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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

"My mind is already made up, so don't confuse me with 

the facts." This statement seems to represent the uncon

scious defense of the closed minded individual. He has 

accepted certain beliefs as truths, and regardless of other 

empirical or theoretical information, he holds on to tnese 

beliefs. "His mind is already made up; don't confuse him 

with the facts." This statement seems to represent the 

frustration experienced by the more open minded individual 

when he tries to explain to the more closed minded individual 

the need for changes within his belief system. 

It is a known empirical fact that many individuals, as 

well as institutions, are extremely resistant to change. 

This resistance to change persists even when faced with 

strong empirical pressure. An example of this resistance 

would be the Catholic Church's stand on birth control. The 

scientific findings all point to a need for worldwide birth 

control, yet this particular institution will not, so far, 

accept these scientific findings. 

The need to know why many individuals or groups of in

dividuals are so resistant to change becomes more important 

day by day because our social and cultural lag seems to be 



getting greater and greater. This study will attempt to 

develop some insight into this problem. 

Two rather mutually exclusive and commonly observed 

behavioral characteristics of many individuals are: first, 

that some individuals have a very closed and rigid behavior 

repertoire when it comes to explaining and/or reporting 

their beliefs about reality. An often related behavioral 

characteristic among these individuals is the intolerance 

toward beliefs differing from their own. Second, other in

dividuals s«Liem to be open and flexible in the way they 

explain and/or report their beliefs about reality. An often 

related behavioral characteristic among these individuals is 

the seeking of new information and/or situations that chal

lenge their beliefs so new iJeas and learning may take place. 

Using the same mutual exclusiveness qualities, it can 

be observt-i that some individuals are insecure in their per

sonal adjuctnient and/or in the way they adjust to everyday 

situations while othor individuals are generally secure in 

their personal adjustment and/or in adjustments to everyday 

life situations. 

It is this author's belief that a significant relation

ship should be found between closed belief systems and in

security and open belief systems and security. It is further 

believed that closed mindedness is a defense against feelings 

of insecurity. This study will first attempt to establish 



that a relationship does exist and then attempt to explain 

the possible meaning of the relationship. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to examine the relation

ship between Milton Rokeach's (19 60) theoretical concepts 

on open-closed mindedness and Mary D. and Leonard H. Ains-

worth's (1958) and William E. Blatz's (1966) theoretical 

concepts on human security. If a significant relationship 

can be shown, further understanding of open-closed mindedness 

will be obtained, as well as a possible answer for a certain 

discrepancy found in the open-closed mindedness research. 

Review of Related Theoretical Concepts 

Op̂ .'. and Closed Belief Systems 

Milton Rokeach, a social psychology professor at Michi

gan State University, has spent most of his professional li.e 

developing theories about human belief systems and then sub 

jecting them to scientific research. The basic theoretical 

background for this research study will come from Dr. 

Rokeach's theories and research. 

Dr. Rokeach (19 60) began his research into the nature 

of belief systems with an analysis of ideological dogmatism. 

(In this study the term "dogmatism" will be used synonymously 

with closed belief systems.) Generally defined, ideological 

dogmatism is: 



. • • a closed way of thinking which would be as
sociated with any ideology regardless of content, 
an authoritarian outlook on life, an intolerance 
toward those with opposing beliefs, and a suf
ferance of those with similar beliefs [pp. 4-5]. 

Therefore, when a person is referred to as being dogmatic or 

having a closed belief system, reference is being iuade about 

the way he believes and the way he thinks; not just about 

single issues, but about a complex network of issues. 

To study the closed belief system, one must at the same 

time study the open belief system. The assumption is that 

openness and closedness are but extremes along a continuum. 

Since no individual is either totally open minded or totally 

closed minded, their beliefs will align themselves at varying 

degrees along the entire continuum. Within one individual 

some beliefs will be dogmatically adhered to while others 

will be more open to change and modification. It is impor

tant to keep this continuum assumption in mind when belief 

systems are being explored because you are dealing in de

grees of openness or degrees of closedness. 

When studying the organization of belief systems, it is 

the structure of the belief system that is important, not 

the content. In this way the analysis will not be related 

to any one particular belief system, but applied to belief 

systems in general. This approach will also remove the pos

sibility of the experimenter's ideological bias from having 

an unwanted influence. 



Dr. Rokeach's (19 60) theory about the structure and 

formal characteristics of all belief-disbelief systems is 

as follows: 

The belief system is conceived to represent all 
the beliefs, sets, expectancies, or hypotheses, 
conscious and unconscious, that a person at a 
given time accepts as true of the world he lives 
in. The disbelief system is composed of a series 
of subsystems rather than merely a single one, 
and contains all the disbeliefs, sets, expectancies, 
conscious and unconscious, that to one degree or 
another, a person at a given time rejects as false 
[p. 33]. 

It is hypothesized that disbelief subsystems that 
are similar to the belief systems are m.ore accept
able ihan less sim̂ ilar ones Ip. 35] . 

Beliefs are conceived by Dr. Rokeach (1960, 1968) to be 

arranged along a three layered central-peripheral dimension: 

(1) A central region represents the person's primitive be

liefs. These beliefs refer to all a person has acquired 

about phy9:ic::l reality, social reality, and the nature of 

the self. Generally, in the ordinary course of life's 

events, they are so much taken for granted that they do not 

come up as a subject for discussion or controversy. "I be

lieve this is a chair." "I believe this is my father." "I 

believe my name is so-and-so." It is out of some such set 

of pre-ideological primitive beliefs that the total belief-

disbelief system grows. (2) "An intermediate region repre

sents the beliefs a person has in and about the nature of 

authority and the people who line up with authority, on whom 



he depends to help him form a picture of the world he lives 

in [1960, p. 40]." The particular authorities relied upon 

or not relied upon differ from one person to the next, de

pending greatly on the person's learning experiences within 

the context of his social structure. Through these social 

experiences the person learns what to trust and follow and 

what to distrust and stay away from. (3) "A peripheral 

region represents the beliefs derived from authority, such 

beliefs filling in the details of his world map [1960, 

p. 40]." These would be beliefs concerning matters of fact 

that are held solely because we trust an authoritative 

source such as text and reference books or other recognized 

authorities. For example, favorable or unfavorable beliefs 

about such things as birth control, the Viet-Nam War, and 

the theory of early recollections would be considered pe

ripheral beliefs because they are derivable from the formal 

content of one's beliefs about the Catholic Church, United 

States Government, and Alfred Adler. Also included within 

the peripheral regions are the less arbitrary matters of 

taste, or rather inconsequential beliefs. These beliefs 

originate from direct experience with the object of belief, 

and their maintenance does not necessarily require social 

consensus. An example of matter of taste would be preferring 

your steak rare rather than well done, the belief being that 

it is more tasteful that way. 



In summary, a person's total belief system includes pre-

ideological primitive beliefs, socially shared or unshared, 

about the nature of the physical world, society, and the 

self; pre-ideological beliefs about specific authority we 

are to trust and distrust; derived beliefs, derived second

hand through processes of identification with authority 

rather than by direct encounter with the object of belief; 

and inconsequential beliefs which are matters of persc"ial 

taste developed through direct encounter with the object of 

belief (Rokeach, 19 60). 

The following quote from Dr. Rokeach C19 60) is included 

because it contains the motivating concepts for this study. 

It comes from the section of his book subtitled "The Function 

of Belief-Disbelief Systems." 

. . . we can not think of a single person who is 
not driven by both rational and rationalizing 
forces. This assumption is a-f the core of our 
speculations regarding the function served by 
belief-disbelief systems. 

It is therefore assumed that all belief-disbelief 
systems serve two powerful and conflicting sets of 
motives at the same time: the need for a cognitive 
framework to know and to understand and the need to 
ward off threatening aspects of reality. To the 
extent that the cognitive need to know is predomi
nant and the need to ward off threat absent, open 
systems should result. In the service of the cog
nitive need to know, external pressures and irra
tional internal drives will often be pushed aside, 
so that information received from outside will be 
discriminated, assessed, and acted on according to 
the objectives requirements of the situation. But 
as the need to ward off threat becomes stronger, 
the cognitive need to know should become weaker. 
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resulting in more closed belief systems. Under 
threat, information and source should become in
separable and should be evaluated arbitrarily in 
line with the rewards and punishments meted out 
by authority. 

It is proposed, however, that for most persons 
in most situations, both sets of needs operate 
together to one degree or another. A person will 
be open to information insofar as possible, and 
will reject it, screen it out, or alter it insofar 
as necessary. In other words, no matter how much 
a person's system closes up to ward off threat and 
anxiety, it can still serve as a cognitive frame
work for satisfying the need to know. For the 
closed mind is subjectively experienced by the per
son who has it no differently from the way it is 
experienced by a person with an open mind. In 
this way the person's belief system may be thought 
of as a mechanism for having one's cake and eating 
it too. One can distort the world and narrow it 
down to whatever extent necessary, but at the same 
time preserve the illusion of understanding it. 
And if the closed or dogmatic mind is extremely re
sistant to change, it may be so not only because 
it allays anxiety but also because it satisfies the 
need to know. . . . 

At the individual level, threat may arise out 
of adverse experiences, temporary or enduring, 
which are shaped by and which, in turn, shape 
broader human conditions. To varying degrees, 
individuals may become disposed to accept or to 
form closed systems of thinking and believing in 
proportion to the degree to which they are made 
to feel alone, isolated and helpless in the world 
in which they live and thus anxious of what the 
future nolds in store for them. Such a state of 
affairs should lead to pervasive feelings of self-
inadequacy and self-hate. . . . 

Such then in brief, is the constellation of 
conditions conceived to make the individual sus
ceptible to cognitive confusion between information 
and source of information, and thus prone to closed 
systems of thinking and believing. By overidenti-
fication with absolute authority and a cause and by 
succumbing to the arbitrary reinforcements arising 
therefrom, an attempt is made to defend the self 
against feelings of aloneness and isolation, self-
hate and misanthropy. At the same time something 
positive may be gained: closed belief-disbelief 



systems provide a systematic cognitive framework 
for rationalizing and justifying egocentric self-
righteousness and the moral condemnation of others. 
Thus, the more closed the belief-disbelief system, 
the more do we conceive it to represent, in its 
totality, a tightly woven network of cognitive de
fenses against anxiety [pp. 67-69]. 

As will be seen in the research reviev7, anxiety when 

measured as manifested anxiety, does not always correlate 

significantly with closed belief systems. It is believed 

by this author that feelings of insecurity are the motivating 

forces behind the defensive reaction of closed mindedness. 

English and English (19 58) define insecurity as: 

. . . an indefinite condition of feeling anxious, 
unsafe, threatened or apprehensive. It is shown 
by withdrawing reactions, by severe limitations of 
responsiveness, and by inability to make friends 
because of lack of trust in self or in others 
[p. 264]. 

This term seems to better describe the feelings of the 

closed minded person just described by Dr. Rokeach. 

Security and Insecurity 

The theoretical concepts of security and insecurity 

will also be drawn from one major source, that source being 

Dr. William Blatz. Dr. Blatz was the founder of the nursery 

school movement in Canada, as well as a child development 

professor at the University of Toronto, until his death in 

1964. During his professional life, he developed a theory 

of personality that is based upon the concepts of security. 

This theory and the Security-Insecurity Test developed from 
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his theory will represent the psychological factors to be 

correlated with the open-closed belief-disbelief system 

factors just presented. 

Dr. Blatz (1966) defined security as follows: 

Security is the state of mind which accompanies 
the willingness to accept the consequences of one's 
acts—without equivocation of any sort. The feel
ings accompanying this state may be called serenity 
[p. 1 3 ] . . . . Obversely--when a person tries to 
avoid the consequences of his actions (decisions) 
he is insecure. He is then no longer secure but 
anxious [p. 3 3 ] . . . . Security is the basic goal 
of all living beings. 

Achievement of this goal would indicate complete 
mental health. Any departure from this achievement 
indicates the degree of mental ill health. Such 
departures would imply some forro of "passing the 
buck"--the most common form of human behavior--to 
avoid responsibility and acquire a dependence on 
something or someone. 

To accept responsibility is to be independent 
of anything but oneself--thus to seek safety is not 
a secure pattern but rather implies insecurity 
[p. 13]. 

From both Ainsworth and Ainsworth (1958) and Blatz 

(1966), the following is a condensation of the security 

based personality theory of Dr. Blatz. 

Blatz (19 66) saw the basic needs of man as: 

(1) to select, through accepting or rejecting im
mediate conscious experience, (2) to satisfy the 
organic appetites, and (3) to deal with frus
tration [p. 29] . 

Insecurity is experienced by the individual when he is unable 

to satisfy his needs or anticipates being unable to do so. 

It is a common component of such feelings as frustration, 

conflict, anxiety, grief, and pain. Although insecurity 
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occurs when the person is prevented from satisfying primary 

and secondary needs alike, it does not always arise as a 

result of a state of need, for when the person experiences 

a need, he is not insecure if he anticipates that his need 

will be satisfied in due course. It is only when the person 

feels he can not immediately satisfy an acute need and an

ticipates no future satisfaction that insecurity is expe

rienced. This feeling of insecurity creates within the 

person a motivation to reduce or terminate it. Four basic 

possibilities are open to him: (1) He may learn a new pat

tern of behavior which solves the problem implicit in the 

situation, thereby reducing insecurity by eliminating its 

cause. This is referred to as the "independent" solution. 

(2) He may combine his efferts in a mutually contributing 

relationship with another person and by working together, 

overcome i-ts cause. This is referred to as the "mature de

pendent" solution. (3) He may appeal to other persons to 

act on his behalf, having them deal with the situation that 

produces his insecurity. This is referred to as the "im

mature dependent" solution. (4) He may utilize any one of 

a vast repertoire of defense mechanisms to reduce the in

security which he subjectively experiences without doing 

anything to alter the situation which caused the insecurity 

in the first place. This is referred to as the "deputy 

agent" solution (Ainsworth & Ainsworth, 1958; Blatz, 1966). 
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Proper secure personality development proceeds from the 

primary state of infant insecurity where his needs are felt 

acutely, but he lacks adequate means of satisfying them him

self. Gradually he comes to depend upon his parents, espe

cially his mother, as agents. He then moves into an immature 

dependent relationship with his world. Once this basis of 

dependent security is built up, the child handles insecurity 

by calling upon his parents or other capable persons for 

assistance. In the normally healthy course of development, 

the child gradually learns to depend less and less upon his 

parents or others as agents for satisfying his needs and 

reducing his insecurity, and to depend more and more upon 

himself. At the same time he is developing independent 

solutions, he becomes aware that many of life's activities 

to be satisfying must enlist the cooperation of others 

through a sharing relationship, enabling the joint needs of 

each to be satisfied simultaneously. Ideally the adult will 

have developed the ability to be independent and maturely 

dependent when dealing with his feelings of insecurity, de

pending on defense mechanisms and regressing to immature 

dependence only occasionally and for only short periods of 

time. The adult that does not proceed toward independent 

and mature dependent solutions to insecurity will depend 

heavily upon others and defense mechanisms to rid himself 

of his conscious feelings of insecurity (Ainsworth & Ains

worth, 1958; Blatz, 1966). 
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Review of Related Research 

In the review that follows, subject matter relevant to 

the present research will be presented and summarized. 

A review of the research literature indicates that no 

direct research has been done with respect to open-closed 

belief-disbelief systems and its relationship to security-

insecurity. This in itself gives credence to this study. 

Most of the research has been done using a more global mani

fest anxiety approach with little regard for the motivating 

factors that lead to the anxiety experienced. 

Review of Belief-Disbelief System Research 

In a two-part study of prejudice by Rokeach, Smith, and 

Evans (19 60), using Northern and Southern white college stu

dents and two groups of middle-class Jewish children, the 

hypothesis that belief is more important than ethnic or 

racial mem±)ership as a determinant of social discrimination 

was tested. The results were: (1) Most of the time the sub

jects discriminated on the basis of belief and not on the 

basis of racial or ethnic groups when they were given the 

opportunity to react to social stimuli differing simulta

neously on both characteristics. (2) The subjects generally 

preferred as friends those who agreed with them far more 

than those who disagreed with them, regardless of race or 

ethnic group. But when beliefs were held constant, the sub

jects preferred other ethnic and racial groups almost, but 



14 

not quite, as much as their own. (3) The more the subject 

rejected the ethnic or racial outgroup, the more they also 

rejected their own group. The more dogmatic the individual, 

the more he rejected anyone that did not agree with his 

particular belief system. 

A study by Rokeach, McGavney, and Denny (1955, 1960), 

exploring the difference between dogmatic thinking and rigid 

thinking, reported evidence tnat dogmatic subjects had greater 

difficulty in synthesizing or integrating beliefs into a new 

system which contradicted their everyday system; but open and 

closed minded siabjects do not differ from each other with 

respect to analysis, or the breaking down of individual be

liefs, while high and low scores on rigidity differ on mea

sures of analysis but not on synthesis. These findings 

reinforce the postulate that dogmatic thinking seems to be 

a total cognitive configuration of ideas and beliefs orga

nized into a relatively closed system; rigidity, on the 

other hand, points to difficulties in overcoming single sets 

or beliefs encountered in attacking, solving, or learning 

specific tasks or problems. 

A follow-up study by Rokeach and Vidulich (19 60) indi

cated that subjects with relatively closed systems, as mea

sured by the Dogmatism Scale (Rokeach, 1960), take longer 

to solve cosmological type problems than do subjects with 

relatively open systems. This was clearly due to differences 
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in the ability to synthesize, and not in the ability to 

analyze, the difficulty being that the closed minded person 

had greater difficulty in remembering the beliefs to be 

integrated. This greater difficulty in recall, in turn, 

seemed to be related to an unwillingness to play along, or 

to entertain new belief systems. The new belief system to 

be learned seemed to greatly threaten the closed minded 

person. 

The results of these two studies indicate that dogmatism 

refers to total cognitive organization of ideas and beliefs 

into relatively closed ideological systems, while rigidity 

refers solely to the degree of isolation between regions or 

the inability to communicate between neighboring regions. 

Rigidity in this context can be defined in relationship to 

the way a person or animal attacks, solves, or learns spe

cific tasks and problems. Dogmatism is seen as a higher 

order and more complexly organized form of resistance to 

change. Although dogmatism may lead to rigidity in solving 

specific problems, the converse is not necessarily the case. 

Rats or feebleminded and brain-injured persons, for example, 

can be characterized as rigid, but hardly as dogmatic; 

whereas, rigidity usually refers to person-to-thing or 

animal-to-thing relationships, dogmatism is manifested almost 

necessarily in situations involving person-to-person communi

cation (Rokeach, 1954). 
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It has been commonly observed that relatively dogmatic 

views on specific issues are stubbornly resistant to change 

by logical argument or objective evidence. One possible 

reason for this is due to the greater dependence on authority 

by the closed minded person. It has been assumed rhat all 

persons have peripheral beliefs, which are the beliefs a per

son perceives to emanate from authority, regardless of how 

open or closed their belief systems. In open systems, the 

peripheral beliefs are intrinsically related to each other 

as well as to beliefs about autlriority. In closed systems, 

however, peripheral beliefs are conceived to be isolated or 

segregated from each other, only interconnected via the 

authority region. Therefore, the closed system person should 

not only resist change, but can also change only to© easily 

because he depends on what his authorities do, and his changes 

and refusals to change conform with authority (Rokeach, 19 54, 

19 60). 

The following are the four major postulates developed 

by Rokeach (19 54) to explain change or resistance to change 

by closed minded persons. 

(1) The greater the dogmatism the more will there 
be a change in a given peripheral belief (e.g., 
about birth control) if it is preceded by a 
perceived corresponding change by the authority 
(e.g., the Catholic Church). 

(2) The greater the dogmatism the less will any 
given change in a peripheral belief effect 
changes in other peripheral beliefs (e.g., 
about divorce, federal aid to education, etc.). 
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(3) The greater the dogmatism the greater the as
similation of facts or events at variance with 
either the belief or disbelief system by alter
ing or reinterpreting them such that they will 
no longer be perceived as contradictory. 

(4) The greater the dogmatism the more the avoidance 
of contact with stimuli-people, events books, 
etc.—which threatens the validity of the belief 
system or which proselyte for competing disbe
lief systems [pp. 199-200]. 

The following studies are extremely important because 

they represent the research that has been done relating open-

closed mindedness to manifest anxiety. Developing out of 

the results and inconsistent findings of these studies comes 

the main question which this research will attempt to answer, 

Is open-closed mindedness significantly related to feelings 

of security-insecurity? 

In a three-part study by Rokeach and Kemp (19 60) en

titled "Open and Closed Systems in Relation to Anxiety and 

Childhood Experiences," some important contradictions devel

oped. The hypotheses that were tested are as follows: (1) 

Persons "v;ith relatively closed systems should manifest more 

anxiety than those with relatively open systems [p. 347]." 

(2) "That religious and political groups that are shown to 

be relatively more closed in their system, namely. Catholic 

and Communist groups, should score higher on measures of 

anxiety than other political and religious groups [p. 347]." 

(3) "That differences in openness-closedness and anxiety 

should be traceable to differences in childhood experiences 

[pp. 347-348]." 
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They obtained data from a variety of groups in the 

United States and England. In all cases the measure of 

anxiety was derived from Welch's (19 52) manifest anxiety 

scale which is made up of 30 items from the Minnesota Multi

phasic Personality Inventory (MMPI). Many of these items 

are the same as those appearing in the better known Taylor 

Manifest Anxiety Scale (19 53). Some of the typical items 

were: "I work under a great deal of tension"; "I have night

mares every few nights"; "My sleep is fitful and disturbed"; 

"I frequently notice my hand shakes when I try to do some

thing [p. 348]." The Dogmatism Scale (Rokeach, 1960) was 

used to establish open or closed mindedness. 

The correlations obtained between dogmatism and mani

fest anxiety using three groups of Michigan State University 

students, one group from New York colleges, two groups from 

English colleges, and one group of English workers were: 

.44, .64, .57, .58, .52, .47, and .36 respectively. All of 

these product-moment correlations are significant (P=.01). 

In all of these studies, dogmatism and manifest anxiety are 

clearly shown to emerge together as part of a single psycho

logical factor. 

With this relationship established, the following ques

tion was explored: "Do the religious and political groups 

that score relatively high on the Dogmatism Scale also score 

relatively high on the Anxiety Scale [p. 349]?" 
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The groups used were: Michigan State University, 

Group I (M.S.U.G.I), (S=202), categorized into Catholics, 

Protestants, and nonbelievers; New York College, Group 

(N.Y.C.G.), (S=207), categorized into Catholics, Protestants, 

Jews, and nonbelievers; English Colleges, Group I (E.C.G.I), 

(S=135), categorized into Conservatives, Liberals, Atlleeites, 

Bevanites, and Communists. 

The results are as follows: (M.S.U.G.I)—The mean dog

matism score was highest for Catholics (191.1), next highest 

for Protestant (180.1), and lowest for those who expressed 

no religious preference (174.6). As for the mean anxiety 

score, both Catholic and Protestant groups are equally high 

(83.1-83.6), and the nonbeliever group is relatively low 

(71.9). The difference between the anxiety means for the 

Catholic group and nonbeliever group was significant (P=.05). 

The difference between the anxiety neans for the Protestant 

group and nonbeliever group was also significant (P=.0 5). 

So far, the groups scoring higher in dogmatiŝ Ti tended also 

to score higher in anxiety, and the group scoring lowest in 

dogmatism also scored lowest in anxiety. (N.Y.C.G.)—The 

Catholic group again scored relatively high (85.0), and the 

nonbeliever group scored relatively low (69.5) on anxiety; 

the difference between their means was significant (P=.0 5). 

Both the Catholic and nonbeliever groups had the two highest 

dogmatism means,(14 7.4) and (147.2) respectively. (This was 
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not consistent with the findings of the M.S.U.G.I.). The 

Protestants had the lowest dogmatism mean (139.5) and a 

slightly higher anxiety mean (71.5) than the nonbelievers, 

while the Jews had a dogmatism mean score of (139.5) and 

an anxiety mean score of (79.9). E.C.G.I—The Communist 

group scored highest on dogmatism (261.6) but lowest on 

anxiety (73.5). Again this is exactly opposite to the 

theoretical expectation and to the empirical finding of a 

positive correlation between dogmatism and manifest anxiety. 

The Liberals had the lowest dogmatism mean score (242.9) 

while their anxiety mean score (81.3) was at the mean for 

the whole group. 

Rokeach and Kemp (19 60) presented some possibilities 

that might help explain these unexpected findings. 

One possibility that suggests itself is that 
English Communists and the New York nonbelievers 
are manifestly less anxious than the other groups 
because they are low in latent anxiety. It may 
well be that, theoretically, dogmatism is a de
fense against anxiety, and some of our other find
ings are indeed consistent with this hypothesis. 
But, as we have noted, the Communist subjects 
score lowest in anxiety. From this it could be 
argued that they are not high in dogmatism, but 
are merely expressing genuine intellectual con
victions . 

This explanation is hard to accept for two 
reasons. First, the Communist group and the New 
York nonbelievers score higher than other groups 
on opinionations as well as on dogmatism (found in 
other research by Rokeach, I960).* People who 

•Author's note. 
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express intellectual rather than dogmatic convic
tions probably do not have to be so opinionated 
about their convictions. Second, if Communists 
are indeed lower in anxiety than the other groups, 
it implies that there is a selective factor oper
ating in recruitment to Communism; that is, per
sons low in anxiety are more likely than persons 
of average or high anxiety to be recruited to the 
Communist party. We cannot think of any evidence 
from our own observations, from Almond's research 
on Communist defectors (19 54) or from Communist 
sources which would point to the operation of 
such a selective factor. Why should persons of 
low anxiety be more likely recruits to Communism? 
If anything, those most exploited and, hence most 
anxious should more likely be recruited to it. 

This leads us to another possibility that might 
account for the obtained results. It is widely 
believed that one way to reduce feelings of anxi
ety is to become active, to participate in absorb
ing daily affairs. The Communist party, more than 
most other political groups, provides precisely 
such an opportunity. It expects from its members 
a good deal of activity to serve its political 
ends—party meetings, participation in trade unions 
and other organizations, v/eekend activities such 
as selling the Daily Worker, reading current and 
classic Marxist literature, and so on. Not to be 
ignored, furthermore, is the comradeship provided 
in carrying out its group activities. Is it not 
possible, therefore, that frequent participation 
in such group activities serves the function of re
ducing anxiety, or at the very least, reducing ex
ternal manifestations of anxiety? If one is con
stantly busy, tired, and in need of sleep, there 
is no time to be anxiously preoccupied with oneself 
and with apprehension of the future. 

The above, of course, are merely ad hoc specu
lations. They are presented here because our find
ings regarding dogmatism and anxiety in political 
and religion groups do not conform to a priori 
expectation [pp. 355-357]. 

The third part to this study found some early experi

ences that seemed related to dogmatism and anxiety. Low 

scorers on the Dogmatism Scale, as compared with middle or 
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high scorers, experienced more ambivalence toward their 

fathers and mothers, reported being more widely influenced 

by persons outside the immediate family, and reported having 

had fewer anxiety symptoms in childhood. The middle and 

closed subjects, who were placed together because of their 

similarity, reported more glorification of parents, a more 

restricted influence by persons outside the family, and more 

incidences of childhood manifested anxiety such as thumb-

sucking, temper-tantrums, nightmares, walking and talking 

while asleep, nail-biting,and bed-wetting. The results 

suggest that when ambivalence toward parents is not permitted 

expression, it leads both to anxiety and to a narrowing of 

possibilities for identification with persons outside the 

family. These two conditions early in life seem to lead to 

the development of closed systems. 

Pilisuk (19 63) did a study in .;hich he tested the rela

tionship between manifest anxiety and self-acceptance and 

compared the relationships of each with several measures of 

open mindedness. In this study the Taylor Manifest Anxiety 

Scale was used along with the Self-Ideal Index of Self-

Acceptance, The Tolerance for Ambiguity Scale, The Intel

lectual Non-Conformity Test, The Authoritarian Defense Scale, 

and The Unpleasant Situations Test. His N equaled 154 and 

probability was set at .05. Anxiety and self-acceptance had 

a correlation of -.624. His other results showed anxiety to 
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be related to all but one of the measures of open mindedness 

and in the expected direction. While significant, the de

gree of association between Taylor Anxiety scores and each 

of the measures of open mindedness is very low. None of the 

correlations were over .291. There was no correlation be

tween anxiety and intellectual non-conformity. The correla

tions for self-acceptance and open mindedness are of approx

imately the same strength as cnose for anxiety and open 

mindedness, but in every case, the signs are reversed. Also, 

no correlation was found between self-acceptance and intel

lectual non-conformity. It seems to this writer that most 

of his significant findings are due to the shear power of 

his N rather than direct psychological relationships. These 

results seem to reinforce tne pattern that manifests anxiety, 

and open and closed mindedness do not always correlate as 

expected, cc* are not as strongly related as expected. 

A fuir̂ Ker study in this area by Rokeach and Bonier 

(19 60) explored the relationship between time perspectiveness 

and dogmatism and manifest anxiety. The results indicated 

that subjects differing in openness or closedness, as mea

sured by the Dogmatism Scale, also differ markedly in their 

orientation to present and future, derived from stories from 

five TAT cards, and that such differences were associated with 

differences in anxiety. Closed and open groups did not dif

fer in frequency of use of the past tense. The closed group 
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used the future tense significantly more and the present 

tense significantly less than the open group. More manifest 

anxiety was revealed in the stories told by the closed group. 

Content analysis further revealed a greater existence of 

threat themes and a greater need for closure in the stories 

told by the closed minded subjects. 

Review of Security-Insecurity Research 

Only one study could be found that directly related 

itself to this research. It is a study that was done by 

Leonard H. Ainsworth who is also one of the authors of the 

Security-Insecurity Test that will be used in this research. 

Ainsworth's (1958) study was designed to study the 

relationship between rigidity, insecurity, and stress. The 

four hypotheses tested were: 

(1) Rigidity is related to insecurity in general 
life adjustment; (2) rigidity is related to stress; 
(3) rigidity is not related to degree of defensive-
ness in general life adjustment; and (4) the intro
duction of stress tends to act differentially in 
producing rigidity in accordance with the degree of 
insecurity experienced in general life adjustment 
[p. 73]. 

A summary of the results indicated support for all the stated 

hypotheses. When rigidity is defined as failure to shift be

havior when the situation demands a shift in behavior, it 

was found to be influenced both by situational factors and 

by the degree of insecurity experienced by the person in his 

general life adjustment. In this experiment the insecurity 
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characteristic of the person seemed to play a larger part in 

determining rigid behavior than does insecurity induced by 

situational manipulations. Further results indicated that 

rigidity may be viewed as a defense against insecurity expe

rienced in specific problem-solving situations even though 

it was not found to be related significantly to the degree 

of defensiveness in general life adjustment. The relation

ship between rigidity and degree of insecurity in gencial 

life adjustment was found to hold under three different de

grees of stress. 

Summary 

In summarizing it may be seen that most of the dogma

tism theory presented was substantiated by research. The 

only area in which theory and research did not agree was 

in the expected positive correlational relationship between 

closed mindedness and manifested anxiety. Some of the groups 

that scored high in dogmatism scored low on manifest anxiety. 

This would seem to indicate that manifest anxiety is not a 

universal psychological factor found in all closed systems 

of belief. Since rigidity (Ainsworth, 19 58) was viewed as a 

defense against insecurity, rigidity here being defined 

closely to the definition given by Rokeach (19 60) for dogma

tism, would it not be possible that closed mindedness with 

its resistance to change and over dependence on authority be 

a reaction to internal subjective feelings of insecurity? 
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Therefore, insecurity might be the psychological factor ex

pected to be found universally related to high dogmatism. 

The person who feels insecure has, by narrowing his belief-

disbelief systems, a defensive system to work from which, 

if it protects him, would lessen manifest anxiety, but would 

not remove the basic feelings of insecurity that caused the 

narrowing of his beliefs in the first place. 

Another ad hoc possibility, as seen by this author, why 

the manifest anxiety was found in the Catholic group but net 

in the Communist group, would be that possibly personal feel

ings of guilt may be causing the manifested anxiety found in 

the Catholic groups. Catholicism is a dogmatic religion and 

many Catholics cannot live up to all of the dogmatic rules, 

thus producing a certain aft\ount of personal guilt. Communism 

is a dogmatic political structure, but those individuals that 

adhere to its dogmatism do so rather completely and easily. 

The conditions for creating feelings of personal guilt are 

rather nonexistent; therefore, there is less manifested 

anxiety. These same Communists, it would seem, may be in

secure about their ability to compete in a capitalistic sys

tem; therefore, they reject capitalism and accept Communism. 

This narrowing of their frame of reference by adhering to the 

more dogmatic system could be a defensive reaction against 

their insecurity. 



CHAPTER II 

TESTS AND HYPOTHESES 

Review of Tests to be Used 

The tests that were used in this research, in an attempt 

to show a significant relationship between open-closed 

belief-disbelief systems and security-insecurity, are the 

Dogm^+-ism Scale by Rokeach (19 60) and the Security-Insecurity 

Test by Ainsworth and Ainsworth (19 58). 

The Dogmatism Scale was developed by Dr. Rokeach (19 60) 

to measure individual differences in openness or closedness 

of belief systems along with measuring general authoritarian

ism and general intolerance. The general procedure in con

st rĵ cting the Dogmatism Scale v/as essentially deductive. 

Various defining characteristics of open and closed systems 

were scrutinized; and then statements were constructed to 

tap these characteristics, the assumption being that if a 

person strongly agrees with such statements, it would indi

cate that he possesses one extreme of the particular charac

teristic being tapped (closedness), and if he strongly dis

agrees, he possesses the opposite extreme (openness). Each 

statement in the scale was designed to transcend specific 

ideological positions in order to penetrate to the formal 

and structural characteristics of all positions. By doing 

27 
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so, the Dogmatism Scale could be used as a universal re

search tool in many different countries. 

The Dogmatism Scale has gone through five revisions. 

A total of 89 items were tried throughout Form A to D. 

Form E is the scale used in this research. It contains the 

best 40 items from the other forms. 

The Method of Known Groups technique was used to estab

lish validation. The result was that the high dogmatic sub

jects scored considerably and significantly higher (P=.01) 

than the low dogmatic subjects. 

The average computed reliability of Form E is .79, the 

reliabilities^ ranging from .68 to .93. Reliability was ob

tained by test-retest with five to six months between tests, 

ten different groups being used. Form E is presented in its 

entirety in Appendix A. 

The Security-Insecurity Test was developed by Mary E. 

Ainsworth and Leonard H. Ainsworth (1958) mainly from the 

theoretical <̂ oncepts on security developed by William Blatz. 

These theoretical concepts were finally presented in book 

form in 1966. The main purpose of this test is to assess 

the extent to which an individual is secure or insecure. It 

is also constructed in such a way as to describe the methods 

whereby the individual attempts to attain or maintain secur

ity. This is accomplished by breaking each part of the test 

into four or five subtests, each measuring one of the stages 
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of security (independent security, mature dependent security, 

immature dependent security, insecurity, and deputy agents). 

All items are phrased in the form of a statement rather than 

a question. Since security is perceived as a subjective 

state, the authors felt it was more appropriate that the sub

jects be asked to deal with statements describing feelings 

than statements describing or evaluating behavior. Each 

item attempts to describe a subjective state of either posi

tive (secure) or negative (insecure) feelings; that is, all 

but the items on the deputy agents' subtests where the empha

sis is on the presence or absence of a mode of adjustment 

rather than upon subjective experience. 

The four parts to the Security-Insecurity Test (Familial, 

Exfr^-Familial, Avocational, and Philosophical) have all un

dergone from two to four revisions to increase both reliabil

ity and validity. The reliability coefficients of the com

bined subtests reach a reasonably satisfactory level when 

the four parts of the test are used as a battery. The aver

age computed reliability for the combined subtests was .75, 

the reliabilities ranging from .66 to .83. Reliability was 

obtained by using Hoyt's method for estimating the reliabil

ity of a test on the basis of its internal consistency. 

Thus the full battery can be used to give reasonably reliable 

measures for the individual. The reliabilities of the sub

tests were not statistically high enough for the subtests to 
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be used separately. To establish the validity of the sub

tests, an examination was made of the interrelationships 

between the subtest scores to ascertain the extent to which 

the obtained relationships were consistent with the expec

tations derived from the underlying security-insecurity 

theory, N=175 young adult subjects. Product-moment correla

tions were calculated for each pair of subtests and for each 

subtest with each total. The intra-test correlations were 

moderately satisfactory in meeting the expectations derived 

from the theory, as were the inter-test correlations, P=.05. 

The inter-test correlations suggest that four of the five 

subtest total scores have as high or higher validity than 

any of the component subtests. These results also led to 

the recommendation that the test be used in battery form 

rather than using the individual subtests alone. 

Following the recommendation cf the authors, the test 

was used in battery form. Then a total score of security-

insecurity was obtained as this seems to be x.he most reliable 

and valid measure obtained from the test. The Security-

Insecurity Test is presented in its entirety in Appendix B. 

A separate personal information data sheet will be ob

tained from each subject. The contents of the data sheet 

are presented in their entirety in Appendix C. 

Hypotheses to be Tested 

The principal research hypotheses of this study are: 
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(1) Dogmatism will have a significant correlational 

relationship with security-insecurity. 

(2) Those individuals with relatively closed belief-

disbelief systems will report significantly more 

insecurity than those with relatively open belief-

disbelief systems. 

Four more specific research hypotheses are: 

(3) Any religious groupie that are shown to be signifi

cantly more closed in their belief-disbelief systems 

should score significantly higher on the measurement 

of security-insecurity than other religious groups. 

(4) Any college major groups that are shown to be sig

nificantly more closed in their belief-disbelief 

systems should scoj.e significantly higher on the 

measurement of security-insecurity than other col

lege major groups. 

(5) hny political party groups that are shown to be 

significantly more closed in their belief-disbelief 

systems should score significantly higher on the 

measurement of security-insecurity than other polit

ical party groups. 

(6) It is predicted that most subjects tested will per

ceive themselves as having an open belief-disbelief 

system regardless of how they score on the Dogmatism 

Scale. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Subjects 

Subjects for this study were obtained from volunteer 

undergraduate students enrolled in an Adolescent Psychology 

course at Texas Tech University. Randomness was obtained 

throTigh the chance factors of enrollment and volunteering. 

Historical review of past adolescent classes indicates a 

good cross-section of the university population can be ex

pected to be found within the sample population. Sixty 

subjects were used, 15 males and 45 females. The only re

quirement placed on the subjects was that if they volun-

tĉ -̂ ed to take the first test, they had to, if at all 

possible, take the second test. 

Instruments 

The instruments used in this study were as follows: 

The Dogmatism Scale (Rokeach, 1960), The Security-Insecurity 

Test (Ainsworth & Ainsworth, 1958), and the Personal Data 

Sheet which was constructed just for this study. 

Data Collecting Procedures 

Once the volunteer student sample population was formed, 

group testing procedures were used. The subjects were not 

informed as to the true nature of the scales to be taken. 

32 
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The personal information data sheet was attached to the 

front of the Dogmatism Scale. Each subject received one 

copy of the data sheet and Dogmatism Scale. 

The following instructions were given: 

Please fill in the information requested on the 
data sheet and answer either yes or no the six opin
ion questions. When you have finished that, move 
right on and complete Form E, following the instruc
tions at the top of the first page. 

The instructions were then read aloud to the subjects 

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

Mark each statement in the left margin according 
to how much you agree or disagree with it. Please 
mark every one. 

+1 
+2 
+3 

-1 
-2 
-3 

I AGREE A LITTLE 
I AGREE ON THE V.'IIOLE 
I AGREE VERY MUCH 

I DISAGREE A LITTLE 
I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

[Rokeach, 19 60, pp. 72-73] 

Three weeks later the Security-Insecurity Test was 

given to the same group of subjects. The three-week delay 

between testing was to prevent any test bias carry over from 

the first test to the second test. The same group testing 

procedures were used. Each subject received one copy of the 

Security-Insecurity Test. 
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These instructions were read aloud: 

Please read each statement carefully and indi
cate how you feel the statement is applicable to 
you at the present time. 

Mark each statement in the left margin accord
ing to how much you agree or disagree with it. 
Please mark each one. 

+1 
+2 
+ 3 

-1 
-2 
-3 

I AGREE A LITTLE 
I AGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I AGREE VERY MUCH 

I DISAGREE A LITTLE 
I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

The scoring procedure just presented for the Security-

Insecurity Test is not the one used by its authors. Their 

scoring was based on "true" or "false" with true equaling 

zero. What this author did, by using the same scoring 

technique used on the Dogmatism Scale, was to extend the 

true-false scale along a six point continuum, giving more 

weight to a definitely false statement or a definitely true 

statement. In this way a measure of scoring consistency is 

kept between the two instruments, and more accurate judge

mental feelings should be expressed. This scoring change 

does not effect the validity of the test as the statements 

were constructed to be agreed with or disagreed with 

originally. 

One other scoring modification was necessary for cor

relational consistency. All the statements making up the 

subtests' "Independent Security" and "Mature Dependent 

Security" had to go through a correctional sign change, i.e.. 
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all plus become minus and all minus become plus, before be

ing added to the total score. This sign change was neces

sary to place these respective scores in line with the 

related concept of dogmatism, which is, that a low score 

is related to open belief-disbelief systems, and with the 

score correction a low score will be related to security. 

In Appendix B an asterisk precedes each statement that the 

sign correction was performed upon. The changes were made 

to make a more consistent instrumental scoring design. 

The final scoring procedure for both instruments was 

to convert the -3 to +3 scale to a +1 to +7 scale by adding 

a constant of 4 to each item score. The total score for 

each instriiment is the sum of scores obtained from all items 

in -cne instruments. 

Statistical Procedures 

In this study significant probability was set at P=.01 

for the two principal research hypotheses and P=.05 for the 

four specific research hypothesis. 

The following are the statistical procedures used to 

test the proposed null foiros of the hypotheses: 

(1) Dogmatism will not have a significant correlational 

relationship with security-insecurity. This hypoth

esis was subjected to "The Spearman Rank Correla

tion Coefficient Test (r )" as described by Siegel 

(1956, pp. 202-213). To test the significance of 



36 

^s' ^^® "Student's t Test" as described by Siegel 

(1956, pp. 212-213) was used. 

(2) Those individuals with relatively closed belief-

disbelief systems will not report significantly 

more insecurity than those with relatively open 

belief-disbelief systems. To test this hypothesis, 

the upper and lower quartile means of the data were 

subjected to "Fisher's t Test (t) for Difference 

Between Uncorrelated Means" as described in Guil

ford (1965, pp. 183-185). 

Hypotheses three, four, and five were all subjected to 

"Fisher's t Test (t) for Difference Between Uncorrelated 

Means" as described in Guilford (1965, pp. 183-185). 

(3) Any religious groups that are shown to be &j.gnifi-

cantly more closed in their belief-disbelief sys

tems should not score significantly higher on the 

measurement of security-insecurity than other 

religious groups. 

(4) Any college major groups that are shown to be sig

nificantly more closed in their belief-disbelief 

systems should not score significantly higher on 

the measurement of security-insecurity than other 

college major groups. 

(5) Any political party groups that are shown to be 

significantly more closed in their belief-disbelief 
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systems should not score significantly higher on 

the measurement of security-insecurity than other 

political groups. 

(6) It is predicted that most of the subjects tested 

will perceive themselves as having an open belief-

disbelief system regardless of how they score on 

the Dogmatism Scale. This last hypothesis was 

2 
subjected to "The X Test for Two Independent 

Samples" as described by Siegel (1956, pp. 104-111). 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Results and Discussion of Research Hypothesis #1 

The first principal research hypothesis, which was, 

dogmatism will have a significant correlational relationship 

with security-insecurity, was converted to a null hypothesis 

and uciSted. 

The Spearman Rank Correlation (r ) obtained between 

dogmatism and insecurity is presented in Table 1. The cor

relation obtained within the sample population was positive 

and was significant (P=.01). The null hypothesis can be 

rejected in favor of the research hypothesis, that dogmatism 

ha^ a significant correlational relationship with security-

insecurity (as measured by the Security-Insecurity Test.) A 

graphic representation of the subjects' test scores would 

show that, in general, a person who is higher in dogmatism 

is also likely to be higher in insecurity, and one who is 

lower in dogmatism is also likely to be lower in insecurity. 

As stated by Guilford (1950), 

When one is investigating a purely theoretical prob
lem, even very small correlations, if statistically 
significant, are often very indicative of a psycho
logical law. Whenever a relationship between two 
variables is established beyond reasonable doubt, 
the fact that the correlation coefficient is small 
may merely mean that the measurement situation is 
contaminated by some factor(s) uncontrolled or not 
held constant [pp. 104-105]. 

38 



39 

In this part of the study, dogmatism and insecurity are 

clearly shown to emerge together as part of a single psy

chological factor. Since a significant correlation was 

established, it is experimently appropriate to explore the 

rest of the stated hypotheses. 

TABLE 1 

CORRELATION BETWEEN DOGMATISM AND INSECURITY 

Sample Population Number Correlation 

Texas Tech University 
Students 60 .48' 

*The correlation is a Spearman Rank Correlation (rg) 
and was significant (P=.01) as indicated by the Student's 
t Test. 

Results and Discussion of Research Hypothesis #2 

The second principal research iiypothesis, which was, 

those individuals with relatively closed belief-disbelief 

systems will report significantly more insecurity than those 

with relatively open belief-disbelief systems, was converted 

to a null hypothesis and tested. The difference between the 

means of the upper and lower quartiles of the Dogmatism 

Scale was significant (P=.01). The difference between the 

means of the coexistent scores on the Security-Insecurity 

Test was also significant (P=.01). 
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The mean dogmatism and security-insecurity score 

obtained using the upper and lower quartile of the Dogma

tism Scale and the coexistent mean score on the Security-

Insecurity Test are presented in Table 2. The null hypoth

esis can be rejected in favor of the stated research 

hypothesis, that those individuals with relatively closed 

belief-disbelief systems will report significantly more 

insecurity than those with re"* atively open belief-disbelief 

systems. It appears that a meaningful relationship between 

dogmatism and insecurity has been established. When viewed 

as a group of relatively closed minded individuals, without 

any other specific classification, the upper quartile sam

ple does report significantly more insecurity than the lower 

quartile relatively open mii.ded sample. 

One of the theoretical indications implied by the data 

is that Cj-osed belief-disbelief systems are developed, by 

individuals; as an unconscious network of defense against 

insecurity. It seems that the more feelings of insecurity 

an individual experiences, the more he closes down his 

belief-disbelief system in an attempt to create a stable 

field of reference he can depend on. By doing so he masks 

over his feeling of insecurity and creates a temporary false 

feeling of security by presenting himself as having the 

"true view" of the world around him—temporary because he 

constantly has to meet the challenge of an ever-changing 
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reality of new belief-disbelief systems that in turn have 

the potential of increasing his feelings of insecurity. 

The following four more specific hypotheses were tested 

in an attempt to reinforce the implied theory stated above. 

Results and Discussion of Research Hypothesis #3 

The first more specific research hypothesis, which was, 

any religious groups that are shown to be significantly more 

closed in their belief-disbelief systems should score sig

nificantly higher on the measurement of security-insecurity 

than other religious groups, was converted to a null hypoth

esis and tested. The differences between the means of the 

Protestants and the Catholics on the Dogmatism Scale or the 

Security-Insecurity Test were not significant. The tested 

sample did not contain a Jewish or nonbelievers group. 

The mean dogmatism and security-insecurity scores for 

the sample religious groups are presented in Table 3. The 

null hypothesis could not be tested because there was no 

significant difference between means observed within the two 

religious groups in the Dogmatism Scale. Likewise, there 

was no significant difference between means observed within 

the two religious groups in the Security-Insecurity Test. 

Since both Protestant and Catholic groups were equally high 

on dogmatism, it would be predicted that no difference would 

be found in the amount of insecurity reported. Although no 

significant mean difference between means was obtained, when 
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considering these results on an ad hoc basis, it may be said 

that the Protestant group which scored highest in dogmatism 

also tended to score highest in insecurity. A further break

down of the Protestant data into specific denominations pro

duced no significant differences between means within the 

different denominations and the Catholic sample. 

It can be concluded from the above data obtained from 

this specific Texas Tech sample that religious grouping was 

not an appropriate variable for exploring differences within 

dogmatism or insecurity. The two religious groups seem to 

be comprised of both open and closed minded persons, as well 

as both secure and insecure persons, more or less equally 

dispersed along the two continuums. In future studies an 

effort should be made to include Jews and/or nonbelievers 

within the sample group. 

Resu11c and Discussion of Research Hypothesis #4 

The second more specific research hypothesis, namely, 

any college major groups that are shown to be significantly 

more closed in their belief-disbelief systems should score 

significantly higher on the measurement of security-

insecurity than other college major groups, was converted 

to a null hypothesis and tested. The differences between 

means for different college major groups in the Dogmatism 

Scale and in the Security-Insecurity Test were not consis

tent with the proposed predictions. It can be observed 
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from Table 4 that in some college major groups there were 

significant differences reported between dogmatism means, 

but the related security-insecurity means were not signifi

cantly different. However, for some other groups the 

security-insecurity means were significantly different with

out the related dogmatism means being significant. 

The mean dogmatism and security-insecurity scores for 

the sample college major groups are presented in Table 4. 

The null hypothesis can be accepted, that is, any college 

major groups that are shown to be significantly more closed 

in their belief-disbelief systems should not score signifi

cantly higher on the measurement of security-insecurity than 

other college major groups. Although the History-Government 

giv̂ up reported significantly more dogmatism than the Be

havioral Science group or the Liberal Arts group, and the 

Physical Education group significantly reported more dogma

tism than the Liberal Arts group, neither one reported sig

nificantly higher mean security-insecurity scores. In fact, 

all four of these college major groups reported similar 

relatively high mean scores on the Security-Insecurity Test. 

It can be observed that the results are not consistent 

with the theoretical expectations or the preceding empirical 

findings of a positive significant relationship between dog

matism and security-insecurity. The present author is faced 

with the same research problem as Dr. Rokeach (1960, pp. 347-
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357) when he attempted to establish a positive consistent 

relationship between dogmatism and manifest anxiety. The 

only recourse of defense for these contradicting results is 

an after-the-fact attempt to explain why the data did not 

align itself as predicted. 

Before this is attempted, one other noticeable dis

crepancy observed in the college major group, even though 

it was not experimentally tested, needs to be pointed out. 

Referring back to Table 4, it shows that the Education 

Majors were not significantly different in dogmatism from 

the other groups, but reported significantly less insecurity 

than History -Government Majors, Physical Education Majors, 

and Liberal Arts Majors. 

The problem confronting the present author now is to 

try to reconcile these unexpected findings with those show

ing that dogmatism and security-insecurity generally cor

relate positively with each other. One possibility that 

suggests itself is that the use of college major grouping 

is too broad of a category when the sample size was so small 

and the variance of score was so large. F tests performed 

on the security-insecurity data were not significant, but 

the scores in any group except Group 1 and Group 6 are far 

from being homogeneous. This overall randomness effect 

could cancel out the accepted theoretical relationship. 

This could lead to committing a "Type II Statistical Error" 
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which is to accept the stated null hypothesis when in fact 

it is false. In this case the only appropriate approach 

would be to increase the sample size and test for signifi

cant differences again. Increasing the sample size would 

yield greater power to the statistical test used (Siegel, 

1956). 

Another possibility is that college majors are chosen 

beca^oe of many different factors. The insecure person may 

choose a major for certain reasons, while the secure person 

chooses the same major for a totally different reason. 

Therefore, the use of a college major breakdown was not a 

sensitive enough variable because it has built into itself 

a randomness factor; e.g., some people choose Behavioral 

Science because of a desire to understand h-uman behavior 

while others choose it to find a self cure for their own 

personal problems. Thus within the same college major you 

have potentially an open-secure group and a closed-insecure 

group counterbalancing each other. 

Results and Discussion of Research Hypothesis #5 

The third more specific research hypothesis, which was, 

any political party groups that are shown to be significantly 

more closed in their belief-disbelief systems should score 

significantly higher on the measurement of security-insecurity 

than other political party groups, was converted to a null 

hypothesis and tested. The difference between means for 
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both Republicans and Democrats in the two instruments were 

both significantly higher than the mean scores for Inde

pendents, (P=.05) . 

The mean dogmatism and security-insecurity scores for 

the sample political groups are presented in Table 5. The 

null hypothesis can be rejected in favor of the stated re

search hypothesis, that any political party groups that are 

shown to be significantly more closed in their belief 

disbelief systems should score significantly higher on the 

measurement of security-insecurity than other political 

party groups. It can be observed that the results are con

sistent with the theoretical expectatioiis and the empirical 

findings of the two preceding major hypotheses, that a posi

tive significant relationship between dogmatism and insecur

ity seems to exist. 

It seems that within this saUvĵ-̂le population those 

individuals that adhere to the ratn?r structured belief-

disbelief system of an organized political party are more 

insecure and, therefore, more dependent upon an outside 

authority as to how to react in a given political situation. 

By being more closed minded politically and following the 

dictates of the authority, a sense of false security is 

probably maintained. The more closed minded person does 

not have to depend upon his own decision-making abilities 

because he probably perceives the decisions made by the 

organization as being his decision also. 
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ĥ l 
O 
CM 

H 
^^ 
04 

§ 
CO 

rt 
o En 

CO 

g 
O 
U 
CO 

>H 
^ 
H 
« 

-I
N

S
E

C
U

 

>H 
EH 
H 
« 
D 
U 
W 
CO 

p 
IS 
< 

s CO 
H 
EH 

S 
O 
O 
P 

w 
s 

> 1 
-p 
•H 
H 
p 
u 
Q) 
to 

H 
1 
> i 

•P 
•H 
H 

(U 
CO 

g 
to 
•H 
-P 
fd 
g 
t n 
0 
P 

• 
P 

• 
CO 

^ 
fd 
(D 
X 

t 

P 
• 

CO 

C! 
fd 
0) 

s 

^ 
£ 
P 
S 

CM 
;3 
0 
M 
C5 

o 
• 

00 
i n 

rH 
^ 
i n 

^ 
• 

CN 
CN 

rsj 
i n 
r-{ 

CN 
<-{ 

to 
c (d 
o •H 

rH 
XI 
13 
CM 

• 
t-{ 

in 00 
• t 

00 CN 
r- 00 

i n r^ 
r-i O 
in ';}' 

(y> o 
• . 

cr» o 
rH n-i 

cr> " ^ 
CO rH 
rH r-{ 

O ^ 
t-{ 

to 
•P 

a to Q 
-P Ti 
fd c 
>H Q) 
0 a, 
0 OJ 
g 'd 
(U G 
P H 

• • 
CVJ CO 1 

VD ^ 00 
CN CO O 

to 
a 
fd 
cu 

(U 
l̂  
-p 
Q) 
pq 

<u 
u 
(U 

0) 
«+H 
MH 
• H 
P 

ro CO in 
H CO CN 

CN CO ro 

• . . 
to to to 
> > > 

rH rH CN 

'd 
<u 
•p 
fd 

u 
u 
o 
o 
o 

(U 
^ 

(U 
pq 

Q) 
u 
(U 

0) 
4H 
4H 
- H 
P 

U 
O 
m 

-P 
to 
(U 

EH 

to 

(U 
Xi 
to 

• H 
PM 

•P a 
fd . 
o in 

•H o 
UH . 
• H 
CJ II 
e n CM 

• H 
CO ^ 
* w 

c; 
fd 
(U 



51 

The Independent group which reportedly was more open 

minded and secure seems less dependent upon outside authority 

and more dependent upon their own ability for making politi

cal decisions. The secure individual is more willing to 

accept the consequence of his own behavior and therefore 

does not seem to need the protection of a relatively closed 

belief-disbelief system. 

The most important factor developing out of these re

sults is, that it seems that the more secure an individual 

is, the more he can allow himself the luxury of a more open 

belief-disbelief system, and the less he has to depend upon 

an outside authority for guidance. 

Results and Discussion of Research Hypothesis #6 

The fourth and final more specific research hypothesis, 

namely, it was predicted that most of the subjects tested 

would perceive themselves as having an open belief-disbeliel 

system regardless of how they score on the Dogmatism Scale, 
2 

was tested. This prediction was tested using "The X test 

for two Independent Samples." The observed patterns of the 

way the 60 subjects answered yes or no to the question, "Do 

you see yourself as a liberal minded person?" are presented 

in Table 6. Using plus and minus one standard deviation, 

the dogmatism data was grouped into "High Closed" (163 or 

above). Average Open-Closed (116-162), and High Open (115 or 
2 

below). A two-by-three contingency table for X was used. 
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The predicted outcome, namely, that most of the subjects 

tested will perceive themselves as having an open belief-

disbelief system regardless of how they score on the Dogma-

tism Scale, was proven to be correct. The X results were 

not significant, thus indicating there was no significant 

difference in the way the sample population answered the 

question about being liberal minded. Ninety percent of all 

subjects answered yes to being liberal minded (54 out uf 60) , 

Eighty percent of the high closed minded groups answered yes 

to being liberal minded (8 out of 10} . 

TABLE 6 

PERCEIVED OPEN AND CLOSED MINDEDNESS 

How Perceived 

Yes No Total 

High Closed 0=8 0=2 10 
(163 or above) E=9 E=l 

Average 0=35 0=3 38 
Open-Closed E=34.2 
(116-162) E=3.6 

High Open 0=11 0=1 12 
(115 or below) E=10.8 E=1.2 

Total 54 6 60 

2 
0=Observed; E=Expected; X Results=l.30; P>.05 
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It may be inferred from the results that asking a per

son as to whether he is liberal minded or not liberal minded 

would not provide an accurate account. These results rein

force the theory that 

The closed mind is subjectively experienced by the 
person who has it no differently from the way it 
is experienced by a person with an open mind. One 
can distort the world and narrow it down to what
ever extent necessary, but at the same time pre
serve the illusion of understanding it iRokeach, 
1960, p. 68]. 

The results also reinforce the theoretical concept that 

dogmatism is an unconscious complex network of defense against 

feeling of insecurity, in that most sample individuals that 

are both insecure and dogmatic are not aware of the fact that 

they are relatively closed minded in the way they are re

lating to the world around unem. 

General Discussion 

The re?nlts of this research offer some reliable support 

for the theoretical concepts that open-closed mindedness and 

security-insecurity have a positive correlational relation

ship, and as reported dogmatism increases, a related increase 

of reported insecurity should also be expected. This in 

turn supports the theoretical concept that a significantly 

closed belief-disbelief system is nothing more than a com

plex network of psychological defense mechanisms organized 

together to form a cognitive system and designed to 
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unconsciously shield a vulnerable mind from ever-present 

feelings of insecurity. 

Most of the sample population who scored high on the 

Dogmatism Scale (80%) were not consciously aware of being 

closed minded in their outlook of the world. This same 

group was significantly more insecure than that which scored 

high on open mindedness. So it seems relatively safe to say 

that usually as reported dogmatism increases, one can also 

expect an increase of reported insecurity. 

To test these concepts further, four more specific 

hypotheses were used. The first three of these hypotheses 

centered around breaking the data down into specific groups— 

religious, college major, and political. Within the reli

gious groups, Protestant and Catholic, there was found no 

significant difference between either dogmatism or security-

insecurity. The sample population did not contain a Jewish 

or nonbeliever group. It possibly would have been more 

meaningful if a Jewish and a nonbeliever group could have 

been obtained. 

The college major grouping results were not consistent 

with the expected theoretical outcome or the empirical find

ings presented. Those groups that were significantly higher 

on dogmatism, History-Government, and Physical Education 

were not significantly higher on security-insecurity. It is 

felt by the present author that this discrepancy is due 
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to a "Type II Statistical Error" rather than that there is 

no positive relationship between dogmatism and security-

insecurity. The sample group size was too small for the 

amount of variance found between the scores. The Fisher's 

t Test did not have enough power to overcome this extreme 

heterogeneous grouping. 

The political subgroups did, in fact, report the theo

retical expected relationship, and reinforced the emplj.ical 

findings of hypotheses one and two. Republican and Demo

crats were neither significantly different in dogmatism nor 

security-insecurity, but were both significantly different 

in both dogmatism and security-insecuriny than the Inde

pendent group. This would indicate that both the Republican 

and Democratic groups seem to depend upon outside a^Jxiori-

tative sources for setting their political guidelines, while 

the more secure open minded Indepei^dents seem to rely more 

on their own decision making ability when it comes to polit

ical commitment. Of most importance, it can be observed 

that as reported dogmatism increases significantly, so does 

the reported insecurity. 

The final specific hypothesis was a prediction that 

most subjects would perceive themselves as liberal minded, 

no matter how they scored on the Dogmatism Scale. Ninety 

percent of the total group answered yes to being liberal 

minded, and 80% of those individuals who scored significantly 
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high on dogmatism answered yes. These results reinforce the 

theoretical concepts that individuals are generally not 

aware of being closed minded, and that closed mindedness is 

a complex network of general defense developed to protect 

the individual who is feeling insecure. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This study was primarily designed to examine some of 

the relationships between Milton Rokeach's (19 60) theoretical 

concepts on open-closed mindedness and Mary D. and Leonard H. 

Ainsworth's (1958) and William E. Blatz's (1966) theoretical 

concepts of human security. The primary guiding theoretical 

concept was: As reported dogmatism increases, a related 

increase of reported insecurity will also be found. This is 

based upon the concept that when significantly extreme, the 

closed belief-disbelief system is nothing more than a com

plex network of psychological defense mechanisms organized 

together to form a cognitive system and designed to uncon

sciously shield a vulnerable mind from ever-present feelings 

of insecurity. The two principal research hypotheses tested 

were: (1) Dogmatism (open-closed mindedness) will have a 

significant correlational relationship with security-

insecurity. (2) Those individuals with relatively closed 

belief-disbelief systems will report significantly more 

insecurity than those with relatively open belief-disbelief 

systems. Four more specific research hypotheses were also 

tested. (1) Any religious groups that are shown to be sig

nificantly more closed in their belief-disbelief systems 

57 
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should score significantly higher on the measurement of 

security-insecurity than other religious groups. (2) Any 

college major groups that are shown to be significantly 

more closed in their belief-disbelief systems should score 

significantly higher on the measurement of security-

insecurity than other college major groups. (3) Any politi

cal party groups that are shown to be significantly more 

closed in their belief-disbelief systems should score sig

nificantly higher on the measurement of security-insecurity 

than other political party groups. (4) It is predicted that 

most subjects tested will perceive themselves as having an 

open belief-disbelief system regardless of how they scor.e 

on the Dogmatism Scale. 

Sixty volunteer undergraduate students enrolleu in an 

Adolescent Psychology course at Texas Tech University were 

administered a personal data sheet, tne Dogmatism Scale 

authored by Milton Rokeach, and the Security-Insecurity Test 

authored by Mary D. and Leonard H. Ainsworth. The resulting 

test data were analyzed by using appropriate nonparametric 

statistics. 

The primary results indicated that dogmatism and 

security-insecurity had a positive Spearman Rank Correlation 

(r ) of .48 which is significant, (P=.01). Using the "Fish-
s 

er's t Test (t) for Difference Between Uncorrelated Means," 

the difference between means of the upper and lower quartile 



59 

of the Dogmatism Scale was significant, (P=.01). The dif

ference between means of the coexistent scores on the 

Security-Insecurity Test was also significant, (P=.01). 

These results do reinforce the proposed theoretical concepts 

of this study. 

The results of two out of the four specific hypotheses 

tested also support the proposed theoretical concepts. In 

specific Hypothesis 1, using Jie Fisher's t Test (t) , the 

difference between means for Protestants and Catholics on 

the Dogmatic Scale or the Security-Insecurity Test was not 

significant. The tested sample did not contain a Jewish or 

nonbelievers group. Specific Hypothesis 2, using the 

Fisher's t Test (t), the differences between means for dif

ferent college major groups on the Dogmatism Scale and the 

Security-Insecurity test were not consistent with the pro

posed predictions. In some of the college major groups 

there were significant differences reported between dogma

tism means, but the related security-insecurity means were 

not significantly different. For some other groups, the 

security-insecurity means were significantly different 

without the related dogmatism means being significant. It 

is felt by this author that a "Type II Statistical Error" 

was committed as the sample sizes were too small for the 

amount of error variance reported. Specific Hypothesis 3, 

using the Fisher's t Test (t), the difference between means 
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for Republican and Democrats on the Dogmatism Scale or the 

Security-Insecurity Test was not significant. The obtained 

means for both Republicans and Democrats on the two instru

ments were all significantly higher than the obtained means 

for Independents, (P=.05). Specific Hypothesis 4, using 

2 

"The X Test for Two Independent Samples," there was no sig

nificant difference in the way the 60 subjects answered a 

quesifrion about being liberal minded. Ninety percent of all 

subjects answered yes to being liberal minded (54 out of 60). 

Eighty percent of the high closed minded group answered yes 

to being liberal minded (8 out of 10). 

The overall results of this research offer some reliable 

support for the theoretical concepts that open-closed minded

ness and security-insecurity have a positive correlational 

relationship, and as reported dogmatism increases, a related 

increase of reported insecurity should also be expected. 

This in turn supports the theoretical concept that a closed 

belief-disbelief system is nothing more than a complex net

work of psychological defense mechanisms organized together 

to form a cognitive system and designed to unconsciously 

shield a vulnerable mind from ever-present feelings of 

insecurity. 

Further dogmatism-insecurity research needs to be done, 

especially in the area of specific relationships. Care needs 

to be taken that sample sizes be large enough to provide the 
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needed statistical power so that if significant relation

ships do exist, they will not be lost through experimental 

error. A factor analysis study would help to show what 

specific insecurity factors load on what specific dogmatism 

factors. This would lead to a better understanding of what 

type of insecurity was most directly related to closed 

mindedness. __ 

When using specific groups to study the correlational 

relationship between dogmatism and anjiiety or dogmatism and 

insecurity, both Dr. Rokeach and this present author observed 

results that were theoretically contradicting. These contra

dicting results seem to indicate that tne subgroupings of 

the specific groups are not appropriate variables for study

ing dogmatism and anxiety or dogmatism and insecurity. By 

their own nature the subgroupings are not discriminating 

categories which attract only one certain degree of open or 

closed minded individuals. Thus tne subgroups become a 

random sample rather than a specific sample from which pre

dictions can be made. This present author recommends that 

future studies attempt to explore the effects of lowering 

the insecurity within different high insecure groups and see 

if it has any effect on the group's level of dogmatism. 
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APPENDIX A: DOGMATISM SCALE 

FORM E 

The following is a study of what the general public 
thinks and feels about a number of important social and 
perscpnal questions. The bost answer to each statement be
low is your personal opinion. We have tried to cover many 
different and opposing points of view; you may find your
self agreeing strongly with some of the statements, dis
agreeing just as strongly with others, and perhaps uncertain 
about others. Whether you agree or disagree with any state
ment, you can be sure that many people feel the same as you 
do. 

Mark each statement in the left margin according to how 
much you agree or disagree with it. Please mark each one. 

+1: I AGREE A LITTLE -1: I DISAGREE A LITTLE 

+ 2: I AGREE. ON THE V7H0LE -2: I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 

+3: I AGREE VERY MUCH -3: I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

1. The United States and Russia have just about nothing 
in common. 

The highest form of government is a democracy and 
the highest form of democracy is a government run 
by those who are most intelligent. 

Even though freedom of speech for all groups is a 
worthwhile goal, it is unfortunately necessary to 
restrict the freedom of certain political groups. 

4. It is only natural that a person would have a much 
better acquaintance v/ith ideas he believes in than 
with ideas he opposes. 

5. Man on his own is a helpless and miserable creature 

6. Fundamentally, the world we live in is a pretty 
lonesome place. 

7. Most people just don't give a "damn" for others. 



+1: I AGREE A LITTLE 

+2: I AGREE ON THE WHOLE 

+3: I AGREE VERY MUCH 
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-1: I DISAGREE A LITTLE 

-2: I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 

-3: I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

8. I'd like it if I could find someone who would tell 
me how to solve my personal problems. 

_ 9. It is only natural for a person to be rather fearful 
of the future. 

10. There is so much to be done and so little time to 
do it in. 

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

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

13. In a heated discussion I generally become so ab
sorbed in what I am going to say that I forget to 
listen to what the others are saying. 

14. It is better to be a dead hero than a live coward. 

15. While I don't like to admit this even to myself, 
my secret ambition is to become a great man, like 
Einstein, or Beethoven, or Shakespeare. 

16. The main thing in life is for a person to want to 
do something important. 

17. If given the chance, I would do something of great 
benefit to the world. 

18. In the history of mankind there have probably been 
just a handful of really great thinkers. 

19. There are a number of people I have come to hate 
because of the things they stand for. 

20. A man who does not believe in some great cause 
has not really lived. 
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+1 I AGREE A LITTLE 

+2: I AGREE ON THE WHOLE 

+3: I AGREE VERY MUCH 

-1: I DISAGREE A LITTLE 

-2: I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 

-3: I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

21. It is only when a person devotes himself to an 
ideal or cause that life becomes meaningful. 

22. Of all the different philosophies which exist in 
this world,there is probably only one which is 
correct. 

23. A person who gets enthusiastic about too many 
causes is likely to be a pretty "wishy-washy" sort 
of person. 

24. To compromise with our political opponents is dan
gerous because it usually leads to the betrayal 
of our own side. 

25. When it comes to differences of opinion in religion, 
we must be careful not to compromise with those who 
believe differently than we do. 

26. In times like these, a person must be pretty selfish 
if he considers primarily his own happiness. 

27. The worst crime a person could commit is to attack 
publicly the people who believe in the same thing 
he does. 

28. In times like these it is often necessary to be 
more on guard against ideas put out jjy people or 
groups in one's own camp than by those in the 
opposing camp. 

29. A group which tolerates too much difference of 
opinion among its own members cannot exist for long. 

30. There are two kinds of people in this world: those 
who are for the truth and those who are against the 
truth. 

31. My blood boils whenever a person stubbornly refuses 
to admit that he's wrong. 

32. A person who thinks primarily of his own happiness 
is beneath contempt. 
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+1: I AGREE A LITTLE 

+2: I AGREE ON THE WHOLE 

+3: I AGREE VERY MUCH 

-1: I DISAGREE A LITTLE 

-2: I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 

-3: I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

33. Most of the ideas which get printed nowadays aren't 
worth the paper they're printed on. 

34. In this complicated world of ours, the only way we 
can know what's going on is to rely on leaders or 
experts who can be trusted. 

_35. It is often desirable to reserve judgment about 
what's going on until one has had a chance to hear 
the opinions of those one respects. 

36. In the long run the best way to live is to pick 
friends and associates whose tastes and beliefs 
are the same as one's own. 

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

38. If a man is to accomplish his mission in life, it 
is sometimes necessary to gamble "all or nothing 
at all." 

39. Unfortunately, a good many people with whom I have 
discussed important social and moral problems don't 
really understand what's going on. 

40. Most people just don't know what's good for them. 

\ 
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APPENDIX B: SECURITY-INSECURITY TEST 

Name Date 

Revised Form 

Instructions: 

Please read each statement carefully and indicate how 
you feel the statement is applicable to you at the present 
time. 

Mark each statement in the left margin according to 
how much you agree or disagree with it. Please mark each 
one. 

+1 
+2 
+3 

I AGREE A LITTLE 
I AGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I AGREE VERY MUCH 

-1 
-2 
-3 

I DISAGREE A LITTLE 
I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

Part One 

*1. Although I value the affection my parents hold for 
me, I feel that I do not need it to make me feel 
confident in myself. 

*2. I feel on very good terms with my parents, despite 
the fact that I no longer rely on them for help or 
advice. 

3. I feel so close to my parents that I feel that they 
will always be my closest friends. 

4. The nagging I get from my parents sometimes irri
tates me very much. 

5. I feel a little natural resentment towards anyone 
in a position to tell me what to do. 

*6. I enjoy the comfortable feeling that I can handle 
any problem that might come my way without help 
from my parents. 

7. I feel very much at home with my parents, more so 
than with anyone else that I have ever met. 

8. I am concerned that my relationship with my parents 
is not all that it might be. 
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+1 
+ 2 
+3 

I AGREE A LITTLE 
I AGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I AGREE VERY MUCH 

1 
2 
3 

I DISAGREE A LITTLE 
I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

9. I am apt to do things so thoroughly that T can't 
possibly do all the other things I should be doing 

10. Although I don't get on very well with my parents, 
I don't let this bother me, and try to live my own 

11. 

12. 

13. 

life. 

I often feel very regretful that I have not ful
filled my obligations to my parents. 

When the going gets tough I often wish that I were 
back in the happy days of my childhood. 

I always tend to put off making a decision until 
the very last minute. 

14. I find it difficult to get things done in time. 

J^15. Although I get on very well with my parents, I do 
not feel that loss or separation would make any 
great difference to my life in general. 

16. It is a great comfort to me to realize that I can 
always count on my parents to help me out of a jam. 

17. I often get a troubled feeling from wondering if my 
parents might disapprove of what I am doing. 

18. My family are very kind to me, but I am sorry that 
I do not have a real warm relationship with them. 

_19. It is a great comfort to me that my parents help 
me to make up my mind. 

*20. I feel comfortably free to make my own arrangements 
"" with my friends without talking it over with my 

parents. 

__21. It makes me feel very uncomfortable if pressure of 
time forces me to leave some things done poorly or 
incompletely. 

22. It makes me feel uncomfortable if something prevents 
me from having things neat and tidy. 
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+1 
+ 2 
+ 3 

I AGREE A LITTLE 
I AGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I AGREE VERY MUCH 

1 
2 
3 

I DISAGREE A LITTLE 
I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

_ 2 3 . I feel discouraged that it is so difficult to live 
up to what my parents expect of me. 

__24. It makes me feel uneasy to think of being completely 
on my own. 

— 2 5 . It is a great comfort to have my parents help me 
such a lot. 

2^* I ^^ happy to fall L_.ck on my parents to do the 
many little things for me that tend to make life 
more comfortable. 

27. I vjften feel a sense of regret that I have not had 
as happy a family life as other people have had. 

28. I know my parents worry about the things I do, but 
I don't let this bother me, and try to live my own 
life. 

29. One of the most important factors in helping me 
decide on somethi/.^ is whether or not it will please 
my parents. 

30. It bothers me that my parents do not allow me to be 
ii;ore on my own. 

31. It discourages me that my parents interfere so much 
in my life. 

32. I sometimes worry about the future as a time when I 
will not get as much help from my parents as I do 
now. 

__33. I would feel guilty if I felt that I were letting 
my parents down j n any way. 

__34. I would feel very hesitant to embark on a course 
of action which my parents might consider wrong. 

__35. I feel sure that I can never do better than live up 
to the values that my parents hold. 

_*_36. One of the reasons thac I get along so well with my 
parents is that I never feel held in by their dis
approval . 
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+1: I AGREE A LITTLE 
+2: I AGREE ON THE WHOLE 
+3: I AGREE VERY MUCH 

Part Two 

-1 
- J 
-3 

I DISAGREE A LITTLE 
I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

_*1. I feel so much at home with people that it never 
occurs to me to feel left out of things. 

_*2. I feel quite confident of myself when I am with 
other people. 

_ 3. I am very glad that my friends approve of me, for 
I am very sensitive to disapproval. 

_ 4. I try very hard to make people like me, and I am 
satisfied that I nearly always succeed. 

_ 5. I sometimes feel left out of things. 

_ 6. I think the best way to get along socially is to 
be able to do a lot of things well. 

_ 7. I don't worry about feeling left out, because I 
know I can learn to do things that will make people 
respect me. 

_*8. I feel quite comfortable about how I stand in the 
eyes of the people I am usually with. 

_*9. I get so much satisfaction from my intimate friend
ships that it hardly ever occurs to me to be con
cerned about whether or not people like me. 

10. It is a comfort to me that I can count on my friends 
to help in making decisions. 

11. I feel uncomfortable about how I stand in the eyes 
of the people I am usually with. 

12. I sometimes feel sad, for there is no one to whom 
I really feel close. 

13. I enjoy being with intelligent, popular people be
cause I feel more important myself when I am with 
them. 

14. I have a lot of friends, but don't really feel 
close to any of them. 
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+1 
+2 
+3 

I AGREE A LITTLE 
I AGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I AGREE VERY MUCH 

1 
2 
3 

I DISAGREE A LITTLE 
I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

__15. I may hurt people by the things I do, but I feel 
that this cannot be helped if you want to live 
your own life. 

Ĵ 16. There is at least one group of people outside my 
family with whom I feel really at home, and in 
whose activities I can really join. 

_^17. I gain satisfaction from being able to do things 
well, and this feeling is not lessened when I find 
other people who can do things better. 

18. It is a comfort to me that my friends give me so 
much help and support. 

19. I have friends whose help gives me the confidence 

I need. 

20. I am inclined to view strangers as intruders. 

21. I like my friends to be at least of my own social 
standing. 

22. Sometimes I feel unhappy because no one really 
understands me. 

23. When I am unhappy, I wish I had someone in whom 
I could confide. 

*24. I don't think about it much, but I feel able to 
~ hold my own in any group. 

_*25. I often have a really warm feeling of "being in 
~~ tune with" my friends. 

26. It gives me comfort to know that I have one or two 
"~ good friends upon whom I can lean for help and 

encouragement. 

27. I am very uncomfortable when I feel that I am dis
approved of. 

28. I am easily embarrassed in social situations. 
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+1: I AGREE A LITTLE 
+2: I AGREE ON THE WHOLE 
+3: I AGREE VERY MUCH 

•1 
•2 

•3 

I DISAGREE A LITTLE 
I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

29. 

30. 

_31. 

_32. 

__33. 

*34. 

It makes me uncomfortable not to know clearly what 
is expected of me. 

It makes me feel uneasy' to feel different from my 
friends. 

Other people often irritate me. 

I feel at my best in organized group activity. 

I do not want to feel very near and dear to anyone 

I do enough things well that I feel quite assured 
of myself in any group of people that I might be 
with. 

Ĵ 35. I never feel uneasy with my friends for fear that 
I'm not getting on with them. 

Ĵ 36. Status and prestige do not matter to me because I 
feel I have my own share. 

_37. Sometimes I have an unhappy feeling that people do 
not like me. 

__38. boTnetimes when I am with people I have the feeling 
that I do not "fit in." 

*39. I get a great deal of pleasure from having at least 
"~ one intimate friend whom I can trust and who trusts 

me. 

40. It makes me feel very uncomfortable to feel that 
"" someone dislikes me. 

_41. I am sometimes disappointed in my friends because 
they let me down when I need them. 

_42. I feel handicapped by my lack of self-confidence 
when I am with people. 
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+1 
+2 
+3 

Part Three 

I AGREE A LITTLE 
I AGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I AGREE VERY MUCH 

-1 
-2 
-3 

I DISAGREE A LITTLE 
I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

— 1. I look foinvard to my spare time as an opportunity 
to participate with other people in the games or 
sports that I like. 

*2- I really look forward to my spare time, even when 
alone, because there are so many interesting things 
to do. 

3- I enjoy spending my spare time going to the movies, 
or watching games, or listening to the radio. 

4. I often find myself bored during my spare time, 
and don't seem to be able to find anything inter
esting to do. 

5. There are times when I feel bored and restless, 
and do not seem to be able to enter into anything 
with real enjoyment. 

6. I enjoy my spare time so much that I neglect my 
work and responsibilities. 

7 . 1 like to spend my spare time in worthwhile activi
ties and feel I have wasted it if I just spend it 
pleasantly doing nothing of particular value. 

8. When I have nothing in particular to do, I find 
myself wishing that something exciting would happen. 

9. Although I manage to keep my spare time fully occu
pied, I sometimes regret that I don't enjoy myself 
more. 

__10. Although I ordinarily enjoy myself in my spare time, 
sometimes things seem to turn sour, and I feel un
happy without something to absorb my attention. 

ĵ ll. In my spare time, I like to spend hours at a stretch 
doing something that interests me. 

_*12. I find special pleasure in developing spare-time 
skills with friends. 
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+1: I AGREE A LITTLE 
+2: I AGREE ON THE WHOLE 
+3: I AGREE VERY MUCH 

1 

.J. 

2 
3 

I DISAGREE A LITTLE 
I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

13. 

14. 

15. 

*16. 

*17. 

*18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

*24. 

25. 

I like to relax in my spare time and let other 
people do the entertaining. 

I sometimes waste my spare time without especially 
enjoying myself. 

I enjoy my spare time, especially when no effort 
is required of me. 

I don't need to depend on other people to keĉ p me 
from being bored in my spare time, for there are 
lots of things that I enjoy doing by myself. 

I am confident that I can fully occupy my spare 
time with my varied interests. 

I have many spare time interests that I enjoy with 
my friends. 

I enjoy spending my spare time with my friends 
learning new things together. 

I like to spend my spare time developing skills 
that will help me win the acMiration and respect 
of other people. 

I feel that the best use to which I can put my 
spare time is in learning things that will help me 
get ahead. 

I like to plan ahead for my spare time, and am 
bored when I have been unable to arrange anything 
special to do. 

It disturbs me that I can't find interesting things 
to do in my spare time. 

I enjoy learning new things and developing new in
terests in my spare time. 

I find it quite satisfying to pass time watching 
games or other forms of entertainment without want
ing to take part in them myself. 
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+1 
+ 2 
+3 

I AGREE A LITTLE 
I AGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I AGREE VERY MUCH 

1 
2 
3 

I DISAGREE A LITTLE 
I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

26. 

27. 

28. 

_*29. 

30. 

I enjoy being with other people in my spare time 
even though I don't contribute much to group 
activity. 

I personally like a little excitement in my spare 
time, and think the way lots of people entertain 
themselves is pretty dull. 

I like to keep busy all the time; otherwise I get 
bored. 

I enjoy doing something creative in my spare time. 

I enjoy just relaxing and doing nothing in my spare 
time. 

31. I sometimes think my life is dull and uninteresting. 

32. I am so busy with my work and other things that I 
hardly have any spare time. 

33. I fill up my spare cime with so many responsible 
activities that it is really more like work than 
play. 

*34. 1 enjoy improving my skill in spare time things I 
do v.̂ ith other people. 

I am inclined to feel restless in my spare time. 

Sometimes I feel too tense to be able to relax in 
my spare time. 

I tend to be bored at a party without a few cirinks. 

I would like to start some skilled spare time work, 
but haven't the time. 

*39. I am glad that I can spend my spare time with other 
people, for I very much enjoy the feeling of team 
work that group activity gives me. 

40. It bothers me that I can't settle down to any one 
thing in my spare time. 

41. All things that I would like to do cost more than 
I can afford. 

3 5 . 

3 6 . 

3 7 . 

3 8 . 



Part Four 
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+1: I AGREE A LITTLE 
+2: I AGREE ON THE WHOLE 
+3: I AGREE VERY MUCH 

-1 
-2 
-3 

I DISAGREE A LITTLE 
I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

_*1. I have worked out a philosophy for living that 
gives me confidence that I can meet any crisis that 
life may bring. 

_ 2. I feel upset because I can't make my life what I 
want it to be. 

3. I have peace of mind because I know that my best 
~ interests will always be looked after by a higher 

power. 

4. There is so little that one person can do about the 
~ world that it is useless to waste time thinking 

about it. 

5. I cannot really accept the religious beliefs in 
~ . v/hich I was brought up, yet at times I feel guilty 

about not being able to. 

*6. It makes me happy to feel that I have a worthwhile 
~~ place in the world. 

7. I feel helpless because there are so many things 
~ that I am not able to control. 

8. "Just take what comes and let tomorrow look after 
"" itself" is my motto. 

9 I feel a certain relief in thinking my present per-
"" ' sonal behavior will not matter a hundred years 

from now. 

10. I fully accept our society's ideas about what is 
~ right and wrong. 

*11. I feel that I am becoming more and more the kind of 
person I want to be. 

12. I have no worries about breaking the moral code, 
because I have learned that all morals are relative 
anyhow. 
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+1: I AGREE A LITTLE 
+2: I AGREE ON THE WHOLE 
+3: I AGREE VERY MUCH 

1 
2 
3 

I DISAGREE A LITTLE 
I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

_13. I often feel critical of myself for not living up 
to what I should be. 

__14. At times I feel a real concern that my ideas about 
life are getting farther and farther away from 
those held by my parents. 

_15. My religion is good because it has definite rules 
that I can follow. 

_^16. I feel a pleasant sense of achievement in knowing 
that my philosophy of life is based, on the whole, 
on my own personal grappling with problems. 

Ĵ 17. I feel a sense of ease in knowing what I want from 
life is good and is generally within my reach. 

_18. I feel uneasy about what lies in store for me in 
life. 

19. I deeply regret knowing that I can never undo all 
my wrongdoings. 

20. It helps me to believe in a person who can make 
~~ me forget my own worries. 

__21. I'm happy to have a philo.^ophy that I need not 
understand. 

22, I admit that I feel intolerant of other people's 
~ beliefs when I know they are wrong. 

23. I feel easy in my mind when doubt arises because 
~ there is always someone I can consult for the 

answers. 

__24. I am despondent about the cruelty of mankind. 

25. Any moral code is wrong that inhibits man's natural 
needs. 

26. I don't believe it is any good worrying about good 
and bad, for there is nothing anyone can do about it 
anyway. 



+1: I AGREE A LITTLE 
+2: I AGREE ON THE WHOLE 
+3: I AGREE VERY MUCH 

1 
2 
3 

80 

I DISAGREE A LITTLE 
I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 
I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

_27. It gives me peace of mind to know that my fate is 
decided beforehand. 

__28. I feel uneasy when I consider life, death, and the 
hereafter. 

_29. I sometimes feel that I am useless and unworthy. 

30. I think that people who are tolerant are only fool
ing themselves. 

31. I feel that my life is without purpose. 

32. I ran't help but feel that other people are so 
stubborn in refusing to accept the truth. 

33. It makes me feel good to belong to a strong and 
worthwhile organization much bigger and more impor-
tanc than myself. 

34. I feel uneasy because I have no future aims that 
seem worthwhile. 

_35. Since there is so little I can do to control things, 
I figure that I might just as well have a good time 
did. forget about the future. 

*36. I feel a sense of purpose in life and can therefore 
~ accept the fact that I shall never know the final 

truths about life and death. 

*Sc6ring sign correction. 



College Classification 

Political Party Affiliation 

Church Affiliation ^ ' 

Membership in what social organizations 

Answer YES or NO 

Do you believe some people have ESP Ability? 

Do you believe you have ESP Ability? 

Would you take part in an ESP experiment? 
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APPENDIX C: PERSONAL DATA SHEET 

Name Sex Age_ 

Address__ Phone 

College Major Minor 

Do you believe that some of the unexplained UFO's are from 

outer space? 

Do you believe in the freewill of man? 

Do you see yourself as a liberal minded person? 


