
AO—A072 528 NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER CHICAGO IL F/S 5/10
ATTITUDINAL INTENSITY IN RELATION TO PERSONALITY AND STATUS IN —ETC(U)
MAY 53 a ELINSON

UNCLASS IFXEO 48 Nt
f cr3

U

_ _ _  

R

Mn
p



I ~2 8  ~
_______ 

I~II~2 
2.2
=

I I . I ~ IIH~°
d 

~oO~I .25 iiuhi g. D~H~
MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CI-IA~ T

NAT T N A ~ BUREAU Of SlA Nt AFA DS Sf



r. 

I f ’~ / ~ L ~

ATTITUDINAL INTENSITY IN LATION TO PERSONALITY STA~~
IN A MILITARY SITUATIQN

LEVE~ ( 1 ~
b

7 Report of Research Commissioned y

\I~ 
The George Washington University
Human Resources Research Office
Division of Motivation arid Morale

(DO

• PLEASE RETURN
--I l

• t~
.

NATIONAL OPINION RE~EARQ~ CENTER

University of Chicago

Report No. L~8 May, l9~3

~~~~~~~ 

-— 
-

~ 

—

H

tor pub%”~ 
r€~eaSe~ApP~°’~~ n~mited

dIstribU~
bofl U

_ _  •
~~~~~~~—- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

—•,~~~~-~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ •



3 4  • •

w

NATIONAL OPINION RESEARQ~1 CENTER
University of Chicago

Clyde W , Hart, Director
Patricia Sherwood , Business Manager

Responsible for this project:

Study Director:
Jack E].inson

Assistant :
Patr icia Collette

Statistical Consultants
Eli S. Marks

Jacob J . Feidsian

• (
SPECIAL ACKN O~7LEDGJ1ENT

To Paul 0. Guernsey for his genuine
apprec iation of the ualue of researc h
in general , and its special role in
the human aspeota of military effect-
weness.

Without his aid this stud y could not
haue been made.

—

t’



-— ‘-

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

‘

~~~~~~~~

UNC L~~SI F I E D 
—

SECURIT4CLASSI*~ICATIO N OF THIS PAGE (lPhei~ Data Eni.r.d) 
___________________________________

READ INSTRUCTI ONSREPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE BEFORE COMPLETIN G FORM
I PORT NUM B E R  ~2. GOVT ACCESSION NO. 3. REcIPIENT’S CATALOG NUMBER

—7 5. _____

~ TTITUDINAL LNTENSITY IN~~ELATION TO (...j I F ’ ’ L / t(
JL~ERSONALITY AND .~.TATUS IN A ~JLITA RY 6. PERFJ RMING ORG. RE7ORT NUMBERpiTuATroN. - Report No. 48

7. AU f Hbfi (.) S. CONTRACT OR GRANT NUMBER (.)

HumRRO 650-003
0 .~

JackfE1in
~ Ej (95-65-2-52-3)

FORMING ORGANIZAT ION NAME AND ADDRESS 10 PROGRAM ELEMENT. PROJECT TASK9. PER 
A REA & WORK UNIT NUMBERS

National Opinion Research Center
University of Chicago

i i. CONTRO LLING OFFICE NAME AND ADDRESS 12 REP RT Dkt~~~

Human Resources Research Organization (HumRR0J’~~ ~~~~~~_______ GESAlexandria , Virgini a 22314
t4 . MONITORING AGENCY NAME & ADORESS(jf diffsr.nl j ~o~ ‘ - “.LQUIC.) IS. SECURITY CLASS. (of this r.po rt)

~ ~1 1
~

- 
~
j  Unclass fied

IS.. DECLASSIFICATION/DOWNGRADING

I SCHEDULE

16. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of this Report)

Approved for public release; distri bution unlimi ted 
- • ___________

/
17. DISTRIB UTION STATEMENT (of th. abetract entered in Block 20, ii different from

~~~~1

IS. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

Research oerformed under HumRRO Project MAIP.

19. KEY WORDS (Conilnu. on r.v.,s. aid. if n.c.aaaty end id.ntify by block number)

ATTITUDES
PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS

.__i GUTT MAN ’S SCALE
, I ’

~1
-p

~20, A BSTRACT (ConIinu. en r.v.r.s ai~~ If n.c.a. y end identity by block neenb.r)

~~ “In 1952, the National Opinion Research Center was comissioned by The George
Washington Univers i ty to carry out , under the general guidance and direction
of the Human Resources Research Office, a re-study of certain attitude data
collected originally from soldiers during World War II by the Research Branch
of the Information and Education Division of the War Department. The purpose
of the study was: (1) To investiga te basic relationships between attitudina l
intensity and personality characteristics of soldiers ; and to investigate

“~‘tinu~~. -
DO ~~~~~~~~ 1473 tO~TION OF I NOV 13 IS OBSOLETE UNCLASSIFIED

SECURITY CLASSIF ICATION OF T14tS PAGE (PP~en Data tnt.i’.d)



— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ r - ’ — -- — I ~~~~ :T~~ 
—

~~~
‘- --— - ——‘

~
‘—‘--

~
‘ 

—-- ‘.,-,— ,.-—•

- •

UNCLASSIFIED -

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE(Wb .n D&. £nt.,. ~~

20. Conti nued...

.~certain methodo logical problems of atti tude measurement posed , in part,
by the development and applicati on of Guttman ’s scaling methods .,

a

~( 
ACces9t’~

\ ~~~~~~~~~L_ .—~~~ \
a 41’J

• 1 eclal I
Dist ~

UNCLASSIFIED
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE(Wli an Data Ent.r d)

• .~~ 
._~~- ~- -—~~~ -



‘1~ 

—

~~~~~

- - —

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

-—- —

~~~~~~~~

— 
_ _ _ _

NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER
University of Chicago

6Mayl9~3

LETTER OF Ti~ANSMITTAL

Dr. Meredith P. Crawford, Director
Human Resources Research Office
George Washington University
Washington, D. C.

My dear Sir:

~fl On 7 February l9S2, National Opinion Research Center was commissioned by The
~~~ George Washington Un~vorsity* to carry cut , under the general guidance and

direction of the Human Resources Resaarch Office, a re-study of certain atti-
tude data collected originally from soldiers during World War II by the Re-
search Branch of the Information and Education Division of the War Department.
The purpose of the study was two-fold:

1. To investigate basic relationships between attitudinal intensity
~~~~ and personality characteristics of soldiers; and

2. To investigate certain methodological problems of attitude measure-
ment posed, in part, by the development and application of Guttmant s
scaling methods.

The following report presents the findings from this study. The report was
prepared by Mr. Jack Elinson, a senior study director on the Centert s research

• staff.

It seems to me that the importance of Mr. Elirison’s study lies chiefly in its
bearing on the problem of attitude change. The effort to produce change, or
to control it, succeeds, except by accident, in the human realm as in all
other realms, only if the effort is based upon understanding of the phenomena
with which it is concerned, Thus, knowledge of the distribution of an atti-
tude within a group that must act in a coordinated and cooperative way, useful

v’ as such knowledge is in pointing up problems of control, does not indicate how
control can be achieved; nor does knowledge of the varying intensity with which
these attitudes are held by persons at different points in such a distribution.

4 Plotting attitudinal intensity against attitudinal position within a group
whose members have different attitudes toward any relevant object-—group ob-
jectives, group leadership, social arrangements within the group, or external
elements in the group situation, for example--certainly provides a more pre-
cise definition of a situation that is problematical because of the obstructive
attitudes of the people involved in it than would otherwise be available. But
knowledge that goes considerably beyond, or penetrates much more deeply than,
such descriptive generalizations is needed if efforts to modify the obstruct-
ive attitudes are to succeed.

*Subcontract No. HuinRRO 6~O-OO3. (9~-6S-2-S2-3) dated 7 February l9~2 and asamended by Modification A , dated 6 January l9~3.
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The commanding officer of a military unit, like any leader of an active group,
is persistently up against the problem of modifying attitudes that impede
effective group action. He needs to know, of course , what these attitudes are ,
who holds them, and the degree of tenacity uith which they are held . But he
also needs to know ~~~ the different group members feel as they do and why
the differences in the intensity of their feelirgs . It is just these “why”
questions with which this study was first concerned: what factors or combi-
nation of factors account for observed vari~tions in the intensity with which
persons occupying substantially the same position on an attitude score hold
their attitudes? Answers were sought by examinirg the relation between vari-
ations in attitudinal intensity and basic personality differences among the
individuals, on the one hand, and differences in status relationshirs within
the immediate group, on the other. The rcsu ts, though tentative and incon-
clusive, have imnortant affirmative theoretical and practical irtpiica~ions.
They are certainly sufficiently impressive to warrant further research on less
limited bodies of data and with more refined measuring devices than were avail-
able at the time the data used here were collected.

Incicentau.y, in tras connection, a valuable by-product of ~r. Elinson ’s studyis the suggestion of a technique which will enable an investigator to establish
the distance bet’~reen attitudinal positions in psychologically meaningful terms.Building upon the notion of the zero-point in attitudinal analysis developed
by Suchman and Guttman during World War II, scales of intensity were utilized
to calibrate attitudinal positions in reference to this zero point. This ten-
tatively suggested extension of scale methods, if it stands up under further
experimental testing, could prove to be of considerable administrative and re-
search utility.

Bearing also on the problem of attitude chartge,is another suggestion growing
out of r. Elinsora’s research ,--namely, that it is an oversimplification to
think of extreme attitudes as being uniformly characterized by high intensity
arid, therefore, difficult to change. Useful as the intensity curve is, as a
means of separating those with favorable attitudes from those with unfavorable
attitudes by establishing a zero-point that is independent of question-wording,
it tends to obscure many important facts about men’s attitudes as actually
observed if attention is limited to those cases which fall on or near the
curve, riany men who hold relatively temnerate opinions about their officers
were found to hold these opinions quite firmly, whereas both the “disgruntled”
and the “boot-licker,” who occupy the two extreme positions on the scale of

• enlisted men ’s attitudes toward their officers, do not in many cases feel at
all strongly about their positions.

These and other tentative conclusions presented in this report lend further
support to the findings from other studies among both civilian and military
populations that superficial, piecemeal efforts to change attitudes in a de-
sired direction are likely to have severely limited effects. They suggest,
also, some refinements of available techniques for detecting, measuring, and
analyzing attitudes and, thus, for gauging the effectiveness of experimental
procedures designed to modify attitudes.

The study was conceived and directed throughout by rr . Elinson. Miss Patricia
Collette, a National Opinion Research Center assistant study director, aided
in the detailed analysis and in the interpretation of results. ~r. Jacob J.Feldman , Dr. Eli S. ~arks, and other members of National Opinion Research
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r - —

Dr. Meredith P . Crawford - 3

Center’s senior research staff advised Mr. Elinson at many points in the
course of the analysis. Many members of the Center’s technical, secretarial,
and clerical staff helped with the processing of the data and the preparation
of the report.

In addition to those mentioned above, numerous persons have contributed,
wittingly or unwittingly, to the shaping of the problem with which this study
is concerned, and to the development of ways of attacking it. First among
these, of course, are Dr. Samuel A . Stouffer, Dr. Edward A. Suchman, Dr. Louis
Guttman and their colleagues in the War Department who contributed immeasurably
to the development of attitude and opinion research through their studies of
the American Soldier during World War II. Then, for their advice and criti-
cism in connection with many aspects of this study, indebtedness is acknow-
ledged to Dr. Eugene A. Cogan, Dr. John L. Firian, and rr. Ira H. Cisiri, of the
Human Resources Research Office, and to Dr. Curtis E. Tuthill, Department of
Psychology, George Washington University. Finally, a special debt of grati-
tude is due to the late Col, Paul D, Guernse:.r, formerly Chief of the Attitude
Research Branch, Armed Forces Information and Education Division, Department
of Defense, for transferring to the Center a set of the source materials used
in this study; and to various members of Ccl. Guernsey’s staff for their
assistance in securing easir access to source materials, especially to Mrs.
Celia L. Gi eaix ,Miss Martha Setzer, and Mrs. Elsie A. Gray.

Respectfully yours,

Clyde W. Hart
Director
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INTRODUCTION

As he burnt the Alexandrine library, the Caliph Oxnar is renuted to

have said: “AU books which contain what is not in the Koran are dangerous;

all those which contain what is in the Koran are useless,” We are advised

that probably no one ever had an intenser belief in anything than Omar had

in this; at the same time we are admonished that it is impossible to imagine

it preceded by rational argument.

The Caliph ’s state of mind is used to illustrate a 19th century- think—

er ’s observation in 187]. that: “Probably, when the subject is thoroughly

examined, conviction’ will be proved to be one of the intensest of human

emotions, and one most closely connected with the bodily- state.”

According to Bagehot (3) :

A hot flash seems to burn across the brain. Men in these in-
tense states of mind have altered all history, changed for better or
worse the creed of myriads, and desolated or redeemed provinces for
ages. Nor is this intensity a sign of truth, for it is precisely
strongest in those noints iii which men differ most from each other.
John Knox felt it in his anti—Catholicism; Ignatius Loyola in his
anti—Protestantism; and both, I sunnose, felt it as much as it is
possible to feel it.

It is a curious fact then that in the past thirty years of concen-

trated opinion—attitude research, studies of intensity of opinion have been

systematicaUy avoided and neglected. The strangeness of this fact appears

even more remarkable in the face of the importance even currently attributed

to intensity as a facet of opinion by the most concerned triumvirate: social

psychologists, political scientists, and practitioners of the art of social

persuasion,

Thus, as a social psychologist, Cantri]. ( 14) decl ares that : “A Imow—

ledge of the intensity of attitudes as well as their direction gives a more

—1—
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accurate and reliable index of the composition of oublic opinion than

measurement of direction alone.”

So also, B. H. Williams, (70) as a politi cal scientist, in esti-

mating the role of public opinion in international affairs, points up

categories of intensity of belief by emphasizing the need to differentiate

among people who will merely acquiesce .Ln a principle, who will give it

-. rhetorical support for the puroose of convincing others, and who are willing

to make personal sacrifices in its behalf.

In the world of practical affairs, the story is told of a political

observer, returning from a trip through the middle west, prior to our entry

into World War II, who noted that : “The public opinion polls show that the

country is 70 per cent in favor of the Allies, but I can tell them that this

sentiment doesn ’t go a half inch deep (39).”

Practical politicians ’ intuitive distrust of opinion polls is probably

based not only on an ignorance of modern statistical sampling theory applied

to human populations, but also on a sub—clinical ass~~sment derived from

frequent determinations of the sort : “I know he said it—..but he doesn ’t

really mean it.” Among researchers, practitioners, and critics alike no

dissenting voice is ever raised with respect to the need and significance of

ascertaining degree of intensity in the study of opinion. Yet apparently

withstanding sporadic professional observation and frequent lay criticism,

the current plethora of opinion polls and attitude surveys pays amazingly

scant attention to the degree of conviction with which opinions are expressed

or attitudes maintained.

Why this discrepancy between alleged import .~noe of attitudina]. or

opinion intensity and the relatively small number of studies which have been

devoted to it? A number of guesses m~y be hazarded. Perhaps the most cogent

one for social psychologists is the rather general failure to distinguish

between direction and intensity as two distinct, independently mensurable, 

— ~~~~~~ ~_- . -~ V V ~~V _ _V~~~~ .VV~~ V V V  ‘~~V V V  V . _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ S~ CV ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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aspects of expressed attitude or opinion. This failure frequently results in

the extremeness of position on an attitudinal continuum being confused with

strength or intensity of opinion. For example, in a relatively recent re-

view of survey research methodology we find the author (S2) beginning a die-

cussion of attitude scale construction in the following terms:

The data obtained in public opinion and attitude surveys may
be usecj~... to measure the strength of the attitude of each m di—
vidua]. by a series of questions (ae opposed to a single question)

V the answers to which are combined into a ... score.... Then the
number or percentage of people holding attitudes of varying inten—
~~~ may be ascertained,

A second possible factor contributing to the neglect of intensity as

a separate dimension, and incidentally to the confusion between direction and

intensity, may have been a result of the introduction of Likert ’s (143 ) tech-

nique of attitude assessment. Keenly aware of the importance of strength of

opinion, but intent upon improving and simplifying attitude measurement after

Thurstone had proposed an elaborate application of psychophysical methods,

Likert assessed the degree of agreement or disagreement to statements of

opinion in terms of graded categories, e.g. “strongly agree,” “agree,”

“undecided,” “disagree,” “strongly disagree.” This compact incorporation of

art intensity—measuring device along with a method of ascertaining attitudinal

disposition served, it Is true, simultaneously to sound both depth and di-

rection, but appears also to have resulted in obscuring the importance of

intensity measurement in subsequent researches.

A third diversion from a direct attack upon the measurement of in-

tensity of opinion may have been a consequence of the attempts to organize the

structure of attitudes through extensive intercorre].ations of assorted atti-

tudinal contents • ~e hereby label as the complexity error in opinion—attitude

research the assumption that by observing correlations among a series of

attitudinal content variables—without determination of intensities associated

with the contents—we are establishing the importance of the relationships

~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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among the included contents.

It would seem then that involvement in these three otherwise useful

developments In attitudinal research: 1) use of more than one question to

determine direction or position as in attitude scales, 2 )  employIng graded

multlchotomous responses rather than dichotomous, and 3) determIning inter-

correlations among attitude scales, has tended to detract from adequate
4

consideration of the dimension of attitudinal Intensity, despite universal

acknowledgement or profession of its importance In the understanding of the

structure of attitudes.

These three developsents represent increasing methodological sophis-

tication in attitude research. A fourth defection from the proper study of

the intensity dimension derives from the propensity of many social psycholo-.

gists to become immediately involved in the quagmire of attitudinal content.

Determined to study important problems of the times such social psychologists

find themselves conf ronted with a nearly overwhelming and constantly changing

subject matter with the resultant failure to give substantial at tention to

the instruments with which they make their investigations. Long ago in the

history of psycholo~~r Titchener (68) despaired of classifying attitudes:

“There se~~s literally to be no end till we have exhausted the resources of

the language, to the catalogue of nossible attitudes.”; and more recently

UcNeriar (147) in his fairly comprehensive outsider ’s review of opinion—attitude

methodolo~ ’- pointed his lean and scornful finger at a task set, or found, by

one of Rermners ’ graduate students “ . • of building up lists of the multitudi..

nous miscellany about which people can and maybe do have attitudes.”

The anomaly of a paucity of investigations into attitudinal Intensity

is heightened by the fact that pioneering researches in the study of opinion

focused on oersona who were relatively intense in their opinions. Nearly

thirty years ago we find Aliport and Hartrian (2) setting about to verify

experimentally an a priori expectation that nersons who hold opinions of an
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extreme sort will also express the greatest degree of certainty or intensity.

Restricting the scope of their study to seven issues of political controversy

(League of Nat ions, qualifications of President Coolidge, distribution of

wealth, legislative control of Supreme Court, prohibition, Ku Klux Klan, and

graft in politics ) and to the opinions of some 1400 Syracuse freshmen on these

matters, these two social psychologists concluded that individuals who held

extreme opinions on either side of these issues not only were more like each

other In the high intensity with which they exnressed extreme opinions, but

also tended to be more like each other in certain emotional or personality

characteristics than they were like moderate individuals whose expressed

opinions on these issues were actually closer to theirs.

With the hindsight of nearly thirty years, we have some questions

today as to the adequacy of the data on which the conclusions were based.

Further, some of the conclusions do not seem to follow from the data. (For

example, Ailport and Hartxnan denoted college students who held extreme po-

sitions as “atypical ,” but their own data would indicate that this is mis-

labeling since on s rte issues with bimodal distributions the rel atively

moderate positions were held with considerably less frequency than either of

the extr emes.) However , our intention at the moment is not to reopen a

critique of the methodo lo~~r, but simply to call at tention to the fact that the

dimension , intensity of opinion , which has since been more or less lost sight

of, was then in this early study -, a central point of investigation.

In point of fact , more than a quarter of a century before the Aliport

and Hartman study, the Psychological Laboratory at Co].umbia University had

turne d its attention to an empirical study of certainty of opinion. Using

a wide variety of tooics— ”a sort of shorter catechism of twenty —five article s

of faith ”—F. B. Sumner (67) asked judges to arrange a series of questions

in the order of the certain ty with which they felt able to answer them, and

-

~ 
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obtained average rankings for each of the questions0 The particular questions

used have some curiosity value. They are presented below in the order of the

average arrangements, having been presented to the judges In order of the key

alphabet.

Questions Emplpyed in Sumner ’s Study of Belief

D Do two plus two equal four?
4 B Are there other human minds besides your own?

N Did George Tiashington live?
V Am I awake at this moment, i.e. not merely dreaming?
F Is the earth round?
I Will, the sun rise tomorrow?
H Does the present life alone furnish sufficient motives for

moral, conduct?
R Does the moon t s attraction cause the tides?
U Is matter ever created or destroyed?
L Is the evolution of living beings a fact?
X Will poetry always be held in high regard by the most

cultivated minds?
A Is the world becoming better?
P Is man t s conduct determined entirely by his heredity and

the circumstances of his life?
0 Will the most honest man you know be honest ten years hence?
Q Is the scientific mind as truly creative as the artistic?
K Do any landscape paintings yield as much satisfaction as the

finest natural scenes?
Y Would a college education be, on the whole, an advantage to

a majority of young men?
W Do spirits of the deoarted ever comr~unicate with living

persons? (We refer only to modern times.)
C Would t1~is continent have become as quickly civilized if it

had remained colonial?
J Is a protective tariff a wise policy for the United States?
E Will the death penalty for murder always be held justifiable

among civilized peoples?
G Will our Republic endure another hundred years?
M 18 there life on other heavenly bodies?
T Will. there be frost in New York City during September next?
S Is there an even number of persons in New York City?

In 19140, one of the findings of Allport and Hariman was again demon-

strated by D. H. Johnson (37). Using more sophisticated techniques, i.e.

Thurstone scales of attitude toward war and toward censorship, with 68 under-

graduate students in his Long Island University classes, Johnson found what

Ailport and Hartinan had, but stated it in a different way: “... a subject

whose attitude score is at one extreme of the scale is likely to find many

_____________ ________ ______ _______ _~~~~~~-
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statements included in the scale which he can reject with maximum confidence.”

Johnson ’s own observations of his data were to the effect that ‘.. • confidence

on one scale is closely related to confidence on the other even though atti-

tude scores on the two scales are not significantly related.”

Johnson offered a news or different, interpretation. Instead of

subscribing to the notion that ext remists were intrinsically more confident,

or intense, in general, he reasoned that:... extremists will. ordinarily show more confidence in expressing
their opinions ... beca~ ;e there are many statements on the attitude
scales—and probably I~ common public discussion—which represent
opinions at the opposite extreme from their own opinion and which can
thus be rejected with confidence. The troubled rniddle-of—the—roader
finds few statements so far from his own position that he can reject
them confidently.

This is an interesting interpretation, but it overlooks the possibility that

extremists can vehemently support their own positions as well as vehemently

reject all. other positions. We find Johnson ’s study therefore of interest

mainly in the question it ooses~ n~~e1y, why attitudinal extremists are so

much more confident of their opinions.

Until the World War II period, exceot for the work of Ailport and

Hartman and later, 1). H. Johnson, academic studies of at titudes tended either

to pass over the intensity dimension or to treat it lightly. 1~’e find Inten—

sity tangentially referred to in s~~e studies of attitude change such as those

of Knower (t~l) and of Ewing (13). For exainole, Knower studying the effects

of oral and urmnted arguments on attitudes toward prohibition held by college

students enrolled in public speaking courses, found that : “Subjects who

reported an interest in prohibition were more Inclined to take an extreme

position and less inclined to change than were subjects who reported indif-

ference.” It is not possible to tell from the data presented by Knower

whether the disinclination to change was primarily the result of original.

extreme position or interest in the topic. Again, this sort of conclusion

L __ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _-~~ —— -
~~ 
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typifies the ~:ay in which intensity and direction have been blended in the

conception of attitude.

Ewing, studying factors involved in changes of opinion about Henry

Ford, radicals, intelligence of Negroes and capital punishment, expressed by —

college students enrolled in introductory courses in psycholo~ r, confirmed

Knower ’s finding of the negative relationship between report of considerable

interest and change of opinion. Under the assumption that “such reports mean

that the material under consideration is more closely related to personal

values and accepted standards,” Ewing thinks therefore that greater re-

sistance to the propagandist is to be expected from interested and informed

subjects. Ewing reports, as have others before him, the relationship between

atypicality of reaction to a list of socio—political stereotyi es and certainty

of opinion. As in the Knower study, we are thrown back once more to the po-

sition of not really ~c~owing whether resistance to change is a function of

attitudinal extremeness or interestedness or both.

~s a rather elaborate exarnole of the confounding of attitudinal in-

tensity with direction ~e cite a study by Riker (SS). Like McGregor (14 9) and

also Likert (14 6) before him, Riker set out to compare certain alternate

methods used in attitude research. Riker chose to compare Thurstone—type

scales with two simple self—rating scales—.-one graphic, by ~thich an individual.

rates himself along a segmented line labeled only at the ends as “extremely in

favor” and “extremely opposed” ; the other an eleven—point verbal self—ratin g

scale embracing the intensity dimension along with indication of attitudinal

position. The :~iodel for Riker ’s scale is the following :

— Very intense feelings pro—X
Intense feeling pro—X
Strong feeling iwo—X 
Moderate concern pro—X
Slight feeling pro— X
Don ’t care
Slight feeling anti—X—_ — Moderate concern anti—X
Strong feeling anti—X
Intense feeling anti—X
Very intense feeling anti—X

— — ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~—- -; — - - - _ _ -
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Riker, using college undergraduates as subjects , found his sii~~le rating

scales to correlate reasonably well and to yield distributions similar to

Thurstone—type scales. The “X” in the above model represented the following

social issues : the Negro, Germans, treatment of criminals, capital punishment,

evolution and communism. That it might be possible for persons to maintain

a moderate attitudinal position accompanied by considerable strength of feeling
I

or an extreme position with only mild intensity is not envisaged, at any rate

not allowed for, by Riker.

It is rather amazing that the greatest progress toward the study and

use of attitudinal intensity has thus far been made outside the academic

laboratories. A seemingly complex subject and apoarently requiring the micro-

scopic examination possible only in tightly controlled laboratory situations,

attitudinal, intensity has nevertheless been most successfully attacked in the

hurly—burly of wartime morale research in the armed forces and has received

the most extensive, if cursory, applica t±on in everyday public o’:,inion polls.

The attention which intensity has received in the polls is exemplified by the

list of intensity—r~ieasuring devices compiled by Katz (39) and reported in

Cantril ‘a “Gauging Public Opinion.” Draving his illustrations from the work

of the American Institute of Public Opinion, Katz describes the following

techniques tried out by the polls prior to 191414:

(1) rating by the interviewer of the strength of the respondent ’s feel-
ings as judged by the respondent 1s tone of voice, comments and
general attitude

(2) the self—rating of the respondent as to whether he felt strongly or
mildly about the question

(3) the self—rating of the respondent on a graphic thermometer

An analysis attributed to Perry of the American Institute of Public

Opinion showed that there was “a consistent, though not always pronounced

tendency for the respondent to give himself a more extreme rating than the

interviewer would give him.” Further analysis by Princeton ’s Office of Public

Opinion Research revealed no conclusive evidence that either device was more 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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effective than the other; and that “both self—and interviewer ’s ratings are

effective in differentiating intensity groups.”

Katz briefly describes “an experiment to compare the effectiveness H

of various intensity devices in the same test situation” carried out in the

metropolitan area of New York and its environs. Twenty experienced inter-

viewers from commercial and research polling organizations interviewed 1918

respondents in a week’s time on national and international affairs. Of the

seven intensity devices used in this experiment, four ( the first four listed

below) were controlled in a systematic way to give comparabl e results; three

were appended as supplementary.

“The four devices receiving major consideration were:

(I. ) A verbal self—rating of strength of feeling. (Flow strongly do
you feel about this question?) 

____ 
Very strongly; ____ 

Fairly
strongly; 

— 
Don’t care.

(2) A thermometer or self—rating on a graphic numerical scale.

(3) A four—step logical scale setting forth the main alternatives on
the issue.

(14) A verbal self—rating on certainty, on sureness of the correctness
of one ’s opinion. (How sure are you that your opinion is right?
— Not sure; — 

Fairly sure; 
— 

Very sure)”

“The three sunpleznentary devices were :

(
~

) The interviewer’s rating of the strength of the respondent ’s attitude.

(6)  The respondent ’s self—rating of his degree of personal involvement.
(How much does this question riean to you personally? 

______

— 
Means very little to me personally; Means something to

me personally; 
____ 

IleanS a great deal to me personally.)

(7) The length of time the respondent has been of his opinion. (When
did you make up your mind about this question? 

— 
Just now when

you were being asked; 
____ 

V ithin the past few days; 
— 

Within
the past few months; 

— 
Have thought this way for a long time.)”

Using as his criterion the extent to which an intensity device pre-

dicted a respondent ’s answers to related questions, Katz concludes from his

experiment that “... the sureness of rating and the thermometer stood out

clearly as the most effective devices,” but that “it seeris unlikely that we 

~~~ - -~~“ - - - -  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ --~--~~~~~ - - - - - -
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shall ever have an instrument that will ~iork equally well for all types of

questions.”

Katz ’s experiment is fairly neat ~~otwithstanding ~cNemar ’s dis-

satisfaction wi th Katz ’s method of presentation of results (~o~7 and con—

tributes to our knowledge of the ~racticabi1it-- as well as efficacy of using

various intensity measuring devices in the ordinary public opinion polling

situation. It is interesting to note however that the confusion between in-

tensity and direction of opinion lingers on in Katz , despite the ~,ains he has

taken to point out how necessary it is for both understanding and prediction

to ixave a knowledge of the intensity of an opinion as well as its direction.

In this instance, the jumbling of intensity and direction takes place in the

listing of a “four—step logical scale setting forth the main alternatives on

the issue” as a measure of intensity rather than as an index of direction.

The clearest separation between direction and intensity of opinion of

attitude is made by Cantril (14) with reference to public opinion research, and

by Suchinan and Guttman (66) with reference to morale attitude research in the

armed forces.

Cantril describes the ap’,lication of a single intensity question when

associated with a single opinion question on two issues of public interest:

the Negro problem and i~’overnment regulation of business. The opinion questions

used by Cantril were made up of a query with four or five statements provided

as possible answers. These statements had previously been “rated by 80

judges on a 10 to 0 scale as to the place each statement should occupy on an

attitude continuum ranging from most favorable to most unfavorable.” (The

comment may as well be offered here as later that determination of the

scalability of the statements appears to be entirely a ~riori based on in-

spection of the content; no tests for scalability of any kind seem to have

been applied.) The intensity question used took the form : “How strongly do

you hold this opinion—very strongly, fairly strongly, or don ’t you care much

— — -~~ —-- ---~~~ -~ ----------- -~------—-- — —  —
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one way or the other?” What Cantril does to illustrate the relationship

between intensity and opinion is simply to plo t the percentage of persons

making the “very strongly ” response for each of the statements against the

average favorable—unfavorable continuum rating determined by the judges.

This throws into juxtaposition opinions of the 80 judges about the position

of the statements on an a priori determined continuum with expressions of in—
4

tensity made by the sample public surveyed. Cantri]. does not describe the

characteristics of the judges, perhaps for the reason (although he does not

state it) that older studies by some of Thurstone’s students and others pur-

ported to demonstrate that the rating of favorableness—unfavorableness of an

attitude statement by judges was independent of the judges’ own position on

the attitude (114, 32, !3).

Doubt as to the independence of judges ’ ratings of attitude items and

their own attitudes was raised quite early in the history of attitude measure-

ment by Stuart Rice (S14). Later, E. S. Marks (148), in the process of standard-

izing a “race attitude for Negro youth” by a combination of Thurstone and

Likert techniques, observes that :

In devising a test for measuring attitudes having high emotional
significance for the individual it is very difficult to secure con-
stancy of meaning from individual to individual or even within the
same individual from one time to ano ther .... Almost inevitably
statements will have variable significance for different individuals.

Marks interprets the results achieved by Ferguson (114) and by Pinter

and Forlario (S3) as a pro duct of the relatively homogeneous cultural back-

grounds of the individual~ acting as judges . Marks further calls attention to

Hinckley’s (32) discarding of judgments made by persons who tended to place

large numbers of statements in a single category, and points out that this

was done more of ten by Negro than by white judges, a fact which may affect

results.

Only quite recently studies by Hoviand and Sherif (314) have thrown

considerable doubt on these older studies by showing that the opinions of’ 

-.-
~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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judges very definitely do have influence on the positioning of statements in

a scale constructed by Thu.rstone’s method.

Cantril t s (14) method of plotting yielded U—and J—shaped curves based

on the four or five attitudinal position points against the corresponding

expressions of intensity. Cantril interprets the finding that “the more

extreme an attitude is in its direction, the more intensely ~ b it likel y to

be held” as fitting in with his conception of ego—involvement——the more

extreme attitude being more likely to involve the ego than an attitude which

represents compromise in some degree. Another finding of Cantril’s, about

which we shall have more to say later, is that: “With respect to the issues

studied here, there is a tendency for people who are better-educated, better-.

off financially, and who are older to hold their attitudes with greater in-

tensity than those less well educated, less secure economically, and younger.”

Cantril suggests that specific reasons in terms of ego-involvement for this

tendency should not be hard to discover, but holds that the polling technique

is not well adapted to explore such reasons, arid makes no effort to do so.

The most extensive analysis of the intensity component in attitude

measurement has thus far been provided for in a series of developmental papers

by Suchman and Guttman (65 , 66) , which have also been given lucid expository-

treatment by Stouff er (62).

Indeed the present study utilizes data collected when the author was

associated with Suchinan and Guttman in the Research Branch of the Information

arid Education Division of the War Department at which time Professor Stouffer

was director of the professional staff.

The results of Suehman ’s and Guttznan ’s work which are applicable to

our problem may be briefly sunimarizcd as follows:

During World Uar II a new method for scaling attitude items was
developed in the course of studies of atti tudes among military per-
sonnel. This method of scale analysis provided a rigorous answer to
the problem of how to establish among respondents a rank order with

—— -.-—
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respect to a particular attitudinal continuum. Thus, on a given atti-
tude scale an individual could be determined with near—certainty to be
relatively more or less favorable than another individual.

The probl em remained of determining objectively whi ch individuals
were and which were con on an attitudinal content continuum. A pro-
visional answer to this more diff icult problem has also been suggested.
On the theory that attitudinal content is related to atti tudinal inten-
sity, it was proposed that a “region of indifference” or “point of minimum
intensity” could be established which would divide the pros from the eons .
A distinguishing and promising feature of this idea is that relative pro—

4 portions of pros and cons on an atti tudinal content scale would be inde-
pendent of question wording.

In the mathematically ideal case the attitudinal content scale and
the intensity function form two of a set of perfectly related “principal
components.” The content scale is the first component——a monotonic in-
creasing function of the ranks . The intensity function—— that is, the re-
lation between a measure of attitudinal intensity and attitudinal content
——constitutes the second component. Again in the ideal case, the second
component is a U—shaped or J—shaped curve.

Empirical studies of the first and second components of scale analysis
have, of course, not found data which fit the perfect model with absolute
precision. Considerably more research has been done on attitudinal content
scales and better fit between fact and theory has been found for this first
comp onent than for the second comp onent——the intensity function. What
little research has been done on the intensity function has revealed gen-
eral harmony- with the theory, but, thus far , empirical findinc~s have been
but crude approximations of the model.

One approach toward refining the relationship between content and in—
tensity has been via the concep t of “generalized intensity.” On the sup-
position that some individuals are habitually more intense in their atti-
tudinal content than others (or differ consistently in their verbal
habits), an effort to account for the wide dispersion of intensity scores
around midpoints of intensity for attitudinal content scale—scores was
made. By holding constant “generalized intensity” the variability around
the curve of the intensity function was necessarily reduced, Considerable
variability around the intensity curve still remained. 

.- --- , -— - --a
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PROBLEM

The problem is suggested by Suchman (66’~. In ~~asurement and_Pre-

~~c_tion, be expresses the hope that “further research will probably serve

to reduce much of this variance” around the curve of the intensity functiofl.

The question becomes basically: Under what conditions will Guttinari ’s model

for the first two components of scale analysis find maximum fit with empiri-

cal psychological data ? Previous applications to large undifferentiated

populations have revealed proximate fit , sufficient closeness to g’ive promise

to improved techniques of attitude measurement and analysis. Can we now rake

any progress in ascertaining conditions under which observations about the

direction and intensi ty of attitudes will be explainable , or at least more

reproducible than heretofore, by the conceptual model?

Intensity of attitude has been found to be a function of attitudinal

position . It has not been f ound to be a perfect function . Part of the de—

viation from perfection has been ascribed to the influence of “generalized

intensity.” What other s~~irces of deviation might tiere be?

The question just posed may be translated , in research terms , into a

search for significant correlates of attitudinal intensity. For suggestions

as to the principal hypotheses to guide us in this search we are primarily

indebted to the findings of the Ailport and Hartman study and to that of

Cantril, to both of which we have already referred. The Aliport and Hartman

conclusion that atypicality of opinion and emotional make —up are closely re-

lated leads us to one set of hypotheses. Caritril’s findings that older and

better educated persons in the general public are more intense in their opin—

ions about certain public issues lead . us to another set of hypotheses. The

central hypothesis for each of the two sets of hypotheses is~
I. Attitudinal intensity will be a function of personality.

II. Attitudinal intensity will be a function of status in a group.

When we asked ourselves what kinds of personalities would contribute
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to the distortion of a theoretically perfect relationship between the direction

of an attitudinal position and its intensity, we arrived at a number of common-

sense specific hypotheses. Apart from neutrality of opimion , what personal

characteristics would we expect to be associated with lack of conviction or

strength of feeling? It seemed reasonable to suppose that persons with sus-

tam ed inferiority feelings would be characterized by a general lack of con-

viction whenever called upon to express their social opinions. It seemed rea-

sonable also to suppose that persons who were even temporarily depressed would

be unlikely at the t ime to display stron g feelings in support of whatever

social opinions they happened to possess. On the reverse side of the coin , we

could picture chronically enthusiastic and vigorous persons who might bolster

their every fleeting opinion with profound avowals of certainty and conviction.

Yet another possi bility of unusual strength of conviction seemed likely in the

case of the persistent deviant . A person perpetually out of tune with the

social value system of his reference group could perhaps be expected to defend

even ordinarily neutral opinions with considerable force. These hypotheses

barely dip into the possibilities; they were sufficient, however , to set the

scope of the present research .

Cantril ’s findings suggested to us that there might be a common thread

connecting the apparently disparate findings of association between various

background characteristics and Intensity of o9inion. It occurred to us that

this thread was “status in a group” variously expressed. The reasoning was

thIs : the higher a person is in an agreed-upon hierarchy the greater toler-

ance does the group have fo r his opinions. Indeed the higher the individual ’s

sta4~us, the more does the individual fee]. called upon to back ii.p his opinions ,

however mild and non-controversial , with positive assertions of conviction .

In a sense, the problem may be thought of as contrasting or placing in

perspective the relative contributions to attitudinal intensity of underlying

- -~~~~ _ ____(_____ -~~~~ - -~~-- ------- ~
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individual personality traits and of current status forces operating in a

given group. If we wish to be grandiose about it, we may consider the problem

as an ernpirica]. test of Aristotelian versus Galilean approaches to a psycho-

logical problem as distinguished by Lewin (1~~). In Aristotelian dynamics, the

supposition would be that attitudinal intensity was determined by the inherent

personality of an individual and our effort should consequently be bent toward

identifying more or less stable and characteristic personality traits of atti-

tudinafly intense persons. In Galilean thinking, our emphasis should be on

ascertaining and describing those forces operating on as well as wi thin an in—

dividual in a given moment of time which tend to make him express himself with

a certain degree of intensity. Past studies have offered evidence of both

kinds for different population groups • The present study is concerned with

evaluating both sources of variation for the same population group.

In more humble terms, we wish to examine the relative contributions of

a limited number of internal and external factors to attitudinal intensity.

L
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A. Measures

The problem as stated required that four types of measurement or ob—

servation be made simultaneously on the same group of subjects • The types

of measure or observation needed were:

1. Measures of attitudinal position or direction.

2. Measures of attitudinal intensity.

3. Measures of personality.

I~. Measures of group status.

We shall take up each one of these in turn.

1. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ data for this study

were collected when the author was a member of the staff of the Research

Branch , Information and Education Division, Depar tment of the Army.

The mi ssion of the Research Branch was to assess morale and related atti-

tudes among military personnel. The present study was built around a

variety of attitudinal content of interest to the Army after the ces-

sation of hostilities in World War II. Thus the attitudinal content

dealt with here comprises the following subject matters : attitudes

toward officers ; attitudes toward the Army; attitudes toward discipline

and toward rules and regulations; attitudes toward military needs for

manpower; and attitudes toward methods of dealing with Russia. These

subject matter areas , constituting the background of attitudinal content

for the present analysis, were embedded in a pair of attitude question-

naires dealing with a number of other subject matters of rela ted but of

more specific administrative interest to the Army at the tixne .*

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ aspects of these specific subjects have been previously
reported in publications of the Research Branch , Information and Edu—
cation Division , Department of the Aru~p :

L 
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Each universe of content was tapped by a series of questions ,

the number in a series varying with the particular unive rse . Furthe r-

more , each unive rse of content was hypoth esized as urtidimensional. It

should be added , parentheticaUy , that non e of the content areas was a

wholly new subject for investigation . Each had previously been ex-

plored by various investigators with some degree of thoroughness in

five war-time years of attitud e research in the armed forces . It was

not at all surprising then that when the sets of items for the various

contents were tested for scalability they were , with one exception ,

found to be scalable (see REF1JLT~).

From a methodo lo4ca3. viewpoint , the main reason for including

a variety of contents was to permit construction of a measi re for

‘~~neralized attitudinal intensity.’ One content area , namely that of

attitude toward officers , was selected as a substantive basis for con—

struction of a measure for ‘~pecif Ic attitudinal intensity.’ The se—

lection of the ‘attitude-toward-officers’ area for this purpose was

don e primarily on the ground that this area of content aprea red to be

the most adequately covered, i.e. by the greatest number of questions.

Little atten tion is paid in this report to the substantive aspects of

the study which merit important attention by themselves.

Report B—l72. Sta r , ~ • A ,, “Attitude s toward the Point
System ,” Dec. l914~.

- Report B-173. Elinson , J .,  “Attitudes of Enlisted Men toward
Fai rness of Cour ts—martial , ” Dec. 1915.

Report B—178. Elinson, J., “Attitudes of Enlisted Men toward
the Inspector-General System,” Jan. 19146.

Another subject dealt with at the same time was attitude toward
giving preference to veterans for government jobs • In one of the
earliest applications of Guttman ’s scaling techniques , an account of
this subject was rendered In the author ’s Master’s thesis at the
George Washington Universi ty , and subsequently presented in more popu-
lar form by Cisin, I. H., and Elinson, J., “Do Veterans Want Pre—
ference?” Personnel Administration, May 19t~8. -

- - - - -- 
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The items included in the various content areas and results of

scalogram analysis of each area are shown in the Appendix.

2. Measures of attitudinal intensi~~--To study the intensity function we

needed to have scales of intensity of respondents ’ feelings about a sub-

ject. The technique used was to follow each conten t item with a se-r~ind

item such as the following:

How strong ly do you feel about this?

— 
Not at aU strongly
Not so strongly

— 
Fairly str ongly

— 
Very strongly

Some of the content questions were followed by multiple-choice

response categories which embodied a statement of intensity as well as

direction la Likert. This would have permitted construction of both

an intensity scale and a content scale from responses to the same ques-

tion via the “fold-over technique.”~ Since obtaining two scores fran

the same question implies that the scores are not experimentally inde-

pendent, this procedure was eschewed in the present study. The wording

of the categories in the responses to some content questions dictated a

change in the succeeding intensity question , such as follows:

How hard was it for you to make this choice?

— 
Very hard

— 
Fai rly hard
Not so hard

— 
Not hard at all

There may be some a priori, objections to use of different forms

of questioning to get at the same variable of intensity. The one f orin~

“How strongly do you feel.... ?” apnears to be tapping strength of feel-

ing; the other form: “How hard was it to make your choice?” appears to

be assessing difficulty of choice . Previous experimentation using

matched groups answering the same content questions but different - 
-

~~easurement and Prediction, p. 2~2.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



~ ‘.“ ‘~ - -

-21—

intensity questions, including the ones used here, have shown no sigrii-

ficant differences in the intensity curve .“ These results are in har-

mony with those reported by Katz (39) for public opinion poUs.

Then without regard to the direction of response,- thether -

favorable or unfavorable , on the preceding content items, the intensity

items for a given scale of content items were used to test for scales

of intensity. Results of scalogram analysis for intensity items are

given later.

We differentiated between ‘specific attitudinal intensity’ and

‘generalized attitudinal intensity’ in the following way. ‘Specific

attitudinal intensity’ was a scoring of responses to intensity questio~is

relating to a single content scale . As already indicated , we made this

kind of use of intensity questions associated with the content scale of

attitude toward officers . ‘Generalized attitudinal intensity ’ was de-

rived from expression of intensity over a number of attitudinal con-

tents-—attitude toward officers , attitude toward need for military man-

power , attitude toward dealing with Russia, attitude toward the Army,

and attitude toward disciplin e and rules and regulations.

3. Measures of persona1i~~ --The setting of our study--military morale atti-

tude surveys by means of self-administered questionnaires—-placed a

severe restriction upon the kinds of personality assessment that could

be made . We looked for objectively-scored personality tests that could

be suitably integrated with an attitude questionnaire. Since there was

no interest per se in attempting to make fine Individual personality

assessments or predictions about individuals , but rather a desire to

observe correlations among gross personality trends and attitudinal be— 
—

baylor, restriction to superficially simple objectively scorable items

*Measuremeflt and Prediction , p. 2149. 
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did not , at the time , appear to be an unbearable handicap . This was

especially so since selection research in both the Army and Navy, using

paper and pencil tests such as the ~Teuropsychiatric Screening Adjunct

(~~9), the Cornell Selectee Index and others, had shown that self—adrnin-

Istered objectively-scorable tests were capable of predicting psychi—

atric appraisals at induction in a worthwhile number of cases.

The instrument which appeared most promising on its face , in

terms of fu rnishing measures of the kinds of personality variables to

match our hunches with respect to relationshios with attitudinal inten-

sity, was the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (2 14,7~,26 ,27) .

The descriptions of three of the then published MMPI “scales”

seemed to provide the kinds of person ality characterizations that were

needed for analysis • The three sets of items with provocatively useful

M~1PI descriptions were: ‘hypomania ’ (M a) ; ‘depression ’ (D ) ;  and ‘psy-

chopathic deviate ’ (Pd) .

In our statement of the problem we hypothesized that persons who

were depressed would tend to respond to attitudinal questions with low

intensity. The MNPI manual carries the following descriptive phrases

for “depressed” persons:—

... poor morale of the emotional type with a feeling
of uselessness ... a characteristic per~~nality background
in that the person who reacts to stress with depression is
characterized by lack of self-confidence

We hypothesized also that habitually ebullient persons would

tend to respond to attitudinal questions with high intensity. The

MMPI manual says its ‘hypomania ’ scale measures—-

... the personality factor characteristic of persons
with marked productivity of thought and action. A princi-
pal difficulty in the development of the scale was the dif-
ferentiation of clinically hypomanic persons from normal
persons who are merely ambitious, vigorous, and full of
plans. The hypomanic ... is active and enthusiastic
his activities may Interfere with other people through
attempts to reform social practice , his enthusiastic
stirring up of projects ... or his disregard of social
conventions.

- 
-
~~~
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The ~iiPI authors fear that the ‘Ma ’ scale might fail to differ-

entiate normally active persons from clinically hyperactive persons.

If this fear is justified, the failure of the scale in this respect can H
only be considered an advantage from the point of view of our own re—

search. We ~ere less interested in identifying clinically abnormal per-

sons than we were in discovering persons who were customarily positive

and sure of themselves.

The description of the MMPI ‘psychopathic deviate’ scale seemed

to furni sh phrases which were harmonious with another of our hypotheses

about the relation between attitudinal Intensity and personality. 5oci-

ally deviant persons, we thought, would deviate also in their pattern of

attitudinal response, by registering strong intensity of feeling in sup-

port of a neutral opinion where strong intensity was not typical.

The ~~~ manual describes psychopathic deviate personalities as—-

persons whose main difficulty lies in their absence
of deep emotional response, their inability to profit from
experience, and their disregard of social mores. Although
sometimes dangerous to themselves or others, these persons
are commonly likeable and intelligent.... They may go on
behaving like perfectly normal people for several years be-
tween one outbreak and another.

In addition to the l~~~I items, a set of items was needed which

dealt more directly with feelings of Inferiority in order to test our

hypothesis as to the relation between such feelings and attitudinal in-

tensity. It was felt that the MMPI ‘depression ’ scale as described by

its authors might be too extreme or insensitive an instrument for the

isolation or sorting out of persons exhibiting low attitudinal in ten-

sity . Anothe r personality meaai re was required to be built into the

questionnaire--resembling in content the ‘D’ items of the NNPI, but

somewhat more socially or interpersonally oriented. The set of items

which seemed to fill this requirement was found in Sletto ’s Inferiority

Scale (~ 7) . Amon g these items is: “So many people do things well that

- --

~
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it Is easy to become discouraged.” It was relatively easy to imagine

how a person who felt this way about himself zight be generally disin-

d ined to maintain social opinions with any degree of conviction or in-

tensity.

These four sets of items then constituted our personality meas-

ures • It should be noted that not all the items in the original “scales”

were used, but only a selection of them. The selection was made on the

basis of two criteria : one , that the wording of the items be simple

enough to be understood by men who bad not gore bey ond grade school ,

and two, that the marginal frequencies of the items should exhibit as

wide a range as possible . The particular items used for the various

personality scales are shown in the Apuendix.

Although the questionnaires were administered anonymously, so

much has been made of faking (17, 35) on personality Inventories that a

number of MNPI items suitable for deriving a ‘lie ’ score were also in-

cluded. AU the personality item—sets including the ‘lie’ items were

tested for unidimensionality by scalograin analysis.

I~. Measures of g~roup status——The phrase “measures of group status” is used

-to connote the common core of p sychological meaning in such indices of

group position in the general American culture as age and educational

level. In the more restricted culture of the American Army additional

indices such as formal military rank and length of military service

have similar connotations. The p rincipal characteristic of all such

variables is that , the higher the value is , the more superior is the

position of the Individual with respect to the rest of the population .

One of our principal hypotheses is that relative superiority is assoc-

iated with relative certainty of opinion or strength of feeling. In

the questionnaire , tie ascertained in rough groupings , a man ’s age, his

educational level, military ran k , and length of military service. The

_______________________ - -
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broad groupings on each of these back ground variables were adequate

for purposes of correlational analysis, yet gave our respondents addi-

tional assurance that their replies to the questionnaires were strictly

anonymous.

B. Respondent Pop3ilation

The Army population in the United States in the Fall of l9b~ was com-

posed of newly-trained recruits, seasoned combat veterans, and men with all

degrees and types of service in between. This was shortly after the ces-

sation of hostilities in World War II, and large proportions of men who “had

done their share ” had already been returned to the states, although extensive

demobilization had not yet begun. The military mixture was even further

heterogenized, since this was nearly two years before “unification” and the

U.S. Army included not only Ground and Service t roops , but all components of

what today is m own as the Air Force.

In condderation of t~e tact that attitude toward the Army was an

important focus of the substantive aspects of this study, it was decided to

exclude from the population surveyed men whose mili tary experience was so

limited as to render unlikely the possibility that their attitudes toward

the Army had crystallized to any degree. Accordingly, new men who had not

yet finished their basic training were not made part of the population under

scrutiny.

Two other limitations were placed on the heterogeneity of the popu-

lation to be studied by the exclusion of officers and of non-white enlisted

men . Because of these exclusions the generality of the substantive findings

of the study would necessarily be reduced; at the same time, the influence

of two important variables, officer-enlisted man status and skin color,

would be controlled by elimination.

Sample s ize was set at about 3000 for each of the alternate form s of

- - --- - - -
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the hour—long questionnaire, it being felt that 3000 cases would permit of

a reasonable amount of analysis of the kind contemplated. The sample of men

was drawn from large Army Ground and Service Force ~~ tallations selected - -

because they contained units representative of all the arms and services,

and from large Army Air Force fields with a variety of units, e.g. f .ying,

maintenance , administrative.

Sampling instructions issued to field officers were to get the re-

quired number of enlisted men , excludin g recent inductees in training, such

that proportional representation of the three forces-—Ground, Service and

Air——and within the three forces the known ratio of overseas returnees to

2.one of Interior personnel——would obta in. Aside from these requirements

field personnel were carefully instructed to draw their samples of men from

units such that all branches and components would be proportionally repre-

sented.

The selection of individual men at any installation visited was done

on a probability , or systematic random basis , eliminating possibilities of

bias inherent in voluntary or self—selection, or selection by designation or

easy availability. Selection was done from unit lists of all men on duty—-

men sick in hospitals, on furlough, absent without leave , or in the guard-

house at the time of the survey were not sampled . The installations visited,

the units sampled , and the number of men drawn from each unit are listed in

the Appendix.

C. Technique Employed for CoUeoting Data

The technique for gathering data was the self-answered anonymou s

questionnaire administered in group situation by specially trained “class

leaders.” Enlisted men were assembled in groups of twenty to fifty and were

introduced to the survey by a “class leader. ” Class leaders were usually

selected from amon g men who were assigned to Classification or Information

— ~~~- ~~ ——--~~~ — -~~~~ - - -- ~~~~~~~~~ ——~~~—— - - - - - --
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and Education work or were otherwise deemed qualified for carrying out field

opera tion s in opinion research . The attempt was made to r iaintain an atmos-

phere of friendly anonymity. The Appendix contain s an example of an intro-

ductory talk which each class leader , usually an enlisted nan , was instructed

to deliver extemporaneously. This “spiel,” as it was called , was in most

respects similar to the one used by the Army’s Research Branch, Information

and Education Division , during World War II . Poin ts in common were : 1)

emphasis on the fact that an attitude survey was not a test , that rio marks

or grades were given since there were no “~ ‘ong’” or “ric,tt’ ans~rers , 2) that

the survey was anonymous,* and 3) that answers given by the ranks would help

top—level officers in planning for the welfare of the men. Two other points

required special emphasis: 1) the importance of including personality items

which might appear silly to some soldiers, and 2) the im portan ce of including

intensity items as well as content items. Pretesting experience had suggest-

ed that without special attention to the first of these two points men would

be inclined to doubt the significance of the pers~~iality items and to treat

the survey as “just another Army test. ”

To help convey the informality of the setting in which class leaders

operated, a set of instructions for class leaders is included lfl the Appen-

dix. The general aim of these instructions was to in sure uniformity in ad-

ministration and to provide an informal , relaxed , non-authoritarian setti’ig

to maximize cooperation in expressions of attitude.

Field officers who trained the class leaders and obtained clearances

for the study in local commands underwent a brief orientation course in

attitude research and operated in the field according to a standard set of

instructions. (See Apriendix.)

*StUdi~ s of the anonymity factor have revealed the differential effect
of anonymity in morale attitude surveys in the military service (5, 12).

-- —-------~~~~~~~~ - - - - ~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~- .-~~~~~~~~~~~~-—
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The actual questionnaires used (Form s A and B) are also shown in the

Appendix . The general layout of the questionnaire has largely the appear-

ance of (one side of) a printed conversation in terms of the sequence of

questions and, it will be noticed , little the apnearance of a test . Actu-

ally the questionnaire was constructed on the basis of extensive pretesting

and the accuimxlated experience of five years of this type of research in the

armed forces.

Each of the two forms of the questionnaire was used in a random half—

sample , the use of two forms making possible the gatherin g of data in a

larger number of attitudinal areas that could be related to the personal

background and personality items coirimon to both schedules , than would be

feasible on a single form.*

The questionnaire covered three types of data: factual, attitudinal,

and personality. All of these data were obtained directly from individuals

about themselves. It can be maintained that such a procedure submits to

*The double form of the questionnaire permitted also experimental
study of a number of additional minor methodological problems as well as
an analysis of certain problems of immediate interest to the Denartmerm t of
the Army. Neither of these purposes is considered a part of the study under
consideration here. The minor methodolo -ical problems listed below are of
reference interest only.

Minor methodological problems:

(1) Will a multiple-choice check-list yield the same results as having re-
spondents express agreement or disagreement with each of t}.e cate-
gories separately?

(2) Will asking a series of questions in reverse order reveal a pile-up or
band-wagon effect on the questions appearing later in the series?

(3) Will inclusion of certain ph ’ases in question-wordin g affect response
to questions: e.g., “all things considered,’ “considertng their re-
sponsibilities”?

(Li ) Will preceding a “you yourself ” question by a  “men in general” question
affect responses to the “you yourself” question?

(5) Will so—called “neutral” wordin~s of questions differ in results fromso— called “leading questions’?
(6) Will reversals of check—lists affect response distribution?
(7) In agree—disagree stater’ents, what is the effect of using negative

statements?
(8 ) What is the difference if any in asking “how many of” versus “how

often” with respect to attitudes toward officers?

- --~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ----~~~~~~~ - - - 
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personal error: that self-reports about “facts ” such as age, education,

marital status , etc., are ~ffected by projection and other dynaxnisms to

create unreliability; that self—reports of attitude cannot be distinguished

from expressions of opinion since they are on a verbal level arid may not be

an index of muscular behavior; and that self -revealed personality character-

istics are subject to willful and unconscious distortion. It is not the

purpose of this study to engage in an extensive analysis of these conten-

tions although the possibility of distortion was recognized and efforts were

made (as have already been described) In the direction of creating the kind

of atmosphere in the process of data collection which would minimize moti-

vation on the part of respondents to deviate from the truth, as they saw it.

It is in’ no sense a defense of the Instruments employed to say that

they were identical to those used as a basis for Stouffer, S. A., et al,

Studies in Social Psychology in World War II • Furthermore, we plead guilty

of treating verbal behavior as intrinsically of psychological interest and

not to be disregarded as a matter of scientific inquiry merely because it is

relatively easy to observe . And finally, since our principal interest is

in relationships among variables we may derive some comfort from the proba-

bility that more defensible measurements than those here employed--particu-

larly with reference to personality variables--would etch even more sharply

and definitively any relationships we may uncover with our relatively crude

questionnaire instruments.



________________________

RE~ULTS AND ANALYSI C

A. Testing for Unid imensionality

1. AttItu dinal position n~ asures--The concept of “specific attitudinal

intensity” takes on maaning only when we have lonowledge of the nature

of the attitudes with which feelings of intensity are associated. To

ascerta in whether or not the sets of attitudinal content items we have

used as the underpinnings for Intensity were meaningful, in the uni-

dimensional sense, we tested them by means of scalogram analysis.

Summary results of the scalogram analysis giving reproducibility

coefficients for the attitudinal content variables are shown in Table 1.

Actual scalogram pictures showing the joint multivariate distributions

of each set of items for a subsample of 100 cases may be seen in the

Appendix.

Using Guttman’s reproducibility coefficients* as a criterion of
urildimensionality for scale analysis has a number of serious disad-
vantages. One of these, shown by Sheffield and Elinson 5s cited by
Hausknecht (29, 567 and noted also by Festinger (15) is fhe numerically
high expected va]ne of the reproducibility coefficient for chance-re-
lated items with given marginal frequencies. For example: for aiy
set of three dichotomous items each having marginal frequencies of
50%—50%, and using the conventional procedure of scoring to nearest
scale-type to minimize error , it is impossible to get a reproducibility
coeffieient of less than .83. A number of substitutes for the repro-
ducibility coefficient have been proposed. Among these are Loevinger’s
coefficient of homogeneity (L~7) and Hausknecht’s (30) application of
the chi-square test to proportions of ‘sca1e-types’.~~ Loevinger’s
coefficient involves a ratio of obtained inter-item correlation to the
maximum amount of inter-item correlation possible with a given set of
item frequencies; Hausknecht’s chi-square method compares the propor-
tion of scale-types probable from a given set of Item frequencies when
no assumptions are made about unidlmensionality with the frequencies
obtained under a scale hypothesis.

*The coefficient of reproducibility tells us what proportion of
persons’ responses can be exactly reproduced from scale scores. The
computing formula is simply:

— where e number of errors (that is, failures to
reproduce responses from scores)

i — number of questions
n number of respondents

~~A ‘scale-type’ is a person all of whose responses are perfectly
reproducible from his scale score.

-30-
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A second disadvantage of the reproducibility coefficient is
that to date its sampling distribution is unkn own . (We have been in-
formed by E. S. Marks that a probability approach to the reproducihil-
ity coefficient or to the notion of scaling generally, leads to ~ me
highly complicated mathematical problems not yet amenable to solution.)
The sampling distributions of substitute coefficients thus far sug-
gested, however, are not known either. From the point of view of the
advantage of a known sampling distribution, F!ausknecht’s application
of chi-square recommends itself. The peculiar disadvantage of
Hausknecht’s method is that it is overly severe in the handling of
non-scale types, which contribute as much unpredictability when only
one of their responses is non-reDroducible as when more than one or
many responses are non-reproducible. Rausknecht (31) recognizing this
difficulty, has subsequently proposed a ‘coefficient of ordinality,’
E , which relates the number of scale errors in a chance case to the
number in the maximum error case. Forma l proof is lacking that Em ~~a maximum.*

Guttma n ’s reproducibility coefficient is affected by both the
number of items and the item frequencies. The greater the number of
items the more difficult it is , other things being equal , to achieve
high reproducibility. The Closer the item-splits on a dichotomous item
are to 0~-l00~’ the easier It is to achieve high reproducibility. For
example, it will be obvious that from the knowledge that a dichotomous
item splits l0~-9O~, it is impossible, using ordinary probability ex-
pectations, to make more than 10 per cent error of reproduction for
that item.

*Hausknechtt s ‘coefficient of ordinality’:

q—1
Em = (Z f~) + (n_o)N — (L f j ) wher e

1 q+l

E is the maximum number of errors 

is the total number of respondents
n is the total number of items or questions 

is the ith item-frequency

± is the ordinal number of the item-frequency of the
ordered series

~~ ~~q-..]) , N - is the first pair of the item-frequencies whose sumq exceeds N; q being the ordinal number of the lesser
of the pair , and q+l being the ordinal number of the
larger of the pair.

L
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The reproducibility coefficient has been used in the present
analysis for the principal reason that regardless of its disadvantages
and the partial compensation for certain of Its disadvantages by other
possible measures of’ ordinality, it retains one imnortan t property
which none of the others thus far suggested does . This is simply the
property of reproducibility, namely of being able to say to what ex-
tent scale scores are capable of reproducing actual responses made to
items.

TABLE 1

RESULTS OF UflIDIMENSIU!J~LITY TESTS FOR

ATTITUDINA L CONTENT VARIABLES
S = = St = = = = = = = == = = = = t = = = = = = = = = = = = == S = = = = = = == = = = = = — = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = 5 _ 5 =

Reproducibility
Attitudinal Content Coefficients Number of Items

Form A~~ Form ~~~ Form A Form ~~

Attitude toward officers .91 9

Attitude toward military needs for
manpower .92 6

Attitude toward principles of
officer-enlisted men relationshipe .93 .89 3 7

Attitude toward the Army .92 .98 S 3

Attitude toward discipline .93 14 1

Attitude toward rules , regulations
and courts-martial .92 Ii 1

Attitude toward methods of
dealing with Russia .914 3 1

*Reproducibility coefficients based on 100 cases, constituting a
random subsample of 2908 men who took Form A.

~~Reproducibi1ity coefficients based on 100 cases, constituting arandom subsample of 2902 men who took Form B.

Note: The set of items in Form B dealing with ‘attitude toward principles
of officer-enlisted men relationships’ failed to pass the test for
unidimensionality on more than one count. As the scalograni (in the
Appendix) shows: the reproducibility coefficient for the seven
items was below .90; some items had more error than non-error; and
some of the error was non-random and non-gradient, i.e. more than
ten per cent in a non-scale pattern . A reproducibility coefficient
of .91 was obtained by setting aside three of the items from scale
consideration, but the other scale criteria were still not met.

I
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Wi th one exception , each of the attitudinal content variables

met, in subsamples of 100 cases , all the criteria of scalability which

have con ventionally been used; namely: over 90 per cent reproducibility;

more non-error than error in the category having lowest frequency for

each item; non-extreme marginals ; and non-grouping or randomization of

errors of reproduction . Reproducibility coefficients ranged from .89

to .98. Undoubtedly had use been made of Stouffer ’s (65) H-technique

for increasing reproducibility of scales by means of contrived items,

F composed of two or more items, even higher reproducibilities wou ld have

obtained. However, the obtained reproducibilities using individual

attitude items appeared to be satisfactory for the analysis at hand, and

there seemed to be no necessity for resorting to c’touffert s H-technique

(65) . Furthermore, since the reproducibility level was adequate , there

was no need to sacrifice reproducible information as required by the

contrived-item method .

Two items which had been included as part of the universe of

attitude—toward-officer items turned out to be non-scalable , more

properly referred to as not part of the same unidimensional scale as

the other nine items, Examination ~~posteriori of these two items

leads us to conjecture that these two items were qualitatively differ-

ent from the other nine in that they turned the Individual ’s or soldier ‘s

attention inward to his own problems, needs, and abilities rather than

outward to an appraisal of his offi’-ers . The two items which were not

included in the scale of ‘attitude-to’~ard-ofi icers ’ were:

~ iSa. How well do you feel that your officers under-
stood your problems and needs?

— 
They were very much aware of my problems

and needs
— 

They were fairly well aware of my prob-
lems and needs

— 
They did not know very much about my real
problems and needs
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Q. 16a. Do you feel that your officers recognized your
abilities arid what you were able to do?

— 
Yes , I’m sure they did
Yes , I think they did, but I’m not sure

— 
No, I don’t think they did
Undecided

The items included in the ‘attitude-toward-officers’ scale are
shown below. All the items were dichotomized according to scale analysis;
“X” indicates the favorable reply.

Attitude toward Officers: Scale of Content
(Presented below in order of decreasing favorability of response , i.e. iricreas-
ing percentage checking the “X”d category. The question numbers show the
order in which the items appeared in cuestionnaire Form B.)

Q. 12a. Did your officers give you a good chance to ask questions as to the
reason why things were done the way they were?
T Yes, Always Undecided No, almost never
X les, Usually 

— 
No, not very often

Q. 2la. How do you feel about the officers that had been selected by the Army?
X They were the best ones that could have been picked
X They were aa good as any that could have been picked

— 
Somewhat better ones could have been picked

— 
Much better ones could have been picked
Undecided

Q; 22a . How much did you personally respect your officers?
X Very much 

— 
Not so much

— 
Pretty much 

— 
Not at all

Q. 13a. How marty of your officers took a personal interest in their men?
X All of them About half of them None of them
7 Most of them P~w of them

Q. 19a . When you did a particularly good job did you usually get recognition
or praise for it from your of f icers?

X Always 
— 

Rarely
X Usually Neve r

Q. ilia. Do you think that your officers generally did what they could to help
you?

X ies , all the time 
— 

No, they often did not
X Yeo, most of the time No, they almost never did

Q. 20a. How such did you personally like your officers?
X Very much 

— 
Not so muc h

X Pretty much 
— 

Not at all

Q. 18a. How many of your officers used their rank in ways that seemed unneces-
sary to you?
— 

Almost all of them X Some of them )( None of’ them
— 

Most of them X Only a few of them

Q. 17a. In general, how good would you say your officers were?
X Very good X About average Very poor
X Fairly good 

— 
Pretty poor 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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Because of its relative length, satisfactory reproducibility, and

intrinsic inmortance among military morale attitudes , the nine-item scale

of ‘attitude-toward-officers’ was chosen as the substantive base around

which we proposed to analyze ‘specific attitudinal intensity.’

2. Attitudinal intensity measures--As were the items of attitudinal position

for various areas of’ content , items dealing with attitudinal intensity

were subjected to scalogram analysis, Results of’ these analyses are

given in Table 2; again, scalogram pictures may be found in the Appendix .

The in tensity items, following the ‘ attitude-toward-officer’ scale

items are hereafter referred to as ‘specific attitudinal intensity,’ since

they are specific to a single unidimensiorial area of attitudinal con tent.

This ‘ specific attitudinal intensity ’ yielded a reproducibility coef I t-

d ent of .88, thus approaching but not reaching the conventional 90 per

cent acceptance level. The errors--instances of non - “eproducibility--

appear to be “random” ; by which we mean no non-scalable pattern appears

with a frequency of greater than five per cent. (We are not acquainted

with any more precise test of randomness of’ errors of reproducibility.)

If the error of reproducibility is random , it has been frequently stated

that no matter how low the reproducibility is, then the “multiple corre-

lation of any outside variable on the area will be precisely equal to the

simple correlation with the rank order on the area ”* 3ets of items ex-

hibiting these properties have been called “quasi-scales.” ‘Specific

attitudinal intensity’ then is a quasi-scale.

*See statements by Stouffer (p. lS), Guttman (p. 79), Suchman
(p. 162), and Star (p. 149h) in Measurement arid Prediction. 

._—~~~~~~~~~ -- —-—~~~ ~ --~~~ --—
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TABLE 2

RESIJLTS OF UNID Ii~~NSI0WALITY TESTS FOR D4TEN$~ITY
S n_ S  = C = — aSs = fl = = = 5*5 = 5555555 = = a = St fl = = S = 5 = f lf lSS a = = f l n t*

.R eproduci-
Intensity bility co- Number

_ef’ficients* of items

Specific attitudinal intensity
(for ‘attitude-toward-offi-
cers ’) .88 9

Generalized attitudinal
intensity .85 8

*Based on 100 cases constituting a random subsample
of 2902 men who took Form B. The same 100 cases were used
as for scale analysis of the attitudinal posi tion variables.

The set of intensity items in ‘generalized attitudinal intensity’

was drawn from seven areas of attitudinal content as measured by the pre-

ceding ‘attitude-toward-officer’ scale and six other content scales , as

previously indicated. In all, eight intensity items were used--two were

drawn from association with attitudinal position items lit the content area

of attitude toward military manpower needs ; and one each taicen from assoc-

iation with attitudinal position items in the areas of’ attitude toward of-

ficers , attitude toward the Army , attitude toward discipline, attitude

toward rules, regulations, and courts-martial , attitude toward principles

of officer-enlisted man relationships, and attitude toward methods of deal-

ing with Russia. The B-form of the questionnaire contained only single

position items Inthree of these content areas; and only three items in the

content area of attitude toward the Army , The con tent area of attitude

toward officers ~as covered by nine items; and the attitude toward military

manpower needs , by six items.

The reason for using two intensity items associated with attitude

toward military manpower needs was not based on intention to over-represent

this content area , but rather on the desire to divers ify the kinds of items
used in the ‘generalized inten sity ’ score . It will be recalled that in-

tensity items following content questions on attitude toward manpowe r needs 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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were of the type: “How hard was it for you to make up your mind?” , and

intensity questions following content questions in the other attitude

areas were of the type: “How strongly do you feel about this?”

The reproducibility coefficient for ‘generalized attitudinal in- - -

tensity ’ was .85. This was also a quasi-scale; similar comments therefore

apply to it in this regard as to ‘specific attitudinal intensity.’ The

fact that the coefficient of reproducibility is lower for ‘generalized in-

tensity’ than for ‘specific intensity ’ might be a product of the intro-

duction of a miscellany of’ variables via the different attitudinal contents

as substructures, or of the variant forms of the intensity questions used.

On the other hand, our ignorance of the sampling variability of the repro-

ducibility coefficient is such that the difference might be a chance effect.

In the current absence of statistical significance tests formulated for

this problem , we sorely need at the very least a table showing expected

values for the reproducibility coefficient under a limited number of vary-

ing conditions, taking into account the number of items and the item margi-

nals .

3. Personality n~ asu res--All the personality me asures were subjected to scab —

gram analysis as we~’e the attitudinal position and intensity measures; the

rationale for this procedure, however, was somewhat difficult.

Here ~ze were dealing with sets of i tems which in the case of the

~T1PI had been empirically developed by previous investigators . Their se-

lection f rom a large pool of some 500-600 items had been made on the basis

of tt~eir being able to differentiate among mental patients in hospitals and

presumably normal subj ects not in nospitals. Their combination into parti-

cular sets or ‘~cale~” as their authors call them, was made on the basis of

successful discrimination among specific psychiatric diagnoses. The

authors have provided verbal descriptions , as we have al ready cited, for

the various item-sets . The M~-~ I has been called the “most promising

- - --— -.— ---— — ~~~~~~ - -- -— —- ~-~s -~~~~ - -~~~~~~~~~~~~ - 
— -- -
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self-report test for diagnosing abnormal personality patterns in the clinic .*

MMPI items have seen extensive application in many clinical as well as re-

search situations and nmst likely have by now acquired concrete meaning for

many clinical psychologists. We justify their use for the present research

on these grounds .

At the same time we h ave for a long time now been curious as to the

degree to which the M?IPI “scales” were in point of fact scales as we under-

stand the logical use of the term as explained, for example, by Stevens (60),

and applied by Guttman (20) to qualitative socio-psychological data.

Results of the scalogram analyses as summarized by reproducibility

coefficients for the personality item-sets are shown in Table 3; scalograni

pictures may be seen in the Appendix.

Two things are immediately apparent upon examination of Table 3.

One is that with the single exception of the ‘lie ’ score, the reproduci-

bility coefficients for the personality measures, as compared with the

attitudinal position measures, are relatively low. The other is that the

average number of items for the personality measures--again as compared with

the attitudinal position measures--is relatively high. There is a possi-

bility that for the number of items used the reproducibility coefficients

are adequate, but we cannot know this exactly without greater knowledge

about the inter-relationships among number of items , item-.frequencies, and

reproducibility coefficients. All of the personality variables--as an ex-

amination of the scalograzns will show--con tained items with extreme margi-

nal frequencies, thus spuriously raising the reproducibility coefficients.

*Cronbach, L. J. Essentials of P~~~hol~g~~al Testing. New York:
Harper, 19b9. P. 319.

- - — - -— — a. -- ~—~~~. ma~ .~~-- - - - - ~-
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TABLE 3

RESULTS OF UNIDII€NSIONALITY TESTS FOR PEL~SC~1ALITY VARIABLES

5= = = = = = = = a = == = = = = = = = = = = = = = 5= = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = =
Reproducibility

Personality Variables coefficients Number
Form A* Form B~~ of items

Psychopa thic deviate .81 .80 114
4

Hypomania .81 .82 12

Depression .79 .82 19

Inferiority .82 .82 15

Lie .89 .91 12

~Based on 100 cases , constituting a random subsample of
2908 men who took Form A.

*cBased on 100 cases , constituting a random subsample of
2902 men who took Form B .

Only the ‘lie’ score yielded reproducibility coefficients (.89 and

.91) which bordered on the conventional criterion of acceptance. However,

inspection of the scalogrwri picture for the ‘lie’ score (in the Appendix)

reveals that at least half , six of the twelve, of the items making uo the

‘lie’ score have extreme marginals (Personality Questions 1t2, 62, 15, 37,

149 ,  and 57) j over 80 per cent of the men responding “False’ to each of

these items.

It nay be noted in passing that some informal attempts by several

colleagues (a sociologist , an anthropologist , and a social psychologist)

to judge the “face validity ” of’ the pers onality scores by guessing the

direction in which the items ought to be scored from their manifest con-

tent resulted in only slir!htly better than chance success on the ‘Ma,’

‘Pd,’ and ‘D’ subsets and were completely successful only on the ‘lie’ and
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‘ inferiority ’ subsets. Nei ther the attitude scales nor the intensity

quas i-scales suffered from this obscurity.

Typically, however, the personality measures like the measures of

intensity did not exhibit high frequencies of any particular non-scale

types. Their errors of reproducibility appeared to be more or less ran-

don, which jus tifies cabling these measures “quasi-scales” with low re-

producibility.

The ‘inferiority ’ item-set taken from Sletto , unlike the MMPI item-

sets, was not derived on the basis of correlation with external criteria ,

but by a method of internal consistency (57). This proved to be no ad-

vantage with resi~ect to the test for unidimensionality.

B. Reliability of the Measures

The notion of “reliability” in the sense of stability of measures

upon repetition is peculiarly inappropriate to attitude scales and in-

tensity and personality quasi-scales. Reliability in this sense implie s

lack of change in the quality being measured--as the width of a table or

the weight of a brick. Other things being equal, the less sensitive the

measuring instrument the mo re “reliable ” or stable our measures of such

qualities appear to be. A crude thermometer will be slower (i.e. more

stable or “reliable”) than a sensitive thermometer in registering fine

changes in temperature.

Assuming our measures of attitudinal position, intensity, and per-

sonality are sensitive instruments (a big assumption, of course) the only

appropriate “reliability~ tests are tests of internal consistency, like

split-half correlations assisted by the Spearman-Brown formula, or Guttman ’s

equation L14 (19).



P

Split-half correlation coefficients computed for odd vs. even items

on each of our principal measures yielded results as shown in Table 14.

It turned out that the ‘attitude-toward-officer’ content sca’e and the

intensity quasi-scales had moderately respectable Spearman-Browri coeffi-

cients, as did Sletto ’s Inferiority Items.

TABLE 24

RELIABILITY OF N~~ URE~

Sample: To tal B

Number of Spearman- OuttrnariMeasures 
- 

items Brown L14

Measure of attitudinal position:
Attitude toward officers 9 .772 .771

Measure of intensity:
Specific attitudinal intensity 9 .81414 1.068

Generalized attitudinal intensity 8 .663 .897

Measures of personality :
Psychopathic deviate 114 .1314 .130

Hypomariia 12 .3141 .821

Depression 19 .14114 .LliLi

Inferiority 15 .721 .795

Lie 12 .510 .5143 

- - _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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The MNPI item-sets were lower, especially the ‘psychopathic deviate’

set. Judging from its reliability coefficient, it may be concluded that

half the ’psychopathic deviate’ items have practically nothing to do with

the other half. Suspecting a computational error for the ‘Pd’ items, we

split-half scored them a second time, using every third item in circular

fashion to make up our half-scores. This second tine the rSB was .3146,

somewhat higher than before but still lower than for the rest of the item-

sets. Incidentally, there was no computational error for the rSB of .1314.

We have nothing comparable to reliability coefficients for the

single question measures of status that we used--age, educational level,

length of service arid military rank. For these we merely offer consistency

between two forms of the questionnaire on random samples of men. Although

the bulk of our analyses will be restricted to the Form B sample, visual

inspection of the frequency distributions for the status measures ~ril1

show there were no important diflerences between the Form A sample arid

the Form B sample. See Table 5.
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TABLE 5

CO~iPAEiATIVE FREQUET~lCY DL~ThIBUTIONS FOh. VARIOU S

cHA tA CrERISTICS FOh FORM A AND FO~N B SAMPLES

=5= = == S= = = == = = = = == =  = 5= = = = == == === = ===

Form A Form BStatus Variables N= 2908 N=29O2
Age:

4

19 years or younger 13% 13%
20 to 214 years 37 39
25 to 29 years 28 27
30 to 314 years 17 16

~ years or older Li
Not ascertained 1 1

100% 100%

~ducational level:

Grade school 18% 18~High school 62 62
College 19 19

Not ascertained 1 1

1OO~ 100%

Military rank:

Private 22% 2l~Private First Class 214 2’
Non-corn 52 51
Not ascertained 2 3

100% 100%

Length of military service:

6 months or less 6% 6%
Over 6 months up to 1 year 11 12
Over 1 year up to 2 years 21 21
Over 2 years up to 3 years 32 30
Over 3 years up to Li years 23 25
Over Ii years 6 5
Not ascertained 1 1

l00~ 100%

- .-_-- . --~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ----~~~~ -~~~--~
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~~. Shapes of the Dj strj butj ons

Some students of attitude measurement frequently behave as though

distributions of attitude carried the gene of the normal probability curve

inherited from ancient theories about errors of observation in the physi-

cal sciences ( 140). Actually the normal distribution , aside from its theo-

retical importance In sampling theory, we now understand to be nothing but
4

an acquired characteristic and like a bad habit , its use as a basis for

statistical manipulation may well be dispensed with when inapplicable to

the observatixis at hand . Instead of assuming that attitudinal positions

and intensities are normally distributed, as some of our distinguished

predecessors have done ( 146), let us see what their distributions actually

are in the sample at hand under the necessary restriction of the methods

employed. It should be noted that the actual distributions obtained in

any sample are wholly dependent upon the particular set of items used .

Since we are never able to say that the items used are a random sample of

the population of items, we cannot therefore say that the same distri-

butions would obtain in the population of items .

When we examine Figure 1 showing distributions of attitudinal in-

terisity and position scores, we note the following:

1. ‘Specific attitudinal intensity’ (associated with attitude
toward officers) is clearly not normally distributed . Rather ,
it appears to be rectilinearly distributed with uptu rn s of the
frequency curve at both extremes.

2. ‘Generalized attitudinal intensity’ deviates from linearity,
but neither is it normally distributed . It appears t~ be
skewed negatively.

3. Attitudinal position for ‘attitude-toward-officers’ is also
non-rectangular and non -normal • It appears to be skewed
positively.

Scores for the personality variables, however, exhibit distribu-

L 

tions approximating normality . See Figure 2. The curve for ‘-i nfc~r1nrit.y’

scores appears to be more platyknrti.c than th~ others. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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FIGURE 1

FRE~UE~JCy )IST Lr 11T7ON~ OF AT Tfl~JDINA L INTr~r ITY A~ D POSITI ON SCORES

is Specific att itudin~1 inte”isity
Per cent —

Scores ~~~° U 
~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ U U

Generalized attitudinal intensity

Per cent is

Score s_ ~ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Attitudinal position (attitude toward officers)

Per cent

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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FIGURE 2

FRECUENCY ~ISTRIBUTI0~~ OF PL~R5O~ LIT! ~CORE~’
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FIGURE 3

FREQUENCY DISTRI~fl’IoN OF ‘LIE ’ SCORES
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Special attention is called to the distribution of ‘lie ’ scores ,

which is distinctly skewed positively, as a consequence of relatively few

persons earning high ‘lie’ scores. Given 12 chances to ‘lie , ’ fewer than

three per cent ‘lied , ’ as of ten as nine times. Since lower and more

moderate ‘lie ’ scores carmot be interpreted as lying, it is safe to con—

4 d ude there was no conscious effort on the par t of most men, answering

the questionnaires under conditions guaranteeing anonymity, to distort

their responses from their “true” feelings.

D. Factors Related to ‘Specific Attitudinal Intensity’

1. Attitudinal position-.-.The Pearson product—moment correlation co-

efficient between ‘specific attitudinal intensity’ and attitudinal

position on the scale of 1attitude—toward—officers’ Is —0.26. This

ordinarily means that the linear correlation between these two vari-

ables is low, negative, and statistically significant (based on 2902

cases). It tells us that favorable attitudes toward officers have a

slight tendency to be associated with lack of conviction or strength

of feeling, and conversely, that unfavorable attitudes toward officers

have a slight tendency to be associated with strength of conviction

or deep feelings. This interpretation is correct and useful as far

as it goes, but is inadequate as a description of the relation between

position and intensity for this area of content.

The reason for this inadequacy will be immedi ately apparent

from an examination of Table 6, showing the joint frequency distribu-

tion of specific intensi-y and position on the corresponding scale of

content, The circled cells in Table 6 contain the median case in the

vertical arrays. The arrangement of these median cells makes clear

that the relationship between position and intensity in this instance

is definitely curvilinear and may be, for convenience , fai rly described

L -- .-~~~
_-.- - --- -- —- - -- ~~-- -~~---- —-------~~ 
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as il—shaped. Subjecting the data in Tabl e 6 to an analysis of variance

I or bivariate correlation yields conclusive evidence that the dif-

ference between the correlation ratio and the product—moment correla-

tion coefficient is statistically significant; and that curvilinear

representation of the correlation between position and intensity is

more appropriate than linear representation. Table 7 summarizes this

analysis of variance.

No attempt was made to fit  a curve to the data at hand on the

ground that the particular shape of the curve would probably vary f rom

one set of data to another (i.e. one area of content to another ) and

consequently no advantage, except for the recording of the general

shape of a particular curve, would be had for theory. ( One such

attempt, by Moberg, * to fit a curve of intensity associated wi th the

subject matter of attitudes toward religious instruction at state

universities resulted in the use of a logarithmic function.)

It will be noted that although eta—squared (~2) is signifi-

cantly greater than r2, it is of similar order and still quite far

from unity, which is simply another justification for extending the

search for factors to account for the var iance in attitudinal intensity.

2. Generalized attitudinal intensity—Generalized intensity and specific

intensity are linearly related to the extent of r= .67. When a source

of spurious correlation is eliminated from the generalized intensity

scores, namely the one intensity item which was included in both

general and specific intensity scores, r drops to .~9. The relation—

ship between general intensity and specific intensity remains

~‘Ioberg, D. 0. “Attitudes toward Religions at State Insti-
tutions of Higher Learning.” Master ’s Thesis. Univ, Washington, 19149. 
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TABLE 7
ANALYSIS OF VAR IANCE FOR BIVAR IATE CflRRELATIO~I BE’IWEE1~

ATTITUDINAL POS ITION (on scale ol’ ‘attitude— toward—officers ’)

AND SPEC IFIC ATTITUDINAL INTEIsIS ITY *

Sample: Total B

- Surn of I:eanSource of Var~at~on Squares df Square
(a) Linear regression 1,888 1 1,888.00 (s 2~ )

(b) Deviation of means from line 1,615 8 201.88

(c)  Between u -rays 3,503 9 389.22 (s ?b )

(d) Within arrays 23, 6147 2 ,892 8.18 (s 2
~~)

(e) Residual from line 25,262 2,900 8.71 (s 2r )

( f )  Total 27 ,150 2 ) 901

F1 = 52b/s2~ 147.58 > 3.27 Signif, at .001 level

F2 s2p/s2 = 216.76 ~ 10,83 Signif. at .001 level

F3 = 5 d/s2
~ 214.68 ~ 3.27 Sigriif. at .001 level

r 2 = .0695 r = — .26

.1290 
~
7 =  .36

*A1l tables in this report showing ‘specific at titudinal in-
tensity’ refer to intensity in rel ation to ‘attitude-toward—officers.’

~‘~In subsequent tables the subscripts for ~~2 are omitted.
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relatively substantial as is shown in simple percentage form in

Tables 8A and 9A. Expressing the relationship curvillnearly rather

than linearly is statistically significant at the .05 level, but the

curve of best fit does not have any immediately obvious distinctive

shape . Analyses of variance for the bivariate correlations are sum—

marized in Table-s 8B and 9B. In expressing the relat ionsh ip between

specific and generalized attitudinal intensity, no advantages are

immediately apparent in fitting a line other than a straight one to

the observed data. 

—i-- —f- — — — - —
~~~~ 
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TABLE 8A.
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN A SPE CIFIC ATTITUDINAL INTEN E~ITY

AND GENERALIZED ATTI TUDINAL INTEN SITY

(with one intensity item in common)
Sample : Total B

Specific Generalized Attitudinal Intensity Scores
attitudinal iiolatively Inter~ediat.~ Rel~tA velyintensity low )~w nigh nigh
scores (0-2) (3,14) (5, 6) ( 7, 8)
Relatively
high ( 8,9) 1% 7% 21% 6!~%
Intermediate
high (5-7) 8 26 38 26
Intermediate
low (2- 14) 26 38 31 9
Relatively
low (0,1) 65 29 10 1

100% 
- 

100% 100% 100%
N (1478) (779) (990) (655)

TABLE 8B .
ANALYSIS OF VARIA N CE OF BIVARIATE (~ RRELAT ION

Sum of MeanSource of Variation Squares di’ Square
(a) Linear regression 5,839 1 5,839.00 (s2~)

(b) Deviation of means from line 126 8 15.75 ~~~~
(c) Between array means 5,965 9 662.78 (s 2

b )

(d ) Within arrays 6 ,995 2 ,890 2.142 (s ?
~ )

(e ) Residual from line 7 ,121 2,900 2.146 (s 2r )

(1’) Total 12,960 2,901

F1 = 52b/S2
~ = 22 14.08 ~ 3.27 Signif. at .001 level

F2 ~
2
p~

s2
r = 2373.58 210.83 Signif . at .001 level

F3 
— S2

d/52
W 

= 5.21 >3 .27 Signif . at .001 level

r2 • .14505 r = .67

= .14603 = .68

—- --- - —- -
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TABLE 9A .

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN A SPE CIFIC ATT ITUDINAL IN TEN$ITY
AND GENERALIZED ATTITUDINAL INTEN SITY

(with no intensity items in common)
Sample: Total B

= = = = = = C = = = = = = = = = = = = = = —_ === ==  = = = = C = = = === ==~
_ = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = n

Specific 7-Item Generalized Attitudinal Intensity Scores
Attitudinal Relatively Intermediate Relatively
Intensity low low high high
Scores (0 —2 ) (3, 14) (5, 6) ( 7 )

Relatively
high (8,9) 2% 12% 31% 66~
Intermediate
high (5—7 ) 12 29 33 25
Intermediate
low (2- 14) 28 35 27 8
Relatively
low (0,1) 58 214 9 1

100% 100% 100% 100%
N = (5146) 

- 
(911) (10914) (351)

TABLE 9B.
ANALYSIS OF VA RIANCE OF BIVARIATE CORRELATION

= = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = == = = = = = = = —_ ===== = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = =
Sum of MeanSource of Variation Squares di’ Square

(a) Linear regression 9,3146 1 93146.00 (s2~)

(b) Deviation ci’ means from line 97 6 16.17 
~~~~

(c) Between array means 9,WL3 7 13~9.O0 ~~~~
Cd) Within arrays 17,701 2,8914 6.12

(e) Residual from line 17,798 2,900 6.114 
~~~~

(I) Total 27,11414 2,901

F1 — s~/s
2.~ = 220 .142 )  3.7 14 Signif . at .001 level

F2 ~~~P’~~r 
.1522.15 ~l0.83 Signif. at .001 level

F
3 =s

2d1s2w • 2.6 14 >2.0 9 Signif. at .05 level

12= .314143 r — 59

~2 .11479 = .59 

- - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - - 
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3. Personality measures—The personality measures in relation to specific

attitudinal intensity have uniformly low—not far from zero——product—

moment correlation coefficients. However, these coeff icients in all

but one case (‘depression ’) are significantly different from zero;

which is almost, but not quite, a necessary event us a ccrusequence cf

the grea t power of the significance test u.-henev~r thcru is any corrc-la—

t ion, ho~-evor small, in the univ~rsc. The corre 1-~tion r -~tios arc of

course larger but again quite snail, although statistically signifi-

cant , except for one instance, at the .001 level.

Inspection of the relevant percentage tables , Tables b A , 11A,

12A , and 13A , reveals in bold relief the basis for the low correlat~~ns.

Never theless, the fact that some signif icant  correlation , however small,

is present, is inescapable. As illustra t ions we cite the following :

Among men with relatively low ‘i:f’eriority ’ scores (0— 3) 30
per cent make relatively high ‘specific intensity ’ scores ( 8, 9);
among men with relatively high ‘inferiority ’ scores 20 per cent
make relatively high ‘specific intensity ’ scores. As we proceed
from the low scoring to the high scoring ‘inferiority ’ groupings ,
we observe a steady decrease in proportion making high ‘specific
intensi ty ’scores and a correspondingly steady increase in the
proportion making low ‘specific intensity’ scores ( Table 33A).

Among men wi th relatively low ~hypomania ? scores ( 0—14) 30
per cent make relatively low ‘specific intensity’ scores (0, 1),
whereas among men with relatively high ‘hypomania ’ scores (9—12),
19 per cent make relatively low ‘specific intensity’ scores.
(Table bA.)

Similarly, among men with relatively low ‘psychopathic deviate ’
scores (0—14), 30 per cent make relatively low ‘specif ic intensity ’
scores; while among men with relatively high ‘psychopathic deviate ’
scores, 20 per cent make relatively low ‘specific intensity’
scores. (Table 11K.)

Tables 1OB—]3B show analyses of variance for the bivariate correlations

between each personality variable and ‘specific intensity.’ They tell

the same story as the percentage tables, but in more precise and

elegant statistical language.

.-
~~~~
-..—- - --~~~~~ --- -~~~~ ---~~~~~-—- -- - - -~~~~—- 
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TABLE bOA .
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN A C’PECIFIC ATTITUDINA L INTENSITY

AND HYPOMAN 1A SCORES
Sample: Total B

attitudinal Relatively Intermediate Relatively
intensity low low high high
scores (0-14) (5,6) (7 , 8) (9-12)

Relatively
high (8,9) 21% 214% 23% 28%

Intermediate
high (5- 7) 214 75 31 26

Intermediate
low (2—14) 25 27 28 27

Relatively
low (0,1) 30 214 18 19

100% 100% 100% 100%
N = (520) (9 13)  (1018) ( 1451)

TABLE bOB.

ANAL’LSIS OF VARIAN CE OF BIVARIATE CORRELATION

Source of Variation Sum of Mean
_____________________ 

Squares di’ Square

(a) Linear regression 99 1 99.)D ( 6
2

~~~ )

(b) Deviation of means 
2from line 65 8 8.12 (s d~

(c) Between arrays 1614 9 16.22 (s2b)

(d) Within arrays 12,678 2,892 14.38 (s2
~
)

(e) Residual from line 12,7143 2,900 ~~~~

(f) Total 12,8142 2,901

F1 = 
~~ b” W = 14.16 ~ 

3.27 Signif. at .001 level

F2 = s2
p/S

2
r 

- 22.55 >10.83 Siguif. at .001)evel

F
3 ~~~~ 

1.85 L 1.914 Not sign if at .05 level

r2 = .0077 r — .09

= Y- -. ~~~~

- - -~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ p ~~~~-t-
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TABLE h A .

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN A SPECIFIC ATTITUDINA L INTEW ITY
AND PSYCHOPATHIC DEVIATE SCORES

Sample: Total B
= = == CC = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = _

Specific 
_______ 

Psychopathic Deviate Scores
attitudinal Relatively Intermediate Relatively
intensity low low high high
scores (0—14) (5, 6) (7 ,8) (9-13)
Relatively
high (8,9) 18% 2i~% 25% 29%

Intermediate
high (5— 7 ) 26 27 27 214
Intermediate
low (2-14) 26 27 29 27

Relatively
low (0,1) 30 22 19 20

100% 100% 100% 1OO9~
- - - - 

= ( 577) 
- - 

(101 - - (9 5 7k - - - 13~l1 - -

TABLE 11B
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR BIVARIATE CORRELATION

Sum of Mean
Source of Variation Squares di’ Square

(a)  Linear regression 130 1 130 .00 (~2 )

(b) Deviation of means from line 62 8 7.75 (s2
d

)

(c) Between arrays 192 9 21.33 ~~~~
(d) Within arrays 11,978 2,892 14.114 

~
2
~
)

(e) Residual from line 
— 

12,0140 2,900 14.15 (S2
r )

(f) To tal 12 ,170 7 ,901

F1 = s2
b/s2

W 5.15 ~ 
3.27 Signif. at .OOl level

F = s2 /~2 3l.33 )lO.83 Signif. at .001 level2 p r

F 3 = 

~
2
d’~

2
w 1.87 L l.9h 1~ot sigrdf. at .Ei5 level

L r2 = .0107 r = .1O

= .0158 
~
2 =  .13

—
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TABLE 12A .

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN A SPECIFI C ATTITU DINAL INTENSITY
AND DEPRESSION SCORES

Sample: Total B
= = = = t = — — — = — — = — = - - =.. = = = = = ==

attitudinal Relatively InterinediaEe Relatii~ 1y
intensity low low high high
scores (0-5) (6 ,7) (8,9) (10-16) 

-

Relatively
high (8,9) 214% 23% 214% 214%
Intermediate
high (5-7) 26 31 23 25
Intermediate
low (2-14) 27 25 30 30
Relatively
low (o,i) 23 23 23 21

100% 100% 100% 100%
N = (8 145)  (93 14)  (725) ( 398)

TABLE l2B.
ANALYSIS OF VARIAN CE FOR BIVARIATE CORRELATION

Sum cf MeanSource of Variation Squares di’ 
- 

Square 
-

(a) Linear regression .114 I •~ i~ (s 2p )

(b) Deviation of means from line 68 5 8.50 
~~~~(c) Between array mean s 68 9 7.56 
~~~~

(d) Within arrays 17,6140 2 ,892 6 .10 
~~~~~~

( e )  Residual from line 17,708 2,900 6.11 (s2r)

(1’) Total 17,708 2 ,901

F1 = S b/S w 
C 1.214 ~ 1.914 Not Signif . at .05 bevel

F2 s2p/3
2
r = .02 c. 3.814 Not signif.  at .05 level

F3 S2d/52w 1.39 . 1.914 Not Signif . at .05 level

r2 = .oooo r =  .00

.0038 7= .06

—— —.— - — - — -~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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TABLE 13A .

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN A SPECIFIC ATTITUDINA L INTENSITY
AND INFERIORITY SCORES

Sample : Total B
= = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = =

Specific Inferiority Scores
attitudinal Relatively Intermediate Relatively
intensity low low high high
scores 

—- 
(0-3L (

~-4~
__iz.9) __L ’ 1~~L

Relatively
high (8,9) 30% 214% 22% 20%

Intermediate
high ( 5—7 ) 30 26 27 23
Intermediate
low (2- 14) 2]. 30 27 31

Relatively
low (0 ,1) 19 20 214 26

100% 100% 100% 100%
N = ( 1492) (983) (918 ) ( 509 )

TABLE l3B .

Source of Variation Sum of Mean 

— - - — - _~~~~~~ e~ _ di’ Square

(a) Linear regression 167 1 167.00 (s 2~ )

(b) Deviation of means from line 118 8 114.75 (S2d)

(c) Between arrays 2814 9 31.56 (s2b)

(d) Within arrays 26,875 2,892 9.28 ( S
2

~~~
)

(e) Residual from line 26 ,9142 2,900 9.29 (s 2r )

( f )  Total 27 , 109 2 ,901

F1 = 

~
2b~’~

2w 3.140 > 3.77 Signif. at .001 level

F2 = 

~
2p’~

2r 17.98 10.83 Signif. at .001 level

F
3 

= 52d/s?w= 1.59 L 1.914 Not signif. at .05 level

r2 .0062 r — - .05

= .0105 = .10

_ _ _
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Correlations between the personality rne~sures and ~~~~~~~~~~~

intensity’ are of about the same order as between the personality

measures and ~specifjc intensity,’ perhaps a trifle larger.

fliustrative of the relationships with ‘generalized intensity ’

are the following findi ngs :

Twenty—five per cent of the men with relatively low ‘hypomania ’
scores——a s compared with 12 per cent of the men with relatively
high ‘hypomania’ scores--are relatively low in ‘generalized inten-
sity.’ (Table li4A.)

Twenty—six per cent of the men with relat ively low ‘psychopathic
deviate ’ scores—-as compared with 11 per cent of the men with rela-
tively high ‘psychopathic deviate ’ scores——are rel~’tive1y low in
‘generalized intensity.’ (Table iSA.)

Twenty—nine per cent of the men with relatively low ‘iriferiori t3$
scores —= as compared with 20 per cent of the men with relatively
high ‘inferiority’ scores--are relatively high in ‘generalized in-
tensity.’ (Table 17A.)

— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ a - 



-61- —

TABLE 114A.
RELATI0NS~TJP BE1ITEEN GENERALIZED ATTITUD INA L INTENSITY

AND }FfPONANIA SCORES

Sample: Total B

Generalized ~~pomania Scores
Attitudinal Relatively Intermediate Relatively
Intensity low low bigh high
Score$ (0-14) (5,6) (7,8) (9—12)

Relatively
high (7, 8’) 17% 23% 214% 26%

Intermediate
high (5,6) 32 31 36 37
Intermed~.ate
low (3,14) 26 28 27 25
Re1a~,iv4y
low (0—2) 25 18 13 12

100% loO% 100% 100%
N = (520) ~9l3) (1018) (1451)

TABLE thB.

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF BIVAR IATE CORRELATION

Source of Variation 
S df Squ3re

(a) Linear regression 278 1 278.00 (s2p)

(b) Deviation of means from line 38 ii 3.145 (
~

2d~
(c) Between arrays 316 12 26.33 (

~
2
b~

(d) Within arrays 12,666 2,889 14.38 (s2w)

(e) Residual from line 12,7014 2,900 14.38 (
~

2r~

(f ) Total 12,982 2 ,901

F1 32b/52w = 6.01 , 2,714 Signif. at .00]. level

F2 ~
2p/~

2
r 63.147 10.83 Signif. at .001 level

F3 = S2d/82W .79 <. 1.914 Not Signif. at .05 level

r2 .02114 r = .15

.02143 ~
‘) = .16

- -- -~~~~~~~~~ - .-~~~~~~~--- -—-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -—
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TABLE iSA.

RELA TIONS HIP BEIWEEN GENERALIZED ATTITUDINAL INTENS ITY
AND PSYCHOPATHIC DEVIATE SCOR ES

Sample: Total B

Generalized Psychopathic Deviate Scores
Attitudinal Relatively Intermediate Relativeiy
Intensity low low high high
Scores (0—14) (5,6) (7, 8) (9—13)

Relatively
high (7,8) 15% 214% 25% 26%
Intermediate
high (5,6) 31 33 37 35
Intermediate
low (3,14) 28 27 25 28
Re1a~ive~ylow (0—2) 26 16 13 11

100% 100% 100% 100%
N (577) (1017) (957 ) ( 351)

TABLE 1SB.

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF BIVARLATE CORRELATION

Sum of MeanSource of Variation Squares di’ Square

(a) Linear regression 362 1 362.00 (s 2p )
(b) Deviation of means from line 186 12 15.50 (

~
2d)

(c) Between arrays 5148 13 142.15 (s2b)

(d) Within arrays 12,1411 2,888 14.30 (S 2
~~)

(e) Residual from line 12,597 2,900 ~•3~ (
~

2r )

(r) Total 12,959 2,901

F1 a 32b/52w a 9.80 2.714 Signif. at .001 level

F2 s2p/s2r • 83.141 > 10.83 Signif. at .001 level

F3 = S2
d/S2

W 3.60 , 2.714 Signif. at .001 level

r2 .0279 r .17

2 .01423 ‘2 .21

_ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
.4
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TABLE l6A.

RELATIONS HIP BE’IWEEN GENERALIZED ATTITUDINA L INTENS ITY

AND DEPRESSION SCORES

Sam ple: Total B

Generalized t~epress ion ScoresAttitudinal Relatively Intermediate Relatively
Intensity low low high high
Scores (o...5) (6,7) (8,9) (10—16)

Rclativaly
high (ç ,8) 21% 214% 23% 23%
Intermediate
high (5,6) 314 35 314 32
Intermediate
low (3,14) 28 26 26 28

Relatively
low (0—2) 17 15 17 17

100% 100% 100% 100%

N a (8145) (9314) (725) (398)

TABLE 165.

ANALYSIS OF VAR IA NCE OF BIVARIATE CORRELATION

Squares df Square

(a) Linear regression 9 1 9.00 (52p)

(b) Deviation of means from line 261 15 17.140 (
~
2d)

(c) Between arrays 270 16 16.88 (
~
2
b)

(ci) Within arrays 12,690 2,885 14.140 (
~~

2

~~
)

(e) Residual from line 12,951 2,900 14.146 (S2r)

(f) Total 12,960 2,901

F1 52b/52w 3.814 ‘ 2.714 Signif. at .001 level

F7 a 52p/s2~ 2.02 < 3,814 Not Signif. at .05 level

F3 
52d/52W 5 3.95 > 2.714 Signif. at .001 level

.0007 r .03

fr
1

2 .0208 .114

4 ~~~~~~~~~-—-- - --— - - -  -
~~~~~~~~~
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TABLE hA .

RELATIONSHIP BEIWEEN GENERALIZED ATTITUDINAL INTENSITY

AND INFERIORITY SCORES
Sample: Total B

Generali zed Inferiority Scores
Attitudinal Relatively Intermediate Relativei~~

’
Intensity low low high high
Scores (0—3) (14—6) (

~‘
_

~~) 
(10—15)

Relatively
high (7,8) 29% 22% 20% 20%
Intermediate
high (5,6) 33 36 35 30

Intermediate
low (3,14) 23 2? 29 28

Relatively
low (0—2) 15 15 16 22

100% 100% 100% 100%

N (1492) (983) (918) (509)

TABLE 175.

ANALYSIS OF VAR IANCE OF BIVAR IATE CORRELATION

Source of Variation Sum of ?~ean
Sou~res df Square 

—

(a) Linear regression 102 1 102.00 (52p)

(b) Deviation of means from line 126 7 18.00 (s2d)
(c) Between arrays 228 8 28.50 (s2b)
(d) Within arrays 26,792 2,893 9.26 

~~~~
Ce) Residual from line 26,910 2,900 9.28 (

~
2r)

(1) Total 27,020 2,901

F1 ~
2b/~

2w 3.08 > 2.51 Signif. at .01 level

F2 52p/s2r 1O.9~’ , 10.83 Signif. at .001 level

F3 a s2cj/s2w 1.914 ~ 2.09 Not Signif. at .05 level

r2 .0038 r a —.06

2 = .00814 .09
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All of the correlations that have been reported were zero-order

correlations. These have been exceedingly small , yet when there was

statistically significant correlation, it was in the hypothesized

direction. It seemed possible, therefore , tha t a pattern analysis of

the personality variables might yield more important statistical re—

lationships with intensity. Accordingly we performed the following

oper ations :

Each of the personality score distributions was dichotomized at
a point as close to the median as possible. From the four person-
ality variables we were able to set up sixteen patterns according
to whether men fell into the upper half or loiTer half of each per-
sonality score distribution. The sixteen personality patterns were
then ranked according to the percentage falling above the median
on ~genera1ized inte -~sity,’ as shown in Table 18.

These computations showed that;

The average rank of the eight upper ‘hypomania’ groups was
higher than the average rank of the eight lower ‘hypomania’ gr oups.

The average rank of the eight upper ‘psychopathic deviate’
groups was higher than the average rank of the eight lower ‘psycho-
pathic deviate’ groups.

The average rank of the eight upper ‘inferiority’ groups was
higher than the average rank of the eight lower ‘ inferiority ’
groups.

There was no difference between the avera~’e rank of the eight
upper ‘depression ’ groups and the eight lower ~depressjonl groups.

This truncated partial correlation analysis verifies the con—

clusions that could be drawn on the basis of the zero—order correla-

tions and strengthens them. Wi th the remainin~ personality variables

held “constant,” each of the four personality variables maintained the

same directional relationship with ‘intensity ’ in the rnultlvariate

analysis as in the bivariate instance.

Upon closer examination of Table 18 we were struck by the per-

sonality pattern of the group which had the lowest proportion of rien

above the median of ‘general intensity’——the group with the lcwest

‘genera]. intensity.’

lILA - - - -— ~~~~~~
.-— 

~~~~~~~~
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TABLE 18

RELATIONSHIPS BE’IWEEN GENERALIZED ATTITUD INAL INTENS ITY

AND PERSONALITY SCORE PATTERNS

Sample: Total B

Pattern of Personality Scores Nun — Gener alized
U upper half of distr ibution ber attitudinal
L a lower half of distribution of intensity

Psycho— Cases Per cent
F~,rpo— pathic Depres- Infer— above
mania deviate sion iority Jiedian Rank

U U U L 9? 62
U U L L 276 59 2.5
L U L L 162 59 2.5
U U U U 1141 58 14
L U U L 210 514 5
U L L L 301 52 6.5
TI TI L U 165 52 6.5
U L L U 339 51 8.5
U L U L 140 5]. 8.5
L L U L 117 147 10
U L U U 109 1414 11
L L U U 2214 143 12
L L L U 192 142 13
L U u U 185 14]. 114
L U L U 71 140 15
L L L L 272 39 16

(Mean L = 10.9 10.7 8~8 6.5
ranks)U 6.1 6.3 8~2 10.5

131ff. 14.8 14.14 0.6 —14.0

~

--±-—

~
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That this group was in the lower half of the ‘hypornania ’ distribution

was to be expected from the correlations, and that it was in the lower

half of the ‘psychopathic deviate’ distribution was also to be expected

from the correlations . Wha t was unexpected was to find the lowest

intensity group in the lower half of the ‘inferiority ’ distribution—

a finding opposite from what we were led to expect from the sign of

the relevant correlation coefficient. In addition , the lowest inter—

F sity group was In the lower half of the ‘depression ’ distribution— a

finding abcut which we had no expectation, ~-ince the correlation cc’-.

efficient in this case was essentially zero. In short, the lowest

intensity group of the sixteen personal ity patterns was character ized

by a personality pattern in the lower half of the distribution of all

four _personal ity variables investigated,

The evidence thus far presented speaks for the existence of some

relation between attitudinal intensity and personal ity. Perhap s the

evidence is stronger from the pattern analysis than from the correla-

tions with separate scores. On the other hand, the separate person-

ality scores used have been shown not to be unidimensiona]. scales but

at best only quasi—scales, with relatively low reliability. There

remained the possibility that with the not too large a pool of person-

ality items at hand a set migh t be extracted which would yield a higher

relationship with intensity than any of the measures thus far con-

sidered. Accordingly, we set about on a fishing expedition in the pool

of 66 items.

All the personality items were of the type which presented the

respondent with a statement to which, in resemblance to M!~fl’I procedure,

he was asked to respond “True” or “False.” For each item ,men respond-

ing “True” were compared with men responding “False ” as to the 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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proportion making relatively high intensity scores, and also as to

the proportion making relatively low intensity scores. The difference

between the proporticns in each case was taken as an index of the

degree of relation between the personality item and the intensity

score. The results of these operations are presented in Table 19A

for ‘generalized attitudinal intensity, ’ and in Table 19B for ‘specific

attitudinal intensity.’

No striking relationship as shown by the percentage differences

was found between individual items and intensity measures, but there

seemed to be enough difference here and there to warrant a more re-

fined statistical appraisal. We are indebted to Dr. F. S. Marks* for

developing a correlation formula applicable to our data. His formula

for the correlation between a dichotomized item and a variable ex-

pressed in terms of ranks and allowing for ties is:

~ - N + 1
2

~~~~~~~
n

Where:
n number of cases in the smaller of the two categories

mean rank of cases in the smaller of the two
~~~ categories

N a Total number of cases

Standard deviation of the total

r has a standard error of

r N-].

The above correlation coefficients for the personality items with the

intensity variable8 are shown in Tables 19A and 19B.

*Dr. Marks worked out these formulae at our request, based on
the reasoning presented in Kruskal, U. U. and Wallis, U . A. “Use of
Ranks in One—Criterion Variance Analysis,” J. Amer. Stat. Assn,1
December, 1952, 583—621. 

4



- .— — 

-—— _ —— _— —-_ _— — — —_ — — —._—_ __— - ——. . -- _ -— —_ __ —_ -. 

~

—— —  — --—-—— _ — -_ -- -.—‘—. 
— _ _ 

-

-69-
TABLE l9A

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GENERALIZED ATTITUDINAL INTENSITY
AND 66 PERSONALITY ITEMS

Sample: Total B
N = 2 9 0 2

= = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = S = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = === ==  = = = = = = =

Rela tively H IGH g~nera 1ized ‘ Relatively LOW generalized
attitudinal intensity 

[jA Y 
‘ attitudinal intensity (0-2) 

*Personality of those answering: Per Cent ‘ of those answering: Fer Uent r~items : “True ” “False ” Difference ‘ “True” “False ” Difference
4 

-

1 2l~ 25~ 
‘ 17~ l3~ .080

2 23 22 1 ‘ 15 18 3 - .005
3 21 214 3 ‘ 21 13 8 - .0814
14 21 23 2 ‘ 21 lb. 7 - .066
5 214 22 2 ‘ 15 15 0 .002
6 20 214 14 ‘ 20 13 7 - . 1C14
7 25 20 5 ‘ 1 3  20 7 -.082
8 26 20 6 ‘ 114 17 3 .109
9 21 27 6 ‘ 18 11 7 .092
10 23 23 o ‘ 16 15 1 .019
11 23 22 1 ‘ 15 21 6 -.033
12 19 27 8 ‘ 19 12 7 .139
13 25 23 2 ‘ 15 16 1 .0141
114 23 23 0 ‘ 16 15 1 .005
15 23 25 2 ‘ 16 16 0 .018
16 23 23 0 ‘ 16 16 0 .005
17 23 23 0 ‘ 15 16 1 .022
18 22 25 3 ‘ 16 16 0 .018
19 23 23 0 ‘ 15 17 2 .023
20 23 23 0 ‘ 15 16 1 .007
21 214 22 2 ‘ 114 17 3 .0514
22 27 22 5 114 16 2 .0614
23 23 26 3 ‘ 15 20 5 — .02 8
214 214 23 1 ‘ 16 15 1 .019
25 20 25 5 ‘ 20 lb 6 -.060
26 22 214 2 ‘ 16 15 1 .059
27 23 23 0 ‘ 16 16 0 .017
28 23 22 1 ‘ 15 18 3 — .031

.. 29 214 19 5 ‘ 15 20 5 -.061
30 23 214 1 ‘ 114 16 2 - .013
31 23 214 1 ‘ lb 19 5 — .0114
32 22 25 3 ‘ 17 13 14 .062
33 22 23 1 19 15 14 - .011
314 23 23 0 ‘ 15 17 2 - .002
35 19 26 7 ‘ 20 13 7 — .098
36 21 27 6 ‘ 18 12 6 .115
37 23 23 0 ‘ 15 19 14 - .036
38 22 214 2 ‘ 15 16 1 .015
39 22 23 1 ‘ 15 16 1 - .003

L



_____________________________ --

TABLE 19A — Continued

Relatively HIGH generalized Relatively LCW generalized
attitudinal intensity (7~8J ‘ attitudinal intensity (0—2)

Personality of those answering: Per Cent ‘ of those answering: Per Cent r
items “True ” “False” Difference ‘ “True” “False” Difference

1

140 23% 22% 1% ‘ 15% iB% 3% — .0
4 14]. 25 23 2 ‘ 16 iS 1 — .0

142 23 25 2 ‘ 15 16 1 .0
143 23 23 0 ‘ 15 17 2 — .0
1414 23 23 0 ‘ 16 15 1 .0
145 27 22 5 ‘ 16 16 0 — .0’
146 25 23 2 ‘ 114 16 2 .0:
147 214 23 1 ‘ 15 15 0 .0:
148 23 214 1 ‘ 18 13 5
149 23 23 0 ‘ 16 114 2
So 214 22 2 ‘ 15 16 1 .o
51 21 214 3 ‘ 19 114 5
52 22 26 14 ‘ 15 iS 0
53 23 23 0 ‘ 17 114 3
514 22 26 14 ‘ 16 15 1 .o~55 21 214 3 ‘ 18 114 14
56 25 21 14 ‘ 13 18 5
57 23 25 2 ‘ 15 16 1

• 58 2]. 214 3 ‘ 23 114 9 — .01
59 23 23 0 ‘ 16 16 0 .0:
60 23 214 1 16 114 2 -.OC
61 23 214 1 ‘ 15 16 1 .0]
62 23 21 2 ‘ 15 17 2
63 23 214 1 ‘ 16 16 0 .O~614 23 23 0 ‘ 15 18 3 —.0]
65 214 23 1 ‘ 114 17 3
66 25 23 2 ‘ 13 16 3 .lC

*Since 6rM .0186, an rM over .056 may be taken as significantly

different (statistically) from zero.

_ _ _  _ 
_
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TABLE 19B
RELATIONSHIP BETWE EN A SPECIFIC ATTITUDINAL INTEN SITY

AND 66 PERSONALITY ITEMS
Sample : Total B

N = 2902

Rela tively HIGH specific Ralatively LOW specific
attitudinal intensity (~ ,9) I attitudinal intensityj0,l)

Personality of those answering: Per Cent ‘ of those answering : Per Cent
items: “True” “False” Difference “True” “False” Difference

—

1 22~ 27% 5% 214% 18% 6% .076
2 25 22 3 ‘ 21 23 2 - .015
3 20 25 5 ‘ 25 20 5 -.068
14 21 25 14 ‘ 26 19 7 - .066
5 214 214 0 ‘ 22 21 1 - .009
6 21 26 5 ‘ 214 20 14 - .067
7 26 21 5 ‘ 20 214 14 — .082
8 27 21 6 ‘ 20 214 14 - .0714
9 22 28 6 ‘ 23 19 14 .076
10 25 214 1 ‘ 22 20 2 .017
II 214 22 2 21 214 3 — .017
12 21 21 0 ‘ 25 18 7 .126
13 214 214 0 ‘ 20 23 3 .033
114 214 714 0 ‘ 22 21 1 .001
15 214 28 14 ‘ 21 26 5 .011
16 214 23 1 ‘ 22 23 1 - .011
17 26 23 3 ‘ 22 22 0 .019
18 214 26 2 ‘ 21 214 3 .013
19 23 214 1 ‘ 21 22 1 - .003
20 23 214 1 ‘ 22 22 0 .0014
21 214 214 0 ‘ 20 23 3 .037
22 27 23 14 ‘ 21 22 1 .057
23 214 26 2 ‘ 21 26 5 - .017
214 25 23 2 ‘ 21 22 1 .029
25 21 25 14 ‘ 25 20 5 - .053
26 22 26 14 ‘ 23 20 3 .053
27 25 23 2 ‘ 22 22 0 .022
28 214 23 1 ‘ 20 23 3 — .0114
29 25 21 14 20 29 9 -.055
30 23 25 2 20 23 3 .000
31 23 25 2 ‘ 22 22 0 — .025
32 23 25 2 ‘ 22 20 2 .0514
33 27 214 3 ‘ 22 21 1 .005
314 214 27 3 ‘ 20 214 14 - .008
35 21 26 5 ‘ 214 20 14 - .070 -

‘

36 22 28 6 ‘ 23 19 14 .093
37 214 25 1 ‘ 20 214 14 — .006
38 23 214 1 ‘ 21 22 1 - .0114
39 23 214 1 ‘ 23 21 2 - .012
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TABLE l9B- - Continued
= = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = =====~_ = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = =—_ = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = =

Relatively HI GH ~pecif ic , Relatively L~~ specific
attitudinal intensity (8~~) 

‘ attitudinal thtensi~y (o~i)Personality of those answering: Per Cent ‘ ~f those answering : Per Cent rj~
items: “True” “False” Difference ‘ “True” “False” Difference
140 214% 22% 2~ 

‘ 21% 214% 3% -.015
141 23 25 2 ‘ 23 20 3 - .0214
142 214 25 1 ‘ 22 21 1 .022
143 214 25 1 ‘ 22 19 3 .023
1414 214 23 1 ‘ 21 23 2 .005
145 25 22 3 ‘ 21 21 0 - .005
146 214 23 1 ‘ 19 22 3 .036

• 147 25 23 2 ‘ 21 21 0 .000
148 21 26 5 ‘ 26 18 8 — .056
149 214 22 2 ‘ 21 21 0 -.007
50 25 23 2 ‘ 21 22 1 -.009
51 20 26 6 ‘ 214 20 14 - .066
52 22 27 5 ‘ 23 19 14 .0814
53 23 26 3 ‘ 22 20 2 — .017
514 23 26 3 ‘ 22 20 2 .0148
55 22 25 3 ‘ 23 21 2 - .0143
56 25 23 2 ‘ 20 22 2 -.010
57 23 27 14 ‘ 21 22 1 .019
58 20 25 5 ‘ 27 20 7 - .053
59 214 214 0 ‘ 21 21 0 .029
60 23 25 2 ‘ 22 21 1 - .0214
61 25 23 2 ‘ 21 22 1 .031
62 214 23 1 ‘ 21 26 5 - .007
63 214 25 1 ‘ 22 19 3 .010
614 214 23 1 ‘ 21 23 2 - .005
65 25 23 2 ‘ 20 22 2 .028
66 27 214 3 ‘ 20 22 2 .009

a

Since - 

V~rM 
.0186, an rH over .056 may be taken as si~~ificantly differ-

ent (statistically) from zero. 

- • -~~~~-- —-~~-- -~~~~~~~~~ - ~~~~•~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -~~~~~~ 



—7 3—

Selection of a set of items, from the 66 items used in this

study, which would have maximum correlation with intensity measures

is now possible based on the obtained rM ts. The order of magnitude

of the rM ts is so low as to discourage further analysis of this set

of items in the hopes of obtaining a set highly related to attitudinal

4 
intensity. It is not to be expected that any intensity—related per-

sonality item—set resulting from any empirical item analysis procedure

would have much value in many other researches. We are in only limited

agreement with McNemar ’s point of view that “ ... validation item by
item is usually more fruitful than at tempts at validating test scores

involving items scored for some purpose other than the one at hand . 1 ’~

“More fruitful,” however , we interpret as meaning simply higher ir’imedi—

ate correlations with no promise of such maximum correlation with other

variables as might reasonably be expected were the items to be do--

veloped by rational means and tested for unidimensional ity by scalogram

technique, as McN emar has had occasion to recommend at another timee~~~

14. Status measures—-All the crudely simple status measures employed here

turn out to be related to attitudinal intensity. Age, educational

level, length of military service, and military rank all bear small,

positive, highly significant relationships (statistically), to both

specific and generalized intensity.

a. Age— Older men are more intense in their attitudes than younger

men. By ~o] der” men here we of course refer to older in relation

to other men in the relevant culture, namely, that of the American

citizen—soldier. Obviously in other or broader cultures, such as

that of the American male, our “older ” men (35 years and ol der,

*McNelnar, Q. “Review of The Prediction of Pei’Thrmaice in
Clinical P~ychc1o~~~~y C. Lowell Kelly and Dor~-J.d W. risk~,’ J. Abn.
Soc~_Psycw l , October, 1952 , p. 860.

~~McNemar, Q. “General Review and Summary : Opinion-Attitude
Methodo1o~~r,” Psychol. Bull., July, 19146, pp. 355, 366, 367.

~

- -

~
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but probably under 145) could not be considered old.

A third (314 percent) or proportionately twice as many of H

the older men as of the younger men, men under 20, make relatively

high ‘specific attitudinal intensity’ scores. The proportion of

men making relatively high intensity scores gradually increases

4 
in successively older age groups. (Table 20.)

b, Educational level-- The relation between educational level and

‘specific attitudinal intensity’ is illustrated by the following

fact: one-third (33 per cent) of the men who had not gone beyond

grade school are relatively low in intensity as compared with one-

sixth (16 per cent) of the men who had gone on to college bef ore

entering the Army. (Table 21.) In each age grouping having

enough cases to make reliable analysis possible, men who have

attended college are least likely to be low in intensity; men who

have had only a grade school education are most likely to be low

in intensity; and men who have been to high school but not to col-

lege are intermediate in intensity. (Table 22.)

The nature of the relationship with age and educational

level is the same f or ‘generalized attitudinal intensity.’ The

younger grade school men and the older college men are farthest

apart in attitudinal imtensity--36 per cent of the former are

relatively low in generalized intensity, as compared with only

9 per cent of the latter. (Table 25.)

L _
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TABLE 20

~~~~TIo~sHIp ~~~~~~~ A SPEC~~IC ATTIWDNAL ~~TEN~I~~
AND AGE

Sample: Potal B

======zSpecif ic Age
attitudinal Under 20-214 25—29 30—314 35 yearsintensity 20

4 scores years years 
~~ars years aM over

Relatively
high (8,9) 17% 23% 26% 26% 314%
Intermediate
high (5-7) 214 30 25 26 23
Intermediate
low (2- 14) 30 29 26 26 21
Relatively
low (0,1) 29 18 23 22 22

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

(378) ~.122) (799) ( 1472) (105)

• adds to 2876 since age was not ascertained for 26men.

Signif icance test based on original raw frequencies :

~~12 = 141.85 P<~ .001

_ _ _  - - - - - - ~~~
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TABLE 21

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN A SPECIFIC ATTITUDINAL INTENSITY

AND EDU CATIONA L LEVEL

Sample : Total B

= = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = =========  = = = = = = = = = = — = = =—— = = = = = = = = =
Specific Educational level
attitudinal Grade High
intensity
scores 

- 
school school College

Relatively
high (8,9) 20% 25% 214%

Intermediate
high (5—7) 21 28 28

Intermediate
low (2—14) 26 27 32

Relatively
low (0,1) 33 20 16

100% 100% 100%

= (523) (1813) (5147)

*N adds to 2883 since educational level was not
ascertained for 19 men.

Significance test based on original raw frequencies:

= 50.68 P ~ .001
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TABLE 22

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN AGE , EDU CATIONA L LEVEL

AND A -~PECIFIC ATTITUDI NAL D1TE1\~ ITY

Sample: Total B

Specific Under 20 years 20-214 years 25-29 years 30 years
attitudinal 

________________ 
arid over

intensity Grade High Col- Grade High Col- Grade High Col- Grade High Col-
scores seh. sch. le2~ sch.sch. leg~~ sch. sch . lege sch . sch. lege
kelatively
high (8,9) 18% 18% 11% 21% 25% 20~ 17% 29% 26% 25% 26% 3L~~

Intermediate
high (5—7) 18 27 21 17 31 33 214 25 214 23 75 77

Intermediate
low (2-14) 214 29 145 21.i 27 33 25 25 31 28 26 22

Relatively
low (0 ,1) 140 26 23 38 17 114 314 21 19 214 23 17

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 1OO~ 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

= ( 62)(268)( 147) (13o)(7514)(236) (l69)(1463)(1614) (l59)(3l8)(loo )

~N adds to 2870 since age and educational level were not ascertained for
32 men .

Significance test based on original raw frequencies:

111.71 P ~~- .001

_______________ _ _ _ _ _
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TABLE 23

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GENERALIZED ATTITUD INA L INTENSITY
AND AGE

Sample : Total B
= = = S = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = S = = = = = =
Generalized Age
attitudinal Under 20-214 25-29 30-314 3 years
intensity 20
scores years years years years arid ~rer

4 ii~elatively
high (7 ,8) 16% 22% 214% 26% 33%

Intermediate
high (5,6) 36 35 33 33 36
Intermediate
low (3,14) 27 28 28 23 17

Relatively
low (0—2) 21 15 15 ‘8 114

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

= (378) (1122) ( 799) ( 1472) (105)

*

N adds to 2876 since age was not ascertained for
26 men.

Significance test based on original raw frequencies:

= 30.614 .01 > P > .001 

------  ~- -~~
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TABLE 214

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GENERALIZED ATTITUDINAL INTENSITY

AND EDU CATIONAL LEVEL

Sample: Total B

Generalized Educational level
attitudinal Grade High
intensi ty
sflores school school College

Relatively
high (7, 8) 18% 214%

Inte rmediate
high (5, 6) 28 35 38

Intermediate
low (3 , 14) 25 27 28

Relatively
low (0-2) 29 lb 10

100% 100% 100%

= (523) (1813) (5147)

adds to 2883 since educational level was not
ascertained for 19 men .

Significance test based on original raw frequencies:

= 69.85 P < .001

I
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TABLE 25

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN AGE , EDUCA TIONAL LEVEL

AND GENERALIZED ATTI TUDINAL INTE~TS ITY

Sample: Total B
CS = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = =

Generalized Under 20 years 20-214 years 25-29 years 30 years
attitudinal ________________ ____________ _________________ and over —

4 
intensity Grade High Col- Grade High Col- Grade High Col- Grade High Col-
scores sch. sch. lege sch. sch. lege sch. sch. lege sch. sch. lege

Rela tively
high (7,8) 19% 179; 9% 114% 214% 209; 21% 2149; 26% 19% 28~ 37

Intermediate
high (5,6) 19 38 140 31 35 38 19 36 39 35 32 36

Intermediate
low (3,14) 26 26 38 21 28 31 314 27 25 21 214 18

Relat ively
low (0-2) 36 19 13 314 13 11 26 13 10 25 16 9

100% 100% 100% 1009; 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

= ( 62)(268)( 147) (l30)(7514 )(2 36) (169)( 1463)( 16 14) (l59)(3l8)(loo )

adds to 2870 since age and educational level were not ascertained for
32 men.

Significance test based on original raw frequencies:

= 157.614 P ‘. .001
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c. Length of military service--The longer men have served in the

Army the less likely are they to be lacking in intensity in

support of their opinions expressed in a military environment.

The difference in ‘ specific attitudinal intensity’ is most ma rked

between men who have served not over six months and men who have

4 
served more than six months. Thirty-seven per cent of soldiers

who have served six months or less are relatively low in ‘specif3.c

intensity.’ Among men with over two and up to three years of

service 18 per cent are relatively low in ’specific intensity;’ and

among men with over three years of service 21 per cent are rela-

tively low in ‘specific intensity.’ (Table 26.) It is as if men

who had survived two or three years of military service had

passed their probation period and were thence entitled to be firm

in expression of their opinion. The relationship with ‘general-

ized attitudinal intensity ’ is similar. (Table 27.)

d. Military rank--Military rank , the only formal * eymbol of staths of

the four status variables considered is, perversely, less related

to attitudinal intensity than the informal indices . Twenty-seven

~~~ cent of the men without any rank , the privates , were rela-

tively low in ‘specific intensity,’ as compared with 19 per cent

of the non-commissioned officers. (Table 28.) There was practi-

cally no relationship between military ran k and ‘generalized

attitudinal intensity ’ (T~b1e 29), but what there was w~~ in the

same dire~.tjon as f~ r ‘s~e~j fj c intet~sity ’ (*~ aignuuican t at

2% level ).

*By formal we mean here symbols officially conferred on
enlisted men by the Army as opposed to characteristicr which the
men bring with them to the Army, such as age and e&cation, or
which they acquire as a matter of course , such as length of
service and again, age.

— - - - --
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TABLE 26

RELATIONSHIP BETI-JEEN A SPECIFIC AT TITUDI-AL flTTEN -~ITY

AND LENGTH OF MILITARY ~E RVIGE

Sample : Total B
S 5 55 _ 

= = == == = = == = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = == = == = ==

Specific Length of ~ili ta~~r~~ervj ce
4 attitudinal . 0ver 6 Over 1 Cver 2 Over 3intensity 6 inos. mos. up yr. up yrs. up yrs . up Overscores or less to 1 yr. to 2~~~s. to 3 yrs. to 14 yrs . Li yrs .

Relatively
high (8,9) 20% 21% 21% 27% 214

Intermediate
high ( 5— 7) 22 22 27 27 30 27
Intermediate
low (2— 14 ) 21 29 29 28 25 26
Rela tively
low ( 0,1) 37 28 23 18 21 21

100% 100% ioo~ ioo~ ioo~ iOo~
= (160) (p14) (6114) (8814) (7y ~) (157)

adds to 2886 since length of military service was not ascertained
for 16 men .

Significance test based on original raw frequencies:

~ 50.33 P L .001.

_ _ _ _ _
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TABLE 27

RELATIONSHIP BETWEE N GENERALIZED ATTITUDINAL INTENSITY

AND LENGTH OF MILITARY SERVICE

Sample : Total B
== == ===  = == =  ===  = = = = = = ==  = === —_ = == =  = = C= = = = = == =  = = =  = = = = = = = =  == = = =  = = = = = = == = = == =  =

Generalized 
__________________ 

Length of military service
attitudinal Over 6 Over 1 Over 2 ~ver 3
intensity 6 mos . - mos . up yr. up yrs . up yr~ . up Over
scores or less to lit. to 2 yrs. t o 3y r s . to Li xrs. 14 yrs .

rtelatively
high ( 7, 8) 18% 18% 22% 2~% 214% 26%

Intermediate
high (5, 6) 31 31 36 314 314 314

Intermediate
low (3,14) 28 30 28 27 26 214

Relatively
low (0-2) 23 21 lLj 114 16 16

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

= (160) (3314) (6114) (8814) (737) (157)

edds to 2886 since length of military service was not ascertained
2r 16 men.

Significance test based on original raw frequencies:

= 22.69 .10 ) P ) .05 
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TABLE 28

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN A SPECIFIC ATTITUDINAL INTENSITY

AND MILITARY RA NK

Military Rank
intensity 

Private Pfc Noncbm

Relatively
high (8 ,9) 21~% 22% 2~%
Intermediate
high (~-7) 23 26 29

Intermediate
low (2—1.4) 26 28 27

Relatively
low (0,1) 27 214

F 100% 100% 100%

(622) (719) (11.490)

adds to 283]. since military rank was not ascer-tam ed for 7]. men.

Significance test based on original raw frequencies

~ 22. 26 .01 > P ) .001

L ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



-8~-

TABLE 29

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GENERALIZED ATTITUDINA L INTENSITY

AND MILITARY RANK

Sample : Total B

Generalized Military Rank
attitudinal
intensity Private Pfc Noncom
scores

Relatively
high (7,8) 22% 22% 23%

Intermediate
high (~,6) 32 32 36

Intermediate
low (3,14) 27 27 27

Relatively
low (0-2) 19 19 114

100% 100% 100%

— (622) (719) ( 11490)

adds to 283]. since military rank was not ascer-
tained for 71 men.

Significance test based on original raw frequencies:

~~~~~ .02 ) P L .01
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E. A Word about ‘Lie’ Scores

The ‘lie’ item-set was introduced in this study for the purpose of

providing a safeguard against conscious distortion of responses, in addi-.

tion to the usual administrative procedures for guaranteeing individual

anonymity.

It was felt, in particular, that the personality i tems , being so

highly “personal ,” required somewhat greater protection from distortion

than the attitudinal position and intensity items, which previous exper-

lence had shown received sufficient protection under the customary methods

F of questionnaire adzninistration.*

The ‘lie’ items used in this study are shown below. These items

were intended to be so extremely worded that a person who denies having

many of these symptoms may be suspected of not evaluating himself frankly.

Statement ~~ ponses to ‘Lie’ Itemc Per Cent Saying
“False” (Form B)

“I get angry sometimes.” 6%
“Once in a while I laugh at a dirty joke.” 7
“I do not read every editorial in the newspaper every day.” 11
“I would rather win than lose in a game.” 12
“At times I feel like swearing.” 12
“Once in a while I put off until tomorrow what I ought to

do today.”
“I do not like everyone I know .” 19
“I gossip a little at t imes. ” 19
“I do not always tell the truth .” 29
“Once in a while I think of things too bad to talk about.” 140
“If I could get into a movie without p9ring and be sure I

was not seen,I would probably do it. ’
“I like to know importan t. people because it makes me feel

important .” 67
N .  2902

The ‘lie ’ score is based on a count of these “False” replies. A

high ‘lie ’ score is said to be indicative of untrustworthiness of responses

but not necessarily deliberate lying.

*Ae developed by the Research Branch, Information and Education
Division, Department of the Army.
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Not a ~.ng1e man in the B-sample of 2902 answered all twelve of

the items in the ‘lie ’ direction . Only one man in nine (ii per cent)

answered as many as half the items in the ‘lie ’ direction. The complete

distribution of ‘lie ’ scores is given below :

TABLE 30

DI~ThIBUTIOT~ OF ‘LIE ’ ‘~CORj~F

Sample: Total B
= ..== = = = = = ==== = = == = = ===s = == = = = = == = = = == = = =

Frequency~~
Score T h m b~~~~~ Per cent

O 217 7%
1 ~37 18
2 6147 22
3 ~143 19
14 14111 114
5 267 9
6 137
7 75 3
6 1414 2
9 16 1

10 3 *
11 2 *

12 - -
Total 2902 l00~

than half of one per cent .

**See Figure 3.

The inf requency of high ‘lie ’ scores suggested that no special

• treatment need be accorded the data on the basis of ‘lie ’ scores.

‘Lie ’ scores and ‘generalized intensity’ correlated to the extent

• of r • .02; ‘lie ’ scores and ‘specific intensity’ correlated to the extent

of r • .03. (Tables 31, 32.) As a source of correlation with intensity,

then , ‘lie ’ scores were unimportant.
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TABLE 31A.
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN A SPECIFIC ATTITUDINAL INTENSITY

AND LIE SCORES
Sample: Total B

Specific 
__________________ 

Lie Scores
attitudinal Relatively Intermediate Re~.ative~-y
intens Lty low low high high *
scores (0,1) (2 ,3) (14,5) (o.-n)
Re1at ivc~iyhigh (C,91 214% 22% 25% 2B%

Intermediate
high ( 5—7) 26 29 25 26

Intermediate
low (2—14) 27 28 27 23

Relatively
low (0,1) 23 21 23 23

100% 100% 100% 100%
N = (~514) (1190) (681) (277)
~~~~~~ possible ‘lie’ score was 12, but no man made it.

TABLE 31B.

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR BIVARIATE CORRElATION
==========================================z====================~

Source of Variation Sum of Mean
Squares df Square

(a) Linear regression 11 1 11.00 (32p)• (b) Deviation of means from line 29 8 3.63 
~~~~

(c) Between array means 140 9 ~~~ (~~~)

• (d) Within arrays 10,529 2,692 3.614 (s2w)
(e) Residual from line 10,558 2,900 3.61.4 

~~
2r )

( f )  Total 10,569 2,901

F1 = 52b/52w = 1.22 ( 1.914 Not Signif. at .05 level

• F2 = 
~~p/~~r = 3.02 ( 3.814 Not Signif. at .05 level

F3 = s2d/s2
~ = 1.00 ( l.91~ Not Signif. at .05 level

r2 .0011 r .03

.0038 P)= .06
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TABLE 32A .

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GENERALIZED ATTITUD INAL INTENSITY

AND LIE SCORES
Sample: Total B

attitudinal Relatively Intermediat e Relatively
intensity low low ~~~~ hign”
scores (0,1) (2,3) ~~“i (6,]].)
Relatively
high (7,8) 22% 22% 22% 28%
Intermediate
high (5,6) 33 314 36 30
Intermediate
low (3,14) 28 28 25 214
Relatively
low (0.2 ) 17 16 17 18

100% 100% 100% 100%
N = ( 7514) (1190) (68].) (277)

*Highest possible ‘lie’ score was 12, but no man made it.

TABLE 32B.
ANAIISIS OF VARIANCE FOR BIVARIATE COR RELATION

Source of Varia tion Sum of Mean
Squares df Square

(a) Linear regression 141 1 141.00 (S2p)
(b) Deviation of means from line 91 10 9.10 (s2d)

(c)  Between array means 132 11 12.00 (
~

2b)
(d) Within arrays 12,828 2,890 1&.W.i (

~
2
~

)
(e) Residual from line 12,919 2,900 1s.145 (

~
2
~

)

(r ) Tota l 12,960 2,901

= s2~,/~2 = 2.70 > 2.51 Signif. at .01 level

F2 ~
2p/s2r = 9.21 > 6.614 Signif. at .01 level

P3 ~
2d/~

2w = 2.05 ) 1.914 Signif. at .05 level

r2 .0032 r =  .02

7
2 = .0102 .10
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F. Attitude-toward_Officers and Personality

There was a slight tendency for men making relatively high scores

on ‘psychopathic deviate ’ and on •hypcrj ~nia S to be less favorable toward

their officers than men making relatively low scores on these personality

measures. Forty-three per cent of the men scoring relatively high on

‘psychopathic deviate ’ were unfavorable to their officers as compared withr 33 per cent of the men scoring relatively low on this measure . Similarly,

143 per cent of the men scoring relatively high on ‘ hypomania ’ were un-

favorable toward officers as compared with 37 per cent of the men scoring

relatively low. (Tables 33A , 3LiA .) There was no significant relation be-

tween the ‘attitude-toward-officer’ scale and ‘depress ion ’ scores and none

between ‘attitude-toward-of ficer ’ scale and ‘inferiority’ scores. (Tables

35k , and 36*.) It is perhaps more amusing than important to call attention

to the fact that among men making relatively high ‘lie ’ scores 10 per cent

were favorable toward their officers ; whereas among men making relatively

low ‘lie ’ scores , 14 per cent were favorable . (Table 3?A.) In short , it

does not appear highly profitable to attempt to account for any appreci-

able amount of variance in the military morale attitude, of attitude-toward-

officers, by mean s of the kinds of personality measures described in the

present study.

Of considerably greater importance in the understanding of enlisted

men ’s attitude toward their officers are men ’s personal characteristics--

age , educational level , military rank , and length of service. These have

been extensively analyzed in the The American Soldier.* Suff ice it to say

here that favorable attitudes toward officers were most likely to be held

by men with little education, and by men of low rank , and brief service in

the Army. Older men tended to be ioio favorable than younger men . (Tables

38, 39, 1~0, 141.)

*See especially studies in Social Psychology in World War II, Vol.
I. Adj~atment During Arn~ Life.
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• TABLE 33A.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ATTITUDE T(MARI) OFFICERS
AND PSYCHOPATHIC DEVIATE SCORE5~

Sample : Total B

toward Relatively Intermediate Relatively
ff•  low low high high

0 icers (0—14) (5,6) (7,8) (9—13)
Favorable

(8,9) 6% 6% 14% 5%
Somewhat
favorable

(6 ,7) 20 15 15 13
Somewhat
unfavcrab].e

lii 141 38 39
Unfavorable

(0—2) 33 38 143 143
100% 100% 100% 100%

N (577). (1017) (957) ( 351) 

TABLE 33B.
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF BIVARIATE CORRELATION

Sum of MeanSource of Variation Squares df Square
(a) Linear Regression 59 1 59.00 (s2~)

(b) Deviation of means from line 837 8 1014.63 
~~~~

(c) Between arrays 896 9 99.56 (
~
2b)

(d) Within arrays 11,2714 2,892 3.90 (s2~
)

(e) Residual from line 12,111 2,900 14.18 
~~~~

(f)  Total 12,170 2 ,901

F1 = 52b/52w 25.53 )  3.27 Signif. at .001 level

F2 ~
2p’~

2r ~~~~ >10.83 Signif. at .001 level

F
3 

= 52d/52w = 26.83 .‘3.27 Signif. at .001 level

— .00149 r = -.07

2 = .0736 = .27

~ IiiL_~ ~~~~~ _ —- ~—~~——~~. 
.• —•———~“--_~.—— , 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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TABLE 314k .
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ATTITUDE TOWARD OFFICERS

AND }JYPOMP1NIA SCORES
Sample : Total B

a ==== = = = = = s= = = a = =s = = = = = === = =. = = as == S = = = = = == = = = * = = = = = = = = = = = = = S

Hypomanj a ScoresAttitude Relatively !ntermediate Relativelytoward low low high highofficers (0-14) (5,6) (7, 6) (9-12)
Favorable

(8 ,9) 7% 6% 14% 3%

Somewhat
favorable

(6,7) 16 19 15 13

Somewhat
unfavorable

(3-5) 140 39 140 14].
Unfavorable

(0-2) 37 36 14]. 143
100% 100% 100% 100% 

—

N - (520 ) (913) (1018) (145].)

TABLE 314B.
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF BIVARIATE CORRELATION

Sum of MeanSource of Variation 
— 

Squares df Square
(a) Linear regression 61 1 61.00 (e2~)
(b) Deviation of means from line 149 8 6~12 (82d)
(c) Between arrays 110 9 12.22 (

~
2b)

(d) Within arrays 12,725 2,892 14.140 
~~~~(e) Residual from line 12,7714 2 ,900 14.I.j O 
~~~~

(f)  Total 12,835 2 ,901

F1 ~
2b/~

2w = 2.78 > 2.51 Signif . at .01 level

F2 ~
2p1~

2r 13.86 >10.83 Signif. at .001 level

F3 — 52d/52w - 2.39 ~~~. 1.914 Not Signif. at .05 level

- .00148 r a — .07

‘92 - .0086 7 =  .09

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _  -~- -- •— •.~~~ - • • • ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ •-~~
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TABLE 35*.
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ATTITUDE TOWARD OFFICERS

AND DEPRESSION SCORES

==a================== = == = === = = = = == ===  S

Attitude Depression Scores
toward Relatively Intermediate Relatively
officers low low high high

(0-5) (6 ,7) (8 , 9)  (10-16)

Favorable
(8 ,9) 7% 5% 11% 6%

Somewhat
favorable

(6 ,7) 16 16 16 11
Somewhat
unfavorable

(3-5) 38 38 142 1414
Unfavorable

(0—2) 39 141 38 39
100% 100% 100% 100%

N — ( 8145) (9 314) (725) (398)

TABLE 35B,
ANALYSIS OF VARIAN CE OF BIVARIATE CORRELATION

========t=================================================== = = = = == =

Sum of MeanSource of Variation Squares di Square
(a) Linear regression 10 1 10.00 (s2~)
(b) Deviation of means from line 51 8 6.38 

~~~~
(c) Between array means 61 9 6.78 

~~~~
(d) Within arrays 17,6147 2,892 6.10 (s2

~
)

(e ) Residual from line 17, 698 2,900 6.10 
~~~~

(f)  Total 17 ,708 2 ,901

F1 — = 1.11 1.. 1.914 Not signif. at .05 level

F2 ~
2
p”~

2
r - 1.614 ~ 3.814 Not uignif. at .05 level

F3 = 
~
2d’~

2 = 1.05 i~~ . 1.914 Not signif. at .05 level

r2 ., .0006 r -.02

~ 2 .00314 = .06

-~ I ~~~
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TABLE 36k
F RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ATTITUDE TOWARD OFFICER~

AND INFERIORITY SCORES
Sample: Total B

fls = = = = = = = = — = = = = = = = = = = = = 
etiozit; 

=~~~~=~~~~~ = = = = = = = = = = = = = =

~ttit~de Relatively Intermediate Relatively
officers low low high high

(0-3) (14=6) (7-9) (10-15)
Favorable

(8 ,9) 6% 6% 5% 14%
Somewhat
favorable

(6,7) 16 17 17 12

Somewhat
unfavorable

(~— 5) 35 39 142 142

Unfavorable
(0—2) 143 38 36 142

100% 100% 100% 100%
N - (1492) (983) (918) (S09)

TABLE 365.
ANA LYSIS OF VARIANCE OF BIVARIATE CORRELATION

= = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = == = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = == = = = = = = = = = == = = = = = = = =

Source of Variation Sum of Mean
— 

Squares df Square
(a) Linear regression 6 1 6.00 (s2~)

(b) Deviation ef means from line 127 8 15.88 (S2d)
(c) Between arrays 133 9 114.78 

~~~~
(d) Within arrays 26 ,976 2,892 ~~~ (s~~)

(e) Residual from line 27,103 2,900 9.314 (S2 y.)

(f) Total 27,109 2,901

= 1.58 L. 1.914 Not sigrAif. at .05 level

F2 = 52p/s2r = .614 ~ 3.814 Not signif. at .05 level

F
3 

= s2 / s 2 = 1.70 ~ 1.914 Not signif. at .05 level

r2 — .0002 r — — .01

92  = .00149 2 .07

• — —— —  ~~~~ -- ~~~~~-— -  ~• - ~ — •~~ •~~~~~~— • —.. - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~ -•— -~~ —-~~~~~~~~~~~~~ •• .-- -•



=95—
TABLE 37A.

RE LATIONSHIP BETWEEN ATTI TU DE TOWARD OFFICERS
AN D LIE SCORE S
Sample: Total B

= = = = = 5 = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = 

~c; ~~~~~~~~~~~ = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = =
Attitude __________________________________________________
toward Relative y Intermediate Relatively
officers low low high high

(oil) ~~~ (14,5) (6—11)
Favorable

(8 ,9) 14% 5% 6% 10%

Somewhat
favorable

(6 ,7) 15 15 19 15

Somewhat
unfavorable

( 3—5) U 140 38 36
Unfavorable
(0-2) 140 140 37 39

100% 100% 100% 100%

- - ~! : - — - ~7514) - — j~ l2O! - 
(681) (27 7) - -

TABLE 37B.
ANALYSIS OF VARIAN CE OF BIVARIATE CORRELATION

= == = == = = == = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = =
Sum of Mean

• Source of Variation Squares df Square 
—

(a) Linear regression 35 1 35.00 (s 2
~ )

(b) Deviation of means from line 140 8 5.00 (s2d)

(c) Between arrays 75 9 8.33 
~~~~

(d ) Within arrays 10,14914 2 ,892 3.63 (s2
~
)

(e) Residual from line 10,5314 2,900 3.63 
~~~~

( f )  Total 10,569 2 ,901

F1 = S2b/52W = 2.29 ‘
~ 1.914 Signif. at .05 level

F2 52
p/S2r = 9.614 

~
. 6 .614 Signif . at .01 level

F
3 

= s2d/s2 = 1.38 ‘~ 1.914 Not signif. at .05 level

= .0033 r = .06

r
>
2 = 0071 — .08

- - ~~~~~~~~~~~—• --~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - . - ~~~ -— ~~~ - •~~~~ -••~~~~ - -  - • -
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TABLE 38.

R ELATIO NSHIP BE’IWEEN ATTITUDE TO~TARD OFFICERS

AND AGE

• Sample : Total B

toward Under 20—214 25—29 30—314 35
officers 20 and over

Favorable
(8,9) 6% 14% 5% 8% 12%

• Somewhat
favorable
(6,7) 21 114 114 16 20

Somewhat
unfavorable
(3—5 ) 1414 39 140 140 32

Unfavorable
(0—2) 29 143 141 36 36

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

(378) (1122) (799) ( 1472) (loS )

~1J adds to 2876 since age was not ascertained for 26 men.

Significance test based on original raw frequencies:

2 - -

30,614 .01 > P > .001

- ~~

-- • - -

~~ 

• — -

~~~~~~~

—--.- -- ~~~~~~~~~ • • • _ _ ._ ~~~~~~~~~•- ~~~ —~~~~~~• ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -•-~~~~• •
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TABLE 39.

RELATIONSHIP BE1%JEEI~ ATTITUDE T~~ARD 0FFICfl~S

AND EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

Sample : Total B

Attitude Educational Level
toward Grade High Collegeofficers School School

Favorable
(8,9) 10% 5% 2%
Somewhat
favorable
(6,7) 21 15 13

Somewhat
unfavorable
(3— 5) 38 140 38
Unfavorable
(0—2) 31 140 147

100% 100% 100%

(523) (1813) (5147)

adds to 2883 since educational level was not ascertainedfor 19 men.

Significance test based on original raw frequencies :
2

a 50.68 P <  .001
6

__________________________________________ -~~~~~~~ - A
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TABLE 140.
RELATIONSHIP BEiWEEN ATTITUDE 1JWARD OFFICERS

AND MILITARY RANK

Sample : Total B

Attitude Military Rank
toward
officers Private Pfc Noncom

Favorable
(C ,9) 9% 14% 14%
Somewhat
favorable
(6,7) 21 15 13

Somewhat
unfavorable
(3—5) 39 141 141
Unf avorable
(0—2) 31 140 142

100% 100% 100%

N*. (622) (719) (11490)

*
N adds to 2831 since military rank was not ascertained for

71 men.

Significance test based on original raw frequencies:

2 -

a 53,99 P ~ .001
6

_  _ _  • -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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TABLE 141.
RELATIONSHIP BETWEE N ATTITUDE TOJARD OFFICERS

AND LEMJTR OF MILITARY SERVICE

Sample: Total B

Attitude Length of Military Servicer toward 6 mos. Over 6 Over 1 Over 2 Over 3 Over
officers or less mos, up yr. up yrs. up yrs. up 14 -

to 1 yr. to 2 yrs. to 3 yrs. to 14 yrs. yrs.

Favorable
(8,9) 10% 11% 14% 3% 5% 6%
Somewhat
favorable
(6,7) 31 23 16 13 13 12

Somewhat
unfavorable
(3— 5) 33 143 145 37 38 142

Unfavorable
(0—2) 26 23 35 147 1414 140

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

(160) (3314) (6Th) (8814) (737 ) (157 )

*N adds to 2886 since length of military service was not ascertained
for 16 men.

Significance test based on original raw frequencies:

2
135.89 P ( .001

15

- j
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A PSYCHOLOGIC METRIC FOR ATTITUDE SCALES:

THE CONCEPT OF “ISOPATHI”

The issue with which this study began was essentially an investigation

of significant sources of variation contributing to attitudinal intensity.

One by-product of the study Is development of the c~~1cept of “isopathy” as a

psychologic metric for calibrating attitudinal content scale positions in

terms of psychologically equivalent distances from the zero-point of the in-

tensity function .

A “zero—point” for attitude scales has been proposed , as a solution to

the problem of question bias in attitude-opinion research.* This zero—point

is defined as that attitudinal position in a continuum which represents the

point of lowest intensity or degree of conviction . Thus , persons to one side
F of the zero-point are said to be relatively favorable on the attitude in ques-

tion and person s to the other side, relatively unfavorable. Furthermore, a

zero-point so determined is held to be independent of the wording or position

of questions in the attitude scale • The results of a few reported experiments

have demonstrated this to be approximately so. Thu s regardless of question -

wording, provided that all the questions or proportions used are from the same

scalable universe (and therefore, perhaps no matter who the Investigator or

under what auspices) an objective method is at hand for dividing a population

into those who are favorable and those who are unfavorable on any issue. This

method has received practical aptilcation in studies of soldier morale in the

U.S. Army as well as in the studies of employee attitudes in the federal

~‘~xperiments on the Measurement of the Intensity Function and Zero-
Point in Attitude Analysis.” Report No • D-1. Research Branch, Information
and Education Division, War Department (now Department of Defense), 19145.

—100—

— _ A~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - - -
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government and in private industry .*

Notwithstanding the estab1is~nent of a zero-point for an attitude scale

the question of metric has been left undetermined. One attack on the problem

of dividing a population of persons classed as favorable or unfavorable by

means of the zero-point into finer and more psychologically mean ingful groups

has been essayed by Guttman and his associates in Israel through the concepts

of higher components of scale analysis, the third and fourth components of

which have been named “closure” and “Involution” respective1y.~~ Assuming

that these typologies are psychologically meaningful , we are still without a

satisfactory metric .

We propose here a psychologic metric for attitudinal position cali-

brated against intensity percentiles.~~~

It seems to us that such a method of calibration is a natural conse-

quence of zero-point determination . By attitudinal zero-point we have meant

that attitudinal position on a scale of content which is held with the lowest

median intensity. Then, persons who hold different attitudinal positions on

the scale of content on either side of the zero-point with the same_level of

• intensit~ may be said to be equally distant psychologically from the zero-

point. We ask to be allowed to refer to such persons, In brief, as “isopaths.”

*For example, employee attitude surveys done under the direction of
F. H. Moore, Jr., in the Veteran s ’ Administration, 19146-19147; by R. N. Ford
for the American Telephone and Telegraph Company, 19148-1952; and by J. S.
Stcck, Opinion Research Corporation, 19147. See also various releases by the
Israel Institute of Public Opinion for application of zero-point analysis to
public opinion polls.

~~Guttznan , L. “The Third Component of Scalable Attitudes,” International
J. of Opin. and Attitude Research, 1950, 14, pp. 285-287.

***The idea for this metric arose in a discussion of this study with
Dr. Cogan in the Division of Motivation and Morale, Human Resources Research
Office of the George Washington University.

•

~ .
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The shematic diagram below illustrates how this works in a hypothetical

case . (Figure 14 ,) We shall assume for this example that for a given attitudi-

nal content scale , we have nine possible positions or~scores and that the fre-

quency of these scores is rectangularly distributed. We shall assume further

for this example that the In tensity function on the position scale is syminetri-

• cally U-shaped and that intensity also is rectangularly distributed. None of
4

these assumptions except a U-shape approximation , will be necessary in any

actual case, however.

Let us consider that in the hypothetical case the zero-point falls at

content position 14. Say a person holds position 7 (i.e., has a score of 7)

on the attitude content scale and that position 7 is to the right of the

zero-point or in the generally favorable group . Say further that the median

intensity for those hold ing content position 7 is an intensity score of 5.

Say now we have another person holding pos ition 1 on the attitudinal content

scale which is to the left of the zero—point, i,n the generally unfavorable

group, and that persons holding position 1 also do so with a median intensity

score of 5. In such a case , then , in whic h a favorable position is held with

the same median intensity as an unfavorable position, the two attitudinal

conten t scale positions may be said to be equally distant psychologically from

the zero-point. In other words , position 7 on this hypothetical scale is as

favorable a pos ition as pos ition 1 is unfavorable.

It will be noted, in passing, that to determine psychologically equal

attitudinal distances it is not essential that our intensity measure have

absolute reliability, any more than it is necessary for a balance to have

absolute precision to determine whether two weights are the same or different

from each other. We are tempted to, but cannot, bring ourselves to say that

the more sensitive the measure of intensity the better. The sensitivity of
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FIGURE 14
ILLUSTRATING PSYCHOLOGIC METRIC FOR AN ATTITUDE ~CALE

IN A HYP0THETIC~L ~~SE
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the measure of intensity ought merely to be appropriate for the pu rpose at

hand--and in many studies of attitude a verbal measure of the type discussed

in this report would be quite adequate . No one wants an analytical balance

suitable for precise quantitative analysis in a chemical laboratory in order

to weigh out f ive pounds of potatoes at the grocer ’s. For attitude assessment ,

all that is usually required is an intensity measure fine enough to diserimi-

nate among the various attitudinal positions on a scale of content. However,

unless , and until , standard measures for intensity are developed and adopted ,

the particular method used for measuring attitudinal in tensity should be speci-

fied in each case .

We shall proceed to apply the technique of “isopathic ” analysis to an

actual case of enlisted men ’s attitudes toward officers.

The j oint distribution of scores cn content and intensity for ‘attitude-

toward-off icers ’ as found in this study has been presented in Table 6. Figure

5 is a graphic representation of Table 6. We learn from Figure 5 that the

“ zero—point” for this scale of content is in the neighborhood of content scale

score 6. This means that men scoring 6 on the content scale have the lowest

median intensity or hcid to their opinions about officers with less conviction ,

on the average , than men at any other point on the scale . We say then that

men scoring higher than 6 are favorable toward officers ; men scoring lower

than 6 are unfavorable.

Now by drawing a series of lines each of which is parallel to the ab-

scissa at a given intensity level (we shall call each such line an “isophor ”)

noting where the curve of the intensity function is intersected , and dropping

a perpendicular from the cut-points to the abscissa , we arrive at points on

the scale of content which are equal in intensity value (“isopathic ”) and ,

according to our definition , cf equal psychologic distance from the attitudi-

nal zero position .

In the illustration for ‘attitude-toward-officers’ a median Intensity

level at the 56.2 percentile is reached by men scoring 8 on the favorable side

-- - • - - 4
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Fig. 5

ATTITUDINAL DIRECTION vs. ATT 1TWJINi ~L INTEN SITY

lO( (Content: Enlisted men ’s attit’~de towards officers)

Illustrating pro and con positions
~ed— at isopathic distances
lan from the zero—point

I

T

SC
S
I
‘p
V

7C

ile

6 ‘ISOPATHS”

56.~~~ 

‘p
2( “APATHS” 

I

(at zero—point)

l( I

a. ~6 3.3 8.5 16.t4 26.9 39.3 68.3 82.9 ~ .o ~~
b . 9 8  7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0

a. ~edian CONT ENT percentile
b. Content scale score
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of attitude toward officers . On the unfavorable side , sen scoring 1 on the

content scale have a slightly higher median intensity percentile (63.6) and

men scoring 2 have a slightly lower one (52 .14) . Conceivably, the sample of

items in the scale might have contained an item from the universe of items

on attitudes toward officers which would have cut our population on the un-

favorable side at the same intensity level as on the favorable side •

In the case of a perfect scale-type , a man who scores 8 makes favor-

able responses on all except one of the nine scale questions about officers.

The one question which scale-type 8 responds to unfavorably is the question

(Q12a) about whether officers always give him a “chance to ask questions as

to the reasons why things were done the way they were .” Scale-type 8 does

not say officers “always” did. Scale-type 8 does say that: Army officers

were as good as any that could have been picked; he personally respected his

of ficers very much; most of his officers took a personal interest in their

men; his officers usually gave him recognition or praised him when he did a

particularly good job ; his officers generally did what they could to help

him most of the time ; he liked his officers pretty much personally; only some

of his officers used their rank in ways that seemed unnecessary to him; and

generally he would rate his officers as average or better than average.

Perfect scale-type 8 described in this way we shall say is about as

isopathically favorable toward his officers as perfect scale-type 1 is un-

favorable. Scale-type 1 agrees that his officers are at least average, but

disagrees with all other favorable assessments made by scale-type 8. Scale-

type 1 agrees also with scale-type 8 in saying that his officers didn ’t always

give him a chance to ask questions.

scale-type i is on the average somewhat more intense or confident in

his negative or unfavorable position than scale-type B is in his positive

or favorable position (63.6 to 56.2 in median intensity percentile). Scale-

type 2 is in agreement with scale-type 1 on all points except that scale-type

— — — •— •_——— —_—-_- _ - 
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2 is more favorable toward officers in that he thinks additionally that the

Army ’s ~fficers were as good as any that could have been picked. Scale-type

2 is somewhat less intense or confident in his negative or unfavorable posi-

tion than scale-type 8 is in his positive or favorable position (52. 14 to

56.2) in median intensity percentile.

A question undoubtedly could be found or constructed which would sepa-

rate out the less favorable men who fall in scale-type 2 and the more favor—

able men who fall in scale-type 1 such that together a new scale-type (between

1 and 2) would be exactly isopathic (of equal intensity level ) on the unfavor-

able side wi th scale-type 8 on the favorable side .

I
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GLA~~IFICATION OF PER~ON~ ON THE BASIS OF INTERRELATIO!~

BETWEEN ATTI TUDINAL I1~TENSI TY A TJD !O5ITI0~1

The curve of the intensity function is drawn by joining the points for 
F

the median intensity percentiles for each median content percentile. The van-

ation about this curve has been partially explained by ‘generalized a titudinal

intensity.’ Partially also, but to a lesser degree, the variation has been ex-

4 plained by personality and status. Considerable variation remains.

There are at least these two methods of approach to the problem. One is

to persist in believing that the model for the second component of scale analy-

sis would find a better fit to the data if only our measures of attitudinal

position and intensity were more free from error. This view leads to a search

for more refined measures. There is of course no guarantee that better meas-

• ures of attitudinal position and intensity would yield better fit to the model

unless a tautological definition is used f or “better” measures.*

A second a~~roach would be to take the measures of attitudinal positior

and intensity as they are , accept them as reasonably good approximations of

what they were set-up to measure, and become interested in the observations

• that deviate from the model as much as those that fall into agreement with it,

In other words, we do not merely say that deviations from the curve are “er-

rors ,” in that they depart from the model, but are observations of human be-

havior worthy of study in their own right.

*Qf course other mathematical models may be tried. See for example
Lazarsfeld, P. F., “The Logical and Mathematical Founc’ation of Latent Structure
Analys is,” in Stouffer, S. A. et al Measurement and Prediction, Princeton:

• 1950; Coombs, C. H., “Some Hypotheses for the Analysis of Qualitative Van-
ables ,” Psychol. Rev., 19148, 55, 167-1714; Coomb s, C. H., “Psychological Scaling
without a Unit of Measurement7~

r Psychol. 1~ev., 1950, ~~~~, 1145-158; Coombs, C. H..
“Mathematical Medels in Psychological Scaling,” J. Amer. Stat. ~~~~~ 1951, 146,
1480-1489; and Guttman , L., “A New Approach to Factor Analysis: The Radex,” and
“The Theory of Facets,” in Lazarsfeld, P. F. (ed.) Mathematical Thinking in
the Social Sciences (to be published in 1953).
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Such an approach would be in harmony with the view of the “ ... sane

man (who) would prefer the most chaotic description of fact to the finest of

false explanations.”

It is our feeling that a simultaneous attack along both lines would be

worthwhile. The results of’ the present study are 4nsufficient evidence to re-

ject an hypothesis that, among groups homogeneou s as to personality and status,

the second component of scale analysis is an inadequate model. We do believe

the evidence is suggestive of the poss ibility that with superior measures of

personality and of status that psychologically homogeneous sub-groups in the

population can be found for whom closer fit will obtain between fact and theory

than has obtained heretofore. We are not entirely sanguine, however , that a

~~~~ close fit will be found even with better measures. We therefore think it

worthwhile for future research to turn its attention to a study of the devi-

ations from the theoretical model as well as to its conformities.

It may prove helpful in studying the deviations to classify them in so~~
meaningful way with respect to the relation between attitudinal position and

intensity. We suggest that future research be concerned with an analysis of

the differential characteristics of the following classes of persons, utilizing

the intensity function as a basis of classification:

HYPERPATHS--persons whose intensity scores fall above the curve of

the intensity function. Such person s may be thought of

as holding to attitudinal conten t scale positions wi th

greater intensity than is exnected from the intensity

function. In the example given for ‘attitude-toward-

off icers ,’ a man who scores 3 at intensity level of the

60th percentile would be “hyperpathetic ,” since the

median intensity percentile for men who score 3 is 142.14

*Williams D. C., “Remarks on Causation and Compulsion,” Jour. Philos.,
1953, 50, p. 121.

•“ -——• ~~~
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HYFOFATHS--opposite of hyperpaths; persons whose intensity scores fall

below the curve of the intensity function . Such persons

may be thought of as holding to attitudinal content scale

positions with less intensity than is expected from the in-

tensity function. In the ‘attitude-toward-officer’ illus-

tration, a man who scores 9 at an intensity level of the

35th percentile would be “hypopathic,” since the median

intensity percentile for men who score 9 is 66.2.
1~1ESOPATHS--persons whose intensity scores can be predicted accurately

from their position scores. If the second component model

were a perfect fit to empirical data, all persons would be

“mesopaths.” In the ‘attitude-toward-officer ’ illustration ,

“mesopaths ” are all the men who have the following pairs of

score s:

a Position score of 9 and an intensity score of 6
H U I? ‘‘ 8 and ii H U 5
ft ~‘ ‘‘ ~ 7 and ~ ii U 3
H ~t Il II 6 and ‘‘ ‘‘ H U 3
II H H c~ 5 and ii ii H H 3
it H “ 14 arid ‘‘ ‘‘ ‘~ ‘‘
ii ft it ii 3 and “ “ I, ‘~ 14
I It ft ~ 2 arid “ “ “ ~ 5
‘‘ “ “ “ 1 and ‘‘ ‘‘ “ 6
H ~ ‘‘ ‘‘ 0 and “ “ ~ 8

APATHS--a special class of hypopaths whose position scale score is

at the zero— point. “Apath s” are not only completely neutral

in their attitudinal position , but they also maintain their

neutrality with less intensity than the average neutral.

In the ‘attitude-toward-officer’ illustration again, the

“apaths ” are men who have a position score of 6 (zero-point)

and intensity scores of 2 or less.

-- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - --~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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ISOPATHS- -are persons whose intensity level is the same although they

may differ in attitudinal position. Important pairs of

“isopaths” are those whose isophors (lines of constant in-

tensity level) cut the curve of the intensity function making

possible a determination of equal psychologic distances from

the zero—point .

Figure 6 shows in graphic form how the ‘attitude-toward-officer’ posi-

tion scale scores appear when calibrated against the attitudinal intensity.

It will be noted that the psychologic or “pathic ” distances between a score

of 0 and 1 is much greater than between 3 and Li. Calibration of this sort

has obvious implications for studies of attitude change . One hypothesis we

would entertain is that difficulty of attitude change from an attitudinal

position to an adjacent one on a given content scale is directly proportional

to the “pathic” distance (difference in intensity level) between the pair of

adjacent scale scores. Previous experiments in attitude change have atte ipt~ u

to relate extremity of opinion to degree of change with mixed results. Fossi --

bly the reason for inconsistencies among such experiments is the use of atti-

tude content scale scores in terms of an assumed absolute metric rather tha~

an empirically determined psychologic one.
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~osrrio~ SCALE SCORES CALI~~ATED AGAINST INTENSITY

FIGURE 6
100 (Enlisted Men ’s Attitude toward Officers)

Unfavorable Favorable
90 Po~~t Ion ~~ ftion

Median Scorec Soorea

I

N 80 _ _ _ _
~~~~~~

P

E
70

N

S - - — - 1:: ::: a

Percentile

- - - -3
- - - - 4

140
- - - - 5 

7 

6
30 “zero pt.”

20

10

0
Source: TABLE 6
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CONCLUSIONS

1. The ‘~pecific attitudina] intensity’ with which men hold to an

attitudinal, position is partially accounted for by---

a, the specific content of the attitude

b. a disposition to respond with intensity on a variety of attitudi-

nal contents (generalized attitudinal intensity)

c. personality, as expressed by self-att~.tudes

d. status, with respect to the group in which the attitude is ex-

pressed.

2. Variation in the disposition to be generally intense in  expression

of attitudinal position is the most influential factor, of the four factors

investigated, in accounting for the variance in ‘specific attitudinal inten-

sity.’ This f inding must be qualified in terms of the restricted range of

attitudinal contents , with which the present study was concerned , f rom which

the measure of ‘generalized attitudinal intensity’ was derived. The relation-

ship between a ‘specific attitudinal intensity’ and ‘generalized attitudinal

intensity’ is adequately represented linearly in the sample to the extent of

a Pearson r of about .6.

3. A simple curvilinear function is the best representation of the

relation between ‘specific attitudinal intensity’ and the attitudinal con tent

upon which it is based (eta = .14) . This f inding is in agreement with pre-

vious investigations of this subject, notably those of Cantril, and of Such-

man arid Cuttinan.

14. The relationships between the personality variables used in this

study and attitudinal intensity are statistically significant, but quite

small . None of the four personality measures employed was consistent with a

hypothesis of unidimensionality ; and with few exceptions , conventional statis-

tical coefficients for estimating “reliability” were very low for the per-

sonality measure s, in contrast to reliability coefficients for the scale of

-113-
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attitudinal content and the quasi-scales of specific and generalized inten-

sity. It must remain at present a matter of belief, rather than of demon-

strated fact, that superior assessments or measures of personality would

reveal greater relationships with attitudinal intensity than the ones em-

ployed in this study. One piece of evidence from the present study which

bolsters this belief is the finding that a pattern analysis of personality

yielded clearer relationships with attitudinal intensity than the use of any

single personality measure alone.

5. The relationships between certain summary group status indices,

as age, educational level, and length of service, and attitudinal intensity

were also statistically significant and moderately low. All such relation-

ships were positive, i.e. in the hypothesized direction of the higher the

status in the group the greater the intensity with which attitudes were ex-

pressed. Again, it is felt that more subjective measures of status--involving

status attributed by the group to the individual and recognized or concurred

in by the individual himself--would magnify the relation between status and

attitudinal intensity .

• 6. The considerable amount of variance in specific attitudinal in-

tensity which remains unaccounted for requires a re-examination of the basic

approach to the analysis of attitudinal data. The study was generated from

the hypothesis that the factors studied would “serve to reduce the variance”

about the curve of the intensity function. It is suggested now that in ad-

dition to the use of more refined measures of personality arid status, and per-

haps also of intensity, that consideration be given to a study of the devi-

ations from the curve of the intensity function not as mere errors n~n-

reproducible from a mathematical model but as important groupings of persons.

A significant classification of persons on the basis of their relation to

the lrlten3ity curve has been recommended as a point of departure for differ-

ential analysis.

-~~ -~~~ -~~~~ - - -
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7. As a by-product of the study, a psychologic metric for calibrating

distances from an attitudinal zero—point was developed. The concept of

“isopathy ” which is derived from this metric enables us to determine equi-

valent pos itive and negative psychologic distances. It is felt that this

metric can be used with profit in studies of attitude change .

V
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Attitude toward Officers——Content Questions (Form B)

Q. 12a. Did your officers give you a good chance to ask questions as to the
reason why things were done the way they were ?
1 Yes , always 3 Undecided 5 No , ~ .most never
2 Yes, usually 14 No, not very often 0 N. A.

Q. l3a. How many of your officers took a personal interest in their men?
1 All of them 3 About half of them 5 None of them
2 Most of them 14 Few of them 0 N. A.

Q. l14a. Do you think that your officers generally did what they could to
help you?
1 Yes, eli the tir~e 3_ No, they often did not 0 N • A .

2_ Yes , inost of the time 14_ !~o, they almostnever did

Q. l5a. How well do you feel that your officers understood your probiena aridneods~
1 They were very much aware of my problems and needs
2 They were fairly well aware of my problems and needs
3~~~ They did not know very much about my real problems and needs
0 N. A.

Q. 16a. Do you feel that your officers recognized your abilities and what you
were able to do?
1 Yes , I’m sure they did 3 No , I don ’t think they did
2 v’es, I think they did, 14 Undecided
— 

but i~m not sure 0 N. A.
Q. 17a . In general, how good would you say your officers were ?

1 Very good 3 About average 5 Very poor
2 Fairly good 14 Pretty poor 0 N. A.

Q. 18a. How many of your officers used their rank in ways that seemed unnecessar~to you?
1 Almost all of them 3 Some of them 5 None of them
2 Most of them 14 Only a few of them 0 N. A.

Q. 19a. When you did a particularly good job did you usually get recognition
or praise for it from your off icers?
1 Always 3 Rarely 0 Ne A.
2 Usually 14 Never —

9. 20a. How much did you personally like your officers?
1 Very much 3 Not so mu~h 0 N. p .
2 Pretty much 14 lot at all

~~. 21a. How do you feel about the officers that had been selected by the Army?
1 They were the best ones that could have been picked
2 They were as good as any that could have been picked
3_ Somewhat better ones could have been picked
14 Much better ones could n ave been picked
~ Undecided
O N. A .

9. 22a. How much did you personally respect your officers?
1 Very much 3 Not so much 0 N . -~~.

2 Pretty much 14~~~ No t at all

Scalogrom Column l-~u~ber
1. C~~~~~~~~~r~ 12a , code 1 7. Question 20a., code 1, 2
2. ~uestion 21a., code 1, 2 6. Question l8a., code 3,L,5
3. Question 22a., code 1 9. Question l7a. , code 1,2 ,3
L. ~ue~tion 13a., code 1, 2 - 

- . -
‘ 

-

5. ~u e st i o r  l~- a., code 1, 2 ~0. Ques tion l~a., cod e 1, 2 (i -on—scale uuc~st~on)
- 

fl . - - - , - - i - - -~~ 1”~’ .. ~~~~~~~ ‘ ( . c ~~_ c a ~~c~ flue~ tion )
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Attitude toward Officers——Intensity Questions (Form B)

Intensity question following each content question:

b. How strongly do you feel about this?

l Not at all strongly
2 Not so strongly
3 Fairly strongly
Li Very strongly
O F .  A.

Scalog~~~ Càlumn ~~mbe’~

1. Question 12 b., code 14
2. Questicn 20 b., code 14
3. Question 17 b., code L~14. Question 114 b., code Li
S. Question 19 b., code I~6. -9ue~tion 22 b., code Li
7. Question 21 b., code 14
8. Question 13 b., code 14
9. Question 18 b., code Li
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Attitude tow ard Officer-Enlisted Man Relationship—Content Questions (Form B)

Q. l0a. ‘Whenever he can , the officer should let the men decide among them-
selves as to the best way to do a job .’

l~b. ‘An officer will lose the respect of his men if he pals around with
them off—duty .’

1Cc. ‘An officer should teach his men to obey all rules and regulations
without questioning them .’

lCd. ‘An officer who really does his job, cannot expect to be popular with
his men .’

lOe . tAn officer who is friendly with the enlisted men loses some of his
I , auth ority over them .’

lOf. ‘An officer has to be very strict with his men or else they will take
advantage of him .’

An swer categories for -~uestior.s given above:
1_Agree 3 Disagree
2_ ? O N. A .

Q. lla. How do you feel about the privileges that officers get compared
with those which enlisted men get?
1_Officers have far too many privileges
2 Officers have a few too many privileges
3_Officers have about the right number of- privileges
14_Officers have toe few privileges
0 N. A .

Scalogram Column Number (First Picture)
1. Question lOe., code 1
2. Question lCd., code 1
3. Question lOf., code 1
Li. Question lOb., code 1
5. Que stion lOa., code 3
6. Question h a., code 2, 3, Li
7. Question 1Cc., code 1

Sca1o~ram Column Number (Second Picture)
1. Question lOf., code 1 -

2. Question lob., code 1
3. Question lOa., code 3
ii. Question b e . ,  code 1

5. Question hOd., code 1 (I--on—scale Question)
6. Question lOe., code 1 (Non—scale Question)
7. Question h a., code 2, 3, ii (Non—scale Question)

L ____ __ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -
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Attitude toward the Army—Content Questions (Form B)

‘~~. 2Li . ‘~1hen you are discharged fran the Army, do you think you will go
back to civilian life with a favorable or unfavorable attitude
toward the officers in the Army?

3. Very favorable
2 Fairly favorable
3 About SO—SO
14 Fairly unfavorable
ç Very unfavorable
0 N. A.

Q. 32a. Do you think the Army is run about as well as possible?

6 It is run about as well as possible , everything considered
7 It could be run somewhat better
B It could be run a lot better

12 N. A.

Q. 33. In general, do you feel you yourself have got ten a square deal
from the Army?

6 Yes, in most ways I have
7_ In some ways, yes, in other ways, no
8 No, on the whole I haven’t gotten a squar e deal
12 N, A.

~3calogram Column Number

1. Question 214, code 1
2. Question 32a., code 6
3. Question 33, code 6, 7
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Attitude toward Needs for Manpower (Universal Military Training )—
Content Cuestions (Form B)

Q. 25a. Now that the war is over, do you think the United States should
draft all young men tor a certain amount of Army training or should
we go hack to the regular Army system of tak ing volunteers only ?
6 t~’aft all young men for a certain amount of training
7 Go back to taking volunteers only
8 Undecided
12 N. A.

Q. 26a. Do you think the United States could or could not have an Army suf —
ficient for the country ’s needs by taking volunteers only?

6 Yes, I’m almost sure it could
7 Yes, I think it could, but I’m not sure
8 iJo, it probably could not
9 No, ~~~ sure it could not
12 N. A.

Q. 27a. If you had a son , would you want him to have a certain amount of
A rmy training during peacetime , or not?

6 Yes, I’m almost sure I would
7_ Yes , I think I would, but I ’m not sure
8_ No, I probably would not
9_ No, I’m sure I would not

11 Undecided
12 ~. A.

) . 28a. ‘Even if all other cou!itries agree not to have large armies, the
United States shoul d still draft all young men for military
training.’

t~~. 29a. ‘The best way to protect the United States against another war is
to make her so strong militarily that no one vrould dare to attack
her. ’

‘~~. 30a. ‘It is necessary for the national safety of the United States to
have a large Army.’

General question preceeding qtesticns 28, 29 , 30:

a. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement?

6 Strongly agree 9 Disagree
7 Agree ll_ Strongly disagree
8_ Undecided 12 N. A .

Scalograin Column Number
1. Question 28a., code 6 11. Question 27a., code 7
2. Question 30a., code 6 iLi. Question 3~~., code 7, 8, 9, Ii, 12
3. Question 29a., code 6 15. Question 27a., code 8, 9, ii
14. Question 27a., code 6 16. Question 26a., code 6, 7
5. ‘~uestion 26a., code 8, 9 17. Question 25a., code 7, 8
6. Question 25a., code 6 18. Question 28a., code 1].
9. fluestion 20a., code 7, 8, 9 19. Question 29a., code 11
10. Question 29a., code 7, 8, 9 
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i~t titude toward Needs for Manpower (Universal Military
frainiri ~ )—— Intensi ty Questions (Form F-)

Intensity question following questions 25 and 26:

b . How strongly do you feel about this ?

6 Not at all strongly
7 Not so strongly
8 Fairly strongly
9 Very strongly
12 N. A .

Intensity question following questions 27, 28, 29, 30:

b. How hard was it for you to make this choice?

6 Very hard
7 Fairly hard
8 Not so hard
9 Not hard at all
12 N. ~~.

Scalogram Column Number

1. Question 3Ob., code 9
2. Question 29b., code 9
3. Question 27b., code 9
14. Question 28b., code 9
5. Question 26b., code 9
6. Question 25b., code 9
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Persond ilty Scores-—Hypomania (M~PI) (Form B)

Q.. 3. I f ind it hard to make talk ~Thun I mcct new people.

Q. 9. I have met problems so full of nossibiJit ies that I have bc~en unable
to make up my mind about them.

Q. 18. ~~ times my thoug hts have raced ahead fa$ter  than I could speak them .

Q. 19. At t~mee I have a stron g urge to do something ha rmful or shocking.

Q. a. I have at times stood in the way of people who were trying to do some—
thing, not because it amounte d to much but because of the princinle of
the thing.

Q. 22. I work under a great deal of tension .

Q. 29. At times I feel that I can make up my mind with unusually great ease .

Q. 30. When I get bored I like to stir up some excitement.

Q. 35. When in a grouP of people I have trouble thinking of the right things
to talk about.

Q. h5. I sometimes keep on at a thing until others lose their patience with me.

Q. 146. I am an importan t person .

Q. 511. Some people are so bossy that I feel like doing the opposite of what
they request , even though I Ic~ow they are right .

Answer categories for questions given bel ow:

1 True
2 False
0 N . A .

5calogram Column Number

1. Question 146 , code 1 7. Question 35, code 2
2. q’uestion 27 , code 1 8. Question 9, code 1
3. Question 19, code 1 9. Question 18, code 1
14. Question 145, code 1 10. Question 514, code 1
5. Question 21, code 1 11. Question 3, code 2
6. Question 30 , code 1 12. Question 29, code 1
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Personality Scores—Depression (:iiMPI ) (Form 3)

~~. ~. ~-iy judgment is better than it ever was.

fl. 7. 1 a’s a good mixer .

Q. 10. It takes a lot of argument to convince most people of the truth .

Q. 114. I dream frequently about things that are best kept to myself.

4 
Q. 21. I have at times stood in the way of people who were trying to

do something, not because it amounted to much but because of
the principle of +he thing.

0. 22. I work under a great deal of pressure.

0. 23. I seem to be about as capable and smart as most others around me.

Q. 27. At times I feel like smashing things .

Q. 314. I usually feel that life is worth while .

Q. 37. At times I feel like swearing .

Q. 38. I brood a great deal.

Q. 39. I have never felt better in my life than I do now.

Q. 141. I find it hard to keep my mind on a task or job.

0. 143. I have periods in which I feel unusually cheerful without any
special reason.

Q. 115. I sometimes keep on at a thing until others lose their patience
with me.

fl. 50. Sometimes without any reason or even when things are going wrong
I feel excitedly happy, ‘on top of the wor~d.’

0. 51. I have aifficulty in starting to do things.

Q. 53. Criticism or scolding hurts me terribly.

Q. 55. I am certainly lacking in self—confidence .

Answer categories for questions given above:

1 True
2 False
0 l . A .

Scalogram Column Number
1. Question 314, code 2 8. Question 141, code 1 15. ueaticn 21, ccde 2
2. Question 23~ code 2 9. Question 22, code 1 16. Question 27, code 2
3. Question 37, code 2 10. Question 5, code 2 17. Question 145, code 2
14. Question 7, code 2 11. nuestion 10, code 2 18. Question 39, code 2
5. Question 143, code 2 12. ~-uestion 53, code 1 19. Question 51, code 2
6. Question 38, code 1 13. Question ili, code 2
7. Question 55, code 1 114. Ouestion 50, code 2 
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Personality Scores——Psychopathic—Deviate (MUPI ) (Form B)

Q. 2. My way of doing things is apt to be misunderstood by others .

Q. 3. I fInd it hard to make talk when I meet new people .

Q. 6. I wish I were not so shy .

Q. 17. I am sure I am being talked about.

Q. 18. At times my thoughts have raced ahead faster than I could speak them .

4 Q. 26. l~Iy conduct is largely controlled b~ the customs of those about me.

Q. 33. I am sure I get a raw deal from life .

0. 35. When in a group of people I have trouble thinking of the right
things to talk about.

Q. 141. I find it hard to keep my mind on a task or job.

3. 143. I have periods in which I feel unusually cheerful without any
special reason.

0. 147. What others think of me does not bother me.

Q. 50. Sometimes without any reason or even when things are going wrong
I feel excitedly hap~y, ‘on top of the world.’

f l . 58. I am easily dc~ined in an argument.

0. 61. I do not mind being made fun of.

Answer categories for questions given above :

1 True
2 False
O N. A.

Scalograin Column ‘-‘ umber

1. Question 33, code 1 8. Question 50, code 2
2. Question 143, code 2 9. Question 2, code 1
3. Question 141, code 1 10. Question 35, code 2
Li. Question 18, code 2 11. Question 26, code 2
5. Ques tion 17, code 1 12. Question 6, code 2
6. Question 61, code 2 13. Question 3, code 2
7. Question Li?, code 2 ‘Li. Question 58, code 2
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Personality Scores—Inferiority (Sletto) (Form B)

Q. 14. After being caught in a mistake, it is hard to do good work for
awhile.

.~ . 8. It is easy to express one’s ideas.

Q. 12. It is difficult to say the right thing at the right time.

4 
0. 16. One can usually keep cool in important situations.

Q. 20. It is easy to get one’s ~~n ;iay in most situations.

Q. 214. It is easy to ignore criticism.

0 • 28. It is easy to act naturally in a group.

Q. 32. It is hard to bring one’s self to confide in others.

Q. 36. It is hard to do your best when people are watching you.

0. 140. It is easy to get along with people.

-~. 1414. It is easy to feel as though you had a world of self—confidence.

Q. 14R. So many people do things well that it is easy to become discouraged.

Q. 52. It is hard not to be self—conscious.

~~. 56. It is easy to keep people fran taking advantage of you.

0. 60. It is easy to lose confidence in one ’s self.

Answer categories for questions given above:

1 True
2 False
0 N.A .

Scalogram Column N umber

1. Question l.~0, code 2 9. Question 12, code 1
2. Question 28, code 2 10. Question 32, code 1
3. Question 148, code 1 11. Question 52, code 1
L~. Question 14, code 1 12. Question 60, code 1
5. Question 16, code 2 13. ~uestion 36, code 1
6. Question 8, code 2 114. Question 214, code 2
7. Question 14~, code 2 15. Question 20, code 2
8. Question 56, code 2
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Personal i~y Scores--Lie (NA -TI) (Form B)

~~. 11. I do not like everyone I know.

Q. 15. I do not read every editorial in the newspaper every day.

Q. 25. I like to know some important people because it makes me feel important.
4

Q. 31. I do not always tell the truth .

Q. 37. At times I feel like swearing.

Q. b2. I would rather win than lose in a zame.

Q. 149 .  Once in a while I laugh at a dirty joke.

~~. F7. Once in a while I put off until tomorrow what I ought to do today.

Q . - 59. Once in a while I think of things too bad to talk about.

Q. 62. I get angry sometimes .

Q. 614. I gossip a little at times.

Q. 65. If I could get into a movie without paying and be sure I was not seen I
would probably do it.

Answer categories for questions given above:

1 True
2 False
3 N• A •

Scalogram Column Ntimber

1. Question 142, code 2 7. Question 57, code 2
2. Question 62, code 2 8. Question 614, code 2
3. Question 1i9, code 2 9. Question 31, code 2
Li. Question 15, code 2 10. Question 59, sode 2
5. Question 37, code 2 U.. ~uestion 65, code 26. Question 11, code 2 12. Question 25, code 2

~
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Gereraiiz .j d Attitudinal Intensity (Form B)

-.
~~
. lla. How do you feel about the privileges that officers get compared with those

which enlisted men get?
b. How strongly do you feel about this?

1 Not strongly at all 3 Fairly strongly O_ N~ A.
2_ Not so strongly Li_ Very strongly

Q. 12a . Did your officers give you a good chance to ask questions as to the reason
~~~ things were done the way they were?

b. How strongly do you feel about this?
1 Not at all strongly 3 Fairly strongly 0_ . A.
2_ Not so strongly L1 Very strongly

Q. 25a. Now that the war is over, do you think the United States should draft ali
young men for a certain amount of Army training or should we go back to the
regular Army system of taking volunteers only?

b. How strongly do you feel about this?
6 Not at all strongly 8_ Fairly strongly 12_ N . A .
7 Not so strongly 9 Very strongly

Q. 30a. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement?
“It is necessary for the national safety of the United States to have a large
Army.”

b. How hard was it for you to make this choice?
6_Very hard 8 Not so hard l2_ N. A.
7 Fairly hard 9 Not hard at all

Q. 31a. With whj .ch of these statements .~oncerning post-war relations with Russia do
you come closest to agreeing ?

b. How strongly do you feel about this?
6 Not at all strongly 8 Fairly strongly 12 N. A.
7 Not so strongly 9 Very strongly

Q. 32a. Do you think the Army is run about as well as possible?
b. How strongly do you feel about this?

6 ~ot at all strongly 8 Fairly strongly 12_ N. A.
7 Not so strongly 9 Very strongly

Q. 314a. Do you think discipline in the Army is too strict?
b. How strongly do you feel about this ?

6 Not at all strongly 8 Fairly strongly 12 N. A.
7 ~Jot so strongly 9 Very strongly

Q. 35a. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement?
“Courts martial decision s are not always fair .”

b. How hard was it for you to answer this question ?

6 Very hard 7 Fairly hard 8 Not hard 12 N . A.

c’calogram Column Number
1. Question 30b , code 9 14. Question 3LIb,- code 9 7. Question 32b , code 9
2. Question 12b , code L~ 5. Quest~.on 31b, code 9 8. Question 75b , code 9
3. Question llb , code I~ 6. Question 35b , code 8
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Attitude toward Officer—Enlisted i~!an Relationship—Content Questions (Form A

Q. lOa. ‘An officer has to be very strict with his men or else they
will take advantage of him.’

lOb. ‘An officer who is friendly with the enlietea iten loses some
of his authority over them.’

bc. ‘An officer who really does his job, cannot expect to be
popular with the men.’

lOd. ‘An officer should teach his men to obey all rules and
regulations without questioning them.’

lOe . ‘An officer will lose the respect of his men if he pals
around with them off—duty. ’

bOf. ‘Whenever he can, the officer should let the men decide among
themselves as to the best way to do a job .’

Answer categories for questions given above~

1 Agree 3 Disagree
2 ? 0 N.A .

Q. ha. Considering their responsibilities, how do you feel about the
privileges that officers get compared with those which ~-nlisted
men get?

1 Off icers have far too many privileges
2_ Officers have a few too many privileges
3 Officers have about the right number of privileges
Li Officers have too f e w  privileges
0 N. A.

~oa 1u~ram ~oiuthn LTur ~liieL ’

1. Question lOf., code 2, 3
2. Question lOa., code 1, 2
3. Question lOd., code 1, 2

I~. Question 1Cc., code 1, 2 (Non—scale Question)
5. Question lob., code 1 (Non—scale Question)
6. Question lOe., code 1, 2 (:ion—scale Question)
7. Question h a., code 2,3,14 (i-i on—scale Question)
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~ Scalogram Coltunn ~ Attitude toward the Army—

2 q Content (Fern A)
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Attitude toward the Army—Content - .Iucstions (Forn. ~.)

Q. 13a. All things considered, do you think the Army ~ run about as ;;ehl
as possible, or do you think it could be run better?

l It is run about as well as possible, everything considered
2 It could be run so-~cwh~ t better
3 It could be run a lot better
o N. A.

C~. l14a. In general , do you think the Army has tried its best to see that
men get as square a deal as possible?
1 Ycn~, ~t Has tried its best2 It h- to tried saiie hut not hard enoug h
3 It has hardly tried at all
o~~ i-: . ~ .

Q. iSa. In general , do you fcc-i you yourse’f h;we gotten a square deal
from the Anay?
1 Yes, in most ways I have
2 In some ways, yes , in other ways, no
3 No, on the vihole I haven’t gotten a square deal
0 N. :1 .

Q. 16a. Do you fc--:-1 that the A n y  has tried its best to look out for the
welfare of t~e enlisted ~nen?
I Yes, it has tried its best
2 It has tried sonic , hut not hard enough
3~~~ It has hardly uried at allo N. A.

Q. 17-a. In general, ~ow ~~l~-rested do you think the Army has been in
your own welfare?
1 Very much 3 -Jot so mucH 0 1-1. A .
2_ Pretty mcd 14 dot at all

Q. l~-a. On the whole, do you think the Army gives a man a chance to s~ovr
what he can do?

1 ~ very good chance Li No cha:tcc at all
2 A fairly good c l t a I ~co 5~~~ Undecided
3 Not much of a chance 0 H. A.

~~. 19a. Is CPuerai , how o-iell do you think the A m y  is n~r~?
1 It is run very ;;ei] 14 It is rum ver,- poorly
2 It is run nra t ty ‘.io~ l 5 Undecided
3 It is not run ~o well C ~. A .

~~. 25a. Do you think when you are di:cu-r~ed you ~ i’l ~o bacH to civilian
life witH a favorab~e or unfavorab~e attitude toward the Army?
1 ~ier,’ favorable 1 - i~airly unfavorable
2 Fairly fcvorable S~~~ Very unf -I  rorable
3~~~ About 50—50 • A .

S a l ~~ ram Column Number
1. °uestion 17a., code 1, 2
2. ‘ i~cuti-n 2~a., code 1, 2
3. Quc-stior i-~a., code 1, 2
14. nu~ stior. 15a ., code 1
~~. ~)uestion 19a., code 1, 2

6. - uection Tha., code 1 (~on—uea1e ~uestion ..)
7. (~ucstiori 13a., code 1 (li on_scale Question)
8. Question ]6a., code 1. (t~on—scale U C 3 t -j O f l~
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i.~.n ~ Scalogram Column ,,L Attitude toward the Army-
1 2 3 4 5 Intensity (Form A)
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Attitude toward the Army—Intensity Questions (Form A )

Intensity question following each content question:

b. How strongly do you feel about this?

1 Not at all strongly
2 Not so strongly
3 Fairly strongly
Li Very strongly
0 N. A.

3calogrem Column Number

1. Question 19b., code Li
2. Question 17b., code Li
3. Question lSb., code Li
Li. Question 18b., code )~t

~~. Question 2gb., code 14

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —~~~--— —--~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .~~__  __lIIl~~~
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i~an ~ Scalogram Coluimi ~ Attitude toward Discipline—
1 2 4 Content (Form A)
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Attitude to~rard Discipline—Content Questions (Form A)

Q. 20a. What do you think of discipline in the Army?
I

1 It’s too strict but most of it is necessary
2 It’s too strict and a lot of it is unnecessary
3~~~ It’s about right
14 It’s not strict enough
0 N.A.

Q. 21 Do you think the Army pays too much attention., too little, or
about the right amount of attention to inspections and ‘spit and

4 polish?’

1 Too much attention
2 About the right amount
3~~~ Too little attentiono N. A.

Q. 22 Do you think the Army pays too much attention , too little, or
about the right amount of attention to military courtesy?

1 Too much attention
2 About the right anount
3 Too little attention
0 N. A.

Q. 23a. Did your officers use their rank in ways that seemed unnecessary
to you

1 Yes, always
2 Yes, usually
3 Undecided
Li No, not very often
~~~~~

_ 

No , almost never
o N . A .

Q . 214 Since you h ave been in the ~rmy , have you ever been punished
for breaking rules or regulations?

1 do, never
2 Yes, once or twice
3 Yes , several times
14 Yes, quite a few times
o N. i .

Scalograin Column i’~umber

1. Question 20a., code 3, 14
2. Question 21, code 2 , 3
3. Question 23a., code 14, ~
Li. Question 214, code 1

~~. Question 22, code 2, 3 (I~cn—scale Question )

~
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y - - -- 44
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Attitude toward Rules and Regulations-—Content Questions (Form A )

Q. 3Lia. ‘A person should obey only those Army rules and regulations which
seem reasonable. ’

Q. 3Sa. ‘It is all right to get around Ilrmy rules and regulations, if you
don ’t actually break them. ’

~~. 36a. ‘Courts martial decisions are always fair.’

c~. 37a. ‘It is all ri ght for a person to break Army rules if he doesn ’t
get cau ght. ’

Q. 38a. ‘In cc.urts martial, an enlisted man will receive as fair treatment
as an officer.’

Q. 39a. ~~ person who reports small violations of ‘- rmy regulations is only
a trouble—maker.’

0. LiOa. ‘It is difficult to break Army rules and keep your self—respect. ’

Q. Lila. ‘Soldiers ~tho break Army rules and regulations are nearly always
caught and punished. ’

General question following each content question:

Do you agree or disagree with this statement?

6 Strongly a~~ee
7 Agree
8 Undecided
9_ Disagree

11_ Strongly disagree
12 N. A .

Scalogram Column Number

7. Question ~~a., code 6, 7
8. Question 36a., code 6, 7, 8
9. Question 140a., code 6, 7
10. Question Lila., code 6, 7

14. Question 39a., code 9, 11 (Non—scale Question )
5. Question 37a., code 11 (Non—scale Question)
6. Question 35a., code 9, 11 (Non—scale Question)
11. Question 3Iia., code 9, 11 (Non—scale Question)
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Attitude toward Rules and Regulations——Intensity Questions (Form A)

Intensity question following each content question :

b. How hard was it for you to answer this question?

6 Very hard
7 Fairly hard
8 Not so hard
9 Not hard at all
12 N. A .

Scalogram Column Number

1. Question I.i0b., code 9
2. Question Lilb., code 9
3. Question 36b., code 9
L1. Question 38b., code 9

_ _ _ _ _ _  --. - - -_ .—
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Attitude toward Dealing with Russia—C ontent fluestions (Form .1)

Q. ti2a . ‘It is very important to keep on friendly terms with
Russia , and we should make every possible ef for t  to  do so. ’

6 Agree 8 Undecided
7~~~ Disagree 12 N. A.

Q. Li3a . ‘It is important for the U.S. to be on friendly terms with
Russia, but not so important that we should make too many
concessions to her.’

6 ~i.gree 8 Undecided
7 Disagree 12 N. A.

Q . 14l.ia. ‘If Russia wants to keep on friendly term s with us , we
shouldn ’t discourage her, but there is no reason why we
should make any special effort to be friendly.’

6 Agree 8 Undecided
7 Disagree 12 N. \ .

Q. LiSa. ‘We shall be better off if we have just as little as
possible to do with Russia.’
6_ Agree 8 Undecided
7 Disagree 12_ N. ~.

~~ 146a. With which one of these statements concerning post-war re-
lations with Russia do you cane closest to agreeing?

6 ‘It is very important to keep on friendly terms with
Russia, and ;-i e should make every possible effort to
do so.’

7 ‘It is important for the U.S . to be on friendly terms
with Russia, but not so important that we should
make too many concessions to her. ’

8 ‘If Russia w~~ts to keep on fr iendly terms with us,
we thouldn’t discourage her , but there is no reason
why we shoul d make any special effort to be friendly .’

9 ‘We shall be better off if we have just as little as
possible to do with Russia. ’

11 Don ’t know
12 N . A .

Scalograzn Column Number

1. Question Li6a., code 8, 9
2. Question liSa., code 6
3. Question LiLa., code 6

Li. Question 143a., code 7 (Non—sc ale Question )
5. Question Li2a., code 7 (Non—sc ale Question)
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Attitude toward Dealing with Russia—Intensity

~ucstions (Form -\ )

intensity question following each content question :

b. How strongly do you feel about this?

6 Not at all strongly
7 Not so strongly
S Fairly strongly
9 Very strongly
12 N. A .

Scalogram Column Number

1. Question LSb., code 9
2. Question Lilib., code 9
3. Question 1i6b., code 9 -
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Peisoriality Score — —Hypcr~ania ( 11) (Form ~ )

Q . 3. I find it hard to make talk when I meet new people.

Q. 9. I have met problems so full of possibilities that I have been unable
to make up my mind about them.

Q. 18. At times my thoughts have raced ahead faster than I could speak
them.

Q. 19. At times I have a strong urge to do something harmful or shocking.
4

Q. 21. I have at times stood in the way of people who were trying to do
something, not because it amounted to much but because of the
principle of the thing.

Q. 22. I work under a great deal of tension.

Q. 29. At times I feel that I ca~i make up my mind with unusual ly great ease .

0. 30. When I get bored I like to stir up some excitement.

0
• 35~ 

Vlhen in a group of people I have trouble thinking of the rignt
things to talk about.

Q. LiS . I sometimes keep on at a thing until others lose their patience with
me.

~~. L6. I am an important person.

Q. SLi. Some people are so bossy that I feel like doing the opposite of 4hat
they request , even though I know they are right.

~Xnsvier categories for questions given above:

1 ~~ue
2 False
0 fl . A .

~c~~ogr~~_Column Number

1. :u~ itior~ l.~6, codc 1 7. ue~tion Sti, code 1
2. Question 22 , code 1 8. Question 3~ , code 2
3. Question 19, code 1 9. Question 3, code 2
Li . Question 21, code 1 10. Question 9, code 1
5. Question 30, code 1 11. Question 18, code 1
6. Question Li5, code 1 12. Question 29, code 1
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Personality Score—Depression (McPI ) (Form A~

Q. 5. y judgment is better than it ever vias .

Q. 7. I am a good mixer .

0.10. It takes a lot of argument to convince most people of the truth.

~.1L. I dream frequently about things that are best kept to myself.

~. 21. I have at times stood in the way of people who were trying to do
• something, not because it amounted to much but because of the

prirLciple of the thing .

Q.22. I work under a great deal of tension.

Q. 23. I seem to be about as capable and smart as most others around me.

(
~.27. At times I feel like smashing things.

Q. 3Li . I usually feel that life is worth while .

-Q .37. At times I feel like swearing.

Q .38 . I brood a great deal .

Q.39 . I have never felt better in my life than I do now.

Q.Lil. I find it hard to keep my mind on ~t task or job .

Q.Li3 . I have periods in v~hich I feel unusu~~ly cheerfu l without any speci~
reason .

Q.Li5 . I sometimes keep on at a thing until others lose their patience
with me.

-:~.50. Sometimes without any reason or even when thing s are going wrong I
feel excitedly happy, ‘on top of the world.’

~~~~ 
I have difficu~~ y in starting to do things.

0.53. Criticism or scolding hurts me terribly.

. 55. I am certainly lacking in self-confidence .

Answer categories for questions given above:

1 True
2 False
0 N. I

3calogram Column Number

L

i. flue~tion 23, code 2 11. Question 5, code 2
2. Question 3b, code 2 12. Thestion 50, code 2
3. luestion 37, code 2 13. Question 22, code 1
L~. Question 55, code 1 hi . Question 27, code 2
5. Question Li3, code 2 15. Question 21, code 2
6. ~ucstion Lii, code 1 16. Question 53, code 1
7. Question 1-9, code 2 17. Question lLi, code 2
8 . Question 38, coc~ 1 18. ‘~uestion 51, code 2
9. fluestion 7, code 2 19. Question 39 , code 2

10. ~iie~ tiOn LiS, ccde 2 

— _-.~~~. _~~~~~~~~~~_  - -~~~----~



Man # Scalogram Column ~ Psychopa thic—Deviate
1 2 4 5 7 8 D J~.1 3.2 33 (Form A)
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Personality Score—Psychopathic Deviate (M~PI)  (Form A )

Q. 2. My way of doing things is apt to be misunderstood by others .

9. 3. I find it hard to make talk when I meet new people.

Q. 6. I wish I were not so shy.

Q. 17. I am sure I am being talked about.
- 4

0.18. At times my thoughts have raced ahead faster than I could speak
them.

9.26. My conduct is largely controlled by the customs of those about me.

Q. 33. I am sure I get a r~ v deal from life.

0. 35. -Jhe n in a group of people I have trouble thinking of the right
things to talk about.

C). lil. I find it hard to keep my mind on a task or job.

Q. Li3. I have periods in which I feel unusually cheerful without any
special reason.

~. Li7. What others think of me does not bother me.

Q. 50. Sometimes without any reason or even when things are going wrong
I feel excitedly happy, ‘on top of the world.’

58. I am easily d~~ned in an argument .

~~~. 61. I do not mind being made fun of.

Answer c~tegories for questions given above~

1 True
2 False
0 1 . ;.

Scalcgram Column Number

1. Question 33, code 1 8. Question 61, code 2
2. Question 17, code 1 9. Question Li7, code 2
3. Question 18, code 2 10. Question ~ , code ~
~. Question Li3, code 2 11. Question 35, code 2
5. Question Lii, code 1 12. Question 6.~ code 2
6. Question So, code 2 13. (~uestion 3, code 2
7. Question 26, code 2 lL~. Question 58, code 2
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Personality Score—Inferiority (Sletto ) (Form ..)

Q. Li .  After being caught in a mistake, it is hard to do good
viork for a while .

0. 8. It is easy to express one’s ideas.

0. 12. It is difficult to say the right thing at the right time.

Q. 16. One can usually keep cool in important situations.

Q. .20.. It is easy to get one’s own way in most situations.

Q. 2Li. It is easy to ignore criticism.

Q. 28. It is easy to act naturally in a group.

Q. 32. It is hard to bring one’s self to confide in others.

Q. 36. It is hard to do your best when people are watching you.

9 . LiO. It is easy to get along with people.

0 . Liii . It is easy to feel as though you had a world of self—
confidence.

Q. L~8. So many people do things well that it is easy to become
discouraged.

Q. 52. It is hard not to be self—conscious.

Q. 56. It is easy to keep people from taking advantage of you.

Q. 60. It is easy to lose confidence in one’s self.

Answer categories for questions given above~
1 True
2 False
0 N. ..

Scalogram Column Number
1. Question l.iO, code 2 9. Question 32, code I
2. Question 28, code 2 10. Question Ui, code 2
3. Question 16, code 2 11. Question 12, code 1
Li. Question Li, code 1 12. Question 52, code 1
5. Question Li8, code 1 13. Question 2Li, code 2
6. question 60, code 1 iLi. Question 36, code 1
7. Question 8, code 2 iS. Question 20, code 2
8. Question 56, code 2

LIL -------- --------- - - - - - -~~- - ----~ ~~~~~ -“ -- -~~~~~-‘~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ “
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Personality Score—Li e (~~ PI)  (Form A )

Q. 11. I do not like everyone I know.

Q. 15. I do not read every editorial in the newspaper every da’.~.

~~. 25. I like to know some important people because it makes me
feel important.

4 Q. 31. I do not always tell the truth .

Q. 37. At times I feel like swearing .

Q. L 2 .  I would rather win than lose in a game .

Q. Li9. Once in a while I laugh at a dirty joke.

Q. 57. Once in a while I put off until tomorrow what I ought to do
today.

Q. 59. Once in a while I think of things too bad to talk about.

Q. 62. I get angry sometimes.

Q. 6Li. I gossip a little at times.

9. 65. If I could get into a movie without paying and be sure I
was not seen I -v~ouid probably do it.

Answer categories for questions given above:

1 True
2 False
0~~~ N. A.

Sealogram Colwnn ~i urnber
1. Question 62, code 2 7. Question 11, code 2
2. Question Li9, code 2 8. ~iestion 6L1, code 23. Question 15, code 2 9. Question ~9, code 2
Li. Question 37, code 2 10. Question 31, code 2
5. Question !.i2, code 2 11. Question 65, c ode 2
6. Question 57, code 2 12. Question 25 , code 2
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‘.71-L~T ~ ‘ [ANT YOU TO DO

3., ~~~~~~~ ~~1~~~’~~ ’f 9U~ STIoIr o~ ST;- T0::: rT o~i~~—
FJLLY 10 :.:;iC SURE YOU u: D:~ sT. J~D IT
B:F09: :L-~J:ING YOUR ~~~~~~~

2. L:-~~K so:.:~ -- .:~s LT~ 10 EVERY QU~ STIC~’. IF
you HAVE A ~Y i.:0 E TO SAY , ADD IT , BUT
FIRST ~~~~ ONE OF T~E SUGG2ST~D AN S~LRS .

3. IF YOU ~L~ A .-‘~i:Y QU STICN S , RA ISE YOUR

.. C!-~ CK ‘-ND ~:- ‘.i- N SURE YOU HAVE AiJS”~~RT~D
EVERY QUESTIO N BEFORE YOU TURN IN YOUR
PAPT~R.

BE SURE YOU DO iJO T . .MT YOUR iA’ :E  O~ 3::F~IAL

~~~~~~ :j rr.n~~r. o~ ‘rni QU:sTIo~A: ’ IRE
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HO~T TO A1~S’JER T1-~~SE QU:~~TIui:S

I:ost of these questions have several different answers printed r irh t  after
the question. In front of each ansvr r is a line, like this: - Read
all of the answers under a question, then put a check—mark —— i lk -  this

~~~~~~~ in front of the answer that you ;ick.

i~O’ .’ BEGIN “11TH QU~sT:oN 1.

1. That is your Ar:.iy rank or grade? (Fu t a check—mar k on one line in
front of your answer . . . like this: ~~~~~~~ )

(Col.)
622 1 21 Private
719 2 2~ Private First Class

(7) iflQ: 3 ~l Noncom (corporal or any grade of Sergeant or Te chnician)
22 Li 1 Some other rank or grade (7h~t rank or grade?_____________
19 9 2 N. A.

2. How old were you on your las t birthda:r? (Thi t a \ -~~ on one line to
show hov: old :~ou ar

378 1 13 19 years or younger
1122 2 39 20 to 2b years

(8) 799 3 27 25 to 22 years
ti72 Li 16 33 to ~1 year s
105 5 1 35 ye-r s  or older
26 3 1 U. A .

3. How far  did you go in school? (Check only one answer — the highest
grade of school you co:~plete~ .)

65 1 2 Less than 6th grade 1050 6 36 Graduated from hicth
66 2 2 Finished 6th orade school

(9) lOS 3 1 Finishe d 7th grade 172 7 16 Some college but did
287 1 10 Finished 8th grade not finish
763 ~~ T.So:~e high school hut 75 ~ 3 Graduate d from college

did not finish 19 ~~~~~ 1 . A.

Li. (a) Have you served outside the Continental United 5tates in this ~rar?
(Check one)

1699 1 59 No
_____Yes

(10)
(b~ If ‘ I S, have you been in actual combat in this - ‘Tar ? (Che ck one)

365 2_ l3 No
226 3 5_Yes , I have been under enemy f i re , but not in actual combat
590 1 20 Yes, I have been in actual combat
7 5 *_Yes , ~:ith nothing ~.n (~~)
15 0 * U. A.

— 1 —
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5. F!ov.’ long have you been in the Army? (Check one )

(Col.) - ,

160 1 6 6 months or less NOTE: If you have been in
33b 2 12 Over 6 months up to 1 year the Army before, then ‘ere
611 3 21 Over 3 year up to 2 years out for a while, just check

(11) 881 1 3D Over 2 years up to 3 years the length of time since
737 5 2 ~ Ovc-r 3 years u~ ts 1 years you entered this last t is~e.
157 6 3Thver 1 years If you were in the National
16 0 1 N. A.  -Guard , check the length of

4 time since your out f i t  came
into the Army .

6. In what branch of the Ars~y did you serve for the longest period of time?
(~ heci-: one)

131 1— 6 Engineers 955 ~~~
— 33 -ir  Corps

(12) 117 2—_ 5__Field Artillery 25 11— 1 Transportation Cors-s
75 3 — 2  ~~uarters~aster Corps 82 —1 3 Ordnance Departheat

53 Li—_l8’Thnfantry 61 —2 2 Chemical “arfare
(13) 123 5— ii ~:edica1 Department Service

137 6— ~ ~rmored Farce & 135 —3 9 ‘ilitary Police
Tank Destroyer 86 —1 ~~~~~DE’?. 

(
~Jtation

138 7— 5 Signal Corps Comp lement)
111 8— 1 Coast Artillery & 79 — 5 3 Othe r (‘Thich one?

Anti— - i rcraf t
29 -

~~i 1 ” . 7 .

7. In which of the Army Forces did you serve for the longest period of
time~ (Check one)

989 1 3h Army A ir Forces
(11) 1183 2 h1 Army Ground 2°arces

670 3 23 Army Service Forces
60 0 2 u. A.

8. Are you: ( Oheck one)

1522 1 52 Single
1291 2 15 Married

(15) L1 3 2 Divorced or ser-arsted
11 1 * ;Jidoweci
21 0 1N . A.

9. Ho’.’.’ many points toward discharge do you have officially?

(16)
_________points

(17)

— 2 —
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Tab. A

Q. 9. How many points towar d discharge do you have officiallr

Code

ii
168 01—09 6 1—9 points

d 239 1O—l9~~~~~ lO--l9 points
330 20—29 ’1T20—29 points
715 3O—39”7~~

’3O—39 points
626 L1O—19~~~7i~0—19 points
392 50—59 11 50—59 points
222 60—69 ~~6O—69 points

I-il 70—79 1 70—79 points
37 80—89 1 80—89 points
20 90—99 1 90—99 points

5 XO—X9 * 100—109 points
Li YO—Y9 * 110—119 points
Li X—X * 120 points and over
2 y—Y * Don’t know
97 - 0—0 3 N. A .
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PART I

10. Here are some statements made about officers and their jobs. You
will find that you agree with some and disagree with others.

If you agree with the statement, draw a circle around the word “AOR 1:
vrhich comes after the statement — like this, GREE. If you disagree,
draw a circle around the word “DISAGR~~” — like s, DISA GREE. If
you are in doubt or just can’t make u your mind, dr aw a circ e around
the question—m ark “?“ —— like this, ?.

There are no right or wrong answers. “Te want your own opinion — what
you personally agree or disagree ~ith.

(Col.) 1 2 3

a. lIj T1’lenever he can, the officer should let 3 16 1 I
(18) the men decide among themselves as to AGREL ? DI?~Y9.T 2 r. ~.

the best ~ra to do a job 2336 77 168 21

b. “An officer  “ill lose the respect of 18 Li 77 1
(19) his men i: he ‘ al s aroun d -~i th them ? DISAGFCi ~. :.off—duty .” 511 126 2235 27

c. “~ n officer should teach his men to 18 6 15 1
(20 ’ obey all rule s ~nd regulations -‘ithout -Y)2 1 ? IS?G~ilquestio ning ther~. ‘ 1392 160 1311 36

d. “ - -n officer who really does his job, 11 3 82 1
(21) cannot expect to be popular ith -~GRE ~‘ DISAGR?9 .~~.

his men.’ 118 75 2373 36

e. “An officer ~vho is friendly ‘i th the 13 3 83
(22) enlisted men loses some of his ‘,GR~ iT T DI~A ?Pil

authority over the:a .” 372 77 2112 13

f .  “~n officer has to he very strict with 18 3 77 2
(23) his nen or else they ni l take advan— ‘-G R ~~ ? DIP-’ DR IE ~~~~~

tage of him .” 518 99 2232 53

11. (a) 1o~ do you feel about the privileges that officers get com~~re1with those ~hich enlisted men get? (Check one )

1681 1 58 Officers h i v e  far too ma ny privileges
795 2 27 Of2icers have a few too many privileges

~~t1) 369 3 13 Officers have about the right number of r r i v i lr snr
22 it 1 OLficers ,~~vo too few ~ravileg’-’s
32 0 l h . ’ .

(b) How str ongly do you fe~ 1 about this: ( Check one)

185 1 6 Not strongly at all
261 2 9 Not so strongly

~J-3 j_~~~~Fc~r1’r stro~~ 1’:
1591 L1 55 ‘~‘ery s trongly
32 0 1 N. A .

— 3 —
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N o : , Th1~ll~ OF ALL T~f - DIFF :E~~ T OFF1C ~~C fGU Vh TV 3~ FL~P.
:nL T DID YOU THLIK OF TUT~J , AS A :.‘HOLP? ~‘NS”~rR :~~CN OF T~-
FuLLO INS cUESTIO NS - ABO U T THT 2..

12. (a) Did your off icers  give you a good charce to ask questions as
to the reason_why things were done the way They were? (Check one )

(Col.)
251 1 9 Yes, a1~r~~s

~21 2 32 Yes , usually -

12,7 3 ~ U ndecided -

(26) 1073 1 37 No , not very often
2± 6  5__17 :ro , almost never

4 21 -
~
- N. A.

(b ~ How s trongly do you fee-i about this? (Check one)

169 1 6 Not at all str ongly -

337 2 12 Not so str,)1 gly . . -
(27) 1317 3_~~~~ Fair1y str or ly

1306 1 Li~ ‘Jery str on c ly ‘

11 ~~~~~~~

13. (a) Hew many of your off icers  t-~ok a personal interest in their  ::-~n?
(Check one) -

82 1 3 ‘~1l ~f them 
- ‘ -

568 2 19 ~i~~t of tnem
613 3 22 ~~~ut half of them

(28) 1127 1 19 Few of th-~~
163 ‘5 6 None ol’ th~m -

19 0 1N. :.

(b) How stronpl~’d o ~~:ou feel about this? - (Check one)

110 1 1 N ot  at all strongly
211 2 ~ N ot  so strongly

(29) 917 3 33 Fairly s~ror,sly 
-

1571 1 ~it Uer; strO ic~ly
30 -~~ ‘ N.

11. (a) Do you think that :~c-ur officers generally did “i -3 t they could to
help you? ( Check or,~’ ,

123 1 1 Yes, all I he time
(30) 1253 2 1iJ Yr t s , most of the time

1160 3 It 1 i-!o , they often did not
3P8 it U No , they a L n o~~t, never did
18 0 1 N .

(b ) Ho- -’ str onsi ,’ do y ou f~~-1 abn~ t this” (Check One )

109 1 1 , ;-J~ t at all stron:ly
277 2 1~fl N o t  so strongly

(31) 1060 3 37 Fai rl y stroo5ly
1)~u1 1~ flJery s trc ) l~1y
32 0 1 N. A .

— 1 —
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15. (a ’) Ho -i well Jo you fe’~l that  your off icers  understood your prc-01~~.s
and needs? (Check one)

~Co1.)
2 9 1 1-3 The y were very much nv .’arr  of my problems and needs

(32) 1121 2 32 They were fair ly ‘-iell aware of my problems and n e - J c
1159 3 50 They did not know very much about my r”al problems and needs

ito o_~~i U.  A.

(b )  How strongly do you feel about this” (Check one )

165 1 6 N ot at all strongly
- ; 22 1 2 1 0  Not so strong ly

(33) 1032 3 35 Fairly strong ly
1385 1 18 Very strongly

39 0 1 y .  A .

16. (a) Do you feel that your officers recognized your abilities acd
you ‘-‘ere able to do? (Check one )

539 1 18 Yes , I’m sur e they did
720 2__~~~Yes , I think they did , but I ’m not sure

( 31) 1352 3~ 17 No , I don ’t think they did
289 L~~~lD Undecided

-: 22 0 1 N. ;~ .

(b’) Ho r str on gly do you feel about this? (Check one)

191 1 7 Not at all strongly
301 2 10 Not so strongly

(35) 939 3 32 Fairly strong ly
1123 L i~~~Very stn ncly
18 0__~~Th. :.

17. (a)  In general , how good ~‘rould you soy your officers were?
(Check one)

218 1 7 Very good
751 2 2-6 Fairly ~, ood

(36) 1213 3 12 Abou t average
158 )~ ~~~Pretty poor
22 1 5 U Very poor

35 0 i N . -: .

(b) Ho’.-, strongly do you feel about th is? (Check one )

lIlt 1 ~ Not at all strongly
262 2 U  N ot  so strongly

(37) 1030 3 35 Fairly strongly
lIt3- ) Li 1i9 Very strongly
36 C) 1 ::. L.

— 5 —
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16• (a) lIpw ~aw of your officers used their rank in ways th&t seemed
wtnecesaary to you? ( Check one)

(Col.)
322 1 13. rtlmest all of them
577 2 20 Most of them

1090 3 3U Some of them
(38) 762 14 26 Only a few of them

128 5 ~_llone of them
23 0 ] N . A.

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

4 121 1 14 Not at all strongly
266 2 9 Not so stro ngly

(39 ) 858 3 30 Fairly str ongly
1626 14 56 iiery strongly

31 0 1N. A.

19.. (a) When you did a par ticularly good job did you usually get
recognition or praise for it from your officers? (Check one)

92 1 3_Always
7614 2 26 Usually

(140) 114149 3 50 Rarely
569 14 20 Never

28 0 1N.A.

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

192 1 7_Not at all strongly
289 2 10 Not so strongly

(141) 8146 3~_29_Fairly strongly
1539 14 53 Very strongly

36 0 r N.A.

20. (a) How much did you personally like your officers? (Check one)

207 1 7 Very much
1182 2 L~I pretty much

(142) 1205 3 la]. Not so much
259 14 9 Not at all
149 0 2N. A .

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

170 1 6 Not at all strongly
3]J~ 2 11 Not so strongly

(143) 1089 3 37 Fairly strongly
1292 14 ti5 Very strongly

37 0 iN . ;.

— 6 —
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21. (a) How do you feel about the officers that had been selected by the
Army? (Check one)

(Col.)
8]. 1 3 They were the beet ones that could have been picked

575 2 20_They were as good as any that could have been picked
(1414) 1173 3 T ~3 Somewhat better ones could have been picked

787 14 2? Much better ones could have been picked
255 5~~~9~Undecided
31 0 1N. A .

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

165 1 6 Not at all strongly
222 2 7 Not so strongly

(145) 899 3 31 Fairly strongly• 1557 14 514 Very strongly
59 0 Z N . A.

22. (a) How much did you personally respect your officers? (Check one)

659 1 23 Very much
1159 2 140 Pretty much

(146) 608 3 2~ Not so much
21414 14 6 Not at a].l

32 0_ 1N . A.

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

1314 1 S Not at all strongly
251 2 9 Not so str ongly

(147) 936 3 32 Fairly strongly
• 15147 14 53 Very strongly

314 0 iN .  ~.

23. On the basis of your Army experience, do you think relations be~~een
officers and enlisted men were satisfactory or unsatisfactory? (Check ore)

2314 1 8 Very satisfactory
1016 2 35 Fairly satisfactory
3814 3 13 Undecided

(148) 639 14 22 Fairly unsatisfactory
601 5~~21 Very unsatisfactox~’
28 0 1N. A .

214. when you are discharged from the Army, do you think you will go back
to civilian life with a favorable or unfavorable attitude toward the
officers in the ~rmy? (Check one)

179 1 6 Very favorable
1452 2 16 Fairly favorable

(149) 1128 3 39 ~bout 50—50
1455 14 16 Fairly unfavorable
652 5 22 Very unfavorable
36 0 IN. A .

— 7 .
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PART III

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ARE ABOUT POST-~JAR MILITARY ThAINING

25. (a) Now that the war is over, do you think the United States should
draft all young men for a certain amount of Army training or
should we go back to the regular Army system of taking volunteers
only? ( Check one)

(Col.)
1771 6 61 Draft all young men for a certain amount of training
838 7 29 Go back to taking volunteers only

(18) 271 8 9 Undecided
• 22 12 1N . A .

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

107 6 14 Not at all strongly
• (19) 160 7 5 Not so strongly

508 6 17 Fairly strongly
2076 9 72 Very strongly
51 12 2N. A .

26. (a) Do you think the United Sta tes coul4 or could not have an Army
sufficient for the country’s needs by taking volunteers only?
(Check one)

82]. 6 28 Yes, I’m almost sure it could
707 7 214 Yes, I think it could, but I’m not sure

(20) 917 8 32 No, it probably could not
1432 9 15 No, Pm sure it could not
25 12 1 N. .~~.

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

56 6 2 Not at all, strongly
228 7 ~ Not so strongly

(21) 956 8 3J Fairly strongly
1628 9 56 Very strongly

31~ 12 1N . A.

27. (a) If you had a son, would you want him to have a certain amount of
Army training during peacetime , or not? (Check one)

1269 6 1414 Yes, I ’m almost sure I would
5014 7 iT Yes , I think I would , but I’m not sure

(22) 328 8 U No , I probably would not
631 9 22 No, I’m sure I would not
11414 1], 5 Undecided

26 12 1N . A.

(b) How hard was it for you to make this choice? (Cheek one)

359 6 12 Very hard
(23) 5143 7__19 Fairly hard

667 8 2 3  Not so hard
1305 9 145 Not hard at all

28 12 1N .  A.

- 8 —  

-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ •-



_____________________ 
• ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - ~~~~~~~ 

- 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

2C. (a) Do you agree or disagree with the following statement?

~F~ven it aU other countries agree not to have large armies, the
United States should still draft aifloung men for military
training .” (Check one)

(Col.)
7145 6 26 Strongly agree
738 7 25 Agree
1438 8__lcUndecided

(214) 552 9 19_Disagree
1407 11 lii Skrongly disagree
22 12 iN. I’.

(b) How hard was it for you to make this choice? (Check one )

198 6 7_Very hard
1456 7 16 Fairly hard

( 25) 851 8_29 Not so har d
1360 9 h7 Not hard at all

37 12 i N .  
~•

29. (a) Do you agree or disagree with the follo’iing statement?

“The best way to protect the United States against another “rar is
to make her so strong militarily tha t no one would dare to attack
her. ” (Check one)

918 6 31 Strongly agree
783 7__ 2 7 :~gree

(26 ) 1456 8 16 Undecided
1469 9__1~~Dis agree
252 11 ~9 Strongly disagr ee

214 12 1IT. A.

(b) How hard was it for you to make this choice? (Check one)

231 6 8 Very hard
1432 7 15 Fairly hard

(27) 808 8_~~gTh0 t so hard
13914 9 l~5 Not hard at all

37 12 1 U. ;.

30. (a) Do you agree or disagree with the following statement’

“It is necessary i’or the national safety of the United States to
have a large Army .” (Check one)

6148 6__22_Strongly agree
9146 7 33 Agree

(28) 1469 8 16 Undecided
593 9 21 Disagree
215 U 7 Strongly disagree
31 12 l U . A.

(b) How hard was it for you to make this choice? (Check one)
166 6 6 Very hard
1472 7 16 Fairly hard~(29) 987 8__314_Not so hard

1231 9 142 Not hard at all
146 12 a N . A.

— 9 —
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31, (a) ‘Jith which of these statements concerning post—war relations
with Russia do you come closest to agreeing? (Check only one)

(Col,)
• 203 6 7 ‘~~e shall be better off if we have just as little as

possible to do with Russia. ”
1462 7 16 “If Russia wants to keeD on friendly terms with us , we

shouldntt discourage her, but there is no reason why
(30) we should make any special effort to be friendly.”

1570 8__Sh ”rt is important for the U. S. to be on friendly terms
with Russia, but notso important that we should make
too many concessions to her. ”

• 513 9 18 “It is very important to keep on friendly terms with
Russia , and we should make every possible effort to
do so.”

°3 11 3 Don’t know.
61 12 2 N . ~~.

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

52 6 2 Not at all strongly
131 7 5 Not so strongly

(31) 8814 8 30 Fairly strongly
1773 9 61 Very strongly

62 12 2 1:. A.

!‘RT IV

HERE ARE SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT ARMY LIFE

32. (a) Do you think the Army is run about as well as possible? (Check ono~

563 6 19 tt is run about as well as possible , everything considered
• (32) 1008 7 35 It could be run somewhat better

1288 8 Lj ij It could be run a lot better
143 12__ Z N . A.

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

W4 6 2 Not at all strongly
100 7 T ’Not so strongly

(33) 735 if 25 Fairly strongly
19714 9__68~Very strongly

149 12 2 N .  A .

33. In general, do you feel you your self have gotten a square deal
from the Army? (Check one)

• 576 6 23 Yes, in most vays I have
(3 14 ) 1600 7 ’

~~~ In some ways, yes , in other ways, no
685 8 214 No , on the ~hole I haven’t gotten a square deal
Iii 12 1N. A .
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314. (a) Do you think discipline in the A rmy is too strict? (Check one)
(Col.) #

1495 6 17 It’s too strict but most of it is necessary
1535 7 53 It’s too strict ar~I a lot of it is unnecessary

( 35) 695 8 2 1 4  It’s about right
128 9 14 It’s not strict enough

149 12 2 N. A.

(b) How str ongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

56 6 2 Not at all strongly
158 7 5 Not so strongly

( 36) 1000 8 35 Fairly strongly
• 1637 9 5o Very strongly• 5]. 12 2N . A .

35. (a) Do you agree or disagree with the following statement?

“Cour ts mar tial decisions are not always fair.” (Check one)

961 6 33 Strongly agree
853 7 29 Agree

• 723 8__~S Undecided
(37) 216 9~~ ~ Disagree

100 II 3 Str ongly disagree
149 12 2 N. A.

(b) How hard was it for you to answer this question? (Check one)

195 6 7 Ve~’y har d
(3~~) 523 7__WFairly hard

2096 8 ~72 Not hard
88 12 3 N .  A.

36. Here are four statements of opinion about the point system. Check the
one which comes closest to your opinion.

1481 6 17 The point sys tem itself was not a good idea , and the Army
is carrying it out badly

1478 7 16 The point system itself ~ras not a good idea , t*zt the Army
is carrying it out - iell

( y;) 757 8 26 The point system itself was a good idea , but the ;rmy is
carrying it out badly

700 9 214 The point system itself was a good idea , and the Army is
carrying it out well

1423 11. 15 I don’t know enough about it to say
63 12 2 N . A.

L 
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FART V

37. The Army is interested in finding out about the way soldiers feel
about different things. Answer these questions carefully, even

- though some of them may sound str ange to you. If you think a
statement is true , place a check b~fóre the answer TRUE , like this:
\~-‘~TRUE. iT~~u think it is false, place a check before the answer

~‘A1SE, like this : s~-~ FALSE.
(Col.) 1 2 3

1. The more a man is able and willing
(7) to work hard , the better chance he 69 30 1

has of succeeding. 1996 TRUE 861 FALSE 145 N .A .

(8) 2. My way of doing things is apt to 614 314 2
be misunderstood by others. 1871 TRUE 979 FALSE 52 N. A .

(9) 3. I find it hard to make talk when 3 63 2
I meet new neople. 1012 TRUE 1814]. FALSE 149 N. A.

(10) 14 After being caught in a mistake,
it is hard to ‘Jo good work for 29 69 2
a while. 839 TRUE 2012 FALSE 51 N. A .

(11) 5. My judgment is better thrn it 61 36 3
ever was. 1762 TRUE 10149 FALSE 91 ~~~

37 61 2
(12) 6. I ~rish I were not so shy. 1071 TRUE 1763 FALSE 68 N . . .

62 35 3
(13) 7. I am a good mixer. 179? TRUE 1009 FALSE 101

53 1414 3
(114) 8. It is easy to express one’s ideas. 15148 TRUE 1266 FALSE 88 ~~~,..

( 15) 9. I have met problems so full of
possibilities that I have been
unable to make up my mind about 67 31 2
them. 1950 TRUE 885 Fi~•LSE 67 N .A

(16) 10. It takes a lot of argument to 65 33 2
convince most people of the truth. 18814 TRUL 952 FALSE 66 N . --

79 19 2
(17) 11. I do not like everyone I know. 2291 TRUE 553 FALSE 58 N~A -

(18) 12. It is difficul t to say the right 51 147 2
thing at the right time. 11487 TRUE 13147 FALSE 68 II.A.

-(]~9) 13. I think that I feel more intensely 36 60 14
than most people do. 10514 TRU : 1739 FALSE 109 N .A .

(20) 114. I dream frequently about things 1414 53 3
that are best kent to myself. 1282 TRUE 15145 FALSF 75 N .A .

(21) l~. I do not read every editorial in 87 11 2
the newspaper every day. 2533 TRUE 318 FAL~~ 51 N ..~.

-12 —
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1 2 3

(22) 16. One can usually keep cool in im— 67 
- 

31 2
portant situations. 19149 TRUE 895 FALSE 58 N.A.

27 70 3
(23) 17. I am sure I am being talked about. 791 TRUE 2027 FALSE 814 N.A.

(214) 18. At times my thoughts have raced
ahead faster than I ~~u1d speak 73 214 3
them. 2130 TRUE 690 FALSE 82_N.A.

(25) 19. At times I have a strong urge to 36 61 3
do something harmful or shocking. 1061 TRUE 1765 FALSE 76 N.A.

(26) 20. It is easy to get one’s own way in 26 71 3
most situations. 752 TRUE 2067 FALSE 83 N.A ,

(27) 21, I have at times stood in the way of
people who were trying to do some—
thing, not because it amounted to
much but because of the principle 146 51 3
of the thing. 1322 TRUE 114914 FALSE 86 N.A .

(28) 22. I work under a great deal of 3]. 66 3
tension. 913 TRUE 19014 FALSE 85 N A .

(29) 23. I seem to be about as capable and 86 12 2
smar t as most others around me. 21487 TRUE 339 FALSE 76 N.A.

39 58
(30) 214. It is easy to ignore crit~cisin. 1125 TRUE 1693 FALSE 814 N.A .

(31) 25. I like to know some important
people becau~e it makes me feel 30 67 3
importan t, 8714 TRUE 19147 FALSE 81 N.A .

( 32) 26. My conduct is lar gely controlled 53 1414 3
by the customs of those about me. 1531 TRUE 12914 FALSE 77 N.A.

( 33) 27. At times I fee]. like smashing 143 514 3
- things. 1267 TRUE 1557 FALSE 78 N.A .

(314) 28. It is easy to act naturally in a 79 18 3
group. 2291 TRUE 531 FALSE 83 N.A.

(35) 29. At times I feel that I can make up 79 18 3
my mind with unusually great ease. 2301 TRUE 521 FALSE 80 N.A.

( 36) 30. tmen I get bored I like to stir up 53 144 3
some excitement. 1531 TRUE 1282 FALSE 89 N.A .

68 29 3
(37) 31. I do not always tell the truth. 1957 TRUE 8147 FALSE 98 N.A.

(38) 32. It is hard to bring one~ s self 53 143 14
to confide in others. 1%? TRUE 1238 FALSE 107 N .A .

(39) 33. I am sure I get a raw deal from 17 80 3
life . 14814 TRUE 2313 FALSE 105 N s A .

—13 — 
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(141) 35. ‘lhen in a group of people I h~ive
trouble thinking of the right 38 58
things to talk about. 1113 TRUE 1691 FALSE 98 ~~~~

(142) 36. It is hard to do your best when 61 36 3
people are watching you . 17614 TRUE 10149 FALSE 89 ~J .A .

85 12 3
(143) 37. ~t times I feel like swear ing. 21473 TRUE 339 FALSE ~~~~~~

26 70 14
( h14~ 38. I brood a great -leal . 759 TRUE; 018 F- LSF 125 ~~~
(145~ 39. I have never felt better in my 28 69 3

1if ~ than I do no~r. 806 TRU E 1996 FALS’~ - 
28

( 146) 140. It is easy to get along ‘rith 81 15 14
people. 2356 TRUE 141414 FAL~3 .  100 I’LA.

(147) 141. I find it har d to keer my mind on 26 70 Li
~ task or job~ 7514 TRUE 20145 FALS 103 !.A.

(Li ~5) 142. 1 would rather ~vin than lose in 85 12 3
a game. 21470 TiUF ~~ FALSi~ 97 ~~~

(149) )~3~ I have periods in ~ihich I feel
unusually cheerful vtithout any 76 20 Li
special reason. 2216 TRU;: 581 FALSE 105 ‘~ . A .

(50) 1414. It is easy to feel as though you 55 141 Li
had ~ world of self—confidence . 15914 TRUE 1190 FALS~? 118 N .A .

(51) 145. I some times keeo on ~t ~ thing un-til others lose their patience 51 145 LI

~‘:ith me. 11477 TRUY. 1308 FAL~ - 117 ~~~
19 76 5

(5 2)  146. 1 air~ an important person . 558 TRU E 2196 F~’-. L~E. 1148 N .A.

(53~ ) i 7 .  ~That oth~r~ think of me does not 51 145 14
bother me. 11485 TRUA. 1291 FALSE 126 ~;. i.

( 514) Lid . So many people do things ~re11 tha t 33 63 14
i t is easy to become discouraged. 953 TRUE 1822 F;~L3~: ~~ 

N.h.

(!~~
‘
~ 141. once in ~ ‘Thile I 1-iugh ~ a 89 1 14

dirty joke. ~5914 TRUF 201 FAL~F 107 N.. ’ ..

(56’ ‘SO. Sometine rithout any reason or
even ‘the n thing3 .~re going vrrong I
feel excitedl y happy , ‘on top of 514
the world.” 1568 TRUE 1219 FAL~~ 115 N . A .

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _  
J
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(Col.) 1 2 3

(5 7)  51. I have difficulty in starting 314 62 14
to do things. 996 TRUE 17914 FALSE 112 J . A .

(58) 52, It is hard not to be self— 56 39 5
conscious . 1618 TR UE 11145 FALSE 139 N. A .

(59) 53. Criticism or scolding hurts me 143 52 5
terribly. 1253 TRUE 1513 FALsE 136 N.A.

( 60) 514. Some people are so bossy that I
feel like doing the opposite of
what they request , even though I 62 314 Li

• know they are right. 17814 TRUE 999 FALS 119 ~~~..

(61) 55. I am certainly lacking in self— 25 70 5
confidence. 729_ TRUE 20140 FALSE 133 N . A.

(62) 56. It is easy to keep people from 50 146
taking advan tage of you. 11i53 TRUE 1333 FALSE 116 N. A .

(63) 57. Once in a while I put off until to— 81 15 14
morrow ~rha t I ought to do today. 2360 TRUE 1433 FALSE 109 i~~.A .

(614) 58. I am easily downed in an argu— 20 75 5
ment. 583 TRUE 2187 FALSE 127 N. A .

(65) 59 • Once in a while I think of things 56 140
too bad to talk about. 1626 TRUE 1153 F~’LSE 121 .A.

( 66) 60. It is easy to lose confidence in 147 148 5
one ’s seLf. l361.j TRUE 1399 FALSE 139 ~~~

148 148 14
( 67) 61. I do not mind being made fun of. 1379 TRUE 11407 FALSE 116 N. A .

90 6 14
(68) 62. I get angry some times. 2607 TRUE 183 FALsE 112 N. L .

(69) 63. I am liked by most people vrho 
- 

88 6 6
know me. 2565 TRUE 178 FALSE 159 N. ;. .

77 19 14
(70) 614. I gossip a little at times. 2230 TRUE 5148 F \LS 1214 N . h .

(71) 65. If I could get into a movie ‘.vi th—
out paying and be sure I ras not 145 51 14

- 

seen I would probably do it. 1289 TRUE 11489 FALSE 1214 N. A .

(72) 66. It would be better if almost 8 88 14
all lavrs were thr ovrn away . 238 TRUE 2550 FALSE 1114 N. - ,

L ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ •~~~~ ~~~~~~~ 



• •._ ...: .
-
-. .

PAR T VI’
-. 

~~RE /~ E 5o~.-2: QUES~~ONS AB OUT T~~ KIND OF
- ~07d~ YOU EXPEC T ‘10 ]~~ AFTr R YOU LL’.VE THE •~E:iY.

38. Reg~~ aess of whether you have definite plans or not , which one
of these things do you think you will most probably do FIRST ——right after you leave the army? (Che ck one -— if you plan to do
more than one , check the one you exoect to spend the most time at.)

(~~])
1297 1 146 I will probably rork for an employer, for wages,

• - • • - - sa1ar~ or commission79 2 3 I expect to work on a relative ’s fa rm (father’ s ,
uncle ’s, etc.)

• - 126 3 5 i expect to work in a relative’s ~isiness
(7)  ( f a th ert s , uncle ’s , etc.)

14914 Li 13 I plan to go to full—time school or college
637 5~~2 5 I  plan to run my own business or farm

5]. 6 2 I plan to stay in the Army
- - 2~ 0 1N. A.

37. ~7hat type of employer do you expect to ‘iork for in your FIRST job
after you leave the Army —— a company or person or branch of the
government? (Che ck one)

90 0 3~~ . A .
536 1 19 ;, company or person with fewer than fifty employees

• 8148 2 31 A company or person with fifty or more employees
182 3 7 A branch of the Federal Government . -

62 14 2 A branch of a state government
- 

- 78 5 3 :~ city, town or county government
7 6 *_Other employer. That?________________________________

(8)
• . . 188 7 7 I have no idea what type of employer I’ll work for

7014 8 26 I’m not planning t~o wqrk for .an employer right after
I leave the Army - ‘ -

58 9 2 “1” and “2” double—checked - or private employer wi th
number of employees not, specified

1 fl -
~_

fl31t , - td,~ it , ~t5i~ — double QV tr iple—checked
- 8 12 Cornbin~tion of 1 1’W oi ~“2” ‘vi.th “3” or “14”

140. t~ you think you will try to get a government (Federal , State , Ci ty,
- • -etc.) j o-b -after you leave the Army? (Check one)

138 1 5 I have.-a government job waiting for rae , which I
expect to take

252 2 9 I am definitely going to try to get a government job
619 3 22 I would like a governm ent job , but I am not sure I

~ii11 try to get one
581 14 21 I would try if I couldn ’t get some oth3r job I would like

10614 5~ 39 I am not at all interested in a governmen t job
108 0 u N .  ~~~~

— 1 6 —



Li] .. How do you f eel about givin~ veterans who are not di5abled a chance
to get government jobs ahead of anyone else? ~~~eck one\

(Col.)
1 Veteran s should get first chance at aI;y government jobs

they can do, even if so~e non—veterans could do the
same work much better

(10) 2 Veterans should get government jobs ahead of non—veterans
only if they could do the work about as well

3 ~~ terans should be given government jobs only if they can
do the work better than non—veterans who are trying
for the same jobs

li2 . (a) Do you think the Qovernnent should give a job to every veteran
who wants one and who can’t get any other ~‘ork? (check one)

1621 1 66 Yes
(11) 903 2 33 Uo

38 0 ~~~~~~
(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

1611 1 66 Very strongly
(12) 693 2 25 Fairly strongly

219 3 6 I-lot strongly
39 0 1i;. A .

143. A r :~mber of things have been suggested to help veterans get
Government j obs after the war . ~Thich of the following are you in
F~V0R of and which ones are you AGAINST?

l am l a m
in FAVOR of AOA fl~ST

this this
2

(13) a. Veterans should have to pass 71 20 9
examinations to get Government jobs . . 1952 5149 261

(114~ b. Ve ter ans should get ten extr a points
added on to their civil service 614 26 10
examination grades 751 722 289

(15) c. ~11 Government jobs should be filled 214 11
by veterans . . . . . .  669 1796 _ 297

(16) d. Certain jobs in the Government (like
• messenger s, ~.ia rds , eleva tor operators) 39 149 12

should be open to veterans ONLY . . . . 1083 1363 319

(17) e. Veterans should be treated the sm-ne as
anyone else when it comes to getting 30 58 12
Government jobs 629 i608_ 32~

(18) f .  If a veteran passes an examination , he
should be considered for  the job ahead of
anyone else —— even if people ~ho ar e not 149 4 10
ve terans get higher marks than he does 1356 ~l3b 272_

— 17 — 



1414. rhere were you living most of the last five years of your civilian
life before you came into the Army? (Check one )

(Col.) - • -~~
‘399 1 114 On a farm
152 2 5 In the country but not on a farm

(19) 208 3 8 In a village wi th fewer than 2,500 people
571 Li__2~~In a small city with between 2 ,500 and

25,000 people
1477 5 17 In a city with between 25,000 and

100,000 people
918 6 33 In a large city with more than

• 100,000 people
37 0 1N . A.

145. In what State of the United States did you spend most of the
last five years of your civilian life before you caine into the Army?

(20 )

(21) (~.‘rite the name of the State on the fine above )

146. 1jhich of the following were you doing just before you caine into
the Army? (Check as many as you were doing just before you came
into the ;,rmy.)

1792 1 65 working full—time for an employer , for
~alary , wages or commission

396 2 114 Going to full—time school or college
221 3 5 Farming (either with your fimily or for yourself)
136 Li 5 Had my own business (did not receive salary,

wages or commission )
(22 ) 12 5 * Looking for  a job

, 57 6 2 ~7orking part—time for an employer
50 7 1’Going to part—time school or college

5 8 *_some thing else . ufhat?_________________________________

114 9 1 I was in the Regular Array
53 0 ~~~~~~~26 12 1 Combination of “ 1” and “7”

• 147. On the average how nruch money were you earning in your LAST job
you had before coming into the Army? (Fill in one of the blanks
below.) 

—

teekly pay . . . . . ___________ 
per week

(23) or

Mon thly pay . . . . 
____________ 

per month

I did not receive any regular pay .

— 18 — 
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’ . There are probably other things you ~ould like to ask or comment on.
Use this sr ace for any additional comments, complaints, or suggestions
you may care to m ake.
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WHAT ~1E IAN I’ YOU 10 DO

1. READ EVERY QTJESTICI~ OR STA TE!.T~ T CARE-
FULLY TO I,IA~~ SURE YOU UNDERSTAND IT
BEFORE !~AKING YOUR MS~ER.

2. W~RK SOLI 3~rR TO EVERY QUESTION . IF
YOU HAVE ANY ~ORE TO SAY, ADD IT, BUT
FIRST ::‘ RK oi~ OF THE suGG:ST D ANSrERS.

3. IF YCU HAVE ANY QU i~~TIONS, RUSE YOUR
HAND.

Li. CHECK AND HAKE SURE YOU R~V ANSV.ER:D
EVERY QUESTION BEFORE YOU TU~i: IN YOUR
PAPER.

BE SURE YOU DO NOT ~7RIT YOUR I lALIE OR SER IAL

NUL:BER J~NYVTHERE ON THE QUESTICNNAIRE

L _ 
_ _ _ _ _ _  

_ _ _ _ _ _— — ‘— — — — — S— —~~ —-- _g____  -~
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WYJ TO ANS~~R THESE QUESTIONS

Most of these questions have several different ansi-iers printed right after
the question. In front of each answer is a line, like this: 

_____
• Read

all of the answers under a question, then put a check—m ark -— like this
.— in front of the ans”er that you pick.

NO~J BEGIN ~7ITN QUESTION 1.q
1. What is your Army rank or grade? ( Put a check—mar k on one line in

front of your answer . . . like this : ~—
-)

(CoL )
6140 1 22 Private
7()6 2 214 private First Class

(7) 1532 3 52 Noncom (Corporal or any grade of Sergeant or Technician)
15 Li *_Some other rank or grade (What rank or grade? )
145 0 2 N . A.

2. How old were you on your last bir thday? (Put a \ . —  on one line to
show how old you are.)

382 1 13 19 years or younger
1091 2__37 23 to 214 year s

(8) 823 3 25 25 to 29 years
1480 Li 17 30 to 314 years
107 5 Li 35 years or older
25 0 l N . A.

3. NOv-i far did you go in school? (Check only one a4’isw~r —— the h h ~~.1~
grade of school you completed.)

70 1 2 Less than 6th grade 7142 5 26 Some high school ~vt di:i
72 2 2 Finished 6th grade not finish

(9) 120 3 Li Finished 7th gr ade ~~~~~~~ 6 36 Graduated frcm high school
295 14 10 Finished 8th grade 1468 7 16 Some college but did not
11 0 1 N. A. finish

79 8 3 Gruduated from college

Li. (a) Have you served outside the Continental United States in this war?
(Check one)

1690 1 58 No
8 5 * Yes, with nothing checked in (b) .

(10) (b) If Y S , have you been in actual combat in this war? (Check cne)

370 2 13 No
22 14 3 5_Yes, I have been under enemy fire, but not in actual combat
527 14 20 Yes , I have been in actual combat
19 0 i N .  A.

— 1 —
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S. How long have you been in the Army? (Check one)
(Col.) :1

171 1 6 6 months or less NO TE : If you have been in the
332 2 11 Over 6 months up to 1 year Army before, then were out for
610 3 21 Over 1 year up to 2 years awhile, just check the length

(11) 9141 Li 32 Over 2 years up to 3 years of t iiue since you entered this
669 5 23 Over 3 years up to Li years last time. If you were in~~~~172 6 6 Over Ii years National Guard, check the
13 0 1 N. A. length of ~.me since your out-fit came into the Army.

6. In what branch of the Army did you serve for the longest period of time?
(Check one)

1814 1— 6 Engineers 965 9— 33 Air Corps
155 2— rField Artillery 22 ii— rpransportation Corps

83 3— rQuar terma ster Corps 75 —1 TOrdnance Department
(12) 531 1.i— lr inrantry 614 —2 Tchemica]. Vlarfare Service
(13) 1148 5— rMedical Department 127 —3 Tuilitary Police

132 6— rArmored Force & 83 —I~ TDE~nJ (Station Complement)Tank Destroyer 714 —S TOther (Which one? 
_______

127 7— 14 Signal Corps 
_______________________118 8 — l ~Thoast Artillery 20 0 i N .  A.

& Anti-Aircraft -

7. In which of the Army Forces did you serve for the longest period of
time? (Check one)

986 1 3Li Army Air Forces
(114) 1165 2 140 Army Ground Forces

691 3 214 Army Service Forces
66 0 2N . ‘.

8. Are you: (Check one)

• iLi 8Li 1 5]. Single
1359 2 147 Harried

(15) 140 3 1 Divorced or separated
Li Li * Widowed

2]. 0 1N .A .

9. How many points toward dischar ge do you have officially?

_____points

(16) 
______ 

I don’t know what my point score is
(17) 0 N.A.
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Table A

Q. 9. How many points toward discharge do you have officially?

~ Code

131 01—09 S 1—9 points
156 10—19 5 10—19 points
3140 20—29 12 20—29 points
661 30—39 23 30—39 points
623 140—149 21 140—149 points
1422 50—S9 15 ~0—~9 points
2U 60—69 7 60—69 points

52 70—79 2 70—79 points
39 80—89 1 80—89 points
12 90—99 90—99 points

Li XO-X9 * 100—109 points
U Y0—Y9 * 110—119 points

— Y X - 120 points and over
166 Y Y 6 Don ’t know
50 0 0  3 N . A.
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PART I

10. Here are some statea~nts made about officers and their jobs .
You till find that you agree with some and disagree vrith others,

If you agrec with the statement, draw a circle_around the word “AGR~ T”
which comes alter the statement —— like this,(AGR~~. If you disagree,
dravr a circle around the word “DICAGEEE” —— like this, ~~~~~~~~~ If
you are in doubt or just can’t make u your mind, draw a cir~Iè around
the question—mark “?“ —— like this, ?.

• There are no right or wrong answers. We want your own opinion —— what
you_t ersonally_agree_or_ disagree_with. 

_____ _____ ________ _____

(Ccl.) 1 2 3 .14

a. “An officer has to be very strict with his me: 29 3 67 1
(18) or else they will take advantage of him.” . . A3~~~~~~~

- . ? )IS1~GREE 1J.A.
833 92 1959 

_~~
t
_ -

b. “An officer who is friendly with the enlisted 15 3 61 - 1
(19) men loses some of his authority over them.” • AGREE ? )ISAGREE N.~~.

14146 73 2363 26

c. “An officer who really does his job , cannot 12 3 814 1
(20) expect to be popular with the men.” . . . . . AGREE ? )ISA GR E 1. ~.

- 333 93 214149 33
ci. “!~n officer should teach his men to obey all 52 6 ho 2

(21) rules and regulations ~ri thout questioning AGREE ? ~ISJ~GR~~ r •
them. ” . . . . . ..  1517 1814 1161 146

e. “An officer will lose the respect of his men 19 6 73 2
(22) if he pals around with them off—duty.” . . . AGREE ? )i3AGR~~ !L.~.555 176 21314

f.  “~7henever he can, the officer should let the 62 3 lLt
( 2 3)  men decide among themselves as to the best AGREE ? )ISAGR~E 1 . A

way to do a job .” . 2368 914 1408

11. (a) Considering their responsibilities, how do you feel about the
privileges that officers get compared with those which enlisted
men get? (Check one)

1552 1 514 Officers have far too many privileges
865 2 30 Officers have ~~few too many pr ivileges

(2 14) 1417 3 114 Officers have about the right number of privileges
36 L1 1 Officers have too few privileges
38 0 l N . ~~~.

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

1714 1 6 :Iot strongly at all
291 2 10 Not so strongly

( 25) 9014 3 31 Fairly strongly
11499 L1 52 Very str ongly

140 0 1 N. ~.
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FART II

T}~ FOLLO IING QU2~TI0I—IS ARE ~‘~B0U T ARMY LIFE

12. (a) On the whole, how is your morale? (Check one)
(Col.)

l7Li 1 6 Very high
5147 2__19i’airly high

(26) 893 3 31 Just so—so
1477 14 15 Fairly low
798 5 27 Very low
19 0 i N . 1 .

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

108 1 Li Not at all strongly
286 2 1D Not~o strongly

(27) 10142 3 36 Fairly strongly
114214 14 149 Very strongly

0 1 N. ~.

13. (a) All things considered , do you think the Army is run about as well
as possible, or do you think it could be run better? (Check one)

LiSti 1 16 It is run about as wefl as possible, everything considered
(26) 1153 2 140 It could be run some;iha t better

1291 3 Wi It could be run a lot better
10 0 *N . A.

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

65 3. 2 Not at all strongly
160 2 6 Not so str ongly

(29) 851.i 3 29 Fairly strongly
1805 14 62 Very strongly

214 0 1N. L.

iii . (a) In general , do you think the Army has tried its best to see that
men get as squar e a deal as possible? (Check one)

1t82 1 17 Yes , it has tried its best
(30 ) 1915 2__66~It has tried some but not hard enough

1497 3 17 It has hardly tried at all
114 0 *N ,  A .

(b) How str ongly do you feel about this~ (Check one)

62 1 2 Hot at all strongly
190 2 7 Not so strongly

(31) 90~ 3 31 Fairly strongly
1726 14__59 Very strongly
26 0 1N. A .

— 14 —
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15. (a) In general, do you feel you yourself have gotten a square deal
• from the Army~ (Check one)

(Col.) - - ‘

729 1 25 Yes, in most ways I have
i6o~ 2 55 In some ways, yes , in other ways , no

(32) 550 3 19 No , on the whole I haven ’t gotten a square deal
20 0 1 N . A.

(b) !-bw strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

62 1 2 Not at all strongly
167 2 6~Not so strongly

(33) 971 3 33 Fairly strongly
16714 14 5~3 Very strongly

31i 0

16. (a) Dc you feel that the Army has tried its best to look out for the
welfare of the enlisted men? (Check one)

6014 1 21 Yes , it has tried its best
(31i) 1912 2 65 It has tried some , but not bar d enou gh

371 3 13 It has hardly tried at all
21 0 1 ::. ~.

(b) t-1OW strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

514 1 2 Not at aU strongly
2114 2 7 Not so strongly

(35) 1068 3 37 Fairly strongly
15141 14 53 Very stron gly

0 i N .  I..

17. (a) In general, how interested do you think the army has been in
your own welfare? (Che ck one)

2014 1 7 Very much
915 2 31 Pretty r,uch

( 36) 1208 3 142 Hot so much
5146 14 19 Not at all

3S 0 1N .  ~.

(b ) Flow strongly do you feel about this~ (Check one)

60 1 2 Not at all str ongly
2142 2 9 Not so strongly

( 37) 1113 3 38 Fairly strongly
114149 14 50 Very strongly

1414 0 3. H. A .

— 5 —
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l8~ (a) On the whole, do you think the Army gives a man a chance to show
what he can do? (Check one)

(Col.)
128 1 Li A very good chance
671 2 23 A fairly good chance

11476 3 S]. Not much of a chance
(38) 513 Li 16 No charge at all

98 5 3 Undecided
22 0 ].N. A.

(b) How strongly do you feel about this’ (Check one)

60 1 2 Not at all strongly
179 2 6 Not so strongly

(39) 891 3 31 Fairly strongly
1733 14 59 Very strongly

LI5 0 ?_N . A.

19. (a) In general , how well do you think the Army is run? (Check one )

175 3. 6 It is run very well
1181 2 140 It is run pretty well

(140) 871 3 30 It is not run so well
515 14 iS It is run very poorly
1140 5 5  Undecided

26 0 1 N.  A.

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

75 3. 3 Hot at all strongly
2146 2 8Thot so strongly

(141) 11142 3 39 Fairly strongly
1393 Li 146 Very strongly

52 0 2 N . ,~.

20. (a) That do you think of discipline in the Army? (Check one)

1435 1 15 It’s too strict but aost of it is necessary
17714 2 61 ItI s too strict and a lot of it is unnecessary

( 142) 559 3__1~~It’s about right
108 14 ii It’s not strict enough

32 0 1 N. A.

(b) J-~ w str ongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

53 3. 2 Not at all strongly
186 2 6 Not so strongly

(143) 861 3 30 Fairly str ongly
1762 14 60 Very strongly

~~~
— 0 2 N. A.

21. ~~ you think the i~rmy pays too much attention? too little, or about
the right anount of attention to inspections mci “spit and polish”?
(Check one)

18149 1 614 Too much attention
(1414) 898 2 31 ibout the right amoun t

122 3 14 Too little attention
39 0 1N . A . 

6
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22. Do you think the Army pays too much attention, too little, of about
the right amount of attention to military courtesy? (Check one )

(Ce]..)
1553 1 514 Too much attention
1173 2 LiO About the right amount

(145) 156 3 5 Too little attention
26 0 1 N. A .

23. (a) Did your officers use their rank in ways that seemed unnecessary
to you? (Check one) - -

292 1 10 Yes, always
10145 2 36 Yes , usually

(146) 335 3 12 Undecided
593 14 314 No, not very often
218 5 7 No , almost never

25 0 1 N. 4.

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

lii). 1 5 Not at all strongly
318 2 11 Not so strongly

( 147) 950 3 33 Fairly strongly
11427 L1 149 Very strongly

72 0 2 N . A .

214. Since you have been in the Army, have you ever been punished for
breaking rules or regu 1ations~ (Check one)

1678 1 58 No, never
1028 2 35 Yes , once or twice

( 148) 1146 3 5 Yes , several times
141 14 1 Yes , quite a few times
15 0 1N. A .

25. (a)  Do you think when you are discharge d you will go back to civilian
life with a favorable or unfavor able atti tude towar d the Army?

(ITh~~k (~flc~279 1 10 Very favorable
526 2 18 Fairly favorable

(149) 1022 3 35 About 50—50
14614 14 16 Fairly unfavorable
595 5~ 

20 Very unfavorable
22 0 1 N . A .

(b) Hoyt strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

69 3. 3 Not at all strongly
186 2 6 Not so strongly

(50) 930 3 32 Fairly strongly
1695 14 56 Very stroiic~ly
!C 0 j_N. A.

— 7 —
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26. (a) The Army has set up an Inspector—General sys tem ( the I .G. or Air
Inspe ctor) to handle complaints from enlisted men.

(Col.) Hoyt well do you think this system actually ~~rks? (Check one)

31? 1 II Very well
795 2 27 Fairly well
71414 3 25 Not so well

(51) 1496 ii 17 Not at all well
509 5 15 Undecided

145 0 2 N . A.

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

1914 1 7 Not at all strongly
292 2 10 Not so strongly

(52) 867 3__3l Fairly strongly
1377 14 Li? Very strongly
158 0 5N . A .

27. Have you ever taken a problem or complaint to the Inspector—General
( the I.G. or Air Inspector)? (Che ck one)

5714 1 20 Yes
(53) 2 3014 2 79 No

30 0 1 N. A.

2C. Have you ever felt like taking a problem or complaint to the Inspector—
General ( the 1.0. or Air Inspector) , but then decided not to do so?
~Jheck one )

1680 1 58 No
(514) 1158 2 Li0 Yes (~Jhy did you decide not to? ________________________

70 0 2~N. A.

29. In general, what do you think of the Army Score Card ~1an ( the point
system) ? ( Check one )

392 1 lii It is very good
(55) 1169 2 140 It is fai r ly good

7014 3 - 214 It is not so good
1486 14 17 It is not good at all

120 S L1 I don’t know enough about it to say
37 0 l N .  ~.

- -
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30. (a) In your opinion , is the Army Score Card Plan ( the point system)
being carried out the way it was supposed to he? (Check one)

(C~ i.)
16314 1 56 Yes , I think it is being carried out the v:ay it was

supncsed to b~ -

(56) 9145 2 33 No , I don ’ t think it is being carried out the ~ay it was
supposed to be

275 3 9 I don ’t knov r enough about the plan to say
514 0 2 N .~~~~~~~ .

(b~ How strongly do you feal about this ? (Check one)

1283 1 1414 Very strongly
(57) 1160 2~ 140 Fairly strongly

327 3 11 Not strongly
138 0 5 U. A.

31. Here are four statements of opinion about the point system. Check the
one which comes closest to your opinion.

9014 1 31 The point system itself ‘las good idea , and the Army—— is carrying it out ‘Tell
823 2 28 The point system itself was a good idea , but the Army

(58) is carrying it out badly
613 3 21 The point system itself was not a good idea , but the

Army is carrying it out well
276 10 The point system itself was not a ~rood idea, and the

Army is carrying it out badly

220 5 8 I don ’t know enoug h about it to say
70 0 2 N . A.

32. In your opinion, how hard is the :-. rmy trying to speed up the discharge
of enlisted men? (Check one)

8314 1 29 The Army is trying its best
1686 2 5 8 ~ The .~rmy is trying some , but no t har d enough

(59) 3 3  3 12 The Army is hardly trying at all
3S 0 l H .~~ .

33. If you have any comments about the Army ’s di5charge plans, please
write them here .

— 9 —  
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PART III

}fi ~~RiI ARE SOHE STATELiENTS ABOUT ARLIY RULES Al-ID REGULATIONS AND THEIR
ENF0RCE2.fl~NT . FOR EACH STATEi~~NT, C}~ CK T}E ANCVIER THA T BEST 3H0 1S
}iO’i CLOSELY YOU AGREE V.’ITH IT.

31i. (a) Do you agree or disagree with this statement?

(Col.) “A person should obey only those Army ~es and regulations which
seem reasonable. ” (Check one)

376 6 13 Strongly agree
818 7 29 Agree

(16) 305 8 10 Undecided
1067 9 37 Disagree

3014 11 13 Strongly disagree
36 12 1N . A.

(b) How hard was it for you to answer this question? (Che ck one)

266 6 9 Very har d
509 7 15 Fairly har d

(19) 796 8 27 Not so hard
1292 9 Li Li Not hard at all

L 12 2 N . A.

35. (a~ Do you agree or disagree with this statement?

“It is all right to get around ~rtny rules and regulations, if
you don ’t actually break them. ” (Check one)

1421 6 114 Strongly agree
1293 7__145 Agree

(20) 14147 8__l5 Undecided
570 9 20 Disagree
127 11 Li Strongly disagree
50 12 2 1;. A .

(b) How hard was it for you to answer this question? (Check one)

192 6 7 Very hard
1486 7 17 Fairly hard

(21) 9143 8 32 Not so hard
1219 9 142 lIot hard at all

68 12 2 N. ~.
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36. (a) Do you agree or disagree with this statement?

(Cdl.) Courts martial decisions are always fair. ” ( Check one )
4’
69 6 2  Strongly agree
289 7 1 0  Agree
668 8 2 3  Undecided

(27 ) 1070 9 7 Disagree
760 1 1 2  Strongly disagree
52 12 2 1 .A.

(b) Flow hard was it for you to answer this question? ( Check one )

4 152 6 5  Very hard
271 7 9 Fairly hard

(23) 7514 8~~~~ Not so hard
16146 9~~ ’7 Not hard at all
85 1 2 3  l~. A .

37. (a) Do you agree or disagree with this statement?

“It is all right for a person to break Army rules if he doesn ’t get caught.”
(Check one)

175 6 6 ~‘trongly agree
1435 ~~i3 Agree
292 8 10 Undecided

(214) l141i8 9~~~ Disagree
517 ii iff Strongly disaFree
14]. 1 2 1  i’~. A.

(b) How hard was it for you to answer this question? (Check one)

118 6 6 Very hard
227 ~~~~ Fairly hard830 8~~~~ rot so hard

(25) 1679 ~~~~ ~ot hard at all514 12 2 I-:. A .

3~. (a) Do you agree or disagree with this statement?

‘In courts martial, an enlisted man will receive as fair treatment as an
o~ficer.” (Check one)

175 6 6 Strongly agree
5114 7 T ~ Agree(26) 6149 8 22 Undecided
83L~ ~~~~~ Dtsagr~o686 1l_~~ Strongly disagree

50 12 2 ~ . k~~.

(b) How hard was it for you th answer this question? (Check one)

1614 6 6  Ve~y hard
279 7 9 Fairly hard

(27) 725 8 2 Not so hard
1656 9 1. Not hard at all

814 l2~~~ 1’. A.

- 11 -

— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —“~- ---~~-~



- - --- --- ----- -
~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - ____

39. (a) Do you agree or disagree with this statement?

(Col.) “A person who reports small violations of Army regulations is
only a trouble—maker .” (Che ck one)

881 6 30 Strongly agree
1185 7~~141 Agree

(26) 3142 8 1.2 Undecided
3714 9 13 Disagree
89 11 3 Strongly disagree
37 12 1N . A.

(b) How hard was it for you to answer this question? (Check one)
4

119 6 14 Very hard
2146 7 9 Fairly hard

(29) 768 8 26 Not so har d
1720 9 59 Not hard at all

53 12 2_N. ‘.

140. (a) Do you agree or disagree with this statement?

“It is difficult to break Army rules and keep your self—respect.”
(Che ck one)

295 6 10 Strongly agree
912 7 31 Agree

V (30) 1462 8 16 Undecided
856 9 30 Disagree
3314 11 11 Strongly disagree

149 12 2N .

(b) How hard was it for you to answer this question? (Check one)

117 6 14 Very hard
336 7 12 Fairly hard

(31) 912 8 31 Not so hard
i146i 9 50 Not hard at all
82 12 3 N . .

141. (a) Do you agree or disagree with this statement?

“Soldiers who break fi.rmy rules and regulations are nearly always
caught and punished.” (Check one)

266 6 9 Strongly agree
10146 7 3 6  -~gree

(32) 2140 8 8 Undecided
9143 9)2 Disagree
369 11 13 Strongly disagree

1414 - 12 - 2 N. A .

(b) How hard was it for you to answer this question? (Check One)

60 6 2 Very hard
(33) 211 7 7 Fairly hard

967 8 33 Not so hard
1612 9 56 Not hard at all
58 12 2N. A .
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THE FOLLO.?ING STA TELIEN TS HAVE BEEN MADE ABOUT THE RELA TIONS OF
THE UNITED STA TES ?IITH RUSSIA. DO YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE ?IITH THEM ?

142. (a) Do you agree or disagree with this statement?

(Col.) “It is very important to keep on friendly terms with
Russia, and v-re should make every possible effort to do so. ”

20143 6 70 Agree
14514 7 16 Disagree

( 314) 356 8 12 Undecided
53 12 2N . A.

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

92 6 3 Not at all strongly
172 7 6 Not so strongly

(35) 770 8 26 Fairly strongly
17614 9 61 Very strongly
110 12 1 4 N . A.

143. (a) Do you agree or disagree with this statement?

“It is important for the U.S. to be on friendly terms wi th
Russia, but riot so important that we should make too many
concessions to her. ”

21436 6 814 Agree
(3 6)  165 7 5 Disagree

251 8 9 Undecided
514 12 2N. A .

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

63 6 2 Not at all strongly
116 7 14 Not so str ongly

(37) 728 8__~~~Fairly strongly
1898 9 65 Very strongly
103 12 14N. A .

1,14. (a) Do you agree or disagree with this statement?

“If Russia wants to keep on friendly terms with us, we
shouldn ’t discourage her , but there is no reason why vie
should make any special effort to be friendly.”

12143 6 1,3 Agree
(3 8 )  1320 7 1,5 Disagree

286 8 10 Undecided
55 12 2N . A .

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

63 6 2 Not at all str ongly
11414 7 5 Not so strongly

(3 9)  1012 8 35 Fairly strongly
1575 9 514 Very strongly
1114 12 LiN . A .

— 1 3 —



115. (a) Do you agree or disagree ~rith this statement?

(Col.) “We shall be better off if re have just ‘~s little as
possible to do with Russia.”

578 6 20 Agree
1903 7 6~~Disagr ee

(h O)  366 8 1~ Undecide d
61 12 2U . A .

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

72 6 2 Not at all strongly
153 7 5 Not so strongly

(1,1) 912 8 32 Fairly strongly
1637 9 56 Very strongly
131& 12 5 1-1. A.

L~6. (a) Viith which one of these statements concerning post—war
relations ~ Russia do you come closest to agreeing?
( check only one)

580 6 20 “It is very impor tant to keep on friendly terms with
Th.issia , arid we should make every possible effort to
do so. ”

1533 7 53 “It is important for the U.S. to be on friendly terms
with Russia, but not so important that we should make

(142) too many concessions to her.”
1437 8 15 “If Russia wants to keep on friendly terms with us, we

shouldn ’t discourage her, but there is no reason why
we should make any special effort to be friendly.”

iSli 9 5 “~7e shall be better off if we have just as little as
possible to do with Russia.”

107 11 14 Don’t know
97 12 3 N . I.

(b) How strongly do you feel about this? (Check one)

35 6 1 Not at all strongly
105 7 14 Not so strongly

(143) 8714 8 30 Fairly strongly
1773 9 61 Very strongly
121 12 Li ~

!. ~~~
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PART V

Li?. The Army is interested in finding out about the way soldiers feel
about different things. Answer these questions carefully, even
though some of them may sound strange to you. If you th~.nk a
statement is truefi place a check before the an~~’er TRUE, like this:‘

~~~~ TRUE . If you think it is false, place a check before the
ansvier FALSE, like this ‘-~ _FPLSE.

CARD III
(Col.) 1 2 3

1. The more a man is able and willing
(7) to work hard, the better chance he 73 25 2

has of succeeding. 2116 TRUE 730 FALSE 62 N.A .

(8) 2. My way of doing things is apt to 63 35 2
be misunderstood by others. 1829 TRUE 1016 FALSE 63 1— .A.

(9) 3. I find it hard to make talk when 35 63 2
I meet new people. 1008 TRUE 1831 FALSE 69 N.A.

(10) 1,. Af ter being caught in a mistake,
it is hard to do good work for 29 69 2
a while. 828 TRUE 2016 FALSE 6L~ N.A.

(11) 5. My judgment is better thari it 61 3L~ 5
ever was. 1777 TRUE 1001 FALSE 130 N.A.

37 60 3
(12) 6. I wish I were not so shy . io61~ TRUE 17141 FALSE 103 N .A.

61 31i S
(13) 7. I am a good mixer . 1767 TRUE 1005 FALSE 136 N.~ .

142 14
(114) 8. It is easy to express one’s ideas . 1562 TRUE 1235 FALSE 111~~~.

(15) 9. I have met problems so full of
possibilities that I have been un- 66 31 3
able to make up my mind about them .l915_TRUE 899 FALSE 914 N. A .

(16) 10. It takes a lot of argumen t to con— 59 37 1,
vince most people of the truth. 1721 TRUE 1078 FALSE 109 N.A .

76 21 3 
V

(17) 11. I do not like everyone I know. 2225 TRUE 597 FALSE 86 N. A .

(18) 12. It is difficult to say the right Li? 149 14
thing at the right tine. 1361 TRUE 114141 FALSE 106 N .A .

(19) 13. I think that I feel more in— 36 58 6
tensely than most people do. 10149 TRUE 1695 FALSE 1614 N. A .

( 20) 114. I dream frequently about things 1,2 514 14
that are best kept to myself. 1210 TRUE 1S7S FALSE 123 N.~\.

(21) 15. I do not read every editorial in 85 12 3
the newspaper every day. 21479 TRUE 3143 FALSE 86 N .A. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~.
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(Col.) 1 2 3

(22) 16. One can usually keep cool in 67 29
important situations. 1938 TRUE 859_FALSE ill L.A.

25 70 5
(23) 17. I am sur e I am being talked about. 736 TRUE 2036 FALS l3’’~ ! . .

(21,) 18. At times my thoughts have raced
ahead faster than I could speak 75 21 14
them. 2173 TRUE 621, FALSE ill N .A.

(25) 19. At times I have a strong urge to 36 60
do something harmf ul or shocking. 1014]. TRUE 1752 FALSE 115 N.A.

(26) 20. It is easy to get one’s ovm way 25 70 5
in most situations. 718 TRUE 2050 FALSE 1140 N .A.

(27) 21. I have at times stood in the way
of people who were trying to do
something, not because it amounted
to much but because of the prin— 146 50 Li
ciple of the thing . l32L TRUE 11458 FALSE 126 _N. A .

(25) 22. I work under a great deal of 33 63 1,
tension. 953 TRUE 1826 FALSE 129 N .A.

(29) 23. I seem to be about as capable and 81~ 12 hr
smart aS most others around me. 21433 TRUE 351 FALSE 121, E . A ,

38 57 5
(30) 21,. It is easy to ignore criticism. 1112 TRUE 1667 FALSE 129 ~~A .

(31) 25. I like to know some important
people because it makes rae feel 30 66 14
imoortant. 870 TRUE 1909 FALSE l29 N .A .

(32) 26. My conduct is largely controlled 50 146
by the customs of those about me. 114143 TRUE 13143_FALSE 122 N .A .

(33) 27. ;~t times I feel like smashing 14L~ 52 Ii
things. 1262 TRUE 1518 FALSE 128 N .A.

(31i) 28. It is easy to act naturally in 77 18 S
a group . 2235 TRUE S~2_FALSE h i]. N.A.

(35) 29. i~t times I feel th3t I can make
up my mind with unusually great 76 17 5
ease. 2273 TRUE 1~99 FALSE 136 _II .A .

( 36) 30. ‘~Then I get bored I like to 52 143 5
stir up some excitement. 1513 TRUE 1260 FALSE 135 N~A .

29 5
(37) 31. I do not always tell the truth. 1929 TRUE 8146 FALSE 133 N .A .

(38) 32. It is hard to bring one’s self 51 Ii) 6
to conf ide in others. 11,88 TRUE 125]. FALSE 169 N.A .
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V

(Col. ) 1 2 3

(39) 33. I am sure I get a raw deal 16 79 5
from life. 1,68 TRUE 2287 FALSE 153 N.A.

(hO) 31,. I usually feel that life is 88 8 14
worth while. 2556 TRUE 225 FALSE 12? ~L.A.

V (Il) 35. Vlhen in a group of people I have
trouble thinking of the right 38 56 1,
things to talk about. 1102 TRUE 1688 FALSE 118 N.A.

(1,2) 36. It is hard to do your best ‘rhen 59 37 14
people are watching you. 1721, TRUE 1070 FALSE 111, N.A.

j  83 13 1,
(14 3’s 37. At times I feel like swearing. 2399 TRUE 386 FALSE 123 N.A.

27 68 5
(1414) 38. I brood a great deal. 776 TR UE 1975 FALSE 157 N A .

(1,5) 39. I have never felt better in my 214 72 Li
life than I do now. 695 TRUE 20814 FALSE 129 N .A .

(h6) 1,0. It is easy to get along with 80 16 1,
people . 2319 TRUE 14514 FALS 135 N .A .

(1,7) 141. I find it hard to keep my mind 25 68
on a task or job. 810 TRUE 1976 FALSE 122 N .A .

(L~8) Li2. I would rather ‘tin than lose 62 13 5
in a game. 2381, TRUE 372 FV- L S  152 N.A.

(1,9) 143. I have periods in which I feel
unusually cheerful without any 71, 21 5
special reason. 2159 TRUE 609 FALSE 1140 ~~~~~~~~~

(50) lt ti . It is easy to feel as though you 50 LiLr 6
had ~ world of self—confidence . 11461, TRUE 1268 FALSE 176 N. j ’.. V

(51) 1~5. I sometimes keep on at a thing 
V

until others lose their patience 52 143 S
~.th me. 11497 TRUE 1256 FALSE 155 N .~~.

20 714 6
(52) 146. I am an important person. 578 TRUE 2133 FALSE 192 N.-~.

(53) 1,7. ‘~That others think of me does 1~9 146 5
not botl’er me. 11415 TRUE 1336 FALSE 157 N . . .

( 514) 148. So many people do things well
that it is easy to become 314 61 5
discouraged. 981 TELtE 1772 FALSE 155 N . A .

(55) 149. Once in a ~:kile I laugh at a 88 7 5
dirty joke. 2 ’50 TRUE 211 FALSE 1147 N .A .

- 17 —
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(Col.) 1 2 3

(56) 50. Sometimes without ar~ reason or
even when things are going wrong
I fee]. excitedly hao~y, “Qfl top 55 140 5

- 
of the world,” 1601 TRUE 1151 FAL~V~~ 156 N.A.

(57) 51. 1 have difficulty in star ting 35 60 5
to do things. 1012_TRUE 17143 FAlSE 153 N .A . 

- -

(58) 52. It is hard not to be self— 57 37 6
conscious . 1671 TRUE 1067 FALSE 170 N.A.

(59) 53. Criticism or scolding hurts 1,2 52 6
V 

-

. 
rae terribly. 1210_ TRUE 1521 FALSE 177 II .A .

(60) 5t~. Sonic people are so bossy that
• . 

— 

- I feel like doing the opposi te
of what they request, even though 61 33 6

V 
I knov’ they are right. 1782_TRUE 961, FALSE 162 N.A.

( 61) 55. I am certainly lacking in self— 214 71 S
- 

confidence. 683 1’RUE 2072 FALSE 153 N,A.

56. It is easy to keep people from 50 1,5 5
taking advantage of you. 114514 TRUE 1311 FALSE 1143 N .A.

( 6 3)  57. Once in a while I put off until 83 13 Er
tomorrow wha t I ought to do today.2399_TRUE 385 FALSE 1214 i :.~- . —

58. I am easily downed in an argu— 18 77 5
raent. 5214 TRUE 2233 FALSE 151 

- 
N • .

(65) 59. Once in a while I think of Sb 38 6
things too bad to talk about. 163i TRUE illS FALSE 1(-~ ~~- .

(66) 60. It is easy to lose confidence 149 6
V V •  in one ’s self. 1317 TRUE 11432 F1.LSE 159 N. 1 .

147 148 S
(67) 61. I do not rnj~id being made fun of. 1371 TRUE 1392 FAlSE 1145 ~~~

6 5
(68) 62. I get ~~gry sometimes . 2S~9 TRUE 185 FALSE 1314 N . .

(69) 63. I ~~~~t liked by most people who 38 6 6
- know me, 2~~5 TRUE 178 FALSE 175 ~~~~~~~~~

75 20
(70) 614. I gossip a little at tirr~ s. 2178 TRUE 576 FALSE i5; N .~ .

( 7].) 65. If I could get into a movie .Vr ith_

out paying and be sure I was not 1i5 50 5
-. 

seen I would probably do it. 1291, TRUE 11466 FALSE 1148 !L.A.

(72) 66. It ~~u1d be better if almost all 7 88 5
1a~rs were thrown away. 213 TRUE 2560 FALSE 135 N.A.

— 18 —
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143. There are probably other things you would 1~ke to sk or e-r ~ ent on.
Use this 3pace for any a~iditional comments , compla int- , or ~ug: estions
you nay care to make.

— 19 —
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MILITARY ThSTALLATiC-r~S A~~ UNI TS ThCLUD~~ fl~ Sid-iPLE

Army Ground Forces Army Air Force

Fort Jackson , S. C. Hammer Field

119th In! Reg i6i B Sqd 108
59th Ord Op 714 A Sqd Admin & B Sqd

802nd Repi Dep 185 radar an~ radio
llSE$th Eng 39 operators 125
117th In! Reg 55 E Sqd Ground Crew 31,6
120th In! Reg 98
90th Chem Mort ar En 123 Maxwell Field
15th Armed Gp 1141
506th M p Det 113 X Sec of Squadrons

A , ~1, A2 , B, Bi,
Fort Bragg, N . C. C, Cl , C2 , C3, E ,

O, S, Q  731
13th ,~ir Borne Div 1,65

141,2nd FA Gp 11,8 arch Field
BObth Rep]. Bo )
782nd Arm Bn ) 155 Ground Crews 233

1st Army HO Co 19 Returnees 117
27th Det Hq Spect 26 Flying Personnel 161
3rd Cay Recon Sqd 31 Miscellaneous 1146

Army Service Forces Total Questionnaires col—
Fort Jackson , S. C. lected 5, 835

MP Det A  514
Fers Repi Depot 87
Rehab Center L~7 

Note : A few of the returned ques—
l1~58th Pc~I Det 1,5 tionnaires were either

illegible or too incomplete
Fort Bragg, N. C. to be usable so that the

final number of usable
LIP & Sta Corp Det 21,8 questionnaires was 5,810
Separation Center 1148 (2908 A ’ s; 2902 B’s).

Beale Field

Hdq Det Prd 385 V

Prd Cadre 92
Pen n Party 160
Hdq Det SCU 1142
Sep Center Co A 100
ASF Hospital 71~Sep Center liess Co 1142
3rd Bn Prd 228
F~t Det 514
~P Det 29 

-~~--- - - — - -
~~~~~~
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IN TRODUCTOR Y TA LK (SPIEL ) USED BY CLASS LEADERS

The Research Branch of the War Department, located in Was hington,
has been getting the opinions of EM and officers for several years
on a wide variety of subjects and problems. The information that
is obtained in this manner is used by the brass hats in making
more intelligent decisions—decisions which af fect all of us as
long as we’re still in the Army .

Today we ’re interested in getting your ideas on certain things but
before passing out the questionnaires there are a few points I’d —

like to make clear.

First—this is not a test or examination; there are no wrong or
righ t answers. We just want your honest opinion.

Second—do not put your name or serial number anywhere on the
questionnaire . Nobody on this base (or camp) will ever see these
filled—out questionnaires nor is there any way for anybody to
identify you with what you have written .

Some of the questions are in two parts. The first part asks how
you feel about a certain thing; the second part asks how strongly
you feel about it. It is very important that both parts of such
questions be answered__do not skip anythingt

Certain of the questions may sound a. little silly to you. However,
they have been developed over a period of time by the Adjutant
General ’s Office through interviewing thousands of soldiers and
they all have a definite purpose in providing very helpful infor—
mation.

Take as long as you like with the questionnaire; there is no time
limit. Should you have a question just raise your hand and I’ll
be glad to try and answer it for you. But before turning in your
q~iestionnaire check through it and make very sure you have answered
every question.

- ~~~
- - -~~~~~~~~ -
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR CLASS LEADERS

The job of acting as ‘class leader” for a group filling out an opinion
questionnaire will probably be different from anything you have done in
the military service or civilian life . Experience in public speaking,
school —teaching, military instruction, or interviewing are all helpful ,
but the purposes here are different. You will not be tryi ng to teach
anything, and , unlike most things in the military service, your success
will depend not on giving good orders , but on securing the voluntary and
willing cooperation of the men.

As class leader you will have three main duties:

1. To establish and maintain a feeling of interest, confidence, and
cooperation on the part of the men.

2. To convince the men that their frank and honest opinions are wanted
—that this is not a test and not a matter of facts but one of
opinions.

3. To answer questions and make exolariations , without in any way in-
fluencing a man ’s opinion.

The ‘Guide to Class Leader ’s Introductory Talk ’ is designed to accomplish
the first two of these functions , but you can ’t depend on that alone.
Your success will also depend on knowing how to handle many different
situations that may arise .

1. Establishing and Maintainingjnterest, Confidence and Cooperntion
Th~~essential things here are to do everything in a friendl’.’ way,
and to convince the men that their papers will not be identified
or held against them . In order to have confidence in the study
arid to be willing to give their real opinions, they need to know
the purposes of the study , h ow the plan vrc’rks , what is done with
their questionnaires, and whether the information is really used
aftcr ~t is obtained . This will usually be accomplished by the
prepared introduction, but if you notice that some point is not
going over, or that the men are suspicious, you should deviate
from the prepared introduction and explain or emphasize further.
The men ’s confidence will also depend or. yc~r own confidence in
the survey.

Everything possible should be done to make the men feel at ease.

Keep questionnaires and pencils inconspicuous until time to give
them out .

Smoking helps to e-~se tension, and it should be allowed if at all
possible. The decision is up to the person in charge of the build-
ing, but he will usu ally be willing to allow it if the class leader
will explain that smoking is a big help in getting the job done .
if a mess hall is being used , the lIess Steward will usually provide

-~~~ —~~ 
____ 
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saucers for ash trays, and all ow smok ing on condition that the men
use the ash trays . If necessary , the officer in charge of the sur-
vey can help to get permission for smoking . If smoking cannot be
arr anged for , it is well to tell t’-’~ men you would like to let them
smoke , but that it couldn ’t be arranged.

When the classes are scheduled, an effort is made to get all the men
on duty time. When , as sometimes happens , a whole group or part of
the men have to be taken on their off—duty time, the class leader
should know it in advance. In such cases it is naturally harder
to get the men’s full cooperation. As one of the first points in
the ‘Guide to Class Leader ’s Introductory Talk , ’ a statement some-
thing like the following should be made:

‘I unders tand some of you fellows are here on your awn
free time. We don’t like to ask you to do this on your
own time, because it’s military business and should be
done on duty time. But it seems it couldn’t be arranged
any other way in this case.... ’

2. Convincing the Men That Their Opinion is W anted This may sound
simple, but actually most men have become so used to tests and
giving the right facts , that the idea of an opinion or attitude
study doesn ’t sink in very fast. Experience has shown that after
the ‘opinion ’ idea has been repeated over and over, some men will
still want to copy from the next man or give what they think are
‘right’ answers. If many men do this, the wh ole purpose of the
survey is defeated. As you an swer questions and stroll through
the class , you can continue to emphasize that each man’s own in-
dividual opinions are wanted .

3. Answering Questions and Making Explanations It is easier to fall
dovrn on this job than on any other the class leader has . Conce ivably
a class leader could purposely influence a man to answer in a certain
way, but that isn’t nearly as likely to hapoen as that the class
leader will influence the men in one way or another without ever
realizing he has done it. This can be done by the way something
is said, or by what is left unsaid, just as much as by what the
class leader actually says. Suppose , for example, a man is an-
swering the questions, ‘What branch oI’ the Army do you think most
highly of?’ and he asks the class leader , ‘W h at is the Quarter-
master Corps—what do they do?’ If the leader replied in a slight-
ing tone of voice , ‘Ch , they ’re the fellows that gave you those mis—
fitting clothes, ’ the man would not have a very high opinion of the
Q. M.

In other words , you must be strictly neutral in everything you say .
Don ’t suggest answers to a man (except the printed check list in
its entirety), and don ’t put words into his mouth. Never laugh at
a man ’s question or seem surprised at something he says or asks.

You can define a word for a man, explain how the question is set
up, explain the instructions, or call his attention to instructions
he Vo.~erlooked, but don’t re—word any questions. This pr inciple must
be followed in order that the men of the various stations arid outfits
will all be answering the same questions, rather than slightly dif-
ferent ones at each place. It is surprising how just reading over

-- ~~~. 
_
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the question with a man , slowly and with emphasis in the right
places , will make it clear to him. ‘Just say what you think ’ or
‘I can ’t tell you what your opinion is ’ are good answers for the
man who wants you to give him a hint as to h~~ to answer. If he
doesn ’t know, he can always check or write in ~~o~ $t  know .’

Other points to Remember

1. Never refer to the questionnaire as a test .
4

2. If a man cannot read or write enough to fill out the questionnaire,
excuse him from the group. (Don tt announce that such men are excused ,
but watch for them as you stroll around the room. Mark a large ‘X’
across the front of questionnaires that have been started by these
men , and turn them in with t}~e completed ones.)

3. If a man absolutely refuses to fill out the questionnaire and if
persuasion fails, excuse him. Do this as quietly as possible and
merely as a means of eliminating a disturbing element, rather than
as an act of discipline.

t~. As far as possible, no names should be called or mentioned in the
cl..ss. Check attendance merely by number of men present fror~ a
given outfit. Unless attendance is very noc-r and there is i~oother way to check on those absent , do rio t allcw an officer or nor.—
corn to call the roll. If a noncom in charge of a grou~ gives you a
list of those in his group, thank him, and then tear it up in front
of the men. Sometimes it helps to create confidence if the men see
you do this.

~~~. In making our arrangements for the classes , we specify that no
officer shall be present . If one c omes in and hangs around the
group, you should explain that you are working under orders that
no officer be present.

6. Remember that no one is allowed to see the questionnaires after they
are filled in. If an officer should come in and ask to see them, ex-
plain to him that you are working under Department of Defense orders
not to let anyone see them. It is probably a good idea for the class
to see and hear you do this.

7. If 100 men are supposed to be in class and 90 show up, don ’t worry.
But if only 60 show up, get the information to the officer in charge
of the survey as soon as possib]e.

8. Groups of men should not be kept waiting more than 10 or l~ minutes.
If most of the men conic early , or if some are late, it is.better to
give the introduction to those present and get them started, then
take the late—corners in the back of the room and give them the intro-
duction separately. While you are giving the first introducti-n some-
one should b~ stationed at the door to keep out late-corners.

9. If a few stragglers from one group are still writing when the next
group arrivns, these should be moved to a corner of the room and

V ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ _ - .. sa ..._ — .~~~~~~ , —————- - —‘—-- ——.—.—-—- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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the n~w group brought in. The ‘stragglers ’ should be a11ow~d tcwri te as long as they like .

10. As each sian finishes , he should leave the room, so as riot to disturb
those still writing. If the person in charge of the group want them H

to march back , they should wait outside; otherwise each man should re—
‘ turn to duty as he finishes. H
11. If anyone suggests that the purpose of the ’background questions ’ is H

to identify the man who filled out the questionnaire, tell him ‘ No-
body in Washington wants or needs to know the earticular individual
who filled out a questionnaire——checking up on anybody just isn ’t
the purp.se of the survey. I suppose if someone wanted t. go to all
the trouble involved , they could figure it out in some cases. You ’ll
just have to take niy word that that won’t be done. ’

3~~PS IN THE CLA3S LEADER’ S JOB

1. Become thoroughly familiar with each questionnaire form , and all the
questions in them.

2. Study and digest the ‘ Instructions for Class Leaders , ’ so that you will
be prepared to handle any situation that may arise.

3. Learn the ‘Guide to Class Leader ’ s Introductory Talk ’ well enough t~ 
V

be able to read it clearly, smoothly and informally in front of a
group of 50 or more soldiers . Preferably you should know it so well
that you can ‘talk it’ in your own words . - (If you do the latter, be
sure you get in all the ideas in their pr,per order , and don~t add
any. This is important; •therwise , we wouldn ’ t have consistency
between classes.)

L~. Be sure you have a complete schedule of the groups you are to lead,
giving time and place of meeting, exact designation of outfits to

V be represented, number of men from each outfit , and a ph one number
t~ call in case the men do not show up or things do n.t work out as
planned.

5. Get questionnaires and pencils in advance , or arrange fo r them.

6. Arrive at place of meeting preferably a half hour bef.re scheduled
time——in any case not less than 15 minutes before time. (Unit officers
frequently sieve up the schedule time , in order to be sure that the
men get there on time. As a result , the men arrive early. )

7. Find out if sm.king can be permitted, and , if necessary, arrange
ash trays.

8. Meet the men as they come in , and indicate whe re they are to sit.
(They should 3it as close together as possible during the oral
introduction, then spread out for the writing. )

9. Find out from the men whether any considerable number are there on

L 

off—duty time. If s., make a note to include the special announce-
ment in th~~ ‘Guide to Class Leader ’s Introductory Talk.’

— —  
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10. Count the men to see If the expected number show up from each out-
fit.

11. When most of the men have arrived, give informal explanation of what
the meeting is about. (See ‘Guide to Class Leader’s Introductory
Talk;’)

12. Give out pencils and questionnaires, then have men spread out for
writing.

13. While the men are writing, stroll around the room answering questions,
watching for men who are having difficulty, and preventing In a friend-
ly way, any talking or looking on the other man ’s paper . In doing this
be sure you don ’t appear to be ‘snooping ’ or reading their answers .

11.~. Make an announcement reminding the men to check back and look over their
questionnaire before they turn in their papers .

15. Be sure to keep blank questionnaires separate from the completed ones.

16. Designate a place where the men are to leave their questionnaires and
pencils as they finish .

17 • Thank the men as they finish .

18. Fill out the ‘Individual Unit and Class Record ’ she~t and put it with
the completed questionnaires for the unit.

19. Turn in completed questionnaires , blank questionnai res, and pencils to
the person in charge of the survey . (You are held responsible for the
exact number of questionnaires furnished you.)

20. Keep notes on questions frequently misunderstood or points often r~üsed
by the men . At the end of the assignment write a brief report on the
class record sheet giving these points and stating your own judgment
of the questions ,criticisms of the survey , evaluation of the methods
used, and comments on the conditions under which it was given (this
doesn’t have to be long or formal——just notes on your impressions).

21. Return all questionnaires, instructions , and other materials fur-
nished you to the officer in charge of the study.

_ _ _  _ _ _ _  ~~~~.. .  - - .4
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FIELD C~’FICERS ’ ORIENTATION iAATERLU1S--~’HY ATTIT1JDJ~ RESEARCH

The purpose of conducting attitude research in the military services is to
establish an upward line of communication to provide the policy-maker with
objective quantitative facts; policy—making officers need no longer depend
solely on hearsay or subjective impressions based on limited observations .
Top—l evel commanders and ~Siefs -of—staff agencies charged with grave re-
sponsibilities for plans and policies have wanted available to them rele—
vant information upon which realistic decisions could and should be based.
An extremely valuable element in this information has been a systematic
knowledge of the attitudes and reactions of the men and officers in the
1~~est echelons who are directly affected by decisions made at the highest
echelons .

As one of the largest employers of the natj on~ s manoower , the military
services have since 19)41 made effective use of attitude research studies
among military personnel .

JLttitude research is obviously not a form of inspection . iV~ilitary in—
spection , which describes actual conditions, and attitude research which
reveals men ’s reactions to those conditions——both provide important in-
formation for realistic planning.

Attitude research studies are conducted at the specific request of staff
agencies or comm anders; the studies are designed to obtain information
needed by the requesting staff agencies or commanders. As a by—product ,
attitude research studies provide the best check we have of vthether the
boys who write letters which make their way into public print or into the
halls of Congress are really typical of soldiers generally, or whether
they are merely an unrepresentative fringe of chronic gripers . In general,
the staff agencies making the most frequent use of attitude research are
those agencies which——

—-make policies ;
— plan programs ;
——are concerned with morale;
——provide services;
——disseminate information .

With regard to policy matters, for example , it is frequently of value to
determine :

(1) In the case of existing policy——
...do the officers and men know about

it and understand it?
...are they in s~ympathy with it?
...do they feel it is being carried out

as intended ?

(2) In the case of proposed policy——
•..what is likely to be its effect?
...how are the officers and men

likely to react to it?

— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ V~~ V - ~~~~~~~~~ —a - - -  ~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~ — V
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1JSI~ OF ATTITUDE RESEARCH DATA

The i~mediate aim of attitude and opinion research in the Armed Forces is to
gather, analyze, interpret and deliver facts——facts which furnish sound gui-
dance for policy formation to the staff agency or commander requesting the
study. In this connection, there are two points which need to be made abso-
lutely clear.

In the first place , attitude studies are not a means of military personnel
voting on how to run the military service. Rather, such studies are an

4 
application of one of the best modern personnel procedures; they are a means
for taking some important factors into consideration when framing certain
policies and programs . The operational problems involved in maintaining,
during peacetime , a modern force as large as ours are numerous and complex.
No nation has ever maintained a military force in these numbers, essentially
on a volunteer basis, in peacetime. It is a- problem new in all history; a
problem for which there is no body of experience——no blueprint to show the
proven requirements of the job. Hence, those persons charged with the re-
sponsibility for the development of certain kinds of long—range plans, for
a force of this size , have found it useful to determine rather exactly , on
occasion, just what ideas were prevailing . And it remains necessary to con-
tinue this, even though the military service must be essentially authoritarian
in many respects. To maintain absolute authoritarianism over the lives of the
great number of American young men in the military service today ~muld be tonegate, completely, our professed obligation to provide these men in the
military service with ‘a healthy mental , moral and social climate with full
opportunity for intellectual and civic growth .’

Obviously, the larger the military organization becomes, the harder it is for
those officers responsible for high—level planning to keep in touch ~‘ith thereactions of military personnel . In this situation , carefully planned and
executed scientific attitude research studies afford higher headquarters a
reliable method for keeping well informed about the ideas prevailing in the
large and widespread military population——as well informed as a good C ompan~;
commander can be as a resul t of getting around in his unit and talking and
working with his men.

The second point about the use of attitude research data is that in reporting
the findings of attitude studies, it is not the function of the research staff
to tell any staff agency how to run its 3~~-—the facts presented in research
reports are simply one additional aid to the study client in planning oper-
ations. The study client’s experience, plus his knowledge of other pertinent
factors , enables him to fit research facts into hi~ planning procedure .

qUESTICN S OFTEN ASKED ~BO~:T ATTIflJDE RESEARCH

~~hy can ’t I conduct my own study?’ Any one can ask men questions. Scientific
attitude and opinion research however, is much more than the simple process of
counting up the ‘yes’ or the ‘no ’ replies to questions. If ‘prediction poll-
sters’ can go ‘hayw ire’ on technique and judgment , how can the completely in-
experienced , untrained person lacking any basis of scientific judgment in
matters statistical and psychological expect to obtain valid results by con-
ducting ‘his own study?’ In short, no one has yet found a way to circumvent
the axioms of the ‘scientific method,’ in any field of scientific research.
As a field of specialized social science research , scientific measurement
of attitudes and opinions has its own special disciplines arid techniques, such
as interview rapport , question bias and semantics. sampling statistics , sri~]ing
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of attitude ite :ns , analytical methods and proper design of controlled experiments
to mention only a few .

2’urthermore, if attitude research in the Armed Forces is to yield objective re-
sults, i±~ it is to give the commands dependable information upon which policy de-
cisions may justifiably be based , the services of highly skilled and thoroughly
trained research technicians who are recognized experts in this new science are
required .
In the Attitude Research Branch no report on a study can be published until the
analysis of the data which is to be presented has been checked and rechecked to
insure that it meets the professional requirements of accuracy and dependability
upon which Armed Forces research clients rely . A single failure to meet these ex-
acting scientific conditions would serve to discredit the professional competence
of the Attitude Research Branch staff and of all their future work .

‘Why was I never interviewed?’ Many officers arid men ask this question--and imply,
thereby, that any study results in which their per-

sonal reactions were not included cannot be truly representative . This feeling re-
flects a failure to understand a fun damental concept which is the keystone of
scientific statistical sampling techniques. This concept is analogous to the fact
that a doctor can establish , with a high degree of accuracy, the cell count of a
person’s entire blood stream by analyzing a sample of only a few cubic centimeters
of his blood. Similarly, if the problem for a research study is one on which atti-
tude and opinion research techniques are applicable it is not necessary to inter—
view all , or even a large prcportion or the military personnel in the United States
to determine their attitudes and reactions.
This concept is founded on the fact that the accuracy of the results of an attitude
research study depends less upon the number of men interviewed than upon the repre—
sentativeness of the sth~~I~ of men selected to be interviewed. Or, stated another
way, if relatively small percentages of men are to speak for the many, they must be
scientifically selected so as to be representative of the many. If this condition
is satisfied, the results will closely approximate the results obtained if every
man were surveyed. To meet these conditions in conducting an Armed Force study,
every effort is made to insure that the cross—section of men selected to answer
questionnaires is in every respect typical of the particular Armed Force population
to be studied. A cross—section of enlisted men in the United States , for example ,
is so drawn to give proper proportionate representation to each branch of the Army .
Crcas—sectional studies may also be m ade of a single branch , or a Division, or any
other segment of the military population desired. The number of men included in a
study, in each instance, is made sufficiently large so that statistically reliable
findings will be obtained.

‘Do attitude research studies affect morale ?’ Commanding officers , who h ave some of
their troops included in the sample of a study, sometimes raise the question as to
how research studies affect the morale of the men studied. The fact is that all
experimental evidence on this problem indicates that filling out research question-
naires has no effect on men ’s morale one way or the other——morale is neither raised
nor lowered by this procedure .

‘Do the military services usethe same attitude In a very general way , the pro—
research techniques as do comi’ercial polling cedures for condi-~ting attitudeagencies?’ research in the Armed Forces

parallel those used by commercial
agencies polling the civilian population. ~V!ith regard to specific technique s, how-
ever, there are important differences.

Questionnaire administration With few exceptions, commercial polling agencies
place primary dependence upon having personal inter—

viewers risk thcd.r respondents questions from a prepared questionnaire. One of the
exceptions: questionnaires are sometimes sent by mail for the respondents to fill
out. The percentage of non—returns, in spite of follow—up letters , plus the problem
of adjusting the sample to explain and account for the non—returns, places a distinct
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linitation on the value of studies conducted by mail . The personal interview
procedure also confronts the commercial polling agencies with a limitation :
the perpetnal problem of interview bias. This problem has several facets : (1)
the reaction of the responcient to tne lnterviewer (that is, will the respondent
feel f ree to answer questions honestly asked directly by another person, especi-
ally a stranger,)  (2)  the possibility that the interviewer m ay, consciously or
unconsciously, influence the answers of the respondent by the inflection of his
voice as he reads the question, or even by rewording the question, and (3) the
possibility that the interviewer may make an error in interpreting or in recording
the respondent’s answers. In short , when comple te dependence must be placed on
interviewers , no matter how well trained they may be, the research agency can
never be sure that every respondent was reacting to the same pattern of interro-
gation which the questionnaire was designed to cover.

• From the outset, the Attitude Research Branch reduced to a minimum the diff i—
culties associated with interview bias by the use of self—administered ques-
tionnaires. In adopting this advantageous technique, ho~ever, the Branth
quickly discovered that its questiorina~res, in order to be reliably filled outby the respondents themselves had to be composed of questions which were nothing
less than pellucid in their specific implications . To achieve such a degree
of clarity in question phrasing may require numerous pre—tests of the question-
naire and thus prolong considerably the time required to develop a study. Even
so , until it is certain that every question will be clearly understood by all
the respondents—-and that each question will be understood in the same way by
everyone—a questionnaire is not ready for final field administration.

rlhen a questionnaire is finally considered to be ‘ready,’ the field adminis-
tration is carried out by several field teams of officers and enlisted men
specially trained for this work . Within any given unit included in the over-
all design of the sample, the men who are to fill out the questionnaires are
drawn by a method of systematic random selection (referred to as Nth man
selection) by the members of the field team. For example, if 100 men are to
be studied in a specific unit with a strength of 1000, every tenth name is
drawn from the unit’s roster (or Form 20 file). The men whose names are
drai;n are assembled in groups of about ~O in a mess hall or classroom. There
the trained class leaders of the field team (1) explain the purpose and method
of the study, (2) assure the men that they are not being tested, (3) make it
clear that what is wanted is simply a frank expression of opinions, and (1k)
above all, stress the fact that the study is conducted completely anon3mmously
——that no names, serial numbe rs, or unit identifications are to be placed on
the questionnaires.

The general procedure described for selecting respondents and administering
the questionnaires in groups applies £ or both officers or enlisted men, except
that officers of the field teams always act as class leaders for officer re-
spondents and enlisted men are class leaders for the enlisted respondents.
With the very personal questions the Branch frequently asks , trying to con-
vince the officers or men in such groups that only honest anstrers are desired
—that ~‘e are not interested in the identity of the respondents—-involves an
important selling job on the part of the field workers. The utter frankness
of many comments written by the respondents, plus the rarity of flippant
‘wisecracks,’ indicates not only a successful job by the field workers, but,
in addition, a realization on the part of the respondents that the ultimate
purpose of these studies is to make the military establishment more effective.

Sampling technique Commercial polling organizations have, in the past,
usually depended on what is called a ‘quota Control’

technique of sampling in the popul ation to obtain their interviews. The inter-
viewers are assigned to question a specific number or quota of persons of vari-
ous types (young and old; rich, middle—class, and poor, etc.) in various 
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localities (city, suburban , rural). These quotas are derived from census
(and other ) dat a and are apportioned on what is assumed to be required to
obtain a cross—section sampling of the population. Since the interviewers
of ten have a great deal of leeway in selecting the respondents, there is
always the danger that the sample will be biased one way or another . For
example, it is ordinarily easier for the interviewers to approach and
question persons in their own economic or educational level. It is diff i— I ]
cult, therefore, to be assured that all interviewers will do a thorough job
on that part of their quota which involves the poorer sections of a community.
As a result, since the interviewers are usually drawn from the middle class , H
there tends to be a skewing of the quota sample toward the upper part of the
economic scale .

The sampling technique used by the Attitude Research Branch has two distinct
advantages which are acknovrledged (and much envied) by commercial polling
agencies dependent upon the ‘quota ’ method . First , the monthly strength re—
ports on all military units provide a current and continuous check on certain
census data of the military population. (Commercial polling agencies must
wait ten years to obtain complete U.S. Census data and then keep making extra—
polations to adjust the data to population changes assumed to occur during the
intervening years.) Second, when the final sampling plan has been designed H
to meet the requirements for a particular study, it is possible to stipulate
with essentially ‘pin—point’ precision the specific installations to be visited,
the particular units to be included in the sample at each place, and the exact
number of officers or men in each designated unit to be drawn by Nth-man se—
lection (as previously described) to fill out the questionnaires. (Such ex—
actness is -in considerable contrast to the leeway in selecting respondents
afforded interviewers working on a t quota. t )

Scaling of Attitude Questions The use of a single question to measure atti— - -

tudes and opinions has been a controversial
proble m among experts in this research field for some years. In most instances,
the syndicated stories which appear in our daily papers reporting a poll of
public reaction to some current social or political problem are based on single
questions. From a research viewpoint, complete dependence on a sinF;le question
to give an accurate reflection of the people ’ s attitudes and opinions about a
complicated subject entails a considerable haz ard. How would you answer such
questions as: ‘Are you In favor of the United Nations? ’ ‘Do ~~~ think the
United Nations can prevent wars?’ Could you answer with simple ‘yes ’ or ‘no ’
responses?

To avoid the hazard associated ~‘ith the use of single questions, the Attitude
Research Branch pioneered and refined the concept of ‘scale analysis’ in
attitude and opinion research . This technique is a complicated mathematical
operation which the Branch has been using for about five years . The basis of
this technique ~s the use of a series of ‘scaled’ questions rather than a
single item, to determine attitudes. Thus in the development of ~ question-
naire for any study , research personnel keenly scrutinize every ‘subject area ’
being Investigated as to whether or not it will lend itself to ‘scale analysis.’
This technique gives maximum accuracy to interpretation by permi tting the
analysis of not one, but a series of reactions on a specific subject.

L 

Numerous articles have been published in professional journals on ‘scale
analysis, ’ as used in the military service. It should also be mentioned that
during the last several years this new scaling technique has received increasing
acceptance by commercial research organizations .

~
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FIELD WORK

I
Field work required in connection with attitude studies is defined as the
operation of interviewing or administering questionnaires to selected
representative samples of military personnel .

This operation is a very important part of the study, and con ducted in a
comparatively well controlled situation. The manner in which field ~rork
is conducted affects not only the value arid accuracy of a research study
itself but also is a factor in developing favorable reactions on the part
of military personnel to this activity.

The procedure for requesting studies, the development of a questionnaire
and the development of a sample design, etc., are covered in ‘Soldier
Opinion. ’ You , as a field officer, generally are not directly concerned
with these activities but you should be familiar with them. Questions will
be asked you in the field, and you should be able to answer them with a
reascuable degree of specific information .

Your Duties: In conducting field work , you as an officer are responsible for:

a. Obtaining the rosters needed for drawing the sample.
b. Drawing the sample .
c. Scheduling classes f or the personnel who are to complete the qiestionnaire.
d. Conducting the classes.
e. Completing field reports and safeguarding cc.ipleted questionnaires.

The Sample The sampling method is designed to meet the specific requirements
of each study . Field officers will be thoroughly briefed prior

to starting a field operation on the partici lar r~p1ir~; method to be used in
the study underway . There are several general points ahout the sampling pro-
cedure used on any study , hcme~r~r , ithj Ch nu~~ he stress~d. This Branch uses
att~ tud e research ~echrtiques v~hich are as near ly accuratc scientifically as
it is possible to make them . This fact is important, hec~use the sample you
dra~ mast also mee b the same rigid standards in accuracy e~rnl~ red in its
dcs4.gn. There can be nothing slipshod in the methods of sampling in the
field; you must be conscientious and honest in following the soecific in-
structions given you for drawing the sample. Any sampling method is designed
to insure that all persons in the group under study h ave an absolutely fair
and equal chance of being included in the sample. You must realize that,
if the responses of a comparatively few persons are to be an accurate repre-
sentation of what the whole group would have responded , then the sample you
draw also must be an accurate representation of the whole group.

Scheduling_Classes Your next job after drawing the samples, is to set up a
class schedule. Classes are to he conduc ted, unless

absolu tely impossible , on duty sime~ There are no set rules as to just how
this should be done but the following suggestions have been found to be
practical:

_ _ _ _ _  -
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a. Set up enough classes so that size of groups can be limited. 
- -

b. Interfere as little as possible in the normal operation of the unit.
Set up schedules for the convenience of the unit rather than your ~in.

c. Personal ly make sure that unit commanders are furnished notice of the
persons to appear , of the location, and of the time schedule .

d. be sure that classrooms have been reserved, have facilities for writing,
have heat and/or lights.

e. Make sure every class leader is present and gets to the classroom fifteen
minutes before the class .

Completed Quceticnnaires Completed questionnaires must be safeguarded.
Under no conditions are you authorized to allow

anyone on the installation to read them. If you are to mail the questionnaires
back to the office, get them on the way as soon as possible. Fill out an
‘Individual Unit and Class Record Sheet’ for each group attending each class.
Fill out the ‘Camp Record Sheet’ before completing work at each installation.

Observing Conditions In addition to administering the questionnaire, you
should be especially observant of the conditions in

the unit being surveyed. Pick up all of the information you can which has
a bearing on the areas being studied . Talk to the officers and if you dis—
cover conditions which may have a bearing on certain attitudes being studied,
be sure to make notes so you can inform the analysts upon your return . In-
formation of this type is especially helpful in analyzing the results of the
study.

Dealings with Units Visited The military side of your job is also important
since to the people visited you represent

Washington. cn the surface It may seem trite to remind you that you must
exercise tact in your dealings with the units you visit . The fact that you
come with a mission to perform will be recognized by the unit but you must be
aware of the fact that the unit also has a mission to perform . In order to
accomplish your mission you will have to disrupt the regular activities of - 

-

the unit . Be firm in your dealings but cooperete in every way possible . It
is so much easier to get the job done if you make friends than it is to try
to force your way. A part of your military job, when conducting a field study ,
is to inform the commanders concerned about the study . Except for the in-
formation contained in the clearance , commanders normafly will know nothing
about the study itself . They even may be rather hazy in their ideas as to
what to do. Make it a point to give them enough information about the study
as a whole to elicit their interest. If necessary, briefly explain the pro-
cedures for preparing and administering studies and above all state specifi-
cally What you have to do in their units. They have a right to this in-
formation; give it to them .

Summary The following list of ‘tips ’ will be helpful in planning your trip
and ccnducting the field work : 
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a. Check your orders and clearances, plan your itinerary, obtain T/R’~ ,
• make transportation reservations, and sign out before you depart.

b. Sign in on arrival at an installation and report to the Adjutant.

c. Be prepared to explain your mission and your plan of operation to
commanders and staff officers concerned.

ci. Insist on drawing the sample yourself .

e. Set up your class schedule to conform insofar as possible with ~-rishes
of the commander.

f.  Be sure that commanders know what persons are to report to classes,
where and when.

g. Prepare a schedule of classes , to include number in each unit who are
to report to a class , location and time for your ~vn use in checking
the actual operation .

h. Train your class leaders .

i. Safeguard the completed questionnaires.

j . Pay your respects to commanders and staff officers, pay your bills and
sign out before departure.

k. As soon as you know when you will finish an installation, don ’t forget
transportation reservations to your next station .

1. Get the names of the class leaders and their official addresses.

m. Keep a list of your itinerary and reimbursable expenses (cab fares,
porter fees, official pay calls, etc.) so you can put in for your per
diem on your return. 
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Mr. Elinson DATE: April 214, 19~3
FROM: E. S. Marks

SUBJECT: Item analysis problem

1. Essentially the Kruskal—Wallis paper* deals with the case where

we have N ranked cases divided Into C classes (with nj cases in the jth class). —

2. In the item analysis problem, it is assumed that the items are

dichotomous so C = 2. In this case, the measure H proposed by Kruskal and

allis is equivalent to:

H 

~)
2 

(~~~~~

where = mean of class “0”

= mean of class “1”

a! = C! variance of = variance of
R0 R1

= mean of all ranks

3. Wallis and Kruskal state that if “the samples come from identical

continuous populations and the ni” (number of cases in the 1th class) “are

not too small, Fl is distributed asx~ (c—i).” For C 2 , this means that \fir

is normally distributed with unit variance.

14. It would be desirable to have, instead of H, a measure which

varies between 0 and 1. If we let:

*ICruskal, W. H. and Wallis, W. A . “Use of Ranks in One—Criterion
Variance Analysis,” J. Amer. Stat. Assn ., l9~2, i?, ~83—621.
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n = number of cases in class “1”

N = total number of cases

= variance of ranks for all cases

then :
(

— 
(R1— R)’~ = _______

(N—n ) a \~(N_n ) C
2

(N—i ) n

or: ~f ~~= \/i1 1 (V~~ ~‘~~~11c ~’~ J
~. Assigning a value of 0 to one class and a value of 1 to the other,

the point correlation between these va lues and the ranks is:

r = ~~ 
~~~ 

R
ljJ + ~~ H 

R01] - 
(n+0) ~

0 1/n (N—n )

where

n
Z R11 = sum of ranks in class “1” = nR1
i l

Z = sum of ranks in class “0” = (N—n ) i~rj

then

r = ~~~~~~~ = ~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

oi/n (N—n)

thus

r V~~~

6. Thus (since ~fl7 is normally distributed with unit variance when

N,n and N—n are large), r will be normafly distributed with standard error:

1

~~N-l

-

~

‘ - - -~~~- - - — -



if:
a. N,n, and (N—n) are all reasonably large (100 or more)

and b. r is not near 1.

Note: This result is not new. It is merely an ext ension to the case

of ranked data of very well known principles .

7. To use the abeve, it is desirable that the intensity scores be

expressed as ranks. The difference will be slight but it would keep the

statistical theory clean. This would be done as follows:

Rank
Cumulative corresponding to

Score No. Cases No. Cases the score

1 Fi M1 F1

2 F2 M2 = F1+F2 (
~1~~2

-
~
-l)

3 F3 M3 
F1+F2+F3 1 (~~+~3

+l)

14 F14 * 1 (M3~~14+1)

etc. 1 (M14+M~+1)

6 F6 ‘ 
! 

(M~~~6+1)

7 F7 ‘ 1 (M6+M7+1)

8 F8 ‘ 1 (M 74~ 5+1)

9 F9 ‘ j . (M 8+M9+l)
2

10
10 F10 M1~~ ~ F3= N 1 (M 9~~10÷l)

jl 2

Total N

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  • - -~~----- -~~-



*Notes :

a) To simplify computation, omit the in the last column (i.e.,

double each rank and use H1 = M1 + 1; H2 = M1 + M2 + 1, etc.). Average

rank will be N+1. Then , if we compute 0 by:

h o
/ Z  F H 2

0 =  
________ — (N+1) 2

N

we have:

r = iJ~~_(~1—N—l)

or 1

v’i ~~

b) Assigning ranks in this way is the same as giving each score

the average rank for all cases with the score, i.e., the F~ cases with score

j  should be assigned the F~ ranks from (M j_ 1+l) to M~ (since there are

cases up to “beginning” of the score and M~ cases up to the “ end”),

and this makes the average rank 1 (M~~1
+M~+l) = M~~1

+ Fj +l

8. The point correlation coeff icient of the ranks is, however, only

equal to 1 if the ranks are all equal within each category but different in

the two categories——for example, if all n cases in one category are “tied” and

ha ve rank !~!, and all N—n cases in the other category are “tied” and have

rank N+n+]. • It is possible tc use an index which would be 1 if all cases

in one category had ranks lower than all cases in the other category (but

without requiring that ranks within the category be equal). Under these

conditions, we have, either:

— n+l — _ N—n+14t~cr R1 — 2 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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i.e., ranks in smaller class run either from 1 to n or from (N—n+l ) to N.

4 Thus, we would have the maximum (absolute) value of — R~~~ R1 —

and the in dex:

N+l — N+l
1= 1~~~~~

N—n N—n
-

~~
--

4 would vary from —l to +1.

Since I is equal to times:

2o

n (N—i) (N— 3
it is normally distributed with standard error:

- 
2c

~
f
~~~ (~~ i )  (N-n)

As compared with r, I measures “ one—way relationship,” i.e.:

I f r l, then :

(1) when Ra C  Rb, a is in 0 category and b is in 1 category;
and (2)  when a is in 0 category and b is in 1 category, Ra( ~b

If I 1, only the second part is true——one can have Ra< Rb and a

and b can both be in 0 category or both be in 1 category. However, for

1 1, the relationship Ra( Rb does imply that b cannot be in 1 category

unless a is also in 1 category and, also, the relationship (2)  above holds .
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