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ii
ABST?ACT
‘Thislsfud&7cohsiets‘partly‘ofrayrepetitioniof certéio
eprojeets;reported infMilton'Rokeach'e “The'Open and Closed
‘Mindn‘(lgéo) and partly of an;attembt to enlarge ubon his body
of research. | ‘ |

Problems.

gigggg Wlll Rokeach's flndlngs regardlng d1fferent1al
behavlor'of‘subgects with extremely hlgh and_extremely low“\
scores Qnﬁhis"dogmatism SCale‘in’Subsequent’pereeptual‘tasks
befsupﬁortedfin'a‘repetition'of ﬁiefeXperimegts?’

Second?: 'can dogmefism;‘éslmeesured‘by'Rokeach's‘“D“-‘
"scale; be regarded as repreeentiﬁg a‘eohtinuum?' Rokeach typie‘
\cally compéred thefbehavior‘ofﬁgroups ofgsubjeot$~ﬁitﬁkextreﬁe_
ly high éﬁd 1ow‘D—soores'on‘eerfaih‘subeequenf thsks;‘whenfhe‘
also employed a thlrd segment conéisting of individuals with’
‘1ntermed1ate D—scores in a questlonnalre task, thls latter seg~
ment beheved qulte erratlcally. At tlmes it acted like the
- dogmatic “extreme" at other tlmes like the non-dogmatlc
"extreme“ and several‘tlmes it went beyond the dogmatic extreme,
‘kln 1ts~behav1or. Rokeach. offered two alternatlve explanhtmoﬂs
'ofor the anomalous behav1or of the Mlddle segment. chance
effects 1nherent 1n the comp051t10n of thls group and‘tﬁedpos—
s1b1l1ty‘that the "D"—seale may not dlfferentlate Suecesefully
betweethigh- ahd middle—dogmatic subjects;,wﬁe did not enter-
~ta1n a thlrd POS&blllty. that dogmatism may not'repreéent a

contlnuum, In other words, subgects with extremely hlgh and
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low D—scores~may show many characteriSticgdifferences in their
behavior but‘this‘doee not~jcstify making ahyiassumption as‘to
the probable behav1or of subJects w1th other than extreme D-
scores.j Such dlscontlnulty 1s always p0831ble when research
“has been'restrlcted to behav1oral-aspects of only extreme seg—
‘ments'of a total gr-oup'. ‘Itwas f‘elt that a repetition of' the
relevant experlment mnay help to decide whlch of the three
alternatlve explanatlons should be accepted

| ' Third*‘ ThlS study was also de51gned to enlarge on
c Rokeach's body of flndlngs on dogmatlsm. We expected that dog—
matlc subgects would flnd 1t harder than non~dogmatlc subJects
to accept suggested concepts on the Rorschachklnk blots, and
this possibility was to be investigated. ot |

To avoid the above mentioned‘methodological difficulties d

vlnvolved in a two. extreme group deS1gn, a three segment des1gn
_was adopted throughout thls study.
Procedure.‘
Rokeach'; nbnascale, FormtE, and a duesthnnéire on
‘fattitudee towards‘parents and’others ﬁhoﬂinfluencedkeubjects!
;development, Were‘administered tolstudents'in Six classes‘of4
“the Uniﬁersity of British-Columbia summer Session. 0f~the total,'
male group of 187 students, 17 w1th extremely hlgh 17 with
extremely low ‘and 17 with middle D-scores were selected fork
1nd1v1dua1 testlng.: The testsylncluded'the‘author'sk"Suggested
L Concept Rorschach Testﬁ; and;three;perceptual taske previouSly’

used by Rokeach; two t&pes‘of Kohs block tasks and the'JacRSOn
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(1956) adaptation of the Witkin Embedded Figure Test.

Results and Conclusions.

1) No relationship was demonstrated between sub3ects'~
D—scores and thelr w1111ngness to accept- suggested Rorschach
concepts.* | v

2) ‘Rokeach's findings regarding differential'behevior
' of extremely hlgh and low dogmatlc subJects on certaln Kohs
block tasks were supported, generally at ‘reduced levels of
statlstlcal confldence.‘

3) Contrary to Rokeach's flndlngs, the Witkin test
ddlfferentlated 81gn1flcantly between the low D segment on the
one hand and the middle’and high’D segments on the other;‘ff

4) Contrary to Rokeach's flndlngs, no difference was
demonstrated between any of our segments in regard to feellngs
.expressed towards parents or breadth of 1nfluence reported, on
the questlonnalre. : | ’

) The ev1dence of the present study supports the
rbelief that dogmatlsm does not represent a contlnuum Rather,
it‘hasra_two-polar structure.n Subjects w1th 1ow D—scores
defineaone pole,”whiie’persons with middle ggdthlgh Descores

define the other pole.
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~ CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The present study centers around certaln flndlngs of
Mllton ‘Rokeach and hlS a58001ates in regard to personallty
"dlfferences among "dogmatlc (Closed)" and "non—dogmatlc (Open)“
1nd1v1duals. The flndlngs:relevant to thls study are summar-~
ized in Rokeach's WThe 0pen and Closed Mind" (1960)

Rokeach's research was carrled out over a ten year perlod‘and‘
extendedftO'th;s contlnent as wellyas to Great Brltaln;

This chapter wili present;éybrief~summafy of‘Rokeechrs‘
theoreticalwframework and deSéribejhis iﬁétruments releVaht?
to the present study. ;Itdwill alse”outline-certain»methodOA, f
1og1cal dlfflcultles encountered by Rokeach whlch this study -

1wls de51gned to resolve.

: Background i Rokeach's work is an outgrowth of the
tresearch of Adorno and his group,’summarlzed in "The Authorl-
’tarlan Personality™" (Adorno, 1950). This study examlned the'
‘fasc1stlc and ethnocentrlc personallty pattern and was
‘ motivated by the ravages of‘the fasetst and‘na21 1deolegies;t
ItsvpfiﬁCipal ihstfument was the California nF"-séaIe (for
-“fésCist#),and;theiﬂE"%SCale (for'ethnoeentrieism) (Adorno,
1950) | |

Rokeach freely admlts the' 1mportance of Adorno's research



and its‘findings;» Alcng'with‘others~(Shils,[1954) he~feels“
“however‘that —kunder~the,impactkof,the tensiOns created by
fascism and antisemitism”— thiS‘wcrk'centered too,much:chhone
particular type of<authoritariahism, namely the right~oriehted
variety.‘ Consequently, he set out to demonstrate that authorlta-
rianism is a much more general personallty varlable than |

Adorno's work seemed to 1mply. He wr;tes.‘

“Authoritarianism can be observed at any one time
in history in a . variety of human activities and
we should think that it would have,similar'proper-
‘ties regardless of whether it is exhibited under
Caesar, Napoleon, Hltler, Stalln, Khrushchev,
‘Roosevelt or Eisenhower. What is needed is there-
fore a deliberate turning away from -a concern with
~ the one or two types of authoritarianism that may
happen to be predomlnant at a given time, Instead,
‘we should: spursue a more theoretical ahistorical
analysis of the properties held in commén by all
- forms of authoritarianism regardless of specific
~1deologlcal, theological, phllosophlc, or sclentlflc
'content n (Rokeach 1960 P 14).

‘Thedtheoretieal framewerk. What afe these essential

velements Whlch underlie the. character-structure of the author1~
tarlan 1nd1v1dual and whlch are 1ndependent of "content"7'
| In search for such common structural determlnants, Rokeachk
'focused his attentlon on what he calls the 1nd1v1dual's“be11ef-‘
system" £ He concludes that it is the partlcular structure of
a person's bellef—system whlch makes hlm dogmatlc (authorl- e
ctarlan, closed minded), or non—dogmatlc (open mlnded)
’cItclsﬂcften necessanry to startwresearchvw1th somewhatf
vague ideas which are hard‘to define operaticnally, in the

h0pefthatjthe'researchfdatgdthemselveslwillvenabkﬁone to -




arriVe*at~a elear; precise definition of‘these conceptslater
on. The concept of "bellef—system" seems to be an example in
case. Rokeach- appears to use thls term in two, somewhat

: different gways. In its more restricted'aspect, he uses it te
refer to sets of 1nd1v1dual bellefs or expectan01es which are
"held together“ in. the person's cognltlve (and emotlonal)

' operations 1n some manner . In 1ts~w1der'aspectf1t is meant to
'1nclude all the bellefs, sets, expectan01es or hypotheses,
‘consclous or uncons01ous that a person at a glven tlme accepts
as true of the world we 11ve 1n..(Rokeach 1960, p.;33)

this sense -a person has many bellefs (e g. that contraceptlon

is 51nfu1 that there is llfe after death), some of these be~'

,Vlong to certaln bellef~svstems (e.g. the Cathollc rellglon),

and the total sum of a person's bellef—systems make up hlS
personal bellefnszstem., The counter—part of the bellef—system

is the “dlsbellef svstem" - the 1deas a person entertains

about what is not true Ain regard to this world.-

| In. Rokeach's opinion, - research has been too concentrated
‘1n the area of how people deal w1th 51ngle beliefs, single
expectan01es, ﬂAufgaben“, ”Elnstellungseeffect“ etc.,,at the
expense of ex,axi;ining how ihdividuaiedeal with their belief-
sttems (1960, pp'18-19) ‘ In his "0pen and Closed Mind™", ~he
'attempts to flll in thls apparent V01d The d1fference~betWeen
the Open and Closed mind ;s‘ba51cally the differenee/between
persons with belieffsyStemSgopen to'new.heliefs, ae againet
persohs'ﬁheeare,defeneive‘against,new‘beliefs'and ihtent‘on .

holding'dn'to’their eXisting}belieffsystems. .




Ifathere are7typical differencescin the openness and

closedness of personSt‘belieffSystems, how do‘these‘oOme,
about? = |

k feople haveftwo ohanneis of'infOrmatiOn which may ultima~-
~tely lead toha change in beliefs about how this world functions:
: perSOnal experiences;‘and information received frOm'otherSg A
,childfs earlieét infOrmation about the world'generaily’come3>'
from hls parents. If the parents attempt to 1nst111 bellefs
'1n the Chlld which are contradlcted by the chlld's personal
" experiences, or what he hears from other sources, the ohlld
has tworehoices: go along w1th the parents' bellefs, or to
rely on hlS own experlences and questlon what hlS parents tellﬁ
hlm.f To ‘the extent that suchfquestlonlng leads to punishment,
either;direct or through ahthreatenedJlose.of:affection, the
’child mayneasily decide that‘it~is unSafe to rel& on One*s own
personalﬁexperienceé. More and more, a Ghlld may come: to rely :
fon acceptlng the bellef~system of his parents as the only Ngafett
way to deal w1thkh1s,env1ronment.‘ Later’ ;n life, other authorem
ityafigures may come to occupy the role formerly“piayed by the
‘parents and the person will rely more and more on 1nterpre—
tatlons of the happenlngs 1n the world emanatlng from "authorm
1t1es" and less and less on the testlmony of hls own senses.r
'Bellefs w1ll change only when such changes are sanctloned by an
accepted authorlty figure,

Slnce personal experlencee which are contrary to expect-

ancies generated by "1mmovable“ bellef-systems usually contlnue

to occur throughout a person's life, the person has to 1nvest




considerable energy into malntalnlng hlS sets of often unreal~
istic bellefs. New ‘beliefs that. do not f1t into the'“system"
must be warded off at all costs =~ unless they are sanctloned
by an accepted authorlty, in such case it is safe to make even
a wholesale, “party~11ne" change.

Most people acknowledge more than one authorlty figure at
’the same tlme - perhaps the 1eader of thelr church the leaderf‘
of thelr party or natlon, and their 1mmed1ate superior in
their work~s1tuat10n.' These dlfferent authority figures may'
‘,have, and proclalm, dlfferlng and even contradlctory bellef~
’systems. Whlch one is a person to follow’ One way of deallng'
with this 51tuat10n is to "traln oneself" to be able to keep
kmutually contradlctory bellefs and expectan01es in loglc-tlght
compartments and follow one set in"one 51tuat10n (at church~=
‘meetlngs) and a contradlctoryfset in other S1tuatlons (at work)
Without ever realizing the internal contradictions

Another result of such personallty development is the
~1dent1f1catlon of 1nfonmﬂ10n with its source. If the 1nfor~A
mation emanates from an authorlty flgure; At ds safe to acoept‘
it; If 1t does not, and is contrary to one's bellef~system,'1t
‘has to be warded off One way tofachleve the warding off of
, threatenlng 1nformatlon is to avold people with different
bellef~systems (prov1ded of course that they are not accepted
‘authorltykflgures) Slnce~no tw0~persons have'ldentlcal belief~
/systems,\the 01rcle of people ‘ene can trust and as5001ate W1th

 becomes narrower and narrower. The world becomes a lonely and

o mlserable place, everybody is suspected of belng subversive.




The present seemns’ nnbearable =~ the only hope is in some glorlous
‘future in whlch the cherlshed bellefs will not be questloned and
’the'expectancies will come true. In'the meantime, one is help—
’:less, one must suffer and one must flght for “‘the glorlous’
“tomorrow"

~This then is the character-sketch of the Closed person.

‘ The Open person would'OGGupy the opposlte‘pole: he is
open>to=new eXperieneesévhe is ready to change his beliefe, or
belief;gystems if the ones'hekentertains fail to predict accu~-
rately;‘he*interprets information apart from its source; he does
K not reject‘people‘because of: their belief—systems; people~may'/‘
be dlfferent but the world on ‘the whole is a friendly place -

; he can engoy what today offers rather than concentrating on a
Z“glor10us future"' ‘he can enJoy new experlences, he can play
along w1th new~1deas;;1f two sets of bellefs are‘mntually COn—,
tradietory~he will éCOept the mOre‘likely'one - tentetively,
jalways ready to change if-it turns out wrongh,

“ What has been said about. the: prototype of the dogmatic
pereonallty would fit Adorno*s “authorltarlan personality™ 1n

every important respect; so would the developmental pattern;

Rokeachls‘dogmatic;personality‘however covers . a wider'field.

A whitefperSOn‘whoemanries a“negrogprlncipally‘to,demOnstrate
hisrobjection tg"racial~prejudice~wouldvprobably be considered'
"non;ethnocentrie",andb"noneauthoritarianﬁ‘by~Ad0rnO3 but
t"e‘lo‘sed ninded"fby Rokeech;’ Aniopen person would marry A‘
vphite, yellow}or negro partner if,he~liked her but would not

feel5e‘need to’makela martyr of himself to convince others that




his belief is tpight™,

‘In order to measure'open endec10Sed-mindedness, Rokeéch
developed his ba51c 1nstrument, the "dogmatism-scale® ("D" /
scale), The “Dﬂescale is a questlonnalre;contalnlng;40 to‘64
questions‘in:its various editions; subjects are asked to in-
dicate agreement'or disagreement with these statements on,e
6—point scale. Like the "E"—scale and-“F"-scaie, all questions
are worded in-a way that agreement w1th them is supposed to
‘kcharacterlze the Closed person, while dlsagreement character—ﬂ~
izes. the Open person; Form "E® of the ®Dh-.gscale is used\in
the present study and is reproduced in Appendlx upu, Details o
of the "D"—scale as well as the method of its. admlnlstratlon
E W111‘be dealt‘w1th‘1n‘Chapter IV

Rokeach was conv1nced that the openness or closedness of
a person's bellef-system (as measured by the "D“—scale) is one’
of the most 1mportant most central determlnants governlng the
”general functlonlng of his personallty.” Most of our behav1or

is ruled by beliefs and expectancies and so0 much of our behavior

~will be irrational if we are unable to adjust:our‘belief-systems'

,to the requlrements of reallty. In so“far'as these statements
are correct, Closed people would be: expected to show less

‘adaptive behavior in many areas of:endeavour than Open mlnded

people.: If such differences in adaptiveness can be demonstrated

one may askiwhetherathe,“D"eSOale~correlatesvwith intelligence,
ﬁigidity, or: both. Aetueliy, the ClosedfperSOn's insistence on
n adhering‘to*his,beliefs does,remind one of the concept of

: rigidity;




}Rokeach‘has examined the possible”reletionship between
intelligenCe scores aﬁd "D*-scores by such instruments as ‘the
Amerlcan Council on Educatlon test, the Ohio State Psycho-,

‘ 1og1cal examlnatlon and the anderllc test. He reports the
typlcal correlation between scores on these tests and the npn_
scale as zero (1960 D 407)

He has also examined'possible correlation'between "D*~
scale scores and rlgldlty as measured by the. Gough—Sandford
rlgldlty scale (1960, p 418) .. He foundfthat Closed‘persons o
are more llkely to be "rlgld“ than Open persons; but not:

' necessarlly so, and. not v1ce versa. " When Rokeach talks of

“rlgldlty" he thinks of it in terms of Elnstellungs—effect

the tendency to adhere to mlnor, almost mechanlcal features of., 

d01ng seme werk,.or 1ns1stence on adher1ng,to_s1gg1e, isolated
,beliefs,a“This iS\noﬂ hecessarily,characteristic,of the‘CloSed‘
' perSOn;fClosedeperSOns~do noﬁ-have too much ﬁroublergiving up
,Single,‘iselated beliefs; rather, they have trouble in»ehang~‘
ing §g§§rof beliefs, that is, beliefesystems.,.‘ | k
I isxnot‘the purpose of this study to examine the comfr
'plex ceneept»of rigidit& eXCept in so«far,as it'ﬁouches on the
ﬁreSent prejectﬁ‘research‘on the’rigidityrconcept has been
recently summarlzed by Chown (1956) Hewever, inksubsequenﬁ
paragraphs we. w111 deal w1th certaln problem 51tuat10ns whlch ,
‘Open subjects were able to solve more eff101ently than Closed
fsubaeets, These are typ;cally problems whlch~1nvolve,the
aSSimilaﬁioh‘6f’unusualfsets of»instructioné; they do net"

- differentiéte mére,rigidkpersons from less rigid ones.,;Rigid




’personS'find it more difficult*to-analize problem situations
where no new 1nstruct10ns (new sets of bellefs) are 1nvolved
- such as the Witkln test, ‘which w1ll be dlscussed later 1n
this chapter,-

ifWhile‘theresappear;to be no typiCal differences betWeent
intelligence and rigidity scores of Open and Closed individuals,
Rokeach reports on’ many other areas in which Open and Closed
v persons do dlffera Actually, the larger part of'ThepOpen ‘and
Closed Mind® deals w1th -just these dlfferences. *Before‘fOCus-
ing on the partlcular pr03ects relevant to the present study 1t
- may be worth whlle to mentlon a few of the areas in which Open
and Closed subJects appear to show characterlstlcally dlfferent

‘lbehav1or.

These‘areas cover‘differences'int " the choice of denomina-

tionel colleges, malntenance of value systems over a five to
six,year'period, the enjoyment of new mus1cal systems, the
yeonStancy'orkdirectlan of change,-ln’occupatlonal ch01ees;
',interfaith marriegesg'referenee to M"present® and @future" in
AT stOries‘- to mention only some of thevareas‘of investigation.

~ Rokeach's flndlngs relevant to the present study. ‘Many of

the reported differences among Open and Closed groups are novel
'and, 1ndeed provocatlve. Some of the most 1nterest1ng flnd—
1ngs, from the present author's p01nt of v1ew, were dlfferences
‘ reported between the functlonlng of Open. and Closed groups on

certain perceptual _tasks. It,so;happened that about the time

of publlcatlon of "The Openjand ClOSed’Mind", the,present’euthor

',Was,alSO‘engagedfinfdemonstrating eertain‘personality,variebles
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as a function of:a perceptcal ‘task., The task was the locatlon
of suggested concepts on. the Rorschach 1nkblots and the person;,~
allty varlable was the "w1111ngness to accept (reasonable)
suggestlons from superlors in the work 51tuat10n" as agalnst

;nlns1st1ng on carrying out proaects accordlng to one's,own set
patternsﬁ.' The,Rorschach test is at least‘partly a perceptual,

f~task; and the“willingness to be "open,minded" about SUggestions
~coming from others ratheér than adhering to one's own. "beliefs"
h&n_performlng a task) would seem to be a personallty x‘r';;m:lable’~

much llke,"Open mlndedness" as. descrlbed by Rokeach :
The apparent s1m11ar1ty between the personallty variable -

: whlch was. under scrutlny by the present author and Rokeach'

: Open—Closed—mlndednessfralsed'the‘questlon as to whether any
‘relatiOnshipxcould be demonstrated’between individuals'
"Suggested Concept Rorschach scores" and their scores on the
“D"-scale. Also, could any relatlonshlp be found between

~sub3ects' SCRT Scores and the scores these subgects obtalned
on the perceptual taSkS'Of Rokeach7
| The “Suggested Concept Rorschach Test" (SCRT) w1ll be de-
scrlbed in detail in Chapter II In the following paragraphs
we. shall dlscuss the relevant perceptual tasks used by Rokeach

It w1ll be remembered that Open and Closed 1nd1v1duals

- were found not to dlffer 1n 1ntelllgence, consequently, they

should,not,dlffer in performance of tasks which are known to
have a; high eorrelation with intelligence tests. Two such
tests in . the perceptual fleld are the “Witkln Embedded Flgure

. Testw (Witkln,‘1950) and the ordlnary "Kohs block testh, These




~ kset of~unusual "bellefs“ Rokeach predlcted that Open and
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tests 'will be discussed 1n deta11 in Chapter IV, sufflce to: say
here that in the Witkln test subgects are: expected to tfindn
Cs1mple llne—draw1ngs"h1dden" in more compllcated patterns, and
1n the Kohs block task they are 1nstructed to reproduoe rela—
ttlvely s1mp1e,>two-colored patterns with colored blocks., Since'
fthe solution of these problems only requires the follow1ng of

s1mp1e "everyday" 1nstructlon, rather than the acceptance of a

Closed 1nd1v1duals would not dlffer signifiecantly in thelr per-
;formance of these tasks. | |

) Open”and ClOsed subjects should however differ in efficiency
of performance on tasks which requ1re the 1ntegrat10n of new,
_unusual "bellef—systems" Open 1nd1v1duals should experlence
less dlfflculty than Closed 1nd1v1duals in thelr attempts o
"1ntegrate" such new bellefnsystems into- thelr own system.
Consequently, they should be able to solve such problems more
eas1ly than Closed persons. ’

To test thls\hypothesls, Rokeaeh devised a setAof three
new,’nnusual instrnotions whieh a'person had'to‘obServe~simul~
taneously: whlle rebulldlng the Kohs block patternso The in=-
structlons are to use more blocks than orlglnally (nlne or 51x—
/teen, 1nsteadcf the orlglnal four),‘to bulld the pattern ’
'“rotated" at rlght angles as compared w1th the pos1t10n repre-k
sented on the card; and at the same tlme, reverse the red—whltek
'color scheme shown on the pattern. |

Rokeach belleved that 1nd1v1duals would react to thls set

.of unusual 1nstruct10ns in. a way similar to the way -they would
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‘ordinarily react towards aooeptanoe;of‘new belief-systems. In
oother‘words, the three (simnltaneous) instructions'were‘to act
;as allaboratory model of‘new belief-systems.’ Ifhthis'were S0,
lopen‘individdals should solvelthis problem in less time, and
; with less‘failures; than Closed individuals;""failure“/means’the
inability to solve a problem 1n ‘the five minute time 11m1t set
for rebulldlng each pattern. Rokeach called thls test the "Kohs
,syntheS1s“ test,’as opposed to the simple four—block Kohs
problemfwhlch he refers to as the "Kohs analytical testh.

\ The$three'taSRs mentioned (Witkin,vKohs analytical and -
Kohs synthesis) were‘giventto‘l7 students;withlthe 1owest;D;
sCores, and 16 students withktheﬁhighest'D—scores, seleoted
from a pool of about 400 students.‘ Rokeaoh and‘Lery‘(Rokeach’

: 1960, pp 257 269) report no s1gn1flcant dlfference between mean
”scores of these two groups ‘on the Kohs analytlcal tasks or thelr
scores on the Jackson (1956) adaptatlon of the Wltkln test.
However, they report s1gn1rlcantly more fallures and generally
longer solutlon tlmes for the Closed segment than the Open

segment on Several of the Kohs synthe81s tasks.

A seCQnd area of'COnsiderahle interest to this'author,was,
keneountered in a study bydRokeaCh:and KempHﬁAnxiety'and Childs
hood. EkperienceS"'(Rokeaoh 1960; PPR- 347—365) This preSents
ythe dlfferences of extremely hlgh D and low—D scorlng subjects
has well as mlddle-D subgects, in regard to questlonnalres about
thelm feellngs towards thelr parents, the breadth of outs1de

'1nfluences on thelr development and the presenoe of anxiety
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'symptoms.

This report deserves partlculaf 1nterest not only because
of the 1nterest1ng substancefof thekflndlngs,but perhaps‘even‘
mofe‘because of ceftain methodological,issues‘whiCh are sug-
gested by then.‘

Before‘discussingkthe~methodo10gioal~18sues we whall sume
pmarize the purpose and:design,of this study in some detail‘as;
these‘matters areICrucial'from;the’point'of view’of the present'
1nvest1 atlon;- o |

The purpose of the study was to test the predlctlon that
persons w1th extremely hlgh D—scores would express glorlfl—‘
’catlon of parents more often and amblvalent feellngs less often'
than 1nd1v1duals w1th very 1ow D—scores, also that high D-score
k1nd1v1duals would report a more constrlcted s001al 1nfluence in
their youth as well as. the presence of more anx1ety symptoms
than low-D subjects. Actually no prediction was made as to the
way'middle—D scoring subjects would'react |

This study was carrled out at a Presbyterlan college with
students enrolled in a sponsored program for social welfare
‘work All these students had hlgh rellglous values. The two
"extreme" segments con81sted of 25 students each wh11e~the_’
mlddle—D scorers were represented by 50 students. Unfoftunately;k
the study gives neither the number of subJects 1npthettotal’group
ffon whicn thetthreeosegmentS*were‘seleeted, nor doeS'it give,the’
mean!D-SQOre of the One~gr0uppor of thelthreelsegments.

The fifst questionnaine“contained‘twofquestions:dﬂWhat sort

~of person was your.father?"fand "What sort of person was your
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mother75 Responses to each of these questlons were (separately)
hcategorlzed into three classes. “amblvalent"j "mlldly ambivalent®
and “glorlfylng"‘f Average agreement among three Judges worklng
1ndependently on the categorlzatlon of the responses is reported
’jat 90 per cent . ’ |

The Open~andkClosed segmentS~showed;considerable%differences
in their reactions in‘theﬂpredicted direction: while about two-

~ thirds of the Open segments‘expressed “ambivalence“'towards both

‘ parents,fonly 12 per cent of the Closed segments dld S0. On the
%otherkhand ;about 30 per cent of the Closed segments' responses
- were classlfled~as'"glorlleng“ agalnst 12 per cent for the Open‘

segments.‘ “Mlld amblvalence" was expressed in about 22 per. cent~

of the cases by the Open segments as agalnst about 58 per cent
by the Closed segments 1n regard to both parents. Rokeach sum-
marlzes the dlfferences ‘between Open and Closed segments as ..

ofollows.

tfWhen we compare these results with those reported
-in the Authoritarian Personality (Adormo, 1950),
there is agreement in so far as the Open Ss
‘express ambivalence towards parents. There is
also agreement in so far as the Closed Ss are
~less able to express ambivalence, and generally
glorify their parent more. = These results are on

~the whole consistent with: the notions put for-
ward by Frenkel-Brunswick (1949) that the ability
to express emotional ambivalence toward parents
predisposes one to form an authorltarlan outlook
on lifeft (1960 p. 359) :

The‘second questionnaire (given to‘theksamevthree segments)
asked:‘\"What other people (relatlves, guardlans, frlends, etc.)

,1nfluenced your development7" ,Rokeach wrltes as follows.




15

. WThe reason for asklng thls (questlon) was to
find out about the extent or breadth.of in-
fluence and identifications outside ‘the imme~
diate family. It is reasonable to assume that
those who are characteristically more Open in
their belief systems will report that in child-
hood they were influenced by persons beyond the
confines of the immediate family. Conversely
it is reasonable to expect that those with
relatlvely Closed systems will report a con~
striction of extra family :Lnfluences and
1dent1flcat10ns.. : ~

The responses to thls questlon were categorized
into three degrees of breadth of identification
with others. First were those who reported
that they identified only with the local clergy— .
" man and/or boy scout leader. The second category
-+included a somewhat broader set of identification.
'pSeveral ‘people were mentioned rather than just
one or two, such as clergyman, boy scout leader;,
friends w1th whom one shared a sport or hobby,
teacher, farmer on whose farm one had spent part
- of a summer vacation, etc. The third category
is a general response, the S saying that he was.
- dinfluenced by a number of people with no refer-
- ence to any particular person or group. o

fTﬁree judges*workiné independently egreedyln
their categorization on 95 per cent of the
responses" (1960, P. 360) :
fSiXty;pef‘oent of the,Closed segment«mentioned only:ﬁclergy—
man and/or'bOy scoot leader“, esdagainst 8;pef'cent in’the Open
segmentspand only 8vper,centoof the'ClosedJSegment gavepa v
'hgenerel’response"pas;agaimst'72 perscent ih the Open’segment.
'{These,data agein appear to substentiate the predictions in regard
‘to the Closed and Open segments.: |
o Two more questlonnalres, regardlng aﬁx1ety symptoms, were
admlnlstered to the same group and in both of them the Open and
Closed segments behaved as predicted. The Closed segment admltted
to roughly s1x tlmes the number of anx1ety symptoms as did the

Open segment, and the mean age at wh1ch~bed-wett1ng stopped was
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reported as 2 2 years by the Open versus 6. 2 years by the Closed
segment. The ratlonale of the questlonnalres is explained by

Rokeaoh (1960, pp 361-362) as follows:

MAs Frenkel Brunswick (1949) has pointed out, the
~inability to express emotional ambivalence toward
parents necessitates the repression of hostility.
This should be anxiety-provoking. Since Open Ss
- are more able to express ambivalence, we should
expect them to show fewer symptoms of anxiety as
compared with closed—mlnded Ss.

The fole of the Middle seﬁment Slnce dogmatism is repre—

msented as - a contlnuum from closed—mlndedness to open-mlndedness
throughout Rokeach's work, oneowould expect the Middle segment
of  a group to show'tendencies'Which’lie somewhere’in between
the extremes of the two polar segments' behavior. Alternately,‘
ﬁlthe relatlonshlp mlght be curv111near - but in any case a degree
of contlnulty should be apparent If we examine the results'
obtalned by Rokeach for the Mlddle segment - where such "has been
used -~ we find no evldence of contlnu;ty, onithe contrary, the
behavior of‘ohe Middle~segmen£ varies fromotaSk to task, some-
timeSfapproaehing'one segment's patfern and’enotherftime the
other‘exﬁre@eksegmenﬁ*s pattefn;‘afehimes it %exceeds® both.
Before we examine Rokeach?sfexplanation‘ofkthls uﬁexpected’phe—~
nOmenonkit may be’adﬁisable to analyzejthefbehavior of the Middlel
Segment‘in,ﬂhe questionnaires reported above as well as in’the
only otheriprojeCt whereféﬂ3+segment desigh~wae used by Rokeach.

In the questionnaire regarding' arents, (Rokeach 1960,

pP. 359), the Middle segment expressesy"glorification“ in 72 per

' eent of the responses versus oan'30 per cent for the Closed
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(and 12 per cent for the Open) segments. In other words, it
.strongly exceeds the Closed segment‘ithhe‘directioniaway from

‘the Open segment. At the other pole, namely, expression of

ambivalence, it again exceeds the Closed group by having only 7

per cent of the responsesfin this’class versus 12 per cent‘for,

the Closed (and*64 per cent for the Open)'segments; In the

middle category of “mlld amblvalence" however, we find the

;Mlddle segment 1nd1st1ngulshable from the Open segment at about
: 22 per cent, as’ agalnst 59 per cent for the Closed segment

In: the questlonnalre regardmng "others who 1nfluenced"

(1960 p. 361), 70 per cent- of the Mlddle segment reports the

most constrlcted 1dent1f1cat10n (tclergyman and/or ‘boy scout

'leader“) as agalnst only 60 per/eent'for the Closed (and 8gper

cent for the Open) segments.~ At the~other “extreme“ category~

'(“ general response.;;“) we flnd the Mlddle segment for once

~between the Open and Closed segments but almost at the Closed
end (Closed 8 per cent Mlddle, 11 per cent; Open, 72 per cent)

In the "mlddle category" ("several people spec1flcallv men—

tloned“), ‘the Middle segment is once agaln 1dentlcal with the

Open segment and quite far from the Closed segment (Open, 20

‘per cent; Middle, 19 per cent; Closed, 32 per cent).

In)thetqnestionnaire regarding anxiety‘svmptoms, both Middle
and Closed.Segments report about sixktimes the number of symptoms

reported by the Open segments 'The mean'age'when bed-metting

stopped 1s again con51derab1y hlgher for the Mlddle segment
(8. 5 years) than the Closed segment (6 2 years; Open segment

2.2 years)
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It ean thenibetSaid that on the whole the Middle segment’
behaves in these tasks moretoften like theyClosed segment -
exceeds the CloSed segment oCoasionally in the direetiOn away
kfrom the Open segment = but at times acts 1ndlst1ngu1shably
. from the Open segment,

Only,one other three—segment”study is reported by Rokeéch
~and Kempf(Rokeaoh; 1960, pp./335~347); it deals‘with,differences
’intehanges'of yalues'and'oocupationai goels‘of a.group over a
fi#e to six year period. This appears to be the same group
,“whlch partlclpated in the "Chlldhood anx1ety" prOJect just
dlscussed and was. thus hlghly seleoted both in terms of 1ts
unlformly hlgh‘rellglous values and also in terms of its occu;‘
petional goals,‘ The conrsekweskone designed:to train;profes—
s1onal boy scout 1eaders.f~' | ’

The Allport—Vernon’"A Study of Valuest (1931) method was

used to measure the 1n1t1al value system as well as changes in

1t flve or six years 1ater. At the tlme of the 1n1t1al test
the three segments were: homogeneous in terms of the rank—order
of values measured. by this test. | |

Flve years later, religious valnes still~retained the firSt
- rank in thetmalue SYStem of allsthnee segments. In,thefother
'Values the Mlddle segment showed no change in thelr rank orders,
‘the other two segments showed shifts 1n their respective Value-
systems but,the,dlrectlonsfln which theSe shlfts,occurred were .
significantly different fortthe Open and Closed segments.
Details~of'these'characteriStic shiftskare,not.relevant'to~thisf

.study,énd‘Willfnot_be repOrted{
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As to changes‘in occu ation, the large majority‘of‘thek
Middlevsegment‘was‘still intthe same profession for‘whichlthe
study course had prepared: them five years earller, namely, boy
scout leader.f The hlgh D segment had mostly moved 1nto com~ -
mercial and. mllltary admlnlstratlon, whereas the low-D segment
had mlgrated into s001al service occupatlons requlrlng hlgher
”profess1onal tralning. | ‘

- To,what extent could these results;be internreted{as’
supportlng the concept of a contlnuum in dogmatlsm7

Flrstly, nelther group segment showed a change in thelr
‘prlnclpal value, rellglon,, Secondly, the Middle segment re—
malned unchanged both in regard to ‘the structure of thelr
fremalnlng values and in thelr occupatlonal choice, whlle the- two
other segments moved in- dlfferent dlrectlons.

The lack of change in rellglous values would indicate an
area of s1mllar1ty among the three segments rather than an area
,of dlfference. As” such‘ it contrlbutes nothlng towards,the
solutlon of the contlnulty problem.‘ | ’ ”

| ‘The fact that the two. extreme segments had showed dlffer—
entlal changes in the rest of thelr value system, whlle the
Middle segment had remained: steady,fagaln does not appear to be
helpful in arr1v1ng at a conclu51on. The values measured by the
Allport—Vernon scale are not cons1dered as occupylng polar
relatlonshlps to each other in the sense that elther value could
be regarded as the oppos1te to another value, or comblnatlon of B
values. A contlnuum, however, acts as. a brldge between two¢’

oppos1te poles. ‘If there are no poles, there is no ‘continunm,.
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"In other Words, the three;segménté did act differeﬁﬁly but hot
in terms of the usual meéning of a continuum,
- The same reasoning appéars to be a?plicable to the differ-
ie@oes in changes of occupation among the three ségments. : |
It:would seem as~if this s£udy of Rokeachfs néiﬁher supports
nor strongly contradlcts the assumptlon that Lhe dogmatlsm scale

is: 1n effect a contlnuum

How dOeé‘Rokééch~d¢§i'with this froﬁﬁleéome quesﬂion of the
“Middle segment? |

 He déésyndt appeaf to feel thaf the behavior of the Middle =
Segmeht‘requireé any,paftiéuléffexplanatiOn in the Uchange of
value system® pfoject, In fééard to the anxiety‘quéstionnairek

” resulﬁs,‘hé writes as fdllowS:‘

®When we consider all the results presented in.
" this section as a whole, it is safe to say that
the middle and: closed groups do not turn out.
to differ strikingly from each other as might
have been expected from the results on attitu-
des toward:parents. Rather, both middle and
closed groups are found to differ markedly from
.the open group. Why the middle and closed groups
do_not differ much from each other is a_problem
that will meri® further investigation. We_are
presently at a loss to explain it. (Present
-author'ts italics). One possibility is that there
may. be - littlerpsychological difference between a
middle and high score on the Dogmatism Scale -
~that both may represent equally high degree of
‘closedness, .  Another possibility is that the
“nature of the sample may -have somethlng to do
with it. It will be recalled that the Ss were
all students at a Presbyterian college, all high
in religious values, all enrolled in a sponsored
" program of training for social welfare with
youth, . Thus, they may Dbe atypical with respect
to the meaning to be assigned to a particular -
-score on the Dogmatism Scale, or with respect to
. parent-child relationship, or with respect to
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neurotic symptoms. It is hard to say." (Rokeach,
1960, pp.363-364.) : ‘

In regard to the parent qnestionnaire,'he writes:

“However, we must note that it is the middle scoring
Ss who most often idealize their parents, consid-
erably more than the closed Ss. It is difficult to
account for this finding since there is little theory
or empirical research to guide us. The research on -
the Authoritarian Personality was also conducted
with -extreme hlgh and low scorers, and this is also
generally true in the present work. At the moment
.we can only draw explicit attention to these unex~
pected findings and go on to see if they are

- ‘encountered again in other comparisons to follow.®

“(Rokeaoh 1960, p 360.)

The explanatlons quoted above would appear to be condensable

1nto the follow1ng three "statements“' ’

a) <For some reason, the Mlddle segment appears to behave

ﬁ

generally more llke the Closed segment rather than

occupylng the expected p081t10n between Open and Closed

segments.o ThlS is unexpected and may'be due to lack”of
dlfferentlatlon of Mlddle and Closed 1nd1v1duals by the

1nstrument (the "D“-scale)

b)  Alternately, the cause may lie in chance factors con-

tnected with the selection of the group.'

e) Further research 1s requlred to establlsh whlch of these

alternatlves may hold true.,

‘The present author'Sees'nO~reason to.question statements
(b) and (c) above. Chance factors connected with the selectlon

of adparticular«groupfmay~d1stort~f1nd1ngs,at\any time, The only
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way out of such difficulty is repetition, with a_different\group.

The statement contained~in (a), howerer, appears as an over-
‘simplificaﬁion. Unddubﬁedly the:MiddlefSegment‘behaveskmore like
the Closed than the Open segment - In some cases, however, it ; i
exceeds the Closed segment cons1derably 1n the- dlrectlon ”away“

from the Open group,‘lt behaves almost llke a “Super—Closed"

group.‘ This happens in regard to the tendency to glorlfy parents,‘

two of the.neurotlc symptoms/(thumb—sucklng,and sleep#walklng) as

wellpas'the mean age at whiCh'bed~wetting stopped. On~theﬁ0ther
hand, din express1on of "mlld amblvalence towards parenth and
reports of 1nfluence from "several people spec1f1cally mentloned“
the Mlddle segment becomes 1ndlst1ngu1shable from,the Open seg—~
ment., | 7 - ' T ‘ |

| Once\ﬁe“accepp'that the Middle\segment~does not‘really be~
have'muchllike the Closed segﬁent; it beoomes'meaninglessito try

, tokexPlain’the Middle-segment phenomenon as a result of‘possible;
insenSitivity;of,the,“D“—seale ét the high‘end.,

A more  radical; though‘perhaps 1ess’p1easant;~thought wouldo
be to assﬁme'that'dogmatismkiS'simply not a cohtinuum,‘a possie
blllty whlch does not seem to have been: con51dered by- Roekeach.

-uStlll, cons1der1ng that most of his research on dogmatism was.
‘carried out with extremely high—D,and low—D individuals, such,a~p
‘epossibility:SHOuld have been envisagedi When research is con-
'fined to differences in some behavioral‘aspeetiof'oﬁiy extreme
’segﬁents, the differences«found mayibe~valid~on1y for people“with
~ such extreme scores, no assumptlon as to the behavior of the rest

of the populatlon is necessarlly Justlfled




‘The questiounaire—study has been discussed inrgreat detail
because its results focus attentlon on some apparent shortcomings i

”of Rokeach's methodology To summarize:

- a) Some of the groups were hlghly selected both in terms
of rather extreme homogenelty and also in terms of

‘ unusual s001a1 background and value—systems.

b) Many of the prOJects were carried out only once even ' f

o though the results were. confus1ng in some respects.’

c) Most of the studles were carried out on the extreme .
segments of a group, 1n termsof D—scores. ThlS a prlorl
‘leaves open the questlon as to whether dogmatlsm is a

contlnmum.

The clarification of the anomalous behavior of the Middle
segment would seem,to‘requirera repetition of the relevant
studies within a,frameWOrk which does not contain the same methodo-

- -logiecal Shortcomings.,

This chapter has dealt with the orlglns and structure of
IRokeach's theoretlcal framework It appeared that prev1ous re=

“search regardlng the authorltarlan personallty was 1argely con-

cerned with partlcular content~elements of authorltarlanlsm, ‘such
~as ethnocentrlclsm, antisemitism, etc.f Rokeach~be11eved that‘
authorltarlanlsm is more usefully characterlzed by 1ts structural
aspects and fooused attentlon on the makeup of the authorltarlan

personts bellef-system.
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'We then followed what is‘believed to betthe typical deﬁelopf
ement of the dogmatic mind, from*the early ‘days of childhood; we |
/elso gaﬁe aycharacterfsketch,cf the typical Closed minded person-
ality. | |
Since the~structufe~of oﬁr\belief-system is regardedkas one

of the most 1mportant aspects of our personallty, Rokeach pre-
ﬂdlcted that dlfferences could be found 1n many dlfferent areas‘
of behav1oral manlfestatlon between Open and Closed personallty
types.; Such presumed differences‘were investigated by Rokeach
and his co-workers in a number of research projects. Most of
these studies had a "two extreme segment“ de51gn In other words,
the behavior dlfferences of only the segments with extremely hlgh
.and 1ow D-scores were made subJect of these studies.
;Two'of»these studies haverbeen examined in detail. The
‘first“study §es’0f particuler;intefest‘tc~the present authof be;
cause itiaealt with perceptcalfteSk performénce as a functioh of
personelity differénces; thisvﬁas a field which he himself was
’exﬁlofing by means of a new test, the SCRT. The second;stﬁdy.
reported in'detail was'oce in which Rokeach(hed used‘a three~
Segment=des§gn.:‘The‘anOmalous7behavior of the Miédle,segment in.
thisfstudy Qas usedktotpoint~out certain possible methodologiCal
shortcomings of Rokeach's work which he h?d himsélf partly coh-v
ceded. It has been pciﬁted'out, however,'that his tehtative'
'exPlanaticﬁs of'the'anomelous:behavior of theyMiddlezsegment,dc
not appear'to take all‘of his fihdings intofCOnSidefatiOnkand
that the abandonment of the contlnulty concept of dogmatlsm may

ffwell become necessary as a result of further. research




CHAPTER IT

THE SUGGESTED CONCEPT RORSCHACH TEST

The Suggested Concept Rorschach Test is an outgrowth of
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‘certaln experlences whlch the present author had in connection

with the "testlng the 11m1ts" phase of the Rorschach test in
an 1ndustr1al sett1ng.~ The usual purpose of thlS phase 1s des—
: crlbed by Klopfer and Kelley‘

| "In the testlng-the limits phese, the'eiamlner exerts
pressure in a systematic and controlled way in order .

to provoke reactions in_ directions avoided or not
clarlfled by the subject 4in his spontaneous reaction...

Naturally, the 1mportance of this phase is in inverse
. proportlon to the richness of the other two phases, the
; performance proper, and the enqulry.ﬁ (l946,pp 51~52.)
Wh;le,performlng the "testing the limits™ in the uspal
manner;qthe author became impressed:with considerable differ_
‘enees.among individuels;in'theiﬁ ébility’(or:willingness) to
accept¢sﬁggested chcepts regardless of the ﬁrichnessﬂgor
“poorﬁessﬁVofetheir own spOntaneous.production, lt~almcstk
_seemedﬁat tlmes as if the subject Was reacting (positively or
Vnegatlvely) to suggestlon of seelng somethlng rather. than the
partlcular concept he was asked to: locate.
At tlmes,:lndlvlduals wlth:very,meegrewspontaheous pro—
tocols seemed to be able to”see~practieallymanything sﬁggested
:to,them.,trhe;meagre sponteneohs,production.was intehpreted‘as

ca sign“of,ShyneSs;and raised no questions in the author's mind




I ever-had was that I refuse to go along w1th any suggestlon as
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at the time.
At -other times however, highly intelligentfindiViduals with

~rich sPontaneous'production refused tofaccept any -concept sug- .

s gested,to'then, They either;simply~denied being able to see

what they. were asked to, - or offered alternate concepts which

were actually very 51mllar to the- suggested concept : For instance

one 1nd1v1dual refused to see the popular bears in Card II but

suggested that they may be dogs, he also denied that the green
part at the bottom of Card X could remlnd one of a caterplllar

'but suggested that it mlght represent a tomato—worm., When asked

why Card II could be 1nterpreted as dogs but not. bears, he- p01nted
',to the ears and observed that they were . at the wrong angle for

bears, but at the correct angleS'as far as dogs are conCerned.’

The “trouble" with the caterpiliar was explalned as belng due to

two tlny llnes ("hairs™) at the head-part which caterplllars are
not endowedpw1th but presumably tomato-worms are.

When this subject was asked during‘the interview period

(follOWingythe‘testing) whether his superiors had ever criticized

him‘or his work in any respect, he replied: "The only criticism,

to: the detalls of my work. This of course is not true.® He

kthen went on to explaln how he always made a practlce of dlscuSﬁ

sing with his subordinates only the general aspects of thelr work
kass1gnments,_leaving them with large~areaS~of "freeddm of‘deci-
sion“~‘ He also reported going ont of his way. t0~generate sug—
' gestlons from his staff and spontaneously gave examples of the

loyalty whlch this approach had created.
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Thisfindividuel hed a,particularlydrich, spontaneous
‘Rorschach protocol‘ FurthermOre, rather’then simply rejecting
,suggested concepts, he produced alternatlve and at least equally
acceptable concepts. None of the concepts he had suggested were
sufficientldeifferent in terms of their usual'connotationsfto
suggest that some" frlghtenlng aspect of the suggested concept

may have 1nterfered w1th 1ts acceptabillty

One poss1b1e explanatlon of this unexpected behav1or would
be’that thls person in fact resented any suggestlon from supee
rlors, the author momentarily occupylng ‘the position of authorlty,
The fact that he welcomed,suggestions‘from.subordinates doeSjnot -
necessafilykcontradictfthis ihterpretétioﬂf it is obviously

'quite/possible for a person to react differently to suggeStions

from~subordinetes’than to'suggestionskcoming from superiors.

~Industry having~a,basicallyfeuthofitafian,structufe,,it
ywouid be;?efy*usefulnto'be able to predict:a‘perSQn's willing-"
ness to~aCcept suggestions coming from "above" : Itﬁwould Be
eespe01ally useful to be able to obtaln thls 1nformatlon by subtle
means. Could it be that a person's reactlonsto suggested
~Rorschach concepts would be typlcal of his reactions to "g01ng
alongt w1th suggestlons emanatlng from a superior? |

}For,some time after this experience,the euthor’carefuily‘
‘watched the “testiug~the limitsh phasegin other subjects. At’
1eastitw0:mohe experiences’follcwed:infwhich individuals,withfk
richeprotocois were unwilling to~accept any, or‘elmOSt‘eny,

ksuggested,concepts‘ Some of them were again~counteredﬁby

Jsimilar, alternate;ccncepts,‘~Aﬁd in both cases, the individuals
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admitted having beenfcriticized~on account~of "argumentativeness“
or "unw1111ngness to accept others ‘because theyuhave dlfferent .
”1deas" - usually by thelr wives or friends. -Both ‘denied that the
critlclsm was justified.

:Ihe clue,seemed.one worthwhile to follow up. This required
stendardization of the procedure of testing the‘limits, and.
validation of the findings agalnst an external crlterlon. A
search of the llterature back to 1948 1nd1cated no prev1ous work
in the general area of u51ng suggested Rorschach concepts to
1nqu1re 1nto personallty variables in the sense described here.“

Standardlzatlon of suggested concepts.‘ It seemed 1oglcal

,that the pepularity level of the suggested concepts should be -
“both varlable within any one‘card -anda known quantlty in termsf
of the group on which they are to be used Beck (1944) prov1des
a 11st~of concepts in terms of their popularityfin the clinical
settlng, in spontaneous Rorschach productlon, howeven, .one should'
not necessarlly assume that concepts will retain their rank order
of popular;ty regardless of group~or settlhg.‘ "

‘If a:test could ihdeedfbe deVelOped~along thevlinas sug?: 
kgested it would seem to have its greatest usefulness in the
1ndustrlal fleld. It therefore seemed reasonable to attempt to
gather concepts of known popularlty among appllcants for jobs in
:hus1ness,or industry. | | | |

dA:locelrfirm of industrialypsychoiogists sutplied”the Cox~
Forced—ChoiceaRorschach,protocols ¢f>74 (ﬁresumably”norﬁal) job;
applicants."In thishform'of the Rorschachftest; the‘persoh“is

presented with‘three;sets Ofiten,concepts each per Rorschach card
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and 1nstructed to select the most 11kely, most approprlate,
concept from each of the three sets, i.e. three per card. This
nresults in 30 responses for the ten cards.~ |
The 74 protocols were. analyzed for frequency of selectlon
of each of the 300 responses.‘ Nlne concepts were selected for
each Rorschach card three each from the follow1ng three “classes"

of popularlty:

da) ‘Concepts whlch had been selected by more than 20 per'

ycent of the "base group" (popular concepts),

b) «CohceptS‘which hadnbeenTQCCasiOnally selected'but‘hy

not more than 5 pef ceht'of the base group;

c) Concepts selected by no one in the base group.

Tt was actually desired to obtain reactions to about six

suggested concepts per Rorschech‘card in the forthcoming teSt

and‘it seemed best to draw the‘COnCepts in equal number (i.e.

two each) from each of the three classes of popularity. these'

figures were of‘course‘set quite arbitrari1y~eXCept in so far
as a test of reasonable 1ength would ha{re to result. Approxi-
mately six responses per card would seem to fulfill this requlre—
dment The reason for selecting a- total of :nine concepts w111
‘now be~expla1ned. |

~ Since the test was expected to measure individuals! willing-

ness to go along with suggestions of the examiner, it seemed
'desirable:to require the subject tO“give'first a spontaneous

resporse ‘and only then follow up with‘the‘suggested cOncepts.w'
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One would 1mag1ne that more w1111ngness would be requlred to go
along. Wlth a suggested concept gﬁggg one has made: up one's mlnd
,what the blot Hreallyh represents than if no such perceptual
structurlng has occurred

This approach requlred‘that more than s1x concepts per card
kshould be avallable for suggestlon 1f actually six were to be |
obtalned. 'ObVlously the subject may announce_one of the six
cOncepts as’hiskspontaneous production;“Even later in the pro—'
cedure the person tested may remark that he has actually seen a
suggested concept spontaneously.; The nine conceptS~per card |
Would thus prov1defone;"spare" COncept,in each category. . The
cOncepts for eaCh‘of,the ten cards areylisted in'Appendix‘nDn.

The question then arose as to whether preSentation in«any
~tartlcular order of popularlty would have any predlctable effect
Slnce no; research was avallable in th1s area, it was dec1ded tof‘
present the_cnncepts in random~order of popularity.’,Thekconcepts
were t&PEd on file cards withltheir-pooulafity indeX‘(a, b or'c)'
tlmarked‘On the card.. They were: to be shuffled before presentatlon
’to assure’ randomness, and two. of each class presented per
Rorschach'cardkln:the order of theirkoccurrence; Whenever‘the
third cardﬂuould turn up in‘any category it nould simply he put
aside - ~fexcept of course 1f the subgect had "used up" one of the
concepts in that class as hls spontaneous productlon. Responses’
1ndlcat1ng that the subJect had spontaneously seen the concept
~uere’not going tofbe,scored~since~theykwereknotpa;fesult of

suggestion..

_ Scoring system. An 8-point scoring system was developed
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(see Appendlx "E“) to rate each resoonse 1n terms of the subgeot's
expressed w1111ngness to “go along“ w1th the suggested concept
The lowest score 1s ass1gned to the answer implying the fullest
acceptance, the hlghest score is attached to responses 1ndloat1ng
;the fullest reJectlon.' |

It would seem that 1ntroduotlon of unusual oomplementafy
fconcepts would indicate: the “perfect acceptance“f e.g when
“bears" are suggested ‘on card II and subject replleS° ®0h yes -
as a matter~of fact they are after a piece of meatit The
strongest reJectlon of the suggested concepts in terms of the
present. framework would be the offerlng of an alternative con-
~cept. (Example:'“Bearsi~ no, but'theyVCOuld be dogsﬁ)
| If e’subjeot annouﬁceS‘morevthan Onceoinhfegard td‘anYaone,
category‘thatwhe has’seen‘the suggested,concept spontaneously
his SGOrahleeanswers per‘Cafd will,drop below,sixs” ‘

In order to overcome any difficulty resulting from unequal

number of scorable responses per card, it is necessary first to

calculate a mean'score‘for each card. This consists of the sum -

" of response scores for the card ‘divided by‘the number of re- -

”Sponses-' The test score for the subject is the sum of the'mean,
VScores;

Reliability and validity. An attempt was made to validate

+the test against a criterion of judgment byVSuperiofs in the
industrial setting. deperiofs weremaskedtto designaté~thoSe of
theih'subordinates most’willing, ‘and least w1lllng, to go along
with suggestlons, and then persuade them to submlt to the test

‘Only 16 subJects 'were obtained in this manner because most
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superiors ran into a blank wall . of refusal from ‘the subjects

" who were to‘represent the “closed mlnded“ pole of the assumed
contlnuum, some. announced that they would rather resign than -
submit to the test | It became obv1ous that valldatlon in an‘
industrial settlng would have to be- carrled out as part of prew
employment testlng.

The scores of the 16 subgects; bowever, made it poss1ble'
to calculate the rellablllty of the test; scores obtalned ‘on
:odd numbered cards were correlated w1th scores obtalned on -even
numbered cards. Thls resulted in an r=.864 which increases to

.926 when corrected by the Spearman~Brown formula. It thus
‘appears that- the test is measuring somethlng rellably.

' Relevance of BCRT to the present pro1ect. At about the

-tlme of the valldatlon impasse; the. author read Rokeach's "The
Qpen and Closed Mind®, He~was 1mmediately.impreSsed by the‘
pOSsibility,that,tbe’personality of the “dogmatic person't as
described‘b&FRokeach,maysbe‘similar in manyjrele?antkaspects to
the,perSOnality of an individual who refuseshto accept sugges~'
tiOnsfonkthe Rorschach cards. Both,individuals woulddappear,to
be defensive against suggestions.v |

The feellng of poss1ble relatlonshlp was enhanced by the

fact that Rokeach's Open and Closed subJects were reported to

‘act dlfferently on certaln perceptual tasks as. well' obv1ously,
» the Rorschach test is a type of perceptual task 1tself
One,task which dlfferentlated‘among'Rokeach's Open and
'Closed segments ‘was the Kohs synthes1s task‘ it requlres the

subJect to restructure his perceptual field accordlng to three
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instruCtionsrgiven byithe;examiner; 'Another>of Rokeach's~tasks’
ek(the DennyrDoodlebug problem;~Rokeachw l960 Pp- l7l~181) requlred
: conceptual reorganlzatlon accordlng to instructions from the
‘examlner and, here agaln, Open subJects did s1gn1flcantly better
than Closed subgects. : |
| It seemed to the author that the problem of seelng thlngs
in 1nkblots 1s a comblned perceptual-conceptual task the 31mpler
the:concept, the closer the task 1s to -the- perceptual pole, the
more complex the concept the more conceptual the problem becomes.

k l If dogmatic and Open—mlnded subJects act dlfferently both
on certaln conoeptual and on certaln perceptual tasks, and if
the acceptance of suggested concepts on the Rorschach 1nvolves
both of these elements, perhaps the tendency to accept or regect
suggested concepts on the Rorschach would be: predlctable from a
person's Dnscore, and vice versa.’

| In dlscuss1ng the Denny Doodlebug task Rokeach partlcularly
'emphas1zes the Open subgects' apparent w1111ngness to tgo along“
w1th new 1deas, thls of course requires the ablllty to glve up
one’s own 1deas, at least momentarlly. Closed subJects appear

to be too defens1ve about thelr own bellefs and 1deas to be able

- to do this.

Again,tin the chapter’dealing‘withvthe’enjoyment ofhnew”
musical systems (Rokeach “1960, pp.270;285) we findkthe Openl
‘group developlng a 11k1ng for modern comp051t10ns (Bartok :
Schoenberg) whlle the Closed group - refuses to budge from thelr
prev1ous 11kes (whlch dld not. 1nclude the modern composers)

It seemed to the author that there may be a great deal of :
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similarity between the,ability to play along with new percepts
and concepts and the ab111ty to accept a change in one's
"percepts concepts" on the Rorschach’ cards. Conversely,;indi-'
v1duals whokare reluctant to play along w1th'“foreignﬁ’concepts
in general,may'wish to(adhere-to their own; spontaneous; :
Rorschach concept. ’It seemed;therefore'worth while to ekamine

whether the SCRT and the ®D%-scale measured'the;same'dimension.

It will'be recalled thathpenrand Closed groups did not
react differently in‘two perceptual tasks which did not involie
some Change‘etthelKohs analytical task'and the Witkin’test.k

| The author is prepared to'admit that there is a face simi— :
llarlty between the task of locatlng s1mple flgures in a complex
des1gn (Witkln test), and locatlng suggested concepts in the
1nkpblots.- So it was con51dered poss1ble that SCRT scores would
co-varthith Witkln scores. Wltkln scores however were’ reportedk
to bear no relatlonshlp to D—scores. | | 4

Whlle thls poss1b111ty was admltted tit was not‘considered“
' llkely. Each Wlthln problem has only one correctsansWer; any-
one whok has worked with ink blots will probably admit that many
a concept may be seen in several parts of ‘any partlcular blot |
and in many blots, 1f one tries hard enough and if “the concept
itself is not too hlghly structured. One’of the~1east popular
concepts in the SCRT is "house and garage" on cardeIl. The
“author has frankly no idea where it "should" be seen. One
. Subject hoWever~managed to see~it ln\the two bottom "Dig of the

‘blot the part Whlch is frequently Seen as a butterfly, one of

the "w1ngs“ represented the house, the other the garage —-seéen
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from a planei This subject could see just about every concept
suggested; Many of the SCRT concepts requlre subgects to see
; “dog's head" “s1tt1ng dogs® and other concepts ‘of this order.a
hIt was the author's feellng that anyone who is really “free" to
'entertaln newrldeas, new concepts‘and 1sunot tco;metlculous,f
ccmpulsive cridefensiVe; can probebly‘seeea gfeat‘many things
sOmewheﬁe in the blots. This would then make the SCRT a very
different test from the Witkin test. Neverthelees the’possie
hility’that a relationship may exist,betweenkSCRT and~Witkin‘

scores merits.examination.

ThlS chapter summarized the steps Wthh led to the develop-
’ment of the SCRT. The high rellabllltyfof the dinstrument was
mentioned as\well as the fact that so far‘it,hasfnot been
validéted against any eriterion. 'we then exémined the reasons‘
- underlyihgfthe expectation’thaf the SCRT may measure something
eﬁalogous tc‘dogmetism and why it is'pOSSible,’thbugh not ’
probabie,‘that SCRT scores andeitkin scoreS‘would show a

relationship,to~each cther.,
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CHAPTER TII

'PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The present study has three purposes:

1)  To examine whether the#predicted relationship between

‘the SCRT sCoree and'D~scoresecan be'demonstrated; In ether =
ﬁords;‘will 0penlSegments be more-willing and/or able to accept
'suggested concepts on the Rorschach cards than Mlddle segments,‘
and w111 Mlddle segnments be more’ w1111ng in this respect than
Closed segments7 If such a‘relatlonshlp were found 1t would
also be expected that: SCRT scores would co~vary w1th the Kohs
synthesls-tasks, since these;have been reported to differentiate
between:Open and Closed,segments‘by Rokeach., - Conversely, SCRT
seeres‘would‘be'expeeted to show no relatienship to performanee
‘on,the enalytical perceptual tasks,ii.e;, the Kohs analyﬁicel'
‘task and the*Witkin test:. Rokeach reported‘no;COevariance of
’analytiCalaperceptualqtask scores and Dsseeres.

. In cese«the predieted relationship befween SCRT. scores
andvD~SCoresvfai1ed to materialize,‘possible\ce—variance of
’SCRT and Witkin’scores is to be explored.‘ The faee similariﬁy
rbetween these two tasks: would render such examlnatlon adv1sable.

, 2), To determlne, by repllcatlon of Rokeach's perceptual

experiments,and questionnaire regardlng parents and others who

exercised influenee‘in pe0p1e1sjdevelopment, Whether his
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relevant findings are;generalizable to a new, less homogeneous,

group of subgects and, by 1mp11cat10n, to at 1east the general
educated part of the populatlon.

)V‘To examlnefwhether the concept of continuitv of Dogm_~'

tism is tenable. The questlon as to p0351b1e lack of contlnulty

was ralsed by the anomalous behav1or of the Mlddle segment 1n
'the questlonnalre study.‘ Rokeach offered another tentative
1nterpretat10n acceptable to this author“ chance factors due
to the unusual homogenelty and 3001a1 background of the particu-
lar group.;fA,repllcation of the study with a different, less,.
homogeneous’gPOup could be'expected to settle this problem. If
. the Open-and Closed segments act generally the way Rokeach's
yprespectlve segments had acted and the Mlddle Segment agaln shows
the anomalous behav1or of Vac1llat1ng from Open to "Supeerlosed"
‘patterns, it would seem reasonable to reJect the concept of con-~
~t1nu1ty of the Dogmatlsm concept

: Addltlonal ev1dence An thls respect should be ohtalnable
from the pattern of the Mlddle segment on-the Kohs synthesis
task. To malntaln the concept of contlnulty, the Mlddle seg-
ment's scores should be somewhere in betw een the scores of the
two extreme segments.’ :

| Ideally, it wouldkbe'desirable to:carrykout the purposes
’of the present study by means of a large scale correlatlonal
des1gn. Shortage of time rendered such approach 1mpractlcal
- The next best de51gn would appear to be a three—segment des1gn,

and thls has been adopted throughout the present study.
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CHAPTER IV

INSTRUMENTS

’Thé,present study will use five instruments:

'A) Rokeach's Dogmatism scale, Form E.

B) Four cards of the "Suggested Concept Rorschach
. Test (SCRT)", |

C),deufwKth“block‘pattefns, to be reproduced‘eXQCtly as ,

nthé pattern”indicates (Kohs analytical task).
‘D) Theksame four Koﬁs~blo¢k pattérns'buf‘ﬁith,inétruc;;
| ‘ tions’to feproducé'thém (simultanedusly) with
\«1hihe of sixteen blocks, rotéted at;right angles
as compared with their position ih"ﬁhé pattern,
‘and (in that position) with the red-white color

scheme'reverSed (Kohs_synthesis task).

e

E)/ A:three%quesfion questibnnaire;'ésking subjects to
respond,t6 thé fOllbwing queStions: ﬁWhat sort
‘of pérsonkwaé yéﬁf féther?", "Whét sor£ of;ﬁefSon :
Washyour mothef?ﬁ-and "What‘other people (félatives,
guardiéﬁs, friends, étéd) inflﬁenCed‘yéur develop~

ment?7®"

The five instruments will now be described in detail.
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A) The Ddgmatism Scale

The Dogmatlsm soale is Rokeach's ba51c 1nstrument in his
research regardlng the Open and Closed Mind. He writes as
follows,

‘ "The primary purpose of this scale is to measure indi-

~ vidual differences in openness or closedness of belief
- systems. Because of the way we have defined open and
closed, the scale should also serve to measure general
‘authoritarianism and general intolerance. Our procedure
in constructing the Dogmatism scale was essentially
deductive. We scrutinized the various defining charac-

teristics of open and closed systems. We then tried to
construct statements designed to tap these characteris~ -
tlcs. : ‘

Our assumptlon was that if a person strongly agrees

with such statements, it would indicate that he possesses
one extreme of the particular characteristic being .
tapped, and if he strongly dlsagrees, that he possesses

- the opposite extreme...;

'Above all each statement in the scale had to be de~

o s1gned to transcend specific ideological positions in
order to penetrate to the formal and structural
 characteristics- of all pos1t10ns." (Rokeach 1960

. PP.71-72.) :

The ‘major personallty traits of Closed 1nd1v1duals, as
seen by Rokeach were mentioned in Chapter I ’It may be inter—
ostlng to quote a few 1tems along w1th the personallty character-
istic Whlch they are des1gned to tap.’

The Closed mlnded person was desorlbed as- hav1ng 1solated
bellef~systems whlch may be in loglcal contradlctlon to each
other.~ One -statement in the "D"—scale almlng at thls tralt is
the follow1ng. ,“The highest form of government is democracy

and the hlghest form of democracy 1s a government run by those

- who are mostilntelllgent,“
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The strong 1ntolerance towards those holdlng dlfferent
’_bellef~systems ‘would be 1ndlcated by agreement w1th the fol-
lowing statement: "In times llke these it is often necessaryf
to be more on guard agaihSt ldeas‘put\Out by peoﬁle or groups
in ohe's‘own'camp than by those lnlthe oppOsing camp. "

The feellng of helplessness and anx1ety would be shown.
by agreement w1th. "Man on h1s own is - a helpless and miserable
‘ creature.“ |
| k Twolmore exampleslwill be given, one statement aimed at
»tapplng compuls1ve tendencmes, the other a paran01d outlook.e
"There 1s so much to do and. s0 llttle tlme to do it"; "I have
often felt that strangers are«looklng at me critically;"

The Dogmatism scale underwent various refinements and
four SuCCeSSive revisions. The present study utlllzes Form E.
‘whlch contalns 40 statements (Appendlx "B")

All‘statements~are‘"unidirectionalﬂ invthat agreement'
is scOred’as ihdicating‘closedness.i In this respect the scale i
is'similarfto‘the Califoruia "E®. and "F"QSOales; ]TheSe scales
“have been;critiCized»on account‘ofﬁthe possible set effect
whi.ch this“unidirectiohality may produce. Rokeach discusses
this problem,:buttarriVes at the conclusion that the set
‘ effect,rif any; ishnot likelydtolbe of:Sufficieﬁt lnfluence to.
interfere with results;in a serious,manuer; He’furthermore‘
points'out'that~the‘differences found hetween~0pen ahd Closed
groups: cannot be accounted for by set effect (1960, pp.405~ 407)
k‘Efforts to reverse the dlrectlon of some of the statements ran -

" into the same~d1ff1cult1es as had been»reported by Christie,
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-~Have1 and Seidenberg (1956) concerning‘the attempted‘reversal of
"Fr.scale statements. | |

Rokeach recommends that “D"—scale statements be 1nter—k
spersed with “paddlng" ~ in other words; statements from other
scales, or just any irrelevant statements,‘ This recommendatlon,
has not heen'followedvin‘theupresent<study in~order'toeShorten
tovthe bare minimum the time required for~administrationi‘ Still,
care wasttaken to errange the statements in a sequence so that
. no tw0‘statements aimed at tapping the‘seme characteristic fol—
low each Other clOseiy. | |

Rokeach also recommends that the scale be admlnlstered
:anonymously‘ To ‘be able to select subjects with the de51red
scores for subsequent testing, he usually asked his groups to

indicate their age,freligion,kplace of birth'and plaCe of'resi~

‘,dence on. the forms. When these data were later compared w1th

the reglstrar*s records it was poss1ble to 1dent1fy the "author"
In the present study, anonymlty was not pretended
Scor1ng.~fSubJects are instructed to‘express,their degree
of agreement'or~disagreementgwith’each statement,by;writingf
kPlns-3*to plus-l for agreement or mlnus -3 to minus-1 for d1s~
agreement there 1s mo zero point. fPlus-3 1ndlcates strong
agreementf minus-3 strong disagreement We thns have a~6-point
sCale. An individualtls score 1s s1mp1y the algebralc sum of
’hlS response numbers.’ As a matter of "convenience (to av01d
deallng w1th negatlve scores), each score is increased by
yfour. The~theoret10al range,of scores thus reaches from;40 to

280 for the 40-item scale.
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Reliabilitygr Rokeach reports reliability'ovaorm E of
the "D“—scalevas .78 and f81 respectively for tWo studieskin
which subjects Werecfirstmgiven‘the longer Form D of the‘“D“-
scale and -some months later the present Form E. " The correla-
tlons were calculated between scores obtained ‘on the two forms
and, then corrected for the shortness of Form E (l960,p 89)

Prev1ous flndlngs w1th Form E. Rokeach reports the

means- and standard deviations on this form of the "Di~scale
obtained for seven~groups'(1960,~p;90). ’The means‘vary from‘
141.3 to 152 8 in six of the seven groups, whlle r151ng to
175.8 for a group of Engllsh workers.‘ The standard deV1at10ns,
‘range from 22.1 to 28.3 Five of the seven studies were carried
oﬁt at Ohio‘State*University,fone‘in'an,English college andoone

w1th Bngllsh workers.,

Admlnlstratlon in the present pro1ect The’lists'of k

L statements comprlslng the “D"~sca1e were dlstributed in class

'after ‘an 1ntroductory talk by the present author (see Appendlx
CMAT for the talk and Appendix "B" for the "D"—scale) ‘Further

detalls,of the administration will be reported 1n'Chapter V.
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B) The Suggested Concept Rorschach Teést (SCRT)

Test material. Four standard Rorschach cards, two

colored and two black and white, were selected (Cards IIT, IV
VII, VIII) andgpresented 1n~that order. - This number of cards
seemed adeduate for exploratoby research, as previous findings
indicated‘an ff=’~822 cerrelation to hold between<SOores on
four cards and scores on all ten cards. |

Admlnlstratlon.. Introductlon of the test follows stan~

 dard Rorschach procedure with the follow1ng change. 1nstead of
the subgect belng asked to- tell what he sees in. the card, etc.,
he is asked to.

"ell the first thing you see that the blot reminds you
of, that it could represent. After you tell me the ‘
flrst thing you see, I am going to ask you to see five
or six other things in the card ‘and I want you to tell
me whether, or how well, you can see them; are they
there or are they not there....can you see them easily
‘or only if you really stretch your imagination....or
~not at all. To put it differently: imagine someone
says he sees the thing I am going to tell you to try
to see. I want you to tell me whether you would agree
that the blot does represent the thing, that is can be
reasonably called that = or 'not really' -~ or 'deflnltely
nottn, v

The card is then handed to the subject. As soon}asfhe
,giveS'his'first'spontaneous response, the’examiner says: WFine =
‘now I want you to see...l"; | | |

Six of the nine avallable concepts per card are suggested
’ to the subJect “two in each class of popularity. (See Appendlx
up® for a list of suggested,ooncepts.) The cards containing the
' coﬁcepts‘are'shuffled before each adminiStration s0 they wiilf

occur in random order of popularity. Once two cards of a given
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popularity level‘have been‘suggested the thirdfohe is skipped
,when‘it comes up. Any card bearlng a concept Whlch the subject
”announced as’ h1s spontaneous productlon is also skipped. If'
the subJect states or implies that he has "seen! a suggested
concept~spontaneously, such concept‘ls not scored and the'third ~
concept lo'the respective class of populafity is used (and scored),
instead.

'fscoring UkEach response is scored on an 8-point scale.
The scorlng scale, w1th examples, is attached as Appendix ngn,
‘The scores are added separately for each Rorschach card and divided
by the’ number of ‘responses obtalned on that card this results
~in a mean card score. Score of a subJect is the total of thefmean

card scores.
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~ C) The Kohs Block Tasks

The test.r-The test consists of twodparts which are
scored separately:, the Kohs.“analytioal" task anddthelKohs'
."sYnthesis" task. |

‘In the analxtlcal task, the . subJect is shown a pattern on
a card (see Appendlx UFt) and asked to reproduce it ‘with four
blocks as qulckly as he can:. The four blocks are putlln,front;
| of the subJect ‘in form of a square,'whlte side up.

As soon as he ‘has reproduced the pattern, he 1s given
nine or s1xteen blocks and" 1nstructed to reproduce the‘same pat-
tern w1th this larger number of blocks, rotated at right angles
and the red~wh1te color schemexeversed (as compared w1th the
| pattern). This then is the Kohs synthesis task The'three in-
- structions of the synthes1s task must be carrled ‘out simulta~
neously and the subject is not allowed to build the pattern
flrst and then rotate it; nelther is he permltted to turn hlS
head so he oan see what the pattern would look like at right
angles.

The‘total;task'COnsiSts of four patterns,eaeh of”Which
'1s flrst ‘built of four blocks'"as 1s" (analytlcal task), and‘
‘then rebullt 1n terms of the synthes1s task w1th nine on 51x-
teen blocks, rotated and oolor reversed (synthes1s task)

| »Materials. The blocks used here are part of the Wechgler
;intelligence:test. The patterns have been obtalned from Dr.

Rokeach, 'Oftthe‘seven patternS\orlglnally tried by Rokeachf
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only fOurediffereﬁtiated‘in‘SOme‘manher among his Opeh and
Closed groups. fThese,four were selected~for the\presentkpro—
ject: B-l, A=3, A-4 and B-2. ‘The A-series is reproduced with
sixteen blockS in the synthesis phase;‘while the'Béseries,is
reprOducedrwith'nine blocks;k Ohe ptherbpattern (A=2) is'used‘aé

an untimed exercise.

Instruction. Since the analytical'ohase is followed im-
:mediatelY‘by’the:syntheéis phase for each of the four patterns,
the instructions cover both the analytlcal and the synthe51s
~phase S1multaneous1y.‘ (See Appendlx uGn, j

If the subgect has con81derable dlfflculty in reproducang’
the practlce synthe81s task, he is given help sparlngly.
| Scoring. Both tasks are scored (separately)lln terms of
seconds required to COmplete them. dThe anaIYtical task has no
timeelimit;whereas»the syntheeis tasks ‘have a time limit of fivef
‘minutes for'each task If any task is not completed in the time

; Iimit it is scored as "failure® and a 300 second score a551gned
to it. . |
| ,At‘times subjects~announce that they/have completed the
task when the pattern'is reproduced incorrectly. In case of
minor error, the eXaminer asks the subject whether he really
thlnks it is done correctly, thls is usually sufflclent to get
the subJect to correct 1t ‘In case the subgect has v1olated
:one of the ba51c 1nstruct10ns, i. €.y bu11t the pattern Nas ash
(not rotated), or w1thout reversing the color scheme, the
;examlner destroys the pattern and‘;nstructs the~suh3ect:to;start

~again. In such cases, time is still measured from the moment



the subJect flrst started on the task; in other words, he does
not get addltlonal tlme for rebulldlng the 1ncorrectly bullt

pattern.f

Rationale for 1nclu51on., Thls test is 1ncluded in the

o present study for the follow1ng reasons:

a) ‘To examlne 1f Rokeach's flndgngs (that Open and

fC1osed groups do not dlffer in their Kohs analytlcal

‘scores) would be. upheld on repetltlon.

i b) Since it WAS expected that D-scores would ce~Vary
 with SCRT sc“or"es? it should also be expected that
Kohs‘éynthesis ecores should co=-vary with SCRT |
escoree. Conversely,‘lt is not expected that SCRT
scores should co-vary w1th Kohs analytlcal scores

'81nce the latter did not co-vary w1th D-scores.
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It is part of the pfesent project to'examipe whether

_these expected relationships can be demonstrated.

‘Rokeach's rationale for ineluding the Kohs tasks. The

reason for including perceptual tasks, and - in particular the

Kohs synthesis-task, among'the problems;given to Open and

- Closed groups is explained by Rokeach as follows:

MQur structural -approach commits us to expect consis=
tencies in.open and closed persouns with respect.to all
kinds of systems and to search them out in widely =
separated areas of behavior, For, if a person's total
belief system can indeed be meaningfully placed along
a spectrum from open to closed, then this total state

- of mind should be reflected in any area of human
finctioning that requires that new systems.be enter=
“tained and formed.
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"Tn thls chapter we w111 ask whether open and closed per—
sons differ in their ease of synthetizing perceptual
systems....“ (1960, pp.258~ 259)

(In the synthe51s task) there are three bellefs or sets

,whlch the subject has to overcome and reintegrate - a
size set, a position set and a color set....By ‘the very
nature of the task, he cannot deal with the three. sets

‘one at a time. He must deal with them all at once in

an 1ntegrat1ve fashlon." (1960 P. 261)

Slnce the analvtlcal Kohs task does not requlre a change

of "bellef~systems"; Open and Closed: subgects were expected to
perform indistinguishably on it. (See also Witkin test as an

analytical ﬁaskfin the following section.)
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D) The Witkin Embedded Figure Test (1)

'The test, This test ddhéists of requiring subjects,ﬁd find

(and outline) simple figﬁres_cqhtained‘in moré cémplex figures, -
from memory; they are first Shown the'domplex'figuré, theh the
simple figure;dthendthe simple figﬁre is again coVered up and
the complex figurefexposed, If the subgect forgets what the
s1mple flgure looks 11ke, he may ask to see 1t again (whlle the
complex figure is coveredfup) and the time required for thls
';operation;isdnbt inciuded in his time sgofé. |

"The’adaptation bdeacksdn:(l956)‘dﬁ the‘originai test was
used bOthibyiRokeach and in the present project; the sequence of
~the érdblems as used by Rokeach was also fetained~una1tered and |
reSults,Will*bé repdrted in that order. | |

. Adminisbtration. Details of the admlnlstratlon become

ob?ious from the “Instructlons“‘ (Appendlx “H")

| Scoring.’ SubJects were tlmed in seconds on each of the-
ﬁwelve‘cards and the~seconds required to solve each problen conQ
’stitute the fespective scores. Time limifgper problem Wasfthree
;\minutes,’as;pef Jackson (1956). Thosé whd‘failed'to SQ1ve a
problem in'thisftime were assigned to the "fail® category and

; thelr time score for the problems taken as 180 seconds.

Ratlonale for 1nclus10na Thls test is 1nc1uded in the“

present Study'for'the'folloWing reasons:

(1) The test material is obtainable from Dr.H. Witkin,

Downstate MedicalfCenter, 450 Clarkson Ave., Brooklyn 3, N.Y.
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a)k To eXamine if’Rokeach'S'findings (that Opeﬁ and Closed
"groups do not dlffer in thelr Witkin performance)

would be upheld in a repetition.

'b). There is a face s1m11ar1ty between flndlng slmple
;flgures in complex flgures, and locating suggested con=
cepts in the (complex) Rorschach cards. However, it
was#not expected that‘SCRT'scores would co~vary with
‘Witkln scores (see Chapter I1) but the poss1b111ty

cannot be overlooked and will requlre examlnatlon.

“Rokeach's ratlonale for 1nclud1ng the Witkin test.

cRokeach belleves that Open and Closed subJects do not dlffer in
’"analytlcal" ablllty,,only in “synthet1z1ng“ ability.  He included
the,Witkln,test among his perceptual tasks~as'an analytica 1 test
on whlchkms 0pen and Closed groups should perform 1nd1st1ngulsh~
ably,, HlS reasons for con51der1ng the Wltkln test "analytlcal" i
are perhaps not - set out as. clearly as one:might,desire. The
'releVant section of,hisrbook,will therefore be quoted in detail:
"Wltkln and his associates describe the bas1c purpose of
their tasks as being the measurement  of individual dif~-
ferences 1in the ability to separate '1tem from fieldt.n
(Witkin, 1954, p.116) , i
“The ablllty to separate item from field is the ablllty
. to break down the field, that is, to perceive analytically..

This ability to analyze is what their battery of percep- B @
tual tasks appears to be tapplng.

t . Xhe conceptual breaklng down of beliefs embedded in a
belief system seems to be closely analogous to the per—
i;ceptual 'separatlon of “item from fleld' " .
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E) The Questionnaire abOut Parents and Others

who had Inflﬁénced Subject

Thelquestionnaire c6ntéins thpeé questions: “What sort
of a peréon Was your fathef?" and "What sért'of a pefsén was
;,your;mother?" ~and "What,éther éeoplé (relatiVes, guardiaﬁs,
~ffiends,‘etc;) influencedfyour dévelopmeﬂt?", The exact'férm
of the ques£idnnaire is repfoducéd‘asgAppendix ncu,. |

Thé'answers t@tthe two fifst qﬁestions were: to be classi~
f:fied (by three judges) into fhfee’categories: "ambivalent™,
"slightly aﬁbivalent" andﬂ“ngrifyiﬁg“.k Rokeach‘gave‘a féwk
"'eiamples for each category (1960,~p{358), which are given ﬁo
’the‘judgeS‘for réferencé;‘they are repfoduced in Appendix,"K" 
With instruc£ion to the judgeskrépfoduced:in Appendix "I,

’The“ahSwersfto the last question were also to be classi~-
fied'into~thrée categories,,following‘Rokeach: ﬁclergyman |
 'énd/or bOy‘scoutkléader",;“severalfpeOPIe~specifica11y7ﬁ;n—
tioned™ and "a génerél réSponse with no feference’to any one
kpersdn'or group".~'Siﬁcevthis‘appeared to be the type of
"factual",classification whiéh does not require psyChologicél
‘sophistication,‘it was deéided not ﬁo importune judges but -

rathef have it,performed by the author.
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CHAPTER V

SUBJECTS AND PROCEDURE

Subjects'for the presentkproject were‘selected from
University of Brltlsh Columbla 1961 summer sess1on students.
It was des1red to get a non-homogeneous group so that any re-
"sults would be reasonably appllcable to the "general educated
populatlon" ’

‘ Slnce sunmer school is compressed 1nto a s1x—week period
and students are . not usually available near exam time,- spe01a1
care had to be taken to gather the group data within the flrst
two weeks, furthermore, 1nd1v1dual testlng sessions had to be
_reduced to a minimum. of time and group testlng also had to be
as short as possible in order to get the professors' co-

: operatlon to give up;badly needed,class‘tlme.
| kTo'achiévektheserobjectives, the‘apparent anonymity
suggested'byfkokeach in fhé administration of the "DM-scale

was dispensed w1th"1t would  have taken ‘too long to 1ocate

fothe des1redstudents by 1nd1rect ‘means for the later 1nd1v1dua1

testlng. Consequently, subJects were asked to identify them~
kselves on the questlonnalre They were assured, however,
that thelnformatlon glven would be treated entlrely confi~
denhally as requlred by strlct profes51ona1 ethics. The’

address to the,claSSes preceding the administration of the
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D Questionnaire is reproduced'in Appendix~hA".

In order to reduce class time to a mlnlmhm, "paddlng"k

of the "D"-Scale was also ellmlnated.

| It is 1eg1t1mate to ask whether these changes from normal
procedure may have 1ntroduced dlstortlons which 1nva11date any
flndlngs of this prOJect Thls questlon w1ll be dealt w1th at
the end of the present chapter in some detall., Indications
are that ' such dlstortlon did not occur.

The perm1ss1on of s1x professors was obtalned’to admlnls—
ter the “D"—scale and the questlonnalre 1n their ‘¢classes. The'
‘vclasses were as follows" Psychology 100 Psychology 201,
Commerce 252, Commerce 151, Polltlcal Sc1ence 301 and Educa~
‘,tlon 400.. All classes were mlxed in sex, but it was. suspected
that mean male and female D-scores may vary s1gn1flcantly.
Therefore, 1n the study, D~scores of males and females in one

class were compared. The difference 1n~means, shown 1nkTab1e I

TABLE T

supportedvthis'sospicion and further research‘was henceforth
restricted to ma1e~students.;

| "Apparently not all stﬁdentvaere impressedkwith the
promise of confldentlal treatment of their responses, 24 6 per
cent of the male group did not 1dent1fy themselves.w Thelr
D—scores,are, howeVer, 1ncludedk1n,the,total group scores re-
~ported ih‘this~project ahd their questionnaire responSes are

‘also inecluded ih the relevant part of the study.
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TABLE I
DIFFERENCE IN MEAN D-SCORES BETWEEN

MALE AND FEMALE PSYCHOLOGY 100 STUDENTS

N B pife. ot
Male 58 156.3 13.8 2.36%
Female 43 142.5 i

¥ Slgnlflcant at p < 05 (F-—test for dlfference in
‘ : © variances insignificant)




55

The'proportions‘of students who reported their names
("available" for further research) versus those who failed to
identify themselves ("not available™) are shown in Table IT.

for each of the c¢lasses.

TABLE TI

it wiil be ndted that the mean D~scores of the‘availeble"
and unavailable groups are almost identical.“ Further data‘on
kdifferencesfbetweeﬁ theSe greups willkfdllow at the end of
this chapter, | ;

The number of Ss to;repfeSent"each‘of the Closed, Middle
and Open segments was arbltrarlly set at 17 Rokeach’ had used
17 and 16 Ss respectlvely for h1s extreme segments in the Kohs
and Witkln tasks. The 17 Wavailable® Ss w;th thefhlghest and
lowest;D-scores respectively were selected for the extreme seg~
~ments whereas the 17 availableeSs‘ﬁhOSe'D—sCOres were closest
to the total grdﬁp mean b—score were selected’to represent,the‘
‘Middlewsegﬁent.' The mean'D~scores of each‘of these segments is

shown in Table III.

TABLE ITI

A1l ekeépt‘One of the Ss who entered their names in the
flrst place and who were selected for the experlmental segments

de facto co—operated in the 1nd1v1dual testing lateroon.
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TABLE IT
MEAN D-SCORES FOR AVATLABLE AND NOT AVATLABLE
'SUBJECTS IN THE SIX SUMMER SCHOOL CLASSES COM~

PRISING THE TOTAL GROUP

Percent '

Do . Not | | Not
Available  Available  Total  Available
s class~ N D x B N B |
Comm.252 9 150.44 0 ‘_‘- 9 150.44 0
Comm.15L = 9  146.60 7 152.9 16  149.34 44
Psych.100 42  153.85 16  162.80 58  156.30 28
 Psych.201 45 145.89 3 188.70 48  148.56 6
Pol. 301 19 149.90 ~ '9 ©132.90 28 144.40 32
Ed. 400 f 17 149.60 - 11 ,  139.90 28  145.40 39

Total 141  149.52 46  151.65 187 150.0  24.6
i | . G = 26.09
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TABLE TII
CQMPARISON OF MEAN D- SCORES, DATA CONCERNING
THE AGE YEARS OF HIGHER EDUCATION AND A
“ MEASURE OF INTELLIGENCE FOR THE THREE EXPERI-

. MENTAL SEGMENTS

Open Middle Closed Total

N=17 o N=17 T N=17 oo N=51

Mean D score ~108.53  150.9 - 194.5 150.0
Range of D-scores  70-124 146-157  176-213 70-213
Mean age (years) =~ 27.8 28.0 o27.1 o 27.6
Medianfage;(Years) 24.0 S 25.5 B 22.5 24.5
Range of age 2152 0 18-43 | 18—56; -~ 18=56
Mean years of

education past : o _ B
grade 12 B ; 3.5 2.9 ‘ 2.6 | 2.7

: Mean~secohds to |

~solve four Kohs - - : R AR e

- analytical problems  81.2% 85.8% 82.0% 83.3%

~

% An analysis of variance to test the significance of
difference among the Tsimple Kohs block® time Scores
of the three groups confirmed the null hypothes1s.

; "between® variance 84.35
"within®" variance 998.41
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One question Which,arises is the possibility of differ—‘
'ences among the experimental Segments in 1ntelligence or other
poss1ble relevant features. Two rough 1ndices of 1ntelligence
were examined. the\mean time . required to solve ‘the Kohs pat-~
tern analytical tasks and the mean years of education beyond
high school | Table III 1nd1cates that the performance on the
Kohs analytical task is . about equal among the three segments
‘Years of post high school education vary little, and there is
flittle difference in the mean or median age among the three
Cgroups.
'This leaves us with the obligatiOnkto enquire intokpos—
s1b1e dlstortions in the present group compos1t10n due to lack
'“of paddlng of the"D"—scale and lack of apparent anonymity.

B The fomlOWing areas of poss1ble distortion were cons1dered'

: 4)  The D-—'di»stribution’ might be quite differ‘ent in
| | terms of mean andff‘than thosekfoundbe Rokeach.
This doesqnot,appear to be the case. Rokeach reports the
results of seven studies with Form E of the "D"—scale (Rokeach
1960, p.9Q),‘their means ranging from 141.3 to‘l75.8 (the
71atter being‘EngliSh w0rkers) and“their standard deviations
ranginghfrom 22. l'to 28.2 The present total group mean andCT

were well within this range and actually very - close to those

'reported‘for "Engllsh Colleges TTn (D =.152f8’ G = 26.2)
b) The distribntiOn might be badly skewed'towards the,

open end; or alternatively, ‘because of putting down

their names, Ss might "pussyfoot" and not express

any‘strong opinions.
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ThlS agaln does not appear to have happeﬁed An thest
afor goodness of flt proved normallty of ‘the dlstrlbutlon)
,"pussyfootlng" would result in a contractlon of the spread but
our G“‘ is hlgher than three out of the seven standard dev1a—

tlons quoted for this form of the test by Rokeach in hls Table

~4 3 (1960 p-. 90)

c) The mean D-score and scatter should be significantly
;different”for the available'ahd'non—available groups.

- This possibility was examined by means of a t-test.

The group varlances were in fact dlfferent at 05‘>p’> 01
as determlned by an; F~test Thls‘made it necessary to compute
first a welghted criterion t, in order tb‘determine theksigni-
fieaﬁCevof'the difference between the:means., |

L fhe'réSultant t‘% .501 was,considerably smaller than
the weighted'criterion‘t (which equalled 1.99 for p £ .05),,~’
vvleading ﬁo acceptahceeofkﬁhe'null hypotheSis in regard to the
difference between means 6f'the available and'non—available'
gfoup, | | | |
d):,Farther'eVidence df comparability of,groups comes
from,examinationfOE the‘feeiings expreSSed tOWafde
‘the father and mother in the questlonnalre. These

w111 be dealt w1th in deta11 Ain Chapter VI

Two more details relevant to the present discussion

willg however, .be mentioned. For one, our group expresses at
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times open’hostility;tqwards the father and four‘of the seven
"hostile® (1) responses came from "available"‘subjects. This
Cis hct compatible with the aSSumption that our Subjecté were
more hesitant about expreSS1ng thelr real feellngs than
"Rokeach's, there were no hostlle responses reported in Rokeadh's’
‘group! ‘ Secondly, the proportlons of glorlfylng, mlldly ambl—’
valent and amblvalent responses for our total experlmental
gfoup are almost 1dentlca1 with those reported for Rokeach’s
group (l960,_p.359), If‘lack of anonymity creates a stifling
and distorﬁing~effect, it would more likely occur in the areé’
‘of;eXpreésing ambivalent«and/or hoétile feelings against

: pérents than in the relatively "safe" area of the "D scale.

(1) Judged "hostlle" by at least one of the threea
N Judges : :
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CHAPTER VI

RESULTS

A) ’ThefSuggested Concept Rorschach Test

The SCRT‘scores of the three experimental‘segments failed
wto produce the expected dlfferences. The mean SCRT scores of
the three segments as well as the mean SCRT score and G- for

the three oemblned segments are representedaln‘Table IV. A

TABLE IV

Krdskal~Wallis ene—way (rank) analysis ofbtariance~(Siegel,l956,
PP- 184 193) resulted in an insignificant x* = 1.69. (It was’
necessary to use a non-parametric test as the distribution of
. SCRT scores did not follow the normal~curve.)

A rank ofder corfelatlon calculated between SCRT and
Witkln tlme scores resulted in an 1ns1gn1f1cant Spearman

Q‘=v.118, 1ndlcat1ng that the SCRT and the Wltkln test do not

measure the same dlmen51on

It may be of 1nterest to mentlon that the correlatlon e
‘between odd and even cards (scores on Cards III and IV Vs,
Cards VII and VIII) was agaln very hlgh,‘reachlng an r'— . 828
when corrected by the Spearman-Brown formulag thlsklsfthe same
’value for: rlwhich’was attained in the”previous researeh ICOn—k
flrmlng hlgh rellablllty for this test. This unfortunately con-

trlbutes nothlng to the questlons raised in the present progect



TABLE IV o
MEAN SCRT SCORES OF THE THREE EXPERTMENTAL

SEGMENTS AND MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION

OF THE SCRT SCORES FOR THE COMBINED GROUP:
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' Open Middle Closed

group _ group group .
Mean
score 16.67 16.13 15.42
’ G“ . L - . ° 1] . . s . . £ - * .

Total

group-

16.07

2,471
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B) The Kohs Block TeSts‘

‘a) ~The analytical task. The mean time scofee'of the
thfee~experimental segmentS'on this task were very
elose:,ﬁ81.2 seconds, 85.8fseconds and 82.9 seconds

;fof'the Open, Middle’and Ciosed segmentsfreepectively.
eAn analyS1s of varlance to test the 51gn1flcance of
the dlfferences ylelded a "between" variance of
84.35, against a "within®™ variance of 998.41, lead~
ing to the’aceeptance of the’nullnhypothesise This <
~is in 1ine with Rokeachts findings and alse’serves'
as a rough indicator of equal mean 1nte111gence of

the subJects in the three segments.

b) The Kohs block svnthe51s tasks are analyzed in two
‘ways:V pass/fall ratlo and tlme saores, eachof
these 1ndlces i8 further examined in. two‘ways° once
“for all four tasks comblned and secondly in terms of

';,1nd1v1dua1 tasks.

The pass/fail ratio for the combined four tasks is pre=

sented in Table V. An Xz test to determine the over-all signi- "~

TABLE V

ficance of difference in the 3x2 table yieldeﬂan‘insignificant‘

x2 = = 1. 372, correspondlng almost exactly to p = f50“for such dis-

trlbutlon occurrlng by chance when no real dlfferences ex1st
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TABLE V
 PASS/FATL RATIO OF THE THREE EXPERIMENTAL

‘ SEGMENTS‘COMBINED FOR THE FOUR KOHS "SYNTHESIS™ TASKS

Open. .- - Middle el Closed
N=17 =17 | o N=17

‘Pass 60 49 51

Fail . _8 10 4y

Total 68 68 68

(The~differeﬂces are not significant.)
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Pass/fail ratios for individual Kohs synthesis tasks are

reproduced in Table VI. An inspection of the results is suf-

TABLE VI

fiqient’to realiie7that the differenCes among thesﬁhree segments
are small indeed; 'The,largest single differenee\occurs in task
“B-~2, where none,of the Open segment failed while the Middle and
Closed segments prodneed three failures,eech. Theksignificance
of differenee between the results‘of the Open segment, on the
one hand, and the oombined‘Middle—Clesed segmentsrbn the other
‘hand; was tested by Fisher's exact test (siegel,l956;pp,964104),
s‘yieidingep = ,113 fof this‘distribntion occurring,bz Chance;
This p is so large that we ‘are ferced'to £he conclusien that

the results have occurred by chance.,

Mean solution tlmes (1n seconds) of the three experi-
mental segments for the four,Kth "synthesis®" tasks are‘shewn

in Table VII. It will be remembered that failure on a problem

- TABLE VII

resulted in'assignment‘of,the timenlimit (360 secendS) esntne
fsolution'time‘ This results’in a‘non~n0fmal distribution of
_time scores reéulrlng a non—parametrlc method for testlng +the
s1gn1flcance of differences. The" Kruskall—Wallls one way:
(rank) ana1y51s of variance among total time scores of the

three segments resulted in an xZ% = 3. 51 at 2 df, 1nd1¢at1ng;



T ABLE

VI

PASS/FAIL RATIOS OF THE THREE EXPERIMENTAL

'SEGMENTS ON THE INDIVIDUAL (4) KOHS BLOCK SYNTHESIS TASKS

Pass
Fail

‘Total

Pass

Fail

" Total =

Pass
Fall

Total

Pass

Fail

Total

Task B-1
Open | Middle Closed
15 13 13
2 4 4
17 17 17
‘Open Middle Closed
16 12 14
1 5 3
17 17 17
Task A%g
Open Middle Closed
12 10 10
5 7 7
17 17. 17
Task B-2
) Open’ Middlé’, ‘Closed
17 14 | 14
oI 3 3
17 17

17
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; T ABLE - VII’ ;
MEAN TIME (IN SECONDS) REQUIRED BY THE THREE
'EXPERIMENTAL SEGMENTS TO REPRODUCE EACH OF THE
| FOUR KOHS BLOCK “SYNTHESIS" TASKS (FAILURE
’TO REPRODUCE TASK IN 5 MINUTE TIME LIMIT RESULTED

IN 300 SECOND TIME SCORE BEING ASSIGNED)

‘Tasks . Open  Middle  Closed
Bl o g 1508 192.8
A3 145.8  187.9 1926

A-4202.1 236.1 | 235.2
B-2  134.5  136.9  162.2
ALL four tasks: C623.8  720.7 7828

(None of the differences are signific‘ant.)
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that this distribution oonldkhaVe occurred‘by'chance when no
: real‘difference exists at p'%'.ZO.‘ |

Rokeach had used a "two extreme group" des1gn for thls
task. Slnce one purpose of the present project is to enqulre
‘1nto the questlon of repeatablllty of certa:n results reported
by Rokeach 1t would ‘Seem approprlate to examlne whether the
two extreme segments of our groups follow the pattern of
Rokeach's extreme segments on the Kohs "analytlcal" and
"synthes1s" tasks. The results of thls enqulry will be reported
1n the same ‘order as ‘the three—segment results were reported and

. are derlved from the data - presented in Tables IIT, VI and VII.

On the simple Kohs problem (Table III), the mean solution
"tlmes of the Open and Closed segments are almost 1dentlcal

(81.2 seconds, vs. 82 9 seconds), this conforms to Rokeach's
flndlngs.‘

‘ On pass/fall ratio for the four comblned "svnthe51s",

'ﬁasks (Table VI), the 0pen segment does better than the €losed
segment at P <' .025 as determlned by a one—talled XZ test
Rokeach's results (oalculated from his data, but not reported
~by h1m in thls form) achleve ap <:.005 in thls regard Here
our flndlngs agaln support Rokeach's, although at a reduced
level of confldenoea' |

The pass/fall ratlo on 1nd1v1dua1 tasks (Table VII)

present the follow1ng plcture.
"Task B-1: leference not s1gn1flcant (p ) 24) For

- present segments, Rokeach reports 05>1r> 1o0.
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Task A-3: leference 51gniflcant at only p’— 797 as
determined,by»Flsher's exact test. Rokeach reports 05<<p < 10.
Task A-4: leference obviously not significant on in-

spectlon. Rokeach reports S1gn1f1cant difference at p <‘ .05.
‘Task B 2 leference does not reach 51gn1flcance (p
113, by Flsher's ‘exact test). Rokeach reports no s1gn1f1cantk

different.

The timeeseores on the combined synthesis tasks (Table VIII)k’
between Open and Closed segments were tested for s1gn1flcance
by the Mann-Whltney U test (Slegel ,:1956, pp.116—127), since
fallure scores resulted in non—normalydistribution of theSe
scores. The comblned tlme scores favor the Open segment at
p <: 0l (one tailed test) Rokeach did not'report on combined -
time scores and his data do not permlt determination of Slgnl—
flcance 1eve1 ; However, by 1mp11cat10n (from data reported
for the 1nd1v1dua1 tasks), the dlfference would be expected to

turn out slgnlflcantly for his segments.

- The time scores on indiVidual synthesis~tasks presentv
the following picture:

Task,B-l: vaiously‘no significant differences‘between

Open and Closed segments. The task was included because

Rokeach had reported'significant difference in pass/failyratio.

'ask A—3° leference s1gn1flcant at about p = }06 (U % 98;
’p = .05 would requlre a U£:96) This conforms to deeach?s
kslgnlflcance level reported at p = .06.
| Task A-4: Difference'sigﬁifioant/at about p = .10.

Rokeach reports p = .06.
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Task B=2: leference not s1gn1flcant (p/> 10). Rokeach

reports dlfference 81gn1f1cant at p = .09,

On’the wholegfthefdifferences’in,the performance of the
présentkOpen and Closed'Segments on the "Synthesis“ tasks are
,not unlike those reported by Rokeach for his Open and Closed
segments. Our s1gn1flcance levels are generally lower than,

Rokeach's, but in no case is the'trend reversed.



C)  The Witkin Test

The Witkin test results were‘QISO analyzed in’fdurbwaysz
,pass/fail ratios and’timekscores, With both of these indices'
agaln examlned in terms of the total task (12 problems com-
blned) and- in terms of each 1nd1v1dual problem.~f |

The pass-fall ratio for the 12 combined problems are
reproduced in- Table VIII In splte of the fact that the

results of the Closed and Mlddle segments are very close, the

TABLE VIII
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over-all difference in pass/fail ratio among the three segments:

reaches a significance level of p‘<..02 as determined'by a2
test (tWoeteiled,‘sihce no difference waskpredieted);'While
Rokeach did not report on pass/fail ratio of his segments on

this test, he did report insignificant differences in time

scores and thus, by implicationjkone would not expect signifi-

cant‘differences in pass/fail ratio.
The significant dlfference is actually rattributable to
the fact that the Open ‘segment passes more often (and falls

less often) than elther the Mlddle or the Closed segments.

,A X2 test restrlcted to testing the s1gn1flcance of dlfference'

-+ between pass/fall ratio of ‘only the Middle and Low segments

B ylelds a x 2 = 7.939, significant at p- <_Ol (whereas a similar
test between Middle and CloSed;segments yields an dinsignifi- -
cant X2'= .515). The difference between Open and Closed -

segments is significant at p <;05f



T ABLE VIII
' NUMBER OF PROBLEMS SOLVED AND FATLED ON THE
- TWELVE PROBLEM WITKIN TEST BY OPEN, MIDDLE

AND CLOSED SEGMENTS |

 Number of  Open Middle " Closed

'problems’ o N=17 " N=17 . N=1Y

Passed 190 - 172 g

Failed 14 32 2 27

Total ~ © 204 204 . 204

co (1) ~For'sighificance of differences, see Table IX

‘72
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kDue to the over-all differences reported above it seemed ’

appropriate to~examine the paSS/fail ratio on each of the 12

problems individually. The results in respect to four cards
which:did'show significant differences between segments are
in Table IX. The low expected frequencies of failure on indi-

vidual cards made it impossible to cpmpare the three segments!?

TABLE IX

petformance simultaneously on any one problem by thé X2 method;

instead, twb groups at a time were compared with each other,
either bvaZ;‘or.by‘Fishef'svexactAtest when the expected
4 fréquencieskwere too smallwqu XZ. \
Summarizing the resﬁlts regarding pass/fail;f&tids:
~Card,Dei  diffefentiates C1osed from’Middle ségment at
- | P <;05. (It dqes not differenﬁiafe between
~ Open andkMiddle or’Qpen and Closed.segmentS). .

Two-tailed X2;test was used.

Card E-1 differentiates Closed from_Open segment at

p =.0512 (Fisher's exact test was used).

Card H-1 differentiates Open from Middle segment at

p = .022 (by Fishermsexact test).

Card E-j5 differentiates Open from Closed segment at

p =.0512 (by Fisher's exact test).

Time score differences among the three segments are re-

produced in Table X in regard to each of the 12 problems.



| TABLE IX
'LEVELS OF SIGNIFICANCE AT WHICH CERTAIN WITKIN
CARDS DIFFERENTIATE AMONG THE EXPERIMENTAL SEGMENTS

IN REGARD TO PASS/FAIL RATIO

Card : Closed - Closed B Open:‘k Among

(Problem) from from from three
: Open = - . ~Middle Middle groups
D-1 n.s. ;< .05 NeS. ., S
E-1 0512 n.s. n.s. n.s.
H-1 ;V; n.s. ~n.s. 022 n.s.
E-5 0512 : n.s. 5 n.s, - n.s.
All 12

cards >, V<:05 ;  | 'ﬁ;s. 't <?01’ _ i <§62

combined
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- The mean'time for the combined segments on the combined tasks,

(568.0 seconds) is rather close to the time reported by Witkin

TABLE X

(1950) of 587'9 seconds for his male group, in spite of the

;fact that hlS 5—m1nute limit per problem mlght have been
expected to push hls tlme scores well beyond ours,klt will be
‘remembered that our tlme 11m1t per task was. only 180 seconds.
On the other hand the present results differ substantlally
from those calculated from Rokeachfs,reported data (1960, p.264)
of 732 0 seconds.‘ Thetfactsthat'Rokeach used~pertlylfemalesy "
may account for some of this dlfference, as we know from Wltkln
(1950) that females require~longer time on‘the average on this
test’. | |

The largest dlfference among the three segments appears
in the last problem, E-5. A Kruskal-Wallls ana1y81s of Varl-
'Tance,.howeverfproduced only arX 4.94 (2 df), result1ng in
a’ s1gn1f1cance level of lin) 05

In view of thls flndlng'lt seemed unneCessary to perform
further anelyses of variaece and the,null hypothesis foffdif—
ference‘among:theythree nDn-scale‘segmehts in Witkin timei
scores‘is accepted. ’ |

Gn the sufface ofiit, this would>appear to support
fRokeach's,flndingSiof “novdifference on”Witkin~tlmedseores".
Rokeachmhoﬁever reported'only on extreme segments of his gfoup
and so’it‘is,appropriate:to look into tossible differences

between Witkin time scores in regard to our two exkreme seg-



TABLE X

MEAN TIME (IN SECONDS) REQUIRED BY THE:THREE‘EXPERIMENTAL SEGMENTS

TO SOLVE EACH OF THE TWELVD WITKIN PROBLEMS AND MEAN TIMES REPORTED

POR THE SAME TASK BY ROKEACH AND WITKIV

~ Group | :
| | c-1 D-1 ~E§1~" A2 C-=2
Open 53,3 60.5 24.9%¢ 106.1 25.5
Middle‘f 28.1 112. 553.9 114.5 24.1
Closed  49.9 74.4 70. S 125.2 24.9
'Méan’of .

3 segments 43.7 82.

Rokeach's

-mean of .

Open/ :

Closed" g
segments 64.5 67

Witkinls' U
Male group 71.7 59

.0 57.4  150.9 42.9

.8 54.9  131.2 36.7

5;49;8' 115.3 24.8

Préblems

G~1
16.1
15. 6
17.4

19.7

1o.7

16.4

A-3 H-1 ~ E=3  C=3 D=2
8.9%¥% 22, 4** 54.5%% 17.3 12.6
13.9' 82.5  76.8 33;8 22.1

22. 1% 60.3%% 95.0%% 28.3 13.8

15.0  5§5.1  75.4  26.5 16.2

30.2 98.0  88.0 60,2 12.2

10.3  81.9  39.4  51.2 14.6

E-5

Total

19.2%% 42143

52f3
70.4%%

473

45.7

25-5

U 630.1

652.1

568,0

736.7

587;9

3 Difference between’Closed and
wt# . Difference between Closed-and

Open

Open

segments significant at p {.025
segments significant at p( LAO01

9L
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ments.“As in;thekKoHs block‘time‘scoreﬂeemparisen, it is again
necessary to resort tofthe,ManHQWhitney,Uetest here, - The folioﬁ—
’ing results are derived frem‘analysis ef the data summarized in
Tables VIII, IX and X

Total tlme for the 12 comblned Wltkln cards in the pre=

sent study was shorter for the Open (as against the Closed)
ksegment at P < 05 (two—talled test) Rokeach only analyzed
tlme scores on 1nd1v1dua1 cards for dlfferences and reported no
‘ s1gn1flcant~d1ffereneefon any of the'l2fprob1ems. ‘Therefore
one.would not ekpect;to find‘significant differences between
total‘time scores eitner. Our resuits (of shorter time reé
*‘qulred by the Open segment) therefore appear to contradlct
;Rokeaoh*s flndlngs, at least 1nd1reotly. |

Tlme score dlfferences on 1nd1v1dua1 Witkln cards amnong

the Open and Closed segment was again examined by means of the
Mann—Whltney U=test (two-talled), only dlfferences s1gn1flcant

Iat p<; 05 w111 bekreported;u These~are.;

Card E~I: dpen segment "betterﬁ at p.<.05
'Card A—ﬁ%' Open’segﬁent ﬁbetter" atf§i<102
‘Cardnﬁ—lz ,Open‘segment’ébetter“_at p‘<.05‘

CardkE§3: Open segment “better"'at P (.05'

Qggg;gii:; Open segment "better® at p <}05

kThese findings are in direct contradiction to Rokeaeh's’

| reso.lts (1960, p. 264) He reported no significaﬁt difference
: for any. of the 12 tlme scores between his Open and Closed seg-

ments.
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E) The Questionnaires

Since responsés to two of the questionnaires were classi-
fied by judges; it was necessary to set up rulgé as to thé
- categorization of a résbpnse,infcase of disagréement among the‘
Jjudges. o | | |

The follow1ng rules were adopted categorlzlng responses

where there was lack of unanlmlty among the judges:

‘a) When two judges agreed, with the third disagreeing,

thé categofy‘adophedfby,tWO judges was'"accepted".

b) When all three judges disagreed among themselves;
the response was. assigned to -the fourth category,
Ci.e., "not categoriiable‘in terms of the first three

“categoriestt,

- The frequencies and percentages of complete agreement,
partial‘agreement'and total disagreement among the judges in
respect to the responses about father and mother are shown in

Table XI.

TABLE XTI

The frequencies and percentages of agreement and disa-

greement‘between each;pair‘of judges are shown in Table XII.

"TABLE XIT
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TABLE XTI
FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES‘OF COMPLETE AGREEMENT,
 PARTIAL‘AGREEMENT;AND TOTAL DISAGREEMENT AMONG THE
THREE JUDGES IN RESPECT TO CATEGORIZING RESPONSES

 IN THE PARENT QUESTIONNATRE

Question-  Complete Partial- - Complete

naire ~agreement = agreement = disagreement ‘Totél
Father 30 41.0 39 53.5 4 5.5 73  100.0%
Mother 31 42.0 36 48.5 7 9.5 74 100.0

Combined 61 41.5 75 51.0 11 7.5 147  100.0
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|  TABLE XIT |
FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF AGREEMENT AND DISAGREE-
| MENT IN REGARD TO CLASSIFICATION OF THE FATHERY AND

“MOTHER“ RESPONSES AMONG PAIRS OF JUDGES

‘Father quéstv H R - Mother quest.
e Agree Dlsagree.‘,y R Agree“ Disagree
Judges  f. % - f. % f. % f. %
192 54 74 19 26 - 54 73 20 27
‘13 39 54 34 46 37 50 37 50
283 37 51 36 49 39 5335 47

Mean % L ‘ ‘ “60% DU j ”" - 59%

agreement
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Whilevthe level of eomplete agreement among judges (41%)
is/far;fromrthe level repdrted by Rokeach (95%)?‘ cemplete f
"agreeﬁent'is appr0ximately'teﬁ times that expected by chance:
(Appendlx "J“) and complete dlsagreement is only 15% of what
mlght be expected by chance. k

One of the reasons for the relatlvely low 1evel of
agreement of the Judges ‘can be derlved from examlnatlon of
rTable XIII, which indicates that two of the judges tended to
agreekwith each other~in abeut 75 per cent of the judgments
f‘(enfbothfquestionnaires),~While thevthird judge tended to
‘disagree‘with both Thls third judge dld not make use of

the not categorlzable" category, but preferred to force all~

TABLE XIII

- _responses into one of Rokeach's three categories.’

:fThektwo judges who~tended ﬁo'agree‘with each other also
,(individually)‘arriVed at the conclusion fhat the 'non~ |
categdriZable"‘respbnSes may be*brORen d0wﬁ meaningfully inﬁo
“hostile“rand “nen-categorizable“‘classes.' This new class .

has been included in the table reporting the results.

Table XIII gives the distribution of responses to the

uestion: = "What sort of person was your father?", in terms
q ; , : > &
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TABLE XIII /
FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES TO "WHAT SORT OF
A PERSON WAS YOUR FATHER?" BY OPEN, MIDDLE AND CLOSED

_ SEGMENTS IN EACH OF FIVE CATEGORTES

Open ~ Middle Closed - Total -  Total excl,
N=23  N=26 N=24 N=73 non class
S : . : . N=61
f. [/ % £, ‘% ’fa % %

CGlori- 7 30.4 11 42.5 8 33.3 26  35.5 42.5
'fying' ! . ; ‘ . . :

Mildly 7 30.4 5 19.1 7 29.1 19 26.1 31.2
‘ambdi- : ’ ; o . i
-valent

Ambi- 3 13.1 4 15.3 4 16.7 11 15.1 ©  18.0
valent o . '

Hostile 4 17.4:“0"0.0‘ 1 4.2 5 6.9 8.3

ot | .
clagsi- = ‘ ; -

Total 23 100.0 26100.0 24 100.0 73 100.0  100,0

82
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of‘Rokeach's three catégopies, witﬁ two categories (“hostile"'w,
and.ﬁnot ciassifiaﬁlé in these terms")‘added." |

iThe faCt that certain responSes were “hostile“'and:dthers
not clésSifiable in Rokeach's'ferms makes éxacb comparison of.
;Rokeéchrs and the present gfoﬁp impossiblé. However, a fair
appr¢3iﬁatioﬁ,cah;be‘achieved by combining the hostilé‘re;
sponses with the ambiValent ohes‘and diSfegarding thé;none
‘classifiablé fesponses;’ ’

Table XTIV giVés the comparisén in terms~of'percentageé-f
between,thelpresentkgroups' and Rokeach's groupsf data in this

manner .,

TABLE XTIV

,_A>X2 té§t of thé‘3x3~tab1evrepresented in Table XIV
results in an insignificanf Xz =‘2{379. iAt 4 df; it wouid
have to reach‘9,49 to be sighificant at p = ;05. This is
. coﬁtfary to Rokgachfs:findings; As an inspection of Table
~XIV_wi11;prove: thé present'group’and deeach's,group do not

diffef'much iﬁ terms of’tqtalkgroup penéehtageé as'to glori%
ficétion,fexpression 6fkambivalencé or mi1d7ambivalenCe; |
réthef;‘thefdifferénces oécur Within the segments. |

It isfalso'interesting~t0'hofe that the‘presentVOPen
gfoup expresses more'glorification,and,1ess‘aﬁbival¢pce thén
the Closed grbﬁp which is'in,direét‘confradictibn to Rokeach's

findings.
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XIV

COMPARISON OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE RESPONSES OF THE

PRESENT SEGMENTS AND ROKEACH'S SEGMENTS TO THE QUESTION:

UWHAT SORT OF PERSON WAS‘YOUR‘FATHER?“,'WHENVHOSTILE

RESPONSES ARE COMBINED WITH AMBIVALENT RESPONSES AND

UNCLASSIFIABLE RESPONSES ARE DISREGARDED FOR.THE PRESENT

GROUPS;" IN PERCENTAGES

. Open Middle

;~Closed‘ " Total

100

Pre- . Pre- . Pre- Pre-
‘sént'Rokeach sent Rokeach sent Rokeach sent Rokeach
fying 33.3 12.0 55.0 70 29.6 28  38.3 46
Mildly
ambi- . Lo ' P T
" valent 33.3 - 24 25.0 22 - 25,9 60 27.9 32
Ambi- ’ Ll L TR R »
valent 33.3 64 20.0 7 44.5 12 33.8 32
100.0 100 100.0 '100.0 100  100.0 100
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; Teble XV glves,the dietribution of‘responses,to the
questien; "What sort‘ef perseh wes yoﬁr mother?"; None:of'

P : : )
the»judgesﬁrated any - of them as "hostile®, so Rekeach'S‘three
categoriesywere‘used with a “notTClaSsiflable in‘these terms"

category added.

TABLE XV

| An 1nspect10n of this table is sﬁff1c1ent to predlct
kthat a test of s1gn1flcance will not lead to much " As ex-
pected, an XZ'test for the 3x3 tablek(i,e, after elimination
of thelnonfclassifiable'response category) yields an Xz'of,
6.368, whereés XZ woﬁld have to reach 9r49,to be‘sigﬁifieant
at p = .05 with 4 df.

‘The distribution (with unelassifiable responses eli=
minated) willknewmbe cempared to deeach's distribution‘tok

this question, in terms of percentages.

- TABLE XVI

Once agaln, ~the results p01nt to a rather eurpr1s1ng
s1mllar1ty of reaction when the present and Rokeach's ‘group
‘are looked at as "total groups“ - w1th no s1mllar1ty however
when the respectlve segments (Open, Mlddle and Closed) are.

compared 1nd1v1dually.
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TABLE XV

kFREQUENCY‘AND-PERCENTAGE‘OF,RESPONSES TO “WHAT SORT OF

PERSON WAS YOUR MOTHER™, BY OREN, MIDDLE AND CLOSED

~ GROUPS IN EACH OF FOUR CATEGORIES

Open

Total excl.

26 100.0

‘Middle  Closed ‘Total . not
, o : ) . classifiable
£, % €. % f. %  f. % %

Glori- N | i
fying 10 43.5 12 46.4 12 48.0 34 46.0 52.2
Mildly
ambi- : ’ '
valent 9 39.1 4 15.3 4 16.0 17 23.0 26.2
Ambii~ S : -~ |
valent 2 8.7 6 23.0 6 24.0 14 18.9 21.6
‘Not J ;
classi- ; o ,
fiable 2 8.7 4 15.3 3 12.0 9 12.1
Total ~ 23 100.0 25 100.0 =74 100.0  100.0
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QAN TaABL E XV T
COMPARTSON OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE RESPONSES OF THE
PRESENT‘AND'ROKEACH?S SEGMENTS TO TﬁE QUESTIoﬁgruWHAT
SORT OF PERS@N WAS YOUR MDTHER?#, WHEN UNCLASSTFIABLE
RESPONSES OF THE PRESENT GRouP"AREVELIMINATED:‘DATA ARE

© REPORTED IN TERMS OF PERCENTAGES

Open‘ . ‘Middle Closed Total
kae;" ~ Pre- 1,’ Pre- , Pre- ’
_ sent Rokeach sent Rokeach sent Rokeach sent Rokeach

“Glori~‘“' - \ : PR N PLLen
fying 47.6 12.0 54.6 74 = 54.6 32 52.2 49

o

Mildly

ambi- ; ' L S ' ‘
‘valent 42.8 20  18.2 19 18.2 56  26.2 28
Ambi~ . ; | | G

valent 9.6 68  27.2 7  27.2 . 12 21.6 23

Total 100,0 100  100.0 100  100.0 100  100.0 100
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We shall now turn to the results of the third»Qﬁestion:

"What other people (relatives, guardians, friends, etc.) in-

¢ ; .
fluenced your development?“

Rokeach (1960 PP, 360 361), categorlzed his responses
1nto’three categorles, as follows.

‘“Clergyman and/or boy scout leader®

"Several people specifically mentloned"

"A general re5ponSe with no reference to any one person

or group“

An attempt to flt the present groups',answers to this
questlon 1nto Rokeach's three categorles met w1th 1mmed1ate
'dlffloultles. As to the fTirst category. not ‘one of our 65
Ss answered "clergyman‘and/or hoy scout 1eader", whilek70 per
cent of Rokeach'ts Middle group and 60 per cent of his Closed
groupvwere'in this class. This'difference, however, only led
‘to_an‘empty'category for our‘group; the real .difficulties
arose from the fact that his second and’third categories are
'poorly defined. -

Rokeach's second category, “Severalipeople:speoifically‘
mentioned",is “ekplained“~in,theutekt as follows:

'rhseveral people werekmentioned rather than just\
~one or two, such as clergymen, boy scout
leaders, friends with whom one had shared a

- sport, etc.® : ' :

Thls leaves the questlon w1de open- as to the proper,
class1f1cat10n of the follow1ng frequent responses. "EFriends';
"Brothers and sisters"; “Two stepfathers“ - in other‘words,
any answer whlch refers to (a) only one -or two people who are

not boy scout leaders or clergymen (b) only members of the



: ’immediaﬁe family.‘ To~confusé things further, five of our Ss
denled expllcltly any out31de 1nfluence (implying that they
were ogiy 1nf1uenced by thelr parents) .

Rokeach*s thlrd category is not elaborated on in the
text. |

kThis leaves us wi£h the problem of classifying answers
which Combinevréferenée'to one or two individuals and groups
of a genéral nature, such as: "Aunts, uncles,:Brothers,
friends - I‘coﬁldn't begin to ﬁame\them alln dr YFatherts
friends (sbmé in bﬁsiness, others in'diplométic éervicej,
grade,7fteacher“; 'Evenvfhe‘Questioh,as to’what ¢Onstitutes
aa"group“'isvleft open; Are “Friehds",‘ﬁFather'sffriends“,
fofi“My:high‘séhool,teachersﬁ:é_ggggg?& Héﬁfabouﬁ throthers
~and sistersh? i 5 :

‘Ii;Wés-foreseeh that a fourth category (“Not,fit£ing

Rokeaoh's thrée categoriesh) might'have té béfadded toj
xﬁokeach;s thfee»categories; After some céﬁsiderable~effbrt
to fit.éi least:a large part of'thekresponseS‘intokthe three.
_ofigihal‘categofies, it became obvious that the addition of
a fOufth‘category,woﬁld not overcome'the,problem-e the’thréé
categorles did not. form even a "rough" contlnuum.' They may
have fitted the answers of Rokeach's group but the lack of
'contlnulty'andflnadequate descrlptlon of terms appeared to
rendér then ﬁSeléss for ény‘meaningful~classifi¢at10n of the

present groups! responses.
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\ TheVanswef seemed to lie in the direction of‘establishing

"~ an entifély;new set of categories, well defined as to content
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and suitably constructed to test thekhyp0thesis in- question.

Thé’fdllowing categories were adopted:

‘l) No 6ne (beyond‘immediate family, ises. paﬁents

and siblings) |
'2)  ®Enlarged faﬁilyw (uhcle(s)5 aunt(S); grandparent(s).)
- 3) At‘léast one, but not more than two “outsiders“

4) More than two “outsidersth.

These categories seem to‘form a contihuum rénging from
: the‘most COnstriéted‘immediate family‘influenéé‘to influence
by many "dutsiders"., They would also appear suitably to test.
Rokeach*s:hypothesiS~that Open segmeﬁﬁs should report signi— ’
ficantly greater breadth of influence outside ofkthefimmediate
;faﬁily than Clésed~segments.:(1960, p.360).
k The\Categories will now be déécribed in,greéter detéil.'

The immediate family.iéyusuélly consideredjto consist ofk
pérehts and’siblings. Therefore thé moét x‘fconstr:',Lctke‘d""
‘éategory migh£ 1ogica1ly contain those a&mittingiof'influence;
from ﬁno oneﬁ‘(excépt their parents),;or from‘brother(s) aﬁd/
of:sistef(s) only. k

The ﬁeXt,'somewhat less reét?icted category~wou1d contain
thése:referring’to what might be called the tenlarged family",
'namély uncle(s); aunt(s) and/or,grandpareﬁt(é),.(with or with-
ou£ simultaneoué referénce~t§fsiblings)'but no one outSide
thisjimmediate and/or enlarged family. group.

A third category takes in those referring to at least one



but not more‘than‘two'"outsiders" (with or without Simulta-
neous reference to the 1mmedlate or enlarged famlly)

The fourth (and last) category 1ncludes those who admit
to 1nfluence from more than two "outsidersh, elther by namlng
them dlrectly or by u51ng generlc terms 1mply1ng more than
two persons as: "Friends", “ngh school teachers“ “Wbrld War
2“, "Anyone.I came in cohtact w1th;he1ped a littlerm,

A1l but two responses ofkourﬁgroup‘fitted easily,and
naturally into these classes.ekThe two duestionable reepOnses’
were: "Friends“ (which was assigned to category:4).and
"Relatires‘played‘é major'part from theysOcial~poiht‘of‘view“
ﬁhichkwae'assigned to category 2. |

- The data,fthus‘classified, are reproduced in Table XVII,

TABLE XVII

Inspectlon of this table 1ndlcates no maJor dlfferences

among the three segments.k
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TABLE XVIT
‘FREQUENCY OF'RESPONSES TO‘HWHAT‘OTHER PEOPLE
(RELATIVES,:GUARDIANS,'FRIENDS,\ETCO)"INFLUf
- ENCED YOUR DEVELOPMENT?" BY OPEN, MIDDLE,AND

CLOSED SEGMENTS

Open e Middle ;- Closed Total

Mean D~ o o o N o o
Score . 107.81 150.41 192,91 N.A.

- Type of £, £, £l
response -

Immediate 2 6 4 12

Enlarged 4 5 6 15
Family ‘ , : ' ' _ ; :

 One orVde 3 S R 2 f 6
: “Ou;tsidfe’r-s‘" : R ; - : . . L

' Three or More 12 10 ' 10 32
®Outsiders™

Total 21 22 22 65
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CHAPTER VII

‘kDISCUSSION,ANDYCONCLUSIONS

The'present‘study was aimed at finding answers to the

following questions:

1) Is there any relatlonshlp between dogmatlsm, and the
‘ablllty (or w1111ngness) to accept suggested concepts

“on the Rorschaoh ink blots7

- 2) ‘Rokeaeh'fonnd differences>between high D-scorers and
lon D-scorers in'their,perfofmance on one perceptualp
‘task but not on two other, he also found dlfferences
between theln responses to a questlonnalre. are h1s

‘conclusions upheld in a repetltlon of the study?

3) Where will the perfOPmanCes and‘responses of the
Mlddle segment on the "D"—scale stand relatlve to the

Open and Closed segments7

4) Is one Justlfled 1n agreelng with Rokeach's assumptlon
that dogmatlsm (as measuredby the "D“mscale) is a con—,
dtlnuum7 ¢
k The findings of the present project are quite definite in
regard to the flrst questlon. No relationShip was demonstrated

between dogmatlsm and acceptance of suggested Rorschach concepts.
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Theé second questlon cannot be answered in qulte ‘such
deflnlte terms; in some ways the flndlngs seem to raise more

questlons than ‘they answer.

The 4—block Kohs analvtlcal task results upheld Rokeach's
' findlngs. “‘There were no dlfferences among our segments. .
Ob%iously, however,;the same;result would’haVe,been expected"
if the,segments‘had been randomly selected rather than on the
basis of their D-scores. This result alone doee little tof

‘wards supporting, or detracting from,Rokeach?s"theoretical

©framework s

Some of the Kohs block synthesis tasks showed a degree of

dlfferentlatlon between the extreme segments in the dlrectlon

‘predlcted by Rokeach,~a1though generally at a 1ower 1eve1fof
‘significancewthan Rokeaeh’had repofted:fof'his segments. In
‘no case;‘hOWever,~was‘the directidn,of the~resu1ts opposite
to that found by deeach; It does seem that extremelyVOpen
keubjects do somewhat bettef,~en\the aVerage,ethan extremely'
Closed subjects on the Kohs Synthesisftasks.

None of the differences in the synthesié‘tasks was sige-

nificant whenfall three segnents were considered simultaneously.

This Was true whether ?ass/féilrratios or‘time~scofes were |

lexemined This‘resﬁlt' as Well as‘the performénce‘of‘the Middle
5 segment has direct bearlng on the questlon as to whether the
WDr~gcale represents aecontlnuum,\ It w111 be dlscussed in the

section dealing with this problem (pp’;99-f-10;4);

: We shall now turn to the results of the Witkin‘test°“Like

the Kohé;ahalytical task, this waSVeXpectéd to show no diffeﬁf
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ence among our three segments., While this expectation was

conflrmed in regard: to time scores,'lt proved qulte wrong in
regard to pass/fall scores, the total pass/fail scores d1ffer~
entlated at p < +02 1level when all three segments were con-

81dered 51multaneously.‘

A further surprise awalted us when we compared time gcores

of only the extreme segments. on. five of the twelve cards,
subgects in the Open segment solved the respective problem on
the average 1n,less time than subjects in,the Closed segments,
| The ‘differences were ksignificant at p( .025,
| | It is a frequent occurrence to find no 51gn1f1cant differ-
ences- where others have succeeded in. d01ng so. -~ It ds somewhat
perplex1ng to find them where they were predlcted not to occur:
,Could,these findings have arisen as a result of differf~
ences in theuintelligence level among the:subjects‘in the,
three‘segments? Jackson (1957) reportedkalnegative correlae
_‘tioh between’ihtelligence scoree aod Witkin‘scorese(lp=h-57)"
that is, more intelligent subjects solve the Witkin problems in
: lessytime. .
x Thie interpretation does not seemfreadily acceptable. " For
'ohe, the»Kohs ®analyticaltt task’scores are knoWn to‘correlate_
withhintelligehCe ano our three segments showed no‘significant
oifferences on.this test.' As a matter of fact,kthe'Open ano
' Closed segmentst Kohs analytical sCoreé.were almostiindistihguish-
‘able;, Secondly;kRokeach (1960, p.194) states that Open and
kClosed segments do not usﬁally differ in intelligence; he‘points

out thatjin only oheoinstance~in allkhis research did he find
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the»0pen\segmeht tolbé higher’in“intelligence thanlthe Closed
‘segment (1960,‘p.262), This, theh, seems to make it unlikely
that~the“Witkiﬁ seeretdifferenCes,arose’as a Tunction of difer
:ference'inkintelligehee'leVels:among‘subjects in ‘the three
segments; k | k |
\ChehCe"coﬁld distort’the flndiﬁgs basically in two wayss:
"one might select onels group (by chance) in a way which in-
fluences the results in an unusual manner,‘or the performance
of ‘a t*properly selected“ group may show unusual. dlfferences
~ due~to chance events,~ Only repetltlon w1th dlfferent groups
can glve final answers in: elther case - but tentatlve con~
: clu81ons may'be drawn as to the probablllty‘of chance influ-

~‘ences: * by examination of the significance leﬁelsyofithe dif=

ferenCes‘féuﬁd as well as the numberlof indicators whieh‘dif—
fefentiate betWeen groups. In the present case both of these
indiCatOrSléfgﬁe agéinst oUrlresultS'haVing been~due'to’chance.
‘eThe*sighificanCe‘1evel‘of thefdifference‘in‘pass/fail“ratiO'
“among the three segments is quite high (p < 025), and five out
of the twelve Witkln problems dlfferentlate the extreme seg-
ments'at p,<.05 in regard to tlmefscores, |

'It°seems then that‘neither difference in intelligence
among the three groups, nor "chance" seems to offer a llkely
explanatlon for the unexpected Witkln results in the present
‘study.; We7Shall'therefore accept5'tentatively,‘the suggestioﬁ
that’Witkih scores differentiate among individuals'according to
their’position on the'degmatiSm‘SCale."Simultaneously we\rec—"

ommend that an intelligence test be made part of any future
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researchxproject‘in this area and segments selected éccdrding

to their D—scOres‘be oarefullyAequated on this variable.

We may now examine the results. of the questionnaire. Like

‘thekSCRTFscores, this questionnaire,failed to_produce‘any dif-
ferences among -our three‘segments,‘or even amongrextreme seg-,
ments of ourfgroup.’fThis result should perhaps have been ex-

“pected in regard tofthebthird questien~("breadthwof influence“)

\because the categories used by Rokeach to class1fy the answers
of hls’group appear to have been tallor—made to f1t his rather
narrowly constltuted group. Furthermore, in the present
~author’s oplnlon, they were not even properly de51gned to test
his hypothes1s. The se cons1derat10nS'were dealt‘w1th in detallw‘
in the last chapter and will not be repeated here.

Thefreasons,for the qbsence ofvthe predicted differences

~among the three segments in expressing "ambivalence®™, "mild

~ambivalence® or “glorification!" towards their parents are less

fobvions.' Our‘findings‘contradiet,notionly Rokeach's results
‘bnt‘a1SOtseems to negateywhat might be eﬁpected onﬂthe7basis
of Frenekel;Brunswiek's work on which tniskstudy of Rokeach's
was based’(Rokeaeh, 1560, pp.361—362). k |
1:Whatkmakes the~"negétive"‘results the mbre remarkable is
’the fact that the dlstrlbutlon of "amblvalent" "mildly ambi—
valent" ‘and- “glorlfylng“ responses for our comblned segments
(51 subgects) is ‘almost identical to the distribution reported
by Rokeach for his comblned segmentsb Thls is certalnly not

something tO‘be\expeCted by chance. The‘mystery deepens when
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‘we'eqnsider the difference;in the constitution of the’two groups.
'Rekeaeh?s éroup Was unusuallykhomOgeneous:in its soeia1~backe
ground ahd occupational goals and subScribedetoda rather unusual
t value system. Our gfoup,was designed to be as heterogeneoas as
possible within the 11m1ts of academlc attendance.;

Had the comblned results not been so s1m11ar, a relatltely
d51ﬁple 1nterpretat10n of the dlfference in results could have
been offered. It would have been suggested that it may be
ascribed to the lack of anonymlty for two-thlrds of our group
in splte of everythlng that was sald in Chapters Ry and VI in
th1s regard It will be remembered that Rokeach?s subjects
’worked under cOnditions'of assumed anony@ity~wﬁefeasktwo§thirds
of ourkgroup had foregone this precautdon by c0nsent.’

“Due to thetsimilarity'ofethekcombined‘results, this‘inter-
fpretation ddes not .appear reasonable;;

These results make ittﬁecessary:togqaestionfRekeach's baSie
ueassumptions,ih‘regard to'differences in'expressions'ofe"élofifi~
cation“ "mlld amblvalence" and "amblvalence“ towards parents
“between hlghly dogmatlc (authorltarlan) and stronglynonudogmatlc
: subgectsu Since his study was based on s1m11ar findings by
Frenckel—Btunswick (1949), the 1atter author's conclusions{come
1nto questlon,k | ‘

The results regardlng repeatablllty of certaln findings of

Rokeach may now be summarized as followss

a)> The 4~block Kohs analvtlcal task proved to be repeat-

able w1th 1dentlca1 results.k



‘b) The Kohs synthesis task mostly showed the differences

predicted and’ found by Rokeach among extreme segments

thoqgh at. lesser signifiCanceflevels thanjhad been

reported for Rokeach's group.

c¢) The Witkin test appears to differentiatekamong’High,
Middle and Low segments in pass/fail ratio, and among
extreme segments both in pass/fail ratio and in térms

of time scores. While this establishes the Witkin

test as a better indicator of dogmatism than the Kohs '

synthesis tasks,. the results are obviously contrary

to Rokeach's. o k .

d) ‘The results of the guestionnaire study were also in

direct contradiction to Rokeach's findings, suggest—
ing that Open, Middle and 61oseé,supjects do not
fdiffer’inltheir expréssions of "glorification“, or
~"ambivalence" tdwards their parénts;~neithef'do they -
differ'in'bréadﬁh of influence'reported«infregard”to

ytheir~development.

We shallynow turn to the matter of the performance of  the

MiddleVsegmént on the various taSks, relative to the Open and
,Closed~Segmeﬁts' position} , |

| This question came up for dispﬁSsion because of the,anoma;
iOus,behaviof,ofbthe Middle group in~Rokeagh1s questiénnairé
’projecﬁ. Itrwill be remembered that this’seément acted on the

whole'moréHlike'the,Closed~segment - and at times, like a

99
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k"SuperfClosed"’ségment - while occasionally iﬁidropped‘tOVA
’leveluindisﬁihguishable‘from'the Open segment. The major
reason for repetition ofithe‘quéStionnaire about pafents and
’"others who had 1nf1uence" was to see whether upon repetition
w1th a less blased group the Mlddle segment would come to
occupy . a more "normal“ p081t10n between the Open and Closed

segments.‘

SinCexthé‘questionnaire demonstrated no difference among
the threé segments, it proved of no use in elucidation of the |
status of Lhe Mlddle segment

' We are thus ‘reduced to the examination of the Middle

~s€gmentis~p¢rfofﬁanceaon_the perceptual tasks.

There was, of course; no difference expected or observed

between  the three segments on the Kohs analytical task.

EThé position of the Middle segment in the Kohs synthesis
,tasks is ét bést of secondérykintefest becahSe,the differencés
inlmeasurés of ﬁerformance'in’thé three segments failed to
reach:ac¢eptablellevels of significance.“With this reservaﬁion,

we observe that the Middle segment subjects had exactlYithe same

pass/fail ratio oh threé of the?fdueroha‘synthesis tasks as the
Closed ségment subjects and demonstrated a score half way be=
,tween‘the'Open and Closed subjects?! scores on the fourth task

(A;g).

If we examine the combined four task mean time scores of

“the three segmeénts, we find-the Middle’segment‘about half‘way

between ﬁhe,Opéh and Closed segments but somewhat closef~to“the
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Closed end’(Table VII, p.67). 1In onlyvone‘of the,individual;‘
‘tasks do we flnd Mlddle subjects doing worse, on the average,
than Closed subjects, ‘and here the dlfference is.quite’negli;
glble. In other words,,on the Kth~synthes1s tasks the Middle
Segmentfacts,maihly as if i£~were'part of the,ClOSed~group. E
~It~oecﬁpies\middle positioh on two indicators.‘~At no time does.
iﬁ veer“teWafd‘the Open segﬁent, nor does it act as a "Super-

' Closed® group.

The most reliable test of the position of the Middle seg-

ment should be its behavier on the Witkinytest'beeause here

over—all significant differenceskWere_demOnstrated among the

three‘segments' pgss/fail ratios,‘ Inspectionepf Table IX will;
SEow~that_fer;ell'twelve cafds combinedvthe~difference between
the:péss/fail ratios of’the Mid&le andfClosed~segmehts;is~netk
significant,\whereas the'differenee betweeh,the Middle and Open
segments is significant at p{ .0l. By this index, the Middle
segmeﬁt behavesulike the Closed one.A‘ACtually, Middle SUbjects:l
failed a few more problems on this test" than Closed subjects

but the’ dlfference is not large enough to suggest that the

Middle Segment‘acted‘llke“a “SupereClosed"’segment.

 We‘shal1fnow examine the_behaviqr;of the Middle segment

on'the'four individual ﬁroblems which were found to differ-

entlate s1gn1flcantly among segments (Table IX)
Only one of the twelve problems (D 1) dlfferentlates the
Middle from the Closed segments significantly ﬁg<;05); ,In)this'

pfoblem Subjecﬁs»of the Open and Closed segmentsfﬁroduced almost
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identical results whlle the Mlddle suggects registered a nlgh
’rate of fallure. Slnce the Middle and Clesed groups were dif-
ferentiated in only one  of twelve problems and the 51gn1flcanoe
level reaches only p<:;05, the result cannot be takencveryi
seriously and should probably be attributed to chance.

£ Thus the examination of differences among pass/fail ratios

of the three’ segments in the Witkln test suggests that the

"Mlddle segment is not clearly dlstlngulshable from the Closed

segment on thls test.,

The dlfferences in mean tlme scores: on all twelve cards

of . the‘Witkln test did not reach. acceptable levels of s1gn1f1—
‘cance~among the three seaments and therefore th1s~indexfcan
’only be glven secondary cons1derat10n.‘ In other words,’the:
same condltlon prevalls here as dld in regard to the Kohs
synthesis tasks, the dlfferences may have easily arlsen by
chance. ; ; | ’ ,
fAs<exemination;of Table X (p.76)‘will.showlthe total mean~

mtlme requlred for subJects in the Mlddle segment is agaln very

~close to the mean tlme of -Closed subgects, and quite far from
’the Open subgects' time score.

In only three individual problems do the Middle subjects

eXceed the time .requirements. of the ClOSed‘subjects and’in
only two of these does this dlfference reach apprec1able s1ze.
’One of these is- card D-1, mentloned above in oonnectlon w1th
s1m11ar findings in regard to pass/fall ratlo, the other card
is H-1. ,At ‘the other extreme, Middle sanectsvsolvevtwo,"

problems in shorter mean time than Open subjects (C-2 and G-1).
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In both caseslhowerer'theodifference was not'only negligible
' betweennMiddle and Open segments, but also,betweenlOpen and
~Closed seéments ' In‘other~words, these\two cards simply do
not dlfferentlate between any of the segments.

It appears, then, that thls indicator (scores on 1nd1—,
‘bv1dua1 problems) again places the Middle and Closed segmentsk
together. k |
| We:shall‘now‘summarize the position of‘the.Middlessegment
Sdin relatlon to the Open and Closed segments' p081t10n. Thek
Mlddle segment acts 1nd1st1ngu1shably from the Closed segment
‘on all of the statlstlcally rellable 1nd10ators; 1t occuples
:a:middletposition only occaSionally; and on indioatorS~of in-~
;,sufflcientkstatistical reliabilityj it acts neither‘as a
"Super—Closed”:segmsnt, nor similarly to the Open~segnent.

J »Rokeachfsuggested‘that'the’anomaIOus behavior ofrthe
Middle;segment in his questionnaire study may be due either to

rthenunusual and constrioted compositiOnfof the'group dealt

‘[ w1th alternately, he suggested that 1t may ‘be due to lack of

ksens1t1v1ty of the “D“—scale in segregatlng ‘Closed and Mlddle‘
subgects : Hls 1atterfalternat1ve was rejected in the present"
study on- the grounds that his Mlddle segment did not, kin faot,
behave much like h1s Closed segment E
In the present repetltlon of hlS study, however, the
Mlddle group actually does appear to behave llke the Closed
segment and this happened not only in the questlonnalre study

but in the perceptual tasks as well.



This leads usqtoﬁCOnCludefthat:

i

a) the anomalous behavior of the Middle group in

Rokeach's questionnaire study was probably due to

the unusual compositioh of the group.

b) it does seem that there are
subjects with high D-scores

D-scores.

- We are now ready to examine the

juStified in regardihg the,“D“fscale

no real differences between

and subjects with Middle

final question: is one

‘as a continuum?

Thekstrongest indication against,regardinguthe tpegcale -

~as a continuum came from the questionnaire results of Rokeach;

if our Middle segment had behaved in

a similarly anomalous

manner on this or any other "test®, the answer to our question

would have been~an unqualified “no"f

The questlonnalre d1d not dlfferentlate at all among our

segments, nelther did the SCRT nor the Kohs analytlcal task.

‘The Kth'synthe31s task and Witkln tlme score dlfferences among

_segments falled to reach aoceptable levels of s1gn1f1cance.

g;Thls leaves uas with only the Witkln pass/fall scores to arrlve

“at a decision, with perhaps the;Kohs synthe51s and Witkin time

scores as Mauxiliary criteria®.

~In terms ofethe’Witkin pass/fail seores;'the Middle segment

acted indistinguishably from the Closed segment. It acted

similarly on all auxiliary indicators except the Kohs synthesis

‘atotal‘time‘scores5 where the Middle segment occupied a position
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.~ ~rather close to the actual mid-point.

This evidence leads us to‘the,tentatiVe'conclusion that
the‘“D“;scale, at least in its bresentrform, does not consti=-
tute a“oontinuum, People with low D-scores seem to occupy one
pole and people with middle or high D-scores occupy the opposite
pole.~‘ ’ |

“Rokeach"’ hlmself offered the suggestlon that the "D"—soale,
in its’ present form, may not dlstlngulsh between Closed and
W1ddle subjects (1960, p.363). ,It is a philosophical question
whether_lt is approprlatefto‘pOStulate the existencekof,a CcOon~
tinuum if the~instrument which‘operationally defines this con-
tlnuum con51stently produces only - "polar" results.

Perhaps the phllosophlcal part of the "argument" mnay be‘
reSolved by restatlng'Rokeach's pos1t;on 1n,somewhat dlfferent
uords, as follows:

wyith the‘present,form,of the "Dt-gscale we have
been able to demonstrate differential behavior
_in certain areas between groups with very low
D-scores on the one hand, and groups with either
middle or high D-=scores on the other. It is .
suggested that the "D¥=scale questlonnalre can
probably be refined further so it will "select®
a Middle segment which will ocupy a position
somewhere in between the hlgh—D and low=D. seg~"
"ments in a consistent manner, while at the same
time the comPOS1tlon of the high-D and low=D
groups would not change materlally.“ :

S K o was not the purpese of the present study to analyze
: the structure of the "D“-scale questlonnalre or to suggest
~poss1b1e 1mprovements in 1t';

One tentative. suggestlon will however be offered for

'segregatlng the hypothetlcal Middle segment (1f such ex1sts)

more adequately from the Closed segment Only further research
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can determine/whether_this method will leed to the desired
result. |
Theré is only ome wayfin,which an individual can get high\
(oflow) D?scores, namely by agreeing (or'disagreeing) strongly
with the items inethe‘“D“~seale. ”Thefe are,‘however, many ways
in which a person can 6b£ain~a middle D-scere. ‘Tﬁo extreme
ways weuld be to (a) express strong disagreement on;abogt half
»the’items,:and equally‘stroﬂg'agreement on the‘other half;,
rl(b)_express vefy mild agreemeht and very mild;disagreement, in
about equal proportion. | o
,The person who expresses mostly,very'strong agreement and
%diSagreement'woﬁld seem‘éo have~strong, definite belief and
disbelief systems; Would it net,be'feasonéble:to,aSSumekthat
'he~beléngs more to fhe dogmatie than the‘Middle segment? If
this‘aSSumption‘is correct it would follow that the Mlddle
group may be. Mecontaminated® with high~ D subJects under the
preSent scoring system. This mlght explain why the Middle
segment appears to act more like the Closed end.
There is a relatlvely simple way to test this assumption~
Cdin fﬁture-reSearch. In addition to adding'subjectsf scores. on
' the “D"~eeéle algebraically, we‘cankalso add them Wlthout Few
egard to the plus or minus s1gn. Those with verylhigh “absolute“’
'scores would be removed from the Mlddle segment and tentatlvely
ekassigned to the~Closed segment; thefcutting point wouldfof
'k'eourse have to Be determined-arbitfarily in such eXplofatory
research; 20 per cent may be alreaSoneble‘starting“poiﬁtq

An attempt was made to examine this possibility in the
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kpreseﬂt project, as an afterthought; The‘sceres of thek
Middle segment were added‘without regard to plus or minus

sign and‘the‘performahee of the five subjects with the highest
.absolute scores wés'co@pared with the’perfofmence of the re-—
‘maining twelve subjects in‘reéard telthetvariOUS pereeptual
-tasks. No consistent differences were found; thls may be due,

'however, to the extremely small size of the "hlgh absolute

score® group. The "regular! and "abgsolute® D-scores of the

'TABLE XVIIT

Mlddle segment are reproduced in Table XVIII.

Summary of flndlngs. The flndlngs and conclus1ons of the

present study can be summar;zed as follows:

1) kRokeach's "D“;scalevdoes not appeaf to‘eonstitute a
‘contihudmfes‘alleged by its author. It seems to
‘heve:a tﬁofpole structure;-those~with-1ew Duscbres

chluster around one poie and those;with~midd1e or
high D—scoreS~cluster‘ar0und~tﬁe other, at least
“in terms ofvsimilarity of behavior On'eertain~per~

fceptual’taSks.

2) ~Contrarydto Rokeach's‘findings,‘Jeekson's adabtation
of the Witkin Embedded Figiire test seemsvte differ-
‘ ehtiate Open segments oﬁ the one hand’and ﬁiddieeand
_ Closed segments anthe othef. Open subjeets fail
rthe tasks Signifieantly’less‘frequently’théneMiddie

or Closed'subjeCts° The tendency of Open Subjects to
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T ABLE XVIIT

"REGULAR™ AND "WABSOLUTE"™ D-~SCORES OF SUBJECTS IN

THE MIDDLE SEGMENT

Subject Regular D-score Absolute D~Score

1 150 254

2 149 251

3 157 251

4 152 ' 248

5 151 247

6 149 ' 241

7 151 237

8 ' 153 237

9 13 237
10 153 | 237
11 ' 155 237
12 | 146 : 232
13 147 | 231
14 | 151 231
15 o 152 | 224
16 147 o 223

17 152 ; 214
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)

5)
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perform better is also evident in terms of time

scores though the difference does not reach an

adequate level of significance. It does;net

‘appear likely that these differences can be due

‘to differences in intelligenceylevels among the

subjects in the three eegments{

‘Rokeach's findings were upheld in regard tofdif+,

ferential behavior of extremely Open and Closed
segments on some of  the Kohs synthesis tasks, but

at reduced levels of COnfidenée. No over-all dif-

ferences were found when all three segments were

considered simultaneously.

Rokeach's flndlngs were upheld in regard to lack
of dlfferences ‘among groups selected on the ba51s
of thelr Dfscoresfon the s1mple fourﬁblock’Kohs

analytical task.

Contrary to Rokeach's findings¢vtherthree experi=

mental segments showed no difference in their ex—-

pression of %glorification®™, "mild ambivalence® or

®ambivalence®™ in regard to theirfparents; neither

"was there any dlfference 1n the breadth of Anflu-

ences beyond +the 1mmed1ate famlly group reported
by the three segments. ThlS flndlng also raises
questions regarding felevant/findings by Frenckel~

Brunswick.
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The results did not support the present authorts

'expeetetiOn'that Closed subjects would be less

willing (and Open subjects more willing) to
accept~sﬁggested concepts on the Rorschech ink

blot cards.

It was suggested that the twofpole structure of the

‘dogmatlsm scale may be a functlon of the presentk

scoring system in that it may contaminate the “real"

Middle group with certain individuals who may be

more appropriately classed as Closed;subjects. A

. simple method for examlnlng thls p0551b111ty in

future research was suggested.

-Since the differences which the present experimental

segments demenstrated~on thekWitkin test may con-
celvably be due to dlfferences in mean. 1nte111gence

levels, it was recommended that this varlable be

'carefully'controlleduln future research.
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_ APPENDIX ®"An

. APPROXIMATE TEXT OF TALK GIVEN TO VARTIOUS CLASSES
 PARTICIPATING IN THE PRESENT PROJECT AS AN INTRO-
DUCTION TO THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE

#DU_SCALE AND THE QUESTIONNATRE

Ladles and gentlemen, I would like to ask your co—operatlon
-in a research project sponsored by the Department of - Psychology
of this Unlver51ty. As you know, a university is not only an-
institution of hlgher learning; part of its function is to pur-
sue research, and in the social sciences research requires the
participation of human beings. Some of you may have engaged in
“research projects yourself, and others may do so at a later date =
I sincerely hope that this fact alone will assure your active co=
'operatlon. ‘

: The projecﬁ‘I am engaged in actually consists of two parts.
The first part requires you to fill in a public opinion ques~

f.tlonnalre which I will hand out. shortly. It contains 40 state=

‘ments and you are asked to agree or disagree with each statement
on a six-point scale. If you agree strongly with the statement,

- you put a plus-3 opposite it on the margin; if you "generally"
(but not strongly) agree, you mark it plus-=2; if you just barely
agree (but agree more than disagree) you mark it plus-1. Simi~
larly, if you strongly disagree, you mark it minus-3, etc.

There is also a three~question questionnaire attached in
which you are asked about what sort of persons your parents were
when you were'grow1ng up, and what other people may have in~
fluenced your development.

 Ordinarily this type of questionnaire should be anonymous.
This time, however, I am going to ask you to attach your name
and phone number to it. The reason is that for the second part
- of this project I shall want to ask a certain number of you to
sacrifice an hour to meet me individually in the Psychology
‘Department. In order to be able to arrange this meeting, I have
to know your names. I realize that this is an unusual request,.
but. I can assure you that psychological ethics require that ‘
nothing you put down on this questionnaire will be divulged to -
anyone. The report on the research project will not mention any
names and in fact nobody but myself will see your individual
questionnaires. As I have said before, the only reason for
asking you to put your names down is so that I can get in touch.
with a number of you for the second part of this project. (In
the last three classes the following sentence was added:)
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APPENDIX ™A" (Conttd)

Of course, if anyone feels
down, this is perfectly all
to £ill out both the public
tionnaire about your father

‘strongly about not putting his name

right. Even then, I would ask youn
opinion questionnaire and the ques-
and mother. Thank you.
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 APPENDIX "B
THE DOGMATISM SCALE (FORM E)
'AND INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETION
| July 1961
UNIVERSITY OF BRITISH COLUMBTA - ' |

- The follow1ng is a study of what the general public thlnks
~and feels about a number of important social and personal ques-
tlons,~ The best answer to each statement below is' your personal
- opinion. We have tried to cover many different and opposing
- points of view; you may find yourself agreeing strongly with
some of the statements, disagreeing just as strongly with others,
and perhaps uncertain about still others. Whether you agree or
fdlsagree with any statement, you can be sure that many people
feel the same as you do. : : o ' e

Mark,each statement in the right margin according to how
much you agree or disagree with it. Please mark every one.
Write +1, +2, +3, or ~1, ~2, =3, depending on ‘how you feel in
each case: ’ o ’ : ‘

 41: I agree a little =1: T disagree a little
’;+2: I agree on the whole =23 I disagree on the whole -
+3: - XL agree Very:much' ; 43=; I disagree veryfmuch,

The last page contalns three questlons relatlng to your
famlly background which you will find qulte self-explanatory.

LI R

B R ,In the hlstory of manklnd there have probably been Just ;
a handful of really great thlnkers e e . Ce e e e e e e

2. It 1s better to be a dead hero than to be a live coward se e

3; A person who gets enthusiastic about too many causes is
e 11kely to be a pretty "w1shy—washy" sort of person e e iwl
4. fTo compromlse with our polltlcal opponents is dangerous be-~f

cause it usually leads to betral of our own side . . . . . .

5. Once I get wound up in a heated discussion I Just can't
Stop .. ® @ . » ] '3 K 3 - ° - o‘n ) "o', . ® . . » LI »q,o . 0. &
6. In “times 1ikeithese, a person must be. pretty selfish if

he considers primarily his own happiness . . . . . « .« . .
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11.

12.
13.

14

‘k15;

16.

17.

18,

19.

20.

21,

22,
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A group which tolerates toormuch difference of oplnlon

among its own members cannot exist for long . « + .+ « « . .

My blood boils whenever a person stubbornly refuses to ;
admlt that he is wrong. e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

Most of the ideas printed today aren't worth the paper
they are printed on. . v v 5 + o v v o & 6 v 6 6 s e e e e

There are a number of people I have come to hate because
of the things they stand FOre v v v v v o o w B

It is often desirable to reserve judgment about what's'
going on until one has had a chance to hear the opinions
of those one respects . . . . v v e e e e e e 0 e e e e e

The. present is all too often full of unhapplness ~ it is
only the future that counts B R T T S T P PE L SR

If a man is to accompllsh his mission in life it is some~

times necessary to gamble "all or nothing at all™ . . . . . .

Unfortunately, a good many people with whom I have dlscussed

~important social and moral problems don't really understand

whatts. g01ng Ol v w o 4 e s o o o o o o 5% 6 0@ o o «6 e s

Tt is.only*when a person devotes himself to an idea or

© cause that life‘beCOmes meaningful e e e e e A e s

The hlghest form of government is Democracy and the
hlghest form of Democracy is a government run by those who
are mo@ 1nte111gent T TR T A

Tn the long run the best way to live is to pick friends
and associates whose tastes and beliefs are the same as .
one's OWIL o e s v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

The United States and Ru551a have Just about nothlng 1n
common BT T TR T T R ST S S I S S R o e

It is only natural that a person would have a much better
acqualntance ‘with ideas he belleves 1n than with ideas

: he OpPOSGS . * ® “c . . . L3 » e . e c/ . ° e . ‘- » . ° o 8 s . o

Man on hls own is a helpless and mlserable creature,; e e e

If glven a chance, I would do somethlng of great benefit

tO the WOl"ld );' . - L4 ® @ ® » . . . e .8 . o . . ) £ .. . ‘e ®

There are two types of people in thls world: those who
are for the truth, and those who are agalnst 1t e e e e e e
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24

25-

26.

27,

28.

~ APPENDIX "B" (Combt'd.)

Even though freedom of speech for all groups is a worth-
while goal, it is unfortunately necessary to restrlot the
freedom of certain political groups e e e e e e eiwle e

In a heated discussion I generally become so absorbed in"
what I am going to say that T forget to listen to what

others are saylng e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

of all the dlfferent phllosophles which ex1st in the world
there is probably only one whlch 1s correct e v e e e

Most people Just don't know what ‘is good for them . . . . .

Fundamentally, the world we 11ve 1n 1s a pretty lonesome
Place . . . . ® . s L8 . » » * .., & u ° LI 4 & . ‘. ® - e e . .

When it comes to dlfferences of opinion in religion, we
must be careful not to compromlse with. those who believe

dlfferently from the way we do e e e e e e e

29.

30.
31.

32,
-guard against ideas put out by people or groups in one's

33,

34.
. 35.

360

fthe people who belleve in the ~same thlngs he does o e e

37.

‘The main thing in life -is for a person to want to do
- something 1mportant e e e e e e e e T e e s

Most people Just don't glve a "damn“ for others e i ; .

Itd like 1t if I could flnd someone who could tell me how
to solve my personal problems/. s e e e e e e e e e e e

In tlmes like these it is often necessary to be more one
own camp than by those in the oppos1ng camp o e e e e e e

There is so much to be done and so 11ttle~t1ﬁe to-do‘it . {

A man who does not belleve in some great cause has not

I‘eally 11Ved T P S T « e S S

It is. only natural for a person to be rather fearful of

the futul"e .‘ o ~o . ~q‘ . n » o . . . o; ® . - ‘o 3 ‘o - [ ." .' .‘

The worst crime a person could ‘commit is to attack publlcly

In a- heated discussion I often flnd it- necessary to repeat

“‘myself to make sure I am being understood. . . . . . . o e

38+

39.

40.

A person ‘who ‘thinks prlmarlly of h1s ‘own happlness is

beneath contempt . v e e e o TTe T .,. e e LT e .”. o

Whlle I don't 11ke to admlt thls even to myself my secret

or Beethoven or Shakespeare e 6 e e e e e e el e e e

In this compllcated world of ours the only way we can know

116

e

~ambition has always been to become a great man llke Elnsteln

o e

what's going on is to rely on leaders or experts who can be

trus o A S T S T R
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APPENDIX "c"k"‘

THE QUESTIONNAIRE

~ When you were growing up:

1) What sort of person was your father?

2) What sort of person was your mother?

-3) What other people (relatlves, guardlan, friends, etc.) in-
fluenced your development?- B

A small "sample®" of this group will be asked to coeoperate
in the second part of the present study -~ by coming 1nd1v1dua11y
(at any time convenient) to the Psychology Department hut for

~about one hour, some time during the next 2 to 23 weeks. In
order to be able to get in touch with you to arrange for this
one hour period (should you be selected), please mark down your
name, phone number, the best time of the day to call you, and

- the probable best day of the week and hour .of the day for the

- one hour perlod ,

Thank you.

- Name e e o - Phone o Best time;to\call

Best time (probable) for one ‘hour perlod.~.
(4if known) :

LR R Sl

b3
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LIST OF SUGGESTED RORSCHACH CONCEPTS FOR THE

SCRT TEST (CONCEPTS MARKED "a"’ARE;"POPULAR";

~CONCEPTS MARKED "b" ARE SEMI~POPULAR'

CONCEPTS

MARKED "c" ARE UNUSUAL)

Card 1.

~a.l. Bat hovering
a2 Butterfly flylng
a.3. Pelv1s
b.l. Clouds
b.2. Messy black stuff
“b.3. Animalt's head
c.1. Bell
iCe2. CLiff
c.3. Statue
Card II.
‘a.l; Black bear's head
a.2. 2 Scotties-
a.3. 2 Clowns
b.1l. Bird
‘b.2. Smoke >
"b.3., White fish
c.1. Indian head
c.2.'George'Wash1ngton's head
Cc+3s Boot -
Card ITI.
2.1, Cannibals
a.2. Waiters bowing
a.3. 2 men pulling
b.1. Colored butterfly
b.2. 2 birds
b.3. Red brooch
é.l;‘BlaCk slippers
c.2. Bucket
c.3. Black bow tie

Card Iv.

oo
[ . .

eptepioy
- - *
GO M W W

0.0 6

»
LI TR ¥

. Animal skin

Fur rug
Palr of overshoes

Blaok dog's head
Man sitting down
Cow's head :

Scotty dog

. Witch on ‘a broom

Flower vase

Bat flying
Butterfly
Flying sguirrel -

Buck!s head
Bird's beak
Ballet dancer

. Man from Mars
pirt
« Animalts head

Card VI.

.'Animél skin

Fur rug.
Catts Whiskers

nghthouse
2 kings'! heads & crowns
Snake?s head

Clouds
Bed post ;
Bird in nest
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Card VII. : : C Card IX.

a.l;;Lambs[gambqlling ‘a.l. Colored tropical groﬁth
av2.Aerial view SRR a.2. Medical drawing ‘
a.3. Women»gessiping, ‘ , a.3. Atomic explosion
b.1. Elephant's trunk b.1. Mist
b.2. Statue b.2. Pink baby -
b.3. Feathered head—dress b.3.: Candle
c.1. Dog's head ‘c.1l. Pink jacket
c+2. White lamp c.2. Carrot
c.3. House & garage c¢.3. Child on tricycle
Card VIII. = . card X.
a.l. Medical drawing i ‘ : ~ a.l. Surrealist painting
a.2. Flesh colored orchids : hde 2. Coral
a.3. €olored insignia "a.3. Bugs climbing
b.1. Red paint b.1. Daffodil
b.2. Green tree ‘ - - b.2. Sitting dog
b.3. Heaven and hell » b.3. Pagoda
c.1l. Pink eushion'v ~ o " ¢.l. Brown dog
C+2..Book R c.2. Buddha
¢.3. Pink .ecoat - . S ¢.3. Rosebud
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|  APPENDIX nE® |
RATING SCALE FOR THE SUGGESTED RORSCHACH CONCEPT TEST
| ' Score

Acce tance, ‘plus spontaneous 1ntroduct10n of
complementarv concept .

. e . * ] ) - . . - e o . - . 0

Examples.
Bearheads, Card II: "Sure - as a matter of
fact they are after a piece of meat ¥

Cannlbals, Card IIT: "Yes = and here is a
- pair of monkeys watching them.tt

‘Acceptance w1th elaboration of somewhat unusual
gualltles of the concept . . . . v i v v v v o e W 1

Examples. , :
‘Waiters bow1ng - Card III: "Yes - here is
-the apronit '

Green tree - Card VIII: "Mhm ~ Igd‘call
“thatpa Japanese yew. ! : :

" a) Acceptance w1th spontaneous elaboratlon of
v usual qualities of the concept

- and/or . : o
'b) Acceptance w1th express1on of Approval .. v e s e el 2

‘ Examples. V :
,a) Bears. - Card II:. %“Yes - the nose looks
Just like a bear's nose.m

a) Cannlbals'— Card IITI: "Yes ~ they look
" real prlmltlve!"‘ : '

b) Bears ~ Card TI: "Fineft .
: ‘ 0h yesit ‘
%Could easily bel®

b) Cannibals - Card IIX: “Yes, they‘look
just like cannibals.® : :
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Hesitant acceptance (as before) but
with preference expressed for
alternative concept . . .

» » e @ e e . . e e e . .

Note: To be assigned to this category
it is essential that the concept
be accepted, in spite of prefer-
ence. If doubtful, S. should be
asked.

“Examnples: . o ;
~ Bears, Card II: "They could be
bears though they 1ook more like
~dogs to me.m" ,
Cannlbals - Card IIT: "Well, I guess
they could be though they 1ook more
11ke waiters to me.® :

Stralght re1ect10n without . alternatlve
concept offered c e e e e e e e e

e - e ® . » - »

*ExampleS’
MNo, 1
®No, I can't see that n .
“Cannibals. - Card III: "™No, they
still look like waiters to‘me."

" Rejection, with alternative concept offered il

Examples. o ' -
Bears - Card II ""No, but‘they could
be dogs. 1t
~ Pink coat -~ Card VIII.‘ "No - to me
: thls looks llke a fox fur. S

~“Note: Occasionally an S will first reject a concept but
after one or two other concepts have been gone
over may return to the one he had rejected. ("0h,
_now I can see ....%) In such case the initial
“rejection should be cancelled and the acceptance
‘reglstered.k : :

122
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Stralght acceptance w1th no. elaboratlon

or criticism « v & & .o W

Note: The follow1ng type of remark or specifica-

- tion does not constltute crltlclsm andidis
‘rated 3:

"Could be, although I wouldn't have seen
it myself.,®

‘ "Yes -~ when .you look at it up51de down. it

' Examples.

a)

<)

- concept itself.

'Hesitant‘acceptance

"Yes, could be."~

. “Yes 1t :

Mhm,

"Yes - and there 1s one on the other side."
(ThlS is rated as. stralght acceptance because
everything is "duplicated™ on the other side
of Rorschach cards )

‘ Partlal acceptance

Acceptance with cr1t1c1sm of

But no alterna~
tive concept
offered

either the similarity of the
blot area to the concept, or
a Ystrong® criticism of thel

‘Exanples:

a) "I guess it could be....m ,
' "If I stretch my 1mag1nat10n....“ .
- "I guess it has some resemblance.to...."

b) Animals climbing - Card VIII: %I can see
o the animals but they are not.climbing.t®
Witch on a broom < Card IV: "I can see a.
‘ witbh but she has no broom."

c) 'Dog s head, Card IV: "I could see it - but
: sure wouldn't want to have a dog like-
that.®™
Carrots, Card IX: "I guess so - but I,
wouldn't want to . eat them ~ they ‘
weré in the earth too longlh

61~..'0v00'l000.'o

121

- Score
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' THE KOHS BLOCK PATTERNS
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE KOHS ANALYTTCAL

'AND SYNTHESIS TASKS

The 16 Kohs blocks are placed on the table;yélso the
cards with the patterns are placed on the table upside down.

"We have 16 blocks here (point to the blocks). They are

~all the samé. Would you like to examhe one?™ (Hand one block
~to subject.) : ' e \

"We also have a few cards here, each containing a differ-
ent pattern. You will be asked to reproduce each pattern in
two different ways with the blocks. First, I will ask you to
‘build the pattern exactly as it is shown on the card;, with
~only four blocks, as quickly as you can. When you have done
this, I shall ask you to rebuild the pattern but with three
differences: first, you will be asked to use either nine or
sixteen blocks, instead of four. At the same time you are to
rebuild the pattern at right angles to the way it is shown on
the card; and thirdly, you are to reverse the color scheme at
the same time - in other words, what is white on the pattern v
should be red, and what is red on the pattern should be white,®

(Show pattern A-2 and place four blocks in front of sub-
Ject in a square pattern, white side up.) - ‘ : ~

, MEirst, you areytd build‘this pattern exactly "as ist
~with these four blocks.": R : pe

~ (Wait until subject has completed this task.)

. "Fine. Now I want you to rebuild the same pattern but =
with all 16 blocks (place the 16 blocks in front of subject),
~but imagine that the card is at right angles and build it ‘
that way; youw are also supposed to reverse the color pattern
at the same time. (Turn the card 90 degrees.) So you build
it as if the card would be in front of you like this ~ but
what is red on the card now should be built white, and wvice-
“versa. Do it as quickly as you can. This is Jjust an exercise
and I won't be timing you, but you will be timed on the other
cards. :

If the pattern is one of the "B" geries which is to be
. built with nine blocks in the synthesis phase, subject must
- be advised that the pattern he is to build must be symetrical,
but the proportion of the red and white area will not be
exactly as shown on the card. RIS
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APPENDIX ®Hn

INSTRUCTIONS AND PROCEDURE IN THE WITKIN TEST

ny ‘am going to show you a series of colored designs.
Each time I show you one of these de51gns I want you to
describe the over-all pattern you see in it. After you
have examined each de51gn, I will show you a simpler figure
which is contained in the larger design. You will be given
the larger: de81gn again and your job will be to locate the-
smaller figure in 1t Let's go through one to show you  how
1t's done." -

Show S the larger des1gn (sample) for 15 seconds.
‘Then turn it over and show him the smaller figure for 10
~seconds. After that say: "I w111 now show you the
original figure again and you are to find the smaller
figure in it.® Remove the smaller flgure. After S finds
the flgure says:  "™Would you now trace the flgure w1th
this?" (a retracted pen)

; Then. UThis is how we Wlll proceed on all trials.
I would like to add that in every case the smaller figure
will be present in the larger design. It will always =
~be in the upright pos1t10n =~ in the same position as the
smaller design is in when I show it to you. It will also

be exactly the same shape and size as the smaller figure.
' Work as quickly as possible since I will be timing you.

As soon as you have found the smaller figure knock on the
table so I can register the time, then proceed to trace
the figure for me. If you ever forget what the smaller
flgure looks like while looking for it, tell me and I will
show 1t to: you agaln Are ‘there ‘any quest10ns7"
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APPENDIX nwyn
INSTRUCTIONS TO JUDGES IN REGARD TO CLASSIFICA—
TION OF RESPONSES TO M"WHAT SORT OF PERSON WAS

YOUR FATHER7“ AND WWHAT SORT OF PERSON WAS YOUR MOTHER7"

Youzre requested to sort the attached cards (whlch con~
tain answers of male summer school students to the questions
"What sort of person was your father?® and "What sort of

“person was your mother?®) into one of four categories; but
"father“ and "mother“ responses are to be kept separate -

1. 'Amblvalent
2. 'Mlldly amblvalent
3 Glorlfylng
4. lNot fitting in any of the above three categorles.

~ The flrst three categorles are the ones into which
answers.to an 1dentlcal questlonnalre were categorized by -
Kemp and Rokeach, as reported in Chapter 19 of Rokeach "The
Open and Closed Mind" (1960). Sample answers to each category,
reported by Rokeach, are attached on separate cards except,
of course, the 1ast category. v

Prlvate correspondence W1th Dr. Kemp indicates that the
three categories were adequate for h1s sample, for instance;,
he states. :

g my memory serves me correctly, no responses of °
overt hostility were given. One explanation for
-this could be that these students were very selective
coming from social service oriented and highly
respected families in their separate communities;

- they were carefully screeneéd for admittance to the
kprogram.“ : -

If after the flrst sortlng, you feel that sufflclent
4 cards in Category 4 could be classified into one additional
: category, please do so, and indicate the name of the chosen
category on the envelope.
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APPENDIX ngu
CALCULATION OF THE SAMPLING DISTRIBUTION OF FREQUENCIES
OF COMPLETE AGREEMENTf PARTIAL AGREEMENT AND TOTAL DIS—
‘AGREEMENT WHEN THREE JUDGES ASSIGN A STATEMENT TO ANY

ONE OF FIVE CLASSES

a) Complete agreement -

The three Judges can agree on any Probability
of the five categorles, therefore S ,
:poss1ble events o« vl e e e e Lew e e, B .04

" b) EPartial‘agreement - (two judges
agree, while one disagrees)

Two ‘judges can be selected from
the three in three dlfferent ways

o Two judges can agree on any one
of the five categories

- The remaining judge can Choose any
< of +the remalnlng four categorles

lTherefore pos51b1e event55 3x5x4 . . 60 ; .48

C)T Co_plete dlsagreement

The flrst Judge can select any
of the five categorles '

The second Judge can choose any
of . the remalnlng four categorles

kThe third judge ecan choose any
of the remalnlng categorles

Therefore possible events: 5x4x3 . .60 .48

' Total possible events . 125 1.00
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~ APPENDIX ®K® ‘
EXAMPLES:GiVEN'BY ROKEACH FOR CATEGORTZATTON OF
RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE ABOUT FATHER AND MOTHER
INTO MGLORIFYINGH, MILDLY 'AMBIVALENT® AND ®AMBIVALENT®

CATEGORIES

a)’ Amblvalence toward parent

- Father: “Stubborn, quick tempered, but at times good
: natured; and just a nice guy".... BA quiet person who
has done for me what I wanted if he thought it was
o.k. However, he has never been a pal to whom I could-
~ take my troubles. We had a lot of fun, though, and
- heed each other's advice. % ; ‘

Mother. “some of the time she was a reserved autocrat
in the home; other times she was different and likeable,
almost lovable.... "Was good to me over minor thingsy but -
‘didn't handle the hard thlngs too well She had her good
~and bad points.™ , : S o

b) Mild ambivalence

Father: "A pretty good Dad most of the time but comes
down hard on things that count, which may be good....%
"Very strict at times but on the whole not too hard
to get along w1th and understanding at all times.®™ -

Mother: "Made you toe the mark, but when you were in

- trouble she was real understanding. You could count
on her being fair....® *She gave you the feeling
you could do things. Sometimes she was hard on you
‘when ,you didn't quite make the grade but most of the
tlme she was encouraglng and kind.® ,

~c)’ Glbrificatibn of parent

_ Father:  "A very fine person who trles to uphold the
Christian virtue of life."™ "Friendly, intelligent,
frank, generous, likes to spend tlme w1th his famlly
and do things for us.t

:Mother. M"The best, no limit in any way." = "Very won-
- derful and understandlng, kind hearted toward her‘
‘children®, ®Unselfish, loving, tlreless“



