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.. 7·~.-J Pilot Study Measures of Civic Obligat10n 

Our original goal was to outline a strategv for studving 
citizenship. As a starting point, we assumed that cit1zensh1p 
h:o.d at lea·:t tvJ•:• di·:.tir1guisha.ble cc•mponents.: ( 1:• "patric•ti:m", a 
deeply felt affective attachment to the nation which constitutes 
the s.'/mbol ic ·:.i•je of ci tiz.en·:.hip; and <2) ",:ivic C•bl igatic•n", :.. 
general sense of responsibility to carry out the obligations 
associated with citizenship. We offered several Justifications 
for developing new measures of citizenship. First. cit1zen:hip 
is. ob\.-'iousl y impc·r·tar1t fr·c•rri the standpcoint of dem•:•cratic theor:/. 
Because of this normative prescription, we argued that it is 
intr·ins.icall~.- wc•r·thv,rhile to devise meas.ures. •:•f citizen:hip and to 
beg i n t o t r a. •: I< '-,.a. r· i .a t i c• n ·:. C•\-' er· t i me i n t h e p u b 1 i ·= ' :. s e 11 s. e C• f 
citizenship. A second reason for studying citizenship is that it 
may have an important influence on political attitudes and 
behavior. In carticular, new measures of civic obligation may 
improve our ability to predict political participation. 

l-'J i t h t h C• s e j u s t i f i c a t i •=• n s i r1 m i n d , l,,, e d ev i s. e .:j n evJ me :ls u r es 
of both patriotism and c1~ic obligation. Both sets of measures 
were pretested in a local survey conducted in Lexington Kentucky 
during June 1985. Based on the results of that survey, we 
strongly recommended that a modified version of the patriotism 
scale be included on the pilot study; and initially we also 
recommended that a version of the civic obligation scale be 
included though we considered it a lower priority. Based on our 
recommendations and the Board of Overseer/s deliberations, the 
civic obligation scale, but not the patriotism scale, was 
included on the pilot study. This report examines that civic 
obligation scale. 

I.b..e .0.u.e .s..t .i.o.o.s 

Several substant1ve considerations guided our construction 
of items to tap a sense of civic obligation. First, in contrast 
to previous empirical work on citizenship that has focused more 
on peocle's notions of what general !y constitutes a good citizen, 
we concentrate on people's own sense of civic obligation--the 
e>~tent +.:·::· 1_,Jh1ch the·:,· .:..re persc•r1al 1:-/ vJi 11 ir1g t•:i car·ry out the 
obligations of citizenship. Second, unlike previous studies that 
have focused almost exclusively on the duty to vote, our measure 
C•f cio., ... ic obl igatior1 is. much broa•:jer·. It incl •Jdes items that tap 
a general sense of obligation to the country as well as specific 
obligations to vote, perform Jurv duty, pay taxes, and obey the 
1 &l1J. 

From a methodological standpoint, two different question 
wording formats were included on the pilot study. Form A is 
composed of ten five-point Likert items. Form Bis made up of 
ten four-point non-Likert items. In terms of substance, the Form 
B items parallel the Form A items as closely as possible given 
the differences in fo~mat. For example. question 1 on both forms 
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performed. In both instances, the ten 1t~m scales had relativelv 
lov.i rel iabi 1 ities •.:coefficient :..1ph.:.:i: .55 for Fc1r·m A and .5:: for 
Form B. And, as illustrated in Table 2, the average irt~r-item 
correlations for the full sets of items were ouite low. 

Given this, the best six items from each set were combined 
to form a scale r~nging from 0 to 1. with high scores inc1cat1ng 
a strong sense of civic obligation. The characteristics of each 
scale and the items composing each one are presented in Table~. 
A~ c..in be seen t.11.~re, both s.c a 1 es. s. ti 1 I have r· e 1 -~ti \.·e I'.:.-' 1 c•t ... • 
reliabilities, though the Form B scale is a bit morE reliable. 
And the distributions of both scales are skewed toward the civic 
obligation end. Substantively, the Form A scale contains more 
it~~s dealing with specific obligations while the Form 8 scale 
inc 1 udes some of the mor·e gen er· a 1 items.. But, it is. important tc• 
note that both scales contain two "voting" items. 

Despite the relatively low reliabilities of the two civic 
obligation scales, they still might prove to be highly correlated 
vJi th v.arious political attitude:. and pcil i ti cal par·ticipati•:ir1. To 
explore this possibility, we correlated the two scales with a 
variety of measures (for details on the measures see Appendix A>. 
Specifically, the background variables include age, education, 
income, social class, sex and r·ace; •:•n these \-"ar·iables., high 
:.c or· es indicate, r· espec ti ve 1 ':.', o 1 d age, high education , high 
income, upper class, female and ~~r- ~::e. In terms of political 
at ti tu des, f C•u r· •v·ar i ab 1 es ar· e cons. i 1jer· ed: int ere·:. t , tr· us t , 
efficacy and party identification. High scores indicate, 
respectively, high interest, high trust, high efficacy and a 
"strong Republican" identification. The participation measures 
are r~gistered to vote, whether voted in the 1984 Presidential 
election, the number of campaign activities engaged in, the 
willingness to work with others on community problems, and the 
number c•f nc•n-elector·al political .:c.ctivities engaged in. 
Finally, two Reagan performance measures are considered (high 
scores indicate appr·oval). Pre-:.erited in Tab I e 4 ar·e the 
correlations of the two six-item civic obligation measures with 
these \lariables. 

As in the Lexington pretest, civic obligation is related to 
certain background characteristics, but the pattern of 
relationship varies depending on which form of the scale is 
considered. Both forms are strongly related to age with older 
people expressing a greater sense of civic obligation. The Form 
A scale is moderately related to income and social class, but not 
education. The reverse is true of the Form 8 scale. But, with 
respect to background variables, the most striking difference of 
the two scales is in the relationship with sex: on the Form A 
scale women are more likely to express a sense of civic 
obligation while on the Form B scale the relationship is 
reversed. Taken together, such findings suggest that the 
substantive differences--recal 1, the Form A scale deals more with 
specific obligations while the Form B scale contains more of the 
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participation. For· the Fc•r·m A ·:.c.:i.le, the c•nl'/ :.i9ni+:::..r1t 
relationships remaining are between civic obligation ~~~ 

political efficacy and registration. For the Form B scale, t~e 

correlations with political attitudes decline somewhat; ano mo~e 
striking, with only one exception (work with others in the 
community), the relationship·:. 1,,1ith tr-1e par·ticip.:i.tic1n meo..:. 0.Jre: 
virtually disappear. However, the relationship of the +our-item 
Form B scale with performance evaluations actua11v increases. Sy 
dropping the two voting items, we appear to have brought the Ferm 
B scale even closer to becoming some sort of measure of 
patriotis.m. <In support of t!""1i·:. ir1terpr·eta.ti•:m, the r:o:-'.·'-' !='·:.r·m E 
sea.le is positively related to attitudes toward Central ~mer1ca; 
Pearson/s r equals .22>. 

Thus, for both forms of the scale, it ~ppears that tne 
re 1 at ion ship of civic c•b 1 i ga t i c•n ~·,1 i tt"1 pc• 1 i tic a 1 part i c i pat i c1n is 
due primarily to the two voting items. For the most part, without 
the voting items both forms of the scale are virtually unrelated 
to political participation. This judgment was confirmed by 
r·egression analyses. that compar·i:,,lthe effects. of civic •=·bliga.tic•n 
on political participation with those of political attitudes 
(party identification, trust and efficacy> and background 
varia.bl es <age, educatic•n, income, se:=< and race). 

Ea.c..omm.e.o.d.a..t.i.o.o.s 

Our findings are disappointing to say the least. The 
problems hinted at in the Lexington pretest were not solved by 
devising a new ques.tion for·mat. Ther·e sti 11 appear·s. to be a 
social desirability bias involved in this type of question. Even 
with two different question formats of ten questions apiece, we 
had difficulty in creating a reliable scale of civic obi igation. 
Our examination of the inter·-i tern cor·r·el at ions. and factc•r· 
analyses of both sets of items suggests that there is no general 
underlying dimension of civic obligation. Rather, people have a 
piece-meal view of their obligations as citizens. Whether a 
person feels obligated to obey minor Jaws has little do witn 
his/her sense of obligation to perform jury duty. Moreover, once 
"''e move beyond the duty to vote, it is. evident th.:i.t ci·v·i·: 
ob 1 i ga. ti or1 s h a\le l i t t 1 e t ·=· do vJ i th pc• 1 i tic al part i c i pat i c1n. 

Given this, we recommend aQa~~s~ including the full civic 
obligation ·:.cale on the 1'7'8.::. NES. In·:l•.J·:.ic•n of the f•.Jll :.c.~1e 

cannot be justified based on its predictive abilities. Instead, 
the only possible Justification for including the full six-item 
scale would be the intrinsic worth of having an ongoing measure 
of this sort. We, however, do not find that to be a compelling 
Justification given the space limitations on NES. 

Let us. cc•n•:lude on an upbeat nc.ite. Building on thi·:. 
analysis, future work in this area mignt take several directions. 
Se\..·'era 1 of the voting item·:. might be 'J :.ed as tt"1e basis for· 
developing an explicitl'.:l mc•r·e pc•litic.:.1 t';·pe of measur·e. Or·, the 
four items in the revised Form 8 scale might be considered as a 
basis for a different approach to measuring patriotism. 
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