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ABSTRACT

OI'ZR= AlND CLOGEDNINDELILSS
ALD THD
ABILITY T0 DIYLRLLIIATE BOTWLEN
SUURCE AND MLSSAGHE

by Predric A, Towell

The purpose of this study was to test enplrically
the validity cof the fundamentil cdistinction between open
and closed belief-disbelief systems posited by Rokeuach
in his discussicn of dogmatism,. He sugsested that open
and closed individuals are basically differentiated in
their relative ability to distinzuish between and eval-
uate independently information about the world and the
information source.

Placing the study in a comnunication context, it was
hypothesized that the more open an indivicdual's belief
systen, the greater shculd be his abllity to differentiate
between the substantive content of a messajze and infor-
mation about the nessage source and to evalucte euch up-
on its ianilrinsic merits,

Two independent variacbles were introduced: (a) the
degree of dogmatisme--open~ or closedrzindedness--—of the
individual, and (b) the reference point enployed by the
individual in evaluating the scurce and message. The
former variable was operationalized as the individual's
dognatism score on the Rokeach Dojmatism Scale, The
latter derended upon whether the individual employed the

source &s a reference point for evaluating the message
D o (9
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or used the mcssagze as a reference point for subsequently
evaluating the source.

The dependent variable was the individual's ability
to differentiate between and evaluate independently the
source and the messaje. This was operationalized as the
QE score derived from the individual's judguents of the
source and messaze utilizing a series of Semantic Dif-
ferential (SD) scales,

Seventy-six respondents Jjudised six source-message
pairs on the basis of the SD scales, The sample was
equally divided between open and closed individuals and
each of tiese groups was further equally divided between
those employing the source as a reference point and those
usin; tlie message as a reference ;oint for subsequently
Judging the message and the source, respectively.

The statistical analysis cof the data involved test-
ing for differences between the variances of the mean Qi
valucs of the open and closed ;roups unuer tiie two refer-
ence point conuitions, The results of the analysis pro-
vided empirical evidence that open and closed individuals
differed in their comparative ability to differentiate
between sources and messages and to evaluate them ince=-
pendently upon their intrinsic merits. Openminded in-
dividuals were founded to be more able to cdo this than
were closed individualses This difference was found to
exist regaerdless of the reference point used in eval-
uating the sources and messa,;es and regardless of the

substantive content of the mescages.
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Cn the basis of these results, it was concluded that
open- and closedminded individuals éo differ in their
relative capucity to differentlate between and cvaluate
indepencdently informstion and scurce of infcrmation,
thus providing empirical support of the validity of what
Rokeach cunsidered the fundamental distinction betwecen
open and closed belicf-disdbelief systems, or between

openminded znd closedmninced individuals,
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PRIF-CE

The process of communicution always invcelves at least
three elecents--a source, a message, and a receiver,
Comnurication research is continually directed at goining
a more comprehensive and insizhtful understanding of the
source, message, and recelver variubles which may contri-
bute to more efficient and effective communiczation,

when one undertakes to study the comuunication pro-
cess and/or its elements, a nunber of apyroaches are
available. One might study the process en toto, &s a
processe Again, 1t is possible to concentrate on only
one or nore of its isolated elements, In this cace,
however, it is impogscible to study a sin le isolated
elerent, despite primary concern with that one element,
Bach of the elements in the proucess of communication is
interdepencdent with the other elenents in the process
and canncvt be com;letely isclated from them, even for
purposes of study.

This study is primarily concerned with the receciver
as &n element of the communication process and, more
specifically, with the personality predisposition of dog-
matism as an attribute of the receiver which affects the
efficiency and effectiveness of any cozmunication.

This study, of necessity, also had to consider the
source and the message as elenments of the process of coo-
nmunication, The empirical approach to the study reqguired

the holding constant of the source and the message 80
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that the effect of the receivers' dogmatism upon their
acceptance and evaluation of both the socurce and the
messace mizht be observed,

Specifically, it was hypothesized that high dogmatic
and low dojmatic individuals differ in their relative
ability to differentiate between and evaluate the sube
stantive content of a messaze and the source of the nes-
sa_es If significant differences in this sbility are ob-
served between hich and low dojmatic individuals, it muy
be concluded that the personality cheracteristic of dog-
matism is & useful variable in predicting the use a re=-
ceiver will make of Judgments about the source and the

messa;e before responding to communicative stimuli,
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IUTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study was to test enpiracally
the fundamental distinction posited by Rokeach between
open and closed belief-disbelief systems, or as the title
of his recent book (60) susests, between open and closed
minds. lle sujsests that open and closed belief-dlsbelief
systems cre basically cifferentiated in “the capacity to
distin uish informction from source of inflormation and

to evaluate euch on its own merits" (GO, p. 29C€).

In The Open &and Closed lMind and in a number of jourw

nal articles (22, 51, 52, 53, 5%, 55, 57, 58, 59, €1, 62,
63), Rokeach and his asscciates proposed several charuc-
teristics which differentiate open end closed belief-
¢istelief systems, They proposed that open and closed
systems differ in the extent of isolation and differen-
tistion of beliefs and disbeliefs, in thie specific con-
tent of bellefs and disbeliefs, and in the structuring
or or;anization of Yeliefs and disbeliefs. Rokeach and
his associctes reported & nunber of studlies testing the
valility of these diflerences in which they found that
open and closed belief-disbelief systems do, in fact,
differ in the extent to wvhich they exhitit these charac-
teristics.

lowever, no attezipt secms to huve been made to date
to test the vulidity of what Rokezch considered to be the
fundamental distinction between open and closed systems,

The differences in desree of isolation, in content, and

1



2
in or;anization were secn as vuriavles contribuiing to
the fundamental distinction--the ability to éifferenticte
between infourmation and scurce of information c¢nd to eval-
uate each on its intrinsic merits. The purjocse of this
study was to empirically test the valicity of this cis-
tinction, The intent wus to determine whether or not
open= and closed minded indivicduals do, in fact, differ
in their comparative &bility to differentiate and eval-
uate source and information,

This fundamental distinction was tested in a more or
less everycday communication situation. Respondents were
olven the task of cifferentiating betueen and evaluating'
information contairied in political statements and informa-

tion ubout tlie sources of the statenonts.

si-crnificonce

The significance of this study was seen as fourfold.
irst, the study should provide empirical evidence sup-
porting or failing to support the valicdity of the basic
distinction between open- &nd closedninded individuals,
as posited Ly Roteach,

Second, should the evicence obtained sup.ort that
distinction, it msy prove useful in explainingz some of
the variability present in the studics of cognitive bale
snce reported by lieicer (25), Kewconb (44), Ossood and
Tannenbaun (44), festinger (13), and others, The prin-
ciples of conjrulty-incon;;ruity or consonance--disson-
ance set forth in these theories of cognitive balance

and attitude change may hold true to varying degrees in
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the cascs of openminded and closeduinded individuals,

Third, the study may have significance in the area
of source credivility. It may provice some partial ex-
planation of the results of those source credibility
gtudies in which the source's influence, either favorable
or unfavorable, was not as predicted, %hese studles are
typified by the research efforts of Ewing (11), Hovland
and Welss (29), Kelman and liovland (386), and others,

Finally, it may be that the distinctioun su;;ested by
Rokeach has relevance to the study of reference group in-
fluence and usage as represented by the worx of Asch (2,
3, 4) and 3Jherif (86), amon; others. Individuals exhibit-
in; open and closed belief-disbellef systems may differ
in the extent to and the manner in which they make use of
reference ;roups when they must reccncile new infurmation
with existing copnitions or knowledge, and when evaluating
and acting upon new information,

Tl.e possible impiications of the differential aovility
of open and closed individuuals to digstinguish between and
evaluate incependently information and scurce of informa-
tion for the study of co; nitive behaevior, source credibile
ity, and reference yroup influence wiil be discussed in
greater detail in Chapler IV,

roanizstion

The study is reported and discussed in four parts.
Chepter I suxmarizes the theoretic b-ckzround of the study,
including & discussion of the ezrly studies of tiie rcla-

tionship of personality to persuasability cnd & brief
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sunmiry of Rokeach's counceptuelization of the busic dis-
tinction tetween open and closed belief-cicbelief systens,
Chapter I elso includes tie thecretic hy:othesis and a
rationale for the study.

The cesign of the study, & description of the sanmple,
& discussion of the questionneire, and the methods employe-
ed in the study are presented in Chapter 1I,

Chapter III presents the results of the statistical
analysis of the data and the conclusions derived from the
analysis.

The final chapter, Chupter IV, includes a summery of
the study, & discussion of the results, and some su;_ested
areas fcr further study. The latter section discusses in
particular the implications of open~ and closedminded in-
dividual's differential ability to distinguish between in-
formation end source of information for the study of cog-
nitive bzalance, source credibility, and refererce group

influences,



CHAPTER I

Chapter I presents a discussion of the theoretic
backsround of this study, the hypothesis that was tested,
and a rationale for the study. In outlining the theoretic
back;round, scmne of the early rescarch efforts in the
areas of personality and persussivility and of rijidity
or cognmetisn are discussed, as well as Rokeach's notion
of the basic difference between open and closed belief-
disbelief systens,

Theoretic Brckrround

It is generally reco;nized that the effects of a
comrzunication are, amon; other influences, dependent up=-
on the personality characteristics of the communicatee,

By teking; account of such personality predispositions,

to; ether with reference group influences and other pres-
sures upon the comaunicatee, it is possible to predict

the manner in which an individual or a group of individuals
will respond to a communication,

Hovland, Janis, and Kelley (26, p. 174) differentiate
two eneral classes of personality characteristics which
affect an individual's responsiveness to any comrunicas-
tion, &nd to persuasive comnunications in particular.

The first genersl class is the individual's readiness to
accept or reject a particular point of view with rejard
to a specific topic.

This set of factors has been recognized as a major

determinant of an individual's susceptibility to opinion

5



6
chiangzes HMuch resenxch effort hus been devoted to study-
inz the rpersonality factors assoclated with acceptunce or
rejection of vurious beliefs end attitudes within cone

to;ic area or another, This tonic-uound type of person-

elity predispozition was subdivided by Janis and liovland

(35, p.e 6~13) into content-bound (includin; appeal-bound,

argument-bound, and style-bcund) fuctors, communicator-

bound factors, redia-bound factors, and gitusticn-vound

factors.,

The studies of authoritarian personalities by Adorno,
Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, and Sanford (1) provided the
mejor impetus towsard unlerstanding; the nuzture of belief
and attitude chanjes ubout specific issues, such us raclel
prejudice., The findin;s of Bettleheim and Junowitz (G,
pe €) beur directly upcen the nature of topic-bound predis-
positions, They fcund, in a study of the effects of enti-
Sexitic propaanda, that such propaganda was most readily
epproved by individuals who either had already acqjuired
an intolerance toward the Jewish people, or who were tol=-
erant of them, but whose perscnzlities were insecure and
hostile, Smith, Bruner, and White (67, p. 7), Haortley (24),
and Sarnoff (€5) reported other studies of personality
correlutes contributin; to readiness to accept or reject’
favorable or unfavorable communications ebout specific
ethnic, national, and political groups.

Other studies of toupic-bound predispositions have
dealt with relatively general factors not linited to the

rodification of attitudes and bellefs toward only one
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type of social ;roup. Weiss wnd Pine (70, 71) investi-
pated the personclity factors which maie for hijsh readi-
ness to accept or reject a communication advocating strict
punitive measures towsrd sccial deviates, They found that
individuelsa with hkizh a;jsre:ssion drives and strong exira-
punitive tendencies were nmore p;rone to accept communica-
tions advocating stron; puniftive attitudes towersd tliocse
who violate tlie norms of society,

Janls and lpvland (35, ppe $=13) cite a number of
edditicnal studles denonstreting the nature of content-
bound, comzunicator-veund, media-bound, uand situstion=-
bound personulity correlates which were found to influence
and indivilual's recdiness to cccept or reject a come-
nunication zdvoeatin; a given point of vicw un a partic-
uler topice

The findin s of these and other studles are uselul
in precicting the manner in which cifferent individuals
ray respond to comnunications dealing with gpecific
issues, However, thelr usefulness is limited when ute
tempting to predict an individual's response to meny types
of communicutions, cuttin; across diverse subjcct mat-
ters anG couvering a wide spectrounm of speclfic belicefls
and attitudes,

The sccond class of personality factors sct lorth Ly
Hovlind, Janis, and Keclley are those which infliucnce an
incivicual's ceneral susceptibiliiy to verious types of
persucsive cormunications and soclal 1afluences hig

cl..ss of prediszpositions was azzuned to be relatively
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independent (tovic-frce) of the subject matter of the com=-

munication. As compared to topic-bound perscaality factors,
they are more gereral in scope in that they &are relatively
independent, not only of the subject matter of the communi-
cation, but also of the communicator, the channel or medium
through which conveyed, and the cominunication situation.
Althou;h never completely independent of these influences,
they ere, nevertheless, not dependent upon the conclusion
of or the position cdvocated in the communication,

A nunber of empirical studies have been conducted 4in
an effcrt to isclate those topic-free predispositions which
gererally influence the acceptance or rejection of com-
rnunications.s A large numver of these investi ations were
concerned with individuals' differences in res.onsiveness
to persuasive communications (12; 26, pp. 177-79; 20, 31,
32)e The resulis of these studies indicated that there
nay be a general personality factor of suscentibility to
communications--a factor leadins to hish or low resis-
tance to a wide variety of communications on muny diverce

nd unrelated topicse

Janis and Field (33) reported a study of the consis-
tency of these individual differences in susceptibility
to various types of communications. The results of their
study indicated that thcere may be a general confisuration
of a relatively few personality variables which contri-
bute to communication susceptivliity.

Muny persornality characteristics have been posited

as influencing &n individual's gencral susceptivility to



9

comnunications, Janis and Field (34), in another study,
fcund that the personality characteristics of feelings of
social inferiority, richness of fantasy, interpersonzl
egoressiveness, and neurotic defensiveness were positively
correluted with susceptibility to persuasive communications,

Linton and Grahem (40) identified a series of vari-
ables relzted to chanie of opinion in response to communi-
cactions and cdescribe a fundemental pattern of perscnality
correlates which predispose an inaivicual to accept or to
reject persuasive communications, Amonyg these variables
was thet of cuthoritaricnism. Althoush they found no siz-
nificant differences between opinion-chansers and nonchang=
ers in their overall authoriterianism, they did find sipgni-
ficunt differences eccording to the dimensions along which
authoritaricnism was organized, Changers and nonchangers
differed in authoriterian submission and a_gression, anti-
intruception, power and toughness, destructiveness and
cynicism, and in projectivity., OCpinion-changers exhibited
a greater degree of all of these varicbles, with the ex-
ceptions of cynicism und projectivity, than did nonchangers.

Otlier personality characteristics which Linton and
reham (40, ppe £C-1C1) found to be related to suscepti-
bility to communications were dei;ree of respect for pure
ental azuthority, attitudes toward sccial deviates, aduira=~
ticn of power, feelin:;s of inadenuacy and inferiority,
assertiveness, and desire for independence,

Cchen (17) found that the desree of an individual's

self-esteem and estinmate of his perscnal zdecuacy were
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positively correlated with his susceptibility to persuasive
communications,

Janis and Hgovlind (35, pp. 167-281) and Hovland,
Janis, and Kelley (26, pp. 174-214) cite a large nunber of
additional studies of a wide variety of topic-free person-
ality correlates which have been found to affect tiie accep-
tance or rejection of pcrsuasive communications,

One of the personality factors noted above which has
been found to be closely related to comnmunicution suscepti-
bility is that of the communicatee's degree of authoritar-
ianism. The measures of authoritarianism used by Linton
and Graham in their study were derived from those develop-

ed b; Adorno, et gl, and reported in The Authoritarian

Personzlity (1, pp. 57=-290).

The research efforts of Adorno and his associates
were conducted in the areas of authorlturianism and intol-
erance as functions of dogmutic or ris;id thougnt behavior,
An individual's susceptibility to an ideology, belief, or
idea was seen as a function of the degree to which he ex-
hibits the personality forces of authoritarianism and in-
tolerance. These personality forces were seen, further-
more, 28 influencing his readiness for response to socio-
losicidl influences or pressures, includin;; communicative
influences.

In their conceptuzlization, an individual's systenm
of objective and rational thought was a function of the
fixity or flexibility of his personality. In order to

understand and predict his resronse to sociolo;jical
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influences, it was necessary to determine the kind of per-
sonality orsanizostion-=the degres of cojnitive rijicitye—-
that exists within him, An individual's response to influ-
ences, whether the response 1s one of acceptance of or
resistance to chene, was seen as a function of the ejo--
that part of the personality structure which appreciates
reality, intesrates the purts of reality, and operutes
with subconscious awareness (1, pp. 1-11).

Thus Adorno and his associates conceived of the per-
sonallty characteristic of cognitive rijidity, overtly
manifested in suthoriterianism and intolerance, as a ce-
terminant of an individual's resistance to or acceptance
of sociolo dical (and communicative) influences,.

Dissatisfied with the earlier efforts to define and
descrive rigidity or resistance to chanje, Rokeuch and his
associates conceived of cpen and closed belief-disbelief
systems in an effort to overcome whut seemed to be some
major inadequacies in the prior conceptualiz.tions of the
nature of rijidity or dogmatism.

Rokeach's major objection to the earlicer efforts in
this area wag tihat they fuiled to produce a satisfactory
ceneralized description of the nature of rijidity or dog-
natispm-~resisctance to changes He felt that the previous
efforts vere still too content- or tople-bound; that is,
th:at these earlier conceptualizations of the nuture of
resistance to chan;e remuined, despite thelr attenpts to
overcome this inadesuacy, applicable only to specific

situztions and &reas of cognitive cctivity. hey fziled
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to provide a description of resigtance to chunge which
pervaded &ll areas of bellef and cognitive functionin..

Initially, Rokeoeh nmude a Cistinction bLetween ri id
end doometic cognitive veliavior. Althoush bolh notions
referred to resistance to chanje, Rokesch szw then as
differing in the scope of their influence., The foraner,
rigidity, referred, in his formul=ztion, only to the re-
sistance to change of single, specific beliefs whereas
doomutisn referred to the resistance to change of entire
systens of belief (C3, ps 68)e Thus the referent of rijid
thinking; was a single concept, set, idea, habit, expectancy,
etc.,} the referent of dogmatic thinzing;, on the other hand,
was the total cogsnitive confijuration of ideas and bellefs
held by the individual, Rigidity invclved the overcoming
of sinsle sets of beliefs in solving or learning specific
provleng and tasksy dogmatism, the overcomin; of a total
system of ideas and beliefs,

As Rokeach conceived cof dogmutism, it was a much more
comnrehiencive phenomenon than was rigidity, embracing the
totul cougnitive orjsunizetion of the individuwl, rather than
a sin;le, isolcted telief or l1dea,

Second, and closely reluted to his first objection,
Rokeach took exception to the previous studies of dogmatism
or ri;idity which treated authcriturianism and intolerance
or ethnocentrism as indenendent domains of do;matic thousht
(1, 21, 41). In his conceptualization, these phenomena are
not independent; both are menifestations of hi her levels

of dogmatism,
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lle «lso objcected to the nature of ithe authoritsrian.osm
and intolerance focused vrpon in the earlier studic:e In
his view, thcse stucies overemphisized the ri htist forms
of authoritarianism and intolerunce, concentrating only on
thie conservative forms of politicsal and etlinic tliou ht such
as rasclsm eand cnti-Semitisn. The earlier studies inored
left authoritaricnism and intolerance--the liicral or radi-
c:.1l forms of politicul wnd ideoloical thou ht as exe [ li-
fied Ly the Comnunist doctrine,

seein ; a needa for the conceptualization of gencerild
authoritarianism and intolerance, both left and right,
Rekeach, in fornuluating his notion of dogmutism, sought
to describe the nature of jeneral suthoritirianism and in-
tolcerance, rother than limit his deceription to the ri htest
forms of those prhenoienas

In Rukewuch's formulation, cdogmatism is a "cognilive
st.te whiclh modiates objective reality within the person”
(57, pe 194). His construct of desmatism revolves around
tle conversence of three clogsely interrelated seils of
variubles: cognitive oystens, intclerance and ruticritore
ianiem, Du.;matisn, in essence, invelves tlc relationship
of ce_onitive functionin:; and sociul attitudes,

In recent yewrs, Rolecch and cthers (1, pie 57-2.0;
41, poe 401-11) have inveuti ated tids relutionshdp, lirge-
ly in the erea of ethnic intolerance and its underlying
authoritarianism (50, 51, 52, 53, 5G). In these studies,
it was found that individuuls hi h in ethnic prejudice

and/or authoritarianism were more riid and concrete in
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their cognitive functioning, more narrow in their grasp
of an idea or belief, had a greater tendency to premature
closure of perceptual processes and distortions of memory,
.and a greater intolerance of ambigulty.

Prior to the writin; of The Crnen and Closed Mind, the

najer research effort to explain the relutionship between
beliefs and cognition was that of Frenkel-Drunswik (16,
17, 164 19)s In her explanation, a clouse correspondence
existed between the coznitive spheres of behavior and the
emotional or social spheres, An individual's coznitive
activity was seen as a function of his past social and
enotional experiences,

Rokecch'!s construct of open and closed belief-dis-
belief systems was largely derived from the work of
Frenkel-3rungswiks, It was a theory tying tosether the
organization of social and emctionel attitudes with that
of coznition, es was the theory of Frenkel-Brunsawik,
However, his theory embraced the nature of penerzl au-
thoritarienien @nd intolerance, whereas that of ¥Yrenkel-
Brunswik concerned itself solely with right authoritare
ianism and intolerance, In Rokeach's view, beliefs and

cosnition were structurally inseparable, andl @S such,

wvere interrelsted in his conceptuali:zation of dogmatisnm,
Accordin; to Rokeach's construct, the structure of
belief-disbelief systems vuaries alonyg a continuum from
open (low dogmatism) to closed (high duognatism)e This
continuuwa waos .« Joint function of (a) the cegree of

interdependence axon; the parts within the belief systen,
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within the disbelief system, cnd between the belief and
the disbelief systeus; (b) the éesree of interdependence
between the central, intermediate, and peripheral regions
of the system; and (c¢) the organization of the system along
a time perspective dimension (51).

Contentwise, the belief-disbelief oystem may be des-
crived in terms of the formal content of centrally located
teliefs and cdisbeliefs,

In The Open and Closed Mind, Rokeach reported a nun-

ber of studies testin;; the validity of his theory of open
and closed belief-cisbelief systems in terms of the cog=
nitive processes (G0, e 1569-234)e These studies re-
guired subJects to wcccomplish a variety of problem-solving
tasks, many of then patterned after the Denny Doodlebuy
Provlem devised by M. R. Denny in 1945, In general, the
problem and 1ts many variations required the furmation of
new beliefs and the alteration of existing systems.
Rokeach hypothesized that "the more closed a person's
belief system, as measured by the Dosmatism Scale, the
more resistance he will put up to forminz new belief
systems" (GO, pe 1501),

The validationel studies provided evidence in sup-
port of Rokeach's construct of generul dognatic thougsht
as oprosed to rigidity i.e., tlhe hypotheses that rela-
tively closed individuals were more resistunt to clhian_es
in beliefs, hid nore éifficulty in integrating new infore
mation and beliefs into their existing belief-distelief

systen, h.d more cifficulty in rememberin; new information
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and beliefs, were more depcndent upon authority, znd ex-
hibited greater isolation of peritheral teliefs, These
and other studies conducted by Hokeach and his associates
all served to support the volldity of his concentualizations
of the nature of belief-cdisbelief systems and the differen-
tial characteristics of ojen and closed systems,

In this study, it was attexspted to test and validate
a portion of Rokeuch's theory which has not, to date, been
enpirically tested; namely, the fundamental differenti.tion
he makes in the nature of open end closed ninds--=the abile
ity to distinjuish between and evaluate independently the
substuntive content of a mcssage and the source of that
nessase.

In Rokeach's terms

"The more open one's belief system, the more should
evalucting and acting upon information jprocced incependent-
ly cn its own merits, o o o o

"Conversely, the more closed the belicf sysiem, tlie
more difficult should it be to distingudsh between infor-
mation received avout the world and information received
about the scurce,

"The two aspects of communication are indisting uishe
able to the clozed system, but distinguishable to the open
systen" (60, ppe. 58=59),

Theoretiec Eypothesis

The theocretic hypothesis underlying this study was:
The more open an indivicdual's belief-disbelief system, the

creater should be his ability to differentizte between
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the substantive content of a messae snd information about
the messuse source; and the more should evaluanticn and
action upon the content, and evalustion and zcceptance of
the source, proceed independently upon the respective
merits of each,

Conversely, the more closed an individual's belief-
disbelief system, the less should be his ability to dif-
ferentiate between informational content of a message and
information about the source with evaluation and action
on each proceedings upon their agsgregate and interacting
merits,

The theoretic hypothesis wus operationalized in the
followins manner: Given individuals indicating their
personal evaluative Judgments of the substantive content
of a series of statements and cf the statement sources,
utilizing a series of Semantic Differential scales (47);

The averaje distance (D) tetween concept points
representing; for the individual the connotative meaning
of the substantive content of a statement and of the source
within that individual's semantic space, as determined by
his evaluative Judgments of each and reflected by his res-
ponses to a series of Semantie Differential scales, will
be greater for openminded individuals than for closedminded
individuals; the extent of open- or closedmindedness
bein; measured by the individual's score on the Rokeach
Do_natlsn Scale, (l.€. Dg>D§}.

nntionale
In Rokeach's conceptualization, all informztion re-

ceived by an individual must e processed or coded in such
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a wey that it mey either be rejected or fitted into the
individual's belief-disbelief system., He conceives of
thiis processing-coding activity as the process of thinke-
in; and suggests that it is within the context of beliefs
and disbeliefs that thinking or cognitive cctivity takes
plaece (60, pp. 47-43).

Although not certain of how this process proceeds,
he sugsested that new information is first screened for
compatibility with existing primitive or busic beliefs,

If not rejected thuroush the process of cosnitive narrowing;,
the new information 13 transmitted from tlie central re-
sion to the intermediate rejzion of the belief-disbelief
system. If not rejected as incompatible with the individ-
ual's beliefs about the nature of suthority, the informa-
tion i3 subseguently communicated to the peripheral rejzion
where it becomes represented as a nonprimitive belief or
disbelief,

The extent and manner in which new information is
fitted into the belief-disbelief systez depends upon the
degree to which the system 1s open or closed, In Rokeach's
conceptualization;

"AL tie closed extreme, it i3 tlie new information

hat must be tampered with--bLy throwing it out, sltering
it, or containiny it within is»lated tounds, In this
way, the belief-Cisuellief system is left intuact. At the
open extreme, it is the other way arcund: New information
is essimilated ag is and, in the hard prucess of reconciling

it with other beliefs, communicates with other peripheral
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¢8 well as intermedicte beliefa, thereby producing Y enuins!

.

(us contrasted with 'poety-ling') chivics in Lhc whole

vellcf-cisbeliel system® (20,

Jokeoen sugsested thaet the bsle characteriztic de-
finin; the extent ¢o which an individual's belief-disbelief
system 13 oven or closed is “the cxtont to which the o=
son can recelve, evalucte, ond nect on relevant incoruction
received from the cutoide on its own intrinsic merits, une
eucumbered by irrelevunt fuactor.: in the situntion foon
within the perscn or from the outzice" (CG, Pe 57D

Flacin: this fundanental distincetioen in a connunica-
tion context, it is the extent to wiich an individunl can
aigtin adsh betveen infornction contoinad in a mesuige and
inforoation about the source of Lhe mosarpu and ev.lucte
eachi uron its own neriis,

This study was conceived in an etlenpt to provide
e.plrical evivence ¢f tie validity of thut distinction,

The study was wncuertaxen in an ef{fort (o ascertuin uvhether
or not open end closed Lndividucls doy in fuet, dallfer in
thieir relative ability to differcntiste vetweon informotion
A HSUUDICO.

The vurlous source presti e and creciiility studles,
and, to so.e de;ree, the coonitive balance studies are in-
terested only in the effcet of a scource upon the communi-
catee's Judzient and sceceptunce ol ddews, Ldlicfs, cune
cepts, ebce In this study, an atiopt wio mode to weldeve
grecter seneralizability of the results by treating sources

and messga e

-

e3 us reference peints auinst whilch thie resnone
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dents were to judge new stimull--sources and statements,

In line with the theoretic hypothesis of this study,
the influence of open- or closecnindedness should operate
to arproxinutely the same extent and in &ap;roximately the
scne manner rejardless of whether the reference point used
in evaluuting the scurces and staterents is tlhe mescsaege
or the scurce,

It was seen that, should the fundamental distinction
between open and closed systems be supported by this study
(o8 well as by other similar validational studies), this
distinction may be useful in expleaining and predicting
various effects of comaunication. It was thousht theat
these effects, and the phencmena prowucinz them--source
credibility, percuasive appeals, reference group influ-
ences, methods and order of presentation, etcs--may occur
in different manners and to different cde;rees in the cases

of open-and closedninded indivicduals.



Ciatiill II

This chapter describes the desiyn of the study, the
guestionnaire, and the sample; and discusses interviewing
procedures and controls,

Desiyn of tle Shudy

Tris study was designed to compare the relative cuapa=-
©11lity of open-and closedminded indivicduals to differen-
tiaste between a ceries of statements and their sources
and to evaluate each on its own merits, independently of
the other,

There were two independent variables in the study.
The first vori:able was the incdividuals' de_rece of do_ mu-—
tisn--open- or closedmindednesa, This vuriable wus opera-
tionaliczed, indexed, and munipulated throush measurencnt
of th:t persovnality factor on the Rokeach Dogmatism Ccales
Tlue respondents were differentiated, on the busis of their
dogsmatisa scores, only as beiny o-en- or closeumindeds
The mug_nitude or intengsity of their open~ or closedminded-
ness was not taken into account,

The do_matism scores of the respondents comprising
ti.e samnple ranged from 120 to 197. The mean doznatisn
score wus 153.36 (31ightly openminded) and the standard
deviation of the scores was 13.19. In line with Rokcach's
scoring procedures (GU, pe 03), a scere of 100 was tuken
as the cutting point between open and closeu respondentsg
openiiinded respondents havin; scores of 157 or less,

Tuble 1 shows the distribution of the respondents'

2l



dogmatism scores,

ABLE 1
Distribution of Respondents!

Dosmatism Scores

(N ejuals 7€)

Lcore f score £
120 - 124 2 170 - 1€4 5
125 - 129 3 125 - 1069 (6
130 - 124 4 170 - 174 8
125 - 153 > 17, - 179 8
140 « 144 6 150 - 154 G
145 - 149 7 15 - 139 4
150 = 154 5 130 = 194 -
155 - 159 6 195 - 129 1

The second independent variable was that of the refer-
ence point to be used by the respondents in judzing the
statements end the sources, The reference point was opere
ationalized and manipulated as either Source Primacy or
Mecsa;e Primacy., Thet 1s, the respondents in one~half of
the cases used the source as a reference point (jud;ed the
sources first) for sudbsequently evaluating the statements
of the source and in the other one-half of the cases, they
used the statemcnts as the reference point (Judsed the
statements first) for evaluating the statement sources,

Uncer the theoretic hypothesig, the reference point
used Ly the respondents was not of primary concernj how-
ever, it was nanipulated in an attempt to evaluate the
generalizability of the first incdependent variable's effect

upon the dependent varlable under both Source Primacy and
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the Messzze Primacy conditions, The assunption that the
relerence point varicble would not contuninate the influ-
ence of the dosmatism variasble unen the dependent voriable
was tested by manipulation of the reference point variable.

The dependent variable was the relative ability of
open and closed recpondents to differentiate and evaluate
independently the statements and the statement sources,
This variable was operationalized and measured in terms of
the respondents' judgments of the sources and their resjec-
tive statements on the Semantic Differentisl scales pro-
vided to them for makin; their judgments,

Respondents were asxed to indicate on 14 Semantice
Differential scales their feelin:s toward the two najor
political party Presidential candldotes in the 15450 elec-
tiont Vice President Nixon end Senctor Kennedy., Utilizing
the sane 14 adjective pnirs of pclarized connotative mean-
inz, the re:pondents were a2lso asked to judje three state-
ments made by the two candidates in the course of the
election canpalyn,

The avera;e source-statement difference in Judsment
was obtaired for each responient. This avera_e distonce
or difference between scurce Judgments end statement Juds-
ments was then sguared, and this velue was taken as the
reasure of each respondent's ability to differentiate the
sources from the content of thelr statements and to eval=-
uate then inderencdently., In line with the theoretic Lypo-
thesis, it was expected that the distance squared (QE)

scores would be greater for the cpenminded respondents
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then for the closedminded responcents,

Thus, the index of the dependent variclle was 23 as

cerived in the ezuation;

%a a°,
where gi was the distance between the respondents' judg-
ment of the source and the statement on each of the 14
scales used to Jjudge them. The 23 scores are additive and
may be averaged over the open- and closedminded respon-
dents and reference point concitions (47, pp. 75=124),

A pretest was conducted (Appencdix A) to cdetermine the
statements to be included in tlhe questionnuire and the
Senuntic Differential scales to be proviced ilie respon-
dents for Judsing the statements and the sources in the
study proper. Ten statements, five by each of the two
candidates, were selected from newspapers and news maga-~
zines, The subject matter of these statements inclucded
defense, domestic affairs, foreign affeirs, and intejra-
tion, The statements of the two sources were matched, as
nearly as possible, with regard to subject matter and pur-
posee In the pretest, the statenents were not attributed
to their sources., 7The respondents in the pretest were
asked to Jjudge the resulting 12 concepts on the basis of
50 Senantic Differentisal adjective pairs,

Trey were elso agked to respond to five items selected
from the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, ond a statement of their
pelitical party preference was obtained,

The responcents' Semantic Differential responses were

subrnitted to correlation- and iten-analysis with the



following results:

1, The list of 30 adjective pairs was recuced to 14
pairs. These 14 Semantic Differential Scales were select-
ed for thelr polarization of the respondents' jud ments,
their ebility to differentiate the res;ponses of Republican
and Denocratic rezspondents, the ability to differentiate
between the statements of the two sources, and the avcrage
distence between scurce and statement judsments on euch of
the scales,

2. The series of ten statenents was reduced to six,
three matching statenents by the two candidates. The state=
ncnts were gelected for their greater avercie distance from
their sources on the Semantic Differential scales and for
the consistency of the responses made to them by open- &nd
closedninded respondents. The three remaining pairs of
statements dealt with forei:n effeirs, domestic affeirs,
end inte_ ration,

The Ha~le

The populxtion from which the sarple of rezpondents
for the stucdy was taken was composed of open- and closed~-
minded individuals, For the purposes of this study, the
respondents were drawn from the general population of the
City of Lensing and the surrounding township.

The recpondents were selected by means of a modified
quota sanpling procedure. That is, it was predetermined
that one~hulf of the respondents should be orennindedj
the other one-half, clocedninded, Tor this reason, it

wag not possible to establish an uprer lindit on the sample
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size, Interviewing continued until the sample was (a) 50
or more respondents in size and (b) equally cdivided between
open= end closedninded individuals.

In acdition, it was uceclded that the swnmple, &8 neur-
ly as possible, shiould be equally éistributed in terms of
ace, sex, political party preference, end hish, middle, or
low socio-economic status, Socio-economic status was ine-
dexed on the baslis of annual household income and the edu-
cational level ettained by the respondent.

The criteria of political party preference and socio-
econoric status were manipulated by interviewin; respcn-
dents residing in areas in and around the City of Lansing
which c¢videnced these critical characteristics. (The
offices of the Lansing City Clerk and Treasurer and the
offices of the Lunsing Township Clerk and Treasurer pro-
vided essistance in selecting areas which exhibited the
critical votin; behovior and socio-cconomic status cherac-
teristics,)

Thus, the sample was not representative of the gen-
eral population of the City of Lansing and the immediate
area, However, the general population is not the populue-
tion to which it was cdesired to generalize the results of
thils study; rather, the results were to be generalized to
the populution of open- and closedminded individuals, It
was felt thot the sample was representative of this popu-
lation inasnuch as the distribution of open and closed
respondents closely appro:ximnated the distribution of dog-

matism scores observed by Rokeuch in several specific



27
populations (CO, ppe. 101=Cl),

In terms of the respondents actually contacted and
interviewed, the sample is described in Tables 2 and 3.
Thirty-eight openminded respondents were interviewed, as
were & like nuxmber of closed respondents, The other
najor brealkc.wn, that of party preference, yielded 40
Republicans and 3G Democrats.

Although not of primary interest in this study, the
data collected afforded an opportunity to examine, on the
basis of this small sample, the relationship of dogmatism
to the demographic variables of sex, aje, income, education
socio=-cccnomle status, and political party preferencs,
Chi-square tests were employed to deternine whether or
not the distribution of open and closed respondents within
each of the denogrephic classifications differed from that
which mizht be expected by chance. Only in the case of
party preference did the distribution differ significante-
ly from chance (p<+0l)s. The direction of the difference
sugested that Republicans tended to be more openninded;
Democrats, more closedninded, This relationship was found
in a relatively small sample &nd must, therefore, Le test-
ed in a larger research effort specifically designed to
investijate the relationship of dogmatism and party pre-
ference before any statement moy be made to the effect
thiat Republicuns are more or less open~ ¢r closedininded

than Denocrats,
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Ti‘z Dm 2

Open and Closed Respondents
According to
Jexy Age, Income, Lducation,
Party Preference, und Soclo=iiconomic Stotus

Itenm Onen Cloced Totnl
Male 16 20 36
Female 22 18 40

Ae

“Tess than 20 4 2 5}
20 - 24 1l 3 4
25 = 29 4 3 4
20 = 34 6 2 8
25 = 39 4 6 10
40 - 44 3 8 11
45 - 49 2 7 2
20 - 54 ) 2 7
25 = 59 3 2 3]
€0 - O4 ped l 3
65 and over 4 1 5

Annunl Income

(il 00)
Less than 2.0 2 3 5
300 - 409 7 12 1()
50 = 649 2 3 5
7«0 = 8.9 6 4 10
9,0 - 10,9 4 5 9
11.0 had 12.9 6 6 12
1500 - 11#09 '3) 3 9
15,0 2nd over 5 2 7
Ednention
ieurs
Less than 8 2 3 5
38 2 6 a8
2 2 2 4
10 - 4 4
11 - 1 1l
12 14 12 25
13 - - -
14 - 1 1l
15 - - -
16 16 9 25
¥ore than 16 2 - e



TabLl 2 = continucd

vem GUpen Clo-ed Tot:l
I'erty Prefercnce

nepuwlicon 27 13 40

Denocratic ‘ 11 25 30
5-E Stntus

Ligh 17 11 23

Middle 12 12 24

Low 9 15 24

The distributicn cf cpen and closed respondents did
not differ significantly from chance in the cases of the
aze (p> «¢99), sex (p>+52), inconie (p>e30), education
(p>+20), and socio-econonmic status (p» «30) variables,
Althoush no significant differcices from chance were ob-
served, the direction of the differences, however snall,
sujsested that openmindedness may be assccliated with
hisher education and socio-econcmic status, and thot
women may be more openminded then men., There was no suj-
sestion of any assoclation of agse or incume with dognatism,.
Again, specific study of the relationship of these vari-
ables and that of dogmatism is needed before any cone
clusions mcy be drawn,

Chii-squure tests were also used to deternxine whether
or not the distribution of Republican and Democratic res-
pondents within the sex, age, incuie, education, and socio-
econonic status classifications differed from chances In
adaition to the sijnificant difference noted in the case
of open- versus closednindedness, the only other major and

sisnificent difference from chence was obsecved in the
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TLBLE 3

Republican and Democratic Respondents
hccording to
Sex, Are, Income, Edgucntion,
and Socio=-iconeonic ostatus

Itenm Rerutlican Dermocratice Total

Sex
llale 13 13 30
Ienale 22 13 40

~
®

Less than

2C - 24
2D - 23
30 = 34
55 = 39
- 4
- 49

-
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T/ 3 - continucd

Iten ferutlican Tenocrntic Lvotol

S5«¥ Status

Ti h 13 10 28
riddle 14 10 24
Low 8 15 24

case of the income variable (p<+05). The cirection of
tiils difference su;gested that individuals with hijsher
incomes may be partial to the Republicaen partyj those
with lower incones may tend to be Democratse This is in
azreement with the findings of the nunerous investij;ations
of the relctionship of income and political party prefer-
ence or affiliation,

The distribution of Republicuen and IJemocratic res-
pondents did not differ significantly from chance in the
cases of the sex (p>+80), age (p>.80), education (p>.20),
or socio-economic status (p> +10) variables. The direc=
tion of the differences in the cascs of educution &and socio-
economic status would sugpest, however, that there nmuy be
some relationship between these varicbles and that of
party preference, Individuals of hi her education end
socio~economic status were found, from the (drection of
the ¢ifferences in this snall sample, to be Republicans,
whereas those of lower education and socio-econonic status
tended to be Democrats., There wios no suggestion of any
association of the z;e and sex variables with thut of
party preference, Agein, this is in line with the find-

ings of studies of the relztionship of these variables
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with political party affiliation.®

The “uestionnaire

Feur vercions of the questionnaire were prepured.
Ezch version contained the nanes of the two major politi-
cal party Presicential candidoates and three statecents
nade by ewzch c¢f themes The candidate's names and the state~
ments were plzced at the head of pages containing the 14
Senantic Differential scales to be used in Judzing then.

The four versions of tlie questionnaire were construce
ted as follows in an effort to minimize order and refer-
ence point effects:

One-half of the questionnaires asked the respondents
to judse the sources first and then to judce the state-
nents, attributing the statements to their respective
suthors (Source Trimacy concition)., In the other one-
half of the questionnaires, the responcdents were asked
to first judge the statements, without cttribution, and
then to Jjudge the scurces, apprising the respondents as
to which of the precedin; statements had becn made by
that source (Message Primacy condition). It was felt
that by so alternuiing the source-statenent order, the
strength of any influence of Judgments of the source upon

subsequent Jjudgments of the statements, and vice-versa,

8Yates' correction, involvings subtraction in the numerator
of an absolute value /.5/, was used in computing the chi-
square values, All of the clil-scuare values were tested
with one degree of freedom with the exception of those
values involving the education and socio-economic status
vaoriables,
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%)
nizht be ceternined and contrclled,

In addition, in cone-hz2lf of the Uource Irimacy cone
Gition gquestionnuires, ithe Repullicoa Tarty candideate. and
kis stateicnts were rresented first for evaluation; in
the other one-hulf, the Dencerztic cuniidate and his
staterents were presented first,. The Mossooe Poinocey
conclition gquestionniires wore ciuilixly divided, thus
producing four versicng cf the guesiionncdre,

The questionncdre also inciuded the abbreviated
(40=1iten, Torm D) Roleuch Doomatisn Scules (Ten ftaus of
the nature of those in the Dosnatisa Scale were added in
tie first droft of the qguegstionnoire., These itens were
intended to measure the respondents' abllity to differe
entlcte information froa source of infornmation, liowever,
it was found that the items did not top this ability end
they were thercfore excluded fr.n the finul draft of the
guestionnaires)

The questionnuires also included questions ebout th
resporcentst ae, gsex, annucl househsld income, educational
level attaincd, peliticecd purty preferonce oxr affiliction,
snd Tresidentlal candidate cholco. This loust guestion was
uced in conjunction with the guestion of purty prelcronce
in oxder to oLtuin a more otjective mcusure of the rese-
pondents® pclitical leonin;s at tlhe time of the 12L0 I'resie
centiszl election cumpaisn,

Aprendix B presernits a sample of the quustionnidre,

Intezvicwing Doocenure
A teunm of interviewers wus enployed to conduct th

interviews in the hormesn of the rospondents, Their
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responsibility was to exploin the nature and purpose of
the study (the study was presented to the respondents s
a "survey of political and socicl attitudes"), explain the
res;ondent's task to him, eand to answer any pertinent
questions prior to the interviewee's bteginning to respond
to the guestionnsire items.

Once the interviewees had bezun to respond to the
itens, the interviewers were instructed not to interpret
or explain any of the itens,

When the respondents completed the guestionnaire, the
interviewers checked them to ensure that the resnondents
had not inadvertently or willfully omitted eny item, answer-
ed any questions that the respondents may have asized at
thet time, and thuanked the respondent for his or her
cooperation,

Controls

Three control measures have been previously mentioned
in passinge. In the preparation of the questionnaires, the
source-staterent order of presentation was alternated or
rotated so that the influence of Jjudsments of either upon
subseguent judoments of the cother might be controlled and
taken into consideration when evaluatinzs the effect of the
independent vaeriable upon the dependent variable,

The order of presentation of the two candidates and
thieir statenments was similarly rotated for the same purpose.
In addition, since the study wos not interested in the
effcet of Jul;in; one statement prior to Jjud;in; another,

the six staterments were presented in random orders so as
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to minirdze or cveruse any eifect judsments of one stute-
went misht hove had u oon judpgrmenis of sub.eguent stute-
ments,

A cecond contrcl involved the matching, as nearly as
possible, of the stutenents of the two cuncidates with
re_ard to substuntive content, 3By matching thu stutemonts,
it was hoped that any differentlial effects due to the sub-
Jject matter of the statezients mizht be controlled so e&s
not tou confound tne relationship of Lie incerendent and
dependent variables,

huthier gtrenuous ccontrols over the activity of the
intervievers wvere essential to prevent any possible bias=
inz of the respondents' enswers by thie interviewers, The
controls exercised over the interviewers were discuussed

in tlie preceuing section on Interviewin: Procedure,

The manner in wiiich il.e responuents were selected
constituted some control over the nature of the sumple,
Some degree of balancing was achieved by means of quota
sacplinge. Within each quota group, randomization of res-
pondent selection was sought by utilizing a table of ran-
dom numbers to determine which households within the voting
behavior and socio-economic status arcas would be selected
for the interviews.

Contrels over the interview uituclion were necessary
to ensure that tlie res:ondents' answers were not blased
by other individuals or uictrecting influences within
the household., For this reason, the interviews were con-

ducted, if at &ll possible, away from the nucleus of
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activity in the home end in private, preferably.
It was necessary to also control the activitics of
he coders to ensure their reliability. Each question=-
naire was scored LY two coders other than the investigator,
and in all cagses of coder disagrsenent tle problens were
readily resolved,

The control technigues of elimination, equalization,
ranconization, and balancing were not secn as appropriate
for application to the independent and dependent variables,
Both the incependent variable of open- or closedmindness
end the responses upon which the dependent variable was
grounded are functions of a great nunber of extraneous
variavles; that is, they are functions of the attitudes
and beliefs of the respcondents, Insofar as attitudes
end bveliefs are determined, at least in part, by th
individual's past experiences, sccio-econonic environe
ment, and knowledze, such extraneous and pos:zibly confound-
ing variables which might be assuciated with the inde-
pendent variable--sex, &re, education, sociul contacts,
incone, etc.~-=-cannot properly be ccntrolled as they are
determinants, in whole or in part, of the independent

variable of open- or closedmindedness,



CilupPToR I1X
The statictical ¢nidlyzis of thie data cttoined in the
interviews and tlie conclusions cerived from the enalysis
are reported in this chapter.,

Eoniricnl Lvidence

Eznpirical evidence supporting or failin; to support
the theoretic hypothesis was obtuined by testing the fol-
lowin; statistical hypothesis:

The nean 23 scores of cpenninded respondents do not
differ from the mean 23 scores of the closedminded res-
pondents, (i.e., Dgcbi)-

Mean 23 scores were computed for eachi of the four
test groups (openninded, Scurce Primacy conditiony open-
minded, Fessage Primacy condition; closedmincded, Suurce
Primacy ccnéition; and closed ninded, Message Irinacy con-
dition) on each of the six scurce-message pairs, These
scores, upon which the analysis wes based, are reported
in Table 4,

he 405 (two-tailed) level of significance was select-
ed for testing the statistical hypothesis,

inalysis

Thie statisticel analy:sis of the data consisted of
testing for differences between the MHean 23 scores of
the four groups. The techniques descridbed by Greenhouse
and Geisser (23) for the analysis of profile data were
em;loyed.

A simple inspection of the cdata indicated that the

37
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aszsumption of homogeneity of variance could not ve met,
Bartlett's test of homogeneity wes epplied, neverthe-
less, und the resultant B value of 172,633 (p .001) was
obtained, indicating heterc eneity of the datz. (It
st.ould be noted thxt the Bartlett test of homogeneity is
not &; propriate for data of this sort, It wus uged only
&8 a neans of obtaining a crude mecasure of tlie hetcro-
zenelty of the data,)

As a result, a correction factor for heterc_ eneity
of veriance su;;rested by Greenhouse and Geisser was en=-

ployed, heir congservative correction involves reducing

the deszrees of freedom by a factor 1/p = 1 (where p, in
thiis instance, ejuals the number of source-mess:ge pairs)
for the P tests of the source-nessajze palrs and of the
interacticn between the palrs and the indepencent varl-
ables in this study (23, p. 102).

In addition to testin; the null Lypothesis of no
difference in the mean 23 scores of the open and closed
groups, four additional null hypotheses were simultane-
ously tested:

l. The mean Qf scores among the six source-messape
pairs are not different, (i.e, D§=D§I=D§II=D§V=D$=D%I).

2. The mean 23 scores under the Source 'rimacy

conditions are not different from those under the Message

o
Primacy conditions, (i.e. Dﬁ*D;)'

¢ There 1s no interaction between the variasble of
oren- or closednindedness and that of source or messase

priniacye
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4, There is no interaction between the _roups and
the scurce-ncssage palrs.

The results of testing thece five hypotheses eore
reported in Table 5., The obtalned F's listed in the
tables

l. Periit rejecticn of the hypothesis of no differ-
ence in the mean 23 scores of the openninded and closed=-
minded groups (p WCCl)

2e TFall to permit rejection of the h;pothesis of
no cifference in {he nmenr 23 scores amon; the six source-
messa al

e

-

et
e

5]
[ ]

> 3

3¢ Full to perait rejection of the hypothesis of
no difference in thae nean gi scores unuer the Source
Prinacy and lMessae Primacy ccnditions;

4, Yall to pernit rejection of the hypothesis of
no interaction between the variables of open- or closed-
mindedness and of scurce or message primacy; and,

5¢ Fail to permit rejection of the hypothesis of
no interacticen between the groups and the source-ncssuge
pairs,

Conclusions
rron the results of statisticnl analysis ol Lhe

data, it was cencluded that there was eviuence in sup=

Ja)
)

port of the theorctis hrpothesis, The mcan )7 scores
of the openminded responients were significantly dif-

ferent from those of the closedninded resnondentss AS-
sunin; thet QE is a relisble and valid index of the de-

wendent variable, it was inferred on the basis of the
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results of the anulysis (a) that open- and closedulnded
indivicduzls differ in their ability to differontiate be-
tween and evaluate the substantive content and tle souurce
of a message znd (L) that, based on the _reater QE secores
of the open respondents, the ability of copenminded ine-
dividuals to malke this differentiation 1s greater than
that of closedmninded individuals,

Each of the other null hypotheses were rejected in
the statistical analysis of the data, The mean QE scores
¢id not ciffer significantly between the Source Primacy
and Messuge Frimecy concitions, nor did they cdiffer sig-
nificantly smon;: the six source-nessa;e pairse Similurly,
no interection was observed between the variables of
deoree of doomatism end reference point, nor between tlie
four sroups and the source=nessage p:irs,

dejection of euch of these hypotheses contrituted
to the generalizability of the applicability of the
theoretic hypothesise, The influence of openmindedness
or closedmindedness upon the abllity to differentiate
snd evalucte informition and .ource of information was
not contairinated by the nature of the communication,

The effect of open~ or closedmindedness upon this ability
did not chanze significantly from one source-nessage pair
to another, indicating the generalizability of the re-
sults to communications of relatively diverse content and
intent., Similarly, the refercnce point utilized by the
regspondents in moxing the evaluations of sources and

stateiments ¢id not contaninate the effect of the inde-
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TADLL 5
Analysis of Variance

o]
of Mean DT scores of the Four Groups

osounce af Swi 06 Souares I D
Pairs 5 iy = 3122,5276  F,° = 7506  n.s.
Groups 3 (p = 565314190 F2 s 3.9575 «GCL
Uren/ c
Closed” (1) o= 54737841730 5 =2543730 «0U1
Source/ (1) Cop= 1308,.,95€70 F22 = L5Cl0 NeSe
Message “
Inter- e .y
Incivi-
Guals 72y =150430.3250
Groups
X Palirs 15 Cp = 227029535 F3 = L2052 NeSe
Indivi-
duals x
Pairs 360 QB =317502.,8320
TOTAL 405 s 85332257200
aFollowing the procedures of Greenhouse and
Geisser, the F values were computed and
tested as Icllows:
Fy = (72) 03/, tested with 1 and 72
s, Vo
Se
Fro = (72) 0/(3) 7n, tested with 3 and
<72 af's, ?
Fqla (72) qu/ii, tested with 1 and 72
“ dfts, <
Foo= (72) QEZ/QB' tested with 1 and 72
< af's,
F.,= (72) Q23/Q3, tested with 1 and 72 df'*s,
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pendent variable upon the cerendent vari-ble., The find-
in;s were the scne rejiadless of whether the source served
as a reference point for judging the statencnis or the
stateuents were enployed as & rcflererce point for eval-
uating the sources,

Finally, none of the variables was found to ve op-
erating in conjunction with another or interacting so us
to cornfcocund the effect of open- or closeduindedness upon
the abllity to alfferentiate between &nd evaluate inde-

pendently riessages and their sourcess

F5 = (72) ¢, /(3) Qg9 tested with 3 and
72 df's.

bThe cesrecs cf freecon for P, and 25 vere
reduced fren 5 and 3%C, and Irom 1lo”7and 300,
vy a factor 1/5 as su - ested by Crecnhouse
and Geisser in order to corrcct for hetero-
cenelty of variance in the data.

C3ee George W, Snedecer, Statistiesl Methods

(Amest Jowa State Collese Press, 125G), pDe
254-56 and 329-33, for the prccedure of sub-
dividing & term into independent or orthogon-
al conponents for the purpose of designed
comparisons among the conponents,



CHAFTLR IV

Chapter IV presents a summary of the study, dis-
cusses the results of the data analysis in liskt of the
najor hypothesis, and su;gésts sume areas for further
study.

The present study attempted to obtain enpicicel
evidence in support cf the fundamental distinction sug-
cested by Rokeach and his assoclates between open and
closed belief-disbelief systems namely, the differential
capacity to distinguish between information and source
of informatiocn und to evaluate and act upon each on itis
intrinsic merits,

In orcder to test the validity of this distinction,
a series of source-mess:;;e pairs were prepared and pre-
sented to respondents who were asked to Jjudse each source
«nd statement (messaze) on the busis of 14 Semantic Dif-
ferential ccules. COnz sroup of respondents used the
source as the reference point for subsequently evaluat-
in;; the statermentsj the other group used the statements
of the source as the reference point for Judging that
source.,

The éistance (D) between each respondent's judg-
ment of the source and his statements on the Semantic
Differential scales was taken as an index of his ability
to differentiate the source and the messase and to evalu-

ate each independently. In order to compare the distance

44
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scores of the openminded respondents with those of the
closedninded respondents, and to compare the distance
scores of the respondents usingy the sources as reference
points with the scores of those using the statexents as
relerence points for subsequently judoing the statencnts
cr the sources, it was necessary to sqguare the distance
scores, obtaining a distance sjuared (23) score fcr each
of the respondents on the six source-nessuasze palrs presente
ed in the questionnaire,

Lach resrondent's dogmatism scorg—-his dezree of
open- or closedmindeiness—= was measured by administra-
tion of the Rokeach Dosmatism Scale.

Un the basis of Rokeech's foramulation, it was ex-

pected and hypothesized that the D2

sccres of the open=-
minded respondents (those with low cdogmatism scores)
would (a) éiffer significantly from, and (b) be greater
than, the 23 scores of the closedminded responcents
(trhose with hish Coomatism scores as neasured by th
Rokeuch Scale)s. ILopirical evidence in sup.ort of this
expectation or h pothesis was to be taken as evidence of
the validity of Rokeach's fundamental distinction be-
tween open end closed minds--the relative ability to
Gifferentiate between and evaluate independently informa=
tion and source of information,

It was zlso expected that the 23 scores of both
the open and the closcd respondents who utilized the
sources as refercnce points for judging the statenents

would not differ siznificantly frem the D2 scores cf tlue
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open and closed respondents, re:pectively, who enployed
the statenents as a reference polnt for subsequently
evaluating the sources,

Inspection of the ¢ata indicated that the 23 gcores
of tlie open respondents were, in fact, greater than those
of the closed respondents, Corparison of the gf scores
of the open and closed respondents by nieans of analysis
of variunce procedurcs provided evidence thut the 23
scores of the open and closed groups were significantly
different,

lie 23 scores of the reference point (Source Primacy
versus Message Primacy) groups were not found to be sige-
nificantly different, Similarly, the‘gi scores of all
four groups (openmindec, Source Primacy condition; open=
riinded, Messagoe Irimacy condition; closedminded, Source
Frimacy condition; and closedminded, lessa e Primacy
condition) did not differ significantly among the six
source-message pairs,

Discnussion

Cn the vasls of these empirical results, it was
concluded thut open- and closedminded individuals do,
in faci, ¢iffer in their relative ability to differenti-
ate Letween information and source of information and to
evaluate and act upon each independently of the other,
It was further concluded that openninded individuals ex-
hitit the capccity to do so to a greater dejree than do
closedminded individuals,

It was also feound that this relationship of open- or
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closeduindedness to tho ability to differentiate informa-
tion and source of information holds recardless of the
refcrence point (source or stutement) utilized by the ine
¢ivicuals in evaluatin;; either the source or the message
and regordless of the position cdvocated by the source
in the messac,

In this manner, then, it was felt that empirical
sup.ort of the validity of the fundimental cdistinction
setween open and closed belief-disbelief s stems pro-
rosed by Rokcachi was obtained in & nore or less everyduy
comnunicaticn situation.

It was councluded, on the sis of this v:lidation
of Rokeach's proposition, that tlie personality predis—
position of dogmatism (in terms of the individual's de-
gree of open- or closedmindedness) is a useful vuriatle
in predictinzg the use a receiver will make of Jud;ments
about a source and a megsase before responding to the
coizmunication. It was felt that the open-~ or closed=
nindedness of the communicatee i3 an important considera~
tion when attempting to construct effective and efficient
comnunications,

Sone Areas for Further Study

The cdifferential capacity of cpen- and closedmind-
ed individuals to distin;uish ULetween the substantive con-
tent and the source of a message, and to evaluute and act
upon each of them on its intrinsic merits, may have some
implications for the study of cosnitive balance, source

creaibility and reference group influence or pressures
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particularly as they are related to efficient and effec-
tive comnunication,
Cosnitive Bzalance

In general, co;nitive inbalance or inconsruity or
disscnance is experienced by un individual whenever he
is confronted with new cognitions, beliefs, and knowledge
which are incompatible with his existing coonitions, in-
formation, etcs The presence of such inconjruity (ives
rise to pressures within the individual to recuuce that
incongruity. In order to resolve the incompatibility,
these pressures may lead to attempts on the part of the
individual to chan;e the new coznitions, etc., to azdd
other new cogniticns, etc. which tend to reinforce the
existin; ones or to decrease the importance to the indivi-
dual of those which are incon:ruent,

In the communication situation, the receiver may
experience incon;ruity between his perceptions of th
source end of the mes age. The source may be favorable

to hi

-

2 while tlie messuaze 1s unfavorable, or the source
rney be unfavoratle and the ressuge favorable. The re-
celver muy clso experience incongruity vetween his beliefs
and attitudes and thiose sdvocated by tlie source, either
favorable or unfavorable,

In such an event, the receiver may attempt to rssolve
the incongruity by changing his copsnitions of tie source
or of tl.e messase, by seekin;; addiitional new information

which will reinforce his cognition of the scurce cor of

tie message content, or by decreasin; the importance to
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him of either the source or the message content,

It is su;;ested that open and closed individuals
may ¢iffer in the dejree to which they experience such
incengruity vetween the siurce and the nessaie cnd the
stren.;th of their attempts to resolve tlie dissunance,
Irnasmuch as closed individuals are less abtle to differ-
entiate betwecn the source end the messase and to evalu-
acte exch on its own merits, they moy cxperience pressures
to reduce incon;ruity vetween the scurce and a messale
to a greater extent than would open individuals. Open-
minded individuals, becsuse of thelr _reater abllity to
differcntiate source and message, may be more tolerant
of any cdissonance between their conitions of the scurce
end of the messuce content,

Purther study 1s needed in order to determine whether
openminded receivers are, in fzct, more tolerant then
closedninded receivers of incongrulty between scurce and
message, and whether they experience, as a result, less
pressure to resclve the incongrulty by chunging their
cosnitions of the source andéd/or messa_e, by seeliins new
infermation, or by decreasin; the importance to then of
the source and/or the messaze.

Source Credibility

A great number cf studies have undertaken to investi-
gete and explain tile influence of source credibvility upon
tine acquisition and retention of materlal presented in a
messa e and upon initial and retained opinion chaen e as

a result of exposure to the ressuaze, The results of these
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studies penerally indicated that the pgreater the prestige,
trustworthiness, and expertness attributed to the source
by coumunicatees, the greater is the zmount of the opinion
chan e effected by his message. o significent difference
has veen found in the amount of Iinferuation learned and
retained when it is presented by a hish creditility scurce
or by a low crediovility source.

It i35 proposed thict the influence cf source credibile
ity wmay operate differentilally azong open- and closedninded
individusals, The receiver's de;ree c¢f cpen~ or closed-
mindedness shwuld not affect the amount of information
thiat is acquircd and retained from o messase) however,
it may Le relevant to the ebillty of beth hizh end low
credicility sources to effect opinion change.

In the case of closed receivers, it is possible thet
the credivility of the suurce is largely influential in
determining whether or not the receiver's copinions will
be chznged a8 & result of a persucsive communication,
Unless the message stron;ly contradicts the existing
opinions and attitucdes of the receiver (thereby creating
disscnuance), a hi:h credibility source may be hijzhly
effective in chan;in;; the opinions of the receiver, A
low credivility source, cn the otlicr hand, nuy bte unaoble
to effect such a change,

In the case of openninded receivers, capable of eval=-
uating the source and the message content independently,
it is sy, ested that the credibility of the source is not

as influential in effecting opinion chaonge as it is in
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the case of closed receivers, Opinion change in the open-
ninded incividuuals moy be dependent largely upon the posi-
tion advocated in the messaze and the receivers' evalua-
tiocn of that position, independent of their evaluation of
the source and his credibility. It is possible thet the
credivility of the source will only take cn importance
when tlie open receiver is undecided or unable to evaluate
the poslition advuceted by the sources In this event, hih
credibility sources should be more effective than low cred-
ivility sources in bringing about opinion chan:;es.

Several of the source credivility studies report a

sleener effect in which the initial opinion chan;e cffect-

ed by a high credivility source diminishes over a pceriod
of time and low credibility sources, over time, come to
effoct opinion changese This hus been attributed to, in
both instances, the receiver's forgetting of the suurce
more rapidly than his forgetting; of the message content,
It is sugested that the diminishment of cpinion chunge
may occur only in closedninded receivers who have chaned
thedir opinion in recponse to the eppeals of a high credi-
bility source. Here, huving forgotten tie source nore
rapicly thun the messuge, they nay come to reject the
position advocated Ly the source,

In the cuse of closecd receivers who did not change
their opinions in recs;onse to a low credivility source,
they may come to accept the rposition advecated by such
a source as they forget the source mocre rapdldly thon

tiie content of the message,
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It is also su;ested that the sleeper effect moy
not operate at «ll in the cese of openminded individuals
in that before chan;in; their opinicn or attitude in re-
sponse to the persuasive appeals of either a hish or a
low credibility source they arducusly evalucte both the
source and the position advocated and asre not as greatlly
cependent upon the credibility of the source in deciding
whether or not to alter their opinion as advocated by
the source,

As with the relationship of open- or closedminded-
ness to cognitive imbalance, further research is needed
into the relationchip of open- or closednmincdednecs to
source credibility in the comuunicztion situation,

Reference Group Influcnces

Mony studies have been reported which have investi-
pated the effect of reference or membership group influ-
ences and pressures upon attitude and opinion changzes in
individuals, It has becn found thut some individuals
readily yield to group influences toward opinion changes
while other individuals remain independent of the group

nd fail to change their opinions in response to influ-
ences from the ;roup.

Sone of the miny factors which have been found to
be related to yieldin; cr failins to yleld to reference
oroup influences toward opinion change ero the character
of the stinmulus situation, salience and importunce of
the group to the individual, the cohesiveness of the

group, the group's capacity to rewurd or punish the in-
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dividual, the ma;nitude of the group oprosition, the
nature of the decision to change opinicn as a result
of a group decision or that of a power minority, the
necessity of private versus nublic commitment to the
new position, and a variety of individual porsonality
characteristics,

It is su;sested that one of the more important and
influential personality predigpositions which mij ht de-
termine whether or not an individual will yield to group
influences toward opinion or attitude chanze is thet of
the individual's desree of open- or closedmindedness,

It i3 proposed that closedminded individuals may be
more responsive to group influences toward opinion
change than are openminded individuals,

Closedninded indivicduals may not be as capable of
Gifferentizting between and evaluating the nature and
implicaetions of the desired opinion change cnd the
nature and purpose of the ruference proup excrting pres-
sure toward such a chiange, If the reference group which
is advocating a chanze of opinion i3 inmportant or very
salient to the individual, it is possible that the indi-
vidual, failin. to differentiate between the group and
the cdesired opinion change as a function of a closed be=
lief-disbelief system, will more readily yield to sroup
pressures and experience an opinion chanse than will an
openninded individusl who 1s more capable of evaluating
both the group and the desired opinion chan;;e on their

intrinsic merits,
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The suame phenonmenon nm.y be expected with increased
cohesiveness and power of the group to rewurd or punish
the individual for yielding or failing to yield to refer-
ence group influences townrd opinion changes.

Enpirical studies desipgned to investijate the differ-
entinl effects, if any exist as su:sested here, of refer-
ence pgroup influences upon open- cnd closedminded roup
memoers and aspirants are needed,

Should research efforts beuar out the relationships
of open- &nd clogednindedness to cosnitive inbalance,
gsource credibility, and reference group influences wnich
were su_;ested here, Rokeuch's fundamental distinction
between open and closed individusls--the ability to dif-
ferentinte &nd evaluate independently information and
source of information--will be a valuable addition to
the understanding of efficient and effective interpersonal

communication,
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The Pretest of (Concepts

eng oenntie Differentical cales

A pretest wos cunducted for the folloving purnoscs:

ls To select from a lict of 30 adjcctive palrs a
list of ten to fifteen such pairs to be used in the study.
The ndjective pauirs or Semuntic Iifferentinl scales were
to be used by the respondents in evcluating the candicaztes
and the statements made by then.

2+ To select from a series of stutements made by
the two candidates (five by each of them) a losser nunber
of stutements, perferably three by each of the candicdates.
The statements selected for use in the study were to ve
ratched, «s necrly ag possible, with respect to subject
motter and sowrce intent,

(In oddition to the two Presidentisl canuidates and
the ten statements, the two Vice I'residential candicates
and the two miajor political parties were utilized as con=-
cepts in the pretest,)

The 20 adjective puirs pretested were:d

optinistic « pessimistic

res;onsible - irresponsible
interestin;; = borin:;
stron.; - weak
reanin;ful « meaningsless
honest « dishonest
impulsive - deliberate
near - far
friendly -~ unfriendly
relsxed = tense
active - pansive
gevere = lenieat
cood = bid
valuable = wortlhiless

(&)
)
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complex = simple
potent - inmuotent
pleasant - unpleasant
fair -« unfair
enotional - unemotional
brave « cowardly
clear -~ hozy
notivated - aimless
deep « shallow
safe = can;erous
accurate -« inaccurate
cifficult - easy
wide = narrow
biased - unbiased

prohivivive - permissive

These Jemantic Differential scales were presented to
the respondents, tosether with instructions for their use,
The concepts to be evaluated, usins these scales, were
ty:ed on cards end presented to the respondents one at a
time. In adaition to the cendidates and the nolitical
parties, the concepts evaluated weres

&

Nixon statsmentsgy

le "The United States is, and will under proper
lcadersidp remain, the stron.;est naticn rilitarily,
economzically and morally in the world,”

2. "we hold alove everythin; else, whether in the
field of foreizn policy or domestic policy, the
rishts of the incdividual,”
3¢ "If the ussians doubt our will to carry out
cur cumnitments to resist apgression anywliere in
the worlc, and azain resort to arms, they ere in
for a terrific surprise."

4, "We lLelieve in aun a; ressive action to remove
the remasining vesti es cf se;re aticn or discrimie

nation in &ll ureas of national lifse."



63
S5¢ "This country and its «llics will not be deflec~
ted by Soviet threats from armzin.; with tallistic mis-
siles or taiins any other Joint defencive messures.”

Kennedy stater-cnts:

1, "The choice lies not ncrely tetween two nien or

tvio partles, but between putlic interest and private

comfort, between national greatness wnd national dee
cline, between pro_ress and ‘norazulcey,' between
dedication and mediocrity.

2« "The essential ozl of forein policy is an en-

during peace in which the universal values of humun

disnity, truth and justice under law are finclly
secured for all ren everywhere,"

3. "We will use all the will, power, resources and

ener_;y «t our command to resist tlie further encroach=-

rent of Cormunisn on freedom--vhether at Zerlin,

Toriosa, or new points of pressure.

4s "The tine has come to assure egual access for

8ll Americans to all ereas of comamunity living, in-

cludin;; voting booths, schoolrooms, Jous, housing

and public facilitics,”

5. "ve nust m.xe invulneratle a nuclear retali:tory

force second to nong,”

These statements were selccted from the many state-
ments mece by Loth candidates end reported in the national
press. In the case of both candidutes, the first stute-
mnent deals with domestic policy; tLie second with fored;

policy; t.e fourth with inte rction; cnd t:e third and



fifth with defense,

Ten respondents, six Republicans snd four Democrats,
Jjud;ed the 16 concepts on the 30 Jemantic Differential
scales, Of the ten, only nine of the respondents' evalu-
ations were usable, os one individual, a Republican, fail=-
ed to follow instructions,

Correlation and item analysis cof the respondents!
evaluations resulted in trhe following:

l. The list of 30 adjective pairs was reduced to
14 palirs. The scules were selected for theilr polarization,
their ability to differentiate between the responses of
Democrats and Republicans, their ability to differentiate
between the Nixon and Kennedy statements, and the average
distance between source and statenent on eacli of the
scales,

The 14 adjective pairs chosen for use in the study
weres

Ivaluctive dimensioeon

good - bad
clear =~ hazy
regponsible - irresponsible
relaxed = tense
fair « unfair
pleasant « unpleasant
Activity dimension
active - passive
impulsive « deliberate
ecnotional = unemotional
notivated = aimless
interesting -~ uninteresting
Potency dimencion
strong = weak
severe = lenient



65
brave = cowurdly

The connotative loadin;s of each group of scales
is indicated by the dimension beneath which it was placed
above, However, none of these pairs was considered purej
all have some degree of loading in dimensions other than
that under which they are grcuped,

2+ The series of ten stotements was reduced to six,
three matchin; statements by the two candidates, The
statements selected for uce In the study were those decle
in; with domestic affairs, forein affairs, and integra-
tion., They were selected for their greater averzre dige-
tance from the ccurce in semantic suace (as reflected by
the res.onses of the pretest respondents) and for the
consistency of resporses by open- ond closedninded rese
pondents; that is, openminded respondents agreed in their
evaluations and closedminded respondents agreed in their
TCesSNONSCS,

In order to make the latter decision, it was necessary
to obtain a crude measure of the pretest respondents' de-
gree of open- or closedmindedness, TFilve items were used
from the Rokeach Do matism Scale for this purposes

1, *"bven thou_h freedsn of speech for all proups
is & worthwhile goal, it 1is unfortunately neccosary to
restrict the freedon of certain political groups.

2, "COnce I get wound up in e heated discussion, I
Just can't stop.”

%2e M"Most of the ideas which get printed nowadays

aren't worth the paeper they are printed on,"
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4, "In this complicoted world of ocurs, the only
woy we can xnow what's soing on is o rely on leaders or
experts wio can be truszted,”

5. "Unfortunztely, a grod many people with whom I
have discussed important social and morzl problems don't
really understand what's coing on.®

These items were selected from the 40-item form of
the Do matism Scele because they seex to deal primarily
with the comnunication process or situation.

The pretest also provided some additiosnal findings
pertinent to the study:

l, WwWith this smcll group of respondents, the basle
hypothesis of the study was bornc out in that openminded
responuents were better wdtle to differentiete bLetween
the source and the stutexents than were the clocedminded
respondéents,

2+ The closedninded respondents tended to rely more
upon the evaluctive sculesgs in making their judgments,
Their Judgments on these scales were more polarized than
on the potency and activity scales. In addition, the
closed respondents revealed a sli htly greater tendency
to polarize the entire schedule of scales than did the

openminded respondents,



ATPLEDIX B

(Sample questionnaire, In this version of the question-
naire, the resnondéents were required to first jud;e the
statements and then to Jjude the scurces, using the
statenments as a reference peint for jud;in; the sovurces,
In the other version, the respondents firast Judged tie
sources and suvsequently Jud ed the statements, using
the Sugrces a3 refcrence points for Jjudginsg the state-
nentse

A OURVEY
of

- e

POCLIVICAL ALD OLCIAL ATTITUDLDS

Cuse o
Sex (check)s MNale ( )

Yemzle ()

(interviever)

67
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A Word of Fxplanation

This study is & survey of your own personal attitudes
and feelin;s about a number of pcolitical, socizl and per-
sonal issuess The study 1s divided into two parts: the
first 13 concerned with your feelin s about the two presi-
dentisl candidates in the coming; election, the two major
political parties and a series of statements made by the
two cundidates; the sccond part of the study is concerned
with your thinking about some important social and per-
sonel guestions,

On the final page of this booklet are a few ques-
tions abuut yourself, the answers to these guestions
will aid in the evaluation of your responses to the ltems
in the survey.

At the outset of each of the two parts of the sur-
vey are instructions which outline wiiat you are to do in
each part, If the instructions are not clear to you,
ask any questions about them that you desire., It is
easentizl that you fully understand what you are to do
in each part of tlhe survery.

Your responses to the items in this survey will be
held in the strictest confidence, Your aduress i3 re-
corded only so that we may identify the socio-cultural
environnent of respondents,e You will not be asked to
give any ecdditional information which will in any way
identify ycu in the evalustion of your res;onsecs,

The instructions for Part I of the survey are on the

next page.
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Purt I Case lio:

The pur;ose of this part of the study is to aoscer-
toin the meanin s to yeu of a nunver of stateacnts wade
by the presicential cancidates of the two major politi-
cal parties., %This part is also coricerned with your per-
sonal feelin ;s about the two cundidates and the Democratic
and Rernublican partieg,

You are to judge each statenent, the cundidates and
the purties ajainst a serics of descriptive scales,
Please mike your Judgments on the basis of what exch
means 1o you.

On the followin; pages you will find the statenents,
the cundidates and the purties to be judgeds Denecatl
cach are a set of scales, You are to rate the statements,
candidates and psrties on each of the scales in order,

lere is how you are to use the scales:

If your feeling; about the statement, candidate or
party at the top of the paze is very closely related to
one end of the scale, place your check-mark as follows:

feir X 3 : t 1 3 H t unfair

fair s : 3 or t H 1 X unfair

If your feeling ezbout the statement, candidate or
party is culle closely reloated to cone or the other end
of the scule (bubt not ciirc.ely related), place your check-
nark &s follovis:e

strony t X ] 3 t H t weak
or
strong 1 H ! ! 1 X 3 t weak

If the statement, candidate or party seems only sli ht-
ly to one e¢nd of the scale as cp.osed to the other end
but is not really neutral), then place your check-murk s
follows:
active t 1 X ! t : : . bassive

or
active s $ : t X t passive

Obviously, the direction toward which you place your
check-mark depernds upon which of the two ends of the scale
secm to you most characteristic of the statement, candid-
ate or purty which you are judzing.
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Case Noi

If you consider the statement, candidate or party to
be neutral on the scale, both sides of tihe scale e-unll
ssociated with the statement, cundidate or party, or 1%
%he scure is conrletely irrelevont or unrelated to the

statement, candidate or purty, place your check-mark in the
niddle spaces

safe t ! t X : 3 dungerous

INIOATANT

(1) Place your check-marks in the middle of the
snaces, not on the boundarics:

t X t s X H

(2) Be sure to check every scale for every state-
rent, candidate or party -- do not omit any scale.

(3) HNever put more than one check-mark on a single
gcale,

Gometimes you may feel that you have hud the sanme
iten before on the test, This will not be the case, so
do not look back and ferth throu h the items. Do not try
To renember Low you checxed similar items earlier in the
test., lizre each itom a senarate and inueﬂondent Jud;sment,
work at a fairiy rarid speed Gurcu h tLis party 4o 1ob
worry or puzzle over individual items. It is your first
impressions, the imunecdiate "feeling s" ebout the stutements,
candidates and parties, that are soughte On the other

hend, please do not be careless, as your true imprescions
or feelings are inportant,

Now please turn the page and begin marking each scale
ocn the basis of ycur paaonul judgment of the candidate,
statement or party.



"We hold above everythins else, whether in the field

of foreigsn policy or dumestic policy, the ri;hts of tle

individual,"
enotioncl t H ! s s
strons ! $ s H :
cleur : ! t 3 1
oimless ' 1 t ! $
good ¢ t s s !
brave t s $ : t
relaxed s : $ ' t
unfciy t ' $ ! !
active H ' t g !
pleasant : : H : $
irnpulzive ! : : H t
severe : ' ! : :
responsible 1 H : g t
interesting t $ $ $ t

unemctionsl
weuik

hary
notivated
bad
cowarcly
tense

fuir

paasive

delibercto

lenicen

irres;onzsible

uninteresting
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"The essential goal of foreign policy is an endur-
ing peace in which the universal values of human di;nity,
truth and Justice uncer law ere finelly securcd for gll

men everywhere,”

enmotional 3 ! : ! ! H unenmotional
stron;; s t ! s t ' weak
clear : H t H t t hazy
eimless H t : t t H rotivated
pood H ! : H t H bad
brave H H t t : t cowardly
relaxed : H t t t H tense
unfair s : H 3 H feir
active $ 3 t H t : pascive
pleasant i1 : : : : unpleasant
impulsive t H s t H H deliberate
severe H : H t : $ lenient
responsible $ s s 1 t t irrezrnonsible
interesting H H : : : 3 uninteresting




"The cholice lies not botween two men or two parties,

but between the public intcecrest and private comnfort, be-

tween national greatness and national cdecline, betwesn

procress and 'nornalcey, ' between dedication and medio-

critb’o"

emotional
stron;
clear
simlcss
LO00C
trove
relaxed
unfair
active
pleasant
impulsive
severe
res;onsible

interesting

-

oo

.e

ow

oo

o

unemotional
weak

hazy
notivated
bad
covardly
tense

fair
passive
unpleasant
deliberate
lenient
irresponsible

uninteresting



"The United states is, wnd under proyer le.cership

will rensin, the stron_est notion milivarily, cconomical-

ly end rioral

emotionsl
sliurg
cleny

timless

0

iatescating

2 WOLL1E "

: H : d : H
t H ! H H H
3 : 1 H H H
H $ t t ] H
: : ] H 4 H
H ] 1 t ! ¢
H H H H H 3
H H H : : ]
H H L H H H
: H ] H H !
3 t 4 H H ]
H H : H : H
H : ] : : ¢
! H : H : H

une.ovionisl

weonk

hazy

mo-ivated
ad

cowuiGly

tenne

nansive
un-leasant

celiverate
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"o oboliove In an oo senslive acuioun

IEnGYe tie

res- dnin: veltioos of sesre ation oo <decricintivn in

g +

il sieeg of notionsl l1iie.”

enovvional 3 H t : :
strong ! H H : ?
clear t ! g t '
aimless ! t $ t s
Sood H H H H ?

brave ! : H : 3
relasxed t ' ' 1 !
unfuir ! 1 $ s s
active 1 3 3 L :
pleasant t 3 : $ '
imprulsive t $ : s 1
severe $ 1 ! s H
responsible s t $ t !
interesting t t t 1 t

unenotional
weuk

hazy
notivated
bad
cuwaraly
tense
f:ir
pascive
un:.leasant
deliberate

lenient

irreczuonaivle

uninteresting



"Tne time has come to assure equal access for all

Americans to all areas of community life, including voting

booths, school-rvonms, Jjobs, hcusing and public facilities,®

enotional
strong
clear
tinless
good
brave
relaxed
unfedir
active
pleuasant
irpulsive
severe
responsible

interesting

o

e

unemotional
weak

hazy
nmotivated
bad
cowardly
tense

foir
passive
unpleasant
deliberute
lenient
irresponsible

uninteresting
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These statevents vwere rmade by Vice Precident Hixen:

"The United Ltates is, and under proper leadership
will remain, the stron est nution wilitarily, econoaicclly
and morally in the world,.,"

"We hold above everythin; else, vhether in the field
of foreizn policy or domestic policy, the rizhts of the
individual."

"We believe 1n an agiressive action to remove the
remaining vesties of se; regation or discrimination in
ell areas of navional life,"

Now make your Jjudcment of VICE PrRusIDLHT RICHARD M.
NIXON on the busis of the scales belows

enotionsl H nenotional
strong; : weak
clear H hazy
eimless H notivated
Soecd : bad
bruve : cowardly
relaxed : tense
unfair t fair
active $ passive
pleasant t unpleasant
impulsive : deliberate
severe t lenient
responsible H irresponzible

intveresting

uninteresting
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These stutements were made by Senntor Honnedys

"The choice lies not between two men or two partices,
but between the puvlic interest and private comfort, be-
tween national pgreatness and national dccline, between
pro;ress and 'normaley,' between decdication and nedio-
crity,"”

"Tle essentiul oal of forei;n policy is an enduring
peace in which the universzl values of human dignity,
truth and Justice under law are finully scecured for all
men everywhere,"

"Zhe time has come to assure egual access for all
Americans to &ll areas of comnunity life, includin; voting
booths, schoolrooms, JjobLs, housing and public facilitices."

Now makxe your Jjudgrient of SERATOR JOHN Fo KoliniDY
cn the basis of ti:e scales belows

emotional : : : unenotional
strong $ 3 : weak
cleur t H : hazy
tdnless ! t t motivated
good t ! : bad
brave ! 3 3 cowardly
relaxed : t H tense
unfair $ t ' fair
active : t ! passive
pleasant t $ t unplcasant
impulsive t t t dgeliberate
severe : : H lenient

responsivle

interesting

rresyponsible

uninteresting
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Part II Cuse Hos

The stateients on the following pajses are concerned
with how you think end feel about a nunber of important
socisl cnd personal questions, Tile best res;.onse to each
of the staterents is your o'm perscnal cninicn., Kany dif-
ferent and opposing points of view are represented in the
statezentsy you moy find yourself agrecing strongly with
sone of the statements, disagreeing just as stron ly with
otherg and perhaps uncertain about still cthers, Whaether
you agree or cisasree with any statement, you can Le sure
tiiet many other people feel the same way as you do.

You are to mars each statement in the upace provided
accourding to how much you agree or disasree with it,
ileuse murk every one of the statements. \Vrite +1, +2,
+5, or =1, ~2, =% in the space proviced, dependin;; upon
how you feel about ecch stutement. Remenber, your pocrson-
gl opinion is important.

key
+11 I AG.oL A LIJOLE =11 I DISAGIEE A LITUHLE
+2: I AHGHR.E ON whin WHOLE w2t I DICAGULYE CN GHE WL
+31 I AGLBS VoRY FuCH ~31 I LISAGLLE VURY wUCH

Dxom-:le
If the statement weret

"?he principlces I have come to velicve in
sre quite different from those believed in by
nust people,”

and you feel th-t you AGUID il Wikl WIICLL with the
stuateiicnt, you would mark the statemcent +2 in the space
provided to the left of it.

INPURTANT: The scme cautions given in the preceding
part of the study &re applicable in this part. Ie sure to
nark each statement - do not omit any,

iiagh dten is ¢ifferent, althouh you mny feel that
you huve had the same stalement earlier in the serles
Try not to renerber how you marked e&rlier stutenentse

W oat. ey e o > 1 (]

korﬁ 'E quLy rupfd speed Lu?E% hé series ol
stutemunts; it is ycouxr first impres ssions that are souchte
On the other huand, work carefully as yocur true personal
opinions &re important,

N RN

liow please turn the page and mark each statement on
the basis of how nuch you personally ajsree or disagree
with the statenent,



Key Case lios
AGRUE A LITTLE «l: I DISAGRIE LITTLE
I A(J'{As.u (Jr} Tile nI‘QLE "2‘ I i)IA)I\‘JLLJJ.\J CN YN TAX\JLE
I AGREE VERY MUCH 31 I DIGAGREL ViRY KUCH

l. The United States end Russia hiuve just sbout
nothing in comnion,

2« Han on his own is a helpicess and miserable
creature,

3s Once I et wound up in a hecated discussion I
just can't stop.

4, Lven thou;h freedom of speech is a worthwhile
coal, it is unfortunately necess.ry to restrict
the frecdom of certain political . roups.

5. In the history of munkind there huve probubly bLeen
Just a handful of really gsreat thinkers.

6. While I don't like to admit this even to myself,
ny cecret ambition is to become a reat man.

7. In times like these, a person nust be pretty
selfish if he considers primarily his own
hanpiness,

8. It 1s better to be a dead he*o then to te a
live cowerd,

2+ A person who gets enthusiastiec about too many
causes is likely to be a pretty "wish-washy"
sort of person,

10, The present is all too full of unhappiness, It
is only the future that counts,

1l, lost of the ideas which get printed nowadays
eren't worth the puper they are printed on.

12, The worst crime a person could conmit is to
attack publicly the people who beleve in the
sane thing he does,

13, Most people Juct don't know whet's good for
themn,

14, There is so nuch to be dene and so little tiue
to ¢o it in.



+1: I
+23 1
+3s I

AG. 1l
AGH t wa CHOWaus WIHCLE -2
n‘.h\.-a..a V.../ L" AVCH "3

DISNG LW & LIWTLE
TISAGK L ON Wia wlonm
LLldalaens VaRY J.UCH

L:

- R L
b A DS SRR S ot

b

15,

(-
s
L ]

17.

13,

In a discussion I often fina 4t necessary to
cepe b ny zelf several times to maxe sure I
am being uncerstood.

A man wvho wous not believe in come Jreat cuuse
hao not really lived,

The Lijhelt form of governnent is a ceueracy
sna the hijhest Jorm 01 democracy is a govern-
ment ©un by those who ure nost Lntellisent.

It is only natural thoet a person would have a
much bettor acguuintance with ideas he velieves
in thin with i.cas he opjosges.

liost people Just don't give a “lJuwn" for others,

The pain thing in life ia fur a psrson to
want to do sowmethiny important,

when 1t comces to Qiffesences of oplinion in
religzion we must ve careful not t0 compronise
with those who believe differently from the way
we dOo,

There zre a number of people I have coue to hate
becauce of the things they stand for.

To cUmpromige with our political op onents is
Gan, erous because it usually leads to betrayal
cf vur cwn sice.

My vlood beils whenever a person stubbornly
refuses to admit he's wronj.

In the lon:; run the best wey to live is to
pick friends snd associates whose tastes and
Leliefs are the sane as one's own,

It is often desirable to rescrve judgment
about wnat's goings on until one has had &
chance to h.zr the opinions of those one
respects,

If a man is to accomplich his mission in life
it is necesswry to *Nuole "2ll or nothing at &ll”



+1:
+2%
+31

(AN

I AGRLYE A& LITTLE
I ‘\\J¢\.-J.&-l

I AGURLE VLIY FUCH
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Key
-1
-2

Y A LITTL}S
Ol 4iL, WHOLD

.&t...)
'\'i;‘kx.»

UCH

I
I
I

DISAGRD
DIS,GRu
DIsAGRLE

LII‘ lhu %tu.()’r'

W G G G G BN GRS i SN  meis Vit Gewe YR G Gum e GRS S i Gam  Gube  WheS s Sew e b b ey G weew

204

31

32

37

A person who thinks primarily of his own hap-
piness i3 beneath conterpt,

A grouvp which tolerates too much differences of
oyiniuq arong its own menters cannot exist for
lon

It is only when a person devotes himaself to an
ideal or cause that life beco..es meanin;ful,
If given a chunce I would do of .reat
benefit to the world,

sozetliag

In times like tiese it is often necessary to te
more on juard against ideas put out by people or
groups in one's own canp then by those in the
oprosing cimde

In a heated discussicn I generally becoie so
absorbed in what I am goinz to sgy that I for-
et to listen to what the others are saying.

Cf all the different philoso:hies which exist in
this world there is probably only one which is
correct,

There are two kinds of people in this world:
thiose who are for truth and those wio are
acainust the truth,

In this complicated world of ours the only way
we cuan know vhat's soins con is to rely on leawd-
crs or experts who can be trusted,

Unfortunately good many people with whom I
have ulscu%sea important social and moral pro-
Llems don't reelly understand what's going on,

Funahncntmlly, the world we live in is & pretty
loncsone places

It is only noturel for a person to be rather
fearful of the future,

I'd like it 1if I could find someone who wculd
tell me how to sclve By personal problems.
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Part IIX Case Lo

In orcder thut we may properly evzlucte your resuonses

in the prececin two sections, some inlcrmution about you
i3 necued, i'lease answer the gqucstions below &3 accurute=
ly as y.u can.

Ase (check zppropriate Lox):

La

-
i

Less tiaon &0 () 45 ticouch 49 E
20 thoroush 24 ( 50 thrcoush 54
25 torou h 29 % throu i 99

30 throu;h 34 hroush O4

25 turoush 39 E )
40 throush 44

CO\n
e\

wind over

:
)
%

yeir of cchool completed {(circle):

Less than 8 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 15 over 16

Asproximate annual household income (check)s

Less thsn $3,0C00 ( g
$2,0uu throu h 64,939
$5,000 throush 6,999
£/,000 throush $6,959
$9,000 throu h $lo,939 (
©11,0C0 toaccush §12,9,0)
$1%,000 throush 514,999
15,000 or more

wio did you vote for in the lust rresidential election
(check)?

Dwisht De Bisenhower (Republican)
Adlai X, Stevenson (Democrat)
CGther

Did not vote

who do yeu think should be the next Preuldent of the
United states (checx)?

John F. Kennedy (Deumocerat) (
Richard M. Kixon (Republican) (
Undecided (

Who do you think will be our next President (check)?

John P. Kennedy (Democrat)
Richard M. Nixon (Republicean)
Don't know

&« & ¥

Thank you for your paticnce and your fine cuoperation.
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