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.4bstrllct: This paper rf?ports (l test 0/the criticisl1l that scaling techniques have the
illherf?nt lendel1f..) , to obscure the IIlanifold 1I1eanings subjects I1la)' have It'hen the)'
respond to a scale. Scores received b)' students on the Christian Orthodo.\J' Scale are
cOlllpared to the factor results gained /1'0111 the sallIe statelllents used as a Q sort. Tlte
Q technique alternative reveals differentiations of I1leanings not reported in tlte scale
scores.

Introduction
Q Inethodologists routinely criticize the use of scaling techniques in R
nlethodological social research. These criticisnls are based on: 1) technical
issues, for exalnple, "losing" the individuality of respondents through
averaging of scores; 2) Inethodological issues" for exalnple, failing to account
for respondent intent and interpretation of scale itenls and irnposing a JJriori
Ineanings external and prior to the respondents' actions on the scale. The
problenlatic nature of scaling in this regard has been addressed in depth by
Rhoads and Sun (1994) and recently by Rhoads (2001) in studies of
Altelneyer's Right Wing Authoritarianisl11 Scale.

The inherent Iilnitations of scales are cOlnpounded when the person-sanlple
is relatively honlogeneous and the scale elicits a preponderance of "strongly
agree'" and "strongly disagree" answers. In such a circlllnstance, one 1l1ay find
an ovelwhehning central tendency of the salnple on a given attitude but nliss
the subtle differences of Ineanings that also exist. Q technique, on the other
hand, is an appropriate alternative for revealing the diversity of Ineaning
obscured by scaling Inethods. This research note illustrates the differences
between scalar and Q Illethodological techniques \vhen applied to a respondent
pool notable for its strong consensus on religious belief.
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Early in the senlester, 15 students enrolled in a research Inethods course
cOlnpleted the Fullerton and Hunsberger Christian Orthodoxy Scale (1982).
The scale consists of 24 statelnents based on theological principles stated in
the Apostles' and Nicene creeds. All statelnents appear in the table of factor
arrays. Twelve itelns are positive statelnents of Christian belief, for exalnple:

1. God exists as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.

3. Jesus Christ was the divine Son of God.

17. Jesus was crucified, died, and was buried, but on the third day He arose
fronl the dead.

The 12 other statelnents are reversed, that is, are contrary to orthodox
doglna, for exalnple:

2. Man is 1101 a special creature Blade in the ilnage of God, he is sinlply a
recent developlnent in the process of anilnal evolution.

6. It is ridiculous to believe that Jesus Christ could be both hunlan and divine.

22. Jesus' death on the cross, if it actually occurred, did nothing in and of itself
to save Mankind.

Respondents scored the statelnents fronl +3 (strongly agree) to -3 (strongly
disagree); no opinion was scored as "0." These scores \vere converted to a
range of I (-3) to 7 (+3). Accordingly, the lowest possible sUllllned score for
the 24-itenl scale is 24 (24-< I) (totally unorthodox) and the highest (Inost
orthodox) is 168 (24 >< 7).

Later in the selnester, but before the Christian Orthodoxy Scale (CO Scale)
results were repolted, the students perfol"1ned a Q sort on the statelnents in the
scale. A Q-sanlple was constructed froln the scale itelns, and the students
sOlted thenl (in a quasi-norInal distribution) fronl +3 (Most Agree) to -3 (Most
Disagree). The outer lilnits of the distribution (+3 and -3) were retained to
lllaintain equivalency \vith the original scale instructions. In the Q sort version,
however, unlike the scalar fonnat, the students \vere forced to Blake
distinctions al110ng the statenlents, both orlhol7o:r and 11011-orl170,70.\". When
instructed to perf01111 the Q sort, a conlnlon objection was that they agreed or
disagreed strongly with l11any of the itenls. TIley were instructed to distinguish
between those especially essential to their faith and those that were less
essential.

The students were juniors and seniors attending a four-year liberal arts
college that Blakes a strong clainl to a Protestant evangelical Christian
orientation. Given that Illany of the students had taken previous courses
with the instructor, their pol itical, social, and religious beliefs generally
were known; also, the class had cOlllpleted several other opinion surveys.
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Consequently, it is accurate to describe the class, as a group, as being in strong
cOlupliance with the character and rnission of the college, and to conclude that
they were a hOlnogeneous group across a nUluber of issue areas.

Results
The CO Scale results delnonstrate the high degree of agreelnent anlong the
students as ,veIl as their adherence to Christian 011hodoxy. The Inean score
was 154.07 with a score distribution of 95-168. The low score (95) \vas for a
student who had left the college, attended a conlnlunity college, and then
returned for the senior year. When asked about the score in a conversation
apart froln the class, the student indicated a lack of identification with the
Bible-believing Christians at the college on Inost religious issues, although
their political opinions were aligned. When the low score is reilloved, the
distribution is 138-168 with a Inean score of 158.29 (N = 14). These scores
easily fall \vithin the category of "orthodoxy" pal1icularly when conlpared
with Fullerton and Hunsberger's (1982) initial study of university students.

CO SClile Scores 1I11t1 Flic/or LOlldillgs

ID €OScale Score Factor Loading*
.2 3

1 138 26 89 -20
2 155 86 24 15
3 167 85 38 -13
4 162 81 47 15
5 165 82 18 -23

-------------------------------------------------------
6 144 84 19 -06
7 95 -06 -11 96
8 162 81 36 18
9 166 77 50 08
10 168 92 10 -13

-------------------------------------------------------
11 163 84 23 -18
12 158 82 47 -07
13 164 75 50 04
14 147 86 28 -04
15 157 84 24 -07

*Decilllt.1ls 10 J places have been omitted. LOLldings /0.53/ significLl1l1 p <0.05.

Although Fullerton and Hunsberger did not discuss "oI1hodox"
respondents, they described "apostates" (fonner believers who have left the
faith) and "switchers'l'l (those raised in one denolnination \vho have switched to
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another). The nlean score for "apostates" was 61.8 and the nlean score for
"switchers" was 130.4. Except for the one student just noted, none of the
students in the current sanlple fall into either of those categories. Neveltheless,
given the students' intense religious convictions, one Inay assulne that the CO
Scale inlplicitly encourages "either/or" responses, that is, Inarking either -3
with the non-orthodox itenlS or +3 with the olthodox itenls. The question
relllains, "Does a forced-choice Q sorting technique provide a Ineans for better
discerning the distinctions between and the shades of agreelnent and
disagreeillent within the 2 opposites (orthodoxy and non-orthodoxy)?"

Analysis of the Q sorts resulted in 3 factors. As one nlight expect, the
"outlier" l11entioned above, Respondent 7, defined Factor 3. None of the other
students loaded significantly on that factor. Sill1ilarly, the student with the
second lowest score (Respondent 1; score == 138) defined Factor 2. In this
instance, however, the factor load ings of 4 other students (Respondents 4, 9,
12, 13) nearly reached sign ificance. Factor 1 \vas conlnlon to the relnaining 13
students. Thus, in one respect the results of the CO Scale are suppolted. There
is strong agreenlent alnong these Christian students between Christian
olthodoxy as nleasured by the scale and Factor 1, \vhich can be labeled
"olthodox." This is reinforced by the 2 lower-scoring students loading
separately on different (non-orthodox) factors.

Q technique rescues that which is lost in the scalar approach. The CO Scale
results suggest a fundaillental COnlJllOnality of Ineaning and a conlnlon priority
across the itenlS (for the respective orthodox and non-orthodox statelnents). In
the scalar approach, there is no infornlation about the relative inlportance of
the statenlents. There is no differentiation between t\VO stateillents \vith \vhich
the respondent strongly agrees, although one Illay be nluch nlore itnportant to
the individual's religious concept than the other. lJsing the CO scale, the
llliracle of water turned into wine holds the saIne status as Christ's
resurrection. However, a differentiation of salience, and thus the 111eaning of
olthodoxy in ternlS of the essentials, is denlonstrated in the factor alTays.
Factor 1, the consensus factor, attaches nlore ill1portance to the life, death, and
resurrection of Jesus (Itenl 15, scored +3) than to the virgin birth (Henl 7,
scored 0). Christ's second advent (Itenl 10, scored +2) is Inore inlportant to
these respondents than the 111iracle of tunling \vater into \vine (Itenl 20, scored
0). C0l11parable distinctions are found at the negative end of the factor.

The Q sOl1 version of the CO Scale lllay be criticized for introducing a
l11ethodological altifact due to the forced distribution procedure. Because
Q sorting usually does not penn it the respondents to score the itenls as freely
as Likelt scaling does, SOllle cTitics c.ontend that the resulting factors do not
reflect the "natural" behavior of respondents. In this case, ho\vever, and as
noted earl ier, the factors do correspond with the CO Scale scores. High scorers
on the CO Scale are located on Factor 1 \vith the 2 lowest scorers defining
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Factor ~4rraJ'sfor Cllristiall Ortllodo.\y QSa'"ple

No. Statement Filetor Scores
123

o

-3

-2

-1

-1

-1

o

2

-1

2

-1

-3

-3

230

o

-3

-I

2

-2

-3

4

6

8

2

14

16

18

22

24

God exists as: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.

*Man is not a special creature Inade in the ilnage of God, he is
Silllply a recent developlnent in the process of anilnal evolution.

--3----Jestis Cllrlst-was -the-di"hie S-O-Il ofGod.- -----------------------3- ---------:2--
The Bible is the word of God given to guide Illan to grace and
salvation.

- -;- - - -*TIlose- wilD -fuel -tflat -dc)d-tlalS\VerS p-rayers are }iist -dec-elvlllg - - -~; - - - -0----~3--
thenlselves.
*It is ridiculous to believe that Jesus Christ could be both
hUillan and divine.

--7----Jesusvvasbonlof-avrrgln:----------------------------------()----6----:j--

*The Bible Inay be an ilnportant book of Inoral teachings, but it
\vas no Inore inspired by God than were Illany other such books
in the history of Man.

- - - - - - -*Tlle- -coll-cept -of -0(:)(( IS -aJl- -ol~f superS-tltlOll -tllat-ls- flo-loner - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --
9 1 1 0needed to explain things in the Inodern era. - -
10 Christ will return to earth sOineday. 2 3 0

- - - - - - -*Most oftllc -religlculs iil-the-world ilaVe-Illiricle -stories -ill-their - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --
11 traditions; but there is no reason to bel ieve any of theln are true, -1

including those found in the Bible.
12 God hears all our prayers. -3 3

- - - - - - -*)eslfs -Clliist Illay-Iltlve l1eell- a- grea( etllicaf -teacile~ -as otller - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --
13 Inen have been in history. But he was not the divine Son of -3 -2 2

God.
God Inade nlan of dust in His own itnage and breathed life into
him.

- - - - - - - tllrollgil-tll-e- fife,-death~ -all(f reStl-rreCtll)I) o-(fe-sils~ Gt)J prOVided - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
15 a way for the forgiveness of Inan's sins. 3 2

*Despite what Illany people believe, there is no such thing as a -2
God who is aware of Man's actions.

--1-; ---JeStlS was c.rllcltlid,-ale-d-, -mld -was b-llrJed l1tif01; -the- fIlird -day ---~- ----; ----~; --
He arose frolll the dead.
*In all likelihood there is no such thing as a God-given
inullortal soul in !vlan which Iives on after death.

- - - - - - -*if -tilere -e-v-e-r-wa-s- sucl; -a-perSOll- as -Jeslls-of -Nazareth; ll-e-ls - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --
19 dead now and will never walk the earth again. -2 -2 2

20 Jesus Illiraculously changed real water into real wine. 0 -2 -2
--if ---Til-ere-is -a- Go-d- wllo Is- cOllcerlled witll everyolle;s- actioilS.- ---------1- ----0-----3- - -

*Jesus' death on the cross, if it actually occurred, did nothing in
and of itself to save Mankind.

- - - - - - -*The-re-[s- realiy -110 -reasOll- te) llolcf t() -tile -fd-ea- tllaf JeSt.S was ------------------
23 bonl of a virgin. Jesus' life showed better than anything else 0 2

The Resurrection proves beyond a doubt that Jesus was the
Christ or Messiah ofGod.

*l11dicales a reversed item onlht? ChrisliLl11 Orlhodo.\]J SCt.l1e
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independent Factors 2 and 3. There is nothing artificial in the factor results.
Brown (200]) likens the forced distribution procedure to atonl sll1ashing;
applying pressure to "force evidence into the open." He correctly points out
that the forced distribution conlpels an operant response that reveals subjective
preferences, e.g., stateillent .~r is l110re salient than stateillent y. Both statelllents
Blight have been placed under "llloSt agree" in a Likert-style fOrlllat or in the
absence of a forced-choice situation. Accordingly, itnpol1ant differences in
\veighting are revealed \vhen cOlllpared with the scalar results. This
substantiates the clailll that within a hOlllogeneous conlnlunity, where
convictions Inay appear "either/or," the underlying reality is less
straightforward.

Inaslnllch as the purpose of this paper is technical, substantive
interpretations of the 3 factors is beyond its purview. Suffice it to say that
Factor 2 (1 respondent loading significantly with 4 l11ixed loaders \vith
relatively high loadings) is very l11uch in agreeillent \vith Factor 1. Yet, there
are a fe\\' differences. Factor 2 expresses a fOrIn of "skeptical Christian
hunlanisnl." Evolutionary theory is accepted (Iteln 2), and doubt exists
regarding a few other issues (Itelns 12, 18, and 20). Factor 3 is the sol~ d0l11ain
of the student discussed earl ier whose CO Scale score falls between the
"apostates" and the "switchers." Factor 3 Inay be interpreted as an indication
of nlodern deisnl, wherein the existence of God is adlllitted (Itenls 12 and 21),
but the Christian expression of that belief is rejected or deellled irrelevant
(Itelns 3, 7, 17, 23).

The results of this exercise confinn that scalar itelll sunllnation scoring
techn iques can be valid on a l11acro level; the Christian Ol1hodoxy Scale is an
especially useful device in that regard. However, the Q sOl1 results also
reinforce the conclusion of Q l11ethodologists that scaling techniques obfuscate
the findings of attitudinal research, because the nonnative application of scales
nlore often than not l11isses the wealth and diversity of l11eanings that a science
of subjectivity is pal1icularly adept at discovering.
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