ATTITUDES TOWARDS ALUTHORITY

AMONG TERTIARY STUDENTS IN SDUTH AUSTRALIA
BY

KENNETH RIGRY  B.5c. (Hons.) (London)

Pnst-graduate Certivicate
in Education (lLeicaster)

A Thesis submitted for the Degree of

Doctor of Philosophy

in The Univevsity of Adelaide
Department of Psychology

Detober, 1975



PART ONE - THE GENERALITY OF ATTITUDE TOWARDS

CONTEMTS

Tahle of Conten:s
List of Tables

List of Flgures

List of Appendices

SUMMARY

STATEMENT

ACKNOULEDGEMENTS

PREFACE

AUTHORITY AMONG TERTIARY STUDENTS
ATTITUDES TO AUTHORITIES

CHAPTER 1:
1 (D)
(i)
(1ii)

CHARPTER 2:

2

(i)
(ii)

(iii)

CHAPTER 3:

-

J

(1)
(11)

(iii)

(iv)
(v)

Psychological Studies of Attitudes to

Authorities

Authorities included in the Study

Radicalism

DEVELOPMENT UF THE ATTITUDE SCALES
Generasl nature of the Scsles

Development of Particular Scales

A,
Ja
C.
D.
E.

F. Eleven-point Rating Scales

Summary of Measurement Technigues

GENERALITY -OF ATTITUDE TO AUTHORITY

Aim

Police Scale

Army, Law and Teacher Scales

Symbolic Authority Scale

Independence Scale

Radicalism Scale

Subjects and Procedures

Results

A. The main Attitude Scales and

0. Eleven-point Rating Scales
C. The Independence Scale

The Composite Authority Scale (D.H.S,)

Radicalism

Summary and Implications

(1)
(v)
(ix)
(xi)

(xiv)

(

(xxii)

Page

(xx)

xxi)

12a

13
13
13
14
22
35
L2
L5
49
51

6L

67

(1)

(iv)
(viii)
(x)
(xiii)

{(xvix)

(xxiii)



CHAPTER L:
4 (1)
(ii)

(iii)

(iv?

(v)
(vi)

VALIDITY OF THE ATTITUDE SCALES
The importance of validity

Correlations with Eleven-point
Rating Scales

Relationships with Personal Assessments
amongst Close @ Acquaintances

Associations with Reported Behaviour
A. Participation in Demonstrations
B. Attendance at Church
C. Relations with the Police
D. School Experiences
E. Relationships with Parents
F. Positions of Authority

Discussion

» Summary of Validity Investigations

PART TwWo: ATTITUDE TOWARDS AUTHORITY AND RELATED
PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS

CHAPTER 5:

5 (i)

(ii)

(iii)

CHAPTER 6:

6 (i)

(i1)

(iii)

(iv)

PERSONALITY AND ATTITUDE TO AUTHORITY:
GENERAL BACKGROUND

The Personality Characteristics of
Student Radicals

Pro- and Anti-Authoritarianism

Summary and Hypotheses

PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS EXAMINED
Intolerance of Ambiguity

A. Background Literature

B. Tests of Intolerance of Ambiguity

C. Correlations amongst Intclerance
of Ambiguity Tests

Dogmatism

A. Background Literature

8. The Test of Dogmatism
Cognitive Complexity-Simplicity

A. Background Literature

B. The Cognitive Simplicity Test
Creative Independence

A. Background Literature

8. The Creative Independence Scale

(ii)

Page

70
70

70

73
74
78
80
81
82
85
86
89
92

95

96
98
102

104
104
104
110

114
115
115
122
122
122
125
126
126
128

wd



- (1ii)

Page
CHAPTER & (continued)
G. (v) Emotional Activation 128
A. Background Literature 128
B. The Emotional Activation Scale 130
(vi) Summary and Restatement of Hypotheses 131
CHAPTER 7: PERSONALITY SCORES AND THEIR CORRELATIONS
WITH ATTITUDE TO AUTHORITY 132
7. (i) Means, Standard Deviations and Correlatians
for the S5.A.I.T. students 132
(ii) Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations
for the University of Adelaide students 144
CHAPTER 8: EXAMINING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ATTITUDE
AND PERSONALITY VARIABLES 149
8. (i) Methodological considerations 149
(ii) Examination of the trends 152
A. Intolerance of Ambiguity 162
B. Dogmatism 16h
C. Cognitive Simplicity 164
D, Creative Independence 165
E. Emotional Activation 165
(iii) Summary of the Examination for Linearity =nd
Curvilinearity 165
CHARPTER 9: THE RELATIONSHIP BDETWEEN PERSONALITY AND ATTITUDE:
ANALYSES DF THE CORRELATION MATRICES 167
9. (i) Factor Analysis 167
(ii) Analysis by Canonical correlation 172
CHAPTER 10: A FURTHER REPLICATION 175
10. (1) Introductian 175
(ii) The sample 177
(iii) Results 178
N. Reliability : 178
B. Means and Standard Deviations of
Test Scores 179
C. Correlations between Attitude Scales 180
D. Correlations between the Complexity
sub-scale of the 0.”2.I. (Tolerance of
Ambiguity) and two sttitude to Authority
Scales 183
E. Examining the personality-ottitude
relationships for curvilinearity 184

(iv) Discussiaon 187



(iv)

Page
CHAPTER 11: S5EX AND INSTITUVION COMPARISBONS AND AGE
TRENDS 1689
11. (1) The relisbility and validity of ®he scales;
5eX COMparisons 189
A. Reliability - 189
8. Validity 132
(i1) The generality of attitude to authority 193
(1ii) Inter-sex comparisons for correlations hetwsen
attitudes to authority and persanzlity 185
(iv)  Sub-group differences in mean attitude to
authority 197
(v) fige Trends 204
(vi) Sex differences within institutions 209
(vii) Conclusians 211
(viii) Some Implications 212
CHAPTER 12: PERSONALITY AND ATTITUDE TO AUTHORITY:
IMPLICATIONS 210
12. (1) Introduction 218
(ii) Pro-authority and Anti-authority students 219
2. Intolerance of Ambinguity 220
B. Dogmatism 221
. Creative Independence 223
D, Emational Activation 223
E. Cangnitive Simplicity 2eh
(iii) Theoreticsl Implications , 226
PART THREZ: REVIEW AND PERSPECTIVE
CHAPTER 13: ATTITUDE TO AUTHORITY: A REVIEW AND PERSPECTIVE 235
13. (i) Social Sipgnificance of the Study 235
(i1) 5ituational end/or personality explanations
of attitude to authority 237
(iii) The main contribution of the stucly 2Ll
(iv) Implications for change 2L6
APPENDICES 250~ 3505

OIBL I0GRAPHY

o
O
()
!
[ON|
==y
0



10.

11.

12R.

120.

13,

14,

15.

16.

LIST OF TABLES

Page
The Police Scale: item-total correlations
(corrected) 18-20
The Police Scale: Means, Standard Deviations
and Internal Consistency 21
The Army Scale: item-total correlations
(carrected) 2L-26
The Army Scale: Means, Standard Deviations
and Internal Caonsistency 27

The Law Scale: item-total correlations (corrected) 28,29

The Law Scale: Means, Standard Deviations and
Internal Consistency 30

The Teacher Scale: item-total correlations
(corrected) 31-33

The Teacher Scele: Means, Standard Deviations
and Internal Consistency 3k

The Symbolic Authority Scale - item-total
correlations (corrected) 30

The Symbolic Authority Scale: Menns, Standard
Deviations and Internal Consistency L0

The Independence Scale: ieans, Standord
Deviations and Internal Consistency L

Distribution of Responses on the Radicalism
S5cale, U. af A. students L7a

The Radicalism Scale: item-total correlations
(corrected) 475

Fleven-Point Rating Scales, Means and
S5tandard Deviations 50

Age and Mode of Attendance of subjects
completing all the Likert-type scales at
5.A.I.T. and the University of Adelaide 54

Means and Standard Deviations for subjects
completing the Likert-type scales and the
Radicalism Scale 55

Correlation matrices for the Authority Scales,
Radicalism and Age: South Australian Institute

of Technology (S.A.I.T.) and University of

fdelaide (U. of A.) subjects, (8) males

(h) females (c) both sexes 56,57



TABLES (continued):

Tahle

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

2k .

25.

i
[Np]
.

27.

286.
(a)

(B)

Mean correlatiaon coefficients for two sets of
Attitudes to Authority Scale results for
different samples of subjects: OS5.A.I.T. and
U. of A.

Correlation matrices for the Eleven-point
Rating Scales and Radicalism for University
nf Adelaide subjects, (a) males and females
(b) both sexes

Means and Standard Deviations of scores on the
Independence Scale and Age of subijects,
together with Mode of Attendance

Correlations of scores on the Independence
Scale with other Authority Scoles and Age

Means ancd Standard Deviations of scores on the
Independence Scale for First and Second year
subjects separately

Correlations of scores on the Independence
Scale with other Authority Scales and Age
(First year results only)

Correlatinns petween the Composite Authority
Scale and individual Likert-type measures.
(8) 5.A.I.T. sample (b) U. of A. sample

Intercorrelatiaons hetween the Likert-type
Scale measures of attitude towards autharity
and the corresponding Cleven-point Rating
Scales for the Adelaide University subjects
(a) males (b) Females (c) both sexes
Multiple correlation coefficients for 5
attitude scales and the Radicalism Scale for
80 University of Adelaide subjects

Personality Test Scores of S5.A.I.T. students
who also completed all the Attitude Scales,
with sex differences

Authority Scale Scores for sets of S5.A.I.T.
students represented in Table 26

Linear correlations between personality
measures and attitude towards authority
(and radicalism) for samples of male
S5.A.I.T. subjects

Linear correlations between personality
measures and attitude towards authority
(and radicalism) Tor samples of female
5.A.I.T. subjects

(vi)

Page

60,61

62

62

6l

65,66

77

89

134

135, 136

139

140



(vii)

TABLES  (continued) - Page
28 Linear correlastions Lirtwesn personality measures
(e). and sttitude towsrds aunthonrity (and radicalism)

For somples of 5.A,1.T. subjects of both sexes . 141
29, Partial correlatiaon coefficients hetween

personality variables and (1) C.A:5. and
(2) the Raedicalism Scale, cnrrected for age

(5.A.I.T. subjects) 164
30. Adjective Check List scores of U. of A, students

who also completed all the Attitude Jcales, with

corresponding scores for S.A.TLT. subljects : 145
31, Linear Dorvelations betusen two personal ity neasyres

and AtLitudes Lo Authority (snd Radicalism) for g
sziple of Adelside University students, with
corresponding correlations for the S.0,I.T. sample:
(a) Tor Crentive Independence (h) Fop Emntional

Aotivation 146
32 Summary of Results for the Trend Analyses, showing

significance of Linear and Quadratic Components 151
33. Scores an the Emotionnl Activation Scale for

University subjects, by sub-groups according to

their C.A.5, scores 159

3L4A, Obligue Ffactor loadinoson Factor I and Factor 11
derived from correlations amongst (a) the results
for S5.ALT.T. sturdents who completed 21l the tests
and (b) the results for nll 9.A.I.T, subjects wha
completed 8t least two tests 169a

348, Obligue factor loadings on the first two Factors
extrocted from correlations for male and Female
5.N.T.T. students 170a.

9]

o~
[

3405, Canonical variates with weighting for sets o
personality and sttitude tests 173

35, deaps and Standard Devistions of Ages of subjects
in the University Replication otudy of 1975, and
comparisans with the 1972 Study 178

. Means and Standard Deviations of scores on the
0.P.I. Complexity sub-scale, the Army Scale and
the Lew Scale for University of Adelaide students
in 1975, and comparisons with the 1972 sample 180

AN
o

37. Correlation matrices for the Army Scale, the Law
Scale and Age for University of Adelside students ;
in 1975 and 1972 - 181

38, Correlations betweoen twa attitude to Authority scales
and the 0.P.I. Conplexity Scale (Tolerance of
Ambiguity) for University of Adelaide students 1975,
with corresponding results faor the S.A.I.T. samnple

1971-72 184




TABLES  (continued)

39.

40.

41.

42 .

43.

44,

45a.

45h .

(viii)

Page

Indices of Reliability for the Likert-type
attitude scales and the Independence Scale,
with sex comparisons 190

Correlations between Likert-type attitude to
authority scales and corresponding Eleven-
point Rating Scales, for males and females 192a

Sex differences in correlations between attitude scales

and reported behaviour indices irelating to two forms

of reported behaviour at school, for 33 male and 47

female subjects from the University of Adelaide 19%a

Significantly different correlations between attitude

scales: sex and institution differences. (a) Significant

sex differences (b) Significant Institution differences 195
Planned comparisons of means on Attitude towards

Authority scales and Radicalism for S.A.I.T. and

University of Adelaide students, according to Institution

and Sex subgroups, (a) Symbolic Authority Scale (b)

Teacher (c) Army (d) Law (e) Police (f) Radicalism Scale 199-202

Numbers of male and female subjects from the S.A.I.T. and
University of Adelaide used for comparison of attitude scores,
according to age groups 204

Unweighted mean Attitude to Authority scores for S.A.I.T.
and U. of A. students (1971-2), according to age groups 205

Mean scores for the Radicalism Scale for S.A.I.T. and
U. of A. students (1971-2), according to age groups 205



Figure

1.

9.

10.

il fliz

List of Figures

Relationship between Budner's Intolernnce of
Ambiguity Test (B.I.A.) and the Composite
Authority Scale (C.A.5.) for 5.A.1.T. students

Relationship between the Intolerance of Complexity
sub-scele of Budner's Intolerance of Ambiguity test
and the Composite Authority Scale (C.A.S5.) for
S.A.I.T. students

Relationship between the Intolerance of Insolubpility
sub-scale of Budner's Intolerance of Ambiguity test
and the Composite Authorlty Scale (C.A.5.) for
S.A.I.T. students

Relationship between the Intolerance of Novelty
sub-scale of Budner's Inteolerance of Ambiguity test
and the Composite Authority Scale (C.A.5.) Tor
9.A.T.Te . students

Relationship between the Complexity sub-scales aof
the 0.P.I. (measuring Tolerance of Ambiguity) and
the Composite Authority Scale (C.A.S) for 5.A.I.T.
students

Relationship between the Photo Ambiguity Test
(P.A.T,) measure of Intolerance of NAmbiguity ond the
Composite Authority Scale (C.A.5.) for 5.A8.I.T.
students.

Relationship between the Dogmatism Test (hny 5) and
the Composite Authority Scale (C.A.5.) for 5.A.I.T.
students

Relationship between Cognitive Simplicity and the
Composite Authority Scale (C.A.S5.) for 5.A.I.T.
students

Relationship between Creative Independence (C.I.) as
assessed by Rump's Ndjective Check List Scale, and
the Composite Authority Scale (C.A.5.) for 5.A.I.T7.
students

Relationship between Emotional Activation (E.A.) as
assessed by Rump's Adjective Check List 5cale, and
the Composite Authority Scale (C.A.S5.) for S5.A.I.T.
students

Relatianship between Creative Independence (C.I.) as
assessed by Rump's Adjective Check List Scale, and
the Conposite Authority Scale (C.A.5.) fTor University
of Adelaide students

Nelationship between Emotional Activation (E.A.) 88
assessed by Rump's Adjective Check List Scale, and
the Composite Authority Scale (C.A.S5.) for University
of Adelaide students.

(ix)

Fage

153a

153b

153c.

153d

154

155

156

157

158

159

160

161



Figures (continued)

13.

14,

15.

16.

17. -

18.

Relaticnship between two measures of attitude
to authority: the Law Scale and the Army Scale,
for University of Adelaide students (1975)

Relationship between the Complexity sub-scale
of the 0.P.I. (measuring Tolerance of
Ambiguity) and the Army Scale for University
of Adelaide students (1975)

Relationship between the Complexity sub-scale

of the 0,P.I. (measuring Tolerance of Ambiguity)
and the Law Scale for University of Adelaide
students (1975)

Mean pro-authority scores for four age-groups
of 5.A.I.T. and University of Adelaide students

Mean Radicalism scores for four age-groups of
5.A.1.T; and University of Adelaide students

Mean pro-authority scores (based upon Law and
Army Scales) for four age groups of Adelaide
University, 1972 and 1975

Page

182

185

207

207

208

{x)



Da.

0b.

1a.

1.

H3.

Gha

Gc.

G,

9a3.

Shb.

« . (x1)
LIST OF APPEINDIGES Page
Confidence limits for Alnha Reliability Estimates 250a,b

Alpha values for samplesofl subjects completing the
same attitude scales, with 5% confidence limits,
showing extent of overlap of the confidence intervals 250c

Inter-item correlstion matrix for the Police Scale
given to B2 first year University of Adelaide students
(34 males and 48 females) Z251a

Inter-item correlation matrix for the Police Scale
given to 261 S.A.I.T. students (164 males and 97
Females) 2515

Inter-item correlation matrix for the Army Scale,
given to 360 first year University of Adelaide
students (192 males and 168 females) 252

Inter-item correlation matrix for the Law Scale,
given to 357 University of Adelside students
(178 males and 179 females) 253

Inter-item correlation matrix far the Teacher Scale
given to 359 University of Adelaide students (173
males and 181 females) 254

Inter-item correlation matrix for the Symbolic
Authority Scale given to 382 University ot Adelside
students (193 males and 189 females) 255

Revised version nf Hudson's Independence cale 256-258
p

Sums of ranks for preferences given to alternative

answers provided in the revised version of Hudson's
Independence Scale by thirty-one Thirt-Year Social

Work students at the S.A.I.T. (5 males and 26 females) 259

Inter-item matrix For the Independence Scale given
t0 175 5.A.I.T. students (106 males and 69 females) 260

The Independence Scale: item total correlations
(corrected) 261

Inter-item correlations matrix for the Radicalism
Scale, given to 80 University of Adelaide sturlents

(33 males and 47 females) 262
Eleven-point Rating Scales assessing attitudes

towards various authorities 263
Biographical Report [uestionnaire 26L-266

Contingency tables relating to the validity of the

C.A.S5. and the Radicalism Scale for &80 University of 267

Adelaide students, based upon sutobiographical reports:
A. Participation in Demonstrations 267
8. Nttendance at Church 269
C. Relations with the Police 270-271
D. School Experiences 272-274
£. Relationships with Parents 275
F. Posilkions of Authority 276=277



APPENDICES (continued)

9.c.

10.

1.

1.

15.3.

15.b.

16.a.

16.b.

16.C.

17.

18.

Correlation coefficients between attitude
scales and reported behaviour indices

Correlation between the Photo Ambiguity Test
and Budner's Intolerance of Ambiguity

The Cognitive Simplicity Test
Self-description Check List

Numbers of full-time and part-time males and
female subjects in samples used in Tahle 26
with mean ages and standard deviations

Means and Standard Deviations of all attitude
scales and personality variables for (a) all
subjects who completed the test, and (b) only
subjects who completed all tests

Intercorrelation matrix for 41 personality
and attitude variables for S5,A.I.T. suhbjects
who completed all tests (45 females and 42 males)

Intercorrelation matrix for all persanality
and attitude varisbles for S.A.I.T. subjects
who completed all tests, for baoth sexes
combined

Intercorrelation matrix far all attitude and
perscnality variables, age and year -of attendance,
using maximum data, with numbers of subjects given
for each correlation for all male S.A.I.T. subjects

Intercorrelation matrix for all attitude and
personality variables, age and year of attendance,
using maximum data with numbers of subjects given
for each correlation for all female S.A.I.T.
subjects

Intercorrelation matrix For all attitude and
personality variables, age and vyear of attendance
using maximum data with numbers of subjects given
for each correlation for all 5.A.I.T. subjects

Mean scores, standard deviations and t test
results for S.A.I.T. and University of Adelaide
subjects on Creative Independence, Emotional
Activation and Attitude and Radicalism Scales
for males and females separately

The Complexity sub-scale of the D.P.I.,
measuring Tolerance of Ambiguity, showing
item-totsl correlations (corrected)

(xii)

Page

278-279

280-282
283-284-+

285

286

287-289

290

291

292

293

294

295

296-298



(xifi)

APPENDICES (continued)
Page

19. Sex differences: t test results for differences
between mean scores on attitude scales and
personality tests for S.A.I.T. and-“University of
Adelaide students (1971-72) 299

20. Mean attiitude to suthority scores and stondsrd
deviations by separate age-groups, for S.A.T.T.
and University of Adelaide subjects (1971-72)
with significance tests for the comparisons
between institutions. (a) Symbolic Authority
Scale (b) Teacher Scale (c) Army Scale (d)
Law Scale (e) Police Scale 300

21, Mean sttitude scores and standard deviations for
University of Adelaide subjects, 1972 and 1975,
by separate zge groups with significance tests
for compdrisons between the two samples 301

22, Alpha values for male and female subjects
completing the same attitude scales, with 535
confidence limits showing extent of overlap
of the confidence intervals 302

N
(W
.

Significantly oifferent item-total (corrnoted)
coroelations Tor U. of A. mole snd Female students
on attitude to suthority ond Radicalism scnles. 303-304

24, The use of groups of subjects in relation to the
the attiturde measures,



(xiv)

SUMMARY

This study has two primary aims: to determine the degree to
which attitudes towards authorities are generalised among tertiary
studentsluver a range of authority figures; and, secondly, to
examine two hypotheses that have been proposed regarding the relation=--»
ship between attitudes towards authorities and supposedly relevant
personality variables.

A variety of relevant attitude scales were developed using
data obtained from students at the Sputh Australian Institute of
Technology (5.A.I.T.) and the University of Adelaide (U. of A.).

The scales included five halanced or approximately balanced
Likert-type scales to assess attitudes towards the police, the army,
teachers, the law and symbolic authority; a special type of test,
the Independence Scale, to aSSess attitudes towards the authority

of graduating students; and a Likert-type scale to measure the
extent to which students were prepared to support proposals invelving
social change (the Radicalism Scale). The Likert-type scales were
shown to possess a high degree of internal consistency; the
Independence Scale was minimally satisfactory in this respect. In
addition, Eleven-point Rating Scales were devisad to provide an
gverall measure of feeling tone in relation to each of the particular
authorities assessed by the Likert-type authority scales and also
towards “authority in general'.

The Likert-type attitude to authority scales proved to be
significantly sntercorrelated, using two groups of tertiary
students, 180 from 5.A.I.T. and 80 from the U. af A. The Eleven-
point Rating scales, completed by the U. of A. subjects, also
intercorrelated significantly. Concurrent validity was demonstrated
for each of the Likert-type attitude to authority scales by means of

significant correlations with relevant Elsven-point Rating scales.
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The generality of attitude towards authority across the five
authorities assessed by the Likert-type scales is therefore strongly
supported. Correlations between the Independence scale and

pach of the Likert-type attitude to authority scales for 121 of
the S.A.I.T. students were not significantly different from zero,
but those between the Likert-type pro-authority measures and
Radicalism were significant (in the negative direction) for both
5.A.1.T. subjects and U. of A, subjects. The general nature of
the attitude assessed by tha Likert scales therefore appears to be
unrelated to the non-institutionalised authority of graduating
students, but closely associated with radicalism.

To provide a stable and general measure of attitude towards
authority, scores from the Likert-type attitude to authority scales
were standardised and combined to form a Composite Autharity Scale
(C.A.6.). The validity of this measure was supported by the
confirmation of predictions relating to three types of criteria:
(1) the Eleven-point Rating Scale assessing attitude to "authority
in general"; (2) the personal assessments of orientation towards
authority by close acquaintances; and (3) scores derived from
autobiographical reports of relevant behaviour, such as taking part
in demonstrations and attending Church. These criteria correlated
in the predicted direction with the C.A.S.

In the second part of this study, two sets of hypotheses were
formulated on the basis of suggestions in the literature on student
radicalism and on authoritarianism concerning the relationship
between attitudes towards authority and supposedly relevant
personality variables. The first set of hypotheses postulated a
linear relationship, with the more pro-authority students tending
to be more intolerant of ambiguity, more dngmatiﬁ, more cognitively

simple, less creatively independent and less .emotionally activated.
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The second éet of hypotheses postulated a curvilinear relationship
such that extreme pra- and anti-authority subjects resemble each
other in being relatively intolerant of ambiguity, dogmatic,
cognitively simple and low in both creative independence and
EmotionaL activation compared with persons who occupy intermediate
positions on the attitude to authority continuum.  These hypotheses
were tested using groups of students from the 5.A.I,T., and (with
respect to the variables of creative independence and emotional
activation only) a group of U. of A. students.

The following personality tests were administered; to
assess intolerance of ambiguity, Budner's Intolerance of Ambiguity
test, the Complexity sub-scale of the Dmnibus Persaonality
Inventory, and the Photo Ambiguity Test specially developed for
this study; for dogmatism, Ray's Dogmatism Scale; for cognitive-
simplicity, a modified versiun of Bieri's Cognitive Complexity
test; for creative independence and emotional activation, Rump's
Adjective Check List. Because of the extensive testing program
ihvolved, suhgroups of subjects varied in the extensiveness of
tests taken. A total of 87 S.A.I.T. students formed a core sample
which completed all tests. .

In general, the obtained relationships between the attitude
and the personality measures Were consistent with the linear
hypntheses.' Aamong the S.A.I.T. samples, all the correlations
with the C.A.S5. were significant and in the predicted direction,
although not all the correlations with individual attitude scales
were significant. The highest correlations with the C.A.5. were
with the Complexity sub-scale of the 0.P.I. (r = -.47) and with
Ray's Dogmatism scale (r = 40). With the exception of Emotional

Activation, all the correlations between the personality variaples

and Radicalism were significant and, as predicted, in the opposite
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direction tp those found with the pro-authority C.A.S. In a
partial replication with U. of A. subjects, significant correlations
in the predicted direction were found between Creative Independence
and C.A.5. (and Radicalism), but correlations with Emctional
Activafinn were not significantly different from zero for either
C.A.5. or Radicalism. An examination of trends for curvilinearity ~*
provided no clear support among groups of 5.A.I.T. subjects for the
curvilinear hypotheses. Among U. AF A. subjects the curvilinear
hypothesis was supported with respect to the Emotional Activation
variable only.

A factor analysis with rotation to an obligue factor solutiaon
was performed on the results of 87 §.A.I.T. students, for whom
complete data were available. The two main factors extracted were:
(1) a pro-authority factor, with positive loadings of greater than
.40 for the Law Scale, the Army Scale, the Police Scale, the Teacher
Scale and the Symbolic Authority Scale and a negative loading of
-.64 for the Radicalism Scale; “and (2) a personality factor, with
loadings of .40 or greater for Budner's Intolerance of Ambiguity
test, the Complexity sub-scale of the 0.P.I. and Ray's Dogmatism
Scale, and negative loadings of -.62 for Rump's Adjective Check List
measure of Creative Independence and -.40 for Emotional Activation.
~ This personality factor appears to reflect a étrong dislike of
uncertainty and a tendency to hold dogmatic beliefs, and to view
oneself as not creatively indeperdent or emotionally activated.

The pro-authority factor and the personality factor correlated
positively (r = .48), which is consistent with the linear hypothesis.
A factor analysis of the correlations for S.A.I.T. students who
completed at least two of the tests (n(h) = 168.3) provided
substantially similar results, confirming that the factorial structure
of the larger set of data did not differ markedly from that obtained

from the smaller complete set of results,
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Throughout the study analyses were performed for each sex
separately. In the development of the Authority and Radicalism
scales slight but consistent differences emerged between the sexes.
The Likert-type scales genzarally yielded higher indices of intermnal
consistency for males, and subseguently the intercorrelations
between the scales tended to be higher For males. It would appear
that the scales, though valid for each sex, are spmewhat more
appropriate measures of attitude towards authority amang males.

Comparisons between groups of students from the S.A.I.T. and
the University of Adelaide indicate that in general the S5.A.I.T.
students were more favourably diSpDSEd towards authority than were
the University of Adelaide students. An analysis of age trends at
the two institutions on measures of attitude to authority in general
Failed to yield reliable or consistent trends.

The main results of this study, namely the predicted linear
relationship between Atltitude to Authority (and Radicalism) on the
one hand, and Intolerance of Ambiguity, Dogmatism and Creative
Ihdependence on the other, have been replicated for both male and
Female tertiary students; and with respect to one measure af
intolerance of ambiguity (the Complexity subscale of the 0.P.I.)
and two measures of Attitude to Authority (the Army and the Law
Scale), the predicted linmear relotionship was found throe years
later (in 1975) with a sample of University of Adelairde students,
despite significant shifts towards generally more Favourable
attitudes towards the Army, and less favourable attitudes towards
the Lauw.

Finally, it is suggested that while existing psychological
theory deriving from psychoanalytical sources and emphasising the
ego-defensive function of authoritarian attitudes may account for

the association between certain personality characteristics assessed
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in this study and the strongly pro-authority tendencies of some
students, it is inadequate to account far the attitudes of students
with relatively anti-authority orientations. Such attitudes may
perhaps be best understood in terms of a positive liking for novelty
and complexity, the enjoyment of which authorities may be perceived

as blocking.
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PREFACE

Due to the diversity of related issues that are explored
in this study, it may be useful to explain the organisation and
lay-out of this thesis. It is divided, for convenience, into
three parfs, with Part One being concerned with the topic of the .
generality of attitudes towards autharity among tertiary students;
Part TQD dealing with the relationship between attitudes towards
authorities and certain supposedly relevant personality variables;
and Part Three presenting a brief revieuw bethe entire study and
a consideration of its general significance.

Part One consists of four chapters. In Chapter 1 a critical
review is presented of psychological studies related to the 1ssue
of the general nature of attitude towards authority, and this is
followed by a discussion of those authorities included in the
study. Chapter 2 deals with the development of attitude scales
to measure attitudes towards the chosen authorities, and, faor
wider comparison, a radicalism scale. In Chapter 3 correlations
between those scales are examined and the degree and extent of the
generality is assessed for samples of stucdents from the South
Australian Institute of Technology (5.A.I.T.) and The University of
Adelaide. Chapter 4 examines the validity of the scales in relation
to a variety of validating criteria.

Part Two begins with a survey, presented in Chapter 5, of
the psychological literature in which (a) personality characteristics
have been attributed to student radicals, and (b) the supposed
nature of pro- and anti-authoritarianism, have been discussed. 1In
the light of this survey two alternative sets aof hypotheses appear
tenable, ane suggesting a linear and the other a curvilinaar

(secnnd-order) relationship hetween certain personality variables
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and attitude towards authority. In Chapter 6 the personality
variables are discussed in detail and operationally defined. Te
test thg proposed hypotheses,; in Chapter 7 the relevant correlations
are examined for both male and female subjects in overlapping groups
d% S.A.I.T. students, and for a group of students at the University
of Adelaide. In Chapter 8 the attitude-personality trends are
examined in more detail for evidence of systematic curvilinearity.
Chapter 9 provides Factﬁr analyses of sets of personality and
attitude scale data obtained from male and from female S.A.I.T.
students.

The replication of a major finding of the study, the linear
relationship between intolerance of ambiguity and attitude to
authority, is presented in Chapter 10. In Chapter 11 a comparison
is made of results obtained for each sex and institution, and age
trends on attitude to authority are examined. The implications of
the results concerning the relationship between personality and
attitude to authority are examined in Chapter 12. Finally in
part Three (Chapter 13) the results of the entire thesis are

reviewed and their general significance evaluated.



PART ONE

THE GENERALITY OF ATTITUDE TOWARDS AUTHORITY

AMONG TERTIARY STUDENTS.



PART ONE

CHAPTER 1: ATTITUDES TO AUTHORITIES

1. (i) Psychological Studies of Attitudes to Authorities

1t is commonly assumed, particularly among clinical
psychologists, that there exists a generalised attitude towards
authority. Freud (1940), Piaget (1951) and Adorno gt al. (1950),
are améng the influential writers who have given support to this
notion. Such an attitude is seen as arising within the famiiy from
parental authority, and the attitude is then generalised 1o
subsequently encountered authority figures. The nature of the
psychodynamic process that is suggested, varies. The Freudian
explanation emphasises the conseguences of conflicts with parents at
the anal and phallic stages of development, each leading to
characteristic ways of fesponding to authority: by "holding on" or
ngubmitting® when a partial fixatiaon occurs at the anal stage; or
striving competitively with father, or giving up the struggle and
identifying with him, in the course of attempting to resolve the
oedipal situation. Adorng and his colleagues saw the degree of
repression by parents as a major factor: children whose spontaneous
likes and dislikes are repressed within the family come to "idealize"
their pérents and along with them other authorities, such as
national leaders and legal authorities. Piaget (1951) conceptualised
the process in cognitive terms. Personal schemata which develdp
in relation to the father during infancy are sSeen as influencing a
pefson throughout 1life as he assimilates ane authority after another
to these schemata.

Each of these theoretical approaches accepts the notion of a8
unitary attitude touérds authority, but some empirical studies have

raised doubts as to its existence.  Burwen and Campbell (1957)



administered 12 separate tests of attitude towards authority to 155
servicemen and found intercorrelations so low that they concluded:
wgyidence for a generalised attitude towards authority which
encompasses father, symbolic authority and boss is totally negative,
suggesfing a need for reconsideration of commanly held theory in this
'éfea" (p.31). The tests favoured by these authors were mainly .
indirect ones (that is, lacking direct face validity), such as the
Thematic Apperception Test and a test using facial photographs in which
a preference for glder or younger men (and, therefore, for or against
authority) was inferred from the way in which certain faces were
described. With considerable scope for subjectivity in interpretation,
it is not surprising that the authors were unable to claim very high
reliability far their tests. Average correlations between different
tests relevant to the same authority figure uwere quite low: .35 for
“Father®; .15 for usymbolic authority"; and .09 for "boss'". Thres
of the individual correlations were jndeed negative. 1f measures of
attitude towards specific authorities are employed which prove
relatively unreliable and generally inconsistent, one would expect
no marked correlations between such measures of attitudes towards
different kinds of authorities. The failure of Burwen and Campbell
to find support for a unitary attitude towards authority is partly
offset by the results of a further study by Campbell and Chapman
(1957), in which they found that 98 servicemen tended to describe
their father significahtly more like they described their boss than
1like they described a subordinate. The authors interpreted their
results as tentatively supporting the notion of a comman attitude
towards authority encompassing at least the two authority figures,
father and boss.

Lindgren and Lindgren (1960), and Sallery and Lindgren (1966),

argue against the ggnerality of attitude towards authority on the



grounds that. such attitudes are very strongly influenced by cultural
factors. Canadian, American and Arab teachers were found to differ
significantly in their attitudes toward saome authority figures.
Arab teaehers, for instance, in Sallery and Lindgren's study were
significantly more hostile or less accepting towards "“figures
representing the government and éffiliated institutions" such as
"npeople in positions over one"; "policemen", “government ministers",
"judges" and "naval or army afficers" than both the American and
Canadian teachers; but the Arabs were less hostile towards "experts
and authorities, i.e., learned men", from whom they expressed a
willingness to accept criticism. Such results are held to "suppuft
the contention that attitudes towards authority are specific rather
than general" (Sallery & Lindgren, 1966, p.29). It would be
fairer to conclude that cultural influences may be operating in
different ways in the different countries. Mureover, it might be
the case that the Arab teachers who were mest opposed to governmental
authority were also least in favour of "learped" men: their analysis
does not indicate the degree of cansistency of individual differences.
The test used in these studies was of the projective, sentence-
completion “type. As the senior author in the 1960 study, H.C.
Lindgrén had hypothesised on the basis of his experiences with
Canadian and American students that the former were considerably
more in favour of authority, the obtained results that gave
significan% differences in the opposite direction do not inspire
much caonfidence in the validity of either the test or the author's
judgement. .

Flinner (1967) claimed to have investigated the hyﬁuthesised
unitary attitude.towards authnfity by comparing the assessments aof
authority and nnn-authofity figures by authoritarians and non-

authoritarians, as defined by membership of the upper and lower



quartiles of the California F scale and Rokeach's dogmatism sﬁale
(Form E). His tests of attitude towards authority included direct
self-report scales: three semantic differential scales, an adjective
check list and a rank-ordering scale. In general, authoritarians
were not found to evaluate authority figures significantly more
highly than non-authoritarians; nor did they rate non-authority -
figures significantly less highly. Flinner claims that his results
are damaging to the unitary theory of attitude towards authority.

His study, however, is open to certain criticisms and different
interpretations. First, his choice of figures to be evaluated 1s
odd; “postmaster", for instance, (despite its semantic implications)
is used as a non-authority figure, and it is of interest that
significant differences between high and low dogmatists were found

in the non-predicted direction for this item. Surprisingly,

Flinner does not report on whether there was any tendency among his
subjects to rate the different kinds of figures in a consisfent way .
It is possible that evidence éupporting the unitary nature of attitude
tpwards authority might have emerged from an analysis of individusl
differences irrespective of the wauthoritarian" group findings. It
cannot, therefore, be said that the theory has been investigated in
the study in a direct and satisfactory manner.

A number of studies have attempted to ﬁeasura attiéudes towards
authority using attitude scales containing items that are broad in
their imélications or relate to different authorities, for example,
Stagnar (1954), Bieri and Lobeck (1959), Rudin (1961) and Ray (1971),
" That such scales can be developed with a high level of internal
consistency suggests that a general tendency to support or oppose
authorities is common, at least among students, with whom the tests
were developed. However, the range of authorities used as "targetus"

in particular scales tends to be somewhat limited, and same of them



contain assumptions that need to be guestioned. In Stagnar's
10-item scale, the items are loaded mainly with references to the
authority of the nation, with one item relating to "large industry"
and gnather to “taking orders". In the 20-item scale used by
Bieri and Lobeck, half the items relate to a supernatural authority,
4 to parental authority, 2 mainly to the nation and the rest more -
generally to the need for obedience. Six of these items uere taken
direbtly from the California F scale. At least some of the
generality claimed, therefore, might be attributable to the
personality characteristic of "autharitarianism", which should not
be identified with "attitude towards authority®. The main "target”
in Rudin's 19-item scale is "teachers"; the “police" and "leaders"
are also represented. This scale contrasts markedly with that of
Bieri and Lobeck. Supporting these authorities is presumed to be
nrational® and "healthy", and follows Fromm's (1941) distinction
between “rational" and “irrational" authority. The scale
correlates positively with a measure of intelligence and negatively
with two measures of neurnticism, according to Martin and Ray (1972).
Ray's own 28-item scale contains items relating to leaders,
authoritarian institutions (particularly the Army) and "freedom
versus regulation™. It was developed in Australia and claims some
®pehavioural validity" on the basis of correlations with the ratings
of pupils by their teachers. Though individually these scales tend
to be 1imited in the range of authority figures employed, and may
be influenced by somewhat dubigus assumptions, collectively they do
strongly sugges£ that the attitude measured by them is general in
scope.

Further confirmation is provided by the results from the study
of Wilson and Wadswarth (1972). The range of authorities used was
comparatively wide and assumptions about the pathology or rationallty

of the attitude were notably avoided. These authors tested the



attipudes pf 101 American college students towards a variety of
groups, which included the following authority flgures: the Nixon
Administration, the military, the police, college administrators,
parents; big business and college professors. Subjects were asked
to raﬁe persons in these groups on a 5-point scale to indicate how
worthy of support or otherwise they were. Of the 21 Pearson
product-moment cerrelation coefficients, 20 were positive and
significant at the .05 level (one tailed test). The exception is
the correlation between college professors and the Nixon Administration
(r = -,02); which is guite possibly a conseguence of outapoken
criticism by some college professors of the American Government's
pblicy at this time. Leaving aside college professors whose
supposed liberality of viewpoint may well have pffset thelr image
as Mauthorities", correlations among the remainder range from .27
to .59 with a mean value of .40. Negative'cnrrelations were found
between attitudes towards each of these groups and ratings of groups
whose behaviour may appear to be attacking authority, namely campus
militants (mean correlation of -.37) and Black Panthers (mean
correlation of -.29). ’Thus, in general, this study provides strong
support for the generality of attitude towards authority over a
rangé of figures (including the thedretically important "parent
group") as measured by direct tests. Even in this study, howeverT,
results wersa not obtained with properly constructed attitude scales.
Moreover, they were not found with Australian subjects, and in view
of the considerable emphasis ﬁlaced gpon cultural influences on
attitude towards authority by Lindgren and Lindgren (19G0),
Lindgren and Sallery (1966) and Kkagitcibasi (1970), it is uncertain
whether one should generalisé fram one country to another.

Australian attitudes towards authority are enigmatic. The
popular view seems to De that Australians are implacably opposed

to authority. Donald Horne (1964) in "The Lucky Country" (p. 38)



informed us that “the normal posture of the Australian towards
authority is one of ridicule.... Bosses of gll kinds lament lack of
discipline, but aé Far as the ordinary Australians are concerned
they can go jump in the lake". Craig McGregor (1966) in his
"pProfFile of Australia" wrote that "the average Australian views the
Police as enemies, army officers as traitors to democracy, the boss
as a harely necessary evil and anyone who gives an arder as deeply
suspect". On the other hand, some people with experience of
education and students have thought differently. The educationalist
J.R. Lawry (1965) considered the authoritarianism that permeates
Education Departments as stemming "largely fram the unguestioning
acceptance of authority in the cammunity" (p.80). A study by Leon
Mann (1973) of Australian reactions to the My Lai massacres in
Vietnam supports this impression. Among his cross-section of
Australian subjects, Mann found a substantial minority of people
(30%) who were prepared to follow orders and shoot civilians in
circumstances similar to those in which Lieuvtenant Calley was
placed at My Lai. Mann concludes that Australian reactions on
this issue were fgenerally similar to those obtained in an American
survey, and that there is "a surprisingly high level of obedience
ideology in Australia" (p.21). A large-scale survey of the needs
of American and Australian students undertaken by uUheeler (1969)
using the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule suggested that
nustralians are higher on both "autonomy" and "ahasement" than
American students. Wheeler believes this surprising combination
to be consistent with the judgement of Taft and Walker (1958) who
regarded the pustralian attitude towards authority as "one of the
more hasic ambivalences underlying Australian values, a passive
dependence upon authority combined with a contemptuous and even

aggressive attitude towards it" (p.1k6).



Quite apart fram the national differences between Australia
and the U.S.A., one has obviously to reckon with the very
cunsidgrable concern that students in both countries have had with
autho;ity gver the last decade or so. One of the leading
authorities on student political activities in the U.S5.A., Flacks
- (19587) saw “antinauthoritarianism" as a major factor characterising’
the contemporary student movement. It is hard to disagree with
him. Morgan (1970) in a Current Affairs Bulletin describhing the
student movement in Australia had this to say: "Our Western
Societies are divided into two inimical groups. On the ane hand
are the monsters, the old conservative Right Wingers, who rule
our capitalist societies by subtle tyranny. Included ir this
group are the military, the Police, the Returned Serviceman's
League, Mr. Santamaria and the Democratic Labour Party (horror of
horrars), university administrators, all governments, the churches,
the business world and parents" (p.116). On the other hand, as
Morgan saw it, there were the forces of freedom and humanitarian
concern, and with these forces the student radical identified.

The details differed fyom place to place, but the theme was

universal. However, while it is clear that such anti-authoritsrianicr

flourished on the campus, by no means all tertiary students appeared
to support it. Student leader, Lynn Arnold (1970, in a paper
delivered at the University of Adelaide seminar on Social Order and
the Right to Dissent, stated that "statistical analysis has revealed
that a surprisingly large number of students are basically suppaorters
of the status qua" (p.1). 1t would seem reasonable to regard this
period as one in which there was a high degree of pula?isatiun of
attitude tumafds authority. | Consequently, one would expect a

general attitude, if it exists, to be observed more readily.
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For the purpose of this study authority was conceilved as that
which is generally recognized as having some sort of institutionalised
right to be obeyed. It was uncertain whether a general attitude
towards authority in this sense would extend to cover non-
institutionalised authority as well, such as the authority of
experts br.seninr people who are not generally thought to have a
right to expect obedience. Nor was it clear whether attitude
tamarﬂs authority, as defined above, was different from the radical-
conservative dimension as it is currently understood among students.
A subsidiary purpose in this study was to define more closely the
nature of any generality that might emerge, by including tests to
help to resolve those uncertainties.

The choice of authority figures and authorities was further
influenced by the desire to use, as targets, authorities which
would have a high degrée of salience for most subjects. This
could be done by choosing figures that might appear significant to
students on account of their recent, current or potential involve~
ment with persons filling such roles. Alternatively, figures
could be chosen by students as symbolising for them the exercise of
authority or opposition to authority. Both methods were, in fact,

usad, .

1. (ii) Authorities included in the Study

. The feollowing "authorities" were chosen as targets, for which
tests were developed: Police, Army, Lauw, Teachers, Symbolic
Authority and Graduating Students.

The police may be regarded as the most conspicuous of
authority figures, the visible guardians of law and arder. The
s£udies of Chappell and Wilson (1969) have left little doubt that
in Australia a considerable amount of hostile feeling is commanly

directed towards them. Their survey shows that respect for the
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police is probably much lower than it is in the United Kingdom.
Only 60% of Canberra respondents as against 83% of U.H4, respaondents
said they had "great respect for the Police". Among University
staff and students the proportion was anly 20%. It seems likely,
thsn;that the police provide a prime target for the expression of
" hostility towards authority, especially among students. 8
Students have all had considerable experience aof teachers,
naormally stretching from Infant School to matriculation year in
High School, some eleven years or SO, and in most cases guite
recent contact. It can be assumed that a high proportion of
tertiary students would have had relatively successful experiences:
they were at least able to reach certain desired educational goals.
Over about eleven years they would have observed a wide variety of
types of teachers in situations where "keeping control of others®
was important. Some generalised attitude towards the teacher as
an authority figure seems likely to have been faormed.
As an institution, the army is, as Ray (1971) rightly asserts,

par excellence, the institution notable for the exercise of

authority. In Ray's measure af "Attitude towards Authaority"
(Subset 2), eight of the eleven items relate to the army. Rs
these constitute the most reliable set in his total scale, he
feels justified in his view that the "army is the most salient
aguthority institution in the cammunity" (p.36). For many of the
subjects in this study the possibility of being conscripted for
service in an unpopular war in Vietnam must have heightened the
significance af this authority, and personalised and sharpened the
issue of whether such an authority should be obeyed.

As an authority, “"the law" is broader and more abstract than
the previous attitude nbjects. It may be conceived by the pro-
authority type of person as the expression of a morel, and even

supernatural, force which rightly demands our obedience, whatever
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its spgcifi; content at a particular time may be. Alternatively
it may be viewed by people who are "against authority" cynically,
and even with contempt, as a means of advancing the self-interests
of thosé who formulate particular laws (the rulers) and as
according with the prejudices of those selected to carry tﬁem out
{the judges). An intermediate'pnsitinn would be one that views P
the law in general as deriving from certain acceptable and
impersonal notions of justice and, as such, generally superior to
individual codes of conduct, but with the clear perception that
individual laws may be unjust and difficult to square with one's
conscience. It is assumed that feelings about “the law® and
positions on such a scale would be related to attitude towards
particular laws, foT example, those relating to conscription, and
to a subject's orientation towards authority in general.

nSymbolic authority” constitutes a térget which is, like the
law, general and abstract, but is based upon reactions to a range
of specific images which are judged to embody this guality.
Burwen and Campbell (1957) emplay the term without defining it,
simply giving an examp%e of how a measure may be derived from
responses to pictures of oclder persons. Apart from problems of
intefpreting such responses, and esfablishing whether they are in
relation to the "authority aspect" of the stimulus or not, the
salience of such “authority" must surely be quite limited.
Salience can be increased by using a sample of the population to
select pictures that seem to symbolise authority oT opposition to
authority; in relation to these Symbolic pictures, an pperational
definition of attitude towards symbolic autharity can be devised.

As a non-institutionalised authority, "graduating students"
are obviously highly'salient for more junior students. They can

be regarded as successful in their progress towards a goal normally
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shared with the subject, as relatively knowledgeable (at least
within certain areas), and in general as older than most students.
One might expect their knowledge and judgéments to be regarded
as authoritative. The extent to which junior students yield
to such Jjudgements may indicate the degree of positive attitude
towards this authority.
1. (iii) Radicalism

Since authorities are commonly thought to be obstructive
to progressive radical policies, one would expect supporters
of such policies to be opposed to authorities,in general.
One may ask therefore whether there is a general psychological
di%ensiun of conservatism-radicalism that is closgly related
to attitude to authority among tertiary students,

The views of psychologists as to whether there is
such a general dimensiﬁn are varied. Eysenck (1954) based
his judgement upon a factor analysis of guestionnaire data
relating to a wide range of social attitudes, and concluded
that there was indeed one major factor which he labelled
"conservatism-radicalism", Eysenck's Radicalism questiogfnaire
has been extensively validated and has been shown ta be related
to left-wing political preference. In 1971 Eysenck reported
a replication of his earlier finding, and concluded that there
had been "no systematic changes in the structure of social
attitudes in this country (i.e. Britain) ‘in the 20 years that
have elapsed since the research published in the ®Psychology
of Politics" was carried out" (p. 201). Wilson and Patterson
(1970) developed a Conservatism or C Scale, and.on the basis of
a factor analytical study using New Zealand data Wilson (1973)

claimed that one common factor was predominant. According to



12b

Wilson, this scale reflected a personality dimension broader
than left-right political orientation. However, he conceded
that, despite the predaminance of a general factor, it was still
possible to interpret several other fsctors derived from the G
Scale, such as Realism (versus Idealism), and Religion - Puritanism,
Other investigators have preferred to emphasise the multi-
Factorial nature of Radicalism or Conservatism guestionnaire data.
Ferguson (1941) found two major orthogonal factors underlying
social attitudes, which he called "humanitarianism" and "relig-
ionism"; Anderson and Western (1967) using their own Inventary
with Australian students found two main factors, one containing
"pﬁlitical" and "economic" items and the other "social" and
"moral" ones. Bagley (1370), Boshier (1972) anﬂ Feather (1975)
have been able to identify respectively 5, 4 and 11 factors on
Wilson and Patterson's C Scale. Such differences between the
supporters of unidimensicnal and multidimensional interpretations
of the structure of attitude scales appear to depend largely upon
the nature of the factor analysis used (see Comrey and Newmeyer,
1965), and the intentions of the researcher in seeking to emph-
asise a common factor or, alternatively, a number of group factors.
Some investigators have claimed that in certain groups a
single dimension underlying social attitudes does not occur.
Kerlinger (1967) has argued that some respondents tend to organise
their social thinking around the concept of "favourability to
innovation", while others may structure their thinking around
the value of "traditional institutions and procedures"; and
when this happens Conservatism or Radicalism Scales will not be
bipolar and will not form a single continuum. Kohn (1972)

employed a so-called "Authoritarian-Rebellion Scale" which failed
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to provide evidence of a continuum among a group of Canadian
students,

Notwithstanding evidence that social thinking is not always
ideologically structured mainly along a single major dimension, one
may reasonably expect that a valid Radicalism scale can be con-
structed which is appropriate for tertiary students. Whilst such
a scale may not be factorially "pure®, at least a high degree af
internal consistency should .be sought if the scale purports to
measure a general attitude.

Direct evidence that Radicalism is closely related to Attitude
to Authority is lacking. Considerable attention has been given to
the'questian of how conservatism is related to authoritarianism, and
there is much agreement that they are very closely related: see
Adorno et al.(1950), Lipset' (1960), McClosky (1958), Wilsan and
Patterson (1968), and Ray (1973). 0On the other hand, Rokeach (1960)
and Peabody (1961) have raised doubts concerning the linearity of
the relationship. The attitude to authority scales that have been
constructed for this study have deliberately avoided the theoretical
assumptions implicit in the generai concept of authoritarianism.
Whether they correlate highly with a reliable Radicalism scale is
one of the questions to be examined further in this thesis.

Finally, it is recognized that holding so-cal¥ed radical
opinions may result from the pressures of particular socisl situations
in which people find themselves. Opposing the draft for the
Vietnam war in 1971 could in some cases of potential drafters have
reflected a desire not to be personally conscripted. Similarly,

a desire to see marihuana legalised could derive from specific
peer-group pressures that had led to certain students smoking
*pot" (Rigby et sl., 1975). Any radicalism scale should therefore
sample opinions over a wide range of issues, and an analysis

of its results should provide indications of the degree of

consistency in respaonding.



CHAPTER 2: DEVELOPMENT OF THE ATTITUDE SCALES

2. (i) General Nature of the Scales

In view of the relatively low reliability of indirect tests
used in the measurement of attitude towards authority by Burwen
and Campbell (1957), and the high degrees of internal consisiency
‘of direct scales demonstrated in studies by Stagnar (1954) and
Ray (1971), the'latter type was favoured in this study. To
minimise the possibility of significant correlations being
attributable to a single methodolagy being used for all tests,
varied kinds of direct scales were constructed. For institution-
alised authority, both Likert and simple rating scales were used;
for non-institutionalised authority, a special ranking type of
test was employed. A Likert-type scale was used for assessing
radicalism. The presentation of pictorial items for the Symbolic
Authority Scale provided a further variation in method. It was
haped that the employment of several measurement techniques would
increase the generalisation possible fraom the results.

To control for response bias, the Likert scales measuring
attitude to authority uwere balanced or approximately balanced with
respect fu positively- and negatively-keyed items, a preczution
that is specially justified in the light of repeated suggestions
from Cohn (1953), Bass (1955), Couch and Keniston (1960), Berkowitz
and Wolkon (1964), Cloud and Vaughan (1970), that authoritarians
(and guite probably therefore pro-authority persons) tend to adopt

an acquiescent set in answering guesticnnaires.

2. (ii) Development of Particular Scales

The development of scales used in this study to establish the

degree and nature of ‘the generality of attitude towards authority



b,

will be described in five sections corresponding to the procedures
adopted with particular scales or groups of scales:
A. . The Police Scale;
. The Army, Law and Teacher Scales;

B
C. The Symbolic Authority Scale;

o
®

The Independence Scale;

m
.

The Radicalism Scale.

F. Eleven-point Rating Scales.

A. The Police Scale. The development of a scale to measure

attitude towards the police was begun during 1970 when items were
collected from the writer's First-Year Psychology class at the
South Australian Institute of Technology (5.A.I.T.), which were
regarded as reflecting favourable or unfavourable attitudes towards
the police. After eliminating items which discriminated least well
between upper and lower quartiles among class members (N=48), a
26-item Likert scale was prepared for use with a larger sample of
S.A.I.T. and Western Teachers' College students (N=112). The
scale was administered to assess attitudes towards the police
shartly after the Adelaide Vietnam Moratorium March of September
1970. This event was notable for the unprecedented scale (in
modern Adelaide) of clashes between police and marchers, of wham
a high proportion were students.. Subsequently, there was much
public contraoversy over the justification or otherwise of police
actions. It waes in this atmasphere that the tests were completed.
The instructions for answering the questionnaire were as
follows: "Below are some statements that have been made about the
Police in S. Australia. Would you please indicate your personal
reactions to each one of them by placing an appropriate sign in the

boxes". The 5-point response scheme is shown below, together with
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the scoring system which was not, of course, shown on the

questionnaire:
Strength of Attitude Response ; o Score
Positively keyed Negatively
items keyed items

If you agree strongly + + 5 1

If you agree + b 2

If you are uncertain 0 3 3

If you disagree - 5 L

If you disagree strongly - - 1 5

This format was used for all subsequently described Likert-type

scales assessing attitude towards authority.

An analyses of the 26 items based upon item-total product-
moment correlations led to the elimination DF-Z items with
coefficients of less than .3, the rest having very satisfactory
values., Subsequent applications of the scale to 5.A.I.T. students
in 1971 and 1972 (Sample B) and to University of Adelaide students
in 1972 ($ample C), produced somewhat lower intercorrelations among
items; almost certainly because of the high level of polarisation
of attitudes that occurred at the time of first sample. Consequently,
in the following Tables 1 and 2 statistics on the 24 item scale are
provided for each of the 3 samples separately. The item-total
correlations have been corrected for the arithmetic contribution
of the items to the total, a procedure that has been adopted in
all such analyses in this study.

Consistent with the assumption that a greater polarisation
of attitudes towards the police was prevalent in 15970, the
results in Table 2 show larger standard deviations for the results
of Sample A compared with Samples B and €. Using Bartlett's test
of homogeneity of variance (Winer, 1971, pp.208,209), the variances

for the three samples were found to be significantly different:
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x* = 6.17, df = 2, p<.05. Following up this significant hetero-

geneity, it was found that the variance for Sample A was significantly
greater than that for Sample B (F = 1.36; df = 111, 260; p <.05),

and also significantly greater thanvthat for Sample C (F = 1.62;

d.f. = 111,81; p<.05). Although the item-total correlations are
generally lower subseguent to 1970, they are still satisfactorily
high, the lowest for either sex being .23. Appendices 1a and 1b,
giving inter-item correlation matrices for the two more recent
applications, show that only one inter-item correlation is in

the non-predicted direction (r = -.03) and this is in the smaller
Sample C. Cronbach's (1951) slpha coefficient, which may be
regarded as an index of reliability, is in each case greater than .9,
réflecting a high level of reliability in the scale for both sexes.

Table 2 shows that the mean scores per item are generally
slightly abave 3 (the theoretical mid-point on the scale); that is,
on the whole, subjecté appeared to be slightly favourably disposed
towards the Police, though for University males "attitudes" on
average appear to be very close to neutral (X = 3.03). However, with
standard deviations ranging from 12.34 to 18.80 on the total scale,
it appears likely that both strongly pro-police and strongly anti-
police attitudes have been sampled using this scale.

In the development of the scale, it was considered desirable
to check the effects of the attempt to balance positively and
negatively keyed items. This appeared important in view of the
possibility suggested by Martin and Ray (1972) that an attempt to
balance for acquiescent set might actually result in the emergence

of two distinct and almost independent sub-scales. In their

analysis of the results from Rudin's (1961) attitude to suthority
scale, slight negative correlations between the positively and

negatively keyed sub-scales were found. Intercorrelations between
the negative and positive part of the present Police Scale ranged

from .74 to .B87. -



One method of cross-validating the Scale is to compare
the coefficients of reliability (Alphas) for different applicatiaons.
In the absence of a conventional method of estimating the signific-
ance of differences between Alpha valués, itxgés decided to use a
formula for confidence limits recently suggested by Kristof (1972).
The method is explained fully in Appendix O.a. The 5% confidence
interval for each Alpha value on three independent applications of
the Police Scale was obtained. The intervals were compared to
see if they overlapped. The absence of any overlap between
confidence intervals is taken here (and subseguently) to indicate
a significant difference in Alpha values. The results for
successive applications of the Police Scale are given in Appendix
0.b. 1In fact, there was no overlap between the 5% confidence
intervals for Alpha values for Sample A (.942 - .972) and that
of Sample B (.898 - .937). This suggests that the Scale was
indeed slightly more reliable when it was first administered
in a situation of extreme polarisation of attitudes, although this
might be an artefact of the deletion of two poor items since such
an effect is commonly found on cross-validation. The results for
sample B and-B are similar, having the same Alpha value (.92),
indicating considerable reliability still for both these cross-
validation samples. (Sample C consisted of 82 subjects, of whom
80 completed all the other attitude scales. Results for the
analysis of results for these 80 subjects are given in Chapters 3,
4,7 and 8).

It is concluded from the above discussion and from the data
given in Tables 1 ané 2 that this Scale is highly reliable, inter-
nally consistent, and suitable for the measurement of attitudes
towards the police among students at different tertiary institutions

and for subjects of either sex.

17%



Table 1. The Police Scale: item-total correlations (corrected).

(Samples: A.
8.
C.

ITEM

The Police in South Australia are
generally courteous and respectful
towards members of the public.

The Police let power go to their heads.

The Police in 5. Australia are pretty
trustworthy.

The Police deserve the contempt people
have for them.

The Police are lazy.
The Police are generally gquite impartial

znd fair in the way they carry out the
law.

1970 S.A.I.T. and Western Teachers College students.
1971-2 5.A.I.T. students.
1972 University of Adelaide students).

Seoring Males Females Both sexes
key
A B C A B c A B C

N=32 N=164 N=3& N=80 N=57 N=48 N=112 N=261 N=82

The Police use their "badge® as an exCuse

to push pecple around.

+ 6l 66 34 71 66 63 69 66 49
- 70 63 73 75 63 61 73 63 66
+ 85 59 59 81 51 70 82 56 £5
- ag 68 61 70 67 78 76 68 70
- L6 51 59 74 49 54 65 51 57
- 79 58 73 69 59 L3 72 59 56
- 75 66 78 80 6l 60 78 66 66

BT



S.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

Tahle 1 (continued)

The good work of the Police ought to
be better recognized.

Policemen like to bully people.

Policemen are generally conscientious
types.

You rarely find a Policeman with high
principles.

The Police are less intelligent than most
citizens.

The Police have a hard job which they
carry out well.

Policemen don't respect the laws they
enforce.

The Police are guite unfair in their
treatment of certain groups in society.

The Police pay too much attention to the
protection of property rather than people.

Policemen lack initiative in fulfilling
their duties.

The Police are just as crooked as the
peaple they arrest,

Scoring
key

A

N=32 N=164 N=3b

58
ak

70

58

74

72

62

72

74

6l

66

Mal

B

ES

L3

72

49

43

L3

6L

57

53

4o

47

63

c

L0

75

35

47

31

71

62

L0

6L

67

70

Females
A B C
N=80 N=97 N=48
51 L1 55
76 69 68
53 33 55
54 30 65
6L 59 67
79 71 63
66 L1 L8
72 58 69
65 58 22
&8 35 33
63 43 68

A B
N=112 N=261
53 L3
77 71
59 L5
56 40
67 L8
77 66
6l 53
72 54
67 L5
66 Ll
6L 56

Both sexes

C

N=82

L9

71

L5

58

53

67

55

56

L1

48

62

*al
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20.
21,

22.

Table 1 (continued)

The Police have the public's good at
heart.

The Police commonly distort the truth
when they are giving evidence.

By and large the police carry out their
duties efficiently.

The Police help the weaker members of
society.

Pplicemen are unnecessarily violent in
handling people they dislike.

The Police are usually vigilant and
alert.

Scoring
key

A

N=32 N=16L N=34

80

74

&0

58

71

52

Mal

8

es

L7

52

L3

49

66

53

c

67

72

61

58

6h

L7

A

N=80 N=97 N=48

62

71

&8

52

73

49

Females

B

62

60

61

37

60

L5

G

37

6L

37

39

23

49

Both sexes

A B

N=112 N=261
67 51
72 55
65 L8
54 L5
72 A
50 51

C
N=82

50

67

L7

Le

L3

47

“Oz



Table 2. The Police Scale: Means, Standard Deviations and Internal Cansistency.

(Samples: A. 1970 S.A.I.T. and Western Teachers Cullege students.
B. 1971-2 5.A.I.T. students.
C. 1972 University of Adelaide students).

Samples of Positively keyed Negatively keyed Total Scale Caorrelation between Coefficient’
subjects 1tefs (10 items) ltETS (14 items) (E& items) two parts alpha*
X 5.D. X 5.D. X S.D.

: Males (N=32) 3.39 7.40 3.36 12.01 3.37  18.80 .87 .96

: Females (N=80) 3.4k 6.59 3,33 10.85 3.38  16.88 .87 .95

: Both (N=112) 3.42 6.83 3.34 11.20 3,37 17.46 .87 .96
B: Males (N=164) 3.40 6.71 3.22 10.27 3.30 15.92 75 .92
B: Females (N=97) 3,44 5.65 3.38 8.24 3.40 13,11 77 .93
B: Bath (N=261) 3.42 6.34 3.28 9.62 3,34 14.99 .75 .92
C: Males (N=34) - 3,09 6.07 - 2,97 5.24 3.03 14,33 <74 .94
C: Females (N=48) 3.15 5.51 3.23 8.48 3.21 13.11 S «91
C: Baoth (N=82) 3.12 5.76 3.13 8.90 3.13 13.72 .75 .92

*Cranbach's (1951) Coefficient of Internal Consistency.

‘L2
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8. The Army, Law and Teachers Scales. These scales were devised

at a later stage, and developed with the aid of large samples of
Adelaidé University first-year students of Psychology. First, 32
items were written to reflect favourable or unfavourable judgements
gn each of these 3 authorities. =~ Half the statements were
positively and half negatively worded. The sources of the items
varied. Some were taken or adapted from earlier "Attitude towards
Authority Scales". For the Army Scale, 6 items were taken fraom
Ray's (1971) scale. The Law Scale is indebted for certain items
to scales developed by Katz (1931), Rundguist and Sletto (1936)

and Gregory (1939). For radical judgements about teachers,
"Caution, Scﬁuol Power in Australia® by Peter Coleman (1970)
provided usable material. Army Recruiting publications provided

a number of items reflecting favourably aon the Army. Other items
resulted from conversations with students to elicit judgements
about these authorities. Some were the writer's inventicn. The
provisional scales were submitted to an initial sample of over 300
first-year Adelaide University students, who were instructed to
give their reactions to each statement according to the 5-point
scale described previously. To ensure that each statement uwas
perceived unambiguously by subjects as being for or against the
authority in guestion, subjects uwere afterwards asked to rate each
item on an 11-point scale from extremely unfavourable (1) to
extremely favourable (11). The instructions were as follouws:
"Consider each of the following statements again. How would you
rate the attitude towards the Army (or Law or Teachers) of a person
making such a statement? would he have a favourable or unfavourable
attitude?® The items were presented once more with boxes adjacent
to them in which a number between 1 ta 11 corresponding to the

subject's judgement could be placed. Some subjects clearly
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nisunderstood the instructions to this part of the test and gave
their own personal reactions again. Such data were not used.

Analysis of the distribution of responses for the remainder aof
the data indicated that three items had been given an unusually
variable rating or even produced a slightly bimodal distribution.
These items were eliminated (two from the Law Scale and one from
the Teacher Scale), on the grounds that the analysis suggested
that they had an ambiguous meaning or were perhaps irrelevant to
the institution under cunsideration. Item-total correlationé
within each scale were next computed and items associated with
relatively low correlation coefficients were withdrauwn.

The revised Scales were later given to 80 first year
Psychology students from the University of Adelaide. (These
‘subjects, described in Table 14, provided results which were used,
in further analyses in Chapters 3,4,7 and 8). The Alpha values
were all high, from .89 to .91 (see Appendix O0.b). To test
whether these scales differed in reliability for different samples
of subjects, Alpha values for the original spplications used in
scale construction (minus the withdrawn item) were compared for
each scale with those obtained in the later application. The
results (see Appendix O.b for details) show that while the Alpha
values tended to be, as expected, slightly lower on the second
application, there was in each case some overlap for the 5% con-
fidence intervals, and it may be concluded that the reliability
of the Scales did not differ significantly between applications.

A cross—-validation for the Army, Law and Teachers Scales can there-
fore be claimed. As the results for different spplications of

the same scale were so similar, the scores for the two samples

were pooled. The final scales are given in Tables 3, 5 and 7,
together with the item-total corrected correlations, based on the
pooled data. (In addition, complete inter-item correlation matrices

are given in Appendices 2, 3 and &4). -
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1M1.

<12,

13.

14,

Table 3. The Army Scale: item-total correlations (corrected).

(Decimal points have been omitted).

ITEM

Two years in the Army would
do everyone a world of good.

I disagree with what the
Army stands for.

You can be sure that Army
procedures are good, because

they have been tried and
tested.

The Army provides a way of
life that satisfies only the
most stupid.

The Army produces a perfect
outlet for bullies and
sadists.

The Army is very good for
straightening men out and
smartening them up.

The Army deadens the
conscience.

Civilians could learn a
lot from the Army.

Army methods do ensure that
things get done, and this

is g ver¥_impurtant
consideration,

It's a man's life in the
Regular Army.

The existence of military
organisations is an affrant
ta human dignity.

People should feel proud to
serve in the Army.

The Army makes unreasonable
demands for obedience upon
its members.

Military drill helps to
improve a person's
character.

Scoring
key

Males
(N=192)

67

60

55

60

60

60

65

56

56

65

56

7%

62

6l

Females
(N=168)

61

Le

66

62

60
60

50

49

L8

53

55

61

53

Both sexes
(N=360)

63

61

51

63

61

60

63

54

53

57

55

66

61

59



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

2k,

25.

26.

27.

28,

Table 3 (continued)

Scoring Males
kEv (N=192)

Military intelligence is a
contradiction in terms. - L8

There is too much "bull" in
the Army. - 70

The Army hrutalises people. - 52

A nation that has an efficient
army is generally worthy of
respect. \ + 55

I expect that army officers

rise to positions of

authority because they are

worthy of respect. + 57

The kind of person who rises

to the top in the Army is

generally arrogant and

narrcw minded. - 69

I expect there is a good
reason for most rules and
regulations in the Army. + 56

It is right that the Army

should seek to preserve its

time-honoured customs and

traditions. + 61

There is little point in the

remembrance of "great®

military events in a

nation's past. - L6

The Army reduces men to
robots. - 70

Army discipline is based

upon reason, understanding

and cooperation between

those who give orders and

those who carry them out. + 66

The Army teaches people not

to think for themselves. - 72
I would dislike having to
salute an Army officer. - 68

The Army develops initiative. + 72

Females
(N=168)

L1

63
41

L

49

61

58

60

47

66

62

60

60

. 60

Both sexes
(N=360)

L6

68
48

51

53

66

57

60

47

68

6L

67

64

67

25,



. 26.

Table 3 (continued)
Scoring Males Females Both sexes
key (N=192) (N=168) (N=360)

29, The Army helps a person
to acqguire personal
integrity and a sense af
responsibility. , + 67 68 68

30, There is something wrong with
anybody wha likes to wear a
military uniform. ' A - 50 55 52



Sex

Males
Females

" Both

N

192
168

360

Table 4,

Positively keyed

Negatively keyed

items (15) items (15)

X S.D. X S.D.
2.55 11.58 2.75 12.37
2.69 10.05 2.86 M43
2.62 10.94 2.80 11.97

Total Scale

(30 items)

X s.D.
2.65 22.43
2.74 19.16
2.71 21.05

The Army Scale: Means, Standard Deviations and INternal Consistency.

Correlation between

the two parts

75
.59

.69

*Cronbach's (1951) Coefficient of Internal Consistency.

Coefficient
alpha*

.95
.9k

.95

*Lé



10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

28,

Table 5. The Law Scale: item-total correlations (corrected).

(Decimal points have been omitted).

Scoring

ITEM

The Law is superior to
individual codes of conduct.

We would be better off without
any laws at all.

key

+

The-law is just another name for

tyranny.

A man should obey the laws, no
matter how much they interfere
with his personal ambitions.

It is difficult to break the
law and keep one's self-
respect.

The law is an asse.

The sanctity of the law should
be taught in all schools.

R person who reports minor law
violations is only a trouble
maker.

Obedience to the law
constitutes a value
indicative of the highest
citizenship.

The functioning of the law
results only in the
satisfaction of the purposes
of those who make and enforce
the law.

All laws should be strictly
ocbeyed, because they are
laws,.

The law is the embodiment of
Justice and Egquality.

Obedience to the law in modern
societies is more often a vice

than a virtue.

The law should take its course,
na matter how individuals may
suffer.

Males
(N=178)

L8
L8

65
62

50
65

53

26

61

53

57

70
L

L8

Females
(N=179)

45

34

39

L3

L7
57

47

21

41

38

L5

51

34

32

Both sexes
(N=357)

47

L3

54

5hL

439

62

50

2L

52

48

51

61

40

L0



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28,

Table 5 (continued)

Scoring

key
A person should obey only
those laws that seem
reasonable. -
The law is a means of
enslaving the mass of
humanity for the benefit
of a small minority. -
The law rightly claims the
allegiance aof Every citizen
at all times, +

Laws are sao often made for the
benefit of small, selfish groups
that a man cannot respect the
law. -

The law represents the wisdom
of the ages., +

The law is the enemy of
freedom. -

The individual who refuses to
obey the law is a menace to
civilization. +

It is all right for a persan
to break the law if he
doesn't get caught. -

On the whole, judges are
honest. +

The sentences of Jjudges in
court are determined by their
prejudices. -

The law is designed so that

the greatest number will derive
the most good when it is
universally obeyed. +

When an individual disagrees
with the law, he should not be
expected to aobey it. -

The law punishes the bad and
prntects the good. +

Personal circumstances should
never be considered as an
excuse for law breaking. +

Males
(N=178)

55

66

67

70

60

61

63

39

53

Le

65

48

53

L2

Females
(N=179)

L9

60
51
49

52

38
L5

27

L0

40

59

50

53

33

25,

Both sexes
(N=357)

53

64

60

62

57

51

55

34

L7

Lk

62

L7

52

37



Table 6. The Law Scale; Means, Standard Deviations and Internal Consistency

Positively keyed Negatively keyed Total Scale Correlation between Coefficient

items (15) items (13) (28 items) the two parts alpha*
SBX N 7(- S.D. Y SOD. Y S.D.
Males 178 2.72 9.97 3.38 8.77 3.03 16.91 .63 .93
Females 175 2.83 8.24 3.50 7.96 3.6 13,24 o 3 .88
Both 357 2.77 9.18 3.42 8.41 3.09 15.26 .50 .91

*Cranbach's (1951) Coefficient of Internal Consistency.

“0g



Table 7.

10.

1.

(Decimal points have been omitted)

Scoring
ITEM key

Normally a teacher provides

a model of exemplary

behaviour for his students

to follow. +

A teacher's primary concern
is to make students obey
rigid and ridiculous rules, -

Teachers are genuinely
converned with the needs of
individual children. +

Teachers rarely display the
professional competence that
is expected of them. -

Teachers far too freguently try
to instil opinions and values
which students should not have
forced upon them. -

An important motive among
teachers is the desire to
dominate people who seem
weaker than themselves. -

It is only natural that a
teacher should be looked

up to on account of his
position. +

Teachers sincerely believe
in the value of what they
teach. +

It is rare for a teacher to
allow a student to challenge

his judgements, even on
guestions which are really

a matter of opinion. -

In our uncultured society the
fine work of teachers in

seeking to raise standards

is not properly appreciated. +

Teachers freguently resort to
sarcasm and ridicule in

unfairly trying to subdue -
independently minded students.

Males
(N=178)

L8

38

58

34

L

56

L4

30

55

30

55

Females
(N=181)

41

34

L9

40

L1

53

34

37

50

22

57

31.

The Teacher Scale: item-total correlation (corrected)

Both
(N=359)

Lt

37

54

37

L3

55

LO

33

53

25

55



Table 7 (continued)

Scering

ITEM

12. The happiness and
emotional welfare of the
jindividual student is usually
of 1little or no concern to
the average teacher.

13.Love of children plays an
important part in the
motivation of most teachers.

14 .5tudents ought to respect
teachers for their
knowledge,

15.Teachers seldom have "a sense
of proportion".

16.In this day and age students
should not be expected to call
a teacher "sir",

17.Most teachers will give
students a falr hearing even
when they do not agree with
them,

18.Students are all too often
discriminated against by
teachers who are prejudiced
against them.

19.The disciplinary measures
taken by teachers are usually
well considered and desirable.

20.Teachers are often irrelevant
in the education of a
student, '

21.A teacher is a somewhat
ridiculous figure, posing
as an authority an the
important things in life,
when, in fact, he is often
ignorant and immature
himself,

22,1t has been said that "he who
" can does; he who cannot
teaches". There 1is some
truth in this.

Males
(N=178)

55

L6

31

L8

59

57

67

Lg

64

35

Females
( NZ\ILB 'l )

52

L5

25

57

27

55

38

L8

L3

57

40

32.

Both
(N=359)

54

30

57

38

57

L8

58

L

61

36



23,

24,

25,

26.

27.

28.

29,

30.

Table 7 (continued)

Scoring Males
ITEM key (N=178)

There may be some exceptions,

but on the whole teachers are

hypocrites since they do not

believe in the values they

instil in others. - LS

Teachers should be commended for

the way in which they seek to

enforce acceptable standards of

behaviour among students. + 58

Despite the conflicts that may
arise between teachers and
students, a person may be

expected to look back on his

teachers with appreciatiaon. + 58

Teachers are usually ready to

take guite seriously whatever it

is that students feel in earnest

about. + 60

If teachers had their way students _ 58
would be submissive and "spineless".

Teachers freely acknowledge and

respect the rights of students. + 68

It is reasonable to say that as
a rule teachers work in the best
interests of their students. + 56

Teachers do not respect the
individual personalities of the
students. - 63

Females
(N=181)

49

L

42

La

&0

62

61

59

Both
(N=359)

Le

51

49

55

59

65

59

61

33.



Sex

Males

Females

Both

Tahle 8.

Positively keyed
jtems (N=14)

N X S.D.
178 3.19 8.85
181 3.26 8.45
359 Sl 8.66

The Teacher Scale:

Negatively keyed

items (N=16)

X 5.D.
3,12 10.01
3.20 10.17
3.17 10.11

Standard Deviations and Internal Concistency.

Total Scale

(30 items)

X S.D.
3.16 16,73
3,23  15.13

3.19 15.98

Correlation betwesn Coefficient

the twao parts alpha*
57 .92
=32 .90
45 .91

*Cronbach's (1951) Coefficient of Internal Consistency.

s
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From Tables 3, 5 and 7 it is clear that for each scale
satisfactory item-total correlations were cbtained for all items
and for each sex. For both sexes combined these correlations ranged
from .46 to .68 (Army); from .24 to .64 (Law); and from .25 to .65
(Teachers). From the full inter-item correlation matrices for both
sexes (Appendices 2, 3, 4) it may be noted that all of the inter-
correlations among items are positive. Reliability coefficients
(Cronbach's alpha) for the total sample were high, ranging from .91
to .95. Correlations betwesn the positively and negatively keyed
parts of the scales were moderately high: .45 for the Teacher Scale,
.50 for the Law Scale, and .69 for the Army Scale. The different
scales tended to elicit responses of different degrees of
favnurabili%y, with "Teacher" tending to evoke slightly favourable
responses on average and "The Army" generally unfavourabla responses.
Responses ta "The Law" tended to be more neutral. But in each case
the range of responding was such as to tap relatively gxtreme
attitudes. This is especially true of the Army scale. It is
concluded that each of these scales is a reliable and internally
consistent scale suitablé for the assessment of attitudes towards

the 3 types of authorities amang tertiary students.

C. Symbolic Autharity Scale. This new, experimental test,

justified in part by the need to vary the methodology of assessment,
owes much to the rationale provided to their Canservatism Scale by
wilson and Patterson (1970). Theylargue that "items presented 1n
the form of detailed propasitional statements can Never provide a
satisfactory basis for the measurement of attitudes" (p.4). Such
statements, they argue, produce responses which are the complex
ogutcome of cognitive pToOCeSSes. For Wilson and Pattersan it is

the emotional response reflecting the affective or pvaluative

reactjon of the subject that best characterises a person's 1attitude®.
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Iaeally, perhaps, a direct recording of physiological changes, as
suggested by Hess (1965) and McGuire (1969) should be used, but in
practice these appear to be too cumbersome ar unreliable in their
measurement at present to replace the use of verbal response,

Their Conservatism Scale involves the presentation of Single’mards,
€.g., "Chastity®™ and "Royalty" to which the subject is instructed to
give a guick "yes", "ng" or "?" reaction. The innovation employed
in the present study is to use pictures which may make a more direct
and dramatic impact and record reactions to each on a 5-point scale
(as used in the previous Likert scales). If McLuhan's (196&) view
of the greater power of pictorial communication to the younger
generation is right, the test has an additional merit.

Sixty slides were originally made from photographs or ﬁrauings
in magazines, journals and newspapers. Twenty were considered by
the writer to symbalise in some way the exercise of authority;
twenty were thought to have anti-authoritarian implications; and
twenty were intended as filler items and were probably irrelevant
to the issue of authority. For the preliminary investigation of
the adeguacy of the items included, the slides were projected on to
a screen during practicallclass sessions attended by groups of
First Year Adelaide University psychology students tao give 299
subjects in total. The following instructions were given:

"You will shortly be presented with a series of pictures aof
people in different situations. You will have just 10 seconds to
look at each one. During that time you should record how the
central person makes you feel. In some cases your feelings may be
'favourable' in others 'unfavourable'. Try hard to ignore how you
osught to feel. Give your real, honest, impressions. Use the
following key to indicate your feelings:

++ vefy favourable

+ favourable
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0 wuncertain or neutral
- unfavourable
- - ~very unfavourable o
After responding in this way, the subjects were asked to act
as judges to choose slides which were to be used in further analyses.
The slides were viewed sgain (with a 10-second exposure). The
instructions were as follows;

"In viewing the slides some of them probably struck you as

symbolising authority in some way, others perhaps ppposition ta

authority, Still others may have seemed irrelevant to authority.

You will shortly be shown the slides again. This time you are
asked to categorise them by placing a tick in the appropriate
column, according to how you judge each to be."

TThree columns were provided, headed (a) "Authority",
(b) "Irrelevant to Autharity", and (c) "Anti-Authority". Out
of the 60 slides presented, 25 met the following criteria: maore
than two-thirds of the subjects agreed that the slide fell into
category (&) or intao category. (b); and less than 5% judged the
slide was in the opposite category. One item with the lowest
item-total correlation coefficient was eliminated to provide a
balanced set of items, 12 positive and 12 negative ones. In
addition, 12 filler items which were judged to be "irrelevant to
Authority" were interspersed among the other items,

The Scale was later administered to 83 first year Univ-
ersity of Adelaide Psychology students, 80 of whom completed all
the other attitude scales. (Results for the 80 students are
analysed further in Chapters 3,4,7 and 8). The Alpha value
for this sample of .82 was compared with the value of .86

gbtained from the initial sample used in scale construction
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Table S. The Symbolic Authority Scale. Item-total
correlations (corrected).

(Decimal points have been omitted).

- Scoring Males Females Both sexes
ITEM DESCRIPTIGN key (N=193) (N=189) (N=382)

1, Girl giving peace sign
(Jane Fonda) . - 27 27 28
2. President Nixan + 40 32 35
3. Man in crouwd, fist raised - 606 37 L8
4, Slogan,"Smash the bosses" - - 53 40 49
5. Priest : + 23 L1 31
6. Army officer saluting + 55 L8 53
7. Screaming girl - | 57 50 55
8. Speaker with symbolic eagle in
the background + 59 39 51
9, Air pilot ‘ + 28 29 30
10. Nude displaying himself - 55 Ly _ 52
11. Men confronting tanks R - 37 32 38
12. The Pope + L3 28 37
13, éailor saluting o + 58 56 58
14, Demonstrators marching ’ - 50 L3 L7
15. Girl student in gown, with fist
on her back - 65 57 61
16. Queen Elizabeth I + 11 25 21
17. Policeman on traffic duty + 11 26 17
18. Cartoon figures shouting anti-
technology slogans - L8 33 L2
19, Middle aged man sitting in a
chair + 21 27 2L
20. Girl in prison (Angela Davis) - 60 31 L6
' 91. Man with Bible (Edgar Hoover) + 36 33 34
22. Defiant gesture of a man in a ,
crowd - L 29 39
23, Judge : + 37 29 35

oL, Schoolgirl demonstrators chanting .
e want action® - 31 31 31



(with the non-usable items withdrawn).

An overlap for thej5% confidence intervals daa found for the two
applications (see Appendix 0.h), indicating that the applications
did not differ significantly in relisbility, and that cross-
validation had been achieved. fAccordingly, results for the Two
samples were pooled for further analyses. A description of the
items, together with item-total correlations (corrected) is given
in Table 9, and the complete inter-item correlation matrix 1is
given in Appendix 5.

I+ should be noted that some of the items were simply
pictorial representations of the "target " used in the other
Likert-type authority scales: in particular, items 6 (Army
officer), item 17 (Police) and item 23 (Judge). That these items
should yield scnres that correlate Significantly with the total
Scale scores supports the view that this Scole is related to
attitudes towards the targets used in the other three scales,

The conception of "anti-authority" implicit in the choice of such
items hy the stucents, and the correlation between them and the
other positively keyed items suggest that "student protests" may be
regarded as being to same extent against authority as suchj; or, at
least, they may be regarded as opposing a range af authority figures,
as indicated by the positively keyed items. The item-total

correlations in Table 9 are not guite as high as those obtained for

the other Likert Scales. They range, for the total sample, from
.17 to .G1. However, inspection of the correlation matrix
(Appendix 5) reveals that only one inter-item correlation is in the
non-predicted direction (r = -.02).

The means of the application of the test to the first year

ndelaide students are given in Table 10.



Table 10. The Symbolic Authority Scale: Means, Standard Deviations
and Internal Consistency.

Positively keyed Negatively keyed Total Scale Correlation

items (N=12) items (N=12) (24 items) between the
_ _ J two parts
Sex N X S.D. X S5.D. X 5.D.
Males 193 2.62 6.87 2.94L 8.19 2.78 12.57 39
Females 189 2.84 6.54 3.12 - 7.2 2.98 10.65 o2
Both 382 2.73 6.84 3.03 7.75 2.88 11.91 o33

*Cronbach's (1951) Caoefficient of Internal Consistency

Coefficient
alpha*

.82

.85

.0*7
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: The'Symhnlic Authority Scale shows a reasonable degree of
reliability (alpha coefficients of .85 for sexes combined); the
negative and positive halves are not as highly correlated as in the
case of other scales, but nevertheless the correlation for the
total sample is highly significant (p ¢ .001, 2 tailed test).
Again, the mean score for each item is approximately 3, with
individual scores on the whole scale ranging widely (S5.D. = 11.91)
over pro- and anti-authaority parts of the hypothesised continuum.

Overall the test appears to be relatively consistent and
reliable. Moreover, it has merits which the other Likert Scales
in this study lack. It has more intrinsic interest than others and
although it is an unusual test, out of over 600 subjects who have
now completed the test only one subject has objected to doing it.
(This subject said that he would not make snap emotional
judgements of peaple). By using the same intervals for exposure
of pictures a greater uniformity in conditians can be guaranteed
from one session to another. (Wide variations in the time
required to complete other guestionnaires were found). Finally,
in contrast to other Liéert tests whose purposes uwere quite
transparent, this test is relatively disguised. To test the
degree of effectiveness of the concealment, the 83 First Year
University students after completing the test were asked to say
what they thought it was aimed at assessing. Following the
procedure suggested by Orne (1966), subjects were urged to guess
if they felt unsure. Five subjects provided either no answer or
indicated that they could thiﬁk of none. 0f the remainder, only
12 subjects judged correctly that it aimed at assessing attitude
toward authority; in.2 cases this was given among other things.
For at least 86% of tﬁese.subjects, then, the test would appear

to have been successfully disguised. It seems likely that for
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some of the "correct" judges, the purpose of the test may have
become clear on reflection afterwards, and may not have been
gvident at the time of completing the test. A wide range of
incorrect answers was given, for example "tolerance", "prejudice",
"first impression of people®, "reactions to facial expressions",
;persunality“, "emotionality", "social awareness", "alertness”,
"jnvolvement®, "strength of conviction", "ideals", “opiniaons
towards society", "reactions to human situations", "conformity",
wcertain themes", “"feelings about violence”, "aggression",
sflexibility", "attitudes towards life".

The diversity and the frequent vagueness of the ansuwers,
e.g. "reactions to different things", "effects of people in
general®, "attitude to environmental activities", supgests that
the test is unlikely to arouse any consistent set, and provide,
in Orne's term, "demand characteristics", which as Orne has shown,

may be the real determinant of an experimental outcome.

D. Independence Scale. The method used in the assessment of

attitude towards graduating students was suggested by a series of
experiments by Sherif (1947), Crutchfield (1955), Asch (1956),
Milgram (1965) and more recently Hudson (1968). The procedure
was to present the subject with the judgements or opinions of
others in a situation in which he was asked to make a decision
himself in such a way that his degree of "yielding" or
"jndependence" could be measured. As an "attitude to authority"
test rather than a "test of conformity", it is essential to use as
a source of the given judgements one that is likely to produce the
respect that is normally due to "a superior". Further, the
issues upan which judgements are to be elicited should be ones
upon which the subject is unlikely to have a strong personal

feeling or opinion - to maximise his vulnerability to pressure.



Finally to minimise the "rationality" of going along with the
authority, the issues should not be ones upon which the authority
would normally be accepted as an expert.

Hudson's test would appear to have these qualities. His
_subjects were 6th form Gremmar School boys in England, and for
them the "authority" consisted of University graduates whose
opinions on a series of guestions had been elicited and presented
in terms of their order of preference (1-6). The degree of
acceptance of authority was inferred from the pasitions of the
alternatives selected by each subject: the closer to the
alternative presented as having highest preference, the more
influenced by this authority the subject was assumed to be. A
subject's score in a test of this type is aobtained by summing the
ranked positions of his cheices, so that the lower the total score
the more pro-authority the subject ié presumed to be.

The test was amended in two ways. First, the "authority"®
chosen was that of "graduating1students at the 5.A.I.T." (where
the tests were used) rather than "graduates". Secondly, some of
the guestions were changed so as to be more appropriate for
Rustralian subjects (questions 6, 7, 8, 9, 10) or.because they had
been criticised by Hudson (question 22, 23, ?4) as producing
preferences too strongly.

Following Hudson's procedure the mestions were first given,
together with randomly arranged alternative answers, to a group
of “authorities", which consisted of 31 Third Year Social Work
students., It was on the basis of their preferences that the
"answers" were subsequently re-arranged for the new test. (See
Appendix 6a and 6b).

Hudson (1968) provides no evidence of the reliability or

validity for his scale. In this study the reliability aof this
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kind of scale was assessed in the same way as the Likart-type.
scales, that is, alpha coefficients and item-total correlations
(corrected) were computed for samples of subjects. The results of
four samples of S.A.I.T. students were examined.
Sample A. 106 males (56 first year and 50 later year)
Sample-B., 69 females (44 first year and 25 later year)
Sample C. Sample A + Sample B

Sample D. A sub-sample of Sample C: 700 first year
students (56 males and 44 females).

Table 171, The Independence Scale: Means, Standard

Deviations and Internal Consistency.

X S.D. Coefficient Alpha*
Sample A 62.68 9.12 .65
Sample B 58,64 10.84 .62
Sample G 61.09- 10.03 .54
Sample D 59,32 10.09 o5k

*Cronbach's (1351) Coefficient of Internal Consistency

It may be noted that coefficient alpha is cansiderably lower
for each of the four samples of Independence scores than it is
for the Likert-type attitude scales. The alpha coefficient for
Sample C (N=175), the largest sample, is only .54, and it is of
interest that the coefficient for Sample D, consisting of first
year students for whom the scale might be thought to have the
greatest salience, is not higher. The relatively poor reliability
of this scale is reflected by low item-item and item-total
correlation: (see Appendix 6c and 6d). Inspectian of the
correlation matrix for Sample C shows that a substantial

proportion of the correlations are in fact negative, and item-total
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correlations for this sample range from .01 to .27. It must be
concluded that the reliability of the type of scale is guite low
and that it is not any more reliable when applied to the most

junior students.

E. The Radicalism Scale. The degree of radicalism may be inferred

from a person's willingness to support or oppose certain proposals
that were thought to be in the direction favoured by a large
proportion of so-called radicals at that time. The term “radical"
is commonly used to describe peaple who want to change the "status
gquo® in some important way, and this may involve the restoration of
same earlier regime, or the creation of a new one; broadly, these
aims correspond to thase of Right Wing and Left Wing radicals.

The opposition of Left and Right Wing thinkers is such that one
would certainly not expect them to agree on specific proposals.
Hence, it was decided to choose items which were likely to be
endorsed by the more common type of radical: that df the left.

The scale thersefore must be regarded as a measure of left-wing
radicalism.

A major difficulty lies in the transitory nature of radical
aims. What appear to be radical proposals at Dné time and in one
place may be regarded at another or elsewhere as irrelevant to
radicalism or even conservative. Thus the items in Eysenck's
radicalism scale (1954) which forms part of his Social Attitudes
Inventory were regarded by the writer's First Year Social Work
students in 1970 as very much outdated. One might suppose that
such a scale would be more enduring than most, as it is conceived
somewhat narrowly in socio-economic terms and, as such, relates to
inequalities that persist in most societles and may evoke broadly
predictable reactions from the "haves® and "have-nots". Where

radicalism is conceived as relating to a broad spectrum of social
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and political issues (and with the reduction of gross socio-
economic differences this would appear to be more justified) the
problem of the transitoriness of relevant item content is
particularly acute. Consider, for instance, the Conservatism
Scale of Wilsan and Patterson (1970) which is intended to cover

a wide raﬁge of issues in relation to which "technological and
sncial'evolutian" has resulted in some attitude systems lagging
behind. As a means of tapping radicalism it already seems dated.
On the face of it "co-education" and "chaperones" are hardly items
that seem likely to differentiate between the relative backwardness
of modern students; nor do "jazz", "pyjama parties" and "beatniks"
have the "trendiness" once suggested by these terms. The general
conception of Wilson and Patterson, however, in viewing radicalism
as an evaolutionary process is a useful one. The emphasis is upon
"responsiveness" to what modern technological and social evolution
are thought to be making increasingly desirable. Whether the
proposed changes are in fact desirable is besides the point.
Radicalism is to be inferred from reactions to proposals that have
been put forward as appropriate for today's world, by people whose
rationale for doing soc is evolutionary.

To develop a test of radicalism, 16 proposals which may be
considered radical in the sense of having been put forward as
appropriate for today's world were presented to a group of 4O
first year Social Work students (12 males and 28 females). The
respondent was asked to say whether he or she would strongly
support, moderately support, be guite neutral about, moderately
oppose or strongly oppose each of the proposals. The
inétructions accompanying this test were as follows:

"It has been claimed that modern technology and social
evolution are making‘it increasingly desirable that there should

be certain.changes made in our society today.



Selow are some proposals that have been put Forward as
being appropriate for today's wurld.

Answer in the boxes at the end of each statement using the
Following system:

+2 If you strongly support the proposal
+1 17 you moderately support the proposal
0 Ir you are guite neutral about the proposal
~1 Irf you moderately oppose the proposal
=2 If you strongly oppose the proposal. "

They were scored on a 5-point scele (1-5) in the directiaon
of endorsement of these radical proposals; that 1s, the scale was
not balanced, since interest was in how strongly respondents would
support (or oppose) proposals in a particular direction (of left-
wing radicalism), rather than snpport (or oppose) proposals in
directions conceived as opposite. Item-total correlations were
calculated and 2 items with the lowest coefficlents (less than J&0)
were eliminateds These were : "Sever links with the British
Monarchical system" and "Decentralise pouwer and authority in
society’.

The 14 item scale was subsequently given to 80 University of
Adelaide first year Psychology students (33 males and 47 females).
The results For these subjects were used in further analyses.

(See Table 14 for detsils of the respondents). The "proposals" used
in the scale are given in Table 12A, together with details af
the subjects! responses to each one of them. Item-total

correlations (corrected) are given in Tahble 128.
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marihuzna

Vietnam

Imperialism

TABLE 12A DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES ON THE RADICALISM SCALE FOR UNIV. OF ADELAIDE SUBJECTS (N = 80)
Numbers of respondents with percentzges in hbrackets T+em
Item Strongly Moderately Quite Moderately Strongly X
opposing opposing neutral opposing opposing

Abolish the so-called White Australis Poli=zy 7 (9) 13 (16) 3 (4) 22 (28) 35 (4b4) 3.81
Work towards the establishment of a2 true |
equality for women in our society 1(D 30 4) g (11) 26 (33) L1 (50 4,29
Treat criﬁinals as sick people to be helped
rzther than evil-doers to be punished 3 (&) 9 (11) 3 (W) 39 (49) 26 (33) 3.95
Legalise the use of "harmless" drugs such as

9 (11) 22 (28) 10 (13) 21 (26) 18 (23) 3.21
Establish student control over educstionzl
institutians. _ 12 (15) 24 (30) 8 (10) 30 (38) 6 (8) 2.93
Oppose apzartheid in S. Africa 17(1) 7 ( 9) 3( W) 14 (18) 55 (69) L.ob
End the draft 2 (3) 3(4) 10 (13) 13 (16) 52 (65) 4,38
Abaolish censorship in all its forms 3 (W) 16 (20) 7 C 9) 27 (34) 27 (34) 3.74
Withdraw Austrzlizn support for the war in

1(M & (8) 8 (10) 12 (15) 53 (66) 4,38
Estzblish democraztic control over industriss
by the workers 7 (9) 17 (21 4 (18) 24 (30) 16 (23) 3.36
Aim =2t the over-throwzl of capiteslism and its
replacement by 2 free society 11 (14) 19 (24) 13 (16) 18 (23) 19 (24) 3.19
"Recognize" Red China 3 W) 2 (3 11 (14) 31 (39) 33 (W) 4,11
Abplish remnznts of traditionzl power such
25 the Legislative Council in S. Australia. 5 ( 6) 14 (18) 15 (19) 25 (31 21 (26) 3.54
Support the struggle of people against

L (5) 6(8) 19 (24 32 (LD) 19 (24)  3.70

TOTAL 69 ( 68) 161 (14) 133 (12) 334 (30) L23 (38)

Score
5.D.

1.37

.90

1.07

136

1.25

1.00

1.00

1.22

1.02

1.28

1.39
.99

1.22

1.07

53.01 10.29
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Iable 128 The Radicalism Scale: item-total correlations

(corrected). (Decimal points have been omitted).
Males Females Both sexes
FE0pesate (N=33) (N=47)  (N=BO)
Abolish the so-called White
Australia policy. 77 35 54
Work towards the establishment of
a true eguality for women in our
society. 68 55 60
Treat criminals as sick people to
be helped rather than as evil-doers
to be punished, 57 24 37
Legalise the use of "harmless" drugs
such as marijuana. 89 57 70
Establish student control over
educational institutions. 66 36 49
Oppose apartheid in South Africa. 62 43 51
End the draft. 58 52 55
Abolish censorship in all its
forms. 66 Lb 50
Withdraw Australian support for
the war in Vietnam. 38 L7 L2
Establish democratic control over
industries by the workers. 70 58 63
Aim at the overthrowal of
capitalism and its replacement
by a free society. 85 6L 73
"Recognize® Red China. 69 36 49
Abolish remnants of traditional
power, such as that of the
Legislative Council in South
Australia. 66 60 62
Support the struggle of people
against Imperialism. 8L 39 63
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On the whole the proposals elicited generally favourable
responses (and the Scale may to some extent reflect an acceptance
of what were fashionable opinions of students at that time).
However, several proposals were not supported by the majority of
the students, such as item 4 on the legalisation of marihuana,
item 5 advocating student control over educational institutions,
and item 11 urging the overthrowal of capitalism. As Table
12B shows, the item-total correlations for these three items,
as well as the others, are gquite high, being respectively
.70, .43 and .73. It should also be noted that the Scale
allowed for degrees of acceptance or rejection of the proposals,
as Radicalism was conceived as determining the strength with
which radical proposals are endorsed or rejected.

The mean score on the Radicalism Scale for males was
53.67 with a standard deviation of 11.84; for females the mean
was 52.55 with a standard deviation of 9.02; for both sexes
the mean was 53.01 with a standard deviation of 10.29. Item-
total correlations for both sexes combined range from .42
to .73; Cronbach's (1951) coefficient alpha is .93 for males,
.80 for females and .87 for both sexes combined. All inter-
correlations are in the predicted direction (see Appendix 7). 0On
the basis of these results the scale may be regarded as highly
reliable and internally consistent, particularly for males.

(The implications of such sex differences are examined further in

Ghapter 11 (vi).
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It has already been noted in Chapter 2 that radical
opinions may arise as 3 conseqguence of situational constralnts,
However, iﬂ view of the diversity of issues sampled and the
relatively high consistency of the responding, it is concluded
that individual attitude was a major determinant, rather than
specific situztional Factbrs, with regard to scores aon the
Radicalism Scale.

The Radicalism Scale has considerable face validity.
Five of the fourteen proposals used in the 5cole are ones
which were strongly and explicitly supported at that time by
the Australian Labour Party (propossls 6, 7, 9, 12 and 13).
Though less obviously,aone might expect the A.L.P. to be more
sympathetic towards the remaining proposals than a more right-
wing group, such as the Democratic Labour Party. The transit-
griness of this scale is evident when one considers that by the
end of 1972 proposals 7, 9 and 12 had ceased to be ones upon
which radical support was needed. The victory of the A.L.P.
at the lelé meant the end of the draft, the recognition of
the Pepple's Republic DF-China and the end of direct involvement
in the war in Vietnam.

F. Eleven-point Rating Scasles. A final type of scale used in this

study is a straightforward rating scale method. The form in which
the scales are presented is similar to that of the semantic
differential tests of Osgood gt _al. (1957), in which the respondent
is able to indicate the extent to which a given attitude object

has a meaning for him similar to that of certain bipolar adjectives.
In the present test the attitude objects are authorities: the army,

teschers, the lsw, the police and authority-in-genersl. The
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respondent is asked to indicate where on an gleven-point scale
extending from pro- to anti-authority he judges himself to be in
relation to each of the authorities. (The scales and the
instructions for subjects are given in Appendix 8).

The results of the application of the scales to 74 First Year

Adelaide University students in 1972 are as follouws:

Table 13. Eleven-Point Rating Scales: Means* and
Standard Deviations.

Males (N=32) Females (N=L2) Both sexes (N=74)
Scale X 5.D. b3 5.D. X 5.D.
Army 2.84 2.80 2.95 2.29 2.81 2.52
Police L.75 2.60 5.86 2.43 5.38 2.56
Teachers 6.59 2.50 7.40 2.05 7.05 2429
Law 5.84 2.40 6.79 2.12 6.38 2.29
Authority-
in-general L.66 2.63 5.43 2.45 5.08 2.56

*The scales are scored in a pro-authority direction,

between O and 10.

It may be noted that for "authority in general" the mean score
for both sexes combined is 5.09, which is close to the theoretical
mid-point of the scale, which is 5.0. An obtained standard deviation
of 2.56 suggests that the attitudes of people judging themselves both
pro- and anti-authmfity were being sampled. One may alsoc note that
there is considerable variation in the regard with which the different
authorities appear to be held, with the army arousing the greatest
hostility and teachers the least. It is apparent that a wide range
of authorities has been sampled with respect to the intensity and

direction of feelings they arouse among tertiary students.



51.

2. (iii) Summary of Messurement Technigues

In summary, five Likert-type balanced or approximately
balanced scales were developed far the me;SJTement of attitudes
towards authority, Item-total correlations, Cronbach alpha co-
efficients and correlations between positively and negatively
keyed parts of the scales were calculated for males, females
and both sexes of samples of tertiary students. The results
indicated that each of the scales is reliable and internally
consistent, and that the balancing (or approximate balancing)
of the scales to control for acgquiescence did not result in the
emergence of poorly correlated sub-scales. In addition, each
one of these scales has been cross-validated, in terms of its
- Alpha value. A different type of test devised by Hudson (1968)
was adapted to assess attitudes towards graduating students,
Item-total correlations‘and Cronbach alpha coefficients calculated
for this se-called Independence Scale indicated that it was
considerably less relisble than the others. As a measure of
radicalism (af the left) a scale was developed to assess the
degree to which proposals aimed at changing the political
"status quo" would be supported or opposed. Item-totsl correlstions
and Cronbach's alpha coefficient were guite high for this scale for
males, females and both sexes. Lastly, eleven-point rating
scales were constructed for use in relation to the five main
representations of authority to give a direct measure of the
subject's overall feeling tone towards each of the authorities
and towards "authority in general". Mean scores for these
scales varied on either side of the theoretical midpoint,
indicating that the authorities sampled tended to arouse

feelings differing in both intensity and direction.



CHAPTER 3 THE GENERALITY OF ATTITUDE TO AUTHORITY

3(1) Aim

It may be maintained that the fact that a number of internally
consistent scales relating to attitudes towards authority among
ﬁertiary-students can be developed is in itself support for same
generality of the attitudes. Since the computed indices of
reliahility and consistency are higher in every scale for males
than females this type of generality would appear to be more
definite for males. This finding Jjustifies the analysis of
results separately for thz sexes. The elaim of generality for
these attitudes would be greatly strengthened if it were found that
attitudes towards different authorities, variously assessed, inter-
correlated significantly for both males and females and for different
kinds of tertiary students. The aim of this part of the study is
to examine the degree of intercorrelation amongst the attitude
spales and the radicalism scale in order to determine the extent

and nature of the generality.

3(ii) Subjects and procedures

Subjects used in this study were students of Psychology
attending either the South Australian Institute of Techrnology orT
the University of Adelaide during 1971 or 1972.

The Institute subjects were from classes in Psychology 1n one
or other of the following courses: the General and Social Psychology
Course for the first year Social Work students; Psychology (S) for
first year Physiotherapy, Occupational Therapy and Library Studies
students; General Elective Psychology, for students electing to
take Psychology as an option during one of the years nf their
diploma course; and Business Psychology taken by Second Year
Business Studies students. The University of Adelaide subjects were

from first year Psychnlogy tutorial classes.



Ooth sets of students received the five Likert-type Scales
measuring attitudes towards aulhorities and the Radicalism Scale.

In addition, the Institute subjects completed the Independence Scale
and the University subjects completed the five Eleven-point Rating
Scales.

The Scales were administered in most cases over two sessions,
together with certain personality tests (to be described later).
Subjects were asked to provide the following additional information:
sex, date of birth, year of course, whether attendance was full-time
or part-time, and an identification letter-number combination bJ
means of which they, and they alonz, could discover their scores on
the tests when they were eventually fed back to them. (Some of these
supjects were used to provide results for the cross-validation of

the scales. See Appendix 2h for the details).

There was a marked falling off in attendance, particularly
among General Elective students at the Institute, and some of the
Scales were not completed by those who attended. The number of
students completing particular tests therefore varies. A description
of the Institute subjects for whom individual test scores have been
computed is provided in Appendix 14, and corresponding inter-
correlation matrices are given in Appendix 15 & 1l6. In this chapter
interest is in the results derived from subjects completing all of
the relevant scales. Accordingly, the subjects involved in each

of the analyses will be described in the results section that follous.

3. (iii) Results

A. The main Attitude Scales and Radicalism

The resulis of subjects completing each of the five Likert-type
Attitude towards Authority Scales and the Radicalism Scale at the

two educstional institutions are described in Table 14,



Table 14. Age and Mode of Attendance of subjects completing
all the Likert-type attitude scales at S.A.I.T.
and the University of Adelaide.

Sputh Australian Institute of Technology (S.A.I.T.)

Groups Mean Age S.D. Full-time Part-time Total
Attendance Attendance Subjects

Male 23,62 6.3 58 35 93

Female 18.84 4,33 80 ) 87

Both 21.31 5.95 138 L2 180
SEXES

University of Adelaide

Groups Mean Age S5.D. Full-time Part-time Total
Attendance Attendance Subjects

Male 19.30 2.56 27 6 33

Female  18.74 3,93 41 6 47

Both 18.98 ;) 68 12 80
sexes

The two samples differ principally in that the S.A.I.T.
males are significantly older (t =3.80; p 4.001).
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The results of the application of the Scales are as follows:

Table 15. Means and Standard Deviations for subjects completing
the Likert-type Attitude Scales and the Radicalism

Scale.
South Australian Institute of Technology
Scale Males N=93 Females N=87 Both Sexes N=180
Mean 5.D. Mean 5.D. Mean S.D.

Symbolic Authority 70.91 11.02 73.77 9.95 72.29 10.62

Teachers 99.17  16.91 93,90 15.37 96.62  16.40
Army 87.65 22.8k 83.99 - 19.80 85.88  21.50
Law 89.52 15.16 89.52 13.91 89.52 14,57
Police 80.06 15.49 81.00 12.75 80.52 14,24

Radicalism 47.63 10,09 51.45 8.80 L9.48 9.68

University of Adelaide

Males N.=33 Females N=47 Both Sexes N=80
Mean S.D. Mean 5.D. Mean S5.D.

Scale

Symbolic Authority 66.48 <« 11.43 72.81 9.17 70.20 10.66

Teachers 93.18 14.94 93.68 13.65 93.48 14.20
Army 76.03 20.88 79.60 16.58 78.13  18.56
Law 81.00 15,45 83.68 16.03 82.58 15.85
Police 71.91  15.64 75.98 13,22 76.30 14,41
Radicalism 53.67 11.84 52.55 5.02 53,01 10.29

It may be noted that the mean scores for the authority scales
are Jower in every case for the University subjects; that is, the
University subjects show a more anti-authority tendency. They also

have higher mean radicalism scores.

(These differences are examined in further detail in Chapter 11)
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Intercorrelations between the Likert-type Scale scores are

given below, together with correlations with Radicalism scores and

the ages of the subjects.

Table 16.

Correlation matrices for the Authority Scales,

South Australian Institute

Radicalism and Age:

af Technology (5.A.I1.T7.) and University of
Adelaide (U. of A.) subjects.

In each case correlation coefficients for 5.A.I.T. subjects are given

to the top right of the diagonal line and University of Adelaide
results to the bottom left of 1t.

(a) Males (U. of A.:

Symbol

Author
Symhbolic
Authority
Teachers .05
Army .83
Law .83
Police .81
Radicalism -.75
Rge .08

N=33; G.A.I.T.:
ic Teachers Army
ity

b3 .55
.52

.66
.53 .78
.58 .71
-.56 -.68
-k -.02

N=93)

Law

.62
.58

.70

.73
-.81

.D6

Police

L7
.52
.5h

.66

-.63

~-.06

Criticnl values for= = .05 ( 1 tailed test)

and .29 (U. o

f AL)

Radicalism Age

=
1l

.62 .16
b .16
.58 .05
.62 .06
48 .01

.00
.21

<17 (8.AI.TL)



Table 16 (continued)

-

Bl <

(b)Females (U. of A.: N=47; S.A.1.T.: N=87)
Symbolic Teachers Army Lauw Police Radicalism Age
Authority
Symbolic
Authority .19 .65 .h6 .56 -.59 .06
Teachers . 32 « 36 .39 .28 -.30 .18
Army .G5 e .65 .58 -.57 .11
Lauw 48 L7 .69 49 -.56 .20
Police .59 .51 .71 .62 -.40 .07
Radicalism -.52 -.32 -.67 -.51 -.39 -.04
Age -.25 -.10 -.2 -.05 -.06 21
Critical values for o« = .05 (1 tailed test): r= (18 (5.A.I.T.
and .24 (U. of A.).
(c) Both sexes (U. of A.: N=80; S.A.I.T.: N=180)
Symbolic Teachers Army Law Police Radicalism Age
Authority
Symbolic
Authority .30 .H7 .59 .51 -.56 .08
Teachers e 46 .49 41 - 40 .17
Army 7 .56 67 .55 -.58 A7
Law .63 .50 73 .55 -.58 .19
Folice .70 .5k .71 .67 — Ll .08
Radicalism -.63 - b -.68 -.64 -.52 -.09
Age - -.11 -, -,02 -.07 .13
Critical values for « =.05 (1tailed test) : v =.12 (5.A,I1.7.)

and .19 (U. of A.).



It will be seen from the above tables that the correlations
batueen‘thé attitude towards authority scales are positive and
-significant for bath the 5.A.I.T. and the University of Adelaide
subjecté. In addition, the correlations are significant when the
results are examined for each sex separately. :

In view of the different methodology used in assessing attitude
to authority with- the Symbolic Authority Scale, correlations between
the results for this scale and the others are of particular interest.
In the following table mean correlation coefficients between the
Symbolic Authority Scale and other scales are given for each sex
and for both sexes combined, and these may be compared with the

corresponding mean values of the correlations between the other

Likert-type attitude to authority scales.

Table 17. Mean correlation coefficients for two sets of
Attitude to Authority Scale results for different
samples of subjects: S.A.I.T. and U. of A.

(a) Between the Symbolic Authority Scale and each of the & other
Likert-type authority scales.

(b) Between each of the &4 Likert-type authority scales excluding
the Symbolic Authori'ty Scale, (i.e. the mean of the 6

correlation coefficients).

Coefficients for (b) are given in brackets.

Sample Males Females Both sexes
S.A.I.T. .52 (-59) .L“g (-L"G) .L+9 (052)
U. aof A. .78 (.67) .51 (.58) 63 (.62)

Note: the subjects were those described in Table 1.

As the means of the correlation coefficients for the two
sets are quite similar, it seems unlikely that the moderately high
coefficients ubtained.betueen the attitude to authority scales are

dependent upon a particular methodology.
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It may he noted also that there are small but consistent
differences between the correlation coefficients describing the
relationship between the results of subjects from the S.A.I.T. and
those from the University of Adelaide and also between males and
females. First, the correlation coefficients are in each case
higher for the University subjects (results for both sexes combined),
and, secondly, there is a tendency (more pronounced among the
University subjects) for the coefficients to be higher for male
subjects. These results suggest that both the nature of the
institution from which the subjects were drawn and the sex of the
subject are factors affecting the generality of the attitude.

Age appears to be relatively unimportant, with only small
correlations being obtained between age and the Authority Scales:
positive in the case of the S.A.I.T. and generally negative for the
Adelaide University subjects.

Finally, one must examine the relationship between the scores
on the Radicalism Scale and those on the Authority Scales. All
the correlation between the Radicalism and each of the attitude
towards authority scales are significant for both males and females.
The mean of the correlation coefficients between the Radicalism
Scale and the authority scales is -.51 for the S.A.I.T. subjects
and -.58 for the University of Adelaide subjects. These results
are strikingly similar in magnitude to those obtained for the
authority scales themselves: the mean correlation coefficient among
authority scales is .51 for S.A.I.T. subjects and .62 for the
University aof Adelaide subjects. Clearly, it cannot be argued
on the basis of such results that attitude towards authority as
measured by these scales is distinct from "radicalism" as inferred

from agreement or disagreement with so-called "radical proposals.
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8. Eleven-point Rating Scales

Of the 80 University of Ndelaide subjects who completed the
Likert-type scales, 74 of them also received scores on the Eleven-
point rating scales which were administered on the following week.
The means and standard deviations for these subjects on the Rating
Scales have already been given (Table 13), Here the

correlations among these Rating Scales and Radicalism are examined.

Table 18. Correlation matrices for the Eleven-point Rating
Scales and Radicalism for University of Adelaide

subjects.

Correlation coefficients are given for male subjects (N=32)
to the top right of the diagonal, coefficients for females
(N=42) are given to the bottom left.

(a) Intercorrelation matrices for female and male subjects

Army Police Teachers Law  Authority Radicalism
in general

Army .80 L3 .49 .69 i
Folice L7 .60 .62 .76 - .75
Teachers L3 .51 .65 .62 - .45

Law 43 .70 .33 .81 - .6h
Authority in - .7 67 .59 .59 - .70
general

Radicalism - .67 -~ 27 ~-.19 -.19 -.2h

Cpitical velues far @4 = .05 (1 tailed test) are 1 =

.30 (for males) and .26 (for females).



(b) Intercorrelation matrices for both sexes combined (N=74)

Police Teachers Law Authorit g Radicalism
n gENET

Army .62 43 46 .58 -.71
Police «57 .67 .73 -.52
Teachers .51 .61 - 34
Law : .70 -.43
Authority

in general - 48

GCritical value for «< = .05 (1 tailed test) is r = 19

Intercorrelations amaong these measures provide a similar
pattern to those obtained using Likert-type scales. All the
correlations are significant, with the coefficients for males again
tending to be higher than those faor females: the mean caorrelation
coefficient for males is .G5; for the female subjects it is .52.
Overall, scores on the Eleven-point Scales correlated slightly less
positively with each other than those provided by the Likert-type
Scales using University subjects. However, the similarity is
pronounced, and provides further support for the generality of
this attitude.

Radicalism is significantly correlated with each of the
attitude towards authority measures using results for both sexes
combined and results for males only. For females, however, only
one of the 5 correlations is significant, Generally, this supports
the conclusion based upon the results of the Likert-type Scales
that attitude towards authority cannot be considered as distinct

from radicalism, at least among males.



C. The Independence Scale

Results are available for 121 of the S.A.I.T. subjects who also

completed the Likert-type scales.

Table 49. Means and Standard Deviations of scares on the
Independence Scale and the Ages of subjects,
together with Mode of Attendance.

Independence Scale Age (years) Attendance (number)
Subjects Mean 5.D. Mean 5.0. Full Part
Males 63.95 8.26 22.98 5.35 32 23
Females 59,28 9.85 18.23 1.00 63 3
Both sexes 61.41 9,49 20.39 L.38 95 26

The mean ages and proportions of male to female, and part- to full-time
are only slightly different from those of the main sample of 180, of

which this is a sub-group (see Table 14).

Table 20. Correlations of .scores on the Independence Scale

with other Authority Scales and Age.

Likert-type attitude to authority scales

. - Symbolic Teacher Army Law Police
Subjects Authori ty
Males (N=55) .06 -.03 .1 .03 -.10
Females (N=66) .6 -.08 .10 .02 .02
Seiigy] SIEEES .08 -.02 .13 .02 -.02

(N=121)

" Critical values for=¢ = .05 (1 tailed test): r = .22 (males) ;
.20 (females); .15 (both sexes)

To be consistent with the hypothesis that the generality of
attitude towards authority extends to encompass the authority implied
by this scale, negative correlations are required between the

Independence Scale and the other attitude towards authority scales.
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In only 5 cases are such correlations found and none of them are
significant. Correlations with Radicalism, for which positive
correlations were expected, are negative in the case of females

(r = -.23) and for both sexes combined (r = -.11). The paositive
correlation for males (r = .14) is not significant. Such results
clearly guggest that attitude towards authority as assessed by the
Independence Scale is unrelated to the attitudes tapped by the other
scales.

However, it could be argued that the Independence Scale was
moTe appropriate for first year subjects for whom graduating
students might indeed prove to be a more impressive and influential
authority. An analysis of the scores of first and second year

subjects gives support to this argument.

Table 21. Means and Standard Deviations of scores on the
Independence Scale for First and Second year

subjects separately.

First year of Second year of
attending attending b (one-
Subjects Mean 5.D. N Mean 5.D. N t tailed)
Males 61.64 10.37 61 65.50 11.14 L6 1.84 <.,05
Females 57.07 11.1% 76 62.48 10.23 21 1.97 .05
QEky 59.10 10,17 137 64.55 10,95 67 3.49 ¢ .001
sexes

Since for both males and females there was significantly more
yielding to the judgements of vgraduating students" by first year
students than by second year students, it appears that a better test
of the relationship between this and other scales of attitude towards
authority would make use of first year data only. Accordingly,

the following analysis used first year data only.
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Table 22. Correlations of scores on the Independence Scale
with other Autharity Scales and Age.

(First year results only)

Likert-type attitude to authority scales

T — Symbolic Teacher Army Law Police
Subjects Authority
Males (N=24) .08 -.23 .01 -.04 -.20
Females (N=53) .11 ~-.04 .07 -.01 .09
Both
sexes (N=77) .08 -.07 .11 .01 .02
Critical values for o= w05 (1 tailed test) = T = .33 (males) ;

.23 (females), and .19 (both sexes).

Using this stricter test of the relationship between the
authority scales, it is again eviderit that the Independence Scales
does not yield scores that correlatesignificantly with those of the
other Scales. Correlations with the Radicalism Scale are also not
significant: for males Tt = .27; for females r = -.17; for both
sexes combined r = -.10.

The results indicate that a limitation must be placed upon the
generality that may reasonably be claimed for attitude to authority.
This measure relating to a non-institutionalised authority appears

to be unrelated to the other measures.

3. (iv) The Composite Authority Scale (C.A.5.).

The results presented in this section appear to justify the
derivation of a composite authority scale based upon scores obtained
gn the individual Scales; Such a scale would have the advantage of
relating to a variety of authority figures, towards which tertiary
students demonstrably tend to have similar attitudes. It was
envisaged that it was in relation to such a measure, broad in scope
and more stable than the individual scores, that hypotheses about

the relationship between certain personality characteristics and
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attitudes towards authority could be tested in the second part of
this inguiry.

The scales used for this purpose were the Likert-type Scales
measuring attitudes towards Symbolic Authority, Teachers, the Army,
the Law and the Police. Although Radicalism had been found to be
correlated significantly with each of the authority scales, it was
not included on the grounds that the rationale For its cnnstructidn
was different. In view of the very low, non-significant
correlations hetween Independence and the Authority Scales, this
measure was, of course, not included.

To provide the Composite Authority Scale the results obtained
from the different authority scales were poocled. As the scales
were of different lengths and had different means and variances,
pach score was converted to a z score, using all the available data
for the particular scales. Where all the data was completed for
the 5 scales, " the z scores were summed for each subject, the
distribution again normalised and each score expressed as a T SCOTE.
Thus for each group (S.A.I.T7. and the University of Adelaide) the
mean’is 50 and the 5.D0. is 0. The relationship between each of
the scales and this Composite Authority Scale, C.A.S.) is given

below.

Table 23, Correlations between the Composite Authority

Scale and individual Likert-type measures.

(a) S.A.I.T. sample

Symbalic Teachers Army Law Police
Authority
Males (N=93) .76 .76 .03 .89 .79
Females (N=87) .78 .59 .85 .81 .76

Both sexes (N=180) - 76 .G8 B3 .85 .78



(b) University sample (U. of AJ)

Symbolic Teachers Army Law Police
Authority
Males (N=33) .93 .78 .91 .88. .87
Females (N=47) «75 .70 .87 .83 .86
Both sexes (N=80) .8h .73 .89 .84 .87

The coefficients associated with the authority scales above
reflect the centrality of the contributions of the various scales
to the C.A.S., rather than the extent of the correlations between
each scale and the remainder of the scales. The contributions
are of a similar magnitude, ranging from .68 to .85 for the S.A.I.T.
sample and from .73 to .89 for the University Sample. The Teacher
Scale appears to be the least central of the scales, but the
disparity between this scale and the others is not so pronounced Aas
to justify unequal weighting.

Correlations between the C.A.S5. and age were as follows.
For the 5.A.I.T. sample the correlation was .18, which is
significant at the .05 level (2 tailed test); for the sexes taken
separately the correlations were .22 and .12 for males and females
respectively. For the University sample, the correlation was -.11,
which is not significant; for male subjects r was -.02 and for
females r was —.16; Thus for both samples the correlations with
age are quite small, and for one group (5.A.I.T.) they sre positive
and for the other (University of Adelaide) they are negative.

Finally, it may be noted that the C.A.5. is strongly caorrelated
with the Radicalism Scale. For the S.A.I.T. sample the correlaticn
is -.65, with the correlations for males and females respectively
-.668 and -.64. For the University of Adelaide sample T = -.69,
with correlations for males and females of -.78 and -.60 respectively.

All these correlations are significant at the .001 level (2 talled
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test) and indicate that the kind of left wing radicalism reflected
by the Radicalism Scale is closely related to the general measure af

attitude towards authority assessed by the C.A.S.

3. (v) Summary and Implications

In Chapter 2 it was estahlishgd that internally consistent
Likert-type scales could be developed to measure attitudes towards
authority in relation to the police, the army, teachers, the law
and symbolic authority for a sample of tertiary students of both
5exes. It was concluded that this is evidence of the generality
of attitude towards authority in relation to each of these
particular kinds of authorities. In this chapter the generality
that may be claimed has been broadened to extend across each ane of
these authorities. The evidence for this statement may be reviewed
briefly.

1 Significant correlations between the Likert-type scales
relating to teachers, the army, the law, the police and symbolic
authority were obtained for samples of subjects of each sex at tuwo
different tertiary institutions.

2. Correlations between scales for which different methods of
testing were used, that is, the Symbolic Authority Scale and the
nther scales, were significant for both samples of tertiary students
of each sex.

3. Significant correlations were obtained between scores
derived from Eleven point Rating Scales measuring attitudes towards
5 different authorities for each sex using a sample aof first year
University subjects.

A limitation of the extent of the generality that may be
claimed for the attitude being measured in this study is apparent
from the results of correlations with the Independence Scale. For

baoth mals and female subjects at S.AR.I.T., even among first year
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subjects for whom the Scale may be presumed to be mopst salient,
there are no significant correlations between the scores on the
Independence Scale and the scores on any of the Likert-type attitude
towards authority scales.

The evidence 1s quite strong that attitudes towards authority
as assessed by both the Likert-type scales and by the Eleven-point
Scales are closely related to radicalism as it has been assessed
in this study.

1. For both sexes and at both institutions all the
correlations between the Likert-type scales and the Radicalism Scale
are significant. Moreover, the magnitude of the coefficients is
generally similar to those cbtained between the suthority measures
themselves.

2. Correlations between the self-ratings of the University
subjects an the Eleven-point Rating Scales assessing attitudes
towards authorities and the Radicalism Scale are significant for
males and females combined and for males alone. For females the
relationship is less certain: although all the correlations are
positive only ane of them 1s significant.

It is evident that attitude towards authority as assessed by
the Independence Scale is not only unrelated to the other authority
scales: it is also unrelated to the measure aof radicalism, since
none aof the correlations reach significance for either sex or for
either of the samples.

It may be concluded that among tertiary students at the two
different educational institutions during 1971 and 1972 it was
reasonable to speak of a generalised attitude towards authority
extending over these attitude objects: symholic authority,
teachers, the army, the law, and the police. There is evidence
that this is true for both sexes, but the generality appears to be

more pronounced and conclusive in the case of the male subjects.
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It seéms tﬁ be unrelated to attitude towards “graduating students"
as assessed by the Independence Scale, though this is the least
reliable of the scales employed. It is suggested on the basis of
these results that attitude towards authority may not extenﬁ into
?he area of non-institutionalised authority. The general attitude
that has emerged appears to be related to a political or ideological
consciousness among students, since each of the Likert-type
authority scales is associated with "radicalism", which is
conceived here primarily in "left-wing" political and snciél terms,
and is concerned very much with how institutions ought to behave.
Such a conelusion is consistent with the results of the American
study of Wilson and Wadsworth (1972) discussed in Chapter 1 (page5)
but has the additional merit of being based upon developed scales.
Finally, it is thought that these results justify the
derivation of a Composite Authority Scale using scores obtained from
the five Likert-type attitude to authority scales. This composite
scale, broad in scope and more stable than the individual scales,

is used subsequently in the testing of hypotheses about the nature

of attitude towards authaority.



7D0

CHAPTER L: VALIDITY OF THE ATTITUDE SCALES

4. (1) The importance of validity

A test may be reliable and internally consistent (as each aof
the Likert~type scales has been shown to oe) but nonetheless be an
inacocurate measure of what it purports to measure: that is, it may
not be of high validity. Further the test may prove to be unconnected
with some kinds of behaviour with which it is expected to be associated.
One may be uncertain of its nature or significance.

In order to demonstrate whatever validity the developed attitude
scales may possess, a number of predictions were made and tested
statistically. These may be grouped according to the validation
criterion used to test the prediction. The criteris include other
test measures of attitude to authority; personal assessmentg amongst

close acguaintances and autobiographical reports on relevant behaviour.

L, (ii) Correlations with the Eleven-point Rating Scales

Seventy-four first year Psychology students at the University
of Adelaide completed both the Likert-type authority scales and (a
week later) the set of Eleven-point Rating Scales. The following
predictions were made about the relationship between the scores on the
two different measures of attitude towards authaority:

1. That each Likert-type scale measuring attitude to authority
would correlate highly with the corresponding Eleven-point Rating
Scale.

2. That each Likert-type attitude scale would correlate most
highly with the Eleven-point Rating Scales measuring attitude towards
the same authority, compared with scales relevant to other authorities.

Correlations between the scales, including the Composite

Autharity Scale, are given in the following tables.



Table 4. Intercorrelations between the Likert-type scale
measures of attitude towards authority and the
corresponding Eleven-point Rating Scales for the

Adelaide University subjects.

(a) Males (N=32)

Eleven—ﬁuint Rating-5cale

Likert-type scale Teachers Army Law Palice Authority in
' general
Symbolic Authority L2 .78 .62 .81 .76
Teachers = .58 .61 .60 .69
Army 53 .79 .65 .69 .75
Law .49 .65 77 .73 .66
Police 49 .69 .55 .80 .6l
Composite Authority .60 .60 .72 .83 Y

Criticel velue for o= 05 (1 tailed test) - r = ,30

(b) Females (N=42)

Eleven-point Rating Scale

Likert-type scale Teachers Army Law Police Authority in
general
Symbalic Authority yan ey 40 .63 .59
Teachers .65 4 .11 LU .49
Army o 3 .75 R .60 .59
Law [ 43 .33 .37 2
Police «35 .39 .30 .Gh .51
Composite Authority A7 .67 .39 .66 .65

Critical value fored = .05 (1 tailed test) : r = .20

(c) Both sexes (N=74)

Eleven-point Rating Scale

Likert-type scale Teachers Army Law Folice Autharity in
general
Symbolic Authority 45 .60 .54 o) & .68
Teachers .68 .50 .36 .50 .59
Army 45 .77 .5 .65 .67
Law .31 .53 .53 .53 .53
Police Lk .54 Ll .72 .58
Composite Authority .56 .70 .57 e U2 .73

Eritical value for ol = .05 (1 tailed test): 7 = .19

»
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From the above tables it can be seen that Prediction (1) is
confirmed, Product-moment Correlations between the pairs of
comparable scales using the results for both sexes combined were as
follows: Teachers, .68, p £ .001; Army, .77, p <.001; Law, .53,
p & .001; Police, .72, p < .001. Symbolic Authority correlates
significantly with the roughly eqguivalent "Authority in general®,

r = .58, p=« .00, The Composite Authority Scale also carrelates
significantly with "Authority in general", with r = .73 p < .001,
1t may also be seen from the tables showing results for males and
female data separately that the predictions are also confirmed for
each sex separately.

Prediction (2) is mainly supported. For the Teachers, Army
and Police Seales no higher correlations are found with other
authority scales for either sex. The Law Scale is an exception for
females only; for this the Army Rating Scale (r = .43) has the
highest correlation coefficient. It might have been expected that
both the Symbolic Authority Scale and the Composite Authority Scele
would correlate highest with the roughly eguivalent "Authority in
General". However, for both male and female subjects correlatiaons
are slightly higher with the Police Scale. These results may be
regarded as emphasising the salience of the "police" as a target
symbolising or representing general authority, to students at least.

In general, then, these results provide support for the
specific validity of the Likert-type scales developed in relation to
particular authorities. It should, however, be noted that this
indication of specific validity does not contradict the complementary
aspect of the results, that the individual scales to a large extent
reflect a common "attitude towards suthority" as demonstrated in

Chapter 3.
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4L, (iii) Relationships with Personal Assessments amongst

Close Acquaintances

A weakness of the concurrent test method of validating scales
derives from the guestionable guality of the validating scale. It
may quite reasonably be asked which test is validating and which
validated. Each obviously draws same support from the other. But
neither conceivably may be effective in predicting how people will be
Judged ﬁn the basis of their observed behaviour. To provide more
direct evidence of behavioural validity, Jjudgements were elicited
from a small group of subjects who had ample opportunity of observing
gach other's behaviour with respect to attitude towards authority.
These were 15 male subjects who had attended tutorials together once
a week for one and a half terms. (These subjects were Second Year
Business Studies students at the S.A.I.T.).

Each of the subjects completed the 5 Likert-type scales from
which the standardised Composite Authority Score was derived (using
data from the total S.A.I.7. sample). A week later they were asked
to provide two types of assessment. (a) To indicate the position in
the group they judged themselves to occupy with respect to being for
or against authority. (Subjects were seated at a large semi-circular
table so that it was possible for each subject to have other members
of the group before him as he considered his own position in the
group). (b) To select the person in the group they thought was most
in favour of authority, and the person they judged to be most against
authority. (To facilitate recording each person was assigned a
number).

The following predictions were formulated to test the validity
of the Composite Attitude to Authority Scale:

(1) The rank position of scores on the Composite Authority Scale would

be correlated positively with the ranking obtained from the
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judgements of individuals with respect to their own positions
in the groups.

(2) The C.A.S. scores of persons judged by others to be the most
in favour of authority would be higher than the scores of
those judged to be most against authority.

Both predictions were confirmed. With regard to prediction (1)
the Spearman rank-order correlations was .69 (p < .01, one-tailed iest)
for the 15 subjects, indicating that personal judgements of their own
positions with respect to attitude towards authority accorded closely
with those obtained from the C.A.5. With regard to prediction (2),

4 persons were judged by at least two subjects to be "“the mast pro-
authority® in the group, and three were judged to be "the most anti-
authority". The two sub-groups had mean C.A.S. scores of 52.5 and
36.8 respectively, There was no overlap between their two sets of
scores: 1in every case the "pro-authority" subjects scored higher
than any of the "anti-authority" subjects. The difference may be
conveniently tested by the Mann-UWhitrey: U = 0, p < .05 (one-tailed
test). The C.A.5. therefore yields results that are closely related
to the judgements made by students of their peers and of themselves
in relation to their peers, and on these grounds receives substantial

support as a valid measure of attitude towards authority.

k., (iv) Assgciations with Reported Behaviour

An attempt was made to assess the relationship between the
C.A.S5. (and alsoc the Radicalism Scale) and certain pro- and anti-
authority tendencies that might be inferred from answers to a
Biographical Report Questionnaire (see Appendix 9a) administered to
80 first year University Psychology students (43 females and 37 males).
The Questionnaire requested fairly factual information about the
students' past and present behavioural interactions with various

authority figures.
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It is emphasised that this measure of behavioural tendencies
is dependent on the accuracy of self-reports. There is a
possibility that the inferences made may be derived from what has
been misremembered, misjudged, or distorted so as to make the
"facts" consistent with the attitude the subjects have chosen to
reveal, However, it is considered that the nature of the
Questionnaire and its anonymous presentation allow it to be treated
as a validation criterion, despite the possibility of some biassed
reporting.

Certain misgivings have been expressed concerning the
likelihood of a relationship between attitude and behaviour. A
common view is that of Wicker (1969) whose survey of the literature
on the relaticnship between attitude and behaviour led him to
conclude that "it is considerably more likely that attitudes will be
unrelated to behaviour than that attitudes will be related to action®
(p.65). It is clear that various determinants may influence the
degree of consistency between attitude and behaviour. Fishbein (1%7 )
suggested the importance of social norms, expected consequences of
behaviour, personality characteristics and situational variables in
influencing behaviour, in addition to any effect of the relevant
attitudes.

The reasons for expecting some relationship between the
attitude scales and reported behaviour in this study relate to the
relative homogeneity of the sample chosen and the nature of the
attitude being assessed. First, in a relatively closed institutional
enviragnment such as a university, social norms may be expected to
operate on individuals approximately evenly. Beliefs ahout the
consequences of taking certain actions, for instance, the censure
or punishment that may result from taking part in a demonstration,
may not vary all that widely among a similarly educated group of

people drawn predominantly from similar social backgrounds. Further,
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it seems likely they will all have encountered certain kinds af
situations (in most cases guite recently) in which a predisposition
to respond "for or against authority" may well have been a crucial
determinant of action: for instance, in classroom situations at
school or in the proximity of demonstrations in Adelaide. By
choosing as indices of behaviour, evidence of reactions in situations
or choices that are likely to have been confronted or experienced by
most, if not all students, variations due mainly to the situational
factor may be minimised.

Secondly, there are reasons to expect that attitude towards
authority may, under some circumstances, bear a close relatiaonship
to behaviour. Ray (1971) provided support far the validity of his
attitude towards authority scale by examining the scores of children
who were picked out by their teachers as tending to follow
instructions without critical thought and acting submissively towards
teachers. This criterion reflects "bebaviour", even though it relies
on observations of uncertain reliability. More direct experimental
evidence, however, was pravided by use of Milgram's (1965) procedure
to measure a subject's degree of cbedience through his manifest
readiness to administer levels of potentially lethal shocks to
victims in an experimental task when commanded to do sa. Elms and
Milgram (1966) were able to show that people high on the F Scale
measure of authoritarianism were significantly more likely to obey
the experimenter than people with lower scores. Finally, Izzett
(1971) found that students not attending classes on the day of a
moratorium on the Vietnam war in 1969 had significantly lawer F
scale scores than those who attended classes., The nan-attenders
were also shown to be significantly more opposed to the government
(authority) line on the Vietnam war issue as reflected by their

scores on an attitude scale. There is, then, empirical evidence



that attitude towards authority and authoritarianism may bath be
related, in some circumstances, to overt behlaviour.

The sample of subjects for whom results derived from the Likert-
type scales and the Biographical Report Inventgry are available is
described in Table 74 in Chapter 3. The Biographical Report
Inventory (see Appendix 9a) was completed anonymously by 33 males
and 47 female students from the University of Adelaide.

Results from the Questionnaire may canveniently be considered
under the following headings:

A. Participation in demonstrations.

8. Attendance at Church.

C. Relations with the Police.

D. 5School Experiences.

E. Relationship with Parents.

F. Positions of Authority.

To assess the direction and extent of the relationship between
the C.A.S. (or the Radicalism Scale) and the various items U%
reported behaviour, the product-moment correlation was used. However,
the behavioural variables were in several cases in the form of binary
categories only and when there were more than two categories the form
of the underlying freguency distribution was uncertain. Because of
this, the significance of the relationship was established by means
of the nonparametric chi sguare technique, with the C.A.5. (or
Radicalism) scores being split at the median in each case. For the
results discussed below, the r© value, the chi sguare value and its
nsspoieted probability level are given for the main findings. The
detailed contingency tables from which chi sguare values were
calculated are given in Appendix 9b; and detailed correlations with
individual attitude scales are shown in Appendix 9c. To calculate

chi sguare Yates (1934) correction has been used for the 2 x 2
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cantingency tables and cell freruencies have in some cases been
combined to provide expected cell frequencies of sufficient size,
aslrecummended by Siegel (1956). RBSpDHSES'tD some parts of the
Questionnaire were in multiple-choice rather than numerical form.

For the calculation of correlations, the scores allocated to gach

response natenory are indicated in parenthesis below. Finnlly, when
any epinected Frequency was <5, Fisher's Cxact Trnoth was usnd,
A. Participation in Demonstrations

Taking part in demonstrations may generally be regarded as a
specific act of disapproval directed against some significant
authority. If the authority scales are valid one would expect that
the anti-authority type of persan wéuld be more likely to report
having participated.

Subjects were first asked to list the demanstrations in which
they had taken part - see guestion 5, Appendix %a. In all, sixteen
different demonstrations were identified. The most commanly
mentioned, by twenty-two subjects, was the Vietnam Maratorium march,
followed by South AFrican Rugby Tour, mentioned by ten subjects.
Nine students took part in both of these. Other demonstrations
were given as being directed against the draft, racial discrimination,
the inadequacy of aboriginal rights, American Imperialism, the
carrying out of French nuclear tests in the Pacific, pollution (e.g.
the March on Coca Cola Lid., and the Friends of the Earth
demonstrations), abortion lauws, guvernmenf inaction regarding aid
to Diafra and Bangladesh, the subordination of students in education
(student power), a S.A. gerrymander, and the opening of two shops
in town (an “auction shop" and a "sex shop"). It is clear that with
such a diversity of "causes" somg variation in motives would apply,
but for most of these demonstrations participation may be taken as
a behavioural indication of some negative attitude towards some form
of authority. Particular demonstrations might be joined for

different Teasons: in some cases "more in SoTrou than in anger",
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reluctantly out of a conviction that the dehnnstratian provides an
indispensable means of furthering certain moral goals; 1in other
cases, the demonstrations might be regarded as an opportunity for
hitting out at "Them", the authorities, because they were authorities.
It might be expected that the more demonstrations a person took part
in the more likely he would fall intb the latter category. Taking
part in potentially more violent demonstrations such as a South
African Rugby Tour demonstration and the Vietnam Moratarium marches,
might also attract the more anti-authority type.

Four predictions were tested: |
(1) That the number of demonstrations reported is negatively correlated
with the (pro-authority) C.A.S.
(2) That taking part in both a Vietnam Moratorium March and a South
African Tour Demonstration (scored 2), in either of these two
demonstrations (scored 1) and neither (scored 0) is negatively
correlated with the C.A.S.
(3) That the number of demonstrations reported is positively
correlated with the Radicalism Scale.
(4) That taking part in both a Vietnam Moratorium march and a South
African Tour demonstration (scored 2), in either of these tuo
demonstrations (scored 1) and neither (scored 0) is positively
correlated with Radicalism.

The results for the C.A.S5. were as follows. For Prediction (1)
a significant correlation, as predicted, was found, with r = -.54,
chi square = 19.88, p < .0017; for males and females separately,
the correlatiaon was -.58 and -.49 respectively. For Prediction (2)
a significant correlation was also found, with r = -.54, chi sguare
= 19,77, p < .001; for males and females separately, the correlation

was in each case -.5k4.



The results for the Radicalism 5Scale alaog confirmed the
predicted relationship. For Prediction (3) a significant correlation
was found with r = .59, chi sguare = 36.13, p <£.0017; for males and
females taken separately the correlations were also .59, For
Prediction (4) the correlation was significant with r = .56, chi
square = 25.40, p < .001; for males the correlation was .55 and for
females .57.

It is clear from these results that the Composite Authority
Scale derives considerable validity from 1ts association with both
indices of participating in demonstrations. It is also evident that
the Radicalism Scale is closely associated with the same reported

behaviour.

g, Attendance at Church

Historically Churches have tended to support “properly
constituted authorities" and the "rendering unto Caesar the things
that are Caesars". It is true that individual Church leaders have,
at times, considered it a matter of conscience to oppose certain
state practices, for example, apartheid and conscription. But, in
general, the main emphasis of Church teaching in the secular area has
been on the duty of obedience - to parents, teachers, the law, etc.

Accordingly, two predictions were tested: that reporting thst
one never attended Church (scored 0), occcasionally attiended Church
(scored 1) or frequently attended Church (scored 2) would be
positively correlated with the pro-authority C.A.S. (Prediction 1),
and negatively correlated with the Radicalism Scale (Prediction 2).

For Prediction (1) a significant correlation, as predicted,
was found, with r = .46, chi square = 9.29, p £.001, for males and
females separately the correlation was .42 and .46 respectively.

For Prediction (2) a significant correlation was also found 1n the

predicted direction, with r = -.30, chi square = 3.38, p & .05; for
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males and females separately the correlations were .41 and .21.
For both C.A.S. and Radicalism it is clear that the predictions

are well supported with respect to the combined data.

C. Relatianships with the Police.

It has already been suggested that the police are perhaps the
most conspicuous authority figures in scciety and their salience has
been underlined by the results previously reported (p.72 ) which
indicated that both the C.A.S5. and the Symbolic Authority Scale
correlated highest with the Eleven-Point Rating measure of attitude
towards the police. It seems reasonable to suppose that this is the
authority with which the more anti-authority type of person is more
likely to come into conflict. This may be because he chooses the
police as a target for his hostility, or, alternatively, because his
anti-authority activities provoke police attention towards him.

Four predictions were tested:

(1) That reporting being "picked on" by the police "never" (scored 0),
"ocecasionally® (scored 1) and "freguently" (scored 2) would be
negatively correlated with the (pro-authority) C.A.S.

(2) That reporting being "roughly treated" by the police “"never"
(scored 0), “occasionally" (scored 1) and "frequently" (scored 2)
would be negatively correlated with the C.A.S.

(3) That reporting being "picked on" by the police "never" (scored 0)
Yoocasionally" (scored 1) and "frequently" (scored 2) would be
positively correlated with Radicalism.

(4) That reporting being "roughly treated" by the police "“never"
(scored 0), "occasionally" (scored 1) and "frequently" (scored 2)
would be positively correlated with Radicalism,

For Prediction (1) a significant correlation, as predicted,
was found, with r = -.24, chi square = 6.90, p. & .01; for males

and females separately the correlations were -.25 and -.12,
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For Prediction (2) the covrelation wes significent and in the
predicted direction (¢ = -.19). *Due to the swnll number of students
reporting having been roughly treated by the Police (and the consegen-
tial low expected freguency For one af the cells), Fisher's Exact
Test (see Siegel, 1956 p, 96) was used. The asusaciation tested in
this way was significant, with p = .05. For males and females taken
separately, the correlations were -.16 and -.19 respectively.

With respect to the Radicalism Scale, Prediction (3) was not
confirmed. For this prediction, the carralation was only .09, and
the corresponding chi squsre value of 0.25 was not significant. For
males and Females separately, the correlations uero L2 and L00

respectively. For Prediction (&), although the correlation (r = .15)

was not significant, some slight support for the Prediction may be
claimed, in that the corresponding contingency table indicated a
significont association using Fisher's Exact Test Mith‘p < .05, For
males and Temales taken separﬂﬁely the correlations were .13 and .19
respectively.

It may be concluded that at least with respect to the C.A.S.,
reporbed interactinns with the Police involving "being picked on" and
"heing roughly treated® are assoclated significantly with students!’
attitudes, and these results provide support For the validity of the
Composite Authority Scale.

D. School Lxperiences

Since all the subjects would have experienced interactions with
teachers as nuhhority Figures during their schooldays, it was thought
that their reported experiences would relate to their attitudes towards
authority ond degree of radicalism.

Aehaviour ot school was inferred from reports concerning the
amount af "strife" they got into with teachers, the amount of punish-

ment they received, and whether or notb they. sought to disrupt
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or sabotage lessans, (See guestions 1, 2 and 3 in the Biographical
Questionnaire). To assess the amounts of "strife" and “punishment?®,
the subjects were asked toc make an assessment of their own
experiences in relation to that of other students. It was assumed
that this could be done realistically and that the judgements would
be made in the contexts of similar groups and were therefore
comparable. It was further assumed that the extent to which the
student was in strife or received punishment at school bore a close
relationship to his actual behaviour with respect to the "“schaool
authorities", Certainly there may have been other factors
operating, unrelated to "attitudes to authority"; for instance,
tgtrife® and "punishment" could result from an inability to respond
effectively to certain educational demands. Among these students,
however, (successful matriculants) this factor seems unlikely to
have been an impoftant one. To gain a more positive indication

of anti-authoritarian behaviour, students were asked to say whether
they had ever worked towards "sabotaging or disrupting lessons" and
(if so) to estimate how often.

Although in some cases such behaviour may be indicative of
boredom or 2 reaction to injustice, it seems likely that it is
among students with the least respect for authority that such
behaviour would be expressed most frequently. The indices chaosen
are clearly not "pure" in the sense of invariably identifying
indiviauals who tended to act for or against authorities at school.
All that may be claimed is that the procedure probably enables one
to differentiate betuween broadly different types of students: those
who tended to be relatively “well behaved" and'those who were "not
so well behaved" in the school settings.

The following predictions were made:

(1) That reporting being "in strife" with teachers much less than
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most students (scored 1), rather less than most students (scoréd 2),
about the same as most students (scored 3), rather more than most
students (scored %) and much more than most students (scored 5) is
negatively correlated with the (pro-authority) C.A.S.

(2) That reporting being punished by teachers less than average
(scared 1), abput the same as most students (scored 2), and more
than averane (scored 3), is negatively correlated with the C.A.S.
(3) That reporting having worked towards sabctaging or disrupting
lessons "never® (scored 0), Yoccasienally" (scored 1), “gquits often”
(scored 3), and "most of the time" (scored 4) is negatively
correlated with the C.A.S.

Similar predictions were made with respect to the Radicalism
Scale, except positive correlations were predicted with the same
indices of %being in strife" (Prediction &4), "being punished"
(Prediction 5) and "working towards sabotaging and disrupting
lessons" (Prediction 6).

The results relating to the validity of the C.A.5. were as
follows. For Prediction (1) a significant correlation, as predicted,
was found, with r = -.34, chi square = 14.39, p £ .0017; but the
correlations for males and females separately are quite different:
for males r = -.0%, chi sguare = .02 (n.s.), and for females r = -.57,
chi square = 6.1, p & .01, For Prediction 62) the correlation for
the sexes combined was naot significant: r = -.11, chi sguare = .80
(n.s.){ but agaip for females the correlation was significant:

r = -.53, chi square 4,77, p < .05; for males the correlation is

in the non-predicted direction: r = .11, Far Prediction (3) the
correlation for heth sexes combined was not significant: r = -.11,
chi ‘square = 2.571 (n.s.); for males, however, a significant
relationship was obtained: r = .25, chi square = 2.82, p & .05;
for females the correlation is in the non-predicted direction

r = .02, Thus both Prediction (1) and (2) are supported for
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females only and Prediction (3) for males only.

For the Radicalism Scale Prediction (4) was confirmed, with
r = .16, chi square = 8.67, p £ .01; however, for the sexes taken
SEparataiy neither correlation (.02 for males and .26 for females)
was significant. For Prediction (5), the correlations were not
significant, with r = .17, and chi sguare = .22: for males and
females taken separately the correlations were .03 and .29
respectively. For Prediction (6) the correlations were not
significant, with r = -.10. Thus, apart from Prediction (&) for
both sexes combined, the predictions were not supported with respect

to the Radicalism Scale.

Relationships with parents

In view of the central position relationships with parents
have in the theory of attitudes towards authority, it was thought
that interaction with parents would be reported as more satisfactory
by the mare pro-authority type of student.

The following predictions were made:

That reporting "getting on" with parents better than most
peaple do (scored 3), about the same as most (scored 2), and worse
than most people do (scored 1), would be positively correlated with
the (pro-authority) C.A.S5., (Prediction 1), and negatively correlated
with Radicalism, (Prediction 2).

Neither prediction was confirmed. For Prediction (1), (in
relation %o the C.A.5.), the correlation was .16, with chi square
= 1.88 (n.s.); the correlations were for males .11, and for females
.19, For the Radicalism Scale, the éarrelatiun was -.07, with chi
square = .02 (n.s.); correlations were -.16 and .03 far males and
females respectively.



F. Positions of Authority.

Finally it was thought that being in favour of authority would
be associated with having occupied positions of authority. Apart
from any gualities that may have made his orT her choice or acceptance
seem reasonable by those over, or on behalf of whom, he or she may
exercise authority, it seems 1ikéiy that through the experience of
seeking to fulfil such a role a person may to some degree ldentify
more with others in authority positions.

The relatinnship between the attituide scales and indices of
poocupancy of authority positicns wes tested in two ways. First,
information was elicited as to whether the student had heen a
prefect at school. Secondly, the student was asked to make a list
of voluntary organizations to which he had belonged and then (with
the organizations fresh in mind) to indicate what positions of
authority they had occupisd with respect to any of them. There was
a wide range of authority positions given: president, lesder,
assistant leader, chairman, captain, treasurer, coach, executive,
secretary, editor and public relations officer. The most commaon
area in which the authority was exercised was sport (football,
tennis, baéketball, hadminton, hockey and sguash). Authority
positions were also reported in organised "hobby" type activities,
such as chess, poetry, the theatre and debating. Gthers were in
Youth and Scouts groups, community service activities (such as Red
Cross and St. John's) and in political organizations.

The predictions made were as follows:

(1) Reporting having been a prefect ét school (scored 1) or never
having been a ppefect (scored 0) would be positively correlated
with the (pro-authority) C.A.S.

(2). The number of autﬁcrity positions reported as having been

occupied would be correlated positively with the (pro-authority) C.A.S.
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(3) Reporting having been a prefect at school (scored 1) or never
having been made a prefect (scored 0) would be negatively correlated
with the Radicalism Scale.
(4) The number of authority positions reported as having been
pcoupied would be correlated negatively with the Radicalism Scale.

For the C.A.5. the results.were as follows. For Prediction (1)

the correlation was .19, with chi square = .82 (n.s.), for males the

correlation was .03, chi sguare .02 (n.s.), for females the

correlation was .30, chi sguare = 4.971, which was significant at the
.05 level. For Prediction (2) the correlation was .00; for males
it was -.01 and for females .0Z.

For the Radicalism Scale the results were as follows,

For Prediction (3) the carrelation was .04, with chi square = .03
(n.s.); the correlations for the sexes separately were .16 for
males and .16 for females. For Prediction (&) r was -.07 with

chi square = .22 (n.s.); the correlation for males was .05 and for
females -. k.

Thus with the single exception of Prediction (1), which was
supported for female students only, these predictions were not
suppu;ted;

It would be useful at this point to summarise the results of
the validity studies using the biographical reports. The predictions
relating to taking part in demonstrations and attending Church were
strongly supported for both the C.A.5. and the Radicalism Scale.
Those relating to interactions with the police give some support
to the validity of the C.A.S.; but none to the Radicalism Scale.

The predictions concerning interactions with teachers receive some
support, particularly with respect to the C.A.S., but the snport
tends to be limited ta either male or female students for particular

indices. predictions relating to occupancy of positions of autharity



83.

are supported for one of the twe indices, that of "being a
prefect® at school, but this is limited to the C.A.5. for female
students only. - There is no support for the prediction that the
C.A.5. or the Radicalism Scale is related to an index used to
assess how students "get on with” their parents. In general,
the predicticns associated with the C.A.5. tend to receive more
suppart than those associated with the Radicalism Scale.

Finmally, it is alsc of interest to corsider the extent to
which the attitude scales and the Radicalism Scale taken as an
ideally weighted combination predict the particular kinds of
reported behaviour. Toe this end multiple correlation
coefficients were computed using the results for the 00 Adelaide
University students on each of the 6 scales, although 1t is
admitted that the scaling of dependent variables (the behavioural
indices) is not ideal for such a parametric technique of two
behavioural indices. fot .all the correlations were in the
predicted digectinn (see Appendix 9c), and for these multiple
correlations were not computed. The rehainder are presented in
Table 25.

Irn general, the multiple Rs are only slightly higher than
the correlations obtained with the C.A.S. This is now%
surprising in view of the substantial intercorrelations between
the predicters and the high degree of "linear constraint” that
is thereby generated (see Guilford, 1954, p.L0O4). However,
the table of multiple R coefficients provides a useful summary
of the results derived from all the predictor variables, and,
in particular, indicates the extent to which particular kinds of
reported behaviour maey be predicted on the basis of the a?titude

test results.
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Multiple Correlation Coefficients for the 5

attitude scales and the Radicalism Scale as predictors

of the reported behaviour indices for 80 University of

Adelaide subjects.

Reported Behaviour Index

Number of Demonstrations
participated in.

Participating in the Vietnam
Moratorium and/or the South
African Football Tour
Demonstration.

Attending Church.

Having been picked on by the
Police.

Being in strife with teachers.
Getting on well with parents.
Being punished by teachers.,

Working towards sabotaging and
disrupting lessons, etc.

Being a prefect at school.

(v) Discussion

Multiple R Significance Level

.65 .01
.61 .01
49 a1
.39 .05
e 37 .05
-29 FI.S.
o 27 NeSe
23 NeS.
.20 N.Se

This attempt to provide evidence of the validity of measures

of attitude towards suthority has concentrated mainly aon the most

general measure of attitude towards authority developed in this

study, the Composite Authority Scale (C.A.S.).

This scale is the

product of five distinct attitude to authority scales, each

using a different target, and including 136 items in all.

Inevitably it must, to some extent, reflect notions about the

nature of authority as understood by the writer.

It may

reasonably be asked whether the C.A.S5. is really concerned with

what is generally understood by "attitude towards authority". The

evidence suggests that it does.

The coneurrent validity of the
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scale was determined through correlations with a scale which does
not make any particular assumptions about the nature of the
attitude, apart from its bipolarity. Further, pred&ctions based
upon the C.A.S5. agree well with the judgements of students as to
what constitutes pro- or anti-authoritarianism among their close
acguaintances.

In attempting to derive validity for this scale from
correlations with criteria obtained from autobiographical reports,
the results were in some areas strongly supportive, in some areas
supportive to a limited extent, and in some areas not suppartive.

It may be argued that the most direct and reliable indices
of pro- and anti-authority behaviour used in this study relate,
respectively, to taking part in demonstrations and attending
Church, since these relate to specific actions that may or may
not have been undertaken by respondents, rather than experiences
or judgements from which inferences regarding behaviour can be
made with less confidence. It is, in fact, in these areas that
the correlations between attitudes and validating criteria are
highest. It may be noted also that the significant correlations
with "taking part in demonstrations" are in agreement with a
similar study conducted in America by Izzett (1971) to which
reference was made on page 76.

Where evidence of the nature of interactions with authority
figures has been used to provide validating criteria, the results
have been less satisfactorye. Nonetheless, one of the indices of
interactions with the police ("being picked on"), and one of the
indices of interactions with teachers ("being in strife with"),
do provide significant correliations, as predicted, with the
C.A.5. using results for the sexes combined. As far as inter-

actions with teachers are concerned, however, the correlations
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with particular indices tend to be strikingly different for tEe
two sexes. It seems possible that some of the indices are more
appropriate for one sex than the other. Assuming that there is,
indeed, a link between anti-authoritarian behaviour by students
in school and their attitudes towards authority (as subseguently
assessed), the results suggest that such behaviour may he
indicated among females by their reports of "being in strife”
with teachers and "being punished® by them more often than others
were, and indicated by males by their reports of seeking "to
disrupt and sabotage lessons" more frequently than others,

In view of the emphasis that has been placed on relationships
with parents as a determinant of attitude towards authority, the
failure to obtain a significant positive correlation between
"getting on with parents" and the C.A.5. is perhaps surprising.
However, it is ﬁnnsistent with the results of a recent American
study by Thomas (1971) who found that "rather than rebelling
against parents! political orientations, activists appear to be
carrying on a family tradition of political concern and
participation" (p.3%%). The gedipal rebellion theory of student
anti-authoritarianism is clearly not supported by such results.

Lastly, there is an almost total failure to obtain significant
correlations between the C.A.S5. and the occupancy of authority
positions. The exception relates to the experiences of females
at schools: it is the more pro-authority types who tend to report
having been prefects. A possible explanation for this general
failure may have been that the authority positions were frequently
held in anti-authority organizations - but an examination of the
actual organizations in which positions were held indicates
that only two "left" organizations were included, and that these
were more than offset by the number of, presumably, pro-authority-

type Church organizations.
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- It may be that the sssumption that cccupying positions of
authority in voluntary organizations tends to be associated with
a general pro-authority sentiment is mistaken; alternatively it
is possible that the C.A.S. is, in fact, poorly related to
attitudes towards authorities which are relatively lacking in
political or ideological implications. The failure to obtain
significant corrélatinns between the Likert-type authority scale
and the Independence Scale (assessing attitudes towards the non-
institutionalised autheority of cgraduating students) suggests that
the second possibility may be true.

An examination of the predictions relating to the Radicalism

Scale indicates that these were confirmed in areas in which the
C.A.S. also has significant correlations, namely "taking part in
demonstrations", Yattending Church", and "being in strife with
teachers'. This finding strengthens the conclusion based upon
earlier results (Chapter 3) that the Likert-type measures of
attitude towards authority and left-wing radicalism are closely
related. However, the scope of the C.A.S5. appears to be rather
more extensive than that of the Radicalism Scale, in that the
C.AR.5. hés additional significant correlations in the areas of

interactions with the police and teachers.

L, (vi) Summary of validity investigations

The validity of the Likert-type attitude scales has been
investigated through predictions which relate to validating
criteria obtained in three areas: from the results of comparable
‘measures; from the judgements of students of their close
acquaintances; and from biographical reports of relevant behaviour.

Individual Likert-type attitude to authority scales were

examined only in relation to comparable attitude measures.



Concurrent validity was established For each of the five scales,
in that each one.correlated positively and significantly with
carresponding Eleven-point Rating Scales devised in relation to
the same or gmilar authmrities using a sample of 74 University of
Adelaide students who completed both sets of scales. In general,
the highest correlation coefficients were found between scales
having the same attitude object.

Tha main investigation related to the validity of the
Composite Authority Scale. Its validity is supported by the
following results:

1. The C.A.S5. correlates significantly, as predicted, with
the Eleven-point Rating Scale assessing "attitude to authority in
general" (r = .73).

2. The rank position of scores on the C.A.5. is positively
and significantly correlated with rankings obtained from the
judgements of 15 male subjects with respect to their own positiaons
in a group of close acquaintances (rho = .69).

3. The C.A.5. scores of persons judged by 2 persons or more
Lo be the most pro-authority or the most anti-authority persons in
a group of 15 mole close acguaintances were found to be
significantly different, as predicted, by the Mann-Whitney U test.

4. C.A.5. scores were negatively and significantly correlated,
as predicted, with scores derived from students' reports of the
number of demonstrations in which they had taken part, their
participation in the more violent type of demonstration; being
"picked on' and "roughly treated" by the policej;amd being "in strife”
with teachers.C.A.5. scores were also positively correloted, as
predicted, with reported attendance at Church. Significant
correlations for results for one sex only were also Dbtained,‘in

the predicted direction, for female students - "being punished
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at school™ (negative correlation) and "having been prefects®
(positive correlation). For males, a significant positive
correlation, as predicted, was found with reports of "seeking to
sabotage or disrupt lessoﬁs".

The C.A.S5. failed to correlate significantly for both or
eithérlsex wifh indices derived from reports regarding interactions
with parents and the occupancy of positions of authority, that is,
apart from the position of "prefect" among female students. The
marked differences between correlations obtained for male and
\Female subjects with respect to indices derived from reported
experiences at school, suggests that such experiences may have a
guite different significance for males and females. In generzl,
it appears that the validity of the C.A.S. is well supported, but
that there may be limitations to its scope. It does not appear
to be related to non-institutionalised authority. Its close
association with the Radicalism Scale (which has significant
correlations with most of the same indices derived from the

biographical reports) is consistent with such a limitation.
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CHAPTER 5: PERSONALITY AND ATTITUDE TO AUTHORITY:
GENERAL BACKGROUND

The-empirical work described so far has confirmed-the concept
of "attitude to authority". The guestion to be faced now is that
of the relationship between attitude to authority and broader aspects
of personality. Before reviewing the literature on this topic, it
will be useful to clarify the nature of attitude to authority as
measured by the developed scales, by summarising the findings
described in Chapters 3 and 4.

The scales are reliable and internally consistent. They
relate to institutionalised authority: no support for the view that
they are generalised beyond this field, to attitudes to parents for
instance. The scales correlate significantly with each other, and
their validity is supported by significant correlations with
alternative measures and predictions based upon personal assessments.
Low scorers (with an anti-authority attitude) on all the scales are
significantly more likely to report having taken part in demonstrations
(and potentially more violent types of demonstrations) than high
scorers; and high scorers are more likely to renort attending Church.
The authority scales are highly correlated with the Radicalism Scale,
and the latter also is validated by the autobiographical reports,
principally those relating to demonstrations and Church attendance.
It would seem reascnable to regard the attitude towards authority
scales as providing a measure of student attitudes along the dimension
of radical anti-authority to conservative pro-authority, in the sense
of institutionalised authority.

In considering the relevant research into the broader
personalities of individuals identifiable by such scales, it is
appropriate to draw upon two related sources of information: (1) the

literature relating to the personalities of student radicals in recent
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times; (2) the broader current of research into thé personalities
of anti- and pro-authority types. From this background literature
it is possible then to formulate testable hypotheses concerning the
nature of the relationship between certain persognality characteristics
upon which attention has been focussed and the attitudes of students

as assessed by the scales developed in this study.

5. (i) The Personality characteristics of Student Radicals

A‘high proportion of judgements about student radicals has
been based upon the activities at Berkeley, California in the mid-
and late-1960s. Following a survey of the literature in 1967,
Christian Bay concluded that the radical activists were "less ego-
defensive" than others. Flacks (1967) saw them as being
characterised by both "anti-authoritarianism" and “anti-dogmatism",
and KBatz (1967) commented upon the strength and richness of their
intellectual and emotional endowments. Winborn and Janssn (1967)
described leaders of libersl as opposed to conservative groups as
“more saober and serious in temperament, more emotionally sensitive....
more confident and secure in meeting the daily demands of life" (p.513).
Keniston (1967) concluded that many of the characteristics of radical
students (he mentions empathy, superior intellectual attainments,
capacity for group involvement, strong humanitarian values, and
emphasis upon self-realisation) "are consistent with the hypothesis
that as a group they are unusually healthy psychologically" (p.127).
By 1971 Keniston was prepared to argue, on the basis of a "voluminous
body af research%, that the similarities between American radical
activisﬁs could be "summarised, perbaps oversimplified, in a
sentence: The activist group is, compared to the student population
from which it is drawn, an 'elite' group in virtually every rESpect“
(p.279).

Strongly drawn though this picture is, it presents only one

aspect. AR different view is provided by Bettelheim (1569) who
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described the typical student protester as "lumping together.... all
the facets and institutions of society into one defamatory image"
(p.29); and drawing upon his clinical experience of student
activists Bettelheim Jjudged them to be "exceedingly bright...."

but "emotionally fixated at the age of the temper tantrum" (p.34).
Mithin the student radical, he concluded, there is a deep self-
hatred. One is reminded af Hoffer's (1951) conception of the true
believer as a persaon who seeks out a new collective identity because
he cannot live with himself. Some writers have '"explained" student
gctivism in terms of oedepal rebelliaorn. Cora Bell (1969) saw the
struggle for the gates at the London School of Economics during the
student demonstration of 1967 in such Freudian terms: these were
forbidden gates guarded by father-figures. But perhaps the most
damning attack on student demonstrators comes from an anti-Freudian,
Eysenck, writing in Encounter in 1972, It is Eysenck's opinion that
the "psychology of the fascists has been taken over holus bolus by
the scattered troops of the New Left", To him they are "nothing but
Left-Wing fascists sharing with Hitler their creed of unreasan,
intolerance and veneration of force" (p.89). In terms of Eysenck's
personality theory of political attitudes (1954) they are "tough-
minded" radicals and as sucihn they share such gualities as
aggressiveness, violence and "mental rigidity" with the tough-minded
members of the extreme right.

The views expressed could hardly be more conflicting. They
are also highly emotional and one is led to suspect that Hudson's
view expressed in "The Cult of Fact" (1972) that social psycho-
logical conclusions are likely to reflect the researcher's value
system may, at least in this area, be true. What is clearly
required is a more precise description and measure of the

personality characteristics involved, and a statement of the
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hypotheses that are suggested by such research. UWe may then ask

whether these apply to the attitudes assessed in this study.

5. (ii) Pro- and anti-authoritarianism

Detailed research has concentrated much more on the nature of
.the pro-authority type of person in our society, and he (or she) has
communly.been regarded as irrational and even pathological. Fromm
(1941) regarded extreme favourableness of attitude towards autharity
as springing from an inability to bear isolation and weakness in
one's own self, Maslow (1943) enumerated various characteristics
such as obsessiveness with power, cynicism, general hostility and
sadism, which he regarded as cohering to Form an authoritarian
syndrome. A major study of this type of person appeared in "The
Authoritarian Personality" by Adorno gt al., in 13950C. These
authors hypothesised that "the political, economic and sozial
convictions of an individual often form a broad and coherent pattern
as if bound together by a 'mentality'! or 'spirit' and this pattern
is an expression of deep-lying trends in personality" (p.1). Their
extensive interview and test data suggested to them that this indeed
was the case: strong ethnocentric, pro-authority beliefs appeared
to be associated with certain basic personality tendencies. The
individual who habitually submitted to authority, they concluded,
manifested a generalised tendency to structure the world rigidly,
to be intolerant of ambiguity and to exhibit a marked repressiveness
towards the expression of impulses. Fromm and Maslow had suggested
that being extremely pro-authority was pathological: Adorno et al.
agreed and identified the pathology as relating to certain cognitive
and emotional malfunctioning.

Rokeach (1960) in "The Open and Closed Mind" broadened the
netion of authoritarianism so that it applied to so-called “"dogmatic!

individuals who were not necessarily conservative or ethnocentric
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in the%r vipws. They were regarded as having a particular kind of
cognitive structure, which resulted in closed-mindedness, and an
unususl degree af reliance on authority. Such a system of
Functinﬁing he saw as a response to a need to ward off threatening
aspects of reality. Later, Cattell (1964) put forward his{"U1 2agn
factor as a firm personality structure "arising in the general region
where once stood "the defunct notion of the authoritarian personality®
(p.333). The authoritarian in Cattell's formulation is one who
believes in and accepts authority ang shifts his opinion towards
authority when he is told what authority believes. He isw
characterised by "ideational rigidity and sterility". There is a
lack of spontaneity and drive and a tendency towards anxiety and
depression. Cattell attributes this condition to a state of
“internalised inhibition or apathy dus to some kind of environ-
mental history" (p.343). Finally Harvey (d967) presented a view
of personality in terms of four major conceptual systems, one bBeing
characterised by an extreme dependence on representatives of
institutional autharity,and in the cognitive area,by a prefarence
for simplicity, Consistgncy and a need for structure-order,

The -extreme authoritarian then, has been conceived mainly in
pathniogical or at least socially undesirable terms: he suffers
from some kind af cognitive malfunctioning or limitation, described
variously as "intolerance of ambiguity" (Adorno, et al.),
"dogmatism" (Rokeach), "ideational rigidity" (Cattell), and "need
for structure-order® (Harvey). Some kind of emotional blocking 1is
considered to occur, making it impossible for him to exercise
appraopriate variations in behaviour. This again may bé understood,
or described, diffarently as l"impulsse—represa:‘mn" (Adarngo, et al.,
1958), a "reaction tq'external threat" (Rokeach, 1960) ar
vinternalised inhibition" (Cattell, 1964). It would seem to

follow that a person who is free of such authoritarian impediments
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will be flexible, tolerant of ambiguity, upen minded and emotionally
EXATIESSIiVE. One might well expect such a person io be independent
and creative in his life-style.

But a problem arises at this poinc. It may indeed be the
case that a person unable to question or say "no" to authority
cannot show full maturity, as the theologian Paul Tillich (1963)
has asserted, but it seems also to be true that there may be a
point at which saying "no" to authority becomes the central theme
of a life-style to the extent that it becomes an impediment to
psychological development and even an indicator of pathology. It
follows from the foregoing argument that it is important to
distinguish between pathological and non-pathologlcal forms of
antagonism to authority.

The psychoanalyst Belle (1969) made the distinction in the
following terms. . Pathological anti-authoritarianism arises when
hostility generated in a child's relationship with his father, or
father figure, is displasced on to subseguently encoﬁntered father-
figures. It is characterised, he wraote, by‘an inability to relaie
with teachers, emplnyers.and law enforcement officers, and is the
"result not the cause of an anti-autharitarian personality
orientation" (p.356). Nan-pathological anti-authority behaviour,
on the other hand, far from being maladaptivé, is regarded as the
outcome of & conflict between @ mature integrated personality and
an unjust reality. Belle instances the cases of Jesus Christ and
Kahlil Gibran.

A similar view of maladjusted anti-authoritarianism was
adopted by Bay (1958); he defined anti-asutharitarianism as a
defensive predisposition to oppose uncritically standards and
_commands supnorted by authorities, thus implying both its
pathological ("defensive") nature and its irrational ("uneritical®)

basis. Some empirical suppor® for Bay's formulation is found in &
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study by Martin and Ray (1972). They found small but significent
correlations between the scores ot Australian subjects on Rudin's
®attitude towards rational authority" scale (such that low scores
indicate anti-authoritarianism) and measures of intelligence (.36)
and neuroticism (-.12). Bay's d?scussion of the psychological
nature of the extreme anti--authoritarian perscnality centred upon
its supposed paradﬁxical similarities to the extreme authoritarian
personality. Frenkel-Brunswik's (1950) report had noted signs of
rigidity in the personality make~up of extremely liberal subjects

who tended towards the oglerification of the underdog, and Ado
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et al. (1950) had postulated the existence of a rigid type among
rebels. Bay's own contribution was largely speculative. e

viewed the extreme authoritarian as being like the anti-authoritarian,
“deficient in psychological {reedom". In both types this was seen

as leading ton a tendency te ®black or white" thinking and an inability
to tolerate the awareness of "a complex ambigulty ridden world”.

These notions would appear to conform closely to the psychological
concepts of dogmatism and intolerance of ambilguity.

We are led to consider the possibility, therefore, that given a
suFFicient-range of attitudes extending From extremely favourable to
authority to extremely unfavourable to authority, certain kinds of
cognitive malfunctioning such as those associated with intolerance
of ambiguity and dogmatism may be encountered at both extremes, with
more "normal® functioning occurring among people one might call mid-
authoritarians towards the centre. In other words, a curvilinear
relationships might be expected betweén such cognitive variables and
attitude towards_authurity scales.

This possibility is supported by Toffler (1970) in “Future
5hock"., He suggests that anti-authoritarian left-wingers and

authoritarian right-wingers may be adopting similar strategies in
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éttempting toc cope with their cagnitive overlcoad. A manapgeable
social order may be achieved through police action and parental
discipline, or alternatively through a reversion to a simple
primitive system of living, as in the rural communitiss of nre-
technological socisties (like the Aguarius people 8t Nimbin, N.S.4,

in 1973). At the intellectusl level both types may he

w0

characterised using Toffler's term as "super-simplifier ", grasping
at simple, complete explanations, such as %the profit motive® or
“communist conspiracy®, and proposing end sometimes attempting to

implement, drastic and even viclant solutions to community problems,

5. (iii) Summary and hypotheses

In summary, it appears that there has been considerable
agcreement that extremely pro-authority individuzls are likely to
have certain cognitive and emotinnal charscteristics usually
associated with "authoritarianism”, Compzred with persons whno
are relatively unconcerned with authority, they might be expested
to think in "black ar white" terms, tc be intclerant of ambiguity,
dogmatic, uncreative and emotionally repressed. The disagreemznt
concerns the opposite end of the attitude continuum. Opinion hers
tends to be divided. The bulk of the Americen studies on radical
activists (but not all) tend to suppart what may be called the
linear hypothesis: that with increasing radical anti-authority
attitudes there is a decrease in the strength of personality
characteristics associated with authoritarianism. However, there
is some evidence, partly observational and partly experimental,
that appears tec support the view that extremely prao- and extremaly
anti-authority types are alike in certain perssonality characteristics
which are relatively absent among persons occupying positions in the

centre of the attitude continuum. This we may call the curvilinear
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hypothesis. Neither hypothesis appears to have been tested with
Austrzlian students; nor is there any very direct and general

evidence from the American research on this issus.



CHAPTER 6: PERSONALITY VARIABLES EXAMINED

The hypotheses needed to be formulated in terms of particular
personality variables and corresponding measures. The cholce of
variables (and the tests relating to them) were guided by the general
thearetical considerations already outlined and, to some extent, by
the desire to annact with earlier empirical investigations.

It may be guestioned whether the personality variables that were
chosen do have the independence implied by their individual labels;
for instance, some measures of "intolerance of ambiguity" and
"dogmatism" have been shown to be strangly related to esach other as
well &s to some measures of general authoritarianism. However, far
convenience they will be described separately. (The guestion af
their common variance was investigated in a subsidiary factor
gnalytical study which is reported later).

The relationship between attitude towards authority and 5
personality variables was examined, The personality variables were:

1. Intolerance of Ambiguity

2. Dogmatism

3. Gognitive-coﬁplexity - simplicity
Lk, Creative Independence

5. Emotional activation

6. (i) Intolerance of Ambiguity

A. Backoround literature. The concept of intolerance of

ambiguity was introduced by Frenkel-Brunswik (1949) who regarded it as
"grne of the basic variables in bath the emotional and cognitive
orientation of a person towards 1life" (p.113). In her view, as a
result of being unable to express ambivalent attitudes towards parents,
there may emerge in some adults a tendency to structure the world
Tigidly. The persistence of an unresolved and possibly unresolvable

situation is extremely disturbing to such a person. A conclusion must be
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reached guickly: in Gestalt terms there is a premature closure as
ta valuative aspects (often to the neglect of reality), which must
be maintained by shutting out aspects that represent a threat to
the chosen solution. Thus among persons more intolerant of
ambiguity there appears a tendency io resort to black-white
judgements, to accept or reject people in an overall manner, to
avoid uncertainty and to prefer what is definite and clear. By
contrast the person who is tolerant of ambiguity may even prefer
complexity and differentiation.

In response to such a formulation, a wide range of instruments
both verbal and non-verbal were developed to measure "intolerance of
ambiguity". Much of the subseguent ressarch was aimed at
establishing a connection between this variable and authoritarianism
in general, as indexed by the California F scales, Rokeach's
dogmatism scales and various measures of préjudice. As far as
guestionnaire measures were concerned, numeraus positive correlations
have been reported: O0'Connor (1952), Coulter (1953), Budner (1%62),
Feather (1971).

Attempts to obtain significant correlations betwesan
authoritarian attitude and performance measures of personality
variables have been less successful; Using the rapid establishment
of personal norms on the autokinetic phenomena as an index of
intolerance of ambiguity, Block and Block (1950), Taft (1956) and
Millon (1957) reported significant correlations with measures of
authoritarianism; but Kenny and Ginsberg (1958), were unable to
do so; and McCandless and Holloway (1955) found that their maore
prejudiced subjects (children) did not tend to make deéisiuns mare
rapidly than thers in judgiﬁg weights that were objectively eqgual,
as had been predicted. Siegel (1954) found that his more
autharitarian subjects (on the F scale) “jumped to conclusions" more

readily about who had said certain things in a highly ambiguous
y : y



situation; - and Rokeach (1952) found that his more ethnocentric
subjects (ethnocentrism is empirically related to authoritarianism)
tended to guessmore at the names of people on photographs when they
were really unsure. Kenny and Ginsberg (1958) also observed a
tendency among their more authoritarian subjects to ask guestions
more frequently during a series of extremely obscure and ambiguous
tasks. On the other hand, Davids (1955, 1956) and Davids and
Erikson (1957) repeatedly failed to cenfirm the hypothesis that
authoritarians experience a particularly confusing and complex
situation (spoken statements being presented simultaneously) as
more unpleasant than naon-authoritarians, under either task or ego-
involving situations. And yet there is evidence from Rosenberg
and Zimet (1957) that authoritarians do prefer simplicity in Art,
and according to Fisher (1951) tend to remember asymmetrical Torms
as being more symmetrical than they are. |

In the area of social judgement, Steimer (1954) showed that
authoritarians tend to assume that personality traits that are
empirically shown to be more desirable have a greater prabability
of occurring together than non-authoritarians do. But such
vintolerance of trait inconsistency®, as Steiner called it, could
not be demonstrated by WKenny and Ginsberg (15958).  Nor could
these two investigators support Jones'! (1956) claim that
authoritarians show significantly fewer reversals on the Necker
cube under the condition of “a set towards reversals”. Lastly,
there is the interesting series of pictures first used by Frenkel
Brunswik. (1949) in which a dog is shown gradually to change into a
cate. According to Frenkel Brunswik, authoritarians sﬁow intolerance
of ambiguity 5y tending to perseverate with the perception of the
dog despite changes in the successive stimuli. Coulter (1553),

however, failed to find any greater tendency to perseverate among
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people high on either the F scale or high on Eysenck's measure of
authoritarianism,

The relationship between intolerance of ambiguity and
authoritarianism, though germerally claimed to be positive, is
therefore not completely certain., It must also be understood
that the various measures of intolerance of ambiguity that have been
used have not always correlated significantly with each other: this
is particularly true of performance measures. In Kenny and
Ginsberg's {1958) study of various measures of intolerance of
ambiguity, only 5 out of 66 correlations among the measures were
sipnificant at the .05 level in the predicted direction. They do
not conclude, however, that the construct should be discarded; but
rather that it is probably less general than was at first assumed,
They suggest that future research may discover a number of distinct
cr relatively independent dimensions, At the present time all that
can be said is that some measures of tolerance of ambiguity do relate
to some measures of authorita?ﬁanism without any particular pair
necessarily relating to each aother. So much for the general nature
of this concept.

Primary interest for the purpose of this research is in the
relationship between intclerance of ambiguity and attitude towards
authority, rather than authoritarianism. Evidence concerning such
a relationship may be drawn from two areas: research into the
persanalities of people whose activities and commitments allow one
to infer a particular attitude towards authority, for instance,
radical activists (anti-autharity) and Church-attenders (pro-
authority); and research into the personalities of subjects
categorised according to tests relating to acceptance of authority.

The evidence from research into the personalities of radical

activist students suggests. that there is a positive correlation
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between intolerance of ambiguibty and acceptance of authority.
Heist, whose results obtained in 1965 are reported by Trent and
Craise (1967), found that Free Speech Movement students of
Berkeley University, California, arrested For their political
activities scored significantly higher than other students on the
Complexity Scale of the Omnibus Personality Inventory (0.P.I.).
High scorers on this scale are regarded as "tolerant of ambiguities
and uncertainties". A similar study by Pierce and Schuartz (1971)
examined the personalities of students who picketed a strike
directed against an alleged arbiltrary act of the Frovost of te
University of Rochester in 1567. Compared to non-picketers, an
Jackson's Personality Research Farm, activists showed a lower need
for "cognitive structure" which the authors interpret as higher
tolerance for ambiqguity. On an Activities Index, activists also
showed a lower "need for order". Pierce and Schuwartz conclude
that (For both sexes) politically active students show "a general
willingness to live comfortable with ambiguity, to guestion external
sources of authority and to reject an authoritarian ideology" (p.229).

The relationship between religious behaviour and intolerance
of ambiguity has been studied by Budner (1962) and Feather (1967).
Using his own guestionnaire measure of intolerance of amblguity,
Budner found a significant correlation between the freguency of
Church attendance and intolerance of ambiguity. Feather (1967)
found similar results and, in addition, showed that it was amongst
the most fundamentalist of Church attenders - who accept the literal
authority of the Bible - that intolerance of ambiguity was greatest
on Budner's measure.

In a subseguent study, Feather (1971) examined the median
rankings of the value "Obedience" on Rokeach's Value Survey for

four groups of students differing in degrees of intolerance of
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ambiguity, as assessed by Budner's Intolerance of Ambiguity scale.

In successive years, in 1968 and 1969, Feather found that differences
between the groups were significant, with the group showing most
intolerance of ambiguity ranking "Obedience" highest, and the group
with least intolerance of ambiguity ranking "Obedience® lDwesf. This
study is important for two reasons; previous studies had not sampled
such a range of types, and, secondly, the results were obtained from
students at a South Australian university, Flinders University.

Even in this area the evidence is confusing, however. Evidence
supporting a curvilinear hypothesis may be derived from Coulter (1953)
supported by Eysenck (1354], Téylor (1960), and Weitmar (1962).
Coulter made use of the "dog-cat pictures" already described. They
were shown to English subjects identified as Fascists (pro-authority)
and Cammunists (anti-authority) types. Eysenck (1954) reports that
both Fascists and Communists perseverated lunéer in reporting the
"dog" perception than other kinds of subjects, and submits this as
evidence for the relatively high intolerance of ambiguity shared by
extreme right and left wing peuple; Here, of course, it could be
argued that British commupists were not really against authority in
genaral: in relation to Moscow they could be slavishly obedient.
l.ess cﬁntruvarsial evidence is provided by Weitman (1962) who
divided his student subjects into three groups on the basis of an
analysis of sentence completion tests according to whether they were
pro, against or unconcerned with authority. All the subjects were
given Thurstone's embedded figures test (1944). To find the hidden
figure it is necessary to fragment the larger figure and restructure
it in a diffefent way . The pro~ and the anti—authoritylgroups both
did significantly poorer than fhe middle group. It may be argued
that these extremists éhowed a greater need to maintain an established

structure, which prevented them from adopting a flexible approach that
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would have allowed them to see it in a different way. Such persons
may reasonably be called "intolerant of ambiguity'.

Lastly there is the study of Taylor (1960) who identified people
for or against or neutral with respect to authcrity, using scores on
the F scale together with a scale of social distance. He Tound a
greater tendency towards perceptuél closure using a pencil and paper
perceptual test among the more extreme ScoTrers compared with the
intermediate scorers,. Such a curvilinear relationship was interpreted
hy Taylor as supporting the view that extreme liberals and extreme
conservatives are basically similar with regard to personality
structure as manifested through perception. It may be objected that
we are dealing here with a measure of authoritarianism as distinct
from a measure of attitude to authority. Neonetheless, the
demonstration of a curvilinear relationship in this area suggests that
a closer examination of the relationship betwéen attitude towards

authority and intolerance of ambiguity may reveal a similar relationship.

B. Tests of Intolerance of Ambiouity. Three tests were used to

assess intolerance of ambiguity. Two were guestionnaire measures:

the Caomplexity sub-scale of the Omnibus Perscnality Inventory (0.P.I.),
and Bu@nar;s Intolerance af Ambiguity test. A further measure was
obtained from a performance test, the Photo Ambiguity Test (P.A.T.)
devised by the writer.

The Complexity Scale of the 0.P.I. is a test consisting of 32
statements to which the subjects are asked to respond by saying
whether each one is generally true or false. Accarding to the
manual for the 0.P.I. "this measure réflects an experimental and
flexible Drientaﬁiun rather than a fixed way of viewing and
organising phenomena. High scorers are tolerant of ambiguities
and uncertainties; théy are fond of novel situations and ideas.

Most persons high on this dimension prefer to deal with complexity
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as opposad .to simplicityi and very high scorers are disposed to
seek nut diversity and ambiguity" (p.4). It must be noted that
this scale is scored in the direction such that low scores represent
intolerance of ambiguity, unlike the two other tests to be described.
Budner's Intolerance of Ambiguity test is a 16 item test to
which suhjects are asked to respond on a 6-point scale expressing
strong, moderate ‘ur slight agreement or disagreement. Budner's
test is probably the most carefully developed for the measurement
of intolerance of ambiguity. Budner postulated a general tenderncy
to react to ambiguous situations in a characteristic way. ﬁ}An
ambiguous situation is defired "as one which cannot be adequately
structured or categorized because of the lack of sufficient cues"
(p.30). Three such situations are exemplified in the test. First,
a conpletely new situation in which there are no familiar cues: in
short, one of noveliy. Secondly, a complex situation in which
there is a very great number of cues to be taken into account; that
is one of complexity. Thirdly, a contradictory situation in which
different elements or cues suggest different structures; <©hat is,

one of insolubility. To the individual who is "intelerant of

ambiguity“ such situations sre likely to he perceived as Ysources
of threat". By contrast, & person wha is tolerant of ambiguity

is conceived as having "a tendency toc perceive ambiguous situations
as desirable" (p.29).

Each of the 16 items in Budner's test is categorized according
to whether it relates to intolerance of complex, novel or insoluble
situations. Hence three subscales méy he derived from it. Further,
the kind of reaction implied by the response may be categarized as
nsubmissive" (recognizing as unalterable) or "denying" (refusing
to acknouwledge or allﬁu its existence). Lastly the reaction may be
regarded as taking place either in the phenmemenclogical world

of individual perceptions and feelings or in the “operative" world of
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natural and-social objects. The total scale is bhalanced and
relatively free of both acguiescent and social desirability response
tendencies. A test-retest reliability of .85 is claimed (with N=15).
Budner offers moderate correlations with assessment based uéun (a)
"blind" analyses of biographical material (r = .48), and (b) peer
ratings (r = .34) using the same 15 subjects, as evidence of validity.

The Photo Ambiguity Test is a non-verbal test, developed for
this study. It should be noted that what evidence there is in
favour of the curvilinear hypothesis has heen provided by performance
tests (Coulter, 1953; Taylor, 1960; Weitman, 1962). It is
conceivable that gquestionnaire tests esnable some radical "psychologic-
ally minded" students to give verbal responses that fit the sterectype
of the progressive, "healthy" radical type, who theoretically likes
novelty and complexity, thus providing a flattering self-image that
is not in accord with their general mode of behaviour. A peanrménce
test with a less obvious intention was expected to provide a useful
check.,

The Photo Ambiguity Test owes much of its conceptuslisation to
Siegel (1954) who developed a similar test, which he calis the
Tolerance~Intolerance of Ambiguity Test. Siegel's test makes use of
pictures of people and a set of statements, The subject is expected
to match them. This present test uses 16 pictures of babies, judged
to be under 2 years of age, presented on one sheet. On another
foolscap sheet there are 16 pictures af men. The photographs were
obtained from various magazines. The 2 sheets were presented in a
large brown envelope, together with an answer sheet which contained
the following instructions:

"Examine cérefully each df the young children and the men on
the 2 sheets. YUU—aré asked to attempt ta match the children with

the men who are their fathers. This may be daone by scrutinising



the features of the persons closely and looking for signs of
resemblance, Match as many as you can, but do not match any which
you are not certain about. Write your answers in the space provided
below using letters to indicate your choice. You will-be told when
the time is up".

The time given was 7 minutes by which it bad been ascertained in
pilot trials about half the children and the fathers would have been
matched on average. The general response to the tests was one of
initial pleasure, perhaps because of the cuteness of the babies.
There was much smiling and some guiet laughter. The photographs
appeared to be scrutinised closely and‘mnst subjects were
concentrating on the task at the end of the period. As far as I
know, none of the photographed men were in fact fathers of any of the
children, and there was no evidence that any of the photographs were
recognized personally by subjects. In Budner's terms a situation
was presented which could not be adequately structured or categorised
because of a lack of sufficient cues. It is certainly a "complex"
situation and almost certainly a "novel situation". It is doubtful
whether it should be regarded as an "insoluble situation®. It is
reasonable to suppose that subjects might see chaqce resemblances
between certain men and certain children, "jump to a conclusion®
and make a match. Once embarked upon this process of matching ihe
more intolerant of ambiguity might be expected to continue until the
situation was "closed". At -any rate, as a check on the Phﬁtm
Ambiguity measure, the prediction was made that there would be a
positive correlation between the number of matches made and scores on
Budner's Intolerance of Ambiguity test. In particular, positive
correlations were predicted with the scores on the "Complexity" and
"Novelty" subscales. In addition, a negative correlation was
predicted with the 0.FP.I. Complexity sub-scale tolerance of

ambiguity measure.
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C. Correlations amongst Intolerance of Ambiquity Tests. The

Budner measure of Intolerance of Ambiguity end the 0.P.I. measure

of tolerance of ambiguity (the Complexity sub-scale) were found to
correlate moderately highly.. For 253 5.A.I.T. subjects the
product-moment correlation was -.59 (p « .001); for males (N=152)
and femalgs (N=101) the correlations were -.56 and -.60 respectively.
Correlations between the 0.P.I. measure and the sub-scales of the
HBudner test were also significant. For the same subjects, both
sexes combined, the correlations were -.51 for the Complexity sub-
scale; -.51 for the Novelty sub-scale; and -.20 for the Insolubility
sub-scale. The varicus tests may therefore be regarded as
complementary measures of intolerance of ambiguity.

To assess the validity of the Photo Ambiguity Test, correlations
were computed betwsen the results for this test and those obtained for
the two guestionnaire measures. As predicted, correlations with the
Budner Intolerance of Ambiguity test were significant for the total
gscale: for both sexes combined (N=230) the correlation was .25
(p K.001); for males (N=147) and for females (N=83), the
correlations were .21 and .25 respectively. Correlations were also
significant, for both sexess combined, for the Complexity sub-scale
and the Novelty sub-scale (p < .01), but not for the Insclubility
sub-scale. (Details aof the correlations for each sex, and for each
of the items on the Budner Scale are provided in Appendix 10). It
may be noted that the correlations with particular items are all in
the predicted direction for both sexes combined, and six of them
are significant at the .05 level (one tailed test). The items most
closely associated with the P.A.T. are: "Often the most interesting
and stimulating people are those who don't mind being different and
original”, (r = -.27) and "What we are used to is always preferahble

to what is unfamiliar", (r = .25). Analysis of the male and female



115.

data separately suggests that while, on the whole, the relationships
are similar for both sexes, there are some items which are, apparently,
more related for one sex than the other. In general, while the
analysis in terms of the sub-scales proved to be of interest, the
categorisations according to whether the reaction might best be
interpreted within a phenomenclogical or operative framework, or as

a submissive or denying style of respending did not, and these

resulté are therefore not presented in detail.

S§ignificant correlations were also obtained, as predicted,
between the P.A.T. and the 0.P.I. Complexity Scale, reflecting
tolerance of ambiguity. A total of 231 subjects.completed both
these tests and a product-moment correlation of -20 was vbtained
(p ¢ .01, one tailed test); for males the correlation was -.19
(N=147) and for females -.17 (N=8k).

In general, then, fhe Photo Ambiguity Test may be regarded as
a performance type test resting upon a2 similar rationale to that
upon which the two guestionnaire medsures are based, and having small,
but significant correlations with each of them. To this extent, the

measure is a valid measure of intolerance of ambiguity.

6. (ii) Doggmatism

A, Background Literature. Rokeach (1954) defined dogmatism

Ngs a relatively closed cognitive organisation of heliefs and
disbeliefs about reality, organised around a central set of beliefs
about absolute authority which in turn provides a framswork for
patterns of intolerance towards others" (p.195).

An examination of the items of the Dogmatism scales (Forms D
and E) by which Rokeach proposed to measure dogmatism shows it to
beha complex and elaborate formulation. In summary, the highly
dogmatic individual differentiates sharply between his beliefs and

disbeliefs, is able to maintain guite contradictory beliefs within
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his own belief system and is unable to differentiate betuween views
that differ from his ouwn. He feels alone, fearful and obssessed
with power; he is suspicious and intolerant of others and desires
above all things an absclute authority to follow and a great cause
to believe in. Meanwhile fhe dogmatic person feels that the present
is unbearable, and only the past and the future really matter.
Accnrdinﬁ to Vacchiamo et al. (1963) subsequent research has tended
to suppurt Rokeach's contention that dogmatism "represents a
generalised cognitive state of the organism" and is "independent of
ideoclogical content" (p,.269). This latter judgement, houwsver, has
been challenged by Ray (1970) and Farrott and Brown (1972), who
argue that it is associated rather specifically with right-wing
political beliefs.

Three aspects of dogmatism have received particular attention.
First there is the claim that dogmatic individuals tend to judge the
worth of a communication on the basis of 1ts source rather than on
its intrinsic merits. Several investigations have strongly
supported this claim. Vidulich and Kaiman (1961) found that
highly dogmatic persons tended to be more influenced by the
Jjudgements of a high status person than were low fdogmatic persons
in an autokinetic perceptual experiment. Powell (1962) found that
highly dogmatic subjects tended to evaluate statements with which
they were presented more in accordance with the presidential
candidate to whom they were attributed than was the case for
relatively open-minded subjects. More recently, Harvey and Hays
(1972) found that amang both male and female college students the
more highly dogmatic tended to agree more with a high autharity
source (a research physiologist) than a low authority scurce (a high
school student) about the need for pollution control. The empirical
evidence is not, however, entirely consistent. Becker (1967)

reported that both high and low dogmatic subjects were more positively
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affected than others by the knowledge of the authorship of a joke
when judging how funny it was, This report suggests that in some
areas of judgement at least, persons with extremely high or low
degrees of dogmatism may be equally open to the influence of
autharity,

A second aspect of dogmatism explored by Rokeach is the nature
of the cognitive malfunctioning that is associated with the dogmatic
PEISON. Accarding to Rokeach (1960) as a result of the cognitive
isplation of parts of his belief system, the dogmatic persun is less
able to entertain and synthesise new beliefs than the more open-
minded person. In his experimental studies of problem solving,
Rokeach found that the time needed to analyse the so-callec
"Dopdlebug Problem”, that is, successfully indicate what assumptions
were heing made, did not differ for groups af extremely dogmatic and
extremely non-dogmatic subjects. However, the time taken to reach
a solution to the problem after assumptions had been "overcome® did
differ significantly, with the dogmatic subjects taking longer to
provide the new synthesis required. In partial support of Rokeach's
contention, Mouw (19638) found that the difference between highly
dogmatic and low dogmatic subjects was greatest on tasks of synthesis,
using the kropp and Stoker (1966) tests of cognitive processes.

On literal comprehension, dogmatic subjects were actually better.
However, the difference between the groups did not appear suddenly
at the stage of synthesis, as Rokeach would have predicted, far
non-dogmatic subjects were also rather better at analysis. Saomehow,
as Long and Ziller (1965) have suggested, there is some interference
with the processing of pre-decisional information, but the precise
nature of the cognitive malfunctioning remains in doubt.

Thirdly, there hés been concern with- the origin and nature of

the interference with the dogmatic person's thinking processes.
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According tn-RDkeach (1960), the closed mind may be conceived as
repraesenting a "tightly woven network of defences against anxiety"
(p.69). Such defence mechanisms are seen as organised sc as to form
"a cognitive system designed to shield a vulnerable mind" (p.70). One
would therefore expect high levels of dogmatism to be associated with
poor adaptation and with clinical measures of psychopathology. The
empirical evidence strongly supports this expectation. In studies

by Rokeach and FTuchter (1956) and by Fruchter, Rokeach and Novak (1358),
dogmatism and anxiety emerged as part of a8 single psychological factor,
which included self-rejection and paranoid tendencies. Corfirmation
of the relationship between dogmatism and anxiety by other
investigators has been provided by Norman (1966) and Rebhun (1966),
Plant, Telford and Thomas (1965) found their more highly dogmatic
subjects immature and defensive; Worn and Giddon (1964) found
dogmatism positively correlated with intolerance, inflexibility and
insecurity on the California Personality Inventory, and Vacchiano

et al. (1968) found dogmatic subjects in greater need of help (higher
need for "Succorance") and with a low need for Intracepticn on the
Edwards Personal Preference Schedule. HKemp (1963) showed that
dogmatic subjects have relatively poor social perCEptiun, being
significanfly less accurate in gauging both the positive and negative
characterisations a teacher attributed to himself. There would appear
to be good grounds for expecting some degree of social psychopathology
to accompany high degrees of digmatism.

There 1s considerahble evidence that having a positive attitude
towards a range of different authorities is positively correlated with
dogmatism. In the area of religion, Feather (1967) found a significant
difference between religious subjects and nthers he termed "agnostics”
on Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale, thereby repli&ating his earlier finding

of 1964, Ray_(197D) using an Australian version of the Dogmatism
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Scale, found significant differences between Methodists and Humanists.
Steininger Bt 21. (1972) found that reported Church attendance among
college students was positively related to dogmatism for both sexes,
McCarthy and Johnson (1962) found that the more dogmatic of their
subjects tended to accept the police's explanation of riots in San
Francisco as oppozed to the students'; and Larsen (1968) found a
highly significant correiation af .82 (N = 103) between =ttitudes
towards the police and dogmatism among Mormon students.

Tngenious support for a positive relationship between authority
rejection and open-mindedness was obtained by Rosenman (1967) who
found that highly dogmatic students rated the film "Dr. Strangelave",
which savagely satirised American political and military leaders,
lower than did those who were relatively open-minded. Meking the
assumption that intolerance towards the use af marijuana is due to
the "official negative view of the suthorities®, Lorentz (1972)
found a linear relationship between such "tolerance" and dogmatism,
with nondogmatics being more tolerant than medium dogmatics, who
were in turn more tolerant than high dogmatics. This relationship
was obtained for both a group of students and a group of businessmen.
This is the only one of the above findings which 1is firmly inconsistent
with the existence of a curvilinear relstionship.

Among Australian tertiary students, Andersan and Western (1967)
found a small but significant correlation (-.21) between their
measures of Dogmatism and Social Liberalism, which entailed "a belief
that individuals should be subject to minimum constraints by society"
(p.178). Further research with Australian students is reported by
Feather (1971) who computed median rankings for the value of
obedience on Rokeach's Value Survey for four groups of students
varying in degrees of dogmatism, as assessed by Rokeach's Dogmatism
Scale, Form E. For esch of the three years, 1368, 1969 and 1970,
the median ranking for "obedience" was highest for the most dogmatic

group, and for two of the years. (1969 and 1970), lowest for the
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least dogmatic group. However, the trend is not in each case

clearly linear: in 1968 it was a group that was intermediate in
dogmatism that ranked "ohedience" highest, and for naone of the years
were differences between groups claimed as significant.

Research into the personalitiés of raéical students has generally
shown them to be less dogmatic than others. UWatts and Whittaker (1966)
administered a scale of personality flexibility to 172 Free-Speech
Movement members who "sat in" the Administrative Building at the
University of California in 1964 and to a comparable sample of 146
other (non-activist) students. The authors claim that their test is
negatively related to authoritarianism. The mean score for the two
groups was found to differ Sigﬁificantly (p £.001). Direct
application of Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale to students with known
political attitudes have been subsequently reported hy Karabenick and
Wilson (1969), Hampden-Turner (13970) and Steininger et al. (1972) .
Hampden-Turner's report on the unpublished Ph.D. thesis af Doress
(1968) at the University of Boston is particularly interesting because
he related dogmatism to a dimension of left-wing, central, and right-
wing activism., He found a linear relationship not only with total
dogmatism scores, but also with sub-scales of Rokeach's test: namely
"party —1ining", "perceptual narrowing", "intolerance towards the
renegade, the disbeliever and the deviant", "fear of compromise" and
"authoritarian belief in one great cause". In each case the most
dogmatic were subjects from the right activist group, followed by
"central® and "left" types. Non-activists occupied a central paosition.
Karabenick and Wilson (1969) measured attitudes towards the Vietnam
war and found a significant positive correlation of .23 between being
dogmatic and being in favour of the Vietnam war. "Moderates" and
"Hawks" did not differ significantly but "Doves" differed reliably
from the remainder. In an attempt to find whether there might be a

group of "Doves" who are relatively dogmatic, the scores of the most
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gextreme "Doves', being 2% of the 573 subjects, wers examined and
found to be sven lower on dogmatism than the "Dove group" as a
whole. They canclude that "the relationship between dogmatism
and the Vietmam war attitude appears to exterd throughout the
Vietnam war continuum even to the most extreme "Doves" " (p.421).
Bailes and Guller (1970) with male subjects, and Steininger gt al
(1972) with both males and females, also found that anti-Vietnam
war éttitude decreased with dogmatism.

Such evidence amounts to a strong case for the existence of
a linear relationship between student radicalism and dogmatism.
Howsver, there are exceptions. Rosen and Kenny (1972) failed to
find a significant difference between student supporters of a
liberal candidate (a prominent member of an anti-Vietnam war
movement in America) and a conservative candidate on a scale of
dogmatism. A particularly discordant report was provided by La
Giapa (1969) who tested 140 upper level high school students and
315 University students in Windsor, Ontario and found significant
correlations between dogmatism and student power attitudes
(r = .61, p «.001) and between dogmatism and two measures af
student activism: participation in student demonstrations
(r
(r

.26, p < .001), and occupation of the University building

.15, p < .05). Consistent with these findings, Ray (1974)

reported that among 404 Australian National Servicemen significant
positive correlations were found bhetween scores on his Humanistic
Radicalism Scale and two measures of authoritarianism, Ray's
balanced F Scale (r = .47) and Anderson's Australian revision of
Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale (r = .27). In these two studies there
is evidence of support for the opposite hypothesis: that radicals
are mare dogmatic than others. 1t should be noted, however, that

neither La Giapa nor Ray considered the relationship between
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dogmatism and radicalism over the entire continuum, Other
investigators, Eysenck (1954), Rokeach (1S860) and Barker (1963),
have reported the existence of an authoritarianism of the left. A
curvilinear relationship between dogmatism and attitude to authority
amono S.A. tertiary students therefore appeared as a distinct
possibility, despite the extensive evidence favouring a generally

linear relationship.

B. The test of dogmatism. The test of dogmatism developed and

validated by Ray (1970) was used in this study. Two gualities in
particular commended it. It is a balancad.scale which prevents the
confounding of acquiescence set with the primary dimension of dogmatic
beliefs. Secondly, to provide negatively worded items students at an
Australian University were encouraged to write items intended to tap
the opposite concept of "open-mindedness". The choice of "negative®
items included in the final scale was determined by the strength of
their correlations with the strongest of Rokeach's positive D scale
items, Thus Ray could claim to have provided a scale that was not
only "halanced" and an equivalent to Reokeach'!s scales (upon which
previous research had been based) but, in addition, was influenced

by Australian notions of dogmatism, Ray claimed a reliabiliuy
coefficient of .91 (with students) and a validity coefficient of .51
using the supposed greater dogmatism of Methodist "believers" as

against humanist "non-believers" as a criteriaon.

6. (iii) Cngnitive Complexity - Simplicity

A. Background literature. Like the concept of dogmatism,

"cognitive complexity" is intended to refer to the cognitive structure
of an individual rather than the content of his thinking. It has,
un%urtunately, been given somewhat different meanings by different
psychologists and, not surprisingly, measures derived from different

conceptualisations have failed to caorrelate significantly (see Vanngy,
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(1966; Little, 1969; Richard'saon and Soucar, 1971). However,
within the personality theory of khelly (1955) a view of cognitive
complexity has been developed, primarily by Bieri (1966) which has
generated considerable research in personality and interpersonal
perception, and it is this meaning of “cognitive complexity"™ that
was adopted in this investigation.

Kelly conceived individuals as differing primarily accdrding
to the systems of constructs which they used in caonstruing the
world. Bieri focussed on the extent to which individuals
differentiated between the constructs they used in making judgements
of people. Those who differentiated poorly, that is, tended to use
constructs similarly in making judgements of a variety of people
known to them were described as "cognitively simple"; +those who
differentiated among constructs well were called "cognitively
complex". Cognitively cowmplex people are described as tending to
construe behaviour "in a multi-dimensional way" and as having a
"versatile way of perceiving the behaviour of others" (p.14).

Bieri's own measure of cognitive complexity originally made
use of Kelly's repertory grid methodology. In his earlier work he
employed constructs derived from differentiations between stimulus
persans made by his subjects, but more recently he has employed a
standardized method (correlating highly with the faormer measure,
according to Tripodi and Bieri, 1963) in which dimensions rather
than dichotomous constructs are provided for the subject to use.

In Vannoy's (196G) factor analytical study, Bieri's test of
cagnitive complexity luads moderately on three of the factors extracted.
According to Vannoy, Factor II, accounting for 19.6% of the variance
(the factor loading of Bieri's test on this factor is -.47), shouws
a pattern of loadings which' indicates a relatively low level of
conceptual development, similar to that described by Harvey et al

(1961) as System II.. Such a self-system is5 believed to invelve
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the‘pércépéinn of persons in a highly polasrised manner.  Thus a
high level of cognitive simplicity may be associated with a lack
of diffsrentiation of the social environment, apart from the
crudest categorisations. Vannoy's Factor V (9.6% aof thegbariance,
with a Bieri test loading of -.34) is considered to indicate an
inofdinatg pre—qccupation with the competence of others, among
whom there is thought to be a wide variation. Factor VI (8.6%
variance, with a Bieri test loading of -.37) suggests to Vannoy

a "black versus white" origntation. There is a tendencyz"tu view
nersons as being thoroughly goeod or thoroughly bad... a pre-
disposition to divide one's world into opposing camps" (pa394),

Vannoy's analysis suggests, among other things, thet the
cnonitively simple would tend to be prejudiced in their judgements.
A small but significant negative correlation is, in fact, reported
in Vannoy's (1966) study between cognitive complexity (Bieri's
measure) and a measure of authoritarianism based upon the
California F Scale (r = -.20). One characteristic of the
prejudiced perscn is a tendency to assume that other people are
like himself: to pracfise what Cameron and Magaret (1951) have
called "éssimilative projection”. The evidence is sirong that
cognitively simple people do, in fact, tend toc assume that others
are very much more like themselves than cognitively complex people
do (Bieri, 1955; Leventhal, 1957; Adams-Webber, 1969) and in some
circumstances at least they appear to be less accurate judges of
others (Bieri, 1955; Plotnick, 1961).

A study by Lundy and Berkowitz (1857) suggests that while in
general cognitively simple people do not change their opinions
easily, they are far more susceptible to change when they are
influenced by authority figures (generals) than by their peers,

and that this is not the case for cognitively complex persons.
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Further, persons who are cognitively complex tend to be pervérse
in their reactions to both peer and authority persuasion, that is,
they tend to change in the opposite directian. This would
indicate that a linear relationship between attitude to authurity
and cognitive complexity may be found, Qith the more cognitively
simple being more favourably disposed towards authority.

On the other hand, there is resson to suppose that at some
extreme point of anti-authoritarianism, a cognitively simple
orientation may be found, The representatives of System IT of
Harvey's conceptual scheme (to which, in Vannoy's judgement,
cognitive simplicity is related) are described by Harvey (1967)
as typically showing "“distrust of authority and rehellion against
the more =a2pproved guides of behaviour® (p.319). In addition,
there are characterisations of the more radical type of student as
Whlgck and whité thinkers" arrested in their social development
(Bettelheim, 1969; Eysenck, 1972) that might lead one to'expect
a curvilinear relatiocnship, Qith extreme pro- and anti-authority

types being more cognitively simple than cthers,

B. The Cognitive Simplicity Test. In this study the measure

used to assess cognitive complexity-simplicity wes hasically the
one used by Bieri (1966). Subjects were asked to name 10 people
known to them personally who correspond to 10 roles that were
provided on the answer sheet. (These roles were regarded as
sampling a person's everyday sgcial environment). Each oneg was
rated by the subject on 10 bipolar adjectives on a 6-point scale.
The score for cognitive complexity was obtained by comparing each
of the construct rows in pairs and counting 1 for every identical
rating for a'persun being rated. High scorers are the more
cognitively simple, and because of this the scale is referred to

hereafter as the Cognitive Simplicity Scale.
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Slight modifications were made to Bieri's method, In place
of "boss", which was considered inappropriate for a student group,
"lecturer" was included. In addition, the forms were given out
with a strip of paper stapled to the edge of the sheet SD‘%hat the
subject could write down the initials of the person corresponding
to the role. To prevent the subjects from having to give personal
information, he was instructed that he should detach the slip st

the completion of the 10 by 10 grid (see Appendix 11).

6. (iv) Creative Independence

A. Background Literature. "Creative Independence" is a term

that is used here to describe a feeling of autonomy and spontaneity
that is thought to engender creative behaviour. Such a feeling
would appear to be incompatible with a great concern with authority.
Originality, as Leach (1957) has argued, demands the fullest
possible utilisation of stimuli from the environment. If some are
not utilised because their use, in a particular context, does not
seem to be approved by the authorities, the possibilities for
creative behaviour are obviously limited. But equally, it might

be arqgued, creativity may be stifled by a tendency to ignore stimuli
simply because their use is commended by the authafities.

Harris (1973) argues from a transactional analysis paint of
view that a pre-occupation with contending against authority may
frustrate creativeness. "The most creative individual®, he argues,
"is one who discovers that a large part of the content of the Parent
sguares with reality. He can then file away this validated
information of the Adult, trust it, forget about it, and get on with
other things.:." (p.35). According to this line of reasoning, at
some extreme point of an anti-authoritarian attitude aone would
expect a diminution in creativeness, and arguably, a lowering in

the feeling of creative independence.
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The empirical evidence n the relationship between attitude
to authority and creative independence is anlear. some early
studies of radical personalities by Moore (1925) and Vetter (1930)
indicate that radicals are less "suggestible" (and therefore "more
independent") than others. Vetter's study also provides evidence
that radicals are more original than conservatives. On the Kent-
Rosanoff Association test, radicals produces less probable responses
(i.e. having lower freguency values). More recently, Hudson (1968)
has shown that it is the more divergent thinkers, at least among
English Grammar 5School boys, who show the least respect for
guthority, as assessed by Hudson's Independence: test, the one
adapted for this study.

However, results obtained by Carol (1972) using the
Independence sub-test of Gordon's Survey of Interpersonal Values
are only partly consistent with the linear hypothesis. In
Carol's study, American college students were categorised as pro-
authoritarian, non-authoritarian, or anti-authoritarian, according
to thEir‘TESpDHSES on the Misle-Holsopple Sentence Campletion test.
Independence scores were indeed found to be significantly lower
for the pro-authority types, but non- and anti-suthoritarian were
reported as receiving similar mean scores. In the same study,
Carol explored the relationship between the three types of
authoritarians and the variable of creativity, using a battery of
Guilford's Creativity tests, The results for each of these three
types were not significantly different. However, the mean scores
of the non-suthoritarians were higher thanlthuse of both the pro-
and anti-authoritarians, a result that is consistent with the
curvilineér hypothesis.,

It is apparent then that the evidence concerning the nature

of the relationship between attitude to authority and variahles
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that are thought to be similar to that of "creative independence"
is unclear, and that a further test of the linear and curvilinear

hypotheses is required.

B. The Creative Independence Scale. The test used to assess

Creative Independence was Rump's-Adjective Check List (19G8).
Eighteen of the 36 test items are intended to provide an assessment
of creative independence; half are positively and half negatively
keyed. The positively keyed adjectives are: versatile,
imaginative, independent, rebellious, different, creative,
individualistic, cynical and outspoken; the negative ones are:
self-conscious, conventional, play-it-safe, conservative,
unadventurous, boring, do nat take risks, few novel ideas and
easily influenced. These adjectives are listed in random order
on the test sheet. Subjects are asked to tick those that best
describe themselves, about half of the items if possible (see
Appendix 12).

For 211 subjects, students at the S5.A.I.T., the internal
consistency of the scale using Cronbach's alpha was found by the
writer to be .65. The scale has been shown by Rump (1968) to he
related to a measure of divergent thinking derived from scores
for "Controlled Association", "Uses of Objects" and "Similarities"
using 100 first year University of Adelaide subjects, with a

correlatiaon of .26.

6. (v) Empotional Activation

A. Background Literature. It is generally considered to be

characteristic of the strongly prejudiced, authoritarian personality
that he cannot enjoy the direct expression of his sexual and
aggressive impulses (Brown, 1965). These are normally repressed.

Some indirect expression may be obtained through projection, but
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this is emotionally unsatisfying. One would expect him therefore
to be generally lacking in drive and spontaneity. McClosky's
(1958) judgements of extreme conservatives, on the basis of his
Minnesota samples, as "people who think poorly of themselves...
who are submissive, timid and wanting in confidence", is in
accordance with this expectation.

By contrast the student radical activist, at Berkeley, at
least, has been shown by Heist (1965) to be significantly higher
than other students Dn‘the 0.P.I. sub-scale of "Impulse
Expression"; that is, he may be regarded as more ready than others
to express his impulses and seek gratification in conscious thought
aor in gvert behaviour. Winborn and Jansen (1967) interpret the
scores of radical social-action leaders at Indiana University on
Cattell's "156PF" test as indicating that this group has lower
super-egao strength than conservative leaders and, in addition, are
"more emotionally sensitive and more forthright and unpretentious
in social relationships" (p.513). Pierce and Schuwartz (1971
summarising previous research say that activists hava. been
portrayed typically as, among other things, "emotionally open and
expressive" (p.221), to which their own study adds that he is less
suspicious, defensive and guarded than others and more spontanesus,
playful, colourful and conspicuous. The tendency towards
emotional expressiveness is seen as being especially extreme in
women activists who possess a "more hell-bent impulsive danper-
courting wildness not present in men" (p.229).

The evidence is not, however, completely one sided.
Williamson and Hoyt (1952) found that both male and female leaders
of a caonservative club scored significantly lower than liberal
lgaders on the Pd Scale of the M.M.P.I., suggesting that the

latter may be characterised as "lacking in deep emotional



150.

responsiveness': © the Pd Scale largely reflects & disregard of
social mores, however, and no clear inference concerning emoiional
expressiveness is possible from this study. An early study by
Vetter (1930) fFound that there was a curvilinear relationship
between a measure of introversion (on Laird's Personal Inventory)
and a "radical-conservative-~reactionary" continuum for both males
and females, with "radicels" and "reactignaries" being more
introverted than "conservatives". Although such findings as these
asre unrepresentative in the literature, they do suggest the
possibility that radical activities may represent sporadic outbursts
of anti-authority feeling in normally repressad personalities that
cannot gain emotional satisfaction in other ways. Again, it may be
concluded %hat an empirical test of the linear and curvilinear

hypotheses is desirable.

B. The Emotionsl Activation Scale. The measurement af

emotional activation was provided by Rump's Adjective Check List
(1968), as for the Creative Indapendence scale. From checking

or not checking 18 items relating to emotional activation a general
level of excitability and adventurousness is inferred. It was
intended as s measure relatively independent of psychapathological
symptomatology to provide an indication of "normal" degrees of
outgoingness and emotional arousal. The scale is balanced, with
nine positive and nine negatively keyed items. The positively
keyed ones indicating emotional activation are: gnergetic,
enthusiastic, irritable, hurried, touchy, restless, pleasure-
seeking, aggressive and moody. The negatively keyed items are:
reserved, patient, easy-going, peaceable, gentle, tired, stable,
ynemotional and contented (see Appendix 12). For 211 G.A.1.T.
subjects the internal consistency of the test was assessed using

Cronbach's alpha as .63.
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The Emotional Activation Scale has been found to correlate
with both dimensions of Eysenck's (1964) Personality Inventory.
For 100 first year Adelaide University students the correlations
were .39 with extraversion and .32 with neuroticism (Rump, 1968).
In Eysenck's terms therefore one would expect that subjects low on
Fmotional Activation would he relatively introverted and lacking
in emotional arousal; and high scorers would tend to be extraverted
and generally highly aroused. Unlike Eysenck's Neuroticism Sceale,
however, the Emotional Activation scale is relatively free of social
desirability effect: correlations with Edwards Social Desirability
Scale for the latter are -.26, compared with -.79 for the E.P.I.

(Rump and Court, 19771).

6. (vi) Summary and Re-statement of Hypotheses

To summarise: it has been shown that with respect to 5
personality variasbles, theoretical considerations, and to some
extent empirical research, suggest the importance of gaining data
to test two alternative hypotheses concerning the relationship
between these variables and attitude towards authority. One
hypothesis predicts a linear relationship and the othar a
curvilinear one. Both agree in predicting that persons who zre
highly pro-authority will tend to be intolerant of ambiguity,
dogmatic, cognitively simple and low in both creative independence
and emotional activation compared with persons who ococupy intermediate
positions on the scale. They disagree, however, in predicting the
personality characteristics of those who are very much opposed to
authority. The linear hypothesis predicts that such persons will
tend to be the most tolerant of ambiguities, open-minded, cognitively
complex, creatively independent and emotionally activated of all;
wheveas the curvilinear hypothesis predicts that they will resemble

in personality characteristics those who are most pro-suthority.
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CHAPTER 7. PERSONALITY SCORES AND THEIR CORRELATIONS
WITH ATTITUDE TO AUTHORITY

This chapter presents the data for the persanality variables
described in the previous chapter. Means and standard deviations
are given, and to examine the extent of the linear relationship
between attitude and personality varisbles, correlation matrices
are presented, The data are examined more closely for any curvi-
linear relationship in the following chapter.

Far the purposes of examining these results, data for the
§.A.I.7. students are analysed separately from thaose of the University
of Adelaide students, who provided a partial replication of the mzin

S.A.I.T. results.

7. (i) Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations for the

S.A.I.T. students

The personality tests were administered together with the
attitude scsles to groups of stuaents attending psychology classes
at the §.A.I.T. during 1971 and 1972. In agreeing to participate
in the study students were promised an explanation of its purpose,
and the results were subseguently discussed with them. As previously
explained, there was a falling off in attandanée, particularly in
the General Studies Course, which resulted in various numbers of
tests being completed by different subjects. For this reason
three overlapping sets of data have been analysed separately:

1. The maximum amount of data available for each personality
variable and the complete set of Attitude toward Authority and
Radicalism scales. (That is, data for all subjects who completed

all Attitude Scales plus any of the persunality_tests).

2. The maximum amount of data available for every pair af

variables. (That is, data for all subjecis who completed any scales

or tests are included for analysis).
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3. -The cdmprehensive data available for all personality and
attitude variables used. (That is, data only for those subjects who

completed all the tests).

The results obtained from the first set of data form the basis
for the main analyses in this chapter. A subsidiary factor analysis
né the third set of data is also presented subsequently. The
remaining results are given in Appendices 14, 15 and 16 and may be
consulted for comparison.

Mean scores for males and females on (a) personality tests and
(b) attitude scales based on the first set of data are given in

Tables 26 and 27 respectively.



Table .26 26, Persunality Test Scores of S.A.I.T. students who also

completed all the Attitude Scales, with sex differences.

Personality Males

Test

| % 5.0.
Intolerance
?Eu ﬂg%guity 47.85 8.77
Intolerance
.of Complexity 26.34 5.35
(Budner)

Intolerance
of
Insolubility
(Budner)

Intolerance _
of Novelty 13.36 3.23
(Budner)

Tolerance of
Ambigui ty-
Complexity
(0.P.I.)

Intolerance
of Ambiguity 8.74 L4.00
PIA.T..

7.85 2.55

15.51 5.63

Dogmatism
(Ray)-
Cognitive
Simplicity

88.98 11.89

135.47 26.16

Creative

Independence =500 2.l

Emotional

Activatian 7.853.03

61

61

61

61

60

57

60

64

91

91

Females

=

Lty , 19

23.97

7.50

12.72

17.28

7.25

85.98

134,92

10.18

8.71

5.D.

9.68

5.78

2.69

L.30

5.70

3.02

10.45
24.35
3.52

3.65

68

68

68

68

69

57

63

6L

87

87

Both Sexes
X 5.D. N
L5.,92 9,44 129
25.09 5.71 129
7.67 2.62 129
13.02 3.85 129
16.46 5.7 129
7.99 3.6171 114
87.45 11,27 123
135.20 25.27 128
10.40 3.20 178
8.28 3.50 178

Signif. of
the sex
difference

t p <

2.22 .05

2.39 .02

.75 n.s.

.94 n.s.

-1.76 n.s.

2.22 .05

1.48 n.s.
.12 n.s.
.87 n.s.

-1070 NaeSe

Notes: (1) See Appendix 13 for numbers aof part-time and full-time
T subjects in these samples, mean ages and their standard
deviations for each sex.

(2) See Appendix 14 for results using all scores available
for each persanality variable, including Ss whao did not
complete all Attitude Scales, and for results using
data only for those subjects who completed all tests
and scales.
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Table 27. Authority Scale Scores for sets of S.A.I.T. subjecté
represented in Table Z6.

SYMBOLIC AUTHORITY SCALE
Data for 5s who

also campleted Significance of
the personality MALES FEMALES sex difference
test indicated  __ _

X S.0. N X S.0. N t p
Budner and
sub-scales  72.38 10.98 61 75.16 9.48 68 -1.53 n.s.
0.P.I.
(Complexity) 72.617 10.91 60 7:.93 9.61 69 -1.27 n.s.
P.A.T. 73,1 10.35 57 7444 10,40 57 - .66 n.s.
Daogmatism 72.13 11.23 G0 73.21 10.44 63 - ,55 n.s.
C.5. 71.88 10.97 6L 73.21 10.37 64 - ,78 n.s,.

C.I. & E.A. 70.31 11.08 91 73.77 9.85 87 -1.80 n.s.

TEACHERS SCALE
Significance of
MALES FEMALES sex difference
X S.0. N X S.0. N t p

Budner and )
sub-scales 100.48 18.67 61 54,08 15.52 68 2.11 <.05

?éz$éiexity) 100.52 18.81 &0 94,26 15.48 &9 2.06 <.05
P.A.T. 101.46 17.84 57 94,96 16.11 57 2.02 <¢.05
Dogmatism 101.70 16.56 60 94,56 15.41 63 2.46 <.02
C.S. 11.52 17.19 64 94,70 15.28 64 2.35 ¢.05

C.I. & E.A. 99.14 17,09 91 93,90 15.37 &7 2.1 .05

ARMY SCALE

Significance of

MALES FEMALES sex difference
X S.D. N X S.0. N ¢ P

Budner and

sub-scales 89.11 23.68 61 B5.26 18.68 68 1.02 n.s.
0.P.I.

(Complexity) g89.88 23.13 &0 84,75 19.02 69 1.37 n.s.
P.A.T. 90,72 21.52 57 84,65 19.86 57 1.55 n.s.
Dogmatism 88.48 24,55 60 83.59 20.69 63 1.21 n.s.
C.S. 89{&5 23.21 6L 83.69 20.53 64 1.48 n.s.

C.I. & E.A. 87.74 22.88 91 83.99 19.80 87 1.176 n.s.



Table 27 (continued)

Data for Ss who
also completed
the persaonality

test indicated HALES
X S.D.
Budner and
sub~scales 80,92 1hk.66
g.rP.I.
(Complexity) 891,25 14,55
P.A.T. 91.91 13,34
Dogmatism 90,93 15.03
C.S. 90.36 .31
C.I. & E.A. 83.58 15.26
MALES
X §.D.
Budner and : ,
sub-scales B2.41 15.83
0.P.I1. ;
(Eomplexity) g2.80 15,67
P.A.T. 83,22 .91
Dogmatism 83.25 1h.83
C.S. 82.59 4,23
C.I. & E.A. 80.24 15.38
MALES
X 5.D.
Budner and
sub-scales 46,95 18.01
D.P.I.
(Complexity) 46.83 10.05
P.A.Te. L6.60 9.53
Dogmatism 4t6.63 8.96
C.S. 47.36 9.69
C.I. & E.A. 47,50 10,01
Note: See Appendix 14 f

a particular Attiiude

all tests,.

LAW SCALE

FEMALES
N X 3.D.
61 80.62 13.58
60 90.07 4.2
57 89.72 14.90
60 85,59 14,17
64 89,77 14,15
91 89.52 13.91

POLICE SCALE

FEMALES
\ X S.D.
61 81.72 12.92
60 81.52 12.94
57 80.75 13.LL
60 80.38 13.77
Gh B80.13 13.68
91 81.00 12.75

RADICALISM SCALE

FEMALES
\ b 5.D.
61 50.76 B8.68
60 50.93 8.72
57 50,04 8.22
60 50.51 8.04
6L 50.33 8.10
91 51.45  8.80

68

69
57
63
64
87

N

68

69
57
63
6L
87

68

69
57
63
oh
87

Significance of
sex difference

t P
.12 NeSe
U6 N.S.
<82 NeSe
.50 MNaSe
23 NeSe
.03 NeSe

Significance of
sex difference

t P
«27 N.Se
.00 NeSe
.92 NeSa

1.10 NeS.
499 NeSe
« 36 NeSa

Significance af
gsex difference

t p
~2.30 4 .05
~2.46" ¢ .02
_2005 4.05
-2.36 £.02
-1,87 NeSa
-2.49 .02

or results using (a) all Ss who completed
Scale and (b) only Ss who completed
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As overlapping sets of subjects completed the various
personality tests, the data for these sets are given in some detail,
so as to verify that the sets are not systematically different.

The ages of the subjects differ very slightly from group to group
,(see Appendix 13), as one would expect from the degree of overlap.
For males mean ages varied from 22.89 to 24.20; for females from
18.18 to 18.8%., The proportion of full time to part-time subjects
remained fairly constant (see also Appendix 13) uitﬁ male full-
timers comprising about 60% of respondents and females approximately
90%. Male and female subjects differ mainly in that males are, an
average, approximately & years older and more likely to attend
part-time.

It may be noted (Ffrom Table 26) that malss have higher mean
scores on each of the 5 measures of Intolerance of Ambiguity and,
consistently, a lower mean score on the 0.P.I. Tolerance af
Ambiguity scale, higher mean Dogmatism and Cognitive Simplicity
scores, and lower mean scores on Creative Independence and
Emotional Activation; in shart, their scores are different in
the directions in which pro-authority subjects were expected to
differ from intermediate groups. In three cases the differences
are significant by t test, these being three of the measures of
intolerance of ambiguity: the Budner test and the complexity sub-
scale of Budner's test, and the Photn Ambiguity Test.

For the Authority Scales and the Radicalism Scale means and
standard deviations were computed for each of the 6 overlapping
sets of subjects used in this analysis, Scores on particular
attitude scales within each aof the sets tended to be very similar
(see Table 27:);‘ the direction of the differences between males
and females was the same in each case. It seems unlikely,

therefore, that there is any systematic bias due to differential
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attendance at test sessians. The direction of the differences
between males and females tends ta be consistent from scale to
scale. In general, males have higher mean scores on the pro-
authority attitude scales, and lower mean SCOres on the Radicalism
Scale. There is one exception, the Symbolic Authority Scale, on
which thé mean scores for females are slightly higher, though to

a non-significant degree. Significant differences were found far
the Teachers' Scale, and, with the exception of one case, the
Radicalism Scals.

The correlations between personality and attitude towards
authority measures (and the Radicalism Scale) are given in
Table 26a,.28hand 28C.  (Intercorrelations between all persanality
measures and attitude variables for completed sets of results are
given in Appendix 15a and 15b and those using all the available
data - with numbers for each pair - are given in Appendix 16a and
16b. These may be consulted for comparisons).

First, it may be noticed (from Tables ?8a and 28b) that for
both males and females the correlations are generally in the
direction predicted by the linear hypothesis. There is one
exception for males: Intolerance of Novelty (a Budner suh-scale)
has a zero correlation with the Teacher Scale. For females there
are two exceptions, again involving the Teacher Scale, with
Intolerance of Ambiguity (P.A.T.) and Cognitive Simplicity. Not
counting the Budner sub-scales and the Composite Authority Scale
(since it is derived from other scales), it may be Dhserved that
34 out of 35 correlations are in the predicted direction for males,
and 33 out of 35 for females. Combining sexes (see Table 28c),
aé appears justified given such a high degree of similarity, it

may be seen that all the correlations are in the predicted direction.



Table 28a. Linear correlations between personality measures and
attitude towards authority (and radicalism) for sampl
of male S.A.I.T. subjects.

Radicali

Attitude Measure Measure

Pre-
dict

Pre-
dict S.A.

. Personality

‘Measure N A L CA

Intolerance
of Ambiguity
(Budner)

61 30« 05 26% 20 20 26%

Intolerance
of
Complexity
(Budner)

Intolerance
of
Insolubility
(Budner)

Intolerance
of Novelty
(Budner)

-Complexity
Scale
0.P.I.

Intolerance
of Ambiguity
(P.A.T.)

Dogmatism
(Ray)

Cognitive
Simplicity

61 36* p2  28* 17 a8 23+

61 a7 12 17 19 20 19

61 16 oo 05 a6 24* 13

60 —52% -29% _37% LE* -L45* -53*

57 32+« 05 13 07 23*

608 15 16 38+ 28*% 31*

64 23% 21* 19 36 28* 32%*

Creative
Independence

~
o

91 oG _42  -20%  -32% -1

-26%*

Emotional

Activation 91

-17* -0t -08 =03 -13 =11

The predictions, in accordance with the linear hypothesis,
are given as + for a correlation in the positive direction
and - for a correlation in the negative direction.

Notes:

Abbreviations: S.A. (Symbolic Authority); T (Teachers);
A (Army); L (Law); P (Police);

CA (Composite Authority); R (Radicalism).

Correlations significant at the .05 level (one tailed test
are marked thus: *

135,

es

sm

19

15

-03

~25%

36*

~15

-2bL*

-19

14

-03

)

Decimal points have been omitted, as in all subsequent tables.
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Table 28'0. Llnear correlations between personality measures

* and attitude towards suthority (and radicalism 1)

for sample of female S.A.I.T. subjects.

. Radicalism
Attitude Measure Measure

Personality Pre- Pre-
Measure N dict S.A. T A L B CA dict R

Intolerance

of Ambigulty

(Budner) 68 + L5* oLx 922+ LO* 14 39%* - ~37%
Intolerance

of _ 68 +  L5* 24x 13 39% 10 37* - - 35
Complexity -
(Budner)

Intolerance

aof 68 + 20%* 11 19 21 12 22* - ~36%*
Insolubility

(Budner)

Intolerance _
af Novelty 68  + 28%* 15 13 25%¢ 12 25% - -15

(8udner)

Complexity
Scale 69 -  <L3* -25% -28* -35% -19 -LO* + 33*
D.P.I.

Intolerance
of Ambiguity 57 + 26% =13 05 g6 15 10 - =21

(P.A.T.)

Dogmatism 63 +  WLix  29% 43%x  Lhx  29% LO* - L5
(Ray) .
Cognitive ch 4+ 29 -0 27* 08 17 20 - ~19 -
Simplicity
Creative 87

- =29% .20*% -30% -28% ~-13 -32% + 26*
Independence

Emotional 87

- - _oce _ope _OL* - _oas .
Activation 17 -25% -28+ -24* =14 -28 + 20

Notes: The predictians, in accordance with the linear hypothesis,
are given as + for a correlatlon in the pozitive direction
and - for a cnrrelatlon in the negative direction.

Abbreviations: S.A. (Symbolic Authority); T (Teachers);
A (Army); L (Law); P (Pollce)
CA (Cump051te Authorlty) R (RddlCallSm).

Correlations significant at the .05 level (one tailed test)
are marked thus: *.



Table 28c. Linear correlations between personality measures

and ‘attitude towards authority (and radicalism)

for samples of S.A.I.T. subjects of both sexes.

141,

Radicalism

Attitude Measure Measure

Personality fre- Pre-

Measure

I\ dict S.A. T A L P CA dict

Intolerance
of Ambiguity 125 + 35% 18%x 25% 30* 17r  32* -

(Budner)

Intolerance

of

Complexity
(Budner)

129+ 37*%  16* 24+ 28* (9 30* -

Intolerance

af

Insolubility
(Budner)

129  + 13 12 168% 20* 6+ 20% -

Intolerance
of Novelty 129+ 20% 10 10 7% 17* 19* -

{Budner)

Complexity

Scale

(0.P.I.)

129~ =45% -29% 3L _LO* -32% -L7* +

Intolerance
of Ambiguity M4+ 25% 17 08 1 12 19% -

(P.A.T.)

Dogmatism

(Ray)

Cognitive
Simplicity
Creative

. Independence

Emotional
Activation

Notes:

123 4 33 23 D99% -L1x 29%  LO* -
2%

128+  25% 10 22x 23 23+ 27% "
178 - —27% -15% ~2L4* _30% ~15% -28% +

178 - ~15% -16% ~18% =13% -13* -19* +

The predictiens, in accordance with the linear hypothesis,
are given as + for a correlation in the positive drection
and — for a correlation in the negative direction.

Abbreviations: G8.A. (Symbolic Authority); T (Teachers);
' A" (Army); L{Law); P (Police);
CA (Composite Authority); R (Radicalism).

Correlations significant at the .05 level (one tailed test)
are marked thus: *.

R

-3*

-28%*

-20%

~20*

~19%

19*

10
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High degrees of correlation are somewhat less evident, and
not all are reliably different from zero. Out of the 35 possible
correlations, 20 are significant for males and for femsles 23 are
significant. Combining the sexes, however, provides a total of
31 significant correlations; the four norsignificant exceptions are
the P.A.T. Intolerance of Ambiguity, which fails to correlate
significantly with either the Army, the Law or the Police Scales,
and the Cognitive Simplicity measure which fails %o correlate
significantly with the Teacher Scale. Despite these exceptions,
this analysis provides results which are on the whole consistent
with the linear hypothesis.

The most general measures of attitudes towards authority are
the Symbolic Authority Scale and the Composite Authority Scale,

In relation to these the linear hypothesis appears to be
consistently supported. Most of the correlations sre low but
significant. For the two sexes combined (see Table 28c) nine of
the ten correlations with Symbolic Authority are significant and
all of the ten correlations are significant for the Composite
Authority Scale. The highest degrees of relationship with the
C.A.S. are with the D.P.I. Tolerance of Ambiguity Scale (r = -.47)
and Ray's Dogmatism Scale (r = -,40).

The sub-scales of the Budner test provide relatively weak
support for the linear hypothesis. This is probably due to the
instability of these shart scales. However, even here 10 of the
15 correlations are significant (using the data for both sexes
combined), each ane is in the predicted direction, and each
correlates significantly with the Total Authority Scale.

It should also be noted that correlations between the
persanality variables and Radicalism are, in general, similar

(allowing for the opposite "polarity" from the Attitude Scales).
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For both sexes combined, with the sole exception of Emoticnal
Activation, significant correlations were found with bath the
C.A.5. and Radicalism.

Finally it was observed that for the 5.A.I.T. sample the older
subjects tended to be more in favour of authority and somewhat less
radical than the younger ones; and, in general, the older subjects
also scored higher on those perscnality variables assoclated
pnsifivaly with a pro-authority attitude and nengatively with
radicalism. Although the correlations are generally guite small
(see Appendices 15 and 16), it was considered desirable to check
the contribution of age by partialling out. The effect of age is
negligible as can be seen in Table 29, and the significance of the
obtained correlations between the personality variables and both
the C.A.5. and the Radicalism Scale is not altered.

In general then the results are consistent with the linear
hypothesis (subject to the check on curvilinearity reported later),
suggesting that pro-authority students are more likely to be
intolerant of ambiguity, dogmatic and low in Creative Independence.
" Results for the two sexes are fairly similar, but on the basis of
Table 27a and 28b it appears that Emotional Activation may be
associated with a relatively anti-suthority attitude for females

only, and cognitive simplicity for males anly.
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Table 29. Partizl correlation ccefficients between

personality variahles and (1) C.A.S. and (2) the

- Radicalism Scale, corrected for age (S5.A.I.T. subjects).

Personality variable N - C.A.S. R.A.D.

Partisl r 0Orig. T Partial r 0Orig. -

i

Intolerance of Ambiguity

(Bucner) 129 31 (32) 27 {23

Intolerance aof complexity

(Budner) 129 29 -(2) 19 (203

Intclerance of

insolubility (Budner) 129 20 (20’ 20 {203

Intolerance of novelty

(Bucdner) _ 129 19 {19) 03 (103

Complexity scale (0.P.I.) 129 L6 &7 36 (36]

Intolerance of Ambiguity

(P.A.T.) 114 19 (19) 21 (2
Dogmatism (Ray) 123 39 (L0) 34 (35°
Cognitive Simplicity 129 22 (27) 17 {1
Creztive Independence 178 26 (2a) 27 (282
Emotional Activation 178 16 (19) 18 (

7. (ii) Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations for the

University of Adelaide students

As a partial replication of this study, Rump's Adjective Check

List was also administered to the 80 first year Adelaide University
students who completed the Attitude Scales. Details of the ages
and modes of attendance of the subjects and their attitude scores
have already been described in Chapter 3 (see Tables 14 and 15).
Corresponding information for the 178 S.A.I.T. studsnts who also

completed both attitude scales and the Adjective Check Lisi may be
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found in Appendix 13 and in Table 27. Here it may be noted that,
in general, the subjects in the University sample tended to be
younger, with a mean age of 18.98 years compared with a S,A,I.T.
mean of 21,30 years, The differences were particularly marked
fur male subjects: the University mean is 19.30 years and the
/S.A.I.T.'mean 23.71 years.  On the attitude tests the University
subjects obtained lower mean scores on each of the {(pro-authority)
scales and a higher mean Radicalism Score than their S5.A.T.T.
counterparts, (A more detailed examination of both sex and
institution differences on these scales in provided in Chapter 11).
Table 30 presents the scares for the University and 5.A.I.T.
Students on the two personality tests. It will be seen that the mean

scaores for the two institutions are very similar,

Table 30. Adjective Check List Scores of University of
Adelaide students who also completed all the Attitude

Scales, with corresponding scores for S.A.I.T. subjects.

Creative Independence Scale

Males Females Both Sexes
X 5.0. N i S.D. N - X S.D. N
University 10.60 3.09 33 10.21 3.21 47 10.38 3.17 &0
ef Adelaide
S.A.I.T. 10.60 2.86 91 10.18 3.52 87 1G.40 3.20 178

Emotional Activation Scsle

University 8,67 2.86 33 8.23 3.33 47 8.41 3,19 80
of Adelaide

S.A.I.T. 7.85 3.03 91 8,71 3.65 87 8.28 3,50 178

Linear correlations between the two personality variables
(Creative Independence and Emotional Activation) and the attitude
scales are provided in Table 31, for the University of Adelaide

students and (for comparison) the S.A.I.T. sample,



146,

Table 31. Linear Correlations between two persanality
Measures and Aftitudes towards Authority (and
Radicalism) for a sample of Adelaide University
students, with corresponding correlations for the
5.A.I.T. sample,

(a) Correlations with Creative Independence

S.A. T. A. L. P. C.A.5. R.A.D,

‘Males

U. of A, (N=33) =26 <=38* -30* =24 =11 =29+ 16
S.8,I.T. (N=31) ~24% 12 =20% <32* 16 =26% 14
Females

U. of A, (N=47) -52* 20 L7+ L% 40% 4L7% 23
S.A.I.T. (N=87) -29% 20% 30* ~28* -13 .32* 28%

Bath scaores
U. of A. (N=80) =L0O* =27* -39% .34% _24* _30% 20+*

S.A.I.T. (N=178) =-27*% =15* .2L* .30% -15* -28% 19%*

(b) Correlations with Emotional Activation

S.A. T. A. L. P. C.A.5. R.AD.

Males

U. of 4., (N=33) =11 08 0o -18 0o -04 09
S.A.I.T. (N=91) =17* 04 ~-08 -03 =13 =11 -03
Females

Us of A, (N=L7) a5 22 06 0o -01 10 =12
5.A.I.T. (N=87) ~17 =25% -28% 24* _14 28 20%*

Baoth sexes
U. of A, {(N=80) ~04 16 03 03 <01 ge -0z

S.A.I.T. (N=180) -15% -16% =18% =13* ~13* -19%* 10

Note: Correlations significant at the .05 level (1 tailed test)
are indicated thus: =,

All predictions are in the negative direction, apart from

rediffions.gf carrelations with Radicalism Scale, which
gre a positive.
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It can be seen from Table 31 that as far as Creative
Independence is concerned there is a clear replication of the
results obtained from the S.A.I.T. sample. All the correlations
for both samples are in the predicted direction, and for both males

~and females correlations with the C.AR.S. are significant. Fer
the combined sex data in both samples all the correlations are
significant.

As in the case of the S.A.I.T. sample it was considered
desirable to check the contribution of age to the correlations with
C}A.S. and Radicalism that are claimed as significant. The
correlations with age are relatively small, and the partial
correlation coefficient computed on the total sample of B0 students
far C.I. and C.A.S. is little changed (partial r is -.38 compared
with the original value of -,39); similarly for C.I. and
Radicalism the correlation is little affected by correcting for age
(partial r is .19, compared with the griginal value of .20).

For Emotional Activation in the University sample in no case
does a correlation reach significance and several correlations are
in the non-predicted direction. A correlation of .02 with the
C.A.S. For the sexes combined strongly suggests the absence of a
linear relationship between this perscnality variable and attitude
to authority. Here, then, is a discrepancy between the Adelaide
University and S.A.I.T. samples, in that at least the female
subjects in the S.A.I.T. sample tended to give the predicted
correlations with Emotional Activation, while the University
students did not. In fact, S.A.l1.T. females provided significant
correlations with the Teachers, Army, Law and Composite Authority
Sﬁale, and despité the failure of the male results to reach

significance with the C.A.5., all the male results are in the



predicted direction, and for both sexes combined all the
carrelations with the suthority scales are significant.

Clearl&, with respect to Emotional Activation the existence

of a linear relationship has not been replicated.

e,
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CHAPTER 8. EXAMINING THE R:LATIONSHIP BETWEEN

ATTITUDE AND PERSONALITY VARIABLES

8(1) Methodological considerations

The ‘two hypotheses described in Chapter 5 predicting
respectively a linear and a curvilinear trend may be\examined
in two ways. First, they may be studied by means of an analysis
of variance using orthogonal polynomial coefficlents, such
that linear and guadratic components may be separately tested
for significance. 5Secondly, they may be studied by means aof
an inspection of a visual representation of the data so as to
reveal the mature of the trend in more detail, and to identify
any camplex curvilinearity which might be worthy of further
investigation.

In each case, personality variables are considered in
relation to the aoverall attitude measure, the C.A.5. It is
recaognized that in carrying out an analysis aof variance an
these data, one hss to treat the attitude scale as a discontinuous
independent variable, as a fixed effect without error variance:
this is not entirely appropriate since the attitude scale like
the personality scales, represents a continuum and is subject to
error of measurement. In order to test the components of trend,
the C.A.5. has to be segmented into a series of fixed intervals,
Co-variance of personality scores within these intervals 1s not
extracted from Y"error variability!, giving as 8 conseguence a
relatively conservative test of significance for the betueen-
interval trends. However, the method has the important merit of
separating and testing for significance a linear component and
a guadratic component. In addition it allows for the possibility
of a significant composite trend, or residual curvilinearity, to

he identified, which would indicate that s trend other than



a simple linear or guadratic Form may best account for the
nature of the relationship.

For the trend analysis to be undertaken, the C.A.S5.
should be broken into equal intervals so as to avoid any
spurious trends emerging as a result of any rescaling which
might result from the use of unegual intervals. Accordingly,
the C.A.9. was divided into six intervals, three on each side
of the mean value of 50, The middle four intervals were eqgual
in size, being half the standard deviation in width. The two
outer intervals covered the high and low scores, that is,.those
mhicﬁ were more than 1 standard deQiatiDn from the mean an
either side. In defining the intervals in this way, the
numbers aof scores in each interval were kept approximately
equal, and a reasonably close correspondence was obtained
between the number of intervals used in this asnalysis and thé
number af points plotted in the graphical presentation (see p.
. 162 For an explanation of the method of plotting used).

The calculation for linear and quadratic components,
and residual deviations, was performed using an 5.P.5.5. pro-
gramme (Nie et al., 1975, p.425) and involved the regression
of group means. For persanality variables on the six C.A.5.

intervals, given the values 1 through 6 for this purpose. N

summary of the results of these analyses is provided in Table 3
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Table 32. Summary of the Results for the Trend Analyses, showing

significance of the Linear and Quadratic Components.
(In each case the trend of the stated personalijty variable against
the C.A.S. is assessed). '

S. A. I. T.
Personality variable N Linear trend Quadratic trend Residual
deviation

F P< F P< F P«
Budner's Intolerance of
Ambiguity (B.I.A.) 129 15.22 .001 0.04 n.s. .34 n.s.
Intolerance of Complexity,
subscale of the B.I.A. 129 13.94 .001 1.60 n.s. .18 n.s.
Intolerance of Insolubility,
subscale of the B I.A. 129 5.60 .05 0.30 n.s. .91 n.s.
Intolerance of Novelty,
subscale of the B.I.A. 129 4.64 .05 0.57 n.s. .64 n.s.

Tolerance of Ambiguity
(Complexity Scale,0.P.I.) 129 28.74 .001 0.02 n.s. 1.32 n.s.

Photo Ambiguity Test 114 4.23 .05 1.48 n.s. .56 n.s.
Ray's Dogmatism Test 123 20.07 .001 0.39 n.s. .54 n.s.
Cognitive Simplicity 128 9.04 .01 0.02 n.s. 1.35 n.s.

Rump's Creative
Independence 178 15.90 .001 1.35 n.s. .32 n.s.

Rump's Emotional
Activation 178 6.79 .01 0.47 n.s. .29 n.s.

UNIVERSITY OF ADELAIDE

Creative Independence 80 13.97 .001 1.59 n.s. .52 n.s.
Emotional Activation 80 0.01 n.s. 5.90 .05 .86 n.s.

Note; The degrees of freedom for the F ratios are as follows;
For the numerator; Linear, 1; Quadratic, 1; Residual, 3;

For the denominator; (N - 6) in each case.
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. (ii) CExamination of the trends

It can be seen from Table 32 that,” with the exception of
the Emotional Activaetion Scale with University of Adelaide
students, all of the linear trends are significant, and neither
the guadratic component nor the residual deviations reach
significance. The linear hypothesis is clearly very strongly
supported by these results. (Examination of the correlation
coefficients and the graphs presented belou confirms that the
direction of the linear trend is according to prediction in
gach case).

There is the one exception that must be considered: the
Emotional Activation Scale. Among 5.A.1.T. students the linear
trend is significant; among University of Adelaide students
there is a significant guadratic trend, reflecting 2 cantrast
between the low scores on the Emotional Activation measure
ohtaired by stucdents at the extremes of the attitude scale and
the relatively high scores nobtained by students who were
intermediate on the C.A.S. These results may be conveniently
represented in the following table.

Table 33. Scores on the Emotional Activation Scale for Univer-

sity subjects, by sub-groups according to C.A.S.

-5(_ S.D. N
Upper and lower quartiles on C.A.S. 7.55 3.86 40
Intermediate group on C.A.S. 9.28 3.3k 40

(The difference between the two subgroups is significant, with

t = 2.12, p <.05, 2 tailed test).

The trends for the personality variables are examined in
more deteil with reference to the graphs presented in figures

1 - 12,
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Figure 1. Relationship between Budner's Intolerance of
Ambiguity tes% (B.I.A.) and the Composite
Authority Scale (C.A.S.) for S.A.I.T. students.
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’Figure 2. Relatignship betwern the Intolerance of Complexity
sub-scale of Budner's INtolerance of Ambiguity test
and the Composite Authority Scale (D.A.S.j for
S.A.I.T. students.
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Figure 3. Relationship beturen the Intolerance of

Insolubility sub-scale of Qudner's Intolerance

of Ambiguity test and the Composite Authority

12

10

Scale (C.A.5.) for S.A.I.T. students.
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Figure 4. Relationship betwesn the Intolerance of foveltby
sub-seale of Budnect's Intolerance of Ambiouity
test and the Compo:ite Authority Scale (CUA.S5.)

for 5.A.I.T, sihudents.
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Figure 5. Relationship betwen the Complexity sub-scale of
the 0.P.I. (
the Composite Authnrity Scale (C.A.5.) for 5.A.I.T.

students.
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Figure 6. Relationship between the Photo Ambiguity Test (PAT)
measure of Intolerance of Ambiguity and the Composite

Authority Scale (U.A.5.) for S5.A.I.T. students.
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Figure- 7. Relationship between the Dogmatism Test (Ray's)
and the Composite Authority Scale (C.A.5.) for
5.A.I.T. students.
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Figure 6. Relationship between Cognitive Simplicity and
the Composite Authsrity Scale (C.A.5.) for
5.A.1.T« students.
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Reldtionship betneen Creative Independence (C.I.)

as assessed by Pump's Adjective Check List Scale,

and the Composite Authority Scale (C.A.S5.) for

S5.A.I.T. studenis.

Males (N=91)

Females (N=87)

°
E w 13 [
[ ]
12k 12 b
° °
Y ®
S ¢ K °
— H
() e d =]
10% [ 10 b
.
ol g} o
° ®
» ® W
8 e 2 b 2 8 i 'y 2 )
30 L0 50 - 60 70 30 40 50 60 70
C.A.S5. C.A.S.

Note: Each dot represents 10 subjects, except where indicated.

11

C.I.

10

Note:

Both sexes (N=178)

8
®
L [ ]
@ O
i ®
27 o
® 17
30 40 50 60 70
C.A.S.

Each dot represents 20 subjects,

For one group scores on the C.A.S5. were tied at the

20th position: hence one group

as indicated

includes 21 subjects,

except where indicated.



Figure "10.

159.

Relationship between Emotional Activatian (E.A.),

as assessed by Rump's Ad jective Check List ScaleJ

and the Composi te AuthorlLy Scale (C.A.5.) far
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Figure -11. Relationship betvoen Creative Independence (C.I.)
as assessed by Rump's Adjective Check List acale,
and the Composite Authority Scale (G.A.5.) far

University of Adelaide students.
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Figure 12. Relationship betwren Emotional Activation (E.A.),
85 assessed by Ruwp's AHjective Check List Scale,
and the Composite Authority Scale (C.A.S.) for

University of Adelaide students.
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In these grapﬁs the noture af the trend has been clarified
by using grouped data points. 5Scores an fhe C.A.5. were rank-
ordered and then grouped 1n successive sub-groups of 10 subjects
for eech sex separately, and 20 subjects for the sexes combined.
The mean C.A.S5. Score for each subgroup was plotted against the
corresponding subgroup mean for the personality variable, The
method of using equal sized subgroups, rather than using equal
scale intervals, BNSUTES that each of the plotted paints
(except for the final point based upan the frw residual 58)
has approximately the same standard error. The same method was
used by Rump and Court (1971) in plotting the relationship
between the E.P.I. Neuroticism Scale and Social Desirability
ScOoreba

Most weight in interpretation is given to the data paoints
plotted for both sexes combined, since they are bhased upon the
larger groupings of 20 subjects. As an aid in interpretation,
referenceé are made tD‘thB probability values given in the
trend analyses (Table 32), and to the correlation coefficients

ghtained for each S8BEX Separately(FrDm Tahle 28 and 31).
[ ]

A. Intolerance of Ambiguity. The graphs for Budner's Intoler-

ance of Ambiguity test (overall score) provide strong confirm-
atimn af the significant linear trend (p <.0071) pbtained for
both sexes cambined (see Fig. 1y.. The consistency of the linear
trend is clearer for females (r = .39) than for males (r = .26).
fis might be anticipated with the shaorter component scales, the
linear trend appears to be less marked, though Significant

(p < .05) for both sexes. Although nonlinear trends are not
significant, 1t may be noted that for males the lowest Intoler-

gnce of Ambiguity score was ohtained by subgroups with a moderate
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attitude to autharity for earh of the three Budner subscales
Fig. 2,3,4). This suggests that further ?esearch would be
justified on the form of the relationship for males of moder-
ate to extremely anti-authority views.

The 0.P.I. measure of Complexity (or "tolerance of ambig-
uity") also has (in Fig. 5) a clear and significant linear
trend (p <.001) for both sexes combined. The trends are guite
strong for both males (r = -.53) and females (r = -.40), pro-
viding a useful replication of the linear effect.

Although the P.A.T. for Intolerance of Ambiguity has
been shown to provide a significant linear trénd (p<.05) the
‘graphical representations in Fig., 6 suggest that the trend is
a relatively weak one; for the sexes taken individuslly this
is particularly so, with correlations of only .23 and .16 far
males and females respectively. Indeed, For each sex the
maximum Intolerance af Ambiguity on the P.A.T. is shown by
a subgroup of moderate attitude to authority, which is predicted
by neither the linear nor the curvilinear hypothesis as stated
in Chapter 6. Despite such anomolous Features, the contrast
between the relatively high scores of the pro-authority stu-
dents and the low scores of the anti-authority students an
this performance measurevof Intolerance of Ambiguity is evident
in the graph for both sexes combined.

It may be concluded that as far as "Intolerance of
Ambiguity" is concerned, as sssessed by three different measures,
the evidence from the S5.A.I.T. students gives no support to the
curvilinear hypothesis. Subjects who are extremely in favour of
authority and those who are extremely against authority do not
appear to be similar in being highly intolerant of ambiguity
compared with a more intermediate group. On the other hand,

the linear hypothesis does receive some support on each of the
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three measures (but particularly the Budner and 0.P.I. scales),
for both sexes combined. In general, the more pro-authority
subjects score as predicted higher on intolerance of ambiguity.
However, minor anomalous features are found in the relationships
for Budner's test with male subjects, and for the P.H.T;'mith
both sexes.,

B. Dogmatism., The relationship between attitude towards
authority and dogmatism is clearly not of a regular curvilinesr
second-order farm (see Fig. 7). Tﬁe dats for both sexes combined
confirms a clear linear trend in the predicted direction (p <.007).
For females the trend is somewhat clearer (r = .49) than for males
(r = .31). The linear hypothegis predicting that the extreme pro-
authority subjects will score high on dogmatism, whilst extreme
anti-authority subjects will score low, 18 strongly supported.

C. Cognitive Simplicity. The cognitive simplicity test has

heen shown to produce a linear trend (p <,01) for both sexes com-
bined, and the graph (see Fig. 8) is consistent with this finding
in so far as it presents a contrast between the high cognitive
simplicity scores of the relatively pro-authority students com-
pared with those of others. However, there does appear (in the
data for both sexes particularly) a suggestion of a curvilinear
effect: the most anti-authority subgroup has a higher mean caog-
nitive simplicity than two subgroups which are more pro-authority.
1t is clear from the graph, however, that the extreme anti-author-
ity students do not resemble the pra-authority students. The ten=
dency towards curvilinearity is slight, and no significant quad-
ratic trend was found. The effect is nonetheless interesting, and
sugnests that further investigations with more extremely anti-auth-

ority students may possibly be worthuhile.
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D. Creative Independence. The linear hypothesis has been

strongly supported by the results from hoth the S.A.I.T. and
the University of Adelaide samples (sege Fig. 9 and 11): in both
cases the linear trend is highly significant (p <.00M). The
trencs appear in the graphs as clearly linear, and in the pre-
dicted direction with the more pro-authority subjects scoring
logwer on Creative Independence. The trends are particﬁlarly
regular, with no apparent differences between the sexes forT
either institution. The linear hypaothesis may be regarded as
“receiving support from samples draQn from differing educational

institutions.

E. Emotional Activation. Here the results are camplex. A

significant linear trend is found for the S5.A.I.Te sample

(p <.07). Houwever, Fig. 10 shows for females a linear trend

in the predicted direction (r = -.28), whilst for males Fig.10
reveals no coherent pattern (r = ~.10). It may be concluded
that among S.M.I.T. students there is no support far the cur-
vilinear hypothesis, but that the linear hypothesis is supported
at least For females.

For the University data, 2 significant guadratic effect
has been found (p <.05). Such a trend, with very high and very
1gw scorers on the C.A.S. having comparatively low Scores on
emotional activation is evident in the plots for both male anﬂ
female subjects (see Fig. 12), and it may be concluded that the

curvilinear hypothesis in this case has received support.

6(ii%). Summary of the Examination for Linearity and Curvilinearity

Taking the results for both the regression analyses and

the graphical representation of data, it is evident that there
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is strong support for the linear hypothesis in relation to
Intolerance of Ambiguity, Dogmatism and Bfeative Independence
“for 5.A.I.T. subjects, with the linear relationship for Creative
Independence being replicated for University of Adelaide subjects.
Support for the curvilinear hypothesis is limited to Emotional
Activation For the University sample only. In two cases, for
the Cognitive Simplicity SDalé and Budner's Intolerance of
Ambiguity, the results presented in the graphs (for male sub-
jects especially) suggest @ slight-(non-sionificant) tendency
towards the hypothesised curvilinearity at the lowest levels
of the C.A.S. |

In general, it must be concluded that the linear hypothesis
receives substantial support from these results, and that apart
from Emotional Activation for University subjects, indications of
curvilinearity are very slight. It is .apparent from these
results, however, how anomalaus results suggesting a curvilinear
relationship may occasionally be reported. If selected groups
rather than groups drawn from the whole attitude-to-authority
range are used, and the study is limited to one sex, one
institution or one personality variable, then a curvilinear
effect may be found. It i1s because of the wider scope of the
present study that the curvilinear effects apparent in the

results may be seen &8s unrepresentative and highly restricted.
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CHAPTER 9. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERSONALITY AND ATTITUDE -
ANALYSES OF THiE CORRELATION MATRICES

Relationships hetween the personality and attitude var-
igbles have been shoun to be predominantly lipear in form. The
question raised in this chapter is whether further analyses of
the correlation matrices may allow a maore compact and orderly
summary of the relationships. The methods of (a) factor ana-
lysis, and (b) canonical correlation are used for this purpose.

9 (i) Factor analysis

A distinction has been maintained throughout this study
between attitude to authority on the one hand, and certain per-
sgnality factors commonly associated with authoritarisnism,
such a5 Intolerance of Ambiguity and Dogmatism on the other.

IF this distinction is valid, factor analysis should enable a
factar of attitude to authaority to be jdentified that is dis-
tinguished from any sther factor (or factors) upon which the
personality factors are significently loaded. Further, it

has already been suggested in Chapter 6 that the personality
variables chaosen for this study may not have the independence
that is implied by their separate labels. If this is so, the
personality variables (or a high proportion of them) may prove
to be related to a common persanality factor. The possibility
therefore arises that two group‘FactDrs, an attitude factor

and a personality Fantor,‘may be derived from an analysis of
the correlation matrix. Notwithstanding the distinction
between the two factors, one would expect them to be moderately
cbrrelatéd with each other, providing that rotation to an obligque

sglution is used.
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One may also ask mhéther any such factors would bg
similar for both sexes. It has been shown that the attitude
scales for each sex may be associated somewhat differently with
indices of reported behaviour, and there are some divergences in
ﬁhe manner in which certain persaonality variables are related
to the suthority scales. The factorial structure for the sexes
separately, as well as for the two sexes combined, should there-
fore be ascertained. A factor analysis may be expected to pro-
vide a compact summary of the major factors involved in the
study, and the relations between them.

So far the assumption has been made in this study that
the results from the overlapping sets of data are comparable.

To test this assumption with respect to the underlying factor
structure, two sets of correlations were analysed: (a) the
correlations for 87 5.A.I.T. students who completed all the

tests (see Appendix 15), and (h) the correlations for all
5.A.I.T. subjects who completed at least two of the tests (see
Appendix 16). The number of subjects associated with correlations
between variables in the latter case varied between 117 and 402
with a harmonic meam of 168.3. The two overlapping sets of

data differ principally in that the scores on the attitude

scales for the subset of 87 subjects consistently show a more
pro-authority attitudeh(ail the means for the attitude to author-
ity scales are higher), and a less radical outloak (see

Appendix 14). This is not surprising since irregular attendance
at the sessions conducted in the General Studies Course would
presumably have occurred more among relatively anti-authority
students. The variables subjected to factor analysis uwere

the seven scales relevant to attitude to authority (but not
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including the C.A.5. so as to avoid overlapping scales),
together with the seven personality scales, and the suhjects’
age. The method of analysis used was that of principal component
analysis, to determine the number of components with eigenvalues
greater than unity; that number of factors was then extracted
using an iterative procedure, with the initial estimates of
communalities given by the sguared multiple correlations;
finally factors were rotated to give a fairly ohligue solution,
using the direct "oblimin" criterion with delta equal to zero
(Nie, Bent and Hull, 1970). For both sexes combined, four
factors were extracted. The first two factors only were found
by inspection of the factor pattern matrix to be relevant to
this study. The rotated factor loadings are given in Table 3%
for the first two factors.

It may be seen from Tahle 34A that for both sets of over-
lapping data the variables have loadings of a similar magnitude
on the same factors. It may be concluded that there is no
indication of any systematic differences in the factorial
structure for the two sets of data. Factor 1 may be described
as a pro-authority Factor having for both sets of data hositive
lnadings of greater than .40 on each of the Likert-type attitude
ta autharity scales, and negative loadings of greater than .40
for Radicalism, This ;Qﬁports the conclusion reached in
Chapter 3, that the generality of attitude towards authaority
extends over such authorities as the Law, the Army, the Police,
Teachers and Symbolic Autharity and is strongly related to

holding left wing radical beliefs. The near zero



Table 341 Oblique factor loadings on Factor I and Factor II
derived from correlations amongst (a) the results
for 5.A.I.T. students who completed all the tests
and (b) the results for all S5.A.I.T. subjects who

completed at least two tests. -

FACTOR I
Sample Sample
(a) _(B)
N = 87 *n(h)=168.3
(19.69% (21.45%
variance) variance)
Variables
Attitude Scales
Law 87 85
Army 79 83
Police 76 74
Radicalism -6k -67
Teacher 50 53
Symbolic Authority L6 62
Independence Scale -01 01
Personality tests
Tolerance of Ambiguity
(Complexity Scale, 1 16
D.P.I.)
Intolerance of
Ambiguity (Budner's ~07 02
test)
Dogmatism (Ray) 0o 16
Creative Independence 15 oo
(Rump)
Emotional Activation 08 ~0
(Rump)
Photo Ambiguity Test - 03 03
Cognitive Simplicity 26 28
Age 07 11

*Note: Harmonic mean for number of data pairs

available for the correlations.

Deecimal points hove been omitted.

FACTOR II
Sample Sample
(a) - (b)
N=87 *n(h)=168.3
(16.39% (12.28%
variance) variance)
07 07
01 -01
-0k -09
-10 =10
01 a7
29 16
05 15
-81 -76
ag 61
66 51
~-G62 -65
-4L0 ~33
25 13
0o 03
16 oo

1601
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loadings of the IndependenceIScale (the Revised Hudson Scale) on
this factor also supports a previous conclusion, that the attitude
towards authority assessed in this study does not extend tao
attitudes to the non-institutionalised authority represented by
this scale.

Factor II is loaded at least moderately (greater than .30) on
five of the personality scales, positively in the case of Budner's
measure of Intolerance of Ambiguity and Dogmatism, and negatively
for the O0.P.I. measure of Tolerance of Ambiguity, Creative
Independence and Emotional Activation. For the remaining
personality tests the loadings are small in the case of the Photo
Ambiguity test (.25 and .13 for the smaller and larger samples
respectively), and for Cognitive Simplicity for both samples the
loadings are close to zero. The general personality factor that
has emerged appears to reflect a strong dislike for uncertainty,

a tendency to hold dogmatic beliefs and to view oneself as not
creatively independent or emotionally activated. For neither
Factor I nor Factor II are the loadings on age of any appreciable
size.

If the linear hypothesis concerning the relationship between
the attitude and personality variables used in this study 1s in
general correct, onewould expect the two factors to be at least
maoderately correlated. %his is indeed the case. For the first
set of data (with N=87), the correlation was .48, and for the total
sample the correlation was .47,

The data for subjects who completed all the tests was also
analysed for the sexes separately. The first two factors were
similar for males and females, but in the case for females it
was the personality factor that accounted for a marginally greater

proportion of the variance (see Table 34B) The loadings for the
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corresponding factors are presented for the two sexes together for

comparison in thg following table.

Table 348 Oblique factor loadings on the first twa factors
extracted from correlations for male and female
S5.A.I.T. students
Pro-authority factor "Personality" factor
Males Females Males Females
(N=42) (N=45) (N=4L2) (N=45)
(22.40%  (19.58% (12.7% (20.37%
variance) variance) variance) variance)
Variables
Attitude Scales
Law 80 87 17 06
Army 77 79 10 01
Police 80 a0 02 -13
Radicalism -70 -61 -.01 -22
Teacher 78 26 - 27 17
Symbolic Authority 33 66 24 23
Independence Scale 05 -11 26 11
Personality tests
Tolerance of Ambiguity
(Complexity Scale 0.P.I.) 32 05 - 66 -91
Intolerance of Ambiguity
(Budner) ~-07 07 85 78
Dogmatism (Ray) -02 -01 36 79
Creative Independence
(Rump) 09 -01 -60 -71
Emotional Activation
(Rump) ok -13 -04 -53
Photo Ambiguity Test 04 -01 08 29
Cognitive Simplicity L3 0o 12 16
Age - 06 -05 -05 -12
Note : Decimal points have been omitted.
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From Table 34Bit is clear that the results for each sex are
broadly similar. For each sex there is a pro-authority factor loaded
positively and, in general, at least moderately on measures of
attitudes towards specific authorities and negatively on Radicalism.
Loadings an the Independence Scale are in both cases close to zero.
On the personality factor the loadings are alsao similar, particularly
with respect to variables that have relatively heavy loadings: that
is, the two guestionnaire measures of Intolerance (or Tolerance) of
Ambiguity and the measure of Creative Independence. For both sexes
the personality factor is moderately related to the pro-authority
factor: for males r = .32; for females r = .47, and these results
" are in both cases consistent with the linear hypothesis.

Despite the overall similarities between the factor structures
for males and females, there are some differences. Amang attitude
to authority scales, the greatest discrepancy in factor loadings is
found on the Teacher Scale, which has a loading of .78 on the
attitude factor for males, and only .26 for females, suggesting that
teachers are viewed as "authority figures" mdre by male students.
This may be related tu the-strikingly different findings for the .
two sexes (reported in Chapter &) concerning the relationship
between the Composite Authority Scale and the nature of reported
interaction with teachers.

The loadings for Dugﬁiﬁive Simplicity on the pro-authority
factor are also very different (Males = .43; females = .00); it
seems passible that the scores on this variable may have different
implications for the sexes. Finally, there is the difference between
males and females on the loadings for Emotional Activation an the
personality factor; for males it is -.04 and for females .53. 0n
the basis of this analysis it appears that a low level of emotignal
activation may accompany personality characteristics such as

intolerance af ambiguity for females aonly.

g _ . - v - .
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To recapitulate: the main sonclusion an the basis of the-
factor analysis is that the first two factors represent (i) a general
pro-authority attitude, which includes an opposition to left-wing
radicalism, but not a tendency to be independent of the authority of
graduating students; and (ii) a personality dimension which includes
a strong dislike of uncertainty, and a tendency to hold dogmatic
beliefs, and to view oneself as not creatively independent or
emotionally activated. Moreoever, these two factors are correlated
moderately, as predicted by the linear hypothesis. The factaor
structure and the relationship between the main factors was found
to be substantially similar for different sets of overlapping data,
and the main conclusions based upon the factor analysis were

replicated for each sex independently, despite minor discrepancies.

9(ii)Analysis by canaonical correlation

A complementary mode of analysis of the correlation matrix is
provided by canonical correlation. Having established that the
personality and attitude variables are factorially distinct yet
correlated, one may ask what variates derived from each set of var-
iables may account for the maximum amount of the relationship be-
tween the sets.

Canonical correlation analysis was performed on the sample
oF S5.A.I.T..data (N = 87) using the 5.P.5.5. programme (Nie et _al.,1970,
p.520) to obtain pairs of canonical variables based upon the sets
of personality and the attitude variables. The first pair of
canonical variates and their weightings were of interest to this

study and are presented in Table 34 L.
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Tahle 34C Canonical variates with weighting for sets af

personality and attitude tests

Personality Tests Canon. Attitude Scales Canon.
variate variate
Weights Weights

Tolerance of Ambig- -.59 Symbolic Authority «51

uity (Complexity
Scale, 0.P.I.)

Cognitive Simplicity U5 Law .28

Emotiognal Activation -.21 Teacher .18
Creative Independence -.16 Radicalism -.17
Photo Ambiguity Test .16 Army .10
Intolerance of Ambiguity .07 Police .02
(Budner)

Dogmatism -.07

The canonical carrelation was significant, with a value of .63
(p <.05). It is clear from the canonical variate weights that the
relationship between the two sets of variables was primarily det-
ermined by the cuntribﬁtipns of the Complexity Scale of the 0.P.I.
and the test of Cognitive Simplicity among the personality variahbles,
and Symbolic Authority among the attitude scales. The canonical
correlation method is such as to enter that scale first in the
canonical variate which has the highest correlation with the other
set, and to give scales entered subseguently a weighting only to the
extent that they contribute independently to the canonical correlation,.
In emphasising the 0.P.I.test and the Cognitive Simplicity test, this
analysis suggests that these two tests are making distinct contributions

ta the relationship between the two sets of variables. It would
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seem that although the EagnitiQe Simplicity test has a zero loading
on the group persanality factor (see Table 34A), the variable
nevertﬁeless does have an independent relationship with the attitude
dimension. In terms of the. relationship with the personality variate,
the Symbolic Authority Scale has a central position, which is
appropriate since it is intended as the most general measure of

attitude to authority.



CHAPTER 10: A FURTHER REPLICATION

10. (i) Introduction

The studies reported sa far have supported two general
propositions: that there is a generality of attitude to authority
among tertiary students, extending over a range aof institutionalised
authorities, and that such an attitude is related in a linear way
tn a consitellation of personality variables. The generality of
attitude toc suthority was strongly supported using samples of
students from two tertiary institutions, the 5.A.I.T. ana the
University of Adelaide. It should be noted, however, that the
sbtained linear relationship between attitude to authority and
certain personality variables was supported primarily by the
results of students at the 3.A.I.T. only. = Among the University
of Adelaide students, the personality scales were restricted for
practical reasons, and the damonstration of a clear linear
relationship was limited to the Creative Independence Scale.
Further, the pattern of loadings on the personality factor obtained
from an analysis of two overlapping sets of data, prasented in
Table 33 in the last chapter, suggests that the Intolerance of
Ambiguity dimension is of central importance. At this stage 1t
is important to determine whether the findings relating this
dimension to attitude to authority can be replicated with a
University sample.

It was,in part, to remedy this deficiancy that a further
investigation was undertaken in 1975. There were additional
reasons for undertaking s further analysis. In 1971 and 1972
when the previous testing had been conducted, there had heen
considerable political unrest assoclated with the war in Vietnam,

which was unpopular with many students and for which young pecple
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were being conscripted and, 1n some cases, gaoled for refusing
to comply with conscription orders. It is arguable that the
consistency of attitudes towards the authorities used in this
study, particularly the Army and the Law, was due toc the
polarisation of student opinian abgut this issue. It has been
shown in Chapter &4 that the measured attitudes to authority were
closely associated with such political involvement as taking part
in Moratorium marches dirscted towards ending Australian
involvement in Vietnam, 8y April 1975 when the replication was
administered, the Army was no longer associated with the war and
the Law was no longer being used to coerce yaung people into
taking part in such a uwar. Any correlation between the Army
and Law scales in 1975 would therefore be less likely to be
influenced by a particular historical situation, and more
certainly reflect a gensralised feeling about such authorities.
The choice of specific tests to be used in-the replication
was determined by the results of the factor analysis described
in Chapter 9. It was spparent that the highest loadings on the
"pro-authority factor" were for the Law Scale (.87) and the Army
Scale (.79). The personality test with the highest leading an
the perscnality factor was the Complexity subscale of the
Omnibus Persanality Inventory, with a factor loading of -.B1.
Correlations between this measure of tolerance cf ambiguity and
attitude to authority as measured by the C.A.5., far male and
for Female students in the 5.A.I1.T. sample had been, as predicted,
negative and significant. Figure 5 in Chapter 8 indicated a
clear linear relaticnship between the Complexity subscale and
.the C.A.5. foremch sex separately. It was predicted that this

relationship would be replicated in the 1975-University sample.
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An irguiry was also undertaken into the reliabhility of
the 0.P.I. Complexity subscale and the attitude scales used in
this replication study. With respect to the 0.P.I. subscale, such
an analysis was justified on three grounds: first, its high
loading on the "“persconality factor" indicated its central
importance'in this study; secondly, other reported uses of thie
test have been in the context of the full set of C.P.I. scales
and it might bte suggested that 1ts reliability was therefore
affected; and thirdly, the test had been developed among
American students and its item consistency could be guestioned
for Austrzlian students. Finally, the nzed to re-examineg the
reliability of the attitude scales was justified in the light
of the changing political and social climate, which, it might

be argued, could affect the consistency of the items.

10. (ii) The sample

The previous sample of University students.(N = 80) was
not large, and perhaps insufficient to investigate fully the
complete range of a&titude to authority. Accordingly, a larper
sample of 28& vnlunteérs from First Year Psychology classes at
the University of Adelaide were administered three tests: the
0.P.I. Complexity subscale, the Army Scale and the Law Scale.
Of these, 248 subjects completed all the tests without any
errors or omissions, and only these subjects were included in

the analyses. The average age of these students is given in

Table 35, and compared with the earlier sample's average age.
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Table 35 Means and Standard ODeviations of Ages of
Subjects in the University Replication study
of 1975, and comparisons with the 1972 study.

Mean S5.D. N
Males 20.68 (19.30) 5.08 (2.56) 116 (33)
Females 19.44 (18.74) L.54 (3.93) 132 (47)
Both sexes 203.02 (18.98) L8t (3.45) 248 (80)

Note: The corresponding figures for the 1972 study are given

' in brackets. it may be noted that the 1975 sample
was, on average, approximately one year older than the
sample used in the earlier study; however, the
difference for both sexes combined is not significant,
t = 1,78, df = 326, p > .0S. '

10. (iii) Results

A. Relishility. The item-total biserial correlations

(corrected for the contribution of item to total) for the D.P.I.
Complexity subscale, in ge&eral, reached a satisfactory level,
the mean correlation coefficient being .3b. The complete list
of items and correlations is given in Appandix 18. One item

is exceptional, however, having a negligible (negativa)
correlation (-.0l). This item is: "I dislike having others
deliberate and hesitate bafore acting". '+t is scored in the
direction of for a "true" response. Clearly its use is
guestionable in any further applications of this subscale.

It would Seeﬁ that the keywords in the item, "deliberate" and
"hesitate" are not clearly related to the concept of "uncertainty”
which appears to underlie the subscale. Despite this, the
reliability of the subscale is quite good: A Cronbach alphs
coefficient of .75 was abtained, which compares closely with

the values given in the D.P.I. manual (p.49) of .73 and .76 with
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twn different sets af American College Freshmen. The subscale
would appear to have satisfactoury cross-cultural generality sven
when detached from cther items aof the full scale. The item
with the highest item-total correlation (.52) is "I don't like
things to be uncertain and unpredictable™, and this seems to be
consistent with the notion of intolerance of ambiguity or
uncegrtainty.

For the Army and Law scales Cronbach alpha coesfficients of
.92 and .86 respectively were obtained. . Although these are
indicative of reliable scales, there is a very slight fall in
the reliability of the scales. 0On the basis of the 1972
University sample (see Tables &4 and 6) the reliabilities of the

scales were .95 for the Army and .91 for the Law.

B. Means and standard deviations of test scores. The average

scores were broken down according to sex and, where appropriate,
comparisons were made with results abtained from the sample.
These results are shown in Table 36.

Differences between the two samples indicate some slight
changes in attitudes towards the two kinds of authorities. This
is especially true of the Army for which differences are
significant for both males (t = 3.45, df = 147, p < .001), and
for females (t = 2.57, ¢f = 177, p < .05); for both sexes
combined (t = 4.25, df = 326, p < .001). Thus attitudes of
baoth sexes towards the Army are more favourable for the 1975
sample. For the Law Scale the change tends to be in the

opposite direction, significantly so for females (t = 3.1k,

df = 177, p < .01), but not for males (t = 1.38, df = 147,
p > .05). For both sexes combined, the difference for the Law

Scale is significant with t = 3.29, df = 325, p < .001. In
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Table_gg. Mpans and Standsrd Deviations of scores on the

‘0.P.I. Complexity subscale, the Army Scale and the
Law Scale for University of Adelaide students in

1975, and comparisons with the 1972 sample.

tales
Mean Shbk N
0.p.I. Complexity Subscale 16.66 5.11 116
Attitude to the Army 89.66 (75.03) 19.57 (20.88) 116 (33)
Attitude to the Law 77.33 (81.00) 12.38 (15.45) 116 (33)
Females
0.P.I. Complexity Subscale 16,80 5.33 132
Attitude to the Army g§7.46 (73.60) 18.21 (1G.58) 132 (47)
Attitude to the Law 76.25 (83.68) 12.96 (16.03) 132 (&7)
Hoth Sexes
0.P.I. Complexity Subscale 16,74 5.23 L8
Attitude to the Army 88,48 (78.13) 1B.89 (18.56) 248 (80)
Attitude to the Law 76.75 (82.58) 12.98 (15.85) 248 (80)

Note: Comparative results for the 1972 University of Adelaide

subjects are given in brackets.

general, there is evidence that a shift in attitudes tao the Army
and the Law took place over the years 1972 to 1875, involving &
favourable movement tauérds the Army and an unfaveourable one
towards the Lauw. The possible reasons for these changes are

briefly discussed in Section 10iv below.

C. Correlations betwsen the Attitude Sgales. In view of

the directionally different movements of attitudes in relation
to the Army and the Law over the periad bhetween tests it becomes
impartant to inquire whether subjects still tend to be consistent

in their sttitudes towards suthority despite such general changes
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in the population. In addition, it is of interest to compare
the correlatigns obtained between these scales with those

obtained in thea 1972 sample.

Table 37. Correlation matrices for the Army Scale, the

Law Scale and Age for University of Adelaide
students in 1975 and 1972,

(In each case the correlation croefficients for 1975 subjects
are given to the right of the diagonal iine, and, for
comparisan, the resulis faor 1972 subjects are given to the
left of it).

Males Females
Army Law Age Army Law Age
Army .56 -16 Army T Wb3 .13
Law .78 -22 Law .69 e =07

Age 02 .06 N Age © .2l =05

Both sexes

Army Law Age
Arm .50 -01
y \\H
LahJ .73 H\"‘--, _ll"
Age L 7A 02 S

The correlations between the two attitude scales are highly
significant: foreach sex and for both sexzs combined, they are
significant at the .001 level (l-tailed test). The significance
remains after the effect of age has been partialled out: for
males the correlations between the Army Scale and the Law Scale
is then .55, for females .43 and for both sexes .50. Although
a significant relationship between the two scales is replicated
by the 1975 sémple, the curfelations are, in fact, significantly
lower than those in.1972: for males, z = 2.01, p ¢ .05; for

females z = 2.22, p < .05; and for both sexes combined z = 2.91,

p < .01, However, despite a significant reducticn in the
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Figure 13. Relationship between two measures of attitude
to authority, the Law Scale and the Army Scale, for University

of Adelaide students (1975).
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strength of the relationship, scores on the two scales are still
strongly related, and give further support to the hypothesis of
a general attitude to authority.

The nature of the relationship can be further explored by
means of an examination of graphs for the two attitude scales.
Mean scnrés on ane variable are obtained, as in Chapter 8, on
the basis of approximately equal-sized subgroups of subjects on
the other varisble. Due to numerous tied scores, the groipings
are not entirely egual in size.

A generally linear trend between the twa scales is apparent
in Figure 13, It is particularly marked for male Subjects; for

females there is a slight suggestion of curvilinearity.

D. Correlations between the Complexitv Subscale of the

0.P.I. (Tolerance of Ambiguity) and two Attitude to Authority

Scales. The relationship between the 0.P.I. Complexity subscale

e

and the two measures of attitude to authority may be examined in
the follouwing table which shows correlations between the
perscnality and attitpde variables, Here compariscns are
available for the corresponding results using the 5.A.I.T.
subjects, derived from Table 28.

The correlations for the University sample are significant
(p < .001) for each sex taken separately, and cimilar in
magnitude to the coefficients obtained in the earlier sample.
After partialling out for the contribution of age, the
correlations for 5obh sexes combined remain at -.32 for both the
Law and the Army Scales, and these are significant at the .00l
level (l-tailed test). It is clear that the rassulis obiained
from the 1971-2 5.A.I.T. sample have been substantially confirmed,

with respect to the correlation between personality and attitude

variables.



Table 38. Correlstions between two attitude to autharity

scales and the 0.P.I. Complexity Scale (Tolerance
of Ambiguity) for University of Adelaide students,
1975, with corresponding results for the S.A.I.T.
sample, 1971-72.

Males Egmales ggjh Sexes
Army  =.28 (-.37) -.35 (-.28) -.32 (=.34%)
Law ~.32 (~,46) -.33 (=,35) ~.33 (-.40)

Notes: (1) Results for the S.A.I.T. sample are given in
hrackets.

(2) Sample sizes are as follows:
1975 sample: 115 males, 122 femzles.
1971-2 sample: 60 males, 59 females.

E. Examining the personality-attitude relationship for

curvilinearity. In the alternative hypothesis, propesed in

Chapter 6, a curvilinear relationship betwe=n intolerance of
ambiguity and attitude to authority was predicted, with both
pro- and anti-authority subjects being relatively intolerant cf
ambiguity. This possibility is examined in Figures 14 and 15,
for the two measures of attitude to authority separately.

In general, the graphs for each of the scales and for the
sexes individually show a linear trend, although the combined
sex results for the Complexity Scale and the Army (Figure &)
suggest a contrast between high and low scorers on the attitude
to authority dimension, As in the case of the earliesr S5.A.I1.7.
study there is no evidence of the postulated curvilipear
relationship between attitude to asuthority and intolerance of
ambiguity, as measursd by the 0.P.I. scale. The curvilinear
hypothesis is not supported in either the original study ar in

the replication three years later.
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10. (iv) Discussion

The major aim of this replication was to confirm the
positive correlation (and the linear relationship) hetween
attitude to authority and intolerance of ambiguity, a3
relatiunship found in earlier results obtained from a sample of
5.A.I.7. subjects. The successful replicaticn of these resulis
with a sample of University of Adelaide students in 1975 enables
the generality of the finding to be exitended substantially.

The two samples of students used in these tests differed
with respect to the institution they attended and the time
period during which they were tested, Differences with respect
to institution are explored ir some detail in the following
chapter. Here it may be noted that, in general, the 5.A.I.T.
students were in 1971-2 older and more pro-authority than the
University students tested during this period and that this is
particularly irue for the male subjects. The 5.,A.I.T. students
were also more heterocgeneous in that they were drawn from a
varigty of courses and years of study, while the University
etudents were all from First Year Psychology classes. The
comparative homogeaneity of the University sample minimises the
likelihood of a spurious correlation due tﬁ variations in
educational background being claimed for the variables in
question. Differences due to the time aof testing may bhe
considered in the light of differences in the mean scores on the
attitude scales for similar samples of University students over
the three year period. As one might expect, with the
significance of the Army's involvement in the Vietnam War
receding into the hackground, attitudes towards the Army had

become more favourable. A less pronounced but unexpected

tendency is apparent for the Law to be viewed less favaurably



on the secand occasion of testing.

It is unclear why there should have been such a movement
agaiﬁst the Law among tertiary students over this three year
period. On the international scene ane could point to the
widespread cynicism sngendered by the abuses of the Nixan
Administration in the U.5.A. in seeking to operate the law for
their own protection in the course of the protracted Watergate
investigation, 1973 to 1974 (Bernstein & Woodward, 1974).
Locally, the confrontation between student anc staff at the
nearby Flinders University in 1974, leading to the legal
prosecution of the Flinders University President of the Students!
Union (Milne, 1974), may well have strengthened the hostility of
some radical students or their sympathisers at Adelaide
University. Whatever the explanatian, it is apparent that in
this period there were directiaonally opposing movements in
group attitudes towards the twa authorities, indicating that
the social and political climate was changing.

Correlations b?tween the attitudes of individuals toward
the Law and the Army were significantly smaller than before.

The association of the twa would therefore appear to depend to
some degree on the particular historical context of the operation
of these two suthorities. However, the cerrelations between the
two authorities for individual students of both sexes were still
highly significant, despite group changes, and the replication of
the predicted relationships between the two authorities and
hetween each of these authorities and the measure of Intolerance
of Ambiguity thus appears to be comparatively independent of the
events of the day.' The generality of the findings has been

considerably extended by this replication.
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CHAPTER 11: SEX AND INSTITUTION COMPARISONS
AND AGE TRENDS

In the course of this invesﬁigatiﬁﬁhresults have been
obtained for the sexes separately and for the two different
institutions: The S5.A.I.T. and The University of Adelaide.

Data havealso been gathered in relation to the age of the
respondents. Before discussing the main results of this study
in the following chapter, one may first examine the similarities
and differences between the sexes and the institutions, and any
differences in attitude that may be related to age. Many of
these results have Dbeen reported in different places earlier in
this thesis. In this chapter it is intended that they shall he
brought together, summarised and examined in further detail, and
the implications of the similarities, differences and age trends

discussed.,

11. (i) The reliability and validity of the attitude scales:

Sex comparisans

The scales that have been developed for this study are as
Follows: the Likert-type attitude to authority scales measuring
attitudes towards Symbolic Authority, Teachers, the Army, the
Law, and the Police; the Radicalism Scale; and a modified
version of Hudson's Independence Scale. They may now be
considered with respect to their reliability and validity, in
relation to the subject's sex.

A. Reliability. The subjects used in the development of

these scales were all tertiary students, and results have been
presented for the sexes separately in Chapter 2. It has been
shown that, with the exception of the Independence 5Scale, which

has generally low reliability and was not used in subseqguent
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analyses, the attitude scales developed in this study are quite
reliable instruments for assessing the attitudes of both male'and
Female- tertiary students. 1In the comparisaons ta be presented,
data have been used for each scale from the larger of the samples
available (5.A.I.T. or University). it will be seen in the
following table that slight but somewhat consistent differences
appear between the sexes with respect to the reliability of the

scales.

Table 39: Indices of Reliahility for the Likert-type attitude

scales and the Independence Scale, with sex

comparisons.
Scale Cronbach's Correlations Significance of
Nlpha between pos- sex difference
Coefficients 1t%ve & neg- in correlations
ative parts
of the scales
Males Females | Males Females z p<
Symb. Auth. .06 .02 .39 .21 1.94 ns,
Teacher .92 .90 .57 .32 2,98 .07
Army .95 =l .75 .59 2.80 .01
Lauw 93 .08 .63 .3 3.6 .001
Police .92 .93 .75 .77 Q.37 ns,
Raclicalism .93 .80 Not applicable
Independence .65 .62 Not applicable

It is not possible to conduct a test of significance
over all scales conjointly since the samples involverd are not
all independent. Pairs of coefficients, however, may be com-
pared. Using the 57 confidence limits for the Alpha coeffic-
ients (K¥ristof, 1972), for gach of the sex pairs there 15 some

degree of overlap (See Appendices Owand 22), S0 by this test



none of these differences in iilpha values may be regarded as
significant, The pooling of data for a joint enalysis of male

ane female results is therefore justifird. However, =s Table 39
indicates, the correlations between positive and negative pATtsS

of the Ariny, Teacher and Law Secales are significently different
for meles and females, using the conventional method for the
comparison of a difference between correlations for unrelated
samples (Blalock, 1960, p. 310). These results suggest that the
relationship between certsin parts of the attitude scales may

he different for the sexes. A comparison af item-totsl (corrected)
correlations For males and females for each scnle provides results
that =re consistent with this view. Far the totz2l of 150 items

in the attitude scales (see Tables 1,3,5,7,9 and 128) significant

differences between correlations were Found for 30 comparisaons, and
Far 20 of them the item-total correlations were higher far the

male students. (The items for which significant differences

were Found ore given in Appendix 23).

It may be concluded thst althpugh the attitude scAles do not
give significant i frerences between the sexes for overall reliab-
ility, as snoicnted by Cronbach's Alpha, correlations between
certsin poarts of the scales have been found to differ according
to sex. In prrticulsr, for three Bcnleé, the Teacher, the Army
and the Law Scales, the positively and negakively scaled parts of
the scales =ro:significanitly moze ﬁighly-uurnmlnted for male
subjects, and for each one of the attituce scales significant

difFerences in correlations between items and tntals have been

found, in nearly all cAases indicating 2 highor reliability For

males im relation to such items.
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B. Ualidity. Comparisons of. validity indices hetuecn sexes
for the Likert-type attitude to authority scanles may be made on
the hasis of results obtained From University of Adelaide suli-
jects. As far as cuncurrent validity is concerned, correlations
between each of the attitude scales and appropriate Elrven-point
Rating Scales are all significant (p < .05) fFor each sex cansidered
separately (see Table o4). Houwever, as in the cose of the
reliability indices Jjust considered, the values NTe CDnsistently

higher For males than for Females (see Table L0). The mzan

correlation coefficient for male subjects (N = 3?2) is .77, comprred

1l

with 3 mean correlation of .59 for %emale subjects (N 42). In
the case of the Law Scale the difference is significant (p <.01).

A second method of assessing validitv, using reported
behaviour indices, Als0 provided support for the validity of the
scales far each sex, =t least with respect to the hehnviour
indices derived from self-reports of toeking part in demonstrat-
sons and sttending Church. Here there are no monsistent diff-
erences between the SexeS with respect to the magnitude of the
associations between the attitude scales and those indices (see
Appendix 9b and 9¢). However, there do oppear to be gulte
marked differences in the gutcomes of predictions cancerning
reported hehaviour at school. These &are particularly striking
with respec’h to indices relating to reports of nheing in strife”
with teaschers and being punished by them, which are significantly
correlated with each of the authority scales (and the Radicalisom
Scale) for females only. The consistency and magnitude of the
sev rifferences are apparent 5 Table 41, derived from the

resuylts given in Appendix Yc.
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Table 40, Correlations between Likert-type attitude to authority
scales and corresponding Eleven-point Rating Scales,
for males and for females.

Object of the Attitude

Subject's Sex Symbolic ‘Autharity  Teachers  Army Law Police

Males (N = 32) .76 .72 79 .77 .80
Females (N = 42) .59 .65 .75 .33 .64
Significance of z 1.36 56 42 2,89 1.45
sex differences N.S. N.So n.s. .01 N,S.

Note: The correlation coefficients for Symbolic Authority .
are with the Eleven-point Rating Scale of ''Authority

in General'',

Table 41. Sex differences in correlations between attitude scales and
reported behaviour indices relating to two forms of reported
behaviour at school, for 33 male and 47 female subjects from
the University of Adelaide,

Behaviour Index

Being "'in strife" Significance of Being punished Significance ol
Attitude with teachers sex differences by teachers sex difference
Scale Males Females z p < Males Eg@ales z p <
Symbolic  _ _ _
Auth. .01 Y 2.20 .05 .0b .45 2,31 .05
Teacher -.27 -.35 0.04 n.s. ,06  -,34 1.82 n.s,.
Army -.12 -.56 2.26 .05 9 -,49 3,21 .01
Law .05 - 2.1h .05 .07 -1 2,23 .05
Police .07 -.50 2.73 .01 J0 0 =.k2 2.1 ,05

Radicalism .16 .26 0.46 n.s. .03 ,29 1.19 n.s,
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In all 12 cases in Table 41 females show a higher corr-
elation than males, and in O cases the differences are signif-
icant, These relationships may be summarised by the correlat-
ions hetween each behaviour index and the C.A.S. The correlat-
igns between "Being in strife with teachers" and the C.A.5. were
~.57 far females and only -.01 for males. The difference
between the correlations is significant: z = 2.77, p <.01. The
correlations between the C.A.S5. and "Being punished by teachers"
were -.53 For females and only -.11 for males, a difference
which is also significant at the .07 level (z = 2.96).

These results suggest that in the area of relatiens with
teachers the attitude scales may have tifferent implications for
the sexes. It is possible that an anti-authority disposition is
related to having had "bad" relations with teachers for females

only.

11. (ii) The generality of atfitude to authority

To examine the generality of attitude to authority, results
from the application of the attitude scales were correlated for
samples of male and female students at both S.A.I1.T. and the
University of Ndelaide. Significant intercorrelations betuween
scores on the 5 Likert-type scales and the Radicalism scale have
been reported for each of the four groups (5.A.I.T. males, S.A.I.T.
females, University males and University Ffemales) in Chapter 3.

I+ has been concluded that the geﬁerality of attitude towards

institutionalised authority, as reflected by scores on scales

assessing attitudes towards Symbolic Authority, Teachers, the
Army, the Law and the Police, has been established independently
for each of the sub-groups, and this general sttitude in each

case is significantly related to the Radicalism Scale.
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However, it has also been noted that the generality of the
attitude, as indicated by the magnitude of the correlation
coefficients presented in Table 16, is somewhat greater for males
than for females; the sex difference 1is particularly-marked in
the University sample, where the mean correlation (for the 15
correlation coefficients, sncluding Radicalism) is .70 for males
compared with the mean for females of .53, and all 15 of %the corr-
glations for males are higher than the corresponding ones for the
female subjects. In the 5.A.1.T. sample, the corresponding means
are .56 for males and .4LB for females, with 12 of the 15 correlat-
ipns being higher for males. Emnsistnt with these results, in
the 1975 Replication Study (described in Chapter 10) the correl-
ation between the Law and the Army Scales is greater for males
(.56) than for female students (L43).

A further difference lies with institutions. It is apparent
Ffrom the figures in the previous paragraph that the mean correlat-
igns are higher for the University samples cumpared with correspond-
ing 5.A.1.T. samples: &among males, 14 of the 15 correlations are
higher; among Females, 10 aof the 15 currelagiuns are higher. The
generality appears to be greater for males than for females and for
the University of Adelaide subjects than for 5.A.I.T. subjects.
Thus attitude to suthority would appear to form a rather more
coherent pattern among male students than among female students,
and among the Adelaide University students compared with those from
the 5.A.I.T. A summary of the sex and institutional differencesS
which are significant with respect to these correlations is

presented in Table L2.



Table L2, Significantly differnnt correlations between

attitude scales: sex and institution differences,

(a) Significant Sex Differences

Scales correlated Sample Correlatinns Significance of

the difference

Symb. Authority rMzles Females 2 _p«<
and Law Us of A, .83 .48 2,92 .01
Symb. Authority

and Police Ua of A, .81 .59 1.98 .05
LAaw and

Radicalism U, of A, =-,81 -.51 2.L48B .05

(b) Significant Institution Differences

Scales correlated sample Correlations Significance of

the difference

S.A.I.T. U. of A, ) _p<
Symb. Authority
and the Army Males .55 03 2.01 .01
Symb. Authority
and the Police Males L7 .81 3,04 .01
Symb. Autharity
and the Law Males 02 .83 2.20 .05
Law and
Radicolism Males -.62 ~.81 1.98 .05

Note The sbove results are based upon the data presented

in Table 16,
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11. (iii) Inter-sex comparisons 10T correlations between

attitudes to authority and personality

Correlations between attitudes to authority and personality
variables have been carried out mainly with 5.A.T.T. subjects.
In general, the correlations follow a similar pattern for each sex.
No major or consistent differences between the cmrrelatzuns are
evident in the analysis of S.A.I.T. data reported in Chapter 7.
Significant correlations with the C.A.S5. were found for gach sex
with 3 measures of Intolerance of Ambiguity (the Budner Scale, the
Qudner subscale of Intolerance of Complexity and the Complexity
subscale of the 0.P.I.), the Dugmatisﬁ Scaleland the Creative
Independence Scale. Moreocver, plots of the relationships for

each sex were generally found to Ffpllow a similar linear trend.

For the 1972 University sample 8 significant linear carrelation

hetween the Creative Independence scale and the C.A.5. was also
Found far each sex. In the 1975 University sample significant
linear correlations were again found for both sexes between the
Complexity subscale of the 0.P.I. and the two measures of attitude
to authority used in this replication study. The factor analysis
of the 5.A.I.T. data reported in Chapter 9 confirms the general
similarity of the pattern of correlations for each Sex. The
First two factors extracted, an "authority fastor" and a "per-
sgnality factor", were basically similar for males and females,
as was the relationship betueen them.

Despite the cverall similarity of the correlations for each
sex, minor discrepancies should be noted. The correlation between

the C.A.5. and the Emotional nctivation scale is significant for

Females only; while correlations between the C.A.5. and both

Cognitive Simplicity and the Photo Ambiguity Test are significant
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only far males. It follows tha! the existence of significant
correlakions between C.A.S5. and each one of ‘the persnnality
varisbles examined in Chapter 7 using pooled data, should not
gbscure the fact that significant relationships in same cases
may be limited to one sex only. Small discrepancies in factor

loadings for cach se

N7

¢ an similar factors, a@s described in Chap-

1}

ter 9, again suggest that caution must he exerciser in extending
generalisations based upon the pooled data to each sex. In
particular, relatively high or moderate loadings on the “authority
factors", for the Teacher: Spale (.78) and Cognitive Simplicity
(.43) in the case of males, are not paralleled by similar loadings

for the female subjects, For whom the loadings are, respectively,

.26 and .00. It is recognized that the tauthority factor" is not
precisoly the same for sach sex snd exact comparisons cannot be
made. The results do, however, suggest that the scores an the
Teacher: Scale and the Cognitive Simplicity ccale may have

different implications for the two sexes.

11.  (iv) Subgroup differences in mean attitude fo authority

In examining institutional differences on the attitude to
authority scales, it must First be emphasised that the samples of
students at the tuo institgtions were not random samples, but were
volunteers from particular courses. This must be regarded as &
1imitation with respect to making generalisations about the tuo
institutions since it seems likely that choice of course within a
college may be related to attitudes as central as attitude to
authority. Feather and Collins (1974), For instance, found that
Qusiness Studies students at an Australian College of Advanced

Fducstion (Mitchell College) tended to adopt a more conservative

stance on some issues than students enrolled in Teacher Education.
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It may be claimed that in this study the S.A.I.T. sample of
students were drawn from a wide range of cuufses, as described in
Chapter 7. Subjects from the University of Adelaide, however, Were
drawn from the more restricted population of first-year Psychology
studentse.

With such restrictions on any generality that may be claimed,
differences between the tuwo institutions and the sexeS Were examined,
To separate the main effects of sex and institution and to examine
the possibility of an intersction effect, 8 two way analysis aof
variance would normally be completed for each of the scales.
However, the numbers in the four "sex by institution" subgroups
vary cansiderably, SO that the design lacks balance to such an
exltent that attempting to ggualise group Sizes by reducing all
groups to the smallest size or by estimating "missing" values,
would be inappropriate. FarT this reason, the four means for each
of the attitude scales were subjected to analysis in the Form
of plannerd comparisans (see Hays, 1963, p. b66). In each cose
the comparisons analysed were simply the squivalents to the two
main effects and the one interaction effect available in
conventional AOY with 2 x 2 groups. It is recognised that the
Lhree comparisons are not precisely orthogonal oﬁing to the
inequality of the sizes. However, 1t is considered that the
method gives a reasonable indicatiaon of the effects of interest,
pravided that care i5 exercised if more than one significant
effects are interpreted for any variable. (The method is
numerically equivalent to the one described by Winer (1977, p.hDZ)
as an unweighted means analysis using the harmonic mean number of
subjects). The results of the planned comparisons are given in
Tahle 43. They have been carried out using the data previously

described in detail in Chapter 3.
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Table 43. Planned comparisons of means on Attitude towards
Authority scales and Radicalism For 5.A.I.T. and
University of Adelaide students, according to Institution

and Sex subgroups.

(For each cell, means are niven with standard deviations in
parenthesis. The numbers for each of the comparisons ore
ns follows: 5.A.I.T. males, 93; 5.A.I.T. females 87;
University of Adelaide males, 33; University of Adelaside
Females, 17).

(a) Symbolic Authority Scalc: Means and Standard Deviations

Male Bena e Both sexes

5.A.1.T, 70.91 73.77 77 .29
(11.02) ( 9.95) (10.62)

University of Adelaide 66.48 72.81 70.20
(11.49) ( 9.17) (10.66)

Ooth institutions £69.75 73.29
(11.26) ( 9.65)

Analysis by planned comparisons:

Contrast value F Significance

Main effect of Institution -
(5.4.1.T. - U. of Al) 2.70 3.57 MNaeSa
Main effect of Sex S
(male - femsle) =26 10.38 -01

Interaction of Institution and sex 1.73 1.408 N.S.
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Table L3-: (continued)

(b) Teacher

Male Female Both 5exes
S.A.L.T. : 99.17 93.90 96.52
(16.91) (15.37) (16.40)
University of Adelaide 93,10 93,58 93,486
(14.94) (13.65) (14,20)
Ooth institutions 97.60 93.52

(16.48) (1L.73)

Analysis by planned comparisons:

Contrast value F Significance
Main effect of Institution
(5.A.I.T. - U. of A.) et e n-s.
Main effect of 5ex
(male - female) 2. 39 1.25 MaBe.
Interaction of Institution o _ag 1.83 —
& Sex
(c) Army
ﬁglg Female Both Sexes
5.A.I.T. 87.65 83,99 £5.88
(22.84) (19.80) (21.50)
University of Adelaide 75.03 79.60 75.13
(20.88) (16.58) (13.5G)
Both institutions ak .6l 82,45
(22.93) (18.79)

Analysis by planned comparisons:

Contrast value E ?iﬁ[ﬁijﬁﬂﬂﬁﬂ
[ain effect of Institution , . :
(5.4.1.T. - U. of A.) 0.01 g.07 0L
Main effect of Sex 0.05 0.00 e

(male - Female)

Interaction of Institution
2 aex
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Table 43. (continued)
(d) Law
Male Female Both Sexes
S.A.1.T. 89.52 39.57 £9.52
(15.16) (13.91) (14.57)
University of Adelaide £1.00 83.68 82,50
(15.45) (15.03) (15.85)
Bath institutions 87.29 87.47
(15.63) (14.77)
Analysis by planned comparisons:
Cantrast value F Significance
Main effect of Institution . .
(5.A.T.T. = U. of A.) [ Ry -0l
Main effect of Sex
. { 5
(male - female) 1.3k 43 a5
In:eractlon of Institut ion 1,34 43 =
R hex
(e) Police
Male AEILENES goth Sexed
S.ALT.T. 80,05 £51.00 50.52
(15.49) (12.75) (14.24)
University of Adelaide 71.91 75.98 74 .30
(15.64) (13.22) (14 .41)
Both institutions 76.93 79.24
(15.73) (12.98)
Analysis by planned comparisons:
Contrast value F Signifricance
Main effect of Institution .
L
(5.A.1.T. - U. af A.) 6297 et S50 S
Main effect of Sex
(male - female) ~2.51 1.65 Mg
Enteractlun of Institution 1.57 65 i

g Sex



Table L43: (continued)

Radicalism Scale

Female

5.A.1.T.

University of Adelaide

Both institutions

Analysis by planned comparisons;

Contrast value

Main effect of Institution

(5.4.T.T. ~ U. of A.)

Main effect of Sex

(male - female)

Interactidn of Imstitution

51.U5
( 8.80)

[T

=i

1.03

3.43

202.

gpth Sexes

49,48
( 9.08)

53.01
(10.29)

Significance

.01

n.S.

. o
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An examination of the aralyses by planned comparison shows
that the effect of institutions is positive for each of the attitude
scales and negative Tor Radicalism: that is, the 5.A.I.T. students
consistently Ffavour authority and conservatism more than University
of Adelaide students. For the Army, the Law, the Police scales
and Radicalism the effect is significant. The effect of sex is
inconsistent in direction and in one case anly is it significant
(for Symbolic Authority). Although there is a slight tendency
for University females %o be more favourably disposed towards
authority than the male University subjects, and in general, for
the tendency to be opposite among 5.A.I.T. students (the exception
is for Symbolic Authority), no significant interaction effect
was found. It may be concluded on the basis of this analysis that
the only reliable effect of general importance 1s that of Institution.

Une difficulty in interpreting the differences 1n attitude
between the twa institutions is that the two samples differ
greatly in mean age. As reported in Chapter 3, the mean for the
S.A.I.T. subjects is significantly higher than that for the
University subjects. There is empirical evidence in this study
that age is a fector to be considered, as far as attitude to
authority is concarned. In the S5.A.I.T. sample (N = 180), age
was Found to correlate significently with C.A.S5.: r = .18,

p <.D5.% This contrasts with the carrelation obtained from the
younner University of Adelaide subjects (N = 80) for whom a
correlation of =.11 wass found. The difference between the

correlations is, in fact, significant (z = 2.14, p <.05).
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On this evidence, the relationship between age and attitude
to authority appears to be complex, and it is therefore inappropriate
to control for age with the commonly used method of analysis of co-
variance. The alternative method of examining scores by comparing
thase in the same age categories has therefore been adopted,

To compare 5.A.1.T. and University subjects in the same
age groups, divisions were made as indicated in Tabhle 44, The
mean age for the sub-sample of S.A.I.T. subjects over 20 was
25,68 years with a 5.D. of 6.95. For the University subsample
the corresponding mean was 24,42 years with an S.0. of 6.47.

The ratios of male to female subjects. tend, on the whole, to be
fairly similar for the two institutions, and in view of the
general lack of significance of the overall sex differences
indicated in Table 43 (apart from Symbolic Authority) a pooling of

the sex data in the subsequent analysis is justified.

Table L4, Numbers of male and female subjects From the
5.0.I.T. and University of Adeleide used For comparison

of attitude scores, according to age groupSe

Age_group S.AeleTs University of Adelaide

male female both sexes male female both sexes

17 years b 20 24 3 11 14
18 years 10 L0 50 15 2L 39
19 years 11 18 29 6 9 15
Over 19 years GO S 77 3 12

47 80

!
N

Totals 93 87 180




Age

—e e

17

19

20+

17
18

19
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Tahle ASa  Unweighted wmean Attitude to Authority scores for

5.A.1.T. and U. of A. students (1971-2), according to

fiean

83. 33
79.066
75.48

60, 36

age Qroups.

11.42
12.39

14,06

Mean

83.086
85.57

B85.95

29

77

5ignificance of the
Institutionsl difference

t P <
.00 NaSa
-1.58 NeSa
-2.7L .05
-1.39 MNeSa

qulg_iép Mean scores for the Radicslism Scale for S.ATLT.

and U. of A. students (1971-2), according to age Qroups.

43.57

39
15

12

_8.A.1.T.
lean 5.0,
L3.75 9.27
50,78 10.91
LB.B3 9.18
L3.75 9.03

29

77

Significance of the
Institutional difference

t n <
+0.21 NaSa
+1. 50 NeSa
+2. 32 .05
-0.04 N.S.
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The means and standard deviations for the 5.A.I.T. and Univ-
ersity subjects are given for each attitude to authority scale hy
separate age groups 1n Appendix 20, with significance tests at each
lgyel. Here it is sufficient to note that with the comparatively
small sample sizes the differences between means for particular age
groups are generally not significant. The exception is far 19 year
olds, for whom S.A.I.T. students are significantly more pro-
authority on the Lauw Scale and the Police Scale, and significantly
less vadical on the Radicalism Scale, all these differences being
significant at the .05 level (two tailed test). In order to summ-
arise the age differences on attitude to authority, unweighted mean
authority scores were computed from results on the 5 authority scales
for students at the two institutions, sand these scores are preseﬁted
far comparison in Table 45n, Gimilar results for the Hadicalism
scores are presented in Table 45D,

From Table 45, it is apparent that differences in attitude
fowards authority and in Radicalism at the two institutions are
particularly marked amongst 19 year olds: it is for this group
only that the differences are significant.

1. (v) ANge Trends

The relationship between age and attitude to authority and
Radicalism may be examined by plotting the mean unweighted attitude
to authority scores (and Radicalism scores) in relation to the four
age groups. The age trends at the two institutions tend to be
dissimilar. According to Figure 16, there is a slight tendency for
5.A.I.T. stucdents to appear more pro-authority with increasing years,
and for University of Adelaide students to bhecome more opposed to
authority up ta the age of 19 and less opposed thereafter. A corres-
panding tendency 1S apparent in the results for Radicalism presented
in Figure 17; tﬁat ig, while S.A.T.T. studenfs tend to become some-
what less radical with.age, Jniversity students appear as increasingly

radical up to the age of 19 years and more conservative thereafter.

.



Figure 16.

Mean pro-authority score

Figure 17.

Radicalism Score

Mean pro-authority scores for four
age-groups of S.A.I.T. and University of
Adelaide students.

90

85

80

75

17 18 19 20
Age

Mean Radicalism scores for four
age-groups of S.A.I.T. and University
of Adelaide students.

60

55

50¢F

45

17 16 19 20
Age

207.
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Figure 18. Mean pro-authority scores (based

Mean pro-authority score

upon Law and Army Scales) for four age
groups of Adelaide University, 1972 and
1975.

90

85

80

75 L—

Age
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The resultS‘FUr the two institutions were exemined further
For the significance of the trends, using = polynominl trend
analysis. Only in the case of Radicalism for the University
results was a significont result obtained: the guadratic trend
yielded an F ratio of L.65, df 1.75, p <.05 (two tniled). In 1975
a further investigation of the relationship between age and

attitude to suthority was undertaken using the results for 247

first-yenr University students who cmmpietéd the Army and the Lauw
Gganles. (One female subject who was aged 15 years only was
omitted from this analysis). [Mean pro-authority sScores Were
computed, based upon results For the two sceles, and are pre-
sented in Figure 13, together with corresponding results teken
From the 1972 University szmple, and bnsed upon the same two scales.
(The detziled results are given in Appendix 21).

In Figure 18 the Sugggstian of o quodratic felmtimnship
found in the 1972 University datn is wmholly absent From the 1975
results. There is a major diFrerence between the two samples
of 19 year olds: the tuwo samples differ significently (t = 2.10,
df L7, p £.05) on the combined Law and Army Scales (see Appendix
21). The difference in trends Far 1972 and 1975 may thus be seen
to be largely due to'a shift towards a significantly more favourable
attitude towards Authority on the part of 19 year ald students.

11. (vi) Sex differences within institutions

In the analysis of the combined data from the two institutians
in Section 11 (1¥), it was Found that overall sex differences were
1imited to the Symbolic Authority Scale on which females scored
significantly higher. However, a further exomination within
institutions indicates that there are differences which should

he mentioned.
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Differences between the sexes at S.A.I.T. may be examined
in relation to the most comprehensive amount of data avallable
(See Appendices 14 and 19). For two of the scales (Symbolic
Authority and the Police Scale), the mean pro-authority scores
are slightly higher for females, but not significantly so. 0On
the remaining scales, males appear to be somewhat more pro-
authority and conservative: differences are significant by the
t test for the Teacher's Scale (p<.05) and the Radicalism Scale
(p<.01). Male subjects uwere also more intolerant of ambiguity on
3 measures of Intolerance of Ambiguity: the Budner Scale (p <.001,
the Complexity subscale of the 0.P.I. (p <.05) and the Photo
Ambiguity test (p <.05). They were also significantly more
dogmatic on Ray's Dogmatism Scale (p<i.05). On the basis of these
data, no strong general contrast can be drawn between the sexes,
hut For attitude to teachers and rardicalism male students at the
5.A.I.T. arc more pro-authority and 1less radical than the female
students. It is possible that, in accaordance with the linear
hypothesis supported in this study, such differences may he
related to the greater intolerance for ambiguity which is found
among Lthese male students.

Among the Uriversity students tested at approximately the
same Ltime as the 5.A.I.T. students (1971 - 72) the direction of
the differences between males and females on the attitude scales
is entirely consistent: females on each of the scales have higher
mean pro-authority scores and a lower mean ScOTE ON Radicalism.
However, the differesnce 1is significant on anly one, the Symholic
Authority Scaie (p <.05). (See Appendix 19 for further details).
Thus while no significant interaction effects between sex and
institution wefe identified in the analysis reported in the earlier
section, the patterns of sex differences at the two institutions

tend to be quite different.



Z Mg

11. (vii) Conclusions

The main conclusions that may be derived from the foregoing
analyses may be summarised as follows:
1) The Likert-type scales developed for the measurement of
attitude to authority and radicalism were found to be reliable
and valic instruments for assessing such attitudes for both male
and female students, though there is evidence that some scales
may be slightly more reliable measures for males.
?) The generality of attitude towards authority, as indicated by
significant intercorrelations bhetueen the Likert-type scales, was

established for both male and female students drawn from The

University of Adelaide and The §.A.I.T. The generality appears .
to be slightly but consistently greater among the University
students, and greater for males compared with females.

3) Correlations between the Composite Authority Scale and the
personality variables used in this study are generally similar

for each sex among students at the 5.A.I.T., with some minor
exceptions. Such similarities enable one tn claim a replication
of the major findings regarding the linear relationskip between
attitude towards authority and the personality variables of
intolerance of ambiguity, dogmatism and creative independence.
Moreaver, a factor analysis of S5.A.1.T. data confirms such a
relationship for both sexes, with only minor differences.in factor
loadings.

4y The linear relationships obtained for baoth sexes in the S.A.I.T.
sample between athitude to authority and (a) Creative Independence
and (b) Intolerance of Ambiguity, were replicated with samples of
University of Adelaide subjects, (a) in 1972 and (b) in 1975.
Dissimilar relationships were found, however, for the tuwo

institutions with respect tu Emotional Activation, for which a



linear relationship was found for the S.A.I.T. sample and a
curvilinear relationship for the 1972 University sample.

-

5) Nn analysiéior the data for sex and institution differences
revesled a main effect of institution on the Army, L.aw, Police

and Radicalism Scales, with 5.N.I.T. students peing more in favour
of authority and less radicsl. An analysis of results according
to age groups spdicated that it was among 19 year old University

students in 1972 that attitudes were particularly unfavourable to

authority, significantly more S0 than among S.A.I.T. students in

the same age group at that time.

6) There was o suggestion of curvilinearity in the relationship
between attitude to suthority and age in the 1972 University
sample, which was significant in the case of Radicalism, with 19
year olis tending to he more radical and more opposed to authority
than others. HWowever, this tendency was not found in the S.N.I.T.
sample (where the trend was linear): nor in the 1975 Unlversity
results in which 19 year olds were, in fact, the most favourable
to authority of the four age groupse.

7) An examination of sex differences within institutions indicated
thot male 5.A.I.T. Stgdents were significantly more in favour of
the authority of Teachers and less Radical than the female students.
Consistent with the linear hypothesis, malc students shawed
significantly less folerance for ambiguity. Among the University
sample, male students were significantly more opposed to Symbolic
Authority than were the female students.

1. (vii) Some Implications

The First and mast obvious implication relates to the
general averall similarity of the Findings with respect to the
reliability, validity and nenerality of. the scales for gach sex,
clearly justifying the pooling of data for various analyses.
However, the small differences are sufficiently consistent to

‘suggest that the scales ara probably mere appropeiate for male
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subjects. There are two possible reasons to be considered., First,
the target and/or scale items chosen are perhaps more salient for

male than female subjects. In so far as they relate to the issue

of conscription (as, for instance, the Lauw, the Army and passibly
the Police do), the “"authorities" are more relevant to the potential
conscripts (males), particularly so among the younger, generally
more eligible University of Adelaide subjects. This is consistent
with the finding that the generality is also more pronounced at

the University of Adelaide than at the S.A.I.T. But additionally

it may be that there is greater coneistency in attitude to suthority
among males, irrespective of the authorities or particular circumstances.
According to Davies and Encel (1970), higher status positions in’
the Australian society are wore commonly occupled by males; to

which Encel (1971) adds that "women in Australia, have, an the
whole, been content to 8llow their roles to be defined as an

adjunct to the roles of men" (p.63), It follows that a greater

preoccupation with power and authority is more likely to be
found amang Australian males, so that attitude to authority
scales are more salient For them.

Despite slignt differences in the relative reliability
of the scales for male and- female subjects, the clear replication
For each sex of the major findings of this study, that a linesar
relationship exists for tertiary students between attitude to auth-
ority and the personality variables of intolerance of ambiguity,
dogmatism and creative independence, is of major importance.
For both sexes, it can be claimed that a similar kind of per-
sonality is relatecd to acceptance or non-acceptance or authaority.
In addition, similar relationships between attitude to authority

and certain personality variables (namely Creative Independence
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and Intolerance of Ambiguity) are found for both tertiary inst-
itutions, thus broadening the generality still Further. However,
the one major difference in the relationship between atbitude
to authority and personality characteristics, that is, with
respect to Emotional Activation, does railse prohlems regarding
generality, and thesc must be discussed in some detail in the next
chapter. (Scee page 224).

The sex differences in mean pra-aﬁthority scalr scores are
slight and apart fram the Symbolic Authority Scale neither sex
nor sex/institution interactions are significant in an analysis
of the combined 5.4.1.T. and University results. Uhy should the
Symbolic Authority 5cule he an exception in providing a significant
main sex effect, with females sgoring more pro|uthority in both
institutions? It may he exceptional because of the nature of the
response elicited by this test. The subject is asked to respand
guickly in accordance Vith his or her feelings about certain
persons and symbols presented visually. Compared with respanding
to a verbal set of attitude scale items, a rather more overtly
aggressive style of responding seems to be required. To score as
strongly anti-authority, it may be necessary to overcome inhibit-
ions about the expreséinn of hostile feelings towards generally
respected persons and symbols. A difference between the sexes on
this scale may reflect a difference between the sexes in the

expression of aggressive feelings. This would be consistent

with certain findings about sex differences in manifest aggression
in our society: for instance, Wheeler (1969) has shown that aﬁung
Nustralian tertiary students (in Western Australia), males score
significantly Higher on ‘'need Fmr aggression” on the Edwards

Persaonal Preverence Sghedule.
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Next we may consider the implications of the differences
between the twa institutions with respect to attitude scores.
It has been shown that the S5.A.I.T. students consistently favour
authority more than the University students. Although the extent
of the differences depends upon the age group under consideration,
being least amang 17 year olds and greatest for 19 year olds, it

is reasaonable to conclude on the basis of the analysis by

planned comparisons, that students at the S.A.I.T. tend to

support authority more (particularly the authority of the Lauw

and the Police) than University students do. UWhy should this be
so? Explanations may be offered in terms of the kinds of students
that enter these institutions and/or in terms of the kinds of
pressures, both faculty and student, that affect them. To assess
the importance of these factors, and any interaction between them,
it would be necessary to test students before they enrol at the
two imstitutions and at intervals thereafter. 0On the present
evidence, cxplanations must be speculative.

The differences in attitude between the two groups of
students may perhaps be best understood in terms of the
expectations and aspirations of students entering the two instit-
utions. At the S.A.I.T. the students are preparing, and being
ﬁrained, for a particular kind of job, as a physiﬁtherapist, a
social worker, a pharmacist, an engineer, a business . executive,
and so on. B8y and large such students may be presumed to know
what they would like to do for a living, and to have in mind
some sort of pesition in an organisation where they might fit.
They will mare likely be aware of the need to adapt to a status
hierarchy, and to come to terms with the authorities. The

stereotype to be adopted is nne which accepts authority. Being
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more sure of the kind of jab they want to do, they would wish to
have a stable world in which to do it. They would not as a

group be much in favour of radical change. By contrast, the
University Arts or Science student is not so committed perhaps.
He is more likely to want to experiment with ideas, and (to use
the popular phrase of the period) to "do his own thing".
Moreaver, the ethos of the two institutions, the more critical
temper aof the University and the more skill-oriented Institute

of Technolony, seems likely to inculeate divergent attitudes in
the two sets of students, a point which would need to be verified
by campdring students of both institutions at different stages

of their tertiary educational careers. Whether the differences
result from the adoption of self-images consistent with a choice
of educational training or career, or are a result of the
"environmental press" (Murray, 1939), or both, is a question
needing to be answered before such speculations can be confirmed.

A further line of speculation concerning the differences
between the two institutions is raised directly by this study.

T+t may be that a particular kind of personality is more
likely to be drawn towards the kind of educational training which
purports to lead towards a definite job. A dislike of ambiguity
and uncertainty may well be a mark ﬁf such a personality. As
the correlation between such personality characteristics and a
relatively favourable perception of authority had been strongly

supported by this study, it seems reasonable For further studies

to comparce the personalities of University and C.A.E. students

in this area. 1In view of the obtained differences between male and
Female students at the S.A.I.T. on some attitude and personality
scales, ‘it is alear that susequent inguiries should bear in mind
the possibility of sex diffrrences alang such dimensions, partic-

ularly with respest to stud.nts at ony C.ALE.
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Finally, one mnust consider the implications of the snalyses
af ane trends among 5.A.I.T. and University students. It 1is
apﬁareht that no clear or consistent trend has emerged from the
analyses, This 18 perhaps surprising in vieu of the belief that
authority relations do undergo systematic changes with 3age,
especially during adolescence. Ausubel (1954), for instance, sugg-
ests that as adolescents mature, the disparity hetween the

demands made upan them and the status they are accaorded bDecomes

incraasingly acute and leads to an increasingly negative perception
of figures of authority. Ferguson and Kenneally (1974) have pravided
support for this view in their study of American preparatory students
(aged 14 - 16 years), for whom a correlation of -.25 was reported
between age and fgvourability of their perceptions of authority
Figures. By cantrast, 5.0.1.T. students show 8 slight tendency to

be moré acceptinng of authority with age. The University data for

the 1972 study appear to give some support to Ausubel's theory in

so Far as a slight (non-significant) trend towards a less favourable
attitude to authority 18 found over the years 17 to 19, Houwever,

the 1975 study provides results which suggest that University students
are at their most. accepting of authority at 19 years of age. Why

this age group should be particularly susceptible to change in

attitude to authority over the 3 year period 18 unclear. It may

be surmised, however, that in 1972 students in this age group had
been recently eliéible for conscription for a war which many
students opposed. Moreover, among first year University students
these would have been older than most others on the course and
might be expected tg have adopted a more militant attitude. UWhat =
ever the explanation, it is clear that on the basis of these
results, there is no support for the view that age is related in
any Systématic énd enduring way to attitudes tp authority amang

tertiary students.’
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CHAPTER 12: PERSONALITY AND ATTITUDE TO AUTHORITY

12. (i) Introduction

The primary aims of this thesis have been twofold:

(a) to develop valid measures of attitude to authority for use
with tertiary students; and (b) to decide between two hypotheses,
a linear and a curvilinear hypothesis, (both suggested in the
psychological literature), concerning the relationship between
certain personality variables and attitudes towards authority.

In this chapter the intention is to examine further the relevant
results that have been presented in Part II of this thesis, and
to explore their implications.

It is necessary to he quite clear about the nature of the
attitude dimension in relation to which the personality variables
were examined. The factor analysis presented in Chapter 8 (see
Table 33) yielded a factor on which each of the 5 Likert-type
Attitude to Authority scales was loaded at least moderately; and,
in addition, a moderately high negative loading was found on this
factor for the measure:of left-wing Radicalism. The Composite
Authority Scale, in relation to which the hypotheses were mainly
tested, may thus be regarded as a general measure of attitude
towards institutionalised authaorities. It is a measure that
could not be distinguished factorially from the test of left-wing
radicalism designed to tap students' political orientations at
that time. It is reasonable to regard“bath the C.A.5. and the
Radicalism Scale as predictive of such anti-authority sctivities
as taking part in demunstratiuns, and such pro-authority activities
as Yattending Church" (see Table 25).

In seeking to: generallse about the personality dimensions,

it is useful to consider again the results of the factor analysis.
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It is aﬁparent that a number of variables form a constellation,
central to which is the variable described as Tolerance or
Intolerance of Ambiguity. This variable is relasted closely to
both Dogmatism and Creative Independence. Somewhat less
strongly related to the constellation 1S the variable of
Emotional Activation. Finally, there is Cognitive Simplicity,
which appears to be unrelated to the other personality
variables, but which has a slight positive relationship with
the pro-authority Factor.

It has been shown that among S.A.I.T. students each of
the personality varlables was significantly correlatec with
attitude to authority, using Pearson's r, as predictec by
the linear hypothesis (see Tables 26a, b and c). The
linearity of the relationship was also, in general, confirmed
by inspection of relevant graphs (see Figures 1-10). Two of
these relationships with attitude to authority were replicated
in subseguent investigations with University of Adelaide
students, namely the relationship with Creative Independence
in 1972 (see Table %1 and Figure 11) and with Intolerance of
Ambiguity in 1975 (see Table 38 and Figures 1& andllS). For
one variable, Emotional Activation, the linear relationship
was not confirmed in the results for the 1972 University
sample; instead, the alternative hypothesis predicting an

inverted-U relationship was supported (see Figure 12).

12. (ii) Pro-authority and anti-authority students

On the basis of these results it is now possible to
describe the way in which tertiary students in South Australla
during the early 1970s varied with ‘Tespect to certain

personality characteristics along the dimension of attitude to
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institutionalised authority. The linear relationship abtained,
particularly with respect to personality characteristics in the
cognitive area, allows one to contrast the students who tended
to have relatively favourable attitudes to authorities with

those who did not.

A. Intolerance of Ambiguity. The caonservative, pro-authsrity

student tends o be relatively intolerant of ambiguity. This
finding was repeatedly confirmed by the results of this thesis.
On a variety of measures (the Budner Intolerance of Ambiguity
Scale, the three subscales of the Budner Test, the Complexity
subscale of the D.P.I. and the Photo Ambiguity Test) significant
correlations were obtained with the C.A.5. in the direction
predicted by the linear hypothesis. Indications of
curvilinearity are very slight and limited to single sex
samples. Such a general contrast between pro- and anti-
authority students with respect to Intolerance of Ambiguity is
clearly consistent with the louw intolerance of ambiguity scores
of American left-wing radical activist students reported by
Trent and Craise (1967) and Pierce and Schwartz (1971), and is
also consistent with the relatively high level of intolerance
of ambiguity shown by church attenders, if these are regardet
as tending to favour institutionalized authority (Budner, 196Z;
Feather, 1967; MacDonald, 1970).

It was noted in Chapter 7 that results favouring the
curvilinearlhypothesis with respect to intolerance of ambigulty
were all obtained using'“herformance“ measures, as opposed to
questionnaire tests, and this adds particular importance to the
results obtained using the Photo Ambiguity Test. The

correlation between this test and the C.A.S. though low,

(r = .19, N=114) is nonetheless significant, and gives no



indication of curvilinearity. The results reported by Eysenck
(1954), Taylor (1960) and Weitman (1962) suggesting a curvilinear
relationship between attitude to authority ard intolerance of
ambiguity are not confirmed. Possible reasons for this are
examined in the next section, 12(iii), in the context of the
theoretical implications of the results.

In view of the nature af the intolerance af ambiguity
concept, and its correlates, 1t may be concluded that the
conservative pro-authority student tends to have a somewhat
fixed way of viewing and organising social phenomena, and
dislikes and feels threatened by social situations which contain
novelty, uncertainty or insolubility. He will if possible try
to avoid such situations or to change them: witness the reactions
of the pro-authority students to the Photo Ambiguity Test. The
more radical, anti-authority student may be characterized as
having @ more experimental and flexible orientation; indeed, he
appears to have a pasitive liking for novelty, uncertainty and

diversity.

B. Dogmatism. The contrast between pro- and anti-suthority
students with respect to Dogmatism is also marked, and agailn the
contrast is consistent with the bulk of findings relating to
American radical students, narticularly those of Watts and
Whittaker (1967), Karabenick and Wilson (1969), Bailes and Guller
(1970), Hampden-Turner (1970), Steininger (1972) and Lorentz
(1972). Hampden-Turner's study is particularly relevant since
he, too, tested the possibility of a curvilinear relationship
with dogmatism, and found detailed evidence that the relationship
was in fact linear for a numher of Dogmatism subscales. In

addition, other results consistent with the linear relationship

under discussion were reported with reference to pro-authority



subjects: for instance, 1f a favourable attitude to authority

is suggested by church attendance, cansistently high dogmatism

has been reported by Feather (1967), Ray (1970) and éteininger

et al (1572). Ray's study, it should be noted, made use of the
Dogmatism scale employed in this thesis.

In view of the very clear evidence of a linear relationship
between dogmatism and attitude to authority revealed in this study
and the supporting evidence of the studies guoted above, it is
puzziing that results supporting the curvilinear hypothesis with
respect to dogmatism have ocoasionally been reported, for example
by Rokeach (1960); and it is astonishing that linear relationships

in the opposite direction are suggested by some results, in

particular by La Giapa (1969) and by Ray (1974). The possible
" reasons for such discrepancies are examined in a later section,
123i1i), following a further elucidation of the theoretical
implicaticns of the present results.

Here it may be concluded that the pro-authority students
may be seesn as possessing a relatively high degree of dogmatisme
The salient features of this characteristic were identified in
Section 61iA as an inability to judge the worth of a communication

apart from the nature of its source; a marked difficulty in
entertaining and synthezising new beliefs; and a relatively high
level of anxiety and defensiveness in relation to threats from
the environment. It should be noted that the concepts of
intolerance of ambiguity and dogmatism are closely related both
conceptually and (on the basis of this study) empirically.

Though differing inm detsil, both may be considered to reflect

a high preference for certainty as opposed to uncertainty,

particularly in relation to social situations.
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C. Creative Independence, The pro-authority student differs

from the anti-authority student in reporting himself to havs
characteristics reflecting creative independence in terms of a
check-list of relevantu adjectives; the self-perceptions of the
two sets of students are clearly different. This finding is
strongly supported using samples from both educational
institutions. The curvilinear relationship can be clearly
rejected,

1t should be noted that there is no direct inconsisiency
between the suggestion of curvilinearity obtained between
"oreativity" and sttitude to authority in Carol's (1972) study,
and the definite linear trend obtained in this thesis. Carol
used measures of the fluency of divergent thinkino (fraom
Guilford's battery) rather than self-reports of creative
independence. Although the Creative Independence test was Found
to be correlated significantly with a battery of divergent thinking
tests by Rump (1968), the correlation was small (r = .26 with
N=100). It would seem, then, that pro-authority students percelve
themselves as lacking certain characteristics, such as feelings wf
autonomy and spontaneity, that are generally thought to accompany
creativeness; hut they do not necessarily have less than averace
divergent thinking ability. As the variable of Creative
Independence is correlated negatively and significantly with both
dogmatism and intolerance of ambiguity, it may well be that the
association of these variables with attitude to authority has a

single explanation.

D. Emotional Activation,. With Emotional Activation it is

difficult to reach any firm conclusion concerning i1ts relationship

with attitude to authority. Broadly, the relationship appears to
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be linear among S.A.I.T. females, indeterminate among 5.02.1.7.
males, and curvilinear among University of Adelalde students.
It does not appear therefore that any stable relationship exists
between this variable and attitude to authority, and one may
examine other aspects than personality factors to account for
these discrepant results. (This is attempted in Chapter 13,
Pp.238-240 ),  Such results do, at least, enable one to confirm
that under some circumstances a linear relationship of the kind
suggested by the data of McClosky (1958), Heist (1955), UWinharn
and Jansen (1967) and Pierce and Schwartz (1971) may be Found,
while under other circumstances, as VUetter's (1530) resulis
suggest, a curvilinear relationship may be obtained. Such
results should attract attention to the need to determine the
circumstances under which these discrepant Tesults may be obtained.
Although the precise relationship betwsen Emotional
Activation and attitude to authority appears to ke uncertain, it
nevertheless remains true that highly pro-authority students in
both samples have relatively low levels of emational activation
(compared with subjecté intermediate in attitude to authority);
and for the S.A.I.T. sample correlations between Emoticnal
Activation and the Budner and 0.P.I. Intelerance of Ambiguity
scales are significant with the largest sample of data - see
Appendix léc. One may therefore be justified in assuming that

some common explanation involving all these variables is possible.

E. Cognitive Simplicity. Although the linear hypothesis is

not clearly supported with respect to the variable of cognitive
implicity (there being a suggestion of curvilinearity amang the
male S.A.I.T. subjects, in Figure 8), &gain it may be claimed that

there is a general contrast observable between the cognitively
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simpie pro-authority students and the more coonitively complex
anti-authority students. This result is consistent with the
finding of Lundy and Berkowitz (1957) that cognitively simple
people are more fTavourably influenced by authority figures than
are the more cognitively complex. It is'apparent, hauwsver,
that there is a suggesticon of curvilinearity in the trend for
the male S.A.I.T. students in that relatively high levels of
cognitive simplicity are found at the extreme anti-authority
end of the ramoge of attitude to authority scores. There is the
passibility that a clearer curvilinear trend might have occurred
if more 5.A.I.T. male students were, in general, strongly opposed
to authority. In fact, there are probably only a small number
of the kind that Harvey (1867) categorised as anti-authoritarians
belonging to System 2 of his conceptual scheme and thess are
types which Vannoy's (1955) factor analysis suagested may be
high on cognitive simplicity.

In general, it may be concluded on the hasis of thease
results -that the pro-authority student is likely to be relatively

‘

undifferentiating in his use of constructs in judging people.
It imay alsw be the case, as Bieri (1655) and Plotnick (1961)

sugoest, that the judgements of such peaple are not only less

]

disecriminating but also less accurate, presumably as a result

{

of a tendency to assume that others are like themselves (Bier

et

1855; Leventhal, 1857; Adams-UWebber, -1969). Coonitively
simple pecple and authoritarians are thought to be similar in
tending to make simplistic judgements. However, despite the
claim by Vannay (196G) that cognitive simplicity is significantly
correlated with results from the F Scals, in this thesis there is

no evidence of a linear relationship betuween the cognitive
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simplicity test and any other of the personality characteristics.
The results are, in fact, similar to thosé obtained by Pyron and
Lambert (1967) who Found that amony American High School students
authoritarianism, as assessed by a dogmatism scale, was not
significantly correlated with a revised version of Kelly's role

- reportory grid, which is conceptually similar to the Oieril
measure used in this study. Both the cognitively simple and the
dogmatic may tend to make simplistic social judgements, but the
absence of a significant relationship between the two variables
suggests that the two types are otherwise distinct; explanations
based wpon the personality characteristics of one need not apply

to the other. The results for both the factor analysis and the
canonical correlation analysis support the above conclusions.

12. (iii) Theoretical Implications

How may the pattern of relationships between the personality
characteristics and attitude to authority be explained in terms of
a general personality theory?

The finding that pro-authority subjects tend to be intolerant
of ambiguities and dogmatic is perhaps mare easily accounted for
in terms of existing personality theory than the others.

Probably the most influential contribution to theory in this area

is still that of Adorno EE Ei (1950) in "The Authoritarian

Personality". These authors were, however, naot exclusively

concerned with attitude to authority, but rather with a general
syndrome of pre-fascist, right-wing ethnocentric attitudes, which
included a strongly pro-authority attitude. It was to this
syndrome that Frenkel Hrunswik (1950) in particular related the
concept of intolerance of ambiguity, which has been shown to be
of central importance among the personality characteristics

examined in this study. The authoritarian syndrome was explained



in terms aof ego-defences against anxiety. The guestion may be
raised whether attitudes to authority may be ascocounted For in a
gimilar way, derived origirally from psychoanalytical theory.
The thecretical analysis of Frenkel Brunswik (194%)

emphasised the underlying feeling of insecurity of people who
are intolerant of ambiguity; Budner (1962) conceived such
people as threatened by situations involving novelty, complexity
y; Rokeach (1260) conceptualised highly dogmatic
neople as seeking defences ageinst a pervasive sense of anxiasty.

The relatively high scores of the conservative, pro-autnorit

~Z

students on intolerance of ambiguity and dogmatism confirm the
expectation of these views. A strongly favourable atiitude to
enthority may be seen as a strateoy (possibly unconsecious) for
diminishing the Tears that arise in confronting a threatening
ambiguity-ridden world.

In psychoanalytical theory, a sense af insecurity is alsn
seen as arising from internal impulses, usually of a sexual or
aggressive nature. The "guthoritarian personaliiy" was
conceived &s possessing a strongly censorious super-ega, which
magniftied the fears of being overwhelmed fram within and the
conseqguent need for repression. To the extent that the pro-
authority person resembles the authoritarian, he may be expected

to have an emotionally repressed or over-controlled persanality.

1

M

Relatively low scores on the Emptional Activation variaols
are consistent with this expectation. One may also deduce fronm
psychoanalytical theory that the pro-~authority person will show
little striving For creative indepsrderice, even if possessing
high capability. Deeply concerned with maintaining dafences

against both intrapsychic and external demands, 1t seems unlikely



that he Qill be able to libesrate energies in an individual or
creative manner,

The explanation of attitude to avthority thus far considered,
in terms of a personality "syndrome” having as its basis a
generalised sense of insecurity, is however a limited one. Fizst,
there would appear to be a significant group of students who ars
"gimplistic" in their mode cf judging people as well as strongly
pro-authority, but who are not intolerant of ambiguity, dogmatic,
or low in creativa independence. As the educational lovel of
the subjercts tends to be very uniform, it is unlikely that tha
differences have an educational origin. However, it is
possible that the paucity of distinctively different perscnal
constructs (which characterises the cognitively simple) may
reflect a limited experience of a diversity of types of people,
a kind of naivete which may well accompany the zcceptance of
conventional claims regarding the probity of authorities,
Secondly, it must be emphasised that the kind of explanation
put forward by Adorno gt al (1950), and considered to have some
explanatory value in this thesis, was concerned primarvily with
accounting for the extreme authoritarian (or pro-authority) type
of personality, whose motives are often regarded as patnological.
It is this, presumably small, group of parsons whose afTective
and cognitive personality characteristics ars contrasted with the
majority of "normals". The confirmation of the linear hypotheses
in this study, however, suggests that differences on thea
personality characteristics in question, with the exception of
Emotional Activation, extend along thez entire continuum.

Bay (1967) has suggested an extension of the above theory

to accommodate results relating tu the pereonality characteristics
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of American radical students, results that, in some respect, ara
similar to those obtained in this thesis, Following the
attitude theory of Smith et al (1960), Bay distinguishes betwsen
the various functions that attitudes may serve. In acddition
to the ego-defensive function, an attitude may also serve the
purpose of social adjustment and mality appraiszl. As
defensive motivazions decrease in importance, so attitudes are
assumed by Bay to serve more the function of realistic object
appraisal. It follows that the radical anti--authority
student is likely to perceive authority in a relatively ohjscitive
manner, unless, of course, his attitude stems from some other
form of neurotic motivation such as displasced anger.

Bay pictures the radical student as a kind of cutsider,
who does not care about his career prospects, his financial
future, or his reputation; he is unconcerned aoout impressing
reference groups or people. Bay concedes that some radical
students may be pursuing social-acceptance goals through
compliance with the demands of radical groups to witich thay
belong; but compared with more conservative students he regards
such goals as relatively unlikely in radical students. Indeed,
the radical student is viewed as superior in psychologicsl health
and moral value. Bay writes: "A sense of Jjustice, as well as
a capacity for rationality is, according to this theory, a likely
development in relatively secure individuals, whose politics if

any, will therefore tend towards the left - towards supporting

ct

the champions of the underdog, not the defenders of the
established, always unjust, institutions" (p.90). According tc
this view the radical is seen as a self-actualising realist. He

is a mbel because authority is unjust.



There are some difficulties in accepting Hay's conclusion
with regard to the presant results. First, one must consider
the results relating to Emotional Activation. If Emotional
Activation may be regarded as reflecting the degree of emotional
expressiveness, in accordance with Bay's position one would expect
the anti-authority student, being least egu-defensive, to score
relatively highly on this scsle. While this prediction is
supported in the S.A.I.T. data, in the Unlversity sample the two
extreme types of student resembls each other in appearing to be
relatively repressed. It may be noted also that the consistency
between affective and cognitive characteristics expected by an
oversimplified psychoanalytical theory is obviously not supported

by these results. Secondly, it is useful to examine Bay'

-

argument more closely; 1t has about it an obvious svaluative

-

lavour. It appears that he has converted what may be described
as a "negative" form of argument into a "positive" one. Because
a student feels "secure", and may therefore be expected to avoid
a distorted and oversimplified perception of authority, it does
not follow (as Bay suggests) that he will perceive political
institutions realistically. It is, in fact, difficult to assign
any clear operational meaning to the term "realistic" in this
context. Rather than assume that the motivation cof the radical
anti-authority student must reflect a disinterested desire faor
truth, it seems more useful to consider further the kinds of
motives and interests that are sunggested by the results from the
personality tests.

One finds in examining the results of anti-authority students
not only an apparent lack of concern about uncertainty, as
reflected by low intolerance of ambiguity on dogmatism scores, but

also a positive liking for novelty, complexity and insolubility
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(indicated particularly by low scores on the Budner subscalgs),
It may =lso be noted that this inserpretation is consistent with
the result reported by Kish (1973), of a significant negative
correlation between Zuckermann's Sensation Seeking Scale and
Conservatism, It seems reasonable to suppose that authorities
will be opposezd most strenuously by people who are particularly
interested in novelty and diversity, for 1t is to such people
that the suppressive and cuntrulliﬁg aspects of authority are
likely to be most frustrating. Authority may be regarded as
primarily the means by which limits are set to what behaviour
is accaptable, and, in consequence, what experiences may result.
It may also be the case that such students, being relatively
free of the insecurity and uncertainty that are thought to
characterise those with dogmatic views, are able to sustain an
attitude of opposition to autharity without experiencing so much
stress. :

In general, the curvilinear hypothesis has been disconfirmed.
Yet thore are clear indications in the psychological literature
that data have been gathered from tertiary students which appear
to support it. How have such resulis arisen? 0On2 possibility
is that the populations sampled in this study were insufficiently
extreme in anti-authority attitudes to enable a group of
"guthoritarian" personality types to be identified. The
relatively pro-suthority attitudes of the bulk of the S.A.I.T.
students tested gives some credence to this vieuw. However,
the testing of a large sample of the more anti-authority
University of Adelaide students (N=248) with regard to their
intolerance of ambiguity in 1975 without finding a curvilinear
relationship with attitude scales, renders this explanation

unlikely,
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More piausibly, it may be argued that the personality
variables used in this study, particularly intolerance af ambiguity,
have a looseness of definition such that different investigators
have used the same term to describe quite unrelated variables.,

The demanstration of Kenny and Ginsberg (1958) of the freguent
fallure of such variables to intercorrelate significantly supparts
this vieu, The measures of intolerance of ambiguity that have
yielded a curvilinear trend (see Coulter, 1953; Taylor, 1960; and
Weitman, 18623 differ from %Lthose wvsed in this study in being
performance mezasures for which no judgements about persons were
renuired, (The performance test used in this study did reguire
the subject to scrutinise and compare pictures of peopleis faces).
The rasulits of this thesis suggest that the apparent contradictory
results may have arisen becsause of a failure on the part of
jnvestigators to differentiate betwsen areas of judgement (which
may be broadly termed "social® and "non-social®) in relation to
which different kinds of intolérance of ambiguity may be inferred.

Finally, differences between some resulis may be due to
differences in the populations sampled. it has been argued in
this thesis that a tendency to identify with authorities is often
a consequence of certain authoritarian personality characteristics.
It is reasonable to suppose that in some situations the salient
authority figures will be radicals whose anti--authority attitudes
will be assimilated through a process of identifi:atiun. The
emergence of powerful, charismatic radical leaders, as may occur
in times of student-faculty conflict, may provide an attractive
source for identification among the relatively insecure. It is

possible that the occasionally reported tendency for anti-



authoritarians tc be dogmatic (see in particular La Giapa, 1959)
may have such an origin. The paradoxical effects of "anti-
authority authorities® abtaining support from authoritarisns will
be rare, and the results showing a resulting curvilinear
rielationship with personality variables may be regarded as
anomalous,

To sum up, substantial support has been obtained from the
results to confirm the linear hypothesis, particularly with
respect to Intolerance of Ambiguity, Dogmatism and Creative
Independence, and a contrast betwsen the pro- and anti-authority
student is alsc in evidence with respect to Cognitive Camplexity.
For Emational Activaticn, however, the results are conflicting
in the two samples. In seeking to explain the differences
between pro- and anti-autherity students it has been suggested
that they may be derived from guite different motivational states.
The pro-authority person is teparded as insecure and threatened
hy any complexity and ambiguity in his environment. A high
degree of acceptance of authority may be considered as an ega
defence. In addition, there would appear to be a significant
nunber of students who are not "authoritarian® in the sense
delineated by Adorno et al and Rokeach, but are "simple" in
their social categarisation: that is, they tend to see people
in a few black and white terms, possibly as a result of their
limited experiences. Such students also tend to support
authority.

In general, it would appear that the anti-authority student
has relatively little need Tor submission as a defence against
anxiety, and his higher feeling of security enables him to Temaln

independent of, or even oppose, authority. At the same time, a
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high degree of interest in novelty increases his motivation to
oppose the frustrating power of authority. Differences in
creative independence sre also consistent with these arguments.
The ega-defensive pro-suthority students must find it hard to

be open to new experiences; the novelty-loving radical is more
likely to be able to drow upon a wider rance of experienceas.
Such an explanation is consistent with the results of this study,
which, in turn, are similar to those reported in the bulk of
American studies,. The reported exceptions may be sccounted for
in terms of variations in populations sampled or measures
employed; a number of radicals identifying with radical leaders
may be one other explanation. Finally, the anomalous finding
with respect toc emotional activation suggests that as tar as
reported affective states are concernsd, differences betuween

pra- and anti-authority students are unreliable.



PART THREE

REVIEW AND PERSPECTIVE
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CHARTER 13: ATTITUDE TO AUTHORITY: A REVIEW AND PERSPECTIVE

13. (i) Social Significance of the Study

The understanding of the psychologlical processes that accompany
acceptance and rejection of autharity i3 clearly a matter of
considerable social importance. This has been recognized through
the impact of recent studies on the psychology of obedience and
conformity especially those of Milgram (1965) and Haney et al (1973
who have both demonstrated the conforming behaviour of a surprisingly
high proporticn of people when social pressures to obey are
experimentally brought to bear wpon them. Complementary to this
woTk have been numerous studies, reviewed in this thesis, of
opposition to, or non-compliance with, authority among radical
students in recent times. In either case, whether undue acceptance
or undue rejection of authority occurs, the psychologicsl processes
need to be understood, for either the autonomy of the individuel or
the security of society are threatened by the effects of extreme
pro~ or anti-authoritarian behaviour.

Whether obadience or disobedience has been responsible for the
greater socisl evil has been a recurrent guestion in sccial and
political thinking. Hobbes (1661) provided the classic defence
of acceptance of authority as the alternative to anarchy in which
1ife is conceived as “solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short
(p.65J). Acceptance of authority is seen as the means of self-
preservation. Milgram (1974) has argued that a hierarchical
social structure, which the human potential for ohedience permits,
is necessary for the survival of the species. He sees such a
potential as a conseguence of an evolutionary process. But has

it on balance produced unfortunate social consequences?  Snow
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(1961) unhesitatingly cendemns obedience: "“Wkhen you think of the
long and gleomy history of man, you will find more hideous crimes
have been commitited in the namz of obedience than have sver been
committed in the name of rebellion" (p.24). Snow instances the
German Officer Corps brought up in the most rigorous code of
obedience, who were "party to, and assisted in, the most wicked
large scale actions in the history of world" (p.24). Miloram
(1974) adds to this judgement a catalogue of crimes committed by
American soldiers in Vietnam, in the name of obedience: "....
soldiers routinely burned villages, engaged in a “"fres~fire zone"
policy, employed napalm extensively, utilized the most atdvanced
technology anainst primitive armies, defoliated vast areas of the
land, forced the evacuation of the sick and aged for the purpaoses
af military expediency, and massacred outright hundreds of unarmed
pivilians" (p. 180).

Such pernicious social consequences Milgram sees &g deriving
from a biclogically necessary but socially dangerous potential.
There sre related to this potential, according to Milgram, "certain
highly specific mental structures" (p. 125) present in the organicm,
and these structures may be renarded as normally predisposing the
organism towards the acceptance of authority. It would appear
that =5 a result of social learning these structures may be altered,
the “potential® strengthened or weakened, with a result that the
predisposition to obey authority may vary yidely. It is this
modified patential that "attitude to authority" as assessed in this
study may be said to reflect. Like the hypothesised "potential®
it has a unitary character in that it shows a consistency in
attitude towards a range of authorities.  Unlike the "pnotential®

it may contain both genetic and learned components.
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The task set in this inguiry has been to relate the
predisposition to abey or disobay authbrities to certain personality
factors which psychologists have thought were associated with such
z predisposition. The task of determining socially desirable
outcomes may be regarded as depending, in part, on an understanding
of the personazlities of these who vary in their attitudes to

authority.

13. (ii) Situational and/or personality explanations of

attitude to authority

Explanation of social behaviour and attitudes have sometimes
emphasised situstional factors and sometimes personality factors.
Argyle and Little (1972), for instance, argue that personality
fantors are of comparatively little importance in accounting for
social attitudes and behaviour. According to their view,
hehaviour is mainly a consequence of a particular saeial sltuation
in which a person finds himself. Attitudes are seen as
rationalisations. By contrast, more psychodynamically oriented
psychologists following Freud have regarded attitudes and behaviour
as the outcome of an interplay of intra-psychic forces. The
results of this study suggest that both explanatory systems have
some value in sccounting for the present data.

There is strong evidence, already touched upon in Chapter 10,
which indicates that situational influences were responsible for
changes in attitude towards the Army and the Law amgng first year
University students between 1972 and 1975. Mean differences
between samples ohtained 1n these years were significant on the
two authority scales. Maoreaver, the changes were opposite in
direction, with students appearing significantly more pro-Army
in 1975 than in 1572, but also less pro-Law. Since Intolerance

of Ambiguity, as assessed by the complexity subscale of the 0.P.T.,
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has been Shown (in both the S.A.I.T. and the University 1975

sample) to be related to attitude to authority inm a linear way,
it is clear that such contradictory changes in attitude towards
the two authorities could not be due to personality differences
in the two samples, st least with respect to this dimension.
IIt must be concluded that both situational and personality factors
affect attitude towards authority among tertiary students.

In the main, the nature of the relationship betueen
personality and attitude to authority appears to be unaffected
by situational factors. The linear relationship between attitude
to authority and Creative Independence is replicated in the
University of Adelaide sample (in which more studenis are opposed
to authority): and the relationship with Intolerance of Ambigulty
is alsao replicated with the University of Adelaide sample Tour
years later, despite changes in attitudes towards the tuo
authorities. However, thare is the exception of Emotional
Activation, and this anmomalous result warrants further discussion.

The relationship between Emotional Activation and Attitude
towards Authority tends to be linear in the S5.A.I.T. sample (see
Figure 10) and curvilinear in the University of Adelalde sample
(see Figure 12). How can this difference be accounted for?
First, it is unlikely that it is due to the greater range of
radicalism or opposition to authority of the University of
Adelaide subjects, for the S.A.I.T. sample is much larger and
contains extreme students who are equally anti-authority as the
extreme university students. The 5.A.I.T. sample tends to be
older and to contain more part-time students; but such differences
are attributable to the male subjects, and it is among the S.A.T.T.
female subjects that the clearer linear relationship obtains. A

final difference relates to the time at which the samples were



obtained. The S.A.I.T. groups were tested between June 1971 and
March 1972, whereas the University samples were ghtained in June
1972, One is left with differences that relate tc time of
testing and differences in Institutions, that is, to situational
influences.

There is some evidence that during the period in which this
study was conducted there was a change in the nature of student
radicalism. Writing in “The Age" in August 1972, the Jjournalist,
Aldridge, observes that "the revolutionary zeal with which simple
direct action confrontation politics was pursued in the 1960s
and into 1971 has cooled" (p.9). The last Australian combat
troops were withdrawn from Vietnam; within Universities students
‘haﬁ increasingly become admitted to curriculum and other
'committees. Confrontation gave way to dialogue, mass meetings
and demagoguery had become things of the past. The mood amongst
radicals appears to have changed. Michael Rowan, President of
the Students!' Representative Council at Flinders University saw in
it "a retreat into an introverted and gssentially selfish
escapism" (Milne, 1973). In place of strenuous involvement in
social action there was in 1972 a new campus phenomenon: interest
_in transcendental meditation and Eastern religions.

| According to Anne McMenamin, a prominent Adelaide student
leader of this period, the starkness of the Vietnam conflict had
produced a recoil to the philosophy of "Light and Love" (Milne,
1973). Such a change in mood and fashion might well be reflected
by a change in self-description among radical students, in the
direction of a lowered level of emotional activatian. One is
unable to separate the contributions of time and institution.
It seems probable that the facters would have interacted: the

change in mood would have had more tima to gain momentum among
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the University of Adelaide sample; most probably among students
who attended full time and were younger and less career-oriented
than the "technologists" at S.A.I.T., there would have been greater
sensitivity to such a wind of change.

If this explanation is accepted, it must be concluded that
the link between emotional and cognitive characteristics postulated
with respect to the authoritarian type of personality by Frenkzl-
Brunswik (1949) and nothers and generally supported by this study
does not apply invariably to radical anti-authoritarisns,
Emotionally, at least, the radical personality is apparently more
"free to swing"; more precisely, the manner in which the radical
student describes himself emotionally may vary. It is perhaps
more dependent upon external circumstancas, including fashion.
Viewed in this way, there is no necessary contradiction between
the results of American studies of the 1960s, especizlly those af
Hiest (1955), Winborn and Jansen (1967), snd Pierce and Schuwartz
(1571) which assoclate radical attitudes with emotional
expressiveness, and those of Vetter (1930) and the present study,
in which both extremely conservative and radical University students
appear to be relatively introverted or low in emotional activation.

It may be concluded that both personality and situational
factors play a part not only in affecting the degree of
favourableness and unfavourableness of attitude to authority, but
also in the case of Emotional Activation, in the relationship
between personality and attitude to authority. It must be
emphasised, however, that this result with Emotional Activation is
an anamalous one. As far as each of the other variahles are
concerned there is no evidence that situational factors altar

relationships between personality and attitude variables.
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13. (iii) The main contribution of the study

This theszis has Geen concerned primarily with the personality
characteristics of tertiary students who differ in their attitude
to authaority. In exploring this area, a much needed empirical
basis for rvesearch has heen established, the importance of main-
tainingla distinction between "attitudes to authority" and
vmuthoritarianism® has been highlighted and, while confirming
a generally accepted association between certain personality
characteristics and strongly favourable attitudes to authority,
clear and generally consistent findings have also been reported
concerning the personality charscteristics of students at the
anti-authority end of the attitude continuum, which sugoest
further lines of inguiry into the personalities of students who
oppose authority.

The need for an empirical basis for research into "attitude
to authority" has been made particularly evident by Burwen and
Campbell (1957) study, discussed earlier in Chapter 1, which
raised considerable doubt regarding the generslity of attitude
to authority. It is striking, however, that despite the previous
ahsence of clear empirical support for such generality, it has not
only been widely assumed that generalised attitudes to authority
commanly exist, but alsa that they are related in particular ways
to specific personality variables. The works of Adorno et al
(1950) and Rokeach (1960) are based upon such assumptions. If
attitudes to authority were not general, then the gquestion of
how personality is related to such an attitude simply could not
be investigated.

The results of the first part UF'this thesis may be regarded
as providing positive support for the notion that attitude to

authority is unitary and general. It has already been suggested



in Chapter 1, that the negative result of Burwen and Campbell
(1857) may have been the result of these authors using measurement
techniques that were relatively unreliable and of guestionable
validity. By contrast the scales used in this study were highly
reliable and valid. Further, attitude “"targets" were chosen that
were highly salient to the subjects; that is, they weres likely to
impinge upon their lives in an important way. Such attitudes
were assessed when "authority" was an "issue" on the campus, &as
the freguent “demonstration® activities, reccrded in Chapter &
clearly shouw. Unlike the servicemen used in Burwen and Campbell's
study, the tertiary students in this study might reasonably be
regarded as being under some educational and social pressure to
become articulate and consistent in their attitude to authority.
It has been shown in this thesis that differences in attitude
correspond closely to left-right ideological differences among
students. It is possible that the generality of attitude to
authority is limited to special kinds of populations where
thinking is idenlogically structured. However, the association
of differences in attitude with more basic personality differences
suggests that attitude to authority probably has a generality
which extends beyond the student population. An extension of
this demonstration now appears to be desirable, again using
comparatively reliable "direct" tests, but choosing authorities
as targets for assessing attitudes that are perhaps more salient
for the population in guestion. For instance, "boss" may be a
more appropriate target for non-student groups.

It has been stressed that the general attitude to authority
measured in this study is distinct conceptually from authoritarianism,
in that it is free of prior assumptions, particularly psycho-

pathological ones, about the personality of students who tend to
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favaur or oppose authorities. Though related to "attitude to
suthority", the personality variables appear to be factorially
distinct. It is because this distinction has been maintained
that the present study may be seen as critical of studies in which
the distinction has been blurred; those studies have regarded
both attitudes and personality traits as common symptoms of a
psychopathological syndrome.

An example of such a study is that of Kohn (1572) in which
the author presents the results of a study entitled "The
Authoritarian-Rebellion Scale: A balenced F Scale with Left Wing
Reversals®, As the title indicates, this scale was obtained by
using F Scale items and writing direct reversals of those items.
A factor analysis of the results from an application of the scale
to Canadian tertiary students revealed a near zero correlation
(.04) between two factors identified as "rebelliousness" and
tauthoritarianism”, kohn goes on to cenclude that "left-rignt
ideological concepts such as the authoritarianism-rebelliousness
dimension do not apply meaningfully to N. American studznts in
general" (p. 137). It is possible that the thinking of N. American
students is less ideologically structured than that of Adelalde
students; but more plausibly the differences between this and Kohnts
study may be attributed to the use of different kinds of scales.
Inspection of Kohn's scale shows that it contains items which are
part of the so-called "authoritarian syndrome", for instance, a
belief in astronomy, in the desirability of punishing sex offenders
and a distrust of people generally. Such items may reasonably be
regarded as only marginally related to attitude to authority as such.
The present thesis has thus avoided the conceptual confusinr
that arises from identifying the left-right ideological continuum

with "authoritarianism". The pro-authority anti-authority



dimension in this study could not be distinguished from a measure
of acceptance of left-wing radical propositions that were
apprapriate at the time of testing. As these attitude measures
correlated significantly and as predicted with self-reports on
anti-authority behaviour (taking part in demonstrations) and pro-
authority behaviour (attending Church), it is claimed that such
measures provide a more appropriate means of assessing ideslopical
differences than do measures of awthoritarianism which include
other disparate 1ltems.

A further contribution of this thesié concerns the
relationship between attitude to authority and certain personality
variables, the implications of which have been explored in
Chapter 12. Milgram (1974) in his discussion of individual
differences among the subjects aof his "obedience"” experiments,
concludes that he is “ﬁertain that there is @ complex persanality
basis to obedience and disobedience" (p. 205). He postulates an
tggentic shift" which, in some cases, seems to deprive a persan ot
his autonomy when he is placed in a situation in which an authority
may gain control over him . "The agentic state", he writes, "is
the master attitude from which the observed behaviour flows®
(p.133). Milgram's analysis suggests that the relationship between
attitude and personality may be of crucial importance. Elms (1972),
who undertook the personality testing on obedient and disobedient
subjects in Milgram's experiments, reports that F Scale results
did discriminate sifnificantly between thase types of subjecis,
and he ohserves that "it does look as if those researchers in the
late 40s (Adorno et al) had something which can be translated from
abstract tendencies into actual authoritarian behaviour.... (p. 133).
The present thesis, while broadly agreeing that something resembling

the “authoritarian syndrome® is related to attitude to autharity,



suggésts that earlier studies have been too limited in scope.
Hitherto most studies have concentrated upon the personality
characteristics of people who have very favourable attitudes to
authority and have found sgo-defensive reasons for such attitudes,
but now the continuation of the linear trend through to the mast
anti-authority students suggests that explanations other than those
proposed by the authors of "the Authoritarian Parsonality" must be
examined. It seems that one can often be more sure of why people
ohey authority than why they do rot. One must now, in Milgram's
terms, explain why the "agentic shift" thought to be necessary for
the survival of the species in some cases does not take place. It
is not sufficient to account for anti-authority attitudes, as Bay
(1967) does, simply in terms of the absence of neurotic motivaticons.

The thesis therefore directs attention to the less familiar
area of the personality characteristics of those who are much more
likely to disobey authority than are others. The general
disconfirmation of the curvilinear hypothesis indicates that 1t is
unlikely that anti-authority attitudes in tertiary students can be
explained in terms of téa kinds of uncertainties and rigidities
that appear to underlie extreme pro-authority attitudes, particularly
with respect to social judgements. Cognitive similarities predicted
by the curvilinear hypothesis have not been found. HOwever, some
of the characteristics that appear to promote attitudes of oppaosition
to authority have been identified as a desire for noveliy, diversity
and complexity, & strong feeling of creative independence, and a
tendency ta make highly dif ferentiated judgements of people.

Bay's (1967) article on the personality characteristics of
American student radicals was aptly sub-=titled: "Facts in Search
of a Theary". The "facts" that were gathered from South Australian

students in the early 1970s were, in general, very similar to those
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to which Ba& drew attention. It has been argued that Bay's guwn
theoretical contribution provides an inadequate explanation for
differences in attitude %o esutharity. The position is taken in
this thesis that while the ahsence of egc-defensive motivations
may enable a person to be independent of, or oppose authority, a
Fuller theoretical understanding of such radical attitudes is
needed to explain why there is in some students such a strong need
for novelty, diversity and differentiation which predisposes

such people to oppose authorities.

13, (iv) Implications for change

The results of this study suggest that it is the extremely
pro-authority student, being intolerant of ambiguities, dogmatic,
and low in both emotiornal sctivation and creative independence,
wha is likely to be in need of psychological help to free his
restricted persanality in some waye. This is not to sugnest that
the "anti-autharitarian® is the ideal type. For example, a strong
and persistent desire for novelty and diversity may be a result of
a need for continual distraction deriving from difficulties in

f
coping with everyday life; similarly open-mindedness may be
interpreted as an inability to maintain Firm beliefs in anything,
however strong the evidence may bej cognitive complexity may be
a consequence of an inability or unwillingness to recognize
similarities between people, and a high degree of creative
independence may reflect an immature desire to appear different
from others. In many respects the anti-authority students
identified in this study resemble the "sensiltisers" whose
personality characteristics have been contrasted with “repressives"
by Weissman and Rittgr (1970). On the'basis of results obtained
from the Byrne R.S. Scale and a variety of personality measures,

these suthors concluded that sensitisers were rebellious and
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critical, léss bound than repressives by rigid rules and conventicnal
schemata, unplanful, preferring ccmplexity and variety, relatively
open to experience, impatient and action~-ariented. UﬂlikeHBay's
conception of the anti-authority student, houwever, thsy alsg

appeared as relatively unsociable and personally troubled,

gqualities which are hard to reconcile with the positive
characterisations of student activist radicals elaborated by

Keniston (1957), Hampden-Turner (1870) snd cthers.

These are, then, possibilities that should he examined before
the extreme personality scores af the anti-authority student are
taken as providing desirable objectives fer pecple who are soncerned
with encouraging particular modes of asychological development. It
seems that one can be more sure of the restrictiveriess of the
personalities of many pro-authority students than one can be
confident of the psychalogical healthiness or maturity o
personality charactearistics assnciated with the extreme radical
student. This is largely because of the theoretical consistency of

th

jt]

characteristics of the "authoritarian personality”, which overlap
considerably with the personality correlates of attitude o authority
found in this study.

It must be emphasised that pro-authorizy attitudes may, in some
cases, be explained in ways that are probably unrelated to ega-
defensive theory; correlations between the personality
characteristics and attitudes though significant are low, and there
are many instances in the samples uf_prs-authmrity students who do
not conform to this predicted personality type. Some students may
support authorities strongly as a result of a closely reasoned vieuw
of the necessity for chedience to authority in the interests of
social cuhesicn,‘efficiency or even survival. (Such attiturdes may

be more than‘rationalisatians). Authorities may, in the experiences

-3
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of some Students, have appeared generally expert, trustworthy and
reasonable, and such attitudes may be regarded as fulfilling the
function of realistic object appraisal (Smith gt al, 1960). In
addition, pro-avthority students who are cognitively simple without
apparently being ego-defensive have been suggested. Other students
favouring authority strongly may do se because of a temporary need
to conform, so as to cope with a short-term sense of insecurity
that is more transient than ego-defensive theory usually assumes.
Wilkinson (1372) refers to such a reaction as "situational
authoritsrianism" to distinguish it from the more deesply based

type described by Adorno et sl (1950) and Rokeach (1960).

Having said this, however, there 1s clear evidence that a
substantial proportion of pro-authority students do conform to a
particular personality type, and the most likely explanation for
the characteristics they show is in terms of ego-defence anainst
uncertainties that srise from both internal and external sources.
In other words, one may regard the strongly pro-authority student
as freguently adopting very favourable attitudes to authority
because they help him to Empe with a deep sense of insecurity.

It is clear, as Kelman (1961) has shouwn, that attitudes are
formed according to different processes and may be regarded as
serving particular functions for the individual who holds them.

An understanding of how a particular attitude has been formed is
necessary for any systematic attempt to change 1t. Sarnoff (1960)
argues that pro-authority attitudes are unlikely to he affected by
rational argument, or by demonstrating the thepnefits" of -attitude
change. Where a system of thinking is relatively closed, it is
difficult or impossible for a person to entertain new notions or

to experiment with new behaviour. The anxieties arcused are too

great. In attempting to change pro-authority attitudes a paradoxical



243,

situation may arise, where the potential agent of change is perceived
as an authority and any direct instruction to be independent or to
oppose authority is likely to be responded tao, if at sll, in a
superficial or role-playing way. 5
Opposing authority "because authority says so" is thought to
be unlikely to affect a change of much significance. What can
reasonably. be attempted, however, is to encourage the student to
trust more his own powers of judgement; to help him towards a
greater degree of self-acceptance, by accepting bim as Rogers (1951)
has argued, in a significant relationship. In this way an attitude

towards authority may develop that is more rationally basad.
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Appendix 0.8,

Gonfirdence Limits for Alpha Reliahifitl_g§timat§§

In Chapters 2 and 11 Alpha values for the same scale
given to different independent Sampleslof Subjécts are compared.
No conventional method of Bséimating the significance of the
difference between two independent alpha values is kann;

Houwever, Wristof (1972) has presented formulas which may
be used to estimate the confidence intervals for a particular
Alpha value. In particular, formula 21 (op. cit.,p. 383)gives al

conversion to Student's ¢t as Tollows

-

~

t: CXZ-p
e N -1, df =N -1,
2 [ -0 -0

where @ is the estimated reliability of the totsl test, and

p is the population reliability coefficient.

In this formula, = was defined by Kristof in terms of a
maximum-likelihood estimation of « .However, it would seem possible
to régard Cronbach's Alpha as an approximation to &, and to use
the above formula to calculate confidence limits. The assumptions
underlying the formula are those of bhinormality and eguivalence of the
parts of the test. |

The formula may be used to obtain approximate confidence
limits for each of the obtained Alphas, as described in detail belom;
If two Alpha values have non-overlapping confidence intervals using
say the 5% two-tail criterion, then the values may confidently be
regarded as significantly different. If, however, some part of the

confidence interval of one Alpha overlaps the confidence interval

of the second Alpha, the difference is not regarded as significant,
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Appendix O.ae (continued)

using this conservative procedure.

In order to calculate the confidence intervals, the above
formula for testing point hypotheses must first be converted to the
form for calculating confidence limits. In this case, t is known(for
the 5% level with df = N-2 ) and < is the abtained Alpha value.

The confidence limits are given by the solutions to the following

guadratic equation which has been derived from that given above

(N-1)p%+ {4tX1-@) -2(N-1)=} o+ N-1)&2-4t2(1-x)} = 0

The three constants for the equation were calculated for
each Alpha value, and these were then submitted to a programme for
the solution of guadratic equations (supplied by Texas Instruments
for their’S.R. 52 calculator). Ns a check, the example given by
Kristof (op.cit.,p.393) was used, and his published values far

the upper and lower p values were confirmed.



Appendix 0.D.

Scale

Police

Teacher

Army

Law

Symbolic
Authority

Alpha values for samples of subjects completing the same attitude scales,

with 5% confidence limits, showing extent of overlap of the confidence intervals.

Sample

Initial
Replication
Initial
Replication
Initial

Replication

<Initial

Replication

Alpha
(4)

N

112
261
62

279
80

260
a0

277

a0

299
83

o confidence limits

Upper g, 5

Lower

.92
.898

.876 -

.899
.828

. 937
.860

.899
.828

824
.081

.972 -
.937 -
948 -

557

.929 -

.960 -
942 -

.937 -
.529

.588 -
.924

-

Range of confidence (grzph. display)
Scale
0.7 0.8 0.9

GC



Appendix 1a. Inter-item correlation matrix for the Police Scale give 2
i ' g and 43 femzles)

(Decimal paoints have been cmitted)

I TEMS

2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 10 11 12 ' 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 21 22 23

na
]

41 56 39 24 30 41 25 48 38 37 23 36 31 30 01 15 L 23 39 1 20 05

1
2 48 53 4O 37 B4 1 S1e 23 38 33 43 1 Lo 35 43 43 23 52 28 21 43
3 51 31 4z 50 33 S 34 47 26 G5 37 29 29 41 49 42 L3 30 293 19
4 44 47 51 L5 57 29 55 49 61 25 36 LG 30 52 Sh 51 24 30 24
5 35 27 24 33 40 L2 48 49 32 35 27 40 34 35 24 L2 26 26
6 51 21 41 25 26 25 4a 24l 43 23 24 30 28 34 39 32 56
7 35 70 18 41 25 45 27 48 35 33 54 27 52 25 26 L
& 28 34 37 27 L2 33 23 29 21 L5 31 34 20 22 23
5 41 L9 36 LS 37 s 31 23 51 Lb 57 30 31 39
10 - 30 29 35 30 17 01 19 25 41 23 3 52 =33
11 56 46 30 33 20 11 47 25 59 15 22 22
12 36 37 30 15 28 49 37 Le 24 28 10
13 31 L2 25 31 51 38 59 25 26 28
Tl . 21 27 48 65 42 41 38 . 31 g
15 , 40 25 32 22 S 22 ;: 28 57
16 30 10 13 24 33 a5 5
17 35 27 20 34 L2 24
18 43 50 32 40 28
19 40 20 34 g7
20 17 35 32
1 29 38
22 ' 22
23

Note: The items are as given in Taole 1.
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Inter-item correlation matrix for the Police Scale given
to 261 S.R.1.7T. studenis (164 males and 97 females)

Appendix lb.

(S I 0 o BN I W W Y o WV o6 IR

(Decimal paints have been omitted)
p

I TEMS

2 3 b 5 6 7 8 > 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
54 38 58 4O 4O 49 33 54 28 26 33 L8 356 L0 24 20 43 39 35 37 28 Lg
31 54 367 37 60 28 52 22 17 30 47 31 40 34 22 L0 37 36 34 27 51
L5 36 L& 36 24 44 27 3 22 L3 25 35 22 34 43 33 30 36 25 30
44 L1 56 36 55 34 25 30 50 4o 39 24 27 L5 37 39 33 27 L2
33 38 25 37 30 23 30 34 . 26 29 17 30 29 23 20 20 21 35
Le 27 4D 36 27 25 29 32 41 32 27 34 34 2 28 30 45
29 G4 33 17 30 29 37 37 3L 24 45 3t 39 23 32 5
v 28 271 18 24 35 17 27 18 21 24 25 17 36 2h 37
36 24 37 L3 Lo 4G 38 20 LG 35 L4 28 28 58
25 23 37 18 27 18 13 32 25 21 33 32 24
42 26 31 18 20 20 2L 13 22 19 24 2l
30 33 27 34 35 25 22 32 18 22 27
25 L0 34 37 31 39 38 52 40 45
37 29 35 41 286 L2 22 21 37
L2 27 23 25 3L e 7 55
29 20 20 34 11 22 B
23 27 27 24 17 29
29 38 35 25 34
37 4 3 26
23 35 43
28 25
27

Note: The items are as given in Taole 7.
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ale, oiven to 360 first-year

Apnendix 2. Inter-item carrelation matrix for the A o]
nd 168 females)

Tmy 9
Universitv of Adelaide students (192 males a

)
=
=1

(Decimal points have besen omitted)

ITEMNS

> 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 10 11 12 13 W 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30

4 L0 46 32 35 52 38 38 37 47 35 W6 Lk 51 32 L7 35 31 35 37 31 39 208 40 42 L1 4L 41 LS 27

2 %6 b2 39 39 L7 32 32 38 L3 52 37 4O 27 43 33 33 28 L2 328 43 36 41 34 37 L4h 37 34 30
3 o8 28 33 28 34 Lo 33 23 38 26 38 28 37 28 27 26 29 31 339 25 28 4O 35 32 36 3B 12

b 53 35 44 35 28 39 33 39 38 29 33 39 29 4O 33 53 37 35 35 La Lh LB 4L 4B LD 5T

5 29 sy 3p 0o 33 38 39 36 30 35 51 24 31 34 54 36 32 28 54k 38 LE LD 43 L3 41

6 3¢ 36 L2 38 31 L6 38 45 13 39 38 36 40 37 33 4O 22 35 46 38 41 4T L7 25

7 35 31 37 41 L2 36 36 30 47 32 34 31 51 35 37 35 53 41 52 35 46 LO 39

a 3, 29 30 39 35 39 22 LO 28 29 20 37 31 31 23 41 30 35 37 43 L4 34

9 b2 38 42 32 31 19 33 33 30 35 30 36 33 27 32 36 32 26 37 4L 76

10 36 50 35 L6 25 41 31 32 33 33 31 LS5 23 32 25 31 35 39 L& 30
11 L3 L3 31 22 LD 2B 31 27 37 34 39 26 41 30 32 33 35 Lk 3bL
12 37 Lg 24 L& 38 33 43 4D L& 48 30 39 L6 37 42 35 46 36
13 38 35 45 30 43 35 L2 38 36 23 50 41 4k 50 42 33 35
1 31 44 28 29 35 37 34 36 28 36 41 33 Lk 35 LG 31
15 37 25 17 28 338 31 28 25 30 33 34 31 34 26 28
16 30 35 36 48 36 L2 29 57 47 57 50 Lb L& 36
17 - 49 28 31 35 31 27 28 30 26 26 34 33 2k
18 ' 33 37 32 23 23 37 32 32 36 3k 40 23
19 b1 43 35 25 38 41 36 33 37 35 24
20 53 38 30 55 L& 51 bk 50 38 LD
21 3, 22 4G 45 35 41 33 36 26
22 33 L3 43 43 37 45 38 37
23 37 25 38 38 33 38 25
2h b1 59 51 L7 L& Lb
25 51 46 51 50 37
26 51 6z 52 3t
27 L5 48 40
28 63 40
29 .38

Nptz: The items are as given in Teble 3.
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Appendix 3. Inter-item correlatian matrix for the Law Scale given to 357 University
of Adelaide students (178 males and 779 Females)

(Decimal pcints have hesen omitted)

2 > 4 5 6 7 g8 9 10 11 12 13 14 1

[%7]
-
M
-5
~J
)
m
—_
0
na
o
N\
—
N
N
N
()

N
Nagd
N
[Or]
]
W]

27 28

26 21 39 25 31 31 07 32 18 37 29 12 20 5p 31 32 28 29 18 33 06 15 25 28 24 2L 26
sy, 26 48 35 32 03 30 23 23 25 20 22 2k 33 99 97 26 3@ 23 417 17 15 29 23 13 1

30 22 5 28 13 23 39 o 37 35 16 25 49 29 4L 25 &2 27 21 32 26 40 25 20 21

34 33 24 05 35 22 39 22 27 29 39 35 37 30 28 30 L1 21 23 22 3% 36 26 31

33 36 12 35 19 35 30 16 21 28 26 37 o8 39 23 37 21 20 20 29 23 3 24

37 15 30 2 58 L4 34 14 32 56 41 49 32 L3 29 22 31 33 45 34 28 23

15 40 22 32 33 12 5 23 30 28 26 38 28 28 & 21 19 3k 256 28 20

18 1 05 21 13 41 20 47 13 206 19 20 0& 21 11 42 13 13 19 46

3 33 33 16 39 33 26 40 21 37 20 37 11 23 20 29 24 34 20

°g 36 27 14 26 L7 29 38 23 3 31 21 30 34 38 20 19 16

32 413 32 329 27 4O 27 31 17 40 12 27 19 32 31 233 25

27 32 28 37 7 37 49 32 32 17 37 35 41 24 Le 20

Moa 37 17 3% A1 22 20 28 23 18 31 28 16 15

o, 17 32 24 29 47 26 06 b 12 24 22 27 23

37 33 4O 3 32 31 22 26 24 29 4L 20 20

Lo 4 29 45 35 323 32 34 50 31 28 6

L1 L& 30 47 11 21 19 &k 26 39 20

3, 42 30 30 34 34 50 29 37 25

sg 2 17 37 026 L5 26 41 21
21 o7 28 325 22 22 1

13 30 23 35 32 3k 27

32 15 21 22 24 14

41 31 24 34 17

25 20 31 20

N
-

30 45 29
23 22
17

Ngte: The items are @s given in Table 5.
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Appendix &. Inter-item correlation matrix for the Teacher Scele given to 359 University
aof Adelaide students (178 meies and 181 females)

(Decimal points have been omittsd)

ITEMS
2 3 b 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 43 1 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 £9 30

06 30 24 20 18 26 22 21 16 23 2% 24 19 21 7 30 20 31 22 29 1 oL 31 25 230 20 27 29 26
19 922 47 38 24 00 45 18 22 19 15 15 30 20 21 e 18 18 27 11 27 18 18 27 30 27 22 24

25 15 25 23 33 31 1 25 37 38 1 23 14 33 320 33 27 31 19 25 31 34 6 31 44 39 =

o0 32 08 10 20 12 29 28 13 06 31 Mk 24 23 21 07 27 16 25 14 16 20 23 23 26 28

37 22 07 33 08 37 15 18 1 33 27 25 32 26 23 31 15 23 22 1 20 25 31 31 34

22 16 3% 11 33 30 20 11 40 28 39 31 30 31 1 19 3 28 25 32 L3 3 35 L7

12 7 13 1 19 16 31 27 27 43 A4 33 23 30 03 15 30 37 22 2 24 21 24

°0 13 20 22 31 11 16 08 16 5 26 15 21 26 24 15 k23 09 24 13 17

07 36 35 31 15 36 20 L8 34 27 26 34 22 18 21 19 32 &1 47 G} 5
15 15 417 07 45 00 47 0S5 11 15 18 10 08 26 20 2% 12 18 %6 15
L2 99 4 23 23 30 34 37 23 L3 22 35 26 18 26 34 43 35 37

37 49 39 16 35 31 26 22 36 16 30 20 2t 356 39 36 41 L2

°0 48 412 36 19 20 13 21 15 27 22 28 28 25 34 35 27

20 19 16 10 26 24 18 06 O 28 29 1 12 M 15 12

o0 39 34 33 26 41 22 31 31 30 20 L5 36 3% 38

16 10 31 29 35 4 22 32 2 17 26 27 17 21

30 34 20 29 22 18 31 3L LB L7 47 45 4LZ

37 AL 36 23 22 27 25 26 30 33 371 L0

35 42 24 33 4Q 34 37 33 39 33 31

40 16 24 24 3L 20 25 33 24 29

33 35 324 30 28 37 4t 33 37

3% 26 18 19 23 28 47 22

2L 21 2z4 30 25 31 24

41 3bh 26 31 36 23

23 25 28 28 23

43 43 L1 36

55 Lg 54

L9 B4

«d .

L
Mote: The items are 28 given in Table 7.
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Appendix 5.

06
13
pa
10

Note:

19
32
22
28
18

The items are as given in Tahle 9,

24
12
L0
39
17
27

1L
32
21
24
16
35
23

Item~total correlatiecn matrix for the Symbolic Authority Scale, given
to 382 University of Adelside studants (193 males and 182 females)

(becimal points have been omitted)
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Appendix Ga.

Revised version of Hudson's Independence S5cale

OFINION GUESTIONNATRE

The following questions are a matter of personal judgement.
Obvipusly, there are no rinht answers, However, in making up
your mind, you may like to take into account the opinigns of
other people. These same questions have recently been put to
a group of graduating students, and thelir answers are recerded
for you to see. The alternative answers to gach of guestions
1 to 25 have been arranged so thatl the First =21lternative is the
most papular ane among the third year students, the secona
alternative is the second most populer, and third alternetive
is the third most popular, and so on. Thus, in guestion 1,
Clarissa is the most popular name for the feolish dehbutante and
Anne the least popular.

Which of the following seem to you the wost suitable namss for
characters in a television play? Pick one from each group of
6 and encircle it.

1. The heautiful but foolish debutante: Clarissa, Alicia,
Hermiaone, Sypil, Patricia, Anne.

2. The portly and slightly dishanest business tycuoon who would
like his son to marry the debutante:
onyder, Ramsbottom, Bunton, McCullosh, Robins, Jones.

3. The tycoon's ambitious, unscrupulous girlfriend:
Marilyn, HBarbara, Ethel, UWendy, Joan, Marparet.

L. The blackmailer - the tycoon's girlfriend's younger hrother:
Monty, Sidney, Cedric, Rupert, Arthur, John,

5. The middle agsd detective who unmasks the blackmailer, and
marries the debutante:
Ames, Mcllroy, Marshall, Sneddon, Prufrock, Smith.

Consider Australia in the year A.D. 2000, What, in your cpinian,
is most likely?

6. Number of motor cars on the roads: 3 million, 2.5 million,
2 million, 1.5 willion, 1.0 million, 0.5 millicn.

7. Average expectation of life:
75-79, 70-74, 80-8L4, 6(5-59, 60-64, 55-59 years.

8. Number of television sets:
9 million, 11 million, 7 million, 5 milliaon,
3 million, 13 million.



Revised version of Hudsaon's Independence Scale (continued)

9.

10.

Average ane at which people will marry:

20-21, 22-23, 18-19, 24-25, 1617, 14-15.

Total population:

30 million, 20 million, 50 million, 10 million,
70 million, 90 millian.

Which one of the following places would you like to visit on &
holiday? Pick onpe from each group of six:

11.
12.

13.

of
you

16.

17«

18.

19.

20,

Athens, Venice, Oslo, GLisbon, Edinburgh, Dublin,
Paris, Vienna, Madrid, London, Naples, Budapest.

Mexicm, San Francisco, New York, New Orleans, HBoston,
Chicago.

Tokya, Singapore, Peking, Istanbul, OCalcutta, ULhasa,

Rio de Janeirs, Tahiti, Cape Toun, FPBrasilia, Bermda, Lima.

th2 following colours or combinations of colours, which strike

A8 -

The most pleasant:

blue and green, red and blus, bhlu2 and yallow,

red and yellow, red and orange, blue and Drown.

The least pleasant: -

yellow and pink, orange and pink, red and green,
orange and yellow, vyellow and blue, black and whita.
The most suitable colour for a sports car:

red, white, green, blue, brown, black.

The most suitable colour for a family saloon car:

white, blue, green, black, red, broun.

The most suitable colour for @ young woman's dress:

blue, red, vyellow, pink, fawn, grey.

Which of the follaowing forms of crime, vice or mishehavicur strikes
: 7 ;
you as warst? Pick one from sach group of six:

21.

22.

23,

2k,

Assazult and battery, blackmail, drunken-driving, robbing
banks, forgery, tax evasion.

QObscene films, o©ambling, prostitution, obscene books,
strip tesse, homosexuality.

Dangerous drivino, cruelty to animals, unfaithfulness,
financial dishaonesty, drunkenness, blasphemy.

Deceitfulness, avarice, greed, disloyalty, conceit,
cowardice. -
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Revised version of Hudson's Independence Scale (continuesd)

25, Bullying, stealing, cheating in exams, 1lying, being a
bad loser, telling tales.

Note: Mpdifications to Hudson's priginal version:

1. The sscond section (Questions 6--10) has been altered
sn as to be more appropriate to Australian subjects.

2. . Questions 22, 23, 24 were changed in view of Hudson's
criticisms of the original items that preferences for
certain choices were too strong.



Appendix 6b.

Sums of ranks for preferences given to alternative answers

provided in the revised version of Hudson's Independence

Scale by thirty-one Third-Year Svucial Work students at the

5.A.I.T. (5 males and, 26 femnles).

Obtained order of responses

(as in the Final version)

88
91
89
a9
86
67
75
85
&9
56
S0
97
86
97
77
103
85
63
83
97
75
90
&80
93
88

3

111
97
115
106
92
89
96
90
85
91
91
113
87
97
112
111
103
106
93
100
100
101
98
S8
505

A

113
100
118
112
110
109

59
110
113
132
125
121
115
100
114
120
113
109
136
104
117
114
104
106
106

5

132
141
121
125
123
125
134
116
129
132
127
122
1356
130
126
123
124
L6
137
132
122
119
125
120
132

Items are as given in Appendix 6a.

153
151
133
140
152
164
141
165
169
135
128
gL
146
Tl
130
151
167
11
152
166
141
158
154
133

* N = 30 in these cases, as one subject left out

Questinons 6-10, another left out Question 21, and

a third left nut Question 23.

1
1 54
2 71
3 75
L 79
5 86
G* 60
7* 6
By* aL
O* 69
10%* 50
11 83
12 70
13 83
14 81
15 76
16 (S18
17 75
18 60
19 61
20 66
20 50
22 86
23% 65
2h 80
25 87
Nptes:

1.

2.

3

# Question 6 was typed incorrectly in the pilof
version, with 5 not 6 alternatives.
assumed that the 6th choice would have been 0.5
million since the obtained order was 3.0m, 2.5m,

2.0m, 1.5m,

1.0m.

It has hzen
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U0 FEFWnN -

[an)
wn

05
-01

17

07
21

Inter-item
(106 males

5

18
05
10
05

6

-08
06
06

-05

-4

correlation matrix
and 69 females).

7

-06
06
-03
-03
08
Ok

8

03
-01
-01

08

0o

11

81

S

17
01
-07
06
a3
18
G5
15

10

05
-10
04
0&
05
10
12
17
18

for the Independence Scales given to 175 5,A.I.T. students
(Decimal points have been cmitted).

11

05
-11
03
-02
g5
-04
-11
-0
a6
Ga8

ITEMS
12 13
oG 10

-03 as
03 13
0z 02

-06 -01
a7 a3

-02 =10

=10 10
g2 -01

~-04 05
05 10

01

The items are given in Appendix 6a.

14

12
)
-02
09
10
~C4
05
07
10
13
-02
-01
01

15

20
02
17
01
08
o4
-01
01
as
16
12
13
11
17

16

16
a7
10
13
09
10
10
69
13
03

-17

-02
10

-13

-0k

17

~05
16
g6
-03
0o
-01
05
10
12
=04
03
05
=03
-02
01
05

18

22
02
11
07
G5
G5
-03
oL
07
1
-1
ge
21
-01
20
g3

-35

15

02
-08
-04

12
~03
-01

10

02
-05

07

17

03
-02

08

05
-02
-02
-05

20

1M
-01
01
o0&
09
14
02
04
06
-0k
03
06
01
g2
05
12
o1
g8
02

21

17
-03
08
D4
06

=05
i3
00
15
02
20
=04
0o
10
10
g3
13
a1
]
-07

22

a7
=11
10
o6
0z
08
11
10
03

-08
-0k
08
~15
-07
15
07
-11
-0k
U
-06

23

-03
06
03

~04

-C5
5
16
11
08
o5
01

-0
1
03
04
01
06
02

-0k

-07
07
15

2L

10
10
06
21
11
11
14
g5
03
-01
02

gz
-16
~-04
6
-15
10
-0
13
02
16
10

25

-02
21
04

-02
pe
0a

-9
oo

-01

-08
03

-05
08

-33
12
0o

-01
M

-12

-02
02
g3
15
0g

)
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The Independence Hcale Ttem-total correlations
(corrected),

Damples
tem (ahhreviated*)
' A 8 G D

Ebprabters in a teleavision play
1.  Ths beautiful but foolish debutante 50 350 .27 .20
2, The portly, dishanest tycoon L8 05 .09 .20
3, The tycconis girl friend J2oo.38 .18 018
4, The blackmailer .18 .20 .20 .28
5., Tha middla-aged detective L0300 .21 L0 W15
Australia in A.D, 2000
6. Number of motor cars Lo L300 .13 .13
7. Aveorage expectation of 1life L0 W32 12 019
A, Mumser of tslevision sets .28 .07 .17 .08
9. Averange age of marrying w2 L p2E 32
1., Size of total population L1950 .28 U170 009
Proferred places io visit
11. Athens, VUenice ... 05 06 LC&s W00
12. Paris, Vienna ... -.03 .05 .0L .07
13, Mexico, San Francisco ... 07 .23 LJlb .27
14, Tokyn, 51ngapore ... L8 .07 .05 b
15, Rie de Janeiro, Tahiti ... L3100 .18 W23 L9
Choice of colours
16, The most pleasant L0900 .26 190 16
17. The least pleasant - 04 LA JD6 12
18, The most suitable for a sports car .08 .21 .16 .19
19. The most suitable Far a family saloon P B Y | [V
o0, The most suitable for a young woman's :
dress L0 W25 W7 .M
The worst crime, vice or misbehaviour
21, Assault and hattery ... L08 .24 .16 035
??2. Dbscene films ... .01 26 G130 .06
2?3, Dangerous driving ... L1150 .15 W18
24, Deceitfulness ... L2 .12 .18 L6
25, Bullying ... 05 .09 L,07 .05
*See Appendix 68 for axpanded version of the test.
Sample A : 106 males (56 first year and.50 later year)
Sample B8 : 69 females (L4 first year and 25 later year)
Sample C : Sample A + Sample 8
Sample D : A sub-sample of Sample C - 100 first year students

(50 males and 44 females)
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S

5 w2

~J

10
11
12

Ay

7
Inter-item correlation matrix for the Radicalism Scale,
given to 80 University of Adelaide students (33 males
and 47 females).
3 4 5 G 7 8 9 10 11 12
25 40 Ly 11 31 20 29 37 L1 Lty
37 54 20 32 30 40 30 38 L6 26
26 30 28 10 16 14 28 30 17
47 34 L5 49 L0 36 55 50
17 24 26 16 28 L8 23
L7 37 2n 48 Lt 20
bbb 33 Le 30
21 32 35 0
33 30 21
65 25
30
Note: The items are as given in Table 13.

262.

14

L3
L
23
L2
38
L6
28
23
29
53
63
32
L3
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Appendix 8

Eleven-point Rating Scales assessing attitudes
towards various authorities.

Instructions

This brief guestionnaire is intended for people who recently
took part in a study of students' attitudes towards varicus
authorities. 1t would be interesting and useful to know how
students assess themselves (without a questionnaire) on dimensions

of attitude toward authority.

Could you please put a mark in the position that best

represents your attitude in each case.

PBro army :=: =1 1= =i =i i=1 i-i 0 el -1 Il e Aati-
army
Pro T o T I T e S P B L T T Ak
police polics
Pro ted ey 3=t 4wy g=3  fer  gep  te1 t=p o3=3 ;=3 Andi-
teachers . tranht
Pro law teet  gmi It $e3  3m3  ted  3emt  gm: fe: 1=t 1et ARGl
h)
EREY
Pro tas tmi 2=t tees et ey el 3e=3 ie=3  3=1  =:  ADLD-
authority mUhqﬁr*?

(generally) {geners

Thank you for co-operating in this study. I hope the

results will be of interest to you in due coursa.

44

T
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Appendix Y9a

Biographical Heport Questionnalre

The following guestions are mainly about your relations with
various kinds of authorities. As they are aof a personal nature,
it is emphasised that your responses will be anonymous and can
appear in subsequent analyses only as statistics. It is hoped
that the answers will bs useful in validating the scales and in
providing some norms of student behaviour.

In each case tick the alternative closest to your position.

1. Looking back on your school days, do you think you were in
strife with your teachers,

(1) Much less than most students,
(2) Rather less than most students.
(3) About the same as most students.
(4) Rather more than most students.
(5) Much more than most students.
2. lould you say you were punished by teachers at school,
(1) Less than average.
(2) About the same as most students,
(3) More than average.

3, Did you, at any time during your school career, work towards
sabotaging or disrupting lessons,

(1) No, never.
(2) DOccasionally.
(3) Quite often.
(4) Most of the time.
4, Were you a prefect at school?
(1) Yes.

(2) No.
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Biographical Report Questionnaire (continued)

This section is about demonstrations, which may be defined
as public displays, e.,g. a march, designed to draw attention tn
some social evil or abuse. Only tick 1f you have actively taken
part in one or more.

H
1

5(a) (1) Opposition to the draft.
(2) Against the war in Vietnam.
(3) Against American foreign pmlicies.mr Imperialism,
(4) Against racial discrimination.
(5) For greater student power in Education,
(6) 1In favour of Women's Liberation.
(7) The abuse of Psychiatry.
(8) Against censorship.
5(b) 1In particular, did you take part in either
(a) Vietnam Maratorium marches.
(b) Demonstrations against the South African Rugby tour.
Add any further demonstrations in which you have taken part.
(1
(2)
(3
(&)
(5)
G. Have you ever been "picked an" by the Police?
(1) Never.
(2) Occasionally.
(3) Frequently.
7 Have you ever been treated roughly (physically) by the Police?
(1) Never.
(2) Occasionally.

(3) Frequently.



Biographical Report Questionnaire

8.

11,

Do you attend Church?

(1) Never.

(2) Dccasionally.

(3) . Freguently.

Would you say that you got on with
(1) Better than most people do.
(2) About the same as most.

(3) Worse than most people do.

List any voluntary organisation to
Y.M.C.AR., Football Club, etc.

N (5)
(2) (6)
(3) | 7
(4) (8)

]
o
)

s

(cantinued)

your parents,

which you b=long, e.g.

In any of the above arganisations have you occupied any
positions of authority, e.g. treasurer, group leader, etc.

List positians.
N
(2)
(3)
(%)
(5
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Appendix 9b

Continpency tables relating to the validity of the C.A.5.
and the Radicalism Stale fFor 80 University of Adelaide

students, based upon autobiooraphical reports.

Subjects scoring below the median on the CU.A.5. were categorised
as AA (anti-authority), the remainder as A (pro-authority).
Subjects scoring above the median on the Radicalism Scale were
categorised as Rad (Radical), the remainder as Cors (Conservative).

Participation in Demanstrations

(a) Number of demonstrations reported

Males
None 1 or more None 1 or more
A 14 3 Cons, 15 ?
AA _ L 12 Rad, 3 13
Chi sguare = 8.74 Chi square = 13,37
n <« .001 p < .007
Females
Nome 1 or 2 More than 2 None 1 or 2 More than 2
A 20 4 a Cons. 22 5
AN 7 f 10 Rad. 5 5 10
hi square = 16.65 Chi sguare = 20.171
n o= 001 n < 001
Both sexes
None 1 or 2 More than 2 None 1 or 2 Mare than 2
A 21 £ 1 Cons, 37 7 ]
AA 14 10 16 Rad. 8 11 17
Chi square = 19.88 Chi sguare = 30.13
n < .007 P < .001

Note: The median position for Tables A -F was found separately for

male and femzle sub-groups. For the Radicalism Scale, owing to
tied scores at the median the numbers of respondents above and

below the median are unegual.,



Appendix 9b (continued)

A
AA

AR

AA

Taking part in either a Vietnam Moratarium march or the
South African Football Tour demonstration. Persons
taking part in either are categorised as Dems.; those
not taking part in either as Non-dems,

Males

Dems. Non=-dems. Dems. Non~dems.
0 17 Cons, 1 16
11 5 Rad. 10 &)
Chi sguare = l4.57 Chi sguare = S.48
p < 001 n o« 001
Females
Dems, Non-dems. Dems, Non-dems,
1 23 Cons. 1 26
11 12 Rad, 11 9
Chi sguare = 9.59 Chi sguare = 13,32

p < .01 n < 001

Both sexes

Dems. Non-~dems. Dems. Non-demns,
2 38 Cons. 2 L2
21 19 Rad. 21 15
Chi square = 19.77 Chi square = 25,40

p < 001 n < W00k
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Appendix 9b (continued)

B. Attendance at Church

Subjects were categorised as "never" attending or "sometimes®
attending Church,

Malag
Never Sometimes Nevar Sometimes
A 5 12 -Cans, L 13
AA 10 6 Rad. 11 5
Chi sguare = 2,43 Chi squara = 5,10
(n.S-) p (.DS
Females
Never Sametimes Never Sometimes
A 3 21 Cans., 7 20
AA 10 13 Rad. 6 14
Chi sguare = 4,19 Chi square = 00
p £ .05 (n.s.)

ggjh Sexas

Never Sometimes Never Sometimes
A 7 33 Cons. 11 33
AA 21 19 Rad. 17 19
Chi square = 9,29 Chi square = 3.38

p & 001 p £ .05



Appendix 9b (continued)

C. Relations with the Police

(a) Being "picked on" by the police. Persons were categorised
As reporting "mever" or "sometimes" having been picked on
by the police.

Never Spmetimes Never Sametimes
A 12 5 Cons. 1n )
AA 5 11 Rad. 7 9
Chi sguare = 5.11 Chi sguare = .27
n < .05 (N.5.)
Females
Never Sometimes Never. Sometimes
A 24 0 Cons. 25 2
AA 20 3 Rad. 19 1
By Fisher's Excct Test by Fisher's Exact Test
n > .05 p> .05

Both sexes

Never Sometimes Never Sometimes
A 36 [t Cans. 35 9
AR 25 15 Rad. 26 10
Chi square = 6.90 Chi sguare = .25
p < .01 : (n.s.)

Maote The probability values faor Fisher's Exact Test uwere

obtained using a programme written hy Dn P. Delin,
Department of Psychology, The University of Adelaide,

for a Texa3s Instruments S5.R. 52 calculator.

270.
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Appendix 9Y9b (cantinued)

Relations with the Police

()

Being rounhly treated by the Police. Persons were

categorised as reporting "never" or "sometimes" having
been roughly treated by the police.

(Due to the small number of persons in the "sometimes"
category the results are presented for both sexes
combined only).

Both sexes

Never Sometimes Never Sometimes
A 39 1 Cans, 43 1
AA 34 6 Rad. 30 f
By Fisher's Exact Test By Fisher's txant Test

p 5 .05 P .05



Appendix 9h (continued)
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D. School experiences
(a) Being "in strife" with tesachers. Persons were categorised
according to how much "strife" they judged themselves to have
been in compared with others, that is "less" than most students,
the "same" as most students, or "more" than most students.
Males
Less Same or Maore Less Same or more
A 7 10 _Cons. 6 11
AR 6 10 Rad. 7 9
Chi square = .05. Chi sqguare = .02
(n.s.) (n.s.)
Females
Less Same or More l.ess S5ame or more
A 18 6 Cons. 17 10
AA 8 15 Rad. 9 11
Chi square = 6.14 Chi sguare = .80
p < .01 (n.s.)
Both sexes
lLess Same MoTre Lass Same More
A 2L 16 0 Caons. 23 19 2
AR 15 13 12 Rad. 16 10 10
Chi sguare = 14,39 Chi. square = B.67
n < .001 P < .01



' Bppendix 9b (continued)

Gechonl experiences

(b) Beinn punished by teachers. Persons were categorised as
reporting having been punished “less" than average, the
"same! as most students or "more than average.

M@les
Less Same or More l.ess Same or more
A 8 9 Cons, 8 g
AR & 10 Rad. 6 10
Chi square = .04 Chi sguare = .04
(n.s.) (n.8.)
Less Same or more l.ess Same or more
A 17 7 Cons. 15 12
AR 8 15 Rad. 10 10
Chi sguare = 4.77 Chi sguare = .01
p & .05 (n.s.)

Both sexes

lLess Same or more l.eses Same or more
A 22 16 Cons, 23 21
AR 17 25 Rad. 16 20
Chi square = .80 Chi sqguare = .22

(n.s.) (n.s.)

o ]
T



Appendix 9b {(continued)

School experiences

(c) Sabotaging or disrupting lessons.

classes.
Never
A 9 B
AR 3 13
Chi square = L4.16
p g 05
Never
A 11 13
AA 7 - .16
Chi square = .62
(n.s.)
Never
A 19 21
AA 11 29

Chi square = 2.61
(n.s.)

Sometimes

Sometimes

Sometimes

Persons were categorized
as reparting "never" or isgmebimes" disrupting or sabotaging

Cons.
Rad;

Chi

Cons.
Rad.

Chi

Both sexes

Cons.
Rad.,

Chi’

Never Sometimes
8 9
4L 12

squaTe = .97

(n.s.)

Never Sometim=s
8 19
10 10

sguare = 1.25
(n.s.)

Never Sometimes
16 28
14 22
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Relationships with na;ents.

(continued)

Thetling on" with parents

Better
A 5
AA 6

Chi sguare =

Better
A 12
AA 9

Chi square =

Better
A 19
AA 13

Chi square =

Males
Not better
12 Cons.
10 Rad.
.02 Chi
(n.s.)
Females
Not hettsr
12 Cans.
14 Rad.
.21 Chi
(n.s.)

Both sexes

Not better
21
27

Caons.
Rad.

1.88
(n.s.)

Chi

Better
6
5

sguare

Better
11
10

sguare

Better
17
15

SNUAare

persons were categorised as reporting
shetter" or "not better" than most students.,

Not better
11
11

= 02
(HeBs)

Naot better
16
10

= .1
(n.s.)

Not better
27
21

= 00
(f1.5.)



Appendix 9b  (continued)

Positions of Authority

(b) Havino occupied positions of authority.

N
~J
(B4}
[

Persons were

categorised according te whether they reported having
pccupied a position of authority: if so, Pyegt; if

not, “na".

Yes
A 12
AR 9

Chi sguare

Yes
A 15
AA 14

Chi sqguare

Yes
A 26
AA 2L

Chi sguare

Males
No
5 Cons.
7 Rad.
.2k Chi
(n.s.)
_femalgg
No
Cons.
Rad,
.03 Chi sguare
(n.s.)
Both sexes
No
14 Cons.
16 Rad.
.05 Chi square
(n.s.)

sguare =

No

No

.20
(NeSa)

No
15
15

.22
(n.s.)



Appendix Sh  (cantinued)

Positions of Authority

(a) Having been a prefect. Persons were categorised accarding
To whether they had been a prefect at school: if so, tyes!;
if not, "no".

Males
Yes No _ Yes No
R 6 11 Cons. 6 11
AA 6 10 Rad, 6 10
Chi sguare = .05 Chi sguare = .05
(n.s.) (n.s.)
Females
Yes No Yes No
A 15 9 Cens. 13 1
AR 6. 17 Rad. 8 12
Chi square = 4,91 Chi square = .07
n & .05 ) (n.s.)

Both sexes

Yes No Yes No

R 19 21 . Cons, 19 25

AA 14 26 Rad. 1h 22
Chi sguare = .82 Chi sguare = .03

(n.s.) (n.s.)
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Apnendix Yc

Correlation Coefficients betuween attitude scales and
reported behaviour indices.

The indices are numbered accarding to their appearance on
the Biographical Report Questionnaire (see Appendix Sa).
The direction of the predictions are given helow:

Predicted positive correlation with the attitude to authority scrales:

4, Being a prefect at school.
8. Attending Church.
5. G[ebtting on well with parents,

11. Having occupied a position of authaority.

Predicted negative correlations with attitude towards authority scales:

1. Being in strife with teachers.

2. Being punished by teachers.

3. lorking towards sabotaging and disrupting lessons at school.
5a, Numher of demonstrations participated in.

5h. Participating in the Vietmam Moratorium and/or the South
African Football tour demonstration.

6. Having been picked on by the police.

7. Having been treated roughly by the police.

Correlation coefficients between attitude to authority scales
and reported behaviour indices.

Males (N=33) Predicted Predicted |
positive, rs negative rs {
Scale L 8 9 11 1 2 3 5a 5hb 6 7
Symbolic !
Authority 00 42 17 01 -01 04 -28 b4 -51 21 =16
Teacher -01 38 -03 08 -27 06 =33 =21 =32 <20 15
Army ~07 35 ~03 01 12 19 =06 -~61 -51 =13 =17
Law 00 34 17 -06 ps 07 . -21 =62 =52 =16 -22
Police 22 37 23 07 07 10 -20 =56 51 =40 =28
C.A.S. 03 L2 11 -01 01 1M -25 =58 -54 =25 -16

Note: .05 level of significance (one tailed test) = .29,




Appendix 9¢  (continued)

Predicted

ales (N=& S
Females (N=47) positive rs

279.

S .0 e e e P A i bVl B s

Predicted negative ra

Snale - - Rt 1 2 3 sa 55 6 7|
Symbolic " . ; o i a0 |
Authori by 17 33 0a 04 ~47 <45 11 =53 -58 10 32
Teacher 14 13 1L 05 -35 34 01 -29 =30 ~13 18
Army 31 L 15 19 =56 48 03 -49 ~51 =04 =22
Law 14 L2 15 14 ~41 =41 =01 =33 ~39 =10 04
Police L6 51 23 17 =50 ~42 D4 =33 L0 <11 =05
C.A.5. 16 L6 15 15 ~57 <53 02 -49 =54 -2 =19

Note: .05 level of significance (one tailed test) = .2b4.

— st

Both sexes Fredictad

Hredicted negative ra

(N=80) pasitive rs L |
Scals by 8 9 11 1 2 3 513 55 &6 7.
. ]
S 11 40 M =09 | =30 -24 =08 =53 ~54 28 26|
Authority !
Teacher 08 23 iy ~07 ~31 =17 =1 25 =31 =15 a7
Army 14 &1 (17 06 =28 <18 =02 <55 ~-51 =13 =20
La 09 Lp 16 D4 ~25 =23 =09 47 45 15 <15
Police 36 L6 24 07 -28 =20 =12 kG 45 =31 -20
1
C.A.S. 19 Lg 15 oG =34 5«11 -5k 54 .24 <19 |
Note: .05 level of significance (ane tailed test) = .19,
Correlation cozfficignts beiween the Radicalism Scale and
reported bSehaviour indices,
In the case of Radicalism, the direction of the predictions was
reversed, with negative correlations predicted in relation fto quastions
b, 8, 9, and 11 and positive correlations predicted for 1, 2, 3, 5a, 5h,
6 and 7.
Predicted Predicted pesitive
negative correlations
porrelations J
Questions 5 8 3 M 17 2 3 % 51 6 7
Males(N=33) 0 -41 =16 10 p2 03 29 59 55 12 13
Females i
- ) p -
(N=L7) 16 21 03 g1 26 29 10 59 57 0o 15§
Both sexes ) o — . _ i - ,;
(N=80) 04 ~30 =07 =01 i6 17 g9 59 56 09 13;
Note: .05 levels of significance (aone tailed test):
males = .29; females = .24; both sexes = .19



Appendix 10

Correlations hetween the Photo Ambiguity Test and Budner's

Intolerance of Ambiguity.

Budner Scales

Total Scale
Complexity subscale
Novelty subscale

insaolubility subscale

Males
(N=147)

.21°°

20

.13

.US

Females
(N=83)

.25.0
.20°
.21°

.12

Both Sexes
(N=230)

.25.0.
.25
«17°°

.08 -

280.

Budner Items (in order of magni.tude of correlation for buth Sexes)

Item Budner's
Designation

nNa
[}

Often the most
jinteresting and
stimulating people
are those who don't
mind heing different
and original.

16, What we are used to
is always preferable
to what is
unfamiliar.

9, A good teacher is
one who makes you /
wonder about your
way of looking at
things.

5. In the long run it
is possible to get
more done by
tackling small,
simple prablems
rather than large
and complicated
ones.

14, Teachers ar
supervisars who
hand out vague
assignments give
a chance for one
to show initiative
and originality,-

P.S.E.

P.5.N.

0.5.C.

U.SIE.

0.5.C.

Scoring
+ Or -

Males

O19..

e 15.

[

Females

-.05

-.06

Both

".2p7no-

.25..-

“./]5-.

-.13"



Appendix 10  (continued)

Item Budper's.
Designation
10, I would like to
live in a foreign P.S.N.

M.

15.

(5

country for a
while.

People who insist on

a8 Yes or No answer

just don't know how  P.D.C.
complicated things

really are.

The sooner we all
acguire similar
values and ideals
the better.

U.D.E:.

A good job is one

where what is to be

done and how it is 0.5.C.
to be done are aluways

clear.

It is more fun to
tackle a
complicated
problem than to
solve a simple
one.

P.S5.C.

There is really no
such thing as a
problem that can't
be solved.

An expert who
doesn't come up
with a definite
answer prohably
doesn't know too
much.

P.D.I.

Many of our mgst

important decisions

are based upon P.D.I.
insufficient

evidence.

I like parties where

I know most of the

people more than ones

where all or most of P.5.N.
the people are

complete strangers.

People who fit their
lives to a schedule
probably miss mast af
the joy of living.

P.S.C.

Scoring
+ Or -

Males Females
-.0b -.22°
~-.08 ~.01

.10 .03
.06 .08
-.06 -.05
.03 .06
.05 .06
-.02 -.09
.00 .09
+.06# -.16

281.

~e ’iU

.05

]

.03



Appendix 10 (continued)

t
Ttem Budner!s

Designation

12. A person who leads

an even regular

life in which feuw

surprises or

unexpected P.5.C.
- happenings arise,

really has a lot

to be grateful

for.

Notes:

One tailed probabilities

Audner's designations: P=
0=
S=
D=
C=
I=
N=

Scoring
+ 0T - Males Females
4 .06 .05
¢ = 005
& £ = 001
ead = .DU1

282,

Both

.05

# indicates a correlation in the

non-predicted direction

Phenomenological
Operative
Submisgion
Denial
Complexity
Insolubility
Novelty :



Appendix 11

The Connitive Simplicity Test

INSTRUCTIONS

The persons described on the right hand side of the grid
represent individuals who you know personally. You are asked first
to write down the initials of a person who Tits each of the
descriptions. lWrite them on the slip of paper stapled at the edge
of the paper.” This should be detached and kept afterwards. It

is simply there to help you to concentrate on the persons you are

ooing to rate, In space 1 you should write your own initials;
in space 2 the initials of a person you dislike etc. Do not repeat
any names. If a person is already listed, select a sgoond cholce.

Vou will notice that at the bottom of the grid there are 10
pairs of words. The first is "outgoing-shy". Now for each persan
you have listed decide how he or she should be rated on this
dimension, For instance, if you regard yourself as very outgoing,
place +3 in the box at the top right hand corner of the grid, If
you think you are very shy, place -3 in that space. If you think
some intermediate position best describes you, choose +2 +1, =1 or
-2, After you have rated yourself on the dimension "Youtgoing-shy",

go on to rate all the other individuals on this dimension. tihen

this is complete, consider the next dimensiaon, "ad justed-maladjusted",

and rate all the persons on this ona. Continue until all the
dimensions have been used with all the persons. lihen yau have
Finished there should be a number with a sign before it in every

box. Do not leave any hlank.

On completion detach the slip of paper on which you have

written the names and keep it.
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+3 +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

putgoing shy

adjusted amnmaucmwmn |
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decisive indecisive
calm excitable
interested self-absorbed
in others

cheerful ill~humoured

responsible irresponsible
considerate | imcemeiderate
independens  aepemaens
interesting | awn T



Appendix 12

celf-descripbion Check List

285,

Tick each word listed that you Teel applies to yourself, in the
corresponding circle.

Tick about half the items if possible.

_pave the circle blank if you feel the word does not apply

to yourself.
versatile
enerpetic
imaginative
reserved
patient

52lf-
consclous

enthusiastic

easygoing

irritahle

Check

Note: The Creative Independence and Emotional Activation
are derived from this Self-description Check List.

0

that you bave read through each of the four
Thank yau.

independent
hurried
peaceable
touchy
rehellious

restless

pleasure-
seeking

gentle

tired

conventional

stable

aggressive

different fram

others

creative

play it safe

conservahive

unemotional

indivicdual-
istic

cynical

mondy

outespoken

unadven-
turcus

borinrg

do not
take risks

contented

few novel
ideas

pasily

influen-
ced

lists,

Scales
Ithemns

are scored according to whether they are stitivély keyed
or negatively keyed (see Chapter 6 (iv)B and 6 (v)B for
details).

o

]

[



Appendix 13

Numbers of full-tims

and part-time male and female
subjects in samples used in Table 26, with mean ages
and their standard deviations

ra
h

or PT (part-time).

Males Females
Attendance Ane Attendanoe Age _%
FT | PT  Total X |a.0. FT | PT ETotali X 8.0. |
Soale — . i f
Intnl. of | | | !
Ambiguity 35 1 26 61 j 22.89 |5,24 65| 3 68 118,18 1,00
(Budne) : |
s e . S b8 | S - - —— PRE— l
anm]evx*y ; 1
subscale 34 26 60 ! 22,97 15.24 66 3 69 (168.19 1.00 ;
(0.P.I1. _ i |
Photo | : | ! i i
Ampiguity 32 25 57 23.1415,.32 5 34 57 118.16 1.02 !
Test | : R
Dogmatiswm 34 26 &0 E 24.,2016.77 57 | &; 63 }19.03 | 5.02 }
o At | e e b ]
Cognitive - 36 2 e | 26.17{6.62| 58! 6] 64 [18.98 | 4,99 |
Simplicilty i i T N AR IS (O R, e
Creative ' i l
Independence C e ] : !
=B 56 1 35 | 91 23.71:6.34 80 71 87 118,84 4,33
and Emotional | 3
I f |
Activation ] { i
Both sexes
Attendance Age
i
1 = ? 3
FT | PT {Total | X | §.D.
. Scale i |
Intol. of Ambiguity | &
(Budner) 100 29 1?9 {ZD 40 L, 36
'Cmmplex1ty subscale | | | T . -
(0.P.I.) 100 | 29 | 129 | 20.41 0 4.3
Photo Anblgu:tQ Test 86 | 28 | 114 | 20,65 |  4.57
Dogmatism o 32 a3 57058 R
Cognitive Simplicity 94 3 12& 21.58 6,41
—f—
Creative Independance
and Emational 13A 42 178 21.33 5.96
Activation
Note: Attendance is indicated as FT (full-time)



Appendix 14

1.
2.
b,
De
b

ri.
8‘

9.

10.

i fis

2.

13.

b
15.

16.

18.
19.

Means and Standard Deviations of all attitude scales

and personality variables for (a) all subjects who
completed that test, and (b) only subjects who
completed all tests.
MALES
(a) (b)
N=L2
Variable X S.D. N X 8.D.
Symbalic Authority  70.68 11.02 109 72,41 10.92
Teacher 93.26 16.63 109 101.67 18.61
Army 86.56 23.10 111 90.79 23,79
Law 88.76 15,35 110 91.05 14.03
Police 79.16 15.50 185 83.93 15. 35
Composite Authority 5 N \-
Scale (C.A.5.) 50.20 10,92 93 52.25 10.83
Radicalism 47.89 10.06 110 45,90 9.48
a1 g r
Budn31“f I@tularance L8.76 9.18 154 49,33 9.56
of Ambiguity
Complexity subscale .o g9 g opg 154 26.93 5.79
(Budner) :
Insolubility : ; L
subscale (3udner) 8.16 2.808 154 8.4 2.6
Novelty subscale - - -
(Budner) 13.81 3.35 154 13.83 gl 52
Complexity subscale ; .
(0.P.1.) 15.13 5.46 154 15.07 5.75
Photo Ambiguity ! .
Test (P.A.T.) 9.05 4.03 149 9.10 vo I
Dogmatism (Ray) 50.1  11.95 166 90.21 10.78
EEgmt SLiE 134,45 30,30 152 435.17 245k
Simplicity
BIREFGLTE 10.49  2.80 109 11.05 3.10
Independence
B Bt 8.03  3.22 109 7.6 2.53
Activation
Independence 63.37 10414 159 63.60 8.61
Age 21.90 4,92 250 22,45 L,48

287.



Appendix 1&  (continued)

R 5 B e O R A B
) ) . . °

[S)]
]

10.

1.

12.

14,
15,

16.

17‘

19.

Variable I
Symbolic Authority  73.12
Teacher 92.86
Army 82.65
Law B88.46
Police 81,09

Composite Authority
Scale (C.A.5.)

Radicalism 51.60

Budner's Intolerance Ll 4L
[ - + o L4
of Ambiguity

49.84

Complexity suhscale

(Budnexr) DR
Igigiggiéi?éuﬂner) (-
N?éiézgr§uhscale 12.921
Somlerity suseale g g
s A
Dogmatism (Ray) 86.36
g e
C?iiZé;idance 1.5
Eggzisgiiun SadQ
Independence 58.47

Age 19.06

9.26

3.48

3.51

5,98
L. 40

FEMALES

103
103
106
106
113

g8
106

101
101
101
101
102

B8l
98

90
102

102

102
152

()
N=45

X
73.82
92,93
&4 .,09
90.40
79.67

49,68
49,80

Lb 31
23,98
8.09
12,24
17.38

7.16
86.42

132.36
9.96

B8.73

59.93
18. 16

S.D.
10.57
15,14
19.42
13,43
1, 0L

8 ~27
7.91

10.08

L LB

6.15

Ers il
11.18

23.00

3,83

3.63

1047
1.05

288 -



Appendix 14 (continued)

14,
151

16.

17.

18.
19.

Variable

Symbolic Authority
Teacher

Army

Lauw

Police

Composite Authority
Scale (C.A.5.).

Radicalism

Budner's Intelerance
of Ambiguity

Complexity subscale
(Budner)

Insolubility
suliscale (OQudner)

Novelty subscale
(Budner)

, Lomplexity subscale
I

(0.P.I.)

Fhoto Ambiguity
Test (P.A.T.)

Dogmatism (Ray)

Cognitive
Simplicity

Creative
Independence

Emotional
Activation

Independence

Age

(a)

X
71.86
95.65
B4 .65
88.62
79.69
50.02
43,71

L7 .04

25,56

7.96

13.46

15.856

8.62
B88.73

135.19

10. 31

B8.38

6146
20.83

BOTH SEXES

5.D.

10.71
16,69
271.76
14,99
14,60

10. 04
9,69

9.43

6.00

2.81

3.70

5,70

-3.89

11.62

29,01

3.4

3.38

10, 34
4.92

212
212
217
216
298

181

233
264

24L2

211

211

261
LN2

N=B7

X
73.13
97.66
87.32
90.71
81.72

50.92
L7.91

46,74
25.40

8.11
13.01
16.26

8.09
88.25

13

i)

.7

10.48

8.20

61.7D
20,23

5.0.

10.76
17.34
21,90
=R %3
b 8L

10. 14
8.91

10,15

3.78
11.15

23,80

3,54

3.20

9.79
3.86

289,



Appendix 1l5a

1 2 3

20 66

38 17
Lo 61

49 &0 67

35 58 58
77 &0 a4
hh -39 =50

37 -07 30

12 09 22
26 -12 1k
51 =29 =49

28 23 02
18 12 16
32 L2 L0

29 =01 <2k
28 <15 ={37
-01 03 o1
L2 19 18

Intercorrelation matrix for all personality and attitude variables for S.A.I.T.

subjects who completed all tests, for females (N=45) at top right, and males

(N=42) bottom left.

Decimal points have been omitted)

4 5
a7 56
30 29
68 66

63
71
&6 81
-549 =55
26 18
16 05
29 19
16 28
-53 <4p
14 08
32 20
53 L0
-37 <24
-9 <31
-09 =18
21, 17
Critical

81
51
83
85
&2

-65
25
19
23
18

~57
19
24
52

-28

-23

29

-69
-36
~57
~-70
-72

-1
=05
-03
-31
28
-07
03
1
30
10
18
-19

56
31
25
G0
24
LG
~45

85
L3
68
~-60
11
34
32
~Ld
-8
-21
12

5%
34
21
37
21
45
Y
90

24
54
~51
15
30
2

~41
03
~2h
03

10

34
09
20
22
24
29
-25
50
30

-0k
~42
a5
43
19
-21
~22
~08
21

11

32
21
18
37
12
29
-28
80
5
15

-40
10
05
27

~32

~21
=25
06

12

-2
-3l
~2ly
=52
~20

43
-71

~562

-16

=72

-1
-26
=34
51
11
28
~-18

13

26
~03
07
13
1L
15
-19
28
26
38
- a7
-22

20
11
13
-08
G5
-08

14

38
27
39
36
26
L3
L2
6L
55
26
58

-73

16
~37
~26
~-01

22

15

24
~17
22
02
05
10
-17
0o
0z
14
-0
23
07
14

07
0s
-0
32

values: Significance level for females (N=45) at .05
(N=42) at .05

Significance level for males

16

-33
-24
-35
~39

-39

38
~L g
-37
~15
=52

68
-27
-62
~02

a7

27
-26

level
level

17

-35
~22
~31
-33
-26
~38

38
-4
-23
~32
43

L8
-21
-39
A

L4

15
=22

18

26
~04
19
05
12
15
-37
15
14
19
05
07
05
03
26
=05
-8

-11

15

07

-07'

-8

0o
~-09
-0k

04
~{15
~(2
-05
-5

19
-8

"l

17
22
~05
~12

(2 tailed test)
(2 tailed test)

KEY

1. Symbolic Authority

2. Teacher "

3. Army

4. Law

5. Police

6. C.A.S.

7. Radicalism

8. Intolerance of Ambiguity(Budner
9. Complexity subscale (Budner)
10.Insolubility subscale (Budner)
11.Novelty subscale (Budner)
12.Complexity subscale (0.P.I.;
13.P.A.T.

14 .Dogmatism

15.Cognitive Simplicity
16.Creative Independence
17.Emotional Activation
18.Independence

19.Age

.30
.29

(]

‘062



ppendix 15b Intercorrelation matrix for all personality and attitude variables for S.A.I.T.
subjects who completed all tests, for both sexes combined (N=87).
(Decimal points have been omitted)

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 16 15 16 17 18 19 KEY
27 53 58 Ly 72 54 L3 L4 23 27  ~iihy 25 27 20 =322 ~30 12 24 1. Symbolic Authority
Ly 45 L7 68 ~41 16 16 0s 05 =34 18 22 5 -09 =21 04 23 2. Teacher
G7 £3 B84  -50 30 27 21 18 <33 afa) 29 32 26 P2 12 19° 3. Army
66 85 <63 33 27 26 24 <47 14 34 25 =37 =23 g1 ge 4. Law
82 =51 23 10 21 21 =34 13 25 2L 18 <29 01 17 5. Politics
-50 37 33 25 25 =50 z0 35 33 =31 32 0& 24 5. C.A.S.
=33 ~29 =13 .32 37 =47 =20 .27 25 8 ~h .23 7. Radicalism
90 L8 75 (8 24 52 17 <4l =31 05 20 8. Intolerance of Ambiguity
27 56 -59 25 L5 12 =33 <1/ 02 15 9. Compexity subscale (Budner)
07 <28 12 34 17 =17 =27 as 11 10.Insolukbility subscale (Budner)
=50 13 38 07 =40 =33 =[P 13 11.Novelty subscale (Budner)
=20 =53 05 56 25 12 18 12.Complexity subscale (0.P.I.)
20 10 -02 <18 10 09 13.P.A.T.
15 47 .35 (14 13 14 .Dogmatism
=05 .05 13 o 15.Cognitive Simplicity
27 10 ~-01 16. Creative Independence
=05 =20 17.Emoticnal Activation
a3 18.Independence

19.4ge

Critical values: Significance level for N=87 at .05 level (2 tailed test) = .21

‘16z



Appendix 16a Intercorrelation matrix for all attitude and personality variables and age,
using maximum data, with numbers of subjects given (bottom left) for each
correlation for all male S.A.I.T. subjects.

(Decimal points have been omitted)

1 2 3 L 5 G 7 8 g 10 11 12 13 g 15 16 17 18 19 KEY
LO*  53%  S5p*  47x  76% ~53*%  30x 3% 05 15 =51* 29% 29*% 23 _oL* _15 aly] 24* 1. Symbolic Authority

108 50% 57% 52% 76% _4L3x (5 02 11 03 <28*% 31« 14 21 =12 =07 =06 13 2. Teacher
109 109 71*  5L* B3% .5 21 19 18 03 <37+ 03 19 17 =19 =11 g2 20* 3. Army
s 110 110 67* B9x _g2x 14 12 11 05 <bb* 13 37*  36* <31* 08 <06 21* 4. Law

34 94 8¢ 95 79*  43x  21x 15 18 14 =37+« 12 12 2hx <17 4 01 12 5. Police

93 93 93 93 g3 -68* 26* 23 19 13 =53*% 22 31 32% 26% =11 01 22% 6. C.A.S.
W34 110 108 95 93 =14 ~10 01 ~23  37% =13 -26% =18 17 00 25 01 7. Radicalism
63 63 65 64 151 61 64 89*  51%  63* =Bhx 21%  21* 07 27 02 A4 ﬁ]’] 8. Intolerance of Ambiguity (Budne:
53 G5 65 64 151 61 6L 154 25%  3B% ~47x  24x 4 03 =29* 01 -10 00 9. Complexity subscale (Budner)
63 63 65 84 151 61 &4 154 184 g5 =30 05 26% 12 ~11 <132 <12 01 10.Insolubility subscale (Budner)
G3 £3 G5 G4 151 61 64 154 154 154 -39% 13 068 ~01 =15 -02 =16 -(j2 1ll.Novelty subscale (Budner)
63 & 65 6L 143 60 64 152 152 152 152 19% ~27*% ~17 389% ~05 19% (0l 12.Complexity subscale (0.P.I.)
59 59 GO 59 145 57 GO 147 147 7 L7 47 09 06 1% 0ag 10 -07 13.P.A.T.
55 (6 65 66 114 GO G5 98 98 98 93 97 g5 13 «168 =09 07 g1 l4.Dogmatism (Ray
6? G6 66 66 6 B4 65 130 130 130 130 131 130 111 -02 1 ~07 21* 15.Cognitive Simplicity
106 ’IDG - 108 107 94 91 107 65 65 65 65 65 &0 66 67 19 17 -20* 16.Creative Independence
e 106 108 107 9l 81 107 &5 6 65 65 £5 60 66 67 109 -09 ~06 17.Emotional Activation
G2 61 6 &2. 110 55 5 109 169 109 109 108 104 1Lk an &3 63 10  18.Independence
09 109 111 110 185 93 110 154 154 T 1S4 154 153 49 166 152 109 109 159 19.Age

*Correlation significant at the .05 level (2 tailed test)



Appendix 16b

1 2

25*
103
102
102
88
88
102
71
71
71
71
72
58
65
66
99
99 99
76 75
103 1n3

102
102
a8
&8
102
7
71
71
71
72
58
a5
66
99

3

67*
L5

106
90
86

105
74
7
Tl
Tl
75
60
65
66

101

101
78

106

57*

: L7 *

69*

90
88
105
7h
74
74
74
75
&0
65
66
101
101

78

106

Intercorrelation matrix for all attitude and personality variables and age,

using maximum data with numbers of subjects given (bottom left) for each
correlation for all female S.A.I.T. subjects.
(Decimal points have been omitted)

57%

28*
59%*

Lgx*

88
89
93
93
93
93
94
A0
79
85
90
90
78
113

78%*
59*
85%
81*
77 *

87
68
68
68
&8
69
57
63
6h
88
88
67
88

-5 *
-32%
~55%
-5 %
L 3%
-Gl *

75
75
75
75
76
60
65
G6
100
100
77
106

LG*
27%
24*
37%
15
39*
-3k

101
101
101
101
83
sh
70
70
70

~
]

101

Lgx*
28%*
21
36%
10
37*
~37*
8o

101
101
101
83
6h
70
70
70
76
101

10

24+
11
16
16
10
22
-3 *
L 5%
22%

101
101
83
6l
70
70
70
76
101

11

34+
20
17
26%
12
25%
-18
77*
Lgx*
08

101
83
&b
70
70
70
76

101

12

-y 5%
~29%
-3
=35%
-1
_l‘.D*
36%
~60*
~53%
.'-DL;.
-y ]

84
65
71
71
71
77
102

13

29%*

-13
03
~-03
16
10
~-15

25%

20
12
21
-17

Bk
70
57
57
63
ak

1

L2k
29%
L5*
Llyx
23*
Lo*
-l G%*
5%
50%*
20
52x*
- %
07

81
65
65
70
98

*Correlations significant at the .05 level (2 tailed test)

15

29
~0b
26%
07
26*
21
~20
o8
09
06
01
0o
16
18

66
66
56
S0

16

-29%
-2[)*
-20%*
-25%
-12
- 3%

20%
by G *
-3G%*
-13
~LG*

q1#*
-20
- 1*
-15

102
78
102

17

-19
~26*
- g%
- Bk
-15
~29%
20%
i
-15
~26%
~ 25
35%
-13
-0
-1
5%

78
102

18

16
~-08
09
03
-02
04
=21
Oh
07
11
-6
1
o4
-01
25
01
06

102

19

03

15
09
16
12
15
~-06
10
a9
06
07
06
12
-02
-08
-02
- 16
~05

Pn
i

KEY

Symbolic Authority

Teacher

Army

Law

Police

C.A.8.

. Radicalism

Intolerance of Ambiguity (Budnex
Complexity subscale (Budner)
10.Insolubility subscale (Budner)
11.Novelty subscale (Budner)
12.Complexity subscale (0.P.I.)
13.P.A.T.

14.Dogmatism _

15.Cognitive Simplicity
16.Creative Independence
17.Emotional Activation
18.Independence

19.Age

WCOoIOhUd whp
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311
244
>
182
181
211
i34
134
i34
134
135
117
150
131
205
205
138
212

Appendix l6c

216
186
181
215
139
139
139
139
140
120
131
132
209
209
161
217

56%*
52*
L=

185
181
21
138
138
138
138
139
1139
131
132
208
208
L0
216

Intexrcorrelation matrix for all attltudes and personality varlables and age,
using maximum data with numbers of subjects given (bottom left) for each
correlation for all S.A.I.T. subjects.
(Decimal points have been omitted)

51+
L
55

59

181,
184
244
244
244
244
243
225
193
231
184
184
168
298

76*
6%
63+
a5
78*

180
129
129
129
129
129
114
123
12

179
179
122
101

36*
20*
23
27*
17*
32%
-29%

255
255
255
253
230
152
200
135
135
185

255

38%
19
21%
26*
12
30
-27%*

B9

255
255
253

ry "2

230
162
200
135
135
185
255

10

13
12
17
Uy
15%
20%

~16%

50
25%*

255
253
230
M2
200
135
135
185
255

"

2L *
13
11
18*
12*
19*
~-20*
£3*
Lty *
a7

253
230
162
200
135
135
185
255

12

- 5%
-31%
-35%
-[;O*
-25%
YA

38%
~59%*
-51%
=20
-50*

231
162

202

136
136
185
255

13

27*
15
06
b6
12
19%*
-16
25%
25%
0a
17*

~20*

159
200
117
117
167
233

14

3hx
2
3%
L1+
16%
L*
30
LO*
3%
25%
3%*
-~ 3*
12

192
131
131
21
264

*Correlations significant at the .05 level (2 tailed test)

15

PG*
09
Do
Do
PR
2‘7*

-19
05
Ot
10

-01

-10
08
U

133
133
s
22

17

-15%
-17*
-20*
-15%
-1 *
=-19%*

11
-1%
-11
-271*
-17*

20
=10
~Z20%*
-3

32%

11
211

18

06
-03
08
-02
~01
05
-04
0o
03
oo
-08
1
12
07
10
11
-05

19

10
8%
18%*
18%*
10
18%
-09
12
11
05
05
~-04

]
<

04

10
-08
~-18%*

13%

KEY

CONOU D WwhH

10
11
12

15
16
17
18
19

. Symbolic Authority
. Teacher

. Army

. Law

. Police

. Complexity subscales (Budner)
.Insolubility subscale (Budner)
.Novelty subscale (Budner)

.Complexity subscale (0.P.I.)
13.
14.

C.A.S.
Radicalism
Intolerance of Ambiguity (Budner

P.A.T.
Dogmatism

.Cognitive Simplicity
.Creative Independence
.Emotional Activation
.Independence

.Age

‘voec



211
211
211
182
181
211
134
134
134
134
135
117
130
131
205
205
138
212

33%

211
211
182
181
210
134
134
134
134
135
117
131
132
205
205
137
212

57+
LB

216
186
181
215
139
139
139
139
140
120
131
132
209
209
141
217

56*
52
69*

185
181
21
138
138
138
138
139
119
131
132
208
208
140
216

correlation for all S.A.I.T. subjects.
(Decimal points have been omitted)

5

51*
4%
55%
59%

181
184
2uk
244
244
2L4
243
225
183
231
184
184
1688
258

6

76*
68*
B3x*
85*
78%*

180
129
129
129
129
125
114
123
128
179
179
122
181

7

-56%*
~L*
w1
-59%
bl *

~65%

139
139
139
139
140
120
130
131
207
207
140
216

36*
20*
23
27*
17+
32%
-PG*

255
255
255
253
230
162
200
135
135
185
255

38%*
19%*
2k
26%
12
30*
-27*
B9=

255
255
253
230
162
200
135
135
185
255

13

12
17%

14
5%
20%
-16*
50%*
25%

255
253
230
162
200
135
135
185
255

2l
13
11
18*
12*
19%
-20%
BEO*
Ll

a7

253
230
162
200
135
135
185
255

5%
~31%
~35%

~LO*

-25%
L7 *

30%*
5%
-5
=205
-50*

231
162
202
136
136
165
255

27%
15
06
06
12
19%
-16
25%
25
08
17*
~20*

159
200
117
117
167
233

4

3l
24*
3%
L%
16*
LO*
36%
4O«
3%
25%
3%
...L;.B*
a2

182
131
131
210
264

*Correlations significant at the .05 level (2 tailed test)

15

26*
09
22*
22%
24 %
o7 %
~19
Qe
oL
10
~01
-10
ga
14

133
133
L6
2L2

16

-2f%
- 15+
~23%
- %
-y
~28%

20
~35%
- 2%
-11
-3l

LE*
~02
-39%
-09

211
141
211

17

~15%
-17%
~20*
- 15%
%
- 19%

11
- 1G%
-11
-271%
-17*

20*
~10
-26%
-03

32%*

141
211

18

0f
=~03
s
-2
~-01
05
~0b
an
03
0o
-08
12
12
07
10
11
~-05

261

19

10
18%*
18%*
18%*
10
18%*
~09
12
11
05
05
~04

Nk

10
-08
-18*

15

KEY

1. Symbolic Authority
2. Teacher

3. Army

4, Law

5. Police

6. C.A.S.

7. Radicalism

8. Intolerance of Ambiguity (Budne
9. Complexity subscales (Budner)
10.Insolubility subscale (Budner)
1li.Novelty subscale (Budner)
12.Complexity. subscale (0.P.I1.)
13.P.A.T.

14 .Dogmatism

15.Cognitive Simplicity
16.Creative Independence
17.Emotional Activation
18.Independence

19.Age
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Appendix 17,
Mean scores, standard deviations and t-test results for
E.4.1I.T. and University of Adelaide subjects on Creative
Independence, Emotional Activation and Attitude and
Radicalism Scales for males and females separately.

Males
S.A.I.T. U. of A. Significance of
(N=81) (N=33) Differences
Variable _ X §.0. X S.D. t D
Creative Indzpendence 10.6 2.86 10,60 3.09 D MeSe
Emotional Activation 7.85 3.03 B8.67 2.596 ~1.353 NeSe
Symbolic Authority 70.91 11.08 66.48 11.49 1.93 MeSe
Teacher Scale 99,14 9.95 83.18 14,94 2.53 02
Army Scale 87.7 27.88 76.03 20.88 2,18 .05
Law Scale 89.58 15.26 B81.00 15,45 2.7 .01
Police Scale 80.24 15.38 71.91 15.64 2,63 .01
Radicalism Scale 47,90 10.01 53.67 11.84 -2.67 .01
Females
S.A.T.T. U. of A. Significance of
(N=87) (N=L7) Differences
Variable X - 5.D. X 5.D. t 0

Creative Independence 10.18 3.57 1G6.21 3.21 - .05 MNeSa

Emotional Activstion 8.71 3.05 8.23 3,33 .7 NeS.
Symbolic Authority 73.77 9.95 72.81 9.17 .5k N.S.
Teacher Scale 93.80 15.37 93.68 13.65 .N8 NeBe
Army Scale 83,99 19.80 79.60 16.58 1.29 NoeSe
Law Scale 89.51 13.91 83.58 16.03 2,18 .05
Police Scale 61.00 12,75 75.98 13,22 2.4 .05

Radicalism Scale 51.45 8.80 52.55 9.02 .68 NeSa




Appendix 18.

Key*

- 1.
+ 2.
+ 3,
& b,
+ 5.
+ Ge
+ 7
- 8.
+ 9.
+ 10,
+ 1M1,
+ 12,
- 13,
s 1.
- 15,
- 16.

The Complexity subscale of the 0.P.I. measuring Tolerance
of Ambiguity showing item-total correlations (corrected).

Item-total
hiserial
correlation.

Usually I prefer known ways of dolng things
rather than trying out new ways.

It is a good rule to acecept nothing as
certain or proved.

The unfinished snd the imperfect often have
greater appeal for me than the completed
and polished.

I want to know that something will really
work before I am willing to take a chance
on it.

I dislike following a set schedule.
Novelty has a great appeal to me.
I have always hated regulations.

I don't like things to be wuncertain and
unpredictable.

I like to oo alone to visit new and strange
places.

Politically I am probably something of a
radical.

I like to fool around with new ideas even if
they turn out later to have heen a total waste
of time.

I showed individuality and originality in my
schoolwork,.

I always see ta it that my work is carefully
planned and organized.

I prefer to engage in activities from which I
can see definite results rather than those

from which no tangible or objective results are
apparent.

Perfect balance is the essence of all goad
composition.

Straightforward reasoning appeals to me more
than metaphors and the search for analogies.

.40

LU0

.26

.29

s Dl

» 30

.32

.37

.26

<33

.20

.J{

iT



Appendix

18: (continued)

Key*
- 17.
+ 18.
- 19,
+ 20,
- 21.
+ 22.
+ 23,
+ 2L,
25.
- 26,
- 27.
- 28.
+ 29,
+ 30,
+ 31.
- 32.

I don't like %o work on a problem unless
there is a possibility of coming out with
a clear-cut and unambiguous answer,

My way of doing thﬁngs is apt to be
misunderstood by others.

I like to have a place for everything and
everything in its place.

It doesnit bother me when things are
uncertain and unpredictable,

For most questions there is just one ringht
answer once a person is #ble io get all the
facts,

I have had very peculiar and strange
experiencas.

T like to listen to primitive music.
I have had strange and peculliar thoughts.

Many of my friends would probably De
considered unconventicnal by other people.

I find it difficult toc give up ideas anc
opiniens which I hold.

Trends towards abstractionism and the
distortion of reality have corrupted much
art in recent years.

I much prefer friends who are pleasant toc
have arocund to those who are always involved
in some difficult problem.

Some of my friends think that my ideas are
impractical if not a bit wild,

I dislike having others deliberate and
hesitate before actinag.

I find that a well-ordered mode of life with
regular hours is not congenial to my
temperament.

I don't like to undertake anv project
unless I have a pretty good idea how it will
turn out.

297,

-

Item-total
biserial
correlation. #

.20

.28

40

48

n
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Appendix 18: (continued)

Notes:

*

Items are responded to as "true" or "falsa",

Positively keyed-items (+) endorsed as "true" score 1;
negatively keyed items (-) which sre considered "fglsa!
also score 1. Other responses are scored as. zero,

A maximum score of 32 is possible.

The biserial correlation was celculsted after negatively
keyed items have been reverse scored; and the
correlations included s correction far the contribution
of the item to the total.



295,

Appendix 19, Sex differences: t test results for differences

between mean scores on attitude scales and personality
tests for 5.A.I.T. and U. of A. students (1971-72)-

S.A.I.T. U. of A,
Variable df t p df t B

Symbolic Authority 210 - 1.66 n.s, 78 - 2.70 < .01
Teachers Scale 210 + 2.38 «.05 78 = .15  n.s.
Army Scale 215 + 1.32 n.s. 78 - .84 n.s.
Law Scale 214 .15 n.s. 78 - .74 MNeSae
Police Scale 296 - 1.11 n.s. 78 - 1.24 MNeSe
Radicalism Scale 21 - 2,85 £ .01 78 + 47 n.s.
Creative Independence 209 + .83 n.s. 78 + .54 n.s,
Emotional Activation 209 - 1.57 n.s. 78 + .60 MNeSe
Hudner's Intolerance af '

Ambiguity 209 + 3,30 «.001
Complexity sub-scale

(Budner) 253 + 3.73 < ,001
Insolubility sub-scale

(Budner) 253 + 1.42 n.s.
Navelty sub-scale

(Budner) ‘ 253 + 1.88 n.s.
Complexity sub-scale

(0.P.I.) 254 - 2.29 .05
Photo Ambiguity Scale 231 + 2,20 .05
Dogmatism (Ray) ' 264 + 2.24 .05
Cognitive Simplicity 250 + .51 n.s.
Independence 259 + 3.82 <,001

Note: (1) Mean, standard deviations and number of subjects
are given in Appendix 14 for S.A,I.T. students
and Appendix 17 for U. of A. students.

(2) 1In each case the t is given as positive if the
mean score for males is greater than that for
females.



Appendix 20.

(a)

Age

17
18
19
Dver 19

(b)
Age

17
18
19
Over 19

(c)

Age

17

18

15

Over 19

(d)
Age

17
18
19
Over 19

(e)

Age

17

18

19

Over 19

Mean attitude to authority scores and standard deviaticns
for 5.A.I.T. and University of Adelaide subjects (1971-72)

by separate groups, with significance tests for the
comparisons betwseen institutions,
Symbpnlic Authority Scale
University of Adelaide S.AL.T. Significance
i 5.D. \! X 5.0, NN t D <
73,43 9.55 14 71,42 11.32 24 + 0.56  n.s.
70.41 10.01 39 73432 11.19 50 -~ 1.26  1n.s.
67.13 11,90 15 72.86 9.3k 29 - 1.71  n.s.
69.58 11.60 12 71.69 10.38 77 - 0.64 n.s.
Teacher Scale
X S.De N X S.b. N i P <
95,36 .76 14 94,70 18.82 24 + 0.1 NeSe
54, R2 12.55 39 93,88 15.36 50 + 0.2 NeSe
86.80 13.868 15 53,93 15.29 29 — 1.8 n.sa.
95,92 16432 12 100,01 16.03 77 - 0.81 t.s.
Army Scale
X S.D. N X 5.0, N t P <
83.71 18414 14 B2.17 20.85 24 + 0.22  neS.
7731 19.06 39 83.92 21.17 50 - 1.517 n.s.
76.87 16.85 15 86.47 22.01 29 - 1.45 NeSe
75.83  21.59 12 88.10 21.45 77 - 1.82 n.s.
Law Scale
X S.D. N X S.D. N t n <
87.43 12.67 14 85,92 15.11 24 + 0.31 n.S5.
83.38 14,66 39 89.20 14,15 50 - 1.86 NeS.
74.20 19.75 15 91.52 15.328 29 ~ 3,13 .01
84,75 16.23 12 50.09 W 77 - 1.1 n.s,.
Police Scale
X 5.D. N X 5.0. N t P <
77.00 .42 1 82.67 13.L0 24 + 1.19 n.s.
73.59 12,00 39 79.00 14,15 50 - 1.89 n.s.
72.40 15.861 15 83.10 12.11 29 - 2.4k .05
75.83 18,56 12 79.86 15.06 77 - JB3 n.s.



Appendix 21.
Mean attitude scores and standard deviations for
University of Adglaide subjects 1972 and 1375, by
separate age groups with significance tests for
comparisons between the two samples.

(a) Army Scale

University of Adelaide University of Adelaide

1972 1975

Age X 5.D. N X S.D. N t p <
17 83.71 18. 1k 1 90. 12 18.11 83 -1.22 NeS.
18 77.31 19.06 39 84,19 19.27 54 -1.69 N.s.
19  76.87 16.85 15 90,32 18.23 3L -2.38 .05
20  75.83 21.59 12 88.95 19,38 76 -2,12 .05

-(b) Law Scale

Age X . Sl N X 5.D. Nt p<
7 B7.63  12.67 b 78.16 13,39 83 +2.38 .05
18 B83.38 1 .66 39 76.11 12.87 54 +2.51 .05
19 74.20 19.75 15 80.03 14,07 3 -1.15 n.s.
20 BL.75 16.23 12 74,22 11.56 76 +2.72 .07

(c) Law Scale and Army Scale

Age X 5.D. N X 5.D. N t p <
17  85.57 13.84 14 8L .1k 12,54 83 + .38 n.s.
18 80.35 15 .68 39 80.15 14,79 54+ .06 n.s.
19  75.53 16.03 15 85.17 13.75 34 =2.10 .05

20 80.29 173k 12 81.59 14,30 76 - .28 N.S.



Appendix 22

Alpha velues for male and female subjects completing the same attitude scales, with

5% confidence limits showing extent of overlap of the confidence intervals.

5% confidence limits

Range of confidence (graph. display).

1,0

Scale Sample Alpha N Lower Upper Seale
A " 0.6 0.7 0,8 0,9
Symholic Male .86 193 .81 .895 P
Authority
z Female .82 189 .760 .865
Teachers Male .52 178 .892 . 340 =
Female .90 181 .B66 .925 e
ATmy Male .95 192 .93k .962 s
Female .ok 168 .917 .957 —_
Lauw Male .93 178 906 .948 —
i A
Female .88 179 .839 .911 —_—
Police Male .92 164 .894 .339 T —
Female »93 97 895 .953 —
Radicalism Male .93 33 .858 . 965
A
Femzle .80 L7 .64 .889 i 5 i
Independence Male .65 106 472 .776 -5 _ . .




APPENDIX 23
authority and Radicalism scales.
Serial
position Males
The Police Scale (Sample C)
16, The Police pay too much attention
to the protection of property
rather than people .6k
23. The Police are unnecessarily
violent in handling people they
dislike .64
12. The Police are less intelligent
than most citizens .31
6. The Police are generally quite
impartial and fair in the way they
carry out the law .73
17. Policemen lack initiative in
carrying out their duties .67
The Army Scale
12. People should feel proud to serve
in the Army .7k
10. It's a man's life in the Regular
Army .65
26. The Army teaches people not to
think for themselves .72
28. The Army develops initiative .12
The Law Scale
3, The Law is just another name for
tyranny .65
18, Laws are so often made for the
benefit of small, selfish groups
that a man cannot respect the law .70
20. The Law is the enemy of freedom .61
12. The law is the embodiment of
Justice and Equality .70
9, Obedience to the law constitutes
a value indicative of the
highest citizenship .61
L., A man should obey the laws, no
"matter how much they interfere
with his personal ambitions .62
2t. The individual who refuses to

Significantly different item-total (corrected) correlations

for U. of A. male and female students on the attitude to

Item—topa] (corrected)
correlations

obey the law is a menace to
civilisation .63

Females

.22

.23

.67

.43

37

.55

.48

.60
.60

»39

49
.38

51

41

.43

5

2.39

2.34

-2.19

2.09

2.09

3.14

2.39

2,03
2.03

3.43

3.13
2.92

2,88

2.58

2.50

2.42

.05

.05

.05

.05

.05

,01

.05

.05
.05

.001

.01
.01

.01

.05

.05

.05



Appendix 23 (continued)

The Law Scale (continued)

The law rightly claims the allegiance
of every citizen at all times

Teacher Scale

The discrepancy measures taken by
teachers are usually well-considered
and desirable

Students are all too often
discriminated against by teachers who
are prejudiced against them

In this day and age students should
not be expected to call a teacher,
Usip!

Despite the conflicts that may arise

between teachers and students, a person

may be expected to look back on his
teachers with appreciation

Symbolic Authority Scale
(Description)

Girl in prison (Angela Davis)
Man in crowd, fist raised

Speaker with symbolic eagle in the
background

Priest

Radicalism Scale

Support the struggle of people against
lmperialism

Legalise the use of 'harmléss' drugs
such as marihuana

Abolish the so-called White
Australia Policy

Aim at the overthrow of capitalism
and its replacement by a free society

"'"Recognize' Red China

Males

.67

.67

.57

.48

.58

.60

.59
.23

.89

77

.85
.69

Females

51

.48

.38

.27

.31
.37

.39
L4

.39

.57

.35

.64
.36

z

2.34

2,72

2.34

2.33

3.6k
3.47

2.60
-1.97

3.57
3.4
2.89

2.19
2.08

anG

p<

.05

.01

.05

.05

.05

.001
. 001

.05
.05

.001

.001

.01

.05
.05



Appendix 24 The use of groups of subjects in relation to the attitude measures

Attitude Scale

(n

Police

Army
Law

Teacher

Symbolic Authority U.of A. N

Radicalism

Independence

(Elongated brackets indicate overlapping or identical samples within columns;
overlapping on identical samples within rows are indicated separately and
described in the footnote).

Scale-Construction Cross=~Validation
Samples Samples Samples used in subsequent analyses®
SLALL,T. U.of A, U.of A.(replication)
(r) (rin) (1v) (V) (vi)
A, S.A.1.T. & Western T.C, B, S.A.1.T., N = 261 (111 B) + 37 (rirc) -2
N =112 C, U,of AL, N = 82 N = 298 N = 80
U,of A. N = 280 U.of A. N = 80 N = 217 N =80 (111) {%a= 248
U.of A. N = 277 U.of A. N = 80 N =216 N =80 (111) N = 208
U.of A, N =279 U.of A. N = 80 N =212 N =80 (111)
= 299 U.of A. N = 83 N =212 (111) - 3:=N=80
S.ALILT. N = 40 &U.of A, N = 80 N = 216 N =280 (111)
S.ALLLT. N = 31 S.A,I.T. N =175 (111) + 86 .
N = 26]

* Details of samples used in further analyses:

(1) Generality Study (Ch.3): U,of A, (Col,V) N = 80; S.A,1.T. (from Col.1V) N = 180

(2) validation Studies (Ch.4): Using Eleven-point Scales: U.of A, (from Col.V) N = 7h; Using behaviour indices:
U.of A.(Col,V) N = BQ; Using Personal Assessments: S.A.!.T. (from Col,I1V) N = 15

(3) Relationship with Personality (Ch.7,8,9,10): U,of A, (Col.V) N = 80, and (from Col.V! for replication study)
N = 248; S.A.1.T. (from Col.IV) N values were 129,114,123,128 and 178 (see Table 28¢}

(4) Comparison of sex and institution groups (Ch.11): U.of A. (ColV) N = 80; S,A.1.T, (Col,tV) N = 180,
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