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Abstract
A review of the feminist and psychological literature
provided a framework for the examination of feminism within
a multidimensional context. Specificallye this framework
provided support for the existence of two dimensions of
feminism: Liheral Feminism and Radical Feminisme.

The purpose of the present study was to construct two
scales to measure Liberal and Radical Peminisms using the
rational=empirical method of test constructions This method
of test construction is based on substantives structurale
and external validity considerations. The substantive
component refers to the construction of a priori definitions
of the two constructse These scale definitions were derived
from an examination of the feminist and psychological
literature. One hundred items were written to reflect each
scale definitione. These items were then submitted to an
independent editor for evaluations Assessment of the
structural and external validity criteria was based on the
responses of 251 female subjects. A sample of g4 male
subijects served as a validation sample. Items meeting the
structural validity criteria were identified and retained

for further analysise. Further analyses resulted in two

- 1ii -



final twenty-item scales to measure Liberal and Radical
Feminisms. The external validity of the final scales was
assessed by examining a number of convergent and
discriminant relationships between the final scales and
selected measures of personalityes a measure of feminisms and
participants® behavior in the last yeare The rational=
empirical method of test construction resulted in two final
scales with excellent psychometric nroperties and promising
convergent and discriminant validity. Directions for future
research and scale development were discussed and focused
primarily on 1) establishing additional indices of
reliability and validity with a new samples 2) the
importance of conducting a known groups analysiss and 3) the
need for future research to move beyond a trait approach to
develop an interactional model which would permit research

questions regarding reciprocal causatione
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

In the early 1970s. social psychologists became
interested in studvying feminismes and that interest has
persisted into the 193%0s. Researchers have demonstrated
that individuals can be reliably differentiated on the basis
of attitudes toward various aspects of feminism (ReGer
Etaugh £ Gersons 19745 Ghaffaradli~Doty & Carlsons 19793
Goldschmidt, Gergen, Quigley, £ Gergens 1981% Lotte 1973).
Researchers have also examined both the demographic (eeqes
Chernissy 19723 Fox & Auerbache 1983% Gersons 1980435 Kormane
1983; venkateshs 1980) and personality characteristics of
feminists (@sgey FOllingstad, Rohinson. & Pughe 19773
Harrisons Guye & Lupfers 1981% Joestings 19765 Redfering.
1979% Rigers 1977) and have compared feminists with
nonfeminists and antifeminists on these characteristics.

While this research contributes in part to an
understanding of feministse it is limited in its description
and explanation of feminisme This limitation may be due to

the fact that researchers have conceptualized feminism as a



unidimensional construct. A second limitation of this
research may be the assumption that feminism can be
explained on the basis of selected personality constructse.

The basis of the present study is the contention that
feminism is a multidimensional constructs encompassing both
person-centred and collectivist approaches to chanaging the
status of women in societys. It is arqued that the dimension
addressed most frequently in the psychological research
reflects a person-centred or relatively individualistic view
of feminismes characterized in the present study as Liberal
Feminism. A second dimensions called Radical Feminism in
the present studye is reflected in much of the feminist
literature and emphasizes an interdependent or collectivist
perspective. Theoretical and empirical evidence for the
viability of the proposed dimensions is examined in the
following reviews of the feminist literature and

psychological researche

contemporacy.Views of FPeminisn

Although feminists have probably existed since the
human species evolveds feminism in the 1980s owes much of
its character to the various feminist movements of the 1960s
which have been termed collectively "the second wave of

feminisme" Anderson (1983) divides the second wave of



feminism in the 1960s into two forces: 1) The women's
liberation movement and 2) the more radical feminist groups
which rose out of the student/black/peace movementse.

Betty Friedan's booke zhg_fgminine-uxstinne; was
important in setting the stage for the women's liberation
movement in the 1960s. Inspired by Simone de Beauvoir's
Yooks The_Second_Sexs Friedan articulated the experience of
American womene. arguing that American women were not in fact
the most emancipated in the worlde. and that they did not
escape the second class treatment that de Beauvoir's book
exposed (Sarachilds 1978).

The second force in the 1960ss the student/black/peace
movementse hecame a training qround where feminist activists )
sharpened their political skills in an arena of mass
resistance (Cotts 1986). Unfortunately, the "liberation for
all" philosophy so characteristic of the "New Left" student
and peace movements did not include a recognition and/or
repudiation of male domination. As a reaction to this
omissions an autonomous women's movement emerged out of this

new left (Miless 1985).

Peminism:_A_prcoblem_of dafinition. Initiallys the term
feminism was ascribed to the emancipatory struggqle of the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and adopted in the

1960s only by specific qroups of politically active



[
feminists (Delmar, 1986). Subsequentlys the label has been
adopted as a blanket term to cover all of women's organizing
(eeqes Chafes 19723 Delmars 19865 Ehrenreich € Englishy
1979% Freemans, 1975a% Gordons 19793 Hole £ Levine. 19733
Kelly-Gadols 1983; Kleins 19753 Rosenberqe 1382% ROSSis
1973% Tanners 1970% Williamson, 1984)}).

The fact that feminism has come to stand for an
ideoloqy represented by a variety of attitudes and hehaviors
subsumed under "The Women's Movement" label has resulted in
a rather broad and heterogeneous construct. The
heterogeneity of the term is reflected in the all
encompassing and often abstract definitions of feminism in
the feminist literature. Ruzek (1986)s for example. defines
feminism as "a world view which places women at the centre
of analysis and social action" {(pe. 184). Hughes (1982)s on
the other handy defines feminism as "a vision which
contemplates the metamorphosis of society" {pe 282),
Similarlys Pierson and Prentice (1982) define feminism as "a
movement and an ideology” (pe 104) and suqggest that feminism
wechallenges all existing knowledge in every discipline on
the qrounds of possible sexist bias" (p. 109). Perhaps more
reminiscent of feminism's political beginningss Delmar
(1986) defines feminism as "conscious political choice" (p.

16)y while Miles (1982) conceptualizes feminism as “the



conscious political articulation of women's revolutionary
interests and values" (pe 22). |

consistent with these definitionse which are
representative of other definitions in the feminist
literature, the term feminism has come to stand for an
extremely hrocad range of conceptse One need only examine
the feminist literature to find numerous books and articles
which depict the variety of goals of feminism (@eqes Dalys
1973y 1978% Ehrenreiches 19845 Eisensteiny 1979% MacKinnone
19833 Ruthe 13805 Schaefs 1981), 1Indeeds the more one
examines the feminist literatures the more Aifficult it
becomes to see any one theme or idea as pivotal. What
emerges is a fragmented picture of feminisme a network of
concepts that touch and overlaps but of which no one could
with any certainty bhe identified as the focal pointe.

Shifting the level of analysis from abstract concepts
to existing feminist groups provides some insight into the
apparent lack of focus ores more positivelys the

multidimensionality of feminisme

Eeminismi:_Definition_by_feminist groups. The diversity
of goals of groups composed of blacke lesbiane radicale
socialist and/or Marxist feminists is strikinge For
examples although black feminists embrace many of the

positions of the "mainstream” women's movement (Qeges



National Organization of Homen (NOW))s they see racism as a
more powerful cause of their oppression than sexism (Raqer
cades 1970% Coopers 19713 Lewiss 1983)e According to Lewis
(1983), black women are members of two superordinate groups
-= blacks and women. Howevers black feminists "demand
rights as blacks firstes women second” (Cadee 1970+ pe10).
The feminist literature which espouses the views of
lesbian feminists conceptualizes their struagle as taking
place within a political arena that defines women as
"mother" (@+ges Carden, 197485 Eisenstein. 19813 Ferquson.,
19813 Freemans, 1975b% Newtons 1984% Rosaldos 19803
Zimmermane 1934). According to Eisenstein (1931),
lesbianism is directly at odds with patriarchal definitions
of motherhood and challenges "the political ordering that
exists between public and privates male and female worlds"
(pe«17)e One of the major goals of lesbian feminists is
therefore the destruction of patriarchys, which "does not
mean the destruction of motherhood. but rather the
destruction of the patriarchal relations of it"™ (Eisensteins
1981y pe 17)e An additional characteristic of the lesbian
feminist movement is the notion of separatismes which could
more accurately be termed seqreqations and a call for
matriarchy. The separatism advocated by the lesbhian

feminist movement is not to be confused with the notion of



separatism advocated by radical feminist qroupss which
reflects a strategy of first building a strong power base
for women with the ultimate qoal of an integrated society
(Leons 1978)s The women's movements, as represented by NOW.
did not include a stand on lesbianism and consequently
feminists involved in NOW were accused of having a
heterosexual bias against lesbian feminists (Eisenstein.
1981). Eisenstein (1881) reports that by 1977 the lesbian
feminist movement had become distinct from both the women's
movement and the male gay rights movement.

Radical feminists have often heen criticized for qiving
other feminists a bad namee. As Evans (1986) reportse "where
liberal angels and Marxist cadres have hesitated to tread.
radical feminists have marched" (pe. 112)e The core issue
that radical feminists apnear to be concerned with is the
belief that men's dominance of women precedes the emcrgence
of class domination and is therefore the most profound
condition of alienation for women (e.qe.s BEisensteins 19813
Evans, 19863 Miles, 1985)s According to Miles (1985),
radical feminists view their struggle in much larger terms
than simply fighting for women's access to equal
participation in society. Rathers the views of radical
feminists represent a major break with the male defined

world and male defined politicse Furthers radical feminists



helieve that ending sexism alsc means the destruction of
oppressive institutions and ideologies and the creation of
new structures and images to take their place == With women
in the seat of power (Miless 1985).

Initiallys the views of socialist and Marxist feminists
centred primarily on class oppression. particularly
reqarding issues of domestic production or “"women's
housework" under capitalism (Browns 19705 caulfields 19743
Mitchells 19664 1971% Morganes 1970). Howevere to j0in
forces with other feminist groups required that socialist
and Marxist feminists recognize and incorporate into their
philosophy the oppressive nature of racism and sexisme Thus,
class had to be reconceptualized in a way that would
encompass its racial and gender diversity (Sackse 1984).
Marxist and socialist feminists differ somewhat on how each
group views the roots of gender oppression and on how class
should be redefined to incorporate gender and racial
oppressione Both groups. howevers appear to share a
commitment toO exposing the racial and patriarchal bias and
subversive quality of capitalism (Eisensteins 198173 Hunt,
19863 Maroneys 19863 O*Briens 19825 Sacks. 1984).

Obviously the lines drawn between these groups are not
always clear cut. For examples Eisenstein (1979) discusses

the Combahee River Collectives a collection of bhlack



g
feminist groups in the Boston areas whose members consist of
black leshian women who are committed to socialisme Thuss
this collective shares common interests with black
feministse lesbian feministse and socialist feministses
Unlike the black feminist movements the Combahee River
Collective is committed to many of the gqoals of the leshian
feminist movements. yet they reject the stance of leshian
separatism and view it as reactionarve Like socialist
feministss this collective views the struggle against racism
as related to the struggle against capitalisms vet they do
not believe that racism should be subsumed under class
oppression.

Eisenstein (1981) provides a political analysis of the
various factions within feminism and i1dentifies the
following types and tendencies: (pe 230):

1« Black Feminism

2+ Socialist Feminism

3. Lesbian Feminism

4, Radical Feminism

Se¢ Anatcha=Feminism

6« Progressive Liberal Feminist Tendency

7« Status Quo Liberal Feminist Tendency

8. Antifeminist Traditionalists
The Status Quo Liberal Feminist Tendency and the Progressive
Liberal Feminist Tendency are identified as part of the
Legitimized Liberal Sectore In other wordss status quo and

progressive liberal feminists view the current political and

economic structures within society as gquite sufficient to



10
accommoldate equality for women. FOr examples although
individual managers may refuse to promote qualified womens
they are not regarded as representative of all mens or of
society's political and economic structuress and certainly
not of capitalisme Eisenstein (1981) identifies as status
quo feminists those individuals who believe that women have
attained equality with men and that it is up to each woman
to take advantage of the opportunities available. She
believes that these status quo feminists are very similar to
the early feminists who defined feminism in terms of citizen
rights for womens and struggled for equality of opportunity
in educations the votes and property rightss Since these
formal legal eqgualities now existe status quo feminists
believe that women have to a qreat extent attained equality
with mene.

Based on the literature examined thus far and on
Eisenstein's analysise one important dimension of feminism
which emerqges consistently could be called Liberal Feminism.
Liberal Feminism refers to a feminist perspective which is
individualistic in its analysis of the role of women in
society and is characterized by a focus on person-centred
change strategies: individual responsibility and initiativee.
According to Liberal feminism the source of women's

oppression resides within individuals instead of
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institutions and is linked to socialization processes.
Specific strateqies therefores focus on changes in
socialization patterns with an emphasis on re-education and
reform to better enable women to compete in societye

According to Eisensteins the subversive quality of
feminism can be found within radicals lesbiane blacks and
socialist feminisme Despite their differencess discussed
previouslys, these qroups of politically active feminists
share the same need for political action directed toward
powerful political and economic social systems. In
additione these groups view the strugqle of the women's
movement primarily in political termss hence the phrases
“the personal is political." The idea that the personal is
political was taken to its extreme by Mitchell (1366) and
Morgan (1970)s in which women's housework and the family
structure were examined within a larger political contexte
Since the majority of individuals in power within these
structures are maless wen are seen as having a vested
interest in these oppressive systems and are therefore
viewed with suspicion and dAistruste Thuss various qroups of
blacks leshiane radicales socialist and and Marxist feminists
all espouse the position that both the roots of women's
oppression and the key to its eradication lie in

identification with and action on behalf of women as a
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gqroupe The targets of action identified by these qroups are
the various sociale economic and political structures of
society.

Based on the feminist literature and on Eisenstein®s
analysiss Radical Feminism in the present study refers to a
feminist perspective which is collectivistic in focus and
calls for action on the part of women against prevailing
social and political systems in society. Thuse the source
of women's oppression does not reside within individuals so
much as within the various politicals sociale and economic
systems of society. Radical feminist strategies for ending
women's oppression therefore focus on system change and rtely
on the cooperation and commitment of women as a qroupe with
the goal of promoting and developing a woman-centred culture

free of exploitations sexismes and discriminatione.

The_Boots_of_Contemporary-liberal Peminism_and_ Radical
Feainiso

In order to understand the relationship between Liberal
and Radical Feminisme it is important to examine the
historical roots of political feminism and its relationship
to liberalisme. The contemporary relationship between these
two forces is rooted in the history of emerqging capitalist

relations in seventeenth century England (Andersons 1983).
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This period, often referred to as the "Age of Enligqhtenmentt
or "Age of Reasons"™ was characterized by the emphasis on the
application of rational thought over passion to solve social
problemss The emerging philosophy of liberal individualism
(esgey John Lockes 1632=1704% Jean Jacques Rousseau,
1712-1778) during the Enlightenment was based on the
concepts of individual libertvy and human rationality as
hases for social change and ultimatelyes freedom from
aristocratic rule (Eisensteins 1981)e Hogan (1975) defines
individualism as the view that "societies are composed of
aggreqates of separate individualse each following his or
her own enlightened self-interests and that social
institutions substantially restrict individual freedom" {p.
533). Consistent with Hogan (1975)s Sampson (1971)
contrasts individualism with collectivism and asserts that
individualism not only emphasizes a person=centred
perspective hut also legitimizes a person-centred
orientation for personal gain and prominence. Collectivismy
on the other handes legitimizes an interdependent perspective
with an emphasis on cooperation for the mutual benefit of
all individuyals (Sampsons 1971)s According to Sampson
(1971)s the terms individualism and collectivism refer to
the "focus of an individual®'s lovaltiess and the two

comprise broad themes within historical periods and
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socioeconomic structures" (p.201). In a later articles
Sampson (1977) suaqgests that individualism {individual
freedoms self~sufficiencys pursuit of self satisfaction) can
only he liherating when it is held in opposition to
excessive collectivism {overdomination and overorqanization
of the grouvp collective). Although Sampson (1977) did not
examine these two philosophies as they emerged in the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuriess his analysis is
consistent with the social conditions which gave rise to
liberal individualisms capitalismsy and Liberal Feminisme
The historical context of the period was a societv in
transition from feudalism and aristocratic rule to the
precapitalist market and the bourqeois revolution
(Eisensteins 1981)e. Locke's writings criticized the
accepted view of political society in sixteenth and
seventeenth century England -- that men and women were
assigned their places in the hierarchical order of society
as ordained by God (Eisensteins 1981). Feminist writers of
this period such as Abigei) Adamse Harriet Martineau. Mary
Wollstonecraft and laters John Stewart Mill and Harriet
Taylor Mills were highly influenced by the new rationalist
philosophy and libertarian ideals.

The roots of Liberal Feminism can be traced to the

writings of Mary Wollstonecraft (1759=1797) who embraced the
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tenets of eighteenth century liberalism articulated by John
Locke (esgqes individual freedoms self-determinations etce)
and claimed the ideology of liheral individualism for women
(Fisensteines 1981). Based on Andersonts (1983) analysise
the concepts or ideals of liberal individuwalism provided the
basis for the principles of equal opportunity and social
reform via legislation that one finds within contemporary
Liberal Feminisme. Anderson (18%93) states that the liheral
perspective of feminism ™assumes that the inequality of
women stems both from their deprivation of equal rights and
frem their reluctance to exercise them"™ (pe. 239).
Consistent with its eighteenth century beainningss Liberal
Feminism employs a civil rights perspective to extend equal
rights to womens. As Anderson (1983) points oute
contemporary Liberal Feminism does not "challenge the
systems of capitalism and patriarchys but it attempts to
reform thesé systems so as to give women an equal olace
within them" (p.260)s According to Adamsone Briskine and
McPhail (1988)s the core theme 0of contemporary Liberal
Feminism is essentially equality of opportunitve that ise
"each individual in society should have an equal chance to
compete for the resources of that society in order to rise
within it as far as talents pecrmit." {(p. 10}« Adamson et

ale (1988) further state that liberal feminist strategies



16
concentrate oh “improving educational oprnortunities for
women in order to give them the tools to competes oOn
changing socialization patterns that shape a feminine
personality uncomfortable with competings and on removing
leqislation that actively discriminates against women" (pe
10)s Clearly then, contemporary Liberal Feminism has not
changed a great deal from its early beginnings and can still
be characterized by an individualistic perspective with an
emphasis on person=centred change strategies and legal
reforms

As discussed earliers Radical Feminism grew out of the
New Left socizl movements of the 1960s and can be linked to
feminist perspectives that have been articulated by women
representing a number of feminist groups and/or movements:
socialists Marxiste blacks radicale and lesbiane. Although
numerous differences exist among these qroups. commonalities
Ao exist which stand in contrast to Liberal Feminisme As
Anderson (1983) explainses an analysis based on Radical
Feminism "qoes beyond the goal of including women in
existing societal institutions by arguing that dominant
institutions are characterized by genders races and class
oppression" (pp. 263=264). Anderson (1983) asserts that
radical feminist perspectives qrew out of a "critigue of

Liberal Feminism and also from a dialogque with Marxist
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perspectives on women's position in societvy" (pe 263).
Howevers Radical Feminism is not Marxism since qroups
subsumed under the Radical Femin;sm label disaqree with the
Marxist idea that women's oppression is secondary to class
oppressions Anderson (1993) clarifies the point of
divergence between Marxism and radical perspectives of
feminism by stating: "The Marxist assumption that gender
would disappear with the abolition of private proverty too
easily assumes that gender is of secondary importance in the
determination of socials politicals and economic relations®
(ps 275)« Thuse radical feminist perspectives also arose
from a critique of classical Marxism by feminists who
initially adopted a Marxist analysis as an alternative to
Liberal Feminisme Anderson (1983) identifies two such
currents within the radical perspective: socialist analysis
and radical analysis. Unlike classical Marxist analysise
socialist feminist analysis argues that women's oppression
cannot be reduced to capitalism alone and must also include
a consideration of the economic basis of gender relations
and a consideration of patriarchy (Andersons, 1983}).
According to Anderson (1983), the inclusion of patriarchy in
a socialist analysis is a recent trend that reflects a
synthesis of the socialist and radical currentse. The

radical current developed ocut of a failure of Marxist theory
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to adequately account for the emerqgence and persistence of
patriarchy (Andersons 1983)e The radical feminist current
therefore views patriarchal relations as more fundamental
than class relations in accounting for women's position in
society. The solution to women®s oppression is therefore to
establish woman-centred beliefs and systems. Radical and
socialist currents merging as Radical Feminism have produced
a political analysis and philosophy which focuses on system
hlame and system changes with an emphasis on collective
action by women to bring ahout a woman~centred culture. For
some feminists (eeges radical lesbians)s a separatist
ideoloqy is advocated.

Adamson et ale (1988) describe the contrasts between
Liberal and Radical Feminisms One qoal of Liberal Feminism
is the power and opportunity that men haves thus Liberal
Feminism demands a redistribution of opportunity so that
women can share egually in that power. On the other hand.
Radical Feminism "validates the differences between women
and men and in fact arques that we need an anti-
militaristics nonhierarchical cooperative society organized
on the female values of life-giving and nurturance" {(p. 11).
The authors further assert that Radical Peminism has been
responsible to a great extent for the development of a

woman-centred culture outside of mainstream institutions and
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culturess e.ges alternative businessess women's health
centress arty musics living arrangementse

The following section examines feminism from an
empirical research perspectiva. This perspective involves
the delineation of demographic and personality correlates
of feminism and the development of instruments to measure

feminisme.

Femipism:_Personality_and Measyrement

Researchers have emplovyed two methods in their attempt
t0 gain some insight into the nature of feminisme PFirst.
they have examined the demoqraphic and personality
characteristics of individuals who either support or
participate in the women's movement. The second approach to
understanding feminism has been through attempts to measure
the construct itselfe. These two approaches are referred to
as descriptive and measurement models of feminisms
respectivelys These two models are not independent since
one approach within the descriptive model is measurtement-
based. That iss researchers utilize measures of feminism to
classify groups. Howevers the emphasis in the descriptive
approach is on testing hypotheses with little concern for
measurement issues. A detailed review of the literature on
descriptive models of feminism is presented in Appendix Re.

What follows is a summary of that literature.
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pescriptive_models. Descriptive models of feminism
have taken several forms. While most descriptive models
involve the comparison of groups defined as feminist Wwith
groups defined as nonfeminists antifeminists or some
combination of bothes they differ on how these groups are
defined and classifiede. Descriptive models consist of three
approaches: Known Groups Approachs Known Group/Unknown
comparison Group Approachs and the Measurement=-hased
Approache

Tn the Known Groups approachs researchers select
individuals from known -feminist and known antifeminist
orqanizations (eeges Bakers 1972% Dempewolffs 1974) for
comparison on a variety of demographic and personality
variables. Here it is assumed that gqroup membership
reflects one's personal position or attitude regarding the
support or non=-support of feminist issuese.

The more common variation of this approachs which could
be called the Known Group/Unknown Comparison Group methods
involves the selection of individuals from known feminist
orqanizations for inclusion in the feminist group. This
group is then compared with a "control" group comprised of
individuals from the community or university who report that
they are not involved in the Women®s Movement (€eqes
Chernissy 1972: Pollingstad, Robinsons & Pughes 19777 Rigers

1977).
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In the thirds Measurement-based approachs, feminist and
comparison subjects are selected on the basis of scores
obtained on a measure of feminism (e.qe.s Ghaffaradli=Doty L
Carlsone 12795 Goldschmidte Gergens Quiglevs L Gergens 19815
Redferings 1979)s Criteria for inclusion in feminist or
nonfeminist groups vary from a simple median split to a
comparison of only those individuals in the top and bottom
quarters of the distribution.

Researchers have used these three approaches to examine
such demoqraphic variables as aqes social statuses religion.
and political attitudes. Brieflys it has been found that
feminists are more likely than comparison gqroup members to
be well educateds middle-classs politically active. Jewish
or not affiliated with an orgqanized religions and to have
liberals politically active parentse The results have bheen
less consistent for the variables of ages parental
education, and income. Finallys, marital status has not
differentiated feminists from nonfeminists or antifeminists
in the majority of studiese.

some of the personality variables that have been
examined include autonomys achievements locus of controle
and authoritarianisme. This research suggests that feminists
are non-authoritarians are more open-mindeds independent,

achievement orienteds and have more self-confidence and
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feelings of self=worth than nonfeminist or antifeminist
womens NoO significant differences have been found bhetween
feminist and comparison qroups on measures of agqression and
dominance.

While these findings contribute somewhat to our
knowledge of the feminist personalitys the literature
reveals a number of inconsistencies. Though many factors
yndoubtedly contribute to these inconsistenciess it is
arqued that one source is the wayv in which “feminist" and
comparison groups have bheen chosen and defined. For
examples participants in the known feminist group {CeQeo
Arnotts 1973% Dempewolffs 1974:% Pawlicki € Almquists 19733
Rigers 1977) might consist of a comhination of group
memberss some of whom espouse an individual=-oriented liberal
feminisms while others reflect a more collectivists action-
oriented radical feminisme Although the research was
intended to differentiate feminist from "“other" droupss not
feminist from feminist qroupss the presence of feminists who
espouse a liberal or radical view or both in the "feminist”
samples of different studies could account for some of the
inconsistencies found in the literature. The research on
religious affiliation is a good examples Someone with a
radical feminist orientation would view religious

institutions as oppressive systems in society which serve to
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maintain the domination of women by men as divine riqht
(e2eges Dalys 1973)e Someone with a liberal feminist
orientations on the other hands would view the inferior
status of women in society in less qlobal terms and thus
might be very reliqiouse. The presence of feminists who
espouse a radical or liberal orientation in a sample could
account for the broad range of religious affiliations
encountered in some studiess and the contradictions between
other studies (Appendix A).

The comparison gqroups in these studies are: 1)
nonfeminists == either self-defined or defined in terms of
their non=membership in feminist groups and/or 2)
antifeminists == usually identified in terms of their
membhership in antifeminist groupss. Unfortunatelys it is not
clear in most studies using this approach whether the
comparison group is "pure" nonfeminists “pure" antifeminist
or a mixture of bothe This failure of researchers to
differentiate between nonfeminist and antifeminist groups
has definite implications for the interpretation of resultse
particularly since members of hoth feminist and antifeminist
groups are probably more active than uncommitted
nonfeministse Indeed. nonfeminists may in fact be either
"genuine” nonfeminists or liberal feministses as defined in

the present studys. For examples both politically feminist
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and antifeminist groups have marches and hold
demonstrationse. Thuss although feminists and antifeminists
differ dramatically in the philosophy that they espouse
(Arnotte 1973 Canlane 1985)s behaviorallyes factions within
eacl qroup may be considered activiste Howevers the
inclusion of both antifeminists and nonfeminists in a
comparison group serves to obscure any comparisons and
renders conclusions gquestionahble.

Similar definitional probhlems exist in the case of the
measurement-based approach in which grounps are selected on
the basis of scores obtained on various measures of
feminisms Although groups are selected on the basis of high
versus low scores on these measuress what is meant by high
or low is not always clear. It is also important to note
that in contrast to known/unknown comparison group
approacheses the extent to which one is actively involved in
the women's movement is deemed of little importance in the
measurement~based approachs It seems reasonable to supposes
howevers that women who are active in the movement may
differ in important ways from women who support the movement
but who have never heen active in that movement. Various
studies reviewed provide tangential support for this
positions Goldschmidt et al. (1387)s for examples provide
some support for the notion that active feminists may be

more agqressive than nonactive feministss ie.e«s women who
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support the women's movement but who are not active members
of that movement. At the leasty this finding provides
evidence which sugqests that feminists may be differentiated
from other feminists on the basis of certain personality
characteristicses A distinction between Liberal and Radical
Feminism in terms of activism is also supported by the work
of Ghaffaradli~boty and Carlson (1979)., These authors
reported that women who scored high on a measure of feminism
were not behaviorally active in the women'®s movemente This
finding suggqests that some women wha hold nontraditional
views of the role of women in society do not espouse an
action oriented perspectives On the other hande evidence
ohtained from studies of active feminists indicates that
some feminists do in fact blame the larger social system for
women's oppression (Chernisse 18727 Riagers 1977)e Thuse it
is not surprising to find that active feminists score higher
than a group of university women on a measure of political
radicalism (Fowler. Fowler, £ Van De Riets 1973),
Thereforey the measurement-based approach to the
classification of feminist and nonfeminist groups may
obscure important distinctions that exist within the
feminist groupe

A related problem concerns the kinds of measures of

feminism that have been used to classify feminist and
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comparison qroups in the research reviewed. For examples of
the 18 studies which examined demographic variables
(Appendix A)s 11 employed measures of feminism developed
specifically for that studye Similarlys with regard to the
personality resecarche researchers developed their own
measures of feminism in 11 of the 1% studies reviewed
(Appendix A)es Consequentlye the reliability and valility of
the instruments used was not known prior to hypothesis

testinge

Measurement _models. Researchers using standardized
measures have relied on the six instruments listed in Table
1 as a means of classifying subjects into feminist and
comparison qroupss
Kirkpatrick's (1936) Belief pattern_gcale for Measuring
Attitudes_Toward_Feminism is the oldest scale measuring
various aspects of feminism and has served as the basis for
the development of numerous other scalese These include the
Fep_Scale (Smiths Ferrees € Millers 1975)s the Femipism_II
scale (bempewolffs 1974)s and the Attitudes Toward Women
scale_(AWS) (Spence & Helmreichs 1972},

one of the assumptions that has quided the development
of current measures of feminism is that the construct is
unidimensional in nature. This assumption is in contrast to

the assumptions of Kirkpatrick (193%6) who defined feminism
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in terms of four dimensions. Perhaps the qreatest
diverqence of viewss partly explained by the Ffour decades
that separate thems is that between Kirkpatrick (1936) and
Dempewolff (1978). Kirkpatrick's method of item
construction was based on a conceptual analvsis of the
literatures a method that was popular before Thurstone and
others made factor analysis a viable alternative. Based on
Kirkpatrick's analysiss feminism was defined by the
following dimensions: Bconomice Domestics Political=-Leqgals
and Conduct and Social Statuse Subsequentlye ten feminism
and ten antifeminism items were constructed to reflect each
categorys Dempewolff (1374) reviseds droppeds and wrote
additional items for Kirkpatrick®'s scales resulting in an
initial item pool of 80 itemss. Subsejuent factor analyses
1=d to a final scale consisting of 56 itemss with 28
positive and 28 negative items. Not surprisingly. this
final scale was unidimensionale Essentiallye Dempewolff
reduced the variahility in the correlation matrix by
dropping items with low correlations. Due to the small
variance in correlations among itemss it becomes impossible
to obtain a number of factors by the analysis of such a
matrixe Yet Dempewolff (1974) concluded: "It may be that
the attitude confiquration of today is not as clearcut as it
was in 1936+ and that the issues involved with the women's

movement have become more unidimensional" {(pe 656)e



This unidimensional perspective is also reflected in
the most popular current measure of feminisme the AWS.
Although the AWS has becon used by many researchers as a
global measure of feminism (eeges Follingstad et ales 1377
Redferings 1979)y it was desiqgned to tap only one aspect of
feminisme ie@s9 "major areas of activity in which men and
women weres in principles capabhle of being qranted equal
rights" (Spence £ Helmreichs 1972y pe 3}s For examples one
item is: "Women earning as much as their dates should bear
equilly the expense when they qo out." Contrasted with the
proposed collectivistic perspectives where the emnhastis
would be on system change in terms of equal rightss this
itemy and indeed the entire scalee reflects a person-centred
view Of equal rights where the emphasis is on inlividual
changes Por exampley "strongly Liberal®" feminists might
endorse the item on the basis that men and women should pay
equallyes if they want to be treated equally. However.
“strongly Radical" feminists might disagree with the item.
on the basis that the "system" still pays men more cthan
women for equal worke They might also argue that such an
item constructs an artificial situation that bears little
resemhlance to women's actual economic position in society.
Such arquments are consistent with the proposed Adefinition
of Radical Feminisms where even personal and social

relationships are viewed within a political context.
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Another item in the AWS, "Women should assume their rightful
place in business and all the professions along with men®
taps a politically relevant components but is presented in a
liberal contexte

The methods of test construction used to develop the
measnres listed in Table 1 include the factor analytic
approach (Dempewolffes 19743 Smiths Ferrees £ Millers 19733
Spence £ Helmreichs 1972)y and the criterion=oriented
approach (Kirkpatricks 19365 Sarupes 19763 Spences Helmreich
£ Stapps 1973). 1In the factor analytic approachs items are
selected for the final scale on the basis of their factor
loadingse. This approach is best exemplified by the
development of the Eem_Scale (Smith et alsy 1975)s The
authors selected a pool of 27 items, based largely on
Kirkpatrick ¢1936)s and subjected them to a factor analysiss
From this analysis one factor emerged and was labeled
"Feminisme” The selection of the final 20 item scale
involved dropping the items that had loadings below <% on
the factor.

As mentioned previously with regard to Dempewolff's
scaley there are a number of problems with this approach to
test constructions Firste the factors that emerge are not
based on a priori theoretical considerationse. Seconds

unless "the number of subjects is at least ten times the



N
number of itemss factor analysis can take great advantage of
chance" (Nunnaliye 1967+ pe 257)e In the casc of the Eem
scales at least 270 subjects would have been required to
ensure that the factor was not an artifact due to sampling
errors. In facts howevers Smith et al. (1975) administered
the 27 item scale tn 39 subjectse This suggested tule of a
minimum of 10 subjects per item was also not adhered to by
either Dempewolff (1974) or Spence and Helmreich (1972).

In the criterion-oriented approachs items are selected
for the final scale on the basis of their power to
discriminate hetween two qroupse This approach is hest
illustrated in the development of the AWS=Short_ Form
(Spencey Helmreichs & Stappe 1973). The scores on the long
form of the AWS (Spence & Helmreichs 1972} were used to
divide participants into feminist (criterion) and
nonfeminist (control) qroupss The items which bhest
discriminated bhetween these two aroups were selectad for the
final scale.

According to Nunnally (1967)y this method of test
construction tends to result in relatively heterogeneous
testsy including items that correlate well with a criterion
(ieres group)s but not with each other or with the total
scores In such instancess the items may be measuring
different aspects of a very complex constructe Indeeds when

items that cover a broad range of topics are summede the
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contributions and inter-relationships of specific content
issues are inavitably obscured. Nunnally (1867) advocates
the construction of homogeneous tests that are based on
solid theoretical considerationse In the case of the AHA3=
shopt_Forme it is clear that the 25 items met the
statistical requirementss but why they did is not clears and
their factorial composition remains unknown.

The emphasis in the literature appears to be either on
scale construction or on testing hypotheses with instruments
that have been developed for the purpose of the studye In
neither case has the research been guided by theorCyes
Researchers who are concerned with testing a specific
hypothesis may minimize the importance of first establishing
the stability ¢f the measure upon which their hypothesis
test ultimately rests. More importants the absence of a
priori definitions of the constructs these researchers are
measuring precludes any attempt to assess whether or not
these constructs are representative of the domain of
feminism. Consequentlys one cannot assess the validity of
these measures when the constructs they are supposed to be
tapping are undefined or poorly defined.

A theoretical approach to the development of
instruments to measure various dimensions of feminism is

essentiale Thus fares no theoretical bhasis has been employed
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in the development of instruments to measure feminisme nor
have any of the studies reviewed attempted to differentiate
among different underlying theoretical construr~ts related to
feminisme With regard to the measurement of feminisme it is
the emphasis On purely statistical techniques which Nunnally
(1967) referred to as "hlind empiricisms" Yet as AnAastasi
(19386) arqueds "Empiricism need not be hlind" (p.6).

Echoing the arguments of Nunnally (1967), Anastasi (1986)
called for an inteqration of theoretical and empirical
approaches to test constructione. Currentlys the only method
which fulfills this requirement is Jackson's (1974)
rational-empirical method of test constructione. The
rational=empirical method is the most recently developed
approach and represents a shift from statistically dAriven
and thus empirically derived measures of constructs to
measures which are theory drivens and thus theoretically
relevant. Anastasi further stated that theoretical s
considerations of varying deqrees of ahstraction should
facilitate an understanding of psychometric data. More
importante howevers a firm theoretical rationale should be
presented prior to the test construction process rather than
being introduced during the last stages of test development,
A noticeable weakness in the measurement literature has

been the lack of a clear definition and description of the
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dimensions of feminisms The feminist literature. reviewed
earliers indicates that two important dimensions of
feminisme which are manifested in the avtitudes and
bohaviors of feministse are Liberal (individualistic)
Feminism and Radical (collectivistic) Feminism. While
measures of various aspects of Liberal Feminism have been
encountered in the psychological literaturee these
instruments suffer from a lack of theoretical consideration
which may accounts in parte for some of the inconsistencies
previously mentionede Surprisinglys empirical research on
fominism has ignored a consideration of Radical Feminisme
This is surprising since Radical Feminism represents a
dimension which is hoth theoretically interesting and
socially relevante An analysis of Radical Feminism is
likely to contribute in a significant way to our
understanding of feminism in generales and to an
understanding of various theories of activism which suffer

from a lack of empirical underpinningse.

Liberal_and Radical Feminisn

For the present studys Liberal and Radical Feminism
constructs bave been derived from both the psychological and
feminist literature. The definitions of these constructs

are as follows:
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Liberal Feminism

Focus is on an individual approach to ending
women's unegqual status in societyi believes that
women should develop strategies to end their own
oppression; supports the goals of the women's
movement insofar as they relate to personal
experience} wants to become involved in the
women's movement yet remains behaviorally
uncommitted for a variety of reasonsi harbors a
sense of personal responsibility for ending one's
own oppression: believes that men and women can
work together to end sexism; socially appropriate
in the expression of feminist ideasi is not
inclined to express offence at sexist jokes from
male or female friendsi does not view all men as
the enemy in the struggle for egqualitve.

Radical Feminism

central focus is not on the individual but on
woman~kinds thereby directing enerqy toward
changing prevailing systems that are deemed to be
unjusts dominated by a need to take action against
those systems which support in theory or deecds
socials economices or political inequality for
women} for the politica’ly radical feminist the
personal is political’ characterized by a high
degree of bhehavioral commitment to the women's
movement including involvement in the organization
of and participation in the following: marche
rallys demonstrations committee! easily upset and
troubled by the persistence of perceived injustice
against women in society: sensitive to even the
most subtle antifeminist sentiment which can evoke
strong emotional reac:ionsi distrustful of males
in general and advocates the development of a
woman-centred culture hased on female values$
involved in a multiplicity of social relations,
all with a concentrated interest in feminist
issues: close friendships are usually limited to
individuals perceived as being similarly
committed.
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Although each of these constructs is assumed to he
unidimensionals each includes distinct components which may
be conceptualized as either criterial or derivative. 1In the
present studye criterial components refer to aspects of the
definition which are central to the constructs Derivative
components refers by definitions to aspects of the
definition which have been deduced from criterial
componentss and thus reflect more peripheral aspects of the
construct which may or may not be exclusive. With reqard to
Liberal Feminisms some criterial components and their

associated definitional representations include:

Individualistic Focus

supports the goals of the women's movement inasmuch
as they relate to personal experiences

Individual Change

bel;eves that women should develop strateqies to end
their own oppression.

Pro Humankind vse. Pro Gender

believes that men and women can work together to end
saexisme

Derivative components include:
Social Relations

§gcia11v appropriate in the expression of feminist
1deasSe
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In terms of Radical Feminisms some criterial components
and their definitional representations include:
System Blame
Central focus is not on the individual but on woman-
kinds+ thereby directing enerqy toward changing pre-
vailing systems that are deewmed to be unjuste.
Strong Behavioral Commitment
characterized by a high dearee of behavioral commitment
to the women's movement including involvement in the
organization of and participation in the following:
marche rallys demonstration. committee.
Action Oriented
dominated by a need to take action against those
systems which support in theory or deeds social,
economics or political inequality for womens
The derivative components include:

Sensitivity to Perceived Antifeminist Sentiment

sensitive to even the most subtle antifeminist
sentiment which can evoke strong emotional reactionse

Social Relationships
close friendships are usually limited to individuals
perceived as being similarly committed.

In the present researchs the proposed constructs of
Liberal and Radical Feminism are defined as independent or
orthogonal dimensionse Thuse in theory at least,
individuals could demonstrate adherence to both dimensions
simultaneously. Considers for examples the perceptions of

the source of women's oppression and the strateqies for
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ending oppression. Four possible scenarios emerge: 1) high
Liberal Feminism = low Radical Feminismes 2) low Liberal
Peminism - hiqh Radical Feminisms 3) hiqh Liberal Feminism -
high Radical Feminisms and 4) low Liberal Feminism - low
Radical Peminisme

In the first scenario (high liberal Feminism = low
Radical Feminism)s, some women may view the source of women's
oppression as residing within specific individuals (ee«qgey
the manager who will not promote a woman)e Strateqies for
ending women's oppression would be equally individualistic
in that the focus of encrgy would he on the individual to
gather knowledge and take appropriate action in the pursuit
of personal goals and needs. In this scenario there is no
political reference or framework for 3judging women's
oppression or the oppression of other minority qroups such
as leshiansy homosexualse Or blackse

A second scenario (low Liberal Peminism = high Radical
Feminism) would be a view by some feminists that women's
oppression resiies completely within the politicale
economice and social systemss. Even inequalities between
husband and wife would not he viewed as a personal problem
between a rouple but as a problem of patriarchal societye
Strategies for ending women's oppression would he directed

exclusively toward system change. In other wordse
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strateqies such as assertiveness training which focus on
personal change would be viewed as treating the symptoms of
oppression rather than its causee. Wine (1982), for example,
arques that strateqgies which focus on personal change are
representative of the "blame=-the=-victim fallacy." Of
assertiveness training she argues that "the fallacy is that
the power imbalance between men and women is a rasult of
individual women's lack of assertivenass" {(p. 76).

The third scenario (high Liberal Feminism - high
Radical Feminism) is perhaps the most difficult to
visualizes since it posits the existence of feminists who
view the source of women's oppréession as existing at hoth
individual and systemic levels (e.ge.+ from one'’s lack of
assertiveness to the larger political and economic systems)e.
Consequentlys strategies desiqgned to end oppnression would
involve system change as well as personal change or chanue
in relationships with otherse.

Finallys the fourth scenario (low Liberal Feminism =
low Radical Feminism) would consist of individuals who are
low on both Liberal and Radical Feminisme These individuals
may be nonfeminists or antifeministss. Nonfeminists mav not
be aware of the issues concerning the feminist movement
while antifeminists may be vervy aware of these issues but

view the feminist movement itself as oppressivee.
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The main purpose of the present study is to devise
self-report scales of Liberal and Radical Feminism based on
a priori definitions of these constructs. These definitions
were extracted from a consideration of both the feminist
literature and psychological research. The method of test
construction used to develop the Liberal and Radical
Feminism scales is Jackson's (1974) rational=empirical
methode. This method is based on the view that the
construction of a valid measure requires multiple procedures
which are employed sequentially at Aifferent stages of the
test development process (Anastasis 1986). Validity is
therefore concentualized as being built into the measure
from the outset rather than being limited io the final
stages of test construction as in the more traditional
factor analytic and criterion-oriented approachese The test
construction procedures and criteria emploved in the present
are discussed in detail in Chapter II.

Based on substantive considerations regarding the
existence of Liberal and Radical Feminismes a number of
predictions can be made regarding the structural and
external validity components of the method of test
construction employed.

Structurallys the two final scales are expected to

possess a high deqree of homogeneity while encompassing both
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criterial and derivative aspects of their definitions. 1In
additions items within each scale are expected to possess
moderate endorsement proportions and correlate higher with
their own scale than with a selected content irrelevant
scale and a measure of social AdAesirabilitye. The extent to
which these criteria are met will provide evidence as to
whether or not the final scales possess a high dearee of
reliability and discriminatory power and whether the scales
are confounded py a socially desirabhle response style.

A number of predictions can also be made reqarding the
external validity component of the rational—=empirical method
of test construction. These procedural aspects of test
construction dictate that measures of similar constructs
will correlate highly and measures of dissimilar constructs
will correlate poorlyes Since curcent measures of feininism
contain numerous assumptions associated with liberalisme one
would expect the Liberal Feminism scale to correlate
positively with such a measures yet no such prediction wonld
be made for the Radical scale.

Based on substantive considerationss it 1s expected
that radical feminists would be more active in the women's
movement than liberal feministse. Thusy the Liberal Feminism
scale should co:relate negatively with a measure of feminist

activism while the Radical Peminism scale should correlate
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positively with such a measure. These discriminant and
convergent relationships would provide evidence that the two
scales are measuring what they were intended to measures
Indeedy the establishment of a relationship between the
final scales and actual behavior would provide strong
suppoct for the construct validity of the final scales.
Furthermoros substantive considerations would also predict
that the two scales would be independente that iss that the
two scales measure different aspects of Feminisme

It is also predicted that the Liberal and Radical
Feminism scales will be differentiated on the basis of
selected personality traits. Predictions based on the
review of the psychological literature are difficult to make
because of the methodological problems associated with the
researchy and the fact that the feminist groups discussed in
tne literature have heen treated as homogeneous qroupSe
However. a few predictions can be made hased on the relative
consistency of some personality traitse. For examples both
liberal and radical feminists should score high on measures
of autonomy and achievement, yet radical feminists might be
expected to score higher than liberal feminists on measures
of dominance and aqgression (eeges Arnotts 19737 Dempewolff.
19743 Chernisss 19723 Lipman=Blumensy 1972)e. On the other

hands liberal feminists might be expected to scnre
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relatively higher than radical feminists on measures of
nurturances social recognition and abasement by comparison
(Goldschmidt et al. 19815 Harrison et al. 19815 Joesting-
1976% Redferings 1972) In additions a number of
relationships will be explored between the Liberal and
Radical scale and the personality traits of Understanding.
Endurances Cognhitive Structures Changes Sentiences Order.s
Harmavoidances Impulsivitys Succorances Defendenca.
Affiliations and Exhibition. Finallys if the two scales are
measuring what they were intended to measures clear
distinctions are expected t0o emerge between female and male

samples on these personality traitse



CHAPTER II

METHOD

Subjects

The primary sample consisted of 251 females and served
as the test construction samplee The majority of these
subjects were from the University of Windsor with
approximately 2.4% (n=6) from women®'s qroups in southwestern
Ontarine The six subjects from various women's groups
represented an attempt to obtain a known feminist samplee
Figqhty-four questionnaires were mailed out to contacts in
Londons Waterloos and Torontos Ontarios The Six
questionnaires that were returned were combined with the
University sample. A secondary sample of 9% male University
of Windsor students was used to assess the external validity
of the two scalese. Participation in the study was
voluntarys and those subjects who were underqraduate
behavioral science students received an extra course credite.
Individuals who indicated an interest received a short

summary of the studye.
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Brocedure

In accordance with the rational-empirical method of
test constructions a large pool of multipoint items was
written to reflect the definitions of Liberal and Radical
Feminism (100 items per scale)s. These items were then
submitted to an independent editore who was familiar with
the rational=empirical method of test constructions to be
evaluated for clarity and the relation of the items to the
constructs they definedes This procedure resulted in the
preliminary Liberal and Radical Feminism scalese cach
consisting of a pool of 50 items (Appendix B).

Subjects were tested either individually or in groups.
Fach subject received an experimental packaqge (Appendix B}
containinges in the order in which they were completed:
Instruction Sheety Informed Consent Forms Personal Data
Sheet+ preliminary Liberal and Radical Feminism Scales.
Personality Research Form (PRF) (Jacksons, 1974), Attitudes
Toward Women Scale (AWS) (Spence & Helmreiche 1372)+ and a

Peminist Behavior Checklist (FRC) constructed by the authore.

Instruments

Parsonal_Data_Sheet. The Personal Data Sheet (Appendix
B) was developed by the aunthor for the purpose of the

present research and includes questions on ages religiony
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educationy gendere and political preferencese. These
variables have been explored in previous research on
feminism (Appendix A) and were also deemed to be relevant to

the proposed dimensions of Liberal and Radical Feminisme.

Liberal_and_Radical Pepinism_Sgcales. The preliminary
Liberal and Radical Feminism Scales each consisted of a pool
of 50 items to which subjects responded on 6-point Likert-
type scales (Appendix B)e. Jackson's (1974) rational-
empirical mothod of test construction was used to develop
the scalese This method of test development is based in
part on Loevinger's (1957) three stage validation process of
establishing substantives structurale and exterpal validitye
The substantive component refers to the extent to which the
scale items reflects on theoretical groundss the Liberal and
Radical Feminism dimensions. The substantive validation
process involves the a priori formulation of definitions to
reflect Liberal Feminism and Radical F:. inisme These
construct definitions were derived from psycholodical and
feminist theory and research and appear in Chapter I {ppe.
28=30).

The definition uf liberal Feminism reflects both
criterial and derivative components of the proposed
dimensions Components of Liberal PFeminism which may be

considered criterial include an Individualistic Focuse
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Individual Changes Status Quo Orientations Apoliticals and
Pro Humankind vs. Pro Gender or Race. Derivative statements
are those which reflect Social Relationshipse Below are two
examples of items taken from the Liberal Peminism scale.
The first item is criterial and the secnnd item is
derivatives (The number to the left of each statement
indicates the item number in Appendix B.)

50e The feminist movement unfairly condemns all
mens (Pro Humankind vse Pro Gender)

35 I prefer not to discuss feminist issues with my male
friends because they make fun of mee. {(Social Relationships)

Ccriterial components of Radical Feminism include System
Blames System Changee Political Frameworke Stronq Behavioral
commitments Collective vse Individual Focuss Action
orienteds and a Separatist Orientatione Derivative or more
peripheral components of Radical Feminism include
Sansitivity to Perceived Injustice/Antifeminist Sentiment
and Social Relationshipse. The two Radical Feminism items
below are examples of criterial and derivative statements
respectively.

29. Radical feminist activism is the only way to create a
world where there are no more victims. (Action Oriented)

90« I need to meet reqularly with other feminists in order to
keep my sanity. (Social Relationships)

one could arque that the Liberal and Radical Feminism
scales should contain only those items defined a priori as

tapping criterial components of hoth dimensions. since
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derivative components may nots by definition. contribute
significantly to the discriminatory power of the scalese.
Howevere given the exploratory nature of the proposed studys
and the possibility that a priori definitions of centrality
might not be completely accurates the decision was made to
include items reflecting both criterial and derivative
components of the scales.

Phe structural and external validity components of the
rational method refer to the extent to which item and scale
characteristics meet specified criteria. The structural
validation criteria are presented in Tahle 2.

Essentiallys the structural validation process represents
criteria that each item must meet in order to be considered
for inclusion in the final scales. For examples at the
scale levely the Liberal and Radical Feminism scales are
expected to exhibit a high deqree of within-scale
homogeneitye. This would indicate that each scale is
measuring some common underlying attribute. At the item
levels items are expected to have a higher correlation with
their own scale than with other criterion scaless As
illustrated in Table 2+ items are also expected to have a
higher correlation with their own scale than with a content
irrelevant scale and a response style scalee The subscale

play from the Personality Research Porm (PRF) served as the



Table 2

Structural_yalidation Griteria

Scale Properties

Homogeneity
{coefficient alpha)

Item Properties
Endorsement oroportion

(> «10 and < +99)

Item=scale remainder
correlation

Itsm=content irrelevant scale
correlation (PRF=Play)

Item~response style scale
correlation
{PRF=Social Desirability)

[ —————————— SR 8 Rl et

u9

Criteria

High

Moderate

Hiah

Low

Low

. —— i o ——— T —— S -
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content irrelevant scale and PRF-Social Desirability served
.as the response style scale. Finallys items are expected to
possess moderate endorsement proportionss Endorsement
proportions simply reflect the percentages of individuals
who respond in a particular direction to each item. These
safequards are built into the rational method to ensure that
the resulting scales possess a high degree o¢ reliability
and discriminatory power and are not confounded by response
style (i.ee+ Social Desirability).

The external validity component of the rational method
refers to the expactation that different measures of similar
constructs will correlate highly (convergent validity) and
different measures of different constructs will correlate
poorly (discriminant validity)e The PRF. the Attitudes
Toward Women Scale (AWS)es and the Feminist Behavior
Checklist (FBC) were used to assess the external validity
of the Liberal and Radical Feminism scaless The
relationships that were expected to emerge are presented in
Table 3

Subjects' responses to each item were scored on a six
point scale: (1) Strongly Disagree (2) Moderately Disaqree
(3) Slightly Disaqree (4) Slightly Agree (5) Moderately
Aqree (6) Strongly Agreees The decision to use a 6=point
scale was based on a number of considerationse According to

Nunnally (1967)s as the number of scale steps is increaseqd
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Table 3

Yalidation Criteria: Expectred_and_Exploratory._Relatiogoships

D R WY S S ER GBS D S S S Y R SR M WA D A D D A S D e ek el A i b o e o S gy ol A A S A me W

Liberal Radical
Scales Feminism Feminism

- T WY S S A R D S R D RS VN S D A A R TIPS R AN D W R D D S NI A D S S S A g

BERF_scales
Abasement

Achievement
Aggression
Autonomy

Dominance
Nurturance

Social Reccgnition

++ o+ 1+ +
oo+ + +4+ 1

Exploratory Relationships

Affiliation
Change
Cognitive Stcouctur-:
Defendence
Fndurance
Exhibition
Harmavoidance
Impulsivity
Order
Sentience
Succorance
Understanding:

Additional Measyres
A, +
Feminist Behavior Checklist - +
Radical Feminism a

(=}

Note: PRF=Play was not included here since this scale served as
the content irrelevant scale criterione
Scales for which no prediction was made represent an
exploratory analysise.
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from 2+ there are corresponding increases in both
reliability and error variancee. Howevere reliability
increases at a much more rapid rate than error variance and
levels off at about 7 stepse Thuse beyond 7 steps there is
little to be gained by increasing the number of scale
pointse In additions Nunnally (1967) states that there is a
clear advantage to using an even number of steps (no neutral
option} instead of an odd number (a neutral option) since a
neutral option introduces additional error variance due to
individual response style differences. Responses to the
tiberal and Radical Feminiém items were summed vielding a
score for Liberal Feminism and a score for Radical Feminism
for each subject.

The Liberal and Radical Feminism Scale items were
randomly mixed and combined in one questionnaire. The
rationale for combining both sets of scale items was to
avoid sensitizing subjects to the specific content areas.

It shotid be noted that the questionnaire given to subjects
was titled "The Personal Attitude Scale" for the same

reasons (Appendix B).

Personality_Besgarch_Porm.{PRF)iForm_E. The PRF
(Jacksons 1974) consists of 20 16-item scales for the
assessment of normal personalitye The PRF scales were

administered in order to assess the structural validity of
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the preliminary Liberal and Radical Feminism Scales (See
Table 2 on page U9 Yo The PRF scales were also used to
assess the external validity of the final Liberal and
Radical Feminism Scales (see Tahle 3 on page 51 )}« The PRF

scale descriptors are presented in Appendix 8.

Attitudes_Toward_Homen_Scale_(AWS). The AWS, developed
by Spence & Helmreich (1972)s consists of 55 items which atre
scored on a U point scale. The AWS was developed to assess
attitudes toward the rights and roles of women in society.
Ppue to its wide popularity and established reliabilitys the
AWS was used to 2ssess the external validity (convergent and
discriminant validity) of the Libheral and Radical Feminism

Scales (see Table 3 on page 51 )« The AWS is presented in

Appendix B.

Feminist_Behavior Checklist (PBC)e The Feminist
Behavior Checklist was developed by the author to assess the
external validity of the final Liberal and Radical Feminism
Scales (see Table 3 on page 51 )« Two active feminist
women were asked to make a list of "behaviors a feminist
might engage ine"™ The lists were evaluated and combined.
Subjects were requested to indicate which behaviors they had
ever performed and which behaviors they had performed in the
past yeares A final question on the checklist asked subjects

whether or not they considered ‘.amselves to be feministse.



For subjectss the FBC was called the Personal Activities
Scales A copy of the Feminist Behavior Checklist is

presented in Appendix B.
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

Subiscts

The subject pool consisted of 257 females and 94 males.
The female sample served as the test construction sample.
The male sample served as the discriminant validity sample.

The female sample consisted of 53% Roman Catholice 30%
Protestants U4% atheistes 2% Jewishs and 12% who designated
themselves as "othere" Two-thirds of the female sample
(66%) reported that they participated in the religion of
their choice while 34% were not religiouslv actives Of the
Roman Catholic subjectss U1% were active in their churche
0f the Protestant subjectss 17% were reliqiouslv active. The
remaining 8% who reported that they were religiously active
were Jewish (1%) and those who designated themselves as
other (7%)e With reqgard to races 94% were whitee« 3% were
blacke 1% were Asian and 3% desiqgnated themsalves as
"other«" Forty percent of the female sample indicated that
they were feminists while 60% reported that they were nont

feministse In terms of nolitical preferences 21% reported

- 55 =
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that they were conservative, 68% reported that they were
liberals and 10% reported that they were politically
radicale Suhjects ranged in age from 17 to 55 vears.
Zighty-eight percent of the subiect pool were in first year

of University and 84% were sinqgle.

Prelimipary_Item_Apalysis

Structural_properties. A preliminary item analysis
was performed on the 530-item Liberal and 50-item Radical
Fominism scales. As indicated in Tabhle U, results of this
preliminary analysis were quite promisinge.

The large standard deviation coupled with the high
deqree of homogeneity for both scales suggested that they
were discriminating individuals on some underlving
attrihutes Not surprisinglye since attitudes toward
feminism in general tend to be negatively skew&d in a
university female populations the mean scores for both
preliminary scales were greater than the mid=-point of the
range of scores {iecss 125)e The Liberal Peminism scale was
neqatively skewed with a mean of 205+ a standard deviation
of 23 and a coefficient alpha of .34. Most promising was
the Radical Faminism scale with a coefficient alpha of +92,
a mean of 182 and a standard deviation of 30. These

preliminary scale statistics indicate that the Liberal ana
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Table 4

scale_Statistics for Prelimipacy._and_Final_Scales

- —————— - — o T —— —— ——— —— —— " - T T . T 5 G e Al S A e ek Sk S el e S —

Dreliminarve' Final
Mean
Scale Mean  S.D. Alpha DRI Mean  SeDs Alpha
Liberal
Feminism 206 23 94 « 31 a4 1. «34
Radical
Feminism 181 30 «92 ol 77 15 « 89

@ .
Number of items=50
‘Number of items=20

Mean
DRI

«40
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Radical Feminism scales did discriminate individuals on two
homogeneous dimensions.

Item statistics were computed for each of the two
preliminary 50-item scales. These involved calculating the
correlation between each item and: 1) the remainder of its
own scale (Etk)' 32) the irrelevant content scale criterion
(PRF=Play) (&")v and 3) the response style scale (PRF~
Social Desirability) (rp‘s).

Tn additions endorsement proportions and Jackson's
(1974) Differential Reliability Index (DRI) were computed
for each items Endorsement proportions reflect the
percentaqge of individuals who respond in a particular
direction. Because the items were scored on a 6=-point
scales the endorsement proportions reflect the percentage of
respondents who were in agreement with a particular item
(iscees endorsed a Uy %¢ or 6 on the 6=-point scale)e The DRI
is a measure of the item variance with the variance the item

shares with a content irrelevant scale removeds Thus

= 2 - 2
DRI / L':R ra.‘

Preliminary item statistics for the Liberal and radical

Feminism scales appear in Tahles 5 and 6 respectivelye.

Salection_of._items_for_the_final_scalgse Based on the

rational-empirical method of test constructions a number of
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criteria had to be met in order for an item to be included
in the final scales. Firste items selected for the final
scales were expected to have moderate endorsement
proportions (iseey > 410 and € +90)e An extreme endorsement
proportinn meant that 390% or more of the respondents either
aqreed or disaqreed with an items and thus the item did not
discriminate welle Therefores items with extreme
endorsement proportions were eliminated from further
analysise Tight items from the Libaral scale ant twn items
from the Radical scale were eliminated for this reason.
Seconds items were expected to have a higher correlation
with their own scale than with the content irrelevant scale
(PRF~Play). Apnlication of this criterion resulted in a
loss of three items from the Liheral scalee. Thirde items
were expected to have a higher correlation with their own
scale than with the response style scale (PRF-Social

Desirability).



sanuLjund ajqey°** (3) *juswanow
$,USWOM © P3aU 3,UP|NOM M UOjSSIuddo

B ey 8e” 60° £€0°- ge* 9° Lg uMO 43y GULPUD PJEMO] PIXJOM LRWOM YIUd 4 °6
() °3Lnsup (euosuad © ueyy Jayjed

6€" pe* 60° 90°- ge* oL 1€ Anowny peq 40 wios © S Mol ISiXas v °8
(9) °uaw se sajjjunjdoddo

() -awad3x’ 003 Isnf S| anssy
st Le* o1r° S0° ge* | {5 22 (22131 10d © w0y 3y} upyIpm yJom Bupyen °9

(2) consst Leas3pgod
e J0U “3310Yyd [euosaad © S} UPLIYD

Sp* 5p° L2° 00°- Gb* 8* 6l 426unofk jo 3aed 3ye3 03 awoy bupAels °§
(9) °sdnoub pue

2" b 12° L0°- 2" 99° 81 S|enpIALpUL M3} © Aq passauddo e udwop
(3) ‘swi3 Aw jo yonu 003 aJajnbaa pLnom

4 1t 1t° 60°~ 2¢” 09 91 JUIDAOL ISLULWAS 9YJ Ul PAAloAut 6ullIdm ‘g
(2) “Led1ped 003 3ue

Ly 9p° 60° 10°- 9p* 9g° 6 SISLUWR) BALde A|Ledlri|od Jo SMaLA dy) °2
(7) ‘uew v se Aauom Yo

6¢" 92° 8r* £0°~ ge* - LE* g Se 9yEt Ued 03 SJUEM Oym ucwom Auy ‘T

¥I, TG SJI, s3a, uI, 43 § w3 . w3

3|edS |euLy RIS Aueull | g

3LdS WSLUIWIY |eJaqi] teuid Y3 [0 paJIaLIS SwA]
G aqel



2 sanurjuod apqey°*

(2) °.uoiiednpa, pJos 343 Japun dn
ez’ Ee” st 90°- pe” 69° 58 pauLNS 2q UPD WSLULWA) JO S|R0B Ayl °(1

(3) °03 juem A3y3 31 43ppe| 3jedoduod
65° 95" 74 £0°- 95° 08° 8L ay3 dn 31 3yew ued> udwoMm 3sow ‘Aepol °91

() cu43xod
J0 3NSS| ISLULEDY © URY] J3yed Jnowny
8z° rA 50° 20°~ £e” 09°* 74 ISjujuRy $3I31484 ,3ys, © pon bupg(ed °St

(2) °suorjeajsuowdp Aubue Jnoy3im
2s’ 25’ 11 £0°~ 18° 8L £9 paAalyde 3q ued wsjujwdy jo sieob ayl 1

(2) -aweu peq
© JUSWIAOW S,UBWOM 3L} IALD SISLULWIY

(% 13 vo° to° ev* t8° S5 Ledipea AqG pasn spoyjaw 3yl jo Swos °€f
() cuam e
A M ve” ¥0°* 00° be* 65° 0% SUUIPUOD A|Llejun JUBDAOW JSIULWI) YL 21

(9) *wdysAs jeyy Aq uopssasddo jou
‘wa3sAs et 1od 3y upyitm uogjejuasaadad

Ge* £€° G1°* $0°- [ 89° v -UCU JO U0 S| UWOM 40 wIlqoud Yy °IY
() °*sjuaum0d ISIX3S 0] Saw0d 3}

LEN w or’ £0° FA-N 08° 6¢ U3YM SALJ|SUBS 003 BJe SISLULED) SwoS °Ol

a|ess |eurd apeds Adeurwt|add

(panupjuod) G alqeL



61

di4d - w3 =

*juauodwo) |eysa3Ldd=) $xapul A3piiqet|ay
UOL3R[34400 LIS UQLBILLY JUBADIALL] JUBIUCD ~ LAY]
J SUOLIR|3UI0D JBPULRWIY WIL] =

Gﬁﬁ.ﬁt_n = 140 *(AV1d-dud)

tuopje[aae0d A3L|Lgea}sag

mms $U0L340d04d JUBWSSAOPU] = dJ :SUOLIeLAdAGQY :ILON

(9) *piivA J0U 3Je SuUOLINILISUL dAjssauddo

GE* pe* S1°* 20° be* 11 G6 Se u0jbi|34 JO SWSLI)IAD ISHULER] °02
(2) °34mna3s Janod
quasaud 9y3 up papnoul 3q 03 pa Ajdmys
ov* i 20° 90° AN 88° 26 Aay3 ‘aamod 2303 03 paSU 30U -Op UIMON °61
. () *wsjuiway jo asned
ay3 s3any A|jenjoe Ae|dsip SISIUND)
ov* oy° or° er- ' A £8° L8 awos 3eyy uojssaubbe pue sabue i °81
a1, 140 SJI, S3a, 41, . 43 § w1 w9]

ajeas |eutyq

s9|eds Adeulwljadd

{ranuLjuod) G ajqel



sanuLjuod ajqe3*’
(2) *swa3sAs Jtwouoda pue |edj3iiod Ay}

o

“ ece GG° 80°- L0°- 5S° 8L° 2€ ybnoay3 padtojud SL UNOM JO UOLIRULNOP B|OW L
(3) °smi3o1A
40U OU 340 IUIY] 3JIYM plJIOM ©° JJeaND 03

Ly’ 9%° £0°- 80°- L Gg*° 62 Aem AUO 3y} St WSLALIIR JIS|UIEDs |RILpRY °9
(2) *passauaddo uawom
doay 03 paubLSap uoljuaAul 3|vE © S| IMWOY
3y} BPLSUL HIOM JO UOLIRN|BA-ABPUN Y] ue

¥s* 6§° 60°~ 80°- 95°* Ls° 82 WOy 3Y3 SPLSINO YIO0M JO UOLIEN|RA-AIAO WYL °§
(3) r-dnoqey
J13sauop predun apiaoad uswom asnedaq

0S° 1s° 1) Gt 90°- 15" A £ SYA0M ALU0 wWIISAS J1WOUODD JudSIad Ayl ‘¢
(2) °*4noqe| JO UOLSEALP LENX3S 3yl uo

0s° 6v° 60°- v0* 6b° |V 02 paseq aJde S3LA03Y] OLWOUOII pue (RI}3}104 °E
(3) °swaysAs ebay pue
€21WoU0%3 *|ed13i|od 3ew Y3 BuimoaYyILBA0

es” 2s° 90"~ 80°- 28" 62° 12 AqQ uojjedlagjje~-313s pus ALuo L}M udmoM °2
(9) *JUSEDACH S, UIMOM

6v° 0s* 60°- 90°~ 15° s L 3y UL SAIO0 3w023Q PLNOYS uPWOM ASAAT °T

a|ess Leuly 91eas Aaeutu)|axd

3935 wsiujwad [eo[pey [VUld 943 JOJ Pajoa(as swdll
"9 a|quL



SonuLjuod ajqey**

L3t ]
o

(9) *waysAs
{eo13110d pajeuLWOp-3| e 3Y} UJNJILIA0

L* 9%° 60°- - AN 1/ 59 03 sajbajea3s umo 413y} do|aAsp ISTW udwOM “GT
(@) °SIucmmod

£5° 56° 80°- 10*- §5° ps* b9 ISLULLDSLJUe Jeay | UIYM Snotan) w0JAq T "1
(Q) *s2dA3034335 ISIXaS IDA0JULIL YOLym

9y° 8b* £1°- 00° e 18° 19 Al uo sweaboud 335 [ uaym Aabue Aada 3a3b 1 €1
(3) owoy
Y3 ULYILM L0M WOA) 334} ULEEIL |L1IS Ude
‘awoy 3Yj PLSINO YAOM 03 334 MW0IIG UIMWOM

¥s°® £§° 50°- £0°- bs* 85° 65 Se asnedaq |edjped 3Jow 3q 03 padu SISLulwd] °gy
(2) °sot3ilod buru)japaa Aq usw wo.s

£6° §S° L0°- S0°- 65° 9§°* 1S 1043200 |e2160|03p} IS3UM IShE WSjUIEd] 1T
(9) °sauayds ageardd pue 24 1gnd yjoq uy
N40M pjedun pue pied 10j JUNOIIV O} UIMOM

6bv* 9% rA i 90°~ Ly 69° 1§ Aq paupjapad aq Isnu WA3SAS I4WOU0Id 3yl °01
(D) *931| S,ucwom A19Ad JIAO SIJUIN|SUL IJIXD

18° 6b° 61°- 20°- v G8°* 8¢ Jey3 swd3sAs ay3 adeysad 03 3OV ISNM UIWON °6
(@) °A39170s pajeujwop
. Jlew B Ul IAL| M JRYJ pueISJsBpUN 03

18° $s° cre- S0°*- $s°* 9%" 143 W33S 3,U0p OYM uwoM AqQ pajeJysnay we | °g

¥l 140 sa,  siq, ) §f 41 # Wl w9}

3ajeds Leutj

a|ess Aieutwy|ad4d

(panujjuo>) 9 ayqel



64

squauodwo) [eLdd3ta) = J Ixapu] AjLitqel|sy

*juduodwo) dALIRALIB] = (

wm*wgo;umm_n = 140 $(AV1d=44d)

fuoLje|adL02 A3LLLqealsaq

UoOLIR[3440D 3|25 cmwmmumsu JUBAS|IJA] FUIJUODY - UR] i1

did - w3l = 4 SU0LJR[3AI0D J3pULeWdY WRY] = 74 $u0L340d0dgd JUABSIOPUT = 43 SUOLIRLAIQQY :ILON
(9) *uaw Aq
padojanap saibajeays AQ pa|o4a3uod e

15* 15° G0°~ t0°- 16* 08°* 1] SOAL| JL3Y) YOnw MOY dZiQead J0U Op UIWMON 02
(@) °*Ajpues Aw dady 03 J3pJ40 UL SISLULER)

£G* £G° €£2°~ 11°- ps°* £r° 06 43430 y3m ApJe|nbasx Ja9¢ 01 pIAU | "6l
(3) *pLaoM B3y} JO MI{A 3| Ewdj
ALLeorj)o9ds e do|2Aap 03 43pJI0 U} |RLIUISSD

6b° 15° £1°- 90°- 25° 19° 88 ade Aa03y) pue uojjeziuebao Jsiuimdj gl
(2) °pPLIOM M3u © IJR3LD

£G° $S° G0°~ 20° £S° £6° 6L 03 J49y3abo3 3oe pue 3pun PLROUS UdMOM °/]
(2) *JuduDACH JSIULNDS BY) Ul 3A}IOR 3W0I3q 03

£9° 29’ p1°- 60°- 29° 82* el uewoM A43Ad jo A311qisuodsas ayy st 31 "9T

aleas |euld

aleas Aaeuiwy|auad

(panuy3u0d) 9 3|qey



65
Application of this criterion resulted in a loss of one item
from the Liberal scale and one item from the Radical scalee.
Since the goal was to reduce the preliminary 50-item scales
to final 20-item scales with good psychometric properties.
the Differential Reliahility Index (DRI) was computed for
the remaining itemse The items were then ranked within each
scale on the hasis of the magnitude of their DRIse The best
20 items for each scale were then selected to form the final
lLiberal and Radical Feminism scales ( Table 5 on page 59 and

Tahle 6 on page 62 respectively).

Pinal_Item_Analysisi_Structural_ Properties_of_the Final
Scales

An item analysis was performed on the two final scalese As
Table 4 on paqge 57 indicatess both of the final scales
improved in their ability to discriminate as evidenced by
the size of the standard deviations relative to the means
when compared with the preliminary scale statisticse 1In
addition, the means for the final scales are much closer to
the mid-point of the range of possihle scores (i.ess 350)
than the means for the preliminary scales. Furthermore. the
standard deviations for both final scales approximate 1/6 of

the range of all possible scores (ieees 16).
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Table 4 on page 57 also presents the mean DRIs for the
preliminary and final scaless The mean DRI for the Libheral
Feminism scale was «4C and the mean DRI Ffor the Radical
Feminism scale was «51. The DRIs computed for the Liberal
and Radical scale items appear in Table 5 on page 59 and
Table 6 on page 62 respectivelys For the Liberal scale the
DRIs ranged from «371 to «55. For the Radical scale the DRIs
ranged from 46 to «62.

The reliabilities of the final scales as measured by
coefficient alpha are impressive. It is particularly
noteworthy that the reduction in scale lenqth by more than
S0% did not substantially reduce alpha. For the Liberal
scales coefficient alpha remained at 84+ which reflects a
more than acceptahle level of internal consistency.
Coefficient alpha for the Radical scale decreased slightly
from .22 to «.39. These results suggest that the preliminary
scales contained a certain amount of measurement errcor and
thus the fiunal scales exhibit an improvement in relevant

content over the preliminarvy scalese.

Dimensionality_of the PFinal_Scales

Criterial arl derivative aspects_of the _final_scales.

Homogeneity in the sense of internal consistency is

manifested in the average correlations among items and is
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measured by coefficient alphas The criteria dictated by the
rational method of test construction are designed to vield
final scales of high homogeneity as evidenced by alphae 1In
attempting to maximize homogeneitys one runs the risk of
obtaining final scales that are limited in generality and
scope when compared to the original definition of the
constructe An ideal final scale would be one which contains
a high degree of homogeneity without sacrificing the content
validity or criterial aspects of the definition of the
construct. All of the criterial components reflecting the
Liberal Feminism constrict were represented in the final
scale (see Table 5 on page 9)s. Items reflecting the
derivative component of Sociil Relationships failed to meet
the criteria for inclusion in the final scale. The
criterial components of Status Quo Orientation (6 items)e
Individualistic Focus (5 items), and Apolitical (6 items)
accounted for most of the items in the final scale. Two
items reflected Individual Change and one item reflected Pro
Humankind vs. Pro Genders.

An examination of the Radical scale in Table 6 on page
62 reveals that all criterial an? derivative components of
the definition were represented in the final scalee Of the
20 items in the final scales five represented the criterial

componiant of System Blames with three items representing the
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component of Action Oriented and the derivative component
Sensitivity to Perceived Antifeminist Sentiment. The
components of Separatist Ideology. System Changes and
Collective Oriented each contained two itemse The remaining
criterial components of Political Frameworks Strong
Behavioral Commitments and the derivative component of
S5ocial Relations were cach represented by one item.e Many
items reflected more than one components as in the case of
item 6 which reflects elements of Action Oriented,
Collective Ideologys and System Blame. The one item which
reflects the derivative component of Social Relations (Ttem
19) also contains elements of the criterial component of
Collective Oriented. The notion of a collective may he
important in terms of pnlitical strategy and political
poweres but it mav also meet the personal and social needs of

individuals within the collective.

Factor_analytic_evidence_of_dimensionaliitye In order
to determine empirically the dimensionality of the final
Liberal and Radical Feminism scaless a nonlinear principal
components analysis (NLPCA) was performed separately on each
scale using the computer proqram PRINCALS (Gifi. 1995).
PRINCALS is a statistical software package for conducting
either a principal components analysis (PCA) or a NLPCA on a

data matrix that contains nominal variables or categorical
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variables which are characterized by ordinal relationshipses
The decision to use NLPCA instead of classical PCA was hased
on the fact that the analvses were performed on the scale
itemse The items were scored on 6~point scales representing
the ordinal categqories of 1=Stronqly Disaqree to 6=Stronqgly
Agrees Since it could not be assumed that the item points
represented equal intervalses a nonlinear transformation of
the data matrix was deemed appropriate. A classical PCA of
the scales would not only be inappropriate but very
misleading (de Leeuws 1328). A NLPCA is a qeneralized form
of classical PCA in which the raw data matrix is gquantified,
jenes the cateyories are scaled in an alternating least
squares way similar to homogeneity analysis (HOMALS) with
the addition of order restrictions (Rijckevorsel £ Walters
1981,

The NLPCA resulted in the extraction of one factor for
each scales indicating that the final Liberal and rRadical
Feminism scales are unidimensional in nature. These results
indicate that the final scaless while possessing a high
deqree of homogeneitys did not sacrifice the criterial
components central to the definition of each constructe The
resulting factor patterns from each analysis are presented

in Tabla 7.
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Table 7

Component_Loadindas_for_ Liberal_and_Radical_ Feminjism_Scalegs

Liberal Scale Radical Sscale

Item NO. Component Loadinas
1 55 55
2 «54 « 54
3 « 45 «55
1) «hl «A51
) «56 «58
s e53 U8
7 73 262
B o UB «h2
g 55 52
10 «56 «f1
11 e 54 « bR
12 38 «60
13 « U2 «C
14 «H0 60
15 U7 «59
16 73 R
? «53 «5h
12 o4 60
1¢@ « 50 oR7
20 o5l oF2
% Variance Explained o 30 «37

- o ot A i S i S — S A S e S T S S L S S —— o S S e d w— S S e, =

Note: The item numbers refer to the Liheral and Radical scale
items respectively.

——— e T b A —————— T T - i T o S o S S b ot PHS SN M S S S S S e b S e —
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Exterpal_Yalidity of the FPinal_Liberal_and_Radical Feminimm
Scales

The final liberal and Radical Feminism scales were
correlated with the AWSe FBCe and the PRF in order to assess
the discriminant and convergent predictions presented in
Table 3 on page 31. These correlations are presented in
Table 8.

Contrary to predictiones a siqnificant negative
correlation was found between the Liberal Feminism scale anid
the AWS. such that high scores on the Liberal scale were
associated with low scores on the AWS. In spite of the fact
that the two scales tap quite different contents the present
study predicted a positive relationship between the AWS and
the Liberal scales. The AWS focuses largely on gender roles
within the family and dating situationse Thuss high scores
on the AWS reflect nontraditional attitudes while low scores
reflect traditional attitudes toward the role of women in
societyes Accordinglys positive attitudes toward Liberal
Feminisme ieces attitudes that advocate a status quo and
apolitical orientations were associated with a conservative
view of women's role in societyes

As vredicteds the Radical Feminism scale was not
related to the AWS and thus vprovides support for the

discriminant validity of the scale in particular. and
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Table 8

Correlations_Betueen_Einal_Scales_and__AdSas_EDCa_and. BRP

—— —— —— Y S S . — S S S S T S — el T e e T o L P S W e S U TV e e T A P et S ot P

Liberal Radical
Scales Feminism Feminism
PRF Scales
Ahasement 18%x% =02
Achievaement -12 -13=x%
Aggression =00 -00
Autonomy =013 06
Dominance -09 04
Nurturance 11 =03
Social Recognition 22wk g0
Exploratory Relationships
Affiliation 09 00
Change =013 10w
Cognitive Structure =30 12
Pefendence 02 09
Endurance ~-05 07
Exhibition =00 -N3
Harmavoidance -11 05
Impulsivity 12x= —~1y*=
Order -03 15am
Sentience o6 12=
Succorance 09 -02
Understanding =2 1% 14s
Additional Measires
AWS -16%x 09
FBC “3gEun 29%=x
Radical Feminism -l Twxn

— - —— i —— ——— Y]
S S A S - A A S e e e A S S A S ——— L A S ————— A o —— o - —— o T . = O S —

Note: Decimals omitted.

* p < 405
*%x n < +01
¥x% p < o001
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evidence for the multidimensionality of femiaism in general.
The Radical Feminism scale appears to tap a component of
feminism that has not been previously measurede.

A significant neqative correlation was expected hetween
the FBC and the Liheral scale. In additiones attitudes
toward Radical Feminism were expected to correlate
positively with participants® actual behavior in the past
year as measured by the FBCe As predicteds the FBC
correlated negatively with the Liberal scale and positively
with the Radical scale. These findings support both the
discriminant and convergent predictions and contribute to
the external validity of the scales.

self-defined feminists and nonfeminists were expected
to differ in terms of the kind or type of behaviors endorsed
on the FBC. Table 9 opresents the frequency of endorsements
on the FBC by individuals who defined themselves as feminist
versus nonfeministe Individuals who define themselves as
feminists appear to di:.fer from
individuals who define themselves as nonfeminists in terms
of the type nf behavior endorsed on the FBC. For examples
self~daefincd feminists in the sample appear to he involved
in the women's movement at an orqanizational level.
presumably reflecting a strong sense of commitment and

responsibility (Items 8, 13y 17, 19). self=defined



Table 9

T4

Fempinist_Behavior_ Checklist: Feminists_and _Honfiampipists

Fre

Paminists
n=101

—— iy G S P P 1 . S — — — -

aquency

Nonfeminists
n= 551

b,

Sa

6e

T

9.

9,

10.

tised the term Ms. in-
stead of Mrs. or Miss in
sperch or correspondence.

Sent a donation to a
feminist organizatione.

Attended a feminist
conferencee.

Pursued a traditionally
male sporta.

Enrolled in a male domin-
ated educational programe.

Subscribed to a feminist
magazinee. newsletters or
journal.

contrihuted articles to
a feminlist magazinea,
newsletters or 9journale.

Helped to organize a
feminist madazine.
newslettere o journale.

dritten letters opposing
anti=-feminist législations

Written letters to TV ot
newspapers objectina to
material which exploits
WOMmEeNe

"

42

1M

42

17

1

AN |
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12.

13.

4.

17

18

19.

Distributed pamphlets
which explain a feminist
issues

Signed a petition for a
feminist causes

Helped organize a petition
for a feminist cause.

Voted for a feminist
political candidate.

Lobbied for a feminist
political candidate.

Joined a feminist
discussion qroup.

flelped organize a feminist
discussion groupe

Joined a feminist gqroup
that prevides a service
to women (2eges cCcrisis
centred.

Helped organize a feminist
group that provides a
service to womene.

carried a picket sign at a
women®s rallye

Spoken at a women®s rallye

Helped orqanize a women's
rallye.

Feminist

18

n

75,

Nonfeminist

17
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Tabhle 9 {continued)

A — T —— - —— i A —— o) ) — Y S —— g, ———— g — T W P T A T - T ———— . -

23+ Helped organize a picket
agqainst a business or aroup 0 0
for a feminist cause.

24+ Fought for the right to
he emploved in a male 9 6
dominated occupatione.
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feminists also seem to bhe more involved in the development
of and participation in feminist discussion groups (Item 16
17, 18)e On the other hands self-defined nonfeminists
appear to engage in behaviors which reflect short term
commitmants (Ttem nose 3¢ 12)y Or less commitment in terms
of time allocation (Items 1y 6) or behaviors which reflect a
Aual parpose (Items 3y 4y 7). In additions a single factor -
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on both the
Liberal and Radical scale scores. Both analyses were
significant [Liberal F {(1.243)=10.72¢ p : «001] and (Radical
F (1,263)=10.11, p < 0011y and an examination of the means
indicated that self-defined feminists scored lower than
salf-iefined nonfeminists on the Liberal Feminism scale
(Ms=41 and 97 respectively) and higher on the Radical
Feminism scale (Ms=74% and 68 respectively). While these
results are interastings additional research is renquired
with a sample other than the test construction sample. In
additions this research chould make finer distinctions
Wwithin the feminist group that would permit an examination
of behavicral frequencies for self defined liberal and
radical feministse

Another prediction was in t« ms of the relationship
between the Liberal and Radical Feminism scalese These

scaies were expected to be independent. Howevers the
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results indicated a siqgnificant negative correlation
{r=.41)s This result may not be too surprisinges Although
the constructs were defined as independent, certain
criterial components of both scales may be considerad
bipolare That iss one might not expect participants to
endorse items reflecting an anolitvical orientation (Liberal
Feminism scale) and also expect them to endorse a political
framework (Radical Feminism scale).

In terms of personalitys a2 number of predictions were
made on the basis of psychological research (see Tahle 3).
These findings will be presented firste In additions the
relationship between a number of other personality traitse
as measured hy the PRF+ and the Liberal and Radical scales
were explored. Consistent with stated expectationss
attitudes toward Liheral Feminism anpear to be positively
related to PRF-Abasements ERF-Social Recognition and PRF-
Nurturance. Howevers only the relationshins between PRF=-
Abasement and Social Recognition and the Liberal scale were
significante Contrary to predictions PRF=Achievement and
Autonomy did not correlate with the Liberal scalee With
reqard to the exploratory analysess twO Other PRF scales
correlated significantly with the Liberal scale. PRF=-
Impulsivity correlated positively and PRF=Understandinng

correlated neqativelyes With regqard to the scale
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descriptors. attitudes toward Liberal Feminism appear to be
associated with such traits as selfecritical, resigned (PRF-
Abasement)s seeking recoqnition and resvectability (PRF
social Recognition)s uninhibited., impatient (PRP-
Impulsivity)s and not scrutinizing or desiring to understand
many areas of knowlad: 2 (PRF-Understanding)e. These defining
traits are not inconsistent with the criterial components of
status Quo Orientations Individualistic Focus/Changee and
Apolitical Orientation. Thuss a liberal feminist miqght be
self-critical and impatient with the lack of prodress in the
achievement of social recognition within the public sector.

consistent with the predictions based on psychological
researchs the Radical Feminism scale correlated positively
with PRF=Auytonomy. Dominances and Endurance. Hnwevers these
results wore not statistically significante CoOnirscy to
predictions the Radical scale correlated negativel; with
PRF-Achievement. In terms of the exploratory analysese the
Radical scale correlated positively with PRF=Changes Orders
sentiences and Understanding and correlated negatively with
PRF=Impulsivitye. Thuse in terms of the scale descriptors,
attitudes toward radical feminism appear to be associated
with a desire for knowledge (PRF=Understanding)s a
preference for new ideas (PRF=Chanqe)e a dislike of

confusion and lack of organization (PRP=0O-der)s and a
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sensitivity and acceptance of many forms of experieunce (PRF-
Sentiencele The negative correlation between PRP=-
Achievement and the Radical Feminism scale suggqests that
attitudes toward radical feminism are also associated with
an unwillingness to work hard to accomplish Aifficult tasks
or work toward distant goals.

In order to further examine the relationship between
the Liheral and Radical Feminism scales and the PRF. the
scale scores were intercorrelated separately for each of the
final scales and factored using the principal components
methode This method resulted in the extraction of six
factors with eigenvalues qgreater than 1.0 for each analysise.
Thesz six factors were then rotated to orthoqonal simple
structure by Kaiser's (1953) varimax methode The rotated
factor patterns are the same and are consistent with
previous analyses conducted on the PRF« The rotated factor
patterns for cach analysis are preseonted in Appendix De

An attempt was made to interpret both factors upon
which the Lihcral and Radical Feminism scales loaded. A
factor loading was considered salient if a scale loaded >
+49 on one factor and < .43 on all other factorse The
rotated factor pattern for the Liberal Feminism scale and
the PRf indicates that the Liberal Feminism scale lnaded the

highest on Factor IV (see Apnendix D).
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Factor IV

PRF Achievement +68
PRF Understanding «75
PRF Endurance «57
Liberal feminism =-.50

Factor IV has been interpreted as an achievement factor
and is primarily defined by the hiqh loadings of PRF-
Achievements Understandings and Endurances The direction of
the loadinag for the Liberal Feminism scale contradicts the
expected positive relationship between attitudes toward
liberal feminism and PRF-Achievement. In this particular
instances attitudes toward political feminism reflecting a
liberal ideonloqical view were not associated with
achievement via endurance or understandinge Thus, attitudes
toward a liberal feminist ideology appear to be associated
with a noncompctitives and impatient personality structure.

As presented in Appendix Ds the Radical Feminism scale

loaded the highest on Factor V.

Factor V

PRF Coqnitive Structure +60
PRF Order «72
Radical Feminism 36
PRF Impulsivity ~-«58

Factor V appears to be a methodological factor bhoth in
thought processes and in behavior as defined by PRF=-
Cognitive Structure and Order respectivelye. This

description is further supported by the high negative
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loading of PRF-Impulsivitye Thuss attitudes toward
political feminism which reflect a radical ideoloqy appear
to be associated with a personality structure suqqesting a
need for disciplines organizations and cerrainty of thought
and behaviore.

Rnother prediction of the present study was that
attitudes toward liberal and radical feminism would differ
between female and male samples. A convenient way to
examine these differences was in terms of the PRF structure.
As a first step the Liberal and Radical Feminism scales sere
correlated with the PRF using the male sample (n=94). Thase
correlations are presented in Table 10.

As indicated in Table 10+ the Liberal Feminism scale
correlated significantly with PRP=Sentience. The next
highest correlation was hetween PRP-Dominance and the
Liberal scale (r= =.16« p € .10)s The rPadical Feminism
scale did nct correlate siqnificantly with any of the PRF
scalese The highest correlation was between PRF=Impulsivity
and the Radical scale (r=.17. p < ;08). This analvysis
suggests that attitudes toward liberal and radical feminism
differ in terms of their relationship to personality for
male and female samples. Indeeds responses to both final
scales by the male sample appear to be independent of

Jocksun's personality traitse While the PRF structure



Table 10

Correlations_Betueen_ the Fipal_Srales.and_the_PBF:i_Male

Sample

PRF Scales
Abasement
Achievement
Affiliation
Aggression
Autonomy
Chanqge

Cognitive Structure

Defendence
Dominance
Endurance
Exhibition
Harmavoidance
Impulsivity
Nurturance
Order
Sentience
Social Recognition
sSyccorance
Understanding

Note?: Decimals omitted

*p(oos

Liberal Radical
Feminism Feminism
-03 06
-05 -06
=10 15
«01 05
09 02
=01 09
ou -13
=14 03
-16 06
-09 12
-06 -02
08 -09
08 17
obL o1
14 =12
2% -12
=04 -01
0¢c =01
06 01



84
provides an interesting c¢ontext in which differences hetween
male and female samples may be examined, more research with
a new sample is required in order to tease out these

relationshipse



CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

As stated in the Introductions there are a number of
instruments available that purport to measure feminism or
attitudes toward feminisme An examination of these
instruments revealed that they were inadequate on
theoretical and statistical grounds. Although these
instruments possess dubious psychometric properties+ a
perusal of the literature suqgested that the validity of
these measures has bheen accepted without questione
consequently a number of measurement issues were identified.
including: 1) assumptions of unidimensionality which
underlie the construction of these instrumentss 2) the
failure of researchers to provide an unambiquous definition
of the construct they were measurings and 3) a predominantly
atheoretical approach to the development of these measures.
This latter point is particularly important since an
examination of the theoretical literature on feminism
strongly suqggests that feminism is a socially relevant

movement that takes place within a political arenae That

- B85 =
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feminism is first and foremost a political movement with
important implications for social theory and research is a
possibility that has been ignored in the psychometric
literature. This gap in the psychometric literature
provided the focus for the present study == the examination
of feminism within a political context. A review of
psychometric and feminist conceptions of feminism indicated
the need for a multidimensional approach to understand the
political nature of feminisme Specificallys this review
provided evidence for the existence of two broad dimensions
of political feminism, labelled Liberal Feminism and Radical
Feminism in the present study. The specific task of the
present study was to construct two scaless using the
rational-empirical method of test constructions to measure

these tWwo cOnstructse.

Ernne:nies_oi_zhe_zinal_Liheral_and_Radical-!eminisn-ﬁcales
The method of test construction employved in the present
research is predicated on substantives structural, and
external validity considerations and resulted in the
development of two new measures designed to tap the posited
dimensions of Liberal and Radical Feminisme The final scale
properties provide encouraging support for the two

hypothesized dimensionss The near normal distribution of
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scores for both scales provides evidence for the
discriminatory power of the final Liberal and Radical
Feminism scales. Specificallys an examination of the
preliminary and final scale properties of both scales
reflects an improvement in the ability of hoth scales to
discriminate among individualse That responses to both
scales tend to be normally distributed provides confidence
that the two scales are able to discriminate individuals on
the underlying dimensions.

The relationship between Coefficient Alpha and scale
length has been well documented by Nunnally (1967): as scale
length increasess Coefficient Alpha increasese. Nunnally
suggestss as a general guides that an acceptable alpha laevel
Of 80 might be achieved with a scale length of 30 items.

He further states that researchers may have to write
additional items in order to obtain an acceptable level of
internal consistency. Although the final scales in the
present study were composed of only 20 items eaches measures
of internal consistency were very impressives The internal
consistency of the final scales as measured by Coefficient
Alpha was hiqgh for both the Liberal (.84) and Radical (.39)
Feminism scales. The high deqree of homogeneity for both
scales indicate that the items comprising each scale share a
common underlying attributee. namelys the two constructs that

items were written to reflecte
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compopents_of_Libaral_and_Badical Eeminism_as_Measured._hy
the_Pinal_Scales

The criteria dictated by the rational-empirical method
of test constructions such as moderate endorsement
proportions and higher item=remainder correlations relative
to item-content irrelevant scale correlatcionss are designed
to construct scales of high homogeneity. Howevers when the
constructs being measured represent rather broad or
heterogenecus componentss as in the present studye factor
analytic procedures may indicate that the final scales are
actually composed of several dimensions or factorse In such
instanceses Nunnally (1967) stronqly suggests the
construction of several shorter scales that are scored
separatelys since the calculation of total scores by
additive procedures would be inappropriate. Factor analytic
results obtained in the present study indicated that the
final Liberal and Radical Feminism scales are unidimensional
and provide additional support for the structural validity
of the scales. (See Table 2 for structural validity
criteriae)

Given the high degree of homogeneity exhibited by the
final scaless concern then shifts to their breadth or
qeneralitys Since the rational-empirical method is designed

to vield homogeneous scales one runs the risk of obtaining
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final scales that are substantively restricted when compared
with the origional definition of the constructse. An
examination of both final scales indicated that all
criterial components were represented. The final scale
items for the Liberal Feminism scale represented only the
criterial components of the definitione Howevers all
criterial and derivative components of the definition of
Radical feminism were represented hy the final scale items.
Thuss Liberal feminisme. as measured heres reflects an
individualistic and strongly status quo oriented approach to
wonen's issues which emphasizes individual initiative and
change strategies for males and females. Radical feminism,
as measured heres reflects a system oriented collectivistic
approach to womén's issues which requires a strong
behavioral commitment stressing political analysis and

action on the part of womens for womene

Liberal._and_Radical_Feminism: _Aspects_of External Validity

A number of convergent and discriminant relationships
were predicted in the present study (See Table 3)s These
predictions concerned the relationshin between the two final
scales and the Attitudes Toward Woman Scale (AWS)e the
Feminist Behavior Checklist (PBC)s and the Personality

Research Form (PRF).
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The hypothesis that the AWS would be positively related
to Liberal feminism was not supportede. The Liberal scale
corralated negatively with the AWSe. Howevers such a findinqg
may not be too surprisings The AWS is a bipoclar scale with
high scores reflecting nontraditional attitudes reqarding
the role of women in societye. Low scores on the AWS reflect
traditional attitudes toward women's role. It is important
to note that the majority of items on the AWS concern gender
relationships for single and married womene Thus, the
finding that high scores on the Liberal scale are associated
with traditional attitudes and values concerning female/male
relationships may not be unexpected since 60% of the
respondents reported that they considered themselves t0o be
nonfeminists. Howevers sample and item interaction may also
account for this findinge For examples an examination of
the Liberal scale items reveals that some subjects may
endorse the item in a positive directions for very different
reasons. Item number 12 for example (irom Table S}y states.
"The feminist movement unfairly condemns all men.™ While
liberal feminists are pro feminist movements they might
agree strongly with this item because theyv believe that both
men and women have a role to play in eliminating sexism
within societys Howevers antifeminists might strongly aqree
with this particular item as well. Similar problems exist

Wwith a few other items in the Liberal scale (See Table 5).
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If a sufficient number of antifeminists ware in the sample.
one might expect high scores on the Liberal scale to be
associated with low AWS scorese This finding suqgests a
problem with the rational-empirical method of test
construction. TItems are written to reflect the definition
of the construct with little regard for differentiating
among potential groupse As predicteds the AWS was not
siqnificantly related to the Radical scales supporting the
hypothesis that the Radical scale represents a dimension of
Feminism not measured by the AWS.

Perhaps the most exciting predictionrs concern the
relationships between the Feminist Behavior Checklist (F )
and the final scalese. As noted in Chapter II+ the FRC is
composed of behaviors that a feminist might engage ine The
definition of Liberal feminism contains few hehavioral
referents’ therefores. one might exvpect a negative
relationship with the PBCe Since the definition of Radical
feminism includes a strong hehavioral component and
commitment to actions one would expect a positive
relationship between the FBC and Radical feminisme. These
hypotheses were supported. The Liberal Feminism scale
correlated neqatively with the FBC indicating that high
scores on the Liberal scale were associated with low FBC
frequenciess. Howevers within the context of the problem

identified with some of the Liberal scale items. this
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finding is consistent with the interpretation that some of
the items may also he measuring antifeminist or conservative
attitudess Since the FBC does not contain behavioral
referents that an antifeminist would endorse one would
expect low FBC scorese. High scores on the Radical Feminism
scale were associated with high scores on the FBC. That the
Radical scale correlated positively with the participants"®
actual behavior in the past yvear provides support for the
construct validity of the Radical Feminism scale.

Furthermore. self-defined feminists and nonfeminists
differed gqualitatively in the kind of behaviors endorsed on
the P8Ce For examples self-defined feminists were more
likely than nonfeminists to engage in behavior of an
organizational natures including the orgqanization of
feminist magazines/newspapers/journals. petitionse and
discussion groupse and activities requiring a long=term
commitments Self-defined nonfeminists tended to endorse
hehaviors which reflected a short-term commitmente. such as
signing petitionss attending a feminist conferences and
using the term Ms. It is also important to note that
although self-defined feminists engaged in more behaviors
(Total=307) than nonfeminists (Total=273), feminists
represented a much smaller qroup (40%) than nonfeminists

(60%).
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The hypothesis that the Liberal and Padical Feminism
scales would bhe independent was not suwporveds Rathere a
neqative relationship emerged such that high scores on the
Liberal Feminism scale were associated with low scores on
the Radical Feminism scalee. Such a finding is not
necessarily inconsistent with the definition of the
constructss That ise some criterial components of Liberal
feminism (e@eqey individual chanages pro status quo) and
Radical feminism (eeges collective actione system change)
may be bipolar. For examples some individuals may see
collective action as essential for changing sexist social
institutionses ands at the same times view individual chanqe
as misplaced blame. Such individwnals may argue that
individual change only permits one to cope with or avoid
sexist institutionse thereby supporting their continued
existence in societye Such an instance would correspond to
the second of the four scenarios presented in Chapter IS Low
Liberal-High Radicale. On the other handes some individuals
may arque that women must acquire skills not only to competa
Wwith men but also to handle sexisme either socially or in
the workplace. Such individuals support the status auo and
arque that women should become more assertive and take
advantage of the many opportunities availablee These

individuals may view notions of collective action and system
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change as extreme attitulese. In addition these
individuals may view the emphasis on a "frmale collectiva®
or a “separatist® position as too anti-malee That iss some
individvals may believe that it is inappropriate to axclude
the other half of the human race from pagticipation in
eliminating sexism in society. 1If a sufficient number of
individuals respond with a similar rationales as in the
present studye the Liberal and Radical Feminism scales will
be negatively correlated. That high scores on the Liberal
Feminism scale were associated with low Radical Feminism
scale scores reflects the above scenario and corresponds to
the first of four possible scenarios in Chapter I3 Righ
Liberal-Low Radicale. The most likelv explanation fo. this
finding has to do with the rather homogeneous nature of the
samples The majority of female participants in this study
were white (9%%) and politically liberal (68%). In additione
607 defined themselves as nonfeministse Such a sample
composition is not unusual when participants are selected
from a university populatione. Initial attempts at obtaining
a known feminist sample proved to be fruitless as only six
questionnaires were teturned out of eighty=-four. Howevers.
these six responses were interesting as the total scale
scores on the Liberal and Radical Feminism scales were

extreme for each individual == High Radical and low Liberal
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scores =- suqgesting polarized attitudes. Thus. attitudes
toward liberal and radical feminism mayvy be more polarized in
a known feminist group when compared to a university samplee.
Obviouslys such a sample is too small and no conclusions can
he drawn. Puture research could examine and compare
behavioral endorsement frequencies on the FBC between known
groups of self-defined radical feministss liberal feminists.

and nonfeminists in order to confirm the above findings.

Liberal_and_Badical_Peminismi_Aspects_of_Personality

Both final scales were examined for their relationship to
personality traits measured by the PRFe Within the context
of the factor stracture of the PRFs Liberal feminism was
defined primarily by Jackson®s (1974} Achievement factor
(PRF-Achievementy Understandings and Endurance)e. Howevers
the negative loading on this factor contradicted the
relationship that was expected to emerces It is important
to note, howevers that the relationship between achievement
and feminism or the feminist personality is inconsistent
within and across the approaches that tesearchers have
emploved (Known feminist vse unknown comparison qroups
measurement-=based approach)s 0On the basis of previous
research (Cherniss 1972% Fowler £ Van de Riets 1872% Lipman<«
Blumens 1972} Redferinge 1979)s feminists are just as likely

to score high as they are to score low on Achievement.
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Lipman=Blumen (1972) did note a significant difference
hetween feminist and comparison group subjects on how their
need for achievement would be fulfilled: feminists reported
fulfillment through their own efforts while comparison
subjects reported fulfillment through their spousese.

As reportel, the Radical Feminism scale loaded
positively on the factor defined by PRF=Cognitive Structure
and order with a negative loading for Impulsivitye. The
trait descriptions for these scales suqgests a need for
disciplines organizations and a preference for making
decisions based on definite knowledqge.

At the level of individual correlationss the positive
relationship between the Liberal Feminism scale and PRF-
Social Recognition and Abasement sugqests that high liberal
feminists might be socially sensitive and obliginges seek
recoqnitiony respectability and be concerned about their
reputation. Such trait descriptions are consistent with the
definition of liberal feminism and are essential qualities
to possess given a status quo oriented approachs fhe fact
that the positive correlation bhetween PRF-Abasement and the
Liberal scale was significant also supports the
interpretation that the Liberal scale might be tapping
conservative attitudes toward political feminism. With

regard to radical feminisme the positive relationship
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between this scale and PRF-Changes Order and Understanding
appears to be consistent with the definition of the
construct. Howevers, the negative relationship between PRF=-
Achievement and the Radical scale is difficult to explain,
particularly in view of the positive relationship with PRF=
Understandinge

A final prediction in the present study was that males
and females would differ in their attitudes toward liberal
and radical feminism. Given the nature of liberal and in
particular radical feminism as defined heres one would
expect differences if these scales were actually measuring
what they were intended to measure. Since the stability of
the PRF factor structure has been well documented, it
provided a convenient framework in which to assess these
differences. As predictede at the level of individual
correlationss male attitudes toward liberal and radical
feminism were very different from those of the female
sample. For the male samples attitudes toward liberal and
radical feminism were independent of the PRF personality

traitse.

Suamary-and_Future_Directions
The results of the present study provide gqood supnort

for the hypothesized construct of Radical feminism.
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Evidence of the validity of the proposed dimension of
feminism has been provided by the reported scale and item
properties and the scale intercorrelationse Both scales
possess a high degree of homogeneity and acceptable
convergent and discriminant validity. However. as indicated
earliers the Liberal scales while in addition to measuring
attitudes toward liberal feminism. may also be tapping
conservative and perhaps antifeminist attitudese Thuss the
liberal scale requires further refinement in terms of the
selection of additional items and the elimination of items
which measure more than one aspect of feminist attitudes in
generale Within the rather broad framework of feminisme the
present study indicates the importance of maintaining a
distinction between different dimensions of feminism.
Future research would do well to further refine these scales
and establish additional indices of reliability and
validitys 1In additions the relationship between the final
scales and other measures of feminism should be examinede.
As stated previouslys a known qroups analysis emploving
gqroups of liberal feministse radical feminists and
nonfeminists and examining the relationship between group
membership and feminist behavior would be usefule Perhaps
the most interesting research would bhe to examine further

the relationship between liberal and radical feminism and
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activisme As a first stepy the established relationship
between the Radical Feminism scale and actual behaviors as
measured by the Peminist Behavior Checklist, should be
replicated. Future research plans could also include an
examination of liberal and radical feminism and measures of
political conservatism and radicalism.

Future research focusing on the development of
additional indices of reliability and validity is importanty
yet represents only a first step toward predictinge
explainings and understanding feminism in generals and
political feminist behavior in particulares The area of test
construction relies heavily on a trait or individual
differences model. However, once instruments have hbeen
developed and a sufficient deqree of reliability and
validity has been achieveds the continued reliance on a
trait approach may seriously limit future researche AS
noted in Chapter I« feminism is a complex construct which is
deeply rooted in social conditionse. Thuss further research
must extend beyond the trait approach to an interactional
model which would permit the exploration of research
questions regarding reciprocal causatione A dynamic
interactional model would be appropriate for future research
on radical feminism permitting research questions regarding
the identification of factors: and their reciprocal effects,

which contribute to feminist activisma.
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Demographic._VYariables

Researchers have assessed a variety of demographic
variables in an attempt to ascertain the ways in which
feminists might Aiffer from nonfeminists or antifeministse.
The more frequently examinad variables are summarized in
Table 11« These include: Ages Income, Educations Marital
Statuss Religione Occupations and Parental Attitude.

Obviously this list is not an exhaustive one. For
example. some studies have examined such variables as: the
most critical parente the most frustrated parent (Lipman=-
Blumens 1972), the subject's perception of the creativity of
child rearing and its value to society (Lotte 1973)s the
subject's own creativitys risk taking and originality
(Joestings 1971)s preferences for mass media usage (Lull.
Mulace & Rosens 1993), the size of the subject'’s city or
towne. the subject's favorite childhood play activitye
historical fiqures most admireds the first experience of an
injustice or the subject's chores at home as a child
(Chernisses 1972). In most casese. however. these variables
were examined in only one studye. For this reasons the list
in Table 11 and the prescnt discussion focus on variables
"typically" found in survey research which have appeared in

more than one study of feminisme.
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Tahle 11

summary_of_Demograpbic_characteristics_by. Approach

- - G .- -——---------n--—--h--—---—---------—--.-—-------0--—---—-

Classification of Groups A 1 0 R P A P
G N E C B A T 8] M
Study E of D C L T P L S
Known groups
Arnott (1973) - + + -
Baker (1972) + + + + 0 -
Dempewolff (1974) 0 -
Known feminist/Unknown
comparison gqroup
Cherniss (1972) -
Fowlers Fowlers & +
Van De Riet (1973)
pawlicki £ Almquist + 0 + +
(1973)
Riger (1977) 0 0 0 0
Sanger £ Alker 0 0 0 0 0 0
(1972)
Measurement based approach
Etaugh & Gerson +
(1974)
Fox £ Auerbach (1983) + + +
Gerson (1984) - -
Ghaffaradli=Doty € +

carlson (1979
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Table 11 (continued)

-k - - - am - - - - e

P D R D P s s e S e S S S W

Classification of Groups A I 0 R P A P
G N E C E A T 0 M
Study E C D C L T P L 5
Measurement hased approach
{continued)
Goldschmidts. Geragen, 0 + - + + 0
Quigley £ Gerqgen
(1881)
Korman (1933) 0 -~ +
Lipman=Blumen (1972) + 0 - -
Lott (1873) -
Stoloff (1973) + 0 0 - + +
Venkatesh (1980) - 0 + - 0

o e e e S D A AN e S U SN SO LS S AR A A D P W A e e D A ia s S A D A A SN A D A A S S S Sl e S D el S G e D S S

Notee INC = incomes ED = educations OCC = occupations REL =
religions DPAT = parental attitudes toward feminisms ATP =
attitudes toward parentss POL = political attitudes and
political activitye. Symbols in tne table refer to the

feminist groups in comparison to the nonfeminist or

antifeminist qroups with the exception of the variable ATP which
refers only to the feminist groupe. + = refers to positive., more
thans greater than or higher than depending upon the context
provided by the demoqraphic variables =+ = refers to nagatives
less than or lower thane depending upon the context provided

by the demographic variable. 0 = refers to no significant
differences between feminist and comparison qroupse

#Significantly fewer feminists were marriede.
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Age. Research investigatina age differences between
feminist and comparison groups is inconclusive. Feminist
subjects were significantly older than comparison subjects
in the Pawlicki and Almquist (1973) and Baker (1372)
studiess, and significantly younger than comparison subjects
in other studies (Arnotts 1973: Venkateshe 1980)e In other
studies, when feminist and comparison subjects were selected
from a student populations no significant age differences
emerged (Sanger & Alkeres 1972% Rigere 1977).

venkatesh (1980) employed the largest sample (n=333)
with an age range of 18 to 45. Using a measurement-=based
approachy Venkatesh (1930) classified subjects into three
qroups based on their scores on a measure of feminism!
feminist groups moderately feminist groups and comparison
gqroupe The author reported that 78% of the feminist group
(n=113) and 6u4% of the moderately feminist gqroup (n=109)
were in the 12 to 30 age ranges. while 54% of the comparison
group (n=111) were in the 31 to 45 age range. Pawlicki and
Almguist (1973)y who compared a known feminist nonstudent
qroup with a group of student nonfeminists or antifeministsy
did not report the age range of their sample. The
differences between these two studiess howevers may be
sample dependent. In this cases sample dependent refers to

the fact that students are younger than nonstudents.



regardless of how they may be assiqgned. In both studiess
university students were compared with nonstudents ands in
both studiess the students (Venkatesh's feminist group and
Pawlicki and Almquist's comparison group)e nNot surprisinglye
turned out to be younger than the nonstudentse Similarlys
Arnott (1973) compared a known feminist group with a known
antifeminist group and found the feminist qroup memberss who
were mostly studentse to be siqnificantly younger than the
nonstudent antifeminist group. Interestinglye Arnott (1972)
and pawlicki and xlmguist (1973) both obtained their
feminist samples fron the National Organization of Yomaen
(HOW)e This fact alone suggests that the feminist members
of NOW vary considerably in agee Consistent with this view
are the findings of Baker (1972)s who also selected her
feminist group from NOW. The age range for Baker's feminist
group was from under 20 to 54 years, whereas the age range
of her antifeminist qroup was between 20 and 38 vyearse
Moreovers an examination of Baker's summary table reveals
that 317% of the feminist qroup were over the aqe of 35,
while all subjects in the antifeminist qroup were under the
age of 35.

R consideration of only the feminist samples in the
Pawlicki and Almquist (1973)s Arnott (1973), Baker (1972),
and Venkatesh (1980) studies suqgests that feminists may be

of college age or siqnificantly older than college students.
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Thuss it would bhe interesting to determine the extent to
which positive attitudes toward feminism exist in non-
university working women under the age of twenty or in a
high school vopulationes

The relationship between age and feminism needs to be
addressed in a more systematic waye A research design which
allows for a comparison of a feminist group with "other"
groups tends to ignore a variety of relevant research
guestions. For example. does commitment to a feminist
ideology differ as a function of aqe? Perhaps younger
feminists are less committeds while older feminists are more
committed because they have had the opportunity to be
involved in and to wins in the last decades a number of
political hattles. This possibility suggests another
question related to attitude commitment. Are feminists who
are oldery more active in the women's movement than younger
feminists? 1In other wordses who are the activists? RAre they
older professional women who have already carved out a
careery Or are they vounger women who are currently fighting
politically to ensure for themselves and for all women a
broader choice of career opportunitiese. Thuss future
research needs to focus less on the comparison of feminist
groups with "other" qgroups and more on how feminist qroups

differ with reqard to the variable of age and specifically
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age in terms of feminist ideoloay and behavioral commitment

to the women's movemcente

Sacial_statusi_Incomes_educations_and_ocgcupation.
Similar inconsistencies exist for the variables of Income.
Education, and Occupations Taken togethers these variables
represent a general measure of social statuse For examples
income differentiates feminists from antifeminists in the
Baker (1972) studys. but does not differentiate feminists
from comparison groups in other studies (Goldschmidt et alee
1981% Pawlicki £ Almgquists 1973% Rigers 19775 Sanger &
Alkers 1972; Venkateshs 1930). Baker (1972) reported that
20% of her feminist gqroup were in the "over $25+000" income
level compared to only 2% of the antifeminist qroupe

Since the Fox and Auerbach (1983) and Stoloff (1973}
samples were comprised of studentse these auvthors examined
the income level of families rather than the income level of
group memberse Stoloff (1973) reported that the parents of
the feminist group were in a significantly higher income
bracket than the comparison group parentse Fox and Auerbach
(1983) found the family income of their feminist gqroup to be
higher than the family income of the comparison groure The
Fox and Auerbach (1983) study differs from other studies in
that the authors selected subjects from two universities

that represented opposite ends of the social class spectrume.
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The authors were interested in testing the hypothesis that
feminism was a function of social class and thus they
expected students from the upper class ivy league women's
college to express more positive attitudes toward feminism
than students from their own co~-ed state universitye. Social
class was defined by subijects' responses to questions
concerning educational levels occupational level
(professionals managerials hluewcollar) and income level of
their parents. The authors reported that their hypothesis
was supporteds that iss more subjects from the upper class
college responded favourably to feminism relative to the
responses of subjects from the larae co-ed universitye.
Howevers the authors also reported that there were almost
equal numbers of positive and negative responses at the
upper class women's college. In an analysis of the negative
responses from hoth universitiess the authors found evidence
to suggest that subjects who responded negatively toward
feminism were simply not aware of feminist issuese. That ise
what the authors initially bhelieved to be antifeminist
attitudes on the part of their sample turned out to be a
lack of information on a variety of feminist issues. For
examples many of the subjects who responded negatively could
not translate the acronym NoW. The authors concluded thats

for their samples "It appears that one's position on an
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issue is directly related to how much information one hase
and that rejection (of feminism) is strongly correlated with
tgnorance" (pe. 360)s, Thuss the samples in Fox and
Ruerbach's (1983) study could appropriately be considered
feminist and nonfeminist rather than feminist and
antifeministe. In additions the authors neglected to
consider the confounding effects of single-sex versus co=-
educational institutions on attitudes toward feminisme

Somewhat more consistent were the findings for the
variable of educatione With the exception of Sanger and
alker (1972) researchers have found feminists to be more
educated (Arnott, 1973 Bakere 19723 Lipman—Blumene 19725
Pawlicki & Almquistes 1973%: Venkateshs 1980) and to have
higher career expectations (Goldschmidt et al.s 19871} than
comparison groupse. Other than Fox and Auerbach (1983)s most
researchers have found that the educational level of parents
does not differentiate feminist groups from comparison
groups {(Dempawolff, 1974% Goldschmidt et ales 19815 Korman,
1983% Lipman~Blumen. 1972; Stoloffe. 1973)s Howevers
Dempewolff (1974) reported that male supporters of feminism
were more likely to have mothers who had completed colleges
while males who opposed feminism were more likely to have

mothers who completed only high school.
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Finallys while parental education did not

differentiate feminist and comparison groups in the
Goldschmidt et ale (1981) studys it will be noted that one
of the weaknesses discussed in the introduction was the
failure to differentiate between active and nonactive
feministse This distinction might be an important ones and
in fact Goldschmidt et al. (1981) found that parental
education did emerge as a qood predictor of active versus
nonactive feministse Parents of active feminists were more
likely to have had qraduate training than.parents of
nonactive feministse In other wordss parental education
appears to be one of a constellation of variables that
differentiates feminists (who are not actively involved in
the teminist movement) from active feministse Other
variables reported by Goldschmidt et al. (1981) that emerged
as qood predictors of activism but not of feminism per se
were academic marks and choice of college major. According
to the authorss active feminists had the highest grade-point
averages and preferred the Social Sciences while nonactive
feminists preferred Education. With regard to gqradess
nonactive feminists did not differ from nonfeminists.

Thus fars in the studies revieweds researchers have
compared feminist and antifeminist (or nonfeminist) groups

on the highest level of educational attainment. AlsOs in
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cases where feminist and comparison groups were drawn from a
university populations researchers havesy appropriately.
compared the educational level of the parents of their
feminist and comparison subjectse. Howevery there is
research to suggest that positive attitudes toward feminism
may also be related to the number of years in university
(Etaugh & Gerson, 1974). Etaugh and Gerson (19784) selected
370 students who were enrolled in first year courses through
senior graduate level courses. Although the Etaugh and
Gerson (1974) study was primarily concerned with sex
differences and thus differed in purpose from the other
studies reviewed heres the anthors reported that positive
attitudes toward feminism were associated with increased
years at university. As the authors suqgesteds such a
finding may be due to increased exposure to a liberal
university atmosphere or may reflect a differential drop-out
rate. Obviouslys more research is neededs. One possible
study could address the question of whether positive
attitudes toward the women's movement develop as a result of
increased exposure to a liberal university atmosphere or
whether these attitudes exist in some individuals prior to
their university exoeriences

The Etaugh and Gerson (1974) study raises an

interesting point that needs to be considered., In the
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stydies reviewed in which the samples were university
students, the numher of years in university may represent a
potential source of variation in attitudes toward feminism.
For examples in the Fox and Auerbach (1983) studys it was
unclear if positive attitudes toward feminism were a
function of higher social class or of the number of years in
universitye That ise in addition to the confounding effects
of single sex versus co-ed institutionse perhaps the
students at the upper class university were mostly seniors
while most of the state university students were Juniors.

Wwith reqard to the variable of occupations Baker (1972)
and Arnott (1973) found significant differences in
occupational level between feminist and antifeminist qroupse
Baker (1972) reported that 91% of her antifeminist sample
were housewives compared to 11% for the feminist samples 1In
additions 61% of Baker's feminist qroup were in SUpRrvisory
or professional occupations compared to only 6% of the
antifeminist groups In the Arnott (1973) study.
occupational level was defined by the percentage of women in
each group who were married to professional mene The author
reported that significantly more feminists (88%) than
antifeminists (12%) were married to professionalse.

Other researchers have examined the occupational level
of the parents of feminist and comparison subjects. Fox and

Ruerbach (1983) reported that the parents of their feminist
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and comparison subjects differed significantly in
occupational level. For the feminist groups parents’
occupations were chiefly professional-manageriale whereas
comparison qroup parents' occupations were largely clerical-
blue collare On the other hands Stoloff (1973) reported no
differences in occupational level for parents of her
feminist and comparison subiectss although parents of the
feminist group were more likely to be employed in
occupations that were "intellectual or professional in
nature" (p. 330).

In terms of social classe it would seem that the
variables of education and occupation consistently
differentiate feminist groups from comparison qroupsS.
Feminist groups in the studies reviewed tend to be more
educated and tend to have higher career expectations than
nonfeminists or antifeminists. In additions within
university populationse. there is reason to believe that
positive attitudes toward feminism are associated with an
increased number of years in universitye. There is also
support for the notion that parental education may be an
important determinant of feminist activism rather than of
general feminisme Consistent with these viewss feminists in
the studies reviewed are also in a higher occupatinnal level

(professional) than comparison gqroupse Given these
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findings. how does one account for the lack of
diseriminatory power for the variable of income? The ansver
to this question may have more to do with the social
economic structure than with positive attitudes toward
feminisme A specific example could be that both feminist
and comparison groups in the studies reviewed live in a
society where z qarbage collector can make as mach incomes
if not mores than a number of highly educated professionalse.
Thuss the variahle of income as a determinant of social
class may no longer be a relevant variable in psyvchological

researches

Beligion. With regard to the variable of religion.
there is considerable variation in the religion reported by
feminist and comparison groups in the studies reviewed.
Based on their scores on a measure of feminisms Venkatesh
(1980) classified subjects into three groups: feminist,
moderately feminist and nonfeministe The author reported
that more Jewish women were classified as feminist (16%)
than as moderate (8%) or nonfeminist (2%)e Howevers the
author found significantly more Catholics in the comparison
group (50%) than in the moderate (36%) or feminist (26%)
groupss while an approximately equal number of Protestants
appeared in all three groups (30-40%). Using a similar

approach to classify groupss Korman (1983) also found



133
feminist ideoloqgy %o vary with religious preferences. Of the
strongly feminist subjects who reported a religious
preferences more were Catholic (39%) than either Protestant
(25%) or Jewish (33%). Howevers when the author combined
the strongly and moderately feminist groupse those who
espoused Judaism (76%) had the highest representatione.
Catholics (66%) had the next highest representation and
Protestants the least (60%)e It is important to note,
howevers that 66% of the subjects in Kormant's sample
reported no religious preferences Of theses the author
reported that S54% were feminists and only 12% were either
nonfeminists or antifeministse.

Korman (1983) also compared her feminist and comparison
groups on religious participation. The author found that
267 of the comparison group and 10% of the feminist aqroup
reported that they "always*" or "almost always" attended a
church or synaqoque. In addition 55% of the comparison qroup
and 83% of the feminist group reported *seldom" or "“never"
attendinga.

In a similar stvdye Lipman=Blumen (1972) classified
14012 respondents into feminist (73%) and comparison (27%)
groupse. The author reported that the feminist group tended
toward atheisms Judaisme Eastern religions or no formal

religions while the comparison group tended to be Protestant
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or Catholice 1In an examination of religious conversions the
author reported that feminist converts moved away from
Christianity more than converts in the comparison qroups. In
additions feminists were more likely to convert from their
childhood religion than comparison subjectse

In other studies using a measurement-hased approache
research indicated that the feminist samples were largely
Jewish or Protestant (Stoloffs 1973) or unaffiliated
(Goldschmidt et ales 1981)s Stoloff (1973) reported that
the feminists in her sample were "of Jewish or
nonformalistically Protestant backgrounds and came from
homes in which religion was not emphasized" (p. 330).
Stoloff did not indicate the reliagious preference of her
comparison group other than to report that the families of
origin of the feminist group subjects were siqnificantly
less religious than the families of the comparison groupe

In an examination of family backgrounds Goldschmidt et
ale (1981) also found that mothers' religion contributed
significantly to feminist ideologys that iss in their
samples the aunthors found that parents who were Catholic or
Jewish were the least likely to have liberated offspringe
With reqgard to activism within the feminist groupe the
authors reported that the offspring of nonreligious parents

were more likely to become active in the feminist movemente.



In contrast to studies using a measurement-based
approachs Dempewolff (1974)s Arnott (1973) and Baker (1972)
examined the religious preferences of known feminist and
xnown antifeminist qroups. Dempewolff (1974) reported that
feminists in her sample were more often atheists agnostice
Jewish or Unitarian (51%)s while the antifeminist qroup
tended to be Protestant or Catholic (85%). The author also
reported that feminists had parents who were Jawishoe
atheists Or agnostics while antifeminists reported that
their parents were Protestant or Catholice Arnott (1973)
compared her feminist and antifeminist groups on expressed
interest in religion in general. The author reported that
the feminist gqroup expressed significantly less interest in
religion (20%) than the antifeminist group ({52%)e« Although
Baker (1372) found no significant differences between
feminist and antifeminist groups on religious preferences,
an examination of her data revealed a pattern consistent
with studies reviewede 1In the feminist groupe 42% espoused
an atheist or Unitarian preference compared to 17% in the
antifeminist group. On the other hands 69% of the
antifeminist group indicated a preference for Catholicism
compared with 16% for the feminist aroupe

Finallyes in the context of a larger study which

examined attitudes toward parenthoods Gerson (19384)
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correlated Dempewolff's (1974) Feminism II scale with a
measure of familial religious affiliation and present
identification with an organized religion. Gerson reported
that feminism was significantly related to the latter but
not the former variahle. Unfortunatelys she did not
indicate the type of religion that was most likely related
to feminisms and a discrepancy existed in the direction of
the relationship between her text and her table of
correlationse Howevers based on the research reviewed, it
would not be surprising to find that feminism was negatively
correlated with present identification with an organized
religione.

There appears to be a discernible pattern in the
reliqious preferences expressed by feminist and comparison
qroupss with feminists tending to be less conventionally
religiouss A clearer pattern might emerqe if finer
distinctions were made and more information requested so as
to build upon existing researchs Few attempts have been
made to make these finer distinctionss that iss to
distinguish hetween childhood versus present religions or to
assess the extent to which subjects actually participate in

the reliqgious community of their choices

parental_attitude: Gronp_differences_and_parental

attitndes_toward_feminism. Regarding mothers® attitudes
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toward feminisms as perceived by their feminist daughters.
some researchers have found evidence for a modeling effect
(Ghaffaradli-Doty £ Carlsons 1979% Goldschmidt et ale, 195813
Kormans 19833 Stoloff. 1973). 1In each of these studies morve
feminists reported their mothers to be liberated than
nonfeminists. Howevers the assumption that a liberatead
attitude is passed from mother to daughter requires
investigation. Conceivablys the reverse could also be the
casee

In most instancese feminists reported feelina close to
both parents though there were exceptionse. Gerson (1984)
and Cherniss (1972) both reported that feminists were
neutral with regard to fathers, but very critical of
motherse An unhappy early family life and insufficient
parental warmth were characteristic of the perceptions of
mothers by feminists in the Gerson (198tL) studye Thae
perceptions of mothers by feminists in the cherniss (1972)
study were similar but more colorfuli their mothers were
described as dominants controllings overprotectiver
intrusivee. On the other hands Lott (1973) reported that
feminist and “antiliberation" groups 4id not differ on
adjective ratinqgs of their motherss which were positive.
Thev dids howevers differ on ratings of their fatherss with

the feminist qroup rating their fathers more neqatively.
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Lipman-Blumen (1972) reports yet another finding. Mothers
in her sample who were the most dissatisfied with life were
more likely to raise feminist daughterse. In additiony
members of the feminist group were more likely to report
that they did not admire either parent. Thuse in generale
the mothers of the feminists in Lipman-Blumen's (1972)
sample were unhappy with their own lives and their feminist
daughters did not admire them oOr their fatherse

In a related studys Johnsons Stockards Rothbarte and
Friedman (1981) examined differences in parental perceptions
between lesbian feminists and heterosexual feministse. They
reported that both qgroups perceived their mothers to be
supportives respectfuls and affectiocnates but groups
differed siqnificantly with regard to their percepotion of
their fatherss The lesbian feminist group reported a lack
of support and solidarity with their fathers while the
heterosexual feminists reported more affectionate fathers
who encouraged them in the expression of anqer. Thuse with
reqard t» perceived parental attitudess women's perceptions
of their fatherss in particulares may represent vyet another
variablees along with parental education and religions upon
which some feminists might differ from other feministse.
These findings suggest that feminists may not be as
homogeneous a group as some researchers would have us

believe.



139

Political _attitudes: Group differences_and.familial
political_heliefs. Other variables upon which feminist and
comparison groups have been found to differ incliade
political attitudes and political hehavior (lFowlers Fowler:
£ Van De Riete 1973% Goldschmidt et alses 19815 Pawlicki &
Almquiste 19733 Stoloffs 1973).

Fowler et ale. (1973) compared a feminist group with a
group of their university peers on a measure of
conservatism~radicalisme The authors reported that the
comparison group scored significantly higher than the
feminist qroup on political conservatisme In other wordss
the feminist group tended toward political radicalism while
the comparison qroup was characterized as politically
conservative. The authors also correlated Kirkpatrick's
(1935) feminism scale with the measure of conservatism=-
radicalism and found a high feminism score to be
significantly related to a low political conservatism scoree
In an examination of political party preferences, the
authors found more Democrats among the feminist groups while
comparison qroup subjects tended to be Republicane These
results are consistent with those of Pawlicki and Almquist
(1973)y who found the feminist group to be significantly
more liberal in its political attitudes than the comparison

groupe.
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Tn another studys Stoloff (1973) examined feminist and
comparison groups for differences in political activitye.
she (1973) reported that the feminist qroup regarded
political action as more important than the nonfeminist
groups The feminist group in Stoloff's sample was also more
active politically and more knowledgeable about current
political issues than comparison subjectse In her
examination of familial political attitudess Stoloff (1973)
found group differences in parents' political beliefs and
the degree of expression of those beliefs. Parents of the
feminist group were more active politicallve mostly liberal.
and expressed political beliefs more openly th:n the more
conservative parents of comparison qroup subjectse.
stoloff's findings are consistent with those reported by
Goldschmidt et ale (1981)s who found the parents of
feminists to be significantly more liberal in their

political attitudes than the parents of comparison subjectse.

Marital_status. The last demographic variable to be
considered is marital statuse With the exception of Baker
(1972), feminist and nonfeminist qroups or their parents do
not appear to differ in marital status (Goldschmidt et ales
1981: Rigers 1977% sanger & Alkers 19723 Venkateshe 1930),.
gBaker (1972) compared a known feminist qroup with a known

antifeminist group on marital status as well as on duration
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of marriagee With regard to marital status. 97% of Baker’'s
antifeminist group reported being married compared to only
38% of the feminist qroupe In additions 22% of the feminist
group were single and 31% were separated or divorced. By
contrasty the auvthor reported that no subijects in the
antifeminist group were singles separated or divorced. In
terms of duration of marriages 87.7% of the antifeminist
group had been married for four or more years compared with
%7+8% for the feminist group. Converselys 14.3% of the
antifeminist group had been married less than three years

compared to only 4.47% for the feminist group.

Summarcy

A number of possible explanations may account for some
of the inconsistencies in the demographic literaturee It
was mentioned earlier that the responses of active and
nonactive feminists might be characterized hy two distinct
attitude dimensionse. Of the 19 studies presented in Table
11 on page 120+ eight emploved active feminists as research
participants (Arnotts 19733 Bakers 19723 Chernisse 1972;
DempewOlffy, 1974: Fowler et alees 1973 Pawlicki £ Almquist.
18735 Rigers 1977: Sanger & Alkers 1972)e The remaining ten
studies used higqh scores on various attitude measures to

define their feminist groupse. Consequently there is no way
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to determine how active the feminists were in this latter
cluster of studies. Although the inconsistencies in Table
11 on page 120 cannot be explained solely by reference to
the use of these two different sampling technigquess an
examination of each cluster of studies separately reveals
some interesting possibilitiess

One possible explanation for the variations in findings
may have to do with a problem mentioned earliers that 1ise
the failure of researchers to make a distinction between
nonfeminists and antifeministse Indeeds, of the eight
studies which used active feministss only three employved
antifeminist subjects as the comparison group (Arnotte 19733
Baker, 1372 Dempewolffs 1974)s In the remaining five
studies (Chernisss 19723 Fowler et ales 1973% Pawlicki &
Almgquists 19733 Rigers 19775 Sanger € Alkers 1972)s it is
impossible to determine whether the feminist qroup was being
compared with nonfeministse atifeministss or a mixture of
bothe

In the remaining ten studies. sampling problems were
difficult to disentangle from measurement issuese First. in
the measurement-based approachs as in the unknown comparison
group approachs it is difficult to determine whether
feminists are being compared with nonfeminists,

antifeminists or bothe Seconds it is impossible to
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determine whether the feminist group consisted of active
feminists or nonactive feministses Thirdes in six of the ten
studiess researchers developed their own measures of
feminism for the purpose Of the research study.
Consequentlys the reliability and validity of the
instruments upon which their hypothesis test restse was
unknown prior to hypothesis testing. In other wordss if a
measure of religious preferences does not correlate with a
measure of feminisme does the author conclude that reliqious
preferences are not related to feminism or that the measure
of feminism is not a valid test? Finallvye the comparability
of measures of feminism across these studies is unknowne

While feminists and nonfeminists or antifeminists
appear to differ on a number of demographic variabless such
as education, religions and parental attitudes, it is
necessary to recognize that feminists also differ. The wayvs
in which feminists differ from other feminists may he more
critical than differences between feminist and "“other"
qroups in providing a reliable portrait of the feminist or
in providing an understanding of feminism in generale.
Feminists appear to differ with regqard to the variables of
parental education and religion in terms of activisms and in
their perceptions of their fathers in terms of sexual
preferences Therefores the assumption of homogeneity of

feminist qroups may have outlived its usefulnesse.
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The.Eeminist_Personality

The personhality research on feminism spans a period of
15 yearse and much of this research seems to have been
motivated by curiosity rather than by a formal theorve 1In
an examination of how personality research has neqlected
“feminine psychologys+" Carlson (1972) arqued that existing
theories of personality do not account for “"feminine
deviations from universal principles" (p.29). What Carlson
seems to be referring tos at the measurement levels are the
responses of female feminists on various personality
measures that deviate from the established norms for those
measurese These estabhlished norms reflect sex differences
such that the scores of men relative to women are usually
higher on measures of independences dominances. agqressione
or achievemente. Consequentlys deviations from the norm for
females (or males) may bhe interpreted as undesirable
personality attributess e.ges the aggressive domineering
woman or the submissives spineless mane Thus some
researchers were interested in testing the popular
stereotype of feminists as a militant group of masculine
women who hate mens, are antimotherhoods pro=-abortione and
most likely gay (esges Decters 19723 Lawrensons 19713
Mailere 1971). Sobran (1986) for examples arques that

feminism has “attacked everything the human race had always
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held normaly instead of finding roots in the shared sense of
normality” (pe.92).

By examining both the personality correlates of
feminism and the personality differences between feminist
and "other" groupss researchers were in a position to either
support or refute the popularized images of the feminist.

In a general senses researchers reap what they sows that is,
research exists which both supoorts and refutes these
images.

As with the selection of demoqraphic variables. the
personality variables examined here are those that are
"typically" found in several studies or feminisme. These
variables are summarized in Table 12 by study and method of

group classification.
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Table 12

personality Chapacteristics_by_Approach apd_study

- D B S S S W R R D e . S A e e A W A S S S e b S D S S - - - we - -

classification of Groups A

Known qroups
Arnott (1973) +
Baker (13872) -* o 0
Dempewolff (1974) +

Feminist group/Unknown
comparison group

Cherniss (1972) + + +

Fowler & Van De Riet + 0 +
(1972)

O'Neil et als (1975) +

Pawlicki & Almquist 0 -
(1973)

Riger (1577) +

Sangrr & Alker +
(1972)

Measurement based approach
Centers (1963) -

Pollingstad et ale. +
(1977)

Ghaffaradli-Doty £ 0
carlson (1979)

—u——------—-—-——--——-------—------------------ﬂ-----ﬂ---------
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Table 12 {continued)

Classification of Groups A

Study T

Measyrement based approach

Goldschmidt et al. +
(19381)

Harrison et ale. (19371) +* 0

Hiyelle & Butterfield +
{(1374)

Joesting (1976) + 0
Lipman=Blumen (1372) +

Redfering (1979) 0 -
Ryckman et ale (1972) +

Sarup (1976) -

N SN R 5% SER AN BND SNy G SND M A S TP SR I S S g G A S el A S S A Wb S A S el P S GUS S DR G D S A S S SN S W P D A D G G AN S N

Notee AUT = autonomvye ACH = achievements S5-=F = self-esteem,
LOC = locus of control, ATH = authoritarianisme AGG =
aggressions. Symbols in the body of the table are in ref-
erence to the feminist group in comparison to the non-
feminist or antifeminist qroupe. + = refers to feminists
having more of an attribute. = = refers to feminists

having less of an attributes 0 = refers to no differences
hetween feminist and comparison groupse.

*Autonomy was indirectly measured in this studye.
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Antonomy. The variable of Independence or Autonomy
represents the most widely studied feminist personality
attribute. In most studizs revieweds feminist groups
emerqed as more independent and autonomous than nonfeminist
or antifeminist groups (Arnott, 1973% Cherniss, 19725
Dempewolffs 19743 Fowler £ Van De Riets 19724 Joestingy
19763 0'Neils Teagues Lushene & Davenporte 1975)e What
lends a deqree of credence to these findings is that they
emerge consistently across a variety of selection procedures
and methodse. For examples both Rrnott (1973) and Dempewolff
(1974) selected known feminist and known antifeminist qroups
for comparisons while Joesting (1976) used scores onh a
measure of feminism to classify her groupse Fowler and Van
De Riet (1972) and O'Neil et ale (1975) compared known
feminist groups with groups of students who reported no
involvement in the women's movemente Similarlye Cherniss
(1972) compared known feminists with a group of uninvolved
studentss deriving findings from unstructured ang
nondirective interviews. Measures of autonomy also varied
across studies and included the psychopathic deviate scale
from the MMPI (O0'Neil et alees 1375) and the autonomy scales
from the California Psycholoaical Inventory (Joestinge 1976)
and The Adjective Checklist (Fowler £ Van De Riets 1972).

pempewolff (1974) selected somewhat more elaborate measures
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of autonomy: The Social Distance Scale (Triandis & Triandise
1960)y which measures the extent to which an individual
views "others" as autonomous or as members of out=qroups;
The Independence of Judgement Scale (Barrons 1963)s which
measures autonomy within one's peer groupi The Modernism II
Scale (Kahls 19468)+ which measures a general sense of
control or efficacy in terms of acceptance versus perceived
threat of changes in one's immediate social environment.

The exception to the finding that feminists are more
autonomous than antifeminists is provided by Baker (1972).
Howevers the Baker (1372) study differs from other studies
reviewed in several respectss Firsts Baker (1972)
hypothesized that members of her feminist qroup might be
more frustrated by a perceived lack of autonomy in their
lives than antifeminists. Seconds rather than using a direct
measure of autonomys Baker (1972) administered Sieqel’'s
Manifest Hostility Scale (1956), and Rotter's Locus of
Control scale. Her rationale for the use of the latter
scale was that "Erikson's concept of autonomy has been
operationally defined most successfully by Rotter's
Internality=-Externality scale" (p.66)s The feminist gqroup
scored siqnificantly higher than the antifeminist group on
hostility and externalitye and Baker concluded that "the

need for a sense of Autonomys as operationally defined by
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the variables of Hostility and Externalitye is a genuine
motivating force in the personality dynamics of women who
are active in the Women's Liberation movement" (pe L
Baker's study may bhe challenged on a number of aroundsa.
Firsty although locus of control may be an aspect of
autonomous functioning, there is little support in the
personality literature to indicate that hostility represents
an operational definition of antonomye Second. despite the
study's weaknesses, Baker (1972), may have been attempting
10 measure one possible consequence of a lack of autonomys
namely hostilitye If this is the cases and it seems likelys
the author should have fifst established that a need for
autonomy existed on the part of the feminist groupe.

To summarizes whether studies used Known qroupsye
unknown comparison gtoupSe OC a measurement=bhased approachs
the research suggests that feminists who supports or
feminists who are active ins the women's movement are more
independent and autonomous than their noninvolved
counterpartss It should be noted, however, that in studies
using the measurement based approachs high scoring subjects
were not asked whether or not they were active in the
feminist movement. Therefores caution should be exercised

when making generalizations from measurement=based studies.
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Achievement. Researchers were also interested in
testing the hypothesis that feminists are higher in need for
achievement or achievement strivings than their more
traditional counterpartse Although Fowler and Van De Riet
(1972) and later Redfering ¢(19793) did not find significant
differences between feminist and comparison groups on need
for achievements Cherniss (1972) found his feminist qroup to
be considerahly higher in achievement needs than the
comparison qroups On the other hands Lipman-Biumen (1972}
found that feminists differed from nonfeminists not so much
in need for achievement as in their view of how they could
fulfill this need. The author reported that feminists felt
they had to satisfy their achievement needs primarily
through their own efforts while the comparison subsects felt
they could fulfill their need for achievement througqh the
accomplishments of their husbanidse. Interestinqly., memhers
Oof the feminist group aspired to graduate study while the
comparison qroup did not plan to seck a deqree bevyond the
bachelor's levele.

Lipman=Blumen (19872) concluded that the relation
between “"female role ideology" and aducational aspiration is
“contingent on the way a woman has heen socialized to meet
her achievement needs outside the home" (pe 37)e According

to Lipmen=Blumans little gqirls are socialized in childhood
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to satisfy their achievement needs passively throuah
jdentification with the accomplishments of their favhers or
brotherse When they marrys they transfer this vicarious
mode of achievement to their husbandse Given that women may
not be born "feministse" the Lipman~Blumen study raises an
interesting question. Specificallys the amount of influence
participation in the feminist movement may have on a
socialization process that is presumably well developed at
advlthoode. Of course explanations other than the influence
of women's qroups are availables. For example. the steadily
increasing divorce rate has resulted in a generation of
little qirls raised by "working mothers" who have had to
leave the home and achieve financial independence or lose
their childrene Thuse the influence of women's Qroups may
not alter the socialization process: rathers certain

socialization processes may not taka placoe

self=gsteeme Researchers have also bheen interested in
examining differences hetween feminist and nonfeminist or
antifeminist grouns on measures of self-esteem {Chernisse
19723 Follingstad et aler 1977% Fowler € Van De Riete 19723
Harrisone Guys & Lupferes 13813 fijelle £ Butterfield. 1974).
Cherniss (1972) found that feminist subjects had a hirter
sense of self-esteem and self-acceptance than comparison

subjectss The author reported that the passive and
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nonassertive style characteristic of comparison subjects was
related to a low self-image anl a poor sense of selfe. He
further asserted that the hiqgher self-esteem scores amohg
feminists may have heen dues in parts to their participation
in women's qroupsSe In an examination of this issuce
Follingstad et ale (1977) examined the temporal
generalization of self-esteem scores for three time periods
{pretests posttests and follow-up) for two different
consciousness raising quoup formats (8-week time=spaced and
16=-hour marathon) using a "no treatment' control group. At
posttesty the authors found that the control subilects
experienced a loss of self-esteem whereas subjects in qroup
formats oxperienced an increase in self-esteems An
examination of mean scores provided by the authors reveals
that the increase in self-esteem scores was due t0O iInCreases
in scores for timespaced group particimantse At follow-uos
hoth the marathon and control group scores returned to their
pretest range while the self-esteem scores for the time-
spaced qroup continued to shift in a positive direction.
Follingstad and her co-workers concluded that the time=
spaced group format may foster an increase in sclf-esteem
because subjects received more feedback and support from the

grouy <nvironment over time.
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In another studys Harrisons Guve and Lupfer (1981)
examined self-esteem as a corrmlate of a measure of
feminisme They reported that women hiqh in self-esteem were
more likely to hold positive attitudes toward feminism than
women low in self-esteem, In a related studye Hyelle and
Butterfield (1374) used a measurement-bhased approach to
compare student feminist and comparison qroups On a measutre
of self-actualization. The authors reported that the
feminist qroup exhibited a significantly higher level of
personal growths were more accepting of their own self-
concapts and were more convinced of their self-worth as
persons than their peer counterpartss In additione the
authors found thaty unlike comparison subjects. feminist
subjects perceived themselves as relving more confidently
upon their own internal norms without seeking constant
support from others for self-validatione.

Finallys Fowler and Van De Riet (1972) examined
differences between feminist and comparison qroups on
feelings of self-competences Although qroups did not differ
significantlys the feminist qroup reported higher feclings

of competence than the control groupe

Locys_of _controls Thus far. the research suggests that
foeminists may be more achievement orientede independents and

possess a greater sense of self-worth than nonfeministse
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These findinas support the notions echoed throunshout the
feminist literature which emphasize the strenqgth and ability
within all women to set and to achieve gonals in spite of
societal pressures aqainst the attainment of those qoals
(eeqes Elshtaine 19823 Firestones 18705 Friedans, 13633
Morgans 1970% Starhawke 19825 Tanners 1970% Thompsony 1970).
Consistent with the view that feminists are more likely to
satisfy their need for achievement throuqh their own efforts
than thiouqh the accomplishments of significant otherse some
researchers have hypothesized that feminists may be more
internal relative to nonfeminists on a measure of locus of
control.

ising a measurement=hased aporoachs Ghaffaradli-Doty
and Carlson (1679) used a measure of feminism to divide
subjects into highs mediums and low scoring feministse The
authors developed a measure of "liberated behavior"™ and
hypothesized that high scoring feminists would not only be
more internally controlled. as assessed hy Rotter's (1946)
locus of control scalees but would also act more liberated
than low scoring feministse Their hypntheses were not
supported. Women who scored in the mid range on a measure
of feminism were more internally controlled than hiah
scoring feministse In additions high scoring feminists who

scored in the internal direction on locus of control did not
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act more liherated. The authors arqued that the discrepancy
between attitude and behavior is not surprising since it may
be difficult to act liherated in our societyve There ares
howevers other possible explanationse The most obvious one&
is that very little variance in behavioral measures can be
accounted for by attitude measures (eeqeq Wickers 1969).
Other explanations havz more to do with the sample and the
specificity of the items in the behavioral measures. As
previously noteds the authors used a measure of feminism to
classify their groupse Thus. high scoring feminists may
personally support the women's movements but thevy may not be
active participants in that movemente such a possibility is
supported in part by Ryckmans Martenss Rodda and Sherman
(1372). This study differs from other research reviewed in
that the authors examined the relationship between locus of
control and the willingness of student subjects to
patticipate in social action designed to end discrimination
against women. Three weeks after the authors administered
Rotter's locus of control scale to a classy a confaderate
entered the class and asked students to fill out a form
which measured the deqree of interest in immediately joining
various activities related to women*s liberatione The
authors reported that neither males nor females perceived

commitment to women®'s liberation activities as desirable
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behavicrse Howeversy internal female subjects expressed
greater commitment to women's liberation activities than
external female subjectss while no relationship was *nund
for male subjectss In another studys Harrison et al. (19381)
administered Rotter's locus of control scale and a measure
of feminism to a sample of women who worked in a variety of
organizations that represented hnth poles of the
traditional-nontraditional continuume The authors reported
no relationship bhetween locus nf conptrol and attitudes
toward feminisme The authors also examined the relationship
hetween locus of control and self-esteemy as measurad by
Faqly's (1367) Feelings of Inadequacy Scales and
traditional~nontraditional sources of satisfaction as
evidenced by career- versus family=oriented rankingss The
authors hypothesized that women who were internal and high
in self-esteem would rank careers as thei. primary source of
satisfaction rather than family roless Converselys women
tending toward externality and low self-esteem would rank
family~-oriented roles as their primary source of
satisfaction. Contrary to the authors® expectationse women
who were external and low in self-esteem were more
nontraditional in rnle orientation than high self-esteem

internals.
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It may he the case that several factorse including the
homogeneity of feminist gqroumpss the conceptualization of
locus of control and the role of relevant demographic
variahles may account in part for variations from study to
studys While hoth active and nonactive supporters of the
Wwomen's movement may have a legitimate claim to the name
"foministe" their responses on maasures related to Wwomen's
issues may represent distinct attitude dimensionse 1In
adiition, active and nonactive feminists may respond
differentially on a measure of locus of control. as well as
on other personality measuress

sanger and Alker (1972) and Riger (19377) examined the
difference between known feminist groups and comparison
groups on locus of control measures. Both investigations
used a multidimensional concept of locus of control:
personal control and control ideologys Both researcherss
howevers developed their own measures. Sanger and Alker
(1972). for cxamples combined Rotter®s locus of control
scale with 17 items written by the authors xo reflect a
feminist ideoloqgys A factor analysis of the combined items
resulted in three factors which the authors labeled personal
controls control ideologye and feminist ideoloqye. Riger
(1577) used a similar procedure to develop his measures

which he labeled personal control, feminist ideoloay and
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system blame. This latter measure is similar to Sanger and
Alker*s control ideology factore According to Sanger and
Alker (1972), personal control refers to beliefs regarding
control in one's own life whereas control ideology refers to
heliefs about causation in societys often referred to as
system blame.

Sanger and Alker (1972) reported that groups did not
2iff2r on persnnal controls but differed sianificantly on
the control ideoloqy factore In other wordse both qroups
were relatively internal personallys but feminists were more
external than comparison subjects in their belinfs about
causation in societye Thuse feminists believe they have
control in their own livess yet Ao not believe that thair
own efforts are responsible for their failure to obtain
rewards in society. These results are consistent with the
feminist contention that the failure to succeed is due
largely tO an oppressive social system rather than to a lack
of abilitye. Riger (1377) questioned whether these bheliefs
existed prior to involvement in collective social action or
are the result of actione Riger*s sampla therefore
consisted of three groups of women: 1) 83 student feminist
veterans of a women's consciousness raising groupe 2) 39 now
student recruits and 3) 41 noninvolved studentss 3Since no

significant differences emerged between vaterans and new
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recruitss Riger combhined these two agroups. He reported that
the control gqroup and the combined aroup of veterans and new
recruits differed siqnificantly on all three factors {(i.cev
control ideologys personal controle and feminist ideoloqy)e.
The author concluded that a feminist attitude exists prior
to participation in a consciousness=-raising group and is not
altered by that participatione. Riger's study supports the
findings of Sanger and Alker (1972) and extends them to
reveal that particinmation does not alter the locus of
control profile.

Finallye Pawlicki and Almguist (1973) compared a known
feminist noncollege group and a group of students who were
not members of a women's qroup on Rotter's measure of locus
of control. The authors also developed their own measure of
feminisme The authors reported that feminist and comparison
groups differed significantly on hoth measurese Feminists
were more internally controlled than the comparison qroup
and they scored higher on a measure of feminisme Howevery
the authors seemed to bhe at a loss to explain why
differences between qroups on locus of control disappeared
when the variable of age was used as a covariate. In
additions the hypothesis that the measure of feminism would
correlate siqnificantly with locus of control was not

supported.
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An examination of the locus of control literature may
provide some possible explanations for the unsupported
hypotheses. Research conducted both bafore {(Schneiders
1971) and after (Phares., 1976) the Pawlicki and Almquist
{1973) studys demonstrated that locus of control scores
among a colleqe population tended to be in the external
directione. In additions research sugaests that locus of
control scores for students have continued *o shift in the
external direction (Pharess 1978). In the Pawlicki and
Rlmgquist (1373) studys the significant difference obtained
between the two groups on locus of control scores may have
occurred because the authors were comparing a college sample
with a noncollege samples Thuss whether one is or is nnt a
feminist is irrelevant. TIn additions one of the reoeatedly
verified correlates of locus of control is the variable of
age (crandall, Katkovsky € crandalls 1965% Pharess 19731
Penks 1959). That ise as one gets older the more likely one
is to score in an internal direction. Pawlicki and Almgquist
(1973) reported that their noncolleaqe feminist qroup was
siqnificantly older than their collage comparison 4rofpe.
Thuses both age and student status may account for the
initial differences in scores on the locus of control scale.
The Pawlicki and Almquist (1973} study illustrates the
necessity of exsmining the relationship between relevant

demographic variables and personality constructse
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Authoritarianism_and_dogmatism. Researchers have found
fominist groups to be significantly less authoritarian than
groups with which they are compared (Centersy 1963; Pawlicki
[ Almquist; 19733 Redferings 1979% Sarups 1976)e These
findings have emerged consistently across a variety of
sampling procedures. For examplees Pawlicki and Almguist
(1973) compared a known feminist group with a groun of
university students. Using a measurement=based approach,
sarup (1976) classified students and individuals from church
grouns and business establishments into feminist and
comparison qroups. Redfering (197%) also used a
measurement-based approach to classify individuals from such
settings as factoriess church groupss social clubse adult
educational classess leisure clubse and secretarial pools
into feminist and comparison aroupss Finallys Centers
(1963) selected a cross section of the adult population of a
major metropolitan citye Howevers the demographic variabhles
of intelliqgences educations and social status in generalys
are all well known correlates of authoritarianism such that
higher intelligence, educations (RAdOrnov Prenkel=Brunswicke
Levinsone £ Sanfords 1350% Dillehays 1978), and social
status (MacKinnon & Centerse 19563 McDille 1961% Srole.
1936) are all associated with low scores on

authoritarianisme It will be recalled from the review of
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the demogqraphic literature that feminists were mor¢ -~ducatad
and tended to come from a hiqgher social class than qroups
with which they were compareds Thereforey differences in
scores between feminist and comparison groups on a measure
of authoritarianism may be attributable to differences in
attitudes toward the women's movement or to differences on
relevant demoqraphic variablese These possibilities were
addresseds in parte by Centers (1963)s Pawlicki and Almquist
(1973)s and Sarup (1976)e Centers (1963) reported that the
demographic variables of ages educations races socioeconomic
statuss marital status and occnpation d4id not contribute
significantly to the relationshin between authoritarianism
and feminisms. Furthers that authoritarianism was itself the
only significant correlate of variations in antifeminism
SCOresSe Pawlicki and Almguist (1373) reported that their
feminist qroup was siqnificantly more educated than their
comparison group of students. Howevers the authors found
that the initial difference between qroups on
authoritarianism was maintained when education was used as a
covariate. These results are consistent with those obtained
by Sarup (1376). In addition to educations Sarup also found
the variables of age and reliqgion to be related to hath
authoritarianism and feminisme The author reported that

when these variables were controlleds the relationship
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between feminism and authoritarianism was maintainede. It is
interesting to note that Sarup {1976)s who also used male
subjectss reported that the most antifeminist groups in the
sample were highly authoritarian males followed by highly
authoritarian femalese. RAccording to Sarup (1976} males who
scored low on authoritarianism were moderately feminists vet
they lagged bhehind low authoritarian womens who were
stronqgly profeministe

The relationship between authoritarianism and dogmatism
has been documented elsewhere {Fruchters Rokeachy E Novake
19533 Pyron £ Lamberts 1967: Robertss 19625 Rokeachs 19603
Rokeach & Fruchtere 19563 Sheikhe 1968). Brieflys
individuals who are high in authoritarianism are also high
in dogmatism. While researciers rarely provide a rationale
for their selection of personality variabless there is good
reason to believe that feminists would be less dogmatic than
nonfeminists and antifeministse An examination of the
literature on dogmatism reveals that open=mindedness
correlates significantly with helping others and taking
equalitarian actions for minorities (Fischers 1973).
seconds it will be recalled from the review of the
demographic literature that feminists tended to be liberal
whereas nonreminists or antifeminists tended to be more

conservativee The personality research reveals that
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dogmatism is significantly related to conservatisme while
open-mindedness is related to 1iberalism (DiRenzos 19713
Joness 1973)« 1In addition. Kirtley and Harkless (196%9)
found dogmatism to be associated with the rejection of
artistsSe scientist leftistse physical deviants and ethnic
groupse Ehrlich (197°) arques that the rejection of ~thers
is very generalized. yet it corresponds with and is deeply
rooted in the norms of society. According to feminist
writingss feminism poses a challenge to existing social
normse particularly those which advocate a distorted
masculist image of womanhood (Ruthe 1980).

only two studies compared feminist and antifeminist or
nonfeminist groups on a measure of dogmatism (Rokeache
1960)s Baker (1972) rfound no siqnificant differences
between feminist and antifeminist qroups on doamatisme
although antifeminists scored higher than feminists on
rigidity of thoughte. redfering (1979)s who used Spence and
Helmreich's (1972) attitudes toward women gcale to classify
subjects into feminist and comparison qroupse found the
feminist group to be significantly more opan-~minded than tLe

comparison groupe

Aggression_and_dominange. A» few researchers have tried
to determine whether feminists are more agqressive and
dominant than nonfeministse Fowler and Van De Riet (1972)

who employed Gough and Heilbrun's (1965) measures of

EAY.
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aqqression and dominances found the feminist group to be
more agqressive an.’ dominant than their student
counterpartse but this difference was not statistically
significant.

In another studys Goldschmidt et ale (1931) found that
high aqqressions as measured by Edward*s (1954) Personal
Preference Inventorys was associated with greater
participation in the women's movement. Howevers feminists
who scored the highast and the lowest on agqression also
scorrd the highest on a measure of feminisme The authors
concluded that agqression was not a necessary condition of a
liberated attitude and that active feminists were more
likely to he agqressive than nonactive feminists. Finallye
Joesting (1976) correlated a variety of personality
measuress including dominancee with two measures of
fominisme While the measure of dominance 4id not correlate
with the measures of feminisme Joesting concluded that
feminists were dominant and aggressive. What is even more
puzzling about Jo=sting's conclusion is that the author did
not employ a measute of aggression. Another interesting
point about the Joesting study is that the author's stated
purpose does not seem related to her conclusionss. According
to Jnestinge the ourpose of her research was to "determine

the personality correlates of sexism and antisextism in
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approximately ten female and 21 male community college
students” (p.194). Joesting's discussion of her results,
howevers begins with the statement: *“The relationships
presented in this study help to give us a view Of the
personality tendencies nf feminists" (pe196). The author
proceeds to end her raper with a list of personality traits
of feministss many of which cannot he substantiated by her
data. Aside from the fact that Joestinqg's sample 1is
extremely smalls the author provides no evidence to support
her conclusion that shé employed a feminist sample and that
the subsequent relationshies reflect enduring feminist
personality traitss Onec also wonders what happoned to the
initial ourpose of the studys unless the author would have
us believe that the personality correlates of sexism and
antisexism are the same as the oersonality traits of
feministse The weaknesses in the Joesting study raise a
number of guestions regarding the assumptions upon which
reseacch restse Firste can we assumes borause we have
females in our samples that their raesponses on a measure of
feminism will reflect positive attitudes toward feminist
issues? Seconds can we also assume that the responses of
males on a measure of feminism will reflect negative
attitudes toward feminist issues? This latter guestion is

particularly interesting since maless, for the most parte
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have been excluded from samples in the studies reviewed. In

the few studies that included male snbjectse researchers

analyzed their data separatelye.
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Instructions
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Women in Canadian Society: An Attitude Survey

I am a doctoral candidate at the University of Windsor
under the supervision of Dre. Shalagh Towsone For my PheDe
dissertations I am conducting a study of people’s attitudes
about various issues of concern to Canadian women.

"he enclosed material includes an Informed Consent
Forme a Personal Data Sheet and a smaries ¢ questionnaireses
Please read and siqn the Informed Consent Forme Then
complete each questionnaire in the order in which it
appearss Your answers on the questionhaires will be
completely anonymous and there are no right or wronqg
answerss so please try to answer each question as honestly
as possiblas DO not spend too much time on any one
questions and please do not go back to a questionnaire after
you have comvleted ite

Please note that all the questionnaires except the
personal Activities Scale have a separate computerized
Answer Sheet. 1In order that we may use them agains vlease
do not make any marks on the guestionnaires. Alsos pleaseo
use a pencil to record your answers on the computer Answor
Sheetse.

A summary of the nature and ohiectives of this study is
availahle from my advisore Dre Shelagh Towson (Rme 174s WHS)
or from myself (Mse. Patricia Forrest, Rm. 268, %HS)s If you
would like a copy of this summary and will not he able to
pick it upe Dlease write vour name and mailing address in
the space provided o. the Informed Consent Form and a copy
will he mailed to you.

Thank youw very much for your helpe

Sincerelys

Patricia Forrest
Doctoral Candidate
Department of Psychology
University of Winidsor
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Informed Consent ¥orm
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Informed Consent Form

I agree to participate in this study on attitudes about
Wwomen's issues.

I understand that the information I provide will be analyzed
and reported in qroupe numericales Or statistical form oOnly.
Thereforey the anonymity of individual participants is
assured.

I also understand that I can request a summary of the nature

and objectives of the study from Ms. Pe Forrest or Dre Se
Towsonhe Department of Psychologyes University of Windsor.

—— —— O . — —— T S — . —— - ———

I will not be able to pick uo the research summary in
persons so could you please mail a cony to:

(Print) Name

e o ——— T ——— 4 O ——— —— " - —
- — ——— ——— ———— . ——— ——— — T A Y T —— - —

S — ——————— e P T S A S . S S S ———  —

NOTE: This shaet will be detached upon receiot
B of the materialse.
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Personal Data Sheet



Personal Data Sheet

Age: _____ Gender: _____

Marital Status: oo RACE: e

Religious Preference: Practicing?
Yes NO

___Roman Catholic

___Protestant (Denomination):
___JEWiSh
—e_0Dther:

What was your childhood religqion?

— e il ki 4 S e . S . S v —————

Sexual Orientation:
_____ heterosexual
_____ bisexual
_____ gay male/leshian

Are you presently enroled in Univeorsity?
—__Yes (please indicate year)

___No (Highest lavel of education comoleted) __________

Would you descrihe yourself as politically: (please circle)
h X X X X X X

Conservative Liberal Radical

Do you helong to a political party?
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preliminary Liberal and Radical Feminism Scales
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Personal Attitudes Scale
INSTRIUCTIONS

The Personal Attitudes Scale is designed to assess your
personal attitudes ahout various issues relevant to womene.
There are no riqght or wrong answers and your responses are
anonymous so please answer as honestly as vou cane It is
very important that you use a pepcil to record your answerss

Read each statement and indicate in péencil on the computer
answer sheet the extent to which you personally agree or
disaqree using the following 6-point scale:

Strongly Disaqree
Moderately Disaqgree
Slightly Disaqree
Slightly Aqree
Moderately Aqree
Stronqly Agree

Mo m e

Indicate your answer by filling in the letters in pencily
that corresponds to your choice. For examples if vou
Strongly Disagree with a statements fill in the letter A.

If you Moderately Disaqree with a statemente fill in the
letter B, Fill in the letter C if your personal opinion
tends toward slight disagreements that ise you "sort of
disagree®, Similarlye fill in the letter D if you "sort of
agree"s fill in letter F if vyou Moderately Agree and fill in
letter F if you Strongly Adree with a statements

Sample Question:
1. I think women should he able to become priests.

If you Strongly Disaqree with the above statements vou would
fill in the letter A. If you Strongly Agree with the
statements vou would fill in the letter Fe. If your opinion
is somewhere in hetweens fill in the letter that best
reflects your personal opinione

Please answer every statement. If you are unsures then fill
in the letter which comes closest to reflecting vour
personal opinions. Please do ngt leave blankse

After vou have completed all the items in the booklets take
out the instructions for the Social Attitudes Scale.

please begin now
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Personal Attitudes Scale
Slightly Aqree

Moderately Agree
Strongly Aqree

S5trongly Disaqgree
Moderately Disagree
Slightly Disagree

o™
ouwn
om0
n ni

I prefer the company of feminist fFriends to nonfeminist friends.

The central issue of feminism is equality of opportunity
for women. (L)

Racism is not a feminist issues (L)

The roots of gender inequality are in the larger political
systeme (R)

Any woman who wants to can make as much money as a mane (1)
Most men are sexists (R)
Fvery woman should hecome active in the women's movemente (R)

I sometimes think about getting involved in the women's
movements but I don't think I would fit in. (L)

The views of politically active feminists are too radicale (L)

A major goal of feminism is the development of an anti-
militaristic and nonhierarchical society. (R)

The cause of women's oppression has more to do with a few
men than with all mene (L)

The traditional family structure serves to confine women
in the role of modern domestic servante. (R)

Every woman has a right to opportunities that will allow
her to achieve equality with men. (1)

women will only find self-affirmation by overthrowing
the male politicals economices and leqal systemse (R)

Women should speak up when someone makes a sexist commente (R)

Getting involved in the feminist movement would cequire
too much of my timees (L)
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A = Stronqly Disaqgree D = Slightly Agrce
B = Moderately Disaqree E = Moderately igree
C = 5lightly Disaqree F = Stronqgly Aqrec

17. Racist and sexist attitudes have heen constructed and
entrenched within the social structure. (R}

18. Women are oppressed by a few individuals and qroupse (L)

19. Staying home to take care of young children is a
personal choices not a ponlitical issue. (L)

20« Political and economic theories are based on the sexual
division of laboure. (R)

21. Personal relationshins hetween men and women are
political in nature. {(R)

22« Making work within the home a political issue is just too
extremes (L)

23. The present economic system only works because women provide
unpaid domestic labour. (R}

24, Todays women have the same educational opportunities as men. (L

25. The legal sys*em reinforces the existence of the
patriarchal family at the expense of battered wives.
childrens lesbianss and gay mens (R)

26+ The universality of female subordination indicates that
women are up against something so profound that it cannot
be remedied by rearranqging a few tasks and roles in
societye (R7

27. Women have a right to become all that they are capable of
becominges On their own or in partnershin with mene. (L)}

28« The over=valuation of work outside the home and the under-
valuation of work inside the home is a male invention
designed to keep women oppresseds (R)

29. Radical feminist activism is the only way to create a
world where there are no more victimse {R)

30, I feel personally responsible for ending my own oppression
but not the oppression of all women. (L)
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A = S5tronqgly Disagree D = Slightly Aqree
B = Moderately Disanree F = Moderately Aqree
C = 51lightly Disagree F = Stronqly Agree

31. A sexist joke is a form of bad humour rather than 1
personal insulte. (L)

32. Male domination of women is enforced through the
political and economic svstemse. (R)

32, Most radical feminists hate mene (L)

343 T am frustrated by women who don't seem to understand
that we live in a male dominated society. (R)

35. Every personal act is the creation and expression of
political ideology. (R)

36 I prefer not to Adiscuss feminist issues with my male
friends because they make fun of me. (1)

37. If wach woman worked towari ending her own oppression
we wouldn't need a women's movements (L)

38. Women must act to reshape the srssteéems that exert
influences over every woman's life. (R)

39. Some feminists are too sensitive when it comes to sexist
commentss (L)

40. I feel energized whenever I attend a feminist meeting.
marches or demonstrations (R)

41 Women should be suspicious of men who claim to be feministse. (R

42. The problem for women is one of nonrepresentation within
the political systems not oppression by that system. (L)

43, A real feminist would not miss a women's marchy rally.
or demonstration unless she had to. (R)

44, Many men in positions of power would like to se@e women
get aheads. (L)

45. Women's personal experiences provide political ammunition
for the feminist movement. (R)

46 I have difficulty making friends with women who do not
support the feminist movement. (R)
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59.
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61e
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A = Strongly Disaqree D = Slightly Agree
B = Moderately Disaqree B = Moderately Aqree
C = Sliqhtly Disagree F = Strongly Agqree

Women who carry picket signs and shout slogans don't
accomplish anythinge (L)

Job seqregation by sex serves to maintain the
superiority of men over womene (R)

The way men and women share their decision-making
power at the domestic level is also a political acte (R)

The feminist movement unfairly condemns all men. (L)

The economic évstem must be redefined by women t0o account
for paid and unpaid work in both public and private
spheres. (R)

Greater equality of opportunity between men and women can
be achieved by educating mene (L)

Every woman should take an assertivencss training coursee. (R)

I feel negative toward women who do not want to hecome
active in the women's movement. (R)

some of the methods used by radical feminists agive the
women's movement a bad name. (L)

T would be reluctant to speak up in a restaarant if a male
friend made a sexist comment to the waitresse. (L)

Feminism must wrest ideological control from men by
redefining politicse (R)

Men and women can work together to end gender
discriminations (L)

Feminists need to he more radical because as women become
free to wnrk outside the homes men still remain free from
work within the home. (R)

Once women have obtained equal rightse most of the qoals
of feminism will be realized. (L)

I qet very angry when T see progqrams on TV which
reinforce sexist stereotypess (R)
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A = Stronqly Dis§qree D = Sliqhtly Aqree
B = Moderately Disaqree E = Moderately Agqree
C = Sliqghtlv Disaqree F = Stronqly Aqree

62« Women should get involved in the political process to improve
their chances of equality of opportunitye. (L)

63« The qoals of feminism can bhe achieved without angry
demonstrations. (L)

64, I become furious when I hear antifeminist commentse. (R)

65. Women must develop their own strategies to overturn the
male~dominated political system. {(R)

66« I would be concerned about heing called a leshian if I
became active in the women®'s movement. (L)

67« Women should not put their complete trust in mene (R)

68+ Men are more receptive to ohjections about sexist
comments if women don't react with anger. (L)

69. Women's oppression has more to do with societal factors
than with individual factors. (R)

70« The capitalist system is resvonsible for reinforcing
haterosexuality as the norme (R)

71« Women can support the feminist movement by being qgood
role modelss. (L)

72« It is the responsibility or every woman to hecome active
in the feminist movements (R)

73« A feminist revolution is a human revolution which must be
defined by women firste. {R)

74+ Men can bhe feminists. (L)

75« Calling God a "“shke" reflects feminist humour rather than
a feminist issue or concerne. (L)

76« Organized religion has done more to onpress straiqght womens
leshianse and gqay men than any other sccial institutione (R)

77« There is more to feminism than simply a shift of power
from men to womens (R)
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A = Strongly Disagree D = Slightly Agree
B = Moderately Disaqree E = Moderately Aqree
C = Slightly Disaqgree F = Strongly Agree

73. Todaysy most women can make it up the corporate ladder if
they want toe. (L)

79, Wwomen should unite and act together to create a new worlde (R)

80. More enerqy should he put into treatina men who beat and
rape their wives. (L)

81. Women must obtain positions of power within ruling
institutions so they can radically ;ransform them, (R)

82. Making a point of telling a man that vou Aare a feminist
only creates more tension between the sexese. (L)

83, The idea of aetting paid for doing "housework" is totally
impracticals (L)

84, Most men want equality between the sexess (L)

85. The gqoals of feminism can be summel up under the word
"education". (L}

B6., Poverty among women is a serious feminist issues (R)

87. The anger and aqggression that some feminists display
actually hurts the cause of feminisme (L)

88. Peminist organization and theory are essential in order
to develop a specifically female view of the world. (R)

39, A woman can be a feminist without ever becoming active
in the movement. (L)

90. I need to meet reqularly with other feminists in order to
keep my sanitys (R}

91. Most of women's problems would be solved if we could Just
get rid of the men in power. (R)

52. Women Ao not need to take powers they simply need to be
included in the present power structure. (L)

93. A woman can be glamorouse riche powerfuls and a feministe. (L)
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A = Stronqly Disaqree D = Sliqghtly Agqree
B = Moderately Disaqree E = Moderately Agree
C = S5lightly Disagree F = Strongly Agqree

S4. Women do not realize how much their lives are controlled
by strategies developed by men. (R)

95. Feminist criticisms of religion as oppressive institutions
are not valide. (L)

96. It is exciting to see women working together for the
benefit of all women. (R)

97. There is no need for women to look for alternatives to
power outside the governmental arenas. (R)

98B. The best way for women to achieve social change is to
educate mens (L)

99+ Feminism means equal partnership with mene (1)

100« Leqgal reform can create equality of opnortunity for women. (L)

- - . S e i e e e e e o A e e o G S S e dE T S g ep e s sl A G S S A S Sl e S A &

Note: The letters L and R within brackets after esach item refer to
the scale the item belonqgs toi L=Liberal Feminism scale items
R=Radical Feminism scale iteme.
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®*eminist Behavior Checklist



Personal Activities Scale

Instructions

Below is a list of various personal activitiese

18¢€

Put a check

mark on the line in the first column next to each activity
you have ever participated ine even if yvyou only did it once
indicate if you have

Or twWicee.

Te

2e

3.

e

Se

6o

Te

8e

9.

Jsed the term Mse in-
stead of Mrss or Miss in
speech Or correspondence.

Sent a donation to a
feminist organization.

Attended a feminist
conference.

rursueed a traditionally
male sporte

Enrolled in a male domin-
ated educational pro-
grama

Stbscribed to a feminist
magazines newsletters or
journal.

Contributed articles to
a feminist magazines
newsletters or 9journal.

Helped to organize a
feminist maqazine.
newsletters or journale.

Written letters opposing
anti-feminist legislation.

In the second column.
engaged in that activity within the past vear.

Have You
Evar

————

In The
Past Year



10.

11,

12.

13.

4.

15.

16.

17

18.

19.

20,

21,
22.

Written letters to TV or
newspapers objecting to
material which exploits
Womene

Distrihuted pamphlets
which explain a feminist
issue.

S5igned a petition for a
feminist causee.

Helped organize a petition
for a feminist causes

voted for a feminist
political candidate.

Lobbhied for a feminist
political candidate.

Joined a feminist
discussion groupe.

Helped orgqanize a feminist
discussion qroupe

Joined a feminist group
that provides a service
to women (e«ges cCrisis

centrel.

Helped organize a feminist
group that provides a
service to womene

Carried a picket siqn at a
women's rallye

spoken at a women's rallye

Helped organize a women's
rallye

Have You
Ever

In The
rast Year

137
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24.

25.

Helped organize a picket
against a business or group
for a feminist causc.

Fought for the right to
he employed in a male
dominated occupatione

Dther: (e«qes taught a
women's studies classe
sat on a male~-dominated
committee, etcs)

Do you consider yourself to he a

Yes

Have You
Ever

feminist:

Mo

In The
Past Year

. —

(please check)

188
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