
ABSTRACT 

QUANTIFYING ANOMIA: DEVELOPMENT OF A SCALE 

Anomie refers to a weakening of cultural values and social norms. One 

interpretation is that anomie exists because of moral deregulation when normative 

rules begin deteriorating, while another suggests that it is a product of insufficient 

means to reach goals, forcing individuals to seek deviant modalities and paths 

(Agnew, 1980). While multiple scales have been developed in an attempt to 

measure the construct, the purpose of this study was to build upon and combine 

scales from 1956 to 2011 to produce an instrument that quantifies anomie/anomia 

using factor analyses. Four scales of anomia were compiled and administered to 

416 Fresno State undergraduate students. The findings suggest that the final 

anomia scale has good internal consistency and correlates with materialism, 

happiness, and social desirability. However, no expected significant differences 

were found across gender, age, income, marital status, and race/ethnicity.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

History of Anomie 

Anomie originates from the Greek word anomia, defined as the absence of 

laws and norms. This would later be used in the field of sociology and adopted by 

criminology as a theoretical principle to explain the rise of social disorder and 

deviancy. Anomie currently has two distinct characterizations – beginning with 

Emile Durkheim’s conception followed by Robert Merton’s. For both, anomie 

works its way into human activities and behavior, straining social norms. 

However, there are critical differences in the conceptualization of anomie as it 

relates to human behavior.  

Durkheim (1966) conceived anomie as a fracture in social solidarity, where 

traditional norms are weakened and moral individualism rises. That is, the stronger 

the human activities and collective states (e.g., religious ties and family ties) in a 

society, the less susceptible individuals are to suicide. From this, anomie can be 

understood as a breakdown of social norms that lead to meaninglessness and a life 

without purpose, and ultimately, higher rates of suicide.  

The recognition of anomie as a theoretical concept began with Durkheim’s 

book Suicide, written in 1897. In this book he observes the rate of suicide across 

human and economic activities (i.e., religious orientation, marital status, and 

economic shifts). Three primary types of suicide are introduced as a result of the 

anomic state: egoistic suicide, altruistic suicide, and anomic suicide. In each case 

existence appears meaningless. Egoistic suicide occurs when social integration is 

weakened. Specifically, Durkheim observed that human integration within the 

religious, family, and political structures of society were inversely related to 

suicide rates. In particular, the rate of suicide was higher among Protestants than 



 2 2 

Catholic populations, higher among the unmarried than the married, and lower 

during periods of war. His reasoning for this is that in each population with lower 

suicide rates, there exists greater social structure, integration, and solidarity; 

therefore, a lower state of anomie. Inversely, Durkheim’s theory of egoistic 

suicide suggests that populations like Protestants and the unmarried are subjected 

to the anomic state where there is little structure and clear norms. The result, he 

argues, lead to the deterioration of one’s own purpose in life and suicide. 

The second type of suicide – altruistic – occurs when a person believes that 

the reason for existence is beyond life. Specifically, this occurs when one’s life 

and meaning appears to be attached to something else other than life itself. 

Durkheim uses the examples of women committing suicide following their 

husband and the suicide of followers, believers, and servants after the death of 

their leader. At times, these acts of suicide are seen as their duty and customarily 

noble and honorable. Altruistic suicide is a behavior that is rooted in believing that 

life in and of itself is meaningless without servitude to someone, or in participation 

with something outside of one’s being. While the suicidal egoist looks for 

meaning in social bonds, the suicidal altruist sees his or her life most meaningful 

under the servitude of others. In other words, egoistic suicide occurs within a 

society that has low levels of integration, whereas altruistic suicide occurs within 

societies with high levels of integration where individualism is less important than 

the collective whole. The similarities between the two are important for the study 

of anomie because a common theme about human nature is revealed. In both 

cases, meaninglessness arise when a balance of social solidarity is threatened (i.e., 

too much and too little). 

The last type of suicide Durkheim introduces is anomic suicide, which is a 

byproduct of little regulation of human passions. For Durkheim, humans naturally 
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have unlimited appetites and aspire beyond limits by setting unattainable goals. If 

this inextinguishable thirst, he argues, goes unregulated by external forces like 

public opinion and social institutions, and are not justified by a higher authority 

(i.e., religion or God), it can be a source for distress. These social regulations (e.g., 

religion, public opinion, and marriage) function as a way to limit the insatiable 

needs of people, but under anomic conditions, such regulations are weakened. This 

typically happens during abrupt social transitions – an economic shift being one 

example. For instance, when a society becomes prosperous, people are left with 

unrealizable goals and the rate of anomic suicide increases (Durkheim, 1966). 

Such a condition is best illustrated in two parts. First, a child reared in poverty 

would be less likely to commit suicide by adulthood because an impoverished 

lifestyle may already be an expected norm. Given this for comparison, if a person 

grew up in and perceived a prosperous life as the standard of living, and suddenly 

met a dramatic collapse of his or her social climate, norms would be disrupted and 

the value of life may diminish (Mizruchi, 1967). Thus, the less the restraints on an 

individual’s life, the more unbearable limitations are perceived (Durkheim, 1966; 

Koenig, Swanson, & Harter, 1981). This suggests that the degree of susceptibility 

to suicide depends on the stability of social norms, and this may be influenced by 

how fast life changes, for better or worse. Therefore, once norms are abruptly 

disturbed, the state of anomie rises; and when coupled with an individual’s set of 

expectations, deviant behavior (i.e., suicide) increases (Durkheim, 1966; Scott & 

Turner, 1965).  

Using Durkheim’s conception of anomie, Merton narrowed the scope of the 

theory from a sociological principle to one of individual perception and 

expectations of social structures (Rosenfeld, 1989) – developing strain theory. In 

Merton’s theory, when people are expected to strive towards reaching the goals of 
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a society, but the means to reach it are insufficient, individuals may deviate from 

the norm (e.g., commit a crime) (Scott & Turner, 1965). The anomic state results 

from inadequacies of means to meet the expectations of societal goals. Unlike 

Durkheim’s framework, Merton believes that individual responses to anomic 

conditions are varied and not limited to suicide. Furthermore, these responses are 

adaptations to the anomic state (Merton, 1938).  

Merton’s typology of deviancy consists of five behavioral responses that 

result from either rejecting or accepting social goals and means. The five domains 

are conformity, innovation, ritualism, retreatism, and rebellion. Each division is a 

result of two criteria: the first being an acceptance or rejection of societal goals 

(e.g., earning money, acquiring material goods), and the second being an 

acceptance or rejection of societal means (e.g., being educated, having a job) 

(Merton, 1938). 

As suggested by Merton’s typology of human behavior, conformists are 

those who accept cultural goals (e.g., attainment of wealth in the United States) 

and institutionalized means (e.g., getting an education). These are individuals who 

follow the normative rules and behavior and make up the largest portion of 

society. On the other hand, those who completely reject both goals and means 

would be considered retreatists. Such individuals are characterized as withdrawing 

or retreating from society as vagabonds, psychotics, or any people who reject and 

do not substitute any societal means and goals (Skiba, Smith, & Marshall, 2009). 

The third type are innovators, who accept the cultural goals but reject the 

institutionalized means, thus generating novel and sometimes illegitimate ways to 

attaining the goal – via theft or other innovative measures. The fourth are 

ritualists, who continue to subscribe to the means of society when the overall goal 

is rejected. Ritualists in this sense are bogged down with focusing and conforming 
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to rules and regulations (Merton, 1938). The fifth response is to rebel, and this 

classification deals with two criteria. First, both institutionalized means and 

cultural goals are rejected, and second, new means and goals are internalized as 

substitution. Such deviancy can be seen in extreme cases of human behavior (e.g., 

revolutions and terrorism), but are not limited to merely negative outcomes. It is 

just as reasonable to see positive and progressive activities of rebellion. Merton’s 

typology illustrates that deviant behavior can be relative to one’s personality; 

individuals may respond differently depending on their rejection or acceptance of 

societal means and goals (Rosenfeld, 1989; Scott & Turner, 1965). More 

importantly, four of the five characterizations of deviant behavior (i.e., retreatist, 

ritualist, innovator, and rebellion) are responses to the anomic state. For 

conformists, the anomic state ceases to exist because meaning is found through the 

means and goals of society. 

The anomic state thus far can be characterized as a situation where the 

integration between cultural goals (i.e. passions) are not aligned or regulated well 

by the institutional means (e.g., religion, public agencies) to reach them. Under 

Merton’s typology, conformists perceive an alignment between the goals and 

means; however for retreatists, ritualists, innovators, and rebels, these are 

disconnected. It is within this disconnect where the anomic state rises, and 

Merton’s adaptations rise.  

Whereas Merton understands anomie to be an interaction between 

individuals and society, Durkheim understands it as the influence of a situation on 

individuals (see Figures 1 and 2). The theoretical difference between Durkheim 

and Merton is better understood when considering the motive behind individual 

responses to anomic conditions. The distinction rests in the characteristic of the 

deviant behavior (i.e., passive vs. active) and what fostered these outcomes. 
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Durkheim views deviant behavior (e.g., anomic suicide) as a result of moral 

confusion and lack of social direction. In contrast, Merton views deviant behavior 

as a response to the goals and beliefs of society (Hilbert, 1989). Thus, for 

Durkheim, confusion and normlessness supersede the human will to accept or 

reject social pressures. The difference in how each defines deviant behavior can be 

characterized as passive or active responses. Specifically, anomic suicide as a 

passive response, is different from active responses like theft, fraud, and murder 

because of their intention. In addition, by active responses, it entails that Merton’s 

typology of deviancy leads to social repercussions, whereas Durkheim’s suicide 

does not – hence its passivity. Like that of learned helplessness, suicide is a 

passive outcome where there is little degree of intent to reach a cultural goal, and 

the decision to endure an aversive situation is all that is left, and little social 

change can come about.  

 

Figure 1. Interaction between the anomic state and actor according to Durkheim. 

 

Figure 2. Interaction between the anomic state and actor according to Merton. 
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Conversely, there are deviant behaviors that can lead to micro or macro 

levels of social change. These are active responses like theft, fraud, innovation, 

and rebellion, which are intentional ways to reach some outcome. Ultimately, all 

human behaviors, including Durkheim’s conceptions of suicide, correspond with 

Merton’s typology of deviance. For example, going to school and job-searching 

are typical examples of conformist behavior, for ritualists, any action that is not 

goal-oriented and are enacted strictly because of rules, regulations, and simply part 

of the norm are considered ritual behavior. Acts like theft and fraud correspond to 

innovators; rebellions and terrorism correspond with rebels, and suicidal behavior 

corresponds with retreatists. So despite the theoretical differences, if Durkheim’s 

theory of suicide is mapped within Merton’s typology of deviance, both theories 

of anomie can be seen as interconnected. 

The distinctions between Durkheim and Merton’s anomie are important to 

be made because it illustrates how anomie has evolved across theoretical 

frameworks. Initially, anomie was seen as a social condition that influenced 

suicidal behavior. Since Merton, the theory became more comprehensive and 

applicable for understanding the interaction and relationship between the anomic 

state and how individuals respond. The factors that produce these behavioral 

responses are determined by a person’s personality and its integration among the 

cultural goals and institutionalized means (Merton, 1938). It can be inferred from 

this that anomie/anomia can be understood not just through socio-economic 

measurements (e.g., rates of suicide within gender and religion), but also 

quantified through the feelings, beliefs, and attitudes about one’s place in society.  

Both Durkheim’s and Merton’s frameworks suggest that anomie is a 

condition based on multiple elements: the pace of life, realization of norms, and 

expectations of goals. These elements of society derive from individual thinking 
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and can be observed at the level of human feelings, beliefs, and attitudes (Dean, 

1961; Heydari, Davoudi, & Teymoori, 2011). Travis (1993) suggests that anomie 

should be studied as a psychological phenomenon rather than a social one, because 

social systems are no more than collections of individuals and their ideas. 

Moreover, it is the sum of individuals’ anomia that inevitably creates an anomic 

society. Because of this, an instrument capable of quantifying the attitudes, 

feelings, and beliefs of people would be a valuable measuring tool and barometer 

for the state of a society. Following this reasoning, the focus of this study is on 

quantifying anomia through feelings, beliefs, and attitudes. From here, the 

collective value of surveyed individuals can be used as a gauge of societal anomie. 

Research has attempted to bridge both macro and micro areas of 

anomie/anomia; from how it works as a social force to its impact at the 

psychological level (Zhao & Cao, 2010). Here I will examine how anomia is 

measured and what researchers have considered as underlying factors. There have 

been various scales designed to measure anomia at the psychological level, but 

there is no cohesive agreement about a reliable scale that builds upon previous 

instruments and measures its dimensionality. The literature review outlines the 

history and theoretical framework as well as the previous approaches of measuring 

anomia. From this, I build upon its existing foundation and compile the items of 

each scale into one. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses and other 

psychometric testing are used to observe the relationship between anomia and 

other psychological variables. 



   

CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

The earliest known anomia scale was developed by Leo Srole (1956). Three 

others – McClosky and Schaar (1965), Travis (1993), and Heydari, Davoudi and 

Teymoori (2011) – are discussed here. From 1956 to 2011, other anomia 

questionnaires were developed and used alongside those selected for this study. 

However, due to a lack of analysis of their psychometric properties, they will be 

excluded. The four selected scales were given proper evaluation for their 

psychometrics and are of interest as they cover a wide range of operationalization 

of anomia.  

Although anomie is characterized as a sociological principle, growing 

number of researchers have attempted to redefine it psychologically. Two 

alternative concepts that reference a detached psychological state are alienation 

and deindividuation. Although each concept highlights a disconnected self, the 

context where each is analyzed is different. Alienation is a condition where 

relationships to others and his or her products become meaningless (Ankony & 

Kelly, 1999). Seeman (1959), building from Karl Marx, defines alienation as an 

individual who feels powerless, meaningless, normless, isolated, and self-

estranged – a systematic result of capitalism and inflexible constraints. This is in 

contrast to deindividuation, where a person has a reduced state of self-awareness 

influenced by anonymity in groups (Hughes & Louw, 2013). In both cases, a sense 

of self is lost; but when contrasted, alienation arise from strict regulations typically 

in labor, whereas deindividuation arise from having a reduced self-conscious by 

conforming to a collective psychology. In the same way alienation and 

deindividuation leads to psychological states of estrangement, so does anomia. 

However, it differentiates from the two as a product of little-to-no moral guidance, 
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coupled with unsettling beliefs of the goals and the means to reach them. This 

coupling for anomia leads to deviant behavior and increased evaluations of means 

and goals rather than disinhibited behavior due to lowered social-evaluations – 

common elements of deindividuation (Postmes & Spears, 1998).  

Because of alternative and similar concepts to anomia (like alienation and 

deindividuation), there are multiple scales that attempt to measure the construct 

but few integrated theories have been suggested. For this reason, we begin by 

outlining various psychological definitions and measures of anomia. The literature 

addresses Durkheim and Merton’s conceptions by defining anomie as 

normlessness (Chang & Arkin, 2002; Durkheim, 1897; Merton, 1938; Mizruchi, 

1967; Scott & Turner, 1965; Smith & Bohm; 2007; Travis, 1993), 

meaninglessness (Heydari et al., 2011; Smith & Bohm; 2007; Srole, 1956), social 

isolation (Fischer, 1973; Seeman, 1959; Smith & Bohm; 2007), powerlessness 

(Dean, 1968; Fischer, 1973; Heydari et al., 2011; Smith & Bohm; 2007), and 

cynicism (Fischer, 1973; Heydari et al., 2011; Rosenbaum & Kuntze, 2003; 

Sampson & Bartusch, 1998). Due to multiple definitions of anomia, there have 

been multiple scales used throughout the literature. The purpose of this study is to 

build upon the research and extract a single scale to quantify anomia. I examine 

four scales created between 1956 through 2011, detailing their psychometric 

properties and latent constructs. Following the review of each scale, the final 

questionnaire was constructed by compiling items from each instrument.  

Srole’s Anomia Scale 

Srole (1956) defined anomia as a psychological state where a person may 

feel the difficulty of integrating into modern society. His scale consists of five 

dichotomous (yes/no) items (see Table 1) and measures individual anomia on a 
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social integration continuum (Caruana, Ramaseshan, & Ewing, 2001) where “self-

to-other belongingness” (i.e., high social integration) is on one end and “self-to-

other alienation” (i.e., low social integration) is on the other (Teevan, 1975).  

Table 1 

 

Srole’s Anomia Scale 
Item 

1. Nowadays, a person has to live pretty much for today and let tomorrow take care of 

itself. 

2. In spite of what some people say, the lot (situation/condition) of the average man is 

getting worse, not better. 

3. It’s hardly fair to bring a child into the world with the way things look for the future. 

4. Most public officials (people in public office) are not really interested in the 

problems of the average man. 

5. These days a person doesn’t really know whom he can count on. 
Note: Based on a dichotomous response (yes/no). The higher the number of “yes” responses, the 

higher the anomia rating. 

Using Srole’s scale, anomic research has supported links between increased 

rates of anomia and a wide range of socio-psychological factors. For example, 

studies have found that higher rates of anomia have correlated with radical and 

undesirable change expectancies (Reimanis, 1967), increased guilt and role 

confusion, reports of unsuccessful conflict resolution (Reimanis, 1974), increased 

suicide rates among individuals ages 18-24 (Boor, 1979), and higher among lower 

socioeconomic classes (Koenig et al., 1981). Additionally, higher anomia 

correlated with attitudes of indifference towards fraudulent behavior and unethical 

retail dispositions (Caruana et al., 2001), greater levels of theft, alcoholism, and 

academic dishonesty among individuals between 20-25 years of age (Rosenbaum 

& Kuntze, 2003).  

These studies demonstrate that Srole’s Anomia Scale is linked to 

psychological development and social stability factors, establishing convergent 
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validity and is consistent with Durkheim and Merton’s conceptions. But although 

its validity has been supported, the reliability of Srole’s instrument has been 

questioned.  

Fischer (1973) and Teevan (1975) define anomia differently as a feeling of 

cynicism (i.e., distrust), powerlessness, and social isolation, and addressed the 

drawback in Srole’s scale – seeing it as an unreliable scale, and contending that it 

lacks validity across participants of an urban background. Additionally, Teevan 

suggested a modification of the referent in items 1, 2, and 3; from “the average 

man” and “a person” to “I” in order to consistently measure a person’s own 

anomia, rather than the anomia of others or the degree of anomie in society.  

Psychometric properties of Srole’s scale have been shown to demonstrate 

moderate internal validity with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.60 to 0.67 (Travis, 1993) – 

falling below the criteria at 0.70 (Gliner, Morgan, & Harmon, 2001). A revision of 

Srole’s scale through the addition and the specificity of questions may help to 

create a clearer measurement of anomia. The following instruments have emerged 

to address these limitations. 

McClosky and Schaar’s Anomia Scale 

McClosky and Schaar (1965) believe that the factors hindering an 

individual from learning the norms of a society also increase the feeling of 

normlessness and moral ambiguity (i.e., anomia). McClosky and Schaar define 

three underlying factors that produce anomia: cognitive abilities, emotional states, 

and beliefs. First, learning and understanding can be impaired due to poor 

cognitive capacities that prevent an individual from organizing and 

comprehending the norms of society. The second component is emotional states, 

such as hostility or depression, which distorts one’s perception of reality and make 
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the learning of norms more difficult. The third component of this tripartite model 

of anomia is the factor of belief. Here, the substantive beliefs and opinions of an 

individual can either converge with the values of a society or diverge from them. It 

is the divergent beliefs and opinions that can lead to further impediment of 

internalizing social norms.  

McClosky and Schaar (1965) proposed a nine-item dichotomous 

(agree/disagree) scale designed to measure a person’s state of mind (see Table 2). 

It is assumed that all items in the scale measure a person’s feelings, beliefs, and 

attitudes. The nine items came out of a larger pool of questions that went through a 

preliminary screening and pre-testing. The method and process of how McClosky 

and Schaar selected each item is unclear. Additionally, no factor analysis was 

conducted to suggest which factors each item measured. Despite this, 

psychometrics from a split-half reliability reveals a satisfactory coefficient of 0.76, 

with its highest reliability coefficient of 0.77 according to Cronbach’s calculation 

(McClosky & Schaar, 1965). The scale was deemed as having high content 

validity as well as showing convergent validity with variables like materialism and 

material acquisition – as theorized by Merton (Chang & Arkin, 2002). 

McClosky and Schaar’s (1965)  scale offers adequate psychometrics and 

suggests that anomia has a structural model. However, there are some limitations 

to this scale. Similar to the drawback of Srole’s scale, Teevan found that items 1, 

2, 3, 6 and 8 in McClosky and Schaar’s scale were not focusing on the experience 

of the individual, and it is uncertain whether these items measure the personal 

feeling of anomia or perceived anomie within the society. Another limitation of 

the scale may be its applicability to the current time. In other words, it is uncertain 

whether people can relate and respond similarly to the items today as they would 

in 1956. After nearly 60 years, it would be of interest to reevaluate the  
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Table 2 

 

McClosky and Schaar’s Anomia Scale 
Item 

1. With everything so uncertain these days, it almost seems as though anything could 

happen. 

2. What is lacking in the world today is the old kind of friendship that lasted for a 

lifetime. 

3. With everything in such a state of disorder, it’s hard for a person to know where he 

stands from one day to the next. 

4. Everything changes so quickly these days that I often have trouble deciding which are 

the right rules to follow. 

5. I often feel that many things our parents stood for are just going to ruin before our very 

eyes. 

6. The trouble with the world today is that most people really don’t believe in anything. 

7. I often feel awkward and out of place. 

8. People were better off in the old days when everyone knew just how he was expected 

to act. 

9. It seems to me that other people find it easier to decide what is right than I do. 
Note: Based on a dichotomous response (agree/disagree). 

psychometrics of the scale for a different population in a different time period. It is 

also important to note that the factors suggested by McClosky and Schaar are 

broad definitions that should be explored further and in detail. In particular, 

cognitive factors, emotional factors, and substantive beliefs and opinions do not 

narrow the scope of anomia to variables that are less abstract and more 

discernable. Specifically, what cognitive factors, emotional factors, and beliefs 

should be considered as the underlying variables of anomia? 

Travis’s Alienation Scale 

Travis (1993) synonymized anomia with alienation, and defines it as a 

psychological state where aspirations are unfulfilled. That is, members of society 

become alienated if they are placed in marginal situations and if their goals are left 

unmet. In regards to quantifying anomia, he asserts that previous research focuses 
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primarily on the normative structures of society (e.g., class structure) and its effect 

on individuals rather than measuring the attitudinal levels of analysis (e.g., 

attitudes, values, and beliefs) that are important in studying anomia. 

Travis proposed the Margins of Society (MOS) Alienation Scale that 

consists of 14 items with Likert scale responses (see Table 3). The scale eliminates 

the broadness of Srole’s scale and attempts to identify attitudinal variables of 

alienation. Homeless Alaskan Natives were used in the development of the MOS 

Alienation Scale because of their marginalized situation and history of 

discrimination. According to Travis, marginalized populations are ideal for 

generating such a scale because if it successfully measures alienation among such 

homogenous groups, Travis asserts that it would more accurately discriminate 

other subcultures and populations. The results of a principal components analysis 

revealed four factors: marginality, aloneness, aspirations, and normlessness. Of 

these four, Travis selected all items that exhibited high loadings (0.50 to 0.69) 

under the marginality factor and compiled them into his final scale. Through item-

analysis and reliability testing, Travis found the MOS Alienation Scale to have 

higher internal reliability (0.78) and higher external and criterion validity than 

Srole’s Anomia Scale, and is comparable to McClosky and Schaar’s. 

Although the MOS scale retains acceptable psychometrics, there has not  

been another study that replicated Travis’s psychometrics results across other 

populations. Thus, his findings pertain and are limited to populations in the 

periphery of society and have little room to generalize across different and 

heterogeneous groups. Additionally, only the short-version of Travis’ scale was 

used and tested for its psychometric properties. The short-version only included 

items 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, and 13. And according to Travis, the long-version (see Table 

3) would need to go through its own psychometric testing and factor analysis.  
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Table 3 

 

Travis’s MOS Alienation Scale 
Item 

1. I feel all alone these days 

2. I’m sure I’ll find the right person to care enough about me. 

3. I often feel discriminated against. 

4. I like to live by society’s rules. 

5. My whole world feels like it’s falling apart. 

6. It’s fairly easy for me to tell just what is right and wrong these days. 

7. I wish I were somebody important. 

8. I never feel all alone these days. 

9. I don’t like to live by society’s rules. 

10. My whole world feels like it’s running smoothly. 

11. It’s hard for me to tell just what is right and wrong these days. 

12. I rarely feel discriminated against. 

13. I’ll never find the right person to care enough about me. 

14. I don’t wish I were somebody else. 

Note. Based on a 5-point Likert scale. 

Because of this, it is questionable whether the long-version of his scale, 

when assessing other populations, can retain its high marks of psychometric 

properties. For this reason, Travis’ long-version of the MOS scale will be 

incorporated into the present study. 

Heydari, Davoudi, and Teymoori’s Anomia Scale 

For the most recent scale, Heydari et al. (2011) developed a measurement 

that included anomia scales from 1956 to 2006. Building on the literature, they 

conceptualized anomia as a state of meaninglessness, distrust, powerlessness, and 

fetishism of money. Twenty-two instruments were gathered, and from these, items 

were refined and selected into the final scale with repeated items removed. Two 

author-made items were added to the final scale and all were changed to Likert 

format and given to 500 college students in Iran. From a loading of 22 items, an 

exploratory factor analysis revealed three factors: meaninglessness and distrust 
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(Cronbach’s α = .79), powerlessness (Cronbach’s α = .74), and fetishism of money 

(Cronbach’s α = .62). Heydari et al. assert that their scale fully covers the 

theoretical dimensions of anomia and has the highest psychometrics among other 

available instruments (see Table 4).  

Table 4 

 

Heydari, Davoudi, and Teymoori’s Anomia Scale 
Item 

1. a I can trust the statements of high-ranking officials (i.e., authority). 

2. a There is little use writing to public officials because often they aren’t really 

interested in the problems of the average man. 

3. a In spite of what some people say, a lot of average men are getting worse, not better. 

4. 
a
 I believe most of the congress bills are towards the welfare of people. 

5. 
a
 Most public officials (people in public office) are not really interested in the 

problems of the average man. 

6. 
a
 I often wonder what the meaning of life really is. 

7. 
a
 It’s hardly fair to bring children into the world with the way things look for the 

future. 

8. 
a
 Everything is relative, and there just aren’t any definite rules to live by. 

9. 
b
 I lead a trapped or frustrated life. 

10. 
b
 Nobody knows what is expected of his or her life. 

11. 
b
 I have no control over my destiny. 

12. 
b
 The socioeconomic status of people determines their dignity and it is inevitable. 

13. 
b
 The world is changing so fast that it is hard for me to understand what is going on. 

14. 
b
 My whole world feels like it is falling apart. 

15. 
b
 No matter how hard people try in life, it doesn’t make any difference. 

16. 
c
 To make money, there are no right and wrong ways anymore, only easy ways and 

hard ways. 

17. 
c
 A person is justified in doing almost anything if the reward is high enough. 

18. c I am getting a college education so I can get a good job. 

19. 
c
 I follow whatever rules I want to follow. 

20. 
c
 Money is the most important thing in life. 

Note: Based on a 5-point Likert scale. Items loaded under three factors: 
a Meaninglessness and distrust, b Powerlessness, and c Fetishism of money 

The findings support the nature of anomia – that meaninglessness, distrust, 

powerlessness, and fetishism of money (i.e., materialism) are somehow related. 

However, their model suggests that materialism is an underlying factor (see Figure 
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3) – which differs from the literature (Chang & Arkin, 2002). Research has 

proposed anomia and materialism as related variables and, at most, anomia as the 

antecedent to materialistic behavior (see Figure 4) (Caruana et al., 2001; 

Rosenbaum & Kuntze, 2003; Rosenbaum & Ronald, 2003). In theory, Merton 

would find materialism and material acquisition as the goal of a society, and 

suggest that it is not the goal (i.e., materialism) that produces the anomic state, it is 

the acceptance or rejection of it. 

 

Figure 3. Heydari, Davoudi, and Teymoori’s model of anomia. 

 

Figure 4. Revised model of anomia according to the literature. 

Heydari et al.’s anomia scale categorizes distrust and meaninglessness as a 

single factor. This single categorization runs contrary to the literature, where 

meaninglessness (Dean, 1961; Smith & Bohm, 2008; Travis 1993) and distrust 

(i.e., cynicism) (McClosky & Schaar, 1965; Sampson & Bartusch, 1998) are 

typically seen as two separate constructs. Items 3, 6, 7, and 8 can be characterized 

as statements relating to meaninglessness, and items 1, 2, 4, and 5 characterized as 
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statements relating to distrust. This would revise the scale and result in a four-

factor solution (if fetishism of money is kept as a factor). The reasoning for this 

grouping is unclear. 

Limitations in content and face validity exist regarding this scale, and 

further analysis is needed. Although the scale’s variables have commonality with 

previous instruments and theoretical perspectives, it is extremely inclusive and 

suggests that materialism is a latent construct, which in theory is a corollary – not 

an underlying factor. The revised anomia scale by Heydari et al. (2011) will need 

further revision in regards to its list of items. Furthermore, psychometric testing 

and both exploratory (EFA) and confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) need to be 

conducted to improve anomia’s structural model.  

Validity Analysis 

While assessing the anomia scale’s factor structure, a validity analysis is 

also conducted here. The purpose of a validity analysis is to insure the instrument 

is measuring the expected construct and investigate whether the final anomia scale 

is related to other variables as theorized. For this analysis, anomia is compared to 

nine variables: materialism, gender, age, annual income, race/ethnicity, marital 

status, religion/belief system, happiness, and social desirability.  

The present study performs a series of validity analyses by investigating the 

degree to which anomia is correlated with materialism and happiness, and the 

differences in anomia scores across gender, age, annual income, marital status, and 

religion/belief system. First, it is expected that the results will reveal a positive 

correlation between anomia and materialism (Caruana et al., 2001; Chang & 

Arkin, 2002; Merton, 1938; Rosenbaum & Kuntze, 2003), a positive correlation 

between anomia and the age range from mid-teens to late 50s (Durkheim, 1966), 
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and a negative correlation between anomia and happiness. Secondly, according to 

Durkheim, single, Protestant, men were observed to commit more suicide than 

their counterparts (i.e., married, Catholic, and women). Because of this, it is 

expected that men, and the single and widowed are more likely to have higher 

anomic attitudes, beliefs, and feelings. Moreover, it is expected that there will be 

significant differences across different types of religions/belief systems. 

Specifically, as Durkheim posits, religions that have less social regulation would 

have members who are more susceptible to anomic attitudes, beliefs, and feelings. 

As for annual income, Durkheim theorizes that greater wealth can lead individuals 

to feel less limited, and therefore, the possibility of unlimited success becomes 

unbearable. Using Durkheim’s postulate, it is expected that anomia correlates 

positively with annual income. Lastly, it is expected that anomia and social 

desirability will have no correlation – illustrating divergent validity.  

The validity tests for this study are drawn from Durkheim and Merton’s 

theories of anomie and its demographic correlates, and previous research on 

anomia and materialism (Chang & Arkin, 2002). Unlike materialism, happiness 

and social desirability have not been studied in detail in relation to anomia. For the 

purpose of this study, three other instruments are given with the anomia scale: 

Richins and Dawson’s (1992) materialism scale (see Table 5), Fordyce’s (1988) 

happiness measure (i.e., Fordyce Emotion Questionnaire, see Table 6), and 

Crowne and Marlowe’s (1960) social desirability scale (see Table 7). 
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Table 5 

 

Richins and Dawson (1992) Materialism Scale 
Item 

1. I admire people who own expensive homes, cars, and clothes. 

2. Some of the most important achievements in life include acquiring material 

possessions. 

3. I don’t place much emphasis on the amount of material objects people own as a 

sign of success.* 

4. The things I own say a lot about how well I’m doing in life. 

5. I like to own things that impress people. 

6. I don’t pay much attention to the material objects other people own.* 

7. I usually buy things I need.* 

8. I try to keep my life simple, as far as possessions are concerned.* 

9. I enjoy spending money on things that aren’t practical. 

10. Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure. 

11. I like a lot of luxury in life. 

12. I put less emphasis on material things than most people I know.* 

13. I have all the things I really need to enjoy life.* 

14. My life would be better if I owned nicer things.* 

15. I’d be happier if I could afford to buy more things. 

16. It sometimes bothers me quite a bit that I can’t afford to buy all the things that I 

like. 
Note. An asterisk (*) indicates reverse scored items. Based on a 5-point Likert-scale. 

Table 6 

 

Fordyce (1988) Emotion Questionnaire 
Item 

1. In general, how happy or unhappy do you usually feel? 

2. On the average, what percent of the time do you feel happy? 

3. On the average, what percent of the time do you feel unhappy? 

4. On the average, what percent of the time do you feel neutral (neither happy or 

unhappy)? 
Note: Item 1 asks participants to respond on a 0-10 scale (0=Extremely Unhappy, 1=Very 

Unhappy, 2=Pretty Unhappy, 3=Mildly Unhappy, 4=Slightly Unhappy, 5=Neutral, 6=Slightly 

Happy, 7=Mildly Happy, 8=Pretty Happy, 9=Very Happy, 10=Extremely Happy). Items 2-4 asks 

participants to write down their best estimates, making sure the three figures add-up to equal 

100%. 
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Table 7 

 

Marlowe and Crowne (1960) Social Desirability Scale 
Item 

1. Before voting I thoroughly investigate the qualifications of all the candidates. 

2. I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in trouble. 

3. It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged. 

4. I have never intensely disliked anyone. 

5. On occasions I have had doubts about my ability to succeed in life. 

6. I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way. 

7. I am always careful about my manner of dress. 

8. My table manners at home are as good as when I eat out in a restaurant. 

9. If I could get into a movie without paying and be sure I was not seen, I would 

probably do it. 

10. On a few occasions, I have given up something because I thought too little of my 

ability. 

11. I like to gossip at times 

12. There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in authority even 

though I knew they were right. 

13. No matter who I’m talking to, I’m always a good listener. 

14. I can remember “playing sick” to get out of something. 

15. There have been occasions when I have taken advantage of someone. 

16. I’m always willing to admit it when I make a mistake. 

17 I always try to practice what I preach. 

18 I don’t find it particularly difficult to get along with loud-mouthed, obnoxious 

people. 

19 I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. 

20 When I don’t know something I don’t mind at all admitting it. 

21 I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. 

22 At times I have really insisted on having things my own way. 

23 There have been occasions when I felt like smashing things. 

24 I would never think of letting someone else be punished for my wrong-doings. 

25 I never resent being asked to return a favor. 

26 I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from my 

own. 

27 I never make a long trip without checking the safety of my car. 

28 There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others. 

29 I have almost never felt the urge to tell someone off. 

30 I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me. 

31 I have never felt that I was punished without cause. 

32 I sometimes think when people have a misfortune they only got what they 

deserved. 

33 I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone’s feelings. 

Note. Based on a dichotomous (True, False) response scale.  
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The Present Study 

As seen in the literature, the concept of anomie/anomia has changed over 

time. Beginning with a sociological perspective, anomie was defined as a state of 

lawlessness that disrupted norms, which influenced deviant behavior. From 1956 

to 2011, researchers’ views of anomie changed from a sociological perspective to 

a psychological phenomenon. In other words, instead of seeing anomie as a 

symptom of social instability, psychological research has redefined it as a 

construct of feelings, beliefs, and attitudes in a person. Early in its psychological 

research, anomia was broadly defined as a one-factor construct, but over time, 

multiple dimensions have been added, increasing the number of factors and items.  

The present study is an attempt to construct a scale that measures anomia 

by drawing upon and expanding previous scales (see Table 8). First, a set of scales 

used to measure anomia were compiled. Second, all items were converted to 

Likert format in a single instrument. Third, data were collected and an exploratory 

factor analysis (EFA) was used to assess one half of the data. Fourth, a 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to assess the second half of the 

data. And fifth, psychometric properties (i.e., convergent validity, divergent 

validity, and reliability) are assessed using a materialism scale, happiness scale, 

social desirability scale, and comparing participant responses across various 

demographics. 

 

Table 8 

 

Scales Used to Measure Anomia 
 

Instrument Name 

Year 

Published 

Number 

of Items 

Response 

Scale 

Reported 

Factors 

Srole’s Anomia Scale 1956 5 1-2 1 

McClosky & Schaar’s Anomia Scale 1965 9 1-2 3 

Travis’ Alienation Scale 1993 14 1-5 4 

Heydari et al.’s Anomia Scale 2011 20 1-5 3 



   

CHAPTER 3: METHODS 

Participants 

Google Forms was used to administer the survey to a convenience sample 

of students selected from the Psychology 10 subject pool, the Sociology 

Department, and the Anthropology Department. A total of 416 college students at 

Fresno State were assessed; 284 women and 132 men. The age range of the 

sample was from18 to 54 years old (M = 21.09, SD = 4.64). With respect to 

income distribution, 89.66% of the participants receive an annual income between 

$0 to $30,000. Tables 9 through 12 are frequency distributions of the participants’ 

demographics. 

Table 9 

 

Income Distribution 
Income range N % 

$0 - $10,000 281 68 

$10,001 - $20,000 58 14 

$20,001 - $30,000 34 8 

$30,001 - $40,000 18 4 

$40,001 - $50,000 5 1 

$50,001 - $60,000 10 2 

More than $60,000 10 2 

Table 10 

 

Race/Ethnicity Distribution 
Race/Ethnicity N % 

African American 10 2 

Native American 4 1 

Asian 156 38 

Hispanic 133 32 

White 92 22 

Multiracial 13 3 

Unknown 2 1 

Middle East/East Asian 6 1 
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Table 11 

 

Marital Status Distribution 
Marital Status N % 

Single 370 89 

Cohabitating 28 7 

Married 15 4 

Divorced 2 1 

Widowed 1 0 

Table 12 

 

Religion Distribution 
Religion N % 

Judaism 1 0 

Christianity 117 28 

Catholicism 106 26 

Islam 4 1 

Hinduism 2 1 

Buddhism 10 2 

Animism 55 13 

Protestantism 1 0 

Atheism 28 7 

Agnosticism 42 10 

Sikhism 16 4 

Other 16 4 

None 18 4 

Instruments 

Four scales measuring anomia were collected from 1956 to 2011. All items 

were compiled, with repeated items eliminated from the final scale. Srole’s five 

items were expanded to six in the final instrument because Item 1 was initially a 

double-barreled question. Items 6 and 8 of McClosky and Schaar’s scale, items 6, 

8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 of Travis’s scale, and items 2, 3, 5, 7, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, and 

20 of Heydari et al.’s scale are eliminated due to redundancy. The referent within 

all questions was changed from “the average man” or “a person” to “I” while 

keeping as much of the original content as possible. For example, Item 5 in Srole’s 
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original scale is written as, “These days a person doesn’t really know whom he can 

count on.” In the final scale, this is changed to “These days I don’t really know 

whom to count on.” This change was made to ensure that the individual completing 

the survey will respond based on his or her beliefs, attitudes, and feelings regarding 

the content of each item. Additional changes are made to the response format. 

Because some had a dichotomous response scale (e.g., agree/disagree and 

true/false) while others had multiple response options, all were changed to a 5-

point-Likert-scale in the final version. Along with the anomia scale, a demographic 

questionnaire is placed at the end. 

Richins and Dawson’s 16-item materialism scale, Fordyce’s two-item 

emotional questionnaire (happiness scale), and Marlowe and Crowne’s 33-item 

social desirability scale are included for validity testing. Richins and Dawson’s and 

Fordyce’s instruments are used as convergent validity scales to the final anomia 

scale. Drawing from Durkheim, Merton, and Chang and Arkin’s observations, 

materialism and anomia are expected to have a positive relationship, while it is 

hypothesized that happiness and anomia will have a negative relationship. The 

social desirability scale is added for discriminant validity purposes. 

Design and Procedure 

Undergraduate Fresno State students were selected from various departments 

(Psychology, Sociology, and Anthropology), contacted via email to participate in 

the study, and were compensated if he or she needed curriculum credits (e.g., 

research credits). All participant forms and scales pertaining to the study were 

uploaded to Google Forms to be taken online on a computer (see Appendices A-D). 

All responses are anonymous with a number assigned to replace the participant’s 

name. Table 13 shows all the selected items that are used in the anomia scale. 
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Table 13 

 

Anomia Scale 
Item 

1 a 
I have to live for today. 

2 a 
I have to let tomorrow take care of itself. 

3 a My life is getting worse. 
4 a It’s hardly fair to bring a child into the world with the way things look for the 

future. 
5 a Most public officials (people in public office) are not really interested in my 

problems. 
6 a These days I don’t really know whom I can count on. 
7 b With everything so uncertain these days, it almost seems as though anything 

could happen. 
8 b What is lacking in the world today is friendship. 
9 b It is hard for me to know where I stand from one day to the next. 
10 b Everything changes so quickly these days that I often have trouble deciding 

which are the right rules to follow. 
11 b I often feel that many things our parents stood for are going to ruin. 
12 b I often feel out of place. 
13 b It is hard for me to decide what is the right thing to do. 
19 c I feel all alone these days. 
20 c I am sure I will find the right person who cares about me. 
21 c I often feel discriminated against. 
22 c I like to live by society’s rules. 
23 c My whole world feels like it is falling apart. 
24 c I wish I were somebody important. 
25 d I trust public officials. 
26 d I believe most laws are for the welfare of people. 
27 d I wonder what the meaning of life really is. 
28 d There are no definite rules to live by. 
29 d I live a trapped life. 
20 d I don’t know what is expected of my life. 
31 d I have no control over my destiny. 
32 d My socioeconomic status determines my life. 
33 d It is hard for me to understand what is going on in the world. 
34 d No matter how hard I try in life, it does not make any difference. 
Note: Based on a 5-point Likert scale (5=Strongly Agree, 4=Agree, 3=Neutral, 2=Disagree, 

1=Strongly Disagree). The items were obtained and modified from a Srole (1956), b McClosky 

and Schaar (1965), c Travis (1993), and d Heydari et al. (2011). 
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A total of 416 participants were sampled. Of this, the first sample (N=200) 

was used to conduct an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) while the second 

(N=216) was used for a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). All initial 

psychometric values and some descriptive statistics of the samples are reported in 

the EFA and CFA results. Following a good model fit of anomia, all the data from 

the 416 participants were compiled in order to test all remaining hypotheses by 

performing inferential and psychometric tests on the final anomia instrument.



   

CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 

Exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factory analysis iterations 

were conducted in order to construct a model that best fit the data. First, an EFA 

with an oblique rotation was conducted on 200 participants’ anomia responses. 

The number of factors was retained on the basis of Cattell’s scree plot, the K1 

eigenvalue rule, and if the factor had three or more item loadings. Significant 

loading criteria for items were considered at |.40|.  Furthermore, the simplest factor 

structure – the structure with the least amount of cross-loadings – was considered 

and used for a CFA. Reported results contain Cronbach’s alpha and factor 

coefficients. 

Following an EFA, a CFA was conducted to provide statistical support by 

testing the structural model generated by the EFA (Kieffer, 1999). All pattern and 

structure coefficients and fit statistics are reported. This process – both exploratory 

and confirmatory analysis – is repeated until a model met the minimal goodness of 

fit based on the observed data. Once the structural model and psychometric 

properties of the Anomia Scale are obtained, descriptive and inferential statistics 

of participants and their responses are reported.  

After using factor analytic techniques to design a good model, 

psychometric properties of the Anomia Scale are tested. The reliability – 

Cronbach’s alpha – and validity results are reported. Specific to validity testing, an 

independent samples t-test comparing anomia responses across demographics is 

conducted. Convergent and discriminant validity are assessed via the relationship 

between anomia and materialism, happiness, and social desirability. Chronbach’s 

alpha is reported for each scale. 
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Exploratory Factor Analysis 

Beginning with an EFA, the first sample contains 67 men (M age=21.61, 

SD=3.66) and 133 women (M age=19.52, SD=2.77). Results from a reliability test 

shows the Anomia Scale having acceptable internal consistency (29 items; α=.85) 

(≥ .70; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). From the EFA, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s 

(KMO) measure of sampling adequacy reports a coefficient of .86, suggesting that 

86% of the variance may be caused by underlying factors. This meets Fabrigar, 

Wegener, MacCallum, and Strahan’s (1999) suggested minimum of .60. Bartlett’s 

test of sphericity suggests that the variables are significantly related and suitable 

for structure detection via factor analysis (p<.001). Using an EFA with an oblique 

rotation, six factors were initially extracted based on Kaiser’s eigenvalue-greater-

than-one rule. However, Cattell’s scree criterion suggests a two-factor solution can 

be retained based on the number of data points above the break. Additionally, 

moderate-to-low correlations between most factors are observed (see Table 14), 

suggesting that an oblique rotation may be used for further factor analysis. 

Table 14 

 

Factor Correlation Matrix 

Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 1.00      

2 .10 1.00     

3 .46 .13 1.00    

4 .31 .08 .32 1.00   

5 -.14 -.13 -.10 -.01 1.00  

6 .14 -.18 -.05 -.01 .04 1.00 

 

Two other EFAs were conducted for comparison with the purpose to create 

the simplest factor structure with no cross-loadings and with no fewer than three 

items loading (Costello & Osborne, 2005). After reviewing the scree plot (see 
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Figure 5) and factor matrix, an oblique two-factor solution was conducted. The 

two factor solution resulted in 21 items that loaded and 8 items that did not 

(loading less than |.40|). Specifically, 17 items loaded on Factor I and four items 

loaded on Factor II (see Table 15). Eight items did not load in either factor and 

there were no cross-loadings. Based on these results, it is hypothesized that a two 

factor structure may fit the anomia construct. Additionally, since Items 1, 2, 4, 17, 

20, 21, 22, and 23 did not load in either factor, these items will be grouped in the 

factor where it loaded highest. Therefore, the CFA tested a two factor structure 

where 20 items (Items 3, 4, 6, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 21, 22, 24, 25, 26, 

27, 28, and 29) are hypothesized to load on Factor I – meaninglessness, and 9 

items (Items 1, 2, 5, 7, 8, 11, 17, 20, and 23) load on Factor II – cynicism. 

 

Figure 5. Anomia scree plot with eigenvalues.  
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Table 15 

 

Two Factor EFA Solution 

Item 

Factors 

I II 

1. I have to live for today. -.31 .34 

2. I have to let tomorrow take care of itself. .00 .22 

3. My life is getting worse. .60 .03 

4. It’s hardly fair to bring a child into the world with the way things look 

for the future. 
.36 .27 

5. Most public officials (people in public office) are not really interested 

in my problems. 
.02 .44 

6. These days I don’t really know who I can count on. .54 .39 

7. With everything so uncertain these days, it almost seems as though 

anything could happen. 
.28 .44 

8. What is lacking in the world today is friendship. .28 .43 

9. It is hard for me to know where I stand from one day to the next. .66 .36 

10. Everything changes so quickly these days that I often have trouble 

deciding which are the right rules to follow. 
.60 .36 

11. I often feel that many things our parents stood for are going to ruin. .25 .48 

12. I often feel out of place. .64 .15 

13. It is hard for me to decide what is the right thing to do. .64 .15 

14. I feel all alone these days. .73 .14 

15. I am sure I will find the right person who cares about me. -.45 -.01 

16. I often feel discriminated against. .40 .03 

17. I like to live by society’s rules. .00 -.16 

18. My whole world feels like it is falling apart. .77 .02 

19. I wish I were somebody important. .47 .12 

20. I trust public officials. .10 -.35 

21. I believe most laws are for the welfare of people. .09 -.01 

22. I wonder what the meaning of life really is. .35 .34 

23. There are no definite rules to live by. .12 .24 

24. I live a trapped life. .74 .00 

25. I don’t know what is expected of my life. .52 .17 

26. I have no control over my destiny. .41 .03 

27. My socioeconomic status determines my life. .40 .05 

28. It is hard for me to understand what is going on in the world. .55 .15 

29. No matter how hard I try in life, it does not make any difference. .68 .08 

Note. Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Following the EFA, a CFA is used to test a second sample of anomia 

responses (N=219); 65 men (M age=22.86, SD=6.73) and 151 women (M age=21.48, 

SD=4.88) participated in this study. Although the sample has twice as many women 

than men, the gender ratio (male:female) for the first sample (1:1.99) is similar to the 

ratio for the second (1:2.32). The reliability score of the second sample replicates 

acceptable internal consistency (29 items; α=.85). For the CFA, SPSS Amos 22 was 

used to test the hypothesized model.  

With only the latent factors covaried, the initial chi-square test for overall fit 

suggests a poor model for the data, χ²(376) = 960.886, p<.001 (see Figure 6). 

Because chi-square testing may be sensitive to sample size and sample distributions 

that are not normal, other fit statistics are recommended (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Under 

the model summary, the following fit indices (and expected benchmarks) are 

observed: CMIN/DF (< 5), p-value for the model (> .05), comparative fit index (CFI 

> .80), goodness of fit index (GFI > .95), adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI > 

.80), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA < .06), and PCLOSE (> .05). 

Based on Hu and Bentler’s (1999) model fit benchmarks, the fit statistics 

suggest that the initial model still falls short, CMIN/DF= 2.56, p< .01, CFI= .70, 

GFI= .76, AGFI= .72, RMSEA= .09, and PCLOSE< .01. Because of the poor fit, 

some modifications were made to obtain goodness of fit without eliminating items. 

This was done by (a) observing the modification indices and then (b) covarying error 

terms that produce large coefficients (i.e., 10 or higher). Only the error terms that fall 

under the same factor are covaried. The purpose of covarying error terms is to create 

a better fitting model while still maintaining the meaning behind the theoretical 

construct. After subsequent modifications, the fit indices of the (covaried) model 

suggests a permissible-to-poor fit CMIN/DF= 2.00, p< .01, CFI= .81, GFI= .82, 

AGFI= .78, RMSEA= .07, and PCLOSE< .01 (see Figure 7).
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Figure 6. Two-factor structural model. 
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Figure 7. Two-factor structural model with covarying error terms.  
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Although there were slight improvements, the model continues to not meet 

the benchmark. The results of this CFA also indicated low item loadings under 

cynicism. Specifically, seven out of nine items (77.78%) were below |.40|. For 

these reasons, a fourth EFA and a second CFA (with modifications) was 

conducted on their respective samples.  

An EFA with a one-factor solution resulted in 18 item loadings at |.40| or 

higher (see Table 16). The one-factor extraction is justified by previous CFA 

results, having a correlation coefficient of .71 between meaninglessness and 

cynicism, suggesting a close relationship between the two factors. Furthermore, 

because cynicism has only two item loadings that were |.40| or higher, it does not 

meet the benchmark of having three or more (minimally) loading items, and is 

unbalanced in comparison to meaninglessness which had 17 items that loaded at 

|.40| or higher. 

By extracting one factor, this model suggests that anomia has a single latent 

variable and can be defined by the hypothesized 18 items. To confirm the model 

fit, a CFA is conducted. All error terms that produce large modification index 

coefficients are covaried (see Figure 8). Within this process, all items are reviewed 

to ensure that any covarying done is meaningful. That is, items are only covaried if 

(a) they produce a modification index coefficient of 10 or higher and (b) are 

similar in meaning (i.e., the questions are similar in context or substance).  

The results give a poor fit according to the chi-square index, χ² (123) = 

229.29, p< .001. Among other goodness of fit indices, the model can be 

interpreted as a moderate fit due to equally competing tests; CFI= .93 (good), 

GFI= .89 (poor), AGFI= .85 (good), RMSEA= .06 (moderate), PCLOSE= .04 (< 

.05, poor). Based on these results, none of the hypotheses are met with high  
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Table 16 

 

One-Factor Item Loadings 

 

Factor 

I 

1. I have to live for today. -.18 

2. I have to let tomorrow take care of itself. .06 

3. My life is getting worse. .58 

4. It’s hardly fair to bring a child into the world with the way things look 

for the future. 
.42 

5. Most public officials (people in public office) are not really interested in 

my problems. 
.14 

6. These days I don’t really know who I can count on. .62 

7. With everything so uncertain these days, it almost seems as though 

anything could happen. 
.39 

8. What is lacking in the world today is friendship. .38 

9. It is hard for me to know where I stand from one day to the next. .73 

10. Everything changes so quickly these days that I often have trouble 

deciding which are the right rules to follow. 
.67 

11. I often feel that many things our parents stood for are going to ruin. .37 

12. I often feel out of place. .65 

13. It is hard for me to decide what is the right thing to do. .65 

14. I feel all alone these days. .73 

15. I am sure I will find the right person who cares about me. -.43 

16. I often feel discriminated against. .39 

17. I like to live by society’s rules. -.04 

18. My whole world feels like it is falling apart. .73 

19. I wish I were somebody important. .48 

20. I trust public officials. -.00 

21. I believe most laws are for the welfare of people. .08 

22. I wonder what the meaning of life really is. .43 

23. There are no definite rules to live by. .18 

24. I live a trapped life. .70 

25. I don’t know what is expected of my life. .55 

26. I have no control over my destiny. .40 

27. My socioeconomic status determines my life. .40 

28. It is hard for me to understand what is going on in the world. .56 

29. No matter how hard I try in life, it does not make any difference. .67 

Note. Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood. 

 

Item 
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Figure 8. One-factor structural model of anomia. 
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confidence. But for the purpose of the study, this model is used for further 

analysis. Its implications and limitations are further discussed at the end. 

Anomia and Demographic Markers 

The final anomia scale consists of 18 items surveyed across 416 

participants (M= 44.28, SD= 12.99, Range= 18–85) and produced high internal 

consistency (α=.90). The anomia score for each participant is obtained through the 

sum of his or her responses. In other words, the lowest anomia score will result in 

a score of 18 while the highest score will produce a score of 90. 

A t-test comparing anomia across men (N=132, M= 45.27, SD= 13.12) and 

women (N=284, M= 43.82, SD= 12.94) suggests no significant difference, 

t(414)=1.06, p> .05. Likewise, a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) found no 

significant difference in anomia scores across age, F(26, 389) = .83, p=.71, 

income, F(6, 409)= 1.79, p=.10, ethnicity, F(7, 408)= 1.35, p=.23, and marital 

status, F(4, 411)= .79, p=.52. Among demographic markers, the only significant 

difference in anomia scores is across religion, F(12, 403)= 1.93, p=.03. For this 

ANOVA, only Christianity (N=117), Catholicism (N=106), Buddhism (N=10), 

Animism (N= 55), Atheism (N=28), Agnosticism (N=42), Sikhism (N=16), Other 

(N=16), and None (N=18) were used for analysis. Other categories – Judaism 

(N=1), Islam (N=4), Hinduism (N=2), and Protestantism (N=1) – were taken out 

for having less than 10 participant-affiliations. Although Levene’s test indicated 

an equal variance across the eight religious/non-religious categories, p=.28, 

because of the extreme differences in sample sizes (e.g., Christianity and 

Buddhism), no post-hoc is performed because the significant results may likely be 

skewed. 
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Anomia, Materialism, Happiness, and Social 
Desirability 

Richins and Dawson’s materialism scale (and variations of it) have 

previously shown reliability coefficients above .80 (Chang & Arkin, 2002; 

Richins, 2004). However, when surveyed across the participants of this study 

(N=416), Cronbach’s alpha shows an acceptable level (N=16, α=.63) but does not 

meet prior benchmarks of .70 or higher. Supporting the hypothesis regarding 

anomia and materialism, there was a positive correlation between the two 

variables, r(416)= .27,  p < .001 (see Figure 9).  

 

Figure 9. Scatterplot of anomia and materialism. 

Due to the format of Fordyce’s emotion questionnaire (i.e., happiness 

scale), a reliability analysis was not conducted. The scale results in four scores, a 
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happiness score from 1-10 and a happy, unhappy, and neutral percentage with a 

sum total of 100. The results indicate an average happiness score of 6.61 (N= 415, 

SD= 1.96), happy percentage of 52.60% (N=416, SD= 21.70), unhappy percentage 

of 19.46% (N=416, SD= 13.88), and neutral percentage of 29.06% (N=416, SD= 

18.11). This is relatively similar to previous results from a sample of 3,050 

American adults (6.92, 54.13, 20.44, and 25.43) (Seligman, 2002). Between 

happiness and anomia, significant correlations were found across all indices and 

were generally in the hypothesized direction (see Table 17). 

Table 17 

Correlation Matrix Between Anomia and Happiness 
Measure 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Anomia 1          

2. Happy Score -.49
**

 1       

3. Happy % -.45
**

 .62
**

 1     

4. Unhappy % .44
**

 -.59
**

 -.59
**

 1   

5. Neutral % .23
**

 -.32
**

 -.72
**

 .04 1 

Note. “ ** ” indicates that a correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Marlowe and Crowne’s social desirability scale has good internal 

consistence (α= .73), with high scores indicating greater socially desirable 

responding. The average was 16.07 (SD= 4.83). A negative correlation was found 

between social desirability and anomia, r = -.29, p<.05 (see Figure 10), suggesting 

that about eight percent of the variance in anomia responses may be accounted for 

through a social desirability bias.  
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Figure 10. Scatterplot of anomia and social desirability. 



   

CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 

The findings from the present study reveal a way to quantify anomia 

psychologically. Although the structural model may not fit as originally 

hypothesized, valuable information is still obtained. Firstly, the reliability 

coefficient suggests that the scale has greater internal consistency than previous 

scales. Based on the items in the instrument, anomia may best be interpreted as a 

general state of meaninglessness regarding one’s perception of life, norms, and 

decisions. The purpose of this scale is to identify one of many possible 

psychological phenomena (i.e., a product of feelings, beliefs, and attitudes) that 

lead to sociological events like rates of suicide, revolutions, innovations, and 

psychological states like happiness and materialism. Because anomia-

meaninglessness may be one psychological phenomena among others, similar to 

that of a genotype, it may not influence much of human behavior unless put into 

environmental circumstances that gives room or reason for outward and 

environmental manifestations, similar to that of a phenotype. Biologically, anomia 

may be coded in humans in order to be driven towards changing the environment 

through acts of innovation and revolution, or to rid ourselves of further suffering 

through an act like suicide. But in order for such a code to activate, the 

environment that a person lives in must have some level of contribution. Given the 

personality traits of an individual, one’s state of anomia may lead to different sorts 

of behavior; and thereby, lend its way to Merton’s typology of human behavior. 

This to some level, is the explanation that Durkheim (1966) addresses when he 

refers to anomie as a “transmission of a certain general temperament which, in a 

given case, may predispose persons to act” (p. 93).  
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The current study sheds light on the difficulty in creating a structural model 

of a construct that is only observed under specific circumstances. Despite this 

obstacle, the anomia scale appears to be linked to happiness and materialism, 

thereby confirming the hypothesis and validity of anomia as a measurable 

psychological construct. The happiness and materialism scales demonstrate a 

reasonable degree of convergent validity. Specifically, those with higher anomia 

scores tend to have lower happiness scores and higher materialism scores. 

Anomia was also associated with social desirability. This was unexpected 

based on the hypothesis that there would be no relationship, indicating divergent 

validity. In hindsight, the negative association may actually be conceptually sound 

in that the social desirability scale may be interpreted as one’s willingness to 

conform. And based on Merton’s framework, conformity and anomie would likely 

have an inverse relationship. That is, the higher the level of conformity, in this 

case a social desirable bias, the less likely one would feel anomie or strain. 

In general, the results were in the hypothesized direction given the anomia 

scale having high internal consistency but only a moderate fit. The results provide 

support for the construct validity and internal reliability of the anomia scale. More 

specifically, many of the findings replicated those of previous studies and 

theoretical conceptions of anomie/anomia. The results also suggest that the 

measure is associated with important correlates and highlights the need to 

determine the extent to which social outcomes or individual behavior is accounted 

for by anomia. The current investigation suggests that the scale has room to be 

modified and has some potential for use. For one, measuring anomia in individuals 

gives researchers another dimension to observing humans in their social 

environment. At a macro level, the collective anomia score for a population would 

bring similar implications about a country’s state of being – similar to that of a 
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happiness or GDP score. An anomia measurement at this level reveals another 

layer and characteristic about the collective conscience in a country. 

Limitations 

There were several limitations to the current investigation, which gives 

room for future research. Specifically, the data in the current study came from 

university students who may be atypical of the average person. Furthermore, the 

results of the study did not confirm the observations of Durkheim regarding 

anomie and income, gender, age, or marital status. One likely reason for this may 

be due to uneven sampling distributions across groups. For income specifically, a 

second limitation exists. In Durkheim’s framework, poverty is a buffer to the state 

of anomie. In an attempt to test this, anomia scores is observed across annual 

income. As aforementioned, having an income distribution where 68% of 

participants fall under $0-$10,000 (respectively) may have led to the current 

results. According to Durkheim’s framework, if given an equal sample 

distribution, it is expected that individuals who make less income would tend to 

have lower anomia scores; however, this was not observed. For future research, 

poverty should be measured using other methods besides annual income. Some 

recommendations include asking for participants’ zip-code, where they see 

themselves in the socioeconomic class structure, or rank order their level of 

poverty/wealth. These methods may prove to be better indicators of poverty. 

Whereas the primary purpose of this study was to create an anomia scale, 

one future direction for research might focus on observing anomia across 

additional demographic and socio-economic factors. In addition, it could be 

informative to closely examine anomia in individuals who are conformists, 

innovators, and rebels. This may be particularly important in understanding the 



 46 46 

interaction between one’s environment and psychological predispositions. In 

addition, although some significant correlations were noted in this study, much 

more research is needed to find significant factors that contribute to a person who 

would score high on anomia and meaninglessness.  

The generalizability of these results may be limited by the fact that the 

present study surveyed across a majority of young individuals who come from or 

are a part of a section of society where few circumstances may create extreme 

levels of anomia. Despite these limitations, the developed scale and results found 

can, at the least, continue the understanding of creating an environment based on 

human dispositions where meaning is consistently found. In addition, the research 

should continue to study the extent to which constructs like anomia contribute to 

both positive and negative social and individual rates of behavior, e.g., empathy, 

creativity, suicide, or terrorism. 
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APPENDIX A: ANOMIA SCALE (WITH 
DEMOGRAPHIC SURVEY) 
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This questionnaire contains a number of statements with which some people agree and others disagree. Marking 

with an “X,” please rate how much you agree or disagree with these statements-how much they reflect how you 

feel or think personally.  

 

 Strongly 

Agree 

 

Agree 

 

Neutral 

 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

I have to live for today.      

I have to let tomorrow take care of itself.      

My life is getting worse.      

It’s hardly fair to bring a child into the world with the way 

things look for the future. 

     

Most public officials (people in public office) are not really 

interested in my problems. 

     

These days I don’t really know who I can count on.      

With everything so uncertain these days, it almost seems as 

though anything could happen. 

     

What is lacking in the world today is friendship.      

It is hard for me to know where I stand from one day to the 

next. 

     

Everything changes so quickly these days that I often have 

trouble deciding which are the right rules to follow. 

     

I often feel that many things our parents stood for are going 

to ruin. 

     

I often feel out of place.      

It is hard for me to decide what is the right thing to do.      

I feel all alone these days.      

I am sure I will find the right person who cares about me.      

I often feel discriminated against.      

I like to live by society’s rules.      

My whole world feels like it is falling apart.      

I wish I were somebody important.      

I trust public officials.      

I believe most laws are for the welfare of people.      

I wonder what the meaning of life really is.      

There are no definite rules to live by.      

I live a trapped life.      

I don’t know what is expected of my life.      

I have no control over my destiny.      

My socioeconomic status determines my life.      

It is hard for me to understand what is going on in the 

world. 

     

No matter how hard I try in life, it does not make any 

difference. 
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Gender (Circle One):     Male     Female 

Age (Write In): _____________ 

Annual Income (Circle One): 

A) $0 - $10,000 

B) $10,001 - $20,000 

C) $20,001 - $30,000 

D) $30,001 - $40,000 

E) $40,001 - $50,000 

F) $50,001 - $60,000 

G) More than $60,000 

Race/Ethnicity (Circle One/Write In): 

African American 

Native American 

Asian/Southeast Asian/Pacific Islander 

Hispanic 

White 

Unknown 

Other: __________ 

Marital Status (Circle One): 

Single 

Cohabitating  

Married 

Divorced 

Widowed 
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Religion/Belief System (Circle One/Write In): 

Judaism 

Christianity 

Catholicism 

Protestantism 

Islam 

Hinduism 

Buddhism 

Animism 

Atheism 

Agnosticism 

Other: __________ 

 



   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

APPENDIX B: RICHINS AND DAWSON (1992) 
MATERIALISM SCALE 
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This questionnaire contains a number of statements with which some people agree and others disagree. Marking 

with an “X,” please rate how much you agree or disagree with these statements-how much they reflect how you 

feel or think personally.  

 

 Strongly 

Agree 

 

Agree 

 

Neutral 

 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

I admire people who own expensive homes, cars, and 

clothes. 

     

Some of the most important achievements in life include 

acquiring material possessions. 

     

I don’t place much emphasis on the amount of material 

objects people own as a sign of success. 

     

The things I own say a lot about how well I’m doing in 

life. 

     

I like to own things that impress people.      

I don’t pay much attention to the material objects other 

people own. 

     

I usually buy things I need.      

I try to keep my life simple, as far as possessions are 

concerned. 

     

I enjoy spending money on things that aren’t practical.      

Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure.      

I like a lot of luxury in life.      

I put less emphasis on material things than most people I 

know. 

     

I have all the things I really need to enjoy life.      

My life would be better if I owned nicer things.      

I’d be happier if I could afford to buy more things.      

It sometimes bothers me quite a bit that I can’t afford to 

buy all the things that I like. 

     

 



   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  

APPENDIX C: FORDYCE (1988) EMOTION QUESTIONNAIRE 
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In general, how happy or unhappy do you usually feel? Circle the number from the scale below that 

best describes your average happiness: 

0 Extremely unhappy (utterly depressed, completely down) 

1 Very unhappy (depressed, spirits very low) 

2 Pretty unhappy (somewhat “blue”, spirits down) 

3 Mildly unhappy (just a bit low) 

4 Slightly unhappy (just a bit below neutral) 

5 Neutral (not particularly happy or unhappy) 

6 Slightly happy (just a bit above neutral) 

7 Mildly happy (feeling fairly good and somewhat cheerful) 

8 Pretty happy (spirits high, feeling good) 

9 Very happy (feeling really good, elated!) 

10 Extremely happy (feeling ecstatic, joyous, fantastic!) 

Consider your emotions a moment further. Write the percentage of time you feel happy, unhappy, 

and neutral below. Make sure that the three numbers add up to 100%. 

On average, the percent of the time I feel happy = __________% 

On average, the percent of the time I feel unhappy = __________% 

On average, the percent of the time I feel neutral = __________% 



   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

APPENDIX D: MARLOWE AND CROWNE (1960) 
SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE 
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Read each item and decide whether it is true (T) or false (F) for you. Try to work rapidly and answer each 

question by circling T or F. 

 

1. Before voting I thoroughly investigate the qualifications of all the 

candidates. 

T F 

2. I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in trouble. T F 

3. It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged. T F 

4. I have never intensely disliked anyone. T F 

5. On occasions I have had doubts about my ability to succeed in life. T F 

6. I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way. T F 

7. I am always careful about my manner of dress. T F 

8. My table manners at home are as good as when I eat out in a restaurant. T F 

9. If I could get into a movie without paying and be sure I was not seen, I 

would probably do it. 

T F 

10. On a few occasions, I have given up something because I thought too little 

of my ability. 

T F 

11. I like to gossip at times T F 

12. There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in authority 

even though I knew they were right. 

T F 

13. No matter who I’m talking to, I’m always a good listener. T F 

14. I can remember “playing sick” to get out of something. T F 

15. There have been occasions when I have taken advantage of someone. T F 

16. I’m always willing to admit it when I make a mistake. T F 

17 I always try to practice what I preach. T F 

18 I don’t find it particularly difficult to get along with loud-mouthed, 

obnoxious people. 

T F 

19 I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. T F 

20 When I don’t know something I don’t mind at all admitting it. T F 

21 I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. T F 

22 At times I have really insisted on having things my own way. T F 

23 There have been occasions when I felt like smashing things. T F 

24 I would never think of letting someone else be punished for my wrong-

doings. 

T F 

25 I never resent being asked to return a favor. T F 

26 I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from 

my own. 

T F 

27 I never make a long trip without checking the safety of my car. T F 

28 There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of 

others. 

T F 

29 I have almost never felt the urge to tell someone off. T F 
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30 I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me. T F 

31 I have never felt that I was punished without cause. T F 

32 I sometimes think when people have a misfortune they only got what they 

deserved. 

T F 

33 I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone’s feelings. T F 
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 INFORMED CONSENT 

You are invited to participate in a study conducted by Anthony Yang and Dr. Robert Levine. With your 

participation, we hope to test a sociological theory using psychological testing methods. In turn, your 

participation will help structure and modify an Anomia Scale. You were selected as a possible participant 

through a process of convenience sampling.  

Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with you will remain 

confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission or as required by law. You will be assigned a 

participant number, and only the participant number will appear with your survey responses. If you give us 

your permission by signing this document, we plan to disclose your responses to researchers who will analyze 

your results for the purpose of creating a scale. 

Your decision whether or not to participate will not prejudice your future relations with Fresno State or any of 

its affiliates. If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw your consent and discontinue participation 

at any time without penalty.  

If you have any questions, please ask us. If you have any additional questions later, Dr. Jones 

(conniej@csufresno.edu) will be happy to answer them.  Questions regarding the rights of research subjects 

may be directed to Constance Jones, Chair, CSUF Committee on the Protection of Human Subjects, (559) 278-

4468. 

You will be given a copy of this form to keep.  

YOU ARE MAKING A DECISION WHETHER OR NOT TO PARTICIPATE. YOUR SIGNATURE 

INDICATES THAT YOU HAVE DECIDED TO PARTICIPATE, HAVING READ THE INFORMATION 

PROVIDED ABOVE.  

If you decide to participate, you will be asked to complete two questionnaires that will take no more than 30 

minutes total. No risks or discomforts are anticipated from taking part in this study. If you feel uncomfortable 

with a question, you can skip that question or withdraw from the study altogether. If you decide to quit at any 

time before you have finished the questionnaires, your answers will not be recorded. We cannot guarantee 

that you will receive any benefits from this study.  
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