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One test of societal cleavages is the extent of differences in the population 
between subgroups such as race, social class, or generations. at three 
levels: nationalism. suppon for the political system. and satisfaction with 
aspects of every day living,. National sample data indicate no clear marks 
of division on these three dimensions in the U.S. for groupings based upon 
income. education, occupation. a!e. or sex. The grearest potential cleav- 
age is racial. for here there are differences between Blacks and Whites. 
consistent though not great. at all three levels. Various =goups are tied into 
the system in different ways. People in the lower strata are sTn!er than 
managerial groups in their nationalism and evaluation of admmtsuative 
agencies but lower on their confidence in national political leadership. 

The problem of societal inte,ortion, the social bonds which tie people 
to one another and to the larger collectivity, keeps reappearing in theory 
and research over the years. Recently, it has been approached from the 
negative side of the picture in the revival of concepts of alienation and 
anomie on the individual level and in concepts of cleavage lines in 
society at the collective level. It is interesting that the basic notions at 
both the individual level and the collective level derive from Marx in his 
description of alienation and of a conflicted class society. Manr may 
have had his weaknesses as an economist (though his successors are not 
much more impressive in their predictions), but his insights as a social 
psychologist were profound. At the individual level it was Marx who 
described the frustrations of workers arising from their estrangement 
from their jobs when they no longer owned the tools of their craft and 
when their craft skills were destroyed by job fractionation and routiniza- 
tion. At the collective level it was Marx who regarded randomly distrib- 
uted frustrations as less significant for social action than attitudes of 
discontent which cumulate in groupings of the population where mutual 
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reinforcement can occur and class consciousness can develop. For him 
the potential for linking dissatisfaction with change programs came 
from people sharing the same common fate. As they struggled to 
improve their lot they became aware of their friends and of their 
enemies. And for ~Marx, the lines of cIeavage determining the common 
interests of given Osrups were detetmined by the institutional ar- 
rangements concerning the distribution of power and wealth. 

As survey research methods developed with the growth of social 
psychology in the U.S. it became possible to test predictions about 
social divisiveness. Early studies of political behavior and of social and 
economic attitude found good correiations between socioeconomic 
status and political preference and radicaiism and conservatism as Marx 
anticipated. There were clear and unmistaken differences between 
workers and owners on many issues which seemed to justify the notion 
of cieavage tines. V. 0. Key (196f) pointed out that these differences 
were not on radicabsm and conservatism as general value orientations, 
but as they related to economic issues. There were high negative 
correlations between socioeconomic status and suppott for social wei- 
fare legislation, for unemployment insurance, for minimum wages, 
even for government ownership of banks. 

With the acceptance of New Deal nieasures by both Democrats and 
Republicans in the years which followed, the correlations between 
socioeconomic status and relevant political and economic attitudes 
began to decline. Philip Converse (1958) documented this decline in 
showing that the correlations between presidential voting and occupa- 
tional status had dropped from -44 in 1948 to a mere .14 in 1956. 

Status crystallization can be viewed, however, in a broader context 
than the politization of socioeconomic groupings. There can be signifi- 
cant differences in beliefs, motivation, and behavior characteristics of 
segments of society; for example, confidence in the political system and 
trust in national leadership, or degtee of satisfaction with the workings 
of the economic system. These differences can make for social disinte- 
gration and furnish the basis for subsequent status crystahitation along 
political lines. Moreover. the lack of political ciass divisiveness during 
the fifties and sixties may be related to a period of economic prosperity 
and growth which may not be replicated in the foreseeable future. 
Finally, there may be serious Iines of divisiveness in society which do 
not follow the Marxian predictions but embrace variations in age or 
generation, sex, religion, and race. The turmoil of the sixties did not 
array owners and managers against the working class. 



14 International Journal of Intercultural Relations 

If we turn to societal integration recoghizing other lines of division 
than social class, we need also to recognize other aspects of people’s 
values and behavioral orientations on which there is consensus besides 
economic conservatism and radicalism. Three areas of values and be- 
havioral orientations are worthy of study in this connection. One is 
support for the pohtical system: i.e., confidence in national political 
leadership. trust in the administrative agencies of government, and 
satisfaction with the way pubiic agencies handle one’s own problems. A 
second is symbolic nationalism, namely emotional attachment to the 
symbols representing the nation. At the level of nationalism people can 
be tied together in their attachment to their identity as a nation state or 
they can be bound together in their own subgroup as a separatist 
movement. A third area consists of satisfactions with Iife at the pragma- 
tic ieve of income, jobs, neighborhood, family, friends, and commun- 
ity. People can be staunch citizens, supportive of their society because 
of high levels of satisfaction with their way of life with respect to their 
jobs, their neighborhood, their community, the opportunities for their 
children. The many studies on social indicators and quality of life by the 
Institute for Soci&I Research yield data on Ieveis of satisfaction among 
subgroupings in the U.S. Richard Racks (1974) has taken this into 
account in his statement: “The overall legitimacy of the system rests on 
the emotional commitment of the majority to their every day lives, and 
their perception that every day possibilities and meanings are supported 
and not infringed by the ‘system.’ ” 

In addition to suppon or lack of support for ongoing social systems of 
the three types just described, there has been considerable interest in 
genetafized expressions of disaffection more at the 1eveI of persona&y 
characteristics. A high level of distrust of others, for example, may 
characterize some individuals and though it may have developed be- 
cause of social deprivations, it may not be tied to any specific social 
setting. For some researchers alienation and anomie are regarded in the 
same way, namely, as generalized personality characteristics 
(McClosky & Schaar, 1965). though other investigators prefer to have 
some system frame of reference for these concepts (Form, 1975). In any 
event it is necessary to recognize that people may be generally hostile or 
apathetic in many social situations and their reactions are diffuse and not 
fixated on specific targets. Our assumption is that the iinkage of aggres- 
sion to the causes of fmstration may occur over time and under certain 
conditions, but people in a complex society do not automatically 
analyze and identify the causes of their problems in precise fashion. The 
attack upon specific social institutions is a later, and not an inevitable, 
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step in the process. Hence we shall give special attention in later pages tc 
personal distrust as an intervening variable between conditions of depti- 
vation and attitudes of rejection or hostility toward particular aspects of 
the social and political system. 

METHOD 

Data 

The data with which we are concerned came primarily from a study of 
people’s encounters with public bureaucracy, a national sample survey 
of the Michigan Institute for Social Research in the field in the spring of 
1973 (Katz, Gutek, Kahn, & Barton, 1975). This investigation dealt 
both with people’s experiences with government agencies and with 
more general attitudes toward the political system. Two other sources of 
data are also utilized: (1) the investigations of Withey and Andrews 
(1976) on social indicators consisting of three national surveys in 1972 
and 1973, and (2) the national survey of Campbell, Converse, and 
Rodgers (1975) of 197 1 on quality of life. The study of bureaucratic 
encounters furnished information in the first two areas described above 
-support for the political system and symbolic nationaiism-and, in 
addition, contained a measure of interpersonal ttust. The other surveys 
(Withey & Andrews, 1976; Campbell, Converse, & Rodgers, 1975) 
inquired in considerable detail into the third area of pragmatic satis- 
factions but also contained some questions relevant to support for the 
political system. 

More specifically, the bureaucratic study provided data which fel1 
into three major clusters in the domain of political support: 

1. Satisfaction with own experience with governmental agencies: Peo- 
ple were asked about their last episode with a public office, about the 
problems they experienced, the fairness of treatment, the effort and 
considerateness shown by agency personnel, the promptness and 
efficiency of service, etc. An additive index was constructed to give a 
summary measure of satisfaction. 

2. General evaluation of administrative agencies: Three separate indi- 
ces were constructed to measure confidence in public bureaucracy 
based upon item intercorrelations (Katz, Gutek, Kahn, & Barton, 
1975). These subindices were: 

a. GeneraI attitudes toward bureaucracy such as the efficiency 
and fairness of government offices in general. 
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b. Rejection of negative stereotype. e.g.. “many of the people 
who are getting welfare payments are really cheating the 
government.” 

c. Helpfulness of government workers, e.g., “most of the pea- 
pie who work for governmental offices work hard and try to do 
a good job.” 

3. Confidence in national political leadership: The five questions used 
here are those which Arthur Miller and his colleagues (1973, 1973) 
found clustered together as a single factor in repeated surveys going 
back to 1958.’ Miller and his colleagues have labelled this factor 
political cynicism. 

The measure of symbolic nationalism in the bureaucratic study com- 
prised the answers to four questions which emerged as a single factor in 
a factor analysis of the data and which have been suggested by previous 
studies of nationalism’ (Katz, Kelman, & Vassiliou, 1969; DeLamater, 
Katz. Br Kelman, 1969). 

The study of bureaucratic encounters also utilized a measure of 
interpersonal trust consisting of three questions. again taken from the 
studies of Miller and his colleagues (1972, 1973).3 These three ques- 
tions have appeared as a single factor consistently in repeated surveys 
since 1958. 

For the third area related to alienation, the individual’s satisfactions 
with his way of life, we shall utilize some of the findings of the two 
investigations of social indicators. The results of the one investigation 
(Campbell et al., 1975) are based upon the responses of a national 
sample during July and August of 197 1. The second investigation 
consists of three separate national surveys conducted in May 1972, 
November 1972, and April 1973. (Withey & Andrews, 1976). Specifi- 
cally, the questions inquired into the individual’s satisfaction with the 
following types of life situations: (1) economic well being, including 
feelings about family income, taxes, cost of living, fringe benefits, 
financial security. standard of livin g, and housing; (2) rIr.e job, including 
satisfaction with the work itself, with the conditions of work, and with 
co-workers; (3) rhe neighborhood and communi~, as a place to live, the 
people who live in the area, the services and facilities available such as 
doctors, clinics, hospitals, transportation, shopping facilities, police 
and fire protection, street maintenance, the schools in the area; (4) 
recreation: chances for relaxation. facilities for recreation, time for 
doing what one wants to do, entertainment from TV, radio, movies, 
iocal events, etc; (5)family andfiends: people you see socially, things 
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you do with friends, chances to know congenial people, organizations 
you belong to, own family life, things family does together, feelings 
about spouse, about children, close adult relatives; and (6) self-image: 
satisfactions with accomplishments in life, in achieving success, self- 
development, independence to do what one wants, social competence, 
etc. 

The Withey and Andrews (1976) studies did not include a few 
questions in the political domain. namely: satisfaction with the way the 
national government is operating, the way the local government is 
operating, what the government is doing about the economy, and the 
way the police and courts axe operating in their area. The Campbell et al. 
(1975) survey inquired also into attitudes of interpersonal trust and 
attitudes toward life in the U.S. 

Analysis Plan 

Our plan is to look at four possible cleavage lines in American 
society, namely social class, sex, generational or age differences, and 
race, and to see to what extent there is polarization within subgroupings 
on various dimensions of system support (the political system, na- 
tionalism, and satisfaction with various aspects of daily life situations). 
If we find, for example, that blue-collar workers are considerably higher 
in dissatisfactions with many features of their way of life than other 
occupational groups, if they are of different political convictions. have 
less confidence in national political leaders, find government bureau- 
cracy has no solution for their problems, and are less patriotic in 
sentiment than other occupational cgroups, we have grounds for speaking 
of them as alienated as individuals and as a potential collective threat to 
the established social order. Similarly, we would speak of a generational 
gap only if there are significant differences among age groups on a 
number of these dimensions. 

So much of the discussion of social conflict of warring groups has 
been based upon newsworthy events as presented in the mass media, or 
upon uncontrolled observations, or upon poorly selected and unrepre- 
sentative samples. If we are concerned with societal cleavages, then 
there is a great advantage in approaching the problem with samples 
representative of the national population. Moreover, such an approach 
has the advantage of making comparisons over time on the same group- 
ings, which can not be done when measures come from a sample where 
the relationship to known characteristics of a given universe lack speci- 
fication. We selected the four particular potential lines of cleavage that 
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we did because they have been associated in our society with con- 
troversy, turmoil, and proposals for social change. In fact, the signifi- 
cant social movements of the last two decades have been associated with 
the young, the Blacks, and women. We have included social class 
because we are not as confident as some of our conservative colleagues 
that economic problems of unemployment, recession, and inflation are 
superficial, fleeting phenomena. 

RESULTS 

Social Class 

Let us look first at socioeconomic status as furnishing clues for 
divisiveness in our society. It is true that the findings of Philip Converse 
on the lack of status crystahization in the U.S. in 1956 have been 
confirmed in studies of political orientation and behavior in almost all 
elections since that time. Congressional voting does show a slightly 
higher correlation with socioeconomic status than presidential voting. 
When subjective class identification (or the class with which people 
identify) is used to replace objective measures of economic status, the 
correlation improves very Me. In the study of bureaucratic encounters, 
strength of party identification similarly showed a very modest correla- 
tion between income and considering oneself a weak, moderate, or 
strong Democrat or Republican (-25). 

Income and support for the political system. The bureaucratic encoun- 
ters study used four measures of socioeconomic status: income, educa- 
tion, occupation, and position in the labor force (unemployed, retired, 
etc.) When income is used as an indication of deprivation, there is no 
consistent pattern of relationships between economic status and political 
support in the various indices we employed. On some measures the poor 
are less supponive than the affluent and on other measures the reverse is 
the case (Table I ). There is a clear relationship between income groups 
with respect to national political leadership in that the affluent, those 
over $15.000, are most supportive and those with incomes under 
%lO,OOO the feast supportive. But the very poor (under S3,OOO) do not 
differ from other relatively low +mups (up to $10.000) in amount of 
distrust. Our measure of confidence in national political leadership 
consisted of five questions about the ability. integrity, motivation, and 
effectiveness of government leaders in Washington. Even before 
Watergate there was an erosion of confidence in Washington which was 
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TABLE 1 
Income Related to Types of System Support 

finally atrested in the faI.l of 1974. But the rate of decline did not 
differentiate the poor from other income groups (Miller, Brown, & 
Raine, 1973). All income groups were affected and in roughly the same 
degree, with the affluent more positive than the poor in 1958 and again 
in 1973. 

When we turn to generai evaluations of public bureaucracy, however, 
we find that on some questions the poor are more favorable than other 
income groupings, specificalIy in finding the governmental agencies 
and personnel helpful (Table 1). If the questions shift to accepting or 
rejecting stereotypes about bureaucracy. the relationship changes with 
the poor more critical than the well-to-do. When the questions call for 
overall evaluation of the functioning of governmental agencies it is the 
middle-income groups which tend to be more cynical. 

On satisfaction with own experience with public offke, the lower- 
income groups were much more positive in their assessments than were 
the middle-income groups (Table I).. There were large and significant 
differences in this respect between those making under $5,000 a year 
and those making between $5,000 and % 15,000. The top-income groups 
were also favorable to the agencies they had encountered, but not as 
unifotrniy as the poor. 

On the measures of support for the political system, then, we find that 
economic deprivation does not indicate clear lines of class cleavages. 
The poor are more negative in their evaluation of some aspects of the 
system than the affluent but more positive toward other aspects. 

Emotional attachment to national symbois, the second area to which 
we referred, showed only slight differences for the various income 



20 International Journal of Intercultural Relations 

TABLE t 
Education Related to Types of System Support 

goups (Table 1). There were no consistent tendencies among the 
various income groups in their nationalistic attitudes, e.g., respect for 
the flag and the national anthem, teaching patriotism in the schools, and 
a tough line toward draft evaders. 

Education and support for the political cstem. Though education is 
positively correlated with income it conceivably could be a more sensi- 
tive measure of social status and. therefore, might show stronger pat- 
terns of relationship with measures of system support than does income. 
This expectation was not realized. however. with respect to confidence 
in national political leadership. Income was a better predictor than 
education (Table 2). Both those with the least education (eight years or 
less) and those with the most education (a coilege de_gree or more) are 
the most trustful of national poIiticaI leaders. In attitudes toward admin- 
istrative agencies the same pattern appeared for educational groups as 
for income groups in a -mater acceptance of negative stereotypes about 
bureaucracy among the deprived. And just as low income was correlated 
with finding the government helpful, so too is low education. Evalua- 
tion of the functioning of public bureaucracy does show a stronger 
relation with education than with income. with the most poorly educated 
being the most supportive. When individuals report about their own 
experiences with service agencies, it is the poorly educated who are the 
most positive. Three times as many of those with eight years or less of 
schooling report favorable as opposed to unfavorable experiences, 
whereas among those with high school or higher training about the same 
proportion repon the reverse. 
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Nationalism showed little relationship with income but there was a 
clear tendency for the poorly educated to be more nationalistic than the 
well educated. Some 23 percent of those in the low-education category 
(eight years or less of schooling) against I I percent of college graduates 
were very high on the patriotism index (Table 2). 

Education, then. does not divide the nation into politically disaffected 
and satisfied groups on the basis of amount of schooling. Lack of 
education can be a source of deprivation in a society in which access to 
positions of prestige. power, and material rewards is determined in part 
by school credentials. On the other hand, education leads to higher 
expectations and satisfaction in life is a result both of achievement and 
of level of aspiration. Our findings show that it is the poorly educated 
who are most positive in their support of the existing system. 

Occupation and support for the political system. Occupational groups 
showed some differences in degree and type of support for the political 
system, but no group shows a consistent pattern of disaffection. All 
white-collar occupations, whether professional or clerical, do differ 
from blue-collar callings in showing more confidence in national iead- 
ership and greater rejection of negative stereotypes about bureaucracy 
(Table 3). But this dichotomy of occupational groupings breaks down 
on general evaluation of bureaucracy with the semiskilled blue collar 
workers resembling professional peopie in being the most critical of 
governmental functioning. Nor does the dichotomy hold when people 
talk about the heipfulness of government, for on these questions the 
unskilled blue-collar worker and the white-collar clerical peopie are the 
most supportive. In evaluating their own experiences with service 
agencies. the professional people resemble the skilled and semiskilled 
blue-collar workers in being the most positive of the occupational 
groupings. On nationalism it was the managerial people rather than 
blue-collar workers who scored the highest on symbolic patriotism with 
the professionals showing the lowest scores. It was the managerial 
group, too, which expressed the greatest confidence in national political 
leadership. Thus, if we know a person’s occupation we can predict very 
Iittle about his alienation from the poiitical system. If he is a profes- 
sional, he is somewhat more likely to be supportive but in a sophisti- 
cated fashion; if he is a manager he is somewhat more likely to give 
uncritical support at a general level; if he is a blue-collar worker he is 
somewhat more likely to be appreciative of specific governmental 
services; and if a white-collar cIerical worker, even less can be ventured 
about a differential pattern of response. 
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TABLE 3 
Occupation Related to Types of System Support 

Another measure of socioeconomic deprivation is working status- 
whether unemployed, employed, or outside the labor force or retired, 
disabled, housewives. and students. Here we came closer to an alienated 
group in that negative responses for the unemployed outweigh positive 
responses on confidence in national leadership, nationalism, and evalu- 
ation of own experience with service offices. Moreover, the unem- 
ployed were iower than the employed and those not in the working force 
on four of the six measures of system support we have been discussing, 
and tied for last place on the remaining two measures (‘Table 4). The 
greatest system support came from the Sgroups not in the labor force-the 
retired, the disabled, students, and housewives. It is true that the number 
of unemployed we are dealing with is small because we are working 
with a national sample. But the findings are internally consistent and 
intuitively plausible. Since our study was in the field there has been a 50 
percent increase in unemployment and the prospects indicate that un- 
employment will continue to be a problem for some time to come. 
Hence, it should be emphasized that the disaffected people are not those 
low in income outside the labor force, but those who are in the labor 
force and have lost their jobs. Of all our measures of socioeconomic 
status only unemployment gives a clear relationship with dimensions of 
political system-support. 

Our fmdings thus indicate that objective measures of deprivation such 
as income, education, and occupation do not reveal any deprived group 
as significantly alienated on measures of political system-support (with 
the exception of the unemployed as just noted). It is interesting that the 
various groups are tied into the system in different ways. The people in 
the lower strata are stronger than the managerial groups in their favor- 
able account of their own experiences with service agencies and higher 
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TABLE 4 
Working Status as Related to Types of System Support 

in their nationalism than the professional Joroup. No one group from the 
three socioeconomic categories, however, departs consistently from the 
others in negative attitudes toward the political system. 

Rektive akprivarion and support for the political system. There has 
been a growing body of literature which recognizes the importance of 
relative rather than absolute deprivation (Hyman & Singer, 1968). Even 
Marxian theory gave some recognition to the relativity of need satisfac- 
tion in describing the psychological impact of depression after a boom 
period. It also saw the skilled workers, rather than the lumpen pro- 
letariat, as the advance guard of the revolution. The measures we have 
been considering of income, education, and occupation are differences 
in an objective sense. They tell us that certain people are better off than 
others but not whether different income ~groups compare themselves 
with one another. Individuals do not necessarily use as a reference group 
those who are better off than they are. The poor may not consider 
themselves disadvantaged if they compare themselves with other poor 
people or with their parents’ earlier poverty. Hence, we used as a 
measure of relative deprivation the discrepancy score between educa- 
tion and income. Our assumption was that the coIlege graduate in the 
middle-income category would be more likely to be disaffected than 
would the person who had not compieted high school4 In general, the 
index based upon discrepancy between education and income did show 
some of the expected relationship to the various measures of system 
supporr, but not in robust fashion (Table 5). The relationships do not 
reverse themselves as was the case for amount of income where the poor 
were sometimes more supportive of the system than were the middle- 
income groups. The poor, defined in absolute terms as those making 
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TABLE I 
Relative Deprivation Related to Types of System Support 

under 53.000, found the government helpful. were satisfied in their 
ex@erience with public agencies. and in general evaluated public bu- 
reaucracy more favorably than those better off. When we turn to a 
measure of relative deprivation, however, and compare people with 
incomes below their educational status with people with incomes appro- 
priate to their education. we find the expected differences for three 
dimensions of support for the political system. The relatively deprived 
are less happy about their experience with bureaucracy. They find 
government less helpful and they evaluate bureaucracy less favorably. 
There is a slight tendency for the people with more education than 
income to be more positive than the relatively deprived, but the most 
satisfied groups consist of those with incomes coqgruent with their 
education. On acceptance of stereotypes about bureaucracy and on 
confidence in national political leadership there are no consistent differ- 
ences among these subgroupings. On symbolic nationalism there are no 
clear. consistent trends. Over all these results do afford some evidence 
for Lenski’s hypothesis (1956) of status conguence but the meagre 
nature of the support is similar to the findings of other investigators who 
report contradictory and marginal findings (Jdckson & Curtis, 1972; 
Broom & Jones, 1970). 

In summq, our measures of absolute deprivation-namely income. 
education, and occupation do not show the expected correlations be- 
tween amount of deprivation and amount of disaffection on most dimen- 
sions of system support. In fact. the relationships are often reversed, 
with less alienation among the poor and uneducated groups compared to 
the affluent and well educated. Relative deprivation. however, is a more 
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promising basis for seeking differences in system support. In general, 
people whose schooling is consistent with their income are likely to be 
the most supportive of the political system. Though these differences are 
slight, they might assume larger proportions with more precise meas- 
ures of relative deprivation. For example, there are people whose 
income is not high in relation to their education but who do not feel 
deprived because they are in occupational callings of their choice. 
Hence, it would be helpful to have a large enough sampie to control on 
occupation in considering relative deprivation. Moreover, the standards 
which individuals use to evaluate their earnings come not only from 
their educational level, but from other sources such as living standards 
of friends, of parents, of other family members, of colleagues, and of 
own past history. Feelings of frustration may have to be assessed in 
relation to various types of relative deprivation. As these types muitipiy, 
the concept of relative deprivation becomes much less useful for predic- 
tion for the collectivity. 

Social class and pragmaxic satisfactions. Detailed inquiries into peo- 
ple’s frustrations and satisfaction with their way of life did show some 
clear differences along lines of social class (Campbell et al., 1975; 
Withey & Andrews, 1976). Specifically, people of low socioeconomic 
status were more dissatisfied than those of high socioeconomic status 
with financial security, family income. standard of living, wages, cost 
of necessities, their married life, security from theft, physical needs, 
health, chances for a good job, degree to which they were achieving 
success, and amount of fun and enjoyment. Withey and Andrews go on 
to say: 

The rather bleak picture is only broken by absence of differences in 
evaluations of interpersonal relationship outside of the family and 
in almost all of the evaluations of community, neighborhood, 
house, etc. The low SES group also reports better than average 
satisfaction with their time to do things and they report less 
dissatisfaction than higher SES groups with housework and work 
around the house. In addition. the low SES category members 
report more satisfaction than average or higher SES peopie with 
the conditions of the natural environment. the informational 
media, and political leaders. One can make a clear case that low 
SES people are not more critical than others of government, 
government services, and public institutions of information and 
entertainment. It is their personal situation that arouses their ex- 
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pressed dissatisfaction. They appear to be preoccupied and over- 
whelmed with the clear problems of being poor. (1975) 

Thus the poor do react to economic deprivation with dissatisfaction 
about economic matters. concern about health and physical needs, 
discouragement about finding a better job. Nevertheless, this relation- 
ship between deprivation in absolute terms and dissatisfaction with 
economic conditions was not great, namely a correlation between size of 
family income and satisfaction with standard of living of .25 (Campbell 
et al.. 1975). What discouragement about economic matters does exist 
does not seem to rub off on their feelings about their neighborhood, their 
community, their reIations with their friends. Nor does it rub off on 
feelings toward the political system. There is as much, if not more, 
satisfaction with national and local government among low as high 
income groups-which confirms the findings from our study of bureau- 
cratic encounters. 

Disaffection along class lines is confined to the specifics of economic 
deprivation and as yet has not generalized to political expression in 
which targets for attack are identified by the needy. Potential lines of 
cleavage do exist and continuing economic recession may produce 
cracks in the political system. But there is a tremendous reserve of 
positive forces for system unity and it will take unusual folly on the part 
of poiitical leaders to consume this reserve. On the other hand, we 
should not underestimate the capacity of our leadership for colossal 
errors and for the repetition of error. 

Sex Dzfirences 

In comparing the attitudes of men and women, let us go back to the 
data from the study of bureaucratic encounters to look at possible 
differences with respect to support for the policy. Though women have 
been regarded as an exploited and frustrated group in modem society, 
they seem in no way alienated from the political system. Just as many 
women as men express confidence in national political leadership, and 
just as many women as men are nationalistic. Women tend to be sIightly 
more favorable than men in general attitudes toward bureaucracy, to be 
less accepting of negative stereotypes of bureaucracy, to show positive 
attitudes toward the helpfulness of government, to have had fewer 
negative experiences with public office. Both groups are alike on the 
index of interpersonal trust. 
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The Withey and Andrews (1976) study dealing with satisfactions with 
,various life domains found no appreciable differences between the 
sexes. A similar study of the quality of life (Campbell et al., 1975) 
makes this concluding statement about sex differences: 

We have not been able to find support in our study for the conten- 
tion that the lives of women are less rewarding than those of men. 
It is true that we have found some women whose life situation 
seems more frustrating than that of men, divorced women for 
example, but we have also seen men whose lives seem less satisfy- 
ing than those of most women, unmarried men for example. The 
greatest differences we have found in this study are not between 
women and men, taken as total populations, but between groups 
within each sex who live in different circumstances. 

Women may be the objects of discrimination in educational, job, and 
promotional opportunities and the victims of a male-dominated culture, 
but the dissatisfactions which they may have do not aggregate consis- 
tently to produce differences between the sexes in support for the 
political system. It may be that the minority of women who do achieve 
successful careers arc satisfied and those who do not, do not necessarily 
have that level of aspiration. Or it may be that women do not complain as 
much as men, even when they are hurting. It could even be that at an 
earlier period women were more supportive of the status quo than men 
and the present equivalence shows a decline which will continue over 
time. Or it may be that questions which deal with satisfaction with job, 
family, home, friends, and self-development at the pragmatic level, or 
questions which deal with confidence in political leaders and political 
institutions do not really touch the critical areas of the women’s libera- 
tion movement. Finally, it may be that men and women are dominantly 
frustrated as individuals and not as members of one sex or the other. 

Age Differences 

The new political leftism and the counter culture have had their 
strengths among the young. Hence, it is instructive to look at a national 
sample rather than at eiite groups to see how age ,oroupings differ in their 
support for the establishment and its agencies. 

In confidence in national poiitical leadership. the 18 to 24 age group 
does not differ from any other age category save its immediate seniors 
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TABLE 6 
Age Related to Types of System Support 

(25-29). The 25 to 29 year olds are less supportive, whereas people at all 
other ages are more likely to be positive than negative toward national 
leaders (Table 6). 

In general attitudes toward bureaucracy there is a steady progression 
with age of more favorable assessment. The sharp differences are 
between the extreme age groups- I8 to 24 year olds and those 60 and 
over-and they are in the expected direction. In accepting negative 
stereotypes of public bureaucracy these extreme groups come together 
as equally critical of government offices. The most positive age _mups 
are the people between 40 and 59 and the most negative, those between 
25 and 29. Another attitude measure, that government is helpfulI shows 
considerably more favorable than unfavorable responses for all age 
groupings save the 25 to 29. The oldest respon#ents (60 and over) are the 
highest in this response ratio. At the experiential level, both groups of 
young people (I 8-24 and 25-29) are more dissatisfied with their agency 
encounters than are those 40 and over. .The oldest age group has 
relatively few dissatisfied people in this respect. 

On symbolic nationalism the 30-year division does apply, in that both 
the 18-24 and 25-29 groups are low in attachment to national symbols, 
with the 18-24 group being lower that the 25-29 year olds. Those 30 to 
39 are evenly balanced in high and low natio&ism scores and the scales 
tip toward higher scores as age increases. There is support here for the 
thesis that symbolic nationalism is on the decline in our technological 
society. 

In general, there is suggestive evidence that some of the mechanisms 
which have worked to tie people to the system in the pas: are no longer as 
potent for the newer citizens. The newcomers tend to be lower in 
nationahsm. in general attitudes toward bureaucracy. and in favorable 
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encounters with the bureaucracy. Do these findings reflect a change in 
culture, or are they a function of age? In other words, will they persist as 
younger people grow older, or will younger people change toward the 
norms of their parents as time goes by? We do not have definitive 
answers, but on some of the dimensions we are dealing with cultural 
change and on the other with transient age differences. For example, the 
dissatisfactions with specific agencies expressed by young people have 
to do with their seeking job training and job placement. As these same 
clients grow older and turn to other agencies for other types of service, 
their reactions may change. On the other hand, the decline in potency of 
attachment to symbolic patriotism looks like a stable cultural change. At 
other times in history, age as such would have predicted more emotional 
involvement among the young than among the old. 

Though young people are in general less supportive of the establish- 
ment. age differences are not as consistent or as sharp as to permit 
labeling any age omup alienated or anemic. There is a suggestion in our 
findings, moreover, that there is less disaffection among the youngest 
group-the 18 to 24 year category-than among the 25 to 29 age group. 
This is consistent with the decline in student activism from the sixties to 
the seventies. When we speak of differences between the young, the 
middle aged, and the old, we are dealing with percentage variations of a 
few points. Even where statistically significant, these differences do not 
account for a great deal of the variance on measures of system support. 
In the Withey and Andrews study (1975) of satisfactions with various 
aspects of life situations, age differences did appear but they were not 
indicative of any real generational gap. For most items, save those 
related to health, there were slight increases in satisfaction with increas- 
ing age. Campbell et al. (1975) also found less satisfaction among 
young people, but again the differences were not great. These investiga- 
tions had some evidence to indicate that two opposed processes are at 
work in producing generational differences. The aging process in itself 
leads to decreases.in feelings of well-being consistent with the biologi- 
cal running down of the organism. The cuiturai standards of the period 
in which a generation is socialized can have the opposite effect. 
Younger people can have higher standards and greater expectations than 
their parents and so may express greater unhappiness with their educa- 
tion, jobs, and self-development. 

Overall, we had expected greater generational differences than have 
appeared in any of these national sample surveys. It is true that questions 
about satisfactions with the areas investigated by Withey and Andrews, 
and Campbeil et al. are not necessarily indicators of politicsi orienta- 
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tion. Nevertheless, even the queries about national government. local 
government. the police, and the courts gave a very similar pattern of 
answers across generational groups. 

The revolt of the young is probably much more along lines of cultural 
lifestyle than along lines of political change. One of the problems in the 
student activism of the sixties was the attempt to fuse political advocacy 
and cultural rebellion against conventional restraints. Traditionafly the 
two have not gone together, in that a radical movement requires strict 
discipline and self-sacrifice of a Puritanical sort. Apparently the attempt 
to marry the two revolts did not succeed. The new political leftism had 
little impact but the movement toward a freer life style did. Not insignif- 
icant numbers of the older generation were only too happy to accept 
changes in dress and deportment which gave them greater opportunities 
for self-expression. In summary, age differences are not a reliable basis 
for political or social structural change. 

Race Dtrerertces 

Race is dso viewed as an impost determinant of integration into 
the national system. Blacks, Spanish-speaking Americans, and Indians 
as deprived minorities would not be expected to be as supportive of the 
existing social order as are members of the white majority. Our results 
show sizeable differences between Blacks and Whites on a number of 
dimensions (Table 7). Three times as many Blacks (39 percent) are 
highly critical of national political leadership as are strongly supportive 
(13 percent). This is the reverse of the ratio for whites, where 20 percent 
are highly critical and 28 percent strongly supportive. On the individual 
items making up this index of confidence in national poWcat fead- 
ership, Blacks showed the greatest differences from whites on the two 
questions: “How much of the time do you think you can trust the 
government in Washington to do what is right?” and, “Do you think 
that quire (I few of the people running the government are a IittJe 
crooked, nor very many are, or do you think hardly any of them are 
crooked at all?” 

Some 10 percent more of Blacks than of Whites evaluated govem- 
ment agencies very unfavorably and seven percent fewer Blacks thought 
government agencies helpful. Nonetheless, more black people re- 
sponded positively to this question than negatively. In terms of their 
own exr_&ences, there are slightly more negative than positive re- 
sponses among blacks, reversing the pattern for whites. 
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TABLE 7 
Race Related to Types of System Support 

Blacks were also low in symbolic nationalism, with only 11 percent at 
the high end of the scale. Whites were also iow on the nationalism index, 
with 19 percent making high scores but more of them were in the middle 
of the scale. 

In summary, the Blacks are the most alienated of any of the groups we 
have examined, though the racial differences are not large. Our group of 
other racial minorities (Spanish-speaking people and Indians) is too 
small to yield anything but suggestions about relationships (N=57). 
These minority individuals resemble Blacks more than Whites in at- 
titudes about lower levels in the system. But they are much closer to the 
Whites than to the Biacks in confidence in national political leadership 
and in symbolic nationalism. 

Withey and Andrews (1976) found Blacks less satisfied than Whites 
in some of the domains differentiating the poor from the wealthy, but 
overall the dissatisfaction of BIacks appeared in many more aspects of 
life than it did for Whites. The differences between the rich and the poor 
with respect to family income, standard of living, and financial security 
are similar to the differences between Blacks and Whites. So, too, are 
the relative satisfactions expressed about physical needs and health, 
marriage, chances for getting a better job, and achieving success. 
Blacks, however, are also more unhappy than Whites about domains 
which show no correlations with income. Specifically, race is a better 
predictor than income of dissatisfaction with neighborhood, commun- 
ity, goods and services available, housing, recreation facilities, oppor- 
tunities to change things, independence and freedom, the way others 
treat them, the respect they get, fairness of treatment, acceptance and 
inclusion, the way the national government is run, and the way the local 
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government is run. In summary, the disgruntlement of biacks goes 
beyond their economic plight and is also directed at a discriminatory 
social environment. There are political overtones as well in their iack of 
confidence in political leadership. 

Blacks. however. showed no differences from whites in their evalua- 
tions of their jobs, their co-workpcrs. their friends and acquaintances, 
their close relatives. their enjoyment of many aspects of their environ- 
ment. and their feelings of self-worth. 

CampbeIl et al. (1975) aiso reported greater dissatisfaction among 
blacks than whites and oniy part of this could be attributed to differences 
in economic status. 

What, then. are the implications of these findings about differences in 
system support and life satisfactions among Blacks and Whites? Are we 
dealing with Iines of divisiveness so sharp and so extensive that we can 
anticipate increased social conflict in the years ahead? Or are there 
differences similar to the divisions between the newly arrived ethnic 
groups and the older established popuiation so familiar in American 
history? 

The research results here presented do not indicate deep and sharp 
cleavages with substantial majorities of whites supporting the system 
and satisfied with their way of life and substantial majorities of Blacks 
evaluating the system and their own life satisfactions negatively. On 
most questions the majority of both groups are positive and the differ- 
ences between them, though statistically significant, are not ,great. 
Moreover. some of these differences are greatly reduced if we control on 
income or marital status. 

What is of concern, however. is the widespread pattern of differ- 
ences. The ,mater disatisfaction among the Blacks is to be found not 
only in economic matters, but in many other aspects of their lives and it 
does carry over to the political system. It does not matter that some of 
this discontent can be factored out as related in part to income. Black 
workers will not make common cause with white workers beyond a 
specific labor-management dispute if they see themselves as discrimi- 
nated against and deprived because they are Black. Hence, the extensive 
differences do suggest continued conflict. We have the sort of rein- 
forcement which is the Coser c&s-crossing hypothesis in reverse, 
namely the accumulation of dissatisfaction in the various roles and 
members of a single ethnic group. The most direct answer to the 
problem of social divisiveness comes, however, from trend studies 
dealing with black miiitancy and black separatism. Trend data do show 
increases in the estrangement of Blacks (Schuman dr Hatchett, I974), 
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increases, moreover, which do not reflect the impact of the curnnt 
recession since the interviewing took place prior to 1972. Blacks have 
been more heavily hit than Whites by unemployment. In addition, 
government machinery for helping the disadvantaged has been over- 
loaded and has not really softened the blow in many instances. Some 
Blacks who had improved their standard of living now face the bitter 
economic fate of an earlier period. The prediction would be that the 
ethnic division will sharpen. Blacks are too small a minority to develop a 
viable separatist movement but the problem of their societal integration 
will be one of our pressing problems in the years ahead. 

Cleavage Lines and Interpersonal Trust 

We have looked at discontent at two levels: (I) social disaffection as 
evidenced in withdrawal of support from the political system and (2) 
personal dissatisfaction with specific aspects of everyday living. Our 
object has been to see whether there is an accumulation of negative 
affect along objective divisions of income, education, occupation, sex, 
age, and race. We have not inquired, however, into the relationship 
between such objective -groupings of the population and more per- 
sonalized reactions. It may well be that the deprivations the individual 
suffers from being poor or Black or female do constitute frustrations 
which lead to a generalized personal hostility rather than to aggression 
against appropriate targets. In a complex social world the first reaction 
to frustration may be a negative response to the generalized other. David 
Easton (1965) has theorized that a basic level for social support is a sense 
of political community- a willingness of people to trust one another in 
cooperation on common tasks. Our closest measure of this variable 
consisted of three questions on interpersonal trust, which Miller and his 
associates (1972) had found to be an independent factor among a battery 
of items dealing with anomie and alienation. 

Interpersonal trust shows stronger relationships with potential cleav- 
ages lines than do measures of system support (Table 8). Income groups 
differ significantly with those in the 5 15,000+ category, having more 
than half their number believing that people can be trusted where& less 
than one-fourth of those making under $5,000 held this belief. Groups 
intermediate in income are also intermediate in trust. Education shows 
the same relationship with compietion of high school being one turning 
point in increasing confidence in one’s fellows and completing college 
another turning point. Occupational groups similarly reveal clear differ- 
ences with managerial and professional pgroups the most trusting, with 
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TABLE 8 
Interpersonal Trust Related to Income and Education 

TABLE 9 
Interpersonal Trust Related to Occupation and Working Status 

over three times as many managers and professionals making high 
scores as making low scores. White-collar workers are also on the 
positive side of the scale but not as much so. Blue-collar workers, on the 
other hand, tend to be distrustful and this is just as true of the skilled as of 
the unskilled. Being unemployed makes a difference, but not as large a 
difference as might be expected (Table 9). 

Sex makes no difference in scores on interpersonal trust. Men and 
women show highly similar distributions. Age, however, is definitely a 
determinant of confidence that one will not be taken advantage of. The 
very young (18-24) show a ratio of two to one in their beliefs that people 
can’t be trusted as compared to beliefs that people can be trusted (40 
percent to 22 percent). Those 60 and over have the same ratio but in the 
opposite direction (20 percent to 40 percent). If we consider ail age 

groups, trust increases pqmssively from one group to another. In 
short, there does seem to be some social reality behind the admonition, 
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TABLE 10 
Interpersonal Trust Related to Age and Race 

“Don’t trust anyone over 30,” in that young people tend to be much 
more distrustful than their elders (Table 10). 

Race is also clearly related to interpersonal trust. There was a larger 
margin of difference between Blacks and Whites on this variable than on 
any of our measures of system support. Fifty-four percent of the Blacks 
as against 25 percent of the Whites were low in trusting other people and 
11 percent of the Blacks compared to 39 percent of the Whites made 
high scores on the trust dimension (Table 10). 

Cleavage lines thus appear more clearly on a general personality 
dimension such as trusting others than on attitude toward national 
political leadership, the public bureaucracy, and related items of system 
support. It may be that the fmt direct effect of deprivation is to under- 
mine the individual’s confidence in people rather than in remote com- 
plex cognitive objects like the political system. The frustrated person 
may not trust the system but what happens to him seems to occur through 
human agencies and he becomes generally distrustful of others. 
Moreover, social realities may reinforce this belief in two ways: (1) the 
poor and uneducated are more subject to crude exploitation by money 
changers than are the rich and (2) among the poor the scarcity of 
possessions makes it necessary to be highly protective. In other words, 
in a competitive society some margin of resources may be a prerequisite 
to interpersonal trust. This explanation does not hold, however, for age 
differences in confidence in the fairness of others. But the young, unlike 
the poor, do not take out their frustrations just in interpersonal distrust. 
They are also more critical of the political system. 

Our interpretation, then, is that the common outcome of social depri- 
vation is a rejection and suspicion of other people. This is a generalized 
distrust of people as peopie and not of the part they piay in the social 
system. Whether or not this hostility gets channeled into collective 
patterns of action oriented toward social change is a later and more 
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complex development. Ted Gut-r (1970) has presented the most com- 
prehensive account of this complexity in calling attention to such factors 
as the intensity and scope of relative deprivation. the intensity and scope 
of utilitarian justifications for political violence, the intensity and scope 
of normative justifications for political violence. and the politicization 
of discontent. 

CONCLUSION 

Lines of societal cleavage in the U.S. based upon divisions according 
to social class. age, or sex do not reflect sharp differences in attitudes of 
support for the political system. in symbolic nationalism, or in pra_gma- 
tic satisfactions with daily life. The one socioeconomic segment which 
does show greatest signs of disaffection is the unemployed-not those 
outside the labor force. but those who are unsuccessfully seeking 
employment. They constitute the one group with consistent negative 
attitudes toward various aspects of the system. It would follow that 
unemployment is a much more ,critical variable for alienation in our 
society than income. age, or sex. The other strong finding in our study 
was that deprivation works more to create distrust of other people than of 
the system itself. 

The reason for the failure of social class to show differences in 
support for the political system also may be related to a redefinition of 
the left-right dimension in our culture. The working classes, in addition 
to their traditional and conservative ideology with respect to civil 
liberties, may also have become conservative with respect to gov- 
ernmental intervention in other areas as well. They have a vested interest 
in a status quo in which they have held good jobs and enjoyed a fair 
standard of living. They do not want government intervening in setting 
standards for the auto industry, in controlling pollution, in planning 
environmental programs. These changes can be threatening. It is the 
better educated and more affluent (excluding the managers) who are 
more open to such new ideas. Though economic group interest is not 
dead. the traditionalism of workers and the liberalism of the better 
educated make for a complex pattern which weakens a correlation, 
either positive or negative, between socioeconomic status and support 
for the political system. 5 Moreover, our measures of dissatisfaction with 
the functioning of political institutions did not differentiate between the 
critics of the left and the critics of the right, which would also weaken 
any correlation between abenation and socioeconomic status. Arthur 
Miller (1974) has demonstrated that support for political leadership 
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comes from the middle of the left-hand continuum and that the people 
who are on the right are as distrustful of our national leaders as those on 
the left. The mobilization of workers around a pro,orammatic pattern of 
reform, as in the thirties, does not appear to be the most likely political 
outcome in the near future. What could occur is the mobilization of 
workers around traditional values, which would also have some appeal 
for the radical right, in other words, a resurgence of populism. 

NOTES 

Requests for nprints should be addressed to: D. Katz, Institute for Social Research. 
University of Michigan. Ann Arbor, MI alO6. 
1. The questions follow: 

a. How much of the time do you think you can trust the government in 
Washington to do what is right: just about always, most of rhe time, or only 
some of the time? 

b. Would you say the government is pretty much run by a few big interests 
looking out for themselves or that it is run for the benefit of all the people? 

c. Do you feel that almost all of the people running the government are sm3R 
people who usually know what they ant doing, or do you think that quite a few 
of them don’t seem to know what they ate doing? 

d. Do you think that quite a few of the people running the government are a little 
crooked. nor veT many arc, or do you thinkhorc?? any of them are crooked at 
all? 

e. Do you think that people in the government wastea lot of the money we pay in 
taxes. waste some of it. or don’t waste very much of it? 

2. The four questions are: 
a. What do you think the government should do about young men who evaded 

the draft? Should they be sent to prison. should they be made to serve their 
country in some way, or should they be given amnesty-that is. no punish- 
ment? 

b. If a foreigner visiting this country were to criticize many things about 
America. what would your reaction be? Would you feel that he is being 
insulting: that he is just showing bad manners; or would you feel that he has 
every tight to express his own opinion? 

C. Do you think that our schools are putting enough emphasis on teaching 
children to be patriotic Americans? 

d. How do you feel about Americans who won’t rise when the Star Spangled 
Banner is being played? Do you strongly approve, approve, don’t care, 
disapprove. or strongly disapprove? 

3. The questions follow: 
a. Generally speaking, would you say that mosr people can be trusted. or that you 

can’t be too careful in dealing with people? 
b. Would you say that most of the time people try to be helpful, or that they are 

mostly just looking out for themselves? 
c. Do you think most people wouid try to take advantage of you if they had the 

chance. or would they try to be fair? 
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4. We divided our respondents inro seven groups on the basis of income and again into 
seven _&ups on the basis of education and the discrepancy score was the difference 
between the individual’s classification on these two variables. 

5. House and Mason (I 975) came to a similar conclusion after looking at the reiation- 
ships between a measure of political distrust and other variabies. They write: “In 
general. the electorate has in recent years sought means of expressing discontent and 
some pcliticians have sought to address it. but the lack of correspondence between 
attitudinal cleavages and demo-graphic and institutional divisions poses difficult 
problems for those wishing to mobilize or respond to discontent in a way which 
endures longer than campaign rhetoric” (p. 145). 
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