
assured are nerely shifting from csrtainty of war to & view in '
which war may ocour.. '

 'As 8 further measure of sssurance the item concerning the
relative ranx of concern over world war is employed. It is daesceridb-
ed ag measuring zglgj;xg,gg§3§angg. The difficulty hers is that
the rank is meralvy relative, If world war is ranked as one of the
- too three coneerns, 1t may be because thae other issues are trivial
and tha ghzplute concern over war ls really not high., Conversely,
it world war is ranked low, it atill may be of great sabsolute
concern., This prodlem plaguss all rank order itams. Neverthee
less, it appears that the psrocentage of slite who do pgi rank
world war as ones of their top 5 conceris might vary over tine like
eithsr hizh positive sssurance or gsneral assurance. If so, the
coherence and corsistency of eithsr of thess latter messures will
be greatly enhanced. :

Portunately the items bhaaring on powsr are rather olsar
cut. There were two of them. Cne dealt with U3 vs, USSR pre-
paredness to wege succesaful war, The othsr contrastsd the two
powers on rissile~rocketespaces craft power, Thres possible
reasponses ware glven for each itemi US asupertior, US-USSR equal
or USSR supericor. The simplicity of thess resoonase catagories
dictated no condensing or collapsing of cetegories. Hence in Tadle |,
percentazs3 ars given for esch of the three catagoriss of responsse
under both wer powsr and missile power headings. Of particular
interest is the difference detwesn US superiority snd parity dats.

In addition to the direct power measurss, thers is 8
related variabdle:de « This variable is dased on the
same  lssug-ragking item xs the one moaeuringrggﬁgggzgigggg;!ngg.
Hence, 1t suffers from the same oritique of ing Litems, lievar-
tha-less, it provides a measurs of the ggonsarn over power, as
‘ooposed to a measure of perception of relative US-USSR power.

This is interesting since it may reveal the izmportance of power
in college slite opinion. Also, 1t should vary daverssly with
US power superiority and provide a test of the consistency of
these variables, , ' ' '

No dirsct measurss of trust were avallable, However,

several iteme more or less clearly measured wvarisbles prsdictive
of or ralated 30 trust, v Positive intent is prsdicated asaprescurscr
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of trust (see Figure 2). One itsm assessed whether the Rursians
“were perceived as wanting peace or war, It is assumed that peaces~
ful intentions are positive intenticns. This variable should thus .
reflect trust in the USSR (unless the peaceful intent is based on
US power superiority, which can de tes<sd, cae below). To attain
clarity the 4 reasponse categories tn this item ware collspsed to
two. “he percentagen of those who say the USSR a&s wanting pesoce
either "at all costs"” or despits a possible tendency to start a
war bacauses of low truat in the US were added together, This com-
bined parcentaga is that of those who saw the Russians as having
ggg;gg;;x paacaful intsnt (&ny war would be defémsive~against a
treacherous” « Ths percentage of collega 8lits who ses the
"USSR as wanting war, elther now or when the USSR was stronger,
can be found by subtracting the percentagss listed for Variable 11
in Teble I from 100.

Another "nositive intent" item conoernad the relative deslra
of the USSR to "get along" with the non-comaunist world as compared
with Red China, (Clearly the item doss not measure absolute Soviet
cooperative intent. But ws can genarally assume that Red QOhina is
seen 88 extremely negative in every respect dy most dmericans,
Hence, when the USSR is seen as the gsame as Rad Ohins or worse, it
13 indeed bad, Howerver, when it is ssen as basttor than Red Chins,
then at leaat gome deares of positive attribution to the USSR can
be agsumed, Hence, while of limited value, this kxind of item does
reveal how much the USSR is seen in & more positive light compared
with Red China., Note that unfortunstely this item was given in
only the last four waves of the survey.

P S W

A second vprecursor of trust was perceived conmen goals
(Pigure 2). Here again the item comparing Red Ohina and the USSR :
was helpful., Two bdasic American goals -~ individual freedom and a :
high standard of living are at issue. The item asks whethar USSR '
or Red QOhina 18 more concerned with thesa goals, It i3 again safe :
"~ to assume that Americans see Red China as adsolutely unconcerned :
about these goals, Hence, i the USSR ie seen as more concerned ‘
with these goals, we can be sure this means the USSR 48 seen ss
having them in common with the US = to &t least scms extent., In
this item as with the other one on Sino~Soviet differencas, the
percantage of those sesing Chins and Rusela az alike are not dige
tinguished from those Beeing China ahsad. In sither ocasa Russia
is painted black. ‘

4 final trust relatad item concerns posaibilitian of co~
»exiatanoe betwaen East and West.  Three responases were provideds
cosxistance 1s impossible, may be poasible - wilh effort, and
definitely possidle - with eff fvltrwuatago; for 81l 3 response
oatngurins ars given in Table 1 ile coexistanse pot.ut&“l,il
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reason to balleve that they are related. It is hardly bdearuble to
contemplate a3 endless prospect of coexistence base¢d on mutusl terror.
Hence, 1t ssems likely that a belisf in coexlstence implies at least.
some truat in the positive intent of Russla., There are even soms
findings that suggest that trust and belief in cooperation potential
{e.7. comxistence) are actually rslated (e L Richman, 1966; Solsnen,
1860; Lioberwman; 1564},

A marginally trust relevant variable concerns Red China's
threst to the USSR, Fresumably, the more the USSR is thrsatenssd
by Red China the more it ehares the gosl of dsterring and containing
Red China with tha US, One item dild4 ask how Chinese~Soviet rela-
tions would fars. ©Pour response categories rangsd from seeing
relations improving to seeing an absclute break, For simpliecity,
percentages for the two responses seeing deterioration or breaks
in Sino~Soviet relationships were summed as s mwessure of the sxtent
to which China is seen as a& threat to Russia, Unfortunately, the

item was used in only the last four surveys waves.

Pinally, Tadle 1 presents item reaponses measuring variadles
vhich might affect assurance, though not directly in the basic
thaoretical framework. These variables include Communist and Soviet

" threst, US aclentific competency, Oocld War vietory and World Respect.

Two items dezalt with threat to the U3, one from Communism taking
over previously friendly nations; the other threat is specifically
from USSR in the exact same contaxt, In = sense this activity of

-teking over other ustions may be seen am a threat -~ &8 evidence of

negative USSR intent and hence productive of distrust. Howsver,
the first 1tem deala with Communist threat - not necessarily from
the USSR -~ hence, it may be ambiguous « implying Rsd China, Cuta
etc. Further it 1s a relative raenk ordering item (mes abave). The
second ltea on Russian "take over" mentality contrasts USSR with
Red China's "take over" mentality. OClesrly if USSR is seen as more
threatening than Red China in intent, it is perceived as dangerous
indeed==and this varladle may relate to distrust. In this itexm,

88 with all Red Zhina-USSR {tems, the difference in percentzges
between those who gee the USSR and China as equal and thoses:who

sse Red China ahead are not given,

US scientific advancement was of intsrest 1n1tially since
it might bear on US vs, USSR competence (ses Pigure 2j, It might
also be a factor in producing envy 'n the US or USSR if the two
countries were not in balance. Hencs, percent of agreement that
the US leads the USSR in pcience was included...with dramatically
unexpected results. It should be noted that the pescentage sseing
the USSR ahead was so trival &s to be nagligidle,  The ulttrnaslv'
to US superiority was parity. Hence, peroentagss of those lnttns
equality and those seeing USSR shesad are netalstinguishtd. ~
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The Cold War Viector item wes included since if the US 1s
sasn as losing to Communiem 1t may ssp public esteem for the gove
ernzent and indirectly lower trust for the USSR (ses Figure 2?0
Tha pesrcentages reported in Tabls 1 combina the parcentage: of
those who feel certain of US victory and those who aren't csrtain
but see & U3 win as likely. The small parcent who 40 not it the
a5ave. condined category felt that Communism might win;, that 1t is
lixely to win or that 1%t will win.

The final variable in Tabdle 1 concerns World Respect,

“Aemin 1f the U8 was ahead in perceivod world respeot, publie estoen

of the US government-would be high with pesitive overtones for
trust, However, it may ba that esuallity in reepeot would eoliminate
anme competition betwssn US ang USSR énd timi irnduce triust, :Hasge,
:otg U; supsriority percentages and esquality percsntages ara glvtn
n Table 1,

O. Methode of Dats inelvels

. The data in Tublé { can bé snalyzed in a numbder of intersst-
Vlng‘waylx

1) The agreement percentagea for each variable can be
analyzed to find the medien or miiddle value over sll
10 waves. This v1ll givs & plcture ¢ ths overall ,
or mediasn position of the college alite on ssch varie
able, It will not indicate how the wvariables are
related however, Por instance it wlll not tell us
whether asgurance is nore ralated to power or trust
ralated variasbles. A correlaticnialenalysis will remedy
this defect.

' 2) fThe percentages cen be corrslated over time with eaoh
other, Each variable's percentazes can be arranged
in renk order from high t¢ low agresscnt. Bvery
variabls oan be compared with all other variablaes to
see how gimilar the rank order of parcentsages are,

If they are highly similar then the two wvauriabdles
show & similar pattern of change in elite opinioen
over the 10 waves from 1560 to 1967.

To measure this ainilarity. Bpourman'- t.ohniqua of
rank order correlation was selacted (Biegel, 1956),
This measure assumss only that increasing percentage
of agresment with an item 48 8z ordinal nsasure of
the variable involved - that higher agreement means
- the variable's strength inoresssesd in the elite,
Any assumption that the percentagesz were ianterval
scale messurses of varliabdls seened highly
suspect, Hence, none-parsse a statistics will Dde
o-ploycd throughout this study (Sisgel, 1956).
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The correlation anslysis should tell us what variables
relate or co-vary with other varisble=m, It will pot
indlcate cnunality. Two vnritblea may corrslate very
highly yet neither "csuses™ the other; both msy bes
csused by a third factor, hsance, they wvary in a simle
lar fashion., Purthermorse, the corrsiaztional ploture
will be mtatio, It will show how variables are ra-
latad over ths entirs span of time from 1960 to 1967.
¥e need some way of poasibly deteotlng causal pattcrnn
&14 changes ln time, ,

3) The percentages can ba exaxmined for pericds during
‘which there is a signifisant ghangs im extent of agree=-
ment as comparad with previous pericds. Por instance,
we may find that in waves 1l-5, percenteages are quite,
low, thsn in waves 6-10, they go up a=zd stay up. Giwven
cur assumption that this data is crdi=zal, a tezt of
significance for the difference bstwsen percentages in
one pericd ws, another would bs the Mmun Yhitnay U
test (Siegel, 1956).

¥hat one can do then is examine each wariable in

Table 1 to sse whether ilhers ars any psrieds in which
psrcantages are higher or lowsr than In thes prascading
Perlod. One can begin by comparing ¥mva 1 with Waves
2«10, then ¥aves 1=2, with ¥Waves 3-10, Waves 1~3 with
¥aves 4-10,.ard so on until one is comparing Waves 1-9
with Weve 10. By coxmparing yhen & significant changs
coccurs in one variadle comparad to ammther, we may
“begin to suggest causal links., If wxariadle & changes,
then B changes, wa 2ight tentatively infer a poseidle
causal 1linx between A and B, For confirmation of this
link it must be shown that xhgngxgz & changes a ohange i
in B followe, Purthsrmore, the affecis of other variablee |
must bs partialled out, This form of analysis rsquires :
time series anxlysis (see Blaloix. 1964) which is f
beyond the soope of this study.

Although the Benton & Bowles data will be the bdasis of the 3
present study, some of the material analyzed from the American :
Institute of Pudlic Opinion (AIPO) files was alse relevant. In
some cases AIP) asked questions, more than once, whioh were relevant
to theoretiocal variabdles, This data should reflect findings from
Benton & Bowles data., If it does, 1t will add ecredidility

(1) Time meriss analyses of thess variables could be
carried .ocut with additional funéds, ‘ : i
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that the theoraticél framework holds up despite changes in wording
of items and a different sample of college opinion.

'
*

A summary of these items is Ziven in Tadle 2. The sare
variable nanes sand numbers are given in Table 2 as were used in
"Table 1. 4 brief descripilon of what the AIPO item tapped is
glven after the veriabdle name, Hote, that the wording ims not the
saume as 1n Tadble 1, After sach description is given, in parentheses, -
the AIPO item number on which the descoription 1s based. These AIPO
1tems are given verbatiz in Appendgix Ii. Under each variadle '
is given the AIPO survey number from which the item comes, the date
‘o2 administration, the percent of the sample desorided by the
variable, and the sample size. These items were given to a large
national semple, The dreakdown of this data for collsge graduates
was done by tha Roper Publio Opinlon Resgssrch QOenter.

The ratlionale for the selection of thase iteme is worth

considering, The AIPO item on =missile power is very like the
Benton & Bowles item on this variable, omitting only s reference
to space craft. Thus, it provides an sven cleaner msasure of missile
powsr than the Benton & Bowles item. The item assessing USSR . g
pesceful intent is guite amdiguous, The rationale used hsre is .
that if Ruasia is seen to have pesceful intentions, war will not - Lo
"ocme from" her. It may be seen as a US problem or due to other
causes, but not Russia. One problam is that if it is seen as
"coming from" Russia, it may yet be defensive or resctive rather
than due to bad irtent, This is a difficulty of ths very unoclexzr
wording of this item, Purthermore, if war is ssen as "co

from™ some source other than the USSR, this may still not sxempt
the USSR from warliks intent. It may only mean somasonse else is
more warlike, or that Russia 13 heavily deterred, S%¢1ill another
goasibility is that a resder would interpret the item as asking

will Russia attack". in this case it becomes an assurance itesm.

A similar confusion clouds the iter on coexistence. The
item assesses how much the slite sees a chance for a psacaful
settlsment of US«Soviet difference. The problem is that this could
‘mean a peaceful takeover or whittling away of the U3SR by the US,
However, we view this a3 a very unlikely interpretation of this
item for most Americans. Or, 1t could mesan "how much 4o the
Russians want pesace,” since for mcst Americans, the US is seen as .
wanting peace and the USSR as causing all difficulties. (Withey, -
1962), Bsllef in peaceful settlement would thus be delief in USSR :
peaceful intent,

A sscond type of interesting AIPO 1tem concerned spescific
attitudes on arms negotiationa. It was possible to find four itams
bearing on actual arms contrel negctiations in the AIPO £ilss whish
could be analyzed for ccllege graduates. The Benton & Rowles survey
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Tehle 2. Summary of AIPO college elite opinion data
relevant to international agsasursnce.

~ Yexiable No, 7ITS Missile Power Superiority - per cent of elite
; wno sea the US ghead of the USSR in the rield of
long range missiles &nd rookets (based on Itea
%io. ta, Appendix II).

. AIPO Survey Yol €40 545 647 559 &6f
Date 1/61 5/61 6/61  5/62 2/63
.‘; Per cent - 43 I 4 37 - 6C 56
§' Sample Size 203 301 263 268 355
Yariable No, 8 US-U§SR Missile Power Parity - per cent of elite who .

cannot see a diffaraence between the US and USSR in
the field of long range mliesiles and iocket: (based
on Items No. tc and 14, Appendix II}.

4IPC Survey %o 640 645 647 659 ' 668
Date L oaer sye 6/61 5/62 2/63
Per cent i? 17 16 13- 0 26
Samole Stze | 203 301 263 268 355

Yariabls No,. G{US Missile Power Infariorit % - per cent of elite
who see the US behind tke USSR in the fleld of lonz
' range missiles and rockets (based on Item No. 1b,
Aopendix II).

AIPO Survey Nol 640 . 845 647 659 568

~ Date - vy s/6 6/61 5/62 2/63
: Per cent 45 '  38 &5 . 22 - 18
S smusu. _ J 203 30 263 268 - 355

~‘”r haa no a;&nton as‘dis not tnnv vhoth:r o
e stpume this is eguivalent to seeing
8 of courme not always true, Hence, this

,;ilyﬂcq¢11ultut to the one in Table t,
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Table 2 = Continued

stla_la_ﬁaall S

tent- per cent of elite who Bee

other wer a8 'cnzing fron" primarily the USSR; as
vposed to both US aad USSR, the US,stc. (based on

‘ Item No. 2b. dppendix II).
AIPO Survey Nod . 639 647 659

Dzte 12/60  6/61 5/62
Per cent 31 38 26
Sample Size 269 263 268
Yariable No,15 Koextstan

ar cent of oLl

(based on Item 3b, Appendix II),

22

E t 18 impossible to resch
peaceful settlament of dlfrersnael with Russis

AIPO Survey Nod 639 654 666 674 676
Date 12/60 1/62 12/62 6/63 8/63
Per cent : 60 57 f35 32 33
Sample Size 226 272 244 303 356
| | (2) This item could also bs coded - ggng:g*_*ggnznngg. it
a reader takes it tc mean "will Russia lsmunch a war
(3) This item could also be cosed = pas 1 U8 -
if the "peaceful settlement” werse seen tc depend on ntent,
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did ineclude some disarmament and arms control iteas in Waves &

~ through<«10, But, due to time and ?oat pressures, they could not

be analyged for the collsge elite. Henca, the AIPO items provide
our only link between the elite assurance wvariadbles and elite

.attitudss on arms nexotlations.

The items concerning arms akreements ara pressnted in
capsule form in Table 3., Ths items are summar.Zzed at left.(they
are siven in detail in Appendix II). After each item is given the
AIP0 survey number, date of auministration, redponse psrcentaces
and sacple s8ize, DNote that the first ftem merely sake 1f a test
ban azreement is likely, yet we 1nclude it since predictions often
reflect dasires {(see McGuire, 1960). rhe sscond yiism asks for
apinion directly on how reliadle the Rusniuns would be in nuoldine to
a treaty. The finnl two ifitems ask for attitudes on arme agreemants
ver Se. As id usual 1n AIPO date; comoerabllity amoneg items iz low,
yet some interesting hinte may lurk in this data, 4After presenting
the results from the Benton & Bowles data, we ghall return to this
ATPO data,

PART III - RESULTS

In general, we shall pregsant the results of the median
analysis, correlation analysis ané change analysis for Esnton &
Becwles data first., Then the relevant AIPO material will be presented,

A, The Median th E , Tisbles.

The response percsntazes vresented in Tadle 1 for each
variable were analyzed over all 10 waves (or less where fewer_waves
are involved) to determine the median, or middle, pnrcantage.?

The median percentages reflect the overall positiosn of the collere
zraduates on sach variable. The data is presented in Table 4,
4fter =2ach median percentage ie gliven the range of percentaces
from highest to lowest,

(1) This arms negotiations data will be presented in
Technical Report 4,2 - (American mass opinion and assurance bhetween
nationeg}, With further funds, these arms negctiation ltems could
be analyzed for the college graduate responses,

(2) A median is the number in a series which is larger
than half of the numbers and smaller than the other half. Por
ordinal data, such as this, it 1is equiTalent to an average,

23
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Table 3. Summary of AIFO colleps elite odinion data

on disarmament and arms control issues,

AIPO ,
: : Survey Per cent Sample
Item YNo. Ho. Data ‘e8 No Slze
1o ¥iil there be a Nuclaear
Teat Ban Treaty with Russia? - ‘
(item Ko. S5, Avpendix II) ££9 3/63 53 39 %98
2+ Will Russia live up to
tagt ban treaty? : :
(item Xo. 6, Apvendix II) ££9 3/6% 13 A0 338
3, Should US arree to reduce !
armg if Russia asrses too? ;
{Item No. 7, Avopendix II) 674 B/63 53 35 1A
4, Should Senate avvrove teat
ban treaty? '
{Item No. 8, Appendix II) 67 8/63 74 13 33K
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Table 4. Medlan percentages and Taugus cf response
. among the college elite for essurance variablea.

‘Variable ' ‘ Hgdian Psroesntage Rangs

- » {fron=to)
1. Hon-issurance . _ 33.5 26 - 42
. 'Géneral dssurencs . 66,5 B - Th i
2. High Positive Assurancs . _ 20 c ; 11 - 22 é
3.. Relative Assurance _ 59.5 43 - 68 %
43 US ¥ar Power Supsriority ' 36,5 3% - 58 §
5. US-USSR War Power Parity o 370 ' ‘-31 - 45
6., US War Power Inferiority L R I 7 - 22
7. US Missile Power Supsriority 29.5 _13«- 50
8, US-USSR Missile Power Parity 31 15 - 34
9. US Missile Power Inferiority - 37.5 | i6~-‘?0
10. Defense Concern | | | 5.5 42 - 60
11. Peacetu# Sovigt’Intont‘ - | 54,5 L 40 = 70 'é
1z, quiet‘lntcnt.ta coopératg‘ ; | 8}; i | 77 - 89
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Tadle *. Continued

¥
i
b1
;
¥
4

2 e s s

Medlen Perosntage

16,

| 24, US-USSR Squality n !arlt;lttygat

il

Nedians dased on & waver,
Yedins based ¢z T saves,

Yariadle ’ Rang; -
' ‘ (f‘&nmso} |
13. SovieteAzmsriocan Conmon Gosl: :
Individual Preedon! 50 44 « 69
14, Soviet-imerioan Common »
Balsing Living Standards T4.5 €8 « 79
15. Coexistanoce Impossidle i8 | 12 - 25
OQC#i!tiacc Hay30 ¥oti1b1n 63 58 - 677 ';
1. Goextetance D!finitcly Tossidle 17.5 12 - 28 *
18. cnxn: Threat to nssn‘ 67.5 61 = 76
19, Communist Takeover Threat 53.5 30 - 64
90, BSoviet Takeover Threat’ 32 29 - 42
#1, US Bolemtific Superiority 70 57 ~ 74
22, US Oeld Yar Vieter® 90 79 - 92
23, US Superiority in Borld Zespect m”m 73 - 84
11 . 22

ievw rsage 42 laes thas 10 ycrctatcso ;oizsa.

*
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Note that non-assurance is fairly low, {33.5%) neanlng that
zeneral assurance is wide spresd (66.5%)., TYet, high vositive
sssyrance is not very widespreud {(20%). Thas relstive mssurance -
izs&sure, however, again auggesta that at isast =zome mcderate assurance
was widasnrsnd. :

Bellef in war power auperiority is not very high, but is

‘ones combinss superiority and parity, 83.5% of ths elite sae the U3

a8 at least squal to the USSR in war power during thie psriod. The
perception of US missile power is less optimistic, Less than a .
third normally see the U3 ahead of Russia in this field, and only
60.5€ sse the US as at least equal to Russia. It seems possidle-
that *he slightly higher general assuraros of this psriod is not

entirely based on perception of US missile powsr. As nmight de -
‘sxpected from the lattur dats, Defenss Ooncern was rather viacsprcnd,‘;

at least half seeing it as one of 3 top worries. ,
with respect to trust varisblcl. : fllrxy‘nanguint lnaga of

. Russia szerges, A majority attridute pesceful intent to Russis, and, !

gt least comvarad 40 Red China, an ovaruhslming psrcentages sg¢e Russias
as cooperative to the West (from 3/1963 on). 4 bare half see Russias
as more conoerned with individual fresdom than Ohica (from 3/1563 on). -
But cearly three fourths see Rus#ia more ooncerneé with the American

 fixation on living standerds than Ohina (from 3/1963 on). Hence,

for ths college elite Russis is generally seen a8 basiotlly pcaoa-
tul to some extent shsring in U3 gotll. : ,

On the ccexigtance 1lsuc. & large parocnt ses it ‘13 aavba
possidle”, with esqual fringes seeing 1% 83 impossible and definittly

~possidle. Most college respondents saw (Chins ss & threat to the

V38R - giving her sanother link with the US.

‘ With respent to variables not ingluded in the trnn-vurt.
tho following is clear, While communism is a majority conosrm,
Russis is seen as at least less of & threat than China to the US
(from 3/1963 on). The US is given strong solentifio superiority
over USSR and 1s overwhelmingly ceen as the ultimate winner 4in the
ocld war, Pinally, ths U3 is viaved vt strongly as ths more
respected nation around the world, 8t two findings suggest

- that Kennedy rezime had high Qltaca. vhleh thnuld ald truat in

ths USSR,

In genersl, the bdroad ~sneral assurance Ssezs dased on both
perceived power (parity plus superiority) and rather wide trust.
The fairly widespread worry over defenss and comsunisa, plus the
rether wsak perceived missile strength may account for the low .
spread of high positive sssurance. It should be noted that if the :
college elite 18 indeed more complex in 1its perosptions of assurancse,
as suggested abovo, then s moderate ltrtl! (threat or worry ) will

7
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zctually serve to ralse the complexity cf thsir nsauranco to &
=aximum (ses Sehroder, Driver & Straufert, 1957 &nd Iriver, 1G57)e==
1% looks 1n this oversll ploture as though college s-ita ABBUrANCE
ig failrly complex - 1t is at least baged on two Tactors, power

and trust - znd that zoderate anxietly reigns.

it any event, we cannot really tell how tha varlables ars
inter-relatad from the above account. I98s ussurance change mors
&8 pOWOr clangeas, or a8 trust variadlea chsngel! 4ire trust varisblan'
related %o powsr? To gnawer such qusstions weo must turn o th
correlatiozal analysis,

It is possible for all 24 veriadles presentsd adove ¢ be
intercorrelated with essch other. The resulting matrix of 24 by
24 variabdles would shsw how each variadle related to the others,
Howsver, many of the variables ars not independent §o.g. none
assurance angd gensral assurance are sixple laverses Purtiherzore,
tke interpretation of such & largze set of intercorrelations would
be quite formidadbla, A factor analysis (see Harmon, 1¢60) would
enable us to detearxine how the varisgdlaes clustersd. Ve night
f£ing, for inatance, that assurance is resiated to & cluster of pswer
variables and to & cluster of trust variatles. However, suoh an
aralysis is beyond the resources of %the present study. Hence,
we decidsd to sliminste any variabdles vhicn vers not lnqepondcnt.

This immoedistely eliminates nga_ggzgx@ng% t§§31m353§:aaag
thought to be & more positive way .ao st g datal,

A second method te cut down on vsrisables was to exarine for
each variable, the varisnce or the variadillty of parcentsges asross
waves in Tabdble 1. If percentages remsinsd fairly constant over
tima, 41t w=g clear tkat that variable would hardly correlate with

any variatls, except other "constants®, Ons varisble 4iscarded on

this basis wvas ium&mumkuwn%a The range on this vari-
able was only 9 peroentage: points (cee Iabdble 4).

A third elimination tactic was to sxsmine the percentages
of a variable for excessively low figurss = whioh zight Tean une

stable data, Q§~£§§_22x§z,13152;g;&3i was discarded sinose its
median vaiue was only 1134 and many valuegs wvro sven iowe», Other

lov madian values ars found for ? %

e EanT. For Tns ”vst'andJLast’of thase, ver)
: o g!t pcroant&go pointa). Nance, thsy wara dropped as
unprooising. - :

28




E~104

The varlables measured by the ltem contrasting Russia with
Fed China were o»resent in only the lasst four waves of the survey.
iny correlation based on such a low sample size (N=4) !s suspect.,
Yance, thess variables - *aaling #ith Soviet intent, shared coznon
soals, Soviet threat and China's threat to the USSR will be re-
served for & separate analiysis, '

We are zore raplidly approaching a desiradble point where
cach basle concept is repregented by one or at moat two varisbles,
"We wish to relaln two zémasurss of assurance for reliabllity pur-
poses a8 this is the cantrsl variadle. Por the rower variables,
both superiority and parity had theoretical interest, nhence they
are ratained. 3 a D nreriority i a faiiﬁy ztrong,
hizhly variadle entity. Howsver, it correlates -,926% with US
Misails Power superiority, hence it hardly seems worth while con=-
sidering it further as sn indapandent variadle, Dpfepse congcern

and Peaceful Soviet intent are retalned,
While Cgexistence impossible and 38 ie

szl are both interesting, they also are nezatively correlated

2 ¥hile this figure olearly does not imply %dentity between
the variables, 1t does imply s stirong, significant negatlve rela-
tlcoashlpe Hence, in the interest of econony (pexistenge tzopossible
is dropped from the correlational analysis, ( nep Y- A ] o
will be retained in the change analysis to rollsw. Commarist
toraat, S selsn i uyperiority, LSMW" . anc U9
suparierity in world regpack are all retained.

: Por various purposes, mainly to 1llustrate Xey trends, most

of the variadbles which were retasined for correlation, plus Coexisi~

spce irmpmoasihla are presented in Fizurea 3 and 4, Percentages are

vrlotted on the vertical axis snd time on the harizontal axis.

Agsurance. 1s represented in }Roih &raphs by gaperal ggsg;angg.
®{zure 3 contalns assurance end most of the trust reilnted variabler

‘4he only omission 1s the marginel ftem on Chinens threat to the

: ?:SR). Picure 4 contalns assurance and most of the power orlented

(1) Correlations are expressed in units froz +1.0 to «1.9.
A + 1.0 means the ranks of one variable perfectly coincided with
tnose of the other, & = 1,0 means that the ranks are parfectly re-
lated in an inverse way = whera one 18 high the other is low. A
‘zero correlation means there i8 no relaticonship.

{(2) Signiftn~ance implies that the result is non-randoa,
~w.th a probadllity of arror of 1 out of 20 (which is usually termed

=.05) or 1 out of 120 (which is ususlly termed p=.Cl), Por a

samplc of 10 ceses, a correlation of ¢ .53 has a p=,05 error possi-
v1lity of bsing random; a correlation of .76 is sicnificant at p=.21
level. o

29




E

Psr dent of Collers Elite desoribed Yy variable.

85

AUl ., 5750105 e s S

.

-
8a -
75 | KBY
T0 . eGeneral Assurance
USSR peaceful
65 - olntent :
60} g Coexistance
imposaible
55 §. ‘
, 1 Comxlotance de-
50 finttely vouslble
- :
. US3R intereet in
45 1 + sottine along
a0 | ‘USSR interest 1n
tndividual freedood
bl « UGSR lnterest in
livine standardsa
% | [
]
. 25 v v
U
"
15
’ i o B - "ﬂ""' o . :
10} T
5 i | i | i | i )
1960 C195K1 1942 196% 1964 1965 1964 19067 1948
' Plizure 3,

Assurance and Truct related variables for collegs elite opinion (Benton & Bowles)

data




1{%
Por oent of College Blite described by variables

L e N g 0

-
—
o
oy
o
“d
o
L. : ;
- ey s
" >
o General
= kizurarice
v U5 ¥ar Power
2 Superlority
= US Mlssile
Power
8 Sunesriority
") Defense Lor~
rera{ Inverts
L Sclence
: aperiarity
| 1 { | ! ] i 1
1950

1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 © 1966 1267 12€8

Time

Plgure 4. Asgurance and Powar variadbles for College ellts oplinlon. (Benton & Eowlcsvcnta)

S




. B~104

variables, Parity variables are omitted for reasons to ba dig=-

cussed balow. Dafense concern is inverted (i.s. it means "lack of" -

. defense concern) to better illustrate pettsrns, US soience super=
lority is seen as a potential power variadble. The thresat, cold .

" war and respect variablss are nct fundamentally orientsd to theery ann

ars are omitted, The most striking thing abou* these figures is’

the apparent similerity in varistion for all veriables. Ths de~

gree of this similarity can be sesn by correlation analysis,

In a final effort to dininish the number of variables to
ba intercorrelated, all rsmaining variables wers correlated with
zeneral assurance, Tha logic in most cases was that if some
variables failsd to correlate with assurance their role in any
tieory of assurance 1s marginal and further correlations can bn
- 8liminated,

The most atriking results of thege preliminsry correlations:
wes that 8 y ocorrslated & nesningless =.i5
with assurance, Eﬂl!}ﬁlTl&}Elﬁl also showed emsentially a gero
correlation with general assurance (or any other wvariasble, for

that matter). Hence, these two variables are oliainctca fron anr
further intercorrelation. On the other hand, ra ;
correlated .82 with ggngzggg%gnnxgng%. This very hi o0
BusRests that the two variebles may be slmost rﬁontzcdt
both reliadly measure the key variable of assursnce, ThH
provides additional confidencs in focusing on gensra
as central varladble. From this point on,
not be considarsd in the correlational anslysis.

Several varisbles showsd a marginally signitiosnt corrala-

tion with assurance., These included Qg~25§§:§131;33_§3131;§ﬁ=1f1
and ggggu%ng_jgifff sover of presviously -
friend y nations. These variables be inocluded in the intesre

'correlation. to yield 10 variables which wers intercarrelated.

The regsulting coefficlents of correlation are praseniad in Tadle 5.
Significant {p=.05 of error) corrslations are dsnoted with an
asterisk, while very signifioant correlations (p=.01) are signified
with a double asterisk., A1l correlations are over 10 waves except
for US Cold War Victor which was corralated vith all othor varinblon
over only the last seven waves, !

The principal interest in Table 5 are the correlations of
genersl assurance, Assurance is strongly rslated teo perceived

~ over USSR, Ths relationship with purs 51&g%§g'
) is not as strong. Migalle pariiy is marginally related

(1) Por a sample size of 7, & correlation coefficient of
L ,714 is significant, p=.0812.893 is significant, p=.0%1 ,
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- L.,.._....k_w_‘.m ha ke T e« o ns ) »—-.‘-..
Us US-U3SR : us 8
¥ar ¥isgile Yissile us U3sSR Coextgtance Cald

Puver Power Power Scterre Defenge Penreful Dafinlitely Communist War
Variable Supeplority Surerinrity Parity Superiority Congern Intent Possible Threat Yistar

General i

Assurance « 7% .l 50 L5 -, THER «B0%e 6% -~ 47 58

TS War Power

Superiority SR «0% ST e ~a51 PRl » 50 <19 35

U5 ¥isnlle

Poser

Suneriority . 35 PRI - E4n 48 . 7 216 « 20

US-USSR

Higzlle ; s

Power Parity .01 - 2h .0f .02 .18 +85 X

o

US Sciernce ~ »

Susaricrity «17 LLO® .04 «10 LGB0

Defense ‘

Concern - T4 -.74® LETe .00

USSR Pencelul

Intent L% - 48 » 35

Coaxintarce !

Perfinitely . 5

Possidle - 058 - 1% :

Coxmunist ' % 1

Threat 48

d. Sample wize = 7, all other cmases semole slze =10,

* p=.08 : ' '

% p=,01 ’ :
Rank order correlations enmonz key &scurance varlables in college olile opinlom, 1960-1967T. i
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to assurance, What this result suggestis 1s that both missila
squality and superiority vere related to collage slite sasuranoe.
Hissils inferlorlity wss related tc lack o assursnce. In overall
war power, parity is not acsceclated with assurence. Thism
suggaais that parity, in certein linited areas of military pover,
is accepiable if tha US malintsins an overall wsmr power lead.

On the other sides of ths piciures, ssaursncs 18 aleo highly
corrslated with perceivsd peaczeful iztspnt in the USSR and somewnet
laas strongly with the belie? thet coexisience 18 definitely
posgible, In othor words, assuranocs is related *o both power and
trust~-related factors as expected iz our tnaoreiloal Iramework,
Concretely this maens ths college slite will hs assured cnly when
the US hss a gensral powsr edgge and ths USSR is seen 22 trust-
worthy iu some elsmantery way.*+ Doth US ard US3R aotlions wsuld
thus sssn to be taken into acoouut by this sector of the public.

Another basic obeervation is the trend for trust variables
t0 te slightly stronger in their relatiorn with asaurance than
power variables, The strongest correlate of aesurance is pesrcelived
Soviet peaceful intent. It is the enly variable whose correlation
cosfficient with assurance is extremely significant (p=.0l). Ths
naxt best correlate is war power supsrioriiy, tut next comes bslief
in coexistance - ahead of missile power superiority. In chort,
trust variables came 4n first and third, powesr variables weras seoond
and fourth., ¥hile these rasultis are not at all corelusive, they
suggest that & 8lightly greater empnhassgis on trust than on powsr
may charaoterize the college alucated elite of thie pericd.

It may be oblected that defense concern wasd Xaally the
second best correlate of assurance, and that thir is 2 pover varie-

~ble. 4 carsful glsnce &t Table 5 dispells the latter idea, Do~

fense concern, surprisingly, is only marginsally relatsd te sny
power variables, On the contrary, it reletes vsry strongiy to

both trust verisbles, Hezacs, it ryazs dbetter io clxss Jdaefense
concern as a part of the trust cluster of variablss, 4 similar
logic would link scisnce superioriiy to power variables. If we

thus rank the 3 trust and the 3 power varistles in ordsr of rela-
tion to assurarce, we find ranks 1, 2, and &, zo to trust variables.
The Mann ¥Whitney U Test (Siegzel, 19555 suggasts that this rank
order supportes the proposition that trust was more related to
assurance thsn power (p=.10)},

(1) When the USSR 1s trusted more than 1t wms 1961-1967,
vower parity may replacs power superiority as an esssntial ine-
gredient in assursnce.
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However, an immediste issue arises.. Are tTurt and power
really separate factors? The general answer seems to bet Yed,
True, US war power superiority relates slightly to perceived Soviet
peaceful intent, But war power suverliority dbarely relates {6 co=
axistance beliesfe at all.  US misaile power superiority relates
cuch more poorly to eithar trust variabls, Missile parity i
totally unrelated.

_ Furthsrmore, btotn war powsr and Soviet pesaceful intent
correinty mors withn sgsurance than they do with each othar. T'his
sugzests that although power and truat factors have soms relatsde
nang, they rezain separate factors in relation to asmurance.
Finally, nots the pattern of correlstions for war power and Soviet
peaceful intent. They differ sharply in relation %o defense con-
cern and communist threat, They differ somewhat in relations with
coexistance and misesile power superiority. These differences
furtL$r suggest thet powsr snd trust are separate factors in this
data.

Within the power sluster we would include missile, war power
and sclentific superiority. Miselle parity stands by itaelf, Ths
rathar low correlation of missile and generail wur power euperiority,
sugrgests that to the collegs elits, war power 1s a muoh droader .
packuge than just nuclear missiles. The implicaticns cf this ocom=
plox view of power will be discussed below. Ths atrong idantifi-
cation of sclience and powor is also striking., In ths college elite,
federal spending on scisnce would asenm to nave unexpsoted dividsnd
iz public assuransce, :

The near 1dentity ¢f sclence and U3 Oold ¥ar Victory is
extraordinary., It points cut & possiblillity that the arms race
might easlly ba converted to a "sclence rsce", with no lcss of
pudblic fasurance or ciuviction of ultinmate viotory for democracy.

Within ths trust cluater are US3R psaceful intent and hellef
in coexistance. It i8 instructive to see that bdeliel in coexistance
ig strongly related to positive USSR intent but pot strongly to US
power, A8 noted, low defensse anxiety Ssesms aloo to fit with posi-
tive percaption of USER rather than with pure U3 power. Agaln note
the importance of trust rather than sheer power in sllaring college
public fears. Thes fact that defense fear negatively correlstsa
with assurance is a further proof of the consistency of these re~
sponsas, Cne would expect assurance and anxiety to ba inversely
related. The linkage of sssurance, low anxiety, end trust, further
strensthers the iuage that trust factors are very ilmportant to the
college alits,

(1) Howevar, only a factor enalysis of the correlations
would conclusively sudstantiate thias issue,
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The remaining variables seem to have only distant cornsotion

1th assurance, powsr or trust. Migssile parity only approsches &
slgnifioant correlation with assursice and possibly with US Cold
Har Victory. It seems to bes & rather isolsted variamble, whose role
in public opinion nmay as yat be Jjust emerging., Jurprisingly,
Communist threat to other countries has a very werk relatlonshlp

to aBsurance per se, L1t dces itond to hava the ¢rpscisd nezaiive
reldtionahip. A2 would be expected, threat is negatively rasliated
to USE8R peaceful iutent and positively relatad to dafanse cosncein.
%en~a. this would appear to be 8 marginal membar of the trust
cluntar., The interenting izplication of this inclusion i3 that

the college elits may bs responding to Sovist metiops, poz*”*va
end nezative, in dbuilding its perception of US3R intent. VS powsr,
per se, does not ssem very eritical in the collezs imsgae af tas
UZSR, Pinally, US Cold War Victory seems even nmore marzinal
covarying wainly with sclence and hence with the power ciustsr,
Since it is caloulated for only the last 7 waves of the survey,
Cold War Victory'a pattern of corrslations wltih other variables
will not parallal those of Sciencs, which was correlated with
other variables over 10 waves, even though sclience and Cold ¥ar
Victor correlats ,G68.

Before leaving the correlationsl analysis, it is useful to
consider thosg variadles measured oanly in the final waves of 1tls
survav. Three of these ralate to trusty Soviet intent to get
alone, Soviet interest in freedom and Soviet interest in hiwzh
standards of livinz., The other two assess Soviat threat to take
over othar nrtions and Chine's threat ¢o the USSK. ¥hile thass
variables are measured by an item that meraly gives USSR values in
relation to Red China and the dsta 1s avellable over only four
waves, an analysis of correlations in Table § ia lnatructlva {nae
also Pigure 3),

Pirst note that the three "trust'variables are more or legs
strongly pesitively intercorrsiatad, Then note that all thrsee
atronzly relste to ane of the two main truust variables - (USER
peaceful intent or coexistance) and weskly to the cther main trust
variable, Tney also negatively rslate %tc defense concern just as
the two main trust variables do. In other words, they jain the
"trust cluster," as expected. PFurthermore, two of thsm strongly
Telata to assurarnce; one weakly roletes,., Again this refleoc.. the
stronz rslation bdetween trust factors and assurance, The weak
rslationship betwesn theme naw trust factors wnd power is aleo in
¥eeping with treands found in Table 5, A8 might be expected, thsy
ralate negatively to perceived Communist threat ang poaxt‘vely to
US Cold ¥War Victory (i.e. the U3 "wins" me Russis esdopts "our
goaln}. (——— =

The rezaining two variadles in Table & hardly reiatse to
anything. USSR threat 1e ' inversely related to USSR peaceful .
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L ¥
Yariahles U3SR Intereszt USSR Gonl: USSR Gonl: dhing Threst USSR
In Gettine Individual Hish Livirng to USSR Threat
Alone Freedon Standorids
USSR Goal: Individual Preodom .5
U352 Goal: Elgh Livine
StanAavrds 1.0% 8
China Thriet to USSP - T - .
USSK Thrent - -.05 - - )
Seneral Aercurance 1.0% R 1.0# - -~
US War Pover Sumerioritr i - - - - -
US ¥isntle Power Suneriarity .8 .7 .8 1,0% - z
35«-US38 ¥icglle Power Parizy LTS5 - &7 - - g
U3 Scierce Suveriorit- - - - - -
Tefernge Qcrcerrn -. 35 ~. 75 ~ 30 - -
337 FeaceTl Intent | A 1.0¢% L9 - - G5
Coexietance Tosaible 1.0 R .00 - -
Cozmunist Threat ~. R -1.,0% -3 - .35
US 2ol Hsr Vietor + 3 1.0 +.58 - « G5
i Aegh wmeans ot tha sorreletion vas too low to bte worih reoooriiug, )
& n= 05 )
Table £, Bewk ordev corvelntinrs armonr assurance viarlables eiven ¥ o Waves

(x/73 to 2/°7) af 3enter % Jcwles survey, for collece =iite
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Reild

%ﬂﬁ ne sad wozttively related to Comzunist threat sud Vi 0old War
¥iatepr, Tne jatiar novralevion SuUursssts that &8 UVIER threst ine
a?a%aga ihe esiiasa eilte gags <he UJd ng more & uﬁnﬁer ip tns Colé
sEag,  Wleah tals ke 4ue Y8 & dafensive inoresse in pevosived UJ

aeakbitiy i yaserense 19 Hoviet threat?

Bed Ghina’e threat fo USGR relates only to US miseile powsr
aqnspiaptiy, @ this ccinclifencs? Or zsy 1t be ¢hat 83 Chins wexe
cq 44 @ shreat $a UGBR in sliis ovinion Lt wag Zesn a® a rising
thraat by the U3 sovernsend, which contributed to cur asoctual rise
ia wisatie pawert PFurthar comments on the implicstion of Red Ohina
fep nim pousy will %2 mede below,

in suzoary, the oollsze alite sesns to relate assurance to
{8 powsp suneriority &nd positive trustful views of the USSR, Sclence
52a98 4 %9 A2 une¥oeotsd keYy to US power, overshzdowling missile
payRp peP §8, In faot, siesile parity seems somewhat acosptsble to
¢m ngllers 2lise, uaing sssurance za a oriterion for acceptance.
Trusd w@%ié gsaem t2 vecuire pomitive Soviet action, as well as US
enywipe T8 dupendencs of trust on preer seems rather slight,
L hgden eartainly not nonexjstant,

The sorralation d4ats oan be interpreted, isptativsly,in a

sruneg) way, It wnuld bs that chanrses in sither perceived US power
ey paviag ?ruﬁzxﬂr‘rineas cause changes ip assurance, A more
sinbarata “model” im shown {n Plesure 5, The two principsl "causes"
6f s2pupansa ars showt by heavy Arrov lines leading from Fover

and *ryat Lo agsurance. Trust, in turn, 1s infsrred from ths
narralations of US3H peaceful intent and coexistarnce with agsurance
sng esaR othar, It was not directly measured (but see Strickland,
148y, Ora ean infer that percseived Sovist peacsful intent causes
haliel fR noszigtancss rathar than the oppesite, hance, the causal
srrow fram USSR intent to coexletance in Figure 5, Furthermors,
inoranied ballef in USSR peacsful intent prodadly “ocauses” decreased
defgnse concern in the collere public., L lower defense concern is
respondad to 'y the sovernmant, US power will decline, csusing a
¢rop ‘n Assurance, So ironioally, trust could cause a drop in
gagurense ¢ the government lowers power as trust incresses. It
¥wuld naem that until vower suveriority is replaced by parity or is
clizinxtad as an sssursnce base, ag in US-Canadian relations, the
ravarnRent carnnd rnlax rowvar as trust increases, However, it may
ba that &% rariain “erttieal”™ hieh trust levels, power may have
etthar no affert or & nesntive effact on trust. Purther implications
ef thiz 4ata will do discussed bslow,

The “oausal model"” of Pigure S must be viewsd as purely
ailsraative, Courrelmtional analyels as done hers cannot subatantiste
sananl analyele, Only a tinme saries analvsis could begin ¢ do this.
Howavnr, ar analveis of major changes in college elite ovinion can
shad noga lioht on poecgible causes of sgsurspoe. I% =may alse fore-
cradnaw Lhe dirsetion in which colleze elite opinion 1is moving.
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CeMalor Changes in Assupance Varlables for COollege Fllte Opinicn

A Mann ¥hitney U test (Siegel, 1356) was conducted on =all
variables in Table 1, which were measursd ian 7 or mores waves,
Trhese varisbles are 1istsd in Tedle 7. After easch variable, is
irdicated the diraeetion of changa, if any, Then the amzount of
srange from the median of the pre~change period to the msdien of
tre post chanre nariod {s given, Next comas the date when change
beran And the date when change terminated. Thua, for non-assurance,’
the RSEE decresse ocourred bstween 9/A61 and 1/62, The U value ine
dicates how statistically etrone the change wes. Ths lowver ths

U value, the stronrer the change, Next are given the number of
waves vrior to and succesding the change - nj and n, respectively.
®inally, the significance level for each U 1s given, In every
case, U valuea for posaible chanres at any point in tize were
ceaputed. In two cases noted in Tadble 7 the point ¢f change was
uncertaln and marsinally significant earlier chance dates are
Fiven a8 footnotes., It may be helvful in wviswing this data to
consult Fizures % and 4,

A sumnary or Table 7 would bes that:

1) Assurance showed modest to strong incresses.

?) Parceived US power increasid strongly.

3) Percavtions of vositlive intent and coexistznce
notential increassed in strong and modest degrees
respectively.

Ir. othar words, the period from 1961 to 1657 was one of an incressingly
vositive orinion clinate., Note that in no cude 18 the change over

20%, This is in line with findings of Dsutsch & Merritt (1955) tzat

at least 40% of a novulation never sesmg to alter thalr attitudes,

£0% shiftR are rare effects of sustained, extremely dranmatic evants
(e.z. World War 1I). They note that under mors normal circumstances,
sustained, dramatic evants can induce 10=-20% chances. Inolated
dramatic, or undramatic austained events impact less than 10%. Thus

2 change under 10% {8 called modest.

The issue, however, is which variables changed firet. 1I%
is mors probable thnt if variable A& changes and then B changes that
& causes B, rather than the reverss, Tadle 8 surmmarizes the chsnzes
in ma‘or vartables over tima, Note that the first variadle tog alter
was U3 Scimnne supariority which rose bestwesn April., 1961, and
Sentamber 1941, This was followad by an increase in perceived UB
wARr powaT suneriority &t the axpense of oarity and inferliority from
September 1941 to January 1962, A sizilar rlge in US ¥issile powsr
wag at tha axpanse of i{nferiority ngt verityvet At this seme time

{1} Thims echms corralation data showing nmissilie auperiority
and pAaritv as unralated,
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Tedble 7, Idrection, smount and time of najlor ghange Ain assurance ;
variadbles for college ellte oplinion. i
Variabdle Direction of "Amount of Time Chance u ny ng p :
Change Chunge  Beging Ends ;
|
t. None-sesurance decrease - B8.5% 9/61 = 1/62 3 4 5 .033
2. High Positive \
Assurence increase 5.5% 1/62 - 6/62 1 5 5 .008
3. Relative
Asgurance incresase 10 ¢ 1/62 - 6/62 3 5 5 .028 s
4. US ¥ar Power , "
Supsriority increass 18 € 9/61 - 1/62 ) 5 6 .005 4
€+ U3 ¥ar Power
Farity with J
U3sR decresne - 7.5 9/61 ~ 1/62 ) 4 6 .005
6. US ¥ar Power
Inferiority dacreass - 10.5% 9/61 - 1/62 1 4 6 .01
7. US Mizsile |
Fower H
Supericrity incresse - 14,0% 9/61 -~ 1/62 2 4 6 .019
8. U3 Kiasile
Powar Parity
with USSR no charnge 0
S. US Himsille
Power
Inferiority dscrosse 15, % 1/62 - 6/62 4 5 5 .08

(2) Mann ¥hitoney U values nignify amount of change, Siegel, 1556.
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Tadble T = Continusd

Tige Chanie

Variatle Direction of  Asmsocunt of U ny ©p P
Change Change Beglra Ends Yalus

10. Defense Concern decrease -3 % 1/62b- €/62 0 5 5 .C0A
11, Peaceful Soviet ) ,

Intent increase 15 % 1/62 -~ 6/€2 5 ) .033
15¢ Cosxistance im-  decrsaae - 7.5% 1/42 -~ 6/62 4 5 5 .043

posnible :
16; Cogxlistance may

ba possible no change 0
17, Coexistance daf- )
' initely possidle Aincresse 5 £ 3/639- 2/64 0 3 7 .008
19? Comuuinigt threat po change (¢}
212 U3 Scientific ,

Superlority ircrease g £ /61 - 9/61 v 3 7 ~008
22, US Cold ¥ar ,

Victor increase 6.5% 1/62 - 6/62 2 5 0 .07
23. US ¥orld Reaspect no change 0
24, US~UY9SR ¥orla

Respect Esuallity no change 0

¥o1-d

e i

al

ih; A change froa 9/6t to 1/62 is marginally significant: U=3; ny=4; no=6; p=.056
[+ Ozuittad varlavles (from Tabls 1) are those measured in only four waves, for
which tke Kapmn Thlitney U iz mesninglesa, .

(4) A change froz 6/62 to 3/63 36 marginslly significantr U=3i 1ny=6; no=8, p=.056
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¥olor Voriablea
Power

Azgursnce
Trust

Tlze St
a/61 - 9/61 9/61 = 1/62 1/62 -~ 6/62 6/62 - 3/63 3/63 - ¢
gs us "US Cold ¥ar
Power
Sclence Galn] Supericrity Victor”
F
Gain Increase
s
" Kon-Assured” Sizh I~
Posltive P
Iecline dgsursnce
Gain
!
Dofensa Gonoozd Docline '
U552
Paccoful
Intent .
gain Coexintuuce definitely
Coexlistance ©opouwaldle g
Iapossible
Decline
i

Tadle 8. Eumzary of Kajor Ohsrges in Elite Assurunce ?arzablgs. 1660 - 1967,
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non-assurance deolined, Tt is possibls that defsnss concarn arlso
tegan to drop in this period.

Then baginning in January 1962, a new series of changes
ocour reaching culmination in June 19662, Psrceived peaceful
US8R inteat went up. Dafenss conocern wae® definitely down., High
resitive assurancs went decisively up., IDuring this period, halief
that cosxistence ia dsfinisely poesible inporepsed; rossidly from
Jure 1962 but definlitely fronm Harch 1943 on to Pabruary 1954, It
{z quits intersmting %o note that once the "thaw" had set in hy
Juns 1982, positive images ol the UdsR, US power, and sssursnce
rezained high through ¢ 1967. The Cuban miesile crimes of latae 1962
was unabdble to gsignificently eaffect any of these veriabdblea. Iote iu
Plgures 3 ard 4 thet only a slight snd tazperary drop in missile
powsr (not war power) and in assurance (rot trgat factors) followed
the Ouben orisee; and that recovery was rapid,

4 simple causal interpretation of these ohenzas is that a
US powsr gain,fsreshadowsd or caused (%) by & solence gain led to
incressed trust and assurarce. It ias quite reasonabls to infer
that since the USSR hes lost power, it ocax end will do less harme
hence, ons can bas mors assured. It 1B also plausibdle to assune
that si=se the USSR ham less power than the US tansy musi develop
zore positive goals and tactice cencerning the U3, It 12 usually
the case that the weaker develops positive madss of dealing with
the stronger., 4pparently, the socisl psychological literaturs
that suggests that high powar interferes with trust (¥Walz-u, 1988)
i® not surported in the college elite. ~

However, thims interpretstion may not be ocorrset, Ths
correlation analysis suggests that truut faotors sre somewhut more
central to assuranace then to power, and that trust and pover ars
only weakly correlated. How can this ba reoonciled with the strong
role and impact attributed tn vower in ths prscedirg passage?
Social pasvenoloey has found that weaker parties 4end to dislike
the stronzer (Mulder e: sl. 1565), and that weaksr p«rties e. e less
trusting regarding stronger (Solomon, 1960). Aissusing that these
views are valid, i3 4t possidvle that the college slite ims not
aware of his and asassumes that the inferior USSR will not dislixe
and 4istruat our superior vower?

{1} The failure of the crisis %to permarintly dislocate
opinicn may be dus to: A, Kernedy's careful stress on Soviet
coopevatisn and ‘rustworthiness during the crises (Gould, 1968);
b, Kann=4y‘a use of "hard" data - photos - to dispell doudt
{Gould, 1960}; c. Tha tendency for crises to "freesze" attitudes
into olossd nystams into which new data cennot get (3trickland,
1068; Schroder, Driver & Streufart, 1967).
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An slternate interpretation of the events of 1961-1967
nay allevigto somo of these vprobleme. Note in Tadls 8 that only
"negative"i attitudes changed when perceived power shifted froaz
August, 1961, to January, 1662; (i.s, non-sssurance and defense
concsrn deciined}; but those convinced of peace stayed low and
tist factors stayed unchanged., Only aftsr January, 1662, diéd

soltive” attitudes grow, Cosxistenos vsllefs followed a sizilar
ssquence delax.J one cyuls = £irst bellief that coexistence was
lnpossibias deolinsd (1/62 - 6/62) thsn, from 6/62 on, belief in
daflintte chances for coasxisisnce rome, These BaqUANCES auggest a
very tsntatlive explanetion ia zarzs of ¢wo phases {(8as Figure 5),

Phese Onet The power supsriority gain of the U3 reduced
ccllege glite cacteinty of war sand defente anxiety in the psriod
from 4/51 to 1/62. During this period, itne collsze elits opiniocu
bacame nmore oven to new information adbout the USSE end moure able
to develop & complex view of the USSR as not ail bad. Psyochologisal
litaraturs is replete with data suggestion that extrems fear bdloocks
the inteke of new information discrepsant with established views
{(Janis & Pesnback, 1953; Gollob & Dittes, 1965; Leventhal, Siagzer &
Jones, 1965)., I% is probable that non-assurance and defense =oznoern
equate with fear., Thus, as long &3 the fear persiastsd any new dats
from the news medis suggesting pooitive asots or traits in the USSR
wiuld rot be sosimalated and ths inage of +the US3R would atay
nagzative., Tha faar decrease of /61 « 1/62 enmbled iths college
alite to tske in any available positive informaticn sbout ths USSEH.
Pasychologlicesl rz2aearcn alsc suggeasta shat under nigh stress, such
as fsar, complex visws, (sspecially trhose inc'uding positive and
nezative treits) of others are unliksly (Driver, 1967; Streufert,
1357; 7ollob & Dittes, 1965). Thuse, only if fear is reduced, as
in 9/61 ~ 1/62, will the college slits bLe sxpacted to saow »
zore balanced, complex visw of the UBSHR, in whioch positive fauaters
are balansed with negative,

Phase Two: In ths less anxious climate following 1/62,
positive behavior by the USSR and U3, reported in the news nadia,
{nduced a rise in trust for the USSR in the more "open'" collacge
elite, Acconmpanyiny thls trust galn _was & rise ir poritive assurace
in which war was reen as improbable, Figure § pressnts this

(1) The distinotion that ponitive and negative aspects of
attitudes operats under separate dynazics has support elsewhers =-
(ses Sohroder et al. 1367:, Herzberg, 1966}, _

(2) Coexistence beliefs lagged bshind the generesl trend,
thourh ehowinr the mame sequencet 4 negative view going down first,
" then an increcese in posltive views, The lag may be Jus to the faot
that coexistence concerns longsr range phenomens (rsoals) than
asaurance or intent., lLonger range phenoxena may te slaower to change.
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tantative rodel of thiz twy »hass Bhift. Note that both changee
in US science potential dating froa &4/6i and prodably, sctual changes
in U8 power (e.w. the nsws releases claiming the US had eliminated
the =missile gap) senerats & parceived power ﬁaln. ;ﬁ&a in turs

diminiches nepative attitudes and gexerates “orenrsss” to paw ine
forzation. ZBeporte of positive events gsnerate & gain in poattive

~attitudes.(see alsc Driver, 1968¢),

Thers are eriticeal {mplications in this podel which must
be drawn '

1)  Power rains did4 not dirsctly csuss gains in trust
reisted attitudes, The power shift was & criticsl
pre~condition of rising trust, bdut <¢rust zains dae-
perded mairly on US and US5R positive moticns,  Thie
accords with the correlation dats,

2} Poslitive sssurunce is related almost sntirely to
gaing in trus® variables, Non-gzsurances decressen
with raine in power; but 4t i8 replancsed with a
marginal view in which wer may or zay not come - &3
long as trust is low., In other words, powsr per se
can only gensrate marzinal, not high,assurance.
Trus, the elite may very well bs aware of the linits
of superior power 2t moderate to léaw trust lavels
Bs & meens ofgaining furthar trust iz another pariy
{soze of wnich limits are suggested by social
peycholoryle

A further vproblez in this wmodel is whether with new, emerg-
ing hieh truset levels, powsy superiority 18 unseded at alil, In tha
~orrelational Jata, nissilas parlty nad some relation to sseurance,
in tha poat June, 1962 pariod, did parity become acceptable? Did
the role of power declire further? ¥e cannct tsll from present
data. A glsnce at Plpurss 3 and 4 show that at mno tima from June,
1962, onward d4id4 hoth war vower and missile power decline sirmule
taneocusly., Tne rTethsr steadily high sssurance lavel was neve®
sublacted to & total power decline. Hence, 1% zust bs left to 8
future aralysia to determine whether trust and assurancs vis a vis
tha Soviet Union are now hirh enouzh in the college educsatad publie
to survivs a drop in powsr to parity lesvels, :

Ra_.Suazarr snd fonparlelon of “be Thrse Senton & Dowles Analvesp

In rensral, the thrse analyses of college elite opinicon
converze or the saxe dual faotor model of assurance., The general
median analysin shows a high assurance lsvel based on hizh per-
ceived power and fairly high gensral trust related attitudea, <The
correlation =modsl confirme the relationship of assurance to power
and trust factors. But &t throws clearer lieht on the pre-euninencs

a7
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of trust during the :ntirs pericd. The correlation wmedel alse
apotlizhts thé importsnt role of US scleuce superioristy in povser
perception and tha very wear role of power perity - neither of which
roles are clemr in ths xsdian acalysiu, Firally the malor change
aralvsis adds aeveral new insignta, It i3 clear that all thres
msjor variables - trusmt, power and assurenco ghowed & siarp in-
craase in or sround the period from August, 15861, to June, 1662,

It i3 also clear that a chanre in power was the key that unlocked
increases in trust and asaurancs, However, a xore deatailed snsiysis
of ‘he changs data srswed that the powsr s8nlft ie sccozmpanisd by
changes only in nagatlive compenenis of trust and sssurance., Positive
components of these variables sniftsd montrno sfier tha ;ower shift -~
probavly in response to world evernts,

Thus, the =zalor change end corrslational snalyses are not
necessarily at odds., ZIZoth esugzest that gains in power will affect.
trust and at least minimal ascurance, licwever, powar's effect on
assurance was strongsst prior to the malor shift., As long as
assurance and trust were larzely nregative, changes in US powsr were
potent "rauses” of nzsurance and trust veriation. Howevsr, once
the shift to high US powsr occurred, with consequent dscrease in
neapativa attitudes, the role of powsi dizminished, Trust and positive
assurance are still probabdly devendent on some kind nf power super-
iority, but increases in trust or assurance beyond low levals mus«
come from other scurces; and the interd=znendsncy of trust angd
asaurance should lzcrease « at tha expernse ol powar. Th® thyast of
this developzent may be the capablility of ths collecs elits to
accept power parity with no loss of trust or assurance.

A few alnor coints round cut this discussion. The division
of attitudes into positive and nceative compenents is found only
in the major change analysis, Thnis distincticn could be analyzed
via correlation technigques if & more sxpanied intercorrelation of
8ll variables in Table 7 were carried out. Tor the moment, howaver,
we urge caution in viswing the majlor change model of Pigure 6,

Anothar diffarsnce basiween correlation and »ajcr change
models concerns the role of defense concern. In the correlation
model (Pipure 5) positive Soviet intent "camuses” defenee corncern
to denlins.  Howaver, this inferencas 1a based s3o0lsly on a correls-
tion batweer the variobles, Causality might as eesily be raveread,
or come from a third fanter (ms the Major Chenge model sugpeats).
In the malor chanese zo0dal (Flzure 6), declinins dafenss concern
"causns” opannass to positive events which in tvrn causes an iae
crease in parcelved nositive Intant In tne USSR, Sizce correlational
4ata 18 80 nuspect whon csusally analyzed, wa lean 10 tha model
basecd on malor chenge dats,  The interpretation that dsfanse con=-
cern changes prefisures intent perceptions in no way 2onflicis with
tha correlation between thex.

(1)

ea Driver, 19%Af9c,
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jnother polint concerns the increaainaly olear rcle of
events es ona goes Irow the zedian to major crheanzxe data. Ho rule
of svents i3 clear in the genaral ploture, The impsat of Zoviet
threats and intent in the correlstion podel Bursests el‘ght&y thad
USSR aats micht be koys to aszurance bhazed on trust. Jut inm ¢ka
major change data the role of actusl powsr and soience evsnta gﬂé
of real positive sctions by bovh nations geens clemremt, iz
anothar piace (Driver, 1958c) this problem of she rols of avents
will ve discussed. '

%1

it ia =z vorrelats of power. In the zalor onange wotal L1%8 shengs
preceden power chanred,  Jan ihis -gp;y whart Jolence ¢hARzed ins
duced the powar change and possidly the vhsle =maguenss cf awentul
Suech a conclusion would £1t our tachr” qus cf pEBinning cauzality

to events tnat pro ced other cvents, i? thim s sudetantiatsd, ths
role of mclence in international relaticns sasuzes Ritherid unfares
#sen signifioknos.

L final volnt concerns Jclence, Iz the oarralation madel

CBaAn Analypds of Data on Codls

The AIPOC itens which ware clomest to the Denvon & Howles
items are presented in Table 2, They were not given av ins same
times a3 the Banton & Bowles waves, 86 nny ¢irest comparisen is
rot possidle. However, the 1tems can be plottsd sleong with thalr
Eenton % Sowles countarparts 1o deplot thelr gensral patieras.

?igure 7 saowe the zenaral assuranza and peacerul UI3R
intent ltams from Benton & Bowlen contrasied with twe truet relatsd
AIPO itezs. The AIPD item labelled "paceful intent or 2asurancs”
in Figure 7 is jazbiguous. It aaka "if war comes, will it cona
from Ruasia...". <~his could msan wzlg Pusein attaok™ 20 noue
readers, or "is Russia desirocus of war" to others. It seess to
descridbs a U curve in Plgure 7, which canforsas gensrally ¢
as3urance or, less well, ‘o parceful US3R intent Benton & Rovles
1tems. In per cent of agresment lavel, ‘i moat rasemblas Benton
& Howles' aarurance., Wa wou}d thues guess ihat most AIP0 regpondsnils
real {t a3 "wlll war come',

Kota that this AIPOC iftenm olearly ifdentifies the nouree cf
war as USSR. Yet the 1tem still €its the Bsnton & Bowles gpneral
war ccnearn item gulite well, Thia supports an earlier contenvylen
that tre Bsnton & Zowles zasurance item rsletes to &lauranco vias
& vis USSR,

(1) Thus, our inte=dratativn in Ta%ble 2 was incorreot. I
does not seem to ba a pesceiul iatent Ltem.
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.The other AIPQO trust 1tem asks for belief in tha vossidility
of peaceful seittlement with the USSR, It too i3 ambisuous =« does
1t imvly peacaful Antent within the USSR or votsntial Por coexistance?
A zlance ot Fleure 4 shows that this AIFO item is at & much higher
level of accepiance than tne Benton & Zowles itema on coexisiaucs.
Hencea, 1t 1¢ related te verceived UIZSR peaceful imtent in Filazurs 7.
The "#1%" i3 exceedinesly fccd. Here avain tha Banton & Howlse itan
¥ olarify what a rather tynicallv amblaucus 4170 Ltem i3 really
183e58inr.  The close ©11 of hese fws Lliams also Surgestis that
telisf in USSR neaceful tntent is 1linked (o sasine a peacoiul goiue
tlon of US~US3E »nroblems. 7This iz turn miznt a2w2pliify ths reason
for a correlation botween peaceful USSR intent snd coexistance
tellaefe in the Benton & Bowles data. Obviousiy, ths pesaceful zclue
tion of US-USSR differences bodes well for coexistance.

<

¥ore menerally, note that both ATPO items show an upward
shift followins 1/62. This is the same point when Benton & Bowles
"positive" items swung uvwards. A statistical test for change in
these two AIPO variables is rather useless given the fact that ona
has only 5 and the other 3 rendings. However, if we teke a rel=
ativiatic view, and ask, for each item, how many readings are sbtove
the mean for the item, and how many bdelow, we can combine the L9
Ltens' data, One can see that for the "assurance™ AIPU {tem, the
first 2 readings are below 3 mean value for that 1tem while the
1ast resdines is absve the mean. Yor the pesaceful settlzsment itenm,
the first two reaiines are below while the ilast three are above.
If we use 1/62 ms 2 nivet noini, 1t turns out that the four reade
inegs from hoth itsms below the mean values of thelr own set come
before 1/62, The four percentares ebove the means of the spproe-
priate set are all after 1/62, The Fisher Exact Test (Siegel, 1956)
firds thig shift sienificant (p=.05). Thus, if one combines dats,
the AIPO i1tems show A silgniflcant rise in assurance and peaceful
intent nmeasures in Janusry, 1962, This is precisely when the
assurance and oenacaeful intent items rose in the 3enton & Bowles
datsa. We,thus, have an independent cenfirmation of the timing
of chanee on a separate sample. The universality of the 3Banton &
RBowles sample 18 stronslv supported.

In Firpure B, a similar analysis of an AIPO misstile power

tem 1r sliven., The wordine of this item 1s very similar fc the
Bencon % Bowles 1tem, however, the AIPO item omits refernance %o
space craft, Note that the AIPO iltem isconsistently more andorsed
than the Senton & Bowles item. Evidently, the US elite were much
leges sanruine on US space eraft suneriority than they were on U3
nissilae=-rocket superiority. VYet, the pattern of arreement is
very similar for the two ltems. Botn show an upward 4hift alter
9/61. For %the AIPD item 2 ¥ann Whitney U test, shows a maximum U
of 0 (ny=3, no=?) which can only attain & p=.1Q ¢iven such low
sample sizes., The AIPO vower 1tem gxactly mirrors the noint of
chance for Benton % Bowles power items; again reflecting a remark-
able universality in these opinion shifts,
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B. _Colleze Ellte Opinion on Arms fonix

The impliecetlens of the abova datm sre that fellowine 1/62,
colleze elite oninien shifted towards trust in tha USSR, Trust :
innludes & najority view that coexlszance tnd & pasceful settlensnt
with the USSR ars possidle. Therefcre, cne can predict that college
opinion in vost 1/67 will definitelv favor arms controls freszine
the pernelved US vover edge.  Thay will pommidbly favor agresms©is
on digarmanent, I1f and gniy i trust is hizh snough to enable thenm
to tolerate power parliy. .
Savaral AIP0 lians denlt with arms necotiacions (zee Tadle
3}, Two were administered in 3/63, One of tnese asked if & ,tast
ban treaty was likely with the USSE. The college elite mnrid yss
(64%). A second item asked if the USSR would live up to this treatys
Only 40% said yes., In B8/63 another set of two itens was admine
istered, One asked 1if we should avprove of the partial tsst ban
treaty. Some 71% saild yes., ¥hen asked if we should Blgn & dise
armament treaty (of unstated magnitude) with the USSR, 53% wero
in favor.

In general, when a test ban was in question, an increasingly
larre majority were in favor as time progrsesed, This i3 despite
a 60% bellef that the USSH would net be reliable (in 3/63)., Un=
ralinbility may not mean nezative intent, It could rean a belief
that a very defeneive USSR might 2o back on its riadge as 1%t had
in 1961, Fowever, in B8/63, the college elits were for a dissrm-
ament pact of unspecified magnitude, This is quite Luportant.
The wordine 1s crucilal (see Table %) - "1f Russia aprses to roducs
armaments angd armsd forcef..snould the US agrese?" Cne possibdble
thrust of this item is parity. There 1s pp guarantes hare of US
supremacv. Yet, in 8/63 it was endor:24. Doss this result mean
that by 8/6% the US colleme elite had opun to accept parity? It
mav he 8o, If so, assurance has renained high throusgh 1967. 8o
have trust factors., The sugpestion is that possidbly in late 1963,
thas nollege elite had moved to o point wherse hish trust so suge
tained assurance that war power perity (not just missile power
parity) was an acceptable policy. Fart of such 8 chanke could be
exnected on the basts of an snalysis of currsnt svents.  But this
i beyond the scops of the present study (mee Driver, 1968b & 1968¢z).

 PART IV - DISCUSSION

There are two gSets of wider implications in this data, One
set i3 concerned with theoretical implications for psvcholédy and
volitical science. The other set deals with pragmetic iumplications
for arms control and disarmament policy. :

53




E=.04

Ao Inplications for Psyekglosy wnd Palitlesl Soience I:
1 3 e ™
bt o

"Pirst lat uvs consider the findinrs relewvant to ths contsnt
e agpuranca attitudar, Later we can considar the Suplicanticns of
the gstruature of the asgurance atiltudss rovesisd in this vmuiy,

With rescect to trust factora, this study conflrma moat
eingciaitions baded on prior researcnh. 'ﬁar instancs the DﬂSlti??
relationghing amone percelved zoal gimilerity, percelved nositiva
tntent nnd peronivad oooporative potesntinl are im zeccrd wish
socinl voycholosical literature on ithese tonics (zee Secord &

-

Backma ﬂ. 1954}, Tre only pousible surprise in tnin set of a&ta wo e
the fact that nerceived coexistance (caﬁperaticn) notential chang
ed after perceived nogitive intent chaneed. By certain viewa,
one might have exnectad percelved cooperative potentlal to change
before and potentially g¢ausse a change in perceived posltive intent,
On the contrary i1t seems that in the preseunt cnlilese sample, changes
in perceived intent in another nauioﬂ may set off changes in per=
ceivad cooverative votential, ;
A much more surprising result was the fallure of the position
of the US in "world respect” tc in anyway affect power, trust or
aseurance, One interpretatiorn of this would be that appersntly te
+he collere elite in reneral ihe court of world ovinton is of little
importance. This ig surprisins in visw of the innortance assigned
to world opinlon by certain US leadsrs, It may msan that the college
elite is jaded on the wvalue of world opinion. Axnother vossibls
alternate nxplanation may bs that this "varisble'veried very 1ittle
(see Table 4) and was menerally quite high = most collese clite
saw the US ahead of the USSR fronm 1G€0-1G67 4in worid respect. If
there had baen more varisbllity, esvecially With tisss when tha-
USSR was shead, this variable mirnt have had more impact.

Thea fallure of world resvect to affect assurasnce mav dispute
arnnother hvnothesis hased on social psy@hology. e euggeatad that
assurance might vary positivelvy with ths US's "Belf estasen" In
part, this is based on psychologlcal 1literature that suprasts a
strone 1ink betwasn prestige or Self reapect and lavels of anxiety,
fear and gpenoral ron-assurance in ird4ividuals (e.g, Cohan, 1559;
Rosenbers, 1952}. Tha fallure of confirmation in this area may be
due to variable vnroblems cited in the preceding parasraph; to fgile
urez in conreptualization (e.r. world respect may pot relate to -
"self esteem” of the public toward the US, or anxiely nmsy not equal
non=sgsuranca): or to a pimnle refutation of this 1ntarperaona1
findine st the level of international attitudes.

Turning to the powsr aren; ssveral points deserve empheasis,

First s the axtremely gtronz role of science as a probabls basis
‘o0f power, Many csataloguaes of tho bases of power in political
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analysis (e.r, ¥norr, 19855} do not focus as strongly on the role
of "exper+tise’ « narticularly scientific exvertiss = in national
vowar as the collere elits does. Complliatisne of "naticrel power
rarely luclude measures of sclentific atialnment., This study sugzsetis
thet in at least one very limportant seement of the US »ublie, pawsr
55 se2n in forma other thon mays eciooiglces oromilisary casnbility.
i i3 more eponarally trie of the US public =nd othsy
« then gsclence must join dollars and suns &5 an
the most pragmstic of “real politik" viswa of the
2 salculations of vowsr bvalancs, sShese public

28t be conaidored. IT noining

TAs enpnasis in the Do

svence of oolencs m
these resuits gtrongly support
: ience and raggaerch.

osartasnt

A secorid volat concerns a2 btasis of powsr not measured in
our study: capability of A to offer B desirable poods or servicas.
In social vsychological research, this "positive incentive” power
ranks as & stironz base of reel power (Rosen et al., 1961}, In
future research on US va. USSR power, thls power base shovid slso
be assessed. B

A third and final polnt concerns the critical issue of
survsillance, Scclal vsychology (Kelman, 1961} suzgests that trust
and surveillance are mutually excluslve, The nresent study suggests
a mounting trus?t in the ccllece elite; 1t also wuggests liztl
concern for survelllance cover the USSR in disarmament trsaties (at
least in 8/63). Does this result imply that ths collegs ellis Sees
surveillance a3 deatructive of trust, or that survsillancs is
irrelevant when trust is high? Unfortunately the present survey
1tems do not provide conclusive data (e.g. they do not indicate the
1imits of the collere elite's tolerancs of non-surveillancs, ncr
dc they rive any chanees in time).

A final content area concerns the interaction of trust and
power varliables., A primary sssunvtion of this study is that
assurance is ‘ointly related to US nower and trust in the USSR,
¥ore specificallvy we ecan cite Singur'a {(1958) formulation that
threat (non-assurance) eouals the product of power in “he othsr - -
nation and nerative intent in the other state. Previously, we
presented data that showed both US vowsr and perceived USSR peace-
ful intent gsevnarately correlate with assurance. XNow, however, we
will ronsider the Ainter=-relation hypothesized by Singer. I? we
aultiply tn: percentases believing US war nower ahead of the USSR
by the nercentn~es balieving the USSR has pemcsful intent we obdbtain
the produet which Sinrer says should relate to threat. This was
done for the percentaces in question over 17 waves, The products
of US nower and USSR peacaful intent (Variambles 4 and 11, Table 1)
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for each wave ware *ank ordered ang ﬂe*related with general
assursnce: S

The cesfficient between mesurance and the product
02 US power and USSR pesceful intent wasy . 6;
significant well be?ané the .01 leval,

Iz sum, 3inger's model is upheld, a3 is the tasic prsmise cof our }
theoretiecal framework: The best sinzle pradictor ¢f assurance 7 S e
i3 neither %“rust nor powsr slone, out rather .heir produst. :

A second and fizal lssue oo mowar - Lrust *elatiﬁnr, con=
cernsg the effect of power lambalancs on trust. - Agaln socisl
vsycholory sugrests that if cne acior is inferior in power he raacts
negetively to the superior actor. It appearz that power is very
often used to coerce inferiors {es.g. Solomon, 1960). Hencs, power
Inferiors dislike supsriors (Nulder, 1965) and generate hostile,
distrusting actlon toward superiors {Selomon, 196C). In partioular,
lngriases in power induue decreases in trust in inferiors (Pruitt,
136¢ . ,

Yet, in the present study the college eilte saw Soviet
positive iIntent g2 up &8s US power superiorlty over the USER ip-
creaseli, Wnhy? One poselidble difference between the present US-
3SR situation andnsycholwiral studies may be the gmount of powar
difZerence. It 1s possilYle that the laboratory studlies used fsr
larger power margins than ever obtained between US and USSK.

Arother possibdle resoluiion may be that the power incresze was only -
a pre-condition for trust gains which were due to other factors

(see Page 45). Still anotner possibility may be that th~ actual
dynawius of interpersonzl and intsrnational power dbehaviors are

ot comparable. It may be that in Iinterpersonal areas, power in-
feriority leads to hostillity, ete., whereas in the international
arena this same inferiority is productive of conciliastory positive
action from the inforior, who mugt first of all survive in the
"intarnational jungle”. It 18 also possible that pgxgeptions of
Antarnational and interpersonal powsr are not the same., - People nuy -
gee inferlior peanle dbelng hostiie, but rall to gee this in nations
{even though 1t may be true ).

These remarks point ocut the dangers of any simple trana-
lation of social psychology (particularly of the expsrimental
variety) to the international arena, In most experimental social
psychologlical studlen of toples such as trust, power or coopere-
ation, certain criticel context variables may be omitted in the
interest of control or simplicity - €.8. instesd of behavior
“regarding resl or simulated "natlons" behavior regarding other
persons will be employed. Or motlvations in experiments nmay
totally differ from those in publics or governments confronting:
real 1ssues. In any event, behavior and perception attributed tn
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the interperaonal arena should Drobably be aaa‘y z¢d at the inter=
net:onal level for final confirmation, ) :

: ~In u similar Veih; gocial paychologv ausgea*s that 12 &
is euperior to B, then A's guperiority is evidence psr nuwo Bfa

nezativa intent. ¥hy ﬁlse wouid nave -80 much powsr 1T 2 wars.
not intsnding harm to x- ﬂwain our data do nov confirn such

latoratory findinss, Hish US pover want hand In hand v*m; ineg rena~
inz *nliﬁf in U3SK FOﬁiuin intent. Ssveral rs”ﬁib“a [ 38 3'& ia
cecur: US power may bs seen merslv-se a guarantee again th

riat of potent?al threat ¢WQW,3ho,#gaR -~ not seaipet ha“caiveé
aurrent threat.(only 1€ the USSR were normslly zaan a9 avil

ol

would a ruddeon US arminx acainat tha USSR seeoxm to sironziv {udly ~
icmesiate and new negative intent in ths USSR}, Anothor yossibili
is +that in ocur achievement oriented sacloedty, arms suvariority is
one more area of U3 achigvement = having no imslication for USSR
intent. Other explanations goubtless oceur, but the principls is
clear - inferances about psnple in ladboratory ssettinge may often
be voor modelns for the bshavior or even percsived behavior of
nations,

B, Imnlicnatlons Tgy Paveholiory and Politlcal Sclence I1: Structural
- ilpdines

The prineipal structural exrectation was that college
educatad elite assurancs attitude woulé be multidimensionzl ,  ¥ork
nr n~oenitlve structure {e,g, Scott, 1965; Schroder, Driver &
St¢reufert, 1967) has surrested that educatlon is related to the
cemnlexity of international attitudes. The present findings suegest
that assurance 18 banred on two factorm- (power and trust)p that
tha varisbles in the trust cluater are closesly ralated tut not
identical - %e,, coexistence views change months after perceptions
of pesceful intent: snd finally that the two assurance facuora are
intereleted in a fairly complex fashion,

In passing, 1t should be noted that the apparently leszer
gtatus of power, compared to trust in collese elite ansuranss is
also relatsd to structure, In at least onae other source (Driver,
1G6Rd, cemplex attitudea on international toplics are relatsd to a
relative dempharls on vower ralative to trunt,

A final styuctural point concerns the reole of anxiety or
concern and comonlexity of attitude struocture. Theoretical formule-
tion in this area (Driver & Streufert, in press) auggest that
anxiety will relate to complaxity of attitudes in 8 curvilinear
feshion, That is, the complexity of assurance attitudes should
at first incerease then decruoase as anxlely goes from low to high
values, Howevar, empirical remearch on this tooic (e.s. Driver,
1967; 10684) suggests that anxiety or thraat is negatively relatad
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21 e e, ek S

n o attitudes. In partious

to complexity cf international perceptic
ecreaginn role of trust.

lar; increasing threat relates to a d

The present study echoes the eame enmpiricel reault: Defense
concern {(anxiety) was negatively related to increasing trust factcors.
Purthermore, as concern or worry over defense dscreasead, the prole
of trust sesmed to bhecome much more salisnt, und a gonuine two
dinensional view of *ha USSR es toth good and bad Beemad to becons
noaeeible ( see Pare 4%, Note, howsver, in ths median data that
over=-all poderately nieh gnxiety over defence went along with an
sver-all conpiex assurance view. In further defenss of the curvi-
lingar theory howavar, it ghould be gald that in all of <hase
studiaa, & full rangs of anxiety was not covered, hence, & curvie
linear pattern nmight still be found.,

In summary, it sopears, then, that complex - multidimenstonsl.
intarrated ~ assurance views are found in collage educetsd opleEion,
especlally when fear or concern diminishes from high to moderate ,
levels., V¥hether, the views of the less well sducated pudblis are less
complex remsins to be saen, .

C. Implicaticns for Poliicy I: Oblectives for Arms Oonkrol

Vesotiations ~ The Parfy issug

Probably the most important implication of this atudy for
arms sontrol and dizarnanent nagotiations cencearna the main obe
jective of RImSs negctiations themselves = shouldd the US negotiste
for power suveriority, perity or....what? Othsr pollicy iesuen
concern the importance of vrrification and how the collegs alits
san be presented arms contmml measuras in the bset possible light.
Lat us fecus firct on the parity issue,

The general implication of the data presernted above ia that
the public 18 most assured when bellef in US war power puperierily
over the USSR is moat widsspread. War power supariority svsen seeus
a cnuse or pra-condition for trust. Belief in US-USBR parity in
war powar had no relation te¢ truet or assurance. In fact, as parity
tsnded to decline. assurancs rose {(major chsnge data). Since any
demooratic rovernmment wishing to remmin in power must haed basic
public nesds, and national smecurity ganerally ranke as one of the
most baslc needs, 1t follows that the US government should try ¢o
keep 115 public assured., Negotiations almed at freezing US powsr
supsriority would seem the best route to malntain general assurance,

However, powaer superlority also seoms to have fatal flaws,
For instance, if both US and Soviet elites require power superlority -
a8 an ingredient of asssurance (and their assurance is dosmed vital
for political survival by esch poverrment) how tan a giable aras
control lsvel or rmaneral disarmament be odbtained? How can elther
nation reaslistically expact any stable, lonz term treatiss undsy
these conditions? It would seem that any inferior or equal power
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tive aecta oy the USSH Howeve
s also atiain superierity, i douniful whather her
actions will induce U3 publio trust. In ghort, thara i3 re=zsan 0
believe that gigbhle truet and hish sgsurance can Gnly bs attnined
nder conditions of povwer parity. lHeonce, =ny lens term rsaliutic
arms negotlistions would seem to be most ¢redible and meanir :ful
whesn almed at parity by bsth nstlons,.

p -
How can this policy dilemma be resslved? ix possibls
anproaches are suggested by the datas

»

o r toatel arms superioriiy,

% Yy offers ore not oredidie ovr
siaole; and tn&t d elite iz likely io atiain
only wmarginal ans ng tera goal this stats vl
ﬁff?*“s 13 not very likely io lead to eli%e public catisfaction
with goverpment., It is further quite possible thatw a clilue<a of
jong term marglsoel assurance {L.8. @ climate of =414 fzar) can
have polisonous, over«siw 1ifying effect on tha quality of thought

hseded iu an ellte which has to mensge a complex and ﬁuwnginﬁ
socletya .

P
rﬂca«nlz :z Lan

Tip:  Negotlators cen aim for "balanced military power
superiority.’ ¥ilitary powsr csn be defined es having mors than
one napect. TYor imsitance povaer cen e subdivided into several cone
{o“ents, such aa missile power, naval power, alr power,etc. 4
‘balanca” batween the U3 snd USSR might e attsined if osns country
ware ahead in some power arsas winlle the other country was ahaesd in
othere, For example, the US might varscaiu for s treaty pusrantesing
1% sunremacy 1n nuclear submarinss, while the USSR coald nagotinte
far suprenacy in nuclear aquipped ground divislona, A zsevilemsnt on
u“ese termzs could enabla each country %o clalm "superiority®. Zash
natisn could Lu*ther clalm that ths powsr arse in which thsy
have surperiority is the wmost important, deterring, awsnsome, sto.
Thus, the US could eclainm tbzt nuclesy %ut mrina Daﬁar wng the

BEW

key to military dominance”; whareas the USSR could elainm that
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nualear esulnred land divisions were the "sine gua non” of military
supremacy. Sach nation could elaim superilority in the "most impor-
tant” arees of power. Tne arms race could cease, and possibly

£
scue “balnnced' de-sBcalstion could occur,

The data of +his study sugpest thet both general wir pover
end missile dower corrsiated with sgssurance, These {wo types of
cower wore ralated, nut not so stronely that thay could be oalled
Ldantleal, Trhus, to the onllege elite each tyoe of powsr indee
vendentlv "susnorted” sasurance. Dven LY one type of rover went

9

down in the eliva’s visw, assurance did not decline, 1if the other
form of vower stayed nish {see Pisure 4), This data supcests that
the complex view of ths collere eilte mey have at least g two
dimensicnal vower concept, end it 1s quite pessible that their
power concent 18 even nore complex than the 3santon & Bowles items
could reveal. Hence, the US mizght alm for superlority in soxe
areas, settlings for inferiority in others, This would not offeng
the colleze elite since they can deal with complex concents of
power, &3 our da%a shows.

Many problems stalk this notion however, Pudblics, especially
the mass pubdlie, mav nct accent their government's definition of
¥hat comnenents of power are crucial to national security. Some
mirht dbelieve that the component in which the adversary 1s permitted
superiority in the rerotiation was sactuaslly more imporiant. Further=
rore, many £roups, varticularly theose with simpler more absclute
internationrt attitudes, would feel that inferiority in power in
anvy area 's unthinkable, Pinally, out-«of=-cffice politicisng acem
to dellirnt in seizine on anv "rfans” in power as fusl for re~election.

To somewhat offset thaese objsctions this possidble negotiae
tions obisctive may be altered as follows: The U3 would aim for
suveriorityv in some ares of vower, and settla for parity in areas
deemed "lerss critical’. There 1s now less onestlion or inferiority.
Zoll re educnted elite orinion data actually tentatively supprorts
the above formula., Re~szll that nisslle partty corrslated .50
with assurance (nearly significant, p»=.05), General war powsr
parity 41d not show such a relationship. What this implies is
that as lone 3 the US maintains a genaral power superiority,
parity in certain poawar areas surnporis &aesurancsg. 1t is still an
opan aquestion whather even & varitial parity i3 acceptadla to those
wino in thelr simplistins view of vowar, fear gy American waesknasss.

Tther research 18 needed on this voint.

Another problem is the simnlistlic powsr concevt displaved
by the USSR, Thelr Insistence on fetal disarmament or nothing re-
veals the operation of a unidinmensional vower concept, quite slien
to thc "complex power balance” noted hers., Howsver, there are signs
that a more complex 14ea of vowsr 18 emerging in the USSR, The
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partial test ban of 1963 18 a case in point, 23 was the concept
of missile withdrawals from Cuba and Turkey proposed by Khruschev
in the Cubsn crisis of 1962, Tt may just dbe posaible that the
USSR may now be able to deal with power in a mors complex feshicen.

A final objection to "complex power" as a way out is that
the very elite which may most sccept it, may be the sane people
for whom & general parity ldea 18 at lesst equally acceptable,
far easler %o gresp: and far more stable a3 & basis for realistic
long term nerotiation. This will be verticulesrly true as trust
rises above the levels formed in 1861-1967. One key idea is that’
during thils perlod elite trust went from moderate low to umoderate
high. The importance of genersl millitary superiority may have
faded, but 4id not disappear. However, 1f the US pursues actions
to raise assurance %o high levels (which surely is a national goal),
then 1t must raise trust 1n the USSR to higher levels, since power
alone seems able tc =enerate only minimum assurancs. But raising
trust may lead to exactly the climate of opinion in which general
arms parity can be accepted. Hence, if trust does rise, then
parity, not complex vower balance may be the best means of satisfy-
ing elite opinion.

Tn summary, 1t seems that the multidimensional power idea
with svmmetric superlorities in different aress (or even the version
with superiority, plus partial parity) is rather triciky and less
stable than parity. It constantly invites each nation to "make
up" the inferiority in the defliclent areas. Even with parlity,
not inferiority, in nower aress for which superiority is not
sought, the absolutists may be thoroughly dissatisfled, deeming
superiority as the only correct course of action., The more complex
opinion, such as the college ellte, may be as sanguine toward
total parity ss vartial parity (varticularlv If trust is rising
further)., Further analysis of current opinion on these precise
issues 1s needed.

Threes  Necotiations can alm for coorplete partty. Tt is
evident that In the college elite data, missile parity relates
‘to assuranc,. rurthermore, the r10le of power uny be daclining
as the role of trust tncreases, We may be reaching a point where
parity can be accentad in lleu of suverlority. It ls evident
from above data, thnt the US government in 1ts pursult of high
assurance for its elite ovinion blocs must go teyond power tec try
to build trust in the USSR (if the USSR permits). In soc dolnz,
the zovernmant may attain or nlready have attained levels of trust
where parity is acceptable. Fven now, our data sugerests that
negotiations for varity in some Areas, e,g. missiles, 18 not rolng
to adversely affsct ellte assurance. If partlial parity acreements
work, full parity nepotiatlions mirht then be in order.
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Note that if parity levels 1n general, or in certain flelds,
are set in the nuclear "overkill" range, deterrence is not lost.
NXor i1s a capabllity of elther power to deal with new nuclear threats
(eegs China) lost. In fact, as a new threat emerges, hoth the US
and USSR could equally increase arms without destreying parity. I
perchance, such threats disalpate, then bath the US and USSR might
te able to equally decrease arms - maintalining parity - until dis-
armament 1s atitained., Thegse arrangexents could be sBuzzernted to the
YS5R nmow in uowme marginal areas -~ eé.g. cruiser straengths.

Problesms in any pursult of parity are obvious. For sone,
but not ayparertly for the collegme ellte, superiority is the only
possible "solution"., PFer others,demandlng i*en clad deterencs,
the idea of parity only in a super "overkill" range may make sense.
For many other superiority enthuslasts, if parity 1s tried in sone
areas, and works, it may be more generally acceptable (see Walton
et al., 19A8). Yet to be determined is the view of the non-
colleze elite on even partial parity. Until such an analysis any
determination of the percentage of opposition to parity is impossidle
(see Driver, 1968a).

Even among the elite who might favor parity - a further
prodlem lurks. Precise balance invites anxiety. Under such con-
2itions, demands for surveillance of the USSR might grsatly in-
creasse as opposed to US powser superiority conditions. However,
such demands for surveillance would probably not be well recsivad
by the USSR, The USSR might see ltself as noet trusted. This woulg
result In a debacle. Again a way out might be to set parity
in the overkill range. In thls range, exactness of balance is
not too cruclal. If the US can tetally destrey the USSR seace,
even taking into account a Soviet first strike and Soviet defense,
does 1t matter that the USSR can do the same to us iwice? It may
be that to college elites, at least, surveillanee in the overkill
area 18 not needed. This problem is vitally in need of further
research,

Finally, we must cornslider the USSR. It is clear that the
USSR can not treat as serious and credible any long term US pro-
posals on parity unless significant amounts of stable US public
opinion would suvnport such offers, This in turn means that both
countries would have had to strive for the development of mutual
trust in pudblics, eapecislly 1n thelr ellte publiecs. Just how the
US and USSR must act to generate enough trust to permit mutuall,
credible parity talks 1s beyond the scope of thls report (cee
Walton et al,, 1968).

Four: A rather novel suxgestion 18 to gradually +divert
the arms race and the focus on milltary power to a national
conecern over sciaence, Recall that the US science siperiority
correlated .52 with assurance, .79 with US war power superlority. nnd
+60 with U3SR peaceful intsnt, Lacking ths factor analysis c¢f correlaticn
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datz, we .can only sucereast that science was prirarily a oower
related vartable., This is suvported by the major change anslysis
in which a shift in US scilerice suveriority was followed closest
ty 2 power shift, TI*t seem2 lorical to see US sclence suvneriority
53 a vossible couse of US »power suneriority rather than the
reverse, .

Could 1t be possihle for sclentific suneriority to nar-
tiallv eclinse, even replaca military nower supsricrity in college
elite ovinion? It is slready a surprisinely strong correlate of
povwer, Careful docusentation and pudblicity by press and =sovern-
ment ¢f the reninine basis for sclence as a2 factor in national
nower could be widely disseminated (by both the US and US3R).

If pudblic ovinion increased 1ts nercevtion of science as a major
ineredient in nower, both sovernments could take steps to foster
this reallocation of concern. For instance, ACDA could susgest

to the USSR that hoth countries tacitly or ovenly agree to channel
funds to sclentific competition - e.g. svace race,-and away fron
military svendins, - This would attaln both de facto arms limitation
ani, by neceasity, Increased government and media attention to
scilentific endeavors. '

The science area has many desirable featurss. t is al-
ready probably much less unidimensionazl and more ambliguous than
military nower. t would be far easier to claim "suneriority”
in "xey" areas in this ambipuous world. Countires might even
apree to focus on different areas - e.s. conputers ve. biclogy,
to enhance comnlex balance (i.,e. claims in both countries of
superiority in different "“key" areas of science). Sclence com-
vetance, also, 18 easier to cherk in & non-lethal manner. Spaca
flirhte can demonstrate science capabilityv in a much less fatal
manrer than nuclear exvlosion demonstrate militery capability,.
Pinally, science cooperation = a mode of sclences parlty - is
already accevted in some ersas. So the road to parity in science
1s already oven.

At a more immediate level, ACDA might bersin a move toward
science by "tustifying'" positive overtures to the USSR, concessions
and sven paritv moves by citing the widely belleved US scientific
superiority over the USSR, as a basis for bellef{ that ths USSR
will not attack us., Later, sclentific superlority could be en-
rloved as a reason why the USSR would not dare upset a nerotiated
arms parlity - l.e. our science could build to a superior arsenal
fanter than theirs,

Russian respvonse to such overtures might ba rather =zood.
Durines the Khruschev era, there was considerable emphasls on ueing
sclentific (as well as economic and cultural) comvetition ipstead
of nilitary collision (Asparturian, 1968). It is quite possible
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that the more moderate faction in current Soviet leadership would
welcome a US overture to divert effort to sclence, etc., The re=
aponss of the more militant grouv is harder to pauge, and their
importance in Soviet councils, fellowing the Czech crizis is still
unclesar.

Admittedly, this ims a nost novel surcestion. Yet, the high
helief 1In science by the elite should not be ipgnored. It seoms
cuite practical to test theee ideas by the incressed use of sclence
superiority as a justificailon for certain arme negosiation moves
and offers., If such justifications work irn =alleving elite Zears,
further steps might be tried. The strenscth of this suggestisn would
be enhanced 1f the mass publie glsg leld heavy emphasis on sclence
in national security (see Driver 196RBa).

Five: If conditicns warrant, negotialons could aim for
complete disarmament based on extremely hieh pgutual trust. This
seens far from reality, at present. Yet, some developments suggest
that it 18 not a totally mythical idea. Trust is apprarently already
a stronger factor than powser in college elite opinion. Power may
be fading as a primary concern, as evidenced by a significant de-
cline in power concern for the elite.

This fsdine of power, in favor of trust, present in collegs
rraduates, 1960-1967, may be carried even further in <he new ganera-
tion of collere eradumrtes. In a pilot study of 24 student college
editors conducted at Svstem Develcovment Corpd {Nriver, 19684) very
interesting orientations on trust and power emerged. Ffor about half
of thess students, trust in other zovernments was the central foous
and national nower or control were despised as modes of action in

- the international arena., For the other half, trust was also rsthsr

high and vower was desvised; although control and, poesibly, viclence
were not ruled out when needed. It would be informative to see if
an age trend emerres even among the Benton & Bowles college rese
pvondents. If the young graduates are discarding power, then dis-
arnament indeed will have tremendous support.among the educated.

The view of the masses on such matters remains to be sesn.

However, even 1if public support were moving toward srust
not nowar, nepotistors have a clear responsibility to guard against
Soviet duplicity. One popaible check is that if the USSR is aware
of senuine trust in the US alite (or mass) it may itsslf trust
the US and act in a generally trustworthy way. This phenomena
apnrently began to operate for Khruschev after tha Cuban missile
cerisis (Asparturian, 1968) and may begin to operate for the present
rulers of the Kremlin. TFor that reason, results of studies such
as this one should receivs “wide" circulation,

(1) The assistance of Dr. Gerald Shure in supporting this
study 18 gratefully acknowledged. .
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It shnuld be nmntad that none of the potential oblectives
for nerotiation described above are necessarily mutuslly exclusive.
Some of them miesht be adopted in a combired fashien. In any svent,
the strensth of trust Fwctors, the possibility that at least partial
parity 1g asccevtsble, cthe stronz role of 8clence uanderlying military
vower in the collsge educated elite from 1940 to 1967 todes well
for accentance of arms limits and possibly for eventual disarmament.

It %bould also be clear, however, that 1f another nation,
e.c., Hod Chitng, sericusly enters nublic assurance versvectives, then
the sate nattern for assurance wnuld hold ftoward the new threat that
held vis a vis the USSR, Thet is, if Red China is seen as malevolent
and cavnable of nuclear asssult on the US, only arms superioritv over
China will lead to elite assurance. If, somehow, China lg seea as
more nositive in intent, the same emermence of trust over powvwer in
relation te China should occur as seews to have besen occurring in
the elite from 1947 to 1967,with respect to the USSR, In 1947 to
1949 the collere educated sample saw the USSR as extremelys un-
cooverative (Caspary, 1967) whereas in the pericd 1G€0-1967 tae
reneral nicture on Sovlet intant had zotten much more nositive.

Tha emereence of Any new threat could thus revive the saliency
of vower in the US nublic’s views on sssurance, It does npnot imply
that syms apgreements, aven varitv apgreements, need be abandoned
with the USSR, On the contrary, many such threats will threaten
the US and USSR alike., The ccllege group sees China as culte a
threast to the USSR even in 1967. Thus, common Roals between the
US and USSR would be increased ~ inducing still more trust for the
USSR and easing the way still more for US-USSRK parity., The parity
levels could be now set for dual supsriority over China or any new
threat. The emerzence of new nuclear vowers does pose serious limits
on both "sclence race' and total trust objectives between ths US and
USSR, The sclence race could be pursued as outlined abave to "Jjustity"
US~USSR parity (even with 2 China threat) but until all netions
attain at lesst minimal trust, 1t 1s doubtful that totael dissrmamsnt
can be a Berious poal, At the moment, China seems to be a vrinas
challenge to the -rtablishment of trust (though bv no means is this
impossible). At anv rate, it must be left to futures analyses to
decipher the effest of other nuclear threats on US=Scviet agreements
and opublic assurance.

Dy _Implications for Policy,XI: Verfication angd Support for Argms
contyrol

Two f¥1inal issues can be briefly desalt with. An interest of
this study was in the kind of information elite opinlon requirad to
built trust in arms relsted matters, Unfortunatelvy, no public data
bere directliv on this issua,  However, the item fyxom Gxllup on
arproval for a disarmanmsnt treaty does ot specify any survelillence
or verification of Soviet action i8 involved. Yat, & majority of

LT
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the elite were for it. This may indicate that the elite, with a
fairly high trust in the USSR, do not belleve in the necessity of
verification. They nay even see verification as an obstacle or
detriment to trust rather than a guaranteer of trust. Clearly
more data would be welcome on thls issue; but if the hint in the
above item 13 correct, the collerge ellte does ngt requlire the
verification ecurrently heing reauired dy the US government in
nerotiations with tne USSR, This may provide 7or some MAaNeuvers
ing room in nerpotistions, shoulid nesotiators come to feel that
verification is unnecessary (but hold to it to assusge " public
opinion').4

A sanond issue concerns means of obtaining suvport for
arms control. This sunvort will vary directly with the dsgres
thnt assurance 1s hased on trust. Power based sgsurance can
obviously not vzererate strong feeling for disarmament., Hence,
anv means of enhancing trust enhances support for disarmament.

One imnlicatlion ir correslation darta is that trust in part must
come from diminished Communist threat, i,e, USSE actions are vital
in develovnine US elite trust. Trust is further enhanced by power
oarity, once a "eritical level" of moderate hizh trust ia reached.
Henece, pvower vnarity oblactives should ir the lone run strengthen
support for arms decreases and eventually disarmsment. Obviously,
too, 1f science can absorb some of the role of armg, then arms de-
creases will he more welcome and even necessary,

Just how the US and USSR must act to enhance trust - aside
from foeusine on naritv vs. superiority and on sclence vs, zrms
and aslde from Scoviet diminishine of threats - is unclear from
public oninion data nlone. In another revort (Walton, et al,, 1968)
some elaments of this vroblem are discussed, and in subsequent
reports, (Driver, 1968b and 196Be) this issue will be dirsctly
addreased, '

PART V -~ SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The fornus of thir studvy I3 uvon the assurance attitudes of
a rationwide sample, taken bv the Benton & 3Bowles Arencv, of the
collefre edurated ellite 1p the US, The same survey itexs were given
to romonarable colinpe elite samples An ten successive waves from
1GA0 to 1G6A7, 1In earch wave 1tems mersured sasurfnce that the US

(1} Tt is, however, nosuibla thst when trust is strained
nas trn the Cuhan eriseis, elite onirion will resoond best to hard facts
(photos) ne opposed to either emotional avveals or no data ~ Bes
Gould, 19r8; or Strickland, 196R),
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was safe from attack, US militarv vower and factors sssociated
with trust in the Soviet Unien,

Across the entire period 1t was found that:

a) Moderate assurance was fairly widesoread (6A,5%4).

v} Belief in American power supremacy wa® not very
widespread (46,5%) but when combined with the per-
rent of belief in US-Soviet parity, there were
R%,5% who did pot see the USSR ahead of the US,

¢} Trust related vactors (e.r, venceful Spoviet intent,
rormon ponis, Soviet coonerativeness ete.) varied
from 54,5% to 3% in extent of belief. '

It was unclear whether assurance was related more o trust
or vower. The resoonses to a critical set of these items wsre rank
ordsred and correlated over 2ll ten waves, Here 1t wae found that:

a} Assurance was most hizhly correslated with the
product of perceived US war power suveriloriiy and
Soviet neaceful intent (.R3), .

b) Assurance was correlated next best with trust
factors (RO 4o .66)}.

¢} Assurance was correlated least well with power
suveriority factors (.73 to .61l).

d) Assurance had a tenuocus relationship (.5) with US=
USSR misslle power narity - (Not general power
parity).

e) Trust and vower factors were somewhat related
(correlations ranpe from .58 to .27), but not
enough to discount a 2=factor model of assurance.

£) Power itself is stronely related to US science
superiority (.76).

What emerges is a falrly complex view of assurance, in vhich
trust is slirhtly more inmportant than power, and dower is vpartially
related to scisnce. However, no causal inferences cen be drawn
from correlation results, Nor can any trends cor chanrses in the
nodel be detected from any results, so far. Hence, the varialles
were examined to determine whether opinion had silenificantly shifte
ed at any time from 1G60=1967., The results were thats

a) Percelved US solence supsriority rose sipgnificantly
from April, 1951 to Sevtember, 1951,

b) US perceived power suveriority rose significantly
from Sevptember, 1961, to January, 1962,

¢) Belief in war (non-assurance) and defense anxiety
declined in the game period.

d) Positive assurance and trust in the USSR rose from
January, 1962 well inzto mid=-1963, This condition helgd
through to tha last wave in 1967,
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e) The Cuban missile crisis of 1962 314 not seriously

or vermanently zlter the upwisrd riss of trust in

USSR or vercrnived US power.
One internretation of these phenomena is that a power change
induced a rise in trust and assurance, An alternate ezrlianation is
thaet the power chanze only reduced anxibty and fear of war - i4%
vermitted minimal assuranze ang an “openness" to new information on
the USSR which ecould build a more oomplex view of the US3R &s
naither all wood or all all bad. Positive events then built s rise ¥,
in truat and pozitive assurance in the less fear ridden stmosphere
of post Januarv, 16£2, If this is a correct interpretation then
prower suneriority can @anersete only mininal assurancse and is at
best a precondition to building tiust on which vositilve agsurance
is founded. This higher trust in turn pay permit a moveument from
power suveriority to parity and ultimataly, to a fading of power
concern altorether.

An analysis of data from ecattered (AIPC, Roper, eta)
surveys using different items confirms some meajlor findins noted
above. The 1tems from these surveys concerninz power show an upe
turn between Sentember, 1961, and January, 1962, The itazms deal~
inz with assurance and trust show & rige following Jsnuary, 1562.
Thus, the findires concerning siznificant changes are not restrict-
ed to a single survev,

Data from these surveys on disarmament views 2lso suepgest
that the colleme elite 15 in favor of nuclear test ban treaties
and even disarnsment (with no stipulation for vsrification or US
guperiority)., Whether this implies that by then, Ausust, 1963,
the colleze ellte was so assured and trustful that thev woulsd
suyport arms parity and lack of verification remains 45 be seen.

The implicatinns of these resulte are many. A Ffew will be
summarized. Those noncerned with theoretical issuss wera:

)\ Social psyvcholorical hypctheses on connections
among perceived common goals, cooperation and
positive intent were confinmned.

b) World respect wag of no sisnificance 12 trust or
assurance, posinz some problens,

c) Sclentific expertise may ve an under-valued bnasis
of national vower in some forms of political T
analysis,

d) "Positive incentive” power ne~ds to be included in
futura aAanalyses,

e) Surveillrnce does not seem to be required in & high
trust se.ting, confirming soclal peycholosical analysea.

) The product of power and intent of other predicts
‘assurance, ag forecast by political science analysis,
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A gain in US power sunerlority does not reduce
trust in USSR, This conflicts with seccial
vsycholorical snalysis. The conflict may be due
to gifferences in amount of vower differences,
the absolute levels of trust, difficulties in
gsorinl psvcholoriecal exvnsrimentail techniqgue
applied %o internntional phsnomena or to bvasic
differences hetween interpersonal and inter-
nationai behavior.

An exvected from 2ocinl nsveholosicsl mrnmlvsis,
the rollisze educated sample rad a complex,multi«
diminaional view of assurance,

Anxlety seems to negatively relimte to the holding
of a comnlex, multivalent trust-inclusive view of
the US3E; as expected from social pRycholozy.

Those implicatlons comcerned with policy were:

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

T)

The US can focus sarms discussions on total arms
superiority ocnly if it is willing to acceot minimel
agsurancae 1n elite orinion, unstable trust for the
USSR, and unstable arcreements which will continue
the arms spiral indefinitely.

The US could alm for superiority in some areas of
militarvy power and either vparity or inferiority in
other areaag, There 13 some support for the 1dea
that partial parity would be acceptable. However,
this notion is both complicated and potentially
unstrble. Yat, the complexity of elite views makes
this 2 posaible alternative,

The US could aim for total parity in arms (initially
at overklll range). Some support for this view
mirht be infarred among the college elite. Yet,1it
geem8 that rather high trust must be develoved for
this policy to have suvport and to be therefore
cradible to the USSR. Such trust is needed, howevoer,
for hish assurance and is thus a reasoasble US goal
(USSR willine).

The US could strive to replace or ecllpae the arms
race with a sclence race. BElite oninion already
sees science ag vital in US power. US scientific
superiority might be used to justify arms limits,
even parity or ultimately discrmament.

Total tmet or complate dlsarmament might find
increasing support among pew collepe graduates -
boding well for long term support for arme control
activity.

Soviet cooneration in any such endeavors rsauires
avidencs from the U3 that gemine trust for the
USSR exiats in US elite opinion (as well as genuine
nreasure within the USSR for trust and cooperation
vis a vis the US).
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€) The emerrence of a new
‘draw the US and ySsr closer togather - it

would not wmrevent varity égreements, but would
kamner totail dlssrmament,

nuclear threat might ' i

In conclusion, 4t must he snid that only thru further ra=
Search can the elite oninien mogel bvag

a)  Hore clearly understops
b)  Extenged in time to the
| Folated 40 smrlq averts
£xtended to other nationa,

Dressnty
8.2, tha USSE.

ﬁevertheless, 1t i8 suswpacted that che presant resul+s nrovide
considerable food for trought,
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Appendiz I. Items from the Benton & Bowles "Cold War
Issues:"Survey, used to assess college
eli<e (and mass) assurance.

Note: Items apvear here in theoretical order: actual item numbers
in the Zenton & Bowles questlonnaire are given in parentheses.

Iten No. 1, Absolute asssurange: (Bentcn & Bowles item No. 6).
All things considered, would you tell us, in your opinion
which ore of the followlng statemenis best describes how you fesl

about whether or not we will have another war?

a. I am certain there wlll be another World War within
the next month or so.

b. I am certain there willl be another World War within the
next six months.

¢. I am certain there will be another ¥World War within the
next year.

"d. I am certain there will be another ¥World ¥War sometime
in ths future, ’

e. There may be another World War some time,

f. There uight be another World War some tima, but I
doubt 1it,

g. There will probably not be arnother World ¥ar,

he There will rever be another World War,

Listed below are a series of issues which ars reported in
newspapers, radio, television on a day to day basis. These are
issuas that could affect the well belng of our imerican way of
11fe. These issues may be of more or less concern for individual
Americans today. Would you please read the complete list of lssues
desceribed balow. Then place a "1" on the appropriate line after
the issue you yourself are most concerned about. Then place a "2"
after the issue you are next most concerned about, and so on until
you have numbsred all nine isgsues.
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Please lndicate how concermed you are about the issues
listed below, by assigning numbers 1 through G.
8 Schools . « . Adequate educatiornsl facllities . .

b, Natlonal Defense . . . Militery protection for
_thBUS.oo.---oo.ooovtoooooo

ce Inflation . . . The high cost of 1living « . « « &
de ¥ar . « « The chance of 8 World WAL v o o o s+ o -
e. Organized labor . « « The power of unions . . « «

f. Communism . . . Communist gaining control of
governments friendly to the US in the past . . .

g« Juvenile delinquency and Crime . . . The number.
Oflawbreakers........-........o.

h., Depression . . . A major crash such as we had in
thel930's....--..........-..

i. Bilg business ., . . the 8ize and power of
Comorationo.ooocua.;-oooooo'o

It 3. Map Pow Migs : Yorld Respect. Scleptific
Y ent & R a8 item N )

v
= 3

Now we would like your opinions on another subject. Ligted
below are a sSeries of statements that we have heard pecple make -
some of them have been made with raference to Russla and others with
reference to the United States. Hould you please road each state=
nent and. as you 49 indlicate whether it bagt > A S

.  Best Best Both
) Describes Describes Equally
~Buzslg Us

a, Most respected country in
theworld..ooco-ooo

b. Most advanced in the develop-
ment of missliles, rocksts,
gpace 8hipB8. ¢ o« » ¢ » ¢ o o

T TINURAG M Qe S o Ty
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Appengix I[1, Ttems from American Institute of Public
Opinion, used ln assurance study.

Item No, 1, Which countiry = the United States or Russia do you
Think 13 farther ahead in the fleld of long range misciles and
rockete?

a.US....o--.....

b.R‘USSiaoogooeocoo

c. No opinion

N

L
]
L]
[ 4
L]
*
L]
L 4

d. No snswer

Item No, 2. If a war should come, do you think it is more likely

to arise through U.S.A., Russia or some other way?
Be UeSele o o o o o o o o o o
b, RUSBLE ¢« o o o v o o ¢ a0
Co BOth o ¢ o s ¢ o ¢ o o o o
de Don't KNOW o o ¢ o o o & &
e, Other or nelther « ¢« « o o
Ttop Noo 34 Do you belleve it 1s posslible or imposslibvle to reach

a peaceful settlement of dirferences with Russia?
8, Possible o « ¢ o o o o o o
b. Impossible « o o o o o o o
c. Don't Xnow « « o« o b e W e

Iteg No, &4, Do you think the day will come when we have a nucléar

test pan tresty with Russia, or not?
G, YOS . s e s e e s s e s @

b- NO [ 3 - - - L J » s L4 L - . .

c. Don't KNOW o o o e o o o &

(=]
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Ttem No, 5. If a test ban treaty were put into effect do you think

Russia would llve up to her part of the agreement, or not?

Be TES ¢ o« ¢ s ¢ o s 6 0 & & -

bo NO - Ld L) L] * - L] . - . * L]

Co I“'oopinion....-...

Itom Yo, &, Some people say that the US should make further agree=-
ment with Russia %o reduce armaments and armed forces. If Russia
agrees to reduce thelr armaments and armed forces, do you think

the US should sgree to this, or not?

a. Yes, should agree .« . o« o __
be Should ot o« o ¢ o ¢ o o » R
ce Noopinicn « ¢« ¢ o o o ¢ @ omm—

Item No., T, Do you think the Senate should vote approeval of
fhe agreement to have a partial ban on the testing of nuclear
weapons,lor not?

a., Yes, 1t should « « o ¢ o &«
b. No, 1t shouid not . « » . ,

Ce Noopinion...e;...

{1) The item reads "approval of this ban", but the previous

question asks if respondents had hearé of the ban and describes the
ban as indicated between brackets above,

~

i S T TR
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c. llas the firmest bellefs -
and will not compromise on
these bellefs . . s & o & & o o

de Most sclentifically advanced .

e. Best prepared to succeasfully
wage war right now « « « ¢ « o

fo Is first in the production o
industrial and consumer goods .

g« Most concerned about the wel~
fare of the world - not only
_1t531f. e 5 0. &8 o » & & & o e o

For & mowent, would you think about the Russian government.
Pecple have expressed dif:.rent attitudes on how Russia feels about
having a war, ¥What do you thinkX the Russian government's attltude

is gbout a war?

a., Russia want war now - she 1s looking for an
excuse to declare WHBI'  « o o o ¢ o o o « & ¢. 0 =

be FEussia wants war buil not right nos - whe wants
to wait until she cen increase her military

power L] . L4 * * L ] e - . L L] L L L4 . L ] [ 3 . » L] L]

¢c. Rugsig really wants peace but might start a war
because she doesn't trust the US . o « o & o «

d.. Pussia rea11y want peacc ~ she will ¢try to aviod
a war at all costs e @ 9 % @ e 6 e e s e o e

We have heard peovple express different opinion about
Russia and Comrmunist China, We would like to have your opinions
of these two countries. ¥Would you please read each of the state-
ments telow. A3 you read each, would you indicate whether vou feel

Russia 13 much more or Somewhat more interested than China in this
ares or whetner China 1s somewnai nore or nucn more ilnterested
<nan Kussia, If you feel tnat there 1s absolutely no difference
between China and Russia in a particular respsct, then check the
cclumn at the right.




a. In keeping the
Chinese=-

E=104

Rugsia is
Russis 1is gomewhat
ruch more more

interested interested
than Chings thap Chlina

Russian allliance

stirong

b, In gettling alo

ng

with non-communist

countries

¢, In giving her

citizens indivi-

dual freedon

d. In building up

her military
strength

e, In ralsing the

standard of
living of her
people

f. In trying to
gain control o
non-communist
countries

b 4

f The Two

3 Countries.

: . Chira is are .

China is somewhat absolutel
much more noTe the same

interested interested in this .
than Eussia than Russla respsct

We have listed below 8 number of attitudes that pecple have

- expressed from time to time.
with your opinlion?

Which of these tiree statements agraes

a. It is impossible to live peacefully with two
different systems « either Comrunism or .

Democracy will have 10 80 « « « o s o ¢ o « o o

b, If the US and Russia make an effort 1t may be
possible to llive psacefully with the ¢wo
different systems « « o

L. L L e ¢ o @ L I ——

!
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c. TIf the US and Russic meke an effort, Communisa
and Democracy will definltely be abls to live .
together peaceﬁllly o v s e o s « s 8 s s s o o

-

Item No. 7. GCold Mar Victory: (Senton & Powles item Bo. 8.

: Wnile Premier Khruschev of Russis was visiting the US in .
i 1960, he said that Communism will win out over DemoCracy. His
; words to Americans were: '"Your grandchilérea will live under
Communiem.” Some people - even though they are opposed to Comzuniom
: feel he may be right. Others disagree, #ow do you think the
- . o struggle bhetween Communism and Democracy will come out in the end?

h}g"‘ ;15 o §
a., I feel certaln Communism will win ¢ o « o ¢ & :

———————
U —

b, I think Communism 13 llkely to win te o e 0 s

c. I'm not certain, but I think Communiam might

wln . L4 - * * [ 2 - Ld L 4 . ° L 4 * - L * * * [ L4 [ ] .

4. I'm not certain, but I doa't think communism
18 likely to w?bn - L * -« » [ _IEE 4 : . ® L ] t 2 L] L ] L ] L ]

6. I feel certain Communism won't WD . e s e e

Item No, 8, China threat to USSR (Bantop & Bowles item Mo, 10},

Russia end Communist China have been 211ied with eack other
for a number cf years, Some experts say they will continue -to be
friends indefinitely; others say that the Russlans and Communlet
Chinese are apt to quarrel with each other. ¥hat do you think will
heppen to Russlan-Ohlnese alilance? Check the siatemsnt below :
that comes closest to descriping the way you feel.

a. The ties betwsen Russia and Communist China
will probably grow even stronger then they

CAYR NOW ¢ & o s e & & @ & & ¢ ¢ s ¢ » 5 o s s o

b. The ties between Russia and Comminist China wlll
probably stay about the way they are now without
becoming elther S{Trongsr.or WeBKer o .« « ¢ o o

: c. The ties betwean Russla and Communiet China will
% . pmbably woaken Boma“’h-at ¢ e '8 & € 8 5 & e o &

4. The tles between Russis and Communist China will
probably be broken completely « o ¢ ¢« o o oo e
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