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SUMMARV

This study has tuo primary aims: to determlne the degree to

u.lhich attitudes tobjards authorities ale generalised amtrng tertlary

students trvex a range of authorlty figures; and, secondly, to

exãrnine tr,:o hypotheses that have been proposed regarding the relation*-*

ship betuleen attitudes .tor.,la¡ds authorities and supposedly relevant

personalitY variables.

A varietv of relevant attitude scales uere developed using

data obtained from students at the south Australian Institute of

Technology (s.A.I.T.) and the university of AdeLaide (u' of A')'

The scales included five þalanced Br apploXimately balanced

Likert-type scales to assess attitudes tou¡ards the pulice, the ar'myt

teachers, the lar,l and symbolic authority; a special type of test,

the Independence 5ca1e, to assess attitudes tor¡ards the authority

ef graduating students; and a Likert-type scale to measure the

extent to r,Lhich students uJexe prepared to support proposals involving

social change (the Radicalism Scale). The Likert-type scales ulete

shountopossessahighdegreeofinternalconsistency;the

Irrdependence Scale uas minimally satj-sfactory in this lespect' In

addition, EIeven-point Rating scales t¡ere devised to provide an

overall mEasure of feeling tone in relation to each of the particular

authorities assessed by the Likert-type authority scales and also

toulards |tauthority in generalrr.

TheLikert-typeattitudetoauthorityscalesprovedtobe

significantly intercorrelated, using ttlo groups of tertiary

students, 180 from 5.4.I.T. and B0 from the u. of A. Tha Eleven-

point Rating scales, completed by the U' Df A' subjects' also

intercorrelated significantly. Eontrurrent validity uas demonstrated

for each of the Likert-type attitude to authority scales by means of

significant corlelations r¡ith relevant Eleven-point Rating scales'

'a



The generality of attitude tourards authority across the five

authorities assessed by the Likert-type scales is therei=ore stronqly

supported. Dorrelations betr¡een the Independence stra]e and

each of the Likert-type attitude to authority scales fo¡ 121 of

the S.A.f.T. students uere not significantly different from zerot

but those betúeen the Likert-type Pro-authority measules and

Radicalism brerp significant (in the negative direction) for both

S.A.I.T. sutrjects and U. of A. subjects. The general nature of

the attitude assessed by the Likert scales therefore appears to be

unlelated to the non-instii;utionalised authority of graduating

sturlents, but closely associated tuith radicalism.

To provide a stable and general measure of attitude tor¡ards

authority, scores from the Likert-type attitude to authority scales

uere standardised -and 
combined ts form a Cnmposite Authority Scale

(c.A.s.)" The vaLidity of this measure Lras supported by the

confirmation of predictions Ielating to three types of criteria:

(l) the Eleven-point Rating Scale assessing attitude to I'authority

in generalrr; (2) the personal assessments of orientation tor¡ards

authority by close acquaintances; and ( 3) stroIes derived from

autobiographical reports of relevant behaviour, such as taking part

in demonstrations and attending thurch. These criteria correlated

in the predicted direction u:ith the t.4.5.

In the second part of this study, tt.ro sets of hypotheses uere

fo¡mulated on the basis of suqgestions in the literature on student

radicalism and on authoritarianism concelning the relationship

betueen attitudes torlards authority and supposedly relevant

pÊrsonality variables. The first set of hypotheses postulated a

linear relationship, uith the more pro-authority students tendinq

to be more intolerant of ambiguity, more dogmatic' more coqnitively

simple, Iess creatj-veIy independent and less.emotionally ectivated.

(xv)
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The second set of hypntheses postulated a curvilinear relationship

such that extreme pIo- and anti-authorÍty subjects resemblP each

othe¡ in being re}atively intolerant of ambiguity, dogmatic'

cognitivelysimpleandlor¡inbothcreativeindependenceand

Émotional activation compared r,rith persons t¡ho ocDupy intermediate 
4.

positions on the attitude to authority continuum. These hypotheses

uere tested using groups of students from the 5.A.I"T' ¡ and (uith

respect to the variables of creative lndependence and emotional

activation only) a group of U' of A' students'

Thefollou-ringpersonalitytestSt¡gleadministered¡to

assess intolerance of ambiquity, Budnerrs Intslerance of Ambiguity

test,theEomplexitysub-scaleoftheOmnibusPersonality

Inventory, and the Photo Ambigui.tv Test specially developed for

this study; for dogmatism, Rayts Dogmatism scale; for coqnitive-

simpliciiy, a modified version of BieriIs Dognitive Complexity

tes.b; flor creative independence and emotional activatinn, Rumprs

Adjective theck List. Because of the extensive testing pf'ogram

invo}ved,subgroupsofsubjectsvariedintheextensivenessof

tests taken. A to'bal of 87 S'A'T'T' students flormed a core sample

urhich comPleted all tests' 
o.

Ingeneral,theobtainedrelationshipsbettueentheattitude

and the personality measLlles urelte consistent ulth the linear

hypatheses. Among the S'A'I'T' samples' all the correlations

r¡iththeE.A.S.bjeresignificantandinthepredicteddirection'

although not all the correlations r'lith individual attitude scales

uere significant. The highest correlations r¡ith the c'A'5' trlPIE

r,lith the Domplexity sub-scale of the o.P.I. (a = -.4?) and uith

Rayrs Dognratism scale (r = .40)' LJith the exception of Ernotional

Activation, all the correlations betr¡een the personality variables

and Radicalism u:ere significant and, as predicted, in the opposite
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direction to those i'ound r¡ith the pro-authority G.A.S. In a

partiaJ- repLication '¡ith U. of A. subjects, significant correlations

in the predicted direction urere found betr¡een Ereative Independeace

and G.A.S. (and RadicalÍsm), but correlations r.uith EmotÌona}

Activation Lrere not signiflicanily different from zero for either

C.A.S. or Radicalism. An examination of trends fo¡ curvilinearity '{

provicled no "ruu" support among gIoups of 5.4.Ï.T. subjecis for the

curvilinear hypotheses. Among U. of A. subjects the curvilinear

hypothesis L¡as supported r,¡ith respect to the Emotional Activation

variable only.

A factor analysis t¡ith rotation to an oblique factsr sslution

uas performed on the results of 87 5.4.I.T. students, flor ulhnm

complete data uere available. The tr¡o main factors ext¡acted uere:

('¡) a pro-authority factor, uith positive loadings of greater than

.40 for the Lar.¡ Scale, the Army Scale, the Police Scale, the Teacher

Scale and the Symbolic Authnrity Sca1e and a negative loading of

-.64 for the Radicafism Scale;'and (2) a Felsona1ity factor, uÍth

loadings of .40 or greater for Budnerrs Intolerance of Ambiguity

test, the Complexlty sub-scale of the 0.P.I. and Rayrs Dogmatism

Scale, and negative loadinqs Bf -.62 fot Runprs Adjective Dheck List

measure of C¡eative Independenca and -.40 for Emotional Activatiort.

This personality factor appeals to reflect a strong dislike ofl

uncertainty and a tendency to hold dogmatic beliefls, and to vieu

oneself as not creati-vely indeperd ent or emotionally activated.

The pro-authority factor and the personality factor. collelated

positively (¡ =.48), uhich is consistent r¡ith the linear hypothesis.

A factor analysis of the cor¡elations flor 5.4.f.T. students uho

completed at least tr,ro of the tests (ñ(h) = 168.3) provided

substantially simila¡'results, confirming that the factorial structure

of the larger set of data did not differ rnarkedly from that ohtained

from the smaller complete set of results.



(><viii)

Throughout the sturly analr¡5es L.Jere perl'ormed l'or eaclr cex

separately. In thÞ devel-opment of the Authórity ancl llaclicalism

scales slight buL consistent dil'f=erences emerqed l¡etueen tlre se:<es.

The Lilcert-type scales genaralJ.y yielded hiqher indices of internal

consistency for males, ancl subsequently the intercor¡elabj.ons

betueenthe scales tendecl to be hiqher lor males. It tlould appear'

'utra'b 'Lire scales, thougtt valid for each sex, aIe snmeulrat more

appropri ate measur'es o l' atti tude toulards au bhor j- Ly amonq maIes.

Comparisons [:etueen gloups ol'student5 l'rom the S.A.I.T. and

bhc UnivelsitV of Aclelaide indicate that in genelal the 5.4.I¿T.

students riere more favourably disposerl tou'rarcls autlrnritythan uere

the University o1'Aclelaide students. An analysis oF age trends at

i;he tr¡o instj.tuti-ons on measures of atLitude to authority in gcrreral

iailed to yield reljable or consistent trends-

Thc nrain resul'bs ofl this siudy, narnely tlre predicted l-inear

relationslrip betueen Atl,iturle to Authority (and Radicalism) on the

one hanrl, anrJ InioLerance o1' AmLriqr-rity, Dogmatj-sm and Cre¡:tive

Inclepenrience on the n'Llrer, have I-reen replicated flor bnth rnale anr-l

l'emaIu tertiarr,l students; and ui th respec b to one rneasure ofl

intolr:ranDe ofl a:ml¡iquity (the cumple>rity subscale of the 0.P.I. )

antl tr¡o measures uf' Attj- l,ude to Authority ( bhe Army and tlre La¡l

ScaIe), i;lre ¡rrerlicted Iineat relationship Uas flound thrce year's

j-ater (in 1975) r¡ith a sample ol'Uni-versity oF Arlelair-le studentst

cJespi te s j-qniflicant shi its bot¡¡¡rds 9enera1ly more i'i:vourable

attitucles touards thc Army, and Iess favourable attitudes tot¡ards

l,he LaL,l .

rinalJ-y, it is; sur¡gestecl that ¡hi1e existinq psyclrological

'cheory rlerivinq flrom psychoanaJ-yiical sou¡.cas and emphasisinq tlte

eqo-del.,ensive f'unction ol' authoritarian attitudes maV accou'n'b f'or

the associatiorr betueen certain personal.ity characteristj-cs .assessed
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in this study and the strongly pro-authority tendencies of some

students, it is inadequate to a ccount for the attitudes of students

ulith relatively anti-authority nrientatlons. Such attitudes may

pertraps'be best understood in terms of a positive liking for novelty

.añd complexity, the enjoyment sf urhich authorities may be perceived

as blockÍng.

þ
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PREFACE

Due to the diversity of related issues that are explorad

in thie study, it may be useful to explain the organisation and

lay-out of this thesis. It is divided, fer convenience, into

three par'ts, .,rith Part gne beinq troncerned r¡ith the topic of the 
rr

generality of attitudes touards authority among tertiary students;

part Tr¡o dealing uith the rslationship betueen attitudes touards

authorities ancj certain supposedly relevant 
.personality 

variables;

and Part Three presenting a brief revieu¡ of the entire study and

a consitleration ofl its general significance.

Part Dne consists of four chapters. In Chapter I a critical

revieul is presented of psychological s'budies related to the issue

of the general nature o1'attitude touards authority, and ihis is

follouled by a disoussion of those authorities included in the

study. Chapter 2 deals rr¡ith the development ef attitude scales

to rneasure attitudes tnuarrls the chosen authorities, and, for

r¡ider comparison, a radicalism scaIe. In Chapter 3 correlatians

bett¡een those scales are examined and the degree and extent of the

generality is assessed for samples of students frnm the South

Australian Institute of TechnolngV'(S.A.foT.) and The University of

Adelaide. ghapter 4 examines the validity of the scales ín relatitrn

to a variety ofl validating criteria.

Part Tr,lo begins r.,lith a sulvey, presented in chapter 5r of

the psychological literature in uhich (a) personality cha¡acteristics

have been attributed to student raclicals, and (b) the supposed

nature of pro- and anti-authoritarianism, have been discussed' Ïn

the light of this survey tt,ro alternative sets sf hypotlteses appear

tenable, one suggesting a Iinear and the othe1' a cu¡vilinear

(secnnd-o¡der) relationship betueen certain personality variables
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and attitude toulards authority. In Chapter 6 the personality

variables arE discussed in detail and operationally defined. Tt

test the proposed hypotheses; in thapter ? the relevant cor¡elations

are examined for both male and female subjects in overlapping grouFs

of 5.A.I.T. students, and for a gl-oup of students at the university

of Adelaide. In Ehapter B the attitude-personality trends are

examined in more detail for evidence of systematic curvilinearity.

Chapter 9 provides factor 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 betueen intolerance of amblguity and attitude tn

authority, is, ,presented in chapter I0. In Dhapte¡ 11 a comparison

ls nrade of results obtained for each sex and institution, and age

t¡ends on attitude to autho¡ity axe examined. The implicaiions of

the results cnncerning the relationship betueen personality and

attitude to authority are examined in Ehapter 12. Finally in

part Three (chapter 13) the results of the entire thesis are

revierrled and theiI general signiflicance evaluated.

ùt



PART ONE

THE GENERALITY OF ATTITUDE TOIJJARDS AUTHORITY

AMOIIE TERTIARY STUDENTS.



1

PART I]NË

CHAPTER 1 ATT]TUDES TO AUTHORITIES

1. (i ) Psvch oloq ical Studies of Attitrrdes to Authorities

, It is commonly assumed, particularty among clinical

¡:sycholoqists, that there exists a qeneralised attitude tuuards 
{'J

authority. Freud (1940)r Piaget (1951) and Adornu Et gI' (1950)'

are among the influenti.al r¡riters ruho have gi'ren suppDrt to this

notion. such an attítuce is seen as arisirrg r¡ithin the famiiy flrcnr

parental authorÍty, and the attitude is then generalised ta

subsequerrtly encountered authority figures. The natt1re uf the

psychodynamíc procEss that is suggested, varies. The FreLldi.an

explanaiion amphasises the consequences of csnflir:ts r,¡j-th parents at

the anal and phallic stages of development, each leacling 'Ln

characteristic rrrays of responding to authority: bv t'hnklinq onrl Úr

r¡submittingrr uhen a partiaJ- fi.xaticln occurs at the anai' s-bage; or

strivinq competitively uith father, nr giving up the struq-oIe and

identifying r,rith him, in the coul'se of attempting to resolve thP

oedipal situation. Adorno and his colleaq¡ues saLr t,he degree of '

repression by parents ae a rnajor factor: children uhose spontaneuus

Iikes and dislikes are ¡Bpress'A rr¡itnin the family cnme to rridealizerl

their parents and along r,rith them ether authorities, such as

national leaders ancl legal authorities. Piaget (1951) conceptualised

the process in cognitive terms' Petsgnal' schemata t¡hích develop

in retation to the father durinq infancy are seen as inflluencinq a

person throuqhout life as he assimilates one authority after ano bher

ts these schemata.

Each of these thearetical approaches accepts the notion of a

unitary attitucie touards authority, but some empirical studies have

raised doubts as to its existenne. Bult¡en and Campbell (1957)
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aclrnj.nistered '12 separate tests of attj-tude tor'la¡ds authori'ty to 151

servicemen and found intercorrelations so lot¡l that they concluded:

||evidenceforageneralisedatti'budetouardsauthoritytlhich

encompassesfather,symbolic.authorityandbossistotallynegative'

sugqesting a need for teco¡-tsideratlon of csmmonly held theory in this

árearr (p.J1)" The tests favoured by these authors uere mainly

inclirect nnes (that is, Iacking direct face validitv)' such as tlre

Thematin Apperception Test and a test using facial photngraphs Ín uhich

a preflerence flor olcler flx vounger mefl (and, therefore, for or aqainst

authority) u¡as inferred from the r,-ray 1tt r¡hich certain FRces ujere

described.uJithconsiderahlescopel"orsubjectivityj.ninterpretation'

itisnotsurprisingthattheauthorsUelBunabletoulaimveryhigh

reliability fsr their tests" Average trtrIlelations betueen different

testsrelevanttothesameauthnrityfiçureuerequitelut.'lz.35for
ff l.athertr ì .15 for rrsymbolic authoritytt; and '09 f ol rrbosst! ' Three

o{' the inclividual correlations r¡ere indeed negative' lf measures of

attitude tor¡ards specific authorities are emproyed r¡hich Prove

relative}yunreliableandgeneratlyinconsistent,oneunuldexpect

no marked correlations hetuleen such measures of attitudes toulards

difflerent kinds of authorities. he failure of Buruen and tanrpbelJ-

to find support for a unitary attitude touards authori'ty is partly

offset by the resurts of a further sturly by campbell and chapman

(1957), in u.lhich they found that 98 servlÉEmen tended to rlesc¡ibe

theirfathersignificantlymoreliketheydescribedtheirbossthan

Iike they described a subordinate. The authols interpreted their

resultsastentativelysupportingthenotionofacommonattitude

touardsauthorityencompassingatleastthetuoauthorityFigures'

father and buss.

LindgrenandLindgren(1960),andSalleryandLindqren(1966>|

algueagainsttheqeneralityofattj.turletoulardsauthnritygnthe
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ground,s.tha.t- such attitudes are very strongly influenced by cultural

factors. tanadian, Amerlcan and Arah ieachers ulere found to differ

significantly in their attitudes toujard sume authnrity fiqurets.

Arab teachers, for instance, in Sallery and Li.nclgrenrs study uere

significantly more hostile or less accepLing touardsrrfigures

representing the government and affiliated institutionsrr such as +

Itpeople in positicins over onerr, ttpoliEBmenrr, ¡rgovernment ministels[,

rrjudqesrr and |tnaval or army nfflcersrr than both the American and

Canadian teachers; but the Arabs uere less hostile touards rrexpetts

and authorities, i.e.¡ learned menn, from uhnm they expresscd a

r,lilli.ngness to accept c¡iticism. Such results are held to Itsupport

the contention that attitudes toua¡ds authority are specific rather

than generalrr (SaIIery & Lindçren, 1966, p.29). It t,¡ou1d be

faÌrer to conclude that cultural influences may be operati-n4 in

dif f erent r,:ays in the dif f erent countries. Moreover r it might be

the case that the Arab teachers u¡ho ue¡e maËt opposed to governmental

authority urere alsc least in favour of ttlearnedtr men; their analysis

does not indicate the degree of tronsistEncy of individual differences.

The test used in these st,¡-rdies ulas of the projective, sentetrce-

completion'type. As the senior author in the 1960 studyn H.C.

Lindqren had hypothesised on the baSis of his experiences ulith

Canadian and American students that the former LJete considerably

more in favou¡ of authority, the obtained results that gave

slgnificant differences in the opposite direction do nnt inspire

much confidence in the validity ofl either the test or the autharrs

judgement.

Flinner (196?) clainled to have investigated the hypothesised

unitary attitude tor¡ards authority by comparing the assessmetits of

authority and non-authOrity figures by authoritarians and non-

autho¡itarians, as defined by membership of the uppe¡ and lourer
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quartiles ,of the california F scale and Rokeachrs clogmatism scale

(Form E). Ilis tests of attitude tor,rards authority included direct

selfl-report scales: three semantic differential scales, an adjective

check list and a rank-ordering scale. rn general, authoritarians

urere not flound to evaluate authority figures significantly more

highly than non-authoritarians; nol did they tate non-authority +4

figures significantly less hiqhly. Flinner claims that his ¡esults

are damaging to the unitary theory of attitude touards auihnrity'

HÍs study, hsurever, is open to certain criticisms and diffe¡ent

interpretations. Firs'b, his choice of figures to be evaluated is

odd; rrpostmaste::tr , flor instance r (despite its seman'bic Ímplir;ations )

is used as a non-authority figure, and it is sf inte¡est that

signÍflcant differences betueen high and 1or.,l dogmatists uere found

in the non-predicted direction l'nr this i'bem. SurprisinglV 
'

Flinner does not'report on uhether there Ltas any tendency amnng hi.s

subjects to ¡ate the different kinrls of fÌgures in a consistent uay"

ït is possible that evicl"n", =unporting the unitary nature of a'btitude

tor,,la¡ds authority might have emerged flrgm an analysis of individual

dif f erences irrespective of the Itauthori tar j-anrr ql'oup findings. It

Eannot, therefore, be said that the theory has been j'nvestiqated in

the study in a direct and satisfactory mannel'

A number of sturlies have attempted to measu¡e attitudes toua¡ds

authority usinq attitude scales containing items that are broad in

their imiti.caticns sr ¡e1ate tn different authorities, for example'

stagnar (1954), Bieri and Lobeck (1959), Rudin (1961) and Ray (1971)"

That such scales can þe developed uith a high level of internal

tronsistenEy suggests that a geneIlal tendency to support or oppclse

authorities is Eommgn, at least among students, urith r¡hom the tests

uere developed. HOuever, the range of authorities used as rrtarqetsr'

in particula¡ scales tends to be someulhat limited, and some of 'hhent
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Eontain assumptions that need tn be questi.oned. In Stagnarrs

10-item scal"e, the iterns are loaderl mainly r,rith teflerences to the

authrr'ity ofl the nation, urith one item relating to rrlarqe industry'l

and another to utaking olrlersrr. In the Z0-item scale used by

Bieri and Lobeck, half the items ¡elate to a supernatural authorityt

4 to parental authority, 2 mainly tn the nation and the rest mote'"

generally to the neecl for obedience. Six of these items uere taken

Oirectly from the California F scale. At least some ofl the

generality claimed, therefore, might be attrib:utahle to the

personality characteristic of ilauihoritarianismrr, r¡hich should not

be iclentified ulith trattitude tor¡ards authorityrt. The main Ittal.gettl

in Rudin ¡ s 19-item scale is llteacherstr ; the ttpolicerr and rrleadetsrl

are also represented. This scale contrasts markedly Lrith that of

Bieri and Lobeck. Supportinq these authorities is Fresumed to be

nrationalrt and rrhealthytr , and follotts Fromm I s (1941) di-stinctinn

bethJeen rrrationaltr and rrirrationalrr authority. The scale

correlates positively r¡ith a measuIte ofl intelligence and neqatively

u.rith tr¡o measures of neuroticism, according to Martin and t'lay Q972)"

Rayrs or¡n ZB-item scale contains items relatinq to leaderst

authoritarian institutisns (particutarly the Army) and rrfreedom

veT5us regulationrr. It rrlas developed in Australia and claims sBme

pbehavioural validity¡r on the basis ofl correla'bi.ons r¡ith the ratings

of pupils by their teachers. Though individually these scales tend

to be rimited in the range ofl authority figures emproyed, and may

be influenced by someuhat rjuhious assumptions, collectively they do

strongly =unn"uì that the attitude nteasured by them is general in

stroFe.

. Fu¡ther confirmation is provided by the results from the study

of tdilson and Ljadsr¡orth (1g?2). The range of authorities used uas

comparatively r¡ide and assumptinns about the pathology or rationalitçr

of the attitude uere notably avoided. These autlro¡s 'bested the
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attitude= .g_f 
'101 American colleqe students toLuards a variety of

groups, rrlhich included the follcr,Ling authority figures: the ttlixon

Administration, the military, the pollcs, college administtatots,

parents,bigbusinessandcgllegeprnfessols.Subjectsuereaskecl

toratepeIst]nsinthesegl0upsona5-pointscaletoindicatehou

¡lorthy of support or otheruise they Lrere' 0f the 21 Pea¡sofl *'u

procluct-moment correlation csefficients, z0 uere positive anc

significarrtatthe.05level(onetailedtesi).Theexceptì-otris

the correlation betueen colleqe prof'essors ancl the lJi><on Administr::tiun

(r=-.o2)it¡hichisquitepossiblyacorlssquenceofoutspoken

criticism by some college professors nf the American GoveÏnmentrs

po}icyatthistime.LeavingasirlecoJ'Iegeprofessorsulltose

supposecJ Iiberality of vieupoint may ueII have offset their image

as lrauthoritiestl, correl-ations among the remainder range flrom '2'7

to .59 uith a mean value of '40' Negative correlations i.ljere founci

betu:een attitudes totlarcls each oÍ" these gliouFs and ratinqs of qÏÛups

ulhose behaviour mav appea1' to be attacking authority, namely camÐu3

mili-r,ants (mean correlation of -.37) and Black Panthers (mean

correlation of -.2g). , 
Thus, in general, thls study prnvides sirong

supportfortheqenaralityofattiturdetor¡ardsauthoritvÚVeIa

rangå of figures (including the theoretically important trpalen'b

groupil) as measured by ciirect tests, Even in this s'bucly, hoi'Jetteit

results uera not obtained r,rith properly constructed attltude scales'

Moreover, they uere not found t¡ith Australian subjects, and in vieu

of the considerable emphasis placed upon cultural influences on

attitude tor¡ards authority by Lindgren ancl Lindgren (1950)'

Lindgren and 5al1ery (19r'6) and l{agitcibasi (19?Ü)' it'is uncertain

r¡hether one should -oeneralisd fr'rn one country to another'

AustralianattÍturlesto¡Lardsauthorityareeniqmatic.Tha

popular vieu seems to be that Australians¡ aI'e implacably opposed

to authority. Donald Horne 1195r¡) inrrThe Lucky countryrr(p'38)



.t

i.nformed us thatrr'bhe normal pr.rsture of the Australian tor,lards

au-bhnri.ty is one ol' ridicute..,. Bosses o1' aIl kj-nds lament Lack ofl

rij.scipli-ne, bub as l'ar as Llre ortlinary Australians ar'e Üoncerned

they can qo jump in the lakerr . f,raiq Mclìreq1n r (196(') in his

rpro[.:i. 1e of At-lstraliarruro'be thatfrthe avelaqe Australian vieuls the

PoIice as enenties, aïmV of f icers as trtritors to dernocracy, 'Lhe þoss

as a barely nEDest:ìa1,y evil anrl anyone urlto gì.ves an otdet as deeply

sUspectrr. 0n the other hanci, sorne peDpIe urith experi-ence ol'

educabion and situdents hat¡e tlrought rJiffleren'bty' The educationalis'h

J.R. Laury (1965) considered the authoritarianisrn ttrat permeates

Educabion Departmen bs as :ìtemrning rìlarqely 1=rorn tllr: unquestioning

ac6eptance of authority in the comrnurrity" (p.BÜ). A study by Leon

Nlann (1973) of. Austral-ian reac't, ions to the My La j- massaclEs in

vietnam supporl;s this ìmpression. Amonq hìs cross-section oF

Ausl;raIi.an sutrjecbs, Mann 1'ound a suhstantial minorj-ty of' people

(3J%) uho uere preparerJ to follot¡ orrlers nnrl shnnt civiliarls in

circumstances simi..lar to those j.rr r¡hich Lleutenant CC}ley LJas

pJ-aced at My Lai. Mann corlcl.urles bhat É\usLl¡l-ir-¡n reac'bions on

this j.ssue ulBre r¡ener';rlly similar to those obtained in an Amerj'can

survev, and tha b there j-s rra surprisinqly lriqh leve1 ofl obedj-ence

i.clen.loqy j-n Australiail Q.'21). A large-scale suIVllV oI the needs

ofl American and Australiarì students unrlertaken by hjheeler (1969)

usinq l,lre ErlL,rards Personal Preflerence schedul-e sugqestBrl that

lìustraljansl aIe highel on both rrautgnomyrt and 'rahi¡sernentrr than

Amel.rcan stuclents. trjheel-er belj-eves tfris surpri.sinq combination

to [:e consj-s'benL r¡ith the.judqement r¡l'Tafb and lialker (195'1) uho

reqarrled the ALrstralian a b'bi-Lurle touLards autlrori. l'y as rrone of tlre

mol.e bas j-c amhival-ences undeI'J-ving É\ust1.al j-an values r a pass j've

dependence upon aubhority combinecl ui'l,h a Dontemptuous and elren

a!lqlBSSi.ve a htitude touarrls i brt (p' 146) '
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. .Qui.te apart from the national dj"f flerences betueen Australia

and the u.5.4., orre has obviously tn recknn t,liih the very

considerable concern that students in hoth countries have ltarl u.ribh

authorlty over the last decade or sB. One of' the leading

authorities on student polltica1 actj.vities in the U.S"A., FIacks

. (1g.r,7) sar.u rranti-auLhorita¡ianism" as a majo:: factor characterising "

the contsmporarv str-¡Cnnt movement" It is hard to disagrr:e r'rith

him. Morqan (19?tr) in a [urrent Affairs Bulletin descrihinq the

student movernent in ilustralia had this tn say: rrflur' Uesterrt

Societies are divicled i¡to tua inimical .Jroup5. tln the one tland

are the mo¡sters, the o1d conservative Rlqht bJingers, tiho rule

our capitalist societies by subtle tyranny. Includerl in this

qroup are 'bhe military, the PoIice, the Returned Servicemanrs

Leaçr-le, fulr. Santamar j-a and the Democratic Labour Perrty (horror ufl

horrors), unive¡sity adrninistrators, all qovslnmentsr +he chrllchus,

the business t¡orld anrl parentstt (p'114)" 0n the other hanrl' as

Morqan sau it, the¡e LJerB the forces of flreedom anrj hurnanitarian

trEncern, and t¡ith these forces the student radical i.dentifieC.

The details differed flom place to p}ece, but the theme t¡as

univ.ersal. Hor,:ever, i.rhile it is cleer that suuh arlti-authorj-iarie¡nisi*'

flourished on the campus, by no m'eans all tertiary students appearerJ

to support it. sturlent leader, t-ynn Alnold (1970), in a papel

delivererl at the University ofl Arlelairje seminar on Social Orde¡ and

the Riqht to Dissent, stated that ttstatistical analysis has leveaiec

that a surprisingly Iarge number of studenbs are hasically suppor'ie::s

of the status quorr (p.1). It r,.rould sÊem reasonable to regard this

periad as one in r¡hich the¡e u,as a high deqree of polarisation ofl

attitude tur'Jards authority' tansequentry$ trne uipurd expect a

general attitude, if it exists, to be observed morB leadily'
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For .the Furpose ofl this study authoriiy uas conceived as that

tuhich is generally recognized as having some sort of institutj-onalised

right to be obeyed. It uas uncertain rrlhether a general attitude

touards authority in this sense uould extend to cover non-

instltutionalised auths¡ity as ueII, such as the authority of

experts 'or senior people uho are. not generally thougtrt to have a '*

right to expect obedience. No¡ uas it clear r,lhether attitude

to¡laràs authority, as defined above, uras different frum tlre radical-

corìservative dimension as it is currently understood amonq students"

A subsidiary pu¡pcse in this study Lras to clefine mure closely the

nature of any qeneratity that might emerge, by including tests to

help to resolve those uncertainties.

The choice of authority figurps and authoritieÊ Lrae further

influenced by the desire to use, as targets, authcrities tlhich

r¡oulcl have a high degree of salience for most subjecLs. This

could be done by choosing figures thãt might appear signiflicant to

students on account of thei¡ ¡ecent, current or potential involve-

ment r¡ith persons filling such roLes. Alternativelyn fiqures

could be chosen by students as symbolisinq for them the exercise nf'

authority oI oppositian to authority. Both methocls uere, in f'act,

Lrsed.

1. (ii ) Authorities included 1n the Studv

Thefollouringl|authoritiPs||t,leteÊhosenaStalqetS'foruhich

tests LJere developed: Police, Army, Lau, Teachers, SymboIic

Authority and Graduating Students"

The police may be regarded as the most conspicuous cf

authority figures, the visible guardians o'f 1ar¡ and otder' The

studies of Chappell ancl hlilson (969) have left little doubt that

in Australia a consj.derable amount ofl hostile feel-ing is commonly

directed toulards them. Their sulvey shot¡s that respect for the
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police is probably much louer than Ìt is in the ljnited Kinqdom'

flnly 60% of Canbe1.¡a lgspondents as against 83o'to ol= U'H' responden:{:s

said they had rlqreat respect for the Folice¡r. Among Universi'ty

staff and students the proportj.on u:as only 20%. Tt seems likelyt

thsnlthatthepoliceprovideaprimetargetfortheexPI:8ssiÛnof
." hostility touards authority, especially among studentso ¡4

students have aII had considerable experi ence of teachers,

normãI1y stretching frnm Infant schoot to matriculation year in

Hiqhschool,someelevenyearsBlso,andinmostcasesquite

recentc]ontact.Ttcanbeassumedthatahighpruportionof

tertiary students rrlould have had relatively successful experiences:

they r,rere at least able to reach certain clesired educational qnal-s'

0ver about eleven vears they r,rould have observecl a uide varÍety r:f

types of teachers in situations t¡here rrkeeping control of others$

ujas important. some generalised attitUde touards the Leacher as

anauthorityfiguleseemslikelytoiravebeenformed.

As an institutlon, the artny is, as Ray (1971) riqhtly assertsn

oärextre].lence,theinstituLionnotablefortheexerpisegf
authority. Itn Ray I s measLlte of I'A'biitude touards Authority¡l

(Subset2),eightoftheelevenitemsrelatetothearmy.As

these constltute the most reliable set in his tatal scale, he

feels justified in his vieu that ttrettarmy is the most salient

authoriiy institution in the communityr¡ (p.35). For many of bhe

subjectsinthisstudythepossibilityofbeingconscriptedfor

service in an unpopulal ural in vietnam must have heightened the

significance of this aul;hority, and personalised and sharpened the

issue of urhethet such an authority should be obeyed'

As an authority, rrthe lat¡rr is btcader and mole ahst¡act than

thepreviousattitudeobjects.Itmaybecgnceivedbythepro-

authoritvtvpeofpersonastheexpressionofamoral,andeven

supernatural, force t¡hich rightly dernands our oberlience, t':hatever
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its specifip c.ontent at a particular time may be. Alternatively

it may be vieued by people r,rho ale reagainst authrri'tyrr cynicallyt

and even t¡ith contempt, as a means of advancing the self-interesttl

of those r¡ho formulate particular laurs (the rulers) ancl as

according Uith the prejucices ofl those selected to carry them out

.(thejudges).Anintermediate.positionuouldbeor¡ethatvieus"-j

thelat¡ingeneralasderivingfromcertainacceptableancl

impersonatnotionsofjusticeandrassuch'qenerallysuperiorto

individual co'JEs of cnnduct, but L¡ith the clear perceptiorr that

individual}ar¡smaybeunjustancldifFicul|tÉsquarer¡ittloneIs

constrience. It is assumed that feelinqs abnut rrthe laurr ilnd

positionsonsuchascalet.,louldberelatedtoattitudetruards

particular laus, for example, those relating to conscriptiono and

toasuþject'sorientationtouarcsauthoritylnqenBlai.
l'SvmboIic authorityl¡ constitutes a target r'rhich is, Iike the

lau:rgeneralanclabstracttbutisbaseduponreactionstnarange

of specific images r¡hich are judged to emborly this quality"

Buruen and campbell (1957) employ the term t¡ithout defining it'

simply giving an example of hor¡ a measure mav be derived from

responsestopicturesofolderpelstrtls'Apartfromprnblemsnf

interpreting such tesponses, and establÍshing r'lhethe¡ tfley are j'n

relation to therrauthority aspectrrof the stimulus or nct, the

salienceofsuch|'authoritv¡|mustsure}ybequitelimited.

Saliencecanbeincreasedbyusingasampleofthepopu}ationto

selectpicturesthatseemtosymbo}iseauthorityornppositiontn

authority;inrelationtothesesymÌ:olicpictures'enopeTational

definition of attitude touards symbolic authoritv can 'be devised'

As a non-institutionaliserl authority, rtgraduating students'l

areobviousJ.yhiqhly.salientfo¡morejuniorstudents.TheVcan

beregardedassuccessfulintheirproqresstouardsagoalnorma}ly
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shared r,rith the subject, as relatively knouledgeable (at least

r¡ithin certain areas), and in general as older than most students.

One might expect their knourledge an( judgåments to be regarded

as authoritative. The extent to r¡hich junior students yield

to such judgernents may indicate the degree ofl positive attitude

touards this authority.

1. (iii) Radicalism

Since authorities are commonly thought to be obstructive

to progressive radical policies, Dne uould expect supporters

of such policies to be opposed to authoritiesrin general.

0ne may ask therefore uhethe¡ there is a general psychological

dimension of conservatism-radicalism that is closely related

to attitude to authority among tertiary students.

The vieus of psycholoqists as to t¡hether there is

such a general dimensiln are varied. Eysenck (1954) based

his judgement upon a factor analysis of questionnaire data

relating to a uidB range of social attitudes, and concluded

that there bras indeed one major factor uhich he labelled
rreonservatism-radicalismrr. Eysenckls Radicalism questio rlnaire

has been extensively validated and has been shoun to be related

to Ieft-t¡ing pol-itical preference. In 1971 Eysenck reported

a replication of his earlier finding, and concfuded that there

had beentrno 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 rPsycholoqy

of Politics! Lras trarried outrr (p. 2O1). lLjilson and Patterson

(1970) developed a Conservatism or C Scale, and.on the basis of

a lactor analytical study using Neu Zealand data lLJilson (1973)

c1âimed ih"t on" common factor uas predominant. Accordinq to
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UiIson, this scale ¡eflected a personal"ity dimension broader

than left-right political orientation. Hotuever, he conceded

that, despite the predominance ofl a 
,qener'al- 

I'actor, it uas still

possible to interpret several other factors derived from the C

Scale, such as Realism (versus Idealism), and Reliqion - Puritanism.

0tlrer investigators have preferred to emphasise the multi-

factorial nature of Radicalism or Conservatism questionnaire data.

Ferguson (1941) found turo major orthogonal factors underlying

social attitudes, r¡hich he called rrhumanitarianismrt and ttrelig-

ionismtr; Anderson and lijestern (1967 ) using their oun InventoIV

r¡ith Australian students found tr¡o main factors r one containing

rrpoliticaltr and rreconomictr i-tems and the other rtsocialrr and

trmoraln ones. BagIey (19?ú), Boshier (1972) and Feather (1975)

lrave been able to identify respectively 5r 4 and 11 factors on

lLJilson and PattersDnts C ScaIe. Such differences betLueen the

supporters of uniriimensional and multidimensional interpretations

of the structure of attitude scales appear. to depend largely upon

the nature of the factor analysis used (see Comrey and Neumeyer,

1965), and the intentions of the researcher in seeking to emph-

asise a comnon factor or, aliernatively, a number of group factors.

some investigators have claimed that in certain gIDups a

single dimension undertying social attitudes does not occul.

6erlinger (1967) has argued that some respondents tend to organise

their social thinkinq around the concept of trfavoutabili-ty to

innovationrr, uhile others mEy structure their thinking around

the value of_rrtraditionat institutions and pr.ocedur'esrr; and

r¡hen this happens Conservatism or Radicalism Sca1es t¡ill not be

bipolar and r,rill not form a single continuum. Hohn (1972)

employed a so-calIed rtAuthoritarian-Rebellion Scalerr r¡hich failed
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0liAPTEfl 2: DEVELCPI'IENT THE ATTTTUDE ST:ALES

2. (i) General Nature of the ScaIes

Tn vier¡ of the relatively lou reliability of indirect tests

used in the measurement ofl attitucie toulards authority by Buruen

and Campbell (I95?), and the hi_gh degrees of internal consisiency

of direct scales demonstrated in studies hy staqnar (1ç54) and

Rav (9?1), the ìatter type uas favoured in this stucly. Tn

minimise the possibility of significant correlations being

attlibutable to a single metlrodolagy being used for all tt:sts,

varied kinds of direct scales Liere Donstructed. For institution'

alised authority, both Likert and simple ratj-ng scales uere usad;

flor non-institutionalised authorÍty, a special ranking type ofl

test uas employed. A Likert-type scale ¡¡as used fur assessi.ng

radicalism. The presentation ofl pictorial. items for the Symbolic

Au';hority Scale provided a furthe¡ variation in method. Tt t¡as

hoped that the enployment of sevetal measuiement technicJues r¡suki

inc¡ease the generalisation possible from the tesults.

To control for 1.esponse bias, the Likert scaLes mea=Uring

attitude to authsrity r,lere balanced or apploximately balanced uith

respect to positively- and negatively-keyed items, a preceul,S.on

that is speciaÌIy justified in the tight of repeated sugqestions

from gohn (1953), Bass (1955), Couch and lleniston (1960)o Berkouitz

and lJolkon (1964) r Eloud and Vaughan (I9?0) r that au'i;horitarians

(and quite probably therefo¡e pro-äuthority pElsons) tend io adopt

an acquiescent set in ansuering questitrnnaites.

2. (ii) Developme nt ofl Farticular Scales

The development of scales used in this study to establish the

deqree and nature of'the generality of attitude touards authority
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r¡i11 be desc¡ibed in five sectisns corr.esponding to the proceduies

adopted u.rith particular scales or groups of scales:

A. - The Police Scale; -

B. The ArmY, Lau: and Teacher Scales;

C. The SYmbo1ic AuthoritY Scale;

D. The Indepenrlence Scale;

E. The Radicalism ScaIe.

F. Eleven-point Rating Sca1es.

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

attitude touarcls the police ùrae begun during 1970 tlhen items uere

collected from the r¡riterrs First-Vear Psychology class at the

South Australian Institute of Technology (5.4.I.T.), tthich uere

regarded as reflecting favourable or unfavou¡able a'btitudes tor¡ards

the police. Af,r,er eliminatÌng items uhich discriminated least r.,lelI

betr¡een upper and lor¡er quartiles among class member.s (N=48)t a

26-item Likert scaÌe uras plePa¡ed for use ulith a larqer sample of

5.4'r'T' and hJestern Teachersr Eollege students (N=112)' The

scale uas administered to assess attitudes tot.lards the police

shortly after the Adelaide Vietnam Mora'borium March of September

1g7A. This event uas notable for the unprecedented scale (in

modern Adelaide) of clashes betr.^leen police and marchers, of uhom

a high proportion uiere students.. Subsequently, there ujas much

public contloversy overl the justification oI otheruise ofl police

actions. It uias in this atmosphere that the tests urere completed.

The instructions for ansuering the questionnaire uler'e as

follar¡s: rrBelou aI'e some statements that have been made ahout the

police in s. AustraLia. blould you please indicate your persnnal

reactions to each one of them by placing an appropriate sign in the

boxestt" The 5-point response scheme is shoun belor¡, together t¡ith
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the scoring system uhich

questionnaire:

Strenqth of Attitude

UJA S not, ofl course, shoun on the

Response Sco¡e

keyed Negatively
keyed items

Posi tively
i tems

If you aqree strongly + + 5 1

If you agree + 4 2

If you are uncertain 0 3 3

If you dLsagree Z 4

If you disagree strongly 1 5

This format uas used for aIl subsequently described Likert-type
scales assessing attitude touards authority.

' An analyses of the 26 items based upon item-total product-

moment correlations led to the elimination of 2 items ulith

coefficients of less than .3, the rest having very satisfactory

values. Subsequent apptications of the scale to S.A.I.T. students

in 1971 and 1972 (Sample B) and to University of Adelaide students

in 1972 (SampIe t), produced someuhat Iot¡er intercorrelations among

items; almost certainly because of the high level of polarisation

of attitudes that occurred at the time of first sample. Üonsequently,

in the follor¡ing Tables 1 and 2 statistics on tl'te 24 item scale are

provided for each ofl 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 r¡ith the assumption that a greater polarisation

of attitude_s tot¡ards the police uas prevalent in 197t, the

results in Table 2 shor,r larger standard deviations for the results

of Sample A compared uith Samples B andC. Usinq Bartlettrs test

of homoqeneity of variance (bJiner ,19?1r pp. ZDBr2D9), the variances

for the three samples Lrere found to be siqnificantly different:
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X' = 6.i7, df = Z, p <.05. FolLot,ring up this significant hetero-

geneity, it t¡as found that the variance for Sample A r¡as signiflicantly

greater than that for sample B (F = 1.36; df = 1111 26O; p<.05)t

and also significantly qreater than that fq.¡ sample t (F = 1.62;

d.f. = 111r81; p(.05). Although tlre item-total cor¡elations are

generally louer subsequent to 197D, they aIe still satisfactorily

high, the loL¡est for either sex being .23. Appendices 1a and 1bt

giving inter-item correlation matrices for the tuo more recent

applications, shot¡ that ontv one inter-item correlation is in

the non-predicted direction (r = -.03) and this is in the smaller

sample c. cronbachts (1951) alpha coefficient, Llhich may l¡e

reqarded as an index of reliability, is in each case gr'eater than '9,

reflecting a higlr level of retiabitity in the scale for both sexes'

Tab1e 2 shot¡s that the mean sco¡es per. item are generally

sliqhily above i (the theoretical mid-point on the scale); that ist

on. the r¡hoIe, subjectå appeared to be slightly favourably disposed

touards the Police, though for Univer.sity males trattitudesrr on

average appear to be very close to neutral (1= 3'O3)' Hot.,levet, l'Jith

standard deviations ranging from 12.34 to 18.80 on the total scale,

it appears IikeIy that both st¡onqIy pro-police and strongly anti-

police attitudes have been sampled using this scaIe.

In the development of the sca1e, it r¡as considered desirable

to check the efflects of the attempt to balance positively and

negatively keyed items. This appeared important in vier¡ of the

possibility suqgested by Martin and Ray (1972) that an attempt to

balance for acquiescent set might actually result in the eme1'genGe

of tt¡o distinct and almost independent sub-scaIes. In their

analysis of the results from Rudints (1961) attitude to authority

scale, sliqht negative correlations betueen the positively and

negatively keyed sub-scales ulele found. fntercorrelations l¡etL¡een

the negative and positive part of the present PoIice Scale ranged

from .74 to .87.
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One method of cross-validating the scale is to compare

the coefficients of reriability (Rrphas) for different applications'

In the absence of a conventional method of estimating the signific-

ance of differences betueen A1pha values, it tas Oecided to use a

formula for confidence lirnits recently suggested by lllistof (1972).

The method is explained fully in Appendix B.a. The 5% confidence

interval for each AIpha value on three independent applications of

the Police Scale uas obtained. The intervals ueIB compared to

see if they overlapped. The absence of any overlap betueen

confidence intervals is taken here (and subsequently) to indicate

a significant difference in Alpha values. The results for

succesóive applications of the PoIice ScaIe are given in Appendix

0.b. rn fact, there b1as no overlap betL¡een the 5% conflidence

intervals for Alpha values for sample A (.g4z- - .972) and that

of sample B (.898 - .937). This suggests that the scale Lras

indeed slightly more reliable uhen it ¡Las first administered

in a situation of extreme polarisation of attitudes, although this

might be an artefact of the deletion of ttlo poor items since such

an effect is commonly found on cross-validation. The ¡esults flor

sample B and c are similar, having the same Alpha value (.92),

indicating considerable reliability stilI lor both these ctoss-

validation samples. (Sample B consisted of BZ subjects, of t¡hom

BR completed all the other attitude scales. Results for the

analysis of results for these 80 subjects are given in Chapters 3,

4r7 and B).

It is concluded frsm the above discussion and from the data

given in Tabre= t uni 2 that this scare is hiqhty reriai¡re, inter-

nally consistent, and suitable for the measurement of attitudes

touards the poliDe among students at different tertiary institutions

and for subjects of either sex.



Tabre 1' The Foritre Scale: item-to'i;aI eo¡¡erations (corrected)'

(SampIes: A.

B.

G.

TTEM

1. The Police in South Australia are
generallv courteous and respeotful
tor,:ards members of the PubIic.

2. The Police let poLrer go to their heads'

3. The Police in 5. Australia are pretty
irustr,rorthy.

4. The Police deserve the Gtrntempt people
have fnr them.

5. The Police are IazY.

6. The Politre are generalJ-y quite impartial
and fair in the uay they carry out the
Iau.

7. The Police use their rrbadgerr as an excuse
to push people around.

1g?o S.A.I.T. and lrtestern Teachers Eollege students.

1971-2 S.A.f .T. students.
1972 University of Adelaide students).

FemalesSeoring
key

+

'f

A

MaIes

B

N='164

c A BE
N=97 ¡=48N=32 N=34 N=80

90 68 61 70 6? 7E

Both sexes

AB
N=11? N=261

C

N=82

+

64 66 34 ?1 66 63

?o 63 73 75 63 61

85 59 59 81 51 70

69 66

?3 63

82 56

76

65

6B

49

66

65

70

575146 51 59 ?4 49 54

79 58 73 69 59 43 ?2 ''''59 56

75 65 78 BB 64 60 ?B 66 66
U
CÐ



TabIe 1 (continued)

B. The good uork of the PolÍce ouqht to
be better recognized.

9. Policemen like to bullY PeoPIe.

10. Policemen are generally conscientious
types.

11. Vou rarely find a Policeman r,:ith high
principles.

12. The PoIitre are less intelligent than most
ci tizens.

13. The Po1ice have a hard job r,lhich they
carry out ueIl.

14. Policemen donrt respect the Laus they
enforce.

15. The Police are quite unfair in thei¡
treatment of certain groups in society'

16. The Politre pay too much attention to the
protectisn of property rather than people'

17. Policemen lack initiative ln fr-llfilling
their duties.

18. The Po1ice are just as crooked as the
pecrple theY arrest"

Scoring
key

Males

AB

N=32 N=164

5e 43

84 ?2

7Ð 49

58 43

74 43

72 64

62 5?

72 53

74 40

64 47

bb bJ

Females

+

g

N=34

40

75

35

4?

JI

71

62

40

64

6?

?E

A

N=80

51

?6

53

54

64

?9

66

72

65

68

BC

t¡=97 N=48

41 55

69 68

33 55

30 65

59 67

71 63

41 48

58

5B

Both sexes

B E

N=261 N-82

43 49

71 'î1

l+5 45

40 58

48 53

66 6?

53 55

54 s6

45 41

44 48

A

N=112

53

?7

59

56

.67

77

64

72

6?

66

64

+

+

69

22

35 33

\f
i63 43 68 56 69



Table 1 (continued)

19.. The Police have the publicrs good at
heart.

2A. The Police commonly disto¡t the truth
uhen theV are giving evidenÉe'

21. By ancl large the police carrv out their
duties efficientlY-

2?'. The PoIice help the rleaker members of
' society.

23. Pslicemen are unnetressarily violent in
handling PeoPIe theY dislike.

24. The PoIice are usually vigilant and
alert.

Scoring
kev

+

+

+

+

MaIes

AB
¡=32 N='164

Females

AB
¡=8Ú ¡=97

Both sexes

AB
N=112 N=261

E

N=34

0

N=48

c

N=82

80 47 67 62 62 3?

?4 52 72 71 60 64

60 t+3 61 68 61 37

58 49 58 52 37 39

71 66 64 73 60 23

52 53 47 49 45 49

67 51 50

72 55 6?

72 64 43

54 45 46

50 51 47

65 48 47

r..l--i;.

F.lE
a



Table 2. Thè Police Scale: Means, Standard Deviations and Internal Eonsistency.

(Samples: A. 1g?O g.A.I.T. and [lestern Teachers tollege students'
E. 1g'71-2 5.4.I.T. students.
E. 1972 LJniversity of Adelaide students)'

Samples of
suÞjects

A: Males (N=32)

A: Females (N=80)

A: Both (N-112)

B: Ma1es (N=164)

B: Females (N=97)

B: Both (N=26,1)

E: Males (N=34)

E: Fedlales (N=48)

C: Both (N=BZ)

Fositively keYed
items (10 items)

X s.D.

Negatively keyed
items (14 items)

X s.D"

3.36 12.tr1

3.33 '.10. 85

3.34 11.2t

Total Scale
(24 items)
X s.D.

Ccrrelation betueen
tuo parts

.87

.47

.87

.,q

nn

"75

.74

.7?
Ft C.

Eoefficient"
alpha*

.96

.95

"96

.92
oz

.92

.94

.91

.92

3.39

3.44

3.42

3.48
3.44

3.42

3.89
3.15

3.12

7.40
6.59
6.83

6.71
5.65

6.34

6.O7

5.51

5 "?6

3.22
3.38

3.28

,2.97

3"23

3.13

10.27

8.24
ac2

9.24
B.48

8.90

3.3t
3.40

3.34

3.83
3.21

3.13

,18. 
BO

16. 89

17.46

15.92

13.11

14.99

14.33

13.11

13.72

3

3

3

37

38

37

*Eronbachrs (1951) Coefficient of fnternal Consistency'

N)
J
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B. The Armv, Lau and Teachers Seales. These strales blere devised

at a later stage, and developed r¡ith the aid of large samples cf

Adelaide university first-year students of psychorogy. FLrst, 32

items uere uritten to reflect favourable or unfavoulable jucigements

qn each of these 3 authorities. Half the statements uere

positively and ha.If negatively t¡otded. The sources sf the items

varied. Some r¡ere taken or adapted from earlier ItAttitude toulards

Authority scalesrr. FoIl the Army scale, 6 items t¡ere taken from

Rayrs (1971) scale. The Lau scale is indebted for certailr items

to scales developed by Ìlatz (1931) | Rundquist and Sletto (1936)

and Gregory (1g3g). Fo¡ radical judgements about teachets 
'

ff caution, School Pouler in Australiatr by Peter coleman (19'70)

provided usable material. Army Recruiting pubJ-ications provided

a number of items reflecting favourably on the Army. other items

resulted from conversations r.,¡ith students to elicit judgements

about these authorities. some uere the uriterrs invention' The

provisional scales urere submitted to an i.nltial sample of over 300

first-year Adelaide university students, t:ho ulere instructed tn

give their reactions to each statement according to the S-point

scale described previously. To ensure that each statement uas

perceivedunambiguouslybysubjectsasbeingfotoragainstthe

authority in question, subjects uere afterr¡ards asked to rate each

item on an 11-point scale from extremely unfavourable (1) tc

extremely favourable (11), The instructions Lrexe as follot'ls:

[Consider each of the follor,ring statements again. Hotlr r'lou1d you

rate the attitude touards the Army (or Lar''l or Teachers)'of a person

making such a statement? üJa'u}d he have a favourable or unfavourable

attitude?rr The iterns ulere plesented once mole uith boxes adjacent

to them in uhich a number betueen 1 to'11 corresponding to the

subjectts judgement could be placed. Some subjects clearly
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tnisunderstood the instructions to'bhis part ofl ihe test and qave

their obrn personal leactions again. Such data uere not used.

Analysis of the distribution ofl responses for the remainder of

the data indicated that three items had beJìr given an unusually

variable rating or even produced a slightly bimodal distribution.

These items t,rere eliminated (tuo from the Lau Scale and one from

the Teacher Sca1e), on the grounds that the analysis suggested

that they had an ambiquous meaning or r,Jele perhaps irrelevant to

the institution under considgr'aiion. Item-totaI correlations

u:ithin each scale Lrer'B next computed and items associated t;ith

relatively Iot¡ correlation coefficients uere t¡ithdraun.

. The revised Scales Lrere later qiven to B0 first year

Psychology students from the lJniversity of Adetaide. (These

subjects, described in TabIe 14, provided results r¡hich Lrere usedt

in flurther analyses in Dhapters 3 14 ,7 and B ). The Alpha va] ues

¡,.rere all hi gh, f rom . 89 to .91 ( see Appendíx 0' b ) . To test

urhether these scales diflfered Ín reliability for different samples

ofl subjects, Alpha values i"o¡ the original applications used in

scale construction (minus the r-¡ithdraun item) brere compared for

each scale uith those obtained in the later applicatíon. The

results (see Appendix 0.b for details) shot: that uhile the Alpha

values tended to be, as Expected, slightly lor¡er on the second

application, there L,las in each case some overlap flor the 57'" con-

fidence intervals, and it may be concluded that the reliability

of the Scales did not dÍl'fer signiflicantly betueen applications"

A cross-validatiDn fDT the Army, Lau and Teachers Scales can there-

fore be clairned. As the results for diflferent applicatinns of

the same scale uere sD similar', the scores for the tuo samples

u,rere pooled. The final scales are givæn in Tatlles 3, 5 and 7,

toget¡er r¡ith the iter¡-total corrected correlations, based on tlre

pooled data. (In addition, complete inter-i_tem correlation matrices

are given in Appendices 2, 3 and 4).



TabIe 3.

ITEM

1. Tuo years in the Army uould
do everyone a uJtrr}d of good.

2. I disagree r¡ith r¡hat the
Army stands for.

3. Vou can be sure that Army
procedures are good, beca
they have been tried and
tested.

4. The Army provides a Lra

Iife that satisfies on
most stupid.

5. ïhe Army produces a
outlet for buIlÍes a
sadists.

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

7. The Army deadens the
consci ence.

B. Civilians could learn a
Iot from the Army.

9. Army methods do ensure that
things get done, and this
is a .verv. important
cons]. dera t1 0n.

10. Itrs a manrs life in the
Regular Army.

11. The existence of military
orqanisations is ah affront
to human dignity.

.12. People should feel proud to
serve in the Army.

13. The Army makes unreasonable
demands for obedience upon
its members.

14. Military drill helps to
improve a personrs
chatactet.

Scoring Males
key (N=192)

?4.

Females Both sexes
(N=168) (N=350)

The Army Scale: item-total correlations (corrected).
(Declmal points have been omitted).

57+

+

+

+

67 63

61 61

46 5',!

66 63

62 61

6B 60

60 63

5D

49 53

4B 57

53

55 66

61 61

6B

use

he
voflvt

55

6D

6u

60

65

56

56

65

56

?4

62

64

perfect
nd

+

5Lt+

55

+

+ 53 59
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Tabte 3 (continued)

15. Military intelligence is a

contradiction in tetms.

16. There is too much rrbullrr in
the Army.

1?. The Army brutalises PeoPle.

18. A nation that has an efficient
army is generallY u:orthY of
respect.

19. I expect that armY officers
ríse to positions of
authority because theY are
uorthy of resPect.

?,D. The kind of Persnn r¡ho rises
to the top in the ArmY is
generally arrogant and
narrctd minded.

21. I expect there is a good
reason for most rules and
regulations in the ArmY.

22. It is right that the ArmY
should seek to Preserve its
tlme-honoured customs and
traditions.

23. There is litt1e Point in the
remembrance cf rrgteatI
military events in a

nationr s past.

24. The Army reduces men to
robots.

25. Army discipline is based
upon reasonr understanding
and cooperation betueen
thsse uho give orders and
those uho carry them out.

26. The Army teaches PeoPle not
to think for themselves.

2'Ì. I ttould distike having to
salute an Army oflficer.

Seoring Males
key (N=192)

Females
( N= 168)

Both sexes
( N=360)

'a

4B

55+

+

+

70

52

61

70

6il

41 46

63 6B

41 4e

44 51

49 535?

69 61

56+

66

5758

46 47

66

60

47

68

6l++

6?

66

?2

6B

72

62

60

60 64

+2A. The Army develoPs initiative. 60 67
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Tahle 5 (continued)

29. The ArmY helPs a Person
to acquire Personal
integritY and a sense of
responsibilitY.

30. There is something urong t.,lith
'anybody t¡ho likes to uear a

militarY' uniform.

Scoring
key

MaIes
(N=192)

Females
ç¡=168)

Both sexes
( N=360 )

6B

55

67

50

+ 6B

52



Table 4. The Army Scale: Means, Standard Devfatlons and Internal Eonsistency.

Sex

Males

Females

Both

N

192

168

360

2.55

2.69

2.62

Positively keyed v
)

keyed
items ( 15)

x S.D.

11.59

10. 05

10.94

S.D.

12.37

Negativel
items ( 15

x

2.?5

2.86

2.BB

11.43

11.97

22.43

19.16

21.O5

Total Scale
(30 items)
1 s.D.

Eorrelation Þetu¡een
the tu¡o -parts

Goefficient
alphaÈ

2.65

2.'?4

2.?1

.75

.59

.69

.95

.94

.95

*Eronbach¡s (1951) Eoefficlent of Internal Eonslstency'

r\l{
C

a



fM- The Lau¡ Scale: item-total correlations (corrected)'
(Decima1 points have been omitted).

Females
(N=179)

9A

Both sexes
( N=357 )

Scoring Ma1es
key (N=178)ITEM

1. The Lar¡ is suPerior to
., individual codes of conduct-

2. tde usuld be better off r¡ithout
any laus at all.

3. The.Iau¡ is just another name for
tyranny. -

4. A man should obeY the lausr no
matter hor,r much theY interfere
r¡ith his personal ambitions. +

5. It is difficult to break the
laul and keep one¡s self-
respect.

6. The laur is an ass.

+ 4B

48

65

62

50

65

53

26

45

34

43

57

49

62

47 50

21 24

41 52

48

51

61

40

47

43

54

54

39

+ 47

7. The sanctity ofl the lau should
be taught irr all schools.

I, A person u:ho rePorts minor 1at'l
violations is onlY a trouble
maker.

+

9. Obedience to the laut
constitutes a value
indicative of the highest
citizenship.

10. The functioning of the lau
results onIY in the
satisfaction of the PurPoses
of t hose r¡ho make and enforce
the lau.

11. AIl lar¡s should be strictlY
obeyed, because theY are
lauls.

12. The lar,l is the embodinent of
Justice and Equa1itY.

13. 0bedience to the lar,¡ in modern
societies is more often a vice
than a vi-rtue.

1l+. The lar¡ should take its courset
no matter hor¡ individuals maY

suffer

+ 61

53

57

7g

44

+

+

3E

45

51

34

32+ 48 40
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Table 5 (coniinued)

Scoring
kev

MaIes
(N=178)

Females
1¡=129)

Both sexes
( N=357 )

15. A person should obeY onIY
those lar¡s that seem
reasonable.

16. The lau is a means of
enslaving the mass of' humanity for the benefit
of a small minoritY.

17. The .lar,l rightly claims the
allegiance oF BVerY citizen
at all times.

19. Laus are so often made flor the
benefit ofl sma11, selfish groups
that a man cannot resPect the
IaLJ.

19. The }au represents the uisdom
of the ages.

20. The laur is the enemy of
fteedom.

21. The individual uho refuses to
obey the laui is a menace to
civili za tion.

22 s all right fn¡ a person
reak the lau if he
nrt get caught.

23. 0n the r¡hole, judqes are
honest.

24. The sentences of judges in
court are determlned bY their
prejudices.

25. The lar¡ is designed so that
the greatest number r¡i11 derive
the most good tuhen it is
unÍversally oÞeyed.

26. l¡lhen an individual disagrees
t¡ith the lar¡, he should not be
expected to obey it.

27. The 1ar¡ punishes the bad and
protects the good.

29. Personal circumstantres should
never be conside¡ed as an
extruse for larr¡ breaking.

65 59 62

48 47

53 53 52

534955

66

6?+

70

52+

60

49

60

61 38

63 45

39

40

46 40

64

51 6u

62

57

51

55

34

47

44

+

o It
to
do 27

i
b

oq

53+

+

+

50

+ 42 33 37



Table 6. The Lar¡ Scale: Means, Standard Devlatlons and Inte¡na1 Eonslstency

Positl'vely keyed
items ( 15)

f s.D.

Negatively keyed
items ( 13)

X s.D.

Total Scale
(28 items)
1 ' s.D.

Eo¡relatlon Þetueen
the tr¡o parts

Eoefficlent
alpha*

Sex

Males

Females 1?9

Both 35?

N

178 2.?2 9.9'1 3.38 8.7? 3.O3 L6.91 .63

2.A3 8.24 3.50 7.96 3.14 13.24 .34

2.77 9.18 3.,42 8.41 3.tr9 15.26 .50

+Eronbachts ( 1951) Eoefficlent of Internal Eonsistency.

.93

.88

.91

IJo
a

":¡



31.

Table_Z. The Tssoher Scale: item-tstaL correlaticn (corrected)
(DecimaI points have been omitted)

ITEM

1. Normally a teacher provides
a model of exemplarY
behaviour for his students
to fcllotr.

2. A teacherrs primary troncern
is to make students obeY
rigid and ridicul-ous ¡ules.

3 Teachers are genuinelY
converned r¡ith the needs of
individual chiLdren.

Scoring Males
kev (N=178)

Females
(N=181)

Both
( N=359 )

+ 48

3A

5B

3l+

44

555356

34

37

535055

22

si:t

3u

55

41

\9

U+

3?

54

34

+

4. Teachers rareIY displaY
professional competence
is expected of them.

the
that

5. Teachers far too frequently trv
to instil opinions and values
r,¡hich students should not have
forced upon them.

6. An important motive among
teachers is the desire to
dominate people u:ho saem
ueaker than themselves.

?. It is only natural that a
teacher should be looked
up to on account of his
position.

8. Teachers sincerelY believe
in the value of tlhat theY
teach.

9. ft is rare for a teache¡ to
allor¡ a student to challenge
his judgements r even 0n
questions r¡hich are reallY
a matter of opinion.

10. In our uncultu¡ed societY the
fine r¡ork of teachers in
seeking to raise standards
is not properly appreciated.

11. Teachers frequentlY resort to
. sarcasm and ridicule in

unfairly trying to subdue
independentlY minded students.

+

30+

44

40 37

41 43

40

33

+ 25

55



TabIe 7 (continued)

MaLes
( N= 1?B)

Females
( N='1S1)

32.

Both
( N=359 )I.TEM

12. The happiness and
emotional r.delfare of the
individual student is usuaIIY
of little or no csncern to
the average teacher.

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

l4.Students ought to resPect
teachers for thei.r
knouledge.

l5.Teachers sel-ciom have lra sense
of propoltionrr.

16.In this daY and age students
should nst be expected to call
a teacher r!sirrl .

'17.Most teachers tliIl give
students a fair hearing even
r,lhen they do not agree uith
them.

55 54

46 45

31

56 57

3B

59 55 57

5? 4B

6'l 4s 5B

46 43 44

64 57 61

Scoring
key

+

+

52

45

29

57

27

3t+

4B

lB.Students are aLI too often
discriminated aqainst bY

teachers u:ho are Prejudiced
against them.

19.The disciplinarv measures
taken by teachers are usuallY +
r,lell considered and desirable.

20.Teachers are oflten irrelevant
in the edulcation of a

student.

21.4 teacher is a somerrlhat
ridiculous figure, Posing
as an authoritY on the
important things in lifet
uhen, in fact, he is often
ignorant and immature
himself.

22.It has been said that 'rhe uho
can does; he r¡ho cannot
teachesrt. There is some
truth in this.

3A

35 4D 36
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Table 7 (continued)

ITEM

23. Thete may be some exceptions,
but on the urhole teachers are
hypocrites since they do not
believe in the values they
instil in others.

Teachers should be commended for
the uay in uhieh they seek to
enforce acceptable standards of
behaviour among students.

25. Despite the conflicts that may
arise betueen teachers and
students, a person nav be
expected to look back on his
teachers uith appreciation.

Teachers are usually ready to
take quite seriously r,.lhatever it
is that students feel in earnest
about.

Scoring
key

MaIes
(N=178)

Females
(ru=tet¡

Both
( N=359 )

24

45

58

49 46

51

49

+

+

+

42

58 44

26

60 55

58 60 59

68 62 65

56 61

63 59 61

48

27. If teachers had their rrray students
uould L¡e submissive and rrspinelessrr.-

28. Teachers freely acknor¡Iedge and
respect the rights of students. +

29. It is reasonable to say that as
a rule teachers uork in the best
interests of their students.

3t. Teache¡s do not respect the
individual personalities o1' the
students.

59+



Tab1e 8. The ïeache¡ Sca1e: Means, Standard Devlatlons and Internal Eonclstency'

Sex

MaIeq

N

PositivelY keYed
items (N=14)

x 5.0.

3.19 B.B5

3.26 8.45 3.20 10.17 3.23 15-13 ¿32

NegatlvetY keYed
items (N=16)

x s.D.

3.12 10.u1

Total Sca1e
(10 items)
X s.D.

3.16 16.73

Eor¡elation betueen
the tr¡o Parts

Boefficlent
alpha*

fla

Females ß1

Both 359

.5'Ì

.45

.92

.90

.91
3.23 9.66 3.1? 10. 1 1 3.19 15 -98

*Eronbachrs ( 1951) Goefflclent of Internal Eonslstency'

t}|
+

c

.,:.
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F¡om Tab1es 3, 5 and ? it ís clear that for each scale

satisfactoryitem-totalcorrelationsuJeleobtainedforal}items

andforeatrhsex.Forbothsexescombinedthesecorrelationsranged

from .46 tg .68 (Army); fIBm .24 to .64 (Lar,r); and from .25 to .6,

(Teachers).Fromthefullinter-itemcorrelationmatricesfo¡both

sexes (Appendi ces 2, 3, 4) it may be noted that all of the inter-

correlations among items aIe positivB. Reliability coefficients

(Eronbachts alpha) for the total sample r.¡'rere high' ranqing frorn '91

to .g5. Eorrel-ations betr¡ean the positively ancl negatively keyed

partsofthescalesuleremoderatelyhigh:.45fortheTeacherScale'

.50fortheLauscalerand.6gflortheArmyscale.Thedifferent
scalestendedtoe}icitlesponsesgfdifferentdegreesof

favourability, uith rrTeachetn tending to evoke slightly favourable

resptrnses on avelage and rrThe Armvil generally unfavourable lesponses'

Responsestot|TheLauJ||tendedtobemoleneutral.Butineachcase

the range of responding r'ras such as to tap relativefy extreme

attitudes. This is especiarty true of the Aimy scale. rt is

concludedthateachofthesescalesisare}iableandinternally

consistentscalesuitablefortheassessmentofattitudestouards

the 3 types of authorities among tertiary students'

E.s boli c Authori 5caIe. This ner,:, exçierimental testt

to vary the methodology of assessment'
justified in Part bY the need

oÙJesmutrhtotherationaleprovidedtotheirConsetvatismscaleby

blilson and Patterson (19?0)' They argue that rritems presented in

theformofdetailedpropositionalstatementscannevelprovidea

satisfactory basis for the measulEment of attitudestr (p'4)' Such

statements, they argue, produce responses t¡hich are the complex

outcomeoflcognttiveprocesses.ForldilsonandPattelsonitis

theemotionallesponsereflectingtheaffectiveorevaluative

reaction of the subject that best characterises a person I s ttattituderr 
"
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rdearly, perhaps, a direct recording ofl physiorogical chanqes, as

suggested by Hess (1965) and McGuire (1969) shourrl be used, but in
practice these appear to be too cumbersome or un¡eliable in their

measurement at present to replace the use of verbal resFonse,¡

TheÍr Consetvatism Sca1e involves the presentation of single u:ords,

":9., 
rrEhastityrrand 

'rRoyaltyrr to t¡hich the subject is instructed to
give a quick ttyestlr¡¡nBrr or ¡r?rr ¡eaction. The innovation employed

in the present study is to use pictures r¡hich may make a more direct

and dramatic impact and record reactions to eacir on a 5-point scale

(as used in the previous Likert scales). If McLuhants (19fj4) vier¡

of the greater pourer of pictorial communication to the younrger

generation is right, the test has an arldiiional merit.

Sixty slides ue¡e originally made frsm photographs cr drauings

in magazines, journars and neurspapers. Tuenty uere considered by

the urriter ts symborise in scme uJay the exe¡c'ise of authority;

tuenty u.rere thought to have anti-authorita¡ian imprications; and

tuenty ulere intended as filler items and u¡ere probably i¡relevant

to the issue of authority. Ftrr the preriminary investigation of

the adequaey ofl the items included, the srides uere projected on to

a sEreen during practical'-class sessions attended by groups of

Fi¡st Year Adelaide LJniversity psycholoqy students to give Zgg

subjects in total. The fcllouring instructions uere given:

nYou trill shortly be presented uith a series of pictures of

people in different situations. You r¡ill have just 10 seconds to

look at each one. Durinq that time you should record hot¡ the

central person makes you feel. In some trases Vour feej-ings may be

rfavourabler in others runfavoirrabler. Try hard to ignore hou.r you

ought to feel. Give your real, honest, impressions. Use the

folloui nq key to i ndi ca:te your f eel ings ¡

++ very favou¡able

+ favourable
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0 uncertain or neutral

un flavourable

very unfavourablP ''¡

After responding in this Luay, the subjects uere asked to act

as judges to choose slides ¡¡hich Lrere to be used in further analyses.

The slides Lrere vieL¡ed aqain (r¡ith a 10-second exposure). Tlre

instructions uere as follot¡s:

'|In vieuing the slidBs some of them probably struck you as

symboli sinq authoritv in some uay, others perhap s opposition to

authority. StiII others maY have seemed irrelevant to authoritv

You uill shortly be shot,ln the slides again. This tirne you are

asked to categorise them by placinq a tick in the appropriate

column, according to hoL¡ you judge each to be.tl

TTh¡ee columns urere provided, headed (a) "Authorityrt,

(b) trf rrelevant to Authority", and (c) 'rAnti-Authorityrr. 0ut

of the 60 slides presented, 25 met the follot¡inq criteria: more

than tr¡o-thirds of the subjects agreed that the slide fell into

category (a) or into category (b); and less than 5% judged the

slide uas in the opposite categoly. One item uith the louest

item-totaI correlation coefficient uas eliminated to provide a

balanced set of items, 12 positive and 12 negative ones. In

adclition , 12 f iLler items tLhich rlele judged to be ¡tir¡elevant to

Authorityrr .uere interspersed among the othet items.

The Sca1e uas later administered to 83 first year Univ-

ersity of Adelaide Psycholoqy students, B0 of t¡hom completed aIl

the other attitude scales. (Results for the B0 students are

analysed further in Chaptels 3r4r7 and B). The Alpha value

for this sample of.B2 uas compared uith the value of.BG

õbtained from the initial sample used in scale construction



Table 9. The Symbolic Authority Scale. Item-total

correlations (corrected).
(DecimaI points have been omitted)'

Scoring
key

Males
(N=193)

Females
(N=189)

38.

Both sexes
( N=382 )ITEM DESORIPTIBN

L. GirI giving Peace sign
(Jane Fonda)

2. President Nixon

J. Man in cror¡d, flist raised

4. Slogan,rrsmash the bossesrl

5. Priest

6. Army offlicer saluting

?. Screaming girI

B. Speaker uith sYmbolic eagle in
the baukground

9. Air pilot

10. Nude disPlaYinq himself

'11. Men confronting tanks '

12. T.he Pope

13. Sailor saluting

14. Demonstrators marching

15. EirI student in goun, uith fist
on her back

16. Queen Elizabeth I

1?. Policeman on traffic dutY

18. Cartoon figures shouting anti-
technologY slogans

19. MÍddle aged man sittinq in a

chair

20. GirI in Prison (Ange1a Davis)

21. Man r¡ith Bible (Edqar Hoover)

22. Defiant gesture of a man in a

crot¡d

23. Judge +

24. SchoolgirI demonstrators chanting
rrUe uant action¡l

+

+

+

2?

40

6E

53

23

55

5?

27

32

3?

40

41

48

50

28

35

4g

49

31

53

55

+

+

+

+

59

28

55

37

43

5B

50

39

29

4h

32

28

56

43

57

25

26

33

51

30

52

3A

37

5B

47

+

+

65

11

11

4B

61

21

17

42

+

+

z1

60

36

27

31

33

29

29

24

46

34

39

35

l+4

37

31 31 31
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( L¿i th the non-usaLrle i'bems ui tlrrlrat¡n ) '

An overlap for the 5% confirlence intervals rÚati founrl for tlre 'buo

applioat:i.ons (see Appendix 0.b), indicabing bha'c the a¡rpIica.Lions

rJj.rl no1; rlj.t=fler si-r¡nii'icantly in reliabÌli'Ly, ancl blra'b crnss-

vali-rla.l,inn harl l¡een achieved. Accordi.nç11y, results for i;he'bLuo

samples ureie poolerJ f'or furthet analyses. A descripi;ion of i;he

items, toqe'blre¡ t,riLh i'bem-totaI co1'¡'elations (correctefl) is qiven

i n Table 9, anrl 'bhe conplete inter-item correla b:Lon matrix is

qiven in A¡:Pencl:l-x 5.

I'b slrould be noLerl tlra'b some ol'the i-Lems ue]re s:LmPfv

pictori.al repsesen'bations o1' the trtarget rr used in the otlrer

Lil<ert-type auLlrori.l;y scal.es: in partictllar, i.'l,ems 6 (lìrmy

of1=icer), j.tem 17 (frolice) and i'benr 2f (Juclqe)" That these j'tems

shoulci yietcJ scores 't:lr-rt corre-l.a i:e sÍ.qnj-flican-bIy t,l.itlr bhe 'botal

ScaIe scores supports .l,he v-i-eu that this sc¡l e j-s rela'Led to

attitr-rr:lr:s tot,larcls tlre l,arge'l,s used in the otlrer tlrree Fcal-es'

Tlre concep'i::Lon o'l' ìran'bi-autholl, byrr implicit irr bhe choice of' suclr

i i;ems l.ry the ¡;tur:lerrts, anrl 'bhe correlation l¡e-bueen tlrern and the

o'bher posi'bi.vely lceyerl i be¡ns sugqest tha'L rtstuderlt protes.tsrr may be

regarrJed as beinq'r;o EiDlne exteni against aublrori'Ly as such; oIr at

Ieas'br'Llrey may be regarrlerl as opposing a r'ange of au'blrori'by 1'-Lçlurest

as indicatarl by the pos'ì'tivery lceyed i.bems' The item-total

correlatj.ons in Table 9 are not quite as trigþ as those obtainerl for

the o-birer Lil<ert scales. They ].ange, for tlre total sam¡r'l-e, from

.17 to .(r1. l-louever, inspection ofl the correl¿r-Lion matrix

(Appendi;< 5) reveals tlra'b only one inter-item correlabion is in the

nnn-preclicterl rlirention (r = -.trZ)'

The means r.lf the applica'bj on of ttre tes'b to tlre fi'rst year

Aclelairle s burlen'bs are given in TabIe '10'



TaÞle 18. The Symbollc Authority Scale: Means, Standard Devlations

and Internal Consistency.

Posltively keyed
i terns ç ¡= 12 )

X s.D.

2.62. 6.87

2.84 6.54

2.?3 6.84

Negatively keYed
items (N=12)

f s.D.

2.94 8.19

3.12 . '7.12

3.O3 7.?5

Total Sca1e
(24 ítems)

X s.D.

2.7A 12.57

2.98 10.65

2.88 11.91

1a
en
AI

Gor¡e
tuebe

tuto p

tlon
the

ts

Eoefficient
alpha+

.86

.92

.85

Sex

MaIes

Females

Both

N

193

189

382

.39

.21

.33

rCronbachts ( 1951) Eoefficlent of Internal Eonslstency

r
cl
a
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The Symbolic Authority ScaIe shot¡ts a reasonable deqree of

reliability (aIpha coefficients of .85 for sexes combined); the

negativê and positive halves are not as highly co¡related as in the

case of other scales, but nevertheless the colrelatÍon for the

total sample is hiqhly significant (p <.00'1, 2 tailed test).

Again, the mean score for Each itern is approximately 3, t¡lth

individual scores on the uhole scale ranging uidely (S.D. = 11.91)

over pro- and anti-authority parts of the hypotheslsed con'binuum.

0verall the test appeal.s to be relatively consistent and

reliable. Moreover, lt has merits r¡hich the othe¡ 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 uho have

noù.1 completed the test only one subject has objected to doing it.

(Tnis subject said that he r¡ould not make snap emotional-

judgements of people). By using the same intervals for exposure

of plctules a greater uniformity in conditions can be guaranteed

from one session to another. (trlide variations in the time

required to complete other questisnnaires uere found). Finallyt

in contrast to other Lilie¡t tests t¡hose purposes uera quite

transparent, this test is relatively disguised. To test the

degree of effectiveness of the EoncBalmentr the Bf First Year

University students afte¡ completing the test u¡ere asked to say

uhat they thought it r¡as aimed at assessing. Fsllouring the

procedure s-uggested by 0rne (1966), sub,jecis urere urged to guess

if they felt unsure. Five subjects .provided either no ansuJer or

indicated that they could think of none. 0f the remainder, only

12 subjects judged correctly that 1t aimed at assessing attitude

torrlard authority; in .2 cases this rrlas qiven among other things.

For at least E6% oî these subjects, then, the test r¡ou}d appeal

to have been successfully disguised. It seems likely that for
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some of the rrtrtrttectrr judges, the pulpose of the test may have

become clear' on reflection afteruards, and may not have been

evident at the time of completing the test. A r¡ide range of

incOrrect ansuJers ulas giVen, for example ntoler'ancerr t rrprejudicerr,

rrfi¡st lmpression of peopletr, Itteactions to flacial expressionsrrt

npersonalltVt,, rremotionalltytt, rrsocial aLJarenesEirr r rralertnessrt,

¡rinVolvementrr, rrstrength Of conviCtionrt, rridealsrr, rropinions

tOr¡ards societyrr, rrreactions to hUman sitUationstr, rrconfolmity",

ncertain themesrt r trfeelings about violencerr, lraggressionrr,

sflexibility", rrattitudes tot¡ards liferr.

The diversity and the frequent vagueness of the ansuerst

E.g. rreactions to different Èhingstt, Iteffects of people in

generatr-¡r, ¡rattitude to environmental activitiesrr, suggests that

the test is unlikely to ar.ouse any consistent set, and provide,

in 0rnets term, rrdemand cha¡acteristiCsrr, rr-rhich as 0¡ne has shot.¡:nt

may be the real determinant of an expelimental outcome.

D. Indep endence 5ca1e. The method used in the assessment of

attitude toulards graduating students uas suggesied by a series of

experiments by Sherif (194?), Erutchfield ( 1955), Asch (1956),

Milgram (1965) and more recently Hudssn (1968). The procedure

u,as to present the subject trith the judgements or opinions of

others in a situation in r¡hich he uas asked to make a decision

himself in such a uray that his degree of rryieldingrr oI

rindependencerr could be measured. As an Itattitude to authorityrl

test rather than arrtest of conformitytr, it is essential to use as

a sourtrE of the given judqements one that is like}y to produce the

respect that is normally. due to Ita supetiorrr. Further, the

isèues upon r,rhich judgemenis are ttr be elicited shsuld be ones

upon r,rhich the subject is unlikely to have a strong personal

feeling or opinion - to maximise his vulner'ability to pressure'
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Finarly to minimise the rrrationalityrr of going along uith the

authority, the issues should not be ones upon r¡hÍch the authority

t¡ou1d normally be accepted as an expert. '

Hudsonrs test r.uould appear to have these qualities. His

subjects uere 6th form Grammar Schoor boys in Engrand, and for
them the '¡authoritytr consisted of university graduates uhose

opinions on a series of questions had been elicited and presented

in terms of their order of preference (1-6). The degree ofl

acceptance of authority uas inferred from the positions of the

alternatives selected by each subject: the closer to the

alternative presented as having highest preference, the mo¡e

influenced by thÍs authority the subject uas assumed to be. A

subject I s score in a test of this type is obtained by summing the

¡anked positions of his choices, so that the 1or¡e¡ the total score!

the more plo-authority the subject is presumed to be"

The test Lras amended in tuo uays. First, the rauthoritytl

chosen uas that of rrgraduating students at the 5.A.r.T. rr (r¡here

the tests rdere used) rather than rrgraduatesrr. Secondly, some of

the questions ulere changed so as to be more appropriate for

Australian subjects (questions 6r 7r 8r 9r 10) or.because they had

been c¡iticised by Hudson (question 22, 23, 24) as producing

preferences too strongly.

FolIot¡ing Hudsonrs procedure the qrestions urere first given,

together urith randomly arranged alternative ansürers, to a group

of rf authoritiesrt, u.rhich consisted of 31 Third Vear Social bJork

students. It r.¡ras on the basis of their preferences that the

rransuJersrr uJere subsequently re-arranged for the neu.l test. (See

Appendix 6a and 6b).

Hudson (1968) provides no evidence of the ieliabitity or

validity for his sca1e. In this study the reliability of this
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kind of scale uras assessed in the same uav as the Likert-type

scales, that is, alpha coefficients and item-total sorrelations

(corrected) r¡ere computed for samples of subjects. The results of

fout samples of 5.4.I.T. students ulere examined'

sample A. 106 males (56 first year and 50 later year)

sample-8. 69 females (44 first year and 25 later yeax)

Sample E. SamPIe A + SamPIe B

Sample D. A sub-sample ofl Sample E: 1t0 flrst year

students (56 males and 4l+ females).

Tab1e 11. The Independence Scale: Means, Standard

Deviations and Internal Consistency.

X S.D. Goefficient AIPha*

Sample A 62.68 9.12 '65

Sample B 58.64 10.84 '62

Sample G 61.89' 10.03 '54

Sample D 59.32 10.09 .54

*Eronbachrs (1?51) Eoefficient of Internal Consistency

It may be noted that coefficient alpha is considerably louer

for each of the four samples of Independence. stroles than it is

for the Likert-type attitude scales. The alpha coefficient for

Sample E (N=1?5), the largest sample, is only '54, and it is of

interest that the coefficient for Sample D, consisÙing of first

year students for urhom the scale might be thought to have the

greatest salience, is not higher. The relatively poor reliabllity

of thls scale is reflected by lor¡l item-item and item-total

correlatisnE(see Appendix 6c and 6d). Inspection of the

correlation matrix for sample E shot¡s that a substantial

proportlon of the correlations are in fact negative, and item-total

I
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correlations for this sample range from .01 to .27.

concluded that the reliahility of the type of scale

and that it is not any more rellable r'lhen applied to

junior students.

It must be

is quite lout

the most

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

from a pelson ¡ s r¡illingness to support or oppose ce¡tain proposals

that r.uere thought to be in the directlon favoured by a large

proportion of so-called radicals at that time. The te¡m rrradicalrr

is commonly used to descrlbe people t¿ho r¡ant to change the¡rstatus

quorr in some important r,lay, and this may involve the restoration of

some eallier regime, or the creation of a neu one; broadly, these

aims correspond to those of Right l,rling and'l-eft LJing radicals.

The opposition of Left ancl Righ'b trling thinkers is such that one

tuould certainly not expect them to aqree on specific proposals.

Hence, it uas decided to choose items uhich urere likely to be

endorsed by the more common type of radical: that of the left.

The scale therefore must be regarded as a measure of left-uing

radlcalism.

A major dÍfficulty lies in the transitory nature of radical

aims. ûJhat appear to be ¡adical proposals at one time and in one

place may be regarded at anotheT Br elseulhere' as irrelevant to

radiçalism or even conservative. Thus the items in Eysenckrs

¡adicalism scale (1954) r,lhich forms part of his Social Attitudes

InventorV urele regarded by the uriterrs First Vear Social lJo¡k

students in 19?0 as veIV much outdated. One might suppose that

such a scale ulould be msre enduring than most, as i-t is conceived

Someulhat nar,r.otdLy in socio-econOmic terms and, as sUch, relates to

inequalities tha'i; persist in most socleties and may evoke broadly

predictable reactions f¡Om the rhaveso and tt¡¿vs-¡stsrr. [Jhere

radicalism is conceived as relating to a broád spectrum of social
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and political i.ssues (and r.,rith the reduction of gross socio-

economic differences this r¡ould appear to Þe more justified) the

problem of the t¡ansitoriness of relevant item content is
particularly acute. Consider, fol instance, the Conservatism

5ca1e of trliison and Patterson (1970) r¡hich is intended to cover

a ¡¡ide range of j-ssues in relation to uhich !rtechnologi-cal and

socÍal.evolutionlr has resulted in some attitude systems Iagginq

behind. As a means of tapping radicalism it already seems dated.

0n the face of itrtco-educationrr andlrchapexonesrra¡e hardly items

that seem likely to differentiate betr¡een the relative backuardness

of modern students; nor do tt jlzztt, rrpyjama partiesrr and rrbeatniksr¡

have the rrtrendinessrr onËe suggested by these terms. The general

conception of ldilson and Patterson, hourever, in vieuing radicalism

as an evolutionarv prtrcess is a useful one. The emphasis is upon

rrresptrnsivenessrr to t¡hat modern technological and social evolution

are thought to be making increasingly desirable. tdhether the

proposed changes are in fact desirable is besides the point.

Radicalism is to be inferred from reactions to proposals that have

been put forua¡d as appropriate for todayrs t¡o¡ld, by people uhose

rationale for doing so is evolutionary.

To develop a test of radicalism, 16 proposals uhich may be

considered radical in the sense of having been put foruard as

appropriate for today ¡ s uorld ûrere presented to a group of 40

first year Social tiork students (12 males and 28 females), The

respondent uas asked to say ulhether he or she uould strongly

support, moderately support, be quite neutral about, moderately

opptrse or strongly oppose each of the proposals. The

instructions accompanying this test uere as follot¡s:

rrft has been claimed that modern technology and social

evolution are making it inc¡easingly desirable that there should

be certain changes made in our society today.



Belot¡ írrB sDrne proposals 'bha'b have been ¡:u b 'iorua:rd as

beinq appropria Le [',or today t s t¡Llrld . '

Ansuer in tfre i¡o;<es at tlre enrl o I each s'ba'bemen b using 'l,he

í'o11oL,tj-ng systern :

L¡7 .

-+1 I i' you rnoderaiely supporb bhe proposal

tl Ir Vou are qui'be neutral a[:out-Lfre prnposaJ"

-1 I l' you moderately oppose the prnposal

-t7- I l' y

-2 If y

ou s'bronq1t7 sup¡:or b bhe proposal

ou s l,rongly o ppose the proposal. rr

They tuere scoled on a 5-point scale (1-5) j-n the t--lj.r:ection

r: F endnrsement ol' '[:hese radical proposals; i;lrat it;, 'bhE scale tùas

not balancecl, since interes-b ulas in hoL,r strongly responrien l;s t¡ould

support (or oppose) praposals i.n a particula¡ direction (ofl 1e1't-

Lrinç rarJicalism), rather than srr¡r¡lnr.l, (or oppose) p::oposirls in

rlirec'Lj-ons conceived as o¡-tposir;c. Itern-total correlations uere

ca-lcul.atccl anr:l 2 i'bems ui Lh the Ior¡est coet'iì.cien bs (less tlran .¡ÞD)

uereelimina'bed¡TheseLuere:rrSEVr:11:Lrlksui"l;lri;hellritisi-r

lionarclri.cal sys'bemir and rrDecen'braIj-se poL,lr:r anrl autlrority in

soc:ie-by'r.

The 14 item scale uLas subsequently given to B0 Uníversi'by of

Aderairle flirst year Psychnrogy students (lf mares ¡:nd 47 flemares)'

The results I'or these subjects t.lere used in furthet analyses.

(5ee TabIe 14 for de'baiIs ol' the responden'bs). The rrptoposalsrr used

in tlre scale are given in TabIe 12A, together t,li'Lh del;ails of

'bhe sulrjecLst responses to each one ol'thern. Ibern-to'Lal

correlations (corrected) are qiven in Tal¡Ie 12B.



TASLE 12A DTSTRIBUTIIN OF RESPDNSTS !N THE RADTCALISI4 SCALE FOR UNIV. t]F ADELAIDE SUBJECTS (N = BD)

[\Jumbers of resEondents uj" th per""¡l.rqES in brackets

5tro n gly
oppo sin g

Qui te
n eu tral

B (10)

3 ( 4)

10 (13)
7(e)

13 (16)
11 ( 14)

Modera tely
oppo s]-nq

3D (lB)
14 ( 18)

13 (16)
27 (34)

18 (23)
31 (3e)

32 (¿+0)

334 (3!)

S tronqly
oppos i nq

5 (B)

55 (5e)

52 (55)
27 (=4¡

1e (24)
33 (r4)

S core
S.D.

f tem

1

1

f tem

Abolish the so-called LrJhite Australis Poliry
Ljork touards the establishment of a true
equality for L¡omen in our society
Treat criminals es si ck people to be helped

rather than evil--doers to be punished

Legalise the use of I'harmlessrrdruqs such !s
ma ri hu¡na

Esteblish student controL over educati-onel

institutions.
0ppose cpertheid in 5. Af¡ica
End the draft
Abolish censorship in all its forms

lLlithdrar¡ Australi¡n support flor the L¡ar in
Vi e tnam

Esteblish derocrstic control over industri:s
by the uorkers

Aim at the over-throual ofl capit¡l-ism and its
replecement by e free socie'by
I'Recoonize'r Red Chine

Abolish remnanis of tradition=l pouer such

Es the Legisl=tive Council in S. Aust¡¡Iia.
Support the struggJ-e of people against
Irnp eri aIi sm

TTTAL

7 e) 13 (16) 3 (4) 22 (28) 35 (44) 3.81 1.3?

1 (1) 3 ( 4) e (11) 25 (33) 41 (r) 4.2e .e0

3 (4) e (11) l (4) 3e (4e) 25 (33) 3.e5 1.t?

e (11) zz (28) 1D (13) 21 (26) 18 (23) 3.21 1.36

12 ( 15)

1 (1)
2 {3)
3 (4)

11 ( 14)

3 ( 4)

4 ( 5)
6e ( 6)

Mo dera tely
oppo s inç

24 (30)

7(e)
3 ( 4)

16 (20)

19 (Z4¡

2(3)

6 (B)
151 ( 14)

1s Q'+)
133 (12)

je (24)

423 (3A)
3.Ja 1.O?

53.A1 10.29

4

5

2

C

.]

q

1t.

44

4t

t).

1 (1) 5 (B) s (10) 12 (15) 53 (66) 4.38 1.D2

7 (9) 17 (21) 14 (18) 24 (3¡) 18 (23) 3.36 1.28

2-93
4.44
4.38

3.7 4

74A

r+. I I

r. ¿)

1. D0

1. 00

412

l3q

oo

5 ( 5) 14 (18) 15 (19) 25 (St) 21 (26) 3.54 1.22

t+.
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The Radicalism Scale: item-total correlations
(corrected). (Decimal points have been omitted).

Table iZs

Proposals

Abolish the so-caIIed Uhite
Australia policy.

ldork tot¡ards the establishment of
a t¡ue equality for uomen in our
soci ety.

Treat criminals as sick people to
be helped rather than as evil-doers
to be punished.

Legalise the use of rrharmlessrr drugs
such as marijuana.

Establish student control over
educational institutions.

MaIes
I ¡=33)

Females
( ru=47 )

Both sexes
( N=80)

1

2

77 35 54

6B 55 60

B9 57

3

4.

57 24

36

4466

37

'ÌE

5

6. 0ppose

'1. End the 59 52

66

62

3B

43

47

49

51

55

42

B. Abolish
forms.

9. lLJi thdrar¡ Australi an support f or
the uar in Vietnam.

10. Establish democratic control over
industries by the uorkers.

11. Aim at the overthroL¡a1 of
capitalism and its rePlacement
by a free society.

apartheid in South Africa.

draft

censorship in all its

ttRecogni zerr Red Dhina.

50

70 5B 63

64 73

36 49

60 62

12.

13.

69

66

B5

Abotish remnants of traditional
pourer, such as that of the
Legislative Council in South
Austral-ia.

14. Support the struggle of people
aqainst Imperiali srir. e4 39 63
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0n the uhole the proposals elicited generally favourable

responses (and the ScaIe mav to some ,extent .,¡eflect an acceptance

of uþat Lrere fashionable opinions of students at that time).

Houlever, sevetal proposals rrer'e not supported by the majority of

the students, such as item 4 on the legalisation of marihuana,

item 5 advocating student control over educational institutionst

and item 11 urginq the overthroulal of capitalism. As Table

128 shous, the item-totaI correlations for these three items,

as r¡el1 as the others, are quite high, being respectively

.78, .49 and .73. It should also be noted that t¡e Scale

alloued for degrees of acceptanoe or rejection ofl the proposals,

as Radicalism ulas conceived as determining the strength uith

r¡hich radical proposals are endorsed or rejected-

The mean ="o"" on the Radicalism scale for males uras

53.67 r¡ith a standard deviation of 11.84; for females the mean

uras 52.55 t¡ith a stanOari deviation of 9.D2; for both sexes

tlre mean uas 53.O1 t¡ith a standard deviation of 1D.29. Item-

total correlations for both sexes coml¡ined Iange from .42

to .13; cronbachrs (1951) coefficient alpha is .93 for males,

.80 for females and .87 for both sexes combined. All inter-

correlations are in the prediDted direction (see Appendix 7). 0n

the basis of these results the scale may be regarded as highly

reliabLe and internalty consistent, particularly for males.

(The imptications of such sex differenDPs are examined further in

ßhapter 11 (vi ). '
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I-b has alreedy t¡een notecl in Chap i;er.2 -hha'l; rar:lica1

opi.nionq may arÍse as a Donsequence o1' sj, buatinnal constraints.

llouever., i.n vieL,-r oll the diversi ty of issues sarnplerj and t[re

relatively lrir¡h ccrnsis'bency nfl ihr: responr:Jing, it is concluded

that j.ndivirlual a'L'bj-tude L¡a:; a ma,jor del,ertninarlb, rether tlran

specific situational Í'acLors, Llitlr reqarrl to SDDTES on 'the

Radicalism 5cale.

The Rarlic¡:rlism Scale has consÍderable filce vi:1idi'1,y.

Five of the flour-been prn¡rosals used j.n the Scale 3re onr:s

urhich t¡ere stlongly and explicitly supprrrì;erl at tl-l¡ L rlinre by

the Aus-bralian Labclur Farby ( proposals 6, 7 , 9, 1?- and 13) 
..

Thouqh Iess obviously, one migh'1, e:<pect 'bhe A,L.P. 'Lo be more

synrpathe'bj.c toL'tarris the remaJ.ni.nr¡ proposals than a nìore right-

uing LJroup, such as 'blre Democra bic Labour Parby. The t¡ans j.t-

oriness oF thi.s scal.e is evident ulren one Donsiders tha'b by the

end of 1972 proposals 7, 9 and 12 had ceaserl to be ones upon

uhich radical support uas needed. The victory clf tlre A.L.P.

a'b the polls meanb the end of tha draftr the recognition of

the Peoplets Repr-lblic of China and the end of direc'b involvement

in the r¡ar in Vietnan.

F. EIeven-p oint Ra'binn ScaIes. A final type ofl scale used in this

stucly j.s a strai.ghtfort^rard ratinq scale methocl. Tlre form in L,lhich

the scales are presen'ber-l i.s sirnilar to bha'b o'i-i;he senant-,ic

rJif f erential tests o l' üsgnod e.l 41.= (1957) , in ulhi-clr tlre respondent

is able 'bo j.ndicate the exten'b to r¡hich a qiven attj,tucle object

has a meaninq 1'nr him simj.lar to'hlrat ofl certain bipolar acl,jec'bives.

In the pr.esent, 'bes-b the e'L'bi'burle objec'bs are autirorj-ties: tlre armyt

'beaclrers, 'bhe 1au, bhe police and authori'by-:Ln-qeneral. The
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respondent is asked io indicate uhere on an eleven-point scale

extending from pro- to anti-authority he judgBs himself to be in

relation t-o each of the authorities. (The scales and tþe

instructions for subjects are given in Appendix B)'

The results of the application of the scales ta ?4 Fi¡st Vear

Adelaide university students in 1972 are as foIloLrs:

Table 13. Eleven-Point Rating Scales: Means* ancl

Standard Deviations.

Scale

Army

Police

Teachers

Laul

Authority-
in-general

ç¡=32)
S.D.

2.BD

2.60

2.50

2.4t

Females

x

2.95

5. 86

?.40

6.79

Males
V

2.84

4.'75

6.59

5. 84

( N=42)

5. D,

2.29

2.43

2.O5

2.12

Bo'Lh

x

2.81

5.38

2.52

2.56

2.29

2.29

sexes (N=?h)

S.D.

7 "D5

6. 38

4.66 2.63 5.43 2.45 5.O9 2.56

*The scales are sco¡ed in a pro-authority directiont
betueen 0 and '10.

It may be noted that flor rrauthority in generalrr the mean scol'e

for both sexes combined is 5.Og, r¡hich is clnse to bhe theore'Lical

mid-point of the scaie, tlhich is 5.0. An obtained starldard deviation

of 2.56 suqgests that the attitudes of people jutjging themselves both

pro- and anti-authority uere being sampled. one may also note that

there is considerabÌe variation in the regard i¡ith t¡hich the diffe¡ent

authorities appear to be held, uith the army arousing the qreatest

hostility and teachers the least. It is apparent that a trlide ranqe

of authorities has been sampled r.¡ith respect to the intensity and

directionoffeelingstheyarouseamongtertiarystudents.
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2. (iii) Surnmary of l'leasurement Techniques

rn sumrnary, flive Likert-type baranced or approximatery

balanced scales uere developed for the measürement of attitudes
touards autlrority. rtem-totar correlations, Dronbach atpha co_

efficients and correlations betueen posÍtively and negativery
keyed parts of the scales ue¡e calculated 1"or males, females

and both sexes of samples of tertiary students. The results
indicated that each of the s'cales is ¡eliabte and internal_ry
consistent, and that the balancing (or approximate balancing)

of the scales to contral for acquiescence did not result int¡e
emergence of poorly correla.r.ed sub_sca1es. In addition, each

one of these scales has been Dross-validated, in terms ofl its
Alpha value. A diffe¡ent type of test devised by HuLlson ( 19sB)

uias adapted to assess atiitudes-bot¡ards graduating students.
Item-total correlations and tronbach alpha coefficients calculated
flor this so-carled rndependence scare indicated that it r,Las

considerably less reliable than the others. As a measure of
radicalism (of the teft) a scal-e uas developed to assess the

degree to r¡hich proposars airned at changinq the political
rrstatus quotr Llould he supported or opposEd. Item_total correlations
and Cronbachts alpha coefflicient t¡ere quite hiqh for this scale for
maIes, females and both sexps" Lastly, eleven_point rating
scales LJere Donstructed flor use in ¡eration to the flive rnain

representations of authority to give a direct measure ofl the

subjectts overarr feeling tone touards each of the authorities
and toL¡ards ltauthority in generalr. l"lean scores flor these

scales varied on either side of the theoretical midpoint,
indicating that the authorities sampled-bended to arouse

feelings difiering in rroilr iniensity and direction.
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CHAFTTR 3 THË GTNERALITY TF ATTITLJDE Tt] AUTHORÏ'TY

3(i) Aim

It may be maintained that the fact that a numbe¡ of internally

csnsistent scales relatinq to at'bitudes touards authority among

tertiary ,students can Lle developed is in itself supFort For some

generality ofl the attituCes. Since the computed indices of

¡eliahility and consisterrcy are hiqher in everv scale fo:: males

than flemales this type of qeneral.ity utould appearto he more

clefinite for males. This fincling jus'bifies the analysis of

results separ,ately I'or the sexes. The claim of generality for

tftese attiturJes r¡oulrl be greatly strengthened if it r¡ere found that

attitudes tnuards di I'f erent authori'Lies, va¡icusly assessed, irlter'-

correlated siqnificantly for both males and females and for diflferent

kinrJs ol' te::tiary students. The aim of this part of" the study is

ta examine the clegree of intetcorrelation amongst the attitude

scales and the radicalism scale in order to cletermine bhe extent

and nature of' the generalitY.

3(i.i ) Sub,jects and Frncedures

Subjecf:s used in this study ulere students of Psychclnqy

att=nding eithe¡ the South Australian Institute of Technaloqy or

the University of Adelaide durinq 1971 or 19?2-

The Institute subjec'bs u¡are from classes in Psychology in crne

o¡ other of ttre flollor,,.ring Gourses: the Gænera1 and SnciaI Psychology

tourse lor the first year Social LJork stuclents; Psycholngy (S) for

first year Physiotherapy, 0ccupational Therapy and Library Studies

sturients; General Elective Psycholoqy, for students electi.ng to

tnke Fsychaloqy ðs an option during üne gfl the years tlf their

dJ-plorna coursE; and Elusi'ness Fsy'clrology taken by second Year

Business Studies sturlents. The Univelsity of Adelaide subjects uere

frum first year Fsychnlagy tutorial classes.
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Ðoth sets ofl students rt,rceived the five Lilcert-type Scales

measurinq attituclgs touards auöhorities and the Radicalism Scale.

In addition, the Institu.be subjects completed the Independence Scale

and the Universiby subjects completecl the flive Eleven-point Rating

Scales "

The Scales ulere aclminis'celed in most cases over ttuo sessions,

together uith certain personality tests (to be described later).

Subjects uere aslcecl to provide the flollotling additional inforlnation:

sex, date of l¡irth, vear ofl course, ulhether attendance LJas f tlll-time

or part-time, and an identification letter-nurni:et combination by

means ofl ufiich they, and they aLone, could dj-scover their sco1'es on

the tests uhen they uere eventually fed bacl< tn them. (Some u1'these

subjects tr-reIe LlserJ to provj.c-le result:i fn¡Lhe cross-validotion of

'Lhe sca-Les. 5ee Appencli>< 2l+ for thc rleiaj-Is)'

There uJas a nlarked f aIIing ol'f in attendance, particularly

among Generaf Elective students ab the Institute, and some of the

Sca1es r¡ere not completed by those i¡lro attended. The number ol'

students completing particular tests therel=ore varies. A description

ofl the Institube subjects flor uhom individual test scores have been

computed is providecl in Appendix 14, and corresponding inter-

correla.bion matrices are r¡iven in Appendix 15 & 16. In this chapter

interest is in the rr-:suIts clerived flrom subjects completing alI o f'

the relevant scal-es. AccordinÇf V, tlre subjects j-nvolved in each

ol. the analyses r.liII h:e desclibed in the results sec'bion that flollot¡s.

3. (iii)

A. The

Results

main Attitude Scales and Radical-istn

The resuLts o1'subjects completing each of the five Lilcert-type

Attiturle touards Authority ScaIes and'hhe tladicalism Scale at tlre

tr¡o eclucational instituiions are rlescri bed in TabIe 14.
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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.

South Australian Instltute of Technology (S.A.I.T")

Groups Mean Aqe S.D. Full-time Fart-time Total
Attendance Attendance Subjects

Groups Mean Age S.D.

58

4.33 BO

5.95 138 42

lJniversity of Adelaide

FuIl-time Part-time
Attendance Attendance

2?

Male

Female

Both
SEXES

MaIe

Female

Both
SEXES

23.62

18. 84

21"31

19.30

18.'74

18.98

6.3\

2.56

3.93

3.45

35 93

87

180

Total
Subj ects

33

?

41

6

6 47

6B 12 BO

The tr,lo samples differ principally in that the 5.4.I.T.
males are signiflicantly older (t = 3'80; p 4.00I).
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The results of the application of the Scales are as flollot¡s:

Table 15. Means and Standard Deviations for subjects compteting
the Likert-type Attitude Scales and the Radicalism
5caIe.

Scale

Symbolic Authority
Teachers

Army

Laur

PoIi ce

Radi calism

Scale

Symbolic Authority
Teachers

Army

Lau

Police
Radicalism

South Australian Institute oF Technology

Males N=93 Females N=87 Both Sexes N=180

Mean 5.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

?t.91 11.02 73.77 g.g5 72"29 1D"62

99.17 16.91 93.90 15.37 96.62 16.4t
87.65 22.84 83.99 19.80 85.BB 21.5A

Bg .52 15 . 16 Bg .52 13.91 Bg .b2 1U ,5?

80.06 15.49 81.00 12.75 8n.52 14.24

47.63 10.09 51.45 B.B0 49.48 9.68

University of Adelaide

Ma1es N,j3J Females N=47 Both $exes N=80

Mean S.D. Mean 5.0. f'lean S.D.

66.48 .11.49 '72.81 9.1'l 70.20 1n.66

93.18 14.94 93.68 13.65 93"48 14.2D

'16.o3 20.88 79.60 16.58 78.13 ',i8.56

81.00 15.45 83.68 16.D3 82.5Ð ',15. 85

71 .91 15 .64 75.98 13.22 ?4 .3t 14.41

53.67 1 1 . 84 52.55 9 .O2 5 3. [¡] 10.29

It may be noted that the mean scores for the authority scales

are J.ouer in every Case for the University subjects; that is, the

University subjects shot¡ a more anti-authority tendency. They also

have higher mean radicalism scores.

(These differencee are examined in furthe¡ detail in Dhapter 11)



56.

Intercorrela'bions be'bueen tlre Likert-type Scale scoles ar'e

given helou, toqethel uli th correlations rrli th' Rarlicalism scores and

the ages of the subjects.

Table 16. Correlation matrices for ttre Authority Scalest

Radicalisrn and Age: South Australiarr Institute
of Technology (5.4.I.T.) and University of
Adelaide (U. ofl A.) subiects-

In'each case correlation coefficients
to the top right of the diagonal line
results to the t¡ottom leflt of it-

for S.A.I.T" subjects are qiven

and University of Adelaide

(a) Males (U. of A.: N=33; S.A.I.T.: ¡=93)

Symbolic Teachers Arrny Lar¡ POIice Radicalism Age

Autho ri ty
Symboli c
Authori ty

Teachers

Arrny

La ut

PoIi ce

Radi caI i sm

Age -.21

Critici¡I values For"( = .t.15 ( I tlliled test) I r = .17 (S.A.I-T.)

ancl .29 (U. o1'A.)

.65

.83

o'z

.81

-.75

.DB

.43

a(). l:)TJ

.53

.58

-.55

_ .14

.55

\2

.78

.71

_.É9

-.o2

C9. t-JL

EOcJU

.7n

q2

-.81

.06

.47

c.2

.54

:66

-.63

-.06

-.oa

-.44
EO

-¡Ju

-.62

-.48

.16

.16

.05

.06

.01

.00
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TabIe 16 (conti.nued)

(b)Fernales (U. ofl A.: N-47; S.A.'1 .T.: N=87)

Symbolic Teachers Army Lau Police Radicalism Age

Authori ty

Symbolic
Aut ho r i. ty
Teachers

Army

L aur

PoL i ce

Radi caI i sm

Age

.19

21

f,ritical values for v,

and .24 (U. of A.)-
.ú5 (1 tai.led tes'b)! r= ¡18 (S.A.I.T.

.32

.65

.48

.59
_\2

-.25

.46

.47

.51

-.32
-. 10

¡.=80; S.A

Teache rs

.65

.36

.69

.71

-.67
_24

I.T.:
Army

.56

.39

.65

.62

-.51
-.05

.56

.24

.58

.4.)

-.39
- .06

-.59
-.30
-.57
-.56
-.40

.05

.19

.11

.2D

.07

-.04

(ç) Both sexes (U. of A.:

Symboli c
Authority

¡= 1Bû )

Lar¡ Police Fladicalism Age

Symboli c
Authori ty
ïeachers
Army

Lau

PoI i ce

Radicalistn
Age

.l+fr

.7 t+

.63

.7D

-.63
-. 14

.3t

.56

.50

.54

-. 44

- .11

.57

.46

.73

.71

-.68
-. 14

.59

.49

.67

.67

-.64
-.lz

.51

.41

.55

.55

- qli

_.40

-.58
-.58
-.41+

.08

.17

.17

.19

.08

- .09EO

-. t7 .13

r =r12 (S.A,I.T.)f,ritical val-r-res for .{ =.!5 ( i tailerl test)
and .19 (U. of A.).



.tl rltt be seen from the above tables that the corre-lations

betueen the attitude toLlards authority scales are positive and

significant for both the 5.4.I.T. and the University of Adelaide

58.

en the

attitude

betueen

interest.

subjects. fn addition, the correlations are siqnificant Ll

results are examined flor each sex separately.

. In vieul of' the different mÞthodology used in assessing

to authority ruith.the Symbolic Authority Scale, correlations

the results fnr this scale and the others ale of particular

h
ti
!,ì t

1n the fo1Ior¡ing table mean cErrelation coefficients betueen the

Symbolic Authority Scale and other scales are given for eaclh sex

and fo¡ both sexes combined, and these may be compared r¡ittt the

Éorresponding mean values of the correlatisns betr^leen the t¡ther

Likert-type attitude to authority scales.

Tab1e 1'?. Mean correlation coefficients fsr tr¡o sets of'

Attitude to Authority Scale results fnr different
samples of subjects: S.A.I.T. and U. s.f" A.

(a) Betr,reen the Symbolic Authority Scale and each sf the 4 other

Likert-type authoritY scales.

(b) Eetueen each of the 4 Likert-type authority scales excluding

the Symbolic Authori'ty Scale, (i.e. the mean of the 6

correlation coefficients ).

Eoefficients flor (b) are given in brackets.

Sample

5.A. r. T.

U. of A.

MaIes

.52 (.59)

.78 (.67)

Females

.49 (.46)

.51 (.58)

Both sexes

.49 (.5?)

.63 (.62)

Note: the subjects u:ere those described in Table 14.

As the means of the correlation coefficients for the tuo

sets a¡e quite similar, it seems unlikety that the moderately high

coefficients obtained betueen the attitude to authsrity scales are

dependent upon a particular methodology.



59"

It may be noted a.tso that there are small but consistent

cliflferences letr¡een -Lhe correlation coef f icj.ents describing the

relationship t¡etuiean the results of subjects from the 5.4.I.T. and

those frsm the l]niversi'by of Arlel-aide and alsn betueen males and

females. First, the correlatir:n coeffj.cients a¡e in each case

hiqher for g-Íe LJniversi ty subjects (results l=or both sexes uombined),

and, seccndly, there is a tendency (more p1.gnounced amonq the

university subjects) for the coefflicients to be higher for male

subjects. l"hese resul'Ls suggest that bnth the nature of the

insbitution from uhich the subjects tuere draun and the sex of the

srLbject are factors af{'ecting the qenerality nf the attitude'

Age appears tc be r,elatively unimportant, rrlith on"j-y smali'

cc¡rrelations being obtained betr¡een age and the Authority ScaIes:

positive in the case ofl the 5.4-1.T. and generally negative for the

AdeÌaide UniversitY suhjects.

FinaIIy, Ðne must examine the relationship betueen the scores

on the Raciicalism Scale and those on the Authority Scales. AlI

the correlation betueen the Radicalism and each of the attitude

touards authority scales are significant flor both males and fernales'

The mean o{' the correlatinn coefficients betr¡een the Radiur¡lism

scale and the authority scales is -.51 for the 5.4.I.T" subjects

and -.58 for the university of Arlelaide subjents. These results

are strikinqly similar in magnitude to thnse obtained for the

authority scales themselves: ttre rnean correlation coeflficient amonq

authority scales is .51 flor 5.4.I.T. subjectS and .62 fOr the

university ol. Adelaide subjects. clearly, it cannot be argued

En the basis of such results that attitude touards authori'by as

measured by these scales is distinct frnm rrradicalismrr as inferred

from agreement or disagreement uith so-calledItradical proposalsr"
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(b) Intercorrela ti on matri-ces for tro bh sexes combined N=7 4. )

Army

PoI.ice

Teachers

Lau

.6?-

Autho ri ty
in general -.4u

tlritical v¡Iup f,or o<, = .05 ( I tailed best ) is I .19

Intercorrelations among these measurBs provide a similar

pat-bern to those obtained usinq Likerb-type scai-es. Al] the

correl-a'Lions are sir¡niflicant, uri'bh the coefficients for males again

tending to be higher than those for females¡ the meãn correlation

coefflicient 1'or males is .G5; 1'or the l=emale subjects it is .52'

0ve¡alL, sco1'es on the EIeven-poj nt Scales correlated slightly less

positively ulth eaclr other than those provided by the Likert-type

Scales using Unj-versity subjects. Houever, the similarity is

pronounced, and p1'ovides further supporb for tlre generality of

this attitude.

Radicalisnr is significantty correlated ¡¡ith each of the

attiturle touards author'ity measur'es usinq results for both sEXes

combined and resUlts for males only. For lemales, houever, only

one Df, the 5 correlati.ons is significant. GeneralIy, -bhls supports

the conclusion based upon the results of the Likert-tvpe Scales

that attitude touards authority cannot be considered as distinct

1=rom radicalism, at Ieast among maLes'

Police Teachers

.43

.5'/

Au Lhori tv-rn qeneráI

.58

.73

.C¡1

.7ú

Radi cali sm

-.71
tro

-.34

-.43

Lau

.46

.€r7

.51



62.

C. The Independence Scale

Results are avaiLable for 121 of the 5..4.I.T. suÞjects uho also

completed bhe Likert-type scales.

Table 19'. Means and Standard Deviations ol scores on the

Independence ScaLe and the Ages of subjects,
together uith Mode of Attendance.

S ubj ects

Males

Femal es

Botir sexes

Independence

l,lea n

63.95

59.28

61.41

(Vears)

5.D.

5.35

1. DD

L+.38

Attendance

FuIl

32

63

95

(number)

Part

23

3

26

Scal e

5.D.

B.26

9. B5

9.49

Age

Mean

22.98

19.23

20.39

The mean ages and proportions ol' male to I'emal-e, and part- to full-time

are only sliqhtly cli f f erent l'rom those o F the main sample o1' '18Ü r of

urhich this is a sub-grorrp (see lable 14).

Table ZA. [orrefaLions of,scoles on the Independence Sca]-e

uith other Authority Scales and Age.

S u bj ects

Males (N=55)

Females q¡=66)

Both sexes
(N=121)

Li kert-ty pe

S yrnboJ" i c
Au bhori'by

.06

.16

OB

atti tude to au thori'by scales

Teacher Army Lar¡ Police

-.o3 .11 .01 -.10

-.08 . 10 .n2 .D2

-.t2 -13 .D2 -.D2

Crj-tjcal val-Lles Forc-( - .05 (1 taiLed test): r = .22 (males)
.2O (females); .15 (trotlr sexes)

To be consistent t¡ith the hypothesis that the generality ol'

attitr-lrie touards authority extends to enconìpass'bhe au'bhority implied

by bhis scale, negative correlations are requi-red betr¡een the

Indeperrdence 5cal.e ancl the other attitude touards authority scalPs.
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In only 5 cases are such correlations found and none of them are

significant. Eorrelations tlith Radicalism, for tuhich positive

correlations uere expected, are negative in the case ofl females

(r = -.23) and for both sexes combined (r = -.11). The positive

correlation for males (r = .14) is not signiflicant. Such results

clearly suggest that attitude tor.¡ards authority as assessed by the

Independence ScaIe is unrelated to the attitudes tapped by the other

scales o

Houever, it could be arguecl that the Independence Scale ulas

more appropriate for first year subjects fo¡ tuhom graduatinq

students might indeed prove to be a mûre impressive and influential

authority. An analysis ofl the scores of first and second year

subjects gives support to this algument.

-labLe 21. Means and Standard Deviaticns of scores on the

Independence Scale for First and Second year

subjects separatelY.

Subjects
Males

Females

Both
SEXES

First year of
attending

Mean S.D. N

61.64 10.3? 61

5'1.tr1 11.14 76

59.1Ð 10.1? 137

Second year of
attendi ng

Mean 5.0.
65.50 11.14

62.48 1t.23

64.55 10.95

F (one-
t tailed)

1.84 < .05

1.97 <.05

3.49 {, .001

N

l+6

21

67

Since for both males

yielding to the judgements

and females there tlas signiflicantly more

of rrgraduating students'r by filst year

students than by second year students, it appears that a þette¡ test

of the relationship betuleen this and other scales of attitude touards

authsrity rrrould make use of first year data only. Accordingly'

the follouing analysis used first year data only'
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Ta l¡Ie 22 .

Subj ec ts

MaJ- es ( N= 24 )

Females (N=51)

Bo th
SEXES

Corref ations (rJ' scores on the Independence ScaIe

t¡ith other Autirari'by ScaLeS and Age.

(Firs'b Vear results on-ly)

Likert-bype attitude to authority scales

Symbolic Teacher Army Lau Police
AuthorJ- ty

. 0B - .23 .D1 -.04 - .?D

.11 -. !4 .D7 -.01 .09

( N=77 )
!B

Cïi,l,icaI velues flor c(= -!5 (l tailed test) :

.23 (females), and

- .o'1 .11 . 01 .o2

! = .33 (males) ;

.19 (both sexes).

Using bhis stricter test of' the relationship betueen the

authority scales, it is again eviden'b that bhe Independence ScaIes

does not yield scores that colru.ì-i:tesi.qnificantly r¡it.h thnse of the

other ScaIes. Correlati.ons uibh 'Lhe Rarlic¿.¡Iism Scale are also not

signif icant: far maf Es I = .21; l'or f emal-es ¡ = -.1'7; for both

sexes combined ¡ = -.'1 0.

The results indicate that a lÍmitation mus'b be placed upon the

genera.Lity that may reasonably be claimed for attitude to aubhority.

Ihis measure relabinç¡ Lo a non-institubionalised aluthority appears

to be unrelated to the othelr measures.

3. (rv) The f,omposite Auth ori tv Scal- e ( c.A.s. ).

The results presented in this section appeal' to justify the

rlerj-vi¡tion ofl a comprsi-be authority scale based upon scores ot¡tained

on hhe individual scaLes. Such a scale uould have the advantage ofl

rela binq to a vãrj.ety of authority fiqures, touards t.rhich tertiary

stuclents demonstrably tencl to have simiLar a Ltitudes. It t¡as

envisagerl that i- t r¡as in relation to such a measule , broad in scope

and more stable than the individual scores, that hypntheses about

the relationshjp bebueen certain personality characteristics and
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attitudes touards authority coLrld be tested in the secorrd part ofl

this inquiry

fhe scaLes used for this purpose LJerE the Likert-'Lype Scales

measuring attitudes tor,lards Synrbolic Aubhority, Teachers, the Army,

the Lau and the Police. Although Radicalism lrad been found Lo be

correla'bed signil'icantly r¡ith each of' bhe authorihy scales, ib uas

not included on the grounds that the rationale f'or i. Ls construction

uas di.f'l'eren b. In vieu of the very Iou, non-s j.gnif icant

correl-ations betueen Independence arrd the Authority Scales, this

rneasurE ulas, of course, not incLuded.

To provide the Composite Authority ScaIe the results obtained

flrom bhe difl=erent au'bhority scales uere poolerl. As 'hlre scaLes

uere of difl'erent lengths and had diff'erent means and variances,

each score ulas converLed to a z score, usinq all the available data

for the particular scales. lLJhere al-I the da'ba uas completed for

the 5 scales, the Z scores uere sunlrned l'or each subject, the

dis'hriLiution aqain normalised ancl each score expressed as a T score.

Thus flor each qroup (S.A.I.T. and the University of Adelaide) the

mean is 5! and bhe 5.D. is 10. The relabionship betueen each of

the scales and this Composite Authority Scale, t.4.5.) is given

beLor¡.

Cor1r:J;r'i,ions betueen

5cäl'e and individual
the 'Conposi te Authority
Likert-type measures.

(a) S.A.I.T. sampl e

5 ymbol i c
Au tho ri ty

l'eachers Army Lau PoIi ce

Mal_es ç¡=93)

Females (N=87)

Both sexes q¡=18û)

.76

.'78

..7 Cr

.76

.59

.68

.83

.85

.83

.89

. B1

.79

.16

.74B5
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(b) Un iversitV samÐIe (U. of A. )

Males ç¡=33)

Females ¡¡=47)

Both sexes (N=Bû)

Symbolic
Authority

.93

.'75

.84

Teachers ArmY Lar¡ PoIi ce

.78

.70

.?3

.91

.87

.89

.BB .87

.83 .86

.84 .87

The coefficients associated r.¡ith the authorj-ty scales above

reflect the centrality of the contributions of the varic¡us scales

to the C.A.S., rather than the extent of the correlations betueen

each scale and the remainder ofl the scales. The contrlbutions

are ofl a similar magnitude, ranging from .68 to .85 fnr the 5.4.I.T"

sample and from .?3 to .89 for the unívelsity sample. The Teacher

scale appears to be the least centraL of the scales, but the

disparity betr.rleen this scale and the sthers is not so plonounced as

to justify unequal ueighting.

Eorrelations betueen the c.4.5. and age ueIle as follot¡s"

For the 5.4.I.T. sample the correlatisn Uas .18, r¡hich ls

significant at the.05 level (2 tailed test); fol the sexes taken

separately the correlations uere .22 and .12 fot maLes and flemales

respectively. For the University sample, the correlation ulas -'11'

uhich is not significant; for male subjects Il uras -"02 and for

femaLes r uras -.16. Thus for both samples the correlations uith

age are quite smallr âfld for one grÉuP (S.A.I.T.) they are posititre

and for the other (University of Adelaide) they are negative"

FinaIIy, it may be noted that the c.A.s. is sttongly correlated

r¡ith the Radical.ism Scale. Ftrl the S.A'I'T' sample the correlation

is -.65, rrlith the correlations for males and females respectively

-.68 and -.64. For the University ofl Adelaide sample r = -'69'

ulith correlations for males anrJ females of -'?B and -'60 respactiveJ-y'

All these correlations are significant at the '001 levet (2 tailed
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test) and indicate that the kind of 1eflt uing radicalism rel'lected

by the Radicalism Scale is closely related to the general measure ol'

attitude _touards authority assessed by the G.A.S.

3. (v) Summary and fmplications

In Ehapter 2 it uas established that internally consistent

Like¡t-type scales cuuld be developed to measure attitudes touards

authority in relation to the police, the army, teachers, the laur

and symbolic authority for a sample of tertiary students oi' both

sexes. It uas concLuded that this is evidence of the generality

of attitude touards authority in relation to each of these

particular kinds of authorities. In this chapter tfre qenerality

that may be claimed has been broadened to extend gcrg each one of

these authorities. The evidence for this statement may be revieuled

bri efly

1. Significant co¡relations betueen the Likert-type scales

relating to teaclters, the arny, the Iau, the police and symbolic

authority Lrere obtained for samples of subjects of'each sex at tu.¡o

diflferent tertiary institutions.

2. Correlations bet¡reBn scales for r¡hich diflferent methods of

testing Lrere used, that is, the Symbolic Authority Sca1e and the

other scales, urere significant for both samples of tertiary stuclents

of each sex.

3. Significant correlations uJere obtained betueen scores

de¡ived from Eleven point Ratinq Scales measurinq attitudes touards

5 different authorities for each sex using a samPle of 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 ¡esults of correlations r¡ith the fndependence Scale" For

both male and female subjects at 5"4.f.T., even among first year
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subjects for uhom the Scale may be presumed to be most salient,

the¡e are nE signil=icant co¡relations betueen the scores on the

Independence Scale and the scores on g¡y o{' the Likert-type attitude

touards authority scales.

The evidence is quite strong that attitudes touards authority

as aËisessed by both the Likert-type scales and by the Éleven-point

Scales are closely related to radicalism as it has heen assessed

in this study.

1. For both sexes and at both institutions aII the

correlations betueen the Likert-type scales and the Radicalism Sca}e

are siqnificant. Moreovel, the maçniturle of the coel'flicients is

generally similar to those obtained betueen the authority measureË

tlremselves.

2. Correlations betueen the self-ratings of the University

subjects on the Eleven-point Rating Scales assessing attitudes

touards authoritj.es and the Radicalism Scale are siqnificant for

males and fenrales combined and for males alone. For fema.les the

relationship is less certain: althouqh a1I the correLations are

positive only one of' them is significant.

It is evident that attitude touards authority as assessed by

the Independence Scale is not only unrelated to tha other authority

scales: it is also unrelated to the measure of radicalism, since

none of the correlations reach si-gnificance flor either sex or fn¡

ej.the¡ of the samples. 
.

It may he concluded that among tertiary students at 'bhe tulo

different educational institutions during 1971 and 1972 ít uas

reasonable to speak of a generalised attitude touards authori'by

extending over these attitude abjects: symbolic authority,

teachers, the army, the laun and the police. ïhe¡e is evidence

that this is true for both sexes, but the generality appears to be

more Fronounced and conclusive in the case of the male suhjects.
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It seerns to be unrelated to attitude touards rrgraduating studentsrl

as assessed hy the lndependence Scale, though this is the least

reliable of the scales employed. It is suggested on the b;rsis of
tt

these results that attitude tcrr,rards authority may not extenrl into

the area of non-institutiqnalised authority. The general attitude

that has emerged .apFrears to be related to a political or ideological

consciousness amonq students, since each of the Likert-type

authority scales is associated t¡ith r¡radicalismrt, tuhich is

conceived here prirnarily in rrle Ft-LuingI political and soci¡r1 terms,

and is concerned very mucl-¡ ¡.,rith hot¡ institutions ought to j:ehave.

Such a conclusion is consistent r¡ith the results of the American

strrdy of LrJilson and hladsunrth (197?) discussed in Chapter 1 (paqe5)

but has the additional merit of being based upon developed scales.

FinaIJ.y, it is thought that these results justify the

derivation of a Composite Authcrrity ScaIe using sEores otrtained flrom

the five Likert-type attitude to authoriby 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 tou:ards autliority.
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DI"IAPTER 4 VALIDTTV NF THE ATTTTUDE SCALES

4. (i) The i orbance of validit

A test may be reliable and internally consistent (as each of

the Likert-type scales has been shor'rn to be) but nonetheless be an

inancurate,measure of uhat it purports to measure: that is, it may

not i:e af h5.gh validity. Fu¡ther the test may prove to be unconnected

r¡ith snnrb kinds of behaviour uith urhich it is expected to he associatecl"

One may he uncertain of its nature or significance"

Tn order to dernonstrate uhatever validity the developed attitude

scales may possESS, a number of predictions uere made and tested

statistically. These may be grouped according to the validation

criterion used to test the prediction. The criteria include other

test measures of ai;titude to authority; personal assessmenis amongst

close acr¡uaintances anC autobiographical reports on relevant behaviour"

4. (ii ) Correlations L¡ith the Eleven-nnint Ratinq ScaIes

Seventy-l'our first year Psychology students at the University

of Adelaicle compteted bnth the Likert-type authority scales and (a

r.ueek later) the set of Eleven-point Rating Scales. The follouing

preclictions uerÊ made about the relationship betrrleen the scures on the

tr¡o dif=ferent measures ofl attitude touards authority:

1. That each Likert-type scale measuring attitude to authority

r¡ould correlate highly r¡ith the corresponding Eleven-puint Rating

5cale.

2. That each LÍkert-type attitude scale r,rould correlate most

highly r.¡ith the El.even-point Rating ScaIes measuring attitude toulards

the same authority, compared urith scales refevant to other authorities.

Csrrelations betr,Leen the scaLes , including the Conrposi te

Authority 5caIe, are given in the follotuing tables.
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Symbolic Authority
Teachers

Army

Laul

Pol i ce

Cnmposite Authority

Critical value

Intercorrelations -betueen the Likert-type scale
measures of attj tude touards authority and the
corresponding f l.EVen-point Rating ScaIes l'or the
Adel-aide Universi by sub.jects.'

(a) Males (N-32)

Eleven-poj nt Ratinq ScaIe

Likert-type scale Teachers Army Lau Folice

.42
ao

.53

.49

.L¡9

.60

at)

.58

.79

.65

.59

.80

.05

.62

.61

.65

.77

.55

.72

.81

.6rl

.É9

.73

.B!

.83

Au tlrori ty j. n
qeneral

.7Ft

.69

.75

.66

.6Lt

.79

fo:: o{ = (ltailudtesb)rr="3O

(b) Fetnales (N=42)

EJ-even-point Ratinç ScaJ-e

Li ker L--Lype scale Teachers Army Lau Police

Symbolì.c Au,bhoritV .44
Teachers .65

Army .3t+

Lar¡ .14
Police .35

Domposite Au Lhori by .L¡7

Cri tical ùrl-ue 1=or o/ =

.l+4

.41

. /:)

.43

.39
aÀ

.b I

.05 (1

.4ú

.11

.l+ I

.33

.3D

.39

ta iled

.63

.41

.60
2-

.64

.66

test)

Authority in
r¡eneral

.59

.4e
tr,o

.J)

.LtZ

.51

.65

I .26

(c) Both sexes (N=74)

Eleven-point Ratinq Scale

Likert-type scale Teache¡s Army Lau Police

S ymboli c

Teachers

Army

[-au

Pol- i ce

Composite

Au tho ri ty .45
.68

.45

-31

.44

.56

ùaj-ite l"n¡ û(.=

.54

.36

.s4

.53

.44

.57

( 1 tailed

n2

.50

.65
q?

.72

tes'b): r

Author'i ty in
g eneral

. ÉiB

.59
a-n.ut

.53

.58

.lJ

.19

Authori ty

Cri LicaI

.6ü

.50

.77

.53

.514

.70

.05

ra
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From the above tables it can be seen that Prediction (1) is

confirmed. Product-moment Co¡relations betureen tlre pairs of

comparable scales usinq the results for both sexes combined uere as

fo1lor¡s: Teachers, .68, F 4" .001; Army, .77, p (.001; Lau;, .53,

p 4.00'1; Pulicet .?2r p €.001. Symbolic Authority correlates

aignificantly r¡ith the roughly erluivalent I'Authority in generalrr,

r = .58, F = 4.00'1. The Composite Authority Scale also correlates

signifliuantly uith 'rAuthority in qeneralrr, tlj-th r = "?3 p ¿- .001.

It nray also be seen from the tables shouing results flor males and

female data separately that the predictions are also confirmed flor

each sex separately.

Prediction (2) is mainly supported. For the Teachers, Army

and Pclice Scal-es no higher corlelations are found i¡ith othe¡

authority scales for either sex. The Lauu Scale is an exception for

femæles only; for this the Army Rating Scale (¡ = .43) has the

higlreat cor¡elation coefficient. It migl-rt have been expected that

both the Symbolic Authority ScaIe and the Composite Authority Scale

uould correlate hiqhest r¡ith the roughly equivalent rlAuthority in

Ge¡eraIrr. HouJever, for both male and female subjects correlations

are slightly hiqher r,lith the Police Scale. These results may be

regarded as emphasising the salience of the rtpolice¡r as a target

symbolisinq or representing general authority, to students at least.

In qeneral, then, these results provide support for the

specific validity of the Likert-type scales developed in relation to

particular authorities. It should, hot:ever, be noted that this

indication ofl specific validity does not contradict the complementary

aspect ofl the results, that the individual scales to a large extent

reflect a common¡lattitude tor¡ards authoritylras ciemonstrateC in

Ehapter 3-
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4. (iii ) Relationships L¡ith Personal Assessments amonqst

Close Acquaintances

A ueakness of the concurrent test method of validating scales

derives frorn the questionable quality of the validating scaIe. It

may quite reasonably be asked r¡hich test is validatinq and uhich

validated.' Each obviously draus some support from the nther. But

neither conceivably may be effective in predicting hour people uilI be

judged sn the basis of their observed behaviour. To provide more

rJirec't evidence of behavioural validity, jr-rdqements uere elicited

from a smaLl qrc¡up of subjects uho had ample opportunity of observinq

each otherts behaviour r¡ith respec'h to attitude touards authority.

These uere 15 male subjects r.^rho had attended tutorials together once

a ureek for one and a hatf terms. (These subjects ulere Secsnd Year

Business*Studies students at the S.A.I.T.).

Each ofl the subjects completed the 5 Likert-type scales from

r,¡hich the stanclardised Domposite Authority Score uas de¡ived (using

data f¡om the total 5.4.I.T. sample). A ueek later they urere as;ked

to provide tulo types of assessment. (a) To indicate the position in

the group they judged themselves to occupy r'rith respect to being for

or aqainst authorÍty. (Subiects r.rere seated at a large semi-circular

table sa that it t¿as possible for each subJect to have other members

af the gtoup before him as he considered his oun position in the

grtrup). (b) To select the perssn in the group they thought rrras ntost

in favour of authority, and the person they judged to be must against

authority. (To facilitate recsrding each person ulas assigned a

nurnber ).

The follouring predictitrns Lrere formulated to test the validity

of the Composite Attitude to Auttrority Scale:

(1) The rank position of scores on the Composite Authority ScaIe uould

be correlated positively r,rith the ¡anl<inq obtained from the
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judgements ol" indÍviduals uith respect to their oun positions

in the groups.

(2) The D.A.S. scores of persons judged by others to be the most

in favou¡ of authority t¡ould be higher than the scores of

those judged 'bo be most against authority.

Both predictions uele confirrned. Uith regard to prediction (1)

the Spearman rank-o¡der correlations LJas .69 (p €.0'1, une-taiLed test)

for the 15 subjects, indicating that personal judgements of their oun

pnsitions r¡ith respect to attitude touards authority accorded cLosely

uith those obtained from ihe G.4.5. ldith regard to predi.ction (2),

4 persons uJere judged by at Least tr.lo subjects'bo bertthe most pro-

authority¡r in the group, and three urere judged to be ?rthe most anti-

autlrr:rityrr. The tuo sub-groups harj mean C.4.5. scores of 52"5 and

36.8 respectively. There uras no overlap betueen their tuo sets of

scores: in every trase the rrpro-authorityrr subjects scured higher

than any of the rranti-authoritytt sul:jects. The dil'ference rnay be

conveniently tested by the Mann-llhitney: U = û, F <..05 (one-tailed

test). The 8.4.5. 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

suppori; as a valid measule of attitude touards authority.

4. (iv) Associations t¡ith Reported Behaviour

An attempt u.ras made ts assess the relationship betrireen the

E.A.S. (and also the Radicalism Scale) and certain pro- and anti-

authority tendencies that might be inferred from ansuers.to a

Biographical Report Questionnai¡e (see Appendix 9a) administered to

B0 first year University Psychology students (43 females and 37 males)"

The Questionnaire requested fairly factual information about the

studentsr past and present behavioural interactions r¡ith va¡ious

authority figures.
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It 1s emphasised that this measure of behavioural tendencies

is dependent on the accuracy of self-reports. There is a

possibitÍty that the inferences macle may be derived f¡om rrrhat has

been misremembered, misjudqed, cr distorted so as to make the

rrflactsrr consistent r¡ith the attitude the subjects have chosen to

revear. Hourever, it is considered that the nature of the

Questionnaire and its anonymous presentati-on allor¡l it to be treated

as a validation criterion, despite the possibility of some biassed

reportinq.

certain misgivings have been expressed conce¡ning the 
l

Ij-kelihood of a reLatinnship betueen atti-tude and behaviour. A

trommnn vieu is that of l¡Jicker (1969) urhose survev of the ]iterature
on the relationship i:etr¡een attitude and behaviour red him to

conclucle that 'rit j.s conside¡ably more Iikely that attitucles uill be

unrelated to behaviour than that attitudes r¡ill be related to actiontr

(p.65)" It is cLear that various determinants may influence the

degree of consisterrcy betueen attitude and behaviour, Fishbein (1%7 )

sugqested the importance of social Rnrms, expected consequences cf
behaviour, personality characteristics and situational variabLes in

influencing behaviour, in addition to any effect of the relevant

atti tudes .

The reasons f=or expecting some relationship betr¡een the

attitude scales and reported behaviour in this study relate to the

rerative homogeneity of the sample chosen ancl the nature of the

attitude being assessed. First, in a relatively closed institutional
environment such as a university, social norms may be expected to

operate on individuals approximately evenry. Beliefs about the

cDnsequences of taking certain actions, lor instance, the censure

or punishment that may result from taking part in a demonstration,

may not vary all that r,lidely among a similarly educated group of

people draun predorninantly from similar sociel backgrounds. Further,
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it seems rikely they uilI arr have encounbered certain kinds of

situationa (in most cases quite recently) in uhich a predisposition

to respondrrfol or against authorityrrmay urell have been a crucial

deterrninant of action: for instance, in classîoom situations at

school or in the proximity of demonstrations in AdeLaide. By

choosing as indices of behaviouro evidence of reactions in situations

or choices that are likely to have been confronted or experienced by

most, if not a]l students, variatisns due mainly to the situational

factc¡ may he minimised.

SecondIy, there are reasons to expect that attitude touards

authority may, undet some circumstances, bear a close relationship

to hehaviour. RaV (1971) provided support for the validi-by of his

attitude toulards authority scale by examining the scores of child¡en

t¡ho uere picked out by their teachers as tending to fo}lnr¡

instructions uithout critical thouqht and acting submissively tor¡ards

teachers. This criterion reflects ilbehaviourrr, even though i.t relies

on observations of uncertain reliability. More direct experi-mental

evidence, hot':ever, uras provided by use of Milgramrs (1965 ) procedure

to measure a subjectrs degree ofl obedience through his manifest

readiness to administer levels of potentially Iethal shocks to

victims in an experimental task uhen commanded to do so. Elms and

Milgram (966) uere able to shor¡ that people high on the F Sca1e

measure ofl authsritarianism uere significantly more IikeIy to obey

the expe¡imenter than people uith lot,.rer strores. Finally, Izzetl
(1971) found that students not attendinq classes on the day of a

moratorium on ühe Vietnam uar in 1969 had significanùIy louer F

scale scores than those u¡ho attended classes. The non-attenders

urere also shcun tr: be significantly more opposed to the government

(authority) line on the Vietnam brar issue as ¡eflected by bheir

scores on an attitude scale. There is, then, empiricai. evidence
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that attitude 'bouards authority and authoritarianism may. both be

related, in some circumstances, to overt bel-laviour.

The sample of subjects for uhom results derived from the Likert-

t ype scales ancl 'bhe Biographical Report InventorV are avaÍlable is

described ín TabLe 14 in Chapter 3. The Biographical Report

InventorV (see Appendix 9a) uJas completed anonymously by 33 males

and 4? female students from 'bhe University of Adela j-de.

Results flrorn the Questionnaire may conveniently be considered

under the follor'jinrl headings:

A. Participation in demonstrations.

B. Attendance at Church.

C. ReIa'bions uith the PoIice.

D. School ExperienEes

E. Rel-ationship uith Parents.

F. Positions ol' AuthoritY.

To assess the dj.rection and exten'L ofl the rel-atinnship betueen

the C.A.S. (or the Radicalism Scal.e) and the various itemç of

reported behaviour, l,he procluct-momen'b correla'bion t¡as used. llotlevert

the behavioural variaf:Ies Ldere in several cases in the florm of binary

cateqories only and ulren there Ldere more than tuo categories the form

of -bhe unrJerlying frequency distribution LJas uncertain. Because ofl

this, the signiflicance oF the relatíonship uas estat¡Iislred [:y means

nf' the nonpa1'ame-bric ctri square techrrique, uitlr the C.A.S. (or

Radicalism) sco1'es beinq split at the median in each case. For the

resul ts rliscusserJ belor¡ , the r value , the clri squale vaf ue and 1ts

assr¡cia bsd probability Ievel are qiven f oLthe nain f indinqs- The

de'bail-ed contingency tables fram ulhich chi squar'e values t-¡ere

calculated are qi-ven in Appendix 9b; and detailed correlatíons Luj.th

inrlividual attitude scal-es are shoun in Appendix 9c. To calculate

chi squalre Yates (1934) correction has been used for the 2 x 2
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contingenDV babl-cs anrl ceII flrerluencies have in some casES been

combined to provicle expec'bBd cE.ll- flrequencies 01' suflficient size,

as regommended by SiegeI (195(:). Responses to some parts ol' the

Questionnaire uar'e in multipLe-choice rather than numerical form'

For tlre calculatiorl o1' correl-ations, the scores aIl-oca bed to each

response category are indicated in parenthesis belou'' Í:i n;-r Il'V I I'rhr'lTì

än¡i r:;<pctcLr--il ['rer-1t¡¡;¡¡r7 LlÃs 15, F:ì shc:r.'rr; ['.x¿rc'h l-rls'h iuas llrlr:ti.
A. Par Licination in Demons'l,ra tions

Tal<ì.ngparbinclemonsbrationsmayqenerallybeleqaldedasa

specific act of di.sapproval direcbed aqainst some siqnificant

au thority. I n bhe au bhori by scal-es aIe valid one r-'jould EXpec b that

bhe an'bi-aubhorit,y type o1= person LrDuId he more Iikely to repo¡''b

lravinq par biciPated.

SLrbjects uere fir.s'1, aslcerl '[,o Iist the demonstra'cions i n uhich

they lrad taken part - see question 5 , Appendix 9a. Irr alI, sixteerr

diflf'erent demonstratj-ons uere identiflied. Tlre must commonly

mentioned, by buenby-btlo L;ubjecbs, uJas the Vlr:hnarn Moratorj-um march'

f.oIIoued by south A rrir:an Ruçby Tour, nlen bioned h\/ ten sub jects '

Nine stuclents tool< par-L in boLh ol' t[rese. Úther demons1'rations

uere qivan as bein.q rlj recter-l agains b the dra l't, racial discrirnination,

bhe inarlequacy o f. a:boriqinal riqhts, American Imperi-a1ism, the

carryinc¡ ou'b ofl Frençlr nucl-eaLbests in the Pacil'ic, poIIutíon (e'g'

ilre March on f,oca cola Lttl., and the Friends of the EarLh

clemonstratinns), a{:ortiun J-aus, qoveI,nrnent inaction reqarcling ai'cl

.l,o Bial.ra anr.l Banglaclesh, the suborclinati-on of sl,udents in education

(student pouer), a s.A. qerlyrnancJer, and bhe opening or'bLlo shops

in tourn (an rrauction slroprr and a rrsex slroprì) ' It is cLear tha'b t¡i bh

sucfi r¡ rJiVersity ol' rrcausestr somE vaI.iation in motives L¡ould aFPIV t

but for most ofl these demonstratj-ons parbicipation may be'bal<en as

.a belravioural indication ofl solne neqative ¿:ttitucle'boulards some fotm

of au bhori ty. Farticular clemonstrations rnight be joined f'or

dif flerenb reasons: in sonìe cases rrmor,e in sorror¡ than in angelrr,
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reluctantly out of a conviction that the demonstration provides an

indispensable means of furthering certain mnral goals; in other

cases, th1 demonstrations miqht be regarded as an oppoltunity for

hitting out at rrThemrr, the authorities, because they uere authorities.

It might be expected that the more demonstrations a person tcok part

in the more likely he uould flaIÌ into the latter cateqory. Takinq

part in potentially more violent dernonstrations such as a Souih

African Ruqby Tour demonstration and the Vietnam l4oratorium matches,

might also attract the more anti-authority tyFe.

Four predictions ere tested:

(1) That the number of demonstrations reported is negatively correlated

r¡ith the (pro-authoritY) E.A.S.

(Z) That taking part in both a Vietnam Moratorium March and a South

African Tnur Demonstration (scored 2), in either of these tt¡n

demonstrations (scorecl 1) and neither (scored 0) is negatively

correlated uith the D.A S-

(3) That the number ofl demonstrations reported is positively

correlated r,.lith the Radicalism 5ca1e.

(4) That taking part in both a vietnam Moratorium march and a south

African Tour demonst¡ation (scored 2), in either of these tuo

demonstrations (scored 1) and neither (scored 0) is positively

co¡related ulith Radicalism.

The results for the 0.4.5. Lilere as follor¡s' For Precliction (1)

a significant correlation, as predicted, ulas found, rr.rith r = -.54r

chi 5QUâ¡E = 19.88, p 4.001; fOr males and females separately,

the correlation uras -.58 and -.49 tespectively. For Prediction (2)

a siqnificant correlation uas also found, r¡ith r = -.54, chi squaI.e

= 19."7?, p 4, .001; for rnales and females separately' the correlation

Lrlas in each case -.54.
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The results flo¡ the Radicalism ScaIe also conflirmed the

predicted relationship. For P¡edj.ction (3) a siqnificant correlatinn

uas found uith r = .59, chi square = 36.13, F (.0ü1; for males and

females taken separately the co¡relatinns uere also .59. For

Prediction (4) the correlation uas signifi.cant uith r - .5()t chi

square - 25.4D, p (.0û1; for rnales the correlation u:rs .55 anci for

females .57 "

It is clear from these results tha'b the Composite Authority

ScaIe derives cansj.delable validity from i.ts associ¿.:tian i¡i'Lh both

indices of participating in demonstrations. It is also errj.dent ttrat

the Radicalism Scale is closely associated uith the sârrìE rr'epo::ted

behavior.rr "

B. Attenclance at []hurch

Historically Dhurches have tendecj to support r¡properly

tronstituted autho¡itiesrr and the rrrendering unto Caesar the thinqs

that are Gaesar'st¡. It is true that individual thurch l"eaders have,

at times, considered it a matter cf conscience to oppnse certain

state plactices, For example, apartheid and conscrip'Lion" Ëlut, in

general, the main emphasis of Ghurch teaching in the secular area has

Lleen on the duty of ohedi Êlnce - to parents , teachers , Ltre larl, etc.

Accordingly, tuo predictions r,lere tested: that reporting that

one never attended thurch (scored 0), occasiunalJ-y attended Churctt

(scored 1) or frequently attended thurch (scored 2) r¡ould be

positively correlated uith the pro-autl-rarity C.A.S. (Prediction 1) t

and negatively correlated r¡ith the Radicalisrn Scale (Predictisn 2).

For Preclrction (1) a significant correlation, as predicbed,

uas found, uith r = "46, chi square = 9.29, p 4.001, for males and

females separately the correlation uas .42 and .46 respectively.

For Prediction (2) a significant correlation uas al'so found in the

predicted direction, r¡ith ¡ = --3t, chi sQUãrEl = 3.38, p 4 .05; for



81.

males and flemales separately the

For both C.A.S. and Radicalism it

norrelabions ue¡e .41 and .21.

are ueII supported uith respect to

is clear that the predictions

tlte combined data.

t. Rel-ati o nships r¡ith the Police.

It has already heen sugges{:ed that the police are perhaps the

most conspicuous authorÍty figures in society and their salience has

been underlinecl by the resulte previously reported (p.?2 ) r.,rhich

indicated that both thB C"A.S. and the Symbolic Authority Scale

correlated highest rrrith the Eleven-Point Rating measure ofl a'btitude

touards the police. It seems reasonable to suppose that 'bhis is the

authnrity uÍth r¡lhich the more anti-authority type of person is more

likely to come into conflict. This may be because he chaoses the

police as a target for his hostility, orr alternatively, because his

anti-authority activities provoke police attention touards him.

Four predictions uere tested:

( 1) That reporting beinq trpicked onrr by the policE rrnEVPrtl (scsred D),

rroccasionellyrr(scored 1) and nfrequentlyrt(scored 2) t¡ouId be

negatively correlated uith the (pro-authority) 0.4.5.

(2) That reporting beingItroughly treatedrt by the policerrnever.rl

(scored 0), rroctrasionallyrr (scored 1) and trfrequentlyrr (scored 2)

r¡ould be negativety trorrelated r¡ith the C.A"S.

(3) Î¡at reporting bei.ngrrpicked onrrby the policetrneverrr(scored 0)

froccasionallytt (scored 1) andrrfrequentlyrr(scored 2) uould be

positively correlated r¡ith Radicalism.

(4) That reportinq beingrrroughly treatedrrby the policerrnevelrl

(scorecl 0), rroccasionallyrr (scored 1) and rrfrequentlyrr (scored 2)

r¡ould be positively correlated r¡ith Radicalism.

For Prediction (1) a significant correlation, as predicted,

r,Jas fgund, uith r = -.24, chi sguar.e = 6.90r F.4.01í for males

and females separately the correlations ulele -.25 and --12,
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For [rrerliction (2) Llre cn,.'reI::'bion u:s siç¡nif ici:nt i:nrl i.n blre

prccii c berJ clirectir:n l" = -.19). . i)ue .Lo tlre sln¡Il nuni:er ofl sturlents

r.epnrtinq lravinq [reen rouqlrly't,re:¡ted by'l,lle [rr:]-j-ct: (and-htre conseqen-

tiat loL,t e><pecterl l'requency f'ol Dntl ol' 'bhe r-;ells), Fisherrs L-xzct

Test (see sj-egel , 195(: p.96) trJi.ìs LlsÐtj. The:rlsoci¡l,j.on'bssted in

thi.s r,tzy t,t;rs sJ.r:1ni f ican'1 , t'ti-'l,h ¡l = .05. For n':Ic-:s nntl 1'r:rnqles t:rlcen

sBparately, 'l,hr; correlctiorls t,JL:Ie -.11, arrd -.19 r'es¡:r:ci;ively.

LLli.bh res;pect to the Rarlic¡rl.ism Scale, Frer.li.n'Lj-nn (3) t¿as not

conflirrnecl. For this p:r:erJiction, tlre correl;:tiort L''r::s only '09, ¡nrJ

the DorrBsponr-ling clri srluBre value of' tì.25 t'L¡,rs rrrrt signil'ic:lnt- For

rn;lIes anrl l.entaIr:s sep¡ra 1,eLt1 , bhe rorrelil b j-nns t'letc . 1ll irnL-l . Dfl

respec-l,iveIy. Fni Prerliction (h), althcrr-rglt Llle corlcl-¡'bion (r - - l5)

Lùas not siqhificant, some sliqlrt supporb flor thn Prerlicti'on may be

claimerl, i n th¡t thr: corrr:spondinq cr-rn'binç¡ar cy t¡:l-rle indicated a

siL¡nificrnb associati.on usi,nq Fj.ç;herrs E;<acb Ter;t r'li'i;tr p('fJ5' For

rnal-es anrl lernalr¿s t;¡lcen scpala'LeIy bhe correl.at-ì-nns t'Lete .'l 3 ancl .19

les¡rectivr-:Ìy.

It rnay be concluderl -bhab ab 1e¡sb L,:iblr respect to the [.4"S.,

rr:¡_ror LerJ interantinns r,lj. bh the Folice j-nvolvinq rrl-:eing pickerJ onil and

n beinq r..ough1y trester¡r ¿lre sssocia'beri signif ic;'ln'bly r'ri-blr students I

at.ti-turles, anrl tlrese resLrl-bs provi-r1e support t'nr tlre valirlity o1'the

f,omposi-te lìL¡thorj. bY ScaIe.

D. Scltaol f><ìrclj-cÌnces

SÍnce atI tlre sr-rbjec-bs t¡ouId l-ri.lve e,xpet-Lencr,:tJ i.n'bcractinns L,Litlr

teachers ¡rs nLri;hori.by trgures during tlreir snlrooldetys, j.t L'l¡s tlrought

that their I'c-rporterl e><periunces: L,roulrl lela be 'Lo tlre j-r a'b b j.turles touarrls

authori t¡r and r.leqrer: of radicalisrn.

llehavj.rLtr. a'b school uas in1'r¿rrerJ from repoll,s concernj-nn the

a'oullt of nstril'ett'bhey got into r,Lith'beaclrrlrs, Lha arilotlnt ofl punish-

rnen'b 'bhey lece:i.vr:rl, anrl t¡hetlrer oI no l, 'bhr:y. sor:qI b to r-ll'srupt
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ol sabotage 1essoRs. (See guestions 'lt 2 anrl 3 in the Aiograpnicat

Questionnaire). To assess tfre amounts of r¡striflerr and rrpunishmentrr,

the subjucts uere asked'bo make an assessment sf thej.r aurn

experÌencesi in relation to that cf other students. It uas assunred

that this coLlld be done realistically and that the judgemenLs r¡aulC

he made in the contexts of similar gxoups and uele therefore

comparai:Ie. It uras furthe¡ assumed that the extent to t¡hich the

student u.las in strife or received punishment at school bore a close

relationship to his actual behaviour r¡ith respect ts the r¡school

authoritiestr. Certainly there may have been other factors

operatinq, unrelated to ttattitudes to authorityrr; for instancet

trsllì far¡ and rrpunishmenttr cúuld resuli from an i.nability to i:espond

effsctivei-y to certain educaiional demands. Ameng these students,

l¡nr¡ever, (successful matriculante) this factor seems unlikely to

have been an important one. To gain a mole positive indicatir¡n

of anti-authoritarian behaviour, students ulere asked to say r,.ihether

they had ever uorked tot:ards Itsabotaqinq or dis::uptinq lessnnsrr and

(if so) to estimate hnu often.

Althouqh in some Ëases such behaviour may be indicative of

L¡atedom oI a teaction to injustice, it seems likely that it is

among students r,lith the least respect for aut.hority that such

behaviour r¡oulrl be expressed most frequen'hly. The indices chosen

are clearly not ttpurerrin the sense ofl invariably identifying

individuals uho tended to act fcr or against authorities at schuol.

AII that may be cl"aimed is that the procedure probably enables one

to differen-biate betueen broadly different types of students: those

r¡ho tended to be retatively ¡tu:e11 behavecltr and i;hose uho uJete stnot

so u:eLl behavedtt in the schosl settings.

The follotling predictions uere made:

(1) That reporiing being rrin striflert r¡ith teachers much less than

I
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nìost students (scrred 1), rather less than inost students (scored 2),

about the same as mosb students (scored 3), rathe¡ more than most

students (scored fr) and much mnre than mpst students (scorerj 5) is

negative-l.y cnrrelated r¡ith the (pro-authority) t.A.S.

(2) That repnrtinq being punished by teachers less than averaqe

(s:csred 1)r atr.out tlle same as most students (scoreci 2), and more

than averaqe (scCIred 3), is negatively correlaied r,:ith the C.A.S"

( 3) That rerrortirrg hatrinq uiorlced tor¡ards sabctaqing or disruptÍng

Les.qons rrnsverrr (scorr:d ll). Itocn¡lsiclrallytr (scored 1), ¡rquits of tenrr

( scured 3) , enci rtmost ofl the time'r (scoled 4) is negatively

cnrlt:latei uith thc t.4.5.

Similar predi-utinns Lrere rn:rde urith respect to the Radicaiisrn

Scale, PXcL?p h unsitive cnrrelations ulere predir:ted u:ith the same

i.nriices of t¡being in striflert (Prediction 4), 1¡being punishedrl

(Prediction 5) ancf rruorking tnuards sabotaging and dis:rupting

lessonsrr (Predictåon 6).

The resulis relating to tìre valiclity of the t.A.s. Lrele a5

follor¡s. For Predictinn ( 1) a .significar¡t correlation, as predicted,

u,as found, ulith r = -.34, chi sQuare = 14.39, F 4 .uÛ1; but the

correlatio¡s for maLes and femaies separately are quite different:

for males r = -.0'lr chl s{uâre = .OZ (n.s"), and for females r - -.57t

chi square = 6.14, p d,,,01. For Fredictiun (2) the correlation for

the sexes combined tlas not siqnificant: I - -"11, chi sQUãIP = "80

(n.s.); bui again flor females the correlation uas significant:

7 = -.53, Dhi squaïe - 4.?7, p {.05; for mal.es the correl-ation is

in the non-predicted rlirection: | = .11. For Prediction (3) the

correlation fnr both sexes conbined uras not significant: ¡ - -.11,

chi square = 2.â1 (n.s.); for nrales, houevet, a significant

relationship rr;as obtained: r = .25r ohi square - 2.Ð2, p d'.05;

for fenales the csrretatian is in the non-predicted Oirection

r =.02. Thus both Precliciion (1) and (2) are supported flo¡

a
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females 
,onl.V-and 

Prediction (3) for males on.ly.

For the Radicalism Scale Fredictj,on (4) uias confirmed, uith

r = .16, chi square = 8.6'71 p 4.01; houevero fot the sexes taken

separately neither corlelatinn (.il2 for naLes and .26 for f'eillales)

uas sigrrificant. For Prerliction (5), the correlations ue¡e not

siqniflicant, uith r = .1V, and chi sQUârE = .22i fon males and

females taken separately the correlations ulere .03 and .?-9

rÈspectively. For Prediction (6) the correlations uete not

significant, r,.lith I - -.10. Thus, apart fronn Predictisn (t+) for

both sexes combined, the prerJictions uere not supported uiLlt respect

to the Radical.isrn 5ca1e.

E ReIa ti nnshios rdith Darents

In vier¡ of the central posit,ion relationships r,-ritir parents

have in the theory of attitudes torrlards auth .rity, it uas thouqht

tlrat inter¡rction uith parents L¡ould be reported as more satisflactory

by 'bhe mare pro-authority type nf student.

The fotlotling predictions ulere made:

That reporting trgetting on'' uith parents better than mast

people do (scored 3), absut the same as mùst (scored 2)t and uorse

than most people do (scoreri 1), r¡ould be positively correlated uith

the (pro-authority) E.A.S., (Prediction 1), and negatively correlated

r¡ith Radicalism, (Predictisn 2).

Neither prediction uras eonfirmed. For Prediction {1), (j.n

¡elation to the C.4.5.), the correlation uas "16, r'rith chi squar'e

='l.BB (n.s.). the cnrrel-ations ure¡e lor males .11, and flor females

.1g. For the Radicalism 5ca1e, the correlation uas -.87., tlith chi

sQUãIE = .tZ (n.s.); correlations ueIE -.16 and .03 for rnales and

females respectivelY.

?
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F. os.itio - nf Authnrit

FinaIIy it r¡as thouqht that being in flavour of authnrity t;ou1-d

þe associated t¡ith having occupied positions of authority. Apart

from any qual-ibies that may have made his or her choice or aEiceptarlce

siegm leasorrable by those ove1'r oI- Dn belialf Of uhom, he or she mey

eXercise authori';y, it seems tikely that thrnuqh the experience of

seeking to fulfil- such a roLe a pel'snn may tn some degree irientify

more r¡ith others j-n authority positions.

The relationship betueen the attituiie sca-les and j-ndic:es nl

otrEupanoy of authority positicns ues tested in tr,lo L1ays. ["irstt

irrformation ulas elicitecl as io uhether the stuclent had treen a

pref=ect ai school. Seconrily, the student r¡as asked to make a l-ist

ofl yolunLaly organizatj.nns to r¡hich he had hej-onged and then (r¡ith

the orgar¡.izations fresh in rninrl) to indica'be .r,¡hat 
positions nfl

authorì-ty they had occupisd urj.th respect to any of thern. There uas

a uide range of authority positions qiven: presidentr learJert

assistant Ieader, chailman, captai,n, tteasutet, coach, executive,

secretary, editor ancl purblic relations offlicer. The msst trommon

area in ulhi-ch the authnrity uas exercised Lras spoI't (footballt

tennis, basketball, badnrintorr, hockey and squash). Authority

positions urere also reported in organj.sed Ithobbyrt type activities'

such as chess, poetry, the theatre anci debating. tthers uere in

vouth anrl Scouts grct.lps, cornmunity service activities (suuh as Red

tross and st. Johnrs) and in political 0rçanizations.

The preclictions macje ulele as flollot'ls:

(1) Reporting having been a prefect at school (scored 1.) oI' neveI'

having been a prefect (scored 0) r¡euld be positively correlated

r,rith the (pro-authoritY ) D.A.S.

(2)ThenumberofautharitypositionslepoTtedashavingbeen

occupied UouId he correlaied positively uith the (pro-autharity) c'A'$'
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(3) Reportinq having been a prefect at srtisol (scored 1) or never

having been made a prefect (scorerl f-l) r.,rsul"d be neçatively correlated

r¡i'bh the Radicalism 5cal"e.

(4) The number of authority positions lepo¡'ted as having trepn

occupied r¡ould be correlated negatively t'rith the Radicalism Ëca1e.

' For the E.A.S. the results urere es fnllttJs. For Predictlon ( 1)

the correlation L¡as "19, r¡ith chi sQUãre = .92 (n"5.), for nlales the

correlation uias .n3, chi sQuEI'E = .u2 (n.s,), for flemales the

correlatinnl.¡as"]0,chi5quaIe=4.91¡r.^lhichr,;assiqnil.icantatthe

.05 level. FBr Prerlicticn (2) the correlation r¡as'00; f'or males

it r..las -.01 and for f emales -n2"

Far the tìadicalism Scale'bhe results bleÎe as follot¡s"

For Prediution ( 3) the cnrrelation uas 
" 
n4 t r'li th chi SÇudIÐ = "D3

(n.s. ); the correlations for the siexes separateJ'y tlere "'lí; fot

ma3.es and .'16 for fernales. For Predicti"sn (¿r) r r'las -'01 r¡ith

chi square = .22 (n"s.)í the correlation flor males ldas .05 and for

females -.'14.

Thus i,tith the sinqle exception of Prediction (1), tuh:-ch uas

supported fnr female students only, these predictions t¡ere not

supported.

It r¡ould be useful at this point to summarise the resul-ts of

the valicliiy studies using the biographical reÞorts. The predictions

relatinq 'bo taking part in demonstrations ancl attendinq Ühurch uere

strongly supported for bath the E.A.S. and the Radicalism Scale'

Thase relating to interactions r.,lith the poJ-ice give some support

to the vatidity of the E.A.s. i but none to the Radicalism scale'

The predicticns.concetning interactions t¡ith teachers receive some

support, particularly .r¡ith 
respect to the t.A.s., but the upport

tends to be limitecl tn either male or female students for particular

indices. Predictions relatinq to occupancy of positions of auihority
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are supported for one of the tt'lc indices, that oi' r¡being a

prefectrrat school, but this is limited to the C.Ao5o flor female

students only. There is no support for the prediction that the

B.A.S. or ttie Radicalism Sca1e is related to an index used to

assesÉ horrr studentsi rrqet ün ulithrr their parents. ïn geneial,

the pred j.ctj ons assnuiated r,'rith the G"A"S. tenc! to receive more

support tlian those associated u.tith the Radicalism ScaIe*

Finaì"iy, it is also of interest to r:crisider tire ertent tn

uhinh the attitude scales and the Radicalism Scale taken as air

ideally ueiqhted combinatinn predict the palticular ki.nds sf

reportecl behaviour. Te this end multiple correl¿ltinil

coef flicients uere cornputed using the resrl-ts flor the Bü Aclelaicie

University students s¡r each of the 6 scal.ns.' although it is

aclrnitted that the sr-:aIing of dependent variables (the ttehavioural

inrlices) is not ideal for st-lch a par.ametric teclinique of ti,lo

behavioural indices. iïot -aII the correlatiuns uere 1n the

predicted direction (see Appendi-x 9c), and fla¡ tlrese nrultiple

cor.relations uere nut computed. Ïhe remaindel ale prr:sented in

Table 25.

In general, the multiple Rs are onl;r sliEhtly hi.qher than

the car¡elations obtai"ned i¡ith the C"A-5. This is not

surprisinq in vierrr oi the substantial intercorrelations betueen

the preCict¿r rs and tlre hiqh deqree of rrlineat consträintrr that

is therehy gener=teLl (-*ee Euilfcrdr 1954, p.404). ïlcuever,

the table of nultipie R coefficj.ents prcvid¿s a useful summar'y

of the resr"llts derived from all the predictor variai:les, and,

in particulat, indicates the extent to r¡hich particular lcinds nf

reparted b:ehavisur mav be prerlicted on the basis ofl the attituri.t

test resulte,
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TabIe 25. Multiple Correlation Coefficients for the 5

attitude scales and the Radicalism Scale as pradictors

- of the reported behaviour indices for B0 University of
Adelaide subjects.

Reported Behaviour fndex Multiple R Significance Level

I Number of Demonstrations
participated in.

Being in strife uriih teachers.

Gettinq on r¡el1 uith parents.

Being punished by teachers.

lrJorking touards sabotaging and
disrupting lessons, etc.

Being a prefect at school.

2. Participating in the Vietnam
Moratorium and/or the South
African Football Tour
Demor¡stration.

3 Attending Ehurch.

4. Having been picked on by the
PoIi ce.

.65

.61

.49

.39

.37

.29

.2?

.23

.20

.0r

"D1

.01

a 05

Ê

6.

7.

B.

9.

"n5
ñê

n.5.

n.s.

Fl.S"

4. (v) Discussion

This attempt to provide evidence of the validity of measules

of attitude tot¡ards authority has concentrated mainly on the mcst

general measure bf attitude tor¡ards authority developeci in this

study, the Domposite Authority Scale (E.A.S.). This scale is the

product of five distinct attitude to authority scales, each

using a different target, and including If6 items in all.

Inevitably it must, to some extent, refllect notiuns about the

nature of authori-ty as understood by the uriter. It may

reasonably be asked rrlhether the C.4.5. is really concerned r¡ith

r¡hat is generally understood by trattitude touards authority'r. The

evidence suggests that it does. The cûncurrent valj-di-ty of the
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soale ulas determined through correlations uith a scale urhich does

not make any particular assumptions about the nature ofl the

attiturle, apart from its bipolarity. Further, predìctions based

upon the 0.4.5. aqree r¡eII rrrith the judgements of students as to

uhat constitutes pro- or anti-authoritarianism among their close

acquaintances.

In attempting to derive validity for this snale from

correlations uith criteria obtained f¡om autobiographical reporfs,

the results uJere in some areas strongly supportive, in some areas

supportive to a limited extent, and in some araas not suppartive.

It may be argued that the most direct and reliable indices

of' pro- ancl anti-authority behaviour used in this study relate,

respectively, to taking part in demonstratj.ons and attending

Ehurch, since these relate to specific actions that may or may

not have been undertaken by respondents, rather than expetiences

or judgements_flrom r¡hich inferences regarding behaviour can be

made r¡ith less confidence. It is, in fact, in these areas that

the correlations betr^reen attitudes and validating criteria are

highest. It may be noted also that the significant correlati.ons

r¡ith rrtakinq part in demonstrationsrr are in agreement uith a

similar study conducted in America by lzzett (1971) to r¡hich

reference ulas made on page 76.

ldhere evidence ofl the nature of interactions uith authority

figures has been used to provide validating criteria, the results

have been less satisfactory. Nonetheless, one of the indices of

intaractions uith the police ('!beinq picked on'f), and one of the

indices of interactions r¡ith teachers ('tbeing in strif e r,.rithrt),

do provide significan'b correìations, as predicted, uith the

C.4"5. using results for the sexes combined. As far as inter-

actions r¡íth teache¡s ale Eonterned, hor¡eùer, the correlatíons
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tJith particular indices tend to be strikinqly different for the

tuo sexes. It seems possible that some nf the indices a¡e mole

appropriate for one sex than the other. Assuminq that there is'

indeed, a link betr¡een anti-authoritarian behaviEul by students

in schooi and their attitudes touards authority (as subsequently

assessed), the results suqgest that such behaviour may be

inclicated atrrcng females by their reports o.|' rrbeing in s'briferr

r¡ith teacheïs and rf beinq punished't by them more often than others

uere, and inclÍcated by maj.es by their reprrts of seeking rrto

disrupt and sahotaqe lessonsr! mor.e frequently than others" '

Tn vierrl of the emphasis that has been placed on relationships

r.,rith parents as a determinant of attitude toL¡ards authority, iha

failure tc cbtain a significani positive corre.!'ation betueen

rrgetting on r¡ith parentsrrand the C.A.S. is periraps surpr'ising'

Houever, it is rsnsistent t¡ith the results of'a recent American

study by Thomas (1971) r¡ho found that iltather than rebelling

agzrinst parentsr political orientations, activists appear to be

cartying on a family tradition of political concern and

participationl¡(p.31¿+);Theoedipalrebelliontheoryofstudent

anti-autholitaríanism is clear)-y not supported b.y such results"

Lastly, there is an almost total failure to obtairl siqniflicant

correlatiuns betrj¡een the c.A.s. and the occupancy of authority

positÌons. The exception relates to the experiences of f'ernales

at schsols: it is the msre pro-authority types r¡ho tend to report

having been prefects. A possible explanation for this general

failure may have been thai the authority positions Lrere frequently

held in anti-authority organizations - br-rt an examination of the

actual organizations in t¡hich positions uele held indicates

that only tuo illeft¡r organizations uere included, and that these

uJere more than offset by the number of, presumably, pro-au'bhority-

type Ehurch organizations.
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' Tt may be that the assurnptinn that occupyj.ng positions of'

autholity in voluntary orç¡aniz:atj.nns tends to Lle associateri t¡j-th

a genBrOl pro-authority seni,iment is mistaken; alternative.ly it

is possible that the C.A.S. isn Ín fact, poorly related to

attitudes tor¡ards authorities uhich are relatively lacking in

þoIiticaI or i.deoloqical implications. The failure to obtain

significant correl ations betL¡een the Likert-type authority scale

anrl the Inrlependence Scale ( assessing attiturJes toL¡ards the non-

institr-ltionalised authnrity of graduati nE siudents ) suqqes'bs that

the second possibility may be trLle.

An examj.nation oi the preclictions relatinq to the lìariicalism

Scale indicates that these uiere conflirmed in ateas in uhir:h the

E.A.S. also has signÍficant correlations, namelyrrtaking part in

demonstrationsrt, trattending Ühurchrt, atld rtbeing in strif e L¡ith

teachersrr. This l'inding strengthens the conclus:ion based upcn

earlier results (Chapier l) that the Likert-type rneast"Lres ol'

attiiurle touards autho¡ity and tef't-uing radicalism are closely

related. Flouevel, the scope of the t.4.5. appear's to be rather

more extensive than tha,t nf the Radicalism Scale, in that the

ü.4.5. has arlditional significant correlations in the areas of

inte¡actions uith the police and teachers-

4. (vt ) Summa of val.idi t investi a-i;r ons

The validity of the Li-kert-type attitude scales has been

investigated through predictions r¡hich ¡elate to validating

criteria obtained iil three areas: flrom the results of comparable

measures; from the juCüemenhs of students oF theil close

acquaintances; and frsm biographical reports of relevant behaviour.

Individual Likert-type attitude to authority scales Lrete

examined only in relation to cnmparable attitude measur'es.
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Concurren b validity uras estal.rl-ished l'or each nf the f ive scales,

in 'Llrat each one, correlated posì-tively and siqnil=icantly Luith

corresponding Eleven-point Rating ScaIes devised in rela'bion to

the same or similar authorities using a :;ample nf 74 University ofl

/ìdelaicle students r.rho completed both sets ol' scales. In qeneral,

bhe hiqhest correlation coef,l'icients uere flound tretueen scales

havinq the si:me atti turle ob j ect.

The rnain investigation related to the valirJity of the

Domposite Authority Scale. Its valiclity is supported by Lhe

follouing results:

1. The [.4.S. correlates siqniflicantly, as prediched, u-ritlr

the []-even-point Rating ScaIe assessing 'tattitude to authority in

qeneraltt (r = .73).

2. The rank position ol'scores on the f,.1ì.5. is positive]-y

anrl significantly correlated uith ranl<ings oi:tained from'blre

juclgcments of 15 male subjects i¡ith respect to their oun positions

in a group of cl-ose acquaintances (rho = .âg)-

'3. The 0.4.5. scores o1'persons judged by 2 persons cjr more

bo be'b¡e most pro-au'bhority orl,he most anti-authority peISOns in

a r¡roup of 15 rnal-e cl-ose acquaintances uere found to be

signi f icantly cJil'f erent, as predicted, by the Plann-[Jhitney U tes'b.

4. C.A.S. scores uJErE neqatively and significantly correlated,

as pleclic'l,erJ, uith scores derived from sturlentsr reports oj'-bhe

number o f clemotrstrations in uhich they had bal<en part,' thei-r

parbicipation in the more violent type ol' ciemonstration; being

npi.ckerl onrr ándtrroughly treated'r by the poJ.j.cn;and bej.nq "in striferl

r,lj.th 'l,eachers.l-l"i\.S. scor'eË L.rere ¡lsn ¡tasi tivr.:Iy corrcli.:ted, ns

preriin'bed, r¡ith reported attendance at f,hurch. Si r¡ni i'icant

onJ-y urere al-so obtained, in

students - rrbeinq punished

correlations for results for

the predic bed direct j-on 
' f'or

one sex

femal-e
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at schoolrt (negative correla:bion) and ¡rhaving i:een prefectssr

(positive correlation). For males, a significant positive

correlation, as predicted, ulas flound r,rith reports of ilseeking to

sabotaqe or disrupt lessonsü.

The C.A.S. fail-ed to correlate significantly for both or

either sex r¡ith indiues derived from reports regarding inte¡actions

r¡ith. parents and the occupancy of positions of authority, that is,

apart flrom the position ofl Itprefectrr among female students" The

marked difflerences betr¡een correlations obtained for male and

female subjects r¡ith respect to indices derived from repo¡ted

experiences at school, suggests that such expetiences may have a

quite different significance for males and females. In general,

it appears that the validity of the C.4.5. is ueIl suppo=ted, but

that thele may be limitations to its scope. It does not appear'

to be related to nnn-instítutionalised authority. Its close

association t¡ith the Radicatism Sca1e (r,lhich has significant

csrrelations uith most of the same indices derived from the

biographical reports) is consistent r¡ith such a Iimitation.



PART ThJO

ATTTTUDT TOIIJARDS AUTHORITY AND RELATED

PERSONALITY CI-IARACTERISTTOS.
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EHAPTER 5: PERSTJNALTTY AND ATTITUDE ÏO AUÏI-IORITV:

GËNERAL BACHGRI]UND

The'empirical u:ork desc¡ibed so flar has confirmed-the concept

ofl trattitude to authorityrr. The question to be faced nou is that

of the relationship betueen attj-tude to authnrity and broader aspects

of personality. Befole revier.,.rinç the Ii.terature on this topic r it

uilL be useful ta clarify the nature of attitt-rde to authority as

measured by the deveLoped scales, by summarisinq the findings

described in Ehapters 3 and 4.

The scales are reliable and internally consistent. They

relate to institutionalised authnrity: no support for the vieu that

they are generalised beyond this fj.eId, to attitudes tn ¡:arents for

instance. The scales correlate significantly r¡ith each other, anrl

their validity is supported by significant correlations L¡íth

alternative measures and predictions based upon personal assessments"

Lor¡ scorers (r¡i bh an anti-authority attitude) on a1l the scales are

si.gniflicantly more likely to report having taken part in demonstrations

(and poten'bialty more violent types of demonstrations) than high

strorers; and high scorers are more likely to renort attending [ìhurch.

The authority scales are highly correlated r¡ith the Radicalisn Sca1e,

and the latter also is validaterj by the autobioqraphical reports,

principally those relatinq to demonstrations and Church attendance.

It r¡ou1d seem reasonabl-e to regard the attitude touarrls authority

scales as providing a measure of student attitudes along the dimensicr¡

of radical anti-authority to conservative pro-authority, in the sense

of institutionalised authoritY.

In considering the relevant research into the broarier

personalities of indivicluals identifiable by such scales, it is

appropriate to drau upon tr¡o related sources o1" i.nflormation: (1) the

literature reLating to the personalities of student radicals in receni
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tirnes; (2) the broader current of research into the pe.rsonalities

of anti- and pro-authority types. From this backg::ound Iiterature

it is possible then to fornrulate testable hypotheses concerning the

nature of the relationship netureen certain personality characteristics

upon r,llrich attention has been focussed and the attitudes of students

aé assessed by the scales developed in this s'Ludy.

5. (i ) The Fersnnality characteristics ofl Student Radicals

A high proportion of judgements about student radicals has

been based upon the activities at Berkeley, Califlornia in the mici-

and late-1960s. Fotlou.ring a survey of ttre Iiterature in 196?,

Christian Bay concluded that the ¡adical. activists uere r'1nss er;o-

defensivert than others. Flacks (1967 ) sar¡ them as beÍng

characterised by both rranti-authoritarianismrr anrl ¡¡anti-cJoqmatismrr,

and l{atz (1967) commented upon the strength and richness of their

intel.lectual and emotional endor¡mEnts. bjinborn and Jans en (1967)

described leaders of lj.beraI as opposed to conservative groups as

rrmore solrer and serious in temperament, more emotionally sensi ti-ve. . . .

more confident and secure in meeting the daily demands of Iifetr(p.51-3).

Henistun (196?) concluded that many of the characteristj.cs of radical

students (he mentions empathy, superior intellectual attainments,

capacity for group involvement, stronq humanitarian values, and

emphasis upan self-realisation) t'ale consistent u¡ith the hypothesis

that as a group they are unusually healthy psychologicallyrr (p.121).

By 1971 ßeniston uas prepared to arque, on the basis of arrvoluminous

body of researtrhrr, that the similarities betuleen Ametican radical

activists could be rrsummarised, perhaps oversimpliflied, in a

sentence: The activist group is, compared to the student population

from r¡hich it is drarun, an !eliter group in virtually every tespect"

(p.2?9).

Strongly draun though this picture is, it presents only one

aspect. A different vieu is provided by Bettelheim ( 1969) r¡ho



described the typical student protester as rrlumping together.... all
bhe facets and institutions of society into one defarnatory image$

(p.29); and drarrring upon his clinical experience of student

activists Bettelheim judqed them to be Itexceedinqly bri.ght....rl

buttremotionall-y fixated at the age of the temper tantrumrt(p.34).

ùJithin th'e student radical; he concluded, there is a deep self-

hatred. One is reminded of Hofferrs (1951) conception of the true

belj.ever as a person uho seeks out a ner¡ collective identity because

he cannot live uri'bh hlmself. Some urriters haver¡e.xplai,nedrrstudeni

activism in terms of oedepal rebellisn. tora Bell- (1969) sar,r the

struggle for the gates at the Lsndon School of Economics during the

student demnnstration of 1967 in such Freudian terms: these urere

forbidclen qates guarded by father-f igures. But perhaps the most

damning attack on student demonstrators comes from an anti-Freudian,

Eysenck, uriting in Encounter in 1972. It is Eysenck t s opinir:n that

the lrpsycholegy of the flascists has been taken over holus bolus by

the scattered troops of the Neu Lefltil. To him they arerrnothinq but

Left-tding fascists sharing uith Hitler their creed of unreason,

intolerance and veneration of forcetr (p.89). In terms of Eysenckts

personality theory of political attitudes (1954) they arerr'tough-

mindedtr radicals and as such they share such qualities as

aggressiveness, violerrce and rrmental rigidity'r t¡ith the tough-minded

members of the extreme right.

The vieurs expressed coul-d hardly be more conflicting. They

a¡e also highly emotional and one is led to suspect that Hudsonrs

vieur expressed in 'rThe CuIt of Factrr (1972) that social psycho-

logical concLusions are likely to reflect the reseatchelrs value

system may, at least in this area, be true. LJhat is clearly

required is a more precise descriotion and measure of the

personality characteristics involved, and a statement of the
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hypotheses that are suqgesbed by sr-rch research. LrJe may then ask

to the attitudes assessed in this study.uhether these apply

5. (ii) Pro- and anti-authoritarianisrn

Detailed research has concelrtrated much more on the nature of'

,the pro-euthorÌty type of person in our society, and he (or she) ha¡:

commonly been reqarded as irrati'onaI ancl even pathological" Fromm

(1941) reqarded extreme favourableness of attitucie tor.,:ards authority

as springinq lrom an inability to bear isolation and ueekness in

Dnef s or.,:n self . MasIow (1943) enumeraterl various characteristics

such as obsessiveness r,rith pouer, cynicism, general hostility anrJ

sadism, uhich he regarded as cohering to form an authoritarian

syndrome. A major study of this iype of' person appeared irt 'rThe

Authoritarian Personalityrr hy Adorno g! af., in 1950. These

authors hypothesised th.at rrthe pnlitical, economic and sacial

convlctions of an individual often form a broad end cnherent pat'cern

as ifl bound together by a tmentalityrtrI rspiritrand this pattern

is an expression of deep-Iylng trends in personality" (p.'l)" Tlreir

extensive intervieul and test data suggested to then thai this incleerl

uJaS the case: strong ethnocentric, pro-authority beliefs appeared

to be associated ruith certain basic personality tendencj-es. The

individual r,:ho habitually submi'bted to auihority, they conclurded,

manifested a generalised tendency tn strucüure the ¡¡o11cl rigidlyt

to be intolerant of ambiguity and to exhibit a marked repressiveness

tot¿ards the expression of impulses. Fromm and Maslotl had suggestecl

that being extremely pro-authority r,.ras pathological: Ado¡no et 31.

agreed and identified the pathology as relating to certain cognitive

and emotional mall=unctioning.

Rokeach ( 1960) in I'The 0pen and Closed l4indrr broadened the

nction of authoritarianism so that it applied to so-called trdogmati.nrl

indivíduaIs u.¡ho uere not netresserily conservative or ethnocentric
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in thej.r v,i-eus. They brÈre reqarded as having a particular kinrl ofl

cognitive structure, uhich resulted in clnsed-mindedness, artd an

unusual degree of reliance on authority. Such a system nfl

functioninq he sauJ as a response to a need ta uard off threateni ng

aspects ofl reality. Later, tattell (1964) put foruard his ItUl 28t)

factor as a firm perscrnality structure 3¡arising in the general reqion

uhere ance stood 'the defunct notiorr ol' the authoritarian personalitytl

(p.333)" The authsritarian in tattellts formulation is one uho

believes in and acnepbs authurity anrJ shil'ts his opinion t¡ruards

authority uhen he is toid r¡hat au'bhcrity believes. He i.s

charai:terised hy rtÍdeational rigidiby and sterilityrr. There is a

Iack of spontaneity and drive and a 'bendency touards anxiety and

de¡:ressì-on. Cattell attributes this condition tu a state of

rrinternal"ised inhibition ar apathy due to some l<ind of environ-

mental hÍstory " ( p. 343) . Finalty i-larvey (1967) preserrterl a vieur

of personality in terms of f.ou¡ ma jor conceptual sys'bems, one being

characberised by an extreme depenrJence on repTesentabives of

instítutional authority"and in the cognitive area.by a prefelence

for simplicity, consistency and a need for structure-srrier.

The'extreme authoritarian then, has been conceivecl nrainly in

pathological or at least socially undesirable terms: he suffe¡s

from some kind nf cognitive malfunctioning or limitation, described

variously asItinbole¡ance oF ambiguityrr (Adorno, p! al.),
rrdogmatismr¡ (Rokeach), rrideational rigidity" (Cattell), and ilneed

for structure-orCertr (llarvey). Some kind of emotional blacking is

considerecl to occur, making it impossible for him to exerc-ise

appropriate variaiions in behaviour. This again may bå un¿erstood,

o¡ clescribed, differently as ';impulse-tepressinnrr (Adolno, .g.! 4.,
19fr), a rrreaction to'external threatrr (Rokeach, 1968) or

rf internarised inhibitionrr (catterl , 1964) ' rt t':ourd seern tn

follot¡ that a person uho iç free of such authoritarian impecliments
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uÍ11 he flexible, tnieraflt rii= amhiguity, upen minrled and emotinnally

expressi.ve" Bne migh'b ¡¡eLi expect sur:h a perscn to he indeperrrlent

and c::eative in his Ii I'e-sty1e"

But a prohlam a¡ises at this point. It may inrleed he tl-re

case that a person unable ts question or sav rri-lorr to authority

cannot shou full maturity, as i:he theologian Paul T111j.ch ( 196i)

has asserted, hut it seems also to be true that there may t¡e a

point at r,,¡tiich saying rrntrrr to aL¡tl-rcrrity becomes the central theme

of a lífle-style to the extent that:'.t [:econres an impediment to

psychological develapment and even an indicator of patholoç¡y. It

fol.loL¡s frnm the floregoing argumeni thai 1t is important tn

distinqr-rish betureen pathologicai ancl non-pathnlogical forrns of

antagonism to authority.

The psychoanalyst tselle ( 1969) made the distinctj.on in the

follouing ternls. PathologÌcaI anti-ar-¡bhori.tarianism a¡ises uhen

hostitity qeneraterl in a child I s relationship t¡ith lris father, or

fatfier figule, ì-s displaced on" tn subsequently encoun.beled faiher-

fiqures. It is characterised, he urote, hy an inabiili;y tc rei.ate

t¡j-th teachers, employers. and lau enforcement officers, and is the

Itresult not the cause of an anti-authori.tarian persnnality

orientationrr (p.356). Non-patl-roloEical anti-authority beltaviour,

on the other hand, far from being maJ.adapti.r,re, is regarded as the

o¡tcome of a cunfl.ict i:etureen a mature i.rrtegrated personalj.ty anú

an unjust reaiity. Belle insiances the cases of Jesus Ehrisi: anrl

HahliI Gibran.

A similar vier¡ of maladjusbed anti-authorÌtarianism uas

arJopted by Eay (195e); he definerl anti-authoriiarianism as a

rlef'ensive pr:edi-sposition tn opposs uncri Lically stan¡iards and

commanris sup¡rorted L:y aubhoritieÉì, 'thus implying hoth its

pathological (Itdei.cnsiverr) naiure and its irrational (trunnr j.tiralr')

basis. Some empirical suppori; I'or Bayrs f'crrtnulation is founci in a
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study by Martin i:nd Rav (1972) " 'llrey iui-¡nd stiiLil.I but sigrri f icant

carrela'bions betLileen the eìDores ol" Ar-istral"i.air stttLjects on Rudints

t¡attitude tor¡arrls rational auttrnrityrr scole ( suc[r 'bhat io'u,; si]üres

indicate anti-au'uhoritarianism) anC mÉ,BSur:es of j.n'helIiçence ("i6)

and neutoticism (-.12). SaV'* diËcu.'isiÐn of the psyr:holnqi'l':iJ.

ndture ofl the extleme anbi-.au'ch¡ritalian persnnality centrerJ upon

its supposed paracltxical similarities io il-ie extrenre author-itarian

pe:r:sonality. Fr:gnkel-Brui"lsi¡likrs (195D) repnrt had note¡cJ siqns nf'

rigictity in the persnnality make-r-lp cf extrztnely IiLrelal siLi:ijerts

r'lho tandecl tur,Jards the gJ"nriflicatj.r¡n ni the utrilerrJcq, ilRtl Atlcrrnn

g a_1. (195A) hacl postulated ths: existence of a r'Í-ç1id ty;:re íilnüng

rebel.s" Eay!s nu:n contributian uras J-arqely specul.ative" l-le

vieurerl ttte exbrËrne authoriti:rj.an as bcinil like the anti-aui;liori.iirli.an *

ttclel'icient in psychnlogical l'reedo¡ììt¡. In Ðcth tvpes this LJe$ sBen

as j.eadinq tn a tendency tc Itblack or t¡hite'r thirrkj-ng ancl an :irrability

to tolerate the au:areness of tra nomplex arnbigui.ty ridden urlldrr"

fhese notions r,louIrJ aFpÉar tn confr:r'rn cJ-rrsej.y ho the psyctrol.aqical

concepts ofl r-logmatj.sm and intol-eraitce ùf ambiguity.

lde a1e led to consider the possi.bility, therefore, that givæn a

suf'ficien''u range of attitudes extending From extremely fovnurai:le ta

authority to extremely unfavourahle to authority, certain ki.nds uJ'

coqnitive malflunc'bj.nninq such arl those associatecl uith in i;tl.erance

of ambiguity and dugmatism may be encountered at both e><tremes, uith

rnorp ¡rnsrmaltr f,unctioninr¡ occurri-ng arnonll people onÈ miqht call mid-

authoritarians taulards the centre. In st;her ucrds, a cultlil inear

relationships miqht be expected betureen such ctrgniiive varialrles ancl

attitude torr.¡ards authority scales.

This possibility .is supportecl hy Tof f'}er C197n) in rüFuture

Stlockrr. He suqtqests that i'¡nti.-authnli L;:rian ief t-r¡ingers and

au'thorita.ri'an ríght-trlinqHl'Ë nìay i:e acapt-i-nq sirnillr s-irateqies in
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at'[enr¡rtinc¡ to cnpe ulith tirej.:r'crLini-Liva nver'1cad. A nrani:r;;zab-Le

scluial order rnay be achieued throLrgl-r pû1iÉe erctiorr anrl palentaj.

discÍplíne, or arternati-vely thrcruqh a reve¡sii:ri to a sinrprn

primiti-ve system nf riving,'as irr the rural- communj"ties nf pre*

technoloqical societies (l.ike the Aqr_rarrius people at Nì.nrt.:i.n, ll.lì"il.
in 1973)'. At the intej.ler:tual level br:th types nr¡y ba

cha¡acteri:;ed using Tnf fler{s term as !'super-simplifiErsrr, gr,asp.r-nq

at simple, carnpì-ete explanations, such:rs ¡¡the prol"it mr;tiver or
?tgommunist corrspirãcVut, and plnpcsinq err,1 si:metiilrer a tti:rr¡rtinq to

irnplement, clr.'astin ancl even vj-cl i:nt solL¡tj.nns ti: con:muniiy pr,nhl-eu,s,

f" (1:i_r, burYìmal and h oiheses

ïn surnmaly , Í t appears tha t there has heen cr¡ns j-rlerahla

aqÏeerrF]nt tha'h evrtremel,y prr-eLltlrorÍty i.nr-jivÍdual.r: ara J.:!-krly to

have certai-rr coqnitivei and e;noiin¡ral char:¡cte¡:istins usuerliy

associahed uithrrauthoritariani.sm!r. [Jlrrpei.eci ¡.,:ith ¡ersnns url¡n

are reiativeiy unconcErrrerj Llith authoriLy, they miqirt he e;<pni'rcii

to think Ìn rrblacl.: or u:hiterr teriqs, to he j-ntnlerant of emh:.qr.ri'l;1.i,

dogmatic, uncreative ancl emoti¡:nal-1y reprei¡'sìEd. The dÍsaqre enlrrnt

Éoncerns the opEnsite end of the atti.tr-rclr¿ continuum" CIpini.nn hi:r:l

tends tn be divided. The bulk oi the Ar¡erican sEuclies on rarji.calr-

actir.ri,sts (but not arr) iend to suppor'r, ulri:t inay be nalled .bl-¡e

linea¡ hypothesis¡ that t:ith increasinq radical anti-authority

attitudes there is a decrease in ihe strength of personality

cha::acterist-ics assnciated r.,.rith authorj-tarrianism. Houever, thers

ie¡ some evidence, partry obserrvatinnal ancl partly experimentai,

thab appears tc support the vier,l that extrenrel.y pro* anrJ exLremelçi

anti-authority types ere a1:Lke j.n nertain persronality cliaracterj stins

t¡hich are relr:tively absent sinong persûns urcui:ying pcsÍ. b:.ons in th;;

centre of the atiitude cantinuum. This hre may call thr: curvil.:lnea.r
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iiyprothesis. Neitt'rer lrypo'bhesi.s ärppÉär$ tci have been terbed uith

Austral j.iln students; nor is there any very rli:rect and qeneral

evidence from the American resealch o¡r this issue.



lUu'.

IIHAPTER 6: Pf:RSnN.rìLITY VARIA3LES [XAI'4INED

The hypotheses needed to ne formulated in terms of particular

personality varj.ables and cclrssponrlS.ng measur'es. The choice ofl

variatrles ( and the tests reJ.atinq to them) ureI'e qJUi ded by the general

-bheoreti.cal cunsiderntions already outlined and, to sorne extent, by

the desire t0 connBct uri"l,h eaIlieI empirical investigatÌons.

It may be questioned brhether the persnnal.ity variables that uere

chossn do have the inclependence impJ.ied by their individual lahuis;

f or i nstance , snrne líìeFsuTes o F rrintolerance of ambi gui ty!r and

rtdoqmatismrt harve been shourn tn be stronqly related to each nther as

ulell as to some nleasures of qeneral authuriiarianism. Hou:evBr, for

ccnvenience they t¡ill be described separaiely. ("lhe ques'i;ion of

their cE¡nrilon variance uas investiqated in a subrsidiary f'actr:r

analy'tic¿ll study t¡hinh is reported later).

The relationslrip bettleen attitude toua¡ds authority and 5

personality varialrles LJas e;<amined. The persor-rality variables L]ere:

1. Intolerance of AmbiguitY

2. Dogmatism

3. Goqnitive complexity - simplicity

4. Creative IndePendence

5" Emctional activation

6. (i) fntol erance of Arnbi.quitV

A. Backq round li te::atlrre. The concept of intolerance of

arnbiguity uas introrluced by Frenkel-Brunsr.¡ik (1949) t.rho reqarded it as

rfone of the basic variables in both the emotional and cognitive

orientation ofl a person touards lifett (p'113)' rn her vieult as a

result of being unable to express ambivalent attitudes touards parents,

there may emerqe in soi¡e adults a tendency to strÚcture the t¡orld

rigidly. The persistence of an unlesoLrred anrl possibly unresolvable

situation is extrernely disturbing to such a petson. A conclusion must be
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reatrhed quickly: in Gestalt terms there is a premature closure as

to valuative aspects (often to the neglect of reality), r¡hich must

be maj.ntained by shutting out aspects that represent a, threat to

the chosen solution. Tlrus amsng pÉr.sons mor.e intolerani ol'

ambiçuity the¡e appear's a tendency to ¡esort to t¡lack-t¡hi.be

judgements, to accept or reject peonle j.n an ovelall manner, to

avoid uncertainty and to prefer ulhat is definite and clear,. By

contrast the person r¡ho is tolerant of ambiguity may even prefer

complexity and di l'f erentiation.

fn response to such a formulation, a uide range nf instruments

both verbal and non-verbal uere develuped to measure ¡rintcllerance of

ambiquityrr. Much of the subsequent reseatclr uas aimed a'l:

establishinq a connetrtion betueen this variaþIe and authoritarianisnl

in general, as indexed by the CalÍfornia F scalesn Rolceachtc

dogmatisin sgales and va¡ious measures of prejudice. As I'ar as

questionnaire measures Llere concerned, nurnerous tlositive correlations

have been reporteC: 0rConnor (1952), toulter (1953), Budner (1%2),

Feather (1971).

Attempts to obtain significant correlations betu:een

authoritarian attitude and perfolmanue msasules nf personality

variabl-es have been Iess successful. Llsing the rapid establj.shmeni

of personal norms on the autokinetic phenomena as an index of

intolerance of ambiguity, Biock and Blocf (1950), Taft (1956) and

MiIIon (1gi? ) reported significant correlations r.¡ith measures of

authoritarianism; but Henny and Einsberg (1959)r uref'e unable to

do so; and Mc0andless and Hollor,.ray (1955) found that their mnre

prejudiced subjects (chiidren) did not tend to make decisions more

rapidly than other.s in judging ueights that ue¡e objectivety equai,

as had been predicted. Siege1 (1954) found that his morË

authoritarian subjects (on the fi scale)t¡iumped to canclusionsrrmore

reatliJ.y about t¡ho haC sairl certain thinqs i.n a highly atnbiÐtlDLls
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sltuation;- ancl Rokeach (1952) fsund that his mole ethnocent¡ic

subjects (ethnocentrisrn is empirically related to authoritarianism)

tended to guess msr'e at the names of people on photographs uhen ihey

t.rere really unsule. l{enny and Ginsbelg (1958) also obse¡verj a

tendency among their more authoritarian subjects to ask questinns

more frequently during a series of extremely obscure and ainbiguous

tasks. En the other hand, Davids (1955, 1956) and Davirls and

Erikson (195?) repeatedly failed to conflirm the hypothesis tha'L

authoritarians expelience a particularly confusing and campJ.ex

situation (spoken statements being presented simultanenusly) as

more unpleasant than non-authoritarians, under either tas'< ot ego-

involving situati-ons. And yet there is evidence ftcrn Rosenberg

and Zim s¡ (195?) that authoritarians do prefer simplicity in Art'

and accordinq to Fishet (1951) tend to leme,mbat asvmmetricail forins

as being more symmetrical than they are.

In the area of social judgement, Steiner (1954) shou:ed that

autholitarians tend to assume that personal-ity traits that are

empirically shor,.rn to be more desirable have a greater probability

ofl occurrinq together than non-authorita¡ians do. But such

rrintolerance of trait inconsistencytr, as Steiner calleri it, could

not be demonstrated by !{enny and Ginsberg (1958). NoI could

these tr¡o investigators support Jones t (195ã) claim that

authoritarians shor,r significantly feuer reversals on the Necker

cUbe under the condition of r¡a Sst touards reve¡'Salsrr. Lastlyt

there is the interestinq series of pictures first used by Frenkel

Brunsr¡ik (1949) in r¡hich a dog is shor.,rn graclually'bo change into a

cat. Accordinq to Frenkel Brunsr,:ik, authorj.tarians shsl,J intolerance

of ambiguity by tending to perseverate r¡ith the perception of the

cloq despite changes in the successirre stimuli. Coulter (1953),

horuever, failed to find any greater tendency to per.SBVeraie amonq
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Feofrle hiçh on either the F scal.e or hiqh on Eysenckrs measure ol'

authori tariani sm.

The relationship betueen intolerance of ambiguity and

authoritarianism, thouqh generally clairned to be positive, is
'Lherefore not completely certain. It must also be understond

that tlre various rneasures of intol,erance of ambiquity that have been

irsed have nr:'L aluays correlatecl significantly t¡ith each other: this

is particularly true nf parformanoe measures. In l{enny and

Einsbergts (1958) sturly ofl varinus measures of intolerance of

ambi.guity, nnJ.y 5 out of 65 correlations among the measures Lrere

sir;niflicant at the .05 level in the predicted direction. They do

not rc¡rrclude, hor.,ieve¡, that ttre construct sl-rou1d he discarded; but

rather that i.t,j.s prabably less qeneral than u.ras at first assumecl.

They sugges'b that future research may discover a number of dÍstirrct

or relatively ind'ependent dimensions. At the present time aII ttrat

can be said is that some measures of tolerance of anbigui.ty du relate

tc some measures nf authorita¡ianism uithout .any particuiar pair

necessarily relatinq to each other. 5o much flor the general nature

ofl this concept

Primary interest for the Furpose of this research is in the

relationship betr¡een intslerance ofl ambiguity and attitude tor,¡ards

authority, rather than authoriiarianism. Evidence concerning such

a relationship may be drar.,:n from tuo areas: research into the

personalities of people uhcse activities and commitments allotl one

to infer a particular attitude touards authority, for instancet

radical activists (anti-authority) and thurch-attenders (pro-

authoritv); and research into the personalities o1' subjects

categarised accorrling to tests relating to acceptance of authority.

The evidence frnm research into the persoñalities of radical

activist students suggests that there is a positive cnrrel"ation
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be'bLuecn j.ntolerance of ambiqr:.i t;y and acceptance of authority.

l-leist, u-rhose resul-ts obtainerl i-n 1965 are reporterJ by Trent and

f,r'aise (1967), found tha b Free Speech Movement students of

lJerkeì-ey University, f,alifornia, arrested f'or their political

activj-ties scored signiflicantly higher than otlrer studenl,s on bhe

Complexity Scale oF the 0mnibus Personality Inventory (il.P"I.).

Hiqh scorers on 'bhis scale are regarded as rrtoleranl; ol' ambigui.ties

and uncertaintiesrr. A similar study by Pierce and SchL-ra.tz ( 1971)

examined bhe personalities of" students uho pi.cl<eted a strike

directed aqainst an all-eged arbitrary act of' tlæ Frovost nfl t-re

t-Jniversi by of Rochester in 1967. Compared to non-picl<eters, on

Jacl<sonrs Fersonality Researnh Fermr ac'bivis.bs shoured a l-ouer need

for rrcoqnitive s bruc burert uhich the authors -interpret as lriglrer

tolerance for ambir¡uity. !n an Activities Index, activists also

shoued a louer rrneed fnr orderrr . Pierce and Scht-tarLz cnnclude

tlrat (¡or both sexes) politically active stuclents shot¡rra general

t¡illingness to Iive comf or bat¡l-e ui th ambiguity, bo question external

sources of aLLthorJty and to rejec-b an autlrorita¡ian ideology" (p.229).

The rel-atiünship betueen religious behaviour and intolerance

of ambiguiby has t¡een studi.ed by Budner (1962) and Feather (1967).

Llsinr¡ his oun questionnaire measure of i.ntolerance ofl ambiquity,

Budner found a significant corlelabion betuleen the frequency of

Church attenrlance and intolerance of'ambiguity. Feather (1c)67)

found similar results and, in addition, shor¡ed that it t¡as amongst

the mos'h fundarnentalist of Church attenders - ulro accept the 1i beral

authority of bhe Bible - that intolerance of arnbiquity uas greatest

on Budnerls measul:e.

In a subsequent study, Feather (1971) examined the median

rankinqs ofl the val-ue tt0bediencerr on Rokeachts VaIue Survey f,or

l'our qroups of students differing in degrees of intol-erance of
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amÞiqui'irv, äE- a*qsessed by BuCnerrs IntoLerance of Ambiquity scale.

In successirie years, in 1968 and 19'e9, Ëe¡¡ therfounrl that drf f erences

betr¡een the groupEj Llere signifi.cant, t¡iih -bhe qroup shouing mo$t

intnlerance of ambiqui ty ranking rr0trerliencerr highes'b, arrd tl':e, group

ruith 1E:ast intolerance of ambiguity ranking r¡Obediencerr lot¡est. This

study is imporbant fur turo reasons: previnus studies had noi sampled

such a range of types, and, secondl.y, tlre results uere ob'bained flrom

student¡¡ at a 5ìauth Australian university, Flinders University.

Ëver¡ in this area tl-ræ evidence is conf usÍnq n ho¡¡ever. Evidence

supportinq a ourvilinear hypothesis may be deriverl from Ënr-.liter (1953)

supporierJ hy Eysenck (1954), Taylor ( 1960) ' and LJeitmarr (19(;2).

Goulter rrade Llse of' the rrdcç*cat; picturesrt alrear!y describerl. They

r¡ere sholt¡ to EnqIj.sh sui:jects j.dentifli.erl as Fascists (prc-authority)

and Conmunists (anti-authority) types" E5rsenck (1954) ¡'eparts that

both Fascis'bs and Communists perseryerated longer in repcrtirrg 'blre

ItdoÐrr perueption thari other kinds of subjeuts, anrl submi ts thj.s as

evidence for the relatively high inl,oleiance oF anrbiguity shared by

extreme right and Ief t r*rinq people. l-lere, o t' course, i t cr:tll.d be

argued tlrat British commrr¡ists L¿ere not reaIIy againsi authority in

qeneral: j.n relation to Mosccr-tr they could be sl"avishly ol:edient.

Less contrsversial evidence is provided by lleitrnan ( 1962) ulho

divided his student subjects into three groups on the basis of an

analysis of sentence cornpletion tests accr¡rding to uhether they tlere

Fxor against or uncnncerned r¡ith authority. All the subjects uere

given Thurstoners emberJded figuree test (1944). To find the hidden

figure it is necessary tn fragment the larger figure and restructure

it in a diff'erent uray. The pro- and tl-re anti-authority groups both

rJid signifícantly poniel tl-ran the midclle gloup. Tt may he argued

that these extremists snoued a greater need to maintain an established

structure, r¡hich preverrted them from adopting a flexiþ1e approach that
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ldou]d ftave a.I-lor¡ecl'bhern to see it in a different uay. Such pelsÚns

may rea$onably be cal-1ed rtintqlerant of amlrigui tyrr.

Last1y there is the stuCy of Taylar (196û) uho identifind people

for sr against nr neutral uith respect tn auilrarityr using scEres on

the F scale together r¡ith a scale of social distance" He flound a

greater tenrJency 'r,oL¡arrls perneptual closlrre using a pencil and paper

perceptual test amcng the mnre extreme scoi.er's compared uith the

intermediate scorers" Such a curvilinear relationship r.las interpreted

hy Taylor ¿ls suppolting the vieLJ that extreme iihelals aric! Extreme

conservatives are l¡asically similar uith reçard to personality

structure aÍì manlfestecl through perception. It may be objrrcted that

ue arp dealing here uith a rneasure of authoritarianisÍn as distinct

from a meäsure of attitude tn ailthority. Nonetheless, tht:

demonstration of a curvil.inear rel.atj.onship in this area suçlgests that'

a clnser examination of the relationehip betL¡een attitude touards

authority anrl intcllerance of ermbiguity may reveal. a similar relationship.

g. Tests of Intoleiance nfl Anrbiouity. Three tests uere used to

assess in'bolerance o1' arnbiqr-rity. Tt'lo u¡ere questiDnnaire mllasures:

the Complex1ty sub-scale trf the 0mnj-bus Ferscnality fnventnry (Ú¡P.I.)r

and Elud¡rerrs Intolerance nf' ,Qnr[:iguity test. A f urther mcî]5ure Lras

obtainecl from a performance test, the Phsto Ambiquity Test (P'A'T")

devised by the uriter.

The tomplexity Scale of the D.P.I. is a test consisiing of 32

statements to r.,:hich the subjects are asked to respond by seying

r¡hether each one is generally true or faLse. According to the

manual flor the B.P.I. rrthis measure reflects an exper,imental and

flexible orienta'bion rather than a fixed uay of vieuing and

organising phenomena. High stroIeIS are tolerant of ambiguities

and uncertainties; they are fond of novel situations anC ideas'

Most perstrns high on this dirnension prefer to deal uith complexity
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as opFosr=cJ .t-o SimpIi.cl.iy, ;:nd very high scorers are clisprsed to

seek or.lt dj.versity and ambiguityrr(p.a)" I'b must be nnted that

this scal.e is scorerl in the riirection such th-at lor.,l snores represent

intol.erance of arnbiquity, unlike the ti,ro other tests to he described.

Br-ltlnerrs In'bolelance of Ambiguity tes'b is a 16 item test to

uhich subjects are asked to respond on a 6-poi.rit scale e;<pressinq

strong, morlerate or sj.igl-rt aqreerient or dieaç¡reeinent. Eludrrerrs

test is probably tlre nnust careful)"y developed Fnr the measutement

of intoleranpe o{'am!:iqr.tÍ.ty" E}urlner postulated a general tendertcy

to react to ambiguouË siti:ations in a characteri.stic uay. An

ambigunus situation is deflinecl ttfis one uhinlr nannot be adec¡uately

strucbured or ca'Legnrized hecause of the lanl< sf sufficienl; cuestr

(p.30). Three such situatisns are expmplified in the test. First,

a cnmpletely neu situation ir¡ i¡hich there are 11Ð fairliliar cues: in

short, úne of Eyglty. SecondJ-y, a complex situation in ulrich

there is a very çreat numl:er of cues to be taken into ancnunt; that

is one of comÞ lexi iv. Thirdly, a con lradictoly situa'biot"l in u:hich

different elenents or cLlss suggest diffleren'h structures; ,)hat ist

one ofl insolu bil.itv To the individual tuho is rrin boleian'b of

arnbigui ty'¡ such situatiuns are l-ikely to he perceiveci as t'sourÊes

of threatrt" By contrast, a person uiho is tolerant of anbiguity

is conceived as having r¡a tendency to perceive ambiguous situations

as desirablert (p"29).

Each of the 16 itr,:ms in Budnerrs test is categetízed accordinq

to r¡hether it relates to intolerance of complex, novel sr insoluble

situations. Hence three subscaLes may be derirred from.it. Further,

the kind af reaction implied by the response may tre categorized as

rrsubmissive¡r (recogniz.ing as unalterable) ol trdenyingrr (refusing

tn acknouledge or allnul i-ts existence). Lastly the reaction may be

regarded as tekinq plane ei.l;her in the phencmenological uarld

af indiviclual perceptions ¡nd feelings or in thetropetativerruorl-d ofl
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natural: and-social objeÊts. The total scale is balanced ancj

relatively free sf both acquiescent and social desirabilj"ty response

tendencies. A test-retest reliability of .85 is claimed (r,lith N-15).

Budner offers moderate correlations uith assessment baserl upen (a)
rrblindtr anal"yses of bioqraphical mate¡iaI (r = .48), and (b) peer

ratings (r = .34) using the same 15 subjects, as evÍdence nf valicJi.ty"

ïhe Photo Ambiguity Test is a non-verbar test, developed for
this study. rt shourd be noted that r¡hat evidence there is in
favour of the curvilinear hypothesis has been provided by performance

tests (Enulter, 1953; Taylor , 196t; liteitman, 1962). lt is
conceivable that questionnaire tests enable some radical ttprsychologic-

ally mindedrr students to give verbal responses that fit ther stereoty¡;e

of the progressive, I'hearthy" radical type, ruhs theoretical.ly rikes

novelty and complexity, thus provirling a flattering self-ì.niaçe tha.b

is not in accord uith their general mode of behaviour" A performance

test uith a less obvious intention uJas expected to provide a usei=ul

check

The Photo Ambiguity Test oues much of its conceptualisation ts

Siege1 (1954) uho developed a simila¡ test, uhich he calrs the

Tolerance-Intolerance ofl Ambiiguity Test. 5legelfs test makes use of

pictures of people and a set of statements. The subject i,s expected

to match them. Thi.s present test uses 15 pictures of baL¡ies, juclqed

to be under 2 years of age, presented on one sheet. 0n another

foolscap sheet the¡e are 16 pictures of men. The photographs uere

obtained from various magazines. The 2 sheets LJere presented in a

large broun envelope, together urith an ansuler sheet ,¡hich cnntained

the follot,.ring instluctions:
ItExamine carefully each of the young chitdren and the men Dn

the 2 sheets. Vou.arË asked to attempt to match the children ulith

the men uho are their fathers. Thj.s may be done by scrutinising
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the features of the persons closely and looking for signs of

resemblance. Match aB many as you can, but do not match any uhich

Vou are not certain about. Urite your ansrders in the space provided

belot'r using letters to indicate your choice. Vou r¡ill- be tol-cl r¡hen

the time is upr¡.

The time given uas 7 minutes by tthich it had been ascertained in

pilot trials about half the childlen and the fathers uould have been

matched on average. The general response to the tests uJas one of

initial pleasure, perhaps because of the cuteness of the babies.

There uas much smiling and some quiet laughter. The photographs

appeared to be scrutinised closely and most subjects urere

concentrating on the task at the end of the period. As far as I

knou, none nf the photographed men urere in fact fathers of any uf the

children¡ äFrd there bJas no evidence that any of the photoqlaphs r-,:ere

recognized personally by subjects. In Budnerrs terms a sÍtuation

uas presented uhich ccruld not be adequately structured or categorised

because of a lack of sufficient, cues. Ït is certainly a rtcomplexrl

situation and almðst certainly a 'rnovel situationrr. It is doubtFul

r,lhether it should be reqarded as an rrinsoluble situationrr" It is

reasonable to suppose that subjects might see chance resemblances

betr¡een certain men and certain children, t' jump to a conclusionrt

and make a match. 0nce embarked upon this process of matching tlre

more intolerant of ambiguity might be expected to continue until the

situation ulas rrclosedrf . At-'any rate, as a check on the Photcr

Ambiguity measure, the prediction rrras made that there uould be a

positive correlation betr¡een the number of matches made and scores on

Eludnerts lntolerance of Ambiguity test. In particulat, positive

correlations uere predicted uith the scores on the rtCor,rplexityrr and

rrNoveltyrrsubscales¡ In addition, a negative colrel"ation r¡as

predicted uith the 0.F.I. Complexity sub-scale tolerance of

ambiguity measure.
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fl. Correlations amonqs;t fntol.erance ofl Ambiqui Tests. The

Btrdner measure of IntoLErance of Ambiguity enr! the 0.p.T. measure

ofl toLerance of ambiguity (the complexity sub-scaIe) uere found to

correlate moderately highJ"y.. For 25i s.A.I.T. subjects ihe

product-moment correlation uas -.59 (p 4 .001); fnr males (N=152)

and females (N=101) the correlations ulere -.5G and =.60 respectj.vely.

Correlations betuieen the 0.P"I. measure anrl the sub-scales of the

Budner test uere arso siqnificant. For the same subjec,cs, both

sexes cnmbined, the correlatir:ns urere ..,F1 fEr the üomplcxity sub-

scalei -.51 flor the Novelty sub-scale; and -.20 for the Insolubility
suh-scale. The various tests may therefore be regarded as

complemen'Lary measures of intolerance ofl ambigui.ty"

' To assess the validity of the Fhoto Ambiguity Test, colxelatinns

rdere computed bett¡een the results for this test and tirose nh.:tained f,or

the tuo questionnaire measures. As predicted, correlations r¡ith the

Burlnel TntnIe¡ance of Ambiguity tesi uere siqnificant for the total
scale: l'or both sexes combined (N=23N) the correlation uas .25

(p (.,001); flor males (N=14?) and for females (ru=gj), the

correlations uere .21 and .25 respectively. Correlations uere also

significant, f'o¡ both sexes cnmbinedo for the Complexity sub-sca1e

and the Novelty sub-scale (F { .D1), but not fo¡ the Insolubility
sub-scale. (Details of the co¡relations for each sex, and for each

of the items on the Budner 5ca1e are provided in Appendix 10). rt
may be nsted that the correlations uith particular i.iems are aII in

the predicted direction fur both sexes combined, and six of them

are significant al; the.05 level (one tailed test). The items most

closely associated rrlith the P.A.T. are: tr0ften the most interesting

and stimulating people are those uho donrt mind being different and

originalt¡, (t = -.27) and rr[Jhat Lrs are used ts is alurays preferable

to urhat is unfamiliarrr, (l = .25). Analysis of the male and female



11\.

data separatel-y suggests that uhile, on the uhole, ihe relationships

are similar fnr both sexes, there ale aorne items tthich are, apparently,

mole relaterl flor one sex than the other. In general, uhile the

anal-ysis in terms of the sub-E;cales proved t¡ be ofl inte::est, the

categorisations accorditrg to r.lrhether the reactiort might best be

interpreted r¡ithin a phenonenological or operati.ve framet¡orkr or ãs

a submissive or rlenyinç¡ style of respcnding did not, ancl these

results are therefore not presen'bed in detail'

Sig¡J-f icrnt correlations uele also obtained, asj prerlicied,

betuleen the P.A.T. and thn 0.P.I. Complexity 5caie, reFlectinq

tol.erance nf ambiguity. A total af 231 subjects'cornpleted both

thesa testur and a produn'b*rnnment correlation of -20 r¡as ubtained

( p \: .01 , BnB ta j.Ierl test) ; f or rnales the correlation uas -. 19

(N=14?) ancl for flemales -.17 (N=84)"

In general, then, ttre Photo Amhiguity Test may be regarded as

a perîormance type test resting upon a sirnilar rationale to thai

upon r,;hich the tun questionnaire nìeasur'eS are based, and having srnaIl,

but siqníficant correlations uith each of them. To tlris extent, tl¡e

measurg is a valid measure of intslerance oi ambiguity.

6. (ii)

A.

Doqma Lism

Backq rounrl Literatule. Rckeach (1954) def ined dogmatism

ilas a ¡eLatively cl0sed cognitive organisation of beliefs and

disbetiefs about reaJ-ity, organised around a central set of beliefs

atrout absolute authority uhich in turn provides a framer^Jork for

patterns of intolerantre touards othersrr (p'195)'

An examination of the items of the Dogmatism scal es (Forms D

and E) by t:hinh Rnkeach proposed to measure dogmatism shot¡s it to

be a complex and elaborate 1=ormulation. In summary, the hiqhly

dogrnatic individual difflerentiates sharply betueen his beliefs anrl

clisbelief s , is able to maintain quite contracli ctory bel-i ef s t¡ithin
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his o¡r.rn belief system and is unable to dlfl=erentiate betuleen vier¡s

that differ from his oun. He f'eels alone, fearful and obssessed

uith pot:er; he in suspicious and intole::ant of others and desireEì

above all- things an absolute autl"rority to foJ"lot.¡ and a great cause

to believe in. Meanuhile the dogmatic person feels that the present

is unbearable, and only ttre past and the future realì,y matter.

Accordinq to Uanchians g! ul. (1969) subsequent research has tended

to suppo¡t Rokeachts contention that dogmatism rrtepresen'bs a

generalised cognitive state ofl the orqanismrr ancl is rrindependent of

ideologinal contentrr (o.259). This latter judgement, houever, has

been challerrqed by Ray (1970) and Farrott arrd Broun (1972), urho

arque that it is associated rather specifically uith right-uing

political beliefs.

Three aspects of doqmatisrn have received parficular attention.

First tlrere is the clai¡n that dogmatic individuals tend to judge the

r¡orth nf'a communication on the basis of its source rathe¡ than on

its intrinsic me¡its. Several investigations have strongly

supported this claim. Vidulich and llaiman (1961) found that

hiqhly dogmatic persons tended to be more inflluenced by the

judgements of a high status person than uere lotr dogma'Lic persons

Ín an autokinetic perceptual expetiment. Por¡eII (1962) found that

highly dogmatic subjects tended to evaluate statements ¡.rith t¡hich

they urere presented more in accordance t¡ith the presidential

candidate ts urhom they uere attrihuted than uas the case for

relatively open-minried subjects. More recently, Harvey and Hays

(1972) found that among both male and flema1e college students the

more highly dogmatic tended to agree more u¡ith a high authority

source (a research physiologist) than a lou authority source (a hiqh

school student) about the need for pollution contrsl. The empirical

evidence is not, houever, entirely consistent. Becker (1967)

reported that hoth hiqh and lor¡ doqmatic subjects urere more positively
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affected thah others by the knor¡ledge of the authorship of a joke

urhen judging hour funny it r¡as. This report suggests thah in some

areas of judgement at least, peISOns r¡ith extremely high or io'u

degrees of dognratism may be equally open to the influenne of

authori. ty.

A seconrl aspect of dogmatism explored by Rokeach is the natltre

of the cognitive nralflunctioning that is associated r¡ith the dogmatic

person. According to Rokeach ( 1960) as a result of the coçnitive

isolation of parts of his þelief sys.bern, the dogmatic persún is less

able to entertain and synthesise neur beliefls than the mole open-

minded pelstrn. In his exper-i.mental Étudies of problem solvingt

Rokeach found that the time neerled to analyse the so-callerl

ilDor:dlebug prmblemtr, that is, successflully indicate r¡hat assurnptions

ulere being made, rlid not dj"flfer fo¡ groups of' extremely dognratic and

extremely non-dogmatic subjects. Houever, the time taken to reach

a solution to the problem aflter assumptions had been rrovercnnlBrr díd

diff'er significantly, uith the dogmatic subjects taking lnnger to

proviCe the net¡ synthesis required" In partial support of' Rnkeachrs

contention, Mouu (1969) found that the difference bett,reen hiqhly

dogmatic ancl lour dogmatic subjects uras greatest oû tasks of syrrthesis,

usinq the Hropp and gtoker (1966) tests of cognitive processes.

0n literal comprehension, dogmatic subjects r.,lere actually hetter'

Flor¡ever, the clifference betuleen the glouPs did not appear' suddenly

at the stage of synthesj-s, as Rokeach r¡ou1d have predicted, fot

non-dogmatic subjects uere also rather better at analysis. Somehot'''1,

as Lonq and Zil-I;er (1965) have suggested, there is some interference

t¡ith the processing of pIe-decisional information, but the precise

nature of the cognitive mall"unctioninq remains in doubt.

Thirdly, there has been conce¡n r¡ith" the origin and nature of

the interference r¡ith the dogmatic personrs thinkinq plotresses.
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Accordinþ to Rnkeach ( 196t), the clased mind may be conceived as

represËnting a Ittightly bJoven netr¡ork of defences against anxietytl

(p.69). Such defence mechanisms are sepn as organised -sc as to f¡:rrn

rra cognitive system desiqned to shield a vulnerable mind'r (p.7ü). One

t¡ould therefore expect high Levels of dogmatism to be associated u:ith

poor adaptation and uiLh clinical measures nf psychopatholoqy. The

empirical evicience stronqly supports this expectatiori. In studies

by Rokeach and Fruchter (1956) anO by Fruchter, Rokeach and fuovak (1958),

dogmatism and anxiety emerqed as part of a single psychologicel'flactor,

r¡hich included self-rejectian and paranoid tendencies. [)or,flirmatÍon

of ùhe ¡elationship betueen dcgmatism and anxiety by r:ther

investigators has been provided by Norman ('1965) and Rebhun (1966).

Plant, Telflord and Thornas (1965) found their more hiqhly dogmatic

subjects immature and defensive; l(orn and Giddon (1964) j'ound

dogmatism positiveJ.y correl-ated r,rith intoierance, inflexÍ.bi.tity and

insecurity on the Califarnia Personality Invenì;oryo and Vacchiano

"t _1L. (1968) found dognratic subjects in greater neerl of help (higher

need for rr5uccorancerr) and r¡ith a lou need for Intraception on the

Edr¡a¡ds Personal Preference Schedule. llemp (1963) shoued that

clogmatic subjents have relatively ptror social perception, beinq

significantly Iess accurate in gauging bntl-r 'i;he positive anrj negative

characterisations a teacher att¡ibuted to himself. There r¡ould aFpear

to be good qrounds for expecting some degree of social psychnpathology

to accompany hiqh degrees of ùgmatism.

There is considerable evÍdence that havÍng a positive attitude

touards a ranqe of different authorities is positively correlated uith

dogmatism. In the area of religion, Feather (196'? ) founcl a signífj.cant

difference l¡etueen religious subjects and o'bhers he termed I'agnDsticsrr

on Rokeachrs Dogmatism 5cale, thereby repliåating his earlier finrting

of 19'84. Ray (19'lO) using an Aust¡alian version oF the Dogmatism
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ScaIe, found significant diflferences betueen t'4ethodists and Humanists.

Steininqer et aI. (19?2) flound that reported Church attendance among

college students Ldas positively related to dogmatism for bbth sexes'

Mctarthy and Johnson (1962) found that the' qore dogmatic of their

sub jects tenrled 'bo accept the police t s explanation of riots in 5an

FranciscD as oppo=ed to the sturlents | ; and Larsen ( 1968) l'ound a

hiqhly significant correlation of .BZ (N = 1D3) betL¡een ettitudes

toL¡ards the police and dogmatism among Mormon students.

fngenious support for a pDsitive relationship betnreen authority

rejection and open-mindedness uas obtained by Rosenman (1967) uho

found that hiqhly dogmatic students rated the film rrDr. Strangeloverrt

Llhich savaqely sa-birised American political and military Ieaders,

l-ouer than did those r¡ho uere relatively open-minded. l'laking the

assumption that intotelance toL¡ards the use ofl marijuana is due to

the 'rol'l=iciaI negative vieu of the authoritiestt, Lorentz Qgl2)

found a Iinear relatlonship betrdeen such I'tolerancerr and doqmatism,

uith nondogmatics being mor'e tolerant than medium dogmatics, utho

uere in turn more tolerant than hiqh dogmatics. This relationship

r¡as obtained flor both a qloup of students and a gloup ofl busihessmen'

This is the only one of the above findings r¡hich is firmty inconsistent

r¡ith the existence of a curvilinear relationship.

Amonq Australian tertiary stu¡lents, Anderson and Uestern (1967)

found a small but significant correlation (-.21) betueen their

measLlres of Dogmatism and SociaI Liberalism, r¡hich entailed tta belief

that individuals should be subject to minimum constraints by societyrr

(p.1?B). Further research uith Australian students is reported by

Feather (1971) r,rho computed median rankings flor the value of

obedienre Dn Rokeachts Value Survey far flour groups of students

varying in degrees of doqmatism, as assessed by Rokeachrs Dogmatism

scale, Form E. For each of the three year'sr 1968, 1969 and 19"781

the median ranking forrtobediencerr r¡as highest for the most dogmatic

qroup, and flor tr¡o of the yEars (1969 and 1970), louest for the
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Ieast dogmatic group. Houever, the trend is not in each case

clearly linear: in 1968 it uas a group that uas intermediate in

dogmatism that rankedrrobedienDerrhighest, and for none of the Vears

L¡ere difflerences betL¡een groups claimed uU :fgnificant.
Research into the personalities of radical students has generally

shoun them to be less dogmatic than others. UJatts and LJhittaker (1966)

administered a scale of personality flexibitity to 17'2 Ftee-Speech

Movement memtrers uho Itsat intr the Administrative Building at the

University of Catifornia 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 fnt the tuo

qroups uras found to differ signiflicantly (p ¿.001). Direct

application of Rokeachts Dogmatism Scale to students uith lcnoun

political attitudes have been subsequently reported by l{arabenick and

Uilson (1969), llampden-Turner (197D) and Steininqer et al. (1972) .

Hampden-Turnerts report on the unpublished Ph.D. thesis of Doress

( 1968) at the University of Boston is particularly interestinq because

he related dogmatism to a dimension of 1eflt-uing, central, and right-

uing activism. He found a linear relationship not only uith total

dogmatism scores, but also t¡ith sub-scal-es of Rokeachrs test: namely

Itparty -liningrt, trperceptual narlouLingrr,'rintolerance touLards the

renegade, the disbeliever and the deviantrr, rrfeal of compromiserr and

rrauthoritarian belief in one qreat Dauserr. fn each case the most

dogmatic ue¡e subjects f¡om the right activist group, folloued by

rrcentralrtand rrleftrt types. Non-activists occupied a central position.

Ìlarabenick and lLJilson (1969 ) measured atti tudes tor¡ards the Vietnam

uar and found a significant positive correlation of .23 betueen beinq

doqmatic and being in favour of the Vietnam LJar. rrModeratesrr and

rrHar¡ksrr did not diffler significantly but rrDovesrr diflfered reliably

from the remainder. In an attempt to flind uhether there might be a

group of rrDovesrr t¡ho are relatively dogmatic, the scores of the nost
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extreme rrDovestr, heing Zi| of the 6?8 subjectsr túer= examined and

found to be even louler on dot¡matism than the r¡Dove grouprr as a

r.,lhs1e. They conclude tlrat rtthe relationship betr¡een dogrnatism

and tlle Uietnam r¡ar attitude appears to exterd throuqhout the

Vietnam LJa¡, continuum even to the mosi extreme rtDoVeSrr rr (p.421)"

Bailes änd Guller (19?O) uith male subjects, and Steininger Lt gf

(19?2) r.,lith both rnales and females, also found that anti-Vietrram

uar attiturle decreased ui th duqnratism.

Suc¡ evi-Cenne amouirts to a strong nase for the existence of

a linear relationship betueen student radicalism and dogrnatism.

HsuJever, there are exceptions" Rosen and llenny (1972) flailed to

fino a siqnificant aiFference betueen student supporters of a

IiberaL canCidate (a prominent membe¡ of an anti-Vietnam u'ar

movernent in America) and a tronservõtive candidate on a scale of

dogmatism. A particularly diseordant report bras pr'ovirìed by La

Giapa (1969) r,lho testeC 14iJ upper level high school students and

-215 University students in LJindsor, Ontario and flaund significant

correlations betueen dagmatism and student pouer attitudes

(r = .61, p <.001) and betuJeen dogmatism and tr¡o measutes of

student activisrn: participation in student dernonstrations

(r = .26, F 1.001)r and occupation of the University building

(r = .15, p 4 .05). Eonsistent uith these findings, Ray (1974)

raported that amonq 404 Australian Naticnal Servicemen signiflican'b

positive correlations uere found betueen strores on his Humanistic

Radicalism Scale and tl.rlo measur'es of authoritarianism, Rayrs

balancedFscale(r=.47)andAndersonlsAustralianrevisíonof

Rokeachts Dogmatism Scale (r = .2?). In these tr¡o studies there

is evidence of sr-rpport far the opposite hypothesis: that radicals

ãre mor.e dogmatic than others. It should be noted, houever, that

neithe¡ La Giapa nor Ray conside1'Bd the relationship betuleen



122. "

doqmatism ancl radicalism over the entire con'binuum" 0ther

investigators, Eysenck (1954), Rokeach (i960) and Barker (19'o3)1

have reported the e><istence ol an authoritarianism ofl the 1e1't. A

curvilinear relationslrip betr¡een dogmatisnr and atti'bude to authority

among S.A. tertiary students therefo¡e appeared as a distinct

possibili,ty, despite the extensive evidence favouring a qenerally

linear relationship.

B. The test of doqmatism. The test of dogmatism developed arid

validated iry RaV (197'J) uas used in this s'tudy" Tt'.io qualities in

particular comrnended it. It is a balanced scale uhich prevents the

ronfounding of acquiescence set r¡ith the prirnary dimension of doqmatic

L¡eliefs. Secnnd)-y, to prnvide negatively uorded items stuCents at an

Australian University rdere encouragerl to r¡ri'be items in'bended to tap

the ooposite concept of r¡open-mindednessrr. The choi ce of rrneqativerl

items included in the final scale uas determined by the strength of

their correlations r,-tith the strongest of Rokeachrs positive D scale

items. Thus Ray could claim to have provided a scale that r.,:as not

only Itbalancedrr and an equivalent to Rokeach?s scales (upon r¡hich

previous reseaich had been based) but, in addition, uas influenced

by Australian notions of doqmatism, Ray claimed a reliabiJ.iiy

coefl'icient of .91 (uith students) and a vali.dity coel'ficient oi "51

using the supposed greater dogmatism of 14eihodist Itbelieversrr as

against humanist'rnon-believersrt as a criterion.

6. (iii) Cnqnitive Domp lexitv - Simnlicitv

A. Backqrnund literature. Like the concept of dogmatism,

ttcognitive complexityrr is intended to refer to the cognj.tive structure

of an individual rather than the ccntent of his thinking. ft has,

unforbunately, been given somet¡hat diflferent meanings by different

psychologists and, not surprisingly, measures derived from different

conceptualisations have failed to carrelate siçnificantly (see Vannoy,
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(1966; Little, 19f.9; Richirrilson and Soucar , 1g7 j) . Flouever,

uithin the ¡rersonalÍty theory nf He11y (19D5) ¡¡ vieLu o1'coqnitive

cornplexity has been developed, primarì_ly by Bieri (j966) t¡hich has

generãted cansiderable researctr in personality anrj interpersonal

perceptl-on, ancl it is this meaninq of rtcoqnitive cornplexityr that

tuas aclop'bed. in this investigation.

He11y conceived inrlividuals as diflfering primarily acoording

to the systems of constructs r¡hich they used in construing the

uorld. Bieri focussed on the extent to uhich individuals

differentiated betueen the constructs they userl in makinq juclqements

of people. Those r¡ho diflflerentiated poorly, ilrat is, tended to use

constructs simij-arly in makinq judgenrents ofl a variety of people

knoun to them uere described as rrcogni tively simpler' ; those Lrho

ciifferentiated amonq constructs uel-l uere callerl,cognitivery

ccmpre;<rr. Iognitively cornprex people are described as tending to

construe behaviourtrin a multi-dimensionaf uJaV" and as l-raving a

rrversatil-e LJaV o1= perceivinq the behaviour of othersil (p.14).

Ilierirs ot,Jn measure oF nognitive cornplexity.oriqinally marle

use of Hellyts repertory grid methorlology. In his earlier uork he

employed cons b¡ucts derlved l'¡om dif f erentiations betr.¡een stimul-us

persons made by his subjects, but mole recently he has employed a

stanrlarrlized method ( cnrreratinq hiqhly r¡ith the flormer measure,

accordinq bo Tripodi and Bieri, 196J) in t¡hich dimensj.ons rather

tharr rlichotomous cons'bructs are prDVided for tlre subject to use.

In Vannoyrs (196C) factor analytical study, Bierirs test of

cognitive cornpì-e><ity Ia ads moderately on tlrlee ol' 'Lhe f ilc'bors extr::cted.

AccorrJinq to Vannoy, Factor II, accnunting f or 19.í.'il, of the variance

(the factor Ioadinq of Bierits test on tlris flactor is -.47), shor¡s

a pattern of lnadinqs uhich indica-bes a relativeJ-y l-or,r level of

conceptual development, similar to that described by HarveV e! aI

(1961) as System II.. Such a self-system is Lrelieved to involve
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the ¡:órcdpti.un uf pelsnns in a hiqhly ¡:oiariaed manner" Thus a

high J.evel of cognitive sir,,rplicity may be assclciated uj.tlr a lack

oi' dif"ferenti.aiion of the social envi¡onment, apart from the

crudest cateqorisations. Vannoyrs Factor V (g.6'Á of the 'variance,

r.,lith a Bieri test loading ofl -.14) is considered to indicate an

inorclin'.:tcl pre-r:ccupatj.on uith the competence of othels, amonq

uhom there i-s -hhought to he a L,lide variation. Factor UI (8.6,16

variance, uith a Bieri. ies'b loading of -.3?) suqqests to Vannoy

a rrblank VersiUrs r¡hitert nrirr'ntatiOn. There i.s a +'enCenny; 'r1o Vi.errL

persons ãs being thor:ougliiy qood or thoroughly bad... a pre-

dispnsitiun tn Civicie orìerc uinrld into opposing campsr'(p"394)-

tiannoyrs analysis suçqests, amonq obher things, tirz'b ihe

cngni.tively simple r¡ould ter¡d to be prejudiued in their judqemznts"

A small but siqniflicant negative corielatinn is, in fact, reported

in Vannoyrs (1966) study betueen cor;nitive complexitV (Bierirs

measure) ancl a meesui.e of authoritarianism based upon the

California F 5ca1e (r = -.20). Cne cirar:acterictic of the

prejucliced persan is a tendency to assume that otfler people are

like himself : to prectise urhat f,ameron and l'lagaret (1951) have

call.ecl uassirnilaiive projeÐtionrr. The evicjence is strnng ihat

cognitively simple people do, in fact, tend ts assume thi:t othels

arE very much mor'e like themselves than cognitively complex people

do (Bieri, 1955; Leventhal, 1957; Adams-Uebber, 1969) and in some

circui¡slannes et ]east ihey appear to be less accurate juc-iqes of

others (Bieri, 1955; Plotnick, 1961).

A sturJy by Lundy and Eerkouitz (95'7) suggests that '¡hile in

general cognitively simple people do not change thei¡ opínions

easily, they are,flar.mole susceptible io change t¡hen they ar'e

influencerl by aurthority fi.gures (qenerals) than by their Feer'st

ancl that this is not the case for cognitj"vely complex per'sous.
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Further,, persons tlhn are coqni¡i.'reIy complex tenrl to be perverse

j-n their reactions to both peer and authorjty persuasion, that i'st

they tencl to chanqe in the opposite direr:tion. This ¡uould 'i"

indicate that a l:lnear relationship betr.,.teen attitude to authûrity

ancl cognitive complexity may be founrl, r-,ritir the rnore r:ognitively

simple being more favourably disposed tor¡ards authority.

0n tl-¡e other hand, thr¡re is reassn to suppose that at some

extreme paírrt of anti-authoritarianism, a cngnitively simple

orientation n¡aV be 1'ound. The re¡rresentatives of Systern II of

Harvey I s ccnceptual scheme ( to r,lhich, in Uannnyr s judgemeni,

cognitive sirnplicity is rsl.atecl) are descrj.bed by Harvey (1957)

as typicaJ-Iy shBtrJinq "dj.strust of'authority and rebellisn agi:ins:t

the mole'rpprsved guides of behavj.ot.llrt(p.319). In aduiì;ì-ont

there are charac'berisations of the mcre radical type of studPFttr, õls

ìrhlack anC r¡hitb thinkersrr arÍ'ested in their sÐGi.al develrrpment

(Bettelheim, 1969; Eçrsanck, 
-1912) 

that might lead one to expect

a curvilinear relationship, r,:ith extreme pr0- and anti-authori-ty

types being rnore cÐgnitively simple than cthers'

B. The Co nitive 5i Iicit Test. In ihis studY the mea":ule

used to assess cognitive ccrnuiexity-sirnpl-icitV uas; basically the

one used lry Bieri (1966). Subjects uere askeC to name 1B people

knou:n to them personally uho col.I.espond to 1Ü roles that uere

provided on the ansuer sheet. (These roles uere regarrled as

sampling a person!s everyclay social envj.ronment). Each one uas

rated by the subject on 10 bipalar adjectives on a 6-point scale.

The score for cognitive complexity r.,ras obtained by comparing each

of the tronstruct ror¡s in pairs and counting 'l for eveI.y identical

rating for a Fersün being rated. High sctItells are the more

coqnitively simpte, and because of this the siale is refer'red to

hereafter as the Cognitive Simplicity ScaIe'
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.SIight moCifications u:ere rnade to Bielirs method. frl place

of llbosSrrr r¡hich ujas considered inapprnpriate for a stuCBnt grnupt

nlecturert, uJas included. In addition, the f orms u:ere qiven out

r.,lith a strip ofl paper stapled to the eclge of the sheet so 1;hat the

subject could r¡rite dor¡n the initials of the pelson corr.eãpondinq

to the role. To prelrent the subjects from having ta qi've personal

informatinn, he hras instructed that he should det'ach the slip at

the completiorr of the 10 l-:y 10 grid (see Appendix 11)"

6. (iv) Ëreative Indenendence

A. Ba ckq round Literature. rrDreative Independencetric¡ a term

that is rLserj here to describe a fleelinq of autonomy and spontanel.ty

ilrat is thought to engender creative behaviour. such a feeJ-inq

unuld appeal to be incompatible uith a great conceln ¡lith author1ty"

úriginality, as Leach (1957 ) has arqr-red, ciemands the f r-r11est

possible utilisation of stimuli flrom the environmeni' Ïf some are

not utilised because their use, in a particular context, dnes nof

seem to be approved by the authorities, the possibilities for

creative behaviour, ar,e obviously timited. But equally, it miqht

be arqued, creativity mav be stifled by a tendency to ignore stiinuli

simply because their use is commencied by the auth¡rities.

Harris (1g73) arçues from a trarleactional analysis point ofl

vieu that a pre-oÜEupation r¡ith contending aqainst auihorj ty may

frustrate creativeness. rrThe most creative individual'r, he atgucst

ttis one uho discovels that a large part of the content of the Pareint

squares r,.rith reality, He can then fliIe ar.lay this valiclated

information of the Adult, trust it, forqet about it, and get on t,iith

other tlrings.i"rr (p.35). Accordinq to this Iine ofl reesnning, a'L

some extreme point o"f an anti-auihoritarian attitude one ur:uld

expect a diminution in creativeness, und' u"guab1y, a loL,rering in

the l'ee.ling of creatl-ve independence.
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Tlre ernpirical evidence ,':r the relationslrip betueen a-bLituc1e

to authnrity and creative independence is unclear. some earry

studies ofl radical personalities by t\loore (19?_5) ancl Uetter (jg3t)

indicate that radicals are less rrsugqestj.bler' (ancl tþerel'ore rmore

independentrr) than others. Vetterrs str-rrJy also providel; evidence

that radical-s are more original than conservatives. 0n the lleni-

Rosanoflf Association test, radicaLs produces less probable ¡esponses

(i.e. havinq fouer flrequency values). llor,e recently, Hudson (19t38)

has shoun bhat i'b Ís the more rjivergen b ilrinkers, at reast among

English Grammar SchooI boys, r¡ho shor¡ the l-east respec b for

authori'by, as assessed [:y Hudsonrs Indeperrdence,test, the one

adapted for this sbudy.

HoL¡ever, resul.bs obtained by [aral (1972) usinq bhe

Independence sub-test rrl' Gorrlonrs Survey of Inter.personal VaIues

are onJ.y partly consistent ui th the linear. lr,vpothesis. ln

Carolrs study, American college students hlere categoriserl as prD-

authnritarian, non-authoritarian, or anti-authoritarj.an, accorrling

bo thei¡,responser; on tl-re lv'ìiale-Holsopple Sentence CompIe-bion test.

IncJependance sEores hJere incleed found to be siqnificantly Ior,rer

1=or the pro-authority types, but non- and anti-authorÍtarian urere

reported as receivinq similar -mean scores. In the same studrT,

CaroI e;<plored the rela-bionship t¡etueen the three bypes ol'

authoritarians and the variabLe of' creativity, usinq.a battery of

EuiLf orclts Creativity tests. The results 1'or each oJ' these tlrree

types uere not significantly different. Houeve¡, tlre mean scores

ofl the non-aubhnritarians uere hiqher than those ol'both the pro-

anC anti-aubhoritarians, a result that is consistent uith the

curv-f li.near lrypothesis.

It is apparent then that the evidence concerning the nature

o1l the reJ-ationship betueen attitude to authority and variables
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that are thought to be similar

is unclear, and that a further

hypotheses is required.

to that of rrcreative independence"

test of the linear and cu¡vili.nea¡

B. The Creati ve Inrleoendence Scale. The test used to assess

Creative Inde¡rendentre rdas Rurnprs 'Ad jective Check List ( 1968).

Eigtrteen of the 36 test items are intended to provide an assessment

of creative independence; half are positively and hal,f neqativel'7

keyed. The positively keyed adjectives are¡ versati.le,

imaginative, independent, rebellious, different, creative,

individualistic, cynical and outspoken; the negative ones are:

self-conscious, conventional, play-it-safer conservative,

unadventurous, boring, dn not take risks, feu novel ideas and

easily influenced. These adjectives aIe Iisted in random older

on the test sheet. Subjects are asked to tick those that besi

describe themselves, about halfl of the items if passible (see

Appendix 12).

Fot 211 subjects, students at the 5"A.f.T.r the internal

consistency of the scale using Cronbachts alpha uas found by the

rllriter to be.65. The scale has been shotrn by Rump (1968) to be

related to a rneasure of divergent thinking cierived from scor.es

for rrControlled Associationrr, rrUses of 0bjectsrr and rrSimilaritiesil

using 100 first year UniversitV ofl Adelaide subjects, t¡ith a

correlation o f .26.

6. (v) Emotional Activation

A. Backqround Literature. It is generally considered to h.¡e

characteristic of the strongly prejudiced, authoritarian personaliby

that he cannot enjoy the direct expression of his sexual and

aggressive impulses (Bror,.rn, 1965). These are normaily repressed.

Some indirect expression may be obtained thrc¡ugh projectionr but
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this is emotionaJ.Iy unsatisfying" One r,.¡oulrl expect him therefs¡e

ta be generally lacking in rlrive and spontaneity. McCLmkyrs

i1958) judqements of extreme tronse1'vatives, on the basÍs of his

14innesota samples, as rrpeople ulro think poorly of thernselvlls"o.

uho are submissive, timid and rrlantinq in conflidencerr, is j-rr

accordance uith this expectation.

By contrast the student radical activi.st, at Berkeiey, at

Ieasin has been shor¡n by Heist (19b5) to be siqnificant}y hiqher

t han other students cn the 0 - P.I. sub-scal"e of trlrnpulse

Expressionrr; that is, he may be regarded as moIB ready than o'Lhers

to express his impulses and seek qratification in consnious tl¡r-lught

sr in cvert behaviour. Uinbo¡n and Jansen (1967) interpret ihe

strores sf radical social-acticn leaciers at Indiana Univer'sitV on

CatteLl I s I'lroPFrr test as indicating ihat ihis group has lruar

super-eqo strength than conservative leaders anri, i-n addi'tinti, erÊ

rrmore ernotionally sensitive and moie forthrighl; and unpretentious

in social relaiionshipsrr(p'513)' Pierce and ScirLuartz (1971)

surnmarising previous researeh say that activists have been

portrayed typically as, amsng other things, I'emotictnally apen and

expressivetr (p.221), to r¡hicir their oun study adds that he is l-ess

suspicious, defensive anci guarded than others and mEre s[jtntaneoust

playful, colcurful and conspicuuus" The tendency touards

emotional expressiveness is seen as being especially exirsme in

blomen activists '¡ho possess a r¡mor.e hell-beni impulsive dançer-

courting r¡ildness not prPsent in mentr (p"?'29).

The evidence is not, hot-,lerler, ccm¡rletely one sided.

LJllliamson and Hoyt (1952) found that butlr rnale and female leaders

of a conservative club scored signil'icantly Iot¡er than Iiheral

leaders on the Pd Scale of" the 14,14.P.I., suggestirrq that the

Iatter may be characteriserl as ¡tlacking in deep emr:tional

!
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respctnsivEr-rESSrt¡ the Fd Scale Iargely reflects a di.sregarcj oi

social mores, houever, and no clear infe¡ence cnncernin'g emo'i;i,onsÏ

expressivenes$ is pnssible flrom this stutly. An early study by

Uetter (193D) found that ihere uas a curvilineal relationship

betueen a measlme nf introversion (nn Lairdrs Pelsolial Inventoryr)

and a rr,r,adical-Dûnservatlve-reactionarytt continuurn for both males

and f emalcs, t¡ith ttradicelstt and rrreacitiûnariesrr being mnre

introverted than rrcËnsel'vativesrr, Although such findinqs as tl-lese

¿rre unreplesentative irl the Ii.terature, ihey Cn suqqest the

possibility 'Lhat rarlical activities mav reFresent spcladic ot:tburs'hs

uÍ' anti-authority feelirrg in nurmally repressad pereonali.ties tl-¡at

cannot gain emotionaJ" satj.sfactirn in ntlrer rdays. Açain, it ma'y L:ir

concludeci ihat an empii'ì.cal test ofl the linear and curvilinear

hypotheses is desirable.

B. The Emotional Aciivatiorl 5ìcale. The measul:ement sf

emotional activation uJas provided by Rlrmprs Ad jective Check List

(1968), as for the Creative Indapendence scale. Frnm checlcing

or not checking 18 items relatinq to emotional activation a general

Ievel of excitability and adventurousness is inferred. It ulas

intended as a measure relatively indeperieni of psychopati:oloqical

symptomatology to plovide an indication of rrnormairr deqrees of

outgoingnese and emotional arousal. The scale is balanced, tlith

nine positive and nine negatively keyed items. Tlre positively

keyed ones indicating emotional æciivation are¡ energetic,

enthusiastic, irritahle, hurried, touchy, restless, pleasure-

saeking, agglessive and moody. The negatively keyed items are:

reserved, patient, easy-going, peaceable, gentle, tiredo stable,

unemotional and contented (see Appendix 12). Fot 211 5.4.I.T.

subjects the inter,nal consistency nf the test r¡as assessed using

Cronbachts alpha as .63.

'a
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The EmotionaÌ Activation Scale has been found to co¡relate

r¡ith bnth ciimensions of Eysenckts (1964) Fersonality Inventory'

For 100 firsi year Adelaicle university students the correlatinns

rilere .39 r¡ith extraversi-on ancl .32 r¡ith neuroticism (Rump, 19trB) '

In Eysenckrs terms therefore Ðne r¡ould expect that subjects Iou on

Emotional Activation r¡suld be relativety introverted and lacking

in emotional arousal; and high scorers u¡oultl tend io be extraveÍted

and gÈnerally highly aroused. unlike Eysertckrs lleuroticism 5ca1e,

houever, t¡e Emotional Activati.on scale is relati.vely fllee nf socj-a1

desirability eff,ect: correlatiuns r¡ith Edr¡ards Social- Desirahility

Scale for the latter are -.26, conpared r¡ith -.79 for the F:.P.I.

(Rump and Court, 1971)"

6. (v!) Summarv and iìe-sta tement of HVrt otheses

To summarise: it has been shsr¡n that r.lith respect ts 5

personality variables, theoretical considerations, and to scme

extent empirical research, sugges'b the importance oi gaining data

to test tr,lo alternative hypotheses csncerning the relationship

betueen these variables and attitude tor.¡ards authority. 0ne

hypothesis predicts a Iinear relationship and the other a

curvilinear one. Both agree in predicting that persons uhs are

hiqhly pro-authority uilI tend to be intolera:rt of ambiquityt

dogmatic, cognitively simple ancl lor¡ in both creative independence

and emotional activation compa¡ed r¡ith per'sons r'rho occupy intermediatB

positions on the scale. They disagree, houevel', in predicting the

personality characteristics of thuse u¡ho are veIV rnuÚh oppnsed to

authority. The linear hypothesis predicts that such persons t'rill

tend to be the most tolerant of ambiguities, open-minded, cognitively

cornplex, creatively independent and ernstionally activated of alI;

uhereas the curvilinear hypoihesis predicts that they iliil resemble

in personality characteristics those uho ate most plo-authority'
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EHAPTER 7. FERSONALITY STBFiES AtÏD THEIR OT]RRELATIBNS

ITJITH ATTITUDI Tt AUTH0RITY

This chapter presents the data for tíre persnnality variables

described in the previous chapter" Means and standard cleviations

ale given, and to examine the extent of the rinear relationship
betr.leen attituie and personality variables, colrelation matrices

are presented" The data are examined more closeJ.y for any curvi-
linear relationship in the_ fr:Iloui;-rg chapter.

For the purposes sf examining these results, data for the

5.4.I.T. stuclents are analysed separately from those ¡f the University

of Adelaide students, t'tho provided a partial replication of the main

S-A.I.T. tesults.

?. (i)
5.A.r.T-

Means Standard Devi.ations and [orrelati.ons fo¡ the

students

The personality tests urere, administered togethe¡ u¡i bh the

attitude scales to groups sf students attending. psychology crasses

at the s.A.r.T. during 19'11 and 1972" rn agreeing to participate

in the stuüy students Lrere promised an expranation of its purpose,

and the results uere subsequently discussed ulith them. As previously

explained, there ùras a farring off in attendance, particularly in
the General studies Eourse, urhich resulted in va¡ious numbers of

tesbs being compreted by different subjects. Fo¡ this reasßn

th¡ee overlapping sets of data have been analysed separately:

1. The maximum ãmount of data avaitable fo¡ each perscnality

variable and the complete set of Attitude tuura¡d Authority and

Radicalism scales. (That,is, data for.all subjects ¡lho completed

all Attitude Scales plus any of the personality. tests).

2. The maxirnum amount of data available f,dr every pair of

variahles. (That is, data for a1t subjects r¡ho completed any scales

or tests are included for analysis).
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3. 'The ccimprehensive data available for all personal-ity and

attitude variables used. (That is, data only for those subjects uho

completed. all the tests).

The results obtained frsm the first set of data fo¡m tl-re basis

for the main analyses in this chapter. A suhsidiary facto¡ analysis

of the third set of data is also presented subsequently. The

remaining resultsì are given in Appendices 14, '15 and '16 and may be

consulted for comparison.

Mean scores for males and females on (a) personality t,ests and

(b) attitude scales based on the first set of data are giverr in

Tables 26 and Z7 respectively.
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Table 2'ì. Authority Scale Scsres for sets ofl S.A.I.T. subjects
represented in TabIe 26.

SYMBOLIC AUTHT]RITY SEALE

Data for Ss uho
also cornpleted
the personality
test indicated

75.16

tp
-1.53 n.s.

MALES

f s.D, N

'Ì2.38 10.9å 61

FEI'IALES

S.D. N

9.48 68

Significance of
sex differencÊ

X

Budner and
sub-scales

0.P.I.
(GompIexi'by )

P.A.T.
Dogmatism

8.5.
B.r. & E.A.

Budner and
sub-scales
0. P.I.
(Complexity )
P.A.T.
Dogmatism

E.S.
c.r. & E.A.

Budner and
sub-scales
0. P. r.
(Ëomplexity )
P.A. T.

Dogmatism

c.s.
E.r. & E.A.

72.61

73.14

72.13

71.ts8

70.91

1ûO.52

101.46

181.'IO

101.52

99.14

89. BB

9A.72

89.48

89..45

BfJ.?4

10.91

1D.35

11 "23
10.97

11.08

MALES

S.D.

7l+.93

74.44

73.21

73.21

73.?7

X

9.61
10.40

1t3,44

10.37

9.95

-1.27
- .66

.55

.'78

-I.BO

Fl .5.

F. S.

il.5.

Í'ì. s .
ñe

60

57

60

64

91

60

5?

60

64

91

N

69

5?

63

64

B'?

TEAÚHERS SEALE

X

MALES

S.D. N

18. B1

17.81+

16.56

17.19

1'7.89

FEMALES

S.D. N

Significance of
se>< differencs

tp

10t.48 18.67 61 94.08 15.52 68 2.11 <.05

g\.26

94.96

94.56

94.7t
93.90

15.48

16.11

15.41

15.28

15.37

2.t6
2.O2

2.46
2..35

2.14

<.85

<.05

<.02

<.05

<.05

59

57

63

64

E?

ARMY SIALE

Significance of
sex difference

x
FEMALEs

5.D.

89.11 23.69 61 85.26 18.68 68 1.OZ D.s.

Nt p

fl. s.
R. S.

fl .S.

il. S.

fl .S.

23.13

21.52

2t+.55

23.21

22.88

84.?5

8q.65

83.4.9

83.69

83.99

19.o2

19.86

20.69

20.53

19. B0

1.37

1.55

1.21

'1.48

1.16

50

57

60

6l+

91

69

57

63

64

87



TabIe 2? (cnntinlred)

Data for Ss rr¡ho

also completeri
the personalitY
test Índicated

Eludner and
sub-scales
0.P.I.
(Complexity )

P. A. T.

Daqmatism
rr C!

c.I. & E.A.

MALES

X 5.Ð. N

9D.92 14.66 6',|.

LAllJ SCALE

FEMALES

X 5.0. N

90.62 13.58 68

13â.

Significance of
sex difference

t p

.12 fì. s .

60

5?

60

64

91

69

57

63

64

87

9A.O7

89.72

a9.59

99.77

89.52

POLICE 5CALE

91.25

91.91

98.93

90.36

89.58

14.55

13"34

15.O3

1t+.31

15.26

14.21

14.90

14.17

14.15

13.91

.46

.BZ

.50

.23

.03

.50

.92
1. 10

¿99

.36

-2.46
-2.O5
-2.36
-1.8?
-2.\9

rì.s.
fì.5.

fi. S.
hc

Fì. S.

1X

MALES

5"0. N

'|'5.67

1,+.91

14.A3

1l+.23

15.38

FEI4ALES

S.D. N

SignifS.cance of
sex difference

tp
Budner and
sub-scales

0.P.1.
(tomplexitY )

P.A.T.
Dogmatism

c.s.
C.I. &,E.4.

Budner and
sub-scales
0.P. r .
(EompIexitY )

P.A.T.
Dogmatism

E.S.

E.I. & E.A.

Ë2.41 15.83 61 A1.?2 12-92 68 .2-7 rl's'

82. A0

93.22

83.25

a2.59

80.24

60

57

50

64

91

69

57

63

64

87

81.52

80.75

EO. fB

80.13

81.00

12.91+

13.44

13.77

13.68

12.?5

fì.S.

l-ì. S.

[ì.8.

fl .3.

f'ì. S .

<.o2
<.05
<.a2
Fì.S.

<.t2

RADICALISPI SCALE

46. 83

46.60

46.63

47.36

47.90

MAI-ES

S.D. N

t$.05

9.53

9.96

9.69

1Ð,0'1

5t.93
50,04

50.5 1

59.33

51.45

xX

FEI4ALES

S.D. N

Significance of
sex diff,erencs

tp

46.95 10.01 61 5A.':6 8-68 68 -2.3A <'t5

60

57

60

64

91

SeeAppendixl4forresultsusing(a)a1l-ssuhocampleted
ã-p""[i"u]ar Attiiude Scale an¡ (b) tnIV 55 uho completerj

all tests.

g.?2

B.2Z

8.04
8.1[I

8.80

69

57

63

64

87

Note:
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As ove¡Iapping sets of subjects completed the va¡ious

personality tests, the data fo¡ these sets are given in some deteil,
so as to verify that the sets are not systematically diflflerent.

The ages of the subjects dif,fler very srightry from group to group

(see Appendix 13)t as'one rr.lould expect from the degree of overlap.

For mal-es mean ages varied from 22.89 to 24.2ai for females from

'lB.18. to '18.84. The proportion of furl time to part-time subjects

remained fairry constant (see arso Appendix 13) urith mare fulr-
timers comprisinq about 60% of respondents and flemales approximately

9ú/". l'1ale and fernale subjects differ mainly in that males are, on

average, approximately 4 years older and more like1y to attend

part-time.

It may be noted (from Tab1e 26) that males have hiclher mean

scores on each of the 5 measures of Intole¡ance ofl Ambiguity and,

consistently, a lou.ler mean score on the 0.P.I. Tolerance ofl

Ambiguity suale, higher mean Dogmatism and Cngnj.tive Sirnplicity

scores, and Iourer mean scores on Ereative Independence and

Emotional Activation; in short, their scores are different in

the directions in uhich pro-authority suÞjects Lrere expected to

differ fronr intermediate çJroups. fn three trasËs the diflferences

are significant by t test, these being three of the measures of

intolerance of ambigui'by: the Budner test and the complexity sub-

scale of Budnerrs test, and the Photo Ambiguity Test.

For the Authority Scales and the Radicalism ScaLe means and

standard deviations uere computed for each of the 6 overLapping

sets of subjects used in this analysis. Scores on particular

attitude scales uithin each of the sets tended to be very similar

('see Table 27')i the direction of the differentres betr¡een males

and females uas the same in each trase. ft seems unlikely,

therefore, that there is any =ystematic bias due to diffe¡ential
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attenclance at test sessions. The directicn of the differ'ences

betueen males and females tends to be consistent frsm scale to

scale.Ingeneral,maleshavehighermeangEtrresonthepro-

authorÍty attitude scales, and louer mean scoles sn the Radicalism

scale. 
,There 

is one exception, the symbolic Authori'by Scalet on

rr:hich the mean scsles fcr females aIE slightly higher, though to

a non-significant degree. Signiflicant differences brere fsund for

the Teachersr 5ca1e, and, uith the exception of one trase, the

Radicalism Scale.

The correlations betueen personality and attitude tsuards

authority measures (and the Hadicalism Scale) are given in

Table ZBa, ,g¡un¿ ZBc. (Intercorrelations betueen all personality

measu1.es and attitude varÍahles flor completed sets ofl results are

given in Appendix 15a and 15b and those using alt the available

data - r¡lith numþers for each pair - are given in Appendix 16a and

16b. These may be consulted for comparisons)'

First, it may be noticed (from Tables 28a and z8b) that flor

both males and females the correlations ale generally in 'i;he

direction predicted by the linear hypothesis. There is one

exception flor males: Intoielance of Novelty (a Budner sub-scaIe)

has a zero troÎ¡elation uith the Teacher 5ca1e. Fot females there

aretuloexceptions,againinvolvingtheTeacherscale,uith

Intolerance of Ambiguity (P.A.T.) and Eognitive Simplicity' Not

counting the Budner sub-scales and the ccmposite Authorlty scale

(since it is derived from ether scales), it may be observed that

34 out of 35 correlations are in the predicted direction for males'

and 33 out ofl 35 for fernales. Eombining sexes (see Table ZBc)r

as appears ¡ustified given such a high degree of sirnilarityt it

may be seen that all the correlations are in the predicted direction'
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, Personality
Measute

Pre-
dict 5.4.

1u¡1s 28a. Linear correlatibns betueen pelsonaLity measures and

attitude tor,.¡ards authority (and radicalism) for samples

of male 5.4.I.T. subjects.

Attitude Measure
Radicalism
Measu¡e

N

Pre-
dict

lntolerance
of AmbiquitY 61
( Budner )

+ 32* 85 26* 20 2t 26* 19

TA LPTA R

f ntol-erance'
of
Eornpl exi tY
( Budner)

Intolerance
of
Insolubili ty
( Budner )

Iniolerance
of Novelty
( Budn er )

Eomplexi tY
Scale
0.P.I.
IntoLerance
of Ambiguity
(P.A.T. )
Dogmatism
(Ray )

Eogni tive
Simpli ci tY

Creative
Independence

Emotional
Activation

61 + 3A1 D2- 28* 17 0B 23+

61+A71217192019

\_ 15

-t3

-25*

36*

-15

-24+

-19

14

+ -t3

61 + 16 00 05 06 24* 13

-52+ -29* -37* -lr6t -45+ -53':r +60

57 + 28t 32+ 05 13 07 23*

60 + 2A* 15 16 38* 28* 31¡

64 + 23* 21* 19 361 28* 32*

91 -24* -12 -2t* -32* -1'o -26* +

91 -17* -04 -08 -O3 -13 '11

Notes: The predictions, in accordance rrlith ihe linear hypothesist
a"" giuen a= * io" a correLation in the positive direction
and-foracgrrelationinthenegativedirection.

Abbreviations; 5.4. (Symbolic Authority); T (Teachers);
A (Armyi; L (Lau); P (Policg);
CA (Conrpásite Authority); R (Radicalism)'

Borrelations significant at the .05 level (one tailed test)
are marked thus I * -

Decimal points have been omitted, as in all suhsequent tables.
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Table z.Brb. Linear correlations betueefl pelsonalrty measuÏles

. and at.Litude tgt,lards authoriiy (and radicalism)

for sample nf female S'A'f'T" subjects'

Attitude Measure
Rad i caii sm

l.ileasure

Pre-
di ct RPersanali tY

Measure

Intolerance
of Arnbigui tY
( Budner )

fntolerance
of
Eomplexi tY
( Budner )

Intolerance
of
Insolubi Ii'bY
( Budner )

Intolerance
of lrlnveltY
( Budner )

Cemplexi tY
5cale
0.P.r.
Intolerance
of AmbiguitY
(P.A.T.)
Dogmati sm
(Ray )

Eo gni ti ve
SimplicitY
treÉtive
Independence

Emotional
Activation

Pre=
N dict 5.4. T A L PCËt

6B + q5* 24* 22* 4tl* 14 39*

68 + 45* 24* 19 39!. 1Ú 37+

68 + 2E* 11 19 21* 12 22*

68 + 28+ 15 13 25r 12 25+

69 -43* -25* -Zïi -35+ -19 -40+

5? + 26* -13 05 06 15 '10

63 + 41+ 29+ 43* 44+ 29+ 49*

64 + 29* -04 27t 08 1? 20

s7 -29* -2O+ -]¡* -28t -13 -32*

B? _1? _Z5t _ZB. -24* _14 -ZB*

+

-3?*

-35'*

-36*

-15

33*

o4

-45*

-19

2B+

20*

+

+

Notes: The predictions, in accnrdance r¡ith the linear hypo'hhesis'

are given ãs + åo" u correlation in the pusitive direction
and - for a correlation in the negative ciirection'

Abbrevi a tions ' l'to"åTïî'"1'ir:i;i" "å'T 3å', I" !i":"':: 
=' 

:
GA (Ecmposite"Ãuiúå"itvj; R (aá¿icarism)'

Eorrelations slgnificant at the .05 Level (one tailed test)
are marked thus: *.
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Fersonality
I'leasure

fntolerance
of AnrbiquitY
( Budrrer )

Intolerance
of
EompIe;<i tY
( Budner )

fntolerance
of
Insolubili tY
( Budner )

Intolerance
of tJoveltY
( Budner )

Conplexi tY
ScaIe
(o.P.r.)
Intolerance
of AmbiguitY
cP.A. T. )

Dogmatism
(RaY ¡

to gni ti ve
Simpti ci tY

Ereative
,fndependence

Emational
Activation

Attitude Measure

.A.TALF

RaCicali sm

Measure
Pre-
dict R

-31+

-28*

- ?fJ+

-2tt

3â*

a4*

-35"

-19+

1g+

10

Linear co¡relations betueen personality measures

and'attitude tnr¡ards authoritV (and radicalism)

for samples ofl 5.4.I.T. subjects of hoth sexes'

it'

EAN

Pre-
dict 5

12g + 35', 18+ 25'x f 0* 17* 32*

12g + 37* 16'¡ 24* 28* 09 30"

129 + 13 12 'lB* 2O* 15*" 2U*

129 + 2t* 10 10 1'.7* 17* 19t.

129 ,45* -29+ -34* -40* -32+ -47* l-

114 + 25* 1?* 0B 11 12 19*

123

rr. f,

128

178

+ 33* 23ifi 294 -41{. 29/ß 4D+

+ ?5+ i0 22* 23* 23* 2'.7*

-27* -15* -24* -3t* -',15+ -28*

178 -15+ -16* -18* -13* -13+ -19*

+

+

The predictions, i.n accorriance r¡ith the Iinear hypothesis,
are given as + ior a nnrrelation in the positíve drection
and I for a correlation in the negative directj.on.

Abbreviations' I,t;",liiî."1["]ïln"ËttH]ir"ll:t".",'::=, :
tA (Compósi te Auinority ) ; R (Radicai j"s¡r) '

correlations siçnificant at the .05 ìeve1 (cne tailed '¿est)
are marked thus: *.

Notes:
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High degrees of curreratiBn are sorneuha'b ress evident, and

noi all- are reliably different from zero" Out of ihe 35 possible

correlations, 2ü are significant for males and for flemales 23 are

significant. f,ombini.ng the sexeso houever, prorrides a tntal of
31 significant corlelations; the fou¡.nonsignifiuant excr:¡rticls arF

the P.A.T. rntolerance of Ambiguity, r¡hich faÍls to correlate
significantly uith ei.ther the Army, the Lar¡ nr the police scares,

and the Cognitive Simplicity measure Luhich fails tü correlate
siqnificantly r.,rith the Te¡¡cher 5caIe. Despite these excirptions,

this analysis provides results r,rhich are on the r¡hole consistent

uith the linear hypothesis.

Ïhe most general mÊasutes q.f attitudes torla:rds a¡*rthority are

the Synrboric Authnri.ty Scale and the composite Authority scale"

rn ¡elation to these the Linear hypothesis appears to be

cnnsj-stently su¡:ported. î,lost of the cnrrelations are IoL¡ but

significant. For the tuo sexes cornbined (see Tahre ZBc) ni.ne o.fl

the ten co¡rel.ations uith Synrbolic Authority are siqnificant anrj

all of the ten correlations are signiflinant for the cornpcsite

Authority 5ca1e. The highest degrees of relationstrip rrrith the

G.A.s. êrB uith the 0"F"T. Tnlerance of Ambiguity scale (¡ = -"4?)

and Rayts Dogmatism Scale (r = -.40).
The srih-scales ofl the Budner test provide relatively ureal<

support for the iinear hrTpothesis. This is prol:ably due tn the

inçtability of these short scales. HouJever, even here 1t of the

'15 correra'r,ions are significant (using il-¡e clata for both ce)<egj

combined), each one is in the predicted direction, and each

correlates significantly t.rith the Totar Autho¡ity scale.

ït should ai-so be note¡J that csrreratisns betrueen the

personality variabres and Radicalism are, in qeneral, simira::

(alrsr,rinE far the opposite ¡rporarity'r from the Attitude scares).
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For both sexBS combined, r.rith the sole exception of Emotional

Activation, significant correlations ulete found r¡ith both the

C.4.5. and Radicalism.

Finally it r¡as observed that for the S.A.I.T. sample the okjer

subjects tended to be rnore in favour of authority and somer¡hat less

radical' than the younqer ones; and, ln general, the older subjects

also scored higher on those personaliLy variables associated

positively urith a prc-authority attitude and negatively uith

radicalism. Although the eo¡relations aIB geReraIIy r;uite smali"

(see Appendices 15 anci 16), it r¡as considered desirai:Le to check

the contribution of age by partialling out. The effect of age is

negligible as can be seen in TabLe 29, and the siqniflicance of the

obtained correlati-sns betr¡een the personality variables and both

the c.A.s. and the Radicalism Scale is not altered.

In general ihen the results are consistEnt r,lith the linear

hypothesis (subJect to the check on curvilinearity reportBd Iater),

suggesting that pro-authority students aIe more like1y to be

intole¡ant of ambiguity, dogmatic and 1o¿¡ in Dreative fndependence'

Results for the tus sexes are fairly similar, but on the basis oF

Table 2?a and 28b it appears that Emotional Activation may be

associated r¡ith a relatively anti-authority attitude for females

only, and cognitive simplicity for maLes only'
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Taþle 29. Partial correlation ccefficients betueen

personality variabtes and (1) C.4.5. and (2) the

- Radicalism 5cale, corrected for age (5.4.I"T. sL¡biects)"

Perso nalitv variable 8. A. S. R.A.D.

Parti¡iI r 0rig. q Partial r ûrre.:
-#

N

Intolerance of AmbiquitY
( BuCner )

intslerance of comPlexitY
( Èudner )

Intslerance of
insnlubilitY (Budner)

InLolerance of noveltY
( tudner )

Intolerance of AmbiquitY
(P.A.T. )

Dogi-,ratism (RaY )

Dognitive SimPJ.icitY

Creative IndePendence

Emotional Activation

129 31 (i2)

129 29 (î)

129 2t (20i

129 19 ( 1e)

(47)

(1e)

(4ü)

(2?)

(2-B)

(1e)

27

19

2n

09

36

21

34

17

z7

1B

(zit)

(2D)

\ ¿iJ -;

(1ni

\'J$j

\¿ t ]

(t:;1

( 1e)

(28)

(1e)

Eomplexity scale (0.P-I.) 129 46

11t+

123

129

178

178

40

39

22

26

16

7. (ii )

Univers it

Means Standard Deviatiûns and Correlatir:ns fc-r"' the

o f Adetaide students

As a partial replication of this study, Rumprs ArJjeciive f,heck

List u¡as also administered to the g0 first year Adel"aiÚe Universit"T

students uho completed the Attitude Scales. Details of the aqes

and modes of attencJance of the subjects and tlieir attituCe scoles

have already been described in chapter 3 (see Tabies ''ll+ and 15)'

Corresponfling information fsr the 1?8 S.A.I.T. students uho alsr

completed both aiiiturle scales and the Ad¡ective Check Lis'; may bs
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found in Appendix 1i and in Table 2?. Here it may be noted that,
in general, the subjects in the university sampre tended to be

younger, uith a mean age of 1A.98 years compared r,lith a S.A.f.T.
m'an of 21-30 years. The diffe¡ences u,eie particularly marked

.for 
mare subjects: the university mean is 19.i0 ypars and the

S.A.f.T.'mean 23.?1 years. 0n the attitude tests the University
subjects obtained Iourer mean scores on each of the (pro_authority)
scales and a higher mean Radicarism sco¡e than their s.A.r.T.
counterparts. (A rnore detaiied examination of both sex anci

institution difflerences Dn these scales in provided in Chapter 11).

Tab1e 30 presents the strores for the UniversÍty and S.A.I.T.
students on the tr.,ro personality tests. It r,.¡i11 be seen that the mean

scores fo¡ ùhe tr¡o institutions are very similar.

Tabre 30. Adjective check List scores of university nf
Adelaide students r¡ho also completed aIl the Attitude
Scales, r¡ith corresponding scores for S,A.I.T. subjects.

Creative Indeoendence Scale

Universi ty
of Adelaide

s.A. r.T.

MaIes

Xs.D.NX
10.50 3.og 33 10.2L

10.60 2.a6 g'l 10.18

Females

S.D. N X

3.21 47 1ü"38

3.52 87 1û.40

Both Sexes

s.D. t!

3.17 B0

3.28 179

Emotisnal Activation 5ca1e

University
of Adelaide

8.67 2.96 33 8.23 3.33 4? 8.41 3.1g B0

S.A. T.T. 7 .85 3.a3 91 B.?1 3.65 87 8.28 3.5A 1?g

Linear correlations betueen the tr¡lo personality variables
(Creative Independence and Emotional Activation) and the attitude
scales are provided in Table 31, for the unive¡sity of Aderaide

students and (for compa¡ison) the S.A.f.T. sample.
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Table 31. Linear Eorrelations betueen tuo personality
Measures and Attitudes tor¡ards Authority (and

Radicalism) for a sample of Adelaide University
students, t.lith corresponding correlations for the
5.4.I.T. sample.

(a) Co'rrelations uith treative Independence

MaIes

U. ofl A.

5.A.I.T.

¡ ¡=33)

(N=91)

T. A.

-f8* -30*

-12 -2t*

5.A.

-26

-24+

L"

-24

-32+

P.

-11

-16

C.A.

-29*

-26*

-34* -24+ _39*

-30* -15* -28+

S. R.A.D.

16

14

23

28*

2A*

19*

Females

U. of A.

5.A. r,T.

ç ¡=47 )

( N=87 )

-52* -20

-29* -2t*

-47*

-30*

-40*

-28*

-40*

-13

-47*

-32t

Both scores

U. of A.

S.A.I.T.

(b) Eo¡relations r¡Lith Emotional Activation

q¡=80)

(N=178)

-40+ -27*

-27* -15+

-39*

-24+

Males

U. of A.

S.A.I. T.

Females

S.A. T.

-11 0B

-17* -O4

L. P.

-18 00

-o3 -13

E.A.S. R.A.D.

-04 09

-11 -o3

A.

00(N=33)

( t'l=g1 )

U. of A. (N=47)

S.A.I.T. (lu=gz)

Both sexes

U. of A.

s.A.I.T.

-08

05 22 D6 00

-24*

-01

-14

10

-01

-13*-16* -1Bx -13* -19+

-17 -25i -28* -28*

16 03 03 o2 -02

-12

2B+

10

( N=80 ) -0r+

(N=1Bo) -15+

Note: Eorrelations significant at the .05 level (1 tailed test)
are indicated thus: 1.

AII predictions are in the negative direction, apart from
prediç$io!Þ. pf gorrelaiions uith Radicalism Scale, uhichäre aII posl-tIve.
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It can be seen from Table 31 thaù as far as c¡eative

Independence is cBncer'ned there is a clear replication of the

results obtained from the 5.4.I.T. sample. AIl the correlations

for both samples a¡e i-n the predicted direction, and for both males

.and females correlations uith the C.A.S. are siqnificani. Fcr

the combined sex data in both samples all the correlations are

significant.

As in the case sfl the 5.4.I.T. sample it uas considered

desirable to check the contrii¡ution of age , ta the correLations uith

i.A.S. and Radicalism that are claimed as significant. The

correlations r¡ith age are relatively sma11, and the partial

correlatisn coefficient computed on the total sample of EB students

for C.I. and C.4.5. is little changed (partial r is -.38 compared

r¡ith the original value of -.39); similarly fol c.r. and

Radicalism the co¡relation is Iittle affected by correcting for age

(partial r is .19, compared r.rith the original value of .20)'

For Emotional Activation in the university senple in no case

does a correlation reach significance and several correlations are

in the non-predicted direction. A correlation of .02 uith the

c.A.s. for the sexes ccmbined strongly suggests the absence of a

linear relationship betr¡een this pel'sonali.ty variable and attitude

to authority. Here, then, is a discreFancy betuleen the Adelaide

university and s.A.I.T. sanples, in that at least the female

subjects in the s.A.I.T. sample tenrjed tO give the predicted

correlations r¡ith Emotional Activation, ulhile the Univelsity

students did not. In fact, s.A.I,T. females provided significant

correlations r¡ith the Teachers, Army, Lâ¡ol and Composite Authority

Scale, and despi'bä the failure of the male results to reac¡

significance uith the c.4.5., all the malB results are in the
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Fredicted direction, and for both sexes combined aII the

correlations ulth the eutl-ro¡ity scales are significant.

Clearly, r,.rith respect to Emotj.onal Activation tfre existence

of a linear relationship has not been rcplicated.
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CI_IAPTEIì B. EXAMINTNG THI flI:LATI!NSH]P BET ITIN

ATTITUDE AND PEIISDNALITY VARIARLEs

B(i ) þ1e'bhodoloqi.cal consideratj.ons

The.tuo hypo'bheses descrj.berl in Dhapter 5 predictinq

respectj.vely a linear and a curviline;rr trenrl may be examined

in tuo uays. Fj.rst, they may be s-budiecl by means of an analysis

nf variance using orthoqonal- polynomial coeffj-cients, such

tha'b Iinear and quadratic cornponents mari be sæparately tested

for significance. Secondly, they may be strlrlied by means of

an inspec-blon of a visual representation o l= the rlata so as to

reveal the nature nf the trend in more detail-, and to identify

any complex curvil-inearity uhich might be r.^tor1;hr,r n1'1'urther

investiqation.

In each case, pBrsonality variables are considered in

relation'bo the ove¡atl atti'bude measute, the C".A.S. Tt is

recoqnized that j-n carrying nut an analysis of variance on

these da'1,a, one lras'bo treat the abtj.'bude scale as a riiscontinuous

independen'L variabJ.e, as a fi-xerl eJ'fect uithoub error va¡iance:

this is not entirr:J-y appropriate since bhe at'bitude scale Iike

the personali-by scales, represen'bs a continuum and is subject to

err-Dr ofi nleasurcment. In orderbo test the components of' trend,

the ü.4.5. has to be segmen'bed into a series ofl fixed intervals.

Do-variance,of personality scor'es J¿f,-!ll4 tlrese intervals is no'b

ex,Lrac'bed f'rom 'r,Brror variabj. lity", givinq as a consequerlce a

relatively conservative test n t' signif icance [or the bett¡een-

interval trends. Houever, the me'bhod lras the i-mportant merjt ofl

separatinç anrJ tes'hing for significanDe a linear cornpDnent and

a quadra'bic component. In addition it allous fo-r tlre possibility

of a signil=i.cant composi'r,e trend, or rssidLlal curvilinearity, to

be identifierl, Lrhich ttould indj-cate tlrat a trend other than
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a simple linear nr quadratic Form may best account l'or the

nature o1' -bhe rel-a bionship.

For the trend analysi s to be r:ndertalcen , the C. A . S .

should be l¡roken into equal intervals sjo as-bo avoid any

spurious trends emerging as a result of any rescaling uhich

miqhb resul'b from the use of unequal intervaLs. Accordingly,

the C.A.S. uí:rs divided into six intervals, three on each sirle

ofl tlre mean value of 5!. The middle I'our intervals ulere equal

in size, beinç¡ ha1fl the standard d'eviation in uidth. The tu.to

outer intervals covererl the high and lot,t scores, tlrat isr'those

uhich hlere mole than l standard deviation f'rom tlre mean on

ej.ther side. In defining the intervals in tlrj.s uray, the

numbers o1'scores in each interval uere kept approxinrately

equa1, anrl a reasonably ilose corrEspor,ldence Luas nbta j.ned

betueen the number of irrtervals usecl in tlris analysis anri the

numbcr ol'poinbs plutbecl in the graphical presentation (see p.

'iG2l'o¡ an explanation o1" the method of ¡:lotting used).

The calculation For '1" j.trear and quadratic componen'bs,

and residual rleviatj.ons, tlãs perl.ormed using arl 5.P.5.5. pro-

qramme (¡li-e et aJ-., 1975, p.L¡?-5) and involverl 'bhe regression

of qroup mean-s, For personali'by variabl-es on the six C.A.S.

j-ntervals , qiven the vslues 1 throur:lll 6 1=or ttris pur-pr:se - A

surhmary of bhe results of these analyses is prnvj.decl in l'atrle 32.



Table 32. Suntmary of the Results for the Trend Analyses, show'ing

s'ignìficance of the Linear and Quadratic Components.
(lñ each case the trend of the stated personä1i,ty variable against
tfre C.A.S. is assessed).

S. A. I. T

l5l .

Resi dual
devi ati on

Personal ì vari abl e

Budner's Intolerance of
Ambiguity (s.l.A.)

Tol erance of Ambi gu'i ty
(Compl exi ty Scal e,0. P. I ' )

Photo Amb'igu i ty Test

Ray's Dogmat'ism Test

Cognitìve Simpl'ic'i tY

Rump's Creative
I ndependence

Rump's Emotional
Acti vati on

Creative Independence

Emotì onal Acti vat'ion

N Linear trend Quadratic trend

F P<F P< F P<

129 15.22 .001 0.04 n.s. .34 n.s

Intol erance of Comp'lexi tY,
subscal e of the B. I . A.

Intolerance of InsolubilitY,
subscale of the B I.A. 129

Intolerance of NoveltY,
subscale of the B. I.A.

129 13.94 .00.l 1.60 n.s .18 n.s

5.60 .05 0.30 n.s. .91 n.s

129 4.64 . 05 0. 57 n. s 64 n.s

129

il4

123

128

28.7 4

4.23

20.07

9. 04

.001

.05

.00.|

.01

1.32

.56

.54

I .35

n. s.

n. s.

n. s.

n. s.

0.02 n. s.

1.48 n.s.

0.39 n.s.

0.02 r. S.

178 15.90 .001 .l.35 
n.s 32 n.s

178 6.79 .01 0.47 n.s 29 n.s

UNIVERSITY OF ADELAIDE

n.s 52 n.s80 13.97 .00.l

B0 0. 0l n. s. .05 86 n. s.

1 .59

5. 90

Note; The degrees of freedom for the F ratios are as followså

For the numerator; L'inear, l; Quadratic, I i Residual ' 3;

For the denom'inator¡ (N - 6) 'in each case.
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B. (ii) E;<ami na ti- on ol' 'bhe [,rends

It can be seen from Tab]e 32 that,, t,titlr the exception of

the Emotional Activa,i;iun scale uith unj.versi'by ofl Adelaide

students , all ol' the Iinea¡ 'brends are si gni l'icant, and nei ther

the quadratic component nor the resiclual devia bions reach,

signiflicance. The Iinear hypothesis is clearly very strongly

supportecl by theàe results. (Examination ofl the correlation

coefficients and the graphs presented belou confirms that the

directionoflthelineart¡endisaccordingtopredictionin

each case ) .

There is the one excep'bion that must be Donsideled: bhe

Emotional Activation scaIe. Among 5.4.I.T. sturlenbs the Iinear

trend is siqniflicant; amonq university ofl Aclelaide studen'bs

ülere is a siqnificant quadratic trencl, reflec'bing a contrast

betueen the }or¡ sc0res on the Emotional Activa'bi-on measure

obtained by sturclenbs at the exttemes o1' the attitude scale and

therelativelyl-rj.çhscorssn[:tainedbystudentst¡lrouere

intermediate on.Lhe f,.1\.s. These results rnay be convenientry

re¡:resented j-n 'blre l'olloui-ng tat¡le'

Ta'¡Ic 33. Scorr,;s rlrt tlre Erno bional Ac'bivation ScaIe for Univer-

sity subjects, by sub-groups according to C'A'S"

X S.D. N

lJp¡-rer and lotler quarbiles on ['A'5' 7'55 3'BG 40

In'berrnediate gloup on C 'A'S ' 9 '2A 3'3t+ 40

(The cli.f¡el,ence be-bL¡een 'bhe tr¡o subgroups is significanb, ui'blr

'þ = 2.12t P (.05, 2 tai-Ied test)'

The trencls

more detail tlith

1 - '12.

for the personality varì'ab1es are e;<amined in

reference to the çlraphs presented i-n fligures

'a
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Figure 1.
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Relationship betucen the Dogmatism Test (Ray's)

and tÉe f,omposite Aut-hori'by Scale (C'A'5' ) for

5.4.I.T. students.
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Fiqure- 12 Relatíonshlp betunen Emotional Activation (E.A.),
as assessed by Rur'prs ADjective thecl< Li.s[: Scale,
and the f,omposite Authority Scale (C.A.S.) for
University ol' Adelaide sturlents
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Inthesegraphsthenl.tureoFtlretrendhasbeenclaril.ied

by using groupecl data points' Scores on ih* f'A'S' Lrere rank-

orrlered anrl .bhen grou¡:e11 in successive sub-qroups oF 10 subjects

flor each sex separately, and 2Ü subjects for tlre sexes combinerl'

The trean [.4-S. score 1=or each subgrnup uas plobtecl aqai'nst the

cDrresponr.ll.nç¡ subgrouF mean f'or the personality va::iabIe' The

meilrorj nf. usinq equal sized sutrgroups, ratheLLhan usinq equal

scaleintervals,BnsulPsthabeachol..hheplnttedpoints

(except for 'bhe final point based upon tlre fr:ul residual Ss)

hasapproxim'atelytl-reSamesbanrlardeTTDl,Thesameme-bhoclt,;as

use¡l by Rump ancl f,ourt' (1g71) in plotting the rela'bionship

betL¡eenttreE.P.I.Neuroticj.smscaleandSor:ialDesirability

Scoles.

t.lostueiqhtj.ninterp::e'bati-onisqiventotheclatapo.Lnts

plot'i,ed1=ori:o'bhse><escotnbl-ner-l'si'ncetlreyareL:aseduponthe

J.arqer qroupings n1' Z0 
'sul¡jr:c.Ls. 

As an aicl in interpreta-bion'

ref'erences'àre rnade to the probability values qiven in the

trendanalyses(lable32),and.bothecorr'elationcoel.ficients

obtai-nerl .|'or eaclr sex separately (trorn TabIe 28 and 31) '

A. Intoleran ce of Arnl¡i nuitv- The qraphs for Buclnerrs Intoler-

ance oi. Ambiguity test (nveraII scorE) provir'le stronq cnnl=irrn-

atj.on o1' the sì-gniflicant Iinearbrenrl (p '': '0tì1) obtained flor

both se><es cr:mbinecl (see Fiq"1)' The consis;bency o1'the linear

trend is cl-earel for females (r = '3Ð than for males (r = '2(t)'

ÉìsmightbeanticipaterlLliththeslrortercÚmponentscales,the

Iineartrenrlappearstobelessmarked,thoughsignificant

(p "..05) flor both sexes' Although nonlinear trends are not

significantritmaybenotedthatformalesthelouestlntoler'-

ance o1, Ambi-guity s'ore uas obtained by subgioups uith a moderate
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attj.'bude to authori.'by for eanlr of the three Bur:Jner suL:scales

Fiq. 2r3r4). This suggests that l'u¡bher research r¡ould be

justil'ierl on the form of the relati-onship f'or males of moder-

ate to extrernely anti-authority vieurs.

Tlre 0.P.I. meaEUrE of f,ompIe><i.ty (of "toIe¡ance o1' ambig-

uityrr) also has (in Fig. 5) a clear and signil"ican'b Iinear

trencl (p <.0U1) for both sexes combineij. The 'ci.enrls ale quite

strong for boLlr mal-es (r = -.53) and females (r = -.40)r pro-

virli.ng a usel''u1 replication ofl the'Iinear efl=ec'b.

Although the P.A.T. for Intolerance oF.Amhiguity has

been shoutn to provicle a significant Linear trencl (p (.05) the

graphical Iepresentations in Fig. 6 suçgest that the trencl is

a relaiively ueal< one; 1'or ihe sexes talcen individually this

is partitrulaïly so I t,J-Lth Dolrelations of only .2.3 and .16 flor

males ancl f emales lttJslteDtively. Tnrl eeLl , Fot e ach sex the

maximum Intolerance ofl Ambigt.rity on the P./ì.T. is sþoun by

a sultqroup ofl morleral;e at'biturle to authority, L,lhich is predicted

by neither the lineal nnrbhe curvilj.near hypothesis as stated

in Clrapte1' 6. Despi.te such anomolous l'eatutes, tlre Dontrast

betueen tlre relatively high scores ol'the pro-authority st¡-

rlents ancl -bhe Iot,t scoles of= the arrti-au'bhority students on

¡ris perforrnance meaEiLlre ol'Intolerance r¡f ArnbiçuitV is evident

in'bhe graplr 1'or both sexEs combined.

It may be roncluderl that as l'ar as 'r Intoletance ol

Ambiguityn is concerned, as assessed by tlrree di1'flerent measurest

Lhe evj-clence from the S.A.I.T. students gives no suppurt to the

curvilinear hypo'bhesis. Subiects uho are extremely i-n favour ol'

authr:ri.ty and those r,lho are extremely agai-nst authori'by do no'b

appear to be sinj.Iar in beinq hiqhly intoleran'h of ambigui'by

corn¡rarecl r,-rith a more j_n-l,e¡nrediate gIoup. Ún the other hand,

the Iin¡:ar lrypo'Llresis cloes receive somE support on each of the
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tlrree nìeasur'es ( but particul:rrIy the Burlner anr'l 0. P.I. scales ),

i'or bo'bh sexeE comlrined. Tn qeneIaI, the'moIe pro-authori-ty

subjects score as prerlic'Lerl higher on intolerance o1= ambiquity.

l-louever, minor anomalous f ea'Lures ar'e l=nund in 'bhe relationships

for Buclnerrs 'best r¡i'bh male subjects, anrl 1'n¡ the P.A.T.'t¡ith

both sexes.

B. Doqmatisrn. The relationship betuleen attj.'bude tor-¡ards

authoritrT and rlognratisrn is clearly not o1'a reqular curvilinear

seconci-ordt?r l'orrn (see Fig. ':-). The data I'or both sexes combined

confirms a cLear linear trend in the predictecl dilection (p <.001).

For females 'bhe trencl is somer¡hat clearer (r = "lrg) tlran for males

(r = .31). The Iinear hypotnn"iu preclicti-nq tlra.b the extrerne pro-

aufllori.ty sub jects r¡ilI sco¡e high on doqma b:'.sm, L'rhilst extreme

anbi-authority subjects L,lill score 1ou, is strongly suppor-berl.

nitivr: 5j-rnnI Ttre cogni t j.ve sirnpl i ci ty test has

been slro¡ln 'bo ploduce a rinr:ar trend (p ("0t) 1"or botlr sexes trom-

binerl, ancl the graplr (see Fig.8) is consistent uith this finding

in so I'ar as i'b presents a contrast betueen the high cogni'bive

simplicity seo1,es o fl the relatively pro-authori'ty sturien'bs com-

pared t¡itþ those of others. llouever, there rloes appear (in'Lhe

data I'or bo'bh sexes particularly ) a suqqestion of a curvilÍnear

effect: the rnost anti-authori'by subqroup has a hi-gher mean co9-

nitive simplicity 'bhan 'bt¡o subgroups t¡hich aIe mDTìe pro-auttrority'

It is clear f1lom the qraph, houevet, tha'b tlre extreme arlti-author-

ity s-budents do not resemble the pro-authority students. The ten-

dency touards curvilinearity is slight, anci no signil'icant quad-

iatic trend Luas f'ouncl. -[he ei'f ect is nanetheless interesting, and

sugqests tþa'b furl,her investiga bions Llith more e><tremely anti-auth-

ority s'buclents may possibly be t¡orthtlhile

[. [oq
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D. Creati ve Indenenrlence- The Iinear lrypothesis has

I'or L i-n eari tv and Curvilin

been

stronç¡}ysupporberJby'blrere.';uItsl=::ornhotll.blrel]"A.I.T.and

the university of Acleraicle sarnpres ( ee e Fir¡ ' 9 and 11) t in both

cases the linear trend is highly significant (p ('DD1)' The

trendsappBalinthegraplrsasclearlyli.near,anclinthepre-

dicterl rlirec'bion r¡j-'blr the more pro-authori'ty subjects scoring

Ior¡eroncrea.bi-verndepenr:lence.Thetrendsarepartì-cularry

regular, Llitlr no apparent difl'erences betr¡een tlre sexes for

either insti'Lution" The linear hyp.oLhesi-s may be reqarded as

receivinqsupÌroTtflromsamplesdraunfromdil.feringeducational

insti'butinns.

r Ernotional l\ctivabion.l-leretheresultsarecotnple;<'A

signif icant lj near trend is I'ounrl for the S'A'I'T' sample

(p.1.01).1-louever,Fig.,l0slrousforflemalesalj.neartrend

in the preclictecl direc'binn (r = -.28), r'¡hj-1s'b for rnales Fig'10

reveals no coherent pat'bern ( r = -''10) ' It may be concluded

tha'b amonçl S./1.I.T. students'bhere j-s no supporb for the cur-

vilinear lry¡:otlresis, but tha'b the linear hypothes5's i-s supported

at Ieas b l'clr f etnalels.

FortheUniversityrlata,asiqnifj.cantquadraticel.f,ect

has t¡een founrl (p <-U5). Such a trenrl, uith very lrigh and very

Iot¡ scorers on 'bhe U.4.5' having compara-biVely lot'l scores on

emo b j.ona} activation is ev j.dent in the plo bs l'or L:nth male anrl

flenlalesubjects(seeFig.12)landitmaylrpconcfur]¡:dthattlre

curvillnearlrypotlresisinthiscasehasreceivedsuppor.b.

e a ri- tv
B(iii)" Sum marv of tlre E xami na ti on

Tal<ing

bhe graPhical

the resulis for both the reqressi on analysas and

representation of clatalr i'b i's evlrlent tha-b there
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IHApTER 5,. Tt-tE RELATIuNSIITP BETLT.IEEN PERS0IJAL-TTY AND ATTITUDI

ANALVSES 0F Tlli: C0RRELATI0N t'1A IRIIES

Relationships l¡etr¡een bhe persnnality and a ttitude var-

iables have been shoun to be predominantt'V linear in form' The

question raised in this chapter is uhether l'urther analyses of'

the correlation rnatrices may allot¿ a moIle compact and nrderly

summarv of the relat j-onships. The me''chods of ( a ) 1'ac'bnr ana-

Iysis, anrJ ( b) canonical correlation are userl 1=or this purpose'

9 (i) Fac'bor anal sis

Arlistinctionhasbeenmaintainedbhrouçlroutthisstudy

betueen a.bti turle to authori ty on the one hand, and certain per-

sonality l.acl;ors comntonly associated r,litlr authnritarianism,

suchaslntoleranceofAnrbigtri.tyanclDogmal;iSmontheotlrer.

Ifthisclj.stinctionisvalid,factoranalysisshou].denablea

flactor of at'bitucle to aLrthori'ty to be irlen Li'flied that is dis-

tj-nguisherJ flrom any o'bher factor (or 1'actors) upon L¡hich the

personality .l=actors are signif icen'bIy Ioarlecl. Further, it

has irlrearly been sugqesterl Í.n thap'ber 6 that the personality

variables chosen f or ilris str..rdy mav no b have the independence

thatisimpliedbytlrej.rseparatelabels.Ifthisisso,the

personali'by variables (or a high proporti'on of them) mav provB

to be related to a trommon personali'by factor. The possibili by

thereflore atises that tr¡o group factors' an attitude factor

andapersonalityflactorlmaVbederivedfronlananalysisof

thecorrelationmatrix.Nott¡ithstandinq.bhedistinction

betueenthett,:ofactors,onet,¡ouldexpectthemtobemoderately

correlated uibh each other, providing bhat rotation to an obllque

solution is used-
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0ne may also ask uhether any such factors uould bp

similar for both sexes. It has been shoun that the attitude

scales J.or each sex may be associated somer'rhat differently t,tith

indices ofl reported behaviour, and ihere ale some diverqences in

'l,he manner in rllhich certain personality variables are related

to the authority scales. The factoríal structure for the se><es

separately, as uell as for the tuJo Eiexes combined, should there-

fore be ascertainecl. A factor analysis may be expected to pro-

vide a cnmpact summar'y ofl the major flactors invoLved in the

sturly, and the relations betueen them.

so Far the assumption has been made in this study that

tlre results from the overlapping sets ol' data ar'e compatable.

To test '¡tris assumption uith respect to the underlyi ng flacto¡

structure , tr¡o sets o j= correlations uere analysed : ( a ) the

correlations for 87 S.A.T.T. students ulho completed all the

tests (see Appendix 15)t and (b) the correlations for aIl

S.I\.T.T. subjects L,tho completed at Ieast tL¡o ol'the tests (see

Appenrlix 1.8). The number of subjects associaterl uith correlations

betueen variables-in th'e Iatter case varied betLleeñ 117 and 482

L¡ith a harmonic meañ' of 168.3. The tuo overlappinq sets of

data diffler pr.incipalty in that the scores on the attitude

scales for the subset of 8'Ì subjects consistentlv shour a mole

pro-authority attitude (a1l the means for the attitude to author-

ity scales are hiqher), and a Iess radical outlDol< (see

Appenrlix 14). This is not surprising since irreqular attendance

at the sessions conducted in the Genelal Studies [ourse uould

presumably lrave occurred mor'e among relatively antj--authority

students. The variables sr-rb jected to flactor analysis Lrere

the seven scales relevant to attitucje to authorjty (but not

!
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includinq tlre c.4..5. so as to avoid overlapping scales),

together Luith the seven personality scales, and the subjectsr

age. The methorl of analysis used uas that of principal component

analysis, to cleterrnine the number of DolnpDnents r¡ith eigenvalues

greater than unity; that numl¡er ofl flactors r¡as then extracted

using an iterative procerlure, t¡ith the initial estimates of

communalities qiven by the squared multiple correlations;

rinally flactors uere rotated to give a fairly oblique solutiont

using the directrroblimintt cl'i-terion r¡ith delta equal to zello

(Nie, Bent and HuIl, 1g7o). FoI both sexes combined, four

factors uere e;<tracted. The first tt¡o factors only u:ere flound

byinspectionofthefactorpatternmatrixtoberelevantto

this study. The rotated factor loadings are qiven in Table 3+

for the first trrlo factors.

It may be seen from TabLe3L¡Athat fo¡ both sets of ove¡-

Iappingdatathevariableshaveloadingsofasimilarmagnitude

on the same flactors. It may be concluded that there is no

indication of any systematic differences in the factorial

structure for the. tt¡o sets of rlata. Factor 1 nray be described

aSaplo-authorityfactorhavingforbothsetsofldatàpositive

Ioadinqs of greater than .4Û on each of the Llkert-type attitude

to authority scales, u!d..negative loadings of greater than '40

forlladicalism.Thissupportstheconclusionreachedin

Chapter3,thatthegeneralityofattitudetouardsauthority

extends ¡vs¡ such authnrities as the Lau' the Army' the Pnlice'

TeachersanrlsymbrolicAuthorityandiss.bronglyrelatedto

holdinq Ie f t uing rarlical beliel's ' The near zero
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loadinqs of the Independence Scale (the Revised Hudson Scale) on

this flactor also supports a previous conclusion, that the attitude

touards auttrority assessed in this study does not extend to

attitudes to the non-institutionalised authoritV represented by

this scale.

Factor II is loaded at least moderately (greater than.SD) on

five of the personality scales, positively in the case of Budnerrs

measurB of Intolerance of Ambiguity and Dogmatism, and negatively

flor the 0.P.I. measure nf Tolerance of Ambiguity, Dreative

Independence and Emotional Activation. For the remaining

personalíty tests the loadinqs are small in the case ofl the Photo

Ambiguity test (.25 and.13 for the smaller and larger samples

respectively), and for Cognitive Simplicity for both sarnples the

loadinqs a¡e close to zero. The general personality factor that

has emerged apFears to reflect a strong dislike for uncertainty,

a tendency bo hold dogmatic beliefs and to viet¡ onesel"f as not

creatively independent or emotionally activated. For neither

Factor I nor Factor II are the loadinqs on aqe of any appreciable

size.

If the linear hyp-othesis concerning the relationship betr¡een

the attitude and personality variables used in this study is in

general correct, oneuould expect the tr¡o factors to be at least

moderately correlated. This is indeed the case. For the first

set ofl data (r¡ith N=87), the correlation u:as .48, and for the total

sample the correlation Lras .41.

The data for subjects r,lho completed all the tests t¡as also

analysed f or the sexes separately. The f irst tr¡o f actors urere

similar for males and flemales, but in the case fo¡ l'emales it
Lras the personality factor that accounted for a marginally greater

proportion of the variance (see Table l4U) The loadÌngs for the

t
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Dorresponding factors are presented for the tuo sexes togethe¡ lor

comparison in the flollo¡ling tabIe.

Table 34 B Oblique factor loadings on the first
extracted from correlations for male
S.A.I.T. students

tr¡o
and

fac tors
female

Fro-authority factor ItPersonalityrr factor
Mal es
(ru=42)
(22.40%
va ri ance )

Femal es
( ttl=4s)
(1e.58%
va ri ance )

MaIes
(ll=4z)
(12.7%
vari ance )

Females
( N=45 )
(2D.31%
variance )

Variables
Attitude Scales

Lau

Army

PoIi ce

Radi cal i sm

Teache¡

Symbolic Authority
Independence ScaIe

Personality tests
Tolerance of Ambiguity
(Complexity Scale 0.P.I. )
fntolerance of Ambiguity
( Budner )
Dogmatism (Ray)

Creative Independence
( Rump )
Emotional Activation
( Rump )
Photo Ambiguity Test
Cognitiva Simplicity
Age

Bu

77

BO

-70
?B

33

05

-8?
-D2

87

79

BD

-61
26

66

-11

t7

-01

-01

-13
-01

00

-05

17

10

o2

-01
-.27

24

26

06

04

-13

-22
17

23

11

-91

-53
29

16

-12

32 05 66

09

B5

36

7B

79

-60 -71

04

04

43

D5

-04
DB

12

-05

Note : Decimal points have been omitted.
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From TabLe 348ít is clear that the results for each sex a¡e

broadly similar. For each sex there is a pro-authority flactor Ioaded

positively and, in general, at l"east mode¡ately on measules of

attitudes tnuards specific autho¡ities and negatively on Radicalism.

Loadings on the Independence Scale are in both cases close to zero.

Bn the personality factor the loadings are also similar, particularly

uith respect to variables that have relatively heavy loadinEs: that

is, the tr¡o questionnaire measures of Intolerance (or Tolerance) of

Ambiguity and the measure ofl Creative Independence. For both sexes

the personality factor is moderately related to the pro-authority

f'actor: for males r = .32; for females | = .47, ancl these results

are in both cases consistent uiththe linear hypothesis.

Despite the overal-I similarities betueen the factor structures

for males and females, there are some differences. Amonq attitude

to authority scales, the greatest discrepancy in flactor loadinqs is

found on the Teacher Scale, uhich has a loading of.7B on the

attitude factor for males, and only .26 for flemales, suggesting that

teachers are viet.¡ed asrrauthority figuresrrmore by male students.

This may be related to the'strikinqly different flindings for the

tt¡o sexes (reported in Dhapter 4) concerning the ¡elationship

betueen the tomposite Aubhority Scale and the nature ofl reported

interaction uith teachers.

The loadings for Cognitive SimpIicity on the pro-authority

factor are also verv difflerent (Males = .43; females = .00); it

seems possible that the scores nn this variable may have different

implications flor the sexes. Finally, there is the difference betr¡een

males and females on the Ioadings for Emotional Activation on the

personality factor; for males it is -.04 and for females .53. 0n

the basis of this analysis it appears that a l-or¡ level of emotional

activation may aDcompany personality characteristics such as

intol-erance ofl ambiguity fo¡ 1'emales only.
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To recapitul-ate: the main roncl-usion nn the l¡asis ol' tfie '

flactor analysis is that the first tt¡o flactors'represent (i) a general

pro-authority attitude, uhich includes an oppusition to left-uing

radicalism, buL not a tendency to be independent of the authority of

graduating students; and (ii) a personality dimension r¡hich incl-udes

a stronq rlislike of uncertainty, and a tendency to hold dogrnatic

beliefs, and to vieul oneselfl as not creatively irrdependent or

emo bionally activated. Moreoever, tlrese tr.lo f actors are cDrrelated

rnoderately, as predicterJ by the Iinear hypothesis. The Factor

structure anrl the relationship betueen the main f,actors uas found

to be substantiatly similar flor different sets o1' overlappinq data,

and the main conclusions based upon the factor analysis uele

r.eplicated I'or each sex j-ndependently, despite minor discrepancies.

q( i.i )AnaIr¡sis brr canoni.cal D0rr ela'bi-on

/ì complemen'ba::y morJe o'i'attal-ysis nf 'bile norrelation matrix is

provided by canoni.cal cnrrelation. Having establislrecl tllat tlre

personality anci attiturle variableB aIe factorially rJistinct yet

correlatecl, one maV asl< i¡þat variates deriv¡:d flom each se'[' of var-

iables rnay acDount l'or the ma><j-murn amount of 'bhe relatj'onship be-

tueen l,he se'bs.

Danonical correla b j-on analysis ulas perl'ormed on the sarnple

ol= 5.4.I.T. "riaba 1¡¡ = B?) using the S.P.S.5. proqramme (llj-e et-aI" 
'197tf '

p.52D) to ob'bain pairs of canonical variables baserl upon tlre sets

of personali'by and the attitude variables' The f'i.rst pair ol'

canonical variates arrcl their ueightings r,lere nf interes'b to'bhis

study and are presented in Table 34C'
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Tab1e 3+c Canonical vari ates uith L,reichtinq for sets of

FJ ersonalitv and attitude tes'bs

Personal-lty Tests Canon.

vari ate
lLJei ghts

.45

-.21

-.16

"16

.D7

-.lJ?

Lau

Teacher

Radi cali sm

Army

Poli ce

Canon.

vari. ate
lLJei ghts

.51

.28

.18

-.1J

.'10

.o2

Attitude Scales

Tolerance of Ambig-

uity (f,omplexitV
Scale , 0. P. I. )

Cognitive SimplicitY

Emotional Activation

Dreative fndePendence

Photo AmLriguitY Tes'b

Intolerance oi' AmbiguitY
( Budner )

Dogmatism

-.59 Symbolic AuthoritY

The canonical correlatj-on bras significant, uith a value of .63

( p (.05 ). It is clear f rom the canonical variate r,.reights that the

relationehi.p betueen the tuo. sets of variables uas pr5-marily det-

ermined by the contributions of the compre><ity scare qf the 0'P'r'

and the test of Iognitive Simplicity among the personality variables,

and Symbolic Autlrority amonq the attitude scales. The canonical

correlation method is such as 'to enter that scale firs'b in the

canonical varj-ate L¡hich has the hiqhest correlation uith the other

set, and to give scales entered subsequently a ueightinq only to the

extent that t¡ey contribute independently to the canonical correlation.

In emphasising the [.F.I.test and the Dognitive Simpllcity test, this

analysis suggests that these tuo tests are making distinct contributions

to the relationEl-rip betueen the tt¡o sets af variables. It t:ould
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sBem that although the Cognitive Simpliclty test has a zero loading

on the group personallty factor (see Table )4A), the variable

nevertheless does have an independent relationship r,rith the ättitude

dimension. In terms of the reLatlonship uith the personality variatet

the Symbolic Authority Scale has a centlal position, urhich is

appropriate since it is intended as the most general measure of

attitude to authoritY.
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lli{AFTER 10: A FURTHER REPLI'JA.TION

Iri" (i) Introducti r:n

The sturlies repnrted so far have suppnrted tu.ro general

Frropilsjtions: that there is a geneiality of attitude to auihority

amonq tertiary students, extending ûver a ranrìe of institt.iticrnal--iseil

arithorities, ancl that such arl attituCe is related in a Iinear uay

ta a constell-ation oí persnnality variables. The genera]ity of

attiiui:le tc authol'ity uas strongly suppllî'ued usinq sariiples uF

students from tr.¡o tartiary insti{:utions, the 5.4.I.T. ancl the

University of Adelaide. Tt should be nated, houevet, tlrat the

obtained linear relaiionship betueen attitudE to authority and

certain personality variables uraÉ suÐpoItÊd primarily by bhe

results of students at the 5.4.I.T. on1y. Among the Universitr,t

af Acielaide students, the personality scales r:reIE restricted For

pragtical Teasons, and the dsmorist¡atinn of a clear line¿lr

relationship r.,ras limiterj bo the treative fndependence 5r:al'e.

Further, the pattern c¡f loadincìs on the personaliiy factor obtainecl

from an analysis of tr¡o overlappinq sets ofl data, presenteC in

Tahle 33 in the las'b chapter, sugçests that the Intolerani:e of

Ambiquity dirnension is of central importance. At this stage it

is important to deterrnine uhether the flj-ndinEs relatinq this

dimension to attiturle to authoritV can be rep.Licaied t¡ith a

University sarnPle.

rt uas, in part, to remedy this deficiency that a further

investigation r¡es unciertaken in 19?5. The¡e uere add'itional

reasons for undertaking a fu¡ther analysis. Tn L9?l and L97Z

r¡hen the previous tegtinç had been conciucted, there had been

cflnsidelable potitical unrest associateci uith the uar in Uietnomt

r¡hich,ùJas unpopular r.¡ith many students anci fr:r r,¡trich ynung people
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ùJere beinq conscr'Í.pted and, in some casesr qaoled for ref'using

tn comply t¡i.th conscription order's. It is arguahle that the

consistentry Df attitudes touar'cis the authoritj-es used in this

study, particularly the Army and the Lau, ulas due ts the

polarisation of' stucient upinion about this issue. It has been

shourn in thapter 4 that the rneasured aititudes bo authoritv urere

ulosely associated r¡ith sr-lch political involvement as taking part

in MoratorÌum mar'chES diractecl touards ending Australian

j_nvnLvernent in uietnam" 3y April 19?5 r'rhen the replication u.las

administered, the Army uas no longer associabed uith the Llar anrl

the Lar" u3s f"ìÐ longer being ueed ts coerce young people inin

takinq part in such a ural. AnV correlation betueen the Army

and Lar¡ scales in L975'¿uu1d therefore be less tikely to be

influenced by a particutar historical sitltation, and more

certainly reflect a qeneralisecl feelin-q about such autl-¡orities'

The chsice ofl specifip tests to be used in i;he replication

Lras determined by the results ofl the factur analysis descritlerl

in chapter -4" It uas apparent that the highest loadings on the

rrpro-authority factortr urele fol the Lau Scale (.8?) and the Army

scale (.7g). The personality test uith the hlqhest laading nn

the personality flactor uas the complexity.subscale of the

0mnibus Personality Inventnry, blith a factor loadinq ofl -.81.

Correlaùions betueen this measure ofl tolerance afl ambigui-ty and

attitude to authoriiy as measuled by the c.4.5., for male and

for femalB students in Lhe 5"4"1.T. sample had been, as predicterlt

negative and significant, Figure 5 in chapter B indicaieci a

clear linear rel.ationship betrr.reen the ccmplexi.ty subscale and

the c.4.5. forench sex separately. It Luas predicted that this

relationship uoulrl be replicated in the 19?5 lJniversity sample'



An ir':quiry ures also undertaken into the reliahiliiy of

the 0.P.I" Complexitv subscale and the attitude scaLes used in

this repli.cation study. UJith respect to the 0.F.I. subscale, sunh

an analysis uas justified on three qrounds¡ firstr its high

loading on the ¡rpersonality factorrr indicated its central

importance in this study; secondly, other repurted uses Bf this

test have been in the context of the full set of Ü.P.I. scal-es;

and it might be suqgested tlr¡t its rel.iabil.ity r,.ias therefore

aff er:ted; and third.ly, the test had been CeveIr:ped ainflIig

American stuclents and its itern consistenly cnulrl i:e questroned

for Australian students. Finaliy, the naeC tc re-exarnine 'Lhe

reliabil.i'f;y oF the attitude scales üras justified in tlre liglrt

of the inang:.nq political anrl social climate, urhich, it migh-b

be argued, csuLd affect the consistency of the items'

1[J. (fi) The sample

The previous sample of University students (l'l - B0) uas

not large, and perhaps Ínsuffli"cient to investigate fully the

complete ranqe of dtitude to authority. Accnrdingty, a larqel

sample ofl ZB4 volt.lnteers flium First Year Psyclrology classes at

the University of Adelaide uere arlninistereú three tests: ';he

0.P.I. Curnplexity subsc¿le, the Arrny Scale znd the Lau Scale"

Df ihese, 248 subjec'bs cor-npleted all the tests t.lithout any

errors or omissions, and only these subjects uere inclu¡Jed in

the analyses. The average age of these students is given in

Table 35, and compered Lrith the earlier samplers avetaqe aEe.
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Table 35

MaIes

Females

Both sexes

Mean

20.68 (19" 30)

19.44 (18.74)

2.t.OZ ( 19,. gB)

5.0.

5.08 ( 2.16)

4.54 (3.93)

4 . s4 (3.4=)

N

rr5 ( 3l)

r32 (47)

z4B (eü)

l4eans and Standard Deviatj.ons ol' Aqes of'

Suhjects in ihe LJnj-versity Replicaiiun study

of 19?5, and cnmpari.sons u¡ith the L9'12 study.

Ncbe: The cutresnunding fligures 1"or the I9?2 study are qiven

in hrackets. It may be nated that the L975 sample

Lras, on aueragE, approximately one yeaI' older tharr ihe

sampì.e useei in the earlier study; houever, the

difference for bcth sexes combined is not signlficani,
t=1.7Brdf=326rP>.05.

I0. (iii) Result:

A. Reliabilit The item-total biserial correlations

(corrected for the contribution of item to total) flor the CI'P"Ï'

Comptexity subscale, in qeneial, reached a satisfactory levelt

the mean correlation coefficient being .34. The compLete list

of items and cortelations is given in Appendix 18. flne item

is exceptional, houÊver, having a negligible (negative)

correlation (-.Ot). This item is: "I dislike having others

deliberate and hesitate before actingrr. It is scored in Ùhe

clirection sf flor a rrtl'uE¡r respûnse. Elearly its use is

questionable in any further applications af this subsc¡1e.

f t uould seen that the keyr,lords in the item, ItdelibeÏaterr and

nhesitate¡r are not clearly related to the concept of truncertaintyrl

r,lhich appears to underlie the subscale. Despite thisr the

reliability of the subscal-e is quite goocl: A tronbach alpha

coefficient ofl .75 r¡as otitained, r,-rhich ccmpa¡'es clesely uith

the values given in the 0.P.f. rnanual (p.49) of .?3 and.76 L¡itir
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t¡lo difl'erent seiis of American CoIleqe Freshmer¡. The subscale

r¡ouId äpFeãr io h¿:ve saiisfactÊJry cross-cultural ç¡eneralitlt sven

r¡hen detached flr'om ather items ofl the full scale. The item

¡¡ith the highest item-total correlation ( "52) is I'I don I t iike

thinqs bo be uncertain and urrpredictablert, and this seems ta be

consisteni r.,:ith il'le notion of intolerance of ambiç¡uity or

uncertainty.

For the Army and l-ar,i scales tronbach alpha coefficients of

.92 and .86 respec""iveLT '¡ere oi:tained" AJ-tiicu-air tilese are

indicative of reliai:Le scales, ihere is a very sliqht fall in

the reliability of the scales. 0n the basis ofl the 1972

University sample (see Tab1es 4 and 6) the reliabilities of the

scales uele .95 for the Almy and .91 for the LaN.

B. l4eans and st anda¡d deviatisns of test scoïes. The auerage

sÊores ¡¡ere broken ciu'r:n aeco¡dinq to sex and, u¡here appruplriatet

comparisons ri:er'B made uith resulis obtained frsm the sample.

These results ate slroun in Tribi-e 36.

Differences beiueen the turo samples indica.te snine sliqht

changes in attitudes touards the tr¡o kinds of au'bhorities" Tltis

is especially true of the Army for uhieh differences are

significant for both males (t = 3.45t df = 147, p <.nEI), and

for f,emales (t = 2.5-l , dî = I7?, P 1.t5); flor both sexss

combined (t = 4.25, df = 32îar P 4.001). Thus attitudes of

both sexes touards the Arrny ale rnole favoulable for the 1975

sample. Fo¡ the Lar,l 5ca1e the change tends to be in the

oppgsite direction, siqnificantly so flot females (t = 3.Ll+,

df = L7'7, F 1.0i)r but not fsr males (t = 1.38r df = I4?,

p 2.05). For bsth sexes combined, the rJifference for the Leu-r

Scale is siqnificant t¡ith t = 3.29t dfl = 326, p < "001. Ïn



Table 36. Means and Standa¡d Deviations of scores on the

0.P.I.Com¡rlexitysubscaie,theArrnyScaleandihe
Lat¡ Scal.e for university of Adelaide str:dents in

- L9't5, anrJ comparisnns uith ihe 1972 sample'

Flales

S.D.

5. rl
L9.57

T2"98

18fl.

(33)
(33)

0.P.I. 0omplexitY Subscale

Attitude 'bo the ArmY

AttÍtude ts the Labl

0.P.T. ComplexitY Subsca1e

Attitude to the ArmY

Attitude to the Laur

0.P.I. tomplexitY Subscale

Attitude to the ArmY

Ati;itude in the LaLr

Eloth Sexes

16.7tr

88.48 (78.11)
'16 "75 (S2" 58)

Mean

16.65

89.66 (76.03)

7.1 "33 ( Br " 00)

N

116

(20.88) ir6
(15.h5) 116

F eina I es

1.6 " B0

B?.44
-/6.25

(7e.6û)
(83.58)

5.33
'ro n1Ir.J. ¿t

L2"')6

( tG.55l)
(i5.ü3)

r32
¡32 (47)

ç2 (aT)

5.23
IB. 89

12.98

248

248

248

(BÜ)

(Ba)
(r8.56)
(r5.Ê5)

Note: Donparative results for the L972 Universí'iy of Adelaide

subjects are given in b¡rackets.

general, there 5.s evidence that

and the Lau tonk P1ace over the

favourable movement torrlards the

tor¡ards the Larrl. The Possi"bIe

briefly discussed in Section I0

a shift in attituc.les to the ArmY

years Lc)1? to L975, involving a

Army and an unfavcurable onB

reasnn= for these changes are

iv beIou.

C. Eorrelaiions betue en the Attitucle Scales. In vieu af

the directionally different msvements of attitudes in relatinn

to the Army and the Lau over the pcriod betr¡een tests it Llecnmes

impnrtant tn inquire r¡hether subjects still tend to be consisient

in their attitudes tnt¡ards autlìority rlespite sunh general clranqes
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in the population. In addition, it is

the correlaiiuns obtained betueen these

obtaiñed in the 1972 sample.

of interest ts crmpate

scal-es urii;h thase:

Arrry Age

.13

-07.69

-2L -05

TabIe J?. Correlation matrices fo¡ the Arrny Scale, the

of AdelaideLau Scale and Age for Urriversity
students in 1975 and L972..

(In each case f,he correlation cneflficients fnr l9?5 subjects
are giuen to the riqht of the riiagonal" 1j.ne, and, for
comparisono the results far 13?2 subjects are gitri:n to the

left of it).

MaIes Females

Arrny

,78

-Ð2

Arrny

Lau

Aqe

Laur

.56

.o6

Age

-15

-22

Both sexes

Lau

.43Army

Laur

Age

Army

Lat't

Age

Army

.?3

-14

Laur

.5û

-t2

Age

-n1

-14

The cu¡relations beti,reun the turo attitude scales are highl.y

significant: for each sex and for both se)1.es comtrined, they are

significant at the .0ûI level (I-tailed iest). The siqnifj.cance

remains a1=ter the eflfect of age has been partialled out: for

males the norrelations betueen the Army Scale and the Lar¡ Scale

is then .55, fo¡ females .ú¡J and fsr both sexes .50. Âlthouqh

a significant. relationship betr¡een the tu¡o scales is repliuated

by the 1975 sample, the cnrrelations ar'Er in Fact, si-gnificantly

Iourer than those in Lg72: fot males, 2 = 2.tI1 p < .05; for

females 7 = 2.2?t F 1 .05; and for both sexes combined 7 = 2"9L¡

p ¿.01. Houever, clespite a significant reducticn in the
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Figure 13. Relatjonship between two measures of attjtude

to authority, the L aw Scale and the A¡ny Scale, for Un'iversity

of Adelaide students (i975).
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strength of the reiationshi.¡:, scoles nn the turn srales a¡e still

strongJ-y related, and give further support to the hypothesis of

a general attitude to authoritY.

The nature of the rel-atinnship can be further explored by

means of arr examj.nation of graphs flnr the tulo attittLde scales.

lrlean scsres on one variable are abtainedr as in f,hapter Br rJn

the r-\asis uf apprroximately equai-sizecl sr,lbgrùllps ofl subjects on

the rther variable. Due to numerou$ tied scotes, the qro'-tpinqs

ere ntt entr.Tel-y equal in size.

A qenerally linearLrenrl betureen the tulo scales i.s apparnn'b

in Fiçure 13. It is particularly marked fo¡ male subjects; flor

fenales Lhere is a sliqht suçqestion of curvilinearity.

D. Ccrrelations betueen the ficmnlexitv Subscale of the

0.P"I. (Tnierance oi Arnbiqui tv ) a;nd tun Attiturie to Authnritv

ggql€.3. The relationship betu;een the Û.P"I. conrplexity subscale

and the tuo measu¡es of attitude tn authoriiy may be examined in

the follsuing table r,.¡hich shot¡s csrrelation; betr¡een the

personality anrJ ati;itude variabies. Here compariscns ale

available for the co1'Ie5pgnding resul'cs using the 5.4.I.T.

subjects, derivecl from TabIe 28.

The co¡relaiions flsr the University sample ar'e significant

(p <.001) for each sex taken separatel.y, and sir¡ilar in

magniiude to the ioefficien+"s obtairled in the earl-ier sample.

Aflter partial.i-inç out f'sr the contribution of' aqe, the

correlations fo¡. bo'ch sexes combined remain aL '.32 For both the

Laul and the Arrny Scaies, and these are siqniflicant at the .0BI

leveÌ ( l-tailed test ) . It is clea¡ that the rasul-is ab+"ained

from the 1.g7L-2 S.A.I.T. sample have been substantially confirmed,

uith respect to the correlation betr,leen personatì-ty and at'uiturie

variables.
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f"-!lS_|Q. CorleLations i:etLueen tuo attitude tn ;:r-rthari'Ly

scales and the ü.F.1. Ionrplexì"ty Scate (Tolera:'ice

ofl Arnbiguity) for University of Adel"aide sturlenis,

L9?5, r,riih corresponi-1ing results nor the 5'A"I.T.
sample, I97I-?2.

Mai-es Fema1 es Both Sexes

Army

Lar¡

-.28
-.32

(- "tt>
(-.46)

-.35 (-.28)

-.33 (-.15)
-.32 (-.34)
-.33 ( -. ¿rD)

Notes: (I) Results for
trrackE:ts '

(Z) SamPle sizes
1975 sample:

the 5"4.I.T. sample are qivan in

are as floIlotls :

l-9'ÌI-2 sample;

116 nrales, I22 f emales.

60 males, 69 fernales.

E Exami ni nq the nersonalitr.'-attitude lelationshi.n ior

curvilineality. In'the alternätive lrypoihesis, proposed in

ühapte¡ 6, a curvilinear relaticlnship betueen intoleranne of

embiquity and atti'uurle to authority t,:as predicted, r.¡ith both

pro- and anti-authority subjects being relativeiy intolerant of

ambiguity. This possibility is examined in Fiqures 14 ancÍ 15t

for the tuo measures of attitr-rde to authority separately.

In general, the graphs for each nf the scales and for the

sexes i¡rdividually shou a Iinear trend, although the combined

sex rpsults fsr the Cornplexity Scaie end the Army (Figure J4.)

suggest a contrast betr¡een high and lor¡ scolsls on the attitude

io authority climensinn. As in the case cfl the earlier S.A.I.T'

study there is nn evidence of the prstulabed ctlrvilinear

relationship betr-^reen aititurle to authority and intulerance ílf

ambiguity, as measuraC by the fl"P.I. scale. The curvil"inear

hypothesis is not supporterJ in eiihe¡ the original study or in

the replication three years later.
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Figure L4. Relaticnship between the Complexity subscale
the O. P. I. (measuring Tolerance of i\mbiguity)
the Army Scaie for U. of A. students (1975).
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10. (iv) Discr-¡ssion

The major aim of this replication bras to confirm the

positi.ve correlation (and the linear relationshi.p) betr¡een

attitude to authority and intolerance of ambiguity, a

relatinnship flound j-n ea¡Iier results obtained f¡nm a sample of
5.4.I.T. subjects. The successiul replicaticn of these resul-ts

t¡ith a san¡:re sf ljniuersity of Aderaide students in r9?5 enables

the generatity of the linclinn tc he exi:ended substantialry.

ïhe iua samples ofl siudents use-tj in these 'tests diflfered

uith respect in the ins¡itu"bion they attended and the tine
period during r¡hich they uere tested" Differpnces uith respec1;

to institution ale exprcred in some detail in the r"orlouing

chapter. Here it may be noted that, in rleneral-, the s.A.r.T.
students urere in r97L-? ol-der and rnore pro-auilrority than the

unir¡ersity students testec during this period and that this is
particularly irue for the *àt= subjects. The s.A.I.T. students

ulere arso mnre hetel'Egeneous in that ihey uere drairln irom a

variety of courses anci years of study, r,rhile the university
students rrlpre alL f ¡om First yea¡ psycholoqy classes. The

comparative homogeneity of the university sarnple minimises the

rikelihood ofl a spurious correraiion due tt variations in

educationar backçround being craimed 1'or the va¡iables in

question. Difflerer'ìces due tu the time of testing may be

considered in the li.ght ofl differentres in the mean ssores on the

attitude scaLes for similar sarnples ofl University students over

the th¡ee year period. As one might expect, rrlith the

significance ofl the Armyrs involvernent in the vietnam uar

receding into the background, attitudes touards the Arrny had

become more favourable. A less pronounced but unexpected

tendency is apparent for the'Lat¡ to be vieu,,err less flavourably
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on the second ûDcasion of testing.

It is unclear r'rhy there shoulci have been such a nrovement

against the Lar¡ ãmonÐ tertiary siurlents ove¡ this three r¡ear

period. 0n the international scene one cnuld point tn the

uidespread cynicism enoenCered by the ahuses of the Nixnn

Administration in the U.S.A. in seeÌ<ing to operate the l-et¡ 1'or

their oun protection in the course ef the protracted [Jaierqate

investiqatiorr, L973 io L974 (Eernsteiri & tdoodt:arr1, I974).

Loca1ly, the conflrontation betLreen student anri staff at the

nearby Flinders University in 1974, Ieading to the legal

prosecution of the Fli.nders lJniversitV President uf tl¡a Studentsl

Union (t.'iilne, L9?4), may t'reli have strengthened the hosiility nf

some radical students ot thei¡ sympathisers at Arlelaide

University. tdhatever the explanation, it is apparent that in

this perioci there Luere directiorrally opposing movements in

group attitudes touards the tr¡a authorities, indicatinq that

the social and political climate hras changing.

Correlations betuaen the a ttitudes of indi-viduals iouard

the Lau and the Army uere signiflicantly srnaller than befnre.

Th'e associatj.on ofl the tr¡o uLould therefore appeal to depend to

some degree on the pariicular historical context ofl the operation

of these tr¡o auihorities" Horrever, the correlations i:etu¡een the

tuo authorities for inriividual students ofl both sexes urPre still

hiçhIy signifj,cant, despì-te gr,oup changes, and the replicatlon oF

the predicted relationships betr,Leen the tuo authorities ancì

betr¡een each of these authnrities and the measu¡e of Intnlerance

of Ambiguity thus appeals to be comparatively indepen.lent nf the

events of the dav.' The generality of the findings has been

considerably extended by this replication"
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CHAPTER 112 SEX AND INSTITUTTON DOI'IPARTSDNS

AND AGT TRENDS

In the course of this investigation results have been

obtained flor the sexes separately and forbhe tr¡o diffe¡ent

i¡rstibutions: The S.A.I.T. and The University of Adelaide.

Data havealso been gaihered in relatÍon to the age of the

respondents. Before discussinq the main ¡esults of this study

in the follot¡ing chapter, üne may first examine the similarities

and differences betueen the sexes and the institutions, and any

differences in attiiude that may be related to age. l-lany of

these results have l¡een reported in different places earlier in

i;tris thesis. In this chapter it is intended that they shall be

brouqht toqether, summarised and examined in further detail, and

ihe implications of .the simila¡iti es, di1'f erences and age trends

dis cuss ed.

11. (i) The reliability and validity of the attitude scales:

sex compall-sons

The scaLes that have been developed for this study are as

FoIlous: the Likert-type attitude to authority scales measurinq

attitudes touards Synrbolic Authority, Teachers, the Army, the

Lau, and the Police; t,he Radicalism Scale; and a modiflied

version ofl l{udson I s Independence Sca1e. They may nou be

considered r¡ith respect to their reliability and validity, in

relation to the subjectrs sBX.

A. Reliabiì-ity. The subjects used in the development of

these scales uere all tertiary students, and results have been

presented flor the sexes separately in f,hapter 2. It has l¡een

shoun that, uith the exception of the Independence Scale, uhich

has generally 1ou reliability and uas not used in subsequent

'a
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analvses, the at'bitucle scale|r cleveloped in this study aIe quite

reliable instrurnen'bs f or assessing the at"bi tudes o F botlr male 
"and

f emaIe. terl;iary students. In the com¡:arisons to be presented ,

data have been used for each scale from the larger ol' the samples

available (5.4.I.T. or University)' It t'liIl be seen in'bhe

follouing table that slight but someu.lhat consistent differences

appear betueen the sexes t¡ith respect to the reliabitity of the

scales.

Table 392 Inc.lices of Reliability for the Li'kert- bype attiturle

scales and the Independence ScaIe, uLith sex

comParisons.

ScaIe

Symi:. Auth.

Tea cher

Army

L a¡t

FoIi ce

Raclicalism

Independence

Cronbach I s
AIpha
Coe l'l'i ci en ts

Co rrel ations
be'hueen Pos-
itive & neg-
ative parts
of the scales

Plr,¡Ies Females

.39 .21

.57 .32-

.75 .59

.63 .34

.15 .',77

Not apPlicable

Not applicaL:Ie

Significance of
se>< di-fference
in correlations

llaIes

. fJ6

CtD

.95

na-
t))

q2

.93

.65

Fema Ies

EJ)
oUL

.9n

qL

ocì¡ LJU

q?

.Bu

.62

7_

1.94

2.94

2.Br)

3.6G

o.37

p<

n.s.

.01

.o1

. 001

n.5.

ItisnotpDssibletoconductabestofsiçnificance

oVer aIl scales conjointly since tlre samples involver:l are not

aII l.ncjependen b. Pairs of coef'1=icients ' hoLoever r maV be com-

pared. using the 5îi confirlence Iimits for the AIplra coef'fic-

ien'bs(tlrj.stol',1g7?),foreaclrofltlresexpairstl¡tlreissorne

rlegree o1= overlap (5ee A¡:pendices Oa.and 22) t so by thj s test



none ofl these rjifferences in;ìJ-pha velues may be reg;irrded as

significant.ThepoolingoJ'da.l,aforajoj'ntanalysisoflmale

ãne fem¡le results is therefore justifj-cr-1. l1outever, cs Table 39

indicilbes,thecnrre}ationsbetr,¡eenposi-tj-veandneqativeparts

of thr: l\riny, leacher ¡nd Lirt¿ sc:aIes ære siqni f icantJ'y riif ferent

1.or lni les tncl lemales, using the conventionirI me bhod fnr the

Domperison of il rlil'f erence þE [r,-reen cnlrelati-olrc f,nr unrela'bed

sarnples (Bl¡Iock , 1gbCJ, p, 310) ' Tlrese results trLlqgest th:t bl-re

rela Lionship betueen cert¡in paflbs ol' the at bi'bLlde scales may

l¡e di1'l'erent i'or the sexes. A cOmparison nF i"Lern-tnti;l (corrected)

correl¡rtions For m¡Ies ancJ Females I'or eaClr sCi:l-e plovi'r'les results

th¡t,rre consistent Luith this vieL,l. For the totrl nF',ll¡D jtems

in thr¿ irt.bi-tr-rcle scnles (see T:bIes: 1r3r5r7r9 isnd 1?-E) sicìnil=ic;ln'b

rli-f1'erences brlh¡leen collelatiuns r¡ete f'OUnrl fnl 3lJ cornpi-trisons' anr-l

1'nr,Zil,of'hhemthr:itenr-'botalcotrelnti¡nsl'rEllehiglTElI['nIthe

mi¡l-e sturlr;nts. (Tlre j.tnms for L'lh j-clr 
"s 

j-gni I'ican'i; rlil=ferences

rr.JEre l=nunLl are qivr:n j rr l\pperrcl ì'>< 23) '

I b m:ry be conclLtrled tlrs'b althpuglr tlre a'L bi'br-lcle ricales rlo not

ç¡ive siqni.f ic¡nt r:1i.1'1'erences l¡e1;L,leen the su)(ll$ 1"or overall reliab-

llity,asinr.|ic¡tedbyCr'onblchtsAlplrn,cotteJ.a.bj.onsbetlueen

cer.bzlinparbs;nfthegcnleshavebeenfoundtoclj.l"feri:ccorrling

tnSE)<.Inperticular,.Fortllreescales,theTr:aclrer,theArrny

enrl the l-au Sc¡les, .bhe pnsibively and negal;iveIy scller-l pi.rrts oF

tlre ::c:Ies.; ;.rt:11:tl-L¡1ni1'rclili;1'y ma-rr: 'iriglrl-y' Drlr''r'rl¡lter:l flor male

subjec.bs,ancJforeachoneoftlreattiburlesc¿¡lessignil'jc¡nt

rlifFerencesincorrelabj.onsbr:tueenj-tems¡nr..i.l,nt¡]-sh¡vcbeen
founrl,innearlyallcasesinr]icatinq'lhi.qhnrrelj.abilityFor

nrel-e:; in reliltir¡n to such i'terns
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B. Vnli-rlity. llornpari-sons Di valirJity -in dj- r:er¡ llet',.ler:n sexesì

fortlreLil<ert_typeattiburle.l,oouthori.by=icr'tlesrnaybem¡deon

thebasisof,resultsobt¡¡ineclFroml-JniversitVoflArJeIaidesub.

jects.Asl'arasconCUIÏentvalirìityj.sconcelned,cDttelirbions

betureen e¡clr oF tlre attiturle scalesi i:nrJ irpprnpriaLr¡ [leven-pnint

Ri-.'bi.ng Scal-es i¡te i¡11 siqnif iclnt (p < '05) I'or each sex cDnsirlercrl

sepi:rately('ser:TabIe24)'Hor'tevet'asintlreci:rsr:o1''Lhe

:reliabl.l.ibyindicesjustr:onsidergrl,hlrevi¡luesiiìIeconsistently

higherl.nrmnlesthi¡nfo:..flemeles(sr:gTi:bIe4|l)..[hem'=an
correlatinn coef'|'j.cj.ent for m:lIg sub.jecl,s (l,l = 7,?-) .Ls ..11, com¡:ared

L.lil,tr a me:ln EoIlrelatinn o1. .5g 1.or l.emaIe t.it-Lbjr-:c.Ls (tJ = ¿l 2). 1n

the case oF tlre Lau scale Lhe' dif'ference is si-¡rrii'icant (p ( 'tl1)'

Asp:condrng.bhoc|of¡s¡se;singvali-rJity,tlsin¡repr:r.herJ

beh.rviour inri-r-ces, alsn prnvitlcd srl¡:pnrt fr¡r the vali'rlity r-¡ l' tlre

scalcs ¡o1' ¡::r¡11 sBX¡ lt le¡lst uith respect to Lhe behnvinur'

inrlices rleÏivcrl 1'rotn seLl'-reports nl'tilìtcing plrrt j-n rjemonstr:lt-

j.onr¡anc;'¡tLenrlj.nç¡Ühurclr.lle:'ethereolenoconsisten.l,rli,Pl.-

ÉIr.]ntESl¡ett,Leenthesexesr.,litlrrespec.htotlremagnitudeofbhe

associatinnslre.l,t,leentlre:ettiturlescalesanr-lthoseinrlices(s;ee

Appenclix gb anrl gc)' l-louever' there rlo appear to be quite

rnarl<ecl rliflf,erences in hhe outcornes of preclictinns concernint¡

IepoÏberjirehaviouratschool.Theseareparticulærlysl,ril<inq

uitlr respeci; Lo indices reJ.a'iing tn repor.bs ol. ||bei.nç¡ j.n stri fle||

ui l,h tenchers ancl being punished bv 'btremr t.,rlri.r;h are signil'i'can bry

correl:r.bed L¡ith each ofl the aubhority sc:lles (nnrJ 'bhe iìarJicalj'sm

ScaIe)f.orfelnelesonly.Theconsistencyarlcllnagn.'rburleol'bhe

se;< rli.fl'erences are apparent i-n Tarble tr1' rlerivecl l'rr-¡ir the

re:¡uIts qì-ven in APPendix 9c"



Tabl e 40,

Subjectts

Males 1tt = 32)

Females (t't = 4z)

Significance of
sex d i fferences

Att i tude
Scale

Symbol i c
Auth.

Teacher -.27

A'rmy - "12

Law .05

Pol ice .07

Radicalism .16

.76

.59

z 1.36
n.s

Being'rín striferl
wi th teachers

Ma I es Fema I es

- .01 ^ "r+7

-.35

-.56

-.41

-. 50

.26

Significance of
sex d i fferences

Be i ng pun i shed
by teachers

1E)? r,.t

Pol i ce

Significance oi
sex d i fferencer

Correlations betweel'r Likert-type att itude to authority
scales and corresporrding Eleven-point Rating Scales,
for males and for fe-males.

object of the Attitude

Sex S rnbol ic Autho'rÎt Tea che r s Army

.72

.65

.56
l'l.so

.79

,75

Iss

"77

.33

2,Bg
.01

"t+z
n.s.

"80

.64

ì .45
llrs.

Note: The correlation coefficients for Symbol ic Authority

are with the Eleven-point Rating Scaìe of rrAuthority

i n Gene ra ì lr.

Table 4ì. Sex differences in correìations between attitude scales and

reported behaviour indices relating to two forms of reported
behaviour at school, for 33 maìe and 47 femaìe subjects from
the Un i vers i tY of Adeì a i de.

Behaviour lndex

z

2.20

0.04

2.26

2.1\

2.73

0 .46

p<

.05

n.s.

"05

.05

.01

fì.s.

.04

,06

.19

.07

.10

.03

_ .45

-,3\

- 
'l+9

-.4t

-.\2
to

z

2.31

I .82

3,21

2,23

2.\1

l.tg

P<

.05

fì.s.

.01

.05

,05

fì.s,

Males Females
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In aIl 12 cases in Tal-'l.e 41 l'emales shot'l a lrigher coII-

elation than males, and in B cases the difflerences alle signif-

icant, These relationships may be summarj,sed by the correlat-

ions be'br¡een each behavioul index and the C'A'S' Ihe correlat-

ions betueenrrBej-ng in stril'e tuith'beachersrranrl the C'A'S' LJere

-.57 for females and only -.0'1 fot males. The diffeIlenDe

bett¡een the norrelations is significan'bz z = 2.?7, p ('01' The

correlations betueen the C.A.S. and rrBeing punished by teachelsrr

rJere -.5J l=or l.emales ancl only -.11 for maIes, a rlifflerence

urhich is also significant at the .01 level (z = 7-.96).

These results suggest Lhat in the area ofl relations r¡ith

teachers the attiturle scales may have rlifl=eren'h implications for

the sr:xes. It Í.s pnssible tha.b an an'bi-au'bhority rlisposition is

related 'bo having lrarl rrtlËldrr rela'bions t'lith teachers flor flemales

onIy.

11. (ii) The q cnerali'bY r:1" attitttde to au'Lhori tt¡

To e;<am-j-ne 'bhe qenerality o1' atti'bLlcle to authori'by, results

frorn tþe applica'hion ol' tlre attj--burle scales LreT'e coI'related for

samples nf rnale and female sturlents at bloth 5.4.I.T. and the

university of /\delairie. Significan'b intercorrelations betLreen

scores Dn the 5 Likert-'bype scales anrl tlre'Iladicalism scale have

been reporterl for each oi'tlre flour g::oups (s.A.I.T. males, S'A'I'T'

flenaIes, Unì versi'by males and university I'emales ) in chapt'er 3'

It has been cnnclucled that 'bhe generali l,y o1' atti bude touards

j.nsti.butionali.sedauthority,asreflectedbyscoresonscales
assessingahti'budestouardsSymboticAuthoriby,Teaclrers,the

Army, the Lau anrl tlre PoIice, has been estal¡I j-sherl inrlepenrJently

[Lrr each ol= tt-¡e sub-r1roups, and this gBnBral attitucle in each

caseissir¡nificantlyrelaterl'bothelìaclicalj-sm5caIe.
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BÞ¿-E-13. Siqni.l'icantly difi'errrri correlations

at'Litude' scales: se>( antl insti.bution

(a) Sj.qnific ant 5 ex Difli'erences

ScaIes correla'becl SampIe Corrr:la-bi nns

l,iales Females
Symb. Au'uhori'bY

and Laul

l-:e tt,re en

di fflerences.

Symb. AuthoritY
and PoIice

Laul an¡l

Ra di ca Ii sm

Symb. Aui;hori.bY

arrd tlre Police

Syrntr. Authori'bY
and the Lau

Lau anr.l

ila di cirLi sm

U. o1=.4. .Sl .48

U. of' A. . B'1 .59

U. of A. -.81 -.51

Si-gnificance o1'

the rl-L f i'erence

nat
-.E'<

.D1

'1.98 .05

2"48 .D5

Signiflicanne of
thp di f I'erence

z

(b) JI ni fi can t Insti.'huiion Di l'í'erences

Scales: correlated Samp]e f,o rrela tions:

S.A.I.T" U. o1= l\. z

S¡rmb, i\urthr:ri'bY

and the Army

--P,<

Plal e s

t'1ales .4?

.55 n2

.81

2.31 .Ü1

3.ll+ . 01

'1. 98 . 05

l'lales .l'2

l"lales -.62 -.A1

.83 Z. Lo .ü5

The ¡lt¡r¡ve results are L:nserl upon thr: tlail presenl,ecl

ln lntrIU llr.
l'rlo te
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11. (iii)

a bti'budes

f n tr=: r-s ex comDarrisr¡tll; for corrr:lations be'l,Loe en

to autlrori t and ersolrali L

Correla.bionsbeLt¡eenattituc]estoauthorìtyandpersonality

variabres have been carried out mainry uitlr E.A.T.T. subjects.

]ngeneral,tlrecorrelationsfollot,lasj.nilarpat'bernforeachsex.

No najor or consi.stent clifferences be'Lureen bhe correlations arc

evident.intlreanalysi-sofS.A.I.T.datareporterlinChapteIìT.

Signil.icanb correlations L¡it,h bhe [.4.S. bJeIte flounrl for each sex

L,tith J measures nf In'bolerance oI'Ambic¡uity (hhe ßurlner scale' -bhe

Budner subscale ol' ln'bolerance o1 [omplexi'by and the conrplexity

sutrscale o1. .Llre !.P.I.), the Doqmatism Scale and 'bhe Dreative

InrJepencience scaIe. Nloreover¡ plots of 'bhe relatiorrships l=or

eachsext,ljclegenerallyfouncltofolloL¡asimilarlineartrend.

Forthelg.T2Universitysanrpleasignificantlj.nearcnrrelabi'on
lretueentlreIrelativelnrlepencìencesca].eandtlret].A.S.uasaIso

founrl flor each sex. In the 19-15 lJnivr:r'sil'y sample significant

Iinearcorrelationsuereagainl=ounclforbothseXBsbetr¡eenthe

Complexitysubscaleofthe0.P.I.andthetr,,lomeasuresofattitude

toaul,l-rurityuserclj.nthisreplicationsturJy.Theflactoranalysis

of the 5.4.I.T. rlata re¡ror-bed in Chapter 9 confirnls the general

similarityoflthepa.bternofcorretabj.onsforeaclrsex.Tlre

flirs.b tro factors extractecJ, an I'authority flactortr and a ttpBr-

sorralityflac.Lort|'bjelebasi.callysimilarformalesanrJfemales,

as ulas'bhe relationship betueen them'

Despite.bheoverallsimilarityof'thecorre}ationsforeaclr

se)<, minor rJì-screpanCies slroulrl be noterl' The correlation l¡e'bL'leeln

tlreC.A.S.anrl.LlreEmotionalAc.civa.bionscaleissigniflicantl.or
l'enlal-es nnJ-y; ¡llrile correlatiorrs betL'leen 'bhe t'A'S' anrl bobh

Ini¡ni-tivc 5:Lrnpli.cjty anr] tlre Plroto Ambi't¡ui"by Test are signil=j-canL
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LrnLy for males. It I'oIIous 'blraI, the exj.s.be¡rce oJ= siqnií'i-cant

colrel.al;j.ons betucen C.A.S. and each one of 'Lhe personality

varj-ableEi e><amined j-n f,hapter 7 using pooled r:1ata, should not

obscute the I'ac-b tha'1, sigtrj-fir:ant relatj-onslri-ps in sr¡me cãses

may be lirni'h¡;Li to onr: se;< onIy" SmaIl {ì-=""epuncies in factor

loadirrqs 1'n:r caclr Eìe)< on similar 1'ac'Lors, as described in f,hap-

ter 9, a¡ain sur¡qes'1, tlrat caution musb be exercjserJ:in e;<tcnr-1inq

generalisations based upon'bhr: poolerl data to each sex. Irl

partict-llar, rela'bively lriç1h or tnorle¡abe loarlinqs on the "au]'hority

f actorsil, for -bl¡e Teacher scale (.78) and f,ogni bive si.rn¡r1i-city

(.43) j.n flre trase ol= rnal.es, aIe nol, parallelerJ by :;-imilar loadinqs

j'or the f ernale sub je r'bs, l'ot t¡lrnnl tlre Ic¡arlinqEi aIe, respectively,

.26 and .00. It is recoqnizEd bha b the rrau'bhurity flactorrr is not

preciscly the same 1'or each sex anrl exact Domparisons cannot be

rnacle. The resUl.i;s 11o, ho¡lr¿velr sutlqesL i;hat thc siBorcsi or'l the

Teaclrer, Scal-e anrl 'blre Dngni'bivn 5j.mp1l r:i ty sr:all-e rnay have

rlil'l'erent impl:i ca-bions 1=or tlre 'btlo Ûe)(Éls'

11. (i v) 5 utlcl rouF rlj- í'l=ete:nces in rnearr a Lti'bur.le Lo au.bhori-'bv

In e:<arnini.n¡1 j.nstibubional rlil'l'ernnDas tn the atbj-hude to

authori'ty scales, i'L must I'irst be emphasiserl tllat'hhe semples o1'

siud ents at ilre tuo ins'l,i''¡utions uere nob ranrJom samples, bt-tt t'tete

vol¡uteers fli:om particul-ar DDullses. Tþis rnust þe reqa¡rlecl as a

limj- ha b:ton trJj-'blr lespect to mal<inq generalis¡¡'Lj'ons ;ibout' bhe tt'lo

instibubj-ons since it seems IikeIy thal; clroj-ce of cou1'se Lritlrin a

college may be relaterl to at-bitr-ldes as central as at'bitude'Lo

authori'r,y. Feather anrl Colli.ns (1g71+), I'or irrstance, founrl tlrat

Bus-.r-ness StLrrlies str-rrlen'l,s a'L an Australian cnllege of lldvanced

Er.luca-hiun (t't:.tcnetl colleqe)-i;enderl tn ado¡rt a irìulre conserva'bive

stancl: on sorne j.ssrres than s'builenl;s enrnllerl j.n Teacher Er-luca'bion'
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ltnraybr:clairnecltlra.l,irithissturlythE:5.A.I.T.sampIeoF

studentsr¡err':clraunflromar¡idelanqeof"ou"=nu,asrJescribedin

tl.rapter ?. Sub jects f rom the University o F AdeIaide, houlever ' 
LJeIlB

draun from the mDre restricterl population of l=irst-year Psychology

students.

[Jith such restrictions on anv qenerarity that may be claimecl,

differences betuleen the tulo institutions and the sexeB hiBre examinedt

Toseparate.bhemaineflfectsofsexandinstitutionand.bgexamine

the possibility ofl an interaction e1'flect, a tt'ro uray analysis o1'

variance r-,loulrl normally be completecl f or each o1' tlre scales '

Houever, tlre numbers j.n .bhe l.our ||sex by institution|| subqroups

varyconsiderablyrsol'lrathherJesiqnlacl<sbalance'Los;Lrchan

e><Lent bhat a'btr:mptJ-nq to equalisE grDt'lp sizes by reducinq aIl

!lloupstotlresrnallestsizeor|lyestima-bi.ngl|missi.ng'|ValueS,
uoulrlbei-nappro¡:ria'be.FnItlrisIeaSDn,-hhej'ourmeansl=oreaci¡

of .blre a.l,tj..burle scales t.tele subjecterl io analysi-s i.n irt" Form

of ¡:lirnnerJ comparj-scns (see l-lays, 1963' p' 4Gl-')' In each case

thecolnpar.]-¡onsanarlyserJLleresir-'r¡:l.y.bheequivalentstothe-bt¡o

maineffr:ctsarlrìtlreonein'beractionef'fecl''¿lvailai:Iein

conven'Lj-onaI AOV L¡j-tlr ?- x Z- grot-tps' It is recognised tlra'b the

ilrrr:e comparì-snns are not precisely orthogonal oL'rinç¡ to the

inequali by ol' tlre sizet¡' Ht¡uever' it is considererl that tlre

mebhorl gives a ILlasonaL-lte inrlica'hiorr o1= tlre ef'fr:c-i's of i'nteresbt

provirleclthatcareisexercisedifmorethanonesignil.icarlb

el=fec.bsarein.berpret,edfori:nyvariable.(.|.heme.l,lrodis

numerically eqr-ti-valen'b tothe one clescriberl by Uiner (1g71, p.402)

asanunrueiqh.berlmr]ansanalysisusingtlrelrarmonj-cnleannunlberof

suLljr.:c[;s).j.lreresultsol.tlreplannerlcomparisonsareqi-venin

TabIe 43. Tlrey have been carried out using'blre data ¡rrr:viously

clescrj-bed -'Ln rle'bai-Ì j-n Chapter 3'
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l'¿:lrIe /r3.-.- Fl-anned comFa t isons of' means on Atti.bude touards

Authority scales and Radical-ism inr S'A'I'T' arrrl

LJniversity ol= Aclelaide sturjents, accorclirrg to Institution

anrl Se;< subgrouPs.

(For: each ceIJ-, means are Lllven

¡rarenbhesl-s. The numbers for
¡ls 1'oIIr¡ua: S.A.I.T. maIes,
Universj.bY of' Adelaide tnales,
l'cmaIes, lr7).

r,ri'bh s'banclard rievia bi-nns in
each of the comPatiso¡rs are

93; S.A.I.T. iemales 87;
33; llniversj-tY r:1' AdeIaj-de

¡rbol-ic Authori t Scale: 1'1eans ¿lnd Sta nrla¡ci Devi-ati.nns(a) Sy

l"1aIe

'7tr.1)r
(II.DZ)

L] iJ . Ll.u

( t1,49 )

FemaIe Uoth se)<Es

-1r 94
(10.62)

7D.'¿-tl
( I0.6rJ )

S.A.I.T. 7 3.11
( 9.e5)

'72 
"gL( e.r7)Urr:i,versi tY oF Adelaide

ûoth i nstitutions

Analvsis bV plannr:d comp ali-sons:

I'la.Ln ef'flec l, of Insti tution
(5.4.I.T. - U. o1= A.)

Nain eflf'ecL, nf 5e>l
(male - 1'et¡aIe)

Inheraction nf Institution ¡rnd sex

't3-29
( e.65 )

69.'.75(rr.26)

tontrast v¡¡Iue siq ni F-lcance

2.'7tl 3.5'l n.5 .

r.73 1.4ß n,s.

l

-h .l¡U 10. lB . Üt



TabIe 43: (continued)

(b) T eacher

t'laIe

S.A.I.T. 99.r7
(1ó.el)

9.J. IB
(lf.e4)

97.6J
( 16.48 )

lJniversitY of Adelaícle

Dr:i:h institutions

Analvsis bV Þ1a nned comparisons:

S.A. I.T. 97.65
(7_2.a4)

7a).D3
(z0.Bs)

84.6I
(22.e3)

lJniversitY o1' Adelaide

Both institutions

Anal si.s b J.annerl co ¡lrlsons:

zED.

Bo bh S e;<es

9í:.i'7
(Iir.40)
)?t.43

( l-4 " Zi.l)

Éì5. BB
( 2r.50 )

78,.13
( 18. 5l'' )

5i-qniii ci¡llce

Lì. t)7 .!1

ú. ü0 n.s.

Fernale

t3.9t)
(L5 .3? )

')i ",,',1(Il.ir5)
93.32

( r4 .71)

l.1ain eff ect of
(s.A.T.T. - u.

l"jain effect of
(male - femal-e)

In'beraction ofl
& Sex

Insti tution
of A.)
Sex

I ns ti tuti. on

Contrast value F Siqniii.cance

l.1r 2.IL t-t. s.

2.39 L.25 n.3.

2.89 I. B3 n.s.

l"ia Ie Fema I e Bo tlr 5 ex es

(c) Armv

83.99
(le.BD)

79.6D
(16.58)

82.45
( rB.7e )

l.i¡:rn ef'1'et:i of Insbi-tutiotl
(S"iì.I.T. - LJ. oi= A.)

f'Ìain efflect ul'Sex
(rnal-e - 1'emale)

Interacti on ol' Insti hut ion
& Sex

f,ontrast val-uc

B. 0l

0. 05

L

3.1)Z I. €,5 n. 5.



TabLr,: 43. (continuerl)

( d ) Lar,r

2-O1.

Fem¿:le Both Sexes

5.A.r.T.

Universi by of Adelaide

Bo Lh ins'bitutions

p¡1slr7si.s by plannerl cornpari sûns :

1'1al e.

aìo tr,')

( 15.1"6 )

¡JI. UO
( r_5 .4s )

o.1 DC,

(L5.63)

BL).5?
(ll.er)

f)J.iì,J
(r5"n3)
B't.47

(L4."17 )

e'9.52
(r4.57)

trl r:na(- ).)t-)
( 15. u!, )

t"ìain ef Fect of Ins b-itutinn
(S.A.I.T. - U. of A. )

l'iain ef1'ect ol' 5ex
(maIe - flerraJe)

Interactiorr ofl Institut ion
& Sex

(e) Pnl-ice

Iorrtlas'b va]-ue Si nif icance

'l .Lt) 1a tn
LL.') .01-

-r.34 .L¡3 n.sl .

t.34 .43 n. s.

l,lale Female Í-lo blr Se><es

t

S.A.I.T.

Unj.versity of Ar-lelai.rIe

Boih insti.tutions

iìrra1.y:;is bvp fanned ctmparÍsons;

i"lai.n el'fect of Insti-tution
(S.A.I.T. - ti, nf A. )

|'"1ain el'f'ec'1, ol' Sex
(mal-e - l'emaIe)

Interaction of Institution
& Se><

f,ontrast val-ur; F- Siqni iicance

6.59 II.4 D . itl

_2 \1 I.65 n.s.

80. 011:

(15.¿r!ì)

7I.97
( rr. ¡tr )
76.93

Q5.73)

gl.0u
(r2.15)
'15.9{)

(L3.22)
79.?.1+

(12.98)

r-r n f:':.)

(r4.?-4)

7L¡.3ú
(14./+I)

t.57 .65



TabIe 43': (con'binued)

(n) Ra clical i-sm ScaIe

5.4..I.T.

Universj.tY o'F Adelaide

Both institutions

Anal sis tr Ianne

49.21
( 1t.86)

æFernale Eoth Sexes

282.

F Siqn i- f i- cance

7 .1',7 .01

1.n3 fl .S.

3.43 Fì.S.

I

l

l
E AT 5

Con tras t vaI

-'3.57

-1.35

2.4'l

e

t'ìain ef l'ecb of Ins'bibrt'binrt

(S.A.I.T. - U. of A. )

llain effect oF Sex

( rnale - l'emale )

Interac'binn o1' Insti-buti'on

& 3ex



?-n3.

An e;<an¡ina bion of 'bhe a¡aJ-yses by planned comparison shotls

that tl¡e e1=1'ect of insti'Lutions is positive'for eaclr of tlre at'bi'bude

scales and negative i'or fìarlicaLism: 'blrat is, the S.4.1.T. students

consisterrtly favour authority anrl conselva'bism more than University

o r Aclelaide sturlellbs. For the Army, the LaLl, the PoIice scales

anrl tìaclicalism'Lhe eF'fect is siçnil'icant. The efI'ect oI" se:< is

inconsistent j.n rlilecbion and j-n one case only is i b signil'icant

(for Syrnbolic Auttrority). AI.bhough tlrere is a slight tendency

1"or Universi'by females'l,o be rnnre favottral-rl-y rlisposerJ toL¡ards

autlrori'l;y than the male Univcrsity sulrjects, and in general, for

the'l,enrlr,:ncy'bo be oPposite among S.A.I.T. s-t:udenbs (the exception

:Ls for Symbolic Authority), no signi.flicant inl;eraction ef 1'ect

Lras I'ouncl. I'b may be concluderl on the basis oi''Lhis analysis that

.blrr: only reliable efl'ecl, ofl genr:raI irnportance i-s-bhaL of Tns'l,j-'bution.

tine rlil'1':i.cu1'by in ,ln berpleting the dif 1=erences in at'bitude

betr¡een 'bhe tur: irls'l,i l,rl-bj.ons is tha b bhe 'btlo sanples dif fer

ç¡reably in mean aqe. At¡ repolbecl i-n f,hapter 3t 'blre nean i'or tlre

s.É\.I.T. sub,jr:c'i;s is signÍ-fican'bIy lriglrer bþan that 1'or''bhe

University subjerl,s, There is empilical evj-dence in this sturly

that age ì-s a i'actor to be cOnsirJererl, as far as at'l,i'bude bo

auflrority Í.s concerned. In the s.A.I.T. sample (N = 100)' a0e

rJas l=ounrj to correlate sign:l-flj-cenbly L,rith [.4.s.: r = .18,
9

p <"05. This con'brasts r,ti.th 'bhe correLa'bj.on ob'[,ainerJ i=rorn the

VDUnger University o l' Ar1elaide sub jec'bs ([J = B0) l'or urhom a

correlation of -.11 uas found. The diflference betuLeen the

correlations is, in fact, signi-flicant (7 = 2'141 p <'05)'
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0n this eviclence, the rel ationship bet¡¡een age and attitude

to auttrority appears to be compl ex, and it is therefore inappropriate

to control for age Luith the commonly used method ol'an¿llysis of co-

variance. The alternative methocl of examininq scores by comparing

those in the same aqe categories has therel'ore Lreen adopted.

To trompare s.A.I.T. and lJniversity subjects j.n the same

age grnups, dì.visions rrjerE made as i.nrlicated in Tab.l.e 44. The

mean age 1.or the sub-sample of s.A.I.T. subjects over 20 uas

25.68 vf?ars r¡j-th a s.D. of 6.95. For the universi by subsample

'l,he correspondinçl mean r'ias 24.42 yea1's t.rith an S.D. af 6'4'7 '

The ratios of rnale to flemaIe subjec'Ls.'benr:1, on tlre r'rlroIe, to l¡e

I'air1y similar I'orblre tuo ins'bi butions, and j-n vict'l of 'bhe

qeneral lacl< of signifinance nf the oveirall se>< dif 1'erences

inrlicar berl in Tabte 43 (apart f ¡om Symbolic Au bhority ) a poolinq of

bhe se>l rla.La j n tlle subsequen'b analysis is jucti l'ir:d.

Tai:rs alt. llurnbers o [' male anrl f e¡¡¡:1e sub jects l'l¡ nl bhe

s.,l.I.T. anrl universj.ty o1= Arlelaide used 1=or comparison

of a'b'l,i-burle scoles, accorEiing 'bo age çìroups'

Aqe qroLtll s-A.r"Ï. lJniversi.'br¡ of Adelair-le

mal-e ï'emale boilr se>:es male female bo'bh se.'les

41'!Jeaxrl

18 years

19 years

[Jver 19 Years

93 87

4

1!

11

Ltr (-)

2n

4ü

1A

9

2l+

50

29

77

3

tf

6

9

11

.)1.
LLI

14

39

15

1?.

r)

2)

To ta.l s 130 33 Lll g0
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Table teSa Untlciglrted ìrcilrl

S.A.I.T. ;nd [J. ofl A.

iìqe q1'DUps.

A'l,ti l,urle to /ìu1,1'rolity sDortls 1'or

strrrJcn'b:;. (l-9?I--2) r ircrordinq to
\

U. nF A. S.A.I.T.
Siqnil'ic¡nce of 'l,he

Ins i;i tu'Li-onaI tli- l''Fr:r'etrcelr:.

r'l

1,9

19

2Ot-

L7

IB

I9

aì,att+

[,iern

R3.39

'79.86

75.49

80" lB

12 " ütl

l-L.t+2

12.39

l4 . Bt:

83"33

ul. 85

85.5'7

85. 95

r7_.85

lI.9A

It].94

17-. -37

t

" Dll

-1.58

-2.1L

-t.39

S. D. N

Ì4

39

t5

I2

llean 5, D;

5.A.I.T. Sir;r-ri l=iccttce
Insti tu.Lional

p(.

nr[ì.

n.s

.|5

n.s

o1'the
rJi if ercnce

50

N.

24

29

tl

Tab-l-r: lr 5b

anrl [J.

[,ir:an süores for
r-¡f A. studen'bs

1;lre tìedici¡lism 5cale i'ol S-Â.I.T.
(L9'lL-2-), according to age llroups'

rlgg U. oi iì.

l'ìe¡n S . D. t\ .

5D.t+3

5t+.2L

5 5. íJD

L+tj .':7

9. 0B

B. 5IJ

9.33

15. 0D

49.75

50. 78

48. Ér i

48.',?9

9.27

]0.9I

9. l-B

9.D3

t
+l " 2-l

rI .50

+2"32

-0. 0h

p<
n"s.

n. s.

.05

lr. s.

ljr¿i:n S.D. t\.

14

39

t5

T2

24

50

29
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The rneans and s.bandard deviations for the 5"4'I'T' and ljniv-

ersi-ty subjects a1,e given l'or each attiturle to atlthorj'ty scale by

sLrpara.be aqe lI'Dups in Âppenr.lix 2O, uith siqni'Fj-cance'hests a'b each

l-evel-. llere it is suffj-cient to notE that L'li'blr the comparatively

sma1l sample sizes the clifferences betueen nrr:lans fnr particular aqe

grDufls are LlEnerally no'b significant. The e><cepti-on is 1'or 19 ycar

oIrls, for ullrom s.I\.I.T. s'burlents aIe significant,ly moI.e prÛ-

auilrority on'blre LaL¡ Scal-e and the Police 5caIe, anrJ signif icantly

less rarlical on the Radicali.sm Scale, all thr¿se differences beinq

si¡rrif ican'b ab 'l,lre .05 level (ti¡o 'brriled tesL)' In orde¡bo sLlmm-

arise -l,he aqe dii'flcrences on atbitLlrlc to aubhority, unueiqlrted mean

aubhoriby scores rrjere Domputecl l=rnm resul'l;s ¡n tlre 5 autlrority scales

f or stuclcnts i¡'b the 'bt.¡o i-ns t; j-tLltions, ancl 'bhese scolus a1,E preserrterl

flr:r comparj.son in T¡lrl.e 4ljr'. Sinlila:r resul.'l's l'or tlre [:ladicali-sm

scores are presen'terJ j n T¡b'1r: 451¡'

From TabLr: Lt5' ii; is apparent thirt clif'ferences in attitude

.l,ouarrls arl.bholity anri in lì¡,ir:ì:,caIisn at tlre ttuo institutions aIe

particularly marl<erl arnongst 19 year olcls: it is for tlris group

only tha'b the dif f erences are siqnif icant'

'a

11. (v) Aqe Trends

The relationship betr¡een age and attitude to authority and

Radicalism mav be examined by plotting the mean unueighted attitude

to au'bhority scol.es (and Radicalism scores) in relation to the four

age qroupso The age trends at the tt-,lo institutions tend to be

clissimilar. According to Figure 16, there is a sliqht tendency for

5.A.I.T. stucien'bs to appear mol.e pro-autl-tority ¡.JLith increasinq vearst

and for universj.ty of Aclelaicle students to become more Dpposed 'bo

authori.i;y up to tlre age of 19 ancl i-ess opposed tlrereaflter' A corles-

ponrlin¡ tenclency is apparent in the results flor Radi calism presented

in Figr-rre 1',7; tlrat is, Uhj.l-r., g.A.I.T. stuclents tenri bo [lecome same-'

t,tirab l.ess raclicall r¡i'bh aQE, '-lnirlersi'hy sturlents aPpEaI as increasinqly

railical up'bo l,lre aqe of 19 yeaIlS and more conservative the1.eafter'
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Figure I6. Mean pro-authority scores for four
age-groups o f S.A.I.T. and UniversitY of
Adelaide students.
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Figure IB. Mean pro-authoritY scores (based

upon Law and Army Scales) for four age

groups of Adelaide University, I972 and

L975.
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The results for the tt,lo insti'butions uere ex'¿minerl furj;her

For the s j.ç1ni- Ficance o1' the trenrls, usinq e polynomill trenrl

an:lysis. tlnly in tlre Di]Se nf lì:lcli-calism i.or .btre l]nivL:rsity

r.esults: r.l¡ts ir :iignif ic:lnt result obtainerl : the qrtarJr:ltì'c trenrl

yielrlecì ¡n F r¡iio ofl 4.65, tlf 1.751 p (.u5 (tulo'brilerl)' In 1L)',75

afur.bherrnvestiqa.bionoftlrerelgtionshj.pbetueenaqeanrì

atti.tudetnlu.l,horityuasunr]ertal<enusinqtheresul.bsfor24-]
first-'rre:rr[Jniversity'sturlen'bsL¡hoconrplctenlthel\rmy::ndtlreLi:Ll

Sci:Ies. (0ne Female su[: ject trJho t'lr¡ls ilqerl 15 years only tras

omibted flrom ilris anillysis). irìern prn-i:ubhority scDres r¡ere

cornputerl , llasecl upon rcsul bs Fr::r the 'hr'lo scel-es ' :lnrl nle Pre-

sen'berl irr Fiqure 18, tnql:ther uri.hh ct]Ir]espolrr.linq rr-ìstllts t¡ken

f rnn the T)''11_ 1,ttivr:rsity srinple, ¡nri [llserl upon tlre s]Ðme t¡ro sial'es '

(The rleb:iIed rcsr-tlts rre qiven in lppenrli:< 21)'

ÏnFigurelStheSUgqeS.bionnl;:qui-.rJrilticrr:1ati-onship

floundinttrelg'l2l.lnîvellsibyrlr'r'L¡r:i:';r'thollyi:lLlsenbl'rorrthel9'75

l:pr:ìLlIts. There is a rnajor difj'erence bebueÉn l'hc 'ht'lo semples

or 19 yr:ar olrls: the tL,lo s¡mp].es rlj Ffer signifi.cerrtly (t = 2.'1o'

df 47r F (.f15)'on the combj.nerl Lar,¡ and Army scales (see /ìppendi;<

21).l.herlifferenceintrenrlsf.orlg"]2lnd19?5mcythusbeseen
.bot¡elcrqelyrlueto.ashiJ.t-boulerr|sasi.lnifican.blymorefavourable

¡rt.bi.burle tnt¡nrrls Au-b¡ority nn blre part of 19 year oId sturlents'

ú....,JE di 1'f'erences ui thin institu'lion:,;

Intlreanalysisofltlrecombj.nerldatafromthett¡oinstitutions

in Sectiorr 11 (1il), it ua:,i f,nunrl ilrat overr:II se:l cli l'f'erencasi brEIt?

l-irniterl bo the Symbrolic Íìutlrority ScoIe nn r'lhiàh i'em¡les scored

sÍç¡niflic:rnt}y hl.gher. l-lr-lLuever, ¡ flurther ex¡nlina.bion t,lLbhj¡

inEititutions i nrlic¡tes th¡'1, there are clifflerences ulrich should

be men'tinnecl.

11. (vi)
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Di 1'l=erences be'i:ueen tþe sexes at S.A.I.T. maV be examinerJ

in relation to'blre most coilprehensive amount of data available

(see Appenrlices '14 and 19). FoLbuo of the scales (SymboIic

Ar-Lthority anrl 'Lhe Police ScaIe), the mean prn-autttority scoI'es

are slightly hi gher I'or i'emaIes, but not siqnif icantly so. 0n

the remaininq scales, males appeal! to be someuhat more Pro-

authority and conservative: differences are significant by the

t l,esb for the Teacherrs ScaIe (p <.05) and the Radj.calism Sca1e

(F <.01). MaIe subjects i¡ere also nl¡Ie intolerant of ambiguity on

3 measures ofl Intolerance o1' Ambigui i;y: the Budner scale ( p ( " 0c It

the complexity subscale of bhe D.P.I. (p <.n5) anrl bhe Photo

Anrbiguity test (p (.05). They urere al.sn sì.gni-ficantly nrore

rlogrnaticonl.ìayrsDoqmaLis¡m5ca1e(p(.t15).tntlrebasisoflthese

data, no stronq rlene¡al contlast can be rlraun betueen 'bhe sexes,

l¡ut J.or at-biturle 'Lo 'beachers anrl ri-lt:li.cal-i sm m¿lIe s-burlen'bs at tlre

5.A.I.T. arr.] lnorE ¡:rn-aubhorì by anr.l Iess rar:licaI tlran the fernaLe

studen-Ls. It is pos=;i-bIe'blra-b, in accordance uith the Iinear

hypothesis suppoilbeci in tlris sturJy, suclr dif l'erencES mav l¡e

rela l,erl tr¡ the qrea'ber intole1'ante for arnbiquity t'rhich is l'ounrl

amL-rng -Lhese male students.

Amnrrg tlre unj.versity sl;udents tested ai approxinately tlre

samE time as blre 5.4.I.T. sturlents (1911 - 7?-) bhe rlj rection ol'

the difl.crences betLueen males and I'emales on bhe a'L-bi'burle scales

is enbÍreIy consistent: females on each oF tlre scales have hiqhcr

mean plú-authori by sco¡es and a Louer mean scoIE on Radicalism'

Hor¿ever, the rli.i'l'erence is signiflicant on only onB' tlre symbolic

Au'blroriby Scalr: (p(.05). (See /ìppenrJix 19 for 1=urther rletails)'

Ttrus tuhj-l-e no significant j nteractj.on ef fects betueen sax and

insr;itu-bion r,-rere irlentifj.ed in the analysis reporterJ in 'bhe earlier'

section, the ¡:a'b'l,erns o1= :;e:'' di Pl=erences at the tt'lo institutions

'Lend Ìo t¡c L-luj.'Le dil'l=erent.



?.11.

11. (vif ) Conclusions

The main concl-usions tlra'b may be derived frorn the foregoing

anaJ-yses rnay be surnmarj-sed as follot¡s:

1) The Lil<erb-|ype scales developed for the measurenrent ol'

attibr-rrie to atuthority and raclicalisrn urete found tn be reliable

ancl valirl instrunen'bs for assessinçl such attitudes for both maLe

ancl flenlale sùurJen'bs, though there is evirjence that some scales

maV l¡e sliqh'1,1y more relj-abIe measurres f=or males'

Z) The qenerality o F attiturle 'bot-¡arrls authority, ãs indicated by

slqnr t-lcan'û l-nlelcor,reLa bions bett,leen the Lil<ert-type scales t blas

establisherl Í'or l¡oth male and f emale s budents rlraL¡n 1'rom The

Uni.versity of i\rlelairle ancl Tlre S./\.1.T" Tlre generali by appear's ''

to l¡e sli.qtrtIrT bu'b consistently gleater amÐnq the University

stu¡lents, ancl çreater for males compar'erl tuith females.

3) Correlations l¡etr¡een the Composite Au-bhority SuaIe anr:l the

personali'by vnliabl-es Llsecl in this sturJv aIe qenerally similar

1=or eaclr sex airrnnq students at the 5.4.I.T., uith some minor

e;<ceptions. Such similari'bies'enabl-e one to clairn a, replina'bion

ol. ilre major finrlings regarrJinq the linear relationship betLueen

atti l,ude -bnuarrls au'bhority and 'bhe personali by variabl-es of

intolerance o1' ambiguity, dogmatism and creative independence.

l"'ioreover, a Í'actor analysis of S.A.I. T. data conf irms such a

relationshiJl flor L:ntlr sexes, uli'bh only minor differences-in l'actor

Ioa riings.

4) The linear relatj-onships obtained flor bdth se)<es in tlre S.A.I.T

sam¡rIe l¡etL,:een at-bi-burle to authority and (a) treative Independence

and (5) ln'bolerance of Amlriguity, Ldere replicated t,lith samples ofl

Universi'by o1= Arlelaide subjects, (a) in 19'72 and (b) in 1975.

Dissimilar relationslrips tuere found, hotlever, for the tulo

irrstitutions Lrith respect 'to Emotional Ac'bivation, for Lrlricfr a
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Iinear relationslri¡r tras founrl for the 5'A'f 'T' sample and a

curvr.linearl relationship foLblre 1912 Llni.versity santple.

5) I\n analy:;is of l,he rlata 1'or se:< an'rl institr-r'bion dil'1=erences

revealed a main ef l'ect of insti tu bion olilbhe l\rmy , Lau, Police

anrl Rarlical-isnl scalr:s, ui.th 5./\.T.T. s'burlents being more j-n f'avour

nl. authori'by anrl less rarlical-" An analysis of results accnrr-linç;

.l,o aqe L]roIll']S j.ndica.berl that it Llas amon!,i9 year olrl University

stljLien.l,s in 1L)..2 'Lha'b a L'bitudes ue]'e partict-tI¿rrIy unlavoutable to

arrilrori.Ly, siqnificantly moIte sn'blran anong 5.4.I"T. sturlents in

the same age grouP at tlra'b time'

6) There Lrss a suqqestion ofl ctLrvilineari by in bhe relationshi¡:

[re-i:¡rr:en a1;'t:L-bLlrle bo aLrbhority and ar¡cr in the 1c)']2 lJniversiby

santple, r,Lhiclr L¡as signif icanl, in the case of lìarlicalism, ui bh 19

year olris tending 'bo be rnore rarlical c-ìnd more op¡:osed 'bo autþori'ty

than others. l]n¡lever, this tr.:nclrlncy tÚ?']5j llol; foun¡] in .l,he S.n.I.T.

sarnple (r,rhern the trcnrl t,ras linear'); nola in the 19-15 L)nivers:i'ty

resuI1,s in r¡hich 19 year nlrls t,tete, in 1=act, the most f'avourable

to authorì-ty ol' 'l,he four aqe grouFs'

1) An e><ami.nertion ol' sex r:lifl=erences L'libhin j-nstitutions inrlicated

'l,hat malc li"A.I.-T. stuclents ulere siqniflicantly more in 1'avour o1'

bhe authority ol= Teachers anrl Ir:ss i:ìarlical bhan the flernale students'

Üonsis.br:n.l,tlithl,helinearhypotlresis,malcsturlen.bsshouled

signif-icln'L1y les:-. .l,olerance For amlliguity. Amonq the llniversitV

sarnple, lraJ.e strlrlr:n'bs; trlerE siqni-1=icantly molle op!'losed to SymboIic

Au't,lrority tllan uers 'bhe fernale s-buclents'

11. (vi.i ) Çgll.--IÆ.],i"ull-Ulg

Thc l=ir:i.'L;;rnd mos';t oi:vious irnplir:aiion ¡ela.be...j to tlle

qeneral ov¡;ra.l"l sinrilarity of the rinclinçs t¡ith respect to bhe

reliabili by , v'all j.cli. by anrl qeneri:Ii .hy' nf tlre scales ¡o" g¿5þ seX,

clearlyjr.rsbiflyl.ngLhepooli.nqofdataforvariot.lsanalyses.

lloL¡ever,'bhe small rliffere¡rces are sufficiently consisten-b to

suqqes'b blra'b the scaIeE: aI.il pIlobaJrly'mBI|e appropcia be for male
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suþ jeDts. There are tuo possitrle reasons to l¡e cons j-dered. First,

tlre tarqet and/or scale items chosen aIE perhaPs mDre s¿1l-ient for

male than female subjects. In so flar as tlrey relate to tlre issue

oj. conscription (as, for instance, the Lau, the Army anrl possibly

the police do), thetrauthoritiestrare more relevan'b to tire potenti'al

conscrip,bs (males), partì-cularly so among the vounge1', r¡eneraIIy

more eligible university of Arlelaide subjectE" This is consistent

ui bh tlre finrling that the generality is also mnre pr,onounced at

ilre unj.versiby of Arlelair,le than a'b the s.A.I"T. Bu'b adrlitionally

1t may I¡e tha b there i.s greater cone j.stency in atti bude to artthori'by

among r¡aIes, ì-r'res¡:ec'bj.ve oj' the e;uthoritie:; nr partjcular circurnstances'

lìccorrlinq to Davies and EnceI (ßln) | hì glrr:r' s batus prrsitions in'

the iìustral j-trn sncie-Ly are ìtrûïe comnonly ocr:u¡ried Ìiy malels; 'bo

r,rhiclr [Incel (11)'71) ar:]cls tha'brrL'lomen j-n l\ustlalia, ltave, qn the

r¡h¡le, been con-ben'b to allot¡ their roles'to L:e dcl'ined tss an

arljunct 'bo -hhe, rol-es of nen" (p.íi:). I'b flr:llnu:; tha'l' a qrea'l'er

preüocullation tui'bh ¡torrer ¡nd aul,hority ìs nlore Iil<eIy to be

f ound arnong Australi an males, so that at bitur-le to au l,hority

scales ars more salienl, Forbhem.

Despi,te slign'b clifferences in the relative reliabì Iity

of the scales for male anrl'femalr: subjects, the cl-ear replication

for each sei< oi -Llte na jor f i-ndinqs nf ttris s burly, 'Lhat a linear

relations¡ip e><isbs for tertiary stuclents betL,leen atì;iturle tn auth-

ority anil the personality variables¡ of intolerance ol' ambiqtril;y,

rlor¡natj-r:in anrl creative inrlepenclencer is oi' ntajor :impo¡l'ance'

For l¡o'b11 se;les, -11; can l¡e clairner.l tlrat a sirnilar kind ofl per-

sonali by is rela'becl bo acceptance oI non-acceptance or autlrority.

In arlrliLion, si¡¡ilar relatiDnships betueen at'bj-tude to authori'by

anrl cerbain persnnali by var.Lables (n¿:meIy tlreatj-ve fnr-lependence
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anrl Intolerance ofr Ambir-1ui'by) arq found flnr lroth tertiary ins-b-

itul,ions, thurs l-rroacleninq tlre qeneralì-ty s'l'ill 'l'ur-bher' l-louevert

-bhe one rna jor. ¡li-f flerence in tlre relationslrip l¡etueen a'c l' j turle

toauthori..i;yanrlpersonal.itycharacterisbics,tlra-l,is,uiih

r,es¡rr.:c.b ho Enlo.bional /ìc.bivation, cloes ra j.se ¡:rnblenrs regarrlinq

lenerality, iLnLl thcsr: must [le cliscussed in sorne detail jn -ctltu llt'¿;<t

chapter ( 5ee pacle 224) .

These:<rli.l.fere-nces:Lnmeanpro-autlrorityscalesDolesale

sliqlrt and apart flrorn tlre symbo-lic l\r-¡thority scale neithEIl se)'1

¡¡¡ 5ex/ins.bj.tution j nterac'bj-ons are si-gnì-ficant j'n an analysi-s

oí'blre cornbinecl 5-/\.I.T' ancl t-Jniversj'ty results' lLlhy should the

symtrolic i\_r.blrori-l,y ScuIe be an e;<cr:ption in provi cling a siqnif ic,ant

rnain se>l e[.l.ect, L,ritir females scorinq more pro+:r-rtlrority in l¡oth

in:i.bitú.bions? It nray l.re e;<ceptinnal lrec¡:use of the nature of tlre

resptnseelj.citecllrv.bhistest.Thesub..ìectisaskedtorespond

quicl<ly Ín accoldance r-'lj'th hj s or her feelinqs about certain

persons anrl symbols presenterl visuaIly. f,omparecl tli-th responding

to a verbal set of attitude scale items, a rathel moIle overtly

aggressivestyleofresponrlingseemstoberequired.Toscoreas

stronglyanti.authority,itmaybenecessarytoovercomeinhibit-

ions about the expression of hnstiLe feelinqs touards generally

respecteclpersonsanrlsymbols.AdifferenceL¡ett¡eenthesexeson

thisscalemavreflectacliflferencebetueenthesexesintlre

expression o.F aggressive 1'eelings' This L¡ould be consistent

ulith cerLain finrjings about sex difl=erences in manil'es'L ar¡gression

in our soci ety: for ins bance, bJheeler (191¡9 ) lras slro¡rn that amonq

iìus.blali.an terti.ary stLLrlen'bs (in trjes'bern Australia), males sDoIe

siqnifican,ulyhiçllcron||neerlforaggressj-on||ontlreEclr¡ards

Personal Pre'ierence Scher-lule '
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lrle>l.b ue may Donsirler the implicati-ons of'the diflFerences

betueen the'l,tlo insti'butions r¡ith respect to attitude sDoIEs.

It has heen shoun bhat'the 5.4.1.T. studcnts consis-l'ently l=avnur

authnrity more than tlre [Jniversity students. Althouç¡h l,he extent

nfl .bhe rlifFerences riepends upon the age group unrler consideration,

beÍng leirst anonç 17 year olds anrl greatest for 19 yeat olds, it

is reasonable to conclude on the tlasis of the analysis by

plannerl comparisions, that stuclents at the S.A.T.T. tend to

support authority more (particularly the authori'by ofl 'bhe Laul

and the police) ttran [Jniversi'by studen'bs Llo. LJhy slrould thj s Lle

so? E><planations rnay be ol'1'ered in tr:rms ofl the kin¡ls o1' studen'bs

tftat enter these insti tutions anrl/r:r in 1;erms' of the kinds o'fl

pressures, both f'aculty anrl studenb, tlr'a'1, af l'ect 'Ltrern. To assess

ilre importance of these factors, and anv interaction betueen them,

it r¡ould L:e necessiary'bo'best s'buclents beflore they enrol ai the

tr¡o institu.hians anrl at intervals tlrereafter. 0n the present

evicJence , e;<planations must be speculative.

The rlil'flerences in atti'bude betueen tlre tuo groups of

stuclenis may perhaps be l¡es'b understood in terms of the

expectations and aspirations of students entering tl-le ttro ins bit-

utions. ,11 tþe S.A.I.T.-blre students ar'e pr'eparinq, i:nd being

trai¡recl, for a ¡rar bicul-ar l<inrl of job r as a physiotlrerapist, a

social t¡orl<er, a pharmacistr an enqineer'r a business exeDutive,

anrl so on. By ancl large such sturJents may be presumecl to l<noul

uhat they uoulrl like to do for a living, and to lrave in mind

some so1,t o1' posi'tion in an organisatinn L¡here they r¡i.ght fit.

They r¡iII more li.l<ely be auare of the need to adap-b to a status

hierarchy, and to come to terms L,rith the authori.ties. The

stereotype to be arlopted is nne ulrich accepts authority. Bei-nq
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tncJre sur,e of' tlrc l<inrl o1' job tlrey uan'b to rlo, .bhey L¡oulrl L¡ish -bo

have a r.r'l,alrle uorlcl in uhich to rlo it. Tlrey Luoulrl not as a

gIlDupbemuchinl.avouro]=radicalchan!e.BycontIast'tlre

University lìrbs or Scj.ence s'burlent j-s not so cnrnrnitted perhaps'

l-le is r,rore lil<ely to uan'L'l,o e><periment r¡ith irleas, and (to use

-blre popular nllrase o1='bhe peri-orJ) torrclo his oL¡n thinqrr.

Ploreover,, the etlios o[' 'blre tr'lo ins'bi butions, the rnore critical

temper r:f the university ancl 'hlre mnre sl<il,I-orienbed Tnsti.tute

ol' icchrrolor¡y, seErns Iil<ely to j.nculca-Le divergent attj'tudes in

1.le -buo sets r:1. c;'l,ur.ìents, a poin'b trlhiDh L,.roLll-cl need to be veri rj-ed

by comJra'rinq s'buclents oF bo-bh j-nstitt.rtiorls at di-l'ferent staqes

of their tertiary educational ca1'eeIsl. Lriilether the dil'ferences

result l'rom tlre adoption of seIfl-images consistenb uibh a choice

o{'educa'bional trainlng or DarEeI, oI aÏe a result ofl the

nenvirrnmen-bal pressr' ([.1urray , 1939) , or both, is a question

needing to be ansr¡ered befnre suctr speculations can be confirmerl-

A further 1j-ne ¡i'-speculation concerning tlre dil'ferences

t¡e'l,r¡een the tL¡o instj-'tutions is raised directty by this study'

Tt nray be that a partitrular l<ind of personali'by is more

lil<eIy to l¡e rlrar¡n toL¡arrls'Llre l<inci of erlucational trainl-ng uhiclr

purpolbs to Iearl tr:r,-rarrjs' a rleflini'te iol¡. ,'ì d-lstrike r::'l' ambiguil;y

anrl uncer bairrty tnay uell be a marl< o1' such a personali'by. lls

the correla-bion l¡e'bt¡een such personali.ty characteristics and a

relativcly fi:vourable perce¡r'bion of aul,hori.'by hacl l¡een stronçIy

supporterJ by this str-rcly, i'L seems reasonal¡le For f'Llr-l,her s'burlies

to cornparc the personalities of University and [,-"4.E. s'buclents

in ilris area. -in vieu of hhe obtainecl cli'FFerences betr¡een rnale ancl

l.emi¡Ie s'buden.l,s atthe 5.A"I"T. on some atti-tude and personality

scal-es, j.b is cleal that:iu'rÈeQUEñt inquiries shoulci bear in minrl

f;hr: possi tr j.I j. by of. se;< di i'l'r;rPrlcE=ì along suclr rJirnensions, partic-

rulnrlv ¡lj-Lll lnsnec'b to sturl,rnLs ¿:'b any [ì"/\.8.
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Finally'onetnustcDnsidertheimplit]ationsoj.tireanaIVSeS

ol aqe trenrls iltnon!l 5'iì'I"T' anri lJni'versitV sL'udents" Tt j-s

appa1enttlrabnoClealorconsisbentl;rendhasenelgel_lfrnm.bhe

analVses.Tlrisisperhapssulprisi.nqinvigL¡ol.thebeIiel..t,hab

autlrorityrelationsrlounderqosVstematit:chanqest'Jithaqe'

especially rìtlri'nt'] aclo]-escence. /\usubel (1954), 1.or j'ns.bance l Su99-

es-Ls '1,¡a'i irli ¡¡rlnlescentS mature, 'Llre rJisparity bett'leen the

rlemanilsrnar]ri]L:pnn'thernand.bhesl;ai;ustheyareaccorrlctlbeconles
increlasinglyi¡cu.bgancllearlstoanincreasirrglyneqatj.Vepelcapti.on

o1' l.ir¡ures ni'a,l,l'rority. Ferçuson arrrl Henneally (1g71¡) have provir-1ed

SUl.Jportf.orLhis;viel,lj.ntlreirs.LurlynfArnerj'canJ]TEpar.atorystuclents

(agerJ14-,1iìyear.s),foit¡hnmacor.telaiionof-.2-51¡asreported

betLleen aqe anrl [,avourabilj-.by of' thei r FetctJp-tj:DIls ol' autlrori ty

Fiqule:;."tlVnon'tîast,5'A':t'Ï'stuclen'b:;shot.¡asligirttendencyto

bemoreacccpt:i.nloi.irrll,lrorl.tyLuithar¡e.TheUniversil,yrlatafor

tlre 1c)72 r¡Etrcltl apilr:lar to qive sotTìu sLt¡rport 'l'o Austtbelts theory i n

so ¡ar' os a slight (non-signj.licant) trenri toLlarrls a Iesc 1'avourable

abtitucletoauilrnri.tyisflounrlover.'cheVea].slTtolL).|-louevet'

the19?5stLrtiyproviLlesresultsLuhichsuggestthatUniversibystudents

areat.ilreirmoSl;.acncptin¡ol'auilrorityotlgyearsoFage'tilhy

tlri-s aqe çlrollp shoulrl be particularly suscepti ble to change in

a.l,l,i.l,t_lrlc l,o aLLtirori ty over thr.¿ 3 yeat ¡:eriorl is LLncrear' rt may

besurmi-serlrlrorlevetrthattnJgT?-s'hudenl'sinthisaqeqrouphad

been recently eliqible 1=ot conscription flor a uar Llhich many

stuclentsopposed'l'loreover'amDnqflirstyearUniversi-tystudents

theseulou}dlravebeenolderthanmostDthelsonthecourseand

rnightbee><pecterJtohaveaclopterlamolernilitantattj-tude.idhat-

ever the explanirtion, it is clear that on the basis of these

results, there is no support for the vieurbhat aqe is related in

anVsysternal,icanclencluringuay.boat'Lituclestni.lutlrorityamonr-]
-Ler LiarY s'Ludents '
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CHAPTER 12: PERSUNALI'fY AND ATTITUDE T0 AUTHORITV

L2. (i ) Introduction

The primary elims of this thesis have been tL¡ol=olrl:

(a) to develop valid measu1'es of attitude to authnrity floi use

Lrith tertiary students; and (b) to Cecide beiueen tuo hypotlteses,

a Linear and a curvilinear hvpothesisn (both suqgesterl in the

psychological Iiteratr-lre), concer.ning the relationship bebueen

certain pBISonali-by varÍablers anrl attitudes touards authorÍ.ty.

In this chapter the intentian is to examine further the relevant

results that have L:een presented in Fart TI of this thesis, and

tn e><plore their implications.

It is necessa1'y to be qui,te clee¡ about the nature o'f'tþe

attiiurle dimension in relation tn r¡hich the pers¡nality variables

urere examined. The factor analysis presented in Chap'cel B (see

Table 33) yieldecl a factor on urhich eaclì 01= the 5 Likert-ty¡:e

Attiturle to Authority scales t¡as loaded at least moderately; anCt

in addition, a moderately hiqh neqati.ve l"oading uas fourlri on this

factorFor the measule, of left-uing Radicalism. The Composite

Authority Scale, in relation .bo tuhich the hypotheses uere mainly

testeclr maV thus be reqarded as a genelal measure of attitude

touards institutionalised authorities. It is a measure that

could tìot be distinguished I'actoriallr,r f'rom tlre test of left-tJinq

radicalism designed to tap studentsr political orientations at

that time. It is reasonable to regard both'che t.A.S. and the

Radicalism ScaIe as prerlictive of such anti-autlrority activities

as takíng part in demonstrations, and such pro-authority activities

as uattending flhurchtt (see Table 25).

In seeking to q"nu"alise about tt-t" p"""onaIity dimensions,

it is useful to consider again the results of the factor analysis'
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It "is apparent that a nu,.nber of variables form a consiellat-iont

central to uhich is the variahle described as Tolerance OI

Inbslerance ofl Ambiguity" This variable is related closely to

both Dcgmatism and treative Independence. snmeuhat less

strongty rela'bed to the cnns'bellation is the variable ufl

Emotional Activation. FinallV, there is Cognitive SirnpIicityt

r¡hich appears tD be Llnrelat¡:cl to the othel peIlsonality

var.iables, Llut r¡þicl'r has a sl.ight positive relationshi¡: uith

the pro-autho¡ritY Factor.

It has been shot¡n that among 5.4.I.T. studen'bs eacl'ì of

the pelsonality variables Lras siqnificantly correlatec t¡ith

attiturle to authorl-ty, usÍ.ng Pearsunts r, as predicterì hy

the linear hypotlresj-s (see Tables ?.8a, b and c)' The

linearity of the relationsliip uas aIso,,in general, confirmed

by inspection of relevant qraphs (see Figures I-ID)" Tt¡o of

these relationshi¡:s r¡ith attitude to authority ue1le replicated

insubsequentinvestigationsulithUniversityol"Adelaide

students, namely tlre ralationship r¡ith creative Inclepundence

LnIg'12(seeTable3IandFigureIl)anCt¡ithlntolerancent'

Ambiguity in 19?5 (see Table 38 and Fiqures 14 anrl I5). For

one variahle, Emotional Activation, the l.inear relationship

uasnotconflrmeclintheresultsfortheLSTZUnLversity

sample; instead, the alternative hypothesis predicting an

inverted-u ¡elationshi.p Ldas supported (see Fj.gure 12)"

L2. (ii) Pro-aut hori t and anti-authorit stuCents

0nthebasisofltheseresultsitisnot.lpossibleto

describe the r,Lay in Llhich terbi.ary students in Snuth Australia

during the early'197CIs varied u'lith'respect to certain

personality characteristics along the dj.mension of attitude to
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institutionalised authonity. The linear relationship ob'bained,

particularty uith respect to personality characteristics in -bhe

cognitive ar'ea, allous r:ne to contrast the students L¡ho tencjed

to have relatively l'avnurable attitudes to authorities Lrith

tlrose uho did not.

A. Tntolerance ofl Ambi uit The conservative, Pro-authoritY

student tende to be relatively intolerant of ambir¡uity. This

l'inding uJas l:epeaterlly canfirned by the results of this thesis.

ûn a variety of measures (the Budner Intolelance of Arnbiguity

Scele, the three subscales of ihe Budner Test, the CompJ.exity

subseale of the 0.P"I" aRd tlrr: Photo Ambiç¡ulty Test) siqnificant

corrElations ulere oLrtained r.^lith the C.A.S. in the dirertion

predicted Lry the i-inear hypothesis. Indications of

curvilinearity are ver\/ slight and limitecj to sinqle sex

samples. Such a qeneral contrast betueen pI'o- and anti-

authori,ty students r.¡ith reSpect to Intol-erance of Ambiguity is

clearly cnnsistent r¡ith the louL intoi-erance of arnbiçr-rity EìDol.Els

of American Ieft-uring radical activist students reported by

Trent and Craise (L967) and F j"erce and Schtuartz (I9?1) t and is

also consistent uith the relati.vely higir level of intolerance

ol" ambiguity shou.rn by church attenders, if these are reqarderl

as tending to favour institu'Linnalized authority (BLrrlner, L9'a2;

Feather t I9'o7; MacDonaIcl, Lg?t).

It r,las notecl in thapter ? that results favouring the

curvilinear hypothesis uith respect to intolerance of ambigt-tity

t¡ere all obtained usj.ng rrperformancer¡ measu1|esr as Bpposed to

questionnaire tests, and this adds parbicular im¡:ortance to the

results obtai.ned usinq the Fhoto Ambiquity Test. The

correlation betueen this test and the C.A'S. though lout

(r = .L9, N=Il4) is nonetheless significantr and gives no
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indj.cation ofl curvil-inearity. The results reported by !:ysenck

(I354), TayJ.or (1960) a¡rd Ljei'brnan (196?) suggesting a cLrrvilinsai

relati-onship betueen a'btitude to authority and intolelance of

ambiguity'åre no'c confírnred* FcssÍhle reasons for this are

examined in tl-re next section, Iz(iii ) r in the cont¿xt of the

thenretj.cal implications ofl the resttits"

In vieul af U:e nature of the intolerance nf amF:iguity

ccncr:nt, and iis coi::e1ates, it may be cnncludec! that 'blre

consìarvati.ve prn-aUtl-ìtrity sbt-rclent 'Lends tn have a someulrat

fixed u.;ay nfl vieuing ancJ orqanising sonial phennmena, anci

clj.slj_kes and feels threatenad by social situations ulhich cr:¡itain

novelty , uncettainty or insolui:ility " He ui]I if possible t:ry

tn avaid *.uch sÍtuatj-ons orbo chançe them: uitness the reactions¡

nf the plo-authority students to the Photo ArnbiguitV Test" The

mor.e rarlical, anti-authority s'Ludent may be cltarecterized as

having a rnole experimentaL and l'l.exibIe orientation; indeed, he

Ëìilpears to have a pssitive likinq for novelty, uncertainty anc

divers i ty "

Ë1. Dognr:tism. The contrast [retbreen pro- ai-id anti-au-bhoriby

students ilith respeËt to Dogrnatism j.s alsu marked, and again the

trDn'brast is consistent uith the bulk of findinc;s relating to

American rarlj-caI studen'bs, particularJ-y thcse of LJatts and

trjhittaket(1967),KarabenickanrllrJilson(I959)'EailesandGuIler

Q.g7t) , t.tanrpden-Turner (Lg7n) , Steininger Q972) and Lurentz

(Lg72). l-lampden-Turnerrs study is particula¡Iy relevant since

he, too, tested the possibility of a curvilinear relaticnship

tuith dngnatism, arlrl flrund rletailed evrdence that the relati'onship

ulas in fact linear far a numbe1. of DoÐmatism subscales. In

adclitior"r, other results Ëûnsistent uith the linear relationship

under discussion L,JeIe reported r¡ith refer,ence to pro-authority
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subjeËts: i=or instance, iF a favourable attitude to authority

is suçgesied by churclt attenciance, consis'bently ltigh doqmatism

has been repor'ued by Feather (196?) 
' RaV (1970) and St'eininger

g! el Q9??-)" Rayrs study, i.t sihould be noted, macie use of the

Dogmatism scale employed in this thesis"

In vieu nf' the vary clear evidence of a linear relationship

betuleen rlcrimeiism anrl attitude to authority ::eveaLed in thi.s stuclli

ancl the suppartinq'¡ evidence of the studj.es quoted above, it is

puzziir-rg ilr-ut results supporting the curvilinear hypothesis tui'l;h

respect to clnqnatism have occasionally been reported, fot example

by Rokeach (1960); and it is astonishinq that linear relationstlips

in the nppns-'i.tn dirertion are suqqested by some resuitsr in

pariirulal hy La Giapa (1969) and by Ray (L974). The pnssible

ïeasEns foi such disnrepancies aIe sxamined in a later sectinn,

I4ili), flo1louing a furthe¡ eluciCatisn nf ttle theoreticai

impticaticns of the present tesults.

Here it r-nay be concluded that the pro-authority studenis

may be seen as possessirrg a relati-vely high degree of doEmatism"

The salient Í'Ea"uures of this characterisiic uere irientified in

Section 6iiA as an inahility t,n judge the r.,;orth of a com¡nunícatian

apart from the nature of its soulce; a marked difficulty in

entertaining and synthezising neuL beliefs; and a relatively hiEh

Level of anxiety and dei'ensiveness in relation to threats froril

the environment. It should be rloted that the concepts of

intolerance of ambiquiiy and dogmatism are closely reiated both

cenceptually and (on the basis ofl this study) empirically.

Thcr.rgh rliffering in detail, i:oth may be considered to reflect

a high preflerence for certainty as opposed tn uncertainty,

particularLy in relation ts soci.al situatisns.
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C. Creatit¡e ïndepencJence. Ti:e plu-aLrthorj.tV student difie::s

1'rorn the anti-authorj.ty student in repcrrting himsr:1f iu hev=

characteristics rel'l.ectinç¡ crea'Live independence Írr terms af a

check-Iist of relevani acJ,jectives; the sel.f-perceptions of bhe

tuo sets of sturlents are cLearly dif fererrt" This flindinç¡ is

strorrgly supporterl i:sing sarnples florn bntt-¡ educational

institutions. The curvilinear relatio¡iühip can he cJ"early

re j ecterl.

It should be nnied that thei'e j-s r¡r¡ direct incnnsis-i:ericy

br:tueen the suqgestÍon ol' curvilinearity nbtained br:tL'reen

'fcreati,vityrr and attitude ta authnri'i;y in lìarolts (i-972) sturiy,

and the de.¡'inite iinear tlend nbtained Ìn this thesis " Ia¡:nl

used measures of the fJ"uency ui= rJiverqerrt 1;hirtkít-'rt (frnm

GuiIf'ordrs [rattery ) rather than self-reports of c:'eati-ve

iirdependencB" Althouc¡h the Creative Inrieperrclerrce tesi; t¡as i'uut-rd

to br: correlated significantly r,tÌ-th a be'b'bery r:1' divert¡erri thinl<iltg

tests by Rump (195S), the correlation uas snlall (l = .ZG r,¡i bl'l

N=100). It r¡ouId seEm, then, that pro-au'btrnrity siudenLs oerr:e:Lve

themselves as Iac[<i.nq certain uharacteristics, suclt as feeij"Irgs uÍ'

autonomy and spontarreityo that are qenerarllr,r thouqltt to acr:n¡¡-rpen\y'

creativeness; hut they do not neressarily have 1.azss tiran avc::açe-

clivergent thinking ability. As the variaLlle o1. treative

Inclependence is correlated negatively ancl siqnificantly i,titlt l-:oth

clogmatism and intcrlerance of ambiquity, it may r'rell be that the

association of these variables r¡ith attj-tude to authority has a

single explanation.

D, Emu"Lj^snal Actj-vation. lLJith Emotianal Activa'tir:n it i-s

dif ficult to reach any firm conclusion concørnir"rg iLs relatinnship

uith attitucle to authority. Broadly, the relatiotlshi-p appears tn
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males, and curvilinear anìûng Univelsiiy of Adelairje s:tuiiants "

It dneÉ no'b appear therefore that any st¡b1e rela'bj.onship e::ii;ts

betueen this variabl.e and attitu.ie Lo zruthority, anci one ririr¡/

exanine other aspents than personality iacio¡s to ¿¡ccoun-i; for

these discrepa¡rt result;" (Tnis is ai;tempteld in f,hapter I3,

pp "'1.38-2¿10 ). Sur:h ::esulis ,jn u al l-eas L r enabie one t¡ conf i¡m

that urriler some ci.rcuinst¡:nces a l.inea:¡ relaiinnsl'rip of thr: i<incl

suqEesterl by tl-ie cla'¿a oÍ' l'lcrJlnsky ("195ß)r i-leist (:1.955)' iLiinlrorrr

and Jansen (196?) and Pierce and SchL¡arbz (f971) may be fout;d,

r¡hÍIe uncier other circumstarìnes, as Vettterrs (f93Ü) resul-is

suqgest, a curvilinear rel-aiicrnshi.p nraly be ob+;ai-nerl" St-tch

retsults s:houId attracb attæn'bi.on tn the neec! to del;ermi-;re a;ht:

ci::cumstences under r¡hich these di.s;crepant"resr-¡Its rrray he abtaineri'

Altlrouqh ihe precise relatinnship betueen i:nrltir:nal

Activation ancl attitude to ar-rthority apÐears tc ute unceitain, i L

nevertheless rernains tlue that hiqhly nlo-authar:ity s-builei-rts itr

both samples have relaiively lor,r levels oÍ' ernotinnal activatjnn

(cor,rpared r¡ith subjectJ internediate in ai'bitude to authcri'by);

and for the S,A.I"T. sannple correlations betueen [moti¡na]-

Aotivation and the Eudnr:r anC 0.F.1. Intn-'ì-erancr: nf Ambigutiiy

scales are sígnificant r.,.¡ith the largest sai-nple r:f cjata - sr:u

Appendix l6c" 0ne nay therefore be justified j"n assr-rmi nq f;hat

some commrn explanation involvinq ail these variables is nossible.

E. Do nitive Si l.i cit . AIthouç1h tlre linear hypr-rthesis is

not clcarly supported r¡ith respect to the variable of cocnitivt:

simpllcity (thbre beinq a suqgestion nf'curvilinearlity airrúiì! the

male S"A.I.T. sutrjects, j^n Figure å), again Í.t may L¡e claimerl ihat

there is a general- cuntrast observable betu.leen the coçn.i-ti"vely
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simple prn-autholity studerlts irnrl the müre ccqnitively cr:rritl-z:<

anti-authority studerrts" Tiri.s resll.t j-s ccinsis'cen b i¡ith -bhr:

finding ofl Luncly anrl Ëerkouj.tz (L957 ) that cognitively sin¡rIe

people arÉ more I'avourabl.y influer¡ced bv i:utho::ity iiEurr:s Ll-ran

are the rnüre nor¡ni'cively cornplex" I'b is apparent, hor,.lever,

that 'bhere is a suqqes-;tian uf ci¡rvilinuarity j.n the trenC í'or.

the m¿lIe S.A"ï"1'. st.urlents in'r;trat rel-atively hj-qh 1,i:vr:1s of

cognitive sinrpì-icity are founcÍ ai; tfle e>rtreme anbi-authnr-i.i;y

enrl nf ihe ::anqe ni'abtitLrrie iq autlrori'l;y sulres. l-he.r.,e js Lhe

¡rnssi-bj.J-ity tl-rat a cleare:: curvilinear trend might lra'.¡e occurred

if mnre 5.A"I.l^" male siuden'¿s rrlBrer i-n qenerail, strnrrq-Ly upnased

to au.Lhority. In fact, tlrere are plnba[rly only a sm¡J".i- nr-¡nlrel

of the kinri ihat Harvey (1967) categ;:rised as anti*auLhcriterlian:i

belonginq tn System 2 oi his uonceptuaÌ scirerne anrl thes:= arc

types uhÍch Vannoyrs (195f') facl;a¡ analysis sueeestari nray i:e

high nn coçnitive sim¡:Iicity.

In general, it rna:y be concl.urled on the basis uf' thase

results that the pro-authori i;y studerit is J.ikely to bB rela'civr:Iy

undif f erentiati nq in his use r:f constiuctt¡ in jurJqinq pcnpi-c;.

It inay aisu be the case, as Sieli (1955 ) i:nd Flntnir:l< (196].)

suqgest, that the judgements of such peo¡rle are not nniy less

discrirnina'binç but also less accuraie, plesumably as a ¡esuI'i;

of a tenclency to assume that nthers are like themselvr,;s (BierÍ ,

1955 ; Leventhal, I95'/ ; Adams-Ljebber , 1,969 ) " tngni iively

simple peopì"e and authnritalians are thnught to be similal in

'bending to make simplistic judç1ements. Hnuever, despite the

claim by Vanrrov (1965) tha.b nn¡nitive simpi.ici.ty is sì.gni.fic:rntiy

correlated uith res"ults ftom bhe F 5cale, irrbhis tlrssÌs there i.s

no evidence ofl a iinear ¡ela'binnship betr¡een the cogni-bive
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simplicity test and any othr:r' ol' ì;he personality characteristics.

The results arer'i.n flact, similar to those otrtainerl by Pyron and

Lambert (L961) uho l=ound bhat amonq Arnerj-can High School students

authoritarianism, as assessed by a dogmntisnt scale, LJas not

siqnlficantly correlated uith a revised version of llellyrs role

- rcportory qrid, r¡hiclr is conceptually similar to the Bieri

measure used in this study. Botlr the cognitively simple and the

dogmatic mav tend to make simplistic social judgements, but the

absence of a si-gnificant relatj-onship betueen the tr.¡o variabLes

sugr¡es-bs that l,he tuo types are otherurise distinct; e><planations

based upon the personality characteristj cs ol' one rleed no'b appfy

to the other. The resul-ts for boi;h the factor analysis and the
canonical correlation analysis support the a[¡ove conclusions.

12. (iii) Theoretical Implications

tloLl may the paiiern ofl relationships betLùeen the personality

characteristics and abtibude to authority be e;<plained in terms ofl

a qEneral pcrsonality theorY?

The finriing ttrat pro-autlrority subjects'bend to be intolerant

ofl ambiguiiies and doqmatic is perhaps mor'e easily accounted for

in'berms of e><j.stinq personality theory than the others.

ProL:abJ-y the mosi inl'luential contribution to'bheory in this area

is still that ofl Adorno et al ( 195ú) in 'rThe Authori.bali¡n

Personalityr'. These autlrors LJeIe, houever, not e><clusively

concernerl L¡ith attitude to aubhority, but ra'Lher r¡ith a general

synrJrome of pre-fascist, right-tuing etlrnocentric attiturles, r,Lhich

included a strongly pro-authority attitude. It tlas to this

syncJrome that Frenke.L urunsuik (195U) in particular related tlre

concept of intof erance ofl ambiquity, uhiclr has been shoL':n to be

of central- ì.mportance among'blre personality clraracteristics

e;<amine¡l in this study. The authoritarian syndrome tlas e><plained
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raiserl urhether a'btitudes ta authority may be a¡:anr.lnteÍ-l i-ür i_n a

simi lar uray, derived orl ginally f rom psychoanalytic¡¡l tlrr:or.y.

The theo¡etical analysis of Frenkel Brunsi,ril< (19it,\

enrphasised the unclerlying f=eeling oi insecuri ty oi peonle L¡irn

are in'Lulerant ¡f amL:igui ty; BurJner (1962) concæived such

penple as threa bænecl iry sl.tua.t,icrns invol-vÍ.nq navelty, cnmpJ-el>ri-t'9r

and j nsnluÌ:j.Lrl,y; Rokeach (196û) coni:eptualir:ed h5-ghj.y .-lngiiietin

people as; sleel<:i-nq def'r:nces agai.rrsit a pÉrvarìiv¿: senEÊ uf'air;<i,ety"

The relatively hi-gh scorEs rì f' the corìsrervative, pro-authu:rity

stuients on intnlerance nf anibiquity arrd dnqnai;j.s¡n cL:nfirn'bh¡:

e>rpecti.rl;i.on nl" these vieus. iì strongJ-¡r f'eivouräb1e atij.tr:rle 'L;¡

r-r,r:'chori'Ly nray ire seen as a strategy (possib.lv r.rncnnscÍ-ou¡;) flor

rJiminishinr'-¡ the í'ears tl'rat arise in corrl'rontinrt a threatenin¡

ambigui ty-riricien uorld.

In psychnanarlyticaJ. theory, a sEinsa nf i.nser:urity is also

seen as alising fronl intr:rnaL irnpulses, usL:aIJ-y of e sexual irr

aqqressive nature. The rrauttrorÌtarj-¿:n persona,li.'cyrt rùas

concej.ved as possessing a stronqly censnri.nus supLri'-cUo e r,.ll¡j.cli

rnaq¡nified the fears of beinq overr¡he.lmcd from uithin anrl the

oonsequent neerl 1-or repressiun. Tc the ¿xtent that ihe prr:-.

authori ty pærson reseml¡Ies the au¡)iroli te ri an , he maiy be expec.bed

to have an emo'bionally îelilpsjsÐd or over-cnntroJ-1ed personality.

Relatively lor¡ scores Dn the Emr:*¿ional Activaticn v¿rriabie

are Donsristent uith thj.s expueta'Lir:n. 0ne rna¡r also rleciuce f'r'on

psychoanalytical theory that the prn-au'Llrority persot"ì r'ri-11. shot l

Iittle stlivinE Fr:r creative inrJependei-ice, er"¿e:'l j.f pussessinq

high capatrility" Deeply cûrltrErned uith maintaj.ninc; c.li:fences

against bnth inbrapsychic and e;<ternal demanris, it seems lrnlikely
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that he uiII be abl"e to liberabe ÉnerEj-Es in an Índividr-ral r:l:r

Éreative manner.

Tl-ie expJ-anatj-on ol= a bt j.turie 'i;o autirr:r':i.ty thus f ar considerer--l,

in terrns of a personalityrrsyndromerrhaving as its bas-'Ls a

general.ised sense ol' insecuritV, is hrrueuc:r' a limiteci crne. First,

there unuld appear to be a sì.çnificant qrouFl of stude¡rts uhn ai'e

I'simplistinrrin tireir mcdp cf .judging people as uell as si;icngJ.y

pln-aLrthnrityo trut urho are not in'toleranb nfl armi:iguiiy, doç;n:atic,

nr Icr'r in creativ.-. j-urjeperrdence. Êrs bhe educai;j-orial J,t've I cf'

the subjents tends to be velv uniForrn, it is uni-ikely tira'L th,1

diflfe¡ences have an eriutratj.nnal- otiqin. Houever', it ir¡

pcssiLrle that the paucity ofl distinr:tiveiy dj-Í'Ferent pu;'scnal-

construr; Ls (ulhich character j-ses the coEnitive-ly simple) may

reflect a limited experience of a di.r.¡eïsitry r:f'types af penpie,

a kind of naivete r'rhich may uell accor¡iranv the accepii-:nue nÍ'

conventinnal" claims legalding "bl-re probity af authorj,i;ies,

SecondJ-y, it must be ernphasised tliat the kind oi' e;rplanat.lnn

put forLlard by Adorno et ai: (1950), and cor¡sirlered 'úo have s-iorne

explanatory value in Inis thesj-s, Lras ûonDeïnnrl primirlil-y r,li-th

accounting for the ext¡eme authoritarian (or pro-'au.l;hnri.ty) typ¿

ofl personality, uhnse motives are ol'ten reqi:r'rlt:d as pathaloqicerL.

It is this, presumably smalI, grouF al persons r¡i¡ose al'Í=ective

and cngnitive personali'by characteristics a¡e Dontrasted t'ri'bh the

majority of rrnotma-lsrr. 'fhe confirmation of the linear hypothese:;

in this study, houevet, suqclests that diflfelences on the

personality characterist:=cs in questi-on, uith the exception ofl

Emotional Activation, extend alonq the entire ccniinuun"

Bay (1967) hap sugqested an ext,Ênsion ofl the al¡ilve theory

to accom¡nodate results rulatinq tu the persanality characteristir:s
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of American ladical" sturjents, results that, in scme lespeii, L::rel

similal to thnse obtai¡rerl in this ihesis:" Follnur-.nç tl-re

atiitude theory uf Smith g! gI (I960), ÉaV dis'hiriquishes lrr:'br,.reeri

the various flunc'i;ir:ns that attitudes may seîvs" Tn addi'i:ir:n

to the ego-rlefensive f'unction, an attitlrde may al"so selve tlre

pr.lrpose o'F socia.l airjustment anri palj.ty apprai.sal" As

def ensive motivaticns decrease j-n impurtancr:, sü i:ttitudeLi ürE

assumed by Bay tc¡ sert¡e note tl-re functir:n r:f rr:¿¡listic objeci;

appraisal. It fol.Ious that the radical anii-ait'Llraritv

stuCent is 1ikeIy bn perceitre authc.rrity in a rei"irti.vely nhjeciii,u

iÍìanner, unJ-ess, ofl ctril¡se, his atti budu ntems fror¡t stms nthe-¡

fo¡rn of neurotic motivation such as displaced ani1er."

Bay pictures 'bhe raCical siudent as a kind crl' ot-ttsj-dr::::,

ruho does not care about l-ris career prospects, hi.s Finanrj.al.

future, or his reputation; he i.s unconDerned albrl¡Ì; impre:;rirlr;

reÍ'erence qroups or people. [ìay concedes titat snnrs raclic¿r]

students may be pursuinq socia-l-acceptance çDaIs thrnugh

cornpliance uith the denlands crf radicaj. grnups to uirich they

belong; but nompared r¡j-th m¡:re Ë:r.lnselvative sturjentn he ::egi:lt-!s

such gnals as rela'bively unJ-i kely in radical s;'¡udents. Ïndeed,

the radical stttdenb is vieued as superiol in psychnl-ngical. heaL-i;h

and moral value. Bay urites: rtA sense of justiceo as L¡e1l as

a capacity for rationality is, acnording ho this theoryr a: likely

clevelopment in relatively secure indivicluals, t,thcse politics iJ'

aflV, LuiIl therefote tend toulards the left - touards suppori'inq

the charnpi nns of tlre Lrnderdog, not the def erlclers of the

established, alr,rays unjust, institutiorrs" (p.9Û)" Accordin¡ i;n

this vieu the radical is seen às a self-actualising realist. He

is a reþ el because authority is unjust.
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There are some clif f Ículti¡:s in accent ing Bay I s conclusian

uith regard to the present results. First, nns nlusl; cnnsider

the results relating to Emotior:al l\ctivation. Ïf fr¡o binnaL

ActivatioR ma-u be rer¡arded as rel'lecting tlte der¡ree o1' emotional

expressivenesis, in accotclance uith Bayrs position one ulukJ e;<pect

the anti.-authurity stuilent, heinq Leas'b eqü-dej'ensive, to scote:

relatively highl.y on 'Lhis scal"e. ldhiie this predic'tj.an is

supportecì in tl¡e S.A"I"T. data, in the lJnir.¡ersi'uy =arnple tlre tL'lo

extreme types of' studenl, resr:ml"l1e each nther in ap¡:earing tu be

::elatively repressed. It rnay be noted al-so tfra t tire cons j-stcrrcy

betueen afj=ecLive anrl cognit:itre characieris'tic:¡ e:<¡rectecl by an

urrersimpli flied psychsarralyt:ical thea:ry is r:bviilusly nclb supported

by these results. Seccndlir, it is useflul. -bo exarn-i.ne llayrs

ar.gument more closeJ-y; it has about j t arr ol¡vioLls evaluative

flavoul" It appears that he has: cnnvertecl uirat may tre rlescrj"Lred

as arrnegativerrflBrm of argument into arrpositiverritne" Because:

a student f eel.s rtsecui'etr, and tnay therefore be expecteii to avnid

a distortecl and oversÍ-nplif j-ed perception of authority, ii does

not fol1or¡ (as Bay suqgests) that he r.uil1 perceive pnl.iticitJ.

institutions realistically. Tt is, in flact, difflicult to assi.qn

any clear aperational rneaning 'bo the term rlrealj"stj-n'r :in this

context. Rather than asiillme tha"L the motivtrtiun cl''Lhe radi-s¿i.l-

anti-authority student must refleci; a disinterested desire flnr

tru'bh, it seems more useflul ta consirler l'urther tlre kiiide oj'

motives a¡d interests that are suqr¡esterl hy the resulis frr:m the

personality tests.

¡ne finds in exami.ning tlre results of enti-au-Llrori';y studenie

not only an apparent lack of r:oncern about uncertaintyn as

reflected by lor¡ intnlerance of' ambiguity cn doqmatism scores, bt-tt

also a positive liking for navelty, conrple,rity and insolubil-ity
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(indicatecl partj.culnrly by latr scnrBs on the EJudner subscaþs).

It may aLso he noterl tha'c this interpretation is r-;onsistent ¡¡ith

the resr-1lÌ repari;ed by Hish (Lt)73), ofl a signil'icanÌ; neqative

correl¿lbir:n betueen Zuckermannrs Sensation Seekinq Scale and

tcnservatj.sm" It seerns reasonabl"e to suFpose that authorities

t¡iI1 l-:e o¡iposerl m¡st sii'enuously by people uho are particuJ-ari.y

interested j-n ntvelty and diversi.ty, for it is to such people

that 'cl¡e suppiee s;ive and controlling aspects of autltnríty ¿ìre

Iike-ty 'r¿o be mcs'b Í'rustraiing " Autlrnrity may be r.'egarded as

prini:-':'ij y the mÈãrìs by t¡hich l-imi'cs are set to L¿hat behaviour

is acc¡-lptable¡ í:iiìd, in conseqiJence, uhat experiences may lâsult.

I'b may ais;o be thû case thai such siurlentsn being relatÍ-veJ.y

free or' 'blre insecurity and uncerbainty lirat are tþnuç¡ht to

ch¡¡racter.ise tiros;e Luith rlogmatic vieus n are abJ-e -L:o susiain tr¡-t

at'bi'hLi¡le oí= oppnsitì.orr to authority Luj'Lhnu'1, e:<perielriuinq so rnuch

stress

In general, the curvilinei¡r hypotlresis has been disco¡rí' j.lne¡1.

Vet thcre aIe cle¡:¡ indi.catinns in the psychoJ"crq.ical Litelatul.e

that clata have heen qathered f'r'om tertialy students uhich anpaar'

tu support it. l-lor.¡ have sucll resulis arisen? Lìne possibi-li'hy

is thai the populationo sampled in thj-s study tdere j-nsufflici.en'Lly

extreme in an.bi-ar_r1:hority attitudes to enable a qroup of

rrauthorit¡¡ti-anr¡ personality trlpes to be identifieC. The

relatively pro-au'LhrritV at'litucles of the buLl< of the S.A.T.T"

studen'bs tested çives some creríence to ttris vierrL. Houevert

the testi_nq ofl a laru¡e sample of the mnre anti-authority

Univereiiy n f AdeLaide ::tuden¡s (ll=248) u.rith regard to their

intslelance of ambiquity in 19?5 '¡i"chout findinq a cur'vilinear

relationship uith attitude scales, renders this e;<planaticrl

unlikely.
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Itlore pi.auisibly, it rnay be a::cìued that the persorra.t.ity

variables irserl in this study, narLicularly j-ntole¡'ance nf ambiçuity,

have a Ioossness of definition such that dif'f'erent investiLgators

lrave used the same term ts describe quite unrelated variables"

The demonsl,raticn ofl l{enny ancl GÍ.nsberq (1958) of the frequent

failure ol sucir variat:les to intercorrelate significantly su¡rpcrts;

this vj.eul. The measures of intoi-erance o1' ambiguity that havr:

yielrled a curvj.linear t::end (see [ìairlter, 1953; TayIor, 1960; and

Ldeitnran, L93?.) rjl.f fer flrom thnse uned in this study in being

per.flormance Ínzasures for L,.iirirh na judgements about persons uJere

requi,recJ, (Tl-iu perforrnänce test Lrsed in 'Lhis study di-d r:equile

the subject t': scrutinise and cünjpare pictures i:f peo¡:lers facer:).

The ::estrlts ni this thesis suqgest that ihe apparent contradictory

results may har¡e aiisien because oi' a lailure on the pi:rt o"F

j.nves;tiqato.rs tu differeritiate betueen areas of juriqement (Luh:Lch

may be bruaclly teprned Itsocialtr anrl I'rlon-soc j-al.rr) in rela j;ion to

ruhich diil'ersnt k:irrds ofl in+"o1*"uu"n ofl ar¡bigui.ty may be inf'erred,

Final.ly, di.1'ferencns betueen some rËsults may be rjue tcr

Cil'f'erences in tlre popul.r'bicrns sampIeC. It has been arquerl -in

this thesj-s that a tendency tn icientify r,rJ.tir ¡¡uthorities is oftert

a consequenre of certain authoritarian pelsonalíty characteristics"

It is reasonable to supFnse that in some situations the salient

authority fJ-gures Luill be radicals uhose anti-authority attitucies

uilI be assimj,lated throuç1h a proci?ss of identification. The

emerqence cf pouerf'ul, charismatic radical leadersr as may oúcur

in times of student-facul'ty conflict, mav provide an attrantive

source for iden'bificatl"an arnong the relatively insecure. It is

possi.ble that the occasionally repor hed tendency for anti-
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authoritarians tc be clogmatic (see in particuJ-ar La Giapa, i-959)

may have such an oriqitr. The paladoxical effects of, rranti-

autholity authori'biesrr obtaininij support from authoritarians uill.

be rare, and thc results shor¡rinq a resultinq curvilinear

r:i:l-ationship r,.rith persnnality variabl.es may be regarderl as

anomalrus.

To sunr upn subst¡;ntia1- support has been ohtained flron the

rLìsuIts to ccnl.j.rm the Iinear hypnttresis, particulerly uith

relspect to Tniolerance of Ami:iguity, Dogmatism and treaiive

Inclepeirdence, and a cunbras-b betL¡een the pro- and anii-authority

sturlent i-s ¿lisr: in evidence uith respect -bn Ccgnitive [,'omplr:><ity"

Far Ëtilo'bional Ar;tivaiicn, hot¡ever, the results ate conÍ'Iicting

.irr the tiro sanples" f n seekinq to explain the differences

be'br-¡een pro- and anti-ar-rthr-rrity sttidents it has been suggested

that they may be deliverl flom r:luite riif ferent notivatic¡na1 s.bates.

The pro-autlror.ity persnn is iegarded as j.nsecure and tltreettened

by any complexity and ambir¡uity in l-ris environment. A hiqh

degree of acceptance nf ar-rthority may be consirlered as an eqo

ciefence. In arldition, 'bhere t¡ould appear to be a siqnj.ficant

nurnber of studente rr:ho a¡e notItauthoritatiantrin the sense

delinea'bed by Adcrno e-! jrf and Rokeech, but are rrsitnplerr in

the j.r social catr:gnrisation: that is, thev 'bend to see people

in a f eu black and uhite terrns, possitrly as a resLllt of their

limitecl expetiences. Such stuclents also tend to support

authority.

In general, it t,lould appear thab the anti-authority student

has relatively tittle need flor submisEicn as a rjeience açlainst

anxiety, ani.l hi.s higher 1'eeling of security enables him to r,emain

inclependent of, 01 even oppose, authority. At the sarne time, a

I



Zzt+.

lrigh clegree of in'be¡est in nnv¿lty inr:reases his mo'Lirration to

Bppose the f¡ustrating pÐurer. of authority. Differennes in

creative independence ar'e also c¡nsistent ruith these arquments.

The ego-del'ensive prn-nutfiority sl,udenis must find it hard to

be open tn neu ExperiBrrCrJs; the nr:velty-J-oving radj-ca1 is more

likely to be abte tn dr¡u upon ä ¡lidr'rr ïancle r:f experiençes.

Sucir an e><plasnation is cìrnsisten'b r'rith the res;ults nfl this studyt

ulhich, in tu;rì, are sj.milar to 'i:l-¡ose repnlted in 'Lhe hulk nf

Arnelican stuclies" The reported exceptiorì:i mav be accnunted flor

in terms of variations in pt-rpulatinns sanrpled Dr' mÉasurefj

eniployed; a number of ¡aclicals irjentifyirrq r,ri'Lh redical leaclers

nray be one o'bher explanabion. Finally, the anomalous f indlng

r¡ith respecb tc emotinnal" activati.en suggests that as f'a¡ as

repOrted aff'ective s'bates ar'e concernerl, cjífferences bBtt¡een

pro- and anti-authority sturjents elre unreliable'

'a
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CHAFTTER 13t ATTïTUDi T0 ÉìUTtj0RITY: rì RTUIEU AND FERSFTEÜTTV['

L3. (i) Social Siqniflicance of the Studv

The unclerstandinq of the psyclrclogical irrûDessEs ";hai acconpany

acceptance and rejection of authr:rity i.s clearly a matter nf

consirlerabl-e sociaJ- importance" Ttris has been recoqnized throu4h

the im¡ract ofl recellt studies on tl-re psychnÌnç¡y of obeclif;ñce ard

cont'ormi.ty esp*cially thnse sfl î''lilgram (19í:5) and Hanev * 3! (197i)

uhn hi:Ive lrritl-t clemoirstrated the confnrminq belrar'riour ofl a surpri*:in91y

hi.çh nroporiir-rn of people uhert social p1'tsssules to obev a¡'e

experinrentatly brought to bear upan them. [ionrplemen'Lary to tl'lis

r-,rurk trave l-leeir numer.ilus studies, reviet'led in this thesis r r¡f

opprnsition to, DI non-cornpliance r,;ith, authority among larciical-

s'cudents in recent tirnes. In either case, r¡lrether unilue arceptance

nr unclue rr:jection of authnrity oDDurs, the psycholngical prB{lesËES

¡eerl tr¡ be un¡ierstood, for either the autonomy of'the:irrdiviriuai or

ttre securi"Ly of saciety are threatened by the effects nf extrerrte

prc- D1' anti-authoritarian behaviour.

LJhe'b¡er. ubedienoe sr disobedience has been respnnsible 1'or tlre

qreater socj.al eviL has been a r'ecu¡rent question in snnial and

pulitical'bhirrking. Hobt¡es (166I) provided tl-re classic clefence

of acceptance of authority as the alternative to ana¡chy in uhi¡h

Iif e is cnnce.iverl as rtsolitary, poor' r nas'by, brutish anrl shortrl

(p.f,5). Acceptance of authori'by is seen as tl'¡e means of self-

prÉElervation. Flilgram (f9?4) has argued that a hieralchical

social structure, r¡hich thr: human patential f nr olredienne pE rrni-ts,

is nece$saly f,cr the su¡vival of the species. He sees such a

potentiaf as a cnnsequence of an evclutionary process. But has

it on balance prcduced unfortunate social consequences? Snnu
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(19úiI) unhesitatinqly condemns nbedi-enue: rrl'lihen yuu think of the

Innq and glecmy hlstory of man, yoLl r¡iI1 1"irld r¡ore hiclr:r:us cr:j-rnes

have beer¡ commitied i-n ihe nam¿ nî obedier¡ce than have ever beerl

cainmj.tted in the name of rebellionrt (p.2â ) " Snor¡ instances the

German ûflficer Corps brought up ir¡ the most riqoltus cndæ of

nl¡edi€ntr8, t¡ho uere "party tn, and as::isted in, the most rrlicked

.large scaLe ac'i:ians in the history of' tiorlrl" (p.24 ) " l"liIgram

U.gl'") adrls to this juiqr:rnent a caialogue uf crimes ncrmmitted by

Amerj-can soldiers in Uii;tn;;m, in'hhe neme of obedience: rr..""

sol-diers routineJ-y i:u::ned vi-l.Iages, enqaged in a I'l'ree-'iir"e zonert

poJ-icy, employed napaltn extensive'l y, utilized the rnns b arlvanced

tecl-rnology aqainst ptiûìitive armieso defnJ"iated vast a::s;as ui' tfle

J.and, fsrced the evacuatj.on of tFre eick and ailed fol tl'le FL¡rposes

ofl military expediency, and rnassacred outright hundrerls of unari'ned

r:ivj.Iians't (p. f80).

5¡ch perniciours social conseqiiences t'li.Irlram sees ãs derÍvinQ

f'r'srn a bin-Loqically necessary bu'b sucially d;-rnqerOUS pntnnti.al"

Tlrere are related to tl-ris potential, accordi.nq to l'1iJ.t¡rsm, rrcettai-n

higl-rly speciFic mental structuresrr (p. 125) present j.n i;he organÍsrno

and these struutu¡es mav be regarded as nolmalty predispnsing the

organism torr.rards the acceptance ol' authority. It t'rc¡u-1d aFPear

that as a result úf social learning Lhese structures rnsy be aJ-tered,

the rrpotentialr. strengthened or uleal<ened, r,lith a res:ult that the

predispositior-. to obey authoritv may vary tridely. I.b is this

modiÍ'ied pote¡rtiaI that'rattitude ts authorityrras asisÉssed in this

study may be said to ref'lect. Lil<e bhe hypothesised rrpo Lentialrl

it has a unitary character in that it shotrs a consistency in

attitude toua¡cls a r.anga ot' authorities. . Unlike the ttpotentiaÌrl

it rnay contaj-n both genetic and learned cornponents.

'a
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The bask si;t in this inquiry has been to relate the

predisposition to cbey nr disohey authnrities to certain personali.'Ly

foctmrs uhich psycholagists have thought r,;ere associated r¡ith such

a preCisposition. The task of determining socialJ'y desirable

outcomes may he regarCed as dependirrg, in partr on an unCerstandi'ng

sf the personalities of thsse uho var'V in their attitudes tn

author j. tY "

f'3' (i:i-)

att-i-j;iirj¡-: ta

Situati onal ancl/or p elrscrnalitv explanations of

autlraritV

f-x¡:J-arration of sociel behavinur and attitudes have sometimes

em¡rtra*ised situaïi.cnal flactors ancl somsltitnes pelsnnality factr:rs '

I\rr¡yIe r¡ncl Liitle (L972) , fsr instanne ' algue that persnrrsli'by

i.¡rctÐr.s are sf carnparativeJ-y little iniportance in accountiltg t'or

snci¿rl atLitudes and behaviuur" According to their vi'eu,

trehavinur is rnainly a cÉnserluPncR cf a particutar sscial situatioll

in r¡hj-ch a pelson I'inds himself . AttituCes ere see¡l aS

raticlnalisatínns" By conirastr noTe psychoclyrlamically oriented

psychulogists fnllor.,rinq Freud have reqarded attitudes anrl behavinur

as the outcoms of an interplay of intr;:-psychic Forces. The

results nf this study suggesi that bnth explanotory systems have

some val-ue in accounting for the present data'

There is strong evidencen already touuhed upon in chapter 1Û,

r¡hich indicates that situational influences rjere rBsponsible fsr

changes in attitude tor.uards the Arrny and the Lau arnong flirst year

Universi.ty students bett¡een L9'tZ and 1915. l'lean differences

betLleen samples obtaj-nerl in these Veals ulere signiflicant on the

tr¡o authnrity scales" f,loreover, tlie changes ujeI'e oppositr: in

clirection, uitÌr stuclents appearinq significantl'y mol.e plo-Army

in L975 than in I9?2, hut also less pro-Lau. since Intolerance

of Ambiguity, as assesserl by tire complexity subscale of the 0.P'1.,
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tras hi:en shoun (in hr:Lh the 5"4.I"T. and tlre University L975

sample) to be rel.aied to attituide to ilu'E!ìnrity in a lirlear' ùray,

it is clear that such contradictury ciianqes in aLtitude toLiards

the tuo authoritiee cnr-lld not be due to personality differernces

in the tr,:n samples, at ieast t¡itl-r respect to this dimension.

It nrust be cnnrluded 'bhat botir sjituational. and personali'ty faciors

af'fect attitr-rrle toL,¡ards auLhority amcrng'i:ertiary students.

In tlre main, the neture uf the relatinnship be'bueen

personality alnC attitucie to autirc¡rity appeals tn be unaí't'rlcted

by situatir¡naI factors" The linear relationship treiL¡een atti-tude

to authori by and treatj.vn Indepiltrdence is leplicabed irl tre

Ulrive¡s.'rty crfl Adel.aicle samp.le (in r¡hicl-r morÊ students ere opposed

tcl autþority): and the relaiionship r¡ith Irlto-lerance o1' Amlriqui.ty

is alsu replicilterl ¡.¡ith the UrliversÍ. Ly of AdelaiCe sample 1'uur

years later, despite chanqes in attituCes truards the tun

authari"bies " Houever, thare is the excep bion ofl fmotj.onal

Actj.vatiorr, and tiris anomal.ous result tuarlants further riiscussion"

Tlre lelaticnship bstueen frnotional Activa'Lion and Attitude

toL¡ards Au"bhority tencld to be i.inear in the 5.4.I.T" sample (see

Figure 10) and curvilinear in 'btre University of Adelaicle sample

(see Figure I2). l-lor¡ can this difference l-:e accounted for?

FÍrst, it is unlit<ely i;hal; it is clt-.le to the greater range of

radicalism or oppnsitinn to authority of the University ofl

Adelaide sulljects, for the S.A.I.T. sample is much larger and

cuntains extreme stLlrierrts urho aIe equally anti-authority as the

extreme universi'by sturlents. The S.A. I. T. sample tends to be

olrler and to contai.n more Þart-tirne students; bLtt such differenües

are attri butable to the rnale sub j ects , .and i t is amonÐ the 5. A. I .'¡-.

l'emaIe subjects that the clearer linear relationsl-rip obtains. A

final difference relates to the time at uhich the sampLes uere
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obtained. The 5.4.I.T. groups t-uere tested betr¡een June 19?l and

Ma¡ch Ig?2, rrLhereas the university samples uere o[]tainecl in June

Lg?Z. One i.s leflt t¡ith diflferences that relate to time of'

testing anci diflferences in fnstitutions, that is, to sÍtuational

influences.

There is some evidence that ciuring the period in uhich 'Lhis

stutly uas conducted there uas a change in the nature of student

radicalism. [lriting i-n I'The Agerr in Augt-tst L972, the journalist t

Aldridge, observes thab rrthe revoluti.,nnary zeal r.,lith r¡hj.ch simple

direct actir¡n confrcntation politics uras pursued in the 19-o0s

and into 1971 has cooledrr (p"9). The last Australian combat

tloops r¡ere r¡ithdratun frorn Uietnam; r,rithin Universities students

had increasingly become admitbed to curricu¡Ium and oiher

committees. Eonfrontatio¡r gaVe bJaV to clialoque, mass meetings

and demagoguelv had become things of the past. The mood amongst

radicals appear,s to have chanqed. f"lichael Rouan, President of

the Studentsr Representative Douncil at FIi-nders University saLu in

it rta ¡etteat into an intrsverted and essentially seLfish

escapismi'(l'1iIne,1973).Inplaceofstrenuousinvolvementin

social actinn there ¡¡as in L972 a ner¡J camËus phenomenon: interest

, in transcendental meditation ancl Eastern reJ-igions'

According to Anne Mcl.'ìenamin, a proninent Adelaicle studen'b

leader sf this pericd, the starkness of the Vietnam conflict had

produced a recoil to the philosophy of "Ligtrt and Loverr (FiiIne,

:lg73). Such a change in moorl and fashinn might uell be reflecterl

by a change in selfl-rlescliptinn afnong radical students, in the

directiun of a }ouered level ol= emotional activation' Úne is

unable to separate the contributions of time ancl inr:titution.

It seems prnhable tl-¡at the factors t¡ould have interacted: tha

change in mood t¡ould have had nlor.e time tn gain momentum amonl
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the University .JF AdelairJe sample; most prr:babl.y among studentsi

uho attencled full time and uere ynunqer and less career-.úriented

than the 'rtecltnol.ugistsrr at 5.4" I.T. , there ulould have been greater

sensitivity ta such a t¡ind of chanr¡e.

ïf this explanation is acceptecl, it must be concl-urled that

the link bet¡.,reen emntinnal and coqnitive clraracteristics pcrstula'ued

urith respec'b tu the aulthoritarian type ofl perscnaliiy by F renl<=I-"

Brunsurik (1949) and uthers and genelally suppnrted by tl-ris study

does no-i appIV invariai:Iy to radinal anti-autfioritarians.

Ernr¡t,inrralì"y, at Ieast, the rarlical personality is a¡:parently more

rrfree to suing'¡; more precisely, the manner in r¡hich the radical

studen b des;cribes himself emotinna.iJ.y may vary. It is periraps

more rJependent upnn external cirç:umstancÐs, irrclucling i'ashion.

Uier.¡ed in this uaVr there i.s no necessary ccntraCiction Lretueen

the ¡esults ofl Anrerican str:dies of the 1950s, especi.aJ.Iy those ol=

l-liest (1965), lLJiril.rorn anC Jansen (L96?), ancl Fielce and Sclrr,;a¡tz

(19'll-) r,.rhich assouiate radical atti tudes uith emoiion¡:1

expressiveness, and those of Vetter (193n) and the present study,

in l¡hiuh both ex'l;remely Donserva'bive and radical [Jniversity sturlen''us

appear tn l¡e relatively intloveried or lou in emotioiral activation"

Tt may be concludeci that bnth personalj-ty and sítuational

1'actors play a part not only in affecting the degree of

favourableness and unfavourableness of attitude to authprity, but

also in the case of Emotional Activation, ,in the relationship

betLueen perscnality and attitude to authority. It must be

emphasised, hor¡eve¡, that this result i¡Íth Emntional Activation is

an anomaloLrs one. As f'ar as each of the other varia!¡l.es are

concerned there is no evidence that situational j'actors aIt¿:¡

rel-ationships betueen personality and attitude vari.ables.
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l-J. ( iii) The m¡¡in ccntlj-butinrl nl' the studv

This thr:sis has been uoncerned primarity r,.rith the personality

char¿lcteristics of tertiary stuclents r¡hc differ in their attitude

ta authority. In explorirrg this alÊar a much needed empirical

basj.s for resæarch hes been established, the importance of main-

tai.rij.nq a dist j-ncti-on betueen Itattitudes tcl au Lhorityrr ¿nd

rrauthr:ritar'i¿lrìismrr has been hi-ghliglrted and, r,lhile confirminq

a generally ¿lcEepLed associ.ation hetueen certairt personality

charan'Leristi cs a nri strnngly f avourat:le atti budes 'Lo au bhnrii;y t

trIEar and qanerall,y consistent finriings heve al-so been leported

ËonDerninq the persnnaliiy charar:teristics nì' stutl'ilnts at the

anti-ar-rthnrity end of bhe attitude cnntinuum, u;hich suqgr-:st;

furthr:r lÍnes of inquiry into tha personalities ofl students uho

oppose authority.

The neerl l'or an empirical basi.s fcr research into '¡attiturle

to authoritytt has been made particrrlarly evident by Buruen and

Ëampbetl QgSl) study, cliscussed earlier i-n Clrapter I, uhirh

raised considerable doubt regarding the generality of at-bitude

to authority. It is striking, houevet, that despite tl-le previous

absence of clear empirical support fli:r such generality, it has nr:t

only bEen uidely assumed that generaliserl attitudes to aLltirarity

commonly exist, but also that they are telated in perticuJ'ar ulays

to specific personality variables. The b,ofks af Acorno "l gf

(I95ü) and Rokeach (1960) are based upon such assumptions" If

attitudes to authority uere not general, then the question ofl

hor,: personality is related to such arl attitude simpty could not

be investigated.

The results ofl the first part of.this thesis may be reqarded

as providing positive support for the notion that attitude to

authority is unitary ancl general. It has already been suggesteC
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in Cha¡rter 1, that the negût,ive result of Buruen and Campi:ell.

Q95?) may have br:enthe result af'these authilrs usittg rneasLrremeni

techniques that uere re.lati-vely unreliable and nf questinnabl-e

validity. By contrast the scales used in tlris study uere highly

reliable anci vaIid. Fultlrer, attitude rrtarge'bsrr t¡uTe chosen tlr¡¡t

rirere highIV salient to the subr j eu bs ; that is , they ruele Iikely to

impinge upon their Iives in an irn¡:nrtant r.,ray. Suclr attitlrrles

UJer'e assessr:c! t¡hen rrat:thOrityrt trlas An rr issuFtr on the nAmFUs r as

tlre f'requen'l; Itdernonstraiinntt ac'tivities, rni:crderl in thapter 1+

clearly shor,l" Unl"ike the serviceinen userl in Euruen and tamptlel.l!s

stucly, the tertia:ry stt-lden'Ls j.n this stuCy miqlit reasrntrt:1y be

regarrled as ireing under some erlucationa:I and scnial plessure tc

become articulate ancl cìonsistenL in their attitLrde tu authori'by.

It has been shot,-rn in thisl thesis 'bhat dif ferences in ettitude

cor,responrJ closely to left-right ideolngical tJifferences amnrlq

students. It is pnssible that the qenerality ofl attitude 'Lo

au'bhor.ity i"s lirnited to speciel kinds of ¡rap.lulatioils t¿l-iere

ihinking is icleoloqically structured. Houlever, the association

of differences in attitude uith more basic personali.iy cjj-i'flererices

suggests that aititucle to authority probatrlv has a generali-tt.t

trrhich extends beyond the student population. An extension ol'

this demonÉìtratiDn nou1 appear's to be desirable, again using

comparatively reliabl.e trdirectrr tests, but ÇhÉtrsing authorities

aE targets flot asses::ing attitudes that are perhaps mole salient

for the poptLlation in question. For j.ns'Lance, rrbÛssrr may be a

more aFpropriate target flor non-student qroups.

ft has been stressed that the gzneral attitude '¿n authority

measured in this stucly is dis'r,inct conceptuall.y from authori'Larian.ism,

in that it is free of prior assumptions, particularly psycho-

patholcgical ones, about the personality oÍ' stuCents uho tend to
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1'avour cr oppose authorities. Thcrugh relaied tnrrattiturje to

authorityrr , the personali ty variaL:Ies aFpEar to be f ac'i;nria1lr7

distinct. It is b:ecause this distinction has been maintained

that the present study may t-,e seEn as crj.tical o.F studies in r,.lhich

the cìistincticln has been bl.urred; those studi-es have regalded

botl-l a'r,titudes and personality traits as comrTìDn symptoms of a

psychopathologi.cal sYndrnme.

An example of such a study is that of Piohn (19'72) i.n uhich

the autþor presents the results of a str-rdy entitled rrThe

Author.itarian-Reh:ellion ScaIe: A baLanoed F 5ca1e Luii;h Leflt uJing

Revel'salsrr. As '¿he title indicates r this scale L'¡as ubtained by

¡í¡i¡q F Scale j-tems and uriting rlirect ¡eversals uf those j.tems.

A factar analysis of the resul'bs from an appli.cation of 'bhr.-l scale

to Ianarlian tertiarv stlrclents levealed e near zEi]n Ëorre]atlon

(.n4) bet'¡een tuo factnrs irlentifierl as 'trebelliousnBss'r and

ttautiroritarianismr'. tlohn goes on to ccnclude that 'rleft-ri!ht

icJeological concepts such as the authoritarj-anism-rebellinusness

dimension do not apply meaninqfully to N. American studsrlts in

general" (p.137). It is possible that the thinl<ing cî ll. American

students is less irleologically strutctured than tha'h ol'Adelaide

sturlents ; bu t mn¡e plausi bl.y the di. flÍ'erences bPtL'lr:en thi s and Kohn t s

study may he attributed to the use of different kinds ofl scales"

Inspr:ction of l(ohn¡s scale shor¡s that it cc¡ntains items t¡hich are

par,t of the sa-called trauthoritarian syndl:omerr, for i.nstancær a

l¡elief in astronomy, in the desj.rability of punishing sex nf'1"enders

and a clis-brus'b ol people generally. Such items may reasnnably be

regardecl as only marginally related to attiiude to authority as such"

The present thesis has thus a'Jnided the conceptLial cnrlJ'usinrl

that arises from identifying the left-ri'ght ideological continuum

r¡ith rtauthor.itarianismtt. The pro-authority anti-authority
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dimension in this sturJy Dould not be distinquj.shed flrnrn a measure

of acceptance of 1ei't-uinq radical propositions that r¡ere

appropriate at the time of testing. As'these attitude rneaslj'r.es

correlaied siqnJ-ficantly and as predicted Lrith seIÍ--reports on

anti-authority behaviour (takinq pari in demonstra+;j.ons) and pro-

autlrority behaviour (attendinq Church), it js claimed that such

mc,asurÉs pr.ovide a more applropriate r¡eans of assessing ideological

differences ttlan do measures of authoritariar¡isnr i-uhich include

other rlisparate items.

A furi;lrer carltribution ol'this thesis concerns the

relationship betueen attitudc to au'blrcrrity and certain personality

variable:-;, the implications of r.'ihich hav¿ been explr.¡red irl

tlrapter 1.2. Milgram (I974) in his discussion of indiviclual

diff'erences among ttre suLrjects r:fl his IobediencErt e;<perintents,

cnncludes tha'b lre is ttce¡tain that there is a cnmplex personaJ-i'r,y

basis to obedience atrd disobedj-encer' (p " Z|J5). He pcstulates an

uagentic slrif trr t¡hich, in some cases, seems tn deprive a persnn ofl

his autonomy uhen lre is placed in a situation j.n uhich an au'bhority

may gain control over hi-rn . rrThe agentic stater¡, he ulrites, nis

the master attiturle from uhich the observed behaviour flousrr

(p.I33). Milgramrs analysis suggesis that the relationship hetueeri

attibude and personalÍty may be of crucial importance. EIr¡s (1972),

ulho undertonk the personality testinq on obedielnt and disobedient

subjects in l4ilgramrs u><petirnents, reports that F Scale results

did discriminate sifnificantJ.y betr.¡een these types ol' subjects,

and he observes thatrrit does look as if those resealchers in the

late 40s (Arlorno et aI_) haci somethinq uhich can be translated from

atrstract tenclencies into actual authsritarian behaviour.... (p. I33).

The present thesis, tlhile broadly agreeing that something resemblinq

the rtauthoritarian syndrometr is related to attitude to authorityt
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surJrtests birat earl-iur stuclies have been tno lirnited in scope.

Ì-lithert¡: nrost studies have concentrated upcn the persnnality

charac;tbristi.cs of penple r¡ho l-¡¡¡ve very favourable at'bj.tudes tn

authority and have l'ound uqo-rlef'ensive reasons for such a-bti-tudes,

but nou the continua'bion oJ' thg linear trend throuqh to thr-l r¡ogt

antj.-autlrority stuclents -=uq!lests tho'b explanations ntherbiran those

proposed by the authr.¡rs ofl Itthe Authori'harian Personalityrr must be

examineC. It searn$ that cne can oflien be mnra sure of urhy penpJ-e

nhey auïl-roriLy thern u;hy tirey dn nut;. Dne must nct,.t, in M-ilqlamrs

t erms, ex¡rlai.n ulhy the rtaçent.lc sliif trr though b 'uo I¡e necessary f'ol

the sur:vivol of the species in snme ciises does not talce plerce" l.b

is not suffir:ier¡t to accuunt l'or anti-autliority attitucles o as Bay

(L,lS7 ) rioes, simply i n 'berms uf' tl-re absence of nr:u::oiic muti va Li.ans"

'l'hs tiresis tl-lerei'are directs attentian 'La the Iess l-'anil-iar

atea of the personaJ-ity chnracteristics of those t¡iru a¡e ntt-rch mors

lilcely to -d_iq!lgy autharity than ate others" The genelal

disconf i rrnatisn of tl-re rurvilinear hypothesis indicates that i t is

unlikely that anti-authority attitudes in tertiary siuclents can be

explained in ter-ms oR tile kinds oi' unnertainties anrl riqidities

that appear to underlie c>ltrerne pro-authnrity attitudes, patrticularly

r,Lith respect to social jurJgernents. Co_nni-bive similariti.es; predicter,l

by the curvilinear hypo'bhesis have not br:en f'ound. l-loueverr süine

of the cherracteristics that appear to p:rornote attituries of nppositinn

to authoritgr have been identii'ied as a desire for noveliy, diversity

and comple;<ity, B stronq l'eelinq of crea'bive independencer änd a

tendency to make highLy clifferentiated judqements oi people.

Bayrs (L961) arì:j-cl.e nn ihe p:ersnni:J-ity characteristics of

Arnerican stuCent rarlicals uas aptly sub-'titled: ItFacts in Search

ofl a Theolyrr. The rtl'actsrr that uere gatirererl f'rom South Aust¡alian

students in the early 19?0s LrexÊ, in qeneral, very similar to those
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to urhi-ih Uay dreL¡ atten'bion" Tt has been arqued that Êayrs oun

theorr:bj.caI contribution provides an iiradequaLe explana'l;ion flor

clif ferences in attiturle l;o authcrity. The posS-tion is tal<en in

this t¡esis that L¡hile tha ¿rbsence ofl ego-deflensive moLjLvations

mav enable a pelson to be iridependent o1', or' oppose authoriiyr a

fuller theor,etical- understairCing ofl such radic¡:l a'bti'Lurles is

neeciecl to explain Llhy ttrere is in some students such a stlonq need

¡or novei.ty, rliversity anrl rjifferentiatir:n r¡irich predisposes

such per:ple io oppotre authori'bies.

13. (iv) Tnlplicatians ior chanrte

Ttre resul'bs ofl tl-ris s'LudV sugqest that it is the e><tremely

pro-authoritr,' student, being intuleran!: ot' ambiquiti.es, dnr¡natic,

anrl 1ou in both ei¡otional activation and creative indepandence,

ruho is lil<ely to be in need of psycholor¡ical help to free his

¡es'bricteC personality Ì-n sume uay" This is not tn sr-r-qgest that

the Itanti-autlroritariantr is the ideal. tVpe" For example, a StIonq

and persj.stent rlesire fr:r rrnvelty and divers1ty nray be a lesult ol

a need for. continual distlaction deriving flrnm diffllculiies irt

coping r,lith everyday tiFe; similarly open-lnindedness rney be

interpreted as an inabiti.ty to mairrtain flirm beliefs in anythinq,

houever. strong the evidence mav tre; cognitive compJ-e><ity nray i:e

a conserluentrE ofl an inah:ility or unr¡illj.ngness to recoçni-ze

similarities t¡etu.reen peuple, anrl a high degree oi' creative

independence rne.ìy reflect an immature desire to appear di1'fcrent

from others. Tn many respecis the anti-authnrity students

irlentj- I'ied in this study resernhJ.e the rrsensitisersrr t,lhose

personality characteristics häve been ci:ntrasted r¡i bh trreptesjsivesil

by LJeissman ancl Riiter (19?0). 0n the'l¡asis o1" results oi¡tained

flron the Byrne R.5" Sca1e and a variety oî personality maasulest

thes:e authors concluderl that sensitisers ulere rebellious and
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criticdl, less bo¡.ind than repressive-s by rigid rul-es and ccnventionai-

Sche¡nata, unplanflu1, preFerring ccmplexiby and variety, relatively

open to expetience, irnpatient and action-ariented. Unlittn,,,Uort=

troncEpbion of the anti-autirority student, houever, tþsy aIsO

appeared as ¡elatively unsàci.ab1e ancl persnnally troublerl,

quelities uhich are hard to reconcile t'iii,h 'Lhe positive

characterisatini'¡s of stucleni act|vist ladica-l.s eiabuiai;ed i;y

Heniston (Lg'"?) , Hampden-l'urner ( I9?t) and athers "

These are, then, possibilities that shculd be examint:d befcre

the extreme personality scores ofl the anti-autlrority siuce¡t are

taken as providi.ng desirabl-e cbjecLives fur peepl.e uhs ar'e cEncerired

rui-ih encouraq:ng particular mudes cfl psvchologicel development' It

set,ams that one can be nior'e suïe uf the restrictivur¡ess of the

per.sonalities r:f many ¡:ro-authoriby s'Ludents than orle carr i-re

confident of the psychoLogical heaLthii'Ìess or maì;urity ni

personalit,; characieristics a:ssnciated ui-th the extteme radir:eI

s,cudent. This is largely because of the theoretical coii::isber-rry of

the characteristics sf ihe ttautho::iiarian persortalitv", i-'llrich overlap

cunsiderahly Uith the personality cr:rrelates of attitude to authorii-v

found in this studY.

It must be 'einphasised that p::a-autirority attitudus lr3yr iÍ-a stine

ca.ses, be explained in uays that are prcbably urrrelated tc ego'

de i'ensive theory; correla bions betr¡e¿n the personality

charactaristics and atiiturles thouqh sigrrificant are lorr.r, and there

are many instances in the samples of' pra-authnriiy studentE ¡:hc dc

not conform to this predicied personality 'bype. Some siuderits matt

support auttrori.t:Les strongiy as ;l Isstllt of a closely Ieasìoned viei¡

of the necessity fnr obedience to authoritrT in the interests of

social cnhesionr' efficieñcy c1. even surrrival' (5uch athitri¡:les rÍìãy

lre more than ratioiralisatinrrs). Authnrities rnov, in the e>lperie¡]cs5
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Of soíne students, har-re appear.ed gerrer:ally expelt, trusttunrLhy arrd

reasonabl-e, and suclr attiturjes maV be rugarilerl as fulfiì-Iing bhe

funcbj.on of r¿aIÍstic object appraisal (Smith e-t aI, f95B). In

additisn, pro-au'l:hority sturients urhD are coqnitivel-y simpJ-r: tlithcut

apparently being eqo-cleiensive have been suÐçlested. Otl-rer sl,udents

favourin-q auihority stronqly may do se Lrecause of' a temptr.a1'v neerl

tn coniOrm, so As tc cO¡:e r,lì-th a slrOrt-term gense of insecUri-ty

¡-rat is more transient than eqo-rlefensive theDry usuallV Ðsjsiumíls.

bjilkinsnn (1"9?i?-) refers¡ to sLlch a reac'bion asr¡situatiolral

authorj.taiiarlismtrtn distinguish i'L from the more rlesply bel:ed

type cescribecj Lry Acinrno at_ aI (1950) and ilokeach (1960).

Havinq said ihis, f'toilevet, tlrere is cl-ear evidence -Lhr:t a

subsi;nntia1 pru¡.:nltion Bf F¡rD-authority s'budents tiu cr¡¡lfultn 'bu a

particuLar personality tVpe, and the most likely explanatj'nn fnr

¡re c¡aracteristics they strcL.r is in terns of er¡a*11eflence aqai.rrst

uncertainties that arise 1'ro¡n both inte:-'nal arrd ex''celnai scurtes.

1n other uords, one may reçarrl the stronqly prn-auLlrority stucen'b

as frequently arJuptinq very favourable attitudes to authority

because they help him tn cope uith a deep sertse of insecuri-'cy.

It is clear, as tíe1man (1961) has shoun, that attitudes ale

forned according to differeni Plocesses and may be regarded as

serving parbicular flunctions t'or the inriiviriuai r¡ho irolds tiiem-

An understanding of hot¡ a particular attitude has been formerl is

necessaI.y for any systematic attempt bo cl-lange i t. 5arnnfl i' (1960)

argues that pro-authnlj.ty attitudes are unlikely to be affected by

rationai argument, or by denronstrating the ttbenef itsrr of attitude

change. lLjhere a srTstem nf thinking is relatively closed, it is

difficutt or impossiL:Ie for a pelEjon to enterialn neu notions or

to e><perirnent rr.¡ith neu behaviour. The anxieties aroused are too

great. In attemptinq to change pro-authority attitudes a paradoxical
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situatinn may arise, ilhEre the potential agent nf change is perceived

as än aubhority and any direct instruction tn be independent or to

oppose authority is líkely to be responded to, if at all, in a

superficial or role-playing rrray. ll

Oppasinç¡ authority rf because authority says sorr is thought to

be unlikely to afl'ect a change of much significance. lLJhat can

reasonahly be attempted, hotuever, is to ennnulage the student to

trust more his oun pourers nf judgement; to help him tou.lards a

r¡reater degree of self-actreptance, by accepting him as Rogers (L951)

has argued, in a significant relationship" In this ¡rav an attitude

tourarCs authoritV maV devalop that is mote ¡ationally based.
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Appenrlix 0.a.

úorrf'i.r-lence L j-nrits for Al pha Rel-iabi1itr¡ Estimates

In f,lrap'cers 2 and 11 Alplra values l'or'- 'blre sarne scale

given to di Fflerent inrle¡renclent sanples of sut-: ju"t= o"" compated.

No conventional rnethod oi' estirnating the signif icance of the

difl'erence betr,leen tt,to i.ndependent aI¡rha values is [<not¡n.

lloulever, llristof (1972) has presented formulae uhich may

be used to estimatethe confidence intervals fo¡ a parbi-cu1a¡

Alplra value. fn particular, formula 21 (op. cit.rp. 383)gives D

conversion to Student I s t as 1=olloL'ts ;

^t=c p

(1 - -)(1 * p)
l\ t, ¿f. N I

2

Lrlrere o is the estinrated

0 is the populat! on reliabili by

reliability of the tntal 'best, and

co e f fli- ci r:n t.

In this formula, â uas de1=inerl by l{ristof in ternrs ofl a

maximun-lil<elihood esti.rnation of o .HDuever, it tlould seem possible

to re-gard f,ronbactr t s Alplra as an applDximation 'bo â , and to use

the al¡ove flor¡nula to calculate confidence lirnits. The assumptions

underlyÍng the fornrlla are those of binormality and equivalence oi the

parts ofl the test.

Tlre l=ormula may be userl io obtain approximate confidence

limits lor each of the obtained Alplras, as described in detail beloul.

If tuo AIpha values have non-overlapping confiderrce intervals using

say the 57á tuo-tail criterion, then the values may confidently be

regarded as signiflicantly different. If, houeverr some part ofl the

conl.idence interval of one Alpha overlaps the confidence interval

of the second Alpþa, the diflference is not reqarded as significant,
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A"nnendix O. a ( continued )

using this conservative procedure.

fn order to calculate the confidence intervals, 'bhe above

flormula flor testing point hypotheses must fìrst be conve¡ted'bo the

lorm for calculating confidence limits. fn this case, t is lcnoL,tn(for

the 59á level r¡i bh df = ¡¡-2 ) and i iu the obtained Alpha value.

The confidence Ij.mits are given by the solutions to the 1'oIloL,ring

quadratic eqLratlon ulhich has l¡een derived from that given above :

(N-t)p'z+ {4rtr-â) -2(N-1)â} p+{ (}t-r) î'-4r' (I-â) } 0

The three constants for the eqrLation Llere calculated for

each Alpha va1ue, and 'bhese uJere then submitted to a programme 1"or

the solution nf quadratic equations (supplie.d by Texas fnstr.urnents

1'or their,S.R. 52 calculator). As a check, the example given by

Hristof (op.cit,rp.3B3) 
"3= used, and his published values flor

the upper and louer p values lrere conl'irned.
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Appendix 0.b. Alpha values for samples of subjects completing the same attitude scales,

r¡ith 5% confidence lÍmits, shor,:ing extent of overLap of the confidence intenzals.

5ca1e

Police

Teacher

Army

Lau

Symboli c
Authority

5?á confidence l-imits Range sf conficjence
Scal e

D.7 0.8

(graph. display)

0.9
Sample

A

B

C

Ini ti a1

Replication

Initi aI
Replication

Ini tial
Replication

.Initial
Replication

Aloha
(i\) Louer

.942

. B9B

.876

.899

.828

.937

.860

.899

.828

.824

.681

Upper 0

.972'

.937

.948

.937

.929 .

.96t ,

.942.

.93J .

.929 .

.BBB.

.924.

N

.5 1;O

.96
a9

.92

.92

.89

.95

.91

.92

.89

.86

.82

112

261

B2

279
g0

28O

BO

277

BO

299

B3

A

¡-¡

l+

r-.--c-J

A

A

A

A

.--1

L¡

A



ApDendix 1a. Inter-iiern correlati¡n mairix fcr ihe Pcl-ice Scale givei-l t¡
82 first-y=ar ljnive¡sity of ACefaide str-;ients (f4 males anC 48 fem¡les)
(Decimai paints have been omitted)

]TEM5

2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 1A 11 p 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2D 21 22 23 24

1

2
3
4
5
aU
'l
E

9
IU

41

12
42

lLt

It
15
a1)

18
/1O

2A
2i
22
23

39
53
51

24
40
31
44

3D
37
42
47
35

41
to4

5ü
51
aÈ)/_t
51

25
tlf

33
It-6

z4
¿t
35

4B
64
La

57
33
r+l

7D
2E

3B
Z3
3L¡

29
4U
25
rö

34
41

37
3B
4l
55
42
26
I+1

3?
49
?-)u

23
33
26
49
4B
25
25
2?
2a

29
56

'2a
JÔ

43
45
51
49
4ü
45
4Z
49
35
46
35

24)t
+i
37
39
32
¿l
27

37
]D
3tr
37
31

30
46
29
7CJ¿

35
43
4B
-a¿-J
1,5

a7
2-)lt

42
?ì4
LI

UI
36
29
44
27
33
35
29
31
01
2J
tj

29
27
40

t_)

43
41
3t
t¡!
24
33
21
23
/ì e

11

28
31
4B
29
30

44
49
49
52
)+
3tr
5li
l, ç,

51
29
4l
4L)

lr
66
32
lLt

35

¿)
23
42
3L¡

33
(a
27
2a)l

44
t+f
2q

37
3A
!+2

z2
t)

z7
t+3

39
52
!+3

)t
24

34
57
n2¿)
59
45
59
+l
+o
24
7ñ)U
5D
4lJ

!5
43
"19

2t+

26
36
Lrî
a'aL)
2F

-33.),
LL

'i0
28
4CIU

5i
5j

U/
32
38
22

37

J5
2-'a

40
31
a4LI

33
DCIC)

)l

2L¡

29
?(l

¿¿
21
-¿'l
naLÒ

23
't. ct

32
2,4

?ìJ¿

IU

41 56
4B

i4 20
38 31
lD 29
24 iO
42 ?6
39 32
25 26
2a 22
3û 31
32 32
4- õôII.J ¿¿

24 28
25 26
)L) - Jt

22.. 23
33 C5
34 4Z
32 40
2J 34
17 35

29

52

f\rñ+ñ -llu tr¿ - The items are as given in Tan1e 1.
NJ
l¡

Ê)

a



Apoendix 1b. inter-item Dorrelation matrix fol ihe Puiice ScaIe given
to 261 5"4.T"î" s'budents (164 mal¿s and 97 females)
(Decimal points have been omiited)

iîE11 s

2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 1D 11 12 13 14 15 i6 17 18 19 2A 21 22 23 24

â
I

2
3
4
5
6
?
I
9

t¡t
11
12
13
i+
L'
¡U

17
tcj

ZJ
21
22
23

54 3B
31

5B
54
45

49
60
36
C'JO

3B
46

33
28
24
aa)tl
25
27
29

5L+

52
44
55
3?
4il

28

26
17
:'a1

25
23
27
4-
IJ

lL)

24
25

3C
22
3D
3t
25
3A
24
37
23
42

4B
+/
43
5û
21.

39

=,935
43
37
25
30

36
31
35
40
26
32
a-

17
4D
lc]

z4

33
25

4CI

40
35
39
29
41
37
21
46
21
4n¡U
27
4D
37

?_t+

34
22
24
I'-Ì
32
34
1ts

3E
1B
20
34
34
29

2A
2Z
3!+

27
3A
27
24
21
3D
l)

2a
35

35
27
29

43
trD

4!
45
29
34
45
24
46
32
Z4
25
31
+t
Z3
2D
z3

39
37
33
37
23
=l)+
34
25
=n)t
25
19
22
3L)

2B
25
2t
22
29

2B
27
25

"721
j¡
32
2t+

2B
32
¿+
22
4r
¿t
'1?
22
17
?_5
al.

35
2B

46
1Á)t
3t
42
35
l. ç.

45
)l
5B
24
cl,LA

?7
ü5
3'l
55
?-)>
ît1

34
2B

'C
2'Ì

35
2ra

2P-t

34
35
29
32
D'L¿

35
32
?5

3t
ZZ
24
17
27
35
i9
2l
43
)c)
31

4D 4!
36' 37
36 44
44 41

37

43

)l
34
35

23
2B
z3
aa)Ð
2B
22_))
ta
1g
5Z
?'¿
.CIU

11
24
35
+t
23
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75
3A
?c]

¿N
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?n))
4')

44
21
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32
JB
l+2

3Lr
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27
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)t

42

2B
22
?7
34
?-)u
36
33
21
35

Note: ïl-re itens ars es qiven in Tabl"e 1.
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Aonenrlix 2. Inter-Ít ern corie]ætion rnatrix f"or the Army Scaie' given tn -?6ü f5.rst-Year
Universit nf Adel aiCe students (11)Z maLrs and 158 fernales

(Decimal points have been omitted)
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5
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4D
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-78
36
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34
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44
4t+
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39
l+6

¿t)
43
??

'i02C

]B

27
3n
12
51
41

456789 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 't9 zti 21 72 23 7-u 25

,i0 42
41 iE
28 40
4B 44
5I+ 38
J5 t+6

53 41
41 7u
32_ 35
32 29
41 3tl
39 t+6

5D 41
36 41
3t 33
57 47
2B 5CI
2¡-' 'io
) I )(-
38, 41
55 4q
40 t+5

Lr3 43
37 25

41

25 ZB ?9 3O27

4l*
¿+lt

3i!
4tl.-

40
t+1

35
)/
2'a
35
33
42
50
I+Lt

7.4

5û
26
3G
i3
t44

41
)t
3e
51
4f¡
E4

23
40 4¿+

35

?e

37
45

3t)

44
37
t.
3B
2a
JJ

3B
2a)O
3)
3Z
35
l+3

)t

46
52

38
32

5Z

34
35
32
36
35

3B
39
39
46
42
39
4?_

50
43

45
2aJT
39
31
I+6

31
4E
3B

t+
57
¿t]
32
)tJ
:t
35
47
-:18

59
f¡

34
3I+

37
5íJ

"?
¿+5

!,rl

51
11 ./

l+5

33
34
Ifl

3ú
3{+
'1L

3'

2B
z(
¿.+

¿ö
¿+
/, f-l
-J

¿t)

31
ÐsLJ
¿+ ¿+

37
)4
4n
+Lì
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Jt-i
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aa')t

44

23

20
-)u
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5¡
5?
Lrg
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t
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¿

Nete: Th'e items are as çiven in Tat¡}e 3'"



Appandix 3. Inte¡-itern ccrrelat
of AcielaiCe sturlent

ian matrix for the
s ( 178 males and 17

given to 35? UniversitYLat¡ Sca1e
9 Fenales)

(Decima} pcints hsve been oinitied)
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Appendix 4. trnter-itsm correl-ation matrix flor the Teacher Scaie gi-ven to 359 University
of Adelairje students (1?B n'aies and 181 female s)

(Decima1 pcJ-nis have i:een ornitteC)
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I

n
¿-

3
4
5
5
ñ

B

9
'i0
11
12.

it
14
15
1b
i7
,IB

19
2E
21
?2
?3
24
?,5

¿tj
?.7
rlo
Ll)
]o

24
22
25

2t
17
15
20

1B
3B
25
32
37

z6
24
23
08
22
22

22
00
33
,ID

D7
16
12

21
15
31
20
33
34
11
2t

16
1B
14
12
!8
11
13
13
t7

22
25
29
)t

33
i9
2D
36
15

¿+
19
3?
2B
15
3t
19
22
35
15
42

2Lr

15
3B
13
rci

ZT
15
31
31
17
29
37

19
15
4nt)

n,5
11
11
31
11
15
07
14
19
2û

21
7r-,

23
31
3iJ
4il
27
16
36
15
38
3q
¿, 1)IU

2D

17
2t
14
14
27
?.8
27
tg
2t
00
z3
4a¡D

12
19
2C)

3t
Z1
33
24
Z5
39
13
Itr

4B
17
30
35
3'Õ

1'a
39
16

2t
1l+

3rl
23
)¿_

31
i4
15
34
t]9
llr

24)l
'19

10
t4
"10

3]

31
1B
33
21
Z6
3D
??

¿ó
z',7

11
2n

¿û
2t
LD
J'

3l+

22
4A

27
ñtLtt
27

31
¿)
15
z6
15
23
22
1?
/4

7¿*

22
?D
14

DO

7_?

31
27
31
-24

lil
21
34
18
l+ -)

36
Z1
1Êl

41
-LC))
aa
J6
42
EC

i)

lr
19
16

24
¿t
25
2i

29
15
24
1B
11aUrJ

35
?rì

?7
06
31
22
l(t

?2
3J
2l+

)a)
iíi

1t
;t1

31
14
?.?
2B
2aì)¿
15
21
?..4

ac)

¿Li

22
23
31
)¿
31
,.-|
'-l

âü
24
.;+
Z3
.:) f.

25
1B
3!+
16
i9
?-6

37
il+
19
2D
,IB

24
?_8

29
2.11¿U

23
34
.lE
a_)

34
34
3n
4-t'J
-4
!+1

3D
27
2a)a
2t
2J
3Z
22
¿)
32
1I

26
=a_./ i:)

.-ö
nr5

:-D
1]
4g
26
37
¿U

/_ö
19
¿+
_)+

2t
3rJ

31
23
25
43
23
û9
41
la

3¿+
)n
-)t
25
1Z
45
a\i
47
lil

27
27
l+4

23
31
39
-ti,

2r+
¿+?

43
36
5+
14
2a)ú
2]
47

39
)iJ
4'1
.C
L'J
NC
L)

)i
¿ô
43
35

Z9
22
39
26
31
35
2.1

t)
31
15
35
4'l
35
¡¡

a4

4 r-l

ir5
ax
-r' i
jl,

3'3
t¡

'14

Jr-:

2E
+t

49

26
/_+

3B
2B
i4
4?
24
17
45
4ÍIJ

37
42
Z',7

12
)ð
21
42
til
31
29
3'l

06 30
19

23

231tr

19
03
26
r)t
LL

1û
LL

4í
tf

DI:
22
1tr
¿¿
¿)
24
16
3D

22

?'Z

ir 'l

7?

?5
2.7

2'3
lil
26
25
43

t!,¿,+

23
23
ar)u

t'Jate: The iiemÉ aiË 35 iìivÊn i.n Tabl-e ?.



Aopendix 5. Item-tota} correlaticn matrix forbhe Sr,rmbolic Authority Scaler given
to 382 Ltniversitv nf, Adelaide siudrnts ('l9f mal"es and 189 femalea)

(Decimal- points have been omitted)

ITEMS
2 3 4 5 6 ? B 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 ¿11.

11
21
17
14
04
22
1B
15
13
17
D5
ü+
19
3A
?5
1ü
-J2
nt5

Dg
2A
12
¿)
1D

1

2
3
4
5
6
7
B
I

1D
11
1Z
13
i4
15
16
17
1B
19
7D
?1
2Z
¿)

13
15

1'.7

24
41

u6
13
DB
1t

19
32
22
28
1B

û4
19
1B
1a
12
za
12
25

1B
13
33
3t
24
2D
t+2

ac)

17

01
12
08
4rID
12
z3
TZ
^¡1ID
4cl

u6
D7
t5
17
06
11

OB

OB

OB

ûf
c7
14
05
CB
10
13
06
10
13
09
16
0/+

4t

14
29
36
08
27
3B

üa
25
23
22
22
28
38
u5
nl

14
29
13
14
15
n-t1¿
12
22
16
19
10
13
27
15
trJ

14
t5
nrL}U

lt
21

15
01
41
27
n8
t+

3B
18
D9
2i+
25
!ß
16
24
34
CIB

D8
24
13
?_3
4nt¿.

15
15
15
13
17
24
7"11

23
12
n,.L+

2n
22
31
12
23
08
1C
16
t9
OB

21
ü9

1704 24 14
12 32
40 21
39 24
1? 15
27 36

23

t9 1?_

05 16
27 06
29 1B
14 51
12 Z7
36 22
24 29
08 1B

32 23
23

2t 2A
19 24
33 45
27 37
13 17
31 32
34 I+3

?t+ 36
!B 16
29 42
2D 22
D8 ',18

29 31
43

-frz 25
1?_ 2i
16 31
D'D 29
OB ÛT
19 27
DB 35
{) )l

11 17
1n 24
cB 25
12 13
17 28
tig 35
16 34
15 fll.
flB 12
u5 20

11

28
25
2E
31
52
29
44
32
36
23
3?.

17

Nnte: The items are as given in Table 9;
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in
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flFpendix 6a.

Revised version nf llr"l¡:lsclnrs Irlrlenendr:r¡r^:¿ lca I e

UFi ï N IüN QUF:ST ÏCIr!ü/\ I RE

The I'olluuing questions ars ar matter of' personal juclgernent;"
Oi:viousl y , there are no ri nht ¡ìnsulelts " Hou:ever , í n naki.nq up
your minri, you m;ìy l.ike to ta[<e intü üL]coLint Lhe opirrions nf
o'bher pen¡:1e. Thesr: sarnB rjur:s'hinns h¡¡ve rr:cen'bly i:een put ic:
a -qrÐup n f' qrar:lua tin-q s buden.i:s , anri thei r eiìn5L'Jet -ci are rec¡,"rrjeri
flar you tu see" Tlle alte¡natíve ans,,rers ts each ni. rluestÍurrs
1 to 25 har¡e 't¡er:n ¿rrrãnqed so that thr.: f irst ;:1ter¡-¡atirre :'-s tirr:
most ¡,:r:¡:ul-i:l one amllnLl the i:t-rirr1 year students, tlie; eecrn-i
a.Lterrl¡ltj.ve is tlle sp:cnnri n¡¡st ilsiËìLJlar, and thi::,d ¿:_Lte;:nat,ivel
is the tlri.rd rnnst pn¡:nlar', and Eiû on" T'l-rus, in question 1,
[].ar.i.ssa j.:: ttre nlost ¡r:puIar n¿tme i'ar thu fcul.ish nnbutante ¡¡rid
Anne the l.enst populi-rr.

ttJl¡ich nf the foJ.lsLJinq siiecm to rTou
char¿rr:teri; in a ts:l.evision play?
6 and enci.rcle it.

tl¡e inos t sui.'Lal¡l.r: narres fo¡
PÍ.ck nlg f¡¡m e'i:irh n.rnL:ä oÍ'

1. The

2.. The
li ke

3 " 
'lhe

[:eautil'u.l but f'oo]ish rlebultani;e: ülarisse--,, AJ.icia,
Herrnir:ne, Sybi.i, Patrj-ria, Anne"

rrorhly and si-igh Lly rlishonest business tycunn r^lhc u¡nuld
his scrn to nra.irly Ltle Cebutante:

Snycler , lìansbottom, []untnn, FinEuIloch , fic¡b j.ns , Jrnes "

tycnon t s ambi'bious, unscru[rr.ilor.ls gir]f rir:ntJ:
Marilyn, Balbara , Ethel, lJenily , Jnan, Þialr¡aret "

L, " The tilackmaile¡ - the tyr:oonts qirtf risnC t s Voun[Jer b:'otht: r,:
Mnnty, Iìidney, Ceilric, ilupert, Ar bhur, John.

5. The middle aged rletective r¡tro unmasks the h-lackmail¿:¡', and
marries the debutar¡Le:

Ames, McIlruy, f\4ai'shall, Snedrlnn, Prufrcck, Si:ii'tfr,

CcJnsider Australia in
is mos'h likely?

the year A.D. 2[ì[t-]" Lrlhat, in your.'r opj"nÌnnr

Éi. Numher oF rnoto¡ cars on'Lhe roads: 3 nriliion, 2.5 mi.lliorr,
2 million, I.5 rnillion, i"0 nrillion, 0"5 inj.llian.

7 . Averaqe; expectation of li fle:
75-79, 7E-74, B0-ö4, 65-69, 60-É;4, 55-59 Vears.

B. ñlumlr ET nf televis j-nn sets:
9 mìIlian, 1'1 millinn, 7 million, 5 miJ-1-i on,
3 million, 13 million"
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Fievised versi.on cf l-lr":dsclnrs Inrlr:ir enclence "tlnai.e (cnntinueri)

g. Avr+r'age aqe a'b r".rtrich people uiì-I marry:
2ü^"?1 , 2.2-?.'3, 1S-19 , 24-2' , 15-17 , 1t+-11¡ "

1fl" Tnta1 pnJrulati.r:n:
:ü r¡jtlion, 2A miilionn 5Ü mill.ion, 10 mi.ll--icn'
?0 mill-ion" 9D milIion.

LLJhich one cf il-re flollnui nç1 places uould you Iike to r.risi.h an a

holi-rlay? Pick nrle fr"om eeirih qrnr"rp of si x:

11. litþens, Ueniue, üslun Listron, Erti"nhurghr Dr-tLtl-jn"

12. Paris, Vierirta, Macl::i d, Lr:ncJon, Naples, Fuclapest"

13. t4exir.;n, 5iiìtt Flann-'isor:, Neu Yurk, i\!err-r [Jrlearrs, Btrston'
[iiri ca gn 

"

1l+. TnÞiyo, S.i.nr--¡erpnrn, Pekin-rr, Is.:iairbui, ÜaJ-c'.ttt::, L.h.:-,5Ê1"

-4S, Rio cle Janeirr:, Tahiti, Iape Inun, El¡'¡r.çi]"ia, Betiitt:dao L.i.n¡¡*

uf 'bh: f oll or.,¡i nç'¡ cnlour:s or conihinarLinns of nnlours, iril^tictt stril<t
Vutl í1s: -

1t'" Thr: mr-¡st pleasant¡
blue and gleen, red and blu¿, hltte anrl yul-1-ntl,
¡r-rrl and yetJ-1^oLL, rerl r:nd olange, Lllr-te and Llt'ui,jn.

1"1" 'ihe l.Bast plnasant:
ye.:l.l.ot.t anrJ pink, ur¡1nqle and pinl<, ierl zrrid qreen,
arangË ancl yelInu, yæ1]ut^r arnrl b}ue, b3-a:ck and uthj tt:"

18" The most suitable colour I'or a sports c¡rr:

red, uhi te , green, blue , broutn, blirci<-

19" The most suitabLe colou¡ fnr a family sal"oon car:

ul-rite , bi-ue , green , black , ted , brc';rn -

2Ð" The mnst ¡.;r:itable colnur for a Vor-lnq LJtmanqs dless:

blue , terl , yeJ-l.our, pink, f aun r grev "

hlhich of'the f'ollcrL,rinq fnrms of cririle, vice ur mi.sbehavioui'strikes;
Vou as uorst? Pj.ck Ug f'rom eanh qrnLlLr of' six:

21. Asseult anrJ battery, blacl<nri¡iI, drunken-driving, rr:i:bing
t¡anks , f orgery , tax evas jr on.

22. [bscene fil¡ns, gamb]inç1, prostitution, obscene hoolcs,
strip tr,:asr't, homosl,:xuaJ-itY.

23" Danqerous drivÍ.nq, cruelty tn alnimals, unfai.thflulnelss t
financial dishonesiy, drunkenness, blasphemy"

24. Deceitfulnesso avar|tre, ç¡r'eed, disicyalty, conccito
cr:t¡ardice.
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Revised version ofl Hudsonts Independence Scale

25. Bullyinq,
bad losero

stealing, cheating ln Bxams, Iying, beinq a
telling tales.

Note: ltlodif ications to Hudsnn t s orÍqínal version:

1. The second section (Questions 6-10) has been altered
an ãs tn be more appropr,iate to Australian sui:jects.

2". QuestÍuns 22, 23, 24 t¡ere changed in vieru of Hudsonrs
criticisms nf the orlqinal items that preflerences fsr
certain choices ure¡e too strong.

I

i

I

I

I

i

I
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Appenrlix 6b.

SUms Of' ranks flOr prel"er,ences qiVen to ¿llternabiVe anlìulFlr.s

provided jn the r'evised version of'Hudson¡l: Ii.rdepertdence

Sca1e by thirty-one Third-Year Sucial LJ.¡rk sturleni;s at the

S "lì.I " T. ( 5 mal-es ancl, 26 f'emi-rlesr) "

0bta inecl order nfl resÐorì Fies

(ac in the I'i n:.r1" versi trn )

1 2 3 4 5 6

ltenr

1

2
3
4
5
6* lÍ
7*
8+
9*

'10*

11
1Z
13
14
15
16
17
1B
19
2t)
2.1*
27_

23*
24
25

5l+
"li

79
B6
6ü
67-

Btr
69
50
B]
7D
B3
B1
76
ÊLY

75
60
61
66
50
B6
65
BO

87

BB
L)1

B9
B9
BB
67
?5
B9
€)c)

56
9u
97
B5
97
7?

1D3
g5
63
B3
97
'75
90
BO

93
BB

111
c)7

115
105
92
B9
96
90
B5
91
91

113
B'l
97

112
111
1n3
1DC

93
100
1U0
101
9B
9B

î05

113
1L-lü

1 1il
112
110
1ü9
99

11A
113
132
125
1?.1
1i5
1U0
113
1?u
113
'l0rl
1i6
1DL¡
11?
114
1úi+

1!6
106

132
\L¡ 1

121
1?5
123
1Zlt
134
116
129
137-
'17_'.7

122
136
13t
1?6
1'23
121+
146
137
'1i2
12?
119
125
12D
137_

153
151
133
1t+O

15?

75

164
141
165
1Ê9
135
128
144
146
144
lJtJ
151
16?

\t+1
4tr,D

166
1L¡1
158
15t+
133

Notes:

1. Items ãTe as given in Appendlx 6a.

2. * N = f0 in these casesr as úne subject Lel=t out
Questinns 6*10, another left r:ut Question 21, arld
a third left nut Question 23"

ll Question 6 uas typed inrorlectly in the pilnt
versioir, L,lith 5 nnh 6 alterrlabj.ves. f L has beerl
assumed thab J;he 6bh choice uould nave been 0"5
million since the obtainerl nrder' .uJas 3.0m, 2"5m,
2. 0rn, I. 5m , 1 .0m.

3"



Appendix 6c. Inter-item correlation matrix for the Independence Scal-e given ta 175 5.4.I.T. students
(106 mates and 69 females). (Decima1 points have heen omitted).

TTEMS

1t5
?
3
4
5
3

B

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
ID

17
1B
I,q
2t
21
22
23
24

3

05
-01

9

17
01

-87
ü6
o3
iö

n5
15

1t
n5

-10
04
0h
05
1D
12
17
1B

05
-11

D3
-o?

05
-04
-11
-Di

û6
OB

tt
-D3

o3
o2

-[6
D7

-D?
_10

tJ2

-t4
05

13

10
09
13
t2

-01
n3

-10
1D

-CI1
05
1û
01

14

12
OB

-r2
09
10

-01+
05
n7
10
13

-û2
-n1

D1

15

2t
-l Ê)
UL

17
Û1
DB
04

-D1
E1
OB

16
12
13
11
1?

tb

16
a7
10
13
D9
'1n

1t
t9
13
n3

-17
-t2

10

-13
-04

-05
16
06

-t3
0il

-D1
05
1lJ

12

-04
¡l
[5

-t3
-n2

0'i
D5

?2
t2
11
t7
û5
05

-ul
04
o7
'lü

-u1
[6
01

-ü1
2t
t3

-LJLT

a2
-!B
-04

1?

-D3
*D1

1t
DZ

-t5
t7
1',7

D]
-D2

TB
B5

-82
-tJ7
-85

11

-01
01
t5
09
14
fJZ
D4
Û6

-01+
D3
06
D1
g2
05
1?.

01
ÛB
n2

17

-D3
DB
B4
D6

-D5

00
15
n2
2A

- 01+

DD

10
10
t3
13
111

05
-07

07
-11

10
06
o2
DB
11
1u
D3
rìz
LIJ

-Dä
-D4

ng
-15
-n7

15
t7

-04
14

-05

23

-ui
06
B3

-04
-c5
!5
lb

11
Dg
c5
û1

-c1
14
t3
01
01
06
t¿

-û4
-87

0'7

24

10
10
06
21
11
11
'14

05
03

-01
t2
D4
D?-

-tÞ
-04

tb

- t:)
1D

-01
13
D2
16
14

25

-t2
21
04

-12
n8
ll8
a]c]

00
-ul
-DB

D3
r'ìq

DB

-t3
12
0û

-c1
11

-1?_
-D2

n2
D3
tf
il[

2 45678 11 12 17 18 19 2O 7_1 22

1',|'
o7
21

1B
05
10
05

-0e
06
06

-05
-14

-n6 0a
t6 -01

-03 -CI1
-03 0B
OB DO

04 11
t1 13

tf

The items are given in Appendix 6a.

i'rl
r.:ì
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Ar:rpendix rrd

ïhe T nC¡:pendr¿nce li nal.e 'I 1;sin-tr:'b¿¡1" rrnlrelati.nnr.;
( culrect¿cl

Sarmp).es

utj D
ïtem ( abbræviaterl* )

Ûllaracters irr a telavi-sin l.a

-[trr 
[rc:-'lt.t+;ì. t'il.l. i:Llt i-auli ::h rintru ban Ln

The prr:rblY, tliEilronest tYnnnn
The tyt;uonrs q:'i rI f ri entl
The b"l. ankmai. !er'
Ttre nridrlla-äç¡eLi rleteutive

At,.r sir¡¡1iä rn A.D, 2i]0Ü

rr" f'Jumber of motnr carsl
'i" Éìvcrarie expr:ctil'i;inn of i'Lf't:
E, lrlr¡mi:ar of' tül.t'JVision sr:bs
9. É\veri'tqe eìrls ot'ma::lYing

'l[ì" Size cf' ';nta]. Pr:lul;.tt1on

Prr:rÍ'nrred lt i¿lües 'i;n v i ni t
A'Lhens, Ven-i ce É.n
Pari s, Lli cnna
i{e><icn, Sãn Fratncisco -. "
Tokyn, SinqaPore
l'ìin cie Ji,:nei-t:r, -Iatri ti

Chnice ni' r:nl.nurs

I'he mnst pleasant-ihe Ieast pleasarl'[
The m¡st nrri-'babl.e fnr a

The most suitell-lle fr-'¡r a

The mos;t suitetLlle for a

dres s

t'l

A

4rì
,\ L1

" 
tLJ

"Ü2
.ttf
.N7

, [ìlr

"Ûtrl _a
. ¿L.l

"?.2
. 1r:l

"n5.-.rì3
.u?
.iö
.31

,u9
-"Dl+

.08

.1il

"35
"05-20

.20
21

.30

" t.ì7
".t2

2r\

. [--Jc

.ü5
f ) 2

"i.ri4n

"2.G
4L

^¿ |

-" . LJi"

.¿-I

.Ü9

"1å
.¿u
"'lll

"2n
"2í)
.19
"28
",1\

.13

.1CJ

" f:ì i-ì

"3'.¿.
. 11"1

. ILi

.ii1
')')

. l¿{

" 1'J

1
,)

)
4
h

"131')
4 '')

.7-3
4(l

11"
17. 

"
t-).
1l+ "
1:i,

" uÊi
t-ì I

" 1"6

. tJl;

"19
" üt:.'

.1t,
" ti4

.1(i
4f)

"19
" 1L!

3ã

, []6
'lc
.1í

.n5

16.
17.
1,:1.
4c]

zLf .

spc,nts citt
f'anri.Ly ¡ati.onn
young unman | 9;

" iil ,ri\ " 17 .11

21"
r) r)
CC.
97

ZLr.
?q

Sample A :
Saniple B :

Sample ú :

Sample D :

The uorst crime vice ar mis-rbchaviour

Assault anrJ ba-bj;ery
0bscerre f ilms
Danqernus drívinq
Decei tfulness
BuiJ-yinE . . .

"n0
" D',l

41

"?_1
.05

.?-i+

"?.'t
"i5
.12
.n9

.16
"13
" 1lt

4c]

.D7

*See Append1x Éiã for expi:nded versiun of the test"

1DG males (5g first year and'50 Iaber VEal).
69 fernales (44 first Vear anrl 25 }ater Vsar)
SailpleA+SamPleB
R slb-sample. of Sample [ - ]t10. ï=irst year, studenj:B' (5U males ancj 44 flemal-es)
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Appendix 7

Inter-item correlation
qi.verr to Bü Urriversi.tY

ma tri x l'or the RadiçaÌ ism Sca1e ,

of Adelai.rle sturlents (f3 males

and 47 femal"es

2

40

3

25

31

5

44

2n

3t)

47

(;

11

32

28

34

1't

7

31

30

10

45

2l+

4't

B

?.t)

40

1ß

49

2b

37

46

17_

44

26

17

50

23

2n

3D

/+0

7-1

25

30

4 9 1U 11 13 14

1

2

3

4

5

6

q

oU

9

1u

11

1?-

13

4D

54

aL'l

29

3n

1lç

4rl

16

2t)

4l+

21

3?

3t)

?.8

36

3B

irB

33

32

33

L¡1

4f'

3n

55

4B

t+o

46

35

l0
f:5

3Ft

53

?.7

53

24

36

34

3B

32

43

53

37

43

44

23

42

]B

46

?-B

23

29

53

6',3

32

t+3

Note : Thrg items are as r¡iven in Table 13 -



A¡-.pendix B

attÍ tr.r'Jev";

7.â3-

lint:L -
.J i:llìy

ílnti- *
r:¡L:-r:l.:

ili-r'Li-
.be¡-ir!-ie.'

¡1nt;'- *
1_.
r_ ii 1!

rr - i-l
ì :t¡lLJ"
ii'.t i;íìn:ai ii

( qertai:;¡i j ,'

[i]even-pnint' Ratinq 5cales a.5se5sin[J
tcu¡¿r'11s variot-ls au Lhnriti. e:;.

I nstruct inns;

This brj.ef rluEstiDnil¿¡ire is intencjerl fnr pao¡rJ.e I-,rhB renentir¡

tnok part in a str-idy nf r:'buderrts: I a ltítudes; toulards va¡:i-cus

auttrorities. It r¡nurlri he j.nt¡.:restinq and ulseful Ln krlr:1,; hot,l

students aftÊess themseLves (ulithoLt'h a rluestir:nn;:irn) nn dir¡erl:'ij-n¡ls

ofl at'bitude touaril ar-lthority.

tould ycu pleãstl l-;ut a mark j-n the ¡Jcsi Li-lrr tira'i; best

represents ynur attitucle in eactr telse"

Pro army

Frn
¡rnli ce

Frn
teachers

Pro lau:

Pro :-
authori ty
( generally )

Thank you for co-oPerating
results uill L;e of interest to

in this study. I hnpe the

you in dLre coutsa.
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The foll.ohlinfl questions a¡'B maj"nIV about VOur relat'inrls uith
various kinils nfl authorities" As they are of a pe::sorral naturet
it is ernphasi*sed that ynur re-qponsPs ¡lill be nrronymnus anrj can

appear j-n sr-lbsequEnt anaJ.yses unly as staiisti0s" It is irnped

that 'bþe ansi¡e¡:s uil} be useful in val-idatinq the scales anc! in
prDUiclj-ng somÊ norms of sturlent helravioul'

endix 9a

tsi orl rar:hi r:a I F{eFort t]uestionnaire

In each case tick tlre alternat;ive closest to

1. Looking har:k otr ynur schnol days;, do

strife uith Yaur teacherst
Vou think

2.

3

4.

your p0si t j.on ,

you r!81'E in

(1) Mu¡:h l-e¡s than most st'urjer¡ts"

CZ) Rather l.ess ihan mos'b sturjents"

(3) AL¡or-lt tlre same as nlcst students.

(4) Rather more than rnast stude¡¡ts.

(5) Much more than most students.

hlnuld you say vou ureI'e punisherl try 'beachers at schctol,

(1) Less than average.

(2) Ahout the same as tÍDst- students.

(3) More than averaqe.

Dici you, at arry time durinq your sclrc¡oI G¿ireeI, u;utk tor¡ards
sabotagirìq or disruptS-ng lessons,

(1) No, never.

(2) 0ccasionaIlY.

( 3) Quite ol'ten.

( 4 ) f"lost ol' the tinle.

lrJere you a preflect at school?

(1) Yes.

(2) No.



Bio_qraphical Ftepori; Questionirairn (conti.nued)

This sec"i;inn is abnut demonstrations, uhi.ch may be def :i.necl
as putrJ.ic displays, e"g" a marclto designed to dr¿¡¡.¡ at'hention tn
some social evj.l nr ebuse. 0n1y tink if' ymu have ac_!:!vely- te;lcen
part in one on rnore. 

,,

5(a) ( 1) Opposi.bion tn the riraf t.
(2) Agaiinst the urar in Vietnam.

(3) Aqainst Amærican f'oreign pnJ-icies or Imperialj"sim"

(4) Against ranial, dlscrimination,

2G5.

( 5) F or -qreater sturlent puuer in Educa'Lion "

(6) In favou¡ uf hlomenrs Libela'bion"

(7) l"he abuse o f Psychi a t,ry .

(B) Against censorship"

In particular, ditl you take par:t in ei ther

(a) Vietnam Mnra'borium ma:nches.

(b) Demonstrations against the SnLlth Africarr Ruqby t6ut"

Add any l'urther tlemonstratir:ns in t¡hich ynu have taken patrh.

( 1)

(2)

(l)

(4)

(s)

Have you ever been rrpickecl on'r by the PoIice?

( 1) Never"

(2) 0ccasionally.

(3) F requently.

Have you ever been treated rouqhly (physicall.v) by the PnIi.ce?

( 1 ) Never.

(2) [lcc'asionally,

(3) FrequentlY.

5(b)

6.

'J"
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Bioqrap hical Rer:ort l]uestionnaire ( cnntinued)

B. Do you attend Church?

( 1 ) Nevel.

(2) 0ccasionally.

(3) ' FrequentlY.

9. hJnuld yuu sav that you got on rriith yout parentst

(1) tsetter than most PeoPIe do.

(2) About the same as most.

(3) ldorse than most PeoP]e r-Jo.

10. List any voluntary organisation 'bo r,.,hj.ch you bs:iang, e.ç"
Y.M.E.A., FootbaII CIub, Etc.

(1) (5)

(2) (6)

( 3) (1)

(4) (8)

11. In any of tfie abave organisations have you Dggupied any
positions of authorityr e.9. treasuiret, qroup leader, etc"
List ptrsitions,

( 1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)
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A

A enrli.x 9b

Continqency tat¡l-es relat.ing to tlre validj L;y nf the C.4.5.
¡:nd the Fladicalism 5ba.le l'or 80 tJniversity of É\delaide

s;'Lurlents based L-l 0n au bobio hi cal 1'u orts.

Sub.'jects scorirrg beloL¡ 'bhe rnerlj an on the tl.A.S. trrere cateqorised
as lìA (anti-authori.ty), tlre remaj.nder ats A (pro-authoi'ity).
Sul:jec bs scori-ng above the merlian on 'bhe llirdicalism Scal-e ulele
cabeqorised ars flarl (Radical-), Lhe remaj-nrler as f,ore(Conservatjve).

Parl;ici-pation in Dcrnnnstrai,ions

(a) Numbe¡ of demonstlations le¡rorterl

Mir les
hJune 1or notr:

A

AA

None

1L¡

4

1 or mnre

3

12

Cons,

Rarl.

f: erna.l- e s

13

- 13.37
< .001

1'.i 2

3

tihi square = 8.74
P "'- ' 001

None l- ur 2 Mole than ¿-

'¿o l+ u

10

l\lnne ] or 2 More than 2

.).)
u

ltl

Dlri sqLlErre
p

l{

AA 7

[]r: ns .

llar.l"

5

EIr

tllrj- squarLl
l-r

None

l1
lL[

chi

Cons n

Rad,

5

811

- I('.65
<í . !1.11

1or 2 Mr-:re than 2

Chi square = 2D.11
p ç .OIJJ.

Both sexes

B 1

None '1 or 2 More than ?

7 tJ37A

AA 16 1710

sQUalE = 19.89
p < .001

[hi square '- 3G.13
p <- .001

Nsbe.: Tlre mecli.an position l'or Tables A -F L,l¡s found separately l'or

mal-e and fem¡:l-e sub-qroups' For the lladic¡'rli'sm sca1e, r:t'linq to

tied sicores at the nlerlian the numl¡Brs ol'res¡:onr:lents a[:ove and

belor,r 'l,he merl i¡n ere unequal.
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l\ppendix 9b ( continued )

(b) Taking pírrt in either a Vi.etnirm Moratar'iunì rnärch ur the
50u Lh Al.rican f:ootball Tour demons br¿t bi¿ln. Persr:ns
takinq part in eÍther 3re catÐgorj.sÉ?d as DËms.; tho=:t:
not takinq trãrt in either as Nnn-demc"

Mal es

A

AA

, Dems.

IJ

11

[hi square
p

Non-derns.

1?

5

= L4.57
4 " tì01

Dems.

üons, 1

fìarl. 10

Ihi squarÊ]
n

[rlun-dems.

16

6

- 9"lr8
,4 . üü1

FemaJ.es

A

AA

A

AA

Dems "

1

11

Chi square = 9.59
F <.il1

Dems.

?.

?1

Non-dems "

23

12

Non-dems.

3B

19

19.??
.00I

ConE¡ "

R¡¡rl ,

Dems.

I
11

Dems.

2

21

lion-dr,:m:i,

'¿6

9

lion*dnms "

42

15

t,'hj. sìr-lLlärB =- 13.32.
p <. -D[1

Bnth sexes

Dons.

Rad.

Chi squa::e =
F<

thi squari: = 25.hü
p <. . Ûill"
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Appendix 9b (continued)

B. Attendance at Church

Subjects tuete categorised as rrneuer¡r attending nr trsnrnetimef:r¡

attending Churnh.

Males

A

AA

Never

5

1íJ

Snrnetimes

12

6

" C0ns.

Rad.

C0ns.

Bad.

Cons.

Rad.

Never

4

11

hlever

7

6

Never

11

17

Sanetimes

13

5

$ometirnes

20

14

Sometimes

33

19

Chi squarB 2.1+3
(n.s. )

Nevsr Sometimes

321
10 13

[hi sgu'årË -- 5"'lt
p <.05

Females

n

AA

Chi squate = 4.19
p < .05

Ehi square = 00
(n.s.)

Both Sexes

A

AA

Never

7

21

Sometimes

33

19

Ehi square = 9.7-9
F ¿ "001

Chi sQUarË = 3.38
p d" "D5
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Appenll_x 9! (continued)

elations uri th t ePo 1Ce

(a) ßeing r¡pickecl onil L:V the pol.ice.
as reporting rrnevetrr or rrsometimesrl
by the poì-ice.

Mal es

!

c.

Frel'sons ue¡e
hnvinq been

categorl sed
p j. cked on

A

Never

12.

5

Chi squarB = 5.11
p < .CIs

Never

24

2D

Cons.

Rad.

Some bi-mes

7

9AA

A

É\A

I'lo te

Chi square

F ernal- es

A

AA

Bo l,h sexes

Never.

25

19

Never

35

26

Chi square

Someti.mes

9

1D

Dtr,

(n.s.)

f,ons.

Rad.

By Fisherrs Excct Test

p > .u5

By Fisherrs E><¡ct Test

p ) .05

Chi square = 6.9!
p <.81

tons.
Rad.

The probability values for Fisherrs E><i..ct Tcs;t ¡lere

obtainerl trsinq a prDqramme r.,lritten hy Dr. [). Delin,
DeparLmen'b o1' Psycholoqy, The UnÏvers:ì. by nf Adelair:le,

1'or a Texas fnstruments S.R.52 calculatBr.

Ì

I

ì

I

I

I

.l
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Appendix 9b (continued)

Relati-ons uri.th the FoIice

(tr) Bei IO h1 trea hed tr Police "

a

L(l eqoll 5ie as repo

Never 5ometimes

A39 1

AA346
By Fisherrs E;<act Test

p q .t15

oï

Both sexes

Never

Cotrs. 43

Rad. 3l)

Bry Fi-sher t s

p <"n5

Persons hlerE
rrsometimes¡r having

Lhe trsonretimesrl
both sexes

È

n8 neve
been rour;h1y treated by the police.
(Due to tlre sma11' number of persons j-n
category the results are presen Led For
combined only ).
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Appendix 9tr ( continued )

D. Schonl BX erl. nces

(a) Beinq Itin stri.l'erl r¡i th teachers. Persons Llere ca teqorised
accorrlinq tn hour muctrrtstrifett they,judç¡ed thernselves to have
been j-n comparerJ uith nthers, bha'b is "l.essrt 'bhan nost students,
the rrsamerr as rnost s'budents, or rrmorerr than most s tudents.

MaI es

A

AA

A

AA

H

AA

Lcss

7

6

ühi slluâre =

Same or More
I

1u

10

. 05.
(n.s. ¡

_ f,ons.

Rad.

Less

6

7

Uhi square

Less

17

9

Chi square

Same ot mote

11

9

.D2
(n.s.¡

Same or more

10

11

. tltr
(n.s.;

Fem¿-rl.es

ühi squarB - 6.14
p<.01

Same or More

6

15

More

D

12

Less

1B

B

Cons.

Racl.

Bo Lh .çexes

Less

?_4

15

Same

16

13

f,ons.

Rad.

Same

19

1t

More

2

10

Less

23

16

f,hi. square
p

= 8.67
< .01

Chi square = 14.39
p < '001



( b) Bein uni.shed b teachers.
ng hi:v nq been pun

nsamerr as most sturjents or rrmorerr than averaqe.

Mal es

Appendix 9b (continued)

eri ences

Less Same or Mnre

AB9
AA 6 ',lu

thi sQUãrE = .04
(n.s. )

Persons rrlere categorised as
¡tlessrt than avera0P, the

Less Same or rnoTe

Ëons, ð E)

Rad, 6 1D

Chi sÇuãre - "U¿+(n.s,)

A

ÃA

thi square = 4.77
p 4.05

Less Same ot mnle

11 12

10 T0

Ghi square = .BfJ
(n..s. )

thi :ìQUãrrÊ = "t1(n.s. )

Less Sarne ür more

Eons. 23 21

Rad. 16 20

Ghi seuåre = .Zz
(n.s.)

Both sexes

A

rlA
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Appenrlix 9b (continLlecl)

SchnoI e eri ences

(c) Sabo ta 1n or disr tin lessotrs.
r'ìEVer lt úr soffìe ÌneËll

Fersons ulc¿ie cateqolizerl
disruptinq Er satrota-qi-nq1nçias 1'epnr

classes.

A

AA

Never

9

3

Chi squãre = 4.16
p ,4. .05

Scme t.i nres

B

13

Sometimes

13

16

.62
(n.s.)

MaIes

FemirI es

Never

B

¿r

Chi EìeLttJï{J =

i\ever
B

1rl

Cl"ti sÇLltìr'ts =

Somet,i¡rres

I
1?-

"91(n,s.)

S0metimes

19

,! 
t1

1.25
(n.s")

Cons.

Flad.

0ons.

Rad.

A

Nervet

11

7

Chi sQuâre -

AA

Êlo'bh sexes

A

Never:

19

11

Sometimes

21

29

Never

16

14

Dhi sQUarE =

Sometimes

2g

22

00
(n.s.)

Ccns.

Rad.AA

Ëhi square ?.61
(n.s. ¡
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Afrp endix 9b (continued)

E. ReIa ti nnshi s uith ¿lrents
!lB nq on u palefl Ð

. Pelsons Llere cateqlorisæd as repnrtinq.
ubettertt or rrnot betterrr 'hh¡:n mu"¡t s L;rrdeni;s "

A

Bet Ler

5

6

Uhi sQUãrE =

Beiter
12

9

Ulri squarE

Better
19

13

No'b he'bter

12

10

Males

Females

Better
6

5

tl-li sÇuãra =

Better
11

1n

No t bettr:r
11

11

"Û2(n" s. ¡

Cons.

Rad.
AA

AA

AA

.n2
(n"s.)

o4

(n.s.)

A

Not better
12

14

Cons.

Rad.

ühi stluã1P =

No t beì;tr-r

16

10

.11
(n"s")

Enth sexes

A

Not better
21

27

Cons.

Rad.

Better
1'1

15

Chi srluale

L!nt better
21

21

= .uD
(n.s. )thi square 1. BB

(n.s.)
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Appendix 9b (corrtinued)

:. Positions of Authnri tv

(b) Havi rr otrtru i. ed o sitions of authori
ca e.qori s accordi ng r¡hether ev

occupi ed a posiiinn cf authoritY: if
not, rnüll .

Males

. Persons ulere
repnrted having

sor tlyeEirl; if

AA

No

9

7

A

Ves

12.

9

Dhi square = .24
(n"s.¡

Cuns "
Rad.

Cons.

Rad.

Yes

11

't0

Dhi square

Ves

18

11

thi square -

No

6

6

.05
(n.s" )

No

I
9

.26
(n.s. )

Females

AA

No

9

9

A

Vee

15

14

thi square = "n3(n.s-)

Both sexes

A

Ves

26

24

Êhi square

No

14

16

.05
(n.s.)

Yes

29

21

Chi square

No

15

13

.22
(n.s.)

Cuns.

Rad.AA
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Appenclj.x th (csrrtj.nuerl)

Fositions ofl Au thori tv

(a) Havirr been a refect. Persons uere cateqorised accordittg
a prefect at school: if so, t'Yes";

Males

e er
if no'b, rrn0lr.

AA

Yes

F¡

6

ey Een

É\

No

11

10

.n5
(n"s.)

Ccns.

Rad.

EBns.

Rad.

Ves

6

6

No

11

10

A

AA

úhi sÇuãre =

Ves No

159
6. 17

Dhi square = 4.91
p <.05

flhi sQUãlB =

YBs

19

14

Femal es

Chi SQUETE =

Yes

13

B

.05
(n.s. )

.8,?
(n.s.)

.03
(n.s.)

No

14

12

Both sexes

A

Ves

19

'll+

Chi square =

No

2I
26

.BZ
(n.s. ¡

tons.
Rad.

Nr:

25

zzAA

Chi sQUarB =
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A¡r¡:endi x 9c

[.lnrrelati.nrr Liueffi-ci.e¡lts betuleen attitude
Ì'eported LLehavj.uur i.nclj.ces.

scales and

The indicas are nurnhered ¡¡cr:rirdinq to 'bheir appEararlce on
the Bioqra¡:trical llepnrt Question¡rai.re (sne Ap¡rendix 9a).
The rlj-rr:c bir¡n of tlie prerlictions are giverl bel.c¡ur:

Frerlicted posi.tive corlelatinn t'ribh the attitude to aruthnrity sci.il-es:

4. Being a plefect at school"
B. Atierrdj.nq thurch.
9. Ëetti-nr; nn t,reil Lli.tlt parPn'bsi.

11" l-lavinq nccupied ir positinn ofl authority "

Prerlicterl neqative cclref ations; ui th a'bti 'br:rle 'bnurerrcls authority scaì.es;

fle-i ng i rr s l,i'j.1'e L¡i-ülr teaclrers.
Beinq punishecl by 'l,eachers.

lilorkinrl tr:uralds sahotaqinqlind clisr:uptinq lessnns at schnol"

lJumber of dernonstr¡:tinns parti.cipated j-n.

Parti.ni.natinq in the Uietnam Moratoli urn and/nl the Eouih
Afl::ican Foothall tnur demnns'brati-on"

l-iavJ.nq¡ ber:n pi.c!<r:d on by the police.
Having heen treated roughly by the police.

4

I

7

5a-

5b"

5.

'1 
"

Cn:¡:r ela tion
and r clr ted

r:oeff icients bett¡een
hehavinu.i' iniJices.

attitr-rde Lo ¡¡uthoriiy scales

l'1ales ç¡=3.?) Predi c'bed
positive. rs

frredi c ted
NE: ative rs

5ca1e

Symf:o1i c
Autholi. ty

Teacher

Army

Laur

Poli ce

t. A. s.

48911 1?35a5b6?

t0
-01

-07
00

22

tr3

42

3E

35

34

37

42

17

-o3

-n3
17

23

11

01

OB

Û1

-06
['7

-01

-t1
-7-?

12

B5

07

-01

ütr

LJ L']

19

o7

1U

11

-28
-33
;06

-21

-2t
-25

-54
D4

-61
-62.

-56
-58

-51
79

-51
ç,c

C4

-5t¡

a4
-Ll

irt
- ¿t)

-13
- lll

_4[
NE

-16
15

-1'.7

-22
Dç)

- Ll)

f\ote: .05 leveI of significance (one Lailed test) .29.
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"

/ìJrprlr-rdi :< 9c -(conti.nued)

F ema 1es ( fiJ=4 ? )

5r:aIe

Syrnboli c
Auihnri ty

Teach er

Army

Larrt

FnIi ce

r.1.A.5.

Frerii cted
os:;itir¡s: r's

3.3

8911

Prerl j-cter-1 neqati-vÉ.1 ls

7- 3 5¿t 5b
I

-t+5 11 -53 -58

4

17

14

31

1t+

4f:

1't

13

l+ Lt

42

51

l+Ê

1

-47

-35

-5ti
-41
-.3tJ

-5?

- Jlt

*\g

-41

-+¿

-53

D1

03

-0'i
-04

o2

-29
-4c)

-33
a-2

-49

-3n

-51
-"39

-4r
'-51¡

6

-10

42

-ü4
.- ILJ

-11

-'t?_

7

2ttð Oir

1l+ D'i

15 19

15 14

z7 17

1tj 15

.),

U+

-'t9

t-ì :
- t-.i )

ü.{'_Ër, .CI5 levr,rl.. af'sj.qni.ficaric€ (urre t¿¡iled tei-:t) = "21¡,

Bo'bh sexes
( lì-.E!0 )

Scal e

Symbr:1i c
/-iuilrnli- L;y

Teeiclrer

Army

Lau

Pol"i.cr:
11 nn

Frerii-n bed
ûsi. hiv€ rs

Fr.edj rted ne qative r:i

4

11

OB

14

û9

3€.)

19

l+ ti

ft2
L)

41

40

4G

klt

t(+

t!7

u?

15

24

1G

11

-n9

_ts,/

0É,

ü4

C]?

0ü

1

-lu

^31

-28
*?lt

,.ZB

-3t+

L

Dl.

_11

- 1P-'

-23
-2A

.-t q.

-08

-1t+

-Ü2

- tì9

-.12

-11

î) çi_LJ

-5ã

- Lt-l

-.t+ 5

-.51+

-'51
*:l I

-45
-¿{ 5

-54

-15
-13

- 1r-t

-__) ¡

1)1.

- (1..)

-1t-t

- 2tit

4ci

89 5a5bÉ7

-53 -5t+ -Ze' -?{;

lE t .ü5 f evel. of siqnií'j-cancÈ (une ta:j led tes;t) = "19.

ûorrr:l"ation co:f'ficie¡its t¡etueen thu Radicalism Scale anrl
re;pulted ¡elr¡ivi"our inrlj ces"

In the case oF Ri¡dicalisin, the dirertion nf the precii otio¡'ls uas
reversed, ui Lh neqati ve ror.'relations predicterl in relatic¡n to quas linns
1,, B, 9, and 11 anrl posi.tj-t¡e correlations pler-Jictr:d fo¡ 1, 7-? 3, 5rs, 5h,
6 anti -/.

Preili c ted
neqa bi vE

Pred j.cted ¡:asi ti ve
correla ti onE;

0rrelations

Qu es ti ons

Ma1 es ( N=33 )

Females
( N=47 )

llo'th sexes
( iu=gU )

48911

10 -t+ I -16 10

16 -21 D3 -11+

ü4 - Jrl -ü'7 -l-J 1

1235a5'bt7

02 a3 ?9 59 55 1?_ 1j

25 29 -1B 59 57 00 1e

16 17 û9 59 5b r_rL)

I

I
!

I

I

I

I
r

lJo te :

t)

.05 l-evels r¡f siqliÍ'icance (nrr
flãles; = .7-9; femeles - .24;

et
hnt

ailed test):
h sexes = "19
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Api:endi. x 1rl

Gorrelations hetueen-bhe Photo AmbiquiLy l'est and Budnerrs
fn tol e rart c e nf'Amnriq Lii tV .

Budner ScaIes

Total Sca1e

ComplexitY subscale

Novelty subscaLe

InsolubiiitY subscale

14.

MaIes
(N=14?)

.21''

"24"
.13

.05

P.s.c.

0.5. E.

0-5.8. +

Females
( N=83)

ñr a ô
. ¿:)

.?.iJ"

.¿ |

.t¿

Botlr [iexes
( N=230 )

.¿a

¿J

-. J',) -"09
nrla c a

-.¿l

"19" 2-,r' r¡E a a .
¡LJ

.14' .14"

17"'

08"

Budner Items (in order oi rnaqn.i.tude uf noI.relation far btlth sexes)

I tem Ëludnerrs Scoring
Desi.gr-ration + or - Mal es Fentaler; Both

t.¡ 0ften the must
j.ntelestinq ancl
stimulating PeoPle
are those uho cinnr b

minrl bej.ng diflt'erent
and origir¡a1.
trlhat LJÉ are used to

is aluays preferable
to t'lha1; is
unfamiliar.
A qood teacher is
one uho makes You î

uonder about Your
uay of Inolcinq at
thi nqs .

In the long run it
is possible bo get
more done bY

tackling srnall t
sirnple Problems
rather than large
and comPlicateci
0nes.
'feachers or
supervisors t¡ho
hand out vague
assignments give
a chance for one
to shotl initiative
and oriqinalitY.'

16.

P.S.N. +

q

5.

.2D'

-.15' -.u5 -.15''

0.5.C. - .15' -.06 -.13'



Appendix 10 (continued)

Item

'10. I r¡ouLd like to
live in a foreign
country for a
r,¡lrÍ 1e .

6. Peop1e tuho insist on
a t/es or No ansuler
just donrt knoul hot.l
complicaterl thinr¡s
really are.

tJ" The sooner rrle all
acquire similar
values and ideals
the better.

3. A good jnb is one
uhere ruhat is tu þe
Cone and hot¡ it is
to be dorte are aluaYs
Eleat.

11. It is more fun to
tackle a

complicated
¡:roblem than to
solve a simple
one.

4. There is reallY no
such thing as a
problem that canrt
be solved.

? " An expert ulho
doesnrt come uP
uith a definite
ansuler prohablY
dcesnrt knor¡ tso
much.

1. Many of our msst
important decisions
are based upon
insuffi cient
evidence.

15. I iike parties uhere
I knsur most of the
people more than ones
u¡here aII or most of
the people are
complete strangers.

13. People r,lho fit their
lives to a schedule
probably miss. most of
the joy of living.

28I.

Sc oring
+ or - f.lales Females '' Boiil

-.04 nîa
-t1( - .11"

-.08 -.01 -a ''iÜ

+ .'10 .a3 .n9

+ .Û6 .08 no
¡LlJ

05 -.05 -. Ûfl

+ .t3 .06 .n5

+ .05 .n6 .n5

-.o2 -.09 -. tl4

.00 .09 .0J

Budnerrs
Designation

P.€. N.

F.D.D "

0.D.Ë.

0.s.t.

P.Ë.0.

P.D. ï.

P.D.I .

P.D. I.

P.s. N.

P.s.c.

+

+. B6
#- -.16 -.fl3
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Appenrlix 1q (cont:i.nued)

ïtem

12. A person uho leads
an even regular
lifs in r¡hich feul
surptises or
unexpected
happen-lngs arise t
really has a Iot
to be grateful
f'or.

P.5 nC.

One taiLerl probabilities

Budnerrs designatinns:

Scoring
+or-

P= Fhenomennlngical
0= tperative
5- Submi.ssion
D= Deniaì ,

E= Lomplexity
I= ïnsoluhitity
N= NoveltV

Mal es Females Bo tlr

{- .06 .05 .ü5

' = .05
"='01

"' =.001
# indicates a correl"ation in the

non-predicted directinn

Budne¡rs
Designation

I
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A Frndix 11

'l'he Uo i tive F-ì1m lir:i.'h Tes t

I NS TRI.Jf,TI.NNS

The persons clescriLred on the rj.qht harrd side of the qricl

reFTBsen'b i'nclividuals r¡ho trou knor,,'l perscnall¡r " vou are aslced f irst
to urite cloun the j.nitj-als of a person urhcl fi.ts eacir nf the

descri.¡:ti.nris. Urj-te tlrem nn the slip nf ¡raper staplr¿d ert the er-lge

of' the papeI" This shnLll.d be detenþeld and ke".pt af teluards" Ït
is ::irnply bhere to help you tn cnnrienbra'he nn thu peIsìÛnÉ Vou arE

r.¡uing to late. In spar:e'l ynL::;hnulrl r:r:ite vüLlI OÙrn i-ni-tiaJ-s;

in s¡rar;e 2 thE: initj.als of a person Vou rlislii<e etc" Dc nnt repient

¿tftV näìnle!1 . Tf'a persorr is al-reariy listecir -';elect a sÊccnrl r;l-lrrice"

vou Lui-l.l notice that ai the bottom u1'ttre grid tlleru'l ele 1n

pairs of' uorrls. The fi.rst is rroutgninq-shv"" Nou for each pË11'sLrll

yru have Iisted rleciclu lrLlul hE ot she shnulcl be raind un this
climerision. For insiance, il' you rerlard ynursel l' as very autqaing 

'
place -r3 in the bnx at tlle top riqht hand cúrner of the q¡rid. Ïf
yBU think you a1,e verv shV, place -l in that space. i.fl ynu think

some in bermediate positinn best r:iescribes ycu ' cfroo:;e -r2 +1' -Í nr

-2.. flfter yau have ra bed 'you-rqglf on the dimunsion rrüutqoinq-shy'r,

qo nn to .rate aIl. tlrc other indirYidtlals on thi.s dirnensinn. bjhen

.bhi s is complete, ËoÌlsirlÐr the next climension, rrad jus;ted-malarljustedrt,

anrl rate al-t the persons õn this nne. Usntinue unti-l. all the

dimensions have been usecl Loi. j;h aIt the pelsnns. LJtren ycu have

f inished there shourlrl be a number r,,lith a sign before it in BVeIy

bo><. Do not leave anY blank.

0n cornpi.etinn cletach the slip of paper Dn rdhicl.t ycttr have

t¡ritten the narnes and keeP it.
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Appenrli x 4n
IL

SÊ1. fl-Cescri i-r bion thuck List

Tick eech r¡orcl listerl'i;ha'b you f'eeI applies to yourself, in thu

Dilrresponding circle.
Tj.ck abr:r-rt half the items if= pcssihle'

Leave tlre cir,cle i:Iank ifl ynu feel the r.,lord does not apply
to yourself.

versa ti Ie i ndependent conventional cynÍ. cat

enerq e ti c hurri ed stahle mnady

i.maqina ti ve peaceable aggr-'ess j.ve r:utspnken

ti

ii

it

n

c

ti

0

ü

0

0

ü

u

0

rJ

0

ti

il

enthusiastic 0

easyqoinq 0 qentle

0 play it s:al'e 0 dn not Ú

tal<e risks

0 conservati-ve 0 conLented t

U unemotional 0 feu¡ noueL lJ

i deas

Te'"ì erv6] Ú

pa ti cnt

seIfl*
conscinits

touchy

re l"re l IÍ c¡u s

restless

pleirsure-
seeki nç

U diff'erent flrnrn
others

0 creative

0 indivirlual-
i stic

0 unarlven-
turnus

0 bni:i.nq

D eas i 1-y

i n f'Iue n-
ced

SL:aIes
I'Lerns

keyed
for

Di lri tahle n tired

cheEk that you have read thrnuç1h each ofl Lhe fou¡ lists.
Thanl< you.

Note: The creative Inrlependence anil Emotional Activatj-on:J=-- are derived f,rom this SeIf-clesr:rip't;ì.nn Check Li.st.
aIe SCtTer-l accordinq to r.¡l¡ether they are ¡:ositi'veIy
or neqartive.L¡ keyed (see tìhapter 6 (iv)ts and 6 (v)B
details ) .
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Apperrrlix 13

Numbers of full-j;irna an¡l parb-time male ilnd female
subjr:uts in sampLes useci jn Tabl"e 26 t tlith inean ages
ancl theil standard rlevi.at;ions

S ca 1r-:

lntr:1.. nì'
Ambit¡ui'hy
( t-.ìLrdi-rnr')

Ccnipi. exi t-y

=ulrscaL-Le(n"r"r")
Firotn
Ê.mh.lqui'by
Tss'L

Dnrtma l,i:;ri
Unqni ti.ve
Simpli.ui. t
üre¿:t ive
Indepencl ence
anrl Emotinna
Acti va't;ir:n

5caI e

IntoI" ofl Ambi.quitY
( Budner )

Ccrmplexi ty suhscale
(ü.P.r.)
Photo Anrbi gui. tY Test

Dolt¡natisr¡

tnqni tive Si.rnpli.city

Creative Independence
and Emotional-
Acti vati on

Note: Atterrrlance is indicatecl as FI (full--time)
or PT (part-tir;e).

FemaIe-q

AqeAt tnndeLnne

Ma-l-es

l\r-teA1; tenrl anr: e

FT TotalP1'
I

I
I

X ; 5.D.S "D.FT F1 Tn'bal.

rl -J n f-lLLtl)) 5 "2461ä¿635

6ti 22.97

51

f:0

34

3? 25

'34 2'E

., ¿). 14

LA

5.32

6 "7?

5.2t+

6B l.ti. 1865

tB. 19 1" 0069

18.16 1.17-

1L) "u3 5 "U2

18" 9B

4 ^33B'7

2

5?

63

64 u.gg

18. 84

1. U0

6.6?

6 "3Lt7_3"7191

6lr

7t5

36 28

24 "2n

7_4 .1?

56

Boih sexes

AgeAttendance

FT PT
I

ITo 5"D"tal

100

lDrl

B6

91

1?-9 4.36

129

114

4?- 178 21.33

I

t

29

29

5.96

4.3('

6.4I

L¡.57

6.48

2O.Le1

2A "(:528

3l+

32 123

1?_8

21"55

2t.4n

21.589Lt

1iñ
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AppenrJix 1Lt

Means anrl St¡¡nrlard Deviations of al-1
and personali by varietbles for (.a ) aI
completerl that test, at¡d (b) only su

attitude snales
I subjects t-¡lto

L: j ec bs tulrc

cnmpleb,url alI tests.

MALES

(a) (b)
N=4 2

Variabl e

1. SyinboI:ic Autl-rnritY

2. Teacher

3. Í\rny
l+. [-arrl

5. Pol,i ce

6. üompos j- te Ê,uthori tY
Scale (U.4"5" )

7 " Radi-calism

B. Budne¡:rs Intolerance
crf AmtriçuitY

9. Complexi.tY sul¡scaLe
( Buclner )

10. Ine;o1ui:iIi ty
sr-lbscaLe (Budner)

11" ttJovelty subsr:aie
( Lludner )

1?-. Complexi'i;Y subscale
(o.P.r. )

13" Photo Ambiguì.tY
Test (P.A"T. )

14 . Dogmatism ( RLrV )

15. Coqni tÍ.ve
SimpIi ci tY

15. Crea'bive
Independence

1'/. Emotional
Acti. va'bi on

'lB. f ndependence

19. Age

70. tr8

9D.?-B

86, 56

BB. ?6

'79 .16

50. 20

47.89

48.75

26.67

8.1b

13"81

15.13

9.05

98.14

134.45

1U. h9

B.0f

63.3'.Ì

21.90

S.D.

11.t2
16.63

23.1t
15.35

15"50

4rt q2

1ü. t6

g. 'lB

6. D6

2. BB

3.35

5-46

4.o3

11.95

3ll. f 0

2. B0

2qo
). LL

1t.14
4.92

N

1Ltg

1n9

111

110

185

93

11u

154

154

154

1s4

154

1L¡9

166

15"

1n9

189

159

25t

72"1¡1

1D1 .'c17

grJ"79

91.n5

83.93

S.D-

1t"92
18.6i
23.79

14.û3

15 "35

10. Bl

9. ¿FB

9.56

5.79

2.61t

3.52

5.75

lt, .14

1D.78

24.54

3.1rJ

2.53

8.61

4 .48

52.25

¿+5.9u

4g "33

?G.93

8.14

13.83

15"O7

9.1r)

9ú.21

135.17

11.D5

7.64

63.64

22.1+5
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Appendix 14 ( corr Lirruecl)

Vari ahle
1" Symi:oIi c Author:lty
2. Teac;her

3. Army

4. Lau

5" Policc
6. [ìomposi Le AuthoritY

lìcaIe (ü 
" 4.5 " )

7. Radicali-sm

B. Buclnerrs Intnlerance
cr F Anrbigui tY

9 " lJnmplexi.by subscale
(ßudnr:r')

1ü. lnsnIr-thi,Iity
sui:sc¡le ( tJLldner )

11. Novelty suhscale
( Budner )

12" Cornplexity subscale
(u"P.r")

13. Pho'bo É\mbigui'tY
Tesl; (P"A.T. )

'll+. Dogmatism (RaV)

15. Cognitive
Ê1ntplici ty

15. treati.ve
Indepandence

17. Emotional
Acti vatiun

'iB. lndependence
T9. Age

(a)

FEMALES

N

103

1D3

1A6

1A6

113

gB

106

1ú1

1ii 1

1D1

101

1t2

BIr

9B

90

107^

102

1û2

152

(b)
N=45

it

73"12

92"86

82.65

BB " 
¿+6

B'1. ti9

49. 84

51.60

lala .I¡la

23.86

7.65

12.'92

16.96

7.86

86. 35

136.1t3

1D.13

8.76

58.47

19. 06

5.D.
10. 28
4a 2nttrJa)t

2t"17
14 "69
12.96

9. ûB

8.95

9.26

5.53

2.68

4.15

5.91

3.53

1C.6'Ì

26.81

3.48

3.51

9. 98

4"4r1

x
'73.A2

9 3.93

84.09

90,40

7rJ "67

49. t-lB

l+9. Bü

t+4.31

23.9P,

B. ti9

12"2U.

17.38

7 "1É

86.42

132.36

9.96

8"73

59.93

1A"16

S "0.
1U.51

15.14

19 "42
13.43

14 "D4

I "27

7.91

',l0. 0B

5.79

2.í:6

l+.48

h.15

3"13

11.18

23.trn

3"83

3.63

10.t+7

1.05
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Appc.rnclix 1t* (cuntinued)

Vari ubl r¿

1. Syinh:oIic ALrthori Ly

?-. Teachr.:r

3. Army

4. Lau¡

5. Poli- ce

6. [Jompositr: iìuthnrity
Scale (U.A.S. ).

7 . fladi. cali sm

- Bo Budnel r s IrrtoLerancE
ufl Ambiquity

9. lìnnrplexlty subscale
( Budner )

1ll" Insolutti.lj by
sul-rsca-Le (Budner)

11. Ncrvel-ty subscale
( Budner )

1Z; ünmplexity subscale
(u.P.I. ) '

13. Flro to Ambigu j. ty
Tes'b (P.4. T. )

14 . Doqmati s¡n ( RaV )

15. Gognitive
SimoIi ci. ty

16. Creative
lndependenc e

17. Emotional
Acti va tion

18. ïndependerrce

19. ,Age

'a

x

71.86

95 "65
84"ñ5

88.62

79.89

50" D2

4g "71

4-/.D4

25.56

7 "96

13 "t+6

15. 85

s.62

8A.73

13':¡ 
" 19

10.31

B.3fl

61.46

2n.83

BOTH S[XËs

N

212

212

217

216

7.üt)

181

21h

255

255

?-rs5

255

?55

233

26Lt

Z.l+2

211

?.11

261

4n2

X

73"13

9'7.6b

B'7 .3?^

9D.'l I

ù1.?'.¿.

50.92:

47.91

L¡€,t .'J L¡

25 "LrtJ

8.11

13"11

16"26

8"09

88.25

133 "? 1

10. 48

B.?-O

61.7D

2n.7-3

(a) (n¡
[J=8?

5 "D.

1n.'t 1

1ä.69
t1 A r1a
L t.lL)

14.99

14"60

'lD. û4

9,69

'_) .4 J

6. [i0

2"91

3.70

5 "7A

3. 89

11.67_

29.û1

3.14

3.38

1t.34
4.92

5 "0.

18.75

17.34

?1.90

t). / )

14"84

'lû"'14

8" 91

1u,15

tr o.)

?.65

4 "12

6.06

3.7â

11.15

23.At

3.liLt

3.2.O

9.79
3.8Ê















fìppi:ndix 1'7.

2-q5.

l.1ean scores, standard Ceviations ancl t-test results flor
g.A.l.T. and [Jniversity of Adelaide suhjects on Creative
lncie¡:endence, Emotional Activation and AttitLLrje and
Ftadica.Lism ScaIes fol maLes and iemal.es separa'úely.

l.'lales

Uari ab Ie

5"A.r.T.
(Lt=g1)

1 s"D.

U. of A.
(N=31)

x

Signifícance ofl
Di fferences

tncñ

Dreative Inrlapendence

Ematiunal Ac.bivation

Synrtrnlic Authnrity
'lsache,r. Scale

Arrny ScaIe

Lar¡ $r:ale

Pol-ine Scale

Radiral-ism Scaii:

1rl 
" 

6û

7. g5

?t.91
99 "11+

87."Ìl+

89.58

80" 24

4'1.9i

2.P'6

3.A3

f i.DB

9.t)5

27.88

15.26

15 "3ð
1D.D1

1û. 6ü

8.67

66"48

93.18

76.A3

81. ÜD

71"91

53.6'7

3"O9

2"9{t

11.49

14.94

2N. BB

\s.45
15.64

11.e4

D

* L"33

L"93
2"53

2"18
D nt,
Lt l1

2.63

-2. tô'?

n.E"

n.s"
i-l. S .

"û2
.05

.01

.11

.Ü1

Females

UariabIr.:

s.A" ï.T.
I ¡=BZ )

f - s.D"

U" of A.
I ¡=47 )

r

Siqnificance ofl
Di l-f,erences

tp5. D.

[ireative Independi:nce

Emotional Activati.on
Symbol-ic Authnrity
Teacher Scale

Arrny Scale

LaL¡ Scale

Po1ice Scale

RadicaLism Scale

'10.18

B "71
73.7'7

93.9u

83.gg

89.5',l

81.00

51.1+5

3.5"t

3.'85

9 "95
15.37

19.8r1

13.91

12"75

B. BO

1t.21
8.23

72.81

93"68

79.6D

Bf.5g
75.98
52.55

3.21

3"33
a4n

13"65

1Ç:.5t)

16.D3

13.22
c).t2

"Û5
.'J l+

.54

.ns
1.7_g

2.18
2.14

.68

fl"s"

l'l .S.

n.s"
t] .s.
Flo[ì.

.05

.05

Fl .S.



Appendi.x lB.

t{ey n

1 Usually I Frefler knouln
ratherthan'bryirrq out

uays of doing things
neuJ bjavs.

¿1Ð.

The tnnplex:tty subscale of the 0.P.f. measulinq Tolerance
of Ambiquit'_.r shouing item-total corre.l-ations ( corrected).

f tem-total
bi seri. al
correlati.on. '/l

2

3

+

-t-

It is a qocd rule tn
cierbain o:: proved"

accept nothing as

Tha unfinished and the imperfect often have
çlreater a¡ipeaÌ for me than the nompleted
and polished.

reaIly
chance

.\6

.26

.40

. ltfJ

.40

.26

.?-9

.52

.3n

ZD

.51

.37

.26

.42

.33

4. I r¡ant tr: knoul that something oiII
r¡ork h;eft¡re I am r¡ÍIIing to take a

nn it.

+5

+6

+7

B

T dislike foIInu;ing a set schedule.

Nnvelty has¡ a great appeal to me.

I have aluays haterl regulations.

I donf i like thÍngs to be uncertain and
unpredictable

I like to go alnne to visit neu and strange
places "

I+

+

-t-

10" Politically I am probably something of a
radical.

11. I like tn fool around r¡ith neu ideas even if
they turn out later to have been a total L¡aste
of tÍme"

1?-. T shor¡erl irrdividuality and oriqinality in my

schooluolk.

13. I aluays see to i+" that mv uork is carefully
planned and organized.

14. I prefer to engage in activities from uhich f
can see definite results rather than those
frsm uhich no tangible or objective results are
apparent.

15. Perfect balance is the BSEence of all goori
compos i ti on.

16. Straightforr¡ard ¡aasnning appeals to me mnle
than metaphors anci the seatsh for analogi.es.

+

.2t
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AppBndix IB: (coniinued)

l{ev*

17. I dontt like to ulork on a problen ur¡Iess
there is a possibility of coming out ulith
a clear-cut and unambiguous anslJer.

+ 18. My uay of rioing things is apt ts tle
misunderstood by others.

19. I like to have a place for everything and
everything in its pIace.

+ 20. Tt duesnf t i:other me uhen things are
uncertain ancl unpredictable"

21. For most quastions there is just one riçh'c
ansLrer once eì person is able trr qe-h all ihe
facts.

22. I have had very peculiar and strange
experiences.

+

Ttem-tatni
biseri. ai
eorrel"atian" ii

"35

.38

.38

.5û

.'iB

.25

22

.3n

2,1

"17

.2t

"?-8

" 
lt0

-t1

.48

+

+

+

23.

24.
25.

I like to listen to prirnitÍ.ve Ínlrsic.

I have had strange and pecu}"iar tirnughts.
l4any nf my frienrjs uoulrl probably be
considered untrGnventional by other people"

+

+

+

26. I flind it dif'ficult to give up ideas and
opinions r,.ihich I hsl-d.

2'1. Trends touards abstracti.onism and 'ulìe
distortisn of reality hatre corrupted much
art in ¡ecent Veilrs.

28. I muuh pref,er friends u.rhu are pleasant ta
have arounLi tu those uho are alrr:ays invoived
in scme diffictlLi ProbL:rn.

29. Some nf my friends think that my ideas are
impractical if not a bit t.¡iId.

J0. I disåike havinE others rjelibe¡ate and
hesitnte beiore actíng.

31. I fi.nd 'Lhat a r¡e1l-ordered mode of li-fe L¡ith
reguJ-er hours is not conqeniai to rny

tempe ramen'b.

32. I dsnrt like to
unless ï have a
turn out.

underiake anv projr:c'b
pretty gnnd irlea hou¡ it uill

E4





Appendix 1.9. Sex dlfferences: t test results
betueen mean scores on attitude
tests for S.A.I.T. and U. of A.

299.

fo¡ diflflerences
scales and personallty
students (1971-72).

S.A.T.T.
df t p d1'

Ftr)

78-
?B-
78-
78-
78+
?B+
?B+

U. of A.

tVari abl-e

Symbolic Authority
Teachers Scale

Army Scale

Lar¡ ScaIe

PoIice Scale

Radicalism Scale

Creative Independence

Emotional Activation
Budnerrs Intolerance of

Ambigui ty
Domplexity sub-scale

( Budner )

Insolubility sub-sca1e
( Budner )

Novelty sul¡-scale
( Budner )

Cornplexity sub-scale
(o.P.r.)

Photo Ambiguity Scale

Dogmatism (Ray)

[ognitive Simplicity
Irrdependence

2t9 + 3.3O 1.DD1

253+3.73¿.OO1

253 + 1.42 [ì.s.

253 + 1.BB n.s.

21t -
21t +

215 +

214 +

296 -
214 -
2t9 +

209 -

1.66

2.38
1.32

.15
1 .11
2.85

.83
1.57

251+ - 2.29

231 + 2.2O

264 + 2.24

25D + .51

259 + 3.82

l-ì.S.

1.o5
n"s.
n.9.
n.s.

<.o1
[ì.S.

D. Ë.

,I .05
.<.05

¡!-.15
n. s.

¿i. 001

2.?O

.15

.84

.74
1.24

.47

.54

.60

< .01

f'ì. s .

f'l .s.
Fl .5.
IJ.S.

l-,l. S.

fl .S.

n. s.

Note: (1) Mean, standard deviations and number of subjects
are given in Appendix 14 fsr 5.ArI.T. students
and Appendix 17 flor U. of A. students.

(2) In each case the t is given as positive ifl the
mean score fo¡ males is greater than that for
flemaIes.



Apperrd j-x ?lJ.

-?cil "

e tn authnrity scorEÍi and s'hanrla¡d devia'cions
and LJniversity ofl Adei-aide subjects (19'/1-12)

!rDUils, rr;ith siqnil'icancr: tests f or tlre
betu¡:en i nsti tuti ons "

14ec.ìn a tti tucl
for 5.4.I.T"
by separatr:
comËari sons

Aqe

1?

1g

19

0ver 19

(b)

Age

17

18

19

Over 19

(c)
Age

17

18

19

CIver 19

(d)

Age

17

1B

19

Over 19

(e)

Age

17

1B

I9
0ver 19

1'encher Scole

5.A.r"ï"
S.D.

11 .32
11"19

9 "34
1D.3fl

S.D.

18"82

15. i6
15.?_g

16.A3

5. D.

2!. 85

21.17

22.t1
21.45

S. D.

15 .11
14.15

15.3A

14.14

S. D.

13.4t
14.15

12.11

15. n6

Signifir:ance
t P4

+ 0"56 n"s"

- 1 .2'-6 ìr. :j .

1"71 n. s.

- 0.6¿+ n.s.

t

+ 0" 1''l

+ tì" 24

- 1"48

- U.(1 I

(a) Symbnlic Authority Scale

University ofl AdeIaj.de

X s*D. N

73"43 9 "55 14

7Û.41 10. Û1 39

6'7 " 13 11 "9n 15

59.58 11"6t 12

95.36
qL r-2

B6"BD

95.92

Army ScaIe
i;

83.71

77.31
'7Ê.87

75.83

Lau Scale

B?.43

83.38

74.20

e4.?5

s. D.

18.14

19.06

16. B5

21.59

s.D.

12"6'7

14.66

19.?5

1Ê.23

'11.42

73.32

72"86

7',1.âg

94.1n

9f.BB
93"93

1û0. c1

v

82.17

83"9?_

86.47

BB.1O

85.92.

89.2t
91.52

90.09

92.17
'79.D1)

83"',|0

79.86

t
+ fJ.31

1.86
242

i.19

N

24

50

29

77

S.D "

1l+.-Ì6

1?.55
'l]. 88

16.32

N

14

39

15

12

N

14

39

15

12

N

14

39

15

12

i\

14

39

15

17

N

24

5D

29

77

N

24

50

29

77

N

z4

50

?9

77

t
+ ü.22

1.51

- L.4s
1.82

p<
ll.I¡¡

n"5n

ri.s"
lloð¡

p<
t1 Q

n.s"
hoS.

fl.S"

p<
rì"5.
n. s.

.81

fì .S.

p<
Í'l .s.
h.9r

"05
n"i-i"

Police Scale

x
7'l.oD

73.59
'12.40

75.A3

S. D.

14.t+2

12.OO

15.81

1Ð.56

N

2t¡

50

29

77

!
L

+ 1"19

1" B9

- 2.44

.83



3t1.

A endix 21.
ean attitucle scores and standard deviations for

University o
separate age
compa ri sons betueen the tuo samples.

f ArJr:lairle subjects 1972 and 1975, by

groups uith signi.f icance tests I'or

(a) Army Scale

University of Adelaide
19?7-

S.D.
18.14

19.D6

16. g5

?1.59

Lar¡ Sca-le

university of
1975

X s.D.
9A.12 1A.11

84.19 19.27

90.32 18.23

88.95 19.3s

Aqe

17

1B

19

2D

-(rr)
Aqe

17

18

19

20

(c)
Aqe

17

18

19

ZD

r
83.7.1

7'.7 .31

76.s7

75.83

87.43

s3.38

74.20

84.?5

S.D.

12.6'7

14.66

19.75

16.23

X

78.16

7É .11

80.0f
?4.22

84. 14

8n"15

85.17

81.59

S.D.
, 13.39

12.B'Ì

14.O?

11.56

S.D.
12.54

14.79

13.'?5

14.30

AdeIai de

N

B3

54

34

76

N

B3

5L¡

34

76

N

s3

54

34

'76

t
40n

- ltCL

-1.69
-2.38
-2.12

t
+?.38
+2.51

-1.15
+2.72

t
+ .fB
+ .BG

-2.1D
- .28

p(
n. s.

Il .S.

.05

.05

p<

.05

.u5

F.s.
.u1

p(
n. s.

n. E.

.05

n. s.

N

14

39

15

12

N

14

39

15

12

Lau ScaIe and Army Scale
;

85.57

80.35

75.53
BD.?.9

5.D.
13.84

'15.68

16.03

17.34

N

14

39

15

1Z



Append IX ¿¿ Alpha values for male

5% confidence limits

and femalÈ subjects completing the same attitude scales, uith 
I

shouing extent of overlap of the confidence intervals.

5ca1e

Symbolic
Authori ty

Tea chers

Army

Lau

SampIe

MaIe

FemaIe

MaIe

Female

MaIe

Female

Male

Female

MaIe

Female

Male

FemaIe

LJnoer ,B

.895

.865

.940

.925

.962

.957

.948

.911

.939

.953

.965

. BB9

AIpha
(A)

.86

.82

OD
t )c

.90

oÊ

.94

.93

.BB

.92

o?

.93

.80

N

193

189

178

181

192

168

174

179

164

97

33

47

Louer

.814

.'t60

.892

.865

.934

.917

..906

.839

.895

.895

. B5B

.641

5,"4 confidence limits Range of confidence (g¡aph. display).
Scale

o.7 0 tl 0 9

A

6 1 D

A

A

A

PoIice

Radi calism

A

A

A

AIndependence Male .65 106 .472 .776



APPENDI X 23

5ertal
pos i t ¡on

The Poì ice Scale Sam ìe C)

.l6, The Pol ice pay too much attention
to the protection of ProPertY
rather than PeoPle

23. The Poìice are unnecessarilY
violent in handl ing PeoPle theY
disìike

12. The Pol ice are less intel I igent
than most citizens

6. The Pol ice are generaì lY qui te
impartiaì and fair in the waY theY
carry out the ìaw

17. Pol icenren lack initiative in
carryi ng out thei r dut ies

The Ar Scale

12, People should feeì proud to serve
i n the ArmY

lO. ltrs a manrs ìife in the Reguìar
Army

26" The Army teaches PeoPle not to
th i nk for themsel ves

28. The Army develops initiative

The Law Scale

3. The Law is just another name for
ty ra nny

18, Laws are so often made for the
benef¡t of small, selfish groups
that .a man cannot resPect the law

20. The Law is the enemy of freedom

12. The law is the embodiment of
Justice and Equal i tY

9 . Obed i ence to the ì aw const i tutes
a value indicative of the
highest citizenshiP

4. A man should obeY the laws, no
'matter how much theY interfere
with his personal ambitions

21. The individual who refuses to
obey the law is a menace to
civil isation

Significantly differenI item-total (corrected) correlations
toi U. of A. ma I e and tena I e studen'ts on the att itude to
authority and Radicaì isrn scales.

I tem- tota I (cor rected)
correlafio¡ls
Ma ì es Fema ì es

.64

.6\

.31

.73

.67

.22 2.39 . 05

.23 2 3tt .05

.61 -2.19 .05

.\t 2.09 , 05

,37 2.og .05

z

2.03

2.03

P<

.7\ .55

,65 .48

.12

.72

.60

.60

.65

.70

.6t

.62

3.ì4 ,01

2.39 .05

.05

.05

.70

.6t

.\9

.38

3.13

2.92

,39 3.\3 . ool

.01

.51 2.BB .01

.4t 2.58 . 05

.\3 2.50 . 05

Z.ttL .05.63 ,lt5
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