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Alfred Oran -1-

This study was an experimental and theoretical analysis attempting
to differentiate "party-line® and "genuine® thought processes. The
theoretical position was derived from Rokeach's belief-thought model with
the greatest emphasis being placed upon his analysis of what he terms
the "fitting-filing process." New information given to an individual
takes on the psychological form of a new belief or disbelief, Coammuni-
cation with other beliefs in the system is dependent upon the degree of
isolation among such beliefs. The "party-line* (non_-integrative) change
is taerefore, one in which a great dezl of isolation exists among beliafs;
whereas, the "genuine® (intecrative) change is one in which their exists

a high state of intercomunicatione.

The experiment was directed towards obtaining a measure of either tihe
presence or absence of this hypothesized isolation of beliefs in the vrocess
of solving in sequence two specially designed problems. Both problems
involved the integration of three beliefs in order to reaca the solution;
and, furthermore, two of the beli=fs to be integrated were identical in
both problems. An individual attahpting to solve a problem in the second
position, therefore, nceded to integrate only one new belief if a "genuine®
integrative change had occurred in the first problem. By the use of a
counterbalanced design any savings in time required to integrate the beli-fs

was measured.

The mroblem-solving sequences were studied under iwo experimental
conditionss (a) an Imediate Card Condition, in which all the new beliefs

were pregented on cards imediately at the start of the exneriment, and
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(b) a Spaced Card Condition, in which the beliefs were presented indivi-

dually at predetermined time interwvals.

Eighty subjects were selected by the use of Form E of the Rokeach
Dogmetism Scale such that forty were high in dogmnat ism and forty were low
in dogmatism. Ten subjects were tested in each of the eight possible

experimental conditions.

Under an Imediate Card Condition, where presumably there was insuffi-
ciént time for conflicts to develon between 0ld and 'new belizfs, both hizh
and low dogmatic groups exiibited a distinct savings in integration time
for a problem given in the second position of the practice order. Tais
savings in integration time was equated with the theoretical assumntion of
a high state of intercormunication among beliefs, therefore, indicating

that a genuine change had occurred in the first problen.

Under a Spaced Card Condition, where time was available for conflicts
to develop between 0ld and new beliefs, low dogmatic individuals azmin
manifested a distinet savings in integration time for a problem in the
second position. However, high dogmat ic individuals, those with closed
systems of thought, under a Spaced Card Condition did not show a significant
decrease in integration time. This lack of savings was equated with the
idea that highly dogmtic individuals, under a Spaced Card Condition, do
not manifest a "genuine" change in the first problen, but in reality

exenplify what has been labeled as *"party-line,® non-integrative thinking.




INTRODUCT ION

This study was designed to obtain same insight into the phenomenon
popularly labeled *party-line® thinking. Furthermore, it is also an
extension of the experimental work that has been previously conducted
at Michigan State University upon the belief-thought model of Dr. Milton
Rokeach (2,3,5+6)«

The first study by Rokeach, McGowvney, and Denny (3) was an attempt
to distinguish between the two basic constructs of rigidity and dogmatiam.
Dogmatism, as it is utilized by Rokeach, refers to (a) a relatively
closed cognitive organization of beliefs and disbeliefs about reality,
(b) oreanized around a central set of beliefs about absolute authority
which, in turn, (¢) provide a fremework for patterns of intolerance and
qualified tolerence toward others (2). Rigidity is distinguished from
dogmatisn by its conception as a lower-order and less camplexly organized
form of resistance to change. Although rigidity, like dogmatism, refers
to a resistance to change, it is a resistance to change of single ideas,
beliefs, sets, or expectancies; whereas dogmatiasm refers to a resistance

to change of systems of ideas, beliefs, sets, or expectancies.

Testing of the hypothesized distinction between rigidity and dogmatism
was accamplished by the utilization of a special problem devised by M. Ray
Denny. Specifically, this problem involves the invention of a new system

of reality incorporating two necessary conditions for experimentally



contrasting the concepts of rigidity end dogmatisms (a) the rules of
this fictional world are in contradiction to those one would expect

from everyday living, and (b) the formlation of these rules necessitates
their being integrated into a system exhibiting a high degree of inter-

camnication in order for the problem to be solved.

Due to the fact that an individual attempting to function adequately
in this new world would have to overcome not only the specific sets, but
also integrate tham into a meaningful system, two types of measures were
obtaineds (1) a rigidity meesure --- number of sets (beliefs) overcame
within given periods of time, and (2) a dognatism measure --- the time

taken to solve the problem following the overcoming of the specific sets.

Results of the experiment were in the anticipated direction. High

and Low Rigid Groups, as chosen by the Gough-Sanford Rigidity Scale (1),
4id but the High and low Dogmatic Groups, as chosen by the Dognatism
Scale (4), aid pot differ significantly from each other on the number of
sets (beliefs) overcame in the specified time intervals of the first

ten and fifteen minutes. In re;mrds to the time taken to solve the
Problem after the second set was overcome, the High and Low Dogmatic
Groups did but the High and low Rigid Groups did pot differ significantly

fram each othere

The second study in the series was conducted by Vidulich (6) and
was directed towards answering the question ®... what it is about the
cognitive process of the highly dogmatic individual which leeds him to
bave difficulty in integrating new beliefs into a new system." It was



theorized that the highly dogmatic individual has more difficulty in the
integration process than individuals low in dogmatism because the highly
dogmtic individual is *... unwilling to accept or entertain new systems
of thinking and reject o0ld systems of thinking.® The essential premise
of this position revolves around the concept of selective forgetting.
Highly dogmatic individuals in attempting to alter or reject the problem
situation fail to remember the hints and the integration process is

necessarily impaired.

All subjects were given the Doodlebug Problem which this time involved
modifications designed to facilitate the integration process. The three
new beliefs were typed upon separate 3X5 cards in the form of hintse.

Upon the overcaming of a belief by a subject, the appropriate card was
pPlaced before him; failure to overcome a belief in a given specified time
interval was campensated for by placing the appropriate card in the indivi-
dual's visual field. The High and Low Dogmetic Groups were subdivided into
two experimental groups; (1) Keep Card Condition --- individuals permitted
to retain the cards in front of them throughout the remaining time needed
to gain the appropriate solution, end (2) Teke Card Awey Condition =---
individuals that hud the cards taken awey fram them as soon as they had

time to read the card.

The Vidulich study substantiated the earlier conclusions that High
Dogmatic Oroups require a significently longer period of time to solve
the problem after the beliefs have been overcome but do not differ from

the low Dogmatic Groups in regards to speed of overcaming individual beliefs.



Moreover, individuals allowed to keep the beliefs integrated the beliefs
consistently faster than individuals from wham the beliefs were taken

awvay with the High Dogmatic Group profiting most by the experimental
assistance. Measures of both immediate and delayed recell further substanti-
ated the underlying theoreticeal position that the highly dogmatic individual's
difficulty in integration is the result of his really not having the

new beliefs at his finger tips. A questionnaire measure devised to tap

the degree of acceptance of the problem and the beliefs, indicated a
significantly higher rejection of the entire problm; situation by individuals

scoring high on the Dogmatism Scale.

The underlying assumption of Rokeach's belief-thought model is
that all cognitive systems are organized into two interdevendent perts,

a belief-system and a disbelief-system (2). This intervening veriable
was designed to unite the organization of thought with belief.

The belief system is conceived to represent all) the sets, or

expectancies, or hypotheses a person may have at any given

time which he accepts as true, to one degree or another. The

disbelief system is conceived to be camposed of a series of

disbelief sub-systems rather than just a single one within

which are represented all the sets, expectancies or hypotheses

which a person at any given time accegts as false, to one

degree or another,

The belief-disbelief system is conceived as possessing additional
propexrties by which it may vary in addition to the specific beliefs or
disbeliefs held by a particular. ind ividual at any given time. A summary
of these mroperties are presented in Rokeach's paper, The Unity of Thaought
and Belief, and are essentially as follows: (1) isolation - the degree of

communicat ion or interconnectedness between and within belief and disbelief



systems, (2) differentiation - the verying degrees of discrepancy in the
degree of differentiation of the belief system as campared with the
disbelief system, and among the several disbelief sub-systamns with respect
to each other, and (3) comprehensiveness or narrowness of the system - the
total mmber of disbelief sub-systems represented in a given belief-

disbelief system.

Furthermore, there is an important theoretical conceptualization of
an organization along a central-peripheral dimension. Rokeach distinguishes
between three sets of belief-regions corresponding to the theorized
central-peripheral dimensions (1) central region - representing an indi-
vidual's *primitive® beliefs which have to do with all the beliefs an
individual has developed through interpersonal experiences rather than
through formal indoctrination about the nature of the world one lives in,
the nature of the "self® and the "generalized® other, (2) intermediate
Tegion - the beliefs a person has in end about the nature of authority
depended on to form a picture of the world he lives in, and (3) peripheral
region - the beliefs perceived to emanate from authority which £ill in

the details of this world picture.

According to Rokeach,

It is the structural interrelations aemong central, intermediate,
and perivheral beliefs and disbeliefs, rather than solely logical
consistency, which gives the total belief-disbelief system its
holistic or systematic character. All information impin~ing uoon

the person from the outside must be processed or coded in such a
way so that the information is rejected or else fitted somehow in

this system. It is this processing-coding activity which we call
thinking, and surely it must be within some sort of a context like
the belief-disbelief system that thinking takes vlace.



o
e i
o
e ¥
= 4
I
i »
: ¢
). o
; >
o
| oV
-




The processing-coding operation is hypothesized as involving the follow-
ing stepss (a) an initial screening which may result in a rejection or
narrowing out of new information taking place in the cemtral region due
to an incampatibility of new information with the primitive beliefs,

(b) assimilation of new information into the belief-disbelief system that
could necessitate the alteration-rationalization of the new information

by f£inding out what one's authority sources have to say about it --- occurs
in the intermediate belief region, and (c¢) the fitting-filing of this
information into what ever world outlook one may have as his own --- occurs

in the peripheral belief region.

The present study was derived from Rokeach's analysis of this fitting-

filing process,

The new information is communicated from the intermediate (authority)
region to the peripheral region not in the form of information

but in the psychological form of a new belief or disbelief. This
belief == new or modified =-- may or may not comminicate with other
beliefs in the system, depending upon the degree of isolat ion among
such beliefs. The greater the isolation the less effect will a
change in one part of the peripheral region have upon adjacent

parts, and vice versa. It is essentially in this way that one can
differentiate conceptually a *party-line* change from a nore "genuine"
changee

Since the primary factor differentiating between a ®"party-line® and
a "genuine® change is the hyvothesized isolation of beliefs; the experimental
design was specifically directed towards obtaining a measure of either tae
Iresence or absence of this isc;lation in the process of solving the Doodle-
bug Problem. The possibility of measuring a phenomena as elusive as this
was derived from a theoretical analysis of what effect this isolation of

beliefs would have upon subsequent problem solving tesks.



Vidulich's study (6) suggests that individuals who are highly
dozmatic do not possess as satisfactory a working knowledze of the indivi-
dual beliefs as d0o individuals low in dogmatism. If his findings are
correct, one may logically infer that highly dogmatic individuals
attempting to solve a similar Doodlebug task would not receive as great
a facilitative effect as individuals low in dogmatiamm. This impoverished
transfer would be indicative of the absence of a "genuine® change in the
f;lret problemes The existence or non-existence of the hypothesized iso-
lation of beliefs was therefore considered to be amon'able to experimental
manipulation and measurenent by studying the transfer effects within a
series of similar problem solving tasks specifically designed to induce
positive trensfer. Since the original Doodlebug Problem requires the
overcoming and jintegration of multiple sets, is of sufficient difficulty
to permit experimentation upon how this solution is accamplished, and is
amenable to subsequent tampering; it was considered to be the logical

starting point for devising a series Aof highly related problems.
The two cognitive tasks utilized in the present study were as followss

PROBIFM #1
THE CONDITICONS:

Joe Doodlebug is a strange sort of imaginary bug. He can apd
cannot do the following thingss

1. He can jump in only four different directions; morth, south,
east, and west. He cannot jump diagonally (e.g., southeast,
northwest, etc.).

2. Once he starts in any direction, that is north, south, east,
or west, he must jump four times in that same direction before
he can switch to another direction.



3. He can only jump, not crawl, fly, or walk,

he He can jump very large distances or very asmall distances, but
not less than one inch pexr jumpe.

5« Joe cannot turn around.
THE SXIUAT IONs

Joe has been jumping all over the place getting some exercise
when his master places a pile of food three feet directly west of him.
Joe notices that the pile of food is a little larger than he. 48 soon
as Joe sees all this food he stops dead is his tracks facing north.
After all his exercise Joe is very lmngry and wants to get to the food
as quickly as he possidbly can. Joe examines the situation and then
says, *Darn it, I'll have to jump four times to get the food."
THE PROBLEM3

Joe Doodlebug was a smart bug and he was dead right in his conclusion.
Why do you suppose Joe Doodlebug had to take four jumps, no more and no
less, to reach the food? '

The correct solution to the problem is that Joe had already jumped
once to the east when his master presented the food; therefore, he had
to make three more jumps to the east and one jump back to the west landing
on top of the foode As was previously stated, this solution is not an
easy one for the average subjecte The difficuly lies in the fact that
an individual must not only overcame three beliefs contrery to his every-
day thinking, but must then proceed to integrate these three new beliefs

into a new systan of reality.

PROBIEM #2
THE CONDIT IONSs

Joe Doodlebug is a strange gort of imaginary bug. He can and
cannot do the following thingss



l. He can jump in only four different directions; north, south,
east, and west. He cannot jump diagonally (e.z., southeast,
northwest, etc.).

2. Once he starts in any direction, that is north, south, east,
or west, he must jump four times in that same direction before
he can switch to another directione.

3¢ Ke can only jump, not crawl, fly or walk,

he He can jump very large distances or very small distances, but
not less than one inch per jumpe.

5« Joe cannot turm around.
THE SITUAT ION's
' Joe has been jumping all over the place getting same exercise
when his master places a pile of food three feet directly west of him.
Joe notices that the pile of food is a little larger than he. As soon
as Joe sees all this food he stops dead in his tracks facing north.
After all his exercise Joe is very hungry and wants to get to the food
as Quickly as he possibly can. Joe examines the situation noticing
that there is a low canopy over the food, them says, *Darn it, I'll
have to jump four times to get the food.*
THE PROBLRM:

Joe Doodlebug was a amart bug and he was dead right in his conclusion.
Why do you suppose Joe Doodlebug had to take four jumps, no more and no
less, to reach the food?

Inspection of the two Doodlebug Problems readily illustrates how
the revision of the original ln‘c;blan was accamplished. In the first
problem Joe did not have to face the food in order to eat it, he could
Jand directly on top of the food. The revised problem is identical to
the original problem with the exception that this time there is a canovny
over the food. Thus Joe Doodlebug can no longer eat the food by landing
directly on top of the food. He must take an additional jump dackward
of the canopy landing slightly to the south of the food. He is now in

position to eate In other words, the set of not having to face the food



in order to eat it that was applicable in the original problem is no
longer a "true® belief. The subject in solving this problem is forced
to work with a belief directly opposed to one that has clearly worked
earlier. However, it is also important to note at this time that only
one of the three beliefs necessary for the solution of the first problem
has been changed; the remaining two beliefs being identical in both

probleans.

The correct solution to this revised Doodlebug Problem is that Joe
had already taken one jump to the west and therefore had to take three
more jumps to the west, his last jump putting him on top of the canopy.
At this point he is free to make a change in direction and jumps baclward
once to the sauth landing facing the food.

In subsequent discussions throughout the remainder of this paper

10

the original Doodlebug Problem will be referred to as the No-ganopy Problem

and the revised problem will be referred to as the Canopy Probleme The
modification of the experimental procedure which had been inaugurated in

the Vidulich experiment (6) was retained throughout this study. The three

new beliefs --- the facing, direction, and movement sets --- for each
rroblem were typed on 3X5 cards.



EXPERIMENT #1

SUBJECTS AND PROCEDURE

Six hundred and twenty-five students enrolled in an introductory
psychology course at Michigan State University during the winter term of
1956 were given, under classroam conditions, a questionnaire composed of
the forty items comprising Form B of the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale (4) plus
a mmber of filler items interspersed among the dogmatiam 1tems.1 Forty
experimental subjects were selected from this original population; twenty
on the basis of extremely high scores and twenty on the basis of extremely
low scores. The range utilized for high dogmatic subjects was 183 to 234
with a mean dogmatiam score of 197.2. low dogmtic subjects ranged fram

a score of 60 to 119 with a mean score of 104.8.

Sudbjects taking the Dogmatiasm Scale are required to select one of
8ix possible responses for each item. These six responses for each item
(43 to = 3, with no neurtal Tesponse permitted) were then converted into
scores by the following methods: ‘ ‘(4 3 equals 7 points, + 2 equals 6 points,
etc., down to =3 equals 1 point). Total scores on the scale, therefore,
could range fram a score of 40 points (low dognatism extreme) to a score
of 280 points (high dogmatism extreme).

1 Form E of the Dogmatisn Scale was reported by Rokeach to have a corrected
reliability of 81 for the English College II sample and a reliability of
«78 for the English Worker semple (4). The Vidulich study (6) gives a
corrected reliadility of .78 which is camparable to the previously cited
reliabilities of Rokeach.



The following is a list of the forty dogmatism items included in
the questionnaire with the instructions given to the original population

of students:

The following is a study of what the general public thinks and feels
about a number of important social and personal questions. The best answer
to each statement below is your personal opinion. We have tried to cover
many different and opposing points of view; you may £ind yourself agreeing
strongly with same of the statements, disagreeing just as strongly with
others, and perhaps uncertain about others; whether you agree or disagree
with any statement, you can be sure that many other people feel the same
as you do.

Mark each stetement in the left margin according to how much you agree
or disegree with it. Please mark every one. Write 41, +2, &3, or -1,
-2, = 3, depending on how you feel in each case.

41: I AGREE A LYI'TIE —1: I DISAGREE A LIITLE
423 I AGREE (N THE WHOLE - 21 I DISAGREE ON THE WEOLE
+3: I AGREE VERY MUCH =33 I DISAGREE VERY MUCH

l. 4 person who thinks primarily of his own happiness is beneath
contempt,

2 The main thing in life is for a person to want to do samething
inporta.nt.

3¢ In a discussion I often find it necessary to repeat myself several
times to make sure I am being understood.

Lhe Most people just don't kmow what's good for them.

Se¢ In times like these, & person must be pretty selfish if he considers
his own happiness primarily.

6. A man who does not believe in scme great cause has not really lived.

7. I'd like it if I should £ind sameone who would tell me how to solve
my personal problems.

8. Of all the different philosophies which have existed in this world
there is probably only one which is correct.

9« It is when a person devotes himself to an ideal or cause that his
life becomes meeningful.



10.

1l.

5.

16.

17.

18,

19.
20.

2l.

224

23¢

2o

26.

In this ocamplicated world of curs the only way we can know
what is going on is to rely upon leaders or experts who ocan be
trusted.

There are a mmber of persons I have ocome to hate because of the
things they stand for.

There is so much to be done and 80 little time to &0 it in.
It is better to be a dead haro than a live comard.

[ ]
A group which tolerates too much differemce of opiniom amouig its
own members ennnot. exist for lomge.

It is only matural that a person should have a mueh better
acquaintance with ideas he believes im than with ideas he opposes.

While I don't like to admit this even to myself, I scmetimes have
the ambition to became a great man, ufo Rinstein, or Beethoven,
or Shalcsspeare.

Even though freedam of speech for all groups is & worthwhile goal,
it is unfortunately necessary at times to restrict the freedm
of certain politm groupse

If a man is to accamplish his migsion in life it is sometimes
necessary to gamble ®all or nothing at all.®

Most people just don't give a "damm® about others.

A parson who gets enthusiastic about a mmber of causes is likely
to be & pretty *wishy-washy® sort of person.

To compramise with our political opponemts is dangerous becsuse
it usually lesds to the betrayal of our own side.

Ir given the chance I would 4o samething tlnt would be of great
benefit to the world.

In times like these it is oftem necessary to be more om gnaxd
against idees put out by certain people or groups in ome's omn
ocsmp than by those in the opposing esmpe.

In a heated discussion I generally decame so absorbed in what I
anm going to say that I forget to listen to what she others are sying.

N
Once I get wound up in a heated discussion I just can't stop.

There are two kinds of people in this worlds those who are on the
side of truth and those who are against it, °



27+ Men on his own is a helpless eand miserable creature.
28+ The United States and Russia have just ebout nothing in cammon.

29.' In the history of mankind there have probably beem just a handful
of really great thinkers.

20, The highest form of govermment is a democracy and the highest form
of democracy is a govermment run by those who are most intelligent,

31. The present is all too often full of unhappiness. It is the
future that counts.

22, Unfortunately, a good many people with wham I have discussed important
social and moral problems don't really understand what is going omn.

33 Fundementally, the world we live in is a mretty lonely place.

34e It is often desirable to reserve judgment about what's going on
- until one has had a chance to hear the opinions of those one respects.

35. The worast crime a person can camnit is to attack publicly the people
who believe in the same thing he does.

36. In the long run the best way to live is to pick friemds and
associates whose tastes and deliefs are the same as one's owne.

37 Most of the ideas which get published nowadeys aremn't worth the
paper they are mrinted on.

38 It is only natural for a persom to be rather fearful of the future.

39. My blood boils whenever a person stubbornly refuses to admit he's
wronge

40. When it cames to differences of opinion in religion we mist be
careful not to canpramise with those who believe differently fram
the way we doe.

Subjects were assigned to the various experimental conditions by a
process of randam selection. This selection was performed by a fellow
graduate student in order to insure agrinst any possibility of bias upon
the part of the experimenter, since he would consequently not know the

dogmatian score for eny particular individual. All subjects were notified
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that they had been chosen by a process of randam selection involving the
entire introductory psychology course. Subjects were then requested to
appear for individual experimentation with each session requiring approxi-
mately one and one-half hours.

The experimental design utilized in this part of the study was as

followss
GROUP FE - CCUNTERBAIANCED PRACT ICE ORDER
MAIE FERMALE PROBLEM A PROBIEM B
High Dognatic 5 5
Iow Dogmatic I 6 No-Canopy Canopy
High Dogmatic 5 5
low Dogmatic 6 L Canopy No-Canopy

Subjects were tested upon an individual basis by A. Orem and J. laffey.
Timing was accomplished by the use of a stop watch calibreted for seconds.
4All sudbjects were verbally givem the following standardized instructions
which were typed on the Experimenter's instruction sheet. As the subject
was seated the Experimenter reads

Today you are going to be given two parts of a newly

devised test of general intelligence. Arrangements for
taking the final part of the test will be made following

this testing period. In order to obtain an accurate

measure cf your ability it is necessary that you complete

all three parts of the test. The mroblems are not simple
ones but the solutions can be reached by good logical
analysis. Here is the first problem. Read it over carefully.

At this time the Experimenter placed the problem in front of the
subjecte The No-Canopy and Canopy problems were typed upon beige and

light blue paper. respectively and were mounted within a clear acetate cover.
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The purpose of this was to help subjects differentiate between the two
moblams. As soon as the subject indicated thet he had read the problem

the nzper:hnenter saids

I'a like to ask you to think out loud as you work the
problem so I can let you know whether you are correct or
note You may ask questions as you go along and you may
refer to the problem at any time. You may use the scratch
reper in any way you wishe Now let's read the problem over

together.
The Experimenter mmroceeded to read the problem out loud to the
subject while the subject followed in the reading. Following this the
Experimenter gave the hints to the subjects stating:

Here are same hints to help you solve the problem.

The three beliefs, in the form of hints, were then placed upon the
table to the left side of the problem (hints were typed upon 3X5 cards
identical in color to the problen sheet and placed within individual
acetate folders of identical size to the cards). The Experimenter then

told the subject to ®*begin.®

The total time permitted for the solution of the problem was forty-
five minutee.z When a subject successfully solved the problem, or at the
end of forty-five minutes, he was given same megazines with instructions
to read the magazine for a few minutes while the Experimenter made arrange-

ments for the second problem. After five minmutes had elapsed the Experimenter

-

agkeds

2 The time limit of forty-five minutes wes predetermined by the performance
of four individuals in a pilot study which indiceted that a time limit
amaller than this would eventuate in an undesireable mmber of unsolved

problems,
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What was the solution you gave to the problem about Joe
Doodlebug?

The subject was then askeds
What were the hints that I gave you on the typed cards?
Following this the Experimenter saids

Here is the second problem about Joe Doodlebug. Read it
over carefully.

When the subject had finished reading the problem the Experimenter

stateds

I'd likes to ask you to again think out loud as you work

the problen so I can let you know whether or not you are

corrects You may ask questions as you go along and you

may refer to the problem at any time. You may use the

1 scratch paper in any way you wishe Now let's read the
problem over together.

At this time the Experimenter read the problem to the sudbject and
upon finishing this, he saids
Here are same hints to help you solve the problem.
Again the three hints were placed upon the table to the left side
of the problem sheet. Also, thp Experimenter placed the first problem
and its hints upon the table statings

Hdere is the first problam and hints. You may use them in
anyway you feel will be of help to you. |

Following the solution of this problem, or at the end of forty-five '

minutes if the problem was not solved, the Experimenter again asked the
subject to read in a m@zine\. After a five minute period the Experimenter

asked the same questions utilized following the first problem in order to

J

test far recall of beliefs. The subject was then thanked for his cooperation |

|

and requested to refrain from discussing the nroblem with any of his
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friends since it was poasible that they would also be tested upon it
in a few days. Furthermore, arrangements for the second testing session

were made at this time.3

The specific hypotheses that were tested by the use of the two
cognitive tasks were as followss:
A. Individuals high in dogmatism should require more time
to solve the problams than individuals low in dogmat ism.
B. Individuals high in dogmatism ghould not, but individuals
low in dogmatism should, exhibit a facilitative effect when

& problem appears in the second position of the counterbalanced

practice order,

3 The second testing session was not part of this thesis but was a
continued study of the prodlem solving behavior of these same subjects.
This work will dbe presented in a proposed thesis by J. laffeye. Mr.
Iaffey and this author shared equally the task of testing one-half of
the subjects in both theses with each author testing five subjects in
each of the possible experimental blocks of subjects.
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RESUITS

The statistical analysis of the data was accemplished bty the use of
the remk test for the signifiocance of the difference betwaeen two groups
as described by White (7)e A normal curve approximetion involving

corrections for eontinmuity and for ties in scores was used throughout

the study.

' Table 1 presents the mean solution times for high and low dogmatic
g"oups on the m and No-Canopy problems when these problems are given
in the first position of the practice orders It is readily aprarent that
the 18.65 minutes required by the high dogmatic grour on the No-Cencoy
problem is for all practical purposes idemtical to the 20,13 minutes required
by the low dogmatic groupe Likewise, the solution times of 24,76 minutes
and 2543 minutes on the Canopy problem, for the high and low dogmatic
groups respectively, indicetes a similar lack of significant differencese.

The f£indings presented in Table 2 affords additional negative evidence
of experimental differences between high and low dogmatic Individualse
For both the No=Canopy and Canopy problems the expected differences not
only failed to materialize (o2 level of significance) but the low dogmatic
groups required longer periods of time for the problem solutions than

the high dogmatic groupse

Hypothesis A, which states that individuals high in dogmatism should
require more time to solve the problams than individuals low in dogmatism,

cannot be upheld in view of the experimental date. At this point in tte
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TABELE 1

COMPARISON BETWEEN HIGH AND LOW DOGMATIC GROUPS

OGN THE TOTAL TIME TAKEN TO SOLVE THE NO=-CANOPY

AND CANOPY PROBLEMS IN THE FIRST POSII'ION OF THE
PRACTICE ORDER

Problem Group N Mean Time* z P
High Dogmatic 10 18.65

No-Canopy low Dogmtic 10 20.13 0.34 0.73

‘ High Dogmatic 10 21,76 '

Canopy Low Dogmatic 10 25.43 0.11 0.91

®The mean times are presented on this and subsequent tables for
camparison purposes only, they do not enter into the computation of
the rank-order statistic utilized.

TABLE 2

CQIPARISON EETWEEN HIGH AND LOW DOQUAT IC GROUFS

ON THE TOTAL TI4E TAKEN TO SOIVE THE NO-CANOPY

AND CANOPY PROBIEMS IN THE SECQ{D POSIT ION OF
THE PRACT ICE ORDER

‘
.

Problem Group N Mean Time 2 P
High Dogmatic 10 410

No-Canopy Iow Dogmetic 10 5e30 1.17 0.2
High Dognatic 10 15.82

Canopy Iow Dogmtic 10 21.18 1.17 0.2
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research it was found that what had been originally designed to investi-
gate "party-line® versus "genuine® type thought processes had paradoxi-
cally not only failed to answer the original question posed, but had in
addition suggested many new and challenging ones. The implications of
these findings were extremely important and definitely required at least

sane tentative answers.

Typical of the questions that had to be analyzed were: (a) Do these
findings represent a failure to replicate the differences between high
and low dogmatic subjects reported in the Rokeach, McGovney, and Denny (3)
end Vidulich (6) studies? (b) Can the failure to obtain the postulated
differences be attributed to an Experimenter factor indicative of faulty
Experimenter techniques? (c) Is the theorized differences between high
and low dogmtic individuals in regards to "party-line® and "genuine" types

of problem solving correct?

The decisions that were reached about these questions were as followss
(a) The findings could not represent a failure to replicate the differences
evidenced in the earlier studies due to the fact that the expverimental
designs are themselves different as will be evident shortly. (b) The
findings are not indicative of an Experimenter variable since the subjects
were tested by two independent Experimenters and their findings were
essentially identical. (c) The theorized distinction between ®*party-line*
and "genuine® type thought processeé was predicated upon the existence of
different integration times between high and low dogmatic groups being

manifested on the first problem and therefore had not been adequately tested.



Implicit in the original theorizing and experimental design was
the assumption that attempts at solving the problems would result in
the interaction of conflicting beliefs. The three hints, or beliefs,
given to the subjects on the cards were anticipated to operate in an
antagonistic manner with the beliefs the individual would bring into
the problem situation from his own experiemces in the past. Highly dog-
matic individuals, according to theoretical assumptions, would experience
more difficulty in integrating these novel beliefs which were necessary

for the problem solution which would eventuate in the desired result of

an increased solution time for high dogmatic groups.

However, in retrospect it occurred to the writer that the problem
situation is presented in suck a wey that it does not permit a fair test
of the hypothesis regarding "party-line® thinking. It will be remembered
that all three new beliefs were presented to the subject at the very
beginning of the experiment. Consequently, we have unwittingly deprived
the subject of the need, or opportunity, to tring these new beliefs into
commnicetion or conflict with the corresponding three older beliefs which
are in contradiction to the new beliefs. If this is really the cese, the
lack of differences between high and low dogmatic individuals is under-
standable and redictable. Dogmatism, or closed systems of thought and
belief, will not be ranifested unless new belief systems are put into
conflict with older more established belief systems. This we have failed
to make possible by presenting the three new beliefs all at once at the
beginning of the experiment. The remaining part of this thesis is an

attempt to substentiate this theoretical positiom by experimental validation



while transforming the original error into a more comprehensive

understanding of the dogmatiec thought processes.




EXPERDLNT #2
SUEJRCTS AND FROCEDURE:

Torty mbjects were selected for experimemtal testing in the seme
manner that the selection wes accamplished in Experiment #l. All students
taking the introductary psychology course at Michigan State University
for the spring term of 1956 were given under classroom eomditions the
identicel questiomnaire that has elreedy been discussed. The experimental
design and Wreakdown of subjects was as followss

GROUP N COUNTERBAIANCED FRACTICE ORIER
MAIE FRAIE FROBIXX A FROEIEM B

High Dogmatic é 4

low Dogmatic 4 6 No-Canopy Canopy

High Dogmtic 5 5

low Dogmatic 6 [y Canopy No-Cenopy

Since the results reported in Experiment #1 were attributed to a
lack of conflicting deliefs, the second experimental procedure was an
attanpt to modify the original design in such a way as to produee the
necessary conflict between belisfs. In order to eliminate the remots
possibility that the lack of results in the first experiment might still
scmshow be idiosyncratic of the problems, themselves, it was desireable
to change the original study as little as possible. This it was felt
could dbe most reasomabdly accamplished by merely manipulating the times
at which the individual deliefs would be given to the sudbject. The
rationale for this was dased upon the implicit assumption that witholding




of beliefs would provide the highly dogmatic subject with time to make

a personal investment into the problem solving task. With nothing to guide
the individual other than his own past experience it was felt that he
wauld of necessity resort to those beliefs that were continually used in
everyday living. When the new beliefs are now rresented there would be
sanething with which they could be in actual conflict. Far purposes of
future discussion the first experimental design under which all three
beliefs were given immediately at the start of the problem will be simply
re”erred to as the Jmediate Card Condition. This revised experimental
procedure we will simply refer to as the Spaced Card Condition.

Testing of subjects under the Spaced Card Condition was conducted
in an identical manner to the Imediate Card Condition with the following
important modification. The new beliefs (in the form of hints typed on
cards) were not immediately presented to the subject. For five minutes
the subject was permitted to work upon the problem in his own way but
following this time interval he was given one of the cards with the
statement:

Here is a hint to help'irc;u solve the protlem.

The card was then left in the subject's visual field throughout the
rema ining time‘ required to solve the probleme If an individual overcame
2 belief prior to the five minute time interval, he was presented with the
epmrorriate cerd at this time and the time was recorded by the Experimenter.
When the five minute interval was up he was then given a second hint. The
procedure, therefore, was that of giving hints on cards to the subjects at
intervals of five minutes; one hint being given at the end of each five minute

intervel until all sets were overcame.
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Hints given experimentally to the subjects were always in the
following orders (1) facing set, (2) direction set, (3) movement set.
The hints were typed on the individual cards as followss

la, Facing get --=--- (No-Canopy Problem)
*Joe does not have to face the food in order to eat it."

1be Facipg get ==-e-- (Canopy Problem)
*Joe must face the food in order to eat it."

2. Directiop set ---(No-Canopy and Canopy Problems)
*Joe can jump sideways and backwards as well as forwards."

3¢ Movement get ===-(No-Cenopy and Canopy Problems)
*Joe is not necessarily at the beginning or end of a
series of jumps. He may have been samewhere in a
series of jumps.®
The following measures were obtained for each of the subjects tested:
l. Total time taken to solve the problem.
2. Time taken to overcame the first, second, and third sets.

3¢ Time taken to solve the problem after all three sets were
overcame.

e Number of sets correctly recalled following the five minute
rest period.*

5S¢ Recall of carrect solution of the problem following the
five minute rest period.®

® This recell measure served a dual purpose: (1) it provided a recall
measure of the solution for the problem and of the sets, also (2) it
served as a basis for starting all subjects on problem two with the
correct answer to the first problem.
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The specific hypotheses that were tested by the use of the two

cognitive tasks were identicel to those used in Experiment #l.

A.

B.

Individuals high in dogmatism should require more time
to solve the problems than individuals low in dogmetism.
Individuals high in dogmatism should not, but individuals
low in dogmatism ghould exhibit a facilitative effect

when a problem appears in the second position of the

counterbalanced practice order.



RESUITS s

Table 3, which canperes the performance of high and low dogmatic
groups on the problams when these problems appeer is the first position
of the practice order, is seen as substantiating hypothesis A. The high
dognat ic groups exhibited solution times of 31.05 mimutes and 3482
minutes for the No-Cenopy and Canopy problems respectively aresignificantly
more than the low dogmatic solution times of 18.37 minutes and 27.58

mimites at the .02 apd .07 levels of significance. '

A quick review of Table 4, which gives a canparative analysis to
that used in Table 3 with the exception that this time it is whem the
problems appear in the second position of the practice order, indicates
that the desired differences between high and low dogmatic groups has
apparently been accomplished. The 18.52 minutes required by the high
dogmatic group to solve the No-Canopy mroblem is significantly longer
than the 8.12 minutes required by the low dogmatic group at the .06 level
of confidence. On the Canopy problem the difference between the high
and low dogmatic groups ev:ldené:ed by the solution times of 20.20 minutes
and 15.62 minutes is again in the anticipated direction elthough it is

only at the .07 level of confidence.



TABIE 3

CQIPARISON BETWEEN HIGH AND IOW DOQIATIC GROUPS

QN THE TOTAL TIME TAKEN TO SOLVE THE NO-CANOPY

AND CANOPY PROBLEMS IN THE FIRST POSITION OF THE
PRACTICE ORDER

e— s ————
— —————

Problem Group N Mean Time 2 P
High Dogmatic 10 31.05

No-Canopy Iow Dogmatic 10 18.37 2008 0.02*
High Dogmatic 10 3L .82

Canopy low Dogmatic 10 27.58 1.48 o07*

% one-tailed test

TABLE }

CIPARISON BETWEEN HIGH AND LOW DOGRATIC GROUFPS

ON THE TOTAL TIIE TAKEN TO SOLVE THE NO-CANOPY

AND CANOPY PROBLESS IN THE SECOND POSITION OF
THE PRACTICE ORDER

Problem Group N . Mean T ime z P
High Dogmetic 10 18.52
No-Canopy low Dogmatic 10 8.12 1.59 «06*
High Dogmatic 10 20.20
Canopy Iow Dogmatic 10 15.62 1.4 «0T*

¢ one-tailed test
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DISCUSSIMN:

This quick review of the data obtained in Experiment #2 sugcests
that the desired contrast between high and low dogmatic groups has been
accomplished. Rather than analyze this data by itself it is felt that
@ canparative analysis of the two experiments will provide a more meening-
ful and camprehensive insight into the problem solving methods of the
high and low dogmatic individualse.
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A CQMPARITIVE ANALYSIS OF
EXPERLENTS #1 AND #2

Prior to the testing of subjects in Experiment #2 a series of

interrelated hypotheses were drawn up in an attempt to anticipate

tie relationshins between the Jmmediate Card Condition and the Spaced

Card Condition. These hypotheses were as follows:

A, Concerning the effects of the Jmmediate Card versus Spaced Card

Conditiong.
Concerning the total time taken to solve the cognitive tasks.

1.

2e¢

b.

Individuals high in dogmatism should require less time
to solve the cognitive problems under the Imediate Card
Condition than under the Spaced Card Condition.
Individuals low in dogmatism shauld solve the cognitive
problems in the same amout of time under the Emediate

Card Condition as under the Spaced Card Condition,

Concerning the time required to integrate the three beliefs.

Qe

b.

Individuals high in dogmatism should integrate the three
beliefs as rapidly under the Jmediate Card Condition as

under the Spaced Card Conditiop.
Individuals low in dogmatism should integrate the three

beliefs more rapidly under the Spaced Card Condition than

under the Fmiediate Card Condition.

Bs Concerning the effects of High versus Low Dosmatism.

1.

Concerning the total time taken to solve the cognitive problems,



ae Individuals high in dogmatism should solve the problems
as rapidly as individuals low in dogmatism when the prob-
lems are presented under the Imediate Card Conditione#
be Individuals high in dogmatism should require more time to
solve the problems than individuals low in dogmatiam when
the problems are presented under the Spaced Card Condition.
2« Concerning the time taken to overcame the individual beliefs,
e. Individuals high in dogmatism should overcome the specific
beliefs as rapidly as individuals low in dogmatiam.
53+ Concerning the time required to integrate the three beliefs.
(Integration time is defined as the amount of time required
to0 reach the problem solution after all three sets have been
overcane. Under the Jmmediate Card Condition the total time
and integration time will be identical).
2. Individuals high in dogmatism should integrate the three
beliefs as rapidly as individuals low in dogmatism when

the problems are presented under the Imediate Card

Conditiope. (This hypothesis is identical with hypothesis
B.l'a . -

b. Individuals high in dogmatism should require more time to
integrate the three beliefs than individuals low in dogmatism
when the problem is mresented under the Spaced Card Condition.
(This hypothesis is really identical with the one put forward
by Rokeach, McGovney and Denny (5) and by Vidulich (6).

C. Concerning the transfer effect of the first problem upon the

solution of the second problem,

* This is self-evident from Experiment ;l. It is included for comperative

NI A m A A ey
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le Individuals high in dogmatism and individuals low in dogmatism
should exhibit a similar facilitative effect when a prodbleam
appears in the second position of the counterbdalanced practice
order when the problems are given under the Jmmediste Oard
Comdition.

2. Individuals high in dogmatismm ghoul)ld pot. tut individuals
low in dogmatism ghould, exhibit a facilitative effect wvhen
& problem appears in the second positiom of the counter-

balanced prectice order when the (roblems are givem under
the Spaced Card Conditiog.

Consider first the data shown in Table 5 giving the mean solution amd
integreation times for the No-Canopy and Capopy problems foar high and low
dognatic groups under the Impediate and MMWM the
problems are given in the first position of the prectice oxder. Tables
6,7, and 8 deal with various aspects of this table and present statistical
canparisons relevant to the theoretical analysis of "party-line® and

Sgenuine® thought processes.

The most striking feature of Table 5 is that whereas the integration
times remained substantially identical for high dogmtic groups under
either experimental condition; low dogmtic groups integrate faster under

a Spaced Card Co itggtmmdcrmmmmm ‘!oilltho
required for tho solution of the prodlem also provides an mmm‘
contrast between high and low dogmatic individuals. low Aoaatu goups
exhibit similar scores for the total solution time under l;oth expeximental

conditions, but the high dognatis groups under the Spaced Caxd Condition



required an increased amount of time to solve the identical problem
which was also given under an Jmediate Card Condition. The implication
of these differences between the high and low dognatic groups in regards
to total time required to solve the problem and the integration time
following the overcaming of the specific beliefs is presented more fully

in the discussion section of this paper.

The experimental findings relating to hypotheses A,l,2 and A,l,b
ere reported in Table 6. Hypothesis 4,1,a states that individuals high
in dogmat ism should require less time to solve the coénitive rroblems
under the Imediate Card Condition than under the Spaced Card Condition.
The mean solution times for the high dogmatic zroups under the Immediate
Cerd Condition for the No-Canovy and Canopy problems were 18.65 and 2476
minutes respectively. The mean times reported under the Spaced Card
Condition of 31.05 and 34.82 minutes were both significantly longer at

the <03 level of confidence.

low dogmatic individusls were postulated to require the same amount

of time for the problem solutions under both the Jmediate Card Condition

and the Spaced Card Condition, hypothesis A,1,b. The reported means of
20.13 minutes and 18.37 minutes for the solution of the No-Canopy problem

under the Immediate Card Condition and the Spaced Card Condition respectively,

were not significantly different. Likewise, the mean solution t¢imes of
25.43 minutes and 27.58 minutes fou: the Canopy problem were also not sig-

nificantly different.



TABLE §

A CQPARISON OF EXPERIMENTAL CONDITONS AND TOTAL

AND INTEGRATION TRIES FOR THE NO-CANOPY AND CANOPY

PROBIEMS WHEN THESE PROBLELIS ARE GIVEN IN THE FIRST
POSITION OF A COUNTERBAIANCED PRACTICE ORDER

Problem Group ~ Imediate Card Spaced Card
Condition Condition
Total & Integration Time Total Time Integration
High Dogmatic 18.65 31.05 20.11
No-Canopy low Dogmatic 20.13 18.37 8496
High Dogmatic 2L 76 3L.82 204,96
Canopy low Dogmatic 2543 27.58 13.34
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Table 6, therefore, indicates that the total time necessary to solve
the cognitive tasks has a relationship to the experimental condition
under which the problem is presented to the subject. Highly dogmatic
individuals require a significantly amaller emount of time under an
Immed inte Cerd Conditiop than under a Spaced Card Condition, whereas,

low dogmatic individuals require substantislly the same amount of time

under either experimental condition.

The data pregsented in Table 7 is aganin & comparison between experi-
mental conditions, but the measure rather than being the total time to
solve the cognitive tasks is now the time required to integrate the three
beliefs end arrive at the problem solution. Integration time has alreedy
been operaticnally defined as the time required to reach the protlem
solution following the overcaming and presentation of all three beliefs.
This definition of integration time is consistemt with that used in both

the Rokeach, McGovney, and Denny study (3) and the Vidulich study (6).

Hypothesis 4,2,a states that individuals high in dogmatism should
integrate the three beliefs in the seme amount of time under the Irmediate
Card Copdition as under the Spaced Cgard Condition. The results reported
in Table 7 clearly substentiates this. On both of the cognitive tasks,
the No-Canopy and Cepopy mroblems, the contrasting mean integration times
of 18.65 minutes versus 20.11 minutes for the No-Canooy problem and 24.76
minutes versus 20.96 minutes for the Canopy problem are not significently

different from each other.
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In regards to the integration times for the low dogmatic groups it
was postulated that under the Svaced Card Condition the integration times
would be signifiocantly less than under the ¥mediate Card Condition,

hypothesis A,2,be For the No-Canopy problem the reported means were

20.13 minutes for the Fmediate Card Condition and 896 minutes for the
Spaced Card Condition; this difference being significant at the 001 level.
On the Canopy problem the mean integration time under the Imediate Card
Condition was 25.43 minutes as contrasted to 15.34 miqutes under the
Spaced Card Condition. This difference is significantly different at

the (02 level.

Table 8 provides further insight into the performance of nigh dognatic
and low dogmatic individuals under the two experimental conditionse This
time the camparison is being made between the personality variables of
high versus low dogmatiame. Hypothesis B,l,a states that individuals low in
dogmatism should solve the problems as rapidly as individuals high in
dogmatisn when the problems are presented under the Imediate Card Condition.
Tae reported mean solution time of 18.65 minutes for the high dogmatic
group on the’&o_-_gam problem was not significantly different from the
mean time of 20,13 minutes exhibited by the low dogmatic group. Likewise,
on the Canopy problem the mean times of 24,76 minutes and 25.43 minutes for
the high dogmatic group and the low dogmatic group resvectively, were not

significantly different.

Under the Spaced Card Condition, however, it was hypotheaized that

individuals high in dogmatism should require more time to solve the

pmoblegns than individuals low in dogmatism, hypothesis B,l,be. Mean
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solution times for the No=Canony problem were 31.05 minutes and

18.37 minutes for the high and low dogmatic groups respectively indi-
oating that a difference in solution times did exist, with the high
dogmatic group requiring the longer period of timee. This difference
was significant at the 02 levels On the Canopy problem the difference
in solution times approached significance being at the .07 level with

the high dogmatic group requiring 3482 minutes and the low dogmatic

goup requiring 27.58 minutes.

A comperison of Tables 6 and 8 affords additional insight into the
problem solving performances of the high and low dogmatic individuals

on the two cognitive tasks. The high dogmtic groups, regardless of the
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cognitive task employed, required a significantly increased amount of time

to solve the problem under the Spaced Card Conditiope Iow dogmtic

groups, however, solve the problems in substantially the seme amount of

time under either of the experimental conditions. Moreover, it is impor-

tant to note thet the increased solution times of the high dogmatic groups

under the Spaced Card Condition are significantly greater than the emount

of time required by low dogmatic groups to arrive at the problem solutions

under the identical experimental condition.

Before comparing the integration times required by the high and low

dogmtic subjects it is important to determine whether or not the increased

total time required by high dogmatic subjects to solve the cognitive

tasks can be attributed to the fact that they mey require a longer period

of time to overcome the individual beliefs, themselves. Hyvothesis B,2,a




T Tt e T —— A.



addresses itself to this question. I® was hypothesized that individuals
high in dogmatiam should overcame the specific beliefs as repidly as

individuals low in dogmatiam,

The data rresented in Table 9 substantiates hypothesis B,2,a and
also the f£indings reported in the studies by Rokeach, McGovney, and
Denny (3) and Vidulich (6)e Dogmatism, in the two mreceding studies,
was equated with the integration process, per se; the overcaming of sets
being dependent upon the rigidity of an individuale A Chi-square
analysis of the mmber of beliefs (sets) overcame in the first tem
minute intervel indicates that there were no significant differences in
time between the high and low dogmatic groups in regards to the over-
caning of individual beliefs. Therefore, the increesed time exhibited
by high dogmatic groups in relation to the low dogmatic groups under
the Spaced Card Condition cannot be attributed to this factor.

Table 10 which is a camparison between high and low dogmatic
goups on the time taken to integrate the three new beliefs when the
problems are presented in the ﬁrs't' position of the practice order,
clearly substantiates hypotheses B,3,a and B,3,b which state that
high and low dogmatic groups should exhibit similar integration times
under an Imnediate Card Condition,but not under a Spaced Card Conditiop.
The mean integration times of the high dogmtic groups on the No-Canopy
and Canopy problems under an Imediaste Card Condition were 13.65 minutes
and 2,76 minutes respectively; with the low dogmetic group exhibiting
integration times of 20.13 and 25.43 minutes. The reported probabilities
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TABLE 9

NWMEER OF SETS OVERCQVE WITHIN THE

FIRST TEN MINUTES BY HIGH AND LOW

DOQUATIC GROUPS ON THE NO-CANOPY
AND CANOPY PROELRMS CQMBINED

=

Group Number of Sets Overcame Chi2 ar )
0 1 2 3
High Dognatic 4 7 L 5
0.0% 1l N.S.
Iow Dogmatic 2 6 3 9

® 0 and 1 combined, 2 and 3 éanbined to eliminate theoretical frequencies
below 5
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of «73 and .91 for these mean differences indicates that high and

low dogmtic individuals require substantially the same emount of

time for the integration process when the hints are given immediately

at the start of the problem by experimental meens.

When the identical coznitive tasks are presented with the utili-

zation of the Spaced Card Condition, the postulated differences between

high and low dozmatic groups stated in hypothesis B,3,b emerge.- The ,
mﬁmtion times required by the high dogmatic groups in the No-Canony

and Canopy problams were 20,11 and 20,96 minutes respectively. The

faster rate of integretion exemplified by the low dogmatie group's mean
integration time of 8,96 minutes on the No-Canopy problem is significant

at the .03 level. Although the integration time of the low dogmatic

group on the Canopy problem is also in the hypothesized direction, it is

significant at only the .08 level.

From the reported integration times for high and low dogmatic groups
in Table 10, it may therefore be concluded that in so fer as the No-Canony
problem is concerned, the hypothesized distinctions between high and low
dogmatic groups under ean Imediate Card Condition and under a Speced Card
Cond it ion are upheld by the experimental evidence. The data presented in
Tables 6,7,8 and 10 also suggests that the Canony rroblem is inherently

a more difficult problem than the No-Canooy probleme
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Tables 11 and 12 resent the data on the two cognitive tasks when
these problems are given in the second position of the practice order.
Inspection of the integration times for high and low dogmatic groups
(Teble 11) illustrates that hypothesis B,3,a and hypothesis B,3,b are
again upheld, That is, under the Imediate Card Copdition the high
dogmat ic group integrates the three beliefs as rapidily as the low
dogmat ic group, and under the Spaced Card Copdition the high dogmatic

group requires more time to integrate the three beliefs than the low

dogmat ic groupe

The mean integration times of 4.10 minutes and 5.30 mimutes for
the high dogmatic and low dogmatic groups respectively in the No-Canony
problan were not significantly different and the integration times of
15082 minutes and 21.18 minutes for the Canopy problem were also not
significantly different. Under the Spaced Card Condition, when the
cognitive task is presented in the second position, the low dogmatic
groups integrate the beliefs faster than the high dogmatic groups. The
difference between high and low dogmatic groups of 17.18 minutes for
highs and 6.46 minutes for lows on the No-Canopy problem is significant
at the (05 level of confidence, On the Canony problam the high dogmatic
group required a mean time of 17.61 minutes for the intezration process
with the low dogmetic group requiring 11.97 mimutes. This difference
although not significant (.09 le‘vel) is in the expected direction.

So far all that the data presented on the second cognitive task

can be used to explain is that the hypothesized differences between
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high and low dogmatic groups under a Spaced Card Condition appears
to be a valid onee The question that remains to be answered is whether

or not there is any "real® savings in the secand problan. In other
words, it must be shown that the integration time in the second position
of the practice order is significantly less than the integrat ion time
required when the identical problem appears in the first position. The
data presented in Table 12 addresses itself to this question.

Highly dogmatic individuals, under the Immediate Card Conditiocm,
exhibit a considerable savings in having the cognitive task given in the
second position. The difference in mean times on the No-Capopy problem
of 18465 minutes for the firat position and 4.10 minutes when the prob-
lem is in the second position, is highly significant (.0004 level).

On the Canopy problem the mean integration times of 2,76 minutes versus

15.32 minutes is also significant; this time at the .02 level.

low dogmatic individuals also show a facilitative effect of having
the No-Canopy problem appear in the second position whemn the problems are
given under the Imediate Card Condition. The mean integration times of
20.13 and 5.30 minutes are significantly different at the 0001 level.
However, in regards to the Canony problem, the low dogmatic group did
not receive as mich of a facilitative effect as was anticipated. The
Treported differences of 25.,3 mimtes for the first position and 21.18

mimutes for the second position had a probebility level of only 1.t

4 An analysis of the Canopy Problem is presented in the discussion
section of this paper.

.
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The Spaced Card Condition, which wes the cruciasl experimental condi-

tion, substantiates hypothesis C,2 which stated that individuals high in |
dogmatiam should not, but individuals low in dogmatiam should, exhibit a
facilitative effect when a problem appears in the second position. Their,
highly dogmatic individuals, integration times on the No-Canopy problem
of 20,11 minutes for the first position and 17.18 minutes for the second
position are not significantly different. On the Cenopy problem the re-
sults ere again in the anticipated direction with a probability of .26

being reported for the differences of 20.96 minutes versus 17.61 minutes.

Iow dogmetic individuals, under the Spaced Card Condition, not only
integrated faster than the high dogmatic individusls on the tasks when
they appeared in either the first or second position; but also showed a

facilitative effect in having a problem appear in the second position of

50

the practice order. The mean integration times on the No-Canony problem cf

8¢96 and 6.47 minutes ware significently different at the .05 level.
Although the difference in integration times on the Canopy problem was
egain of a lower level of significance it was, however, clearly in the
expected direction. In the first position a mean integration time of
1534 minutes was found, whereas in the second position only 11.97 minutes

was needed. This reported difference was at a probability level of +07.
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DISCUSSION

The major purpose of this study was to attempt an experimentel and
theoretical analysis which would serve to differentiate "party-line® P
thinking fram the more constructive mode of thought. It is fully realized
that the distinction made entails an implicit value judgement in stating

that the one is thinking upon & higher, more efficient level. ®Party-line®

thinking was conceived as being & non-integrative process and involving -
.a low transfer of training effect; or in other words, a mode of thought

which does not lend itself readily to solving similar tasks in future

situations. ®Genuine® thought processes were conceived as being of an

integrative nature, being readily adaptable and transferable to new

situations in which the past experience could be utilized.

Why high Qognatic individuals should solve the problems as rapidly
as low dogmtic individuals when hints are given immedietely at the start
of the problem situation is an interesting question. The explanation
upheld by this author, which is .al.so consistent with the ®"thought=belief"
model of Rokeach (5) hinges upon two considerations. First of all, it is
readily apperent that the Doodle-bug problems are extremely novel to a
subject and, therefcre, in attempting to solve it one finds himself con-
fronted with a puzzling set of conditions foreign to everyday thought ard
problem-gsolving behavior. Secondly, the Experimenter in charge of the
Iroblem-solving tesk is in a position of an authority figure with the

ultimate acceptance of any proposed solution having to be reconciled with
his viewpoint. It is the interaction of these two facts that pramotes the
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The Vidulich study (6) indicated that the poorer integretion of
highly dognatic individuals was the result of their attempting to modify
or reject the problem situation, including in same cases the Experimenter,
himgself. When beliefs are presented at the beginning of the problem= o
~ solving task they take on an added degree of importance. Rokeach (5)
ment ioned that *All infomation impinging upon the person fram the

outside must be processed or coded in such a way so that the information

tr ERRr W o ih e

is rejected or else fitted samehow in this system." 4lso, in regards to
the "ﬁtting-fil:l.ng process® he states, "The new informet ion is commni-
cated from the intermediate (authority) region to the peripheral region
not in the form of information but in the psychological form of a new
belief or disbelief.®* What appears to be happening in the Jmediste Card
Condition is that the entire problem situation has become a miniature
closed system with the Experimenter in the role of authority; consequently
the beliefs are wholeheartedly accepted as "true®' beliefs upon the part
of the highly dogmatic individual. Moreover, these beliefs, by virtue

of the fact that they are all mresented immediately to the subject at
the beginning of the experiment are not seen as contradictory beliefs in
their present belief systan. Hence, there is less resistance to their

acceptance,

In contrast to the Jmmediate Card Conditiom, consider now the beliefs

which are mresented under a Spaced Cerd Condition. The high dogmatic
individual has to arrive at eack new belief by first overcaming a contra-
dictory belief which he holds in his everyday world. This leads to greater

resistance by the high dogmatic subject whose present belief system is more
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The performance of the low dogmatic groups under the two experi-
mental conditions also needs further analysis to fully present the
theoretical position advanced in this paper. It must be remambered in
viewing the experimental data gethered on low dogmetic individuals that

they represent the theorized "genuine® or integrative thinkers. What

is meant by the term ®integration,® and how does this information lend
itself to the theoretical analysis of the reported data? Integration is
usually defined in texms of an act of cambining the several parts into

a wholes In the Doodletug Problem it is equated with the cambining of
the sets and arriving at a satisfactory solution. However, both the high
and low dogmatic groups do, in time, combine the parts of the system
arriving at the correct solution to the problame In other words, both
groups exemplify the fact that integration has occurred. Does this
imply that the processes are the same in both instances although the

times required for the process to occur are different?

The time factor involved in the integration process is conceived
as being a crucial variable, Vidulich's study (§) illustrated that the
increased time for integration exhibited by high dogmetic individuals
was due in part to the attempts at altering and rejecting the beliefs
needed for the problem solutione. ‘ This attempted rejection and alteration
is hardly consistent with the meaning of the word integration. The

performance of the highly dogmetic individuals in the studies of Rokeack,

McGovney and Demny (3) an@ Vidulich (6) was in reality a "pseudo-integra-
tiont low dogmtiic individuals in solving the cognitive tasks were

E——
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attempting to canbine the beliefs into a systematic, meaningful system; :
high dognatic individuals were also attempting to cambine the beliefs

in arder to arrive at a solution, but they were primarily concerned with
retaining the consistency of their own beliefs and disbeliefs. This
attempt upon the part of highly dogmetic individuals to retain the
consistency of their own previously formulated system about reality,
resulted in the new information being "marrowed® out or else altered
in same menner. The low dogmatic individual does not have ag much at

take 0 as the retention of a previously conceived system is
concerned and therefore attempts to integrate the new beliefs as they
gtand.

Under an Imediate Card Condition the high dogmatic individual has
not had sufficient time to test his own beliefs against the newly pro-
posed ones. When given time for same personal investment in the problem
situation and finding his own belief system inoperative (Spaced Card
Condition) he finds it easier to alter or reject altogether the new
beliefs than to disavow the utility of his own belief system in this
newly created situction. The low dogmatic individual, being one who will
quite readily test the practical utility of his own previously held beliefs
in a novel situation, realizes their shortcamings and concentrates upon
understanding and operating within the sphere of new beliefs. The
Spaced Card Condition produces a faster integration time since it has
alreedy provided him with time to reject his own previously conceived
belief-system and now he need only integrate the newer beliefs. Under

an Jmediate Card Condition this rejection of the utility of one's own

e o
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beliefs in the new system is confounded in the time measure with the

actual intecration process, itself,.

Table 5, which contrests the integrationand total time measures
under the two experimental conditions, may be viewed as lending support
to this theoretical position. The low dogmetic groups under an Imediate
Card Condition and a Spaced Card Condition require substantially the
seme amount of tine for the problem solution. Integration time, however,
is shorter under a Smaced Card Condition. The procedure of the low
dogmatic individual in his attempts to solve the cognitive task is
identical under the two experimental conditions but the integration measure

is confounded in the Irmediate Card Conditiopn.”

Highly dogmatic individuals can be seen in Table 5 as exhibiting
similar integration times for the Imediate Card Condition and the Spacad

Caxd Condition., When one studies the deta for total time to solve the

cognitive task, it becames readily apparent that the total time increases

drastically under the Spaced Card Condition. It is under this experimental

5 The relatively poorer performance of the low dozmatiec group upon the
Canopy problem, Table 5, may actually be an additional assertion of the
superior quality of performance on the part of these individuals. The
one jump south necessary in the Canopy problem lacks somewhat in elegance
of problem design Aue to the fact that it is not quite cogent with the
laws of physics. High dogmatics under the Immediate Card Condition
probably do not test the reality of this type of jump, e.ge nder the
Spaced Card Condit high dognatics integrate in 20.11 minutes

o-Canopy Problen% and 20.96 minutes (Canopy Problen) =e--- low dog-
matics integrate in 8.96 minutes (No-Canopy Problam) but require
13,34 minutes (Canopy Problem).
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condition that the high dogmatic individual becanes entangled with
the problem of refuting his previously held beliefs in favor of the

' newly presented beliefs.

Table 12 presents the data which provides a quantitative measure
of the qﬁality of the integration process that took place when a problenm
appeared in the first position of the practice order. If a fmhr intezra-
t:hre process occurred in the solution of the first problén. one would
logically expect this integration to facilitate later problem-solving
conducted under similar circumstances. From the design of the two
cognitive tasks, it is readily apparent that an individual attempting
to solve a second Doodlebug Problem, be it the No-Canopy or the Cann-y
problem, has already had experience in utilizing two of the new beliefs,
Furthermore, there is nothing new that really has to be relearned about
these two beliefs, The necessary interaction of these two beliefs has
already been experiencefi. Therefore, if a "true* integration has occurred
we can expect this to manifest itself in a decreased integration tine for
a given cognitive task when this -problem is given in the second position

of the counterbalanced practice order,

The theoretical analysis presented earlier predicts that under an
Jmediate Card Condition both the high and low dogmatic groups should
exhibit a "genuine® type of inteération. In all cases, with the excertion
of the low dogmtic group solving the Canopy problem, this postulated
savings in time occurs at a aighly significant level. The nerformance of

the high and low dogmatic grouvs under the Sneced Card Condition claarly

substantiates the theoretical d:stinction between * party-line® and *"-emmine”




thought processes. Highly dogmatic individuals do not show a savings

in having a problem appear in the second position of a counterbalanced
practice order (.50 and .26 levels of significance); low dogmatic

individuals do show a facilitative effect in the second position

(.05 and .07 levels of significance).
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SIARY AND CONCIUSIONS

The purpose of this study was to present a theoretical and experi-
mental analysis of the phenamenon popularly labeled *party-line® thinking.
It was accomplished by the use of two specially devised problems both of
which involved the integration of multiple sets into a new belief system.
*Party-line® thinking was conceived &s being primarily a non-integrative
procedure, whereas, "genuine' thinking was equated with an integrative
activity. PFurthermore, the study was also conceived as an extension and
validation check upon earlier exvwerimental work conducted at Michigan

State University upon the belief-thought model of Rokeach (2.3.5.6).

Two experimental conditions were imposed upon the problem-solving
tasks; (a) an Imediate Card Condition, in which all the new beliefs were
presented on cards in the form of hints immediately at the start of the
experiment, and (b) a Spaced Card Condition, in which the beliefs were

presented individually at predetermined time interveals.

Under the Immediate Card Condition the problems were solved in
substant ially the same smount of time by high and low dogmatic groups.
When the problems were given under a Spaced Card Condition it was
hypothesized ‘that high dogmatic groups would require more time for the
integration process than those low in dogmatiam, and this integration

would be of a less efficient nature.
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1e entire introductory psychology class for both the winter

ring terms of 1956 were given the Dogmat ism Scale with an

1iental group of eighty subjects being chosen for testing such

3 AR 2 v Bk

rty were high in dogmatism and forty were low in dogmat ism.
xperimental subjects were then randamly assigned to the

3 experimental conditions with ten subjects per group. The }

ental des’gn for both the Imediate Card and Spaced Card —

lons was as followss

\OUP N COUNTERBAIANCED PRACT ICE ORDZR %

PROBLEM A PROBLRM B
2h Dogmatic ld No-Canony Canopy
w Dogmatic 10 - ;
gh Dognmat ic 10 Canopy No-Canopy :

w Dogmatic 10

X oL LA

SIS NREA

e two cognitive tasks, labeled the No-Canony and the Canopy

3, were given in the counterbalanced practice order to determine
sible transfer effect of having a problei:; appear in the second
n of a series of similar problems. It was hypothesized that

wo 02 the three beliefs to be integrated in a prodblem in the

pesition would have already been used in solving the first problem;
tance in which a significant decrease in time did occur would be
ive of "genuine® thinking and any instance in which a significent

e in time d_id__x_:_g_t_ ocecur would be indicative of ®*party-line"

Ze



In regards to the second problem in the practice order, it was
found that high dogmatic end low dogmatic groups both display a facili-
tative effect indicative of a "genuine® integ'ation having occurred
in the solution of the first problem when the problem is given under
an Imediate Card Condition. Under a Spaced Cerd Conditiop it was
hypothesized that low dogmatic individuals would again manifest a
distinct savings in integration time exemplifying the existence of
%genuine® integration on the first problem, However, high dogmatic
mdiviﬁmh under a Spaced Card Condition should pot show a significent
decrease in integration time when a problem appears in the second
position of the counterbelanced practice order, This lack of savings
is equated with the idea that highly dogmatic individuals under a Spaced
Card Condition do not manifest a "genuine® change in the first problem,
but in reality exemplify what has been labeled as "rarty-line' (non-

integrative) thinking.

The f£indings of the study are in accord with the hypotheses posed
and lend support to the construct of dogmat ism while also demonstrating
the importance of personality variables in problem-solving behaviore.

An important implication of the study is that terms derived fram everyday
discourse, in this irstance "party-line® thinking, are amenable to

theoretical and experimental menipulation.
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