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CHAPTER T
SOCIAL STRATIFICATION AND THE CONCEPT OF

STATUS CRYSTALLIZATION

The threefold purpose of this chapter is: (1) to
briefly discuss the history of scholarly thought on the
subject of social inequality, (2) to make a distinction
between social differentiation and social stratification,
and (3) within the context of the two former objectives to
introduce the subject of status crystallization.

Social inequality, as an integral part of man's
social existence, was a phenomenon of long-standing concern
to scholars before the first socioclogical questions were
asked. Aristotle (Politics. 1252a, 1254b.), among other
ancients, viewed social inequality as, essentially, the
aligning of society's membership based on inherent social
inferiority and superiority. The belief in a natural
place for every man and every man in his natural place,
buttressed sometime later by appeals to divine authority,
survived, more or less intact, until the French Revolution:
of 1789. With such writers and thinkers as Ferguson (1819),
Millar (1793), and Rousseau (1949), this belief in inequality
as given - -in nature was challenged and finally dispelled in the
face of the inquiry into the causation of social inequality.

With the development of the discipline of sociology.,

there came numerous investigations and explanations of



both the causes of social inequality and the effects of
differentiated and stratified social structures on society
as a whole or on societal substructures. By and large,

the model for analysis of social stratification in

these various contexts took a uni-dimcnsional form, an
analogue of the "social ladder." The uni-dimensional
model orders society uni-linearly as the steps on a ladder.
To assign an individual or family to a position on the
"ladder," researchers have utilized a composite status
score arrived at either statistically or intuitively

from various status indicators. Groups possessing

similar scores are, in this general manner, defined as
social classes. The collapsing of data to arrive at a
composite score necessitates the loss of information, in
consequence limiting the types of explanations which may
be derived from this model. In terms of utility this
uni-dimensional model has a record of considerable produc-
tivity: witness the work of Warner (1960), and others. With-
out demeaning the importance of the uni-dimensional model, it
has been demonstrated to be limited (Benoit-Smullyan, 1944;
Sorokin, 1947; Adams, 1953; Lenski, 1954) in describing
the effects of social stratification on and within complex
groups. The discussion presented in this chapter is

oriented around thé superior utility ot a multi-dimensional



model as an analytical tool for the study of the effects

of some of the properties of social stratification on social
attitudes. The primary focus is on a merging of Lenski's
(1966, 1970) technological evolutionary theory of social
stratification and Dahrendorf's normative theory of the
origin of social inequality. The specific aspects will be
detailed below.

A system of stratification exists for a particular
society as a mode of adaptation which is a part of a network
of adaptations to environmental conditions.l Such a network
of adaptations is generally refqugd to as a society's form of
social organization.2 Human societies are those various adap-
tations which "exist to the degree that a territorially bounded
population of . . . (humans) maintains ties of association and
interdependence and enjoys autonomy." (Lenski, 1970:9)3

Reducing these various societies to their lowest common

lThe environmental conditions referred to here
extend beyond physical factors, such as climate, topography,
natural resources, and the like, to include intra-societal
conditions such as technology, particularly those basic
technologies concerned with subsistence production.

2The degree of complexity of social organization is
linked to the ability of technologies to provide surpluses
necessary for the support of societal members not directly
engaged in the production of society's subsistence, such as
priests and politicians. ‘

3I have substituted the word "humans" for the phrase
"animals of a singlc gpecies."



denominator, it may be shown that social organization as
adaptation functions to enhance the species' probabilities
for survival and reproduction. (Lenski, 1970:44) According
to Lenski (1970:38) social organization "refers to any
structured system of relationships among people." The
origin of social organization, and therefore of society, is
at best, obscure and essentially irrelevant. With the aid of
historical data, it appears that social organization proceeds
from two general principles underlying human behavior: (1)
that collective effort enhances survival (i.e. need satis-
faction) and, (2) however tentative such adaptive forms may
be, a consensus must exist with respect to means and ends
if society is to be viable. The implications of these prin-
ciples have born endless data and debate. While a recounting
of the latter would, no doubt in the manner of good gossip,
tantalize the reader, in terms of the yvet to be revealed
issue at hand, such a discussion would prove barren. Grant-
ing these principles to be unresolved empirical questions,
it seems prudent to define them as assumptions and to set
the context in the hopes that their utility will become
apparent.

Central to our definition of the first principles,
cited above, is the individual act of perceiving the

tive

¢}

necessity for, and hencec, the rclative worth of, colle



effort over individual effort. This primary act of evalu-
ation of alternatives is important, especially in explaining
the subjugation of individual autonomy to even the most
basic forms of group control. With reference again to the
first principle, it is assumed there is a societal sub-
jugation to the group by its members under various conditions
where group means more easily or efficiently provide for the
attainment of group and/or individual ends. It should be
emphasized that this felt need need not be conscious with
the individual, nor is the intent here to picture a rational
society. Rather, the individual is subtlely imbued with
this feeling through the process of socialization. From
this point on, the assumption outlined above is embodied in
the term social action and accounts for that portion of our
definition of social organization that deals with "relation-
ships among people."

In order for the group to provide for its members,
it must achieve a coordination of efforts among its parts.
With reference to the second principle above, the assumption
made is that coo;dinétion implies consensus or a shared
definition of the situation as to the functioning of the
various parts of the group with respect to goal accomplishment.

Attendant to consensus are group expectations which, even in



the simplest of societies, result in what may be loosely
termed structure.

Based upon these two assumptions, social organiza-
tion may be redefined as that patterned whole which is made up
of accepted expectations for behavior (i.e. norms), and
which has its origin in the value of social action. Since
societies receive most of their replacement members through
reproduction, it is necessary for societies to employ
mechanisms for the integration of these non-volunteers. For
those membe;s entering into a social organization by birth,
the value of social action and behavioral expectations must
be learned. This is the coercive nature of social organization.
Conforming behavior to societies' norms cannot be guaranteed
by a system of voluntary individual controls. Norms are
buttressed by attendant sanctions, that is, rewards for
conforming and punishments for non-conforming behavior.
These sanctions apply wherever expectations of behavior
govern the performance of society's members in their wvarious
positions. The result is a continuity of organization and
of societal task which transcends the life-span of society's
members. Societies geﬁerally do not pursue a solitary goal.
via solitary means utilizing efforts of all its members at
the same time. This leads to a third assumption, that
societies pursue multiple goals via multiple means assigning

portions of the total endeavor of the total membership who



carry out their tasks at various rates, places, and times.
Social positions, then, are those analytically distinct
entities delineated by norms of performance of snaial tasks
(e.g. occupations) which sum to the division of labor of the
social organization.4 Thozse differentiated parls, pusitions,
are essentially equal in that they function to the same ends.
A manager, butcher, checker, and produce-man for the super-
market are all "equally indispensable for the attainment of
the goal in question." (Dahrendorf, 1970:14) When talent,
skill, education, or other conditions are made requisite

for the incumbents of these positions the relative value of
these conditions is established bringing to the position
additional norms of an evaluative nature. These norms
operate in two ways to reflect the relative importance of

their attendant positions. First, the greater the market

4To paraphrase Dahrendorf (1970:12-15), the issue
of the division of labor has been at the center of debate
in most discussions of the origin of social inequality.
Some of the principles in this debate are Marx, Engels,
Durkheim, Simmel, and Schmoller. The division of labor is
the conceptual eqguivalent of social differentiation.
According to Schmoller (1890): "The difference in social
rank and property, in prestige and income, is merely a
secondary consequence of social differentiation.'" The idea
that social differentiation precedes social stratification
is made more palatable by Schmoller's subsequent addition of
an intervening "psychological fact," whatever that may be.
Dahrendorf, adds substance to this intermediate agent by
interpreting it as "an additional act of evaluation, one
that is neither caused nor explained hy the division of
labor." (1970:14)



value of a position for a givén social organization, the
greater is the tendency for higher rewards for conforming
behavior.5 Secondly, such differential wvaluation of
position services (individual gualifications) functions to
exclude portions of the membership of the social organization
from participation at successive levels.6 In this manner
the incumbents of social positions accrue prestige and
power to their status in this vertical alignment of the
social organization. This is what is termed soc%al
stratification, or the rank ordering of individuals in
terms of the relative importance of the positions they hold.
Iin sum,’social differentiation may be termed the "functional
organization'" of society, and social stratification the
"scalar organization.'" (Dahrendorf, 1970:14)

Having distinguished between social differentiation

and stratification it 'is now possible to begin the discussion

5While this tendency seems to be the general pattern
found in stratified society it is not an unavoidable one,
the Israeli experience is a case in point. Tumin, in his
criticisms of Davis and Moore makes it clear that not all of
society's positions are filled by those who are objective
qualifiers for high positions, it has been shown that power,
prestige, and income may be inherited or otherwise transferred
to individuals who had no direct responsibility for such
accumulations. (Tumin, 1953; Davis, and Moore, 1945)

6This characteristic of social stratification to
advantage groups to the exclusion of others holds special
importance for the investigation al hand and is well within
the spirit of Wrong's criticism of the functional theory
of stratification. (1959) This article, along with Tumin's
clearly illustrates the manner in which stratification may
be dysfunctional for a society.’



of the particular considerations surrounding the research
problem we are investigating.
In our discussion to this point, the treatment of
social stratification has been macroécopic. As a
society is made up of many subdivisions, so is society's
system of stratification.
the uni-dimensional view of social
stratification is inadequate to describke the
complexities of group structure. . . . the
structure of human groups normally involves
the coexistence of a number of parallel
vertical hierarchies which usually are
imperfectly correlated with one another.
(Lenski, 1954:405)
Systems of stratification function as distributive channels
for the results of societal production, or in summary
terms, those social commodities, power, prestige, and
income. The multiple hierarchies, referred to above, serve
the same end.7 In terms of the individual occupyving
statuses in the various hierarchies, power may be derived
from occupation (i.e. legitimated authority), income, and
indirectly from education and ethnicity which effect
occupation, and therefore income. Power may also be

forthcoming through property ownership, insofar as power

may derive from contributions to common tax pools or other

7These sub-systems of stratifications act as
distributors for one, two, or all three of the social
commodities, and with emphasis or weighting on any one.
Lenski isolates four sub-systems: &ccupation, education,
income, and ethnic hierarchies. I will utilize all but
the latter, substituting instead a property hierarchy for
reasons discussed in chapter two.
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manipulations such as determining modes of land usage.

The illustration above is not exhaustive. It appears that
the interaction of these four (plus one) hierarchies, as
they function in the distribution of the social commodities,
is most probably limited to the possible permutations and
combinations of the number of hierarchies employed. A
further point to be emphasized is that the individual
possesses these multiple statuses simultaneously, it being
impractical, except for analytical purposes, to conceive of
the individual as consciously behaving in such a manner as
"to hold each separately at all times.9

An important question which is raised
immediately by such a view is the question
of how these several positions are interrelated.
Theoretically, it becomes possible to conceive
of a non-vertical dimension to individual or
family status--that is, a consistency dimension.
In this dimension units may be compared with
respect to the degree of consistency of their
positions in the several vertical hierarchies.
In other words, certain units may be consistently
high or low while others may combine high
standing with respect to certain status
variables with low standing with respect to
others. (Lenski, 1954:405)

8Probably the most common derivative of property
status for the bulk of society, and here we are referring to
all material property, is property's effect on mode or style
of living, which in turn is derived from other sources.

9Insofar as occupation, income, education, ethnicity,
and property possess attributable expectations and are there-
fore identified with positions in the functional organization
of society such separation is possible. But the issue here
is concerned with the scalar organization which is
quantitative rather than qualitative. For a further dis-
cussion of this separation of roles, see Goode (1960).



CHAPTER IT

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

In hio rcocarch, Lecngki (1954), dcmonstratcs that
status consistency (crystallization) is related positively
to political attitudes. The concern ot the present research
is that of replicating, some seventeen years later, Lenski's
work. The use of the term replication somewhat begs the
question of equivalence. Problems such as zero funding,
sample size and selection, and strict adherence to Lenski's
design may be cause for describing this research as a shadow
of Lenski's research, that is conforming to shape and form
but obscuring precise detail. A complete discounting of
these operational problems is imposéible but it is felt that
where changes have been made they were necessitated by
external conditions. The attempt, then, is one of restricted
replication coupled with a conscious effort toward clari-
fication.

The most parsimonious approach to describing the
particular problem at hand appears to be a concept by concept,
step by step, comparison between Lenski's 1954 article
reporting his research and the current attempt. Specific
technical approaches to the methodology of this research will
be explained in a similar manner in Chapter III. The basic

hypothesis tested in Lenski's study is as follows:
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. « . individuals characterized by a low degree of
status crystallization differ significantly in their
political attitudes and behavior from individuals
characterized by a high degree of status crystalliza-
tion, when status differences in the vertical dimen-
sions are controlled. (Lenski, 1954:405-406)

This basic hypothesis could not be adopted completely.

During the formulation of the research design it was decided
to drop that portion of Lenski's basic hypothesis which deals
with political behavior. It was assumed, since the sample

was to be drawn from a student population at a metropolitan,
midwestern, state-supported university, that voting behaviorlo
would not be relevant because of the age of respondents. The
importance of age to the decision to omit voting behavior is
based upon the high probability that respondents would be
selected who had not reached voting age. Age cohorts decrease
in size as individuals progress from freshman to senior
classes. Since the formulation of the study the voting age
has been lowered and ratified by the state legislatures.
However, no elections have taken place and at this time,

participation in elections by the newly enfranchised group

remains an unmeasureable wvariable. Some consideration was

lo"Data relating to three elections were used:

(1) the 1948 presidential election; (2) the 1950
Michigan gubernatorial election; and (3) the 1952
presidential election. For the first two elections
comparisons were made on the basis of the respondents'
reports of their behavior. For the 1952 election, it
was necessary to make the comparison the basis of the
respondents' indications of their party preferences,
since the interviews were conducted eight to ten months
before the election." (Lenski, 1954:408)
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given to the asking of gquestions revealing the voting behav-
ior of parents but, for obvious reasons, this was rejected.
One further point, in terms of their relative importance

in both Lenski's research and in the theoretical realm,

- political attitudes outweigh and are less transient in the
American population than are political party preferences

as indicated by voting behavior.

To complete the discussion of Lenski's basic
hypothesis and also to complete the comparison, the tenta-
tive hypothesisll basic to this research is as follows:

individuals characterized by a low degree

of status crystallization differ significantly in

their . . . political attitudes . . . from individuals

characterized by a high degree of status crystalliza-

tion, when status differences in the vertical

dimensions are controlled. (Lenski, 1954:405-406)
Lenski uses two basic variables in his study, social status
and status crystallization: social status is defined
operationally as follows:

Social status. For operational purposes,

the statuses of respondents were defined in terms

of their relative positions in four vertical hier-
archies: the income hierarchy; the occupation hierarchy;

llThe use of a tentative basic hypothesis here is
necessary to preserve the sequence of the development of
the final basic hypothesis and to avoid confusing the issues
under discussion. '
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the education hierarchy:; and the ethnic hierarchy.

These four were chosen both because of their great

importance and also because of the relative ease

with which necessary information relating to them

could bc obtained. (Lenski, 1954:400)
With respect to this operationally defined variable of social
status, 1t was necessary to replace Lenski's ethnic hierarchy
with a property hierarchy. This substitution was again
necessitated by the characteristics of the population from
which the sample was to be drawn. Racial minorities, of
singular importance to an ethnic hierarchy, exist in insuf-
ficient numbers in the research population to allow a
statistical test. This lack in the population is born up
by the infrequent occurrence of racial minority members in
the sample. The selection of a property hierarchy is based
on Lenski's (1970:309-393) discussion of the link between
the property hierarchy and the occupational hierarchy. Prop-
erty is a valuable dimension since it has the potential to
reveal wealth not derived from income or occupational sources.

The second basic variable, status crystallization,

is operationally defined as a consistency rating derived from
scores based on the individual's positions in the four hier-
archies. A complete discussion of the scoring technigque
appears in Chapter ITII. These scores are based upon data
provided on the head of the household of which the respondent
is a member. 1In the case of the respondent being the head

of the household, the scores are derived from the respondent's

statuses.
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Turning to Lenski's dependent variables, political
attitudes, and political (voting) behavior, some criticisms
are in order. The matter of voting behavior, which Lenski
equates with political party preferences, while not reported
in this study, has a bearing on the operaticnal definition of
political attitudes here. Lenski develops his definition
of political attitudes around the term "liberal tendencies."
(Lenski, 1954:410) These liberal tendencies are defined by
the respondents' expressed views on three controversial
issues: ". . . (a) a government-sponsored health insurance
program, (b) price-controls, and (c) a general extension of
governmental powers." (Lenski, 1954:410) The argument here
is with the nature of these three issues. All three issues
are political in nature and might very well be related to
the respondents loyalty to political party platforms rather
than to general liberal tendencies per se. It is gquite con-
ceivable to envision respondents, polled for political party
preferences, responding to such issues in the demonstrated
direction out of a felt need to be consistent with respect
to party affiliation. For our purposes here, it seemed pos-
sible to employ a definition of liberal tendencies based on

-a scale of social attitudes12 which increase the scope of

12This scale 1s discussed fully in chapter three and
appears as it was administered in Appendix B.

+
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the research to include issues not so closely related to
political party preferences such as religion, education,
business and economics, etc. Therefore, we may now restate
the tentative basic hypothesis in its final form:

. . . individuals characterized by a low degree
of status crystallization differ significantly in
their . . . (social attitudes) . . . from individuals
characterized by a high degree of status crystalli-
zation, when status differences in the vertical
dimensions are controlled. (Lenski, 1954:405-406)

In his discussion at the end of the article, Lenski makes
the following assertion:

Extrapolating from these findings, one might
predict that the more frequently acute status in-
consistencies occur within a population the
greater would be the proportion of that pOpulatlon
willing to support programs of social change.

. Conceivably a society with a relatively
large proportion of persons whose status is poorly
crystallized is a society which is in an unstable
condition. In brief, under such conditions the
social system itself generates its own pressures
for change. (Lenski, 1954:411-412)

In other words, the rate of activity within the
scalar organization of the social system in part determines
the rate of social change found within the social system.
Insofar as inconsistent status may be asserted as contribut-
ing to the rate of activity, within the scalar organization,
inconsistent or low crystallized status may be viewed as a
contributor to social change. This is interpreted by this
writer as further evidence for the shift from political

attitudes to social attitudes as a dependent variable. Social

change involves considerably more than disagreement with
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existing conditions of polity.

Lenski's assertion above is of particular importance
for this study since it is the basis for an additicnal
dimension not investigated by the 1954 study. Low crystallized
individuals who exhibit liberal tendencies may be further
dichotomized, in light of the above assertion, as those who
view change as necessary but feel powerless to improve their
position, and those who are more optimistic. The willingness
to advocate change in the social order is not sufficient to
predict change as a result of the actions of this group of
low crystallized liberals. A recognition of available
resources for effecting change is alsc a necessary regquisite
for action. This necessitates the additional variable of
powerlessness which by definition is "low expectancies for
control of events." (Neal and Seeman, 1964:216-226) In sum,
the research reported here centers around the final basic
hypothesis, cited above, and is concerned with testing of the
hypotheses listed below:

Hypothegis I. Individuals characterized by a low
degree of status crystallization will differ signifi-
cantly in their expression of social attitudes
(liberalism and conservativism) when status differ-

ences in vertical dimension of the four hierarchies
are controlled.

Hypothesis II. Individuals characterized as
advocates of social change (liberals) will differ
significantly in their expectancies for the control
of events (degree of powerlessness) from conservatives
when the degree of status crystallization is controlled.




CHAPTER TIT
RESEARCH DESIGN

The research reported in this chapter was carried
out during the period from June 15, 1971, to July 15, 1971.
Survey technigques were employed.13 The instrument consisted
of a guestionnaire and two attitudes scales (see Appendices A,
B, and C). The average time for the completion of the
instrument by the respondents was 32 minutes. No attempt was
made to control for time lags between administrations of the
instrument. Since the instrument was administered to
respondents who were enrolled in courses at the University
during scheduled course time, the scheduling of the adminis-
tration of the instrument was left entirely at the option of
the instructor. The observed lack of a strong informal
communications system within the First Summer Session was
thought to minimize the effects of leakage of information.
Through conversations with, and observations of the respond-
ents, it appeared that their overall response to the instrument

was positive, and in some instances, enthusiastic.

l3Lenski's study employs interview techniques, having

had the staff of the "first Detroit Area Study" at his dispos-
al. (Lenski, 1954:406) survey techniques were best suited to
the limitations in time, money, and manpower. Also of impor-
tance here is the point that by allowing respondents to remain
anonymous seems to have had a bearing on the high rate of
return shown. This made the process of validation of data
(Lenski, 1954:409) impossible. ‘“he overall positive response
on the part of the respondents to the instrument and the
researcher, however, allays suspicions of falsification of
data.
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The sample design was constructed on a projected
enrollment of 8,310 students for the First Summer Session.l4
The total of 8,310 available spaces was subdivided by colleges
within the University. On the basis of these subdivisions,
proportions of the total available spaces were computed for
each college. These proportions were then projected against
a target sample of 250. It was decided to select randomly,
courses from each college until the established quota for
that college had been reached. To this end, an array was
made for the entire First Summer Session by expected course
size. Those courses whose size placed them at the extremes
of the distribution were eliminated to reduce the possibility
of filling or exceeding a quota with one course in the case
or large courses, and to guard against self-selective factors
in the case of small courses. The mean number of available
spaces in those courses retained for sampling was 33. Where
the quota for a college was less than 5% of the target sample
of 250, no draw for that college was made. It was assumed
that these quotas could be filled by the normal occurrence of
that college's enrollees in the courses of the other colleges.
In all, nine courses plus alternates were drawn to f£ill the

quotas with a mean of 29 available spaces per course. In one

14Sampling students in a University with the intent
that they relain anonymity restricts theé choice of sampling
technique used. Where Lenski (1954:406) employed the area
sampling method, this study employs the probability method.
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instance, in the College of Arts and Sciences, an alternate
course was used due to the refusal on the part of an instructor
to participate.

The actual enrollment of the courses selected totalled
216, with a mean class enrollment of 24. Of the 216 instru-
ments administered, 209 were returned yielding a return rate
of 97%. From these 209 respondents, 19 were dropped for
insufficient data yielding a usable sample which represented
88% of the original draw. The total enrollment for the First
Summer Session was 4,272. Computed against this actual total
of 4,272 enrollees, the usable sample represents 4.5% of the
study population. The study population, when broken down,
for the purposes of comparison with the usable sample,
yvielded 1,837 females or 43%, and 2,435 males or 56%. The
usable sample, when divided by the sex of the respondents,
vielded 81 females or 42%, and 109 males or 57%. Table T,
(page 21), compares the study population with the usable
sample on the basis of sex and enrollment in the wvarious
colleges and divisions of the University. While some
divergences do exist between the usable sample and the study
population, they predominate where the quota to be filled was
small. The larger the quota for a college within the sample,
the greater was that quota's convergence with the study
population. There is no reason to believe that this lack of

complete fit has an effect on the study, particularly since
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the numbers involved at points of divergence were small.

TABLE I

SEX DISTRIBUTION IN THE SAMPLE AND POPULATION BY COLLEGE

COLLEGE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Arts & Scilences* 20 11 11 06 19 08 16 07
Business Admin. 08 04 09 05 02 01 05 o1
Continuing Studies 53 30 49 28 16 06 20 09
Education 04 02 06 04 33 14 28 12
Engineering 01 01l 04 02 00 00 00 00
University Div. 03 02 05 03 ) 01 04 02
Graduate 08 o4 17 10 25 11 27 12
NOTE: Column 1, males in sample by college as % of males in
sample. ,
Column 2, males in sample by college as % of total sample.
Column 3, males in pop. by college as % of males in pop.
Column 4, males in pop. by college as % of total pop.
Column 5, ferhales in sample by college as % of females
in sample.
Column 6, females in sample by college as % of total
sample.
Column 7, females in pop. by college as % of females
in pop.

Column 8, females in pop. by college as % of total pop.

*Included in the figures reported for the €Gollege of Arts
and Sciences on the study population are 62 females and 1 male
enrolled in the Affiliate Nursing Program.

The data on the study population presented in Table I was the
only information on the First Summer Session available to the
researcher from the University administration. As a conse-
quence of this lack of detailed information on the study
population, further comparisons are impossible.

The guestionnaire was designed to collect data on
general information which would characterize the respondents

in terms of age, sex, college, etc., and also to provide data
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for scoring the respondents on each of the four hierarchies.
A copy of the gquestionnaire appears as Appendix A. Following
the procedure described by Lenski, a frequency distribution
was constructed from the data for each of the four hierarchies:
income, education, property, and occupation. On the basis of
these frequency distributions, each respondent was scored by
assigning to him the percentile rank accorded his response
for each of the four stratification indicators (income,
education, property, and occupation). Annual income in
dollars and education in number of years completed were
ranked directly from the data collected.

In the case of the property hierarchy,15 some
conversions had to be made. Where the respondent reported
ewnership of a home, the reported market value was used in
the ranking of property. Where the respondent reported the
rental of a home (house, duplex, apartment), the amount of
monthly rent reported was used to compute the size of a
mortgage such an amount would purchase. The computation was
made assuming that the monthly rent reported represented 1%
of a 25-year mortgage. This assumption is buttressed by the
fact that this computation is used by bank officials as a
gauge for loan approval. (This information was obtained
from the senior loan officer of the Omaha National Bank and

was current for the time period of the study.)

15’I‘he use of a property hierarchy is a divergence
from Lenski. (See Chapter I, 9, n. 7.)
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In scoring the respondents on occupation of the head
of the household, it was decided to follow Lenski (1954:406)
and use the North and Hatt scale\of Occupational Ratings.
(l947)l6' Other scales were considered, but the one selected
was more appropriate since it does not include data on income,
education and training, and the like in arriving at the scaled
occupations.

An index of the degree of status crystallization was
arrived at by computing the mean of the four percentile ranks
for each respondent, extracting the square root of the sum
of the sgquared deviations from each mean, and subtracting
the resultant figure from one hundred. (Lenski, 1954:407-408)
"The more highly consistent or crystallized an individual's
status, the more nearly his crystallization score approached
one hundred . . ." (Lenski, 1954:408) This procedure
yielded 60 scores with a range from 27 on the low crystalli-
zation end, to 97 on the high crystallization end.

In carrying out his procedures, Lenski (1954)
divides his distribution of scores into two categories, those
characterized by low and high crystallization respectively.

Using squared deviations tends to emphasize large discrepancies

l6In this rating, stratification is measured via the

dimensions of esteem and prestige. The 1947 study was
replicated producing r .99 (Hodge, et. al., 1964:286-302)

The ratings themselwveg are limited to 90 occupations. It

was found necessary to estimate scores for occupations reported
but not listed by North and Hatt. The North and Hatt rating
yvields an average score of 69.8, while the mean score for the
study reported here was 68.39.
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in the scores on the four hierarchies and deemphasizes small
status discrepancies. On the basis of this fact, it was
decided to emphasize the extremes further. and in so doing,
increase the demands made of the data by dividing the
frequency distribution of crystallization scores found in
this research into three categories. Using the 30th and 70th
centiles as cutting points, the distribution of scores on
crystallization found in this study was divided into low,
moderate, and high crystallization categories. Table IT

below illustrates this division.

TABLE IT

CRYSTALLIZATION CATEGORIES

Category Percentile Range Score Range n.
High 71.32-99.74 78-97 57
Moderate 31.32-68.68 60-77 76
Low = 0.26-28.16 27-59 57

In order to illustrate the effects of the triple
division of crystallization on the data reported here,
another set of categories was determined by dividing the
distribution of crystallization scores at the median. The
upper half comprised the high crystallization category and
the lower half, the low crystallization category. Table IIT

presents the results of this dichotomy.
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TABLE TITIT

CRYSTALLIZATION DICHOTOMY

Category DPercentile Range Score Range n.
High 51.58-99.74 70=-97 95
Low 0.26-49.74 27-69 95

As discussed previously (see Chapter II, page 15),
the dimension of political attitudes was expanded to include
a wider range of issues which would reveal the more general
dimension of social attitudes. To this end, the dimension
of liberalism-conservativism was measured using Kerlinger's

The Social Attitudes Scale. (Shaw and Wright, 1967:322-324)

The scale is constructed from "26 modified Likert-type items
which were selected by factor analysis. . . . the split
half reliability estimates (corrected) are reported to
be .78 (liberalism) and .79 (conservativism), based on a

17 The 26 items are

sample of 168 unidentified subjects.™
evenly divided: 13 liberal and 13 conservative. In the
present study four pairs of statements were omitted from the
research instrument to reduce the burden on the respondents
and, in so doing, reduce the probability of haphazard

responses. The content of the eight statements omitted was

of such a nature as to have been approximated by the eighteen

17Construct validity is also reported for this scale,
but the discussion is rather lengthy. For those who desire
this discussion, it may be found in Shaw and Wright (1967:
322-323).
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statements used.l8 As may be seen (Appendix B), the
responses allowed to each statement are forced in nature,
there being no neutral response. The respondents' scores
were computed directly from their response weights.19 The
scores for the respondents were then arranged in a frequency

distribution. The results of this distribution of scores is

summarized, showing the cutoff point, in Table IV below:

TABLE IV

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES ON KERLINGER'S
"THE SOCIAL ATTITUDES SCALE"

Category Score Range n=
Liberal 1l to 30 119 (.63)
Conservative -29 to O 71 (.37)

The final dimension on which the respondents were
scored is that of the degree of expectancy for control over
events as measured by the Neal and Seeman Powerlessness Scale.
(Miller, 1970:318-320; Neal and Seeman, £964:216—226; and

Neal and Rettig, 1963:599-608) This scale is a forced choice

18Statement 15 of the Kerlinger scale reads as follows:
"Public enterprises like railroads should not make profits;
they are entitled to fares sufficient to enable them to pay
only a fair interest on the actual cash capital they have
invested." (Shaw and Wright, 1967:324) 1In the form used the
“word "railroads'" was substituted by the word "airlines.! At
the time of the study the railroads were in such a state as
to make the item ambiguous. :

9 _ :

. In the case of conservative responses, the respond-
ents' scores are reversed, giving a resultant score relative to
the degree of liberalism expressed.
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instrument of seven paired statements. The statements are
paired in such a manner as to force the respondent to choose
between statements which reveal mastery and statements which
reveal powerlessness. A copy of this scale as it was used in
this research is provided as Appendix C. Respondents are
scored on the basis of a O score for a mastery response and

a score of 1 for a powerlessness response. Any score above

O i1s interpreted as being indicative of a low expectancy for
the control of events. In scoring the respondents in this
study a cutoff point of 2 or less was set to indicate
mastery, and a score of 3 or more was necessary for the re-
spondent to be categorized as possessing a high degree of
powerlessness. This scoring modification places increased
demands on the data and as such, adds a degree of control in
cases where a low expectancy for control over events might
have been transient with the individual. The results of this

method of scoring is summarized in Table V below:

TABLE V

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES ON THE
NEAL AND SEEMAN POWERLESSNESS SCALE

Degree of Powerlessness Score Range =
Low 0=-2 112 (.59)
High 3-7 73 (.41)

Having scored each of the 190 respondents in the sample

on their respective degrees of status crystallization,



liberalism-conservativism, and powerlessness; chi-square
measures of association were computed. The findings of

the study are presented in Chapter IV.

28



CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

The goal of this research is threefold. First, to test
the validity of Lenski's 1954 study of status crystallization
when the liberal,/congccrvative variable is taken oul of the
realm of political behavior, and placed into the broader realm
of social attitudes. Second, to increase the rigor of the
concept of status crystallization by emphasizing the extremes
through the use of a triple classification of status crystal-
lization in the relationship to social attitudes. Finally, to
test the relationship between social attitudes and powerless-
ness while controlling for the three degrees of status crystal-
lization.

The first and second of these goals are dealt with in

20 The results of this test are

the test of Hypothesis I.
summarized in Tables VI and VII. On the basis of these
findings, Hypothesis I must be rejected at the .05 level of
significance. Low status crystallization respondents do not
differ significantly in their expression of social attitudes

(liberalism and conservativism) from the high status crystal-

lization respondents (Table VI). Table VII reports the

2OIndividuals characterized by a low degree of status
crystallization will differ significantly in their expression
of social attitudeg (Likeralism and conservativism) when
status differences in the vertical dimension of the four
hierarchies are controlled.
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findings when three levels of status crystallization are
employed. From the test of the data in Table VII no support
is found for Hypothesis I. While Lenski (1954) found sig-
nificance in the relationship between low status crystalliza-
tion and Democratic Party preference, the findings of the
study reported herein suggest that the relationship does not
hold when political party preference is exchanged for a measure
of liberal and conservative social attitudes. Further, upon
examination of the Chi-square values of Table VI and VII, it
is clear that when the emphasis is placed on the extremes, as
in Table VII, the strength of the relationship is reduced.

The third goal is concerned with determining whether
low status crystallization liberals, asserted by Lenski (1954:
411-412) to be willing to support programs of social change,
have a high expectancy for the control of events, i.e. expect
to effect social change. Lenski (1954:411-412) implies that
the desire for social change is sufficient cause for change
directed action. As stated above (page 17), action is depend-
ent upon a perceived expectancy for success. The decision to
act is linked to the resources available, which in turn
determines the likelihood of successful action. In sum, the
~willingness to support programs of social change is linked to
the probability of realizing change, which may not be a direct
result of liberalism, but rather a result of attendant con-

ditions (resourses) both immediate and historical. This goal
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is attempted in the test of Hypothesis II.2l Tables VIII

through XIII summarize the findings with respect to this
hypothesis. Table VIII reports the test of the relationship
between status crystallization and powerlessness. The Chi-
sguare value does not support the hypothesis at the .05

level of significance. Tables IX through XI are the partial
analysis of Table VIII. .Table IX represents the relationship
between social attitudes and powerlessness with controls for
high status crystallization. The findings are not significant
and examination of the data shows that this relationship
contributes only a very small amount to the overall Chi-
sqguare relationship summarized in Table VIII. Table X, which
summarizes the findings of the relationship between social
attitudes and powerlessness among the moderate status crys-
tallization respondents, also contributes very little to the
findings in Table VIII. However, Table XI shows a clear trend,
although the data reported does not meet the criteria of the
.05 level of significance, the Chi-sgquare value is strong enough
to require explanation. It is clear that the low status
crystallization respondents account for the greater part of
the relationship summarized in Table VIII. On the basis of
the Chi—square-value of 3.66 and the Correlation Coefficient

of .25, low status crystallization liberals are more likely

ZlIndividuals characterized as advocates of social
change (liberals) will differ significantly in their expect-
ancies for the control of events (degree of powerlessness)
from conservatives when the degree of status crystallization
is controlled.
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TABLE VI

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STATUS CRYS-
TALLIZATION (DICHOTOMIZED) AND SOCIAL ATTITUDES.

STATUS SOCIAL ATTITUDE
CRYSTALLIZATION LIBERAL CONSERVATIVE
LOW 65 (.34) 30-'(.16)
HIGH 54 (.28) 41 (.22)
2 . . ,
xT=2 .24 Cc= .11
TABLE VIT

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STATUS CRYS-
TALLIZATION (TRIPLE CATEGORIES) AND SOCIAL ATTITUDES.

STATUS SOCIAL ATTITUDE
CRYSTALLIZATION LIBERAL CONSERVATIVE
LOW 33 (.17) 24 (.13)
MODERATE 51 (.27) 25 (.13)
HIGH 35 (.18) 22 (.12)
2 ,
x“= 1.231 C= .08

TABLE VIIT

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STATUS CRYS-
TALLIZATION (TRIPLE CATEGORIES) AND POWERLESSNESS.

STATUS
CRYSTALLIZATION POWERLESSNESS MASTERY
LOW 26 (.14) 31 (.16)
MODERATE 28 (.15) 48 (.25)
HIGH 24 (.13) 33 (.17)
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TABLE IX

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SOCIAL ATTI-
TUDES AND POWERLESSNESS AMONG THE HIGH STATUS CRYSTALLIZATION

RESPONDENTS .
SOCIAL ATTITUDES POWERLESSNESS MASTERY
LIBERAL 15 (.26) 20 (.35)
CONSERVATIVE 9(.16) 13 (.23)
2
x“= .015 C= .01l6
TABLE X

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SOCIAL ATTI-
TUDES AND POWERLESSNESS AMONG THE MODERATE STATUS CRYSTALLIZA-

TION RESPONDENTS.

SOCIAL ATTITUDES POWERLESSNESS MASTERY
LIBERAL 20 (.26) 31 (.41)
CONSERVATIVE 8 (.11) 17 (.22)
x°= .128 C= .041

TABLE XI

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SOCIAL ATTI-
TUDES AND POWERLESSNESS AMONG THE LOW STATUS CRYSTALLIZATION

RESPONDENTS.
SOCIAL ATTITUDES POWERLESSNESS MASTERY
LIBERAL 11 (.19) 22 (.37)
CONSERVATIVE 15 (.26) g (.16)
2
x"= 3.66 C= .25 .10 p .05
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TABLE XIT

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SOCIAL ATTI-
TUDES AND POWERLESSNESS AMONG THE LOW STATUS CRYSTALLIZATION
RESPONDENTS, AGES 18-26.

SOCIAL ATTITUDES . POWERLESSNESS MASTERY
LIBERAL 11 (.28) 16 (.40)
CONSERVATIVE 9 (.23) 4 (.10)
x°= 2.10 C= .22

TABLE XITI

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SOCIAL ATTI-
TUDES AND POWERLESSNESS AMONG THE LOW STATUS CRYSTALLTIZATION
RESPONDENTS, AGES 27 AND ABOVE.

SOCTAL ATTITUDES POWERLESSNESS MASTERY
LIBERAL 1 (.06) 5 (.29)
CONSERVATIVE 5 (.29) 6 (.35)
X2= 1.0 C= .24

to exhibit mastery while low status crystallization conserva-
tives tend toward powerlessness. When controls for age are
employed, as reported in Tables XII and XIII, little difference
is found between age groups. In the case of low status crystal-
lized respondents, partial support may be given to Hypothesis
IT. wWhat is demonétrated by Table XI may be witness to the
historical record of contemporary American society, a record
which has been characterized by the success of liberalism

since the 1954 Supreme Court decision. TIf the recent history

of American Society may be interpreted as a series of successes
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for liberalism and a corresponding series of losses from the
standpoint of conservativism, then the findings reported in
Table XI are not surprising. Low status crystallized liberals
demonstrate a high expectancy for control over events and
conservatives do not primarily because the successes of
liberalism in contemporary American Society serves to ease

the status discrepancies experienced by the low status crys-
tallized liberals.

Some further consideration must be given to the findings
summarized in Tables IX and X. Inspection of Table IX shows
that the proportion of liberals in the powerlessness cell is
nearly equal to the proportion of the conservatives in the
correspondihg powerlessness cell. This similarity obtains
for the proportions of liberals and conservatives found in
the respective mastery cells. This pattern is repeated in
Table X. In the case of the high crystallized respondents,
status discrepancies on the four hierarchies are absent. When
the data in Table IX are compared with the data in Table XTI,
the indication is that low status crystallization, while unable
to predict social attitudes (see Tables VI and VII), is an
important condition for powerlessness among conservatives.
This conclusion is retained when comparing the data for mod-
erate crystallized respondents with low crystallized respond-
ents. What is also indicated in Table X is that the status

discrepancies of the moderate crystallized respondents are
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not sufficiently severe enough to effect the results shown
in the case of the low status crystallized respondents.

A summary of the discussion of the findings of the rela-
tionship between social attitudes and powerlessness when the
degree of status crystallization is controlled, yields the
following: (1) Among low status crystallized respondents,
liberals demonstrate mastery while conservatives demonstrate
powerlessness; and (2) Among high and moderate status crys-
tallized respondents both liberals and conservatives demonstrate
mastery and powerlessness at a proportionately equal rate.

It is plausible o explain these results in terms of the
success record of liberalism since the Supreme Court decision
of 1954. Low status crystallized liberals tend toward maétery
primarily because the success of liberalism eases the status
discrepancies characteristié of low crystallized individuals,
and affords this liberal group a high expectancy for control
over events. This is not the case with low status crystallized
conservatives who have witnessed a series of losses on the

part of conservativism and whose status discrepancies are

gquite severe thereby effecting a low expectancy for control

over events.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
The research reported here was conducted with two
purposes in mind. First, to test Lenski's (1954) hypothesis,22
exchanging his restrictive dePendent variable of political
attitudes with the broader variable of social attitudes.
Lenski (1954) demonstrated a uniform relationship between low
status crystallization and liberalism (Democratic Party pre-.
ference), and high status crystallization and conservativism
(Republican Party preference). However, his measurements of
political attitudes and party preference (discussed in Chapter
II, page 15) so closely approximate one another that the dis-
tinction is more apparent than real. By broadening the
dependent variable, no significant relationship was found be-
tween status crystallization and social attitudes. This result
is not without precedent. Broom and Jones (1970:999) report
the following in an Australian test of the Lenski study:
Status inconsistency, conceived generally

as the occcupancy of statuses commanding differ-

ent amounts of prestige, has no uniform rela-

tionship with the voting behavior of contemporary

Australians.

The conclusion of the Australian case that status

crystallization is not related to voting behavior (a conclusion

running counter to Lenski) is not totally divergent from the

22For the discussion and text of Lenski's hypothesis
see pages 12 and 13, above.
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conclusion of this research, i.e. that status crystallization
is not related directly to social attitudes. Geschwender
(1970:500) is critical of the concept of status crystalliza-
tion under certain usage, stating that:

Its major weakness lies in its use as a
structural characteristic predicting behawvioral
conseguences without an explicitly stated
social-psychological theory of motivation to
account for these predictions.

With the Australian case, the motivation underlying the wvoting
behavior is not accounted for by the independent variable,
status crystallization. In the case of the research reported
here, the dependent variable, social attitudes, represents a
posture toward the social organization of American Society.
The motivation for that posture was not measureable in terms
of a structural characteristic, namely, status crystallization.
This brings us to the second purpose of this research.
Lenski (1954:411-412, see also page 17 above) asserts that
low status crystallized individuals are more willing to engage
in programs of social change. He further asserts that a
society with a high proportion of low status crystallized
members will be unstable. A similar assertion was made prior
to Lenski by Benoit-Smullyan (1944:151-161). Both offer no
empirical evidence to support this proposition.
In the research reported here, the proposition offered
by Benoit-Smullyan, and Lenski was approached in an admittedly

roundabout manner. Even in our turbulent society, it is

difficult to identify a sufficient number of revolutionaries
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to provide a statistical test. Obtaining the participation in
a research project of such a group is a more difficult matter.

In the absence of actively practicing revolutionaries,
the issue of motivation was addressed; motivation in the sense
that those who were disposed to act (liberals) perceived them-
selves as possessed of the resources to act (mastery). The
findings are intriguing. Among the high and moderate status
crystallized liberals and conservatives, méstery predominated.
These respondents felt the availability of the resources
necessary for effecting control over events. Among the low
status crystallized respondents, liberals share the mastery
of the high and moderate status crystallized respondents, but
the low status crystallized conservatives do not. As suggested
in Chapter IV, the need to act may be fostered by a dissonance
experienced as a result of severe status discrepancies, but
the response to this dissonance will be mediated by the per-
ceived presence or absence of resources both immediate and
historical.

The relationship between status discrepancies, social
attitudes, and the motivation toward social change is a complex
one which requires refinement. As Geschwender (1970:500-511)
points out, status inconsistency varies as to type, and
therefore varies as to the nature of its consequences. In
the case reported here, there is a need for further research

to clarify the precise nature of powerlessness as a response
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of conservatives who experience severe status discrepancies.
Is powerlessness a precursor to social isolation, and under
what types of status discrepancies will social isolation be
more likely to occur?

Status crystallization is far from being a limited
concept. However, the power of the concept of status crys-
tallization lies outside its usage as a structural character-

istic.
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APPENDIX A
The Persocnal Data Questiocnnaire

General Information: Answer each question; if you
are unsure of an item, give an informed estimate.

Sex, M_F . Date of Birth. / / . Race (Specify)

Marital Status . Number of children

Student Classification: Fr__ _, So___, Ju , Sr , Sp s
Gr___ .

Full time__ . Part time _____ . Major

Degree sought

Enrolled in the College of: Arts and Sciences
Business Administration
Continuing Studies
Education
Engineering
Graduate
University Division

Cumulative Grade Point Average at the end of last semester
Grade Point Average in your major at the end of last sem.
Career Information: Even though you may be undecided

at present, we all have some career interests which may
be expressed here.

List in order of preference three occupations you would seek
after completion of your degree.

1. 3.

2.

Do you feel graduate school necessary for success in these
occupations?
If yvou do intend to attend a graduate school, when would you
most probably do so:

Immediately upon graduatdon (within 1 year)

After working 1 year or more

Uncertain at present

Answer the questions in this section ONLY if you
reside with your parents or a principle guardian while
attending UNO. If vou do not, GO ON to the next section.

Do you reside with BOTH parents . If no, explain
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Are they residents of Nebraska , Omaha , Other

Do they own , Or rent their residence? Age of
structure

Type of building (single family, duplex, apartment, mobile
home, etc.) .

Approximate market wvalue , or monthly rent

Number of rooms . Number of baths
How many brothers or sisters do you have? How many
reside with you and your parents? . Are you the

oldest, 2nd oldest, etc.?

How many of your brothers or sisters are attending a college

or university? .

How many have attended but are not doing so now?

What is your father's occupation/profession?
(guardian's if applicable)

What is your mother's occupation/profession?

Where is your father/guardian employed?

Where is your mother/guardian employed?

Father's/guardian's Income: Mother's/guardian's Income:
$15,000 or over . $15,000 or over

$10,000 - $14,999 . 510,000 - $14,999

$ 5,000 - § 9,999 . $ 5,000 - $ 9,999

Under $5,000 . Under $5,000 .
Father's/guardian's education years.

Mother's/guardian's education years.

Do you work while attending UNO? . Where?
How many hours per week? Monthly income from employ-
ment. $ .

Does your employer pay a part of your cost at UNO?
What % .

Do you pay such things as room and board? Explain
. Amount paid per month

(average)
List below the sources from which you derive your expenses
while at UNO; include such things as scholarships, GI Bill,
grants, etc.

Parents/guardians %. Other (specify): %«
Employer - % « % «
" Your employment %. %

GI Bill % . % .
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How much per week do you spend on other than school/degree
related items while on the UNO campus? $
How do you travel to and from UNO? (car, car pool, bus,
etc.)

What is your weekly caost for transportation? $
If you drive, do you own/registered in your name, the car
you drive? ' . What is the make and year of the car
yvou drive?

Use the space below, if necessary, to clarify any of the
items above.

Answer the items in this section if you reside OTHER than
with your parents/guardians.

Do you live (alone, with roommate/s, wife and family, etc.)
with

Do you own , rent , your residence? Age of
structure
Are you a resident of Nebraska , Omaha , Other

Type of residence (single family, duplex, apartment, mobile
home, etc.)

Approximate market wvalue , or monthly rent

Number of rooms . Number of baths

How many brothers and/or sisters do you have? . Are
you the oldest, 2nd oldest, etc. . How many of your

brothers and/or sisters are attending a college or university
now? ' .

Are your parents living? mother, father.
Are your parents employed/retired?
What is/was your father's occupation/profession
What is/was your mother's occupation/profession

what is/was your father's What is/was your mother's
income: income:

$15,000 or over . $15,000 or over

$10,000 - $14,999 . $10,000 - 514,999

s 5,000 - § 9,999 . $ 5,000 - $ 9,999

Under $5,000 . Under $5,000

Father's education years. Mother's education years.

Are you employed while attending UNO?
with whom?

Is your wife/husband employed? . Where?
Hours worked .




Wife's/husband's income$
Wife's/husband's job title

/month.Your job title
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Does your employer pay all or part of your cost at UNO?
List below the sources from which you derive your expenses

while at UNO; include such things as scholarships,

grants, etc.

Parents/guardians %
Employer %
Your employment %
GI Bill %

Other (specify):

GI Bill,

How much per week do you spend on other than school/degree

related items while on the UNO campus? $

How do you travel to and from UNO? (drive car, car pool,

etc.)

What is vour weekly cost for transportation? $ .

ou own a car?
Yy

What is the make and year?

Use the space below, if nécessary, to clarify any of the

items above.

bus,

Do




APPENDIX B
The Kerlinger Social Attitudes Scale

Given below are statements on various social problems
about which we all have beliefs, opinions, and attitudes.
We all think differently about such matters, and this is
an attempt to let you express your beliefs and opinions.
There are no right or wrong answers. Please respond to each
of the items as follows:

+3 Agree very strongly -3 Disagree very strongly
+2 Agree strongly -2 Disagree strongly
+1 Agree -1 Disagree

For example, if you agree very strongly with a statement,

you would write +3 in the left margin beside the statement,
but if you should happen to disagree with it, you would put
-1 in front of the statement. Respond to each statement as
best you can. Go rapidly but carefully. Do not spend too
much time on any one statement. Do not go back once you have
marked a statement.

1. Individuals who are against churches and religions
should not be allowed to teach at colleges and univer-
sities.

2. Large fortunes should be taxed fairly heavily over and
above income taxes.

3. Both public and private universities and colleges
should get generous aid from both state and federal
government.

4. Science and society would both be better off if
scientists took no part in politics.

5. Society should be quicker to throw out old ideas and
traditions and to adopt new thinking and customs.

6. To ensure adequate care of the sick, we need to change
radically the present system of privately controlled
medical care.

7. If civilization is to survive, there must be a turning
back to religion.

8. A first consideration in any society is the protec¢tion
of property rights.

9. Government ownership and management of utilities leads
to bureaucracy and inefficiency.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
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If the United States takes part in any sort of
world organization, we should be sure that we
lose none of our power and influence.

Funds for school construction should come from state
and federal government lcoans at little or no interest.

Inherited racial characteristics play more of a part
in the achievement of individuals and groups than
is generally known.

Our present economic system should be reformed so
that profits are replaced by reimbursements for use-
ful work.

Federal government aid for the construction of schools
is long overdue and should be instituted as a per-
manent policy.

Public enterprises like airlines should not make
profits; they are entitled to fares sufficient to
enable them to pay only a fair interest on the
actual cash capital they have invested.

Government laws and regulations should be such as
first to ensure the prosperity of all depends on
business.

All individuals who are intellectually capable of
benefiting from it, should get a college education,
at public expense if necessary.

The well-being of a nation depends mainly on its
industry and business.

True democracy is limited in the United States because
of the special privileges enjoyed by business and
industry.

The gradual social ownership of industry needs to be
encouraged if we are ever to cure some of the ills
of society. '



APPENDIX C

l"
The Neal and Seeman Powerlessness Scale

Indicate with a , which of each of the following seven
(7) pairs of statements BEST expresses your feellngs

on the content of the paired statements. Please give
only one response per pair.

1. I think we have adequate means for preventing run-
away intlation.

There's very little we can do to keep prices from
going higher.

2. Persons like myself have little chance of protecting
our personal interests when they conflict with those
of strong pressure groups.

I feel that we have adequate ways of coping with
pressure Jgroups.

3. A lasting world peace can be achieved by those of us
who work toward it.

There's very little we can do to brlng about a per-
manent world peace.

4. There's very little persons like myself can do to
improve world opinion of the United States.

I think each of us can do a great deal to improve
world opinion of the United States.

5. This world is run by the few people in power, and
there is not much the little guy can do about it.

The average person can have an 1nfluence on govern-
ment decisions.

6. It is only wishful thinking to believe that one can
really influence what happens in society at large.

People like me can change the course of world events
if we make ourselves heard.

7. More and more, I feel helpless in the face of what's
happening in the waorld today. .

I sometimes feel personally to blame for the sad state
of affairs in our government.
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