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Abstract

founded on a systems model of polltical processes and
a review of studies relating values to political controls, 90
value ltems were administered to ‘mainstream' and ''eddy"
(dIssenting) groups, Including moderate and radical students,
Rotarlans, members of the New Demotratic Coalition, Navy
enlisted men, and Navy brlé.prlsoners for the purpose of
(a) devising an Instrument for measuring politically relevant
values and (b) exploring the values dynamics underlylng
dissent. Ten factored scales were ldentified, some of which
discrimlnated among the separate samples. All samples con-
curred on values basic to demacratic processes but differed
In thelr perceptions of the Implementation of those ldeals,
and thelr own political Influence. Data analysls reveaied
several ways In which the instrument may be Improved, yet
the scores obtained conformed well with known features of

the samples. (V)
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""Forelgn cbservers have found the American
experlence puzzling. Gunnar Myrdal described It as
a dllemma. The natlon was the birthplace of modern
democracy; and yet It institutionatlzed racism. Equai-
Ity and freedom were born on the same soil as stavery
and white supremacy. Frontier democracy was ftself
partly shaped In wars against the Indfan and the
Mexican: only through collectlive agreement and
polltical equality could the settlers protect the lands
that they had taken. tach whlte man was entlitled to

one vote -~ and a rifle,"

THE CENTER MAGAZINE

March 1969 (page 43)
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Technical Report |

Values and Public Dissent:

| = Preliminary Measures = . |
Part |

Lioyd Free and Hadley Cantril (1968) report an Oregon
salesman who sald that ''something ought to be done for the
.poor, for the elderly, and for people on rellef.'!" Yet a few
méments later when questioned about his worries and fears for
the country, replied, ''that the government will keep spending
over their Income. 1If this doesn't end, we'll be taxed to
death." Inconsistency between what is held to be desirable
and the operat!ons of the governmental system, Free and
Cantrll arcue, Is rampant within the American population and
provides unstable support for soclal welfare programs and
pollicies marking the history of the United States since the
early thirtles.

The current study was mounted not so much.to
rcexamine the Free and Cantri) proposition but to develop a
means for measurlng values having potentlal relevance to
goveramental and other organizatlonal controls (although some
apparent Inconsistencles were uncovered). To what extent are
such values shargqvor different among quite different sectors
of the population? Are the differences (If any) In espoused

values conslistent with other Information characterizing the




sub-sectlons of American culture? |If so, what new Inslghts
might surface In an analysls of the value patterns assoclated
with such sub-cultures? These were the research alims,

Yet heyond these sclentific targets, what soclally
relevant Information might be forthcoming? For example,
what sub-cultures ére wehialklng about, and might this'effoft
provide a clearer bhderstandlng of the baslis er‘;urfenf'con-
flicts within the American scene? For example, the college
student rebelllon against university policles, the draft,
the Viuvtnamese war, and many of the traditional tenets of
Americar society have'been of malor concern fro: White House
to Black Ghetto. By no means are students united. Elements
on the campuses holding differing views and presumably |
different value patterns might shed l1ight on the causes but
not the cures for cempus dissent. Within the Navy one may
also find dlssenters and protesters serving sentences In the
Brilg and although, like many students, their Individucl
mot|vations may vary, thelr actlons have brought them In
conflict with officlal standards of conduct. Even within
the non-criminal adult civillian population, gradations of
protest can be identified from members of the John Birch
Soclety to suppoiters of the Anti-Defemation League and the
Civil Libertles Unlon.b Right, left, and middle subecultures
within the American scene are not difflicuit to Identify =-

although administrative compllications in measuring thelr

. ep e e e i ot
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values may be more complex EHQB when working with students
and Navy personnel, |If séu&ent, Navy and aduit civilian
samples couid bg surveyed, It was hoped that a plcture of
the cross currents within the Ameéican spectrum would emerge

. at a very fundamental level,

What is a Value?
’ " Rokeach (1968) defined values esséntlally as those

abstraét ldeals about how one ought or should behave, think

or feel Irrespective of 'a particular situation. For purposes
of developing an instrument the flrst part pf the above defli-
nition was accepted as a guide. That Is, the format of tne
Instrument demanded for reasons to be explliceted later, that
sentences be embloyed‘rather than "sltuatlon¥less", bare

' words, such as loyalty, honesty, freedom, equallty, kindness,
etc, Consequently, the operational definftion of value as
employed hereln Is a statement or set of‘statements which
cmphasliazs a condlition or re|atlonshlp'whlch ought (or ought
noé)'éxlst. with regard to the way condlflons are perceived
by the respondent at the moment. It will bééome evident
later that the method of data analyslis made It possible to
abstract a value label for sets of statements pertalining to
different sltuations and thus setisfy the Rokeach definition
In Its entirety. In other words, the Instrument started with
a “contamlnated" operationa) definition of value but provided

a means for obtalning ''sanitlzed'' value measures.



Why Concentrate_on Values?

 For purposes of thls study, the Rokeach (op. cit,
C.ap. 1) hlerarchy of bellefs provided a basi. ‘'First,
not all bellefs are equally Important to the Individual;
bellefs vary along a central:perlpheral dimension. Second,
the more central a bellef, the more It will reslst chango.

Third, the more the central bellef changedg the more wlde- o
spread the |epercusslons In the.rest of the hellef system."'
(p. 3) Rokeach proceeded to classlfy ;lve kinds of bellefs
startlng‘nlth prlmltlve bellefs (ldO% consensdsl; sdcl as
"y belleve this ls a table; thls is a book;“ kA Type) : A
Such bellefs are characterlzed by perceptdal constancles‘of |

) g

objects, persons or self, Othr' prlmltlve bellefs (Type B)

. ]

L

'have zero COnsSensus == deluslons, halluclnatlons, flxed
) !

Ideas - such as "I am stupld no matter what others may say."

[ ol ,!".;

These bellefs, Insulated and protected from contrary evldence,
are less central than Type A bellefs.
Authority bellefs Type c, are those ”taught" by

reference persons or groups havlng somethlng less than lOO

§

per cent consensus.A Authorltles espouse bellefs about free

'”enterprlse, the frlendllness of people. standards of conolct,

y,_

‘morallty and ethlcs, whlch the lndlvldual adopts as hls ovn,

,>:

" This Is’ not to say that one reference person or group prc-

vldes the total range of authorltatlvely rooted bellefs for

an Individual. To some extent reference groups differ in the

T R v e €
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belfefs they embody thus making it possible for an Individual
gulded by more than one reference or source to hold authori-
tative bellefs that are controvertible. For this reason Type
C bellefs are less central, more easlily changed: and mbfé
varied within a population than Types A and B. ’

The distinction Rokeach draws between Types C and
D 1s not as clear as between others. D bellefs are derived
sgcond-hand rather than from direct contact with ahthorlty
flgures or reference groups. For purposes of thls Investiga-
tion the bellefs emphasized are both C and D Types,‘carfylng
the stamp of some authority, some trusted reference group
shared by a number of persons, but controvertible and
differing across segments of the population. These are
values, lIdeologles, standards haylng support In the social
system,

Finally, to complete the Rokeach hierarchy, he
posits Inconsequential bél}efs (Type €). These are matters
of taste and preference which may or may not be tenaciously
held: The Yankees are the best ball team, or Unlversity A
is better than 8; yet they have few connectlpns wjth other
bellefs, and If changed, result In no long chain-reaction
affecting other bellefs. . |
Thls‘framework defining values placeg them roughly

at a middle level of centrality, yet at the most central

level where differences may be expected across varlous




organizationally def[ped segments of the population. Yet
we have not fully answeréé the"questlon posed. Why values?
Rokeach's formulation asserts that C and'D Type bellefs are
associated wlth reference groups. Theréfore members of
groups having contrasting goals or differing views on current
Issues should also show belief patterns differing In signi-
flc;nt wﬁyg. Moreover, these bellefs (values) are assumed
to be tﬁ; psychéloglcal core on which disagreements over
public Issues rest. Ilf It becomes possible to identify
thes? value differences the dlalogqe over Issues may be
moved to a more fundamental and berhaps more fruitful level

of discourse. This latter stage Is of course beyond the

scope of the current project.

Values Relevant to Organlzational Control

At the outset it was also necessary to settle
upon a theory reiatlng values to the nature of organiza-
tional controls. This study accepted with slight modifica-
tion Easton's (1965) analysis of political systems and its
operations as at least a Eonvenlent framework. Iﬁ brief,
Easton sees the political system (which Is but one example
of othef‘soclal systems -=- business enterprises, churches,
untversities) as accepting certain Interes;s from ts
envlrdnment which pass through a boundary and thereby are

transformed Into deménds. Demands are then comblined,
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modifled, accepted, or rejected by the political processes
carried out by the system’s rote Incumbents who produce,

as outputs, the laws, regulations, and administrative poli=
cles of the polity. In addition, the political system
requires at least a modicum of support from the soclety In
which It Is embedded, such support flowing from the output
as well as from the way in which the processing of demands

Is carried on by the system (e.g., the 1954 Senator J.
McCarthy subversive activities hearings). The baslic,
relatively enduring, personal values held by the political
model role incumbents Influence the processing of demands,
the rules of procedure, and the final output, Furthermore,
the extent .to which the proce:=ing mechanisms and the outputs
express those values held by the socléty's influential opinion
leaders, to that extent will the political system engender
societal support., A number of quotes from Easton ‘are
relevant: .

UThe ideological symbols that express
political values show vast differences and
reflect greatly divergent ways of life
among systems at any one moment of time or

_historically considered. Freedom as against
slavery or coerclion, social equality as com-
pared to fixed status, indlvidual political
responsibility in contrast with acceptance
of the wisdom of political authority,
maximization of popular participation In
place of rulc by a restricted elite,
racial superlority rather than equality
signalize deep value cleavages among .

political systems.. Underlying principles
. such as divine_rlght, popular consent, the
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will of the Volk, the general wllil,
soclal contract, or ulctatorship of

the proletariat express conflicing
promises to gulde action iIn varying
political systems." (pp. 194-195).

", ., in any system, there are certain
dominant polltical values that glve tone
and directlon for political practices,
norms, and structural arrangements,"
(p. 198)

", . . Insofar as the pol!itically
effective members of a system lend
thelr support to the expression and
elaboration of such values and they
are not openly rejected by other
members In the system, they will form
Timits within which the day-to-day
policles will be expected to confire
themselves." (p. 19 8)

Smith's (1968) recent schematic analysis of per-
sonallty as It Impinges on political behavior, lnclude§ a
values component as one of the’ﬁroxlmal'varlables; wé do
not take the position that value’s are the most Important
variables =- only that they are one class of Important
varlables, |

Given this theoretltal‘systems framéwo}k, Ft was
still necessary to declde what specific values ought to be
Included In the Initlal exploration, The selection criterla
took Into account the possibility that an appropriately
des Igned Instrument might eventually emphasize distinctive
features of varlous dissldent samples in the United States.
Consequently, we were ln;erestgd in selectlng those

values which might characterize most o;'éll segments of |
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Amertcan Iife‘and‘yet at the same time we wished to dlscover |
those valu;s alscrlmlnatlng sub=cultures In the U, §, - Moreover,
one sees his own AIstlnctlye culture when contrasted with another.
For this reason we searched the literature for evidence of value
differences between natlons and those which might.generally
characterize the U. S, population. (o

- The landmark studies of authoritarfan (Adorno, .
et. al., 1950) haQe provided a starting point for many sub-
sequent studles testing the extent to which thls personality
characteristic Is related to politlcal affjliation, voting .
behavlor, styles of leadership, or attitudes toward forelgn
policies, both in tﬁis country and abro@d._:(Leventhdl,‘_
Jacobs, and Kudirka, 1964; Singh and Arya, 1965; Levinson,
1957; Eysenck, 1954; Pareek and Chattopadhyay, 19655. Aslde
from these énd other studles indlcating the -relevance of -
authorltarlanlsm to a preference for different forms of
soclal contro‘, the underlying theory on which the California
studies was based fequlred that this dimension be Included.

A researcb program stemming directly from the

Authoritarlan Personallty on dogmatlsm has been equally

lmpressive In showlng cross-national as well as Intra-
natfonal differences (Rokeach, M., 1960, 1968). These
studies had Indicated among other things a dogmatism on

the right, middle and left of the political spectrum, and
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some Investigations have compared dogmatism cross-nationally.

- Clearly such measures ought to be included.

Although both authoritarian and dogmatism measures
have been concelved as personality dinensions, an Inspection
of the items themsclves shows that they conform with the
definition of a value In that they present an Ideal of
standard-of conduct-and furthermore fit with the Rokeach
hierarchy of beliefs at the C and D levels lndlcated'earller.

Turning to those -values generally pervading the -
American scene, Gruen's (1966) measures of the American core
culture seemed to hold promise. These included sub measures
of upward mobillity, Impulse restriction, conformity, and the

ltke. Although showing differences among socloeconomic

_classes within the United States this Instrument looked as

If the variances might be smaller within ‘tke American culture

than across national samples. Even a pluraliétlc society

-permitting differences. in oplinions to clrculate freely,

nevertheless requires on:theoretical grounds some anchoring
set of common values beyond freedom of speech.’ Gruen's Items
seemed .appropriate.

A value which might differ across nations and also
be assoclated with organizational processes pertélns to
compromise and bargaining. A correspondent from India
(Grossmith, J., 1969) for Instance writes: ''I feel that

reconciliation may be rather christocentric phenomena. In
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terms of Interpersonal quarrels and disputes It seems to

be alien to Hindu society. Ffirst of all, Hindus do not
have the hablt or ski!l of talkIing thelr way round to a
reconcillation. ODlsputes consist of a shouting competition,
Nefther side hears anything the other side says.! Erikson
among others (1950) held that a distinctive feature of
Amerlcans is a manifestatlon of the principle thatieach
Indlvidual develops ''claims for futyre privilege on the .
basis of one's past concessions.'. American families, he .
belleved, are more equalltarian than thelr European (and
perha;. other regional) counterparts, where the cleavage
between adult and child, senior and. junior Is more marked.
Thus the family becomes the training.scene on the one hand
for patterns of compromise, or an the other, of Intolerance
for different interests. In addition to Gruen's core
culture ftems, It seemed wise to Include some which measyre
compromise as a valued process.

Almond and Verba (1963) provided, a number of: leads .
suggesting values probably assoclated with organizational
control differences: ‘the extént to which. the social world
could be trusted or was perceived as full of threat and.-
danger; . the degree to which people thought..they .could
Influence control processes or, In Lerner's terms (1958)
were '‘personally impotent'’; the value placed on choice of

leisure time activitles and affiliation were all found
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assoclated with varying degrees of dlstributed, as opposed
to central {zed, political controls. Not all of these
features can be readlly translated into values or standards -
of conduct. Some were obviously perceptions of self |
(Rokeach's primitive Type B bellefs); others were bellefs
about soclial and Interpersonal relationshlps as‘they are,
not as they shouid be. Even though the Inclusion of éuch
Items might be a departuré from concentration on values It
was declded to write statements almed at these‘characterls;
tics because the Almond and Verba data (based on extenélve '
Interviews) were persuasive, |

For reasons that are now difficult fdlreconst}uct
It was decided to Include Items pertéinlng to time orlenfa-
tion. Perhaps an carly exposure to Florence Klﬂckholn's
(Kluckholn and Strodtbeck, 1961) formulation had ﬁerslsted.~
which Includes time as a value. 1t appeared plausible that
tight organizatlional controls beyond the Influence of the
ordinary individual might be associated with an emphasis on
immediate rather than future satlsfactlonsl If-the future
Is in the hands of leaders over whom the led can exert
little influence, the functionally adaptive resbonse fs to
take 2 short time perspective, value fhe here and now over
delayed gratification in & future, planning for which may
only be a fancliful exercise. Contrariwlise, glveh followers

whose time perspective is short, authoritative strict con-
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trols may be more aéceptéble.‘ Several other sources were
also searched. Robinson, Rusk and Held (1968) provided a
collection of scales prévlous!y emnloyed by other lnvestlga-'
tors mostly confined to the Unlted States. Descriptlons‘of
several forelgn politles were consulted (Pye, L.w.; 1962;
Siffin, W.J., 1966; Hong, §.C., 1967; Holtzman, W.H., |
Santcs, J.F., Bouguet, §., and Barth, P., 1966; Bello, W.F.,
and Roldan, M.C., 1957).

The program of Iqternatlonal Studies of Values In
Politics under the leadership of DOr. Philip Jacob (1966)
tikewise provided modets for specific Items already tesfé&
in Poland, Indla and Yugoslavia that pertalned to the ob]lga-
tions and expectations of political teaders. It is dlfflcult
to trace particular items to particular sources among tﬁﬁs :
collection. Perhaps they only provided some confidence tﬁég
we were touching values on which resbondents In these countries
might differ from Americans.

In several developing countrles corruption In
politics as defined by Americans is at Jeast countenanced-
if not actually approved. '"Mhy run for public office If
holding It does not give one a ‘fair advantage?’“ Is a view
openly held in sectors of Southeast Asia. Venallty is not
necessarily frowned upon -=- only its excesses.  The border-L.
line between acceptable and éxcessive corruption !s often “

unclear to American eyes. Recognlzing that confllcts o&f
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Interest (e.q. MacNamara vs. Ford Motor Co,) may be a dis~
tinctive feature of American political vafues, such |tems
seemed appropriate even though they might be generally
rejected by American respondents.

This was the rationale, then, for Including the

items appearing In Appendix A,

A Theory Gap

No unlversal def of values has been agreed upon,
and no conceptual guides aré avallable to select g.g;lggl
from the non-exIstent universal set those having necessary
relevance to any sort of organizatlonal arrangement. The
empirical comparisons of Afmond and Verba across flve
national g(odps provided some guldance as did the earller
studies of authorltarlad!sm and dogmatism. The process cf
selecting valud; to be tested for relevance to tha govern~
ance of any group or soclety at this stage must be hased on'
avallable experience, largely but not -¢ompletely atreoretlcal;
Perhaps In the fdture we may look toward a sort of job-
analysis model bulft on the systems framework which will
specify at varlous polnts what values must be held by the -
role encumbents for the system to operate adaptively. An
approach to thls end can be found In certain speculatlons'
about the personallty ‘characteristlcs especlally requ!red

by primitive and advanced socletles. Thus Froma (1941)
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proposed that orderliness, punctuellity, and disclpline are
essentlals for an Industrial soclety. Erlksoq:(l9h5) con=
_tended that the Sloux sdcleiy requlfed "a combination of
undiminished self~conflidence, trust In the availability of
food supply, and ready anger In the face of the enemy Inter-
ference." (p. 327) These were two attehpts at personality
specifications rather than values although that distinction
Is less Important than the current difflculty of specifying
the total population of values‘frdm which ahy set might be
dréwn for particular Investlgatlon;

- A companlon‘problem also exists to which no one
has given serlious attentlon. If one settles upon a value ==
say authorlfarlanISm, about which a.gréat number-of items
can be aﬁd have been wrltten == no sémpllng theory exists
whlcﬁ ;ermlté cne to be sure that the sélected ftems
adequately represent the domain encompassed by the concept.
The common practice Is to follow the ieader (an authori-
tarian practicel) by re-using the items originally proposed
as the operational definition, without questioning the
representatIQeness 6f those items for the construct. In
some Insianceﬁ statistically consistent items having very
tenuous cohéé;fuaf_relevance to the construct have become
standafd éart; of 5 scaie. This Is particularly vexing

when one strikes out Into previously unexpiored values

using conventional Item formats. in the absence of concept

h:
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sampling theory comnarable to respondent ssmpllng, the
measure originator merely guesses what kind of statements ls

approprlate. We guessed when necessary.

Bg;gégdent Sagglés ‘

The principal objective at this early stage of
development was to test the Inveniory of Items rather than to
obtaln definitive Information about segments of the American
population, although the two objectives were not incompatible.
Ve wantéd to discover how the items we had guessed at correlated
emong themselves and with those previously developed by the
sources already referenced. Additionally It was necessary to
discover what items or scales dlscrlmlnate§ between markedly
different respondent cohorts, DIfferences In value pattern
armong the cohorts furthermore ought to be consistent with
vhat was generally known about thelr political leanings or
views and also about their attitudes on one or more sallent
public Issues, %

Because we ware primarily Interested at thls stage
In instrument development, the samples employed were not
selected to bu repretentative of any targer population.

Consequently no conclusions can be generalized to the larger

* The first 2dninistration of the items occurred fortultously
at the Unlversity of Hawall In the spring of 1968, Twenty-
five students participating in & sit=in of the Unlversity's
aéainistration bullding were recrulted ''on the spot'' and.
conpared with 85 volunteer etementary psychology students.,
The data were factor analyzed und have been described by
Meredith (1969). Later in this report we shall make
reference to these "pre-pllot" {Indings.
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sub cul;ure from which they were drawn. When in the -later
portions of this report reference Is made to radical students,
Rotarlans, Democrats, or Navy brig prisoners, we do not Imply
the descriptions apply to these sectors In general -- only to
the respondents themselves. Table 1 presents the age, educa-

tion, and numbers In each of the respondent samples. )

.Table |
Age Educatlon*

N X s.D. X $.0.

Adult evenlng'éollege 49 29.8 7.9 13.5 1.24
students - Liberal Arts

Radical students 58 19.6 1,2 a

Moderate students 60 19.8 W7 a
Rotarlans 27 47.8 12.8 16.3 1.1
Democrats 76 32.1 11,9 15.4 2.1
Navy enlisted men 75 24 1.9 125 1.0
Navy Brig prisoners 78 21.0 1,9 1.4 1.6

% Years of formal schooling
a Data not recorded but all were undergraduates

A further word describing the samples Is In order.
Adult evenlng‘ﬁollége students were enrolled In elementary
and advancéd psychology courses, By and large they were
people who had earllier Interrupted thelr formal education
for family or job reasons and were feturnlng on a part-time

schedule to complete degree requlréments. A few held super-



18.

visory hosltlons but most were clerks, seéretarles, Junlor'
technicians, or housewlves,

The radical and moderate students were drawn from
a total of 118 undergraduétes at Rutgers Unlverslty’(7).‘
Colgate Unlversity (61), Swerthmere COerge (26), and
Manhattanville College (30). Six Incomplete forms were
reJected. Among the supplementary questions attached to the
Rutgers Opinlonalfre (values instrument) was a list of nine
common campus organizations lnciudlﬁg $.D.S., SANE, Inter=
fraternity Council, Conservative Club, Young Américéns for
Freedom, etc, which covered the ''right-left' spectrum.
Respondents wéré asked to Indicate two whose policies and
programs they epproved of, and two with‘whlch they dls-
approved. It wés also possible for a respondent to Indlcate
no opinion on elther or both sides. From the total set of
respondents It was possible to select 58 who approved of
radical organtzations (S.0.5., Students for Afro-American
Soclety) and simultaneously disapproved of the conservative
or moderate organizations. Twenty-seven conservative
students had a reverse pattern of approval-disspproval,
In the Interest of using all respondent data, these con-
servatives and all non-radicals were grouped under the
label of Moderate students, Efforts were also made to
galn further indlcations of Involvement by Indl.atlions of

attendance and offlice-holding but these data proved too
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skimpy to be of use, A sldelight from this effort suggested
that the moderate students tended to be less involved in the
organlzatlions of which they approved than the radlcal students.
Nevertheless the selection procedure provided two groups of
about the same slze, age and presumably of similar educatlon.
The Rotarlan sample Is a 54 per cent mall return of
questlonnaires dlistributed az a regular club luncheop. The
senfor author was Invited to make a speech on another subject
prior to which he briefly described the research prehect and
asked for volunteers,. Most had voted for Nixon in the Novem=
ber 1968 electlon, one for Wallace, and four for Humphrey.
We have no way of determining how representative the respond-
ents were of the total club,” .
The Democrats were solicited at a staterrganlzlng B
conventlon of the New Oemocratic Coallitlon held ln‘New
Brunswick, New Jersey late In March 1969. A table was set up
near the entrance of the meeting hall urgleé participants to
accept and mall back the completed questionnalres., About
500 persons attended the meeting but the supply of 110
questionnalres was qulckly exhausted before the meeting
began. All those who took the forms gave thelr names.end ‘
addresses on a separate sheet. Follow-up remlnders were
malled two weeks following the meeting, and a total of 84 .
were recelved of which 76 (70%) of those dlstrlbuted wered':‘

used for analysis.” Again, we have no way of determlnlng
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the';gpgéﬁéntatlveness of the sample, but for our purposes
this is relatlvély unimportant. Ve know they were active
participants In the Coallition, expressing by thelr attend-
ance somé'degree of commitment to a reformulation of the
Democratic Party policies following the November 1968 -
elections,

Navy enltisted men consisted of two sub groups at
the Philadelphla Naval Statlon. The flrst were men In
transit between Boot Camp and thelr first fleet assignments.
The second were men shortly to be discharged. Navy prisoners
were surveyed at the Pﬁlladelph!a and Norfolk Navy brigs.
Brlg advisors selected those whose offenses and records
showed them to be protesters agalnst Navy regulations,
Unauthorized leave was the predominant offense although one
or two were awa]tlng court martial on charge of desertion.¥
‘According to the Navy Times (April 30, 1969), the average
Navy prisoner Is 20 years old, and has not finlshéd high
school. In these respects our sample Is very simllar to
the average of the brig population, Moreover about 85%
are conflned for some sort 'of unsuthorized leave. In splte

of some possible contamlnation from the Incluslon of prisoner

* In any replication of this study or further extension of
it, investigators should review each prisoner's folder
with the help of cognlzant Navy personnel to ensure ciose
compllance with the needs of thée research.
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respondents whose offenses were not of a protest sort, the
fact of their serving sentences sets them apart from the

regular enlisted men,

Factor Analysis of Results

Each Item was scored on a six polnt scale from
Strongly Agree (1) to Strongly Disagree (6). An orthogonal
factor analysis was performed on the total respondeﬁt sample
of L23.% Because the computer program could accept only 80
variables it was necessary on the basis of prior tabulation
of item dlstrlbuflon scores to elimlnate 10 ltems having the
smallest variences from the factor analysis. An Inspection
of the factor matrix revealed that factors beyond the flrst
ten appeared very tenuous, accounting for a small percentage
of the varlancn, Moreover the items loading on the ninth
factor falled to have any conceptual unity that could be
Interpreted by the Investlgators. It was reluctantly
eliminated as were those beyond ten.

The labeling of factors Is an art and & conven=-
lence for easy reference. The meanling cr any factor is
conveyed through a careful reading of the [tems gliving
consideration to the factor welghts, and thelr slgns,

\ihen factor ten ltems were Inspected It appeared that two

concepts were included; one which was clearly a measure of

* Bi Med Program O3M, princlpal component solutlon and
orthogonal rotation of the factor matrix.
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authoritariantsm (strong welghts on ''classical’ F scale
Items), and one with somewhat;ﬁeaker welghts suggested by
Gruen's America6 Core Culture sqales emphasizing upward
mobllfity, ecbnomlc advance, and endorsement of acﬁlevement
values, For purposes of explicatlon in psychological terms
It seemed wise to‘separate thése items Into two scales,
recognizing that In the Unlted States, but not necessarily
elsewhere, these would be hlghly‘correlated. We preferred
to look upon the factor analysls as a powerful guide not to
be followed blindly, In assigning ltems to scales. Moreover
séme Items eliminated solely because of machine 1imltations
(see Page 21), had conceptual relevance to some scales and
were therefore assigned where they seemed to flit best [n an
effort to augment the botentlal reliabliitty o# those scales.
(Three on Factor 1; two on Factor |11} one each on Factors
Vi, VII, and ViII) Elght items having weak or no welghts
were eliminated entlrely for both statistical and conceptual
reaso;s.

It was a source of some satisfaction to discover
that the factor structure conformed well, although not per-’
fectly, with the hypothesized values relevant to organlzatl&gal
control developed durlng the prellminary survey of earlier
studlei. Ve evidently guessed well In selecting and writing
Jtems and furthermore, the value constructs for the most part

were relatively Independent.
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The following steps in the analysis do pot
represent a cross-valldation bﬁt instead were merely an
effort to determine whether the sub-samples of the respondent
pool revgalgd factor sco}é differences which In any way made
sense [n the context of the features kn§Wn to distinguish
them. | '

Mean scale scores for each of the samples listed In
Table I were computed taking care to reverse the originally
assligned numerical values (subtracting from ?) on those Items
having negative weights. These mean scale scores are presented
in Figures .I to X.

A one-way analysis of varlance was performed on the
scale scores across sampltes. F ratlos are presented wfth each
flgure. In addition, Table 4 presents those differences
between sample mean scores In each scale with probabllities
of .05 or lgfs. as estimated by the Scheffé test (1953).

An estimate of scale rellabl1ity was obtained by , -
re-submitting the questlonnélre to!one of the adqlg part-time
evening collegé“classes with an Inter-test Intexvql of two
months. Both Item and scale score rellabllftles were com-
puted shbseqhent to assigning items to scales.* Scale

reliabilitles are displayed In Table 2.

% Scale reliabllities might have been Improved had Item
reliabliilties been avallable prior to the assignment of
{tems to scales.
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Table 2
Re-Tesg

Factor Score Rellabilities (N = 24)

B Factofﬂ ; Correlation
1  Democratic Leadership .526 o
R Censorship | 916
i Cynlcal Distru;t | .656
IV Weak Self Regard .593
v 5 Autocratlc Leadershlp 512
vi Rejection of Compromise T Lbss
Vi Present vs, Future .69
viiT Pefsonal Kindness ;620
'xé - Authorltarianism ,847>
Ay Upward Hobillty 696

With the exception of Factors 11 and Xp al) rellabl- -
lities were disappointingly low. Rellabllitles on the F
scale have also been generally higher than Indicated above¥,
which suggests that this particular respondent set is somehow
unique and not providing as falr an estimate of rellabiltity
as might be obtalned with either & larger N or a shorter
Interval between appllcations. These data nevertheless raise
a cautlonary signal with respect to all su;sequent Interpre-
tations of the findings. A reconslideratlion of the asslignment

of items to scales, taking Into account Item reliadbilitles,

would seem to be In order as part of any later analyslis,

* Adorno, et. al., 1950, p. 288,
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Intercorrefations of scale scores are presented In

Tabte 3.

o v - 1. Table 3

Intercorrelations of Scale Scores
(N = 423)

I EE N | A A L 1 vinE Xe © XM
i .262 .009 .033 ,075 .020 .000 .178 -,080 -.,080

¥ " .007 .003- ,081 .126 .026 .116 .532 429"
i 543,067 461 W7 -;331 28 am
Iv - ., )37 460 .L4h -168 167  ,093
v o4 22,087 -.072 -.033 -.035
vl B 378 =236 . .H09  .320
Vil 220 .23 w2
viie 210 145
Xp R | .662

As ;nt!clpafed. scales XF.andlleQefe hlghly
correlated.‘ Thirty-four out of 45 Intercorfelatlons were
acceptably }ow. The exceptinns were |1 vs. Xp, Xp; HH1 vs.
IV, VI, VI1, VIS IV vs. VI, VI1; VI vs. VII, Xg. Although
theéé'gédres are more highly correlated than is.psychometri-
cally desirable, the conceptual relevance of one to the other

':.fs‘uhdéFstandable. .?or'insténce,‘dlsapproval qf censorship

(11) appears consistent with low authorltarian values (Xfp).
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It Is not Inconcelvable that cynical distrust of others
(111) should be assoclated with weak self-regard (tVv), a
short time perspective (Vll), or a low value on compromise
(v1). No doubc more relfable scales would reduce these
correlat!pns but on the other hand an tnspectlon of the
higher than desirable associations do not present major

Interpretative problems to be elaborated later.

Regression Analysis of Results

The ‘data booklet included a flnal page of ''issue
questlions which differed somewhat from sample to sample.
From the Navy samples'(N=353), the questions and mean scoresv
were:

(a) Indicate the statement closest to your vlew:

1. 1| hope to make a career in the Navy.
2., t will reenlist for one more hitch.
3. The Navy Is OK but not great.
5. The NaVy stinks.

(X = 3.9, 5.0. 1.18)

(b) Consider your opinlon about the Vietnam war:

We have a Job to do and should do it.

We ought: to slow uown and gradually get out.
Don't have any strong oplnion.

1'11 go if orcered but | won't like It,

1'H go over the hill before they ship me to
Vietnam,

(X = 2.5, S.D. 1.48)

V1 W N
e o LI ]

(c) What do you think of draft resisters?

1. The ought to be jalled.

2. Don't agree with them, but think they ought to be
let alone.

3. No strong opinion about them.

L. Some are sincere, but not all of them.

5. They are doing a good thing to wake up the country,

(X = 2.7, 5.0. 1.58)
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References to these attitude questions were weakly corre-
lated (a vs. b, .330; a vs. ¢, .337; b vs, ¢, .466).

The only question of these duplicated on the civilian
forme was the last, pertalning to draft resisters, Requnses
to each of these questions were treated separately as depend~
ent variables and a linear stepwise regression analysis was
performed on the value Items as predictors (Bl Med O2R Pfogram).
Tables 5 to 8 present the results of this analysls, showing
those ltems progressively contributing to the multiple R up
to the point that R approaches an asymptote, -

Inspection of the tables reveals no simple relatlon-
ship between factor scales and attltudes on any of the Issues
In spite of the fact that the attitudes were weakly correlated.
Furthermore, the items predicting attlitude toward draft
resisters by Navy respondents were with two exceptions not
duplicated in the civilian Samples. item 66 is one exception
and In content 1s a generalized statement of the specific
attitude Issue. Item 56 pertaining to censorship is the
second. Aside from these the only thread connecting the
tables was a tendency for authoritarian scale items, and to
a lesser extent censorship items, to be over represented
In all cases, but no particular items predominated. It

. appears therefore that attitudes toward these specific
issues were not firmly based upon the factor scales.

Ex post facto, such findings may be interrupted

.i

within the Rokeach formulation. These dependent variables
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Table 5§

item$ predicting attitude toward Navy

{ten No, Scale
65 i
43 vH
7h Xg
63 Hi
83 H
" Xp
33 -
79 Vil
80 W
85 -
84 X

b Vit
67 ARN
77 t

Navy sub samples

N =153
R
Censorship protects . .260
No safe way to live .349
Too many laws 403
People are honest 439
Do not dictate reading 463
Freedom too 1imlted L9t
Resolving conflicts 518
Take care of self .536
Strangers look at me 555
~Leaders 1ive beyond means .568
Police power ' .582
Help oiﬁers .596

Government officlals give favors .604

Lawmakers ought to compromise 615
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Table 6

Items predicting attitude toward Vietnam War

Navy Sample
N = 153
I tem No. Scale K
66 Xg  Refuse to bear arms , 433
12 Xp  Accept laws 498
2 i Own distinction between gdod .550

and bad
28 XM Try hard .582
62 Vil Do not vote | ‘ 616
75 i Friends criticlze government | 635
32 vi Never glve opponent a break 654
70 - Force needed .676
23 Vi Compromise is not appeas;ment: .687

3 Xp  Obedlence o .697
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Table 7

Items predicting attlitude toward draft resisters

Navy sub samples

N = 153
item No. Scale - R
66 XF  Refuse to bear arms ‘ L6l
12 XF © Accept laws A 7532
75 t1 " “Friends criticlze government 578
57 Xg - Prohibit meetings ) 604
60 v Friendly leaders fail 626
56 Il Censorship Is good 644
23 Vi Compromise Is not appeasement .659

30 v Knowledgeable people decide 672
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Tabtle 8

Items predicting attitude toward draft resisters

Adult sub samples

N =131
Item No. Scale . _ R
66 Xf  Refuse to bear arms 515
56 11 Censorship Is good .573
62 Vi No use voting o .599
79 Vil Take care of self ‘ 616
26 Vit Selflsh happiness o 634
81 XF System makes failures | 648
4o i Risk to help .658
Ls 1 Politlclans seek reelection 671
60 V  Frlendly leaders fall .686
4 - Concession leads to counte;‘ 694

concess lon
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may be concelved as Type E bellefs having few or tenuous
connections with other more central belliefs; they are
matters of taste and preference. The fact that the
civilian and Navy data were largely inconsistent on the
same questlion argues for the hypothesls that the basls for
the attitude Is more a functlon of respondents than any
fundamental values pattern.

If this Interpretation Is valid, the regression
analysis has provided unexpected support for the Rokeach
classification of belliefs, That is to say, thesc attitudes
appear to be weakly asscclated with more central bellefs

which the value items were deslgned to measure.
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PART 11

Interpretation of Results e

Leadershlp Obllgatlons_and Censorship (Scales I, i1, V)

It Is considerably reassuring to those pessimistic
about Amerlican democratic values that the two factos on which
all groups scored about the sameApertalned to oblligations aﬁd
roles expecte& of public leaders, All groups_-- mainstream

and eddy, students and cdults =- endorsed more §;rgpgly than

any other factor those statements emphasizing the tenets of

democratic government;l leadersﬁlp: respect for the needs
and wishes of the governed, concern for the public good,
respcasibility for informing the public in law making before
issuing orders or directives. Contariwise, a]l grpupsﬂQ(sf
approved (less strongly than they endorsed the former state-
ments) descriptions of autocratic qu!!c leadership (Scale V):
ignoring the expressed wishes of voters, placing career
advancement above family, faillng to resolve factional differ-
ences, | |

Third, all groups opposed governmental :ensorship,
but with some significant differences in the strength of
their opposition. Statements sugges;lng tha; censorship
protects . those who lack good judgment were opposed whlle “
other ltems indicating that people at large ought to be free

to make their own phplces.between good and bap:wqre approved.
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As might be anticlpated, the radical students and the
dissident democrat§'were strongest In thelr opposition to
censorship and were significantly more so than the adult
students, Rotarlans, and snlisted Navy mén.

Taken as a whole, these three scales represent
malnstream values to which all samples subscribed with a
remarkable‘consensus about the obllgations of publlic leaders
to serve rather than merély control cbnst!tuent%.' Oppositlon
to governmental censorship found throughout all samples
under[lnes'the democratic prlnciple of free speech, assem-
bly, and dfscdﬁslon, although tﬁe mofe militant Yeddy''
groups resent Infringement on such freedoms more than do the
'mafnstream." These vélues‘represent the Ba;lé‘bedrock of
the American political system providing as lt‘does for
leaders responslve to the electorate and the electorate
belng free to express themseives, a!belt at times In abraslve
and strident terms.

This ev?&encé,‘llmlted as It is, runs counter to
Flacks' (1969) position and a widely held belief among
young radlcal ‘students to the effect that the U. S. pollty
must be reconstltuted {n order to re-establlsh Its legltl-
macy. Flacks asserts that ""the commitment of Amerlcan
national authority to the mafntenance of a wBEld emplfe..;..d
nece;sltate§ forms of domlnét!o; and soclal control whléh:vr

are‘antj-democfatlc and ‘which reduce the trustworthiness of
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of the authorities.'" (pp. 148-9) Such ﬁollclgs. Flacks
contends, are incompatlible with democratic princlples.

The questlion at-stake (further discussion of the data

may provide clarification of the answer) seems %o be:

“Do these policles req;ire a restructuring of the American
ﬁolltical system as Idealized In soclal studles textbooks,
or do they require a shift Iin the processes within that
syﬁtem?" The data so far suggest a widespread acceptance
of the textbook version. ODissenters and donservatives
were alike at thls level. As Kelman (1969) argued in
commenting on Flacks' sfatement, dlsse&t appears to be
directed at specifics,. not at foundation values. The
regresﬁIOn analysis presented in Tables 5 to 8 supports

the hypothesis as does later Interpretation of the scale

data.

Kindness, Altruism (Scale Vi

") i R P
In a fourth area, all sanﬁ%es tended to agree: . °

t T s

*

that people ought toﬁgeﬂless selflsh, more kind and con-
siderate to those les#nforiunate than themselves,
Although this value Is nét.dlrectly related to the demo-
cratic ideal, and:probSbty zan be found In more coercive
societl~s, It suggests that these respondents by and
large lcaned toward an equal.tarian ethlc, or perhaps

more precisely, an altrulstlic ideal In thelr perston-to-



37.

person relations. It is at least a sympathy for the dis-
advantaged underdog, currently underlying the tensions of

our present domestic strife. On the other hand, respondents
disapproved of the "kindness'' exhibited by public officlals
who give special help or consideraticn to those who attempt
to ingratiate themselves by gifts or favors. The kindness
and conslderation endorsed by the respondents is selfless,
given freely without a sense of obligation In return €ar
prior favors. Some differences In the strength of these
endorsements occurred within the samptes. Each of the eddy
samples approved more strongly of klIndness as a value than
their malnstream counterparts, although the difference was
most marked between the Rotarians and the dissldent
democrats. The Demoacratlic Pa;ty has traditlonally supported
more strongly than the Republlééﬁs welfare and public assist-
-ance programs. Furthermore the democrats In thls sample were
supporters of the ''dovish' forelgn pollc?gé’ﬁf.ihélr party,

a qulck settlement of the Vletnam war, and & major effort to
reduce poverty. Although Rotarlans (who In th}é s;gple voted
overwhelmingl& for Nixon in 1968) are a 'service organlza-
tion' they tend to reward and support programs more broadly
almed at community development rather than the more person-
dlrected assistance. Thus the differences In the approval
strength of personal kindness fell in line, ex post facto,

with characteristics of these groups themselves,
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The radical students also valued kindness more
'Strohgly than their counterparts -- a conditlion at first
sight inconslstent with thelir tendency toward forceful
confrontatlons and militancy. However, these actions are
generally dlirected against institutional policies, not
Individuals. Evidently the radicalism these studehts
endorsed Is laced with some of the alleged values of the
""flower people.'* Although the radical students of 1969
may no longer be committed to the Port Huron statement
eﬁd 5.0.$. may have adopted tactics less rooted In ""love,
reflectiveness, reason and creativity', it Is slgnlflcqnt

that they endorsed values consistent with that position.

Compromise as aAyafued Means of Re i'ln Dlsputes (Scale VI)
| ANl clviitan samples genera!li‘approved of com-
promise as a means of settling conflicts of opinion or
public Issues In which positions differ. The Navy samples
fel) in the neutral area, nelther aﬁprovlng nor disapproving

of this value. Compromlse Is after all rarely permitted In

* Tom Hayden, one of. the founders of Students for a Democra-
tlc Soclety (5.0.S.), declared In the Port Huron Statement:
- "We would replace power rooted In possession, privilege, or
clrcumstances by power and unlqueness rooted In love, re-
flectiveness, reason and creatlvity, As a soclal system we

1, seek the establlshment of a democracy of Individual particl-

+ patfon, governed bv two central claims: that the Indlvidual
. share In those soclal declslons determining the quality and
dlrection of his tife; that soclety be organlzed to encour-
age Independence In men and provide the media for thelr
common participation,' (As quoted by Brooks, T.R,, Meta-
morphosis In $.0.5.: The New Left Is Showing Its Age. New

York Times Magazine, June 15, 1969, p. 14.)
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a military organliz-.tion, especlally among the troops. The
clvilian-Navy difference In thls respect was partly a function
of age (r with age = ,29, P.01) rather than the mere separa- -
tion of respondents into dissimilar soclal systems. That is, .
younger respondents tended slightly to value compromise less
highly than older and more experlenced people. It may be
noted that the students, both radlcal and conservative,
approved of compromise less strongly than the adult students,
Rotarlans and Democrats.,

Although compromise as a polizlcal mechanlsm s
generally supported, none of the factors clearly test the =
opposite; that Is, the respondent's approval or disapproval
of:force and violence as a means of settllIng disputes. One
Item not Included In the factor analysls however showed over
all scores in the neutral area: 'Mhile the use of force is
wrong by and large, It Is sometimes the only way posslible
to advance a noble ldea." (A.S., 3.67; Rad., 3.43; Mod., 3-33;
Rot., 3.30; Dem., 3.96; N., 3.19; N.B., 3.45)% '

LI N R

Agalnst this background of general values under-

glrding the democratic processes on which heterogenous sample§

* This item states an assumption in the flrst clause that - .
might or might not be acceptable to a respondent, while the |
second clause Is the Intended essence of the Item, The ambl~"
gulty of the statement perhaps accounts for the middle range -
scores,
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generally agree, or do not reject outrighs, it Is now possible
to project five other factors showing marked differences. Four
of these largely reveal the way respondents see'themselves'
interacting with the socletal values. To some extent the
foliowing factors glve a p!ggg(erf how the varlou;'samplés

see themselves functioning wlth!ﬁ the values framework they

all endorse,

Self Regard (Scale V)

A sense of powerlessness, self-negation, being

unable to Influence government and feelling criticlzed was
most evident In the Na@y brig prisoners, and least evident
among the Rotarlans., Agéln) ex post facto, the finding makes
intultive sense. Belug selected for Rotary Is a mark of
community Influence and can be ego enhancing. Being sen-
tenced td the brig Is a clear exclusion from one's regular
assoclates and Is understandably ego deflating. In some
Instances unauthorized leave may have been a reaction to an
Inability to discharge their dutles satlsfactorily, also
resulting In criticism and ego deflation. Although the
brig prisoners had the lowest estimate of themselves, the
radlcal students, another ''eddy'' group, were not far behind.
it Is significant that they have argued the usual channels
of'dlssent are lneffective; that the power of dlalogue Is

minimal. Although the sample of radical students here did
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not include those who have written about thelr experlences
in violent clashes or demonstrations, some who have done so
have”r;marked on the exhllaration they felt in new found
po;éf replacing thely former impotence that may be revealed
in the current data.

In essencé both the brig prisoners who have been
denled some of ghe!r freedom and the radical students saw
themselves as b;i;g unable to partliclipate Influentially in
the democratic processes they valued. For them the professed
principles that most respondents in this study generally
endorsed did not work for them. On the other hand the adult
part-time stqd;ngs, denocrats and Rotarlaps tende&ité deny
feel ings of personal weakness., For them the system seemed to
be working or at least thelr feelings of personal wecrth and
power ware consistent with the assumptions of a democratic
society, They not only approved of the value system, they
saw themselves as able to exert some Influence within It.

The age factor confoun&e& these results; the younger students
and both Navy samples had a weaker self-regard than did the
older part-time students, Rotarlans and democra;s (r = .34,
PC.01), However If we confine the comparisons to ''eddy"

and malnstreem'samples of about the same age, It was always
the '"eddy' groups (radlcal students, dissldent democrats,

Havy brig) who had the weaker self-regard than thelr main-

stream counterparts, Dlssent or protest may therefore In
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these segments of the population grow out of.;he discrepancy
between the prevailing values and one's sense of particlipa-
tion In those values,

~ These findings again run partly counter t; the Flacks
(1969) hypothesls where he says, 'Persons with a low sense of
competence (previously equa. d to levels of general self
esteem) tend to view authorlty as untrustworthy, but also
lack trust In thelr own ahil!gy to affect those lﬁ authority.
They are consequently llke!y.to be politlically a&athetlc.
fatalistically enduring what is tmposed upon them....." (p. 139)
Surely ihe radical students and the dissident democrats were |
anything but polltically apéthetlc. However Flacks may be
correct Insofar as the wldgr populatlon of persons with a low_
sense of competepcé. yef such self depreclation Is not an

Iinsurmountable bar to polltical Involvement.

Present vs, Future Orfentation (Scale VII)

The Navy brig prisoners tended more than any others -
to belleve In taking care of the present problems, letting the
future take care of itself, At the opposite extreme were the
adult students, Democrats and Rotarlans who belleved It wiser
to plan for the future, Maturlty, among other things, (s
characterized by a longer time perspective, delaylng immedlate
gratification., The age difference accounts for X of the

score vartences (r = .21, P<,05)., On the other hand the
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fnstltutlona! influence s not to be disregarded. Both
Navy samples were less future oriented than any of the
clvllian samples, suggesting that in concert with thelr weak
self-regard and belng subject to authoritarian control to a
greater extent than clvilians, they were encouraged to view
the future as beyond control: 'Live 1t up now, tomorrow who
knows 7!

TIme perspective is relevant to the political
processes, As the need for quick decisions mounts, the
opportunlty for dlscussion, djalogue, and democratic partl-
cipation fades. Authorltative controls, as the Navy data
suggest, encourage, or fdeally demand, that the led take
1ittle thought of the future, but instead, by accepting the
authorlty of leaders, the led find thelr satisfactions In
the present, Plans for the future are In the hands of the
leaders, who brook no critlcism. As followers become more
future oriented, projecting and forecasting thelr own welfare,
they are thus stimulated to volce their hopes sometimes crl-
tically of and at varlance wlth the leaders' plans. These
data and iInferences are not presented In support of a cause
and effect relation between values and the political process,
but at least a long time perspective In the led Is more con-
sistent with participative decision making than with central

control exclusively In the hands of a few.



Cynical Distrust (Scale 111)

The degree to which others are trustcd, Incon-
venlence themselves to help others, are seen as leading
honest, decent llves, ts not so much a value as It Is a
perception of the soclal world, This set of items reveals
not what ought to be (a value) but what respondents believe
about people they know. éouﬁled with the value placed on
personal kindness {Scale VIIl), It Is possible to discover
to what extent the bellefs about Intiarpersonal relatlons
" conform with expectations or the way they ought to be.

rmong all samples the Navy prisoners were most dls-
trustful and the Rotarlans the least. The remaining samples
“were not significantly different among themselves and all
+ fell within the neutral range. Age correlated .36 wlth these
scores Indicating aslight tendency for older people to be
more trusting,

The sallent polnt Is that the Navy prisoners!
expectations that people ought to be kind was not matched by
the way other people appeared to be. For the prisoners,
other people ought to be conslderate and kind, but they do
not go out of thelr way to help those in trouble. No other
sample showed such a marked discrepancy. The Rotarlans were
least cynlical, least distrustful of others and approved of
personal kindness at about the same level as the Navy prison-

ers. |If anything, the Rotarlans were more trusting than they
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thought people should be. On the same sort of comparison the
democrats showed a discrepancy simllar to the prisoners! with
both a stronger approval of kindness but less trustful of others
than the Rotarians,

If these findings are conflrmed by other rlgorous
data, they suggest that dissent Is In part stimulated by the
fallure- to match one's perceptions of what Is golng on with what
ought to be. In systems analysis terms, the feedback one gets
from his view of the way people behave does not agree with the
established boundary norms and standarQs of the system, When
this mismatch occurs the percelvers &; ﬁot attack the boundary
but dissent within the system (democréts) or attempt to leave.
the system or a segmenf of It == (unauthorlized leave among the
brig prisoners). The data on both self regard and distrust
tend to support the Kelman thesls previously mentlioned but in
terms less speciflz than he formulated it. That Is, dissent:

Is not directed so much at the major professed.values of the

system, but instead at the real or perceived hypocrisies In the

system,

Upward Mobillty (Scale Xy)

Consliderable dliscussion In the publlc press has
centered on the lack of economlc and soclal aspliations,
especlally among student dissenters., Radlcal students have

been described as rejecting the economlc upward press of tha
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affluent families from which they are alleged to come, The
data from this study tend to support this notion. Radical
students disagreed more than moderates with statements Indlca-
ting a value on Improving one's economic position or finding
satisfactlon in lookling back later In life on a progression of
econo-soclal advancements. The dIssident democrats were very
ltke the radical students, especlally when compared with the
Rotarlans. The fact of such differences among adults may be
surprising, but conslstent with the tredlitional postures of
fhe two major parties. That Is, the Rotarians {(Republlcans)
represent the vislibte persons in business and professional
I1fe. Democrats have generally appealed to the less affluent.,
Perhaps more surprising is the flnding that both Mavy samples
valved upward moblllity more strongly than any of the civilian
samples,

A number of Interpretations can be offered but none
with great confldence, The riglditles of the mlllitary system
may have genesrated some sense of frustratlon and thus stimu=
lated an esgerness to participate more fully In the economlc
freedoms and affluence of clvillan 1ife. Perhaps the Navy
status system, with 1ts bulit=in soclal rewards and omal-
present evidences of advances in rank, has encouraged upward
aspirations., We have no way of verifying efther speculation,
yet the absence of a dlfference within the two Navy samples

suggests that thils value (s not 8 contrlbutor to dissent In
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N
- these samples, On the other héﬁd, It 1s assoclated with |
disser.c Tn clvlllan samples.

Letharglc people In poverty are not likely to

asplre to a higher statlon for themselves or thelr chlldren
- 1f the polltlcal and other soclal systems hamper and dls-
courage their stirrings. Under such clrcumstances the pros-
pects of democratizing the system are dim, , On the other .
stde, unluss the general population values Improvement over
acceptirg the status quo, displaying what some have called
“divinn discontents', those In control are not 1lkely to be
moved, The arguﬁént hinges on the terms In which Improvement
is defined, For the radical students and dissident democrats
(although we have no evidence In this study), Improvemeint may
be seen In the quality of llfe rather than in the economy
of consumption, especlally because the,e samples were not
notably Impoverished economlcally., The clvillan dissenters,
unllke the Nuvy, were free to pursue economic ends and may
have reaehed a level where such pursults no longer held
rewards as attractive as, for example, the reduction of
censorship, or ratsing the level of trust and Interpersonai
kindness., Had this study Included a sample of clvilian
respondents drawn from welfare rolls It would be possible
to test the soindness of these Intcrpretations., One Is
reminded of the Maslow hlerarchy of need satisfactions

which nay be reflected In these data.
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na

Authorltarlanism (Scale Xf)

Although authoritarianism has been concelved in
f the past as a personality dimension, it Is as easfly con-
ceptuallzed as a value. The items operationally deflining
this dimension in the tandmark Callfornla studies and
included In the present survey have a ''should' and "ought"
character. Additional Items referring to governmental
! officlals, and police, fell in this factor and thus clearly
| Vinked abstract authority with more concrete governmental

roles,

Radlcal students and dlssenting democrats rejected
authorlty as a value more than other civilians and more than
the Navy respondents. Between the Navy sets, the difference
was Inslgnificant, but both endorsed this value more than the
adult and moderate students, whc were themselves more authorl=
tarian than the other clvilians, Such findIngs are consonant
witii what might be expected. The questlon hawever may be
ralsed: Were the Navy men selected because they accepted
authority more than other clvillans, or did the Navy experi=-
ence inculcate a general respect for authority previously
lacking? The fact that the Navy prisoners were not notlce-
ably different from the other Navy men lends some weight to
the latter Interpretatlion, particulsriy in view of the fact
that the prisoners violated one or more military regulatlons.

It Is abundantly clear that the prisoners did not reject
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authority, directives and obedience In general as a value,
although they had committed some offense agalnst an autﬁorl—
tarlan syste;.

Scme of the vulues previously discussed could be
attributed to an age difference. Thls appears not to be
true of author!tar{anlsm‘ The ounger radical students
were as equallitarlan as thp”older democrats. The relation
between authoritarian and demoqratlc.leadefshlb‘scores
raises a provocative qqesthn of lnterp(etat!on. Table 3
Indicates these scales were lndependent'(r = -,08), In the
past authoritarlanism has been concaived as & general dis-
position to accept autocratic directives from above and to
(nslst on obedience from below, ’Thelcurreni;data suggest
sﬁéh a dispositlon does not generally axteﬁé to peoplg "In
control of community affalr;“, ""In power In:thls‘country".
or 'men who make laws,” If however the democrats and radi-
cal students are examined, it appears thelr antl-authoritar=
fanism (Xg) scores were as strong as thelr abproval of
democratic leadership (1). None of the‘othér sub samples
show the same degree of consistency on the two scales,

' This suggests that the"hmlnstream" and Navy samples accept
.the process of the political system In the development of
regulations and resent less strongly the enforcement of
those regulations once established, . The ;lvillan "eddles"

on the other hand may be inclined to questldn an automatic

i My
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’obedlent response to ''law and order' while endorsing as
others do, the processes of lawformulations This specula-
tion fits the datg'as well as many dissident proclamations
and tactlics of‘civ{l disobedlience égélhst laws or regulations
concelved by the dissenters aé unjusi.

Whatever the yalldilnterﬁretatlon may be, it becomes,”q
evident that conventlo&al measureé of authoritarianism must
be scrutinized with care before genefallzlhg to other values

apparently similar,

Similarities Among Dissenting Democrats and Radical Students

One way of getting a birdseye view of these data is
to examine the values in which the eddy grons are allke In
contrast to thelr mainstream or more moderaté counterparts.

The democrats and the radlical students rejected {a) censorship,
(b) authoritarian values, and (c) the pursult‘of economic '
advancement more than thelr moderate fellows. -They'aiso .
tended (d)ltO'approve'more strongly of personal kindness
and helpfulness for the underprivileged. |

The first three of these run to some exteni'agalnsé
the traditlonal behavior of the "establlishment" which, for
example, untll recent Supreme Court decisions upheld '
stricter censorship laws., Moreover, permissiveness (anti- '

authoritarlanism), espéclal!y In the private sector of Ilving,

has been asserting Itself agalnst the mores of an earllier and
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more controlled perlod. Challenges agalnst the controls cf
the past are also evldenttln clvil disobedlence -~ bcth
violent and non-Vlolent. In these réspects the radlcal
students and democrats are questlioning the prevalling poll-
tically relevant standards, Their stronger empﬁbsis on
assistance to the underdog, alth&ugh part of the Amerlcan
ethlc for a goodly perlod, and the foundation for pubulc
welfare programs extending back to the mid th!rtle is a
more emphatic expression rather than a new or contrary
direction, |

Finally, the rejectlon of perSOnal economlc advance-
nent seeis the most contradictory and challenglng; not so
much to the Amerlcan political system, but to economic and
soclal mobility held out as a speclal feature of the Amerlcan
dream. . Thes. eddy groups appear to have tasted the fruits of
economic security for themselves; feel they and others ought
to help the Igss fortunate before or in addition to advancing
themselves, This Interpretation is consonant with the ‘'share
the wealth" cliche-aﬁcrlbed to some features of_tdgjal reform
advocated by'the'eddlesa‘ Aé'polnted out earller, ghetto
resltdents could have protlded a test of this Interpretation

which 1s now lacking.

Dlstinctive Features of the Navy Saméle

Three features of both the Navy samples distinghlshad

them from the clvlllans. They valued more strongly authorlty

——— —_— . e e e e e+ e o & i ——— t
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and econoinlc advancement, and were consliderably less
approving of compromise as a means of settiing disputes.,
The first and third of these form a consistent pflcture one
might reasonably expect of men (n a military orcanlzation
where dlrection from abpve predominates., The speclal strength
attached to upward mobllity Is not easlly Interpreted wlthinl
the confines of exlsting data, although some plausible
hypotheses were offered,

How are the prisoners different from the other
enlisted men? The brlg prisoners set themselves off from
all other samples == clvillan and Navy, by valuing the pre§eqt
over the future, having the weakest.vlew of themselves, belng
most cynical and distrustful about the Intentloqﬁ of others.
This pattern of values and perceptions In addition to wha;.
has already been said Is Intultively understandable In the
context of their status, Perhaps of signal Importance is
the finding that the brig prlscners as a whole Qere not dis-
respectful of authority as sﬁch, but‘lnstead percelved others
as Jess trustworthy and altrulstlic than the prlsoners thought
they should be. 1t was thls discrepancy between what they
valued and what they pegcelved which set them off rniest

markedly from all other samples,
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The present study waé'ﬁeslgned as an effort tb
develop an Instrument that wouih measure valuas relevant to
the nature of political and other organlzatlonal controls.
The various samples on which the Instrument was tried out
have shown simllarities and differences largely consistent
with what Is known about them, In one sense, nothlng'start-
Ving has been discovered sbout the respondent sampies. On '
the ofhe} hand; In spite of instrumehf rellab!ilty estimates

“Io;;r‘théé'desirable in come areés, the results without
g?eat charlty can be described as possessinb a high degrée
of construct validity, Furthermore,'data analysls Has';ﬁg-
gested a number of means for Improving rellébl!lty:an&
reducing ambiguity in a number of ltems and scales.w it Is
evident also that a scale measuring violence as a value to
counterpolso'comprohise Is needed a§ well as oné or more
Internal checks on respondent conslstency. Furthermdfe,
although a wide spectrum'of respondent populatlons was sampled

-golng beyond the conventiona! student populations, It Is also
evident that other populations =- welfare reclplenté; other
mlliftary groups, government 6ff!clals, a wlder sample of
students, non=governmental political lcaders, would enhance
the Interpretations and refine the measures, that would in
turn provide insights about the value dynamics controllling

organlzational life,
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Appendix
FACTOR !

N L 58 60 27 76 718 75
A.S. Rad. Mod., Rot, Dem. N. N.B., F Ratlo
2.27 2.32 2,36 237 2.08 245 241 2,17

' Rell~ Pre-pllot

Item # L abllicy Welght Factor Melght
518 People In control of community - -,15 L6

affalrs ought to pay more atten=

tion to what the general public

wants.
158 People In power In this country 27 37

ought not to use their influence

to pass a law known to be con-

trary to the best publlc Inter~

ests, (A97)*¥
778 Men who make laws ought to work 49 .37

out compromises instead of doing
what only one pressurs group wants,

68 Communlty Improvement should be the -
concern of only a few leaders In .03 =31
the communlity.

538 A leader shduld not be concerned ;26 . - 5 -,56
about his own status, only about
dolny good, (A66) b

788 A leader ought to convince follow- :
ers of the right things to do be~ ,77 -
fore glving orders, e

24LB A good leader Is one who subordl= 46 = =

nates hls own Interests for some
higher cause. (A67) -

#* One way analysls of varlance,

%% |tems with code numbers as Indlcated were used In the pre=pitot
study in Honolulu,




A.S.
4,25

tem

568

658
208

L78

298

838

388
28

758

Rad. Mod. Rot Dem,

5.06 4,60 4.16 5.19

Reli~

v o ability Weigh

Censourshlp Is a good thing If
there Isn't too much of It,

Censorshlp protects those who
lack judgmant or experlence to
choose for themselves,

Censorship Is needed because
most people are unable to" "
Judge for themselves.

! doubt If any censorship fs
wise,

A truly free people must be
allowed to choose thelr own
reading and entertainment,

Nobody has any right to dictate
to me what 1 shall read,

Control of what we want to read
can never be justified In
free country, ‘

People should be aliowed to
make their own distinctions
between good and bad,

There Is a strong tendency among
my frlends to criticize the way
the government s run. (A56)

-~
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FACTOR tI

N.  N.B. F Ratlo
5,18 b.32  23.45

\ Pre-pliot

Factor Welght

59 .69

45 .63

.55 .“7

r70 "067

058 "oss .‘

67 =53

37 -.49

061 "0‘27

057 . -,22 l ‘. ol’l
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A.,S, Rad, Mod. Dem. N.
3.82 3.50 .47 4,28 3,84 3,49
Ltem #
188 Everyone Is out for himself at
the expense of other people,
728 Most people Inwardly disllke
putting themselves out to
help other people. (A90)
456 Very éew people will risk
Injurles to themselives to hel
someone else in trouble. (A8Y4
548 Fev people really stick to thelr
claims of being honest and moral
wher, they don't have to. (A86)
898 Most people | personally know
ltke to avold responsibtiities
and oblligations especlally regard-
ing community or public affalrs,
(A57)
638 Host people arv bastcally honest,
(a83)
348 Fundamentally the world we llve In
. Is a friendly place. (A39)
368 Most people lead clean, decent
1ives. (A92)
98 Most people who trust others are
treated fairly in return. (A95)
378 It 18 to be expected that people
will generally have a hopeful view
of the future, (A38)
908 People pretend to care more about
one another than they really do.
35868  To think of one's own happlness Is

to follow & realistic path. (A26)

58.

FACTOR i1

N.B. F Ratlo

3,09 _|8.h5

Rell= Pre-pilot

ablllity Welght Factor MWelght
b 45
.39 39 2 Ry
- .64 25 2 .51
50 .29 : 2 47
W37 25k 42
.7" '.6' 2 556
.“3 '056 6 cl.3
1 -.53 2 55
033 ‘3'45 [ 060
W21 -.37 | - 41
056 -
07' . 6 '062

B L e e e
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FACTOR IV

A.S. Rad. Modi' Rot. Dem. N. ° N.B. F Retlo
4.30  3.54 3.82 L.68 4.1 3.97  3.27  18.45

. o ! Rell= Pre-piiot
Atem # L ablilty Welght Factor Welght
528  Sometimes but not often st}hngers .39 _‘“ .70, 6 -.39
seem to be looking at me critl-
cally, (A35) L e
178 At times | think | sm no good at . .58 .67 & .60
all, (A25) ' '
r, BOB I have often felt that strangers l.,if.l6 65 .62
were looking at me critlcally, o R
(A23) '
718 ! often feel completely waerless ' L.
to do anything worth while. (Alk) My 56 b .63
6  So many other people vote In the .31 i3
' naticnal etections that it doesn't ‘
matter much to me whether | vote
or not, - *
88  People llke me don't have any say .62 35
abcut what the goverament does, & _
258 it Is only natural for a person to N1 Z32 12 .50
be rather feorful of the future, : S
{A28)
168  Fundamentally the world we live in .0} 30 6 .67

is a pretty lonesome place. (A29)
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|

60,

FACTOR V

A.S, Rad, Mod. Rot. Dem, N. N.B., F Ratlo
3.81 3.71 3.65 3.80 3.74 3.87 4,05  2.64

Retl-~ Pre-plliot

ltem # ’ ablitty Welght Ffactor Welght
3os People who knoQ the most ought A6 40
to declde how things should run,
698 It Is to be expected that some .50 40 5 -.63
people should control organi- S
zatlons but be displaced when
the reguler members ace dls-
pleased, {AUS5)
768 A man who does not belleve In .69 38 3 .62

some great cause has not really
tived. (A22) :

608 The leader who tries to maintain Lo 28
friendly relations smong all
members of his group Is bound
to fall, (A75)

828 Men should not be blameu for 69 .26
putting career above famlly,
428 A member of a lawmaking essembly 59 Wb s 47

should not be under the obllga-
tion to comply with views expressed
by the voters, (A72)
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FACTOR VI

A.S. Rada "Oda Rot. Dem, N. N.B. F Ratlo

4,36 4,08 4,20 4,50 . 4,34 3.49 3.40  28.95 e
) Rell- Pre-pllot
item # .» abllity Wwelght Factor Weight
598  To compromise with our polltical .19 65 8 .57

opponents s to be gullty of
appeasement. (A17)

868 ° To compromlise with our pollticel .23 .60
opponents Is dangerous because
It usually leads to the betrayal
of our own stde. (A18)

328 In a confllct of opinlon never .08 51
glve your opponent a break,

418 To glve up a small point In en .09 U6
argument Is an sdmisslon of
weakness,

618 Talking about the way thlngs .69 A

are run doesn't do any good.

408  Pollticlians spend most of thelr .Sb .29
time getting re-elected or
re-appointed,

238 Compromising with political .54 - U7 ¥ 62
opponents s not the same as
appeasement, (A27)

508 When strong opinfons differ, a N5 -
compromlise satisfles nalther
side,

o e e o e e o+ ot ok S I o i A . o i e By



FACTOR VI

A,S., Rad, Mod, Rot. Dem, N. N.R, f Ratlo
513 3,96 3.72 4.7 b4.09  3.68 3.24  13.74

Reli- . Pre-pliot
ltem # abllity Welght Factor Welght

468 (t 1s more important to take care A48 .60 1t A3
of present needs than bulld for
the future. (ASh)

888  Nowadays a person has to 1lve 34 U6
pretty much for today and let
tomorrow take care of itself, : .

798 People ought to take care of "them- .5 NT0)
selvet and not worry sbout what is
going on In other places.

h3s There Isn't any safe way to tive A9 37
in the world so It Is Just a
question of what chances and
risks we want to take.

648 1t Is better to save for an oppor- .34 34 \ -.33
tunity In the future than to spend
zlm?’and money on small things now.
A9

78 The more one trles to understand Wb - 6 =31
the world he lives In, the more
dIfficult It Is to predict what
will happen. (A19)
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FACTOR Vil

A.S. Rad., Mod, Rot., Dem. N, N.B. F Ratlo
3.03 3.06 3.27 3.08 2.69 3.26 3.16 6.31

k Rell~ Pre-pilot
Jtem # . ability Welght Factor Welght
L9  People should be kinder to others .53 M3
less fortunate than themselves. . :
268 A person who thinks primaclly of .32 .29 b .38
his own happiness Is beneath S
contempt, (A16)
398  Governmental organizatlons are so, A4S ~.32 T .39
complex that widespread particlpa- :
tion of citizens in declslion-making
Is Impossible. (A73)
588  One cannot really expect publlc .37 -2 3 = h2
officials to be Impartial and :
treat all segments of the general
population as equals, (ASY
678 It is only natural to expect that L2 -.22 3 =48
people in government posltions . :
should favor those people who glve
them money or favors, (A63)
Ly To help oneself Is good; to help .35 -

others s even better,
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' FACTOR Xy

't

A.S. Rad, HMHod. Rot. Dem. N. . N.B. F Ratlo
3,52 b.21  3.65 3.40 L.07 3,09 3.10 .33.67

, , ' Reli- Pre-p!lot
1tem # ' ability Weight Factor Welght
8 One of the greatest satlsfactlons .SQA - W52 455

of old age Is to look back on a
series of advancements to a
higher station In Vife. (AB2)

558  Children ought to move forviard - .6 Ny A - l6
and reach a hlgher station In ' )
11fe than thelr parents. (AS8)

198 | often wonder why men working at .56 R ! -.54
unskllled jobs don't try to
better themselves, (A85¥ :

738 One earns the greatest respect 75 .53 ! -, 40
from others If the advances to
higher poslitlons In 1l1fe. (A77)

288 If you try hard enough, you can .50 35
usually get what you want,

818 The system we )lve vnder makes - .52 - b2
some good people fallures. (A2b4)

228 One should be concerned that .09 -.38

persons not of the prevalling
rellglous, racisl or ethnic

backgrounds have equal oppore
tunity in this country today,
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FACTOR X

A,S. Rad, Mod, Rot, Dem. N. N.B. F Ratlo
3.87 4L.51 . 3,92 3.57 4.5 3.25 3,)2 65.05

Rell~ Pre-pilot
I tem abllity Welght Factor Welght
488  What youth needs most Is strict 57 67 1. .60
discipline, rugged determination : ‘ ‘
and the will to work and fight
for famlly and country, (AS?
126 One should accept the laws of 55 .63 | .57
the country becsuse they are _ ,
devised by men of wisdom who
have the best Interests of the
country at heart, (A59)
38 ‘ Obedlence and respect for authority .80 N I .69

are the two most Important virtues
children shouid tearn, (A2)

8up The police sﬁould be glven greater 57 .58
freedom to enforce the law than Is
the case In thls country.

578 The government should have the .60 A7
right to prohitlit certaln groups
who disagree with our form of
government from holding publlc
meetings.,

218 . tn the complicated world of ours 75 45 ! 37
the only way we can know what Is
going on Is to rely on leaders
or experts who can be trusted., (A3)

878  The most Important thing for o 35 2
leader to do Is make decisions
and stick by them,

138 8ribing public offlclals to pass i .29
laws benefiting a few people s
after all not un unreasonable
practice, (ASO)

668 An tndividual should refuse to .82 -,53 1 A
bear arms In 2 war he belleves
Is unjust, (ASY)




Als.
3.87

748
118

688
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FACTOR X (continued)

Rad, Mod., Rot. Dem. N, - N.,B. F Ratlo
4.5¢ 3.92 3.57 L.5) 3,25 3.32 65.05
Rell= Pre-pllot
abllity Welght Factor MWelght
We have too many laws, Ny -.2)
The frecedom to express one's 35 - 19 I 48
Ideas In pydlic and to per-
sons in avthority s too
limited ;oday. (ASV)
it 1s often desirable to A7 w 2 .36

reserve Judgment about what's
golng on untll one has a
chantze to hear the oplnions
of those one respects. (Al2)
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