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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

series: an analysis of local government officials and their role in imple-

menting civil defense in local communities. The local government officials

studied are mayors and members of county boards, Local civil defense

directors 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

prog rams.

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

J civil defense aspects of local governing hodis (for example, how many com-

munities are participating in civil defense activities) there is little infor-

mation 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 car. 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 set of expectations applied to a position. In 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 'ed into

"ideal" 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 Series, 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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Safrpling 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 (_ -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

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 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 each

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.

:1
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F The consensus comparisons made in this report are comparisons between

(a) an "ideal" definition of a given role and (b) role-definers' definitions

Bof that role.

One possible "role-definer" of the civil defense roles of county board

rmembers, 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.

7It 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.

Consensuq Comparisons:

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

- One of the goals of federal and state civil defense personnel is to

clearly define the civil defense role responsibilities of local governmental

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 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 goverrment officials understand their own and others' civil

defense role responsibilities.

i.
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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-responsibilitie3" 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 count

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 seen incorrectly by local directors to be responsibility items of

county board mmbers. There wos a somewhat greater consensus nm~oi local

civil defense directors concerning the county board members' role responei-

bilities 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-

berst 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

com ared 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" defiaition of the mayor's role

County-municipal civil defense directors correctly identified most of the

mayor's civil defense responsibility items, but failed to correctly identify

two-fifths of the non-responsibility items of mayors. One conclusion is that
county-municipal civil defense directors had a slightly better understanding

of actual role responsibilities of mayors than they did of non-responsibilities

of mayors.

Hayor's role: smar comparisons
For responsibility items, all thiee role-definer groups (county board mm-

bers, mayors, and local civil defense directors) had about three-fourths of

the item-decisions correct. When comparing non-responsibility items, it was
found that county board members and mayors had a somewhat greater understanding

of the non-rasponsibilit, items than did the local directots. When the three

role-definers are pooled, it was found that they correctly identified about

three-fourths of the non-responsibility items.

L
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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 boald

members had a better understanding of responsibilities of county-municipal

civil defense directors than they did of non-responsibilities.

Consensus Comparison 8: mayors' definition 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 approxinately

the same understanding of actual role responsibilities of county-municipal

civil defe:ise directors as they had of non-responsibilities.

Consensus Comparison 9: local civil defense directors' definition of the

local civil defense director's role compared vith the "idedl" definition of

the local director's role

County-municipal civil defense directors correctly identified most oz

the possible responsibility itms of their role. County-municipal civil

defense directors had a slightly better understanding of acttal role respon-

sibilities of county-municipal civil defense directors than they did of non-

responsibilities. However, over three-fourths of the non-responsibility

ites were correctly identified by county-municipal civil defense directors.

County-municipal civil defense director's role: summar omparisons

More than three-fourths of the county board members ' . mayors', and

I
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r county-municipal civil defense directors' item-decisions were correct. When

focusing on non-responsibility items, it can be seen that mayors and county-

municipal civil defense directors madc somewhat more correct item-decisions

than did county board members. When all three groups of role-definers are

pooled, it can be seen that they identified three-fourths of the non-respon-

sibility items. When both responsibility and non-responsibility items are

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

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 m.yor'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 non-responsibility ab well as

responsibility items), it was found that the county board members understood

the local civil defense directur'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; mgors

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 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 than 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 board 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 thet the directors

understood the courty board member's role better than the mayor's role or

their owin 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 wns 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 definition 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 descriptiun'), and (2) more effective communication of

r role definitions 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 underptand their own role.

Another implication stems from the frequent perception of non-responsi-

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 anong 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.

4.Perhaps a person who says he does not know whether cr not an item is a respon-

sibility may be easier to inform than one who has an incorrect perception
fregarding the item.

Summary Highlights and Implications of
L Findings of Congruence Comparisons

County board member's "possible responsibility" items

Responsibility items Most county board members said they had performed

F two 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 "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 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

I
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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-responsibillry

items than mayors or local civil defense directors perceived the county board j

members had perlormed.

Mayor's "ossLible responsitlit" items

Responsibility items Most mayors said they had performed three or

less of the fih. responsibility items of mayors. Most county board members

and local civil defense directors stated that mayors had performed two or

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

between 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 definition 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

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 to eight of the ten responsibility items. Most of the

mayors indicated that the directors had performed seven or te%, 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'

performance and the directors' "ideal" role. 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-responsibiliLy items All of the role performance evaluatorsI(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 evaluators showed complete congruence in their

Ievaluation of the local civil defense directors' performance of non-responsi-

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; ani (2) they should under-

stand which tasks are not theirs, and not perform them. Which is to say, not

only do local elected officials and local civil defense directors need to

understand their own civil defense roles, they need to understand the roles

of others with local respoksibility for civil defense.

One complaint sometimes heard from local elected officials is that
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

performing certain tasks which are not only unnecessary but which are actually

component parts of roles of incumbents of other positions.

I~
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