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This study tested effectiveness of a film in forced

compliance situations on neutral and negatively predisposed

individuals. Subjects (N = 48) were administered an atti-

tudinal questionnaire, subjected to a no (control), low,

moderate, or high dissonance-producing situation, and re-

tested for attitude change. Analysis of variance for

repeated measures, Scheffe's F tests, and t tests were

used for analysis. Results indicated attitude change was

greatest under a low dissonance-producing situation for

all subjects. The moderate-dissonance situation moved

unfavorable subjects toward favorability while the high-

dissonance situation moved extremely unfavorable subjects

toward favorability. No relationship was found between de-

grees of dissonance and attitude change for netural subjects.



1978

STANLEY KOSINSKI

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

LIST OF TABLES . . . . . . . . . . . . . iv

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS. ............ ............. v

Chapter

I. INTRODUCTION...... . . . . . . . . . 1

Problem
Hypotheses
Definition of Terms

II. RECENT AND RELATED LITERATURE . . . . . . . 12

III. METHODOLOGY ........... ........ . . . . 19

Film Section
Test Item Development
Test Instrument Development
Subjects Selection
Experiment and Posttest
Statistical Analysis

IV. ANALYSIS..... ... ....... 33

Definitions
Explanation of Tables and Graphs

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION................. . 51

Summary
Conclusion

APPENDIX................................ ......... 57

BIBLIOGRAPHY ................................. 93

iii



LIST OF TABLES

Table Page

I. Description of the Independent and
Dependent Variables . . . . . .0. .0. . . 36

II. Analysis of Variance of the Mean Change
from Pre to Posttest Attitude Scores
across All Conditions ............... 37

III. Pre and Posttest Mean Differences across
Treatments by Levels of Attitude....... 37

IV. Analysis of Variance for Movie Treatment
across Attitudinal Levels . .... .*.....40

V. Scheffe's F Scores by Attitude Levels
after Film Treatment. ..*.............. 41

VI. Analysis of Variance for Movie Plus
Essay Treatment across Attitudinal
Levels.. . .. .*..... . . . . ...... 43

VII. Analysis of Variance for Movie Plus Essay
Plus Oral Treatment across Attitudinal
Levels. .................. . ....... 45

VIII. Simple Main Effects Analysis of Variance
for Neutral Subjects across All
Treatments. ............... .*.....4.0..48

IX. Pretest and Posttest Mean Scores for
Neutral Subjects across All
Treatments................ . ........ 48

iv



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

Figure

1. Interaction of Cell Means across Pre
and Posttest Treatments . ... *.#

2. Graphic Representation Indicating
Proportionate Attitude Shift for
Movie Treatment .............

3. Graphic Representation of Interaction
Effect after Movie and Essay
Treatment ....................

Page

. . . . 39

. . . . 41

43

4. Graphic Representation of Extreme
Dissonance Treatment on Attitude
Levels. .*.*.*.*....... . ........... 46

5. Actual Attitude Pretest and Posttest
Scores Compared to the Theoretical
Expectation for All Treatments. . 49

V

49



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Under general consistency theory, man is conceptualized

as seeking balance between inherent and learned perceptions

or expectations and the discrepancies posed by the world

around him. Thus, reality becomes defined and acquires

meaning only in terms of individual perceptions or expec-

tations. Consistency theory, therefore, emphasizes the con-

formity, compatibility, or fit between the reality and the

individual (Maddi, 1968).

In 1957, Leon Festinger introduced his cognitive dis-

sonance version of the consistency theory. It has since

become paramount among the various versions of consistency

theory. Kiesler, Collins, and Miller acknowledged this in

their review of general consistency theory, in which they

gave cognitive dissonance separate treatment. They explained,

"The large amount of data [cognitive dissonance] has generated

justifies [its] separate presentation" (Kiesler, Collins,

and Miller, 1969, p. 191). Kendler and Kendler in Basic

Psychology: Brief Edition mentioned different versions of

the consistency theory, but discussed in more detail cogni-

tive dissonance "largely because it has been the most influ-

ential in stimulating research" (Kendler and Kendler, 1971,

p. 397). McGuire (1960), too, recognized the importance of

1
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cognitive dissonance theory. Heider's balance theory, McGuire

said, was the most influential among psychologists interested

"in the predictive value of a postulate that people tend to

maintain logical consistency . . . [however] . . . Festinger's

(1957) theory . . . is probably the most stimulating elabora-

tion" (McGuire, 1960, p. 354).

While the general consistency theory is principally

concerned with man's seeking of balance, the cognitive dis-

sonance version introduces the notion of conflict, i.e.,

conflict is a natural, ongoing phenomenon- and originates

within the perceptual and expectational makeup of man

(Maddi, 1968). Festinger (1957), however, differentiates

between conflict and dissonance, in that conflict is that

conditions which exists prior to making a decision. After

the individual has made a choice, conflict between the al-

ternatives becomes resolved. The individual now experiences

dissonance because the unchosen alternative could have been

the appropriate decision to have made. Thus, dissonance be-

comes defined as a state of psychological discomfort resulting

from conflicting or inconsistent cognitive elements (Festin-

ger, 1957). Consonance, on the other hand, is the obverse

of dissonance. It is the fit or positive relationship be-

tween a pair of elements. Aronson and Carlsmith (1962) sug-

gested that man's need for cognitive consistency derives from

his self-perception as a good, honest, and intelligent human

being. In the light of this self-perception he will view his

behavior as intelligent and rational.
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Under an ideal situation, dissonance theory explains the

individual's motivation toward dissonance reduction in the

following manner. When a discrepant situation or idea is

anticipated or encountered, the individual will experience

psychological discomfort. To minimize the disequilibrium

that would result from confronting the discrepant situation,

the individual will simply avoid the situation. He has, then,

eliminated dissonance and has maintained consistency or con-

sonance. Rarely, however, does an individual resolve such

discrepancies so easily. For example, some discrepant situa-

tions cannot be minimized; therefore, some situations will

always pose discrepancies. Again, some discrepant situations

cannot be avoided rendering total dissonance reduction nearly

impossible.

Festinger cited three possible sources of dissonance.

First, new information previously unknown may be encountered.

This would produce at least momentary dissonance. A second

source of dissonance may result from a situation or issue

in which each side is perceived as having some positive as-

pects and some negative aspects. If the individual is af-

fected by or concerned with the issue or situation, dissonance

will be experienced. Furthermore, the greater the equality

of the sides of the issue, the greater will be the dissonance.

Therefore, the maximum degree of dissonance becomes experienced

when both sides are equal. The final source of dissonance

results whenever an individual is called to state an opinion
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or formulate an attitude. Under this condition, dissonance

is unavoidable (Festinger, 1957).

It follows, therefore, that different situations will

result in different degrees of dissonance. That is, some

discrepant situations may be "low" in dissonance, others

may cause a "moderate" degree of dissonance, and still others

may be "highly" dissonance-producing.

Addressing the issue of dissonance magnitude, Festinger

posited,

If two elements are dissonant with one another,
the magnitude . . . will be a function of the im-
portance of the element . . . [Furthermore] the
total amount of dissonance between this element
and the remainder of the person's cognitions
will depend on the proportion of relevant elements
that are dissonant with the one in question (Festin-
ger, 1957, pp. 16-17).

Ultimately, then, the greater the magnitude of dissonance,

the greater the effort to reduce that dissonance and achieve

consonance.

Dissonance reduction has been explained on two levels,

perceptual and behavioral. Perceptually, the individual is

believed to distort or misinterpret one or both of the con-

flicting cognitions, making both alternative more consistent

with his cognition. Behaviorally, the individual can, de-

pending on the internalized elements that predominate in the

cognitive structure, (1) change a behavioral cognitive ele-

ment; (2) change an environmental element; or (3) add new

cognitive elements to the structural cluster of pre-formulated

elements (Festinger, 1957). In changing a behavioral cognitive
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element, the individual re-examines an old behavior, realizes

that it is inappropriate or dysfunctional, and consequently

adopts a new, more appropriate, behavior. This method of

dissonance reduction is dependent upon an individual's ability

to examine his behavior in relation to alternative that are

posed to him, and the ability to decide that change is needed.

Experimentally, this method is analogous to behavior modifica-

tion. Changing the environmental cognitive element refers to

manipulation of physical condition surrounding the individual.

In so doing, the individual brings the situation more in line

with his belief. Festinger stated that this is a possible

dissonance-reducing method, but emphasized that it is highly

unlikely because the individual seldom controls his environ-

ment to a sufficient enough degree. Nonetheless, Festinger

said, wherever control is possible this method is extremely

successful. Finally, by adding new cognitive elements, the

individual seeks additional, previously unknown information

that could be incorporated into his larger cognitive struc-

ture. Conflicting or discrepant new material, however, will

be discarded. This method, Festinger stated, is the most ef-

fective and most likely of the three to occur. In this situa-

tion, the person reinforces his cognitions about the discrepant

situation or issue by adding previously unconsidered data

thus, "reducing the importance of the existing dissonance"

(Festinger, 1957, p. 22).

The individual's cognitions and the reduction of dis-

sonance process must be thoroughly understood prior to any
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attempt at persuasion. Unless these two factors are considered,

persuasion will be futile. Dissonance theorists hold that an

individual who is negatively predisposed toward an issue must

be induced to take a discrepant position before attitude change

can be accomplished. In short, "a counterattitudinal stance

is a necessary condition" before attitude change can occur

(Burgoon and Miller, 1971). To achieve such a stance, dis-

sonance research introduces the concept of forced compliance.

Forced compliance refers to a situation where an individual

is induced to behave in a manner contradictory to his belief.

By inducing the person to take a discrepant position through

forced compliance, he is unable to use any dissonance-reducing

methods. The inducement generally takes the form of promised

reward for compliance or threat of punishment for noncompliance

(Kiesler, Collins, and Miller, 1969). Some theorists, how-

ever, believe that the degree of dissonance (low, moderate,

high) determines whether or not attitudes will change and that

reward for compliance or threat of punishment for noncompliance

is unnecessary (Brehm, 1960).

A substantial percentage of cases which have induced

subjects with some form of forced compliance situation have

proven successful. Furthermore, attitude change has generally

been shown to be directly related to the magnitude of offered

reward, threat of punishment, or degree of dissonance the

subject underwent during the experiment. The cognitive dis-

sonance explanation for this phenomenon is simply that when
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an individual performs in a manner contrary to or inconsis-

tent with a prior-held conviction or action, that performance

will produce psychological discomfort relative to the mag-

nitude of dissonance involved in the activity. Moreover, if

the individual is unable to reinstate his original position,

or if he is unable to deny partaking in the discrepant per-

formance, attitude change in the direction of the discrepant

activity will result. Of central importance to dissonance

theory is that an individual be so saturated with information

opposing his predisposed belief, that he will find it less

dissonant to accept the opposing side than to reinstate his

originally held position (Festinger, 1957).

Dissonance experiments have shown that, in general, a

"low" forced compliance situtation will elicit behavior or

opinion in the direction that is experimentally sought. In

experiments using "moderate" or "high" forced compliance,

some results show attitude change, others do not. The de-

termining factor in "moderate" and "high" forced compliance

situation seems to be the rigidity of the individual's be-

lief structure and the perceived importance of the issue or

belief (Festinger, 1957). In other words, the more rigid

the belief, the more important the issue, the greater will

be the dissonance that results.

Problem

Many have attested to the power of film to persuade,

to change established opinions. Julian Bryan wrote that

there

WNW
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was something that lectures and reading had been
unable to do . . . in a few minutes a film had
dramatically shattered a false belief . . . in
the face of powerful prejudices a film can raise
questions in the mind of the spectator (Bryan,
1951, p. 14).

Johnson and deKieffer (1951) discussed the importance of

the quality of a film in a persuasion situation. McCann

(1973) discussed the importance of the documentary film as

a persuasive instrument in that the most important concept

is not the authenticity of the material but the authenti-

city of the results. The documentary teaches. It appeals

to man's faculty of judgment. It may be nostalgic or in-

formative or reassuring or disturbing, but its editing and

narration will be held together by a central idea. The ef-

fect of film may be to change the basis of judgment and

eventually to change men's minds.

A review of dissonance-related literature has shown a

gross neglect in the area of film as a technique in forced

compliance dissonance. Forced compliance has been effectively

demonstrated in areas of speaker credibility, written per-

suasive materials, and behavior toward unliked tasks. The

evidence available is sufficient to warrant that if a film,

as a passive condition (viewing), were coupled with pressure

to change one's opinion (writing an essay, speaking overtly)

enough dissonance would be created to elicit attitude change.

Hypotheses

It was hypothesized that if a persuasive film stimulus

were uniformly presented to a group of subjects,
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1. There would be no significant change in intensity

or direction advocated by the film on the part of those sub-

jects who were unfavorably and strongly unfavorably predis-

posed to the position under a low dissonance (passive) forced

compliance induction;

2. There would be a significant change in intensity or

direction advocated by the film on the part of those subjects

who were unfavorable and strongly opposed under a moderate dis-

sonance forced compliance induction;

3. There would be a significant change in intensity or

direction toward the position advocated by the film on the

part of those subjects who were unfavorably and strongly op-

posed to the position under a high dissonance forced compliance

induction;

4. There would be change in intensity or direction to-

ward the position advocated by the film on the part of those

subjects who were netural relative to the magnitude of the

dissonance they experience.

Definition of Terms

For the study proposed the terms listed below were con-

sidered to have the specific meanings listed, unless otherwise

defined in the text.

Attitude(s) in this study were analogous to opinion and

belief. Rationale for this consideration stemmed from the

fact that all three terms would elicit the same behavior.

These terms were operationally defined as a tendency to
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respond in a characteristic way to some social stimulus (e.g.,

idea, principle, subject).

Belief(s): (see Attitude).

Compliance was operationally defined as taking a behavioral

stance in the direction of the communication. (In this study,

the direction was determined by the positive shift toward oil

companies after induction to film and forced compliance.)

Degree of Dissonance was operationally defined as the

amount of forced compliance to which a subject would be in-

duced. In each case, subjects were predisposed unfavorably,

extremely unfavorable, or netural to the film stimulus. They

then underwent differing degrees of dissonance, where, (1)

"Low" degree of dissonance referred to mild induction which in

this study was exposure to the oil company film; (2) "Moderate"

degree of dissonance refers to a "higher," but not extreme, in-

duction of forced compliance which in this study was exposure

to the oil company film and the writing of a counterattitudinal

essay; and (3) "High" degree of dissonance referred to writing

the essay after exposure to the oil company film, and speaking

in favor of oil companies before one's peers.

Extremely Unfavorable was operationally defined as a score

sum of 71-77 on the 11-statement, modified, seven-point, Likert

scale.

Forced Compliance was operationally defined as the expec-

tance to take a stance at variance to one's prior-held belief,

opinion, or attitude. In this study, oil companies were con-

sidered.
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High Dissonance Condition: (see Degree of Dissonance)

Low Dissonance Condition: (see Degree of Dissonance)

Moderate Dissonance Condition: (see Degree of Dissonance)

Neutral Opinion was operationally defined as a score

sum of 37-51 on the 11-statement, modified, seven-point,

Likert scale.

Non-compliance was operationally defined as maintaining

one's original opinion, attitude, or belief after induction

to a forced compliance situation.

Unfavorable Opinion was operationally defined as a score

sum of 62-70 on the 11-statement, modified, seven-point, Likert

scale.



CHAPTER II

RECENT AND RELATED LITERATURE

Numerous articles have been published reporting results

of experiments that used forced compliance to create dissonance

and attitude change. The nine that are most pertinent to the

present study are reviewed in this chapter.

Brehm (1960) administered a pre-experimental question-

naire designed to measure preferences toward 34 vegetables.

The subjects, eighth grade students, were offered identical

rewards for either eating a single small dish of the least

likedvegetable, or for eating the same portion of that vege-

table three or four times over a period of time. The postulate

of dissonance theory that states the greater the magnitude of

dissonance produced by complying to a disliked behavior, the

greater the subsequent liking for that behavior was confirmed

since the second alternative produced the greatest change in

attitude toward the disliked vegetable.

Conolley (1970) tested for subjects' attitude change

toward the taste of a solution after manipulating the amount

of monetary reward for compliance. In his study, 115 female

high school students volunteered for $1.00 to $5.00 to par-

ticipate in what they believed to be a "taste-discrimination

study." An identical mild sugar solution was tasted and

rated by these subjects before and after induction to either

12
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one of five dissonance conditions. Results of the experi-

ment confirmed the dissonance hypothesis. In the $1.00

and $5.00 conditions, subjects changed their attitudes to-

ward the solution (that it was a bitter quinine solution)

more than in the $2.00, $3.00, or $4.00 conditions. More-

over, the $2.00, $3.00, and $4.00 conditions were not sig-

nificantly different than the control condition. Of most

significance was the finding that the $1.00 incentive

condition produced the greatest attitude change than the

high ($5.00) incentive condition.

Watts (1967) asked subjects in an educational psy-

chology class to read (passive condition) or write (active

condition) a persuasive communication on one of the fol-

lowing controversial issues: Puerto Rico's admission to

the Union, court leniency with juvenile delinquents, or

the premise that the Secretary of State should be elected

by the populace instead of appointed. Attitude change

was measured by the difference between pretest and posttest

mean scores on a questionnaire containing nine attitude

statements per condition. Results indicated that a signi-

ficant opinion change occurred in both the passive and the

active condition except for Puerto Rico's admission into

the Union.

Goldstein and McGinnies (1964) induced 12 subjects

whose attitude toward the church was positive to read an

essay strongly opposing the church before a three-person
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audience. Unknown to the speakers, in each case, they were

addressing a group that was either pro-church, neutral, or

anti-church. Also, the proclivity of the speakers was un-

known to their audience. All three groups and speakers then

discussed the content of the communication for 12 minutes in

order to permit "these various viewpoints to be expressed."

Results indicated that the opinion of those speakers who

read the negative communication before the neutral and anti-

church audiences shifted toward the direction of the negative

communication.

Houston and Warner (1974) threatened introductory psy-

chology subjects with one to six electric shocks during a

mental performance task. These subjects were then induced

to publicly state that they were not apprehensive about the

threat condition. Apprehension was assessed by the Affect

Adjective Check List which is a self-report negative affect

measure. Psychological arousal was measured by pulse rate

and basal skin resistance. The results supported the dis-

sonance theory assumption that professing a position in

variance to one's feelings regarding a situation will move

that person's cognitive structure more in line with the ex-

pressed position, and thus change attitude.

Bettinghaus and Baseheart (1969) pretested 120 under-

graduate students on their attitudes toward the legalization

of wire-tapped information as courtroom evidence. The sub-

jects opposing this legislation were then randomly assigned
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to receive one of four favorable message.conditions-- (1)

pro, one-sided communication; (2) con, one-sided communica-

tion; (3) pro, two-sided communication; and (4) con, two-sided

communication. These subjects were broken down further into

either a public compliance or non-commitment situation.

Subjects assigned to the non-commitment condition were simply

asked to state their opinion on the issue, and were then

assured that the information they furnished would be held

in the strictest confidence. Subjects assigned to the com-

mitment condition, on the other hand, were asked to state

their opinion on the wire-tapping issue and told that the

information they provided would be incorporated into a na-

tionwide public opinion survey. Furthermore, they were

lead to believe that this survey would then be published

in a national magazine. The results significantly showed

than non-commitment to a particular issue prior to re-

ceiving a persuasive communication (a low dissonance-

producing condition) facilitated more attitude change than

the commitment condition (a highly dissonant condition).

It was also observed that attitude change was greatest for

those persons who received a one-sided argument favoring

the issue.

Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) offered one group of

undergraduates$20.00 to tell a fellow student that two

tasks they performed (repeatedly putting 12 spools onto

a tray, emptying the tray, refilling it with spools, and
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also repeatedly turning 48 square pegs clockwise with one

hand) were interesting, enjoyable, and fun. A second group

performed and was instructed to tell the same story con-

cerning the task for only $1.00. Significant results were

observed confirming the dissonance theory hypothesis that

posits,attitude change will occur when barely sufficient

($1.00 condition) reward or punishment is offered an indi-

vidual to perform in a counterattitudinal manner.

Carlsmith, Collins, and Helmreich (1966) replicated

the 1959 Festinger and Carlsmith study, but added a counter-

attitudinal writing assignment and utilized high school

students instead of college students. In the oral condi-

tion, classic dissonance theory results were confirmed:

by increasing the pressure for compliance, a decrease in

attitude change occurred. However, for the written con-

dition the opposite phenomenon was observed. That is, a

positive relationship was found to exist between the degree

of incentive (pressure for compliance) and subsequent

change in attitude. The researchers could not explain

the latter occurrence in terms of dissonance theory. In-

stead, they suggested to look at incentive theory initiated

by Janis and Gilmore in 1965. But this theory was found

inadequate because it

also must predict that the performance in the
high-incentive condition will be superior in
some way to th performance in low-pressure
conditions. Nor . . . why the opposite effect
should be found in the role-play conditions
(Carlsmith, Collins, and Helmreich, 1966, p. 13).

No further theoretical explanation was offered.
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Woodyard (1972), testing for the effectiveness of

writing a counterattitudinal essay, measured attitude

levels of undergraduate psychology students to various

campus issues. "University fee abolishment" was selected

as the test topic because "there was a sizeable number of

students who were extreme in their position . . . favoring

abolition . . . and an equally sizeable number . . . neutral."

Results of the study reinforced the dissonance hypothesis

regarding magnitude of dissonance and subsequent attitude

change. The most extreme subjects changed their opinion

significantly more than the control group. The author

posited that a "ceiling effect" may have occurred. The

assumption underlying such a ceiling effect is that an

extreme opinionated person can shift in only one direction--

favorably, while less extreme and neutral subjects have

greater latitude to shift toward either end of an.atti-

tudinal continuum.

The present study employed a before-and-after research

design, using a pretest-posttest instrument to test attitude

change. The various experimental conditions consisted of

degrees of forced compliance and were tested for effect.

Additionally, no reward was offered for compliance, since

it was believed that the magnitude of forced compliance

would be sufficient reward or punishment to effect attitude

change. Finally, the independent variable was tested as a

separate condition across neutral, unfavorable, and extremely
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unfavorable subjects so as to establish its effectiveness

relative to the greater forced compliance situations. This

study differed from those mentioned above in that extreme

dissonancewasa multiple (essay plus oral) commitment condi-

tion, and the writing of a counterattitudinal essay was de-

fined as a moderate dissonance producing situation.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

This study consisted of six phases. First, a persuasive

film entitled "Energy--Critical Choices Ahead" was selected

to serve as the basis for three experimental conditions.

Second, a series of statements probing attitudes toward oil

companies was developed and pilot tested. Third, a pretest

and posttest was devised, both including these oil company

statements. Fourth, subjects took the pretest and were ca-

tegorized according to their attitudes toward oil companies.

Fifth, the experimental conditions were applied to selected

subjects, and all the subjects took the posttest. Finally,

a statistical analysis was performed on all data.

Film Section

"Energy--Critical Choices Ahead" was prepared by the

United States Department of Commerce and is currently used

in presentations to elementary and high schools and talks

before civic groups by Sun Oil public relations personnel.

The purposes of the film, according to Sun Oil representa-

tives, are to (1) inform the public of the energy crisis;

(2) make the public understand how oil companies are active

in solving the energy crisis; (3) demonstrate the difficulties

oil companies face in supplying America with ample fuel;

19
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(4) explain the risks oil companies take when drilling, and

(5) offer advice on how the public can help during the on-

going fuel shortage. "Energy--Critical Choices Ahead" pre-

sents what seems to be a logical, well-documented explanation

of the energy problem, concluding with a plea to the American

citizenry to help solve the energy problem. The theme of

the film centers on an economic factor: petroleum demand

is greater than current supply. The film is in color and

contains numerous animated sequences such as charts which

are drawn to scale. Additionally, statistics gathered by

the Ford Foundation Energy Project and the Federal Energy

Administration are incorporated in the text of the film.

The film was selected for use in this experiment because

it serves both as a persuasive and a learning instrument on

the energy problem. Moreover, the film was not designed to

attack the negative cognitions persons may hold toward oil

companies, nor is the intent of the film to attempt attitude

change overtly in favor of oil companies. Robert E. Shepherd,

Director of the Office of Energy Programs, wrote, "We believe

that the viewing of this timely movie will bring into focus

the magnitude of the energy resources problem facing every

American." Shepherd continued, saying,

Anyone who takes the time to see our film will be
persuaded that the United States has a serious en-
ergy problem; that the problem is complex and long
range in nature; that resolving it will require
reexamination of our basic values--particularly
in terms of our desire to maintain or improve the
quality of our environment (Shepherd, 1973, p. 2).
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Test Item Development

After selecting the film, a series of test items were

developed to determine attitudes toward oil companies. The

test items were devised from interviews and conversations

with students at North Texas State University, with Dallas

businessmen, and with administrators from the Dallas Indepen-

dent School District. Additionally, oil company television

commercials and the film, "Energy--Critical Choices Ahead,"

were viewed for item development. At the same time, a num-

ber of statements were developed dealing with business,

government, and national economic policy. These were to

be used only as masking items in the final test instruments.

A total of 283 items were constructed, 81 pertaining to oil

companies, 64 to government, 76 to business, and 62 to United

States economic policy. The items utilized a modified

Likert scale--a short statement was posed and immediately

below the statement appeared a seven-point scale with la-

belled points ranging from "strongly agree" to "strongly

disagree."

In April, 1976, an initial long-form version of the

questionnaire was used in a pilot test. Subjects (N=160)

were selected from 10 classes (six radio-television-film,

two journalism, and two sociology) at North Texas State

University. Questionnaires were also distributed among

students at the North Texas State University Union Building,

faculty members in the mass communication areas of North
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Texas State University, and selected administrators from the
Dallas Independent School District. Because of the volume

of questions, it was decided that each of the 160 pilot test

subjects would receive only one section of the pilot instru-

ment. The rationale for random distribution of the pilot

instrument was that the error would also be randomly assigned.

Pilot test subjects were given instructions which followed

the directions prescribed by Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum

(1971) for filling out a semantic differential. If subjects

felt that a particular statement was "very closely related"

to their individual opinion, they were instructed to mark

their "X" on the strongly agree position. However, if they

felt the statement was "quite closely related" to their opin-

ion, but "not extremely," they should indicate their response

on the agree position. Then, if they felt the statement was
"only slight related," they should mark their "X" on the

moderately agree position. Subjects were told the direction

of their response depended upon which end of the seven-point

scale most characterized their particular opinion. Finally,

the subjects were told that if they had "no opinion," or if

they "perceived the statement to be irrelevant to the con-

cept," they should mark their responses in the middle of

the scale. Illustrations with "X's" for each of the above

mentioned instructions were provided. The illustrations also

included "X's" for negative responses. Finally, instructions

were provided directing the subjects (1) to place their "X"
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in the middle of the space, not on the boundaries; (2) to

omit none of the scales; (3) to put no more than one mark

on each scale; (4) not to look back and forth throughout

the statements; (5) not to puzzle over or worry about any

of the statements; and (6) most of all, to be honest with

the questionnaire. All subjects were assured that their re-

sponses would be kept "strictly confidential," and that they

could be assured of anonymity.

All oil company items from the pilot.survey were scored.

The value per statement ranged from one for a strongly agree

response to seven for a strongly disagree response. The sum

for all subjects per item was attained and a mean score per

item was calculated. The statements were then ordered by

highest to lowest mean values. These items were then examined

in order to discard those statements that conveyed identical

or nearly identical meaning. For those statements that con-

veyed nearly the same meaning, that statement which received

the highest mean score was used in the experimental instru-

ment, and the lower scored statement was discarded. For all

those statements which conveyed approximately the same meaning,

percentages per response position (strongly agree, agree,

moderately agree, undecided, moderately disagree, disagree,

and strongly disagree) were calculated for all subjects, and

those statements that scored the greatest percentage of

"strongly disagree" were selected. Again, if these percentages

were identical, the "disagree" percentage was summed with the
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previous figure and the greater scored statement was chosen

for the experimental instrument. This procedure was continued

until one of the statements was selected. While the item

selection goal was ten statements for the oil company section,

eleven were actually selected because the tenth and eleventh

mean scores were identical, and both statements were considered

important.

For the business, government, and economic policy sec-

tions, mean scores were calculated per item for all subjects

and the twenty statements which received the largest mean

scores for each of the three aforementioned sections were

chosen--ten each for the pretest and posttest instrument.

Percentage values were also attained for each of the possible

response positions; however, it was decided that since these

statements were primarily for masking the oil company state-

ments, mean scores were sufficient criteria for selection.

In revising the government and business statements for use

on the test instruments, the response order of 50 percent

of the items was shifted from positive to negative. This

was done to keep subjects from habitually marking all items

at the negative or positive end of the continuum. It was

also hoped that the positive, negative, positive, negative

sequence on the pretest would force subjects to read each

question carefully, and thus provide a truer indication of

their position on the statements.
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Test Instrument Development

The pretest instrument (see Appendix I) consisted of

a personal information sheet asking respondents to indicate

their age, race, sex, marital status, and college major.

Instruction with appropriate illustrations followed the per-

sonal information sheet. The first section of the question-

naire contained the government items; the second, the economic

policy items; the third, the oil company items; and the fourth,

the business items. Each section was one page. At the top

of each page, immediately above the page subject heading

(Business, Government, Oil Companies, Economic Policy),

were printed directions to consider the statements on the

page independent of those on previous pages. Statements

used for the pretest were those items selected from the

pilot study. Also, the statements were randomly assigned

for each section of the pretest.

The posttest consisted of the eleven oil company ques-

tions and alternative masking questions derived from the

pilot instrument. Unlike the pretest which contained state-

ments classified under their respective categories (Business,

Government, Oil Companies, Economic Policy), the posttest

contained the miscellaneous statements mixed with the oil

company statements, irrespective of subject matter.

Subjects Selection

A total of 96 subjects volunteered to participate in

the experiment. They were solicited from freshman English
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classes. Since the University requires freshman English of

all first year students, it was believed that a cross-section

of the students could be captured in these classes. The

questionnaire was administered either three or four days

prior to the experiment. The researcher opened his presen-

tation to these classes by writing on the blackboard:

I. I will participate in the experiment.
a) 9:10 a.m. to 10:40 a.m.
b) 10:50 a.m. to 12:20 p.m.
c) either (a) or (b)

II. I will not participate in the experiment.

The subjects were told that they would be volunteering for

a thesis project, but that the nature of the project could

not be revealed. The subjects were assured that no harm,

neither physical nor mental, would result from participation.

Consenting subjects placed a "I" at the top of their data

sheets, followed by "a," "b," or "c." Those subjects who

decided not to participate simply returned their test book-

lets.

The students who volunteered wrote the last four digits

of their social security number on the first page. They were

told this number would be used to notify them if they were

selected for the experiment. The subjects completed the per-

sonal information questions on the first page, then were asked

to read the instructions along with the researcher. The same

information was given to these subjects as to the pilot sub-

jects, and examples were written on the blackboard at the

front of the room. After the subjects were warned that questions
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were printed on both sides of the test booklet, they completed

and returned to the researcher the test booklets.

After all questionnaires were administered, they were

scored. Scores falling in the 71-77 range were designated

as extremely unfavorable, 62-70 were considered unfavorable,

and 37-51 was undecided. All subjects scoring in these

ranges were chosen for the experiment, and were notified

by memorandum. The subjects were reminded of time and place

to report. Additionally, the subjects were notified that

three cash prizes would be awarded in a drawing, and those

persons who completed the experiment would be eligible. This

incentive was added in an effort to reduce "no-shows."

Experiment and Posttest

Since the subjects were allowed to choose one of two

periods to participate in the experiment, the three exper-

imental conditions were carried out identically both times.

One research assistant instructed the students in the

viewing room both times, and a second research assistant

administered the posttest both times. The same two rooms

were used, the light level was held constant for both sec-

tions, and instructions were read from prepared sheets.

Subjects were asked to take every other seat to minimize

any effects of acquaintanceship among the subjects.

Of the 72 eligible subjects, 42 persons actually

were present for the experiment, 13 at 9:10 a.m. and

29 at 10:50 a.m. There being so few subjects at the
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first session, it was decided that the subjects would be

randomly assigned (within categories) to experimental groups

during the showing of the movie. Also, the control condi-

tion was dropped in the first session in order to ensure

enough subjects for the experimental conditions. The same

procedure was used in the second session for category place-

ment, except that there were enough subjects for six (of the

twelve needed) to be selected for the control condition im-

mediately before the showing of the movie. No data were

taken from late arrivals (two persons). All experimental

conditions were completed with enough subjects for analysis.

Pretest scores were re-examined and the required num-

ber of"no-shows"were identified for each category (undecided,

unfavorable, extremely unfavorable attitudes toward oil com-

panies). The researcher returned to the classes from which

subjects had been recruited and administered the posttest

to the six previously selected "no-shows." These became

the remainder of the control group. Both control groups

(those who participated, and those who were "no-shows")

were told that the posttest was to determine if there had

been any change in attitude since they filled out the first

questionnaire.

The three experimental conditions were designed to

create either a low (group 1), a moderate (group 2), or

a high (group 3) degree of dissonance. Randomly assigned

to each group were equal number of subjects who had neutral,
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unfavorable, and extremely unfavorable attitudes toward oil

companies. All three groups were exposed to the experimental

variable--"Energy--Critical Choices Ahead" at the same time.

Immediately after the showing of the film, group 1 was called

from the viewing room and escorted single file into another

room by the second research assistant. They were handed the

posttest instrument and asked to complete it. In the mean-

time, groups 2 and 3 were given blank sheets of paper and

the following instructions by the first assistant:

We are attempting to find how much usable informa-
tion can be derived from a film. Usable, for our
purposes, means how many of the facts and arguments
you can remember from the film and put into a per-
suasive essay. Write an essay of 75 to 100 words
on how oil companies are active in solving the
energy crisis. Youressay should be based on and
take the same point of view as the film you have
just seen. Be as persuasive as you possibly can.

Group 1 completed the posttest while groups 2 and 3 com-

pleted their essays. Upon dismissing group 1, the second

research assistant came into the viewing room and called

group 2 by social security numbers into the test room.

Group 2 subjects were asked to complete the posttest.

Group 3, in the meantime, was orally instructed by the

first research assistant as follows: "We would now like

each one of you to take a minute and prepare a summary of

what you have just written. You will be required to pre-

sent your argument orally before the class." Then each

member of group 3 was called upon individually to speak

before the others.
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Immediately after the oral presentations, the subjects

were given the posttest by the first assistant. Finally,

upon completion of their particular condition, subjects in

each group were asked to write a paragraph or two on how

they felt about oil companies. This information was attained

for purposes of indepth analysis and for further research.

Statistical Analysis

Only oil company responses were considered for analysis.

Subjects' responses were analyzed by an analysis of variance

for repeated measure, utilizing a 12x2 factorial design (Lind-

quist, 1956). This analysis was selected because attitudes

were pretested and later posttested after a treatment was in-

duced. The analysis of variance assumes the following: (1)

the researcher must have interval-level data; (2) the ele-

ments should be normally distributed; and (3) the samples

must be random and independent. By assigning numerical

values for attitudinal responses, the interval-level data

assumption is met. Secondly, it can be assumed that even

though college students, irrespective of locality, would

score negatively toward oil companies, the assumption of

normality could be met. Finally, since each subject was

randomly assigned into their respective conditions, and

each subject acted as his own control, the third assump-

tion (randomization and independence) was met. The analysis

of variance for repeated measures basically tests for dif-

ferences between and within subjects means. In this instance,
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the analysis would indicated whether the treatment conditions

(movie, movie and essay, or movie, essay, and speech) had any

effect on the subjects. Additionally, it would determine

whether a significant difference was observed between pretest

and posttest means for all subjects. The principal disadvan-

tage of an analysis of variance statistical measure is that

it does not indicate the location of the significant difference.

Additionally, since the analysis of variance is a mean dif-

ference measure, it is affected by extreme values of means.

That is, one mean value that radically differs from the

sample can distort the statistical result. To alleviate

the first disadvantage (location of significance), two addi-

tional statistical tests were used. First, the Scheffe's

F test (Kerlinger, 1973) was computed to compare means after

an analysis of variance. To attain significance, however,

the differences must be rather substantial, therefore, the

.05, .10, and .25 levels of significance were considered for

the conservative estimate provided by the Scheffe's F. To

test for significant differences from pretest to posttest

results, a t test for repeated measures (Ferguson, 1971)

was used. This analysis provided information in regard to

score differences before and after a treatment was intro-

duced. No value greater than .05 was considered to be

statistically different. The same assumptions governing

the use of the analysis of variance pertain to the Scheffe's

F test and the t test for repeated measures. All computations
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were conducted using the ST013 program in the North Texas

State University statistical library, and the IBM 360/50

computer.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS

In this chapter, results of the experiment are reported.

The chapter is divided into three sections. The first sec-

tion contains definitions of certain terms used in reporting

the results; the second section is an explanation of tabular

and graphic presentations; the third section contains an ex-

amination of the results overall and in the light of each of

the four research hypotheses.

Definitions

Between Subjects refers to the measure of the between

groups variance, or a measure of the effect of all the ex-

perimental treatments by attitudinal level for the main

effects analysis. For the simple main effects, between

subjects variance is the measure of the effect of either

a specific treatment on attitude levels, or the effect of

all treatments on a specific attitudinal level.

Error Variance is the variance left over in a set of

measures after all known sources of variance have been ac-

counted for.

Interaction refers to the differential effect. If no

interaction occurred, it can be assumed that the treatment

(or treatments) effecton kindependent samples is proprotionately

33
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the same. On the other hand, if the effect (or effects) pro-

ducedsimilar results on some or all of the sample groups, an

interaction will occur.

Main Effect in an analysis of variance refers to the

overall results obtained from an analysis of between and

within group mean differences.

Simple Main Effect relative to this study refers to the

effect of a single condition (film, film and essay, or film,

essay, and speech) on neutral, unfavorable, and extremely

unfavorable subjects.

Within Subjects refers to the sum of the squared varia-

tion of each individual score from its sample mean.

Explanation of Tables and Graphs

The analysis of variance tables (II, V, VI, VII, VIII)

contain between, within, interaction, and within error var-

iance as defined above. The first column of the table lists

the source of variation. Underneath this category is listed

between subjects (treatments or attitudes) variation, within

subjects (pre-posttest scores) variation, interaction between

and within subjects, and the within error variation. The

second column contains the degrees of freedom (df) for the

corresponding source. The third column indicates the sums

of squares (SS). The fourth column indicates the mean

squares (MS). The F-ratio (F) is located in the fifth column,

and the level of significance (P) is contained in the final

column, and the level of significance (P) is contained in
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the final column. The F column indicates the statistic de-

rived from the analysis, and the P column specifies at what

confidence (probability) level one can reject the null (no

difference) hypothesis and accept the research hypothesis.

In other words, a significant F-ratio permits the investi-

gator to inspect a specific hypothesis in order to find

directionality. In the absence of a significant F, any

significant difference between specific comparisons can

be attributed to merely chance occurrence. These tables

should be read horizontally. The second, third, and fourth

columns are the statisical figures which lead to the re-

sulting F-ratio (column five). The final column (P) contains

the critical value, because it indicates the degree of con-

fidence a researcher can accept or reject the null hypothesis.

Table I simply describes the variables considered in

this study. Table III indicates the pretest mean (7) scores

and their corresponding posttest mean scores. Table IX

lists the pretest and posttest means for only the neutral

subjects in the study. Table IV lists scores after a simple

main effects analysis was conducted, considering only the

movie condition. A decrease in the mean score indicates a

shift toward favorability, and an increase indicates move-

ment toward unfavorability. Since the Scheffe's F test is

a comparisons test, all combinations possible were computed.

To read the table, refer to the far left column, select the

condition desired, and immediately to the right can be seen

the Scheffe F value comparing that treatment to the others.

N pumwdmm.
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Figures 1, 2, 3, and 4 were included to provide the reader

with a visual representation of interaction effect. The Y-axis

lists mean attitude score levels, while the X-axis indicates pre-

test score means (left) and the posttest score means (right). The

plotted pretest and posttest mean scores are connected by a straight

line. By following that line, the observer can detect trends which

the data indicate. Figure 5 represents what was theoretically

expected of the neutral subjects after their respective treat-

ments (dotted line), and what actually was observed (solid lines).

Analysis

The data were treated by means of the Lindquist (1956)

analysis of variance for repeated measures 12x2 factorial de-

sign. A description of the independent and dependent variables

is provided in Table I.

TABLE I

DESCRIPTION OF THE INDEPENDENT
AND DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Type of Variable Description

Dependent Variable (Y1 ) . . . . . . Change in scores on atti-
tude questionnaire

Independent Variables
Ti........ . . . . . Control

T2. . . . . . . . . . . . Film

T3......... . . . . Film and Essay
T4..*...*. ...... .. Film, Essay and Speech

Levels of Predetermined
Attitudes

A 1  . . . . . . . . . N e u t r a l S u b j e c t s

A2. . . . . ... . . . . . . . . .  Unfavorable Subjects
A3 . .. . . ... . . . . . . . . . . Extremely Unfavorable Sub-

jects
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The results indicated two significant main effects and a

significant interaction effect (Table II).

TABLE II

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE MEAN CHANGE FROM
PRE TO POSTTEST ATTITUDE SCORES ACROSS

ALL CONDITIONS

Score df a SSb ms c Fd pe
Between Subjects
Treatments (B) 11 11412.11 1037.46 29.81 0.00000

Within Subjects
Pre-Posttest

Scores (A) 1 481.51 481.51 21.86 0.00004
Interaction (AxB) 11 649.11 59.01 0.01266
Within Error 36 792.88 22.02

ea - - A-
a.:
b:
c:
d:
e:

f = degrees or treecom
SS = sums of squares
MS = mean squares
F = the analysis of variance statistical
P = the probability, one-tailed test

result

Additionally, mean scores for all treatments by their respective

attitudinal levels are presented in Table III.

TABLE III

PRE AND POSTTEST MEAN DIFFERENCES ACROSS
TREATMENTS BY LEVELS OF ATTITUDE

Attitude Level PreTest X* Posttest XD***
CONTROL

Neutral 46.75 46.00 0.75
Unfavorable 66.76 65.25 1.50
Extremely Unfavorable 74.25 74.25 0.00

FILM
Neutral 4625 38.75 7.50
Unfavorable 64.50 60.75 3.75
Extremely Unfavorable 74.50 65.25 9.25

FILM & ESSAY
Neutral 9.00 54,00 -5.00
Unfavorable 66.00 55.00 11.00
Extremely Unfavorable 75.75 72.25 3.50

VM
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TABLE III--Continued

Attitude Level Pretest * IPosttest XD***
FILM ESSAY SPEECH

Neutral 43.50 44.25 -0.75
Unfavorable 67.00 56.25 10.75
Extremely Unfavorable 73.50 62.00 11.50

*_Pretest mean score per individual treatment and attitude
level.

**Posttest mean score per individual treatment and attitude
level.

***A minus value indicates a shift toward negativism.

When forced compliance situations were imposed on a group of

college undergraduates divided into three groups based on

neutrality or degree of negativism toward oil companies, a

differential affect occurred. In other words, the effect of

the treatment was not proportionately the same for all opinion

groups as was hypothetically assumed (p < .02 , Table II).

In examining the between (treatments) group mean differences,

an extremely high level of significance was observed

(p < .000001, Table II). This significance was expected due

to assigning fixed attitudinal categories prior to the imple-

mentation of the treatments. An examination of the pretest

and posttest mean score differences (within group mean dif-

ferences) indicated highly significant changes in the overall

attitudinal effect (p < .00005, Table II). In order to in-

terpret the type of change a further analysis was undertaken.

Since the hypotheses in this study dealt with difference be-

tween specific treatment levels, simple main effects were

computed. This constituted an examination of means and mean

differences across neutral, unfavorable, and extremely unfavorable
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attitude levels, taking each treatment individually. That

is, all attitude levels were analyzed by their individual

conditions. After completing this analysis, the same pro-

cedure was carried out taking the individual attitude levels

to see what effect the conditions had on the individual at-

titude levels. The simply main effects procedure consisted

of the Lindquist analysis of variance for repeated measures,

Scheffe's F tests (Kerlinger, 1973), and t tests for repeated

measures (Ferguson, 1971). A linear rationale showing the

need for such an analyses of variance is presented in

Figure 1.

80 -r

70 -4-

Mean
Attitude 60
Scores

50 -4-

Tj ,A3
T3,A

Tj,A2
T2,A3
T4,A3
T2,A2

T 4, A2

*T 3 , A2

T4,Al

AT2,Al4 0 -4

PRETEST POSTTEST

Fig. 1--The interaction of cell means across pre and posttest
treatments (see Table I for symbol interpretation),

30
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It is immediately apparent from the mean socres of the pre-

test and posttest intersects that interaction had occurred,

indicating that the effects of treatments did not correspond

as can theoretically be assumed.

Research Hypothesis 1. --The first hypothesis was that

there would be no significant change in intensity of direc-

tion advocated by the film on the part of those subjects

who were unfavorably and strongly unfavorably predisposed

to the position under a low dissonance (passive) force com-

pliance induction.

The results of the analysis of variance taking the

three attitudinal levels by the movie condition only

showed that a significant difference existed between sub-

jects and within subjects (Table IV).

TABLE IV

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR MOVIE TREATMENT
ACROSS ATTITUDINAL LEVELS

Source dfa a 5b MSc Fd Pe
Between Subjects
Attitudes (B) 2 3218.58 1609.29 41.29 0.00003

Within Subjects
Pre-Posttest

Scores (A) 1 280.17 280.17 18.78 0.00189
Interaction (AxB) 2 31.58 15.79 1.06 0.38645
Within Error 9 134.25 14.92

a: df = degrees of freedom - -

b: SS = sums of squares
c: MS = mean squares
d: F = the analysis of variance statistical result
e: P = the probability, one-tailed test



41

No interaction, however was found to be occurring (Figure

2).

Mean
Attitude
Score s

80 7

75

70 -

65 -

60 -

45 -

40 -

35 l

Extremely Unfavorable

Unfavorable

Neutral

PRETEST POSTTEST

Fig. 2--Graphic representation indicatingproportionate attitude

shift for movie treatment.

An inspection of the resulting Scheffe's F-ratios indicated

that a relatively large difference between attitudes existed

after the treatment, except between the strongly unfavorable

and unfavorable subjects (Table V).

TABLE V

SCHEFFE'S F SCORES BY ATTITUDE
LEVELS AFTER FILM TREATMENT

Extremely

Attitude Level Unfavorable Unfavorable

Neutral 20.78 38.46

Unfavorable 2.70

The extreme difference between the neutral compared to un-

favorable and extremely unfavorable subjects was expected.

v-% e% eN r" r" " 1-4 ;:;T
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Since attitudinal levels were assigned score ranges at rela-

tively large intervals, it would be highly unlikely that the

rate of change produced by this condition would be dispro-

portionate enough to create a homogeneous grouping of attitudes.

However, in comparing the extremely unfavorable and unfavor-

able subjects' Scheffe scores, no significant difference was

noted. Therefore, in order to detect the degree to which

attitude change occurred, a t test for repeated measures was

computed separately for all three attitudinal levels. All

t values were found to be highly significant (p < .025,

one-tailed test). The data from this analysis clearly

demonstrate that the film by itself seemed to change predis-

posed opinions across all attitudinal levels. As was ob-

served in Figure 2, the sharpest posttest score decrease

was observed in the extremely unfavorable attitude level,

then the neutral level, and finally, the unfavorable atti-

tude level. Therefore, the first hypothesis was disproved.

Research Hypothesis 2.--The second hypothesis was that

a significant change in the intensity or direction advocated

by the film on the part of those subjects who were unfavorable

and strongly opposed would become evident under a moderate

dissonance forced compliance induction.

The data obtained from the simple main effect analysis

of variance in the film and counterattitudinal essay condi-

tion partially confirm the research hypothesis (Table VI).
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TABLE VI

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR MOVIE PLUS ESSAY
TREATMENT ACROSS ATTITUDINAL LEVELS

Source dfa ssb MSc Fd pe

Between Subjects
Attitudes (B) 2 2052.00 1026.00 109.93 0.000001

Within Subjects
Pre-Posttest

Scores (A) 1 60.17 60.17 3.83 0.08214
Interaction (AxB) 2 256.33 128.17 8.15 0.00954
Within Error 9 141.50 15.72
a:
b:)
c:
cd:
e:

df = degrees of freedom
SS = sums of squares
MS = mean squares
F = the analysis of variance statistical result
P = the probability, one-tailed test

It was observed that a significant difference was found be-

tween subjects (p < .000001, Table VI), and a significant

interaction effect was detected (p < .01, Figure 3).
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75

70

Me an
Attitude
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65

60

55
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45
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35
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Unfavorable
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PROTEST POSTTEST

Fig. 3--Graphic representation of interaction effect after
movie and essay treatment.
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Again, the between subjects significance was due to cell

classification of attitude levels. Upon inspection of

pretest and posttest mean scores for the neutral subjects,

it was observed that an increased score resulted after the

treatment (Pretest X = 49, Posttest X = 54) which indicated

a possible "boomerang effect" had occurred, 
while for the

unfavorable subjects posttest means decreased (Pretest 
X

= 66, Posttest X = 55), indicating a favorable shift in at-

titude after the treatment was implemented. The Scheffe's

F was insufficient to account for this occurrence. There-

fore, further analysis was conducted using the t test 
for

repeated measures. The t test for directionality was cal-

culated for the possible boomerang effect, but resulted in

an insignificant t value. This confirmed that the shift

toward unfavorability was sample specific. That is, given

another group of subjects, inducing them with the same

treatment, this occurrence may or may not happen. On the

other hand, the t value for the unfavorable subjects was

significant at the .025 level, one-tailed test. This cri-

tical value confirms a substantial shift in attitudes well

beyond the realm of chance alone. This finding seems to

indicate that for the unfavorable subjects, enough dissonance

was created by the situation (forced compliance) to elicit

positive attitude change well beyond a chance occurrence.

No movement was noted in the extreme attitude group, sug-

gesting that the moderate dissonance situation was too weak
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to produce enough dissonance for attitude change in the

direction advocated by the film. Therefore, the second

hypothesis is confirmed in part and disproved in part.

Research Hypothesis 3.--The third hypothesis was that

there would be a significant change in intensity or direc-

tion toward the position advocated by the film on the part

of those subjects who were unfavorable and strongly opposed

to the position under a high dissonance forced compliance

situation.

The simple main effects analysis of variance indicated

a significant between subject's difference (p < .00076,

Table VII').

TABLE VII

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR MOVIE PLUS ESSAY
PLUS ORAL TREATMENT ACROSS

ATTITUDINAL LEVELS

Source df a 5 5b MSc F d e
Between Subjects
Attitudes (B) 2 2460.25 1230.13 17.71 0.00076

Within Subjects
Pre-Posttest

Scores (A) 1 308.17 308.17 5.59 0.04232
Interaction (AxB) 2 188.58 94.29 1.71 0.23470
Within Error 9 496.25 55.139

a: df = degrees of freedom

b: SS = sums of squares
c: MS = mean squares
d: F = the analysis of variance statistical result
e: P = the probability, one-tailed test

Also, significant difference was found on the posttest scores

after implementing the treatment (p < .05, Table VII).
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No significance was found in relation to interaction among

the attitudinal levels (Figure 4).

75

70 -

65
Mean Extremely Unfavoral
Attitude 60 -
Scores Unfavorable

55

50-

45 - Neutral

40 PROTEST PflTTPRT

ble

Fig. 4--Graphic representation of extreme dissonance treat-
ment on attitude levels.

Between subject's significance can again be accounted for

due to attitude categorization, which was expected. However,

after examining the unfavorable and extremely favorable at-

titude changes, the results indicated by the analysis of

variance were found to be misleading. In the unfavorable

cell, one subject was observed to have scored 30 on his

posttest (Pretest score was 65). The other subjects in

that cell scored nearly identically on both the pretest

and posttest. Because of the great difference between this

one subject's score and those of the others in the cell, no

further analysis was attempted. Analysis of the extremely

unfavorable attitude level by the repeated measure t test

demonstrated a significant shift in attitude after the

treatment. This result supports the research hypothesis



47

in part. From the results, the hypothesis can be modified

to take into account magnitude of forced compliance. That

is, the extreme condition produced a substantial amount of

dissonance in the extremely unfavorable subjects. The dis-

sonance was great enough in magnitude to create ample dis-

sonance in those subjects for attitude change. It may

also be assumed, although further analysis is necessary,

that the extreme dissonance condition was too severe for

the unfavorable subjects, and therefore insufficient for

attitude change to occur. Therefore, the third hypothesis

was partially confirmed and partially disproved.

Research Hypothesis 4.--The last hypothesis was that

there would be change in intensity or direction toward the

position advocated by the film on the part of those sub-

jects who were neutral relative to the magnitude of the

dissonance they experience.

In examining the simple main effect of the neutral

subjects across all four treatments (Tables VIII and IX),

two significant results were noted. Within the neutral

group, the moderate (film and counterattitudinal essay)

dissonance-producing treatment seemed to be causing a

"boomerang effect," indicating the treatment was creating

an inverse effect on the subjects. However, as noted ear-

lier, that effect was not statistically significant, there-

fore, it can be assumed to be sample specific (Tables VIII

and IX).
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TABLE VIII

SIMPLE MAIN EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
FOR NEUTRAL SUBJECTS ACROSS

ALL TREATMENTS

Source dfa MSC Fd e
Between Subjects

Treatments (B) 3 377.875 125.708 4.264 0.0288
Within Subjects

Pre-Posttest
Scores (A) 1 3.125 3.125 0.292 0.5986

Interaction (AxB) 3 161.625 53.875 5.041 0.0173
Within Error 12 128.250 10.687
a:
b:
c:
d:
e:

df = degrees of freedom
SS = sums of squares
MS = mean squares
F = the analysis of variance statistical result
P = the probability, one-tailed test

TABLE IX

PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEAN SCORES FOR
NEUTRAL SUBJECTS ACROSS

ALL TREATMENTS

A1
Treatment Pretest X* Posttest X*

Control 46.75 46.00
Movie 46.25 38.75
Movie & Essay 49.00 54.00***
Movie, Essay & Speech 43.50 44.25

TOTAL T 46.37 45.75
*Pretest mean scores per treatment.
**Posttest mean scores per treatment.

***Boomerang effect occurring due to influence of T3 and
A1 and thus an unrealistic mean difference was noted
for the Total T.

Again, by taking the neutral subjects who underwent the

extreme dissonance condition and comparing them with the

control neutrals, no significant difference was noted,
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indicating that the treatment had no effect. The only treat-

ment which seems to have had any effect was the movie only

condition (low forced compliance). This treatment condition

elicited a positive effect in the direction of the film which

was significant at the .05 level, one-tailed test. Figure 5

indicates the deviation from what was theoretically expected.

55-T

50--- 3

45 -T4

40 --. T

Mean 2
Attitude 35
Scores

30

25

20

15 PRETEST POSTTEST

Fig. 5--Actual attitude pretest and posttest scores compared

to the theoretical expectation for all treatments;
-- indicates the neutral attitude change which was

theoretically expected and -- indicates the actual

attitude change for netural subjects across all treat-

ments (Ti = control, T2 = film treatment, T3 = film

and essay; T4 = film, essay, and speech).

As the diagram shows, neutral subjects, undergoing the film

and counterattitudinal treatmentsand control condition, re-

sponded sporadically and in a different manner than could be

assumed under the dissonance hypothesis. After observing

the data, it can be assumed that neutral subjects may not

have been homogeneously neutral, but a heterogeous mixture
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of neutral, slightly unfavorable, and slightly favorable

persons. However, for a fuller understanding, an indepth

analysis of the group's composition would have to be under-

taken, and such an analysis is beyond the scope of the

present study. Therefore, the fourth hypothesis was dis-

proved.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Summary

The first hypothesis was that there would be no signi-

ficant change in intensity or direction advocated by the

film on the part of those subjects who were unfavorably and

strongly unfavorably predisposed to the position under a low

dissonance (passive) forced compliance situation. Experi-

mental results, however, indicated this to be untrue, that

indeed the film by itself was sufficient to make persons

favorably disposed toward oil companies, no matter how un-

favorably disposed toward oil companies they were to begin

with. The second hypothesis was that a significant change

in intensity or direction advocated by the film on the part

of those subjects who were unfavorable and strongly opposed

would become evident under a moderate dissonance forced

compliance induction. The findings partially confirmed

this assumption. The unfavorable subjects did show change

in their predispositions toward oil companies, but the ex-

tremely unfavorable subjects remained fixed in their atti-

tudes. The third hypothesis was that there would be a

significant change in intensity or direction toward the

position advocated by the film on the part of those subjects

51
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who were unfavorably and strongly opposed to the position

under a high dissonance forced compliance induction. The

experimental results were again mixed. The extremely un-

favorable subjects altered their opinions, but the unfavorable

subjects did not. The final hypothesis was that there would

be change in intensity or direction toward the position ad-

vocated by the film on the part of those subjects who were

neutral relative to the magnitude of the dissonance they ex-

perienced. Except for the film treatment, no such relation-

ship was found. The moderate dissonance-producing condition

tended to make subjects more negatively disposed, and the

high dissonance condition seemed to have had no effect what-

soever.

Conclusion

The data obtained in this study did not substantiate

the premise that either private commitment (writing an ori-

ginal essay opposing one's previously held opinion) or

public commitment (reading the original essay before one's

peers) were sufficient in themselves to produce attitude

change. It was shown, however, that under a moderate dissonance-

producing condition unfavorable subjects changed their opin-

ions about oil companies while the extremely negative subjects

remained unchanged. Conversely, in the extreme dissonance-

producing situation extremely negative subjects altered their

opinions but the less negative subjects did not. It coud be

assumed from this data that the moderate dissonance treatment
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was an insufficient dissonance-producing situation for the ex-

treme subjects. Furthermore, it could be assumed that the

degree of dissonance which might have resulted from the treat-

ment was minimized by the extreme subjects. A similar effect

might also be assumed to have occurred in the extreme dis-

sonance condition, in which the forced compliance situation

was too great for the less extreme subjects. Conversely, in

the extremely unfavorable attitude level the high dissonance

condition created a sufficient amount of forced compliance ne-

cessary for attitude change. These results appeared to have

followed Festinger's premise, "The higher the importance of

the opinions involved, the greater is the magnitude of reward

or punishment [forced compliance]" needed to elicit the appro-

priate attitude change (1957, p. 93). If the assumption could

be made,extreme attitudes toward oil companies were an indi-

cation of belief importance, then the magnitude of dissonance

explanation Festinger offered might be considered when ex-

amining this study's data. However, no data were collected

to determine the subjects' belief importance in relation to

their attitude toward oil companies. Therefore, any conclu-

sion drawn from this assumption can only be supposition.

Concerning the results supporting passive forced com-

pliance, film was shown to be the most effective method in

attitude change for all three attitudinal levels. This was

supported with reported t-values well beyond the designated

level of statistical significance (p < .025) for all attitudinal
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levels. This level of significance indicated that the chances

were less than 2 1/2 times out of 100 that the obtained re-

sults could have occurred by chance alone. The impact of this

finding was manifested most by the significant change in atti-

tude in the neutral persons. As mentioned in the analysis

section of the previous chapter, the so-called "neutral"

subjects were probably a heterogeneous mixture of dif-

fering attitudes. Some subjects were suspected to be slightly

favorable, others neutral, and still others might have been

slightly unfavorable. Since it was noted that the film treat-

ment alone produced a positive change--the moderate condition

yielded a boomerang effect, and the extreme.dissonance-producing

situation yielded no change--it would seem logical to assume

that the movie condition was most effective for even the non-

extreme attitude levels. However, more data must be accum-

ulated to further substantiate this interpretation.

There were two major limitations to this study, both of

which might have had an effect on the results. First, the

attrition rate was extremely high (33 1/3 percent). Secondly,

the number of subjects--48 assinged to 12 conditions--is

considered by some researchers to be too small for valid

statistical analysis (Festinger, 1971; Kerlinger, 1973).

Although the attrition rate was high, it was felt that the

students who participated were representative of the group

as a whole. It was believed that the principal factor se-

parating the participants from the"no-shows"was simply a
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time factor; 13 participated in the first session and 29

in the second. Although a greater number of subjects would

certainly have been desirable, the problem of sample size

still did not invalidate the study by any means. The anal-

ysis of variance is an extremely robust analysis, and vio-

lation of one of its underlying assumptions will not affect

the results significantly. Two leading statisticians

(Glass and Stanley, 1970) examined each assumption of the

analysis of variance and indicated proof of its ability to

withstand deviations from these assumptions. The authors

pointed out,

In summary, the fixed effect ANOVA appears to
be remarkably insensitive to departures from
normality; and when n's are equal, it is equally
unaffected by heterogeneous variances. Box
has used the word "robustness" for this insen-
sitivity of a statistical tast to violation of
its assumptions (Glass & Stanley, 1970, p. 374).

Studies of this nature can provide an insight into

first, the question of film believability and its per-

suasive ability, and second, means of devising more ef-

fective public relations campaigns. Empirical evidence

concerning the use of film as a persuasive instrument is

presently unavailable. Public relations representatives

and persuasion people, at the present time, must rely

primarily on intuition, personal judgment, and chance

because too little inforamtion is available to them.

Empirical research into the area of film could provide

guidelines to filmmakers as to what could be the most
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effective manner to use in presenting a message to the mass

audience or to specific persons. More research could also

provide public relations personnel with a guide for effective

persuasion techniques and substantiate the "real" ability of

film as a persuasive mode of presentation. To test the per-

formance of film relative to forced compliance situations,

the investigator could determine the effectiveness of film

in relation to the most extreme situations an individual

might face. Thus, the maximum effectiveness of a film or

films could possibly be derived. It is also highly ad-

visable that film be tested in relation to lectures or

speeches, radio and television communication, print commun-

ication, and word-of-mouth communication. Effectiveness

relative to available communication modes could be deter-

mined. Lastly, film should be coupled with the aforemen-

tioned communication situations to find the most effective

combination for presenting persuasive information.

A replication of this study is recommended for future

research. This research should attempt to incorporate a

greater number of subjects as well as to control for at-

trition. Also, the neutral range of the pretest instrument

should be examined to determine if all subjects who score

in this range are indeed neutral toward oil companies or if

some are actually positively or negatively inclined toward

oil companies. Finally, two different films should be pre-

pared and tested in a comparison situation--one by an oil

company and the other by an outside agency.
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APPENDIX A

PROPORTION OF FAVORABLE, NEUTRAL, AND
.EXTREMELY UNFAVORABLE SUBJECTS

PER OIL COMPANY PILOT ITEMS
(N = 40)

RESPONSES

(%)
In FavorItem

(%) (%)
Neutral Opposed X*

36. Oil companies are so large
they no longer care about
making a great amount of
profit.

16. Oil companies do not make
excessive profits.

35. Oil companies should be al-
lowed to control future en-
ergy needs of America.

5. Oil companies are more ho-
nest than other industries
in the United States.

48. It is foolish to believe
that oil companies are cor-
rupt.

7. Oil companies are so wealthy
that their sole purpose is
to better the conditions in
society.

54. I believe what oil companies
tell me.

56. The larger oil companies be-
come, the better off is
America.

79. Find me an oil man, and I
will show you an honest man.

43. Oil companies are sensitive
to my needs

45. Oil companies are clean in
their tactics.

.05

.025

.05

.075

.075

.025 .1

.125

.075

.025

.075

.075

.05

.1

.05

.275

.075

.9 6.15

.9 6.075

.925 6.075

.875 5.875

.875 5.875

.875 5.8

.875 5.775

.875 5.7

.725 5.6

.85 5.575

.85 5.575

No.

.05 . 1
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RESPONSES

(%) (%) (%p )
In Favor Neutral Opposed

69. Oil companies will set
things right.

27. The America people should
put more faith in oil com-
panies.

74. I believe oil company com-
mercials.

13. I trust oil companies.

46. Oil companies are worthy
of my trust.

66. Oil companies are fair
to both the rich and poor
alike.

8. The United States oil com-
panies are honest.

15. Oil companies are actively
trying to bring America
the most fuel for the
least price.

60. Oil companies are a friend.

75. Oil companies do not make
more real profi-t than other
industries.

78. Oil companies comply with
the law.

41. The people control oil com-
panies.

63. Oil companies deal fairly
with all the people.

38. I'll be proud to tell my
children how the oil com-
panies will solve the en-
ergy problems of today.

e05

.05

.125

.1

.05

.05

.1

.1

.025

.05

.1

.125

.1

.175

.225

.15

.15

.175

.2

.075

.025

.275

.25

.1

.05

.05

.775 5.575

.725 5.55

.725 5.5

.75 5.475

.775 5.475

.75 5.475

.825 5.425

.875 5.425

.7 5.425

.7 5.425

.8 5.425

.825 5.4

.85 5.4

.225 .7 5.375

No. Item

- i

.075
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RESPONSES

No. Item

70. Oil companies are just to
all socio-economic levels
of people.

42. The oil companies are so
powerful that they will
help America in any way
that will benefit America.

55. It is good that oil com-
panies are as powerful as
they are.

59. Oil companies are right.

81. I'll be proud to tell my
children that oil compan-
ies will solve the energy
crisis.

65. Oil companies have not vio-
lated the present Anti-
Trust laws.

10. Oil companies are humanistic.

3. Oil companies are just when
they raise fuel prices.

4. It is safe to keep oil com-
panies free from government
control.

67. Oil companies do not think
only of themselves.

2. Oil companies are sympathe-
tic to the problems the
American citizenry face
during the present fuel
crisis.

14. Oil companies are fair.

19. The news media are unjust
in the way they report oil
company stories.

(%) (%)
In Favor Neutral

.1 .15

.1

.15

.025

.1

.025

.125

.05

.2

.075

.125

.1

.175

.1

.3

.15

.325

.175

.125

.05

.2

.075

.175

(%)
Opposed

.75 5.125

.725 5.35

.75 5.35

.675 5.35

.75 5.325

.65 5.3

.7 5.275

.825 5.25

.75 5.25

.725 5.25

.8 5.2

.775 5.175

.25 .7 5.15.05
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No. Item

53. Oil companies are trust-
worthy.

25. Oil companies do not dic-
tate government policy.

64. Oil companies work for
society.

26. It is the economy, not the
oil companies, that controls
fuel prices.

57. Oil companies are pleasant.

1. Oil companies are moral.

12. Oil companies are honest
with the American people.

18. Oil companies are just.

29. Oil companies are ethical.

9. Oil companies raise the
price of gasoline to as
reasonable price as possible

58. Oil companies have the right
to raise fuel prices.

72. Oil companies are doing more
for the middle class man
than for any other socio-
economic level in the U.S.

44. Oil companies are friendly.

28. All oil companies are the
same.

30. If foreign countries would
study American oil compan-
ies, they would discover
American oil companies are
humanistic.

(%)
In Favor

.075

.125

.175

.2

.05

.225

.1

.1

.125

.2

.275

.1

.125

.125

(%)
Opposed

.7

X

5.15

RESPONSES

(%6)
Neutral

.225

.15

.15

.075

.375

.15

.125

.225

.15

.1

.1

.25

.225

.25

.725

.625

.625

.775

.675

.725

5.1

5.1

5.075

5.075

5.075

5.075

.7 5.025

.625 5.0

.65

.65

.625

5.0

4.975

4.95

.25 .625 4.95

.725 5.125

.675 5.125

.125
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RESPONSES

(%) (%) (%)
In Favor Neutral Opposed

49. Oil companies are a sta-
ble industry.

20. Oil companies should be
self-regulating.

68. Oil companies are telling
me the truth when they say
oil is short and we must
rely more heavily on foreign
oil.

50. Oil companies are friendly.

62. I understand how oil com-
pnaies operate.

22. I have faith in the oil
companies.

52. Oil companies are flexible
enough to be both an indus-
try and a friend.

77. If oil companies would be-
come government controlled,
I would become extremely
angry.

32. I believe all oil companies
are equally good.

76. American oil companies are
more honest than Middle East
oil companies.

24. I am proud of American oil
companies.

47. Oil companies are not too
large to be human.

61. Oil companies have the right
to raise prices.

17. It will be the oil companies
that will find a solution to
the energy crisis.

.225

.25

.25

.15

.225

.15

.175

.3

.15

.175

.175

.275

.35

.175

.075

.1

.3

.15

.325

.25

.125

.225

.375

.275

.2

.1

.6 4.95

.675 4.925

.65

.55

4.925

4.85

.625 4.85

.525 4.775

.575 4.775

.575 4.775

.625 4.75

.45

.55

4.725

4.675

.525 4.675

.55 4.675

.275 .2

No. Item

.S25 4.6S



63

No. Item

39. Oil companies are active
in making the United States
a better place to live.

33. Oil companies are as dif-
ferent from one another
as day and night.

80. One oil company is like
another oil company.

73. Oil companies are facing
more problems than I.

21. Oil companies are good.

40. Oil companies are making
a fair profit.

71. We have no one to blame
for the oil crisis but
ourselves.

6. Without continued oil
drilling, the U.S. would
collapse.

23. Oil companies are more
fair in the West than they
are in the East.

31. Some oil companies are good.

37. The future will tell us how
well oil companies are deal-
ing with the current fuel
shortage.

11. Oil companies are valuable.

51. Oil companies are strong.

54. Oil companies are powerful.

RESPONSES

(%) (%)
In Favor Neutral

.325

.225

.225

.35

.325

.4

.475

.5

.375

.5

.800

.925

.925

.95

.125

.35

225

.15

.3

.1

.15

.1

.375

.275

.05

.025

.05

(%)
Opposed

.55 4.475

.425 4.425

.55 4.4

.5 4.375

.375 4.15

.5 4.15

.375 3.925

.4 3.8

.250

.225

.15

.05

.025

.05

3.8

3.625

2.625

2.25

1.825

1.675
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APPENDIX B

PROPORTION OF FAVORABLE, NEUTRAL, AND
EXTREMELY UNFAVORABLE SUBJECTS

PER BUSINESS PILOT ITEMS
(N = 40)

Item

RESPONSES

(%) (%) (%)
In Favor Neutral Opposed

10. All businesses are honest.

55. If one business is corrupt,
then all businesses are
corrupt.

64. I believe what business
tells me.

60. Business policies, in gen-
eral, can be trusted.

73. Business must be big in
order to be effective.

54. Only a fool would say that
business is corrupt.

57. No one should regulate bus-
iness except business itself.

67. Business have proven itself
to be just to all socio-
economic levels of people.

52. In recent years, business
has not violated Anti-Trust
laws.

70. Business would rather help
a poor man than a rich man.

66. Business is fair to both the
rich and poor alike.

71. I am positive that business
does not exploit me.

65. I think it is unfair that
business has been punished
for its policy making.

.05

.05

.05

.05

.05

.1

.05

.075

.05

.1

.15

.075

.05

.05

.9 6.375

.9 6.225

.95

.075

.025

.075

.1

.075

.2

.025

.025

.2

6.175

.9 6.075

.925 5.875

.825 5.825

.85

.85

.75

5.8

5.8

5.775

.875 5.75

.825 5.675

.725 5.575

.8 5.525

No.

. 1 . 1
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RESPONSES

(%) (%)In Favor Neutral (%)
Opposed X

68. Business is free from foreign
tyranny.

33. There is no difference in the
philosophy of different bus-
inesses.

72. Business acts with my best
interest in mind.

76. Business brings me the best
merchandise for the leastpricD.

58. Business is far from being
corrupt.

62. I do not see any reason to
change business today.

1. Business must be free from
government regulation.

17. Business does not exploit
underdeveloped nations.

48. Business tactics are clean.

51. Business philosophies con-
sider the consumer's well-
being.

5. Business is moral.

6. Business must be allowed
to control itself.

53. I feel safe with the way
business conducts itself.

69. Business is attempting to
better all levels of peo-
ple in the society.

11. Business is attempting to
solve the polution problem
of the United States.

.1 .15

.1

.125

.1

.125

.1

.2

.175

.175

.15

.175

.225

.2

.175

.125

-1

.125

.1

.15

.075

.1

.075

.1

.15

.05

.075

.225

.75 5.525

.775 5.5

.775 5.475

.775 5.45

.775 5.425

.75 5.35

.725 5.275

.725 5.25

.750 5.15

.75 5.125

.675 5.1

.725 5.075

.725 5.075

.6 5.05

.075 .6 5.0

No. Item

.325



66

No.

7.

50.

Item

Business is just.

The larger business becomes,
the more effectively it can
serve society.

13. I trust businessmen who be-
come politically involved.

30. Business is for the people.

45. Business is so versatile that
it will solve the problems
American faces, and still
make a profit.

21. Business is a friend.

56. I am proud of business.

59. Business is pleasant.

44. I am happy with business.

38. Business is friendly.

41. Business is sensitive to
my needs.

35. Business is active in making
today's society a better
place to live.

12. I have faith in the American
business structure.

74. Business is America.

22. I am proud of business.

26. America should be proud of
its business system.

19. Society should be thankful
to business.

24. American business is the
best in the world.

(%)
In Favor

.175

.25

.2

.225

.25

.35

.375

.325

.4

.425

.375

.45

.525

.575

.45

.575

.475

RESPONSES

(%)
Neutral

.125

.075

.2

.075

.075

.2

.225

.3

.175

.15

.225

.125

.125

.05

.25

.1

.2

(%)
Opposed

.7

X

4.95

.675 4.925

.6

.7

.675

.45

.4

.375

.425

.425

4.9

4.9

4.9

4.325

4.225

4.225

4.15

4.075

.4 4.075

.425 3.9

.35

.375

.3

3.875

3.825

3.775

.325 3.7

.325 3.625

.3 .2 3.55.5
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No. Item

34. A moral person does not
have to compromise his ethics
if he decides to be a busi-
nessperson.

4. Business has proven that it
considers the well-being of
society.

31. I am proud of the modern,
technology used by business.

15. Business is good.

18. Business is the backbone of
the U.S.

8. Without business, society
would fall.

40. Business is valuable.

16. Business is vital.

14. Business is large.

32. Some businesses are honest.

61. I understand what business
tells me.

2. Business is concerned about
the U.S. people.

23. Business thinks of me as an
individual who has worth.

25. Business is humanistic.

49. Business is worthy of my
trust.

63. Business is believable.

20. Business is trustworthy.

75. Business is a mirror of the
common man.

RESPONSES

(%) (%) (%)
In Favor Neutral Opposed X

.55

.25

.575

.6

.75

.8

.825

.925

.95

.95

.2

.325

.225

.3

.225

.25

.2

.275

.1

.05

.15

.2

.075

.1

.1

.025

.25

.05

.125

.2

.2

.175

.15

.35 5.525

.7 3.475

.275

.2

3.45

3.15

.175 2.875

.1

.075

.05

.05

.05

.55

2.575

2.45

2.375

2.2

2.0

4.825

.625 4.8

.650

.5

.575

.575

.65

4.775

4.775

4.775

4.75

4.725

.275 .45 4.725
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RESPONSES

No. I tem

46. Business is sympathetic to
my needs.

29. Business advocates that all
men are free.

3. I trust business.

42. I feel safe that business
controls the present econo-
my.

36. Business will help man to-
ward a better way of life.

37. The people control busi-
ness.

43. Business is so strong that
it will do all it can to
better society.

39. Business is ethical.

28. Foreign countries can
learn a great deal about
ethics from American busi-
ness.

47. Business is sympathetic to
the needs of society.

27. U.S. business is fair with
foreign countries.

9. Business adheres to the
Constitution of the United
States.

(%) (%)
In Favor Neutral

.225

.25

.375

.35

.3

.375

.325

.25

.275

.325

.325

.25

.225

.125

.125

.175

.025

.15

.275

.2

.225

.25

(%)
Opposed X

.525 4.675

.525 4.6

.5 4.575

.525 4.525

.525 4.5

.6 4.5

.525 4.5

.475 4.45

.525 4.425

.45 4.4

.425 4.35

.225 .45 4.325.325
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APPENDIX C

PROPORTION OF FAVORABLE, NEUTRAL, AND
EXTREMELY UNFAVORABLE SUBJECTS
PER ECONOMIC POLICY PILOT ITEMS

(N = 40)

RESPONSES

(%) (%)
In Favor Neutral

(%)
Opposed

23. Our present economic policy
is fair to both the rich
and poor alike

52. The federal government con-
trols the economy effective-
ly.

60. All economic policies, ex-
cept the U.S. economic pol-
icy is corrupt.

11. Supply and demand are the
only factors that dictate
the direction of the econo-
my.

33. The U.S. economic policy is
safer to follow than any
other economic policy.

6. If the economy is left alone,
society would be better off.

37. The economic policy of the
U.S. is worthy of examina-
tion by foreign countries.

44. The U.S. economic policy is
much simpler to understand
than foreign economic poli-
cies.

10. The Republicans have shown
they can manage the economy
better than the Democrats.

30. I am proud of the present
economic policy of the
United States.

.075

.05

.025

.075

.05

.125

.075

.075

.05

.05

.025

.175

.025

.125

.075

.1

.15

.3

.875 6.15

.925 6.05

.8 5.9

.9 5.875

.825 5.825

.8 5.65

.825 5.625

.775 5.625

.65 5.575

.1 .85 5.55

No. Item

.05



70

RESPONSES

(%) (%) (%)
In Favor Neutral Opposed

40. I trust the present eco-
nomic policy of the United
States.

20. The American people are
pleased with the present
U.S. economic policy.

38. The economic policy of the
U.S. can be trusted.

19. The U.S. government should
continue to dictate what
the American economic poli-
cy should be.

22. The present economic policy
is moral because it satis-
fies the greatest good for
the greatest number.

62. The U.S. economy is not con-
trolled by vested interest.

27. The present state of the
American economy has indi-
cated that the market place
is ethical.

29. The economy is sensitive
only to supply and demand.

35. The present economy indi-
cates a clean White House
administration.

41. The economy policy of the
U.S. is corrupt.

34. The present economic policy
is sensitive to my needs.

18. People in American take the
present economy too serious-
ly.

5. Business is affected more
negatively by the current
economic policy than I am
by the present policy.

.025

.125

.075

.075

.175

.175

.1

.15

.125

.1

.15

.1

.15

.025

.15

.225

.125

.125

.3

.1

.25

.2

.25

.15

.825 5.525

.85 5.45

.775 5.45

.7 5.375

.7 5.375

.62 5.325

.6 5.3

.75 5.3

.625 5.3

.7 5.25

.6 5.25

.75 5.225

.125 .675 5.225

No. Item

.2
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RESPONSES

(%) (%) (%)
In Favor Neutral Opposed

16. I am satisfied with the
present economic policy.

58. The U.S. economic policy is
the most moral economic po-
licyin the world.

3. The present economic policy
is flexible enought to with-
stand any setbacks.

4. I have a say in the present
economic policy.

56. The U.S. economic policy is
just.

9. I am pleased with the pre-
sent economic policy of the
United States.

48. The U.S. economic policy is
more simple than any other
that has been suggested.

59. The U.S. economic policy is
clean.

12. The economic policy of the
United States should be con-

sidered by other countries
and incorporated into their
economic policies.

57. The U.S. economic policy is
more honest than any I have
ever read or studied about.

46. The U.S. economic policy is
more human than any other
economic policy in the world.

32. The economy is flexible.

17. If all the world based their
economic structure on U.S.
economic policy, the world
would be a better place to
live in.

.175

.075

.225

.175

.1

.15

.15

.1

.15

.225

.15

.175

.025

.25

.05

.125

.375

.05

.3

.375

.2

.175

.325

.225

.8 5.15

.675 5.15

.725 5.05

.7 5.0

.525 4.95

.8 4.95

.6 4.95

.525 4.95

.65 4.9

.6 4.85

.525 4.825

.6 4.725

.2 .525 4.7

No. Item

.275
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RESPONSES

(%) (%) (%)
In Favor Neutral Opposed

45. The U.S. economic policy is
right.

54. The U.S. economic policy is
more humane than any other
economic policy in the
world.

47. The U.S. economic policy is
right.

61. I am proud of the American
economic policy.

53. The U.S. economy is the most
flexible in the world.

39. The economic policy is good.

14. The economy should be con-
trolled by the federal go-
vernment.

55. The U.S. economic policy is
more sensitive to people's
needs than any I have studied
or read about.

So. The economic policy suggested
by President Ford is quite
sensitive to my needs.

31. The economy has shown the
strength of the United States.

25. The economy will become sta-
ble in the near future.

51. The U.S. economic policy is
more worthy of my trust than
any in the world.

2. The economy reflects a true
balance between supply and
demand.

49. It is safer to follow the
U.S. economic policy than
any other I know.

.15

.15

.125

.25

.225

.15

.25

.2

.25

.325

.175

.225

.15

.35

.475

.5

.15

.25

.325

.3

.4

.375

.225

.375

.375

.125

4.7

.375 4.675

.375 4.65

.6 4.65

.525 4.55

.525 4.55

.45 4.525

.4 4.425

.375 4.4

.450 4.375

.450 4.375

.4 4.36

.725 4.325

.45 .3 4.25

No. Item

.25
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RESPONSES

(%)
In FavorItemNo.

(%) (%)
Neutral Opposed

15. The economy of the U.S. is
better off than any other
economy in the world.

8. The President of the United
States is taking positive
steps to stabilize the eco-
nomy.

43. The present administration
is stabilizing the economy.

1. The present economy is show-
ing signs of stability.

13. The President is taking
steps to better the present
economic state of America.

7. The economy is financially
better off than any other
economy in the world.

36. The present economy is
worthy a try.

24. The present economic policy
is active in all socio-
economic levels of people.

28. An economic policy is
valuable to the public.

42. The economy is a powerful
social force.

21. Changes in the economy are
reflected in all facets of
society.

.325

.35

.25

.4

.375

.525

.575

.575

.575

.675

.225

.325

.375

.225

.325

.125

.225

.2

.275

.15

.45 4.225

.325 4.1

.375 4.1

.375 4.0

.3 3.95

.35 3.6

.2 3.5

.225 3.375

.15 3.3

.175 3.125

.075 .1 2.55.825
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APPENDIX D

PROPORTION OF FAVORABLE, NEUTRAL, AND

EXTREMELY UNFAVORABLE SUBJECTS
PER GOVERNMENT PILOT ITEMS

(N = 40)

RESPONSES

(%) (%) (%)
In Favor Neutral Opposed

11. The U.S. government does not
need to be re-evaluated.

54. The U.S. government is fair
to the poor in our society.

26. Our forefathers would be
poud of the present state
of the government.

55. The U.S. government is clean
in policy making.

56. The U.S. government is free
from adverse foreign powers.

48. The larger government be-
comes, the more effective
it becomes.

36. The Federal government con-
trols the economy effective-
ly.

40. People are wrong when they
say the U.S. government is
corrupt.

59. Corruption in the govern-
ment is due to the system
and not to the people who
work in the government.

43. The U.S. government will
solve the problems we face
today.

28. The U.S. government is work-
ing actively for my well-
being.

.075

.05

.075

.025

.1

.1

.1

.1

.125

.125

.075

.1

.075

.075

.1

.125

.2

.1

.075

.15

.85

.85

5.89

5.775

.850 5.775

.9 5.575

.8 5.375

.775 5.35

.7 5.325

.8 5.225

.8 5.225

.725 5.2

.175 .650 5.175

No. Item

.175
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RESPONSES

No. Item

17. The U.S. government does not

need to be change.

(%)
In Favor

-15

(%) (%)
Neutral Opposed

.1 -75

61. The federal government should
have more power than the

state government.

58. The U.S. government is safe
from control by other nations.

25. The U.S. government is sen-

sitive to my needs.

44. I understand the decisions
made by government.

10. Our forefathers would be

proud of the present state

of the government.

20. The U.S. government policy

should be incorporated into
all the governments of the
world.

42. The U.S. government will
solve the problems Ameri-

ca faces today.

32. I am thankful that the U.S.

government controls by des-
tiny.

13. The government acts in
accord to its slogan,
"In God We Trust."

39. The sole reason for govern-

ment is my well-being.

62. The government of the Uni-

ted States is truly a demo-

cratic government.

6. I feel as if I am part of
the government.

.15

.15

.175

.175

.275

.2

.125

.15

.175

.25

.25

.15

.125

.125

.1

.125

.15

.2

.275

.225

.075

.15

.7 5.1

.725 5.05

.7 5.0

.725 5.0

.6 4.95

.65 4.95

.675 4.925

.575 4.9

.6 4.85

.675 4.825

.6 4.825

.1 .6 4.8

5.125

.3
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RESPONSES

(%)
In FavorItemNo.

(%) (%)
Neutral Opposed

8. The government thinks of my
well-being.

63. IfI can't do it, the govern-
ment can.

37. The U.S. government is sym-

pathetic to my needs.

41. The U.S. government is
trustworthy.

3. The U.S. government is
moral.

38. 1 feel safe that government
in America is as large as
it is.

7. More power should be given

to the federal government
and less power should be

given to the state govern-
ment.

46. I am pleased that the go-
vernment of the United
States is as large as it
is.

49. The U.S. government is

right.

64. I trust the government.

60. The government works to

satisfy my needs.

47. I am pleased that the go-
vernment is as powerful as
it is today.

55. The U.S. government is
ethical.

50. The U.S. government is a
friend.

.3

.2

.25

.275

.225

.25

.25

.25

.1

.275

.3

.35

.275

.075

.175

.125

.175

.225

.2

.175

.175

.325

.275

.2

.125

.25

.625 4.75

.625 4.75

.625 4.7

.55

.55

.55

4.7

4.675

4.625

.575 4.6

.575 4.575

.575 4.575

.45 4.575

.5 4.55

.525 4.425

.475 4.4

.4 .35 4.375.25



77

RESPONSES

(%) (%) (%)
In Favor Neutral Opposed

2. I trust governmental policy.

14. The government is stable and
will remain so in the future.

34. The U.S. government is my
friend.

53. The U.S. government is
pleasant.

27. The U.S. government is

stronger than any foreign
country's government.

29. The U.S. is stable and
will remain so in the fu-
ture.

23. The U.S. government deals

fairly with the people.

57. The U.S. government is the
best.

45. The U.S. government is
humane.

12. The U.S. government serves
society.

33. The U.S. government is
friendly to the people.

31. The U.S. government is
worthy of my trust.

24. The U.S. government is more

valuable to the people than

can be measured.

51. The U.S. government is right
more times than it is wrong.

1. The U.S. government works
for the people.

.425

.325

.3

.175

.4

.35

.425

.3

.375

.475

.25

.4

.325

.45

.475

.15

.125

.325

.55

.1

.2

.175

.375

.325

.175

.425

.225

.35

.225

.425 4.35

.550 4.25

.375 4.25

.275 4.225

.5 4.2

.45 4.175

.4 4.125

.325 4.125

.3 4.1

.35 4.075

.325 4.075

.375 4.05

.325 3.975

.325 3.975

.175 .35 3.9

No. Item
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RESPONSES

(%) (%) (%)
In Favor Neutral Opposed

52. The U.S. government is the
best government in the world
today.

19. The government has good peo-
ple working for it.

18. The government must not stay
out of the business affairs
of America.

22. I am proud of the U.S. govern-
ment.

4. The U.S. government complies
with the U.S. Constitution.

5. No other government has ever
proven itself as just as the
government of the United
States.

21. The U.S. government is good.

30. The U.S. government is ef-
fective enough to withstand
economic setbacks.

9. Corruption in the government
is due to the people in go-
vernment and not to the sys-
tem itself.

15. Government is only as good
as the people who work in
the government.

16. Without government, society
would collapse.

.375

.475

.525

.525

.575

.45

.575

.65

.725

.825

.325

.3

.1

.175

.1

.25

.275

.175

.3 3.825

.225 3.8

.375 3.775

.3 3.675

.325 3.625

.3 3.625

.15 3.55

.175 3.275

.075

.075

.2 2.9

. 1 2.525

.05 .15 2.425

No. Item

.8



79

APPENDIX E

PERSONAL DATA SHEET AND PRETEST INSTRUMENT

Fill in the last four digits of your social security number

1. Age 2. Status: Married

Single

Divorced-

4. Gender: Separated

M_

F_

5. Do you have children? Yes_

a. If yes, how many?

3. Classification:

Freshman

Sophomore

Junior

Senior

Grad.Std.

40 6. What is you race?
(fill in)

7. Do you own a car? Yes__No

a. If yes, is the car your only means of transportation for

work pleasure both workfpleasure

8. Do you have a job? Yes_ No

a. If yes, are you employed at
Other

the university private corporation (specify)

9. Have you ever worked for

business o il companies g overnment

a. If yes to the above question, please specify in what

capacity:

10. What is your major . 11. What is your minor

11. Do you plan on working in your major field of study? Yes

No

12. Did you vote in the last election? National Local State
Yes Yes Yes
No No No

N



80

INSTRUCTIONS

The purpose of this questionnaire is to elicit your opinions

concerning four current issues--the Government, the Economic Policy,

Business, and Oil Companies. In filling out this questionnaire,

make your judgments on the basis of agreement or disagreement

with that statement.

On each page of this booklet, you will find one of 
the four

concepts mentioned above. Underneath this concept, you will

find a number of statements to be evaluated. Then, immediately

following each statement, you will see a seven-point 
scale

ranging from strongly agree to strongly 
disagree. You are to

rate each statement independently of all other statements that

appear on that page and the preceding 
pages. Your rating should

be on the seven point scale that is provided for each of the

statements.

Here is how you are to fill out the questionnaire:

If you feel that the statement is very closely related to your

individual opinion, place your response on the scale as follows:

I love America

strongly agree X _____- -- 9 strongly disagree

SA A MA UMD D SD

or

strongly agree X strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

If you feel that the statement is quite closely related to your

individual opinion, but not extremely, place your mark on the

scale thus:

I love America

strongly agre x strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

Or

strongly agree X strongly disagree
MA_ U MID D SD



If you feel that the statement is only slightly related toyour individual opinion, place your mark in the FTollowingposition:

I love America

strongly agree x
S- A MA -U- RD SD strongly disagree

or

strongly agree X strongly disagree
SA A UMD D SD

If you have no opinion on the statement, or if you perceivethe statement to be irrelevant, place your mark in this manner:

I love America

strongly agree A SD strongly disagree

The direction toward which you check, of course, depends uponwhich end of the continuum most characterizes your opinion onthe statement.

IMPORTANT

a. Place you check mark or X in the middle of the spaceprovided, not on the boundaries:

This Not This
x __X

b. Do not omit any of the scales.

c. Never put more than one mark on one scale.

d. Do not look back and forth through the statement.

e. Consider every statement independent of the other
statements you evaluated.

f. Most of all be honest with the statements. Do notpuzzle over or worry about any of the statments.It is your first response that most represents your
opinion.

81



U.S. Government

1. The U.S. government is sensitive to my needs.

strongly agree strongly disagree
SA A MA U MD~~ S sD

2. People are wrong when they say the U.S. government is corrupt.
strongly agree

A MA U MW D SD

3. The larger the government becomes, the
becomes.

strongly agree
SA A MA U MD D SD

4. The U.S. government is just to all soc
of people.

strongly agree
SA ~A MA U MDDSD"-

5. I understand the decisions made by gov

strongly agree
SA A MA U MD D SD

6. The U.S. government will solve the prol

strongly agree

strongly alsagree

more effective it

io-economic levels

strongly disagree

ernment.

strongly disagree

blems we face today.

st %r C. d -onlJgiy Ui agreeSA AMA U MDF D SD

7. Our forefathers would be proud of the present state of thegoverment.

strongly agree
SA A MA U MD D strongly disagree

8. I am thankful that the U.S. government controls my destiny.
strongly agree

SA A MA U MD D Dstrongly disagree

9. The U.S. government does not need to be re-evaluated.

strongly agree
S yA~ MA~~ A U -D ~-- D strongly disagree

10. The U.S. government is actively working for my well-being.
strongly agree

SA A MA U MD ~~i D strongly disagree

82

strongly disagree I
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CONSIDER THIS PORTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE INDEPENDENT OF THELAST SECTION.

Economic Policy

1. Supply and demand are not the only factors that dictate thedirection of the economy.

strongly agree strongly disagree
E77 A~ MA U MD D SDs

2. The U.S. economic policy is much simpler to understand thanforeign economic policies.

strongly agree strongly disagree
SA ~A- MA U MD D SD

3. I am not proud of the present economic policy of the United
States.

strongly agree strongly disagree
~A~~LSV MA U MD D S D

4. The U.S. government should continue to dictate what theAmerican economic policy should be.

strongly agree strongly disagree
SA ~A MA~ U MD D lSD rnl dsge

5. The present state of the American economy had indicated
that the market place is unethical.

strongly agree9__D strongly disagree
SA A MA7 U MDY 7D SD

6. Business is affected more negatively by the current eco-nomic policy than I am by that policy.

strongly agreeA AMA U MD D strongly disagree

7. Our present economic policy is unfair to both the rich
and poor alike.

strongly agree 
strongly disagree

SA A7 MA7 U MD D SD

8. I am not satisfied with the present economic policy.

strongly agree_ __ strongly disagree
SA A MA U MD D strnldsge
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9. The U.S. economic policy is controlled by vested interests.
strongly agree

s g gIA I URMA 7 -U ~ ~~ ~ S ~~D strongly disagree

10. The present economy indicates a corrupt White House ad-ministration.

str ng y a re 9A__ A MA _ U _ D D -D strongly disagree



CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING SECTION INDEPENDENT OF THE PREVIOUSTWO SECTIONS.

Oil Companies

1. I believe what oil companies tell me.

strongly agree 
strongly disagree9A7 A MA U MD D SD

2. It is safe to keep oil companies free from governmentalcontrol.

strongly agree
A MA U MD ~D~S'~ strongly disagree

3. It is foolish to believe that oil companies are corrupt.

strongly agreestog 
diarSA A MA U MD D SD strongly disagree

4. The larger oil companies become, the better off is America.

strongly agree
SA7 A MA~ ~-~ MD D SD strongly disagree

5. Oil companies comply with the law.

strongly agreeso 
daSA A MA MD D D strongly disagree

6. Oil companies are sensitive to my needs.

strongly agree____
SA A MA IT~ MD D S~D~strongly disagree

7. Oil companies are clean in their tactics.

strongly agree
sA 7r oMAl yMDrDes t r o n g l y d i s a g r e e'A- MA UMDD S D

8. Oil companies are actively trying to bring America themost fuel for the least price.

strongly agree
SA A MA U MD D D-strongly disagree

9. Oilcompanies do not make excessive profits.

strongly agree
A A MA U MD D D strongly disagree

85
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10. Oil companies should be allowed to control future energy
needs of America.

strongly agree
SA A MA U MD D SD

strongly disagree

11. Oil companies are more honest than other industries inthe United States.

sgrongly agree
SA A MA U MD D SD

strongly disagree



CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING SECTION INDEPENDENTOF ALL OTHER SECTIONS.

Business

1. I do not believe what business tells me.

strongly agree-- strongly disagreeSA A MA U MDF D SD

2. Someone other than business should regulate business.

strongly agree strongly disagree
SA ~A MA U M D SD

3. Business is not free from foreign tyranny.

strongly agree strongly disagree
SA A MA UMD D S Dg

4. No business is honest.

strongly agree
-A7A M NFMD D ziSLtrongly disagree9A~~MA~UMD D ~I~

5. Business should be punished for its policy making.

strongly agree strongly disagree
SA A MA U M YD D SDs

6. Business would rather help a rich man than a poor man.
strongly agree strongly disagree

SA A MA U MW D SD

7. In recent years business has violated Anti-Trust laws.
strongly agree strongly disagreeSA A MA Ts M

8. I am positive that business exploits me.

strongly agree
s) LoLU1 dIsBA A MA U MD D yD agree

9. Business- philosophy does not consider the consumer's well-being.
strongly agree __n

SA A MA U MD D Dstrongly disagree

10. Business policies, in general, cannot be trusted.

strongly agree
SA -A MA U MD D Dstrongly disagree

.- I "'o-ol"WAM" .0 - -
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APPENDIX F

POSTTEST INSTRUMENT

POSTTEST

Your last four social security digits .

CONSIDER ALL QUESTIONS INDEPENDENTLY. READ THE QUESTION CAREFULLY,
AND PLACE YOUR RESPONSE ON THE SCALE WHICH BEST REPRESENTS YOUR
OPINION CONCERNING THAT STATEMENT. DO NOT CHANGE AN RESPONSES
AFTER YOU HAVE MADE YOUR DECISION. IT IS USUALLY YOUR FIRST RE-
SPONSE THAT MOST REPRESENTS YOUR OPINION ON THE STATEMENT. BE
HONEST.

1. The Federal government does not control the economy effectively.

strongly agree
SA A MA U MD D SD

strongly disagree

2. Because one business is corrupt does not mean that all
businesses are corrupt.

strongly agree
SA A MA U MD D SD

strongly disagree

3. It is safe to keep oil companies free from government control.

strongly agree
SA A MA U MD D SD

strongly disagree

4. The U.S. government needs to be changed.

strongly agree
SA A MA U MD D SD

strongly disagree

5. Oil companies are sensitive to my needs.

strongly agree
SA AMA U MD D SD

strongly disagree

6. Business must be big in order to be effecitve.

strongly agree
SA A MA U MD D SD

strongly disagree

7. The U.S. government is not safe from control of foreign
powers.

strongly agree
SA A MA U MD D SD

strongly disagree
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8. I do not trust the present economic policy of the United
States.

strongly agree strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

9. Oil companies are clean in their tactics.

strongly agree strongly disagree

SA AMA U MD D SD

10. The American people are not pleased with the present U.S.

economic policy.

strongly agree __7_9A __9D___Dstrongly disagree

SA A-MA U MD D SD

11. Oil companies are more honest than other industries in
the United States.

strongly agree ___ _ ___ strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

12. Business tactics are clean.

strongly agree __ strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

13. The U.S. government will not solve the problems America
faces today.

strongly agree __~ ~ A~ U MD D SD strongly disagree

SA -AMAR U MD D SD

14. No economic policy, except the U.S. economic policy, is

corrupt.

strongly agree ___ _--A-_9__-_-U RD- __SD strongly disagree

SA AMA U MD D SD

15. The U.S. government is unfair to the poor in our society.

strongly agree ____-____ __M_-_DSD strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D D

16. Business acts with my best interest in mind.

strongly agree strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

17. Oil companies are actively trying to bring American the
most fuel for the least price.

strongly agree __ ___ __ ___ ___ ___ strongly disagree
SA A MA U MD D SD
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18. The U.S. government is clean in policy making

strongly agree strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

19. If the economy is controlled, society would be better off.

strongly agree strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

20. Oil companies should be allowedto control future energy
needs of America.

strongly agree strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

21. Business does not exploit underdeveloped nations.

strongly agree _SA--- _ ___ _DSDstrongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

22. The economic policy of the U.S. is not worthy of examina-

tion by foreign countries.

strongly agree ___ strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

23. The larger oil companies become, the better off is America.

strongly agree SA ~~A~_-M_~~_UDD__Dstrongly disagree

SA A U MD D SD

24. Only a fool would say that business is corrupt.

strongly agree ~~~ _~ __~ U MD D SD strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

25. The Republicans have shown they can manage the economy
better than the Democrats.

strongly agree strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

26. I believe what oil comapnies tell me.

strongly agree _ ___ strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

27. The U.S. governmental policy should not be incorporated
into the governments of the world.

strongly agree strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD
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28. Business brings me the best merchandise for the least price.

strongly agree strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

29. The U.S. government is not free from adverse foreign powers.

strongly agree __ ___ strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

30. It is foolish to believe that oil companies are corrupt.

strongly agree strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

31. People in American do not take the present economic policy
too seriously.

strongly agree SA ~_~ MA U MD D SD strongly disagree

SA A U MD D SD

32. Oil companies do not make excessive profits.

strongly agree strongly disagree

SA AMA U MD D SD

33. I do not see any reason to change business today.

strongly agree strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

34. The present economic policy is immoral because it does not
satisfy "the greatest good for the greatest number."

strongly agree strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

35. The Federal government should have less power than state
government.

strongly agree strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

36. The present economic policy is insensitive to my needs.

strongly agree strongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

37. Business has proven itself to be just to all socio-economic
levels of people.

strongly agree strongly disagree

SA- MA U MD D SD
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38. Oil companies comply with the law.

strongly agree _9A- _--A-_MA__MD _D SDstrongly disagree

SA A MA U MD D SD

39. Corruption in the government is due to the people and
not to the system.

strongly agree strongly disagree
SA A MA U MD D SD

40. There are differences in the philosophy of different
business.

strongly agree~ M~~_~ ~I_~ _DDSD strongly disagree

41. The U.S. government is effective.

strongly agree ___ strongly disagree
SA A MA U MD D SD
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