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AN MIBNSim AND COMPARISON OF THE OWN-CAŒGOBIES PROCEDOBE IN IKE 

MEASDREMENT OF ATHTODES AND PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS

CHAPTER I  

INTRCDDCTION

The purpose of th is  chapter i s  to  examine m ateria l in  the  area of 

a tt i tu d e  theory and a tt i tu d e  measurement relevan t to  the following 

problems: an extension of the Own-Categories Procedure beyond the

measurement of a singp.e a tt i tu d e  and one le v e l of ego involvement, 

a comparison of th is  extension with the open and closed b e lie f  systems 

ind ica ted  by Rokeach* s Dogmatism Scale, and an evaluation of the 

re la tio n sh ip  of high ego involvement to  both placement and content of 

extreme communication.

The review i s  divided in to  the  following sections: (a) the

general nature of a tt i tu d e  theoiy w ithin the  area of soc ia l psychology; 

(b) a h is to r ic a l  review of theory and research on the  development of 

psychophysical and psychosocial sca les; (c) a d e fin itio n  and properties 

of a tt i tu d e  and ego involvement as specified  by M. Sherif and C, ¥. 

S herif; (d) the  theory and research fundamental to  the  Own-Categories 

Procedure; (e) the theory and research fundamental to  the judgment of 

extreme communication ty  ego-involved sub jects; (f)  tra n s it io n  research
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between the Own-Categories Procedure and the Dogmatism Scale; (g) the 

theory and research fundamental to  Rokeach* s concept of dogmatism; and 

(h) the extension and in te g ra tio n  of the Own-Categories Procedure with 

general personality  measures.

The General Mature of A ttitude  Theory VELthin the 
Area of Social Psychology

The importance and relevance of a tt i tu d e s  has been recognised by 

early  as well as contemporary researchers. Thomas and Znaniecki (1918) 

emphasized the importance of so c ia l a tt i tu d e s  as v i ta l  in  understanding 

the so c ia l impact upon ind iv idual behavior. F. H. A llpo rt (1924) viewed 

a tt i tu d e s  as giving a needed f le x ib i l i ty  to  mechanistic theories of man 

■ràiich were cu rren tly  developing. J .  B. Watson (1925) designated soc ia l 

psychology as the  specia lized  area idiich centered i t s  study upon a t t i ­

tudes. G.L-W. A llport (1935) and G. Murphy, L. B. Mtirphy, and Newcomb 

(1937) saw a tt i tu d e s  as "indispensable" and "cen tra l"  to  so c ia l 

psychology. Recognition of the importance of a tt i tu d e s  in  the  soc ia l 

perspective of the ind iv idual continues through more recen t textbooks— 

such as Krech, C ru tchfie ld , and Ballaohey (1962), Newcomb, Turner, 

and Converse (1965) > Sargent and T&Uiamson (1966), Seoord and Backman 

(1964), M. Sherif and C. W. Sherif (1956).

There i s  no complete unanimity as to  the exact de lineation  of 

a tt i tu d e  and a tt i tu d e  theory w ithin the  f ie ld  of so c ia l psychology. 

However, there a re  some ra th e r  sp ec ific  c r i t e r i a  idiich are  generally 

accepted from th e o re tic a l and em pirical investiga tions th a t  g rea tly  a id  

in  the general comprehension of the  concept o f a tt i tu d e  and i t s  app li­

cation  to  the  broader personality  aspects of to ta l  b e lie f  systems.
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Doby (1966) ;  Festingor (1957)1 Katz and S to tland (1959), Krech 

e t  a l ,  (1962) ,  W, W, Lambert and W. E. Lambert (1964), McGrath (1964), 

Sargent and Williamson ( I966) , Seoord and Backman (1964), C. W, S h e rif , 

M. S h erif , and Nebergall ( I 965) , and G. T&tson (1966) a l l  in d ica te  

th a t  cogn itive, a ffe c tiv e , and action  tendencies are th ree  main 

components of the concept o f a tt i tu d e .

The social-psychological concept of a tt i tu d e  has moved a long way 

from the p o sitio n  of being simply a neurwruscular p red isposition  to  

ce rta in  types of stim u li. A ttitudes now represen t an a ffe c tiv e , 

cognitive se t  functioning in  terms of the psychological frame of 

reference and judgmental scales of the ind iv idual ra th e r  than a s t r i c t  

reduction istdc explanation of stimulus-response energies,

Hiis in teg ra tiv e  in te ra c tio n  approach to  so c ia l psychology has 

l e f t  i t s  impact upon a tt i tu d e  theory and research. S ta rting  back with 

the G estalt in fluences, th is  approach to  a "w holistic" in teg ra tio n  of 

f ie ld  and id io syncra tic  fac to rs  of the external and in te rn a l experience 

and behavior of the ind iv idual has gained strong support through the 

e ffo r ts  of Asch (1952), E, L, H artley and R. E. Hartley (1952), Krech 

and C rutchfield  (1948), Levin (1936; 1951)» Newcomb (1950)» and M, 

Sherif (1935), %e re s u l t  o f th is  impact i s  the  focusing upon the 

ind iv idual in  a psychosocial stimulus s itu a tio n  as the  u n it of 

analysis fo r  socia l psychology. This type of u n i t  of analysis 

d ic ta te s  th a t  the so c ia l psychologist operates on d iffe re n t in te rd is ­

c ip lin ary  le v e ls  in  order to  synthesize the p e rtin en t fac to rs  th a t 

influence the so c ia l, psychological, and c u ltu ra l experience and 

behavior of the ind iv idua l, % en th is  c ĵmamlc in te g ra tiv e  approach
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i s  centered on the  area of a t t i tu d e s ,  the re su ltin g  in te rp re ta tio n  i s  

th a t  a tt i tu d e s  are  formed, m aintained, and changed through the 

functional in te ra c tio n  of the  ind iv idua l wLthin h is  so c io cu ltu ra l- 

physical environment.

There i s  a d iverse background from which the study of a tt i tu d e s  

has developed, in  p a r t  because of being associated  in  the  e c lec tic  

developmental trend  of so c ia l psychology. Although a tt i tu d e s  can be 

studied through a p r io r i  th e o re tic a l models of a tt i tu d e  systems or in  

iso la te d  labora to ry  s tu d ie s , these separate methodological approaches 

to  a tt i tu d e s  are not generally  recommended by a tti tu d e  researchers.

A combined theory-and-laboratory methodology grounded in  a n a tu ra l, 

r e a l i s t i c  context has been advocated by both early  and contemporary 

sources. B a r t le t t  (1932), Brown (1965), Festinger and Katz (1953), 

Hovland (1959), G. Morphy e t  a l .  (1937), Sargent and Williamson (1966), 

Secord and Backman (1964), and M. S herif (1963) a l l  express the need 

fo r  a research methodology iAich combines laboratory  and f ie ld  

approaches. Festinger makes the  po in t qu ite  d is t in c t ly  o6en he 

s ta te s :

I t  i s  important to  remember, however, th a t  labora to ry  
experiments, as a technique fo r the  development of an empir­
ic a l  bo4y of knowledge, cannot e x is t  by i t s e l f .  Experiments 
in  the  laboratory  must derive th e i r  d irec tio n  from stud ies 
of r e a l - l i f e  s i tu a tio n s , and re s u l ts  must con tinually  be 
checked by stud ies o f r e a l - l i f e  s itu a tio n s , ühe labora to ry  
experiment i s  a technique fo r  basic  and th e o re tic a l research 
and i s  no t the goal of an em pirical science (F estinger, 1953, 
pp. 169- 170) .

These common agreements of the components o f a tt i tu d e  and the 

o v e ra ll methodology necessary to  study these  problems does not mean 

th a t  complete agreement pervades the area  of a tt i tu d e  research .
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A ttitudd  rese&roh i s  too recen t in  i t s  development fo r  f u l l  agreement 

on terminology, th eo rie s , or scales of measurement* I t  i s  a d iverse 

deveZ opmental trend  w ithin the  accepted elements of a tt i tu d e  research 

th a t  has s e t  the  backdrop fo r  fu rth e r e^qoloration of the  Own-Categories 

Procedure and i t s  re la tio n sh ip  to  o ther research in  b e lie f  systems of 

pe rsonality  and the  influence of communication*

The Own-Categories Procedure culminates from a l in e  of research 

focusing upon psychophysical and psychosocial scale  evaluations tdiich 

orig inated  in  the  1920*s and in te re s ts  of M* Sherif and Hovland* These 

in te re s ts  took the  form of in teg ra ting  the so c ia l judgmental categor­

iz a tio n  of the  ind iv idual w ithin h is  in te ra c tio n  p a tte rn  and with h is  

reac tio n  toward persuasive communication* The Own-Categories Procedure 

re f le c ts  the view th a t  a tt i tu d e s  are a product of the in d iv id u a l's  

a b i l i ty  to  make ca tego rica l d is tin c tio n s  and make comparisons on the 

b a s is  of learned  sc a le s , ^ddch have been estab lished  through p rio r  

experience* These scales operate in  the  p resen t s itu a tio n  to  a id  

in  determining the in d iv id u a l's  in te rp re ta tio n  and behavioral response 

toward a given situation*

The development of the Own-Categories Procedure runs p a ra l le l  to  

another movement in  a tt i tu d e  theory and research idiich has been 

g rea tly  influenced ty  Lowin (1936; 195L)» This i s  the development of 

balance theory*

Heider (1946; 1958)» idio developed the f i r s t  c le a r  contemporary 

balance theory , commented th a t he was indebted to  Lewin in  the early  

evolution of the concepts of balance theory* The concept of the 

necessity  of the ind iv idual to  seek a s tru c tu ra l and emotive balanoe
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or eonsisteaey of in te ra c tio n  in  a given s itu a tio n  has le d  to  a g rea t 

deal of research and th e o re tic a l exploration by Brehm and Cohen (1962), 

Cartwright and Harary (1956), Festinger (1957), Helson (1964a), McGuire 

( i960) ) Newcomb (1953» I 96I )  » Osgood and Thnnenbaum (1955) » and 

Rosenberg and Abelson ( I 96O).

This approach to  a tt i tu d e  change and the extension of balance, 

consistency, adap tation , and symmetry to  a general a tt i tu d e  theory 

i s  now prominent in  a tt i tu d e  research. The tren d  has concentrated on 

the p o sitiv e  and negative fac to rs  presented to  the ind iv idual lAich 

c rea te  an imbalance in  a given s itu a tio n  and the  reso lu tion  of these 

fac to rs  with h is  in te rn a l  congitive and m otivational s e t .  This type 

of research has centered on how to  reduce the psychological tension 

or s tra in  th a t  develops from obverse (counterpart) circumstances. 

S tra in , dissonance, and asymmetry are a l l  terms ind ica ting  the  p a tte rn  

lAiich the ind iv idual attem pts to  change once h is  to lerance fo r  psycho­

lo g ic a l incongruity  has been overcome.

The key to  p a r t  of the in teg ra tio n  between balance theory and the 

soc ia l judgment approach l i e s  in  the trend  of analysis s ta te d  by Secord 

and Backman (1964), and th a t  of Helson (1964b), M. S h e rif , Taub, and 

Hovland (1958)» and W hittaker (1964b; 1965).

Secord and Backman (1964) po in t out th a t  lAen Ûie magnitude of 

dissonance i s  increased beyond the r a t io  'idiere dissonant elements are 

le s s  or equal to  consonant elements, then le s s  and le s s  change occurs 

toward the new position  causing psychological tension . In  f a c t ,  g reat 

increases cause moves away from the new po sitio n  lAich i s  in te r je c te d , 

producing a boomerang e ffe c t. The boomerang e f fe c t ,  o r movement away



from a dissonant p o sitio n  a f te r  dissonant elements g rea tly  exceed the 

number of consonant elements, in d ica te s  a c u rv ilin ea r re la tio n sh ip  

'vdiich i s  compatible n ith  psychophysical and psychosocial research on 

the e ffe c t of anchorages close and d is ta n t in  re la tio n  to  previously 

estab lished  scales.

Helson (1964b) , M. Sherif e t  a l .  (1958), and W hittaker (1964a;

1965) shoved v ith  scales estab lished  through the  judgmental comparison 

and c la s s if ic a tio n  of -weights, au tok inetie  anchorages, and d iscrepant 

communication th a t  change toward the new anchorage ex h ib its  a curv i­

l in e a r  re la tio n sh ip . When anchorages of the  estab lished  scale and the  

new p o sitio n  are close toge ther, a very minimal change occurs; when the 

anchorages and -the new p o sitio n  are a moderate d istance a p a rt, the 

g rea te s t change occurs; and with extreme d ifferences between the es-tab- 

lish ed  scale  and the new p o s itio n , a small p o sitiv e  change, no change, 

or extreme negative change takes p lace , depending on the experiment 

and the commitment of the ind iv idual to  the scale being coiopared.

At times -the two movements of balance theory and so c ia l judgment- 

involvement approach have d e a lt with d if fe re n t variab les and on d if fe re n t  

th e o re tic a l and experimental le v e ls . These d ifferences in  findings are  

not always incongruous idien taken in  a broader context. The merger 

of these two trends through fu r th e r  augmentation, c la r if ic a t io n ,  and 

comparison of the  approaches w ithin an esqpansion of general a tt i tu d e  

theory and research has become a d is t in c t  p o s s ib il i ty .
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A H is to rica l Review of Theory and Research on the Development 
of Psvchophvsical and Psychosocial Scales

I t  was in  the ea rly  1900's th a t  much of the development of a tt i tu d e  

theory , measurement, and e:^erim entation began. Research on pi^cho- 

physioal scales was taking place as w ell as the t ra n s it io n  from the 

measurement of psychophysical to  psychosocial sca les , Bogardus (19^5)> 

L ikert (1932), and Thurstone and Chave (1929) a l l  developed pioneer 

scales with idiioh to  measure psychosocial a t t i tu d e s . I t  was in  th is  

Z e itg e is t th a t  the  sp ec ific  experimental and th e o re tic a l developments 

of a tt i tu d e  measurement and the functioning of a tt i tu d e  as an in te r ­

vening variab le  began to  emerge--an emergence th a t  was to  s e t  the stage 

fo r  an e x p lic i t  soc ia l judgment-involvement approach,

The in d iv id u a l's  a b i l i ty  to  make discrim inate judgments or compar­

isons in to  d if fe re n tia te d  categories which e s tab lish  a scale i s  a key 

fac to r of s im ila r ity  between psychophysical and psychosocial sca les.

These scales of comparison have developed both in  d iffe re n tia tin g  

psychophysical dimensions of weights or d iffe r in g  leng ths along a 

continuum and in  the  psychosocial dimensions where people, soc ia l 

ob jec ts , groups, or the  ind iv iduals themselves are used as comparative 

po in ts of d if fe re n tia tio n .

C r itic a l  p a rts  of the evaluation scale i t s e l f  were id e n tif ie d  by 

Needham (1935)» Rogers (1941), T ressa it and Volkmann (1942), Volkmann 

(1936; 1951)> and Wever and Zener (1928), These researchers eng>hasized 

the izqoortance of anchorages, end p o in ts , and judgmental categoriza tions 

along a range or scale  idiioh i s  conçaratively  estab lished  and manipulated 

in  experimental s itu a tio n s . These stud ies revealed th a t  the psycho­

physical and psychosocial comparisons of an ind iv idual form a se rie s
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of re lev an t, d if fe re n tia te d  items or anchorages along a given dimen­

sion.

The studies by Needham (1935) and Volkmann (1951) showed th a t 

when stim uli w ithin a given se rie s  were judged one against the other 

th a t the boundaries, o r end-point anchors, were learned  f i r s t  and 

remained as c r i t i c a l  focal po in ts . T resse lt and Volkmann (1942) and 

Volkmann (1936; 1951) found th a t ,  tdaen the method of single stim uli 

was used, the middle stim uli in  the se r ie s  eochibited the g rea te s t 

v a r ia b il i ty  and e rro r of placement. Judgmental comparisons along a 

psychoplqrsical dimension often  brought constant e rro rs  idiich could 

be methodologically reduced or tended to  go in  a sim ila r d irec tio n  fo r 

a l l  subjects involved in  the eo^eriment. However, such psychosocial 

ei^erim ents as Hovland and M. Sherif (1952) and M. Sherif and Hovland 

(1953) revealed th a t  the  constant e rro r varied  system atically  in  degree 

and d irec tio n  depending upon the so c ia l o rien ta tio n  and ego involvement 

of the ind iv idua l. This phenomenon of the constant e rro r , or consisten t 

displacement of mid-region anchors in  a p red ic ted  d irec tio n , played 

an is^ o rta n t p a r t  in  the development of the  Own-Categories Procedure.

As pointed out by M. Sherif and Hovland (1961), these early  experi­

ments on psychophysical and pqrchosocial scales took the following three 

general forms: (a) the development of a well-graded scale of anchorages

u t i l iz in g  an e x p lic i t  standard stimulus w ithin the scale; (b) the 

development of a well-graded scale of anchorages without the use of 

an eaqplicit standard stim ulus w ithin the scale ; and (c) the  development 

of a scale without the functioning of a graded scale  of anchorages. 

Studies by B ressler (1933) i M. Sherif (1935)» and Wever and Zener (1928)
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exenqplifled the th ree  d if fe re n t general forms of sca les.

Ihe trend  of psychophysical and psychosocial scale  research 

in d ica tes  th a t  an In d iv id u a l's  judgmental evaluations of o b je c ts , other 

people» groups» himself» e tc .»  i s  due in  p a r t  to  h is  a tt i tu d e  >Mch 

functions as a range or categorica l ya rd stick . % e end anchors of 

the yardstick  and other meaningful anchorages along the scale are 

learned and sh ifted  through re la tiv e  ordering brought about in  meaning­

fu l  so c ia l in te ra c tio n . Thus» membership groups » key ind iv iduals » or 

reference groups with whom the ind iv idual id e n tif ie s  or in te ra c ts  a l l  

become in f lu e n tia l  in  developing» m aintaining, or changing the psycho­

lo g ic a l evaluation scale and anchorage po in ts tM ch the ind iv idual 

m aintains.

Studies by Harvey and Cançbell ( I 96O) » Heintz (1950) » Me Garvey 

(1943) » Rogers (19^1), M. Sherif e t  a l .  (1958), T resse lt (1948)» White 

( i 960) » and W hittaker (1964a) showed both an extension and a contraction  

of the scale through s h if ts  in  the lo ca tio n  and number of the categories 

or anchors u t i l iz e d  in  the scale depending on the  d istance of the  new 

anchor from the  estab lished  sca le . These find ings estab lished  th a t  

the  in troduction  of a new anchor close to  the ex is tin g  scale causes 

a s h i f t  in  the scale  toward the new anchor» but» as the  d ifference  

between the new anchor and the end of the ex is ting  scale  increases» 

displacement in  the  o rig in a l scale begins to  occur in  the opposite 

d irec tio n . This e ffe c t  i s  in  con trast to  the  lo ca tio n  of the p rio r  

anchors and the  ex is ting  sca le . The end of the scale  nearest the 

new anchor i s  a ffec ted  the most. Ihese d irec tio n a l s h if ts  toward and 

away from the new anchor stim uli r e s u l t  in  p red ic tab le  displacements
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of the  ex is tin g  sca le  in  terms of assim ila tion  or co n tra s t.

Ihe fonction of anchorages in  categorized psychosocial and psycho- 

p):qrsical scales has several im portant im plications fo r  the operational 

measurement of a t t i tu d e s . A new anchor \diich i s  outside of the  estab­

lish e d  range of the  scale and not close to  the end p o in t i s  in  a 

judgmentally re levan t area of co n tra s t and re je c tio n . New anchorages 

very c lose  to  the ex is tin g  scale  end up through assim ila tion  displacement 

as acceptable. A th ird  a rea , ih e re  new anchorages appear as n e ith e r 

acceptable or re je c te d , i s  an area of nonoommitment.

M. S herif and Hovland ( I 96I )  make use of the functions of both 

psychophysical and psychosocial scales in  stud ies ih ic h  e s tab lish  the 

foundation fo r  the  contention th a t  an in d iv id u a l's  ego involvement 

causes a p red ic tab le  d ifference in  h is  judgmental assessment of an 

is su e , espec ia lly  Then employing a scale  ih ic h  has no c le a r  anchors in  

the  m id-region.

A D efin ition  and P roperties of A ttitude  and Ego Involvement 
as Determined by M. Sherif and C. W. S herif

The so c ia l judgment-involvement approach to  a tt i tu d e  theory and 

a t t i tu d e  change, as presented by C. W. S herif e t  a l .  (19^5)» focuses 

upon the  estab lish ed  scales of a re levan t a tt i tu d e  or a tt i tu d e  c lu s te r , 

the degree of ego involvement th ic h  the ind iv idual has with the given 

s i tu a tio n , h is  id e n tif ic a tio n  and membership w ithin the  ac tu a l so c ia l 

and c u ltu ra l  con tex t, and the nature of the new anchor ih ic h  he i s  

evaluating . The Own-Categories Procedure functions w ithin  th is  

perspective  as an operational measurement of a tt i tu d e s  through la t i tu d e s  

of acceptance, re je c tio n , and noncommitment, idiich r e s u l t  from the
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in d iv id u a l's  p o s it iv e , negative , or n e u tra l judgment of is su e s , events, 

or people.

M. Sherif and C. W. Sherif e a r l ie r  had ind icated  the general nature 

of the  measurement of the Own-Categories Procedure in  th e i r  statements

%ien an ind iv idual with a d e f in ite  a tt i tu d e  i s  presented 
with some stimulus s itu a tio n  or communication, both h is  own 
a tt i tu d e  and the stand represented may function as anchorages 
in  struc tu ring  h is  perception and evaluation. Ve may be able  
to  analyze reactions to  a given stim ulus (communication) in  
terms of the  rec ip roca l re la tio n sh ip s  between these anchorages 
and the reference scale of ex is ting  stands of the  issu e  (H.
Sherif & C. W. S h erif , 1956, p . 573).

The consequent of th is  type of measurement i s  a range th a t  i s

designated by the  positions and statem ents ih ich  are categorized as

acceptable, the positions and statem ents categorized as objectionable ,

and the  p o sitio n s and statem ents which are  n o t categorized as e ith e r

acceptable or objectionable.

The S h e rifs ' measurement of a tt i tu d e s  by the Own-Categories

Procedure i s  founded upon both th e ir  d e fin itio n  of a tt i tu d e  and a

basic  s e t  of assuoç>tion8 about a tt i tu d e s  and ego involvement. They

define an a tt i tu d e  as:

. . .  a s e t  of evaluative categoriza tions formed toward an 
ob ject or c la ss  of ob jec ts as the ind iv idual le a m s , in  in te r ­
action  with o thers , about h is  environment, including evaluations 
of other persons. Through a tt i tu d e  form ation, the  ind iv idual 
re la te s  h im self, psychologically , to  these ob jec ts . His 
a tt i tu d e s  become constituen t p a rts  o f h is  s e lf  (ego) system.
By d e f in itio n , th e re fo re , a tt i tu d e s  have emotional and moti­
va tional aspects inseparably  in tertw ined  with cognitive 
content. Their function  in  the s e l f  system p a r t ia l ly  accounts 
fo r  the  f a c t  th a t  a tt i tu d e s  are not momentary a f f a i r s .  The 
re la tiv e  s ta b i l i ty  of the so c ia l world in  ^hich the ind iv idual 
moves a lso  contribu tes to  the more or le s s  la s tin g  character 
oh so c ia l a ttitu d e s  (C. W. Sherif e t  a l ,  1965, p . 20).

M. S herif and C an tril (19^7) elaborated  upon the importance of the

re la tio n sh ip  between ego, ego involvement, and a tt i tu d e . M. Sherif and
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C. W. Sherif (1956) b u i l t  upon th is  e a r l ie r  stuc^ holding ego and se lf  

to  be synonymous terms idiioh designate a developmental subsystem of the 

ind iv idual. This subsystem functions on a psychological le v e l as a 

se rie s  of a tt i tu d e s  forming an in te r re la te d  stru c tu re  idiich i s  not 

always completely in teg ra ted .

Ego involvement i s  e l ic i te d  'vdien one or more ego a tt i tu d e s  are 

aroused or u t i l iz e d  in  the soc ia l judgment and goal-d irec ted  a c tiv ity  

of the ind iv idual. Ego a tt i tu d e s  beoome major anchorages fo r  the 

ind iv idual once they are aroused. The arousal of ego a tt i tu d e s  leads 

the ind iv idual to  more consisten t behavior. B iis con tinu ity  i s  estab­

lish ed  by the s itu a tio n a l rela tedness of ego a tt i tu d e s . The in te rn a l i­

zation  of norms and ro les  through language c la s s if ic a tio n s  from key 

membership and reference groups becomes c r i t i c a l  as evaluative c la s s i f i ­

cations th a t a id  the ind iv idual in  understanding and reacting  to  h is  

so c ia l stimulus s itu a tio n . Thus, ego involvement, consistency, and 

group id e n tif ic a tio n  are d ire c tly  re la te d  to  the  acceptance, re je c tio n , 

and noncommitment of p a rtic u la r  re fe ren ts  being conçared in  a given 

a tt i tu d e  scale of the ind iv idua l.

The arousal of ego involvement causes the ind iv idual to  use h is 

own position  or p a r tic u la r  ego a tt i tu d e s  as key c la s s if ic a tio n s , ih ich  

in  tu rn  modify h is  judgments, e sp ec ia lly  in  extreme cases of ego involve­

ment. I t  i s  th is  type of influence \h ic h  has been studied and reported 

by Hovland and M. Sherif (1952) and M. Sherif and Hovland (1953» 196l). 

A ttitudes form an in te rn a l psychological judgmental scale from idiich 

the ind iv idual makes judgmental oonqparisons. The function of anchorages 

and regions of the scale then becomes c r i t ic a l  in  understanding how an
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a tt i tu d e  i s  formed and the manner in  lAioh the  a tt i tu d e  fonctions* H* 

Sherif and Hovland have u t i l iz e d  p ast research dealing with psycho­

physical and psychosocial scales and categoriza tion  of anchorages to  

a id  them in  the  development of measurement techniques tdiich express a 

more accurate index of an in d iv id u a l's  judgmental evaluations as re la te d  

to  ego involvement.

ühe Theory and Research Piindamental to  the 
Own-Categories Procedure

In  1952 and 1953, Hovland and M. S herif co llaborated  on two studies 

■(diich seriously  questioned several of the concepts idiich had been estab­

lish ed  by the e a r l ie r  stud ies in  the tra n s itio n  of a tt i tu d e  scale 

development from psychophysical to  psychosocial sca les .

Thurstone and Chave (1929) estab lished  techniques fo r  developing 

p ^ch o so c ia l scales through the extension of the s im ila r ity  of an 

in d iv id u a l's  categoriza tion  and evaluation of p^chophysical weights 

and in te rv a ls  to  the categorization  and evaluation of so c ia l issu e s .

They devised a scaling approach fo r measuring so c ia l a tt i tu d e s  through 

fix ed , equal-appearing in te rv a l sca le s . These scales were estab lished  

by judges tdio sorted  various statements along the  f u l l  dimension o f an 

is su e . Thurstone and Chave assumed th a t  judges had the a b i l i ty  to  

independently so r t statements id iile remaining uninfluenced by th e i r  

own stand on the issue .

One of the  e a r l ie s t  v e rif ic a tio n s  of the independent so rting  

assumption was H inckley's 1932 study ih ic h  measured pro- and anti-Negro 

a tt i tu d e s  with a Thurstone equal-appearing in te rv a l scale  estab lished  

by statements sorted  by both white and Negro sub jects. Hinckley observed
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th a t  in  some extreme instances h is  sub jects displaced over 30 of 114 

statem ents in  one category. He eliminated, these subjects as he f e l t  

they had sorted  c a re le ss ly  or misunderstood d irec tio n s .

Hovland and Sherif (1952) repeated H inckley's stuc^ without 

excluding sub jects using the same equal-appearing in te rv a l sca les.

They hypothesized th a t  the extreme displacement of judgmental categori­

zation  i s  due to  high ego involvement, tM ch causes subjects to  d isp lace 

the general range of statem ents. The re s u l ts  of the 1952 study ind icated  

th a t  more n eu tra l mid-region items are d isplaced s ig n if ic an tly  toward 

the end of the scale  idiich i s  re je c te d  by high ego-involved sub jec ts .

M. S herif and Hovland (1953) fu r th e r  explored the displacement 

phenomenon caused by ego involvement by using is^osed category condi­

tio n s  of an equal-appearing in te rv a l scale  and a method of a tt i tu d e  

measurement tdierehy the  ind iv idual estab lished  the number of categories 

and statement p o sitio n s necessary to  span the  issu e  being evaluated.

The u n re s tric te d  technique provided a means of le t t in g  the  in d iv id u a l's  

own ca tegoriza tion  of statem ents become the behavioral index of h is  

judgmental a tt i tu d e —an index th a t  esdiibited the la t i tu d e  of categories 

and statem ents with which the ind iv idual agreed, disagreed, or had no 

commitment.

Key assumptions in  the M. Sherif and Hovland (1953) studty- were as 

follow s: Subjects do not so r t  independently of th e ir  own positions in

m atters of high ego involvement; the a t t i tu d e  scale  i s  no t n ecessa rily  

of equal in te rv a ls ;  and the positions of the scale  are not cumulative.

The basic hypotheses of displacement and influence of ego involve­

ment were upheld. The e ffe c t of high ego involvement was opera tionally
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revealed by the  p o sitio n  of ambiguous mid-region statem ents, -which were 

accepted and re je c te d , and the  reduction of -the number of categories 

used to  evaluate "the issue*

The 1953 study by M, Sherif and Hovland in s tig a te d  a se ries  of 

stud ies on the  e ffectiveness of the u n re s tric te d  Own-Categories Proce­

dure and the use of the so c ia l judgment-involvement approach.

LaFave and M. Sherif (1962) used the Own-Categories Procedure in  

a s im ila r manner to  "that u t i l iz e d  by M* Sherif and Hovland (1953) to  

fur-ther e ^ lo r e  the importance of mid-region statem ents. New statements 

were employed dealing with the segregation issu e . The stucty- focused 

on the displacement e ffe c t o f the interm ediate statem ents. LaFave 

developed a conversion formula to  compute -the v a r ia b il i ty  of mid-region 

statem ents regard less of -the number of categories used. High ego-invdLved 

Negro and white subjects significan-tly  displaced the mid-region s ta te ­

ments of the segregation issu e . Ihe study of LaFave and M. Sherif 

v e r if ie d  -the e a r l ie r  findings of -the Own-Categories Procedure and 

revealed again the sh if tin g  la t i tu d e s  of acceptance and re je c tio n  as 

well as -the co n stric ted  use of to ta l  categories as a r e s u l t  of high ego 

involvement.

Reich and M. Sherif (1963) u t i l iz e d  the Own-Categories Procedure 

measuring women between fo r ty  f i f t y  years of age on the issue  of 

le g is la t iv e  reapportionment. Reich and H. Sherif v e rif ie d  e a r l ie r  

findings of the  Own-Categories Procedure with subjects iho were not 

college students and wi-th an issue  which did not involve ethnic a f f i l i ­

a tio n . This study showed th a t  highly ego-involved subjects s ig n ifican tly  

displaced the more unstructured mid-region statem ents, Reich and M.
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Sherif fotmd th a t  la t i tu d e s  of re jeo tio n  and noncommitment d iffe red  

s ig n if ic an tly  between h ighly  ego-involved subjects and lower ego-involved 

subjects but th a t  there  was no s ig n if ic a n t d ifference in  the la t i tu d e  

of acceptance.

C, W. S herif (1961) studied the comparison of individuals* own 

categorizations of both psychophysical and psychosocial scales ihen 

the c u ltu ra l backgrounds of th e ir  reference groups varied . The number 

of categories used in  so rting  a numeral psychophysical scale did not 

vary, but s ig n if ic a n t v a ria tio n  was noted vhen the psychosocial scale 

was categorized, dhis stu^y showed the functioning of psychophysical 

and psychosocial scales in  the context of a c ro ss-cu ltu ra l intergroup 

comparison. I t  corroborated the usefulness and s im ila r ity  of judgmental 

categorization  e ffe c ts  ihen the Own-Categories Procedure was used in  a 

d if fe re n t c u ltu ra l  s e ttin g .

Vaughan (1961) rep lica ted  the 11 imposed categories of the Hovland 

and H. S herif (195^) study and also  employed the  Own-Categories Proce­

dure. She found th a t  subjects with high an ti-L a tin  involvement used 

fewer categories and p ile d  more statem ents in to  extreme opposite ca te ­

gories. This study was important in  extending the Own-Categories 

Procedure beyond the use of white-Negro issues and in  showing th a t 

people with opposite viewpoints consisten tly  categorize statem ents and 

exh ib it p ro f ile s  idiich are  influenced by th e ir  ego involvement. This 

study ind icated  an answer to  a question ra ised  ty  Zavalloni and Cook 

(1963) Mdxon they suggested th a t the  use of fewer categories and extreme 

displacement might be found only in  subjects favorable to  the judgmental 

issu e .
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üQxe theory and research on the Own-Categories Procedure e stab lish es 

the  f e a s ib i l i ty  of obtaining the  p ro f i le  range of so c ia l judgment toward 

a p a r tic u la r  issu e . This p ro f ile  in d ica te s  the  f u l l  operational dimen­

sion of an a tt i tu d e  ra th e r  than re ly ing  on a s in ^ e  summarized score.

P rio r stud ies on the Own-Categories Procedure have found both 

s im ila r it ie s  and d ifferences between the  functioning of judgments on 

psychophysical and psychosocial sca le s . %e displacement of a p ^ch o - 

soo ial scale  when a new anchor i s  introduced i s  p red ic tab le  depending 

on knowledge of the p o sitio n  of the  new anchor, the  range of the 

previously estab lished  sc a le , and the  involvement of the ind iv idual 

in  the social-judgm ental comparison being measured.

The use of the Own-Categories Procedure i s  based upon the following 

assumptions: (a) ind iv iduals do no t categorize the  statem ents of an

issu e  independently of th e ir  commitment to  the  issu e ; (b) ego involve­

ment plays an important p a rt  in  the judgmental categoriza tion  of soc ia l 

issu es; (c) d isguised te s tin g  of a tt i tu d e s  i s  c r i t i c a l ;  and (d) there 

i s  no assurance th a t  psychosocial scales have equal in te rv a ls , are  

cumulative, or need fixed  ca tegories .

Previous stud ies of the Own-Categories Procedure have demonstrated 

th a t  the operational range of the Own-Categories Procedure—as in d i­

cated by acceptance, re je c tio n , and noncommitment regions—measures 

a tt i tu d e  and a tt i tu d e  change through a disguised method of te s tin g .

The method of fre e  se lec tion  of the number of oategozi.es and placement 

of statements reveals the influence of high ego involvement through 

the  displacement of ambiguous mid-region statem ents, changes in  the 

dimensions of noncommitment and re je c tio n  regions, and the to ta l  number
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of categories used in  judging the issu e .

The Own-Categories Procedure has been rep lica ted  and generalized 

through studies on le g is la t iv e  reapportionment, the so c ia l p o sitio n  of 

the Negro) segregation, a n ti-L a tin  is su e s , ethnic and p o l i t ic a l  is su e s , 

and c ro ss-c u ltu ra l ap p lica tio n s , and with subjects who vary in  sex and 

age (C, W. Sherif e t  a l . , 1965, Ch. 4 ).

The n e x t  p h a se  i n  th e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  th e  u se  o f  th e  Ovm-Cate- 

g o r ie s  P ro ce d u re  i s  th e  e x te n s io n  o f  s in g l e  a t t i t u d e s  t o  th e  m easurem ent 

o f  a  s e r i e s  o f a t t i t u d e s  an d  v a ry in g  d e g re e s  o f  ego in v o lv e m e n t.

Theory and  R esearch  Fundam ental t o  th e  Judgm ent o f  Extrem e 
Com m unication by  E g o -In v o lv ed  S u b je c ts

Previous studies by Hovland, Harvey, and M. Sherif (1957), C. W. 

Sherif e t  a l .  (1965) > M. Sherif and Hovland (1961), and W hittaker (1964b; 

1965) have found th a t h ighly ego-involved subjects judge extreme communi­

cation  in  a p red ic tab le  manner. Their findings ind icated  th a t  the 

degree of ego involvement and the p o sitio n  of the  su b je c t 's  own stand 

on the issu e  has no s ig n if ic a n t e f fe c t  upon the  placement of extreme 

communication tdien i t  i s  c le a rly  presented and the source i s  not iden­

t i f i e d ,  Moderate communication i s  sub ject to  system atic displacement 

as a function of the su b je c t 's  own stand on the issue  and h is  degree of 

ego involvement. The stud ies covered ego-involving issu es of prohib i­

t io n , reapportionment of farm land , and the p re s id en tia l e lec tions of 

1956 and i 960. They focused upon a tt i tu d e  change and the e ffectiveness 

of communication to  a l t e r  previously estab lished  a tt i tu d e s . These 

stud ies revealed th a t the judgmental evaluations of h ighly involved 

subjects d isp lace the p o sitio n  and content of moderate communication
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inversely  to  th e ir  own stand on the issu e .

These com m unication  s tu d ie s  s u g g e s t  t h a t  th e  e v a lu a t io n  o f  such  

am biguous c o n te n t  a s  p ro p a g a n d a , b i a s ,  o r  i m p a r t i a l i t y  may b e  d is p la c e d  

by  h ig h ly  e g o -in v o lv e d  s u b je c ts  even when ju d g in g  extrem e com m unication . 

I t  i s  p o s s ib l e  f o r  th e  e v a lu a t io n  o f  th e  p o s i t io n  o f  com m unication to  

rem ain  u n a f f e c te d  h ig h  e g f  in v o lv em en t and own p o s i t io n  on th e  

i s s u e ,  b u t  th e s e  f a c t o r s  may have a  s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  upon c o n te n t  

e v a lu a t io n s  due p r im a r i ly  t o  th e  more ambiguous n a tu r e  o f  th e  ty p e  o f  

c o n te n t  judgm ents w hich  th e  s u b je c ts  a r e  a sk e d  to  make.

-  T r a n s i t io n  R esea rch  Between th e  O w n-C ategories P ro ce d u re
and  th e  Dogmatism S c a le

The stud ies Iqr M iller (1963)» Ward (1965)» and White, A lte r , and 

Rardin (1965) ind icated  the fea sib ililg r  of a tra n s it io n  b ^ond  the 

sing le  measurement of a tt i tu d e s  and ego involvement the Own-Cate- 

gories Procedure.

Millar (1963) found th a t the a tt i tu d e  change of ego-involved 

subjects varied  "vdien they were te s te d  on issues of d iffe rin g  importance. 

His findings ind icated  th a t  only those subjects who had involvement 

treatm ents on ir re le v a n t issues exh ib ited  more change. Highly ego- 

involved subjects idio boomeranged away from an tagonistic  communication 

on the re levan t issue  did not exh ib it any s ig n ific an t re la tio n sh ip  with 

th e ir  high and low dogmatism scores. There was a trend  of le s s  mean 

change toward the communication fo r those who were against the relevan t 

issue  and who obtained high scores of dogmatism.

Ward (1965) ençloyed th ree  fixed  a tt i tu d e  scales to  t e s t  selected  

subjects on issues of m ilit a r i sm-pacifism, the Cuban revo lu tion , and
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the so c ia l positio n  of the NegPOo Subjects were a l l  favorably ego 

involved on the issue  of the so c ia l p o sitio n  of the Negro, with 40 

having picketed fo r  open th ea te rs  and 20 more holding equal views 

although not p a rtic ip a tin g  in  the p icketing . Ward used the Charters 

and Newcmab (195^) technique fo r  m anipulating salience. Involvement 

was varied  in  th ree  conditions of p ic k e t- s a l ie n t , p icket-nonsalien t 

and nonpickets. Ward found th a t highly  involved subjects displaced 

more statements away from th e ir  own p o sitio n . The e ffe c t was not 

s ig n if ic an t fo r statements on the  two ir re le v a n t issu es . However, 

these findings with a se rie s  of fixed  scales and subjects idio were 

committed to  an ac tual soc ia l issue  showed th a t i t  i s  possib le  fo r  

a se r ie s  of a tt i tu d e  te s ts  to  be adm inistered without d is to r tio n  and 

fo r varying a tt i tu d e  p ro file s  to  r e s u l t  due to  d iffe rin g  ego involvement 

on so c ia l issu es .

W hite e t  a l .  (1965) found  t h a t  th e  p e r s o n a l i ty  syndrom e o f  dogm atism  

and  a u th o r i t a r ia n is m  d id  n o t  in f lu e n c e  th e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  a l l  ju d g ­

m e n ta l t a s k s  b u t  o n ly  th e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  o f  " sy n d ro m e -re le v a n t s tim u li.* *  

They com pared a u th o r i t a r ia n i s m  and  dogm atism  w ith  th e  s o r t in g  o f  th e  

two c o n c e p tu a l  c a te g o r i e s  o f  u n d e s i r a b le  s o c i a l  a c t s  and  o c c u p a t io n a l  

nam es. The i n s t r u c t i o n s  f o r  s o r t in g  th e  c o n c e p tu a l  c a te g o r i e s  w ere 

s im i la r  to  th o s e  em ployed i n  th e  O w n-C ategories P ro c e d u re . S u b je c ts  >dio 

were i n  th e  u p p e r and  lo w er 15 p e r  c e n t  on b o th  D and F S c a le s  d i f f e r e d  

o n ly  i n  t h e i r  s o r t in g  o f  u n d e s i r a b le  s o c i a l  a c t s .  Ih e  s tu d y  showed a  

com bined u sag e  o f  u n r e s t r i c t e d  c a te g o r i z a t io n  o f  two s e p a r a te  t o p ic s  

and  v a ry in g  s ig n i f ic a n c e  b etw een  i s s u e s .  Ego in v o lv em en t was n o t  

d e s ig n a te d  a s  an  e x p l i c i t  v a r i a b l e ,  b u t  th e  sm a ll number o f  c a te g o r i e s
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used by the sub jects In  the  so rting  of the  undesirable so c ia l ac ts  

ind ica ted  th a t  ego involvement may v e il  have been a primary fa c to r .

This stucÿ revealed th a t  i t  i s  possib le  to  measure tvo judgmental 

issues and a lso  compare the obtained p ro f i le s  v ith  another aspect of 

a broader p e rso n ality  dimension.

White and A lte r (1965) enployed a psychophysical weight task  to  

measure the v a ria tio n s  in  so rting  c la s s if ic a tio n s  of au th o rita rian  and 

dogmatic sub jec ts. D iffe re n tia l res is tan ce  to  change was found in  the 

judgment of l i f t e d  weights with the  presence of a remote anchor, but 

there  was no tendency fo r au th o rita rian  and dogmatic subjects to  use 

fewer or broader categories in  l i f t i n g  weights, in  course-fineness of 

ca tego ries , or absolute number of categories used.

Powell (1966) found s ig n if ic a n t re la tio n sh ip s  as ind ica ted  by 

p o sitiv e  co rre la tio n s  between le v e l of dogmatism and the extremeness 

of the  su b je c t 's  own p o sitio n  and negative co rre la tio n s between dogma­

tism  and the  range of the re jec tio n  region. He obtained a p r io r  measure­

ment of dogmatism and several weeks l a t e r  presented sub jects with th ree  

random se r ie s  of a tt i tu d e  statem ents on issu es of a lcohol, the  1964 

P re s id en tia l E lection , and the Church. The alcohol and E lection  s ta te ­

ments were taken from M. Sherif and Hovland* s ( I 96I )  fixed  a tt i tu d e  

scales,and the  Church statem ents,from  ThurstoneandChave (1929). Sub­

je c ts  ind icated  th e ir  own p o sitio n  and the statement with which they 

agreed most, disagreed most, and other statem ents with idiich they also  

agreed or d isagreed.

The research by White e t  a l .  ( I965) and White and A lte r ( I965) 

showed d if fe re n t re s u lts  than those obtained by Frenkel-Brunswik (19^9),
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Harvey ( I963) » Pettigrew  (1958)» and Wright and Harvey ( I965) .  A ll of 

the l a t t e r  stud ies ind ica ted  th a t a general e ffe c t due to  personality  

syndromes p reva iled  in  judgmental ca tego riza tion . However, the  studies 

varied  as to  th a t  p e rso n a lii^  syndrome caused a narrowing or lack  of 

change in  opinion.

Frenkel-Brunswik (19^9) found th a t  a u th o rita rian  p e rso n a litie s  

used fewer and cruder steps in  judging a stimulus se rie s  of hues.

Harvey (1963) c la r if ie d  and synthesized h is  e a r l ie r  stud ies dealing 

with the  re la tio n sh ip  of au thoritarian ism  to  behavioral indexes of 

conceptualization , concept change, and d iscrim ination . He found th a t 

au thoritarian ism  disposed the  ind iv idual toward increased closedness in  

h is  conceptual system.

Pettigrew  (1958) found th a t  F and D Scales fa i le d  to  co rre la te  

with the category width scale -shich he developed. He obtained a s ig n if­

ica n t re la tio n sh ip  w ith narrow-mindedness and self-concept span. This 

finding le d  him to  s ta te  th a t  categozy width was a constant character­

i s t i c  o f an in d iv id u a l. Pettigrew  believed there  were consisten t 

p a tte rn s  of narrow, medium, or open category evaluations by ind iv iduals 

but th a t  these consisten t p a tte rn s  did not c o rre la te  with au th o rita r­

ianism or dogmatism.

W ight and Harvey ( I965) showed in  th e ir  study of a tt i tu d e  change, 

au tho rita rian ism , and punitiveness th a t  au thoritarian ism  was p o s itiv e ly  

re la te d  to  opinion change in  cases of h ig h -sta tu s  and low -target involve­

ment and negatively  re la te d  to  opinion change in  cases of low -status 

and h ig h -ta rg e t involvement.
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The t r a n s i t i o n  s tu d i e s  b etw een  th e  O w n-C ategories P ro ce d u re  and  

th e  co n c e p t o f  dogm atism  in d i c a t e  m ixed f in d in g s .  M iite  an d  A l t e r  

(1965) } and  W hite e t  a l .  (1965) fo u n d  t h a t  th e  e f f e c t  o f  dogm atism  

and  a u th o r i t a r ia n is m  on ju d g m e n ta l c a te g o r i z a t io n  was s i g n i f i c a n t  o n ly  

on i s s u e s  d i r e c t l y  r e l e v a n t  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  p e r s o n a l i ty  syndrom es. 

F ren k e l-B ru n sw ik  (1949), H arvey ( I 963) * and  W righ t a n d  H arvey ( I965) 

showed a  c o n s i s t e n t  p a t t e r n  o f  a u th o r i t a r ia n i s m  a s  a  g e n e ra l  p e rs o n ­

a l i t y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c .  P e t t ig r e w  (1958) i n d ic a te d  t h a t  th e r e  was no 

c o r r e l a t i o n  b e tw een  dogm atism  o r  a u th o r i t a r ia n i s m  and  c a te g o ry  w id th  

b u t  t h a t  c o n s i s t e n t  c a te g o ry  w id th s  w ere fo u n d  r e l a t i n g  to  g e n e ra l  

p e r s o n a l i ty  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  M i l l e r  ( I 963) fo u n d  no s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a ­

t io n s h ip  betw een  h ig h  and  low  dogm atism  and  h ig h  ego in v o lv e m e n t.

The studies ty  ï t t l le r  ( I963) ,  Powell ( I966) ,  Ward ( I 965) ,  and 

White e t  a l .  ( I 965) in d ica te  the p o s s ib i l i ty  of extending the Own-Cate- 

gories Procedure beyond the  measurement of sing le  lev e ls  of ego involve­

ment and single a tt i tu d e s .

The e x te n s io n  o f  th e  O w n-C ategories P ro ce d u re  t o  m easure d i v e r s i ­

f i e d  a t t i t u d e s  and  v a ry in g  d e g re e s  o f  ego in v o lv em en t g iv e s  th e  means 

by  lA ic h  t o  com pare th e s e  v a r i a b l e s  w ith  c o n s i s t e n t  p a t t e r n s  t h a t  

a r e  d ep en d en t upon such  g e n e ra l  p e r s o n a l i t y  t r a i t s  a s  R o k each 's  c o n c e p t 

o f  dogm atism . An e : ^ n s i o n  o f  th e  O w n-C ategories P ro ce d u re  a llo w s  th e  

v e r i f i c a t i o n  o f  th o s e  p e r s o n a l i t y  v a r i a b l e s  lô iic h  have  a  l a s t i n g ,  

p a r t i a l ,  o r  n e g l i g i b l e  e f f e c t  upon th e  w id th  an d  f u n c t io n in g  o f  an  

i n d i v i d u a l 's  s o c i a l  judgm ent s c a l e s .
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The T heory  and R e sea rc h  Fundam ental to  

Rokeach* s  C oncept o f  Dogma-hi m»

Rokeach's experimental in v es tig a tio n  of dogmatism extends back 

in to  the la te  1940's  and ranges up to  the mid-1960*s. His stuc^ on 

generalized mental r i g i d i ^  in  1948 le d  to  the  fu rth e r  analysis of 

narrow-mindedness and dogmatism (Rokeach, 195La; Rokeach, 1951b;

Rokeach, 1954-; Rokeach, 1956; Rokeach, I960; Rokeach, I 96I ;  Rokeach & 

Fruchter, 1956; Rokeach, McGovney, & Denney, 1955; Rokeach & Rothman,

1965).
Rokeach (1948) analyzed the ethnocentric t hi nki ng of ind iv iduals 

toward re lig io u s  and ra c ia l  outgroups» He f e l t  th a t  one of the charac­

t e r i s t i c s  of ethnocentric thinking was r ig id i ty  and in f le x ib i l i ty  of 

the thinking process. R ig id ity  i s  defined by Rokeach as the in a b i l i ty  

to  change one 's s e t  when the  objective s itu a tio n  demands i t .  Rokeach 

used the C aliforn ia  Ethnocentrism Scale and found consisten t and s ig n if­

ic a n t d ifferences fo r  high- and low-scoring sub jects on the  E Scale.

His findings ind icated  th a t  the r ig id i ty  of an ethnocentric person was 

not an iso la te d  phenomenon.

Rokeach (1951&; 1951b) explored the  function between narrow­

mindedness and p e rso n a lity . He defines narrow-mindedness opera tionally  

in  terms of the  degree of narrowness idien coiqpared to  a continuum of 

comprehensiveness-iso la tio n . %e main emphasis in  these stud ies was 

upon the p a r t  and i6 o le  organization between re lig io u s  ahd p o l i t ic a l-  

economic concepts and the is o la tio n  and narrow organization separating 

these concepts. His findings revealed s ig n if ic an t re la tio n sh ip s  

between low ethnocentrism and broad oonprehensive organization and
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high ethnocentrism id th  narrow organization . The findings of these 

experiments showed th a t  narrow-mindedness functioned as an underlying 

cognitive s tru c tu re , which re su lte d  in  more concrete d e fin itio n s  of 

re lig io u s  concepts and an organization of concepts th a t  was le s s  

comprehensive than open-minded concept organization. There was no 

s ig n if ic a n t d ifference  between subjects designated as open- or narrow­

minded on the conceptualization of political-econom ic concepts.

Rokeach (195^) developed the  th e o re tic a l perspective fo r  h is  

construct of dogmatism. He defines dogmatism as a re la tiv e ly  closed 

cognitive system organized around a group of b e lie fs  about absolute 

au th o rity  which gives an ind iv idua l a s tru c tu ra l se t  from ■sdiich to  

judge o ther people or groups. Rokeach hypothesized th a t  dogmatism i s  

a broader concept than the au thoritarian ism  studied tqr Adomo, 

Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, and Sanford (1950)# Rokeach se t fo rth  

the proposition  th a t  dogmatism i s  a s tru c tu re  of closed cognitive 

b e lie f  and d isb e lie f  systems with a narrowing of the time perspective .

Rokeach (1956) and Rokeach and Fruchter (1956) offered  evidence 

th a t ,  idien the sp ec ific  scales of dogmatism and opinionation were 

coBçared with the E and F Scales used in  The A uthoritarian  P ersonality  

(1950) ,  the E and F Scales measured only f a c i s t ,  or r ig h t ,  types of 

au thoritarian ism . The ind ica tions were th a t dogmatism measured general 

au thoritarian ism  lâiich was re la te d  to  both rig h t-o f-c en te r  and l e f t -  

o f-cen ter forms of in to le rance  and th a t  strong group pressures to  

commitment le d  to  g rea te r dogmatism and opinionation regardless of 

r ig h t or l e f t  ideo log ies.
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T hese s tu d i e s  showed t h a t  th e  Dogmatism S c a le  m easured  th e  o p e m e s s -  

c lo s e d n e s s  o f  c o g n i t iv e  ^ s t e r n s ,  g e n e r a l  a u th o r i t a r ia n ! s m , and g e n e ra l  

i n t o l e r a n c e ;  id ie re a s  th e  O p in io n a tio n  S c a le  m easured  g e n e ra l  in to l e r a n c e  

and  l e f t  and  r i g h t  o p in io n a t io n ,

R okeach , i n  h i s  book The Open an d  C losed  MBLnd ( I 96O ), f u r t h e r  

e x te n d s  h i s  e la b o r a t io n  on th e  r e s e a r c h  and  t h e o r e t i c a l  p o s i t io n s  o f  

th e  Dogmatism and  O p in io n a tio n  S c a le s  and  t h e i r  a p p l i c a t i o n  to  th e  

s t r u c t u r e  o f  b e l i e f  and  d i s b e l i e f  sy s te m s . T h is  book i s  a  g e n e ra l  

summary o f  a l l  th e  p re v io u s  s tu d i e s  c u lm in a tin g  i n  th e  Dogmatism S c a le  

and  g iv e s  f u r t h e r  e v id e n c e  to  c o r r o b o r a te  h i s  p o s i t io n  on th e  f u n c t io n in g  

o f  th e  c o n c e p t o f  dogm atism .

Rokeach ( I 96 I )  e la b o r a te d  upon th e  c o n c e p ts  o f  a u t h o r i t y ,  a u th o r i ­

t a r i a n i s m ,  and  c o n fo rm ity . Conformity i s  d e s ig n a te d  a s  a  s t a t e  o f  m ind 

'«here th e  a u t h o r i t a r i a n  in d iv id u a l  r e l a t e s  t o  th e  so u rc e  o f  h i s  i n f o r ­

m a tio n  a n d  th e  a u t h o r i t y  a s  a  g u id e  r a t h e r  th a n  d i s t in g u i s h in g  betw een  

th e  in fo rm a t io n  an d  th e  a u t h o r i t y  d is p e n s in g  o r  com m unicating th e  

in f o r m a t io n ,

Rokeach e t  a l ,  showed in  th e ir  1955 experiment th a t there  was a 

d is tin c tio n  between dogmatic and r ig id  th inking. Subjects were given 

two cognitive tasks of overcoming se ts  and the  in teg ra tio n  of new se ts . 

Subjects high in  r ig id i ty  were slower in  overcoming s e ts ,  bu t subjects 

high and low on dogmatism showed no d if fe re n tia tio n  in  overcoming se ts . 

Subjects high in  dogmatism were slower to  in te g ra te  new s e ts ,  but 

persons high and low in  r ig id i ty  d id  not d if f e r  in  the speed of in te ­

g ration .
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Rokeach and Rothman ( I965) extended the p rin c ip le  of b e lie f  congru­

ency and congroity to  the  lev e l of cognitive in te rac tio n  models* They 

cmnpared and con trasted  th e ir  congruency p rin c ip le  with th a t of Osgood 

and Tannenbaum (1955)» Rokeach and Rothman found th a t  th e ir  p r in c ip le , 

based on the hypothesis th a t  cognitive in te ra c tio n  i s  not accurately  

predicted  from the knoidedge of evaluative meaning of two elements 

judged in  is o la t io n , was more accurate*

In  Rokeach's I 96O publication  he develops a th e o re tic a l and an 

em pirical approach to  the exploration of the open and closed b e lie f  

system of the  individual* His work represen ts both a descrip tion  and 

the development of an operational measure of dogmatism th a t  give 

ind ications of the  overa ll s tru c tu ra l d ifferences of indiv idual b e lie f -  

d isb e lie f  systems*

Rokeach in d ica te s  th a t the b e lie f  system of the indiv idual i s  a 

la s t in g , consisten t p a tte rn  ih ich  exh ib its  both a range of acceptance 

and rejection* Rokeach believes th a t ind iv iduals organize th e ir  ideas 

and re la tio n sh ip s with people and au tho rity  b a s ica lly  through b e lie f  

congruence*

The beTlef system i s  designated as having the th ree  major dimen­

sions of b e lie f -d is b e l ie f , c en tra l-p e rip h e ra l, and a tim e-perspective* 

Rokeach designates an open b e lie f  system as one ih ich  i s  characterized 

ty  the following: (a) re la tiv e ly  low re je c tio n  along various po in ts

of the d isb e lie f  subsystem continuum; (b) communication within and 

between b e lie f  and d isb e lie f  systems; (c) a small amount of d iffe ren ­

t ia t io n  between b e l ie f  and d isb e lie f  systems; and (d) a high degree of 

re la tiv e  d if fe re n tia tio n  w ithin the d isb e lie f  system* The c en tra l-
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p e r ip h e r a l  d im en sio n  i n d i c a t e s  openn ess  idien th e  s p e c i f i c  c o n te n t  o f  

th e  p r im i t iv e  b e l i e f s  i n  th e  c e n t r a l  r e g io n  i s  e s t a b l i s h e d  a s  f r i e n d l y  

and  'Nhen th e  fo rm a l c o n te n t  o f  th e  b e l i e f s  i n  th e  in te r m e d ia te  r e g io n ,  

id iic h  d e a l s  v i t h  a u t h o r i t y ,  i s  n o t  a b s o lu te  and  p e o p le  a r e  n o t  e v a lu a te d  

b y  t h e i r  ag reem en t o r  d is a g re e m e n t v i t h  a u t h o r i t i e s .  The p e r ip h e r a l  

s t r u c t u r e  i s  open tdien th e  b e l i e f  s u b s t r u c tu r e s  a r e  i n t e r r e l a t e d  th ro u g h  

com m unication v i t h  each  o th e r .  The t im e  p e r s p e c t iv e  o f  an  open b e l i e f  

system  i s  d e s ig n a te d  by  a  r e l a t i v e l y  b ro a d  tim e  d im e n s io n , id iich  

in c lu d e s  an  a v a re n e s s  and  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e tv e e n  th e  p a s t ,  p r e s e n t ,  

and. f u t u r e ,

Vhen b e l i e f  sy s tem s a r e  c lo s e d ,  t h e  b e l i e f - d i s b e l i e f  con tinuum  i s  

r e p r e s e n te d  by th e  fo U o v in g :  ( a )  a  h ig h  d e g re e  o f  r e j e c t i o n  o f

subsystem s a l l  a lo n g  th e  d i s b e l i e f  con tinuum ; (b )  i s o l a t i o n  o f 

conq>onents v i t h i n  and  b e tv e e n  th e  b e l i e f  and  d i s b e l i e f  sy s te m s ; (c )  a  

l a r g e  d is c re p a n c y  b etw een  th e  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  o f  b e l i e f  an d  d i s b e l i e f  

sy s te m s; and (d ) c o m p a ra tiv e ly  l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  v i t h i n  th e  

d i s b e l i e f  sy s tem . The c e n t r a l - p e r i p h e r a l  d im en sio n  o f  a  c lo s e d  

o rg a n iz a t io n  i s  i n d i c a t e d  by  a  c e n t r a l  r e g io n ,  v h e re  th e  s p e c i f i c  

p r im i t iv e  b e l i e f  c o n te n t  c e n te r s  a ro u n d  a  w o rld  o f  t h r e a t ;  an  i n t e r ­

m e d ia te  r e g io n ,  id ie re  fo rm a l b e l i e f  c o n te n ts  a r e  o r i e n t e d  a ro u n d  

a b s o lu te  a u t h o r i t y  and  th e  a c c e p ta n c e  and  r e j e c t i o n  o f  p e o p le  i n  te rm s 

o f  t h e i r  a g re e m e n t-o r  d is a g re e m e n t v i t h  a u t h o r i t i e s ;  and  a  p e r ip h e r a l  

s t r u c t u r e  o f  b e l i e f s  and  d i s b e l i e f s ,  lA ic h  a r e  i s o l a t e d  from  each  o th e r .  

The tim e  p e r s p e c t iv e  o f  th e  c lo s e d  b e l i e f  sy s tem  i s  n a rro w  and  f ix e d  

upon one a s p e c t  o f  th e  p a s t ,  p r e s e n t ,  o r  f u t u r e ,  a lth o u g h  o f t e n  i t  t a k e s  

th e  form  o f  a  f u t u r e - o r i e n t e d  p e r s p e c t iv e .
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There have been fiv e  ed itions of the Dogmatism Scale with the l a s t  

ed itio n , Fom E, containing the b e s t 40 item s. The t e s t  item s, idiioh

take the form of sing le  statem ents, are  scored from +3, ind icating

th a t the sub ject agrees very much; through +2, ind ica ting  moderate 

agreement; +1, in d ica tin g  l i t t l e  agreement; -1 , ind ica ting  l i t t l e  

disagreement; -2 , in d ica tin g  moderate disagreement; to  -3 , ind icating  

strong disagreement. The scale fo r  ra tin g  each item i s  fixed  in te rv a l 

and forced choice with no n eu tra l region. General or high agreement 

with item s i s  an in d ica tio n  of closedness; thereas general disagreement

with items i s  an in d ica tio n  of openness. The to ta l  score, ^Aich s ig n i­

f ie s  closedness or openness, i s  the  sum of the scores on a l l  item s.

The range of scores i s  adjusted by adding a constant of four to  obtain 

a p o sitiv e  numerical evaluation. The adjusted range runs from a minimum 

of 40 to  a inftx3wtitn of 280.

The theory and research in s tig a te d  hy Rokeach on the concept of 

dogmatism and i t s  operational scale  of measurement in d ica tes  th a t 

dogmatism i s  a consisten t personality  syndrome p resen t throughout 

the b e lie f -d isb e lie f  system of the ind iv idua l.

The In teg ra tio n  and Extension of the Own-Categories 
Procedure with General P ersonality  Measures

Rokeach's open and closed b e lie f -d is b e lie f  system i s  presented on 

a broader and more inc lu sive  lev e l than much of the work by C. W.

Sherif e t  a l .  (1965) and M. Sherif and Hovland ( I 96I )  idio concentrate 

more on the measuirement, function , and change of specific  a tt i tu d e s . 

However, these authors are  a t  the  same time exploring a more general 

soc ia l judgment-involvement approach which allows an in teg ra tio n  with
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a  more I n o lu s lv e  b e l i e f - d i s b e l i e f  sy stem  t h r o n g  th e  ex p an s io n  o f  th e  

O w n-C ategories P ro c e d u re . T h is  e x p an s io n  p e rm its  t h e  com parison  o f  

a  s e r i e s  o f  a t t i t u d e s  and  a n  i n d ic a n t  o f  th e  e f f e c t  o f  dogm atism  upon 

th e  s o c i a l  judgm ent p ro c e s s .

The e x te n s io n  o f  th e  O w n-C ategories P ro ced u re  t o  m u l t ip le  a t t i t u d e s  

and  v a ry in g  d e g re e s  o f  ego in v o lv e m e n t g iv e s  th e  o p e r a t io n a l  means t o  

r e v e a l  c o n s i s t e n t  p a t t e r n s  td iic h  o u t  a c r o s s  th e  e n t i r e  b e l i e f - d i s b e l i e f  

sy stem  o f  th e  i n d iv id u a l .  The f u n c t io n in g  o f  a n ch o rs  a lo n g  th e  a t t i t u d e  

s c a l e  g iv e s  a  p r e c i s e  p e r s p e c t iv e  o f  th e  p r o f i l e  and  p r o f i l e  changes 

w hich o c c u r  w i th in  th e  d im en s io n  o f  th e  a t t i t u d e  c l u s t e r  b e in g  a n a ly z e d . 

T h is  p e r s p e c t iv e  i s  r e f l e c t e d  th ro u g h  th e  d e c re a se  o r  in c r e a s e  o f  c a te ­

g o r ie s  an d  s ta te m e n ts  i n  th e  a c c e p ta n c e , r e j e c t i o n ,  an d  noncommitment 

r e g io n s .  T hus, th e  m easurem ent o f  a  s e r i e s  o f  a t t i t u d e s  by  th e  e x te n ­

s io n  o f  th e  O w n-C ategories P ro ce d u re  e n a b le s  th e  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  b o th  

g e n e ra l  p e r s o n a l i ty  v a r i a b l e s , such  a s  dogm atism , and  th e  e f f e c t  o f  ego 

in v o lv e m e n t.

The m o d if ic a t io n  o f  th e  O w n-C ategories P ro ce d u re  a llo w s  th e  m easure­

m ent o f  a  s e r i e s  o f  r e l a t e d  and  d iv e r s e  a t t i t u d e s  a s  c e n t r e d  w i th  vaxying

d e g re e s  o f  ago in v o lv e m e n t. The expanded  p ro c e d u re  becom es a  v e r s a t i l e  
$

t o o l  f o r  m e a su r in g , v e r i f y i n g ,  and  com paring th e  com plex jud g m en ta l 

p ro c e s s e s  o f  th e  i n d iv id u a l .  T h is  e x te n s io n  o f f e r s  a  v e ry  p ro m is in g  

p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  g e n e r a l i z in g  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  ju d g m en ta l c a te g o r i z a t io n  

o f  th e  in d iv id u a l  to  d iv e r g e n t  s tu d i e s  and t h e o r i e s  o f  a t t i t u d e s  and  

to  more com plex p e r s o n a l i t y  syndrom es.



CHAPTER I I  

PROBLEM

Hie problem of th is  study vas to  extend the use of the Ovn-Cate- 

gories Procedure beyond the measurement of single a ttitu d e s  and to  

compare th is  extension v ith  varying ego-involvement issu e s , cmnmuni- 

cation  evaluations, and the general personality  t r a i t  of dogmatism.

The major studies and th e o re tic a l generalizations dealing v ith  

the Own-Categories Procedure have been those of Hovland and H. Sherif 

(1952) ,  LaFave and M. Sherif (1962), Reich and M, Sherif ( I 963) , C. W. 

Sherif ( I96I ) , C. W. Sherif e t  a l .  ( I 965) , M. Sherif and Hovland (1953), 

M, Sherif and Hovland (196I ) ,  and Vaughan ( I96I ) .

These investiga tions estab lished  the foUoving c r i te r ia ;  the 

inçortance of h iÿ i ego involvement in  influencing the categorica l 

judgment of a re la te d  se rie s  of statem ents; the usefulness of a d is ­

guised a tt i tu d e  t e s t ;  the p red ic tab le  d irec tio n a l displacement of 

ambiguous statements appearing in  the mid-region of a scaled se rie s ; 

and the usefulness of the operational p ro f ile s  of acceptance, re je c tio n , 

and noncommitment.

C. W. Sherif e t  a l .  ( I965) have ind ica ted  th a t  the noncommitment 

and re jec tio n  regions o ffe r the  b e s t measures of comparison in  research 

u t i l iz in g  the Own-Categories Procedure. S ign ifican t categoriza tional

32



33
s h i f t s  i n  th e s e  r e g io n s  t y  h ig h ly  e g o - in v o lv e d  s u b j e c t s ,  d i f f e r i n g  i n  

a g e , e d u c a t io n ,  and  s e x ,  -were e v id e n t  i n  s in g l e  i s s u e s  o f  e th n ic  and  

p o l i t i c a l  im p o rta n c e ,

The n e x t  s te p  f o r  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  v a s  t o  e x te n d  th e  r e s e a r c h  e n ^ lo y -  

in g  th e  O w n-C ategories P ro c e d u re  beyond  th e  l e v e l  o f  s in g le  m easurem ents 

b y  c o n p a r in g  ju d g m e n ta l c a te g o r i z a t io n s  o f  h ig h ly  e g o - in v o lv e d  s u b je c t s  

on d i f f e r e n t  i s s u e s  ^Ëiich e l i c i t e d  v a ry in g  d e g re e s  o f  ego in v o lv e m e n t.

The e x te n s io n  o f  th e  O w n-C ategories P ro c e d u re  a llo w s  th e  o p e r a t io n ­

a l i z a t i o n  o f  a  s e r i e s  o f  c o n n e c te d  ju d g m e n ta l p r o f i l e s  a s  w e ll  a s  a  

c o n p a r is e n  o f  a t t i t u d e s  fo rm in g  s e p a r a te  r e g io n s  o f  e v a lu a t io n .  S in c e  

many ju d g m e n ta l a r e a s  a r e  m u lt id im e n s io n a l ,  th e  s u c c e s s f u l  e x te n s io n  

o f  t h e  O w n-C ategories P ro ce d u re  i n  m easu rin g  d i v e r s i f i e d  i s s u e s  g iv e s  

added  f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  a t t i t u d e  m easurem ent te c h n iq u e s  an d  a  more r e a l i s ­

t i c  means o f  a s s e s s in g  th e  c o n p le x  p r o f i l e s  o f  a t t i t u d e  c l u s t e r s .  Thus, 

th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  u s in g  m u l t ip le  t e s t i n g  i n  one s e s s io n  o f f e r s  a  m ethod 

o f  m easu rin g  a  s e r i e s  o f  a n  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  e g o -h ie ra rc h y  a t t i t u d e s  and  

a llo w s  a  com p arison  o f  v a ry in g  p a t t e r n s  o f  ju d g m e n ta l c a te g o r i z a t io n  

by th e  i n d iv id u a l .

When a  s e r i e s  o f  o p e r a t io n a l  l a t i t u d e s  o f  a c c e p ta n o e , r e j e c t i o n ,  

and  noncommitment a r e  o b ta in e d ,  o p p o r tu n i t i e s  a r e  c r e a te d  f o r  i n v e s t i ­

g a t in g  such  q u e s t io n s  a s  td ie th e r  an  i n d iv id u a l  e x te n d s  h i s  l a t i t u d e  

o f  noncommitment an d  re d u c e s  h i s  l a t i t u d e  o f  r e j e c t i o n  on s e p a r a te  

e v a lu a t io n s  o f  lo w  o r  m o d era te  e g o - in v o lv in g  i s s u e s .  The p ro c u re m e n t 

o f  s e v e r a l  a t t i t u d e  p r o f i l e s  o f f e r s  t h e  o p p o r tu n i ty  o f  r a i s i n g  and 

an sw erin g  q u e s t io n s  a b o u t th e  d i f f e r e n c e  and  s i m i l a r i t y  be tw een  th e s e  

p r o f i l e s  and  f in d in g s  o f  g e n e r a l  p e r s o n a l i t y  i n v e n to r i e s .  The re g io n s
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o f  r e j e c t i o n  a n d  noncommitment o f f e r  p r e c i s e  a t t i t u d e  c o D ^ z d so n s  to  

p e r s o n a l i t y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  v h ic h  o u t  a c ro s s  v a r io u s  a t t i t u d e  dimen­

s io n s .

P re v io u s  u s e  o f  th e  O w n-C ategories P ro ce d u re  (H ovland  & M. S h e r i f ,  

1952; LaFave & M. S h e r i f ,  1962; R eich  & M. S h e r i f ,  1963; C. W, S h e r i f ,  

I 96I ;  C. W. S h e r i f  e t  a l , ,  1965; M* S h e r i f  & H o vland , 1953» M. S h e r i f  

& H ovland , I 96 I ;  V aughan, I 96 I )  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  i f  ego in v o lv em en t i s  

d e c re a se d  th e n  an  in c r e a s e  i n  th e  t o t a l  number o f  c a te g o r ie s  and  noncom­

m itm ent r e g io n s  o c c u rs  w ith  th e  r e j e c t i o n  r e g io n  and  d is p la c e m e n t o f  

am biguous m id -re g io n  s ta te m e n ts  d e c r e a s in g .  C o n v e rse ly , i f  ego in v o lv e ­

m ent i s  i n c r e a s e d ,  th e n  th e  t o t a l  number o f  c a te g o r i e s  an d  noncom m it- 

m ent r e g io n s  d e c re a s e  w ith  th e  r e j e c t i o n  r e g io n  and  d isp la c e m e n t o f  

m id - re g io n  s ta te m e n ts  in c r e a s in g .  C. W. S h e r i f  e t  a l .  ( I 9 6 5 ) s t a t e  

t h a t  p r e s e n t  e v id e n c e  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  a c c e p ta n c e  re g io n 's  do n o t  a p p e a r  

t o  change s i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  a lth o u g h  M. S h e r i f  and H ovland ( I 96I )  p o in t  

o u t  t h a t  i t  i s  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  p o s s ib le  f o r  a c c e p ta n c e  re g io n s  t o  become 

s m a l le r  a s  ego in v o lv e m e n t in c r e a s e s .

Ih e  p r e d ic t e d  v a r i a t i o n  i n  p r o f i l e  r e g io n s  may a l s o  d e s ig n a te  a  

c o n s i s t e n t  p a t t e r n  due to  p a r t i c u l a r  p e r s o n a l i t y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .

S tu d ie s  o f  dogm atism  (R okeach , 1951&; R okeach, 195Lb; R okeach, 195^; 

R okeach, 1956;; R okeach, I 96O; R okeach , I 96I ;  Rokeach & E g la s h , 1956; 

Rokeach & F r u c h te r ,  1956;; Rokeach e t  a l , , 1955» Rokeach & Rothman,

1965) in d ica te  the existence of general r ig id  or f le x ib le  b e lie f  

systems.

The Dogmatism S c a le  h a s  b een  d ev e lo p e d  by  Rokeach to  m easure  th e  

s t r u c t u r a l  and  fo rm a l d i f f e r e n c e s  b e tw een  th e  openness o r  c lo se d n e s s
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o f  a n  i n d iv id u a l ’ s  b e l i e f  sy s tem . I t  i s  a  f ix e d  s c a le  -where h ig h  

ag reem en t -with i te m s  i s  an  i n d i c a t i o n  o f  c lo s e d n e s s  and  h ig h  d is a g r e e ­

m ent -Hi-th i t a n s  i s  an  i n d ic a t i o n  o f  o p e n n e ss .

Rokeach ( I960) suggests -that openness-closedness c a rr ie s  over to  

permeate the en-tire b e lie f -d isb e lie f  sys-tem of -the ind iv idua l. For 

Rokeach, -the b e lie f  region in d ica tes  an area of a l l  b e lie fs  and 

expectancies -vôiich -the indi-vidual accepts and the d isb e lie f  region 

i s  designated by a se rie s  of subsystems on a continuum -fdaere rejec-tion 

by the indi-vidual i s  a m atter of degree and i s  d if fe re n tia te d  depending 

upon the p a rtic u la r  d isb e lie f  system.

O w n-C ategories P ro ce d u re  r e s e a r c h  c o n c e n t r a te s  upon a c c e p ta n c e , 

r e j e c t i o n ,  and  noneommi-tment r e g io n s ,  -vhich r e p r e s e n t  a  s i n ^ e  a t t i t u d e  

t h a t  ca n  b e  o p e r a t io n a l ly  m easured  and d e f in e d .  Thus, bo-th -the work 

o f  Rokeach ( I96O) an d  t h a t  o f  C. W, S h e r i f  e t  a l .  ( I965) an d  M. S h e r i f  

and H ovland  ( I96I )  a r e  fo c u s in g  upon a c c e p ta n c e  and r e j e c t i o n  r e g io n s .  

However, t h r e e  o f  th e  m ain d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e i r  ap p ro ach es  a r e  (a )

-the l e v e l  o f  a b s t r a c t i o n  ^diich th e  a c c e p ta n c e - r e je c t io n  r % io n s  

i n d i c a t e ,  (b )  th e  d i f f e r e n t  in d e p e n d e n t v a r i a b l e s  o f  dogm atism  and 

ego in v o lv e m e n t, and  ( c )  th e  d i f f e r e n t  n a tu r e  o f  -the t e s t s  a s  f ix e d  

and  f l e x i b l e .

The inclusion  of a se ries  of subsystems along the d isb e lie f  

continuum by Rokeach i s  due prim arily  to  h is  concentration upon the 

to ta l  b e lie f -d isb e lie f  struc-ture. I t  i s  conceivable -that i f  the soc ia l 

judgment theory (C. W. Sherif e t  a l . , 1965; M. Sherif & Hovland, I 96I )  

were expanded i t  too could u*tilize a oon-tinuum of d iffe re n t re jec tio n  

scales w ithin the re je c tio n  region as well as a continuum of -the
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aoeeptanee and noneoBBdtmant regions» C. W» Sherif e t  a l .  (1965) 

hypothesize th a t  an ind iv idaa l has c lu s te rs  of a tt i tu d e s  liiich  are 

considered open minded and c lu s te rs  ih ich  a re  more closed» These 

c lu s te rs  are re la te d  to  content a rea , ego involvement, the  po sitio n  

in  the  ego-hierarclqr stru c tu re  of the in d iv id u a l, and important values 

of h is  reference group»

The e x t e n s i o n  o f  o p e r a t i o n a l  p r o f i l e s  o f  t h e  O u n -C a te g o r ie s  P r o c e ­

d u r e  b e y o n d  a  s i n g l e  a t t i t u d e  a l l o v s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  co u p a  r i n g  t h e  

s p e c i f i c  e f f e c t  o f  e g o  in v o lv e m e n t  a n d  t h e  g e n e r a l  e f f e c t  o f  r i g i d  o r  

f l e x i b l e  b e l i e f  sy s te m s»  I h u s ,  i f  i n d i v i d u a l s  p o s s e s s  c l o s e d  o r  o p en  

b e l i e f  :qrst@ as a s  d e s i g n a t e d  b y  R o k ea ch * s  D ogm atism  S c a l e ,  t h e n  t h e s e  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  m ay b e  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  n o ncom m itm en t o r  r e j e c t i o n  

r e g i o n s  o b t a in e d  b y  a  s e r i e s  o f  p r o f i l e s  f ro m  t h e  O w n -C a te g o r ie s  

P r o c e d u r e .

The use of ommsunication treatm ents in  the  form of tapes discus­

sing issu es uhich e l i c i t  various degrees of ego involvement also  has 

a p red ic tab le  e ffe c t  upon ego-involved subjects» Hovland e t  al» (1957) 

and M. Sherif and Hovland (1961) in d ica te  th a t  high ego involvement 

does not appreciably d is to r t  objective placement of extreme, undisguised 

communication, although high ego involvement can cause displacement 

of communication content evaluation»

On t h e  b a s i s  o f  p r i o r  r e s e a r c h ,  a n  e x t e n s io n  o f  t h e  O w n -C a te g o r ie s  

P r o c e d u r e  w as d e v e lo p e d  th r o u g h  t h e  m e a s u re m e n t o f  tw o  i s s u e s  o f  v a r y i n g  

d e g r e e s  o f  eg o  in v o lv e m e n t ,  A h ig h  e g o - i n v o lv in g  i s s u e  o f  w a r w as 

i d e n t i f i e d  a lo n g  w i th  a  l e s s e r  i n v o l v i n g  i s s u e  o f  b u i l d i n g  chan g e»  The 

f o l l o w i n g  h y p o th e s e s  w e re  m adei
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1 .  E ^ e r i m e n t a l  s a b j e e t s  h i g h l y  eg o  i n v o l v e d  v i t h  a  v a r  i s s u e  u s e  

m ore  r e j e c t i o n  c a t e g o r i e s  a n d  s t a t e m e n t s *  t h e  sam e num ber o f  a c c e p ta n c e  

c a t e g o r i e s  a n d  s ta t e m e n t s *  f e v e r  non co m m itm en t c a t e g o r i e s  a n d  s ta t e m e n t s *  

a n d  f e v e r  t o t a l  c a t e g o r i e s  t h a n  l e s s  e g o - i n v o lv e d  c o n t r o l  s u b je c t s #

2, £)q>erimental sub jects le s s  ego involved in  a build ing change 

issue  use more noncommitment categories and statements* more to ta l  

categories* the  same number of acceptance categories and statements* 

and fever re je c tio n  categories and statem ents than in  previous evalua­

tio n s  of a high ego-involving var issue#

3# Experimental sub jects le s s  ego involved in  a build ing change 

issu e  use the  same number of acceptance categories and statements* the 

same number of re je c tio n  categories and statements* the  same number of 

noncommitment categories and statements* and the  same nwdber of to ta l  

categories as le s s  ego-involved con tro l subjects#

h# L e s s  e g o - i n v o lv e d  c o n t r o l  s u b j e c t s  u s e  t h e  sam e num ber o f  

a c c e p ta n c e  c a t e g o r i e s  a n d  s ta t e m e n t s *  r e j e c t i o n  c a t e g o r i e s  a n d  s t a t e ­

m e n ts*  noncom m itm en t c a t e g o r i e s  a n d  s t a t e m e n t s *  a n d  t o t a l  c a t e g o r i e s  i n  

e v a l u a t i n g  s e p a r a t e  i s s u e s  o f  v a r  a n d  b u i l d i n g  c h a n g e .

5# Experimental sub jects h ighly  ego involved v ith  a var issue  

d isp lace ambiguous m id-region statem ents to  a g rea te r ex tent than le s s  

ego-involved con tro l sub jec ts; Wiereas e^qperimental subjects le s s  ego 

involved v i t h  building change d isp lace  ambiguous mid-region statements 

equally  as compared to  le s s  ego-involved con tro l subjects#

6# N oncom m itm ent s t a t e m e n t s  o f  e x p e r i m e n t a l  s u b j e c t s  h i g h l y  ego  

i n v o l v e d  v i t h  à  v a r  i s s u e  c o r r e l a t e  p o s i t i v e l y  v i t h  s c o r e s  o b t a in e d  on  

t h e  D ogm atism  S c a le #



38
7 .  E x p e r im e n ta l  s a b j e e t s  h i g h l y  eg o  in v o l v e d  w i th  a  m ar i s s u e  a n d  

n o t  c o n a i t t e d  t o  m id - r e g io n  p o s i t i o n s  l o c a t e  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n  o n  t h e  m ar 

i s s u e  d i f f e r e n t l y  t h a n  l e s s  e g o - in v o lv e d  c o n t r o l  s u b j e c t s ;  id ie r e a s  

e x p e r i m e n t a l  s u b j e c t s  l e s s  in v o l v e d  i n  a  b u i l d i n g  c h a n g e  i s s u e  m i l l  

l o c a t e  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n  s i m i l a r  t o  l e s s  e g o - in v o lv e d  c o n t r o l  s u b j e c t s .

8 .  The p o s i t i o n  o f  c l e a r ,  eoctrem e co m m u n ic a tio n  m iU  n o t  b e  

s u b j e c t  t o  a p p r e c i a b l e  d i s p la c e m e n t  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  d e g r e e  o f  eg o  

in v o lv e m e n t ;  td i e r e a s  e x p e r im e n ta l  s u b j e c t s  h i g h l y  eg o  in v o l v e d  m ith  

a  m ar i s s u e  m i l l  d i s p l a c e  t h e  c o n t e n t  o f  c o m m u n ic a tio n  f u r t h e r  th a n  

l e s s  e g o - in v o lv e d  c o n t r o l  s u b j e c t s .



CHAPTER H I  

METHOD

T h is  s tu d y  u t i l i z e d  th e  O w n-C ategories P ro ee d u re  t o  m easure th e  

ju d g m en ta l c a te g o r i z a t io n  o f  i n d iv id u a l s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  e x i s t in g  fo rm a l 

m em bership g ro up s opposed  on two s e p a r a te  i s s u e s  W iich a L io i te d  v a r i e d  

d e g re e s  o f  ego in v o lv e m e n t. P r o f i l e  s c o re s  w ere c e n t r e d  w ith  s c o re s  

o b ta in e d  on Rokeach* s  Dogmatism S c a le .  The e f f e c t  o f  com m unication  

t r e a tm e n ts  w ere a l s o  s tu d ie d  i n  te rm s  o f  v a ry in g  d e g re e s  o f  ego in v o lv e ­

m ent.

The i s s u e  o f  w ar was chosen  b e c a u se  i t  was o f  m a jo r im p o rta n c e  t o  

fo rm a l g ro up s  p o la r i z e d  i n t o  d i f f e r i n g  f a c t i o n s .  T h is  i s s u e  fo c u se d  

on th e  n e c e s s i ty  o r  u s e le s s n e s s  o f  w ar and  w h e th e r o r  n o t  t h e  U n ite d  

S t a t e s  sh o u ld  be  f i g h t i n g  i n  V ie t  Nam. The b u i ld in g  change i s s u e  was 

chosen  b ec a u se  i t  was n o t  a  m a jo r  i s s u e ,  a lth o u g h  i t  o f f e r e d  a  s im i la r  

p o la r iz e d  p o s i t i o n  t o  th e  n a t u r a l  g ro u p s . The i s s u e  c e n te r e d  arou nd  

t r a d i t i o n a l  o r  p ro g r e s s iv e  campus b u i ld in g  ch an g e .

< S u b je c ts

The m ain c r i t e r i a  f o r  e x p e r im e n ta l  s u b je c t  s e l e c t i o n  w ere n a t u r a l  

fo rm a l g roup  a f f i l i a t i o n ,  h ig h  ego in v o lv e m e n t i n  th e  w ar i s s u e ,  and  

lo w e r  ego in v o lv em en t i n  th e  b u i ld in g  change i s s u e .  H igh in v o lv em en t

39
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v as  I n d lo a te d  ^  a c tu a l  m em bership i n  fo rm a l g ro u p s  knovn to  b e  e o m lt-  

t e d  on th e  v a r  i s s u e  and  b y  in d e p e n d e n t o b s e rv e r  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n *  

O b se rv e rs  v e re  o p e r a t iv e  f o r  a  p e r io d  o f  e i ^ t  m onths i n  fo n o a l  and  

i n f o n a a l  g roup  a c t i v i t i e s ,  a l lo v in g  them  t o  v e r i f y  m em bership p a r t i c i ­

p a t io n  and  d e g re e  o f  commitment to  th e  i s s u e s  m easu red  i n  th e  stucfy* 

E x p e rim e n ta l s u b je c ts  v e re  m atched  i n  te rm s  o f  g e n e r a l  age  an d  educa­

t i o n a l  l e v e l s ,  g roup  a f f i l i a t i o n ,  and  ego in v o lv e m e n t. E x p e rim e n ta l 

s u b je c t s  v e re  s e l e c te d  from  f o u r  fo rm a l s tu d e n t  g ro u p s , n a t u r a l l y  

d iv id e d  a c c o rd in g  t o  m em bership a f f i l i a t i o n  and  o p p o s in g  s id e s  o f  th e  

v a r  and  b u i ld in g  change is s u e s *

The c o n t r o l  g roup  c o n s i s te d  o f  s u b je c t s  random ly  s e l e c te d  from  

s e c t io n s  o f  I n t r o d u c to r y  P sy ch o lo g y , T h is  c o u rs e  c o n ta in e d  a  c r o s s  

s e c t io n  o f  th e  g e n e ra l  s tu d e n t  b o d y , a s  i t  v a s  r e q u i r e d  o f  a l l  u n d e r­

g ra d u a te  s tu d e n ts *  C o n tro l  g roup  s u b je c ts  l a c k e d  any  common fo rm a l 

g roup  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o th e r  th a n  c o u rs e  a f f i l i a t i o n  and  d i f f e r e d  i n  

d e g re e  o f  ego in v o lv e m e n t c o n c e rn in g  th e  v a r  and  b u i ld in g  change is s u e s *  

C o n tro l  s u b je c ts  v e re  s im i la r  t o  e x p e r im e n ta l  s u b je c t s  i n  g e n e r a l  

e d u c a tio n  l e v e l  and  age*

A p p a ra tu s

Extrem e argum ents  f o r  and a g a i n s t  b u i ld in g  change and  v a r  v e re  

re c o rd e d  s e p a r a te ly  on m ag n e tic  ta p e s*  The t a p e s  v e re  m atched  f o r  

t im e ,  number o f  a rg u m e n ts , o rd e r  o f  a rgu m en ts  p r e s e n te d ;  re c o rd e d  by  

th e  same sp e a k e r ;  and  p la y e d  on a  s ta n d a rd  ta p e  re c o rd e r*  A rgum ents 

u s e d  on th e  ta p e s  c o n ta in e d  th e  same m a jo r  them es v h io h  v e re  u se d  i n  

th e  fo rm a tio n  o f  s ta te m e n ts  f o r  th e  O w n-C atego ries  P rocedure*
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Measurements mere condueted In  modified classrooms. Subjects 

mere seated  a t  separate ta b le s , furn ished  mith th i r ty  to  fo r ty  paper 

c l ip s ,  a p e n c il, and tab le  p a r t i t io n s . P a r tit io n s  mere made of plymood, 

22 1 /4  inches ln#g , IB inches h i ^ ,  mith a 2-by-4-inch base. These 

p a r t i tio n s  enabled independent mork mithout observation of other 

experimental p a rtic ip a n ts . Tables and chairs mere arranged in  a 

blook-U, alloming no d ire c t  v is a b i l i ty  of other ta b le s . Statements 

mere so rted  on ta b le s , 48 inches mide by 24 inches long. Categorized 

statements mere placed in  Manila envelopes, 7 1/2 inches by H  inches, 

and each su b je c t 's  experimental data mere placed in  a la rg e r  lO-by-12 l/Z- 

inoh Manila envelope.

The experiment mas designed to  id e n tify  and measure tmo d iffe rin g  

a tt i tu d e s  mith varying degrees of ego involvement o f n a tu ra l formal 

group members and to  re la te  these d iffe re n tia tio n s  to  both a broader 

in d ica to r of p e rso n a lity  b e l ie f  systems and to  extreme, undisguised 

communication. The plan of the experiment mas to  f in d  an ac tu a l issu e  

im portant to  n a tu ra l groups and then to  measure ind iv iduals in  the most 

a c tiv e ly  opposed formal groups by using the Omn-Categories Procedure, 

the Dogmatism Scale, and communication evaluation sca le s . Measurements 

of experimental sub jects mere compared mith random subjects not a f f i l i ­

ated  mith the  id e n tif ie d  formal membership groups.

During the period  of the  study, th ree  p a rtic ip a n t observers and 

tmo lia iaan  observers gave independent v e r if ic a tio n  of the  formal and 

inform al a c t iv i ty  of group members. These observers provided i n i t i a l
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and oontlmuLL inform ation throughout the  study as to  c r i t i c a l  is su e s , 

d irec tio n  and streng th  of group commitment, and the flow of in te r -  and 

intragroup behavior. The is su e s , statem ents, and subjects were selec ted  

on the b asis  of observer inform ation o f the ex is ting  environmental 

s itu a tio n . At no time were groups, statem ents, or issues se lec ted  

without regard fo r  n a tu ra l happenings or ac tua l inform ation being 

ençloyed, debated, or discussed.

During the measurement session , treatm ents in  the form of tapes 

were introduced to  the  sub jects in  order to  focus a tten tio n  upon the 

sp ec ific  issu e  in  question , to  insure the  arousal of ego involvement, 

and to  con^are the  e ffe c t  of extreme, undisguised communication to  

judgmental evaluations o f subjects who varied  in  th e i r  degree of ego 

involvement. The tapes presented strong arguments opposite to  the 

id e n tif ie d  p o sitio n  of the subjects* group a f f i l ia t io n .  The source of 

the tape and th e  communicator were not id e n tif ie d . The le s s e r  ego- 

involving issu e  was given f i r s t  and followed l a t e r  by the higher 

ego-involving is su e , thus avoiding any strong carry-over e f fe c t  ih ioh  

might be p resen t i f  the h igher ego-involving issu e  were introduced 

f i r s t .  Tape evaluation scales were given immediately following the 

communication treatm ent. The Own-Categories Procedure was then 

administered following each tape evaluation , and the Dogmatism Scale 

was introduced upon completion of the  second issue  measurement.

i n  Information and experimental measurements were gathered in  

one session. The average time fo r each session was 1 hour and 4^ 

minutes. The f a s te s t  time was 1 hour and 5 minutes, and the  slowest 

tim e, 2 hours and 20 minutes.
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E x p e r im e n ta l  s u b j e c t s  m e re  a s s ig n e d  t o  G ro u p s A , B , C , D , a c c o r d in g  

t o  s i m i l a r  m em b ersh ip  a f f i l i a t i o n s  a n d  o p p o s in g  s i d e s  o f  t h e  i s s u e s .

(Ehere m ere  49  e x p e r im e n ta l  s u b j e c t s  t e s t e d ,  o f  id d o h  39  w ere  m a le  a n d  

1 0  m e re  f e m a le .  G ro u p s  C a n d  D m ere  o a n p r i s e d  o f  26  s u b j e c t s ,  i d e n ­

t i f i e d  a s  c o m m itte d  t o  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  o f  m ar a n d  t r a d i t i o n a l  b u i l d i n g  

c h a n g e . E a ch  e x p e r im e n ta l  g ro u p  c o n t a i n e d  m e d a e rs  f ro m  a  s i n g l e  f o r m a l  

m e m b ersh ip  g r o u p ,  so  t h a t  t h e r e  m ere  1 5  s u b j e c t s  i n  G roup C a n d  1 1  

s u b j e c t s  i n  G roup D. E x p e r im e n ta l  G ro ip s  A a n d  B c o n t a i n e d  23  s u b j e c t s ,  

i d e n t i f i e d  a s  c o m m itte d  t o  t h e  u s e l e s s n e s s  o f  m ar a n d  p r o g r e s s i v e  

b u i l d i n g  c h a n g e . T h e se  g ro u p s  m ere  f u r t h e r  d i v i d e d  b y  m em bersh ip  

a f f i l i a t i o n ,  r e s u l t i n g  m i th  1 2  s u b j e c t s  i n  G roup  A a n d  U  s u b j e c t s  i n  

G roup B .

T h e re  m ere  58 c o n t r o l  s u b j e c t s ,  o f  lA io h  22  m ere  m a le  a n d  m ere  

f e m a le .  The c o n t r o l  s u b j e c t s  m ere  d i v i d e d  i n t o  f o u r  g r o u p s ,  d e s i g n a t e d  

a s  G ro u p s 1 ,  2 ,  3 ,  a n d  4 .  G roup 1  c o n t a in e d  1 3  s u b j e c t s ;  G roup  2 ,  1 6  

s u b j e c t s ;  G roup 3> 1 4  s u b j e c t s ;  a n d  G roup 4 ,  1 5  s u b j e c t s ,  ü h e  t r e a t m e n t  

o r d e r  mas c o u n te r b a la n c e d  s o  t h a t  G ro u p s  2  a n d  3  h e a r d  a  d i f f e r e n t  o r d e r  

o f  t h e  sam e t a p e s .  G roup 2  r e c e i v e d  t h e  o r d e r  o f  b u i l d i n g  c h a n g e  fo U o m e d  

l a t e r  b y  m a r; m h e re a s  G roup 3  r e c e i v e d  t h e  o r d e r  o f  m ar fo U o m e d  l a t e r  

b y  b u i l d i n g  c h a n g e . The c o u n t e r b a la n c e d  o r d e r  m as r e p e a t e d  f o r  G roups 

1  a n d  4 .  The t a p e s  d i d  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  p r e s e n t  a n  o p p o s i t e  t r e a t m e n t  t h  

t h e  o o n t r o l  s u b j e c t s ,  a s  t h e i r  com m itm en t t o  t h e  i s s u e  a n d  d e g r e e  o f  eg o  

in v o lv e m e n t  v a r i e d  d u e  t o  random  s e l e c t i o n  ( s e e  T a b le  1 ) .

P r o c e d u r e

An e x a m in a t io n  mas m ade o f  com m unity  a n d  oaaqnis a c t i v i t y  f o r  

f o r m a l  g ro u p s  p o l a r i s e d  o n  h i g h l y  e g o - i n v o lv in g  i s s u e s  th r o u g h  o b s e r v e r s ,



Table 1

Treatment Order of Ebqperimental and Control Group Subjects

Subjects N Tape order Tape treatm ent

Experimental
Group A 12 F ir s t T rad itional Building Change

Second Pro-War
Group B 11 F ir s t T rad itional Building Change

Second Pro-War
Group C 15 F ir s t Progressive Building Change

Second Anti-War
Group D 11 F ir s t Progressive Building Change

Second Anti-Wsir
Control

Group 1 13 F ir s t Progressive Building Change
Second Anti-War

Group 2 16 F ir s t T rad itional Building Change
Second Pro-War

Group 3 14 F i r s t Pro-War
Second T rad itional Building Change

Group 4 15 F ir s t Anti-War
Second Progressive Building Change

lo c a l newspapers, and d isguised interview s with lo c a l re s id e n ts .

fa c u lty , and studen ts. During a period  of e igh t months, five  observers 

lo ca ted  four formal groups, id e n tif ie d  varying issu es of ego involve­

ment, and took p a r t  in  the d a ily  rou tine  of formal and informal member­

ship in te ra c tio n  p a tte rn s .

The f i r s t  observers used were p a r tic ip a n t observers, who i n f i l ­

t r a te d  ex isting  groups to  study ac tu a l ro le -s ta tu s  re la tio n sh ip s , norms, 

goa ls , and general group a c t iv i ty .  L a te r , l ia iso n  observers were 

u t i l iz e d  idien ex is tin g  group members could be converted to  give in fo r­

mation about th e i r  groups. N either the  p a rtic ip a n t nor the  l ia is o n
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observers trere id e n tif ie d  to  the groups or to  each o ther.

I t  took the  p a rtic ip a n t observers th ree  months to  penetra te  the 

inner informal friendship  nuoleous of the  giwips. I t  mas there  th a t 

the g rea te s t a c t iv i ty » secre tn ess» and most rep resen ta tive  reactions 

mere encountered. Once penetra tion  and acceptance had occurred, then 

re l ia b le  checks on issu e s , ego involvement and rep resen ta tive  member­

ship mere made.

I t  mas estab lished  through observation th a t  the  necessity  or 

uselessness of mar mas a c ru c ia l issu e  to  Groups A, B, C, and D. A 

se rie s  of 104 statements dealing mith the  main themes of the mar issue  

mere compiled by the observers and the experimenter. These statements 

had th e i r  o rig in  in  l i te r a tu r e  c irc u la te d  by the groups, speeches, and 

re levan t comments co n sis ten tly  made in  conversation by group members.

The statem ents mere d itto e d , coded on the  reverse side mith c a p ita l  

alphabet l e t t e r s  fo r  placement id e n tif ic a t io n , cu t in to  l-by-7-inch  

s l ip s  o f paper, and randomly placed in  bundles containing one copy of 

each statem ent.

P re tes tin g  of statem ent scale p o sitio n  mas done by ^6 subjects iAo 

mere randomly se lec ted  from the In troductory  Psychology sub ject pool. 

Statements mere so rted  along the dimension from the end po in t id e n tif ie d  

as the "most favorable to  necessity  of mar" to  the  end po in t id e n tif ie d  

as "most favorable to  the  uselessness of mar." The choice of 60 s ta te ­

ments fo r  the f in a l  scale  mas determined by median and £  values. The 

15 lomest and highest median statem ents having the  sm allest variance 

mere se lec ted  to  rep resen t the extreme end portions of the  issue  

continuum. 30 mid-region statem ents mere se lec ted  by median scores
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and a high degree of variance with â .3 range c u t-o ff  po in ts of 

73*3 and 42»5* Thus, the f in a l  scale  consisted  of I 5 statements most 

consisten tly  judged as strongly  favorable to  the  necessity  of u a r, 15 

statements most co n sis ten tly  judged as strongly ind ica ting  the u se less­

ness of mar, and 30 statements co n sis ten tly  in  the middle of the 

continuum and exhib iting  the  g rea te s t amount of variance (see Appendixes 

A and B).

E ssen tia lly  the same procedure mas repeated fo r  the statements 

dealing mith the issue  of building change, ühe issue  mas chosen 

because of i t s  divergence and lomer ego-involving motivation as 

c e n tre d  to  the  issue of mar. ühe theme of tra d itio n a l or progressive 

building change had been of b r ie f  in te r e s t  the  previous year but died 

from a lack  of concern. Observers determined th a t  there  mas no 

immediate in te r e s t  in  the building change issue mithin the experi­

mental groups or among random samples of the general student body.

The observers and experimenter gathered 104 statements representing 

t ra d itio n a l  or progressive campus build ing  changes. Statements and 

comments from the previous year mere used as mell as any general 

reactions e l ic i te d  frcm the  curren t student body. Statements mere 

more d i f f ic u l t  to  obtain as no speeches, l i t e r a tu r e ,  or general 

comments mere being c ircu la ted  on the canqpus concerning building 

changes. The p i lo t  sample of statem ents mas constructed in  a sim ilar 

manner to  the mar issue  and placed in to  ind iv idual bundles. The 

statements mere given to  44 students from the psychology subject pool. 

Subjects sorted  the statements along the  dimension of bui l d ing change 

from end po in ts id e n tif ie d  as "very favorable tra d itio n a l building
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change” to  "very favorable progressive boild ing change.” Again, 6o 

statements ware chosen according to  median and £  values. The 

completed scale contained 15 extreme tra d itio n a l  building change 

statem ents, 15 extreme progressive build ing  change statem ents, and 

30 moderate, mid-region statements having a high degree of v a r ia b il i ty  

with -  £3 range c u t-o ff  po in ts of 66,8 and 36.8 (see Appendixes A and B).

Independent checks through observers, in terv iew s, and demand 

c h a ra c te ris tic  sheets were used to  determine su b jec ts ' reactions 

to  measurement methods and the degree of ego involvement of the 

sub jects, üÿpical reactions were "who cares about building changes,”

" i t  d o esn 't m atter to  me," or " th is  i s  the most boring eatperiment I  

have ever seen.”

dhe subjects 160 determined the rep resen ta tive  scale statements 

were used in  only one p i lo t  study and not in  the f in a l  experimental 

and contro l group measurements.

A sto ry  esqilaining general inform ation about a coming survey of 

student groups was released  in  the student newspaper two weeks p r io r  

to  the beginning of measurements. 3he sto ry  read as follow s:

Cabinet Conducts Survey of Groups
The P re s id e n t's  Cabinet w ill  be conducting a survey 

on a random se lec tion  of campus organizations w ithin the 
next th ree  weeks.

The purpose of the survey i s  to  determine student 
opinions regarding the campus and suggestions fo r  fu ture  
improvements.

Next, the leaders of Groups A, B, C, and D were contacted. They 

were to ld  the study was a general survey of student opinion, asked 

to  p a rtic ip a te  in  the study, and requested to  submit a l i s t  of a l l  

group members. Each group consented to  p a rtic ip a te  and submitted a
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membership l i s t .

A second sto ry  nas then released  to  the  student paper, which 

sta ted ;

Cabinet to  Administer Survey on 
Subjects of Student Concern

A questionnaire with random questions re la tin g  to  
cu rren t campus issues w ill be adm inistered to  se lec ted  
members o f ten  organisations as p a r t  o f a s u rv ^  conducted 
by the P re s id e n t's  Cabinet.

The purpose of the  survey i s  to  ob tain  a general 
consensus of student opinion concerning p e rtin en t issues 
and sub jects of student concern.

P a rtic ip a tin g  organizations include . . . .
Students w ill  be contacted by phone next week to  take 

the survey.

Experimental subjects were contacted by phone and given an explan­

a tio n  th a t a general survey of campus groups was being conducted.

Subjects were asked to  p a rtic ip a te  and appointments were e stab lished , 

a t  idiioh time they were measured alone or w ith other members of th e ir  

group. The average number of members measured a t  one time was 3» with 

the  h ighest to ta l  number, 6 ,and the  sm allest, 1 .

Control group subjects were contacted through Introductory  Psychol­

ogy c la sse s , and appointment times were e stab lished . The average number 

of con tro l subjects run sim ultaneously was 10; with the h ighest t o t a l ,

12, and the sm allest, 3.

A p i lo t  study incorporating a l l  of the  planned measurement techniques 

was run two days p r io r  to  the s t a r t  of the  experimental measurements. 

Checks were made on procedures, tim e, and d ifference  of issue  ego involve­

ment of 12 sub jects.

At the beginning of the  experimental measurement session , subjects 

were seated ind iv idua lly  a t  p a rtitio n e d  ta b le s . Thsy were read the
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following genozal o rlo a ta tlo a  sto teaen ts

This i s  a general sorroy- of oaaqme groups and th e i r  
student menbers. The purpose of the  study i s  to  gain a 
b e t te r  understanding of general student consensus on the  
oaapus. The re s u l ts  of th is  study w ill n o t id e n tify  any 
p a rtic u la r  in d iu id n a l.

You w ill  be given several d if fe re n t types of question­
na ires dealing w ith a v a rie ty  o f issues idtioh have been of 
in te r e s t  to  students th is  year or idiieh are  ju s t  s ta r tin g  
to  be of in te r e s t  to  s tu d ln ts  on oaaqms*

Through the  use of a v a rie ty  of questionnaires and 
is su e s , an o v e ra ll perspective can be gained of ac tual 
student viewpoints* You may agree or disagree with various 
viewpoints presented* Your reac tio n  to  these question­
n a ire s  i s  im portant in  re a lis in g  rep resen ta tive  student 
opinion* Your p a rtic ip a tio n  i s  g rea tly  appreciated*

Subjects then f i l l e d  out inform ation sheets ind ica ting  th e i r  age,

sex, major, year in  school, and group a f f i l ia t io n  (see Appendix C)*

The sheet a lso  contained a 9-oentim eter h o riso n ta l- lin e  index (see

Appendix D)* Subjects checked the l in e  in d ica tin g  th e i r  po sitio n

regarding ac tiv e  group partic ipa tion*  The ends of the scale  were

designated as "very ac tiv e  p a rtic ip a n t"  and "very in ac tiv e  p artic ipan t*"

Ihe next phase of the  study was not introduced u n t i l  a l l  sub jects had

completed the inform ation sheet*

Subjects were informed they would hear a b r ie f  tape on building

change, which they would evaluate upon i t s  completion* The content

of the tapes was always opposite to  the  stand id e n tif ie d  by the

observers as common to  the su b jec ts ' membership group* The source of

the  communication and communicator were not iden tified*  Subjects

were given tape evaluation sheets upon conpletion of the f i r s t  tape ,

and the following in s tru c tio n s  were reads

Below are  some questions about the tape you ju s t  heard 
and a l i s t  of possib le  answers under each question* Please 
give your opinion on each question by checking the one
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answer th a t  comes c lo se s t to  your own idea .

1 , For the tape you ju s t  heard , p lease in d ica te  on 
the l in e  below your ra tin g  of i t s  p o sitio n  in  terms of i t s  
favorableness or unfavorableness to  building, changes.
The position  a t  the  le ft-h an d  end i s  most favorable to  
tra d itio n a l build ing  ohanges, and the po sitio n  a t  the 
opposite (r ig h t hand) end i s  most favorable to  the  progres­
sive building changes. You may check anyidiere on the l in e  
between the two extremes, depending on whether you th ink  
the tape was more favorable to  t ra d i tio n a l  changes or more 
favorable to  the progressive changes.

The sheet contained four scales ( see Appendix D). The f i r s t  was 

a 9-centim eter horizon tal l in e  with end po in ts designated as "very 

p ro -tra d itio n a l"  and "very pro-progressive." Each sub ject ind icated  

h is  evaluation of the p o s itio n  of the tape by drawing a v e r t ic a l  l in e  

a t  a po in t along the continuum. The second scale required the  subjects 

to  ind ica te  th e ir  p leasure or i r r i t a t i o n  with the tape by checking 

the most appropriate l in e  opposite one of f iv e  v e r t ic a l  headings 

■«toich read in  order from "very p leased ," "pleased," "n e ither pleased 

nor d isp leased ," " i r r i ta te d ,"  and "very i r r i t a t e d ,"  The th ird  scale 

asked subjects to  check the category c lo ses t to  th e i r  idea of whether 

the speaker's opinions were biased or unbiased. The order of headings 

was "very b iased ,"  "b iased ,"  " I  am not qu ite  su re ,"  "unbiased," "very 

unbiased." The l a s t  scale  asked subjects to  in d ica te  the category 

-tdiich was c lo ses t to  th e i r  evaluation of whether the speaker's argu­

ments were propaganda or f a c t .  The choices were " a l l  propaganda," "more 

propaganda than f a c t ,"  "cannot say fo r  su re ,"  "more fa c t  than propa­

ganda," and " a l l  f a c t ."  A ll subjects fin ish ed  the tape evaluation sheet 

before any fu rth e r  measurements were taken (see Appendix B).

Subjects were given an in s tru c tio n  sheet fo r the  Own-Categories 

Procedure and a packet of 60 statem ents in  random order dealing with
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the Issue of build ing change »( see Appendix F ). The f  oUowing dnstzuctions 

were read to  .the subjects*

You have been given a nomber of statem ents e*q>ressing 
opinions in  regard to  t ra d i t io n a l  or progressive building 
changes on the  • • • caaqpus* These statem ents are to  be 
sorted  in to  d if fe re n t p i le s  along the continuum £rom those 
most favorable to  t ra d i t io n a l  build ing  change to  those 
most favorable to  progressive build ing change.

Sort the  statem ents in to  the number of p ile s  th a t  you 
believe express d if fe re n t p o sitio n s . You may so r t  the 
statements in to  any number of p i le s  idaich in  your judgment 
i s  necessary so th a t  each p i le  rep resen ts a d if fe re n t stand 
on the is su e . Put statem ents in to  the  same p i le  idiich you 
believe belong together in  terms of t j ie ir  re la tiv e  stand on 
the issu e . This w ill  determine how many p i le s  you have when 
the  so rting  i s  f in ish ed . % en you are  through, you w ill  have 
the number of p i le s  of statem ents arranged in  order from 
those most favorable to  tra d itio n a l  build ing  change to  those 
most favorable regarding progressive build ing  changes on 
the • • • campus.

Ifftien you are  through so rtin g , put a paper c lip  on each 
of the p i le s .  Then w rite  the  number 1 on top o f the  p i le  
of statements tdiich i s  most favorable to  t ra d i tio n a l  b u ild ­
ing changes. W rite 2 on the  top of the next p i le .  Continue 
numbering each p i le  in  sequence. The l a s t  p i le  you number 
w ill have the  h ighest nunber and w ill be the p i le  of s ta te ­
ments tdiich i s  th e  most favorable fo r progressive build ing  
changes. A fter p lacing a c lip  on each p i le  and numbering 
i t  in  the arranged order, ra is e  your hand. You w ill then 
be given fu r th e r  in s tru c tio n s .

Upon completion of the in s tru c tio n s , any questions were answered, 

and subjects sorted  the  statem ents. Subjects then ra ised  th e ir  hands 

as they completed the ta s k , th e ir  wort was checked, and new se ts  of 

in s tru c tio n s  were given out and read. The in s tru c tio n s  asked the 

subjects to  c la ss ify  th e i r  categorized statem ents in to  regions of 

agreement, disagreement, and noncommitment. The in s tru c tio n s  read 

as follows*

Select the p i le  of statem ents ih ic h  i s  most objection­
able from your p o in t o f view. Pick up the  p i le  of statem ents 
which i s  most objectionable from your po in t of view and 
w rite  "disagree most" on the margin. I f  there  are any other
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p i le s  of s te ten en ts  lâiich are a lso  objectionab le , in d ica te  
th is  by w riting  "disagree" on a l l  o f these p i le s .

Nextf s e le c t  the  ÿ i le  of statem ents lAioh i s  c lo se s t 
to  yoor own p o s itio n . Pick up th is  p i le  of statem ents and 
w rite  "agree most" on i t .  In d ica te  a l l  o ther p ile s  with 
idsich you agree by w riting  "agree" on each of them. Again, 
ra is e  your hand, and you w ill  be given an envelope in  which 
to  p lace your statem ents. Please s i t  q u ie tly  u n t i l  the 
o ther students are  finished*

Subjects o la s s if ie d  the categories ind ica tin g  th e ir  evaluations 

on the margin of the top statem ent of each category (see Appendix Gr). 

When sub jec ts f in ish e d , they were each given a Manila envelope and a 

se lf-ev a lu a tio n  h o riso n ta l- lin e  scale  (see ^pendLx D) w ith in s tru c tio n s  

to  cheek the  p o sitio n  along a 9-oentim eter l in e  with regard  to  the 

issu e  of build ing  change (see Appendix H). Ihe in s tru c tio n s  were:

Cheek th a t  po in t along the  l in e  idxLch you beliove 
b e s t in d ica te s  your p o sitio n  on the issu e  of build ing  change.
The p o sitio n  on th e  l e f t  end i s  the  most favoraW.e to  the 
need fo r  t ra d i t io n a l  bu ild ing  change. The p osition  on the  
r ig ^ t  end i s  most favorable to  the  need fo r  progressive 
bu ild ing  change.

The end po in ts were designated as "very p ro - tra d itio n a l build ing 

change" and "vezy pro-progressive build ing  change." Subjects waited 

u n t i l  everyone had conqpleted the  Own-Categories Procedure and the 

se lf-ev a lu a tio n  sca le .

At th is  p o in t th e  measurement procedures were repeated. Subjects 

were informed they would hear a b r ie f  tape dealing with the  issue  of 

war and th a t  they could evaluate the  tape upon i t s  conclusion. %e 

tape was played, and sub jects were given a tape evaluation shee t. %e 

in s tru c tio n s  were s im ila r to  those of the e a r l ie r  evaluation sheet 

except fo r  the su b s titu tio n  of the war issue  terminology. The 9 -o "o ti-  

meter h o riso n ta l- lin e  scale  had end po in ts  labe led  "vezy p ro-necessity  

of war" and "very pro-uselessness o f war" (see Appendix D).
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The noxt thre# soales on the enraltuitlon sheet «ere Id e n tle e l to  

the  ones dssoribed e a r l ie r ,  i . e . ,  measuring pleasure or i r r i t a t i o n ,  

b ias  or uobiasedness, and propaganda or fa c t  (see Appendix D).

Sobjeets mere then given a packet of 60 statem ents in  random 

order on the  mar issue  (see Appendix F) and in s tru c tio n s  to  s o r t  the 

statm aents along the dimension from the "most favorable to  th e  necessity  

of ear" to  the  "most favorable toward the  uselessness of war." The 

in s tru c tio n s  were read together and any questions answered. The 

in s tru c tio n s  were sim ila r to  those of the build ing  change issu e  except 

fo r  the su b s titu tio n  of the war tem inology .

Subjects so rted  the statements in to  ca tego ries , numbered the 

ca teg o ries , p laced paper c lip s  on each p i le  of statem ents, and then 

ra ise d  th e i r  hands. Their utoxk was checked, and they were given a 

second in s tru c tio n  sheet asking them to  evaluate the  categories in to  

regions of acceptance, re je c tio n , and noncomdtment (see Appendix G). 

In s tru c tio n s  were id e n tic a l to  those described e a r l ie r .  Subjects again 

ra ise d  th e ir  hands idien fin ish ed . Each was given a Ifauila envelope in  

idiich to  p lace the categorized statem ents and a se lf-eva lua tion  scale for 

the  war issue  (see Appendix D). Subjects ind icated  th e i r  p o sitio n  on the 

scale  by drawing a v e r t ic a l  l in e  a t  a po in t in te rse c tin g  the  9-centim eter 

continuum (see Appendix H). The ends of the scale  were labe led  "very 

pro-necessity  fo r  war" and "very pro-uselessness of war." Subjects 

ra ised  th e ir  hands upon completion of the  se lf-evalua tion  sca le .

Subjects were then given Form E of the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale (see 

Appendix I ) ,  an in s tru c tio n  sheet, and an answer sheet. The in s tru c tio n s  

were read , c la r i f ie d ,  and the  answer sheet f i l l e d  out (see Appendix J ) .
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The in s tru c tio n s  were as follows*

The following i s  a study of i&at the general public 
th inks and fe e ls  «bout a number of in ^o rtan t so c ia l and 
personal questions. The b e s t answer to  each statement below 
i s  your personal opinion. We have t r ie d  to  cover many 
d iffe re n t and opposing po in ts of view; you may fin d  yourself 
agreeing strongly  with some of the  statem ents, disagreeing 
ju s t  as strongly with o th ers , and perhaps uncertain  about 
o thers; ^Aether you agree or disagree with any statem ent, 
you can be sure th a t  many people fe e l the same as you do.

Mark each statem ent according to  how much you agree 
or disagree with i t .  P lease mark every one.

Write +1, +2, +3, or -1 , -2 , -3 , depending on how you 
fe e l  in  each case.

+1: I  AGBEE A LITTLE -1% I  DISAGBEE A LITTLE
+2% I  AGBEE GN THE WHOLE -2% I  DISAGBEE ON THE WHOLE
+3* I  AGBEE VEKT MDCH -3% I  ELSAGEEE VEHT MUCH

Subjects were given a demand c h a ra c te r is tic  sheet (see Appendix D) 

upon completion of the Dogmatism Scale. The demand c h a ra c te r is tic  

sheet asked them to  respond to  four open-ended questions concerning 

i6 a t  was being measured in  the experiment and the subjects* reactions 

to  the experiment. -

Subjects answered each question and ra ised  th e ir  hands. They 

were given large  envelopes in  'tdiich to  place a l l  t e s t  m ateria ls . This 

completed the te s tin g  session.



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS

This study concentrated upon the judgmental categoriza tions of 

ind iv iduals idio evaluated separate issu es  idiich e l ic i te d  d iffe r in g  

degrees of ego involvement. These categoriza tions were conqpared (a) 

between experimental and. con tro l groups; (b) w ithin experimental groups; 

(c) w ithin contro l groups; and (d) to  a separate personality  dimension. 

Ihe crux of these comparisons la y  in  the  v a ria tio n  or lack  of v a ria tio n  

of the categories and statem ents w ithin the  regions of acceptance, 

re je c tio n , and noncommitment.

Areas judged s ig n if ic a n t were .05 or l e s s ,  areas judged simi l a r  were 

.20 or g re a te r , and the area  in  between .05  and .20 was judged question­

able or uncertain .

The f i r s t  hypothesis th a t  experimental sub jects h ighly ego involved 

with the  war issu e  use more re je c tio n  categories and statem ents, the  same 

number of acceptance categories and statem ents, fewer noncommitment 

categories and statem ents, and fewer t o t a l  categories than le s s  ego- 

involved con tro l sub jects was analyzed by Mann-Vftiitney £  Tests to  d e te r­

mine d ifferences of judgmental evaluations between combined experimental 

and combined con tro l groups.

Predicted re s u l ts  were found in  the  following comparisons;

55
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1 . The use of fever t o ta l  var Issue categories by highly involved 

experimental sub jects vas compared to  th a t  of le s s  ego-involved oontrol 

sub jects by a Mann-Miitney U Test. % e z score of 2.70 vas obtained 

(£ < •0 0 7 ). In  ad d itio n , E v s . C means vere 6 .5  and 8 .5 . Table 2 summar­

iz e s  the  to ta l  number of var categories used by es^erim ental and contro l 

groups.

Table 2

Number of Categories Used by Experimental and 
Control Subjects on the  War Issue

Number o f categories Bqperimental Control N

5 or le s s  24 l6  (27.6*) 40

6 or more 25 (51.0*) 42 (72.4*) 6?

N 49 58 107

% is  ta b le  reveals th a t  49 per cen t o f the  oonbined experimental 

groups used f iv e  categories or l e s s ,  idiereas 28 per cent o f the  combined 

con tro l groups used f iv e  categories or le s s .

2. The use of fever nonoommitment var issu e  categories by highly  

ego-involved experimental sub jects vas compared to  th a t of le s s  ego- 

involved con tro l subjects by a Mann-Whitney U T est. The jz score of 1.970 

vas obtained (^  ^ .0488). In  ad d itio n , £  v s . C means vere .8  and 2 .1 .

3. The use of fever nonoommitment var issu e  statements by highly 

ego-involved eoqperimental sub jects vas compared to  th a t  o f le s s  ego- 

involved oontrol sub jects by a Kann-Whitney U T est. The z  score of 2.32
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n a s  o b ta in e d  ( £ < . 0202) ,  I n  a d d i t io n ,  E v s .  C means w ere ^«2 and  12 . 3 ,

4. The use of the same number of var issue  acceptance statements by

highly  ego-involved experimental sub jects vas cmqpared to  th a t  of le s s  ego- 

involved contro l subjects by a Hann-Whitney U Test. The z score of .62

vas obtained (£> .4352). In  add ition , E vs. ^  means vere 23.5 And 22.3.

Predicted re s u lts  not confirmed vere found in  the  foUoving cong>ar- 

isonst

5. The use of more var issue  re je c tio n  categories by highly  ego- 

involved experimental sub jects vas compared to  th a t  of le s s  ego-involved 

con tro l subjects by a Mann-Wbitney U T est. The z score of .1344 vas 

obtained (£> . 8966) .  In  ad d ition , B v s . £  means vere 3.1 and 3*3.

6. The use of more var issue  re je c tio n  statements by highly ego- 

involved experimental sub jects vas compared to  th a t  of le s s  ego-involved 

con tro l subjects by a Mann-Whitney U Test. The z score of .3813 vas 

obtained (£>*3620). In  add ition , E v s . £  means vere 3.1  and 3.3.

Predicted re s u lts  found questionable vere as foU ovst

7. The use of the same number of var issu e  acceptance categories by 

h ighly  ego-involved experimental sub jects vas conçaréd to  th a t  of le s s  

ego-involved control subjects by a Mann-Whitney £  T est. The z score of 

1.76  vas obtained (£ < .0 7 8 4 ). In  ad d itio n , E vs. £  means vere 2.6 and 3 J..

The second hypothesis th a t  experimental subjects le s s  ego involved in  

the build ing change issu e  use more noncomnitment categories and statements, 

more to ta l  ca tego ries , th e  same nunAier of acceptance categories and s ta te ­

ments, and fever re je c tio n  categories and statements than in  p iw ious 

evaluations of the  high ego-involving var issue  vas analyzed by 'UELlcoxon 

Matohed-Pairs Signed-Bank Tests to  determine d ifferences of judgmental 

evaluations v ith in  the combined experimental groups.
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Predicted re e u lts  nere found in  the  following oomparieone:

1. The use of more statem ents of nonoommitment hy esqaerimental sob- 

jeo ts  le s s  ego involved in  the bu ild ing  change issue  than in  previous 

évaluations of the high ego-involving mar issu e  mas compared by a TiBJLcoxon 

Test. The z score of 3.22 mas obtained (^^.O O lS). In  add ition , E vs.

E means mere 11.3 and 5»2.

Predicted re su lts  not confirmed mere found in  the  foUoming coagiar- 

isonst

2. The use of more categories of nonoommitment by experimental sub­

je c ts  le s s  ego involved in  the bu ild ing  change issue  than in  previous 

evaluations of the high ego-involving mar issue  mas compared by a hilcozüBn 

Test, ühe z score of .681 mas obtained (£> .4966). In  ad d ition , B vs.

E means were 1 .3  and .8 .

3. The use of a la rg e r  number of to ta l  categories by e:q)erimental 

subjects le s s  ego involved in  the bu ild ing  change issu e  than in  previous 

evaluations of the  high ego-involving mar issu e  mas compared by a Vdlcozon

T est. The z score o f .508 mas obtained (£> .6100). In  add ition , E vs.

E means mere 7.2 and 6.5*

4. The use of femer re je c tio n  categories by e^qperimental subjects 

le s s  ego involved in  the build ing  change issue  than in  previous evalua­

tio n s of the  high ego-involving mar issu e  was compared hy a VOlooxon 

Test. The z score of .783 mas obtained (£^.4354‘)» In  ad d ition , B vs.

E means mere 3,6 and 3*1*

5. The use of fewer re je c tio n  statem ents b7 experimental subjects 

le s s  ego involved in  the building change issue  than in  previous evalua­

tio n s of the  high ego-involving mar issu e  mas compared by a %lcoxon
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Test. The _z score of *338 «as obtained (2 )».7414). In  ad d itio n , E v s.

E means «ere 30.6 and 31*5*

6. The use of the same number of aeoeptanee statem ents by experi­

mental sub jects on both th e  le s s  ego-lnvolvlng bu ild ing  change Issue  and 

the high ego-lnvolvlng «ar Issue  «as compared by a VSJLcoxon T est. The

z score of 2.64 «as obtained (2  <(.0082). In  ad d itio n , E v s . B means 

vere 18.8 and 23. 5*

Predicted  re s u lts  found questionable «ere as foU ovst

7. The use of th e  same number of acceptance categories by experi­

mental sub jects on both th e  le s s  ego-lnvolvlng bu ild ing  change Issue and 

the high ego-lnvolvlng «ar Issue «as ooz^ared by a \Q.lcoxon T est. The z 

score of 1.89 «as obtained. (2 ^ . 0388) .  In  ad d itio n , E v s . E means «ere 

2.2 and 2 .6 . r

The th ird  hypothesis th a t  experimental sub jects le s s  ego Involved In  

the  build ing change Issue  use th e  same number o f acceptance categories 

and statem ents, the  same number of re je c tio n  categories and statem ents, 

the  same number of noncommitment categories and statem ents, and the same 

number of t o ta l  categories as le s s  ego-involved contro l sub jec ts «as ana­

lyzed by Mann-%ltney Ü Tests to  determine d ifferences o f judgmental eval­

uations betveen c(mblnrà experimental and combined con tro l groups.

Pred icted  re s u l ts  «ere found In  th e  foU ovlng conparlsonst

1 . The use of the  same nvudser of re je c tio n  categories by both eoqier- 

Imental and con tro l sub jects le s s  ego Involved In  the bu ild ing  change 

Issue «as conqxared by a Bann-Wiltnoy U Test. The z  score of .028 «as 

obtained (£ > .9 7 6 0 ). In  a d d itio n , E v s . C means «ere 3*6 and 3*1*

2. The use of the  same number of re je c tio n  statem ents by both
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experimental and oontro l sobjeots le s s  ego involved in  the  building 

ohange issu e  mas oonpared by a Mann-Wiitney 0 Test. The jb score of .932 

mas obtained (£ > .3 5 2 ^ ). In  a d d itio n , E v s . C means mere 11.3 and 12.5.

3. The use of the  same number o f nonoommitment categories by both 

experimental and oontro l subjects le s s  ego involved in  the  building ohange 

issu e  mas compared by a M&nn-%itney U Test. The £  score of 1.07 mas 

obtained (£)> .3124). In  ad d itio n , E v s . C means mere 1 .3  and 2 .0 .

4. The use o f the  same number o f nonoommitment statem ents by both 

experimental and con tro l subjects le s s  ego involved in  the build ing 

change issu e  mas conpared by a Eann-Whitney 0 Test. % e £  score of .485 

mas obtained (£ > .6 2 4 2 ). In  ad d itio n , E v s . C means mere 11.3 and 12.5.

P red icted  re s u lts  not confirmed mere found in  the foUoming compari­

son:

5. The use of the same number of acceptance categories by both 

experimental and con tro l subjects le s s  ego involved in  the build ing change 

issu e  mas compared by a Mann-Whitney Ü Test. The z score of 2.42 mas 

obtained (£  <(.0156). In  add ition , £  v s . C means mere 2.2 and 2 .8 .

Predicted  re s u l ts  found questionable mere as foUomst

6. The use of the  same number of acceptance statem ents by both 

esqperimental and con tro l sub jects le s s  ego involved in  the  build ing 

change issu e  mas compared by a Hann-Vlhitney Ü Test. The z, score o f 1.82 

mas obtained (£ < .0 6 8 8 ). In  a d d itio n , E v s . C means mere 18.8 and 22.0.

7. The use of the  same number o f to ta l  categories by both experi­

mental and con tro l sub jects le s s  ego involved in  the bui l d ing change issu e  

mas coopared by a hhnn-Wbitnay £  T est. The z score o f 1.47 mas obtained 

(£  (.1 4 1 6 ). Table 3 , in  lèiich the  t o ta l  number of categories used by
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Table 3

Number of Categories Used by Experimental and Control 
Subjects on the  Building Change Issue

Number of categories Experimental Control N

5 or le s s  18 (36.7^) 18 (31.05&) 36

6 or more 31 (63.3^) 40 (68.9^) 71

N 49 58 107

experimental and contro l groups i s  summarized, reveals th a t 37 per cent 

of the  combined experimental groups used fiv e  or fewer ca teg o ries , idiereas 

31 per cent of the  combined contro l groups used fiv e  categories or le s s .

The fou rth  hypothesis th a t  le s s  ego-involved con tro l subjects use 

the same number of acceptance categories and statem ents, re je c tio n  cate­

gories and statem ents, noncommitment ca tego ries and statem ents, and to ta l  

categories in  evaluating separate issu es  of war and build ing  change was 

analyzed by %lcoxon Matched-Pairs Signed-Bank Tests to  determine d if fe r ­

ences of judgmental evaluations w ithin the  combined con tro l groups.

Predicted re s u lts  were found in  the  following comparisons;

1. %e use of the same number of acceptance statem ents in  evalu­

ating  separate issu es of war and bu ild ing  change by le s s  ego-involved 

oontrol subjects was compared by a lAlcoxon Test. The z score of .0419 

was obtained (£> .9680), In  add ition , C v s. £  means were 22.5 and 22.0.

2, The use of the  same number of noncommitment categories in  evalu­

ating  separate issu es of war and build ing  ohange by le s s  ego-involved
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contro l subjects uus compared by a %lco%on Test. % e z score of .1201 

mas obtained > .9044). In  add ition , C vs. C means mere 2 .1  and 2 .0 .

3. The use of the same number of noneommitment statements in  evalu­

ating  separate issu es of mar and building change by le s s  ego-involved 

contro l subjects mas compared by a VUlcoxon Test. !Dae z score of .526 

mas obtained (£> .5962). In  add ition , £  v s . £  means mere 12.3 and 12.5.

4 . The use o f the  same number of re je c tio n  categories in  evaluating 

separate issues of mar and build ing change by le s s  ego-involved contro l 

subjects mas con^ared by a W lcozon Test. The z score of .268 mas 

obtained (£> .7872 ). In  ad d itio n , £  v s . £  means mere 3*3 and 3 .1 .

5. The use of the same number of re je c tio n  statem ents in  evaluating 

separate issues o f mar and building change by le s s  ego-involved contro l 

subjects mas compared by a  Vdlcoxon T est. The z score of .421 mas 

obtained (£> .6744). In  ad d ition , £  v s . £  means mere 25.1 and 26.1 .

Predicted re s u l ts  found questionable mere as foUomst

6. The use of the same number of acceptance categories in  evalu­

a ting  separate issu es of mar and build ing  change by le s s  ego-involved 

con tro l subjects mas coiqpared a Wlcoxon Ttost. The £  score of 1.68 

mas obtained (£ < .0930 ). In  add ition , £  v s . £  means w re  3 .1  and 2 .8 .

7. The use of the same number of to ta l  categories in  evaluating 

separate issues of mar and build ing change by le s s  ego-involved con tro l 

subjects mas conq>ared by a TAlcoocon T est. The jb  score of 1.46 mas 

obtained (£< .1442). In  ad d itio n , £  v s . £  means mere 8 .5  and 7 .9 .

The f i f t h  hypothesis th a t  experimental subjects highly ego involved 

mith the mar issue  d isp lace ambiguous mid-region statem ents to  a g rea te r 

ex ten t than le s s  ego-involved contro l su b jec ts , liiereas experimental
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subjeots le s s  ego lirrolved v i th  the  bu ild ing  ohange issu e  d isp lace ambig­

uous mid-region statements equally as conqiared to  le s s  ego-involved 

con tro l su b jec ts , was analysed by t e s t s  to  determine the  displacement 

of mid-region statem ents by the  combined experimental and combined control 

groups*

Predicted  re s u l ts  were found in  the  following cmsparisons:

1 . A t  t e s t  fo r  co rre la ted  means was used to  oon^are mid-region war 

statem ents vhich were accepted or re je c ted  by h ighly  ego-involved subjects 

from combined experimental groups and le s s  ego-involved subjects from 

combined con tro l groups* The ^  score o f 3*71 was obtained fo r  the 

experimental groups (£<*01, 96 ^ ) .  The score o f *07 was obtained 

fo r  the con tro l groups (g> *30, 114 d f ) «

2* A £  t e s t  fo r  co rre la ted  means was used to  conpare mid-region 

build ing  change statements which were accepted or re je c ted  by le s s  ego- 

involved subjects from combined eoperimental groups and le s s  ego-involved 

sub jects from oondxLned con tro l groups* The t  score o f 7.17 was obtained 

fo r  the  experimental groups (£< *01 , 96 d j^ . The t  score of 4*33 was 

obtained fo r  the  con tro l groups (£<^*01, U 4  ^ ) *  The re s u lts  of these 

te s ts  are  summarized in  Table 4*

A conparison of mid-region and extreme end-region statem ents in  

Tables 5 t 6 , and 7 reveals displacement p a tte rn s  of experimental and 

con tro l groups*

The s ix th  hypothesis th a t  noncommitment statem ents of esqperimental 

sub jects h ighly  ego involved with the  war issu e  c o rre la te  p o s itiv e ly  with 

scores obtained on the Dogmatism Scale was analyzed by a Spearman Bank 

C orrelation  Coefficient*
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Table 4

lfi.d-Region Statements Judged as Accepted or Rejected

Mean number ra ted
Subjects Accepted Rejected t £

War issue
Experimental 11.65 15.51 3.71 <.01 9 6 ^

(N = 49)
Control 12.17 12.10 .07 <.30 1 1 4 ^

(N = 58)
Building change issu e

16.18 < .01  96 ^Experimental 7.86 7.17
(N = 49)

Control 8.70 13.78 4.33 < .01 114 ^
(N = 58)

Table 5

The Placement of Mid-Region Statements by Experimental 
and Control Group Subjects

Subjects Agree Disagree Noncommitment N

War issue
£:qperimental 

(31 X 49 = 1519) 
Control 

(31 X 58 = 1798) 
Building hbange issue 

Experimental 
(30 X 49 = 1470) 

Control 
(30 X 58 = 1740)

571

726

385

505

720

702

790

799

188

370

293

436

1519

1798

1470

1740



Table 6

The Placement of Estrone End-Region Statements by Experimental 
and Control Group Subjects on the  Whr Issue

P osition  of 
statem ents

Judgments by esqperimental subjects 
(14 X 49 = 686)

N ecessity Uselessness Moderate
categories categories categories

1 & 2 ÏÏ & H-1 mid-region

Judgments ty  con tro l sub jects 
(14 X 58 = 812)

N ecessity Uselessness Moderate
categories categories categories

1 & 2 I  & N-1 mid-region

Neoessiiy fo r  var 
Uselessness of var

376 (54.7$) 67 (9.9$)
37 (5.4$) 539 (78.6$)

243 (35.4$) 
n o  (16. 0$)

Table 7

383 (47.2$) 56 (6.9$) 373 (45.9$)
43 (5.3$) 498 (61.3$) 2?1 (33.4$)

dhe Placement of Extreme End-Region Statements Experimental 
and Control Group Subjects on the Building Change Issue

P osition  of 
statem ents

Judgments by experimental sub jects 
(15 X 49 = 735)

T rad itional Progressive Moderate
categories categories categories

1 & 2 N & N - l  mid-region

Judgments by con tro l subjects 
(15 X 58 = 870)

T rad itional Progressive Moderate
categories categories categories

1 Sc 2 N & N - l  mid-region

T rad itional

Progressive

586 (79.74$) 6 (.08$) 143 (19.45$) 675 (77.6$) 5 ( . 06$) 190 (21.8$)

22 (3.0$) 488 (66.4$) 225 (30. 6$) 22 (2.5$) 603 (69.3$) 245 (38.2$)
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Predicted ré su lté  not confirmed mere found in  the  foUovlng compari­

sons*

1. A Spearman Bank C orrela tion  vas used to  oonqpare the Dogmatism 

Scale scores and var nonoommitment statem ents of the  to ta l  experimental 

groups. The rho score of 0.0139 vas obtained.

2. A t  t e s t  vas used to  compare the  Dogmatism Scale scores of the  

to ta l  eaq>erimental and con tro l groups. The t  score obtained vas 1.60 

(£ > .2 0 , 107 d f ) .

The seventh Igrpothesis th a t  experimental sub jects highly ego involved 

v ith  the var issue  and not committed to  mid-regicm p ositio ns lo ca te  th e i r  

p o sitio n  on the var issu e  d if fe re n tly  than le s s  ego-involved con tro l sub­

je c ts ,  idiereas experimental sub jects le s s  involved in  the  build ing  change 

issue  v i l l  lo ca te  th e i r  p o sitio n  sim ila r to  le s s  ego-involved con tro l 

su b jec ts , vas analyzed by a se rie s  of t  t e s t s .

Predicted re s u l ts  vere found in  the  foUoving comparisons*

1. A t  t e s t  vas used to  compare ovn p o sitio n s of h ighly ego-involved 

subjects from combined experimental Groups A and B v i th  those of le s s  ego- 

involved subjects from combined con tro l Groups 2 and 3 on the var issu e . 

The i  score of 9»58 vas obtained (£ < .0 1 , g l d f ) .

2. A jg t e s t  vas used to  compare ovn p ositions of h ighly  ego-involved 

subjects from combined experimental Groups C and D v ith  those of le s s  

ego-involved subjects from combined con tro l Groups 1 and k on the var 

issu e . The i  score of 3*02 vas obtained (£ < .0 1 , $2 d f ) .

3. A i  t e s t  vas used to  compare ovn p ositions o f le s s  ego-involved 

subjects from combined experimental Groups C and D, v ith  those o f le s s  

ego-involved subjects from combined con tro l Groups 1 and 4 on the  buUding
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change issu e . Ihe score of .98 was obtained .20 , 5^ d f ) .

Predicted  re s u l ts  not confirmed were found in  the following oonçari-

sont

4. A t  t e s t  vas used to  coiqoare ovn positions o f le s s  ego-involved 

sub jects from combined experimental Groups A and B v lth  those of le s s  

ego-involved sub jects from combined con tro l Groups 2 and 3 on the  build ing 

change issu e . The t  score of 3*79 'was obtained (£ < .0 1 , 5L d f ) .

The experimental and con tro l groups vere conpared by matching groups 

vho received the same tape treatm ents regard less o f order. Tables 8 

and 9 summarize the  mean evaluations idiieh the  group members made of 

th e i r  ovn p o sitio n s  on the  to ta l  issu e  continuum.

Table 8

Mean Self-Evaluation P osition  Scores of Matched Experimental 
Groups A and B v i th  Control Groups 2 and 3

E x p e rim e n ta l C o n tro l
I s s u e  t r e a tm e n t Groups A & B G roups 2 & 3 jj £ I

N e c e s s i ty  f o r  v a r 7.85 3*25 9*58 < .01 51 53

T r a d i t io n a l  b u i ld in g 4.89 2.54 3*79 < .01 51 53
change

The eighth  hypothesis th a t  the p o s itio n  of c le a r  extreme communica­

tio n  v i l l  not be subject to  appreciable displacement regard less of degree 

o f ego involvement, vhereas experimental subjects highly  ego involved 

v ith  the  var issu e  v i l l  d isp lace  the  content of communication fu r th e r  than 

le s s  ego-involved contro l su b jec ts , vas analyzed by an analysis o f
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Table 9

Mean Self-Evaluation P osition  Scores of Hatched Experimental 
Groups C and D u ith  Control Groups 1 and 4

Experimental Control 
Issue treatm ent Groups C & D Groups 1 & 4 _t £  ^  N

Uselessness of war 3.23 4.92 3*02 <(,01 52 54

Progressive build ing  3*26 2,65 *98 )»*20 52 5%
change

variance and a Hann-Wbitney U Test,

Predicted re s u l ts  were found in  the  following comparisons*

1 , An analysis  of variance was used to  conqsare the mean of combined 

experimental Groups A and B with th a t  of combined contro l Groups 2 and 3 

and the mean of combined experimental Groups C and D with th a t  o f combined 

contro l Groups 1 and 4 on th e i r  evaluations of the position  of the  war 

communication. The F score of ,15 was obtained fo r  the  evaluation of 

Groups A and B with Groups 2 and 3* The F score of ,07 was obtained fo r  

the evaluation of experimental Groups C and D with contro l Groups 1 and 4,

2, An analysis  of variance was used to  compare the mean of combined 

experimental Groups A and B with th a t  of combined contro l Groups 2 and 3 

and the  mean of combined experimental Groups C and D with th a t  of combined 

contro l Groups 1 and 4 on th e i r  evaluation of the position  of the build ing 

change communioation* The F score of ,37 was obtained fo r  the  evaluation 

of eoqperimental Groups A and B with con tro l Groups 2 and 3# The F score 

o f ,00 was obtained fo r the  evaluation of eoqaerimental Groups C and D 

with contro l Groups 1 and 4,
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Table 10 sunmarlzes the  experimental and contro l groups evaluation 

of communication p osition .

Table 10 

Evaluation of Tape Position

Experimental Mean Control Ifean
Issue groups score groups score I £

Necessity fo r  var A & B .39 2 & 3 •65 .15 m
Uselessness of var C & D 7,60 1 & 4 7.71 .07
T raditional build ing 

change
A & B 1,18 2 & 3 1,23 ,00 M

Progressive build ing  
change

C & D 7,60 1 & 4 7,78 .37 £S

3, A Maim-%iitney U Test vas used to  omi^are i r r i t a t e d  o r pleased 

content evaluations o f the  war communication (see Appendix E ). Ihe z 

score of 3*2 vas obtained (£<^,00006) ,

4 , A Mann-Wbitney U Test vas used to  congwire biased or unbiased 

content evaluations of the var communication. The z score of 3»57 vas 

obtained (£< ,00046),

5, A Ibnn-Whitney U Test vas used to  compare propaganda or fa c t  

content evaluations of the  var communication. The z score of 2,59 vas 

obtained (£< ,0096 ),

6, A Mann-Whltney U Test vas used to  oonqoare i r r i t a t e d  or pleased 

content evaluations of the  build ing  change communication. The £  score 

of ,821 vas obtained (£ > ,4 1 2 2 ),

7, A Mann-Whitney 2, Test vas used to  compare b iased or unbiased 

content evaluations of the  build ing change communication. The z score
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of .897 ■was obtained (2>.373^)*

Predicted re s u l ts  found questionable vere as follows*

8 . A Mann-Wbi"tnqy U Test was used to  compare propaganda o r fa c t  

content evaluations o f th e  build ing  change communication. !Qie z  score 

of 1.93 «as obtained (£ < .0 5 3 6 ).

In  summary of r e s u l ts ,  the  following find ings were obtained*

S ign ifican t re s u lts  a t  the .05 le v e l  showed th a t  h ighly ego-involved 

experimental subjects used fewer noncommitment ca tegories and statements 

and fewer to ta l  ca tego ries than le s s  ego-involved contro l sub jects as well 

as a pred icted  lack  of sign ificance in  the  statem ents of the acceptance 

region. The expected use of more re je c tio n  categories and statem ents and 

the same number of acceptance categories by h ighly  ego-involved experi­

mental subjects was no t confirmed.

Experimental sub jects le s s  ego involved in  the  building change issue  

exhibited  s ig n if ic a n t d ifferences a t  th e  .002 le v e l in  the use o f more 

noncommitment statem ents than in  previous evaluations of the high ego- 

involving war is su e . The pred ic ted  use o f more noncommitment and to ta l  

ca teg o ries , the  same number of acceptance categories and statem ents, and 

fewer re je c tio n  categories and statem ents was not confirmed.

As p red ic ted , experimental sub jects le s s  ego involved in  the  build ing 

change issu e  used the  same number of re je c tio n  categories and statem ents, and 

the same number of noncommitment categories and statem ents a s  le s s  ego- 

involved con tro l sub jec ts . A s ig n if ic a n t d ifference  a t  the .05 le v e l 

was found fo r  the use of acceptance ca tegories Kdiich was contrary  to  

expectations. Rie p red ic ted  s im ila r ity  of acceptance statem ents and 

to ta l  categories was not confirmed.



71
Less ego-involved contro l sub jects were found to  use the same number 

of noncommitment categories and statem ents, re jec tio n  categories and 

statem ents, acceptance statem ents, and to ta l  categories when evaluating 

separate issu es . Predicted  s im ila r ity  of acceptance categories was not 

confirmed.

I t  was found th a t highly ego-involved experimental subjects s ig n if­

ic a n tly  displaced ambiguous mid-region statem ents to  a g rea te r ex tent a t  

the .01 lev e l than le s s  ego-involved con tro l sub jects; whereas experi­

mental subjects le s s  ego involved with th e  build ing change issu e  displaced 

mid-region statem ents equally as compared to  le s s  ego-involved contro l 

sub jects.

No s ig n if ic an t re la tio n sh ip  was found between Dogmatism scores and 

the noncommitment war statements of experimental su b jec ts , nor was there 

any s ig n if ic a n t d ifference between Dogmatism Scale scores of the to ta l  

experimental and contro l groups.

Experimental subjects highly  ego involved with the war issue  in d i­

cated a s ig n if ic a n tly  d iffe re n t scale  p o sitio n  than le s s  ego-involved 

contro l subjects a t  the .01 le v e l.  When experimental sub jects located  

th e ir  positio n  on the  build ing change is su e , th e ir  p o sitio n  was s im ila r 

to  th a t  of the le s s  ego-involved contro l sub jects.

The position  of c le a r extreme communication was not appreciably 

displaced by e ith e r  experimental or con tro l sub jects. However, there  

was a s ig n if ic a n t d ifference in  the displacement of the  content of 

communioation a t  the  .01 le v e l by highly  ego-involved experimental 

subjects as compared to  le s s  involved con tro l sub jects.



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION

[Rie confirmation of hypotheses dealing with the noncommitment cate­

gories and statem ents, the s ig n ific an t displacement of mid-region s ta te ­

ments, and the  naraber of to ta l  categories used by high ego-involved 

subjects support e a r l ie r  findings through the use of the Own-Categories 

Procedure by LaFave and M, Sherif (1962), Reich and M, Sherif (1963)>

C. W. Sherif (196I ) , M, Sherif and Hovland (1953)» and Vaughan ( I96I ) .

Confirmation of the  sh iftin g  regions of within-group experimental 

comparisons and the conqparison of e^qperimental and control group subjects 

on issues of varying importance showed th a t  several a ttitu d e  p ro file s  

can be obtained by extending the use of the Own-Categories Procedure.

IM s study revealed th a t the Own-Categories Procedure can be expanded 

beyond the measurement of one a tt i tu d e  p ro f i le ,  allowing the experimenter 

to  obtain an ind ica tion  of d iffe rin g  a tt i tu d e  dimensions along with 

varying degrees of ego involvement. This type of extension enables 

measurement of e ith e r  one general c lu s te r  of a ttitu d e s  or separate 

a ttitu d e s  w ithin the in d iv id u a l's  judgmental frame of reference.

Confirmation of the hypothesis regarding the judgment of the posi­

t io n  and the  content of c le a r  extreme communication supported e a r l ie r  

stud ies and th e o re tic a l positions by Hovland e t  a l .  (1957)» C. W. Bherif

72
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e t  a l .  (1965) ) M, Sherif and Hovland ( I 96I ) , and Whittaker (1964; 1965) • 

High ego involvement did not a f fe c t  the  a b i l i ty  of experimental subjects 

to  place the loca tion  of c le a r extreme communication, but the  influence 

of own p o sitio n  and ego involvement d id  a ffe c t the  evaluation of commu- 

n ica tio r content.

Dogmatism and Ego Involvement 

The lack  of sign ificance between the experimental measure of war 

issue  noncommitment statem ents and dogmatism scores was due prim arily  to 

two fac to rs : the  reaction  of Group A during the general experiment and

the fa c t  th a t  there  were very few high- or low^scoring dogmatic subjects 

in  the experiment.

Some of ü ie members in  Group A recognized the dogmatism t e s t  as one 

dealing with personality  c h a ra c te r is tic s . Independent checks by p a r t ic i ­

pant and l ia is o n  observers estab lished  th a t  some members of Group A 
attempted to  p ro jec t an image of f l e x ib i l i ty  and reasonableness so th a t 

they would not be id e n tif ie d  as committed to  the extreme end of the 

l ib e r a l  continuum, as they believed they were being te s te d  along the 

dimension of lib e ra l-co n serv a tiv e  with au thoritarian ism  as a major 

conparative index.

The lack  of any meaningful number o f high and low dogmatic subjects 

in  the  experimental or con tro l groups was a decisive fac to r in  p rohib i­

ting  a c le a r  comparison between (a) p ro f i le  widths of ego-involved 

subjects and dogmatism and (b) the consistency of a tt i tu d e  p a tte rn s  in  

the la ti tu d e  regions of high and low dogmatic sub jects. The design of 

th is  study, lAich focused on n a tu ra l groups, precluded the assured selec­

tio n  of both ego-involved and dogmatic sub jects. High and low cu t-o ff
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po in ts  fo r  dogmatism scores •were estab lished  from "the precedent s e t  by 

'Uhi'be e t al* (1965)* High dogmatism •was d istingu ished  as scores of I 70 

or above, and low dogmatism, scores of 123 or lower. In  the present 

study there  were 5 experimen-bal and 7 contro l sub jects uAio were c la ss if ied  

as high dogmatic and 14 experimental and 7 contro l sub jects c la s s if ie d  as 

low dogma'bic. Group A had 7 of the 14 low dogmatic scorers; however, 

th is  was the experimen'tal group which in te n tio n a lly  was manipulating 

scores on "the dogmatism t e s t .  Thus, th e ir  scores may ju s t  as -well have 

ind icated  successful m anipulation ra th e r  than actual low dogmatism.

The general lack  of e ith e r  h i ^  or low dogmatic sub jects must be 

ca re fu lly  considered, since several members of one group id e n tif ie d  the 

general content area of th e  Dogmatism Scale •vdiile others recognized 

•the scale as some form of a p e rso n a lity  t e s t .  These fac to rs  make any 

meaningful analysis of the  data highly questionable.

A Severe T ria l fo r  the Disguised C h arac te ris tic  of the 
Own-Categories Procedure

There was a ra th e r concerted attem pt by members of Group A to  

discover the  nature of •the Own-Categories Procedure and to  d is to r t  th e ir  

performance on the t e s t .  Due to  the disguised character of the Own- 

Categories Procedure, the  obtained measurements were not so seriously  

a ffec ted , although some repercussions were.evident. Independent observa­

tio n  by the p a rtic ip a n t and l ia is o n  observers and a "group so rt"  of the 

war issue  statem ents v e r if ie d  th a t  sub jects of Group A d id  not know •what 

the  t e s t  was measuring or idiat the c r i t i c a l  variab les were. The disguised 

nature of the Own-Categories Procedure was fu r th e r  upheld by general 

comments of Grroup A members, •tdiich represented ty p ic a l reac tions from a l l
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groups as ind ica ted  on the demand c h a ra c te r is tic s  sheets. These comments 

were "d id n 't  re a lly  measure anything," "innocuous," and "could not 

possib ly  measure anything worth w hile ."

The main e ffe c t upon the Own-Categories Procedure was the increased 

use of to ta l  categories by ego-involved subjects of Group A and five  

members of Group B vUclo bad inform al friendsh ip  t i e s  with Group A members. 

The trend  of fewer to ta l  categories was s ig n if ic a n tly  le s s  than the 

contro l groups bu t averaged a t  l e a s t  one category or more than the  high 

ego-involved subjects in  e a r l ie r  s tud ies  by LaFave and Sherif (1962), 

Reich and Sherif (1963) , C. W. S herif (1961), M. Sherif and Hovland 

(1953) ,  and Vaughan ( I 96I ) .

Some of the Group A members and several Group B members were 

estab lish ing  one ex tra  category on each side of the  war scale as too 

extreme from th e i r  po in t of view. This a lte ra t io n  came to  l ig h t  during 

a severe and unplanned t r i a l  o f  the  d isguised  nature of the Own-Cate- 

gories Procedure, tdiich gave both an in d ica tio n  of the sub jec ts ' lack  of 

understanding of idiat was being measured and an in s ig h t as to  how the 

scale was being evaluated.

The d esire  to  understand the nature of the experiment was so strong 

th a t  on the f i r s t  day of measurement one of the  Group A members s to le  a 

packet of war issue  statem ents. He and four o ther members of the major 

informal friendsh ip  clique of Group A attem pted to  analyze the s ta te ­

ments. The l ia is o n  observer was p resen t during the analysis and was 

able to  record the  members' evaluations and reactions to  the  statem ents. 

The members as a group sorted and categorized the statem ents. They 

estab lished  fiv e  re je c tio n  categories and two categories of acceptance.
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with no noncommitment region. The statements vere displaced toward the 

re je c tio n  region with 46 re jec ted  and 14- accepted. The main reason given 

fo r  using seven categories was th a t  the  group f e l t  the need to  make 

specia l designations of the end categories on both sides o f the so r t  as 

extreme and unreasonable and th e  next category on each side as a more 

reasonable position  fo r  th a t  phase of the is su e . The group labeled  the 

end categories and statements in  them as "extreme l ib e ra l"  and "extreme 

conservative" and the next category on each side of the so r t  as "reason­

able l ib e ra l"  and "reasonable conservative." The group estab lished  these 

designations as they were very concerned about not being evaluated as a 

rad ica l extrem ist group tdiich was very narrow in  i t s  viewpoints.

There were a few statem ents which the group designated as i r r e l e ­

vant to  the war issu e . This finding  was sim ila r to  p i lo t  subject reaction 

in  Vaughan*s 1961 study. However, n e ith e r p i lo t  subjects nor contro l or 

experimental subjects in  the p resen t study, other than several members 

of Group A, made th is  d is tin c tio n . The statements considered ir re le v a n t 

came from l i te r a tu r e  c ircu la ted  by the groups concerned w ith the war 

issue and from Group A 's general conversations. I t  was apparent from 

the re s u lts  of the "group so rt"  and observer repo rts th a t the  only 

d is to r tin g  e ffe c t th a t occurred from the manipulation of Groups A and B 

was the increase in  number of categories used by these ego-involved 

sub jects. They were unaware th a t ego involvement was a major variab le  

or th a t a functional comparison of the number of statements and cate ­

gories in  the regions of acceptance, re je c tio n , and noncommitment was 

being used in  the study.
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Rejection Region Evaluations and the  Building Change Issue 

The issue  of build ing  change was chosen because observer checks, 

demand c h a ra c te r is tic s  sheets , and d ire c t  interview s with subjects 

ind ica ted  very l i t t l e  concern over the issue  i t s e l f  and a lso  showed 

th a t build ing change was not as im portant an issue  as war.

The predicted  lack  of s ig n if ic a n t d ifference  between the e3q>eri- 

mental and control groups* re je c tio n  region evaluations of the build ing 

change issue  was brought about p rim arily  by the s lig h t sh if tin g  toward 

le s s  ego involvement by the experimental group and the increased ego 

involvement by the  contro l groups. This re su lted  in  a s imi l a r i ty  of 

agreement due to  a medium degree of ego involvement ra th e r  than the 

expected similari ty  caused by a low degree of ego involvement. Tables 

2 , 3» and 5 give an ind ica tion  of th is  s h i f t .

There was a trend  on the build ing  change issue  in  the  d irec tio n  of 

increased to ta l  number of categories used by experimental subjects as 

well as a s ig n if ic a n t increase in  the  number of noncommitment statem ents. 

There was, however, no decrease in  the re je c tio n  region but a decrease 

in  the  number of acceptance statem ents. The increased use of categories 

by Groups A and B a lso  tended to  balance th e i r  evaluations in  the re je c ­

tio n  region of both is su e s . The statem ents of Group A went in  the 

predicted  d irec tio n  but were not s ig n if ic a n t; whereas Group B had no 

meaningful s h i f t  a t  a l l .

The contro l subjects did  not appreciably reduce the  to ta l  number 

of categories used on the build ing  change is su e , bu t they d id  show a 

d e fin ite  s h i f t  of 97 statements in  the d ire c tio n  of the  re jec tio n  

region and a decrease of 221 statem ents in  the acceptance of mid-region
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statem ents. These s h if ts  ind ica ted  an increase  in  ego involvement from 

the low ego-involvement p ro f ile s  estab lished  on the war issu e .

The extreme p o sitio n s favoring tra d i t io n a l  or progressive build ing  

change presented in  the tapes appear to  have unexpectedly focused the 

subjects* a tten tio n  on elements touching on conservative or l ib e r a l  

themes in  several of the statem ents. This fa c to r , as w ell as general 

suspicion and some negative fee lin g  toward the  experiment, may well 

have contributed  to  the p ro f ile  of moderate ego involvement.

The lack  of sign ificance  between the experimental and control 

sub jects in  the re je c tio n  region of the  war issue  stems from another 

se t of fa c to rs . The main condition tdiich r e s t r ic te d  the  c le a r emergence 

of re je c tio n  region d ifferences in  the war issu e  was the unavoidable 

change in  experimental groups committed to  the necessity  fo r  war. The 

o rig in a l Group Z, which was chosen and observed, had to  be dropped from 

the study. This n ecessita ted  a su b s titu tio n  of Groups C and D, >diich 

were the most highly committed groups a v a ila b le , bu t not as committed to  

war nor loca ted  as f a r  out along the scale  in  th e ir  p o sitio n  on the 

necessity  fo r  war. Evaluation of the  data by Group C ind ica ted  f a i r ly  

high ego involvement, bu t Group D counteracted p a rt of the e ffe c t of 

Group C. The su b s titu tio n  of groups re su lte d  in  somewhat le s s  committed 

su b jec ts , causing le s s  d ifference in  re je c tio n  region evaluations, but 

these group su b s titu tio n s  did not cause a lack  of significance in  the 

noncommitment and to ta l  categories.

The second main fa c to r  lAiich a ffec ted  the  re je c tio n  regions was 

brought about through the  rapid  change and lo ss  of ac tive  in te re s t  in  

the war issue  before measurement of the  sub jects could be completed.
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Dae to  the sw ift s h i f t  in  overt p a rtic ip a tio n  on the war issue shortly  

a f te r  the  lo ss  of the  o rig in a l Group Z and the resu ltin g  need fo r a 

carefu l independent v e r if ic a tio n  of the  new su b s titu te  groups* commit- 

ment and position  on the war and build ing change issu e s , i t  was not 

possib le to  measure the  experimental group members u n t i l  a f te r  the 

highest po in t of e x p lic i t  group a c t iv i ty  on the canpus. The e ffe c t of 

the delayed measurement was more predominant in  Groups C and D, tdiich 

were s lig h tly  le s s  involved a l l  through the  stu<fy and showed i t s e l f  

in  the lack  of s ig n if ic a n t d ifferences in  the re jec tio n  regions.

Wfeny of the members of Groups A and B continued th e ir  a c t iv i t ie s ,  

focusing on the war issue  through informal friendship  in te ra c tio n , and 

these members were used in  the stu<fy. There was not as much informal 

a c tiv i ty  with Groups C and D, although Group C continued to  sustain  

i t s  p r io r  commitment over a longer period; whereas Group D more quickly 

lo s t  i t s  high degree of in te r e s t  vdiich had peaked when members to re  

down an e ffigy  hung by opposing fac tio n s a t  a war and free  speech r a l ly .

Observer A c tiv itie s  and Evaluations

A b r ie f  descrip tion  of the p a r t  which the obseirers played in  the 

study and th e i r  observations c la r i f ie s  the necessity  fo r  sh iftin g  groups 

and the reasons fo r  the rapid  lessening  of group a c tiv ity  centering 

around the  war is su e . The th ree  p a rtic ip a n t observers investiga ted  

general group a c t iv i t ie s  in  the community and on the campus and i n f i l ­

tra te d  ex is ting  formal membership groups and informal friendsh ip  c lu s te rs  

of groups id e n tif ie d  as important to  the study. The two lia iso n  

observers were members of ex is ting  formal and informal groups on which 

the study was focusing.
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P artic ip an t observers were f i r s t  u t i l iz e d  to  i n f i l t r a t e  id e n tif ie d  

Groups A and Z,  fdiich were the most ac tive  and committed to  opposite 

viewpoints on the war is su e . Group A was id e n tif ie d  as p a rt  o f a la rg e r  

movement lAiich had grown throughout the  country in  opposition to  war 

and the war in  V iet Nam. This group had a campus membership of both 

students and facu lty  as well as members from the general community.

The presiden t of the group was a community member, but informal leader­

ship was d ire c tly  exerted from the campus membership. Group Z was 

comprised almost e n tire ly  of community members and was one of a se rie s  

of small work groups of ten  to  twenty members organized to  carry out 

the conservative p o l i t ic a l  doctrine of th e ir  lo c a l and national leader­

ship. Group Z had formal a f f i l ia t io n  t ie s  with i t s  s ta te ,  d i s t r i c t ,  

and national lev e ls  of organization.

The p a rtic ip a n t observers were never id e n tif ie d  to  the  groups or 

to  each other and a t  th is  stage of the stucfy did not know th a t  other 

groups were being observed. P ro tective background s to r ie s  were devised, 

and in  both instances p a rtic ip a tio n  n ecessita ted  a s h i f t  fo r observers 

in  th e ir  alleg iance to  several membership groups and a change in  

p o l i t ic a l  party  a f f i l ia t io n s .  These observers were chosen fo r  th e ir  

a b i l i ty  to  in te ra c t  e a s ily  in  groups, th e ir  m aturity , age, and general 

community standing tdiich f i t  the  norms of the p a rtic u la r  group with 

idiich they were to  work. In the case of the Group Z observer, th is  

meant a person who was f i f te e n  to  twenty years older than the average 

student on campus and a married man; whereas the observer of Group A 

needed to  be single and have an active  student image.

Both p a rtic ip a n t observers were successful in  penetrating  th e ir
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groups and in  becoming accepted as regu lar members. I t  was not u n t i l  the 

th ird  month th a t observers gained f u l l  acceptance in  informal friendsh ip  

and leadership  c lu s te rs  which functioned outside of the  regular formal 

meetings. Observers began to  gain inform ation and in s ig h ts  of behind- 

the-scenes happenings, dec isions, and operations fdiich had not been 

evident a t  the regu lar meetings or o ther formal gatherings.

At th is  stage of the study, the observer in  Group 2 began to  lo se  

h is  a lleg iance to  the  study and become more id e n tif ie d  with the group 

which he was observing. The danger of o v e rid en tifica tio n  had been 

stressed  before and during the observation but th is  was to  no a v a il, 

since the observer became more and more committed to  Group Z, I t  was a t  

th is  po in t the observer re la te d  th a t  h is  p ro tec tiv e  background sto ry  had 

been exposed, and h is  reaction  to  th is  inc iden t was to  move more strongly  

toward the  approval of the group and to  d isasso c ia te  him self from the 

study. He became a completely dedicated member of the  organization and 

was no longer w illing  to  reveal any inform ation.

The s tru c tu re  of a lte rn a te  Groups C and D, i6 ich  replaced Group 2, 

was stab le  and well organized and remained the  most s tab le  during the 

study. The formal leadersh ip  p a tte rn s  were well estab lished  with an 

average membership of about f i f t y  students in  each group. The number 

of years th a t  the d if fe re n t  groups had been form ally estab lished  varied : 

Groups C and D, over f i f te e n  years; Groups 2 and B, five  years; Group 

A, only around two years.

During the fou rth  month of the study, group a c tiv ity  centering on 

the war issue  reached i t s  peak and then rap id ly  sh if ted  from group 

p a rtic ip a tio n  to  ind iv idual membership p a rtic ip a tio n  on an informal
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le x e l. At the heigh t of oomnitment, Groups A and B were active  as 

id e n tif ie d  organizations td th  a high percentage of ind iv idual membership 

p a rtic ip a tio n ; whereas Groups C and D d id  no t often  p a rtic ip a te  as overt 

groups bu t more through th e ir  ind iv idua l members. These a c t iv i t ie s  

included tea ch -in s , public debates, dem onstrations, and e ffig y  hangings. 

Involvement centered around the war and fre e  speech issu es and culminated 

in  an inc iden t where two professors and. th ree  students were placed in  

j a i l .  The inciden t led  to  a court decision against the defendants and 

subsequently to  a lo ss  of formal and inform al leaders in  Groups A and B.

There was a sudden and unexpected drop in  the a c t iv i ty  of Groups A 

and B following the t r i a l  and resignation  of several facu lty  members. 

P a rtic ip a n t and l ia is o n  observers determined th a t  th is  rap id  lo s s  of 

ac tive  group p a rtic ip a tio n  was due to  two primary fa c to rs : f i r s t ,  the

disappointment of members of Groups A and B over apathy shown by the 

general student body in  re fu sa l to  become highly committed to  the posi­

tio n  of Groups A and B on the war issue  and the a r r e s t  of fellow  students 

and facu lty ; and, second, the  immediate withdrawal of formal and informal 

community, studen t, and fac u lty  leadersh ip  in  these organizations.

The p residen t of Group A was suddenly away from town fo r  long 

periods and never exerted any sustained e f fo r t  during the  r e s t  of the 

school year. Several high-ranking, formal student leaders of Group A 

l e f t  school. The informal lie u te n a n ts , th ree  of which were facu lty  

members, dropped overt support in  the group’s major a c t iv i t ie s .  These 

rap id  s h if ts  of the formal and informal group s tru c tu re  happened w ithin 

a m atter of th ree  to  four weeks. The lo ss  of in te r e s t  and leadersh ip  

had an immediate e ffe c t upon the weekly attendance of Group A 's formal
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meetings. The attendance dropped from 30 members per meeting to  6 , one 

of whom was the p a rtic ip a n t observer. There was a severe lo ss  of 

d ire c t  communication among the  formal members of Group A. A ctiv ity  

in  the group now sh ifted  to  center on an informal friendship  c lu s te r  

of campus students tdio kept up da ily  face-to -face  contacts with each 

other and ■vdxo planned one or two a c t iv i t ie s  on th e ir  own. These 

students would inform ally gather in  several meeting places which had 

spontaneously become c en tra l po in ts of d a ily  contact. The friendship  

c lu s te r  maintained i t s  informal organization, idiich included social 

a c t iv i t ie s ,  formal campus expressions on the war is su e , and t r ip s  by 

several members to  r a l l ie s  a t  another campus. The forma l  group struc­

tu re  remained the same in  Groups C and D during th is  period; whereas 

in  Group B there  were a lte ra tio n s  idiich took the form of le s s  d ire c t 

communication, le s s  e ffec tiv e  influence by formal le a d e rs , and lower 

attendance in  formal meetings.

The d is in teg ra tio n  of communication and formal a c t iv i t ie s  of 

Group A and Group B had an adverse e ffe c t upon the influence of the 

formal leaders to  c irc u la te  p o sitiv e  inform ation about the stucfy or to  

motivate them to  p a rtic ip a te . Consequently, a much higher degree of 

h o s t i l i ty  and misunderstanding about the  stucty- arose than would have 

occurred in  more open circumstances.

•Fhtpft’Hmftntftl Group Resistance

The resistance  in  Group A took several forms* d ire c t re fu sa l to  

p a rtic ip a te  in  the study due to  lack  of in te re s t;  suspicion of the study 

and i t s  s ta ted  purpose in  the student newspaper; suspicion of the student 

body p res iden t, idio was id e n tif ie d  as helping to  conduct the study; fea r
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th a t the study vas being conducted l^y the adm inistration to  procure 

evidence idiich would be used to  revoke the cangms p riv ileg es  of the 

group. There vere several spontaneous discussions some of the  members 

in  the  informal friendship  c lu s te r  about not p a rtic ip a tin g  in  the  study. 

Members of Group A vere reassured by the  observers, and th i s ,  p lus the 

f a c t  th a t  the disguised Own-Categories Procedure appeared harmless and 

th e ir  b e lie f  th a t  they had the  a b i l i ty  to  a l te r  the scores on the 

Dogmatism Scale, allowed subject p a rtic ip a tio n  to  continue.

There was no high res is tan ce  encountered in  the formal leaders 

of e ith e r  Groups A or B; the res is tan ce  came from the most active  

informal leaders and members in  the friendsh ip  c lu s te rs . The formal 

leaders were not e ffec tiv e  in  d ire c tly  influencing or communicating 

th e ir  positive  support fo r  the study. The opposite e ffe c t of formal 

leadership  was encountered in  Groups C and D. In both of these  groups, 

the formal leaders exerted a strong p o s itiv e  influence upon th e i r  members 

to  p a rtic ip a te  in  the stu(ty. The formal struc tu re  of these groups was 

generally open to  communication between high and low s ta tu s  members; 

P e re a s  in  Groups A and B the formal leadersh ip  and communication patterns 

had broken down.

Self-Evaluation Scale Measures

The se lf-eva lua tion  measures on the  war issue  ind icated  a s ig n if­

ic a n t d ifference in  the  mean positions of the  experimental and control 

groups* loca tion  along the centim eter sca le . The experimental groups* 

mean scores were fa r th e r  out on the  scale in  the p red icted  d irec tio n  

corroborating the observers* id e n tif ic a tio n  of the groups* general 

stands on the war issu e . There was a s ig n ifican t d ifference  on the
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build ing  change issu e  between the mean scores of experimental Groups 

A and B and th e i r  equivalent contro l groups but no s ig n ific an t d i f f e r ­

ence between experimental Groups C and D and th e ir  equivalent con tro l 

groups. This in d ic a te s  th a t  the  d iffe rence  of p o la r ity  between experi­

mental and con tro l groups on the  war and building change issue  was 

g rea te r fo r  Groups A and B and th a t  the  s ig n if ic a n t d ifference on the 

war issu e  between Groups C and 0 and th e i r  contro ls d id  not carry  over 

to  the build ing  change is su e . The mean positions of the  con tro l groups 

on the build ing  change se lf-ev a lu a tio n  scale  were c lo se r to  the  selec ted  

p o sitio n  of Groups C and D than to  the  p o sitio n  se lec ted  ty  Groups A 

and B.

As th e  study progressed, i t  became apparent th a t  there  was more 

in te r e s t  and a c lo ser proximiiy to  the  tra d i tio n a l  side of the build ing  

change issu e . The s e lf - r a t in g  sca les showed th a t  a l l  groups moved 

toward the l e f t  o r t ra d i t io n a l  side of the sca le . Experimental Groups 

A and B s t i l l  positioned  themselves r ig h t  of the center of the scale 

but c lo se r to  the middle than th e i r  average war issue  p o s itio n . The 

control groups moved in  the  d irec tio n  of th e ir  respective treatm ent 

during the  war issue  bu t moved co n sis ten tly  toward the t ra d i tio n a l  side 

of the  scale  on the bu ild ing  change issu e .

Suggested Changes in  Design

The leng th  of time taken to  con^lete two Own-Categories Procedures 

and a comparative p e rso n a lity  t e s t  averaged 1 hour and 45 minutes. 

Although s ig n if ic a n t measures were obtained over th is  time du ra tion , 

a reduction in  the t o ta l  length  of time seemed d esirab le . The poin t 

where the g re a te s t time lo s s  occurred was \Aien sub jects had to  w ait
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u n t i l  evezyone had ccmçleted so rting  the  f i r s t  Own-Categories Procedure 

and the f i r s t  se lf-ev a lu a tio n  scale  before hearing the second tape.

A change in  design to  allow subjects to  progress a t  th e ir  own speed 

or the s in ^ e  measurement of subjects would overcome p a r t  of th is  

time la g . Since the measurement of severa l subjects in  one session 

i s  a decided advantage to  the  experimenter, the  use of ear phones to  

introduce the tape treatm ents would allow  group measurements, but 

enable the sub jects to  proceed d ire c tly  a t  th e i r  own pace. The 

e lim ination of th is  type of delay would reduce the  to ta l  time of the 

experiment on the average of ten  to  f i f te e n  minutes.

I t  appears th a t  the  number of statem ents could be reduced, 

decreasing the  time fa c to r  and enabling the  smoother measurement of 

a se rie s  of a tt i tu d e s .  ÜMs decrease in  the  statements would be appro­

p r ia te  only i f  the mid-region displacement and s ta b i l i ty  of the  extreme 

end-region statem ents were not jeopardized. A reduction of the end- 

region statements from 15 to  12 and the m id-region, from 30 to  24 

would allow a quicker so r t  and perhaps a more p rec ise  overview of the  

to ta l  statement dimension without lo sin g  the effectiveness of the 

ambiguity of the  mid-region and the s ta b i l i ty  of the  end-region. This 

reduction would mean 12 le s s  statements or a to ta l  of 48 in s tead  of 

the present 60 and would re s u lt  in  an average of e ig h t minutes le s s  

time in  so rting  the  e n tire  se rie s  of statem ents. The time reduction 

fo r  two Own-Category so rtings would be about six teen  minutes plus 

the elim ination of a boring w ait between t e s t  measurements.

The length  of the tapes could be shortened to  four or f iv e  minutes. 

This would out a t  l e a s t  a minute and a h a lf  o f f  of each tape. This
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reduction seems appropriate since observations of the subjects during 

the experiment showed th a t  involvement was e l ic i te d  well before the 

end of the tapes*

The to ta l  time reduction including the subject moving a t  h is  own 

speed, statement reductions, and tape reductions would be over th i r ty -  

two minutes*

The use of re a l  student membership groups idio had a degree of 

soph istica tion  in  recognizing p erso n ality  te s ts  po in ts out the  need 

fo r  the u t i l iz a t io n  of disguised p e rso n a lity  t e s ts  to  be used in  

ccnQ>arison with the shortened Own-Categories Procedure* Such te s ts  

as P e ttig rew 's Category % dth  Scale or Harvey's This I  Believe Test 

o ffe r a more disguised veh ic le  fo r  measuring p erso n ality  charac te ristics*  

!&e fthjH-hy to  run independent t e s t s  on formal groiq» members to  

v e rify  the desired personality  v a riab le  tdiich was to  be compared with 

the  Own-Categories Procedure would in su re  a f u l le r  con tro l over the 

se lec tio n , measurement, and manipulation of the personalily  variable*

I t  would a lso  a id  in  con tro lling  the  se lec tio n  and measurement of key 

groups and th e i r  p a rtic ip a tio n , commitment, and positio n  on c r i t i c a l  

issues*

The use of observers was e sse n tia l in  th is  type of study* V ita l 

inform ation on intragroup p a rtic ip a tio n  and intergroup a c t iv i ty  was 

gathered i t i c h  would no t have been obtained otherwise* The influence 

of the observers a lso  kept the  sub jects frOm becoming too r e s is ta n t  

fo r  any cooperative measurement*

The a b i l i ty  to  measure important nucleus members of each group 

and both the informal and formal ac tiv e  p a rtic ip a n ts  can tran sp ire  only
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th ro u ^  a d ire c t  knowledge of group activ i'U .es, commonication, and 

ro le -s ta tu s  p a tte rn s . The use of observers in  key groups provides 

not only a c lea r focus on major group members bu t also  an independent 

check and contro l over meaningful measurements of these members. A 

measurement of predominantly fringe  members of a group would not 

r e f le c t  the  tru e  p ic tu re  of the influence of group norms nor y ie ld  

a rep resen ta tive  sang)le of the psychological a tt i tu d e  p ro f ile s  of 

the ind iv iduals w ithin the grotqp.

Im plications of Findings 

The most usefu l inform ation gathered in  th is  stuc^ was the success 

of extending the  Own-Categories Procedure to  include more than one issu e  

with varying ego involvement and also the re ten tio n  of v a lid  measure­

ments in  extremely diverse circumstance due to  the  disguised nature 

of th is  procedure. However, there  i s  s t i l l  a need to  c o n tr e  the 

varying a tti tu d e  p ro f ile s  of the  extended Own-Categories Procedure 

with key personality  v a riab le s .

The generalization  of the re s u l ts  of th is  study beyond the  

p a rtic u la r  groups and subjects must be done with much caution due 

to  the  high degree of res istance  encountered and the lack  of random 

se lec tion  or conqplete matching of experimental sub jects. There should 

be several rep lica tio n s  or extensions of the design in  order to  v e rify  

the consisten t change in  p ro f ile  e ffe c ts  found in  n a tu ra l group members. 

These rep lica tio n s  should be carried  on with d iffe re n t sub jects in  

o ther stimulus s itu a tio n s  and varying soc iocu ltu ra l circumstances.

The lack  of co rre la tio n  between Eokeach's Dogmatism Scale and 

ind ican ts of ego involvement does no t n ecessa rily  mean th a t  fu rth e r
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conQ)arlsons of general p e rso n ality  te s t s  td th  the  Own-Categories 

Procedure would be a wasted endeavor* The lack  of su ff ic ie n t high 

and low dogmatic sub jects and the  extenuating circumstances surrounding 

the measurement of dogmatism made any c le a r  assessment of co rre la tio n  

between ego involvement and dogmatism in ^o ssib le . S t i l l  unanswered i s  

the in te re s tin g  question of how ego involvement covaries with dogmatism 

and other general p e rso n a lity  dimensions. The use of disguised person­

a l i ty  t e s t s ,  -tdiich allow  th e  sub ject to  eapress h is  n a tu ra l responses 

and c h a ra c te r is tic s  of p e rso n a lity , appear to  be the b est type of 

measure to  u t i l i z e  in  stud ies c e n t r in g  the  Own-Categories Procedure 

with o ther techniques.

The opera tiona liza tion  of the  regions of accep-bance, re je c tio n , 

and noncommitment o ffe rs  a more f le x ib le  in d ican t in  cos^aring the 

s h i f t  of these p ro f ile s  to  o ther p e rso n a lity  dimensions. These 

functionings can hopefully  be explored in  more d e ta i l  by fu rth e r 

extensions of the  Own-Categories Procedure to  measure the p ro file s  of 

a p a r tic u la r  a tt i tu d e  c lu s te r ,  coiqparative a t t i tu d e  c lu s te rs , the 

ego-hierarchy of an in d iv id u a l, and the  re la tio n  of a l l  of these to  

s in ^ e  and m ultifaceted  aspects of p e rso n a lity .
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CHAPTER VI 

SÜMM&EÏ

The problem of inv estig a tio n  in  th is  stucty- was twofold* f i r s t ,  

the extension of M* Sherif and Hovland*s Own-Categories Procedure to  

include the measurement of more than one a tt i tu d e  with varying degrees 

of ego involvement; and then to  con^are (a) the re su ltin g  operational 

p ro f i le s  of acceptance, re je c tio n , and noncommitment with the e ffe c t 

of ego involvement, (b) the  evaluation of the loca tion  and content 

of extreme communication by experimental and contro l sub jects in  

terms of th e i r  position  and ego involvement on the  is su e , and (c) the 

general pe rsonality  c h a ra c te r is tic  of dogmatism as measured by Rokeach's 

Dogmatism Scale with the noncommitment region of the Own-Categories 

Procedure as an in d ica to r of ego involvement.

The study focused upon formal groups in  th e ir  n a tu ra l s e t tin g , the 

id e n tif ic a tio n  and measurement o f the most ac tive ly  opposed groups, 

and the issues to  which the group members were committed. P a rtic ip an t 

and l ia is o n  observers were used to  gain d ire c t  and independent checks 

of four groups and th e ir  formal and inform al membership structure-!* 

exhib ited  in  ro le s , s ta tu s , power, and communication—as well as to  

a sce rta in  which issues were important to  the  groups and the degree of 

involvement fo r  the members.

90



91
Once the ex isting  context of in t r a -  and intergroup p a rtic ip a tio n  

-was detezmined) then two Own-Categories Procedures were developed and 

a se rie s  of measurements were obtained in  a formal experimental se ttin g , 

ïïiere were 49 experimental subjects se lec ted  from four formal student 

groups and matched according to  general age and education le v e ls , 

group a f f i l ia t io n ,  and ego involvement. There were 58 contro l subjects 

randomly se lec ted  from an Introductory  Psychology subject pool. The 

contro l group was s p l i t  in to  four subsections, allowing reverse presen­

ta tio n s  of tape communications and issu e s . Experimental subjects were 

given extreme communication treatm ents opposite to  th e ir  known positions 

on the issues with the low ego-involving issue introduced f i r s t .  Commun­

ic a tio n  evaluations followed the treatm ent, and then an Own-Categories 

Procedure was adm inistered. This sequence was repeated fo r  both issu e s , 

followed by a Dogmatism Scale and a demand c h a ra c te ris tic  sheet.

The f i r s t  iqrpothesis th a t  experimental subjects highly ego involved 

with the war issue  use the same number of acceptance categories and s ta te ­

ments, fewer noncommitment categories and statem ents, and fewer to ta l  

categories than le s s  ego-involved contro l subjects was analyzed by Mann- 

Whitney U Tests and supported with s ig n if ic an t d ifferences a t  the .05 level 

fo r  the noncommitment statem ents, noncommitment categories and to ta l  cate­

gories. The expected use of more re je c tio n  categories and statements by 

highly ego-involved experimental subjects and the same number of acceptance 

categories was not confirmed when analyzed Mann-Whitney U Tests.

The second hypothesis th a t experimental subjects le s s  ego involved 

in  the building change issue  use more noncommitment statements and the 

same number of acceptance categories as in  previous evaluations of the
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high ego-involving war issu e  was analyzed by WLlcoxon Matched-Pairs 

Signed-Rank T ests, idiich revealed s ig n if ic a n t d ifferences in  the noncom­

mitment region a t  the .002 le v e l. The expected use of more noncommit­

ment and to ta l  ca teg o ries , the  same number of acceptance statem ents and 

ca tegories , and fewer re je c tio n  categories and statem ents than in  previ­

ous evaluations of the high ego-involving war issu e  by esqperimental 

subjects le s s  involved in  the  build ing change issu e  were not confirmed 

when analyzed by Vdlcoxon Tests.

The th ird  hypothesis th a t  experimental subjects le s s  ego involved 

in  the build ing change issu e  use the same number of acceptance statem ents, 

the same number of re je c tio n  categories and statem ents, the same number 

of noncommitment categories and statem ents, and the  same number of to ta l  

categories as le s s  ego-involved contro l subjects was analyzed by Mann- 

Whitney Ü Tests and supported with the exception of the  same number of 

to ta l  categories and acceptance categories and statem ents. Questionable 

or s ig n ific an t comparisons were a t  or s l ig h tly  g rea te r than the  .05  le v e l. 

The predicted  use of the same number of acceptance categories by experi­

mental and contro l sub jects le s s  ego involved in  the build ing  change 

issu e  was analyzed and found s ig n if ic a n t a t  the .05 le v e l. This s ig n if i­

can t d ifference was contrary  to  p red ic tions.

The fourth  hypothesis th a t  le s s  ego-involved con tro l sub jects use 

the same number of noncommitment categories and statem ents, re je c tio n  

categories and statem ents, acceptance categories and statem ents, and 

to ta l  categories in  evaluating separate issues was analyzed and confirmed 

by Vaicoxon Tests with the  exception of acceptance and to ta l  categories.

The f i f t h  hypothesis th a t  experimental sub jects highly ego involved
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with the var issue  d isp lace ambiguous micUregion statements to  a g rea ter 

ex ten t than le s s  ego-involved contro l su b jec ts , whereas experimental 

subjects le s s  ego involved with the build ing  change issue  d isp lace ambig­

uous mid-region statements equally as c e n tr e d  to  le s s  ego-involved 

contro l su b jec ts , was confirmed by t  t e s t s ,  ind ica ting  sign ificance a t  

the .01 le v e l in  the high Involvement issue  and a p red icted  lack  of 

sign ificance in  the le s s  ego-involving issu e .

The s ix th  hypothesis th a t noncommitment statements of experimental 

subjects h ighly ego involved with the war issu e  c o rre la te  with scores 

obtained on Dogmatism Scales was analyzed by a Spearman Rank C orrelation 

and not s ig n if ic a n tly  confirmed.

The seventh hypothesis th a t experimental sub jects highly ego involved 

with the  war issu e  and not committed to  mid-region positions lo ca te  th e ir  

p o sitio n  on the issue  d iffe re n tly  than le s s  ego-involved con tro l subjects 

was analyzed by a t  t e s t  and s ig n if ic a n tly  confirmed a t  the .01  le v e l.

The hypothesis th a t  experimental sub jects le s s  involved in  the bui l d ing 

change issue  lo ca te  th e i r  position  sim ila r to  le s s  ego-involved contro l 

subjects was analyzed hy t  t e s t s ,  which confirmed a lack  of d if f e r ­

ence between two of the  experimental and con tro l groups but revealed a 

s ig n if ic a n t d ifference  a t  the .01 le v e l  between two of the experimental 

and con tro l groups.

The eighth hypothesis th a t  the  p o sitio n  of c le a r , extreme communica­

tio n  i s  not sub ject to  appreciable displacement regard less of degree of 

ego involvement was analyzed by an analysis  of variance and confirmed 

as not s ig n if ic a n t, with F scores of .15 , «07, «00, and .37; whereas the 

p red ic tion  th a t  experimental subjects highly ego involved with a war
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Issue displace the content of communication fu rth er than le s s  ego- 

involved subjects was analyzed by a Mann-Whitney Ü Test and s ig n if i ­

can tly  confirmed a t  the  .01  le v e l.

The re s u lts  of the study showed th a t the Own-Categories Procedure 

can be successfu lly  extended to  measure a se ries  of a tt i tu d e s  in  one 

experimental session and give ind ica tio n s of sh iftin g  p ro f ile  dimen­

sions. The p ro f ile  e ffe c ts  offered  a p rec ise  in d ica to r of d iffe rin g  

a tt i tu d e s  and the influence of ego involvement.

The evaluation of the content of extreme communication by highly 

ego-involved subjects re f le c te d  the d ifference  in  th e ir  po sitio n  from 

th a t taken in  the  communication. D ifferences in  the content evalua­

tio n s  of the experimental sub jects disappeared with lower ego involve­

ment and the existence of a c lo ser p o sitio n  to  the stand taken in  the 

communication.

The re la tio n sh ip  between ego involvement and dogmatism remained 

undefined in  th is  study due to  the lack  of high or low dogmatic 

subjects in  the experimental and contro l groups.

Further rep lica tio n s  and expansion of th is  stu<fy extending the 

Own-Categories Procedure to  o ther samples of rep resen ta tive  subjects 

and groups in  a v a rie ty  of sooial-stim ulus circumstances i s  needed to  

determine the generaliza tion  and lim ita tio n s  of the findings in  th is  

study.

However, the successful extension of the Own-Categories Procedure 

in  measuring d iv e rs if ie d  issu es  in  th is  study in d ica tes  th a t  th is  

disguised procedure and the re su ltin g  operational p ro file s  may give 

added f l e x ib i l i ty  and p rec ision  to  a tt i tu d e  measurement techniques and
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a more r e a l is t i c  assessment of complex p ro f ile s  of a t t i tu d e s , allowing 

the comparison of varying a ttitu d e s  and the function of ego involvement 

with other variab les and broader systematic approaches.

I t  i s  l ik e ly  th a t  the use of the Own-Categories Procedure may be 

fu rth e r  extended to  in d ica te  a se ries  or c lu s te r  of a tt i tu d e s  and 

serve as an operational to o l fo r the comparison of these p ro f ile s  with 

more general personality  c h a ra c te r is tic s  as measured by disguised 

p ersonality  t e s t s .  F ru itfu l leads fo r  comparison appear to  be those 

personality  measures vbloh are both disguised and multidimensional 

taken in  conjunction with a se ries  of appropriate operational p ro file s  

resu ltin g  from the Own-Categories Procedure. I t  i s  a lso  possib le  

th a t  comparative p ro f ile s  of acceptance, re je c tio n , and noncommitment 

could now reveal important s h if ts  in  ind iv idual judgment as they re la te  

to variab les o f ego involvement, psychological tension , and broader 

general concepts of balance or adaptation.

The use of the Own-Categories Procedure has proved e ffec tiv e  in  

the measurement of a se ries  of a tt i tu d e s  with varying degrees of ego 

involvement. This extension may now be rep lica ted  to  a sce rta in  the 

degree of generalization  and expanded to  include investiga tions of 

single a tt i tu d e  c lu s te r s , comparative a tt i tu d e s  in  d if fe re n t danains, 

key a tt i tu d e s  in  the  ego-hierarchy stru c tu re  of the in d iv id u a l, and 

c r i t i c a l  personality  v a ria b le s , as well as give ind ica tions of the 

meaningful re la tio n sh ip s between d iffe re n t theo ries cu rren tly  being 

u t i l iz e d  in  a tt i tu d e  research.
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APPENDIX A 

Table 11

Scale Values of Building Change Issue Statements

S ta te ­
ment Median âL â3

4 . - 4 3range
Tradi­
tio n a l

Progres­
sive MicUregion

A 52.5 21.4 81.4 60.0 X
D 12,5 7.5 21.8 14.3 X
E 12.5 7.4 24.9 17.5 X
F 10.8 7.2 25.0 17.8 X
G 16.7 9.5 30.0 20.5 X
H 16.7 10.0 30.0 20.0 X
K 49.9 25.0 69.1 44.1 X
L 50.0 23.1 72.2 49.1 X
M 36.7 15.0 61.2 46.2 X
N 12.5 8.2 30.0 21.8 X
0 50.0 16.7 70.0 53.3 X
R 49.9 27.5 64.3 36.8 X
S 84.5 62.5 90.0 27.5 X
T 38.8 16.7 69.0 52.3 X
V 50.0 38.7 78.5 39.8 X
z 62.5 25.0 70.0 45.0 X
AB 58.3 30.0 83.3 53.3 X
A£ 37.5 12.5 62.5 50.0 X
AI 38.8 25.0 75.0 50.0 X
AJ 12.5 8.3 24.9 16.6 X
AK 81.3 65.6 87.5 21.9 X
AH 82.1 64.3 90.0 25.7 X
AN 30.0 16.7 70.0 53.3 X
AO 24.0 10.0 39.3 29.3 X
AP 72.2 62.5 87.5 25.0 X

(Table 11 continued on next page,)
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Scale Values of Building Change Issue Statements

ta te -
nent Median 4L 43

%  -  %  rang#
Tradi­
tio n a l

Progres­
sive !fi.cUregion

AS 70.0 27.8 83.3 55.5 X
AU 12,5 7.1 25.0 17.9 X
AX 82.0 69.0 87.5 18.5 X
AY 39.3 16.8 70.0 53.2 X
BA 39.0 16.8 78.5 61.7 X
BC 83.3 70.0 89.3 19.3 X
BD 75.0 61.1 85.0 23.9 X
BE 14.5 7.1 30.0 22.9 X
HF 48.2 27.7 75.0 47.3 X
BH 16.8 10.0 35.7 25.7 X
BI 24.9 12.5 38.9 26.4 X
BJ 26.3 12.5 35.7 23.2 X
m 78.5 61.2 87.5 26.3 X
m 75.0 61.2 87.5 26.3 X
BO 12.5 8.3 25.0 16.7 X
BP 83.3 58.3 89.2 30.9 X
BQ 37.5 16.7 70.0 53.3 X
BR 38.8 17.7 70.0 52.3 X
BS 44.0 32.1 70.0 37.9 X
BU 62.5 35.0 83.3 48.3 X
BW 12.5 8.3 21.7 13.4 X
ax 75.0 64.4 87.5 23.1 X
BY 75.0 64.4 87.5 23.1 X
BZ 87.5 75.0 91.5 16,5 X
CA 58.3 38.8 87.5 48,7 X
CB 37.5 21.4 61.1 39.7 X
CD 83.3 62.7 90.0 27.3 X
CP 50.0 27.7 70.0 42.3 X
CR 38.9 16.7 83.5 66.8 X
CS 53.8 27.7 75.0 47.3 X
CT 50.0 25.0 72.0 47.3 X
CU 83.4 70.0 87.5 17.5 X
GX 38.9 18.8 61,2 42.4 X
CY 46.4 30.0 75.0 45.0 X
CZ 39.3 10.0 72.3 62.3 X



105

Table 12

Scale Values of War Issue Statements

S ta te ­ £ l  " £3
ment Median £3 range Pro-war Anti-war Mid-region

D 37.5 20.8 70.0 49.2 X
E 20.8 9.6 37.5 27.9 X
F 81.3 61.9 90.0 28.1 X
H 30.0 12.5 53.2 40.7 X
J 25.0 10.0 57.4 47.4 X
L 69.0 29.2 89.0 59.8 X
0 78.5 62.5 90.0 27.5 X
P 50.0 25.0 81.0 56.0 X
Q 12.5 8.3 50.0 41.7 X
S 87.5 58.1 90.0 31.9 X
T 62.5 37.6 85.0 47.4 X
U 70.0 50.0 87.5 37.5 X
V 83.3 62.5 90.0 27.5 X
W 70.0 37.5 90.0 52.5 X
X 62.5 29.2 85.0 55.8 X
T 60.4 37.5 87.5 50.0 X
Z 41.9 24.9 70.0 45.1 X

62.5 34.2 87.5 53.3 X
BE 81.3 56.3 90.0 33.7 X
BF 70.0 37.5 83.3 45.8 X
BI 37.5 16.7 62.5 45.8 X
BJ 15.0 10.0 37.5 27.5 X
BP 87.5 65.7 91.6 25.9 X
BT 69.0 50.0 87.5 37.5 X
BU 79.6 57.4 90.0 32.6 X
CB 50.0 29.2 71.6 50.4 X
CF 50.0 27.5 70.0 42.5 X
CG 16.7 10.0 41.7 31.7 X
CH 47.1 21.4 78,1 56.7 X
CK 12.5 7.1 37.5 30.4 X
CN 84.7 62.5 90.0 27.5 X
CS 50.0 25.0 73.7 48.7 X
cw 62.5 29.4 90.0 60.6 X
cx 70.0 53.2 84.4 31.2 X
CY 62.5 16.7 87.7 71.0 X
CZ 87.7 62.8 91.6 28.8 X

(Table 12 continued, on next page.)
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Scale Values of War Issue Statements

ta  te ­
nant Median & % range Pro-war Anti-war Mid-r«

M 87.5 62.5 90.0 227.5 X
DC 30.0 12.5 49.5 37.0 X
DB 58.3 31.3 85.5 54.2 X
m 26.5 12.5 46.0 33.5 X
DJ 62.5 38.3 87.5 49.2 X
DK 70.0 35.0 87.5 52.5 X
m 75.0 67.7 90.0 22.3 X
m 12.5 8.3 41.7 33.4 X
DP 10.0 6.2 12.5 6.3 X
DQ 32.4 10.0 86.0 76.0 X
DT 58.9 35.0 88.0 53.0 X
m 21.4 11.6 41.7 30.1 X
DZ 76.5 30.0 90.0 60.0 X
EB 30.0 12.5 57.7: 45.2 X
EH 25.0 12.5 50.0 37.5 X
EK 50.0 21.4 83.3 61.9 X
EL 52.5 30.0 81.3 51.3 X
EM 75.0 62.5 90.0 27.5 X
EQ 39.7 16.7 87.5 70.8 X
Qk 69.5 20.4 90.0 69.6 X
OB 58.1 30.0 81.3 51.3 X
OD 12.5 8.3 37.6 29.3 X
CG 55.0 30.0 78.5 48.5 X
OH 62.5 16.7 90.0 73.3 X
01 37.5 12.5 62.5 50.0 X



AFFEtam. B 

Table 13

Evaluation of ttLcURegLon Building Change Issue Statements
fo r  Control Group 1

S ta te -
snts 1 2 3 U 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

A R NC R A R A R A BC BC A BC R
K A BC BC R A R R A R A R R R
L R A R A A A A A A A A BC A
M A A A A BC A A A BC BC A A A
0 R BC A A R R A R R A R R R
B A BC BC R A R R R R A R R A
T R A BC R A A R A BC BC R BC R
V A BC A R A R R A R A R R R
Z R R BC R A A A R R R A R R
AB A R BC A R A R A R BC R BC R
AS A BC A A A A R R A A A BC A
AI A A BC A A A A A BC A R A A
AS A A A A A R A R BC A A BC A
AS R BC R R R R R R R A R R A
Aï A A A A BC A A A BC R A BC BC
BA A R R R R A R A BC R A BC A
EF R R BC R A R R A R BC R BC R
BQ R R BC A BC R R R R A R R A
BE R R BC R BC R A R R R R R R
BS R E BC R BC R R R R R A BC A
ED BC BC BC A A R R A A R R BC R
CA A BC BC R A R R R R A R BC A.
CB R A BC A R R A R BC A R A A
CP R R BC R A R A A R BC R BC A

Total

(Table 13 continued on next page.) 

107



108

Evaluation of Ifi-cUBegion Bolldiog Change Issue Statements
fo r  Control Group 1

S ta te ­
ments 1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 Total

CR NC R NC R A R A A A R A NC R
CS £ NC NC R R R R A R NC R A A
CT R A NC R A R R A R NC R NC R
CK A A NC A R A R A NC NC A A A
CI NC R NC R NC A R A NC NC A NC R
CZ A A A R A A R R A R A NC R

Total A 13 10 7 13 16 13 11 18 5 12 13 5 15 151
Total R 14 10 4 17 8 17 19 12 15 8 17 8 14 163
Total NC 3 10 19 0 6 0 0 0 10 10 0 17 0 75

Note.—A = acceptance» B = re je c tio n , NC = nonoommitment.
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Table 14

Evaluation of Ifi-d-Bagioa Ekr laoae Statanents
for Control Group 1

S ta te .
mente

Subieoto
Total1 2 . 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 U 12 13

D A A A A NC A A A A A A A R
L R R A R R NC R R NC R R NC A
P D R D D R A D D R R D D D
T R R A R R NC A R A NC A A A
W A R A R R R R R R R R R A
X R R R R R R R R NC R R R R
T A R R A R A A A A A A A A
Z A A R A NC A A A A A A A A
Bi R R R A R NC R A R R A R A
BF A R A R R NC R A NC NC R R R
CB R R R R A NC R R R R R R A
CF R NC R R R A R A R A R R R
CH A A R A R A A R A A A R R
CS R NC NC R R R R R R NC R NC A
CW R R R R R R R R A R A R A
cr R R R R A NC R A NC R R NC A
DB A R A A A A A A A NC A A A
DJ R A A A R R R A A A A A A
SK A NC A A R R R A R NC R A A
DQ A A R A R A R R A R A R A
DT A A A A R A A A A A A A A
JXJ A R A A A A A A A A A A A
DZ R R R R R R R R R NC R R R
EK A R A A A A A A A A A NC A
EL A R A A A A A A R A A NC A
EQ R R NC R R NC R R R R R NC A
CA R R R R R R R A R R R R A
QB R R R R A R A A A NC R NC A
OG A A A R A A A A A A A A A
CH R R R R R NC R A R R R R D
CŒ R A R R R R A A A R R A A

Total A 14 8 13 13 8 13 13 19 15 11 15 n 23 176
Tbtal R 16 20 15 17 21 10 17 11 12 13 15 12 6 185
Total NC 0 3 2 0 2 8 0 0 4 7 0 7 0 33

Note.—A = aooeptanoe, R « re je c tio n , NC = nonoommitment, D = 
dupUoate evaluation as both A and R.
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Ikbl* 15

Evaluation of IfiLd-fiogion Building Change Issue Statements fo r
Control Group 2

S ta te ­
ments

Subleets
Total1 2 3 h 5 é 7 8 9 10 n 12 13 ih

A R R A R R A A R R A NC A R NC
K R R A NC R R A R R R R R R NC
m R A R A R NC A A A A NC A A NC
H R R A NC A NC A A A A R A R NC
0 R R R NC A A R R R NC R A A A
R R R A NC R R A R R R NC R R NC
T R R R NC R NC R R R NC R R R NC
V R R A NC R R A R R R R R R NC
Z R R R NC R NC R R R A R A R NC
AB R R R NC R NC A R R NC R R R R
AS R A A NC A R A A NC NC R A A NC
AI R R R NC R A A R A A R R R A
AN R A R NC A A R A A A A A A A
AS A R R R R R R R R NC A R R R
AT R R A A R A A R R NC A A R A
BA R R A A R NC A A R A A A R NC
BF R R R NC R NC R R R NC R R R R
BQ R A R NC R NC R R R NC R A R NC
BR R R R NC R NC R R R A R A R NC
BS R R R NC R NC R R R A R A R A
BO R R A NC R A A A A R R R R NC
CA R R A NC R R A R R NC R R A NC
CB R A R NC R R A R R NC R R R NC
CP R R R NC R NC R R R NC R R R R
CR R R A NC R R R A A R R A A NC
CS R R R NC R R R R R NC R R R NC
CT R R R NC R NC R R R NC R R R NC
CK R R R NC R NC R R R A R R R NC
cr R R R NC R NC R A R NC R A R NC
CZ R A A A R NC A A R A A A A A

Total A 1 6 12 4 4 6 15 9 6 11 5 15 7 6 107
Total R 29 24 18 2 26 9 15 21 23 5 22 15 23 4 236
Total NC 0 0 0 24 0 15 0 0 1 14 3 0 0 20 77

Note.-mi = aooeptanoe, R » re je c tio n , NC = nonoommitment.
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Tabla 16

Evaluation of lfi.dUBagion M kr Is sae  Statamenta fo r  Control Group 2

S ta ta -
mants Total1 2 3 k 5 è 7 8 9 10 n 12 13 l4

D R A A A A A R A R A NC A A NC
L R R R R R NC A R A NC A A R A
P D A A A R NC A D D NC R A A A
T A A R R R A R A R NC A D R NC
W R A R R R A A R A R R A A A
X A R R R R NC A R A NC R R A A
T R A A A R A A R A NC R R A A
Z R A A R A A A A A A NC R A NC
Bi A R R R R EC A R R NC NC A R A
BF A A R R R NC A R A A R A R A
CB R R R R R A A R A NC R A A R
CP R A R R R NC A A R A NC R A NC
CH A R A R A NC A A A A R R A NC
CS R A R A R NC A A A NC NC R A A
Cff R R R R R R A R R NC R A A NC
Cl A R R A R R NC R A NC R R A A
DE R A A A R A R A A NC NC A A NC
DJ A A A R R NC A A R A NC R A R
DK A A A A R R A R A NC NC A A A
DQ R R R R A R A A A A NC A R R
DT R A A A A A R A A A NC R A NC
DO A A A R A NC R A R A NC R R NC
DZ R R R A R R A R R R R R A A
SK A A A R A A R A A A A A R NC
EL R A A A R A R A R A A A A hcl
EQ A R R R R NC A R A NC A A R NC
Oi A R R A R R A R R R R R A A
OB A A A R R A A A A NC R R R NC
OG A A A R R NC A A R NC R R R NC
CH R R R A R R A R A R R R A A
CŒ R A R R A NC R A A A A R A NC

Total A 14 19 14 12 la 11 22 16 19 12 6 14 21 13 201
Total R 16 12 17 19 23 7 8 14 11 4 14 16 10 3 174
T otal NC 0 0 0 0 0 13 1 0 0 15 11 0 0 15 55

Nota.-mi, = aooaptanoa, R = r a j  a c tio n , NC =: nonooanitaant, D = 
duplioata avaluation as both A and R.



Table I?

Evaluation of Mid»Region Building Change Issue Statements
fo r  Control Group 3

S ta te ­ Subieots
ments 1 2 3 4 5 é 7 à 9 10 11 12 13 l4 15 l é Total

A NC A NC B B B B B A A B NC B NC A NC
K A NC B NC NC B R B B B NC B B A B NC
L A A NC B NC A B B A A B B A NC A A
M NC NC B NC NC NC A A A A NC NC B NC B NC
0 NC A R NC B B R B A A NC NC A NC A NC
B A NC NC NC NC B B R B B B B B NC B B
T NC A NC NC B NC B B B NC B B A B A NC
V A NC R NC B R R B A B B NC B NC B NC
Z NC NC B NC NC A B A B A R B A B A B
AB E NC B A NC NC R B B NC B B B B A NC
AS A R R NC NC NC R R A NC NC B R NC R NC
AI NC NC A A NC NC R B A A NC NC A B A B
AH NC A NC A A NC A B A A NC A A NC A A
AS A B NC NC B NC B R B A B B B B B NC
AI NC A A A A NC A B A A B A A B A B
BA NC NC NC A A NC A B A A NC A A R A NC
IF B NC B A B NC B A B NC B B B B A B
BQ B NC B A NC NC A A A A B B A B A B
BR NC NC B NC NC NC B B B NC B B A B A B
BS A NC B NC NC NC B A B A B B A B A B

(Table 17 oontinued on next page.)



Evaluation of lB.d-Rsgion Building Change Issue  Statements
fo r  Control Group 3

S ta te ­
ments

Subleots
Total1 à 3 4 5 7 è 9 10 11 12 13 i4 15 lè

HJ NC A NC NC NC NC R R A NC R NC R NC R NC
Cl A NC R NC R R R R A R R R R NC R NC
CB NC NC R A NC NC A R A A R NC A R A R
CP R NC R A NC NC R A R NC R R R R A R
CR NC A R R R R R R R NC NC R R NC R NC
CS R R R NC R NC R R R NC R R R R A R
CT R NC NC A NC NC R R R NC R R R R A NC
(2 NC A NC NC NC NC R R R NC R R A R A A
CÏ NC NC NC A A NC A R R A R R A R A A
CZ NC NC NC NC NC A A R A A NC NC A NC A NC

Total A 8 9 2 11 4 3 8 6 15 15 0 3 15 1 21 4 125
T otal R 6 3 16 3 9 7 22 24 15 4 21 19 15 17 9 11 291
T otal NC 16 18 12 16 17 20 0 0 0 11 9 8 0 12 0 15 154

g

N o te .4 ^  = aooeptanoef R = re je o tio n , NC = nonooamltmmt.



Table IB

Evaluation of NLcUBegion % r  Issue  Statements
fo r  Control Group 3

S ta te ­ Subjieots
ments 1 2 3 if 5 é 7 8 9 10 11 1È 13 lif 15 l é Total

D NC A A A NC NC R A R A NC NC A NC A A
L R NC A A NC R R R A NC NC R R NC A R
P D R D D A D R R D NC A R A NC A A
T À NC A A R A R R R NC, NC A R NC R A
W R R R R R A A R R NC NC R A R A R
X R R R R R A A R R NC NC R A NC A R
T A A A A A A A R A NC NC A R A A NC
Z NC R A A NC A A A R A NC NC R NC R NC
Bi R R R A R A R R R NC NC R A NC A R
BF NC NC A R A A A R A R NC A A NC A NC
06 R R R R R A A R R NC NC R A R A A
CF NC NC NC A R NC A R A R NC NC A NC A NC
CH NC R NC NC A A A R R NC NC R R NC R NC
CS NC NC R R NC A A R A NC NC R R NC R R
CW R R A R NC R A R R NC R R A NC A R
Cl R R R R A A R R R NC R R R NC A NC
EE A A A R NC A A R A A NC A R NC A A
EJ A NC A A NC NC A R R NC NC A A A R NC
EE R NC A R NC R A R A NC NC R A NC A A
DQ NC R R NC R NC R R R NC NC R NC R R NC

(Table 18 continued on next page.)



Evaluation o f MldmRegion % r  Issue  Statements
fo r  Control Group 3

S ta te ­
ments

SubAsots
Total1 2 3 4 5 é 7 8 9 10 U 12 13 l4 15 i6

DT A A A A NC A A A A A NC NC R NC A A
DC A A A A NC A A A A A NC A A NC R A
DZ R R R R R A R R A NC R R A R A NC
ISS. NC A NC A NC A A R A NC NC A A NC R A
EL A A A R NC NC A A A A A A R NC A NC
EQ R NC R R NC R A R A NC NC R NC NC A R
CA R R R R R A R R R R NC A A R A R
OB A A A A NC R A R R NC NC A A NC A NC
06 A NC A A NC R A R R NC A A A NC A NC
OB R R R R R R R R A NC NC R A R A R
01 A R NC NC NC R R R R NC NC A A R R A

Total A 10 8 15 13 4 17 20 5 14 6 3 12 19 2 22 10 180
Total R 12 14 11 14 11 8 11 26 16 3 3 15 10 7 9 9 179
Total NC 8 9 4 3 16 5 0 0 0 22 25 4 2 22 0 12 132

S

Note.--A = aooeptanoe» R = re je o tio n , NC = nonoommitment, D = duplioate evaluation as both 
A and R.



Table 19

Evaluation of Mid-Region Building Change Issue  S tatoaen ts
fo r  Control Group 4

S ta te ­ Subleots
ments 1 2 3 k 5 é 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 l4 15 Total

A R NC NC R R A A A A R R R R R NC
K A NC NC NC A R A R A A R NC NC R NC
L R A NC NC A A A A A A R A NC A NC
H R NC NC NC R R A R A NC A R NC A R
0 R NC NC A A A A A NC R R NC R A NC
R A NC NC NC A A A R A A R NC NC A NC
T R NC NC A R R R R NC R R R HC R R
V R NC NC NC A R A R A R R NC NG- R NC
Z R NC NC A R R A R A R R R NC R R
AB A NC NC R R R E R A R R R NC A R
AB A NC NC R A A NC A A NC R A NC A A
AI R NC NC A R R A R A R R R NC R R
AH R NC NC A NC A A R A R A A A A , NC
AS R NC NC R R R R A A R R R NC R R
AI R A NC R A A A A A A A R A A NC
BA R NC NC R A A NC R A A R A NC R NC
BF R NC NC R R R A R NC R R R NC R R
BQ R NC A A R A A R A R R R NC A R
BR R NC NC A R R A R A R R R NC R R
BS R NC NC A R R A R A R R R NC A R

g

(Table 19 continued on next page.)



Evaluation of Ifi.d»Region Building Change Issue  Statements
fo r  Control Group 4

S ta te ­
ments

SuMeot.8
Total1 2 3 k 5 é 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 l4 15

BC A NC NC R R A R R NC A R A NC .R A
Ci R NC NC NC R R R R R A R A NC R A
CB R NC NC A R R R R A R R R NC A R
CP R NC NC R R R A R NC R R R NC R NC
CR A NC NC R A R R A R NC A A NC R NC
CS R NC NC R R R R R A R R R NC R R
CT R NC NC R R R R R NC NC R R NC R R
CX R NC A A NC R R R NC NC A R A R R
cr R NC A A R R A R NC NC A R NC A R
cz A NC NC NC A A A R NC R R NC A R NC

Total A 7 2 3 11 10 n 18 7 19 7 6 7 4 12 3 127
Total R 23 0 0 12 18 19 10 23 2 17 24 18 2 18 15 201
Total NC 0 28 2? 7 2 0 2 0 9 6 0 5 24 0 12 122

Note.—Jk. = acoeptanoe, R = re je c tio n , NC = nonoozmitment.



Table 20

Evaluation of lfi.d-Begion Tikr Issue Statements
fo r  Control Group 4

S ta te ­
ments 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 6 9 10 U 12 13 i4 15 Total

D NC NC NC A A A NC R A NC A NC NC A A
L a R R NC R R NC R NC R fi NC fi fi fi
P D R NC NC D R R D HO NC D BC NC D NC
T A NC A NC A A R R A R A NC D fi NC
W A R R NC R A R R NC R A A fi fi NC
X R R R R R R A R NC NC A NC fi fi NC
î A NC NC NC A A A A A fi A NC NC A A
z NC A A A A A A A A NC fi NC BC A NC
Bi R R R NC A A R R NC fi A NC NC fi fi
BP A a R R A A A a NC fi A fi NC fi fi
CB A R R NC R R R R A NC A A fi fi NC
CF R NC NC R R A R A NC NC A NC NC A NC
CH R NC A R NC A NC A R NC A A A A NC
CS R NC NC A A A A R NC fi fi NC NC fi NC
CW R R R E R A NC R R fi fi NC A fi fi
cr A a NC NC R R A R a fi A NC NC fi NC
SB A A NC A R A NC R NC A A NC NC A NC
BJ NC NC R NC A A R A A fi fi NC NC A NC
DE A R R A A R NC R NC fi A NC NC fi fi
DQ NC A A NC A A R A R A fi A A fi NC

(Table 20 oontinued on next page.)



Evaluation o f I&d-BBgion % r  Issue  Statements
fo r  Control Group 4

S ta te ­
ments

Subjects
Total1 2 3 k 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 l4 15

m 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 NC 1 R NC NC R NC
m 1 1 1 R 1 1 1 1 1 1 R NC NC A A
OZ R R R NC R R R R R NC A NC R R R
m 1 1 1 R 1 1 1 R 1 1 A NC NC A NC
SL 1 1 NC 1 R 1 1 R 1 1 A NC NC A NC
SQ R R NC NC R R NC R NC R A NC R R R
01 R R R R R R R R NC R A NC R R NC
OB NC R 1 NC 1 1 1 1 1 NC A NC NC A A
OG NC NC NC 1 1 1 1 1 NC 1 A NC R A NC
OB R R R R R R R R R R A NC R R NC
or NC 1 1 R 1 1 NC 1 NC NC A NC NC R NC

T otal 1 12 3 9 8 16 21 12 11 10 7 22 4 3 12 4 159
T otal R 11 15 12 10 13 10 11 19 6 14 8 1 9 18 7 164
Total NC 7 8 10 13 1 0 7 0 15 10 0 26 18 0 20 135

a

Note.-m l = acceptance, R = re je c tio n , NC = noncommitment.
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Table 21

Svaluation of Ifi.d-BegloB Building Change Issue Statements 
fo r  Experimental Group X

S ta te ­ se ts
ments 1 2 3 4 5 ? 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total

Â A A NC A NC A NC A R R A NC
£ R A A A A R A A R A NC R
L NC R NC R NC A NC A R NC NC A
M A R NC A R A R A R R R A
0 NC R NC R NC A R A R R R R
R R R NC A NC R R R R A NC R
T NC R NC R NC R R R R R R R
V R R A A NC R R A R A NC R
Z NC R NC R R R R R R R R R
AB NC A NC A NC A NC A R R A A
A£ R R NC A A R R A R R R A
AI R R NC R NC A NC R R R A A
AN NC R NC R NC R R NC R R R R
AS R R NC A R R R R R R NC NC
A Î A R NC R A A A R A NC R R
BA R R NC R A A R R A NC R R
BF NC R NC A BC A NC A R R A NC
6Q NC A NC A NC A NC A R R A A
BR NC R NC R R R R R R R R R
BS NC R NC R R A R R R R R NC
BO R R NC A NC R NC A R R R NC
CA R R NC A A A A A R A NC R
CB NC A NC R NC R R R R R R R
CP NC R NC A NC A NC A R R A NC
CR R R NC K NC R R R R R R R
CS NC R NC R NC R R R R R A NC
CT NC R NC R R R R R R R A R
CX NC R NC R NC A R R R R R NC
CÏ NC R NC A A A R A R R A NC
CZ NC R R R NC A R A R R R NC

Total A 3 5 2 14 6 16 3 15 2 4 9 6 85
Total R 10 25 1 16 6 14 19 14 28 23 15 14 185
Total NC 17 0 27 0 18 0 8 1 0 3 6 10 90

N o te . - m i  =  a o o s p ta n o e ,  B =  r e j e c t ,  NC =  n o n o o a n i tm e n t .
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làb le  22

Svftluation of IfiLdUBogloa % r  losoe Statements fo r
Experimental Group A

S ta te ­
ments

Sobieots
Total1 2 ? k •j 7 6 9 % 12

D A A A A A A A A A A NC A
L R R R R R R R R R R R R
P R R R R D D R R R R R D
T R NC NC R R A A R R R R A
W R R R R R R R R R R R R
X R NC R R R R R R R R R R
T NC R NC R R A R R NC NC A NC
Z A NC A A A A A A NC R R A
BH R R R R R R R R R R R R
BF R R R R R R R R R R R NC
CB R NC R R NC R NC R R R R R
CF NC A NC A A A A A R A R R
CH NC A A A A A A A A A A NC
CS NC R R R R R R R R R R NC
CW A R A R NC A R A A A R NC
CI R NC NC R R R R R NC R R R
B6 R NC NC A NC A R R R R A A
DJ NC A A A A A A R A A R A
DE R NC R R R R NC R R R R R
DQ A A A NC NC NC A R A A NC R
DT A NC NC R R R R R R R A NC
DD NC NC A R NC A A R NC R A A
DZ R R R R R R R R R R R R
EK A NC A A A A A A NC R A A
SL NC NC NC R NC A A R A R A A
EQ R R NC R NC R R R R R R R
Qi R R R R R R R R R R R R
OB NC NC R A A A A R NC R A A
OG NC NC A R A A A A R R R A
CE R NC R R R R R R R R R R
Q£ A A NC R NC A A A R NC R A

Ib ta l  A 7 6 9 8 8 15 13 8 6 6 8 11 105
Total R 15 11 13 22 14 14 16 23 19 23 21 13 204
Total NC 9 1» 9 11 8 1 2 0 6 2 2 6 60

Note.—Ul = aSoeptanoe, R = re je o tlo n , NC « nonoogndtnent» D = 
duplioate  évaluation as both A and R.
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ïkbi* 23

Evaluation of HLd^Rmgo BalldLng Change Issue  Statements fo r
E ^ r im e a ta l  Group B

S ta te ­ Subieets
ments 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 H Total

A A A NC NC R R R R A R R
E R R R NC A A A R A NC NC
L R A A A R R R A R A R
H A R A NC R R R R A NC R
0 R R R NC R A R A R NC R
R R R R NC R A A R A NC NC
T R R R R R R A R R NC R
V R R R NC A A A R A NC NC
Z A R R NC R R R A R NC R
AB A R A R R R A R R NC A
AS R R A A A A A R A NC A
AI A A R R R R R A R NC R
AH A R R NC R A R A R NC A
AS R R NC R R R R R A NC A
Aï A R A NC R A R A R NC R
BA A R BC NC R R R A R NC R
BF., R R R R R R A R R A A
BQ A R R R R R R R A NC A
BR R R R NC R R R A R NC R
BS A R R NC R R R A R NC R
BJ R R R NC R R R A R A A
CA R R R R A R A R A NC NC
CB R R R R R R R A R NC R
CP A R R R R R A R R A A
CR R R R A R R A R R NC R
CS R R NC R R R A R R NC A
CT R R R R R R A R R NC R
CX R R R NC R R A A R NC R
CI A R R NC R R A A R NC A
CZ A A NC NC R A R R A NC R

Total A 13 4 5 3 4 8 14 13 10 4 10 88
Total R 17 26 20 11 26 22 16 17 20 1 16 192
Total NC 0 0 5 15 0 0 G 0 0 25 4 Ü9

Note.—A s  aooeptanoe» R » re je o tlo n , NC = nonooeeeltment*
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Xabl» 24

Sraltuition of lQ.d-Buigo Ih r  Issae  Statoam its fo r
Exporlmental Group B

State­ Sob.ieota
ments 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 è 9 10 11 Total

D A A A A A R A A A NC A
L R R R R R A R R R R R
P D R R A R R R R R D R
T R R R NC R A R A R A A
W R R R R R A R R R R R
X R R R R R R R R R R R
T A R R A A A R A R NC R
Z A A A NC R A A A A NC A
BA R R R NC R R R R R R R
BP R R R NC R R R R R R R
CB R R R R R A R R R R R
CP A R R A A R A A A R A
Œ A A A A R R A A A R A
CS R R R NC R A R R R A A
CW A A R NC R A R R R NC A
CX R R R R R R R R R R R
IS R A R A R A R R R A A
BJ A A A A A A A A A NC A
m R R R NC R R R R R A R
DQ A A A A A NC NC A NC NC A
DT A A R A R A R R R A R
DU A R A A A A A A A NC A
OZ R R R R R R R R R R R
SK R A A A A A A A A NC A
EL A A R A A A A R R NC A
SQ R R R R R R R R R R R
QA R R R R R R R R R R R
OB R A R A R A A R R NC A
OG R R R A R R R R R A A
OH R R R R R R R R R R R
01 R A A NC R A A A R R A

Total A n 12 8 14 8 16 10 11 7 6 16 119
Total R 19 19 23 9 23 14 20 20 23 14 15 199
Total NC 0 0 0 8 0 1 1 0 1 10 0 20

N ote.—A s  a o e^ ten o e , B = re je o tio ^ , NC = nonoommltment, D 
duplioate évaluation as both A and R.



Table 25

Evaluation of ffi.dUBeglon Building Change Issue Statements
fo r  Experimental Group G

S ta te ­ Sub.ieots
ments 1 2 3 4 5 é 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 l4 15 Total

1 R NC R R A R R A A NC R NC R NC A
E R NC A R R A A R R R R NC A A A
L A NC A R A A A R NC NC R NC A NC A
M R NC R R NC R NC A NC A R NC A NC R
0 A NC A NC A R R A R R R R R NC A
R R NC A A R NC A A R R R NC R A R
T R A R NC NC R NC R BC A R R R NC R
V R NC A R R NC NC A R R R NC R A A
Z R R A R NC R NC A NC R R R R NC A
AB R R R R NC R R R NC NC R R R NC R
AE A NC A NC A A A R NC R A NC R NC A
AI A NC R NC NC A NC A A R R R R NC R
AN A A R R A A A A NC A R R A NC A
AS R NC A R NC R R R R R R R R NC A
AI R A R R A A NC A A A R NC A NC R
BA R A R R NC R NC A A A R R A NC A
BF R R R R NC R R R NC A R R R A R
BQ R NC A R NC R R R NC R R R R NC A
BR R R A R BC R R A NC R R R R NC R
BS R NC A R NC R NC A NC R R R NC A

g

(Table 25 oontinued on nsoct page.)



Evaluation o f NQ.(L>Sogion Building Change Issue  Statements
fo r  Siq>erimantal Group C

i ts
ments 1 2 3 4 5 6 ' 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 i 4 15 Total

BC À NC R NC A NC NC R A NC A NC R R A
Gi R NC A R R R NC R R R R NC R: A R
CB R R R NC NC R NC R NC R R R R. NC A
CP R R R R NC R R R NC A R R R A R
CR R NC A A R A NC A NC A A A R NC A
CS R R R R NC R R R NC A R R R NC R
CT R R R R NC R R R NC A R R R NC A
(3. R R R NC NC R NC R NC A R R R NC A
c r R A A R NC A NC R NC A R R R NC R
CZ A NC A A A NC NC A NC A A A A R A

T otal JL 7 5 15 3 8 8 5 14 5 13 4 2 7 6 18 120
Total R 23 9 15 20 5 18 10 16 6 13 26 18 23 2 12 216
Total NC 0 16 0 7 17 4 15 0 19 4 0 10 0 22 0 144

N o te .- ^  = aoceptanoe» R = re je o tlo n , NC = nonoommitnent»



Table 26

Evaluation of HLd^Beglon Vbr Issu e  Statements
fo r  Eagperlmental Group C

State»» Sub.ieots
ments 1 2 3 4 5 é 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 i4 15 Total

D A A A R A R NC A A A R A R A A
L R NC R R A NC R R A R R R R R R
P R NC R D A D A D D D A D D A A
T R A A A NC R R A A A A R A R A
W R NC R R A R R R A R R R R A A
X R NC R R A R R R R R A R R A R
T A R R A A R A R A A A R A A A
Z A R A R A R A A A R A A A A A
El R NC R R A A R R A R R R R A R
BF A NC A A R A NC A R A R R R A A
CB R NC R R R A A R R A R R R A A
CF R A A R A R A R R R R R R R A
Œ R R R R R A NC R A R R R R R R
CS R NC R A A A NC A A A A R R R A
Ctf R NC R R R NC NC R NC R R R R R R
c r R NC R R R R R R A R R R A A R
DE A R R R R R A A R A A A R A A
W R NC A R A R A R A A A R A A A
EK R R R A A A A A R R A R A R A
DQ R R R R R R NC A R R A R R NC NC

g

(Table 26 oontinued on next page.)



Evaluation of !B.d-Rogion War Issue Statements
for Sq>erimental Group C

S ta te - Sub.ieots
m«its 1 2 3 if 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 lif 15 Total

or A R A R A R A A A A A A A A A
DD A NC A R R R R A NC A A A A R A
DZ R NC R R A A R R NC R R R R R A
EK A R A R R R R A NC A A A R R A
EL A R R R A R NC A R A A A A A A
BQ R A R R R NC R A A A R R R R R
QA R NC R R A NC A R NC R A R A A A
OB R NC A R A A A A A A R A R R A
06 R A A R R A R A A A R A A A A
OB R NC R R A A R R NC R A R R A A
01 A R A R A R R A A R R R R A R

Total A 10 5 12 5 19 10 11 16 16 15 16 9 11 18 22 195
T otal R 21 10 19 25 U 16 13 14 8 15 15 21 19 12 8 226
T otal NC 0 16 0 0 1 4 7 0 6 0 0 0 0 1 1 36

N o te , - m l  =  a c o e p ta n o e ,  R =  r e j e c t i o n ,  NC = n o n o o m m itm en t,  D =  d u p l i o a t e  e v a l u a t i o n  a s  b o th  
A a n d  R ,
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Tkbl# 27

Sraluatlon of lfi.d-BBgion Building Change Issue Statements
for Experimental Group D

S tate­
ments

Sub.ieots
Total1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

A NC R R A NC R A R A R R
E A A A A R A NC R A R R
L R R R A R R NC R A A A
M R A R A R R NC A A A R
0 A R R R NC A R A A R R
a A A A R NC R NC R NC R R
T R R R A NC R NC R R R R
7 A A A A R R NC R A R A
z R R A R R R NC R R A A
AB R R R A NC R R R R R R
AE NC A A R R R R R A R A
AI R R R R NC A A R NC A R
AN NC R A R R A A A NC A A
AS NC R R A NC R R R R R R
AI NC R R A NC R A R A A R
Bi NC R R A A A A R A R R
BF R R R R NC R NC R R R R
BQ R R R R R R R R R R R
BR R R A A R R NC R R A R
BS R R A A R R NC R R A R
BC A A NC A R R NC R R R R
CA A A A A R R NC R R R R
CB R R R A R R R A R R A
CP R R R R NC R R R R R R
CR R A R A NC R NC R A R R
CS R a R R NC R R R R R R
CT R R R A NC R R R R R R
CX R R R A R R A R R R A
Cl R R R A NC R NC A A A A
cz NC A A A A R NC R A R A

Total A 6 9 10 20 2 5 6 5 12 9 9 93
Total R 17 21 19 10 14 25 9 25 15 21 21 197
Total NC 7 0 1 0 14 0 15 0 3 0 0 40

Note.--A = acceptance I R = re je c tio n , NC = nonoommitment.
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Table 28

Evaluation of lfi.d-Begion Ear Issue Statements
for Experimental Group D

S ta te ­ Sub.ieets
ments 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total

D R R A R NC NC R NC A A NC
L A A A R A R R R R R A
P A D D D D A A D A D A
T A A R A A R R NC A A A
W NC A R R A R NC NC A R R
X NC A R R R R R R R R R
T A A A A A A NC A A A NC
Z A A A R A A NC R A A R
Bk R R R A A R A R A R A
BP A A R R A R A NC R A NC
CB NC A R R R R R R A R R
CF R A R R A R NC A A R NC
CE NC R A R A R A NC A R A
CS NC A R R A R NC R A R A
CW A A A R R R A NC A R A
c r A A R R R A R NC R R NC
DE A A R A A NC A A A A A
Du NC A A R A R R A A R NC
DE NC A R R A A A A A A A
DQ A R NC R R A NC R A R NC
DT A A R A NC NC NC A A A A
DO NC R A A A A R A A A NC
DZ NC A R R R A R R A R NC
EE NC R A A A NC R NC A A A
EL A A A A A NC R NC A A R
BQ A A R R R R R NC A R R
Qi NC A R R R R NC R A R A
OB NC A R R A R NC NC A R NC
OG A A R R A R A A A R A
OB NC A R R R R R R A R NÜ
01 A R A R A A A R R R R

Total A 15 23 11 8 19 9 9 8 26 11 13 152
Total R 3 7 18 22 9 17 13 11 5 19 7 131
Total NC 13 0 1 0 2 5 9 11 0 0 11 42

Note.—A = aocqptance, K = re je c tio n , NC = nonoommitment, D 
dup licate  evaluation as both ▲ and R.
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làble 29

P la c e m e n t  o f  E x tre m e  E ncU R eglon  S ta t e m e n t s  
o n  B u i l d in g  C hange I s s u e

S b q p e r im e n ta l g ro u p s  
T r a d i t i o n a l  P r o g r e s s i v e

S ta t e m e n t s  1  2  -  1  g  S ta t e m e n t s  1  2  ^  -  1

D 26 11 0 1 s 2 0 6 22
E 30 10 0 1 AK 2 0 8 32P 42 5 0 1 AM 1 0 11 26
G 28 17 0 1 AP 2 1 9 18
H 29 12 0 1 A1 2 0 7 22
N 26 11 0 1 BC 1 0 4 30
AJ 28 11 0 1 BD 2 0 6 20
AO 13 15 0 2 BH 4 0 7 20
An 26 11 0 2 BN 4 0 5 25BE 25 8 0 1 BP 3 0 3 25EH 31 9 0 1 EQC 1 0 6 27BI 23 10 1 2 BI 1 1 5 26
BJ 24 12 0 2 BZ 1 0 3 40
BO 31 12 0 1 CD 5 0 8 18
BVf

Tië Æ ? -i19
CÜ

'à
0
2 # #

(Table 29 continued on next page.)
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P la c e m e n t  o f  E x tre m e  E n d -B e g lo n  S ta te m e n t s  
on  B u i ld in g  C hange I s s u e

S ta te m e n t s

C o n t r o l  g r o u p s

S ta te m e n t s B -  1  B

D 29 12 0 0 s 2 0 7 33
E 36 13 . 0 0 AK 0 1 19 25
F 46 5 0 1 AM 0 0 11 31
a 33 14 0 0 AP 0 0 21 17
H 27 18 0 0 AX 0 0 12 28
B 27 21 0 1 BC 0 0 7 36
AJ 24 16 0 0 BD 0 0 11 22
AO 14 25 0 1 BM 3 4 10 22
AD 28 14 0 0 BB 4 4 9 27
BE 26 14 0 0 BP 0 0 14 28
BH 37 14 0 0 EX 0 0 14 25
BI 26 20 0 1 BI 0 0 13 27
BJ 25 20 0 0 BZ 0 0 5 45
BO 37 13 0 0 CD 1 2 18 17
BW 22W JSL

239
1
1

0
?

CD é _o
11 Æ
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Table 30

F la o e m e n t o f  E c tre m e  S n d -B a g io n  S ta t e m e n ts  
o n  M ar I s s u e

Pro-war
Eiperim ental groups

Anti-war
Statements 1 2 N -  1 Statements 1 2 N -  1 N

F 8 7 3 3 E 0 1 15 25
0 16 11 0 1 H 1 0 IG 2G
S 24 8 0 1 J 8 0 5 22
U 23 10 1 1 Q 2 2 4 37
V 16 14 0 0 BJ 2 2 8 32
BE 13 10 1 0 CG 0 G 14 27
BO 30 10 1 0 CE 4 1 7 32
GN 12 14 0 0 BC 0 G 12 19
d 8 12 1 2 œ 3 1 14 13
CZ 19 18 0 1 m 0 G 16 24
Bi 19 11 0 3 BP 1 G 4 43
m 33 5 1 5 DW 0 1 15 23
EU 12 13 0 G EB 2 2 10 14
BT J à 12 1 - â EH 2 G 13 16

248 155 9 17 CD _o
25

-0
10

- j â
155

-25
382

(Table 30 oontinued on next page.)
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F l a o e a s n t  o f  E x tre m e  E n d -E e g io n  S ta t e m e n t s  
o n  % r  I s s u e

C o n t r o l  g ro u p s

S ta te m e n t s 1 2 N -  1 N S ta te m e n t s 1 2 I -  1 £

F 13 8 5 1 E 0 3 10 29
0 7 15 1 1 H 0 0 18 14
S 20 12 0 1 J 10 4 6 12
u 13 22 2 1 Q 1 1 8 40
V 18 16 0 1 BJ 0 1 10 29
BE 17 6 1 1 CG 1 3 13 26
BO 29 12 0 1 CE 3 1 6 32
CB 18 13 0 0 DC 0 2 15 9
d k 14 2 1 BE 1 6 14 15
CZ 11 15 1 0 DB 1 1 18 25
m 13 13 0 1 BP 0 1 6 43
BM 40 8 1 1 Off 0 1 20 20
EM 11 14 0 0 EB 0 1 23 10
BT é n

EH
CD

0
-0
17

1
_1
27

14 13



APPENDIX C

Table 31

Information Sheet Data fo r E:qperimental Groups

A B c D Total

Sex
Male 7 6 15 11 39
Female 5 5 0 0 10

Age
18 3 1 4
19 2 1 3
20 2 2 6 1 11
21 0 1 3 2 6
22 4 3 3 6 16
23 1 0 3 0 4
24 or older 0 3 0 2 5

Major
Business 0 0 6 3 9
A griculture 0 0 6 3 9
Engineering 0 0 0 3 3
Biology 0 0 1 1 2
Chemistry 0 0 1 0 1
Physical Education 0 0 0 1 1
History 2 3 0 0 5
Economics 0 2 0 0 2
P o li t ic a l  Science 1 2 0 0 3
Psychology 2 0 0 0 2
In d u s tr ia l Arts 0 0 2 0 2
Speech and Drama 0 0 1 0 1

(Table 31 oontinued on next page.)
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Information Sheet Data for Experimental Groups

A B c D Total

Pine Arts 0 0 2 0 2
Math 0 1 0 0 1
English 1 1 0 0 2
Undecided 1 0 0 0 0

Class
Freshman 3 1 0 0 4
Sophomore 3 1 1 1 6
Junior 2 3 7 1 13
Senior 4 4 6 7 22
Graduate 0 2 1 2 5

Group A ff ilia tio n
A 12 0 0 0 12
B 0 11 0 0 11
C 0 0 15 0 15
D 11 0 0 0 11
A th letic 1 0 0 1 2
In te re s t 1 0 0 0 1
Church 1 0 0 0 1
M.scellaneous 0 2 0 0 2

Average of p a rtic ip a tio n 4.8 3.1 1.5 1.6

Note,—Position  on scale ind icated  by 1 , most a c tiv e , to  9» 
le a s t  ac tiv e .
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Table 32

Information Sheet Data for Control Groups

1 2 3 4 Total

Sex
Male 7 8 4 3 22
Female 6 8 10 12 36

Age
18 3 4 10 9 26
19 5 8 3 4 20
20 3 2 1 0 6
21 2 0 0 0 2
22 0 1 0 0 1
23 or older 0 1 0 2 3

Major
Business 2 2 0 1 5
Engineering 0 0 0 1 1
Math 0 0 1 1 2
Economics 0 0 1 0 1
Home Economics 0 2 0 0 2
Sociology 0 0 1 0 1
H istory 0 1 1 0 2
English 1 1 2 3 7
Medicine 1 0 2 2 5
French 1 0 0 1 2
A griculture 0 3 0 0 3
Undecided 1 2 2 4 9
Biology 3 2 0 0 5
A rchitecture 1 0 0 0 1
Computer Science 1 0 0 0 1
P o li t ic a l  Science 1 0 0 0 1

Class
Freshmen k 9 13 12 38
Sophsmore 6 4 0 3 13
Junior 1 1 0 0 2
Senior 2 2 1 0 5
Graduate 0 0 0 0 0

(Table 32 continued on next page.)
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Information Sheet Data for Control Groups

1 2 3 4 Total

Group A ff i l ia tio n  
Psychology c lass 11 12 3 15 41
Dorm 0 4 2 0 6
Sorority  or F ra te rn ity 1 0 1 0 2
IfiLscellaneous 0 0 1 1 2
None 1 1 5 0 7

Average of p a rtic ip a tio n 4.7 4.5 5.6 3.9

Note.—P osition  on scale  ind ica ted  by 1 , most a c tiv e , to  9» 
le a s t  a c tiv e .



A svm aa  D

InfoMBatlon S h e e t

M ale  

F em a le  

A ge 

M a jo r  

T e a r  I n  s c h o o l  

G roup a f f i l i a t i o n

V e ry  a c t i v e  V e ry  i n a c t i v e
p a r t i c i p a n t  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  p a r t i c i p a n t
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iM te r ito B  SS. ChUBftS SSËS.

V e ry  p r o -  V e ry  p r o -
t r a d i t i o n a l  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  p r o g r e s s i v e

2. Were you pleased or i r r i t a t e d  iiith  the  tape you ju s t  heard?

________ Very pleased

• Pleased

________ N either pleased nor displeased

_________ I r r i t a te d

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  V e ry  i r r i t a t e d

3* Was t h e  s p e a k e r  b i a s e d  o r  u n b ia s e d  i n  t h e  o p in io n s  h e  e x p r e s s e d ?

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  V e ry  b i a s e d

_________ Biased

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  I  am n o t  q u i t e  s u r e

________ Unbiased

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  V e ry  u n b ia s e d

4. Were the  arguments presented hy the  speaker propaganda or fac t?

________ AH propaganda

________ More propaganda than fa c t

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  C a n n o t s a y  f o r  s u r e

________ More fa c t  than propaganda

_________A ll fa c t
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awlttftUon of Vax U m »  Tape

Very pro- Very pro-
neoeselty  of ueeleaenees

w ar___________________________________________ of war

2. Were you pleased or i r r i t a t e d  with the  tape you ju s t  heard?

___________ Very pleased

__________ Pleased

__________ N either pleased nor displeased

__________ I r r i t a te d

__________ Very i r r i t a t e d

3» Was the speaker b iased or unbiased in  the  opinions he eiqpressed?

__________ Very biased

_________ Biased

________ I  am not qu ite  sure

__________ Unbiased

__________ Very unbiased

4. Were the arguments presented by the  speaker propaganda or fac t?

___________ A ll propaganda

_________ More propaganda than fa c t

__________ Cannot say fo r  sure

________ More fa c t  than propaganda

_________  A ll fa c t



va.
EvmiTWtlon of Ogg P osition  on B«i3.dlng Chogge Is ttte

Very pro- Vory pro-
tra d ltio n a l  progrosslye

build ing  tm ilding
change change

Evaluation jgf Ogg P oaition  on la m e

Very pro- Very pro­
necessity  uselessness

fo r  w a r___________________________________________ of war



1*2
PwMmd Ch*r*ot*ri*tiq# 3hft»t

1, What a re  your general réactions to  the questionnaires idiioh you 
have ju s t  ooapletedT

2. What do you f e e l  i s  being measured in  th is  survey?

3* W hat iB g>rovem ents c a n  b e  m ade i n  s u r v e y s  l i k e  t h i s  i n  t h e  f u t u r e ?

*• What issu e s  are  of most ioportanoe fo r  the  students on th is  oanqms?
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Table 33

Evaluation of Tape P osition

Building change

Experimental groups Control groups

A B C D 1 2 3 4

1 2.0 2 .4 5.8 5.5 7.0 1.0 1.2 8.8
2 .3 .2 6.0 6.5 7.3 1.5 2 .4 8.6
3 .0 3.2 8 .5 8.0 9.0 1.0 2 .4 8 .4
4 1.0 1 .6 7.1 6.0 7.4 .2 .0 6.8
5 1.3 1.9 8.0 8 .5 9.0 .8 2.5 5.7
6 2.0 .0 7.9 7.2 7.4 3.2 .5 7.7
7 2.5 .0 8.7 7.7 8.7 .0 4.0 8.5
8 .9 .0 7.0 8.8 7.2 .3 .2 5.3
9 .0 1.9 5.5 8.0 8.9 2.2 .2 8.9

10 2 .4 .8 9.0 8.7 7.9 .0 3.2 7.3
11 2.3 .4 8.8 7.1 7.8 1.2 1.6 7.7
12 .0 8.0 8.6 .3 .0 8.8
13 8.6 7.0 .7 .0 6 .4
14 8.0 1.8 3.4 7.7
15 .4 8.0
16 .8

14.7 12,4 115.7 82.0 103.2 15.4 21.6 114.6

(Table 33 continued on next page.)
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Evaluation of Tape Position

War

Experimental groups Control groups

A B C D 1 2 3 4

1 .8 .6 6.6 7.5 9.0 .8 2.8 8.5
2 .1 .6 8.1 6.1 7.3 .4 .7 8.6
3 .1 .4 8.8 8.8 3.2 2.2 2 ,4 8.2
4 .0 .4 8.0 6.1 8.0 .0 2.9 7.7
5 .4 .5 8 .4 8.2 1 .5 .8 .8 8.6
6 .1 .1 8.6 8.6 2.2 2.3 .4 7.2
7 1.1 .0 8.5 8 .2 2.0 .9 .0 6.6
8 .3 .0 6.5 8.1 8.7 4 ,4 .0 8.2
9 .0 .0 8.8 8.9 7.6 .8 1 .2 8.1

10 .2 2.1 8.7 7.2 8.9 1.1 .9 6.9
11 .1 .2 6.3 8.0 6.5 1 .4 .4 8.7
12 .8 8.8 8.7 .3 1 .1 5 .4
13 7.7 7.3 .0 2.3 6.2
14 8.0 .8 1 .4 8.8
15 7.8 2.7 8.0
16 1 .6 ____ _

4.0 4.9 119.6 8 5 I 7 100.1 20.5 17.3 115.7
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Table 34

Content Evaluation of Building Change Issue Tape

Experimental groups Control groups

A B c D Total 1 2 3 4 Tota

Very pleased 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 3
Pleased 1 5 k 1 11 1 7 6 0 14
N either p leased 4 6 2 5 17 5 6 4 3 18

nor d isp leased
I r r i t a te d 5 0 7 3 15 5 3 2 8 18
Very i r r i t a t e d 2 0 3 2 7 2 0 0 3 5

Very biased 4 4 4 4 16 4 3 2 5 14
Biased 8 5 9 6 28 9 12 7 7 35
I  am not qu ite 0 2 1 1 4 0 0 2 2 4

sure
Unbiased 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 4
Very unbiased 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 1 0 1

A ll propaganda 1 0 0 1 2 2 1 0 4 7
More propaganda 10 9 11 7 37 7 10 13 9 39

than fa c t
Cannot say fo r 0 1 2 2 5 2 1 7 2 12

sure
More fa c t  than 1 1 3 1 6 2 4 6 0 12

propaganda
A ll fa c t 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
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Table 35

Content Evaluation of War Issue Tape

A B c D Total 1 2 3 4 Total

Very pleased 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1
Pleased 0 0 2 1 3 2 8 4 4 18
N either pleased 2 1 2 0 5 5 6 6 5 22

nor displeased
I r r i ta te d 2 6 6 6 20 3 1 3 6 13
Very i r r i t a t e d 8 4 6 3 21 3 1 0 0 4

Very biased 10 6 5 6 27 5 3 4 0 12
Biased 2 5 10 3 20 6 7 5 12 30
I  am not qu ite 0 0 0 1 1 1 3 2 2 8

sure
Unbiased 0 0 1 1 2 1 2 3 1 7
Very biased 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

A ll propaganda 2 1 3 1 7 2 0 0 0 2
More propaganda 9 9 5 4 27 8 5 5 6 24

than fa c t
Cannot say fo r 0 0 0 3 3 2 6 3 3 14

sure
More fa c t than 1 1 8 2 12 1 5 4 5 15

propaganda
A ll fa c t 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 1 3



APPEMDIX F

Building Change Issue Statements

A A esthetics i s  the most important function a build ing name can
have.

D Building names should be kept in  the tra d itio n a l  nature of our
campus.

E Our new build ings should be ivy  covered.

F I t  i s  absolu tely  e sse n tia l to  m aintain our "ivy-covered" atmos­
phere throughout the campus bu ild ings.

G On the idiole, i t  i s  b e st to  m aintain an "ivy-covered" atmosphere
throughout the canpus bu ild ings.

H I t  seems th a t  i t  would be b e t te r  to  m aintain an "ivy-covered"
atmosphere throughout the canpus bu ild ings.

K The issue  of building name changes i s  not important enough to
warrant any la rg e  concern.

L ühe names given to  build ings should add to  the atmosphere and
promote the  in ten tio n s  of the in s t i tu t io n .

M The new build ings being constructed should be given a name to
honor an outstanding man, but the  old buildings can remain as 
they are .

N The college customs and tra d itio n s  should be maintained and
continued tdien naming fu tu re  bu ild ings.

0 Functional names undermine the beauty of • . »*s canpus.

R When the issue  of building changes comes up, i t  should be tab led
fo r  lack  of sign ificance.

S Change and adaptation are e sse n tia l in  the process of l i f e .

T Names of past U. S. P residents are  b e st fo r  college build ing names.
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V I t  d o esn 't re a lly  m atter vbat names one gives to  buildings»

Z Some of the bu ild ings should be named a f te r  outstanding • • ; *
citizens»

AB Building names should honor in te rn a tio n a l leaders and humani­
tarians»

AE ühe build ing  names, as they a re , are  very functional»

AI Host o ther colleges have dedicatory names fo r  th e ir  build ings;
■«toy d o esn 't •

AJ T rad itional names would be b e s t fo r  the buil d ings»

AK Modem and fu tu ris 'b ic  names would be most appropriate fo r  a 
college»

AM The casgms should be organized by build ings and names according 
to  cu rren t modem trends»

AM One of the  rooms in  'the new student union could be designated
■the Pioneer Boom»

AO Some of the  rooms in  "the new student union should carry  out a 
t ra d i t io n a l  theme»

AP Some of the  rooms in  the new student union should carry  out a
modem theme»

AS Lawn areas owned by the college should be used fo r  new buildings 
in s tea d  of buying new land»

AO Building names on caucus should be organized according to  i t s
many age old trad itio n s»

AX I t  i s  time fo r  a change in  the p resen t environment and arrangement 
of the campus»

AY The presen t environment and arrangement of the campus needs some 
more change toward p a tte m s  tdiich are already established»

BA The presen t environment and arrangement o f the campus needs a
g rea t deal of change toward p a tte m s  lAich are already established»

BC The presen t environment and arrangement of the oampus needs a
g rea t deal of change toward p a tte m s  tdiioh are new and d ifferen t»

BD The presen t environment and arrangement of the canpus needs some 
change toTrard p a tte m s  ttoich are new and d ifferen t»
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BE • h.;c» S ta te  College build ings tend to  f i t  the image of the
tra d i tio n a l  in s t i tu t io n .

BF On the tdaoley i t  i s  b e s t to  have building names such as Adlai
Stevenson H all or Bertrand Russell H all.

BH The new build ings being b u i l t  on oanqms should be constructed
in  an old b rick  p a tte rn .

EC On the whole, i t  i s  b e s t th a t  new buildings on canqms be con­
stru c ted  in  an old b rick  p a tte rn .

BJ I t  seems i t  might be b e tte r  to  have the, new buildings on canqjus
constructed in  an o ld  b rick  p a tte rn ,

BM On the idiole, i t  i s  b est th a t  new buildings on campus be con­
stru c ted  in  contemporary m ate ria ls .

BN The new build ings being b u i l t  on campus should be constructed
in  contemporary m ateria ls .

BO The '’ivy” atmosphere of our campus should be maintained fo r  the
fu tu re .

BP I t  i s  time fo r a change of campus building names to  break age- 
old tra d itio n s .

BQ Some new college build ings should be named a f te r  im portant facu lty  
members s t i l l  on campus.

BR New college bu ild ings should be named a f te r  important members of 
the ; •: « commmunity.

6S Some of the new build ings could be named a f te r  important members
of the  community.

6(J No new build ings should be named a f te r  important members of the
. # » community.

BW The names of the new buildings on campus should be t r a d i t io nal l y  
o rien ted .

I t  seems i t  would be b e tte r  to  have a more ’’modem” theme through­
out the  campus bu ild ings.

BÏ On the idiole, i t  would be b e tte r  to  maintain a more "modem” theme
throughout the campus build ings.

BZ I t  i s  absolu te ly  e sse n tia l to  have a "modem” theme throughout
the campus.
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CA The build ings do no t need any names a t  a l l  fo r they can be used 
by a l l  departments as open f a o i l i t i e s .

CB "Kendall Hall" would be a good name fo r the  adm inistration builcU
ing.

CD "Expression Square" i s  an appealing name fo r  the Humanities 
build ing.

CP I t  seems i t  would be b e tte r  to  have building names such as Adlai 
Stevenson or Bertrand Bussell H all.

CB No new college build ings should be named a f te r  im portant facu lty  
members on caoqnis.

CS One of the build ings on canq>us should be c a lle d  Lyndon Johnson
H all.

CT One of the bu ild in g s on campus should be ca lled  Eisenhower H all.

CU The names of the new build ings on campus should be up-to-date
or modem.

CK Some new caucus build ings should be named a f te r  t ra d itio n a l  U. S.
leaders of the  p a s t.

CÏ Some new campus build ings should be named a f te r  progressive 
leaders of the p a s t.

CZ Ï V »  S tate  College tends to  f i t  the image of an in te l le c tu a l
in s t i tu t io n .

War Issue Statements

D An in te rn a tio n a l peace force team should be allowed to  conduct
free  e lec tions in  Souldi Vietnam.

E American po licy  in  Vietnam i s  abortive and a needless waste of
human su ffering .

F We must respect and defend law and order.

H ühe more nations spend fo r  defense the le s s  re a l securiiy  th e i r
people have.

J  The e n tire  world should be governed by one in te rn a tio n a l body
possessing the only m ilita ry  power on earth .

L Hydrogen bombs are ju s t  bigger and b e tte r  bombs idxich should be
used in  war >hen necessary.



151
0 C itizens fe e l  a sense of pride and secu rity  in  our m ilita ry

strength*

P N eutral nations are  ac tu a lly  cowardly,

Q Human destruction  mast be avoided a t  any cost,

S Men mast sa c r if ic e  th e ir  l iv e s  to  preserve th e i r  country,

T Nuclear weapons may be used in  war only as the  l a s t  re s o r t ,

U War a lso  has good po in ts such as increased s c ie n t if ic  advancement
and employment,

V Wars often have to  be fought in  order to  obtain peace,

W There w ill  never be an end to  war; i t  i s  man’s nature to  f ig h t,

X War i s  an e ffec tiv e  measure since i t  provided a winner and a
lo se r ,

Ï  Those vh.0 follow sound p rin c ip le s  in  the long run, win,

Z An a lte rn a tiv e  to  war or surrender can be found i f  man would
only compromise,

BA In  war time o ther countries need to  accept our stands or become
our enemy.

BE There are times when war cannot be avoided,

BF The U, S, must support d ic ta to r  governments such as those in
Vietnam in  order to  prevent a Communist take-over,

BJ An immediate cease f i r e  under any circumstances must be a tta in ed
in  Vietnam,

BP A nation  th ich  i s  attacked should f ig h t  back,

BC We must use fo rce in  o ther coun tries before i t  i s  used on us,

CB There i s  l i t t l e  hope fo r  peace in  the fu tu re  since man i s  by
nature b e llig e re n t,

CF The South Vietnam government does not have the support of i t s
people,

CG The U, S, bombing of North and South Vietnam i s  comparable to
crimes committed by German Nazis,

CH There i s  g reat danger th a t war in  Vietnam w ill e sca la te  in to
World War H I ,
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CK I 'd  ra th e r  be Red than dead.

GN The North Vietnamese would overrun Vietnam and introduce Communism
i f  i t  w eren 't fo r American war e f fo r ts .

CS The g rea te r the amount of azmaments a country possesses the 
sm aller the  chance fo r  war.

CW I t  makes l i t t l e  d ifference idmt type of weapons are  employed to  
k i l l  men in  war tim e.

CK Relocation of Vietnamese peasants to  p ro tected  hamlets i s  a 
necessary s tra te g ic  and defensive measure.

CÏ The world w ill have to  f ig h t one more war against Communism then
we sh a ll have peace.

CZ We must support our country with courage and d ign ity  to  repel the
Communist menaam.

DA Right o r wrong, a c itiz e n  must support h is  country in  times of
war.

DC P ro te s t movements are sometimes e ffec tiv e  toward elim inating war.

DE The U. S. bombing of North Vietnam should be stopped idxen North
Vietnam i s  w illing  to  cooperate in  a peace conference.

DH The U. S. i s  acting  in  Vietnam sometdiat as the Russians d id  in
Hungary.

DJ Peoples throughout the world have the  r ig h t to  con tro l th e ir  own
destiny .

DK There i s  only one way to  get the Vietnam Communists to  the
conference tab le : we must convince them they cannot win.

UA Nuclear warfare i s  necessary.

IN The Ü. S. should not be f ig h tin g  in  Vietnam.

DP War i s  wrong a t  any tim e.

DQ Nuclear warfare would destroy the c iv iliz e d  world.

DT The U. S. i s  ready and w illing  to  nego tia te  peace in  Vietnam.

DO The contro l of nuclear weapons should be considered as a possib le
a lte rn a tiv e  to  reduce the th re a t of war.

DW The U. 3. in te rven tion  in  lo c a l wars throughout the world i s
unwarranted.
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DZ The only e ffec tiv e  method fo r  s e t tl in g  in te rn a tio n a l d i f f ic u l t ie s  
i s  fo rce .

EB Continued U. S. involvement in  lo c a l vars hurts the nation .

EH The war in  Vietnam i s  an unfortunate e rro r on the p a rt of the 
s ta te  department.

EE Nuclear weapons should be con tro lled  to  avoid an a l l  out war.

EL Perhaps we should consider stopping bombing ra id s on North
Vietnam i f  they are w illing  to  cooperate in  a peace conference.

EM At times the Ü. S. has an ob liga tion  to  intervene in  lo ca l
struggles throughout the world.

E!Q Nuclear war would only do tençoraiy  damage to  p a rt  of the world.

04 War brings out the b est q u a li t ie s  in  man.

OB War has some b en e fits ; but i t ' s  a big p rice  to  pay f o r  them.

OD War i s  a f u t i l e  struggle re su ltin g  in  se lf-d e stru c tio n .

OG Defensive war i s  ju s t i f ie d  but other wars are not.

OH There can be no progress without war.

01 I t  i s  good judgment to  sa c r if ic e  ce rta in  r ig h ts  in  order to
prevent war.



APPENDIX G 

Table 36

Own-Categories Sort on Building Change Issue
for Experimental Group A

Subjects
Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total Mean

Acceptance 1 1 2 2 2 1 4 1 2 1 1 1 19 1.58

Rejection 5 11 2 1 1 8 3 10 1 1 4 2 49 3.25

Noncommit­
ment

0 5 1 0 0 8 0 0 0 6 0 7 17 2.25

Total 6 17 5 3 3 17 7 11 3 8 5 10 95 7.92

Sub.iects
Statements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total Mean

Acceptance u 5 23 25 31 4 44 11 28 3 9 4 198 16.5

Rejection 49 50 30 36 29 32 15 23 32 1 52 15 364 28.25

Noncondt-
ment

0 6 ? 0 0 25 0 27 0 56 0 42 163 15.66

Total 60 61 60 61 60 61 59 61 60 60 61 61 725
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Table 37

Own-Categories S o rt on War Issue fo r  Experimental Group A

Categories 1 2 3 k 5 é 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total %an

Acceptance 2 3 1 2 2 3 3 2 1 2 1 3 25 2.08

R ejection 5 4 3 3 2 6 2 2 2 3 2 5 39 2.66

Noncommitment 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 3 0 3 0 5 15 1.25

Total 7 8 4 7 5 9 5 7 3 8 3 13 79 6.58

Sub.iects
Statements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total Hsan

Acceptance 20 21 11 18 22 28 37 15 22 24 19 19 256 21.3

Rejection 40 35 48 35 36 34 27 24 37 25 41 26 408 31.9

Noncommitment 0 4 0 7 1 0 0 20 0 11 0 15 58 4.7

Total 60 60 59 60 59 62 64 59 59 60 60 60 722



Table ]8

Otm-Categorles Sort on Building Change Issue 
fo r  Experimental Group B

Categories
Sub.iects

Total Mean1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Acceptance 2 3 1 1 1 3 2 2 4 1 2 22 2,0

R ejection 2 4 3 1 2 6 7 4 3 1 2 35 3.18

N ono ommitment 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 G G 5 3 11 1.0

Total 4 7 5 4 3 9 9 6 7 7 7 68 6.18

Subiects
Statements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total Ifean

Acceptance 23 5 17 12 13 23 26 43 23 9 22 216 19.64

R ejection 38 56 31 22 48 38 34 18 38 7 31 361 32.82

N one ommitment 0 0 13 27 0 0 0 0 0 45 7 92 8 .4

Total 61 61 6 l 61 61 61 60 6 l 61 61 60 669



Table 39

Own-Categories Sort on Vîar Issue for Experimental Group B

Sub.iects
Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total Mean

Acoeptanoe 2 5 2 1 1 5 6 3 2 1 3 31 2.82

Rejection 2 5 2 2 2 6 4 4 3 4 3 37 3.4

None ommitment 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 5 .45

Total 4 10 4 5 3 12 10 7 5 7 6 73 6.63

Subiects
Statements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total Mean

Aooeptance 27 26 23 18 22 29 26 26 23 11 33 264 24.0

Rejection 33 34 37 16 37 29 35 35 36 34 27 353 32.1

N oncommitment 0 0 0 27 0 1 0 0 0 15 0 43 3.9

Total 6o 60 6o 61 59 59 61 6 l 59 60 60 660



Table

Own-Categories Sort on Building Change Issue
for Experimental Group C

Categories
Sub.iects

Total Ifean1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 ik 15

Acceptance 3 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 3 4 2 4 1 2 2 31 2.07

R ejection 5 1 1 2 1 3 1 2 2 4 4 4 2 2 2 36 2.4

Noncommitment 0 4 0 1 1 1 3 0 2 2 0 4 0 6 0 24 1.6

Total 8 6 2 5 3 6 5 4 7 10 6 12 3 10 4 91 6.07

Subjects
Statements 1 2 3 4 5 é 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Total Msan

Acceptance 24 15 32 19 21 23 14 31 20 19 16 16 25 2 29 306 20.4

R ejection 37 11 29 37 5 28 18 39 18 28 45 32 35 8 32 393 26.2

Noncomndimient 0 35 0 5 34 10 29 0 23 14 0 13 0 51 0 214 14.27

Total 61 61 61 6 l 60 61 61 61 61 61 61 6 l 6o 61 61 913

S



Table 41

Own-Categories Sort on Tfer Issue for Experimental Group G

Categories
Subiects

Total Mean1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

Acceptance 1 2 1 1 1 4 2 2 2 3 1 1 3 5 2 31 2.07

R ejection 3 2 2 3 1 4 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 3 2 35 2.33

N oncommitment 0 2 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 7 .47

Total 4 6 3 4 3 8 5 4 5 7 3 3 5 8 4 72 4.8

Subjects
Statements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Total Mean

Acceptance 14 11 22 16 32 23 25 25 30 26 28 17 24 29 36 358 23.87

Rejection 46 22 38 44 25 30 24 38 23 33 33 44 38 30 25 493 32.86

Noncommitment 0 27 0 0 3 6 11 0 7 1 0 0 0 0 0 55 3.67

Total 60 60 60 60 6o 59 60 63 60 60 61 6 l 62 59 c 906 4.8

S



Table 42

Own-Categories Sort on Building Change Issue 
fo r  Experimental Group D

Sub.iects
Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 6 9 10 11 Total Msan

Aooeptance 2 4 11 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 35 3.18

Rejection 2 8 15 2 3 5 4 5 2 6 3 55 5.0

Noncommitment 3 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 1 0 0 9 .82

Total 7 12 26 4 6 7 10 7 6 9 5 99 9.0

Subiects
Statements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 u Total Mean

Acceptance 6 18 21 27 7 22 14 14 26 21 24 200 18.2

R ejection 20 42 40 34 30 39 25 47 28 40 36 381 34.6

Noncommitment 34 0 0 0 24 0 22 10 7 0 0 87 7.9

Total 60 60 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 60 668

&



Table 43

Own-Categories Sort on %r Issue for Expérimental Group D

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 7 8 9 10 11 Total Mean

Acceptance 3 10 1 1 6 2 3 1 5 4 2 38 3.45

R ejection 3 6 2 3 2 4 3 3 1 13 2 42 3.82

Noncomznitment 5 0 0 0 2 1 3 2 0 0 1 14 1.27

Total n 16 3 4 10 7 9 6 6 17 5 94 8.55

Sub.iects
Statements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 u Total Mean

Acceptance 25 38 27 17 31 14 20 15 45 14 29 275 25.0

Rejection 8 22 32 43 23 31 19 30 15 46 19 288 26.2

N onoommitment 27 0 0 0 7 15 21 15 0 0 12 97 8.8

Total 60 60 59 60 61 60 6o 6o 60 60 60 660

&



!Eable 44

Own-Categories Sort on Building Change Issue
for Control Group 1

Categories
Sub.iects

Total Msan1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

Acceptance 2 3 1 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 2 9 38 2,92

R ejection 2 3 1 2 2 2 3 2 5 3 3 2 6 36 2.77

Noncozamitment 1 1 1 0 1 0 4 0 0 4 0 8 0 20 1.54

Total 5 7 3 4 5 4 10 5 8 10 6 12 15 94 7.23

Subiects
Statements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 Total Mean

Acceptance 25 28 22 33 19 27 6 35 26 26 42 6 30 325 25

Rejection 26 28 19 28 31 33 30 26 35 20 18 15 31 340 26.15

NoncomnitBient 10 4 20 0 11 0 25 0 0 15 0 40 0 125 9.62

Total 61 60 61 61 61 60 61 61 61 61 60 61 61 790

g



Table ^5

Own-Categories Sort on VJar Issu© fo r  Control Group 1

Categories
Sub.iects

Total Maan1 2
i 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

Acceptance 2 2 2 1 1 2 4 4 4 3 3 3 9 ko 3.07

Rejection 2 2 2 1 3 2 3 2 4 6 3 2 4 36 2.76

N one ommitment 1 G 1 1 1 0 3 0 0 4 0 2 0 13 1.0

Total 5 4 5 3 5 4 10 6 8 13 6 7 13 89 6,85

Subiects
Statements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 Total Mean

Acceptance 20 25 26 23 9 33 26 37 21 16 37 19 40 332 25.5

R ejection 33 35 32 18 41 27 19 23 38 25 23 29 20 363 27.9

N ono ommitment 7 0 2 19 9 0 14 0 0 19 0 12 0 82 6.3

Total 6o 60 60 60 59 60 59 60 59 6o 60 60 60 777



Table 46

Own-Categories Sort on Building Change Issue
for Control Group 2

Subjects
Categories 1 2 3 4 5 é 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Total Msan

Acoeptanoe 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 4 5 1 1 6 1 2 3 35 2.19

R ejection 2 1 k 1 2 1 2 5 3 1 2 3 6 1 3 4 41 2.56

None ommitment 4- 3 6 1 2 5 0 0 0 6 2 6 0 1 0 4 40 2.50

Total 8 5 11 3 6 7 4 7 7 12 5 10 12 3 5 11 116 7.25

Subjects
Statements 1 2 3 4 5 é 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 i4 15 16 Total Mean

Acceptance 14. 18 4 25 19 9 23 17 40 27 7 12 33 13 36 15 312 19.5

Rejection 21 17 22 17 22 7 37 43 20 4 32 24 27 29 23 24 369 23.1

N onoonsnitment 26 26 34 19 20 45 0 G 0 29 21 25 0 19 0 22 280 17.5

Total 61 61 60 60 61 60 60 60 60 60 60 61 6o 61 59 61 961



Table 4?

Own-Categoiries Sort on % r Issue  fo r  Control Group 2

Subiects
Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 i4 15 16 Total Mean

Acceptance 2 1 3 1 1 1 2 1 4 2 1 2 5 1 3 3 33 2.06

Rejection 2 2 2 1 2 1 2 5 5 1 1 2 4 2 3 3 38 2.37

KonccHsmitment 2 2 2 1 4 2 0 0 0 14 3 5 1 2 0 6 44 2.75

Total 6 5 7 3 7 4 4 6 9 17 5 9 10 5 6 12 115 7.18

Subiects
Statements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 i4 15 lé Total Msan

Acceptance 18 9 28 18 11 25 36 6 29 10 9 17 28 8 36 14 302 18.88

R ejection 25 28 19 28 21 15 24 52 31 6 8 28 29 23 24 18 379 23.69

N oncommitment 17 23 13 15 28 20 0 0 0 44 42 14 3 31 0 28 278 17.37

Total 60 60 60 6 l 60 60 60 58 60 60 59 59 60 62 60 60 959



Table 48

Own-Categories Sort on Building Change Issue
for Control Group 3

Categories
Sub.iects

Total Mean1 2 3 4 5 é 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 ik

Acoeptanoe 1 3 3 3 2 3 2 4 4 2 1 6 3 3 40 2.9

R ejection 5 2 3 3 4 3 1 5 7 3 3 5 5 3 52 3.7

H onommnitment G G G 5 G 3 G G G 3 1 G G 5 17 1.2

Total 6 5 6 11 6 9 3 9 11 8 5 n 8 11 1G9 7.8

Subiects
Statements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 IG 11 12 13 Ï4 Total Msan

Acceptance 13 22 27 19 18 21 32 24 21 19 2G 30 22 22 31G 22.1

R ejection 48 39 34 17 43 24 29 36 41 11 23 30 39 18 432 30.9

N one ommitzient G G G 25 G 16 G G G 31 18 G G 2G IIG 7.9

Total 6 l 61 61 61 61 61 61 6G 62 61 61 6g 61 6g 852



Table 49

Oun-Categories Sort on War Issue for Control Group 3

Categories
Subjects

Total
1

Mean1 2 3 k 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Acceptance 4 3 3 2 3 2 3 7 8 3 2 8 6 4 58 4,1

Rejection 6 4 3 2 6 2 2 11 5 1 5 5 4 2 58 4.1

Noncoomi'b&ent 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 5 0 0 7 17 1.2

Total 10 7 6 4 9 7 5 18 13 6 12 13 10 13 133 9 .5

Subjects
Statements 1 2 3 k 5 é 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 ik Total Mean

Acceptance 24 31 23 25 23 17 40 24 39 27 10 38 33 25 379 27.1

R ejection 35 28 37 35 37 18 21 35 21 6 31 22 26 12 364 26.0

Noncommitment 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 27 20 0 0 23 95 6.8

Total 59 59 60 60 60 60 61 59 6o 6o 61 60 59 60 838



Table 50

Oun-Categorles Sort on Building Change Issue
for Control Group 4

Categories 1 2 3 4 5 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Total Mean

Acceptance 2 2 2 4 4 2 3 8 2 3 2 4 3 2 4 47 3.13

Rejection 3 1 1 4 2 4 3 9 2 2 7 3 5 2 3 51 3 .4

N one ommitment 0 8 7 2 0 0 1 0 1 3 0 1 11 0 6 40 2.67

Total 5 11 10 10 6 6 7 17 5 8 9 8 19 4 13 138 9.2

Subjects
Statements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 i4 15 Total Mean

Acceptance 20 14 9 26 26 26 36 29 32 17 14 22 15 28 17 331 22,1

Rejection 41 5 3 28 35 35 22 31 7 23 47 34 7 33 20 371 24.7

Noncommitment 0 41 49 7 0 0 3 0 21 19 0 5 39 0 24 208 13.9

Total 61 60 61 61 61 6 l 6 l 60 60 59 61 61 6 l 61 61 910



Table 51

Oun-Caibegorles Sort on War Issue for Control Group 4

Categories
Subjects

Total Mean1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 H 12 13 l4 15

Acceptance 3 2 3 1 5 4 3 7 2 2 9 1 3 3 3 51 3.4

Rejection 2 4 4 3 7 2 3 10 2 3 5 1 5 3 3 57 3.8

N oncommitment 1 4 5 1 0 0 2 0 1 3 0 11 7 0 12 47 3.1

Total 6 10 12 5 12 6 8 17 5 7 14 13 15 6 18 155 10.3

Subjects
Statements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Total Mean

Acceptance 25 8 13 u 28 41 23 24 13 17 40 5 9 26 8 291 19.4

Rejection 22 25 26 27 31 19 24 36 23 25 19 3 19 34 14 347 23.1

N oncommitment 13 27 20 21 0 0 13 0 24 18 0 52 33 0 38 259 17.3

Total 60 60 59 59 59 60 60 60 60 60 59 60 61 60 6o 897

g



APPENDIX: H

Table 52

Evaluation of Own P osition  on H etrio Scale Measurement 
by Experimental Groups

Group A Bar
Building
change Group B Bar

Building
change

1 8.45 1.90 1 6.95 3.55
2 9.00 4.60 2 8.50 2.80
3 8.85 4.35 3 7.10 3.70
if 6.60 7.05 4 6,20 1.20
5 6.80 2,10 5 8.60 9.00
6 7.60 4.70 6 8.80 .00
7 7.45 4.45 7 7.90 7.35
8 8.90 7.10 8 9.00 5.85
9 9.00 4.90 9 9.00 6.70

10 8.45 3.90 10 3.80 5.40
11 7.10 8.10 11 7.75 5.35
12 8.75 8.40

Total 96.95 61.55 Total 83.60 50.90

Mean 8.08 5.13 Mean 7.60 4.63

Total 792.37 365.50 Total 659.72 307.49

(Table 52 continued on next page.)
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Evaluation of Own Position on Metric Scale Measurement
by Experimental Groups

Building Building
Group C War change Group D War change

1 4.40 2.30 1 2.80 5.50
2 4.65 1.65 2 1.20 3.50
3 6.75 4.40 3 8.30 3.30
4 2.25 .40 4 3.70 5.40
5 3.45 7.50 5 5.25 5.65
6 1.80 3.20 6 6.05 2.05
7 2.80 1.40 7 1.60 2.30
8 1.45 .40 8 1.85 1.50
9 2.60 7.90 9 2.85 2.50

10 1.90 1.75 10 3.35 4.50
11 3.55 .60 11 .00 1.65
12 3.60 2.00
13 2.90 2.50
14 1.55 3.60
15 3.5 6.75

Total 47.15 46.35 Total 36.95 38.35

Mean 3.05 2.90 Mean 3.36 3.49

Total 175.69 230.75 Total X^ 181.35 158.99
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Table 53

Evaluation of Own Position on Metric Scale
Measurement by Control Groups

Group 1 War
Building

change
/

Group 2 War
Building
change

1 3.30 2.10 1 1.50 1.80
2 7.00 2.10 2 4.20 3.00
3 1.50 .00 3 1.20 4.00
4 5.15 2.00 4 6.10 .90
5 3.10 4.00 5 2.50 8.50
6 1.85 .00 6 3.80 3.50
7 2.65 1.65 7 3.70 2.50
8 5.25 9.00 8 ' 4.30
9 6.65 5.00 9 1.50 5.10

10 6,ko 5.80 10 3.30 .95
11 8.20 6.30 11 1.50 2.35
12 4.40 1.70 12 2.20 2.10
13 6.70 6.50 13 4.60 .10

14 —- .60
15 2.00 4.20
16 1.40 .75

Total 62.15 46.15 Total 39.5 44.55
Ifean 4.78 3.55 Mean 2.82 2.78

Total 352.95 249.71 Total 140.27 192.88

(Table 53 continued on next page.)
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Evaluation of Own Position on Metric Scale
Measurement Control Groups

Group 3 War
Building
change Group 4 War

Building
change

1 2.40 7.45 1 3.25 .00
2 4.05 2.20 2 3.80 2.10
3 2.05 3.00 3 5.30 2.50
4 2.70 .20 4 1.90 1.50
5 8.30 1.10 5 4.45 .45
6 3.10 .90 6 8.25 .20
? 1.80 2.90 7 2.60 .80
8 3.80 2.10 8 6.10 4.30
9 .30 2.15 9 6.60 6.55

10 8.50 3.05 10 4.90 4.30
11 7.30 2.65 11 1.80 1.70
12 1.25 .00 12 6.80 .00
13 4.05 .00 13 7.55 1.50
14 1.80 3.85 14 7.90 2.15

15 4.40 .00

Total 51.40 31.55 Total 75.60 28.05

Mean 3.67 2.25 Mean 5.04 1.87

Total 276.67 119.99 Total 444.36 103.44



APPENDIX I

Form E of Rokeach* s Dogmatism Scale

1. The United S ta tes and Russia have ju s t  about nothing in  common.

2. The h i p e s t  form of government i s  a democracy and the h ighest form
of democracy i s  a government run by those vho are most in te l l ig e n t .

3. Even though freedom of speech fo r  a l l  groups i s  a worthviiile goal, 
i t  i s  unfo rtunately  necessary to  r e s t r i c t  the freedom of c e rta in  
p o l i t i c a l  groups.

4 . I t  i s  only n a tu ra l th a t  a person would have a much b e tte r  acquaint­
ance with ideas he be lieves in  than with ideas he opposes.

5. Nan on h is  own i s  a he lp less and m iserable c rea tu re .

6. Fundamentally, the world we l iv e  in  i s  a p re tly  lonesome p lace.

7. Most people ju s t  d o n 't  give a "damn” fo r  o thers.

8. I 'd  l ik e  i t  i f  I  could fin d  someone tiio would t e l l  me how to  solve
my personal problems.

9. I t  i s  only n a tu ra l fo r  a person to  be ra th e r  fe a r fu l of the fu tu re .

10. There i s  so much to  be done and so l i t t l e  time to  do i t  in .

11. Once I  ge t wound up in  a heated discussion  I  ju s t  c a n 't  stop.

12. In  a d iscussion  I  o ften  find  i t  necessary to  repeat myself several
times to  make sure I  am being understood.

13. In  a heated discussion  I  generally  become so absorbed in  vhat I  
am going to  say th a t  I  fo rget to  l i s t e n  to  what the o thers are 
saying.

14. I t  i s  b e tte r  to  be a dead hero than to  be a l iv e  coward.

15. While I  d o n 't  l ik e  to  admit th is  even to  n y se lf , my se c re t ambitiom 
i s  to  become a g rea t man, lik e  E in s te in , or Beethoven, or Shakespeare.
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16. dhe main th ing in  l i f e  i s  fo r  a person to  -want to  do something 
inqjortant,

17» I f  given the  chance I  would do something of g rea t b e n e fit to  the 
world.

18. In  the h is to ry  of mankind there  have probably been ju s t  a handful 
of re a lly  g rea t th inkers.

19. Ihsz^e are  a number of people I  have come to hate because of the 
th ings they stand fo r .

20. A man who does not believe in  some g rea t cause has not re a lly  liv e d .

21. I t  i s  only -vdien a person devotes him self to  an id e a l or cause th a t 
l i f e  becomes meaningful.

22. Of a l l  the d if fe re n t philosophies idiioh e x is t in  th is  world there 
i s  probably only one ■«ôiich i s  c o rrec t.

23. A person vtio gets en thusiastic  about too many causes i s  l ik e ly  to  
be a p re tty  "wishy-washy" so r t  of person.

24. Æo oonpremise with our p o l i t ic a l  opponents i s  dangerous because 
i t  u sua lly  leads to  the  b e trsy a l of our own side.

25. When i t  comas to  d ifferences of opinion in  re lig io n  we must be 
carefu l not to  couçromise with those who believe d iffe re n tly  from 
the way we do.

26. In  times l ik e  these , a person must be p re tty  s e lf is h  i f  he considers 
p rim arily  h is  own happiness.

27. 3he worst crime a person could commit i s  to  a ttack  pub lic ly  the 
people vixo believe in  the same th ing  he does.

28. In  times l ik e  these i t  i s  often  neoessazy to  be more on guard
against ideas pu t out by people or groups in  one's own camp than
by those in  the opposing casqp.

29. A group idiich to le ra te s  too much d ifferences of opinion among i t s  
own members cannot e x is t fo r  long.

30. There are  two kinds of people in  th is  world: those mHo.0 a re  fo r
the t ru th  and those who are against the tru th .

31. %  blood b o ils  idienever a person stubbornly refuses to  admit h e 's  
wrong.

32. A person vdao thinks p rim arily  of h is  own happiness i s  beneath 
oontenqpt.



176
33* Host of the ideas fdiioh get p rin ted  nowadays a re n 't  worth the 

paper they are p rin ted  on.

34. In  th is  conçlicated world of ours the only way we can know id ia t's  
going on i s  to  re ly  on leaders or e3q>erts >dio can be tru s ted .

35» I t  i s  often desirab le  to  reserve judgment about id ia t's  going on 
u n t i l  one has had a chance to  hear the opinions of those one 
respec ts.

36. In  the  long run the b e s t way to  l iv e  i s  to  pick friends and associ­
a tes “viiose ta s te s  and b e lie fs  are the  same as one's own.

37. dhe present i s  a l l  too often f u l l  of unhappiness. I t  i s  only the 
fu tu re  th a t  counts.

38. I f  a man i s  to  accomplish h is  m ission in  l i f e  i t  i s  sometimes 
necessary to  gamble " a l l  or nothing a t  a l l . "

39. U nfortunately, a good many people with idiom I  have discussed i r ç o r -  
ta n t  soc ia l and moral problems d o n 't r e a l ly  understand id ia t's  
going on.

40. Most people ju s t  d o n 't  know id ia t's  good fo r  them.



APPENDIX J

Dotnaatism Scale Scores

A B C D 1 2 3 4

97 160 156 160 186 153 117 128
86 136 145 146 134 111 148 148

118 89 146 138 88 145 162 136
135 129 157 157 169 134 137 137
124 105 154 126 141 144 129 180
157 162 162 135 185 140 147 167
186 115 146 119 162 140 152 170
132 130 141 117 138 120 182 132
104 91 185 155 143 170 185 142
109 137 170 162 144 129 133 122
118 15^ 163 194 118 172 125 150
83 148 160 126 132 166

159 180 173 153 156 162
168 162 114 130
164 190 155
117 155

1680 1408 2502 1609 1941 2344 2019 2225
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