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SCOPE AND CONTENTS: This thesis is an attempt to examine the relation-

ship between the two attitudes of Dogmatism and Alienation, as an initial
step toward the coﬁstruction of a theory of the interrelationship between
attitudes as a future means of obtaining a deeper comprehension of

political 5ehaviour than is now possible. The two concepts will be

broken down into their constituent dimensions through Factor and Scalogram
Analysis and the relations between these sub-dimensions will be assessed,

as indication of the degree and strength of the underlying relationship
between the two major concepts. Two groups were chosen for the research,

a group of undergraduates following the Introduction to Political Science
Courée, at McMaster University and the City Council of the City of Hamilton.
The results of these two groups are not to be utilised for strict comparative

purposes, they will be used to substantiate each others sets of findings.
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INTRODUCTION

It would seem botﬁ a glaring and unfortunate omission in the
discipline of Pglitical Science, that, though there exists an ever-increasing
body of research on various attitudinal constructs, minimal effort has been
expended in examining what relationships exist between them. This thesis is,
in part, a preliminary yet partial attempt to remedy this deficiency. Uts
primary concern will be an endeavour to assess the relationship between the
concepts of Dogmatisml and Alienation2, as an initial step which hopefully
may spur future research and thereby culminate in an ultimate comprehension
of how belief-systems associate, of how attitudes relate. Its secondary
concern is methodological. Most multi-variate analysis of attitudes, of
the past, has relied on either Factor Analysis3 or Guttman Scalogram Analysisl‘L
to achieve its results, and little or virtually no analysis has been
effected on a comparative basis, that it, in analysing a given body of

data, the researcher has relied primarily on one of these two approaches

1 A full description of this term is contained in chapter one.
2 See chapter one for a full explication of this concept
3 The reader is referred to chapter three for a description of this

type of analysis

4 This method of analysis is explained in detail in chapter four
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and has not tried to obtain comparative and comparable results by
utilising both. Where the dual approach was uged,'it seems endemic that
satisfactory Guttman scales were not achieved, so that eventually there
is a possibility that some information may have been lost through this
inability to utilise both methods of aﬂalysis. In this thesis then,
both methods will be used in an attempt to obtain the maximum amount

of information from the data as is poésible.

Chapter One is therefore concerned with a full explication of
the concepts of dogmatism and alienation: their definition, usage and -.
utilisation in their research are compared with their treatments in other
relevant literature. The theory upon which their research is based is
also explicated as well as the underlying hypothesis derived from this
theory.

Chapter Two describes the methodology used both in the collection
of the data and in its analysis.

Chapter Three is devoted to the use of Factor Analysis in this
type of research and to its relevance, application and findings here and
conclusions based upon it.

Chapter Four follows the patter of the previous chapter except
that the Guttman Scalogram technique will be utilised.

Chapter Five will be the concluding chapter, summarizing the
findings on all hypotheses and according to all methods of analysis.
Conclusions in accordance with the research aism expounded throughout

the thesis will be drawn.

.
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DOGHMATISE AND ALIEHATION: AW EXPLICATION

PROBLEN
It appears that most present day theory and research on attitudes is
typically centred on the properties, determinants and the measurement of

single attitudes and beliefs rather than on attitude systems and belief

systens. It is the intention of this thesis, to move from the former type
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he concern here is not so much
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of analysis to

of concern.
as to how 'alienated' or, 'dogmatic' persons are, or how these features ere
related to voting behaviour or various socio-economic indicates but rather
how they relaté to each other. Incdeed it is not feasible to assume that
attitudes are relasted to each other, sc that if we wish to understand cer-
tain behavioural patterns, it is not more admissible to examine the
relationships between attitudes and then relate these findings to behaviour,
rather than try to explain what may have been a multi-motivated concepts,
in terms of a single determinant? This research then, proceeds on the
basis of the abo%e argurent.

Essentially dogmatism and alienstion were chosen because they have
come to figure prominently in the scholary literature on ettitudes which
has arisen in the past ten years or so and seéondlyﬁ because thev were

e

assessed by the author as attitudes which do have a strong relationship

pla

with each other. Indeed, if dogmatism and alienation prove to be related,

this should indicate that it is possible to eramine relaticnship between



2
all attitudes and hence possibly de&elop a comprehensive theory of how
attitudes relate to each cther as a means toward increased comprehension
of the behavicur with which individval attitudes are usually associated.
If no such relationship is here proven or indicated, this may demonstrate
the correctness of =resent approaches which utilise only one attitudinal

concept to illustrate or explain certain aspects of behaviour but more pro-

bably, it will demonstrate a wrong choice here in attitudes that perhaps

—t

these are not related, hut possibly others are. Should the second above

<

arfore, should

_.a

result be indicated herc, future attitudinal rescawrch
search for these attlLuoéé which are related and attempt to examine any
such relationships in atterpting to develop a theory of attitudes as
allucded to akbove.

Previocus concern on the part of the auvthor with the concepts of dogme-
tism end elienation in independent pieces of research initially led to the

ve relationshin between them

e

conclusions that there wes possibly a posit

and that this relationship cculd be deronstrated empirically. Also similer

3

items, in both dogmatism and alienation scales, seered to have the same

erity veained the question as to whether two

v

=

baslic referernts., This simi
independent, variebles were being dealt with.

Subsequent observatians of people who were consicered dogmatic by the

author tendecd to show that they also exhibited traits which could be sub-

g N

sumed under the category of alienation. This is not to imply that all

o
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alienated people are dozmatic or that all peonla who are aliensted

highly cdemmatic but that observetion of certain individuals tended to 111-

ustrate that there are frequent conconitant occurrences of beth. Indeed



3

it seems feasible to argue that dogmatism may have a masking effect on a -
person's perceptions of events in their society. An individusls’s dog-
natisr'nay obscure his perception of hisrole in society and thus contribute
to his alienated state. Conversely, one can imagine situations where an
individual's alienation hasthe effect on his cheracter to increase or in-
cubate a dogma?ic trait, or even instill one. Continued distrust of
politicians' motives as a resull of a perceived\inability to affect one's

gidity of thinking on this

&2

destiny in the community may contribute to a ri
issue or on any for example. It therefore becomes conceivable to posit
that there is a two waybrelationship between dogmatism and alienation with
each concept affecting the other, depending on the situation. At times it
may be dogmratism causing alicnation or contributing to it, at times the
reverse may be true. The exact interaction between the two concepts being
as yet unknovn.

This is not to assert that the concepts are unidimensional, for as
will later be posited, this is not seen as the case and multicimensionality
will be postulatéd. A1l thet is being argued here is that there is a
relationship betwecn the two conéepts. The means of proving this relation-
ship will be to denote the respective subdimensions of the concepts and
examine any relationship between dogmetism and alienation. This should
become more exnlicit as the research pfoceeds in that unidimensionzlity
is not to be assumed, as it is not implied, for either of the concepts.

Sore substantiation for the above postulated relationship may be drawn

from existing literature other than that specifically on the topics of
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alienation or dogratism. Lipset™ potes thatmany of the studies done in
political science, of public opinion, religion, family patterns and
personality, suggest that the lower-class way of life procduces individ-
uvals with rigid and intolerant approaches to politics. Thought it is by
no means esteblished that alienation is only a syndrome of the lower
classes, yvet there is evidence for noting that alienation tends to have a

higher incidence emong this class. So that following Lipset's statement

t is possible to infer that the higher incidence of both alienation and

t-te

dogmatic, intransigent views of life among the lower classcs may be
indicative of sone underiying relationship between these two concepts.
Likewise Connelly and Field2 indicate that non-voters and people less
interested in political matters are much more intolerant and xencphobic
than those who vote or have political interest. If the alienated are non-
voters or at least less interested in political affairs the same relation-
ship may be further indicated here.

It therefore becomes possible to assume that if autheritarian or dog-
matic attitudes are closely associated with allenation they may have & cor-
ren basis. Indeed as Lipset states '"the same underlying factors which pre-
dispose indivicduals toward support of extremist movements under certain
conditions may result in total withdrawal from political aétivity and con-
cern under other conditions".3 If this is in. fact the case, then the pre-

viously expounded component theory seewms to have some validity.,

1
S.M. Lipset, Political Fan, Hew York; Doubleday, 1960.

[p]

G.H. Connelly and F. K, Field, "The Hon-Voter, Who he is and what
he thinks", Public Opinion Cuarterly, VIII (1944}, p. 179,

3

Lipset, p. 116,
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Indeecd Gough in a study of anti-Semitic students and non-prejudiced
students foundthat less tolerant subjects, ie. those who were more rigid
in their views, also tended to illustrate a prevailing sense of pessimism
and lack of hope and confidence in the future, This less tolerant attitucde

was also closely related to Teelings of cynicisn, distivust, doubt an

2

Tre

picion: The high scorers feel that other people cannot be trusted, that
others will prey on them and exploit them and that motives such as rectitude
. . . r o w5
probity etc. are in fact more facades and fictions'. The above would
seem to help substantiate the fact that there is indeed a relationship
between the two concepts of dogmatism and alienation, as was in fact
hypothesised.
A 6 . . . .
Indeed as Adorno et al. point out a feature of their authoritarian
personality is a strong cynicism, component, closely associated with a
distrust dimension prohahly best exemplified by the statement, that most
people do not realize how much our lives are controlled by plots hatched
in secret places. Cynicism, it will later Le ergued, is seen as a mejor
component of alienatiom.
7 . - . . et e e e
Lane posits as one of the major compenents which form a political

alienetion syndreme the attitude that a person cdoes not approve of the

way declsions are made, the rules of the game are unfair, loaded,

i

H.G. Gough, "Studies of Socizl Intolerance. I Sore Iaychological
~and Sociological Corelates of Anti-Semitisw", Journal of Social
Psychology XXXIIT (1951), pp. 237-2u6,

5
Ibid., p. 2uk

T.Adorno et al., The Autheritaerien Personality. ¥ew York: Harpzr,

R. Lene, Political Ideclogy. Hew Yorl:; Frec Press, 1962, o, 162




illegitirmate; the Constituticn is in the same sense fraudulent. This
rejection of the existing political structure as 'unfair, loaded' and
'Illegitimate' seems to indicate more than a reasoned appraisal of the
situation but an inflexible response based on some intolerent conception
of what should actually te but is nqt5 and of what part a person should
play, but sees himself as being prevented from so doing. This ihx fact
could be a situation where the alienatedvstate is a response to some
‘dogmatic, rigid‘thinking or like assessment of some situation. In associat-
ion with the above, talking of the masochistic character of authoritarians,

. ) _
Fromm gtates that "these people show a tendency to belittle tmem,elveo,to
make themselves weak andfﬁot to master things. Quite regularly these pecople
show a marked dependence on powers outside of themselves, or other people
or instituticons, or nature. Accepting that alienated people often tend to
illustate a sense of weakness in the political sphere, often feeling they
cannot do anything to help change matters, belittling the system and their
ovn impotence within it and thus conversely illustrate their own need to
play an effective role in order not to be alienated, one can see further
relevant common bases between alienation and authoriterian personality
causes a person to have a need for some authority over him to overcome
their weakness, so possibly this is the sere, if not relatecd, need that the
Qllenated has in order to give himself a sense of belonging and cease to be
alienated. If so, this further indicates some deeper underlying common
trend, as earlier posited.

Though most of the above inferences are only immressionistic, never-

theless they do seer to offer some substantiation to the thesis that there

0

E. Frommn, Escane fron FPreedom. lew York:; Farrar & Rinehart,l1S4l




is en underlying relationship between dogmatism and alienation, though
the degree of this mlationship remains obviously uncertain.

Intuition and impressions however, ave not solely responsible for
indicating that these two concepts may be related. Some further substan-
tiation for the above statements is to Tound in the specific literature.

9 . A . . . . » . X
Dean found that a positive relationship did exist between alienation and
authoritarianisn, as measured by the 'F' scale. Gunther noted that 'a

degree of dogmatism was found to be a powerful predictor of political
rao s n 10 e s .
personal-role cefinitions', = and that high dogmatic persons tended to
sos g ) ) 11 .
have a sense of low political efficacy. MHcClosky and Schaar = associate
anomy with dogmatism, and hypothesize that anomy may be the result of sociel
forces or may be the result of certain personality traits. They conclude

that the inflexible person is more likely to be enomic than the flexible

. 12 ] . . .
person. Cunningham ~ gtates that "those who withdraw from society either

o :
~ . . °
n.Nean, "Alienation: Its Yeasurement and

Sociolorical Review XXVI (1961), pp. 753-75¢.

e

eaning’, American

1Y
ot

10 . . . .
¥. Gunther, "Personality and Personal Efficacy', paper presented
to the 1969 annual reeting of the Canadian Political Science Association,
June 1969, n. 5.

11
=M, McClosky and J. Schear, "Psychological Dimensions of Anomy'",
American Sociological Review, X¥X (1965), pp. 14-40

12
R. B. Cunningham, An Approach to the Problems of Development:
Achievenent, Alienation and Degmatism among Jordanian Teachers. Unpublished
Ph. D. dissertation, Department of Government, University of Indisnz,
Septester 1267, p. 22,
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psychically or physically are more apt to see issues in a dogmatic menner'
and finds a positive but week correlation between dogratism and alienation.

o . . - 13 . . . .
Struening and Richerdson™ gtated that alienation and authoritarianism were

overlapping concepts end found a correlaticon of .41 between them. They also

inferred that feelings of emotional and interperscnal distance and
authoritarianism are part of a mere general alienation syndrome.

All the above evidence serves te indicate that dogmatism and alienaticn

were related. In fact it cen be hypothesized that somevhere within these.

two major dimensions 1s a point where they coelesce into a dogmatism-

alienation component. This would in essence be a point where the relation-
ship is so close, so fine, that it is indivisible. This core essentially

only become alienation or dogmatism when it becomes manifest at a societal
level in response to some stimuli from within or without, and it would only

relation—

s
o+
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be at this societal level, the secondary suricce level

9

ship 1s measurable. However it is hoped that when it is isélated and mea-
sured that some substantiation is obtained for the existence of this inner
component.

If either of these two levels of relationship can be defined, then
the import Tor the comprehension of behaviour rust be apperent, Inuiead
of attempting to explain or predlc+ behaviour in tésns of one attitudinal
wtivant, we will then be able o refer to multi-motivants and thus hope-

Ffully evince a higher degree of validity from the reou1t , than has often

. Struening and E. Tich
of the Alienation, Anony and A
Sociological RPeview ¥¥X (1965

Factox fna lyt;o Prplanation
nism Domain®, American

11
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been the result in the past.
HYPOTHESES
The ebove theory was therefore responsible for the  formulation of the

initial hypothesis, that there is a positive relationship between dogma-

tism and alienation.

With regard to further hy has made the arguement

that the more educated a person, the higher his age and the more he is

politically active, the more consistent will be his answer to the type of
questions upon which this survey is based., Logically extending this argu-
ment, it would be argued, for example, that the responses of a group, such

as a bddy of students, will be less consistent, illustrate greater error

varviance and generally manifast lower reliability than those of another

group, such as political activists. This in fact leads to the second hypo-

thesis, that, as a relationship will be demonstrated between dogmatism and
alienation so the relationship of dogmatism and alienation will be higher
in the case of the second group, the activists.

As there is some evidence in he existing literature as a basis for

the above theorv so there is also substantiation for the remaining hypo-
v < Py

theses underlying this research., Dean™ postulatad that alienaticn was the

1y -
sum of three sub-dinensions which he named powerlessness, normlessness and

T

social isolation. He isclated varicus degrees of relationship between

them, noting generally that the correlations were above the .01 level of

14
P. Converse, Hature of Belief Systems in Mass Publies”,
in D. Apter, Iceology and Discontent. Hew York; Glencoe Free Press, 196U,

3 = 3 e

15D. Dean, p. 758,



sipgnificence and therefore the subdimensions belonged to the game concept,
though there appeared to be enough independence to wavrant treatment as
. . ., A6 . . . e .
independent variables. Davids  isolated five interrelated attitude dis-
positions, ego-centricity, distrust, pessimism, anxiety and resentment

. . s . . 17
which he adjudged as comprising an alienation syndrome. Seeman  ,uoted
five major ways in which alienation had been used in the literatures,
indicating them as powerlessness, meeninglessness, normlessness, isolation
and self-estrangement. The point to note here is not the profusion of
meanings themselves, but that such profusion was attributed to the one con-

cept, alienation. As so many authors have found or posited that alienation

was comprised of several subdimensions, so it seems feasible to do like-

”
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wise. So that, even though one has not the same definitior
as these others, nevertheless it is hypothesized that alienation here will
also prove to be multidimensional. The question of the exact dimensions
may only be resolved through factor analysis, though it is predicted, given
the fact that the items used in this research have already been used else-
where and the Fact that powerlessness has continually been isolated, that
one of the alienation subdimensions in this reseerch will prove to be

this component. Likewise for the same reasons it is also posited that

distrust, cynicisn and social isolation will also result, It is not, how-

16
A. Davids, "Alienation, Socid Appercepticn and Lgo Involvement”,
Journal of Consulting Psychology, XIX (1965), pp. 21-27.

17, . . L . . . .
M. Seeran, "On the Meaning of Alienation®, Americsn Sociological
Peview XXIV (1J5“), pp. 783-751., See also A, lieal and S. Rettig, '"On the
Multidinens 1onc_llty of Alienetion", Awerlcan Sociological Review XXXII

Caal
(1967), , pp. 5U-6lL.
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ever, possible to state exectly which of these sub-dimensions will be
isolated, but, given the findings of past research, one can at least hypo-.
thesize that alienation will prove to be multi-dimensional, its exact com-
ponents being amongst the above.
) . s \ : ;.18 . . .
From this, and noting Dean's, Simmon's and particularly Struerning

~

and Richardson's findings where they infer from their results that their
two scales of alienation and arthoritarianism, ﬁeasure different aspects
of a complex interrelated domain even though they share common elements,
it is further postulated that alienation here will tend to promote the
idea that it is composed of discrete dimensions. The latter half of
Struening and Richardson'é conclusion is pafticularl\ important for
understanding the<@omponent.theory outlined earlier.

Because alicnation was defined as it was and its scale constructed
in close association with this definitionl9 I would further hypothesize
that within each sample overall, alienation will exhibit a high degree of
internal consistency within each dimension. As it will prove to be multi-
dimensional so its subdimensions will illustrate high degrees of internal
consistency within thenselves. This latter postulate is made because wost
o6f the alienation items used inthis survey have been utilized before, have

exhibited acceptable degrees of internal consistency in these earlier

scales and because 1n this research the definition of the concept was close-

ly

18
J. L. Simmon, "Some Intercorrlations Among Alienation Measures™,
Social Forces XXYVIII (1956), pp. 370-372.

19
See Chapter II for the operationalization of alienation and
dogmatism.
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associated throughout its conception, with its own operationalisation.
Following the above concern with alienaion, it is possible to make
similar predictions for dogmatism, by way of introduction to the concept.

20 , . .
1. Rokeach = illustrates wvhat dimensions zre veferred to by what items

. . 21 .
in his scale = and also notes the lack of a consistent underlying

ideology, ie. he claims his scale is ideological-content free. It there-
fore seems logical to note for hypothésis four that dogmatism will prove
to be multi-dimensional, though this essen%ially is saying very little.
However the interesting point remainz that one can not be sure what will
be the major underlying Qimensions. Alsc severnl items of the Rokeach

scale may have lost their salience to certain scctors of scciety, notably

oung people, thus it could be posited that the major dimensicns which

<

e§olve will not be those @ defined by Rokeach. The categories will be
broader to allow for this loss of saliencc of certain iterms. This will

in fact mean thot meny items will return low reliability ficures so tha
hypothesis four may be adjudged as, dogmaism will prove to be multi-
dimensional when tested will illustrate lower internal. consistency figures
than alienation.’ These major categories which do evolve will still
hopefully combine into a measure of dogmatisnm end will also rebate to

alienation.
1 1

The question of which dirensions will be Tound within dogratisw re-

nains ¢ifficult to resolve. However, given the fact that Rokeach illus-

20
M. Rokeach, The GOpen and Closed Mind. New York; Basic Books,19560

3

21
Rokeacir, »n, 73-20.

s
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trates that two of or dirensions are intolerance and authoriteria-

nisn, it is postulated that these will be two components which will be
found. Because nost of Rokeach's reraiping dirensions contain only a few
items, whereas the above two do not_and also because it is postulated that
this scale will exhibit a high degree of redundancy, it is not practical

2 a.

to conclude thet any further dimension will he equivelent to Rokeach's,
This redundancy’should affect the two abo%e subdimensions by removing only
a few items, though not in sufficient numbers to remove the dimensions
from the scale. W¥Within the remaining categories however there seem common
trends, so that even noting posgible recdundancy, it is possible to coficlude

that other major dirmensicrs will evolve throuch the cormbinaticn o» zny re-

maining related items. There seem te be two doninent themwes once intole-

rance and authoritarianism are removed, and they are 1) a certain »igidity
in views and 2) a tendency toward stubborness of opinions. It is con-

ceivable because the themes are similar and because meny of the items will
be redundant that they may actually factor as one dimension. So that it

is postulated that dogmatism will factor into intolerance, authoritarianism
rigidity and/or stubborness,

PROBLEI RESTATEMENT

Given these hypothetical subdimensions for dogmatism and Cynicism,
Powerlessness, Distrust and/or Isolation for alienation and give the
various impressions obtained from the literature it is possible to hypo-
thesize relationships bhetween these dimensions. In general 1t is positec
that all the dirmensions will illustrate varying degrees of relationship.
with each otrer, that they will in offedt 211 prave to be nossitively

.this research, that there is an underlying rclationship between dog-



1
matism and aliemation and in accordance also with what were general
impressions obtained from the literature. Indicating relationships
between all these subdimensions of the two major concepts should

indicate the actual relationship between dogmatism and alienation.

4.7

In particular, following Gough, it is postulated that Intolerance
would be positively related to Cynicism and Distrust; following Adorno
it is posited that Authoritarianism would be strongly related to Cynicism
and Distrust and following Fromm it is hypothesized that Authoritarianism
would be strongly related to Isclation and Powerlessness. Other dimen-
sions sould illustrate varying relationships with each other, but these
above are indicated because, on the basis of the literature they were
assessed as being the predominant relationships between what could possible
be the subdimensions of dogmatism and alienation.

Should these above dimension emergs in this research, the above rela-

N
L

tionships are those which, in such a case, would be hypothesized as
existing. They will not be tested here as testable properties because of
the as yet indeterninate nature of what are likely to be major dimensions,
ﬂwgﬁ,ﬂmﬂdtmmefmﬁmmcmmgeaspwhﬂamd,Hmmzdmw:mﬂmimr
ships will be aliuded to accordingly.

Before making some cdefinitional remarks concerning the two concepts'
several comments on the literature of these concepts are necessary. First,
little scholarly work exists relating the concepts as defined in this re-
search and that what research that has been effected relating alienation

~

and other attitudinal variables is predicated upon differvent definitiens,
thoush ae was noted, there is @111l some utility for this research. Secondly

what literature that there is on alienation is primarily concerned with the

relationship between this verieble and such factors as voting, political



participation and socilo-economic characteristics.

DOGMATISH: DEYIHITION

Most of what is known about dogmatism is the result of research done

. \ .2 .
by Milton Rokeach in The Open and Closed Mind 2 and this present research
owes a great deal to him, notably the definition of dogmatism and the con-

. cern with the nature of belief systems. To Rokeach dogmatism means

"a closed way of thinking which could be asseciated
with any ideology regardless of content, an author-
itarian outlock on life, an intolerance toward those

with opposing beliefs end a sufferance of those with
similar beliefs."

N
L

Dogmatism then, for this research, means a network of closed belief/dis-
. ) . s . 2h

belief systems, or more explicitly the tendency to be closed minded,

not only on single issues but on networks of issues.

Essentlally Rokeach was concerned with examining belief systems, the
extent that a system is 'open' or'closed! and to do this he designed a
Nognatism Scale, which allows him to measure individual differences in the
cpenness of belief systems. From the theory that was the generating force

behind the scale, it also allows hHm to measure general authoritarianisr

. ’ 25
end general intolerance. Rokeach argues that the 'F' scale used

A -
24 . . .
Explained in the following pages.
25
- "Because of the way we have defined open and closed in Chapter
III, the scale should also serve to messure ceneral authoritarienism

and general intolerance', Rokeach, n. 72.
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26 . s . . .
by Adorno = yas specifically a mecasure of right authoritarianism rather

2

than of authoriatarianism in general. A measure of general autheritari-

anism, he stipuwlated, nust be free of ideological content since it is
found in people of very political persuasion as well as in art critics,
lMethodist and Freudians. He therefore formulates what he considers to he

"an ahistorical, contentless way of thinking about
intolerance, independent of the specific sroup
discriminated against, equally applicable to dif-
ferent persons of history andto all kinds of in
tolerance within a given period of histopy."27

Thus, the dogmatism scale that is devised to measure individual difference
along an open-closed con?inuum and also to neasure general authoritaria-
nism., IHonetheless, Rckeach's depzrture doces raise some problems. Ry
definition, the concept of dogmatism utilised here differs from that of

1

tauthoritarianism' of Adorno andfor that reason as most work relating

authoritarienism and elienation is based on the 'F' scale, it has only

28

partial utility here. As indicated, it is useful for providing some

=)

basis to theoretical underpinnings of the research, thoush unfortunately

26 . . . .
T. W. Adorno, et al., The Authoritarian Personzlity. Iew York;

Harper, 1850.

27
M, Rokeach, p. 16,

28

I do not propose to go into the various merits of the different
approaches to 'authoritarianism'; the interested reader is referred to
Rokeach, pp. 1-30, for merits, validity etc.; suffice to say I accept
Rolzeach's arguments on this issue. See alsc E.A. Shils "Authoritarian-
ism: Right and Left", in R. Christie, and 1i. Lahoda, (eds), Study in
the Scone and Method of the Authoritarian Pewsonality. Glencoe, IITI.:;
Free Press, 1654; J. P. Kirscht and R. C. Dillehay, Dimensions of Author-
itarianism: A Review of RNesearch and Theoryv. Lexington, Kentucky: 1967.
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divect comparisons between the results of the research and that of earlier

endeavours in this field will not be possible because of the differences
in definitions upon which they are based. Even where nominally the same
concepts are used, variations in definitions negate direct comparions.
The results and findings of other research, as indicated, are used how-
ever wherever possible to substentiate as much of this research as pos-
sible, though generally, for one reason or another, their contribution
is minimized.

What in fact is meant by an 'open' or 'closed' mind? To enswer this

question, Rokeach defines the notion of a belief/disbelief system. The

"belief system is conceived to represent all the
beliefs, sets, expectancies @ hypotheses, conscious
and unconscious that a person a2t a given time accepts
as true of the world he lives in. The disbelief sys-
tem is comprised of a set of subsystems rather than
mercly a single one and contairzs all the disbeliefs
expectencies, conscious and unconscious that, to one
degree or agother, a verson et a given time rejects
as False."?

erson's total frame-

g

Therefore, a belief/dishelief syster represents a
work for comprehending the universe to the best of his ability.
Rokeach ettributes three cdimensions to 2ll helief system: 1) a belief-

disbelief dimension; 2) a central-peripheral dimension; and 3) a time-

30

perspective dimension. The sum of these three dimensicns is the mind,

~

and the composition of

-t

he dinensions determines whether it is open or

w
D
0]
-
¢

\okeach, pp. 28-

C for a fuller description of the conc

0]
vJ
ct
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close., Dognatiswn, and euthoriterianism are synonyrous with a closed be-
lief system. Persons scoring high on the scale are asserted to have a
relatively closed systen and persons scoring low are assumed to have re-
latively open gsystem. Thus, Rokeach's work provides: 1) an initial in-
dication of what belief systems are; 2) an indication of the complexities

O

=

their composition; and 3) some basic conceptual tools to deal with these

conmplexities by promoting an analysis of how components of belief systems

hang together.
There exists in political science a vast volume of literature on
alienation, though thisgives no indication of the problems raised by the

concept. Though alienation has been treated extensively by political

P Sy,

scientists, psychclogists, soclologists and cdthers, there remain several

areas of concern. First on general issued, there is a remarkable lack

h}

of agreement on both the definitions and usages that the concept has re-

ceived and this is menifest throughout the literature. Another problem iz

ot

that much of the literature concerns itself with the relationship between

alienation and various socio-economic factors and very little attenticn is
devoted to the relationship Letween this concept and other attitudinal
variables. Vhat attitudinal relationships that are found are also really
of miminal substantive importance for this study, because they con-

centrated on the association between alienation and that type of author-

1 is best exemplified by the Celifornmia 'F' scale and which

s 9
1

itarianisn whic
is not congruent with the definition of dogmatisn, thourH as illustrated,
it retaims some utility.

ALIENATION: DEFIHITION

fde

in th

Ll

The definition of alienaticn used

resolving past problems, nevertheless endeavours to present a format which
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may be acceptable to most scholars in the future and thus avoid most of
the polemic which has plagued the topic in the past. Taking as a depar-
ture point most early definitions, a definition of the concept has been
constructed which hopefully may be acceptable to all. The definition of
alienation was obtained through a dual process. In the first instancé the
departure point was most early definitions, in so far as the alienation

(3

literature was analysed for areas of consensus. Indeed it is unfortunete
that much time has been spent arguing the merits of one definition of
alienation over another and little time has been spent noting the vast
amounts of consensus which do exist throughout.

In the second stage four people were asked to draw up a list of
characteristics which they considerec that a person who wes alienated
would exhibit. The rationale for this approach was taken fromn the
following statement of Rokeach; "lonz hefore we were able to define the
phenomena of ideological dognatism explicitly it seemed clear thot it
erred to a nurther of LhingS”Sl where he indicates that this type of
intuitive approach has a certain degree of inherent validity in de-
lineating the concept in question. However, intultion alone is not a
sufficiently rigorous tool, so the research Dﬁocececd fron this point.

The four lists were then corpared with another draw up by the author,

which was the result of an carlier endeavour in this field.

21 would like to thank here particularly K. Jones of the Department
OF PPllO sophy , S. Blackrore, Department of Political Scicnce, both of
MeMagter University: V. I Ferran and M. Marsh of the Departrent of
Governncnt, University of Te scx, Colchester, Fosex, Englend. Mv list is
the result of thethird yeor serdneav i The Fsychcloey of Polities' at
the University of Essex, Colchester, YNssex, Fngland, where I an Turther
indebted to the teachings of Professor J, Y. Thomas.

e
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The five lists were then broken down into groupings, ie. the items of the
test were categorized and classified accordingly to what they were
perceived or alluding to. Five majer caltegories evolvecd which were nared
as the following: a perceived lack of power in conmunity affairs; a
distrust of those who hold power positions (any); degrees of political
cynicism; social discrientation; and personal disorientation. The last
two were later subsumed under one category., Using the classifications
ﬁiicx were extracted from into a coherent a theory of alientation as was

possible.

As Thompson and Horton = point out

-

'political alienation is most accurately understood

an an- emergent response to social structure in action,
a reaction to nerceived inability to influence or to
control one's social destiny”

Alienation, therefore, 1s seen s en erperienced state, induced and

determined both situationally and psychologically, in which an individual
feels a perceived lack of power in community affairs and distrust of
those who hold power positions, as well as exhibiting a high desree of

.

30 . . .
ical cynicism = with some concomitant sense of personal and social

polit
disorientation., Host treatrents of alienation allude tc one of theze
features in vapving desrees Lut non includes them all together. It is

hoped that this definition has hoth a greater utility, and a greater
I & J’? ek

no
S36] . . . . - .
Y. Thompson and S, Horton, "Political Alienation as a Force in
Politicel Action", Social Forces XXXVIII (1960), pp. 190-19¢.

Defined in this research as the belief that the political systen
operates without any value and that very little is to be gained from
trusting politicians who for the nost part are unprincipled and self-
seeking. See R. Agger and !. Goldstein 'and S. Pearl, "Cynicisr:
leasurement and Yeaning", Journal of Politics XMIIT (1961).
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degree of pragmatic validity than has heen exhibited by any other

research in the field. The respective merits of some concerns of

N
tte

political scientists in this area were noted earlier in conjunction

r

5
with the theoretical aspects of the research. This subsequent review
alludes to those features of the literature which were adjudged relevant
for the definitional or similar aspects. It illustrates the various
points of concensus which exist among'mé alienation studies, as well as

1
1

those articles which

1 play a substentive, clarificatory role in aiding
this consensus by removing some of the confusion and polemic from the
subject. Prominent are those which were in accordance with my theony of
alienation,

Hettler ¥ in one of the earliest studies found that there was & need
to separate three related but non-identical ideas,which she gauged from an
examination of the historical usage of the concept and they were alien~
ation, anonmie and personal disorganisation. She further postulated thet
anorile was a socletel condition of relative normlessness and that aliena-
tion was a psychological state of an individual. Alienation to her was -
therefore a state where one was estranged from, made unfriendly toward his
society and the culture it supported. Her research was guided by the
"assumption theat the alienated perscn would msent the common cultural values
of his society. Consequently, she selected as a measure of alienation a
'feeling of estrangement' (thus equating this feeling with alienation).
-Using a 17 item, five point responsc scale Nettler thus attempted to nea-

sure 'estrangement from society', as a means of measuring alienation.

35 \ . X — . . . :
Gwynn ettler, "A lieasure of Alienation™, Anerican Sociological

Review ¥ZIT (1957), pp. 6706-677.

L
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Later research however, tends to show that equating this concept with alien-
ation is far from sufficient as a true index, as it may werely measure
oﬁe,§§2§gz_ of alienation alsothat alienation is not only a psychological
state but hes situational (societal) determinents.
- 36 . . . .

Dean following on this work of Hettler, isclated ﬁhree variables
which he thought contrived to create an alienation dimension, or rather,
which in conjunction added up o what he considered was a reliable measure
of the conéept.’ A£s noted earlier, his varidies were povierlessness, sini-
lar to the Harxist concept of division of labour; normlessness, either lack
of clear norms of conflict among norms and sccietal isolation, a percep-
tion of loosing effectivé'contact with significant end supporting groups.
Fe was also concerned with the reldionship between these variebles and some
political and social aspects of apathy, as well as relating all to various

1

socio-econonic and demographic indicators. Though some of the correlations
were found to be statistically significant, the coefficients were uniformly
low and were rejected. Dean however did raise the guestion of whether
alienation is in fact a generic trait, or must, in view of his findings be
considered a situationally-related varieble. This latter postulate is

Kot
&

particularly important in view of nmy definition of alienation, and receives
a more explicit treatment in a later study by the same author.

In this later article Dean again utilises the three concepts that he

GD.Dean, "Alienation and Political Apathy', €ocial Forces XHXVIII
(1960), pp. 185-190.

37D. Dean, "Alienation: Its Measurement and leaning', American
Sociological Review XXVI (1961), pp. 753-758, :
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isolated in the initialwork. Likewise constructing individual scales to
measured alienation. He was also particularly conceriied with the question
as to Qhether aliepation was a general syndrome or whether the sub-scales
were discrete.

Dean was also concerncd with the correlation between alienation and
its components and various factors such as social status, age and rural
background. However thougl” he found tha his hypotheses were sustained at
statistically S}gnificant levels, the correlation coefficients were agein
of such low magnitude that it did not seem feasible to predict the depree
of alienation from the score in any of the five social correlates measured,
so he rejected the correlations. Fowever since each of the sub-scales ex~
hibited a normal curve of score distribution, with scores along the entive
range, this hdicated tec Dean thet these components and scales are not
merely artifacts. Ie therefore postulated that one e¥planation nay be thet
glienation is rot a personality treit but a situational one. It is plau-

sible that an individual might have high alienation-powerlessness score

S
8

w

with regard to political activity but a low one in regard to religion,

1

and Dean ultimately posits that elienation mey nét he a unitary phencmenon

but a syndrome. ~This conclusion appears o be a sound one.

Significant research toward the syndrome tesis has been made by

Davids = in his atterpt to solve the relationship hetuecen alienation,

social apperception and ego-structure. Using what he termed as

8 . . v as s 3 . . .

For some interesting finding on the bi-dirensicnality of elien-
tion sece 2. 2. Cunnirzhan, Perceptions of Societv and Polity: Bi-Dipen-
ional Alienation in the liddle Last, nireo, Department of Poliltical

[ol}

a

Lol

Sclence, Nelicoter University, 1869,
a0

r

£, Davids, pp. 21-27
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'affect questionnaire'! he attempted to probe certain perscnalits
1 | ! J
dispositions, in that he contrived eight scales of ten items apiece

to measure each of the following digpegitions (cone scele per dis-—

position), soclo-eccentricity, optimismn, trust, ego-centricity, pes-
sinism, distrust, anxiety end reoenurpnt The first three he termed
socially desirable, the remainder are negative or socially undesirable,

The itewms were randomly mingled in an eighty iter cuestionnaire. The

statistical findings of highly significant intercorrelation led Davids

(&

as noted earlier, to the formulation of a syndrome termed 'alienation'
composed of five interreleted dispositions, egocentricity, distrust,
pessimisnm, anxiety and rééentment. Subjects who were high in one, tended
to be high in the other and subjects who manifested relatively lerre

amounts of ego~centricity, distrust, pessimism, anxiety and resentment
were considered to be alienated.

Within the general dissensus on alienation, attempts to help clarify
and expedite classification have not always been tcoo successful and have
occasionally only succeeéded in compounding the problem. Seeman's is a

Lo
case in point. - Essentially his intention was to illustrate the profusion

=
o
ed

of reaningzs attached tothe concept and atempt to some basic de-

finitions which wmey be accepted by all., e therefore indicated 5 major

4

ways in which the terms had and cities then as powerlessness, meaning-

lessness, nornmlessness, isolation and self-estrangement., This approach
in itself is most useful as this type of illustratory explanation was

N

needed, FHowever Seeman then proceecded to undo what good work he had done

when he attempted to redefine these major features, for though he cites
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other authors who have used the same terminology that he utilises and

points out that their usage of the terms is different in substence and

)
!

some cases in import, he still retains the original expressicns., He

PN
o]

therefore corpounds the prablem of definiiion rather then solves it, and

this attempt at classification is further complicated by the fact that
though he redefinesthe concepts in terms of reward, value, behaviour
and expectancy,‘his arguments in favour of these definitions are no more
plausible than those of the authors he is attacking and in fact, his
attributing meanings of reward, expectancy and behaviour as he explains
them to alienation, is to allocate motivation, either latent or manifest
to a staete where they may never be present, subcenscilously or otherwise.
Probably one of the better articles on the effects of alienation on
Ll
voting bethLouv is that on McDill and Ridley, They postulate that low
social position is likely to lead toanomie and political alienation,which
in turn affect political participation. Thus anonie and political alien-
ation ave posited as two intervening veriables which in the present
instance are seen as interpreting the predicted Pelationshin between social

“

-status, voting behaviour and attitudes on any relevant issue, which for
their research vas an issue of metropolitan government. They further
hypothesized that controlling these two socio-psychological factors should
therefore reduce the proportion of variation in attitude and voting

behaviour explained by social position. In fact they found that the

effects of education and anomie and politicel alienation in voting be-

=
-
)

haviour and attitude in the specific issue were for the most part additive.

L1
E, MeDill and 5, C, R
ation and Pelitical Particip
(1962), pp 205-213.,

dley, "Status and Anomie, Pelitical 2lien-
tion', Arericen Jouraal of Sociolegy LEVIII
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Education, anomie and political alienation were found to contribute

J

additively to an unfavourable attitude, which if expressed at the polls
was likely to a 'protest' vote, or negative vote. I shall not here go
into all the findings on alienation and plitical participation or on the
relationship hetween alienation and protest voting, suffice to say the
o o \ . . L2

most findings support the above gontentions in one way or another,

This research thoush does have another relevance in so far ag it does
give some indication as t how important attitudes may be in an analysis

of behaviour, so that presumably research which relates ral attitudes

0N

to behaviour will have an even an even greater utility than that which
erely makes use of a single determinant. A position which hopefully
will be the projection of the results of this research.
At this point another problem arises, which though avoided by the

. . 43
above authors, has been troubling several scholars., Dver since Srole

intreoduced his concept of anomie, there has bheen confustion over the

usage of this tern, though this onfusion only stems from carelessness on

42 . . . .
105 in the relationship between low socio-
of po

d
econoni.c status, a sense 1it i al efficacy and alienation and parti-
cipation, see W. Thompson and T. Horton, pp. 190-1396; u.Olgen,”Allen~

ation and Public Opinion', Public OplnlOn Quarterly XXIX (1985), p

200-212 A recent criticism on the 'protest' vote theme and of its
assoc1ation with themes of powerlessness, inefficacy and distrust or rather
a modification of this idea, is found in J. Aberbach, '"Alienation and
Political Behaviour' Americen Political Science Review ILXITI (1969),

pp. 86-89. Thougl: in view of his evidence, Aberbach overplays his conclus
ion,

Ll‘8 3

L. Srole, "Social Integration and Certain Corollaries", American
cical Review ¥XI (1955)
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the part of the users. It has been variously referred to as 'enomia',

its correcl usage; as ahomle, where it is erroneously equated with

Durkheim's concept of the same name; and as anomy, a political science

'hybrid' designed to avoid confusion but which is uneble to counteract

the basic errors of usage. Srole's enomia is a generalised pervasive

sense of self-to-others estrangement, or estrangement Irom scclety and
. .

as such is akin_to alienation but not equivalent, unless you.erroneously

where vou compound both errors. There is

.J .
{ )
)
Sl
=
)
-
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define alienst
a definite relationship between alienation and anomia as vesearch has
shown but to continue to use them as synonymous is to lead this area of
the discipline further into error. The fault presumably lies in the

original coln age of the term (Srole's) as it essentially is too close
to Durkheim's encmic, or relative normlessness, but cven so there is
little excuse for committing the definitional errors that have been

ranifest in the use of th

FELEVANCE TO POLITICAL SCIENCEH

If a relationship can be proven between the two corcents of alienetion
end dogmatis it would seem to have a certain inherent validity for
research in this erca.

In a general scnse the fact that relationships could he isoleted bLe-
tween attitudes hopefully would poovide irportent pointers for the pnder—

standing of behavicur. Uhile som tical scientists have been content

o]

]
o
—
e

to atterpt Lo explain specific behaviour in terms of one specific

G, Yettler, H. McClosky

e
™
al Toview ¥

n Sceic
and also chJO?“ and Schear, pp. 1H-0,



variable, it seems that greater utility would be obtained by first

between This varizable and whet

0N

attempting to delineate relationship:
would be assessed as related variables and thus attempting to relate
this first relationship to ithe specific behavioural aspect under

examination,

~

Hore specifically there is theoretical mlevance here on two levels.

b

Firstly, this type of research hopefully may lead to the developrent of

political

sore theory of the reletionship Letweea attitudes onoT
science is gradually building up bodies of knowledge in certain areas

v

one area in which there seems to be an ever large gap iz in attitudinal

research and the part played by ettitudes in explaining behaviour, though
.

this second concern relates to my above contention. Continually isclating

and measuring individual variables seerms determined to defeat its owmn end,

es corprehension must ultirately Lecowe bogged dovn in a mass of single,

fanlid}

v

unreleted attitudes. The need must be to attempt to relate these
. . ST .
attitudes to cach other in & process which hopefully may culminate in a

theory of attitudes and their relationships which ray be utilised for a

fuller understanding of that area of this discipline.

1—' .
Q

At a lower theoretical level, it is hoped to show that by the jud us
use of composite scales, cne can discover uncerlying attitude dimensions

which single dimension scales are unable to tap end thus indicate further

u5
For a specific work relating attitudes ancd some aspect of Political
Science see R.B. Cunningham, An MApproach to the Problem of Developpent:
Achieverent, Alienation and Dogmatism anong Jordanian Teachers.
Tnpuhlisied ThD. \5ssertaiﬁﬁ;-35yuxbxenL of Government, Indiana University,
1967,
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underlying relationships. If the use of a composite alienation scale
here helps contribute to the knowledge which is already accumulating
on alienation and also helps relate it to dogmatism, thus its utility
here is doubly assured, so that wheré in the past authors have spoken
of alienation purely in terms of one dimension, such as cyncism, or
distrust etc. then in the future hopefully research will be implemented

vl

in terms of an alienation syndrome.

Similarly for dogmatism it is hoped to illustrate the major
dimensions underlying this concept and then relate them to alienation
as a test of the hypotheses upon which this research is based, as an
initial stop toward the ;fages denoted above.

It has been my concern here then to outline the basic considerat-
ions upon which this research is based, as well as delineating the

parameters of my own definitions, and hypotheses. Further it is

evident while Rokeach affords me a ready created measure of dogmatisim,

a brief survey of the literature on alienation however indicates little

of substance in the measurcrent sphere, so that my ocwn definition and its -
operationalisation, which will be cutlined in the next Chapter, though

obviously owing its genesis to this earlier literature, is essentially

a concept of alienation sui seneris. However, it should be noted, given

the manner through which the definition of alienation was achieved that

incependent concepts, must be subiect to empirical criteria . A theoretical

consideration is possible but the actuzal determination of the existence of

)2
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any of the concepts must be effected through empirical criteria and
hence to avoid the gep betvieen the theoretical and the empirical, the

definitions in this thesis are considered on the latter level.
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RESEARCH METHOD

vy

It is not intended here to go into the technique of social surveys in
general,l but merely to indicate the methods and re-iterate the hypotheses
underlying this research in particular, in both its initial formation and
subsequent implementation. This chapter is therefore partly concerned
with an analysis of the premises upon which this study is based, as well
as the research rethods.

The concept of dogmatism essentially needs little additional explana-

tion to vhat was stated in the First chapter, other than to indicate that

rescarch

;_J-

ition follows Rokeach's and that the scale used in this

: . 2 . .
wes his L0 item 'L' scale, with certain questions rephrased to suit Can-
adien concdition,  fliensticn hovev e needs further statement, es this

§
scale wasz derived from no one authority in particular and in fact is essen-

; 1 . .
See in particuler C. Selltiz M)
in Scocial Pelaticns., Mew York: HOJ
ch, Survev Pec aﬂch

i
. 1263, H. Eywman, Survey De
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izlly indevendent of each versions of this concept, et least definition-
ially,
The construction of the scale to measure this concept and thus provide

a means for proving a relationship with dogmatism, with a further step of

definitional development. Previous research in this area was analysed and

as many items as possible that had been utilised in any studies of this
concent were forped into a list. Using the four major factors which were

isolated earlier, any terms weve picked from the list which were taken as

>

‘ectors and grounsc into t

"1

referring to any one of these four : iese sections.

From the lists that then‘gomprised these categories, questions were elimin-~
ated whichIWere gauged as being redundant oy were represented in nore than
one category, so that finélly 30 itemé vere left, comprising these four
groupinzs, but which had a certain underlying wclationship, in so far as
sere of the items could refer to more than oze group, These 20 items

therefcore foruad my alienation scale. The items within the respective

categories were then rendomly distributed into the final version of the

scale, which was used in the survey
Two points must be raised here, On the use of composite scales,
scime ceposition hao heen exnpragsad,

‘Compesites arve useful devices for oirtaining a more homo-
gencus and precise neasurcrment of a variable or for ob-
taining a Letter device for predicting another variable
However, Torming then on an ad hoc bhasis (-u. vithout
either of the zbove puPDQSQS_?ﬁT ind) ray cis-
guise the welaticnshin of some of *“e COW“OPCPtS with
outside variables or otherwisc distort the results.” 5

aviour’, American
note 21,
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I think however, that my epproach docs meet this contention of Aberbach'
though a later argument of his has more power, where he says, in talking

of other authors by way of example,

“the fundamental reason for defining alienation
as & combination of distrust and powerlessness
is the expectation that the joint occurrence of
the two attitudes produces a unique behavioural
tendency and this chould he established rather
than, as in the case of these authors, assumed.

nitial indication of alienation was some people’s

ia

The fact that the
observeticns, partially if not totally, of other's behaviour, may go part
of the way in meeting this additionel criticism., Eowever, it is not certain

ticism itself has a great validity in so Far as it is prohebly

~

of greater truth to say thet "the joint occurrcnce of (the) two attitudes”
fay produce “"a unique behavioural tendency", as this is what we are testing
and to note that there is a (definite) expectation, as Aberbach does, is
to reverse the usual procedure and argue the result before the evidence,
The same arguments hold for Rckeach's scale, as For alienation.

Probably a more relevant criticism end one which can be levelled
equally at the dogmatism scale as well as thet of .lienation, is that of

acquiescence response set., Randonly mingling the itecis as was effected
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ale cdoes help counteract this charge, though this

procedure was not operated in terms of the dogmatism scale, so that it

Ibid., p. 89

Ly ]
!
See paorticularly J. P, Kirscht end R. C. Dillehay, Dimensiocns of
Authoritaricnisic: A Review of Pesearch and Thecrv. Lexington, Kentucky ;
1967, for a general review of this there,
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8 . .
stands cpen to correction on this issue. Iowever, Gunther states in his

assessnent of the position where he aprees with Rorer,

it scems safe to conclude that even if these
studies (or response bias) are interpreted
unequivocally as showing the effects of
acquiescence, they show thet effect to be small,
Unfortunately the long list of studies which-
here 'demonstrated' the existence of acquiescenc
on the basis of thce dubious interpretetion of
statistically significant correlations of
neEJngble practical value has created the illu-
sion that agquiescence is widespread and of great
importance, ¥

Questiong of wvalicity and internal consistency which arise from these

two scales will bLe considered in the next two chapters, where the more
methodological aspects of the study will be considercd, as well as the

initial analvsis of the basic consideraetions of this research,

These considerations are in fact divisible into distinct catepories,

those arising Trom the att idinal nature of the research which are re-

peated here for clarity and those predicated on some methodological consi-

derations. In the First instance, it was hypothesized that:

1) there is apositive relationship between dogmatism and
alienation,
2) the relationship of dogmatism with alienation.will be

stronger inthe case of the City Council sample.

8,.
M

) ¥. Gunther, Personality and Political Efficacy. FPaper presented
to the 1%€9 annual neeting of Canadian Political Science Association,

June UWth,1269.

Q , .
L.G. Rorer, "The Great Respcnse - Style

qyths" , Psychological
Bulletin Vol. LXIII (1865), pp. 129-156. :
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Secondly it is hypothesised that:

3) Alienation will prove to be multidimensional and

will consist of discrete ‘dimensions.

4) Dogmatism likewlse will prove to be multidimensional and
will consist of élSLPC & dimensions,
Finally, as a result of the above, it is advanced that it is possible

to discover relationships within belief systems,
p

-

As a means of testing the above nyDotheseg and the provositions

r

alluded to throughout, it was decided to test this research on twe

widely divergent groups, in the hope that the same result obtained

.-

from two different semples would be more conclusive than results obtained
. . 30 )
from one, Accordingly a random sanmple f 110 persons was dravn from
the 711 students studying la & 'Introduction to Folitical Science' course
e . . . . 11 .. _,
at iMclaster University, Hamilton, Ontario, as the first group. The second
group chosen was the 21 combined members of the Hamilton City Council,

which included the mayor, Board of Control, and aldermen.

The first scale administered was the dogmatism scale, which also had

10
See H. Blalock, Social Statistics, Mew York; McGraw il
for the varicus tecimigues sthsuned under this term. The met
here was that of Tsystematic' random sampling.

11, 1960
hod used

11
This group was chosen exnressly for ease of access, and because
the Council would provide a gocd contrast with it,
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appended to it six questions concerning vavious socio-econcmic factors for

[

use in later research. This scale was given to the 110 students by their

tutorial leaders in their seminars, to be returned to me independently and

anenymously in pre-—addressed envelcped through the Unlve“81ty nmail. The

City Council received exactly the same questionnaire through the mail, to

be returned in -a stamped addressed envelope which was provided. Both
samples were to be allowed a maxirum of € weeks within which to complete
the questiommaire. At the end of this period, the alienation questilonnaire

was sent to the same original sample, using exactly the same wethod of dis-

tribution. This second scale also contained in the instructions at the

beginning sowme reninders about the Tirst questicnnaire aimed at those who
had not vet completed it and respondents were given a further mwonth in which

to return me both questionnaires. Both cuestionnaires were numbered to

match cach other on return. However by the time that the later month had

[

elapsed only 54 of The student sample and 10 of the Council sample had

returnecd completed sets of questionneires,

o
il
o
9
5

)
,

ircs wore asled 1o indicate disagres-—
ment or agreccment with each item on a scale ranging from +3 to -3, with the

0 point excluded to ensure that definite vesponses were fortheowming, within

1.

the scale. The scales were subseguently converted. for scoring purposes to

<&k

1-to~7 scale Ly adding a constant of four to each iten score, except Ffor

the socio-economic question, which are ignored forthwith, The total scores

)

on both scales arce the sum of sc ores obtained on all items in the test,and

persons scoring hich on béth scales are assumed to te docmatic and aliena-

ted respectively. Come items in the alienation cuestionnare had their scores
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reversed for coding purposes.l2

It is probably necessary to justify some of the assumptions which
are latent in the above research design. Firstly, it was decided to
contact the students through their tutorial leaders and not mail the
questionnaire because primarily it was considered easier and it was
also assumed that these instructions would be able td elicit more response
than a merely impersonal letter. The fact that the dogmatism questionnaire
had a response rate of 77.7% is sufficient justification for this. Un-
fortunately however, the alienation scale coincided with the end of
seminars, first year exams and a general disinterest among both sides,
so that concerted efforts by this author were unable to increase response
rate an alienation and it slumped drastically, though still retaining
parity overall with the returns of the Council, who were contacted
entirely through the mail service. Secondly, the survey was distributed
in two main sections, and not one, because again it was assumed that
people would be less likely to answer one questionnaire of 76 items than
two of 46 and 30 respectively, and spaced well apart. The success of
this assumptign however, has not been demonstrated.

Thirdly the question of 'forced! responses may be contentious for Somel3

12 See Appendix I.

13 See H.J. Ehrlich, "Instrument Error and the Study of Prejudice',
Social Forces XL (1964) p. 205. Where, talking of forced choice items

in self-administrered questionnaires, he notes that, "under such conditions
respondents may well chose to lie, to be evasive, or to answer randomly or
in a careless or offhand manner." Though,as all of my respondents who
were used in the final data analysis completed every item and there is

no missing data, the criticism may be minimised. Is it not feasible to
assume that if respondents concern themselves with complet®ng every item
that they also are concerned with the quality and validity of their
responses?
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though arguments may be mustered for the fype of 'closed ended'
item utilised here. In particular it must be noted that this tupe
of question does not really 'force' responses, it is merely intended to
elicit comment on an item associated with an underlying attitude, so in
effect whatris essentially does is to tap a response which is present
but which needs stimulating. It does not force a particular response
but merely aids the stimulation of what is present in the attitude and
which guides’any reply in this sphere.

The data thus ohtained in this research was subjected to both Factor
and Scalogram Analysis as tests of the various hypothesis posited. The

results are indicated in subsequent chapters.



III
FACTOR ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

The fact that factor analysisl is essentially concerned with
defining patterns of relationship or clusters of relationship within any
given body of data, therefore obviates the necessity of justifying its
utilisation in the research.

However some explanation should be offered for its use in this
thesis. As indicated in Chapter I and II, it is hoped to prove a relation-
ship betweén dogmatism and alienation by indicating relationships between
their components. As factor analysis in the case of rotated factors
indicates the most distinct clusters of relationships within any set of
data, hopefully it will illustrate what are the most distinct clusters
of relationships in the data utilised here and the correlations between
these clusters should then give the underlying patterns of association.

As dogmatism and alienation are being dealt with in this research, perfect
results would bé the defining of the data into several distinct sub-dimensions
which could then be categorized under the major headings of either

dogmatism or alienation. The resultant correlations between these
sub-dimensions would then illustrate whether a relationship exists hetween

the two major concepts. The above features should give adequate substant-

1 forthe specification of this term, see R.J. Rummel, "understanding
factor Analysis'", Journal of Conflict resolution Vol XI, No. 4 (1969)
pp. 444-480. A more mathematical and statistical description may be;
ocbtained from H. Harman, Modern Factor Analysis, Chicago; University
ofChicago Press, 1965. '
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iation as to whether the major hupotheses of this research are proved

or nbt; It is hoped therefore that factor analysis will provide several
intefrelated dogmatism and alienation factors or sub-dimensions, which should
then be sufficient to indicate the substance of the basic premises upon

which this thesis is predicated.
ANALYSIS

Initially an interval level of measurement was assumed throughout.
The factorial séudy was undertaken in two steés and on eachrsample ssparately.
In the first step the bodies . of data derived from each sample were
analysed according to the specifications of aﬁ orthogonal rotation? facfor
analysis program. Subseéﬁent to this, the resultant factor loadings were
then introduced into an oblique3 rotation factor analysis program, as the
ultimate step in testing my earlier hypotheses.

Responses to the 70 items on the questionnaire were initially
correlated to form a 70 x 70 product-moment correlation4 matrix for each

sample. However, an inbuilt limitation of the orthogonal rotation

program5 of only allowing a maximum of 60 items to be handled at a time

2 see 1
3 see 1
L Program used was the BMD 02D correlation program, adaptation for

the CDC 6400. Tor details and operation of program see W. Dixon
(ed.), Biomedical Computer Programms. Berkeley; University of
California Press, 1967, p.49. See Appendices II & III for
intercorrelation matrices,

5. 'Program used was BMD 03M factor analysis program,adapted for the
CDC 6400. For details and operation of program see Dixon op. cit.,
p.169.



caused the deletion from this research of those 10 items with the lowest
mean intercorrelations so that the factor analysis was performed on this
rémaining number.6 In the student sample this resulted in ten unrotated
factors with per cent of total variance varying from 23.88 in the case

of the first factor, to 6.7% in the case of the tenth, However as it was
decided beforehand that any Ffactor exhibiting less than 8% of the variation
would be dropped from rotation. This was not in fact a purely arbitrary !
decision as it was decided that as such factors contribut so little to

the total variation there is a high probability that they are there
incidentally and are not significant independent factors. Indeed, as

in the final three factors only two items per factor had a loading of over
.30 and were in fact almost identical in loading to other loadings within
other factors the role of coincidence becomes more feasible. So that after
the principal unrotated factors were examined, in the case of the student
sample, seven were retained for orthogonal rotation.

For the City Council sample, the unrotated factors, illustrated
similar findings with per cent of total variance ranging from 23.57 to
3.30, though only 9 principal component factors were extracted by the
computer.

To keep parity with the student population it was also decided to retéin
seven factors for orthogonal rotation. Within the retained factors such
low range within the distribution and such relatively low variance
percentages accounted, for, throughout both samples, would tend to indicate

that one has not isolated several discrete, and possibly interrelated dimensions.

6. H. Harman, p.382



and further evidence for this will be advanced as the research proceeds.

Having therefore successfully defined the most general pattern of relation-

ships in the data the task at hand then became to delineate what would be
the most distinct clusters of relationships, as a means of probing the
relationship between dogmatism and alienation. Indeed only by noting these
clusters and the relationships that are exhibited between them can one
ultimately define or examine the hypethesized relationship between the two
major concepts. These clusters are only observable through totation, so
that for both samples, the remaining seven factors were related to
orthogonal simple structure.

This subsequent rotation resulted in lower variance figures for the
student sample from a higk-of 18% to a low of 5% and alightly higher ones,
at the tope of the range, for the Council sample from a high of 19% to a low
of 7%

In the case of the former sample these uniférmly low figures
also tend to support the contention that several discrete dimensions have not
begn isolated, though fhe fact that items which load highly on one dimension
do not load highly on others, could be considered as evidence for discrete
dimensions. Further evidence for discreteness could be indicated by the
fact that, in general, correlations among items within groups are higher
than correlations between items of different groups.7 However given that
the correlations within groups abe lgefierally only moderate (see Tables la
and 1b) and given the low amount of\variance explained by each factdr, where
variance is essentially a summary of the factor loadings, it would seem
that the evidence for discreteness is not provided. So that one cannot
conclude on the basis of the above evidence that discrete dimensions have

been 1solated here.

7. See R.B. Cunningham, "Bi-Dimensional Alienation in Middle-East", p.2



FACTORS

To define the factors only items with a loading.of .30 or greater
were ufilised (see table IIa and Table IIb). Within the student saﬁple
the following factors thus resulted. Factor I, is composed of a syndrome
of traits reflecting aspects of an individual's peréeption of his polity, and
his own position within it. It reflects a respondents general opinion
about the political system and politicians and his own distrust, almost sus-
picion, of people in power positions. For these reasons this factor is seen
as a strong component of alienation and is named cycnicism, Factor II
exhibits a very strong dogmatism component and is saturated with items from
Rokeach's scale, notably those which demonstrate that type of insecure
feeling which had an underlying authority need. There is a strong air of
insecurity manifest in these items which reIlects itself in a respondent's
inclination to a belief in strong ruling figures-leaders and parents
notably. This factor can be termed deference. Factor III also contains
a major proportion of items from Rokeach's scale but those which reflect
general intolerance and a belief in one's own cause above all others, and

was named intolerance. Factor IV exhibits a respondent's concern for

power and status, concomitant with a strong dogmatic component and
rejection of views not in accord with a respondent's own, This factor was

in fact named power-esteem. Factor V was compostd of a series of items

reflecting what would be a person's total insecurity; it manifests a sense
of pereonal powerlessness, distrust of other people and a general pervasive
social and personal disorientation. From these features, it was decided

~to name this factor powerlessness, where this concept is assumed to mean

a sense of impotence in the individual's role in the running of the society,
a perceived lack of power in community affairs. Factor VI is comprised
primarily of items from the dogmatism scale and appears to reflect a rigid

belief in the correctness of one's own beliefs and action. It essentially
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seems to manifest that type of attitude which holds self-sufficiency and
personally enforced independance as uppermost and is thus terms obduracy.
Factor VII contains a strong alienation component, in so far as it is
concerned with a respondent's lack of belief in his won ability, which
itself reflects a feeling that the world is hostile, not to say aggressive,
and thwarting to the individual's will. This factor like factor V to
which it appears similar, also illustrates powerlessness but more
especially insecurity and for this reason was termed insecurity. A
noticeable feature within these factors was the fact that within no one
factor was there a pure distribution of either dogmatism or alienation
items. Occasional itemg.from one of the scales always appeared within

a factor dominated by the other.

Factor I within the Council sample is composed primarily of those
items from Rokeach's scale which are concerned with the propriety and
correctness of one's own beliefs. As a general dimension it reflects
a certain overall similarity to Factor III of the Student sample, but it
loads highly on different items. More particularly it contains a strong
cynicism component from the alienation items, however the factor was
ultimately named intolerance. Factor II loads highly on those items which
are widespread in Factor I of the Students sample and reflects much the
same traits and was termed cynicism. It is worth noting here however,
that some of the items which comprised the cynicism component in Factor
I of the students still remain in Factor I in the Council sample but are
there dominated by dogmatism items. Factor III reflects those dogmatism
items which one would coﬂsider to be concerned with irrationality. It
Illustrates that type of attitudinal syndrome which manifests itself in
the unreasonable rejection of arguments opposed to on'e own creed, as well

as portraying a deep belief in the sagacity and correctness of the actions
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TABLE IIb FACTOR LOADINGS COUNCIL SAMPLE

Only loadings over .30 used to define a factor. Item numbers are item numbers in original questionnaires
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and words of those people considered superiors. For these reasons it was
named power-esteem. Factor IV was named insécurity as it portrays a
general feeling of apprehension concerning one's lot in society based
primarily on suspicion of other people and of their motives. Factor V
resembles Factor III within the student sample and both factors have a
high proportion of common items. Here there is a strong belief in
leaders, implying a reversed altruism in so far as there is a noticeably
present feeling of the correctness of the sublimation of self within the
serving of thesé leaders and of right causes. An authority need is
dominant, so that this factor, like Factor II of the earlier sample was
termed deference. Factor VI concerned a strong feature of personal
disorientation and of poWeriessness and was in fact termed powerlessness.
Factor VII was weighted strongly with those dogmatism items indicating a
desire to be independent, based on some feelings of personal insecurity,
and a concern to obtain meaning to life and was in fact named insecurity.
This fact must be assimilated, that across the samples when factors have
the aame titles they are so because of the attitudinal direction of the
factor and not because they load on the same items, which indeed is
generally not the case. Another point to be borne in mind here is one
indicated earlier, that two samples are used in this research only in the
hope that their respective results will substantiate each other. This
is to note that the samples are not to be directly compared to each other,
that this research may be viewed as two surveys in one, whose results
hopefully will substantiate each other, insofar as similar results from

both samples could be taken as evidence for both the validity and

conclusiveness of the findings. The finding of similar dimensions and

will be taken as indicators of the validity of these dimensions and as

evidence for the conclusiveness of these finding. In this sense there



will be samples substantiate each other.

As a result of the defining of these factors within both samples
one immediate problem has to be considered, if the above is not to be
considered a severe linguistic tangle. Primarily this is the simple -~
problem of~homenclature.8 Within both samples the factor analyses yielded
surprisingly different results, in so far as within only a few factors
was there ground for common definition across the samples as in only a
few instances, noted during the defining of the factors, did factors
within both samples yield the same items, and for the most part there was
little items by item similarity from factor to factor, from sample to
sample. However, though this was the case several factors still exhibited
what could only be considered similar, if not identical, dimensions to others
in the other sample, so that overall similarity was the point to note.
This in fact meant that certain factors within both samples have identical
names but they are not to be considered identical factors in terms of their
items but only in terms of their attitude direction. It must be noted
here that these factors are actually subdimensions of the major categories,
dogmatism and alienation and that the combination of these constituent
parts comprises the respective major categories. This is to say that
these sub-dimensions are the constituent dimensions of the concepts upon
which this research is based. 'Deference', 'Intolerance', 'Power-Esteem'
and 'Obduracy' are the basic components of dogmatism which in combination
comprise the the measure of this concept. Likewise 'Cynicism', 'Insecurity!'
and 'Powerlessness' comprise the components of alienation and also in
‘combination from the measure of this concept. In this research then the
major hypotheses emanating from the underlying theory will be tested by
indicating the degress and strengths of any felationships between these

constituent dimensions across the two major.concepts as from these results

8 See R. Rummel, pp 470-177 on the naming of factors
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the degree and strength of any relationship between dogmatism and
alienation will hopefully become apparent.

From the factor loadings illustrated earlier and from the fact
that correlations among items within groups were higher than those among
items between groups, it was posited that there was a possibility that
the dimensions isolated here were discrete., However, given the low
percent variance explained by the factors and the fact that some items
did have several high loadings on several factors and that some
correlations bef@een items in different groups were occasionally as high
as those within groups, the discreteness of the dimensions was unproven
and there seems indeed a possibility that they are not in fact discrete.

It therefore becomes of prime importance to determine whether the
factors are truly orthogonal, i.e. uncorrelated, or oblique, i.e.
corrélated, as this essentially is the basis of this research. Indeed,
one can only really prove orthogonality once obliquity has been tested
and subsequently not proven,9 as only in this manner can the factors be
found to be truly orthogonal dr unrelated., "If the clusters of relation-
ships are in fact uncorrelated, then oblique rotation will result in
orthogonal factors. Therefore the difference between orthogonal and
oblique rotation is not in discriminating uncorrelated on correlated
factors but in determining whether this distinction is empirical or
imposed on the data by model.”lo The point then became to submit the

data to oblique rotation

9. See D.S. Cartwright, "A Misapplication of Factor Analysis',
American Sociological Review XXX (April 1965), pp. 249-251

10. R. Rummel, p. 476



RESULTS : FINDINGS

Thisll resulted in varying correlations between the seven factors
of each sample, ranging from a high of ,3826 to a low of .0064 in the
student sample (Tables IV and V commencing on page ) and from a high of
.3559 to a low of .0092 in the case of the Council sample.

-Within the student sample, this indicated that within the

alienation items, cynicism is weakly positively related to powerlessness

and inversely negligibly related to insecurity, and that powerlessness

is itself moderately positively related to insecurity.

Within the Council sample the same low correlations were apparent
within the factors though there were some variations in correlations
compared to the student results (see Tabley). Again initially concentrating
on the aliénation items, cynicism, was found to have negligible inverse

correlations with insecurity, and peowerlessness. Powerlessness kas itself

found to have a weak positive correlation with insecurity. In the case
of thé Council then, the found correlations within the alienation factors
were extremely weak, negligible in most cases, and must question the
obliquity of these factors.

Although the correlation perceived within the alienation items
within the student sample ranged from moderate to negligible, they were’
still generally higher than those found within the dogmatism items.
Here deference was found to correlate weakly with intolerance and negligibly

with power-esteem and with obduracy. Intolerence itself correlated also

weakly with power-esteem and negligibly with obduracy. The latter itself

had a weak inverse correlation with power-esteem.

Within the Council as regards the dogmatism items, intolerance was

found to have a negligible correlation with power-esteem but a weak

11 Program used was J.B. Carroll, Program for Generalized Analytic
Rotation Solution in Factor Analysis. '
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correlation with deference and a moderate correlation with obduracy.
Deference 4tself was found to have a strong correlation with obduracy.
However when one comes to consider the question of a relationship
across the factors between dogmatism and alienation fhe patterns of
association occasionally are stronger than those within each set of

items. Indeed within the student sample cynicism correlates moderately

with power-esteem, weakly with intolerance and negligibly with deference

and obduracy., Powerlessness, corralates moderately with power-esteem

only slightly less strongly with intolerance and correlates negligibly with

deference and obduracy. Insecurity is observed to have negligible

correlations with all dogmatism factors.
Within the Council sample, across the pajor concepts cynicism

correlates moderately with obduracy and deference and weakly with power-

esteem. Insecurity is found to correlate weakly with deference and

obduracy and powerlessness is found to be inversely weakly related to
power-esteem and obduracy and weakly positively correlated to deference.
CONCLUSIONS

The problem of assessing these results in accordance with the theory
is that the overall patterns of relationship within the sub-dimensions
of each major concept and between these constituent dimensions across
the categories are very weak. This in fact means that the findings may
not be significant but merely the result of coincidence. This would
tend to be substantiated by the fact that sometimes the correlations between
the concepts were in specific cases stronger than those within the concepts.
Indeed it becomes necessary to have come criteria by which a relationship
may be assessed as proven or not so. For this research, here and in
Chapter IV, a correlation of .35 (significant at .005 level) will be
considered as significant for any findings among the Student sample and

a correlation of .70 (significant at .005 level) will be considered as
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significant for the Council. So that given.the general findings of the
factor analysis it may be advanced that in general, the majority of the
correlations between factors within each major concept and between factors
across the éoncepts, were found to be insignificant. Furthermore, so low
are certain correlations, that given the fact that there is an extremely
low probability of obtaining a O reading in the tables, such correlations
are in fact indications of no correlation rather than of a weak one.

I general therefore it may be advanced that the alienation factors
were not found to interrelate at this stage of the research.

Dogmatism in general manifested similar results, though within the
Council sample deference correlated significantly with obduracy but within
the Student sample all félationships between the dogmatism factors were
insignificant. So that the general conclusion must be similar to that of
alienation, that no interrelationship has been conclusively proven among
the dogmatism factors.,

Given the fact that across the concepts, in the case of the Student
sample, power-esteem correlated significantly with cynicism and with power-
lessness and in the case of the Council that no significant correlation were
found, this cannot be taken as an indication that there is a possible under:
lying relationship between dogmatism and alienation. Si that hypothesis one
of Chapter One is not substantiated by factor analysis; though of course,
this does not mean that it is disproven,merely that available evidence cann-
not definitively solve the question, one way or the other.

As the evidence from this Chapter bearing on hypothesis one is so
inconclusive, likewise one cannot make any conclusive statements concerning
hypothesis two, at least until more evidence becomes available. However it
is possible to make certain post#lations here which are relevant for
hypothesis two and which emanate directly from the findings of this chapter.

As Table IV substantiates, significance aside, the actual correlations between
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the two major categories tend to be higher in the case of the
Council sample and do in fact imply that Cohverses' arguments
concerning the low salience to students of certain matters,

such as political questionnaires do have some empirical
substance. However this does leave unanswered one question,
which seems particularly important here. Given Converse'e
arguments, as earlier reiterated, why in fact were there
markedly lower results in the cynicism factor in the Council
sample than in %he student one, results so low as to be almost
negligible? Actually this may not in any way really disprove
Converse's argument but rather paradoxically tend to uphold it.
In the‘first instance, as they are politicians, cynicism or
'distrust of politicians' questions would presumably have a
lower salience for them than for the students so that initially
this dimension would not come through so strongly, in so far

as they may be inclined to disguise their answers or even
knowingly give a misleading response, so as not to cast
aspersions on a group of which they are a part. The students, of
course would not have any such misgivings about passing judgement
on politicians. Secondly, this would be substantiated by the
fact, that in the Council sample several cynicism items which
loaded highly on an alienation dimension in the student case,
appeared within a dogmatism dimension, implying that in fact the
answers to such questions were conditioned more by dogmatism
than by judgement. If this is in fact the case, it is tentative
evidence of the earlier argument of a common basic dogmatic/

alienation component, but this will be further considered later.
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Following earlier arguments where it was hypotﬁesised that
dogmatism will prove to be multidimensional and composed of
discrete dimensions, this hypothesis as illustrated earlier, was
not substantiated as the evidence for discrete dimensions was
not forth coming.

Contrary to another earlier stated hypothesis, so
alienation was likewise not proven to be multidimensional and
composed of discrete dimensions. Indeed given the earlier
evidence against discreteness, when considered in conjunction
with the fact that most correlations within dimensions were
insignificant for both dogmatism and alienation and that some
correlatiéhs between the major concepts wefe higher than those
within the concepts, then there seems evidence for concluding
that the factor analysis has only isolated one major dimension
and not seven, but this feature will receive more attenticn at
a later stage, when the final scalogram measures of analysis

are effected.
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GUTTMAN SCALOGRAM ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

The use of this technique in the analysis of the data is not to bev
conceived of as ;Erely complimentary to Factor Analysis, even though it is
utilised as such in the final analysis. The two approaches were utilised
independently of each other in the initial stages of this research, as.a
means toward obtaining the maximum amount of information from the data as
was possible. Their usage independently allowed one to obtain overall first
impressions of what the data contained or did not contain. As using one in
place of the other or in preference to it may have led to conclusions which
would not be substantiated by the findings, so that ultimately information
would have been lost.

ANALYSIS
In the first instance Guttman scalogram analysisl was used to deters’

mine the existence of any underlying dimensions within my data. It must be

borne in mind here that the factoring procedure was being undertaken inde-

1. The program utilised was R.rHofstetter, R. Boyd, and D. Van Howelling
A Fortran 3400 - 3600 Program for Multiple-Scale Guttman Scalogram Analysis.
Mimeo, Department of Government, Indiana University; adaptation for the
C.D.C. 6400 McHaster University. It is not the intention here to go into
the theory of scaling procedures, the interested reader is referred to
Guttman, "A basis for Scaling Quantitative Date'", American Sociological
Review IX (1944), pp 139-150; S. Stouffer, Heasurement and Prediction.
Princeton; Princeton University Press: 1950, pp. 46-59; A. Edwards,
Techniques of Attitude Scale Construction. MNew York; Crofts; 1957,

pp. 172-243; S. Torgerson, The Theory and Methods of Scaling. New York;
Wiley: 1958,
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pendent of this, apart from theoretical predictions.

The initial tests were made on three scales. TFirstly, on a compo-
site scale which comprised as many as possible of the attitudinal items;
secondly on the 102 dogmatism items alone and thirdly on the 30 alienation
items. Depending on whether these scales corresponded with acceptable
Guttman3 or Menzelq coefficients, one would be able to obtain some
indication as to dimensionality within the data and possibly some conceptions
as to the possib;lity of wnderlying relationships.

Inbuilt limitations of the program5 required that the composite
scale be reduced to 54 items, so that a further six items ﬁith the lowest
mean :correlation were rejected from the 60 which were to be subjected to
factor analysis. The three scales were then tested on a Guttman scalogram
progfam but all three returned unacceptable Guttman coefficients of
reproductibility and Menzel coefficients of scalability. The alternative
then became to reject these scales outright and assume from this lack of
acceptable results, that there are too many underlying dimensions for the
data to merely indicate one major underlying relationship or to continue

to build scales but rejecting items which were judged not to fit.

2 See Chapter II and Appendix I.
3. L. Guttmen, pp. 139-150

L, H., Menzel, "A new éoefficient for Scalogram Analysis', Public
Opinion Quatterly XV (1953), pp. 268-280.

5. See note I above.



Using both Yhlé's Q and inter-item correlations a further fourteen
items were dropped from the overall composite scale.6 These'being items
with the lowest mean readings as either both or one of the above matrices.
This resulted thereforg in a composite scale of 40 items, consisting of
19 dogmatism and 21 alienation items. These three sets of items were again
run as three scales. Again for both samples the results were not within
acceptable limits.

This is in fact the type of result which prompted the adoption of
the dual approach to this thesis. For essentially this type of result
leaves only two alternativesl Firstly either continue to cut down on one's
items in the hope of fiﬂding a set of items which scale and thus risk
arriving at a concept which is not essentially the same concept as one began
with. In general thefe are few arguments against rejecting items in order
to achieve an acceptable coefficient, in fact it seems generally acceptable
to do so even through Guttman frowns on it. There is a point however which
must be considered. It is presumably passable to reject items in a scale
which does not owe its very definition to these items, i.e. when one is
attempting to create and define a scale through the use of items which
hang together, but when this is not the case and onelis concerned with rej-
ecting a series of items from a scale which takes its validity from these and
other items in the scale, then the problem of validity itself becomes upper-
most. Indeed to continually remove items from this type of scale must there-

fore question the validity of the scale as a measure of what it is intended

6 The items retained here were numbers: 4%, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 18, 19,

22, 24, 25, 29, 31, 32, 34, 35, 36, 38, 4O, ul, 43, uk4, 45, 49, 50, 51,
52, 54, 57, 59 -67, 69 (40 in all).
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to be.

Secondly, one has the option of totally rejecting the results, noting
there is no acceptable degree of reproducibility or scalability, that the
Séale or scales are not wnidimensional and that no underlying relationship
exists or can be proven, at least as the results stand. Conclusions which
ultimately may in fact be far wrong.

Using both means of analysis independently meant in fact that when
the above stage &asvreached in this research, there was no necessity to
reject Guttman analysis for any of the above reasons, as the subsequent
stage of the research could actually be to subject toe factors which
resulted from the factor analysis to scalogram analysis, as a final test of
dimensionélity and interrelatedness. This procedure would provide a
reasonably sophisticated: means of obtaining the maximum amount of information
as was possible from the data.

In the student sample this first application of scalogram methods
to the factors resulitsd in 5 acceptable quasi—scale7 coefficients and 2
non-scalable coefficients8 if assessed on Guttman's criterion but with
Menzel coefficients varying considerably from a low of .31l to a high of .uil, !

Thos indicated that there was possibly more information within these
factors than these figures actually indicated, as even the factors which
returned non-scalable coefficients of .77 and .78 respectively, had Menzel
coefficients equal or greater to certain others of the remaining scales.

Within the Council factors,results were basically similar though four

7. See A. EBEdwards, p. 197. 1In essence a quasi-scale was assessed as a
scale where the coefficient ranged between .80 and .90. ‘

8. See H. Menzel, p. 280 for the definition of this term as utilised in
this research.
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of these factors actually exhibited reproducibility coefficients of .90
or higher, and the remainder indicated at least quasi-scale dimensions.
However Menzel coefficients were again variable ranging fram a léw of .27
to a high of 1.00.

SCALES

The point then became to attempt to discover the underlying dimensions
within each factor, within each sample. The method of doing this was in
fact to reject from each scale those items with a low mean Yule's Q or high
error count, or both. Anything with an error of 20 or over, was immediately
rejected as being an obvious example of 'badness of fit'. This rejection
is not contrary to the earlier arguments on this topic.

Indeed before any items was actually removed from further analysis it
was adjudged whether the rejection of this item would change the dimension
direction of the factor. Actually as all factors contained items from what
was originally the other section of the questionnaire, there appeared in
fact room for rejection of items. Indeed ultimately it was noted that the
items which were removed were in fact those which intuitively one would
consider the least related. So that overall the attitudinal direction of
the factors as scales, did not change through this displacement, and the
scales, which were the deleted factors were in fact adjudged as the same
dimensions as the factors from which they were derived. In actuality, the
maximum number of items removed from &ny scale was two, and this number
even then was only taken from the factors which contained more than a
dozen items originally, some factors remained as they were, as their
coefficients, both Guttmah and Menzel, were acceptable. No additional
rejection was effected after this stage as no items readily offeved them-

selves for deletion.
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In my first sample, the students, the scales were much improved
upon previous ones. Only Cynicism, Deference and Powerlessness failed
to attain Guttman ¢oefficients of .9 though all obtained such coefficients
of at least .82 or better, sufficiemt to indicate quasi-scales (Table I).
However, Deference and Powerlessness attained Menzel coefficients of
scalability of only .41 so that the scalability of these two factors .is
questionable., Cynicism on the other hand had coefficients several points
higher than the other two on both standards, (Guttman .88: Menzel .53) so
that it seems feasible to assess that the evidence of non-scale types in
Cynicism is minimised. Indeed as there is high agreement between the
coefficient of reproducibility a;d Edward's coefficient (.85)9 within this
factor, which is a necessary condition for unidimensionality, this is further
substantiation for the above statement. All remaining factors within the
student sample exhibited acceptable CGuttman, Menzel and Edward's coefficients
and non-excessive marginals i.e. marginals which exhibited at least 10%
difference between themselves and the Coefficients of Reproducibility,
though most were in excess of this figure. So that given the theories
behind each of these coefficients the rémaining factors must be assumed here

to be unidimensional.

(Tables I and II commencing on page )
Within the City Council the results were again similar (Table II).
With Intolerance and Cynicism exhihiting quasi-scale proportions on Guttman
criteria and medium to low coefficient were only marginally acceptable (.77

and .79 respectively) so that they must remain questionable on their degrees

3. See A. Edwards, pp. 172-243
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TABLE I: STUDENTS SCALE COLFFICIENTS FOR DELETED FACTORS

% Ttem numbers are item numbers on Questionnaire, see Appendix I,
% Though Intolerance only retained 3 items, it was retained as a dimension
in this research as the marginals indicate that its results are more of
significance than coincidence, -
C. of Rep, ~ Coefficient of Reproducibility, M.M,R. -~ Minimal Marginal Repro-
ducibility, C. of S. - Coefficient of Scalability

FACTORS C. of Rep, M.M.R. C. of S,
CYNICISH s .76 .53
_I_'_f_g@g | %.POSITIVE RESPONSE
43 ) 20
T - | 16
L5 39
49 | : 13
56 13
63 59
A 37
67 | il
69 50
DEFERENCE .83 Al Al
2 35
11 L9
27 39
34 L6
35 79
36 29
37 12
52 50
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TABLE I: CONTINUED

FACTORS C. of Rep. M.M.R. C. of S.
INTOLERANGE .92 79 .62
ITEMS % POSITIVE RESPONSE
19 29
31 - 12
L7 : ' 77
POWER~ESTERM .90 77 .59
16 , 62
Y o 27
22 9
24, | 1
25 | 16
29 66
POWERLESSNESS .8l .69 A1
51 4
5, ‘ 26
61 L0
62 Th
65 6l
OBDURACY .90 .15 .61
23 Ll
30 20
32 Th
38 66
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TABLE I: CONTINUED

FACTORS | C, of Rep. M,M,R, (G, of S.
INSECURITY .93 S .58
ITEMS # POSITIVE RESPCNSE
L '53
6 : 29
33 26
L2 20
50 - 55

59 a . 59

TABLE TI1: COUNCIL SCALE COEBFFICIENTS FOR DEL®TED FACTORS

#* Item numbers are numbers on Questionnaire, see Appendix T,

# % Though Powerlessness and Oburacy contained less than L, items each, they
were still retained in this research as separate dimensions because their
marginals indicate that their results are more a matlter of significance

than of coincidence,

C. of Rep, - Coefficient of Reproducibility, M.M.R. - Minimal Marginal Repro-
ducibility, C. of S. - Coefficient of Scalability

FACTORS C. of Rep. M.M.R. C., of 3,
. INTOLERANCE .86 5k
12§g§* % POSITIVE RESPONSE

9 ' 60

18 . ' 20
27 . 40
29 20

36 . 20

54 10



TABLE IT: CONTINUED

FACTORS C. of Rep, M,M.R. C, of 5,

INTOLERANCE (cont. )

ITEMS % POSITIVE RESPONSE
62 50
63 10
67 . 30
69 ) 30
CYNICISM .85 L L3
2 70
10 - 90
Ll A 10
L9 0
50 50
55 20
56 10
6L 10
POWER-ESTEEM KA 9L .29
4 70
22 0
23 30
25 10
32 ’ 20
52 0
65 . 60

68 ' 10



TABLE IT: CONTINUED

FACTORS C. of Rep. M.,M.R. C. of S.
INSECURITY .93 o Th 57
ITEMS # POSITIVE RESPONSE
6 10
19 0
21, ‘ - ’ 0
30 0
38 20
L - ' : 10
15 | 30
L6 20
59 10
DEFERENCE .91 ST .59
21 ' 70
26 4O
31 0
3, ’ 20
37 0
39 50
51 50
52 | 10
60 o 30
66 50
POWERLESSNESS 1.00 75 1.00
L3 20



TABLE IT: CONTINUED

FACTORS C, of Rep. M,M.R. C, of 8.

OBDURACY .97 T .86
ITEMS % POSITIVE RESPONSE
17 80
28 ‘ 40

61 : 0
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of dimensionality and scalability. Though it is possiﬁle that they illus-
trate one major dimension each and one minor one, which is the residual

item or items Ffrom the other'major dimension examined within the research.lo
This is postulated in accordance with Edwards' conception of a quasi-scale
and hepe the major dimensions would be the actual scale or factor attitu-
dinal basis, i.e. whether the component is based on dogmatism or alienation,
and the minor dimensions would be composed of any residual items, which
remained after the initial items deletion, and that were original subsumed
under the other major categories. This is in agreement with the 'component'
theory outlined earlier. The remaining factor-scales, except Power-

Esteem all exhibited acceptable coefficients for reproducibility and
scalability and Minimal Marginal reproducibilifyll figures must likewise be
here.adjudged cumilative. Power-Esteem iteelf seems an anomaly because it
manifests high Guttman and Edwards' coefficlents but high marginals and a
low Menzel coefficient, so that although it is judged reproducible, its
scalability may in fact be the result of coincidenée rather than a signif-
icant underlying dimensions. However as again there is strong agreement
between the Guttman and Edwards' coefficients, one can assume that the under-
lying direction of the scale is toward unidimensionality and scalability

an away from coincidence.

These results indicate then what might have -been the folly of merely

10 Note this is consistent with Edwards' deflmition of a quasi-scale,
See A, Edwards, p. 197

11. See L. Guttman, pp. 139-150; Edwards, pp. 172-198; H.Menzel,
pp. 268-280 for a definition and explication of this concept.
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relying on one method of analysis or not using both independently initially
and in a complementary role at a later stage. Either of these two approaches
would have ensured that one lost information. Had one merely relied on the
information elicited by Guttman analysis initially one would have been
inclined to reject the scales, as mentioned earlier. However, using the
methods at first independently and then together sufficed to complete the
overall picture of what information was contained in my data.

The questién however of the definite unidimensional nature of any
of the scales except for those of Insecurity and Obduracy must remain
undecided due to the fact that the different samples exhibited slight
differences in coefficients. Though within their samples certain of the
scales wefe adjudged unidimensional the fact, that, except for the above
two, these results were not substantiated from sample to sample must lead
to the conclusion that general unidimensionality for these other scales
is questionable.

Correlations between the scale scores resul%ed in high correlations
for both samples with a high of .95 and a low of .69 for the student

sample (Table III) and a high of .96 and a low of .70 for the Council

sample (Table IV).

(Tables III and IV commencing of page 91)



TABLE TIT: STUDENTS:CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCALE SCORES

Decimal points omitted.

FACTORS/SCALES  CYNICISM  DEFERNCE INTOLERANCE POWER-ESTEEM PONERLESSNESS

CYNICISH 1.00
DEFEHENCE 89 1,00 ‘
INTOLERANCE &7 78 1.00

POWER-ESTERM 95 85 87 1.00

POATRIESSNESS 90 95 &l 86 1.00
OBDURACY 86 69 20 87 71
INSECURITY 87 75 g9 87 | 79

OBDURACY

1.00

INSECURITY

1,00

16



TABLE IV: CCUNCIL CORRELATIONS BEIWEEN

SCALE SCORES

Decimal points omitted,

FACTORS/SCALES  INTOLERANCE _ CYNICISM  POWER-ESTEEM  INSECURITY

INTOLERANCE 1.00

CYNICISM 93 1.00

POWER-ESTEEY g6 g3 1.00

INSECURITY 9L A 93 74 1,00
DEFERENCE g6 93 92 90

PUWERLESSHESS 88 88 78 8l

OBDURACY 92 ‘ 91 70 g2

DEFERENCE

1,00
91
85

POJERLESSNESS

1.00

8l

OBDURACY

1.00

b



RESULTS: FINDINGS

Within the alienation dimensions in the Students Cynicism had an
extremely high correlation with Powerlessness and a high correlation with
Insecurity. Powerlessness itself having a high correlation with Insecurity.
For the dogmatism components Deference hadrhigh correlations with Intoler-
ence and Power-Esteen and a moderately high correlation with Obduraay.
Intolerence itself had a high correlation with both Power-Esteem and
Obduracy while Power-Esteem had a high correlation with Obduracy.

Results were generally similar for the Council sample. Within the
alienation component, Cynicism was found to have an extremely high correlation

with Insecufity and a high correlation with Powerlessness while Powerlessness
itself had a high correlation with Insecurity.. Within the dogmatism
dimensions, Intolerence had a high correlation with Power-Esteem and
extremely high correlations with Deference and Obduracy. Power-Esteemn
was assessed to have an extremely high correlalion with deference and a
high correlation with Obduracy while Deference had a high correlation
itself with Obduracy. [

Within the Student sample, the correlations found between the sub-
divisions of the two concepts were also strong. Cynicism had high
correlations with Deference, Intolerance and Obduracy and an extremely
high correlation with ?ower~Esteem. Insecurity had a high correlation
with Deference, Intolerance and Power—Esteem‘and an extremely high
correlation with Obduracy. Powerlessness was also found to have an
extremely high correlation with Deference, high correlations with

Intolerance, and Power-Esteem and a moderately high correlation with Obduracy.
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In the Council results were again similar. Cynicism had extremely

high correlations with intolerance, Deference and Obduracy and a high

correlation with Power-Esteem. Insecurity had extremely high correlations

with Intolerance and Obduracy and high correlations with Power-Esteem

and Deference. Powerlessness was found to have high correlations with

Intolerance, Power-Esteem and Obduracy and an extremely high correlation

with Deference.

CONCLUSIONS

Firstly, it should be noted that all the correlations are in excess
of .35 for the Student sample and of .70 for the Council and are all
therefore significant. ‘However this doeé not mean that the original
hypothesies of the thesis are substantiated. The very fact that the
correlations are in general so high throughout, as high across the
concepts as within, creates several problems. Initially there is the
problem of response set as they all go in one direction. However if one
accepts the evidence presented in Chapter 11 on this problem, then
presumably it is agreed that in general this problem is minimised and
the extremely high, one direction correlations may, instead be the result
of the earlier item deletion, where low loadings were rejected in the
analysis. Secondly, and more importantly there is the consideration of
whether alientation and dogmatism are in fact two separate concepts.
Furthermore bearing in mind the point made earlier concerning the
theoretical-empirical distinction, that though one may theoretically

consider dogmatism and alienation as separate concepts, as they are here

defined empirically it is only on this level that they may hare be examined.

This is to say that in definind them empirically, they are only subject to
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empirical criteria, that their actual independent existence may only
be considered empirically. This in essence means that the data alone
can substantiate the fact that dogmatism and alienation are two independent
concepts. Likewise the existence of any sub-dimensions is also only
provable on similar grounds.

Noting that discrete dimensions have not been proven by either
Chapter III or IV, that often correlations across the major concepts
are higher than within the concepts, that in general the correlations as
found in the Scalogram analysis are in one direction and generally extremely
high throughout would seem to indicate and this would in fact tend to be
substantiated by the amount of variance explained by the individual
factors, that one is sessentially dealing here with only one dimension.
Bearing in mind the earlier theoretical-empirical distinction, these
findings illustrate that in this research the two concepts of dogmatism
and alienation have not been empirically isolated. As this is the case,
this means in fact that it is not therefore possible to pass further judgement
on the original hypotheses, as the data do not provide this opportunity.
On the available evidence one may conclude that the data tend to point
toward one dimension being isolated rather than two or even seven. As
this would be the result here, this means that the original hypothesised
sub-dimensions are not also isolated and consequently that one cannot
conclusively and finally examine the relationship between dogmatism and
alienation.

Theoretically one can hypothesis the existence of both dogmatism
and alienation and of théir possible sub-dimensions, however empirically
no evidence is provided here for the independent existence of these concepts
so that the examination of the original hupotheses must be terminated, as
according to the data dogmatism and alienation do not empirically exist

independently of each other, if in fact they do empirically, indpendently
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In essence these results mean that where two major dimensions were
hypothesised as existing, only one was seen to be enpiricglly demonstrated
and that there is no way of knowing just what this major dimension is,
givén the fact that it cannot be dogmatism or alienation, at least as
they were defined in this thesis. So that, as the concepts of dogmatism
and alienation for all intents and purposes seem to have disappeared there is
thus no possibility of continuing this research along the lines that were

originally posited.
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CONCLUSION

It was not the intention of this work to provide a definitive
theory of the relationships between attitudes but merely to indicate in an
explanatory fashiom, whether it was possible to indicate such relationships
as a referent for later research. Through personal observation,
intuitive reasoning and on the basis of existing findings within the
literaturel a relationshiprwas hypothesized to exist between dogmatism and
alienation; so that this research therefore, examined the possibility of
a relationship between these two concepts, as an initial step toward the

attainment of a theory of attitudes and their interralationships.

RESTATEMENT: THEORY: PROBLEM

Several authors had reported finding a weak relatiohship between
authoritarianism and alienation,2 a relationship which needed to be
understood if the impact that attitudes such as these have on behaviour
is to be discerned. Further substantiation for such a relationship was
evidenced by noting that many people who were alienated, also tended to
be dogmatic, and vice-versa. Indeed it became feasible to assume that
people who were alienated were so because the dogmétism component of their

attitudinal make-up obscured their correct perceptions of events in society

1. See the main theory underlying this research which is advanced in
detail in Chapter I.

2. See the footnotes numbers 8, 10, 16, in Chapter I.
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of their role within it and thus contributed to their alienation. It

was also feasible to assess that as a result of feeling aliepated certain
people may have become rigid in their views, intransigent in conversation
and arguments and antagonistic to certain features of their existence.

A two-way association between the concepts is therefore credible. In
fact, it was postulated that so close is the underlying relationship,
that there actually exists a dogmatism/alienation component which under-
pins both concepts. The features of this component are so closely related
that in fact they are indivisible, this is to day, that somewhere within
dogmatism and alienation is a point where they coalesce into one
attitudinal core. As th?s core manifests itself within society, in
response to whatever stimulus, it would manifest itself as elther
dogmatism or alienation, or both. Unfortunately most of this is pure
speculation but at the very least, this thesis attempted to measure the
degree of relationship, if any, that exists between dogmatism and

alienation.

METHODS: ANALYSIS

The means.of testing this relationship was to attempt to isolate
the sub-dimensions of these two concepts and note the relationships between
these dimensions across the concepts. As alienation factored into
Cynicism, Powerlessness and Insecurity sub-dimensions and dogmatism into
Deference, Intolerance, Power-Esteem and Obduracy components then by
illustrating that these respective components were interrelated within
their respective concepts and subsequently indicating that they were also

related to the dimensions from the other concepts, this would be sufficient

the strength of any underlying relationship between dogmatism



and alientation, provided of course, that these sub~dimensions were shown
to be distinct dimensions. Should this not be the case then obviously any

determination of a relationship along the above lines would be dubious.
FINDINGS

Within the factor analysis findings, the fact that the percent
variance accounted for by each factor was so small, that often correlations
between items of di-ferent groups were higher than between items within
these groups, that often some items had high loadings on several factors and
not just on one, this indicated that the dimensions isolated by the factor
analysis were not discrete. TFurther this seemed to be indeed evidence for
positing that essentially only one factor had been found and not seven or
even two. fhis would He:éubstantiated by the fact that cowrelations between
what would be the respective sub-dimensions of dogmatism and alienation were
in the main insignificant and that occasionally correlations between the
sub~dimensions across the major concepts were higher than within.

In the Scalogram Analysis the fact that extremely high correlations
were exhibited between all the dimensions, both within and across, what
were hypothesised as the major concepts of dogmatism and alienation, and that
often correlations between these factors across the concepts were higher

than between the respective sub-dimensions within the major concepts, further
substantiated the findings of Chapter 111, that the factors were not
discrete dimensions and that only one diménsion has‘been isolated in this
research.

Had the present varianece accounted for by each factor been relatively
high and of roughly the same degree,had correlations between items within
groups been higher than between items of different groups, had items only

loaded on one dimension and lowly on the others)would have been
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noted as evidence for discreteness. However, as this was not the

case, then discreteness could not be assumed here,hindéed given the
this :

results as they evolved, according to the evidence,is away from

discreteness. Indeed in conjuncfion with the insignificant correlation

found between the factors and the extremely high,one way correlations

found between all the scale-cores, then it would seem that the evidence

is essentially only for one dimension being isolated here and not seven

or even two.
QQNCLUSIONS

In general in this thesis it is not really possible to note whether
a relationship exists between dogmatism and alienation, as empirically
only one factor waé seen to evolve, where hypothetically it was argued that
two major concepts and seven possible sub-dimensions existed. This
inessence means that the data illusxrated that dogmatism and alienation,
as defined for this research,were not found to exist, neither were any
possible dub-dimensions isolated. '

It is possible to argue then that hypothesis one, that there is
a relationship between dogmatism and alienation was not proven to the
extent that since it was not possible to show that they were discrete
then logically it was not possible to prove any relationship. Likewise,
hypothesis two, that the ocovariance of dogmatism and alienation is stronger
in the case of the City Council, must bevconsideréd in the same light. To
the extent that dogmatism and alienatipn were not isolated in this research
. then hypotheses one and two were not proven. However in so far as they
were not empirically démonstrated by the data, then it is impossible to

here test for a relationship between them, at least along the lines post-

3
@)
o
[83]

ulated ir
not proven, it not to say that they were disproven, merely to indicate

that the available evidence does not allow for any continued consideration
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of the problem.

With regard to the dimensions which were hypothesised as existing
within the concepts of dogmatism and alienation, the results indicated
that none were isolated as separate and distinct dimensions, so that
the question of what constitutes dogmatism and alienation cannot also be
determined. Though the dimensions of Cynicism, Insecurity and Powerlessness
and Deference, Power-Esteem, Obduracy and Intolerance were factored as’
constituents of alienation and dogmatism respectively, there was no evidence
to show that they were discrete dimensions, so that empirically they were
vhown not to exist. So that hypothesis three, that alienation is
multidimensional and composed of discrete dimensions was not substantiated.
Likewise hypothesis four, that dogmatism was multidimensional and composed
of discrefé dimensions, was also not substantiated. Though the degree
that they were not substantiated is the fact not that they were conclusively
disproven but that available evidence prevented any further consideration
of the problem.

What relevance then can one draw for attitudinal research from the
results of this thesis? Initially it indicated that one should be sceptical
of taking 'accepted' scales without question. The very fact that the
dogmatism scale‘did not factor into one or several distinct dimensions
should illustrate that the scale is in need of resassesgment and that
conceivably it is no longer an accurate measure of what it is intended
to be. Hopefully, future research can and will test this contention.
Likewise the use of scales such as Srole's Anomia scale were questionned,
as Sroles items were distributed among three factors by the factorial
procedure and did not, even when scales and analysis was applied, exzhibit
écceptable scale coefficients.

The use of composite scales as measurement tools likewise requires

further explanation. An acceptable scale, i.e., one which will give
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acceptable results, will be effectively created only if one's operationaliss
ation of the concept is ip strict accordance with its own definitional
pavameters, This requires judicious item appraisal and item analysis in
conjunction with this definition. So that the use of a composite alien-
ation scale here was not entirely successful, though it provided a tool

upon which the research could be based and indicated what could possibly

have béen the basic components of alienation, the very fact that it did not
factor unto.one or several alienation dimensions, distinct from the dogmatism
dimensions, illustrates that there could have been even stricter operation-
alisation of the basic definition that was effected as it too seems a dubious
measure of what it was intended to be.

As Chapters III and IV illustrated, there is a need to use factor
and Guttman scalogram anaiyses as complementary, in an attempt to elicit
maximug information from data as only this way by use of such multivariate
techniques can the most comprehensive measurement models be produced and
tested.

It is unfortunate that given the results as they evolved that no
consideration may be made on the basis of this research, concerning a
fuller comprehension of behaviour. Had a relationship been found between
dogmatism and alienation then the import for behaviour might have been
considerable. The very fact that the data did not even indicate the
presence of both dogmatism and alienation as separate concepts indicates
the tenuous nature of the variables with which we are dealing. So that
had a relationship been proven between the two concepts then possibly this
‘may have clarified some of the more obscure aspects of the relationship
between attitudes and behaviour. However, the fact that this was not
the case and the fact that if anything thesé results provide even more
difficulties for any understanding of attitudes and behaviour, wouldseem

to further complicate an already complex situation.
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Hopefully it will be for future research in this area to attempt
to clarify the problem area of the relationship between attitudes and
then attempt to relate such sknowledge to behaviour, as it would seem
that to comprehend behaviour there is a need to understand the motivations,
the predispositions related to it. This thesis attempted to move toward
that position by developing toward a theory of attitudes and their
relationships. The very fact that it was so unsuccessful in accomplishing
it avowed aim of diécovering a relationship between what were defined as
the concepts of dogmatism and alienation, illustrates both the complexity
of the problem and the minimal knowledge that we have in this sphere,
Indeed, theoretically one may still conceive of two distinct attitudes
of dogmatism and alienation, yet empirically in this research they were
not even isolated as separate dimensions. It may be for Ffuture research
to bridge this theoretical-empirical gap, if indeed that is possible, and
in doing so complete the task, upon which this thesis was predicated but

in which it was not successful.
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03 1) Canada and Russia have nothing in common.
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QUESTION AND CODE

agree very much.

agree on the whole,
agree a little.
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,

0l 2) The highest form of government is a democracy and the

highest form of democracy is a govermment run

who sre the most intelligent,
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agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little.
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,

by those

05 3) Even though freedom of speech for all groups is a worth-

while goal, it is unfortunately necessary to restrict the

freedom of certain political groups,

7.
6.
5.
3.
2v

9
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agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little.
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
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alisSagree very mucii,.
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acquaintance with ideas he believes in than

06 h)
opposes,
7. I
6, I
5. 1
30 I
2, I
1. T
07 5)
7. I
6, I
5. I
30 I
2, I
1, X
08 6)
place,
7. T
6, 1
5. 1
3' I
2, I
1, I
09
7. 1
6., I
5. I
3‘ I
2, I
1. T

105

It is only natural that a person would have a much better

with ideas he

agree very much,
agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,

“disagree on the whole,

disagree very much,

Man on his own is a helpless and miserable creature.

agree very much.

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very nuch,

Fundamentally the world we live in is a pretty lonesome

agree very much.

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,

7) Most people just don't give a damfor others,

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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13

8)

9)

10)

11)

106

I'd like it if I could find someone who would tell me how

to solve my personal problems,

-

agree very much.
agree on the whole,
agres a little.
disagree a little.
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,

-
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It is only natural for a person to be rather fearful of the

future,
7. 1 agree very much,
6. I agree on the whole,
5. I agree a little,.
3. 1 disagree a little,
2, I disagree on the whole,
1., I disagree very much,

There is so much to be done and so little time to do it in,

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,

. disagree a little.
disagree on the whele,
disagree very much,
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Once I get wound up in a heated discussion I just can't stop.

I agree very much,

I agree on the whole,

I agree a little,

I disagree a little,

I disagree on the whole,
I disagree very much,

-
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12) In a discussion I often find it necessary to repeat myself

several times to make sure I am being understood,

7. I agree very much,

6. I agree on the whole,

5. I agree a little,

3. I disagree a little.

2, I disagree on the whole,
1, I

disagree very much,

13) In a heated discussion I generally become so absorbed in
what I am going to say that I forget to listen to what

others are saying.

I agree very much.

I agree on the whole,

I agree a little,

I disagree a little,

I disagree on the whole,
I disagree very much,
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14) It is better to be a dead hero than a live coward.

7. I agree very much,

6, I agree on the whole,

5. T agree a little,

3, I disagree a little,

2, 1 disagree con the whole,
1. 1 disagree very much,

15) While I don't like to admit this even to myself, my secret
ambition is to become a great man, like Einstein, or Beeth-

oven or Shakespeare,

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whdle,
disagree very much.
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16)

17)

18)

19)

108

The main thing in life is for a person to want to do some-

thing important,

7
6.
54
3.
2.
1.
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agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,.
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,

If given the chance 1 would do something of great benefit

to the world,

-
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I agree very much.

I agree on the whole,

I agree a little,

I disagree a little.

I disagree on the whole,
I disagree very much,

In the history of mankind there have been probably just a

handful of really great thinkers,

7o
6a
5

30,

2,
1.

There
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agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole.
disagree very much,

are a number of people I have come to hate because

of the things they stand for,

o H

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much
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22 20) A man who has not believed in some great cause has not

really lived,

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little.
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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23 21) It is only when a person devotes himself to an ideal or

cause that life becomes meaningful,

agree very much,

. agree on the whele,
agree a little.
disagree a little,
disapree on the whole.
disagree very much.
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2 22) A person who gets enthusiastic about too many causes is

likely to be a 'pretty-washy' sort of person,

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a lititle.
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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25 23)  Of all the different philosophies which exist in the world

there is probably only one which is correct,

7. 1 agree very much,

6. I agree on the whole,

5. I agree a little,

3. I disagree a little,

2. I disagree on the whole,
1. I disagree very much,
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2L) To compromise with out political opponents is dangerous

because it usually leads to the betrayal of our own side,

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little.
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much.
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25) When it comes to difference of opinion in religion we must
be careful not to compromise with those who believe differ-

ently from the way we do.

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little.
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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26) In times like these, a person must be pretty selfish if he

considers primarily his own happiness,

agree very much,

[ agree on the whole

. agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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27) The worst crime a person can committ is to attack publicly

the people who believe in the same thing he does,

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little.

. disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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28)

29)

30)

31)

111

In times like these it is often necessary to be more on
guard against ideas put out by people or groups in one's

own camp than those in the opposing camp.

I agree very much.

I agree on the whole.

I agree a little,

I disagree a little,

I disagree on the whole,
I disagree very much.

-

WU OVl

Y

A group which tolerates too much differences of opinion

among its own members cannot exist for long.

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole.
disagree very much,
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There are two kinds of pecple in this world, those who are

for the truth and those who are against the truth.

I agree very much,

I agree on the whole,

I agree a little, -

I disagree a little,

I disagree on the whole,
I disagree very much,
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A person who thinks primarily of his own happiness is be~

neath contempt.

agree very much,

agree on tLhe whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
diszgree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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32) My blood beils whenever a person stubbornly refuses to

admit he's wrong.

agree very much,

[ agree on the whole,
agree a little.
disagree a little.
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,

.
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33) HMHost of the ideas which get printed nowadays aren't worth

the paper they are printed on.

-

agree very much,

[ agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree g little,

. disagree on the whole.
disagree very much,
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3h) In this complicated world of ours the only way we can know

what. is going on is to rely on leaders or experts who can

be trusted,

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much.
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35) It is often desirable to reserve judgement about what's go-
ing on until one has had a chance to hear the opinions of

those one respects.

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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36) In the long run the best way to live is to pick friends
and associates whose tastes and beliefs are the same as

one's own,

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,

[ dissgree a little,

- disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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37) The present is all tco often full of unhappiness, It is

only the future that counts,

agree very much.

agree on the whole,
agree a little;
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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38) If a man is to accomplish his mission in life it is scme-

times necessary to gamble 'all or nothing at allt.

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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39) Unfortunately a good many people with whom I have discussed
imporﬁant social and moral problems don't really understand

what is going on,

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a litile,
disagree on the whole,
~ disagree very much,
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L2 LO)  Most people just don't know what is good for them.

-
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agree very much,
-agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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L3 41) These days a person does not know who he can depend on,

.

.

- NVWwur OV

.

agree very nuch,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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L L2) The Canadian authorities are working hard to develop the

country. (R)
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I agree very much.
I agree on the whole,

I agree a little,

I disagree a little,

T disegree on the whole,
I disagree very much.

L5 L3) Success is more dependent on luck than ability.

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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49

50

L5)

46)

L7)

48)

These
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days it is difficult to find people you can trust.

agree very much,
agree on the whole,
agree g little,
disagree a little.
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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In spite of what some people say, the situation of the

average man is getiing worse,
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I agree very much,

I agree on the whole,

I agree a little.

I disagree a little,

I disagree on the whole,
I disagree very much,

Money is the most important factor influencing public

policies,

It
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I agree very much,

I agree on the whole.

I agree a little,

I disagree a little.

I disagree on the whole,
I disagree very much,

not fair to gilve birth to children when the future

the world is so uncertain.
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I agree very much.

I agree on the whole,

I agree a little,

I disagree a little,

I disagree on the whole,
I disagree very much,
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51 49)  There is little use writing to public offcials because
they are not really interested in the problems of the

average man,

agree very much,
agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little.
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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52 50) There are such conflicting ideas on what is right and wrong

these days that it is hard to decide what to do,

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little.
dissgree on the whole.
disagree very much,
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53 51) If you don't watch out people will take advantage of you.

-

agree very much,

. agree on the whole,
agree a little,

| disagree a little,.
disagree on the whcle,
I disagree very much,
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51, 52) There are so many pecple who do things well that it is

easy to become disccuraged,

I agree very much,

I agree on the whole,

I agree a little,

I disagree a little,

I disagree on the whole,
I disagree very much,
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53)

54 )

55)

56)

Things are changing so fast that these days a person does

not know what to expect from one day to another,
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agree very much,
agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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Most people don't realise how much their lives are controlled

by plots hatched in secret by others.

7
6,
5.
3.
20
1.

agree very much.

agree on the whole.
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whcle,
disagree very much.
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Religious organisations in Canada have a great effect in

making our country a betier place to live, (R)
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I agree very much,

I agree on the whole,

I agree a little.

I disagree a little,

I disagree on the whele,
I disagree very much,

It does not matter which party wins elections as the inte-

rests of the little man do not count.
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agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much.
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62

57)

58)

59)

60)

Few people are really dedicated to their work,

70
6.
5‘
3.
2,
1.
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agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little.
disagree a little.
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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Our country has too many poor people who can do little to

raise their standard of living.
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Elected officials become tools of special interests no

I
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agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little.
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole.
disagree very much,

matter what,

o

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whcle,
disagree very much,

It is usually best to tell your superiofs what they want to

hear,

.
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agree very much.

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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61) It is almost impossible for one person to really under-

stand the feelings of others,

agree very much,

sgree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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62) People will do almost anything if the reward is high

enough.,
7. I agree very much,
6. I agree on the whole,
5, I agree 3 little, _
3. I disagree a little
2. I disagree on the whole,
1. I disagree very much,

63) The greatest ambition of politician is to be re-elected,

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much,
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61,) Local officials lose touch with the people who elect them,

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
disagree very much.
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65) Too many people in our society are just out for themselves

and don't care for anyone else,

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agree g little,
disagree a little.
disagree on the whele.
disagree very much,
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66) There is nothing lower than the person who does not feel a

great love, respect and concern for their parents,

agree very much,

agree on the whole.
agree a little,

. disagree a little,

[ disagrea on the whole,
| disagree very nuch,

.
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67 Most politicians are more interested in themselves than in

the public welfare,

I agree very much,

I agree on the whole,

I agree a little,

I disagree a little,.

I disagree on the whole,
I disagree very much,
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68) Almost anyone in our society can imporve his standard of

living if he is willing to work hard, (R)

I agree very much,

I agree on the whole.

I agree a little,

I disagree a little.

I disagree on the whole,
I disagree very much,

.
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71 69)  If people knew what was going on in high places it would

blow the 1lid off,

agree very much,

agree on the whole,
agreec a little,
disagree a little,
disagree on the whole,
. disagree very much,
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72 70)  The decisions of our courts of justice are just as fair to

s poor man as to a wealthy man,

I agree very much,

I agree on the whole,

I agree a little,

1 disagree s little,

I disagree on the whole.
I disagree very much.
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(R) -~ Reversed for coding purposes,

(R)
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APPERDIX II

INTBR-ITEM CORRELATION MATRIX: STUDENTS

SCHEMA *
1.
’\\
AN
AN .
AN
AN
N
AN
10 N
\
N
o B “\"“r
AN
N
I N\
f AN
| N
30 ! N
. AN
II | v N
! N
LOL - [ e
i %\
i N
| N
| ' N
| ' N
50 III L | VIII \\
| | AN
| ' N
. | | AN
___________ I-_“—.--—_.__—-___T___...__.__._.-_____-I\.
| i | AN
v | VII , IX | X\\
70 , ! | — b\
1 10 20 30 L0 50 60 70

ITEMS CORRESFOND TO ITEMS IN QUESTIONNAIRE

70 items utlised. Each section aobve corresponds to one of the following
10 pages. Decimal point omitted in tables,
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