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Short on Confidence: Changes in Attitudes toward American Institutions and Occupations By Richard Seltzer and Rhea Roper-Nedd



It is well known that Americans’ confidence in government and other institutions has dropped substantially since the 1950s. Many researchers have theorized about the general decline in confidence and why confidence has fluctuated. Some have examined why several institutions have fared better or worse than others. Few, however, have examined confidence in different institutions over time. The most comprehensive study was done by Seymour Martin Lipset and William Schneider in 1987; their data are now twenty years old. In this analysis, we look at attitudes toward American institutions, holistically, from many different perspectives: historically, relative to other institutions, in the context of actual events and happenings, and by using different measures. We extend Lipset and Schneider’s analysis by making the data current, adding some new series, and by using an additional analytical technique: the coded table. A coded table analyzes a two-way table and employs many of the same concepts as a boxplot. It is an exploratory data analysis technique, developed by John Tukey and refined by Paul Velleman and David Hoaglin, that helps the user identify patterns in the data.



Those values falling within the middle 50 percent (the hspread) of the data are represented in the coded table as dots. Relatively large or small values are represented by plus or minus signs (between the hspread and one and a half times the size of the hspread). Extreme values are coded “#” or “=” for plus and minus values, and truly extreme data are coded “P” for plus or “M” for minus. For example, Table 1 analyzes data on confidence in American institutions from the National Opinion Research Center’s General Social Survey (NORC-GSS). A cursory review of this coded table shows the military with a majority of pluses, indicating relatively high confidence in this institution. The many dots in the middle years, however, also show that confidence slipped to the typical rating of all the institutions between 1978 and 1991. Similarly, the consistent minuses for organized labor indicate its overall low ratings, while the press went from average to relatively negative ratings by the early 1990s. While no “extreme” values appear in the NORC coded table, in the Harris confidence data displayed in Table 2 (see below), we see extreme confidence in medicine prior to 1974 and in the military in 1966, as well as during the Persian Gulf wars.



NORC-GSS and Confidence According to the NORC-GSS, the average rating for people running medicine (47 percent) was almost ten points higher than the next highest rated institutions—the scientific community and the military. Five institutions had ratings below 20 percent: organized labor, Congress, TV, the press, and the executive branch. Ratings for two of the institutions showed substantially more variability than the others over time. Confidence for the people running banks and financial institutions fell after the savings and loans crisis of the early 1980s. Banks and financial institutions averaged 32 percent in the eight surveys between 1975 and 1984. In later years, the average was 22 percent. These levels fell below 15 percent for 1991 and 1993 following Wall Street scandals involving Michael Miliken, Ivan Boesky, and others. Confidence in people running the military was relatively steady from 1973 to 1990, averaging 33 percent. It jumped to 60 percent in 1991 with the first Persian Gulf War, fell to the high 30s until 2002, then rose again to 54 percent with the beginning of the second Gulf War.



Harris and Confidence According to the Harris organization series shown in Table 2, confidence in the leaders of American institutions declined sharply between 1966 and 1971. The average rating for the same nine institutions analyzed in 1966 fell from 48 percent to 29 percent—a drop of 40 percent. Unfortunately, Harris did not replicate the survey between 1966 and 1971, so we cannot analyze the decline in confidence in greater detail. It is also unfortunate that Harris did not consistently ask about these nine institutions in
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later years. Despite a recovery to an average of 35 percent in 1973 and 31 percent in 1974, the distrust that appeared in 1971 for these nine institutions persisted in other years, and average trust never again exceeded 30 percent. In 2004, the average confidence rating for these nine institutions was 25 percent—fairly comparable to the rating seen in 1971. Four institutions asked about by Harris had average confidence ratings above 30 percent during the entire time span of the survey: the military, medicine, colleges and universities, and the Supreme Court. Confidence in the military leadership declined sharply with the Vietnam War, with averages remaining relatively low until the first Persian Gulf War in 1990 and reaching new highs following the events of 9/11. The coded table captures the highs with “#” for 1966 (early Vietnam), 1993 (the first Gulf War), and following 9/11 and beyond. Unlike the military, confidence on the leadership of medicine has been in a steady decline in the Harris surveys, from 72 percent in 1966 (the coded table shows “#” ratings for three of the four years before 1974) to 30 percent in the 1990s—possibly the result of the steady growth in the cost of medicine, in conjunction with the growth of managed health care. The coded table displays several additional patterns and issues. Organized religion and television news had relatively higher scores in the 1970s compared to other institutions. This was no longer the case in later years. Furthermore, the press went into relative decline after 1990. Also notable is the relatively high score of the White House in 1984, as well as in 2002 and 2003. We do not know what may have contributed to the increase in 1984. However, those in 2002 and 2003 probably occurred in response to the events of 9/11. Finally, we do not understand why support for law firms essentially tripled in 1994, compared to previous and subsequent years.



Gallup and Confidence In Gallup’s analysis of fifteen institutions between 1973 and 1990, only two had average ratings near 60 percent: the military, and the church or organized religion. Both have mostly pluses in the coded table. It is likely religious institutions were ranked relatively high by Gallup compared to Harris because Harris only refers to “organized religion” and excludes the softener of “church.” Four institutions had average ratings below 30 percent: the criminal justice system, big business, labor unions, and television. These have mostly minuses in the coded table. The military, banks and financial institutions, the presidency, and Congress exhibit relatively high variability. The average rating for the military was 52 percent between 1973 and 1988. In 1990 it jumped to 68 percent, as the Gallup survey occurred a week after the first U.S. troops landed in Saudi Arabia. The military received high ratings in 1991 (85 percent) and then declined to an average of 64 percent until the events of 9/11.
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In 2002 the rating for the military went up to 79 percent. The variability in confidence toward banks and financial institutions most likely occurred in response to the Wall Street scandals of the early 1990s. The variability in the presidency might be due to a data anomaly. Confidence in the February-March 1991 Gallup survey was twenty-two percentage points higher than that found only seven months later in October. A second issue with the presidency data is that this item was asked in 1975 and not again until 1991. Congressional ratings have shown considerable movement in several years. The ratings were below 20 percent in 1978, 1993, and 1994. On the other hand, confidence exceeded 40 percent in 1973, 1975, 1977, and 1986. It is likely that the relatively high rating for Congress in the early 1970s was because of the Watergate hearings, in which Congress appeared in a positive light.



ANES and Confidence Since 1964, twenty-eight institutions and groups were rated seven or more times by the American National Election Studies. Unlike any of the other scales examined in our study, ANES uses a 100-point thermometer. Only two groups had average thermometer scores below 40 "degrees": black militants and gays and lesbians. Black militants, with an average score of 23.1 percent, have the only “M” in any of the coded tables presented here, signifying extreme dislike. Though clearly not institutions themselves, they serve to place institutions in the context of other groups. All the institutions in the ANES garnered averages above 50 degrees. The federal government, labor unions, big business, and Congress all averaged between 50 and 60 degrees. The highest ranked groups were the elderly—clearly not an institution—and policemen—probably not an institution. (Note that ANES has not asked about policemen since 1992. Also, note that the wording asks respondents to rate the individual officers and not the police as an institution.) The military had the highest rating among institutions. Three groups representing progressive causes had increased support over time. Rising scores for “women libbers,” gays and lesbians, and black militants, though still relatively low, probably reflect greater acceptance in society. Gays and lesbians and women libbers moved from the “=” symbol in the coded tables to minuses, and eventually to dots. In essence, they moved from extreme dislike to eventual acceptance. It became apparent that using ANES thermometer means led to less variation compared to other datasets. It was not clear whether this was due to use of a different scale (thermometer) or a different measure of central tendency (mean instead of percentage). Therefore, we reran the analysis with the use of percentages. We used a cut-off of 70,
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such that when a respondent scored an institution at 70 degrees or above, we coded that as very favorable. Political parties in general now received the lowest score, followed by black militants and gays and lesbians. Ironically, the average score for the Republican Party was virtually indistinguishable from that of gays and lesbians. The highest ranked groups were again the elderly and policemen, while the military was again the highest rated institution. In between the highest- and lowest-rated institutions were big business, Congress, the federal government, and labor unions. Although the analysis of ANES data using means or proportions was fairly similar, there were differences in the analysis of the standard deviations. The groups showing the most variability were whites, environmentalists, and Protestants. In general, attitudes toward whites declined from the early years. In 1964, whites received the highest score among the groups analyzed, 74.3 percent, while the rating for blacks was 31.3 percent—a difference of 43.0. This compares to 58.0 percent and 53.4 percent in 2004 for these two groups, respectively—a difference of only 4.6. Presumably, many whites felt threatened at the height of the civil rights movement and gave their own racial grouping high scores. Even so, attitudes toward whites fluctuated in later years: 45.1 percent in 1998 and 60.7 percent two years later. Attitudes toward environmentalists were on the decline. ANES asked about environmentalists on three occasions between 1980 and 1990, with an average score of 58.1 percent. However, between 1992 and 2004 their average score declined to 42.6 percent. The military averaged 55.7 percent from 1964 to 1972. Following the Vietnam peace agreement in 1973, the average score of the military began a decline that bottomed out at 47.4 percent in 1996. ANES did not ask about the military in 1998. However, between 2000 and 2004 its average rating increased to 65.0 percent. The timing for these changes was somewhat different to those indicated by Gallup and Harris, where the decline began to occur before 1972 and the resurgence began following the first Gulf War of 1991. Attitudes toward Protestants were above 60 percent before 1972 and were in the 40s and 50s in later years. It is not clear why this occurred. Since Americans’ confidence in institutions is based in part on their perceptions of and relationships with institutional representatives, social organizations, and other groupings in society, we also examined, when possible, these related categories. \



Gallup and Honesty In 1976 Gallup began asking respondents to rank the honesty and ethical standards of people in different occupations. We analyzed twenty-five occupations that were asked about twelve or more times between 1976 and 2004 and found considerable consistency
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from year to year. There are no extreme values in the coded table, of which an abbreviated version is shown here. Very high or high ratings averaged at or under 20 percent for twelve occupations, for the most part sales-oriented or of political relevance. All six occupations scoring above 50 percent were professional and received mostly pluses in the coded table. Three occupations showed a high degree of variability. Only 37 percent of respondents rated the police as honest in 1977. This slowly increased to a high of 60 percent in 2004 (notice the transition from dots to pluses Table 4). We suspect this positive change occurred because of anticorruption campaigns that occurred in various police departments and growing fear of crime, and because of the decline in the civil rights and antiwar movements, both of which had often adversarial relationships with police. For medical doctors, the average rating was 54 percent between 1976 and 1999. Beginning in 2000, their ratings rose to 65 percent. It is not clear why this change occurred. There was no change in question wording, and confidence in medicine as an institution continued to decline, according to other series. Nevertheless, doctors have mostly pluses in the coded table. The honesty ratings of television reporters and commentators, never particularly high, slid from the 30s to the 20s over the twenty-five years of polling. By 2004 their scores resembled those of newspaper reporters, which are traditionally low. It is possible that the positive image of television journalists (to the extent that it existed) declined with the retirement of Walter Cronkite (“the most trusted man in America”) in 1981.



Harris and Prestige Harris asked about occupational prestige in 1977 and did not replicate this series until 1992. Doctors and scientists had prestige scores (very great or considerable) averaging above 80 percent for the period in which the question was asked. The next three highest-rated occupations, teachers, military officers, and engineers, scored ten points below doctors and scientists. Again, all five of these occupations are professional, and they have mostly pluses in the coded table. The lowest rated occupation was union leader, at 39 percent, with five others scoring below 50 percent: accountant, entertainer, athlete, banker, and journalist. There were no extreme data points in the coded table. However, one occupation showed substantially larger variability than the others: The prestige of attorneys fell substantially—nineteen points between 1977 and 1992. It is unfortunate that we do not have data for the years between 1977 and 1992.
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Confidence in Industries Finally, Opinion Research Corporation (ORC) asked respondents to rate various industries between 1965 and 1983, offering another perspective on how Americans view some of their most important institutions. We found data for six of these years in iPoll, the polling database of the Roper Center for Public Opinion Research. After seeing reference to four other years in Lipset and Schneider’s 1987 study (1965, 1967, 1973 and 1975), the Roper Center staff was able to uncover partial data for them as well. As noted below, we added data from three other survey firms for other years. Unfortunately, there were no data from 1983 to 1993 or between 1993 and 2000. Similar to what we found in the Harris data on American institutions, there was a substantial overall drop in confidence in American industries during the late 1960s. The average for six industries asked about in 1965 and in 1971 fell from 68 percent to 43 percent—a 37 percent decline. There were five industries that had mean ratings above 50 percent: computers, food and food products, banking, telephone and communications, and automobiles. The only commonality we find among these industries is that three of them could be considered high tech. One industry stands out for its extremely low ratings: Tobacco and tobacco products averaged 22 percent, which was substantially lower than other industries. The next industry after tobacco was chemical, at 35 percent. The most variability in ratings occurred among five industries: oil and gas, airlines, computers, telephone and communications, and automobiles. Although most industries’ ratings fell substantially between 1965 and 1971, automobiles fell thirty-two points, and oil and gas fell twenty-eight points. Automobile ratings stabilized after 1983, while oil and gas continued to decline. Both automobiles and oil and gas transitioned from mostly “+’’ in the coded table to dots. The variability in attitudes toward airlines may simply be an artifact of different survey houses having gathered the data. There is a spike to 70 percent in 1993—the one year in which our data were collected by Martilla & Kiley. (These data need to be viewed with particular skepticism, as the coded table shows substantial changes for five industries for 1993.) Attitudes toward airlines were particularly low between 2002 and 2004. However, these are the three years in which we rely upon Gallup data. (The coded table shows an increase in support for the retail industry between 2002 and 2004. However, this might also have occurred because the data were collected by Gallup which used a different scale—positive-negative instead of favorable-unfavorable—and used the term retail instead of retailing.) The growth in positive attitudes toward the computer industry began with the introduction of the personal computer in 1981 (notice the “+” in the coded table and the “#” for 1993). The variability in telecommunications had a different pattern. Support for
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this industry fell from 77 percent in 1969 (the coded table has a # for that year) to 49 percent in 1975. Unfortunately, we do not have data for 1965 or 1967. The breakup of the Bell System in 1984 did not lead to any substantial change. Again, one industry stands out, this time for its especially small degree of variability: tobacco and tobacco products. People have consistently disliked the tobacco industry.



Discussion To sum up, confidence in American institutions fell dramatically in the late 1960s, and a parallel drop occurred in confidence in American industries. The different survey sets indicate general support for professional or service-oriented institutions, while dislike was expressed toward labor unions, politicians, the press, and big business. Lipset and Schneider titled their 1987 book The Confidence Gap and documented the increased alienation of Americans in the years following the Vietnam War. They noted that confidence had not rebounded since the war, and opined that If the prolonged loss of confidence in American institutions since 1965 has in fact produced a significant loss of legitimacy, the chances that the country can withstand a future crisis of effectiveness may be much reduced. As our analysis indicates, confidence has still not rebounded in the two decades since their book. America has been relatively lucky. We have had a technology boom, stock market boom, housing boom, and a victory in the Cold War. Good economic times can mask public distrust of institutions. If these booms, however, give rise to busts as exhibited by deficits in trade and government spending, collapse of retirement entitlements, a debacle in Iraq, or outrage over government ineffectiveness (as in Hurricane Katrina), government corruption (Jack Abramson and other cronyism), or perceived industry corruption (energy price shocks), public confidence in American institutions could further erode, taking the nation closer to the crisis that Lipset and Schneider inferred nearly twenty years ago.



Data Sources for the Analysis Any analysis of confidence in American institutions is constrained by the availability of data. There are only a few data series that have relatively long histories allowing for comparative analysis. We used all seven series available to us, covering a range that includes institutions, leaders of institutions, occupational honesty, occupational prestige, and industries: 



The National Opinion Research Center-General Social Survey (NORC-GSS) asked respondents to rate confidence in people running American institutions since 1973. Twelve institutions have been rated for twenty-three years, and banks and financial institutions for twenty-one years. Of all the datasets examined, the 8



NORC-GSS has shown the greatest consistency year after year in question phraseology. 



The American National Election Studies (ANES) asked about thirty-nine institutions over nineteen different years beginning in 1964. We analyze twentynine institutions that were asked about six or more times. Unlike the other series, ANES uses a feeling thermometer, and we report means as well as percentages.







Harris asked about people in charge of running American institutions on thirtyfour separate occasions between 1971 and 2004. We discarded three of the years, as they did not ask the standard series and were probably commissioned by a private client. Of the forty-six institutions that were asked about, we analyze fourteen that were used in fifteen or more years.







Gallup asked about American institutions twenty-nine times between 1973 and 2004. We analyze fifteen of forty institutions that were asked about in twelve or more years.







Gallup began asking respondents to rate the honesty and ethical standards of people in different occupations in 1976. We analyze nineteen years of data ending in 2004. Gallup asked about fifty-seven occupations during this timeframe. We analyze twenty-five occupations that were asked about on thirteen or more occasions.







Harris asked people to rate the prestige of occupations in 1977. This was not replicated again until 1992. We analyze nine years of data between 1977 and 2004 for the seventeen (out of twenty-six) occupations that were asked about six or more times.







The last series of data is on industry ratings and is combined from four different survey houses: Opinion Research Corporation, Martilla & Kiley, ICR, and Gallup. Clearly, there are problems in that some houses used somewhat different scales, firms likely had different methodologies in sample selection, training, and so on—for instance, we originally had included a Roper series from 1984, but because they used different scales, Roper had ratings that were too high relative to the ratings from the other firms. A casual review of the data from the other firms, however, appears to indicate consistency in results from house to house.



The NORC-GSS and the ANES raw data were downloaded from ICPSR and analyzed using SPSS. For all other series, the aggregate responses were found at the archives of the Roper Center for Public Opinion Research, using LexusNexus or with the help of the staff at Roper. Four issues raise warning flags about the data:
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Most survey firms changed their mode of survey from face-to-face to telephone in the 1980s. The NORC-GSS has always been face-to-face, and the ANES used telephone in 2002. There is substantial research to show that mode of interviewing might affect results.







With the general exception of the NORC-GSS and, to a lesser extent, the ANES, the wording of categories often changed from year to year (undertaker versus funeral director, clergymen versus clergy, advertising versus advertising agencies, grocery versus supermarkets, banks versus banks and banking, physician versus doctor, organized labor versus labor unions, church versus organized religion, and so on). We recorded scores of such changes and often made the decision that a change made the categories incommensurate (as in the case of big business versus business) and did not combine the categories. It is quite possible that changes in the wording of the categories affect response distributions.







There are situations in which the introduction to the question changed. For example, in 1973, Gallup asked respondents how much “respect and confidence” they had in institutions in American society, while in 1977 they dropped the word “respect” and only used the word “confidence.” In a similar vein, in some years, respondents were offered the term “none” as a response category, while in others the lowest category was “very little.” Again, changes in question phraseology might affect response distributions.







As discussed above, it is particularly problematic comparing different survey houses because of differences in methodology. Further caution in comparing survey houses is also called for because of differences in the scales (an issue regarding which Lipset and Schneider exhibited great awareness in their book). For example, NORC and Harris use a three-point scale on confidence, while Gallup uses a four-point scale and ANES employs a thermometer. Furthermore, Gallup asks about respect and confidence in the institution, Harris asks about confidence toward people in charge of running the institution, NORC asks about confidence toward people running the institution (excluding the term “in charge of”), and ANES asks about feelings toward the institution or group. Clearly, these differences are likely to have a large impact on why surveys might differ from one another.
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Table 1B



National Opinion Research Center and Confidence in American Institutions Question: I am going to name some institutions in this country. As far as the people running these institutions are concerned, would you say you have a great deal of confidence, only some confidence, or hardly any confidence in them? Percent responding great deal of confidence Year



73



74



75



76



77



78



80



82



83



84



86



87



88



89



90



91



93



94



96



98



00



02



04



Mean



SD



Medicine



54



60



50



54



51



46



52



45



52



51



46



52



52



47



46



47



39



41



45



44



44



37



36



47.3



5.7



Supreme Court



31



33



31



35



36



28



25



29



27



33



30



36



35



34



35



37



31



30



28



31



32



35



30



31.8



3.2



Military



32



40



35



39



36



29



28



29



29



36



31



34



34



32



33



60



42



37



37



36



38



54



57



37.3



8.3



Organized religion



35



44



24



31



40



31



35



32



28



31



25



29



20



22



23



25



23



24



25



27



27



18



24



27.9



6.1



Executive branch



29



14



13



13



28



13



12



17



13



18



21



19



16



20



23



26



12



11



10



14



13



27



21



17.5



5.7



Press



23



26



24



28



25



20



22



18



13



17



18



18



18



17



15



16



11



10



11



9



10



10



9



16.8



5.7



Major companies



29



31



19



22



27



22



27



21



24



30



24



30



25



24



25



20



21



25



23



26



28



17



17



24.2



4.0



Congress



23



17



13



14



19



13



9



13



10



12



16



16



15



17



15



18



7



8



8



11



12



13



13



13.6



3.9



Education



37



49



31



37



41



28



30



35



29



28



28



35



29



30



27



30



22



25



23



27



27



25



28



30.4



6.0



Organized labor



15



18



10



12



15



11



15



13



8



9



8



10



10



9



11



11



8



10



11



11



13



11



12



11.3



2.5



TV



19



23



18



19



17



14



16



15



12



13



15



12



14



14



14



14



12



9



10



10



10



10



10



13.9



3.5



Scientific community



37



45



38



43



41



36



41



35



41



44



39



45



39



40



37



40



37



38



39



40



41



37



41



39.7



2.7



32



39



42



38



32



26



25



31



21



27



27



19



18



12



15



18



25



26



29



22



28



25.9



7.4



Banks & financial



Table 2B



Harris and Confidence in American Institutions Question: As far as people in charge of running . . . are concerned, would you say you have a great deal of confidence, only some confidence, or hardly any confidence at all in them? Percent responding great deal of confidence Year



66



71



72



Congress



42



19



21



Executive branch



41



23



Major companies



55



27



27



29



Medicine



72



61



48



Military



62



47



35



Colleges/Higher education



73



74



75



76A



76B



77



77B



44



40



36



31



31



37



41



18



13



9



10



17



15



28



13



11



23



23



18



16



14



16



18



18



16



12



14



21



19



16



20



23



21



22



16



18



18



19



17



57



50



43



42



43



55



39



42



37



32



35



43



40



33



24



23



31



27



31



29



28



31



10



Law firms



Organized labor



22



14



15



20



14



10



Organized Religion



55



27



30



36



32



32



24



Press



29



18



18



30



25



26



20



Supreme Court



51



23



28



33



40



28



22



41



31



35



28



Television news



19



24 32



78A 12



13



78



81



82



41



34



30



10



16



13



14



24



83



84 40



35



34



32



20



28



16



21



16



12



19



18



17



14



16



16



14



39



33



30



35



45



32



36



32



43



12



85



86



14



12



8



10



12



13



11



10



14



22



20



22



24



21



22



16



20



18



19



23



16



14



19



18



16



19



18



18



14



29



31



29



29



25



33



35



28



32



28



32



23



28



30



24



24



24



28



23



27



25



26



35



31



26



14



28



20



23



42



94B



95



96



97



98



99



00



01



02A



02B



04



Mean



SD



Colleges/Higher education



25



23



25



27



27



30



27



37



37



36



35



33



31



37



33.2



5.5



Congress



10



12



8



10



10



11



12



12



15



18



22



20



13



15.9



6.7



Executive branch



13



15



12



9



12



12



17



17



18



20



33



26



23



19.1



7.4



Law firms



11



11



39



9



11



7



11



10



12



10



13



12



10



13.8



6.4



30



Major companies



11



16



19



20



21



21



18



21



23



28



20



16



13



12



20.4



7.6



Medicine



29



22



23



29



26



29



29



38



39



44



32



29



31



32



38.3



11.0



Military



50



57



39



36



43



47



37



44



54



48



44



71



62



62



41.8



12.2



9



13



15



15



15



11



14



15



13.2



3.2



20



25



27



26



25



23



19



27



26.1



7.6



11



14



11



14



15



13



13



16



15



15



17.4



4.7



31



32



31



28



37



42



34



35



41



34



29



31.2



6.1



20



16



21



18



26



23



20



21



17



24.9



5.8



17



17



18



30



30



23



19



12



17



16.6



6.6



13



15



15



20



22



21



21



50



40



31



23.8



8.9



13



15



13



Supreme Court



30



26 23



Television news Wall Street



12



13



15



White House



16



23



18



13



47



15



94A



Press



15



34



93



Organized religion



9



15



92



Organized labor



21



34



Year



10



91



14



12 18



90



29



Wall Street White House



89



19



20



8



9



9



20



21



21



Table 3B



Gallup and Confidence in American Institutions Question: I am going to read you a list of institutions in American society. Would you tell me how much respect and confidence you, yourself, have in each one—a great deal, quite a lot, some, or very little? Percent responding great deal or quite a lot of respect and confidence Year



73



75



77



Banks and banking Big business



26



34



32



78



79



80



81A



81B



83



84



85



86



87



88



90



55



60



61



51



47



51



51



51



49



51



49



36



27



32



29



37



20



28



32



28



25



25



59



56



35



24



Church or organized religion



65



68



64



60



65



66



57



64



62



66



57



Congress



42



40



40



18



34



34



36



29



28



64



39



41



61



Labor unions



30



36



38



21



36



35



28



28



26



28



28



26



26



27



58



57



48



54



53



53



50



53



58



61



63



61



58



68



51



42



37



35



38



34



35



37



31



36



39



53



51



40



42



39



48



48



49



50



49



45



51



Medical system Military Newspapers



39



Presidency



52



Public schools



58



Supreme Court



45



Television



37 Year



53 49



73



75



Banks and banking



32



29



Big business



26



22



Church or organized religion



59



56



Congress



30



Criminal justice system Labor unions



45



45



77 23



39



45



47



52



46



42



21



38



33



23



25



25



78



79



80



81A



81B



84



85



35



43



44



41



41



43



46



26



21



24



28



30



30



29



86



56



54



52



56



47



29



27



28



27



25



87



88



04



05



Mean



SD



47



50



53



49



46.5



7.9



28



20



22



24



22



27.0



4.2



53



54



57



56



56



59



58



56



60



45



50



53



53



58.8



5.2



19



18



21



30



22



28



26



24



26



29



29



30



22



29.7



7.1



17



15



20



19



19



24



23



24



27



29



34



26



22.8



5.4



26



26



25



23



26



28



25



26



28



31



24



27.7



4.1



25



22



25 34



36



41



42



38



39



40



40



40



38



44



54



42



40.5



4.8



Military



85



69



57



64



64



66



60



64



68



64



66



79



82



75



74



62.8



9.0



Newspapers



37



32



31



29



31



32



35



34



33



37



36



35



33



30



28



35.3



4.4



52



54



58



60



59



58



57



54



57



59



61



64



63



57.8



3.2



Medical system



Police



26



Presidency



72



50



43



38



45



39



49



53



49



42



48



58



55



52



44



49.7



8.2



Public schools



44



35



39



34



40



38



40



37



36



37



38



38



40



41



37



43.1



6.2



Supreme Court



48



39



43



42



44



45



50



50



49



47



50



50



47



46



41



47.4



4.3



Television



32



24



21



27.7



5.1



35.2



3.6



Television news



46



35



34



36



34



34



34



36



34



35



35



30



28



Table S1B



American National Election Studies and Confidence in American Institutions – Mean Thermometer Scores Question: We'd also like to get your feelings about some groups in American society . . . Ratings between 50 degrees [and] 100 degrees mean that you feel favorably and warm toward the group; ratings between 0 and 50 degrees mean that you don't feel favorably towards the group and that you don't care too much for that group. If you don't feel particularly warm or cold toward a group you would rate them at 50 degrees. If we come to a group you don't know much about, just tell me and we'll move on to the next one. Year Big business



64



66



68



60



60



59



Black militants Blacks



63



63



64



Catholics



66



65



65



70



72



74



76



80



84



53



49



48



53



52



12



18



17



25



30



32



28



61



64



65



61



64



64



66



68



63



Chicanos-Hispanics



55



58



86



45



41



43



50



Congress Conservatives



54



56



57



53



61



61



59



Democratic Party Elderly



85



82



61



69



92



94



96



55



57



55



65



63



66



98



69



00



02



04



Mean



SD



55



49



56



54.8



3.8



23.1



6.9



67



66



72



64.9



2.8



67



62



69



65.1



2.0



63



64



65



59



57



61



61



63



64



63



68



60.9



3.5



51



55



55



54



51



52



59



53.9



2.5



54



57



57 57



90



55



Christian fundamentalists Civil rights leaders



88



60



51



49.1



5.7



56



56



57



58



58



56.6



2.3



58



61



58.6



2.4



59.8



2.2



63



60



59



61



60



56



61



59



56



59



61



62



63



61



61



59



54



59



59



59



82



78



82



80



80



76



82



80.8



2.5



78



67



70



63



64



62



66



68.5



5.2



53



55



60



57



54.5



3.6



46



48



39.7



7.0



81



Environmentalists



70



76



Federal government



52



56



48



29



38



Gays and lesbians



30 57



40



45



47



Jews



62



65



64



66



67



63



67



63.8



2.6



Labor unions



58



58



56



56



54



47



54



54



53



55



56



54



54



55



55



55



52



58



54.7



2.5



Liberals



53



50



51



43



54



54



52



52



56



53



52



55



51



50



58



52



55



50



55



52.4



2.9



Military



75



74



73



70



71



68



65



68



69



72



75



80



71.4



3.7



52



52



53



51



52



53



56



51.2



2.4



79



79



75



73



75.6



3.8



53.8



1.9



71.7



2.7



72.9



5.9



54.9



2.7



64.4



3.0



People on welfare Policemen



79



Protestants



73 79



77



78



77



74



71



61



66



62



Supreme Court Whites Women libbers



83



83



80



49



50



70 50



51



46



69 55



55



57



75



71



73



57 64



68



53 69



76



70



51



52



71



70



53 71



66



Republican Party Southerners



64



71



Political parties Poor people



63



35



58



57



59



55



66



52



57



53



50



70



66



66



65



54



66



58



63



76



77



78



73



77



74



73



32



46



53



53



54



58



63



70



67



62



73 65



73



71



71



71



62



61



63



71



65



64



63



63.0



2.7



73



68



74



75.0



4.3



55.9



9.0



62



Table S2B



American National Election Studies and Confidence in American Institutions and Groups – Percentages Year Big business



64



66



68



27



24



24



Black militants Blacks



31



31



34



Catholics



38



38



38



70



72



74



76



80



84



35



18



29



30



30



6



26



8



24



23



25



15



30



43



33



35



38



43



37



37



40



53



42



Chicanos-Hispanics



37



86



20



34



18



32



Congress Conservatives



18



20



25



45



31



32



38



39



79



73



Democratic Party Elderly



38



44



44



35



92



94



96



25



19



23



38



38



40



28



31



30



32



73



68



32



30



34



41



36



34



34.9



3.4



21



39



30



26



34



30



26



19



42



39



59



43



30



29.1



6.5



22



17



32



31



31



27.0



5.7



30



25



39



36



35



30.7



7.8



27



32



19



26



28.7



4.0



68



67



74



67



74



71.3



3.8



45



35



46



42



44



47.8



8.3



22



30



37



31



28.2



5.4



12



21



Labor unions



27



29



25



40



23



29



31



36



25



34



29



28



21



27



Liberals



17



11



15



20



40



25



36



32



35



23



30



25



23



17



23



Military



56



55



55



57



49



Poor people Protestants



57 67



61



65



55



62



32



50



41



Supreme Court Whites Women libbers



74



73



68



47 18



20



12



33



29



21



22.1



5.8



51



44



44



39.9



6.8



24



36



28



32



28.8



4.8



19



35



26



24



24.5



7.9



45



59



68



68



53.7



7.2



21



31



29



25



24.0



6.3



59.3



7.9



16.9



3.7



50.4



5.0



57.8



8.1



22.5



4.3



46 23



19



21



57



53



46



23 35



25



19



17 48



55



44



12



12



43



45



16 45



45



Republican Party Southerners



48 16



51 49



53



37



22



23



Political parties



6.9



51



5.1



71



36



51



38.7



51



5.4



50



63



8.0



43.2



34



65



18.1



38.4



35



67



4.6



50



29



64



26.3



46



Jews



Policemen



30



45



21



52



22



43



30



31



31



51



26



43



SD



46



Federal government



30



Mean



36



63



49



04



31



52



30



02



33



Environmentalists



People on welfare



43



00



35



33 41



Gays and lesbians



31



98



35



29 20



90



30



Christian fundamentalists Civil rights leaders



88



27



25



32



23



44



18



21



18



18



55



47



51



48



22



40



34



42



46 56



58



68



62



56



62



60



15



35



24



32



33



37



34



30 38



49



44



48



37



30



37



Note: Numbers in tables represent means of respondents who rated groups at 70 degrees or above on feeling thermometer.



45



56



50



40.5



6.7



47



45



40



40.5



5.9



61



55



58



59.1



8.7



32.9



7.0



43



Table 4B



Gallup and Occupational Honesty Question: How would you rate the honesty and ethical standards of people in this field—very high, high, average, low, or very low? Percent responding very high or high Year Advertising practitioners



76



77



81



83



85



90



91



92



93



94



95



96



97



98



99



00



00A



00B



03



04



Mean



SD



12



10



9



9



12



12



12



10



8



12



10



11



12



10



9



10



14



9



12



10



10.5



1.3



39



39



38



37



32



30



27



28



27



27



34



30



30



37



36



35



36



33.1



4.3



20



20.0



1.6



Bankers Building contractors



23



19



19



18



20



20



20



19



20



18



21



23



20



19



18



23



Business executives



20



20



19



18



23



25



21



18



20



22



19



17



20



22



23



22



17



18



20



20.2



2.1



9



7



6



5



6



8



6



6



6



5



8



6



5



8



7



6



7



19



7.2



3.1



63



63



64



67



55



57



54



52



54



56



56



59



59



56



59



52



56



56



57.7



4.1



51.2



4.4



17



17



20



15.5



3.5



Car salesmen Clergy



16



College teachers



45



45



46



47



54



51



45



51



51



50



52



55



55



53



52



59



Congressmen



15



16



15



14



20



20



19



11



13



10



10



15



12



18



11



21



52



51



56



52



50



50



50



51



54



54



54



53



52



58



61



53.2



3.0



49



48



45



53



50



45



48



49



49



53



49



50



50



50



56



59



50.2



3.4



Funeral directors



28



30



29



31



35



35



35



33



29



35



35



36



33



35



35



33.3



3.0



Insurance salesmen



16



21



13



10



13



14



9



10



9



11



11



12



11



10



11



12



12.1



2.9



25



26.4



4.3



14.5



1.3



Dentists Engineers



50



57



59



39



Journalists



33



35



33



28



31



30



26



26



26



20



23



23



23



22



24



21



26



Labor union leaders



13



14



14



12



13



15



13



15



14



15



14



16



15



15



17



17



14



Lawyers



25



27



24



24



27



22



22



18



16



17



16



18



15



14



13



17



18



14



15



16



18



21



19



15



19



18



21



19



20



21



20



26



51



50



52



58



52



54



53



51



47



54



55



56



57



58



63



30



26



29



24



24



22



17



20



17



19



20



19



16



Local officeholders Medical doctors



56



Newspaper reporters Pharmacists Policemen



37



Real estate agents



14



Senators



61



65



62



60



66



65



61



66



64



69



69



67



41



47



49



43



42



51



46



41



48



49



49



52



55



16



17



14



15



15



15



16



15



16



14



17



12



15



13



19



17



24



12



17



17



16



20



20



21



16



23



24



19



13



18



12



11



13



13



15



17



14



11



14



12



Stockbrokers



21



19



20



14



14



14



13



15



16



16



18



19



16



19



TV reporters/commentators



36



33



33



32



29



31



28



22



21



23



23



21



20



22



State officeholders



19



60 44



63



61



16 68



19.4



4.4



26



19.2



3.3



67



56.1



5.6



21



21.7



4.2



67



67



72



65.1



3.4



59



59



60



48.4



6.5



15.6



1.4



17.9



3.9



15.1



3.5



16.3



2.6



26.5



5.3



19 20 24 12



15 23



Table 5B



Harris and Occupational Prestige Question: I'm going to read of a number of different occupations. For each, would you tell me if you feel it is an occupation of very great prestige, considerable prestige, some prestige or hardly any prestige at all. Percent responding very great or considerable Year



77



Accountant



92



97



98



00



01



02



03



04



Mean



SD



43



50



50



43



42



36



40



42



43.2



4.4



68



58



60



61



62



55



60.7



4.0



Architect Athlete



58



42



49



48



43



47



45



38



46



46.2



5.2



Banker



56



46



51



51



43



45



44



42



41



46.6



4.7



Businessman



60



52



57



55



48



45



47



44



48



50.7



5.3



51



59



56



62



53



57



61



60



57.4



3.6



Doctor



90



83



87



88



88



86



80



83



84



85.4



3.0



Engineer



77



73



74



73



66



69



66



67



67



70.2



3.9



Entertainer



50



43



45



48



40



45



48



38



41



44.2



3.8



Journalist



60



45



51



48



47



45



44



46



44



47.8



4.8



Lawyer



73



54



52



53



49



44



40



44



47



50.7



9.0



64



65



70



70



70



74



77



78



71.0



4.8



68



73



74



73



71



61



64



57



68.2



5.8



Congressman



Military officer Minister



73



Policeman



62



69



72



64



66



72



77



68



68.8



4.5



Scientist



91



84



86



85



84



82



76



85



81



83.8



3.8



Teacher



65



70



78



79



76



76



70



72



70



72.9



4.4



35



39



44



40



38



36



40



40



39.0



2.6



Union leader



Table 6B



Organizational Ratings Question: How favorable or unfavorable are your opinions or impressions of the . . . industry? Percent responding favorable Year



65



67



Airline



69



71



73



75



66



77



79



46



52



81



83



Aluminum



69



60



60



47



47



39



39



40



51



48



Automobile



75



67



63



43



45



40



37



38



36



52



Banking



65



58



55



45



Book and magazine publishing



38



36



38



43



32



34



34



25



47



43



45



38



39



64



54



45



40



41



57



34



42



35



65



45



34



Packing and containers Photographic



Chemical



55



49



Computer Food and food products



72



Insurance Oil and gasoline



73



65



Prescription drugs



51



Retailing



34



Steel



64



56



66 71



03



04



Mean



SD



31



37



38



48.6



13.8



50.0



9.6



46



52



44



50.3



12.2



46



42



46



52.7



9.6



38



46



41



39.5



3.3



34.6



10.8



54.5



13.5



52.8



9.9



35.3



8.8



36.4



17.7



54



57



80



49



55



55



79



28



27



29



31



57



23



25



17



26



24



54



39



31



36



34



41



40



36.8



3.5



40



34



35



41



45



47



40.3



4.7



38



38



39



42



47



49



67



40



36



36



44



33



77



64



57



49



42



53



47



42



63



45



47



40



40



39



42



Tobacco and tobacco products



24



22



23



21



20



21



23



Travel and tourist services



49



40



62



75



02



52



42



70



70



00



18



43



Tire and rubber



76



46



47



Telephone and communications



93



29



37



27



84



20



1993—Martilla & Kiley telephone survey sponsored by American Cancer Society. 2000—ICR survey sponsored by Kaiser, Harvard & NewsHour. 2002—2004 Gallup telephone survey used scale based on positive/negative.



62



49



33



36



70



60



35 32



49



48



80



Notes: Opinion Research corporation are face-to-face interviews in 1965 to 1971 and telephone in subsequent years. 1984—Roper used somewhat different scales – interviews were face-to-face.



84



75



23



25



35



21



33



43



31



40.9



6.8



54



54



54



46.6



7.1



44.1



9.1



51.8



13.4



49.8



11.2



22.0



1.3



44.3



5.3



34



43



38



23 42



49



50
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