To: MES Pilot Study Committee and Board of (herssers
FROM: Pamela Johnston Concwver and Stanley Feldman
RE: 1735 Pilot Study Measzures of Ciwvic Obligatiocn

dur original  goxl was to cutline a stratsgy  for TtUIVIngG
citizenship. =z a starting point, we assumesd that Citizenship
had at least two distinguishable componente: Cly "patrioti=m", a
deeply felt zaffective attachment to the nation which constitutes
the symbolic side of citizenshipy and ©2) "civic cbligation", =
gener i sense of responcibility to carry cut  the cbligatians
asscciated with citiz n,hlo We offered sewveral justificatians
tor developing new measures of citizenship. First, cit:izenzhip
is aobvicusly important from the sztandpoint of democratic theory,
Because of this normative prescription, we argued that 1t is
intrinsically worthwhile to dewize meacsures of citizenzhip and to
begin to track wvariations cowver time in the pubiic’'s sence of
citizenship., & szsecond reason for studying citizenship is that it
may  hawe an  important influence aon politica) attitudesz and
behaviar, In particular, new measures of ciwvic obkligation may

impreese cur ability to predict political participaticn.

tifications in mind, we devised new mexsur
101 Gb]letIOn. Both sete of measures
were pretezted in a al survey conducted in texington kentu;ky
during June 1985, Based on the results of that survey ‘e we
ztrongly recommended that a modified wvercion cf the patriotiem
scale be irncluded on the pilot study; and inttially we alzco

recommended that a verzion of the civic cobligation =scale be

|I|

With those justi
cf both patrictism and
1

ircluded though we considered it a lower pricrit,. Based on our
recammendations  and f*_ Board of Quverseer’s deliberations, the
civic obligation szcale, but not the patrictiem scale, was
included on the pilot studw. This report examinez that ciwvic

obligation =zcale.

Several substantiwe considerations quided sur construction
af items to tap a sencse of ciwvic cbligation. Firet, in contrast
to previous empirical work on citizenship that haes focused more
on pecple’s notions of what generally constitutes a good citizen,
we  concentrate on pecople’s own sernse of ciwvic obligation—--the
extent to which  thew are personally willing to carry out the
obligaticons of citizenzhip. Second, unlike prewvious studies that
have focuszed almost exclusively an the duty to wote, our measure
cf civic obligation is much broader. It includes iteme that tap
& general sense of abligation to the country as well as specific
cbligations to wvote, perform Jurv duty, pay taxes, and obey the
1aw.

From a methodolcogical standpoint, two different question
wording formatz were included on the pilot study. Farm @& is
composed of ten five-point Likert items. Form B is made up of

ten four-point non-Likert items. In terms of substance, the Faorm
B items parallel the Form & iteme as closely as possible given
the differences in format. Far example, question | on both forme

&



performed. In both inestancesz, the ten 1tem zcales had relatively
low reliabilities tcoefficient zigphzr: S5 for Form & and .SZ for
Form B. rmnd, as 1l\u=trdt=d in Tablie Z, the average intsr—1tem
correlations for the full zetz of item:z were quite 1ow,

Giwven this, the best six items from =ach set wers combined
to form & scale ranging from @ to 1, with high s=cores i1ndicating
a strong sense2 of ciwvic abligation. The characteristics of =ach
zcale =z2nd the 1tems compazxn each one zre presented 1n Table 3.
As can be seen there, both scales =till have relatively law
reliabilities, though the Form B scale is a bit more reliabie.
fand  the distribuotions of both scales are skewed toward the ciwvic
obligation end. Substantively, the Form & scale contains more

e

i
i t=ms dealing with specific obligations whi the Form B scale
includes some of the more general items. But, 11 iz important to
note that both zcales contain two "woting" items.

Scale_Cocrelatss_

Despite the relatively low reliabilities of the two ciwvic
obllgat1on scales, they =till might prove to be highly correlated
with warious political attitudes and political participation. To
explore thie poseibility, we corrslated the two scales with a
wvariety of meacures (for details on the measures e Appendix A).
Specitically, the background wariables include age, education,
income, <cocial «class, sex and race; on these wvariables, high
ecores indicate, respectively, old age, high education, high
income, upper class, female amd nzr - ite In terms of political
attitudes, four «wariables are considered: interest, trust,
efficacy and party identitication. High scores i1ndicate,
recspectively, high interest, high trust, high efficacy and a
"strong Republican" identification. The participation measures
are rzgistered to vote, whether woted in the 17284 Precsidential
eisection, +the nrumber of campaign activities engaged 1in, the
willingness to work with cthers on community prcocblems, and the
number of nen~-electoral political activities engaged in.,
Finally, two FReagan performance measures are considered (high
scores indicate approvald. Prezented in Table 4 are the
correlations cof the two six-item civic obligation measures with
these wvariables.
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e in the Lexington pretest, ciwvic cbligation is related to
certain background charactericstice, but  the pattern ot
relationship waries depending on which form of the scale is
concidered. Both  forms are strongly related to age with clder
people expressing a greater sense of civic ocbligation. The Form
A scale is moderately related to income and social class, but not
education. The rewverse is true of the Form B scale. But, with
respect to background variables, the most striking difference of
the two scales is in the relaticnship with sex: on the Form A

cscale women are more likely to express a sense of civic
cbligation while on the Form B scale the relationship 1=
reverzed. Taken together, such findings suggest that the

subetantive differences--recall, the Form & scale deals more with
specitic obligations while the Form B scale contains more of the

[XX]



participation. For the Form & =scale, the aonly significanmt
relationships remaining are betwsen ciwvic obligation znd
political efficacy and regicstration. Far the Form B scale, thz
correlations with political attitudes declime somewhat: andg more
striking, with only one exceptian uwurk with athersz in the
community), the relationshipz with the participation measzare:z
virtually disappear. Howewver, the relaticnship of the four-item
Form B scale with performance evaluaticns actuailw increazes. Ev

dropping the two woting items, we appear to haws brought the Form
B <scale even closer to becoming some =ort of measure of
patriotiem, {In support of this interpretation, the new Fzrm B
scale is positively related to attitudes toward Central wamericas

Fearson‘s r eguales .2Z2).

Thus, for both forms of the z=cale, 1t appears that +re
relationship of civic obligation with political participation 1is
due primarily to the two woting items. For the most part, without
the wvoting itemsz both forms of the scale are virtually unrelated
to political participation. This wdgment was confirmed by

I
regression analyses that comparedthe effects of civic oblig gation
on political participation with those of paolitical attltud&:
(party identification, trust and efficacw?) and  background

i
variables (age, education, income, sex and race).
Becommendations

Our findings are dizappeointing to say the leazt. The
probleme hinted at in the Lexington pretest were not =

dewvising a new qguestion format. There still appears to be a
social desirability biae inveolwed in thi tvwpe of gquestion. Ewven
with two different question formats of ten qQuestions apiece, we
had difficulty in creating a reliable scale of civic obligation.
Our examination of the inter-item correlations and tactor
analyses of both setz of items suggests that there ic no general
underlying dimensicn of ciwvic obligation., Father, people have a
piece-meal wview of their obligaticns as citizens. bhether &
person feels obligated to cbey minor laws has little do  with

i

his her sence of cbligation to perfarm jurw duty. Morecvver, once
we move beyvond the duty to vote, 1t is evident that ciwvic
obligations have little to do with poiitical participaticn.

Given thiz, we recommend against including the full ciwvic
cbligation scale on the 1738 ME3. Inclusicn of the full =scale
cannot be justitied based on its predictive abilities. Instead,
the only possible justification for including the full six—1tem
scale would be the intrinzic worth of having &an ongoing measure
ot this sort. Mz, howewer, do not find that to be a compelling
Justification given the space limitationz on MES,

Let wue conclude on an upbeat note. Building on this

analysis, future work in this area micght take several directicne.
Several of the woting items might be used as the basis for
developing an explicitly more political type of measure. Or, the
four iditeme in the rewvised Form B scals might be conzidered az &
basis for a different approach teo measuring patrictism.
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