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CHAPTER I

SURVEY OF LITERATURE

The term '"political participation' 1s common to
modern political science. Much, however, needs to be
done in the defining of the term. Any attempt at a
study of participation in politics should be begun with
a review of the literature of the subject. There appear
to be many confusing and differing ideas as to just what
political participation, and related terms such as
political involvement, mean. The purpose of this chapter
1s to review the relevant material of the present and
recent past 1in an attempt to synthesize some valuable
working definitions. Also the rough spots in this
literature will be pointed out and discussed. Finally,
the relation between the concepts ''participation' and
"involvement'" will be explored.

Although it 1s never spelled out clearly in the
literature, '"political participation' seems to be thought
of as almost entirely overt behavior. '"Political involve-
ment', on the other hand as the idea 1s developed by
Campbell and discussed below, can be said to refer to an

underlying attitudinal base for potential political



participation. The literature review that follows will
attempt to point out these differences and the importance
of these meanings.

This writer examined articles published after

Milbrath's Political Participation (1965) which were

related to the concepts '"'political participation' and
"political involvement'. Milbrath's work, discussed
infra., sums up the literature prior to 1965.

When the writer categorized the uses of the term
"political participation'" found 1in the literature reviewed,
he noted that, 1n degrees varying with the individual uses,
the categorles corresponded to the i1deas of involvement
and participation mentioned in the introductory remarks.

I1lustrative of the first category is an article by
Alford and Scoble that is concerned with '"local political.
involvement" .t The index of '"involvement' used consists
largely of attitude items but includes one clearly overt
behavior--attendance at public meetings. Such deviations
from logical categories, combining attitudes with overt
behavior, has helped add to the confusion over the term
"political participation'.

The majority of the post-1965 articles reviewed use

only voting as thelr operational definition of political

1Robert R. Alford and HlHarry M. Scoble, "Sources of
Local Political Involvement,'" The American Political
Science Review, LXII (December, 1968), 1192.




”participation“.2

The most refined studies in this second
"participation' category (overt behavior), use a number of
identifiable behaviors in the form of quasi-scales, some;
times mixing in non-overt behaviors with the overt behaviors.
Several authors have attempted this with varying degrees

of success, the most notable being Milbrath.3

2Raymond E. Wolfinger and Fred I. Greenstein, '"The
Repeal of Fair Housing in California, an Analysis of
Referendum Voting," The American Political Science Review,
LXII (September, 1968), 753. Robert R. Alford and Eugene
Lee, "Voting Turnout in American Cities,' The American
Political Science Review, LXII (September, 1968), 796.
Richard W. Boyd, "Presidential Elections: An Explanation
of Voting Defection,”" The American Political Science Review,
LXIIT (June, 1969), 498. Dan Nimmo and Clifton McClesky,
"Impact of the Poll Tax on Voter Participation: The
Houston Metropolitan Area in 1966," Journal of Politics,
XXXI (August, 1969), 682. T

3Norman li. Nie, G. Bingham Powell, Jr. Kenneth Prewitt
are malnly concerned with ways to increase political
participation and spend little space defining it in "Social
Structure and Political Participation: Developmental
Relationships, [" The American Political Science Review,
LXIII (June, 1969), 301, and "Social Structure and Political
Participation: Developmental Relationships, II," The
American Political Science Review, LXIII (September, 1969),
§08. Milbrath uses a highly unstructured approach in
Lester W. Milbrath, '"The Nature of Political Belilefs and
the Relatilonships of the Individual to the Government,"
American Behavioral Scientist, XII (November-December,
1968), 28. Woodward and Roper use their market research
techniques in developing a '"Political Activity Index" that
ranged from voting, to giving money to the campaign of a
candidate in the last four years. See Julian L. Woodward
and Elmo Roper, "Research on Political Parties and Leader-
ships,'" The American Political Science Review, XLIV (December,
1950), 872. Harris questions Woodward's and Roper's
procedure of lumping the six acts 1nto a single index. See
Frederick H. Harris, "A Study of Political Activity among
the Citizenry of Two North Carolina Counties,'" Doctor's
Dissertation, (University of North Carolina, 1957). Lester
Milbrath, Political Participation (Chicago: Rand McNally
and Company, 1965).




Some kind of clarification of the meaning of partici-
pation is thus demonstrated to be needed by the above
groupings of articles.

Going in the other direction, that 1is, in trying to
determine what constitutes the opposite of participation,
most of the authors mention the act of not voting.4 One
author attempted to use an attitude as the opposite of
participation. (See footnote 5 below).

Lester Milbrath6 in his book, Political Participation,

does an adequate job of summing up work that had been done
concerning ''political participation' as of 1965. One would
expect him to define the "term'". There 1s much talk about
what makes partlcipation increase, but little attention

to what participation is. Milbrath talks about ”apathetics;”

"spectators," and '"'gladiators.' These are the author's

4Robcrt R. Alford and Iugene Lec, "Voting Turnout 1in
American Cities,'" The American Political Science Review,
LXII (September, 1968), 796. Richard W. Boyd, "Presidential
Elections: An Explanation of Voting Defection,'" The
American Political Science Review, LXIII (June, 1969), 498.
Dan Nimmo and Clifton McClesky, "Impact of the Poll Tax on
Voter Participation: The Houston Metropolitan Area in
1966." Journal of Politics, XXXI (August, 1969), 682.

SJoel L. Nelson talks about anomic as an opposite to
"interest" in politics. But his definition of anomie is
actually more related to what others have considered to be
"alienation,'" an opposite of political participation. See
"Anomie; Comparison between the Old and New Middle Class',
American Journal of Sociology, LXXIV (September, 1968), 184.

6Lester Milbrath, Political Participation (Chicago:
Rand McNally and Company, 1965) pp. 20-21.




terms for levels of participation. A spectator participates
more than an apathetic because he 'seeks information as a
way of orienting himself" to politics. The dividing line
between spectators and gladiators 1s also vaguely put as
the "contacting of public officials, attending meetings
and making nmonetary contributions.”7

Milbrath's chart does show a functional relationship
among fourteen specific overt acts. Participation 1s here
divided into levels, but not really defined. However, his
chart contributes 1in a major way to the confusion: he

labels it "Hierarchy of Political Involvement,'" and he

talks about "Gencral Dimensions of Involvement.'" All

that 1s stated is the following:

Therec secems to be a hierarchy of
involvement, in that persons at a
given level of involvement tend to
perform many of the same acts,
including thosc performed by pegsons
at lower levels of involvement.

Milbrath goes on to show a relationship between our concepts

of participation and involvement by stating that one must

cxposc himsclf

to political stimull, by holding attitudes
that allow for this, before he can begin to act in politics.
Milbrath does not divide overt and nonovert activities

into dimensions.

TIbid., 20-21.

81bia., 76-77.




From what has been reported on so far it seems safe
to say that the concept of '"participation' has been used
to refer to overt behavior and that that behavior can be
mapped out on several interconnected levels. The use of
various terms to refer to this concept has added to our
confusion.9 (See Table One.) A clarification is needed
of the relationship between what the authors reviewed
mean by ''participation' and what they mean by '"involvement."

Political Involvement

It is somewhat bewildering when looking through
participation studles to discover the difficulty that the
term political involvement presents. All along, there has
been a guide of considerable repute to follow.

This guide, The American Voter,11 is a follow-up to

the 1954 The Voter Decides. In The American Voter,

Campbell, et al. propose a ready and usable definition

. 12
for '""involvement."

In The Voter Decides, involvement was said to be an

attitude, but it was measured only by looking at interest

in the campaign and electilion of 1952.

gSoe the Article Review 1965-1971 above. Also the
discussions of The Voter Decides and The American Voter
below.

11Angus Campbell, Philip E. Converse, Warren E. Miller,
Donald E. Stokes, The American Voter (New York: John Wiley
and Sons, Inc., 1960).

12Angus Campbell, Gerald Garin, and Warren E. Miller,
The Voter Decides (Evanston, Illinois: Row, Peterson and
Co., 1954).




Table Onelo

Hierarch of Political Involvement
Gladiatorial
lHlolding public and party office
Being a candidate for office Activities
Soliciting political funds

Attending a caucus or a stretegy
meeting

Becoming an active member in a political
party
Contributing time in a political campaign

Attending a political meeting or rally

. . . iti
Making a monetary contribution to a Transitional

party or candldate Activities

Contacting a public official or a
political leader

Wearing a button or putting a
sticker on the car

Attempting to talk another into Spectator

voting a certain way Activities
Initiating a political discussion
Voting
Exposing onesclf to political stimuli
Apathetics

10Lestor Milbrath, Political Participation, (Chicago:
Rand McNally and Company, 1965) p. 18. Note that Milbrath
lists these activities as '"Political Involvement'. Here 1s
the perfect example of the confusion of terms that is the
subject of much of this report. Note that '"Voting'" is quite
low on the 1list and therefore 1s in a good position for
establishing whether or not a person participates. Note
also that, as mentioned before, Milbrath used the term
"Involvement" for what this writer has labelled '"partici-
pation". In this writer's opinion Milbrath is adding to
the confusion over terms with his choice of words.




In The American Voter's analysis of the 1956 elections,

the concept had been expanded into an index based on the
following four attitudes:

Interest in the campaign

Concern over the election outcome

Sense of political efficacy
Sense of citizen duty.13

The greater anyone's interest 1n a campailgn, concern
over an election's outcome, sense of citizen duty, or
political efficacy, the more he 1s involved in politics,
according to Campbell. With this in mind one can go back
to Milbrath and sce that, while he also may use thils concept,
he does not make mention of it. The other studies don't
appear even to concern themselves with attitude bases.
As we have interpreted Campbell's '"involvement,' 1t

has a relationship to overt participation but is not identical
with 1t. It seems logical to assume that to participate in
politics 1s to act in some way in politics, and to be
involved in politics 1s to hold attitudes that encourage
interest, and thus participation. It can be said that one
must have the proper attitudes before the overt behavior

can be depended upon.

13Although there is some question as to whether the
act of responding to the questions measuring the above
attitudes does not indeed make the data overt behavior data,
the authors do not so considér it and that would not affect
the unidimensionality of their "Political Involvement' scale.



The scope of the projéct that follows ends at this
point. The exploration of the relevant literature, however,
extended beyond "Participation' and '"Involvement'" into the
internalized attitudes aspects of personality. There
appears to be value 1in including that material also in
this paper for the beneflit of readers interested in doing
research in personality factors in "Involvement', and

hence 1n '"Participation'.

Personality and Political Behavior

Fred L. Greenstein's Personality and Politics gives

a very good statement of the problems involved when trying

to tic personallity in with such things as political

participation and involvement.14

Concerning attitudes, Greensteln states:

"attitudes, then, can be thought of as
the 'face' of personality closest to

the situational antecedents of political
behavior....It also sometimes 1s
instructive to think of attitude and
situation as being in a kind of push-
pull relationship: the stronger the
attitudinal press for a course of
action, the less need for a_situational
stimulus, and vice versa'.1l>

14Fred L. Greenstein, Personality and Politics,

Problems of Evidence, Inference and Conceptualization
(Chicago: Markham Publishing Co., 1969).

S1pid., pp. 28-29.
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It is obvious from this statement that one can relate
personality to political participation through political
involvement.

Quite a number of people object to the idea that

personality can be related to participation in politics.16

The main objections are given by Greenstein. The objections
relevant to participation are listed as being:

"People's personality characteristics

are less important than their social
characteristics in influencing behavior.
This makes 1t unpromising to concentrate
rescarch energles on studying the import
of personality. Personality is not an
important determinant of behavior

because individuals with varying personal
characteristics will tend to behave
similarly when placed in common situations.
And if the ways that people vary do not
affect their behavior, it is not useful
to study personal variation'.1l7

Greenstein refutes these objections by citing instances
and rescarch that counter these claims.
Many others also believe that personality can and

does influence participation. Milbrath, in Political

1680@ Daniel J. Levinson, '""The Relevance of Personality

for Political Participation', Public Opinion Quarterly,
XXIT (1958) 3-10; Herbert Goldhamer, "Public Opinion and
Personality,'" American Journal of Sociology LV (1950)
346-354.
17Fred L. Grecnstein, Personality and Politics,
Problems of Evidence, Inference, and Conceptualization
(Chicago: Markham Publishing Company, 1969), p. 34. See
Footnote onc, p. 33 for a good bibliography concerning
criticisms of personality and politics literature.
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Participation cites Lane's discussion in his book, Political

Life, concerning the ways in which personality can affect
political behavior.l8

Campbell et al. in The American Voter state:

"But direct political participation cannot
be accomplished for the individual by
others. There must be some sources of
energy that are entirely personal and that
must be activated afresh with each ensuing
clection.

lHence 1t seems reasonable to look
for somec influence of personality organi-
zation on the inclination to participate
politically....The role of factors like
political efficacy and citizen duty...may
be conceived as lying at a relatively
"deep'" level in any hierarchy of
dispositions... [They] could be expected
to remain stable over a period of time.
In thils scnse, they are approaching
"personality' status....It may be worth-
whille to conceive of them as dependent
in part on aspects of underlying
personality in a more general sense and
to scek thelr roots %n full-blown
personality terms' .1

With this strong cndorsement it scems safe to pursue
the subject further by listing three "levels'" at which
personality may be considered. These, as given by

Greenstein, are:

18Robert Lane, Political Life (Glencoe, Illinois:
Free Press, 1959), 99-100; cited in Lester Milbrath,
Political Participation (Chicago: Rand McNally and
Company, 1965), p. 73.

lgAnguS Campbell et al., The American Voter (New York:
John Wiley and Sons, Incorporated, 1960), pp. 515-516.
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"l. One underlying structure which

may be more or less well-developed 1in
any individual is specialized toward
dealing with reality--toward assessing
and adapting to the environment. To
the degree that an attitude...has 1its
basis in the need to establish such
means-end relationships, it is said to
serve the function of object appraisal.
2. A second fundamental personality
structure - again, one which varies in
importance from person to person - serves
to cope with inner conflict...When an
attitude 1i1s influenced by the need to
accomodate to inner conflicts, when it
1s an outer manifestation of inner
psychic tensions, it 1s said to serve
the function of externalization and

cgo defense.

3. A third underlying aspect of
personality that may influence political
attitudes consists of the various and
ubiquitous tendencies of the self to
adopt positive or negative orientations
to reference groups and exemplars. To
the degree that attitudes and behavior
result from needs to be like or unlike
significant others in one's immediate
or distant environment, the function of
mediation of self-other relations...is
being performed". 20

These three traits seem to lie as the basis for any
study of personality in relation to political involvement

and participation.

ZOM. Brewster Smith, Jerome Bruner and Robert White,

Opinions and Pcrsonality (New York: Wiley, 1956) cited

in Fred. 1. Greenstein, Personality and Politics, Problems
of BEvidence, Inference, and Conceptualization (Chicago:
Markham Publishing Company, 1969) pp. 29-30.
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The term political participation appears to be
restricted to purely overt acts; voting is the behavior
common to all users of the term--i.e. common denominator.z1

The term political involvement as used by Angus
Campbell (footnote 11) consists of attitudes which lead to
overt political behaviors (participation). This clear-cut
distinction is not often found in the literature.

When this distinction 1s made, personality factors
appear to relate to 1nvolvement and participation. A
favorable personality base can be understood to be a
first step to political participation (in an overt behavior
sense) with political involvement being the attitudinal
link between the two.

Just how personality affects the ecxtent and direction
of involvement and participation--and whether this
behavior results from environmental needs, reference
group nceds, or ego defense needs--1s a subject matter

which calls for more research.

21 . . .
By "common denominator" this writer mecant merely

that voting was the one overt behavior that most authors
agreed upon as being (at least) a part of political
participation;--cven those who put it at the bottom of
their scale-like indices. '"Common Denominator' was not
meant to signify any combinatlon of traits into an index
such as Woodward and Roper attempted. See above, footnote
three.
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Statement of the Problem

The review of recent literature in the introduction
points out the lack of clear-cut boundaries to the concepts,
"participation'" and "involvement'. Although one study
provided a logical distinction between the two concepts,
restricting the former to overt behavior and the latter

to attitudes (Campbell et al., in The Voter Decides),

generally the indices and scales used to define and
measure the two concepts were a mixturc of the two types
of behavior.

It was the opinion of the writer that indices and
"scales'", which contained both overt behaviors and
attitudes do not have functional unity. Hence, he
decided to:

1) cxamine the claims made by the various authors

for their indices or '"scales",

2) review the critiques of these measures 1in

works such as Robinson et al., Measurcment

of Political Attitudes,

3) test the authors' claims for their indices
or "scales' 1in data gathered in the field,

4) attempt to construct, from the aggregate of
items on which field data had been gathered
for the various in@ices and '"'scales'", two

scales which define behaviorially discrete
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concepts that could be termed ''participation"

and "involvement'" on the logical basis offered

in the Campbell study. It was thought that

such a distinction, if confirmed in field

data, would add significantly to the

conceptual framework for studying political

behavior.

Further, it was thought that the project should focus

on the fourth objective, relegating the other objective§

to a sccondary position 1in the project.



CHAPTER I1I
LOCATION OF ITEMS TO BE USED

IN THE FIELD STUDY

It had been decided to construct a questionnailre
composed of 1items used 1n the existing literature. The
selection of specific 1tems was accomplished by going
to what this writer considered to be major works in the
arecas of Political Participation and Involvement. This
would allow for the secondary focus mentioned in the
statement of the problem to be studied, that of evaluating
the claims of the authors of the existing ''scales' and

indices by replicating theilr work.

Locating the Items Used in the Major Work
on Political Participation and Involvement
This task was made considerably less difficult by
making use of the Institute for Social Research's publi-

cation, Mecasures of Political Attitudos.1 This volume

contains the items for measuring political behavior used

by rescarchers in the many facets of this discipline.

lJohn P. Robinson, Gerald G. Rusk, Kendra B. Head,
Measures of Political Attitudes (Ann Arbor, Michigan:
Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research,
1968).

16
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Though the title suggests only attitudinal studies, the
work contains brief reports on a multitude of studies.2

After an extensive surveying of this volume's
evaluation of the major studies in the field of Political
Participation and Involvement, twenty indices and scales
were sclected for further scrutiny. These twenty were
reduced to nine for reasons involving the necessity of a
manageable questionnaire as well as for the purpose of
zeroing 1n on the basic concepts to be evaluated.

Each of the seven scales and two indices chosen was
assigned by this writer to one of the two areas discussed
above. One index and five scales fit into his concept of
attlitudinal bases for participation.

It was decided to label this area '"Psychological
Readiness for Participation', a term taken from the
literature.s Two scales and one index were used under

the heading '"Overt Participation'.

ZThe following 1s included 1n the report on each
study:
Title of Study and 1its source
The Author's claims for the measuring
instrument
A brief description of the instrument
Information concerning Reliability and
Validity
A report on the author's results and critical
comments by the compilers of the work.
It should be noted herc that there are scveral questionable
practices followed in this work. These will be discussed
in some detail in the concluding chapter of this project.

-

°D. R. Matthews and J. W. Prothro, Ncgroes and the New

Southern Politics (New York: Harcourt, Brace and World,
1966), 526.
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Below are the various scales and indices used, by
category. Included 1s pertinent information concerning

each.



19

PSYCHOLOGICAL READINESS FOR
PARTICIPATION MEASURES

1) Subjective Political Competence Scale located in
Almond, G.A., and Verba, S., The Civic Culture. Princeton,
New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1963.

This scale attempts to measure belief in the efficacy
of one's own political action in local government. The
authors scaled the 1items via the Guttman technique.
Coefficients of Reproducibility for the four countries

scaled werec as follows:

United States .92
Great Britain .93
Germany .90
Italy .87

Menzel's Cocfficients of scalability:

United States .80
Great Britain .71
Germany .90
Italy .87

No further cvaluation was given by the authors of the

ISR book.4

2) Sense of Civic Competence Index located in Matthews;
D.R. and Prothro, J.W., Negroes and the New Southern
Politics. New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1966,
p. 525.

The index attempts to measure an attitude defined as

a belief in the efficacy of one's own political action.

4John P. Robinson, Gerald G. Rusk, Kendra B. Head,
Mecasures of Political Attitudes (Ann Arbor, Michigan:
Survey Rescarch Center, Institute for Social Research,
1968), 446. :
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It should be noted that the authors made no attempt to
scale the 1tems 1n their instrument.

No reliability information given.

The ISR authors comment that "Both the careful and
extensive research underlying its formulation and the
unusual item format, which should hold the interest of

the respondent, suggest that further study use would prove

fruitful”.s

3) Political Involvement Scale located in Campbell,
Angus, Converse, Philip E., Miller, Warren E., Stokes,
Donald E. The American Voter, New York: John Wiley and
Son, Inc., 1960, pp. 101-107.

IS

This scale attempts to measurc the individual's
characteristic degree of interest and involvement in
political affairs.

The recsult was a nine-interval scale formed from
the combination of several measures: Intensity of Partisan
Preference, Interest in the Campaign, Concern Over the
Elcction Outcome, Sense of Citizen Duty, and Sense of
Political Efficacy.

No test-retest reliability presented. All but the
intensity of Partisan Preference measures were examined
by factor analysis. The Mean loadings indicated inter-

item correlations in the .40 to .50 range.

>Ibid., 471.
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No validity given except by means of reporting

. . 6
"behavioral evidence'.

4) Political Efficacy located in Campbell, Angus, Gurin,
Gerald and Miller, Warren E., The Voter Decides. Evanston,
I11.: Row Peterson and Co., 1964, pp. 187-189.

This scale attempts to measure ''the feeling that
political and social change is possible, and that the
individual citizen can play a part in bringing about this
change."

A Guttman scale analysis produced a coefficient of
Reproducibility of .92. This was raised to .94 when the
second item was dropped.

The authors reported different degrees of scalability
for their measure, depending upon the respondents' social
class. The scale did not work for those in the lower
soclal status.7
5) Sense of Citizen Duty located in Campbell, Angus,

Gurin, Gerald, and Miller, Warren E., The Voter Decides.
Evanston, I11.: Row Peterson and Co., 1954, pp. 194-199.

No test-retest reliability reported. The Coefficient
of Reproducibility was .96 for the Guttman scale. The
index was positively correlated in the authors' Index of

Political Participation. The ISR authors state that ''the

®pid., 456.

"Ibid., 459.
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items are susceptible to agreement response set since
they are all phrased in the same direction.”8
6) Political Synicism located in Agger, R.E., Goldstein,

M.N. and Pearl, S.A., "Political Cynicism: Measurement
and Meaning', Journal of Politics, 1961, 23, pp. 477-500.

The scale of political cynicism attempts to measure
the extent to which one is contemptuously distrustful of
politicians and the political process.

The political cynicism scale consisted of a six-
Likert type 1tems making up a Guttman scale.

Kuder-Richardson coefficient of reliability was .62;

(
coefficient of reproducibility was .94.)

81pia., 401,

dIbid., 479.
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OVERT PARTICIPATION MEASURES

1) Index of Political Participation located in Campbell,
Angus, Gurin, Gerald and Miller, Warren E., The Voter
Decides. Evanston, I11.: Row, Peterson and Co., 1954.

This scale was designed as a '"crude but serviceable"
index of the level of political activity in the national
electorate.

No reliability data reported. No direct validity
data reported. Was highly related to Sense of Political

Efficacy, Sensc of Citizen Duty, and Issue Involvement.lO

2) Political Participation Scale, located in Matthews,
D.R. and Prothro, J.W., Negroes and the New Southern
Politics. New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1966.

The instrument attempts to measure extent of political
participation on a cumulative scale of participation
behavior.

The scale 1s of the Guttman type.

The coefficient of reproducibility was .98 for whites,
.95 for Negroes.

No validity tests reported.11

3) Political Activity Index located in Woodward, Julian L.
and Roper, Elmo, '"Political Activity of American Citizens"
American Political Science Review, 1550, 44, pp. 872-885.

Hipid., 427.



This index attempts to classify individuals in terms
of the amount of political activity in which they engage,
specifically referring to political activity in channels
of possible influence on legislators and government
officials.

The index was made up of seven items, with points
given for "corrcct'" responses. The number of points was
dependent upon f{rcquency of activity as well as positive
responsec to a statement about an activity. The authors
report "partial but not perfect" inter-item correlation

No validlty tests reported.12

121pid., 431.




CHAPTER III

THE GATHERING OF FIELD DATA

In compiling the questionnaire to be used in
gathering fleld data items from the various scales and
indices, 1items which seemed duplicative were omitted.
The itcms were placed in an order which seemed to the
author to provide the respondent the most logical
transition from 1ltem to item.1

"Psychological Readiness'" items were placed first,
followed by "Overt Participation'" items. A third sectilon
contained questions concerning income, occupation, race,
subjective social class i1dentification, and other standard
demographic items.2

Three major problems were encountered in connection
with the field research. They concerned sample selection,

administering the questionnaire, and resources--that 1is,

time and money.

1See Appendix A for a copy of the questionnaire and
a brecakdown by variables of the scales and indices included
in 1t.

2The breakdown of items in the questionnaire by
sections, was as follows: Psychological Rcadiness items -
Twenty-Seven; Overt Participation items - Twelve;
Demographic Items - Fifteen. Some of these were further
broken down to provide more precise information.

25
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Since the hypotheses of this project involved tests
of the varilous scales and indices included in the question-
naire and werce not intended to be used for drawing
generallzations about a particular population of respondents,
a strictly "random sample' was not required. It was
decided, however, that there was value in administering
the questionnalre to a sample having varied demographic
characteristics. Thils was accomplished by spreading the
respondents among six neilghborhoods. The respondents in
these various neighborhoods were to be chosen in a somewhat
random fashion, representing a demographic spectrum of a
standard metropolitan statistical area.

Since the features of the Roanoke, Va. area were well-
known to the writer, and the area was also accessible
within the time and monetary limits for the project, it
was decided to do the field work there.3

After considering the types of survey procedures
available, such as telephone or mail survey, 1t was decided
that a door to door approach would provide the optimal
results both in terms of survey results and experience for
the writer. This procedure met the requirements that the

limited resources imposed on the project. That.is, no

3The six areas selected were as follows: Rich [Core]
City, South-West Roanoke City - Avenham Section; Well-to-do
suburb, Penn Forest Subdivision - Middle Suburb, Grandin
Road Extension; Modest, North West Roanoke (near Hollins);
Modest City, Garden City; Poor Central City, Black Sections.



pald assistance was necessary. With the door to door
approach, response rate i1s controlled for, and time and
follow-up considerations are also taken care of by means
of this method.

The minimum number of respondents needed to make the
study valid was 100. It was decided to attempt to interview
150 persons. This would allow for errors and reluctant
intervieweces as well as provide a broader base to work
from. The questionnaire was in fact administered to a
total of 121 persons. All 121 questionnaires were used
in the analysis of the data.

The sampling procedure was a simple one. In each of
the sclected districts the interviewer called on any house
that he chose. The usual procedure was that of simply
going from house to house down a street in the neighborhoqd.4

There were two restrictions to be followed. The first
was that no more than one person per house be interviewed.
The second was that this person be at least eighteen years

old.

4As has been stated, a completely random sample was
not required. The optimum of twenty-five respondents in
each of the six areas was achieved in some cases, not in
others.

Some hostility was encountered in the rich suburbs,
but persistence paid off. Other areas prescented problems
of finding people at home. The least number was collected
in the Central City. Most of the blacks were friendly, but
would not seriously consider the questions. Perhaps an
interviewer with more experience would have met with more
success.
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The questionnaire was tested 1n Blacksburg, with the
respondent again chosen at random.5 The procedure followed
was that of the interviewer introducing himself and the
project to the respondent, then reading the items to the
respondent and marking the responses on the questionnaire.
This method worked reasonably well in the pre-test cases
and was adopted for the most part for the actual field
work.

The questionnaires were marked with a three digit
identification number. The first digit was a number from
one to six, corrcsponding to the six areas surveyed. The
second and third digits ranged from 01 to 25, denoting the
particular questionnaire in an areca.

The field work was done during a five week period
between the middle of June and the end of July, 1972.

This writer did the field work with the help of a few

assistants.

5All efforts were made to contact a non-university
connected person for the interviews. Unfortunately, many
of the non-university personnel were very wary of taking
part in a survey. A successful interview was completed
however. The experience proved helpful in terms of
gaining admittance 1n Roanoke.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF DATA

The 121 completed questionnaires were coded and
the coded responses punched on computer cards. The IBM
370 computer facilities of Virginia Polytechnic Institute
and State University were utilized in order to analyze
the collected data.

There was no clear-cut way to test the various
problems stated in Chapter Two. Therefore many procedures
werc attempted in order to find the optimum way to get
results, as well as to find the answers to the problems.

Below is a summary of the various procedures employed
in the cvaluation of the field data:

STEP ONE

A frequency distribution for all items was run in
order to help locatec coding error and give a visual
presentation of the rates of responses to the items so
as to make future judgments concerning the dichotomizing
of items with morec than two possible responses.

With all multi-response items dichotomized, a
corrclation coefficient analysis was run. Every item
was correlated with every other item using the Pearsonian

correlation procedure 1n the SPSS package.

29
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The data used in this analysis was not of the
"interval level". However, the use of Pearson's 'r"
1s acceptable because, with dichotomized data, Pearson
correlation coefficients are exactly the same as Phi
coefficients, which are acceptable for nominal level data.

By carrying out this step, it was possible for this
writer to acquaint himself with the relationships between
the various items. This knowledge gave some early indi-
cations as to whether or not all attitudinal items were
highly related to each other and all overt items highly
related to one another, whether a mixture of 1tems was
involved, or whether nothing correlated. The results
were inconclusive.

STEP THREL

All Pearson correlation coefficients at or above the
point three (.30) level were placed on a correlation matrix
and a cluster analysis of these coefficients was done.1
The low level of correlation and the apparent random-

ness of the clusters showed that 1t was not worthwhile to

pursue the subject at this level.

Irhe procedurc for the cluster analysis was as follows.

From the correlation matrix an item was selected. It was
then noted with what items the first item was correlated.
Then those i1tems that correlated with the first item were
examined and all items correlating with these items were
recorded. This was done at the .30, .40 and .50 and above
levels of correlation. From these responses a chart was
made about recording the various inter item correlations.
From the resulting clusters the scaling procedures explained
in the text were undertaken.
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A cluster analysis at and above the point four (.40)
level of correlation resulted in fifteen identifiable
clusters ranging from three to eleven items. The SPSS
computer package Guttman Scaling analysis was then applied
to these clusters.2 None of them scaled although some
came close.

The clusters at these two levels had no set pattern
in their development. Almost all of the clusters mixed
"Psychological Readiness" and "Overt Behavior" items.
However, most of them had a strong tendency towards one
or the other. Those clusters that had the strongest
tendency toward scaling were those that were of a '"pure"
or unmlxed naturc. The strongest Readlness items were
those correlated with the "Citizen Duty'" scale of
Campbell et al.

An analysis of correlations, .50 or above, produced

two clusters. One of these scaled when analyzed by the
SPSS Guttman program. It was a four item scale consisting
3

of three overt 1tems and one "Readiness' item. Both the
coefficient of scalability (.75) and of reproducibility

(.90) were high, suggesting undimensionality. The items

2For a good discussion of the Guttman Scaling technique
sce Allen L. Edwards, Techniques of Attitude Scale
Construction, (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc.,
1957). The SPSS of Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences uses the Cornell Technique as 1ts scaling procedure.
This is also discussed in Edwards.

3See Appendix B.
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were concerned with talking about politics and whether
or not local elections were important enough to bother
with. It is possible that those who talk about local
elections consider them more important. Thus, the overt
act of talking about something political could have an
effect on one's attitudes, more so than other overt acts
would. If this 1is indeed the case, the act of talking,
which should involve thinking and attitudes, could possibly
be a link between attitudinal involvement and overt
participation. Further research would be quite justified
in this area.

Summarizing Step Three (the Cluster Analysis), it
seems obvious that not much '"success'" was achieved 1in
terms of the stated goals of evaluating work previously
discussed in the Participation field or in terms of
finding two dimensions in the areca.

The Cluster Analysis, however, did provide practice
in computer procedure and did help identify a number of
items which tended to turn up time and agaln 1in most stages
of the analysis.

STEP FOUR A

With the failure of the Cluster Analysis to produce
any meaningful leads toward the acceptance of the basic
hypotheses, other attempts to 1solate unidimensional

groupings of items were made.
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The next step taken was to run an Orthoganol Factor
Analysis by means of the SPSS program. Although the level
of the survey data was not good enough, in theory, to
provide reliable results, it was thought that some sort
of clusterings could be found that might provide insights
into the problems under study.

The running of the factor analysis resulted in twenty
factors being listed by the computer.4

Following the exploratory approach used in the Cluster
Analysis, clusters were formed starting with the point
three (.30) loading level. This was done at the point
four (.40) and point five (.50) and above levels as well.
The result was nine clusters, with six at the poilnt three
(.30), two at the point four (.40) and one at the point
five (.50) level.

Guttman scale analysis, following the SPSS procedure,

was then applied to the nine. Of the nine clusters, only

*The Computer's print out from the Factor Analysis,

printed twenty different combinations of items. Each one
could be considered a cluster of sorts. The 1tems under
each factor arce related in some, though possible very
slight, way. The factors are listed so that those with
the strongest relationships are listed first. It is up

to the recsearcher to go through the factors and find the
"items" or "loadings' which are the most important. These
will be those loadings with a high numerical number,
similar to a correlation coefficient. The researcher

must then find whether or not the factor is meaningful.
This is done by means of a scaling or similar procedure.
Finally the writer scrutinizes the items that he has pulled
and tested from each factor and labels 1t in terms of the
content of the item.
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one Scaled.5 Upon 1inspection of this cluster, it was
found to be identical to the items used in the '"Citizen

Duty Scale" of Campbell et al. in The Voter Decides.

Some support was gained for the hypothesis concerning
the existence of separate dimensions of '"Psychological
Readiness'" 1tems and Overt Behavior items because of the
"pure' nature of the cluster that scaled. Support was
also given to the rcliability of the Citizen Duty Scale,
over time, as a mecasure of political attitudes.

STEP FOUR B

It was decided that the next logical step would be
that of following up all possibilities in the area of
Factor Analysis. Therefore a factor analysis with an
obllque rotation of the axis was accomplished, with the
purposc of fihding whether "Psychological Readiness' and
"Overt Participation' items represented distinct dimensions
that would be identifiable along the different axis and
would show up as such for clustering and scaling purposes.
No significant clusters were to be located, however,
even at the point three (.30) level. Therefore, the project

was abandoned without wasting further effort.
STEP FIVE

It was decided that a further cxploration of the items

was in order. It was deemed necessary to test each of our

5 i
See Appendix C.
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two categorles item by item, to see if any combination of
items had unidimensionality.

The analysis of the items in each of the two categories
was accomplished by using the Bio Medical Computer Program.6
This program allows as many as twenty-five items to be
analyzed by the Guttman Technique. The program computes
a coefficient of reproducibility and also gives the minimal
marginal utility.

The program was applied to the twenty-five items
that most logically appeared to represent '"Psychological
Readiness'" and to the fifteen "Overt Participation' items.
Neilther group 5caled.7

Certain problems were encountered with the BMD
program.8 These difficulties led to the attempt to
reduce the twenty-five pyschological Readiness items and
the fiftecn Overt Participation 1tems to twelve items each
in order to use the SPSS Guttman scaling program.

The reducing of the number of items was accomplished

by means of visual analysis and the use of the parts of

6The program run was the BMDOSS Guttman Scale Analysis
Program. This program, it was found, does not work beyond
the point of ranking respondents and items by the Cornell
Technique. Sce the concluding chapter of this project for
a morc detailed discussion.

"The Cocfficient of REproducibility was .78 for the
"Readiness'" items and .87 for the Overt items. Minimal
marginal reproducibility was also quite high.

8See Footnote fifteen above.
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the BMD program that did work.9 Numerous combinations of
items were tried, with a new coefficient of reproducibility
being computed for each group.

The Overt Group, having only fifteen items, was
easlest to reduce to twelve items.lo When these twelve
items were analyzed by the SPSS program, they did not
scale.11 After careful study, it was decided that further
manipulation of the items would not raise the coefficient
of reproducibility significantly.

The twenty-five '"Psychological Readiness'" items were
more difficult to work with. The twenty-five items were
reduced to thirteen by means of hand manipulation of
items, using crror counts as the major device for dropping
an 1tem. When the item number had been reduced to thirteen;
the problem of keeping the integrity of the scale types
and scorecs became almost i1mpossible to contend with. It
was therefore decided to run several twelve-and-fewer item
groupings through the SPSS Guttman scaling program. SiX
groups of such items were subjected to SPSS analysis.

Again, none of them scaled.lz‘

9Tho BMDOS5S program did evidently give an accurate

count of the number of errors for each item when the
respondents were classified into scale types.

lOThe three items having the largest number of errors
were dropped.

Hsee Appendix D.

see Appendix E.
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STEP SIX

The original nine scales and indices used to make up
the non-demographic sections of the questionnaire were
now analyzed using the SPSS Guttman scale procedure.13
This was done 1in order to gain insight into one of the
basic concerns of the project, that of evaluating work
already done in the fields of Political Participation
and Involvement.

The results of this scaling procedure tend to lend
support to the premises of this project. As has been
noted above, the indices and scales were categorized in
accordance with whether they measured attitudes, overt
behaviors, or in one case, a mixture of the two. They
wlll be evaluated here 1in the same way.

Of the five scales and one index placed under
"Psychological Readiness' (See Chapter II above) two of
the five "scales" scaled in the Roanoke area data.

The two that scaled were Campbell et al.'s '"Political
Involvement Scale'" and their "Sense of Citizen Duty' scale.
The Duty Scale had already been identified as unidimensional
in the factor analysis step.

The three 'scales' which did not prove unidimensional

in the present study were Verba's "Subjective Political

13568 Appendix F.
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Competence Scale', Campbell et al.'s, '"Political Efficacy
Scale'', and Agger, Goldstein, and Pearl's '"Political
Cynicism" scale.l4
Upon further examination these results give some
promise of support for the premises of this project.

15 and

Verba's ''scale'" contalns a purely overt item
therefore, according to the concepts presented above,
does not allow for unidimensionality. The failure of

the items to scale lends support to this. The "Political
Lfficacy'" scale has come under attack of late for several
reasons.16 Its failure to scale here possibly backs the
criticisms.

Agger, Goldstein, and Pearl's '"Political Cynicism"
scale could have failed due to the necessity of dichoto-
mizing its Likert type response categories for this study.
Further rescarch is suggested here.

Of intercst 1is the fact that Matthew's and Prothro's

"Sense of Civic Competence”17 index did scale. Perhaps

14Rofer to the description of these scales and
indices 1n Chapter Two for more information.

lsThe item asks whether or not the respondent has
ever done anything to influcnce a local regulation. See
Appendix A.

l6Reported1y, the authors have reduced the number
of items considerably. Rescarch 1s now being conducted
at V.P.I. and S.U. into this scale.

17

See Chapter Two.
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the authors did not attempt to scale their measure and
therefore called it an '"index'". As some items were left
out of the index in order to make it relevant for the
general public perhaps a scale was stumbled into.18

Further research seems called for in order to find the
dimension being tapped, if indeed there 1s a scale.

Those '"'scales" and indices that scaled contailned
purely attitudinal items. This gives reinforcement to
the premises of this project. Clearly, the existence
of a "Psychological Readiness' dimension can be speculated
about.

The findings from the running of the two Overt
Participation scales and the one index of participation
were far from surprising.l9 The two '"scales' scaled and
the index did not.20 As with the "Psychological Readiness"
section, all three of them were of a pure or unmixed nature.
All the items were concerned with specific overt political
bechaviors. Again, one 1is led to speculate about the

existence of a separate dimension that could be called

"Overt Political Participation."

Bype original study was conducted in the South among

Blacks. Those items which were aimed specifically at
these people were omitted in this study.

O . . .
1)See the descriptions in Chapter Two.

ZOSce Appendix G.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS

Conclusions drawn from this project may be placed
into two areas, substantive and procedural. The
substantive conclusions concern the results of the field
data analysis which was carried out to test the goals of
this project. The primary goal was that of locating
two distinct dimensions of political behavior in the
recent ''particlipation' literature. A secondary goal
was to replicate the relevant measures of political
behavior and attitudes in order to test their reliability
with new data, and to point to some weak areas in the
work.

The procedural conclusions concern the problems
encountered 1n pursuing the major goals of the project.
The purpose was to offer some suggestions that might aid
those that undertake, in the future, a type of project
similar in term of procedures.

The first steps in the analysis of our field data
werc concerned with attempts to locate the two '"dimensions"
discussed above. The analysis of intercorrelations among
the thirty-nine non-demographic items failed to provide

much, since the items correlated 1n a random and '"mixed"

40
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way. It was 1impossible to find any set patterns or
dimensions from this analysis. One was hard put to find
even significant relationships between items.

The cluster analysis, combined with the application
of the Guttman Scale procedures to the clusters, confirmed
what appeared to be the case from a surface examination
of the intercorrelation analysis (STEP TWO)--that not only
did the items not divide neatly into two dimensions, (as
suggested by our main hypothesis), but that there was
only onc cluster which met the test of Guttman Scaling--
and that did not quite meet it, in that it was composed
of only four items, and five 1tems are required. This,
in effect, said that there was no evidence that any of
these items measured the same dimension of behavior (a
secondary hypothesis).

The location of clusters by the use of factor analysis
and the subsequent application of Guttman  Scaling to these
clusters also confirmed the initial evidence from the
intercorrelation analysis. Not only was there no evidence
of unidimensionality, but there was only one cluster
composed of five attitudinal items that meet the test
of Guttman Scaling. Hence, by this type of analysis,
only five out of thirty-nine items werc found to measure

the same dimension of behavior.
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The effort to locate the two dimensions discussed
above by means of a Guttman Scale Analysis of two clusters--
one composed of 25 Psychological Readiness items and one
of the 15 Overt Items--produced nothing of value. The
results were 1nconclusive, as the BMD computer progran,
used for the analysis proved to be faulty.

The attempt to reduce the number of items in each
dimension and thereby produce a unidimensional scale did
not produce any meaningful results. The attempt was
hampered by 1nefficient computer methods of the Guttman
Scaling. Even when we dropped and rearranged items by
hand, no meaningful results were found in either the
"Psychological Readiness'" or "Overt'" Area. The indi-
cations, overall, were that there were no unidimensional
groupings of items.

The replication of the scales and indices that were
cmployed in the compilation of the questionnaire produced
some findings.

The two '"Psychological Readiness'" scales and one
index that did scale from the Roanoke data all had one
characteristic in common. All the 1tems were related to
the concept of '"Citizen Duty”.1 It 1s interesting to

note that Campbell et al.'s "Citizen Duty" scale was also

lSoe Appendix F.
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the only one to appear in any of the various cluster
analyses attempted.2 One can speculate that a sociali-
zatlon process, characteristic of the U.S., has brought
some meaning to the concepts conveyed by items in the
Citizen Duty arca. The ''scales' that did not scale in
our study3 possibly rcpresented vague concepts that were
more difficult for the respondents to link together into
logical, or unidimensional, units.

The Overt Participation scales produced no surprises.
'he two '"'scales" scaled and the index did not.4 Perhaps
the overt behavior items were more easily coped with by
the respondents and therefore they were more consistent
with thelr rcsponses.

The ISR manual, employed to gather information about
the scales and indices used, as well as to locate the items
uscd, was found lacking in several arcas. These areas
included the failure to use a consistent .format throughout
the book, the failure to give any scale an unfavorable
review, and the failure to offer suggestions for the

improvement of the work under scrutiny.

ZThc Citizen Duty Scale was located by means of the
first Factor Analysis. See Chapter Four.
38@0 Appendix F.

4Sec Appendix G.
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The i1nconsistent format can most probably be
attributed to poor proof reading.5 One wonders as to
the cause of the authors' giving a work a good critique
or none at all. When for example, in one study, no
evidence of reliability was given by the authors, the
ISR manual said that "both the careful and extensive
rescarch underlying its formulation and the unusual item
format which should hold the interest of the respondent:
suggests that further study would prove fruitful”.6 This
kind of trcatment does little to aid the new rescarcher
in his search for valid and reliable items to use in his
own work.

The most 1important conclusion to draw about the
procedures used in the project 1s that the results were
nost probably affected by the procedures used and that
other results might have resulted had one used, for
example, a different population, different measures,
and different analyzing techniques.

More thorough "follow through'" with the Guttman
Scaling procedures could have been accomplished had the
computer program been able to develop the best possible

scale from the available i1tems. Thils procedure seems

°The problems were that references were not uniform,
some sections omitted critiques, and so forth.

6Matthews and Prothro's - "Subjective Political
Competence Index'.
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to this writer to be one of utmost importance, and the
lack of it suggests an avenue of useful endeavor for
those inclined to serve the advancement of data analysis.

A major benefit from this project was the expecrience
of running a resecarch project first hand. The learning
experience related to this type of work cannot accurately
be described. Suffice 1t to say that one comes to under-
stand fully the limitations and pitfalls of survey research
methods. One becomes aware of the necessity of accounting
for cvery decision made throughout the course of the
project.

Furthermore, one achieves a more complete understanding
of the necessity of blending scientific accuracy with the
real world requirements through careful compromise. For
this writer, the value of completing an entire project
has much more meaning than any results coming from the
work. .

In terms of the hypotheses posited in Chapter Two of
this work, there appears to be little evidence of there
being two distinct attitudinal and overt dimensions of
politically participant behavior. There also appears to
be little cvidence of there being unidimensional relation-
ships among many of the items used. What these findings

represcent, if anything, for the accepted measures of

political involvement and participation has yet to be

discovercd.
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The 1nconclusive nature of the results found in this
project strongly suggest that more work be undertaken in
the areca of replication of "participation" and '"involvement"
scales.

If further replication of the 'scales'" used in this
project produces results similar to ours, then a
re-evaluation of the usefulness of the '"'scales' which
did not scale, must be made. In our data, the three
"scales" which did not scale were Almond and Verba's
"Subjective Political Competence' Scale, Campbell's
"Political Efficacy'" Scale and Agger, Goldstein, and
Pearl's "Political Cynicism'" Scale.

Possibly, the failure of the Verba '"scale'to scale
supports the hypothesis of this project. The scale
contains an overt item along with attitudinal ones. In
accordance with the concepts presented in this project,
two dimensions are being measured here. -Therefore one
could not have a scale. Further replication work here
would be important in order to follow up this idea.

The other two '"scales' which failed to scale did so,
apparcntly, for rcasons other than those suggested in this
work. Their further replication would strengthen the
discipline's understanding as to why they did or did not
scale. The more replication of studies, the more conclusive

the findings become.
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Furthermore, of the four scales and one "index"
which scaled in our data, only one of them appeared as
a cluster in our cluster analysis of the intercorrelations
among all 39 attitudinal and overt items. It would be
1lluminating of the relationships among the various
mcthodologies for attempting to locate functionally
reclated items to try to discover why items can scale
but not appear in clusters in a cluster analysis.

The logic of attitudinal versus overt dimensions
of political participation still holds. With new
techniques or measures, future resecarch may or may not
isolate them. Either way, further evidence on this
question would, by pressing for clarification of concepts,
add much towards bringing the study of politics to a
more scientific level and increase the discipline's

success at predicting political behavior.
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APPENDIX A

This questionnaire is part of a Master's Degree Project
at Virginia Tech.

Please answer all the questions below by circling or
filling in the appropriate answer. Your anonymity 1is
guaranteed; there 1s no way your answers can be identified.

VARIABLE

o

1. Sometimes politics and government seem SO
complicated that a person like me can't really
understand what's going on.

1) Agree
2) Disagree

2. How well do you think you understand the
important national and international 1ssues
facing the country?

) Really well
Fairly well

1
2)
3) Not so well

3. llow about the local issues 1n this town
or part of the country? How well do you
understand them?

Really well

1)
2) Fairly well
3) Not so well

4. I don't think public officials care much
about what people like me think.

1) Agrece
2) Disagrece

50



VARIABLE
6

9

10

11

51

5. Suppose a regulation were being considered
by Roanoke that you considered very unjust or
harmful. What do you think you could do?

1) Very much about it
2) Something about it
3) Very little about it

6. If such a case arose, how likely is 1t that
you would actually do something about 1t?

1) Likely
2) Not likely

7. If you made an effort to change this
rcgulation, how likely is it that you would
succeed.

1) Likely
2) Not so likely

8. Have you ever done anything to try to
influence a local regulation?

1) Yes
2) No

9. Imagine you have a child going to a school
where there 1s nobody to help the children get
across the street. The crossing 1s dangerous,
and one day a child is hit by a car. You think
that somebody should be put there to help the
children. Do you think you would do anything
about 1t, or figure there wasn't much you could
do? :

1) Would do something
2) Figure there wasn't much you could do

10. Let's say you have a closc friend who gcts
in trouble, somehow, with the police. You feel

he hasn't done anything wrong. Would you try to
do anything about it, or would you stay out of 1t?

1) Would do something
2) Would stay out of 1t



VARIABLE
12

13

14

16

17

52

11. What if some friends of yours needed help
pretty badly. The man is out of work and the
children are hungry. Would you do anything
about 1it, or would you figure there wasn't much
you could do?

1) Would do something
2) Figure there wasn't much you could do

12. We would like to know how strongly you feel
about the importance of voting in this upcoming
clection. Would you say you:

1) Cared a great deal whether or not you
voted

2) Cared somewhat

3) Didn't care too much this time

13. Some pecople don't pay much attention to

the political campaigns. How about you? Would
you sayv that you have been very much interested,
somecwhat, or not much interested in following
the political campaigns for this year?

1) Very much intercsted
2) Somewhat interested
3) Not much interested

14. Generally speaking, would you say that you
personally care a good deal which party wins the
presidential election this fall, or that you
don't care very much which party wins?

1) Care a good deal
2) Don't care very much

15. The way pecople vote 1s the main thing that
decides how things are run in this country.

1) Agree
2) Disagree

16. Voting is the only way that people like me
have any say about how the government runs things.

1) Agree
2) Disagree
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VARIABLE
18 17. People like me don't have any say about
what the government does.
1) Agree
2) Disagree
19 18. It isn't so important to vote when you
know your party doesn't have a chance to win.
1) Agree
2) Disagree
20 19. A good many local elections aren't important
enough to bother with.
1) Agree
2) Disagree
21 20.  So many other people vote 1in the national
clectilons that it doesn't matter much to me
whether I vote or not.
1) Agree
2) Disagree
22 21. 1f a person doesn't care how an election
comes out he shouldn't vote 1n 1it.
1) Agree
2) Disagree
23 22. In order to get nominated, most candidates
for political office have to make basic compromises
and undesirable commitments.
1) Agrece
2) Disagree
24 23. Politicians spend most of thelr time getting

re-elected or re-appointed.

1) Agree
2) Disagree



VARIABLE

25

26

27

28

29

54

24. DMoney 1s the most important factor
influencing public policies.

1) Agrece
2) Disagree

25. A large number of city and county
politicians are hacks.

1) Agree
2) Disagree

206. DPcople arc frequently manipulated by
politicians.

1) Agree
2) Disagree

27. Politicilans represent the general interest
more {requently than they represent special
interests.

1) Agree
2) Disagree

28. In talking to peoplc about the 1968

Presidential Election, we find that a lot of
pecople weren't able to vote becausc they weren't
registered or they were sick or they just didn't

have time. How about you, did you vote this time?
1) Yes
2) No

29. llave you cver voted?

1) Yes
2) NoO



55

VARIABLE
31 30. Probably you can't remember, but about how
many times do you think you have gone to the
polls and voted during the last four years?
1) ©
2) 1
3) 2
4) 3
5) 4
0) 5
7) or more
32 31. Did you give money, or buy tickets, or
anything, to help the campaign for one of the
parties or candidates?
1) Yes
2) No
33 32. Did you go to any political meetings, rallies,
dinners, or things like that?
1) Yes
2) No
34 33. Did you do any other work for one of the
parties or candidates?
1) Yes
2) No
35 34. Did you talk to any pecople to try to show
them wnhy they should vote for one of the parties
or candidates?
1) Yes
2) No
30 35. When you talk with your friends, do you ever

talk about public problems--that 1s, what's
happening in the country or in the community?

1) Yes
2) No



VARIABLE

37

38

40

41

42

44

If "yes'", with whom?

1) Family

2) Fellow workers

3)  Community or church leaders

4) Government or political party officials

Do you discuss these public problems

1) Frequently
2) Occasionally

Do you 1) take an equal sharc in the conversation
or 2) mostly listecn

Do you 1) try to show that you are right
2) don't really try to convince others
of your views

356. Do you belong to any club (Social, Business
or Political), or organization (Religious,
Church)?

1) Yes
2) No

If yes, how many?

1) One
2)  Two
3) More than two

37. Do you happen to belong to any organization
that sometimes takes a stand on housing, better
government, school problems, or other public
issucs?

1) Yes
2) No
38. llave you ever wriltten or talked to your

Congressman or Senator or other public official
to let them know what you would like them to do
on a public 1issue-.you are interested 1n?

1) Yes
2) No
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VARIABLE
45 If "yes", how many times?

1) one or more times in the last year
2) two or more times in the last year

46 39. Have you ever held an office in a political
party or been elected or appointed to a govern-
ment job?

1) Yes
2) No

The following questions deal with the personal character-
istics of thosc participating in this survey. This
information will be confidential and no one will be able
to identify your answers. Do not givc your name.

47 40. What 1s your occupation?

In which of the following categories would you
classify your occupation?

1) Professional

2) Business (Manager, Sales)

3) Clerical

4) Craftsman, foreman, operative
5) Farm owner, operator

6) Services

7) Other (please specify)

48 41. If married, what 1is the occupation of your

1) Professional

2) Business (Manager, Sales)

3) C(Clerical

4) Craftsman, foreman, operative
5) Farm owner, operator

6) Services

7) Other (please specify)




VARIABLE

49

50

51

(@a]
o

54

58

42. Do you own or rent your residence?
1) Own
2) Rent
3) Other

43. How long have you resided in the community
in which you presently live?

) 0 - 2 years

) 3 - 5 years

5) 6 - 10 years
) 11 - 15 yecars
) over 15 years

Ul ol o

44. What was the size of the place where you
spent most of your life prior to age 217

1) Big city (over 100,000)
2) Small city (20,000 - 100,000)
3) Town (5,000 - 19,999
4) Rural community
45. Werc both of your parents born in the

United States?

1) Yes
2) No

If "No", who was not born in the United States?
1) Both
2) Father
3) Mother

What about you? Werc you born in the United
States?

1) Yes
2) No
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VARIABLE

55 46. What 1s your age?
1) 18-30
2) 31-40
3) 41-50
4) 51-064
5) 65 and over

56 47. What 1s your current marital status?
1) Single
2) Married
3) Separated
4) Divorced

57 48. What 1s your race?
1) Caucasoid
2) Negroid
3) Mongoloid
4) Mixed

58 49. Although you may not attend regular

scrvices, what 1is your religious preference?

1) Catholic
2) Jewish
3) Protestant
4) Other (Please specify)

59 50. To which National Political Party do you

hold the stronger attachment?

1) Democratic
2) Republican
3) Other (Please specify)




VARIABLE

60

01

64

60

51. How many years of school have you completed?

1) Under 12 years

2) High school graduate

3) Some college

4) College degree

5) Some graduate study

6) Graduate or professional degree
7) Other vocational training

52. To which class would you say you belong?
(Examples - upper class, middle, working,
lower, other)?

53. What 1s your family's approximate yearly
income? (Total of all members of the family
unit)

1) 0 - $4,999

2) $5,000 - $6,999
3) $7,000 - $9,999
4)  $10,000 - $14,999
5) $15,000 and over

1) Male
2) Female

A combination of the response in Variable 37
produces a clearer item.
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Brcakdown of Items Used in the Questionnaire

Psychological Readiness Measures

Source § Author

Subjective Political Competence
Scale

Almond and Verba

Sense of Civic Competence

Matthews and Prothro

Political Involvement

Campbell et als.

Political Efficacy

Campbell et als.

Sense of Citizen Duty

Campbell et als.

Political Cynicism

Agger, Goldstein § Pearl

Variable Numbers

(in proper sequence)

22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27
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Breakdown of Items Used in the Questionnaire

Overt Participation Measures

Source § Author Variable Numbers

(in proper sequence)
Index of Political Participation

Campbell ct als. 28, 31, 32, 33, 34

Political Participation Scale

Matthews and Prothro 35, 34, 29, 31,
32, 33, 39, 36

Political Activity Index

Woodward and Roper 37, 35, 38, 33,
32, 31, 30



GUTTMAN

APPENDIX B

SCALES

- CLUSTER ANALYSIS

POINT FIVE (PHI) LEVEL - TWO SCALES

ITEM. . VAROG64
RESP. . 0 1
--------- “ERR---- -1
L
A4 0 37
s |e---- ERR
T
1 3 21 11
2 3403
1 9 0
0 6 0
SUMS 70 51
PCTS 58 42
ERRORS 0 14

VARO35
0 1
-ERR- - - -

0 37
8 24
----- ERR
36 1
9 0
6 0
59 62
49 51

8

VARO20 VARO 36
0 1 0 1 TOTAL
-4-ERR-- - - - -ERR----1
0 37 0 37 37
3 29 0 32 32
3 34 1 36 37
----- ERR
7 2 2 7 9
————— ERR
6 0 6 0 6
19 102 9 112 121
16 84 7 93
6 2 3 0 34
Division Point =

121 cascs were processed

0 (or 0.0 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS. .

Coefficient of Reproducibility

Minimum Marginal Reproducibility

Percent Improvement

Coefficient of Scal

ability

0.2149

0.75

63

0.9298
0.7149

36

2.00



ITEM. .
RESP. .

(S
(O3}

SUMS
PCTS
ERRORS

121 cases

64

VARO31 VARO29
0 1 0 1
~ERR----- 4-ERR--- - - -
0 25 0 25
----- ERR
70 8 7 71
----- ERR
9 3 6 6
0 4 4 0
20 20
81 40 19 102
67 33 16 84
0 76

were processed

VAR041
0 1
-ERR---- -
0 25
1 77
6 6
————— ERR
4 0
20
13 108
11 89
7 0

Division Point

0 (or 0.0 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS..

Coefficient of Reproducibility

Minimum Marginal Reproducibility

Percent Inprovecuent

Coefficient of Scalability

0.0800

0.48

0.9132
0.8326

15

VARO 30
0 1
-ERR- - - -

0 25
0 78
309
4 0
----- ERR
20
9 112
7 93
7 0

TOTAL

25

78

12

121

42

2.00



APPENDIX C

GUTTMAN SCALES - FROM FACTOR ANALYSIS

ITEM. . VAR029 VARO31 VARO 30
RESP.1 0 1 0 1 0 1 TOTAL
----------- -ERR-=-------ERR---------ERR----}
F
A3 0 95 0 95 0 95 95
c |- ERR
A2 7 6 6 7 0 13 13
————— ERR
1 9 0 2 7 7 2 9
————— ERR

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SUMS 16 101 8 109 7 110 117
PCTS 14 860 7 93 6 94
ERRORS 0 6 6 7 7 0 26

121 cases were processed Division Point = 2.00

4 (or 3.3 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS. .

Coefficient of Reproducibility = 0.9259
Minimum Marginal Reproducibility = 0.9117
Percent Improvement = 0.0142

Coefficient of Scalability = 0.1613

65



ITEM.
RESP.

SUMS
PCTS
ERRORS

VAROO04
0 1
“LRR-- - -

0 1
----- ERR
13 13
77 4
52

1 0

0 0

96 20
83 17

0 19

VARO13
0 1
-ERR- - - --

0 1
10 16
----- ERR
71 10
4 3
10
0 0
86 30
74 26
10 13

66

VARO029
0 1
-ERR-----

0 1
323

6 75
----- ERR
6 1

1 0

0 0

16 100
14 86

9 1

121 cases were processed

5 (or 4.1 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS..

Coefficient of Reproducibility
Minimum Marginal Reproducibility
Percent Improvement

Cocfficient of Scalability

0.0

224

VARO31
0 1
~ERR---- -

0 1
0 26
6 75
2 5
----- ERR
0 1
0 0
8 108
7 93
S

VARO030
0 1
-ERR- - - -

0 1
0 26
2 79
4 3
1 0
----- ERR
0 0
7 109
6 94
7 0

Division Point

0.8828

0.8603

0.1605

TOTAL

26

81

116

68

2.00
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ITEM.. VAR004 VARO13 VARO29 VARO 31 VARO 30

RESP.. 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 TOTAL
——————— -ERR----4-ERR----{-ERR----{-ERR----4-LRR----
F
A5 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1
c  j----- ERR
C 4 13 13 10 16 3 23 0 26 0 26 26
————— ERR
3 77 4 71 10 6 75 6 75 2 79 81
————— ERR
2 5 2 4 3 6 1 2 5 4 3 7
————— ERR
1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1
————— ERR

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SUMS 96 20 86 30 16 100 8§ 108 7 109 116
PCTS 83 17 74 26 14 86 7 93 6 94
ERRORS 0 19 10 13 9 1 8 1 7 0 68

121 cases were processed Division Point = 2.00

5 (or 4.1 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS..

Coefficient of Reproducibility = 0.8828
Minimum Marginal Reproducibility = 0.8603
Percent Improvement = 0.0224

Coefficient of Scalability = 0.1605



ITEM. .
RESP. .

SUMS
PCTS
ERRORS

VAR022
0 1
“ERR---=-----
0 42
----- ERR
32 24
30153
2 0
37 79
3268
37

68

VARO23
0 1
~ERR--------
0 42
15 41
----- ERR
15 1
2 0
32 84
28 72
15 1

121 cases were processed

5 (or 4.1 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS.

Coefficient of Reproducibility =

0.

Minimum Marginal Reproducibility =

Percent Improvement = 0

Coefficient of Scalability =

.0517
0.1915

VARO27
0 1
~ERR----F

0 42

9 47

14 2
----- ERR
2 0

25 91
22 78
230

TOTAL

42

56

16

116

76

Division Point =

7816
0.7299
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ITEM.. VARO13
RESP.., 0 1
------ ~ERR- - -- -
F
A6 0 5
O ERR
T
E 5 25 16
4 27 8
3 18 1
2 121
1 2 0
0 0 0
SUMS 84 31
PCTS 7327

ERRORS 0

26

VAROZ4 VAR022 VARO023
0 1 0 1 0 1
ERR----4 ERR----+ ERR--~-4
0 5 0 5 0 5
4 37 9 32 1 40

----ERR
11 24117 18 5 30

----ERR

16 3 S 14 12 7
----ERR
11 2 4 91 12 1
1 1 1 1 2 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
43 72 36 79 32 83
37 63 31 69 28 72
4 3 26 24 18 1

121 cases were processed

Division Point

6 (or 5.0 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS..

Cocfficient of Reproducibility

Minimum Marginal Reproducibility =
0.0217

Percent Improvement =

Cocfficient of Scalability =

0.

= 0.7652
0.74

0847

VAR027
0 1
ERR- - - - |
0 5
2 39
5 30
5 14
11 2
----ERR
20
0 0
25 90
22 78
23 0

35

VAR021

0 1| TOTAL
ERR- - - -

0 5 5

0 41 41

530 35

1 18 19

2 11 13

20 2
----ERR

0 0 0

10 105 115
9 91

10 0 162

= 2.00



(O3}

SUMS
PCTS
ERRORS

VARO4 6
0 1
ERR- - - -

0 0
- - - -ERR
1 6
121
12 1
24 0
49 1
15 0
111 9
93
0 9

121 cases

1 (or O

STATISTICS..

VARO 34
0 1
FERR- - - - LB
0 0
0 7
----ERR
310
76
20 4
49 1
13 0
92 28
77 23
0 21

70

VARO 33
0 1
ERR- - - -
0 0
1 6
0 13
----ERR
6 7
20 4
45 5
130
85 35
71 29
1 16

were processed

VARO 32
0 1
ERR----1E
0 0
0 7
0 13
4 9
----LERR
16 8
49 1
13 0
82 38
68 3
4

Division Point

.8 PCT) were missing

Coefficient of Reproducibility

Minimum Marginal Reproducibility

Percent Improvement 0.0694

Cocfficient of Scalability

0.

2252

0.7611
0.6917

VAR009
0 1
ERR- - - -1
0 o0
5 2
8 5
10 3
12 12
----ERR
19 31
13 0
67 53
56 44
35 31

VARO 35
0 1
ERR- - - -
0 0
0 7
310
0 13
4 20
39 11
----ERR
13 0
59 61
49 51
46 0

TOTAL

13

13

24

S0

13

2.00
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ITEM VAR022 VARO20 VAR019 VAR021
RESP. . 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
--------- -ERR-----4-ERR-----4-ERR-----4-ERR-- - -
F
A4 0 75 0 75 0 75 0 75
O ERR
G 3 19 5 3021 0 24 2 22
----- ERR
2 8 0 6 2 26 0 8
----- ERR
1 5 0 4 1 3002 3002
----- ERR

0 5 0 5 0 5 0 5 0
SUMS 37 80 18 99 10 107 10 107
PCTS 3268 15 85 9 91 9 91
ERRORS 0 5 3003 2 2 5 0

121 cascs were processed

4 (or 3.3 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS. .

0.9573
0.8397

Coefficient of Reproducibility =
Minimum Marginal Reproducibility =
0.1175
Cocfficient of Scalability =

Percent Improvement =
0.7333

Division Point

TOTAL

75

24

117

20

= 2.00
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ITEM. . VAROO06 VARO0OS5 VARO44 VARO18
RESP. . 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 TOTAL
--------- -ERR-----<-ERR-----4-ERR-----4-ERR----
F
A 4 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 2
c  |----- ERR
I3 37 12 4 45 5 44 3 46 49
————— ERR
2 16 13 19 10 18 11 5 24 29
————— ERR
1 16 15 28 3 25 6 24 7 31
————— ERR

0 6 0 0 0 6 0 6 0 6
SUMS 75 42 57 60 54 63 38 79 117
PCTS 64 30 49 51 46 54 32 068
ERRORS 0 40 4 13 23 6 32 0 118

121 cases werce processed Division Point = 2.00 -

4 (or 3.3 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS..

Cocfficient of Reproducibility = 0.7479
Minimum Marginal Reproducibility = 0.5919
Percent Improvement = 0.1560

Coefficient of Scalability = 0.3822
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ITEM. . VAROO06 VARO16 VARO26 VAROOS
RESP.. 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 TOTAL
—————————— ERR-----4-ERR-----+4-ERR-----4-ERR----
F
A4 0 5 0 5 0 5 0 5 5
c  f----- ERR
T
I 3 2 18 16 4 2 18 0 20 20
----- ERR
2 39 13 25 27 32 20 8 44 52
————— ERR
1 20 0 11 9 17 3 12 8 20
————— ERR

0 5 0 5 0 5 0 5 0 5
SUMS 66 36 57 45 56 46 25 77 102
PCTS 65 35 56 44 55 45 25 75
ERRORS 0 31 16 36 34 3 20 0 140

121 cases were processecd Division Point = 2.00

19 (or 15.7 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS. .

Coefficient of Reproducibility = 0.6569
Minimum Marginal Reproducibility = 0.6275
Percent Improvement = 0.0294

Coefficient of Scalability = 0.0789



APPENDIX D

GUTTMAN SCALE - 12 ITEM "OVERT' ''SCALE" - SPSS

ITEM.. VAR046 VAR034 VAR038 VAR032 VAR033 VARO35
RESP.. 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1

=== ---LRR-----ERR---- - ERR----7 ERR---- tERR- -~ - 1 ERR--- -7
0

V12 0 3 0o 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 0 3

L ----ERR

R

T 11 4 300 701 6/ 0 71 1 6| 1 6

----ERR
10 2 1 1 20 1 20 1 20 1 2/ 0 3
----ERR
9 11 1 7 s/ 8 4 2 10 3 9| 0 12|
----ERR
8 9 0| 5 4 5 4l 7 2| 4 5| 2 7
- - - -ERR

7 18 0/ 15 3 11 7, 13 5/ 14 4| 5 13

----ERR

6 14 1) 13 20 12 3] 12 3 13 2| 8 7

5 16 0 16 0/ 13 3 15 1| 15 1] 14 2

4 | 12 0/ 12 0] 12 0] 12 0 11 1|10 2

3 7 70 7 0o 7 of 7 o 7 0

2 2 0o 2 o 2z o 2 of 2 of 2 o

1 0 0 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 0| 0 o0

0 2 0 2z of 2 o 2z o 2 ol 2 o

SUMS 97 9 80 26 74 32 73 33 73 33 51 55
PCTS 92 s 75 25 70 30 69 31 69 31 48 52
ERRORS 0 6 0 16 2 21 3 11 9 8 § 11

121 cascs were processed Division Point = 2.00
15 (or 12.4 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS..

Cocfficient of Reproducibility = 0.
Minimum Marginal Reproducibility =
Percent Improvement = 0.1069

Coefficient of Scalability = 0.4304 (Continued)
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VARO44  VAR040
0 1 0 1

ERR--- - - ERR----- :

10

2 7 2 7

7 11 3 15

7 8 7 8
----ERR

9 7 7 9

----ERR

10 2111 1

7 0 4 3

2 0 2 0

48 58 40 66
45 55 38 062
18 9 21 4

VARO 39
0 1
ERR-----
0o 3
0 7
0 3
2 11
0 9
1 17
2 13
2 14
6 6
----ERR
4 3
11
0 0
2 0
19 87
18 82
12 4

75

VARO29
0 1
ERR- - - - -
0 3
0 7
0 3
2 12
0 9
2 16
1 14
3013
0 12
43
----ERR
20
0 0
20
14 92
13 87
10 0

VARO0 30
0 1
ERR- - - - -

0o 3
0 7
0 3
2 12
0 9
0 18
1 14
2 14
0 12
2 5
11

----ERR
0 0
2 0
8 98
8 92
6 0

VARO0 36
0 1
ERR- - - - -
0 3
0o 7
0 3
2 12
0 9
1 17
0 15
0 16
0 12
0o 7
0 2
0 0

----ERR
2 0
3103
397
1 0

TOTAL



APPENDIX E

GUTTMAN SCALES - READINESS ITEMS - SPSS

ITEM.. VAROO4 VAR012 VARO10 VARO11 VAR003 VAR014
RESP.. 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1

------- ERR----ERR-- -~ +ERR- -~ - 1ERR- - - - 7ERR-- - - YERR- - = - -
S

0 12 0 0o 0 0 0 o0/ 0 o0of 0 of 0 0

C ----LRR

K

0 11 0 0} 0 0 0 o0 0 o0of 0 of 0 o0

----ERR
10 0 o 0o of o of 0o ol 0o of 0 o0
----ERR
9 2 0 2 0of 2 o 0 2 0 2/ 0o 2
----ERR
8 8 0/ 8 0, 8 0| 3 5/ 5 3 0 8
----ERR

7 28 0| 27 1|27 1|20 8|20 8 8 20

----ERR

6 36 0| 36 0|35 1] 32 4|31 5| 23 13

5 16 0| 15 1|16 0| 15 1] 14 2| 10 6

4 10 0010 0] 10 0|10 o0} 10 o0 8§ 2

3 9 0| 9 o] 8 1| 9 o 8 1] 8 1

2 1 oy 1 of 1 of 1 of 1 0 1 o0

1 0O 0o/ 0 ol 0 o0, 0 0] 0 0f 0 0

0 o ol 0o of 0 of 0o 0o o 0of 0 o0

SUMS 110 0 108 2 107 3 90 20 89 21 58 52
PCTS 100 0 98
ERRORS 0 0 0

NN
(e
W
(@]
—
co
w1
=
(@)}
[ee]
[3N]
[\

121 cases were processed Division Point = 2.00
11 (or 9.1 PCT) werc missing

STATISTICS. .
Coefficient of Reproducibility = 0.8727
Minimum Marginal Reproducibility = 0.8386

Percent Improvement = 0.0341 .
Coefficient of Scalability = 0.2113 (Continued)
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VAR023 VAR008 VAR027 VARO20
o 1 0 1 0 1 o0 1
ERR- - - - - ERR- - - - - ERR- - - - - ERR- - - - -

0 0o, 0o of o o] 0 o0
0 0l 0 of 0o ol 0 o0
0 0o 0 o[ 0 o0 0 o0
0 2\ 0 2/ 0o 2/ 0o 2
0 8 0 8, 0 8/ 0 8
2 260 2 26| 1 27| 5 253
70290 4 320 4 32| 4 32

----ERR
S 11| 4 12| 6 10| 4 12

----ERR
6 4| 8 2/ 4 6f 1 9
----ERR

7 20 7 21 8 1| 3 6
----ERR
I 0] 0o 1| 1 ol 1 o0
0 0ol 0 0f 0 0| 0 0
0 0f 0 o0f 0 o0l 0 0
28 82 25 85 24 86 18 92
25 75 23 77 22 78 16 84
9 17 10 5 15 1 17 0

VARO19
0 1
ERR-----
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 2
0 8
0 28
2 34
4 12
2 8
2 7
0 1
----ERR
0 0
0 0
10 100
9 91
10 0

VARO21
0 1 TOTAL
ERR- - - - -
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 2 2
0 8 8
0 28 28
2 34 36
3013 16
19 10
3006 9
1 0 1
0 0 0
----ERR
0 0 0
10 100 110
9 91
10 0 168



ITEM.
RESP..

[ S ST N R S U B @)

SUMS
PCTS

ERRORS

VARO12
0 1
ERR---- - -
0 0
----ERR
0 0
0 0
0 1
13 0
16 0
45 0
16 1
9 0
9 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
108 2
98 2
0 2

78

VARO10
0 1
ERR- -~ - -

0 0

0 0

----ERR

0 0

10

130

14 2

45 0

17 0

9 0

§ 1

0 0

0 0

0 0

107 3
97

0 3

VAR004
0 1
ERR- - - - -
0 0
0 0
0 0
----ERR
0 1
6 7
14 2
39 6
15 2
g8 1
8 1
0 0
0 0
0 0
90 20
82 18
0 20

121 cases werc processed

VARO11
0 1
ERR-- - - -
0 0
0 0
0 0
1 0
----ERR
6 7
9 7
41 4
15 2
9 0
9 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
90 20
82 18
1 20

11 (or 9.1 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS..

Coefficient of Reproducibility

Minimum Marginia Reproducibility

Percent Improvement = 0.
Coefficient of Scalability

0.

0189

0.1

0.8576

8
0

174

VAR0O3
0 1
ERR-- - - -
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 1
6 7
----ERR
12 4
38 7
15 2
9 0
9 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
89 21
81 19
6 13

.83860

VARO13
0 1
ERR- - - -
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 1
76

7 9|
-~ --ERR
36 9
125
s 1
8 1
0 0
0 0
0 0
78 32
71 29
14 16

(Continued)



VAR023
0 1
ERR-----
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 1
0 13
1 15
6 39
----ERR
9 8
4 5
8 1
0 0
0 0
0 0
28 82
25 75
7 14

VAROOS
0 1
ERR----
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 1
0 13
0 16
7 38
5 12
----ERR
6 3
7 2
0 0
0 0
0 0
25 85
23 77
12 5

VARO27
0 1
-ERR- - - -
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 1
0 13
0 16
4 41
6 11
6 3
----ERR
g8 1
0 0
0 0
0 0
24 86
22 78
16 1

79

VARO 20
0 1
-ERR-- - -
0 0
0 0
0 0
1 0
1 12
5 11
4 41
3 14
2 7
27
----ERR
0 0
0 0
0 0
18 92
16 84
18 0

VARO19
0 1
-ERR-- - -
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 1
0 13
1 15
342
3014
18
27
0 0
----ERR
0 0
0 0
10 100
9 91
10 0

VARO21
0 1
-ERR- - - - -
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 1
0 13
1 15
2 43
3014
18
306
0 0
0 0
----ERR
0 0
10 100
9 91
10 0

TOTAL

13
16
45

17



80

ITEM.. VAR0O12 VAR0O10 VAR004 VAROI11 VAR0O03 VAR023

RESP.. 0 1 o0 1 o0 1 0 1 0 1 o0 1
-------- ERR-----ERR- - --~ERR----7ERR---- 4ERR----1ERR- -~ -
L
0 11 0 0, 0 0] 0 0/ 0 0/ 0 0| 0 0
v ----ERR
B
S 10 0 0| 0 0] 0 o0/ 0O O0f 0 0| 0 0
-~ --ERR
9 0 0| 0 0 0O o0 O O 0 0] 0 0
----ERR
8 7 1, 8 o0 2 6| 5 3| 1 7/ 0 8
----ERR
7 13 013 010 3| 5 8[10 3| 0 13
----ERR
6 45 0] 43 2040 5|38 7|38 7| 6 39
----ERR
5 20 121 o0(18 3,19 2|19 2| 8§ 13
4 13 013 0|11 2|13 of|1i1 2{ 6 7
3 9 0oy 8 1| 8 1/ 9 o] 9 of 7 2
2 1 ol 1 o, 1 of 1 0] 1 0] 1 0
1 o ol 0 ol 0o o} 0o o[ 0 0l 0 o0
0 0o ol o of 0 o] 0 0| 0 0f 0 0

SUMS 108 2 107 3 90 20 90 20 89 21 28 82
PCTS 98 2 97 3 82 18 82 18 81 19 25 75
ERRORS 0 2

121 cases were processed Division Point = 2.00
11 (or 9.1 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS..

579

Cocfficient of Reproducibility = 0.8
= 0.8504

Minimum Marginal Reproducibility
Percent Improvement = 0.0074
Coefficient of Scalability = 0.0497 (Continued)
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VAROOS8  VAR027
0 1 0 1
ERR- - - - - - ERR
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 8 0 8
0 13 0 13
4 41 2 43
6 15 7 14
----ERR
8 5 7 6
----ERR
6 3 72
10 10
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
25 85 24 86
23 77 22 78
10 8 16 2

VARO20  VARO019
0 1 0 1
------ ERR------ERR------

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
17 0 8
1 12 0 13

7 38 1 44

2 19 318

4 9 310
3006 306

----ERR

0 1 0 1
----ERR

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
18 92 10 100
16 84 9 91
18 1 10 0

VAR021
0 1
ERR- - - - -
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 8
0 13
1 44
3018
2 11
36
1 0
0 0
----ERR
0 0
10 100
9 91
10 0

TOTAL

13
45
21

13



82

ITEM VARO12 VARO10 VAR004
RESP 0 1 0 1 0 1
————————— ERR------ERR-----7ERR------
H
E 10 0 0 0 0 0 0
A ----ERR
V
Y 9 0 0 0 0 0 0
----ERR
8 0 0 0 0 0 0
----ERR
7 7 1 8 0 2 6
6 19 0 19 0 14 5
5 46 1 45 2 43 4
4 19 0 19 0 16 3
3 14 0 13 1 12 2
2 3 0 3 0 3 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
_________________ Lo
SUMS 108 2 107 3 90 20
PCTS 98 2 97 3 82 18
ERRORS 0 2 0 3 0 20
121 cases were processed
11 (or 9.1 PCT) were missing
STATISTICS..

Coefficient of Reproducibility
Minimum Marginal Reproducibility
Percent Improvement

Coefficient of Scalability

0.8
= 0

0.0064

0.0458

VARO11
0 1
ERR- - - - - ;
0 0
0 0
0 0
5 03
----ERR
7 12
42 5
19 0
14 0
30
0 0
0 0
90 20
82 18
5 17

Division Point

673
.8609

VAR0O3
0 1
ERR- - - -
0 0
0 0
0 0
17
13 6
----ERR
43 4
16 3
13 1
30
0 0
0 0
89 21
81 19
14 8

2.00

(Continued)



VAROOS
0 1
ERR-- - - - -
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 8
1 18
4 43
----ERR
8 11
10 4
2 1
0 0
0 0
25 85
23 77
16

VARO27
0 1
ERR--- - -
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 8
2 17
2 45
8 11
----ERR
10 4
21
0 0
0 0
24 86
22 78
125

VAR020
0 1
ERR- - - - - -
0 0
0 0
0 0
17
1 18
7 40
3016
5 9
----ERR
1 2
0 0
0 0
18 92
16 84
17 2

VARO19
0 1
ERR-- - - -
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 8
0 19
1 46
3016
4 10
2 1
----ERR
0 0
0 0
10 100
9 91
10 0

VARO21
0 1
ERR----r
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 8
0 19
2 45
316
3011
2 1
0 0
----ERR
0 0
10 100
9 91
10 0

TOTAL

19
47
19

14



84

VARO12  VAR010  VARO0O4
RESP 0 1 0 1 0 1
--------- ERR- - - -~ ~ERR-----1ERR- - - - -
R
0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0
Y ----ERR
A
L 9 0 0 0 0 0 0
----ERR
8 1 0 1 0 0 1
----ERR
7 16 1 |17 0|10 7
6 41 0 | 39 2 | 37 4
5 25 1 | 26 0 |22 4
4 13 0 |13 0 | 11 2
3 11 0 |10 1 9 2
2 1 0 1 0 1 0
1 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
_________________ L
SUMS 108 2 107 3 90 20
PCTS 98 2 97 3 82 18
ERRORS 0 2 0 3 0 19

121 cases were processed
11 (or 9.1 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS..
Cocfficient of Reproducibility =
Minimum Marginal Reproducibility
Percent Improvement = 0.0127

Coefficient of Scalability

0.

0.0875

VAR011  VARO023
0 1 0 1
~ERR----- 1ERR- - - -

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 1 0 1

7 10 0 17
----ERR

36 5 3 38

----ERR

22 4 | 11 15

13 0 5 8

110 8 3

1 0 1 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

| S oo

90 20 28 82

82 18 25 75

7 9 326

1}

Division Point

673

8
0.8545

(Continued)



VAROO038 VARO?2
0 1 0 1

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
0 1 0 1
0 17 0 17
1 40 1 40
9 17 8 18
----ERR

8 5 6 7

----ERR
6 5 8 3
1 0 1 0
0 0 0 0

U UG UL (U

VARO20  VAR019  VARO21
0 1 0 1 0 1
ERR------ERR------ ERR- - - - -
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 0 1
1 16 0 17 0 17
6 35 0 41 0 41
3023 2 24 2 24
3010 4 9 2 11
5 6 4 7 5 6

----ERR
0 1 0 1 1 0

----ERR

0 0 0 0 0 0
----ERR
0 0 0 0 0 0
18 92 10 100 10 100
16 84 9 91 9 91
18 1 10 0 10 0

85

TOTAL

17
41
26
13

11

110

146



86

ITEM. . VARO12 VAR010 VAR0O04 VARO11 VAROO08
RESP.. 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
————————— ERR------ERR------ERR------ERR---~---ERR----
K
I 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
N ----ERR
G
S 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
----ERR
7 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
----ERR
& 19 1 20 0 12 8 7 13 0 20
----ERR
5 48 1 47 2 44 5 44 5 3 46
----ERR
4 20 0 20 0 18 2 19 1 10 10
3 16 0 15 1 12 4 16 0 10 6
2 4 0 4 0 4 0 4 0 2 2
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SUMS 108 2 107 3 90 20 90 20 25 85
PCTS 98 2 97 3 82 18 82 18 23 77
ERRORS 0 2 0 3 0 19 7 6 3 18
121 cases werc processed Division Point = 2.00

11 (or 9.1 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS..
Coefficient of Reproducibility = 0.8848
Minimum Marginal Reproducibility = 0.8667

Percent Improvement = 0.0182
Cocfficient of Scalability = 0.1364 (Continued)



87

TOTAL

20
49
20
16

VARO27
0 1
ERR----- -
0 0
0 0
0 1
1 19
346
7 13
----ERR
11 5
2 2
0 0
0 0
24 86
22 78
11 7

VAR020
0 1
ERR--= - ==~ -
0 0
0 0
0 1
1 19
6 43
3017
6 10
----ERR
2 2
0 0
0 0
18 92
16 84
16 2

VARO19
0 1
ERR--- - -~
0 0
0 0
0 1
0 20
0 49
2 18
5 11
3001
----ERR
0 0
0 0
10 100
9 91
10 0

VARO21
0 1
ERR- - - - -
0 0
0 0
0 1
0 20
1 48
1 19
5 11
3001
0 0
----ERR
0 0
10 100
9 91
10 0

110

114



APPENDIX F

GUTTMAN. SCALE

Subjective Political Competence

ITEM.. VARO0O04 VAROO6 VAROO7 VARO09
RESP.. 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
———————— ERR------<ERR------ERR-----7ERR-----
C
0O 5 0 8 0 8 0 8 0 8
A ----ERR
p

4 10 2 1 11 1 11 0 12

----ERR
3 18 4 g 14 5 17 11 11
----ERR
2 29 5 25 9 23 11 20 14
----ERR

1 26 1 26 1 26 1 21 6

0 9 0 9 0 9 0 9 0
SUMS 92 20 69 43 64 48 61 51
PCTS 82 18 62 38 57 43 54 46
ERRORS 0 12 1 24 6 12 31 6

121 cases were processed’
9 (or 7.4 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS..
Coefficient of Reproducibility = 0.8071
Minimum Marginal Reproducibility = 0.66601
Percent Improvement = 0.1411
Coefficient of Scalability = 0.4225

88

- BOOK SCALES

Scale

VAR0O 8
0 1
ERR- - - -

0 8
0 12
2 20
5 29
9 18
----ERR
9 0
25 87
22 78
16 0

Division Point

TOTAL

12

22

34

27

112

108

2.00



89

Sense of Civic Competence

ITEM. . VARO10 VARO12 VARO11
RESP.. 0 1 0 1 0 1 TOTAL
------------ ERR---------ERR---------ERR-----
C
I 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
vV ----ERR
C
0 2 2 0 0 2 0 2 2
----ERR
1 21 3 23 1 4 20 24
----ERR

0 93 0 93 0 93 0 93
SUMS 116 3 116 3 97 22 119
PCTS 97 3 97 3 82 18
ERRORS 0 3 0 1 4 0 8

121 cases were processed Division Point = 2.00

2 (or 1.7 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS..

Coefficient of Reproducibility = 0.9776
Minimum Marginal Reproducibility = 0.9216
Percent Improvement = 0.0560

Coefficient of Scalability = 0.7143



ITEM. .

RESP..

SUMS
PCTS
ERRORS

90

Political Involvement Scale

VARO13
0 1

ERR--=------
0 18

----ERR
9 7
28 8
50 0
87 33
73 28
0 15

VARO15
0 1

ERR-------
0 18
412

----ERR
31 5
50 0
85 35
71 29
4 5

121 cases were processed

1 (or 0.8 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS..

Coefficient of Reproducibility

Minimum Marginal Reproducibility
Percent Improvement =

Coefficient of Scalability =

0.

2278

0.0721

VARO14

0 1
ERR- - - - -
0 18
30013
13 23
----ERR
50 0

66 54
55 45
16 0

Division

0.8889
0.6611

TOTAL

18

16

36

50

120

40

Point =

2.00



SUMS
PCTS
ERRORS

121
9

STATISTI
Coeffici
Minimum
Percent

Coeffici

91

Political Efficacy

VARO0Z  VARO16  VAR0OS
0 1 0 1 0 1
ERR- - - - - - ERR- - - - - ERR- - - - -

0 6 0 6 0 6

----ERR
8 15 6 17 2 21
----ERR

22 5 |15 12 5 22
----ERR

19 3 |13 9 |15 7
241 |21 4 |24 1
9 0 9 0 9 0

Scale

VARO138

0

1

ERR- - - -

TOTAL

23
27
22

25

82 30 64 48 55 57
73 27 57 43 49 51
24 6 25 7 8

cases were processed

(or 7.4 PCT) were missing

CS..
ent of Reproducibility = 0
Marginal Reproducibility =
0.1500
ent of Scalability =

Improvement =
0.381

VARO17
0 1
JERR- - -- -

0 6
7 16
8 19
12 10
----ERR
14 11
9 0
50 62
45 55
27 11

Division Point

L7571
0.6071

8

112

136

= 2.00



92

Sense of Citizen Duty Scale

ITEM VAR022 VARO020 VARO19 VARO021
RESP 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
—————————— ERR------9ERR------4ERR------4ERR-----
D
u 4 0 75 0 75 0 75 0 75
T ----ERR
Y

3 19 5 3 21 0 24 2 22

----ERR
2 8 0 6 2 2 6 0 8
----ERR
1 5 0 4 1 3 2 3 2
----ERR

0 5 0 5 0 5 0 5 0
SUMS 37 80 18 99 10 107 10 107
PCTS 32 08 15 85 9 91 9 91
ERRORS 0 5 3 3 2 2 5 0

121 cases were processed Division Point
4 (or 3.3 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS..

Coefficient of Reproducibility = 0.9573

Minimum Marginal Reproducibility = (.8397

Percent Improvement = 0.1175
Coefficient of Scalability = 0.7333

TOTAL

75

24

117

20

2.00
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Political Cynicism Scale

ITEM.. VAR026 VAR024 VAR025 VAR028 VAR023
RESP..; 0 170 1,0 1[0 1] 0 1
------ rERR- -~ -FERR----}ERR--- -} ERR- - -~ - ERR - - - -
C
Y 6 0 17 0 17/ 0 17/ o0 17 0 17
N ----ERR
I

5 10 14) 2 220 1 23/ 10 14, 1 23

----ERR
4 18 70 7 18 8 17| 9 16/ 4 21
----ERR
3 13 7] 16 4] 11 9| 8 12| 8§ 12
----ERR
2 8 4, 6 6/ 10 2/ 7 51 9 3
----ERR
1 7 0 7 of 7 0o 2 5 6 1
0 1 o/ 1 o] 1 of 1 o 1 o0
_______________________________ AP R |

SUMS 57 49 39 67 38 68 37 69 29 77
PCTS 54 46 37 63 36 64 35 65 27 73
ERRORS 0 32 2 28 9 11 27 10 22 1

121 cases were processed

15 (or 12.4 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS. .
0.7421
0.6619

Coefficient of Reproducibilility =
Minimum Marginal Reproducibility =
Percent Improvement = 0.0802

Coefficient of Scalability =. 0.2372

VARO27
0 1
-ERR- - - -
0 17
0 24
4 21
4 16
8 4
6 1
----ERR
1 0
23 83
2278
220

Division Point =

TOTAL

2

17

24
25
20

12

106

164

.00



ITEM.. VARO34
RESP.. 0 1
——————— ERR- - - - -
p
A S 0 13
R ----ERR
T
I 4 5 8
3 135
2 28 1
1 340
0 130
SUMS 93 27
PCTS 78 23
ERRORS 0 14
121

1

APPENDIX G

GUTTMAN SCALE

- BOOK SCALES

Index of Political Participation

STATISTICS. .

VARO 33
0 1
+ERR-----

0 153

4 9
----ERR
10 8
24 5
340
13 0
85 35
71 29
4 13

VARO 32
0 1

ERR- --- - -
0 13
1 12
8 10

----ERR
26 3
340
13 0
82 38
68 32
9 3

cases were processed

(or 0.8 PCT) were missing

Coefficient of Reproducibility = 0

Mininum Marginal Reproducibility =

Percent Improvement = 0.1883

Coefficient of Scalability

= 0.6384

94

VAR0 35
0 1
ERR- - - - -

0 13
310
315
8 21
----ERR
32 2
130
59 61
49 51
14 2

VAR029
0 1
-ERR----7

0 13

0 13

2 16

1 28

2 32
----ERR
13 0
18 102
15 85
5 0

Division Point

.8933

0.7050

TOTAL

13

18
29
34

13

120
64

= 2.00
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Political Participation Scale

ITEM. . VARO046 VARO 34 VARO 33 VARO032
RESP.. 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
——————————— ERR--------ERR--------ERR--------ERR------
p
0 8 0 5 0 5 0 5 0 5
L ----ERR
I
T 7 8 1 0 9 0 9 0 9
----ERR
6 12 2 6 8 5 9 2 12
----ERR
5 17 0 13 4 10 7 7 10
----ERR

4 27 1 26 2 23 5 27 1

3 33 0 33 0 33 0 32 1

2 10 0 10 0 10 0 S 1

1 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 0

0 3 0 3 0 3 0 3 0

_________________________________________ !
SUMS 112 9 93 28 86 35 82 39
PCTS 93 7 77 23 71 29 68 32
ERRORS 0 4 0 14 5 12 9 3
121 cases were processed Division Point = 2.00

0 (or 0.0 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS. .

Coefficient of Reproducibility = 0.9112

Minimum Marginal Reproducibility = 0.7924

Percent Improvement = 0.1188

Cocfficient of Scalability = 0.5721 (Continued)



VARO 35
0 1
ERR--------
0 5
1 8
2 12
2 15
8 20
----ERR
3201
9 1
2 0
30
59 62
49 51
13

VARO41
0 1
ERR- ==~ - - - -
0 5
0 9
1 13
1 16
0 28
2 31
----ERR
46
20
300
13 108
11 89
46

96

VARO 36
0 1
ERR--- == - - -
0 5
0 9
0 14
0 17
127
0 33
5 5
----ERR
0 2
300
9 112
7 93
6 2

VARO 30
0 1

ERR-- - - - 1
0 5
0 9
0 14
1 16
0 28
0 33
3007
2 0

----ERR
30
9 112
7 93
6 0

TOTAL

14
17
28
33

10

121

86
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Political Activity Index

ITEM. . VAROQ 34 VARO032 VARO033 VARO042 VARO044
RESP. . 0 1 0 1 0 1 .0 1 0 1
————————— ERR———-——ERR——-——-ERR—————~ERR—-———TERR-----
A
C 9 0 10 0 10 0 10 0 10 0 10
Y ----ERR
I
vV 8 0 4 1 3 1 3 1 3 1 3
----ERR
7 7 4 7 4 2 9 2 9 2 9
----ERR
6 13 2 8 7 9 6 3 012 4 11
----ERR
5 24 4 20 8 24 4 11 17 13 15
----ERR
4 11 1 11 1 11 1 10 2 7 5
3 9 0 8 1 7 2 8 1 4 5
2 12 0 12 0 12 0 12 0 11 1
1 5 0 5 0 5 0 5 0 5 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SUMS 81 25 72 34 71 35 52 54 47 59
PCTS 76 24 68 32 67 33 49 51 44 56
ERRORS 0 15 1 21 3 013 6 20 20 11
121 cases werc processed Division Point = 2.00

15 (or 12.4 PCT) were missing

STATISTICS..

Coefficient of Reproducibility = 0.8323

Minimum Marginal Reproducibility = 0.6950

Pcrcent Improvement = 0.1373 -
Coefficient of Scalability = 0.4502 {(Continued)
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VAR04 3 VAR043 VARO31 VARO41
0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 TOTAL
ERR- -~ ----- ERR-------- ERR-------- ERR- - - - -
0 10 0 10 0 10 0 10 10
0 4 0 4 0 4 0 4 4
1 10 1 10 0 11 0 11 11
4 11 4 11 0 15 0 15 15
9 19 9 19 2 26 0 28 28
5 7 5 7 0 12 0 12 12
----ERR
9 0 9 0 0 9 0o 9 9
----ERR
120 120 1 11 0 12 12
----ERR
5 0 5 0 50 0 5 5
----ERR
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
45 61 45 61 g8 98 0 106 106
42 58 42 58 8 92 0 100

19 0 28 0 3 0 0 0 160
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POLITICAL PARTICIPATION AND INVOLVEMENT:
A STUDY IN CONCEPT CONSTRUCTION AND MEASUREMENT
Paul David McKnight

(ABSTRACT)

A review of recent works in the field of Political
Participation revealed much confusion over what the
concept meant.

It was decided to test the measuring instruments
used in the major works in the participation field in
order to come up with more precise working definitions
for Political Participation and Involvement.

The measuring instruments werc compiled and tested
on a sample of adults in the Roanoke, Virginia, area.
Attempts to locate dimensions of political participation
were made by means of cluster analysis, factor analysis,
and guttman scaling procedures.

The methodological results were inconclusive. There
was, however, cvidence of the exlistence of two dimensions
of Political Involvement. The writer labeled the first
dimension ''Psychological Readiness for Participation."

It was made up of attitudinal measures of participation
The second dimension was labeled "Overt Participation''

and consisted of overt participation measures. There



was support found for the hypothesis that one must hold
the proper attitudes towards participating in politics
before the overt behavior can take place.

It was proposed that the two logical dimensions of
Involvement in Politics, suggested in this project, be

explored in future research.
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