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-~ “PROBLEM ~

-

7 'The'latest addition to- network television programming has

. As evidenced by the three most well known, and highly rated
shows of this type, "Al.l. in the .Family," "Haude, and "Sanford

V and Son nl these shows have decided to strip away the flat

|

B ;j,undimensional .haracterizations of the past and instead, pre- ’

- 'sent rounded, opinionated, straight—talking, 1 o-holds-barred,
’ ‘~ i -7 f, - I - T ,
1controversial characters. i "_’— {:t s Co- ,:f

R The or ginal progran, !'Allfin;the-'Famly,'f has been on -

- Q -
ffirst year. i All three: shows have been written and produced

EPEN

ol

Tl o l,people care about. When you care about something
"~ . . 'the funny things- are that ‘much: funnier, _When you -
" .77 - object. to something, you- object that much harder.
% .77 ee.you can empathize with the characters. : Then,

the laughter is at what is funny to you, and the
;poignant moments are deeply felt ne . B
L 'l'he author wishes to- acknowledge the assistance received in
- collecting and - analyzing data. for this. paper from his Mass
;Commum.cation Research class at the University- ‘of Georgia
~_and his student research assistants Cathy Brown and Edwin S.
- ;,Bufkin. o E .
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: 7,7; been the advent of shows depicting people as they 'really are.

,by Norman I.ear, in conjunction with Bud Yorkin.; The philosophy'

- :;}recently been verbalized by I;ear. o 7 R -
T 5T T T - . T
- '"We build strong characters., 'l'hey do things that )
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;; frin the Family") as

Wf;;;,even,lovable,

. bcar feels'that herhas mbved the viewing'public beyond'

L the "vast wasteland" of previous telev1sion programming which

o handles noncontroversial topics in a noncontroversial manner.
In his programs he,emphasizes that, "...intelligent adults are _

;fiv entitled ‘to. have the problems of intelligent adults."3 Some

7 people in the broadcasting industry, as’ well as many social

.- scientists, do not appreciate Lear s efforts, however.

7 A Newsweek article denounced Archie (a character in "All

{:

...the confluence of everything'that fear :

i"—:, ﬂ

and.ignorance can,do to a man."" The New«York'Times wrote, o

e

,'"The most damning tirade has emanated from Laura.Hobson whose

]947 novel, "Gentlemen s Agreement," dealt w1th anti-Semitism.

Miss Hobson is furous over the notion that Archie is- likable,

...Miss Hobson wants her uigot to be totally -

H

'E'ﬁhateful,rso—the message is:clear: hate'me,'hate my dogma." ?,

A Likewise, spokesman within’thegblack community have been

PR _ '.— . " q -~
:i; especially upset by*the'characterizations portrayed on A1l

" in the Family." Black psychiatrist Alvin Poussaint of Harvardf‘

; believes that it is a "dangerous show". "It's dangerous not" s

only in- terms of how" it might be influencing white attitudes E

but also because it does have many blacks laughing at the kind

: of bigotry and racism Archie expresses. It's an unreal show--

unreal both in its portrayal of the true nature of many Archie-

Afr type white people and its depiction of Just how much insult
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7 and functions only to amuse whites and subordinate black people 19}} -

g revolves around the statements made by.the show s characters. B

vision character. ‘hqf,Y {Aﬂf} e

black people today will tolerate."" An%ther black educator _ .
concurs, calling "All in the Family" ".}.institutionalized o . ";7( N

bigotry 52 weeks a year. ...perpetuates vhite raC1st attitudes 7 - _":f

“and make them '1972 Amos 'n’Andys‘"7

Obviously, programming epitomized by "All in the Family"

T cannot both lead the*public out,of the wasteland" as we11 as i;'fir )

"institutionalize bigotry." The following study attempts to

& -

resolve this conflict.‘ 7;7'57' ;;?"i',{ 7ﬁ:i'f'2— S P R

CONCEPTUAI. BASE ;:f ’7 o . \ - '—: R

Any deleterious effe t the show might have upon the public,

If the characters are viewed as "similar to the viewer, and / or

. ~ are "likeable," then it is inferred that ‘their statements are C

7 apt to'be favorably’acCeptedrby'the viewing public. An impor— ~;17*

tant consideration is the psychological framework of the viewer,

e
. A

i. e., his susceptibility to accept statements made by a tele-

The psychological conkept at issue in this instance is

the dogmatic, or open-closed mind. Rokeach has delineated

o

the basic characteristic that defines the extent a person is
classified as either high or low dogmatic, "...the extent to
which the person can receive, evaluate, and act on re1evant

information received from the outside:on its own intrinsic
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,‘f:: closed-minded or'high dogmatic 1ndividual is characterized as

s o

l

being less able to react to the merits of a message apart from o .

‘,’?. Fos St
Lot

personal habits, beliefs, ego needs, etc. which are irrelevant

1

A M

1

" to the message itself., "The more open,one s belief systﬂm, ‘ i {i

L= the more should evaluating and acting on information :roceed

independently.on its own merits, in accord with the inner

Wi

T T . 4,“
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;f?;—structural requirements of the situation.f? :f‘f;”?;‘;f‘f‘g}

7 Likewise, a high dogmatic or closed-minded individual

would not clearly differentiate his reaction to 1nformation . ,

-~

received and the source of that information. As Rokeach states, f};

- -

7jff ...the more closed the belief system, the more difficult should ' s
it be to distinguish between information recechd about the
world and information received about the source."lo This

contention has received support.

' fﬂii 7 Powell (1962)11'found ‘that theé more open is an individual'
belief system, the - greater is his ability to distinguish between

7,7 message source and message content and to judge each on its .

intrinsic merits. Harvey and Hays (1972)12 found that high~

dogmatic subjects agreed more with the communication when given A§A

by the high-authority source than by the low-authority source. - . '; .
o Low-dogmatics were not differentially influenced by the authority S e

of the communicator. This is clear evidence of the link made

r
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S A by the high-dogmatic between,hisrevaluation of the message:and

o e
3

4 Fee
s

}

"4

f; i ) ’ . the 'source.
} ‘ ' Thus, the first working’hypothesis for the present study
L is: Hl--For ‘high-dogmatic viewers, the television characters -
with which they "agree" will also be the characters whith

‘they "like,"" while no trend. should develop for low-dogmatic .
viewers. - . .

3

Also, following from previous research which has shown

that high-dogmatic individuals are less tolerant of be1ief-r

e ' , I
Yoo Lot . - e b
. e et fo i 7 e,
o ‘m"}ﬁ‘fwyfm’;”ﬂ »w‘g»vw{‘?f i IR
. .

Ix

o . —J:" ‘discrepant information than low-dogmatic persons (Kleck and

e ] o ;;;" Wheaton 1967)13,4the seond work*ng hj,otbesi was—formulated
T S : B

--For high-dogmatic viewers, the television characters
-%th which they do not "agree" will also be the characters

‘they do not '"like", while‘no trend should develop for low-
dogmatic viewers. ‘ .

g

s | S " Negative societal effects»would~result:from having high-
S < 'éir dogmatic,viewers accept the bigoted and stereotypic thinking
. advocated by "Archie Bunker,' a highly dogmatic character in
"AI1 in the Family," Thus, "Archie ‘Bunker" 'would be viewed
.-, as "similar" by high-dogmatics, would be "liked", and his : ’

message would either further reinforce prior beliefs or would

be newly ' agreed with." A large group of previous findings would

support this process.'

L o ~
-4

s

3

- The Handbook,of Social Psychologz (1969) states that,

- » ' ~ "here is a considerable body- of evidence that a person
N % - " is influenced by a persuasive message to the extent that
£ . he perceives it as coming from a source similar to himself,
S o Presumably the receiver, to the extent that he -perceives
4 ‘ “the source to be like himself in diverse characteristics, .
assumes that they also share common needs and'goals. The

-




- receiver might therefore conclude that what the source is
urging is good for ‘our kind of people, ,and thus changes
* his-attitude accordingly. 114 -
Stotland and Patchen (1961) concur based on their findings. ’ - '{A
Their study points to the fact that subjects empathize with and
‘7f adopt the’ feelings‘and‘opinions of others to the extent that
:i . these others have been represented “as similar to themselves.

; - They state, "It was found that those 1ow in prejudice at ‘the.
firet'administration became more preJudiced but only if they
,j;f were told the case history was about someone like themselves."15
B These findings would tend to add credence to the "worst fears"

-

: voicnd by the show's eritics. : o i o ‘i':

o e .».ap——-l}

. e

‘ A random sample of adults—in'Athens, Georgia (N-265) were . 7

'j?? used as respondents in a personal interview administered by ten

» personally trained interviewers during Spring Quarter, 1972. ‘
The sample was obtained- through a systematic selection of

households contained within randomly selected city blocks. .~ A . ‘ CoE

7 Af‘er determining that the respondent is a viewer of "All
B in the Family," he was asked to respond to two sets of Likert-
7: type statements,r"Strongly Agree With"-s"Strongly,Disagree With"

-and "Strongly Like"r "Strongly Dislike," for each of the five

12 main characters in the program, Archie (the father), Mike (the,

B son-in-law), Edith (the mother), Gloria (the daughter), and Lionel

(the black neighbor) (See Appendix)
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The subjects then responded to the Short Form Dogmatism

*

’ Scale 16 and to questions “sking for education, occupation, .
,t income, and age. (See’Appendix)‘ In enalyzing the gindings,

t*test statistics were used in'testing the'differences in degree
7*1 of "Liking" and "Agreement" between dogmatic -groups for each ) o

T "All in- the Family" character.

anmcsf o - " :

The high-dogmatic individuals "agreed vith" the character : ,;
"Archie" toa significantly greater degree than: did either the '7
é?' medium or low dogmatic individua;s* however, they "Liked Archie" ) -
: “to a significantly greater degree ‘than only the medium-dogmatics.
The low-dogmatic individuals, on the other hand, MAgreed with
Mike and Lionel" to a- significantly greater degree than did the

middle or high dogmatic individuals, and "Liked Mike and Lionel"

‘71; ‘to a significantly greater degree than did the high-dogmatic

,5;;individua1s. (See Table 1) o o . S

- Differences between subjects on their ratings of "Edith"
and "Gloria" were generally not significant. Significant differ-
" ences did occur between high and low dogmatics concerning their
- "Ag:eement with Edith and'Gloria". High~-dogmatic individuals
‘"Agre;d with Edith" andflow-dogmaticindividuaISf"hgreed with
" Gloria.” (See Table'l) - )

g,e The highest range of responses were found in response to

- "Agreement with Archie" (2. 2-6 0). Responses to this questionr
: {

RS
33




were analyzed by demographic categorie‘s. sThe "type" of indi-
vidual "Agreeing with Archie" to a significantly greater degree
was a: high-dogmatic, low educated, low status occupation,
low income, older,’ femnle. (See Table 2) - ' -

A i On the whole, a majority of the mean evaluations were on

S the positive eide of the rating eca]fe.~ Only the "Agreement with

-

g - B A ‘ Archie" responses by middle and low- dogmatic individuals averaged

,lon the negative side of the rating scale.

. ANALYSES -

g

I
,

W g E e e o €

&"Mi; ) "

The findings ehov'eupport for both hypotbeses. High~dog-

R

t

\
v

matic individuaj.s were high in"Agreement and Lilii’ng of Archie."
Likewise, high-,dogmatic individuals displayed a relative lack s
of "Agreement witn Mike and Lionel" while 2lso expressing a

A significantly lower degree of "Liking Mike and Lionel" when com=

N

. Yy I > '
" : y o " R ok e e e v
W%WEW{%WW#%%,W;” S "%\ L
A R A T A '
’

. pared to low-dogmatic individuals. The findinps were mixed for
“Edith" and "Gloria". The high-dogmatic individuals "Liked
Gloria". although they were not in"Agreement with Gloria."

On the other hand, low-dogmatic individuals, although low
in "Agteement with Archie," were still high in their "Liking

ol

TR
o R oy

of Archie.” On thé whole, low-dogmatic individuals did not

R a differentiate their degree' of "Liking" a character even though

they did differentiate in their degree of "Agreement" with the
R characters.

A viewer profile, sharing a similar demographic profile to

"Archie," is significantly in "Agreenent with Archie" to a greater

: degree t.han viewers not aharing a eimilar demographic

- wx ”V'r' - x

- - - - ~ - - I S TooT LT - - =
- - o x E - o . s - _ z - S B - .
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.*profile to "Archi»." If properly interpreted, "Arcliie" is de- Yo
picted as a high-dogutic, low educated, low status occupationu.. .
middle to lower income. and middle-aged. Only the facr that '
females "Agreed" more with "Archie" than did ulea devietes fron
the denogrephir profile of "Archie "

’ In generel, the television charecters. "Gloria" d"Bdith",
‘who do- not espouae a definite end coneietent opinion or Open-
closed-nindednees -are the characters which are: not differenti- N
ated by the reepondente. Except for a few instencee,’ "Gloria"
and "EdithA. " are equally "Liked" and "Agreed With."

CONCLUSIONS

The producers of "All in the Family" have achieved their
goals. They have rreunted tha viewir;g public with characters
vith which vievers can identify, both affectively and cogni-r-
tively:. Undoubtedly, this has led to the show 8 greet cuccese.
Hewever, the critics have also been correct in their statsments.,

( ICleerly, the character “Archie" is perceived quite favor-
'\,af

. ebly by viewers eiuiler in belies’s and demogrephics, to “Archie.

Beceuee of the inebility of these individuale to differentiate

source and message, there is a high probability that "Archie"

is used as a credible source and that this "racist" messag: is.

faverebly accepted. L - o “7

' This potential to use “Archie" as a credible source is a

‘present and real danger wher me accepts the process in which

~
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- Credibility is conferred upon a eouree. Hiuet (1966) stateg:

"...it should be stressed thet the values teken by all
‘ variables deteraining source credibility are assigned by
the audience members, the receivers of t:2 cowmunication.
Their preceptions are paramount: in this respect, no com-
nunicator ever possesses source credibility; it is confer-
red upon him by his listeners. To be sure, it is assumed
that certain objective characteristics, or attributes,
of the source increase the protability that credibility -
will be “onferred, but this assumption is qepeng’nt upon

the attitudes end beliefs of eudzence nenbere "
Not only doee eu individul chooea a eource thet is per-

ceived to be hi;hly credihle but, eepeeielly for a high-dogntie

o individuel, thete is the increeeed denger o£ heving a cycle of

increaeed likin; and e;ree-ent occur over 2 period of tiee con-

cetuing their perception of "Arehie.'f Supeon and Insko (1964)]'8

heve éleerly docueated thet their eubjecte not only changed

- their judgnente eo ee to increase their sieileritv to the judg-

nente of enother peteon who wee wen liked, but elno changed
thém s0 as to decreeee their ei-ilerity to thoee of "other 77
’{;pereon who vas dieliked. , In other vords, the potential for

o "liking and "egree-ent" polerizetion by high-dogutic indi-

'i;,:}:viduele is hi;hly probeble through continued expoeure to "Archie"

"All in the l'enily." -

' Hhile low-dogutic viewere do agree" with highly opinion-

- 7;:eted, but less dogutic cherectere in "All in the Family," they
do not concuttmtly dislike the cherecter with which: they dis-

;';i ‘agree, as hypotheeizec‘. waevet! the author feels the_t a polar~

¥
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7but it does thisc at the expense of polarizing a portion of the,

~11- .

~ b

- _ -

ized affective reaction could develop on the part of low-dog-

matic individuals if they begin to feel that “Archie" is presented

too sympathetically ‘to the audience. Further longitodinsl re-

search should tap this phetiomenon._

In conclusion, the author feels that critics of "All in .

the Family" are justified in their criticism. The show does )

increase viewer interest as inferred from the show s ratings,

the overwhelming social problems of our society at this time.
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"Agreement” with and "Liking" of "All in

the Family" Characters by all Respondents

& (¥=265) ,
I -  (1-most favorable) SIGNIFICANCE OF )
> CONCEPT MEAN (5-least favorable) t-STATISTICS
; - = ‘High Doy Mid Dog LowDog - & Lo & Mid & Lo
S S S o o Teks) T(160) @D .
- % - Agreement with “Archie: 2.2 3.4 40 .01 w000 .00
R { I.iking "Ai;chie"‘ ‘ 1.8 2.2 2.1 n.s. .01 n.s.
’ i . Agreement with "Mike" 3.0 2.8 2.3 001 n.s. .05
o § - . Liking "Mike". 2.7 2.4 2.2 .02 .05 n.s. X
- : ; - Agreement with "Edith" 2.5° 2.6 2.9 .05 -=n.s. n.s.
o : gv - 7' ' - ’ ; - - - i o
A. ; Vjé;j ; ’Limg "Bdi—th" 2.1 : 2.1 2.1 . n.s. n.s. n.s.
: i . Agréement with "Gloria" 2.9 2.6 2.5 .10 n.s. n.s.
# i 7 ‘Liking "Gloria" 22,2 2.3 ’2’.3 n.s. n.s. n.s.
" Agreement with "Lionel" 2.9 2.6 2.4 .02 .05 .05
Liking "Lionel” 2.8 2.2 2.2 .001 .00l n.s.
J
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Demographic Profile Respondents
= and their "Agreement with Archie"
- [ s
Table #2
, (N=265)
"Agreement with Archie" 7
- : S ({%ﬁc}s?féjptébfé)’ ,
- CONCEPT " MEAN ',('5j-1'east;:favorab1e‘), B
7 High Low-
Dogmatisml - S © 252 4,0

~ (n=44)

- *Education? C 30

(n=149)

Occupation3 o 3.9

‘ . (@=4])
" Income” ) 3.6

. - ) ’ (n=141)
" Age’ . ’ 3.0
(n=43)

 Male:

(n=61)

2.9
(n=92)

2.5
(n-37)

3.1
(n=94)

3.6
(n=96)

Female:

Sex ) . : 3.6
S | _(n=127)
! Bigh (410 to +30), Low (-10 to -30)
2

. 3 High (80 or higher on North-Hatt Scale), Low (59 or below

~ on North-Hatt Scale)
4

{
f

High ($10’.000 or higher), Low ($9,999 or lower)

3.2
(n=114)

High (Some college or high), Low (High school or less)

3 High (51 years or older), Low (30 years or younger)

Y

~ SIGNIFICANCE
t=STATISTIC -

001
.001
.001-
01

.02

.02
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FOOTINOTES
Nieléen'ratings for the last week in November, 1972

had all three shows in the top five most popular shows on

television. During that week, "All in the Family" was in
" first place, "Maude" was in fourth place, and "Sanford and
Son" was fifth, - , .

< - - L B -
‘zLawrence Laurent, -"Popular TV shows Focus -on Visceral
Involvement," Atlanta-Constitution, Feb. 4, 1973, p. 19-F

Sibid. .

lfvaféfFééily}Eqﬁ:fCBSis;irréﬁ@fent;new éithétién comedy,"
Newsweek, March 15, 1971, p, 68,

" SArnold Hano, "Can Archie Bunker Give Bigotry a Bad
Name?" New York Tiimes, March 12, 1972, p. 33.

SCharles L. Sanders, "Is Archie Burker the Real White
American?" Eboﬁz,'(JuhégrlQ72), p. 190,

7"Anofhgr Blast by Brown", Broadcasting, (May -29, 1973),
p. 41. ' ’ :

'8M£iton Rokeach, The Open:and‘closéd Mind, (New York:

91bid., p. 58.

101pid., p. 58.

llprederic Powell, "Open-and Closed-Mindedness and the
Ability to Differentiate Source ‘and Message," Journal of
Abnormal Social Psychology, 65 (1962), pp. 61-64

1250hn Harvey and Daniel Hays, "Effect of Dogmatism and
Authority of the Source of Communication Upon Persuasionm,"
Psychological Reports, 30 (1972), pp. 119-122
r

. 713R; Kleck and J. Wheaton, "Dogmatism and Responses to
Opinion-Inconsistent Information," Journal of Personality
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" Below indicate how you personally rate each individual character

*~ in "A1l in the Family." Please circle the statement which

most closely states your feelings. Please read sach statement

carefully, -
- -Archie (the father) ) - )
- Strongly 'agree  neither agree nor _ disagree strongly disagree
A) Agree with | with | -disagree with ' | with | _with
Strongly  neither like o strongly
 .B)__dislike | dislike | nor dislike | 1ike |  Iike
~". Mike (the son-in-law) -
~ Strongly diségrée disagfee ) neither agree nor - agree strbhél}
A with | with | disagree with | .with | agree with
Strongly o neither like ) h : Strongiy
B) like - | “like- | = nor dislike | dislike dislike
, ’ | 1 ' ) '
. s
~ Edith (the mother)
strongly Agree neither agree nor disagree strongly disagree
A) _agree with | with I disagree with | with | - with_
- strongly neither like 7 Strongly
©B) __ dislike | aisliké |- nor dislike | 1ike |  1ike
S | » I
4




: _+ Gloria (the daughieg;’j
7 Strongly disagre;e disagree neither agree nor agree ‘Strongly -

A A with | wieh - |  disagree with with | agree with
“; - R ' l * ' l

Strongly 7neit:her~ like - Strongly
- B) _like | 1ike |  nor'dislike | dislike | dislike

<ol
N - ‘ ‘ . I : l

" Lionel (the black neighbor) .
e 7 Strongly :Agreé V'neit:vher agree nor disagree Strongly disagree
,, A) .agree with | with | _disagree with | with ~]  with
- stromgly - . neither like strongly .
" B) __dislike | dislike -} - nor dislike | 1like |  1ike - :
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Now we would like to ask you some general types of questions.

. Please be as honest as possible in answering the questions and
answer with the first response that comes to your mind.

First, decide whether you agree or disagree with the statement,
and then decide how strongly you agree or disagree and circle
that response.

l. 1In this complicated world of ours the only way we can know

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

Agree or Disagree
1. Agree a little - 4. Disagree a little
.2. Agree on the whoIe . 5. Disagree- on the whole
- 3 Agree very much i ) 6. Disagree very - much

} My blood boils whenever a person stubbomly refuses to admit
he '8 wrong.—

Agree . or ~ _Disagree )
1, Agree a little . 4. Disagree a little
2. Agree on the:whole 5. Disagree on the whole
3. " Agree very much 6. Disagree very much N

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

~y
. G
Agree © or- Disagree
1. Agree a little : 4, Disagree a little
2. Agree on the whole 5. Disagree on ‘the whole
3. Agree very much . . 6. Disagree very much
4., Most people just don't know what's good for thenm.
Agree . or Disagree
1, Agree a little - 4, Disagrce a little
2. Agree on the whole »- 5, Disagree on the whole
3. Agree very much 6. Disagree very much

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

Agree or ' Disagree
1. Agree a little . 4, Disagree a little
2, Agree on the whole 5. Disagree on the whole
3. Agree very much ) 6, Disagree very much

6. The highest form of government is a democracy and the highest

form of democracy is a government run by those who are most intelligent. '

Agree ~ or- ’ Disagreé -
1. Agree a little . 4. Disagree a little
2., Agree;on-the whole - 5... Disagree on the whole

3. Agree very much - - 6. Disagree very much
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7. The main thing in life is for a éétson to want to do something

SRS e
i MR M

- important.
§; . Agree or Disagree
v 1. Agree a little 4, Disagree a little
T 2, Agree on the whole 5. Disagree on the whole
ke . 3, Agree very much 6. Disagree very much
¥ . X .
o 8. 1I'd like it if I could find someone who would tell me how
% ~ to solve my personal-problems. ) .
‘fl .. Agree . or ' Disagree -
3 1., Agree a little , 4. Disagree a little
. 2. Agree on the whole -5. Disagree on the whole
3. Agree very much 6. Disagree very much )
4 9. Most of the ideas which get printed nowadays aren't worth
3 ) the paper they are printed on.
F - P - - - -
" Agree - or _Disagree
, 4 - 1. Agree a little 4., Disagree a little
B § o ‘2. Agree on the whole _ 5. Disagree on the whole
3. Agree very much 6. Disagree very much
10, Man on his own is a helpless and miserable cégﬁture.
T Agree or Disairee .
1. Agree a little 4., Disagree a little ) )
Lot - 2. Agree on the whole 5. Disagree on the whole -
R 3. Agree very much 6.-  Disagree very much ) :

Now we'd like to ask you a few final questions about yourself.’
Remember, your answers will remain anonymous and are confidential, °

Education: Circle highest level completed by the head of the household. 47*'1
" a. 1less than high school
b. high school graduate and/or technical school
c. some college or college graduate
d. post-graduate

Occupation of head of household:

Apnual Household income: Circle one

a. $5,999 or less

b. $6,000 or $9,999

c. $10,000 to $14,999
d. More than $15,000

Age: Circle one

a. younger than 21 c. 31 ro. 40 e. 351 to 60
b. 21 to 30 d. 41 to 50 f. over 60




