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Is the addition of a separate attitude-intensity
measuring instrument warranted when using the semantic
differential? Essentially, that is the question which
this study seeks to answer. This research attempt further
arnalyzes implications of statistical ccrrelations regarding
specific relationships beiween the extremity-intensity
variabies, as defined by the sccial judgment instrument,
and the polarity variable, as defined by the semantic
differential scale.

Data were collected on the attitudes of 821 persons

during the 1972 presidential campaign., The instrument

package consisted chiefly of the socizl judgment and seran-

tic differential ipstruments. The accuracy of the semantic

differential as an attitude-intensity measuring device was

tested with an instrument known tc gmeasure intensity, the
social judgment.

Five chapters form the body of this thesis. The first

cnapter is concerned with euplicating the need for attit
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research. Also, the problem, purpese, and all relevani
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finitions of this study are outlined. The folloving
hypotheses sre ftesteds (1) There will be a statistical

corregiation aetwsnn zXxtremnity on the social judgment and



volarity nﬁ the semantic differential, and {2} there will bs
a étatistical correlation between inftensily on the soeial
judgment and polarity on the semantic differential &t each
level of extremity on the social judgment scales

The second chapter reviews relatsd literature on the
design and use of the semantic differential. Alsc a study
dealing with a synthesis of both instruments 1s explored.

The third chapter delves into the programming procedure
of the stady. This section reveals how various positionscn
the social judgment were grouped and how their responses on
the semantic differential were scored. [xtreme and intense
(ego~invoived)} sublects were tested for correlation of high
polarity marks on fourteen evaluative response sets. This
was done at each level of extramity on the social judgment.
Also, noninvelved groups at =sach level were tested for
proportionate, significant scores.

The resultg of the experiment are shown in the fourth
chapter, confirming Dotk hypotheses, Tne majority of chi-
squeres {statistical test) were significant at the .0l level.
However, & good portior of noninvolved persons existed at
polarized ends of the semantic diffarential, suggesting
that supjects did not have to be intenss to be esxtreme or
vice versa.

Concluding remarks are found in this final chanpter.

As concerned the first hypothesis,; evidence substantiated

the prediction that the senmantic differential was an



aceurate indicator of directional attilude change. Regarding
e second hypotresis, using Iovolved &and nculnvolved sube
jects meant that intersity was not only a matter of extramity,
or polarity, but of moderation. That is, subjects did not
always have to be extreme to be intense. So that while the
semantic differential appeared to ﬁeasure adequatelﬁ atti-
tude intensity, its utility in measuring intensity “variance™
vas questionable, In light of this latter revelation, the
addition of a separate intensity measure seems warranted
to probe the nature and depth of attitude intensity.

Other research efferts must follow, duplicating this
one in design but using other issues, circumstances, and
populations. In the final analysis, lhe answer might lie
in the successful fusion of these two instruments-~not to
deal only with the iszue of intensity--but with intensity

variance.
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CHAYYER I
INTRODICTION

Without fear of overstatement, it can be said that
there is an ﬁrgency tcday for major breakthroughs in the
frontiers of knowledge ahout human relationships. Emerging
from this Justifiable concern has been an ever-increasing
flow of needed meterial on the subject of attitudes. How-
ever, granting the all-importance of attitude study is one
things doing something about it is another. Constructive
action toward that gozl has already begun in many ways.
Tne first, natural step in that direction comes by simply
explicating the value of attitude measurement to society.
Here, the thought of "What is an attitude?” comes to the
foreground. In a very practical manner, an attitude
resembles a way of life. Sherif offers a cogent descrip-
tion of an attitude when he writes of it as

how various groups of reople conceive their ways

of 1life, thelr ways of doing things, their stands

on the family and on social, religious, economic,

and political issues and how they conceive the ways

and stands of others. When we talk of these things

we are, at the same time, also telking about atti-

tudes (3y pe 1)a
In short, it Is how and why one acts ag he does in relation

to any given issue or avent,
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An attiiude om~nupszies valiues, inlere s veliels, and
goals. Political and soclal decisions of vital human slg-
nificance are influsnced by attitudes., In turn, these
decisions potentially affect the lives of pecple on ihe
local, state, national, snd international levels.

' All of these things must be understoed in light of the
Yact that human differsnces--personal, cultural, and octher-
wise~-abound to form inevitable human éonflict. More
importantly, because these differénces are freguently re~
vaaled in actual cr potential confliet, problems of atti-
tude and attitude change are among the most vital and timely
in this sge of rapid change. There must be a universal
realization that societal change does not have to be pains-
takingly difficult if, through attitude research, human
behavior can be accurately predicted. On this note, Remiers
concliudes that attitudes “are probably more determinative of
behavior than mere cognitive understanding of this worlg"
(1, p. 15).

Obviouslyy the importance of attitude thezory depends
upon accuratz and precise attitude measurement. Once this
crucial, necessary groundwork has bsen established, then
pProgress can be made to add credence to attitude theory,
attitude prediction, and attitude influence. From this
information, the awesome but challenging task of accurate

behavior prediction should become less formidable to all



persons concerned with the action or inaction of theipr
felléw méh. |

Sherif's social judzment-invsolvement apprcach (%) has
received wide attention in the field of attitude research.
Basically, this method questions the utility of a singleQ
peint indicator as an effective representation of a person's
attitude. Instead, he supports the contention that it is
effective only in relaticn to other positions that a person
accepts, rejects, or elecis neither to accept nor reject.
Briefly speaking, Sherif msintains that, in addition to a
most acceptable position (the only position identifiable by
a single-score measure), attitudes are composed of ranges of
acceptance, rejections, and non-commitment of positions on an
issue. Sherif has made use of the range of rejéction as an
indicator of ego-involvement or intensity; the larger the
latitude of rejecticn, the greater the amount of ego-involve-
ment and the less susceptible that person will be to attitude
change.

One of the central issues within this paper is to
determine whether the semantic differential instrument is
a8lso an accurate indicator of attitude intensity. The second
chapier in this peper deals with the structure and design of

this instrument.
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For some time now, considerable diszgreement has existed
as to the best (valid/relisble) method to use in attitude
measurement. The semantic differential has often been asso-
ciated with measuring direction of attitude change; Unce -
tainty exists as to whether or not this instrument also
accurately measures the intensity factor. Sherif's scclal
judgnent-involvement avproach is one method devised for
measuring intensity or ego~-invoivement. Contentions have
been made that highly ego-invoived subjects, as shown by the
social judgment, will tend to respond in a polarized manner
on the semantic differential, thus indicating that the seman-
tie differential is alsc accurately reflective of the inten-
sity component. At this pcint, one might ask the question,
"Have we been measuring whst we say we have been measuring?!
Is & percon's extreme position on an issue also, at all times,
an indication of hils intenss stand? Is it possible for a
perscn in a moderate position to be alsc as ego-involved as
nis extreme cohort (who may be suspected of not heing always
intense)? Some writers have answerad in the affirmative
(2y pe 73)» In point of fact, does somecne alwéys have to
be in an extreme position to be intensely involved in an
issue? This study examines this entire extremity-polarity-
intensity compcenent. spectrum, using both the above-mentioned

instrunents.
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In light of the aforsmentionsd theoretical postulatlons,
a special research effort was undertaken within the context
of the 1972 presidential campaign. This study, hopefully,
_will contribute significantly to the question at hand: 1is
the addition of 2 separste attitude-intensity measuring in~
strument warranted when using the semantic differential?
This study will analyze observations and statistical corre-
lations regarding specific relationships betﬁeen the
extremity-intensity variables, as defined by the social
judgment, and polarity, as defined by the semantic dif-
ferential perspective. Accordingly, it is necessary that

the following special section in this paper be adopted.

Definitions
Application of operational definitions of the following
terms will be necessary for the purpose of clearer under-
standing of each concept and its particular function within
the context of this study:

1. Polarity--consistent interval choice on the
semantic differential.,

a. Exanple:
i tShallow

y 2% 7y and 8 areas)
s 5, and 6 areas)

Deep S S S
xﬂ;gn pola“¢uv-—“
{low polarity--3,

2 nxtrem1ty-~u1 vance fron center on a linear scales
a singlie position on the social judgment.
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3. intensity«-ego«involvement or the rejecticn of
five or more statements on the social judgment.
Statement of Hypotheses

In hopas of fulfilling the stated purposs of this
thesis, the following hypotheses are advanced and tested:
(1) There will be a statistical correlation between
extremity on the social judgment instrument and polarity
on the semantic differential, (2) There will be a statis-
tical correlation between intensity on the sccial judgment
and polarity on the semantic differential at each level of

extremity on the sociai judgment scale.
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CHAPTER II
SURVEY OF RELATED LITERATURE

The problem of ereating the ideal attitude-measuring
instrument i1s & pressing, difficult one. During the past
few years, there has been 2 steady increase in enmpirical
studies seeking to present the most valid and reliable
method for attitude measurement. The semantic differential
has ungquestionably emerged as cne method of gathering impres-
sive results. Several prominent writers in the field of
attitude research have made significant contributions
utilizing this instrument {7, 13, 2).

The semantic differaential consists of a series of bi-
polarized adjective sets, spaced eight (this number varies
in acecordance with the context o1 the experiment) intervals
apart according to o particular sign or concept. Osgocd
nes deserited 1t as judging a concent zgainst a series of
scales Trom which 2 point in the semantic space is deter-
mined (7). This point has two essential quelities:
diregction and distance. "Direction of & point in the seman-
tic space will %then correspond to what reacticans are elicited
by the sign, and Zigtance frem ths origin will correspond to

the inteunsity of the reaction™ (7, p. 27). Theoretically,



then, the propertizs of guality and Intensity, respsctively,.
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can be cbiained
rate, the subject is asked to place a mark in the interval
blank that comes nezarest to expressing his feeling on the

particular response set. An example 1s as follows:

Gecrge McGovern

Evasive:X s ¢ ¢ ¢+ ¢ : s sDirect

¥

A fair interpretation of the shove marking might be that not
only is the subject expressing & strong, directional dis-
belief in the psyrhological depth of McGovern, but appar-
ently, because of the extreme position, he alsc intensely
believes this Jjudgment to be true. This suspected intensity
ccmponent of the semantic differential has stirred much
interest in the arza of empirical research. Evidence, pro
and con, has accurulated In regard to this single issue,
Only & few studies need be cited to give a general view of
the issue. |

For example, Mehling used the semantic differential to
measure attitude toward prominent world figures (6). The

heart of his design resemblies the following:

Goods _ = s+t 3 : Rad 0123454789
_Strong 0L 23b 56789

e
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Fach suhject was asked Tlreh Yo pnlace £ checek on each adjoc-
tive scale according to row hs rated sach set. Then he was
asked to turn back to the orizinal page and circle one of
the numbers on the right of each scale to indicate how
strongly he felit about the item he had checked. A& écatter
diagram was produced in which each participant's rating for
the numbered intensity scaie was plotted against his rating
for the approximate sementic differentiesl scale. What fol-
lowed was a V-chaped curve, suggesting that the instrument
did measure both direction and intensity. However, it must
be suggested that possibly the results were misleading
because of the obvious ambiguous design of ithe instrument
wvhere the intensity nunbers to the right of sach scale may
have caused some curiosity, contamination,.or possible obli-~
gation to circle the same spot in accordance with the sube-
ject's first checlking or the experimenter's expectations.
On the other hand, Weksel and Hennes used a similar
design with slight varistions to concilude that ihe semantic
differential does not adequately measure attitude intensity
(1%). Their correlations between the semantic-differential
volarization scores and their ssparate intensity scores for
two groups of ccllege students were insignificant to the
point that they were led to believe that "polarity scores
should not be equated with intensity" (1%, p. 61). They
zuggest that in some cases an additionmal intensity measure

should b2 provided for use with the sgemantic differential.



L the same time, pPeabody har walde the statement that
"Ertremeness seems Yo te m o versy ganeral Individusl chare
acteristic » « o {8, p. 72). ¥o explains that there iz,
among individuvals, & concistent fendency to uce either
extreme or moderate response categories o In this case, "The
véry generality of extremensss scores seems hetier inter-
preted as response set" (8, p. 7%). While he does suggest
thet there i1s some reason to acknowledge & secondary tandency
for polarized scores to reflect intensity, the primary factor
seems to lie within ths response set.

Arnold, McCroskey, and Prichard challenged the latter
twe studies with an empirical attempt of tTheir own. They
begin their stndy with some censtructive criticism cof the
ahove works, arguing that Weksel and Hennes base "their
conclnsions on correlaticns uncorrvected for attenuation™
and that they "provide no realiability data on either of
their measures - " {1y pe 262}, In regard to Peabody's
study, the authorgs seem to suggest that his results are a

.
asy

&
o)

r of interpretation. While Peabody interprets his
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gs &s reiiabllity of the response set, the auvuthors

of this study suggest instead that realiability of the meas-

o'

urement is a better interpretation of his results. Never-
theless, their research design was similar to that of Weksel
and Hennes as well as to Peabody's, but theirs was intended

to "maximize possible comparability of results" (1, ». 263).



Eighty-three college ztudents waere zdminlstered s zeriesg
of semantic differentisls using twenty concepts. Two sels
¢f concepts wers administered, each accompanisd by &n
additional intensity variable. In =2ach case, the subjects
were told first to complete the semantic~differential scales
and then to turn back and complete the intensity measure.
Since all of their correlations were significant. (p<.001),
they conclude that "the semantic differentisl does reflect
attitude intensity" {1, p. 265). However, the authors
themselves acknowledge the fact that, even if more freedom
were granted for corrections of attenuvarnion, & unified
correlation would probavly not be reached. There still
remaine the problem of how much intensity variance is
predictable from the gemantic differential.

The problem is nol solved just by mroving that a posi-
tive correlation exists between polarity and intensity
seores on the semantic differential. 4 much greater prob-
lem exists in answering the guesticn, YHow strongly intense
is the subject in his extreme position?"” Perhaps in the
Gebate concerning which instrument hest measures intensity,
the isaue of the degree of ego-involvement nas ‘been neg-~
lected. The second hypothesis of this thesis will explore
this area. Hopefully. the daﬁa produced will shed new light

on 8 subject that has often been unintentionrlly neglected.



Arnold, McCroskey, and Prichard reveal thei» keen avars-
ness of this problem when they end their article with some
searching questions on the topic of attitude intsnsity erd
ego-involvements. Perhaps, both of these factors do notl
measure the same thing. Can a person hold an intense atti-
tude on a topic which does not involve him? The answer
might depend on how intensilty is defined. If one defines
ego-involvement as Sherif does, the rejection of five or
more statements on the social judgment, the extreme person
who falls short of that c¢riterion wouid not be intensely
involved in nis extreme position, only extremely.so; therein,
lies an important distinction. TFor if such is the case,
then, theoretically, intensity could exist at any interval
along the semantic differential as well as at any position
on Sherif's nine-point linear scale. It would no longer
always be possible to asscclate extremity with intensity as
easily ag extremity is related to polarity. {(The first
hypothesis of this thesis will be examined for further evi-
dence of this latter postulate.,) Wors empirical evidence
ig needed to indicate if one independent attiiunde measure
is a more valid and relisble test for attituile 'intensity
than the sementic differentiail. Until then, one must accept
the observation that "the conelusion that ons measure of
attitude intsnsity is substantially superior to the other

is unwarrant=d" (1, p. 267). Azain, this thesis hcopes to



Finelly, it would be inadequate only to mention the term
"ego-involvement,” as it relamtes to the intensity component,
by saying that voluminous material has heen published on
the tepice. In truth, of course, there has been an amazingly
small amount of even related material published. Except
for a few isolated examples, "researchers in speech-
communication have neglected Sherif's theoretical construct
of ego-involvement and its application tc attitude change
research” (9, p. 69). Sereno and his associates have main-
tained a steady intérest in this important area. The fol-
lowing section of this paper will illuminate some of their

important publicationsz relevant to this overview (9, 10, 11).

Conflict Resolution and Diab's Synthesis

Sareno's experiment with confliet resclution based on
Sherif's construct of epo-involvement is an excellent
example of how a very pertinent theory can be put to much
needed use in solving human conflict (11l). His results are
worth recounting. They helv further unfold the extremity-
intensity correlation, as it was discussed earlier in this
peper, in conjunction with the semantic differential.

Sereno used as his groundwork Sherif'ts beiief that a
persen who chooses a moderate position in which he is highly
involved is less suszceptible to attitude chenge than someone
who endorses &n extrems posiﬁion who is not highly involved.

Thie ig in Giscord with mest semantic-differentiael theory



which always correlszmes axiranity with intenzity., s«llowing

Liteis or no rooit for inteusity variesnce. Neverthel 3 in
using the precepif, Serenc wasz saying that the critical

determinative factor iuw atvritude prediction was not extremity
of stand but rather "the intznslty or involvement under-
‘lying such dizcrepant positions” (11, p. &). All subjects
used in the study endorsed polarized attitudinal positions
as determined by the semantis differential. Using & modifi-

tio
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of Sherifis Own Categories Procedure (12, p. 121),
kigh or low inolvement was determined for each subject.
Dysds consisted of highly involved subjects and op~
posing lowly involved sublects. Results indicated signifi-
cant differences in attitude compromise betwsen highly and
lowly invoived partieipants. Wine of the ten highly involved
dyads failed %o attain aay "mutually acceptable attitude
pesition,” whereas; only three of the eighteen lowly involved
dyads faiied to attain some "mutually acceptable attitude

pesition™ (9, p. 76).

Thus, even though both groups were extremely involved,

there was a marked and cruciel difference in how intenss

they were in that extreme position. One obvions implication

from this study it thav an zdditional independent intensity

e
s

measuring instrument is necessary to learn intensity var-

iance bheecause extreme or nolarized positions on the semantic

differential simply ars net adeguate ernough to refiect
_ TLY . g

accurate intensity data. If this is true, then Sherif's
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egoe-invelvement construst wihlern iz Sorzlved from the enbiecttis
latitude of rejection, which in turn determines how intenss
the subject is in that posi ition, might be “the hest single
indicator of high involvement” (10, p. 156).

Sherif's work on ego-involvement helps explain why in
sowe studies, Diab's for example (2, 3, %), when dealing
with the subject of Arab u unity, "moderate subjectsrejected
more items than they accevied, a finding expected only for
extreme subjects" (%, p. 127). This was proof, of course,
that intensity was not simply a matter of extremitly but cf
woderation as well. However, as Diab has Justifiadbly
pointed out, Arab sukjects "with extreme stands exhibited
greater consistency among their attitude dimensions than did
moderate subjects” (12, p, 151). The important point is
that often muce high ego-involvement exists in moderate-
range latitvdes though not with as mien consistency as in
extrems positions. In order that the problem of the so-called
"moderates” or neutrals” ecould bYe better understood, Diab
proposed a synthesis of both ihe social Judgment instru-

¢ differential procedure. His rationale

e

nant and the semant
Tor such action is worth mentiening, ‘

In using the social judzment-invelvement approach, Diab
rejects the nction that a single most-acceptable point is

adequate for measuring attitudes. Instzad, he writes that

using ranges of acceptance, rejection, and noncommitment



inereasas inforeation sbout "the subiect’s stand on an

reflecting more accuretely tne realities of life ituatlous“
r*"li =

{2y T« 31234 On the other hand, the semantic differential

3

mzhes use of scales representalive of not only the evalua-

tive dimenslicn but the potency andé activity dimenslons as

o

2}» Thisz provides z more zxact estimate of

flad
{4
13'

& subjec itude scores and helps in predicting an indi-

vidual's behavior with the coneept which confronts him,

Diak's suggested synthesis model (with the attitude
object added by the writer for purposes of greater clarity),
as seen by Sereno {9, p. 73}, is duplicaited to appear as
foiiows:

Abortion

A :bad
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E 3 24
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on the scale. Sherif might sugeest that the second sublect

seems vo have @ higher registance to chaznge than the first

v

cipant, even theugh both have equal extremity proliles.
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The extrems nesgitions are identical, put the differencze 1s in



their irctenzity faetor, chowling that, et lezast v this 0sue,
the twe are not related. The ohservation is made here that
the semantic differential might have a greater possibility
of being a more precise attitude~intensity measure when it
is coelesced with the social judgment in such a manner
(though with a differsnt design in mind).

This study will also synthesize the two discussed
instruments to determine whether or not the semantic dif-
ferential is an accurate indicator of attitude intensity.

It may be that a separate intensity measure is warranted to
reflset more accurately the intensity componant in attitude
measurement. The procedure to be followed in accomplishing
this task is explicated in the next chapter. Arcazs of

primary concern within this study will be limited tc pre-~
dicting statistical ccrrelations between (1) extremity on

the social judgment and polarity on the semantic differential
and (2) intensity on the sccial judgment and polerity on the
semantic differential at each level of extremity on the social

judgment.
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CHAPTER III
PROCEDURE

Context of the Study

There were 821 active participants in this study of
attitudes during the 1972 presidential campaign. This research
experiment was conducted by the Communication Research and
Training Center at North Texas State University.

The instrument package consisted chiefly of the social
judgment and semantic differential instruments of attitude
measurement. (See the Appendix for a complete replica of
the testing package.)

On the soecial judgment instrument, nine similarly
worded attitudinal statements ranging from extremely "pro"
the issue to extremely "anti" the issue were presented in
rank-order sequence. The issue was, of course, the 1972
presidential and vice-~presidential candidates. This complete
set of nine statements was presented on each of four pages
within the test booklet. On the first page, the person was
asked to indicate which statement came nearest to his point
of view (most acceptable position). On the second page,
he marked other favorable statements. On the third page,
he selected the one statement which was most objectionable;

the fourth page asked him to mark other statements which

21



warss alzo obisclionatle o Lhe sinhisets Prom this inforima-
tion, an avtinuwde orolile of each subject was determined
vheraby all of his acceptable positionsz formed his latitude
of acvceptance, ali of nis objectionable positions formed

tude of rejection, and all of those positiocns which
he cnose not to respond te formed his latitude of nconcom~
mitwent. OFf particulsar interest to this thesis was agcer-
taining whether the latitude of rejection, which previously
was operatlﬁ“allv defined zs a messurs of egc-involvement or
intensity, could be =squated with polarity on the semantic
differential.

Briefly, the semantic differantial, as used in this

\J

study, coensisted of a series of bipolarized adjective sets,
spaced sight intervals avart., Basically, Osgood's procedure
was fellowed {1). The following is an example of the design
vtilized for this study:

Richarg Nixon

Inspiring __ ¢ : : : 2 : : Demoralizing

The parvrticipant was asked to place a mark in the blank that
came nedarest to expressing his lumediate feeling on this par-
ticular response set. There were twenbty-3ix respeonse sets

heneath esach cof the four co

L

icents (Wixon, MeGovern, Shriver,
and Agnswl. For the purposes of this thesis, only the re-
sulting data on Nixcn &nd McGovern were ubilized. Also, this

iz concerned only with those rasponse sets which are

F—'I‘

theeis
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Sueci, and Tannenhaum, uns coaluxtive dimsnsion accounted
"Ior the largest propor.iize of the totzl variance," con~
sistently reflecting "hign and restricted loadings on this

factor” (1, p. 190}. It would seem plausible then to iden-

ct

ify attitude with the evainative dimension through the
process of computerized factor enalysis. This process was
instrumental in determining that fourteen o5 the twenty-six
response sets were of an evaluative nature. Therefore, only
these fourteen sets were vsed in conjunciion with the social
judgment to produce the final results. It is of interest to
note which fourteen of the twenty-six response sets were
utilized: evasive-direct, deep~shallow, inspiring-demorallzing,
reassuring-frightening, qualified to be presidsnt-not qual-
ified to be president, caiming-agitating, harmfui—beneficial,
ethical-unethical, artificisl image-genuine image, above-
board-under-handed, produces confliect-produces harmony, our
kind of man-not our kind of man, competent internationally-
inept internationally, and represents the interests of the

Tew-represents the interests of the many.

Programming Layout
Concerning the Tirst nypothesis, positions were sorted
on the social judgment and grouped together in accordance
with equal distance from the centsr (M"E" position). For

exampie, subjects who selected positions "A"™ and "I" as

being their most aceceptsable position were grouped together.



This was feasible becavse, ztoeiistically speaking, boih
geoups were lheoretically egualiy disveant Irom tne cenler
in opposing directions. Aiso this pooling procedure pro-
vided the study with a larger number of observations and &
better chance at statistical significance. 1In a similar
-manner, positions "BY and "H" became grcup number twoj

"C" and "G'" became group number threej snd "D" and "F"
became group number four.

The level of polarization on the semantic differential
was scored on a numerically gradational basis of one to
eight. The sccre of one was given to the unfavorable polas,;
while the score of eight was given tc the favorable side of
the bipolar adjective sets (1, p. 191). Polarity levels
were assigned in the one, two, and seven, eight areas. If
the first hypothesis proved correct, the extreme group
PAM+WTH, should have thelr extreme pcsitions refllected in a
high polarized correlative score on the semantic differen-
tial. The same procedure was followed for the remaining
thrae £701PS.

furthermors, it should be stated that each time =
respendent marked in the one, two, seven, or eight areas,
the value nupber of "1" was assigned. gSimilarly, the valuse
number of "2" was given to responses in the three, four,

five, and six areas zlong the semantic differential spaces.



Confirmation of this first aypoethegis would give evi-
dence that there is a direci correlation between extremity
on the social judgment and polarity on the semantic differ~
ential. Accordingly, the ecleser the groups move toward
extremely moderate positions, the less polarized thelr
scores should be, with a resultinrg increase in moderate-
range responses as the "D"+"F" group approaches. A programe-
ming table was then constructed from which the chi-square
statistical procedure was used to formulate results. The
programming tanle constructed below, Table I, was drawn as

a basic format from which chi-square scores were determined.

TABLE I

PROGRAM LAYOUT-~-EXTREMITY VS. FOLARITY -
FIRST HYPOTHESIS

Social Judement Semantic Differentisl

Group Composite .1, 2, 7y 8 1 3, 4y 5, 6
Group #1
- e ¢ e @ . e s+ s
Group #<
HE fha. "}{ £ ? ’ * ’ ' : : )
Group #3
- R li. N I
Group #+ ’

Regarding the second hypothesis, all subjects who rejected
five or more statements on the social judgment (within the

same group pairings as depicted above) were classified as



highly ego-invelved. All persons who relected four or less
sments were iisted as lowly enginvolﬁeda The progran-
ming table construct was almost identical to the one shown
above., The only variance was under the "Group Composita®
column. Groups five, seven, nine, and eleven formed the
lowly-involvea (rajectihg four or less statements}. Groups
six, eight, ten, and twelve formed the highly-involved
(rejecting five or more statements). If the semantic differ-
ential proved to belan accurate measure of attitude intensity,
levels of significance, as determined by the chi-square’s of
each table, should result between the highly involved cn the
social judgment and the polarity score on the semantic gif-
ferential. A unique feature about this procedure is that

the program is designed to loox at the varying degrees. ofl
intensity at each level of sutremify on the social judgment
and study the propcrtiohate polarized or nonpolarized rela~
tionship on the semantic differential instrument. The

results of this research attempt will be found in the next

chapter.
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CHAPTER IV

The .01 level of significance was used for zll tests.
The Critical Values of Chi Square Table used was furnished
by Runyon and Haber {1, p. 252). The chi-square test of
independence was the appropriate statistical test. For the
convenlence of future researchers wishing to duplicate this
study, they are referred to the computer program entitled,
"Croses Tabulation with Variable Stacking-Health Sciences

Computing Facility, UCLA.Y

Primary Analysis

Tables II~III (See Appendix.) reveal how each of the
fourteen evaluative (attitude) response sets was zross tab-
ulated with the "most acceptable position" variable., Chi-
squares were parformed to determine how each group (Refer
to Table I in text for group formulations.) numerically
responded to the semantic differential, It was hypotheﬂ
sized that there would be a statlistical correlatiocn beiween

extremity or the soclal judgment instrument and polarity on

o+

he semantic differential. Data were yrocuzed that sub-
stantlated this first prediction {(all ohtained xg's were »
9.8%; 4Af = 3, one~tail test). The level of significance

was cbtalnzd on all response sets.
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Tables VI-VII {See Appeniiz.;s raflect how each of tns
fourteen bipola: adjecilive sets wus oross waoulacsd wila tha
Mstitude of rejection™ variable. Only those members of the
population study whose range of rejection was five or more
statements on the social iudgment {(ego-involved) were used
to produce this particular set of data., This selected popu-
lation formed the "“intense" group. Chi-squares were also
administered to determine how each intense group responded
to the fourteen response sets.

The second hypothesis stated that thers would bhe 2
statistical correlation between intensity on the social
judgment and polarity on the semantic differential at each
level of extremiiy on the soclal judgment. There was suf-
ficient evidence to confirm that, as far as this particular
sample was concerned, intensity and polarity on the semantic

differential were proportionately correlated af each level

O

f extremity on the social judgment., That is to say, as
intense subjects® responses moved toward extreme positions,
the more polarized their semantic differential scores seemed
to be.s It is important te note, however, that not all in-
tenge subjects reflected polafized scores. Similarly, not

all extreme jper were intense, This observation will be

¢/]

an

-
i

further elaborated on in the conconluding chapter. At any

rate, =Y the twenty-eight resulting chi-squares, all but

six were significant at the .01 lavel. Since these six

&

2

i

Were &

IR

130 in the hypothesized direction, the szecond hypothesis

proved LrUe.
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Supnlementary Anaivsis

Tables IV-¥ {(See Appendiz.) show almost identical struc-
ture as that of Tables VI-VII. The latier depict only those
subjects who were intense or ego-involved. This new set of
tables gilves a similar breakdown of data as thal of Tables
VI-VII except these subjects were lowly-involved. They
rejected only one to four statements on Sherif's social Judg-
ment. Again, all obtained chi-squares were significant at
the .01 level. Chviousiy, what this date conclusively saidq,
among other things, was that noninvolved subjects existed at
all levels of the chtinuum——from extreme to moderate o
neutral on one end to synonomous positions on the other end.
Therefore, not all extreme persons were intense.

A pertinent nole from this new data is that, at ﬁimes,
not only were there more noninvolved than involved ypersons
in extreme positions, buf these lowly-involved perscns re-
flected polarily scores as exitreme as did thelr invralved
coherts. This showed That the subject caid not have to be
intenss to ba extreme or nolarized in nis semantic differ-
ential resrcnses. 1t also should ve re-sitphasized that
these noninvelved persons were found at all levels of
polarity on the semantic differential. However, in accord-
ance witn prediction, as these extreme noninvolved positions
surfaced, Lhers was & greater quantity of polarized
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CONCLUSION

Gne of the contentions undarlying this study is that
a statistical correlation exiéts batween extremity (as
defined by the social judgment); and polarity on the semantic
differential. This first Vpoth351s is supported by the

data. The semantic differential appears to represent an

<

accurate indication of directional change of attitude; The

selection of a semantic space (point along the continuum),
the "alternative polar terms selected," does indeed seenm

©o indicate what Csgood referred to as the "quality"

{(2; p» 26)--favorable or unfavorable--of a subject's pole

selections Tau

{1
-8

polarity and extremity on the semantic

de component,

-f'

differential &

T

e Lo be one and the sanme atti

.

A far more important and complex research problem is

1G]

deglt with In the second major postulation of this study.
Does the semantic differential sceurately refisct atiitude
intensity? If so, there will bhe & statistical correiation
batween intensity on the social judgment and selarity on the
semantic differential at each level of extremity on the

soeial judgment. Since thé:majority of obtained chi-sqguares
g¢id reach the .01 level of signifi cancz, the hypothesis is
adopted. In doing so, several observaticns, implications,

and suggestions present thenselves.



Data supporting thiz second hypethesis showed that not

.. L . . s e
orly was thers 2 ci~riamiezl corrslietlon between inten

8]
[

and polarity on the =amantic differential but that a
thorough analysis revesled this same ccrrelation at each
level of extremity. This means that intensity is not only
8 metter of extremity or polarity but of moderation as well.’
Subjects do not always have to be extreme to be intense.
Nor do their polarized scores always reflect high involve-
ment &s defined by their latitude of rejection. Tables IV-V
reflect the veracity of this statement. For example, a
e¢loser look at the data reveals that the lowly-involved sub- -
jects showed a considerable amount of polarized selections.
Consequently, although they were extreme in their positions,
polarized in their respvnses; they were not of an intense
nature in an ego-involved sense.

Tnis latter discovery encourages several gquestions,
some of which were raised by Arnold, McCroskey, and
Frichard (1). First, do attitude intensity and ego-
involvement measure the same thing? In light of this data,
speaking from a =zemantic differential perspective, the answer
appears Lo be in the negative. The received data showed a
distinctive positive correiation hetween extreﬁity and
intensity; simultaneously, the data aiso showed that not
every person is intense. In other words, if the zublect
wers not intense, then ego~involvement was gquestionatle,
or at least its =zupposed positive relationship te intensity

) iy
L

wag questionanvle. This means thst iz wouid not "always®

3



be appropriate, when using the sempant
eguate extremity with Intenzifty unlissc the nature ol Sue
intensity-~high or low involvement--can be ascertained.
Here, an additional separate intensity msssure is advisable.
Now the issue 1s not whether the semantic differential
reflects attitude intengity but whether it reflects in-
tensity variance.

A second question ralsed wy sttitude resesrchers is
also relevant to this discussion., '"We do not know whether
a person can hold an intense attitude on a topic which is
not involving tc him" (i, pe. 267). The question is a deli-
cate one. The answer might well depend on how "intensity"
were deflined. This data has shown a direct correlation
between intense subjects on the social judgment (defined by
their rejecting five or more statements) and their extreme
or polarized responses on the semantic differential. Con-
currently, Tables IV-V reflect a notable portion of that
populaticn who were not "intense" as responding in polarized
areas or exireme positions. Would it be fair then to say
that, because thesz noninvolved subjects were found in an
extreme position, they also must be intense; after all,
extremity and intensity sppear to he interchangéable atti-
tude components. Apparently, the crux of the problem lies
within the intensiiy variable itself, not with its apparent
correlation to extrsmity, It no longer seems satisfactory

cimply te szy that, when a subiect isg extreme, he is also
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intense without securately ciffersnplanting hils level o3
intensity The subjzed zzy Lg Secply Lnvoivad G. 5upsy-

ficislly go in his extreme position. Once zgain, 1t must be
the assessment of this study that precision in obtaining the
varying degrees of intensity {(which existed at all levels of
extremity in this study) appears to warrant the inclusion of
a separate attitude-intenzity measure. Otherwise, relating
extremity with intensity at all times with the same inten-
sity variance for each subjiect might be misleading. A dis-
tinction should be made belween the fwn variables.
Nevertheless, this thesis suggests that the semaniic
differential does reflect thes intensity factor of attitudes.
However, in reflecting this factor av all levels of extrem-
ity, the extreme factor alone dces not represent intensity.
Intensity appears to be a characteristic of moderate posi-
tions as well. Also, ezirsmity cannot always be associlated
with high-involvenment only, but it musi include the low-

involvement variation; in this case intensity (as defined

.’IJ"
{D
]
,.,
-
St
s
o]
[4v)
s
o
[ad

seem to applye.

Other research efforts must follow, duplicating this
oyez and using olher issues, circumstances, and populations.
Perhens, in the last snalysisz, the ansver will lie in the
successiul fusion of these two instruments, dealing not
only with the issus of intensity but with that of intensity

variance.
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AF’P]* NDIX

This palitical attitude study of the 1972 Presidential Camipaign is being conduet-
ed through the Communicarion Research and Training Cenier 2t North Texas
Stare University, Denton, Texas. M 15 not o commercial survey or a partisan
pell and the results will not be used by any political party, candidate, or interest
group.

We invite your pariicipation in the study with the assurance thet your response
will be strictly confidential. Our purpose it conducting this acadewnic research
pragect 1s lo better upderstand the relationships between pebitical canipaigns
and voter attitudes.

Thank ycu very much for your assistanee. s only through your cooperaiion
that this sort of study becomes med‘utlgfni.

Commuideation Research and Training Center

Don Bdward Beck, Directa

Churistophiier C. Cowan, Rescarch Associate

¢ Commanicaticn Reseurch and Training Center
tn Texas Siste Uuiversity
. Box *3336
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Instructions— Please Read Carefully

Each of the following four pages contains a set of nine statements which reflect different po-
sitions on the 1572 Presidential Camipeign. Although the four sets of nine-statements are iden-.
tical, the instructions at the top of each page are different.

Please read the instructions carefully before you respond o the statements.
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Last name (or initiaisy -

Sex: CiMale CiFemale
Age (check one):

18-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 Over 60 |
3 £ g 0 ] O

Day and month of birth:

Are you a registered voter? ClYes CiNoe
Please indicate your political party preference by checking one of the following:
C]Dcmograt
CiRepublican
ClAmerican Independent Party
[CJindependent

i

(Put name of party if not above)



-_-

DR R Y
5140 1A

Yo N Tar T h v s e m ek ad Pt e e e gy o}
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Please read all of ihe statements carelully before making avy murks on this page.

Nov thal you lmve icad all e slateriu..as careiully | druw o Jne wnzer the one statement that
cemes closest Lo your point of view on this matter, {nderline only one stateraent on this
page.

The election of McGaovern and Shriver is absolutely essential in the interests of the
pation.

On the whole, the interests of the nation will be served best by the election of Mc-
(Govern and Shriver.

It appears that the interests of the nation would be better served if McGovern and
Shriver were elected in November.

Although it 1s hard to decide, there would be a slight advantage in the eiection of
McGovern and Shriver.

It 1s difficult 1o decide between McGovern/Shriver and Nixon/Agnew in the
November Presidential election,

Although it is hard to decide, there would be a sfight advantage in the clection of
Nixon and Agnew.

It appears that the interests of the nation would be beiter served if Nixon and Agnew
were clected in November.

On the whole, the interests of the nation will be served best by the election of Nixon
and Agnew., .

The election of Nixon and Agnew is absofutely essential in the interests of the nation.
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AAETE STRTanIChnis 2% 00 tHS DIecoiing page.

Pleace read alf stateinonts once more Defore making any marks on the page.

Ihers may Y2 ancoicr statoment or othier statements which ave also acceptable from your

point of view, If there are, put a circle around the letter (@) in front of such 2 statement
of stateiments which are also acceptable,

The election of McGevern and Shriver is absolutely essential in ihe interests of the
natior.

On the whole, the interests of the nation will be served best by the election of Mec-
Govern and Shriver.,

It appears that the inteiests of the nation would be better served if McGovern and
Shriver were eiected 10 November.

Although it is hard to decide, there would be a slight advantage in the clection of
McGovern and Shriver.

It is difficult to decide between McGovern/Shriver and Nixon/Agnew in the
November Presidential election.

Aithough it is hard to decide, there would be a slight advantage 1n the election of
Nixan and Agnew.

It apnears that the interests of the nation would be betrer served if Nixon ard Agnew
were elecied 1n November.

On the whole, the interests of the nation will be served Lest by the election of Nixon
and Agnew. '

The election of Nixon and Agnew is absolutely essential in the interests of the natiosn.
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The stateracins Boiow doe the v o hase an dhe e pigomiing pages.

Please read the staiemonts agm 1 ) staternent which is maost objectionable
fream your paint of viess {00 o e thalgresoiapent-which i3 most objectionable.

M A T L Y AR

‘A.  The election of McGovern and Shriver is absofutely essential in the intercsts of the’
nation.

B. On ths whole, the interests of the nution will be served best by the election of Me-
Govern and Shriver.

C. It appears that the interests of the nation would be heirer served if McGovern and
Shriver were elected in November.

D. Although it is hard to decide, there would be a slight advantage in the election of
& 4 & g .
McGovern and Shriver.

E. It is difficuit to decide between McGovern/Sheiver and Nixon/Agnew in the
Novembhsr Presidential election.

F. although it is bard 10 decids, there would be a slight advantage in the election of
Nixon and Agnew.

G. It appears that the interests of the nation would be berter served if Nixon and Agacw
were elected in November.

. On the whole, the interests of the nation will be served best by the election of Nixon
and Agnew.

I, Theelection of Nixon and Agnew is absolutely esseniial in the interests of the nation.
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The election of McGovern and Shriver is absolutely essential in the interests of the

A.
nation.
B. On the whole, the interests of the nation will be served best by the election of Mc-

Govern and Shriver.
Jt appears that the interests of the naticn would be bester served if McGovern and

C. 1
Shrivei were elecied in Novembar,

Although it ts hard to decide, there would be a slight advantage in the election of

D.
McGovern and Shriver,
£. It s difficult t¢ decide between McGovern/Sariver and Nixen/Agnew in the

. (A
November Presideritial election,

Although it is nard to decide, there would be a siight advantage in the election of
Nixon and Agnew,

G. it appears that the interests of the nation would be better served if Nixon and Agnew
were eiected in November.

n the whele, the interests of the nation will be served best by the election of Nixon

.

. 1 .3
and Agnew.

The election of Nixon and Agnew is absoluiely essential in the interests of the nation.
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INSTEUCTIONS— Please Read Carefully

We would like to know how you fee/ about the presidential and vice-presidential candidates.
Please judge the four candidates in terins of what the descriptive scales mear ro you. There
are, of course, no “right” or ““wrong” answers and we urge you to be as accuraie as possible
in your ratings.

For purposes of iffustration, suppose you were asked to evaiuate Joha Doe using the “fair-

unfair” scale. If you judged him to be extremely “unfair,” you wouid fill in the box 2s follows:

UNFAR B8 -0 -0-0--0-0-—-0-—-0 FAIR

I vou judped him to be substantiaily “Tair,” you wonld fill in the box as follows:
UNFAIR O -0 -0 —-0C -0 —~0-—8 —0 FAIR
I you judged him to be moderately “arfair,” you would £ii in the box as follows:

UNFAIR O — 0 — @

— 00— -—0-0-— O3 FAIR

If you judged him to be slighily “fair,” you would fill in the box as follows:

IUNFAR O—-O -0 —0 -8 — 10 —-0-—-0 FAIR
In summary.....

. Be sure you mark every adjective-pair for all four candidates. Never fill in more than one
box on a singizs scale.

i~

Make each item a separate and independent judgment.

3. Work at a fairly high speed through this survey; we want your first impressions—the way
you actually feel at the present timnz toward the candidates,



Evasive
Dzep
Indecisive
Inspinng
Reassuring

Qualified to be
President

Radical

Difficult to
U_nderstand

Naive
Intimate
Attractive
Calming
Known
Dovish
Harmful
Ethical
Powerful
Artifical Image
Rigid
Above-board
Produces Conflict

Right Political
Party
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Below you will find a Bist of some of the veues relesant o the Fresidential Carpaign. To the
ement you will see 1ws hogae ene for Mivaer and ope for McGovern, Caeck the
box of the canaidaie wibo you seal comd more eftectively dual with the issue. To the right of
the statement is a set of spaces in which you ore asked to indicate ihe relative pricrity you
feet the issue deserves.

left of the s1a

Nixon

3

(]

(]

J

-

McGovera

0

£

a

[o» )

4.

L 1)

-~J

issue/Protism

. Ending the conflict in

Southeast Asta.

. Protecting the environment

Planning our nationai
defense.

Creating an effective and
efficient welfare program.

. Previding moral leadership

for the conmry,

. Improve race relations in

this couniry.

. Providing economic opporiunities

{}obs and housing) for all
citizens.

. Promoting U.S. interests abroad.

. Effective management of the

economy.

Rekindis the national spirit,

. Bring government close to

the people.

. Promote equal opportunities

for ail grougs.

13, Other:

Priority

Nooco

High 0 [

a i

o QD

33

04

0O

O Low

i1 ) Low

0 Low

d O Low

{1 Low

O Low

| ] Low

(1 Low

{J Low

£3 Low

O Low

T Low

2

Low
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Indicate by crossing Ui tine tolow the way you view i oo puiinent olainenhy on the hasis
of the contemporary “Lbaral” versus “connervative’” dist i
(Exampie: ?{ )
E\fcr-f — — — Yery %
3leﬁral hddie Conservative
E of ihe
: Road

Now, by intersecting each of the lines below, indicate the way you view thie political philo wpny
of each of the four candidates listed.

Spiro 1. Agnew

Very —_ Very
Liberal Middle Conservative
of the
Road

George McGovern

Very — Yery
Liberal Middle Conservative
of the
Road R

Richard M. Nixen

Very : — Very
i.iberal Middle : Conservative
of the
8 Road

R. Sargeni Shriver

Very Very

Liberai Middle Conservative
of the :
Road

Prior to the primary elections, which one of the following candidates did you mosi strangly
favor?

LIHumphrey LiNixon OMcGovern [ISchmitz [lackson
{IJWallace OMuskie DChisolm CSpock  30ther:

{name}



NIXON DATA--GROUPE 31-4

Variables--"Most Favored
Position'” Is Cross Tabulated 28 Level of

with Following Variables: af X Signifivance
Evasive-Direct 3 55.85 02
Deep-Shalilow 3 37.30 01
Inspiring-Demoralizing 3 99.98 UL
Reassuring-Frightening 3 91.78 01
Qualified to be President-Not

Qualified to be President 3 35.16 .01
Calming-Agitating - 3 73.19 .01
Harmful -Beneficial 3 122.64 L G1
Ethical-Unethical 3 123.17 0%
Artificial Image-Genuine Image 3 52.35 .02
Above-board-Under-handed 3 69.96 .01
Produces Conflict-Produces

Harmony 3 67.8% .01
Qur Xind of Man-Not Our Kind of

Man : 3 118.73 .01
Competent Internaticnally-Inept

Internationally 3 30.45 .01
Represents the Interests of the

Few-Represents the Interests

of the Many 3 73.73 .01

#R:  x2 > 5.84; ore-tzil test.



TARLE T5)

T

v
e

MOGIWERY DATA--GROUPE -4

Variables--"Most Favored .
Position" Is Cross Tabulszsted L Level of

with Following Variables: daf X Significance
Evasive-Direct 3 35.52 01
Deep-Shallow 3 58.3%2 .01
Inspiring-Demoralizing 3 64.15 01
Reassuring-Frightening 3 91.11 .01
Qualified to be President-Not

Qualified to be President 3 99.58 .01
Caiming-Agitating 3 63,28 .01
Hatmful-Beneficial 3 116.93 .01
Ethical-Unethical 2 42.67 01
Artificial Image-Genuine Image 3 31,21 .01
Above-board-Under-handed 3 48 .32 .01
Produces Conflict-Preduces

Harmony 3 77.22 .01
Our Kind of Man-Not Our Kind of

Man : 2 03.496 .01
Competent Internationally-Imept

Internationally 3 65,86 01
Renresents the Interests of the

Few-Represents the Interests

cf the Many : 3 31.84 .01

2

BR:  x* s 92.84; one-tzil test.
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TABLY IV
JiXCN DATA SRECTS L. S, AND 11
Variables--"Latitude of
Rejection™ {1-43}* Iz Cross
Tabuiated with Following Q%% Level of
Variables: d X Significance

Evasive-Direct 3 43,87 .01
Deep-Shallow 3 35.48 01
Inspiring-Demoralizing 3 77.05 .01
Reassuring-Frightening 3 72.63 .01
Qualified to be Precident-Not

Qualified to be President 3 20.37 .01
Calming-Agitating 3 56,30 .01
Harmful -Beneficial 3 87.92 .01
Ethical-Unethical 3 93.87 .01
Artificial Imape-Genuine Image 3 35.91 .01
Above-board-Undaer-handed 3 53.14 .01
Produces Conflict-Produces

Harmony 3 46,82 .01
Our Kind of Man-Not Cur Xind of

Man 3 83.02 .01
Competent Internationally-Inept |

Internationally Z 15.50 .01
Represents the Interests of the

Few-Represents the Interests

of the Many 3 55,83 01

*The number of statements rejected on the social

judgment instrument.
2



TABLE V

54

MCGOVERN DATA--GROUPS 5, 7, 9, AND 11

Variables--"Latitude of
Rejection" (1-4)* 1Is Cross

Tabulated with Following ykn Level of
Variables: df | x Significance

Evasive-Direct 3 25.46 .01
Deep-Shallow 3 45,93 .01
Inspiring-Demoralizing 3 54,88 .01
Reassuring-Frightening 3 67.18 .01
Qualified to be President-Not

Qualified to be President 3 62.76 .01
Calming-Agitating 3 64.31 .01
Harmful-Beneficial 3 85.53 .01
Ethical-Unethical 3 29.87 .01
Artificial Image-Genuine Image 3 20.97 .01
Above-board-Under-handed 3 34.16 .01
Produces Conflict-Produces

Harmony 3 63.58 01
Our Kind of Man-Not Our Kind of

Man 3 69.97 .01
Competent Internationally-Inept

Internationally 3 60.24 .01
Represents the Interests of the

Few-Represents the Interests

of the Many 3 26.72 .01

*The number of statements rejected on the social

judgment instrument.

#ap.  x2 » 9.84; one-tail test.
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&, AND 12

s e i
Variables--"Latitude of i i
Rejection” (5-8)% Is (ross 1
Tabulated with Following ‘ s Level of
Variables af | x? Significance

Evasive-Direct 3 9.61 <,01
Deep-Shallow 3 3.006 <. 01
Inspiring-Demoralizing 2 21.89 .01
Reassuring-Frightening 3 27.02 .01
Qualified to be President-Not

Qualified to be President 3 14.47 .01
Calming-Agitating 3 15.99 01
Harmful-Beneficial 3 24,38 .01
Ethical-Unethical 3 20.24 01
Artificial Image-Genuine Image 3 15.82 .01
Above-board-Under-handed 3 14.80 01
Produces Conflict-Produces

Harmony 3 26.24 .01
Our Kind of Man-Not Our Kind of

fan _ 3 26.00 .01
Competent Internmationally-Inept

Internationally 3 10.58 .01
Represents the Intevesits of the

Few-Represents the Interests

of the Maay 3 20.93 .01

*The number of statements rejected om the social
judgment instrument. :

‘? -~ -
®4R: x® > 9.84; one-tail test.
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LSRR
MOSOVERRN UATA - RCUPS &, &, 18, AND 17
Variables--"Latitnée of
Reiestion™ (5-8)% Is Crouss
Tabuiated with Following pan Level of
Variables df i x Significance

Evasive-DHrect K] 11.78 01
Deep-Shallow 3 12,38 .01
Inspiring-Pemoralizing 3 14.1% .01
Reassuring-Frightening 3 23.23 .01
"Qualified to be President-Not

Qualified to be Presidsnt I 32.30 01
Calming-Agitating 3 28.82 01
Harmful-Beneficial 3 28.14 .01
Ethical-Unethical 3 9.40 <,01
Artificial Image-Genuine Image 3 .78 <,01
Above-board-Under-handed 3 14.77 .01
Produces Conflict-Freoduces _

Harmony 3 12.16 .01
Our Kind of Man- Not Qur Y1nd of

Man 3 17.07 .01
Competent Internatiomally-Inept

Internationally 3 8.89 <, 01
Represcnts the Interests of the

Few-Represents the Interests

cf the Many 7.86 <. 01

*The number of statements rejected on the social

judgment instrument.

xxR:  x2 > 90.84; one-tail test,
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