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PREFACE

Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa, is conducting a series of Socio-
logical Studies in Civil Defense.

This report deals with one study of the
an analysis of local government officials and their role in imple-

ment ing civil defense in local communities,

series:

- wum S SR R

The local government officials
studied are mayors and members of county boards,

Local civil defense

dircctors in the same local government area are also studied.

Other Iowa State University studies* have focused on local civil defense
directors, community power actors, adoption patterns of the general populace,

formal voluntary organizations, and community wide civil defense social action
programs.

The studies focusing on local civil defense directors have sought infor-

mation about factors which may affect the role performance of local civil
defense directors.

The purpose of the present report is to study relation-

ships between local goverrment officials and local civil defense directors
in an attempt to better understand factors related to the effective imple-
mentation of civil defense programs in local communities.

Although there are data readily available which describe certain general
civil defense aspects of local governing hodies (for example, how many com-
munities are participating in civil defense activities) there is little infor-

mat ion available on the roles of county board members or mayors as they relate
to the implementation of civil defense.

The study presented herein is a pilot attempt to present .oncepts and

methods which can be used to better understand the local milieu in which

civil defense programs must be implemented.

The central concept in this

report is role, i.e., a sct of expectations applied to a position. 1In this

study, partial definitions of civil defense roles (expectations) of board

members, mayors, and local civil defense directors were obtained from various
official sources.

These partial role definitions were then synthes zed into

"jdeal" role definitions to be used as criteria or standards against which to

*
For a complete list of reports published in Iowa State University's
Sociological Studies in Civil Defense Serics, see pages iii, iv and v,
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compare the definitions of the same roles as seen by the county board members,
mayors, and local civil defense directors. Other important concepts related

to the concept of role are also utilized i: the report.

Some societal roles are quite clearly defined and there is generally a
high degree of consensus regarding their definitions. The role of the local
civil defense director does not appear, in general, to be as clearly defined.
Also, there appears to be considerable vagueness regarding the specific civil
defense roles of county board members and mayors. It is to the problem of

gaining knowledge about these roles that this report addresses itself.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Respousibilities for Civil Defense

The possibility of nuclear war has created a decision-making problem
for the people and government of the United States: To what extent does
the United States prepare for possible nuclear war? In answer to this
problem, the decision has been made to begin to make the civil defense
preparations needed to protect civilians and property in case of nuclear
attack, Part of the response has been the creation of the Gffice of Civil
Defense, but the Office of Civil Defense is not alone in having responsi-
bility. Other federal agencies have been assigned civil defense responsi-
bilities, and these federal agencies and OCD share the responsibility for
making civil defense preparations with state and local governments, As
originally enacted in 1951, the Federal Civil Defense Act stated that the
"responsibility of civil defense shall be vested primarily in the States and
their political subdivisions."1 In 1958 the policy declaration was amended
by Public Law 85-606 so that 'the responsibility for civil defense (is)
vested jointly in the Federal Government and the several States and their
political subdivisions,"

Concerning the necessity of involvement of all levels of government, a
former Assistant Secretary of Defense, Office of Civil Defense, stated that
" . . . An effective system of shelters, training and organization of people
requires a high degree of involvement of all! lcvels of government ., . . .
This participation should be voluntary, no mandatory, on the part of private
persons and organizations, . . ."3 President Johnson, on the same subject,
has stated:

The ultimate objective of civil emergency preparedness is a

partnership of the Federal Government, the States, and the

people working to preserve and enhance our way of life--pre-
pared to mobilize our personal talents and material resources

1Public Law 81-920, approved January 12, 1951, sec. 2 (64 Stat, 1246),

2Pub11c Law 85-606, approved August 8, 1959, sec, 2 (72 Stat, 532).

3Dcpartment of Defense - Office of Civil Defense, Information Bulletin
21, Battle Creek, Michigan, March 23, 1962, p, 3.
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in order to meet essential human needs, to support our military
efforts, and to survive as a free and independent nation.l!

As an indication of the extent to wh.ch local governments are involved

in civil defense plans, the 1966 Office of Civil Defense Program Summagy2

makes 29 lirect references ro local governments in its 38 pages, There are

at least that many more refereuces to local persons, groups, or plans, Thus

local governments are an integral part of civil defense as it is currently
organized,

Importance of Local Governing Bodies to Civil Defense

Local governing bodies, including local government officials (elected
and appointed) and employees such as firemen and policemen, are seen as
principle tools for civilian survival in the first few weeks after a nuclear
attack, It is generally assumed that there would not be sufficient military
equipment or manpower to care for everyone after an attack, Therefore, it
is concliuded that it is necessary that civilian local civil defense organi-
zations should be able to function after an attack. However, at the pre-
sent time it may sometimes appear difficult for the civil defense system
to mobilize human and economic resources at the local level to build a
strong local civil defense capability, since there is no rigid organiza-
tional framework from federal to state to local levels. On the other hand,
there is within the present civil defense organizational framework a potential
for decentralization which may be vital in a nuclear attack.3 There are over
3,000 county governments and 18,000 muni.i~al governments in the United
States.4

1Johnsan, Lyndon B., quoted in Civil Defense News Digest, Iowa Civil
Defense Administration, Des Moines, lowa, Angust, 1964, p. 4,

2Dopartment of Defense - Office of € Defense, Office of Civil
Dcefense Program Summary, 1966,

Pittman, Steuart L., Opening Statement for Hearings before Subcommittee
No, 3, Committee on Armed Services, Part 1, May 28, 1963, p, 3081,

“Stattstical Abstract of the United States, U,S, Dept. of Commerce,

Bureau of the Census, 1963,—;. 414,
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Because local governing bodies have a vital place in civil defense plans,
it is important that they be taken into consideration when planning and imple-
menting various local civil defense programs, In this report, '"local govern-
ing bodies" refers to the institutional forms of local government at the
local level: municipal (village, city) government and county government,

Within local government there are many roles: there are elected officials

such as the mayor, city councilman, county board member, etc.; there are

appointed officials such as the city manager, fire chief, police chief,

city planner, civil defense director, etc.; and there are employees such

as firemen, policemen, clerks, etc. This report is concerned with two roles
in local government involving elected officials: county board members and
mayors, And this report is concerned with one role involving appointed
officials: the local civil defense director., It is recognized that other
roles are important to civil defense (city manager, city councilman, city
planner, etc,), but they are beyond the scope of this report. The three
rolcs studied are considered by the authors to be among the most important
decision-making and action roles within local government re civil defense,
Local government officials have certain attributes (characteristics) which
affect the civil defense system, One such attribute is their authority to
make decisions which may affect the implementation of civil defense programs
at the local level., Another attribute is the ability of some local govern-
ment officials to give or withhold legitimation (approval) of action pro-
grams. It may be necessary to obtain legitimation from local government
officials if civil defense action programs are to be successfully imple-
mented,  For example, approval of certain local government officials must
be sought for Community Shelter Plans (CSP). A related attribute of local
government officials is, often, their control over buildings which might be
utilized in the fallout shelter marking and stocking program, Also, in the
future, local elected government officials will probably play an important
part in civil defense total Emergency Operating Systems (EOS). If local
clected officials hold favorable attitudes toward civil defense, they are

gencrally in a position to facilitate civil defense action programs., On

the other hand, {f their attitudes are unfaverable, they can place constraints

(cocrcions and pressures) upon the civil defense system which may handicap

such programs,

ir e SN 33

L paks e P




A further reason for taking local elected officials into account is
the influence they may have upon the effectiveness of local civil defense
directors, Under the present civil defense organizational structure, local
civil defense directors are generally appointed by local elected officials,
These elected officials may maintain a certain amount of control over them,

ey ey wey 99 OB

For example, if the elected officials also pay the saluries of the local
civil defense directors, the directors w4y feel especially obligated to con-

form to their wishes. Also, the local elected officials may definc, to a

[N

greater or lesser extent, the responsibilities (role expectations) of local

civil defense directors, The directors, in turn, may define their own re-

bt |

sponsibilities. It is possible that local elected officials and local civil
defense directors might disagree as to what the definition of the local
civil defense director's role should be, If such disagreement is great, it

may be said that there is low consensus with regard to the definition of the

e | L |

director's role responsibilities, High consensus may be important if the
director is to effectively carry out the tasks expected of him in his role,
While there is general agreement that local elected officials have an

effect upon the implementation of local civil defense, there is little

i |

- information available concerning the extent to which they actually affect

. it, 1In this study, a conceptual framework and techniques are developed in

e an attempt to increase the level of understanding about the relationship

between local governmental officisls and the implementation of civil defense,

Local Governing Bedies and the Civil Defense System

Onc framework in which to view the relationship between local governing

bodics and the civil defense system is a4 "systems' framework, OGreater under-

standing of the effect of local governing bodies upon the civil defense system

can provide civil defense officials with inputs for making executive decisions,

such as: What role should local goveinment officials play in building the
civil defense asystem? How can local community rescurces best be utilized

for civil defense? These data inputs may be useful for oblectives selection,

such as: What should be the objectives of civil defense &t the local level,

such as training, hardware procurement, ctc,? The data might also be used

in considering alternative systems and in evaluating the current one,




In general terms, “system" has been defined as " ., . . a set of objects
with relationships between the objects and between their attributes."1
"Objects," here, are the parts of a system, whereas "attributes" are prop-
erties of objects.2 "Relationships" tie the system together, The “environ-

. . all
factors external to the system which affect it and are affected by it, . . ,

ment' of a particular system is defined as being composed of " .,
3
"

System objects may be classified as either physical or social. With

reference to the civil defense system, physical objects are "hardware'" items

such as fallout shelters and radiation detection kits, Social objects in

the civil defense system include staff members at federal, regional, state,
and local levels and groups such as training and educational staffs, 1In
this report, only social objects are considered,

Any division made between system and environment is somewhat arbitrary.
The way in which a system is delineated depends to a great extent upon the
problem at hand. For example, one might ask: Are local governing bodies
part of the civil defense system or part of the civil defense system's
environment? The Federal Office of Civil Defense in its 1966 Office of

Civil Defense Program Summary, when considering audiences for infcrmation

activities, terms local elected officials and local civil defense directors
"semi-internal audicnccs."a It might be concluded that local governing
bodiecs are not part of the civil defense system since there exists no
authoritative "chain-of-command' between local elected officials and Federal
and State Oftices of Civil Defense, Also, there are (in general) probably
fewer relationships (interactions) betwecen local elected officials and
Federal and State Offices of Civil Defensc than there are between Federal
oD, State €D, and local civil defense directors, On the other hand, since

a "system” has been defincd as a set of objects with relatfonships between

lNali. Arthur D., A Methodology for Systems Enginecring, Princeton,
N. J. (D. Van Nostrand Co., Inc.), 1962, p. 60,
2Ihid., p. 60.

3Ibid. . P 5.

aDcplr(mvnl of Defense - Office of Civil Defense, Office of Civil
Defense Program Summary, 1966, p. 28,
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them, and since there are relationships between local governing bodies
and state and federal civil defense officials, local governing bodies may
be considered, for some purposes, part of the civil defense system, To
meet the objectives of the present research study, local governing bodies
could be considerad to be either in the civil defense system or not in
the civil defense system, However in the discussion which follows local
governing bodies are considered to be part of the civil defense system,

A system may be thoughtof as being made up of sub-systems. If atten-
tion is focused upon a given sub-system, then the rest of the system is,
with respect to that sub-system, part of the environment. In this report,
attention is focused upon the local part of the civil defense system, com-
posed of local elected officials and local civil defense directors, Since
local governing bodies are being considered as part of the civil defense
system, and since there are (possible) relationships between local elected
officials and local civil defense directors, the local part of the civil

defense system may be called a sub-system, The following is a delineation
of major sub-systems within the civil defense system

SYSTEM:
Federal Sub-system:

Federal Office of Civil Defense (OCD)
Regional Offices of Civil Defense

State Sub-sysiem:

State 0ffices of Civil Defense

Local Sub-system:

Local Elected Officials (County Board Members and Mayors)
Local Civil Defense Directors

Some objects in the cnvironment external to the local civil defense
sub-systoem are the general public and groups within the gencral public,
such as formal organizations and institutional boards, Each of these
groups (potentially or actually) affects and {s affectod by the civil
defense system, The general public also both sffects and i{s affected by
the system, As in ‘rnational situations change (another environmental

factor), public opinion varies, As public opinion varies, the pressure
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which is exerted upon the civil defense sgystem by this element of the en-
vironment (the general public) also v=ries, Also, as public opinion varies,
members of the public become more or less aware of, and receptive to, infor-
mation disseminated by the system, Public pressure is perhaps most effec-
tively exerted through formal organizations and other pressure groups,
Community influentials (individuals other than those in formal leadership
positions) can also exert considerable influence upon the system. All this
is to say that there are constraints upon the civil defense system from
environmental sources, as well as from within the system itself,

The following diagram (Figure 1) illustrates the civil defense system,
iacluding a sub-system composed of local governing bodies and local civil

defense directors, and some envirommental objects,

Building and Cperating Systems

Present executive decisions place considerable responsibility for suc-
cessful implementation of the civil defense program upon local officials,
both elected and appoainted, It is anticipated that all levels of the civil
defense organization will " , . . be increasingly preoccupied with extend-
ing the scope of local! community organization and planning to meet a wider

range of post-attack problems and to assure that the period of survival
1
1]

develops inte a period of recovery in the particular community, .
That is, local communitics and their clectud and appeinted officials will
he more reqdponsible than ever for (1) preparation for the eventuality of
an attack and for (2) recovery action afterwards, The preparatory phasce
and the post-attack phase of civil defensc activitiy have been named, re-

spectively, the “building system” and the “operating system."2 At present,

the major voncern of civil defense {s with building a system, The operating
system would go intu effect only {f the appropriate government officials
were to declare a civil defense emergency, Local clected officials, as well
as local civil defensce directors, arc vitally involved ia the "building

rystem'” phase of civil defense,

'bop-0cD, Info. Bul. 20. op. cit., p. 8.

2Dcvancy, John F., Systcems Analysis in Civil Defcnse, Parts 1 and II,
Systems Evaluation Divisfon, Rescarch Directorate, OCD, August, 1963, p. 4.
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Figure 1, The civil defense system

with its environment

N Boundary of Environment

Boundary of System*

Boundary of Local Sub-system
SYSTEM SOCIAL OBJECTS:

Federal Sub-system:
Office of Civil Defense (OCD)
Regional Offices

[ e e ®m e e A & e 8 e e e m e % ® & = =™

State Sub-system: ?
State Oifices of Civil Defense

---------------------

Local Sub-system:
Yocal Elected Govermment
Officials
Local CD Directors

Attributes that
Attributes can be changed
ENVIRONMENTAL SOCIAL OBJECTS: Affecting System by System
1. General Public Attitudes Attitudes
Knowledge Knowledge
Demographic
factors
2, Community Influentials Attitudes Attitudes
Knowledge Knowledge
Demographic
factors
Decisions Decisions
3. Pressure Groups Attitudes Attitudes
Knowledge Knowledge
Demographic
factors
Decisions Decisions
4, Other Social Objects
,//
b N — o —— - e vk i mwa ey e a4 B ek At ma: e g i e sar  r——— RER . b ——— “" ‘

*By functional definition the social objects at the local level (local

elected government officials and local civil defense directors) are part of
the system,
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It is within the above context that the general objectives of the pre-

sent report are delineated,

General Objectives of the Research Study

Several reasong have been emphasized as to why local governing bodies
are important to the implementation of civil defense: (1) the Federal Civil
Defense Act states that " , , . the several States and their political sub-
divisions . . ." have responsibility for civil defense; (2) locally avail-
able equipment and manpower would be needed if there were a nuclear attack;
(3) local elected officials have considerable authority and influence regard-
ing civil defense decisions made on the local level, including the selection
of the local civil defense director; and (4) local government officials
often define (formally or ianformally) the role expectations of local civil
cefense directors.

The general purpose of this report is to study "relationships between
local government officials and the implementation of local civil defense."
It is not feasible, however, to focus upon all of these relationships in
this report. The general objectives of this report are:

1, To develop a conceptual framework to aid in the investigation of
relationships between local elected officials (county board members and
mayors) and local civil defense, especially local civil defense directors.

The conceptual framework focuses upon role definitions (role expectations)

and role performances,

2. To empirically test parts of the conceptual framework in a field
study of local elected government officials and local civil defense.

3. To analyze the degree of consensus between two different role def-
initions of the same position. The three positions to be studied are those
of the county board member, the mayor, and the local c¢ivil defense director.
The role-definers will be the incumbents of these positions: county board
members, mayors, and local civil defense directors.

4, To analyze the degree of congruence between role definitions and
perceptions of role performances, The role definitions and role performances

of county board members, mayors and local civil defense directors will be

analyzed,
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Possible future reports could have as their objectives:

i. To study the relationships of local civil defense directors' role
performances and consensus between role definitions held by county board
wembers, mayors, and local civil defense directors.

2. To study the relationship of local civil defense directors' role
performances and congruence between role definitions and perceptions of
role performances held by county board members, mayors, and local civil
defense directots,

3. To study the relationship between local civil defense directors'
role performances and consensus regarding local civil defense orgarizational
structures among relevant clusters of respondents,

4, To study the relationship between local civil defense directers’
role performances and local elected officials' civil defense attitudes,
knowledge, and attributes.
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Chapter 2

THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The first general objective of this report is to develop & conceptual
framework to aid in the investigation of relationships between local govern-
ment officials and local civil defense, especially local civil defense directors,
The term "conceptual framework'" is used in this report to refer to a set of
logically related concepts., A conceptual iramework may be used for data col-
lection and analysis or for conceptual integration, or for both. Data may be
more mean..agful when collected and presented in relation to a conceptual frame-
work than if they are not, Concepts may be more useful when logically inte-
grated into a conceptual framework than when they are treated in isolation,

The following is a discussion of the conceptual framework used in this
report to study relationships between local governing bodies and local civil
defense, Four of the basic concepts used are "role," "role performance,"
“congensus," and "‘congruence."

"Role" is defined as a set of expectations applied to an incumbent of a
position, An example is the set of civil defense tasks which a given role-
definer expects the local civil defense director to perform, for example, the
set of civil defense tasks the mayor expects the local civil defense director

to perform,

"Role performance'" is defined as the actual behavior of an incumbent of

a position, For example, the actual task-behavior of the local civil defense
director is his "role performance,"
“Consensus' is defined for purposes of this report as the correspondence

{(or agreement) between two different sets of role definitions for a given

position, For example, a county board member might define the local civil
defense director's role quite differently than a mayor might; if so, it would
be said that there is low consensus between the two role definitions,
"Congrucnce' is defined for purposes of this report as the correspondence
(or agreement) between a definition of a role and a perception of the incum-
bent's performance of that role, For example, a county .. iember might
say the local civil defense director should perform certain tasks, If the
county board member perceives that the director has, in fact, performed those

tasks, it would then be said that there is high congruence between the county
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board member's definition of the director's role and the county board member's
perception of the director's role performance.

Figure 2 illustrates the elements and some of the relationships of the
conceptual framework. The circles illustrate elements; the lines between

the circles 1llustrate relationships between the elements; the crosshatched

areas where the circles overlap illustrate either "consensus” or "congruence.'

Elements

The four circles on the left side of Figure 2 (A, B, C, and D) refer to
a f;cal elected official, his role, and his role performance:

Circle A represents a local elected official, that is, a county board
member or a mayor (that is, the incumbent of a position).

Circle B represents the role performance of a local elected official.

Role performance is the actual behavior of a local government official in
carrying out his civil defense role.
Circle C represents the role of a local elected official as defined
by any given role-definer, such as a local civil defense director.
Circle D represents the "ideal” role of a local elected official as

defined by official civil defense sources.
The four circles on the right side of Figure 2 (E, F, G, and H) refer to

the local civil defense director,
Circle E represents a local civil defense director, i.e., the incumbent,

Circle F represents the civil defense role performance of a local civil
defense director,

Circle G represents the civil defense role of a local civil defense
director as defined by any given role-definer,

Circle H represents the '"ideal" role of a local civil defense director
as defined by official civil defense sources,

Relationships

Relationships between elements in Figure 2 are represented by the lines
which connect the circles. The lines do not indicate all possible relation-

ships between elements of the conceptual framework, only selected oncs, The
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Figure 2, Some elements and relationships of the conceptual framework :

"Idealﬂ
Role of Local
Elected

Official*

" Ideal "
Role of Local
Civil Defense
Director*

Role
of Local
Elected
Official

Role of
Local Civil
Defense
Director

Performance
of Local
Elected
Official

Performance
of Local Civil
Defense Director

6 3 7
A E
Local 1 Local
Elected % > Civil Defense
Official <« Director

7/////// =  congensus

= congruence

""Ideal" role definitions reflect official civil defense expectations of
persons in given positions,
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lines proceeding from Circle A represent the local elected official's
perceptions of (1) the local civil defense director, (2) the local civil

defense director's role, and (3) the local civil defense director's role

b]

JP——
rmee——

performance. The lines proceeding from Circle E represent the local civil
i - defense director's perceptions of: (4) the local elected government official,

(5) the local elected government official's civil defense role, and (6) the

local elected government official's civil defense role performance.

The crosshatched areas in Figure 2 where the circles overlap represent
consensus and congruence:

Consensus is the correspondence between two different sets of role

. s

definitions, as represented by the overlap between Circles C and D and Circles
G and H,

" |

Congruence is the correspondence between a definition of a role and a
perception of the performance of that same role, as represented by the overlap
between Circles B and C and Circles F and G.

e |
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Elaboration of Relationships Among Elements

Figure 3 is an expansion and elaboration of Figure 2, Figure 2 is a

[ S
PR

general diagram of elements and certain relationships of the conceptual frame-

work, Figure 3 is more specific to the report in that it focuses on county

T

bcsrd members and mayors separately, rather than using the general term,
"local elected official," There are six circles in each cell, but, for

clarity, each cell shows only two relationships: one incumbent's perception

g

of one role and his perception of the attendant role performance.

g Cells 1, 2, and 3 focus upon the civil defense role and role performance
of ccunty board members, as they are, respectively, seen by: (l) county board
members themselves, (2) mayors, and (3) local civil defense directors.

Thus, in Cell 1 the incumbent county board member (see Circle I) is asked
what he perceives a county board member's civil defense role to be (see Circle
% R), and how well county board members have performed that role (see Circle P,
which refers to role performance) .

Cells 4, 5, and 6 focus upon the civil defense role and role performance

.- of mayors as seen by: (4) county board members, (5) the mayors themselves,
- ard () local civil defensc directors.

-
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Cells 7, 8, and 9 focus upon the role and role performance of local civil
defense directors as seen by: (7) county board members, (8) mayors, and 9
the local civil defense directors themselves,

The elements and relationships delineated in Figure 3 are of major interest
in this report. The conceptual framework presented in this chapter will be
operationalized throughout the remainder of thig report. The population and
the sample selected for the empirical testing of portions of the conceptual
framework are described in Chapter 3. The "ideal" role definitions of county
board members, mayors, and local civil defense directors in the population
selected for study are described in Chapter 4, Consensus comparisons are

analyzed in Chapters 5, 6, 7, and 8, And Congruence comparisons are discussed
in Chapter 9,
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Chapter 3

THE STUDY POPULATION AND SAMPLE

The general Purpose of this report is to study relationships between
local government officials and the implementation of local civil defense,
The first general objective of the report was to develop a conceptual frame-
work to aid in the investigation of those relationships, The conceptual
frameworic was discussed in Chapter 2, The second general objective was to
empirically test parts of the conceptual framework in a field study of local
government officials and the implementation of local civil defense, The
purpose of this chapter is to describe the population and the sample selected
for empirically testing parts of the conceptual framework,

The Population

The population from which the study Sample was selected is composed of
the counties in Iowa which had (at the time the sample was selected) Joint
County-Municipal Civi] Defense Administrations, The name" Joint County-
Municipal Civil Defense Administration"” is the Iowa equivalent of the "county
civil defense Supervisory committes" found in many states, (The abbreviation
“Joint Administration" will sometimes be used in this rteport.) Each Joint
Cuunly-Hunicipal Civil Defense Aduinistration in lowa, as legally organized,
is composed of one member of the county board and the mayor (or mayor 's
representative) of cach municipality which has passed a resolution to partici.
pate in {t,

Figure 4 is a diagram of the official organizational structurc of the
Joint County-Municipal Civ{l Defense Administration fn Iowa (based upon
lowa Housc File 417) at the time of the research study,

The term "county board" is uged generically in this report to refer to
the central governing body of a county. 1In actual practice there are twenty-
seven difforent titles used among the several states to refer to the central
governing body of » County, with “Board of Comnisxionera™ being most frequent iy
used, followed by "Board of Supervisors” and "County Court."l The title of

lSnidcr. Clyde F., Local Covernment fn Rural America, New York (Appleton-
Century-Crofts, Inc.), 1957, pp. 120-121,

[ S
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"county-municipal civil defense director" is given to a local civil defense
director in Iowa who is legally responsible to a Joint County-Municipal Civil
Defense Administration., Ideally, any "muricipal” civil defense director would
be responsible to his municipality and be considered an operations officer

to the county-municipal director. Also, a "county" director could theoreti-
cally be appointed independentiy of the county-municipal civil defense director
by the county Board to be responsible for all non-municipal areas in a county.
In practice in Jowa, howver, if & county has a county-municipal director there
is generally no separate “county" director; generally all the non-municipal

civil defense responsibility rests with the county-municipal director,

The Sample

Sampling counties

The distribution of Iowa counties (n = 99) having certain civil defense
characceristics at the time the sample for the research study was selected
(January 1965) is outlined in Figure 5., Tha first characteristic considered
was wheth:'r or not the county had an official Joint County-Municipal Civil
Defense Administration on record with the State Office of Civil Defcnse. The

counties which had an officisl Joint County-Municipsl Civil Defens2 Adminis-
tration (n = 64) were then divided {nto two groups: those with no Program Papers
(n = 26) and those with Program Papers (n = 58).1 These counties with Program
Papers were further subdivided into two groups: those receiving Personnel and
Administrative (P & A} funds /n = 25) snd those not receiving P & A funds
{n « 1)), The counties receiving P & A funds were then divided into two
gtoups: one¢ vhere the local director received no salary (n = 0) and one
where the local director received some salary (n = 25), The 25 counties were
further divided into two groups where the directors were paid fuil-time (n = |6)
and paid part-time (n = 9),

After this categorization wvas completed, nine counties were selected for
this pilot research study, The nine counties were selected to be a purposive,
stratified sample of Jowe counties having Joint County-Municipal Civil Defense

1
A Program Paper is a management document that prescribes specific tasks
a local government should do to build f{ts civi]l defense capability.
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Figure 5, Civil defense characteristics of Iows counties, January, 1965

ALL COUNTIES
(n=35)

COUNTY DIRECTORS
(n=35)

COUNTY-MUNICIPAL DIRECTORS
(n=64)

NO PROGRAM PAPER
(n=26)

®

l

PROGRAM PAPER

(n=38)

|

PERSONNEL & ADMINISTRATIVE (PS&A)

& HARDWARE FUNDS

{(n=25)

P&A, DIRECTORS NOT PAID
(n=0)

PAID FULL-TIME
(=16)

@

DIRECTORS PAID
(n=25)

(:) = number of counties sampled from a given category

|

HARDWARE FUNDS ONLY,
DIRECTOR NOT PAID
(n=13)

®

PAID PART-TIME
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Administrations, The circied numerals in Figure 5 indicate the number of
counties selected from each category in the diagram. A table of random
numbers was used to select from within each category the counties which became
a part of the research gsample,

The characteristics of the nine counties selected for study are summarized
in Figure 6, Each of the nine counties had a Joint County-Municipal Civil
Defense Administration, Four of the counties did not have a program paper,
while five did have one. In five of the counties the director received no
salary, in two he was paid part-time and in two others he was paid full-time,
Some demographic information about each county is alsc presented, The largest
municipality in five out of the nine counties had 1960 populations over 10,000,
Of all incorporated places in Iowa, these five municipalities were in the
largest three percent in 1960,

Sampling of local officials within counties

In each of the sample counties, persons holding three different positions
were studied: county board members, mayors, and county-municipal civil defense
directors,

County board members (n = 9) In each of the sample counties, one

county board member was selected to be interviewed, He was choasen either

because he was the county board member with specific responsibility for civil
defense or, if no one had such specific responsibility, because he was the
chairman of the county board,

Mayors (n = 21) In each sample county, mayors of municipalities that
had passed resolutions to be part of a Joint County-Municipal Civil Defense
Administration were listed, From this list a maximum number of three mayors
per county were randomly selected for study.

County-municipal civil defense directors (n = 9) The county-municipal

civil defense director in each of the nine sample counties was interviewed to
obtain data reeded for analysis purposes in the study,

It is important to note that none of the individuals studied had attended
"Civil Defense Conferences for County and Municipal Officials," conducted by
the Civil Defense University Extension Service in Iowa, Future research

analyzing attenders of these conferences utilizing the concepts and methods
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presented in this report should be of value in assessing the impact of such
conferences on local government officials,

The study data were collected by the authors during the spring of 1965,
Because of the great heterogeneity of the persons interviewed, it was not
possible to use uniform data collection instruments, First, there were county
differences, Second, those interviewed had three different positions: county
board membership, mayorality, or county-municipal civil defense directorship,
Also, some of those interviewed were knowledgeable concerning the county-level
civil defense organization, whereas others knew little or nothing about the
existence of such an organization, Because of these factors, and because
this was a pilot attempt to evaluate a conceptual framework, relatively
unstructured data collecticon procedures were used, The data collected were

then quantified for purposes of presentation in this report.
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Chapter 4

"IDEAL" DEFINITIONS OF COUNTY BOARD MEMBERS', MAYORS' AND
LOCAL CIVIL DEFENSE DIRECTORS' CIVIL DEFENSE ROLES

Introduction

The important role of local government officials in building a local
civil defense capability was discussed in Chapter 1. A conceptual framework
to aid in understanding the relationships between civil defense roles and
role performances of local government officials was presented in Chapter 2,
The empirical population and sample selected for study were described in
Chapter 3.

The objective of this chapter is to delineate a set of "ideal" civil
defense role expectations for the three roles being analyzed in this report:
county board members, mayors, and local civil defense directors,

The term "consensus" was defined in Chapter 2 as the correspondence (or

agreement) between two different role definitions of the same position, The

degree of consensus refers to the extent to which there is correspondence or
agreement between the two definitions. The research presented in this report
is more complex than most '"'role consensus analyses" because it focuses on

three different positions (county board member, mayor, and local civil defense

director) rather than only one position. The study of consensus is further
complicated, however, because there are various persons who may have civil
defense role definitions (expectations) of each position. For example, many
differ~nt people may hold civil defense role expectations for the positions
of county board members, mayors, or local civil defense directors, Federal
and state civil defense officials hawe certain expectations of incumbents of
each position. And incumbents of each of the positioas probably have role
expectations for each of the other positions. Thus, mayors and county board
members may have expectations of the local civil defense director which express
an understanding of and concern for their own localities, The state civil
defense director may have a different set of role expectations which are not
locality-specific, but which apply to all areas of the state, There may or
may not be a high degree of cponsensus between the several role-definers,
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Because there are so many possible role-definers of local govermment 7
officials' positions, one of the first steps in any study of role consensus i
is to clearly delineate the role-definers whose expectations are to be compared,

In this research study there are four role-definers: (1) county board ]
members, (2) mayors, (3) local civil defense directors, and (4) an "idesl"
role definition based upon official state civil defense sources.

The consensus comparisons made in this report are comparisons between
(a) an "ideal" definition of a given role and (b) a role-definer's definition

of that role, The consensus comparisons are analyzed in Chapters 5, 6, and 7,
Before consensus comparisons are analyzed, however, it is necessary to discuss

the "ideal" role definitions, as used in this research study,

Ideal Role Definitions

One possible "role-definer" of the civil defense roles of county board
members, mayors and local civil defense directors is official state civil
defense sources. Since the field study was conducted in Iowa, official Iowa
civil defense documents and state-level Iowa civil defense officisls were con-
sulted in the preparation of "ideal' civil defense role definitions for county
board members, mayors and local civil defense directors,

It is important to note that the "ideal" role definitions developed in
this research project include both task items which are responsibilities and
task items which are not responsibilities for a given position. In other

words, a list of 'possible responsibilities" was developed for each of the

three roles upon which this report focuses: county board members, mayors,
and local civil defense directors. Each list of '"possible responsibilities"
is composed of two types of items: '"responsibilities" and "non-responsibili-
ties." Those items which are termed "responsibilities" are defined as such

by official state civil defense sources, Those items which are termed "non-

responsibilities" are items not defined as responsibilities by official state
civil defense aourcea.l

lInfotmatton sources: Iowa Code, Chapter 28A (including the amendments
in House File 417), the Iowa State Survival Plan, state civil defense officials

(vhere specifically sppropriate) and other official civil defense sources :
(pamphlets, etc.).

e kI s g
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A list of possible responsibilities with task items "correctly" desig-
nated 'responsibilities" or "non-responsibilities" for a given position is
called an "ideal" role definition. Such & list is termed "ideal' because it

reflects official civil defense expectations of incumbents of a certain
position.l

The "ideal" role definitions utilized in this report are discussed below
and outlined in Figures 7, 8, and 9. Figure 7 is the '"ideal" role definition
of county board members, Figure 8 is the "ideal' role definition of mayors.

And Figure 9 is the "ideal" role definition of county-municipal civil defense
directors,

l'l'he authors recognize that the "ideal" role definitions delineated in
this report are not an exhaustive listing of the civil defense responsibilities
of mayors, county board members, and local civil defense dircctors. The
suthors found that the different levels of responsibilities and the different
sources stating such responsibilities make it very difficult at the present
time to deal with ideal civil defense role responsibilities. Hopefully such

role responsibilities will be more clearly delineated and recorded in the
future,

e et e e i b e APt
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“Ideal" definition of county board member's role

The "ideal" definition of the county board member's civil defense role
is (for this report) the list of “responsibilities" and "non-responsibilities"

found in Figure 7,

According to the Iowa Code, county board members are to "Appoint one of
(the county board members) to the Joint County-Municipal Civil Defense Admin- Z
istration (Item 2)"1and "Appropriate funds for civil defense (Item 3)."2 §
According to the Iowa State Survival Plan, they are to "Establish an Emergency ’
Operating Center for govermmnent (Item 11)."3 An official of the lows Civil
Defense Administration said that county board members are supposed to "Develop

a plan for the preservation of essential records (Item 7).' The same state

official said that county board members are to "Prepare for continuity of
government in an emergency (Item 6)," which is also considered a responsibility
of county board members in the Jowa State Survival Plan.a It is implicit in
much of the civil defense literature which had been published before the study

that county board members are to "Promote the licensing, marking and stocking
of shelter spaces . . . (Item 10)."

The remaining statements in Figure 7 do not represent responsibilities
of county board members., The preparing of " . . . an annual civil defense
budget (Item 1)" is a responsibility of the Joint County-Municipal Civil
Defense Administration, rather than of county board members.” The tasks of
appointing a " , . . county-municipal civil defense director (Item 4)" and
directing " . , . the activities of the county-municipal civil defense director
(Item 5)" are also responsibilities of the Joint County-Municipal Civil Defense
Administration.6 County board members are not to "Be in charge following
natural disasters in the county (Item 8)," according to official state sources,
Neither are they to "Coordinate efforts of fire services in the county (Item 9)"
nor are they to "Develop a basic operational plan (Item 12)."

l1owa Code, 28A.7, amended by House File 417,
21b1d.

3Iouu State Survival Plan, p. 6,

Ibid., p. 6.
3Tova Code, 28A.7, amended by House File 417,

61bid,

e i bbb p o
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Figure 7, "ldeal" jefinition of county board member's role

List of possible responsibilities

Is it "ideally" the
responsibility of

of county board members county

toard members?

(1) Prepare an annual civil defense budget . . . . .
(2) Appoint one of its members to the Joint County-
Municipal Civil Defense Administratior . . . . .
(3) Appropriate funds for civil defense ., . . . . .
(4) Appoint the county-municipal civil Jdefense
director . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e . o e
(5) Direct the activities of the county-municipal
civil defense director . . . . . . . . . . . . .
(6) Prepare for continuity of government in an
CRETRENCY . . . . 4 . . 4 e e s e e e e e
(7) Develop a plan for the preservation of
essential records . . . . . . . . ... ...
(8) Be in charge following natural disasters
fnthecounty . . . . . . . ¢ v ¢ ¢ v v o o o
(9) Coordinate efforts of fire services in the
county . L] L] L] - L] L] - L L] . * . L] - L ] - . - L3 -
(10) Promote the licensing, marking and stocking of
shelter spaces in buildings . . . . . . . ...
(11) Establish an Emergency Operating Center for
sov.rn"“t . L] - L] . L ] * . - L] . . - . L] L . * L]
(12) Develop a basic operational plan . . . . . . . .
%Jowa Code (including House File 417),
blovn State Survival Plen.
“of€icial of the Iowa Civil Defense Administration.
dlnpliclt in civil defense literature extant at the time
study,

No

Yesa

Yes®
No
No
Yes °’

Yesc

Yesn

Yes

No

«f the research
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"Ideal" definition of mayor's role

The "ideal" definition of the mayor's civil defense role is (for this
report) the list of "responsibilities" and '"non-responsibilities" found in
Figure 8,

According to the Iowa Code, mayors are to "Attend or send a representative
to Joint County-Municipal Civil Defense Administration meetings (Item l)."1

The Iowa State Survival Plan says that mayors are to "Prepare for continuity

ol government in an emergency (Item 3)" and "Develop and conduct civil defense
training programs (Item 5)."3 It is implicit in the civil defense litersture
which had been published before the study that mayors are to "Attend civil
defense information and training programs (Item 4)" and "Promote the liconsing,
marking and stocking of shelter spaces in buildings (Item 7)."

It is the responsibility of the County-Municipal Civil Defense Adminis-
tration rather than of mayors to "Direct the activities of the county-municipal
civil defense director (Item 2)."6 And as part of their civil defense role
mayors are not required to "disseminate anti-communist literature (Item 6)."

!owa Cose, 284.7, amended by House File 417.

2Iou| Stste Survival Plan, p. 6.

Jbid., p. 7.

“Ioun Code
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Figure 8, '"Ideal" definition of mayor'e role

(1)

&)

&)

(4

(5)

(6)
&)

List of possible responsibilities Is it "ideally" the
of mayors responsibility of mavors?

Attend or send a representative to Joint

County-Municipal Civil Defense Administra-

tion meetings (or, Attend CD planning a
meetings) . . . . . . . . Yes

Direct the activities of the county-munici-

pal civil defense director , ., . . . . . . . No®
Prepare for continuity of government in an b
CRMELBENCY . , . . ¢ 4+ . 4 e e s e e s e Yes

Attend civil defense information and

c
training programs . . ., . . . . . . . . . . Yes

Develop and conduct civil defense training
programs C e e e e e e e e e e e e e e Yes

Disseminate anti-communist literature

Promote the licensing, marking and stocking R
of shelter spaces in dbuildings ., . . . . . . Yes

%1ove Code (including House File 417).

blOUI State Survival Plan,

cl-pltclt in civil Jdefense literature and programs extant at the time

of the research study,
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“Ideal" definition of county-municipal civil defense director's role

The "ideal" definition of the county-municipal civil defense director's
role is (for this report) the list of "responsibilities" and "non-responsi-
bilities" found in Figure 9. Whether a statement is considered a 'responsi-
bility" or "non-responsibility" is based upon the responses of an official
of the Iowa Civil Defense Administration,

By this criterion, "responsibilities'" of county-municipal civi] defense

directors are to: 'Carry out civil defense public information programs (Item 1),"

“Establish an Emergency Operating Center (Item 3)," "Prepare for continuity

of government . . . (Item 4)." "Develop and conduct civil defense training
programs (Item 5)," “Develop plans to care for evacuees (item 0)," “Be in

charge (following) any natural disaster , . , (Item 7)," “Carry out the , .
licensing, marking and stocking . . ., programs (Item 9)," “Develop a radio-
logical monitoring capability (Item 10)," "Obtain federal surplus equipment . .
(Item 11)," and "Work with volunteer organizations . . . (Item 12)," and,

using the official's sa2t of responses to the list of statements as the criterion,
directors are not to: 'Call out the National Guard in an Emergency (Item 2)"

or "Disseminate anti-communist literature (Item 8)."

There are some itoms which appear in more than one "ideal"” role defini-
tion, This i{s bacause certain items refer to tasks which are responsibilities
of persons in more than one position,

Both county board wmembers and mayors are to participste in the Joint
County-Municipal Civi] Defense Adwinistration (Figure 7, Item 2 and Pigure 8,
Item 1),

Local civil defense directors as well as county board memders and mayors
ate to nrepare for continuity of government in an emergency (Pigucre 7, ltam &;
Figive 8, Jtem 3; and Figure 9, Item 4),

Both county board wmembers and mayors are to promote the licensing, mark-
in; and stocking cf shelters (Figure 7, Item 10 and Figure 8, ltem 7).

Both maycrs and local civil defense directors are to develop and conduct
civil defense training programs, according to official sources (Figure 8,

Item 5 and Figure 9, Item $),

o

ot s e
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Figure 9. "Ideal" definition of county-municipal civil defense director's role

Is it "ideally” the
List of possible responsibilities of responsibility of county-
county-municipal civil defense directors municipal civil defense directors?

Carry out civil defense public information
PrOBram8 . . . . . . ¢« v v . s o o o o o & &

Call out the National Guard in an emergency
Establish an Emergency Operating Center .,

Prepare for cont.nuity of government in an
emergency . . . . . . . .

Develop and conduct civil defense training
PrOBIAmMS . . . . & ¢ & o o « & s 2 »

Develop plans to care for evacuees . . . .

Be in charge of any natural disaster in
YOUTr Aarea . . , . . 4+ . 4 4 . .

Disseminate anti-communist '+‘terature., ,

Carry out the existing licensing, marking
and stocking shelter programs ., . . . . .

Develop a radiological monitoring capa-
bility . . L) . - . * . . . . . . . L] . L] .
Obtain federal surplus equipment for your
county . . . . . . 4 s e e e e e e e e
Work with volunteer organizations on civil
defense , ., . . .. ...

8A11 of the responses on this page are marked '"yes" or '"no" in accord
with the responses of an official of the Iowa Civil Defense Administration,
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Chapter 5

CONSENSUS COMPARISONS (COUNTY BOARD MEMBER'S ROLE)

“Role-Definer" Definitions Compared to "Ideal"” Role Definitions

The purpose of this chapter (and of Chapters 6 and 7) is to analyze the

congsencus between an "ideal" definition of a gjiven role and a role-definerlg

definition of that same role, The three "ideal" roles which are central to
this study are listed on the left side of Figure 10; the three types of role-
definers (respondents) considered in this study are listed across the top of

Figure 10,

Figure 10, Consensus Comparisons: comparisons of role-definers’ definitions
of given roles and "ideal" definitions of those roles

Role-definers
(1) ) 3
County Board Mayors' Civil Defense
Members' Definition Directors'
Definition of Role of Definition
Role defined of Role of of Role of
'"Ideal'" Definition l l l
of Role of. » 1. County Board 2. County Board 3. County Board
Membezs Members Members
"Ideal" Definition
of Role of —» 4. Mayors S. Mayors 6. Mayors

"1deal" Definition
of Role of ———eev—y 7. Civil Defense 8, Civil Defense 9, Civil Defense
Directors Directors Directors

Each of the numbered celis in Figure 10 represents a ''consensus comparison.”

Cell "1", for example, represents a comparison between the "ideal" definition

of the civil defense role of county board members and the civil defense role

of county board members as defined by county board members themselves. Cell

"2" compares the '"ideal" definifion of the role of county board members and

the mayoras' definitions of the county board member's role. Cell "3" compares

the "ideal" definition of the role of county board members and the county-
municipal civil defense directors' definitions of the role of county board

members, And so on, for the remaining six cells,
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Why Study Consensus Comparisons

There are a number of reasons for studying the degree of consensus between
an "ideal" definition of a given role and various role-definers' definitions
of that role. Some of these ressons are briefly discussed in this section.

One of the goals of federal and state civil defense personnel is to
clearly define the civil defense role responsibilities of local government
officials so that national and state civil defense goals are met. If a local
civil defense capability is to be developed, it is imperative that local
government officials clearly undetstand'their civil defense role responsi-
bilities. Local officials probably will not effectively implement civil
defense unless they understand what they should or should not do regarding
civil defense,

The analysis of consensus comparisons will provide insights into the
extent to which local government officials understand their own civil defense
role responsibilities as delineated by official state sources. (See Cells 1,
5 and 9 in Figure 10), respectively, for county board members', mayors', and
local civil defense directors’ own -ole expectations,)

The consensus analysis will also provide insights into the extent to
which selected local government officials understand_gEEEE local government
officials' civil defense role responsibilities as delineated by official state
sources. (See Cells 2, 3, 4, 6, 7 and 8 in Figure 10.)

The consensus analysis will also make it possible tc determine whether
or not local government officials understand their own civil defense roles
better than they understand the civil defense roles of other local officials,
For example, do county board members understand their own civil defense role
better than they understand the mayor's civil defense role?

The findings related to the above questions may have implications for the
implementation of civil defense. If it is found that certain local officials
do not understund their role responsibilities, an evaluation of past methods
used to communicate these responsibilities to local officials may be suggested,
The findings may also suggest the need to intensify existing efforts at role
definition by federal, state, and even selected local officials,

The findings may also suggest that there is a need to evaluate the exist-

ing role responsibilities of local officials in order to determine whether
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perhaps the role expectations should be modified to be more consistent with
local asbilities and resources., On the other hand, an analysis of the findings
might suggest that local officials could accept additional civil defense role

responsibilities,

How Study Consensus Comparisons

The analysis of consensus comparisons can be carried out by utilizing

either one of two meaningful units of analysis,

One unit of analysis is the "possible responsibility'" item. That is,

each "possible responsibility" item can be the starting point for analysis,

This would show for any given item the number and percentage of role-definers

(such as county board members) who said a given item was a "responsibility”

or a '"non-responsibility."” The "possible responsibility" items are used as

the unit of analysis for the first table in each consensus comparison (Consen-
sus Comparison 1 through Consensus Comparison 9). Although an analvsis based
upon items is not a '"consensus' analysis in that it does not deal with a com-
parison of a set of expectations, it is a useful analysis.

A second unit of analysis is the individual role-definer (such as a

county board member). That is, each role-definer csm be the starting point

for the consensus analysis, Using the role-definer as the unit of analysis,

the "possible responsibility" items for any one position can be treated as
one of three alternative sets of expectations: (1) responsibility items,
(2) non-responsibility items, and (3) all items. That is, this type of
analysis could show the number of '"responsibility" items any one role-definer
had "correctly' indicated as responsibilities. Second, the analysis could
show the number of ''mon-responsibility" items any one role-definer had
"correctly" indicated as not being responsibilities. Third, the analysis
could focus on the degree to which any one role-definer "correctly" knows an
"idesl" role, that is, the number of "correct' responses to the entire list
of"possible responsibility" items (both responsibility and non-responsibility
items) could be ascertained,

The individual role-definer is the unit of analysis for the second and
third tables presented for Consensus Comparisons 1 through 9, The use of the

individual as the unit of analysis yields a '"consensus" analysis. ''Consensus"

e
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was defined in Chapter 2 as the correspondence between two different sets of
role definitions for the same position. In the analysis of individual role-
definers as units of analysis, one set of role expectations is compared with
another set of role expectations. This is in contrast to using an item as the
unit of analysis.

The remsinder of this chapter focuses on the county board member's civil
defense role, Chapter 6, deals with the mayor's role, And in Chapter 7 the

county-municipal civil defense director's role is analyzed.

County Board Member's Civil Defense Role

Consensus Comparisous 1, 2 and 3 focus on the role-definer's understanding
of the "ideal" civil defense role of county board members.
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Consensus Comparison 1: county board members' definitions of the county board

member's civil defense role compared with an "ideal" definition of that role

Possible role responsibility items as units of analysis Individual

"possgible role responsibility" items as units of analysis can be considered
in two frameworks, First, each item can be analyzed independently of other
items, Second, all the items can be pooled for an aggregative analysis,

Both of these frameworks are presented below,

Individual item analysis The findings of the individual item

analysis will be presented as answers to questions meaningful to federal,
state and local civil defense officials.

An important distinction for analytical purposes can be made between the
following two questions:

1. For each "possible responsibility” item, how many county board members
said "yes" it was a civil defense responsibility of county board members?

(Or said "no" it wasn't? Or said "don't know"?)

2, For each "possible responsibility" item, how many county board mem-
bers correctly said it was or was not a civil defense responsibility of county
board members, based upon an "ideal" role definition?

An analysis of the first question focuses on whether or not an item is
perceived by county board members to be a civil defense role responsibility,

with no consideration of correctness., An analysis of the second question

focuses on whether or not an item is correctly perceived by county board mem-
bers to be a civil defense role responsibility, bazsed on an "ideal" role
definition,

The answer to each »x the above questions is found in Table 1., Table 1
provides the answer tc Question 1 above in that it shows for each possible
role item (i.e., each statement) the number and percentage of county board
members, indicating '"yes," it is a civil defense responsibility of county
bc members, "don't know" if it is a responsibility, or '"mo," it is not a
responsibility of county board members.

Table 1 provides the answer to Question 2 above in that the asterisks
show the correct responrce to responsibility items (see the 'yes' column) and
the correct response to ncn-responsibility items (see the "no" column),

based upon an "idcal" role definition,

e b R
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Table 1. County board members' role, as defined by county board members

Is it the county board
members' responsibility?

--f; 3 List of possible responsibilities

g ! of county board members County board members' definition
3 YES DK NO

: ) % of % of % of
!

No. 9 No. 9 No. 9

: N (1) Prepare an annual civil defense budget &4  44.4 0 0.0 5 55.6%
. (2) Appoint one of itz members to the Joint

7 County-Municipal Civil Defense Adminis-

EFBEION . o . . o . v aw e ... b GaGx 4 444 1 111

(3) Appropriate funds for civil defense . . 9 100.0% O 0.0 © 0.0

: ! (4) Appoint the county-municipal civil

1 defense director , ., . .. ... ... 8 88.9 0 6.0 1 11.1%
3 .

| 3

; | (5) Direct the activities of the county-

3 municipal civil defense director . . . 5 55.6 O 0.0 4 44, bx

(6) Prepare for continuity of government
in an emergency . . . . . . . . . .

)

e

.. 8 88.9% 0 0.0 1 11,1

]

(7) Develop a plan for the preservation of
essential records . . . . .+ . 9 100,0% O 0.0 0 0.0

.
 i—

(8) Be in charge following natural disasters
in the county ., ., . . . . I 77.8 0 0.0 2 22.2%

; (9) Coordinate efforts of fire services in
i thecounty ., ., .. .......... &4 44,4 O 0.0 5 55,6%

(10) Promote the licensing, marking and
stocking of shelter spaces in buildings 5 55.6% 0 0.0 4 44,4

(11) Establish an Emergency Operating Center
for government . . . . . . .. ... . 6 66.7% 0 0.0 3 33.3

(12) Develop a basic operational plan . . . 0 0.0 5 55.6 _4 44, 4%

Total items correct* , , ., . 4l 21

Total itcms incorrect , , . . 28 9 9

*
"Correct" rcsponse as determined by ''ideal' definition,
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One of the reasons for distinguishin, between Question 1 and Question 2
can be seen by analyzing Item 2 of Table 1. By presenting data to answer
Question 1, one learns that 44 percent of the county board members 'don't
know" whether or not this item is a civil defense role responsibility of
county board members. If only data to answer Question 2 had been presented,
i.e,, that 44 percent of the county board members correctly identified the
item as a responsibility, one wculd not know whether the remaining county
board members incorrectly said it was not their responsibility or whether
they said they didn't know if it was their responsibility. Knowing the cur-
rent perception of county board members when that perception is not correct
should help federal, state and other officials better plan strategies to
correct county board members' perceptions., A county board member who does
not know whether or not an item is a responsibility may be easier to train
than a board member who says an item is not a responsibility when in fact it
is,

A similar reason for distinguishing between the two questions can be seen
by analyzing Ttem 4, Here, almost all of the county board members said this
item was their responsibility (which provides an answer to Question 1). But
when answering Question 2 we see that these county board members had an
incorrect perception of their role. Thus, to have these county board members
change their role definition, an incorrect expectation will have to be elimi-
nated and replaced by a correct expectation. In this case, the county board
members with an incorrect role definition actually have less responsibility
than they think they have. This situation may be more difficult to deal with
if, in fact, county board members want to have this role responsibility. On
the other hand, if the county board members do not want ihis particular role
responsibility, they may be glad to learn that it is not their responsibility,

Question 2 above asks how many county board members correctly said that
a given "possible responsibility" item was or was uot a responsibility of
county board members, accordl.g to an '"ideal" role definition. Question 2
can be made more specific by considering it in two parts as follows:

2a. For each "responsibility" item (Items 2, 3, 6, 7, 10 and 11), how

many .ounty board members correctly identified it as an (ideal)
role responsibility item? (See Column 1 in Table 1)
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2b, For each '"non-responsibility" item (Items 1, 4, 5, 8, 9 and 12),
how many county board members correctly identified it as an (ideal)
non-1 .sponsibility? (See Column 3 in Table 1)

The findings relevant to Question 2a are as follows:

A majority of county board members correctly stated that Items 3, 6, 7,

10 and 11 were "responsibilities." One-hundred percent correctly stated that ‘

county board members were to "Appropriate funds for civil defense (Item 3)"
and '"Develop a plan for the preservation of ., . . records (Item 7)." About

89 percent correctly stated that it was the responsibility of county board

members to "Prepare for continuity of government . , . (Item 6)." Approxi-
mately 67 percent correctly stated that the county board members were to
"Establish an Emergency Operating Center , . . (Item 11)." And, nearly 56
percent correctly stated that the county board members were to 'Promote the
licensing, marking and stocking of , . . "uildings (Item 10)."

On only "responsibility" Item 2, “Appoi:it one of its members to the
Joint . . . Administration,” did less than one-half of the county board
members correctly state that this was their responsibility.

The findings relevant to Question 2b are as follows:

A majority of county board members correctly stated that Items 1 and 9

were '"non-responsibilities'" of county board members. About 56 percent cor-

rectly stated that county board members were not to "Prepare an annual civil

defense budget (Item 1)" and "Coordinate efforts of fire services .
(Iitem 9)."

LY

Most county board members incorrectly stated that Items 4, 5 and 8 were

"responsibilities." About 89 percent said that county board members were to
"Appoint the county-municipal civil defense director (Item 4),'" Nearly 78
percent said that county board members were to "Be in charge following natural
disasters ., , . (Item 8)," Over half (nearly 56 percent) said that county
board members were to "Direct the activities of the county-municipal civil
defensc director (Item 5)." 1In saying that county board members were to do

thesc things, they were disagreeing with the "{deal" role definition which
says that these things arce "non-responsibilitics.”

For one "non-responsibility" item, whether or not a county board member
should "Develop a basic operational plan (Item 12)," less than one-half of

the county board members correctly stated it was not a responsibility,
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Aggregative item analysis The above analysis focused on individ-
ual item analysis, i.e., discussing one possible role item at a time. In i
this section the item is still the unit of analysis, but all the items are

considered together in the analysis,

© ot e pnire e tat e

Since each of the nine county board members made a decision on 12
individual possible responsibility items, a total of 108 item-decisions
(9 board members times 12 possible responsibilities) were made by the nine
county board members., Utilizing the '"ideal" role definition as a framework
for analysis, 54 of these item-decisions were about responsibility items and
54 were about non-responsibility items, In the following discussion, the 108
item-decisions will be treated as if they were 108 items,

0f the 54 responsibility items, 41 (76 percent) were correctly identified
by county board members, None (17 percent) of the responsibility items were
incorrectly identified as non-responsibility items. On the remaining four
responsibility items (7 percent), the county board members said they did not
kuo v whether the items were responsibility or non-responsibility items,

Of the 54 non-responsibility items, 21 (39 percent) were correctly
identified by county board members as non-responsibility items. Twenty-
eight (°2 percent) of the non-responsibility items were incorrectly identi-
fied as responsibility items. On the remaining five non-responsibility items
(9 percent), the county board members said they did not know whether the
items were responsibility or non-responsibility items.

Thus, of the 108 items, county board members correctly identified 62
items (57 percent) and incorrectly identified 46 items (43 percent). Two
con: lusions from this analysis are:

1. In the aggregate, county board members seemed to understand their
ideal role "responsgibility" items; although some county board members were
unawar . of sowe of their role responsibilitics,

2. County board members frequently indicated that they were responsible

for role items for which they actually were not responsible,

Implications of these findings are:
1. More effort {a needgd to ciarify county board members' civil defense
role responsibilities and non-responsibilities.
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2, The perception by county board members of non-responsibilities as
responsibilities may hinder local civil defense decisions and result in
role-conflict with the individual or group who actually has the responsi-
bility rfor that role,

Individual county board members as the unit of analysis The county

board members as units of analysis are considered in two frameworks in this
report, For each county board member a consensus score is calculated to
answer the following two questions:

1. How many ideal responsibility items did each county board member
correctly identify as role responsibilities? A role consensus score showing
the number of correct responses to '"responsibility” items can be calculated
for each county board member.

2. How many cf the total possible role responsibility items did each
county board member correctly identify either as a responsibility or a non-
responsibility? A role consensus score showing the number of correct responses
to both "responsibility" and 'non-responsibility" items can be calculated
for each county board member,

Table 2 provides the answer to Question 1. All county board members cor-
rectly identified one-half or more of the responsibility items as being county
board members' responsibilities. One county board member correctly identified
all six items as responsibilities., Three county board members correctly
identified five of the six items as responsibilities. The remaining five
county board wembers correctly identified four of the six items £s responsi-
bilities, If all nine county bcard members had correctly responded to all
six items, there would be complete consensus., The distribution in Table 2
indicates relatively high consensus,

Table 3 provides the answer to Question 2. When all 12 possible responsi-
bility items arc analyzed it can be seen Lhat the highest consensus score ob-
taincd was cight, Three county board members correctly identified eight of the
12 items as responsibilities and non-responsibilities. Four county board members
correctly identified seven of the 12 items, One county hoard member correctly
identified five items and another county board member correctly fdent{fied only
four of the 12 items. If all nine county board members had correctly resonded

to all 12 items, there would be complete consensus,
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Table 2. Number of "correct” responses to "responsibility" items

Role-definers: county board members
Role defined: county board members

- oup O

o b

- Number of “correct" Number of

responses to county board members
“"regnonsibility" items No. % of 9

0 0 0.0

1 0 0.0

2 0 0.0

3 0 0.0

4 5 55.6

5 3 33.3

6 1 11.1

Total 9 i00.0

{ Table 3. Number of "correct' responses to both 'responsibility" and "non-
: responsibility"” items

Role-definers: county board members

' Role defined: county board members
} ' Number of "correct' responses 7 Number of

to both "responsibility" county board members

and “non-responsibility" items No. % of 9

0 0 0.0

1 0 0.0

2 0 0.0

3 0 0.0

4 i 11,1

S 1 1.1

6 0 0.0

7 4 4 4

8 3 333

9 0 0.0

10 0 0.0

1 0 0.0

12 _0 0.0

Total 9 99 .9

A comparison of Table 2 and Table 3 shows that there is greater consensus

amony, county hoard members concerning their civil defense role regponsibilities

than there is when both rceponsibilities and aon-responsibilities are considered,

g e I8
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Consensus Comparison 2: mayors' definitions of the county board member's

civil defense role compared with an "ideal" definition of that role

Possible role responsibility items as units of analysis

Individual item analysis

1. For cach "possible county board member responsibility" item, how
many mayors said "yes" it was a county board member responsibility? (Or
said "no"™ it wasn't? Or said "don't know'"?)

2. TFor cach "possible county board member responsibility" item, how
many mayors correctly said it was or was not a county beard member responsi-
bility, based on an "ideal" role definition?

The answer to each of the above questions is found in Table 4, Table 4
provides the answer to Question 1 in that it shows for each possible county
board member role item the number and percentage of mayors indicating 'yes,K"
it is a county board member's responsibility, "don't know" if it is a county
board member's responsibility, or '"no," it is not a county board member's
responsibility,

Table 4 provides the answer to Question 2 in that the asterisks show
the correct response to responsibility items (see the '"yes'" column in Table
4 for Items 2, 3, 6, 7, 10 and 11) and the correct response to non-responsi-
bility items (see the '"no" column in Table 4 for Items 1, 4, 5, 8, 9 and 12)
based on an "ideal" role definition,

A majority of mavors correctly stated that responsibility Items 3, 6, 7,

10 and 11 were county board members' '"responsibilities,' Ninety percent cor-

rectly stated that county board members were to "Appropriate funds for civil
defense (Item 3)" and "Develop a plan for the preservation of . . . records
(Item 7)," Eighty-one percent correctly stated that it was the responsibility
of county board members to "Establish an Emergency Operating Center . . ,
(Item 11)." Approximately 76 percent correctly stated that the county board
members were to '"Prepare for continuity of government , . . (Item 6)" and
"Promote the licensing, marking and stocking of , , . buildings (Item 10)."
About 57 percent of the mayors did not know if county board members were to

"Appoint onc of its members to the Joint , . . Administration (Item 2)."
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County board members' role, as defined by mayors

Is it the county board
members' responsibility?

List of possible responsibilities
of county board members

Mayor's definition

YES DK NO
% of % of % of
No. 21 No. 21 No. 21
(1) Prepare an annual civil defense budget 12 57.1 2 9.5 7 33.3*
(2) Appoint one of its members to the Joint
County-Municipal Civil Defense Admini-
stration .9  42,9%* 12 57,1 0 0.0
(3) Appropriate funds for civil defense ., . 19 90.5% 1 4.8 1 4.8
(4) Appoint the county-municipal civil
defense director . ., . . . .. . .. . 12 57,1 4 19,0 5 23.8%
(5) Direct the activities of the county-
municipal civil defense director ., . . 14 66,7 1 4.8 6 28.6%
(6) Prepare for continuity of government in
an emergency . . . . . . . « + . .« . . 16 76,2« 3 14,3 2 9.5
(7) Develop a plan for the preservation
of essential records |, s UL | 4.8 1 4.8
(8) Be in charge following natural disasters
in the county . . . . . . .. . .. .. 11 52,4 2 9.5 8 38.1%
(9) Coordinate efforts of fire services in
the county ., . ., . ... .. ..... 8 381 4 19,0 9  42,9%
(10) Promote the licensing, marking and stock-
ing of shelter spaces in buildings . . 16 76,2% 2 9.5 3 14,3
(11) Establish an Emergency Operating Center
for government , , ., . . . . . . . . . 17 81.0* 2 9.5 2 9.5
(12) Develop a basic operational plan , ., . 4 19,0 12 57.1 5 23.8*
Total items correct* . ., , . 96 40
Total items incorrect , . . ., 61 46 9

*
"Correct" response as determined by "ideal' definition.
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Most mayors incorrectly stated that Items 1, 4, 5 and 8 were "responsi-
bilities" of county board members, when they were actually non-responsibilities.
About 67 percent incorrectly stated that county board members were to "Direct
the activities of the county-municipal civil defense director (Item 5)."

About 57 percent incorrectly stated that county board members were to "Prepare
an annual civil defense budget (Item 1)" and "Appoint the county-municipal
civil defense director (Item &4)." Over 52 percent incorrectly stated that
county board members were to 'Be in charge following natural disasters .

(1tem 8).," To state that county board members were to do these things is in
disagreement with the "ideal" role definition which says that they are 'non-

responsibilities" of county board members.

Over one-half of the mayors said that they did not know if county board
members were to "Develop a basic operational plan (Item 12)." On Item 9
"Coordinate efforts of fire services . . .' approximately 43 percent of the
mayors correctly stated that this was not a county board member responsi-
bility, while 38 percent incorrectly stated it was a county board member

responsibility,

Aggregative item analysis A total of 252 item-decisions were

made by the 21 mayors about county board member role responsibilities,
(Twenty-one mayors times 12 possible responsibilities equal 252 item-decisions.)
Utilizing the "ideal" role definition as a basis for analysis, 126 of these
item-decisions were about responsibility items and 126 about non-responsibility
items. In the following discussion, 252 item-decisions will be treated as if
they were 252 items.

Of the 126 county board member responsibility items, 96 (76 percent)
were correctly identified by mayors as responsibility items. Nine (7 percent)
of the responsibility items were incorrectly identified by mayors as non-
responsibility items, In the remaining 21 item-decisions (17 percent),
mayors said they did not know whether the items were responsibility or non-
responsibility items for county board members, These 17 percent are con-
sidered to be incorrect answers,

Of the 126 non-responsibility items, only 40 (32 percent) were correctly
identificd by mayors as non-respousibility items, Sixty-one (48 percent) of

the non-responsibility items were incorrectly identified as responsibility
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items, In the remaining 25 items (20 percent), mayors said they did not know

L

whether or not the items were responsibility or non-responsibility items for
county board members,

Thus, of the 252 items pertaining to county board members, mayors cor-
rectly identified 136 items (54 percent) and incorrectly identified 116 items
(46 percent), One conclusion from the above analysis is that mayors have a
better understanding of actual role responsibilities of county board members
than they do of non-responsibilities, Almost one-half of the non-responsi-
bility items were seen by mayors to be recponsibility items of county bhoard
members, One implication from the above analysis is that more effort is

needed to clarify mayors' definitions of county board members' rcle respousi- o ;

bilities and non-responsibilities.

Individual mayors as the unit of analysis

1. How many of the six ideal responsibility items of county board
members did each mayor correctly identify as county board mewvers' role
responsibilities?

2. How many of the total (12) possible county board member role respon-
sibility items did each mayor correctly identify as either a responsibility
or a non-responsibility of county board members?

The answer to Question 1 is presented in Table 5, Three mayors (14 per-
cent) correctly identified all the ideal responsibility items as county board
members' responsibilities. Almost 60 percent of the mayors correctly identi-
fied five of the items as county board members' responsibilities. Another
14 percent of the mayors correctly identified four items., Two mayors cor-
rectly identified only three items as responsibilities and one mayor could
not correctly identify any of the items as county board members' responsi-
bilities,

The answer to Question 2 is presented in Table 6, When all 12 possible
responsibility items pertaining to county board members are analyzed it can
be seen that the mayors' scores range from 0 to 11 correct items. Six mayors
(29 percent) correctly identified eight or more of the items. Over one-half

the mayors correctly identified between four and seven possible responsibility
items,




Table 5, Number of '"correct" responses to "responsibility" items

Role-definers: mayors
Role defined: county board members

Number of '"correct' Number of
responses to mayors
“responsibility" items No. % of 21
0 1 4.8
1 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
3 2 9.5
4 3 14.3
5 12 57.1
6 3 14,3
Tctal 21 100.0

Table 6, Number of "correct" responses to both "responsibility" and '"non-
responsibility” items

Role-detiners: mayors
Role defined: county board members

Number of "correct'" responses Number of
to both "responsibility"” mayors

and "non-responsibility" items No. 7% of 2]

0 1 4.8

1 e 0.0

2 0 0.0

3 0 0.0

4 2 9.5

5 6 28.6

6 3 14.3

7 3 14.3

8 1 4,8

9 1 4,8

10 2 9.5

11 2 9.5

12 0 0.0

Total 21 100.1

A comparison of Tables 5 &id 6 shows that there is somewhat greater con-

scnsus among mayors concerning the county board member's role responsibilities

than there is when both responsibilities and non-responsibilities are con-

sidered,
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Consensus Comparison 3: local civil defense directors' definition of the

county board member's civil defense role compared with an "ideal" definition

of that role

Possible role responsibility items as units of analysis

Individual item analysis

1. For cach "possible county board member responsibility" item, how
many local civil defense directors said '"yes' it was a civil defense .-espon-
sibility of county board members? (Or said "no' it wasn't? Or said "don't
know"?)

2. For each "possible county board member responsibility’ item, how
many local civil defense directors correctly said it was or was not a civil
defense responsibility of county board members, based upon an '"ideal" role
definition?

The answer to each of the above questions is found in Table 7, Table 7
presents the answer to Questionl in that it shows for each possible county
board member role item the number and percentage of local civil defense
directors indicating '"yes," it is a county board member's responsibility,
"don't know" if it is a county board member's responsibility. or 'no," it
is not a county board member's responsibility,

Table 7 presents the answer to Question 2 because the asterisks show
the correct response to responsibility Items 2, 3, 6, 7, 10 and 11 (see the
"yes'" column in Table 7) and the correct response to non-responsibility
Items 1, 4, 5, 8, 9 and 12 (see the "no'" column in Table 7), based upon an
ideal role definition,

A majority of county-municipal civil defense directors correctly stated
that Items 2, 3, 6, 7, and 11 were civil defense ''responsibilities" of county
board members, One-hundred percent correctly stated that county board members
were to '"Develop a plan for the preservation of , . , records (Item 7)."

About 89 percent correctly stated that it was the responsibility of county
board members to "Appoint one of i{ts members to the Joint ., . ., Administration
(Item 2)," "Appropriate funds for civil defense (Item 3)," and "Prepare for
continuity of government . . . (Item 6)." Approximately 78 percent correctly
stated that the county board members were to "Establish an Emergency Operating
Center . ., . (Item 11)."




Table 7. County board members' rcole, as defined by county-municipal civil
defense directors

Is it the county board
members' responsibility?

List of possible responsibilities Directors' definition

of couuty board members
YES DK NO
% of % of % of

No, 9 No. 9 No. 9

(1) Prepare an annual civil defense
budget 5 55,6 0 0.0 4 44,4

(2) Appoint one of its members to the
Joint County-Municipal Civil Defense
Administration ., . . , . . . . . .. 8 88,9 1 11.1 0 0.0

(3) Appropriate funds for civil defense . 8 88,9%* 0 0.0 1 11.1

(4) Appoint the county-municipal civil
defense director , , . . . . . . . . 5 55.6 0 0.0 4 44 4Lk

(5) Direct the activities of the county-
municipal civil defense director . . 5 55.6 0 0.0 4 44 4%

(6) Prepare tor continuity of government
in an emergency . . . . . . . . . . . 8 88,9 0 0.0 1 11.1

{7} Tevelsg a plan for the preservation
of essential records , . . . . . .. 9 100.0* O 0.0 0 0.0

(8) Be in charge following natural
disasters in the county . . . . . . . 6 66.7 0 0.v 3 33.3%*

(9) Coordinate efforts of fire services
in the county , . . . . . . . .., . 3 33.3 0 0.0 6 66.7%

(10) Promote the licensing, marking and
stocking of shelter spaces in buildings & 44.4% O 0.0 5 55.6

(11) Establish an Emergency Operating
Center for government , , . . . . . . 7 77.8% 0 0.0 2 22,2

(12) Develop a basic operational plan , . _1 11.1 0 6.0 _8 88.5-
Total items correct* 44 29
Total items incorrect 25 1 9

*
"Correct' response as determined by '"ideal" definition,
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Less than one-half (44 percent) of the county-municipal civil defense
directors ccrrectly stated that Item 10, "Promote the licensing, marking and
stocking of . ., . buildings," was one of the '"responsibilities" of county
board members.

A majority of county-municipal civil defense directors correct!y stated
that Items 9 and 12 were 'non-responsibilities" of county board members.

About 89 percent correctly stated that county board members were not to
"Develop a basic operational plan (Item 12)." And about 67 percent correctly
stated that one of the "non-responsibilities' of county board members was
"Coordinate efforts of fire services ., , . (Item 9)."

Over one-half of the county-municipal civil defense directors incorrectly
stated that Items 1, 4, 5 and 8 were "responsibilities" when they were actually
"non-responsibilities,"” About 67 percent incorrectly stated that county board
members were to "Be in charge following natural disasters . . . (Item 8)."
About 56 percent incorrectly stated that county board members were to 'Prepare
an annual civil defense budget (Item 1)," "Appoint the county-municipal civil
defense director (Item &4)," and "Direct the activities of the county-municipal
civil defense director (Item 5)." In doing so, they were disagrceing with the

"ideal'" role definition,

Aggregative item analysis A total of 108 item-decisions were

made by tie nine county-municipal civil defense direc-ors about rc.e respon-

sibilities of county board members, (Nfne local directors times 12 possible

responsibilities equal 108 item-decisions). Utilizing the ideal role defini-
tion as a basis for analysis, 54 of these item-decisions were about responsi-
bility items and 54 about non-responsibility items,

Of the 54 county board member responsibility items, 44 (82 percent) were
correctly tdentified by local civil defense directors as responsibility items,
Nine (16 percent) of the responsibility {tems were incorrectly identified by
civil defense directors as non-responsibility ftems, On only one item did a
director state he did not know whether the {tem was a responsibility or none
respensibility of county board members,

Of the 54 non-responsibility items, 29 (54 percent) were correctly

identitied by local civil defense directors as non-rcsponsibility iteme,




l—"

49

Twenty-five (46 percent) of the non-respunsibility items were incorrectly
identified as county board member responsibility items by local civil defense
directors,

Thus, of the 108 items pertaining to county board members, county-muni-
cipal civil defense directors correctly identified 73 items (68 percent) and
incorrectly identified 35 items (32 percent). One conclusion from the above
analysis is that county-municipal civil defense directors have a better
understanding of actual role responsibilities of county board members than
they do of non-responsibilities. Almost one-half of the county board member
non-responsibility items were incorrectly s2en by local directors to be respon-
sibilaty items of county board members, One implication of the above analysis
is that an evaluation of efforts to clarify county-municipal civil defense
directors' definitions of county board members' responsibilities and non-

responsibilities would appear to be needed,

Individual county-municipal civil defense directors as the unit of

analysis

1. How many of the six ideal county board member responsibility items

did each county-municipal civil defense director correctly identify as role
responsibilities?

2. How many of the total possible county board member responsibility
items did each county-municipal civil defense director correctly identify
as efther a responsibility or a non-responsibility of county board members?

The answer to Question | is presented in Table 8, Two local directors
correctly identified all the ideal responsibility {tems as county board mem-
ber responsibilities, Two-thirds of the directors correctly identified five
of the six f{teme ac couwrty beoard menber responsivilities, One director cor-
rectly identified only two of the six items as county board member responsi-
bilities,

The ar<wer to Question 2 i{s presented {n Table 9. The directors' scores
range from six to 1l in Table 9, Four of the directors correctly identified
cight or more of the {tems, The remaining five directors correctly identi-

fied six or seven of the 12 items,
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Table 8, Number of "correci' responses to 'responsibility' items

Role-definers: county-municipal civil deferse directors
Role defined: county board members

Number of '"correct" Number of
responses to directors
"responsibility" items No, “of 9

0 0 0.0

1 0 0.0

2 1 11.1

3 0 0.0

4 0 0.0

5 6 66.7

6 2 22.2

Total 9 100.0

Table 9. Number of 'correct' responses to both ''responsibility" and '"non-
responsibility"” {tems

Role-definers: county-municipal civil defense directors A%
Role defined: county board members 3
Number of 'correct' responses Number of ?
to both "responsibility" directors 3
and "non-responsibility" {tems No. T ol 9 :
0 0 0.0
1 0 9.0
2 o 0.0
3 0 0.0
4 0 0.0
5 0 0.0 ,
6 2 22.2 1
? 3 3.3
] 1 11.1
9 1 11.1
10 1 11.1
11 1 11.1 ]
12 0 0.0 E
Total 9 99.9

A comparison of Tables 8 and 9 shows that there is somewhat greater con-
sensus among directors concerning the county board member's role responsi-
bilities than there is when both resnonsibilities ond non-responsibilities

are considered,
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County board member's role: summary comparisons
Y P

Three consensus comparisons have been discussed.

Consensus Comparisons

1, 2 and 3 have focused upon the degree to which county board members' maycrs’
and county-municipal civil defense directors' definitions of the county board

members' civil defense role corresponded to an ideal definition of the county

board members' role., The analysis in each comparison (1, 2 and 3) focused on

questions pertaining to each individual comparisou,

In this summary section some additional questions will be asked which

compare the findings of Consensus Comparisons 1, 2 and 3,

Possible role responsibility items as units of analysis

Individual item analysis
1,

For each "possible county board member responsibility” item, to
what extent did county board members, mayors, and county-municipal civil

defense directors agree that it was a responsibility of county board members?

2. TFor each '"possible county board member respeonsibility" item, to

what extent did county board members, mayors, and county-municipal civil

defense directors correctly state that the item was {or was not) a responsi-
bility, based upon an "ideal" definition of the county board member's role?
The answers to each of the above questions is found in Table 10,

(Table 10 is a summary of Tables 1, 4 and 7.) Table 10 presents the answer to
summary Question 1 in that it shows for each possible county board member's role
item the percentage of county board members, mayors, and civil defense directors
who stated that the role item was a county board member's responsibility. By
comparing these percentages one can see the extent to which the three role-
definers agreed that an item was a responsibility of county board members,

whether or not it was a responsibility based upon an ide 1l definition of the

couvnty board member's role, For example, an analysis of Item 5 indicates

that slightly over one-half of each role-definer group stated that this item
was a responsibility of county board member's and, thus, were in agreament

about the roie item, even though the role item was not a responsibility item
according to the ideal role definition utilized in this research report, The

three role-definer groups were in general agreement that Items 3, 6 and 7 were
responsibilities of county board members,

There was more deviation in their
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Tsble 16. County board members' role responsibilities, as seen by all role-
definers (county board members, mayors, and couaty-municipal civil
defense divectors) (Summary of Tables 1, 4 and 7)

Role-definers

List of possible responsibilities Board Local CD  Aggre-
of county board members members Mayors directors gate
% of 9 % of 21 % of 9 % of 39

(1) Prepare an annual civil defense

T o S T 8 55.6 53.8
*b(2) Appoint one of its members to the
Joint County-Municipal Civil Defense
Administration . ., ., ., . . ... . 44,4 42.9 88.9 53.8
* (3) Appropriate funds for civil defense 100.0 50.5 88.9 92.3
(4) Appoint the county-municipal civil
defense director , . . . . . . . . 88.9 57.1 55.6 64.1
{5) Direct the activities of the county-
municipal civil defense director ., 55.6 66.7 55.6 61.5
* (6) Prepare for continuity of govern-
ment in an emergency , . . . . . . 88,9 76.2 88.9 82.1
* (7) Develop a plan for the preservation
of essential records , . .. ... 100.0 90.5 100.0 94.9
(8) Be in charge following natural
disasters in the county . . . . . . 77.8 52,4 66.7 61.5
(9) Coordinate efforts of fire services
inthecounty ., . . . . ... ... 444 38.1 33.3 38.5
*(10) Promote the licensing, marking and
stocking of shelter spacas in
buildings . . . . . . ¢« « . « . .« o« 55,6 76,2 44,4 64,1
*(11) Establish an Emergency Operating
Center for government , . . . , . ., 66,7 81,0 77.8 76.9
(12) Develop a basic operational plan , 0.0 19,0 11.1 12.8

The percentage of respondents answering ''yes'" when asked if an item repre-
sents a responsibility,

bAn asterisk before an item indi~w.ces that the "correct" response should
be "yes" according to the "ideal" role definition,
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agreement that Items 2, 4, 8, 10 and 11 were responsibility items. Approxi-
mately one-third to one-half of each role-definer group stated that Items 1
and 9 were responsibilities of county board members. One-half to two-thirds
stated that Item 5 was a responsibility. There was general agreement that
Item 12 was not a responsibility of county board members,

Table 10 also presents the answers to summary Question 2, The asterisks
in front of Items 2, 3, 6, 7, 10 and 11 indicate the correct county board
responsibility items, based upon an ideal role definitior.

Almost all of the respondents in the three role-de iner groups correctly
stated that Items 3, 6 and 7 were responsibilities of county board members.
From two-thirds to four-fifths of each role-definer group correctly stated
that ltem 11 was a responsibility of county board members. On Items 2 and
10 the role-definers varied considerably in correctly stating that these
items were responsibilities of county board members.

Over one-half of each recle-definer group incorrectly stated that Items

4, 5 and 8 were responsibilities of county board members, Approximately one-

half of each role-definer group incorr.ctly stated that Item 1 was a respon-

sibility of county board members. Approximately one-third of each group

incorrectly stated that Item 9 was a responsibility. Most role-definers

correctly stated that Item 12 was not a responsibility of county board members,

Aggregative item analysis A summary cof the aggregative item

analysis for the county board member's role is presented in Table 11, Columns
1, 2 and 3 present in summary form the analyses already developed in the
respective discussions of Consensus Comparisons 1, 2 and 3, Column 4 sum-
marizes all responses for the three role-definer groups.

By comparing the percentages found in Columns 1, 2 and 3, one can see

that for responsibility items county board members and mayors had the same

percentage (76 percent) of correct item-decisions, while ccunty-municipal
civil defense directors had a higher percentage (82 percent) of correct item-
decisions, When all three role-definers are pooled in Column 4, it can be
seen that they correctly identified over three-fourths (77 percent) of the
responsibility items,

When comparing percentages for non-responsibility items, one can see

that county-municipal civil defense directors had a higher percentage (54
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percent) of correct item-decisions than either county board members (39
percent) or mayors (32 percent), County board members had a somewhat greater
understanding of the non-responsibility items than did the mayors, When all
three role-definers are pooled in Column &4 of Table 11, it cen be seen that
they correctly identified only 38 percent of the non-responsibility items,
When both responsibility and non-responsibility items are combined, it
can be seen that the county-municipal civil defense directors had the greatest
understanding of the county board role items, They correctly responded to
68 percent of the items, compared to 57 percent correct by the county board
members themselves, and 54 percent correct by the mayors., When all three
groups of role-definers are pooled in Column 4, it can be seen that, combined,

they correctly identified approximately 58 percent of the items.

Individual role-definer as the unit of analysis

1. How many of the six ideal county board member responsibility items
did each role-definer correctly identify as a civil defense responsibility
of county board members. When the individual role-definer is taken as the
unit of analysis, are the percentages of individual correctly responding to
all items the same for each role-definer group, or does one group appear to
have a greater understanding of the county board member's role?

2. How many of the total (12) possible role responsibility items did
each role-definer correctly identify as either a responsibility or a non-
responsibility of county board members, When the individual role-definer is
taken as the unit of analysis, are the percentages of individuals correctly
responding to all 12 items the same for each role-definer group, or does one
group appear to have a greater understanding of civil defense role of county
board members?

The answer to Question 1 is presented in Table 12, A larger percentage
of directors correctly answered all six responsibility it.ans than did mayors
or board members, Likewise, a larger percentage of mayors correctly answered
six items than did board members, And & larger percentage of mayors
correctly answered either five or six items than did county board members.
One director and three mayors and no county board members answered less than
four items correctly. When all role-definers are pooled and considered in

the aggregate, two-thirds correctly identified five or six responsibility items.




56

Table 12, Number of "correct" responses to "responsibility" items
(Summary of Tabies 2, 5, 8)

Role-definers: all role-definers
Role defined: county board members

Position of role-definers

Number of "correct" Board Local CD

responses to ''re- members Mayors directors ;ggregate
sponsibility" items % of % of % of % of
No. 9 No, 21 No. 9 No. 39

0 0 0.0 1 4.8 0 0.0 1 2.6

1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

2 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 11.1 1 2,6

3 0 0.0 2 9.5 0 0.0 2 5.1

4 5 55.6 3 14, 0 0.0 8 20.5

5 3 33.3 12 57.1 6 66.7 21 53.8

6 1 11,1 3 14,3 2 22,2 6 15.4

Total 9 100.0 21 100.0 9 100.0 39 100.0

The answer to Question 2 is presented in Table 13, When both respon-
sibility and non-responsibility items are analyzed, local civil defense
directors distribute themselves as more knowledgeable about the county board
member's role than do mayors and county board members, Mayors distribute
themselves over a wider range than do county board members, As a result,
five of the mayors had a better understanding of the county board member's
role than any of the county board members in the study, At the same time, a
much larger percentage of mayors had six or fewer items correct (57 percent)

than did county board members (22 percent).
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Table 13,

Number of "correct" responses to both "responsibility"” and '"non-
responsibility" items

(Summary of Tables 3, 6, 9)

Role-definers:
Role-defined:

all role-definers
county board members

Number of "'correct"

responses to both Board Local CD
"responsibility" and members Mayors directors
"non-responsibility " % of % of % of

items 9 No. 21 No, 9

Position of role-definers

When all role-definers are pooled, approximately one-third correctly

identified eight or more items, one-fourth identified seven items, and 40
percent identified six or fewer items correctly, The aggregate distribution
approximates a normal distribution.
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Chapter 6

CONSENSUS COMPARISONS (MAYOR'S ROLE)

Mayor's Civil Defense Role

The consensus comparisons in this chapter focus on the understanding
of the three groups of role-definers of the "ideal" civil defense role of
mayors., The analyses are carried out by utilizing the same twe units of
analysis as in the previous chapter. One of the units of analysis is the

"possible responsibility" item, The other unit of analysis is the indi-
vidual role-definer,
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Consensus Comparison 4: county board members’ definitions of the mayor's civil

defense role compared with an "ideal" definition of that role

Possible role responsibility items as units of analysis

Individual item analysis

1. For each '"possible mayor responsibility" item, how many county board

members said ''yes" it was a civil defense responsibility of mayors? (Or said
"no" it wasn't? Or said "don't know"?)

2, For =ach "possible mayor responsibility' item, how many county board

members correctly said it was or was not a civil defense responsibility of
mayors, based upon an '"ideal" role definition?

The answer to each of the above questions is found in Table 14, Table
14 presents the answer to Question | in that it shows fur each possille roie
item the number and percentage of county board members indicating "yes," it
is the mayor's responsibility, "don't know" if it is the mayor's responsi-
bility, or "no," it is not the mayor's responsibility,

Table 14 presents the answer to Question 2 because the asterisks show
the correct response to responsibility Items 1, 3, 4, 5 and 7 (see the 'yes"
column in Table 14) and the correct response to non-responsibility Items 2
and 6 (see the "no" column in Table 14), based upon an :deal role definition,

The majority of county board members correctly stated that Items 1, 3,

4, and 7 were "responsibilities' of mayors. One-hundred percent correctly

stated that mayors were to "Attend or send a representative to Joint
Administration meetings , . . (Item l)," "Prepare for continuity of government
in an emergency (Item 3)," and "Attend civil defense information and training
programs (Item 4)." Approximately 78 percent correctly stated that the mayors
were to "Promote the licensing, marking and stocking of , . . buildirgs (Item
n."

Most of the county board members incorrectly stated that Item 5 was not

a "responsibility" of mayors. About 89 percent incorrectly stated that mayors

were not to "Develop and conduct civil defense training programs (Item 5)."
The majority of county board members correctly stated that Items 2 and 6

were ''non-responsibilities' of mayors. About 89 percent correctly stated

that mayo~s were not to "Disseminate anti-communist literature (Item 6). "
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Table 14, Mayors' role, as defined by county board members

Is it the mayors'
responsibility?

List of possible responsibilities

of mayors County board members' definition

YES DK NO
7% of % of % of
No. 9 No, 9 No. 9

(1)

(2)

(3

(4

(5)

(6)
N

Attend or send a representative to

Joint County-Municipal Civil Defense

Administration meetings (or, Attend

CD planning meetings) . . . . . . . . 9 100.0x O 0.0 0 0.0

Direct the activities of the county-
muonicipal civil defense director , ., 3 33.3 1 11.1 S 55,6*

Prepare for continuity of government
in an emergency . ., . ., . . . . . . . 9 100.0* O 0.0 0 0.0

Attend civil defense information and
training programs ., . ., . . . . . . . 9 100.0* O 0.0 0 0.0

Develop and conduct civil defense

training programs . ., . . . . . . . . 1 11.1* 0 0.0 8 88.9
Disseminate anti-communist literature 1 11,1 0 0.0 3 88,9%
Promote the licensing, marking and

stocking of shelter spaces in build-

L - L 0.0 _2 22,2
*
Total items correct . . . 35 13
Total ftems incorrect , . 4 1 10

*
"Correct” response as determined by "ideal’ definition,
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And about 56 percent correctly stated that mayors were not to "Direct the

activities of the county-municipal civil defense director (Item 2)."

Aggregative item analysis 4 -otal of 63 item-decisions were

made by the nine county board members about the mayor's role responsibilities.

(Nine county board members times seven possible responsibilities equal 63
item-decisions), Utilizing the ideal role as a basis for analysis, 45 of
these item-decisions were about responsibility items and 18 about non-respon-
sibility items,

Of the 45 mayor responsibility items, 35 (78 percent) were correctly
identified by county board members as responsibility items. Ten (22 percent)
of the responsibility items were incorrectly identified by county board mem-
bers as non-responsibility items. In no case did & county board member state
he did not know whether the item was a responsibility or non-responsibility
of mayors.

Of the 18 mayor non-responsibility items, 13 (72 percent) were correctly
identified by county board members as non-responsibility items., Four (22
percent) of the non-responsibility items were incorrectly identified as mayor
responsibility items by county board members, On only one item did a board
member state he did not know whether the item was a responsibility or non-
responsibility of mayors,

Thus, of the 63 item-decisions pertaining to maycrs, county board mem-
bers correctly identified 48 items (76 percent) and incorrectly identif:cd
15 items (24 percent). One conclusion from the above analysis is that county
board members have approximately the same understanding of actual role respon-
sibilitics of mayors as they do of non-vesponsibilities. Almost three-fourths
of both responsibility and non-responsibility {tems of mayors were correctly
identified by board members. One implication of the above analysis is that
an sdditfonal effort to clarify county board members' definitions of mayors'

responsibilities and non-responsibilities might help improve role under-
standing.

Individual county board members as the unit of anaiysis

1. How many of the five ideal mayor responsibiiity ftems did each

county board member correctly identify as role responsibilities?
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2. How many of the total (seven) possible mayor respuusibility items
did each county board member correctly identify as either & responsibility
or a non-responsibility of mayors?

The answer to Question 1 is presented in Table 15, None of the county
board members correctly identified all the ideal responsibility items as
mayor responsibilities. Eighty-nine percent of the county board members
correctly identified four of the five items as mayor responsibilities., One

county board member correctly identified three of the five items as mayor

responsibilities,

Table 15. Number of '"correct' responses to 'responsibility' items

Role-definers: county board members
Role defined: mayors

Number of "correct" Number of

responses to county board members
"responsibility" items No. % of 9

0 0 0.0

1 0 0.0

2 0 0.0

3 1 11.1

4 8 88.9

5 0 0.0

Total 9 100.0

The answer to Question 2 is presented in Table 16, None of the county
board members correctly identified all seven items. All of the county

board members correctly i{dentiiied five or six of the seven items.
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Table 16, Number of "correct" responses to both '"responsibility" and "non-
responsibility"” items

Role-definers: county board membere
Role defined: mayors

Number of "correct'" responses Number of
to both "responsibility" county board members
and "non-responsibility" {tems No. % of 9
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Consensus Comparison 5: mayors' definition of the mayor's civil defense role

compared with an "ideal" definition of that role

Possible role responsibility items as units of analysis

Individual item analysis

1. For each "possible mayor respensibility" item, how many mayors said
"yes'" it was a civil defense responsibility of mayors? (Or said "no" it
wasn't? Or said "don't know"?)

2. For each '"possible mayor responsibility'" item, how many mayors cor-
rectly said it was or was not a civil defense responsibility of mayors, based
upon an “ideal” roie definition?

The answer to each of the above questions is found in Table 17, Table 17
presents the answer to Question 1 because it shows for each possible role item
the number and percentage of mayors indicating "yes," it is the mayor's respon-
sibility, 'don't know" if it is the mayor's responsibility, or "no," it is
not the mayor's responsibility,

Table 17 presents the answer to Question 2 in that the asterisks show
the correct response to responsibility Items 1, 3, 4, 5 and 7 (see the "yes"
column in Table 17) and the correct response to non-responsibility Items 2
and 6 (see the "no'" column in Table 17), based upon an ideal role definition.

The majority of mayors correctly stated that Items 1, 3, 4, and 7 were

"responsibilities," Over 95 percent correctly stated that mayors were to

"Attend or send a representative to Joint , , ., Administration meetings . . .
(Item 1)" and "Attend civil defense information and training programs (Item 4)."
About 86 percent correctly stated that it was the responsibility of mayors to
"Prepare for continuity of government in an emergency (Item 3)." And over 76
percent correctly stated that the mayors were to '"Promote the licensing, mark-
ing and stocking of , ., . buildings (Jtem 7)."

Nearly 86 percent of the mayors incorrectly stated that mayors were not
to "Develop and conduct civil defense training programs (Item 5)."

The majority of mayors correctly stated that Items 2 and 6 were '"non-

responsibilities" of mayors., About 86 percent correctly stated that mayors

were not to 'Disseminate anti-communist literature (Item 6)." And about 62
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Table 17. Mayors' role, as defined by mayors

Is it the mayors'

responsibility?
List of possible responsibilities Mayors' definition
of mayors
YES_ DK NO
% of % of % of

No. 21 No. 21 No, 21

(1) Attend or send a representative to
Joint County-Municipal Civil Defense
Administration meetings (or, Attend

CD planning meetings) . . . .. ... 20 952« 0 00 1 48

(2) Direct the activities of the county-
municipal civil defense director ., ., 7 33.3 1 4,8 13 61,9%

(3) Prepare for continuity of government
in an emergency , ., . . . e e e e s 18 85.7% O 0.0 3 14,3

(4) Attend civil defense information and
training programs ., . . . . . . . . . 20 95.2% O 0.0 1 4.8

(5) Develop and conduct civil defense
training programs . . . . . . . . . . 2 9,5% 1 4,8 18 85,7

(6) Disseminate anti-communist literature 2 9.5 1 4,8 18 85,7%

(7) Promote the licensing, marking and
stocking of shelter spaces in build-

ings . . ......0.0..... 16 76,2 0 00 5 23.8
Total items correct* 76 31
Total items incorrect 9 3 28

*
"Correct" response as determined by "ideal' definition,

percent correctly stated that mayors were not to '"Direct the activities of
the county-municipal civil defense director (Item 2).'" That is, the items

were '"non-responsibilities.,"

Aggregative item analysis A total of 147 item-decisions were
made by the 21 mayors about the mayor's role responsibilities, (Twenty-one

mayors times seven possible responsibilities equal 147 item-decisions,)
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Utilizing the ideal role as a basis for analysis, 105 of these item-decisions
were about responsibility items and 42 about non-responsibility items,

Of the 105 mayor responsibility items, 76 (72 percent) were correctly
identified by mayors as responsibility items., Twenty-eight (26,7 percent)
of the responsibility items were incorrectly identified by mayors as non-
responsibility items. On only one responsibility item did a mayor state he
did not know whether the item was a responsibility or non-responsibility of
mayors,

Of the 42 mayor non-responsibility items, 31 (74 percent) were correctly
identified by mayors as non-responsibility items. Nine (21 percent) of the
non-responsibility items were incorrectly identified as mayor responsibility
items by mayors. On only two non-responsibility items did mayors state they
did not know whether the item was a responsibility or non-responsibility of
mayors.

Thus, of the 147 item-decisions pertaining to mayors, mayors correctly
identified 107 items (73 percent) and incorrectly identified 40 items (27 per-
cent), One conclusion from the above analysis is that mayors have approxi-
mately the same understanding of ictual role responsibilities of mayors as
they do of non-responsibilities, Approximately three-fourths of both respon-
sibility and non-responsibility items of mayors were correctly identified by
mayors., One implication of the above analysis is that an evaluation of efforts
to clarify mayors' definitions of mayors' responsibilities and non-responsi-

bilities might increase the mayors' understanding of their role.

Individual mayors as the unit of analysis

1. How many of the five ideal mayor responsibility items did each mayor
correctly identify as role responsibilities?

2, How many of the total (seven) possible mayor responsibility items
did each mayor correctly identify as either a responsibility or a non-respon-
sibility of mayors?

The answer to Question 1 is presented in Table 18, One mayor correctly
identified all the ideal responsibility items as mayor responsibilities,
Nearly two-thirds of the mayors correctly identified four of the five items
as mayor responsibilities, And approximately one-fourth correctly identified
three items correctly, Two mayors correctly identified only two of the five

items as mayor responsibilities,
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Table 18, Number of "correct" responses to 'responsibility" items

Role-definers: mayors
Role defined: mayors

Number of *'correct Number of
responges to mMAayors
"responsibility" items No. % of 21
> 0 0.0
1 0 9.0
2 2 9.5
3 5 23.8
4 13 61.9
5 Al 4.8
Total 21 100.0

The answer to Question 2 is presented in Table 19. The mayors' scores
range from four to six in Table 19. Seventeen of the mayors correctly
identified five or six of the items., The remaining four mayors correctly

identified four of the seven items.

Table 19, Number of '"correct' responses to both "responsibility'" and "non-
responsibility" items

Role-definers: mayors
Role defined: mayors

Number of '"correct' responses Number of
to both "responsibility" mayors
and "non-responsibility" items No. % of 21

0 0 0.0

1 0 0.0

2 0 0.0

3 0 0.0

4 4 19.0

5 11 52.4

6 6 28.6

7 0 0.0

Total 21 100.0
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Consensus Comparison 6: local civil defense directors' definitions of the

mayor's civil defense role compared with an "ideal" definition of that role

Possible role .esponsibility items as units of analysis

Individual item analysis

1. For each "possible mayor responsibility” item, how many local
civil defense directors said "yes" it was a civil defense responsibility of
mayors? (Or said "no" it wasn't? Or said '"don't know"?)

2. For each "possible mayor responsibility" item, how many local
civil defense directors correctly said it was or was not a civil defense
responsibility of mayors, based upon an "ideal" role definition?

The answer to each of the above questions is found in Table 20, Table
20 presents the answer to Question 1 because it shows for each possible role
item the number and percentage of local civil defense directors indicating
"yes," it is the mayor's responsibility, "don't know" if it is the mayor's
responsibility, or '"no," it is not the mayor's responsibility,

Table 20 presents the answer to Question 2 in that the asterisks show
the correct response to responsibility Items 1, 3, 4, 5 and 7 (see the "yes"
column in Table 20) and the correct response to non-responsibility Items 2
and 6 (see the "no" column in Table 20), based upon an ideal role definition,

The majority of county-municipal civil defense directors correctly stated

that Items 1, 3, 4 and 7 were 'responsibilities," One-hundred percent cor-

rectly stated that mayors were to "Prepare for continuity of government in
an emergency (Item 3)." Nearly 89 percent correctly stated that it was the
responsibility of mayors to "Attend or send a representative to Joint . . .
Administration meetings ., . . (Item 1)" and "Attend civil defense information
and training programs (Item 4)." Approximately 78 percent correctly stated
that the mayors were to "Promote the licensing, marking and stocking of , . .
buildings (Item 7)."

Most of the county-municipal civil defense directors incorrectly stated
that Item 5 was not a "responsibility." Nearly 67 percent incorrectly stated

that mayors were not to "Develop and conduct civil defense training programs
(Item 5)."

The majority of county-municipal civil defense directors correctly stated

that Item 6 was a "non-responsibility" of mayors, About 78 percent correctly
stated that mayors were not to "Disseminate anti-communist literature (Item 6).”
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Table 20, Mayors' role, as seen by county-municipal civil defense directors

Is it the mayors'

responsibility?
List of possible responsibilities Directors' definition
of mayors
YES DK NO
% of % of % of
No. 9 No. 9 No. 9

(1) Attend or send a representative to

Joint County-Municipal Civil Defense

Administration meetings (or, Attend

CD planning meetings) . . . . . . . . 8 88,9« 0 0.0 1 11,1
(2) Direct the activities of the county-

municipal civil defense director , ., 5 55,6 0 0.0 4 44 4%
(3) Prepare for continuity of government

inan emergency . . . . . . . 0 4 . . 9 100,0% O 0.0 0 0.0
(4) Attend civil defense information and

training programs . . . . . . . . . . 8§ 88.9% O 0.0 1 11.1
(5) Develop and conduct civil defense

training programs . ., . . . . . . . . 3 33,3+ O 0.0 6 66.7
(6) Disseminate anti-communist literature 2 22,2 0 0.0 7 77.8%
(7) Promote the licensing, marking and

stocking of shelter spaces in

buildings . . . . ... ... .... _1 77,8 O 0.0 _2 22,2

Total items correct* k)] 11
Total items incorrect 7 0 10

*
"Correct" response as determined by "ideal" definition,

More than half of the county-municipal civil defense directors incorrectly

stated that mayors were to '"Direct the activities of the county-municipal

civil defense director (Item 2)." 1In doing so, they were disagreeing with

the "ideal'" role definition,

Aggregative item analysis A total of 63 item-decisions were
made by the nine county-municipal civil defense directors about the mayor's
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role responsibilities.

(Nine county-municipal civil defense directcrs times

seven possible responsibilities equal 63 item-decisions). Utilizing the ideal

role as a basis for analysis, 45 of these item-decisions were about responsi-
bility items and 18 about non-responsibility items,

Of the 45 mayor responsibility items, 35 (78 percent) were correctly
identified by county-municipal civil defense directors as responsibility items.

i
Ten (22 percent) of the responsibility items were incorrectly identified by i

civil defense directors as non-responsibility items, In no case did a

director state he did not know whether the item was a responsibility or non-
responsibility of mayors.

0f the 18 mayor non-responsibility items, 11 (61 percent) were correctly

identified by county-municipal civil defense directors as non-responsibility
items,

Seven (39 percent) of the non-responsibility items were incorrectly

identified as mayor responsibility items by county-municipal civil defense
directors,

Thus, of the 63 item-decisions pertaining to mayors, county-municipal

civil defense directors correctly identified 46 items (73 percent) and incor-

rectly identified 17 items (27 percent), One conclusion from the above

analysis is that county-municipal civil defense directors have a slightly

better understanding of actual role responsibilities of maydrs than they do

of non-responsibilities of mayors. Approximately 40 percent of the non-

responsibility items were incorrectly seen to be responsibility items of
mayors.,

One implication of the agbove analysis is that additional efforts to
clarify county-municipal civil defense directors' definitions of mayors'
responsibilities and non-responsibilities may be needed.

Individual county-municipal civil defense directors as the unit of analysis
ln

How many of the five ideal mayor responsibility items did each

county-municipal civil defensc director correctly identify as role responsi-
bilities?

2,

How many of the total (seven) possible mayor responsibility items did
cach county-municipal civil defensc director correctly identify as cither a

responsibility or a non-responsibility of mayors?

The answer to Question ! is presented in Table 21, Two county-municipal

civi]l defense directors correctly identified all the ideal responsibility ftems
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Table 21, Number of "correct" responses to "responsibility' items

Role-definers: county-municipal civil defense directors
Role defined: mayors

—— ey o=

o>
T Number of 'correct" Number of
‘ responses to directors
"responsibility" items No. % of 9
0 0 0.0
1 0 0.0
2 1 11.1
- 3 1 11.1
’ 4 5 55.6
5 2 22,2
¥ Total 9 100.0
i
A ; as mayor responsibilities, Approximately one-half of the directors correctly
r - identified four of the five items as mayor responsibilities. One director cor-

’ rectly identified two and another three of the five items as mayor responsi-

i bilities.

’ - The answer to Question 2 is presented in Table 22, The directors' scores
4 . range from four to seven, Seven of the directors correctly identified five or

‘ § - more of the items, The remaining two directors correctly identified four of

- the seven {tems.

Table 22, Number of '"correct" responses to both "responsibility" and "non-
responsibility” items

. Role-definers: county-municipal civil defense directors
Role defined: mayors

Number of 'correct" responses umber of
to both "responsibility" irectors
and "non-responsibility" {tems No. % of 9
0 0 0.0
1 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
3 0 0.0
4 2 22,2
5 5 55.6
6 1 11
| 7 R} 11,1
| Total 9 100.0
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Mayor's role: summary comparisons

Three consensus comparisons have been discussed in this chapter., Con-
sensus Comparisons &4, 5 and 6 have focused upon the degree to which county
board members, mayors, and county-municipal civil defense directors' defini-
tions of the mayor's civil defense role corresponded to an ideal definition
of the mayor's civil defense role. The analysis in each comparison focused

on questions pertaining to cach individual comparison, In this summary section

some additional questions will be asked which compare the findings of Consensus

Comparisons 4, 5 and 6,

Possible role responsibility items as units of analysis

Individual item analysis

1. For each "possible mayor responsibility" item, to what extent
did county board members, mayors, and county-municipal civil defense directors
agree that it was a responsibility of mayors?

2. For each "possible mayor responsibility" item, to what extent
did county board members, mayors, and county-municipal civil defense directors

correctly state that the item was (or was not) a responsibility, based upon

o R s

an "ideal" definition of the mayor's role?

The answers to each of the above questions are found in Table 23, (Table
23 is a summary of Tables 14, 17 and 20.) Table 23 presents the answer to
summary Question 1 in that it shows for each possible mayor role item the
percentage of county board members, mayors, and civil defense directors who
stated that it was & responsibility of mayors, By comparing these percentages
one can see the extent to which the three role-definers agreed that sn item
vas a responsibility of mayors, wvhether or not {t was a resporsibility dbased
upon an ideal definition of the mayor's role., The three role-definer groups
were in general sgreement that Items 1, J and & wers responsibilities of
mayors. Approximately three-fourths of each role-definer group stated that
Item 7 was a vesponsibility of mayors. Almost none of the role-definers
staled that Item 5 was 3 responsibility ftem, There was gencral agreement
that Jtem & was not a responsibility of mayors. Approximastely one-third to

one-half of the role-deffiners in cach a group agreed that Item 2 was a respon-
sibility.
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Table 23, Mayors' role responsibilities, as seen by all role-definers
(county board members, mayors, and county-municipal civil defense
directors) (Summary of Tables 14, 17 and 20,)

Role-definers

List of possible responsibilities Board Local CD  Aggre-
of mayors members Mayors directors gate

% of 9 % of 21 % of 9 % of 39

*a(l) Attend or send a representative to
Joint County-Municipal Civil Defense
Administration meetings (or, Attend b
CD planning meetings) . . . . . . . 100,0 95.2 88.9 94.9

(2) Direct the activities of the
courity-municipal civil defense
director , ., . . . .. ... ... 333 33,3 55.6 38.5

*(3) Prepare for continuity of govern-
ment in an emergency ., . ., .. , . 100,0 85,7 100,0 92.3

*(4) Attend civi] defense information
and training programs . , , . ., ., . 100.0 95,2 88.9 94.9

*(5) Develop and conduct civil defense
training programs . . . . . . ., , . 11,1 9.5 33.3 15.4

1 ' (6) Disseminate anti-communist
' literature ., . . . . . .. A SIS | 9.5 22.2 12.8

*(7) Promote the licensing, marking and
stocking of shelter spaces {n
buildings . . . . . . .. ... .. 77,8 76,2 71.8 6.9

%an asterfsk before an item indicates that the ".crrect' response should
be "yes" according to the "ideal" role deffinition,

bThe etcentage figures indicate the percentage of respondents ({n the
respective columns) answering ‘“yes' wvhen asked {f a given ftem (s part of the
role in question.

e
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Table 23 also presents the answers to summary Question 2, The asterisks
in front of Items 1, 3, 4, 5 and 7 indicate the correct mayor responsibility
items, based upon an ideal role definition,

Almost all of the respondents in the three role-definer groups correctly
stated that Items !, 3 and 4 were responsibilities of mayors, Three-fourths
of each role-definer group correctly stated that Item 7 was a responsibility
of mayors. On Item 5 the role-definers varied considerably in correctly

stating that this item was a responsibility, and must responses were incorrect.

Over one-half of the directors incorrectly stated that Item 2 was a respon-

sibility of mayors (when, in fact, it was not a responsibility), compared to
only one-third of the role-definers in the other two groups. Most of the

role-definers in each group correctly stated the item was not a responsibility.

Aggregative item analysis A summary of the aggregative item

analyses for the mayor's role is presented in Table 24, Columns 1, 2 and 3
present in surmary form the analyses already developed in the respective dis-
cussions of Consensus Comparisons 4, 5 and 6, Column &4 is a total column
summarizing all responses for the three role-uc.iner groups.

By comparing the percentages found in Columns 1, 2 and 3, one can see

that for responsibility items all three role-definer groups (county board

members, mayors and local directors) had about the same percentage (75 per-
cent) of correct item decisions, When all three role-definers are pooled in
Column 4. {t can be seen that they correctly identified approximately 75
percent of the responsibility items,

When comparing percentages of non-responsibility items one can see that

county board meabers and mayors had a somevhat greater understanding of the
non-respungibility items than did the local directors. VWhen all three role-
definers are pooled in Column 4 of Table 24 {t can be scen that they correctly
identificd sbout 7t percent of the non-regponsibility items,

When hoth responsibility and non-responsibility {tems are ceaubined, (t
can be seen that county board members had the greatost understanding of the
roie items, although there is almost no difference between the three role-
definer groups. Couunty board members correctly stated 76 percent of the
items, compared to 73 percent correct by the mayors themsclves, and 73 per-

cent correct oy the directors. When all three groups of role-definers are

e
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pooled in Columm 4, it can he seen that, combined, they correctly identified
approximately 74 percent of the items,

Individual role-definer as the unit of analysis

1. How many of the five ideal mayor responsibility items did each role-
definer correctly identify as a responsibility? When the individual role-
definer is the unit of analysis, are the distributions of individuals cor-
rectly responding to all items the sam2 for each role-definer group, or do
members of one group appear to have a greater understanding of the mayor's
role?

2. How many of the total (seven) possible mayor role responsibility
items did each role-definer correctly identify as either a responsibility or
a non-responsibility of mayors? When the individual role-definer is the unit
of analysis, are the distributions of individuals correctly responding to all
seven items the same for each role-definer group, or does one group appear
to have a greater understanding of the mayor's role?

The answer to Question 1 is presented in Table 25, A larger percentage
of directors correctly answered all five responsibility items than did mayors
or board members, But, a larger percentage of county board members correctly
answered four or more items than did mayors or directors, Two mayors and one
director and no county board members answered less than three items correctly,
When all role-definers are pooled and considered in the aggregate, nearly
three-fourths of all respondents correctly identified four or five responsi-
bility items,

The answer to Question 2 is presented in Table 26. When both responsi-
bility and non-responsibility items are analyzed, county board members dis-
tribute themselves as somewhat more knowledgeable about the mayor's role than
either maycrs or county-municipal civil defeuse directors. Directors distri-
bute themselves over a wider range than do the others,

When all role-definers ave pooled, approximately one-third correctly
identified six or more items, one-half correctly identified five items, and
15 percent correctly identified four or less items. The aggregate distri-
bution approximates a normal distribution,

i ot 7"
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Table 25, Number of '"correct' responses to 'responsibility" items
(Summary of Tables 15, 18, 21)

Role-definers: all role-definers
Role-defined: mayors

oy omy =N

X
" Position of role-definers
~ Number of "correct" Board Local CD
o responses to "re- members Mayors directors Aggregate
‘ sponsibility" items % of % of % of % of
- No. 9 No. 21 Ne. 9 No. 39
T 0 0o 00 o0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
o 1 0o 0.0 0 0.0 0 0w 0 0.0 ¥
s 2 0 0.0 2 9.5 1 11.1 3 7.7
. 3 1 11.1 5 23.8 1 11.1 7 17.9
4 8 88,9 13 61.9 5 55.6 26 66.7
5 0 _0.0 _1 4.8 2 22,2 3 13
9 100,0 21 100,0 9 100.0 39 100.0

i

Total
I
f

Table 26, Number of 'correct" responses to both 'responsibility" and 'non-

. responsibility" items /-
i (Summary of Tables 16, 19, 22) S
b Role-definers: all role-definers

- Role-definer: mayors

Number of "correct" Position of role-definers

responses to entire Board Local CD
list of both "respon- members Mayors directors Aggregate
sibility" and “non-
" % of % of % of % of
responsibility" items No. 9 No. 21 No. 9 No. 39
0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
4 0 6.0 4 19.0 2 22,2 6 15.4
5 5 55,6 11 52,4 5 55.6 21 53.8
6 4 44,4 6 28,6 1 11.1 11 28.2
7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 11,1 1 2.6
.. Total 9 100,00 21 100.0 9 100.0 3¢ 100.0
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Chapter 7

CONSENSUS COMPARISONS (DIRECTOR'S ROLE)

Director's Civil Defense Role

The consensus comparisons in this chapter focus on the understanding
of the three groups of role-definers of the "ideal" role of local civil
defense directors. The analyses will be carried out following the same
outiine as in Chapters 5 and 6, The analyses are carried out by utilizing

two units of analysis., One of the units of analysis is the "possible

responsibility" item. The other unit of analysis is the individual role-

definer,

Lyl i 3o A Al
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Consensus Compariscn 7: county board members' definition of the county-

municipal civil defense director's civil defense role compared with an "ideal"
definition of that role

Possible role responsibility items as units of analysis

Individual item analysis

1, For each "possible county-municipal civil defense director
responsibility"” item, how many county board members said '"yes" it was a
responsibility of county-municipal civil defense directors? (Or said '"mno"
it wasn't? Or said "don't know"?)

2, For each "possible county-municipal civil defense director
responsibility" item, how many county board members correctly said it was or
was not a responsibility of county-municipal civil defense directors, based
upon an 'ideal" role definition?

The answer to each of the above questions is found in Table 27, Table
27 presents the answer to Question 1 in that it shows for each possible role
item the number and percentage of county board members indicating 'yes,' it
is the county-municipal civil defense director's responsibility, "don't know"
if it is the county-municipal civil defense director's responsibility, or

no," it is not the director's responsibility,

Table 27 presents the answer to Question 2 in that the asterisks show
the correct response to responsibility Items 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11 and
12 (see the "yes" column in Table 27) and the correct response to non-respon-
sibility Items 2 and 8 (see the "no" column in Table 27), based upon an ideal
role definition,

The majority of county board members correctly stated that Items 1, 3,

5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11 and 12 were "responsibilities" of directors, One-hundred

percent correctly stated that county-municipal civil defense directors were
to "Carry out ., , . public information programs (Item i)," "Develop and con-

duct civil defense training programs (Item 5)," "Carry out the ,

. licensing,
marking and stocking . . . program (Item 9)," "Develop a radiological monitor-
ing capability (Item 10)," and "Work with . . ., organizations on civil defense

(Item 12) ," About 89 percent correctly stated that it was the responsibility
of county-municiple civil defense directors to "Establish an Emergency Operat-
ing Center (Item 3)" and "Obtain . ., . surplus equipment , . . (Item 11),"
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- Table 27, County-municipal civil defense directors' role, as defined by county :
board members

Is it the directors'

responsibility?
List of possible responsibilities County board members' definition
* Getense directors s b ¥o
% of % of 9 of
No. 9 No. 9 No. 9

(1) Carry out civil defense public
information programs . . . . . . . . 9 100,0%# O 0.0 0 0.0

(2) Call out the National Guard in an
EMEIBENCY & & & o o o o & o & o o o 3 33.3 2 22,2 4  44,4%

(3) Establish an Emergency Operating Center 8 88.9% 0 0.0 1 11.1

(4) Prepare for continuity of government
in an emergency . . . . . - . ¢ . o . 3 33,3 0 0.0 6 66,7

(5) Develop and conduct civil defense
training programs ., . . . « « .+ o o 9 100.0% O 0.0 0 6.0

(6) Develop plans to care for evacuees ., 7 77.8% 2 22,2 0 0.0

(7) Be in charge of any natural disaster
in your area . , . . . . . ¢ . . o 6 66,7* O 0.0 3 33.3

(8) Disseminate anti-communist literature 1 11.1 0 0.0 8 88,9*

(9) Carry out the existing licensing, mark-
ing and stocking shelter programs . . 9 100,0* O 0.0 0 0.0

(10) Develop a radiological monitoring
capability * ® ® e o 8 & e 8 & ® e e 9 100.0* 0 000 o 000

(11) Obtain federal surplus equipment for
YOUEr COUNEY . o 4 4 & & o o o o o o » 8 88,9« O 0.0 1 11,1

(12) Work with volunteer organizations on

civil defense ., , . . . . ... ... _9 1000 0 0.0 0 0.0
Total items correct* 77 12
Total items incorrect 4 4 11

*
"Correct" response as determined by "ideal" definition,
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Almost 78 percent correctly stated that county-municipal civil defense directors
were to '"Develop plans to care for evacuees (Item 6)." And nearly 67 percent
correctly stated that county-municipal civil defense directors were to "Be in
charge of , . . natural disaster(s) . . . (Item 7)."

M |

Two-thirds of the county board members (about 67 percent) incorrectly

ol

stated that county-municipal civil defense directors were not to "Prepare for

| continuity of government , , . (Item 4)."

N

The majority of county board members (about 89 percent) correctly stated
that county-municipal civil defense directors were not to "Disseminate anti-

comnunist literature (Item 8)." On one item there was no majority response:

. ,.,..i

"Call out the National Guard in an emergency (Item 2)."

s

Aggregative item analysis A total of 108 item-decisions were
made by the uine county board members about the county-municipal civil defense
director's role responsibilities. (Nine county board members times 12 pos-

sible responsibilities equal 108 item-decisions.) Utilizing the ideal role

- as a basis for analysis, 90 of these item-decisions were about responsibility
. items and 18 about non-responsibility items,

- 0f the 90 county-municipal civi' defense director responsibility items,
77 (86 percent) were correctly identified by county board members as respon-

sibility items. Eleven (12 percent) of the responsibility items were incor-

rectly identified by county board members as non-responsibility items, On
only two items did county board members state they did not know whether the
item was a responsibility or non-responsibility of directors,

0f the 18 county-municipal civil defense director non-responsibiliity

items, 12 (67 percent) were correctly identified by county board members as
non-responaibility items. Four (22 percent) of the non-responsibility items
were incorrectly identified as county-municipal civil defense director respon-
; sibility items by county board members. On only two items did county board
{ members state they did not know whether the item was a responsibility or non-
responaibility of directors.

Thus, of the 108 item-decisions pertaining to county-municipal civil
defense directors, county board members correctly identified 89 ftems (82
percent) and incorrectly identified 19 items (18 percent). One conclusion

from the above analysis {8 that county board members have a better understanding




82

of actual role responsibilities of county-municipal civil defense directors
than they do of non-responsibilities. Over 85 percent of the responsibility
items were correctly identified, while two-thirds of the non-responsibility
items were correctly seen to be non-responsibility items of county-municipal
civil defense directors, One implication of the above analysis is that an
evaluation of efforts to clarify county board members' definitions of county-
municipal civil defense directors' responsibilities and non-responsibilities

may be useful for role understanding,

Individual county board member as the unit of analysis

1, How many of the ten ideal county-municipal civil defense diczecto.
responsibility items did each county board member correctly identify as c.le
responsibilities?

2. How many of the total (12) possible county-municipal civil defense
director responsibility items did each county board member ccrrectly identify
as either a responsibility or a non-responsibility of county-municipal civil
defense directors?

The answer to Question 1 is presented in Table 28, Three county board
members correctly identified all the ideal responsibility items as county-
municipal civil defense director responsibilities, Two-thirds of the county
board members correctly identified at least eight of the ten items as county-
municipal civil defense director's responribilities. One-third of the county
board members correctly identified seven of the ten items.

The answer to Question 2 is presented in Table 29. The county board
members' range from 8 to 12 in Table 29, Six of the county board members
correctly identified ten or more of the items. The remaining three county
board members correctly identified eight or nine of the 12 items,

;
e b W s




83

~y wmm

Table 28, Number of "correct'" responses to ''responsibility" items

o

g Role-definers: county board members
i Role defined: county-municipal civil defense directors
: Number of "correct" Number of
responses to county board members
"responsibility" items No. % of 9
5 0 0 0.0
1 0 0.0
_ 2 0 0.0
{ 3 0 0.0
' 4 0 0.0
5 0 0.0
I 6 0 0.0
. 7 3 33.3
8 1 11.1
- 9 2 22.2
. 10 3 33.3
Total 9 99.9
! .
i - Table 29. Number of *correct" responses to both "responsibility" and *non-
. responsibility" items
T e Role-definers: county board members
i Role defined: county-municipal civil defense director
é .
! - Number of "correct" responses Number of
to both "responsibility" county board members
and "non-responsibility" items No. "X of 9
0 0 0.0
1 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
3 0 0.0
4 0 0.0
5 0 0.0
6 0 0.0
7 0 0.0
8 2 22,2
9 1 11,1
10 3 33.3
1 2 22,2
12 1 11,1
Total 9 99.9

g
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Consensus Comparison 8: mayors' definition of the county-municipal civil

defense director's civil defense role compared with an "ideal" definition

of that role

Possible role responsibility items as units of analysis

Individual item analysis

1. For each "possible county-municipal civil defense director
responsibility" item, how many mayors said "yes" it was a responsibility of
county-municipal civil defense directors? (Or said "no'" it wasn't? Or said
"don't know'"?)

2. For each "possible county-municipal civil defense director responsi-
bility" item, how many mayors correctly said it was or was not a responsi-
bility of county-municipal civil defense directors, based upon an "ideal"
role definition?

The answer to each of the above questions is found in Table 30. Table
30 presents the answer to Question 1 because it shows for each possible role
item the number and percentage of mayors indicating "yes," it is the county-
municipal civil defense director's responsibility, “don't know" if it is the
director's responsibility, or "no,” it is not the director's responsibility,

Table 30 presents the answer to Question 2 in that the asteriaks show
the correct response to responsibility Items 1, 3, 4, S, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11 and
12 (see the '"yes" column in Table 30) and the correct response to non-respon-
sibility Items 2 and 8 (see the "no" column in Table 30), based upon the
ideal role definition,

The majority of mayors correctly stated that Items 1, 3, 5, 6, 9, 10, 11,
ad 12 were "responsibilities” of directors. One-hundred percent correctly
stated that county-municipal civil defense directors were to "Catry out . ., .
public information programs (Item 1), " "Develop and conduct civil defense
training programs (Item 5) " “Carry out the , , . licensing, marking and
stocking ., . . program (Item 9)," and "Work with . . , organizations on
civil defense (Item 12)." Almost 86 percent correctly stated that it was the
responsibility of county-municipal civil defense directors to "Obtain .
surplus equipment ., , . (Item 11).,"” Eighty-one percent correctly stated that
county-municipal civil defense directors were to "Develop a radiological
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Table 30, County-municipal civil defense directors' role, as defined by mayors

“~y emy =m

Is it the directors'

;, regponsibility?
' List of possible responsibilities Mayors' definition
—_ of county-municipal civil
, YES DK NO
| defense directors T of % of % of
No. 21 No. 21 No, 21

(1) Carry out civil defense public infor-
mation programs ., . . . ., . . . .. . 21 100,0% O 0.0 V] 0.0

i (2) Call out the National Guard in an

) emergency . . ., . . ... ...... 5 238 7 9.5 14 66.7%

T (3) Establish an Emergency Operating Center 17 81.0*+ 1 4.8 3 14.3

H

(4) Prepare for continuity of government in

- AN CMETBENCY & v v « 4+ + 4 o o o o o 1 4, 8% ] 4,8 19 90.5

) (5) Develop and conduct civil defense

- training programs . . . . . .. ... 21 100,0x O 0.0 0 0.0
g ' (6) Develop plans to care for evacuees . 16 76,2« &4 19.0 1 4.8
: ;. (7) Be in charge of any natural disaster

in your area . . . . . . . . .0 e 10  47.6% 2 9.5 9 42,9
(8) Disseminate anti-communist literature 1 4.8 1 4.8 19 90.5*

(9) Carry out the existing licensing, mark-
ing and stocking shelter program , ., 21 100,0* O 0.0 0 0.0

(10) Develop & radiological monitoring
capability . . . .. ... . .. . 17 8100 3 14,3 1 4.8

(11) Obtain federal surplus equipment for

your county . . . . . . . - .. .. . 18 85.7% 1 4.8 2 9.5
(12) Work with volunteer organizations on
civil defense . . . . .., ... ... 21 1000 O 0.0 O 0.0
Total items correct* , ., ., 1&3 33
Total items {ncorrect . . 6 19 35

*
"Correct” response as determined by "{deal" definftion,
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monitoring capability (Item 10)." And, nearly 77 percent of the mayors cor-
rectly stated that county-municipal civil defense directors were to 'Develop
plans to care for evacuees (Item 6)."

Most of the mayors (about 90 percent) incorrectly stated that county-
municipal civil defense directors were not to "Prepare for continuity of
government , , . (Item 4).,"

There was one item for which there was no majority response: '"Be in
charge of , . . natural disaster(s) . . . (Item 7),"

The majority of mayors correctly stated that Items 2 and 8 were 'non-
responsibilities" of county~manicipal civil defense directors. Over 90 per-
cent correctly stated that county-municipal civil defense directors were not
to "Disseminate anti-communist literature (Item 8)." Nearly 67 percent cor-
rectly stated that county-municipal civil defense directors were not to "Call

out the National Guard in an emergency (Item 2)."

Aggregative item analysis A total of 252 item-decisions were

made by the 21 mayors about the county-municipal civil defense director's

role responsibilities. (Twenty-one mayors times 12 possible responsibilities
equal 252 {tem-decisions.) Utilizing the ideal role as a basis for analysis,
210 of these item-decisions wire about responsibility items and 72 about non-
responsibility items,

of the 210 county-municipal civil defense director reaponsitbility items,
163 (78 percent) were correctly identified by mayors as redponsibility items,
Thirvy-five (17 percent) of the responaibility itews were incorrectly ident}-
fied by mavors as non-responsibility {tems, On only twelve items did wmayors
state they did not know whather the item was a responsaibility or non-respon-
#ibility of directors,

Of the 42 county-municipal civil defense non-responsibility ftems, 33
(79 percent) were correctly {dentified by mayors as non-responsibility {tems,
Six (14 percent) of the non-responsibility items were incorrectly ident.fied
as county-municipal civil defense dircctor responsibility i{tems by mayors.
On only three items did mayors state they did not know whether the {tem wvas

a responsibility or non-responsibility of directors,

it sz ai - i
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Thus, of the 252 item-decisjons pertaining to county-municipal civil
defense directors, mayors correctly identified 196 items (78 percent) and
incorrectly identified 56 itema (22 percent). One conclusion from the
above analysis is that mayors have approximately the same understanding of
actual role responsibilities of county-municipal civil defense directors as
they do of non-responsibilities. Almost four-fifths of the responsibility
and non-responsibility items were correctly identified by mayors, Omne impli-
cation of the above analysis is that an evaluation of efforts to clarify
mayors' definitions of countv-municipal civil defense directors' responsibili-

ties and non-responsibilities may be needed, if a more complete understanding

by mayors is desired,

Individual mayors as the unit of analysis

1. How many of the ten ideal county-municipal civil defense director
responsibility items did each mayor correctly identify as role responsi-
bilities?

2. How many of the total (12) possible county-municipal civil defense
director responsibility items did each mayor correctly identify as either a
respensibility or a non-responsibility of county-municipal civil defense
directors?

The answer to Question 1 is presented in Table 31, None of the mayors
correctly identified all the ideal responsibility items as county-mu Lcipal
civil defense director responsibilities. Nearly two-thirds of the muyors
correctly Jidentified eight or nine of the ten items as county-municipal civil
defense director responsibilities. One mayor correctly identified only five
of the ten items as county-municipal civil defense director responsibilities,

The answer to Question 2 is presented in Table 32, The mayors' scores
range from seven to 11, All but one of the mayors correctly identified eight

or more of the items, The remaining mayor correctly identified seven of the
12 items,
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Table 31, Number of "correct'" responses to 'responsibility" items

Role-definers: mayors
Rcle defined: county-municipal civil defense directors

%
§
4
i
5

Number of "correct" Number of
responses to mayors
"responsibility" items No, 7% of 21
0 0 0.0
1 0 0.0
2 0 0.0
3 0 0.0
4 0 0.0
5 1 4.8
6 0 0.0
7 7 33.3
8 S 42,9
9 4 19.0
i0 0 0.0
Total 21 100.0

Table 32, Number of "correct" responses to both '"responsibility" and 'mon-
responsibility" items

Role-definers: mayors
Role defined: county-municipal civil defense directors

Number of "correct'" responses Number of
to both "responsibility" mayors
and "non-responsibility'" items No. % of 21

0 0 0.0

1 0 0.0

2 0 0.0

3 0 0.0

4 0 0.0

5 0 0.0

6 0 0.0

7 1 4.8

8 4 19.0

9 6 28.6

10 7 33.3

11 3 14,3

12 0 0.0

Total 21 100.0
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Consensus Comparison 9: county-municipal civil defense directors' definition

of the county-municipal civil defense director's civil defense role compared
with an "ideal" definition of that role

Possible role responsibility items as units of analysis

Individual item analysis

1. For each "possible county-municipal civil defense director respon-
sibility" item, how many county-municipal civil defense directors said "yes"
it was a responsibility of county-municipal civil defense directors? (Or said
"no" it wasn't? Or said "don't know"?)

2, For each "possible county-municipal civil defense director respon-
sibility" item, how many county-municipal civil defense directors correctly
said it was or was not a responsibility of county-municipal civil defense
directors, based upon an "ideal" role definition?

The answer to each of the above questions is found in Table 33. Table
33 presents the answer to Question 1 because it shows for each possible role
item the number and percemtage of county-municipal civil defense directors
indicating "yes," it is the county-municipal civil defense director's respon-
sibility, "don't know" if it is the county-municipal civil defense director's
responsibility, or "mo," it is not the county-municipal civil defense director's
responsibility,

Table 33 presents the answer to Question 2 in that the asterisks show
the correct response to responsibility Items 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11 and
12 (see the "yes" column in Table 33) and the correct respouse to non-respon-
sibilicy Items 2 and 8 (see the "no" column in Table 33), based upon an ideal
role definition,

The majority of county-municipal civil defense directors correctly stated

that Items 1, 3, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11 and 12 were “responsibilities," One-

hundred percent correctly stated that county-municipal civil defense directors
were to "Carry out ., , , public information programs (item 1)," "Develop and
conduct civil defense training programs (Item 5)," "Carry out the ., . .
licensing, marking and stocking . . . program (Item 9)," “Develop a radio-
logical monitoring capability (Item 10)," "Obtain . . . surplus equipment ., . .
(Item 1]1)," and "Work with , , . organizations on civil defense (Item 12)."
About 89 percent correctly stated that it was the responsibility of
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municipal civil defense directors

County-municipal civil defense directors' role, as seen by county-

gt

Is it the directors'

responsibility?

i

List of possible responsibilities

Directors' definition

of county-municipal civil

L R it

defense directors YES DX NO
" ° % of % of % of
No, 9 No. 9 No, 9
(1) Carry out civil defense public infor-
mation programs . . . . . . . . . . . 9 100,0%# O 0.0 0 6.0
(2) call out the National Guard in an
emergency e o s 4 & e e 8 2 e e s e 2 22,2 0 0.0 7 77.8%
(3) Establish an Emergency Operating Center 7 77.8% 0 0.0 2 22.2
(4) Prepare for continuity of government
in anemergency , . . . . . 4 e . 2 22,2 0 0.0 7 77.8
(5) Develop and conduct civil defense
training programs . . . ., . . . . . . 9 100,0# O 0.0 0 0.0
(6) Develop plans to care for evacuees ., 8 88,9 0 0.0 1 11.1
(7) Be in charge of any natural disaster
in your area . . . . 4 s o 0 s o o 6 66 ™* 0 0.0 3 33.3
(8) Disseminate anti-communist literature 1 11,1 1 11,1 7 77.8%
(9) Carry out the existing licensing, mark-
ing and stocking shelter programs , . 9 100.0%* O 0.0 0 0.0
(10) Develop a radiological monitoring
capability ., ., . . . . ¢« v « v o o 9 100.0% 0 0.0 0 0.0
(11) Obtain federal surplus equipment [yr
JOUr COUNLY o v ¢ &w 4 & o v o o o & < 9 100,0¢# 0 0.0 0 0.0
(12) Work with volunteer organizations on
civil defense . . . .. .. ... .. _9 1000+ O 0.0 O 0.0
Total items correct* , , . 77 14
Total items incorrect 3 1 13

*
"Correct" response as determined by 'ideal'' definition,
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county-munjicipal civil defense directors to ‘'Develop plans to care for evacuees
(Item 6)." Approximately 67 percent correctly stated that the county-municipal
civil defense directors were to "Be in charge of ., . . natural disaster(s)
(Item 7).

Most of the county-municipal civil defense directors {about 78 percent)
incorrectly stated that county-municipal civil defense directors were not to
"Prepare for continuity of government , . , (Item 4)."

Over three-fourths of county-municipal civil defense directors correctly

stated that both Items 2 and 8 were "non-responsibilities" of county-municipal

civil defense directors, About 78 percent correctly stated that county-
municipal civil defense directors were not to "Call out the National Guard in

an emergency (Item 2)" and were not to "Disseminate anti-communist literature
(Item 8)."

Aggregative item analysis A total of 108 item-decisions were
made by the nine county-municipal civil defense director about the county-

municipal civil defense director's role responsibilities, (Nine county-
municipal civil defense directors times 12 possible responsibilities equal
108 item-decisions,) Utilizing the ideal role as a basis for analysis, 90
of these item-decisions were about responsibility items and 18 about non-
responsibility items,

Of the 90 county-municipal civil defense director responsibility items,
77 (86 percent) were correctly identified by county-municipal civil defense
directors as responsibility items. Thirteen (14 percent) of the responsibility
items were incorrectly identified by civil defense directors as non-responsi-
bility items. In no case did a director state he did not know whether the
item was a responsibility or non-responsibility of directors.

0f the 18 county-municipal civil defense non-responsibility items, 14
(78 percent) were correctly identified by county-municipal civil defense
directors as non-responsibility items, Three (17 percent) of the non-respon-
sibility items were incorrectly identified as county-municipal civil defense
director responsibility items by directors, On only one item did a county-
municipal civil defense director state that he did not know whether the item

was a responsibility or non-responsibility of county-municipal civil defense
directors,
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Thus, of the 108 item-decisions pertaining to county-municipal civil
defense directors, directors correctly identified 91 items (84 percent) and
incorrectly identified 17 items {16 percent),

One conclusion from the above analysis is that county-municipal civil defense

directors have a slightly better understanding of actual role responsibilities

B ey =

of county-municipal civil defense directors than they do of non-responsibili-
ties, Three-fourths of the non-responsibility items were correctly identified
by county-municipal civil defense directors. One implication of the above
analysis is that additicnal efforts to clarify county-municipal civil defense
directors’ definitions of county-municipal civil defense directors' responsi-
bilities and non-responsibilities might improve directors' perceptions of

their role,

Individual county-municipal civil defense directors as the unit of analysis

1. How many of the ten ideal county-municipal civil defense director
responsibility items did each county-municipal civil defense director correctly
identify as role respousibilities?

2, How many of the total (12) possible county-municipal civil defense
director responsibility items did each county-muricipal civil defense director
correctly identify as either a responsibility or a non-responsibility of
county-municipal civil defense directors?

The answer to Question 1 is presented in Table 34, One county-municipal
civil defense director correctly identified all the ideal responsibility
items as county-municipal civil defense director responsibilities, Over
three-fourths of the directors correctly identified eight of the ten items
as county-municipal civil defense director responsibilities, Two directors
correctly identified seven of the ten items as county-municipal civil defense
director responsibilities,

The answer to Question 2 is presented in Table 35, The directors'

scores range from nine to 12 in Table 35.

County-municipal civil defense director's role: summary comparisons

Three consensus comparisons have been discussed in this chapter. Con-
sensus Comparisons 7, 8 and 9 have focused upon the degree to which county

board members, mayors, and county-municipal civil defense directors' definitions
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Table 34, Number of "correct" responses to 'responsibility" items

Role-definers: county-municipal civil defense directors
Role-defined:  county-municipal civil defense directors
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Table 35, Number of "correct" responses to both "responsibility" and 'non-
responsibility” items

e Biae B Bl |

Role-definers: county-municipal civil defense directors
Role defined: county-municipal civil defense directors

)
f Number of "correct" responses Number of
to both "responsibility" directors
. and "non-responsibility" items No. % of 9
i
' . 0 0 0.0
/ 1 0 0.0
T 2 0 0.0
! 3 0 0.0
: 4 0 0.0
i T 5 0 0.0
LI 6 0 0.0
’ 7 0 0.0
o 8 0 0.0
i 9 2 22,2
: 10 5 55.6
11 1 11,1
; 12 21 11,1
i Total 9 100.0
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of the county-municipal civil defense director's role corresponded to an

ideal definition of the county-municipal civil defense director's role, The
analysis in each comparison focused on questions pertaining to each individual
comparison, In this summary section some additional questions will be asked

wvhich compare the findings of Consensus Comparisons 7, 8 and 9.

Possible role responsibility items as units of analysis

Individual item analysis

1. For each "possible county-municipal civil defensec director
responsibility"” item, to what extent did county board members, mayors, and
county-municipal civil defense directors agree that it was a responsibility
of county-municipal civil defense directors?

2, For each "possible county-municipal civil defense director
responsibility'" item, to what extent did county board members, mayors, and

county-municipal civil defense directors correctly state that the item was

(or was not) a county board member responsibility, based upon an ''ideal"
definition of the county-municipal civil defense director's role?

The answers to each of the above questions is found in Table 36. (Table
36 is a summary of Tables 27, 30 and 33), Table 36 presents the answer to
summary Question 1 in that it shows for each possible county-municipal civil
defense director role item the percentage of county board members, mayors,
and civil defense directors who stated that it was a responsibility of county-
municipal civil defense directors., By comparing these percentages on2 can
see the extent to which the three role-definers agreed that an item was a
responsibility of couaty-municipal civil defense directors, whether or not
it was a responsibility based upon an ideal definition of the county-municipal
civil defense director's role, For example, an analysis of Items 1, 5, 9 and
12 indicates that 100 percent of each role-definer group stated that these
items were responsibilities of county-municipal civil defense directors and,
thus, were in agreement about the role items. The three role-definer groups
were in general agreement that Items 3, 6, 10 and 11 were responsibilities of
county-municipal civil defense directors, There was more deviation in their
agreement that Item 7 was a vesponsibility item and a greet amount of devia-

tion on Item 4, Approximately one-fourth to one-third of each role-definer
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Table 36, County-municipal civil defense directors' role responsibilities, as
| seen by all role-definers (county board members, mayors, and county-
? municipal civil defense directors) (Summary of Tables 27, 30 and 33.)

Role-definers

List of possible responsibilities Board Local CD  Aggre-
of county-municipa]_ civil members Mayor- directors _gate
defense directors % of 9 % of 21 % of 9 % of 39
; *a(l) Carry out civil defense public b
! information programs ., ., .. . . . 100,0 100.0 100,0 1 .0
(2) Call out the National Guard in an
: i eMEIBeNCY & « v o « o 2 o o o o o o 33.3 23.8 22,2 25,6
- *(3) Establish an Emergency Operating
;% Center ., . & ¢ & & ¢ ¢ ¢ o o « o 88.9 81.0 77.8 82,1
*(4) Prepare for continuity of
= government in an emergency . ., . . 33,3 4.8 22,2 15.4
*(5) Develop and conduct civil defense

- training programs ., . . . ... . . 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*(6) Develop plans to care for evacuees 77.8 76,2 88.9 79.5

- *(7) Be in charge of any natural dis-

aster in your area ., ., , . . . . . 66,7 47.6 66,7 50,4
z . (8) Disseminate anti-communist
i literature . ., , . . . . + « ¢ « « 11,1 4.8 11,1 7.7

*(9) Carry out the existing licensing,
marking and stocking shelter
programs . , . . . . . . . . . . . 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*(10) Develop a radiological monitoring
capability . . , .. . ... ... 100.0 81.0 100,0 89.7

*(11) Obtain federal surplus equipment
for your county , . . . .., ... 88.9 85.7 100.0 89,7

*(12) Work with volunteer organizations
on civil defense ., . , . ... . . 100.,0 100.0 100.0 100.0

%An asterisk before an item indicates that ths "correct" response should be
"yes" according to the "ideal" role definition,

bThe percentage figures indicate the percentage of respondents (in the
respective columns) answering "yes" when asked if a given ftem is part of the
role {n question,
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group stated that Item 2 was a responsibility. There was general agreement
that Item 8 was not a responsibility.

Table 36 also presents the answers to summary Question 2. The asterisks
in front of Items 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11 and 12 indicate the correct
county-municipal civil defense director responsibility items based uporn. an
ideal role definition.

All of the respondents in the three role-definer groups correctly stated
that Items !, 5, 9 and 12 were responsibilities of county-municipal civil
defense directors. Over three-fourths of each role-definer group correctly
stated that Items 3, 6, 10 and 11 were responsibilities of county-municipal
civil defense directors'., About one-half to two-thirds of the respondents in
the three role-definer groups correctly stated that Item 7 was a responsibility.
Most of the role-definers in all groups correctly stated that Itemns 2 and 8

were not responsibilities,

Aggregative item analysis A summary of the aggregative item

analyses for the county-municipal civil defense director's role is presented

in Table 37, Columns 1, 2 and 3 present in summary form the analyses already
developed in the respective discussions of Consensus Comparisons 7, 8 and 9.
Column 4 is a total column summarizing all responses for the three role-
definer groups.

By comparing the percentages found in Columns 1, 2 and 3, one can see
that for responsibility items county board members had about 86 percent correct
item-decisions, mayors had 78 percent correct item-decisions, and county-muni-
cipal civil defense directors had 86 percent correct ftem-decisions., When all
three role-definers are pooled in Colusm 4, it can be seen that they correctly
identified over 81 percent of the responsibility {tems,

When comparing percentasges for non-responsibility items, one can see
that mayors and county-municipal civil defense directors hed somewhat higher
percentages of correct ftem-decisions than county board members, Mayors had
79 peccent and directors had 78 percent of the {tem-decisions correct for non-
responsibility items, vhile county board members had 67 percent correct. When
all three role-definers are pooled in Column & of Table 37, it can be seen

that they correctly fdentified 76 percent of the non-responsibility items.
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When both responsibility and non-responsibility items are combined, it
can be seen that the county-municipal civil defense directors had the greatest
understanding of the role items, They correctly stated 84 percent of the
items, compared to 82 percent correct by the county board members, and 78
percent correct by the mayors. When all three groups of role definers are
pooled in Column 4, it can be seen that, combined, ~hey correctly identi-
fied approximately 80 percent of the items,

Individual role-definer as the unit of analysis

1. How many of the ten ideal county-municipal civil defense director
responsibility items did each role-definer correctly identify as a responsi-
bility? When the ° ‘ividual role-definer is the unit cf analysis, are the
distribut ions of individuals correctly responding tc all items the same for
each role-definer group, or do members of one group appear to have a greater
understanding of the county-municipeal civil defense director role?

2, How many of the total (12) posaible county-municipal civil defense
director role responsibility items did each role-definer correctly identify
as either a responsibility or a non-responsibility of directors? When the
individual role-definer is the unit of analysis, are the distributions of
individuals correctly responding to all 12 items the ssme 7 - ~ach role-
definer group, or does one group appear to have a greater understanding ol
the director's role?

The answer to Question ! is presented in Table 38, A larger percentage
of county bosrd members correctly answerod sll ten responsibility items than
did mayors or directors. A larger percentage of county board members cor-
rectly answered nine or ten items than did mayors, Equal percentages of
directors and county board members correctly answered nine or ten items., One
mayor and no county board mewbers or directors answered less than seven :tems
cortrectly, When all role-definers are pooled and considered {n the aggregate,
over onc-third of a!l rcspondents correctly identified nine or ten responsi-
hility ftoms,

The answer o Question 2 {s presented (n Table 39. When both responsi-
bility and non-rcspensibility items are analyzed, directors distribute them-

sclves as wore knowledgeable about their own role than mayors. No director
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had fewer than nine items correct, whereas 22 percent of the county board
members and 24 percent of mayors had fewer than nine items correct,

When all role-definers are pooled, 59 percent correctly identified ten
or more items, 39 percent identified eight or nine items, and three percent
identifiel seven or less items. The aggregate distribution approximates a
normal distribution,

Table 38. Number of '"correct'" responses to "responsibility" items
(Summary of Tables 28, 31, 3¢)

Role-definers: all role-definers
Role defined: county-municipal civil defense directors

Position of role-definers

Number of "correct" Board Local CD

res»onses to ''re- member s Mayors directors Aggregate
sponsibility" items % of % of % of % of
No, 9 No. 21 No. 9 No. 39

0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

1 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.0 0 0.0

2 0 0.0 V] 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

A 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

5 0 0.0 1 4.8 0 0.0 1 2.6

6 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

7 3 33.3 7 33.3 2 22,2 12 30.8

8 1 11.1 9 42,9 2 22.2 12 30.8

9 2 22.2 4 19,0 4 44.4 10 25.6

10 3 333 0 0.0 1 11.1 4 10.3

Total 9 99.9 21 100,0 9 99.9 39 100.1
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Table 3%, Number of “correct® responses to both “responsibility" and "non-
responsibility” items
(Surmary of Tables 29, 32, 35

Role-definers: all role-definers
Role defined: county-municipal civil defense directors

Position of role-definers
Number of “'correct"

R L

responses to entire Board Local CD

list of both *"respon- members Mayors directors Aggregate
sibility” and "non- % of % of % of % of
responsibiiity" items No, 9 No. 21 No. 9 No., 39

0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4] 0.0

1 0 0.c 0 0.0 o 0.0 0 0.0

2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 6.0

6 0 0.0 0 0.9 ] 0.0 Q 0.0

7 0 0.0 1 4.8 0 0.9 1 2.6

8 2 22,2 4 19.0 0 0.0 6 15,4

9 i 11.1 6 28.6 9 22,2 9 23.1

10 3 33.3 7 33.3 5 55.6 15 38.5

11 2 22,2 3 14,3 1 11.1 6 15.4

12 1 11.1 0 0.0 1 11,1 2 5.1

Total 9 99,9 21 100.0 9 100.0 39 100.1
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i Chapter 8

. OX UNDERSTANDING ROLES: SOME ADDITIONAL COMPARISONS

§ Introduction

The objective of this chapter is to analyze Consensus Comparisons 1
through 9 from a different point of view than the analysis presented in
Chapters 5, 6 and 7,

The question explored at a general level in this chapter is: Do the

role-defirers understand their own civil defense role better than they under-

P -

.

stand other civil defense roles. More specifically, the questions explored

g

7. =5

in this chapter are:

Ly

1. Do county board members understand their own civil defeunse role

¥ (Consensus Comparison 1) better than they understand the mayor's civil defense

o |

role (Consensus Comparison 4) or the county-municipal civil defense director's

lfi role (Consensus Comparison 7)?

e

2. Do wmayors understand their own civil defense role (Consensus Compari-

son 5) better than they understand the county board member’'s role (Consensus

Comparison 2) or the county-municipal civil defense director's role (Consensus

T

Comparison 8)?

Pooe- 3. Do county-municipal civil defense directors understand their own

i ? . civil defense role (Consensus Comparison 9) better than they understand the
county board member's civil defense role (Consensus Comparison 3) or the

| o mayor's civil defense role (Consensus Comparison 6)?

o The above questions are in contrast to the questions explored in the
summaries of Chapters 5, 6 and 7, The gereral question explored in the sum-
maries to Chapters5, 6 and 7 waa: Which role-definer best understands a

given civil defense role? More specifically, the questions asked in the

summaries of the preceding chapters were:

1. Which role-definer (county board member, mayor, or county-munici-
pal civil defense director) has the best understanding of the county board
member's civil defense role? (Summary to Chapter 5.)

2, Which role-definer (county board member, mayor, or county-municipal

[IRSNEN

civil defense director) has the best understanding of the mayor's civil

L 3
.

defense role? (Summary to Chapter 6,)

L
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3. VWhich role-definer (county board member, mayor, or county-municipal
civil defense director) has the best understanding of the county-municipal

civil defense director’s role? (Summary to Chapter 7,)

Briefly the difference between Chapters 5, 6 and 7 and Chapter 8 is that
in Chapters 5, 6 and 7 a role was held fixed and the role-definers varied, <
whereas in Chapter 8 the role-definer is fixed and the role is varied.

In order to empirically analyze the three specific questions central to
this chapter it is necessary to build a consensus score (or scores) that, for

each role-definer, is (are) easily comparable across the three roles being

defined, The notion of easy comparability is important because the "ideal"
role definitions of county board members, mayors, and county-municipal civil
defense directors have differing numbers of “'possible responsibility" items.
The "ideal' definition of the county board member's role consisted of 12
"possible responsibility" items; the "ideal" role for mayors, seven items;
and the "ideal" role for county-municipal civil defense directors, 12 items.
Because of the differing number of items in each '"ideal' role definition it
is not possible to use the actual number of '"correct" items as a consensus
score, as was used in Chapters 5, 6 and 7 when the unit of analysis was the
individual role-definer,

In this chapter, the percentage of corvect items is used as a consensus
score for each role-definer, 1In this chapter, as in Chapters 5, 6 and 7,
consensus scores will be analyzed in two frameworks for each of the questions
central to this chapter, In each framework, the unit of analysis is the
individual role-definer. The first framework considers the percentage of
"responsibility" items for a given role that the role-definer had "correctly"
indicated as being responsibilities. The second framework considers the
percentage of "possible responsibility" items for a given role that the role-
definer had *'correctly" indicated as being either a "responsibility" or, a
"non-responsibility,"

An example of an individual role-definer's consensus score in the
"responsibility" framework is as follows: if he identified three of the six
county board member responsibilities, his county board member consensus score

would be 50, 1If he correctly identified two of five mayor ''responsibility"
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items, his mayor consensus score would be 40, If he correctly identified
eight of ten county-municipal civil defense director responsibility items,
his county-municipal civil defense director consensus score would be 80,
Thus this role-definer had a better understanding of the role of the county-

municipal civil defense director than of the other twc roles.

Framework 1: Role-Definers and Responsibility Items

Role-definers: county board members

The question explored in this section is: For which role do county
board members have the best understanding of 'responsibility" items: the
county board member's role, the mayor's role, or the county-municipal civil
defense director's role?

The answer to this question is found in Table 40, (Table 40 is essen-
tially a summary of Tables 2, 15 and 28, but with percentages rather than
actual numbers.)

The distributions of county board members' responsibility consensus
scores are presented in Table 40,

The column headed '"'Board member" shows responeibility consensus scores
for county board members when their responses defining a county board member's
role are compared to an "ideal" ’‘efinition of the county board member's role
(Consensus Comparison 1).

The column headed 'Mayor' shows responsibility consensus scores for
county board members, when their responses defining a mayor's role are com-
pared to an "ideal" definition of the mayor's role, which is Consensus Compari-
son 4 (thus the "CC4" in the column heading).

The column headed "Local CD director" shows responsibility consensus scores
for county board members when their responses defining a local director's role
are compared to an "ideal" definition of the local (county-municipal) civil
defense director's role, which is Consensus Comparison 7.

When an ahalysis is made of county board membeirs' responsibility cunsen-
sus scores in Table 40, it is seen that they understood the mayor's role (CC4)
less well than either their own role (CCl) or the director's role (CC?). None

of the county board members received a score above 80 on the mayor's role,
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Table 40, County board members' responsibility consensus scores compared
across roles

. 'v."'* m ~

Role defined by county board members

ccia cC4 cc? 3
Responsibility Board Local CD §
consensus scores member Mayor director !

No. % of 9 No. 7% of 9 No. % of 9

i 0-10

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
11-20 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
21-30 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
31-40 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
41-50 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
51-60 0 0.0 1 11.1 0 0.0
61-70 5 55.6 0 0.0 3 33.3
71-80 0 0.0 8 88.9 1 11.1
81-90 3 33.3 0 0.0 2 22,2
91-100 1 11,1 0 0.0 3 33.3
Totals 9 100,0 9 100.0 S 100.0

8cC1 refers to Consensus Comparison 1,

County board members understood the county-municipal civil defense director's
role (CC7) better than either their own role (CCl) or the mayor's role (CC4).
Fifty-five percent of the county board members received scores above 80 for
the director's role, as compared with 44 percent with scores above 80 for

their own role and zero percent for the mayor's role,

Role-definers: mayors

The question explored in this section is: For which role do mayors have
the best understanding of '"responsibility" items: the county board member's
role, the marur's cole, or the county-municipal civil defense director's role?

The answer to this question is presented in Table 41, (Table 41 is
essentially a summary of Tables 5, 18 and 31, but with percentages rather
than actual numbers,)
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The distributions of mayors' responsibility consensus scores are pre-
sented in Table 41,

The column headed '"Board member' shows responsibility consensus scores
for mayors, when their responses defining a county board member's role are
compared to an "ideal" definition of the county board member's role, which
is Consensus Comparison 2.

The column headed "Mayor'" shows responsibility consensus scores for
mayors, when their responses defining a mayor's role are compared to an "ideal"
definition of the mayor's role, which is Consensus Comparison 5.

The column headed '"Local CD director" shows responsibility consensus
scores for mayors, when their responses defining a local director's role
are compared to an '"ideal" definition of the local civil defense director's

role, which is Consensus Comparison 8,

Table 41. Mayors' responsibility consensus scores compared across roles

Role defined by mayors

CcC2 CC5 cc8
Responsibility Board Local CD
consensus scores member Mayor director

No. % o0of 21 No. % of 21 No, % of 21

0-10 1 4,8 0 0.0 0 0.0
11-20 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
21-30 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
31-40 0 0.0 2 9.5 0 0.0
41-50 2 9.5 0 0.0 1 4.8
51-60 0 0.0 5 23,8 0 0.0
61-70 3 14.3 0 0.0 7 33.3
71-80 0 0.0 13 61.9 9 42,9
81-90 12 57.1 0 0.0 4 19.0
91-100 3 14,3 1 4, 0 0.0
Totals 21 100.0 21 99.9 21 100.0




106

e SR R A LI

An analysis of mayors' scores in Table 41 shows that mayors distribute
themselves over a wider range of scores for the county board member's role
(CC2) and the mayor's role (CC5) than for the county-municipal civil defense
director's role (CC8). Seventy-one percent of the mayors received scores
above 80 on the county board member's role; only five percent of the mayors
received scores above 80 on their own role; and 19 percent received scores

above 80 on the director's role, Mayors did not understand their own role

better than the other two roles,

Role-definers: county-municipal civil defense directors

The question explored in this section is: For which role do county-
municipal! civil defense directors have the best understanding of '"responsi-
bility" items: the county board member's role, the mayor's role, or the
county-municipal civil defense director's role?

rhe answer to this question is presented in Table 42, (Table 42 is
essentially a summary of Tables 8, 21 and 34, but with percentages rather
than actual numbers,)

The distributions of local (county-municipal) civil defense directors’
responsibility consensus scores are presented in Table 42,

The column headed "Board member" shows responsibility consensus scores
for local civil defense directors when their responses defining a board
member's role are compared to an "ideal" definition of the board member's
role, which is Consensus Comparison 3,

The column headed "Mayor" shows consensus scores for local civil defense
directors when their responses defining a mayor's role are compared to an
"ideal" definition of the mayor's role, which is Consensus Comparison 6,

The column headed '"Local CD director' shows consensus scores for local
(county-municipal) civil defense directors, when their responses defining
a local director's role are compared to an "ideal" definition of the local
civil defense director's role, which is consensus comparison 9.

An analysis of Table 42 shows that most county-municipal civil defense
directors understand the county board member's role (CC3) better than the

mayor's -ole or their own role, Eighty-nine percent of the directors
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Table 42, County-municipal civil defense directors' responsibility consensus
scores compared across roles

Role defined by local CD directors

cC3 CcCcé cCc9
Responsibility Board Local CD
consensus scores member Mayor director

No., % of 9 No. % of 9 No. 7% (€9

0-10

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
11-20 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
21-30 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
31-40 1 11.1 1 11.1 0 0.0
41-50 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
51-60 0 0.0 1 11.1 0 0.0
61-70 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 222
71-80 0 0.0 5  55.6 2 22,2
81-90 6 66,7 0 6.0 6 anh
91-100 2 2.2 2 22,2 1 1i.1
Totals 9 10,0 9  100.0 9 99,0

received scores above 80 for the county board member's role. Only 22 per-
cent of the directors received scores above 80 for the mayor's role, Fifty-
six percent received scores of 80 or more for the director's role, A few
directors received low scores on the roles of board members and mavors, while

no director received a score below 61 on his own role.

Framework 2: Role-Definers and Possible Responsibility Items

Role-definers: county board members

The question analyzed in this section i{s: Do county board members under-
stand the "possible responsibility"” items of their own role (Consensus Compari-
son 1) better than they understand the "possible r2sponsibility"” items of the
mayor's role (Consensus Comparison 4) or the ''possible responsibility" items
of the county-municipal civil defense director's role (Consensus Comparison 7),

The answer to this question is presented in Table 43, (Table 43 is essen-

tially a summary of Tables 3, 16 and 29, but with percentages rether than
actual numbers.)
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The distributions of county board members' possible responsibility con-
sensus scores are presented in Table 43,

The column headed "Board member' shows possible responsibility consensus
scores for county board members when their responses defining the role of
county board mcmbers are compared to an "ideal" definition of the county
board member's role (Consensus Comparison 1).

The column headed '"Mayor' shows consensus scores for county board mem-
bers when their responses defining a mayor's role are compared to an 'ideal"
definition of the mayor's role (Consensus Comparison 4),

The column headed '"Local CD director" shows consensus scores for county
board members when their responses defining a local director's role are com-
pared to an "ideal" definition of the local (county-municipal) civil defense

director's role (Consensus Comparison 7),

Table 43, County board members' possible responsibility consensus scores
compared across roles

x
3
A
4

3

H
S
i

Role defined by county board members

ccla cc4 CcC7
Possible rcsponsibility Board Local CD
consensus score member Mayor director

No. % of 9 No. 2% of 9 No, % of 9

0-10 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
11-20 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
21-30 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
31-40 1 111 0 0.0 0 0.0
41-50 1 1.1 0 0.0 0 0.0
51-60 4 bbb 0 0.0 0 0.0
61-70 3333 0 0.0 2 22,2
71-80 0 0.0 5 55.6 1 11.1
81-90 0 0.0 b bbb 3 33,3
91-100 0 _00 0 0.0 3 33,3
Totals 9 99,9 9 100.0 9 99,9

8¢C1 refers to Consensus Comparison 1.




Lo

109

When an analysis is made of county board members' scores in Table 43,
it is seen that they understood both the mayor's role (CC4) and the local
civi]l defense director's role (CC7) better than their own role (CCl), When
all “"possible responsibility"” items are considered (as they are in Table 43),
it is seen that none of the county board members received consensus scores
above 80 for their own role, However, 44 percent of the county board members
received scores above 80 for the mayor's role and 67 percent received scores
above 80 for the director's role., Twenty-two percent of the county board
members received scores of 50 or below on their own role, but none scored

that low for the mayor's role or the director's role,

Role-definers: mayors

The question analyzed in this section is: Do mayors understand the
“possible responsibility" items of their own role (Consensus Comparison 5)
better than they understand the “possible responsibility" items of the county
board member's role (Consensus Comparison 2) or the '"possible responsibility"
items of the county-municipal civil defense director's role (Consensus Compari-
son 8)7?

The answer to this question is found in Table 44, (Table 44 is essen-
tially a summary of Tables 6, 19 and 32, but with percentages rather than
sctual numbers,)

The distributions of mayors' poasible responsidbility consensus scores
are presented in Table 44,

The column headed "Board member'' shows consensus scores for mayors, when
thei{r responses defining a county board member's role are compared to an
"{deal" definition of the county board member's role (Consensus Comparison 2).

The column headed "Mayor" shows consensus scores for mayors hen their
responses defining a mayor's role sre compared to an "ideal" definition of
the mayor's role (Consensus Comparison 5).

The column hcaded "Local CD director' shows consensus scores for mayors,
when their responses defining a local civil defense director's role are com-
pared to an "i{deal™ deflinition of the local civil defense director's role

(Conscnsus Comparison 8).
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Table 44, Mayors' possible responsibility consensus scores compared across roles

Role defined by maycrs

cc2 CcC5 ccs
Possible responsibility Board Local CD
consensus score member Mayor director

. .
o s AN R AR s s 3 ARy

No., Zof 21 No, Zof 21 No. 7% of 21

0-10

1 4.8 0 0.0 0 0.0
11-20 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
21-30 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
31-40 2 9.5 0 0.0 0 0.0
41-50 9 42,9 0 0.0 0 0.0
51-60 3 143 4  19.0 1 4.8
61-70 1 4.8 0 0.0 4 19,0
71-80 1 4,8 11 52.4 6 28,6
81-90 2 9.5 6 286 7 33,3
91-100 2 . 0 0.0 3 143
Totals 21 100,06 21 100,0 21  100.0

i
)
"

The scores in Table 44 show that mayors distribute themselves over a
wvider range of scores for the county board member's role (CC2) than for the
mayor's role (CC3) or che director's role (CT8). Nineteen percent of the
mayors received scores above 80 for the county board member's roie; 29 per-
cent of the mayors received scores sbove 80 for their own role; and 47 per-

tent of the mayors reccived scores above 80 for the director's role.

Role-definers: county-municipal civil defense directors

The question anslyzed in this section is: Do county-municipal civil
defense directors understand the "possible responsibility" items of their
own role {Consensus Comparison 9) better than they understand the “possible
responsibility" items of the county board member's role (Consensus Compari-

son J) or the "possible responsidility'" ftems of the mayor's role (  nseansus
Comparison 6)7?




The answer to this guestion is found in Table 45, (Table 45 is essen-
tially a summary of Tables 9, 22 and 35, but with percentages rather than
actual numbers.)

The distributions of local (county-municipal) civil defense directors’
possible responsibility consensus scores are presented in Table 45,

The column headed "Board members" shows consensus scores for local
civil defense directors when their responses defining a county board member's
role are compared to an "ideal" definition of the county board member's role
(Consensus Comparison 3).

The column headed '"Mayor'" shows scores for .ocal civil defense directors,
when their responses are compared to an "ideal" definition of the mayor's role
(Consensus Comparison 6),

The column headed "Local CD director" shows scores for local civil defense
directors, when their responses are compared to an "ideal" definition of the

local civil defense director's role (Conseasus Comparison 9).

Table 45, County-municipal civil defense directors' possible responsibility
consensus scores compared across roles

Role defined by local CD directors

cc3 CC6 cco
Possible responsibility Board Local CD
consensus score member Mayor director

No, % of 9 No, % of 9 No. % of 9

0-10 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
11-20 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
21-30 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
31-40 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
41-50 2 22,2 0 0.0 0 0.0
51-60 3 33,3 2 22,2 0 0.0
61-70 1 11 0 0.0 0 0.0
71-80 1 11.1 5  55.6 2 2,2
81-90 11.1 1 1.1 5  55.6
91-100 1 111 1 1,1 2 22,2
Totals 9 99,9 9 100.0 9 100,0
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An analysis of Table 45 shows that county-municipal civil defense
directors understand their own role (CC9) better than either of the other
roles, Nol only are the scores higher but the range is narrower, £S:venty-
eight percent of the directors received a score of over 80 for their own
role, whereas only 22 percent received scores that high for the county board
member 's role or the mayor's role. The directors also understood the mayor's

role better than the county board member's role.

Summary

The following summarizes answers to these questions:

1., Do county board members understand their own civil defense role better
than they understand the mayor's civil defense role or the local civil defense
director's role?

2, Do mayors understand their own civil defense role better than they
understand the county board member's civil defense role or the local civil
defense director's role?

3. Do local civil defense directors understand their own civil defense
role better than they understand the county board member's civil defense role

or the mayor's civil defense role,

Role-definers: county board members

Responsibility items When the county board members' perceptions of

the three roles were compared, it was found that the county board members
understood the local civil defense director's role better than either their

own role or the mayor's role, And they understood their own role better than

the mayor's role,

Possibic ocopunsibility items When the county board members' per-

ceptions of the three roles were compared (on non-responsibility as well as
responsibility items), it was found that the county board members understood
the local civil defense director's role better than either their own role or

the mayor's role. But here thev understood the mayor's role better than their

own role,
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Role-duefiners: mayors

Responsibility items When the mayors' perceptions of the three roles

were compared, it was found that the mayors understood the county board mem-
ber's rcle better than either their own role or the local civil defense
director's role, And they understood the county board member's role better

than the local civil defensc director's role.

Possible responsibility items When the mayors' percepticns of the

three roles were compared (on non-responsibility as well as responsibility
items), it was found that the mayors understood the local civil defense
director's role better *han either the mayor's role or the county board mem-

ber's role, And it was found that the mayors understood their own role better

than the county board member's role.

Role-definers: 1local civil defense directors

Responsibility items When the local civil defense directors' per-

ceptions of the three roles were compared, it was found that the directors

understood the county board member's role better than the mayor's role or

their own role,

Possible responsibility items When the local civil defense directors'

perceptions of the three roles were compared (on non-responsibility as well
as responsibility items), it was found that the directors understood their
own role better than either the county board member's role or the mayor's role,

And the directors understood the mayor's role better than the county board
member's role,
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Chapter 9

CONGRUENCE COMPARISONS

Introduction

The questions and findings discussed thus far in this rerort have focused
on consensus comparisons., The analysis of consensus comparisons is very impor-
tant, howcver it does not include any consideration of role performance, '"Role
performance’ is defined in Chapter 2 as the actual behavior of an incumbent of
a position, For example, the actual task-behavior of the local civil defense
director is his '"role performance." This chapter introduces the cencept of
role performance, as the focus of analysis changes from consensus comparisons

to congruence comparisons, In Chapter 2 "congruence'" is defined as the corres-

pondence (or agreement) between a definition of a role and a perception of the
incumbent's performance of that role.

The congruence comparisons in this report are comparisons made for the

purpose of determining congruence bctween an "ideal" definition of a given

role and a "role performance evaluator's" evaluation of the incumbent's per-

formance of that role, Thus, congruence comparisons focus on 'role perfor-

mance' whereas the consensus comparisons in the previous chapters dealt with
agreement between different role definitions,

The several types of defined roles and the several types of role perfor-
mance evaluators (respondentsf are presented in the following figure,

Each of the numbered cells in Figure 46 represents a congruence compari-

son, Cell "1," for example, represents Congruence Comparison l: a comparison

of the "ideal" definition of the civil defense role of county board members
and the performance of the county board members' '~ as ~valuated hy the
-ounty board members, Cell '"2" compares the '"ideal' definition of the role
of county board members and the performance of the county board members' role

as cvaluated by the mayors (Congruence Comparison 2), Cell "3" compares the

"ideal" definition of the role of county board members and their performance

as cvaluated by local civil defense directors (Congruence Comparison 3)., And

so on, for the remaining six cells,

1Respondents are called '"role-definers" in the foregoing discussion of
consensus of role definitions. These same respondents are called 'role per-
formance evaluators" in the present discussion of congruence.
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’l Figure 46, Congruence comparisons: comparisons of "ideal' definitions of a
given role and evaluations of the incumbent's performance of that

- vole Role performance evaluators

. 1) (2) 3)
County Board Mayors' Civil Defense

- Members' Evaluation of Directors'
Evaluation of Performance of Evaluation of

’ Rote defined Performance of l Performance of

1 ‘ "Ideal™ Definition l
B of Role of » 1. County Board 2. County Board 3. County Board
- Members Members Members
"Ideal" Definition
- of Role ofe——————y 4, Mayors 5. Mayors 6. Mayors

“"Ideal" Definition
of Role of =—————e—" 7, Civil Defense 8. Civil Defense 9. Civil Defense
Directors Directors Directors
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‘r Why Study Congruence Comparisons

. There are a number of reasons for studying the degree of congruence between
L e an "ideal" definition of a given role and various role-definers' evaluations of
% k ; the incumbent's performance of that role. Some of these reasons are discussed

briefly in this section,

One ~f the goals of federal, state, and local civil defense personnel is

to have local government officials perform the civil defense role expected of

them, An analysis of consensus comparisons may or may not show that local

officials "correctly" understand their civil defense roles. However, whether
or not they understand them, it is also important to know whether or not the
"ideal" roles are being performed by local officials,

The analysis of congruence comparisons in this report will provide insights
into the extent to which local clected officials and local civil defense
directors are perforning thelr "ideal” toles as delineated by official state
sources,  (See Cells 1, 5 and 9 in Figure 406))

The congruence analysis will also provide insights into che extent to

which selected local clected officicls (mayors and county bLozcd members)

and local civil defense directors evaluate each others' performances, utilizing
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the "ideal" role expectations as delineated by official state sources as
criteria, (See Cells 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8 of Figure 46,)

The findings relating to the abeove questions may have implications for
the implementation of civil defense., If it is found that certain incumbents
are not performing the tdsks expected of them, an evaluation of past methods

used to encourage performance may be suggested,

How Study Congruence Comparisons

The analysis of congruence comparisons can be carried out by utilizing

either one of two meaningful units of analysis, as was done in the analysis

of consensus comparisons,

One unit of analysis is the '"possible responsibility" item. That is,

each "possible responsibility'" item can be the starting point for analysis,

This would show for any given item the number and percentage of role perfor-
mance evaluators (such as county board members) who said the "possible respon-
sibility" represented by that item had been performed by the incumbent of

the position being considered. For clarity of presentation, "possible respon-
sibility" items are separated in the tables into "responsibility" items and
"non-responsibility" items, The "possible responsibility" items are used as
the unit of analysis for the first two tables in each congruence comparison
(Congruence Comparison 1 through Congruence Comparison 9).

An analysis based upon items is not a "congruence" analysis, as each
"role" under consideration in this report is defined as a set of '"possible
responsibility" items. Therefore, a congruence analysis must be based upon
a set of items rather than upon individual items. Although an analysis based
upon items is not a ‘'congruence" analysis, it is meaningful,.

A second unit of analysis is the individual role performance evaluator,

That is, each role performance evaluator can be the starting point for the

congruence analysis. Using the role performance evaluator as the unit of

analysis, it is possible to show the number of "possible responsibilities"
any one role performance evaluator said had been carried out by position
incumbents. The individual role performance evaluator is the unit of
analysis for the third and fourth tables presented for Congruence Comparisons

1 through 9, The use of the individual as the unit of analysis yiclds a




"congruence' analysis because for each individual role performance evaluator
there is a response to each entire set of it s (for a given role). In this

analysis, individuals' perceptions of role performance can be compared with
what "ideally" should be performed,

!
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County Board Member's Civil Defense Role Performance

Congruence Comparisons 1 through 3 focus on the role performance evalu-

ator's perception of the civil defense role performance of county board members.

The "ideal" definition of the civil defense role of county board members is
compared with the county board members' performance in that role, as evaluated
by (1) county board members, (2) mayors, and (3) local civil defense directors,
Each respondent was shown a list of '"possible responsibilities,' some
of which were '"responsibilities” and some of which were "non-responsibilities"
of county board members. Each respondent was asked whether or not each "pos-
sible responsibility" had been performed by county board members, A deter-
mination was then made of the amount of congruence (agreement) between what
the "ideal" definition said the county board member should do and what the
respondeuts said the county bcard member did do, The findings are discussed

below,

Individual item analysis The findings of the individual item analysis

will be presented as an answer to the following question:

To what extent did each group of role performance evaluators (county board
members, mayors, and local civil defense directors) perceive that county board
members had carried out each "ideal" task item?

The answer to the above question is found in Table 47,
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Table 47, Number of role performance evaluators who said county board members
had performed "possible responsibility' items

Role performance evaluators

Board Local CD
members Mayors directors
"Responsibility" items No, % of 9 No, 7 of 21 No. 7 of 9
(2) Appoint one of its members to
the Joint County-Municipal
Civil Defense Administration 4 44,4 9 42.9 7 77.8
(3) Appropriatc funds for civil
defense 6 66.7 10 47.6 7 77.8
(6) Prepare for continuity of gov-
ernment in an emergency 6 66.7 7 33.3 1 11.1
(7) Develop a plan for the preser-
vation of essential records 9 100.0 8 38.1 5 55.6
(10) Promote the licensing, marking
and stocking of shelter spaces
in buildings 4 46,4 8 38.1 0 0.0
(11) Establish an Emergency Operating
Center for government 2 22,2 6 28.6 3 33.3
Role performance evaluators
Board Local CD
members Mayors directors
"Non-responsibility" items No. % of 9 No. % of 21 No. % of 9

(1) Preparc an annual civil defense

budget 3 33.3 4 19.0 3 33.3
(4) Appoint the county-municipal
¢ivil defense director 8 88.9 10 47.6 5 55.6

(5) Direct the activities of the
county-municipal civil defense
director 2 22,2 7 33.3 i 11.1

(B) Be in charge following natural
disasters in the county B 33.3 1 4.8 Q 0.0

(9) Coordinate cfforts of fire ser-
vices in the county 3 33.3 4 19.0 1 il

(12) Develop a basic operational
plan 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 111
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Responsibility items The percentages for Responsibility Item 2 in

Table 47 show to what extent each group of role performance evaluatoté per-
ceived that county board members carried out the responsibility: "Appoint
one of (the county board members) to the Joiné County-Muniéipal civit Defensge
Administration."” Forty-four percent of the county board members, 43 percentn
of the mayors, and 78 percent of the local ci#il defense ditectors:saidﬂtha;
the county board had appointed one of its members to the Joint Admfhistration.
There is not agreement on the level of performance by county board -members,
mayors and local civil defense directors on this item, o ,

Two-thirds (67 per:ent) of the county board members said that they had

carried out Respensibility Item 3: '"Appropriate funds for civil deféns@."‘

ialf (48 percent) of the mayors and three-fourths (78 percent) of the directors

said that county board members had appropriated funds for civil def-nse,

Two-thirds (67 percent) of the couaty board members said they had carried
out Responsibility Item 6: ''Prepare for continuity of government i Aﬁ mer-
gency." Only one-third of the nayors and one-tenth of the directors arceived
that the county board members had done so.

All county board members said they had worked to: 'Develop a plan for
the preservation of essential records {Responsibility Item 7)." One-third
(38 percent) of the mayors and 56 percent of the directors said that county.
board members have made such efforts,

Forty-four percent of the county board members said they had worked to:
"Promote the licensing, marking and stocking of shelter spaces in buildings ‘
(Item 10)." Nearly the same percentage (38 percent) oi mayors’had”thé same
perception, However, none of the local civil defense directors péréeived‘
that county board members had done anything tc promnte the licensing, matking
and stocking of buildings for shelter, -

Between 22 and 33 percent of all evaluators said Responsibility Itqﬁ 11

had been performed by county‘boatd members: "Establish an Emergency Operating
-Center for government,"

Non-responsibility items The percentéges for noi:-resg ‘nsibility

items show to what extent each group of role performance evaliv:itors perceived
that county board members had carried out non-responasibilitier, Or -third

(33 percent) of the county board members, one-fifth (19 percent) of the mayors,
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and cne-third (33 percent) of the local civil defense directors s=aid that

county board members had "(Preparoﬂ‘

PRVPIPIRRI TP

an annual civil defense budget (Item 1) .,"
It is the responsibility of the Joint .County-Municipal Civil Defense Adminis-
tration rather than of the county board to prepare the county-laevel civil
defense budget,

Eighty-nine percent of the county board members, 48 percent of the mayors, :
and 56 percent of the county-municipal civil defense directors said ths:
county board members had “(Appointed)ciheﬂcounty-municipal civil defense director
‘(Item 4) ," when in fact, this fb a responsibility of the Joint Administration,
It is interesting to note the disctepancy between the perceptions of county
board members and directors about who appointed the directors:
Twunty-two percent of thc\cpunty board members, 33 percent of the mayors,
and 11 percent of the dircctors said county board members had perfor:ed Non-

responsibility Item 5: '"Direct the activities of the oounty-muﬁici; 1 civil
defense director." o . o )

One-third of the county boafd members, five percent of the mayors, and
none of the directors said that county board members have performed Non-respon-
sibility Item 8: "Be in charge following natural disasters in the county."

One-third of the county bosrd members, one-fifth (19 percent) of the
mayors and one-tenth (11 percent) of the directors said that county board
members had " (Coordinated) . . . fire services , , , (Item 9)."

None of the county board members, none of the mayors, and one (11 per-
cent) of the directors said that‘county board members had "(Developed) a
basic operational plan (Item 12)." '

Individual rolce performance evaluators 53 the unit of analysis  The

[indings of the analysis using role performance evaluators as the unit of
analysis will be prescented as an answer to the following question:

Does the person whose role performance is under consideration (in this
case, the county board member) see himself as performing more of the role
items than do other role performaﬁce evaluators? That is, does he cvaluate
his role performance as being hLigher than do other role pe;formancc evalu-

ators?

The answer to the above question is found in Table 58.
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Table 48, Number of "possible responsihiiity' items performed by county
board members, as perceived b role performance evaluators

Rele performance evaluators

Board Local CD
Number of responsibility members Mavors directors
items performed No. 7 of 9 No. % of 21 No. % «f 9
0 0 0.0 5 23.8 Q 0.0
1 0 0.0 1 4.8 1 1.1
2 2 22.2 4 19.0 4 44 4
3 4 44 4 6 28.6 2 22,2
4 1 11,1 4 19,0 2 22,2
5 1 11.1 1 4.8 0 0.0
6 1 11.1 e 0.0 0 0.0
Role performance evaluators
Board L cal CD
Number of non-responsibility members Mayors directors
items performed No. % of 9 No. 7 of 21 No. % of 9
9 0 0.0 9 42,9 3 33.3
1 1 11.1 5 23.8 2 22,2
2 6 66.7 2 9.5 3 33.3
3 2 22.2 3 14.3 1 11.1
4 0 0.0 2 9.5 0 0.0
5 0 0.0 0 6.0 0 0.0
6 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Responsibility items The distributions of percentages in Table

48 indicate the number of "possible responsibility" items carried out by
county board members as perceived bv eech group of role performance evalu-
ators. Three-fourths (78 percent) of the county board mcmbers saic¢ they had
performed three to six of the responsibility items, But only 52 p«rcent of
the mayors and 44 percent of the local civil defense director per« ‘ived that
the county board members had carried out as many as thre: out »f ti - six
responsibility items,

One-fourth (22 percent) of the county board members cons.derec that they
had carried out all or all but one of the responsibility items, that is, either
five or six items, Only five percent of the mayors and none of the directors

perceived that the county board members had performed this many items,
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One-fourth (24 percent) of the mayors perceived that county board members

had not carried out any of the responsibility items.

All the county board
members and directors believed that at least some responsibility items had
been carried out,

There is higher congruence between the county board members' evaluation

4

of their role performance and the "“ideal" definition of their role than there

was among the mayors' and directors' congruence comparisons of the role of
county board members.

“+

Non-responsibility items

Of the non-responsibility items, one-

_ fourth (22 percent) of the county hoard members, one-fourth (25 percent) of

F the maycrs and sne-tenth (11 percent) of the directors perceived that county
board members had performed at least one-half of the non-responsibility items.

A1l of ihe county board members indicated that they had completel at

-
]. least some of the non-responsibility items, Forty-three percent of the mayors

and one-third of the directors said the county board members had not performed
any of the non-responsibility items,

There is relatively high congruence between the directors' perceptions

of the county toard members' performance of non-responsibilities and the
"ideal” role definition,

The mayors' responses showed greater congruence with
the "ideal" role definition than did the county board members' responses,

There would have been complete congruence on non-responsibility items if none
had been performned,
One implication may be that county board members need a better under-

standing of their "ideal' roles than they now have if they are to perform
their roles more effectively.

a——— T
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Mayor's Civil Defense Role Perfurmance

Congruence Comparisons 4 through 6 focus on the role performance evalu-

ator's perception of the civil defense role performance of mayors. The "ideal"

definition of the civil defense role of mayors is compared witir the mayors'
performance in that role, as evaluated by (4) county board members, (5) mayors,
and (6) local civil defense directors,

Each respondent was shown a list of 'possible responsibilities," some

of which were "responsibilities" and some of which were '"non-responsibilities"

of mayors, Each respondent was asked whether or not each '"possible responsi-
bility" had been performed by mayors., A determination was then made of the
amount of congruence (agreement) between the "ideal" definition of what the

mayor should do and what the respondents said the mayor did do, The findings

are discussed below.

Individual item analysis The findings of the individual item analysis

will be presented as an answer to the following question:

To what extent did each group of role performance evaluators (county board
members, mayors and local civil defense directors) perceive that mayors had
carried out each "ideal' task item?

The answer to thc above question is found in Table 49,

3
4
H
3
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T Table 49, Number of role performance evaluators who said mayors had performed
i "possible responsibility" items

Role performance evaluators

Board Local CD
- members Mayors directors
"Responsibility" items No. % of 9 No. % of 21 No. % of 9

(1) Attend or send a representa-
tive to Joint County-Municipal
Civil Defense Administration
meetings (or, Attend CD plan-

—~ ning meetings) 8 88.9 15 71.4 7 77.8

;g (3) Prepare for continuity of gov-
ernment in an emergency 6 66.7 9 42,9 4 44,4

aitend civil defense information

: and training programs 4 44 .4 15 71.4 3 33.3
f - (5) Develop and conduct civil de- .
i fense training programs 0 0.0 1 4.8 2 22,2

(7) Promote the licensing, marking
and stocking of shelter spaces
in buildings 6 66.7 13 61.9 4 44,4

Role performance evaluators
Board Local CD
. "Non-responsibility" items members Mayors directors

No. % of 9 No, % of 21 No, % of 9

ety ey Y

(2) Direct the activities of the
county-municipal civil defense

director 3

(6) Disseminate anti-communist
literature
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Responsibility items The percentages for Responsibility Item 1,

in Table 49, show to what extent each group of role performance evaluators
perceived that mayors had carried out the responsibility: "Attend or send a
representative to Joint County-Municipal Civil Defense Administration meetings,"

Eighty-nine percent of the county board members, 71 percent of the mayors, and

78 percent of the local civil defense directors said that the mayors had attended

or sent representatives to the meetings,

Two-thirds (67 percent) of the county board members said that mayors had
performed Responsibility Item 3: “Prepare for continuity of government in an
emergency," Forty-three percent of the mayors and 44 percent of the local
civil defense directors stated that mayors had done so,

Forty-four percent of the county board members stated that mayors had
carried out Responsibility Item 4: '"Attend civil defense information and
training programs,'" About three-fourths (71 percent) of the mayors and one-
third (33 percent) of the local civil defense directors replied that mayors
had attended such programs,

None of the county board members perceived that mayors had carried out

Responsibility Item 5: '"Develop and conduct civil defense training programs,"
Only 5 percent of the mayors and 22 percent of the local c¢ivil defense directors
perceived that mayors had carried out this responsibility,

Two-thirds (67 percent) of the county board members said that mayors had
performed Responsibility Item 7: "Promote the licensing, marking and stocking
of sh.lter spaces in buildings." Sixty-two percent of the mayors and 44 per-
cent of the local civil defense directors perceived that mayors had promoted

the licensing, marking and stocking program.

Non-responsibilily items About one-third of the county bouard

members (33 percent) and mayors (29 percent), and two-thirds (67 percent) of
the dircectors said that mayors had performed Non-responsibility Item 2:
"Direct the activities of the county-municipal civil defense director."

None of the county board members, none of the mayors, and 11 percent
of the directors said that mayors had " (Disseminated; anti-communist liter-

ature (Item 6)." It is possible that a mayor or mayors other than those
interviewed actually had dloseminated such literature.
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Individual role performance evaluators as the unit of analysis The

findings of the analysis using role performance evaluators as the unit of
analysis will be presented as an answer to the following question:

Does the person whose role performance is under consideration (in this
case, the mayor) see himself as performing more of the role items than do
other role performance evaluators? That is;, does he evaluate his role per-
formance as being higher than do other role performance evaluators?

The answer to the above question is found in Table 50,

Table 50. Number of "possible responsibility" items performed by mayors, as
perceived by role performance evaluators

Role performance evaluators

Board Local CD

Number of responsibility members Mayors directors
items performed No. % of 9 No. % of 21 No. % of 9

0 0 0.0 2 9.5 1 11.1

1 0 0.0 3 14,3 1 11.1

2 5 55,6 5 23.8 3 33.3

3 2 22,2 4 19,0 3 33.3

! 2 22,2 7 33.3 1 11.1

5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

Role performance evaiuators

Board Local CD

Number of non-responsibility members Mayors directors
items performed No. % of 9 No, % of 21 No. % of 9

0 6 66.7 15 71,4 3 33,3

1 3 33.3 0 28,6 5 25.6

2 0 0.0 0 0.0 i 11.1

Responsibility items The distributions of percentages in Table

50 indicate the number of "possible responsibility" items carried out by mayors
as percelved by each group of role performance evaluators. None of the role
performance evaluators (county board members, mayors and local civil defense

directors) said that mayors had carried out all five of tha "ideal' rcsponsi-
bility items,
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All of the county board members said that mayors had performed two or
more of the five items, Seventy-six percent of the mayors and 77 percent
of the local civil defense directors said that mayors had performed two or
more of the items.

About ten percent of both the mayors and directors perceived that mayors

had performed none of the responsibility items,

Non-responsibility items With regard to the non-responsibility

items, morc than two-thirds of the county board members and mayors and one-
third of the directors said that mayors had performed none of the non-respon-
sibility items, About one-third of both county board members and mayors said
that mayors had performed one of the non-responsibility items. Two-thirds of
the local civil defense directors said that mayors had carried out either one
or two of the non-responsibility items., There would have been complete con-
gruence with the "ideal" definition of the mayor's role if none of the non-

responsibility items had been performed,
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County-Municipal Civii Defense Director's Role Performance

Congruence Comparisons 7 through 9 focus on the role performance evalu-

ator's perception of the civil defense role performance of county-municipal

civil defense directors, The "ideal" definition of the civil defense role of

county-municipal civil defense directors is compared with the directors' per-
formance in that role, as evaluated by (1) county board members, (2) mayors,
and (3) local civil defense directors,

Each role performance evaluator was shown a list of '"possible responsi-
bilities," some of which were "responsibilities" and some of which were '"non-
responsibilities" of county board members, Each role performance evaluator
was asked whether or not each "possible responsibility" had been performed
by local directors, A determination was then madz of the amount of congruence
(agreement) between what the "ideal" definition said the director should do
and what the respondents said the director did do.

Individual item analysis The findings of the individual item analysis

will be presented as an answer to the following question:

To what extent did each group of role performance evaluators (county
board members, mayors and local civil defense directors) perceive that county-
municipal civil defense directors had carried out each "ideal" task item?

The answer to the above question is found in Table 51,
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Table 51, Number of role performance evaluators who said county-municipal
civil defense directors had performed '"poesible responsibility" items

Role performance evaluators

Board Local CD
members Mayors directors
"Responsibility" items No. % of 9 No. % of 21 No. % of 9
(1) Carry out civil defense public
information programs 8 88.9 16 76,2 9 106,0
(3) Lstablish an Emergency Oper-
ating Center 3 33.3 9 42,9 4 44,4
(4) Prepare for continuity ot gov-
crnment in an cmergency 3 33.3 0 0.0 1 11,1
(5) Develop and conduct civil de-
fense training programs 8 88.9 14 66,7 8 88.9
(6} Dcvelop plans to care for
evacuees 1 i1.1 4 19.0 5 55 6
(7) Be in charge of any natural
disaster in your area 3 33.3 1 4.8 2 22,2
(9) Carry out the existing licensing,
marking and stocking shelter
programs 9 100.0 18 85,7 8 88.9
(10) Decvelop a radiological moni-
toring capability 5 55.6 11 52.4 6 66.7
(11) Obrain federal surplus equip-
ment for your county 4 44,4 10 47.6 5 55.6
(12) Work with volunteer organi-
zations on civil defense 8 88,9 13 61.9 7 77,8
Role performance evaluators .
Board Local CD
members Mayots directors
"Non-responsibility" items No, % o0f 9 No. % of 21 No. %Z ot 9

(2) Call out the National Guard
in an emergency 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

(8) Disseminate anti-communist
literature
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Responsibility items The percentages for Responsibility Item 1

in Table 51 show to what extent each group of role performance evaluators per-
ceived that county-municipal civil defense directo: had performed the respon-
sibility: "Carry out civil defense public information programs.'" Most (89
percent) of the county board members, 76 percent of the mayors, and all of

the directors perceived that local civil defense directors had performed this
responsibility item,

One-third of the county board members and 43 percent of the mayors stated
that directors had performed Responsibility Item 3: '"Establish an Emergency
Operating Center," Forty-four percent of the directors stated that they had
done so.

One-third of the county board members and none of the mayors said that
directors had performed Responsibility Item 4: ‘''Prepare for continuity of
government in an emergency." Only one (11 percent) director stated that he
had done this,

Most (89 percent) of the county board members and two-thirds (67 percent)
of the mayors perceived that rirectors had performed Responsibility Item 5:
"Develop and conduct civil defense training programs."” Fifty-six percent of
the dircctors said that they had done this,

Eleven percent of the county board members and 19 percent of the mayors
said that directors had carried out Responsibility Ivem 6: 'Develop plans to
care for evacuees," Fifty-six percent »t the directors responded that they
had done this,

One-third of the county board members and five percent of the mayors
stated that director's had completed Responsibility Item 7: '"Be in charge
(following) auny natural disaster in your area." Twenty-two percent of the
directors said this task had heen completed,

All of the county board members and 86 percent of the mayors responded
that directors had performed Resgponsibility Item 9: '"Carry out the existing
licensing, marking and stocking shelter programs." Most (89 percent) of the
civil defensc dircvctors said that they had done so,

About half (56 percent) of the county board membera and half (52 percent)
of the mayors said that directors had performed Responsibility Item 10:
“Develop a radiological monitoring cspability." Two-thirds (67 percent) of the
directors stated that they had done this,
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Less than one-half (44 percent) of the county board members and 48 per-
cent of the mayors perceived that directors had performed Responsibility Item
11: "obtain federal surplus equipment for your county." More chan one-half
(56 percent) of the directors responded that they had performed this task,

Eighty-nine percent of the county board members and 62 percent of the
mayors replied that directors had carried out Responsibility Item 12: 'Work
with volunteer organizations on civil defense." Three-fourths (78 percent)

of the directors said they had done so,

Non-responsibility items None of the role performance evaluators

said that county-municipal civil defense directors had performed either of
the non-responsibility items: 'Call out the National Guard in &n emergency

(It - 2) ;" "Disseminate anti-communist literature (Item 8)."

"ndividu:l role performance evaluators as the unit of analysis The

ctindings of the analysis using role performance evaluators as the unit of
analysis will be presented as an answer to the following question:

Does the person whose role performance is under consideration (in this
case, the county-municipal civil dufense director) see himself as pertorming
more of the role items than do other role performance evaluators? That is,
does hc evaluate his role performance as being higher than do other role

puerformance evaluators?

The answer to the above question {s found in Table 52,

#
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Table 52, Number of "possible responsibility" items performed by county-
municipal civil defense directors, as perceived by role performance

J—

i

evaluators
Role performance evaluators

Board Local CD

Number of responsibility members Mayors directors
items performed No % of 9 No. % of 21 No. % of 9
0 0 0.0 2 9.5 0 0.0

1 0 0.0 1 4.8 0 0.0

2 1 11,1 1 4.8 H 11,1

3 0 6.0 4 19.0 1 11.1

4 2 22,2 0 0.0 0 0.0

5 0 0.0 4 19.0 0 0.0

6 2z 22,2 4 19.0 2 22.2

7 2 22,2 3 14.3 2 22,2

8 2 22,2 2 9.5 3 33.3

9 C 0.0 0 0.0 C 0.0
10 0 a9.¢ 0 0.0 0 ¢.0

Rele performance evaluators

Board Local CD

Number of non-responsibility __members Mayot's directors
items performed No. %e¢i 9 No. % of 21 No. % of 9

0 9 100,0 21 100.0 9 100.0

1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 6.0

yi 0 0.9 0 0.0 0 2.0
Responsibility items The distributions of percentages in Table

52 indicate the number of '"possible responsibility" items carried out by
county-municipal (local) civil defense directors as perceived by each group
of role performance evaluators (county board members, mayors and local civil
defense directors), None of the role performance evaluators said that local
civil defense directors had carried out all ten of the "ideal" responsibility
items, Nor did nay of the role performance evaluators say that nine of the

i1.-.8 had been carried out,
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Two-thirds (67 percent) of the county board members, 43 percent of the
mayors, and 78 percent of the directors stated that directors had performed
six, seven, or eight of thc items,

It was stated that directors had carried out two or fewer responsibility
items by 11 percent of the county board members and directors and by 19 per-

cent of the mayors,

Non-responsibility items There was complete congruence regard-

ing non-responsibility items. All role performance evaluators said that local

civil defense directors had performed none of the non-responsibility items,

Summary and Implications

County board member's '"possible responsibility' items

Responsibility items Most county board members said they had performed

two or three of the six responsibility items of county board members, Most
mayors and local civil dcfense directors stated that county board members
had performed three or less of the six ideal county board member's role respon-
sibility items,

There was more congruence between the county board members' evaluation
of their role performance and the 'ideal' definition of the county board mem-
ber's role, than there was congruence between mayors' and directors' percep-
tions of county board members performance and the 'ideal" county board member's

role,

Non-responsibility items County board members said they had performed

many tasks which, according to the ''ideal' role definition, are actually "non-
responsibility" items for county board members, Many mayors and local civil
defense directors also perceived that county board members had performed tasks
which according to the '"ideal" role definitions are actually 'non-responsibility"
items for county board members.

County board members said they had performed more of the non-responsibility
items than mayors or local civil defense directors perceived the county board

members had performed,
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Mayor 's "possible responsibility’ items

Responsgibility items Most mayors said they had performed three or

less of the five responsibility irems of mayors. Most county board members
and local civil defense directors stated that mayors had pertormed two or
three of the five respensibility items of mayors,

There was slightly more congruence between the county board members'
evaluation of the mayor's role and the '"ideal” role than there was congru-
eunce between mayors' and directors' perceptions of the mayor's performance

and the "ideal™ mayor's role.

Non-responsibility items Host mayors perceived that they had not

performed tasks which according to the "ideal" role definition are "non-

responsibility” items for mayors, Most county board members stated that mayors
had not performed any non-responsibility tasks. Most local civil defense
directors said that mayors had performed cne of the two non-responsibility
items,

Mayors said they had performed fewer non-responsibility items than
either the county board members or the local civil defense directors per-
ceived they had performed. More local civil defense directors stated that
mayors had performed non-responsibility items than either mayors or county

board members stated mayors had performed,

County-municipal civil defense director's "possible responsibility" items

Responsibility items Most local civil defense directors stated that

they had performed six to eight of the ten responsibility items of local civil
defense directors, Most of the county board members also said that the direc-
tors had performed six tc eight of the ten responsibility items, Most of the
mayors indicated that the directors had performed seven or fewer of the ten
responsibility items,

There was more congruence between the local civil defense directors'
evaluation of their role performance and the "ideal” definition of the direc-
tors' role than there was congruence between the mayors' perceptions of the
directors' performance and the directors' "ideal'" role, The county board mem-
bers had about the same congruence between their perception of the performance

of directors and the "ideal" directers' role as the directors had,
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Non-responsibility items Ali of the role performance evaluators

(county board members, mayors, and local civil defense directors) perceived
that the local civil defense directors had not performed the two non-respon-
sibility items,

The role performance evgluators showed complete congruence in their
evalaation of the local civil defense directors' performance of non-respon-
sibility items And the "ideal" definftion of non-responsibility itema,

In general, it can be said that county board members, mayors and county-
municipal civil defense directors are not perforwing all their civil defense
role responsibilities, as defined by official civil defense sources, Also,
it can be said that county board members and mayora are performing tasks
which are not their responsibilities, as defined by cfficial civil defeuse
sources,

Some implications are: If local government officials and local civil
defense directors are to perform their civil defense ~oles effectively, (1)
they should understand and perform their tasks; and (2) they should under-
stand which tasks are not theirs, and not perform them, Which is to say,
not only do local government officials and local civil defense directors
need to understand their own civil defense roles, they need to understand
the roles of others with local responsibility for civil defense,

One complaint sometimes heard from local government officials is that
the state legislature and the many government organizations are demanding
that they perform more tasks than they have time or facilities tc perform,
The foregoing analysis shows that some county board members and mayors are
performing certain tasks which are not only unnecessary but which are actually

component parts of roles of incumbents of other positions,
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Chapter 10

SUMMARY

Responsibilities for Civil Defense

According to the Federal Civil Defense Act, civil defense is the joint
responsibility of federal, siate, and local governments, As originally

enacted in 1951, the Federal Civil Defense Act stated that the '"responsi-
bility cf civil defense shall be vested primarily in the States and their
political subdivisions."1 In 1958 the policy declaration was amended by

Public Law 85-606 so that “the responsibility for civil defense (is)

vested jointly in the Federal Governmant and the several States and their
political subdivisions."2

General Objectives of the Research Study

The general purpose of this report is to study relationships between
local government cfficials and the implementation of local civil defense,
It is not feasible to focus on all such relationships. The general objec-
tives of the report are:

i, To develop a conceptual framework to aid in the investigation of
relationships between local elected government officials (county board
members and mayors) and local civil defense, especiailly lccal civil defense

directors, The conceptual framework focuses on role definitions (role

expectations) and role performances.

2, To empirically test parts of the couceptual framework in a field
study of local! elected government officials and loca! civil defense,

3. To analyze the degree of consensus between Lwo different role
definitions of the sawec position. The three positions to be studied are
those of the county board member, the mayor, and the local civil defense
director, The role-definers will be the incumbents in these positions:

county board members, mayors, and local civil defense directors,

1Public Law 81-920, approved Jaunuary 12, 1951, sec, 2 (64 Stat, 1246),

2Pub11c Law 85-606, approved August 8, 1959, sec, 2 (72 Stat, 532).
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4, To analyze the degree of congruence between role definitions and
perceptions of role performarces., The role definitions and role perfor-

mances of county board members, mayors and local civil defense directors

will be analyzed,

The Conceptu - Fframework

The basic concepts used to study relationships between local governing'
bodies and local civil defense are "role," "role performance," 'consensus,"
and ''congruence,"

"Role" is defined as a set of expectations applied to an incumbent of
a position., For example, the set of civil defense tasks the mayor expects

the local civil defense director to perform,

"Role performance" is defined as the actual behavior of an incumbent of

a position, For example, the actual task-behavior of the local civil defense
director is his "role performance,"
- "Consensus'" is defined as the correspondence (or agreement) between

two different sets of role definitions for a given position, For example,

a county board member might define the local civil defense director's role
quite differently than a mayor might; if so, it would be said that there is
low consensus between the two role definitions,

"Congruence" is defined as the correspondence (or agreement) between a
definition of a role and a perception of the incumbent's performance of that
role, For example, a county board mcmber might say the local civil defense
director should perform certain tasks, If the county board member perceives
that the director has, in fact, performed those tasks, it would then be said
that there is high congruence between the county board member's definition

of the director's role and the county board member's perception of the
director's role performance,
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The Study Population and Sample

The population

The population from which the study sample was selected is corposed of
the counties in Iowa which had (st the time the sample was selected) Joint
County-Municipal Civil Defense Administrations, The name "Joint County-
Municipal Civil Defense Administration" is the Iowa equivalent of the "county
civil defense supervisory committee" found in many states. Each Joint County-
Municipal Civii Defense Administration in Iowa, as legally organized, is com-
posed of one member of the county board and the mayor (or mayor's represent-

ative) of each municipality which has passed a resolution to participate in
ic,

Sampling counties

The first characteristic considered when selecting sample counties was
whether or not the county had an official Joint County-Municipal Civil Defense
Administration on record with the State Office of Civil Defense. The counties
which had an official Joint County-Municipal Civil Defense Administration
(n = 64) were then divided into two groups: those with no Program Papers
(n = 26) and those with Program Papers (n = 38).1 Those counties with Pro-
gram Papers were further subdivided into two groups: those receiving Per-
sonnel and Administrative (P & A) funds (n = 25) and those not receiving P & A
funds (n = 13)., The counties receiving P & A funds were then divided into
two groups: one where the local director received no salary (n = 0) and one
where the local cirector received some salary (n = 25), The 25 counties were
further divided into two groups where the directors were pzid full-time (n = 16)
and paid part-time (n = 9),

After this categorization was completed, nine counties were selected
for this pilot study, The nine counties were selected in such a way as to

be a purposive, stratified sample of lowa counties having Joint County-Muni-
cipal Civil Defense Administrations,

lA Program Paper is a management document that prescribes specific tasks
a local government should do to build its civil defense capability,
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Sarpling of local officials within counties

In each of the sample counties, persons holding three different positions

were studied: county board members, mayors, and county-municipal! civil defense

directors,

County board members (n = 9) In each of the sample counties, one

county board member was selected to be interviewed., He was chosen either

because he was the county board member with specific responsibility for civil
defease or, if no one had such specific responsibility, because he was the

chairman of the county board,

Mayors (n = 21) In each sample county, mayors of municipalities that

had passed resolutions to be part of a Joint County-Municipal Civi® Defense
Administration were listed. From this list a maximum number of three mayors

per county were randomly selected for study,

County-municipal civil defense directors (n = 9) The county-municipal

civil defense director in each of the nine sample counties was interviewed to

obtain data needed for analytical purposes,

"Ideal" Definitions of County Board Members', Mayors' and
Local Civil Defense Directors' Civil Defense Roles

One objective of the report is to delineate a set of "ideal" civil
defense role expectations for the three roles being analyzed: county board
members, mayors, and local civil defense directors. The research presented
in this report is more complex than most 'role consensus analyses" because
it focuses on three different positions rather than on only one position.
The study of consensus is further complicated because there are various

persons who may have civil defense role definitions (expectations) of sach
position,

Because there are so many possible role-definers of local government
officials’' positions, one of the first steps in any study of role consensus
is to clearly delineate the role-definers whose expectations are to be com-
pared. In this study there are four role-definers: (1) county board members,
(2) mayors, (3) local civil defense directors, and (4) an "ideal" role defini-

tion based upon official state civil defense sources.
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The consensus comparisons made in this report are comparisons between
(a) an "ideal" definition of a given role and (b) role-definers' definitions
of that role,

One possible "role-definer" of the civil defense roles of county board
members, mayors and local civil defense directors is official state civil
defense sources, Since the field study was conducted in Iowa, official Iowa
civil defense documents and state-level Iowa civil defense officials were
consulted in the preparation of "ideal" civil defense role definitions for
county board members, mayors and local civil defense directors.

It is important to note that the 'ideal" role definitions developed
in this research project are lists of "possible responsibilities." Each
list of 'possible responsibilities' is composed of two types of items:

"responsibilities' and "non-responsibilities,"” Those items which are termed

"responsibilities' are defined as such by official state civil defense
sources, Those items which are termed 'non-responsibilities' are items not

defined as responsibilities by official state civil defense sources,

Consensus Comparisons:
"Role-Definer" Definitions Compared to '"ldeal' Role Definitions

One of the goals of federal and state civil defense perscnnel is to
clearly define the civil defense role responsibilities of local governmental
officials so that national and state civil defense goals ave met., If a local
civil defense capability is to be developed, it is imperative that local
government ofificials clearly understand their civil defense role responsi-
bilities, Local officials probably will not effectively implement civil
defense unless they understand what they should or should not do re civil
defense,

The analysis of consensus comparisons provides insights into the extent
to which local government officials understand their own and others' civil
defense role responsibilities.




142

Summary Highlights of Findings of Consensus Comparisons

Consensus Comparison 1: county board members' definition of the county board

member 's role compared with the "ideal" definition of the county board member's

role

County board members seemed, in general, to understand their ideal role
"responsibility" items, although some county board members were unaware of
some of their role responsibilities, County board members frequently indicated
that they were responsible for role items for which they actually were not
responsible. There was greater consensus among county board members con-
cerning their civil defense role "responsibilities" than when both '"respon-

sibilities" and "non-responsibilities" were considered,

Consensus Comparison 2: mayors' definition of the county board member's role

compared with the "ideal" definition of the county board member's role

Mayors had a somewhat better understanding of actual role responsibilities
of county board members than they did of county board members' non-responsi-
bilities, Almost one-half of the county board members' non-responsibility
items were seen by mayors to be responsibility items of county board members.
There was somewhat greater consensus among mayors concerning the county
board members' role responsibilities than there was when both responsibilities

and non-responsibilities were considered,

Consensus Comparison 3: local civil defense directors' definition of the

county board member's role compared with the "ideal" definition of the county

board member's role

County-municipal civil defense directors had a better understanding of ac-
tual role responsibilities of county board members than they did of non-responsi-
bilities, Almost one-half of the county board members' non-responsibility
items were scen incorrectly by local directors to be reaponsibiiity items of
county board members, There was a somevhat greater consensus arong local
civil defense directors concerning the county board members' role responsi-
bilitics than there was when both responsibilities end non-responsibilities

were considered,
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County board member's role: summary comparisons

The three groups of role-definers did not show complete consensus on their
definitions of the county board members' role responsibilities, It was found
that county-municipal civil defense directors had the greatest understanding
of the county board members' role. When all three groups of role-definers were

pooled, it was found that they correctly identified slightly over one-half of
the "possible"” responsibility items.

Consensus Comparison 4: county board members' definition of the mayors' civil
. defense role compared with the "ideal" definition of the mayor's role

County board members correctly identified most (three-fourths) of the item-
decisions pertaining to the mayor's civil defense role, The county board mem-

bers' responses indicated that they understood equally well the responsibility
items and non-responsibility items of mayors,

Consensus Comparison 5: mayors' definition of the mayor's civil defense role
compared with the "ideal" definition of the mayor's role

Approximately three-fourths of both responsibility and non-responsibility
items of mayors were correctly identified by mayors, i.e,, mayors had approxi-
mately the same understanding of actual responsibilities of the mayors role as
they did of the non-responsibilities of the mayor's role.

Consensus Comparison 6: local civil defense directors' definition of the mayor's
civil defense role compared with the "ideal" definition of the mayor's role
County-municipal civil defense directors correctly identified most of the

mayor's civil defense reapousibility items, but failed to cocrrectly identify
two-fifths of the non-responsibility ftems of mayors. One conciusion is that
county-municipal civil defense directors had a slightly better understanding

of actusl role responsidilitics of mayors than they did of non-responsibilities
of mayors,

Mayor's role: susmary comparisons

For responsibility {tems, all thiee role-definer groups (county board mem-
bers, mayors, and local civil defense directors) had about three-fourths of
the item-decisfons correct., When comparing non-responsibility items, {t was
found that county board members and mayors had a somevhat greater understanding
of the non-responsibilit, ftems than did the local directois, When the three
role-deffiners are pooled, it wss found that they correctly {dentf{fied about
three-fourths of the non-responsibility ftems,
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When both responsibility and non-responsibility items were analyzed,
county board members distributed themselves as somewhat more knowledgeable
about the mayor's role than did either mayors or county-municipal civil
defense directors. Directors distributed themselves over a wider range
than did the oth 'rs,

Consensus Comparison 7: county board members' definition of the local civil

defense director's role compared with the "ideal" definition of the local

director's role

County board members correctly identified most of the possible responsi-
bility items for county-municipal civil defense directors. They correctly
identified more responsibility than non-responsibility items, County board
members had a better understanding of responsibilities of county-municipal

civil defense directors than they did of non-responsibilities,

Consensus Comparison 8: mayors' definiticn of the local civil defense director's

role compared with the "ideal' definition of the local director's role

Mayors correctly identified most of the possible responsibility items
of the county-municipal civil defense directors. Mayors had approximately
the same understanding of actual role responsibilities of county-municipal

civil defeasc directors as they had of non-responaibilities,

Consensus Comparison 9: local civil defense directors' definition of the

local civil defense director's role compared with the "ideal" definition of

the local director's role

County-municipal civil defense directors correctly identified most of
the possible responsibility items of their role, County-municipal civil
defensc directors had a slightly better understanding of actua! role respon-
sibilities of county-municipal civil defense directors than :they did of non-
responsibilities, However, over three-fourths of the non-responsibility

fcens were correctly i{dentified by county-municipal civil defense directors,

County-sunicipal civil defense director's role: summary comparisons

More than threce-fourths of the county board members’, mayors', and
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county-municipal civil defense directors’ item-decisions were correct., When

focuging on non-responsibility items, it can be seen that mayors and county-

~ ‘3 ;7 municipal civil defense directors madc somewhat more correct item-decisions
»i.i H than did county board members, When all three groups of role-definers are
R i - pocled, it can be seen that they identified three-fourths of the non-respon-
i é; sibility items. When both responsibility and non-responsibility items are L
1 combined, it can be seen that county-municipal civil defense directors had

the greatest understanding of the local directors' role,

Summary Highlights of Role-Definers’
Knowledge of Their Own Roles

The following summarizes answers to these questions:

1. Do county board members understand their own civil defense role ‘

.

- better than they understand the mayor's civil defense role or the local civil ’
. defense director's role?

- 2. Do mayors understand their own civil defense role better than they

i3 understand the county board member's civil defense role or the local civil
defense director's role?

3.

Do local civil defense directors understand their own civil defense

role better than they understand the county board member's civil defense role
or the mayor's civil defense role?

Role-definers: county board members

Responsibility items

When the county board members' perceptions of
the three roles were compared, it was found thLat the county board members

understood the local civil defense director's role better than either their
own role or the mayor's role,

And they understood their own role better than

the mayor's role,

Possible responsibility items

When the county board members' per-
ceptions of the three roles were compared (on nou-responsibility as well as

responsibility items), it was found that the county board members understood

the local civil defense director's role better than either their own role or '
the mayor's role,

But here they understood the mayor's role better than their

own role,
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Role-definers: mayors

Responsibility fitems When the mayors' perceptions of the three roles

were compared, it was found that the mayors understoosd the county board mem-
ber's role better than either their own role or the local civil defense director's
role. And they understood the county board member's role better tham the

local civil defense director's role,

Possible responsibility items When the mayors' perceptions of the

three roles were compared (on non-responsibility as well as responsibility
items), it was found that the mayors understood the local civil defense
director's role better than either the mayor's role or the county board mem-
ber's role. And it was found that the mayors understood their own role better

than the county bcard member's role,

Role-definers: local civil defense directors

Responsibility items When the local civil defense directors' per-

ceptions of the three roles were compared, it was found that the directors
understood the courty board member's role better than the mayor's role or

their own role,

Possible responsibility items When the local civil defense directors'
perceptions of the three roles were compared (on non-responsibility as well

as responsibility items), it was found that the directors understood their

own role better than either the county board member's role or the mayor's
role, And the directors understood the mayor's role better than the county

board member's role,

Some Implications from Consensus Comparisons

One implication of the consensus analysis is that an evaluation of methods
(present and proposed) to define civil defense role definitions of local
government officials might be fruitful since role understandings vary con-
siderably, Also, the role definition of the local civil defense director
needs to be correctly communicated to relevant individuals. The clarifi-
cation of role definitions might include (1) a more specific statement of
what tasks are to be performed and what tasks are not to be performed in each
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role (that is, a “,ob descriptiva'), and (2) more effective communication of
role dafinitions to relevant persons. Further, not only do county board mem-
bers, mayors and local civil defense directors need to better understand each
others role, but they also need to better underetand their own role,

Another implication stems from the frequent perception of non-respongi-
bilities as responsibilities by role-definers, Perhaps, some local officals
are not performing because they think they have more tasks to perform than
they actually have. These incorrect perceptions may result in role-conflict
and inefficiency among local government officials and local civil defense
directors,

A number of local government officials and local civil defense directors
said they did not know whether or not certain items were responsibilities,
Perhaps a person who says he does not know whether or not an item is a respen-

sibility may be easier to inform than one who has an incorrect perception
regarding the item,

Summary Highlights and Implications of

Findings of Congruence Comparisons

County board member's 'possible responsibility" items

Responsibility items Most county board members said they had performed

twoe or three of the six responsibility items of county board members, Most

mayors and local civil defense directors stated that county board members had
performed three or less of the six ideal county board member's role responsi-
bility items.

There was more congruence between the county board members' evaluation
of their role performance and the "“idesal" definition of the county board mem-
ber's role, than there was congruence between mayors' and directors' percep-

tions of county board members performance and the 'ideal" county board members'
role,

Non-responsibility items County board members said they had performed

many tasks which, according to the "ideal" role definition, are actually 'non-

responsibility" items for county board members, Many mayors and local civil

defense directors also perceived that county board members had performed tasks
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which according to the "ideal" role definitions are actually '"nor-responsibility"

items for county board members,

- County board members said they had performed more of the non-responsibiliry
items than mayors or local civil defense directors perceived the county board

i:l members had periormed,

Mayor's '‘possible responsitility" items

Responsibiliry items Most mayors said they had performed three or

less of the fivi: responsibility items of mayors. Mest county board members

g and local civil defense directors stated that mayors had performed two or
. l three of the five responsibility items of mayors,
There was slightly more congruence between the county board members'
evaluation of the mayors' role and the "ideal" role than there was congruence
betweer: mayors' and directors' perceptions of the mayors' performance and the

"ideal" mayors role,

Non-responsibility items Most mayors perceived that they had not per-

formed tasks which according to the "“ideal' role definitior are "non-responsi-
bility" items for mayors. Most county board members stated that mayors had

not performed any non-responsibility tasks., Most local civil defense directors
said that mayors had performed one of the two non-responsibility items.

Mayors said they had performed fewer non-responsibility items than either
the county board members or the local civil defense directors perceived they
had performed, More local civil defense directors stated that mayors had
performed non-responsibility items than either mayors or county board members

stated mayors had performed.

County-municipal civil defense director's "possible responsibility" items

Responsgibility items Most local civil defense directors stated that

they had performed six to eight of the ten responsibility items of local civii
defense directors, Most of the county board members also said that the direc-
tors had performed six to eight of the ten responsibility items. Most of the
mayors indicated that the directors had performed seven or few. the ten
responsibility items,

There was more congruence between the local civil defense directors'

evaluation of their role performance and the "ideal" definition of the directors'
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role than there was congruence between the mayors perceptions of the directors'

s |

performance and the directors' "ideal" rcle, The county board members had
about the same congruence between their perception of the performance of direc-

tors’® and the '"ideal" directors' role as the directors had,

==

Non-responsibiliiy items All of the role performance evaluators

PO

(county board members, mayors, and local civil defense directors) perceived

that the local civil defense directors had not performed the two non-respon-
sibility items,

1

PR,
hrone 8

The role performance evaluators showed complete congruence in their

4

evaluation of the local civil defense directors' performance of non-responsi-
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bility items and the "ideal" definition of non-responsibility items,

In general, it can be said that county board members, mayors and county-
municipal civil defense directors are not performing all their civil defense
role responsibilities, as defined by official civil defense sources. Also,
it can be said that county board members and mayors are performing tasks
which are not their responsibilities, as defined by official civil defense
sources,

Some implications are: If local elected officials and local civil

defense directors are to perform their civil defense roles effectively, (1)

they should understand and perform their tasks; anl {2) they should under-

stand which tasks are not theirs, ancd not perform them, Which is to say, not

f.m»,»-.‘

only do local elected oificials and local civil defense directors need to

understand their own civil defense roles, they need to understand the roles

*

Wi —d

of others with local respousibility for civil defense,

i Onc complaint sometimes heard from local elected officials is that

l the state legislature and the many government organizations are demanding

that they perform more tasks than they have time or facilities to perform,

. The foregoing analysis shows that some county board members and mayors are

I performing certain tasks which are not only unnecessary but which are actually

component parts of roles of incumbents of other positions,
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