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ABSTRACT P

' A measure of nucléar war/weapons attitudes was deféloped based
el T on fagﬁor analyses of the responses of 563 American and Canadian
. . cqllege shudents to a pool of lié nuclear war—/weapons—related
items. The resulting 60-iteém measure, the Nuélear Weaponé Ori-

entation Measure (NWOM), composed - of 11 separate attitudes scales,

was administered along with perscnality and demographic variables
- \,ﬁo 273 American students. Females were found to differ from
< :

males in f?voring unilateral reductions in, nuclear weapons to a

greater extent, viewing nuclear war as more likely, and viewing

r

the potential consequences from nuclear war as-less manageable.
Among the findings applying for both sexes: perceptions of the

Soviets were related to defense mechanisms; sex-role orientation
N [

was related to attitudes about bilateral nunclear weapons re-

ductions; religious attitudes were found to be related to at-

.

titudes about preparing for nuclear war, and to worry about nuclear

war; locus of control was related to perceptions about the likeli-

hood of nuclear war, and to beliefs about the safety of sparsely

populated areas during nuclear war. A wide variety of differences

between .the sexes in correlates of nuclear war attitudes was also

found.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

This study examines attitudes, beliefs and expectations re-
lating to nucléaf weapons an; nuclear war - their measurement, and
some hypotheses concerning their antecedents and correlates.

The poténtial for use of nuclear weapons constitutes the
gravest possible threat to the continuation of civilization, and
possibly, to the continuation of odr.specties as well (for scientific
_ Teasoning and evi@ence in support of this latter assertion, see

Turco, Toon, Yckerman, Pollack and Sagan, 1984). To judge from

the substance
L 4

ature review below), as well as the general increase in nuclear war-/

of the findings of public opinion surveys (see liter-

wveapons-related s&rveys (as documented by Kramer, Kalick and Milburn,
- 1983) and the increased mass media attention to this issue, our
society as a whole has become much more awvare of thé extraordinary
danger that these weapons represent. Unfortunately, adaptive
solutions that might sipgnificantly reduce this danger do neot appear
to be forthcoming; a number of writers suggest, instead, that the
course the West is on is increasing the danger (Barash and Lipton,
1982; Lifton and Falk, 1982; Schell, 1982; Sagan, 1983).

' The whole area of tﬁe psychelogical impact of, and psycho-

. . N
logical construals of, nuclear weapons and nuclear war has received



astonishingly little attention in the way of research from the
social sciences (as a search for material on this topic prior to
1983 in either Psychological Abstracts or Sociological Abstracts
wou}d indicate). One cannot help but wbnder: how could such a major
and vital topic of research go neglected, for all intents and pur-—
poses (apart from some scattered studiés, and‘sdﬁe survey research)
for so long? One cannot legimately argue that some manner of lack

of respectability of the topic has kept researchers away from it. As
someone who has ré§iewed the literature concerning the psychological
research on astrology (see Rockowitz, 1980) as well as the research
on nuclear war/weapons attitudes, it appears to this a;thor that more
research of a psychological nature may have been done to date in

the area of astrology! One can speculate that researchers $ay have
been caught up in a society-wide process of denial as regards pros-
pects, implications and consequences of nuclear weapons and nuclear
war, reflective of the psychic numbing that Lifton (1982) discusses.
Or, a related explanation might be found in the idea of resistance

to research on death - if researchers in the sécial sciences have
only recently begun to focus on the psychtlogical aspects of the
death of individuals, how much more difficult, and conceivably more
threatening, to investigate a topic that relates to the possible
death of humanit%;as a species.

Y

It is plausible that a bi-directional process of influence
\

exists concerning psychological material relating to nuclear weapons

and nuclear war. This would include the hypotheses of Lifton (1968,
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1982), among othérs, that the implications of nuclear weapons, and
the pfospect of nuclear war,rhave pronoﬁﬁéed an& far-reaching ef-

‘ fects on our lives, even if tpe material is heavily defended against
psychologically. However, these hypotheses encompass only omne di-
rection of influence, the.influence of the objective situation of
the existence of nuclear weapgts and the threat of nucleaf war upon
individuals or groups. The{research of the current investigation
has assumed, to a large extent, the reversé)directionality - the in-

4

fluence of the ip@iyidual's ersonality, needs dnd general attitudes

about life on his/her construpl of the prospect of nuclear war and
the implications of nuclear wéapons. Tﬁe basis for this hypothesis
liés in the ambiguity and indefiniteness of information relating to
nuclear weapons and nuclear wan. ‘For example, there are no objective
ansvers to such basic and important questions as: How likely is nu-
clear war? How might it happen? When might it happen? What are the
attitudes and intentions of adversary countries possessing nuciear
weapons? What would the aftermath of;ifhﬂcigar war be 1lke? How
many @ould survive, and for how long? The point is, since questions
like these require at iéast provisional answers in order to reduce
anxiety on an individual level, and since objective and relatively
certain answers#Jo not exist, the answers brovided by any given in-
dividual would appear susceptible to being influenced by such fac-
tofs (among others) as his/heér particular personality, defensive

structure, and outlook on life.

The current study had two primary goals: 'to develop a psy-



[

chometrically adequate instrument for measuripg a variety of psy-

chological dimensions relating to nuclear weapons-and nuclear war;

v

and to explore the relationships of personality variables (including

* '

defense mechanisms, locus of control, life satisfaction, sex-role
orientation, and religidus and politital variables) and demographic

variables to construals of nuclear weapons and nuclear war.



Literature Review

Attitude Polls

One of the earliest opiﬁion polls concerning attitudes about
nuclear veapons measured attitudes about dropping the atomic bomb 6ﬁ
Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945. A pollconducfed by Fortune in Sep-
tember, 1945, obtained results showing that approximately 20 per cent
of the respondents would have preferredtheboﬁb not to havepeenused
at all, or for it to have been used first inunpopulated areas. Ap-
proximately half approved of thé U.S. bombing cities in the manner that
it did, and ﬁpproximatelgone—quarterfavored using many more atomic
bombs before Japan had a chance to surrender. A similar poll con-
ducted by the National Opinion Research Center (details of which were
reported in Kramer, Kalick and Milburn, 1983) found that two-thirds
of the sample supported the manner in which the U.5. employed the.atomic
bomb against Japan. Kramer et al. (1983), whose review article on
attitudes towards nuclear war and nuclear weapons included an
examination of some surveys on attitudes on the atomic bombing of~
Japan, concluded that support for this action” on the part of the
U.S.ihas remained stable since its occurrence 40 years ago.

From the inception of the atomic—bomﬁ's existence, respondents
have been asked about their assessment of the probability of nuclear
war. The apparent increase in the frequency with which this questien
has been asked within the last ten years-would seem to parallel the
general increasé in nuclear war—/weapons-related polls (a trend des-

cribed by Kramer et al., 1983).

A



. DeBoer (1981) described four polls that were done by the

Canadian Institute of Public Opinion between 1971 and 1980 in
which Canadian respdndents were asked if the chances of nuclear
war breaking out were greater §r less great "than they were ten

years ago.,"

The data suggested an increaging apprehension about the
possibilitj of nuclear war over time; nearly one—fifth of the sample
indicated that chances for nuclear war were greater in 1971 than in
1961, whereas three-fifth of the sample thought that the chances for
nuclear war were greater in 1980 th;n they were in 1970. Responses
in 1975 and in 1979 to this queétion exhibited' intermediate values
in this trend - ong—tﬁird of the sample in 1975, and one-half in
1679, expressed the belief that chances for nuclear war were gréater
than they had been ten yéars priaor.

On several occasions from 1981 to 1983, the Gallup Organization
polled respondents on the question: "low likely do you think we-
are to get into a nuclear war within the next ten years — very
likely, fairly likely, fairly unlikely, or very unlikely?" During
this two-year period, overall responses to this question were fairly
stable, with roughly half of the sample indicating nuclear war was
"very or fairly likely," and with the remaining halfkindicating it

was ''very or fairly unlikely." 1In both of the polls which were

published in the Gallup Report with breakdowns by subgroup res-

ponses, the following generalizations were supported: women view

nuclear war as more likely than men do; non-whites view it as more

~
likely than whites; those with a high school education or less
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view it as more likely than do college graduates; democrats view it
as more likely than republicans; manual workers and those not in

the work force view it as more likely than professional and business

"workers; and those reporting an income of 20,000 dollars or less view '

it as more likely than those making 30,000 dollars a year or more.

These data suggest that variables relati to socioeconomic status
; .

(among othérs) play an important role in nuclear war/weapons at-

titudes. Table 'l shows ther percentages obtained on these variables

for both Gallup polls.

Other Gallup surveys were performed Gallhp Report, Jan., 1982 and
Jan., 1983):h1whiga a different, but clearly related question was
asked, concerning the chances of world war within the next ten years.
Females, non—whites; the high-school educated, democrats, and lower-
income respondents viewed world war as more likely than their
respective counterparts. - Moreover, in response to this question,
youﬁger people tended to view world war as more likely than did
older respondents. These results, having recurred in a very similar
manner in a number of polls taken at different times, appear to be
both censistent and robust. Possibly, different intervening vari-
ables for each subproup {or for clusters of subgroups) are re-
sponsible for these data. Or, perhaps it is more likely that--these
findings can be explained by intervening variables such as satis-
faction with life - perhaps nuclear war expecters as a group may
have a” lower satisfactioﬁ with life, which expresses itself in

pessimism regarding an event like nuclear war, for which the

a



TABLE 1

Representation of Partial Results from-.Gallup Polls on Expectations
for Nuclear War - Subgroups showing Significant Intragroup Differences®

Questioh: How likely do you think we are_to get into a nuclear
. ~war within the next 10 years: very likely, fairly
likely, fairly unlikely, or very unlikely?

. 11/83: very or 10/81: very or
Subgroup fairly likely fairly likely
National ~ : \\\_)40 47
Sex ) ) t

Male ) v 33 42

Female 46 52
Race

White 37 36
Non-White 57 49
Education |

Collepe Grad, : 29 28

High School Grad. 43 | 8
'Polifics

Republican 24 37

" Democrat ] 47 51
Independent ap 50
Occupation

Prof'l and Bus. 2 36

Manual 47 51
Non-labor forse 44 49

_Intome

40K 30 |39 (254K )
30K-39K ' 29 .

10K-19K o 42 | 56 (LT 20K)

Under 10K 53

#The largest differences between subgroups in each category were
significant at the .05 level, for both polls.
#*The income categories for the two polls were somewhat different.



probability, as well as the interpretation of the current nuclear
weapons situation, is ambiguous. In other words, according to this
idea, nuclear war expecters'would be projecting-;héir pessimism ontd

the ambiguous pfospéct of nuclear war. A similar mechanism, in the
opposite direction, would be operative for nuclear war non—exéectéfs
- their denial of the prospect may be a function of their satis-
faction with 1£fe, and hence of their coptimism. -

Anotﬁer major area relating to nucl?ar war/weapons attitudes,
bot directly and indirectly, concerns attitudes towards the Soviet
Union. One group .of attitqdes in this area concerns perceptions
of the motives and attitudes of Soviet leaders towards the United
Staﬁes in genefal, and as regards fuiclear weapons in particular. In
an‘article describing poll results obtéined by the Harris Organi-
zation during 1?81, Kalven (1982) reported the following: 2/3 of the
sample believed that there is a likelihood that the Soviet Union will
attack the United States over the next 10 years, and that they (the
Soviet Union) would not hesitate to use nuclear weapons if they were
desperate enough; half of the éample viewed the Soviet Union as an
outright enemy; A/S indicated their belief that the Soviets only
want agreements whereby they can gain an advantage; and 3/4 were
sceptical that the Soviets would keep theif enﬂ of arms agreements.
This latter issue,.felating to perceived trustworthiness of Soviet
leaders, has been examined by a number of different sources. Smith

(1983) reported results from four NBC/AP polls done during 1978 and

1979, during which the question of Soviet compliance with agreements

»

e —
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aimed at "relaxing tensions" between themselves and the United States
was asked. Roughly 2/3 of the reSpondenEs, in a2ll four polls, did
not believe that the Soviets could be trusted to live up to such

agreements. Similg;ly, in a poll for Time Magazine (December 28,

1981) conducted by Yankelovich, Skelly and White, Inc., again, ap-
proximately 2/3 indicated a belief that Soviet leaders would not
follow through on their portion of an arms control agreement. And
again, in a poll by the Gallup'Organization pefférmed in May, 1981,
3/5 of the respondents did not believe that the Soviets would comply
with an agreement to degtroy all cur?ent nuclear weapons (assuming
they made such an agreement). There was very little variability
between subgroups on these question, although there was some limited
evidence that scepticism concerning Soviet compliance to an agreement
to build no more nuclear weapons may show an inverse relationship with
income and education, and a direct relationship with age.

Another group of attitudes in this.area that pells have explored
concerns the relative nuclear strengkh of the U.S. and the Soviet
Union. Smith (1983) reported results from Roper polls between

1977 and 1982 relating to.the question of the perceived relative
ndclear strength of these two countries. These polls sugg;st some
tendency over that time period of the U.S. being perceived as
gradually losing its position of nuclear superiority, with an in-
creasing tendency for the U.S. to be seen as behind in these weapons,

and less tendency to view it as even or ahead in these weapons. Ac-

cording to these polls, in April, 1982, about 1/10 of the respondents
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indicated that the U.S. was ahead of the U.S.S.R. in nuclear
strength, 1/3-indicated that they were about even (down from 2/5
in 1977), and 2/5 of the respondents indicated that the U.S. was_be-
hind (an increase from 1/3 of the rgépondents who held: this view in
1977). Other recent polls exhibited similar results as regards per—
ceived U.S. nuclear strength relative to the Soviet Union (Gallup
polls of March, 1983, November, 1982 and May, 1982).

Another type of question in this area involving attitudes
towards the Soviet Union concerns whether the resgpndent believes
that fighting a full-scale nuclear war is preferablg to Soviet

domination. A survey by the Gallup Organization ijn 1961, reported

in Public Opinion (August/September 1983) asked respondents how

they would decide if they had to choose between living under com-
munist rule or full-scale nuclear war. At.the time, 807 indicated
nuclear war was preferable, 67 indicated domination by the Soviet
Union was preferable, and the remainder were undecided. A very
similar question was posed in a 1983 poll by the Center for Policy
étudies at the University of Massachusetts (reported and discussed
' briefly in Human Events of April 23, 1983). The resul&s from this
poll indicated that slightly over TALf would choose nuclear war
{rather than the 4/5 that chose this in 1961), and that 2/5 (rather
than 1/20) would choose Soviet domination. It is difficult to say
to what extent these differences in findings reflect methodological
differences in the two studies. However, it is certainly possible

that there has been a penuine attitude shift;, involving a lesser
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willingness to actually fight a nuclear war, over the 20-plus years

between these twc studies.

- N -

A similar question has been asked, although much more ambigu-
ously, in a survey by the Los Angeles Times in March, 1982 (reported

in Public Opinion, April/May 1983). The question to respondents was:

"Would you be willing to risk the destruction of the United States
rather than be dominated by the Russians, or not?" Clearly, these
polls differed from the previous twec cited above in that no clear
choice between nuclear war and Soviet domination is given, and oniy
the "risk" of the destruction of the U.S. is mentioned as an al-
ternative. In both of these polls, approximately 2/3 of the
respondents Ghaii "risking destruction of the U.S.," with 1/3
opting for Spviet domination.

Still another group of questions that have been asked in polls
concerns nuclear arms control agreements, policy and proposals. One
type of question has £focused on attitudes about a nuclear "freeze,"
or-halting of the production of nuclear weaﬁons. Overall, there ap-
pears to be clear support for a bilateral nuclear freeze (one that
is verifiable and is mutually agreed upon with- the Soviet Union),
and there appears to be considerable ambivalence about the idea of
a unilateral nuclear freeze-(which would involve the U.S. freeziﬁg
production of nuclear weapons regardless of the Soviet Union's wil-
lingness to do so)}.

In May, 1981, November, 1982 and March, 1983, the Gallup or-‘

ganization conducted surveys on attitudes towards a bilateral nu~
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clear freeze (reported in Gallup Report of May, 1981, January,. 1983 ’

and May, 1983, respectively). In all of these surveys, approximately
70% favored such a freeze, and 20% of the respondents opposed it.
Harris polls (see Kalven, 1982), as well as voter responSe to

referenda during the 1982 elections (see Time Magazine; Nov. 15,

1982) reflected similar results. On examinétiﬁn of the bre;kdown by
subgroups provided by the Gallup polls on this issue (mentioned
above), it becomes cleaf that there is widespread support for this
issue across the yarious groups of our society - therewereno sig-
nificant differences in suppert of the bilateral freeze on the basis
of sex, race, religion, or political affiliation. These results can
be compared>to those from polls that explore attitudes towards a
unilateral nuclear weapons reduction. A Gallup poll of September,

1982 (reported in Gallup Report, 11/82) asked respondents whether

they favored a freeze on the production of nuclear weapons "whether
the Soviet Union does so or not." The responses to this were al-
most evenly divided (457 fbr, 55% against), with non-whites being
more favorable than whites (3/5 of black responses vs. 2/5 af white
responses), lawer income (less than 10K) being more favorable than
higher income (20K+), and with democrats being more favorable than
republicans (¥ of democrats versus 1/3 of republicans). C;nsidering
these findings in conjunction with the findings regarding subgroup

expectations of nuclear war, perhaps those groups viewing nuclear

war as more probable are, for that reason, more likely to favor



14

unilateral attempts at nuclear arms control. Harris (1982 - feported
in Kalven, 1982) asked a éomewhat mofe éxtremely worded dquestion:
"Would you favor or oppose the U.S. deciding to gradually dismantle
(underline mine) our nuclear weapons before getting an agreement from
other countries to do Ehg_same?" 4/5 of the respondents opposed this
idea, with 1/6 favoring it. These figur e comparable to those
from three NBC/AP polls, the results fé::sliizh were reported in
.Smith, 1983, whieh were done during the years 1981 and 1982. Respon- !
dents were asked:. "Do you think the U.S. shoéld move towards nuclear
disarmament’ on its own...only if the Soviet Union agrees to disarm

as well,..or don't you think the U.S, should move towards nuclear
disarmament at all?" In-alllthree polls, approximately 1/7 of -
the sample favored unilateral disarmament, 507 favored bilateral
disarmament, and approximately 257% opposed any disarmament of nu-
clear weapons at all. These figures are similar to Harris's 80%{
figures fo; respondéﬁts opposed to unilateral dismantlemen; mentioned

above. ver, the 504 figure for respondents favering bilateral

disariame es not agree with the approximately 2/3 to 3/4 popular

support thay has been typical in polls measuring attitudes towards
a bilatera) nuclear freeze or arms reduction. Perhaps the ex-
planation for ¥his is that the word "disarmament' implies total
disarmament, whlch may be viewed as too dangerous given the per-
. ceived untrﬁstw rthiness of the Soviet Union (discussed.above). Ad-
ditional suppoyt for the idea that the U.S. public has very mixed at-
titudes regarding total nuclear disarmament can be seen En a May,

1981 Gallup poll (reported in the May, 1981 Gallup Report) in which
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resppndénts were asked if they would favor an agﬁfement between the
U.S. and the Soviet Union "to.destroy all existing nuclear weapons

_ that have been built." Approximately half of the respondents favored
_this idea and half opposed it, with no marked subgroup variability
(e.g., party affiliation, race, sex, etc.) oﬁ this issue. Again,
lthese results can be compared to support forsg bilateral arms re-
duction, for which support is quite similar to that obtained.for a
_bilateral huclear freeze. Out of ten separate NBC/AP polls performed
betweén 1978 and 1980 inquiring about attitudes towards an agreement
to limit nuclear weapons between the U.S. and the Soviet Union (re~
suits from which were reported in Smith, 1983), virtually all ob-

tained approval of such a measure from 3/4 of the sample, with ap-

proximately 20% dissaproving. A Gallup poll of November, 1982 (re-

ported in the Géllup Report of January, 1983) which investigated
attitudes about a 507% bilateral reduction of nuclear weapons ob-
tained very similar results. As.with the other bilaterally—orie;ted Ss
porposals for nucle;r weapons. limitation, there was no marked sub-
group variability inithe Gallup poll on this issue.

Some questions that have been asked in surveys attempt to
measure the extent to which the threat of nuclear war has permeated
the respondent’'s thoughts or life in‘some way. Laulicht (1971) re-
ported.statisticé from a survey done in November, 1961 by the Gallup
Organization, which asked respondepts whether fe?rs'about nuclear war

had affected their outlook on life or plans for the future. In this

study, approximately 1/6 of the sample felt that it had influenced



i

16

their outlo;k or plans, whereas the remainder did not. ~Kramef,
Kalick and Milburn (1983) reported figures from some polls inves-
tigating worry about nuclear war. In one of these, a Gallup poll
performed in June, 1961, respondents were asked how worried they were
about the possibility of nuclear war. Approximately 3/5 indicated
they were very or fairly worried, whereas the remaining 2/5 indicated
they were not at all worried.. Kramer et al. (1983) also reported the
results of a 1983 LA Times poll which asked ;espondents about the
frequency Qith which they worried about the possibility of nuclear war.
Results from this question (which, semantically, is quite different
from "How worried are you?") indicated that respondents were ap-
proximately split evenly three ways, into worrying often or a
great deal, seldom worry, and not worrying at -all. Perhaps. the
conclusion-to be drawn from ﬁhese studies (assuming we would ob-
tain similar results today) is that ;he.U.S. population is worried
about the possibility of ﬁuclear wvar (and, of course, there is other
evidence for this in the form of support for bilateral arms reduction
meésures),‘but that, on a day to day basis, it does not affect their
life or decisions directly, and they do not think about it much.
Still other questicns that have been asked conce?n issues re-
lating to survival of nuclear war. A 3/82 Gallup/Newsweek poll
found that approximately half of the respondents thought their
chances of surviving nuclear war were 50-50 or better, with the other
half characterizing their survival chances as "poor." However, in
this poll, as in some other Gallup polls (of 2/63, reported in Kramer

et al., 1983, and one of 8/61, the results of which were displayed in
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Laulicht, 1971) only a small minority, less than 10%, characterized
their chances of survival during nuclear war as "good." Laulicht
(1971) reported results from a 5/58 Gallup po&l in which respondents
were asked their opinion about the percentage of people that would
survive a nuclear war. 3/5 of the respondents indicated that they
anticipated that 50% or less of the population would survive, and
about 1/10 thought that 607 or better of the population woﬁld sur-
vive, with almost 1/3 of the respondents answering ''don't know."

As a tentative hypothesis from these figures, perhaps a minority of
the population (around 10%?) mininfizes the daqger and effects from
nuclear weapons. Just as.there is a SUEEE:UP that is extremely con-—
cerned about the danger and effects of nuclear weapons (among thém,_
perhaps, the supporters of unilateral disarmament) so there would
seem to be a group which downplays (relatively speaking) the des-
Eructive potential of these weapons.

Another related question concerns attitudes about actually sur-
viving a nuclear war. A poll of Iowans dome by the Des Moines
Register in May, 1982, asked respondents: "Would you want to be
among the survivors of a nuclear war, or not?". 3/5 of the res-
.pondents indicated that they did not want to be among the sur-
vivors, with older respondents choosing dea:h much ﬁore frequently
thén younger respondents, and with women choosing death much more
frequently than men. ,

A very recent piece of survey-style research, yet perhaps the
most comprehensive in the range of information from previous surveys

that it integrates, and in the conclusions that it draws, was per-—
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formed by the Public Agenda Foundation (1984). On the basis of
survey research performed specifically for this study (in May, 1985
on 505 American adults), as well as on the basis of a review of past

research, it was concluded that: ‘ -

—The public's perception of the danger and immediacy of the
possibility of nuclear war has increased markedly since the
atomic bomb was developed, and has increased particularly
sharply o;er the.last decade..

-The Aherican public is roughiy'in consensus that nuclear
war would be "suicidal" and its. consequences unmanageable;
and that nuclear weapons ¢an't be abolished, but that nu-
clear superiority over the Soviet Union is not something
the U.S. can realistically achieve for any prolonged period
of time.

—While there is "consensus' (this was the PAF“;
term) that the Soviets are adversaries and that communism
is a system fundamentally different from that in existence
in the U.S., there is conflict among the public about the
exfent and nature of the threat from the Soviets, over the
conditions under which the U.S. should negotiate arms re-
ductions with the Soviet Union, over how the U.S. should
deal with Soviet expansionism, and over the prospects for
long-term relations with the Soviet Unien.

-Experts in strategic defense tend to agree among themselves

that nuclear war is unlikely, that deterrence using nuclear
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. weapons is unavoidable, and that nuclear weapons issues

+

between the superpowers reflect political rivalries; these
e

views differ from those of the general public. Strategic

Ly

experts.and the general public are in agreement that the

.

Soviet Union is hostile to the U.S.. -

This PAF study also described, in very general terms, a '"cluster
analysis" that had been done on public attitudes, on the basis of which
it was suggested that the following four variables under}ay

public attitudes on nuclear war. and nuclear weapons:

~ "the tendency to minimizé or stress the threat of

nuclear war;

—-the presence or absence of ideological animosity toward

the Soviet Union;

~the favoring of an assertive or a conciliatory policy

towvards the Soviets; and

—

~the inclination to see the conflict between the U.5. and
the U.5.S.R. in religious or in pragmatic terms"

(the Public Agenda Foundation, 1984, p. 38).

Research examining the Relationship between Psychological Variables

and Nuclear War/Weapons Attitudes

Tyler and McGraw (1983) investigated variables relating to two
types of behavioral reactions to the threat of nuclear: anti-nuclear

activism, and survivalist activity (i.e., oriented tosurviving nu-

clear war). Subjects for their study included members of an
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activist ‘anti-nuclear group, members of a survivaiist group, and

. members of the general population. The bulk of their analyses

was based upon the pooling of the data frém these disparaﬁe
groups together, and examining the relationship between independent
variables (among which were attribution, locus of control, and
perceived risk) and the dependent variables, ba;ed on responses to
questions, of "prevention behavior," ''survival behavior," and "énti—
nuclear policy support.” Their findings included the following:

prevention-of-nuclear-war behaviors and anti-nuclear policy advocacy

were positively related to each other, but both were negatively re-

~

lated to survivalist activity; correspondingly, belief thaﬁ nuclear
var is survivable'was negatively related to the belief that it is
preventable; subjects who felt politicaily efficacious‘(i.e.; that
they wére capable of %qlitical influence) were more likely to be-
lieve that nuclear war was preventable; locus of control was
positively related to belief in the preventability of nuclear

war, but showed no relationship to beliefs about its survivability;

demographic variables and general ﬁolitical orientation were related
to behavioral responses to the threat of nuclear war, with liberal
political orientation, and higher income and education beiné related
" to prevention activities, with the reversé pattern holding for sur-
vivalist éctivities. Both the anti-nuclear group and the sur-
vivalist group believed that nuclear war was more likely than did

the general public, but the ani-nuclear group indicated that .they

were significantly more worried than either the general public or



members of the survivalist group (these latter two groups did not
differ significantly from each other as regards worry about the
pro®epect of nuclé;r war). Also, the authors found that attribution
of moral responsibility for a future nuclear war and for {ts pre-
vention to citizens was strongly related to nuclear prevention
behaviors. _Tylér and Mchaw (1983) acknowledged that their inves-—
tigation must be viewed as "exploratqry" (and thus that their re-
sults must be viewed as merely Fentative and suggestive). This is
the case, both because they pooled the data from all three groups
(thus making generalizability untenable}, aﬁd because there may have
' #
been sémpling bias operating as regards which members of the
anti-nuclear and survivalist groups participated in this research -
of &he membérs of these groups (who were contacted by mail), only 62%
of the antiTnuélear group, and 28% of the survivalist group,
responded.

Fiske, Pratto and Pavelchak {1983} investigated the relation-
ship between "standard predictors" (general political activity,
nuclear arms control-related attitudes, salience of nuclear issues,
and beliefs regarding plausibility of nuclear war), nuclear war-
related imagery (image in the sense of cognitive representation or
schema), and anti-nuclear behavior. Subjécts were contacted by
phone, and there was some evidence that the sample was biased in the
direction of being more "politically knowledgeable and interested"
(as the authors put it) than average. Fiske et al. found that most
of the images concerning nuclear war and iés aftermath were abstract

rather than concrete, but that concrete images had a significant (al-



tﬁough modest) relationship tolanéi—nuclear activity. The best
predictor for anti-nuclear activily to emerge from this study was
general political activity (r=.40). Fiske et al. found a modest
but significant inverse correlation between anti-nuclear activity -
and attitudes about the inevitability of nuclear war and the
plausibility of a limited nuclear war. This is somewhat similar to
the findings of Tyler and McGraw (1983, discussed above) - in their
study, the anti-nuclear group did not believe nuclear war was in-
evitable, and those that believed in its inevitability were more
likely to be involved in survivalist behaviors. Fiske et al. found
no relationship between the degree to which nuclear images were
affect—laden and anti-nuclear activity, or between image avail-
ability (measured by lahency of response after the éubject was
asked to respond with images) and anti-nuclear activity. This con-
trasts with Tyler and McGraw's (1983) finding of a relationship
between worry about the prospect of nuclear war and anti—ndz}ear
behavior, but perhaps this can be attributed to the marked dif-

ferences in the way this variable was measured in the two studies.
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. Objectives of the Present Study
The present study had two main objectives: ‘construction of an
instrument for measuring a wide range of attitudes, beliefs and ex-
pectations about nuclear war and nuclear weapons; and the exploration
of hypotheses relating attitudes and beliefs about nuclear war and

" nuclear weapons to a number of personality and demographic variables,

Construction of the Nuclear Weapons Orientation Measure (NWOM)

See Methods section below.

Hzgotheses* | y

The variables of sex-role identity, locus of control and life
satisfaction are hypothesized to play a role in the empirical finding
'that women, nqn—whites and those with lower income and education
perceive the possibility of nuclear war within the next ten years
as more likely than do their respective counterparts. An as-

sumption which influ e selection of these variables is that

subjective assessmght of the probability of nuclear war is based
N /._‘\ *

upon the evaluatdon of ambiguous factors.{e.g., the competence of

the major powers to prevent nuclear war should a major conflict

arise among them, the plausibility of scenarios that could set

off nuclear war), and that due to this ambiguity, a given person's

#These hypotheses were drafted in general terms before any data were
collected, but were related specifically to the factor scales of the
Nuclear Weapons Orientation Measure (see Chapter III) after its fac-
tor structure was determined, but before any data relating it to
personality or demographic variables were analyzed.
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probability assessment may-be influenced by personality variables
that affect his or her general outlook on and attitudes about self,
others and the world.in general. In other words, due to the vague-
ness and uncertainty of ﬁhe prospect, the assessment by the in-
dividual of the probability of nuclear war is hypothesized to be
mediated by a consistency mechanism which may serve to align nu-
clear war expectations (and perhaps, related attitudes) with sig-
nificant orientaéions of the personality (such personality ori-
enatations as, in the present study, sex—rolé identity,-locus of
control, and life satisfaceion).

Another hypothesis thét is examined, bearing similarities to
the one above, -concerns the possibility that the defenﬁe mechanisms
employed habitually and characteristically by a person will influence
his or her attitudes and beliefs concerning nuclear war anﬂ nuclear
weapons - again, this effect may operate dwing to_the vagueness and
complexity that stimuli relating to nuclear war and nuclear weapons

involve, as well as to affect-eliciting properties of these stimuli.

»

Sex-Role Orientation. Differences between the personalities of

males and females have been characterized broadly as being distin-
guishable by the trait constellations of agency (involving in-
strﬁmental, self-originated activity, self-assertion and self-
protectiveness) and of communion (involving expressiveness, self-
lessness, a need for identification with others, and nurturance)

(Bakan, 1966; Parsons and Bales, 1955). The agency/communion dis-
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tinction also encompasses the stereotype that males‘and.females dif-
fer in their—asiliiy to écknowledge feelings such as fear, worry,
powerlessness and sadness. Spence, Helmreich and Stapp (1974) have
developed scales which reliably differentiate the sexes aloﬁg the
agency/communion dimensions, and have chqfactefized the various pat—
terns of scoring oﬁ these scales with sd;—role~related terms that
—

are in common use: subjects scoring high on "agency'" and low on
"communion" are labeled masculine; subjects scoring high on communion
and low on agency are labeled feminine; those scoring high on both

scales are labeled androgenous; and those scoring low on both scales

are labeled undifferentiated.

It is hypothesized that "masculine' subjects will differ from
"femininine' subjects in their attitudes 6? a variety of issues re-

lating to nuclear weapens and nuclear war. Specifically, they are

expected to differ in the following ways:

- ..

- "Masculine! subjects (not exclusively.males), pefceiving
nuclear weapons as serving a primarily self-protective
function, will favor the maintainance of nuclear weapons
stockpiles at current or greater levels; whercas "feminine”
sufjjects (not exclusively females), perceiving nuclear weap-
ons primarily as a threat to life in general, will be more
favorable to reduc;ions in nuclear weapons.

- "Masculine" subjects may project their own agentic style

onto the Soviet Union, and therefore view the Soviets as
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more untrustworthy than do their "feminine" counterparts -
(who may in turn project their communion orientation onto
the Soviets, and view them as more willing to negotiate in
earnest).
- "Masculine" subjects, because of their agentic style, will:
—;iew themselves as more able té contribute to the
prevention of nuclear war, and
-view preparations to survive as more worthwhile,
than their "feminine' counterparts. —

- - "Feminine" subjects, owing to CHEIf hypothesized greater
ébility to acknowledge negative feelings (fear, help-.
lessness, etc.) are expected to be: -

-more worried about nuclear war,
-perceive nuclear war as more likely, and
"—expect the consequences of nuclear war to be more

potentially damaging,

than their "masculine" counterparts.

-

Androgenous and undifferentiated groups are predicted to dif-
fer perceptibly from the "masculine" and "feminine" groups, and
from each other. Spence and Helmreich (1979) report that, of the
four patterns of agency/communion scores on the Personal Attributes
Questionnaire, androgenous individuals have consistently scored
highest, and undifferentiated individuals lowest, on measures of

self-esteem and social competence.
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lLocus of Control. As indicated in the literature review abgve,

those 'groups that have the greatest anticipation of nuclear war within
ten years included females, non-whites, democrats,.lower education and
lower income group;. With the exception of democrats, these groups
also tend to score in an external direction on measures of locus of
control, relative to their respective counterparts (Rotter, 1966; Joe,
1971 Lefcourt, 1976). For this reason, as well as due to some evi-
dence for its relationship to nuclear weépons attitudes from another
.study (Tyler and Mcgraw, 1983}, it apPearéd that it might be fruitfel
to explore the relationship of locus of control to nuclear weapons
attitudes in greater depth.

Levenson (1974) developed a multifactorial locus of control meas-
‘ure encompassing three scales which may have relevance for nuciear war
and nuciear weapons attitudes: locus gE\control of internal origin,
locus of control based on chance (these two together are similar to
the internal-external construct of the Rotter, 1966 scale), and locus
of control based upon the désires and actions of powerful others. It
is hypothesized that a given subject scoring high-on a particulér
locus of contrel scale will view nuclear war and nuclear weapons in
a manner.that is consonant with that control orientation.

Thus, it is predictéd that those scoring high on the "chance"
locus of control scale (i.e., having a strong "chance" orientation)
will:, - A

, - believe that nuclear war would be maximally devastating;
- believe they have no control over the occurrence or pre-

vention of nuclear war; and,
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- hdy lowest expectancies of surviving.

Conversely, those scoring high on "internal" as a.control ori-
entation are predicted to:
- play down the disastrdusness and finality of nuclear war;
- believe that they can act in ways that wiil contribute to
the prevention of nuclear war;
- believe that, should it occur,
-they will survive, and that

—-actions can be taken to enhance survivability.

1

Overall, those with an "internal" locus of control are predicted
to be relatively more optimistic about the occurrence of, and about
the aftermath of nuclear war (compared with externals), as the per—
ception that‘their fate could be controlled By nuclear war gs a
chance eveﬁt shéuld be dissonant for them.

Lastly, a "powerful others" control orientation is predicted to
relate to nuclear war/weapons attitudes in a manner similar to a

. - -
"chance" locus of control; particularly, if the occurrence of nu—
clear war is viewed és in the hands of "powerful others," then it

may not be viewed as preventable through one's own .(and others')

actions.

Satisfaction with Life. Similarly, some of those groups that
viewed nuclear war as likely within ten years also tend to score

lower on measures of life satisfaction. This would include non-
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whites, and lower income and education groups (Andréw and Withey,

- 1976). It is hypothesized.that those individuals low on satisfaction
with life1nayl1ave.a-éeneréllj pessimistic cognitive seg, which may
influence their assessmeﬁt of the probability of nucleér war.in the néar
future. A similar mechanism, but in an bpposité direction, is‘hypoth—
esized to operate for people who are highly satisfied with their lives.

More specifically, the satisfied and unsatisfied groups are pre-

dicted to differ (with the unsatisfied group more pessimistic) on:

the degree of worry about nuclear war; .

beliefs about the preventability of nuclear war;

beliefs about the survivability of nuclear war;

, - >
;hhgilefsaboutthe disastrousness of the consequences of

nuclear war. .

Defense Mechanisms. Psychological defenses have been examined in

By
connection with attitudes towards the Soviet Union (Smith, Bruner and

White, 1956), and such attitudes are logically,-and perhaps pivotally,
. r

related to*attitudes about nuclear war and nuclear weapons. Par-

ticularly, Smith et al. (1956) studied this in the context of "ex-

ternalization,"”

whereby internal conflicts become displaced onto an
external objectior event (specifically, the Soviet Union, and its
actions); this concept is obviously very closely akin to that of
projection of aggressive impulses externally (which plays an im-
portant role in thell{gétheses below).

More recently, psychological defenses have been discussed in

connection with thoughts and feelings about nuclear war and nuclear
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weapons, but primarily in the context of describing nuclear war-
and nuclear weépons-rela;ed material that may be defended against.
A major author in this area is Lifton (1968, 1932); who has discussed
the phenomen of "psychic nuﬁbing," as a result of which painful
_thopghts and affect relating to the prospect of, consequences of;

and implicatioﬁs‘of preparing for nuclear war are blocked off from
awareness. Although he has discussed in deﬁail the content of what
may be blocked off, he has discussed in only the host general way the
details of the psychological mechanisms for doing so.

This study examines hypotheses relating to a qﬁite different rer
lationship between psychological défenses and nuclear war-/weapons-
related psychological material - that is, attitudes, beliefs and ex-
pectations may themselves serve a aefensiye function with regard to
other conflicts of the personality (this encompaéses the "externali-
zation" concept of Smith, Bruner and White, 1956). Given the am-
biguity and indeterminateness of many aspects of nuclear weapons
policy and the prospect of nuclear war, it is anticipated that the
beliefs, attitudes and expectation;(afa given individual would te-
flect, rather than factual information or rational calculation, per-
éonality needs and aspects of his/her psychological defensive
structure, This effect should be most apparent when the defense
mechanisms of large numbers of subjects are examined, as the defen-
sive elements of beliefs and attitudes are only partial contributors
to their formation.

The following hypotheses relatep$§chologica1defensive structure

(in the sense of defenses predominantly employedj to some aspects of

[
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nuclearlwar/wéapo?s attitudes, beliefs and expectations. The defense
mechanism clusters employed in these hybotheses were taken from thé
instrument that was used to measure them, the Defense Mechanism In-
véntory (Glgser and Thilevich, 1969 - actually, a shortened form of
this instrument was used - see details on page 52 of the Methods sec-

tion).

The defense clusters of the Defense Mechanism Inventory are:

1. TAO (turning against object): involves handling conflict
"through attacking a real or presumed external frustrating'

object,” (Gleser and Ihilevich, 1969, p. 52} and includes

such defenses as identification with the aggressor and

displacement.

2. PRO (projection): aggressive impulses are handled by imput-

ing them to an external object.

3. PRN (principalization): involves such defenses as intellectu-
alization, rationmalization and isolation, which split off and

repress affect, leaving the individual aware only of content.

4. TAS (turning against self): apgressive behavior is directed

apainst self, e.g., masochism.

5. REV (reversal): the responses that are made are the reverse of
the underlying affect; heavy use of denial is made; includes

the defenses of negation, reaction formation and repression.



The following are hypotheseg concerning the relationship of
these defense clusters to attitudes, expectations and beliefs con-

cerning nuclear war and nuclear weapons.

TAO: Peoglé who make significant use of Turning—Agaiﬁst—Others
defenses are hypothesized to support nuclear policies
that are expréssive of their aggressive style. It is
prédicted that they will:

- be more likely to favor maintaininé at current
levels or increasing our nuclear preparedness, and
tg éppose reductions of any sort (poésession of nu- "
clear weapons by their country would be presumed tor

serve a symbolic aggressive need of theirs;

- have a special and pronounced distrust of the
Soviet Union, as a result of their imputing to the
Soviets their own aggressive style;

- view nuclear war as likely (assuming that they pro-
ject their own combativeness, they shoulﬁ view it
as probable that either the U.S. or the Soviet Union

will begin nuclear war).

PRO: People who make pfonounced use of Projection
(particularly, of aggression) are hypothesized to
exhibit ‘a pattern similar to that predicted
f0§ those subjects who make pronounced use of Turning

Against Others defenses, but primarily because they
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impute aggressive motives to other countries that
possess'nuclear weapons. Thus, tﬁey are predicted to:
- favor building up nuclear weapons, or maintaining
them at current levels;
- be highly anti-Soviet; and

— view nuclear war as likely.

TAS: The following hypotheses are put forth concerning the
attitudes of high Turning Against Self scorers about
nuclear war qu nuclear weapons:

- Their fantasies about both nuclear Qar and its des-
tructive consequences will be consonant with their
self-punishing style. Thus, it is predicted that
they will:

-view the prospects for nuclear war as very
high; and

-believe that the consequences from nuclear war
would be maximally‘destructive.

- They will favor unilateral initiatives in nuclear
weapons reductions (conceivably, the mi}itary/
ﬁolitical risks attendant with this course may
represent unconsciously a deserved punishment).

- They wily worry a great deal about nuclear war, with
this wofry serving a self-punishment function as

well.
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- The will feel impotent to take action which may con-
tribute to making nuclear war less likely (owing to

their difficulties with the expression of aggression.

REV: -Owing to their hypothesized general tendeﬁcy to deny,
high scorers on Reversal are predicted to deny, as well:
- the likelihood of nuclear war; .
- the disastrousness of the consequen;es of full-

scale nuclear war; and

- their own worry about nuclear war.

PRN: High scorers on PRN may be expected to exhibit a more
pacifistic orientation than their high-TAO and -PRO
counterparts, as their defense involges the rationali-
zation and intellectualization of aggressive impulses.

Their intellectualizing style may also result in their

being less worried about the prospect of nuclear war.

Summary of Hvpotheses. The assumption underlying these hy-

potheses is that the indeterminateness of the prospect of nuclear
war, coupled with the affect-eliciting properties of the universal
perceived threat of nuclear war, predisposes attitudes towards nu-
clear war and nuclear weapons to becowme aiighed with major orien-
tations of the personality.

In their most general form, the hypotheses put forth concerning

the relationships between personality measures (broadly speaking)



and nuclear war/weapons attitudes are:
el

— Sex-Role Orientation: differences between the sexes con-

cerning nuclear war/weapons attitudes will be traceable
to differences in sex-role orientation; where members of
both sexes share similar sex-role orientations, their at-
titudes about nuclear war/weapons will be similar as well.

- Locus of Control: those with an "external’ locus of con-

trol will exhibit attitudes concerning nuclear war/weapons
consonant with the perCéption that they have no control
over the occurrence, prevention or consequences of nu-
clear war; those with an "internal” control orientation

- will exhibit the opposite pattern of nuclear war/weapons

attitudes.

- Life Satisfaction: those who are satisfied with life will

hold more optimistic attitudes about nuclear war and nu-

clear weapons, across the board, than those who are not.

- Defense Mechanisms: nuclear war/weapoﬁs attitudes held by
subjects are predicted to reflect the ways in which their
psychological mechanisms of defense characteristically and

habitually channel their aggressive impulses.



CHAPTER T1I

METHODS

This study involved ;he construction of a questionnaire to measure
attitudgsg beliefs and expectations about nuclear war and nuclear weap-
ons, and the examination of relationships bétween potential correlates
(personality, life.satisfaction, political and religious, and demo-
graphic variables) and the nuclear war/weapons:attitudes questionnaire,
the Nuclear Weapons Orientation Measure (NWOM). -The reporting of this
study will be grouped into three stages: Stages I and I, item gener-
ation and item pool administration, for construction of the NWOM; and
Stage III, administration of the NWOM along with measures of the poten-

tial correlates, and multivariate analyses of these data.
Stage I: Item Generation using Responses to Open-Ended Questions

In order to get a better understanding of the range ol attitudes
and beliefs in the area of nuclear war énd nhclear weapons, two alter-
nating lists of open-ended question were administered by telephone to
members of the general population, and to members of grouﬁs with polar-

ized positions about nuclear weapons.

Subjects

The group of subjects from the general population were selected

36
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initially at random from a criss-cross telephone directory for

Springfield, Massachusetts (a ci;y of western MQSiifhusetts with a
population of approximétely 152,000 according to the Werd Almanac,
1985). They consisted of 16 males and 28 females, ranging in age from
19 to 93, with a mean age of 42.9 and a mean éducational attainment of
13.4.

The subjects from the groups that were relatively polarized on
nuclear weapons policy were frdm on-campus groups from a large univer-
sity in Wester& Massachusetts (from an anti-nuclear group and from a
politically conservative group), from members of (off-campus) anti-
nuclear groups, and from members of a group who had opposed publicly
making certain towns in Western Massachusetts nuclear free zones. The
combined on- and off-campus anti-nuclear groups consisted of eight peo-
-ple, of which five were male and three were female, ranging in age from
20 to 63, with an average age of 41.5 and an average educational attain-
ment of 17.4 (there were two respondents with Ph.D.'s in this group).
The other group (which I will refer to as the pro-strategic defense
group) consiséed of five males and two females, ranging in age from 20
to 57, with a mean age of 34.6 and a mean cducational attainment of

16.6 (two of the respondents in this group too held Ph.D.'s).

Materials

Demographic questions: Lach subject was asked his or her age,oc-

cupation, and last grade completed.

Open-ended questionnaire: Each subject was asked to respond to

one of two lists of open-ended questions relating to attitudes and

beliefs regarding nuclear weapons and nuclear war, with each list being
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administered ﬁd SOZ.of the subjects (the questions used can be found

in Appendix A, page 151 below). The content areas tapped by these
questions were determined on the basis of readings on the topic of
nuclear war/nuclear weapons, as well as through the examination of
tables of contents and indexes of books dealing with this subject.

In addition, an earlier list of open-ended.question was sent to 15
agencies representing a variety of political orientations, for feed-
back, and for comments on content areas and on possib}e bias. Of the
six agencies that responded, dnly two, the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, and the Department of Defense, made suggestions that warranted
alterations or additions in the pool of open-ended question. The final
format and content of these questions were selected to take into con-
sideration the feedback from the agencies, to encourage the widest pos-
sible range of responses, and with the idea of relative ease of admin-
istration over the telephone in mind. While the content areas of ques-
tiozg‘on the two forms overlapped to a considerable extent, they were
worded ﬁuite differently, and were anticipated to elicit a different

range of responses.

" Procedures
Each person from the Springfield area "oeneral population group”
was contacted by ﬁhone and read the following presentation:
"lello. My name is Michael Rockowitz. [ am working

on my doctorate in_psychology, and am doing a study

L A

on attitudes about nuclear war and nuclear weapons.
Would you be willing to participate by taking about

20 minutes to answer some questions on this topic?"
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When the‘respondent agreed to this, I then asked him or her questions
about—age, occupation énd last grade completed, and then proceeded with
one or the other of the two forms of the Open—ended questionnaire.

The preéentation to the members of the groups polarized'on nuclear
policy (the anti-nuclear and pro-strategic groups) was fundamentally
similar to that for the general population group, but included mention
of the non-partisan nature of the study, and also included the infor-
mation that I was contacting them in order to be able to fairly repre-
sent the polar positions in my questionnaire.

Lengths of interviews over the phone ranged from 15 minutes to

1} hours, and tended to be longer with membﬁrs of the anti-nuclear and
pro-strategic groups than they were witﬂ-the "aeneral population group",
as members of the former groups resﬁonded to questions in far greater
detail, and with far moré information.

At some point during my telephone interviews of people from the
general population éroup, I began no longer attempting to contact people
who had been listed in the criss—cross.dircctorx as '"retired", as older
people were beginning to be over-represented in my sampie. Also, ap-
proximately 85% of the calls were made during the day on weekda}s. An
awareness of these and other possible sources of sampling bias (such as
self—selgction on the part of respondents), along with an awareness of
the benefits in general of expanding the range of opinions sampled as
far as ¥fem construction was concerned, led me to the decision to inter-
view the members of the anti-nuclear and pro—§Frategic groups.

Respondents' answers to the open-ended questions were recorded by

hand as close to verbatim as time and practicality would allow,
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Formulation of Closed-Choice Items

All responses of all respondentg tb the open-ended questions were
revieQed, and on the basis of these.responses, as well as the sugges-
tions of the agencies contacted, more than two hundréd closed-choice
likert-style items were generated. From among these, items were‘selec—
ted on the basis of whether they seemed to measure a nuclear war/weapons
related area that was unique (relative to'the other items); or related
in a unique way to an area measured by other items, or represented a
catch-phrase that multiple respondents echoed during the course of the
interviews using open ended quéstions (e.g., "The Russians view nuclear
weapons as just another weapon - just a bigger kind of bomb.*). In ad-
d;tion, some of the most frequently asked questioné in public opinion
polls were included as items (e.g., regarding spending on nuclear weap-

ons, or the likelihood of full-scale nuclear war).

Stage II: Administration and Analydis of ‘
the Nuclear War~/Weapons Related Item Pool
L2
The item pool obtained as result of Stage I above (see Appendix B,
page 154 below) was administered to two different samples, one Canadian,

the other American.

Sub jects

Subjects in the Canadian sample consisted of 324 students taking
an introductory course in psychology at the University of Windsor in
Windsor, Ontario during the fall semester of 1984, who participated

in exchange for extra credit towards their final grade. There were
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120 males and 204 feﬁales, ranging in age from 17 to 51, wifh an aver-
age age of 20.3 for the males and .20.4 for the females.

Subjeéts in the American sample consisted of 239 college students,
of which 27 were from an introductory course in psychology at Spring-
field College iﬁ Springfield, MA, 190 were from introductory courses
_in psychology at Holyoke éommunity Coll!ge in Holy&ke, MA, and 22 were
from other courses at Holyoke Community College (introduction to soci-
ology, human sexuvality). There were 61 students from this sample who .
participated on a volunteer basis, with no external incentive for par:“’_—‘_"““*"////
ticipation; the remaining 178 participated in exchange for‘extra credit
tovards their final grade. Of these 239 subjects, 66 were males and
173 were females, ranging in age from 18 to 553, with an average age for
the males of 20.9, and an average age Eqr the females of 23.4. All
data gathering for this stage for the American sample occurred between

December 1,1984 and March 1, 1985,

Materials

Materials consisted solely of an item pool of 118 nuclear war-/
weapons-related items (see Appendix B, page 154 below).. For most items,
subjects indicated their degree of endorsement on a seven-point agree-
disagree scale. A number of other item formats were employed as well,
including ranking, multiple alternatives,laﬁd nine-point probabilicy

scales.

Procedures
All students were informed of thd-true nature of the study prior

to participation, i.e., that the aim of the study was to examine the
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relationship of a variety of personality variables to nuclear war/weap-—

ons attitudes, and that the stage of research for which they were being

asked to participate involvéd the development of an instrument for
;ﬁeasuring‘%ttitudes towards nuclear war énd nuclear weapoﬁs. Ques-
tionnaires containing the item pool with 118 items were distributed in
class, and\ﬁggéffts completed them outside oflclasskénd then returned

them.

Factor Analysis of the Pooi of 118 Nuclear War—/Nuclear Weapons-—Related
) .

Attitudes ltems

‘Tables 2A, 2B and 2C show the results of principal components
analyges for American, Canadian and combined samples, respectively,
in which factors were rotated to the orthogbnél varimax criterion.

The extraction of 21 factors for these'analyses was determined by

scree test (Cattell, 1966) (in.fact, approximately 21 factgfs were
indicated for extraction by scree test, for all three Eacgor analyses;
it was kept to 21 for all three for purposes of gniformity and com-
parison). These 21 factors accounted for 55% of the total variance
for the American sample, 537 of the total variance for the Canadian
sample, and 50% of the total variance for the American and Canadian
samples combined. Ali facto?s, for all three factor analyses of the
'118-item pool, had eigenvalués greater than 1.0, Taﬁles 24, 2é and 2C
display only those items of each factor that loaded greater than .40,
and abbreviations for each item were used, for purposes of saving
.;face (to view the item in its entirety, refer to the corresponding
itém number in Appendix B).

As the major factors extracted in Tables 2A, 2B and 2C were fun-
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Principal Components (Yarimax Rotstion) Factor Loadinga for
American Responses to 118 Kuclear Wur/Wesponm Attitudes Ttems
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Factor

leeal

Iteas (pacaphrased)

l P
49
Hyl

US shld produce advncedfetire old KWe®
US ldrs ignore Amer. peoples’ wishes
US spending on KW :

Rack coat., build K¥ -
US shld naver disarm :
WY ahld be cutlawed ~ Y
Againse HW protests z

US shld naver use N h
US shld negot. eq. & verif. reduct.
Malntain pesce’ by N-war prep.

L US shld use KW 1f advntge indoing 30

HW use on Jopan

NY are’n necessary ovil

US & USSR-cesae viewputual sncales
US shld have no NW

Feal safer if HW agreement

US develop ater wars

Untlat. US freezo induce bilaw {rz.
Mutual bulldup safer than 31des uneq.
US & USSR-shid agres a0k target citiss

Newar wld cnd civilizatien
Chances of own survival tf Newar
Percent husan race surviving N=-war
H-war limitsble

Recovery tize from H-war

If H-war, cne slde ¢fould win
K-war inc¢vit. 4f US or USSR NW launch
Hewar would be Armggeddon

1f USSR KW attact, US wld ratal.
After Noiwar, $. lleals. unpharaed
N-var wld cause nuclear winter
Tize paricd radiacion deadly
Genetic damage to survivors

USSR in an evil eopire

USSR ldrs are ruthless

USSR can't be trusced

USSR wants to control world

US NW prev. USSR tnvas. W, Europe
USSR wld blackmail US LE no KV

USSR 14ra-hW just blg boab
USSR-interested atop afas race

US 1drs value 14fa more than USSR ldea
USSR-attack US with KV if threatened
USSR would ebide by KW agrecment

Likelihood Newar in 10 yeats
Likalihood N=wnr in 3 years

Prob, Newar from minor incident
Likelihood Hevar in 30 yeara

Prob. N-var [rom accident/unauth, lnch
Prob, H=var 2 poall countries

loadgoge
JTA

Factar

jten? Igemn (JRiraphraywed) Lasadd IApN
5 100 "I often think sbout pous, of N=var™ .Th
97 “1 am warrled about poss, of Newur™ .bA
a3 N-war posa. “not affect pers,life” -5
o0 UNever imaglned dying in R-var” -8 -
T Iaport. ol politician NW pasition R
B 5  Rank unilat. reductiona .10
A Rank unilat. freezw : .49
20 Unilat. reduct, if nobilat. agree, .48
-6 Rank unilst, abolition &7
t8 US ahld declare he=-first-use W42
7 73 "Hathing I cando prev. N-war" 26
7 Cltizons con sake N=var loss 1ikely -5
2 Citizens shldn'ttry infl. ldrsen kW ]
28 H-war prvntable by cult.cosserce -.45
3 &7* USSR wld mbide by NW agreesent 54
68* USSR-intercsted sfop ormy rece .52
13 Verif, of KW agreecment imposs. =45
9 6 Infa. build NWpublicly avatlable 61
40 Tere. will uoe KW hold countries host. LA
10 & T Hewar, sore survive ln USSR 2
43 It Newar, suevive $f flee pup’d sreas Rl
61 USSR widve bombed US 1 had S firee .42
11 3 Rank bilat. reductions . Th
2 Rank bilat, freeze .70
11*  US shld negot. eq. & verlf, reduct, vk
12 21 US wid blackmail USSR 1€ no KW .56
i? US reaponaifle {or arma race .53
13 10 U< loar w/USSR actions triggct N=war .1,
7 US shld reduce nun—vasential KW )
1] 3] Educate for surviving K-war W2
14 US shid build underground shelters N3}
EH KW arc here to stay .52
15 n R-vac likelier from Civil Dot. prep. 57
16 - 84 Develp Int'l rutea for KW uae .51
53 US & USSR-¢q. bW serengthedeterrence Jak
64 USSK wld aegot. tfUS superior in hW &0
17 &1 Small-scalo H-var way sober US & USSR hb
5 N-war lesm likely than terr. use W42
18 22 US sh}d usc cact, W 4f USSR anv, M, Eur. .33
11 US wid usetgct. HW LE USSR tnv, W.Eur, A
19 57 Azera. unawvate of deat. pot'l of KW .19
56 Azcra.-HW just big boahb .bb
s8 Azara. want US stronger than USSR .51
i) B0 NW proteaters shldn't break law .15
21 no iteam CT .4

" T
#Those ltras load on wore than one facter.

ssprequently used abbraviationa: WWequcleor weaponn; N-warepuclcar warg 1dta=leaderas,
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TASLE 28

_ Principal Components (Varimax Rotation) Factor Loadings for
Canadian Responass to 118 Nuclear War/Weapons Attitudes Items
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Factor [tem}
1 ]

[ 1 l.o- 1ol

19
k2]
4
k')
13
1

35

2
[31 70

(3}

5
{5

]
[?13)

lsrmg (papnphraped)
US shld produce sdvnced fetire old Nuse
US spendtng ca NW
US shld have no HW
‘Matntaln peace by N-var prap.
US shld use NV 11 advntge in doing so
KW are & necwssary evil
US shid never disarm

- 1S ahld une tact. NV 4 USSK fnv. W.Eur

Rank cont. build HW

N4 shld ba outlawed

KW-responsible for present peaca
US shid never use M .

Mutual bulldup anfar than siden uneq.
Untlat. US freeze induce hilat. frz.
US develop star vars

Unilat, reduct. if nobilat. agrea.
KW use¢-on Japan

Agalnst KW proteatm

US ldraignoce Aser. peaples' wishen
USSR vants to control world

JISSR can't be trusted

USSR ts an evil eaplro

USSR ldrs are ruthlesa

USSR wanca to control world
USSR-interasced stop aras-face
USSR would abida by KW mgreement
USSR ldra-¥¥ fust big bomb

US 1drs value lifewore than USSR Ldre
USSR wld blackmail US if no HW

US KV prav. USSR invoa. W. Europe

Likelihood K=war
Likelihood N-war
Likellhood H=-war in 5 years

Prob. Newar frca minor incldent
Prob. Hewar fromaceidsatdnouch. lach
K-war vcesf by Lntentional D.U atrike
USSR=atkack US with KM tf threatened

in 10 yunr.s
in 50 yeara

Chances of own aurvival if N-war
Percent huzan race surviving K-war
Recovery time froa N-var .
After H-war, S, leala. unharmed
Cenetlc dozage to survivors

K=var wid end civilization

Tima period rodlation deadly

If H-war, don't want to live

H-war poss, "not affect pers, 1ife”
"{ often think sbout poss. of H-war™
"1 aa warried about pows. of H-war"
H-war foeraaffect future plons
“Hever izagined dying in N-war"

US & USSR-coase viev mutual enemian
Pavalop int'l rales for BV use
H-war prvntable by cult. comsarce
US & USSR-shld agkoe nat target citlea
US anti-ballist, ayst. deatroy USSR HW
US-clear w/USSR actionm trigger N-war

lLeadings
W74
.59
-.64
&0
59
.36
.52
#52
1
~,49
W49
=-.48
.48
-.48
Y
=47
W45
45
=.43
]

A1

-hb
.45
=42

-.n
.10
.67
b1

~.L0

.32
50
A8
48
45
4l

Facgor Ttemd

7
-}
8
(21

9
(7

Ttemn raphrased

- ¥W-produced due to manufsct. greed

M-war inevit, L[ US or USSR MW lnch
H-war wld cause nuclear winter
N-war would ba Armageddon

“Nothing I can do prav. H-war”
Citixens can make N-var lexa Likely

Will engage tn NW-related sctivity
Sogli-scale N-war may sobar US & R

USSR-believe imposs, win H-var
USSR wldve boabod US 1f had KW firsc

Pducate for surviving H-var
US ahid build underground shelters

Cod will prevent K-var

Rank unklat. freeze

Rank unilat. reductions

Rank unilat. sbolitlon

Info. butld KW publicly available
Terr. will usg KW hold countries hoxut,

H-wvar leas likaly than terr. use

Rank bilat. reductions
Rank bilat. {reeze

Apers. unawsre of dest. pot'i of KW
Azers. wvant US stronger than USSK
Azers.-liW juut big boabd

If H=war, @org survive in USSR
1f Newnr, survive Lf {ivu pop'd arvan

Feel safer §f KW agrecsent
HW proteaters ahldn't breuk lav

W mare here to stoy
US shld daclaro ho={irst-use

US produces {irst strike KW

U55R-responaible for freexe novesent

Loadingn
65
A9

L]
b
=71
.67
K3
]
46
b

W73
.6l

62

0

WJu
L6t

60
bl

.53
-.50

.57 .

.33

. "Thess itcas lood on more than ane factor.
a#Frequantly used abbreviations: KW=nuclear weaponpji-war=nuclear wvar; ldvs=leaders,

esajyabers Ln brackets refar to corresponding factor nuzbers for the Azerican ssepie (table ZA). The aymbol -1
{ndicatea the nen-cxiatence of a correaponding fuctor for the Azerican saaple,

TN
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Principal Componenta (Varimax Rotation) Factor Loadings for Responscs of
American and Canadian Samples comblned to [1B Nuclear Var/VWespons Attitudes Iicas®®

45

Factor Eresd Iteas {paraphrased) Loadings Facear Iremi
1 23 US ahld produce advncedfetire old KW W2 a8 108
101 US spending on NW -.66 L0
¢(13,f11 15 US shld never disarm 61 as)l9] 6%+
I Rank cont. bulld MM .60 25
18 Maintain peace by N-war prep. . .59 -
38 KW are w neceasary evil 58 9 3
4 US shld use NW 1f sdvntge in doing .20 .56 4
19 US shld hava no ¥ -84 (13),16]1 &
49 US ldrs tgnore Amer. peaples’ vishas -.53
19 Mutual buildup safer than sides uneq. .51 1o 3
87, Againat NW protests ’ .51 7
17 US shid never use KW =47 (9).[7] 7
35 HW whld be outlawed - bb
16 Untlat. US freezo Lnduge bilat. frz, =-.45 1l 4l
16 Ww-reaponaible for present poace 45 &4
98 5W use on Japan ] (lox[17) 33
8 US develop star wars L4
F{] Untlat. reducc. if no bilet. agrea. -.42 12 44
22 US shlduse tact. N 4f USSR tnv. W.Bur. .42 Q7xli0] &3
2 &9 USSR can’t ba truated .17 13 9
10 USSR {8 an evlil cmpire .76 (11)[16] 14
(M,[3] 51 USSR ldra are ruthless .72
63 USSR wants to contral world W67 14 &)
68 USSR-{nterested stop arsa race =66 Jeres
67 USSR would mbidae by NW agreeaant =-.58 (-h(-] 712
66 IS KW prev. USSR invas, W. Europe .56 L]
59 USSR wld blacksail US if no KW 93
48 US Jdravaluc lifesmorcthanUSSK ldrs .49 13 2
50 USSR idra-K¥ just hig boad .48 asxiny 3
3 17 Likelthood H-var in 10 years .82 16 83
116 Likelthood H-war In 5 yeaca 4 an,.l-1 62
(3),[4] 118 Likalihood K-war in 50 yeats 63
114 Prob, H=war froa minor incidant W37 17 57
113 Prob. N-var froa a¢cidenthnauth. lnch .51 56
115 N-var occur by intentional lat strike .42 (ten[19] 58
4 101 Percent human race surviviag H-war .59 18 7
110 Chances of own survival i N-var .58 (19[13] 18
(&),[2) 102 Rocovery time after H-var =58
102 Tl=¢ pericd radistion deadly -5 19 94
(-2.0-1 a2
5 100 "1 often think sbout poas. of N-war" .73
83 H-war posa. "not affect pera, life™ -.69 20 1t
(5),05) 97 "I a3 worricd about posa, af K-war” .66 (")'ual
92 Nawar foars alfect futura plana .56 21 60
90 "lever imagined dying in K-wor" .47 (). (-1
[ 0 K-var {nevit. 4f US or USSR KW lach 0%
bk N-uar wld couse nuclear winter .58
(8y,[2] 32 Mewar wld be armageddon .35
6 N-war wld end civilization LAY
7 19 KW-produced dua to ranufact. greed .39 -
(n.a-) 52 US & USSR shld ngsce nat tocget ¢ltlcw LAb

! Itema {paraphrased}

Prob. H-war 1 waall countries
Terr. will usa N hold gountries host.
Infa. bukld KW pubticly available
H-var less likely than terr. uae

Rank unilat, reductiona.
Bank unilac. {reeze
Rank unilat. abolicion

"Rothing 1 con do prev. H-wvar"
Cicizens can make K-war less llkely
Will engage 4n KW-related activity

Saall-scale Nowat may saber US & USSR
USSR wid negat. L US superiar in kW

. US& USSR-cq. KW strength=deterrcnca

I{ K-vor, sare survive in USSR
1f H-war, survive i floc pap'd arvas

Educate for surviving N-war
US shid build undergreund sheleers

Cenetic domage (o survivora

Info. build K¥ publicly available
Citlzens shldn't ey infh. Jdraon KW
loport. of politician AW peaition

Rank bilat. freeze
Kank bilak. redugtions

Cod will prevent H=war
USSR-bekieve inposs. win H-war

A=cra, unawaro of dest. pat'l of N
Aners.=hW juat big bosb
Azers. want US stronger tham USSR

US shld reduce nan=essential KW
US shld declure no=firat-use

US not retal, 1€ USSR KW sctack

H-war 2uol entrys alawe dest. warld pop
USuld use tact. KW 1 USSR 1nv. W, Eur.

USSR-reapenaible for [recsie movement

\\

N

1nadingn
.53

91
)

.54

W2

L)
)

.95

.56

=L

"Frequently usedpabbreviations: NWsnuclonr weaponai H-warenuclear war; ldroeleaders,

**The nusbefn ih parentheses belov the factor numbera on this table represent the corrcaponding fuctur
nusber for the Canndinn somple {(table 28); the nusbers in brackets bkelow {actar numbers reprcecnt the

carresponding factar nuzbers for the American Sampla (tabla 24},
indicate the non—cxistence af corresponding factors.

*9¢Thia itea loads on sore thas one facter,

The

symbola (~) and |-] are uncd to
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'.‘..' B
damentally similar, comment will be made based on the interpretation
of factors in Table 2C (combined American and Canadian samples); how-
ever, differences between the factors extracted for th€ Canadian and.

American samples will. be discussed-as well, when appropriate. -

The following interpretations of these factors reflects the bi-

polar nature of the items that comprise them:

»

- Factor 1 of Table 2C'(corresponding to factor 1 of Tables 2A
and 2B) reflects a bipolar dimension of advocating a nuclear
build-up or maintaining nuclear weapons preparedness at
current or greater levels, versus making genﬁine reductions
in nuclear weapons.

- Factor 2_of Table 2C (corresponding to factor 2 on Table 2B
and factor 3 on Table 2A) concerns the perceived trust-
worthiness of the Soviet Union's leadership - one pole re-

S .

flects the view that they are relatively trustworthy and
.interested in cooperating to prevent nuclear war, whercas
the other pole reflects the perception that the Soviet
leadership is politically ruthless and amoral. Tor the
Americans, but not for the Canadians, a separate factor
seems to have emerged concerning Soviet trustability vis
a vis nuclear weapons treaties and agreements, in the form
of factor 8 on Table 2A (although, in this factor, the
items also loaded on‘the general Soviet trustability fac-

tor, factor 3 of Table 2A).
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- Factor 3 of Table 2C (corresponding to factor 3 of Table
2B and factor:A of Table 2A) concerns perceptionssf the
likelihood of nuclear war, with cone pole reflecting the'
perception that nuclear war is likely, and the other pole

.reflecting the perception that it is unlikely.

- Factor 4 and factor 6 of Table 2C (similar to factors &4 and

8, respectively, of Table 2B) reflect, respectiveiy, extent
of expected damage from nucléar war (the polés reflecting
expectations of great versus little damage) and éhe pros-—
pect of recovery from nuclear war (reflecting the poles
of recovery possible versus recovery impossible). Whereas
for the Canadian sample and the combined samples, separate
factors emerged which concern expectations for extent of
damage from nuclear war énd expectations for récovery, for
the "American sample there was only one factor (factor 2 of
Tablé 2A) which encompassed both of these concepts. Per-
haps for the Americans, expectations of recovery were
‘directly related to expectations of the extent of damage,
whereas for the Canadians, these may have comprised two
separate 1lssues.

- Factor 5 of Table 2C {factor 5 on Tables éA and 2B as well)
CONCEerns worfy about nuclear war — one pole of this factor
reflects the position "worried," whereas the other pole

reflects the position "uynworried.™
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- Factor 7 of Table 2C is not. unambiguously interpreta51e~
(in addition, although it shares an.item with single-item
"factor 7 of table 2B, there was ﬁo obvioﬁs analogous facéor
for the American sample}.

Factor 8 of Table 2C (factor 14 of Table 2B, factor 9 of’
Table 24) concerns perceptions of the likelihood of nuclear
weapons use by small countries or terrorists, with one pole

reflecting "Likely" and the ogher pole reflecting "un-

likely."
Factor 9 of Table 2C/(factor 13 of Table 2B qnd factor é of
Table 2A) concerns attitudes about the desirability of uni-
lateral nuclear weapons reduction, based to a large extent
on ranking items, with one pole representing "pro" and the
pther pole representing the "anti' position.

Factor 10 of Table 2C (factor 9 of Table 2B, factor 7 of
Table 2A) concerns attitudes about one's ability to have an,
impact on the prospect of nuclear war, with one pole repre-
senting the position "impact possible" and the other pole,
the position "impact not possible."

Factor 11 of Table 2C {(which very approximately correspaonds
to factor 10 of Table 2B and to factor 17 of‘Table 24)

seems to relate to belief versus disbelief in the ef-
fectiveness of deterrence to prevent nuclear war (although

this interpretation of this factor is not certain).

|3

‘g
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- Factor 12 of Table 2C (factor 11 of Table 2B and factor 10
of Table 2A) concerns perceptions of the-fafety of un-
populated or sparsely poﬁulateg areas dﬁring nuclear war,
with one pole reflecting perceptions of such areas as
"safer," and the other reflecting the perception that such
areas would not be safer during nuclear war.

— Factor 13 of Table 2C (factor 11 of Table 2B and factor 14
of Téble,?&)rconcerns attitudes about'measures aimed at
enhancing population survivabilitx du}ing nuclear war, —
with one pole reflecting the "pro" position, the other rep-
resenting the "anti" position.

- Factor 14 of Table 2C was not unambiguously interpretable,
nor did there appear to be analogous factors 'in Tables
2A or 2B.

- Faétor 15 of Table 2C (factorVIS of Table 2B, factor 11 of
Table 2A) concerns "pro" versus "anti" attitudes vis a vis
bilateral nuclear weapons reduction (and, ;s in the case
qf the unilateral reductions factors such as factor 9 of
thle 2C, was comprised of ranking items).

- Factor 16 of Table 2C is not unambiguously interpretable,
although it seems to have an anaiogue in factor 12 of Table
2B (although none in Table 2A).

— Factor 17 of Table "2C (factor 16 in Table 2B, factor 19 in

Table 2A) concerns perceptions of American attitudes about

nuclear weapons, representing on the one hand that it is



aware, on the other hand, that it is ignorant, of the
unique destructive potential and implications of nuclear
wWeapons.

~ Factor 18 of Table 2C seems to concern attitudes about
making peace-oriented gestures vis a vis nuclear weapons
towards the Soviet Union, and factor 19 of Table 2B and
factor 13 AE Table 2A may represent analogous factors,
although this cannot be asserted‘with certainty.

- The remaining féctors on Table 2C (factors 19, 20, and 21)

cannot be interpreted with any degree of confidence.

Selection of specific items from among those of the pool of 118
nuclear war—/weapons-related attitudes items for use in the 60-item
Nuclear Weapons Orientation Measure (the NWOM, which was adminis-
tered along with a variety of personality and demographic measures
in the final portion of this research), along with material per-
taining to the factor structure and reliability of the NWOM, is

discussed below beginning on page 57.
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Stage ITII: Administration of the NWOM

along with Potential Correlates

| Subijects

‘Subjects were 273 college students (from both Holyoke Community
College and Springfield College, of Western, Massachusetts), of which
76 were males énd 197 were femeles, with a mean age for the males of
21.1, and a mean age for the females of 22.3., Subjects from the com-
munity-.college were from introductorsr courses in psychology and sogi—
ology, and from a human sexuality course; subjects from the four-year
-college were from courses in personélity and in counseling. Approxi-
mately 85% of these subjects participated in exchange for credit to-

wards their final grade; the remainder particpated as volunteers.

Materials

Measures consisted of a short form of the Defense Mechanism ILnven-
tory (Wilson, 1982 - based on the measure developed by Gleser and
Ihilevich, 1969), J;_ch short formof the Personal Attributes Question-
naire (Spence and Helmreich, 1978), a locus of control measure develop-
' by Levenson (I1973, 1974), Bradburn's (1969) measures of positive and
) negative affect along with other life satisfaction items, and the
nuclear war/weapons attitudes instrument developed as part of this
study, the Nuclear Weapons Ori‘cntwsure (NWOM). Inaddition,
sﬁbjects responded to a few itemS about political and religious be-

liefs, and to items of a demographic nature.

- -
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The Defense Mechanism Inventory. The present investigation used

an abbreﬂiated version of the Defense Mechanism Inventory that had
been used experimentally in a previous study kWilson, 1982},. The
original DMI (Gleser and Ihelevich, 1969) was constructed in ordér to
measure the relative strength in a given iﬁdividual of five groupings
of psychological defenses. The groupings are: Turning Against Others
(TAQ), involving the actiné out of aggressive impulses; Projection
(PRO), which involves projection of aggressive impulses; Turning
Apainst Self (TAS), concering the the redirection of appressive impul-
ses engendered by external stimuli back towards self; Principal-
ization (PRN) which encompasses such defenses as intellectualization
and rationalization; and Reversal (REV), whith involves such defenses
as reaction formation, denial, and repression (desériptioﬁs of these
groupings are provided in somewhat greater detail on page 31 above);

In the whole scale, the subject responds to ten stories, indicat-
ing how he (or she) would respond to the situation in the story, how
he would like to respond, his feelings, and his thoughts in response
to the story. For each of these response modes, the subject has five
choices, each of which correspond to one of the défense groupings
(TAO, TAS, PRO, PRN, REV); of these five choices, the subject must
chose two - the one that is most representative, and the one that is
least representative of himself or herself. Responses are summed ac-
cording to a simple scoring formula.

In the abbreviated version of the DMI used here, the subject
responded té only 3 out of the 10 stories from the original DMI -

apart from that, the stories, response choices and scoring formulae of
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this short form are identical to those of the original, whole-scale
version. 1In the originai version of the DMI, there were two forms,
one fof each sex; intﬂﬁasborteﬁed version used here, there was only
one form, as the stories and items selected from the original version
were idengfcal for both sexes. The three stories used in the short

fo?m/EZ::ive anger— and aggression-generating situations (being splat-
tered with mud from a passing car, getting a traffic ticket, and
almosé beiﬁg hit by a piece of falling masonry from a building'on
which repair work is beirig done). Wilson (1982) reported part-whole
correlations between the short form and the full-scale DMI as being
greater than .80 for all defense scales except PRN (for which it was
.11), and that Coefficient Alphas for the scales of the short form
ranged from the low .50's to the high .60's. In the whole scale, test-
retest reliabilities have been reported as rangi;g from the high .40's
to the high .SOtékaeissman, Ritter and Gordon, 1971). Wilson (1982)
also used . an aggession scale, DMI-AGG, created by summing PRO and
TAO, and then subtracting PRN, REV and TAS, for which reliabilitj
_(alpha) was reported at .80. The DMI-AGG scale was also cémputed and
used in the present study.

Evidence of construct validity for the DMI is available from a
variety of studies. Among these: DMI defense mechanism scores have
been found to be correlated in ways that ar; consonant with psycho-
aﬁalytic theorf with MMPI sca}es (Gleser and Thilevich, 1969); with
relevant 16 PF scales (Cooper and Kline, 1982); with reactions to an
experimental conflict situation (Gleser and Sécks, 1973} and with a

measure of irrational beliefs (Morelli and Andrews, 1982). Specific
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evidence for the validity of the short form used here can be.seen in

relationship found by Wilson (1982) between short form DMI scores and

patterns of recovery from surgery,

The Personal Attributes Questionnaire. The items on the original

PhQ were determined on the basis of ratings by subjects of character-
istics for the typical adult male and female, for the "ideal indi-

vidﬁal," and for themselves.‘ Those items were selected which differ-
entiated the sexes, both in terms of self-reports, as well as in terms

of stereotypes shared by the sexes about males and females.
The short m of the PAQ (used here) is comprised of 24 bipolar
items whiéﬁ/gzgﬁz:;s\by subjects to rate themselves. These items
/PH‘_—_EES\EEX}hEd into three eight-item scales: '"Masculinity" (seocially de-
d sirablg for bpth sexes, but believed to occur more often in ﬁéles);
"Femininity" (socially desirable for both sexes, but believed to occur
more oftens in females); and "Masculinity-Femininity" (comprised of
traits that are viewed as socialiy desifégié for one sex but not for
the other). Each of these scales is scored Separately., The items on
the short form were selected on the basis of the magnitude of their
correlation with the original scale to which they belonged (i.e., from
the original, longer PAQ). Correlations between the scales of the
full PAQ and the scales of the short form were reported by Spence
and Helmreich (1978) in the loy .90's. Reliabilities, in the form of
interitem consistency measured by Cronbach alphas for a student sam-
ple were .85, .82 and .78 for M, F, and M-I respectively (Spence and
Helmreich, 1978).

=_L'
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Evidence for the validity of the PAQ exists in the finding that
the sexes score in the expected.directions, and significantly dif-
ferently from each other, on the scples, and in the pattern of inter—
correlations among the scales,; which supports the'authors' COn- .
éeptualization of the masculinity/femininity construct as qoﬁprised
by separate d;mensioné, rather than as characteristics that are bi-
polar and negatively related to each other‘(Spence, Helmreich and
Stapp, 1975). There has also been e@idence for the validity gf the
construct of androgyny aé measured by the PAQ (represénteq by high
scoreés on both the M aﬁd the F scales) - for example, androgenous in-

" dividuals exhibited higher comfort levels for cross-sexed tasks than

did their more sex-role stereotyped counterparts (Spence and Helmreich,

.1979).

-

The Levenson Locus of Control Scéles. Levensen (1973, 1974) .

developed a multidimensional measure of locus of centrol, enabling
greater differentiation of external cdntrol than does Rotter's (1966)
I-E scale. Her three eight-item 1ikert;style scales were designed to
measure internal control, control by chance, and control by powerful
others. Reliabilities (alphas) for the scales, on a population of
adults from the Southﬁest, were reported as .04, .77, and .74 for the
I (internal control), P'(powerful others) and C (chance) scales re-
spectively, and one-week test-retest reliabilities were reported as
.04 (1), .74 (P), and .78 (C) (Levenson, 1974). Although a relatively
limited amount of research haé been donefwith this instrument, this

tripartite differentiation of locus of control has yielded results
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that support the usefulness of this differentiation (Levenson,

1973, 1975; Spring and Khanna, 1982; Hunt, Lester and Ashton, 1983).

- . —————

Measures of Life Satisfaction. Satisfaction with life was meas-

ured by d number of different items, from different 'sources. The

Life 3 question of Andrew and Withey (1976), which asks "qu dp you
feel about your life as a whole?" (rated on a terrible-delighted
7-point §qale?'has a single item test-retest reliability‘(with a truly
short-term interval of 20 minutes) reported by the authors as approxi-

~
mately .70. Other questions, also rated on a sevén point scale, con-

cerned satisfaction with leisure activities, family life, friend;hipS,.
and health were taken from questions asked during nationwide surveys
by the National Opinion Research Center.

Bradburn's Positve and Negative Affect Scales are comprised of
five items apiece, to each bf;wﬁich the subject responds "yes" or "no'.
&'he two scales are reported to be uncorrelated, to ha;e test-retest
reliab@lities in the low .80'5, and to have been found to vary in

meaningful ways withmarital and work satisfaction (Bradburn, 1969}.

Demopraphic, Relipious and Political Belief Items. In addition

to the usual demographic questions (age, sex, last grade completed,
parent occupation and economic level, religion), subjects were also
asked about their pelitical party affiliation, degree of liberalism
and conservatism (in separate items), the importance of religion to

them, degree of belief in an afterlife, and to list what they con-

sidered to be the three most important problems in the world today.
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The Nuclear Weapons Orieftation Measure (NWOM). This 60-item

measure of nuclear war attitudes was cons£ructed.on the basis‘of the
factor analyses of responses to the pool of 118 nuclear war-/weapons—
related attitudes items, discussed above on pages 42 to 50.

Table 3.concerns how items were selected for ihclusion on the
NWOM, grouped under-the factors that were expected to emerge upon
administration of tﬁis insﬁrument (the expected factors themselves

were numbered according to the factors that actually did emerge upon

administration of this instrument). The factor groupings in this table

were "expectédﬁ inasmuch as they reflect the items that loaded high

.=

on virtually identical factors for separate factor anal}ses of the
118-item pool (of nuclear war/weapons attitudes items) for the

American and C;nadian samples (and were therefore anticipated to do so -
in future facﬁor analyses). In addition‘éo listing the numbering of
;he items both on thetitem.pool and on the NWOM, Table 3, in the
rightmogt column, also lists the iﬁclusion reasons for each item (the
key for which is at the bottom of the second pége of Table 3).

Those items coded "A"™ in the rightmost column loaded high on virtually
identical factors in xhe separate Canadian and American factor analyses
of thé 118—item pool. Those items coded "B" in Table 3's rightmost
column loaded high only fo; the American sample, and were included

only when the "A" group was exhausted for a given "expected factor”

and there were still too few itmes under that grouping. The ranking
items wﬁich Had high loadings on sé%arate factor‘analyses of the 118-

item pool for American and Canadian samples (coded "C" in the right-

- most column'of Table 3) were.altered to likert-style items on the NWOM,
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TABLE 3

Reczons for Item Incluasion on
the NWOM, and Expected Factors

t

Item NWOM  Renaons
Poolf® Tactor Nome, and [tems of, Expected Facgorss . Tiemt Pncludedees
Expected Factor 1At ProfAntt Uniloteral Nuclenr Weapons Reductiona {9]
5 The US should make teductions in 1ts nuglear weapons, even {f other countries do not
do the same.- : ] C
4 The US should, onitaown, stap testing, building, or putting into place nuclear weapons, 9 o
6 The US should, on its owa, get rid of all of its nuclear weapons. 2 c
18 The US should declare that it will never be the [irat to use nuclear weapons. 4 B -
Expected Factor 1B: Bulld-maintnin/Reduce Huclenr Weapona [1]
23 The US should keep on producing new, more advanced nuclear wempona while
- reciring older, ouc-of-date weapana. . 6 A
101 Tha US gevernment spends an nuclear weapona, {lefar too little/7=far toomuch}{~) 46 A
15 The US should naver dissra ~ it should keep ita nuclesr weapona at current or
greater levels. 11 A
35 Kuclear weapons should be outlawed altogether. (-} 37 A
2% The US should use nuclear weapons if there ia any advantage ko it in dolng ao. 3 A
78 The best way for tha US to maintain peace is for it co prepare for nuclear war. 41 A
Expected Factor 2: Perceived Soviet Machiavellianisn [2]
] The Soviet Union cannot be truated. « 12 A
70 The Saviet Unicn really is an evil'copire. 16 A
-1 The leadets of the Soviet Union are ruthless. : 23 A
63 The Soviet Union i3 not interested in controlling the whole world, (-) 14 A
66 The Soviet Unicn would invade W, Europe were it not for the nuclear weapons of the US, 60 A
Expected Factor 3: ProfAnti Bilaternl Nuclear Weapona Reductions [15]
-_ It would be better for the US to keep its nuclear veapons at current or greater levels,
than for it to have mn ngrecment with the Soviet Union for equal reductions in
nuclenr veapons an both sides, (=) .17 D
2 .Tho US and the Soviet Unlon should coma to an sgrecment to stop testing, building
or inatalling additiennl nuclear weapons. ’ ’ 39 [
3 The US should negotiate with the Soviet Union to obtain equal ond verifiable -
. nuclear veapons reductlona on both sides. 7 C
—_ The US should reduce ita nuclear wenpans on ks own ~ anagreement with the Soviet Unien
for equal nuclenar, veapons reductiona on both aides 1s not necessary.(-) 10 )
— The best nuclear veapons chaice for the US would be on agrecment for equal nuclear weapans
reductions between itsell and the Soviet Unlon. . 26 D
Expected Factor 43 Likelthood of Huclenr.War {3]
113 Full-scale nuclear war between the US mnd the Soviet Union could occur mccidentally
ar by unauthorized launch. . 52 A
114 Full-scale nuclear war between tha US nnd the Soviet Union could occur as an
eacnlotion from a relatively minor event or situation. 56 A
116 How likely de you think it 1a that tho US vill get intoa nuclear wor within 5 yeors? 51 A
117 How likely do you think 1t 18 that che US wiil get lntoa nuclear var vithin 10 years? 55 A
116 Hlow 1ikely do you think it ia that the S will get into s ruclear war within 50 years? 59 A
Expected Fnetor 5: ProfAnti Preparations aimed at Surviving Nuclear War [13]
14 The US should put money into building a aystes of underground shelters 4n case of
nuclear war. 1 A
2 People could nnd should be educated on gurviving nuclear war, 15 A
37 Huclear weapona nre here to astay — they will never be gotten rid of completely. 19 B
-— The US ahould invest moncy in menautca nimed ot ecnobling its pecople and iastitutions
to aurvive In the eveat of nuclenr war. 5 E
Expected Factar 6: Likelihood of Proliferntive line of Nuclear Weapons [8]
40 Nucleor veapona will be used inthe future by terrorists to hold vhole countries hostage. 58 A
% The information regarding how to build a nuclear weapon i3 publicly available in the US, 29 A
108 In the future, a snall country will use nuclear weapans againat anather small country. 49 B
— Huclear weapons will be used within the next 50 years by small countrica or terroriata. 53 E
ya . {toble continues noxt paype}

e

*These item numbera refer to the numbering en the 11B-item poel of nuclenr war/weapens attitudes
and beliefos itens. '

#&Thene groupings of itcms rvepresent the woy I expected them to occur ns factora after the KWOH
was adoipiskered, bsscd an the foctora that emerged for the 11B-item pool. The expected fac-
tors aro numbered, however, according to the order of the actual factors that emerged {ahown
in Table 4 ), in order ta focilitoto the reader's comparisen of the two groupings of the (semc)
itema. The numbera In brackets following the oxpected factor npmea repreaent nusbers of cor- !

responding factors from Table 20 abave (factor analysia of the ll8-ites pool for the cozbined
soaplea.

s#uSee bottom of next page for key to the letters uzed under the column "Rensona Included™.
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TABLE 3j {Continued)

Itea KWOM  Rensons
Poolf Factor Name, and Items of, Expected Fncrtor ] Jrent Included®se
Expected Factar 7: Percetved Mannpeablility of the Consequences of Huclear War [a]
26 Fullwscale nuclear war between the US and the Suviet Union would end civilization oz
we know le. 45 A
110 My own chances of surviving full-scnle nuclear var becveen the US and the Soviet Unlon. 50 A
103 The percentage of the human roce likely to be alive one year after full-secale nuclear var, 48 A
104 How long might it take mankind and scciety to recover froma full-acala nuclcar war?(-) L7 A
107 A nuclear war could be contained and limicted, as an alternative to
either conventionsl warfare or full~scale nucleor war, 28 B
Expected Factor 8: Worry about Nuclear War [5]
B3 The proapect of nuclear war has not affected my personal 1ife greatly.(-} 30 A
%0 I have never lmagined mysclf dying in a full-scale nuclear var.{-) . 32 A
97 1 a= worcrled nbout the posaibilicy of full-stale nuclear wor. A . 22 A
100 I often think abour the poasibiliry of nucleor war, 3 A
71 Hy epinion of a policlcal candidate ia greocly influcnced by his or her position
an mattera relating to nuclcar weapona, L4 B
Expected Fnctor 9: Perceived Safety of Sparaely Populated Areas During Nuclenr War [12}
4h I1f full-ascale nuclear war between the US and the Soviet UnioR‘oc;u{E:‘fE:? pecople
would survive in the Saviet Ualon than in the US, 54 A
43 1f full-seale nuclear war between the US afid the Soviet Unlon occura, you stond o better
chance of surviving i{ you canmanage to get awny fromdensely populated sreas, 20 A
- If full=acale nuclear war between the US and the Sovict Unlon occura, I hape that
I an in o relatively vnpopulated area ot the time. 40 E
-— If full=scole nucleor war between the U3 und the Soviet Union occurd, you stand o
better chance of aurviving if you ure living in a sparsely populated neutral country, 27 [
Expected Factor 10: Potency/Powerlessness to Prevent Huclear Wor [10)
73 There is nothing I can do to prevent nuclear wvor,(-) 36 A
17 Ordinary cttizens con take nction which will wake nuclear wor leas likely. 24 A
- 1 think it weuld be werthwhile to'eagage in oetlvity taking o stand on nuclear weapons, 41 3
12 Ordinory citizena of the US should not attempt to tnfluenze decdsions of leaders ubout
nuclear var ond nuclear weapons = thesgeatters ate too coaplex for them to really
understand. {-) . i}
28 Full-ucale nuclear war between the US and the Soviet Union eay be sble to be prevented '
1€ che USand itw ollico build communication and cultural bridgea with the Soviet Union, 13
Expected Foctor 13: Ascerican Ignoronce of the Destruccive
Porential of Muclear Wenpona [17)
56 Host people In the US view nuclear weapons aos just another kind of weapon - just
a bigger kind of boab. 18 A
57 HMost people in the US do not reallze the degree of destruction that auclear
weapons are.capahle of. 21 A
58 Host people in the US would ltke the US to be atronger than the Soviet Untion
in Nuclenr weapons, L% A
-— Most people in the US are not genulnely worried about the ponniblll:y ofnucluur war. 3] E
Expected Factar == Trust/Distrust of Soviet Cooperation with Nuclear Keapons Agreements
(didn't emerge on facter anulysis of KWOM) [Bee Fac. 8§, Table 24]
67 The Soviet Unionwill abide by any nuclear venpons agroement that it signa with the US, 57 B
68 . The Sovier Unlon 1s genuinely intereated 1n slowing or stopping the arma ruce. 13 H)
86 Verification of whether the Soviet Union i cooplying with o suclear arms
imitatlon agtecment {s impassible,(-) k3 it
62 The Soviet Union believen it i3 pousible to win o nuclear war.(~) 1S G

*4#Renaonas for inclusion of itema on the NWOH:
A - item loaded greater than .4 for both American und Canudlan Samples,
B - item londed grester than .4 for the Amcrican sample omly,

C - item oltered from ronking to likert-atyle format; ronking item hud loaded greater than
4 for both Aberican and Canodisn sumples.

D - item constructed for the KWOM an 1t seemed to reflect a style of reaponse to the
N
ronking Ltems (itvma 1 to 1) of the 118 ttem pool.

E - item canatructed In order to glve the (expected) foctor o minimum of &4 ftema,

F = reworded, and somewhat semantically oltered version of an item that loaded grenter
than .4 on the Canadian wnd the comblred (Americen and Canndian) luctor anolysesa.

G - Itca londed greater than .38 for the American sazmple.
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as some of the subjects had difficulty correctly following instruc-
tions regarding the ranking task. Items coded "D" reflected a pat-
tern of response to the‘ranking.items of the 118-item pool that I
attempted to encompéss Qith likert style items. Items coded "E", -
"F" and "G" in the rightmost column of Table 3 were added to some éx-
-pected factor groupings in order to give them é minimum of four ifemé
L

(when it was not possible to generate items for expected factors with
‘the item selection rationales previously mentioned). The last ex-
pected factor listed in Table 3 (not numbered) was -included because

it appeared to be a theoretically interesting differentiation re-
garding attitudes towards the Soviets ("trustworthiness of the Soviets
in general', and "trustworthiness regarding arms limitations agreements",
"were anticipated to have the potential to come through as two separate
dimensions for American subjects, as these factors emerged on the factor

analysis of the 118-item pool for the Americans only).

Procedures

All subjects were solicited for participatien fin this research
in class, and were informed of the true nature oflthe study {(without
poing into detail about specific hypotheses). Subjects filled out

the questionnaires outside of class, and then returned them to their

professors.




CHAPTER TIT
RESULTS

Factor Structure of ﬂuaﬁuclearweapons Orientation Measure (NWOﬁ)
‘Table 4 shows a principal compenents analysis on'responses to’
the 60 NWOM ifeﬁs in which factors were rotated to qgg/d;thogonal'
varimax criterion. Number of factors extracted was determined by
scree test (Cattell, 1966), and they accounted for 647 of the total
variance, with no eigenvalﬁes below 1.0. Only those items loading
greater than .40 are shown. Factor names are also displayed.

Factor 1, Pro Unilateral Nuclear Weapons Reductions versus Main-

taining/Building Up Nuclear Weapons, reflects a polarized dimension

~

of favoring unilateral reductions in nuclear weapons, versus EQVO}ing
a build-up in nuclear weapons or maintaining current levels of nu-
clear preparedness. This factor differs importantly from factor 1

of the factor analyses on the 118-item pooi {Tables 24, 2B, and 2C) -
the reductions pole of that factofkaag“heg specifically unilateral,
and is probably the result of the introduction of likert-style items
that had been ranking items in those previous analyses. Nevertheless,

this factor can be viewed as representing the extreme, diametrically

-opposed cdurses of action that are advocated regarding nuclear weapons.

Factor 2, Perceived Soviet Machiavellignism, is virtually the

same factor regarding the Soviet Union that emerged in the previous

61
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. . TABLE &
Principol Components Analysis (Varimax Rotation) .
/ of the Items of the Nuclear Weapona Orientation Measure

Itemd Fnactor Nnmes, and Ttems ) ) Loudlnnul M;’ahnﬂ2
Foctor 1: Pro Unilateral Nuclear Weapons Reductions
vs, Maintnining/Building up Nuclenr Wenpons .86
8  The US should make reductions in its nuclear weapons, even if other countries . {
do not do the some. ) .81 lb'
9  The US should, on its own, stop testing, building, or pltting into place nuclesr weapons, .77 )
2 The US should, on its own, get rid of all of its nuclear wenpons, W77 '.)‘.‘ .
10 The US should reduce its nuclear weopons on its own - on agreement with the Sovict \" [;
Union for equal nuclear weapons reduttions on both sides is not neceasary. .59 L
6 The 48 should keep on producing new, more advonced nuclear wespons while retiring Ut .
older, out-of-date weapons. -.535 . '-)
11  The US should never disarm — it should keep 1ks nuclear wenpons at current or greater " =
levels, -.50 y o
4 The US should declore that it will never be the first to use nuclear weapons, A6 B . [
. 46  The US government spends on neclear weapons. {l=far too little, 7=far teomuch) .46 e g
1A
Factor 2: Perceived Sovier Machinvellionism : .82 L \\.‘J"
23 The leaders of the Soviet Unlon nre ruthless. 7 o ~/
16  The Soviet Union really is an evil empire. : 72 e
12 The Soviet Union cannot be trusted. WL STt
13 The Sovlet Union'is genuinely interested in sloving or stopping the arms race. 1 -.67 e : '
14*  The Soviet Unlon is not interested in controlling the whole world. =-.53 . A
60 The Soviet Union would invade W. Europewere it not for the nuclear weapons of the US. .51 ik
57  The Soviet Union will abide by any nuclear weapons agreement that it signs with the US. -.48 R \ o
33* Verificatlon of whether the Soviet Union is complying with o nucleur orms L
limitation agreement 13 impossible. | W47 B N
[
Foctor 3 ProfAnti Bilnteral Nuclear Weapons Reductions .18 .\_' s
. x,
26 The best nuclear weapons choice for the US would be an agreement for equal nuclear \\: D:
weapons reductions between itself and the Soyiet Union, .79 [\
39 The US and the Soviet Unicn should come to an ngreement to stop testing, building, N ot
or instolling additional nuclear weapons, 7
7 The US should negotiste with the Soviet Union to obtain equal and verifiable e
nuclear wenpons reductions on both sides. .60 k/ S
38 Full-scunle nuclear war between the US and the Soviet Unlon may be oble to be prevented .if e .
the US and its allies build communication ond culturnl bridges with the Soviet Union. .01 : .
17 1t would be better for the US to keep 1ts nuclear weapons at cutrrent or greater levels,
. than for it to have an agreement with the Sovier Unlon for equal reductlons in nuclr.-nr
weapons on both stdes, -.53
37  Nuclewr weopans should be outlawed nltcgcthcr. 42 ,
+
Factor 4: Likelihood of Huclear War . .81
55 llow 11kely do you think it is that the USwill get inte a nuclear war within 10 years? W84
59  How likely do you think it {3 that theUSwill get into a nuclear war within 50 yeara? 18
51  Howlikelydo you think it is that the USwill get into a nuclear war within 5 years? 16
52 Full=scnle nuclear war between the US and the Soviet Union eould occur.
accidentally or by unauthorized loaunch, .57
56 Full-gcnle nuclear wor between the US and the Soviet Unfen could occur as an
escalation from a relatfvely minor event or situntien. 54
Factor 53 Pro/Anti Preparations nimed at Surviving Neclear War 16
1 TheUS should put money into building o systemof underground shelters in case of v
ruclear war, B4
5 The US should ilnvest money in mensures nimed at enabling ita people and
institutions to survive in the event of nuclear war, .83
5% | People could and should be education on surviving o nuclear war. 54
Factor 6: likelihcod of Proliferntive Une of Nuclenr Wenpans ) .17
49 Inthe future, a small country will use nuelent wenpons againat another small country. 79
51  Nucleor weapons will be used within the next 50 years by small countries or terrorists, JI7
58 Nuclear weapons will be used in the future by terrorists to hold whole countries hoataye. W73
#*These items load on more than one factor.
1Only loadings grester than .4 are shown.
2These Cronbach Alphaa pertoin to the itema shown, for cach factor (l.e., mot for
any itcms loading less than .4 on a glven factar). -
k]




TABLE &4 {Continued)
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Ttem# Factor Hames, and Items loadings  Alphas
Factor 7: Perceived Managenbility of the Connequences of Nuclear War . .70
48  The pereentoge of the human race likely to be alive one year nfter full-scale
pucleur war. . 70
47  How long might it take mankind and society to recover fromo full-scale nuclear war? -.68
50 Hynunchnnccaofsurvlvingfull—sculcnuclenruurbetuecntthSundtthov!c:Untnn. .65
45% Full-scale nuclear war hetween the US and the Soviet Union would end
civilization as we know lt. ' -.56
Factor 8: Worry about Huclear War LT
32 I have never imagined myself dying in a full-scale nuclear war. © -7
25 1 often think about the possibility of nuclear war. .75
30 The prospect of nuclenr war hns not affected my personal life greatly. - -.66
217 1 am worricd ubout the possibllity of full-scale nuclear war. .58
31 Most people in the US nre not genuingly worrled about the posaibility of nuclenr war. =42
Fuctor 9: Porceived Safety of Sparsely Populuted Areas Puring Nuclear Wor .09
27 If full-scale auclear war between the US and the Soviet Unlon occurs, you stand o better
chance of surviving if you sre llving in a sparsely populated neutral country. .85
20 If full-scale nuclear war beteen the US und the Soviet Union occurs, you stund o better
chance of surviving if you canmanage to get away from denscly populated areas. .B3 .
54 Lifull-scale nuclear war between the US and the Saviet Union occurs, mere people
would survive in the Soviet Union than in the US. N 4B
Factor 10: Potency/Powcrlessness to Prevent Nuclear War ix
24 Ordinary citizeas can take action which will make nuclear war less likely. il
36  There is nothing I can do te prevent nuclear war. =67
42 1 think it would be worthwhile to enguge in aetivity taking a stand onnuclear
WCAPONns W52
Factor 11: Hot [nlérprclnblu {Ambiguous) - -
4 The US should use nucleor weapens if there is any advsatage toit in doing so, .54
44 My opinion of u political candidate is greeotly influenced by his or her
oplnion an watters relating to nucleatr weopons =.51
45¢ Full-scale nuclear war between the US and the Soviet Union would end civilization .
as wue know it. = At
31®  Most peaple inthe USare not genutnely worried about the possibility af nuclear war. Ll
Factor 12: Not Interpretable (Single item) --
28 & nuclear war could be contnined and limited, as on alternntive Lo either
conventlonal worfare or full-ucale nuclear war. 71
Factor 13:  American  lgnorance of the Destructive Potential of Kuclear Weapuons --re
21 Most people in the US do not realize the degree of destruction Lhat nuclear weapons
are capable of, k)
18 Most people in the US view tue lear weapons as just another hind ol weapons - just
a bigger kind of boab, ' by
Factor l4: Not Ioterpretable (Ambleucus) N -
43 Most peuple in the US would like the US to be steonger than the Soviet Unfon
in nuclear weapons. .58
35%  People could and should be educated oo surviving nucleap war. )
4%  The Soviet Uniunsis not interested in contralling the whale world, -0
Factor 15: Yot Interpretable (Ambiguous) -—
15 The Soviect Union believes it is pessible to win a nuc lear war 12
19 Huclear weapons sre here to stay - they will never be gotten rid of completely. A2
Factar L6: Not Interpretable - ——
&0 If full-scale nuclear war between the US and the Sovier Union vccurs, 1 hope that
1 am tn o relatively unpopulated arcea at the time. .58
13®  Verification of whether the Soviet Union s complying with o nuclear arms
limitation sgrecment is impossible. WAl

*These items load on more than one facter,

##a1pha not computed as only two items were involved,
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analyses. However, theré was no differentiation between trust/
distrust of the Soviets in general, and trust/distrust of their ?
willingness to complyxﬁ&ﬁxnuclear weapons agreements — both of

these dimensions were encompassed inder a single factor, factor 2

of the NWOM. -

Factor 3, Pro/Anti Bilateral Nuclear Weapons Reductions, con-

. »
cerns the individual's position on bilateral nuclear weapons agree-

ments between the United States and the Soviet Union. Some of the
items on this factor were converted from (or extrapelated from the

responses to) the ranking items of the 118-item pool.

Factor 4, Likelihood of Nuclear War, is very similar to a fac-

tor that occurred on each of the factor analyses of the 118-item
pool (having very nearly identical items). As in those analyses,
T
. . & P .
one pole of this [#Ctor represents the position "likely," and the

other pole, "unlikely." -

Factor 5, Pro/Anti Preparations aimed at Surviving Nuclear War,

is also quite similar to the analogous factors displayed in Tables
2A, 2B and 2C. lowever, in the case of this factur, an item that
was fabricated to supplement the‘”expected factor grouping"” (based
odrthe original factor, vhich loaded on few items), loaded quite
highly (item #5).

: Factors 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 13 were all quite similar to the
analogous factors that emerged as a result of the lactor analyses

of the 118-item pool of nuclear war-/weéapons-related attitudes
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items. For factor 6, Likelihood of the Proliferative Use of Nuclear

Weapons, the bipolar dimensions regarding nuclear weapons use by
small countries and/or terrorists was (as it had been on analogous
factors in Tablés 2A, 2B and 2C) likely versus unlikely. For

factor 7, Perceived Manageability of the Consequences of Nuclear

War (which encompassed both the concepts of extent of expected damage
and potential for recovery from nuclear war), the poles of this di-

mension can be thought of as "consequences manageable" versus "con-

sequences unmanageable," For factor 8, Worrv about Nuclear War, the

polar dimensions are simply "worried" versus "unworried." For

factor 9 of the NWOM, Perceived Safety of Sparsely Populated Areas

During Nuclear. War, the poles reflect simply "safer" versus "not safer.”

Factor 10, Potency/Poverlessness to Prevent Nuclear War, concerns the

individual's belief in his or her ability (and the ability of "or-
dinary citizens'") to have an impact on preventing nuclear war.

Factor 13, American Ignorance of the Destructive Potential of Nuclear

Weapons, involves American awareness of the unique destructive poten-

tial and implications of nuclear weapons, with one pole reflecting

1"

"ignorant,' the other reflecting "aware."

In the case of factors6, 9, and 10, items that had been
fabricated in order to increase the number of items for an "ex-
pected factor" grouping proved to load highly on the factor they
were intended for (items 53,27, and 42). In one case, an item
fabricated for one factor leaded instead on another factor (item 31,

meant to supplement the items of NWOM factor 13, American lIgnorance
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of the Destructive Potential of Nuclear Weapons, loaded instead on

NWOM .factor 8, Worry about Nuclear War).

Factors 11, 12, 14, 15 and 16 were not interpreted. In Ehe

case of factor 12, this was because only a single item loaded high

on this factor; in the case.of factors 11, 14, 15 and 16,-althdugh they
had mgltiple items, their.intefpretation was not sufficientiy clear

to warrant their being used in further analyses. In the analyses to

be displayed and discussed below, the NWOM factors will—bé referred
't6 by their numberé in this factor analysis (the.numbers being factors
1 through 10, and factor 13).

Also on Table 4, 'in the rightmost column, Cronbach alphas for
items loading greater than .4 are displayed for all interpretable fac-
tors of the NWOM except for factor 13 (which had only two high-loading
items). Clearly, these reliabilities are at acceptable levels, al-
though they reflect as well the fact tha;.these item clusters were

derived through factor analysis on the same data for which the alphas

were calculated.
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Factor.Structure of Potential Correlates of

Nuclear War-/Weapons-Related Attitudes

Factor analyses were performed on the variables for which
relationships to nuclear war/wéapons attitudes were examined, in or-
der to identify unique sources of variance among them. These poten-
tial correlafes were grouped into the following categories:

1) Personalitv Variables: the Defense Mechanism Inventory,

the Personal Atktributes Questionnaire, and the Levenson
Locus of Control measure.

2) Life Satisfaction-Variables: the Bradburn Positve and

Negative Affect measures; and the five life satisfaction
items (satisfaction with non-working activities, satis-
faction with health, satisfaction with family life,

satisfaction with friendships, and satisfaction with
'3
life as a whole).

3) "Values and Attitudes" Variables: these included items

about political orientation and religious belief (items
concerning self-rated liberalism and conservatism, impor-

tance of religion, and belief in an afterlife).

4) Demographic Variables: age, sex, last grade completed,
parent occupational status, self-rated economic level

of family of origin.

Table SA shows a factor analysis of the personality variables,

rotated to the orthogonal varimax criterion. These four factors ac-
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Pfincipél Components Analysis
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(Varimax Rotation): Personality Variables®

Factors -
Variablesg®# I II I11 .. "IV
Turning Against Others (DMI) -.86
Reversal (DMI) .80
Projection (DMI) =79
Principalization (DMI) .72 .48
Powerful=Others (Locus of Control) .83
Chance (Locus of Control) .79
Masculinity (PAQ) -.65
M-F (PAQ) .82
Femininity (PAQ) -.79
Turning Against Self (DMI) -.80
Internal (Locus of Control) 56

#Only loadings greater than .40 are shown.

##For definitions of the Defense Mechanism Inventory
see p. 31 above.
AT

variables,
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N -

counted for 687 of the total variance, all with eigenvalues greaterl_
than 1.0. Factor 1 encompasses four of the scales of the Defense
Mechanism Inventory: Reversal and Principalization (loading positive-
‘ly), and Turning Against Others and Projection kloading negatively).
Since the stories and the items of the abbreviated version of the ﬁMI
used here deal primarily with aggreésive:impulses, and since Reversal -
and'Principalization in this context. may be viewed as concerning
denial of aggressive impulses whereas Turning Against Others and Pro-
Jection concern the ‘expression of aggressive impulses, factor 1 will

be named ‘Denial versus Expression of Agpressive Impulses. Factor 2

loaded positively.on extérnal locus of control scales "Powerful Others"
and "Chance", but loaded negatively, surprisingly, on the Masculinity
scale of the PAQ {instead of on the "Internal Control" scale, as was
expected). The most plausible explanation for this is that the -items
of the Masculinity scale of the PAQ may be viewed as tappihg a kind of
"psychological independence" dimension (this conjecture is based on an
examination of the actual items of the Masculinity scale, which involve
self-ratings of the iteﬁs "independent," "activé," "competitive,"
"makes decisions easily,” "never gives up easily," "self-confident,"
"superior,™ and "stands up well under pressure"). Therefore,

factor 2will be referred to as External Control versus Independence. .

Factor 3 loaded positively on the M-F (masculinity=femininity) scale of
the PAQ, and negatively on the Femininity scale of the PAQ. This find-
ing too was surprising, as the PAQ Nasgulinity scale, rather than the
M-I scale, was designed to complement the Femininity scale. Perhaps a

partial explanation for this lies in the fact that the Masculinity and
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Femininity scales were designed to véry independently of each other
(Sﬁence and Helmreich, 1978). In any event, an examination of the
items that comprise the M-F and, the Femininity scales points up why
they should have factored together. The Femininity scale would seem
to tap a dimension of "Orientation to Others” (with such self-rating

items as "emotional," "devotes self to others," "gentle," 'helpful to

"non

others," "aware of feelings of others," "understanding towards others;"

"warm towards others"), whereas the M-F scale concerns what might be
referred to as "Self-Oriented™ items (e.g., "indifferent to approval,"
"aggressiﬁe," "dominant," "never cries;" "feelings ﬁot easily hurt,”
"little need for security,” "worldly"). Thus, factor 3 will be

referred to as Self versus Other Orientation . Factor 4 loaded

positively on "Internal Control," and negafively on "Turning Against
Self" (from the DMI). "“Principalization'" (DMI) also loaded secondarily
and positively on this factor. Both Principalization and Internal .
Contrel represent an orientation of responsibility for positive life
events gnd positive feelings, whereas Turning Agains Self involves
items tapping self—blaqg, self-doubt and inédequacy. Therefore,

factor 4 will be referred to as Internal Control (or self responsible

for positive events) versus Self Responsible for Negative Events.

Table 5B shows a factor analysis of the life satisfaction vari-
ables, orthogonally rotated to the varimax criterion. These two fac-
tors account for 54% of the tétal variance, and all had eigenvalues
greater than 1.0. Factor 1 is a general factor that loaded high on
all life satisfaction variables except the Bradbrun Negative Affectl

Scale, and which loaded particularly high on satisfaction with non-
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TABLE SB S ' v
Principél Components Analysis (Varimax
Rotation): Life Satisfaction Variables®
. T Factors
Variables . : I IT
i Satisfacfion:'~Non—wdrking Activities 71
- Satisfaction: Health. ~ .. = < 69
~ ..Bradburn Positive Affect Scale - .62
v Bradburn Negative Affect Scale : : o -.84
Satisfaction: Life as a whole .33 - .55
s ' Satisfaction: Friendships .52 .49
¥ Satisfaction: Family Lyfe .60 .39

. ‘\— '
*0Only loadings greater than .35 are shown. S

5
¥

2
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working (leisure) activities, on'satisfaction with health, and on
1 -

the Bradburn Positive Affect scale., Factor 1 will be referred to

. as .Presence/Absence of a Positive sense of Well-Being . - Factor 2

loaded high and negatively on the Bradburn Negative Affect scale, and
somewhat less highly and positvely on satisfaction with life as a
whole, satlsfactlon with frlendshlps, and satlsfactlon with family

life.: Factor 2 will" be referred to as Satisfaction w1th Sipg—

nificant Relationships versus Negative Affect.

.Table 5C shows a principal components.anélysis rotated to the
orthogonal varimax criterion for the "values and attitudes" (political
and religious) variables. These two factors accounted for 687 of the
variance, and all eigenvalueslwere greater than 1.0. The two factors

that emerged were very clear-cut and interpretable. "Factor | en-

compassed the two religious items, and was labeled Presence/Absence

of Religious Orientation. Factor 2 loaded positively on self-rated

liberalism, and negatively on self-rated conservatism, and will be

-

referred to as simply ‘Liberalism/Conservatism.
TAble 35D shous a prlnc1pal components 1naly51s, rotated ortho-
R

gonally using the varimax procedure, for the demographic varlables.

These two factors accounted for 54% of the total variance, and all

eigenvalues were greater than 1.0. Factor 1 encompassed the variables

"Parent Occupation'" (based on the rating system used in Hollingshead
and Redlich, 1958), self-rated economic level of family of origin, and
age. Parent occupation and economic level were positively related,
and age Qas'negativély related, "to ;his factor. The explanation for

this would seem to be that, in this sample, students from a higher




TABLE 5C

Principal Components Analysis (Varimax

Rotation): Values and Attitudes#
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. Factors
Variables I 11
‘Belief in Afterlife .83
Importance of Religion .82

L 4
Political Liberalism B .81
Political Conservatism -.71

#Only loadings above .40 are shown.

¢
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TABLE 5D

Principal Components Analysis
(Varimax Rotation): ° Demographic Variables®

Factors
Variables : I 11
Parenht Occupation 715 '
Economic Level .73
Age L -.70
Last Grade Completed 7 74
Gender . 1 . -.72

#Only those loadings greater than .40 are
shown. . .
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economic Background were able to attend college at a’younger_age,

and were able to progress more rapidlylthrough college, whereas stu-
from poorer backgrounds may have been forced to postpone college, or
to prggress more slowly through college owing to a relatively greater
need to work in order to support themselves. Factor 1 will be re-

ferred to, simply, as ' Parent Occupational Status and Income, Age.

Factor 2 exhibited {E;h positive loadings on "last grade completed"

and high negative loadings on gender (which was coded for‘dgtakgnalysis
"1" for males and "2" for females). This‘suggests'fhat, in this sam-
ple, males were more likely to have reached a-higher educational at-
tainment than did females. Factor 2 will be referrgd to simply

as Sex and Education..

Table 6 shows a second-order principal components analysis
rotated to the orthogonal varimax criterion for thé first-order
fac‘tors from the factor analyses of Tables 5A througl%. In this
table (Table 6), coded abbreviations for the first-order factors ate
uséd, for example, the "F." in "F.Attl" indicates’ that this is a
first-order factor variable, the "Att" indicates that is came from the
factor analysis on the "values and attitudes” variables (Table 5C),
and the "1" following "Att" indicates that this factor variable
represents factor 1 from that factor analysis. Below each of thése
codes, the names of each factor are provided. The pole of each factor
name that relates positively to the original (first-order) factor is

< .

underlined.
F
These four second-order factors account for 547 of the total

variance from the first-order factor scores, and no second-order fac-

r
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TABLE 6

Second-Order Principal Components Analysis
(Varimax Rotation) of Factors from Separate Factor
Analyses on Personality, Life Satisfaction, Demo-
graphic, and Values and Attitudes (Political, Religious) Variables®

-

Second-Order Factors

Factor Variables¥# I 11 171 v
F.Atel .68
(Presence/Absence of

Religious Orientation)™*

F.Satl N .1 N
{Presence/Absence of Positive
Sense of Well-Being)

F.Perl .59
(Denial vs. Expression
of Aggression)

F.Dem2 77
(Sex and Educatien: males and

higher education vs. females

and lower education)

F.Per3 - C .66
(Self-Orientaticn vs.

M —_—

Other-Orientation)

F.Att2 N -.47
{Liberalism vs. Conservatism)

-

.Perl =77
(External Control vs. Independence)

E=DLASL A LA

F.Deml .75

{Parent Occupational Staus and
Income, Age: higher parent ocg.
and income, lover age vs. 1ow?&
parent occ. and income, higher
age)

F.Perd : .76
(Internal Controlas. Self

Responsible for Negative

Events)

F.Sat2 ' 69
(Satisfaction with Significant

Relationships vs. Negative
Affect)

#0nly loadings greater than .40 are shown.

#%Factor variable abbreviations: "F." indicates a first-order
factor variable, followed byan abbreviation for the facter analysf;,)
it came Erom ("Per"-persenality variables factot analysis,
rable 54: "Sat"-life satisfoction variables factor onalysis,
rable 5B; "Art"-values and attitudes factor analysis, table 5C;
"Dem"-demographic variables factor onalysis, table 5D), followed
by its facter number from that analysis. :

#42The pole of the factor name reflecting the positive pole ofthe
original factor is underlined.
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tor had an eigenvalue of less than 1.0. : -

The main value of this second-order factor analysis of potentialr
correlates of nuclear war/weapons attitudes is that it demonstrates
the relationships between the first order factors - pérticularly, it
makes clear the patterns of statistical relatedness and independence
between these factors.

For fuéure reference, these second-order factors will be coded
and abbreviated as follows: all will begin with "2F" (to indicate
a second-order factor), followed by a hyphen and the number of the
second-order factor from Table 6 (1 to 4), followed in parentheses
by the first ’order factors (separated by slashes) that load on it.
For example, second order factor 3 would-be coded "2F-3{Per2/Deml)".

As'brief names did not seem to provide adequate descriptions of
these ;econd—order factors, they will be named on the;bééis of the

[

relevant poles of the first-order factors that load on them., There-

fore, second-order factor 1 (2F-1[Attl/Satl/Perl]) will be referred

to as Presence of Religious Orientation/Presence of Well-Being/

Denial .of Agpression. Second-order factor 2 (2F-2[Dem2/Per3/Att2])

will be referred to as Male Gender-Hipgher Education/Self-Orientation/

Consérvatism, Second-order factor 3 (2F-3[Deml/Per2]) will be

named Higher Parent Occupation and Economic Level-Lower Age/

Independence, and second-order factor 4 (2F-4[Per4/Sat2]) will be

referred to as Internal Control/Satisfaction with Significant Re-

lationships.
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Relationship of NWOM to Other Variables

2

Correlations between Nuclear War/Weapons Attitudes and Personality, Demo-

oraphic, Life Satisfaction, and Pdlitical and Religious. Variables

Table 7 shows product-moment correlations

eénNWOM factor
scores énd pérgonality, demogfaphic. life satisfactfion, and politicél
and religious vg;iabies. The correlates on Table 7 were organized by
their second- and first-order factors.
The absolute magnitudes of the sigg;gicant correla s on

Table 7 are low, with the highest significant correlation {between

F.Att2, the liberalism/conservatism factor, and SWOM factor 2, for.

males) of r=-.46 (p£.001), and the lowest significant correlation ’
(at the p=£.05 level) of r=.10. Thus, the amount of shared variance
between nuclear war/weapons attitudes (as measured by NWOM factors)
and the corrélates employed in this study (i.e., r? for the cor-
relations significant at or below the .05 alpha level) rangéd fEram a
low of 1% to a high of 21Z.
»

The possibility of Type I crror on. Table 7 due to the inter-
pretation of significant correlations that occurred by chance was
minimized, both becapse of the focus on the interpretation of cor-
relations carrying n&n—redundant information on that table, and bé—
cause of the usée of rules to determine which _cerrelations to intérmu-

pret., The correlations obtained for the second-order and first-order

factors (from the "Correlates” column‘of Table ?) cari be seen as




TABLE 7

- Correlates of KWOH Factor Scalas: Permonality,
Desographic, Lifa Sstisfaction, and Values and Attitudes
Varishles, grouped by their Second= and First-Order Factors
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HWOM Factor Scales

1 2 3

4
. . Unil Red va Bld/Hth Saviat Hach, Bilateral Reduct. Likellhood N-wst
('.qrrnlntnl - Men  Women All Han  Women  All Man  Women ALl Man _ MWomen Al
I 2F-1(Acc)/Satl/Perl) V20 .15 L17%e o Bh -08 <07 Q& L18%e 17 0} -.03 -
w1 iglous Ortentation/Presence of Well- -
Belng/Denlal of Aggresalon}) .
1) F.Aeel L2000 .08 a2 02 A3 09 =02 JOh D20 -2 -tk =i
(Prosanca/Absence of
Raligious Orientation)
a) Importance of Rellgion .11 20 (11 L)) .09 A0 04 .00 0 =01 -0 -,08
b) Belief in Afreriife- .19 04 09 -,02 11 .01 =04 06 020 -03 -0 =04
2) F.Sarl ! .18 .08 09 -6 06 =09 .14 B - LIS L |} .09 A0
{Presence/Absence Sense of Nell-Balng}
o) Bradburn Ponitive Mfect Scale 23 03 J1% =27 - 03 09 A1 J12% 0 L12% .28% -.05 .07
b) Satlsfaition: MNon-wvorking .
Activitiea .10 .02 QO =03 -1l =11 -2 .08 Q1 0 L1708
c) Satisfaction: Health .03 01 -0 =10 =01 -04 Q26002 .08 . 20 (120
1) E.Perl .13 ¥ J1a% - 3Gee o 158 - 218 04 06 .0é& 01 -0 J02
(Cental va. Expresaton of Aggresstlon) ’
a) Reversal (DHI) : 12 .10 W2 -, 13" - 16% 02 09 .07 02 0% .06
b} Principslization {IM1) .20 .03 09 - 3% =, 20 01 .07 .05 J4 0 =00 02
¢) Tucnipg Against Othera (DMI) - 11 -, 18% -, 15%% JIse (19 02 06 -.04 -.04 .us 02
( d) Projection (DMI) =08 -.02 -.06 JJee 07 JdE* -4 L0 08 -0 =0 -08
e) DHI-AGG (DMl Coapoaita =12 —u 1A% 3G (lee 20%e o060 .04 =05 -.07 05 =01
Agressicn acore) .
U 2F=2(Denl/Purifrckl} 000 -0 -2 04 .01 W03 =230 =19 -k 12 0 -1
(Male Genler - Higher Education/ -
$cli-Orlentation/Conservatisa)
1) F,Pem2 f L20¢ 02 -07 =03 =07 _-.06 .01 =07 -.04 -.08 Ol =19
(Sax and Bducation) '
n) Gender - — s — - 03 — = i1} - — L25een
bY Last Crede Completed 19 .0l 06 -.01 -—.l4% —,1l* .01 -1l -,08 =-.0% 01 =03
2) E.Per3 S 0% =0 =.14 -.02 =05 -.30%e - 20w - Jeee Jdu Wl =-.05
(Self- wa. Other-Driantation} . :
a} M-F Scale (PAQ) .08 =05 -.01% =08 -.09 -.09 -.25%" -12¢ ~ hee .02 -0l =04
b)Y Fealininity Scale (PAQ) 060 =02 .05 09 .0 .05 Jgees 23ees 27eee..(] 6 04
3) Foace? 0 .lﬁ"\\ Jfgeea_ upean 170 - T1vee 14 L2000 W13 He =.05 s 4]
(Liberallss va, Consarvatima) .\]
a) Political Liberalisa RN VLI CLT IS LLLE S [ UL L ) Bl 09 -1 -08 -
b} Political Consevvatlisa -0z -.13% =10 T Th® it Jses o1 =08 =110 -7 .01 ~-.04
¢} CospowiceConservatismScare  -—.238 =.lges (2200w L3JeeelDd L ITMR -O% -2IRee-,2leNe-lls 05 03
M 2F-3{Peal/Perl) CO4 1 10 —asee o1l -6 a1 W0 0 =9 -03 -2
{lifghar Parent Occupatlen and
Ecanomlic Level-Lower Age/
Indspendonce) ‘
1) F.Deml .08 =04 -.01 - 34ee L 120 al26% 08 =09 .00 -.13 02 -2
{Parent Occupational Status
and Incoea, Agu) ~
a) Parent Occupation A6 =01 02 =270 =05 -.03 010 -2 RULEEEE N T
b} Econoaie Lovel Q04 =06 -4 =020 -.08 -,06 =.07 -.1 =0} -
c) Coaposife Eroncaic Level 45 =03 -01 0 =334 03 H -0 =01 -2 - -0
d} Age .06 02 S04 L3 47es (G -0} .10 01 -4 = -
2) E.Per? .08 L4 120 .09 .10 09 =11 -0% 07 .13 W2 R
{External Contral vs. Indepandence)
a) -Povarful Ochers (10C) .04 .10 .07 «13 WA A3 o130 =130 )3 04 W07 03
b) Chance {(LOC) M b JA¥ 13 ige 08 L0 -0 W02 -02 - L LI LB B
£} Hasculiniey (PAQ) 02 -0 ~1% =00 010 =01 120 -.02 .03 L8 -0 -.tH
IV 2F-A{Per&/Gar?) 060 =10 -.08 A5 -l —07 0 .07 06 .02 08 -0 -.02
{1nternal Conttal/Satiafaction
with Significant Relationshipe)
1) F,Perd .01 .al .00 J3 -0 =04 -.06 .10 .06 00 00 -01
. Tlntecnal Cantrol va. Seit
Respanalble for Kegativa Evants) .
a) Internsl Control {LOC) a8 .02 =03 W03 =09 -.0% =01 LJH% 09 -5 el -1
b) Turning Againat Self (DHI) =-.10 09 05 =16 03 -2 09 -08 -0 -.01 - -
2) F,Sat2 020 - 19w — 1580 1) -0 =01 -0 -.09 =-.083 -.03 -0 =09
[Satisfaction with Significent
Retationahips va. Negative Aflect)
n) Bradburn Negativa Affect Scale 00 J2ees 170 0} 04 04 06 09 .08 -.03 0% L8
b} Satlefacticn: Faaily Life 020 -02 - 2900 =02 .00 .05 07 6 08 -us =02
c) Satisfaction: Friendships .04 .05 .08 048 - =03 .06 11 .09 21 =08 .02
d) Satiafaction: Lifeasa whole J6 0 -7 L1 -0 -08 =06 B9 .07 (=02 L0 -05 0 =0

L 05 *epg0l  *+*pg.001

ISecnnd—order foctors vers represented on this teble beginning with the prafiz "2F" (Lo indicate that the varladle In
a sccond=order factor), follewed by & hyphen, and then a nusber {(tho nusber aftho factor from the second=arder fuctor
snalysls of table.6). folloved in pacenihases by the {irst=order factors that cosprise that second=arder factar.



' 80
TABLE 7 (Continued)
M L
KWOM_Factor Scales
3 ] 7 ) -]
. Profingi Novar Prep, _Prob, Prolif, Uss ~M-warConseq Mogabl, __Hurgy Hovar
‘Correlaten Man  Momen ALl Man  Women All Mgn  Momen _ All Man  Women _ All
1 ZF-L{Ate1/Sac)/Parl} T01 il 09 09 00 .03 04 -0k 02 210 0% LA
(Ratigicun Orientation/Presence of Well-
Betng/Danial of, Aggressica)
1) F.atel - -4 =06 -.08 Q01 =010 =06 07  =.12% =05 Jhess 150 A2
{Preswnce/Absence of .
Faligious Orientacion) . .
s} Ispartance of Religlon =.01 03 .02 A0 -3 -05  -08 =02 =03 RALLLENS kLI L
b) Belief in Afterlife 223 -15% =18 .00 -.05 .04 00 —.19%e - 130 220 (13 Q6N
2) F.Sard =-.02 .05 W01 -.13 4 S0 =01 .05 O6 -0 000 =00
{(Prasence/Absence Sense of Well-Being
s) Bradburn Positive Affect Scale -.04 Jqa .08 -.0% -.06 =08 00 .10 o R 3 | 09 06
b) Satisfaction: Non-working B :
Activitics ~.15 S04, 00 -ul0 07 S04 L6 =01 01 =07 -0l -k
c) Sattsfactiont Health L8 -0 =02 .18 .05 00 -.12 - «02 -0 =.12% -.12%
1) F.Perl 00 =020 =100 -0 0 -0 -a0 -0 -.08 .03 -0 Ot
(Dental va. Expresalon af Aggrasaton) . .
a) Reversal {MI) 00 -0 -.03 -.01 -0 -0} -.20 =03 -.08 Qa1 -0 .01
b) Principalization (DHI) 09, .07 -4 =08 9 Rex) .05 =00 =02 090 = =01
<) Turning Against Othars {Dril) .06 .10 .10 03 -02 Rl 12 .08 0 =01 .02 .
d) Projection (DM1) . =02 W13 Ll2¢ 04 06 07 .08 .02 0% =0 =0} -.Ub
e} DMI-ACG {DHI Coaposite .03 SIS s LS« S S04 J1 06 .09 =05 L0 =03
Aggeoaaion score) - : - .
. .
T 2F=2(Dead/Perlficel) -0 =07 0 00 =07 .05 A6 =07 090 =.210 - le 06
(Hale Cendar - ligher Education/
Self=Orientation/Consarvacrisa)
1) F,Dea? -0y =03 02 =17 =10 .02 Jd7 0 =00 J5ee _ 260 - 10 -.15%*
{Sex and Educarion)
a) Gender _ - -0 - _— = ]l - - =T — - W06
b) Last Crade Coapleted =01 06 D4 =19 - 160 .13t 7 -6 NI R LR LR L -
2) F.Perd -.15 L0 -0l 07 .09 Jdvo08 0 =11 0L -1 .01 -.0%
(Sell- va, Octher-Orientation)
a) H-F Scale (PAQ) =12 »0 01 =04 A 00 .00 .00 L0826 20 - 110
b) Fealninity Scals {PAQ) -0 .10 01 =04 =06 -08  -.l4 08 =06 =07 -aw =07
3) FoAme2 -36wee_ 01— 13% -, b4 .12 02" .03 .01 .00 A5 07 07
{Liberaliss ve, Consarvatisa)
a) Political Liberalisa —.27ee D6 -.08 -.2e .08 -.03 W21 SO o L 0 .a?
b) Political Conssrvatisa .21 .04 Jie —ph -1 =07 Lo =203 S T T T4 I A VR
¢) Conpoaite Conservatisa Score .13 04 .07 L14% -.08 .05 L1l .02 Wb Lo -ur =ul
m 2f-3({Deal/Puc2) -, h2ven |60 .08 =29 -,02 -.08 =07 W03 .02 - 25 .03 -2
(Higher Parent Occupation snd
Ecsacaic Level-Lower Age/
Independenda} .
1) F,Dcml =, 19 ,zgese ,1g%ee-08 -.07 -.07 -.0% 0% 0y -l .04 NI
(Parent Dccupational Status
and Incoae, Age}
a) Parent Ocgupatian _.22%  .18** 03 -.07 -.02 -0 -.0% .08 .us 02 .07 0%
b) Econcaic Leval -.08 Jder 100 -.06 04 .02 09 .04 L6 -l S0 -8
¢) Composite Lconoalc Level =21 19w MY .12 .00 -.01 -.03 .07 QD60 -0 K .02
d} Age 05 -.38%es_ 21wes 0] LAFee 10 .18 00 .0l -.16 L0 =02
1) F,Per2 .25 -.04 L03 J22% .02 .08 .13 R+l SO ohe R} .07 -
(Excernal Concrol va, Indepondance}
a) Powertul Ochers (LOC) A0 -.04 0 16 .00 .06 A2 .01 .08 ke .02 0%
b) Chance (LOC) 09 =06 -0 04 =01 .02 A7 0% M LIS LN ] .04
c) Hesculinity {PAQY . -.07 06 L4 =01 W1 JR¥ LI 1 .03 02 =1 -0 -,100
1¥  2F—4(Porb/Satd} =02 0906 -.04 .16® 11 A4 .0 08 O =17 -2t
{Intercal Control/Satiafactlion
with Signilicant Rclationships) . .
1) F.Pord W17 .10 420 =02 .15 a1 .10 .08 06 a0 -,02
. TInternal Control vs. Self !
Respansible for Kegative Events) .
a) Internal Control (Loc) .18 -0l 04 =02 a2 S8 -.04 -03 -.07 -.00 po0 0 =00
b) Turning Against Self {IHl1) - 14 =, 17® o 17% 00 -.09 -0 -.04 =06 -.07 -.05 Kil O+
2y F.Sar? .03 06 L6 =01 N3 .08 A2 01 .06 NI LN T !

{Satinfaction with Signiflcant
Relationships va. Negutive Affect}

a) Bradburn Hegative Affect Scale  =.01 -.07 =06 04 =08 03 -.10 00 =04 -9 B 07

b) Sartsfaction? Fenily Lile a1 +O4 .03 .06 06 07 O 0l .02 .00 L0 -0
c} Satisfactiont Friendshipa =-,01 A 8 -9 O L0 04 Pb K L =07 el

d} Sstiafactica: Lifeasavhole .03 .03 .0y -.07 Jde 07 06 RECEE LIPS RN S U S
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TABLE 7 (Continued)
NWOH Factor Scales
9 10 13 Humbor

SafetySparse, Aress  Potency Prev. N-var Ignor, Desg, Pot'l Subfecrs

Correlates Men VWomen  All Men  Women All Hen  VWomen ALl Hen __Women All
1 2F-1{Atel/SntliPerl) -.20 .c8 00 L9 1T (23%%s 3% 0§ J16%e 56 153, 209
(Religlous Urientation/Presence of Well- ’
Being/Denlal of Aggression)
1) Fuarel - -.02 -.05 -.04 13 W13 0,13 25 .02 07 5 193 68
(Preacnce/Absenca o ) )
Religloua Orientation)
a) Importance of Religlon -.06 -09 -.08 03 .03 .03 .17 JO9 11 16 197 13
b} Deliel In Alterlife W16 .02 .06 17 Jare (17ee 13 11 .03 16 1% 172
2) F.Sart .18 01 =03 21 L1 Jda%e 30 .05 .02 % 193 Mn
(Fresence/Absence Senve of Well-Being)
a) Bradbura Posltive Af{cet Scale -.04 -.02 =.0) 223" L14% 18t L20* .03 .10 T8 193 Tt
b) Satisfaction?l Kon-working .
Activiclea .00 .05 .05 .08 06 07 #.10 -04 =01 76 197 Fah
¢} Sotlafactient EHealth -.23% .02 -0 .08 00 02 A1 .08 =04 b 197 2
) F.Perl : -.24% 17 08 a3 06 120 10 .08 .09 6 133 209
(Denlal va, Expresafon of Aggreaslon)
a) Reveraal (DHI) = 248 17 0% W22¢ .08 Q1 -0 13 10 36 153 209
b) Principalization (DH1) -7 .08 01 e 0} 09 D9 -.08 =00 36 153, 209
c} Turnlng Againat Others (DI} 16 =,18% 09 -,30% .04 -.04 -.07 -.0B .08 36 1533 09
d) Projection (DHI) 270 =08 05 —29% =12 =i14% ‘-1 -08 -0 56 153 9
e) DMI-AGG (DML Composite L2230 o150 - 08 =33 -4 =100 -1 -l -ldl b1} 13 209
ARgreasion acore)
14 JF-ZEME!F‘fr]“t!?! -.01 .02 07 =06 -a02 0] .03 J15%¢ .03 3% 153 09
(Male Gender = Higher Educatlon/
Sel(-Ortentation/Conscrvotian}
1) E.Deml -.11 -0l .03 08 L1500 L1l 22 .03 W02 16 194 270
(Scx and Education)
n} Gender —_ — =08 -_ — 04 _— —_ .06 - — m
%) Last Grade Completed =13 =03 -0 .08 LN B L 00 06 6% 168 M
[Y
2) F.Perd .02 .04 JdO0 -0 -09 =08 =08 04 =05 56 153 09
“ [Sell- va.Other=-Orientation)
a} M-F Scale {(FAQ} -.03 00 01 =12 07 03 =06 00 -.02 13 196 7t
b) Femininity (PAQ) 02 -15% =11 LS e 1A% o 09 03 9 75 196 N
I Foaee2 -.02 Jlas Kol .10 el S L I L T B 75 193 64
(Liberaliam va. Conservatism}
a} Patitical Liberaliam .23 12% .01 L1 .10 .10 .07 -.09 -4 75 196 27
b} Paliticnl Conmarvatiom -7 -9 -1l* -0l .07 -0A .18%* (9 150 16 13% 171
¢) Compoaite ConservatisaScore - 1¢  -,07 =07 -0 -.09 =07 07 =05 =00 75 193 763
M 2F-3(Deml/Fer2) ) - 26% -, 20%% 210 18 A0 A1 06 = 20%% - 14 36 133 09
(tilgher Parent Occupation mnd
Econonlc Level-Lovet Age/ N
Independence)
1} F.Pem) -.26% .08 -.11* -, 11 -0 -.01 W02 =17 - 120 16 154 270
(Parent Occupational Statua
and Income, Agr) N .
n) Farent Occupatlion -.09 -.08 =08 =04 .08 .08 6 =18 =07 16 190 06
t) Economic level =.36% 06  -.12*% -.12 -.05 =06 L1 -.08 =06 15 195 270
¢) Coaposite Economic Level -.26%* - 06 -.09 -.11 .03 .00 LAY - 14 -.08 15 189 164
d)} Age ‘ W04 .07 06 06 04 .04 RIL N LN LS 16 147 273
2) F.Pec2 .09 J27%ee nzemR_ 2] 9% o Q08 .22 Ldd 05 35 153 209
{FExtetnnl Control va/lndepeadence)
a) Powerful Others (LOC) 21 LG  2pees_ 15 o110 -2 .0% L2300 | 7na T6 195 P3|
b} Chance (LOC) .10 L7880 178 1120 - )6% - 1A% 0} J7es L] 76 194 270
¢) Masculinity {PAQ) =07 =.20% -,13% .02 Q07 06 . .04 .01 73 194 271
IV 2F=4(PrrbiBat?) .03 .03 .05 .06 AT S 09 =020 -1t 36 131 09
{Internnl Controt/Satiafactlon
.with Sipniticant Relationshipa)
1} F,Pech ©0 08 07 W04 L1200 .11 -0l -.l0 -.08 % 13 M8
(Internal Control va. Sell .
Reaponatble for Hegatlve Tventa) -
n} Internal Control (LX) -.0% 7 .06 0 .10 23 qgeRe 10 - 128 =06 76 195 m
b) Turning Agsinat Setf (DM1) =04 .02 00 L4 =05 =02 A7 .10 .12 56 153 o]
2} F.Sat? 00 -,04 -0 -1 .08 0 -1 -9 -t 16 183 271
“ntialncrion with Signiflcant
Relationahips va. Negative Affect)
a} Bradburn Hegative Alfect Scale =-.02 .02 00 A0 =08 -.0) W11 04 06 76 194 270
b} Satisfoctiont Femily Life =,3a%e _ 01 -0 =02 A7 13 o =07 -.06 76 197 27
) Satiataction: Frichdahips -.08 -0 -.04 it LIl Jdave 09 -046 =01 76 1 73
d) Satisfaction: Lifeasawhole .01 ~,05 -.04 .00 D6 W04 05 -5 =09 16 197 m

-

e,
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reflecting the relationships with nuclear war/wgapons attitudes of
their component variables, ;hich are also displayed on Table 7;
moreover, the correlations in the "All" column on Table 7 can'Be
viewed as debendent on the correlation coefficients obtained for
males and females separately. The correlations for the non—sythetié
“"Correlates" variables, for males and females separately, thus
formed the basis for interpreting these data. The number of

these correlations {i.e., between cdmponent "correlate'" variables
and NWOM factors, for both males and females), corrected for the
"Gender" row, in which only the "A1l" column was 'used, was 649
(i:e., 30rows X 22columns — 11). Thus, approkdmately 32 (i.c.,
.05 X 649) of these non-redundant correlations significant at the
.05 alpha level would be expected to odgur by éhance alone, and

approximately 6 correlations significant pt the L01 level (LO1 X 649)

might similarly be expected to occur by chance (alternately, if
Ehe calc&lated the number of expected correlations Lo spuriously
. obtain significance at or below the .05 alpha level soley flor
the "ALl" cblumqs of the non-synthetic variables, it would come to
.05 X [30rows X llcolumns]), or approximately 16 correlations oc--
curring by chance alone). ‘
' In addition to this focus on the correlations with MwOM-tfactors
of the non-synthetic (i.e., non—factqr) correlates for males and fe-

males, Type I error was further minimized by using the followving in-

terpretation rules: all correlations at or below the .0l alpha level
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were reported and 1nterpreted and correlatlons significant at

the .05 alpha level were reported and 1nterpreted only if they
occurred at or below that level for the same pair of variables for
both males and females, or were part of a constellation of findings
for similar variables which included findings at or below the .0l
alpha.leyel. Thus, relatively isolated instances of sign%ficance
at the .05 alpha level on Table 7 were ignored.

The following results analysis of Table 7 was organized by NWOM

factor scales.

NWOM Factor 1: Unilateral Nuclear Weapons Reductions versus

Maintaiﬁing/Building up Nuclear Weapons

.

A) Results applying to both sexes:
-Self- ratlng of political liberalism (on a 5-point scale) were
dlrectly related to scores on NWOM Factor l; in other words,
poljtical liberalism was directly related to advocacy of uni-
lateral reductions in nuclear weapons; Composite
“ Conservatism scores (conservatism self-rated on a S-point
scale, minus the liberalism self- ratlng, plus a constant if
Republican, minus a constant if Democrat)‘here inversely re-
lated to scores on NWOM Factor 1; in ot words, the higher

- ' i@
composite conservatism score, the grfeater the advocacy of

building up nuclear weapons or maintdining them at current

£
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levels.

B) Results applying to males only:

NONE

C) Results applying to females only:

-Scores on Turning Against Otﬂers (the DMI) were inversely re-
lated to scores on the,NWOM Féctor 1; in other words, the
greater the st}le of expression of (as opposed to denial of)
aggressive impulses, the greater the advocacy of maintining/
building up nuclear weapons.

-Scores on the Bradburn Negative Affect Scale were directly
reléted to NWOM Factor l; in other words, the higher the
neéative affect, the greater the ad%ocaéy of unilateral

reductions in nuclear weapons.

D) Specifiéresults that differed markedly for males and females:

-Gender (males were coded "1" for data analysis, females were
coded "2") was directly related to NWOM Factor l; in other .

words, females as a group advocated unilateral reductions in

nuclear weapons more strongiy than did males.

3, - NWOM Factor 2: Perceived Soviet Machiavellianism

A) Results applying to both sexes:

-For both sexes (but less strongly for females), scores
\\\L\“/////,//,J on Reversal and Principalization of the DMI (the aggression-
denying defenses) were inversely related to scores on

~
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NWOM' Factor 2; in other words, high scores on Reversal. and /,/’
+ S /
//!F\ Principalization were associated with perceptions of the _f,;f/

. e
3 ———

" Soviets as not amoral and politically ruthless, and as
interested in peaceful relations wi;.h the West. Scores.on
_ Turning Against Others were directly related to scores on
\s—a\ “"(NWOM Factor 2; in other words, a style of.Exﬁression of ag-
gressive impulses was directly réléted to‘pe;ceptﬁ?ns
of the Soviets as machiavelliah (in the sense of being
politically ruthless and amoral), ‘ o
—-Age was found to ;ary directly with NWOM Factor 2; ih other
words, the older the subject, the greater the percéption of

Soviets as ruthless and politically amoral.

B) Results applying to males only:
—Scores on Projection of the DMI-(the style of expressing
aggressive impulses associated with imputation of aggres-
sive intent to the OHEECt of aggression) were directly re-
lated to scores on NWOM Factor 2; in other words, thg higher
the score on Projection, the greater the perception of he
Soviet§ as ruthless and politically amoral.
-Self~ratings of political liberélism {on a S5-point scale)
were strongly and inversely related to NWOM Factor 2; in
other words, the more liberal the (male) subject, the less
.machiavellian the Sovicts were perceived as being. Conser- ‘5

vatism (both self-rated and the composite measure which sub-

tracted liberalism and took account of political party) was
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found to be directly related to NWOM Factor 2; in other

1
words, the greater the conservatism, the more the Soviets

+

were perceived as amoral, ruthless and threatening.

-parent occupational status (ﬁanging froﬁ unskilled blue collar
to highly skilled white collar) and family-of-origin economic
level (self-rated on a five-point scale) were both inversely
related to NWOMlFactor 2; in other words, higher parent occu-
pational status, and higher economic level were both as-
sociated with lower parceptions of Soviet Machiavellianism.

-Scores on the Bradbﬁrn Positiv | : _'Scale wvere inversely
related to NWOM facfbr 2; in other words, the higher éhe de-

gree of positive afféct, the less the Soviets were perceived

as politically amoral and ruthless. - .

C) Results apﬁlying to females only:

NONE

D) Specific results that differed Eﬁgkedly for males and females:

NONE

NWOM Factor 3: Pro/Anti Bilateral Nuclear Weapons Reductions

A) Results applying to both sexes:

~Scores on Femininity (which invglves an orientation towards
and a nurturing of others) were found to be directly related

to NWOM Factor 3, whereas scores on M-F (which measures a kind-\

of self-orientation) were found to be inversely related to

.
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&WOM Factor 3. This pattern also reflected £tself in the
first;order factor of these two variablés, Personality“
Factor 3 (F.Per3 - Self versus Other Orientation), which
was negafivgly related to NWOM Factor 3. In‘other words,
the greatér the score on Femininity, the greater the advo-
cacy of bilateral nuclear weapons reductions between the Us
(/ﬁ\\\ . ~and the Soviet Union; conversely, the greater the scores on
\ \> -~ M-F (for which ﬁigh scores would indicate self-perceptions
) as relativély unemotional, low abproval seeking, high domi-

nance and aggression}, the less the advocacy of bilateral

reductions in nuclear weapons between the US and the Soviet

- Union.

-For both males and females (although considerably more for
females) composite convervatism scores were inversely re-
lated to NWOM Factor 3; in other words, the more con-
servative (subtracting liberalism and taking account of
political party), the less the advocacy of nuclear weap-
ons reductions. a

B) Results aﬁply;&g to males only:
NONE
C) Results applying to females only:
| -Scores on Locus of Control-Powerful Others were inversely
related to NWOM Facto; 3; in oﬁther, the greater the belief
that significant rewards are controlled by powerful others;

the less the advocacy of bilateral nuclear weapons reductions.
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D) Specific results that differed markedly for males and females

NONE

NWOM Factor &4: Likelihoodfdf Nuclear War

A) Results applying to both sexes:

-For both'sexes kalthough more sﬁ;ongly for males), scores on
Locus of Control-Chance were-directly related to NWOM
Factar 4; in other words, the the greater the belief that
significant rewards are controlled by chance, the'gfeater

¥
the  perceived likelihood of nuclear war.

B) Results applying to males only: ’ .
~Scores on the Bradburn Positve Affect Scale were directly

related to scbres-on NWOM Factor 4; in other wards, the
greater the degree of positive affect, the greater the
perceived likelihood of nuclear war..dl .
C) Results applying to femaleé only:
—Ratingsc&ithe 7-point scale of the item '"How satisfied are
you with your non-working activities - hobbies and so on,"
Qere directly related to scores on NWOM Factor 4; also,
ratings on the 7-point scale of the item‘measﬁring satis-
faction with health were directly related, as well, to scores
on NWOM Factor 4. In other words, the more satisfied with

non—working activites and hobbies, and the more satisfied with

health, the greater the perceived likelihood of nuclear war,
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D) Specific,resultslthai differed markedly for males and females:
-Gender (coded "" for males, "2" for females) was directly
related to NWOMuFactor 4; in other words, females perceived a .

greater likelﬁhﬁpd for nuclear war than did males.

B

NWOM Factor 5: Pro/Anti Preparations aimed at Surviving Nuclear War

A) Results applying to baphlsexe;:

—Ratings on the itém:measureing belief in an afterlife (which
had-auizpoint rétiné'scale) were.inverseiy'related to NWOM
Factor 5;-§n other words, strong sélf~rated belief in after-
life was associated with the position of being opposed t:or
preparations aimed at enhancing popuiation survivability %n

the event of nuclear war (such as educating people forg sur-

vival and building underground sheltefs).

B) Results applying to males only: -
-Se'lf~rated political liberalism was found to be inversely

related to NWOM Factor 5; in other words, the higher gthe

level of liberalism, the lower the advocacy of preparatons
for surviving nculear war. Conversely, self-rated conser-
vatism was directly related to NWOM Factor 5; thus, the more

-

conservative, the greater the advocacy of preparations for

nuclear war.

C) Results applying to females only:

-Self-rated economic level was directly related to NWOM



50

Factor 5; thus, theihigher tﬁe ecénbmic levél,ithe greater
the advocacy of preparations éimed at enhancing population
survivability in the event of nuclear war. |

-Age was strongly apd:invérsely related to NWOM éactor 5; as
age of women rose, advocacy of (population'sﬁrvival—oriented)

, prepératory activities for nuclear war decreased.

-Scores on furning Against Self (DMI) were inversely related
to scores on NWOM Factqr 5; the greater the score on Turning‘
Against Self (;.e., the greater the tendency towards self-

blame, self-doubt and feelings.of inadequacy); the less the

advocacy of preparations for surviving nculear war.

D) Specific results that differed markedly for males a&d females:
;For males, parent occﬁpational status was inversely relateed
to scores on NWOM Factor 5; whereas for females, parent oc-
cupational status was directly related to scores on NWOM
)

Factor 5. In other words, for males, the higher the parent
occupational status (in the direction of skilled white collar)
the lower was the advocécy of preparations for surviving
ncﬁlear war; whereas for females, the higher the parent
occupatiqnal status, the greater was the advocacy of
preparations aimed at surviving nuclear war.

.

“NWOM Factor 6: Likelihood of Proliferative Use of Nuclear Weapons

‘A) Results applying to both sexes:
NONE
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B) Results applying'to males only:

NONE ~ B .

C) Résults applying to females only:
~-Education was .inversely related to scores on NWOM Factor 6;
theshigher the last grade completed, the lower the perceived
likelihood that terrorists and/or small countries will obtain
) and use nuq}ear weapons. { -
-Age was diréctly related to NWOM Factor 6; as age (in women}
'increased, ghe greater was the perceived likelihood of the

=Y

use of nuclear weapons by small countries and/or terrorists.

D) Specific results that differed markedly for males and females:
—Gender (coded "1" for males, "2" for females) was inversely
related to NWOM Facter 6; in other words, females viewed the

procurement and use of nuclear weapons by small countries and

terrorists as less likely than did males.

NWOM Factor 7: Perceived Manageability of the Consequences

of Nuclear war

A} Results applying to both sexes:

NONE d

B) Results applying to males only:
-A weak but interesting effect among males: self-ratings of

both liberalism and of conservatism were {;ach) directly re-
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A

lated to NWOM Factor 7; in other words, high self-ratings

on liberalism and high self-ratings on conservatism Qére both
associated with viewing the consequences of nuclear war as
relativéiy manageaﬂle (in terms, for example, of the number
of people surviviqg, personal chances of survival, and re-

covery .of society from nuclear war).

C) Results applying to females only: -
‘
-Ratings on the "belief in afterlife' item were inversély
related to scores on NWOM Factor 7; in other words, the
greater the belief in an afterlife, the lower the expectations

of the manageability of the consequences of nuclear war.

lP) Specific results that differed markedly for males and females:
| —Gender (coded "1" for males, "2" for females) was inversely
%related to NWOM Factor 7; in other words, males percgived
the prospective consequences of nuclear war to be more

potentially manageable than did females.

NWOM Factor 8: Worry about Nuclear War

A) Results applying to both sexes:
-For both sexes (although to a greater extént for males), re-
ligious orientation, as measured byAttitudethctor.l(F.Attl),
was directly related to NNOH.Factor 8; in other words, the

preater the religious orientation (i.e., the greater the im-

portance of religion and belief in an afterlife), the greater



the'ﬁorry about the prospect of nuclear war.

’ r . .
-Education was inversely related to NWOM Factor 8; the higherf
.the last grade completed, the lower the degree of worry about

- the prospect of nuclear war, . -

B) Results applyinge to males only:

-Scores on the M-F scale were inversely related to NWOM .
‘Factor 8; in other words, high scoreg on the M-F scale (which
results from self-ratings as unemotional, having low need for
asproval, aggressive and dominant) were associated with a low
_ degree pf worry about nuclear war.
- —Although a weak effect, scores on Locus éf Cdntrol;Chance were
directly related to NWOM Factor 8; in other words, the higher
the belief that significant rewards in life are controlled
by chance,.the greater the worry about thé prospect of nu-
clear war. Also, scores on Masculinity werelinversely
related to NWOM Factor 8; in other words, the more in-
dependent, self-confident, and tenacious (the qualities
measured by the\Masculinity scale), the less worried about

nuclear war.

N

”

C) Results applying to females 6n1y:

NONE

D) Specific results that differed markedly for males and females:

NONE
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NWOM Factor 9: Perceived Safety of Sparsely Populated Areas

During Nuclear War

.

A) Results applying to both sexes: \

-For males and females (although more strongly for females),., ..

scores on Locus éf Contrdl—Powerful Others ,were directly re-
lated to scores on NQOM Factor 9; in og&sr words; the greater
the extent to which powerful others were viewed as responsible

, for the individual's ability to obtain significant rewards,
the more that sparsely populated areas were viewed as |

potentially safe during nuclear war.

B) Results applying to males only:

-Self-ratings on economic level were inversely related to

NWOM Factor 9; in other words, the higher the economic level,
the less safe sparsely populated areas vere viewed as being in
the event of nuclear wa?. |

~Ratings on a 7-point "satisfaction with family life" scale
were inversely related to NWOM Factor 9; in other Qords,

the higher the satisfaction with family life (which likely
refers to family of origin, given the ages of these subjects),
the less safe sparsely populated areas were viewed as being

in the event of nuclear war.

C) Results applying to females only:
-Scores on Locus of Control-Chance were directly related to

NWOM Factor 9; in other words, viewing signifiqut revards



as due to chance was directly related to perceptions that

sparsely populated areas are safer in the event of nuclear
- :

-
war.

—Scéres on Masculinity were invgrsely related to NWOM Factor 93
in other words, the gfeater the perééption of self as in-
dependent,'confident.and-tenacious (to summarize the content
of the Masculinity items), the less safe sparsely populated

areas were viewed as being in the event of nuclear war.

D) Specific results that differed markedly for males and females:
—For males, Personality Factor 1 (F.Perl) was inverselv related s
to NWOM Factor 9; for females, Personality Factor 1 (F;Perl)
was directly related to NWOM Facter 9. In other words, for

males, denial of aggressive impulses was associated with

viewing sparsely populated areas as not safer in the event

of nuclear war (or, conversely, the expression of aggreééiﬁg
impulses was associated with viewihg sparsely populated areas
as more safe in the event of nuc;earxﬁuﬁ; but for females,
denial of aggressive impulses was associated with viewing
sparsely populated areas as more safe in the event of nuclear
var {or, conversely, the expression of aggressive impulses
was associated with viewing sparsely populated areas as not

safer).

A weak but interesting effect: for malesy self-rated liber-

alism was inversely related to scores on NWOM Factor 9; for

S

females, self-rated liberalism was directly related to scores
\
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on NWOM Factor 9. In other words, for males, liberalism
w;s associated with viewing sparself populated areas as
not safer during nuclear war; whereaé for females, liberalism
was associated with viewing sparsely populated areas as more

safe in the event of nuclear war.

NWOM Factor 10:" Potency/Powerlessness to Prevent Nuclear War

) F
A) Results applyingi;to both sexes:

—Scores-on the Bradburn Poésitive Affect Scale were direétly
related to NWOM Factor 10; in other words, the greater the

level of positive affect, the greater the perception-that

one's actions can contribute to preventing nuclear war.

B) Results applying to males only:

—Scores on Satisfaction Factor 1 (F.Satl) were d}rectly related
to .NWOM Factor 10; in other words, for males, "presence of
a sense of wellvbeiﬁg" was directly related to the per-
ception that one's actions can contribute to preventing

. (¥
nuclear war..

—-Scores on Reversal and Principalization were directly related
to NWOM Factor 10; and scores on Turning Against Other and on
Projection were inversely related to NWOM Factor 10. In other
words, scores reflecting high amounts of use of apgresson-
denying defenses (Reversal, Principalization) were associated

with the perception that iy is possible to take action that

will contribute to making nuclear war less likely;. conversely,
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) f u . .high scores dh aggression-expressing defenses (ThrningJ
,Against Others, Projection) were associated with the per-
ception that one cannot take action which will contrfbute
o preventing nuclear war.

-Ratings on "satisfaction with friendshi&i" (a seven—ﬁointscale) v
were directly related to scores on thM Factér 10; in other b
“words, a high degree oﬁ satisfaction with friendships was

associated with the perception that one's actions can con- ‘

tribute to the prevention of nuclear war.

C) Results aﬁplying to females only: . ‘ .
-Responses to the item "belief in afterlife" were directly re-

- léted to NWOM Factor 10; in other words, the greatér the be-
lief in an afterlife, the greater the belief that one can take
action that will make nuclear war less likely. .
-Scores on Femininity were directly related to NWOM Factor 105

in other words, there is a direct relationship between self-

perceptions of being oriented to and nurturant of others, and
belief that one's actions can make nuclear ﬁar less likely.

-Scores on Locus of Control-Chance were inversely related .ke
NWOM Factor 10; 'in other words, the more that significat

rewards in life were viewed as being controlled—by chance

events, the less the perception that one can contribute to

making nuclear war less likely.. »
-, ~Scores on Locus of Control-Internal were directly relateéd to

>
3

N NWOM Factor 10; in other words, the more that significant
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rewards were viewed as résulting from one's own efforts and
abilities, the greater the pérception that_one can take action
.to mﬁke nuclear war less likely. |

—Thé ratings on J;;:;;?Ettioﬁ with family life" (a 7-point

- scale) were directly related to NWOM Factor 10; in other words,
the gfeater the ratingé of satisfaction with family life, the
greater the perception that one can contrigute to the pre-

vention of nuclear war.

D) Spectific results that differed markedly for males and females:

-

NONE

NWOM Factor 13: American Ignorance of the Destructive

Potential of Nuclear Weapons

A) Results applying to both sexes:

~There was a weak direct relationsﬁip between age and NWOM

Factor 13; higher age was associated with a greater tendency

to view the American public as ignorant of the unique

v

destructive potential of nuclear weapons.

>

B) Résulgs applyihg to maies only:
—Scores on Attitudes Factor 1 (F.Attl - presence/absence of
religious orientation) were directly related to NWOM
Facéor 13; in other words, the gréater tﬁe religious

orientation, the greater the perception of the American

people as ignorant of the unique destructive potential



of nuclear weaboqs. o
-Self-rated conservétism was directly related to scéres

on NWOM Facto; 13; in other words, the‘greater the self-
;ating of conservatism, the grgater.the perceptiop of the
American people as ignorant of tﬁé destruction capable of

being icaused by nuclear wéapons.

C) Results applying to females only:
-There was a weak, inverse relationship between parent oc—

I3

cupational status and NWOM Factor 13; that is, the higher

the parent occupational status, the less that the American

public was viewed as ignorant of the destructive potential

of nuclear weépons.
—Scores on External Locus of Control (i.e., both on "Chance"
and on "Powerful Others") were directly related to scores
on NWOM Factor 13; thus, the greater the perception that
that significant rewards are controlled externally, the
more that Americans were viewed as ignorant of the des-

tructive potential of nuclear weapons.

D) Spetific results that differed markedly for males and females:

NONE .

99
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Multiple Regression Analysesé Prédiction of NWOM Factor Scores °

Tables 8A and 8B show stepwise multiple regression analyses
for males and females, respéctively, fo; predicting NWOM factorv
scores. In both of the analyses represented by these tables, mis-
sing data were‘replaced by means, and with the exception of "com-
posite economic level,” all correlate variables of Table 7 that were .
not synthetic variables obtained through factor analyses were used
as prédidtors.- Multiple correlations for males (Table 8A) ranged from
a hiéﬂlof .64 to a low of .27, predicting amounts of wariance in the
criteria ranging from 417 to 7Z. Multiple correlations for females
(Table 8B) ranged from a high of .32 to a low of .19, predicting
amounts of variance in the criteria ranging from 10% to 4%. These
differences between males and females in the amount of variance in .
the criteria predicted may be somewhat inflated; there were more
that twice as many females as males in this sample, and thus the.
greater cumulative error vafiance of the females may have lowered
their correlations.(as well as decreasing the magnitude of a cor-
relation necessary for significance).

A considerable number of variables that had been significantly
correlated with NWOM factors in Table 7 did not emerge as predictors
in thése regressioﬁ equations, primarily because they were marginally
significant to begin with (i.e., regarding their'simple correlation
with bﬁE'NWON factor), and they lost small, cuﬁulative émounts of
varianie as the variance from the predictors in fhe equatidn.was

partialled out. In other cases,.a finding that was marginally sig—

FN
N



TABLE BA

Multiple Regression Analysis: Prediction of NWOM Factor Scores, Males Only] .

Criterion .
Predictors &gi;hiu r . if F R R2

NWOM Fnctor 1t  lniloteral Nuclear Weapens

Reductions vs. Haintaining/Building up 1,74 4,254 .23 .05
Nuclenr Weapons

Political Liberalism .23 .23
KwOM Factor 2: Perceived Soviet T -
Hachiavellianism ) 3,72 10'0?_.: .34 . -30
Composite Conservatism? - W37 W37
Principalization (DMI) -.26 -.37
Parent Occupational Stnotus -.23 -.27
NWOM Fnetor 3: ProfAnti Biloterol Huclcgfr ™
Wenpons Reductlons .13 8.4 -43 -19
Femininity (PAQ) .36 .36
Codposite Conservatism - 24 =20
KWOM Factar 4: Likelihood of Nuclear War 3,72 75200 49 24
Bradburn Pesitive Affect Scale .37 .28
Locus of Control-Chance . 3 .28
Parent Occupational Status =22 -.23
KWOM Fnctor §5: ProfAnti Preparotions aimed "
at Surviving Nuclear War 1,74 5.73% ey 07
Political Liberalism -.27 =27
LM ; . :
m..n.s Fn::ltor iH rLikclihond of Proliferative ¥o varlablessentered ar removed
Use of Nuclear Weapons
HwOM Factar 7: Percelved Manpsgeability of Ho varlables entored or removed
the Consequences of Nuclear war urlabled emterel e '
NWOM Fnetor 8: Worry about Nuclear War 2,71 (0, 31Raee 47 W22
Importance of Religlon ' .40 LAl
Last Grade Completed =13 -.16
NWOM Fanctor 9: Perecived Safety of Sparsely )
Populated Aren during Huclear War ' 6,69 LECE -41
Fconomic Level -.31 =.36
Sotisfoction: Fomily Life -.40 - 34
Polltical Liberalism =-.23 -.23
Satiusfaction: Health =28 -.23
Satlsfaction: Hon-working Activities .33 .00
Locus of Control-fower{ul Others 20 .21
NWOM Factor 10: Potency/Powerlesancas to B
Provent Huclear War . -LlJ& 3,59 -2 -07
Principalizaticn (DM} W27 .32
NWOM Fnctor 13: American Ignorance of the .
Destructive Potential of Nuclear Wenpons - 1,73 ERL b 37 13
Political Conservatiam .30 .28
Age W24 .21
¥

Spg05  A%pg,0l  WeAp£,00L  ¥ee*ps.000)

l'i'l'u: predictors used were correlate varinbles from Table 7 above that were not ayathetic varinbles
obtained through factor analyses. The only varinbles meeting this description not used in this
analysis was “"Composite Econemlc Level"™ (comprised of the sum of "Lconomic Level™ and "Parent
Occupaticnal Status™). :

?This varinble was computed by subracting self-rated liberalism from self-roted conservatism and
then adding a constant if Republicon, subtracting o constant if Democrat.
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TABLE 8B

Multiple Regression Anslysis: Predivtion of NWOH Foctor Scores, Femoles only1

102

Criterion
Predictars Betohes v df F R g2
NwOM_Fnetor 1: Unilateral Nuclear Weapons . ‘
. Reductions vs, Molntaining/Building up 3,193 6.85nmw A1 .10
Nucleor Weapons .
Brodburn Hegative Affect Scale .23 .23
Composite Conservarism =19 -.19
Importance of Religion .17 . 12
NWOM Factor 2: Perceived Soviet »
Machtavellionism 2f19& 5.26% -23 -05
Age ' 87 .17
Turning Agoinst Others {DMI) .15 A5 .
3HUH Factar 3: Pro/Anti Bilateral Nuclear 2,194 g,55enue 30 .09
eapona Reductions
Femininity (PAQ) 24 W23
Composite Conservatisa =20 -.22
NWOM Fnctor 43 Likelihood of Nuclear Wor 2,194 660" .25 06
Satisfaction: Health .23 2
Lozus of Control=Internal =.15 -.12
NWOM Fnctor 5: Pro/Anti Preparations aimed v e
at Surviving Nuclear War 2,194 10.52%s= -3 -10
Age =27 -.28
Jurning Agalnst Self (DMI) -.14 =17
NWOM anrnr 6: Likelihood of Proliferative 1,193 5. 57uke 28 .08
Use of Kuclear Wenpons
Age .19 W17
Satisfaction: Life as n whole .18 b
Last Grade Completed -.16 ~.16
NWOM Factor 7: Perceived Hanngeability of 1,195 7,278 19 04
the Consequences of Ruclear War
Belief in Afterlife -.19 -.19
NWOM Foctor 8: Worry nbost Nuclear War No variables entered or removed
HWOM Factor 9: Perceived Safety of Sparsely 4 wan
Populated Areas during Nuclear War G192 3.59 32 -10
Masculinity (PAQ) -.16 -.20
Reversal (DMI) A7 .17
Political Liberalism .16 .12
Locus of Control-Powerful Others A6 .19
NWOM Foctor 10: Potency/Powerlessness to 2194 7.57%0e 28 07
Prevent Nuclear War < . . '
locus of Control-Internal .21 .23
Belicf in Afterlife Li4 iR
HWOM Facter 13: American Ignorsnce of the
Destructive Potentlal ef Nuclear Weapens 3,193 G.4uann .30 -09
Locus af Control-Power(ul Others W27 .23
Mosculinity (PAQ) . .19 .04
Satisfaoction: Life as u whole =.15 =-.15

#0205  ®ApS.0l  **Rp=.001  **eps.0001

"The predictors used were correlate variables from Table ? obove that were not syathetlc variables

obtained through [actor analyses. The only vuriable mceting this descripcion not used in this
analysis wos "Composite Economic Level" (comprised of the sum o

Occupational Status"),

£ “Economic Level™ and "Parent

2Thls variible was computed by subtracting selif-ruted liberslism from self-rated conservatism ond
then adding a constant 1f Republicon, subtracting a constant if Demscrakt,



103

nificaét in Table 7 did not émerée as significant in the multiple
regression analysis becausé the t-test for significance used in
the?E;;nalyses was stricter than.the test for significance of cor-
S . ) .
relation that had been used on the simple correlations of Table 7.

In still other cases, a variable hadn't been iﬁcluded in a particular
regression eqﬁation, but had factored (in the analyses of Tables 5A to
SD) with a variable that had been inciuééd in the equation. Any
finding that was significant in the results analysis for Table 7 that
did not enter into the regression equation in the corresponding.regres—
sion analysis in Tables 8A of 8B was, if not specifically discussed
directly below in this results section, absent for one ;r more of

.these three reascons.

For females, the Bradburn Negative Affect Scale, composite con-
servatism (self-rated liberlaism subtracted from self-rated conser-

vatism, plus a constant if Republican, minus a constant if Democrat)

and "importance of religion" all predicted scores on NWOM factor 1

(Unilateral Nuclear Weapons Reductions vs. Maintaining/Building up

y Nuclear Weapons) about equally well, gxhibiting a multiple correlatidn
-with NWOM factor 1 of .31, thus predictiné 10% of the variance on this
criterion. For males, only self-rated political liberalism entered
into the regression equation for NWOM factor 1, predicting 5% of its
variance. In Table 7, "importence of religion” had, for females,
been marginally significant, but had not met the crite;}h\fif being

reported (see page 78 above). The extraction of the variance due to

composite conservatism seems to have increased its correlation with
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NWOM factor 1 slightly (fromapartial correlation of .11 with NWOM factor 1
after the variance from the Bradburn Negative Affect Scale was ex-
tracted, to a partiai correlation of .17 after the variance from
composite conservativism was extracted), which led to its inclusion

. : . o
in the regression equation. =

i,

The linear combination, for females, of Age and Thfning Against

.Others, exhibited a multiple correlation of .23 with NWOM factor 2

(Perceived Soviet-Machiavellianism), thus predicting 57 of the

variance of this NWOM faétor. The linedr combination, for males,

of composite conséfvatism, Principalization {(DMI), Jand Parent Oc-
cupational Status exhibited a multiple correlation with NWOM factor 2
of .54, thus predic&ing 307 oq the variance on eﬁis NWOM factor. Tor
.females, both age and Turning Against Others were about equal in
their ability to predict variance on NWOM factor 2; for the male
subjects, composite conservatism was the best predictor of NWOM
factor 2 - the other two prgdictors, not as effective as composite
conservatism, were about equal in their ability to predict scores on
this criterion. TFor both sexes, defense mechanisms relating to the
expression/control of aggreéssive impulses were included in the re-
gression equation for predicting NWOM factor 2, but for males, this
was Principalization, for females, Turning Against Others. The
Bradburn Positive Affect Scale had exhibited, for males, a simple
cbrrelaﬁion in Table 7 of -.27 with NWOM factor 2; its loss of
variance seems to have been due to the inclusien in the regression

-

equation of both composite conservatism and Principalization, after
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which it exhibited a partial correlation with NWOM factor 2 of .09.

The interpretation of this finding is unclear.
For both males and females, Femininity (PAQ) and composite
conservatism were the only predictors to enter Anto the régression

equation fpr NWOM factor 3 (Pro/Anti Bilateral Nucléar Weapons

Reductions),'with a multiple correlation for males of .43 (thus pre-
dictiﬁg 197 of the variance on NWOM factor 3) and with a multiple .
corrélétion of .30 for feﬁales (predicting 9% of the variance on this
NWOM factor). For males, Femininity seems to have been a somewhat

¢ better p;edictor of NWOM factor 3 ‘than was composite conservatism,
but for females, Fhese two predictors were roughly equal in their ef-
fectiveness.

For males, the variables in included in the regression equation

for NWOM factor & (Likelihood of Nuclear War) - the Bradburn Positive

Affect Scale, Locus"pf Control-Chance and Parent Occupational Status -
exhibited a multiple correlation with NWOM fa;tor 4 of .49, thus '
predicting 24% of its variance; for females, the variables included

in the regression equation for NWOM factor 4 (Sétisfaction with\\ ,
Health, and Locus of Control-Internal) exhibited a multiple cor-
relation with NWOM factor 4 of .23, thus predicting 6% of this
criterion's variance. For males, the Bradburn Positive-Affect Scale
and Locus of Control-Chance seem to have been more effective at
predicting NWOM factor 4 than was Parent Occupational Status; for
females, satisfaction with health seems to have been a somewhat better

predictor of NWOM factor 4 than was Locus of Control-Internal. In
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Table 7, the simplé correlation for females between Locus of Control-
Chance and NWOM factor 4 was .12, and between Locus of Control-Internal
and NWOM factor 4 was -.12; fﬁe extraction-of the vériance from satis-
rfaction with health in the regression equation for NWOM factor 4 for
females resulted iﬁ a slightly higher partial corfelation for Locus
of Control-Internal than for Locus of Contrel-Chance (bf-.léfor
LOC-Internal, of .15 for Locus of Control-Chance), which led to the
former variable's inclusion in the regression equation, For females,
extraction of the variance due to satisfaction with héalth seems to
have had the effect of partialling out the variance in tﬁe relation-
ship between satisfaction with non-working activities and NWOM
factor 4 (the simple correlation in Table 7 between NWOM factor
4 and satisfaction with#unvworking activities had been .17; afte;
the variance from satisfaction with health was éxtracted, it was
.08). Tor males, Parent QOccupational Status provided a unique and
significant source of variance towards the prediction of NWOM factor 4
(the higher the Parent Occupational Status, the less likely nuclear
war waé perceived as being), although its marginally significant
correlgtion with NWOM factor & in Table 7 had not originally met
the criterion for being reported.

For males only, a single variable, self-rated political

liberalism, was included in the regression equation for NWOM factor 5
' ’

Pro/Anti Preparations aimed at Surviving Nuclear War which pre-
. P

dicted 7% of the variance of this NWOM factor. TFor females, both

age and Turning Against Self werec included in the regression equation
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for NWOM factor 5, exhibiting a multiple correlation of .31 (thus
predicting 10Z of the variance oé that NWOM factor). Age was a
better predictoq of NWOM factor 5 than was Turning Against Self.

The paradoxical effect between the sexes for Parent QOccupational
Status and NWOM-factor 5. mentioned above in the reporting of the
results from Table 7 (for females, these two variablves were direct-
ly related, for males, inverself relafed) seems to have been par-
tialled out: for ﬁales, by self-rated liberalism {(from a simple
correlation of -.22 to a éartial correlation of -.14); for females,
by age (from a simple correlation of .18 to a partial correaltion of
10).

For males, no-variables were entered inte or removed from the

regression equation for NWOM factor 6 (Likelihood of the Proliferative

S

Use of Nuclear Weapons). For females, the variables age, satisfaction

withllife as a wvhole, and last grade completed made roughly equal
contributions to the prediction of the variance in NWOM factor 6, with
a multiple correlation of .28, thus predicting 8% of the variance in
this NWOM factor. The inclusion of satisfaction with life-as-a-whole
in this repression ;quation was somewhat surprising; although it was
marginally significant in Table 7, it had not met the criteria for the
reporting of findings from that table.

~ For males, no variables were enterecd into or removed from the

regression equation for NWOM factor 7 (Perceived Manapeability of the

Consequences of Nuclear War). For females, the only variable to enter

the regression equation was "belief in an afterlife," which predicted

47 of the variance of scores in NWOM factor 7.
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For females, no variablesvere entered.into or removed from

the regression equation for NWOM factor 8 (Worry about Nuclear War).

For males, both "importance of religion" and "1aét_grade-completed"
weré included in the regressioﬁ eéquation, wiéh a‘multiﬁlé:correlation.
of lf?, thus predicting 22% of the variance inh scores on NWOM factor8
(with "importance of religion" making a more substantial contribution
in preﬁicting NWOM factor 8:than did last grade completed). The in-
clusion of importance of religion in this regression equation appears
to have resultgd in‘a partialling out of the variance that had been’ -
exhibited by M~F (PAQ) with NWOM factor 8, from a simple correlation
in Tablei? of -.26, to a partial correlation after‘tﬁe extraction of
the variance.due to importance of religion, of -.17 (this dropped to

~ L
-.11 after the variance from last grade completed was extracted). It

_appears that the M-F scale {(which measures a kind of self-~orien-
tationm, involving self-characterizations as unemotional, having lov
approval need, dominant and aggressive) is related to beliefs about
the importance of religion. )

For males, six variables (economic level, éatisfaction with
family life, liberalism, satisfaction with health, satisfaction \

wwith non-working activities, and Locus of Contrel-Powerful Others)

were included in the regression equation.for NWOM factor 9 (Perceived

Safety of Sparsely Populated Areas during Nuclear War), exhibiting a

multiple .correlation of .64 with NWOM factor 9, thus predicting 417
of its variance, Tor females, four variables {Masculinity, Reversal,
liberalism, and Locus of Control-Poverful Others) were included in

the regression equation for NWOM factor 9, with a multiple cor-

Tar



109+

relation of .?2, thus predicting 107 of the variance in this NWOM
factor. For males, the best predictor of NWOM factor 9 was satis-
faction with family life; and the least effective predictor was
Locus of Control-Powerful Others. For females, all predictors were
about equal in ﬁheir effectiveness in bredicting scores on this NWOM

.factpr. For_males, £he extraction of the v;riance due to satis-
faction with family life, political libéralism and to satisfaction,

* with health improved markedly the ability of satisfaction wiﬁh non-
workihg activities to‘predict scores on NYOM factor 9, from a simple
correlation in Table 7 with NWOM factor 9 of .00, to a partial cor-
relation with NWOM factor 9 after the vgriaqfe From these three vari-
ables was extracted, of .29. Satisfaction with health, for males,
for which the simple correlation in Table 7 was marginably sig-
nificant, and which had not met the criteria for the reporting of’
findings in that table, contributed a unique and significant source
of variance in the prediction of ﬁNOM factor 9. Also, as had heen
the case in Table 7, political 1iberal£sm was related to NNQM factor 9
for ghe sexes in oppesite directions.

For males, the only variable to be included in the regression

equation for NWOM factor 10 (Potencv/Powerlessness to Prevent Nuclear

War) was Principalization (DMI), which predicted 7% of the varLénce
of scores on this NWOM factor. For females, both Locus of Control-
Internal and belief in afterlife were included in the regression
equation (with Locus of Control—Intefnal a somewhat ‘better pre-

—

dictor than was belief in an afterlife), together exhibiting a mul-
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tiple correlation of .28 with NWOM factor 10, thus predicting ‘7% of -
the variance in scores on this factor.

For males, the variables "self-rated political conservatism" and

age were included in the regression equation for NWOM factor 13

(Aﬁerican Ignorance of the Destructive Potential of Nuclear Weapons),

with a multipe correlation of .37, thus predicting 13% of the vari-
ance on this NWOM facto;. For females, Locus‘of Control-Powerful
Others, Masculinity (PAQ), énd‘satisfaction w%th lifé&as—a—&hole weré
included in the regression‘eduation with NWOM faétor 13, éxhibiting

a multiple correlations Offvﬂg. thus predicting 9% of the variance of
scores on this NWOM ﬁactor. For females, the extraction of the vari-
ance due to the.inclusion of Locus of Control-Powerful Oﬁhers in the
-r;gression equation seems to have facilitated the emergence of Mas-
culinity as a predictor - its s%&ple correlation with NWOM factor 13
in Table 7 was .04; its partial correlation &ith NWOM factor 13 after
Locus of control-Powerful Oéhers was extracted was .14, The inter-
pretation of this is unclear. Satisfaction with life-as-a-whole was

marginally significant in Table 7, but had not met the criteria for

being reported among the findings in that table.
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Multivariate Analvsis of Variance: Sex, Sex-Role, and Nuclear War/

Weapons Attitudes

Table 9 shows a 2(sex) by 2(sex-role, based on PAQ scores)
multivariate analysis of variance on NWOM factor scoreé. As can
'bé seen; main effects for sex were significant for NWOM factors 1,
4, and 7 (unilateral reductions in nuclear weapons versug building/
maintaining nuclear weapons, likelthood of nuclear wér. and per-
ceived manageability @f the congequencgs of nuciear war, respective-
ly), corresponding to the resulté in the "Gender" row of Table 7.
NWOM factor 6 (likelihéod of proliferative use of nuclear weapons}),
which had shoﬁﬁ up as minimally significant in the “Gender" raw of
Table 7, did not emerge as significant in this table. Maié effects

for sex—fole were significant for NWOM factors 3, 9, aﬁd 10 (bro/anti

bilateral nuclear weapons reductions, perceived safety of sparsely

-

populated areas, and poteg;y/powerlessness to prevent 3uclear war,
respectively). A sex by sex-role interaction was found for NWOM
factor & (likelihood of nuclear war).

Table 10 shows factor scale means for the significant effects of
Table 9, as well as Tukey post-hoc ﬁomparisons of sex-role means
where sex-role effécts were significant. The means for the sex ef-
fects echo the results from Table 7 for "Génder" already mentioned
indicating, again, greater advocacy of unilateral reductions,
greater perceptions of the likelihood of nuélear war, and lower per-

ceived manageability of consequences of nuclear war by females. In

lodkiné at the comparisons of sex-role differences for NWOM factor



Multivariote Analysis of Variance:

TABLE §

Sex by Sex-RoRe (PAQ) on NWOM Factoc Scores®

- .

e,

Source of
Factor! Factor Name Variation S8 df E P
1 Unilateral Kuclear Sex 7.25 1 7.54 006
Wenpons Reductions wva. Sex-Role .99 3 34 ns
Maintaining/Building up Sex X Sex-Role 4,24 3 -1.47 as
Nuclear Weapons Error 254.62 265
2 Perceived Soviet Sex .32 1 A2 ns
Machiavellianisa Sex~Role 1.55 3 .52 ns
Sex X Sex-flole .75 3 .25 ns
S Error 266,99 5 263
h] Pra/Anti Bilogeral Sex .69 1 W73 ns
Nuclear Weapons Sex-Role 15.88 k) 5.60 .001
Reductions Sex X Sex-Role  2.87 3 1.01 as
Errer 250.52 265 :
4 Likelihood of Sex 18.86 1 20.53 00001
v Nuclear War Sex-Role 5.03 3 1.83 ns
Sex X Sex~Role 7,19 3 2.61 W05
Error 253.51 265
5 Pro/Anti Preparations Sex ¢ 1.93 1 1.93 ns
aimed at Surviving Sex-Role 2.63 3 .88 ns
Kuclear War Sax X Sex-Role 2.79 3 .93 ns
Error 265.56 285
6 Likelihood of Sex 3.66 1 3.7t as
Proliferactive Use Sex-Role 1.83 3 .62 ns
of Nuclear Weapans Sex X Sex-Rele 87 3 W29 ns
Error . 269.99 265
7 Perceived Manageability Sex 5.46 1 5.77 .02
) of the. Consequences Sex=Role 4,41 3 1.55 ns
of Nuclear War Sex X Sex-Role 4,21 3 1.48 ns
Error 150,89 265
8 Worry About Nuclear War Sex .60 1 .60 ns
© Sex-Role 1.15 3 .38 ns
Sex X Scx-Role bl 3 W14 ns
Error 264,17 265
9 Perceived Safety of Sex 26 1 e ns
Sparsely populated Sex-Role 7.70 3 2.69 W05
Areas during Suclear War  Sex X Sex-Role  3.56 3 1.34 ns
Errar 253.05 65
10 Porency/Powerlessness Sex 59 1 .62 ns
to prevent Nuclear War Sex-Raole 7,79 3 .72 .05
Sex X Sex-Role  3.67 k) 1.28 ns
Error 252.75 265
13 Azericnn Ignorance Sex A ! A na
of the Descruccive Sex-Role 1.90 3 63 ns
Potential of Nuclear -~ Sex X Sex-Role .66 3 W22 ns
y Weapons Error 265.99 165
~

eMuleivariaze aignificances using Wilk's criterionwere ay folluws:
F(11,295)=4,25 {p=.0001)
-Role: F{33,7921}=1.64 {p=.21)

Sex:

Sex

Sex

X Sex-Role: F(33,752)=1.00 {p=.47)

112



TABLE 10

NWOM Factor Score Heans of
Signifigant MANOVA Effects (from Table 9)*

113

Factord Faczor Name Effect n M SD
1 Unilateral Nuclear Weapona Sex
Reductions vs. Maintaining/ Males 76 -.274 1.04
Building up Nuclear Weapons Females 197 .106 .96
3 Pro/Ancti Bilaceral Nuclear, Sex~Role .
Weapons Reductions Masculine : 64 -.174(n,d) 1.01
Feminine BT .377(h,c) .80
Androgenous 75 L139(c.d) .91
Undiffercntiated 77 -.270(a} 1.11
4 Likelihood of Nuclear War Sex
Males 76 -,396 W9t
Females ’ 197 .153 .99
SeX X Sex-Role
Males
Masculine 21 -, 4B6(a,c} 1
Feminine 6 -1,220{a} +53 f
. Androgenous 19 ~1059G,bueud J06
Undifferentinted 24 -.3556,b,c,d) .81
Females
Masculine 37 =03 a,e} 90
Feminine 51 .280(b,e) 94
Androgenous | 56 J095(c,e)  1.04
Undifferentiated 53 224(d,e) 1.02
7 Perceived Manageability of Sex
the Consequences of Suclear Hales 16 277 1.09
War Females 197 -.107 W94
o
9 Perceived Safery of Sparsely Sex-Role
Populoted Areas During Huclear Masculine 64 .157(a,b) .94
Vat Feminine 57 -.070(Ca,h,c) 1.06
Androgenous 75 -.308(c) 93
Undifferentiated 77 L221(0) .99
10 Potency/Paverlessness te. Sex=Role
Prevenc Nuclear har Hasculine 64 107 (a1 .95
N Feminine .57 ,206(a) 1.01
Androgencus 75 .082(a,b) 1.03
Undifferentinted 77 -,320(b) .93

*The Tukey HSD Test

was used to moke A Posteriori comparisons on means,

menns with the some subscripts are not significont ot p=03.

Differcnces between
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scales, the reader should keep in mind that Magculine indicates an
above-median score on Masculinity and a below-median score on
Femininity, Femininine indicates the reverse pattern on these

PAQ scales, and that Androgenous and Undifferentiated. indicate,

respectively, abq#e median and ﬁeloq médian scores on both Mas-
culinity and Femininity. For NWOM factor 3, bo;h "Masculine" and
"Undifferentiated" subjects of both sexes were less favorable to
bilateral nuclear weapons reductions than were "Feminine" subjects
of both sexes. Androgenous and undifferentiated subjects of both
;Sexes é;;%eted significantly from each other. For NWOM factor 9,' .
Androgenous subjects of both sexes viewed sparsely populated aréas
as less safe in the event of nuclear war than did masculine and un-
differentiated individuals of both sexes. For NWOM factor 10,
feminine individuals of both sexes perceived themselves. to a
greater extent than did undifferentiated individuals, as able
to take action which could make the propect of nuclear war less
likely.

For NWOM factor 4, for which the sex by sex-role interaction was

x

significant, males exhibiting different sex-role styles did not dif-
fer from each other, and females with varying sex-role styles did
not differ among themselves either. However, "masculine" males dif-
fered from both "feminine" and "undifferentiatéd" females, and
"feminine" males differed from feminine, androgenous and undif-

ferentiated females in that these males perceived nuclear war as less

likely.
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Other Results

Subjects had responded to a question asking them to list what
they considered to be the three most important problems in the world
today. Responses to this were coded "1" if the subjects included
among these problems issuesbrelating to nuclear war and nuclear weap-
ons, and weré coded "2" if nuclear war/weapons issues were not among
their responses. A 2(sex) by 2(mest important problem) multivariate

analysis of variance was performed with the 11 NWOM factor scales as
the dependent variables. The significant sex results vere as have
already been described directly above; and no intefactions were sig-
nificant (sex had been included as a factor in order to test for
interactions). Only one significant effect, for "most important
problem" was found, for ngﬁ‘factor 3 (pro/anti bilateral reductions
in nuclear weapons), with the F statistic being I (1,233) = 7.78,
p<.01, and the factor scale means for those listing and not listing
nuclear war/weapons problems among the world's most important were,
respectively, .135 and -.233. In other words, those who listed

nuclear war-/weapons-related issues among the world's most impor-

tant favored bilateral reductions in nuclear weapons more strongly

than those who had not included nuclear war/weapons issues. among the

most important.

I



CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSIONL 2
Correlates of Nuclear War/Weapons Attitudes

Defense Mechanisms and Nuclear War/Weapons Attitudes

For both sexes, defensive styles that deny aggressive impulseswere
associated withnﬁnimalantimSovietperceptibns.whereas the Turning-
Against-Others defensive style (which may be thought of as measuring in-
clination to thereadyexpressiontlfaggfessive thoughts and feelings) was
associated with greater anti-Soviet perceptions. This finding iscertainly
suggestive of tﬁe possibility that styles ofhandlingaggressive impulses
bécome transferred to one's percgpbionsof international relatiaons, and
particularly, to construals of a nation with which the United States has
a currently adversarial relationship. It isalmost as though, given that
anti-Soviet sentiment is the accepted and prevalent public view (see
literature review above for evidence for this), those who habitually
express their aggressiveness transfer it to this publicly acceptable

object of hate; whereas those who are capable of inhibiting their aggres-

sive impulses are also capable of questionning prevailing anti-

1piscussion of the findings as they relate to hypotheses begins below
on page 135,

2Throughou}: this discussien, where it appears useful, the number of the
NWOM factor being discussed will be stated in brackets at the end of
the parapraph, unless the NWOM factor number is given in the text.

116
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Soviet perceptions. [NWOM factoq 2]

For males only, "projection” (expression of aggression, after
imputing ;ggressive motives to the object of aggression) was found to
be directlerelated to anti-Soviet perceptions. This would suggest
that part of the reason for anti~Soviet sentiment among males in-

. o
volves the projection of hostility upon the Soviets, quite apart
from any genuine historical reasons for hostility that may exist.
[NWOM factor 2]

Also for males, the denialfof—aggression style was associated
with viewing sparsely populated areas as not safer during nuclear war,
and with-.believing that one can have an impact on making nuclear
war less likely (the'converéé of both nuclear war attitudes holding
for subjects }ith an aggression-expressing style). Pa;adoxically,
the denigl—of—aggression style in females was associated with viewing
spa;sely pbpulated areas as safer in the event of nuclear war. The
reasons for the relationship between these defenses and these nuclear
war /weapons attitudes, as well as the reason for the differential
effects between the sexes in these findings, is not clear. [NWOM

factors 9 and 10]

For females, the orientation to express aggression (in the form
of high scores An Turning Against Others) was associated with the
position that the U.S. should build uﬁ nuclear weapdns, or should
maintain them at current levels. This would certainly be consistent

with the hypothesis that, for females, aggressiveness styles become

~
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e
projected onto nuclear weapons policy (although specific differential

-3
hypotheses for the sexes were not made in this area, and why this

should hold for females, and not for males, is also not apparent). °,

[NWOM factor 1]

Also for females, the defensive style of Turning Against Self
(involving feelingé of self-blame, self-doubt and of inadequacy) was
associated with the position that the U.S. should not invest in
measures aimed at enhancing the survivability of its population im
the event of nuclear war. A possible explanation for this would
be that the "don't prepare" position is consonant with one that
invites the greatest amount of punishment (to soclety, as well as
to self). Obviously, this represents a kiﬁd of psychodynamic
hypothesis. A rather different hypothesis, also guite tentative,
would be that a particular kind of family environment may bhe
responsible both for the turning-against-self orientation, and for
the "don't prepare for nuclear war" position (either because it may
.tend to be more liberal in gene§al, or because itﬁmay spur an ideo-
logical rebellion that results in more liberal attitudes). [NWOM
factor 5]

In summary, defensive styles relating to Ehe handling of aggpres-
sive impulses seem to influence nuclear war attitudes in ways that are
consonant, to a considerable extent, with the particulgr defense
mechanisms involved. However, why they influence the sexes somewhat

differently, and the reasons behind their relationships with certain

\ﬁuclear war attitudes (particularly, NWOM factors 9and 10), are unclear.

N
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Liberalism/Conservatism and Nuclear Nar/Weapons Attitudes

For all subjects, self-rated liberalism was associated with a
position advocating unilateral reductions in nuclear weapons, and con—
servatism (as méaSured by composite conservatism scores, from which
liberalism was subtracted and which toék account of pdlitical party)
was associated with the position of maintaining at current levels/
building up nuclear weapons, and with opposing bilateral nuclear
weapons reductions. These associations provide evidence for the
validity of the NWOM, as we see groups whose traits are known res-
ponding in a predictable and consistent manner on this instrument.
[NWOM factors 1 and 3]

Looking at males separately, patterns of response regarding
Liberalism/Conservatism and nuclear war/weapons attitudes are found
that differ from those of the sampie as a whole, and from those
of females separately. For males, liberalism'was associated with
minimal anti-Soviet perceptions, with oppositicn to preparations
aimed at enhancing population survivability in the event of nuclear
war, and with the belief that sparsely populated areas are not safer
if nuclear war occurs. Self-rated conservatism {and for attitudes
towards the Sé}iets, composite conservatism scores as well) was as-
sociated with marked anti-Soviet perceptions and with favoring
measures aimed at énhancing population survival if nuclear war oc-
curs. These contrasts of opinion can easily be seen as representing
dpposing liberal and conservative camps. But some of the results

§or males on liberalism/conservatism don't accord as easily with
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these almost étereotypieal partisan positions. Male self-rated
conservatism was associated with viewing-the American pebble as ig-
norant of the destructive potential of nuclear weapons (and, converse-
ly, those males who rated themselves as less conservative, although
not necessarily more liberal, pérceived the American public as
aware of their destructive potential). Perhaps this relates'(and
this suggest&on is made very tentatively) to somewhat hostile per-
5
ceptions of the mass public by people who rate themselves as highly
conservative (this assumes that those who are markedly conservative
may feel alienated from the general public, and may exaggerate the
differences that exist). [NWOM factors 2, 5, 9 and 13]

For females alone, the only politicaiuattitudes—relgted finding
te occur was that self-rated liberalism was directly related to per-
eeptions that sparsely populated areas would be safer in the event
éf nuclear war (in contrast to male liberals, who believed that they
would not be safer). This parallels, but does not illuminate, the
very analogous finding concerning defense mechanisms, for which the
"aggressioﬁ denying" defenses were assoCinted with the male percep-
tien that sparsely populatedsareas are not safer in the event of nu-
clear war, but for females were associated with the perception that
they would be safer under those circumstances. [NWOM factor 9]

Overall, it appears that the ;iberalism/conservatism dimension
relates to a wider variety of nuclear war/weapons attitudes for males

_than it does for females, and one can speculate that it has amore

profound effect on nuclear war attitudes for males, In summary,
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many of the findings obtained were in line with the political beliefs
commonly thought to be held by "liberals™ and by "conservatives."
Howéver, some findings were not interpretable by recourse to this

explanation, and the reasons behind them are unclear.

Demographic Variables and Nuclear War /Weapons Attitudes

For both sexes, age was directly related to perceptions of

Soviet Machiavellianism, and was also directly related fo perceptions
of American ignorgnce of the potential for destruction by nuclear
wveapons. This ﬁdy_reflect an increasing conservatism with age (per-
- .
ceptions ﬁf Americad ignorance of nuclear Veapons' despructive
capacity was associated with a conservative point of view.in this
study); No significant relatiorships between age ;nd nuclear war/
weapons attitudes applyiﬁg ogly to males were E6und, but for females,
age was found to be direqtly related to perceptions of the likelihood
of the use of nuclear weapons by terrorists and/or small countries,

H
and increasing age was associated with decreasing support of

preparations aimed at increasing the survival of the population if
nuclear war occurs. [NWOM factors 2, 5, 6 and 13]

For both sexes, the more college education completed, the lower
was the degree of worry about nuclear war - it may be that, with
increasing education, people become highly exposed to and ultimately

persuaded by arguments that adequate deterrence will prevent nuclear

war. For males, no relationship was found between education and



o ' 122
nuclear wa¥ attitudes that did not also occur for females. But for
females, the higher the last grade completed, the lower,the belief
‘that terrorists and small countries would in the future procure and

employ nuclear weapons. This finding is similar to the finding for

i
1

both males and females reported abové -a decréése in in the con-
cern about the possiblé use of nuclear weapons as education in-
creases. Perhaps more highly educatea people are also mbre likely to
believe that others, too, are ratidnal {and that they will- therefore

act rationally vis a vis nuclear weapons). [NWOM factors 6 and 8]

Parent occupational status and self-rated economic level were
h

not related to.nuclear war/weapons attitudes in uniform ways for males
and femaTes. For males, higher pareﬁtal occupation (on a continuum of
highly §killed and educated white collar versus unskilied blue collar)
and higher economic level were both related to decreased anti-Soviet
perceptions, higher parental occupation was related to lower expecta-
tions of nuclear war, and higher ecﬁnomic level was reléted to a de-
crease in the perception of the safety of sparsely populatehJareas
during nuclear war. These findings, including the decreaSed ex-
pectations for nuclear war, are consistent wfth the idea that higher
parental occupational status and economic 1eve£ are, EQE\TEEEE}/related
to more liberal attitudes about nuclear war and nuclear weapons (Tyler

and McGraw, 1983, found that anti-war activists had lower expectations

of nuclear war than did the general public). For females, higher
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economic levels were associated with favoring preparations for sur-
. viving nuclear wqr{“and higher parental occupation was §s§ociated with
perceptions that Americans were not ignorant of the destructive poten-
tial of nuclear weapons. [NWOM factors-2, 4, 5, 9, énd 13]

in summary,'it appears that distrust of the Soviets increases
with age. IE also appears that among females, there is increasing
cynbcism about the likelihoody of the proliferative use of nuclear
weapons, and the worthwhileness of preparing for nuclear war, with in-

creasing age. Among males, higher parental occupational status was

q i~ r
associated with certain more 'liberal" nuclear war/weapons attitudes.

Relipious Orientation and Nuclear War/Weapons Attitudes

Efprbothsexes, belief in anéfterlifenms associated with oppoesing
preparations aimed at enhancing population surviv;bility in the

event of nuclear war, and religious orfentatién in general (in-
volving both afterlife belief and importance of religion) was as-
sociated with worry about the possibility of nuclear war. One can
speculate that somehow, for subjects believiﬁg in an afterlife, nu-
clear wér itéeif ma& ha;e been equated with the apocalypse des-
cribed in the bible - therefore, there would be no reason to pre-.
pare for surviving nuclear war, because if it were to occur, it would
be part of God's plan for the end of the world and the Second Coming
of Christ (it should be added that 92% of this sample were Christians,
with 66% Roman Catholic and 26% Proteétant). Alternately, it could

be that a religious orientation in general engenders attitudes that

are both pro-peace and concerned with humanity as a whole. This hy-
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pothesis would explain both the opposition to preparations for sur-
viving nuclear war (since pfepariné for nqciear war may be construed
as inconsistent with peace), and the heightened anxiety about the
prospect of nuclear war (focusing.on its_potential destructiveness

to humanity). Thé association of "Presence of Religious Orientation"
and "Denial of Aggression" through their comprising the positive

pole of the same second~o;der factor in Table 6 above supports_this

hypothesis. Still another possibility is that people with a

!

religious orientation fear some kind of accountability .to God in
the event of nuclear war, and that this is why they are more wor-

ried about nuclear war than are people without a religious orien-
tation. [NWOM factors 5 and 8].

For males only, an overall religious orientation was as-
sociated with the perception that Americans are unaware of the des~
tructive potential of nuclear weapons. Tentatively, it seems pos-—
sible that anxiety ab;ut the prospect of nuclear-war {which occgrred
for both males and females with a religious orientation), coupled
with a perception of American society as secular (if not, to a re-
ligious person, paganistic) may have something to do with this per-
perception (although this doesn't explain why this relationship oc-
curred for males specifically). [NWOM factor 13]

- For females, but not for males, belief in an afterlife wag as-
sociated with the perception.that the consequences of nuclear war

would be unmanageable (e.g., that a very large percentage of humanity

would die, that there'd be no recovery) and with the perception ‘that
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actions can be taken that could make nuélear war less .likely. This
finding, too, fits im, both with the "apocalypse hypothesis"‘above
(nuclear war would be unmanageable because it would 1iterally be the
apocalypse) and with the idea that man will be held accountable by
God if nuclear war occurs (hence the position that one can conpribute
to the prevention of nuclear war - one coulﬁ only be held accountable
if one had free will to act). Alternately, it ﬁay be that per-
ceptiﬁns that one can take action which will make nuclear war less
likely*may reflgﬁt a general pro-peace attitude on the part of peopie
who consider themselves religious. [NWOM factors 7 and 10]

In summary, a religious orientation was found to be associated
with worry aboqt nuclear war. Afterlife belief, specificélly, was
associated with somewhat more "liberal" views on nuclear war and
nuclear weapons: for both sexes, with opposition to preparations
aimeq at surviving nuclear war; and for females, with viewing the
coﬁsequences of nuclear war as unmanageable, and with viewiné one-

self as capable of influencing the likelihood of nuclear war.

Locus of Cbntrol and Nuclear War/Weapons Attitudes

For both sexes, Locus of Control-Chance was related to perceptions -
of the-likelihood of nuclear war. Thus, those who believed that

chance plays a significant role in the major events of their lives

also perceived a high likelihood of nuclear war (conversely, those
who did not ascribe an important role to chance perceived nuclear

)

war. as having a low likelihood). It would seem that, for those .

o
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who do not believe that importanteventshappéh'by chance, other_
*,

causes of nuclear war (such as a nation deliberately and rationally

L]

beginning one) appear unlikely; whereas for those witha "chance"

' . - [ 4
orientation, it must appear that chance events, over and above any
rational or deliberate decision, could result in a nuclear.war.

Moreover, NWOM factor 4 {(likelihood of nuclear war) contains items

reflecting the idea that nuclear war could be caused by unforeseen
and uncontrollagie events, which is very similar to the dimension
which differentiates high and low scorers on "chance".

_Also for both sexes, Locus of Control-Powerful Others was
1A ﬂ

diréctly related to perceptions that sp;;;;}y populated areas would
be safer in Lhe event of nuclear war.. Perhaps thege subjects be-
lieve that people in authority will see to it that such plaeces

-
will receive aid in the event of nuclear war which would enable
their inhabitants to survive. [NWOM factor 9]

For males only, Locﬁé of Control-Chance was directly (but weak-

1y) related to worry about nuclear war - i.e., the greater the

"chance" orientation, the greater the worry. For fehales, but not
for_pales, Locus of Control-Chance was direétly relateé to per-
ceptions of sparsely populated areas as safer, and was negatively
related to perceptioﬁs that one's actions could make a difference
in affecting the likelihood of nuclear war. Perhaps, the greater
the belief that major events inone's lifg occur as a result of
chance, the greater the belief as well that onemay be able to es-

cape harm by happening to be in a relatively unpopulated area at
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e

the time a npclear'war begins, or by beiné able to get to one after
it starts. éimilarly, the greater the éttribution of hajor and im-
bortant life‘eygnts to chance, the less the perception that .one's
actions can affect the 1ikelihood of nuclear war. In other words,
females scoring high on "chance" seem to be exhibiting a-kind of
resignedness about the prospect of nuclear war, but some hope about
their own survival. Conversely, for women scoring high on Locus

of antroi—Internal, the perception is-that one can take action
that.may make nucleéar war less likely. These two positions
(internal control, and belief in the preventability of nuclear

war through one's own actions) are obviously consonant, and their

relationship has been observed elsewhere (Tyler and McGraw, 1983).
[NWOM factors 8, 9 and 10]

Another finding relevant to women only was that scoring high
on-Locus of Control-Powerful Others wasassociated with a position of
opposition to bilateral reductions in.nuclear weapons. Perhaps th¢
"powerful others" orientation intensifies both the perceived threat
from the Soviet Union, and thé importance of the force that has the
purpose of countering that threat (i.e., U.S. nuclear deterrence),
both of which are-in the hands of 'powerful others." [NWOM factor 3]

An additional finding, for females only, was that External
Locﬁs of Control (i;e., both "chance" and "powerful others") was
related.to perceptions that Aﬁgricans are ignorang of the unique

destructive potential of nuclear weapons. It would seem a logical

-

C T
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:conngction.that those who are attuned to perceiving the occurrence of
éignificant personal evalts as being beyond their control and/or due
to powerful others should be hypersensitive to ighorance on the‘part
Ef Americans about nuclear weapons (who might be viewed as ultimately

hcontrolling such weapons). [NWOM Eactof’&B]

In ;ummary, the relationship between locus of control and nu-
clear war/weapons atfitudes relects the unique aspeéts of par-
ticular cont}ollorientations, but as with many of the previous
findings, the specific relationships obtained differed from those
expected (i.e., in the hypotheses), and for males and females. Over-

all, locus of control seemed to play a more important role in influ-

encing nuclear war/weapons attitudes for females.

“Life Satisfaction and Nuclear War/Weapons Attitudes

For all subjects, scoreson the Bradburn Positive Affect Scale
\(1969) were directly related to perceptions of ability to contribute
to preventing nuclear war. It seemé plausible that the dimension of
these two measures. responsible for this relatiohship might be one of
an underlying "optimism." [NWOM factor 10]

For males only, scores on the Bradburn Positive Affect Scale

3

were negatively related to perceptions of the Soviets as machiavel-
lian, and were directly related to perceived likelihood of nuclear
war. The former finding supgests, again, the possibility that a
general optimism may influence nuclear Qar—/weapons—related at-

titudes, in this case, perceptions of the Soviets. However, the
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latter finding (that positive affect was related to increased perceptions
of the likelihood of nuclear war) does not support this interpretation.
Perhaps the explanation for this relationship may lie in an adaptation
of the "psychic numbing" concept (Lifton, 1982). It seems plausible that
the greater the feelings of well-being (as measured by the Bradburn Posi-
tive Affect Scale), the less would be the need for "psychic numbing," re-
ferring, in this context, to denial of the prospect of nuclear war.
[NWOM factors® and 4]

For females only, hiéh scores on the Bradburn Nepative Affect Scale
(1969) were associated with advocating unilateral re_ductions in nucl._e‘ar
weapons, A tentative explanation might be that this is the result of a

family background that generated both chronic negative affect, and an

- -

ideological rebellion which engendered this nuclear weapons position. Or,
also quite tent.ati}_rsly, there may be some relationship between feeling
socially isolated (some negative affect scale items inquire about such feel-
ings) and holding somewhat sc;cially deviant opinions - along this line of
reasoning, less contact with peers might decrease ideological con-
formity. [NWOM factor 1] -

For females only, satisfactionwith life in general was related to
the perception that Americans are not ignorant ol the destructive poten-—
tial of nuclear weapons - this would seem to reflect the influence of "op-
timism" on nuclear war/weapons attitudes. For males, satisfaction with
friendships and satisfaction in general vere associated with perceptions
that it is possible to take actions which could make nuclear war less like-

ly. For females, satisfaction with family life was related to the same

perceptions, i.e., that one could act to reduce the risk of nuclear war.



130 .

Thus, it would seem that for both sexes, a kind of positive involvement
with others was related tothepercepfion that one's actions can contribute
to making nuclear war less likely. [NWOM factors 10 and 13] )
For females only, satisfaction with health was associated with

perceiving nuclear war as likely, and satisfaction with life in general
was associated with perceptions that the proliferative use of nuclear
weapons was likely. For males, satisfaction with health and satis-
faction with family life were both associated with the perception that
sparsely populated areas would not be safer in the event of nuclear war.
These findings suggest the variant of the psychic numbing hypothesis
thaﬁ was put forth above - people who feel psychologically stronger

may be b;tter able to admit/confront the prospect of nuclear war (i.e.,
-less psychic numbing) than people who are dissatisfied (who may feel
psychologically weaker), who might engage in more repression of such
thoughts in order to minimize their already considerable discomfort.
‘[NNOM factors 4, 6 and 9)

Overall, life satisfaction seemed to exhibit a few different,

general types of relationships with nuclear war/weapons attitudes:

a relationship that reflected optimism regarding both life and nu-
clear weapons; a relationship suggesting that more satisfied subjects
are able to tolerate more anxiety in thinking aboul nuclear war; and

a relationship suggesting that positive involvement with others (for

males, friends, for females, family) was associated with ‘perceptions

that one could contribute to making nuclear war less likely,
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Sex, Sex—Role, and Nuclear War/Weapons Attitudes

For both males and females, high (PAQ) M-F scale scores (high
scorés.indicating self-perceptions as unemotional, low approval
seeking, dominant and aggressive) were associated with being op- '
posed to bilateral nuclear weapons reductions, wheras high
Femininity (PAQ) scores were associated with advocating bi-
lateral reductions in nuclear weapons. Perhaps forrhigh M-F scorers,
the style of being aggressive and dominant influences positions
about nuclear weapons - perhaps in that area too, they advocate a
position of deminance for an object‘of identificationl(i.e., the
U.S.). Perhaps, then, for those scoring high on Femininity, the
inclination to give to and nurture others may be expressed in the
favorability to bilateral reductions, which is a position which may
be viewed as most protective to all parties fi.e., to the U.S. and
the Soviet Union). [NWOM factor 3]

For males only, high scores on M-F (PAQ) and on Masculinity
(PAQ) were both associated with a low degree of worry about nuclear
war - perhaps for high M-F scorers, their unemotionalness is in-
compatible with worry about nuclear war, while for high Masculinity
scorers, the style of self-confidence and tenacity is incompatible
with wvorry over this. [NWOM factor 8]

For females only, low scores on Masculinity {(i.e., self-
descriptions as easily frustrated and .lacking self-confidence)
were associated with viewing sparsely populated areas as safer in

the event of nuclear war. Perhaps, for these more anxious females,
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suéh a belief helﬁs to allay anxiety about nuclear war. Also, for
females only, scofes on Femininity were directly.related_to the -
position that one could take action that will contribute to making
nuclear war less likely (this may be viewed as a position consistent
with a nurturing attitude). [NWOM factors 9 and 10]

The main significant differences between males and females
on the NWOM were that females favored unilateral reductions more
strongly, perceived nuclear war as being more likely, and viewed
the consequences of nuclear war as potenEially.iess manageable than
did their male counterparts. Perhapé we can legitemately speak of
"male" and "female" outlooks on nuclear weapons. The "male" view
would be that unilateral reductions are too dangerous to consider,
that nuclear war is relatively unlikely; and if it were to occur,
it would not mean either the end of the world or the end of '
civilization. The "female"view would be that the probability of
nuclear war’ is high, that if it occurs, it will mean the end of the
world, and that unilateral reductions in nuclear”weapons should be
considered as a means of avoiding that fate. [NWOM factors 1, 4, and 7]

In general, sex-role orientation was related to nuclear war/
weapons attitudes in ways that were consonant with the unique
characteristics of the various sex-roles examincd. Howéjgr, these
differences in nuclear war/weapons attitudes by sex-role did not
parallel or duplicate the di%ferences in‘ﬁuclear war/weapons at-

titudes obtained between the sexes.
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The Prediction of Nuclear War/Weapons Attitudes

As had been mentioned in the results section, the greater mul-
tiple correlations obtained for males between predictors and NWOM fac-—
tors may have been due, in parkt, to the fact that there were consider-
ably fewer males than there were females in the sample. Never;hgleés,
it appears that the greaqu magnitude of these multiple correlations
for males may have been due as well to the predictors' being related
to a greater extent to nuclear war/weapons attitudes for males than
they were for females. For males, linear combinations of predictors
were able té predict as much as 41% of the variance in scores on a
NWOM factor (NWOM factor 9), whereas for females, no linear combination
of predictors succeeded in predicting more than 107 of the variance of

scares on a swWOM factor.

Prediction of Nuclear War/Weapons Attitudes for Males

Linear combinations of predictors were able to predict 15% or more
of the variance in: attitudestowardsthe Soviet Union (NWOM factor 2);
attitudes about Bilateral nuclear weapons reductions (NWOM factor 3);
expectations about the 1ikelihood of nuclear war (NWOM factor 4}
worry about nuclear war (NWOM factor 8); and attitudes about the salcty
of sparsely popuiated areas in the event of nuclear war (NWOM factor 9).
From among these, the strongest predictions were able to be made
for attitudes about the perceived safety of sparsely populated aroié

in the event of nuclear war (NWOM factor 9), ac¢counting for 41% of fe

variance in this nuclear war/weapons attitude, and for attitudes towards



134
the Soviet Union (NWOM factor 2), accounting for 307 of the variance
on this criterion. Among the predictors aécounting for the greatest
amounts of variance across these regression equations (relative to.
all of the other predictors in these regression equations) were com-
posite conservatism, Femininity, importance of religion, and various
measures relating to life satisfaction. The predictors that were re-
lated to the greatest variety of nuclear war/weapons attitudes were

liberalism/conservatism variables (NWOM factors 1, 2, 3, 5, ?, and 13)

and demographic variables (NWOM factors 2, 4, 8, 9, and 13).

X / .
Prediction of Nuclear War/Weapons Attitudes for Females

Linear combinations of predictors were able to predict 8-10% of the
variance for attitudes towards unilateral nuclear weapons reductions (NWOM
factor 1), attitudes towards bilateral nuclear weapons reductions (NWOM
factor 3), attitudes towards preparations aimed at surviving nuclear war
(NWOM factor 5}, expectations_aboutthepossibilitythatsmuLLCUuntrjus
and/or terroaistswill procure and use nuclear weapons (NWOM factar 0),
perceptions of the safety of sparsely populated areas in the event of nu-
clear war (NWOM factor 9), and for perceptions of American awareness of
the destructive potential of nuclear weapons (NWOM factor 13). Unlike
for males, for whomtwo types of predictors (liberalism/conscervatism
variables and demographic variables) were related toamuch greater num-
ber of NWOM factors than were the other predictors, [or females, all t;ﬁes
of predictors werc moderately represented in predicting the various cri-
teria. The predictors of the greatest number of different NWOM factors
were life satisfaction variables (NWOM factors 1, 4, 6, and 13) and

Locus of Control variables (NWOM factors 4, 9, 10, and 13).
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Current Findings: Their Relationship to Hypotheses

-

The evidence of this study clearly supports the idea that as-

.pects of personaliéy influence nuclear war attitudes, not just about
the probability of nuclear war, but also about how it may be pre-
vented, the utility of preparations for it, the manageability of
its potential consequences, beliefs relating to personal survival )
.should it occur, worry about it, attitudes towards the leaders of
the Soviet Union, and perceptions of the attitudes of others about
nuclear war and nuclear weapons. The suggestion that the ambiguity
of information concerning these matters contributes to their in-

fluence by personality factors was thus indirectly supported.

éex and Sex-Role QOrientation
N

The relationship between sex-role, gender and nuclear weapons
has turned out to be somewhat more complex than originally antic-
pated. Sex-role, as measured by the Personal Attributes Question-
naire, differentiated subjects primarily on NWOM factors 3, 9 and
10 (advocacy of bilateral nuclear weapons reductions, perceptions
of the §afety of sparsely populated arecas in the évent of nuclear
war, and perceptions of ability to take action to make nuclear war
less likely); but aspects of sex-role diffecrent from those measuréd
by the PAQ (and about which one can only speculate at this point in
time) seem to differentiatc the sexes on NWOM factors 1, 4, and 7
(suppoert of unilateral reductions versus building/maintaining nuclear

weapons, likelihood of nuclear war, and perceived manageability of

.
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consequences of nuclear war). Aggression-denyrng versus aggression-
expressing defensive styles seem to nge far more to do with attitudes
towards the Soviets (NWOM factor 2) than do the styles of "agency"
(Masculinity-PAQ) versus "communion" (Femininity-PAQ), and males may
project more hostility onto thé Soviets (NWOM factor 29 than do
fema}es. Masculinity, as measured by the masculinity scale of the
PAQ, seems to relate to worry about nuclear war (NWOM factor 8) for
males - the higher the masculinity score, the lower the degree of
worry (énd visa versa).

In summar§, although differences in sex—role'étyle seem.to in- |
fluence nuclear war/weapons attitudes to a considerable extent, they
exert this influencg in ways not.originally anticipated, and a. number
of other influences (not entirely understood)} seem to mediate sex -

differences in this area.

Locus of Control .

Locus of control turned out to be related to a wide range of
nuclear war/weapons attitudes. but its relationship to them took
different forms than originally anticipated. Also, the differences
between males and females in the relationship of this variahle to
nuclear war/weapons attitudes were not anticipated.

It had been predicted that locus of,.control would relate to
the belief that one could take action that would contribute to the
prevention of nuclear war. This ;;iationship was found to hold

in the present research - but only for females (for whom Locus of

-y
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Control-Chance was found to be inversely related, -and Locus of
" Control-Internal positively related, to percepfionsAof the pre-
ventability of nuclear war through personal actions).‘ [NWOM factorlO]

The only results to hold for both sexes were that Locus of
Control-Chance was directly related to perceptions of the 1ikeli~
hood of nucléar war, and Locus of Control-Powerful others was direct-
ly r;iated to the perception that sparsely populated areas would be
safer in the event of nuclear war. Expected manageability of ﬁhe
consequences of nuclear war was not found-to be related to any form
of locus of control (although it had been anticipated that it would),
for either sex. Tor females only,.Locus of Control—Chanﬁe was found
to be'related to perceptions of the safety in nuclear war of unpopulatéd
areas. Both this finding, and the finding for all subjects relating
a "powerful others" orientation as well to perceptions of the
safety of unpopulated areas during nuclear war, contradicted the
prediction that "internals" would feel more capable of surviving
nuclear war. [NWOM factors 4, 7, and 9]

Thus, it appears that some hypotheses regarding locus of control
and nuclear war/weapons attitudes were partially supported, while
others (particularly the predicted relationship between "internal”

control and perceived survivability of nuclear war) were contra-

dicted.
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Satisfaction with Life ' : 8

Te had-ofiginally been predicted that satisfaction with life
would be directly related to optimistic positions across the board
about nuclear.war and nuclear weapons. As with the‘other co}reiates,
the actual relationships'obpained in the findings turned out som§:\
what differently from what héd been origiﬁallyAhyﬁothesized.

For all subjects, the Bradburn Positive AffectScalé(and for males
and femalessebafately,different types of satisfaction) was associated
with perceiving nuclear war as able to be made less likely through the'eff
forﬁs of oneself or other people. This constituted the only confirmed
h&pothésis obtained for tﬁe life satisfaction variables, and was in keeping
with whét might be called the optimisﬁ—spillover idea (which was the re-
lationshipbeﬁweenoptimi&néndnuelear war/weapons attitudes originally
predicted, i.e., that agenerally optimistic attitude would influence or
"spill over" tonuclear war/weapons attitudes). Also in line with this
general hypothesis, but not specifically predicted: for males only,
.positive affect was related todecreasedanti~So~ietperceptions;andfér
females only, satisfactionwith life in general was associated with per-
ceptions of Americans as not ignorant of the destructive potential of nu-
" clear weapons.  [NWOM factors 2, 10 and 13]

In a number of instances, the relationships that had been obtained
didn't fit with this hypothesis - for example, the positive relation-
ship for both sexes between forms of satisfactions (for males, the

Bradburn Positive Affecp Scalé; for females, satisfaction with health)

and perceptions concerning the likelihood of nuclear war. In order

el

to explain these relationships, a kind of "psychic numbing" hy-
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pothesis was_put forth (to borrow a concept from Lifton, 1982),

as a post hoc explanatory pr1nc1ple, the idea be1ng, the greater the
satlsfactlon, thekmore able the 1nd1v1dual was to admit to himself
or herself that the p0551b111ty of nuclear war really ex1sts.- Also,
the association for females of the” Bradburn Negative Affect Scale'
with advocacy of uqilateral rgductions in nuclear weapons did not
fit either"the-"optimism—gpillover" or the "psychic numbing' hypo-
theses, and so a number of.alternate explanations;wefe put forth
(see the previous section of this-chapter). .[NWOM Factors | and 4]
Thus, the original hypotheses accounted for only a min;rity of
the fin&&ngs concerning the relations%ip between life satisfaction

nuclear war/weapons. attitudes, and other, post-hoc hypotheseS were

put forth as possible explanatidns of results.

Defense Mechanisms

The hypotheses in this area tended, for the most ﬁart. to be

too ambitious in the extensiveness of the anticipated connections

“4

between defense mechanisms and nuclear war/weapons attitudes, and
some 3f the findings obtained were not predicted. But some cen-

tral ones were. It had been predicted that defense mechanisms would
be found to influence‘ﬁttitudes towards the‘Soviets,'and this was

found .to be.the case (Principalization and Reversal were negatively’
related, and Turning Against Others was positively related, to per-
cep;ions of the Soviets as machiavellian). Some of the effects that

were predicted held only for one sex or the other - e.g., Turning

Against Others was associated with favoring maintaining/building
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up nuclear weapons; but only for females; and Projection was as-
soéia;ed with anti-Soviet attitudes, but only for males. Moreover,
some relaticnships obtained between defense mechanisms and nuclear
war/weapons attitudes, for one sex or the other, were unahtic;patq&.
For males, Reversal and Principalization were positivély réigteé; and’
Turning Against Self and Projection werg,qegativgiy related, to per-
ceptions that one could take actions that couid'make nuclear war

less likely (peérhaps, for males, the intervening factor in this
finding was distrust of the Soviets, which from such a point of

view, would méke working for nuclear reductions undesirable). For
females only, high'scores on Turning Against Self were associated with

v .

the attitude that efforts aimed at enhancing the survivability of the

popﬁla&iﬂiiin the event oé nuclear should not be made (although
this wasn't specifically predicted, this finding isjin line with
other predicticns that were made regarding defense mechanisms and
nuclear war attitudes, particularly in the form of the idea of
nuclear war/weapons attitudes as an instrumentlfor self-
punishment for, high Turning Against Self scorers).
[NWOM factors 1,2,5, and 10] .
'Thus,along@ith some unanticipatedlfindings, same confirmation
of hypotheses relating defense mechanisms to nuclear weapons at-
titudes occurred, particularly in the area of attitudes towards

the Soviet Union.

den
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Current F&ndings:. Their Relationship

to Prior Research

The following represents an examination of the present re-
seapeh in light of past findings, both from surveys, and from the
limited amount of research of a psychological nature that has been

done in this area.

In Gallup polls done between 1981 and 1983, it was found that,
so_far as the perceived probability of nuclear war within the ten
years following the poll was concerned, women viewed it as more
likely than did men, the high school educated viewed it as more
likely than the college educated, democrats viewed it as more
likely thaﬁ republicans, manual workers viewed it as more lik;ly
than professional and business workers, and lower income respon-
dents viewed it as more likely that did higher income respon-"
dents. In the current study, females were found to view nuclear
war as being more likely than-did malés, and males whose parents
held "white collar" positions (broadly construed) tended to view
nuclear war as less likely than did their blue collar male counter-
parts, but none of the other subgroupsthat had differed in their per-
ceptions of the likelihood of nuclear war in these Gallup polls did so
in tﬁe present study (i.e., on NWOM factor 4, "likelihood of guclear :
war"). However, variables suéh as age, education and liberalism/
conservatism were found to be related to some of the other scales

of the NWOM.
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In Gallup polis'of May, ‘1981, January, 1983 and Méy, 1983, no-
differences among various subgroups (e.g., race, sex, political af-
filiation, income 1eve1) was found for support for a bilateral freeze
on nuclear weapons. In the current study, it was found that conser-
vatism (meésufed by subtracting self-rated liberalism from self-rated
Conservatism.and adding or subtracting a constant depending on po-
litical party) was, for alljsubjects, related to attitudes about
bilateral nuclear weapons reductions (NWOM factor 3), with the more
conéervative subjects opposing this. course of action, -Moreover, for
all subjects, sex-role orientation was related to this NWOM factor.
That any between-group differences (of a correlational nature} were
found at alllis\fgfewhat surprising, as bilateral reductions are ‘
widely thought of as having popular, across-the-board support.

A Des Moines Register poll of May, 1982, found that women
indicated, much more strongly than men, that they preferred not to
be among the survivors of a nuclear war. Perhaps the [inding of
the current study that women view the consequences of nuclear war
as more devastating and unmanageable than do wen underlies their
preference of death in those circumstances. [NWOM facto? 7]

Tyler and McGraw (1983), usiﬁg scales measuring nuclear war pre-
ventagility and survivability (similar in é limited way to NWOM fac—
tors 10 and 9, respectivelysy reported that locus of control
(meaéured by four itemé) was related to preventability, but not
survivability, of nuclear war. In the current study, it was found

that Locus of Control-Powerful Others (a control dimension that Tyler



LI : 143

and McGraw didn't employ) was related to survivability (in the per-
. - \
ception that sparsely populated areas are safer injthe event of
nuclear war — NWOM factor 9). It was also found thap Locus of
Control-Chance was related to survivability and to preventabil@ty,'
and that Locus of Control-Internal was related to preventability
as well (in the sense of belief in onefs potentialimpgctpn de-
creasing the likelihood of nuclear war - NWOM‘factor 10}, but these

I ]
relationships held for females only.

’

Profiles, by Sex, of Atti;qdes and Correlates

relating to Nuclear .War and Nuclear Weapons

< The following tables represent an attempt to extrapolate, on

the basis of the data obtained in this study, to the beliefs held

by the "typical" male and female, and about which characteristics

‘describe the typical male and female nuclear "hakk" (someone who
takes a position that is more conservative on attitudes about
nuclear war aﬁd nuclear weapons) and the typical male and female
"dove" (more liberal in attitudes about nuclear war and nuclear
weapons ), as well as to which characteristics seem to accompany
the "hawk'" and "dove" positions, regardlesé of sex.

. Table ilA shows the beliefs and some other charactéristics
that, according te the data obtained in this investigation, and in

very broad terms, most clearly distinguish males from females in

nuclear war/weapons attitudes. These differences have been dis-
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TABLE 11A

Major Differences between the
Sexes on Nuclear War/Weapons Attitudes?

Typical Male

Lower favorability towards
unilateral reductions.

Lower perceived likelihood
of nuclear war.

Consequences of nuclear war
viewed vewed as relatively
manageable. '

Political belief strongly
_influences nuclear war/
‘weapons positions.

Locus of Control Orientation
has relatively little
influence on nuclear war/
weapons positions.

Typical Female

Greater favorability towards
unilateral reductions.

‘Greater perceived likelihood

of nuclear war.

Consequences of nuclear war
viewed as unmanageable.

Relatively little influence
of political belief on nuclear
war/weapons position.

Locus of Contrel Orientation
has considerable influence on
nuclear war/weapons positions.

#These extrapolations are; of course, based on the data from the
samples employed. Generalizing to other samples must be done with

caution.
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cusééd above in this chapter, and point to the very different
general perceptioné in Fhesé area; that were found for males
and females,

Table 11B shows those attitudes characterizing nuclear hawks
versus nuclear doves of bothrsexes (assuming a composite "hawkish"
position would be reflected in high scores on NWOM factors 2, 3, 5,
7, and-IO, and a low score on NWOM factor'1, wifh fhe reverse pat-
tern for "doves"). Tables 11C and 11D are similar to‘Table 11B,
but compare, respeﬁtively, female héwks with female doves, and
male hawks with male doves, and the generalizations in.thgm are
based on the sameAWOM factors as ‘was .the case for Table lIB.

Thése, then, constitute the most general profiles that can )
be drawn, based on these data, of male and female "hawks" and

' Hypotheses for why these particular characteristics are

"doves.'
connected with these polar positions are discussed above in this
chapter. As can be seen from Tables 11C and 11D, male doves seem
to come from a different ecovnomic background {rom that of female
doves, and the same seems to hoid true for male and female hawks,

There seems to be some similarity among the doves in their satis-

faction in involvements with others.
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TABLE 11B
Differences between Nuciear
"Hawks" and "Doves,' Regardless of Sex

Correlate Doves Hawks

Political Belief l Liberal Conser%ative

Defenses Deny ’ IExpress

Aggression Aggression

Age ' -, Younger | Older

drientation towards‘Others Nufturant Unemotional,
Dominant

Af£erlife Belief - High | :Low

Level of Positive Affect High Low




TABLE 11C

Differences between Female Nuclear "Hawks' and
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)

"Doves"

Correlate | Female Daoves Female Hawks
Level of Negative Affect A High Low
Satisfaction-Family Life High Low
Locus of Control Low—Powefful High-Powerful '

' Others Others
Economic Level Lower Higﬁer

TABLE 11D.
"Doves"

Differences between Male Nuclear "Hawks" and

Correlate Male Doves Male Hawks
General Satisfaction High Low
Satisfaction-Friendships High Low
Use of Projection Lower Higher
Economic Level Higher Lowver

Blae Collar

Parent Occupational Status White Colla;/
-7 Professional
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.Concluding Remarks

The aim of this study was to dévelop an instrument to measure
attitudes about nuclear war and nuclear weapons, and to use that
instrument to examine the relationships between a variety of‘pér~
sonality and demographic variables, and nuc;ear war/weapons at-—
titudes., Numerous tentative explanations have been put forth to
account for the variety of findings uncovered in this study; a.
number of findings have been left unexplained where no plausible
hypothesis was able to be furnished. .

This study has, in essence, cons;ituted a very preliminary
empirically-oriented inquiry.into the psychology of nuclear war/
weapons attitudes, and has Been successful in generating considerable
amounts of data in an area that is very underresearched. Although
many significant, and probably reliable relationships between nu-
clear war attitudes and the correlates employed here have emerged,
their absolute magnitude has, for the most part, been relatively
small. However, even assuming that the measurements of these re-
lationships would nof have been greater if better instruments had
been used or if other forms of error had been controlled for (a big
assumption indeed), at the very least, we can conclude that per-

sonality and related variables have, at minimum, some influence in

the formation of a variety of nuclear war/weapons attjtilides.

The influence of personality upon nuclear wgf/weapons attitudes

\
seems to vary, both quantitatively and qualitati&ely, between the

\

" "‘/‘
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s

sexes - some aspects oﬁ personality (e.g., political attitudes) seem
to play a véry large role in influencing nuclear war atgitudes for
males, and g relatively minimal role for females, wﬁereas others,
éuch as locus of control, seeﬁ fo infiuence females on nuclear wgr/
wéapons attitudes to a gréater extent than theyinfluence males.
Other variables, such as demographic variables, seem to héve been
important to a similar extent for both males and females, but have
largely influenced their nuclear war/weapons attitudes in different
ways. The reasons for these unanticipated differential influences
upon the sexes are for the most part unclear.

Far more questions have resulted “from this research than have
been answered by it. What is the actual (as opposed to the hy-
pothgtical) relationship behind each of the major correlations
of Table 7 above? What are the reasons for the many sex differences
obtained? What is the precise relationship betveen defense
mechanisms and nuclear war attitudeg, and how does the relation-
ship work? These are just a few of the possible questions that can
be asked regarding these data, with an eye to future research.

Regafding the Nuclear Weapons Orientation Measure (NWOM)
specifically, any number of paths of research could be taken. The
scales as they are require more factorially compatible items to be

.added to them, ang more nuclear war/weapons scales could be added.
(in partiecular, I think a flexible use scale should be developed

to measure the thresholds'above and below which people advocate the

use of nuclear weapons). In addition, more work on the validity and
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the reliability of this measure needs to be done. It would be in-

. teresting to see what the test—rétesg reliabilities of these sqalés
are over time, and what influences affect their degree of re-

“—Ttabidity. Also, clearly, the factor structure of the NWOM, as.

well as its relationship to other variables cauld be examined while
varying the samples involved: Aifferent areas of the country, dif-
ferent age ranges, different countries, or different extreme groups,
for éxaﬁple.

The area of the psychology of nuclear war/weapons attitudes is
one of gajor importance and with major implications. Speaking broad-
ly, this topic concerns the psychological processes behind the per-

y
ceptions, and ultimately the use, of nuclear weapons.” If nuclear:
war—/weapqns:?E}apéd perceptions (and therefore, potential use) can
be influenced by non-rational factors (a hypothesis which this study
supports empirically) then that represents, as it were, another
chink in the armor of deterrence (a doctrine which assumes the
rationality of those involved). Therefole, one hope for this kind
of research is that it may give us a greater comprehension of the
psychological distortions that may influence our perceptions of,
our control of, and even our use of nuclear weapons. Trom a number

of vantage points, this may be able to contribute to making nuclear

war less likely.
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2)

3)
4)

5)
6)

7)
8)
9)

10)
11)

12)
13)
14)

15)
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OPEN-ENDED NUCLEAR WAR/WEAPONS QUESTIONS, FORM I

What are your thoughts and oplnlons on nuclear war and nuclear 2
weapons?

a) In your opinion, what is the best that we can realistically
- expect to occur with regard to nuclear weapons, over the
next 75 years?
b) In your opinion, what is the worst that we can realistically
expect to occur with regard to nuclear weapons, over the
next 75 years

What moral or religious ideas concerning nuclear war or nuclear
weapons are you aware of?

Have you ever engaged in any political activity taking a position
on nuclear war or nuclear weapons?. If so, what kind?

“d
What 'are your views on nuclear disarmament?

Under what circumstances should the U.S. make reductions in nu-
¢lear weapons, and to what extent should it do so?

What are your thoughts on previous uses, or near uses, of nuclear
weapons?

What forms of nuclear terrorism, if any, do you think may occur
in the future? :

How do yod think people in the U,S., in general, feel about nu-
clear weapons? '

a) What do you believe should be done to minimize the damage from
a nuclear war before one begins?

b) What do you believe should be done to minimize the damage from
+a nuclear war after ogg begins?

a) What do you think about the nuclear weapons tests that are
performed by the U.S.7

b) What do you think about the nuclear weapons tests that are
‘performed by the Soviet Union?

How does the U.S. compare to other countries in terms of nuclear
weapons? .

How do you think Soviet leaders view arms limitations talks
and treaties?

How do you think views nuclear war and nuclear weapons?
a) Mainland China b) India ¢) England d) France e) Germany

a) Describe a situvation involving the hostile use of nuclear
weapons within the next 50 years that you think is at least
somewhat - likely.

b) Describe what you think recovery would be 11ke after this event.
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3)
4)
5)
6)
7)

8)
9
10)

11)

12)
13)

14)

15)

16)

17)
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OPEN-ENDED NUCLEAR WAR/WEAPONS QUESTIONS, FORM II

In your opinion, what impact have nuclear weapons had on human
life and society?

What do -your think are the most 1mportan facts regarding nuclear

war and nuclear weapons? ,

How might a full-~scale nuclear war occur, apd what events do you

anticipate would happen during it?

What might the world be like, and what might recovery be l1ke,
after nuclear war?

Has the prospect of nuclear war affected your personal life in any
way, and if so, how? - .

What are your attitudes about political dissent and nuclear
weapons°

Is it p0551b1e for any country to win a nuclear war, and if so,
how?

J-
What are your views on nuclegdr deterrence?
What' are your views on limfited nuclear war?

Under what circumstances should nuclear weapons be used, and how
should they be used? .

What are your views on any current U.S. nuclear policies that you
are aware of?

What do you believe should be done to prevent nuclear war?

Think of one or two countries now possessing nuclear weapons....
Which did you thirk of?....What do you expect would occur if they
were to destroy all of their-nuclear weapons without other
countries doing the same?

How should the U.S. respond to the Soviet Union upon discovering

that many of its nuclear missiles were definitely heading towards
the U.S5.?

What are your views on any current Soviet nucLedg:pollc1es that
you are aware of?

How does the government of view nuclear war and nuclear
wveapons?

a) the Soviet Union Db) Israel c¢) Saudi Arabia d) Iran

e) South Africa

What consequences, if anys do you foresee as a result of ad-
ditional countries obtaining/developing nuclear weapons?
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NUCLEAR WAR/NUCLEAR WEAPONS QUESTIONNAIRE

Sex Age Nationality

INSTRUCTIONS: For the following alternatives, please use a "1" to
indicate the one you believe to be the most desireable nuclear arms
policy for the United States to pursue, a "2" to indicate the next
most desireable U.S. nuclear arms policy, on up through "6", which
would represent what you consider to be the least desireable nuclear
weapons policy. . Be sure to respond ro each of these choices with a
number or "rank" from "1" (most desireable) to "6" (least desireable).

1) Co;:;;hBtho build nuclear weapons

) Biléteral‘nucléar freeze with éhe'Soviet Unioﬂ
3).Bilateralnuclearreduét%ons with the Soviet Union
_ 4) Unilateral nuclear freéze by the United States

5) Unilater?l nuclear reductions by the United States
6) Unilateral abolition of nuclear weapons by the U.S.
INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle the choiﬁe on the right

of each of the following statements to indicate the
extent to which you agree or disagree with it,.

@ »
o] (w2
3 w
w @ a o
o 0 £ 5
= = g o
o 1] ) =
=) -4 T g
The United States: ®, 5 £ a A
ha TS i i
- ‘ cent b oo op 2 o8 B B
7) should make reductions in some non-essential B &8 & 5 & & &
nuclear arms, to demonstrate its peaceful e 2 a5 & a4
intentions, and to encourage the Soviet L L
Union to do likewise. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8) -should attempt to develop a perfect
defense system against nuclear weap-
ons, such as the "star wars'" idea, 1 2 34 5 6 7
9) should get tougher in its dealings .
with the Russians, ) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10) should be very clear with the Soviet Union
about which Soviet actions would trigger a
response with nuclear weapons from the U.S. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7



11)

12)
.13)
©14)

15)

16}

17)
18)

19)
20)

22)
23)

24)

should negotiate with the Soviet Union to
obtain equal and verifiable nuclear weapons
reductions on both sides.

should never use any of its nuclear weapons
should have used nuclearweapon51n Viet Nam.

should put money into building a system of
underground shelters in case of nuclear war.

should ‘never disarm - it should keep its
nuclear weapons at current or greater levels.

should freeze unilaterally the testing, pro-
duction and installation of nuclear weapons,
as an inducement to the Soviet Union to
agree to a bilateral freeze.

is more to blame for the nuclear arms race
than the Soviet Union.

should declare that it will never be
the first to use nuclear weapons.

should not have any nuclear weapons-at all.
\

should reduce nuclear arms to a minimum
level unilaterally if unable to obtain a bi-

lateral agreement to do so from the Soviet Union.

would use its nuclear weapons to blackmail
the Soviet Union if the Soviet Unien- got
rid of its nuclear weapons without the
U.S. doing likewise.

should use its smaller (tactical or bat-
tlefield} nuclear weapons if the Soviet
Union attempts to invade Western Europe.

should keep on producing new, more advanced
nuclear weapons. while retiring older, out-
of-date nuclear weapons.

should use nuclear weapons if Lhere is any
advantage to it in doing 'so.

~

Full-scale nuclear war between

the

United States and the Soviet Union:

25)

26)

is far less likely than the prospect that
small, third-world countries and/or ter-
rorists will use nuclear weapons.

would end civilization as we know it.
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27)

" 28)

'29)

30)

34)

is made more likely By the U.S. deployment
of medium range missiles in Europe.

may be able to be prevented if the United
States and its allies build communication
and cultural bridges with the Soviet Union.

is more likely to occur if the United States
falls behind the Soviet Union in nuclear
weapons than if there is a build-up of nu-
clear weapons here and in thé Soviet Union.

is inevitable once either the United States
or the Soviet Union launch one or more
nuclear weapons at the other side.

is made more 1ikely by establishing civil
defense preparations for nuclear war.,

would very likely be the Armageddon.(judgment
day) that is described in the Bible. .

would plunge the world into a "nuclear winter"
which may be at least as devastating to life
as the nuclear war itself,

would be preferable to living under™Soviet
domination. :

Nuclear weapons:

35)
36)

37)

38)
39)

40)

should be outlawed altogether.

are responsible for the relative peace the
world has enjoyed since the end of World
War II.

are here to stay - they will never. be
gotten rid of completely.

are a necessary evil,

are produced in abundance in the United
States as a result, to a great extent,
of the greed of nuclear arms manufacturers.

will be used in the future by terrorists to
hold whole countries hostage. -

- A nuclear war between two smaller countries:

41)

might have a sobering effect upon the United

‘States and the Soviet Union, and thus keep

them from having a nuclear war between them-
selves.
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6 -7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7

6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7



42)

could wipe out most of the world's
population, even if neither the United States
nor the Soviet Union were directly involved.

If fullescale nuclear war. between the

United States and the Soviet Union occurs:

43)

44)

45)
46)

The

you stand a better chance of surviving if
you can manage to get away from densely
populated areas.

more people would survive in the Sov1et
Union than in the Unlted States.

one side could win.

I wouldn't want to live through it.:

leaders of the United States:

47)

48)

49)

The

are not sufficiently aware of the realities
and horrors of nuclear war.

place a much greater value on human life
than do the leaders of the Soviet Union.

ignore the wishes of the American people
by building up nuclear weapons.

leaders of the Soviet Union:

50)

51)

The

view nuclear weapons as just another kind
of weapon - just a bigger kind of bomb.

are ruthless.

United States and the Soviet Union:

52)

53)
54)

55)

should have an agreement not to target .
cities with nuclear weapons.

must stop viewing each other as enpemies.

should agree to joint action if another
nation threatens to use nuclear weapons.

will never attack each other with nuclear
weapons as long as each has similar nuclear
weapons strength.
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t people in the United.States:

56) view_nuclear'weapons‘hs just another kind of

. weapon - just a bigger&kind*of bomb.,

57) do not realize the degree of destruction

that nuclear weapons are capable of.

would fiike the United States to be stronger
than the Soviet Union in nuclear weapons.

Soviet Union: .

-would blackmail the United States with its
nuclear weapons if the U.S. got rid of its

" nuclear weapons without the Soviet Union
doing.likewise.

is responsible for much of the nuclear
freeze movement in the United States.-

would not have used nuclear weapons on the
United States if they had developed them
before the U.S5. had.

believes it is impossible to win a
nuclear war.

wants to control the vhole world.

will be more willing to negotiate nuclear
arms reductions if the United States is
clearly superior in nuclear arms.

may attack the United States with nuclear
weapons if it feels sufficiently threatened
by the U.S.

would invade Western Europe were it not for
the nuclear weapons of theUnited States.

. is likely to abide by any nuclear weapons
agreement that it signs with the United States,

is genuinely interested in slowing or stop-
ping the arms race.

cannot be trusted.

is really an evil cmpire.
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INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle the choice to thé

right of each of the followingAstatements to
indicate the extent of your agreement or dis-
agreement with it.

71)

72)

73)
74)
75)

76)

77)

78)

79)
80)
81)

82)

83)

84)

My opinion of a political candidate is
greatly influenced by his or her position
on matters relating to nuclear war and
nuclar weapons., -

Ordinary citizens of the United States should
not attempt to influence decisions of leaders
about nuclear war and nuclear weapons, as
these matters are too complex for them to
really understand.

There is nothing 1 can do to prevent
nuclear war.

T intend to engage in activity taking a
stand on nuclear weapons in the near future.

The environmental effects from nuclear weap-
ons testing constitute a grave threat.

The information regarding how to build a
nuclear weapon is publicly available in
the U.S&

Ordinary citizens can take action which
will make nuclear war less likely.

The best way for the United States to '
maintain peace is for it to prepare for
nuclear war.

Survivors of a full-scale nuclear war would
suffer great genetic damage.

People should never break the law during
protests concerning nuclear weapons.

Experts in military affairs will protect
us from nuclear war.

If the Soviet Union wgfe to launch nuclear
missiles at the Uniwed States, the U.S. would
be able to send up its own missiles, which
would destroy the oncoming missiles in spacce.

The prospect of nuclear war has not affected
my personal life greatly.

We should develop international rules re-
garding the use of nuclear weapons.
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85) Most people in the U.S, are very frightened . )
about the possibility of nuclear war. . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
86) Verification of whether the Soviet Union ts
complying with a nuclear arms limitation
agreement is impossible. -1 2 3 4 5 677
87) Anti-nuclear protests make me very angry. 1
88) If more countries get nuclear weapons, the ,
- world will be more secure., . 1 2 3 4 5
89) God won't allow nuclear weapons to be used. 1 2 3 44
90) I have never imagined myself dying in a
full-scale nuclear war. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
91) Many of the nuclear weapons being produced
in the United States have been designed with _
the aim of beingused in a first strike. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
92) My fears about nuclear war have affected my )
plans for the future. v 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

93) People could and should be educated on sur-
vivihg a nuclear war. '

94) If the Soviet Union fires many of its nu-
clear missiles at the United States, the UFS.

should not respond by firing its own missiles &£

back. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
95) The use of nuclear weapons by any country or

terrorist group, anywhere in the world, would

lead to full-scale nuclear war between the

United States and the Soviet Union. b2 3 4 5 6 7

96) In the event of full-scale nuclear war between
the U.S, and the Soviet Union, the southern
hemisphere and its people would be left
pretty much unharmed. ' 1 2 3 4 576 7

97) I am worried about the possibiljty of full-
* scale nuclear war.,

98) It was necessary and proper for the U.S. to
drop the atomic bomb on Japan during World

War II. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
99) Children should not be taught in schools
about the consequences of nuclear war. 1 2 % 4 5 6 7

100) I often think about the possibility of
nuclear war, 1
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INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle the choice below each statement that
best describes your views.,

101) The United States government spends on nuclear weapons.
1 2 . 37 4 5 6 7
far too too almost enough more than too far too
little little enough enough much much
102) Afrer full-scale nuclear war, how long would radiation levels be
deadly? - .
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
less than 1-4 weeks 1-6 6 months 1-10 years 10-20 20+ years
1 week - months to 1year years

103) The percentage of the human race likely to be alive one (1) year
after full-scale nuclear war is:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
90-100% 70-90%Z  50-70% 30-50%7 10-30% 1-10% nane

104) How long might it take mankind and society.to recover from a
full-scale nuclear war? g

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
less than 10-20 20-40 40-60 60-100 100+ - never
l year years years years years years
105) The U.S. is the Soviet Union in nuclear arms strength,
1 2 3 4 5 o 7
greatly ahead somewhat equal somewhat behind greatly
ahead of of ahead of to behind behind

106) If I heard news about limits on nuclear weapons, [ would feel:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
much safer somewhat as safe as somevhat less much less

safer safer before less safe safe safe

INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle the
choice on the right of each of the

following statements to indicate 0 v
how likely or unlikely you think it is. % 0 S i
- ] A ®
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107) A nuclear war could be contained A o = x O xE oo
and limited, as an alternative to e RE oo e e =
. ] & e
either conventional warfare or S -
full-scale nuclear war. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9



108) In the future, a small country will
lise nuclear weapons against another
small country.

109) If the Soviet Union fired nuclear
- missiles at the Unifed States, the
U.S. would retaliate by firing its

own missiles.

110) My own chances of surviving full-
scale nuclear war between the U.S.
and the Soviet Union.

111) The U.S. would use tactical (smaller,
battlefield) nuclear weapons if the
Soviet Union attempted to invade
Western Europe. - -

112) In the future, the U.S. and the

- Soviet Union will agree to sig-

nificant, verifiable, bilateral
nuclear arms reductions.

Full-scale nuclear war
between the United States
and the Soviet Union could occur:

113) accidentally or by unauthorized
launch.

114) as an escalation from a relatively
minor event or situation.

115) by .intentional first strike with
nuclear weapons by a currently
possessing country.

How likely do you thin&,it’gg—zaat the
U.S. will get into a‘nuclear war:

116) within the next 5 years?

117} within the next 10 years?
118) within the next S0 years?

-
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THE NUCLEAR WEAPONS ORIENTATION MEASURE (NWOM)

INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle the choice to

the right of each of the .
following statements to in-
dicate the extent to which

you agree or disagree with it.

The Unitéd States:

1)

2)
3)
4)

5)

should put morey into building a system
of underground shelters in case of
nuclear war.

should, on its own, get rid of all of

its nuclear weapons.

should use nuclear weapons if there is
any advantage to it in doing so.

should declére that it will never be the
first to use nuclear weapons.

should invest money in measures aimed at

-enabling its people and institutions to

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

survive in the Q{;nt of nuclear war.

should.keep on pr¥®ducing new, more ad-
vanced nuclear weapons while retiring
older, out-of-date weapons.

should negotiate with the Soviet Union
to obtain equal and verifiable nuclear
wveapons reductions on both sides.

should make reductions in its nuclear
weapons, even if other countries do
not do the same,

should, on its own, stop testing,
building, or putting into place nu-
clear weapons.

should reduce its nuclear weapons on its
own - an agreement with the Soviet Union
for equal nuclear weapons reductions on
both sides is not necessary.

should never disarm - it should keep its

nuclear weapons at current or greater
levels.
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The SovietlUnion:

12) cannot be‘trusted. +3 42 +1 0 -1 -2 -3
13) is genuinely interested_in slowing or

stopping the nuclear arms race. +3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2 -3
14) is not interested in controlling the i

whole world. . “+3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2 -3
15) believes it is possiblé to win-a ‘
. nuclear war. . +3 +2 +41 0 -1 =2 -3
16) really is an evil empire. +3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2 -3

INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle the choice to
the right of each of the fol-
lowing statements to indicate -
the extent to which you agree

or disagree with it. [’ﬂ““

17) It would be better for the U.S. to keep
its nuclear weapons at current or greater
levels, than for it to have an agreement
with the Soviet Union for equal reductions -
in nuclear weapons on both sides. +3 42 +1 0 -1 -2 -3

18) Most people in the United States view
nuclear weapons as just another weap-
on - just a bigger kind of bomb. +3 +2 41 0 -1 -2 -3

19} Nuclear weapons are here to stay - they _
will never be gottenrid of completely. +3 42 41 0 -1 =2 -3

20) If full-scale nuclear war between the
U.S. and the Soviet Union occurs, you
stand a better chance.of surviving if
you can manage to get away from dense- \
ly populated areas. . +3 42 +1 21 -2 -3

21) Most people in the United States do not
realize the degree of destruction that
nuclear weapons are capable of. +3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2 -3

22) I am worried about the possibility of
full-scale nuclear war. +3 +2 +#1 0 -1 -2 -3

23) The leaders of the Soviet Union are
ruthless. +3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2 -3

24) Ordinary citizens can take action which
will make nuclear war less likely. +3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2 -3

25) I often think about the possibility of
nuclear war. +3 +2 +1 0 -1 =2 =3
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26) The best nuclear wéapons choice for the
U.S. would be an agreement for equal
nuclear weapons reductions between .
- itself and the Soviet Union. 43 +2 +1 Q-1 -2 -3

27) If full-scale nuclear war between the : _ -
U.S. and Soviet Union occurs, you stand
a better chance of surviving if you are
living in a sparsely populated neutral
country. +3 #2 +1 0 -1 -2 -3

28) A nuclear war could be contained and
limited, as an alternative to either
conventional warfare or full-scale
“nuclear war. . -+3 42 41 0 -1 -2 -3

29) The information regarding how to build
a nuclear weapon is publicly available
in the United States. . 43 42 +1 0 -1 -2 -3

30) The prospect of nuclear war has not af-
fected my personal life greatly. +3 +2 +#1 0-1-2-3

31) Most peéople in the United Statgs are not
genuinely worried about the possibility
of nuclear war. +3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2 -3

32) I have never imagined myself dying in ,
a full-scale nuclear war. +3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2 -3

33) Verification of whether the Soviet Union
is complying with a nuclear arms
limitation agreement is impossible. +3 42 +1 0 -1 -2 -3.

34) Ordinary citizens of the U.S. should not
attempt to influence decisions of leaders

about nuclear war and nuclear weapons - -

these matters are too complex for them

to really understand. +3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2 -3
35) People could and should be educated on

surviving a nuclear war. +3 42 +1 0 -1 -2 -3
36) There is nothing I can do to prevent

nuclear war. +3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2 -3
37) Nuclear weapons should be outlawed '

.altogether. +3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2 -3

38) Tull-scale nuclear war between the U.S.
and the Soviet Union may be able to be
prevented if the U.S. and its allies
build communication and cultural
bridges with the Soviet Union. ' +3 +2 41 0 -1 -2 -3

39) The U.S. and the Soviet Union should
come to an agreement to stop testing,
building or installing additienal
nuclear weapons. +3 +2 +1 0 -1 -2 -3

e



AOfFIf full-scale nuclear war between the U.S.

and the Soviet Union occurs, I hope that
I amin a relatlvely unpopulated area at

the time. : +3 42
41) The best way for the U.S.to maintain éeace
is for it to prepare for nuclear war: +3 +2

' 42) T think it would be worthwhile to engage
. in activity taking a stand on nuclear

+1

+1

+1

weapons. ) - 43 +2
43) Most people in the U.S. would like the
.S. to be stronger than the Soviet Union .
in nuclear weapons. 1:? +2 +1
44) My opinion of a political candidate is I
. greatly 1nfluenced by-his or her opinion ,
~on matters re to nyclear Mgapons. 43 42 41
45) Full-scale nuclear war etweeq\gge U.S.
and the Séoviet Union would end tivili-
-zati%n as we know it.

+3 42 +1

0
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b
-1 -2 -3
-1 -2 -3
-1 -2 -3
-1 -2 -3
-1 -2--3
-1 =2 =3

INSTRUCTIONS; Please circle.the choice that best describes your views.

- 46) The U.S. government spends
1 2 3 A 5

far too too almost enough more than
l&ttle little enough encugh

-6
too
much

on nuclear weapons.

£

7
ar too
much

A7) How long might it take mankind and soc1et3 to recover from a

. full-scale nuclear war?.

1 2 3 g .5

less than 10-20 ~~ 20-40 . 40-60 60-100
1 year years years years years

6

100+

years -

~

7

never

&
48) The percentage of the human race likely to be“alive one year

tﬂ@after full- Scale nuclear war is:

70-90%

6

7
90~100% .

* . (to ngxf page)

bs)
1 2 3 4 S50
none 1-107% 10-307 30-507% 50-70%
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49)
50)
51)

52)
53)
54)
55)
56)

57)

58)

In the future, a small country
will use nuclear weapons against
another small.country,

M§ own chances of surviving full-
scale nuclear war between the U.S.
and the Soviet Union.

How likely do you think it is that
the U.S. will get into a nuclear
war within 5 years? '

Full-scale nuclear war between
the U.5. and the Soviet Union
could occur accidentally or by
unauthorized launch.

Nuclear weapons.will be used
within the next SO years by
small countries or terrorists.

If full-scale nuclear war between
the U.S, and the Soviet Union oc-
curs, more people would survive

in the Soviet Union than in the U.S.

How likely do you think it is that
the U.S. will get into a nuclear
war within 10 years? :

Full-scale nuclear war between

the U.S. and the Soviet Union could
occur as an escalation from a rela-
tively minor event or situation.

The Soviet Union will abide by any
nuclear weapons agrecement that it
signs with the U.S,.

Nuclear weapons will be used in
the future by terrorists to hold
wholé countries hostage.
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59) How likely do you think it is that
the U.S. will get into a nuclear
war within 50 years.

60) The Soviet Union would invade
Western Europe were it not for
the nuclear weapons of the U.S.

[N
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APPENDIX D

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE
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" RESEARCH - NUCLEAR WAR/WEAPONS ATTITUDES

INSTRUCTIONS: Please fill in the information requested below.

172

Sex Age Major - Last Grade Completed:

1) Whar were .your parents' occupations while you were growing up?

Father : 3 Mother

[y

2).To which political party do you belong? {(check cne)

Republican Democratic Independent Unaffiliated
~

Other {which?)

]
3) How politicallv conservative are you? ({check one)

VGry Conserv. conscrvative somwiat conserv. slightly conserv. not at all conserv.

4) How politicatly liberal are vou? (check one)

very liberal liberal scnewhat liberal slightly liberal not at all liberal

5} In which couhtry(s) did vou live from birth to ane 167

' )

6) What is your religion? i i /
7) How important is relipion to vou? (check one) ' ' ' ) L
\’er'y jmpore. important sciesdat import. slightly imporc. nol at all import.

8) How strongly do you believe in an afterlife? (check one)

very strongly malerately slightly don't know don't believe

9) What_was vour family's economic level while vea were growing un? {check the
appropriate space)

-

- -

poor upper class

{-—-middle class——--)

10) Please list, in order of importance, what vou cansider the three most important
problems in the world todav,

1} (most important)

2)

3
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