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Political Psychology: An Introduction

John T.Jost and Jim Sidanius

On April 27, 1937, Nazi warplanes flew from Germany to the town of Guernica in the
Basque region of Northern Spain and dropped bombs on the unsuspecting town for
several hours. The town burned for 3 days, and most of the surrounding area was
destroyed. More than 1,600 innocent civilians, one third of the local population, were
killed. The obliteration of the Spanish town, little more than target practice for Hitler’s
incipient war machine, had been requested by a Spaniard, General Francisco Franco, the
ultimately successful leader of a fascist coup to overthrow the democratically elected
Spanish government. This horrible political event inspired Picasso’s Guernica, the cover
illustration for this book, a masterpiece that foreshadowed the Second World War. The
painting symbolizes man’s timeless struggle against tyranny, aggression, terrorism, war,
corruption, nationalism, prejudice, and evil, and the image has been widely resurrected in
the aftermath of September 11, 2001. Guernica captures ancient human themes that are
among the core topics addressed by the science of political psychology.

What is Political Psychology?

Political psychology explores the border that runs between the intellectual nations of
political science and psychology. It is a dynamic subfield that addresses the ways in
which political institutions both affect and are affected by human behavior. Our
understanding of the reciprocal relationship between politics and psychology (especially
social psychology, which borders also on sociology) has been steadily evolving in recent
years, making it a compelling and exciting area of study. To know everything there is to
know about the world of politics in theory and in practice, one must be, among other
things, an expert in psychology.

Political psychologists belong to a relatively young interdisciplinary community that
not only draws on theories and methods from psychology and political science, but is also
happy to borrow from neighboring fields such as international relations, anthropology,
sociology, oganizational behavior, economics, history, and philosophy. The work of
political psychologists can be quantitative and statistical, as with analyses of
experimental effects on candidate perception or longitudinal studies of voting trends. Or
their work can be qualitative and narrative, as with case studies of decision-making
fiascoes or archival analyses of famous presidential speeches. There is no single way to
do political psychology. In this book, you will learn many different approaches to the vast
array of questions that emanate from this broad, exciting field of inquiry.
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There are live controversies and unresolved issues—plenty of work for future
generations of political psychologists to complete. One perennial question is whether
drawing on one’s own political values and ideological convictions can help to produce
valid scientific insight, or whether this inevitably leads to distortion and bias. Tetlock
(1994), for instance, argued that “the road to scientific hell is paved with good moral
intentions” and complained that (predominantly liberal) social scientists have too often
allowed their own personal views to influence their professional analyses of racism and
other value-laden topics. To these charges, Sears (1994) replied that being explicit about
one’s theoretical and political preferences is “far healthier than cloaking our own feelings
in a pretense of scientific objectivity, while ignoring a ream of scientific evidence we
happen to find distasteful” (p. 555). To be sure, when moral and political values are at
stake, perfect neutrality is elusive. But to what extent is it even desirable as an ideal goal?
The reader will have to answer this thorny question for himself or herself.

It is important to realize that political psychology is part of a long, venerable, and
often controversial cultural tradition that goes back many centuries in Europe. Our brief
historical overview draws extensively on insightful summaries by Stone (1981), Van
Ginneken (1988), Ward (2002), and Deutsch and Kinnvall (2002).

A Brief Historical Overview of Political Psychology

The advent of democracy as a political sy stem in ancient Athens necessitated a
philosophical consideration of the rights and responsibilities of the electorate, and Plato
and Aristotle discussed these issues in light of their theories of human nature.
Conceptions of the “political man” further evolved during the Medieval and Renaissance
periods in Europe. One of the world’s first political consultants, Niccolo Machiavelli
(1469-1527), wrote a major work entitled The Prince (1513) about the qualities
necessary for successful political leadership. In the intervening centuries, the author’s
name has become synonymous with a leadership style that is cynical, self-serving, and
often successful.

In his major work, The Leviathan (1651), Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) offered a
pessimistic view of the life of political man as “nasty, brutish, and short.” This view
anticipated Sigmund Freud’s (1865-1939) later writings on the nature of man and
society, especially Civilization and its Discontents (1930), in which society is seen as
imposing muchneeded restraint on the individual’s sexual and aggressive impulses. Jean
Jacques Rousseau (1712-1778) argued, against Hobbes, that human nature was
essentially good. Rousseau maintained that if man were left to his natural state he would
be able to achieve inner harmony and positive relationships with other human beings and
with nature. According to this perspective, man’s inherent virtue is compromised through
socialization and the demands of society.

John Locke (1632-1704), an Enlightenment thinker, rejected the idea that human
nature has any fixed characteristics and posited instead that the individual is born as a
tabula rasa onto which training and experience are inscribed. Locke’s position
foreshadowed J.B.Watson’s (1878-1958) behaviorist movement in psychology, which
emphasized the primacy of learned experience over “innate ideas” in determining
behavior. Locke subscribed to a rational, collaborative view of society in which human
affairs are driven by a social contract between the individual and society. According to



Political psychology: an introduction 3

this view, reason, moderation, and compromise are the virtues of human relationships;
these ideas laid the groundwork for modern, liberal democratic philosophy.

Karl Marx (1818-1883) has had tremendous impact on the development of political
thought in modern times, but his direct influence on psychology has been relatively
slight. Marx stressed the economic or “material” foundations of society and politics,
viewing culture and ideology as manifestations of economic systems like capitalism. He
is most famous for his writings on revolution and political transformation, inciting the
embattled “workers of the world” to organize and throw off the “chains” of their
oppression. As the 20th century wore on, Marx’s theories of ideology, which were used
to explain why revolution was not forthcoming, were eventually merged with Freud’s
theory of psychoanalysis by members of the Frankfurt School, first in Germany and then
in the United States. Wilhelm Reich (1897-1957) in The Mass Psychology of Fascism
(1933) and Erich Fromm (1900-1980) in Escape from Freedom (1941) both addressed
the question of what psychological characteristics led followers to flock to right-wing
political movements. The theme that prejudice and anti-Semitism arose from unconscious
personality needs was further developed by Adorno and his colleagues at UC Berkeley in
one of the first major texts in political psychology: The Authoritarian Personality (1950).

Another pioneer in the modern effort to integrate psychology and politics was Graham
Wallas (1859-1932), who argued that it was impossible to understand the nature of
political affairs without considering the psychological nature of those conducting these
affairs. In his book, Human Nature in Politics (1908), Wallas warned that it is dangerous
for proponents of democracy to assume that “every human action is the result of an
intellectual process.” He believed that teaching people to become consciously aware of
their own psychological processes would help them to defend against the exploitation of
these processes by others and to better control their own behavior. The notion that
consciousness-raising would be both personally and politically liberating was also
consistent with the popular conjunction of Marxist and Freudian ideas.

Harold Lasswell (1902-1978) is considered by many to be the first American political
psychologist. His epoch-making Psychopathology and Politics (1930) was based on his
study of the clinical files of politically active people. Lasswell argued that political
leaders often project their hidden, private conflicts onto public symbols and objects,
rationalizing these specific concerns in terms of general public interests. Fascination with
political persuasion and the uses of propaganda rose steeply during and immediately after
World War I1. Public opinion polling techniques were soon developed by George Gallup
(1901-1984), Paul Lazarsfeld (1901-1976), and others, giving political psychologists
significant credibility both inside and outside of the academy. Centers of research and
training excellence were established at the University of Chicago, Columbia University,
Yale University, and the University of Michigan. By the 1970°s a critical mass of
political psychologists finally existed. The International Society of Political Psychology
(ISPP) was founded in 1977; its first annual convention was held in 1978; and its flagship
journal, Political Psychology, was launched in 1979. Since then, thousands of students,
educators, and practitioners have joined the emerging discipline.



Political psychology 4

An Introduction to this Volume

The chapters in this reader were written by leading scholars in the areas of political
science and social psychology. The interdisciplinary fusion reflects the vast range of
topics and issues at the forefront of each field, a range that this relatively limited set of
readings can only begin to reveal. We have compiled both classic and contemporary
articles to demonstrate the ever-changing nature of political psychology and to offer
comprehensive coverage of several decades of psychological research into the processes
that govern local and global affairs in the postmodern world. Topics include: the history
of political psychology; the personalities of political leaders and followers; mass media
and candidate perception; ideology and public opinion; challenges of decision-making;
prejudice, diversity, and social contact; and conflict, violence, and political
transformation. We hope you will agree that section introductions, discussion questions,
suggestions for further reading, and comprehensive indexing make this an ideal,
accessible text for advanced undergraduate and graduate students in courses in political
science and psychology.

History

The first reading we have selected, by William J.McGuire, provides an intellectual
history of the symbiotic relationship between political science and psychology focusing
on three separate eras during the late 20th century: the personality and culture era, the
attitudes and voting behavior era, and the ideology era. This recent history of political
psychology is most instructive because it represents the period in which basic
assumptions were consolidated, the boundaries of the field were explicitly defined,
consensus about methods emerged, and statistical advances improved measurement and
analytical strategies.

Personality and Politics

The study of personality and politics is one of the oldest and most central topics in
political psychology. Several of the most influential attempts to understand the role of
personality in politics were inspired by Freudian psychoanalytic theory, which assumes
that much of human behavior is driven by unconscious motivational forces. This is as
true of research on the authoritarian personality and historical approaches to mass
psychology as it is of any other area of political psychology (e.g., Adorno et al., 1950).

AUTHORITARIANISM AND MASS PSYCHOLOGY

Adorno and his colleagues set out to understand the psychological bases of fascism, anti-
Semitism, and racial prejudice in the mass public. These researchers argued that
economic hardship during the Great Depression led parents in Germany and elsewhere to
adopt very strict styles of discipline, which in turn led their children to accumulate
repressed hostility toward auth ority figures. Because the children, once grown, still could
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not express their anger toward their own parents, they developed exaggerated defensive
tendencies to idealize authority figures and blame socially sanctioned scapegoats (like the
Jews) for any personal setbacks. Relying on a combination of clinical interviews and
structured attitude surveys, Adorno et al. proposed that ethnocentrism was one symptom
of a broad underlying personality syndrome, which they labeled the authoritarian
personality.

Despite its early success and influence, authoritarian personality theory was attacked
on both theoretical and methodological grounds (e.g., Christie, 1954; Eysenck, 1954;
Pettigrew, 1959; Rokeach, 1960; Shils, 1954). Objections to existing research included
the use of nonrepresentative samples of respondents, high susceptibility to experimenter
bias, the drawing of causal conclusions on the basis of correlational data, and the use of
attitude scales that were susceptible to systematic measurement biases. In our second
reading, Roger Brown discusses the significant strengths and weaknesses of early
research on authoritarianism.

Neither the original authors nor subsequent researchers of that era were able to
demonstrate conclusively the existence of an authoritarian syndrome or its origin in
parent-child interaction. In response to growing evidence that many personality traits
failed to exhibit cross-situational consistency (e.g., Mischel, 1968), psychologists during
the 1970s and 1980s generally moved away from personality-based models of human
behavior in favor of situational models emphasizing the immediate social and cultural
context (e.g., Ross & Nisbett, 1991). Authoritarianism researchers, too, turned their
attention to situational factors such as threat and system instability (e.g., Sales, 1972,
1973). This theme is the focus of our third reading by Doty, Peterson, and Winter, in
which authoritarian attitudes in the United States during historical periods of high versus
low societal threat are compared.

The accumulation of methodological concerns almost killed off the study of
authoritarianism as a personality variable, but Robert Altemeyer (1981, 1988) single-
handedly revitalized the topic by developing a new instrument called the right-wing
authoritarianism (RWA) scale. The RWA scale was relatively free from problems of
measurement bias and directly measured three components theorized to be part of the
syndrome: authoritarian submission, conventionalism, and punitiveness toward deviants.
As Altemeyer illustrates in Reading 4, respondents’ scores on this newer measure of
right-wing authoritarianism—especially in conjunction with scores on Pratto, Sidanius,
Stallworth, and Malle’s (1994) social dominance orientation (SDO) scale—significantly
predict their degree of prejudice against immigrants, Blacks, Jews, foreigners, French-
Canadians, and homosexuals, among other groups.

While political psychologists have not made much progress in determining the degree
to which the authoritarian syndrome in particular is the result of family socialization
processes, a great deal of research has addressed the degree to which political attitudes
and behaviors in general are the result of socialization by parents, teachers, and peers.
One major branch of political socialization research has focused on how social systems
induce children to become good citizens of their respective societies (e.g., Easton &
Dennis, 1969; Jennings & Niemi, 1974, 1981; Oppenheim, 1975). This work adopts what
is referred to as a system stability focus. A second major branch has investigated how
children come to adopt the specific sociopolitical attitudes and political party preferences
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that they hold, thereby taking a partisanship focus (e.g., Connell, 1972; Sidanius &
Ekehammar, 1979).

At one time, almost all political psychologists began with the assumption that both
parents and schools exert major impact on young people’s support for the system and on
their social and political attitudes, but research has consistently found that such effects
are relatively small (Hess & Torney, 1967; Langton, 1969; Hyman, 1959; Sidanius &
Ekehammar, 1979; Thomas & Stankiewicz, 1974). Although the strength of association
between the attitudes of parents and children varies somewhat depending upon the type
of attitudes being studied and the precise social characteristics of the families (Jennings
& Niemi, 1974), the weakness of results contributed to a gradual decrease in attention
devoted to the study of political socialization. While some have sought to resurrect this
topic in recent years (Niemi, 1999; Watts, 1999; Westholm, 1999), the jury is still out on
whether such efforts will yield strong support for the socialization thesis.

POLITICAL ELITES AND LEADERSHIP

In seeking to understand the personalities of political leaders and their followers,
psychologists have had to confront controversies concerning the meaning of personality
and its measurement. In the 1930s, the renowned personality theorist Gordon Allport
catalogued 50 different definitions of the term “personality.” Despite some level of
persisting disagreement, three assumptions are common to most contemporary accounts
of personality. First, most researchers agree that personality refers to a set of “organized
dispositions” that an individual brings to any given situation. Second, it is widely
assumed that for the individual this set of dispositions is relatively stable and consistent
over time. Third, most theorists assume that individual differences in “behavioral
expression” will emerge in specific situations, so that different people will react
differently to the same situation. As Allport (1937) put it, “The same heat that melts the
butter hardens the egg” (p. 351).

In addition to the definitional problem, Fred Greenstein (Reading 5) considers five
other objections to studying the personality characteristics of political actors and
responds constructively to each objection. Greenstein outlines the kind of scientific
evidence that political psychologists must provide, addresses inferential limitations
associated with different methods of personality assessment, and illustrates the
interaction of personality, situational, and societal variables in producing observable
political outcomes. Most research on personality and politics falls into one of three broad
categories: (a) psychological case histories (or psychobiographies) of individual political
actors, (b) typological studies focusing on the classification of political actors, and (c)
aggregative analyses that examine the collective effects of individuals on the functioning
of political institutions and vice versa (Greenstein, 1969).

Classic contributions of the first type include detailed psychological studies of public
figures such as Martin Luther, the leader of the Protestant Reformation (e.g., Erikson,
1958), American presidents John Adams (e.g., McCullough, 2001), Woodrow Wilson
(e.g., George & George, 1956), and Richard Nixon (e.g., Volkan, ltzkowitz, & Dod,
1999), and political revolutionaries like Lenin, Trotsky, and Gandhi (Wolfenstein, 1967).
Some in-depth case studies have also investigated the personality characteristics of
ordinary members of the general population (e.g., Lane, 1962; Smith, Bruner, & White,
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1956). Groundbreaking typological contributions include Lasswell’s (1930) division of
political elites into “agitator,” “administrator,” and “theorist” categories, Adorno et al.’s
(1950) work on authoritarian personality types, Rokeach’s (1960) theory of dogmatism,
Barber’s (1965) taxonomic analysis of American legislators and presidents, and Christie
and Geis’ (1970) work in developing scales for measuring “Machiavellian” personality
and leadership styles. Aggregative studies have often taken the form of portraits of
“national character.” Examples include Fromm’s (1941) consideration of economic and
religious factors in contributing to the authoritarian character of the German people,
Benedict’s (1946) ethnographic description of Japanese society, and Bettelheim’s (1969)
analysis of the Israeli Kibbutz and its effects on character development in children.

David Winter (Reading 6) blends aspects of these different research styles to shed
light on the ways in which the personalities of specific political leaders interact with
characteristics of the general population to predict the degree to which the leader is
popular and, from a historical perspective, ultimately deemed to be successful. By
comparing the motive profiles of American presidents from George Washington (1789)
to Ronald Reagan (1981) with respect to power, affiliation, and achievement with the
motivational themes that were found to dominate popular culture during the period in
which they were elected, Winter was able to examine distinctive hypotheses about
leadership style (personality) and leader-follower congruence (personality-situation
interaction). He found that presidential popularity (but not presidential success) was
significantly correlated with the degree of congruence between a leader and his followers.
By contrast, historical success (but not presidential popularity) was significantly
correlated with the personality characteristics of the leader, especially strong motivations
for power, impact, and prestige. Other groundbreaking studies of presidential “greatness”
have been carried out by Simonton (1981, 1988), who has investigated personality factors
such as charisma and creativity and situational factors such as whether the country is at
war and whether an assassination attempt has been made on the president’s life.

Mass Media and Candidate Perception

The fates of political parties, leaders, and their policies are dependent on mass
constituencies like voters, who are affected (whether they know it or not) by a wide range
of social, cognitive, and motivational variables. Democracy, in other words, depends
upon persua-sion, and whether a persuasive political message is successful depends upon
several factors (Milburn, 1991; Popkin, 1991). Key variables include the characteristics
of the audience and the channel or medium by which mass communication takes place
(e.g., Cialdini, 2001; McGuire, 1985). The significance of these factors (especially the
role of the mass media) was made especially clear by poll results following the
presidential debate between Richard Nixon and John F.Kennedy in 1960. Pollsters found,
surprisingly, that a majority of radio listeners believed that Nixon had won the debate,
whereas most who had watched it on TV concluded that Kennedy had won. More than
two decades later, a clever study by Mullen and his colleagues (1986) found that ABC
news anchor Peter Jennings smiled more when reporting on stories involving Ronald
Reagan in comparison with his presidential rival Walter Mondale and, furthermore, that
people who watched ABC news reported more favorable attitudes toward Reagan than
viewers of the other networks. Although the direction of causality is unclear from this
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study, there is accumulating evidence that exposure to media coverage of political events
changes one’s political attitudes. This fits with general conclusions drawn from heaps of
social psychological research on the effects of conscious and nonconscious priming (or
activation) of attitudes (e.g., Bargh & Chartrand, 1999).

A research program initiated by lyengar, Peters, and Kinder (Reading 7) on agenda
setting in the media has demonstrated, using experimental means, that television news
coverage of a specific issue increases the degree to which people rate that issue as being
personally significant, deserving of governmental attention, and an essential criterion for
evaluating presidential performance. Krosnick and Kinder (Reading 8) built on this line
of research, showing that media coverage of an embarrassing political event could erode
support for an otherwise relatively popular leader. Most of the research on the effects of
mass media on candidate and issue perception has focused on cognitive variables such as
message framing, information processing, assimilation and contrast, priming and
construct activation, and impression formation and organization (e.g., Bishop, Oldendick,
& Tuchfarber, 1982; Fiske, 1986; Graber, 2001; lyengar & Kinder, 1987; Lau & Sears,
1986; Lodge & McGraw, 1995; Lord, Ross, & Lepper, 1979; Rahn, Aldrich, Borgida, &
Sullivan, 1990; Valentino, 1999). However, there is some work on the role of emations in
candidate perception and voting (e.g., Abelson, Kinder, Peters, & Fiske, 1982; Glaser &
Salovey, 1998). Marcus and MacKuen (Reading 9) intriguingly find that anxiety
stimulates attention and learning during a political election and that enthusiasm
influences campaign involvement and candidate selection.

Ideology and Public Opinion

Milton Rokeach (1968) defined ideology as “an organization of beliefs and attitudes—
religious, political, or philosophical in nature—that is more or less institutionalized or
shared with others” (pp. 123-124). Most research on political ideology has focused on
the left-right distinction, and although the distinction is far from airtight, it describes
reasonably well many of the ideological conflicts that dominated the 20th century. But by
defining ideology as a belief system that is internally consistent and logically coherent
within the minds of individuals, political psychologists may have set the bar too high.

DOES IDEOLOGY EXIST?

As Converse (Reading 10) argued famously, it is only a reasonably small and well-
educated percentage of the population that finds it necessary (or desirable or possible) to
resolve inconsistencies among political beliefs or to organize their beliefs tightly around
scholarly definitions of “left” and “right.” Rather, the vast majority of the population
would be hard-pressed to articulate ideological coherence. Since the publication of
Converse’s classic article in 1964, the reasons for being skeptical about the coherence of
mass belief systems have accumulated. McGuire (1985, pp. 248-249) listed eight specific
reasons for doubting that people are ideological: (a) They lack basic knowledge about
political issues and tend to mistake the causes of their own preferences; (b) they
frequently answer “no opinion” in response to issues of political significance; (c) their
attitudes show little or no consistency over time; (d) their opinions differ in response to
trivial changes in wording and ordering of items; (€) emotional evaluations correlate very
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weakly with cognitive judgments; (f) attitudes that are similar in terms of ideological
content correlate very weakly with one another; (g) people often adopt positions that are
contrary to their own self- or class-interest; and (h) their abstract policy preferences
frequently contradict the judgments they make in specific situations. For all of these
reasons, researchers have questioned whether the general public holds structured political
opinions at all, let alone opinions that are structured around left and right or liberal and
conservative dimensions.

Fortunately, these frustrations have not led contemporary researchers to abandon the
study of political ideology altogether (e.g., Judd, Krosnick, & Milburn, 1981; Stone &
Schaffner, 1988; Tetlock, 1983; Zaller, 1992). McGuire himself (1985) listed several
strategies for salvaging the concept of ideology, including: (a) improving the statistical
reliability of attitude measures; (b) sampling involved and educated respondents rather
than uninvolved and uneducated respondents; (c) sampling political elites rather than the
mass public; (d) conducting studies in countries that are more ideologically polarized and
therefore more likely to yield meaningful ideological differences than in the United
States; (e) investigating ideology in people of certain personality types, including
analytical thinkers, high need for cognition types, political activists, and extremists; (f)
focusing more on affect (or emotion) in political ideology; and (g) considering liberalism
and conservatism as orthogonal dimensions, as Kerlinger (1984) has advocated.

Conover and Feldman (Reading 11) argued that ideological labels like liberal and
conservative have symbolic, identity-based meanings, even if they lack philosophical
coherence or fail to define opposite poles on a single dimension. To the extent that people
identify with certain political groups, they also have positive or negative associations to
other groups, such as capitalists or police officers or marijuana smokers or members of
disadvantaged groups. Conover and Feldman found that people who identify with
conservatives differ from liberals primarily in that they are more favorable toward groups
that exemplify the status quo, groups that foster social control, and groups that are pro-
business.

COGNITIVE STYLE AND IDEOLOGICAL FUNCTIONING

Assuming that people do hold ideological beliefs about political parties, the political
system in general, specific groups in society, and the existence of inequality, there are
further questions of why people hold the beliefs they do and how these beliefs function in
their overall attempt to understand the world. In Reading 12, Robert Lane takes a
motivational approach, concluding on the basis of structured interviews with relatively
low-income blue-collar workers that disadvantageous economic inequality is personally
threatening, especially in a society in which self-worth is linked to the amount of money
that one earns. In order to live with the situation of inequality, Lane argued that people
rationalize their own state of disadvantage, an assumption also made by system
justification theorists (Jost & Banaji, 1994; Kay, Jimenez, & Jost, 2002).

A question that first arose in response to work on the authoritarian personality and
dogmatism/intolerance of ambiguity is whether there are general differences in cognitive
and motivational style between people who are left versus right of the political center.
Philip Tetlock, the author of Reading 13, has probably done more than any other
researcher to shed light on this question. He and his collaborators have developed coding
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schemes that can be used to classify archival material (like interviews, political speeches,
legal verdicts, and autobiographical writings) as being either relatively high or low in
cognitive complexity. Using these and other methods, researchers have investigated a
number of possibilities, including the “rigidity of the right” hypothesis, the “extremist-as-
ideologue” hypothesis, and the “contextual” hypothesis that political deviants are more
sophisticated and knowledgeable than centrists (e.g., Gruenfeld, 1995; Sidanius, 1985,
1988; Tetlock, 1983; Wilson, 1973). A quantitative meta-analytic review by Jost, Glaser,
Kruglanski, and Sulloway (2003) found that the most consistent evidence favors the
“rigidity of the right” hypothesis that conservatives are significantly but modestly less
cognitively complex than liberals in general.

Challenges of Decision-Making

It is safely assumed that elite decision-makers, including presidents, parliamentarians,
and supreme court justices, strive to make good and wise decisions, but the reality is that
they are human beings who are affected by emotional factors, conformity pressures, and
information-processing limitations (e.g., Simon, 1985). To understand the psychological
causes of common errors made by groups of decision-makers, Irving Janis (1972) studied
a number of good and bad foreign policy decisions. He identified five major risk factors
leading to poor decision outcomes, including a forceful leader whom others seek to
impress, intense group cohesiveness, isolation and secrecy from others, a lack of clear
decision-making procedures, and stress arising from a crisis mentality. According to
Janis, these are the conditions that produce groupthink, which he described as a tendency
for groups to suppress doubt and dissent, forego critical analysis, rush to judgment, and
mindlessly follow the leader. This perspective dominated political psychologists’
understanding of decision-making fiascoes for decades, but in recent years other
researchers have failed to replicate some of Janis’ key observations when applying the
framework to new case studies (e.g., Ahlfinger & Esser, 2001; Choi & Ming, 1999; ‘t
Hart, Stern, & Sundelius, 1997).

In economics and in political science, there is a strong tradition of rational choice
theory, which emphasizes individual self-interest and the calculation of expected costs
and benefits as normative criteria for evaluating judgment and decision-making (e.g.,
Downs, 1957; Green & Shapiro, 1994). Psychologists have generally regarded the
assumptions of rational choice theory to be unrealistic in practice, and they have tended
to take a descriptive (what people actually do) rather than normative (what people should
do) approach. As Quattrone and Tversky demonstrate in Reading 14, there are a number
of important ways in which actual decision-makers deviate from the strict standards of
rationality. They offer prospect theory as a model for understanding a number of
decision-making anomalies, especially preference reversals that arise from framing the
same choice in terms of potential gains versus losses, and they discuss implications of the
theory for incumbency effects in political elections. Robert Jervis (Reading 15) further
analyzes a wide array of foreign policy and other political decisions in light of what
psychological research teaches us with respect to the operation of cognitive and
motivational biases under conditions of ambiguity and uncertainty.
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Prejudice, Diversity, and Social Contact

Problems arising from hostility and conflict among racial, ethnic, religious, and cultural
groups constitute some of the most serious and intractable problems facing the human
species. Intergroup conflict is currently life-threatening in such diverse geographical
contexts as the streets of Los Angeles, the mountain villages of Bosnia, and the forests of
Uganda. While intergroup and interethnic violence has been a feature of human society
for as long as anyone can remember, modern technological capacities for destructiveness
mean that the understanding and control of aggressive impulses is imperative if our
species is to survive. Given the practical significance of the topic, it is not surprising that
intergroup conflict has been of central concern to political psychologists for several
generations.

THEORIES OF INTERGROUP RELATIONS IN SOCIETY

As research on authoritarianism as a dispositional cause of prejudice waned throughout
the 1960s and 1970s, highly influential theories of intergroup relations arose to take its
place. According to realistic conflict theory, ethnocentrism and generalized forms of
intergroup conflict resulted from the perception of zero-sum competition between groups
over material resources such as territory and wealth (Campbell, 1965; Sherif et al., 1961).
One of the most celebrated demonstrations of the power of competition to produce
conflict was a field study conducted by Muzafer Sherif and his collaborators at a boys’
summer camp in Robber’s Cave, Oklahoma. By pitting two groups of boys against one
another in a tournament competition, the experimenters elicited telltale signs of
ethnocentrism and intergroup hostility, including strong preferences for ingroup members
as friends, overevaluation of ingroup products and underevaluation of outgroup products,
negative stereotyping of the outgroup, and outright aggression. Hostility between the two
groups escalated to the point that the experimenters were forced to terminate the study
prematurely in order to avoid physical injury. But before the study ended, Sherif and
colleagues made two other important observations. First, they noted that intergroup
competition increased morale, cohesiveness, and cooperation within each group,
suggesting that intragroup cooperation and intergroup competition are two sides of the
same coin (see replication by Blake & Mouton, 1962). Second, they found that creating a
situation of interdependence by giving both groups a shared superordinate task (like
fixing their broken down means of transportation) served to decrease competition and to
increase cooperation across group boundaries. Just as competition creates conflict,
cooperation breeds liking.

Social identity theorists such as Tajfel and Turner (Reading 16) found fault with both
theories of authoritarianism and realistic group conflict as suitable explanations for
ethnocentrism and outgroup hostility. They suggested that prejudice is neither the result
of personality defects, as proposed by authoritarianism researchers, nor purely a
consequence of competition for scarce resources, as claimed by realistic conflict
theorists. Rather, Tajfel and Turner argued that people derive a sense of self-worth and
social belongingness from their memberships in groups, and so they are motivated to
draw favorable comparisons between their own group and other groups. In other words,
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social groups compete for symbolic resources such as status and prestige as well as
material resources. This conclusion was derived from studies employing Tajfel’s (1970)
“minimal group paradigm,” which demonstrated that merely categorizing people with no
prior history of interaction into different groups was sufficient to trigger intergroup bias
(see also Brewer, 1979). In recent years, social identity theory has increasingly found its
way into the literature on political psychology (e.g., Conover, Mingst, & Sigelman, 1980;
Gibson, & Gouws, 2000; Herring, Jankowski & Brown, 1999; Tyler & Degoey, 1995).

System justification theory (Jost & Banaji, 1994) and social dominance theory
(Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) are the most recent additions to the list of theories dealing with
the political psychology of intergroup discrimination. In contrast to earlier approaches,
both deliberately approach issues of ideology, justice, and intergroup relations using
multiple levels of analysis (see Jost & Major, 2001). System justification theory, for
example, seeks to integrate the vast psychological literature on group stereotypes with
classical theories from sociology and political science concerning the role of ideology
and the concept of false consciousness (defined in this context as the holding of false
beliefs that contribute to one’s own subjugation). The goal of the theory is to use social,
political, and psychological variables to understand the remarkable stability of
hierarchically organized relationships among social groups (whether based on race,
ethnicity, caste, class, gender, sexual orientation, religion, and so on). Jost and Banaji
(Reading 17) argue that social stereotypes not only serve ego-justifying and group-
justifying functions of defending and legitimizing the interests, positions, and actions of
individuals and fellow ingroup members but also system-justifying functions of defending
and legitimizing the status quo.

Social dominance theory, developed by Jim Sidanius and Felicia Pratto (1999), shares
many similarities with system justification theory in that it also explores the manner in
which consensually endorsed system-justifying ideologies (or legitimizing myths)
contribute to the stability of oppressive and hierarchically organized social relations
among groups. Social dominance theory is even more ambitious in embedding its
explanations across multiple levels of analysis, including personality differences with
regard to attitudes toward group-based inequality (or “social dominance orientation”),
dispositional differences between males and females, and the dynamics of “hierarchy-
enhancing” versus “hierarchy-attenuating” social institutions (see Reading 18). In
contrast to most theories in political psychology, the social dominance perspective is also
situated squarely within the emerging framework of evolutionary psychology (e.g.,
Barkow, Cosmides & Tooby, 1992; Sidanius & Kurzban, 2003; Sober & Wilson, 1998).

Although the influence of neo-Darwinian perspectives introduced by scholars such as
Hamilton (1963), Trivers (1971), Williams (1966), and Wilson (1975) is still slight
within political psychology, there are signs that it is increasing. Evolutionary
psychologists argue not only that human behavior is the product of complex interactions
between genetic pre-dispositions and physical and cultural environments, but also that
cultural environments are themselves subject to selective pressures. To date, the main
applications of evolutionary thinking in political psychology have been in the areas of
dominance and hierarchy (e.g., Somit & Peterson, 1997; Wiegele, 1979), the dynamics of
intergroup conflict, and the political psychology of gender (e.g., Reynolds, Falger &
Vine, 1987; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).



Political psychology: anintroduction 13

THE ENDURING PROBLEM OF RACISM

On the subject of racism, political psychologists are in general agreement that racism still
exists, but it has changed forms. Although some, like Bobo (Reading 19), believe that
older theories such as realistic conflict theory are capable of explaining current racial
attitudes in the United States and Europe, most believe that racism has gone
“underground” and requires new theories and methods. The most influential approaches
to the “new racism” include modern racism theory (McConahay, 1986), symbolic racism
theory (Sears, 1988), ambivalent racism theory (Katz & Hass, 1988), subtle racism
theory (Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995), racial resentment theory (Kinder & Sanders,
1996), and aversive racism theory (Dovidio & Gaertner, 1986, 1998). While there are
important differences among these theoretical perspectives, all assume that old-fashioned,
blatant racism is no longer the potent determinant of racial and political attitudes that it
once was. Rather, the claim is that old-fashioned racism has been supplanted by a more
subtle, insidious form of racial prejudice that is not always accessible to conscious
awareness (see also, Ayres, 2001; Devine, 1989; Nosek, Banaji, & Greenwald, 2002).

Of the various “new racism” models, symbolic racism theory has been the most
influential and controversial (e.g., Sears & Kinder, 1971; Sears, 1988). According to the
theory, modern racial prejudice arises from a combination of traditional moral values
(e.g., the Protestant work ethic and cultural norms of self-reliance) and negative affect
directed at racial and ethnic outgroups. Sears and his colleagues have argued that
symbolic racial attitudes are distinct from traditional racism and political conservatism
and that they are the primary determinants of attitudes toward policies such as
immigration, affirmative action, and minority aid. Symbolic racism theory has had more
than its share of critics (e.g., Bobo, 1983; Colleau et al. 1990; Fazio et al. 1995; Miller,
1994; Raden, 1994; Sniderman & Tetlock, 1986; Weigel & Howes, 1985). Some of the
most ardent critics have endorsed an alternative position, known as the principled politics
hypothesis, which holds that European Americans’ unfavorable attitudes towards racial
policy initiatives (e.g., busing, affirmative action) are driven not by racism but by
political convictions concerning the proper role of government and equity-based fairness
norms (see Sniderman, Croshy & Howell, 2000; Sniderman & Piazza, 1993; Sniderman,
Piazza, Tetlock & Kendrick, 1991). In Reading 20, Sears, van Laar, Carrillo, and
Kosterman defend the symbolic racism perspective against these and other objections
(see also Federico & Sidanius, 2002a, 2002b for a discussion of these issues).

Conflict, Violence, and Political Transformation

In the final section of this book, we explore the psychology of large-scale political
conflict, violence, and political transformation within and among nation-states. There is
ample evidence suggesting that the last century was the bloodiest in all of human history.
More than 20 major wars were fought during the 20th century, claiming more than 100
million human lives; it is estimated that World War 1l alone caused 50 million deaths. To
this awful tally, we must add the nearly 170 million people massacred during scores of
genocidal campaigns (Rummel, 2001). In addition to the Nazi Holocaust, this list
includes the Turkish mass murder of the Armenians, the killing fields of Cambodia, the
slaying of more than 800,000 Rwandan Tutsis throughout the 1990s, and many thousands
more killed in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Given the extravagant level of human suffering



Political psychology 14

in the 20th century and the continued threat to human existence that genocide implies,
one could argue that these are among the most pressing topics for social scientists to
tackle. However, because it is ethically and practically impossible to study these
phenomena in laboratory and other closely controlled contexts, hard scientific knowledge
about political violence is limited. These challenges, however, have not prevented
scholars from seeking to analyze cases of political violence, including war, genocide,
terrorism, protest, and revolution (e.g., Kelman & Hamilton, 1988; Martin, Scully, &
Levitt, 1990; Muller, 1980; Rejai & Phillips, 1988; Staub, 1989; Tilly, 1975).

THE SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY OF WRONGDOING AND HARM

There is no more abhorrent form of political violence than the institutionalized mass
murder of innocent men, women, and children. In an effort to bring the tools of
experimental social psychology to bear on the question of how a catastrophe like the
Holocaust could occur, Stanley Milgram’s (1974) studies of “obedience to authority”
demonstrated how easy it was to get normal people to administer painful and potentially
lethal electric shocks to others when directed to do so by a legitimate authority figure.
The results of these experiments, in conjunction with even more compelling and detailed
historical analyses of the Holocaust and other genocides (e.g., Arendt, 1963), led political
psychologists to an extremely uncomfortable conclusion. The evidence suggested that
many, if not most, instances of genocide and mass murder, are not committed by people
with depraved, deranged, or pathological personalities, but rather by quite ordinary
people placed in extraordinary, yet “banal” bureaucratic situations (Kelman & Hamilton,
1988; Staub, 1989). This complex theme is developed in much more detail by John
Darley (Reading 21).

The dramatic attacks of September 11, 2001 on New York and Washington, DC
reminded the world that political violence is not restricted to instances of warfare and
genocide but also includes the threat of terrorism. Because the subject of terrorism is
inherently difficult to study and is easily susceptible to political bias (e.g., one person’s
“terrorist” is another’s “freedom fighter”), genuine scientific insight into terrorism is hard
to come by. Among the many seemingly intractable questions are: What precisely is
terrorism? Are there different kinds of terrorism? What are the psychological
characteristics of people who engage in terrorism? Under what circumstances is terrorism
politically effective? And, finally, what are the most and least effective ways for
governments to fight terrorism? While political psychologists are a long way from
obtaining clear, unbiased answers to these questions, the chapter by Martha Crenshaw
(Reading 22) should serve as a useful platform from which to start thinking about these
vexing yet compelling questions more seriously and precisely.

PROTEST AND REVOLUTION

The issue of whether political violence is ever morally justifiable is made more complex
by the fact that successful revolutions, including the French and American Revolutions of
the 18th century, began as seemingly unjustifiable acts of mass violence. That they are
now seen as legitimate protest movements is at least partially attributable to the fact that
they were successful; these examples suggest that at least sometimes the ends do justify
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the means. But perhaps a better, more pragmatic question is whether social change and
political transformation can ever be accomplished without the loss of life. The 20th
century, despite its bloody legacy, gave us several examples of revolutionaries whose
committed pacifism and methods of civil disobedience ultimately proved successful.
Mahatma Gandhi, Martin Luther King, Vaclav Havel, and Nelson Mandela defeated,
respectively, the British Empire in India, racial hegemony in the United States,
Communist rule in the Czech Republic, and Apartheid in South Africa.

These historical events are relevant to a key question that social scientists have long
confronted, namely whether political violence is natural and endemic to the human
condition or whether it is the result of specific historical, social, and cultural conditions.
If mass violence is part of human nature, then the best we can hope for is to uncover
methods of intervention that will keep it to a minimum. If, on the other hand, organized
aggression is the result of socially constructed forces, then it is at least theoretically
plausible to imagine eliminating it altogether. We have selected two essays by Harry
Eckstein (Reading 23) and Bernd Simon and Bert Klandermans (Reading 24) that address
these and related issues concerning protest and revolution.

Suggestions for Further Reading

In this chapter, we have sought to provide an introduction both to the field of political
psychology and to this book. While we can be reasonably confident of our success in
relation to the latter goal, the former is much more difficult to accomplish in the space of
a few pages. In writing this introduction, we have drawn on a number of secondary
sources, some of which we would have liked to include in this book. We recommend
these heartily as suggestions for further introductory reading in political psychology:
Hermann (1986); lyengar & McGuire (1993); Kinder (1998); Kinder & Sears (1985);
Kressel (1993); Lau & Sears (1986); Lodge & McGraw (1995); Monroe (2002); Sears
(1987); Sears, Huddy & Jervis (2003); and Stone & Schaffner (1988).
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INTRODUCTION TO PART
1
Historical Introduction

As we mentioned in the opening chapter, the historical origins of political psychology can
be traced back many centuries to the philosophers of ancient Greece. Interest in the art
and science of political rhetoric and the consequences of theories of human nature for the
functioning of political systems continued throughout European intellectual history. It
was not until the middle of the 20th century, however, that consensus first began to
emerge about the theories and methods to be used in scientific investigations of political
psychology.

The first reading is by William J.McGuire of Yale University, and it describes three
eras of cooperation between psychology and political science throughout the 20th
century. During the personality and culture era of the 1940s and 1950s, most researchers
were environmental determinists who stressed nature over nurture in seeking to explain
human behavior. Prevailing theories included Marxism, psychoanalysis, and stimulus-
response behaviorism, and political psychologists struggled to understand the origins of
fascism in the shadow of World War II. Work by Adorno, Horkheimer, Fromm, and
others on the authoritarian personality—covered in Section Il of this book—grew out of
this important and defining period in political psychology.

As McGuire points out, the attitudes and voting behavior era of the 1960s and 1970s
was dominated by rational choice theories inherited from the science of economics.
Specifically, researchers assumed that people were subjective utility maximizers out to
reap benefits and avoid costs through their political activities. Methodological
innovations, particularly in the area of survey research, defined this period. The
theoretical assumption that political actors (whether professional elites or mass members
of the electorate) are primarily motivated by self-interest is one that still dominates many
areas of political psychology even decades later (see Green & Shapiro, 1994). These and
related issues are discussed in Sections 111 through V of this book.

The third historical period described by McGuire is the social cognition/political
ideology era of the 1980s and 1990s. The influence of experimental social psychology
was especially strong during these years, as several chapters in this book attest.
Theoretical and methodological preoccupations focused on general mechanisms of
information processing within the individual that had implications for political judgments
and decisions, as covered in Sections IV and V. McGuire also speculates about a coming
fourth era in political psychology, in which interpersonal and intergroup dynamics take
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on added urgency and interest. The readings we have selected for Sections VI and VII of
this book suggest that this era has indeed begun.

Discussion Questions

1. To what extent do you see the historical eras of political psychology identified by
McGuire as building on one another? Do you see the knowledge produced in political
psychology as cumulative or as faddish?

2. Contrast micro-scientific and macro-scientific approaches to the question of why
political leaders adopt the specific leadership styles that they do. Are these contradictory
or complementary approaches to studying political behavior? Explain.

3. Historians have recently gained access to audiotapes recorded in the Lyndon
Johnson White House during the Vietnam War era. How might humanists and social
scientists differ in their use of these tapes for purposes of conducting research?

4. Suppose that the leader of an economically disadvantaged nation is perpetrating
genocide on the people of a neighboring country. How would a researcher from the
“personality and culture” era seek to explain such actions? Compare this type of
explanation with one that might be offered by researchers from the “attitudes and voting
behavior” and “political ideology” eras. Which type of explanation do you think you
would find most convincing?
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READING 1
The Poly-Psy Relationship: Three Phases of a
long Affair

William J.McGuire » Yale University

Interdisciplinary cross-fertilization, never above a modest level, has been as sustained
between political science and psychology as between any two social sciences, which is
surprising considering that each discipline has longer common borders with other
fields—political science with history and economics, psychology with sociology and
anthropology. The collaboration has persisted through three successive 20-year eras
differing in preferred topics of study, theoretical explanations, and high-table approved
methods. For clarifying uniformity, each era will be labeled here by its popular topics of
study: Thus the first 1940s and 1950s interdisciplinary flourishing will be called the
“personality and culture” era; the second, 1960s and 1970s wave, the “attitudes and
voting behavior” era; and the third flourishing, which dominated the 1980s and 1990s,
the “ideology and decision” era. Labeling each of the three by its preferred topic is
convenient but should not obscure the fact that in some eras a shared theory or a shared
method constituted a stronger bond than a shared topic.

Contributions were made during each of the three eras by both humanistic and
scientific approaches, within each on both micro- and macrolevels. “Humanistic”
research uses insights idiographically to account for peculiarities in the thick texture of
complex concrete cases, whereas “scientific” research uses these insights nomothetically
to study an abstract general relation as it manifests itself across a wide range of cases
whose peculiarities tend to cancel each other out. The idiographic humanistic approach
brings theory into confrontation with empirical observations better to understand the
specific case; the nomothetic scientific approach confronts them better to develop the
theory. Each has its uses. Within each approach some work is at the microlevel,
investigating the variables of interest as they relate across individual persons as the units
measured; other work is at the macrolevel, investigating these relations across collectives
(e.g., nations, social classes, historical epochs) as the units measured.

Table 1.1 gives an overview of this half-century of interdisciplinary collaboration. Its
three rows list the three successive 20-year eras focusing on personality, on attitudes, and
on ideology, in turn. The seven columns define each era: The three leftmost columns give
a connotative definition of each era in terms of its characteristic topics, theories, and
methods; and the four rightmost columns provide a denotative definition of each era by
citing some of its important contributions, partitioned first between the idiographic
humanistic versus the nomothetic scientific approaches, these two each then subdivided
between studies on the micro-versus macrolevels. My description is provocatively
symmetrical, imposing sharp contours on an amorphous body of research that in actuality
had more continuity and less direction than are represented here.
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TABLE 1.1. Connotative Definitions

(Distinguishing Features) and Denotative
Definitions (Notable Examples) of the Three
Successive Eras of Collaboration Between
Political Science and Psychology

Connotative Definition: Distinguishing Characteristics

Eras Preferred Preferred Theories  Preferred methods
topics
1.1940s & 1950s Political Environmental Content analysis of

personality (in
leaders and in
masses)

Political attitudes
and voting
behavior

2.1960s & 1970s

3.1980s & 1990s Political ideology
(content and
processes of

belief systems)

determination
(psychoanalysis, S-R
behaviorism, Marxism)

Rational person
(subjective-utility
maximizing,
cognition—affects
—action)

Information processing
(cognitive heuristics,
decision theories)

records and interviews

Questionnares in survey
research; participant
observation

Experimental
manipulation

Denotative Definition: Notable Contributions Within Each of Four Approaches

Humanistic approaches

Scientific approaches

Micro Macro Micro Macro
Psychohistory, National Dollard et al. (1939) Sorokin (1937-41)
psychobiography: Fromm character: Adorno et al. (1950) Kluckhohn & Murray

(1941) Langer (1972)
George & George (1956)

Benedict (1946)
Mead (1942)

Erikson (1958) Gorer (1948)
Riesman (1950)
Lane (1959, 1962) Avriés (1960)

Goffman (1959, 1961) Annals (Block)

Foucault (1961,

1984)
George (1980) Lebow (1981)
Larson (1985) Jervis et al.
Doise (1986) (1985, 1986)

Radding (1985)

Smith, Bruner, & White
(1956) McClosky (1958)

Election studies
Campbell et al. (1954,
1960,1966) Roper
Center

Tetlock (1981)
Simonton (1984)

(1948) HRAF (Murdock,
Ford) Whiting & Child
(1953)

Lipset (1960)
McClelland (1961)
ICPSR (1962) Rokkan
(1962) Almond & Verba
(1963) Russett et al.
(1964) Inkeles & Smith
(1974)

Archer & Gartner (1984)
Tetlock (1985)
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The 1940s-1950s Personality and Culture Era

In the first, personality and culture, era the main common ground among researchers was
a shared theoretical enthusiasm for explaining political thoughts, feelings, and actions in
terms of environmental (versus hereditary) determinants, using explanatory concepts
drawn from psychoanalysis, behaviorism, and Marxism, in declining order of importance,
often emphasizing childhood-experience determinants. | shall describe this personality
and culture era, first connotatively in terms of its theoretical, topical, and methodological
distinctive characteristics; then denotatively, in terms of significant research contributions
in each of four approaches, the micro- and macrohumanistic and the micro- and
macroscientific.

CONNOTATIVE DEFINITION OF THE 1940s- 1950s
PERSONALITY-CULTURE ERA: PREFERRED THEORIES

A unifying assumption behind this 1940s-1950s interdisciplinary flourishing is that
political personality and the behavior of leaders and masses are formed by socialization
experiences, especially those emphasized by the environmentalistic metatheorizing of
psychoanalytic, behavioristic, and Marxist theorizing. The era’s environmentalism was an
exaggerated antigenetic reaction to the excesses of social Darwinism by Spencer and oth-
ers earlier in the century, and held the hope of ameliorating the disturbed economic and
political conditions left by World War I. Another shared ideological orientation was a
loathing for the fascistic personality, a syndrome hard to define but (at least in those
days) one knew it when one saw it. These revulsions against social Darwinism and
fascism were probably related (Hofstadter, 1944; Stein, 1988).

Psychoanalytic theory had great impact on western European and North American
social science during the middle part of the twentieth century. Behind the 1930s
introjection of Freudianism by many students of politics looms the father figure of Harold
Lasswell (1930, 1935), who popularized use of Freudian notions of unconscious erotic
drives (but typically suppressing the thanatotic), of defense mechanisms that adaptively
channel the expression of these drives, and of Freud’s psychosexual developmental
notions of how oral, anal, and phallic frustrations of early childhood shape the id, ego,
and superego aspects of personality. These rich notions provoked a gold mine of
hypotheses about the development and operation of politically relevant thoughts, feelings,
and actions in public and in their leaders, although a few critics at the time (Bendix,
1952) objected to the reductionism of such psychologizing.

Environmental determinism in this 1940s— 1950s political-personality theorizing
derived also from Marxist historical materialism in attributing a society’s political
consciousness to its social and political institutions, shaped in turn by its modes and
relationships of production, and these by physical realities. Marxists accepted Engels’s
(1884/1972) low opinion of the bourgeois family (the Communist Manifesto [1848]
called for its abolition), but unlike the Freudians they did not detail the baleful effects of
the early childhood home on adult political personality. S-R (stimulus-response)
behaviorism or learning (reinforcement) theory also provided inspiration for the political-
personality movement, particularly through the circle of interdisciplinary workers around
Clark Hull at the Yale Institute of Human Relations. These theorists seasoned a
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“liberated” behaviorism with a generous sprinkling of psychoanalytic theory and a pinch
of Marxism, as illustrated by their work on frustration and aggression, social learning,
personality, and psychopathology (Dollard et al., 1939, 1950; Miller & Dollard, 1941).

PREFERRED TOPICS IN THE PERSONALITY AND CULTURE ERA

A secondary unifying focus of these interdisciplinary researchers in the 1940s and 1950s
was a shared subject-matter interest in personality as a mediating explanatory variable,
how it is affected by the individual’s cultural experiences, and how it in turn affects the
politically significant thoughts, feelings, and actions of the masses and their leaders.
“Personality” was used broadly to include motivations and values, perceptions and
stereotypes, cognitive and interpersonal styles, and characteristic modes of coping.
Popular independent variables to account for these mediating personality variables were
the culture’s early childhood socialization experiences, singled out by psychoanalytic
theory as crucial. Other popular independent-variable determinants, reflecting the
behavioristic and Marxist materialism of the era’s theorists, were the institutions of
society in regard to the stimuli they presented, the response options they left available,
the drives they aroused, and the schedules of reinforcement they administered. For
example, the aggressive foreign policy of a national leader or the bellicosity of a
population might be attributed: (a) to the culture’s displacement of oedipal ambivalence
regarding one’s father to outgroup targets; or (b) to frustration caused by economic
deprivation (absolute or relative to others’ or to one’s own rising expectations); or (c) to
felt loss of control due to bureaucratization; or (d) to alienation of workers from the
products of their labor; or (e) to social modeling and reinforcing of aggressive responses
in childhood.

PREFERRED METHODS IN THE PERSONALITY AND CULTURE
ERA

Researchers in this first era were not as self-conscious about methodologies as were
workers in the next two eras. Scholars in its humanistic branch used secondary analysis
of the textual record, occasionally supplemented by participant observation, interviews,
and analysis of artifacts. These procedures continued to be popular in the humanist
branch during the next two eras as well; meth-odological variations among the three eras
are less pronounced in the humanistic than in the scientific approaches. Scientific
workers in this first era characteristically used data from questionnaires or from content
analyses of archival data. Their preferred descriptive statistics were measures of simple
association, adequate for their purposes but inefficient for the study of nonmonotonic,
mediational, and interactional relations.

DENOTATIVE DEFINITION OF THE 1940s-1950s PERSONALITY-
CULTURE ERA: MICROHUMANISTIC STUDIES

The connotative definition given above of the culture and personality era in terms of its
characteristic topics, theories, and methods can be supplemented by giving its denotative
definition in terms of its major published contributions in each of four approaches, micro-
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and macrohumanistic and micro- and macroscientific. Political science, despite its name,
has always depended largely on humanistic approaches, using “thick” descriptive
analyses (Geertz, 1973, 1983) to demonstrate how some theory or combination of factors
can account in depth for a concrete case. Humanistic studies on the microlevel use
individual persons as the units of observation, and on the macrolevel use collectives (such
as nations or historical epochs). The microhumanistic branch in this political-personality
era has come to be known as “psychobiography” or “psychohistory,” and its macro
branch has been labeled “national character” study.

The master himself contributed one of the earliest microhumanistic psychobiographies
in his analysis of Leonardo da Vinci (Freud, 1910). Psychobiographies are occasionally
done on non-political personages such as Martin Luther (Erikson, 1958), but political
leaders have become the most popular subjects (Greenstein, 1969; Glad, 1973; Runyan,
1993). A seminal contribution was the George and George (1956) analysis of how
Woodrow Wilson’s boyhood experiences with a demanding father laid down a
personality style that led to his fractious behavior in later authority situations, as
illustrated by his recurring problems in dealing with the Princeton University trustees, the
New Jersey legislature, and the U.S. Senate. Freud himself purportedly coauthored a
Wilson psychobiography, if the “Freud and” Bullitt (1967) hatchet job is authentic
(Erikson & Hofstadter, 1967). Neo-Freudian, Marxist, and ego-psychological theorists
contributed political psychobiographies of Hitler (Erikson, 1950; Fromm, 1973) and
others. This movement gained status among policymakers by its World War Il use, as
illustrated on the micro side by Langer’s (1972) psychobiography of Hitler and on the
macro side by Benedict’s (1946) analysis of the Japanese national character.

MACROHUMANISTIC NATIONAL CHARACTER STUDIES OF
CULTURE AND PERSONALITY

The macro branch is illustrated by such influential studies as Benedict’s (1946) depiction
of Japanese national character and Riesman’s (1950) depiction of personality orientation
as evolving from tradition-directed, through inner-directed, to other-directed. Most of the
1940s national-character research in the macrohumanistic line was explicitly
psychoanalytic. Psychoanalytically oriented theorists demonstrated that the Japanese
national character was oral (Spitzer, 1947), and anal (LaBarre, 1945), and phallic
(Silberpfennig, 1945), illustrating the protean quality, at once admirable and worrisome,
of psychoanalytic theory. Concurrent analyses of American national character tended to
be less Freudian (Mead, 1942; Gorer, 1948).

Notable work in the humanistic tradition has continued beyond its 1940s and 1950s
prime, particularly in its micro, psychobiography branch, as reviewed by Runyan (1982,
1988, 1993) and Cocks and Crosby (1987). The challenge presented by Richard Nixon’s
personality (Brodie, 1981) by itself could have sufficed to revive the enterprise. The
macro branch has been quiescent (Patai, 1973, 1977) after its 1940s and 1950s popularity,
perhaps because ascribing distinctive characteristics to national or other groups can be
politically dangerous, as illustrated by hostile reactions to Oscar Lewis’s (1961) well-
intentioned use of the “culture of poverty” concept. The shock to Europe and North
America by the revolting youth in the late 1960s popularized macroanalyses of epoch
personality of successive brief waves of youth cohorts, assigned acronyms and other
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picturesque labels such as “teddy boys,” “skinheads,” “beats,” “flower children,”
“punks,” “baby-boomers,” “yuppies,” “dincs,” “yucas,” and “Generation X,” showing
that the concept of adolescent political generations is a tenacious one (Mannheim,
1923/1952; Jennings & Niemi, 1981; Jennings, 1987).

MICROSCIENTIFIC STUDIES OF CULTURE AND PERSONALITY

Scientific approaches involve sampling cases from a designated universe to which one
wishes to generalize and measuring each case both on the independent variable (in this
first era, often on some psychoanalytically relevant dimension of early childhood
experience) and on the dependent variable (here, usually some politically significant
dimension of personality). Then the relation between distributions of scores on
independent and dependent variables is calculated across cases (units of observation),
which are individual persons on the microlevel and multiperson social composites (e.g.,
nations or epochs) on the macrolevel.

Both micro- and macroscientific examples are reported in the era-inaugurating Dollard
et al. (1939) frustration-aggression volume with its Freudian underpinnings, although it
does not fully exploit the richness of Freud’s three theories of aggression (Stepansky,
1977). Microstudies in the Dollard et al. volume systematically manipulated the
frustration levels of individual rats and then measured these rats’ aggressiveness toward
available targets not associated with their frustration; the volume’s macrostudies
(Hovland & Sears, 1939) correlated annual fluctuations in U.S. economic frustration
(measured by gross national product or price of cotton) with annual scapegoating scores
(measured by yearly numbers of lynchings in the United States).

A comparably important microscientific study in the political-personality era was the
Adorno et al. (1950) authoritarian personality research deriving from Freudian and
Marxist orientations, which postulated that the authoritarian (fascist) personality
syndrome (characterized by hostility to Jews and other out-groups, along with
idealization of high-power individuals and groups) resulted from an oedipal situation in
which a boy’s punitive father severely punished any hostility directed at him, resulting in
the boy’s growing up rigorously repressing aggressive feelings toward his father (and, by
extension, to other authority figures) by the use of the reaction-formation mechanism of
idealizing the father (and other authority figures) and releasing the pent-up hostility
vicariously toward out-groups whose demographics or life-styles place them in
opposition to, or at least outside, the Establishment’s power structure. Other
microscientific studies in the era included Almond’s (1954) on the appeals of
communism, Srole’s (1956) on anomie and prejudice, Smith, Bruner, and White’s (1956)
on the functional bases of political attitudes, and McClosky’s (1958) on political
conservatism and personality.

MACROSCIENTIFIC STUDIES OF CULTURE AND PERSONALITY

Early scientific macrostudies (discussed later in this chapter) were Sorokin’s (1937-41)
formidable analysis of Western civilization over millennia and Richardson’s (1960)
posthumously published work on the statistics of deadly quarrels. These pioneers had to
do Stakhanovite labor (before the availability of large research grants or computers or
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interuniversity data-bank consortia) to assemble personally, with a little help from their
friends and students, large-scale historical data archives. Macroempirical research on
personality was given a major impetus in the 1940s by the development of social-data
archives, beginning when the Yale group set up the anthropological Human Relations
Avrea Files of cross-cultural data (Kluckhohn & Murray, 1948; Whiting & Child, 1953).

In summary, this 1940s-1950s personality and culture era was an exciting time during
which a small invisible college of interdisciplinary researchers, sharing overlapping
explanatory targets, grew to a critical mass. Operating across disciplinary frontiers, using
psychoanalytic (supplemented by behaviorist and Marxist) theorizing, they studied how a
society’s child-rearing practices or dominant socioeconomic institutions affect politically
relevant personality syndromes, with politically significant consequences. Participants
came from beyond psychology and political science (e.g., Benedict and Whiting were
anthropologists and Adorno, a philosopher and musicologist). Cross-disciplinary research
tends to be an exciting participatory sport, but it is a young person’s game, drawing few
spectators and fewer participants from the parent disciplines’ established leaders who
tend to be preoccupied by the traditional topics with which the discipline has become
fairly comfortable. Because workers at interdisciplinary borders are relatively few, their
focusing narrowly in any one era as regards topics, theories, and methods may be
necessary if they are to attain a critical mass of mutually stimulating work. Such within-
era narrowness tends to be corrected by sizable shifts of focus from one era to the next.

The 1960s—-1970s Attitudes and Voting Behavior Era

In the second, 1960s and 1970s, interdisciplinary flourishing of political psychology, the
topical focus shifted from political personality and behavioral pathology to political
attitudes and voting behavior. As shown in the second row of Table 1.1, this second era,
like the first, had its preferred topic, theory, and method, but the relative emphasis on the
three characteristics reversed between the two eras. The primary commonality among
these 1960s and 1970s political attitude workers was a shared methodological enthusiasm
for survey research; a secondary bond was a shared topic preoccupation with political
attitudes and voting behavior; while theory, in the form of a self-interest, rational-choice,
subjective-expected-utility, benefits/costs maximizing view, supplied only a weak tertiary
bond, often used only implicitly. I shall describe this second, political attitudes era first
connotatively and then denotatively.

CONNOTATIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 1960s-1970s
ATTITUDES ERA: PREFERRED THEORIES

The interdisciplinary researchers in this political attitudes, second era were not
doctrinaire about their own theoretical explanations, nor did they impute highly organized
thought systems to the public (Converse, 1964), as befits an “end-of-ideology” era
(Namier, 1955; Mills, 1959; Bell, 1960), even if it now appears that ideology was not
dead but hiding out in Paris and Frankfurt (Skinner, 1985). Underlying much of the
research was an implicit assumption that persons operate hedonistically in accord with
the self-interest, subjective-utility maximizing model.
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Supplementing this expected-utility conceptualization was another rationality
assumption, the “cognitive—affective—conative” concept of the person as having beliefs
that shape preferences that channel actions (Krech and Crutchfield, 1948). A third
underlying assumption was the “reference group” consistency concept that the person
maximizes in-group homogeneity and out-group contrast by adopting attitudes and
behaviors normative and distinctive to his or her demographic or social groups
(Newcomb, 1943). These three rationality postulates of the 1960s and 1970s political
attitudes era went almost without saying, in contrast with the belligerent assertiveness of
the psychoanalytic, behavioristic, and Marxist theorizing during the earlier 1940s and
1950s political personality era. An environmental determinism bridged both eras; the
reawakening appreciation in the biological disciplines of the evolutionary and genetic
contributions to human proclivities had as yet little influence on these researchers in
politics and psychology.

PREFERRED TOPICS IN THE ATTITUDES/ VOTING ERA

At least as much as psychologists and political scientists, sociologists like Lazarsfeld at
Columbia, Berelson at Chicago, and Lipset at Berkeley played major roles from the
outset in studying how voting behavior and attitudes toward political issues, parties, and
candidates are predictable from group memberships, personal interactions, and mass
media. Before the 1930s depression political elections had been regarded as a great
American game (Farley, 1938), an interesting, uncouth spectator sport like prizefighting
and baseball. Upper class scholars, both in the academy (e.g., Frederick Jackson Turner)
and outside it (e.g., Henry Adams), were willing to leave its practice to the upwardly
mobile hinterland provincials and immigrant urban proletarians. As some of these
outsiders shouldered or sidled their way into academic halls (Orren, 1985), and as the
Great Depression and the prospect of international socialism and the terrors of National
Socialism riveted scholars’ attention on politics, the study of political attitudes and voting
behavior became respectable in the relatively democratic nations. Turn-of-the-century
political scientists (e.g., Acton, 1907) had found power distasteful, but by midcentury
students of politics had become comfortable, even fascinated, with power and its study
(Leighton, 1945; Lasswell, 1948; Hunter, 1953; Dahl, 1961; Winter, 1973; McClelland,
1975), perhaps because of seeing governmental power exercised both to perpetrate
genocide and to defeat the perpetrators in a war that incidentally caged the big bad wolf
of economic depression. Indeed, many of these post-1940 students of politics had played
participatory Dr. Win-the-War roles.

PREFERRED METHODS IN THE ATTITUDES/ VOTING ERA

It was their shared “Do surveys; will travel” methodology that especially united these
1960s-1970s political attitudes and voting researchers, more than did their shared
rational-person theoretical orientation, or even their shared topical interest in political
attitudes and voting. They designed questionnaires asking a sample representative of
some population about their demographics, media consumption, political information, or
other personal characteristics (as independent variable measures) and about their political
attitudes and voting intentions or behaviors (to measure political partisanship and
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participation as mediating and dependent variables). Such formal survey-research
methods characterized the scientific branch of political attitudes work, while the
humanistic branch often used less formalized depth interviews that allowed open-ended
responses to general probes. Secondarily, participant observation passed from
anthropology to sociology, with fertile use by Whyte (1943, 1949) in his studies of street-
corner and restaurant societies, and by Goffman (1959, 1961) in his analyses of self-
presentation in varied settings (e.g., gambling casinos and asylums).

DENOTATIVE MAPPING OF THE 1960s-1970s ATTITUDES ERA:
THE MICRO-HUMANISTIC APPROACH

To provide a denotative definition of this 1960s and 1970s political attitudes and voting
behavior era, prototypical contributions will be described in each of the four approaches.
Throughout the century of progress following Henry Mayhew’s (1861) microhumanistic
interviews of the poor in early Victorian London, to the current sophisticated survey-
research training programs at universities such as Michigan and Chicago, students of
society and mentality have made thoughtful use of the interview method, developing it
from an art to a craft, if not yet quite a science. As an art, it calls for virtuosi such as
Henry Mayhew and Studs Terkel (1967, 1970), who use intuitive techniques difficult to
verbalize. Interviewing evolved to craft status as its experienced practitioners became
able to articulate rules of thumb teachable to apprentices. It is only beginning to develop
to the status of a science with an organized body of theory from which new testable
relations can be derived and that can evolve by assimilating new findings. Robert E.Lane
(1959, 1962) made early contributions of this type in his investigations of attitudes
associated with political participation and then of the origins of these attitudes. Oral
history archives promise to expand the collection and availability of useful bodies of
interview materials for scholars in the future.

MACROHUMANISTIC STUDIES OF ATTITUDES

Precursory to macrohumanistic studies of collectives was Myrdal’s (1944) analysis of an
American dilemma, constituted by egalitarian attitudes at odds with racially
discriminatory behavior. Regional studies, often centered on an archetypical community
(“Jonesville,” “Yankee City,” “Middletown,” etc.) depicted the political minds of the
South, of New England, and of the American heartland; only the Far West was neglected
(perhaps because in those pre-jet days academic researchers were loathe to travel three
thousand miles from the ocean to make their observations). Paradoxically, this
macrohumanistic research, originally preoccupied with the minutiae of overt behavior
and objective physical data, metamorphosed into a depiction of modal group mentality.
Participant observers such as Goffman recorded external gross behavior as data, but their
interpretations often depict mentality more than do accounts by the survey researchers,
even though the latter’s verbal interview material promises more direct access to the
subjective worlds of the respondents.
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MICROSCIENTIFIC STUDIES OF ATTITUDES AND VOTING

Prototypical of the microscientific research on political attitudes were the early voting
studies by Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and their colleagues (Lazarsfeld et al., 1944; Berelson,
Lazarsfeld, & McPhee, 1954) associated with Columbia University and the University of
Chicago. The most sustained program of such research has been at the University of
Michigan, involving A.Campbell, Converse, Miller, and their colleagues (Campbell et al.,
1954, 1960, 1966). The 1960s and 1970s were the great decades of this microscientific
research on political attitudes and voting, as summarized by Kinder and Sears (1985), but
interest has remained high due to the practical importance of the topic.

MACROSCIENTIFIC STUDIES OF POLITICAL ATTITUDES

Macroscientific studies using conglomerates (nations, epochs, etc.) are rarer than
microscientific studies. A macroscientific study transitional between the 1940s and 1950s
political personality era and the 1960s and 1970s political attitudes era is McClelland’s
(1961) research on how societies’ child-rearing practices affect and are affected by their
citizens’ achievement, power, and affiliation motivations, and how these in turn affect the
rise and fall of the societies’ political dominance, their cultural influence, and their
economic affluence. McClelland’s motivational mediators have elements both of the first
era’s personality and this second era’s attitudinal mediators.

Because nations had been scored more frequently in regard to modal actions than
modal attitudes, many macrostudies have focused on overt behaviors such as voting or
violent acts rather than on the attitudes presumed to underlie them (although growing
accumulations in social data archives are gradually facilitating work on the latter). Much
of the macro work in the 1960s concentrated on politically disruptive behavior such as
war, revolution, and crime (Davies, 1962; Feierabend & Feierabend, 1966; Gurr, 1970;
Singer & Small, 1972; Naroll, Bullough, & Naroll, 1974). Other macroscientific studies
focused on constructive characteristics, for example, Lipset’s (1960) on political stability,
Rokkan’s (1962) and Almond and Verba’s (1963) on cross-national differences in
attitudes and political participation, Inkeles and Smith’s (1974) on modernization
attitudes, and Cantril’s (1965) and Szalai and Andrews’s (1980) on crossnational
differences in felt quality of life and uses of leisure. The feasibility of such studies will
increase as social data archives grow and multivariate, time-series causal analysis
improves.

The 1980s-1990s Political Cognition and Decision Era

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 1980s-1990s POLITICAL IDEOLOGY
ERA

The preferred interdisciplinary border-crossing then shifted to a third frontier, political
cognition, again with its distinguishing subject matter, method, and theory. It is best
defined by its distinctive subject-matter focus, the content and operations of cognitive
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systems that affect decision-making in the political domain. Shared theoretical and
methodological orientations provide only weak bonds in this third era, and are largely
confined to using the computer as metaphor and tool. Depicting the person as an
information-processing machine is a dominant theoretical model, with specifics drawn
from cognitive science assumptions regarding how information is stored in memory and
from decision theory assumptions regarding the heuristics of selective retrieval and
weighing of information to arrive at a judgment (Axelrod, 1976; Tversky & Kahneman,
1983). Hastie (1986) summarizes aspects of cognitive science theorizing particularly
pertinent to political psychology. Symptomatic of the computer inspiration of this third
era is the use of computer flow charts to depict the person’s ideology and decision
processes (Janis, 1989).

The need to depict complex cognition systems and processes in this third era is likely
to require more use of manipulational laboratory experimentation (Lodge & Hamill,
1986; Beer, Healy, Sinclair, & Bourne, 1987; Masters & Sullivan, 1993) than did the first
two eras, but most data will continue to be collected in the natural political world
(Tetlock, 1993). The complexity of using these natural-world data to clarify the structure
and operation of ideology will require increasing use of path analysis, structural equation
modeling (Hurwitz & Peffley, 1987), and computer simulations (Ostrom, 1988).

NOTABLE CONTRIBUTIONS IN THE 1980s- 1990s POLITICAL
IDEOLOGY ERA

It may be premature in the third, political ideology, era to define it denotatively by a
definitive listing of its major monographic contributions, but illustrative contributions are
discernible in each of the four approaches. As regards the micro-humanistic approach,
noteworthy is Larson’s (1985) use of cognitive heuristics to analyze the origins of the
U.S. containment policy toward the Soviet Union during the early years of the cold war.
George (1980) describes the effective use of information in presidential foreign-policy
decisions. Purkitt and Dyson (1986) analyze the role of cognitive heuristics in affecting
recent U.S. policy toward South Africa. Jervis (1986, 1993) analyzes how processes
found in the laboratory (e.g., decision-makers ignoring base-rate information) may not
operate in actual foreign-policy decision-making. lllustrative of the new cognitive
psychobiography approach is Doise’s (1986) analysis of how Mussolini’s political
ideology, derived from his study of Le Bon, Orano, and Sorel, affected his political
policies and tactics. Depth interviewing is used to study the development of political
consciousness and ideology in children by Coles (1986) and in adults by Reinarman
(1987).

Macrohumanistic studies in the cognitive era, with nations as the units of observation,
typically use case-history analyses such as those by Lebow (1981) on brinkmanship
crises; by Jervis, Lebow, and Stein (1985) on the efficacy of a deterrence policy for
averting war; and by Frei (1986) on cognitive barriers to disarmament. Popkin (1993)
describes cognitive distortions that affect arms policies. Neustadt and May (1986) review
the use of case histories by political decision-makers. A macrohumanistic study using
epochs as the units of observation is Radding’s (1985) application of Piaget’s theory of
cognitive development to account for a purported transformation toward abstractness in
the mentality and society of western Europe from 400 to 1200 C.E.
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The microscientific approach is illustrated by Suedfeld and Rank’s (1976) and
Tetlock’s (1981, 1993) analyses of the kind of cognitive complexity required by
revolutionary leaders if, like Fidel Castro, they are to avoid the classic Robespierrean
trajectory of being consumed by their own revolution. These survivors need single-
minded fanaticism to win the revolutionary struggle, but also flexibility to use
compromise and accommodation in governing the postrevolutionary regime. Dean Keith
Simonton has done intriguing microscientific studies of social factors affecting the
productivity and processes of political and cultural leaders.

Illustrative of the nation-as-unit macroscientific approach to political psychology are
Archer and Gartner’s (1984) account of crossnational differences in violence in terms of
social conditions on the national level that affect the cognitive salience of aggression as a
mode of coping; Reychler’s (1979) analysis of national differences in patterns of
diplomatic thinking; and Tetlock’s (1985) discussion of complexity in Soviet and U.S.
foreign-policy rhetoric. Peripherally related are Martindale’s (1981) cross-epoch analysis
of the evolution of stylistic consciousness in art and Reiss’s (1986) cross-cultural
analyses of societal-level factors affecting the conceptualization of sexuality.

Future Directions

The politics and psychology relationship has been lively and longlasting as
interdisciplinary affairs go, its longevity fostered by frequent shiftings of its popular
topics, methods, and theories. The fluidity has made participation both exciting and
precarious, offering novelties that lure new recruits and facilitating the weeding out of
tried-and-trivialized old constructs. The obverse of this tradition of novelty in
interdisciplinary research is painfully rapid obsolescence. Earlier, the depth analysts of
the political personality era were edged out of the fast lane by the survey researchers of
the political attitudes era, well-funded to study U.S. presidential elections; now these
second-era survey researchers are finding the third era’s cognitive science mavens
tailgating to edge them out of the passing lane into cyberspace.

PARTICIPANTS IN THIS INTERDISCIPLINARY WORK

Recruitment of workers for the successive eras has been accomplished more by
replacement than by retooling. A few (e.g., Lasswell, George, Lane, Converse, etc.) have
moved with the changing interests of successive eras. More typically, researchers who
initially created each era have continued to do good work in that old line after the new
generation has moved a replacement enthusiasm to center stage. Over the three eras the
participating subdiscipline from within psychology and the auxiliary field have shifted
from personality psychology and psychiatry, to social psychology and communication, to
cognitive psychology and computer science; however, the political scientists in all three
eras have come mainly from its politics subdiscipline, plus, recently, students of
international relations (Sears & Funk, 1991).

There has been a shift across the three eras also in regard to which third, auxiliary
disciplines have contributed most to this collaboration. In the first, the political
personality era, outside help came primarily from psychiatrists and anthropologists
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(Stocking, 1987). In the second, the political attitudes and voting behavior, era, the main
outside collaboration was from sociologists and communication theorists; indeed, the
sociologists’ contributions to the study of voting behavior may have exceeded that of the
political scientists or the psychologists...but who’s counting? In the third, the political
ideology era, cognitive scientists and decision theorists are the main auxilary
collaborators. Historians, particularly the quantitative branch not always welcomed by
more orthodox humanistic historians (Barzun, 1974; Bogue, 1983), have also contributed
substantially (McGuire, 1976¢).

A POSSIBLE FOURTH ERA

Past trends allow projecting, at least through a glass darkly, a fourth flourishing of
political science/ psychology collaboration that might follow the 1980s and 1990s
political ideology era. The past three eras have focused largely on intrapersonal topics
(personality, attitudes, ideology), albeit as they are affected by social factors and as they
in turn affect society. The fourth era is likely to switch, not again simply to another
intrapersonal topic, but to interpersonal (and even intergroup) processes. The shift is
adumbrated in the current work on how stereotypical perceptions and selective-
information encoding affect international relations (Jervis, 1976), on jury decision-
making (Hastie, Penrod, & Pennington, 1983), and on intergroup processes (Turner et al.,
1987; Jervis, 1993; Sidanius, 1993).

If interest does move to interpersonal and intergroup processes, the union local of the
psychological participants is likely to shift again, this time to group dynamics and
organizational psychology; and participants from within political science are likely to
come more often from foreign-policy and international relations as well as politics
(Tetlock, 1986); the third-party collaboration is likely to come from historians and area
specialists. Macroresearch is likely to grow relative to microresearch due to growing
interest in intergroup issues. Both humanistic and scientific branches are likely to
flourish: the humanistic, because the complexity of group processes invites the
idiographic descriptive case-history approach; and the scientific, because increasing
availability of social data archives and growing technical capacity for collecting and
causally analyzing multivariate time-series data will make systems styles of research
more possible. It would take more hubris than is pardonable to predict in fuller detail the
shape of this fourth flourishing in the new millennium.






INTRODUCTION TO PART
2
Personality and Politics

We have divided the readings on personality and politics into two subsections. First, we
focus on the theory of authoritarianism and its consequences for understanding mass
psychology. Second, we turn our attention to the personality structures of political leaders
and other elites.

AUTHORITARIANISM AND MASS PSYCHOLOGY

A book published in 1950 by Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, and Sanford entitled
The Authoritarian Personality is probably the single most well-known work in all of
political psychology. Christie and Cook (1958) found that in the first 7 years after the
publication of this book, there were at least 230 published articles referring to it. It is a
rare book in social science that stimulates other books to be written about it, but The
Authoritarian Personality has received this honor more than once (e.g., Christie &
Jahoda, 1954; Stone, Lederer, & Christie, 1993). At the time of writing the introduction
to this section, a Google search of the Internet turned up 2,920 citations referring to the
work by Adorno and his colleagues. These figures undoubtedly underestimate the degree
of impact that this book has had, not only within political psychology and the social
sciences in general, but especially on the lay public.

The work that resulted in the publication of The Authoritarian Personality was
originally commissioned by the American Jewish Committee in 1944 and was aimed at
deepening the scientific psychological understanding of anti-Semitism and the events
leading to the Holocaust. In addition to the sheer scope and ambition of the project, The
Authoritarian Personality was also unique because of its methodological creativity. It
was the first study of its time to combine the relatively rigorous and empirically-oriented
techniques of survey research with the use of psychoanalytically-oriented projective
assessment techniques, including the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) and clinical
interviews. While the theory of authoritarianism had many contributors and had been in
the works for years (e.g., Fromm, 1941; Horkheimer, 1936; Reich, 1946), the research by
Adorno and his colleagues was the first attempt to investigate these ideas empirically.

As Roger Brown points out in the first reading we have selected for this section, some
of the general ideas contained in The Authoritarian Personality had been independently
explored by Nazi psychologists. Ernst R.Jaensch of the University of Marburg, for
instance, wrote a (1938) book entitled Der Gegentypus (or The Anti-Type) in which he
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distinguished between two types of political personalities: (a) the S-type, which he
believed was characterized by introversion, intelligence, femininity, passivity, lack of
physical activity, and Jewish or mixed race ancestry; and (b) the J-type, which he
believed was characterized by extraversion, strong reality constraints, masculinity,
aggressiveness, interest in contact sports, Nazi attitudes, and Aryan ancestry. It is
remarkable that such opposed theorists as Jaensch and the members of the Marxist-
oriented Frankfurt School would propose parallel personality schemes linking general
psychological characteristics to specific political belief systems. Whether there are in fact
meaningful and measurable differences in the general cognitive and motivational styles
of left-wingers vs. right-wingers remains a controversial issue to this day (Jost, Glaser,
Kruglanski, & Sulloway, 2003).

According to Adorno and his colleagues, the authoritarian personality syndrome was
theorized to include general ethnocentrism, ego-defensiveness (the inability to admit
one’s own fears or weaknesses combined with a lack of self-insight), mental rigidity and
intolerance of ambiguity, projection and the idealization of authority figures, conformity
and conventionalism, the expression of hostility and aggression towards deviants, and
political-economic conservatism. The personality syndrome was assumed to result from
oppressive, overly punitive and restrictive socialization practices within the family,
arising from economic and other frustrations. The syndrome was measured with a survey
instrument, called the F-Scale (or Fascism Scale), which was one of the most widely used
scales in all of political psychology during the 1950s and 1960s.

Because Adorno et al. failed to write a succinct, thorough summary of their work,
which was enormous in size (23 chapters and over 1,000 pages), we have chosen to
introduce students to this tradition of research by reprinting Roger Brown’s outstanding
and influential (1965) review of the strengths and weaknesses of early research on the
authoritarian personality. Criticisms of the work include all of the following: (a) the use
of nonrepresentative samples in drawing general, far-reaching conclusions, (b) reliance
on poorly constructed attitude surveys that allowed for the intrusion of response bias, (c)
failure to establish controlled procedures for content analyses of the clinical interviews,
and (d) reluctance to seriously consider alternative explanations for their empirical
findings. For example, it seems plausible that correlations among authoritarianism,
ethnocentrism, education, and socio-economic status could arise from cultural
associations rather than personality dynamics per se (see Pettigrew, 1959). And even if
one were to accept the validity of the authoritarian syndrome, the original researchers
were never able to make a convincing case that it was caused by authoritarian child-
rearing practices.

Despite numerous and serious methodological shortcomings of the original work by
Adorno et al., many of their insights do stand the test of time. The second reading in this
section by Richard Doty, Bill Peterson, and David Winter develops Fromm’s (1941)
ideas about the psychological causes of authoritarian behavior. Whereas Adorno et al.
(1950) located the sources of authoritarianism in the family, Fromm put much greater
emphasis on generalized threats caused by social, economic, and political instability. In
testing this notion empirically, Doty and his colleagues demonstrate that various public
manifestations of authoritarianism are increased during historical periods of relatively
high threat. Similarly, with some interesting exceptions, authoritarianism appears to dip
below baseline levels in periods of low threat.



Political psychology 42

The third reading in this section is by Bob Altemeyer, whose efforts to address the
methodological shortcomings of classical measures of authoritarianism (such as the F-
Scale) have contributed greatly to the revival of research interest in the construct of
authoritarianism. As Brown recounts in Reading 2, the original Adorno et al. (1950)
group had identified nine distinctive characteristics of authoritarians. After conducting a
prodigious amount of research, Altemeyer (1981) concluded that this complicated
typology could be more simply and accurately represented by as few as three distinctive
components: (a) authoritarian aggression, defined as “a general aggressiveness, directed
against various persons, which is perceived to be sanctioned by established authorities”
(p. 148); (b) authoritarian submission, defined as “a high degree of submission to the
authorities who are perceived to be established and legitimate in the society in which one
lives” (p. 148); and (c) conventionalism, defined as a belief in conventional traditions
preserved by established authority figures in society. Using these three components as a
conceptual base, Altemeyer then developed a new measure of authoritarianism called
right-wing authoritarianism (RWA). Subsequent research by Altemeyer and others has
confirmed that measuring right-wing authoritarianism in this way is reliable and valid.
Scores on the RWA scale predict racism, sexism, political conservatism, support for the
death penalty, patriotism, religious fundamentalism, and militarism. In the Altemeyer
article we have selected for inclusion, the author summarizes evidence that scores on
RWA and social dominance orientation (SDO) are both uniquely predictive of social and
political attitudes that are ethnocentric and reminiscent of the syndrome described more
than 50 years ago by Adorno and the other members of the Frankfurt School.

POLITICAL ELITES AND LEADERSHIP

The remaining readings on personality and politics focus on understanding the behavior
of individual political actors, especially professional politicians and other elite decision-
makers. In Reading 5, Fred Greenstein directly confronts the most common major
objections to studying personality in seeking to understand the dynamics of political
events. These objections usually take one or more of the following forms: (a) Insofar as
individual personality types are randomly distributed across different social roles,
personality variables will “cancel out” and become irrelevant in comparison with the
enactment of social roles; (b) Political behavior is determined much more by the specific
political context than by the personality characteristics of individuals; (c) The
psychodynamic aspects of personality that most political psychologists concern
themselves with (e.g., ego-defense mechanisms) are not directly relevant to most political
outcomes; (d) Social structural and demographic characteristics of political actors (e.g.,
race, social class, religion) have much greater political importance than do aspects of
their “personalities;” and (e) Large-scale social forces, rather than individuals, are the real
determinants of political events. Greenstein discusses the validity of each objection and
suggests ways of overcoming them.

Our final article in this section is an excellent example of how researchers endeavor to
investigate the personalities of political leaders “from a distance” in an effort to
determine how personal and situational attributes might affect leadership success.
Drawing on archival data concerning American presidents, David Winter assesses the
evidence for and against three different models of successful political leadership: (a) the
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leader characteristics model, which assumes that successful leaders tend to share specific
personality characteristics such as energy, decisiveness, and charisma; (b) a leader-
situation match model, which proposes that the most successful leaders will be those with
personal characteristics that are most appropriate for the immediate political context; and
(c) a leader-follower match model, according to which the most successful political elites
will be those whose personal characteristics are most consistent with the characteristics of
the mass public. Winter’s analysis suggests that when leadership success is defined in
terms of electoral outcomes, the most successful presidents are those whose personal
motives fit with the motives that are most prevalent and contemporary in society.
However, when success is defined in terms of “presidential greatness” as judged by
historical experts in retrospect, success is largely a function of the personal characteristics
of the president and the degree of incongruence between the president and the society
around him!

Discussion Questions

1. According to Brown, what are the most important contributions and the most
serious methodological shortcomings of The Authoritarian Personality?

2. Assuming that various personality and attitudinal variables (e.g., intolerance of
ambiguity, anti-Semitism, ethnocentrism) do correlate with one another in the manner
that authoritarian researchers claim, what other theoretical explanations can you think of
to account for such findings, in addition to explanations based on authoritarian
personality theory?

3. What do Doty, Peterson, and Winter mean by the terms *“dispositional
authoritarians” and “situational authoritarians,” and how are these concepts used to
account for the conflicting results they obtained?

4. According to Altemeyer, what are the most important conceptual and empirical
differences between the theoretical constructs of right-wing authoritarianism and social
dominance orientation?

5. Greenstein discusses several objections that critics have raised concerning the
potential usefulness of investigating the role of personality variables in leading to
political action. What do you see as the most fruitful directions that political
psychologists can take in responding to these objections?

6. What additional situational, cultural, and political factors can you identify that
might moderate the validity of Winter’s conclusions about the causes of success and
failure in political leadership?
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READING 2
The Authoritarian Personality and the
Organization of Attitudes

Roger Brown « formerly of Harvard University

In 1934 Hitler became chancellor of Germany. In 1938 E.R.Jaensch, a psychologist and
also a Nazi, published the book Der Gegentypus. This book reported the discovery of a
consistent human type—the Gegentypus or Anti-Type. The Anti-Type was also called the
S-Type because Jaensch found that he was synaesthetic: one who enjoys concomitant
sensation, a subjective experience from another sense than the one being stimulated, as in
color hearing. Synaesthesia, which we are likely to regard as a poet’s gift, seemed to
Jaensch to be a kind of perceptual slovenliness, the qualities of one sense carelessly
mixed with those of another. In other perceptual tasks Jaensch found the Anti-Type to be
characterized by ambiguous and indefinite judgments and to be lacking in perseverance.

On the assumption that personalities manifest a Stileinheit, or “unity of style,” Jaensch
filled out his characterization of the S-Type more from imagination than evidence. The S
would be a man with so-called “liberal” views; one who would think of environment and
education as the determinants of behavior; one who would take a childish wanton
pleasure in being eccentric, S would say “individualistic.” S would be flaccid, weak, and
effeminate. His general instability would be likely to stem from a racially mixed heredity.
Jews are Anti-Types and “Parisians” and Orientals and communists.

The contrasting personality, an ideal for Jaensch, was the J-Type. J made definite,
unambiguous perceptual judgments and persisted in them. He would recognize that
human behavior is fixed by blood, soil, and national tradition. He would be tough,
masculine, firm; a man you could rely on. His ancestors would have lived from time
immemorial in the North German space and within the North German population; it
would be these ancestors who had bequeathed him his admirable qualities. J made a good
Nazi Party member.

In 1950, in the United States, The Authoritarian Personality was published. The
research reported in this book undertook to discover the psychological roots of anti-
Semitism. The anti-Semite in America turned out to be generally ethnocentric, generally
antagonistic to groups other than his own because he thought of these groups as having
various disagreeable innate qualities. Politically the anti-Semite tended to be
conservative, a firm believer in “free enterprise,” nationalistic, a friend of business, and
an enemy of labor unions. A person with this combination of opinions sounded like a
potential Fascist. The authoritarian type in his perception and thought appeared to be
rigid and intolerant of ambiguity. He was, more or less, Jaensch’s J-Type, but J, who was
a hero to Nazi social science, was a villain to American social science. What Jaensch
called “stability” we called “rigidity” and the flaccidity and eccentric-ity of Jaensch’s
despised Anti-Type were for us the flexibility and individualism of the democratic
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equalitarian. The typologies of Jaensch and of the authors of The Authoritarian
Personality were much the same but the evaluations were different.

The Authoritarian Personality had the greatest possible relevance to the social issues
of its day. The Soviet Union had been our ally in the war against fascism. American
intellectuals generally accepted the Marxist interpretation of fascism as a movement of
the extreme political right, as a conservatism driven to desperation by the economic
problems of capitalism. The Equalitarian opposite to the Authoritarian held the leftish
liberal views of a New Dealer in the 1930’s. They were views common to humane
liberals, to Henry Wallace’s Progressive Party, to non-Stalinist communists, the authors
of The Authoritarian Personality, and most American social psychologists. The
Equalitarian was ourselves and the Authoritarian the man in our society whom we feared
and disliked.

The research reported in The Authoritarian Personality was done at the University of
California at Berkeley. The work was subsidized by the Department of Scientific
Research of the American Jewish Committee. One of the authors of the book, a social
psychologist with very great talent, was Else Frenkel-Brunswik. Mrs. Brunswik and her
husband, the eminent psychologist Egon Brunswik, had been students and teachers at the
University of Vienna during the period in which Hitler rose to power. They were Jews
and well acquainted with anti-Semitism.

After the War, came the realignment of world powers into communist and democratic
blocs. In this country the wartime solidarity with Russia was forgotten and Soviet
Communism replaced German fascism as the principal villain in world affairs. American
intellectuals were not as ready as the national majority to anathematize communists; the
two fascist themes of prejudice and political reaction seemed worse evils to us. One of
the first indications of general American anxiety about internal communism was the
decision of the Regents of the University of California to require a loyalty oath of all its
faculty members. This seemed to most of us an egregious infringement of academic
freedom and we sympathized with those who refused to sign. We were generally alarmed
by the communism phobia which at length led to McCarthyism and to the stigmatization
of liberal intellectuals as “eggheads.”

Unquestionably there was some gratification for American social psychology during
this period in the theory of the authoritarian personality which exposed the fear, the
stupidity, and the sadism in nationalistic and reactionary politics. Was there perhaps also
some distortion of truth in the service of values? If so, it was not so blatant as Jaensch’s,
not so obviously unsupported by evidence, not in the service of the state, perhaps not
there at all. Still the authors of the 1950 study were not much interested in what has come
to be called authoritarianism of the left. Interest in authoritarianism of the left apparently
had to wait upon a change of the political climate, a time when disillusionment with
communism was general among American intellectuals. It is not easy to do sound social
psychological research on contemporary issues because any finding is, in these
circumstances, a social force.
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The Widening Circle of Covariation

Two kinds of behavior are said to covary when a change in one is associated in some
regular way with a change in the other. The thousand pages of The Authoritarian
Personality tell the story of behavior that covaries with attitudes toward Jews. The
account moves from anti-Semitic attitudes to ethnocentric ideology to political and
economic conservatism to implicit antidemocratic trends to needs and traits revealed in
interviews, TAT stories, and answers to projective questions. It is all an account of
covariation, of how one kind of behavior is associated with another.

In following the ever widening circle that centers on anti-Semitism we will cross one
major methodological boundary. Anti-Semitism, ethnocentrism, political and economic
conservatism, and implicit antidemocratic trends are all assessed with fixed-alternative
questionnaires. In the remainder of the work, research methods are used which do not
provide alternative responses but leave the subject free to construct his own answer; these
include interviews, requests to tell stories about pictures, and requests to respond to
projective questions. The fixed-alternative questionnaire item is like the multiple-choice
examination question and the open-ended inquiry is like an essay question. Scor-ing the
former is a mechanical process but the latter requires trained judgment and is handled by
a method called content analysis.

The fixed-alternative questionnaire is primarily a method of survey research and the
first part of the study is essentially an opinion survey. Interviews, TAT’s, and projective
questions are primarily methods of clinical psychology and the second part of the study is
essentially a clinical investigation of a small number of persons. The subjects for the
clinical inquiry were selected on the basis of their scores on the Ethnocentrism (E) Scale;
they were high scorers and low scorers, ideological extremes. One of the innovations of
The Authoritarian Personality was the combination in one study of the two kinds of
method.

In addition to crossing a methodological boundary we will in this study cross a
conceptual boundary; the two boundaries are related but not exactly coincident. The data
are all verbal behavior, answers to questions of one kind or another. However, the authors
of the Berkeley research conceptualized the data in two ways. They were, in the first
place, concerned with ideology which they thought of as an organization of opinions,
attitudes, and values, in political, economic, and religious spheres. They were in the
second place concerned with personality which they thought of in the Freudian tradition,
as an organization of needs varying in quality, intensity, and object; needs sometimes in
harmony and sometimes in conflict. It was the effort to relate ideology to personality that
made the California study strikingly original.

It is natural to anticipate that the survey part of the study which used questionnaire
items would yield the data on ideology and that the clinical part of the study would yield
the data on personality. In fact the coincidence is not quite that sharp. The Anti-Semitism
(A-S) Scale, the Ethnocentrism (E) Scale, and the Political and Economic Conservatism
(PEC) Scale are all concerned with explicit ideology. However, the F Scale is concerned
with personality. It represents an attempt to assess by questionnaire the personality trends
that are also assessed by interview and by projective methods. The methodological-
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conceptual coincidence is further blurred by the fact that the interview protocols and the
TAT stories contain some material that is relevant to attitudes and ideologies. Apart from
the present study, fixed-alternative questionnaires have very often been used to elicit
personality data and open-ended questions have come to be widely used in opinion
surveys.

Covariation of Questioning Data

The investigators obtained most of their subjects by approaching organizations and
asking to survey opinions in the entire membership. Among the subjects of these surveys
were students from the University of California, from the University of Oregon, and from
George Washington University. There were public school teachers, public health nurses,
San Quentin Prison inmates, patients at the Langley Porter Psychiatric Clinic, veterans’
groups, labor union groups, and Kiwanis clubs. More than two thousand persons took one
or another of the attitude scales. Data from members of important minority groups were
deliberately excluded. The majority of the subjects could be characterized as white, non-
Jewish, native-born, middle-class Americans and the authors guessed that their findings
would hold for this population.

All of the questionnaire items written for the survey portion of the research assumed
the same form; they are called, in the terminology of attitude scaling, Likert-type items.
Subjects were asked to mark each statement according to the degree of their agreement or
disagreement with it by using the following scale:

+1: slight support, agreement —1: slight opposition, disagreement
+2: moderate support, agreement —2: moderate opposition, disagreement
+3: strong support, agreement —3: strong opposition, disagreement

THE ANTI-SEMITISM (A-S) SCALE

The investigators’ general conception of anti-Semitism was that it consists in
“stereotyped negative opinions describing the Jews as threatening, immoral, and
categorically different from non-Jews, and of hostile attitudes urging various forms of
restriction, exclusion, and suppression as a means of solving the ‘Jewish problem’”
(Adorno, et al., 1950, p. 71). They wrote fifty-two questionnaire items to tap this attitude.
The authors classified their fifty-two items under five subheadings: 1) offensive items
described Jews as conceited, sensual, dirty, and the like; 2) threatening items described
them as ruthless, competitive, radical, and the like; 3) attitudes items recommended
various discriminative actions to be taken against the Jews; 4) seclusive items credited the
“clannish” Jews with a desire to keep apart from gentiles; 5) intrusive items, on the other
hand, attributed to Jews a desire to move in where they are not wanted.

All of the items were written so as to affirm an anti-Semitic opinion and so consistent
agreement with items would produce a high A-S score. The authors discussed the
possible objection to their procedure that a subject who was somehow “set” so as to agree
with statements might mechanically produce a high score without in fact being intensely
anti-Semitic. For various reasons they considered this unlikely but as we shall see, when
we make a critique of the study, their decision was unwise. The items of all the
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subsequent scales, with the exception of the Political and Economic Conservatism (PEC)
Scale, were also written so as to affirm the attitude in question.

The A-S Scale items were phrased so as to express a subtle hostility without seeming
to offend the democratic values that most subjects would feel bound to support. Each
item has a kind of fair-minded and reasonable veneer. It is sometimes rather difficult to
find the sting. The following item is a good example: “The trouble with letting Jews into
a nice neighborhood is that they gradually give it a typical Jewish atmosphere.” How
could it be otherwise? Surely Jews will produce a Jewish atmosphere. They will at any
rate do so if one thinks of Jews as “categorically different from non-Jews.” However it is
just this saliency of “Jewishness” which the authors consider the beginning of anti-
Semitism.

In the second place, if one thinks of “Jewishness” as a set of acquired traits which are
subject to change then it is not inevitable that Jews should produce a characteristic
neighborhood atmosphere. The atmosphere might chiefly depend on the occupation and
education of the residents—Jewish or no. If however the ethnic category has innate
ineluctable qualities then the “typical” atmosphere must always be there.

Notice next the use of the expression “letting into.” One can only “let in” someone
motivated to enter. If the outsider did not wish to come in he would have to be invited or
urged or dragged in. How easily we assume that “letting into” is the only possible
expression and yet by doing so we attribute to the ethnic category an “intrusive” impulse
and that is part of the investigators’ definition of an anti-Semitic frame of mind.

Finally there is hostility to this intrusive group in the clever use of the words “trouble”
and “nice.” Clearly the neighborhood is expected to be less “nice” if it acquires a typical
Jewish atmosphere. The item, then, contains all the essentials of anti-Semitism, but they
are so artfully expressed that the statement at first appears innocuous.

THE ETHNOCENTRISM (E) SCALE

We come now upon a very important fact: People who are antagonistic to Jews are likely
also to be antagonistic to Negroes and to “Japs,” “Okies,” foreigners in general. “Of
course,” one says at first, but there is no logical necessity in the fact. If the reputation of
an ethnic group with a particular man were dependent on that man’s personal experience
with members of the group it is not clear why a man who thinks ill of one minority would
think ill of the others nor why a man who thinks well of one should think well of all.
Because this is the case it seems likely that neither the behavior of minorities nor our
acquaintance with a sample of that behavior is the critical determinant of our attitudes
toward them.

Anti-Semitism most commonly appears as a single manifestation of ethnocentrism.
The latter term was introduced by William Graham Sumner in his book Folkways (1906).
Sumner defined ethnocentrism as a tendency to be rigid in the acceptance of the
culturally alike and in the rejection of the culturally unlike.

The Berkeley investigators wrote thirty-four Likert-type items for the diagnosis of
ethnocentrism. Some of these were concerned with Negroes, some with such other
minorities as “Japs,” “OkKiEs,” Filipinos, zootsuiters, foreigners, members of small
political parties, criminals, and subnormals. In some items the emphasis was not so much
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on the odious qualities of minorities and outsiders as on the superior qualities of one’s
own family and the American Way.
Here are some sample items:

1. “Negroes have their rights, but it is best to keep them in their own districts and schools
and to prevent too much contact with whites.”

2. “America may not be perfect, but the American Way has brought us about as close as
human beings can get to a perfect society.”

The correlation of one half of the items in the Ethnocentrism Scale with the other half of
the items, was .91. The correlation between Ethnocentrism and the original 52-item A-S
Scale was .80. These results are evidence that antagonism to the culturally unlike is a
generalized sentiment.

THE POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC CONSERVATISM (PEC) SCALE

By the end of the nineteenth century it was widely believed in both Europe and the
United States that political views and political institutions could be ranged on a
continuum from the radical left to the conservative right. The conservative right has
believed in self-enrichment by personal exertion and in the rightness of the social and
economic inequalities that follow from such individual competition; it has been opposed
to such interferences with rugged individualism as social welfare legislation, state
regulation of economic activity, and to the association of working men into labor unions.
More generally conservatism has championed the status quo, religion, and tradition over
science and humanitarianism. The radical left has chiefly stood for economic and social
equality, for full suffrage, civil liberties, labor unions, welfare legislation, change, and
science. Fascism, which emerged in the 1930’s in Germany and Italy, was interpreted by
Marxists and most intellectuals as a movement of extreme right conservatism and the
Berkeley researchers made this same interpretation. German fascism was notably
ethnocentric and anti-Semitic. The Berkeley group expected to find that its anti-Semitic
and ethnocentric subjects would have the political and economic values of the American
conservative right wing.

The Berkeley group took the definitive component of conservatism to be an
attachment to “things as they are,” a resistance to social change. Primary values for the
American conservative seemed to include practicality, ambition, and financial success.
“Most people get pretty much what they deserve,” the conservative holds. The rich have
earned their wealth and the poor their poverty. The radical or liberal sees poverty as a
symptom of disorder in the political and economic system. He favors economic planning,
strong labor unions, welfare legislation.

Here are some items written for the Political and Economic Conservatism (PEC)
Scale:

1. “A child should learn early in life the value of a dollar and the importance of ambition,
efficiency, and determination.”

2. “The best way to solve social problems is to stick close to the middle of the road, to
move slowly, and to avoid extremes.”
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The split-half reliabilities of the PEC scales are lower than the reliabilities of the A-S and
the E scales; for PEC the average r=.73 while for A-S and E the correlations are between
.8 and .9. This shows that the components of conservatism identified in this research
cluster with some consistency but the consistency is less than in the case of the
components of anti-Semitism or ethnocentrism.

Finally the scores of the PEC Scale did not correlate as highly with scores on the A-S
Scale and the E Scale as did the scores on the latter two scales with one another. It is
noteworthy that, of the thirty or so correlations calculated for different groups, none was
negative. In short, neither ethnocentrism nor anti-Semitism ever showed a tendency to go
with leftist liberal views; the conservative was always more ethnocentric and anti-Semitic
but the association was not strong.

Conservatism and radicalism or liberalism do not, in these data, appear to be perfectly
consistent ideologies. As an ideological continuum the conservative-liberal dimension is
not closely aligned with either ethnocentrism or anti-Semitism but is in some degree
aligned with them. Antagonism to minorities is more likely to be combined with
conservative political views than with liberal views but the latter combination is also
common and so, too, is a combination of conservatism with little antagonism to
minorities.

THE IMPLICIT ANTIDEMOCRATIC TRENDS OR POTENTIALITY
FOR FASCISM (F) SCALE

With the F Scale the Berkeley researchers believed that they were moving to the level of
personality. While the scale items are statements of opinion and have the same form as
items on the A-S, E, and PEC scales they do not make assertions about minority groups
or about political and economic issues. The scale is intended to measure implicit
authoritarian or antidemocratic trends in a personality, trends rendering the personality
susceptible to explicit Fascist propaganda.

The thirty-eight items of the initial form of the F Scale are a greatly varied lot. In part
they were suggested by fascist writings and by the speeches of anti-Semitic agitators. In
part they were suggested by persistent themes in the interview protocols of ethnocentric
subjects and in their TAT stories. For these data, which we have not yet described, had
been collected and studied before the F Scale was written. Indeed the F Scale represents
an effort to capture in a questionnaire the insights of the clinical studies.

The items are subclassified under nine general terms. These terms are supposed to
constitute the antidemocratic or potentially fascistic syndrome. Syndrome is a word used
in medicine for a collection of concurrent symptoms of a disease. The nine
antidemocratic symptoms are not bound together by logic. If it turns out that they hang
together empirically, that persons who have one tend to have all, then the explanation of
this fact must be found in the disease process. In the present case that process is
conceived as a system of personality dynamics.

Here now are the nine characteristics briefly defined and with two items to illustrate
each one.

a. Conventionalism. A rigid adherence to conventional, middle-class values.

1. “Obedience and respect for authority are the most important virtues children should
learn.”
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2. “The businessman and the manufacturer are much more important to society than the
artist and the professor.”

b. Authoritarian Submission. A submissive, uncritical attitude toward idealized moral
authorities of the ingroup.

1. “Young people sometimes get rebellious ideas, but as they grow up they ought to get
over them and settle down.”

2. “Science has its place, but there are many important things that can never possibly be
understood by the human mind.”

c. Authoritarian Aggression. A tendency to be on the lookout for, and to condemn, reject,
and punish people who violate conventional values.

1. “Sex crimes, such as rape and attacks on children, deserve more than mere
imprisonment; such criminals ought to be publicly whipped, or worse.”
2. “If people would talk less and work more, everybody would be better off.”

d. Anti-Intraception. An opposition to the subjective, the imaginative, the tender-minded.

1. “When a person has a problem or worry, it is best for him not to think about it, but to
keep busy with more cheerful things.”

2. “Nowadays more and more people are prying into matters that should remain personal
and private.”

e. Superstition and Stereotypy. The belief in mystical determinants of the individual’s
fate, the disposition to think in rigid categories.

1. “Someday it will probably be shown that astrology can explain a lot of things.”
2. “Some people are born with an urge to jump from high places.”

f. Power and “Toughness.”” A preoccupation with the dominance-submission, strong-
weak, leader-follower dimension; identification with power figures; overemphasis upon
the conventionalized attributes of the ego; exaggerated assertion of strength and
toughness.

1. “People can be divided into two distinct classes: the weak and the strong.”
2. “Most people don’t realize how much our lives are controlled by plots hatched in
secret places.”

g. Destructiveness and Cynicism. A generalized hostility, vilification of the human.
1

. “Human nature being what it is, there will always be war and conflict.”
2. “Familiarity breeds contempt.”

h. Projectivity. The disposition to believe that wild and dangerous things go on in the
world; the projection outwards of unconscious emotional impulses.

1. “Wars and social troubles may someday be ended by an earthquake or flood that will
destroy the whole world.”
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2. “Nowadays when so many different kinds of people move around and mix together so
much, a person has to protect himself especially care-fully against catching an
infection or disease from them.”

i. Sex. Exaggerated concern with sexual “goings-on.”

1. “The wild sex life of the old Greeks and Romans was tame compared to some of the
goings-on in this country, even in places where people might least expect it.”
2. “Homosexuals are hardly better than criminals and ought to be severely punished.”

Do you know him—the Authoritarian, the Antidemocrat, the Pre-Fascist? It seems to me
that I do. Item after item in the F Scale is something | have heard or very like something |
have heard. Furthermore, the people 1 know who have made one of these statements have
usually gone on to make others of them.

The items as a whole had something in common. The scores on each single item were
correlated with total scores for the remaining items and the mean of these correlations
was .33. At a later date the authors of the F Scale made their original data available to
Melvin (1955) who did a factor analysis of it and found a very strong general factor
running through all items (cited by Eysenck, 1954, p. 152). The Berkeley authors had
found a superficially heterogeneous set of opinions that had, as a total set, some kind of
psychological unity. However the items within a subscale were not more closely
correlated with one another than they were with numerous items outside the subscale.
The nine symptoms or characteristics (e.g., “conventionalism,” “projectivity”) were not,
in short, shown to be psychologically real.

With the F Scale the Berkeley group hoped to identify a personality system that was
potentially fascistic and so they expected F Scale scores to correlate with the explicit
tenets of fascism expressed in the A-S, E, and PEC scales. This proved to be the case. For
the first form of the scale the mean correlation with A-S was .53, with E it was .65, and
with PEC, .54. The F Scale was revised several times by dropping items that did not
correlate with total scores or that were not predictive of A-S and E scores. For the final
version of the scale the mean correlation with an E Scale that included anti-Semitic items
was .75; the correlation with PEC was only .57.

It was ethnocentrism, anti-Semitism, and potentiality for fascism that were most
strongly interrelated. These attitudes and personality characteristics tended to be
associated with conservatism in political and economic matters but not so strongly as
they were associated with one another. This pattern suggests that there may have been
quite a few ethnocentric and antidemocratic subjects who were leftish liberal in the
political and economic sphere. That is a fact to remember because it is related to later
developments.

Covariation of Interview and Projective Data

We are crossing the methodological line from fixed-alternative questionnaires to free-
response interviews and projectives. It has been said that this is a line similar to that
between multiple-choice examinations and essay examinations. Many teachers believe
that the best way to sample a student’s knowledge is to combine the two kinds of
examination. Multiple-choice tests, and also questionnaire items, present a certain
problem of communication: the student or subject must try to make out what the teacher
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or researcher means by the item. The greater burden of decoding is on the one who
answers. Essay examinations, and also interview protocols and projective data, present
the complementary problem of communication. The respondent is free to formulate his
own answers, but the inquirer must try to figure out what he means by them. The greater
burden of decoding is on the one who asks. The Berkeley investigators, like some
teachers, seem to have believed that the best hope of discovering the truth lay in a
combination of the two methods.

INTERVIEW COLLECTION AND CODING

The interview study dealt only with persons whose questionnaire responses identified
them as ideologically extreme. There were eighty interviewees, of whom about half had
placed in the highest quartile (25%) of the E Scale distribution and about half in the
lowest quartile. Forty subjects were men and forty were women. You may remember that
most subjects in the survey studies were recruited through some formal group. The
researchers now wanted to select out particular interviewees but did not want to alarm
them by saying that they had been picked because of the extremity of their attitudes.
Consequently interviewees were told that they had been selected on the basis of age and
regional origin. They were identified by birthdate only, in order to preserve anonymity.

High scorers are supposed to be anti-intraceptive and one item they are likely to have
endorsed is: “Nowadays more and more people are prying into matters that should remain
personal and private.” Such subjects might, therefore, have been reluctant to submit to an
intensive interview lasting one-and-a-half to three hours. Largely as an inducement to
such interviewees the researchers offered a three-dollar fee; they report that this fee was
helpful in obtaining their subjects.

The nature of the interview schedule used in this research must be appreciated if we
are to make a sound evaluation of the results. There were six general areas to be covered:
(1) Vocation; (2) Income; (3) Religion; (4) Clinical Data; (5) Politics; (6) Minorities and
Race. There were subtopics in each area. Clinical data, for example, included: (4a)
Family Background: Sociological Aspects; (4b) Family Figures: Personal Aspects; (4c)
Childhood; (4d) Sex; (4e) Social Relationships; and (4f) School.

Within each subtopic the interviewer was to have in mind a set of critical underlying
questions which were to be answerable from the talk of the interviewee. In the case of
subtopic 4b (Family Figures: Personal Aspects) the underlying questions concerned the
“Subject’s Conception of Parent Figures” and the “Pattern of Power Relations between
Father and Mother.” These underlying questions were not to be asked in any direct form.
One does not ask: “What was the power relation between your father and mother?” The
interviewer’s task was, instead, to ask more specific questions couched in familiar
language and to continue asking such questions until he judged that material had been
obtained which would enable a coder of the protocol to answer the underlying question. It
was not for the interviewer himself to answer the underlying question. His job was
simply to have those questions in mind and to keep asking about particulars until it
seemed to him that there was material which would make it possible to answer the
underlying questions.

For the particular direct questions to be used in probing for relevant material there was
no required set and no required sequence but only a list of suggestions. For example, the
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interview schedule recommends the following inquiries as means of learning about the
“Pattern of Power Relations between Father and Mother:”

How did your parents get along together?

In what ways were your parents most alike?

In what ways were they different from each other?

Who made the decisions usually? (Get specific information e.g., re.
finances, recreation, discipline of children, residence, etc.)

Disagreements arise in every family from time to time; what bones of
contention did your parents sometimes have? [Adorno, et al., 1950, p.
314]

Finally, interviewers were instructed to make a close study, in advance of the interview,
of all the questionnaire responses of the interviewee. The Berkeley investigators believed
that such advance knowledge would help the interviewer to focus on critical topics. They
believed that there was no danger that the results would be biased by the interviewer’s
knowledge of his subject since the interviewers were not scheduled to code the data but
only to collect it. The coders, of course, would not know anything about the questionnaire
scores of the subjects since such knowledge could affect what they would “see” in a
protocol. The priming of interviewers with knowledge of the questionnaire results is an
aspect of the research procedure that was to be severely criticized.

Since the interviewers were oriented to a set of underlying questions it would be
reasonable to anticipate that the coding of the data would simply have been a matter of
sorting the answers to each underlying question into a set of mutually exclusive
categories. Such is not the case. Consider, for example, the underlying question: “Pattern
of Power Relations between Father and Mother.” One might have guessed that there
would be three response categories such as Father Dominant, Mother Dominant, and
Parental Equality. Each subject would then be counted as having produced one of these
three alternatives. This is not the way the investigators conceived of their questions and
not the way they handled their data. The so-called “questions” are actually very general
areas of inquiry and the inquiries produced complex multi-dimensional data which the
authors coded in any way that promised to distinguish prejudiced subjects from
unprejudiced subjects.

PROJECTIVE COLLECTION AND CODING

The work done with two other clinical instruments is very much like the interview study.
The instruments were Murray’s Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) and a set of
projective questions. For the TAT, subjects are asked to tell a story about each of a
standard set of pictures. In the present instance each subject saw ten pictures, some of
them from Murray’s standard set and some of them photographs selected for the study
because they showed members of various minority groups. There were eight projective
questions. Here are two of them:

1. “We all have times when we feel below par. What moods or feelings are the most
unpleasant or disturbing to you?”
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2. “We all have impulses and desires which are at times hard to control but which we try
to keep in check. What desires do you often have difficulty in controlling?”

With both the TAT and the Projective Questions a comparison was made between
subjects from the highest quartile of the E Scale results and subjects from the lowest
quartile. Both sets of data were examined in search of High-Low contrasts before the
Scoring Manuals were written. The scoring categories were defined so as to capture
quantitatively the differences suspected to exist. In these respects the procedures were the
same as in the case of the interview study.

TWO SPECIAL GROUPS OF SUBJECTS

Among the many groups of subjects who participated in the Berkeley study there were
two of particular interest: 110 inmates of San Quentin Prison and 121 patients at the
Langley-Porter Psychiatric Clinic. Both groups of subjects filled out the E, PEC, and F
scales. The psychiatric patients were slightly but not significantly lower than the mean of
all other groups tested on the E Scale. There was a tendency for neurosis to go with low
scores and psychosis with moderately high scores.

The prisoners produced the highest mean scores of all groups tested on the E, PEC,
and F scales. The criminal types represented in the San Quentin population were not, it
seems, rebels against established authority. On the contrary, they were politically and
economically conservative types, highly patriotic, and filled with hatred for submerged
ethnic groups.

Twelve of the prisoners were interviewed; of these, eight scored high on the E Scale
and four scored relatively low. Among the high scorers there were three subjects whom
the researchers characterize as “overt fascists.” These three were not actually members of
any self-styled fascist party and so their high scores on all scales cannot be taken as a
validation of the characterization of these scales as measures of political fascism. The
three subjects were labelled fascist by the authors because they explicitly endorsed the
use of force to suppress minorities and to protect business against labor unions. They
dispensed with the pseudo-democratic facade that was important to most prejudiced
subjects.

The criminal interviews were not coded or treated quantitatively but they are quoted at
length in The Authoritarian Personality to establish the authors’ position that criminal
authoritarianism had the same fundamental personality dynamics as did the
authoritarianism that was within the law. Some of the quotations, especially those from
the three prisoners who were labelled fascistic, are hair-raising. They suggest that we
could find, in this country, willing recruits for a Gestapo.

Concerning Negroes: “They’re very closely linked with the jungle. They’re built for
it.” Concerning Jews: “Most all of them Jews talk about sex mostly, or beatin” a guy out
of his money.” (This latter is from a man who had been arrested for sexually molesting
his own children.) Concerning labor unions: “Take away their charters.... Abolish them.”
Concerning parents: “...always tried to teach me the right thing; being in prison is not my
folks’ fault.” Concerning the determinants of human behavior. “If | ever did anything
wrong, it was the Latin in me.” And so on.

For the patients at the Langley-Porter Clinic the study centered on their first
psychiatric interview—an interview concerned chiefly with the patient’s description of
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his problems. These interviews were held by members of the regular clinic staff who had
no knowledge of the research project and no expectation that the interviews would be
studied by outsiders. This is an important fact because, as we shall later see, it exempts
the present interview study from a very serious criticism that must be made of the major
interview study.

The initial interviews for twenty-eight subjects who scored high on the E Scale and
thirty-one who scored low were coded for seven characteristics. Before the coding
categories were defined all of the interviews were examined for content that seemed to
distinguish prejudiced subjects from unprejudiced subjects. This again is an important
fact because, as we shall see, it means that the study of the patient interviews was subject
to one serious criticism that must also be made of all the other studies involving content
analysis.

Most of the coding categories were similar to categories used in other parts of the
study. For example, prejudiced subjects were expected to be anti-intraceptive and
extrapunitive. Several categories adapt traits of ordinary authoritarians to the special case
of psychiatric patients. Prejudiced subjects were expected chiefly to complain of somatic
or physical ailments such as dizziness, tremor, fast heartbeat, and the like, while
unprejudiced subjects were expected to complain of such psychological ailments as
anxiety, conflict, and depression. In addition, prejudiced subjects were expected to blame
their troubles on particular unlucky external events—an illness, a divorce, a death.
Unprejudiced subjects would be more likely to see their symptoms as having been
present in milder form for years, possibly since childhood.

All of the interviews were coded by two judges who were thoroughly familiar with the
hypotheses and findings of the total research. In addition, however, there were seven
control raters who were completely unacquainted with the research as a whole. Each
control rater coded all interviews for just one variable. In the content analyses of the
major interview study each rater coded all variables and that means that knowledge of
one could easily have biased the coding of another. The study of psychiatric interviews
was free of this flaw.

RESULTS

In all three sets of clinical data, in the interview protocols, the TAT stories, and the
answers to the projective questions, the investigators found numerous statistically
significant differences between prejudiced subjects and unprejudiced subjects. Some of
the differences occur in content categories that are already familiar to us from the F
Scale. “Anti-Intraceptive” is a content category for the analysis of interview protocols as
well as a rubric under which certain F Scale items were classified. In both sets of data it
is the prejudiced subjects who are anti-intraceptive. Some of the distinctive content
categories are very closely related to F Scale rubrics; the Pseudo- or Anti-Scientific
category for interview analysis is very like the Superstition and Stereotypy of the F Scale.
Again and again quotations from the subjects’ freely composed responses echo the items
of the F Scale. In considerable degree, then, the projective data confirm the covariation of
implicit antidemocratic trends with prejudice which was demonstrated by the
questionnaire data.
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Analysis of the projective data also added many new items of behavior to the circle of
covariation. Prejudiced subjects in interviews showed a tendency to separate sex and
affection while unprejudiced subjects were likely to fuse the two. In the TAT stories of
prejudiced subjects there was more primitive, impulsive aggression; the heroes of their
stories were more often dependent on the demands and regulations of authority. In
response to a projective question about the “worst crimes a person could commit”
prejudiced subjects were likely to list crimes against the physical person while
unprejudiced subjects were likely to list crimes against the personality—psychological
cruelties and violations of trust.

All of these data are verbal, all of them roughly contemporaneous. They add up to a
list, a very long one, of correlated differences. | have not the patience to write them all
down and you would not find it interesting to read or possible to remember. But when the
authors interpret the list it becomes a pattern, in more than one dimension, and the pattern
is somewhat lifelike.

The transformation from list to personality is accomplished in the following way.
Some of the things subjects said are assumed to have historical truth, to be realistic
accounts of past events and so a genetic dimension is added. Some of the things subjects
said are understood literally, others are interpreted as revelations of unconscious wishes
and so a dimension of psychological “depth” is added. Some of the things subjects said
are set alongside other things with which they are in conflict and so dynamic forces are
added. The construction as a whole is guided by a general blueprint of human personality,
the blueprint is psychoanalytic theory.

The widening circle of covariation has become too wide to keep in view and so we
will stop de-scribing uninterpreted data. The results of the studies of projective material
are more interesting and memorable as parts of the intellectual construction called the
authoritarian personality than as unpatterned fragments. The citation of data will be
highly selective, chiefly from the interviews, but copious enough, | hope, so that you can
judge the adequacy of the evidence.

Construction of the Personality

We can begin with findings which suggest that the prejudiced person has a more
consistently favorable impression of himself than does the unprejudiced person. The most
directly relevant contrast in the coding categories is: “Self-glorification” as opposed to
“Objective self-appraisal.” Prejudiced persons say such things as: “I have always tried to
live according to His Ten Commandments” or “Think one of my best assets is my poise”
or “I’ve always had a happy disposition, and I’ve always been honest with my family.”
From unprejudiced subjects come such appraisals as: “I’m rather shy, don’t like
competition” or “I don’t mean | am in love with my mother, but | have a dependency
complex...married a woman older than myself.”

There are other interview categories which contribute to our impression that the
prejudiced person has an exceptionally good opinion of himself. In describing their
sexual experiences, for example, prejudiced men boast of their conquests and represent
themselves as ideals of masculinity while women speak of having “scads of boyfriends.”
By contrast, an unprejudiced woman says: “l am avoided by the male sex perhaps
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because | am heavy” and a man reports that he has “always been rather inhibited about
sex.”

In addition to having a good opinion of themselves prejudiced persons have a good
opinion of their parents. The most directly relevant interview categories are:
“Conventional idealization of parents” vs. “Objective appraisal.” Prejudiced subjects say
of their fathers: “He is very sincere and very well liked by his friends and employees”
and “He is exceptionally good looking, dresses well, has gray hair” and “I’ve always
been very proud to be his son.” Of their mothers they say: “Most terrific person in the
world to me” and “She’s friendly with everybody.” The prejudiced person does not have
a father and a mother for parents; he has “Father’s Day” and “Mother’s Day.”

Unprejudiced subjects said of their fathers: “Father tries to be rational but is not
always so0” and “I think he wanted a boy, so he paid little attention to me.” Of their
mothers they say: “She is practical and sensible, but she gets too much interested in fads”
and “She gives me too much advice.”

Very generally, prejudiced subjects do not describe themselves or their parents as
fearful or dependent or slothful or aggressive against properly constituted authority or as
having any of the traits of the other sex. Unprejudiced subjects are more likely to ascribe
such faults and shortcomings to themselves and their parents. Here then are some new
correlates of prejudice. We could stop here, with the simple listing, but instead we will
attempt to figure out what the difference means, how it comes about.

One ought, in the first place, to consider the possibility that the two kinds of self and
of parental appraisal are the simple truth. Prejudiced people and their parents may, in
fact, be superior to the unprejudiced. As you might guess this was not the view of the
Berkeley researchers. Their interpretation is actually revealed in the labelling of the
categories: “Self-glorification” vs. “Objective appraisal” and “Conventional idealization
of parents” against “Objective appraisal.” These titles make it clear that the reports of
unprejudiced subjects are presumed to be accurate or truthful (“objective”) whereas the
reports of prejudiced subjects are presumed to be inaccurate (“idealized” or “glorified”).
What ground have they for treating the prejudiced as liars and the unprejudiced as truth
tellers? Is this a prejudice of their own, a device to evade the unpalatable conclusion that
prejudiced people are generally pleasanter people than the unprejudiced?

One might doubt the accuracy of the prejudiced subjects’ glowing appraisal of himself
and his parents on the ground of manifest improbability. People are simply not that good.
Characters are always flawed by fearfulness or dependency or antagonism. People do not
greatly differ in the degree to which they possess faults and shortcomings but only in
their awareness of such unwelcome traits. Where character flaws are not explicitly
confessed it must be because the subject does not want to be aware of them.

Ambivalent feelings are mixed feelings, positive and negative sentiments concentrated
on the same object. As Freud always assumed, it is human nature to abhor ambivalence.
Behind this abhorrence, | suspect, is the fact that ambivalence must tend to paralyze
action. If one likes an object or person the thing to do is to approach and if one dislikes to
retreat. Ambivalence must activate both tendencies but it is impossible to act on both.

While human beings do not welcome ambivalence there are ways of coping with it.
One can differentiate the object for example, oneself or one’s parents—into parts, some
of them good and some bad. A mother can be practical and sensible but inclined to give
too much advice; a father can be affectionate but not handsome or not practical.
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Ambivalence is resolved by cognitive complication, by making distinctions among the
manifestations of an object, the traits of a person, or the members of a minority. The
unprejudiced subject seems to cope with inevitable ambivalence by consciously
recognizing both the good and bad parts.

On the presumption that some ambivalence of feeling for oneself and one’s parents is
inevitable it would seem that the prejudiced person is unable to cope with it by
complicating his conceptions. He maintains the unity of the object of feeling and handles
ambivalence by denying (perhaps repressing) one part of his feelings. Since it is
important to think well of oneself and one’s parents it is the negative feelings, the
unfavorable judgments, that are denied. This argument holds that the person who reports
only favorable judgments of himself and his parents is motivated to deny contrary
judgments and the basis for that interpretation is the assumption that in any human life
there must be grounds for such judgments. The prejudiced person keeps his
consciousness clear and unambivalent by denying or repressing what is unwelcome.

This is not the whole story. Prejudiced subjects do not always give perfectly ideal
portraits. There are in the interviews with prejudiced subjects some negative self-
appraisals. “l have let myself slip, let my carnal self get away from me....” “Except for
my industriousness. That just doesn’t exist.” “I guess | just got that from the other side of
the family.” Concerning parents, too, there were some unfavorable remarks. “She
[mother] was very nervous. Irritable only when overdoing.” “He [father] has a hot
temper.” In the TAT stories and in the answers to projective questions there was
additional evidence that many prejudiced subjects were somewhat ambivalent about
themselves and their parents.

So then we have direct evidence that prejudiced subjects hold some unfavorable
feelings and we are not, after all, forced to posit the existence of such feelings on the
grounds of simple probability. This is fine, but the drawback is that we appear to have
lost the distinction we started with since both kinds of subjects are manifestly ambivalent.
This is not the view of the California researchers. They and their coders judged that the
negative feelings expressed by prejudiced subjects could be seen to have a quite different
psychological status from the negative feelings of unprejudiced subjects. The criticisms
of self and parents voiced by the prejudiced were, to use a psychoanalytic term, “ego-
alien.” The criticisms were not being consciously faced as such. They were foreign
particles, excrescences, impositions from without.

How on earth could one tell whether a criticism is ego-alien? By any of several signs.
The prejudiced subject said: “I have let my carnal self get away from me.” The carnality
is distinguishable from himself, it is not really he. Another subject said that his lack of
industriousness was inherited from one side of his family. It was imposed on him, not
something for which he himself could be held to account. In speaking of their parents
prejudiced subjects frequently began with generalized glowing praise and then seemed to
let slip some specific criticism. Such criticisms were often promptly retracted: “He forced
some decisions on me”but “He allowed me to do as | pleased; arguments were about
things he didn’t want me to have” but “He never denied me anything | needed.” There is
an impression that the criticism pops out against the subject’s intention and is then denied
or blamed on an external cause or isolated from the essential self or parent.

In the TAT stories as well as the interview protocols it is said to be possible to
recognize ego-alien negative feelings. What are the signs? One prejudiced subject told no



The Authoritarian Personality 61

stories in which the hero was aggressive against either a father or any sort of “father-
figure.” Since the storyteller is presumed to identify himself with the hero we might say
that there was no consciously accepted aggression of this kind. However, aggression of
this kind was exhibited by characters in the story whom the storyteller took pains to
reject. The heroes identified themselves with authority but figures from whom the
subjects dissociated themselves attacked authority. It is this kind of pattern that is taken
to be evidence of ego-alien aggression.

Both prejudiced and unprejudiced subjects seem to have aggressive feelings about
themselves and their parents but in the former subjects these feelings are ego-alien which
means that they are repressed, denied, or isolated while in the latter subjects these
feelings are integrated into objective conceptions. What difference does it make whether
a feeling is ego-alien or integrated? Are there differential consequences? The first thing
to note is that the subjects for whom negative feelings are ego-alien are the prejudiced
subjects, the subjects who attribute undesirable characteristics to outgroups. The sins and
weaknesses we miss in their self-descriptions and in their descriptions of their parents
turn up in what they say about minority groups.

From the minorities section of the interviews come these assertions. “Jewish people
are more obsequious.” “Since the Negro has that feeling that he isn’t up to par, he’s
always trying to show off.... Even though he can’t afford it, he will buy an expensive car
just to make a show.” “The Jew is always crying.” “They [Jews] suffer from every lust.”
“They [Negroes] all carry knives; if you do something they don’t like, they will get even
with you, they will slice you up.” “But they [Jews] are so clannish and aggressive and
loud that sometimes | can’t stand them.”

Let me summarize the case for the prosecution of authoritarians: Certain
characteristics that are undesirable are not accepted as characteristic of the subject and his
parents. However, there is reason to believe that these characteristics exist in the subject
and his parents, leading a kind of covert, submerged life. Finally, these characteristics are
confidently attributed to others, in this case to minority groups. This is exactly the pattern
of evidence that Freud called projection. Something present in oneself but unwelcome, is
projected outward. When we add that the unwelcome “somethings” are chiefly sex and
aggression, the important drives in Freudian theory, then projection does indeed seem to
be the word for it.

If you are a psychological functionalist it is not enough to label prejudice as
projection. One must ask what is projection for? What is its utility for the prejudiced
person? One answer is suggested by certain quotations from the interviews. A man who
bought a fur coat for his mother from a Jewish salesman took advantage of the fact that
the salesman misread the price tag and so quoted a price one hundred dollars below that
on the tag. “That was a case where | out-Jewed a Jew.” “I am not particularly sorry
because of what the Germans did to the Jews. | feel the Jews would do the same type of
thing to me.” Finally, “I think the time will come when we will have to kill the bastards.”
The prejudiced person has aggressive impulses but he dare not direct them at members of
the in-group. He can direct aggression against minorities if he believes the minorities are
themselves aggressive and so deserve to be attacked.

Projection seems also to have a functional role in the southern white man’s sexual use
of Negro women. If one can believe that Negro women are inherently sensual and
promiscuous, then one can believe that they seduce a man against his better impulses. On
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the other hand, if anything happens between a white woman and a Negro it must be rape
since the woman could not desire the Negro while he is certain to desire her. History
shows Negro men have often been lynched for rape when there was strong reason to
believe that a white woman had acted provocatively.

By projecting his own unacceptable impulses to sex and aggression the prejudiced
man is able to enjoy some direct expression of these impulses. The direct expression is
justified by the supposed sexual and aggressive nature of his out-group targets. Since the
beliefs which support the prejudiced man’s actions are not the true causes of his actions
they may be considered “rationalizations” as well as projections. From a set of static
correlates the authors have inferred a dynamic sequence which is put in psychoanalytic
terms. Repression of impulses leads to projection which functions as rationalization for
an expression.

Why is it that some people are particularly bent on maintaining an idealized image of
themselves and of those close to themselves? The evidence suggesting an answer is
distributed across many categories coded from the interviews. It goes like this.

The prejudiced subject is exceptionally concerned with status and success and rather
little concerned with solidarity and intimacy. He puts friendship, love, and marriage in
the service of status-seeking. Anyone with whom he might become intimate or even
acquainted is evaluated in terms of status points. The prejudiced man always asks: “What
can he do for me?” Prejudiced men sometimes expressed a wish to marry a wealthy
woman and usually said they wanted a wife who could help a man advance himself; a
woman who would do a man credit. Since a woman’s socio-economic status is largely
derived from her husband, prejudiced women are more intent than are men on assessing
the status potential of a possible spouse. “I’d like to marry someone, for instance, who is
going into a profession—maybe a doctor.” Speaking of a former boyfriend, a prejudiced
woman said: “very wealthy family but he didn’t have the drive and ambition that | want.”

In speaking of the qualities they would hope to find in a spouse, unprejudiced subjects
often mentioned beauty, sensuality, shared aspirations. They used the language of
romantic love rather than the language of status calculation. Friends were not chosen
because of their positions but because of their personal qualities. Desires for solidarity,
intimacy, and love were strong in the unprejudiced.

The status and success that so much concern the prejudiced subject are conceived in a
very external way. He speaks of money and material acquisitions and social esteem and
power. “Every man has a certain ego that he has to satisfy. You like to be on top. If
you’re anybody at all, you don’t like to be on the bottom.” Another man said. “I never
had any relations with anyone that didn’t have money connected with it.” Contrast the
unprejudiced subjects: “Money has never meant much to me.... Maybe it is stupid and
unrealistic. But it is the work itself that gives me satisfaction.” And from another
unprejudiced subject: “l like to work with young people...satisfaction of helping
someone.... It doesn’t pay financially, but...you are happier...makes good friends....”

What is it that causes the prejudiced person to be so much concerned with status and
success? The answer seems to be in the interview categories: “Family status-concerned”
vs. “Family status-relaxed.” Prejudiced subjects made the following observations “Well,
they [parents] didn’t want me to run with some kind of people—slummy women—
always wanted me to associate with the higher class of people.” “We lived in a nice
house but really couldn’t afford it. It was quite an effort to get into social circles.” One
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man’s father did not want him to work as a boy because he thought “it was beneath me.”
An unprejudiced subject made the following remark: “My mother had and accepted a
very simple way of life.” Another said: “We had a sort of scorn for people who wanted
too much.”

It is easy to see that parents who are insecure about their own status may produce
children who are bent on success. This is little more than a simple transmission of values.
But what is the connection between status anxiety and prejudice? Parents who are
anxious about their own status should be very concerned to see that their children are
properly brought up; that they are children no one could confuse with the offspring of the
lower classes. They will want little ladies and gentlemen, not dirty, brawling brats.

How does one create little ladies and gentlemen out of tiny primates? It is clearly a job
for an animal trainer, someone who can “lay down the law in no uncertain terms.” Status
anxiety might cause parents to interpret the roles of parent and child in terms of authority
and submission. Here are some things prejudiced subjects said about their parents as
disciplinarians. “Well, my father was a very strict man. He wasn’t religious, but strict in
raising the youngsters. His word was law, and whenever he was disobeyed, there was
punishment.” Another man remarked: “Father had to give us one look and we knew what
he meant.”

The parents who were anxious about status probably set their authority firmly against
weakness and passivity and unresponsibility. Probably too they firmly sex-typed
behavior, requiring a stereotypical unmixed masculinity from their sons and femininity
from their daughters. The exercise of so much authority would be bound to engender
aggression but this seems to have been put down with a firm hand. A prejudiced woman
says of her father: “You always did what he said, but it was right; there was no question
about it.” A man said: “We did what the elders told us to.” (Ever question it?) “Well, |
never questioned.” A man speaks of overhearing, on the street, a child “sass” his mother
and adds: “If I’d have said that to my mother, | wouldn’t be able to sit down.”

With the psychoanalytic concept of displacement we can make the connection to
prejudice. Parental discipline frustrates the child and the frustration creates aggression.
This aggression cannot be directed against its legitimate target, that would be insurrection
against parental authority, and so the aggression is displaced to a less dangerous target—
minority groups. Jews and Negroes and “Okies” and foreigners are inviting targets for
displaced aggression because of historical circumstances that have caused them to be
underprivileged and to have well-established bad reputations.

We see at last why the authors of The Authoritarian Personality have argued that the
empirical clustering of beliefs that are not logically related argues for the existence of a
dynamic psychological relationship. Why should people whose parents were anxious
about status have an idealized image of themselves and of their parents and a very bad
opinion of minorities and foreigners? It is because status anxiety produces authoritarian
discipline which produces repression of faults and shortcomings and of aggression
against authority. It is the fate of repressed faults and shortcomings to be projected to
minorities and outsiders. It is the fate of the repressed aggression to be displaced from
authority and directed against minorities and outsiders. Finally the projected faults and
shortcomings rationalize the aggression. Prejudice plays an integral role in the total
ideology but the role is psychological rather than logical.
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Not all of the characteristics attributed to the authoritarian personality can be neatly
fitted into the above construction but many can be; for example, the fact that the
prejudiced person is anti-intraceptive. On the F Scale he agrees that there is too much
prying into matters that ought to remain personal and private, that when one has a
problem the best thing to do is not think about it and just keep busy. From the interviews
it appears that he is not given to reflection or introspection. He does not strive for insight
into his own psychological operations, he does not see their role in what happens to him.
When things go wrong for the prejudiced person it is because of external forces. He is
disposed to be “extrapunitive”—to blame others rather than himself. “She’s mean and
inconsiderate and doesn’t give a darn about anyone else but herself.”

Among the prejudiced subjects, even those who were patients at the Langley-Porter
Psychiatric Clinic resisted psychological interpretations. In their initial interviews they
stressed their somatic or physical symptoms—dizziness, tremor, fainting, breathlessness.
As causes they favored particular external events—a death, an illness, a shock. They
sometimes spoke of psychological illness as if it were a breakdown of a machine; as if
some “part”—the nerves or the mind—had given way under external stress. Because the
prejudiced man’s psychic equilibrium is founded heavily on repression one would expect
him to avoid introspection and psychological inquiries. And so anti-intraceptiveness fits
in with the total construction. The unprejudiced subjects tended to construe human life
much in the manner of modern psychology. A man is his own fate. Very much of what
happens to him is a consequence of his character. For those of us who have become
addicted to psychological inquiry there seems to be a dimension missing from the
prejudiced person; he lives his life but does not examine it.

The Cognitive Style of the Authoritarian

We come now to the California researchers’ independent discovery of Jaensch’s
typology. Among the coding categories applied to the interviews were two that are
concerned with general cognitive style: Rigidity vs. Flexibility, and Intolerance of
Ambiguity vs. Tolerance of Ambiguity. Prejudiced subjects were judged to be more rigid
and also more intolerant of ambiguity than the unprejudiced.

By what reasoning did the authors arrive at their predictions in the sphere of cognitive
style? Intolerance of ambiguity is a generalization of the prejudiced subject’s intolerance
of emotional ambivalence. Ambivalence exists when both love and hate are felt for the
same person. The prejudiced man wants his loves and hates to be wholehearted; he
idealizes himself and his parents and anathematizes out-groups. The unprejudiced person
objectively appraises both, which means that he lives with a mixture of love and hate and
so with uncertainties and conflicts that are not in the consciousness of the prejudiced.

Ambivalence is uncertainty of value and ambiguity is uncertainty of meaning. An
ambiguous picture is one that might be either this or that; an ambiguous word is one that
might signify either this or that. The prediction that prejudiced subjects will be generally
intolerant of ambiguity derives from the assumption that personality manifests a unity of
style. The intolerance of ambiva-lence which is motivated by status anxiety and the ban
on aggression against authority is expected to spread into areas where it is not specifically
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motivated, to become a general style, the prejudiced person is expected to manifest
intolerance of ambiguity in all perception and thought.

For the interview protocols it was suggested that the subject who is tolerant of
ambiguity will make much use of limiting and qualifying language forms. The subject
intolerant of ambiguity would take a more absolute tone. Of course the coders were free
to consult the total protocol and so may simply have coded intolerance of ambiguity
where there seemed to be intolerance of ambivalence or any of the other stigmata of
authoritarianism. Consequently the interview results are not good evidence that
prejudiced subjects were intolerant of ambiguity.

Rigidity is a term from common parlance with a root meaning that makes reference to
the physical world. To produce changes of form in a substance a degree of resistance
must be overcome. When this resistance exceeds our expectations—when a joint moves
stiffly or a lump of clay is not malleable—we are likely to call the substance “rigid.”
Abstracting from the physical case we attribute rigidity to thought and behavior when
they are exceptionally resistant to applied forces. An elderly person who cannot change
his ideas with the changing times manifests rigidity; a patient in psychotherapy who does
not relinquish his defenses, in spite of the therapist’s insightful interpretations of them,
manifests rigidity. The prejudiced person is supposed to show rigidity in his refusal to
give up ethnic stereotypes which are presumably contradicted by common experience.

CRITIQUE OF THE AUTHORITARIAN PERSONALITY

It is probable that no work in social psychology has been given a more meticulous
methodological and conceptual examination than has The Authoritarian Personality.
There is even a follow-up volume of evaluative papers called Studies in the Scope and
Method of “The Authoritarian Personality” (Christie & Jahoda, 1954). The definitive
critique of method is the paper in that volume by Hyman and Sheatsley. We cannot
review all of the criticisms that have been made but will cover vital ones.

Sampling and the Organization of Attitudes

While the authors of the Berkeley study guessed that their findings could be generalized
to the population of white, non-Jewish, native-born, middle-class Americans they
recognized that the sample of persons actually studied was not a representative or random
sample of this population or of any other specifiable population. To mention only one
restriction, the subjects were almost all members of at least one formal organization since
the major method of recruiting subjects was through such organizations. It is known that
people who belong to at least one formal organization are in very many respects different
from people who belong to no organizations (Christie, 1954). The authors of the Berkeley
study took the position that sampling considerations were not vital to their work because
they were not interested in estimating the incidence of certain attitudes but rather in
establishing relationships among attitudes.

Hyman and Sheatsley take issue with the notion that sampling does not matter in a
study of relationships among variables: “Correlation coefficients, just like means or
percentages, fluctuate from sample to sample and may well vary in different
populations.” It is conceivable that persons belonging to formal organizations, and this
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was the kind of person studied, are more concerned with the social issues that form the
content of the A-S, E, and F scales than are persons who belong to no organizations.
Concern with issues may create a high degree of organization (intercorrelation) among
attitudes. Perhaps the conclusion that certain attitudes cohere into what may be called an
antidemocratic ideology is only true of Americans who belong to organizations.

The record of related and subsequent researches on the intercorrelation of attitudes is
instructive. These intercorrelations do indeed fluctuate from one sample to another and
some of the fluctuations are interesting.

Whereas the magnitude of the correlations among A-S, E, and F fluctuates from
sample to sample there is one impressive invariance—no negative correlations seem ever
to have been reported (Christie, 1954). It does seem fairly safe therefore to conclude that
A-S, E, and F were organized together for middle-class Americans in the 1940’s and
1950’s. The Berkeley researchers cer-tainly were not justified in generalizing their
conclusions as widely as they did, but they seem to have been lucky. They hit on a
finding that is as highly reliable and highly general as they, on insufficient evidence,
thought it was.

Acquiescence Response Set

The questionnaire items of the A-S, E, and F scales are all worded in such a way that
agreement with the items represents, respectively, anti-Semitism, ethnocentrism, or
potential fascism. The authors were aware that it is generally better practice in opinion-
attitude scales to include both positive and negative items. In connection with the
construction of the A-S Scale the authors set forth the considerations that persuaded them
to write all the items of each scale as authoritarian assertions (Adorno, et al., 1950, p. 59).
It is now clear that they made a mistake.

In a 1946 publication Cronbach discussed the problem of response sets in paper and
pencil tests; for example, a subject might consistently tend to agree with assertions—
regardless of their content. If all the items in a scale assert in the same direction a high
score might be as much a manifestation of this sort of acquiescence response set as of
agreement with the particular content of the assertions. Cohn (1953) was one of the first
to propose that the F Scale was in part a measure of such acquiescent tendencies. He
found a correlation of +.41 between agreement with a mixed lot of questions from a
personality inventory (the MMPI) and a version of the F Scale. The storm really broke in
1955 when Bass composed reversed versions of the F Scale items and administered both
the original scale and the reversed scale to the same subjects. If authoritarian content
were the only determinant of responses then agreement with an F Scale item ought
always to be associated with disagreement with that item’s reversal. The resulting
correlation between scores on the F Scale and the reverse scale should approximate
—1.00. The obtained correlation was only —20 and so it was evident that the degree of
authoritarianism manifested on the F Scale was not usually matched by the degree of
authoritarianism manifested on the reversed scale. Further analyses showed that some
subjects consistently acquiesced with both authoritarian assertions and their reversals
whereas some subjects consistently disagreed with both kinds of assertions. The
acquiescent subject, had he been given the F Scale alone, would have appeared to be
authoritarian and the disagreeing subject would have appeared to be equalitarian. Indeed
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one treatment of his data (shown by Messick and Jackson in 1957 to be unwarranted)
suggested to Bass that acquiescence was more important than authoritarianism as a
determinant of F Scale scores.

The discovery of the role of acquiescence in the F Scale made uncertain the
interpretation of many studies showing consistent correlations between F scores and
scores on other paper and pencil tests. Many of these other tests were also written so that
most items asserted in a single direction and so these tests like the F Scale were measures
of acquiescence. Consequently many results that had been interpretated as manifestations
of the generality of authoritarianism now appeared to be interpretable as manifestations
of the generality of acquiescence. This unsettling possibility applied to the original
correlations among A-S, E, and F scores since all of these scales were unbalanced. An
assortment of researchers confirmed the importance of acquiescence as a determinant of
F scores though, in general, it did not appear to be more important than authoritarianism
as Bass had thought. In 1958 Christie and his associates added some depth to the
discussion and also some superior data.

What does it mean to “reverse” an F Scale item? Consider the item: “Some people are
born with an urge to jump from high places.” One investigator constructed as its reverse:
“No people are born with an urge to jump from high places.” This latter is the logical
contrary of the former and so agreement with both would suggest either a lapse of
memory or extreme illogicality. However, disagreement with both would not be illogical.
For while the two are contraries they do not between them exhaust the realm of possible
opinions. One might hold that, in the absence of definite knowledge, the best view is that
there may or may not be people who are born with an urge to jump from high places. An
equalitarian who held this view would disagree with both the original F Scale item and its
reversal.

It is fun to consider various reversals of F Scale items because in the process you
discover some subtleties of linguistic meaning. Think back to our discussion of the A-S
Scale and the item: “The trouble with letting Jews into a nice neighborhood is that they
gradually give it a typical Jewish atmosphere.” Suppose we try a psychological rather
than a strictly logical reversal, substituting favorable terms for the unfavorable. “One
delightful consequence of having Jews in a neighborhood is that they contribute a
charming Jewish quality to the neighborhood atmosphere.” It sounds like a gushy
clubwoman overcompensating for a covert but especially vicious anti-Semitism. If she
were speaking the sentence we would see her mouth give a wry twist and her voice break
on “Jewish” in “charming Jewish quality.” It is not an item that appeals to the
equalitarian in spite of the intended reversal of sentiment.

It is probably not possible to write items that are perfect psychological contraries to
the assertions of the F Scale. Each of these latter conveys a very complex pattern of
connotations. To reverse that full pattern is not an easy trick. However, as Christie and
his associates have shown (1958) the reversals can be better than those we have cited.
Witness their: “An urge to jump from high places is probably the result of unhappy
personal experiences rather than something inborn” and their “The findings of science
may some day show that many of our most cherished beliefs are wrong.” Even Christie’s
items are not invariably rejected when their reversals have been accepted, but the
tendency across numerous subject samples has been in that direction. With these items it
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is possible to compose F Scales with equal numbers of authoritarian and equalitarian
assertions.

Behavior that is consistent for one person over a range of situations and also different
from one person to another is a personality characteristic. Response sets to agree or
disagree first appeared as sources of error in personality inventories but we have come to
realize that they are also personality characteristics in their own right; they may be
characteristics of greater interest than most of those that the inventories were designed to
measure. In 1960, Couch and Keniston gave names to the two personality types
involved—"Yeasayers” and “Naysayers.”

Couch and Keniston made a powerful demonstration of the existence of the two kinds
of response set. They administered hundreds of items from a large and diversified
collection of inventories and assigned each subject an “Over-all Agreement Score”
(OAS). Subjects with a high OAS are the Yeasayers and subjects with a low OAS are the
Naysayers. Yeasaying and Naysaying were demonstrated to be relatively stable and
generalized traits by showing that subjects with a high OAS continued to agree with
items from new tests of various kinds and subjects with low OAS continued to disagree.
Clinical studies of extreme scorers on the OAS suggested that Yeasayers are individuals
with weak ego controls who accept impulses without reservation whereas Naysayers are
individuals who control and suppress impulses.

It had occurred to several investigators that Yeasaying, since it seems to be a matter of
accepting authoritative statements, might itself be a manifestation of authoritarianism.
However, Couch and Keniston demonstrated with pure measures of Yeasaying and of
authoritarianism (using a balanced scale) that the two personality characteristics are
completely independent.

In general summary, then, it seems to be certain that a tendency to acquiescence has
been a factor in standard F Scale scores but not the major factor. Since acquiescence or
Yeasaying is also a factor in many other personality inventories correlations between F
Scale scores and other inventory scores may have been generated by acquiescence rather
than authoritarianism. In the original Berkeley research the correlations demonstrating
the generality of authoritarianism, the correlations among A-S, E, and F scores were
probably somewhat elevated by the acquiescence set that was free to operate in all of
them. It may be significant that the correlations of A-S, E, and F are somewhat lower
with PEC (about .55) than with one another since the PEC scale was balanced with some
items asserting conservative attitudes and some asserting liberal attitudes. It is equally
certain that acquiescence is not a strong enough factor to have produced all of the
correlation among A-S, E, and F and that significant evidence for the generality of
authoritarianism remains intact. The results with interviews, TAT stories, and projective
questions are exempt from the effects of response set, since with these methods one does
not suggest an answer. The fact that the relations demonstrated in this work generally
confirm the findings with questionnaires increases our confidence that the questionnaire
findings were not entirely generated by response set. Future studies of authoritarianism
should employ balanced F Scales, such as have been developed by Christie, and by
Couch and Keniston, in order to eliminate the effects of response set.
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Criticisms of Content Analyses

Content analyses were made of the interviews of both normal subjects and psychiatric
patients, as well as of projective sentence completions, and the TAT stories; in short for
all data except the questionnaire responses. The methodological criticisms that must be
made of these analyses are numerous and serious. The criticisms do not all apply to any
one analysis but there was no analysis exempt from all criticism.

INTERVIEWER KNOWLEDGE OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES

In the main interview study forty highly prejudiced persons and forty unprejudiced
persons served as subjects. “In each case the interview was preceded by the study, on the
part of the interviewer, of the information gathered previously, especially a detailed study
of the questionnaire responses” (Adorno, et al., 1950 p. 302). The investigators adopted
this practice because the questionnaire responses could help to guide the interviewer in
his probing for answers to the underlying questions of the interview schedule.

The coding of the interview protocols was to be done by persons not acquainted with a
subject’s questionnaire responses. It was perfectly clear to the investigators that if a coder
knew he was dealing with the protocols of a prejudiced subject he might be more
disposed to find “Rigidity” and “Intolerance of Ambiguity” and “ldealization of Parents”
than if he knew he was dealing with the protocols of an unprejudiced subject. Blind
coding was employed to obviate the possibility of inducing unreal associations between
scale scores and the content of interview protocols. However, the danger warded off in
the coding stage had already been welcomed aboard in the interviewing stage.

You may remember that the interview schedule left the interviewer free to determine
the particular questions he would ask and the order of their asking. Is it not probable that
when an interviewer knew he was dealing with a highly prejudiced subject he tried a little
harder to obtain evidence of “Rigidity,” “Idealization of Parents,” and the like, than when
he knew that he was dealing with an unprejudiced subject? Indeed there is fragmentary
evidence in the interview quotations of the use of leading questions. Thus, when a
respondent spoke of premarital sex relations, the interviewer asked, “All momentary
relationships?” (Adorno, et al., 1950, p. 393) If bias did not enter into the questioning
itself it may have done so in the interviewer’s subsequent effort to make a verbatim
record from his own shorthand notes. Expectations we know can have a selective effect
on recall.

The “too knowledgeable” interviewer is a defect that occurred only in the major
interview study. The interviews with psychiatric patients were taken by social workers
and physicians who knew nothing about the authoritarian personality research. Interviews
were not involved in the TAT study and the sentence completion study.

EXAMINATION OF DATA IN ADVANCE OF CODING

This is one criticism that applies to all four content analyses; the investigators invariably
examined their data in search of contrasts between prejudiced and unprejudiced subjects
before they made up a scoring manual. The coding categories were defined so as to
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capture the contrasts that seemed to be in the data. The blind coding from the manual is
simply an effort to show that differences which appear to exist when one knows whether
or not a subject is prejudiced can also be found when one does not know. And also, of
course, to show that the content categories can be communicated from one person to
another.

If one closely examines two sets of complex multidimensional data it will usually be
possible to find some differences between the two that are consistent enough to be
statistically significant. Suppose all of the conceivable dimensions of contrast were, in the
full population of subjects, unrelated to the dimension that governs the division of our
data into two sets. Suppose that across the whole population of middle class Americans
none of the coding categories that might be used in an analysis is significantly related to
being prejudiced or unprejudiced. It could nevertheless happen that in any small sample
from this population some categories would be related to prejudice at such levels of
significance as a p of .05 or .01. Consider what the .05 level of significance means:
differences as great or greater than the one obtained would not occur more than five times
out of a hundred in samples of this size if there were no difference in the population in
question. If we had predicted our differences in advance and they were significant at this
level we could be reasonably confident that these were not chance outcomes. However, if
we permit ourselves to pick over the data until we find something significant then we
may simply be seizing upon those few of the hundreds of conceivable contrasts which
will in any particular sample fall by chance into a five-times-in-a-hundred pattern of
contrast.

What ought to have been done? Probably the investigators needed to search at least
one collection of data for contrasts between the prejudiced and unprejudiced. One would
have thought, however, that one such free search would have sufficed to establish the
personality dynamics we have described: Repression to Projection and Displacement and
Anti-intraception to Aggression against Minorities. In subsequent studies the contrasts of
content should have been predictable from this theory and these subsequent studies would
then have tested the theory. Or, in any particular study, they might have examined only
one-half of the data in advance and used the remaining half as a test of expectations
generated in the first half. These things were not done in any study but, instead, the full
collection of data was always examined in advance.

THE CODING OF MULTIPLE VARIABLES FROM THE SAME
CONTENT

In the main interview study something like ninety variables were coded from each total
protocol. Remember that the coders in this case were members of the research staff who
were thoroughly familiar with the research hypotheses. These hypotheses suggest that
one entire set of coded categories will hang together in the protocols of prejudiced
subjects and another set in the protocols of unprejudiced subjects. Suppose now that in a
given protocol a coder has found some quite unmistakable expressions of Anti-
intraception and some clear indications of Extra-punitiveness and so has begun to think
of the protocol as the production of a prejudiced person. Suppose it is now time to code
for “Conventional Idealization of Parents” vs. “Objective Appraisal.” What will he do
with the following statement: “Mother was, of course, a very wonderful person. She was



The Authoritarian Personality 71

very nervous. Irritable only when overdoing” (Adorno, et al., 1950 p. 342). It would seem
as though the statement might be interpreted either as “ldealization” or as “Objective
Appraisal.” If the coder has already decided that he is working on the protocol of a
prejudiced subject will he not be more likely to decide on “ldealization” which is a
prejudiced category than if he has decided that he is working on the protocol of an
unprejudiced subject? The statement in question was in fact coded as “Idealization.”

It is to be expected in these circumstances that two coders, both acquainted with the
research hypotheses, will make similar decisions and so show high scoring reliability.
However, we cannot tell which of the ninety content categories are truly associated with
prejudice and which only seem to be so associated because their scoring has been
influenced by the scoring of other categories. The Berkeley investigators undertook to
prevent this scoring bias (which they call a “halo effect”) by instructing coders to adopt
an analytic attitude—dealing with one category at a time in isolation from all others.
Probably the coders tried very hard to do this. The difficulty is that we cannot be sure that
they succeeded.

It was only the protocols from the main interview study that were coded for multiple
variables by the same rater. The interviews with psychiatric patients were coded by seven
control raters with each rater scoring just one variable. Consequently this smaller
interview study is exempt from the present criticism. The TAT stories and responses to
projective questions were shuffled so that the several productions of a subject could not
be linked together. However, it was possible to score a single response—a story or an
answer to a projective question—for more than one category and so there was the
possibility of some halo effect. The scoring of one category on a story could influence the
decision about another category. The analysis of these data was then somewhat less
subject to the present criticism than was the analysis of the main interview protocols but
it was not completely exempt.

THE REPORTING OF RELIABILITIES IN TERMS OF CODING
CATEGORIES THAT ARE TOO GENERAL

For the main interview study nine protocols were coded by two raters. There were some
ninety cat-egories to be coded and these were put together as pairs such that one member
was identified as a High Prejudice category and the other as a Low Prejudice category.
We should like to know how well the authors agreed in their decisions for each pair even
though there could only be nine items per pair. We are not given this information but
instead The Authoritarian Personality reports for both raters the percentage of High
categories scored in each total interview. For the most part these are closely similar but
closely similar overall percentages do not guarantee closely similar decision patterns on
particular categories. Both raters, for example, could have scored half of the pairs as High
and half as Low but they might have exactly reversed one another in terms of the
particular categories scored each way.

The reliability data reported suggest that coders can agree as to whether a total
protocol is more likely to be the product of a prejudiced or an unprejudiced subject. But
that reliability is not to the point since the discussion of the interviews chiefly concerns
the particular content categories characteristic of the two kinds of subject. The study does
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not report the data that would tell us whether the individual categorical judgments can be
made in a reliable fashion.

For the TAT and projective question studies, the judgments for which reliability
coefficients are reported are not so crude as in the interview study but they are also not at
the level of particular content categories which is the level of the discussion of results.
For example, the first item among the projective questions asks subjects to say what
moods they find particularly unpleasant or disturbing. The Low categories are:
“Conscious conflict and guilt; Focal dependency and love-seeking; Open hostility, by self
or others, toward love objects.” The High categories are: “Violations of conventional
values; Threatening or nonsupporting environment; Rumblings from below; and
Omissions.” The authors tell us that for answers to this question there was a mean
agreement of 93 per cent as to whether an answer was High, Neutral, or Low. But two
coders could agree that an answer was High and for one this might be because the
response seemed to fall into the category “Violations of conventional values” while for
the other it might seem to go in the category “Threatening or nonsupporting
environment.” We are not told how well coders agreed on particular content categories
but conclusions are drawn in terms of these content categories.

It is only in the case of the psychiatric interviews that reliabilities are reported for
coding judgments at the level of specificity appropriate to the treatment of results and to
the theoretical discussion. Each variable was separately coded and the percentage
agreements between a control rater and a principal rater are reported.

Authoritarianism and Education—IQ—SES

In The Authoritarian Personality there is a chapter that reports on the relations of
ethnocentrism with 1Q and with education. Table 2.1 presents one set of findings for 1Q
and Table 2.2 a set of findings for education. From one subject sample to another the
correlations vary in size but they are invariably negative (E scores rise as 1Q or years of
education fall), generally significantly greater than between ethnocentrism and the other
two variables. zero but generally below .5. The authors conclude that there is a significant
but not very large relation

Hyman and Sheatsley (1954) in their critique of the Berkeley Study report data from a
National Opinion Research Council survey showing the associations between five
particular F Scale items and years of education. These are reproduced as Table 2.3 and
they show a perfectly consistent decline of authoritarianism with increasing education.
Hyman and Sheatsley also point to a number of differences between the prejudiced and
unprejudiced, attributed to personality dynamics in the original study, that have a more
obvious and plausible explanation in terms of education. For example, one of the
projective questions asked: “What great people do you admire most?” Unprejudiced
subjects named Whitman, Pushkin, Beethoven, Voltaire, Comte, Freud, and Pestalozzi
among others. Prejudiced subjects named General Marshall, General MacArthur,
Lindbergh, the Pope, Henry Ford, and Bing Crosby among others. The researchers
conceptualize the difference by saying that the unprejudiced value intellectual, scientific,
aesthetic, and social achievements while the prejudiced value power, control, and
conservative Americana. There is a simpler rubric: the names listed by the prejudiced are
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TABLE 2.1. Mean Wechsler-Bellevue 1Q Score
for Each Quartile of the Ethnocentrism Scale
(Psychiatric Clinic, Men and Women)

Form 45 E Scale quartiles Range on E N Mean 1Q
Low quartile 10-24 8 125.3
Low middle quartile 25-36 5 117.8
High middle quartile 37-50 13 113.9
High quartile 51-70 11 107.3
37 114.9

(From The Authoritarian Personality by T.W.Adorno, et al. Copyright 1950 by The American
Jewish Committee. Reprinted with the permission of Harper & Row, Publishers, Incorporated.)

TABLE 2.2. Mean Number of Years of
Education for Each Quartile of the
Ethnocentrism Scale (Psychiatric Clinic, Men

and Women)
Form 45 E Scale quartiles Range on E N Mean yrs. education
Low quartile 10-24 29 13.8
Low middle quartile 25-36 28 12.7
High middle quartile 37-50 27 11.8
High quartile 51-70 28 11.2

112 12.4

(From The Authoritarian Personality by T.W.Adorno, et al. Copyright 1950 by The American
Jewish Committee. Reprinted with the permission of Harper & Row, Publishers, Incorporated.)

known to everybody in the United States while those listed by the unprejudiced are only
known to the better educated.

IQ and years of education are, of course, positively correlated. In addition, years of
education is one index of socioeconomic status (SES) and is somewhat correlated with
such others as income and possessions. In addition there are certain less obvious
correlates of the individual variables: probably more schooling goes with being
moderately young rather than elderly since the availability of education has increased in
our lifetimes. Consequently we must suppose that ethnocentrism and authoritarianism are
somewhat related to a great bundle of variables having something to do with
socioeconomic status; the relationship seems to be negative.

How strong are the correlations between ethnocentrism and 1Q, education, or other
related variables? There have been a number of studies on this point, and Christie (1954),
after reviewing them, estimates that the correlation between either 1Q and F scores or
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years of education and F scores would, for a representative cross-sectional sample, range
between —.50 and —.60. In the Berkeley studies the range of intelligence and education
was, for the most part, quite restricted and restriction of range would operate to keep
down the value of correlation coefficients. Christie found that in the various studies that
have been reported the size of the correlation increased as the range increased. For this
reason he argues that —.50 to — .60 is a reasonable estimate for correlations based on a
full range on both 1Q and F scores. 1Q and years of education are themselves positively
correlated. Christie estimates that with education partialed out the correlation between
intelligence and F scores is only about —.20. It seems to be chiefly education or cultural
sophistication, rather than intelligence per se that reduces authoritarianism.

What is the implication of the fact that the components of the authoritarian syndrome
are correlated with education and SES? You remember that the Berkeley researchers held
that the covariation

TABLE 2.3. Agreement with F Scale Items and

Education
High Grammar
College school school
N=217 N=545 N=504
Agree that:
The most important thing to teach children is absolute 35% 60% 80%
obedience to their parents
Any good leader should be strict with people under him 36 51 66
in order to gain their respect
Prison is too good for sex criminals. They should be 18 31 45
publicly whipped or worse
There are two kinds of people in the world: the weak and 30 53 71
the strong
No decent man can respect a woman who has had sex 14 26 39

relations before marriage

of a mixed lot of attitudes and traits having no clear logical relationship argues for the
existence of a unifying personality dynamic. Critics have contended that this position is
destroyed by the demonstration of a correlation with education and SES. The numerous
components of authoritarianism are found together in a person simply because they are
the norms of his subculture—the little-educated, less bright, low SES subculture. To this
we must respond by asking: Why does this subculture put its norms together as it does?
Why should self-glorification, parent idealization, impunitiveness, anti-intraception, and
prejudice cohere as a set of norms? The question is there whether you ask it for the
individual or for the group.

It is possible, however, that low 1Q, education, and SES can account for the syndrome
without recourse to personality dynamics. Perhaps parents with low SES stamp out all
aggression against authority in their children because it is likely to lead to delinquency
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and trouble with the police. Perhaps people with low SES are prejudiced against Negroes
because it takes severe discrimination to keep the Negro beneath them in status. They
may be prejudiced against Jews because the stereotype of the ruthless, clannish Jew
accounts in an agreeable way for his occasional economic ascendance. Perhaps the
person of low SES is not reflective or introspective because he is too busy hustling to
earn a living. We can easily imagine plausible reasons for the association of each
authoritarian trait with the cluster that includes low 1Q, little education, and low SES and
so the explanation of the covariation among the traits is simply their several particular
ties to the same underlying factors.

In what way does the above account differ from the one offered by the Berkeley
group? Both explain the covariation of traits but the question is whether those traits are a
bundle or a system. If we account for their coherence entirely in terms of particular ties
with income and education and the like, then the coherence is simply incidental to their
common dependence on the same factors. The components hang together but are not
interdependent. The Berkeley group contends, however, that the proscription of any
aggression against authority requires ethnic prejudice because aggression must somehow
be released. Proscription of aggression against authority in combination with ethnic
prejudice requires that there be little introspection or reflection because self-examination
would disturb the system of repression, displacement, and rationalization. It is the view of
the Berkeley group that the components of the authoritarian syndrome hang together
because they are a working system. If it is true that these components are the norms of an
underprivileged subculture then | think the contribution of the Berkeley research is to
show that this combination of norms makes a viable pattern for human personalities.
Norms are not put together at random or incidentally. When they stabilize into a
particular combination it must be because that is a combination that works for human
personalities.

In The Authoritarian Personality some importance is assigned to SES. It is status
concern or anxiety that is presumed to cause certain parents to interpret their parental role
in an authoritarian way and from this role-interpretation all the rest is supposed to follow.
In 1954 Else Frenkel-Brunswik wrote a paper called Further Explorations by a
Contributor to “The Authoritarian Personality”” (Christie & Jahoda, 1954) in which she
described an extensive study of prejudice in children and adolescents. In this work there
were interviews with parents of children who were extremely high in prejudice and also
with parents of children low in prejudice. Frenkel-Brunswik reports that the subjective
feeling of socioeconomic “marginality” on the part of the parents rather than their
objective SES was the crucial factor in ethnocentrism. A feeling of marginality is said to
exist when there is a discrepancy between actual status and the status one aspires to.
“Marginality” seems to be much the same as the status concern of the original study.

However, while marginality may be the crucial factor it is evident that Frenkel-
Brunswik also found the familiar negative correlation between F scores and SES. She
reports a “relatively high percentage of ethnocentric families among the workers...” (p.
233). It is easy to imagine a reconciliation of the two aspects of SES that seem to
engender authoritarianism. Perhaps the feeling of marginality is the critical factor but
feelings of marginality may be especially likely to arise at the lower end of the SES scale,
among the working class. The latter part of this reconciliation does not sit well with the
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liberal intellectual since fascism is supposed to be a movement of the lower middle class
rather than of the proletariat.

In summary, SES, intelligence, and education are all negatively related to F scores and
the relationships are stronger than the Berkeley authors had realized. Of the various
negative correlates it seems to be education that is strongest. Kornhauser, Sheppard and
Mayer (1956) found that among men who were all auto workers, those with an eighth
grade education or less were more authoritarian than those with a greater amount of
education. Cohn and Carsch (1954) showed that among workers in a German cosmetics
factory, those who had attended Hochschule had lower F scores than those with less
education. Authoritarianism may be the world-view of the uneducated in western
industrial societies. It may be that this world-view hangs together because of the dynamic
inter-relations among the parts posited by the Berkeley research.

After the Critique

What of The Authoritarian Personality survives the many devastating criticisms of its
methods? Hyman and Sheatsley (1954) summarize their masterful methodological
critique by saying: “Our major criticisms lead us inevitably to conclude that the authors’
theory has not been proved by the data they cite...” (p. 119). Notice the care with which
this conclusion is formulated: the theory has not been proved by a particular set of data.
A methodological critiqgue cannot conclude that a theory is mistaken. Ultimately of
course it is the correctness of the theory that we care about. What would be the best
opinion on this important matter? By this time you have probably formed an opinion and
so have I. How well do we agree?

There are really two sets of methodological criticisms dividing neatly into those that
apply to the work with questionnaires and those that apply to the work with projective
methods. The most serious defects in the questionnaire work are the inadequate sampling
and the operation of response sets. Both criticisms are sound. In spite of their cogency it
seems to me that there is a substantial residual probability that the chief conclusion of the
questionnaire work is correct: attitudes of anti-Semitism, ethnocentrism, and
authoritarianism do generally go together.

You remember that studies done since the original book, though never based on fully
adequate samples, do very consistently find significant relations among these attitudes.
There seems never to have been a report of a negative relationship. Response set has
certainly magnified the size of these relations but, from the evidence, the effects of
response set are not great enough completely to wash out the relations. Finally, some of
the findings of the questionnaire study were replicated in the projectives study and, while
this latter work has its own deficiencies, some account must be taken of the convergence
in the two sets of data.

Christie and Cook (1958) have published a bibliography of research relating to the
authoritarian personality through 1956. They list 230 titles. In their summary of the work
they write: “Although there are serious problems in evaluating research, the overall
picture shows consistency of findings in many of the most intensively studied areas. The
E and F Scales are found to be significantly correlated in a wide array of samples and
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predictions of relationships with attitudinal measures are almost invariably confirmed”
(p. 189). | take this conclusion to be about the same as mine.

The flaws in the study of projectives are more serious: interviewer knowledge of the
interviewees’ questionnaire responses; derivation of scoring categories from prior
examination of data; coding of multiple variables from the same data; inadequate reports
of coding reliability. Each study of projective materials was flawed by at least one of
these and so there are grounds for dismissing the evidence of each study. My own
evaluation differs from that of Hyman and Sheatsley in that | should like to give some
weight to the congruence of evidence across the main interviews, TATS, projective
questions, and psychiatric interviews.

There is only one criticism that applies to all four studies: the derivation of scoring
categories from prior examination of data. What the authors ought to have done in their
first study is to examine a part of their data in search of discriminating categories and use
the remainder to test. The four studies taken together suggest that the categories would
have survived such a test. Suppose we consider one of the studies, for example the main
interview study, as the preliminary examination of data in search of categories. Since the
other studies employ some categories that are the same as or closely similar to those used
with the main interviews it would seem that the authors could have used these studies as
tests and need not have made preliminary examinations of data. The fact that they did
make such examinations does not completely vitiate the force of the convergence in the
findings.

Finally we can be more affirmative than Hyman and Sheatsley because we are not
doing a critique of the Berkeley study but are trying to decide on the tenability of its
conclusions in view of all the studies that have been done. Perhaps the least well-
supported of all the findings in the Berkeley study are those concerning the genesis of
authoritarianism in childhood. To begin with, the data were all obtained from adult
recollections and such recollections can be grossly inaccurate. Secondly, the data were
nearly all obtained in the main interview study and not directly checked in the projective
materials; the main interview study had many methodological defects. However, Frenkel-
Brunswik has directly studied prejudice in childhood and adolescence. She reports
confirmation of most of the original findings.

“It was found that, at least after the age of ten, children’s personalities tend to fall into
patterns similar to those observed in the adults described in The Authoritarian
Personality. Thus ethnocentric youngsters tend to display authoritarian aggression,
rigidity, cruelty, superstition, externalization, and projectivity, denial of weakness, power
orientation, and tend toward dichotomous conceptions of sex roles, of kinds of people,
and of values” (Frenkel-Brunswik, 1954). In the homes of the ethnocentric children
discipline was strict, rigid, and punitive. Unprejudiced children were more apt to see both
positive and negative features in their parents; they were more able to accept feelings of
love and hate for the same persons. Prejudiced children seemed compelled to see their
parents as wholly good though there were indications that they also saw them, covertly,
as wholly bad. Prejudiced children conceived it to be the chief business of both parents
and teachers to discipline their charges and keep them in line. While Frenkel-Brunswik
published several partial reports of this work (1949, 1953, 1954), she never made a
complete report and that is unfortunate in view of its considerable importance.
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On the level of covariation, of one variable correlated with another, the findings of
The Authoritarian Personality seem to me to be quite well established. Anti-Semitism
goes with ethnocentrism goes with anti-intraception goes with idealization of parents and
self goes with authoritarian discipline in childhood goes with a rigid conception of sex
roles, etc. Two of the presumptive correlates are not well established: status-concern or
marginality and the cognitive style characterized by rigidity and intolerance of ambiguity.

On the level of interpretation, the level on which repression is supposed to lead to
displacement, rationalization, and anti-intraception, things are less certain. These ideas
about personality dynamics cannot be proved by correlation. Studies of an entirely
different kind are needed. Is it the case, for example, that if an authoritarian somehow
became able to tolerate ambivalence, to see faults in himself and his parents, that he
would thereupon lose his prejudices or at any rate become able to adjust them to fact?
One would have to find a way of bringing ambivalence into consciousness
(psychotherapy? hypnosis?) without in any way directly attacking the prejudice. It would
not be an easy kind of research to do and it has not been done.

The major alternative to the personality dynamic explanation of the covariation is the
suggestion that the traits of the authoritarian cohere simply because they are the norms of
people with little education and low SES. For each particular trait one could work out
some plausible derivation from one or another aspect of SES. The dynamic explanation
would make the coherence tighter by showing how one trait supports another, not
logically but in terms of the needs and defenses postulated by psychoanalytic theory. It is
likely that both sets of forces—the dynamic interrelations as well as the ties with status
and education—cooperate to hold this mosaic together.

Is There an Authoritarian of the Left?

The best measure of authoritarianism is the F Scale. It is objective and quantitative and
much easier to use than interview protocols or projective data. However, the F Scale was
characterized by the authors in two ways: 1) As a means of identifying fascistic
proclivities or an authoritarianism of the right; 2) as a means of identifying
authoritarianism in general and this presumably could be of the left as well as of the right.
The authors do not actually demonstrate a connection between F Scale scores and
affiliation with fascistic political parties. The three inmates of San Quentin who were
called fas-cists were so labelled by the researchers because of their violently
antidemocratic views rather than because they were members of a fascist party. We shall
first inquire whether the F Scale can identify genuine political fascists to see if it is a
measure of authoritarianism of the right. If it is we shall then want to know whether it is
only a measure of authoritarianism of the right or whether it can also identify
authoritarians of the left—if such there be.

The F Scale Scores of Fascists and Communists

In the 1930’s, more than a decade before the publication of The Authoritarian
Personality, Stagner developed a scale for the assessment of fascistic attitudes. In
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German and lItalian fascistic writings he identified seven characteristic content areas: 1)
nationalism, 2) imperialism, 3) militarism, 4) racial antagonism, 5) anti-radicalism, 6)
middle-class consciousness, and 7) a benevolent despot or strong-man philosophy of
government. The first five of these areas suggest the content of the A-S and E scales and
scores on these scales are highly correlated with F Scale scores. The last two seem to
have been directly covered in the F Scale. Some of Stagner’s items have near-matches in
the F Scale; for example, from Stagner’s scale we have: “America has plenty of plans—
what it needs is strong men who are willing to work for recovery”; the F Scale includes:
“What this country needs most, more than laws and political programs, is a few
courageous, tireless devoted leaders in whom the people can put their faith.” In sum, the
ideological content found to be characteristic of fascism in Stagner’s independent study
(1936) is very similar to the content of the scales used to assess authoritarianism.

During World War 1l there were opportunities to investigate the personality
characteristics of captured Nazis. Dicks (1950) conducted psychiatric interviews with 138
German POW’s, some of whom were fanatical Nazis and some of whom were either
politically uninvolved or else active anti-Nazis. At several points Dicks’ description of
the traits characteristic of the fanatical Nazis resembles the Berkeley characterization of
the authoritarian. The fanatical Nazi was lacking in rebellion against his father; he
showed sadism, projectivity, and a tabu on tenderness.

These fragments of indirect evidence are helpful but one waits for the decisive
demonstration. What are the F Scale scores of members of fascist parties? Cohn and
Carsch (1954) had the scale translated into German and they administered it in 1952 to
140 workers in a German cosmetics factory. The mean F score was 5.26 and the standard
deviation was .86. This mean score was, at the time, the highest that had ever been
reported; The San Quentin prisoners had the highest mean of the groups studied in the
Berkeley research but that mean was only 4.73. If one makes the assumption that these
German workers were former Nazis then the data support the validity of the claim that
the F Scale measures fascistic tendencies. However, we do not know that the workers had
all been Nazis. In addition, the sample was working class, and low SES groups
everywhere have had high F scores. Further, some students of the F Scale (e.g., Peabody)
doubt that it is possible strictly to “translate” the complex and subtle assertions of the
scale from English into another language.

Can the scale be validated with English-speaking political fascists? The problem is to
find them. In the immediate postwar period they could not be found in the United States.
Today there are neo-Nazis but they have not been studied extensively. Luckily (from the
research point of view) England has had an avowedly fascist group.

Coulter (1953) administered the F Scale to forty-three English Fascists, also to forty-
three English Communists, and also to eighty-three English soldiers who did not belong
to either political extreme. All subjects are said to have been of the working class.
Coulter’s research was done under the direction of H.J.Eysenck of London’s Maudsley
Hospital and we will, a little further on, discuss the several results of this study in
connection with Eysenck’s theory of the organization of attitudes.

The mean score of the Fascist men (Christie, 1956a, has calculated the means from
Eysenck’s report in The Psychology of Politics, 1954) was 5.30. The range of possible
scores on the F Scale is from 1.0 to 7.0 with 4.0 the theoretical neutral point. American
college students usually score in the range from 3.0 to 4.0. The highest group mean



Political psychology 80

published before Coulter’s study was the 5.26 reported by Cohn and Carsch (1954) for
German workers. The Coulter result is therefore a strong confirmation of the claim that
the F Scale measures fascistic trends.

The mean score of the forty-three working-class Communists (according to Christie,
19564a,) studied by Coulter was 3.13 and the score of the “politically neutral” soldiers was
2.50; the Communists were slightly above the soldiers but far below the Fascists.
Eysenck draws from Coulter’s data the truly extraordinary conclusion: “...we have found
Communists to make almost as high scores on this scale as Fascists” (Eysenck, 1954, p.
149) and argues that the F Scale is not just a measure of fascistic tendencies but of
authoritarianism in general. It would seem to be a more reasonable summary of the data
to say that Communists scored slightly above neutrals but much below Fascists and so the
F Scale is primarily a measure of authoritarianism of the right though slightly sensitive to
the authoritarianism of the left. However, even this version must be questioned.

As Christie (1956a) has pointed out, Coulter’s “neutral” soldiers were an
extraordinarily equalitarian group. Their mean F Scale score is the lowest-but-one of the
fifty or so group means known to Christie. It is well below the usual level of American
college students and also well below some means obtained by Rokeach (1960) for
samples of English college students. It looks as if Coulter’s Communists are more
authoritarian than the “neutrals” only because the neutrals are very exceptionally non-
authoritarian.

The Communists’ score of 3.13 falls in the lower part of the range of data available on
American groups and on English college students. In absolute terms the mean is on the
equalitarian side of the theoretical neutral point on the scale which falls at 4.0. Neither
relatively nor absolutely is it clear that Coulter’s Communists are authoritarian.

Among the subjects tested in the original Berkeley study there were nine who
identified themselves as Communists and fifty-four who were attending the California
Labor School, an organization designated by the Attorney General as under the
domination of the Communist Party. The F Scale scores of these subjects unfortunately
are not separated out in The Authoritarian Personality. However, Christie (1956a) has
shown by some ingenious reasoning and comparing of tables of data that these scores
must have been relatively low.

Finally, Rokeach (1960), visiting in Great Britain, obtained F Scale scores from
thirteen Communist college students. Their mean was the lowest of five political groups
studied and it was significantly lower than the means of Liberal Party students and Labor
Party students of the Atleeite persuasion.

All of these Communist samples have been absurdly small and probably
unrepresentative of total membership. Still the consistently low scores, always on the
equalitarian side of neutrality and apparently near the bottom of the range for all groups
tested, strongly indicate that Communists in democratic countries do not produce high
scores on the authoritarianism scale. This can mean either of two things: 1) The F Scale
only measures authoritarianism of the right or fascism; 2) the F Scale measures general
authoritarianism, in some sense, but communists in democratic countries are not
authoritarian. In any event the Berkeley researchers seem to have been correct in their
belief that the F Scale is a measure of fascism.

In 1944 Edwards, in an article on fascism in America, quoted a Washington
newspaper as follows:” Anyone whose opinion differs from our own is now known as
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fascist” (p. 301). For more recent times that statement could stand but with communist
substituted for fascist. A great many of us have lived through both periods and have been
“worked up*against both enemies. The F Scale and the research on the authoritarian
personality provide a single dimension for the description of political ideologies and on
this dimension our two ideological antagonists are opposite extremes. That is not a
cognitively satisfying state of affairs. It makes it difficult, for instance, to find an
attractive ideological stance for the United States; a rather empty moderation or neutrality
is the only consistent position that will justify our antagonism to two extremes. Beyond
that it is not satisfying, somehow, to feel that two villains are totally unlike. The human
mind prefers to think of the evil things in this world as clustered together in opposition to
the good things. There is an agreeable cognitive simplicity in dichotomous evaluation. It
would be most satisfying to find that communism and fascism are somehow alike and
that we have, all along, been consistently opposed to this quality they have in common.
Perhaps it is this strain toward cognitive simplicity that caused Eysenck to see in
Coulter’s data the greater authoritarianism of both Fascists and Communists rather than
the closeness of Communists to neutrals.

Of course there are some real similarities between the fascist and communist
movements of our time. Shils (1954) has pointed out that Italian and German fascism
were conservative or right wing in their concern with national traditions and the value
they set on private property, but they were leftist (in nineteenth-century terms) in their
governmental regulation of industry and in this respect similar to Soviet Communism.
The latter movement has been leftist in its humanitarian social welfare plans and in its
attitude to private property but it has resembled fascism in its suppression of civil
liberties.

Throughout The Authoritarian Personality there are intimations that one dimension
may not be adequate to the description of modern ideologies. The authors toy with a
distinction between active, militant liberals and passive, inhibited liberals and with a
distinction between “genuine conservatives” and “pseudoconservatives.” Shils has taken
them to task for not making more of these distinctions; he believes that the Berkeley
group was oversold on a liberal-fascist dichotomy. There have been recent attempts to
find more dimensions in the structure of attitudes and, in particular, a dimension that will
put communism somewhere close to fascism.

Rokeach’s Dogmatism

Rokeach (1960) has a suggestion of his own as to what is wrong with communists that is
also wrong with fascists. He is convinced that the F Scale is a measure of right-
authoritarianism rather than authoritarianism in general. A measure of general
authoritarianism, he suggests, must be free of ideological content since it is to be found in
people of every political persuasion as well as in Freudians, Unitarians, and art critics. In
short, general authoritarianism is best conceived as a mode of thought rather than as a set
of beliefs. In identifying intolerance of ambiguity and rigidity as characteristics of
authoritarian thought the Berkeley investigators came nearer the identification of general
authoritarianism than they did with the F Scale. Rokeach has chosen to call the cognitive
style that is general authoritarianism by the name dogmatism. He provides an elaborate
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conceptualization of dogmatism, which is far from identical with popular understanding
of that term, and then goes on to construct a questionnaire measure of the concept.

Rokeach does not report data on Fascists but he did manage to find some Communists
in England, all students and only thirteen of them. Both the F Scale and the Dogmatism
Scale were given to five English groups. As we have seen the Communists obtained the
most equalitarian mean score of all five groups and this mean was significantly lower
than the means of Conservatives, Liberals, and Labor Party members. Only the left wing
of the Labor Party was not significantly higher than the Communists. These results
indicate that the F Scale is indeed a measure of authoritarianism of the right and
Communists are not high on that measure. Are they high on Dogmatism, which is put
forward as a measure of general authoritarianism?

On the Dogmatism Scale the Communists have the highest mean score of all five
groups. However, none of the differences between the means attains a conventional level
of statistical significance; the difference between Liberals and Communists comes close.
No data are presented on the Dogmatism of explicit Fascists.

Conclusion

My conclusion, then, is that it has not been demonstrated that fascists and communists
resemble one another in authoritarianism or in any other dimension of ideology. No one
thus far has shown that there is an authoritarian of the left. Still the impression persists
that such a type exists and that some communists belong to it. | believe that both Rokeach
and the Berkeley authors have, at several points in their writings, hit upon a promising
characterization of general authoritarianism but it is not the characterization they develop
or use as the basis of their scales. Perhaps the authoritarian is a person who is best
characterized by the kind of information that will induce him to change his attitudes. The
authoritarian will reverse his evaluations on the simple say-so of an authority figure. If
Stalin signs a pact with Berlin then Nazism becomes acceptable for the authoritarian
Communist; if Khrushchev devaluates Stalin the Communist authoritarian does the same.
The authoritarian liberal would change his views on Communism if Franklin Roosevelt
had told him to do so. | would characterize the authoritarian in terms of the kind of
information that is sufficient to induce a change of his attitudes.

The non-authoritarian will also change his attitudes but the requisite information is
different. The endorsement of an authority will not be sufficient. Most generally he will
need to see that the objects of his attitude are related to his more basic values in ways that
he had not formerly realized. This is by no means a completely “logical” business and it
is not clear that the contrast of authoritarian and non-authoritarian is on a dimension of
rationality. | am simply proposing that it is a difference in the weight given to the
unsupported opinions of an authority.

The proposed definition is dynamic rather than static. One could not diagnose
authoritarianism from an inventory of beliefs but only from knowledge of the
circumstances that will change belief. This means that the measurement problem is
certain to be more difficult than when authoritarianism is defined in static terms and so
one can understand a reluctance to accept such a definition.
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By the proposed definitions not all communists will be authoritarian, not all fascists,
and not all liberals. It is, however, possible that dynamic authoritarianism would be more
often found in conjunction with some ideologies than with others. The focus on single,
enduring, and very powerful authorities in fascist and communist states suggests that
dynamic authoritarianism may be more common there than in democratic states. The
apparent popular acceptance of radical transformations of attitude on little more than the
say-so of dictators suggests that this is the case. When Russia invaded Hungary there
were wholesale defections from European Communist parties which argues that many
members were not dynamic authoritarians. On the other hand there were many who
swallowed the Hungary treatment and also de-Stalinization and also the Soviet-German
pact before the war.

The idea that all persons affiliated with an extremist political party should have the
same personality characteristics is much too simple-minded. It is some improvement to
recognize the kinds of personality differences among people adhering to a common
ideology that are suggested by a dynamic conception of authoritarianism. But there are
other differences that must exist. As Lasswell (1954) has argued an organization as
complex as a political party must have a great variety of differentiated roles. The Nazi
Party had use for a great many rigid, sadomasochistic, anti-intraceptive, anti-Semites of
the kind described in the Berkeley study. But it also had need of clever propagandists,
clear-thinking ministers, sensitive diplomats, and courageous military men. There may be
some essential quality that occupants of all of these roles had to have in order to be Nazis
but, in addition, they had to have distinctive characteristics. An institutionalized political
movement could not have operated with personalities of a completely uniform type.

The Berkeley study of the authoritarian personality does not leave many people
indifferent. Cool objectivity has not been the hallmark of this tradition. Most of those
who have participated have cared deeply about the social issues involved. If it has been
difficult for any one investigator to avoid ideological bias there have always been others
of contrary bias to keep the argument moving in the direction of truth.
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READING 3
Threat and Authoritarianism in the United
States, 1978-1987

Richard M.Doty, Bill E.Peterson, and David G.Winter ¢ University of
Michigan

Studies at both the individual and collective levels have
implicated threat as an important factor in
authoritarianism. As a follow-up to Sales’s (1973) study
relating behavioral indicators of authoritarianism to levels
of social threat, the present research analyzed archival data
from the United States for high-threat (1978-1982) and
low-threat (1983-1987) periods. Societal measures of most
attitude and behavioral components of the authoritarian
syndrome significantly decreased between the high-threat
and the low-threat periods. These results support the
threat-authoritarianism relationship but also suggest a
more complicated theoretical model that links perceived
social conditions, arousal of authoritarian sentiments,
dispositional authoritarianism, and the nature of political
appeals—particularly those that engage authoritarian
aggression.

Many different lines of theory and research suggest that threat is an important antecedent
of authoritarian beliefs and behaviors at both the individual and collective levels. Fromm
(1941) explained the rise of fascism to be the result of threatening social and economic
circumstances that increased people’s sense of powerlessness and led them to “escape
from freedom” and submit to authority. Lipset (1963) proposed that the higher levels of
authoritarianism often observed among working class people reflect relatively higher
levels of economic threat. Rokeach (1960) concluded that levels of dogmatism in Roman
Catholic Church pronouncements were correlated with the degree of threat perceived by
the church hierarchy. Studies of individuals, using the F scale or related measures, have
implicated “threatening, traumatic, overwhelming discipline” from parents as an
important factor in the development of the authoritarian personality (Adorno, Frenkel-
Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950, p. 372), although this psychoanalytic emphasis on
parental influence has recently been challenged (see Altemeyer, 1988; Forbes, 1985).
Finally, Sales and Friend (1973) found that experimentally induced threat of failure
increased subjects’ authoritarianism scores. Threat thus seems to produce similar effects
on authoritarianism at both the individual and group levels.
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Archival Studies of Threat and Authoritarianism

In a landmark study using archival data, Sales (1973) investigated the relationship
between societal threat and the components of authoritarianism as articulated by Adorno
et al. (1950). He compared social indicator measures of these components from two pairs
of periods in United States history when there had been shifts from relatively low threat
to much greater threat. Comparing the 1920s (a low-threat period) with the 1930s (a high-
threat period) and 1959-1964 (low threat) with 1967-1970 (high threat), he found
increases in most of the social indicator measures of authoritarianism. Other archival
studies confirm this link (Jorgenson, 1975; McCann & Stewin, 1984, 1987, 1989; Padgett
& Jorgenson, 1982; Sales, 1972).

Alternative explanations of Sales’s (1973) study are possible. Because both of his low-
threat periods preceded high-threat periods, perhaps the increases in threat and
authoritarianism were both merely the result of population changes or other long-term
secular trends or the result of improved record keeping in later time periods. A critical
question, therefore, is what happens to the authoritarianism indicators when low threat
follows high threat?

Furthermore, even if there is a relationship between threat and authoritarianism, does
it hold across all levels of threat, including more moderate fluctuations of the business
cycle and more limited foreign policy crises? Or is the authoritarian response confined to
truly major, cataclysmic threats such as the Great Depression and the turmoil of the
Vietnam era?

To clarify the relationship between environmental threat and societal levels of
authoritarianism, we designed this study to replicate and extend Sales’s (1973) study for
the period 1978-1987, using the same social indicator measures of authoritarian
syndrome components wherever possible, as well as some new measures. By selecting
the years 1978-1987, however, we introduced two significant variations: (a) We
examined a transition from high threat to low threat, whereas both of Sales’s studies
involved low threat to high threat and (b) we examined a period of milder threat, unlike
the extreme threats used by Sales. These two variations make it possible to extend
considerably the generality and precision of his findings.

Method

Identifying Periods of High and Low Threat

On the basis of the statistical indicators described below, we selected 1978-1982 as a
period of high threat and 1983-1987 as a period of low threat. In making this decision,
we took account of public opinion polling data as well as “objective” social and
economic indicators. Although the mid-1980s were far from utopian, they were probably
viewed by many Americans as a time when things were getting better, that is, when the
sense of threat was diminishing.
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Statistical Indicators. Sales (1973) defined threat to be high unemployment, low
disposable income per capita, rises in the consumer price index, increased numbers of
major crimes, high levels of civil disorder and work stoppages, and (less formally)
increased likelihood of war or escalation of war, assassinations, and polling data about
anxiety and fear (Sales, 1973, p. 51).

TABLE 3.1. Indicators of Social, Economic, and
Political Threat in 1978-1982 and 1983-1987

M for period of Change Significance
Social indicator High Low Magnitude Predicted t p
threat threat direction?

(1978 (1983-
1982)  1987)

Personal income® 9,756 10,583 827 Yes 4.22 <.005
Serious crimes® 12,653 12,629 —24 Yes 0.05 ns
Consumer Price 9.78 3.32 —6.46 Yes 4.74 <.001
Index®

Work stoppagesd 176.4 62.4 —114 Yes 438 <.005
Unemployment 7.24 7.50 —0.26 No 0.29 ns
rate®

Prime interest rate' 14.14 9.86 —4.28 Yes 2.42 <.05
Bombing incidents® 972 661 —-311 Yes 3.48 <.01

Note. Data in this table were taken from Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1989 (U.S. Bureau
of the Census, 1979-1989) for personal income (Table 690), serious crimes (Table 277), Consumer
Price Index (Table 749), work stoppages (Table 679), unemployment rate (Table 622, also
Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1988, Table 607), and prime interest rate (Table 823). Data
for bombing incidents were from Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics 1988 (Jamieson &
Flanagan, 1989, Table 3.134). All tests of significance in this table are two-tailed.

®Per capita disposable income in constant 1982 dollars.

PIncludes murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny-theft, and motor
vehicle theft; number of crimes in thousands.

“Annual percentage change.

YExcludes those involving fewer than 1,000 workers or lasting less than 1 day.

°As percentage of labor force.

fInterest charged by banks, percentage per year.

9Actual detonations of explosive and incendiary bombs.

Data on several of these measures of societal threat for the periods 1978-1982 and
1983-1987 are presented in Table 3.1. By nearly all of Sales’s objective measures, threat
decreased between the first and the second period, and we saw similar trends reflected in
our additional measures of the prime interest rate and the number of bombing incidents.
Nevertheless, average levels of serious crimes were not significantly different between
the two periods, and the unemployment rate was slightly (although not significantly)
higher in 1983-1987. Note, however, that the unemployment rate had increased
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substantially throughout 1978-1982, rising from 5.8% in 1979 to 9.7% in 1982, and that
whereas unemployment was high at the beginning of our low-threat period (9.6% in
1983), it fell to 7.5% the next year and to 6.2% by 1987. The average rate of increase of
the unemployment rate was significantly higher in the high-threat period (8.9% in 1978-
1982 vs. —8.2% in 1983-1987), t(8)=1.87, p<.05, one-tailed. Thus, the changes in the
unemployment rate do fit our characterization of threat levels in the two periods. Average
rates of change for the other threat variables also tended to be in accord with our
classification.

In summary, we found very strong support from our objective indicators for our
categorization of 1978-1982 as a period of high threat and 1983— 1987 as a period of low

TABLE 3.2. Polling Data on Economic Outlook
and Satisfaction With the United States From
1978-1987 (Per Year Average Percentage

Responses)
Expect financial conditions in  Attitude toward the way things are
next year to be going
Year Better Worse  Better—  Satisfied Dissatisfied  Satisfied—
worse dissatisfied

1978 41 21 20
1979 36 29 8 19 77 —58
1980 38 28 10
1981 43 24 19 26 69 —43
1982 40 27 13 25 72 —47
1983 43 19 24 35 59 —24
1984 52 12 40 50 44 6
1985 53 14 39 51 46 5
1986 56 17 39 57 39 18
1987 56 17 39 45 49 -4
Mean scores
1978-1982 40 26 14 23 73 =50
(high threat)
1983-1 987 52 16 36 48 47 1
(low threat)
Difference -12 10 —22° -25 26 -51°
(high-low)

Note. Data in this table were taken from Gallup Report (1988c, p. 32; 1987, p. 26). Significance
tests are one-tailed. %=5.72, p<.001. °t=5.97, p<.001.
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threat. Analysis of a composite measure of the seven indicators, in which each measure is
standardized across the 10 years and then summed, yielded a highly significant difference
between the two periods.

Polling Data. Further support for our choice of time periods comes from the Gallup
poll results about anticipated future financial conditions (Gallup International, 1987,
1988b). Table 3.2 shows that pessimism about economic conditions was significantly
higher during 1978-1982 than in the later years. Another Gallup poll series asking about
more general satisfaction “with the way things are going in the U.S.” also showed a clear
trend of increasing satisfaction from 1979 to 1986 (Gallup International, 1987, 1988b).

Impressionistic Measures. Some indicators of societal threat do not lend themselves to
quantification, yet deserve mention. The year 1979—perhaps the crest of the high-threat
years—saw a near melt-down at the Three Mile Island nuclear power plant, the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan, anti-American revolutions in Nicaragua and Iran, and the
seizure of the American embassy in Tehran. By January 1980, 40% of Americans
believed that the United States would “become involved in a war during the next three
years” (“Opinion Roundup,” 1980).

Perhaps the most vivid example of the overall sense of threat was President Carter’s
July 1979 speech to the American people in which he spoke of an “erosion of
confidence” and a “fundamental threat to American democracy” (Carter, 1980, p. 1237):

The threat is nearly invisible in ordinary ways. It is a crisis of confidence.
It is a crisis that strikes at the very heart and soul and spirit of our national
will. We can see this crisis in the growing doubt about the meaning of our
own lives and in the loss of unity of purpose for our nation. The erosion of
our confidence in the future is threatening to destroy the social and the
political fabric of America.

In retrospect, Carter’s remarkable 1980 loss to the optimistic and “tough” Reagan seems
to be largely the result of the threatening domestic and international conditions of the
times. Although economic recession deepened in the early years of the Reagan
administration, the recovery that began in 1983 was for many Americans a turning point
in the transition to less threatening, more prosperous times.

COMPARISON WITH McCANN AND STEWIN’S MEASURES

Our designation of 1978-1982 and 1983-1987 as periods of high and low threat may be
compared with the work of McCann and Stewin (1989), who recently developed an
historical index of social, economic, and political threat (SEPT) in the United States for
every year from 1920-1986 on the basis of a poll of American history professors. The
average SEPT value for 1978-1982 was 3.76 and for 1983-1986 was 3.80, indicating no
significant differences between the two periods. However, a summary composite measure
of all 12 objective indicators used by McCann and Stewin to validate the professors’
ratings showed significant differences for the two periods in accord with our prediction,
t(8)=2.10, p<.05.
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Measures of Authoritarian Behavior

Following Sales’s technique of exposition, we present each authoritarianism component
separately, describing first our method and then our results. We then conclude with an
integrated general discussion of our findings and their implications.

Measures of Level and Measures of Change. Two general points concerning the
analysis of social indicators can be discussed here most conveniently. Sales (1973)
analyzed differences in the average levels of indicators during the aggregated high-threat
versus low-threat years but did not consider the year-to-year changes within periods or
the average differences in such yearly changes between periods. We also examined trends
and year-to-year fluctuations because an apparent effect, as indicated by significant
differences in levels of an indicator, may actually be the result of long-term secular trends
that are unrelated to threat. Moreover, political discourse and news media reporting often
focus on change: trade and budget deficits, crime rates, inflation, and unemployment are
usually discussed in relation to previous years’ figures rather than in relation to absolute
levels. Finally, some indicators may show changes in rates before they show changes in
levels, especially because our contrasting high- and low-threat periods are contiguous and
relatively brief.

LAG TIMES

Certain indicators were lagged 1 year to account for preparation and planning. As in
Padgett and Jorgenson (1982), variables such as book publications and boxing matches in
a given year were considered to have been conceived in the previous year; thus, books
published or fights occurring in 1979 were counted as 1978 measures.

To summarize, we first looked at the average yearly levels of each indicator for the
high- versus the low-threat periods. If these were significantly different (with one-tailed
tests, because the direction of difference was predicted), we then checked whether the
levels were higher in the early and mid-1970s than in 1978-1982, which would suggest
an irrelevant long-term trend. If not, then we concluded that the significant difference in
levels was an effect associated with threat. We also examined year-to-year changes in
levels. If these were significantly different between periods, we concluded that there was
an effect associated with threat. In this case, inertia or momentum may have kept levels
high in the early part of our low-threat period, but the direction and magnitude of change
reflected significant improvements during the period. In a few cases, large fluctuations
(variance) kept the differences in both levels and changes from being statistically
significant (given the small number of years in each group), and so we report actual
yearly figures that suggest meaningful change. Because differences in both levels and
changes of the indicators could be nonsignificant or even opposite to the hypothesized
direction, our procedures do not capitalize excessively on chance. Rather, they attempt to
rule out spurious effects and to take account of variations in societal manifestation among
individual components of the authoritarian syndrome.

While we have analyzed our data in terms of the differences between two contiguous
5-year spans, we also report correlations between our composite threat index and the
levels and changes of most indicators in the final summary table. These correlations give
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a more sensitive measure of year-to-year relationships, but at the cost of considering the
differences between the grouped time spans and at the cost of considering the overall
shift from high to low threat.

Threat and the Components of the Authoritarian Syndrome

Power and Toughness

To measure authoritarians’ “preoccupation with the dominance-submission, strong-weak,
leader-follower dimension” and “identification with power figures” (Adorno et al., 1950,
p. 256), Sales used three measures.

Dog Breeds. Sales found that the number of strong and powerful “attack” dogs
(German shepherds, Doberman pinschers, and Great Danes) registered with the American
Kennel Club in a given year rose significantly during a high-threat period, whereas the
popularity of less powerful lapdogs (Pomeranians, Boston terriers, and Chihuahuas)
decreased, a finding that is “quite consistent with the hypothesis that persons are more
attracted to strength and power during times of stress” (Sales, 1973, p. 52).

According to the World Almanac and Book of Facts (1979-1989), a yearly average of
152,844 attack dogs was registered during the high-threat period, dropping to 113,358 in
the low-threat period. On the other hand, the average number of lap dogs registered
during our high-threat period was only 44,342 per year, rising to 54,758 for the low-
threat period. Analy sis of variance revealed a highly significant BreedxPeriod
interaction, F(1,16)=28.77, p<.001. A check of figures for the early 1970s indicated no
consistent long-term trends among the six dog breeds. We conclude that in the 1978-
1987 period, people tended to select (or at least register) dogs with a reputation for power
and toughness during years of high threat and gentler breeds during times of low threat.

Boxing. Sales found that the number of heavy-weight championship boxing matches
rose during both his periods of high threat, and gate receipts and the number of people
who box for a living showed trends in the expected direction. Using the Information
Please Sports Almanac 1990 (1989), we counted the number of world heavy weight
boxing championship matches held in the U.S. during the high- and low-threat years.
Lagging our data 1 year to account for time spent in the planning, training, advertisement,
and promotion of the fight (i.e., fights occurring in 1979 were counted as 1978 fights), we
found 21 matches during the high-threat years and 22 during years of low threat, which
yields nonsignificant differences in level and year-to-year changes.

Fictional Characters. Sales coded comic strips and found that “fictional protagonists
became more powerful during the threatening 1930s” (1973, p. 46). For the 1970s and
1980s, television shows seemed to be a more appropriate source of data than comic strips,
and so we examined the yearly top 25 Nielsen-rated prime-time programs for 1978-1988.
Capsule summaries of the programs (Brooks & Marsh, 1988) were rated for the presence
or absence of characters who were “physically powerful or controlled great power” and
had impact on others, such as police dramas or shows such as Dallas that emphasize
wealth and status. This definition is similar to that of Sales’s (1973, p. 46) and to the
“overemphasis on the power motif in human relationships” discussed by Adorno et al.
(1950, p. 237). All obvious identifying characteristics (e.g., character names or dates)
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were removed from each television show summary. (The first and second authors rated
each plot summary with category agreement of .86; differences were resolved through
discussion.) Because the television programming season begins in September and
programming decisions rely on results of the previous spring’s ratings, we did not use lag
times. Thus, the shows in fall 1982 through spring 1983 were counted as a 1982 measure.

We counted an average of 6 “power” shows per season in our high-threat period and
6.6 shows in the low-threat period, a nonsignificant difference, t(8)=0.32, p=ns. Analysis
of the year-to-year changes, however, showed a rise in power shows (from 5 in 1978 to
10 in 1982) during the high-threat period (average increase of 0.8 per year) and a decline
(from 11 in 1983 to 3 in 1987) in the low-threat years (—1.4 per year), a trend that is just
significant in the predicted direction, t(8)=1.64, p<.10, as a replication of Sales’s (1973)
earlier comic strip findings. Overall, the “power and toughness” results give some
support to the threat-authoritarianism hypothesis.

Cynicism

According to Adorno et al. (1950), the authoritarian character displays a “generalized
hostility” and “vilification of the human” (p. 228)—in simpler words, destructiveness and
cynicism. At the societal level, Sales (1973) cited previous content analysis and polling
studies that showed a rise in cynicism during periods of high threat. We replicated this
finding with polling data from yearly Monitoring the Future surveys (Bachman,
Johnston, & O’Malley, 1976-1988), which showed declines in cynical attitudes toward
social institutions from our high- to low-threat periods. Specifically, high school seniors
were asked, “To what extent are there problems of dishonesty and immorality in the
leadership of [selected institutions]? In Table 3.3, the average responses for the classes of
1978-1982 and 1983-1987 are compared.
Significant declines occurred in cynical attitudes

TABLE 3.3. Cynicism: Survey Data on High
School Seniors’ Beliefs About Problems of
Dishonesty and Immorality in U.S. Institutions

Average % answering Significance
“considerable” or “great” to
guestion? for classes of:

Institution 1978-1982 (high 1983-1987 (low Difference t p
threat) threat) (high-low)

Large corporations 34.9 275 74 450 <.005

Congress 34.5 21.7 6.8 4.03 <.005

Police & law 315 28.6 29 3.68 <.005

enforcement

Major labor 32.3 26.4 59 330 <.01

unions

Presidency 322 28.5 37 187 <05
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Courts & justice 235 22.7 0.8 1.58 ns
system

National news 35.3 34.6 0.7 0.69 ns
media

Supreme court 22.0 22.1 -0.1 0.13 ns
Public schools 24.6 25.8 -1.2 1.29 ns
U.S. military 21.6 235 -19 215 ns
Colleges & 20.1 23.8 -3.7 258 <.05
universities

Religious 205 26.9 -6.4 397 <01

organizations

Note. Data in this table were from the yearly Monitoring the Future surveys of the Institute for
Social Research, University of Michigan, as reported in the Sourcebook of Criminal Justice
Statistics 1988 (U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of

Justice Statistics, 1989) Table 2.68. All tests of significance are one-tailed.

*The question was, “To what extent are there problems of dishonesty and immorality in the
leadership of...?”

toward 5 of the 12 institutions, with significant increases for only 2 institutions
(universities and religious organizations). Whereas there is some evidence of a long-term
decline in cynicism since the early 1970s, analysis of the year-to-year changes showed
sharp increases in cynicism toward 4 of these 5 institutions between 1978 and 1979.

Distrust of governmental leadership also declined significantly in the low-threat
period. The Monitoring the Future survey (Bachman et al., 1976-1988) also asked, “Do
you think some of the people running the government are crooked or dishonest?” In
1978-1982, a yearly average of 13.1% replied, “Most of them are,” but in 1983-1987,
only an average of 9.5% made the reply, t(8) =3.30, p<.01. A sharp increase in distrust
from 1977 to 1979 and 1980 suggests that this effect is not part of a long-term trend. The
American National Election Study (Miller, 1978-1986) polls of the general population
further support this threat-cynicism relationship. Responses to the question, “How much
of the time can you trust the government in Washington to do what is right?” increased
from an average of 30% “always” or “most of the time” in 1978-1982 years to an
average of 42% in 1984-1986, (8)=3.35, p<.05.

Superstition

According to Adorno et al. (1950), people scoring high on the F scale believe in
“mystical or fantastic external determinants of the individual’s fate” and shift
responsibility from within themselves onto uncontrollable outside forces (p. 236). As
Sales (1973) did, we measured superstition by counting the number of astrology books
and magazine articles written during high-and low-threat periods, allowing a 1-year time
lag for publication delays for books but not magazine articles. On average, 23.4 astrology
books were listed in the Cumulative Book Index (1975-1988) during each year of the
high-threat period, versus 26 for the low-threat years, a nonsignificant difference,
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t(8)=0.50, p=ns. Analysis of year-to-year changes also showed no differences between
periods, t(8) =0.60.

Thus, we did not replicate Sales’s results with astrology publications. One explanation
may involve the New Age subculture of the 1980s, involving such things as crystals,
holistic medicine, meditation, and astrological paraphernalia. In one sense they may be
superstitious, yet New Age lifestyles seem more consistent with nonauthoritarian,
postmaterialist values (see Inglehart, 1990) than with the classic authoritarian character.

Some polling data, however, do support the threat-astrology relationship. A Gallup
Report (Gallup International, 1988a) found that the percentage of the public reporting
belief in astrology fell from 29% in 1978 to 12% in 1988, whereas the number
responding “don’t believe” increased from 64% to 80% over the same period. Although
the exact number of interviewees for the 1978 sample was not available, we assumed
Ns=1,204 (the sample size for the May 1988 poll) for both polls, which yields a highly
significant decline in the belief in astrology, c*(1, N=2,408)=84.9, p<.001

Authoritarian Submission

The authoritarian personality displays an uncritical “exaggerated, all-out emotional need
to submit” to “idealized moral authorities of the ingroup” (Adorno et al., 1950, pp. 228
and 231-232) because of a failure to develop an internal conscience or as a way of
handling ambivalent feelings toward authority figures. At the societal level, Sales (1973)
pointed to an increase in laws requiring loyalty oaths for schoolteachers during the
threatening 1930s and to an increase in the circulation of the conservative periodical
Christian Beacon in the late 1960s as indicative of “submission to the norms of the
ingroup” (p. 53).

During 1978-1987, loyalty oaths were not an issue, and Christian Beacon circulation
figures, gleaned from statements printed in the Beacon, were quite unstable. However,
the conservative Moral Majority, an organization advocating submission to “divine”
authority, did increase in popularity during the late 1970s and played a role in the
victories of strongly right-wing candidates in the 1980 election. Thereafter, its influence
ultimately declined, and in 1986 it changed its name to the Liberty Federation.

Censorship may also reflect submission to moral authorities. Information from the
National Commission on Libraries and Information Science (1986) for the years 1975-
1985 showed increases in the number of attempts at removing offensive materials in
public and school libraries from 1979 (16 incidents) to 1982 (a peak of 57 incidents). The
levels were rather stable at a lower level for the first part of the low-threat period (36
incidents in 1983 and 1984 and 39 in 1985). For the years 1986 and 1987, our own count
of censorship attempts mentioned in issues of the Newsletter on Intellectual Freedom
(American Library Association, 1986-1987) produced slight further declines to 35 and 26
incidents, respectively. Whereas the average levels of censorship attempts were not
significantly different between high- and low-threat periods (32.2 vs. 34.4 incidents per
year), t(8)= 0.31, p=ns, the average year-to-year changes showed a marginally significant
trend in support of our hypothesis (average increase of 6.4 incidents in high-threat years
vs. average decrease of 6.2 incidents in low-threat years, t(8)=1.76, p<.10.



Political psychology 96

Anti-Intraception

Following Adorno et al. (1950), Sales reasoned that the *“authoritarian individual is
opposed to intraception and particularly to psychotherapy and psychiatry” (1973, p. 48).
He found comparatively fewer popular magazine articles and books about psychoanalysis
and psychotherapy published during the first, but not the second, high-threat period, and
the number of undergraduate majors in psychology (presumably an intraceptive
discipline) increased during the high-threat period of the late 1960s.

Assuming a 1-year lag, we found that average yearly Cumulative Book Index (1975-
1988) listings of psychotherapy and psychoanalysis books increased from 55.6 during the
high-threat years 1978-1982 to 74.4 books during the low-threat years 1983-1987, a
significant difference in accord with our prediction, t(8)=2.13, p<.05. Because the
average number of books on these topics written during 1975-1977 was higher than in
1978-1982, there seems to have been no long-term upward trend.

Yearly average Reader’s Guide to Periodical Literature (1978-1988) listings of
popular magazine articles concerned with psychotherapy and psychoanalysis were 14.4
and 12.4 per year during the high- and low-threat eras, respectively, a non-significant
difference, t(8)=0.61. The difference in yearly changes was in accord with our
hypothesis, although not significantly so (average yearly drop of 3.8 articles per year vs.
average yearly gain of 0.6 articles during low threat), t(8)=1.21.

These publication results only partly confirm our hypothesis. We may ask whether
psychoanalysis and especially psychotherapy publications are always intraceptive. To
develop a more accurate indicator, we analyzed trends in divisional membership in the
American Psychological Association (APA), grouping Divisions 12 (clinical), 17
(counseling), 29 (psychotherapy), and 32 (humanistic) as intraceptive and Divisions 3
(experimental), 6 (physiological and comparative), 25 (experimental analysis of
behavior), and 21 (applied experimental and engineering) as nonintraceptive. According
to the APA Membership Register (APA, 1979-1987) and Directory of the APA (APA,
1978-1988), membership in the intraceptive divisions rose from a yearly mean of 12,295
during the high-threat years to 13,436 during the low-threat years. Membership in the
nonintraceptive divisions, however, declined slightly from an average of 4,209 in the
high-threat years to 4,183 during the low-threat years. A two-way analysis of variance
with type of division and threat level as factors yielded a highly significant
DivisionxThreat Level interaction, F(1, 16)=20.71, p<.001, in support of our hypothesis.
(Of course, long-term changes in the structure of the APA itself may somehow have
contaminated this analysis.)

Authoritarian Aggression

Adorno et al. considered authoritarian aggression to be “the sadistic component of
authoritarianism” concerned with the “desire to condemn, reject, and punish those who
violate [conventional] values” (1950, p. 232). During periods of high social threat,
therefore, one would expect greater aggression against outgroup members. Sales found
relatively greater levels of state and local government expenditures for police
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departments (as compared with fire departments) during high-threat periods, as well as
increased support for capital punishment during the 1967-1970 high-threat period.

Our replication produced mixed results. From the Statistical Abstract of the United
States (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1979-1989), we obtained the percentage of total
budgets of state and local governments that was devoted to police and fire departments.
There were no clear comparative differences in levels or trends evident for 1978-1982
versus 1983-1987. What about public support for capital punishment? There has been a
long-term upward trend in support for the death penalty for murder, from 57% in 1972 to
79% in 1988 (Gallup Report, 1989, p. 29). In 1978 and 1981, an average of 64% favored
and 26% opposed the death penalty, rising to an average 71% favoring and 21% opposing
it in 1985 and 1986. The number of persons sentenced to death and the actual executions
of prisoners also increased from our high- to low-threat periods (U.S. Bureau of the
Census, 1979-1989). Thus, all of our results suggest a continuing long-term increase in
punitive attitudes and behavior, with little or no inflection during times of low threat.

Sex

Sentences for Rape. The “concern with sexual goings on” component of the authoritarian
syndrome presents some measurement problems. Citing the “concern with overt
sexuality” and “willingness to punish severely [any] violation of sexual norms” identified
by the original authoritarianism researchers, Sales measured “punitiveness toward sexual
criminals” (1973, pp. 49-50) by comparing the average length of sentence for persons
convicted of rape (as reflecting judicial and indirectly reflecting societal punitiveness
toward sexual criminals) with average sentences for voluntary manslaughter (as a control
for punitiveness toward crime in general).

Since the time of Sales’s research, however, the influence of the women’s movement
(in particular Brownmiller’s, 1975, landmark argument) has changed popular and judicial
views of rape in ways that may now make Sales’s measure invalid. First of all, rape is
now more often understood to be a crime of violence rather than a crime of sex. Second,
rape is more widely understood to be a serious crime that should be reported (by the
victim), prosecuted (by law enforcement agencies), and punished (by the judicial system),
rather than an unimportant offense brought on in part by the victim herself. These
changes are arguably the result of increased feminist consciousness rather than increased
authoritarianism, but the newer views might well have the same effect, increasing
average sentences for rape.

With these differences in mind, we attempted to replicate Sales’s measure by using
yearly data from Michigan Department of Corrections records (1978-1988) on the
distribution of minimum terms for first-degree criminal sexual conduct and (as a control)
for manslaughter, grouped into the two categories of 5 years or less and longer than 5
years. Results were in the direction opposite to those of Sales. Minimum sentences for
first-degree criminal sexual conduct were significantly longer during the low-threat years
than during the high-threat years (75% of 1,080 cases for 1983-1987 for longer than 5
years vs. 62% of 854 cases for 1978-1982), t(8)=3.91, p<.01, whereas there was only a
nonsignificant increase in length of sentence for manslaughter (48% of minimum
sentences longer than 5 years for 1983-1987 vs. 43% for 1978-1982), 1(8)=1.32, p=ns.
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Violent Pornography. Another aspect of sexuality that may engage authoritarian
sentiments is the fusion of sex and aggression in violent pornography. Working from
Rimmer’s (1986) description of X-rated videotapes, Donovan, Stires, and Morrett (1988)
coded the incidence of violence (that is, sex fused with violence, defined as “sadistic,
violent and victimized sex,” p. 2) in pornographic videotapes produced from 1967
through 1985. Using these figures, we found that during the high-threat years of 1978-
1982, an average of 15.1% of all X-rated videotapes contained violent sex, whereas in the
later low-threat years of 1983-1985, this yearly average dropped significantly to 4.7%,
t(8)=2.16, p<.05. (Consistent with this result is Slade’s, 1984, pp. 159-161, estimate of
higher levels of violence in pornographic films during Sales’s two high-threat periods.)
We conclude, therefore, that levels of societal threat are related to the incidence of
themes of violent sexuality, at least in fantasy materials.

On the basis of these results, we suggest a slight alteration in our understanding of the
part that sex plays in the authoritarian syndrome. For the authoritarian, sexuality is
related to aggression (and perhaps vice versa). At the level of overt behavior, this cluster
of impulses may be projected onto the offender, but at the level of fantasy it may be
indulged. Sexuality itself is then seen as violent and aggressive; and punishment, as a
“return of the repressed,” takes on sexual overtones.

Conventionalism

Conventionalism, the “rigid adherence to conventional, middle-class values” (Adorno et
al., 1950), is difficult to measure directly. Drawing on voting statistics, we developed a
related measure of politico-economic conservatism, which is arguably one component of
conventionalism. To avoid confounding by presidential charisma and the staggered
Senate election cycle, we examined House of Representatives election returns (World
Almanac and Book of Facts, 1972-1990) for 1978 (when threat levels were on the
upswing) and 1986 (when threat levels had greatly receded). Did the higher and
increasing threat of 1978 induce greater support for conservative candidates, compared
with the low-threat election of 19867 In 1978, the Democrats won 277 seats in the House
of Representatives, as compared with 258 in 1986, which argues against our hypothesis.
However, these crude totals are affected by extraneous factors such as the “coattails”
effect, incumbency, and differences in the candidates themselves. Moreover, party labels
are not a very reliable guide to liberal-versus-conservative ideology. To control for these
factors, we considered only cases in which the same incumbent stood for reelection in
both 1978 and 1986. We chose incumbents from the two extremes of the ideological
spectrum on the basis of overall ratings (from 1978-1986) by the liberal Americans for
Democratic Action (ADA), the conservative Americans for Constitutional Action (ACA),
and the American Conservative Union (ACU; Barone & Ujifusa, 1981, 1983-1987). Our
final sample included the 30 most conservative (having the highest ACA or ACU minus
ADA rating) and the 30 most liberal (having the highest ADA minus ACA or ACU
rating) incumbent House candidates. From the election data reported in the same sources,
we calculated the percentage margin of victory over the principal opponent in both 1978
and 1986 and then calculated the change in this margin between the two elections.
Conservative incumbents suffered an average loss of 2.4 percentage points (from an
average 37.7% victory margin in 1978 to 35.3% in 1986), whereas liberals gained an
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average of 7.8 percentage points (from an average 39% victory margin in 1978 to 46.8%
in 1986). The difference between these average changes in electoral margins—Iliberal
gains and conservative losses—was significant, t(58)=2.33, p<.05. Thus, incumbents who
espoused conservative (and thus, arguably, conventional) values lost some appeal from
high- to low-threat periods, whereas liberal incumbents who challenged conventionalism
gained significantly with the transition. This pattern supports the hypothesized threat-
authoritarianism relationship.

Prejudice

Beyond the replication of Sales’s findings, we sought additional measures to track those
components of the authoritarian personality he did not measure. For example, prejudice
most thoroughly reflects the “tendency to be on the lookout for, and to condemn, reject,
and punish people who violate [conventional] values” (Adorno et al., 1950, p. 228) and
reflects other authoritarianism components such as stereotypy, destructiveness, and
aggression as well. Indeed, anti-Semitic prejudice was the original impetus to the
development of the F scale and has been among its most durable correlates.

ANTI-SEMITIC INCIDENTS

Because anti-Semitic ideology is such a basic element of the authoritarian syndrome, we
used data published by the Anti-Defamation League of B ‘nai B’rith (1978-1988) on
anti-Semitic incidents (such as vandalism of synagogues and painting of Nazi slogans and
swastikas on Jewish property) for each year between 1978 and 1987. The data in Table
3.4 show a tremendous rise for each year 1978-1981, to a peak of 974 incidents, with
some decline in later years. The difference between the average levels in high-threat
years 1978-1982 (472 incidents) and low-threat years 1983-1987 (662 incidents) was not
significant, t(8)=1.02, p=ns, in part because of the enormous standard deviation (SD=414)
for the first time period. Analysis of the average yearly changes, however, did offer some
support for our hypotheses: an average yearly increase of 157 incidents in the high-threat
period, compared with an average yearly decrease of 27 incidents during the low-threat
period. Although this difference was not quite significant, t(8)=1.36, p=.11, it became so
when expressed in percentage terms (average change of 102% in 1978-1982 vs. —2.7% in
1983-1987), t(8)=2.38, p<.05. Thus, whereas authoritarian aggression and prejudice
toward Jews were high in the threatening 1979-1981 years and remained high thereafter,
there was some moderation during the low-threat period.

KU KLUX KLAN ACTIVITY

Because the Ku Klux Klan is an organization devoted to ethnic and racial hatred, we also
predicted that Klan activity would rise during the high-threat years and then decline
during times of lower threat. No direct statistics on Klan membership were available, but
we counted the number of newspaper articles listed under Ku Klux Klan in the New York
Times Index for each year from 1975-1988. By this indirect measure, Klan activity and
impact produced a yearly average of 54.8 articles for 1978-1982, but only 15.4 for 1983-
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TABLE 3.4. Prejudice: Anti-Semitic Incidents of
Vandalism, 1978-1987

Change from % change from
Year Incidents previous year previous year
1978 49 42 8.9
1979 129 80 163.3
1980 377 248 192.2
1981 974 597 158.4
1982 829 —145 -14.9
1983 670 —159 -19.2
1984 715 45 6.7
1985 638 =77 -10.8
1986 594 —44 —6.9
1987 694 100 16.8
Mean 1978-1982 (high 471.6 156.8 101.6
threat)
Mean 1983-1987 (low 662.2 =27 —5.7
threat)
Difference (high-low) —190.6 183.8 107.3
Significance t=1.02, p=ns t=1.36, p=ns 1=2.38, p<.05

Note. Data in this table were from the annual Audit of Anti-Semitic Incidents of the Anti-
Defamation League of B’nai Brith (1978-1988). VVandalism includes actual and attempted
bombings and arson, cemetery desecrations, swastika daubings, and anti-Jewish graffiti. Tests of
significance are one-tailed.

®Based on a reported average of 45 incidents per year for 1962-1977.

1987, t(8)= 2.26, p<.05, a significant difference in accord with our predictions. Much of
this difference is attributable to the 1979 political killings by Klan members in
Greenshoro, North Carolina, and their subsequent trial, although such a blatant display of
violence is scarcely an extraneous “contamination,” but rather a striking instance of
prejudice and aggression that (as predicted) occurred during a period of high societal
threat. We found a yearly average of only 17 articles for the period 1975-1977 in the
New York Times Index under the topic Ku Klux Klan, suggesting there was no general
downward trend in reports on Klan activity.

SURVEY DATA ON PREJUDICE

One final measure of prejudice involved surveys of American high school seniors. Four
items from the annual Monitoring the Future (Bachman, Johnston, & O’Malley, 1976—
1988) surveys involve feelings about friendships and experiences with members of other
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races. The questions and average responses for the high- and low-threat periods are
reproduced in Table 3.5. These data indicate that racial prejudice among high school
students decreased significantly in the less threatening years. Although responses from
1975-1977 were higher than those of 1978-1982, there was no clear downward trend.

General Discussion

A summary of our findings and a comparison of them with Sales’s original results are
presented in Table 3.6 in terms of differences of levels or changes between the
aggregated high- and low-threat years. The right-hand column also gives the correlation,
across the 10 years, of each variable with the composite threat index made up of the
seven independent variables of Table 3.1. As discussed at the end of the Method section,
these correlations are an alternative test of the threat-authoritarianism hypothesis,
although they ignore the overall shift from an era of high threat to an era of low threat.

Overall, our results confirm Fromm’s (1941) original theory linking threat and
authoritarianism.

TABLE 3.5. Prejudice: Survey Data on High
School Seniors’ Feelings About Friendships and
Experiences With Members of Other Races

Average % responding in Significance
“prejudiced” manner to
guestion?
Question 1978-1982 1983-1987 Difference t p
(high threat)  (low threat) (high-low)
Having close personal 10.14 8.00 2.14 6.96 <.001
friends of another race?”
Having some of your 12.90 11.46 1.44 356 <.005
(future) children’s friends be
of other races?”
Experiences you have had 3.86 3.10 .76 4.66 <.005
with people of other races?**
How often do you do things 11.74 9.56 218 250 <.05

with people of other races?*

Note. Data in this table were obtained from Monitoring the Future (Bachman, Johnston, &
O’Malley, 1976-1988). Tests of significance are one-tailed.

#The first three questions were: “How would you feel about...?”

PPercentage responding “not at all acceptable” or “somewhat acceptable.”

“Percentage responding “mostly bad” or “very bad.”

Ypercentage responding “not at all.”
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Thirteen out of 20 measures show significant differences (or near-significant trends) in
levels or rates of change, far more than would be expected by chance. We found some
supporting evidence for every authoritarianism component except authoritarian
aggression. On the other hand, our results are not a strong confirmation of the particular
measures used by Sales (1973): Only 4 of the 11 measures based on (or adapted from) his
study showed significant or near-significant differences. Why were Sales’s measures less
effective? In some cases, the social context and meaning of the measure has changed, as
for sentences for rape and perhaps for interest in boxing and astrology. In other cases,
such as police budgets and support for the death penalty, factors other than
authoritarianism, such as actual crime rates, municipal labor agreements, or political
persuasion, may exert effects on the measures, perhaps maintaining them at high levels.
For these reasons of changing historical context and effects of other variables, then,
isolated individual measures are likely to have limited historical generality. The
researcher’s task is to identify and construct measures that may be functionally equivalent
across time and social change. We believe that we have done so in the present case, so
that even though our results offer only limited confirmation of Sales’s measures, they
offer substantial confirmation of his general theory.

Yet the present study is much more than a mere replication of Sales’s methodology
applied to recent times. Our modifications and extension shed light on more subtle
interactions among the components of the authoritarian syndrome and their unique
associations with changing societal conditions. Whereas both of Sales’s studies analyzed
the transition from periods of low threat to periods of high threat and found increases in
levels of authoritarian behavior, our study examined the reverse sequence and found
decreases in authoritarian attitudes and behavior. This strengthens the argument in favor
of a causal link between societal threat and authoritarianism by helping to rule out the
possibility that societal measures of authoritarianism simply increase over time because
of expanding population, economic growth, or other secular trends unrelated to threat
levels. Furthermore, we examined time periods that were shorter and also less extreme
than those used by Sales.

What about our negative results? Some of them may be due to continuing mild levels of
threat in 1983-1987. Although our threat indicators reversed their trends between 1982
and 1983, the differences were not always sharply defined. Unemployment continued to
be quite high in 1983, and the prime interest rate was above 10% until 1985. Most
important, perhaps, were the continuing high levels of crime, increasing again after 1984.
A more detailed analysis of the interactions among the separate threat variables and the
separate authoritarianism indicators might reveal additional, complex relationships. For
example, does economic threat differ from threats of war and terrorist violence abroad or
crime at home? How do emerging threats such as the AIDS epidemic, global warming, or
toxic waste contamination of the environment affect authoritarian beliefs and behaviors?
Are tangible, personal experiences of threat or abstract impressions of threat dramatized
by the media more important in arousing authoritarianism? What factors in society
contrib ute to maintaining high levels of some authoritarian behaviors despite declines in
actual threat?
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TABLE 3.6. Summary of Findings and
Comparison With Sales’s Study

Component and

Significantly related to threat
levels?

Type of Present  Sales1:®*  Sales

Year-by-year

measure difference study: 1920s 2:1959— correlation
1978-1982 Vs. 1964 vs. with threat
vs. 1983— 1930s  1967-1970 index
1987

Power and

toughness

Interest in boxing Levels ns Yes Trend -.27
Change ns .16

Dog registrations® Levels Yes - Yes 81**

Fictional characters  Levels ns Yes® - .04
Change Trend .64*

Cynicism

Polls of students Yes - Yes®

Polls of general Yes - -

public

Superstition

Astrology books Levels ns Yes Yes =31

Astrology articles Levels ns Trend Yes —.42

Polls of general Yes - -

public

Authoritarian

submission—

censorship incidents Levels ns - - -.04
Change Trend .55*

Anti-intraception

Psychoanalysis Levels Yes Yes Yes —.66*

books

Psychoanalysis Levels ns Yes ns -.10

articles

APA division Levels Yes - - —.87**

membership®



Political psychology 104

Authoritarian

aggression

Police budgets ns Yes Yes -.72
Support for death No - Yes

penalty

Sex

Sentences for sex No Yes Yes —-.60
offenders

Violent pornography Levels Yes - - .36

Conventionalism—

congressional

victory
margins Yes - -
Prejudice
Anti-Semitic Levels ns - - -11
incidents

Change Yes .80**
Ku Klux Klan Levels Yes - - .80**
activity
Polls on racial Yes - -
prejudice

Note. Table reflects one-tailed tests of significance; no indicates results were significantly opposite
to the predicted direction.

®Results from Sales, 1973. Dash indicates Sales did not use the measure.

PStandardized attack versus lapdog registrations.

“Sales analyzed comic strips: we examined television programs.

Ysales cited polls of college students; our surveys involved high school seniors.

®Standardized intraceptive vs. nonintraceptive division membership.

*p<.05.

**p<.01.

Authoritarian Aggression: A Ratchet?

The variables that most clearly ran counter to our predictions were those involving
authoritarian ag-gression. Why? Perhaps authoritarian aggression, once aroused by threat,
remains at a high level in spite of a decline in the overall level of societal threat. Such a
ratchet effect might involve differential reactions by two distinct groups of people.
Perhaps aggression and punitiveness on the part of more authoritarian people
(dispositional authoritarians) may be more easily tolerated or condoned by the less
authoritarian general population during high-threat periods. The extremist organization
and activity of dispositional authoritarians, evoked and encouraged during threatening
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times, may continue at high levels even after the societal threat recedes, whereas the
nonauthoritarian majority adjust their beliefs and behavior in accord with diminishing
perceptions of threat.

In contrast to the dispositional authoritarians, then, mildly authoritarian and
nonauthoritarian people may put on and take off aggression according to the climate of
threat. During high-threat times they buy powerful dogs; they become more cynical, more
anti-intraceptive, and perhaps more superstitious; they embrace more conventional
values, and so forth; but as threat diminishes, they return to their customary outlooks and
behavior. They are, in short, “situational authoritarians” in response to threat. Signs of an
enduring punitiveness toward criminals are an exception even to this generalization,
however. Perhaps the appointments of more conservative federal judges is a legacy or
ratchet of the conservative political victories of 1980, yet we must also account for the
growth in support of capital punishment among the general public. This punitiveness
toward a criminal outgroup may be maintained in part by prominent and graphic
portrayals of crime in the news and entertainment media and the repeated emphasis on
the threat of crime in the political appeals by candidates for public office. Whereas the
lessening of economic and foreign policy threats may moderate the general authoritarian
tendencies of the nation, the threat of crime seems to remain high, thereby eliciting high
levels of specifically anticriminal authoritarian aggression in the American people.

Political Leaders and Political Climate

More generally, how does the political process, including the time lag between an
election and the implementation of the agenda of a newly elected administration, interact
with the perception of threat and society’s expression of authoritarianism? There seems to
be little doubt that the Reagan landslide of 1980 was given impetus by perceptions of
high threat, when Reagan’s image as being tough on crime, the Soviet “Evil Empire,” and
the Iranian hostage takers appealed to a nation eager for strong authority. Perhaps the
mere election of this perceived strong leader—someone who would reduce threat—
reduced the sense of threat among situational authoritarians, while at the same time
fueling the energies of dispositional authoritarians.

By 1984, threat was lower. Compared with his platform in 1980, Reagan’s reelection
appeal sounded a different trumpet, that is, his success in returning the nation to less
threatening and more prosperous times, in contrast to an earlier emphasis on the failures
of the past and the perils of the present. Thus, in his second inaugural speech in January
1985, Reagan’s (1988) tone became distinctly nonauthoritarian:

With heart and hand, let us stand as one today...to be heroes who heal our
sick, feed the hungry, protect peace among nations, and leave the world a
better place.

Did Reagan and his advisers also change substantive policies along the specific lines
suggested by decreased threat and lower authoritarian sentiments during his second term?
This question could be explored through a detailed study of policy changes and
pronouncements by the administration, guided by the overall theory of authoritarianism
and the results of the present study.
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Needed Future Research

Integrating the study of individuals with the study of social processes is essential for
obtaining comprehensive, useful theories of human behavior. We have applied the model
of Adorno et al.’s (1950) authoritarian personality to the nation as a whole, but it would
also be valuable to consider intermediate-sized groups such as states, cities, and even
smaller communities. At finer levels of analysis, we might better isolate antecedent
conditions of threat and more accurately measure associated levels of authoritarianism.
We could also begin to separate the authoritarianism components of dif-ferent types of
threat (economic, crime, foreign affairs, terrorism, racial violence, etc.), as well as
determine whether the relationships reported in this article vary as a function of people’s
race, class, gender, or other demographic groups. If threats continue to be with us, then
there is a continuing need for an increased understanding of the authoritarian syndrome in
all its manifestations.
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READING 4
The Other “Authoritarian Personality”

Bob Altemeyer « University of Manitoba, Winnipeg, Canada

Pull up from your memories those haunting, spectacular scenes of the Nuremberg rallies.
A huge crowd of ardent Nazis fills the stadium on Party Day, while on the podium Adolf
Hitler feasts on their adoration. “To see the films of the Nuremberg rallies even today is
to be recaptured by the hypnotic effect of thousands of men marching in perfect order.
The music of the massed bands, the forest of standards and flags...the sense of power, of
force, of unity was irresistible” (Bullock 1962, p. 379).

A decade after all that power, force, and unity awed the world, the worst war in history
and a Holocaust later, many of the Nazi leaders stood trial in Nuremberg for crimes
against humanity. As the world learned of the horrors ravaged upon Europe by the Third
Reich, people trying to grasp the barbarity and the millions of deaths asked, “Why?”

A psychoanalyst, Erich Fromm (1941), had already given an answer. He argued that
the Nazi regime arose from a sickness in the German people. The leaders on the podium
at the Nuremberg rallies and the vast crowds of faithful followers before them allegedly
manifested the two faces of the sadistic-masochistic personality. This one illness drove
both groups, Fromm proposed, locking them into a dominance-submissive authoritarian
embrace.

This explanation and psychoanalytic theory in general helped shape the famous
“Berkeley” research program on authoritarianism (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson,
& Sanford, 1950). While Sanford and his team did not include an “authoritarian
domination” trait in their model of the prefascist personality to complement the
“authoritarian submission” trait that did appear, it is clear from several items on the
Fascism Scale that the research team thought the authoritarian personality would both
submit and dominate. Adorno’s still-cited metaphor of the bicycle rider who bows from
the waist up and kicks from the waist down sums it up (if you overlook the fact that one
does not kick at anything when pedaling a bicycle).

I. The Submissive Personality

But a funny thing happened to research on authoritarianism after 1950. It almost never
studied domination, but instead focused on the many people in our society who seem
ready to submit to a Hitler. This focus makes sense in that wanna-be tyrants in a
democracy are just comical figures on soapboxes when they have no following. So the
real fascist threat lay coiled in parts of the population itself, it was thought, ready
someday to catapult the next Hitler to power with their votes. So investigators studied the
submitters.
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Research has since painted a fairly clear picture of those most vulnerable to the appeal
of “a man on horseback.” As measured by the Right-Wing Authoritarianism (RWA) scale
(Altemeyer, 1981,1988,1996; see Exhibit 1 for the latest version), right-wing
authoritarians believe strongly in submission to established authorities and the social
norms these authorities endorse. They also believe in aggressing against whomever these
authorities target. This personality structure, observable by early adulthood and better
explained by social learning than by psychoanalytic theory, is thought to develop during
adolescence from earlier training in obedience, conventionalism, and aggression, as
modified by the individual’s subsequent experiences.

Adult authoritarians tend to be highly ethnocentric and heavy users of the “consensual
validation pill” (Newcomb, 1961). They travel in tight circles of like-minded people so
much, they often think their views are commonly held in society, that they are the “Moral
Majority” or the “Silent Majority.” It has been hard to miss the evidence that certain
kinds of religious training have sometimes helped produce their ethnocentrism and
authoritarianism.

High RWAs’ thinking, based more on memorization of what authorities have told
them than on independent, critical appraisal, tends to be unintegrated, highly
compartmentalized, and rife with inconsistencies. Authoritarians harbor many double
standards and hypocrisies—seemingly without realizing it—which lead them to “speak
out of both sides of their mouths” from one situation to another. For example, they will
proclaim their patriotism and love of democracy at the drop of a hat. But they also seem
ready to chuck most of the Bill of Rights, and no matter how many times they say the
Pledge of Allegiance, they never seem to notice its coda, “with liberty and justice for all.”

EXHIBIT 1. The 1997 Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale

This survey is part of an investigation of general public opinion concerning a variety of
social issues. You will probably find that you agree with some of the statements, and
disagree with others, to varying extents. Please indicate your reaction to each statement
by blackening a bubble on the bubble sheet, according to the following scale:

Blacken the bubble labeled —4 if you very strongly disagree with the statement.
=3 if you strongly disagree with the statement.
—2 if you moderately disagree with the statement
-1 if you slightly disagree with the statement.
Blacken the bubble labeled +1 if you slightly agree with the statement.
+2 if you moderately agree with the statement.
+3 if you strongly agree with the statement.

+4 if you very strongly agree with the statement.

If you feel exactly and precisely neutral about an item, blacken the “0” bubble.
You may find that you sometimes have different reactions to different parts of a
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statement, but slightly agree (+1) with another idea in the same item. When this happens,
please combine your reactions, and write down how you feel “on balance” (i.e., a =3 in
this case).

1. The established authorities generally turn out to be right about things, while the
radicals and protectors are usually just “loud mouths” showing off their ignorance.

2. Women should have to promise to obey their husbands when they get married.

3. Our country desperately needs a mighty leader who will do what has to be done to
destroy the radical new ways and sinfulness that are ruining us.

4. Gays and lesbians are just as healthy and moral as anybody else.*

5. It is always better to trust the judgment of the proper authorities in government and
religion than to listen to the noisy rabble-rousers in our society who are trying to
create doubt in people’s minds.

6. Atheists and others who have rebelled against the established religions are no doubt
every bit as good and virtuous as those who attend church regularly.*

7. The only way our country can get through the crisis ahead is to get back to our
traditional values, put some tough leaders in power, and silence the troublemakers
spreading bad ideas.

8. There is absolutely nothing wrong with nudist camps.*

9. Our country needs free thinkers who will have the courage to defy traditional ways,
even if this upsets many people.*

10. Our country will be destroyed someday if we do not smash the perversions eating
away at our moral fiber and traditional beliefs.

11. Everyone should have their own lifestyle, religious beliefs, and sexual preferences,
even if it makes them different from everyone else.*

12. The “old-fashioned ways” and “old-fashioned values” still show the best way to live.

13. You have to admire those who challenged the law and

the majority’s view by protesting for women’s abortion rights, for animal rights,
or to abolish school prayer.*

14. What our country really needs is a strong, determined leader who will crush evil, and
take us back to our true path.

15. Some of the best people in our country are those who are challenging our
government, criticizing religion, and ignoring the “normal way things are supposed to
be done.”*

16. God’s laws about abortion, pornography, and marriage must be strictly followed
before it is too late, and those who break them must be strongly punished.

17. 1t would be best for everyone if the proper authorities censored magazines so that
people could not get their hands on trashy and disgusting material.

18. There is nothing wrong with premarital sexual intercourse.*

19. Our country will be great if we honor the ways of our forefathers, do what the
authorities tell us to do, and get rid of the “rotten apples” who are ruining everything.

20. There is no “ONE right way” to live life; everybody has to create their own way.*

21. Homosexuals and feminists should be praised for being brave enough to defy
“traditional family values.”*
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22. This country would work a lot better if certain groups of troublemakers would just
shut up and accept their group’s traditional place in society.

23. There are many radical, immoral people in our country today, who are trying to ruin it
for their own godless purposes, whom the authorities should put out of action.

24. People should pay less attention to the Bible and the other old forms of religious
guidance, and instead develop their own personal standards of what is moral and
immoral . *

25. What our country needs most is discipline, with everyone following our leaders in
unity.

26. It’s better to have trashy magazines and radical pamphlets in our communities than to
let the government have the power to censor them.*

27. The facts on crime, sexual immorality, and the recent public disorders all show we
have to crack down harder on deviant groups and troublemakers if we are going to
save our moral standards and preserve law and order.

28. A lot of our rules regarding modesty and sexual behavior are just customs which are
not necessarily any better or holier than those which other people follow.*

29. The situation in our country is getting so serious, the strongest methods would be
justified if they eliminated the troublemakers and got us back to our true path.

30. A “woman’s place” should be wherever she wants to be. The days when women are
submissive to their hushands and social conventions belong strictly in the past.*

31. It is wonderful that young people today have greater freedom to protest against things
they don’t like, and to make their own “rules” to govern their behavior.*

32. Once our government leaders give us the “go ahead,” it will be the duty of every
patriotic citizen to help stomp out the rot that is poisoning our country from within.

Note. Only items 3-32 are scored. Items 1 and 2 are “table-setters” to help familiarize the
respondent with the subject matter and the —4 to +4 response format.
*indicates a con-trait item, for which the 1-9 scoring key is reversed.

Right-wing authoritarians also have plenty of “kick” in them. They are hostile toward so
many minorities, they seem to be equal opportunity bigots. But they do not usually
realize they are relatively ethnocentric. Nor do they want to find out. They will often say
that if they score highly on a measure of prejudice, they do not want to learn they did.
High RWAs kick in other directions, too. When asked to play judge and pass sentence
on convicted criminals, they tend to lower the boom, just as they deliver more powerful
shocks when serving as a teacher in a mini-Milgram experiment. They are relatively
ready to help the government persecute almost any group you can think of—including
themselves! Furthermore, Walker and Quinsey (1991) and Walker, Rowe, and Quinsey
(1993) found that High RWA males were more likely to have sexually assaulted women.
One can hypothesize many psychological roots of right-wing authoritarian aggression.
But two factors have been blessed more than others by experiments. First, high RWAs
are scared. They see the world as a dangerous place, as society teeters on the brink of
self-destruction from evil and violence. This fear appears to instigate aggression in them.
Second, right-wing authoritarians tend to be highly self-righteous. They think themselves
much more moral and upstanding than others—a self-perception considerably aided by
self-deception, their religious training, and some very efficient guilt evaporators (such as
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going to confession). This self-righteousness disinhibits their aggressive impulses, and
releases them to act out their fear-induced hostilities as “God’s Designated Hitters.”

When | call right-wing authoritarians right-wing authoritarians, |1 am using the phrase
in a social psychological sense based on their submission to the perceived established
authorities in society. But it turns out the phrase applies in its economic/political
contexts, too. High RWAs tend to hold “conservative” economic attitudes, and they tend
to be concentrated on the political “right.” In fact, studies of most of the legislatures in
Canada and nearly all the state legislatures in the United States have found that Canadian
Conservative/Canadian Reform/Republican politicians, like their supporters in the voting
booths, zoom higher on the RWA Scale than Canadian New Democrats/Canadian
Liberals/Democrats do.

High RWA lawmakers also score higher in prejudice, and wish they could pass laws
limiting freedom of speech, freedom of the press, the right of assembly, and other
freedoms guaranteed in the Bill of Rights. They want to impose strict limitations on
abortion, they favor capital punishment, and they oppose tougher gun control laws.
Finally, politicians answer the RWA Scale with such extraordinary levels of internal
consistency, it appears the scale provides our most powerful measure of the liberal-
conservative dimension in politics.

I1. The Dominant Personality

Like the Fascism Scale before it, the RWA Scale contains items that both submissive and
dominant persons could endorse: for example, “It is always better to trust the judgment of
the proper authorities in government....” So we cannot be surprised that some
lawmakers—not at all submissive individuals, one imagines—concur with such views;
after all, they are “proper authorities in government.” But the RWA Scale has never been
a good measure of authoritarian dominance; it was constructed more to capture the
psychology of the submissive crowd. The trouble is, nothing else has provided a good
measure of such dominance either.

Enter Felicia Pratto and Jim Sidanius. Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, and Malle (1994)
created the Social Dominance Orientation (SDO) scale (Exhibit 2) to tap “a general
attitudinal orientation toward intergroup relations, reflecting whether one generally
prefers such relations to be equal, versus hierarchical” (p. 742). Carefully developed over
12 student studies, the SDO scale was built to tap something different from both
authoritarianism and interpersonal dominance. Accordingly, the SDO and RWA scales
correlated only. 14 in the one sample that answered both (not statistically significant with
95 df). SDO scores also rendered rs less than .25, usually nonsignificant, with the
Dominance scales from both the California Personality Inventory (Gough, 1987) and the
Jackson Personality Research Form (Jackson, 1965).

On the other hand, the test rang up some very impressive correlations (usually over
.50) with measures of nationalism, patriotism, cultural elitism, a rejection of noblesse
oblige, and anti-Black racism. Connections with other relevant attitudes (e.g., social
policies regarding the poor, racial policies, women’s rights, support of the Gulf War,
support of capital punishment, and various measures of political-economic conservatism)
proved almost as high.
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Thanks to the energy of its inventors, the SDO scale has already been used in many
studies. In particular, SDO relationships with ethnic preju-

EXHIBIT 2. The Fourteen-ltem Social Dominance Orientation
(SDO) Scale

. Some groups of people are simply not the equals of others.

. Some people are just more worthy than others.

. This country would be better off if we cared less about how equal all people were.

. Some people are just more deserving than others.

. Itis not a problem if some people have more of a chance in life than others.

. Some people are just inferior to others.

. To get ahead in life, it is sometimes necessary to step on others.

. Increased economic equality.*

. Increased social equality.*

10. Equality.*

11. If people were treated more equally we would have fewer problems in this country.*

12. In an ideal world, all nations would be equal.*

13. We should try to treat one another as equals as much as possible. (All humans should
be treated equally.)*

14. 1t is important that we treat other countries as equals.*

OCoO~NOoO Ul WNPEF

Notes.* indicates a con-trait item, for which the scoring key is reversed. In my studies |
intermixed the pro-trait and con-trait items. | also used, as Items 1 and 2 “table-setters,”
two statements from Pratto et al.’s (1994) item pool that were eventually dropped: “As a
country’s wealth increases, more of its resources should be channeled to the poor,” and
“This country would be better off if inferior groups stayed in their place.”

The items are reprinted with permission of the American Psychological Association.

dice, sexism, militarism, punitiveness, and conservatism usually appeared as predicted
when the scale was tested in Canada, China, Israel, Mexico, New Zealand, and Taiwan
(Pratto, Liu, Levin, Sidanius, Shih, & Bachrach, 1996). In another study, persons riding
commuter trains were cleverly involved in an experiment that confirmed student-based
findings that people would hire High SDOs for positions that serve the interests of
privileged groups, and Low SDOs for jobs that serve oppressed groups. Independently of
this, subjects also tended to hire men for the “hierarchy-enhancing” roles, and shunted
women into hierarchy-diminishing positions (Pratto, Stallworth, Sidanius, & Siers, 1997).
Many studies have found that men score higher than women on the SDO scale in almost
every culture tested thus far.

Because Felicia Pratto shared some of her preliminary results with me, | quickly
discovered that the SDO scale dominated the RWA Scale when it came to explaining
prejudice. In a March 1993 study involving 187 undergraduates at my school, RWA
correlated .48 with answers to the Manitoba Ethnocentrism scale—a 20-item instrument
measuring hostility toward aboriginals, Arabs, Asians, Blacks, Francophones, Jews, and
so on, that | consider my best measure of general prejudice among “white” Manitobans
(Exhibit 3). But an early 18-item version of the SDO scale banged out an eye-popping .71
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with the sum of such prejudices! RWA and SDO correlated .38. Put in my place and
impressed—if not stunned—I never considered what the two scales could do together.

A. The McFarland and Adelson (1996) Study

Enter Sam McFarland and Sherman Adelson, who employed 438 Kentucky students and
283 nonstudent adults in a grand pitting experiment featuring 22 different psychological
measures. Three of these assessed prejudice against Blacks, women, and homosexuals,
and a fourth scale tapped patriotic attitudes. Abbreviated versions of 18 personality tests
that had shown some connection with prejudice, including the RWA and SDO scales,
composed the rest of the longish booklet. The researchers wanted to see how much of the
“target” prejudice/patriotism scores could be explained by these personality tests.

EXHIBIT 3. The 1997 Manitoba Ethnocentrism Scale

[N

. If we don’t watch out, Asians will control our economy and we’ll be the “coolies.”
2. We should take in more refugees fleeing political persecution by repressive
governments.*

. Arabs are too emotional, and they don’t fit in well in our country.

. If Sikhs who join the RCMP want to wear turbans instead of the usual hat, that’s fine.*

. Itis good to live in a country where there ae so many minority groups present, such as

Blacks, Asians, and aboriginals.*

6. There are entirely too many people from the wrong sorts of places being admitted into
Canada now.

7. “Foreign” religions like Buddhism, Hinduism, and Islam are just as good as
Christianity, all things considered.*

8. As a group aboriginal people are naturally lazy, dishonest, and lawless.

9. The more we let people from all over the world into our country, the better.*

10. Black people are, by their nature, more violent and “primitive” than others.

11. Jews can be trusted as much as everyone else.*

12. The people from India who have recently come to Canada have mainly brought
disease, ignorance, and crime with them.

13. Every person we let in from overseas means either another Canadian won’t be able to
find a job, or another foreigner will go on welfare here.

14. Canada should guarantee that French language rights exist across the country.*

15. It is a waste of time to train certain races for good jobs; they simply don’t have the
drive and determination it takes to learn a complicated skill.

16. Canada has much to fear from the Japanese, who are as cruel as they are ambitious.

17. There is nothing wrong with intermarriage among the races.*

18. Aboriginal people should keep protesting and demonstrating until they get just
treatment in Canada.*

19. Many minorities are spoiled; if they really wanted to improve their lives, they would
get jobs and get off welfare.

20. It is a sad fact that many minorities have been persecuted in our country, and some

are still treated very unfairly.*

o~ W
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Note. * indicates a con-trait item, for which the scoring key is reversed.

The results which could have been quite gnarly proved utterly simple in both samples.
SDO scores correlated about .50 with McFarland and Adelson’s index of overall
prejudice, while RWA answers notched a .47. The two tests barely interconnected (.21
and .07), so when you plunked them into a regression analysis, they explained different
segments of overall prejudice and served up a multiple r of .64 in each sample. None of
the other personality tests mattered much once these two scales had their say. In fact,
gender entered the equation next among the students, ahead of all the remaining scales
(with males being more prejudiced than females).

B. The September 1996 Manitoba Student Study

Fascinated, | quickly involved 354 Manitoba introductory psychology students in a two-
session experiment during which they answered the full versions of most of the tests
McFarland and Adelson had used, plus a few others. In the first session the booklet began
with a Religious Fundamentalism scale (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1992), followed by
the 1996 version of the RWA scale and the SDO measure. Then Rubin and Peplau’s
(1973) Just World scale appeared, and all 56 of the items in Schwartz’s (1992) measure
of “value types.” Schaller, Boyd, Yohannes, and O’Brien’s (1995) Need for Structure
scale followed, then Rosenberg’s (1965) Self-Esteem instrument. Eysenck and Eysenck’s
(1976) Psychaticism measure ended the booklet. With instructions, it took most students
50-60 minutes to answer all these tests.

The second booklet, completed two days later, began with a survey of environmental
attitudes unrelated to our concerns here. Then students answered a revision of my
Dangerous World Scale and my measure of self-righteousness (Altemeyer, 1988, pp.
195-196, 157-160). Luhtanen and Crocker’s (1992) Collective Self-Esteem instrument
followed, as did Fletcher, Danilovacs, Fernandez, Peterson, and Reeder’s (1986)
Attributional Complexity scale. Then came the four target variables: McFarland’s
measures of prejudice against homosexuals, Blacks, and women, and his patriotism scale.
The 1996 Manitoba Ethnocentrism scale (Altemeyer, 1996, pp. 24-25) and homegrown
measures of attitudes toward aboriginals and Quebec followed these, to test for further
relevance. Srole’s (1956) Anomie scale and a demographic survey ended the booklet.
With minimal need for instructions, it took most students 40-50 minutes to answer this
bookilet.

All of the tests were answered on a —4 to +4 basis except the value type scales, which
solicited O to 9 responses, and the self-righteousness measure, which requested 0 to 6
replies. The students, identified only by a “secret number” of their own choosing, served
in groups of about 150 in a lecture hall during an afternoon 75-minute slot in the
university timetable. As usual, the students answered virtually everything. The largest
data loss occurred with the Psychoticism Scale, which two participants failed to
complete.
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Results

Table 4.1 presents the psychometric properties of the measures used, and the
relationships of central interest. Most of the scales posted good interitem correlations, the
exceptions being the Just World and Psychoticism scales, and the target measure of
patriotism. Reliability alphas, which reflect the length of a test as well as its internal
consistency, bounced about quite a bit.

As for explaining prejudice with personality measures, the results strongly replicated
McFarland and Adelson’s findings. The SDO scores had the best overall relationships
with the four target measures, leaving the RWA scale some distance behind. A regression
analysis of the sum of Sam McFarland’s four tests (“Sum of Sam”), after standardizing
the scores to control for unequal means and variances, found that SDO and RWA as a
package accounted for 50% of overall prejudice. (That is, their multiple r equaled .71.)
Subject’s sex came in third, with males again showing more prejudice than females.
Gender raised the multiple r to .76. The remaining scales could add only pennies to this
accounting.

If you broaden the basis for generalization by adding the standardized Ethnocentrism,
Aboriginal, and Quebec scores to the targets, and drop Patriotism with its questionable
validity in this sample, you get the same results for the “Sum of Six.” First came SDO,
then RWA. Their multiple r of .70 again explained most of the reliable variance. Gender
boosted the coefficient to .75.

TABLE 4.1. Results of the September 1996

Study
Psychometric  Prejudice toward
properties
Scales No. Mean Alp Homo Bl Wo Patri “Sum “Sum Corr. Corr.
of inter- ha sex. acks men otism of of with with
items item Sam” Six” social RWA
corr. dom.
Social 14 29 .84 A2 52 49 .28 .59 .59 — 22
Dominance
Orientation

Right-Wing 30 29 .92 .61 .30 .38 14 51 .49 22 —
Authori

tarianism
Just World 16 .08 59 -05 -07 -.08 .07 -.03 -03 -.02 A2
Need for 12 31 84 A1 .09 -.01 .04 .10 .10 .06 .34
Structure

Self-Esteem 10 37 .84 .04 -05 .07 .07 .05 .08 .07 .01
Psychaticism 25 10 .72 28 35 .43 .03 .38 .38 34 -01

Collective 16 29 .86 -07 -20 -.17 12 -12 -14 -.08 .04
Self-Esteem
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Complexity
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Security
Power
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vement
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Stimulation

Self-
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Universalism
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World
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24

.62
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.79
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.56
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.85
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-11
.00
—.28

-.35
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.04
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24
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-.27

.02
.00
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-.10
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-.02
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24

-31

—.04
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-.01
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13

.01
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.52
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.28
.58

45

-.17
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.09
.01

-.25
—-.09
—.27

=17
19
51

.26

7

49

.63

.20
.09

.61

.30
.38
A4
.30

.28
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toward
Aboriginals

Attitudes 14 28 .85 19 .20
toward
Quebec

Notes. “Sum of Sam”=sum of standardized scores on Prejudice toward Homosexuals, Blacks,
Women, and Patriotism scales. “Sum of Six”=sum of standardized scores on Prejudice toward
Homosexuals, Blacks, Women, Ethnocentrism, Aboriginals, and Quebec scales. Subject’s sex was
coded O=female, 1=male.

The implications of McFarland and Adelson’s discovery, should it reappear in other
populations and with other measures, overpower one. For if you want to explain the many
kinds of prejudice exposed in this situation, they are largely matters of personality. And
only two kinds of personality are basically involved: the social dominator and the right-
wing authoritarian.

C. Who Are the High Social Dominators?

| shared these results with the directly interested parties, and then tried to figure out who
high Social Dominators are. One hypothesis, for which you have been primed, leapt to
mind. When you think of the persons who have most advocated inequality between
groups, to the point of genocide, whom do you think of first? The figures on the podium
at Nuremberg, right? Go back to Exhibit 2, and answer the SDO scale as you imagine
Hitler would have. Just about SDO to the max, right?

Keeping this prototype in mind, does it not seem probable that high SDOs would also
be high in interpersonal dominance? True, Pratto et al. (1994) found no SDO connections
with dominance scales from two personality omnibuses. But one of the items on the SDO
scale (“To get ahead in life, it is sometimes necessary to step on others™) suggests that
interpersonal dominance is involved.

You get more than a suggestion if you look at the SDO correlations with the other
personality measures in Table 4.1. Note the .43 coefficient with valuing Power—assessed
by such items as “SOCIAL POWER (control over others, dominance)” and
“AUTHORITY (the right to lead and command).” In turn, the .34 correlation with the
nebulous Psychoticism Scale was mostly based on SDO connections with such items as
“Would you like other people to be afraid of you?” and “Do you enjoy practical jokes
that can sometimes really hurt people?”

“Compare and Contrast...”

We shall go galloping down these trails later, but first let us stand social dominators and
authoritarians side by side and size them up. Besides having in common uncommon
levels of prejudice, High SDOs also resemble High RWASs in being politically
conservative. The students in this study who favored the Reform Party of Canada
averaged 48.0 on the Social Dominance Scale, and those who supported the
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Conservatives had a mean of 43.9, while the Liberal and NDP enthusiasts averaged 39.2
and 40.0, respectively.

[Similar findings with social dominance were obtained in two 1994 studies of
Canadian legislators using statements from Pratto et al.’s (1994) initial SDO pool. Tory
members of the Alberta legislature scored significantly higher than Liberals (r=.47), and
Reform Party members of the federal parliament showed a significantly darker “SDO
streak” than NDP members (r=.50), with Liberal lawmakers in between.]

Their similarities in prejudice and political conservatism aside, however, you can see
from Table 4.1 that social dominators and right-wing authoritarians hardly resemble peas
in a pod. Most notably, high SDOs are not particularly religious, but high RWAs usually
are. Similarly, high scorers on the SDO scale do not claim to be benevolent, but high
RWAs do. In contrast, social dominators have a wisp of hedonism about them, but
authoritarians disavow such. The former do not need structure nor value conformity and
traditions, but the latter do. Social dominators tend to be men; right-wing authoritarians
do not. And quite strikingly, high SDOs do not see the world being nearly as dangerous
as authoritarians do, nor do they appear to be nearly as self-righteous—implying their
prejudice does not have the same psychological roots that previous studies have
unearthed in right-wing authoritarians.

Which is not to say the two traits are completely unrelated. Their correlation of .22 in
this study easily reached statistical significance; three times as many High RWAs (33) as
Lows (11) (i.e., the top and bottom quartiles of the RWA distribution) placed in the top
quartile on the SDO scale. Still, most social dominators do not belong to the “RWA
Club.” Why not? When you examine their answers to the RWA scale, you find they liked
items that flashed some hostility (e.g., Nos. 14, 23, 29, and 32 in Exhibit 1), and they
were turned off by statements advocating tolerance (e.g., Nos. 4, 8, and 11). But
otherwise they did not answer the test distinctively. So, unlike high RWAs, high SDOs do
not particularly endorse kowtowing to authorities, nor do they show marked degrees of
conven-tionalism. Therefore, SDO-RWA correlations will usually be weak.

D. The October 1996 Student Study

With these findings in hand, | administered another set of surveys under “secret number”
conditions to 116 more Manitoba students. The booklet began with the Religious
Fundamentalism scale, then the RWA and SDO measures. My Attitudes toward
Homosexuals, and Economic Philosophy (Exhibit 4) scales followed. Then students
encountered the 1996 Manitoba Ethnocentrism scale, a Religious Emphasis (while
growing up) measure, my Parental Anger (while young) scale, and a question about how
often they had been physically punished as youngsters. Some items probing for a
hypothesized drive for personal power, meanness, and domination, and a demographic
survey ended my inquiries.

Results

First of all, the key findings from the earlier studies held a reunion. SDO and RWA
correlated only .08, but both predicted ethnocentrism (.55 and .27, respectively) and
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hostility toward homosexuals (.28 and .70). Together they explained 56% of the variance
of the sum of standardized scores from these two prejudice scales, with RWA taking the
lead because of its strong relationship with attitudes toward homosexuals. (This is not
surprising, as it mentions homosexuals in several items, whereas the SDO scale piles up
its correlations without naming any particular group.) Social dominance orientation did
not correlate with religious fundamentalism (—.04) nor with emphasis placed on religion
while growing up (-.17), but RWA did, .65 and .58. Once again, social dominance
cropped up more among guys (.30), but authoritarianism did not (.11).
Past studies have shown that introductory

EXHIBIT 4. The Economic Philosophy Scale

1. Anything that government agencies can do, private enterprise can do better because
competition has made it much more efficient.

2. Labor unions should be encouraged. They have established the rights of workers and
raised their standard of living in a way that the whole country has benefitted.*

3. Governments should run a debt when necessary to create jobs and protect our social
programs.*

4. The more government interferes with private enterprise and tries to regulate it, the
worse things will get in our country.

5. The government should intervene in our economy to produce greater equality for
disadvantaged groups in our country.*

6. Public agencies should be run like businesses: no waste, no “bleeding hearts,” and no
deficits.

7. There should be higher taxes on businesses in this country.*

8. Governments should sell all their operations (“privatize”) that businesses want to run.

9. The wealth of our country should be spread out much more evenly; right now, too
much is owned by too few.*

10. Governments should be forced by law to have balanced budgets. Otherwise they just
throw money away on worthless causes.

11. Government-created jobs are usually “do nothing” jobs that cost the taxpayers
millions.

12. People who say we should run governments the way businesses are run forget how
many companies fail. The private sector makes as many mistakes as public officials
do.*

13. The best way to solve the government’s deficit problem is to cut back on our
expensive social programs, which spend money as if it grows on trees.

14. We should run governments, as always, as public institutions, not like businesses.
Governments have to be fair, merciful, and concerned with everyone’s welfare.*
15. Only business can create wealth. Governments just spend what others have earned.
16. If we let private enterprise take over (“privatize”) lots of government programs, the
poor and the public will be the big losers. Companies do not care about the public

good.*

17. People should be willing to pay higher taxes to protect our medical programs,
education, and the unemployed.*

18. Labor unions only hold us back, making us less efficient.
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19. “Do-gooders” must stop trying to increase equality in our country by making
governments interfere with the natural forces of the economy. Such attempts are
doomed to failure.

20. Government agencies can do many jobs better than private enterprise can.*

Notes.* indicates a con-trait item, for which the scoring key is reversed. Whenever
possible I begin the scale with the following “table-setters”: “Public agencies only mess
things up when they get involved in the economy, and spend money like drunken
sailors,” and “Balanced budget laws will greatly hurt the economy. There are situations
when it is wise for the government to run a deficit.”

psychology students do not usually have well-organized economic opinions. In this
instance responses to the Economic Philosophy items intercorrelated only. 12 on the
average, producing a meager alpha of .73. Economic Philosophy scores still fetched rs of
.42 with SDO and .22 with RWA, .45 with ethnocentrism and .20 with hostility toward
homosexuals. Item analyses revealed these relationships sprung mostly from those who
favored the business sector, privatization, and balanced budgets, while disliking labor
unions, social programs, and a more even distribution of wealth.

My searches for a “personal power, meanness, and dominance” drive in High SDOs
hit pay dirt here and there. Social dominance correlated significantly if modestly (.21 to
.43), which is usual for single-item assessments, with relatively affirmative answers to
“Would you be mean and revengeful, it that’s what it took to reach your goals?,” “Do
money, wealth, and luxuries mean a lot to you?,” “Do you enjoy having the power to hurt
people when they anger or disappoint you?,” “Winning is not the first thing; it’s the only
thing,” and “Do you enjoy taking charge of things and making people do things your
way?” Social dominators were also relatively likely to say no to “Would you like to be a
kind and helpful person to those in need?”

The efforts to find childhood antecedents of a social dominance orientation proved
less successful. Students responded to the question about physical punishment by
checking one of seven categories running from “Never” to “Practically every day.” The
median response was “Three, four, or five times,” and SDO scores proved unrelated to
these answers. High SDOs also did not seem to have had angrier parents than low SDOs
did (=.06). [High RWAs also did not report having been physically punished a lot, nor
having especially angry parents (.07).]

E. The October 1995 Parent Study

I had, with no foresight whatsoever, done an earlier study on the issues now before us by
including the SDO scale in a booklet answered anonymously by 501 parents of Manitoba
students in the fall of 1995. This booklet also contained the RWA scale and two measures
of prejudice, the Manitoba Ethnocentrism scale and Spence and Helmreich’s (1978)
Attitudes toward Women scale. Social dominance correlated .61 and .47 with these,
compared with authoritarianism’s .45 and .55. SDO and RWA interconnected .28, and
together they explained 58% of the variance of the sum of the standardized prejudice
SCores.
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Some small demographic relationships appeared. As usual, men racked up higher SDO
scores than women did (r=.22), but no such difference appeared with the RWA scale
(.00). The age of the parents proved unrelated to either variable. But (for the upteenth
time) RWA scores came in significantly higher among the less educated (—.25) and
poorer (—.21) parents. SDO had no relationship with education or income. Finally, high
RWAs (for the zillionth time) went to church more than most (.35); high SDOs did not
(—13).

F. The October 1996 Parent Study

1. Booklet A

I was ready to do some heavy comparisons of social dominators with right-wing
authoritarians when | sent questionnaires to the parents of about 400 introductory
psychology students in October 1996. Half the homes got a booklet, to be answered
anonymously, featuring measures of authoritarian aggression. It began with the RWA,
SDO, and Economic Philosophy scales. Then the Left-Wing Authoritarianism Scale
appeared. This test measures submission to revolutionary authorities dedicated to
overthrowing “the Establishment,” aggression in their name, and adherence to the
conventions of such a movement. The Attitudes toward Homosexuals and my Posse-
after-Radicals measures followed. Then came the Ethnocentrism scale, at the end of
which the respondent was asked to estimate (on a —4 to +4 basis) how prejudiced he or
she would turn out to be compared with the other parents answering the booklet. | then
poked and probed with more personal power, meanness, and dominance items, and asked
for reactions to a letter to the editor that urged the repeal of Canada’s Charter of Rights
and Freedoms because “it gives rights to everyone” including pornographers, criminals,
and abortionists (Altemeyer, 1996, p. 20). Next, the parents were asked what sentences
they would impose on criminals convicted of spit-ting on a premier, of muggings, and of
heroin dealing. Burt’s (1980) Rape Myth Acceptance Scale and a demographic survey
ended the booklet.

Results. The SDO and RWA scores of the 239 parents who answered Booklet A
correlated .50 and .41, respectively, with ethnocentrism, and .41 and .57 with hostility
toward homosexuals. Interconnecting .17, they accounted for 51% of the variance of the
combined standardized prejudice scores. As in earlier studies, High RWAs did not think
they would prove more prejudiced than others (r=.02). But high SDOs, to some extent,
knew they would (.28).

What about the other measures? Social dominance and authoritarianism correlated .20
and .35 with willingness to help persecute “radicals,” .12 and .32 with sentences handed
out in the Trials situation, .24 and .32 with acceptance of myths about rape, and .20 and
.57 with willingness to repeal Canada’s Bill of Rights. While all these pointed in the
expected direction, the RWA relationships emerged significantly stronger in all cases
except Rape Myth. Let’s put that in the back of our minds for a moment, along with the
relationships with the remaining variables in this questionnaire, and go on to the second
bookilet.
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2. Booklet B

Answered by 243 parents, Booklet B began with the Religious Fundamentalism, RWA,
SDO, Economic Philosophy, and Left-Wing Authoritarianism Scales. Next came an anti-
Semitic “Militia” scale, which | developed after the Oklahoma City bombing (Exhibit 5).
| tried out some other personal power, meanness, and domination items. Then I presented
four situations in which High RWAs had shown double standards in the past: abuse of
power during an election by a left-wing or a right-wing provincial government
(Altemeyer, 1981, p. 323), Quebec’s right to leave Canada versus Montreal’s right to
leave a seceding Quebec, sentencing a prohomosexual or an antihomosexual activist who
led an attack upon opponent demonstrators, and sentencing either a panhandler or an
accountant who attacked the other after a sidewalk argument. (Accordingly, two versions
of Booklet B were distributed to homes. In one, parents judged the seriousness of a
conservative government abusing its power, Quebec’s right to leave Canada, an
antihomosexual who led an attack on homosexuals, and a panhandler who attacked an
accountant; in the other version of Booklet B parents judged the opposite cases.) The
booklet ended with the Religious Emphasis scale and the question about being physically
punished while growing up. A demographic survey wrapped up the task.

Results. Mean responses to the 12 Militia items indicated these parents put little stock
overall in the premise of a Jewish-led conspiracy in the federal government to take away
everyone’s guns and impose a left-wing dictatorship on the country. But

EXHIBIT 5. The Militia Attitudes Scale

1. Highly placed people in the national government are planning to impose a Communist-
type dictatorship soon.

. The federal government is NOT plotting to destroy freedom in our country.*

. Our country is basically controlled by Jewish-owned financial institutions.

4. If people knew the truth, they’d know that Jews are causing most of the corruption and
suffering in our country.

5. The federal government is NOT taking away our rights, nor is it conspiring to destroy
democracy in our country.*

6. There is an international Jewish conspiracy that is trying to dominate the world
through control of banks, the news media, the movie industry, and so on.

7. It is ridiculous to think that some group of Jews or anyone else is planning on selling
our country out to the United Nations or some mythical “world conspiracy.”*

8. Jews are not trying to take over the world. That is simply a myth spread by bigots to
make people fear and hate Jews.*

9. Our national government has been taken over by homosexuals, radical feminists,
atheistic Communist-types, and, especially, by Jews.

10. Our country is a much better place because of the Jews who live in it.*

11. Powerful elements of our government, led by Jews, want to take all the guns and
spirit from the people so they can enslave us.

12. We have more freedom than almost anybody else on earth, and no group of Jews or
feminists or “left-wingers” is plotting to take it away from us.*

w N

Note.* indicates a con-trait item, for which the scoring key is reversed.
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some people believed this, and responses to the items in Exhibit 5 intercorrelated .39 on
the average, producing an alpha=.88. The “believers” slightly tended to be males (.11)
with low income (—.22). Religious fundamentalists were also disposed to accept the
premise (.29). But the strongest relationships loomed with social dominance orientation
(.31), right-wing authoritarianism (.43), and especially left-wing authoritarianism (.62).
(We shall make sense of this seeming contradiction in a bit.)

As for the four double-standard situations, neither high RWAs nor high SDOs showed
significant inconsistency in the abuse-of-political-power scenario—a failure to replicate
for the RWA Scale. Both high and low RWA parents thought Montreal had more of a
right to secede from a breakaway Quebec than Quebec had to secede from Canada; but
the double standard erupted larger among high RWAs (a replication of previous results).
Both low and high Social Dominators showed the same double standard regarding
secession, but equally and less than that found in the high RWAs. Right-wing
authoritarians displayed the predictable double standard in sentencing a homosexual
instigator versus an antihomosexual one in the attack over gay rights. But high SDOs
harbored no such double standard. Finally, high RWAs also sentenced the panhandler to
a longer prison term than they did an accountant found guilty of the same crime. But high
SDOs did not.

The correlations with religious variables reinforced previous findings. Right-wing
authoritarians tended to come from strong religious backgrounds (.45), and they were
quite inclined toward religious fundamentalism (.71). But the same comparisons for
Social Dominance Orientation equaled .08 and .18.

These parents reported having been physically punished slightly more as children than
the students in the October 1996 study did. But neither High RWA nor High SDO parents
were seemingly spanked or otherwise struck more than others.

3. Scales Present on Both Booklets

SDO and RWA scores correlated .18 over all 482 respondents. Economic attitudes
proved better organized among parents than among students (an old finding), the average
intercorrelation of .21 producing an alpha of .84. Holding conservative economic
opinions correlated .18 with RWA and .43 with SDO scale scores (and .34 with
ethnocentrism and .29 with hostility toward homosexuals in Booklet A). Left-wing
authoritarianism had associations of. 17 and .11, respectively, with RWA and SDO. High
RWAs went to church more than low RWAs did (.37); SDO scores proved unconnected
(—.07) with church attendance.

The explorations of the personal power, meanness, and dominance hypothesis
confirmed previous findings and added a few new ones. Compared with others in the
sample, high social dominators said yes to “Do you like other people to be afraid of
you?” and agreed “It’s a dog-eat-dog world where you have to be ruthless at times.” They
did not think “the best way to lead a group under your supervision is to show them
kindness, consideration, and treat them as fellow workers, not as inferiors” [which
reminds me of McGregor’s (1960) “Theory X” managers]. Nor did they “hate practical
jokes that can sometimes really hurt people.” They said it would not particularly bother
them “if people thought you were mean and pitiless.” (Item correlations with SDO ranged
from .21 t0 .26.)
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As for demographics males again tended to be more socially dominant than females
(.19), but not more right-wing authoritarian (.01). No connection appeared between
education and scores on either scale in this study. High RWAs tended to be poorer (—.22),
but SDO again proved unrelated (-—01) to income. Finally, right-wing authoritarians
tended to live a little more in rural areas.

4. Discussion

| designed this study primarily to see how much social dominators acted like right-wing
authoritarians. Mostly, | think they did not.

Take our central concern, prejudice. High RWAs often grew up in a religious
environment. Usually they were taught that prejudice against the minorities they fear and
dislike is morally wrong, and this teaching tempers the answers they give to the
Ethnocentrism scale. But their self-righteousness and “tight circles” inflict a certain self-
blindness, and they do not realize how ethnocentric they remain compared to most
people. On the other hand, religious teachings that God hates homosexuality allow them
to go hog-wild on the Attitudes toward Homosexuals scale; and high RWAs know they
dislike homosexuals more than most people do (Altemeyer. 1988, p. 188).

But high SDOs do not typically have religious reasons for “low balling” their answers
to the Ethnocentrism scale, nor to pump up their dislike of homosexuals. Nor do they
seem highly self-righteous. So they do know to a certain extent that they are more
prejudiced than most. They just do not care, apparently.

For another contrast, high RWAs showed more hostility on the Posse and Trials
measures than high SDOs did. Again, | think this reflects the different roots of aggression
in the “submissive” and the “dominating.” In the Posse and Trials situations established
authority sanctioned punishment, and that means a lot more to authoritarians than it does
to social dominators.

High RWAs also agreed significantly more to abolishing constitutional guarantees of
civil rights because pornographers, criminals, and abortionists were “hiding behind
them.” But high SDOs do not get as excited about these issues.

Even when the two scales correlated similarly, you will recall, with the Rape Myth
measure, they did so for somewhat different reasons. High RWAs most bought into
myths that condemned rape victims on moral grounds: “When women go around braless
or wearing short skirts and tight tops, they are just asking for trouble” and “If a girl
engages in necking or petting and she lets things get out of hand, it is her own fault if her
partner forces sex on her.” But high SDOs blamed rape victims more for letting
themselves fall into the power of the attacker: “A woman who goes to the home or
apartment of a man on their first date implies that she is willing to have sex” and
“Women who get raped while hitchhiking get what they deserve.”

| attribute high RWASs’ frequent use of double standards to the way they acquired
many of their ideas: by copying authorities. Being dogmatically certain of their beliefs
(Altemeyer, 1996, Chapter 8), they do not spend much time checking them for internal
consistency. But high SDOs showed almost no double standards, strengthening the
perception that right-wing authoritarians and social dominators usually differ in many
ways.
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5. The Militia Scale

| call persons who reject the normal established authorities in society right-wing
authoritarians when they believe the “real” established authority (e.g., their reading of
God’s will, or the Constitution) has been usurped by left-wing Jews, feminists,
homosexuals, and so on (Altemeyer 1996, p. 9). And indeed, RWA scores correlated
solidly with Militia scale responses in this study. But some social dominators also held
militia sentiments, and left-wing authoritarianism scores roared out the mightiest
relationship of all. What in the name of holy conspiracy theories is going on here?

| developed the LWA Scale to test Shils’s (1954) hypothesis that Communist-types as
well as fascist-types could be authoritarian. Accordingly, | tried hard to create this frame
of reference for respondents by developing a preamble to the LWA Scale that reads: “In
the items that follow, the ‘Establishment’ refers to the people in our country who have
traditionally had the most power, the greatest control over the economy. That is, the
wealthiest people, the large corporations and banks who are often called the RIGHT-
WING forces in Canada. Whereas a ‘revolutionary movement’ denotes a LEFT-WING
movement dedicated to overthrowing the Establishment, and taking away its power.”

| hoped that calling the Establishment “right-wing,” and the revolutionaries “left-
wing” would keep people who thought the Establishment was controlled by left-wing
Jews, Communists, and so on from scoring highly on the LWA Scale—while coaxing all
of Shils’s left-wing authoritarians into view. To nail down this frame of reference, | put
two “table-setters” at the beginning of the LWA Scale that gave proper names to the
“revolutionary movement” under discussion: “Communism has its flaws, but the basic
idea of overthrowing the right-wing Establishment and giving its wealth to the poor is
still a very good one”; and “Socialism will never work, so people should treat leftwing
revolutionaries as the dangerous troublemakers they are.”

I have yet to find a single “socialist/Communist-type” who scores highly on absolute
terms on the LWA Scale. Shils may have been right about his era, but the “authoritarian
on the left” has been as scarce as hens’ teeth in my samples. On the other hand, a my
sterious group of “high-highs” consistently appeared in my studies who landed in the top
quartile on both the RWA and LWA scales. These seemingly contradictory people
proved to be highly prejudiced, and quite hostile in general. | called these puzzling people
“Wild-Card Authoritarians,” and the Militia scale provides the key to understanding
many of them.

The present study indicates most Wild-Card Authoritarians have anti-Semitic
militialike sentiments. Of the 25 high RWAs-high LWAs in the sample that answered
Booklet B, 17 (68%) also scored in the top quartile on the Militia scale. So most of these
“wild-cards” seem to be right-wing authoritarians who overrode the preamble and table-
setters to the LWA Scale because they “know” the Establishment is composed of Jews
and their accomplices who control an oppressive, plotting, gun-grabbing government.
Accordingly, the LWA scale’s scan for revolutionary authoritarianism uncovered such
authoritarianism in the anti-Semitic militia-oriented High RWAs.

Moving beyond the mystery of the Wild-Card Authoritarians, which seems more
understandable now, who overall harbors anti-Semitic militia sentiments? Of the 60
respondents who scored in the top quartile on the Militia scale, 20 were High RWAs, 14
were High SDOs, and an additional 10 were both. So right-wing authoritarianism and
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social dominance—the two major consorts of prejudice in our society it seems—provided
73% of the anti-Semitic Militia types in this study.

G. The November 1996 Student Studies

Both the parent studies indicated that SDO-RWA results obtained with student samples
had broader validity. So | prepared another booklet for some yet-unsurveyed Manitoba
introductory psychology students, which 185 of them completed in November under
“secret number” conditions. However, circumstances dictated that this questionnaire had
to be answered on a 48-hour “take-home” basis. As this can produce sloppy responding, |
attached a slip of paper to each booklet that read, “It is a condition of this study that you
will answer carefully and honestly. So do not participate if you cannot do a conscientious
job.” I stressed this pre-condition when describing the experiment in the students’ class.

The booklet began with the Religious Fundamentalism, Right-Wing Authoritarianism,
and Social Dominance Orientation scales. Then Christie and Geis’s (1970)
Machiavellianism (“Mach V") scale appeared, followed by some “Mach-type” items of
my own invention. An updated version of the Manitoba Ethnocentrism scale once again
provided a broad-band measure of prejudice; it ended by asking respondents how
prejudiced they thought they would be compared with the rest of the sample. | then
presented my choicest assortment of personal power, meanness, and dominance items. A
demographic survey ended the task.

The results proved considerably stronger than | had any right to expect, so | gave
essentially the same booklet to another untested class on the same take-home basis. Their
177 sets of answers simmered down the earlier findings when stirred in, and | shall
present the results from the merged samples.

Results: Old Tricks and New Tricks

SDO and RWA correlated. 11 with each other, but .67 and .40, respectively, with
Ethnocentrism. Together they explained 54% of the prejudice scores—obviously due
mostly to the social dominance measure. As usual, high RWA students seldom realized
they would prove more prejudiced than average (—.02), but high SDOs usually knew they
would (.44). As before, right-wing authoritarians tended to be religious fundamentalists
(.80), to accept the teachings of their home religion (.52), and to attend church (.53). But
high SDOs had no such leanings (—.02, —.15, —.08). Males popped up more often than
females among the socially dominant (.39) but not among the high RWAs (.03).

Now for some new tricks. The Machiavellianism scale had a low mean interitem
correlation of .11 and an alpha =.72. Whatever its items measure, its summed score
correlated .54 with SDO and — .18 with RWA. The hefty relationship with social
dominance got its heft from such “Mach” items as “The biggest difference between most
criminals and other people is that criminals are stupid enough to get caught”; “The best
way to handle people is to tell them what they want to hear”; “Never tell anyone the real
reason you did something unless it is useful to do so”; and “All in all, it is better to be
humble and honest than important and dishonest” (with which High SDOs disagree).
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The suspicion that high social dominators tend to be Machiavellian (in the generic
sense) was reinforced by the Mach-type items | wrote, nearly all of which correlated with
SDO scores. The stron-gest relationships (all over .40) sprouted with “One of the most
useful skills a person should develop is how to look someone straight in the eye and lie
convincingly”; “Basically, people are objects to be quietly and coolly manipulated for
your own benefit”; “There really is no such thing as ‘right” and “‘wrong.” It all boils down
to what you can get away with”; “You know most people are out to ‘screw you,” so you
just have to get them first when you get the chance”; and “Deceit and cheating can be
justified if they get you what you really want.”

My probing attempts to discover “What makes SDOs run?” beget, by the end of these
studies, the entirely ad hoc Personal Power, Meanness, and Dominance (“PP-MAD”)
scale shown in Exhibit 6. Its items interconnected, .21 on the average, generating an
alpha of .82. Summed PP-MAD scores correlated an unambiguous .61 with SDO, —.08
with RWA, .52 with Ethnocentrism, and .42 with gender.

H. Connecting the Dots

Examination of the statements in Exhibit 6 reveals a fair amount about social dominators,
compared to others. As we surmised earlier, they not only believe some people were
meant to dominate others, they personally want to do the dominating. Winning is the only
thing for them. They want power and relish using it, to the point of being relatively
ruthless, cold blooded, and vengeful. They enjoy making other people afraid of them, and
worried about what they might do next. They would not mind being considered mean and
pitiless. More than most people, they say they will destroy anyone who deliberately
blocks their plans.

I think these revelations expose the separate roots of RWA and SDO prejudice. Right-
wing authoritarians, who do not score high on PP-MAD, seem to be highly prejudiced
mainly because they were raised to travel in tight, ethnocentric circles; and they fear that
authority and conventions are crumbling so quickly that civilization will collapse and
they will be eaten in the resulting jungle. In contrast, high SDOs already see life as “dog
eat dog” and—compared with most people—are determined to do the eating. High RWAs
also see themselves as “righteous dudes,” to the point of being quite self-righteous, and
this disinhibits their aggression. But we have seen that high SDOs do not need this
release, and we can now see why.

EXHIBIT 6. The Personal Power, Meanness, and Dominance Scale

1. It’s a mistake to interfere with the “law of the jungle.” Some people were meant to
dominate others.

2. Would you like to be a kind and helpful person to those in need?*

3. “Winning is not the first thing; it’s the only thing.”

4. The best way to lead a group under your supervision is to show them kindness,
consideration, and treat them as fellow workers, not as inferiors.*

5. If you have power in a situation, you should use it however you have to get your way.

6. Would you be cold blooded and vengeful, if that’s what it took to reach your goals?
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7. Life is NOT governed by the “survival of the fittest.” We should let compassion and
moral laws be our guide.*

8. Do money, wealth, and luxuries mean a lot to you?

9. It is much better to be loved than to be feared.*

10. Do you enjoy having the power to hurt people when they anger or disappoint you?

11. It is much more important in life to have integrity in your dealings with others than to
have money and power.*

12. It’s a dog-eat-dog world where you have to be ruthless at times.

13. Charity (i.e., giving somebody something for nothing) is admirable, not stupid.*

14. Would you like to be known as a gentle and forgiving person?*

15. Do you enjoy taking charge of things and making people do things your way?

16. Would it bother you if other people thought you were mean and pitiless?*

17. Do you like other people to be afraid of you?

18. Do you hate to play practical jokes that can sometimes really hurt people?*

19. 1t would bother me if I intimidated people, and they worried about what | might do
next.*

20. 1 will do my best to destroy anyone who deliberately blocks my plans and goals.

Notes.* indicates a con-trait item, for which the keying is reversed. Later studies
indicated that the internal consistency of the PP-MAD scale improves if Items 8, 14, and
18 are replaced by “You have to be tough to get ahead in life; sentimentality and
sympathy are for ‘losers’”; “I prefer to work with others in an equal partnership: | do not
try to “‘get the edge’ on the other guy”; and “People on ‘power trips’ are headed down a
deadend road. It’s better to work cooperatively with people as equals than to try to be the
‘boss’ controlling things.”

Righteousness itself means little to someone who rejects being guided by moral laws,
who instead believes, more than most people, “There really is no such thing as ‘right” and
‘wrong.” It all boils down to what you can get away with.”

So is there any mystery as to why so many social dominators are prejudiced? Weak
minorities provide easy targets for exerting power, for being mean, and for dominating
others. For that matter, is there any mystery as to why many Social Dominators are social
dominators? They reject equality on the SDO scale more than most people do because
they tend to reject equality in general. It is antithetical to their outlook on life, and their
personal motivation.

I. The January 1997 Parent Study

As soon as students returned from their 1996 Christmas holidays | flung questionnaires
far and wide to challenge and pursue the findings captured thus far. For example, 331
parents obligingly answered a booklet containing the Economic Philosophy, RWA, SDO,
Ethnocentrism, and PP-MAD scales. In addition, a balanced 16-item Sexual Harassment
scale (mainly composed of items presented in Mazer and Percival (1989) was tucked in,
along with an ad hoc Exploitive Manipulative Amoral Dishonesty (EMAD) scale | had
worked up from Machiavellianism and “Mach-type” items used earlier.
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Once more, Social Dominance Orientation (.61) and Right-Wing Authoritarianism
(.46) correlated substantially with Ethnocentrism, and together explained 48% of its
variance. (The two predictors had an r of .24 in this sample; in general, SDO and RWA
correlate a little higher among parents than among students.) Parents holding
conservative economic attitudes again proved likely to be prejudiced (.40), due in part to
their tendency to be high SDOs (.33) and high RWAs (.20).

The PP-MAD items intermeshed .29 on the average, creating an alpha of .88. The
strong PP-MAD relationship with SDO obtained with students reappeared among these
parents (.59). But again, RWA scores were minimally connected to being power hungry,
mean, and domineering (.15). PPMAD predicted ethnocentrism (.45), chiefly through its
relationship with social dominance orientation. But the PP-MAD association with gender
proved more subdued among the parents (.17).

The sexual harassment items (e.g., “It is only natural for a man to make sexual
advances to a woman he finds attractive”; “Sexual intimidation is a serious social
problem”—a con-trait) interconnected .22 on the average, yielding an alpha= .82. Besides
the expected correlation with gender (.29), persons who minimized sexual harassment
issues tended to be ethnocentric (.51), high SDOs (.49), PP-MADs (.55), economic
conservatives (.28), and RWAs (.25). These sexual harassment relationships harmonize
with the Spence and Helmreich (1978) Attitudes toward Women and the Rape Myth
Acceptance data we saw earlier.

If you sense that scores on the new Exploitive Manipulative Amoral Dishonesty scale
(Exhibit 7) are going to slip neatly into place in this inter-twining nest of traits, you are
right. Responses to its 20 items intercorrelated .29 on the average, giving an alpha of .88.
High E-MAD parents were usually PP-MAD as well, the Mad-Mad correlation being .71.
Such parents also scored higher on SDO (.53), pooh-poohed sexual harassment issues
(.53), and proved more ethnocentric (.39). But again, they were not likely to be high
RWAs (.11).

J. The January 1997 Student Studies

I conducted three more student studies in January 1997, revisiting classes that had
answered my autumn surveys. All three investigations used the “two-day, take-home”
format with the participants serving anonymously.

The first booklet, answered by 214 students supposedly as part of a “test-retest
reliability study of the scales involved,” re-presented the RWA, SDO, Ethnocentrism, and
PP-MAD measures. But spaced among them were two tests previously used only with
parents, the anti-Semitic Militia and E-MAD scales.

There is no point in scrutinizing the new editions of relationships already established
with these students, such as SDO and RWA connections with prejudice. Generally they
proved stronger in January than in the fall, but that usually happens when people answer
surveys a second time (Altemeyer, 1988, pp. 42-45).

Can one find traces of an anti-Semitic “militia mentality” among university students?
The 12 Militia items intercorrelated .39 and had an alpha of .88—the same values
obtained with parents in October. Militia scores connected .35 with RWA, .42 with SDO,
.62 with Ethnocentrism, and .30 with PP-MAD responses. As with the parents, a solid
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majority (65%) of the 54 students who landed in the top quartile of Militia scores were
either High RWAs (11), High SDOs (14), or both (10).

The 20 E-MAD items served up a mean interitem correlation of .35 and an alpha of
.91—somewhat loftier than the parent results. E-MAD relationships with our other
measures also vaulted somewhat higher: .78 with PP-MAD, .61 with SDO, and .42 with
Ethnocentrism. High RWAs proved significantly unlikely to display E-MAD sentiments
(=.19). “Militiatypes” proved mildly E-MADish (.29).

To summarize, just as the January parent survey reinforced earlier student results, this
study backed up parent-based outcomes. While it may bore one to watch findings from
these different populations continually vouching for one another, they do assure the
scarred investigator that he is not picking at some extremely tiny nit.

My second student study in January 1997 arose from my earlier-stated opinion that
Hitler was a very high SDO type. To test whether others saw him the same way, | invited
students in an introductory psychology class to answer a booklet containing the RWA,
SDO, PP-MAD, and E-MAD scales as they thought Adolf Hitler would, “if he were to
tell the truth about how he really felt.”

Hitler’s RWA scale answers, as role-played by 50 responding students, equaled 233.0.
That amounts to 86% of the maximum possible total of 270 (which no one to my
knowledge has ever scored). The students thought Hitler would be even more Social
Dominance Oriented, giving him a mean of 116.2 (or 92% of the maximum of 126).
Hitler was also seen as being highly PP-MAD, averaging 108.7 or 91% of the maximum
120. His inferred answers to the E-MAD scale also approached the limit, being 153.2 or
85% of the maximum 180.

So Adolf Hitler’s image produced a definite “profile” on these four measures:
Extraordinarily High. This supports these scales’ validity, for Hitler seems to have been
an extremely right-wing au-

EXHIBIT 7. The Exploitive Manipulative Amoral Dishonesty (E-
MAD) Scale

1. You know that most people are out to “screw” you, so you have to get them first when
you get the chance.

2. All in all, it is better to be humble and honest than important and dishonest.*

3. There really is no such thing as “right” and “wrong.” It all boils down to what you can
get away with.

4. Do unto others as you would have them do unto you, and never do anything unfair to
someone else.*

5. One of the most useful skills a person should develop is how to look someone straight
in the eye and lie convincingly.

6. It gains a person nothing if he uses deceit and treachery to get power and riches.*

7. Basically, people are objects to be quietly and coolly manipulated for your own
benefit.

8. Deceit and cheating are justified when they get you what you really want.

9. One should give others the benefit of the doubt. Most people are trustworthy if you
have faith in them.*

1N Tha hact cl/ill Ana ~an hava ic 'nnniina tha “rinht mava at tha rinht tima?”: wihan ta
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“soft-sell” someone, when to be tough, when to flatter, when to threaten, when to
bribe, etc.

11. Honesty is the best policy in all cases.*

12. The best reason for belonging to a church is to project a good image and have contact
with some of the important people in your community.

13. No one should do evil acts, even when they can “get away with them” and make lots
of money.*

14. There’s a sucker born every minute, and smart people learn how to take advantage of
them.

15. The end does NOT justify the means. If you can only get something by unfairness,
lying, or hurting others, then give up trying.*

16. Our lives should be governed by high ethical principles and religious morals, not by
power and greed.*

17. 1t is more important to create a good image of yourself in the minds of others than to
actually be the person others think you are.

18. There’s no excuse for lying to someone else.*

19. One of the best ways to handle people is to tell them what they want to hear.

20. The truly smart person knows that honesty is the best policy, not manipulation and
deceit.*

Note. * indicates a con-trait item, for which the scoring key is reversed.

thoritarian (yes, fascist), dictatorial, power-driven, mean, personally domineering,
exploitive, manipulative, amoral, and dishonest person.

The third January student study was prompted by John Duckitt, who wondered if the
“nest” of SDO correlations was actually assembled by social desirability effects. Suppose
some people are willing to admit bad things about themselves on a survey, but others are
relatively reluctant to admit such, or are even unaware of them. If so, then responses to a
collection of scales that raise sensitive issues will be glued together to some extent by this
“willing-to-look-bad versus try-to-look-good” response style, whether the traits involved
really are related. In this light, high SDOs may not be more prejudiced than others, nor
more PP-Mad, E-MAD, accepting of rape myths, and so on, but merely less defensive.

Since all of my respondents served anonymously, no one could have been trying to
shape a public persona. So this alternate interpretation has to be couched in terms of self-
deception. Do people answering surveys sometimes sugar-coat their responses because
they do not like to admit bad things about themselves to themselves? | suspect we do. The
trouble is, how do we measure this tendency in people? Ask them about it on a
questionnaire?

The usual approach has been to develop surveys that assess people’s tendencies to say
“goody-goody” things about themselves and deny “nasty-nasties.” The 33-item Marlowe-
Crowne scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964) comes to mind, and Paulhus (e.g., Paulhus &
Reid, 1991) has developed 20-item measures of Impression Management, Self-Deceptive
Enhancement, and Denial. However, High RWAs, who ought to rack up big numbers on
measures of social desirability because of their conventionalism, and who we know from
experiments are highly defensive and reluctant to admit bad news about themselves to
themselves have never scored highly on such instruments.
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Nevertheless, | distributed a booklet containing the RWA, SDO, Marlowe-Crowne,
and Paulhus’s three measures (Form 60A) to 206 students. The Marlowe-Crowne had
poor internal consistency (mean interitem correlation=.13). Impression Management did
better (.19), but Self-Deceptive Enhancement (.09) and Denial (.14) fell discouragingly
short. The alphas of the four measures equaled .82, .82, .66, and .77, respectively.

Once again, none of the four measures correlated well with RWA, the rs being .05,
.17, —.02, and .13. Three had significant negative correlations with social dominance
orientation: Marlowe-Crowne (-.25), Impression Management (—.21), and Denial (-.23).
But the supposedly most relevant Self-Deceptive Enhancement correlated only —.03 with
SDO. So even if you believe these scales are valid, despite their failure to connect with
the demonstrably relevant RWA dimension, the “SDO nest” does not appear to be much
of a social desirability artifact.

K. Summing Up What We Have Learned in these Studies about the
Social Dominator

Looking back, what do the nine studies reported in this paper tell us about High SDOs?
First, social dominators outpointed even the High RWAs in prejudice. But they did not
act as aggressively as right-wing authoritarians in the Trials or Posse situations. So
however prejudiced they may be, we cannot color them dark, dark authoritarian
aggressive.

What about religion? A few social dominators appear quite religious, but usually they
seem pretty indifferent. It would not astound me if high SDOs who attend church tend to
fall among the “extrinsically oriented” people whom Gordon Allport (1966) thought he
spotted in the pews, whose religion was “strictly utilitarian; useful to the self in granting
safety, social standing, solace and endorsement for one’s chosen way of life (p. 455).”

If high SDOs are relatively “principle challenged,” how did they pass the double
standards test? Do they strive for personal integrity after all, their answers to the E-MAD
scale notwithstanding? Possibly. But were their own irons, or feet, in the fire in any of
those cases? No. So | would predict that social dominators will use double standards
quite freely when necessary to achieve their own ends—and do so fairly knowingly and
nonchalantly, just as they often know that they are relatively prejudiced, but do not care.

Do high SDOs threaten democracy? In their defense, they proved much less inclined
than right-wing authoritarians to overturn constitutional guarantees of liberty. But they
proved just as likely to hold anti-Semitic “militia sentiments.” And can one view persons
prejudiced against women, aboriginals, Blacks, Arabs, homosexuals, people of Asian
ancestry, Latin-Americans, Quebecois, and others as model citizens? High SDOs, by
virtue of their answers to the SDO scale itself, seem opposed to one of democracy’s
central values: equality.

Economic Orientation

This opposition finds expression in their economic philosophy. The persons most
advocating privatization, reduction in social spending, weakening of unions, balanced
budgets, lower taxes for businesses and the rich, less government involvement in the
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economy, and so on generally scored high in social dominance. They also admit they
oppose a more even distribution of wealth in their country. Economic rationales are
frequently offered for these stands. But if you think social dominators care an awful lot
about their own well-being, it seems likely that their economic views are powerfully
driven by their own drive for power.

Incidentally, the SDO-Economic Philosophy connection explains another group that,
along with “Wild-Card Authoritarians,” displayed a ton of hostility in many of my earlier
studies. I frequently have asked respondents to indicate the nature of their most important
outlook in life. Among the nine alternatives, | offer “A capitalist social perspective; a
capitalist theory of how society should operate.” (Other possibilities include “a religious
outlook,” “a scientific outlook,” a “socialist outlook,” and so on.) Self-declared capitalists
consistently racked up such high scores on the Ethnocentrism, Attitudes toward
Homosexuals, and Posse-Radical measures that in 19961 wrote, “The capitalists would
have won the gold medal in all three tests if this had been the Authoritarian Hostility
Olympics” (p. 213).

I slipped the “most important outlook” question into the demographic survey used in
several of the present investigations. In the October 1995 parent study, “capitalists”
scored higher than any other group on the Social Dominance Orientation and
Ethnocentrism scales. In the 1996 student-based replication of McFarland and Adelson
(1996), capitalists outpointed all others on SDO again, and scored highest on every one of
the six measures of prejudice. Similarly, the capitalists in the October 1996 parent study
topped all others in social dominance, ethnocentrism, and hostility toward homosexuals.

Political Orientation

Moving from economic to political orientation, every study | have done with the SDO
scale has found that persons who favored the Reform Party of Canada scored higher in
social dominance than any other party’s supporters. Those who liked the Conservatives
always scored next highest. Then came the Liberals and NDPers, usually in that order.

You find the same rank ordering when you look at right-wing authoritarianism, and
that leads to a rather striking analysis of what kind of people prefer the programs of the
different political parties. Combining the parents who served in the October 1995 and
1996 and January 1997 studies (N= 1314), 84 of them favored the Reform Party on the
federal level. Of these, 22 placed in the top quartile of the RWA distribution, 18 were
High SDOs, and 14 more were both. So altogether (54/ 84=) 64% of the Reform Party
supporters could be characterized as high right-wing authoritarians or high social
dominators, or both. Of the 316 who favored the Conservatives, 46% were high RWAs or
high SDOs, or both. The figure for the 356 Liberals equaled 39%, and that for the 107
NDP supporters was 29%. (The rest of the sample were Independents, or had no interest
in politics.)

If you do the same analysis for the 832 students who served in the fall 1996
experiments, 65% of the Reformers, 64% of the Tories, 46% of the Liberals, and 31% of
the NDPers turned out to be high right-wing authoritarians or high social dominators, or
both. Similarly, study after study has found that Reform Party enthusiasts are more
prejudiced than any others, followed by the Conservative supporters, Liberals, and
NDPers.
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One supposes that relatively authoritarian, dominance-oriented, and prejudiced people
prefer the Reform and Conservative parties because they sense these parties’ leaders
share their outlooks. And so they do. Reform and Tory politicians also tend to be more
right-wing authoritarian, socially dominant, and prejudiced than Liberal and NDP
politicians.

L. Origins of Social Dominance Orientation

Where do high SDOs come from? The smart money will bet on the interaction of genes
and environment. We should take the genetic prospects quite seriously. Virtually all
animal societies are built around dominance systems and humans have been able to breed
aggressive, dominant behavior in some species, and greatly reduce it in others. Hence
cock and bull fights; hence our docile lab rats.

But social learning almost certainly plays a strong hand, too, even if we have had to
release for the moment one of the usual suspects—being physically punished while a
child—for lack of evidence. We have known since Bandura, Ross, and Ross (1963) that
children find social power attractive, and imitate those who have it. And few things can
be as reinforcing as holding power, because it means you have the Law of Effect in a
hammer lock. Reduced to its essence, having power means getting more of the rewards in
life, and fewer of the punishments.

Although it tells us nothing about nature versus nurture scripting, an “SDO
inheritance” can be traced from one generation to the next in my studies. | asked the
students whose parents answered the October 1996 survey to put their own “secret
number” on their parents’ bubble sheets. This led to matchups for 104 students with 89 of
their mothers and 95 of their fathers. Daughters’ (N=60) social dominance correlated .16
with their mothers’ social dominance, and .37 with their fathers’. For sons (N= 44) the
respective coefficients came in at .11 and .45. Combining the offsprung, fathers’ SDO
proved significantly more predictive of their children’s SDO (.40) than did the mothers’
(.13). Pairs of mothers and fathers displayed similar levels of social dominance, by the
way (.45), but as usual, the males had higher levels overall.

By comparison, students’ right-wing authoritarianism has correlated about .40 with
their parents” RWA scores over many studies (Altemeyer, 1988, p. 64), with neither
parent appearing more influential. In this study the mother-child RWA hand-me-down
was .40, and the father-child RWA resemblance equaled .36.

To focus on the “nurture” side of the issue, we have identified many experiences that
make people more or less right-wing authoritarian as they go through life. Accordingly, |
asked the students who served in my last November 1996 survey, at the end of the
booklet, “Why do you think you are as competitive, personally ambitious, and
‘determined to beat the other fellow’ as you are? How did you get that way? Can you
name two or three experiences you had that were particularly important in getting you to
want power over others in life? Do you have a model like this that you want to be like?
Or does none of this apply to you?”

Comparing the answers of the High SDOs with the other students, social dominators
more often said such things as “This is the way the world works; people want to get
ahead of others™; “Everyone is taught that you have to be competitive to be in control of
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your future in today’s society”; and “This is the only way you will ever achieve in this
world.” So social dominators certainly picked up these cultural messages clearly. They
also seemed to have engaged in competitive sports more often than most people, where
they described the thrill of victory and (especially) the agony of defeat: “It’s because of
the rush I get every time | win”; and “I really get off when my team wins”; “I like the
feeling of winning and maybe more importantly | hate losing”; “I hate losing”; “I detest
losing™; “I will do anything to not lose”; and “I absolutely hate losing.” High SDOs often
said both parents had encouraged their drives to be Number One; but fathers were
mentioned more often as their “pushers,” and as the role models they followed.

M. Some Further Observations

One can get excited about Pratto et al.’s (1994) social dominance construct for many
reasons. It has produced an extraordinary measure of prejudice. Indeed, with some help
from the RWA scale this test explains most of the prejudice in the samples studied thus
far. That amazes me. Also the SDO scale provides the best measure we have of the
missing link in the domination-submission authoritarian social system—a link | never
realized was missing. Furthermore, high SDOs certainly grip one, and merit study in their
own right. And finally, social dominance orientation helps explain most of the confusing
findings that have popped up thus far in research using the RWA Scale.

For example, Richard Christie and | were surprised that RWA did not associate highly
with scores on his Machiavellianism scale. In fact, it usually correlated negatively. Now |
see that we were “carriers” of a misconception that goes back to Erich Fromm. We
expected just one kind of personality to play a role in authoritarianism, when in fact the
Machiavellianism associated with dictatorial behavior appears to come from high SDOs,
not high RWAs.

David Winter and | were similarly mystified when his TAT-based measure of need-
Power (Winter, 1973, 1988) proved uncorrelated with RWA. Want to bet | was not again
confusing dominators with submitters? High RWAs may usually be content to bow to
those above them, but high SDOs are driving to rise in the ranks.

For a final Ancient Mystery of the RWA Scale, the positive correlation between left-
wing and right-wing authoritarianism also surprised me. Now it appears that the “Wild-
Card Authoritarians” detected in those data were mainly hostile high RWA and high
SDO “militia-types” who interpreted the Establishment as Jews, homosexuals, feminists,
and other “left-wingers.”

N. Are High SDOs “Authoritarians”?
This paper is entitled “The Other *Authoritarian Personality.”” Why the qualification?
Are not high SDOs authoritarians? Yes and no. | would say they are in the sense that
“authoritarian” connotes “dictatorial.” I think you can count on high SDOs dictating to
others when they have the social authority to do so.
But social authority probably does not produce dominance in high SDOs, the way it
triggers submission in high RWAs. Instead, high SDOs will probably try to dominate
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others in general, legitimately or otherwise. If some group landed in a Lord of the Flies
wilderness and social authority evaporated, | think the high SDOs would quickly start
snarling and scheming to become the alpha animal. So | would not call social dominators
“authoritarians, pure and simple.” They do not have the reverence for established
authority that right-wing authoritarians have, aside from its being a means to their end.
They are social dominators, pure and simple. But they will produce authoritarian social
systems with the support of high RWAs if they become legitimate authorities.

Why then do high SDOs tend to end up on the “high RWA end” on many social
issues? | can offer three reasons. First, social dominators tend to hold conservative
economic and political philosophies. Second, experiments have shown that high RWAs
(but not lows) will trust untrustworthy people who tell them what they want to hear. So
if—no offense intended—you believe that “one of the most useful skills a person should
develop is how to look someone straight in the eye and lie convincingly,” where will you
find your easiest sell on the political spectrum? Whom do you sidle on up to and praise
the Lord? The right-wing authoritarians.

Third, some social dominators could express strong belief in submitting to the
established authorities on the RWA scale if they consider themselves (now or someday)
the authorities others should submit to. Hitler would seem to have been such a person,
and the students who role-played his beliefs produced extremely high scores on both the
SDO and RWA scales. Such “High SDO-High RWAs” are somewhat rare, as the
correlation between the two measures only comes in around .20. But about 8% of my
samples did score in the upper quartiles of both the RWA and SDO distributions. These
“dominating right-wing authoritarians” proved distinctive in another way. In every study,
they had the highest prejudice scores of any group in the sample. They are thus the most
worrisome persons | have found in my investigations.

O. Improving the Social Dominance Orientation Scale

Just as | constantly tinker with my own measures, | have tried to improve the internal
consistency of the SDO scale. Adding the following 6 statements to the 14 original ones
shown in Exhibit 2 raises the mean interitem correlation (and the test’s relationship with
prejudice) a small but useful amount: “Some people are just much better than everyone
else, and deserve to have power and control over others™; “This country would be better
off if inferior groups stayed in their place”; “The best people should not be expected to
accept others as ‘equals’™; “We should strive with our mightiest efforts to increase
equality and social justice in our country” (con-trait); “The poor and the weak deserve the
pleasures of life just as much as the rich and powerful people do” (con-trait); and “There
should be much more equal opportunity for everyone from birth, regardless of who their
parents are” (con-trait).

I am not proposing that the SDO scale be modified at this point. But | hope that others
will test my conclusions in their own populations, and also try out these new social
dominance items. The results should be forwarded to the inventors of the SDO scale,
should they want to revise their measure someday.

One may find a certain symmetry in this paper’s closing with an appeal for replication,
for it began with a repeating of McFarland and Adelson’s extraordinary study of the
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sources of personal prejudice. As well, the paper illustrates the replication-based nature
of the scientific quest, in which far-flung researchers test old findings and add new ones
in the cooperative development of insight. Indeed, this quest began over 50 years ago in
the fertile mind of the late Nevitt Sanford.

Finally, we should remember that we are questing to avoid repeating some of the
darkest moments of human history. | think we understand the people on the podium a bit
better now, just as we have developed an understanding of the adoring crowd before
them. May this double our protection against the calamity that can result when these
mutually attracting forces find one another, and embrace in lethal union.
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READING 5
Can Personality and Politics Be Studied
Systematically?

Fred 1.Greenstein ¢ Princeton University

The study of personality and politics is possible and desirable, but systematic intellectual
progress is possible only if there is careful attention to problems of evidence, inference,
and conceptualization. This essay reviews such problems, setting forth a
conceptualization that takes account of, and builds on, many of the recurring reservations
that are advanced about the utility of studying the personalities of political actors. In
doing so, it takes selective account of the classical literature on political psychology and
more recent developments in the field.

Introduction

The personalities of political actors impinge on political affairs in countless ways, often
with great consequences. Political life regularly generates such contrary-to-fact
conditionals as “If Kennedy had lived, such-and-such would or would not have
happened.” Counterfactual propositions are not directly testable, but many of them are so
compelling that even the most cautious historian would find them persuasive. Most
historians would agree, for example, that if the assassin’s bullet aimed at President-Elect
Franklin D.Roosevelt in February 1933 had found its mark, there would have been no
New Deal, or if the Politburo had chosen another Leonid Brezhnev, Konstantin
Chernenko, or Yuri Andropov rather than Mikhail Gorbachev as General Secretary of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union in 1985, the epochal changes of the late 1980s
would not have occurred, at least not at the same time and in the same way.

The seemingly self-evident effects of many changes in leadership, including changes
of a much lesser order in lesser entities than the national governments of the United
States and the Soviet Union, along with the innumerable other events in the political
world that are difficult to account for without taking cognizance of the actors’ personal
peculiarities, lead the bulk of nonacademic observers of politics, including journalists, to
take it for granted that personality is an important determinant of political behavior. It
may seem truistic to those members of the scholarly community whose interests direct
them to read a journal entitled Political Psychology that such lay political observers are
correct and that there is need for systematic study of personality and politics. Yet it is rare
in the larger scholarly community for specialists in the study of politics to make
personality and politics a principal focus of investigation. Instead, they tend to
concentrate on impersonal determinants of political events and outcomes, even those in
which the participants themselves believe personality to have been significant. Or, if they
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do treat individual action as important, they posit rationality, defining away personal
characteristics and presuming that the behavior of actors can be deduced from the logic of
their situations (cf. Simon, 1985).

My argument in this paper is that the study of personality and politics is possible and
desirable, but that systematic intellectual progress is possible only if there is self-
conscious attention to evidence, inference, and conceptualization. In setting that
argument forth, | build on, augment, and modify my previous writings on problems of
explanation in political psychology (Greenstein, 1969, 1975), selectively incorporating
later scholarship, particularly the extensive work in recent years on political cognition.
My formulation builds on the very controversies that often impede the study of
personality and politics.

The study of personality and politics sometimes appears to have more critics than
practitioners. Some of the controversy is no more than the usual methodological and
empirical disagreements within the ranks of those who seek to unravel a complex and
varied real-world phenomenon, but the most important disagreements for the purposes of
this essay are over whether in principle there is a need for the study of personality and
politics, and, if so, what the scope of such study might be.

Reservations have been expressed about the utility of studying the personalities of
political actors on the grounds that (1) political actors are randomly distributed in roles
and therefore their personalities “cancel out”; (2) political action is determined more by
the actors’ political environments than by their own characteristics; (3) the particular
stratum of the psyche many political scientists equate with personality, psychodynamics,
and the ego defenses, does not have much of a political impact; (4) the social
characteristics of political actors are more important than their psychological
characteristics; and (5) individuals are typically unable to have much effect on political
outcomes. On analysis, each of these reservations or disagreements proves to have
important conceptual implications for the study of personality and politics. The debate
about scope has roots in the definitional ambiguity of the basic terms personality and
politics and is best dealt with before the objections and their positive implications for
systematic inquiry.

Definitional Questions

Narrowly construed, the term politics in personality and politics refers to the politics
most often studied by political scientists—that of civil government and of the extra-
governmental processes that more or less directly impinge upon government, such as
political parties and interest groups. Broadly construed, it refers to politics in all of its
manifestations, whether in government or any other institution, including many that are
rarely studied by political scientists—for example, the family, school, and workplace. By
this broader construction, the common denominator is the various referents of politics,
including the exercise of influence and authority and the diverse arts of interpersonal
maneuver, such as bargaining and persuasion, connoted by the word politicking, none of
which are monopolized by government.

Personality also admits of narrow and broad definitions. In the narrow usage typical of
political science, it excludes political attitudes and opinions and often other kinds of
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subjective states that are of a political nature (for example, the ideational content
associated with political skill) and applies only to non-political personal differences, or
even to the subset of psychopathological differences that are the preoccupation of clinical
psychology. In psychology, on the other hand, the term has a much broader referent—in
the phrase of the personality theorist Henry Murray (1968), it “is the most comprehensive
term we have in psychology.” Thus, in their influential study of Opinions and
Personality, the psychologists M.Brewster Smith, Jerome Bruner, and Robert White
(1956, p. 1) use a locution one would not expect from political scientists, describing
opinions as “an integral part of personality.”

Although usage is a matter of convention and both the narrow and the broad
definitions encompass phenomena worthy of study, this seemingly semantic controversy
has a significant bearing on what scholars study. As Lasswell (1930, p. 42-45) argued
long ago, there are distinct advantages to adopting the broader definition. A perspective
that transcends governmental politics encourages study of comparable phenomena, some
of which may happen to be part of the formal institutions of governance and some of
which may not. Browning and Jacobs (1964), for example, compared the needs for
power, achievement, and affiliation of businessmen and public officials in highly diverse
positions that imposed sharply divergent demands. They found that the public officials
were by no means all cut from the same psychological cloth, but that there were
important similarities between certain of the public officials and businessmen. The
underlying principle appears to be that personality tends to be consistent with the specific
demands of roles, whether because of preselection of the role incumbents or because of
in-role socialization.

The Distribution of Individuals in Roles

Even if the first of the reservations sometimes expressed about the value of studying
personality and politics—the claim that individuals are randomly distributed in political
roles and therefore their impact is somewhat neutralized—is empirically sound, it is by
no means a reason not to study personality and politics. If one visualizes political
processes as analogous to intricately wired computers, political actors can be viewed as
key junctures in the wiring, for example circuit breakers. If anything, it would be more,
not less, urgent to know the performance characteristics of the circuit breakers if their
operating properties were random, with some capable of tripping at inappropriate times,
losing valuable information, and others failing to trip, exposing the system to the danger
of meltdown.

In the real political world, events sometimes do more or less randomly assign
individuals with unanticipated personal styles and proclivities to political roles, often
with significant consequences. This was the case of two of the national leaders referred to
in the opening of the article: neither Franklin Roosevelt’s or Mikhail Gorbachev’s
contemporaries anticipated the innovative leadership they displayed in office. As the
Browning and Jacobs study suggests, however, people do not appear to be randomly
distributed in political roles, though the patterns of their distribution appear to be
complex and elusive. Ascertaining them, examining their political consequences and
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determining the “fit” between role and personality are important parts of the intellectual
agenda for the study of personality and politics (George, 1974).

Personality and Environment

The second reservation about the study of personality and politics—that environment has
more impact than personality on behavior—and the other three reservations need to be
considered in the context of a general clarification of the types of variables that in
principle can affect personality and politics and their possible interconnections. An
important example of such a clarification is M.Brewster Smith’s (1968) well-known
“map for the study of personality and politics.” (See also Stone and Schaffner’s [1988, p.
33] depiction of “political life space.”) The representation that | will employ (Greenstein,
1975) is introduced in segments in Figs. 5.1 and 5.2 and set forth in its entirety in Fig.
5.3.

The most fundamental distinction in the map is the rudimentary one that, as Kurt
Lewin (1936, pp. 11-12) put it, “behavior or any kind of mental event...depends on the
state of the person and at the same time on the environment.” Figure 5.1 depicts the links
between the two broad classes of behavioral antecedent Lewin refers to and behavior
itself, using the terminology of Lasswell and Kaplan (1950, pp. 4-6), who ground an
entire conceptual framework for the analysis of politics on the equation that human
response (R) is a function of the respondent’s environment (E) and predispositions (P):
E—P—R. Here again, terminology is a matter of convenience. Instead of predispositions,
it would have been possible to use many other of the 80 terms Donald Campbell (1963)
enumerates in his account of the logic of studying “acquired behavioral dispositions.”
Such terms as situation, context, and stimulus are common alternative labels for all or
part of the environment of human action.

The E—~P—R formula provides a convenient way of visualizing the fallacy in the
claim that behavior is so much a function of environments that individuals’
predispositions need not be studied (reservation two). In fact, environments are always
mediated by the individuals on whom they act; environments cannot shape behavior
directly, and much politically important action is not reactive to immediate stimuli.
Indeed, the capacity to be proactive (Murray, 1968) and transcend existing perceptions of
what the environment dictates is at the core of effective leadership. But the debate about
whether environments determine political behavior is a reminder of the endless interplay
of individuals and the political contexts in which they find or place themselves.

Some contexts are indeed associated with the kind of behavior that leads social
determinists to be skeptical about the need to study personality. Informed of the
impending collapse of a building, everyone—irrespective of temperament and personality
type—will seek to leave it. Other contexts illustrate Gordon Allport’s (1937, p. 325)
aphorism that “the same heat that hardens the egg, melts the butter.” Still others are
virtual ink blots, leading individuals with varying characteristics to project their inner
dispositions onto them. The connection between personality and context is so integral
that this relationship has become the basis of an important approach to personality theory
known as interactionism (Endler, 1981; Magnusson & Endler, 1977; Pervin & Lewis,
1978). By systematically analyzing personality and politics in interactional terms, the
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analyst is sensitized to the kinds of contingent relationships that make the links between
personality and politics elusive.

A good example of a contingent relationship in which the impact of personality is
mediated by the environment is to be found in the work of Katz and Benjamin (1960) on
the effects of authoritarianism in biracial work groups in the North and the South. Katz
and Benjamin compared white undergraduates in the two regions who scored low and
high on one of the various authoritarian personality measures to see how they comported
themselves in interracial problem-solving groups. They found that in the South
authoritarianism (which previous studies showed to be associated with race prejudice)
was associated with attempts of white students to dominate their black counterparts, but
that in the North the authoritarians were more likely than the nonauthoritarians to be
deferential to blacks. The investigators’ conclusion was that the sociopolitical
environment of the Southern authoritarians enabled them to give direct vent to their
impulses, but that the liberal environment of the Northern university led students with
similar proclivities to go out of their way to avoid coming in conflict with the prevailing
norms.

The relative effect of environment and personality on political behavior varies.
Ambiguous environments—for example, new situations and political roles that are only
sketchily defined by formal rules (Budner, 1962; Greenstein, 1969, pp. 50-57)—provide
great latitude for actors’ personalities to shape their behavior. Structured environments—
for example, bureaucratized settings and contexts in which there are well-developed and
widely known and accepted norms—tend to constrain behavior. The environment also is
likely to account for much of the variance in political behavior when strong sanctions are
attached to certain possible courses of action.

The dramatic reduction of political repression in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe
in the late 1980s led to an outpouring of political action. Just as the absence of
authoritarian rule leads individuals in the aggregate to express their personal political
proclivities, its presence magnifies the effects of leaders, assuming that the authoritarian
system is one in which the individual or individuals at the top have more or less absolute
power (Tucker, 1965). The striking capacity of leaders’ personalities to shape events in
an authoritarian system was evident in the leeway Gorbachev appears to have had at the
time of the initiation of glasnost and perestroika, if not later when the forces of pluralism
began to bedevil him.

Just as environments vary in the extent to which they foster the expression of
individual variability, so also do predispositions themselves vary. There is an extensive
literature on the tendency of people to subordinate themselves to groups and consciously
or unconsciously suppress their own views when they are in the company of others. But
some individuals are remarkably resistant to such inhibitions and others have compliant
tendencies (Allen, 1975; Asch, 1956; Janis, 1982). The intensity of psychological
predispositions promotes expression of them. Most people suppress their impulses to
challenge the regimes of authoritarian systems, but those with passionate convictions and
strong character-based needs for self-expression or rebellion are more likely to oppose
such regimes. (In doing so, they alter the environment, providing social support for their
more compliant fellows to join them.)
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Psychopathological and Other Political Motivation

One of the ways in which humans vary is in the extent to which they manifest emotional
disturbance and ego defensiveness. Equating all of personality with the psychological
stratum that traditionally concerns clinical psychologists, some students of politics voice
the third of the reservations about the study of personality and politics, arguing that the
links between psychopathology and politics are rare and unimportant. A specific
exploration of the general question of whether ego-defense motivation is common in
politics can be found in the extensive empirical literature on the student political protest
movements of the 1960s. Some research findings appeared to indicate that protest was
rooted in “healthy” character traits, such as inner strength to stand by one’s convictions
and the cognitive capacity to cut through propaganda, whereas other reports suggested
the possible influence of the kinds of neurotic needs that might, for example, arise from
repressed resentment of parents or other everyday-life authority figures.

In order to consider the general issue of the role of psychopathology in politics and the
specific issue of the roots of protest, it is necessary to elaborate the E—~P—R formula.
Figure 5.2 expands the personality panel in Fig. 5.1. The panel is constructed so as to
suggest, in a metaphor common in personality theory (Hall and Lindzey, 1970), “levels”
of psychic functioning. The level closest to the surface and most directly “in touch” with
the environment is the perceptual. Perceptions can be thought of as a cognitive screen
that shapes and structures environmental stimuli, sometimes distorting them, sometimes
reflecting them with considerable verisimilitude. In the 1970s and 1980s there was
burgeoning inquiry into political perception and cognitive psychology more generally
(Jervis, 1976; Jervis et al., 1985; Lau & Sears, 1986; Vertzberger, 1990). Also at the
surface, in the sense that they are conscious or accessible to consciousness, are political
orientations such as attitudes, beliefs, and convictions. Psychologists commonly conceive
of dispositions at this level as composites of the more basic processes of cognition
(thought), affect (emotion), and conation (proclivities toward action).

The subpanel of Fig. 5.2 labeled “functional bases of conscious orientations” and,
more or less synonymously, “basic personality structures,” represents the level of psychic
activity that political scientists often have in mind when they speak of personality.
Different personality theorists emphasize the importance of different underlying
personality structures, but most of them distinguish (in varied terminology) three broad
classes of inner processes—those bearing on thought and perception, on emotions and
their management (including feelings of which the individual may have little conscious
understanding), and on the relation of the self to significant others. The terms used for
these processes in Fig. 5.2 are cognition, ego defense, and mediation of self-other
relations. Figure 5.2 also includes a subpanel identifying the genetic and acquired
physical states that contribute to personality and diffuse into political behavior (Masters,
1989; Park, 1986).

Both the broad question of whether psychopathology manifests itself in political
behavior and the narrow question of what motivates political rebels can be illuminated by
reference to Fig. 5.2. One way of thinking about political attitudes and behavior is in
terms of the functions they serve for the personality (Pratkanis et al., 1989; Smith et al.,
1956)—nhence the use of the phrase “functional
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bases of conscious orientations.” What might on the surface seem to be the same belief or
class of action, may serve different functions in the motivational economies of different
people. For one individual a certain view—for example, a positive or negative racial
stereotype—may result from the available information in the environment, mainly
serving needs for cognitive closure. For another, the view might be rooted in a need to
take cues from (or be different from) significant others. For a third, it might serve the
ego-defensive function of venting unacknowledged aggressive impulses. (More often
than not, a political behavior is likely to be fueled by more than one motivation but with
varying mixes from individual to individual.)
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The incidence of psychopathological and other motivational bases of political
orientations needs to be established by empirical inquiry. Just as some environmental
contexts leave room for the play of personality in general, some are especially conducive
to the expression of ego defenses. These include stimuli that appeal to the powerful
emotional impulses that people are socialized to deny but that remain potent beneath the
surface. There is an especially steamy quality to political contention over issues that bear
on sexuality like abortion and pornography. Nationalistic issues such as flag burning and
matters of religious doctrine also channel political passions (Davies, 1980), for reasons
that have not been adequately explained. Extreme forms of behavior are also likely
(though not certain) to have a pathological basis, as in the behavior of American
presidential assassins such as Ronald Reagan’s would-be killer, John Hinckley, Jr.
(Clarke, 1990).

The circumstances under which psychopathology and its lesser variants find their way
into politics are of great interest, as are those under which the other motivational bases of
political behavior come into play. Depending upon the basic personality systems to which
a given aspect of political performance is linked, differences can be expected in the
conditions under which it will be aroused and changed, as well as in the detailed way it
will manifest itself. Opinions and actions based in cognitive needs will be responsive to
new information. Those based on social needs will respond to changes in the behavior
and signals provided by significant others. Those based on ego defenses may be
intractable, or only subject to change by extensive efforts to bring about self-insight, or
by certain manipulative strategies such as suggestion by authority figures (Katz, 1960).

The functional approach to the study of politi-cal orientations provides a useful
framework for determining whether and under what circumstances political protest has
motivational sources in ego-defensive needs. There is much evidence bearing on this
issue, at least as it applies to student protest. A remarkable number of empirical studies
were done of student protest activity of the late 1960s and early 1970s in the United
States and elsewhere, no doubt because that activity occurred in contexts where
numerous social scientists were available to conduct research. A huge literature ensued,
abounding in seemingly contradictory findings, many of which, however, appear to fit
into a quite plausible larger pattern, once one takes account of the diversity of the
institutions in which protest was studied and of the particular periods in the cycle of late-
1960s and early 1970s student protest in which the various studies were conducted.

The earliest student protests of the 1960s occurred in colleges and universities with
meritocratic admissions policies and upper-middle-class student bodies. The first studies
of this period, those by Flacks (1967) of University of Chicago students, suggested that
student protest was largely a cognitive manifestation—the response of able students to
the perceived iniquities of their political environment. Later analyses of data collected in
the same period on similar populations (students at the University of California,
Berkeley) suggested a more complex pattern in which some of the activists did seem to
have the cognitive strengths and preoccupations that Flacks had argued were the mark of
all of them, but others appeared to be channeling ego-defensive needs (based in troubled
parent-child relations) into their protest behavior. The students whom the later analysts
concluded had ego-defensive motivations and those who they concluded were acting out
of cognitive needs showed different patterns of protest behavior, the first directing their
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activity only on the issues of national and international politics, the second taking part in
local reform activities (Block et al., 1969).

The psychological correlates of student activism changed over time in the United
States, as activism became transformed from the activity of a few students in the “elite”
universities to a widespread form of behavior, which at the time of the Nixon
administration’s incursion into Cambodia and the killing of student protesters at Kent
Sate University manifested itself on virtually every American college and university
campus. Studies conducted at that time found little evidence that protesters had
distinctive distinguishing characteristics (Dunlap, 1970; Peterson & Bilorusky, 1971).

Personality, Historical Context, and Social Background

Variation according to historical context and change over time are so important in
determining how personality becomes linked with politics that the map around which this
article is organized needs to be expanded, as it is in Fig. 5.3, which encompasses the time
dimension and differentiates the immediate and remote features of the political
environment. Figure 5.3 suggests that the fourth reservation about the utility of studying
personality and politics—the claim that social backgrounds are more important than
psychological characteristics—is grounded in a confusion which can be readily dissolved.
The social backgrounds of political actors (panel 2 of Fig. 5.3) influence their actions but
only as mediated by the individual’s developing predispositions (panel 3) and the
different levels of personality they shape (panels 4, 5, and 6). Thus, to take a final
example from the literature on student protest in the 1960s, it was (as Block et al., 1969,
pointed out at the time) fallacious for Lipset (1968) to argue that because so many student
activists were young, middle-class Jews, personality was not an important determinant of
activism. To the extent that Jewish background was connected with activism, it had to be
part of a causal sequence in which developmental experiences specific to Jews
contributed to their psychological orientations. The latter, not Jewish background per se,
would have been the mediator of behavior.

The study of how ethnicity, class, and other of the so-called background characteristics
affect political behavior is important and highly relevant to (but no substitute for) the
study of personality and politics. To the extent that a characteristic becomes part of an
actor’s personal make-up, it is no longer “background”—it is an element of the psyche.
But evidence about whether background experience distinguishes members of one social
group from those of others is grist for political psychologists. Lipset may have been
correct in sensing that Jewish political activists of the 1960s had some distinctive
qualities that were important for their behavior. The observation that many student
protesters were Jewish not only fails to prove this, but also forecloses systematic inquiry.



Political psychology 150

Past | Pravant | Futum
T
i ] S Fusare itated
Macroamiomemend | Bestoncal L. of gty
w Cw\lﬂl Bt ulm-re.-w;wy NE“”
’sw:m-g ¥ 4‘ I 1I'Ml'lﬂlll-
Mizrosrmdronment | agentsand | | ol
ookl —  Cumant state of immadaly sovroomens ewiroramant
Bustkgrinrid
3 v M%ﬂ-um- ol Tha mw'#-rlvm'\ll m
1 L
¥ Gonschous pobtical and poltcaly rbevant ¥
-+ edertabion (polical and polticaly rlipant
cogitve, atective, and coraiive deposiions—a.g.,
& 1 epEncnd.
Deeleping [, I - ETused
Predaposinn Furciaonal Dases of constious Raligfy,
[nchenng IEALEtNE—laE walued,
PR, prsonality Sinactunes: BRIy,
Prodispontans conscus Ly 1. Congton and noods dentilsationd, Positcal Futura siaies
o 2. massiaton of getl- SArCtys | ISpOnsas lp- of
Punctanal oihed pelationaips wle) proddpsdtas
Bated, and 1. 895 dolended
twelegeal | T _______
e P
Bistogical ussiarsnsings of
personality, ETparament.
T phyniokogeat ptat
RPN intritanca, Hic

FIGURE 5.3 m A comprehensive map
for the analysis of personality and
politics.

An appropriate program of inquiry into Lipset’s claim would entail specifying the
precise psychological dynamics that ostensibly make Jewish protesters distinctive and
comparing Jewish and non-Jewish protesters with comparable nonprotesters in order to
determine whether the imputed patterns existed. If they did, one would want to know
whether they resulted from particular developmental histories, whether they had
predictable consequences for political behavior, and why some Jews protested and some
did not. Whether a distinctly Jewish psychology of political protest exists is an empirical
question and is part of a broader set of questions that can be asked about how group
membership affects personality and political behavior.

The Impact of Personality on Events

The last of the reservations about the study of personality and politics derives from the
view that individuals are not likely to have much impact on events. Such a premise
underlies many theories of history. In the 19th century the question of whether historical
actors have an impact on events was the basis of a fruitless grand controversy, with such
social determinists as Herbert Spencer denying the efficacy of historical actors and such
Great Man theorists as Thomas Carlyle proclaiming their over-riding importance
(Kellerman, 1986, pp. 3-57). Contemporary leadership theorists typically describe
themselves as interactionists, emphasizing the interdependence of leaders and their
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environments and the contingent nature of the leader’s impact on larger events (Burns,
1978; Tucker, 1981).

The debate about whether actors can shape events concerns the causal chain from
personality (panels 4-6 of Fig. 5.3), through political response (panel 9), to future states
of the immediate and more remote political and social environment (panels 11 and 12).
Claims that a particular actor’s personality did or did not affect a particular historical
outcome usually prove to be claims about action dispensability and actor dispensability
(Greenstein, 1969, pp. 40-46)—that is, about whether the outcome in question would
have taken place in the absence of that individual’s actions and whether the actions in
question were ones that any similarly placed actor would have taken. The second issue is
one | have already explored under the heading of personality and environment. The first
requires clarification.

The capacity of actors to shape events is a variable not a constant. The sources of
variation are parallel to the determinants of success in the game of pool. The number of
balls a player will be able to sink is in part a function of the location of the balls on the
table. The parallel in politics is the malleability of the political environment (Burke &
Greenstein, 1989, p. 24). The second determinant of success in the pool room is the
position of the cue ball. This is analogous to the actor’s position in the relevant political
context. Roosevelt and Gorbachev could not have had an impact from lower-level
administrative positions. The third class of variable has the same labels in the games of
pool and politics—skill, self-confidence, and the other personal requisites of effective
performance.

Personality Theory, Role, and Culture

The distinctions summarized in Fig. 5.3 represent many of the basic categories in the
multitude of personality theories that offer partial visions of psychic structure and
function. The seeming Babel of competing personality theories and alternative
nomenclatures conceals basic commonalities: all theories necessarily take cognizance
that humans are thinking, feeling creatures who exist in social environments and have
inner qualities that shape their response to those environments.

Beyond that, personality theories differ from one another in what they emphasize. The
various personality theorists—Freud, Jung, Allport, Murray, and the many others—differ
in the extent to which they emphasize one class of motivation over another, in their
sensitivity to the individual’s environment, in the weight they put on biology, in the
extent to which they view personality to be structured and in many other respects. For the
present purposes it is not appropriate to recommend a particular personality theory. The
advice llall and Lindzey (1970, p. 602) offer all students of personality is equally sound
for students of personality and politics. After becoming broadly acquainted with the field
of personality, become immersed in a particular personality theory and “wallow in it,
revel in it, absorb it, learn it thoroughly, and think that it is the best possible way to
conceive of behavior,” but “reserve in one small corner of [the] mind the reservation that
the final crucible for any theory is the world of reality studied under controlled
conditions.” Then “set about the cold hard business of investigation.”
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Figure 5.3 does not make explicit provision for two important concepts for the student
of political psychology—role and culture. What is their conceptual standing? The first of
these terms has already appeared with some regularity in this paper. It is difficult to
envisage an extended discussion of political psychology that does not take account of the
way political actors perform their roles, and of the fit between role and personality and
related matters. Yet, as Levinson (1959) shows, the referents of role are systematically
ambiguous. Sometimes the term is used to refer to political behavior itself (Figure 5.3,
panel 9), as in “His role in the Cuban Missile Crisis was critical.” Sometimes it refers to
the expectations in an individual’s environment about what behavior is appropriate for
someone filling that individual’s position, in which case the referent would be mapped in
panels 7 and 8 of Fig. 5.3. And sometimes the term refers to the role-incumbent’s own
assumptions about what the role entails (panel 5). As long as the referent is specified, an
investigator may use the term in any of these senses, depending on his or her theoretical
assumptions and concerns. Indeed, the mere act of recognizing the diversity of meaning
may suggest fruitful hypotheses—for example, about whether and to what extent
incumbents in particular roles and the individuals with whom they interact have shared
conceptions of what the roles entail.

If the term role is ambiguous, culture is ambiguity run riot (Kroeber & Kluckhohn,
1952; Merelman, 1984). A simple solution would be to conceive of the term as the
counterpart at the collective level to personality at the individual level. If personality is
used as an omnibus term to encompass the various elements of an individual’s
subjectivity, culture then would be used to encompass those elements at the collective
level for societies, polities, and lesser entities. In Fig. 5.3, the referent would be the
environmental panels (7 and 8). Such a usage, however, would leave no referent for terms
like “acculturate,” which refer to the individual’s incorporation of cultural norms and
assumptions. And it would bypass the issues that make culture such a protean term to
begin with—for example, the debates about whether cultures are marked by structure and
about what kinds of orientations are and are not parts of a culture. (If the term is simply
synonymous with public opinion, it is redundant.) As with role, there seems to be no
single usage that will command agreement. Because the various usages refer to different
(and, in many cases, potentially interesting) phenomena, it is essential for investigators to
specify the sense in which they are using the term.

Kinds of Personality and Politics Analysis

Every human being is in certain ways like all other human beings, in certain ways more
like some human beings than others, and in certain ways unique (Kluckhohn & Murray,
1953). Each of these resemblances is reflected in an analytically distinct kind of
personality-and-politics analysis. The universality of human qualities is explored in
writings that seek in some broad way to make the connection stated in the title of Graham
Wallas’ Human Nature and Politics (1908). Sigmund Freud’s Civilization and its
Discontents (1930), Fromm’s Escape from Freedom (1941), Norman O.Brown’s Life
Against Death (1959) and Herbert Marcuse’s Eros and Civilization (1966) are notable
contributions to this tradition. At their best such works provide fascinating and
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provocative perspectives on the human condition. Many of them are rich in insights that
suggest testable hypotheses.

Because they seek to explain the variable phenomena of political behavior with a
constant, such efforts are not themselves subject to confirmation or disconfirmation. In
contrast, it is possible to conduct systematic, replicable inquiries into political actors’
unique qualities (single-case analysis) and the qualities that make them more like some
individuals than others (typological analysis). The ways in which individual and typical
political psychology affects the performance of political processes and institutions
(aggregation) can also be studied systematically.

Single-case personality analysis is more important in the field of personality and
politics than it has come to be in personality psychology generally because students of
politics are concerned with the performance of specific leaders and their impact on
events. There have been noteworthy personality-and-politics studies of leaders as diverse
in time, culture and circumstances of their leadership as Martin Luther (Erikson, 1958),
Louis XII (Marvick, 1986), Woodrow Wilson (George & George, 1964), Kemal Ataturk
(Volkan & Itzkowitz, 1984), and Josef Stalin (Tucker, 1973), as well as many others.
There also have been valuable single-case psychological analyses of figures whose
political importance derives from their impact on leaders—for example, George and
George’s analysis (1964) of the influence of Colonel Edward House on Woodrow Wilson
and Kull’s (1988) of defense policy advisers. In addition, there is a tradition in the field
of personality and politics of single-case analyses of “faces in the crowd”—people who
are without policy influence but who illustrate in depth the psychological process that can
only be examined more superficially in surveys (Riesman & Glazer, 1952; Smith et al.,
1956; Lane, 1962).

Typological study of political and other actors is of potentially great importance: if
political actors fall into types with known characteristics and propensities, the laborious
task of analyzing them de novo can be obviated, and uncertainty is reduced about how
they will perform in particular circumstances. The notion of a psychological type can be
stretched to include all efforts to categorize and compare the psychology of political
actors, even straightforward classifications of the members of a population in terms of
whether they are high or low on some trait such as ego strength, self-esteem, or tolerance
of ambiguity. The more full-blown political psychology typologies parallel diagnostic
categories in medicine and psychiatry. They identify syndromes—patterns of observable
characteristics that reflect identifiable underlying conditions, result from distinctive
developmental histories, and have predictable consequences.

Of the many studies that employ the first, simpler kind of psychological
categorization, the studies by Herbert McClosky and his students are particularly valuable
because of their theoretical and methodological sophistication and the importance of the
issues they address (e.g., Di Palma & McClosky, 1970; McClosky, 1967; McClosky &
Zaller, 1984; Sniderman, 1974). Political personality typologies of the second, more
comprehensive variety go back at least to Plato’s account in the eighth and ninth books of
The Republic of the aristocrat, the democrat, the timocrat, and the tyrant—political types
that Plato believed were shaped in an intergenerational dialectic of rebellion of sons
against their fathers’ perceived shortcomings. (For a gloss on Plato’s account, see
Lasswell [1960].) Latter-day typologies that have generated important bodies of literature
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are the authoritarian, dogmatic, and Machiavellian personality classifications (Adorno et
al., 1950; Christie & Geis, 1970; Rokeach, 1960).

Within political science, the best-known personality typology has been James David
Barber’s (1985) classification of the character structures of American presidents. Within
psychology, the best-known has been that of the authoritarian personality. Both
typologies have engendered methodological controversies that for a time, at least,
threatened to submerge the insights in the works in which they were originally set forth
(George, 1974; Kirscht & Dillehay, 1967), but both contain important insights and may
eventually stimulate cumulative bodies of scholarship.

This can occur even after a long dormant period, as can be seen by the tangled history
of studies of authoritarianism. By the late 1960s, the massive literature exploring the
implications of that construct appeared to be at a dead end. But in the 1980s an ingenious
and rigorous program of inquiry by Altemeyer (1981, 1988) furnished persuasive
empirical evidence that the original authoritarian construct was an approximation of an
important political-psychological regularity—the existence in some individuals of an
inner makeup that disposes them to defer to authority figures.

Single-case and typological studies alike make inferences about the inner quality of
human beings (panels 4, 5, and 6) from outer manifestations—their past and present
environments (panels 1, 2, 7, and 8) and the pattern over time of their political responses
(panel 9). They then use those inferred constructs to account for the same kind of
phenomena from which they were inferred—responses in situational contexts. The
danger of circularity is obvious, but tautology can be avoided by reconstructing
personality from some response patterns and using the reconstruction to explain others.

The failure of some investigators to take such pains contributes to the controversial
status of the personality-and-politics literature, as does the prevalence of certain other
practices. Some biographers, for example, impose diagnostic labels on their subject,
rather than presenting a systematic account of the subject’s behavior in disparate
circumstances (George, 1971). Some typological analysts categorize their subjects
without providing the detailed criteria and justifications for doing so. Some analysts of
individuals as well as of types have engaged in the fallacy of observing a pattern of
behavior and simply attributing it to a particular developmental pattern, without
documenting causality, and perhaps even without providing evidence that the pattern
existed. Finally, some analysts commit what might be called the psychologizing and
clinical fallacies: they explain behavior in terms of personality without considering
possible situational determinants, or conclude that it is driven by psychopathology
without considering other psychological determinants, such as cognition. Both fallacies
were evident in a body of literature attributing the high scores of poor blacks and other
minorities on the paranoia scale of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory
(MMPI) to emotional disturbance. The scores appear actually to have reflected
cognitively based responses to the vicissitudes of the ghetto environment (Gynther, 1972;
Newhill, 1990).

It is not surprising that some personality-and-politics studies are marked by
methodological shortcomings. Certain of the inferences mapped in Figure 5.3 pose
intrinsic difficulties. Claims about the determinants of personality characteristics (that is,
of the connections between panels 1 and 2 and panels 3-6) are unlikely to be conclusive.
Characterizations of personality structures themselves are never wholly persuasive, if
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only because of the absence of uniformly accepted personality theories with agreed-upon
terminologies. Fortunately, the variables depicted in Figure 5.3 that can be characterized
with great confidence are those closest to and therefore most predictive of behavior: the
environments in which political action occurs (panels 7 and 8) and the patterns that action
manifests over time (panels 9, 10, etc.). Those patterns are themselves variables, and they
can be treated as indicators of an important further dimension of personality and
politics—political style.

Two examples of political biographies that provide impressively comprehensive
accounts of the precise patterns of their subjects’ behavior are Walter’s study of
Australian Prime Minister Gough Whitlam (1980) and Landis’s (1987) of Senator Joseph
McCarthy. Richard Christie’s (Christie & Geis, 1970) studies of the types of people who
manifest the Machiavellian syndrome—the characterological proclivity to manipulate
others—provide a model of careful measurement and theoretically sophisticated analysis
in which contingent relationships are carefully explored. People who score high on tests
of Machiavellianism do not differ in their behavior from non-Machiavellians in all
contexts, only in contexts in which their manipulative impulses can be effective—for
example, in situations that permit improvisation and in situations requiring face-to-face
interaction.

Personality is likely to interest most political scientists only if it has aggregate
consequences for political institutions, processes, and outcomes. The literature on the
aggregate effects of personality on politics is varied because the processes of aggregation
are varied. Broadly speaking, political psychology affects the performance of political
systems and processes through the activities of members of the public and the
deliberations and decision-making of leaders. The impact of mass publics on politics,
except through elections and severe perturbations of public opinion, is partial and often
elusive. On the other hand, the political impact of leaders and others in the active political
stratum, more generally is direct, readily evident, and potentially momentous in its
repercussions.

The first efforts to understand the psychology of mass populations go back to the
accounts by writers in the ancient world, such as Tacitus, of the character of the
inhabitants of remote tribes and nations. Such disquisitions are an antecedent of the vexed
post-World War |l national character literature in which often ill-documented
ethnographic reports and cultural artifacts such as child-rearing manuals, films, and
popular fiction were used to draw sweeping conclusions about modal national character
traits. That literature came therefore to be known to students of politics mainly for its
methodological shortcomings, but it anticipated later, more systematic studies of political
culture (Inkeles & Levinson, 1967; Inkeles, 1983).

By the 1950s, there was broad scholarly consensus that it is inappropriate simply to
attribute psychological characteristics to mass populations on the basis of anecdotal or
indirect evidence. Direct assessment of publics through survey research became the
dominant mode of studying mass populations. Studies like those of McClosky and his
associates provide survey data on basic personality processes such as ego-defenses and
cognitive styles and how they affect political opinion. But basic personality processes
have not been persuasively linked to the aspect of mass behavior that most clearly and
observably has an impact on political institutions and processes—electoral choice. Most
members of the general public appear to be too weakly involved in electoral politics for
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their voting choices to tap deeper psychological roots, and many of those who are
involved appear to take their cues from party identifications formed in their early years
and short-run situational stimuli.

If what is commonly thought of as personality is not linked to electoral choice,
attitudinal political psychology most definitely is. The literature on electoral choice
(Niemi & Weisherg, 1984) is too vast to begin to review here, but the research of Kelley
(1983) is of particular interest in that it is explicitly aggregative; it reveals the precise
distributions of attitudes and beliefs about issues and candidates that were associated with
post-World War Il American election outcomes. So is the research of Converse and
Pierce (1986), who have convincingly linked certain attributes of the French political
system to the distinctive ways members of that nation’s electorate orient themselves to
political parties.

In contrast to the ambiguous links between mass publics and political outcomes other
than elections, the connections between political decision-makers and political outcomes
are direct and palpable. Nevertheless, many historical reconstructions of political
decision-making are insufficiently specific about which actors in what precise contexts
took which actions with what consequences. Sometimes the historical record does not
contain the appropriate data. Often, however, the difficulty is not with the record but with
the way it has been analyzed.

The questions the analy st needs to ask of an historical record are suggested by two of
the analytic distinctions introduced above—action dispensibility and actor dispensibility.
Establishing whether an individual’s actions were necessary for a particular outcome to
have taken place calls for reconstructing the determinants of the outcome, asking whether
it would have occurred if the actions of the individual in question had not occurred.
Establishing whether that individual’s personality shaped the outcome calls for a different
and more complex reconstruction that asks whether the situation of the actor in question
would have imposed the same course of action on anyone who might plausibly have
occupied that individual’s position. This calls for examining not only the psychology of
the individual in question, but also the historical context, including the other significant
actors and their claims, demands, perceptions, and personal qualities.

A good example of an historical reconstruction that addresses both issues is the
analysis by George and George (1956) of Woodrow Wilson’s role in the crisis over
ratification of the Versailles Treaty. The intense, uncompromising qualities of Wilson the
man, at least in certain kinds of conflicts, are an essential part of any account of the
ratification fight. There is abundant evidence that the political context did not impose a
course of action on Wilson that would have kept him from achieving his goal of
ratification. All that was required was that he accept certain nominal compromises that
his supporters urged upon him, pointing out that they had no practical significance.
Moreover, Wilson’s actions are necessary to explain the outcome. Wilson’s supporters
were lined up for a favorable ratification vote, but were unprepared to act unless he
authorized them to accept mild qualifying language. This he refused to do.

The explanatory logic of propositions about whether an individual’s actions and
characteristics were consequential in some episode is that of counter-factual reasoning.
This is the only available alternative in analyses of single events to the quantitative
analysis that would be called for if data existed on large numbers of comparable episodes.
Counter-factual reasoning is not falsifiable, but it can be systematic. To be so it must be
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explicit and addressed to bounded questions—not conundrums about remote
contingencies. “Was Lyndon Johnson’s action necessary for the 1965 American
escalation in Vietnam to have occurred?” is an example of a question that is susceptible
to investigation (Burke & Greenstein, 1989). “If Cleopatra’s nose had been an inch
longer, how would world history have been changed?” is an example of one that is not.

Personality and political psychology more generally affect political processes not only
through the actions taken by leaders more or less on their own, but also through group
processes such as the collective suspension of reality testing manifested in what Irving
Janis (1983) has characterized as groupthink. Groupthink occurs in highly cohesive
decision-making groups. The members of such groups sometimes become so committed
to their colleagues they more or less unconsciously suspend their own critical faculties in
order to preserve group harmony. Janis, who is scrupulous about setting forth the criteria
for establishing whether a group has engaged in groupthink, analyzes a number of
historical episodes (the most striking example being the Bay of Pigs) in which a defective
decision-making process appears to have led able policy-makers to make decisions on the
basis of flawed assumptions and defective information. To the extent that groupthink is a
purely collective phenomenon, emerging from group interaction, it is a manifestation of
social psychology rather than personality psychology. But, as Janis suggests, personality
probably contributes to groupthink in that some personalities are more likely than others
to suspend their critical capacities in group settings.

Concluding Remarks

Political institutions and processes operate through human agency. It would be
remarkable if they were not influenced by the properties that distinguish one individual
from another. In examining that influence, | have emphasized the logic of inquiry. In
doing so | have not attempted a comprehensive review of the literature. For a variety of
useful reviews and compendia, readers should consult Greenstein and Lerner (1971),
Knutson (1973), Stone (1981), Hermann (1986), and Simonton (1990).

To the extent that this article brings out possible pitfalls in studies of personality and
politics, its message to cautious scholars may seem to be the following: Find pastures that
can be more easily cultivated. Even daring scholars might conclude that the prospects for
the systematic study of personality and politics are too remote to justify the investment of
scholarly time and effort. Nothing in this article is meant to support such conclusions. In
a parable on the shortcomings of scientific opportunism, Kaplan (1964, pp. 11, 16-17)
relates the story of a drunkard who lost his keys in a dark alley and is found searching for
them under a street lamp, declaring, “It’s lighter here.” The drunkard’s search is a poor
model. If the connections between the personalities of political actors and their political
behavior are obscure, all the more reason to illuminate them.
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READING 6
Leader Appeal Leader Performance, and the
Motive Profiles of Leaders and Followers: A
Study of American Presidents and Elections
David G.Winter « Wesleyan University

Three leader trait and leader-follower interaction models of
leader appeal and leader performance are evaluated with
data about the motive profiles of American presidents and
American society, in both cases measured at a distance.
Presidential appeal, defined in terms of electoral success,
is significantly correlated with the congruence or match
between the president’s motive profile and that of his
contemporary society. In contrast, presidential greatness,
as rated by historians, as well as several important
outcomes involving war and peace are associated with
certain of the president’s motives by themselves, but not
with president-society congruence.

What is a great leader? What is a popular leader? Are they the same? Are they the result
of the same or different factors? Our naive belief in the “great person” theory of
leadership, that the person shapes events and the leader creates his or her own greatness,
has long been challenged by scholars from diverse disciplines who analyze leadership
appeal and performance into broad impersonal forces and social-structural factors. Yet in
the real world of politics, the factor of personal appeal or having (in the language of the
Harris poll) “an attractive, forceful personality” is of enormous concern to campaign
strategists and journalists (even if it is largely treated as error variance by voting analysts;
see Nie, Verba, & Petrocik, 1979; Sears, 1969). And in the real world of history,
successful leaders such as Abraham Lincoln or Franklin D.Roosevelt display such a
blend of wisdom, flexibility, and good tactics that we conclude their greatness must be
based, at least in part, on personal characteristics (e.g., see Burns, 1956; Haley, 1969;
Vidal, 1984).

Can these phenomena of greatness and appeal among political leaders be analyzed in
psychological terms? Several classic theories and a good deal of contemporary social
psychological research suggest a variety of models for a leader’s appeal and performance.
This article presents data on the psychological characteristics of one kind of leader—
American presidents—and one series of followers—American society from the 1780s
through the 1960s—as an empirical commentary on (not a test of) these theories and
issues.
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Theories and Models of Leader Appeal

Leader Characteristics

Max Weber’s concept of charisma (or the “gift of grace”) as one base of the legitimacy of
authority is obviously related to the leader’s personal appeal and performance when
structural and traditional factors are held constant. To Weber, the charismatic leader
possesses “a certain quality of personality by virtue of which he is set apart from ordinary
men and treated as endowed with supernatural, superhuman, or at least specifically
exceptional powers or qualities.” Followers obey out of duty rather than choice or
calculation; as Weber put it, “No prophet has ever regarded his quality [of charisma] as
dependent on the attributes of the masses around him.” Of course Weber did
acknowledge that in the long run the followers’ needs and satisfactions are important. “If
[the leader] is for long unsuccessful, above all if his leadership fails to benefit his
followers, it is likely that his charismatic authority will disappear” (1947, pp. 358-360).

Although Freud analyzed the dynamics of group formation in terms of the followers’
identification in their ego ideal or superego with the leader, he emphasized the
characteristics of the successful leader in facilitating these identifications. “The leader
himself need love no one else, he may be of a masterful nature, absolutely narcissistic,
self-confident, and independent” (1921/1955, pp. 123-124).

Thus one psychological model of political leaders’ appeal and success focuses on
relatively enduring personal characteristics (e.g., narcissism, energy, self-direction) that
some leaders simply happen to possess. Although the great-person theory of leadership
implicit in this model is now in some disrepute (see Gibb, 1969; Hollander, 1964), many
experimental studies do show the modest positive correlations between leadership and
self-esteem, self-confidence, and related variables (see Bass, 1981, pp. 74-92) that would
be predicted from the Weber-Freud model.

Leader-Situation Match

Nowadays many theorists and most experimentalists would argue that the leader’s appeal
and success depend on the situation, so that the personality characteristics required for
successful, appealing leadership will vary with the situation. Recently Bem and Funder
(1978) and Bem and Lord (1979) have expressed this notion more formally in the concept
of the degree of match between a person and the template (required characteristics) of the
situation, and they have gone on to suggest ways of measuring situational demands.
Barber’s (1980) recent cyclical model of American elections is an application of the
notion of leader-situation template matching or congruence in a political context.
According to Barber, American presidential elections follow a regular course: first, a
focus on conflict of forces; then, a concern for conscience; and finally, a need for
conciliation to bring all parties together again. This leads, in turn, to a renewed conflict
orientation. From election to election the requirements for personal appeal and success in
office might vary in a corresponding fashion: In a “conflict” year, the candidate who is
the best fighter will be appealing and victorious, but when the concern is with
conciliation, the candidate who promises to “bring us together” will gain popular appeal.
Barber believed that these three issues are derived from the most basic social-political



Political psychology 164

aspects of human nature; that the cyclical dynamic has a force of its own. Thus his theory
involves a kind of match between leader and situation, but the situation is conceived in
terms of abstract, impersonal forces rather than in terms of particular personal
characteristics of the followers.

Leader-Follower Match

In contrast to the impersonal cycle of Barber’s theory, Erikson offered a theory of the
relation between leaders and their societies that is explicitly focused on the relation
between leaders’ and followers’ characteristics. On the basis of several studies of
“inspiring and effective [men] of action” such as Hitler, Luther, and Gandhi (Erikson,
1950, 1958, and 1969, respectively), Erikson concluded that leaders, with their own
identities, conflicts, and needs, are “found and chosen by contemporaries possessed of
analogous conflicts and corresponding needs” (1964, p. 204). In other words, the success
of such leaders depends on a match between their own personal characteristics and the
historically conditioned characteristics of their potential followers. Phrased in this way
Erikson’s theory is supported by the extensive experimental literature relating leadership
success to a kind of congruence between leaders’ characteristics and followers’
characteristics (see Bass, 1981, pp. 31-33). Erikson also mentioned some transsituational
abilities of the leader, but they are not formally incorporated into his theory: “An unusual
energy of body, a rare concentration of mind, and a total devotion of soul.... Intuitive
grasp of the actualities of the led...[and] ability to introduce himself into that actuality as
a new, vital factor (personality, image, style)” (1964, pp. 203, 208).

Taken together, these theories suggest several different kinds of factors that may
account for the personal appeal and greatness of political leaders: (a) leader
characteristics independent of the situation, (b) leader characteristics that match
systematically changing situational demands, and (c) leader characteristics that match
characteristics of followers or of the population in general, whatever the determinants of
these latter characteristics may be.

The several explanations of leadership are quite parallel to familiar psychological
explanations of other behaviors: an initial person or “trait” explanation (e.g., Allport,
1937), later debunked for a time (e.g., Mischel, 1968), and followed by a focus on the
interaction of person and situation (e.g., Magnusson & Endler, 1977). The rest of this
article will explore the usefulness of these models by analyzing American presidents and
presidential elections. Some questions to be asked include: What is the psychological
basis of presidential appeal? Does it involve leader characteristics or some kind of leader-
situation match? What is the psychological basis of presidential greatness? Are the
leaders who appeal the most to the electorate also the greatest or best leaders? In some
sense, this last question reaches down to the foundations of democratic political theory.
(See Simonton, 1981, for a study of other, nonpsychological determinants of presidential
greatness.)
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Empirical Studies of Presidents and Elections

The American presidency is an excellent source of material for studying the appeal and
performance of political leaders. Although the size of the population is rather small, the
efforts of historians, political scientists, and archivists have accumulated an enormous
amount of data. In recent years, many scholars have begun to analyze the presidency with
the quantitative and statistical methods familiar to the behavioral sciences (e.g., Maranell,
1970; Murray & Blessing, 1983; Simonton, 1981). Recent advances in the technology for
assessing the personalities of key political actors at a distance (cf. Hermann, 1977) and
measuring the modal personality of groups of followers over time through coding cultural
documents (e.g., McClelland, 1961, 1975, especially Appendix V) have made it possible
to study, in psychological terms, the leadership appeal and performance of American
presidents in their society.

For both leaders and followers, this study focuses on three important human social
motives: (a) the achievement motive, a concern for excellence, which is associated with
moderate risk taking, using feedback, and entrepreneurial success (McClelland, 1961);
(b) the affiliation-intimacy motive, a concern for close relations with others, which is
associated with interpersonal warmth, self-disclosure, and good overall adaptation to life
(McAdams, 1982); and (c) the power motive, a concern for impact and prestige, which is
associated with getting formal social power and also profligate impulsive actions such as
aggression, drinking, and taking extreme risks (Winter, 1973; Winter & Stewart, 1978).

Motivation focuses on the broad classes of people’s goals and goal-directed actions,
and so it is a component of personality that is especially important to the relations
between leaders and followers. These particular motives are drawn from Murray’s
comprehensive taxonomy. Although they are not the only human motives, several lines of
evidence do suggest that they are major motives involving the most important common
human concerns. Power and affiliation, for example, repeatedly emerge as the two
fundamental dimensions of social behavior (see Brown, 1965, chapter 2) and
interpersonal traits (Conte & Plutchik, 1981; Wiggins, 1980). Achievement reflects the
dimen-sion of evaluation that is consistently the most important factor of connotative
meaning (Snider & Osgood, 1969). These three motives are closely matched to the three
dimensions used by Bales (1970) to describe group functioning (forward-backward,
positive-negative, and upward-downward, respectively).

Winter and Stewart (1977) have demonstrated that these three motives are relevant to
several important kinds of political action and outcomes. Whereas the motives were
originally measured in individuals by content analysis of Thematic Ap-perception Test
(TAT) responses, the new integrated scoring system, developed by Winter (1983) for
scoring motive imagery in any kind of verbal material, makes it possible to score
presidents at a distance. Thus, both leaders and followers are assessed by means of the
same methods and scoring techniques. This makes it possible to describe the
characteristics of leaders and situations (or followers) in terms that are both
psychologically meaningful and also commensurate with each other. (See Winter, 1973,
1983, for a general description of the psychometric characteristics, including reliability,
of the motive measures.)
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Method

Sources of Data

For each president from Washington through Reagan, the first inaugural address was
scored for achievement, affiliation-intimacy, and power motive imagery.' (Presidents
Tyler, Fillmore, Andrew Johnson, Arthur, and Ford were never elected and inaugurated
in their own right and, therefore, are not included.) Although some speeches had been
scored in the past by Donley and Winter (1970) and Winter and Stewart (1977), for the
present study all speeches were mixed together and newly scored by two trained and
reliable scorers (demonstrated category agreement with expert scoring over .85), who
discussed and resolved any disagreements that had occurred. Raw scores were expressed
in terms of images per 1,000 words and then standardized with an overall mean of 50 and
a standard deviation of 10 for each motive. Motive imagery scores for each president, in
standardized and raw form, are presented in Table 6.1.

Motive scores for American society were adapted from the work of McClelland (1975,
chapter 9), who collected three kinds of standard cultural documents dating from each
decade from the 1790s through the 1960s: popular novels, children’s readers, and hymns.
A few details of McClelland’s procedure should be mentioned at this point. For each kind
of document in each decade, selected pages (readers) or 10-line page segments (novels
and hymns) were scored for achievement, affiliation, and power motive imagery. The
results were expressed in terms of proportion of pages (or 10-line segments) scored for a
particular motive. These scores were then standardized across all decades, separately for
each motive. Separate scores from each type of document were then averaged (see
McClelland, 1975, pp. 330-332, 403-410, for further methodological information). For
the present study, these average decade scores were then restandardized, also with an
overall mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10 for each motive. Thus the motive levels
of the presidents and of American society at the time of each president’s election are
measured in comparable ways and expressed in comparable terms.

Definitions of Variables

Several characteristics that are important to leader appeal and leader performance in the
theories of Freud and Weber, such as energy, impact, prestige, and even narcissism, are
closely related to the known action characteristics of the power motive. For example,
power-motivated people tend to be energetic, in terms of both self-report and
physiological arousal, especially in power-related situations (Steele, 1977). They seek
impact on others and are concerned about prestige, while maintaining their own
autonomy and self-direction (Winter, 1973; Winter & Stewart, 1978). Their own
estimates of their influence, as well as their responses to ingratiation by subordinates,
suggest a considerable narcissism (Fodor & Farrow, 1979). Thus power motivation is a
leader characteristic of great interest in its own right. Some recent studies of
organizations further suggest that the combination of high-power motivation and low
affiliation-intimacy motivation—the so-called leadership motive pattern—predicts
successful leadership among managers and high morale among followers (McClelland,
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1975, chapter 8; McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982; McClelland & Burnham, 1976). In the

present case, this motive

TABLE 6.1. Motive Imagery Scores of American

Presidents’ Inaugural Addresses, 1789-1981

Motive scores

Standardized Raw

President Date Ach Aff Pow Ach Aff Pow

Washington, George 1789 39 54 41 3.85 3.85 4.62
Adams, John 1797 39 49 42 3.89 3.03 4.76
Jefferson, Thomas 1801 49 51 51 565 3.30 6.59
Madison, James 1809 55 51 57 6.84 3.42 7.69
Monroe, James 1817 57 46 51 722 241 6.62
Adams, John Quincy 1825 48 51 37 5.43  3.40 3.74
Jackson, Andrew 1829 43 47 45 448  2.69 5.38
Van Buren, Martin 1837 42 48 40 4,38 2.83 4.38
Harrison, William Henry 1841 32 41 40 2.56 1.52 4.31
Polk, James 1845 33 41 50 265 143 6.32
Taylor, Zachary 1849 53 53 41 6.39 3.65 4.56
Pierce, Franklin 1853 49 44 50 572 211 6.33
Buchanan, James 1857 46 47 42 505 253 4.69
Lincoln, Abraham 1861 36 45 53 334 223 6.97
Grant, Ulysses 1869 56 47 36 7.02 2.63 3.51
Hayes, Rutherford 1877 51 48 48 6.07 2.83 6.07
Garfield, James 1881 46 35 49 5.09 034 6.10
Cleveland, Grover 1885 53 46 63 6.52 2.37 8.89
Harrison, Benjamin 1889 37 45 45 349 218 5.45
McKinley, William 1897 47 41 46 530 151 5.55
Roosevelt, Theodore 1905 62 38 38 8.14 1.02 4.07
Taft, William Howard 1909 44 38 58 479 092 7.93
Wilson, Woodrow 1913 66 49 53 883 294 7.06
Harding, Warren 1921 48 57 42 541 451 481
Coolidge, Calvin 1925 44 46 45 469 247 5.43
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Hoover, Herbert 1929 68 45 48 9.18 2.16 5.94
Roosevelt, Franklin 1933 53 44 61 6.37 212 8.50
Truman, Harry 1949 56 65 78 6.91 5.99 11.98
Eisenhower, Dwight 1953 43 57 49 450 450 6.14
Kennedy, John 1961 50 85 77 590 9.59 11.81
Johnson, Lyndon 1965 55 59 49 6.77 474 6.09
Nixon, Richard 1969 66 76 53 8.94 8.00 7.06
Carter, Jimmy 1977 75 59 59 10.60 4.89 8.16
Reagan, Ronald 1981 60 51 63 7.78 3.28 9.01

Note. Ach=achievement. Aff=affiliation. Pow=power.

combination was defined as the difference between standard-scored power motive
imagery and standard-scored affiliation-intimacy imagery.

How can Barber’s cyclical theory be operationalized with the motive measures?
Barber’s three issues seem closely related to the three motives: Conflict suggests power,
conciliation suggests affiliation, and (more loosely) conscience may involve
achievement. A variable reflecting the cycle-appropriate motive was therefore defined as
follows: the power motive score for presidents chosen in the conflict elections (1912,
1924, 1948, 1960); the affiliation-intimacy score for presidents taking office in
conciliation years (1908, 1920, 1932, 1968); and the achievement score for the winners of
conscience elections (1904, 1928, 1952, 1964, 1976).

To determine the extent of congruence between a president and American society at
the time of his election, the absolute values of the discrepancies between presidential
score and society score for each motive were summed to yield a total discrepancy score.
With sign reversed, this was used as a measure of president-society motive congruence.

Dependent variables reflecting presidential appeal and presidential performance were
taken from several sources. Presidential appeal was measured by the percentage of
popular votes received in their first election to the presidency and by the margin of votes
over the second-place candidate. (These two measures intercorrelated +.71, but diverged
in years such as 1860, 1912, 1968, and 1980 when there were three or more major
candidates.) The four cases where the winning candidate was a former vice president who
had taken office on the death of the president (Theodore Roosevelt, Coolidge, Truman,
and Lyndon Johnson) were eliminated because these men had not initially gained the
presidency in their own right. They had no real first election and first inaugural address to
study and score. One other measure of presidential appeal, this time involving not only
initial popular appeal but also popular reaction to all 4 years of an administration, is
whether the president was reelected. Two separate measures were used to measure
reelection; one considered each president as a single case (including the four vice
presidents mentioned earlier), and the other treated each attempted reelection as a
separate case. Obviously those presidents who died during their first term were not
included here.
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Next, the total national percentage of votes for the House of Representatives
candidates of the president’s party was taken as a measure of the appeal of the president’s
party as distinguished from the appeal of the president as a person. (Alternatively, this is
a measure of the coattails effect.) Data for these election variables were taken from the
Historical Statistics of the United States (Bureau of the Census, 1984).

Generating popular appeal is one kind of political skill, but working successfully with
Congress is also important. Although it is difficult to give each president an overall score
on his relations with Congress, there are some objective measures that might reflect that
relationship, including the number of rejections of court and cabinet appointments (taken
from Kane, 1956) and the percentage of vetoes overridden (taken from U.S. Senate
Library, 1976). A final aspect of a president’s political skill involves his party’s election
success at the mid-term elections 2 years after the inauguration. Normally, the president’s
party loses seats. In the House of Representatives, the percentage of seats lost varied
inversely with the percentage size of the initial majority (r=—29 for 24 midterm
elections; percentages rather than raw changes in seats were necessary because of the
changing size of the U.S. House of Representatives over time). When the effects of this
negative correlation were removed by subtracting the expected loss from the actual loss,
the result was an adjusted measure of the performance of the president’s party.

Of the many things that can happen in a presidential administration, war and peace are
surely among the two most important. In the present study, war entry was defined in
terms of the list developed by Richardson (1960), with his definitions used for the years
before 1820 and after 1945. (Because of the difficulty of demarcating separate wars and
the uncertainty of casualty figures, all Indian conflicts are excluded. Thus in the present
context, war really means interstate war.) Not every crisis necessarily results in war,
however. Small (1980), for example, listed 19 crises that could easily have escalated into
war but that were in fact settled peacefully. Some examples include the dispute with
England about violations of American neutrality (1791), the Oregon boundary dispute
(1845), the Panay incident (1937), and the Cuban Missile Crisis (1962). These are
labeled war avoidance in the present study. Another aspect of peace-making involves the
limitation of arms. Starting with the first arms limitation conference at The Hague during
McKinley’s administration, historical sources were used to identify presidents who
concluded treaties with at least one other major power for the limitation or banning of
one or more specific weapons systems.

What is presidential greatness? Perhaps it is impossible to define. First, we can never
know all the facts about a president’s actions and what independent effects these actions
had on historical outcomes. Even with these facts, moreover, any ratings of greatness will
mostly reflect the values attached by the rater to these outcomes. For example, raters who
value military greatness will tend to rate highly presidents who involved the United
States in victorious wars. Second, presidential greatness probably has many separate (and
uncorrelated) components. How can these be weighed and synthesized into a single
rating?

One approach to measuring presidential greatness is to rely on the judgments of
scholars of American history. Although their judgments are undoubtedly affected by their
values, historians are presumably in possession of more facts than are most people and
are in a better position to make objective evaluations and comparative ratings. Over the
past 35 years, historians have often been polled on presidential greatness. In one of the
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most extensive polls, Maranell (1970) asked 571 historians of the United States to rate
the presidents on several dimensions, including general prestige, strength of action,
presidential activeness, and accomplishments of the administration. Because these four
dimensions were highly intercorrelated, they were standardized and summed to produce a
consensus on the relative greatness of the presidents from Washington to Lyndon
Johnson. Washington and Lincoln, for example, were the highest rated presidents,
whereas Grant and Harding were at the bottom. In a sense, these ratings are only another
aspect of presidential appeal, to historians rather than to voters. In fact, though, the
correlations between the summed Maranell study ratings and the percentage of vote and
margin of victory measures were essentially zero. At the very least, then, rated greatness
is different from voter appeal. Another facet of presidential greatness involves making
decisions that have historic impact on the country and world, as compiled and judged by
Morris (1967). Some examples of “great” presidential decisions include the purchase of
Louisiana (by Jefferson), the abolition of central banking (by Jackson), and the attack on
business trusts (by Theodore Roosevelt).

Results

Table 6.2 presents the relations between each of the four major variables assessing
presidential motives or president-situation motive match and the dependent variables
reflecting presidential appeal, political skill, and presidential performance. Presidential
appeal, as measured by success at both election and re-election, is a straight-forward
function of how congruent the president’s motive levels were with those of the American
society of the time. The much lower correlation with the total percentage of House of
Representatives vote for candidates of the president’s party suggests that this motive
congruence predicts the specific personal appeal of the president (percentage of votes
cast, margin, reelection), rather than the national support for the president’s party (or the
coattails effect). In general, the summed discrepancy/congruence score gave results more
significant than those for the discrepancy scores on any individual motive, suggesting
that discrepancies on each motive contributed to most overall effects. Algebraically
signed discrepancy scores gave no significant results. This suggests that what is
important is the discrepancy between president and society, rather than whether the
president or the society is higher on any particular motive.

Neither presidential power motivation nor power minus affiliation-intimacy, by itself,
was related to any aspect of political appeal. The cyclically appropriate motive measure,
drawn from Barber’s theory, actually reversed and was negatively correlated with most of
the appeal measures. For political appeal, as reflected in the size of the personal electoral
mandate, then, Erikson’s theory of leader-follower personality congruence was the theory
most strongly supported by the results.

None of the measures of political skill in office was significantly associated with any
of the presidential or congruence motive measures. Probably veto overrides and
appointment rejections are fragmentary measures that do not adequately reflect
presidential political skill and are much affected by particular historical circumstances.

Presidential outcomes showed a very different pattern. Power motivation was strongly
related to war entry, as expected on the basis of numerous other findings (e.g., Winter,
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1980). It was also related, almost at a significant level, to avoiding war in a crisis
situation. This suggests that the power motive is a leader characteristic associated with
dramatic, crisis-oriented, perhaps confrontational foreign policy, which may end
peacefully but which can easily end in war (see Hermann, 1980). Power motivation by
itself was also associated with both measures of greatness, more strongly so than power
minus affiliation-intimacy or the leadership motive pattern. This latter variable was
negatively associated with arms reduction, largely because of the strong positive relation
between affiliation-intimacy imagery and arms limitation agreements (r=.43). The cycle-
appropriate motive measure also showed low, nonsignificant correlations in the same
direction as those for the power motive. Congruence between president and society, in
contrast, was significantly negatively associated with both measures of greatness as well
as war avoidance. It seems those presidents who matched the country’s

TABLE 6.2. Correlations of Variables Assessing
Aspects of Presidential Appeal and Performance
With Presidential Characteristics and President-
Situation Match

Presidential characteristics President-situation match
Variable Power Power minus Cycle- President-society
motive affiliation- appropriate congruence
intimacy motive

Electoral appeal

Vote percentage®

r -.04 10 -.38 6O**F*
n 25 25 9 23
Margin of victory?

r -.07 .05 -.52 A6**
n 25 25 9 23
Reelected

r .06 —.05 —.40 37
n 25 25 9 25
Reelected, all

instances”

r 27 .16 -.40 A47**
n 30 30 9 30

Percentage vote for party’s
House candidates

r A3 .20 -11 21
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Court/cabinet
rejections

r
n

Percentage vetoes
overridden

r
n

Adjusted midterm
House loss

r

n

War entry

r

n

War avoidance
r

n

Arms limitation
r

n

Consensus of
greatness

r
n

Great decisions
cited

r

n

30

-.19
24

.01
27

-.23
24

.52***

31

.34*
29

—-.05
14

A0**
29

L

29

30 9

Political skills in office

-.20 -.12
31 13
—-.04 24
27 13
.03 -.19
24 13

Presidential outcomes

.36* 13
31 13

.16 .26

29 11
—.55** 44
14 13

.35 .23

29 11

27 31

29 11

28

.23
23

-.01
26

.09
23

—-.05

30

7.39**
29

.03
13

_.46**
29

_.37**
29

Excluding all vice presidents who assumed office on the death of the president.

PIncluding all attempts at reelection.

*p<.10, two-tailed.
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**p<.05, two-tailed.
***p<.01, two-tailed.
****n<.001, two-tailed.

motives at the time were in the end among the least great of the presidents, at least in the
judgment of historians.

Discussion

These results suggest two conclusions. First, among American presidents at least, leader
appeal is a function of how well the leader’s own motives fit the motive imagery profile
of the times. Presidential leadership performance, however, is a very different matter.
Both rated performance and several of the most significant outcomes were functions
more of leader attributes (especially power motivation) than of leader-situation match.
Indeed, among American presidents it appears that the greatest presidents were those who
were least congruent with the followers of their society.

Some examples will illustrate these two conclusions. Abraham Lincoln is generally
considered to be one of the two greatest American presidents. Yet he was one of four
major candidates in 1860, elected with only a minority of the total popular vote. His
motive profile was highly discrepant with that of American society in the 1860s; in fact,
he is among the half dozen most discrepant presidents. Some others with motive profiles
highly discrepant from their times include: Washington, Theodore Roosevelt, Truman,
and Kennedy—all highly rated by historians. And some congruent presidents include
Buchanan, Grant, Harding, and Coolidge—three of whom are considered to be failures if
not outright disasters. (To be fair, it must also be noted that Franklin Roosevelt was
highly congruent and Nixon highly discrepant.)

These results diverge somewhat from those obtained by Simonton (1981) in his study
of presidential greatness (summed ratings along five dimensions, from Maranell) and
presidential performance (duration of administration, war years, assassination attempt,
and scandal). Simonton found that personality traits, including specifically achievement
and power motivation scores, made little predictive contribution to presidential greatness
or performance. How can this conclusion be reconciled with the results of the present
study? First, there are differences in the motive scores used. Simonton used scores
originally reported by Donley and Winter (1970), based on an informal adaptation of the
original scoring systems, for the 12 presidents from 1905 to 1969. When the final
codified version of the integrated scoring system was developed (Winter, 1983), the first
inaugurals of all presidents were mixed together and scored. This resulted in some
changed scores for speeches scored earlier, most notably for Theodore Roosevelt and
William Howard Taft. The later scorings, shown in Table 6.1, should be taken as
definitive. Thus the present study involved slightly different motive data and used a much
larger group of presidents. Second, Simonton used some presidential performance
variables that were different from those of the present study and others that were defined
differently. For example, Simonton did not measure war avoidance, arms limitation, or
great decisions; and the definitions of one overlapping variable—war—seem to be
different in the two studies. Finally, Simonton analyzed the effect of motives “within a
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multivariate framework” (1981, p. 321), which seems to mean hierarchical regression (cf.
p. 314), although this is not clear. No doubt different researchers would make different
judgments about whether, in predicting performance and greatness, personality variables
should be entered before or after variables reflecting other biographical information or
administration events. Simonton did not investigate the relation between presidential and
societal motives. Overall, then, the differences in the results of these two studies suggest
the need for careful definition of variables and explicit theory about the relation of leader
motivation to other kinds of variables.

Although the present results are based on a small population of leaders and measures
that involve several assumptions, they do suggest some interesting hypotheses about
leadership in the real world of politics: (a) Leader appeal seems to involve a person-
situation (or leader-follower) match on psychological characteristics. (b) Leader
performance (historically rated greatness and some major outcomes), when it is more
than a function of circumstances, may involve more enduring and less situationally
defined psychological characteristics of the leader.

Why do these conclusions diverge from much of the experimental social psychological
research on leadership? The timebound constraints of the laboratory often lead
researchers to rely on group member sociometric ratings of leadership; that is, leader
appeal. Not surprisingly, the results often involve some kind of complex leader-situation
interaction. But factors that predict leadership that is sociometrically defined in this way
may not necessarily predict long-term effective leader performance and evaluation, which
of course is hard to study in the time-foreshortened laboratory microcosm. This
divergence of leader appeal and leader performance should underline the importance of
studying leadership in the real world, using archival, at-a-distance measures.

The conclusions of the present study are also relevant to the basic philosophical
assumptions of democratic political theory. We may vote for the candidate who feels
most “comfortable” or congruent to us, who fits our dimly perceived hierarchies of
motives and goals. At best, though, such leader appeal has little to do with leader
effectiveness. And often enough the “uncomfortable” leader, discrepant in motive from
the larger society of the times, turns out to be regarded as the great leader.

NOTES

1. When formal prepared speeches are scored, it is natural to ask whether the results reflect the
motives of the president or those of the speechwriters. There are, however, several reasons
for believing that this is not an important problem. First, any good speechwriter knows how
to produce words and images that feel appropriate and comfortable to the presidential client.
Second, before a speech as important as the first inaugural address, presidents spend a good
deal of time reviewing and changing the text, paying special attention to the kinds of images
that are coded in the motive-scoring systems. For example, the various drafts of President
Kennedy’s inaugural address show insertions and deletions of storable imagery, in
Kennedy’s own handwriting. Many speeches in the Eisenhower Library archives show the
same. Thus, although the words may have originated from many sources, in the end an
inaugural address probably says almost exactly what the president wants it to say. The final
justification of these scores, of course, is their validity in terms of predicting presidential
actions and outcomes, as shown in this article and in other studies using the scores.
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INTRODUCTION TO PART
3
Mass Media and Candidate
Perception

Winston Churchill, the British Prime Minister from 1940-1945, famously observed: “It
has been said that democracy is the worst form of government except all the others that
have been tried.” In seeking to underscore the close relationship between politics and
persuasion, the social psychologist William J.McGuire (1985) alluded to Churchill’s
remark in writing that “persuasion is the worst possible mode of social mobilization and
conflict resolution—except for all the others” (p. 235). In today’s world, one could say
that politics is a mass-mediated persuasive campaign designed to form and change
impressions of candidates and issues. For better or for worse, there is no longer any clear
boundary between democratic politics and product marketing. Indeed, politicians and
political parties in the West frequently hire advertising specialists to serve as expert
campaign advisors.

What are the factors that determine whether a given candidate or policy argument will
be looked upon favorably by a mass audience? This is one of the central questions of
social psychology (e.g., Cialdini, 2001; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986;
Pratkanis & Aronson, 1991). McGuire (1985) identified several classes of variables that
determine the degree to which persuasive communications are effective, including the
personality and other characteristics of the communication source, the quality and other
characteristics of the message itself, the channel or medium through which the message is
communicated, demographic and other characteristics of the audience or receiver, and the
goal or target of the communication attempt. A huge amount of research on the effects of
the mass media on political Issue and candidate perception has resulted from
investigation of these important variables (e.g., Graber, 2001; lyengar & Kinder, 1987;
Milburn, 1991; Mullen et al., 1986; Popkin, 1991).

In our first reading in this section, lyengar, Peters, and Kinder take an experimental
approach to measuring the effects of television news coverage on audience members’
ratings of issue importance. They find that, whether or not viewers are persuaded by the
specific opinions represented on a news program, they are indeed influenced by the
degree to which certain issues are covered. Specifically, people weigh issues that have
been featured prominently in the news more heavily than issues that have not been
prominently featured, and these subjective weights do influence political judgments and
evaluations. Studies of agenda setting by lyengar, Kinder, and their colleagues have been
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extremely influential in political psychology, in part because they have successfully
applied the virtues of experimental methods to real-world political contexts and in part
because they have managed to reawaken a long dormant disciplinary interest in the
effects of the mass media in political science.

One of the most solid, well-supported conclusions reached by experimental social and
cognitive psychologists over the past two decades is that people are automatically
(unconsciously) influenced by the presentation of environmental stimuli, including
words, pictures, and persuasive messages (e.g., Bargh & Chartrand, 1999). The process
of making concepts or ideas more accessible to an individual, without necessarily making
the individual aware of the increased accessibility, is known as priming. Although most
of the evidence concerning the effects of priming has come from tightly controlled
laboratory studies, Krosnick and Kinder have explored the consequences of priming
(again through repeated media coverage) in a more naturalistic setting. Their research led
to the publication of an article that we have selected for this book’s eighth reading. In the
article, Krosnick and Kinder demonstrate that, because of heightened accessibility
brought on by media priming, embarrassing news coverage of a political scandal can in
fact alter the foundations of support for the president.

Because interest in information-processing mechanisms and social cognition has so
dominated political psychology and neighboring fields for the last 20 years or more (e.g.,
Fiske & Taylor, 1991), the role of affect and emotion has been given relatively short
shrift in research on candidate perception and voting behavior (but see Abelson, Kinder,
Peters, & Fiske, 1982; Glaser & Salovey, 1998). Our final reading in this section, by
Marcus and MacKuen (1993), helps to fill this gap. These researchers address the
emotional underpinnings of people’s responses to political election campaigns. They find
that campaigns do stir up emotions and that these emotions are highly consequential for
individual and political outcomes. Specifically, Marcus and MacKuen demonstrate that
anxiety stimulates people’s attention and learning, whereas enthusiasm affects their
degree of involvement and candidate preferences.

Discussion Questions

1. What are the major psychological processes that allow the news media to influence
our political attitudes?

2. Would you expect media agenda-setting to differentially impact political experts
and novices? Why or why not?

3. Consider the dramatic decline in former President George H.W.Bush’s approval
ratings from the Persian Gulf War to the 1992 presidential elections. How might the
media have played a role in this decline?

4. Do you believe that partisan political advertisements have the same capacity as
news programs to influence political attitudes? Why or why not?
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5. Marcus and MacKuen propose and test a two-dimensional model of emotional
responses to political campaigns. Are there other emotional dimensions (in addition to
anxiety and enthusiasm) that you feel should be considered? Explain.
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READING 7
Experimental Demonstrations of the Not-So-
Minimal Consequences of Television News
Programs

Shanto lyengar and Mark D.Peters ¢ Yale university

Donald R.Kinder ¢ University of Michigan

Two experiments sustain Lippmann’s suspicion, advanced more than a half century ago,
that media provide compelling descriptions of a public world that people cannot directly
experience. More precisely, the experiments show that television news programs
profoundly affect which problems viewers take to be important. The experiments also
demonstrate that those problems prominently positioned in the evening news are
accorded greater weight in viewers’ evaluations of presidential performance. We note the
political implications of these results, suggest their psychological foundations, and argue
for a revival of experimentation in the study of political communication.

[The press] is like the beam of a searchlight that moves restlessly about,
bringing one episode and then another out of the darkness into vision.
W.Lippmann (1922)

Four decades ago, spurred by the cancer of fascism abroad and the wide reach of radio at
home, American social scientists inaugurated the study of what was expected to be the
sinister workings of propaganda in a free society. What they found surprised them.
Instead of a people easily led astray, they discovered a people that seemed quite immune
to political persuasion. The “minimal effects” reported by Hovland and Lazarsfeld did
much to dispel naive apprehensions of a gullible public (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, & Gaudet,
1944; Hovland, Lumsdaine, & Sheffield, 1949). Moreover, later research on persuasion
drove home the point repeatedly: propaganda reinforces the public’s preferences; seldom
does it alter them (e.g., Katz & Feldman, 1962; Patterson & McClure, 1976; Sears &
Chaffee, 1978).

Although politically reassuring, the steady stream of minimal effects eventually
proved dispiriting to behavioral scientists. Research eventually turned elsewhere, away
from persuasion, to the equally sinister possibility, noted first by Lippmann (1922), that
media might determine what the public takes to be important. In contemporary parlance,
this is known as agenda setting. Cohen put it this way:

the mass media may not be successful much of the time in telling people
what to think, but the media are stunningly successful in telling their
audience what to think about (1962, p. 16).
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Do journalists in fact exert this kind of influence? Are they “stunningly successful” in
instructing us what to think about? So far the evidence is mixed. In a pioneering study
that others quickly copied, McCombs and Shaw (1972) found that the political problems
voters thought most important were indeed those given greatest attention in their media.
This apparently successful demonstration, based on a cross-sectional comparison between
the media’s priorities and the aggregated priorities of uncommitted voters in one
community, set off a torrent of research. The cumulative result has been considerable
confusion. Opinion divides over whether media effects have been demonstrated at all;
over the relative power of television versus newspapers in setting the public’s agenda;
and over the causal direction of the relation between the public’s judgments and the
media’s priorities. A telling indication of this confusion is that the most sophisticated
cross-sectional study of agenda setting could do no more than uncover modest and
mysteriously context-dependent effects (Erbring, Goldenberg, & Miller, 1980). In short,
“stunningly successful” overstates the evidence considerably.

But the problem may rest with the evidence, not the hypothesis. Along with Erbring
and his colleagues, we believe that much of the confusion is the result of the disjuncture
between cross-sectional comparisons favored by most agenda setting researchers, on the
one hand, and the agenda setting hypothesis, which implies a dynamic process, on the
other. If problems appear and disappear—if they follow Downs’s (1972) “issue-attention
cycle”—then to look for agenda setting effects cross-sectionally invites confusion. If they
are to be detected, agenda setting effects must be investigated over time.

Though few in number, dynamic tests of agenda setting do fare better than their cross-
sectional counterparts. Funkhouser (1973), for example, found substantial concurrence
between the amount and timing of attention paid to various problems in the national press
between 1960 and 1970 and the importance accorded problems by the American public.
These results were fortified by MacKuen’s more sophisticated and more genuinely
dynamic analysis (MacKuen & Coombs, 1981). MacKuen discovered that over the past
two decades fluctuations in public concern for problems like civil rights, Vietnam, crime,
and infla tion closely reflected changes over time in the attention paid to them by the
national media.

For essentially the same reasons that motivate dynamic analysis, we have undertaken a
pair of experimental investigations of media agenda setting. Experiments, like dynamic
analysis, are well equipped to monitor processes like agenda setting, which take place
over time. Experiments also possess important advantages. Most notably, they enable
authoritative conclusions about cause (Cook & Campbell, 1978). In our experiments in
particular, we systematically manipulated the attention that network news programs
devoted to various national problems. We did this by unobtrusively inserting into news
broadcasts stories provided by the Vanderbilt Television News Archive. Participants in
our experiments were led to believe that they were simply watching the evening news. In
fact, some participants viewed news programs dotted with stories about energy shortages;
other participants saw nothing about energy at all. By experimentally manipulating the
media’s agenda, we can decisively test Lippmann’s assertion that the problems that
media decide are important become so in the minds of the public.

Our experimental approach also permits us to examine a different though equally
consequential version of agenda setting. By attending to some problems and ignoring
others, media may also alter the standards by which people evaluate government. We call
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this “priming.” Consider, for example, that early in a presidential primary season, the
national press becomes fascinated by a dramatic international crisis, at the expense of
covering worsening economic problems at home. One consequence may be that the
public will worry more about the foreign crisis and less about economic woes: classical
agenda setting. But in addition, the public’s evaluation of the president may now be
dominated by his apparent success in the handling of the crisis; his management (or
mismanagement) of the economy may now count for rather little. Our point here is
simply that fluctuations in the importance of evaluational standards may well depend on
fluctuations in the attention each receives in the press.

Another advantage of experimentation is the opportunity it offers to examine
individual-level processes that might account for agenda setting. Here we explore two.
According to the first, more news coverage of a problem leads to the acquisition and
retention of more information about the problem, which in turn leads to the judgment of
the problem as more important. According to the second, news coverage of a problem
provokes the viewer to consider the claims being advanced; depending on the character
of these ruminations, agenda setting will be more or less powerful.

In sum, we will: (a) provide authoritative experimental evidence on the degree to
which the priorities of the evening newscasts affect the public’s agenda; (b) examine
whether network news’ priorities also affect the importance the public attaches to various
standards in its presidential evaluations; and (c) further exploit the virtues of
experimentation by exploring individual cognitive processes that might underlie agenda
setting.

Method

Overview

Residents of the New Haven, Connecticut area participated in one of two experiments,
each of which spanned six consecutive days. The first experiment was designed to assess
the feasibility of our approach and took place in November 1980, shortly after the
presidential election. Experiment 2, a more elaborate and expanded replication of
Experiment 1, took place in late February 1981.

In both experiments, participants came to two converted Yale University offices to
take part in a study of television newscasts. On the first day, participants completed a
questionnaire that covered a wide range of political topics, including the importance of
various national problems. Over the next four days participants viewed what were
represented to be videotape recordings of the preceding evening’s network newscast.
Unknown to the participants, portions of the newscasts had been altered to provide
sustained coverage of a certain national problem. On the final day of the experiment (24
hours after the last broadcast), participants completed a second questionnaire that again
included the measures of problem importance.

Experiment 1 focused on alleged weaknesses in U.S. defense capability and employed
two conditions. One group of participants (N=13) saw several stories about inadequacies
in American defense preparedness (four stories totalling 18 minutes over four days).
Participants in the control group saw newscasts with no defense-related stories (N=15). In
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Experiment 2, we expanded the test of agenda setting and examined three problems,
requiring three conditions. In one group (N =15), participants viewed newscasts
emphasizing (as in Experiment 1) inadequacies in U.S. defense preparedness (five stories,
17 minutes). The second group (N=14) saw newscasts emphasizing pollution of the
environment (five stories, 15 minutes). The third group (N=15) saw newscasts with
steady coverage of inflation (eight stories, 21 minutes). Each condition in Experiment 2
was characterized not only by a concentration of stories on the appropriate target
problem, but also by deliberate omission of stories dealing with the two other problems
under examination.

Participants

Participants in both experiments responded by telephone to classified advertisements
promising payment ($20) in return for taking part in research on television. As hoped,
this procedure produced a heterogeneous pool of participants, roughly representative of
the New Haven population. Participants ranged in age from 19 to 63, averaging 26 in
Experiment 1 and 35 in Experiment 2. They were drawn primarily from blue collar and
clerical occupations. Approximately 30 percent were temporarily out of work or
unemployed. Blacks made up 25 percent and women, 54 percent of the participants in
Experiment 1 and 10 percent and 61 percent, respectively, in Experiment 2.

Participants were first scheduled for one of several daily sessions. Each of these
sessions, with between five and ten individuals, was then randomly assigned to one of the
two conditions in Experiment 1, or one of the three conditions in Experiment 2. Random
assignment was successful. Participants in the defense condition in Experiment 1 did not
differ at all in their demographic characteristics, in their political orientations, or in their
political involvement from their counterparts in the control condition, according to day 1
assessments. The sole exception to this pattern—the control group had a significantly
larger proportion of black participants (38 vs. 15 percent, p< .05)—is innocuous, since
race is unrelated to the dependent variables. And in Experiment 2, across many
demographic and attitudinal pretreatment comparisons, only two statistically significant
differences emerged: participants in the defense condition reported watching television
news somewhat more often (p<.05), and participants in the pollution condition were
somewhat less Democratic (p <.03). To correct for this, party identification has been
included as a control variable, where appropriate, in the analyses reported below.

Manipulating the Networks’ Agenda

On the evening before each day’s session, the evening national newscast of either ABC
or NBC was recorded. For each of the conditions being prepared, this broadcast was then
copied, but with condition-inappropriate stories deleted and condition-appropriate stories
inserted. Inserted stories were actual news stories previously broadcast by ABC or NBC
that were acquired from the Vanderbilt Television News Archive (VTNA). In practice,
the actual newscast was left substantially intact except for the insertion of a news story
from the VTNA pool, with a condition-irrelevant story normally deleted in compensation.
All insertions and deletions were made in the middle portion of the newscast and were
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spread evenly across experimental days. In Experiment 1 the first newscast was left
unaltered in order to allay any suspicions on the part of the participants, and for the next
three days a single news story describing inadequacies in U.S. military preparedness was
inserted into the broadcasts. Similar procedures were followed in Experiment 2, except
that we added material to all four newscasts. The stories comprising the treatments in
both experiments are listed and described in the Appendix.*

Avoiding Experimental Artifacts

In both experiments we undertook precautions to guard against “demand characteristics”
(Orne, 1962)—cues in the experimental setting that communicate to participants what is
expected of them. In the first place, we initially presented to participants a diverting but
wholly plausible account of our purpose: namely, to understand better how the public
evaluates news programs. Participants were told that it was necessary for them to watch
the news at Yale to ensure that everyone watched the same newscast under uniform
conditions. Second, editing was performed with sophisticated video equipment that
permitted the cutting, adding, and rearranging of news stories without interrupting the
newscast’s coherence. Third, though key questionnaire items were repeated from pretest
to posttest, they were embedded within a host of questions dealing with political affairs,
thus reducing their prominence. The success of these precautions is suggested by
postexperimental discussions. Not a single participant expressed any skepticism about
either experiment’s real purpose.

We also tried to minimize the participants’ sense that they were being tested. We
never implied that they should pay special attention to the broadcasts. Indeed, we
deliberately arranged a setting that was casual and informal and encouraged participants
to watch the news just as they did at home. They viewed the broadcasts in small groups,
occasionally chatted with their neighbors, and seemed to pay only sporadic attention to
each day’s broadcast. Although we cannot be certain, our experimental setting appeared
to recreate the natural context quite faithfully.

Results

Setting the Public Agenda

We measured problem importance with four questions that appeared in both the
pretreatment and posttreatment questionnaires. For each of eight national problems,
participants rated the problem’s importance, the need for more government action, their
personal concern, and the extent to which they discussed each with friends. Because
responses were strongly intercorrelated across the four items, we formed simple additive
indices for each problem. In principle, each ranges from four (low importance) to twenty
(high importance).?

The agenda-setting hypothesis demands that viewers adjust their beliefs about the
importance of problems in response to the amount of coverage problems receive in the
media. In our experiments, the hypothesis was tested by computing adjusted change
scores for the importance indices and then making comparisons across conditions.
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Adjusted change scores measure the extent to which pretest responses underpredict or
over-predict using Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression posttest responses (Kessler,
1978). Participants whose posttest scores exceeded that predicted by their pretest scores
received positive scores on the adjusted change measure; those whose posttest scores fell
short of that predicted received negative scores.

Table 7.1 presents the adjusted change scores for each of the eight problems inquired
about in Experiment 1. In keeping with the agenda-setting hypothesis, for defense
preparedness but for no other problem, the experimental treatment exerted a statistically
significant effect (p<.05). Participants whose news programs were dotted with stories
alleging the vulnerability of U.S. defense capability grew more concerned about defense
over the experiment’s 6 days. The effect is significant substantively as well as
statistically. On the first day of the experiment, viewers in the experimental group ranked
defense sixth out of eight problems, behind inflation, pollution, unemployment, energy,
and civil rights. After exposure to the newscasts, however, defense ranked second,
trailing only inflation. (Among viewers in the control group, meanwhile, the relative
position of defense remained stable.)

Experiment 2 contributes further support to classical agenda setting. As in Experiment
1, participants were randomly assigned to a condition—this time to one of three
conditions, corresponding to an emphasis upon defense preparedness, pollution, or
inflation. Changes in the importance of defense, pollution, and inflation are shown in
Table 7.2. There the classical agenda setting hypothesis is supported in two of three
comparisons. Participants exposed to a steady stream of news about defense or about
pollution came to believe that defense or pollution were more consequential problems. In
each case, the shifts surpassed statistical significance. No agenda setting effects were
found for inflation, however. With the special clarity of hindsight, we attribute this single
failure to the very great importance participants assigned to inflation before the

TABLE 7.1. Adjusted Change Scores for
Problem Importance: Experiment 1

Condition

Problem Defense Control

Defense* .90 -.79
Inflation —.49 .23
Energy —-.40 22
Drug addiction -.19 —-.48
Corruption -.67 .05
Pollution —-.58 .60
Unemployment .28 .54
Civil rights =27 -.27

*p<.05, one-tailed t-test.



Experimental Demonstrations of the "Not-So-Minimal" 187

TABLE 7.2. Adjusted Change Scores for
Problem Importance: Experiment 2

Condition
Problem Pollution Inflation Defense
Pollution 1.53** =71 -.23
Inflation =11 A1 —-.06
Defense —.44 -.34 76*
*p<.05.
**p<.01.

experiment. Where twenty represents the maximum score, participants began Experiment
2 with an average importance score for inflation of 18.5!

As in Experiment 1, the impact of the media agenda could also be discerned in changes in
the rank ordering of problems. Among participants in the defense condition, defense
moved from sixth to fourth, whereas pollution rose from fifth to second among viewers in
that treatment group. Within the pooled control groups, in the meantime, the importance
ranks of the two problems did not budge.

Taken together, the evidence from the two experiments strongly supports the classical
agenda-setting hypothesis. With a single and, we think, forgivable exception, viewers
exposed to news devoted to a particular problem become more convinced of its
importance. Network news programs seem to possess a powerful capacity to shape the
public’s agenda.

Priming and Presidential Evaluations

Next we take up the question of whether the media’s agenda also alters the standards
people use in evaluating their president. This requires measures of ratings of presidential
performance in the designated problem areas—national defense in Experiment 1, defense,
pollution, and inflation in Experiment 2—as well as measures of overall appraisal of the
president. For the first, participants rated Carter’s performance from “very good” to “very
poor” on each of eight problems including “maintaining a strong military,” “protecting
the environment from pollution,” and “managing the economy.” We measured overall
evaluation of President Carter in three ways: a single five-point rating of Carter’s
“overall performance as president”; an additive index based on three separate ratings of
Carter’s competence; and an additive index based on three separate ratings of Carter’s
integrity.’

In both Experiments 1 and 2, within each condition, we then correlated judgments of
President Carter’s performance on a particular problem with rating of his overall
performance, his competence, and his integrity. (In fact these are partial correlations.
Given the powerful effects of partisanship on political evaluations of the kind under
examination here, we thought it prudent to partial out the effects of party identification.
Party identification was measured in both experiments by the standard seven-point
measure, collapsed for the purpose of analysis into three categories.)
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At the outset, we expected these partial correlations to conform to two predictions.
First, when evaluating the president, participants will weigh evidence partly as a function
of the agenda set by their news programs. Participants exposed to stories that question
U.S. defense capability will take Carter’s performance on defense into greater account in
evaluating Carter overall than will participants whose attention is directed elsewhere; that
is, the partial correlations should vary according to the broadcasts’ preoccupations, in
keeping with the priming hypothesis. Second, the priming effect will follow a semantic
gradient. Specifically, priming is expected to be most pronounced in judgments of
Carter’s overall performance as president, somewhat less apparent in judgments of his
competence, a personal trait relevant to performance; and to be least discernible in
judgments of his integrity, a personal trait irrelevant to performance.

Experiment 1 treated our two predictions unevenly. As Table 7.3 indicates, the first
prediction is corroborated in two of three comparisons. Steady coverage of defense did
strengthen the relationship between judgments of Carter’s defense performance and
evaluations of his overall job performance, and between judgments of Carter’s defense
performance and integrity, as predicted. However, the relationship reverses on judgments
of Carter’s competence. And as for our second prediction, Experiment 1 provides only
the faintest encouragement.

TABLE 7.3. Correlations Between Overall
Evaluations of Carter and Judgments of
Carter’s Performance on Defense as a Function
of News Coverage: Experiment 1

Coverage emphasizes defense Coverage neglects defense

Carter’s overall performance .59 .38
Carter’s competence .03 .58
Carter’s integrity 31 A1

Table entries are first-order Pearson partial correlations, with party identification held constant.

More encouraging is the evidence provided by Experiment 2. As Table 7.4 indicates, our
first prediction is upheld in eight of nine comparisons, usually handsomely, and as
predicted, the effects are most striking for evaluations of Carter’s overall performance,
intermediate (and somewhat irregular) for judgments of his competence, and fade away
altogether for judgments of his integrity.

In sum, Experiments 1 and 2 furnish considerable, if imperfect, evidence for priming.
The media’s agenda does seem to alter the standards people use in evaluating the
president. Although the patterns are not as regular as we would like, priming also appears
to follow the anticipated pattern. A president’s overall reputation, and, to a lesser extent,
his apparent competence, both depend on the presentations of network news programs.
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TABLE 7.4. Correlations Between Overall
Evaluations of Carter and Judgments of
Carter’s Performance on Specific Problems as a
Function of News Coverage: Experiment 2

Coverage emphasizes  Coverage neglects
defense defense
Carter’s overall .88 53
performance
Carter’s competence .79 .58
Carter’s integrity 13 =17
Coverage emphasizes  Coverage neglects
pollution pollution
Carter’s overall .63 42
performance
Carter’s competence 47 .56
Carter’s integrity .33 15
Coverage emphasizes  Coverage neglects
inflation inflation
Carter’s overall .63 .39
performance
Carter’s competence 71 .38
Carter’s integrity .07 .08

Table entries are first-order Pearson partial correlations, with party identification held constant.

Mediation of Agenda Setting

Having established the consequences of the media’s priorities, we turn finally to an
investigation of their mediation. One strong possibility is information recall. More news
coverage of a problem leads to the acquisition and retention of more information. More
information, in turn, leads individuals to conclude that the problem is important.

Participants in both experiments were asked to describe “what the news story was
about” and “how the story was presented” for each story they could recall something
about. We coded both the number of stories as well as the volume of information
participants were able to recall. We then correlated recall with participants’ posttest
beliefs about the importance of the target problem, controlling for their pretest beliefs.

In Experiment 1 the partial correlation using the number of defense stories recalled
was —13 (ns); in the case of volume of defense information recalled it was even tinier
(=.03). The recall hypothesis also failed in Experiment 2. Here, for reasons of parsimony,
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we pooled the importance and recall data across the three conditions. The appropriate
partial correlation between the number of news stories recalled and posttest importance,
controlling for pretest importance was —20 (ns). Recall of information seems a most
unlikely mediator of agenda setting.

The failure of the recall hypothesis led us to consider a second possibility, that agenda
setting might be mediated by covert evaluations triggered by the news stories. This hunch
is consistent with a growing body of experimental research in which people are invited to
record their thoughts as a persuasive message is presented. These thoughts are later
classified as unfavorable, favorable, or as neutral to the persuasive message. It turns out
that attitude change is predicted powerfully by the intensity and direction of such covert
evaluations: the greater the number of unfavorable reactions, the lower the level of
attitude change and vice versa. (For a detailed review of these experiments see Petty,
Ostrom, & Brock, 1980.)

This result extends with little effort to agenda setting. Viewers less able or willing to
counterargue with a news presentation should be more vulnerable to agenda setting. To
test this hypothesis, participants in Experiment 2 were asked to list “any thoughts,
reactions, or feelings” about each news story they recalled. These responses were then
scored for the number of counterarguments, with an average inter-coder correlation
across the three treatment problems of .86. Consistent with the covert evaluation
hypothesis, such counterarguing was inversely related to increases in problem
importance. The partial correlation between the number of counterarguments (concerning
news stories about the treatment problem) and posttest importance, controlling for initial
importance was —.49 (p<.05) in the defense treatment group; —.35 (ns) in the inflation
treatment group; and —.56 (p<.05) in the pollution treatment group. Pooled across
conditions, the partial correlation was —.40 (p<.05).*

And who are the counterarguers? They are the politically involved: those who claimed
to follow public affairs closely, who reported a higher level of political activity, and who
possessed more political knowledge. Of these three factors, political knowledge appeared
to be the most consequential. In a regression analysis, pooling across the experimental
groups, counterarguing was strongly predicted only by political knowledge (Beta=.43,
p<.05).

To summarize, agenda setting is strengthened to the degree audience members fail to
counterargue. Agenda setting appears to be mediated, not by the information viewers
recall, but by the covert evaluations triggered by the news presentations. Those with little
political information to begin with are most vulnerable to agenda setting. The well
informed resist agenda setting through effective counterarguing, a maneuver not so
available to the less informed.

Conclusion

Fifty years and much inconclusive empirical fussing later, our experiments decisively
sustain Lippmann’s suspicion that media provide compelling descriptions of a public
world that people cannot directly experience. We have shown that by ignoring some
problems and attending to others, television news programs profoundly affect which
problems viewers take seriously. This is so especially among the politically naive, who
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seem unable to challenge the pictures and narrations that appear on their television sets.
We have also discovered another pathway of media influence: priming. Problems
prominently positioned in television broadcasts loom large in evaluations of presidential
performance.®

How long do these experimental effects persist? We cannot say with certainty. Our
results are generally consistent with MacKuen’s time-series analysis of agenda setting,
which finds news media to exert persisting effects on the judgments the public makes
regarding the country’s most important problems (MacKuen & Combs, 1981). We also
know that our experimental effects survive at substantial levels for at least 24 hours, since
posttests in both experiments were administered a full day after the final broadcast. This
is a crucial interval. The dissemination of television news is of course periodic, typically
following cycles of 24 hours or less. The regularity and frequency of broadcasts mean
that classical agenda setting and priming are, for most people, continuous processes.
When news presentations develop priorities, even if rather subtle ones as in our
experiments, viewers’ beliefs are affected—and affected again as new priorities arise.

Political Implications

We do not mean our results to be taken as an indication of political mischief at the
networks. In deciding what to cover, editors and journalists are influenced most by
organizational routines, internal power struggles, and commercial imperatives (Epstein,
1973; Hirsch, 1975). This leaves little room for political motives.

Unintentional though they are, the political consequences of the media’s priorities
seem enormous. Policy makers may never notice, may choose to ignore, or may postpone
indefinitely consideration of problems that have little standing among the public. In a
parallel way, candidates for political office not taken seriously by news organizations
quickly discover that neither are they taken seriously by anybody else. And the
ramifications of priming, finally, are most unlikely to be politically evenhanded. Some
presidents, at some moments, will be advantaged; others will be undone.

Psychological Foundations

On the psychological side, the classical agenda setting effect may be a particular
manifestation of a general inclination in human inference—an inclination to overvalue
“salient” evidence. Extensive experimental research indicates that under diverse settings,
the judgments people make are swayed inordinately by evidence that is incidentally
salient. Conspicuous evidence is generally accorded importance exceeding its inferential
value; logically consequential but perceptually innocuous evidence is accorded less (for
reviews of this research, see Taylor & Fiske, 1978; Nisbett & Ross, 1980).

The analogy with agenda setting is very close. As in experimental investigations of
salience, television newscasts direct viewers to consider some features of public life and
to ignore others. As in research on salience, viewers’ recall of information seems to have
little to do with shifts in their beliefs (Fiske, Kenny, & Taylor, 1982). Although this
analogy provides reassurance that classic agenda setting is not psychologically peculiar, it
also suggests an account of agenda setting that is unsettling in its particulars. Taylor and
Fiske (1978) characterize the process underlying salience effects as “automatic.”
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Perceptually prominent information captures attention; greater attention, in turn, leads
automatically to greater influence.

Judgments are not always reached so casually, however; according to their
retrospective accounts, our participants occasionally quarreled with the newscasts and
occasionally actively agreed with them. Counterarguing was especially common among
the politically informed. Expertise seems to provide viewers with an internal means for
competing with the networks. Agenda setting may reflect a mix of processes therefore:
automatic imprinting among the politically naive; critical deliberation among the
politically expert.

Alterations in the standards by which presidents are evaluated, our second major
finding, may also reflect an automatic process, but of a different kind. Several recent
psychological experiments have shown that the criteria by which complex stimuli are
judged can be profoundly altered by their prior (and seemingly incidental) activation.
(For an excellent summary, see Higgins & King, 1981.) As do these results, our findings
support Collins and Loftus’s (1975) “spreading-activation” hypothesis. According to
Collins and Loftus, when a concept is activated—as by extended media coverage—other
linked concepts are made automatically accessible. Hence when participants were asked
to evaluate President Carter after a week’s worth of stories exposing weaknesses in
American defense capability, defense performance as a general category was
automatically accessible and therefore relatively powerful in determining ratings of
President Carter.

Methodological Pluralism

Over 20 years ago, Carl Hovland urged that the study of communication be based on field
and experimental research (Hovland, 1959; also see Converse, 1970). We agree. Of
course, experimentation has problems of its own, which our studies do not fully escape.
That our participants represent no identifiable population, that our research setting
departs in innumerable small ways from the natural communication environment, that the
news programs we created might distort what would actually be seen on network
newscasts—each raises questions about the external validity of our results. Do our
findings generalize to other settings, treatments, and populations—and to the American
public’s consumption of evening news particularly? We think they do. We took care to
avoid a standard pitfall of experimentation—the so-called college sophomore problem—
by encouraging diversity in experimental participants. We undertook extra precautions to
recreate the natural communication environment: participants watched the broadcasts in
small groups in an informal and relaxed setting. And we were careful not to tamper with
standard network practice in constituting our experimental presentations.

Limitations of experimentation—worries about external validity especially—
correspond of course to strengths in survey-based communication research. This
complementarity argues for methodological pluralism. We hope our results contribute to
a revitalization of Hovland’s dialogue between experimental and survey-based inquiries
into political communication.
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NOTES
1. Had participants viewed the actual newscasts each evening and compared them to the version
presented on the subsequent day, they might well have discovered our alterations. This
possibility was circumvented by instructing participants not to view the national network
newscasts at home during the week of the study.
2. The wording of these items is given below:

Please indicate how important you consider these problems to be.

Should the federal government do more to develop solutions to these
problems, even if it means raising taxes? How much do you yourself
care about these problems? These days how much do you talk about
these problems? Index reliability was assessed with Cronbach’s
Alpha. In Experiment 1, the obtained values for the defense
importance indices were .77 and .79. In Experiment 2, the alpha
values ranged from .69 to .89.

3. On the importance of and distinction between competence and integrity, consult Kinder,
Abelson, and Peters 1981. The specific trait terms were smart, weak, knowledgeable
(competence), and immoral, power-hungry, dishonest (integrity). The terms were presented
as follows: How well do the following terms describe former President Carter: extremely
well, quite well, not too well, or not well at all? The average intercorrelation among the
competence traits was .43 in Experiment 1 and .62 in Experiment 2. For the integrity traits
the correlations were .60 and .30.

4. Typical counterarguments were: in the defense condition a viewer reacted to a story depicting
Soviet superiority over the U.S. in the realm of chemical warfare by saying, “The story was
very one sided and made me feel even more strongly that the military is overfunded.” In the
pollution condition, a viewer reacted to a story on the evils of toxic waste: “Overdone—
reporter admitted to no evidence to link this with lung disease.” Counterarguments with
respect to inflation news were comparatively rare. Most came in the form of remarks critical
of President Reagan’s proposed cuts in social programs.

5. These results work against the claim that the classical agenda setting and priming effects are
special products of artificially high levels of attention induced by our experimental setting.
In the first place, as we argued earlier, attention did not seem to be artificially high. Second,
the information recall results imply the greater the attention, the less (marginally) beliefs are
changed. Third, the counterarguing results imply, similarly, that the more “alert” viewers
are, the more able they are to defend themselves against the media’s priorities. All this
suggests that our experimental setting, if anything, underestimates the influence of network
news.

6. In a pair of experiments conducted since the two reported here, we found additional strong
support both for classical agenda setting and for priming. The new experiments
demonstrated also that priming depends not only on making certain evidence prominent but
also on its relevance; priming was augmented when news presentations portrayed the
president as responsible for a problem (lyengar, Kinder, & Peters, 1982).
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APPENDIX
Day Network Length Content
(min)
Experiment 1

1 ABC 1.40* Increases in defense spending to be proposed by the incoming
Reagan Administration.

2 ABC 4.40 Special assignment report on the declining role of the U.S. as the
“arsenal of democracy.” Story notes the declining level of weapons
production since the early seventies and points out the consequences
on U.S. ability to respond militarily.

NBC 4.40 Special segment report on U.S. military options in the event of Soviet
aggression in the Persian Gulf region. Story highlights Soviet
superiority in conventional forces and tanks and suggests that a U.S.
“rapid deployment force,” if used, would be overwhelmed.
4 ABC 1.10* Air crash in Egypt during joint U.S.-Egyptian military exercises.
4.30 Special assignment report on the low level of education among

incoming military recruits. Describes resulting difficulty in the use of
advanced equipment and shows remedial education programs in
place.

Day Network Length Content

(min)
Experiment 2
Defense
1 ABC 4.40 Declining role of the U.S. as the “arsenal of democracy” (see above).
2 NBC 4.00 Special report on the readiness of the National Guard. Notes
dilapidated equipment being used and lack of training among
members.
3 NBC 3.00* Growing U.S. involvement in El Salvador; draws parallel with
Vietnam.

4 ABC 2.00 Deteriorating U.S.-USSR relations over El Salvador.
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4 ABC
Pollution

1 ABC
2 ABC
3 NBC
4 ABC
Inflation

1 ABC
2 ABC
3 NBC
4 ABC

4.00

2.20
2.10

2.40

2.10*

5.10

2.30*

2.20*
2.20*
4.10

3.00*

1.20*
3.00

2.30*

Special report on U.S. capability to withstand a chemical attack.
Story highlights the disparity in the production of nerve gases
between the U.S. and USSR and notes the vulnerability of U.S.
forces to chemical weapons.

Congressional hearings on toxic waste in Memphis.

Report on asbestos pollution in the soil and resulting dangers to
health for residents of the area.

Toxic dumping in a Massachusetts community and the high rate of
leukemia among the town’s children.

Underground coal fire in Pennsylvania; carbon monoxide fumes
entering residents’ homes.

Special feature on the growing dangers from toxic waste disposal
sites across the nation. Sites shown in Michigan, Missouri,
Louisiana, and California.

Reagan’s approach to inflation to concentrate on government
spending reductions. Results of a public opinion poll concerning cuts
in government spending reported.

Taxpayers in Michigan protest the high level of taxes.
Reagan’s plans to deal with inflation discussed.

Special report on supply-side economics as a means of controlling
inflation; views of various economists presented.

Latest cost of living statistics announced in Washington and reaction
from the Administration and Congress.

Reaganomics discussed at a House committee hearing.

Special report on economic problems in the U.S. and the prospects
for improvement under the Reagan Administration.

Democrats attack the proposed cuts in social services and programs.

*Story appeared live in original newscast.



READING 8
Altering the Foundations of Support for the
President through Priming

Jon A.Krosnick ¢ Ohio State University
Donald R.Kinder « University of Michigan

The disclosure that high officials within the Reagan administration had covertly diverted
to the Nicaraguan Contras funds obtained from the secret sale of weapons to Iran
provides us with a splendid opportunity to examine how the foundations of popular
support shift when dramatic events occur According to our theory of priming, the more
attention media pay to a particular domain—the more the public is primed with it—the
more citizens will incorporate what they know about that domain into their overall
judgment of the president. Data from the 1986 National Election Study confirm that
intervention in Central America loomed larger in the public’s assessment of President
Reagan’s performance after the Iran-Contra disclosure than before. Priming was most
pronounced for aspects of public opinion most directly implicated by the news coverage,
more apparent in political novices’ judgments than political experts’, and stronger in the
evaluations of Reagan’s overall performance than in assessments of his character.

Presidents who are popular in the country tend to have their way in Washington.
Popularity is a vital political resource, perhaps the president’s single most important base
of power (Neustadt, 1960; Ostrom & Simon, 1985; Rivers & Rose, 1985). Popularity, in
turn, depends on the prevailing economic, social, and political conditions of the times.
Unemployment, inflation, economic growth, flagrant violations of public trust, the human
toll of war, sharply focused international crises, dramatic displays of presidential
authority—all affect the president’s standing with the public at large (Hibbs, Rivers, &
Vasilatos, 1982a, 1982b; Kernell, 1978; MacKuen, 1983; Ostrom & Simon, 1985). A
president’s popularity (and therefore his power) is shaped by large events played on a
national and international stage.

Our purpose here is to illuminate in greater detail the foundations of public support for
the U.S. president by taking an approach different from, but complementary to, the one
that now dominates research. In the dominant approach, time series statistical methods
are applied to aggregated public opinion data. The typical model includes a handful of
macroeconomic measures, an indicator or two to reflect the costs of war, and a
miscellaneous set of measures to stand for crises, scandals, domestic unrest, presidential
initiatives, and more. Although this approach can point with authority to the important
national and international events that drive change in popular support in the aggregate, it
cannot tell us about the dynamics of individual change. The aggregate time series results
may tell us that scandal weakens the president’s support with the public but not how
scandal affects the thinking of individual citizens. Other than making the analytically
convenient but highly unrealistic claim of homogeneity (that all citizens react in exactly
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the same way), the time series work is silent on what, exactly, citizens are doing. It does
not and cannot tell us what is happening at the individual level.*

Our approach is to examine processes of change in popular support for a president at
the level of the individual citizen, with the goal of informing and enriching aggregate
studies of presidential popularity. We pursue this ambition by looking closely at citizens’
responses to a single event—the highly publicized and dramatic revelation, on 25
November 1986, that funds received by the United States from the sale of arms to Iran
had been secretly channeled by members of President Reagan’s National Security
Council to the Nicaraguan Contras. We treat the Iran-Contra revelation as a critical test
for a theory—which we call priming—that claims to provide a comprehensive and
psychologically plausible account of how citizens formulate and revise their views of
presidential performance.

The Iran-Contra Connection

The Iran-Contra drama began to unfold on 3 November 1986, when a Lebanese magazine
reported that Robert C.McFarlane, the President’s National Security Advisor, had
secretly visited Tehran and that the United States had subsequently sent arms to Iran. In
the face of mounting pressure from the news media, President Reagan went public on 13
November, disclosing that a “diplomatic initiative” with Iran had in fact been under way
for some 18 months. The purpose of the initiative, he said, was to forge a new
relationship with Iran, to bring an honorable end to the Iran-lraq war, to eliminate state-
sponsored terrorism, and to secure the safe return of the U.S. hostages held in Lebanon.
Reagan went on to say that as part of this diplomatic initiative, he had authorized “the
transfer of small amounts of defensive weapons and spare parts.” He assailed the “wildly
speculative false stories about arms for hostages and alleged ransom payments” and
concluded with the emphatic declaration, “We did not—repeat, did not—trade weapons
or anything else for hostages nor will we,” a claim he repeated in a nationally televised
news conference on 19 November.

On 25 November, the focus of the brewing scandal shifted abruptly away from Iran and
the arms-for-hostages question. At noon that day, Attorney General Meese announced to
a national television audience that funds obtained from the secret sale of weapons to Iran
had been channeled to the Contras fighting to overthrow the Sandinista government in
Nicaragua. The diversion of funds had been accomplished through a covert operation
managed by members of the president’s National Security Council (NSC). President
Reagan then disclosed that Vice Admiral John Poindexter, director of the NSC, had
resigned and that staff member Oliver North had been dismissed.
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These remarkable revelations immediately took over the national news: suddenly, and
dramatically, Nicaragua and aid to the Contras were the focus of front-page stories (see
Figure 8.1).% Such news was not good for President Reagan’s popularity. Figure 8.2
presents results from polls conducted by Gallup, ABC with the Washington Post, and
CBS with the New York Times. All three register sharp declines in public support for
President Reagan’s performance, roughly coincident with the Iran-Contra revelation. It is
impossible to estimate from these data how much of the decline in Reagan’s popularity
should be traced directly to disclosure of the Iran-Contra connection alone, but it is clear
that the events of November significantly shook citizens’ confidence in their president.

A Theory of Priming

Equipped with our theory of priming, we believe that Reagan’s declining popularity can
be explained, in part, by the conjunction of two facts: (1) the media’s newfound
fascination with covert aid to the Contras and (2) the public’s opposition to intervention
in Central America. According to the priming theory, when faced with a judgment or
choice, people ordinarily do not take all plausible considerations into account, carefully
examine and weigh all their implications, and then integrate them all into a summary
decision. People typically forgo such exhaustive analysis and instead employ intuitive
shortcuts and simple rules of thumb (Kahneman, Slovic, & Tversky, 1982). One such
heuristic is to rely upon information that is most accessible in memory, information that
comes to mind spontaneously and effortlessly when a judgment must be made (Fischhoff,
Slovic, & Lichtenstein, 1980; Higgins & King, 1981; Taylor, 1982; Tversky &
Kahneman, 1981). When asked to evaluate a president’s performance, U.S. citizens
generally focus only on the aspects of their knowledge that happen to be most accessible
at the time of judgment.

In turn, what information is accessible for presidential evaluations is determined by
the prevailing economic, social, and political conditions of the times. For their knowledge
about such conditions, most citizens of course rely on information and analysis provided
by mass media. This means that the standards citizens use to judge a president may be
substantially determined by which stories media choose to cover and, consequently,
which considerations are made accessible. The more attention the news pays to a
particular domain—the more frequently it is primed—the more citizens will, according to
the theory, incorporate what they know about that domain into their overall judgment of
the president. Hence, by calling attention to some matters while ignoring others, news
media may alter the foundations of public opinion toward the president.

This central claim of priming has been supported handsomely in a series of realistic
experimental tests (lyengar & Kinder, 1987; lyengar et al., 1984; lyengar, Peters, &
Kinder, 1982). When primed by television news stories focusing on national defense,
people judge the president largely by how well he has provided, as they see it, for the
nation’s defense. When primed by stories about inflation, people evaluate the president
by how he has managed, in their view, to keep prices down. The empirical support for
priming is strong; but so far it comes entirely from experimental studies. While
experiments have genuine advantages, they also suffer inescapable limitations.
Dependable conclusions about priming—or anything else—are based most securely in
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corroboration across different methods. So a demonstration of priming in a natural and
politically consequential setting, free of the limitations of the experimental laboratory,
would considerably bolster confidence in the phenomenon.

Priming and the Iran-Contra Connection

The Iran-Contra disclosure provided us with a perfect opportunity to undertake such a
test. We do so by exploiting the serendipitous fact that as the attorney general was
making his announcement on 25 November, Survey Research Center interviewers were
busy questioning citizens all across the country as part of the 1986 National Election
Study. That the attorney general’s announcement came roughly midway through the 1986
study enables us to see whether, as the theory of priming requires, citizens who happened
to be interviewed after the Iran-Contra disclosure evaluated President Reagan more in
line with their views on U.S. intervention in Central America than did those (otherwise
comparable) citizens who happened to be interviewed before the story broke. If public
assessments of the president’s performance do indeed depend upon which pieces of
political memory come most readily to mind, surely the Iran-Contra disclosure should
have enhanced the impact of Central American policy on the public’s view of Reagan.

In addition to testing this general hypothesis, we also evaluated three more detailed
claims. The first pertains to the degree of correspondence between the news stories that
constitute the prime and the opinions that are the target of priming. Several experimental
results suggest a specificity to priming—that news coverage influences only the aspects
of public opinion that are directly and immediately implicated by the story (e.g., lyengar
& Kinder, 1987). In the Iran-Contra context we would expect priming to be most
pronounced on the questions of aid to the Contras and U.S. intervention in Central
America, less evident on the abstract principle of whether the United States should
generally intervene in other countries, still less apparent on judgments of U.S. power and
prestige in the world, and invisible on matters completely unconnected to the Iran-Contra
disclosure, such as the health of the national economy or the desirability of federal
programs that assist blacks.

We also used the Iran-Contra revelation to examine whether some citizens are more
susceptible to priming than others. We focused in particular on expertise. Compared to
novices, experts know more about a particular domain; and their knowledge is better
organized (Fiske & Kinder, 1981). Political experts and novices may react differently to
changes in the media’s agenda for a number of reasons: (1) because their knowledge is
denser and better organized, experts possess a greater and more flexible ability to deal
with new information and to interpret it in ways consistent with their prior convictions
(Fiske, Kinder, & Larter, 1983); (2) because experts possess more informational support
for their beliefs, they may be harder to budge; and (3) drawing attention to a particular
aspect of national life may only remind experts of what they already know. In a pair of
early experiments, experts were indeed relatively immune to priming by television news
(lyengar et al., 1984). But in subsequent experiments (reported in lyengar & Kinder,
1987) this result disappeared, so the significance of expertise in conditioning the impact
of news coverage is presently unclear. Here we will see whether novices were more
primed by the Iran-Contra revelations than were experts.
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Finally, we examined whether news coverage altered the foundations of the public’s
judgments of President Reagan’s character, particularly judgments of his competence
and integrity in addition to judgments of his performance. The experimental results
suggest that the impact of priming on judgments of presidential performance is greater
than on judgments of presidential character but that judgments of character also seem to
depend to some degree on which aspects of national life news media choose to cover.
Because the 1986 National Election Study included questions measuring the public’s
view of President Reagan’s competence and integrity, we can pursue these results in the
context of the Iran-Contra affair.

Data

Our investigation draws on the 1986 National Election Study (NES) carried out by the
Center for Political Studies of the Institute for Social Research at the University of
Michigan. Following the November national election, face-to-face interviews were
conducted with a national probability sample of 2,176 U.S. citizens of voting age. We
confined our analysis to the 1,086 individuals who received Form A of the questionnaire,
which included an elaborate assessment of views of President Reagan and a rich battery
of questions on foreign affairs in addition to standard questions about the campaign, the
candidates, the parties, serious national problems and pressing policy choices, and
registration and voting.

In order to test priming, we partitioned the Form A sample into two groups: the first
was comprised of the respondents who happened to have been interviewed before the 25
November revelations (N=714); the second was made up of those who happened to have
been interviewed afterward (N =349). Respondents interviewed on 25 November were
excluded. Initial comparisons revealed that the pre-revelation and postrevelation groups
were essentially indistinguishable across a variety of demographic and political
comparisons, including education, race, age, gender, employment status, family income,
partisanship, interest in politics, and ideological self-identification. This means that
whatever differences between groups we might detect in public opinion toward President
Reagan can reasonably be attributed to the Iran-Contra revelations.

We focused on three related but distinct aspects of the public’s support for President
Reagan: evaluations of his overall performance as president, assessments of his
competence, and assessments of his integrity. Table 8.1 shows that after the Iran-Contra
revelations, public support for President Reagan declined across all three. These results
are in rough accordance with those reported in various commercial polls bracketing this
period (see Figure 8.2).

Our special interest in these public troubles of President Reagan has to do, of course,
with whether such troubles can be connected—in the way specified by the theory of
priming—to the Iran-Contra revelations and the avalanche of pictures and stories that
they precipitated. Did the revelations enhance the political importance of foreign affairs
for the public’s assessment of the president? In operational terms, we measured foreign
affairs opinions with four questions: (1) whether federal spending on aid to the Contras in
Nicaragua should be increased, decreased, or kept about the same; (2) whether the United
States should become more or less involved in the internal affairs of Central American
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countries; (3) whether the United States would be better off not getting involved in the
affairs of other nations; and (4) whether the United States’ position in the world had
grown weaker, stronger, or stayed about the same during the previous year.

Table 8.1 reveals that public opinion on these matters changed hardly at all in response
to the Iran-Contra revelation. Isolationism as a broad stance, attitudes toward U.S.
involvement in Central America in general, and willingness to support more assistance to
the Contras were all apparently unaffected by news of the diversion of funds, although
more citizens than before claimed afterward that the United States’ position in the world
was weakening (45.1% vs .37.6%, p<.02). This one shift probably has less to do with the
Iran-Contra disclosure than with the wide-spread perception in the public that the Reagan
administration had undertaken an arms-for-hostages deal with Iran.

Results

To examine priming empirically, we must first specify a model of public support for the

TABLE 8.1. Assessments of President Reagan
and Opinions on Foreign Affairs Before and
After the Iran-Contra Revelation (%0)

Assessment Prerevelation Postrevelation

1. Reagan’s job performance

Approve strongly 37.9 329
Approve not so strongly 30.0 26.9
Disapprove not so strongly 10.8 13.8
Disapprove strongly 21.2 26.3
2. Reagan’s competence

Intelligent

Extremely well® 22.7 175
Quite well 51.2 53.2
Not too well 20.2 20.5
Not well at all 5.9 8.8

Knowledgeable

Extremely well® 29.0 234
Quite well 43.8 433
Not too well 19.4 217
Not well at all 7.7 11.6

3. Reagan’s integrity
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Moral
Extremely well®
Quite well
Not too well
Not well at all
Decent
Extremely well®
Quite well
Not too well
Not well at all

4. Aid to Contras in Nicaragua
Increase support
Same
Decrease support

5. U.S. involvement in Central America Much more
involved

In between
Much less involved

6. Isolationism

Agree (U.S. should stay home)

Disagree (U.S. should not stay home)
7. U.S. position in the world

Stronger

Same

Weaker

Number of cases

52
5.5
101

17.2
17.2
21.3

31.0
524
12.8

3.8

38.5
51.0
8.2
2.3

9.1
23.6
67.3

J‘ 20.8

234

} 55.7

30.8
69.2

21.9
40.5
37.6

714

6.4
7.1
9.4

17.8
16.5
17.2

28.5
46.5
18.3

6.6

33.9
49.6
11.2

5.3

7.0
216
714

22.9

256

} 515

29.2
70.8

14.6
40.3
451

349

Source: 1986 National Election Study.

The question asked how well the words intelligent, knowledgeable, moral, and decent described

Reagan.

Overall Performance=by+b; (Contras and Central America)+b,

(isolationism)+b;  (U.S.  strength)+b, (national

assessments)+bs (aid to blacks)+bg—b;s (control variables).

economic

M
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president relevant to the case at hand. In formal terms, the model is given by the
following equation:

Notice that Equation 1 includes three variables to represent the domain of foreign affairs,
not four. In preliminary analyses, we found that attitudes toward U.S. involvement in
Central America and attitudes toward aid to the Contras were highly correlated. People
who opposed aid to the Contras were likely to oppose U.S. involvement in Central
America, and those who favored aid to the Contras were likely to favor U.S. involvement
in Central America (r=.42). These two attitudes correlated more weakly with views on
isolationism and on U.S. strength (.10<r<.25), and these latter two attitudes were
uncorrelated with each other (r=.04). Therefore, in the analysis of priming, we averaged
attitudes toward aid to the Contras and toward U.S. intervention in Central America into a
single measure.

In addition to the three measures of opinion on foreign affairs, Equation 1 also
includes a measure of the citizen’s assessment of national economic conditions (an
average of the citizen’s perception of change over the past year in unemployment,
inflation, and the general economy) and a measure of the citizen’s opinion regarding the
desirability of federal programs that provide assistance to blacks (averaged across two
questions). We included national economic assessments and race policy views because
both are highly relevant to presidential evaluations (e.g., Fiorina, 1981; Kinder, Adams,
& Gronke, 1989; Rosenstone, 1983) and because they are utterly unrelated to the Iran-
Contra revelation. We expected that the impact of national economic assessments and
race policy views on evaluations of President Reagan should either be unaffected by the
revelation or should decline, a reflection of the media’s sudden preoccupation with
Central America. Finally, Equation 1 also includes a standard set of background variables
important for control purposes though of little substantive interest in their own right:
employment status, age, race, gender, region, education, income, and party
identification.?

To test the basic claim of priming, we estimated Equation 1 twice, first based on
respondents in the prerevelation group, then based on respondents in the postrevelation
group. Priming insists first of all that the impact on assessments of President Reagan’s
performance due to foreign affairs opinions—indexed in Equation 1 by by, b,, and b;—be
greater in the postrevelation group than in the prerevelation group. Priming also requires
that the impact of economic assessments and racial attitudes on evaluations of Reagan—
indexed by b, and bs—should remain the same or decline across the two groups.

The results of estimating Equation 1 with Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression
are presented in Table 8.2. To interpret the coefficients shown there, keep in mind that all
variables were coded to range from O to 1, with 1 indicating (a) favorable evaluations of
Reagan’s performance, (b) support for the Contras and for U.S. involvement in Central
America, (c) support for interventionist foreign policy in general, (d) the view that the
U.S. had grown stronger in the world, (e) belief that national economic conditions had
improved over the previous year, and (f) opposition to federal aid to blacks, respectively.
As Table 8.2 reveals, public opinion on foreign affairs did indeed become more important
for assessments of the president’s performance in the immediate aftermath of the Iran-
Contra disclosures. Foreign affairs attitudes were relatively unimportant to the public’s
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Table 8.2. Estimated Impact of Public Opinion
on Assessments of President Reagan’s
Performance, Before and After the Iran-Contra
Revelation (Unstandardized OLS Regression
Coefficients)

Opinion Domain  Prerevelation Postrevelation Difference Significance of
Difference?

Contras-Central .18* .29* A1 A7
America

Isolationism .02 .10* .08 .02
U.S. strength 14* .15* .01 45
Economic .33* .35% .02 .36
assessments

Aid to blacks 22* .00 -.22 .05
Number of cases 607 296 - -

Source: 1986 National Election Study.
®Entries in this column are one-tailed p values.
*p<.05 (one-tailed).

view of Reagan’s performance prior to 25 November (see Table 8.2, col. 1). After 25
November, however, the story is very different—foreign affairs loomed rather large in
the public’s presidential assessment (see Table 8.2, col. 2).

Moreover, the sharpest increases in Table 8.2 appear for the aspects of public opinion
on foreign affairs most immediately implicated by the revelations. The importance of
public opinion on the question of assistance to the Contras and U.S. intervention in
Central America increased substantially from the prerevelation period to the
postrevelation period (the unstandardized regression coefficient went from .18 to .29), as
did the importance of the public’s view of the general choice between intervention and
isolationism (from .02 to .10). Meanwhile, the public’s view of the strength of the United
States around the world was evidently unaffected by the revelation (.14 vs. .15). This
pattern of results corroborates the experimental findings noted earlier. Both suggest that
priming requires a close correspondence between the news stories that do the priming and
the opinions that are primed.*

The theory of priming predicts not only that public opinion on foreign affairs will
become more important for presidential assessments after the Iran-Contra disclosure, but
also that aspects of public opinion relevant to the president’s success but unrelated to the
disclosure will not become more important. The results in Table 8.2 confirm this
prediction as well. First, citizens’ assessments of national economic conditions
contributed sizably to their view of President Reagan’s performance—but did so equally
before and after 25 November (.33 vs. .35). Second, citizens’ views on race policy were
evidently shunted aside (if momentarily) by the media’s sudden preoccupation with
Central America. Prior to 25 November, citizens who opposed federal programs designed
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to help blacks were more likely than citizens who supported them to support President
Reagan. After 25 November, however, this political difference over race no longer
contributed to public differences over the president’s performance (.22 vs. .00). It would
appear that the disclosure of 25 November altered the foundation of support for the
president both by bringing certain aspects of public life to center stage and by pushing
other aspects of public life off the stage altogether.

In order to illustrate the magnitude of the priming effects documented in Table 8.2, we
generated predicted evaluations of Reagan, first using the prerevelation group’s
regression coefficients and then using the coefficients estimated with the postrevelation
group. This required us to specify values of all the predictor variables in Equation 1. For
this purpose we chose to represent an average, middle-of-the-road U.S. citizen: a white,
female, forty-year-old high school graduate from the Midwest with an annual family
income of $22,000, a political independent, who believed that national economic
conditions had changed little over the previous year and who neither favored nor opposed
federal programs for blacks. We carried out this exercise twice: once assuming that our
hypothetical average citizen held views on foreign affairs that would predispose her to
support Reagan (favored aid to the Contras and U.S. involvement in Central America,
favored international interventionism generally, and believed the United States was
maintaining its international strength) and once assuming she held views on these issues
that would move her in the opposite direction (opposed aid to the Contras and U.S.
intervention in Central America, favored isolationism, and believed that the U.S. had lost
international strength).

The results of this simulation suggest that the consequences of priming for presidential
support are contingent on the citizen’s prior views. Among (typical) citizens predisposed
to support Reagan on foreign policy grounds, the effects of priming were negligible.
Equation 1 predicts evaluation of President Reagan’s performance by such people to be
.73 (on the zero-to-one scale) prior to the Iran-Contra revelation and .75 afterward. But
among typical citizens predisposed to oppose Reagan on foreign policy grounds, the story
is very different: Equation 1 now predicts a Reagan evaluation of .53 before the
revelation and only .38 after, a steep falloff in support. Thus, the effect of priming was to
reduce assessments of President Reagan’s performance among critics of U.S. policy in
Central America substantially.

In the 1986 NES data, the prerevelation group’s average evaluation of Reagan (on the
zero-to-one scale) was .60 whereas the postrevelation group’s was .55. How much of this
.05 decrease can be attributed to priming? We used each of the 1986 NES respondents’
actual demographics and attitudes to generate two predicted Reagan evaluations: one
using the prerevelation regression weights, the other using the postrevelation regression
weights. The average predicted prerevelation evaluation was .53 and the average
predicted postrevelation evaluation was .50, a difference of .03. Thus, almost two-thirds
of the decrease in this sample’s Reagan approval ratings can be attributed to priming.

Our next move was to investigate whether political novices were more susceptible to
priming than political experts. We assessed expertise using measures of objective
knowledge about political affairs. In particular, we partitioned the 1986 NES respondents
according to their success at identifying six political figures: George Bush, Caspar
Weinberger, William Rehnquist, Paul Volker, Robert Dole, and Tip O’Neill. The 65%
who correctly identified three or fewer were considered novices, and the 35% who
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correctly identified four or more were considered experts. Then we simply repeated the
analysis summarized in Table 8.2, separately within each group.®

Among political novices, the Iran-Contra revelation had a substantial priming effect
(see the upper panel of Table 8.3). Opinions on foreign affairs were more important in
novices’ assessments of Reagan’s performance after the revelation than before, whereas
national economic assessments were no more important, and opinions on federal
programs to aid blacks were less important. Particularly noteworthy was the dramatically
enhanced prominence of Central American policy in novices’ presidential evaluations
after 25 November (the regression coefficient nearly tripled, from .12 to .35). As a
general matter, the pattern of priming effects noted for the public as a whole is
maintained and sharpened among novices alone.

Meanwhile, priming was less apparent in the assessments of President Reagan’s
performance offered by political experts (see the lower panel of Table 8.3). Indeed,
priming among experts seems confined to a single aspect of opinion. In the wake of the
Iran-Contra disclosure, experts were more likely to evaluate President Reagan according
to their general views on U.S. intervention in international affairs (.06 vs. .20). It is
interesting both that experts seem generally less susceptible to priming and that the
character of priming among experts is different. Novices ap-

Table 8.3. Estimated Impact of Public Opinion
on Assessments of President Reagan’s
Performance Before and After the Iran-Contra
Revelation, Separately for Political “Novices”
and Political “Experts” (Unstandardized OLS
Regression Coefficients)

Opinion Domain  Prerevelation Postrevelation Difference Significance of

Difference®
Among Political
“Novices”
Contras-Central 12* .35* .23 .06
America
Isolationism .01 .08* .07 .09
U.S. strength 14* .18* .04 .32
Economic .29% .39* .10 19
assessments
Aid to blacks .20* .03 =17 .05
Number of cases 383 191 - -
Among Political
“Experts”
Contras-Central 22% .28* .06 43

America
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Isolationism .06 .20* 14 .05
U.S. strength .16* .06 -.10 .29
Economic .39* A41* .02 41
assessments

Aid to blacks .20* .07 —-.13 37
Number of cases 222 105 - -

Source: 1986 National Election Study.
®Entries in this column are one-tailed ps.
*p<.05 (one-tailed).

pear to be primed on those aspects most directly and concretely implicated by the news
covergge while experts, insofar as they are primed at all, are influenced at a more abstract
level.

The distinction between novices and experts apparent in Table 8.3 is consistent with
our experimental results (reported in lyengar et al., 1984) and with other aspects of the
NES survey data as well. In particular, the decline in support for President Reagan’s
performance in the immediate aftermath of the attorney general’s disclosures registered
in the public as a whole was greater among novices than among experts. Of the novices,
64.8% approved of Reagan’s performance prior to the Iran-Contra revelations while just
57.4% did so afterward, a net change of 7.4 percentage points. Meanwhile, 67.6% of the
experts approved of Reagan’s performance before the revelations, and 65% did so
afterward, a net change of 2.6 percentage points. Novices were more likely than experts
to be swept away by the avalanche of stories and pictures set in motion by the 25
November revelations.

Finally, we examined whether media coverage of the Iran-Contra connection altered
the foundations of the public’s assessments of President Reagan’s character. To do so, we
reestimated Equation 1, first with assessments of Reagan’s competence, then with
assessments of his integrity, as the dependent variable.” The results shown in Table 8.4
replicate, in a somewhat attenuated fashion, those reported earlier regarding the public’s
assessments of President Reagan’s performance. For judgments of character, as for
judgments of performance, opinions on Central American policy became more important
after the Iran-Contra revelation than before while assessments of national economic
conditions and views on government race policy became, if anything, less important. The
effects of priming were a bit more pronounced in the public’s judgments of Reagan’s
competence than in judgments of his integrity. Indeed, apart from the increased
importance of views on Central American policy, the public’s assessment of Reagan’s
integrity appears quite unmoved by the Iran-Contra revelation. The greater susceptibility
of competence assessments apparent in Table 8.4 may reflect, in part, how the news
media began to frame the Iran-Contra story, namely, as exposing Reagan’s
disengagement from U.S. foreign policy. Framed in this way, the Iran-Contra story
naturally implicated the president’s competence more than his integrity.
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Table 8.4. Estimated Impact of Public Opinion
on Assessments of President Reagan’s Character
Before and After the Iran-Contra Revelation
(Unstandardized OLS Regression Coefficients)

Opinion Domain Prerevelation Postrevelation Difference  Significance of
Difference?

Assessing Reagan’s

Competence

Contras-Central .09** 20%* A1 A5
America

Isolationism .04** .09** .05 .04
U.S. strength 12%* .06* —-.06 .06
Economic assessments 10** .07 -.03 .07
Aid to blacks 14%* J12%* -.02 41
Number of cases 632 304 - -
Assessing Reagan’s

Integrity

Contras-Central .03 J2** .09 A4
America

Isolationism .05** .06** .01 21
U.S. strength 07** 07** .00 47
Economic assessments A3** A3** .00 .39
Aid to blacks .05* .04 -.01 .28
Number of cases 629 303 - -

Source: 1986 National Election Study.
®Entries in this column are one-tailed ps.
*p<.10 (one-tailed).

**p<.05 (one-tailed).

Discussion

The disclosure in the fall of 1986 that funds received from the sale of arms to Iran had
been secretly channeled to the Nicaraguan Contras provides an excellent opportunity to
test the theory of priming in a politically consequential setting. By and large, the theory
stands up well to this examination. Citizens questioned after the revelations held
President Reagan to an altered set of standards, and these alterations can be directly
traced to the changes in the media’s agenda provoked by the Iran-Contra revelations. As
expected, priming was particularly pronounced for the aspects of public opinion most
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directly implicated by the news coverage (aid to the Contras and involvement in Central
America), was more apparent in the judgments of political novices than in the judgments
of political experts, and showed up more clearly in the public’s evaluations of President
Reagan’s overall performance than in assessments of his character. Taken together, these
results strongly support the theory of priming and are important not least because they
escape the artificiality that inevitably accompanies experimental laboratory research,
which had provided priming’s sole empirical support up until now. Our confidence in
priming is fortified by the close convergence between previous experimental results on
the one hand and the results reported here, based on personal interviews with a national
sample of citizens responding to a real crisis, on the other.

The comparative advantages of the present investigation—representative sampling,
professional interviewers, careful and elaborate pretesting, the serendipitous intrusion of
a dramatic and heavily covered event—are real enough; but we should also acknowledge
some comparative disadvantages as well. As we noted earlier, the prerevelation group
closely resembles the postrevelation group in terms of basic demographic and political
characteristics. However, the two groups could still differ from one another in
consequential ways that we missed. Given the present design, we cannot be certain that
the differences we observed between the prerevelation and postrevelation groups in their
assessments of President Reagan were actually due to priming and not to some
preexisting and unmeasured difference or to some event other than the Iran-Contra
revelation. Notice that this worry is swept aside by the procedure of random assignment
that is the heart of the experimental method. It is the convergence of results across
different methods of testing that is crucial in science in general and crucial to the standing
of the theory of priming in particular.

Priming provides an empirically grounded, psychologically plausible account of how
individuals form and revise their views of presidential performance. Priming therefore
aspires to complement the dominant tradition in research on support for the president,
which applies time series methods to estimate the impact of national and international
events on change in the public support. This research has been enormously informative
about the aggregate effects of such events while revealing little about the diversity among
citizens’ reactions that seem certain to underlie change and stability in the aggregate.
From such research we know a great deal about how the public as a whole will respond to
a change in unemployment or to a dramatic international crisis but virtually nothing about
which citizens are most likely to increase their support for the president, which are likely
to decrease their support, and which are likely to be unmoved. The literature is even less
prepared to tell us why different citizens respond differently to the same event. Priming
provides a general framework to answer such questions.

Priming also carries an implication for the study of political change more generally.
Most quantitative studies of this sort assume that the effects of economic and social
change are constant over time—that, say, the impact of a one-percentage-point change in
the unemployment rate on the incumbent’s reelection chances is invariant across history
(or, less dramatically, the length of the time series). Priming collides head-on with this
assumption. According to priming, shifts in news media content alter the political
importance that the public attaches to the flow of events. If priming is pervasive, the
assumption of constant effects seems dubious. This does not mean that the typical time
series analysis of political change is worthless, only that such analysis would be enhanced
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by incorporating the fundamental insight of priming—that through its monopoly over the
immediate telling of political history, media possess the power to influence what the
public considers and what it ignores.

A final implication of our findings involves stepping back and taking a normative
stance on the matter of political change. Exposure to political information through mass
media varies enormously across the U.S. public. Some citizens are constantly
preoccupied with the flow of political news while others are utterly indifferent to it. Not
surprisingly, those who are most heavily exposed to political news also accumulate the
most political knowledge. The devoted viewer, listener, and reader becomes society’s
political expert. With this in mind, we might expect that it would be the expert who
would be most influenced by changes in the media’s agenda. In the case of the Iran-
Contra affair, the news media’s daily updating would presumably have the greatest
impact on citizens who absorbed the complete story and the least impact on those
exposed only to fragments of it. Our results suggest just the opposite. Citizens with the
least knowledge (and presumably the least exposure) manifested the largest priming
effects. Thus, change in support for the president in response to the Iran-Contra
revelations appears to have been dominated by the least-informed, a result that has
troubling implications for the exercise of power in Washington. Presidents who enjoy
popular support typically have success in shaping the political agenda of the nation
(Kernell, 1986; Rivers & Rose, 1985). Our findings suggest that change over time in
popular approval—and thus the waxing and waning of presidential power—may depend
the most on the citizens who know the least.

NOTES

1. Most, but not quite all, the time series work presumes that citizens respond uniformly to
whatever is happening in the country. The conspicuous and excellent exception is provided
by Hibbs, Rivers, and Vasilatos (1982a), who found that citizens’ reactions to events were
conditioned by their class affiliations and partisan attachments.

2. Figure 8.1 displays the number of front page column-lines (text, headlines, and pictures)
mentioning the Nicaraguan rebels, Nicaragua, or the Contras.

3. Employment status was coded 0 for respondents who were looking for work and 1 for
respondents who were not. Age and educational attainment were coded in years. Income was
coded 1 to 22, representing 22 separate income categories. Race was coded 1 for whites and
2 for nonwhites. Gender was coded 1 for males and 2 for females. Party identification was
represented by two dummy variables: the first was coded 1 for Democrats and O for all other
respondents; the second was coded 1 for Republicans and 0 for all other respondents. Region
was represented by three dummy variables: the first was coded 1 for residents of central
states and O for all others; the second was coded 1 for residents of southern states and 0 for
all others; and the third was coded 1 for residents of western states and O for all others.

4. To test the statistical significance of the changes in the coefficients across the pre- and
postrevelation groups, we estimated an enhanced version of Equation 1. In particular, we
added the following variables to it: (pre-post), (pre-post)(Contras-Central America), (pre-
post)(isolationism), (pre-post)(U.S. strength), (pre-post)(national economic assessments),
(pre-post)(aid to blacks). Pre-post is a dummy variable coded zero for the prerevelation
group and one for the postrevelation group. Thus, the coefficients associated with each of the
multiplicative terms tests whether the impact of each aspect of public opinion on evaluation
of Reagan’s performance differs from the prerevelation group to the postrevelation group.
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The significance levels of these coefficients appear in the text and in the far righthand
column of Table 8.2.

5. We set the dividing line between experts and novices in this fashion because it generated as
close to equal-sized groups as possible while making the experts more rare than the novices,
a distribution that suits current wisdom about the distribution of political expertise (see
Kinder & Sears, 1985). Operationalizing expertise in terms of general knowledge about
politics differs from the way we have operationalized it in our previous studies of priming.
There, we used measures of domain-specific knowledge (e.g., lyengar & Kinder, 1987;
lyengar et al., 1984). In the present case, we would have preferred to use measures of
knowledge about Central American affairs or about Nicaragua in particular, had such
measures been included in the 1986 NES.

6. To assess the statistical significance of the differences associated with expertise, we estimated
an enhanced version of the equation described in n. 4. To that equation we added six new
terms: (expertise), (expertise)(pre-post)(Contras/ Central America), (expertise)(pre-
post)(isolationism), (expertise)(pre-post)(U.S. strength), (expertise)(pre-post)(national
economic assessments), (expertise)(pre-post)(aid to blacks). Here we treated political
expertise as a continuous variable defined as the proportion of the six political figures
correctly identified. The coefficients associated with the multiplicative terms then assess
whether the magnitude of the pre- to postrevelation difference in each attitude’s impact
depends upon expertise. When we estimated this enhanced equation, we found that the three-
way interaction involving attitudes toward Central American policy and that involving views
on isolationism were both marginally significant (p=.09 and .14 respectively) but that the
remaining three three-way interactions were not (p>.25 in each case).

7. The measure of competence is an average of respondents’ judgments of how well the terms
intelligent and knowledgeable describe Reagan; the measure of integrity is an average of
comparable judgments regarding moral and decent.
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Anxiety, Enthusiasm, and the Vote: The
Emotional Underpinnings of Learning and
Involvement During Presidential Campaigns

George E.Marcus * williams College

Michael B.MacKuen ¢ University of Missouri, St. Louis

By incorporating emotionality, we propose to enrich information-processing models of
citizens’ behavior during election campaigns. We demonstrate that two distinct dynamic
emotional responses play influential roles during election campaigns: anxiety and
enthusiasm. Anxiety, responding to threat and novelty, stimulates attention toward the
campaign and political learning and discourages reliance on habitual cues for voting.
Enthusiasm powerfully influences candidate preferences and stimulates interest and
involvement in the campaign. The findings support a theoretical perspective that regards
cognitive and emotional processes as mutually engaged and mutually supportive rather
than as antagonistic. We suggest that the democratic process may not be undermined by
emotionality as is generally presupposed. Instead, we believe that people use emotions as
tools for efficient information processing and thus enhance their abilities to engage in
meaningful political deliberation.

Fear is associated with the expectation that something destructive will
happen to us.... People do not believe this when they are, or think they
are, in the midst of great prosperity, and are in consequence insolent,
contemptuous, and reckless... nor yet when they have experienced every
kind of horror already and have grown callous about the future [for] there
must be some faint expectation of escape.

...Fear sets us thinking what can be done, which of course nobody
does when things are hopeless. Consequently, when it is advisable that the
audience should be frightened, the orator must make them feel that they
are really in danger.

—Avristotle, Rhetoric 2.5.1383

We would like to suggest that emotion is a catalyst for political learning. In particular,
the analyses we shall present argue that threat powerfully motivates citizens to learn
about politics. On the face of it, our proposition makes too much sense to ignore.
Generally inattentive to political matters, citizens may require sharp notice before they
become motivated to learn anything new. And at least at the intuitive level, threat seems
as good a spur to action as any. In addition, we suggest that the ability of political leaders
to generate enthusiasm stimulates political involvement. This second claim has a long-
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standing and long recognized status (e.g., Schattschneider, 1960). More deeply, we
believe that a mounting body of evidence in neurophysiology, psychology, and political
science points toward the distinctive roles that different emotions play in stimulating
political attentiveness. We offer a view that shows how emotionality aids, rather than
disrupts, political reasoning and enhances, rather than diminishes, the quality of
democratic life.

We shall report a series of empirical tests that establish the importance of anxiety and
enthusiasm for political learning and involvement, respectively. First, we demonstrate
that fear (anxiety) and enthusiasm are distinctive emotional responses to political
candidates and thereby eliminate a simple “valence” view of emotions. Second, we
observe that people’s anxiety and enthusiasm varies with political events and is not a
permanent feature of individual personalities. Third, we consider evidence that anxiety
and enthusiasm play distinctive parts in the voting decision. Fourth, we show explicitly
that anxiety, rather than enthusiasm, moves people to learn policy-related information
about candidates. More generally, we argue that anxiety works cooperatively with
learning to shift attention to political matters and to diminish reliance on habit in voting
decisions. Finally, in a parallel analysis, we show that enthusiasm, rather than anxiety,
has a distinct effect on political involvement.

Theoretical Background

The idea of threat as an attention-getting device makes common sense. Hit it over the
head with a two-by-four and you can get the attention of even a mule. Nothing focuses
the mind so well as the prospect of one’s own hanging. And so on.

Anxiety also occupies a prominent place in the contemporary psychology of emotions.
Over the past decade, psychologists have developed a two-dimensional typology of
emotional response that clearly distinguishes anxiety from such emotions as depression
(e.g., Ax, 1953; Diener & Emmons, 1985; Plutchik, 1980; Russell, 1980; Tellegen, 1985;
Watson & Tellegen, 1985; Zevon & Tellegen, 1982). At the same time, the two-
dimensional character of emotional response has proven a powerful schema for the
analysis of citizen response to political candidates (Abelson et al., 1982; Marcus, 1988b;
Masters & Sullivan, 1989; Sullivan & Masters, 1988).

Parallel evidence lies in current neurophysiology. It is now widely understood that the
human brain’s limbic system has two subsystems, each of which generates distinctive
emotional responses (Eccles, 1989; Fonberg, 1986; Gray, 1981, 1987a, 1987b). One
subsystem generates emotions that fall in the class of excitement, elation, and
enthusiasm; the other subsystem generates emotions that fall in the class of anxiety,
stress, and fear. The combined outputs of these systems generate the mood state (forming
what is most often described as a circumplex). It is important to emphasize that this
model describes mood—and changes in mood—as two-dimensional. Mood states are an
amalgam formed by two distinct physiologically based systems of arousal, each of which
influences specific gradations of mood that we readily recognize and to which we assign
everyday labels (Storm & Storm, 1987).
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Especially intriguing is the neurophysiological work on the strategic functions played
by distinct emotional responses. Each of the two systems—that of anxiety and that of
enthusiasm—appears linked to behaviorally different sorts of psychological orientation.

Consider first the threat-attendant system that generates moods ranging from safety to
anxiety. Feeling calm, placid, and secure indicates the absence of threat; feeling
apprehensive, fearful, or in dread indicates the presence of threat. According to Gray’s
(1987b) model of anxiety, this system operates to interrupt ongoing activity. It does not
control subsequent behavior; rather, it arrests ongoing activity and enables other control
systems—cognitive and emotional—to respond (cf. Simon, 1967). More specifically, the
behavioral inhibition system continually matches incoming sensory stimuli against
contemporary plans and expectations. As long as the comparisons continue to confirm the
safety of the environment, moods of calmness and safety prevail and ongoing actions are
left undisturbed. However, if a “mismatch” occurs, then ongoing activity is inhibited,
attention is shifted toward the intrusive source, and increased arousal occurs. Put more
plainly, the appearance of a novel or threatening intrusion causes us to stop, look, listen,
and get ready for action.

Anxiety, as we use the term, is not the sort of primitive emotion that underlies the
fight/flight system (Gray 1987b). In the realm of electoral politics, candidates and parties
may anger, disgust, and threaten fundamental values and beliefs of voters. Yet they do
not present physical dangers that engage the instinctive, reptile-brain-centered responses
that operate independent of cognition. Instead, these threats endanger symbolic worlds,
environs of values and beliefs, the stuff of contemporary mass politics (Edelman, 1964).
Thus, the emotional responses that we label “anxiety” reflect mechanisms that join
cognitions with emotions.

Experiments in cognitive psychology demonstrate that negative events increase
attention and that emotional reactions are crucial to the stimulation of attention
(Derryberry, 1991; Pratto & John, 1991). Thus, current work in psychology and in
neurophysiology supports a theoretical view about how people come to learn about
politics: they abandon complacency and start to pay attention when the world signals that
something is not right.

The second class of emotional arousal monitors current behavior. This system
generates moods of enthusiasm or elation as our personal tasks and social activity
succeed and generates moods of melancholy or depression as we experience failure. The
behavioral approach system provides active feedback of our ongoing behavior and
marshals the physical and mental resources necessary for success. These moods are
essential for the proper performance of learned behavior. The variance in moods
generated by the behavioral approach system provides an important marker for the
strengthening or wavering of motivation. Thus, for politics, we ought to find that
variations in enthusiasm ought to predict variations in political involvement. More
precisely, during political campaigns, candidates must generate enthusiasm for
themselves among voters in order to gain their support and to create active interest in the
election. When voters respond to a candidate with enthusiasm, they are not merely
evincing passive sympathetic reactions but sharing convictions and commitment to
common endeavors. Rather than stopping, looking, and listening, enthusiasts throw
themselves into the cause.
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We suggest that people rely on their feelings to provide them with important strategic
information. More than coloring cognitions with values, changes in mood constitute a
critical part of information-processing mechanisms (Cacioppo et al., 1986). We aim to
demonstrate that this particular view (which emphasizes the role of anxiety in information
processing) uniquely contributes to our understanding of political matters. We shall
develop and test hypotheses about political information processing that depend crucially
on emotional response.

Two Types of Emotional Response

The empirical work in both mood psychology and neurophysiology indicates that we
should expect two types of emotional response, which we call “anxiety” and
“enthusiasm.” Our first empirical steps show that political candidates elicit these two
sorts of responses in the mass public. Here we extend work already done (Abelson et al.,
1982; Marcus, 1988b) by adding two new twists. First, we observe that the “dual-system”
view of emotional response stands up under different measurement techniques. In so
doing, we eliminate the alternative “valence” hypothesis about the structure of emotional
response. Second, we observe that this dual system is not stable but instead reacts to the
psychic pressure of the campaign. Thus we support an understanding that emotional
responses are functionally focused, with one system alert to intrusive signals of novelty
and threat and the other system monitoring the success of current behavior.

In order to test the dimensionality and the dynamics of emotional response, we
examine two data sets. The first is the familiar American National Election Studies
(ANES) panel of 1980, with interviews taken in January, June, and October. The second,
a commercial survey, represents the views of Missourians during the 1988 presidential
cam-paign in a series of three cross sections taken during June, July, and October. We are
fortunate in that the ANES staff included seven emotional response items in the 1980
panel, eliciting a variety of emotional responses. In each wave, respondents were asked:
“l am going to name a political figure, and | want you to tell me whether that person, or
something he has done has made you have certain feelings like ‘anger’ or ‘pride,” or
others I will mention. Think about Jimmy Carter. Now, has Carter—because of the kind
of person he is, or because of something he has done—ever made you feel: angry?” The
respondent was then asked whether Carter had made him or her feel “hopeful,” “afraid of
him,” “proud,” “disgusted,” “sympathetic toward him,” and “uneasy.” The same
sequence was repeated for Reagan (and then other candidates). While “anxiety” is not
included as one of the response items, we expect that the terms afraid, uneasy, anger and
disgust will serve as appropriate markers. Similarly, though “enthusiasm” is not included,
we expect that the terms proud, hope, and sympathy will be appropriate markers for this
dimension.

We begin our work by examining how people reacted to the candidates. If our dual-
system understanding of emotional response is correct, then we should see some evidence
of the candidates’ stimulating a combination of emotional responses. On the other hand,
if the conventional “valence” understanding is correct, then the candidates should
produce a single emotional response (like vs. dislike). Thus, we want to see if Carter and
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Reagan got people to experience (a) a combination of enthusiasm and anxiety or (b) a
sense of enthusiasm as opposed to anxiety.

A factor analysis of the seven items moves us forward in two ways. First, it permits us
to see whether the enthusiasm items hang together and the anxiety items hang together.
This is a measurement issue, a matter of fundamental importance. Second, the factor
analysis provides a weak test of the valence versus dual-system view of emotional
response. The valence model predicts that the enthusiasm and anxiety items will line up
in polar opposites; the dual-system model predicts that enthusiasm and anxiety need not
be—and are unlikely to be—polar opposites.

A straightforward factor analysis of the seven items (here from the January reading,
i.e., before the campaign began) suggests the plausibility of a two-dimensional view.
Figure 9.1 presents the factor space. The data clearly sustain our measurement
requirement that the enthusiasm items and the anxiety items separate into distinctive
clusters. Further, the pattern clearly defeats the valence theoretical view: the enthusiasm
and anxiety clusters do not line up as polar opposites.

Yet the nature of the 1980 ANES survey questions does not allow us to eliminate an
alternative understanding. The data could still prove consistent with the valence model
under a subtle but plau-
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FIGURE 9.1 Factor Space of Seven
Affect Terms Used To Map Emotional
Responses to the 1980 Presidential
Candidates

Source: 1980 ANES data.

Note: The figures represent a varimax
rotation of a principal factor solution
for the correlation matrix among the
seven items for each candidate. The
dimensionality of a factor space is not,
of course, a simple statistical inference.
Here, it appears that two dimensions
capture the bulk of the common
variance. The eigenvalues for Carter
are 1.48, .74, and .14. For Reagan, the
eigenvalues are 2.07, 1.03, and .35.
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sible interpretation. It is possible that individuals respond in conventional valence terms
(positive opposed to negative) while the second dimension represents the intensity of the
emotional response (see Larsen, Diener, & Cropanzano, 1987; MacKuen, 1987; Russell,
1980).

In order to bring evidence to bear on this matter, we designed a special-purpose
question wording to tap each of the two dimensions. We chose appropriate word markers
to elicit responses most closely associated with each of the two dimensions (Watson,
Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). Importantly, we ensure that a respondent can report (a) an
absence of emotional response toward a candidate on one or both dimensions of
emotionality and (b) intermediate degrees of response, for example, a sense that the
candidate was somewhat (or very) calming or boring.

We presented the respondent with a modified feeling thermometer anchored by pairs
of words connoting anxiety versus safety or, alternatively, enthusiasm versus depression.
In order to obtain a minimal validation test, we chose two pairs for each dimension. The
enthusiasm pairs were (enthusiastic vs. unenthusiastic) and (interested vs. indifferent)
and the anxiety pairs were (upset vs. comfortable) and (anxious vs. safe). For an
enthusiasm example, consider the following:

When we talk to people about the major Presidential candidates, they use
different words to describe how they feel about them. For both Vice
President Bush and Governor Dukakis, 1’d like to read you some pairs of
words. For each pair, let’s use one [1] for the lowest possible rating and
100 as the highest possible rating.

Let’s start with Vice President Bush. Would you say you feel
“unenthusiastic” or “enthusiastic” about him? One [1] would be the most
unenthusiastic rating and 100 would be the most enthusiastic rating.

We then piggybacked our emotion-thermometer items onto a commercial poll in the state
of Missouri during three periods of the 1988 presidential campaign. The first wave, in
June, followed the Missouri primary by three months and represents a period of relative
calm in the local environment. The second wave, in July, immediately followed the
Democratic National Convention and represents the high point for the Dukakis campaign.
Finally, the third wave, in late October, measures emotional response at the end of the
national campaign.

A similar factor analysis (here for the relatively quiet June period) of the four new items
produces Figure 9.2. Note that the two item pairs fall neatly into two distinct clusters:
anxiety and enthusiasm. Further, the distinctiveness of the emotions is apparent. Were
anxiety and enthusiasm antipodes, the four items would line up along one dimension,
with enthusiasm and interest at one end and anxious and upset at the other end. This is
obviously not so since the enthusiastic-unenthusiastic and interested-indifferent ratings
are nearly orthogonal to the upset-comfortable and anxious-safe ratings. Thus in these
new measures, the enthusiasm and anxiety measures are not mere opposites, as the
valence view of emotional response would predict; instead, they appear to be separate
entities, as the dual-system view expects.
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Affect Terms Used To Map Emotional
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Source: 1988 Missouri Data.

Note: The figures represent a varimax
rotation of a principal factor solution
for the correlation matrix among the
four items for each candidate. Again, it
appears that two dimensions capture
the bulk of the common variance. The
eigenvalues for Bush are 2.09, .74, and
.04. For Dukakis, the eigenvalues are
1.96, .94, and .02.

In the end, the factor-structural evidence rejects the hypothesis of a single valence
dimension and instead supports the current view that anxiety and enthusiasm are
distinctive emotional responses. Yet this evidence should not persuade. So far, we
observe only static correlation, a matter of which emotional responses go together, rather
than evidence of theoretical function. More persuasive evidence would require that we
demonstrate that each dimension of emotional arousal has systematic and distinct
behavioral consequences congruent with the dual-system theory. That requires that we
show that one distinct behavior, learning, is influenced by changes over time in moods of
anxiety and that another distinct behavior, political involvement in the campaign, is
influenced by changes over time in moods of enthusiasm. We turn to the dynamic
relationships between political events, mood responses, political learning, and political
involvement.

The Dynamics of Emotional Response
People’s emotional responses react to the ongoing campaign. As the winds of the

campaign shift one way and the next, so do emotional responses. The evidence on
dynamics is crucial for testing the validity of our theoretical view. We posit that emotions



Political psychology 222

enhance people’s ability to interact with the environment. To be effective, these emotions
cannot be permanent features of an individual’s personality or of a candidate’s image.
Only when emotions reliably react to changes in the informational environment (i.e., to
campaign news) can they encourage citizens to become engaged with their favorite
candidate’s prospects or, more interestingly, interrupt citizens’ ordinary political activity
and spur information processing.

Table 9.1 shows how the public’s emotional reactions reflected the events of the 1980
and 1988 campaigns. Each entry is the amount of anxiety or enthusiasm that each
candidate (the column heads) elicited from the public. For example, in January 1980,
about 40% of the public volunteered terms such as uneasy or disgusted to describe their
reactions to Carter. Following severe failures in both economic and foreign policy (a
spectacular inflation scare, rising unemployment, the enduring hostage crisis), this
portion climbed to 53% by June and maintained that level for October. Reagan avoided
such reactions through June and only began to generate uneasiness when brought under
attack during the fall campaign. We observe a similarly transparent pattern in 1988: the
July survey, taken directly after the Democratic National Convention, shows a high level
of anxiety about Bush. By October the anxiety about Bush has receded, while the survey
reveals the public’s disquietude about Dukakis after that fall’s pointedly “negative”
campaign.

None of this is entirely remarkable by itself. Instead, it demonstrates that a sense of
anxiety is not a permanent feature of the political landscape but a dynamic one, closely
linked to prominent

TABLE 9.1. Aggregated Means of Emotional
Response over the 1980 Presidential Campaigns

Time of Survey Enthusiasm  Anxiety  Enthusiasm  Anxiety
1980 Presidential Campaign® Carter Reagan

January .65 40 .29 .20
June .58 .53 .38 .25
October .52 .50 .39 .39
1988 Presidential Campaign® Bush Dukakis

June 40 .52 49 48
July 27 .55 .53 .45
October .50 43 42 .56

aSource: 1980 ANES.
PSource: 1988 Missouri data.

external events. It is, however, weak evidence at best; it merely indicates that the two
emotional systems operate independently. We next turn to more crucial and demanding
tests.
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Emotional Response and the Voting Decision

Understanding that anxiety and enthusiasm represent structurally and dynamically
distinctive emotional responses carries us only part way. We shall show that anxiety and
enthusiasm play importantly different roles in the voting decision. In particular, the data
indicate that enthusiasm directly affects voting preference (reflecting something very
close to the voting decision itself), while anxiety has practically no direct impact on
choice. Equally important for our point of view, anxiety appears to give voters pause—to
get voters to base their decision on candidate characteristics or campaign information
rather than merely stick with their “standing choice.”

Consider first the relative power of enthusiasm and anxiety on voting preferences. The
standard “valence” view of emotion would predict that emotions will affect voting
preference directly. More to the point, this view expects enthusiasm and anxiety to affect
those preferences equally. Our theoretical position, that anxiety focuses attention while
enthusiasm moves psychological involvement, suggests that enthusiasm will directly
affect the voting decision while anxiety’s role will be muted. Thus, an evaluation of
voting preference as a function of the two distinctive emotions will tell the tale. If both
emotions play about equal parts, then the standard view prevails. If enthusiasm is more
important than anxiety, then the dual-system view stands stronger.

Table 9.2 presents simple voting equations, one for each of the three waves in 1988. A
quick look tells the story. Enthusiasm matters enormously, anxiety not at all. For all three
waves, the parameter for enthusiasm is both substantial and statistically significant. For
all three waves, the parameter for anxiety is invisible. Clearly, enthusiasm leads the way
in guiding vote choice. Importantly, the data substantiate the pattern of results in a similar
(though more elaborate) analysis of voting in the 1984 election (Marcus, 1988b). This, of
course, does not by itself indicate that the dual-system view prevails. We have merely
shown that anxiety plays a decisively different role than does enthusiasm. If our view is
correct, then we should expect that the voting calculus will differ for those who perceive
threat in the environment than for those who remain calm.

The behavioral inhibition system is rarely intrusive, because we are infrequently
confronted by threat or sudden surprise. The effect of the anxi-

TABLE 9.2. Estimating Presidential Preference
1988 During Three Waves: Multivariate Model

Regression Coefficients and Standard Errors

Independent Variables June July October
Comparative enthusiasm 1.16* 1.04* 1.07*
(.10) (.09) (.10)
Comparative anxiety -.00 -.10 —-.05
(.10) (.09) (.09)
Partisanship .35* 31* .35*

(.07) (.06) (.08)
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Constant —.29% -.15 —.26*

(.09) (.08) (.09)
Number of cases 253 247 246
Adjusted R? 59 68 64
Root Mean Square Error .29 .25 .28

Source: 1988 Missouri Data.

Note: Voting preference indicates Dukakis or Bush supporters (scored 1 and 0), “leaners” (.75 or
.25), and undecided (.50). All variables are scored to a common range of 0-1 .The entries are
unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.

*p<.05, two-tailed test.

ety system will be manifest only when a threatening stimulus is apprehended. This
suggests that the influence of negative affect is sporadic, not constant. When threat is
low, the behavioral approach system governs action: we go forward when our enthusiasm
increases and withdraw when we sense frustration and exhaustion. However, when we
feel threatened, we set aside habits and focus attention on the problematic.

Because a political campaign is a struggle between competing partisans, some citizens,
though not all, experience the cut-and-thrust of politics as threatening. People unaroused
will safely vote their standing choice while those pricked by anxiety will perk up, gather
new information, and perhaps abandon their old habits.

For evidence, look at Table 9.3. Here we model vote preference as a function of
comparative enthusiasm and partisanship (as in Table 9.2) as well as anxiety’s effect on
the role of comparative enthusiasm and partisanship. In this equation, we introduce the
respondent’s total anxiety meaned over both candidates (as opposed to the comparative
anxiety measure in Table 9.2) to measure the amount of environmental threat. (Note that
someone greatly, but equally, uneasy about both candidates will produce a comparative
anxiety score of zero but, properly, a high total anxiety score.) Because the behavioral
inhibition system responds to threat, our dual-system theory predicts that the presence of
anxiety will cause people to drop partisanship as a sure guide to candidate choice and to
turn to candidate-specific information for judgment.

TABLE 9.3. Estimating Presidential Preference
1988: Anxiety’s Effect on the Role of
Enthusiasm and Partisanship

Independent Variables Coefficients Standard Errors
Comparative enthusiasm 79* (.12)
Anxiety * comparative enthusiasm .62* (.22)
Partisanship .64* (.11)
Anxiety * partisanship —.60* (.21)
Constant —.25* (.02)

Sample size 746
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Adjusted R? .65
Root Mean Square Error 27

Source: 1988 Missouri Data.

Note: For comparability, all variables are scored to a common range of 0 to 1. VVoting preference
indicates Dukakis or Bush supporters (scored 1 and 0), “leaners” (.75 or .25) and undecided (.50).
The anxiety interactions (in rows two and four) represent multiplicative interactions. Anxiety is the
voter’s mean anxiety (over both candidates). The values are unstandardized regression coefficients
with standard errors in parentheses.

*p<.05, two-tailed test.

We estimate the direct effects and the crucial conditional effects when we write explicit
interaction terms (in rows 2 and 4). We see that the presence of anxiety increases the
importance of comparative enthusiasm (.62) and diminishes the role of partisanship
(—.60). In fact, high anxiety almost eliminates partisanship as a consideration. As the
dual-system theory predicts, a rise in anxiety weakens the reliance on partisanship and
strengthens the reliance on contemporary emotional reactions to the candidates. A drop in
anxiety (i.e.,, an increase in complaisance) strengthens the impact of partisan
identification and weakens reliance on concurrent feelings of enthusiasm toward the
candidates.

Thus, the two emotions matter for voting but matter in different ways. Comparative
enthusiasm affects how closely people are willing to embrace either candidate. Anxiety
plays a very different role: it stimulates peoples’ attention and releases them from their
standing decisions.

Direct Evidence on Learning

The evidence suggests that threat stimulates learning. Yet, it is circumstantial evidence.
All we have established to this point is that anxious voters are less reliant on habit. For a
more direct test, we need to observe how people’s political knowledge changes over time.
We turn to the 1980 ANES panel.

Over the course of any campaign, citizens acquire and develop views about
candidates. From January to October in 1980, the public developed an increasingly rich
portrait of the challenger, Reagan. The portion claiming to know something about him
rose from 86% to 95%, the portion willing to evaluate his personal characteristics rose
from about 60% to 90%, and the portion identifying his position on policy questions rose
more modestly from about 50% to 70%. All these gains made Reagan almost, but not
quite, as familiar as the incumbent Carter (see also Markus, 1982; Miller & Shanks,
1982).

Yet cognitive elaboration is not the same thing as learning. Hence, we need a measure
of what people know about politics and, more decisively, a measure of what they know
that is relevant for their vote choice. Here, we use a device, used elsewhere, that
concentrates on what is deemed to be objectively true. To be brief, we measure
knowledge by the respondent’s ability to say that Ronald Reagan is more conservative
than Jimmy Carter. Each individual obtains a “knowledge” score that counts the number
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of times, on a set of seven-point issue scales, that the individual placed Reagan to the
right of Carter.

As measures of political learning, these policy-related cognitions have several useful
features. First, they are relatively unambiguous. Compared with prompts about candidate
traits or open-ended responses about political objects, respondents who manufacture
cognitions can be found out. Second, they represent important and easily available
political facts. Information that Reagan was more conservative than Carter could be
easily obtained from either the mass media or from conversations with political
knowledgeables. The public, when aggregated, had little trouble seeing that Reagan was
well to the right of Carter on every one of these issues. Finally, such elementary policy-
related knowledge is crucial in the link between voting and public policy. In fact, it is
hard to imagine that anyone who paid attention to the 1980 campaign could have escaped
this information.

Of course, many did. Table 9.4 displays the proportion, corrected for guessing, of the
public who positioned Reagan to the right of Carter on three central policy questions as
well as on the liberal-conservative continuum. The proportions are given for samples
taken in January, June, and October of 1980. First, observe the overall levels; substantial
numbers of the electorate, even in the end, remained unaware of the candidates’ policy
differences.

TABLE 9.4. Knowledge About Candidate
Policies over Time

Corrected Proportion Saying Reagan More Conservative
Than Carter?

Policy Area January June October
Defense spending 13 .34 .51
Détente with Soviets 21 .28 .37
Cut spending/social .29 .29 .34
programs

Liberal-conservative 19 .35 .34
continuum

Summary measure® 21 .32 .39

Source: ANES 1980 Data.

2Proportion placing Reagan to the right of Carter minus the proportion placing Carter to the right of
Reagan.

®The mean score for all items.

In learning terms, however, note that the public began to see the policy distinctions more
and more clearly as the campaign progressed. Most striking, when the campaign began
only 13% saw Reagan as more committed to defense spending, but when the season
turned to fall, fully 51% realized what was going on. The public similarly gained
understanding about the candidates’ stances on the spending-and-social-welfare and
détente issues as well on the ideological spectrum. The row of numbers across the bottom
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shows a composite measure, the means for proper placements on the three issues and for
ideology. Overall, it looks as though the campaigners’ efforts to “inform” the electorate
had a salutary, though modest, effect.

Our question is whether this learning was motivated by emotions. After all, other
plausible learning mechanisms abound. To proceed, we shall control for powerful
alternative hypotheses when we estimate the amount of learning that might be attributed
to anxiety.

Start with a cognitive model. As ever, education matters. Surely college-educated,
rather than grade-school-educated, people can better extract issue-oriented information
from the hurly-burly of campaign rhetoric. To education, add interest. We now
understand that the already well informed and motivated will be most likely to learn
(Neuman, 1986; Tichenor, Donohue, & Olien, 1970). Having a knowledge base both
marks a more permanent interest in, and capacity for, politics as well as provides the
framework in which new information can be integrated to produce increments in
knowledge. After all, information about presidential candidates fills the air: learning
requires not a search for information but instead an inclination to pay attention to, and
make sense of, what is readily available.

Next, add in partisanship. Strong partisan attachments should enable individuals to
make correct inferences about the political world that might otherwise be impossible.
Brady and Sniderman (1985) show that individuals use an affect-heuristic that assumes
that friends (liked social and political groups) have compatible political views while
opponents (disliked others) have different political views. Understanding candidate
stances is, for the most part, a matter of inference rather than knowledge. The Brady-
Sniderman hypothesis, in a way familiar to “new look” psychology of the 1940s and
1950s (e.g., Heider, 1958; Rosenberg & Abelson, 1960), suggests that citizens process
information in ways consistent with emotional attachments. Thus, strong partisans,
Democratic or Republican, should better be able to make inferences about the candidates’
policy positions. They simply “balance” their inferences with their own policy
preferences and their partisan attachments (e.g., Brent & Granberg, 1982; Granberg &
Brent, 1974; Kinder, 1978). To the extent that the world makes easy sense (i.e.,
Democrats liberal, Republicans conservative), this heuristic will aid learning.

Finally, consider emotion. Again, theoretically, we expect that the presence of threat
in the environment will spur political learning while enthusiasm will not. An initial
answer lies in Table 9.5, columns 1-2. The estimation equations (each represented by a
column) include a “lagged dependent variable”—the respondents’ level of knowledge at
the previous survey—to control for “regression to the mean” types of effects.
Substantively, three variables represent cognition: education (for capacity), campaign
interest (for cognitive motivation), and strength of partisanship (for the affect-heuristic
model). As much previous work predicts, education helps learning. The difference
between a college-educated and a grade-school-educated citizen is .21 and .16 (for
January-June and June-October, respectively), a substantial learning differential.
Similarly, the difference in learning for the uninterested and the avidly interested is .06
and .14. The partisan-guided-learning hypothesis, however, fails. The strength-of-
partisanship variable is statistically insignificant and in any case, it has the wrong sign
(-.03 and -.05).
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More to the point, examine the coefficients for emotional response. Our expectations
are clearly met. In both sequences, a gain in knowledge is strongly associated with prior
anxiety and not at all with prior enthusiasm. The gains associated with enthusiasm are

TABLE 9.5. Learning and Campaign
Involvement as a Function of Emotion and
Cognition During the 1980 Presidential

Campaign
Learning Model® Campaign Involvement
Model®

Independent January— June— January-June June—
Variables June October October
Enthusiasm_y). —-.00 -.01 .08 A3

(.04) (.04) (.05) (.04)
Anxiety ;-1 12* 12* .06 .03

(.05) (.05) (.05) (.05)
Strength of -.03 -.05 .15% .08
partisanship -y

(.04) (.04) (.04) (.04)
Education 21* .16* .03 -.03

(.04) (.04) (.04) (.04)
Knowledge 1) —.42* —.43* 14> -11*

(.04) (.03) (.04) (.03)
Campaign interest; j .06* 14* —.52* —.50*

(.03) (.03) (.03) (.03)
Constant .02 .03 A1 .18*

(.03) (.04) (.04) (.04)
Number of cases 644 639 643 623
Root Mean Square Error 27 .28 .29 27
Adjusted R? 18 19 26 27

Source: 1980 ANES Data.

Note: The entries are unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.
®Learning is measured by the change in knowledge from one time to the next: [knowledgey—
knowledge 1)].

PCampaign involvement is measured by the change in campaign interest from one time to the next:
[interest—interest;)].

“For comparability, all variables are scored to a common range of 0-1.

*p<.05, two-tailed test.
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minimal and statistically invisible. In power, anxiety measures up well against (though it
does not dominate) the cognitive portion of the model. The difference in learning due to
anxiety is about .12 (for both the early and late periods), or about the average amount of
learning that took place in the campaign. The numbers are both statistically significant
and substantively important. Further, the pattern is theoretically correct. Anxiety is
positively associated with learning, and enthusiasm is not. The dual-system model is
again confirmed.

The duality of emotional response is made even clearer by turning our attention from
political learning to political involvement, from citizens’ acquiring new information to
their engagement in the campaign. Our theory leads us to expect that for matters of
already-learned behavior, for getting involved in an ongoing campaign, the key should lie
in the positive-feedback mechanisms associated with enthusiasm rather than the
attention-interrupt mechanisms of anxiety. Thus, the empirical pattern of the learning
model in Table 9.5 should be reversed when we change our focus to the campaign
involvement model.

Our theory predicts that involvement, measured by a change in campaign interest, will
vary as a function of changes in enthusiasm (while controlling for previous education,
partisan intensity, and candidate knowledge). The expectation is confirmed. The
empirical equations for the campaign involvement model are presented in Table 9.5. The
key coefficients lie in Table 9.5, columns 3-4. During the spring primaries (January-
June), the emotions are minimally—statistically insignificantly—associated with change
in campaign involvement. If anything, partisanship is dominant. It is only during the fall
campaign that candidate-induced emotional response spurs involvement. Crucially, the
dominant factor becomes enthusiasm, not anxiety.

Discussion

Our empirical work thus sustains a view that emotionality affects how people approach
politics. Clearly, emotions are complex and subtle. Just as obviously, the simple valence
model of political emotions can no longer stand. At the very least, mood states represent
an amalgam of underlying feelings. Of this we are confident.

Our analyses also indicate that we gain theoretical leverage by turning to a dual-
system model that produces complex emotions as a mixture of two distinct types:
enthusiasm and anxiety. The first, associated with an ongoing emotional monitoring
system, governs how far people allow themselves to engage with candidates and with
politics more generally. The second, a manifestation of the behavioral inhibition system,
spurs people to pay closer and more conscious attention to political matters and to act
accordingly.

Our evidence carries weight because it confirms and extends an already-established
theoretical view. We here rely on survey interviews about presidential candidates, a data
source with well-known strengths and weaknesses. The data allow neither experimental
control over the emotional stimuli nor subtle analyses of cause and effect. At best, we
know the broad outlines and too little of the details or complexities. Yet we are able to
show that a theory grounded in neurophysiology and in psychology can be usefully
applied in the realm of politics. While we are in no way certain about the mechanisms
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that translate elementary processes (the stuff of neural transmitters, etc.) into political
emotions and cognitions, we are now encouraged to think that further study will reward.
Moreover, we can safely conclude that the emotional significance of information clearly
affects to what, when, and how we react.

In short, enthusiasm increases campaign involvement and anxiety enhances learning.
Of course, matters are never so simple. Our data reveal subtle relationships among
enthusiasm, anxiety, involvement, and learning. Nevertheless, we believe that the main
story lies along these lines: when politics makes people anxious, people sharpen their
eyes and pay careful attention; when politics drums up enthusiasm, people immerse
themselves in the symbolic festival.

Understanding this enlarges our view of emation’s role in politics. We may be fairly
sure that emotion matters not only in how it colors people’s voting choices but also in
how it affects the way they regard the electoral contest. This much is important enough.
However, this new understanding has implications for how we, as social scientists, think
about elections and political life.

First, finding that people’s approach to politics depends on their emotional state tells
us that the fundamental “voter” model should include a con-ditional component. That is
to say, voters act differently under different conditions; they afford politics closer
scrutiny when they are anxious than when they are enthusiastic. By introducing this
conditionality, we can combine two views of citizen political involvement. The first
divides the public by stable trait: active versus passive, attentive versus inattentive
(classically, Converse, 1962; Luskin, 1987; Milbrath & Goel, 1977; Neuman, 1986;
Verba & Nie, 1972). The second view suggests that there are variable states that people
can, at any given moment, fall into, say spectator versus participant (Marcus, 1988a;
Schattschneider, 1960). We here propose a dynamic model of political learning that
combines trait and state explanations to produce a richer view of how citizens inform
their electoral choice. In states of anxiety, citizens activate their political consciousness;
in states of enthusiasm, they engage their hearts in political affairs.

This emphasis on state-conditionality further points the way toward resolving a long-
standing controversy about the basic character of citizen voting. Loosely speaking, a
“public choice” school emphasizes the rational calculus of policy alternatives, while a
“symbolic politics” school emphasizes the power of deeply ingrained normative
commitments, such as partisanship, to shape voter preferences. The extent to which one
or the other of these views characterizes voting is of obvious importance for democratic
theory and has been the subject of years of intellectual debate and empirical investigation
(e.g., Downs, 1957; Enelow & Hinich, 1984; Kinder & Kiewiet, 1979; Markus &
Converse, 1979; Miller, 1991; Miller et al., 1976; Rabinowitz & MacDonald, 1989;
Sears, 1990; Sears, Hensler, & Speer, 1979; Sears et al., 1980). While we do not hope to
settle the matter, we believe that putting these “models” in competition may mislead.

Our understanding about anxiety and enthusiasm suggests that voters’ emphasis on
conscious rational choice (as opposed to long-standing commitment) will be conditioned
on their emotional state. Voters can, and often will, vote their “standing decisions.”
However, they also rely on their internal emotional states to signal when to abandon their
predispositions and begin conscious political choice. Emotionality thus empowers voters
to confront their circumstances and react efficiently and appropriately. In the absence of
anxiety, voters safely rely on preexisting partisan dispositions and the greater enthusiasm
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generated by the favored candidate; however, when disturbed by their emotional signals,
voters pay more attention to the issues and no longer defer to established dispositions.
Rather than being antagonistic or detrimental to citizenship, emotion enhances the ability
of voters to perform their citizenly duties.

Because individual voters thus act differently under different conditions, we can
expect that the quality of the entire electorate’s behavior will vary when the
macropolitical scene offers different blends of anxiety and enthusiasm. For example,
consider conventional wisdom about positive and negative campaigns. Contemporary
popular debate has almost universally condemned campaigns that seem to rely heavily on
“attack” commercials while, implicitly, endorsing “positive” themes—odd. Our data
indicate that positive campaigns, ones that emphasize visionary goals or candidate
accomplishments, should do little for conscious deliberation. Instead, they seem best
viewed as mobilization or activation—devices that yield a citizen involvement free from
the burden of choice. On the other hand, campaigns that spur concern about the current
state of affairs would seem much more likely to motivate people to pay closer attention to
public affairs, to engage their full capacities, and to make rational decisions.

More generally, the deliberative content of elections depends on the extent to which
citizens feel comfortable or uneasy with the contemporary political situation. Partly, this
comfort or discomfort will be a product of politicians’ tactics. More interesting, though,
is the likelihood that the public’s emotional state will arise from social, economic, and
political reality. Periods of economic depression (with the accompanying job losses and
threats aimed at large numbers of families) will certainly activate people’s emotional
triggers and motivate their political attention. Economic booms, on the other hand, may
induce enthusiasm and, thus, political involvement without deliberation. Similarly, failure
during war-time should spur close attention while success should lead to grand parades in
the collective fantasy. Because deliberation seems, at least in part, a function of
emotionality, the nature of democratic government thus depends on how emotions get
linked to political circumstances and how that link varies over time.

In the end, it appears that exploring the connec-tion between emotions and political
consciousness should yield much. We shall begin to appreciate how democracy handles
changing social, economic, and political circumstances. At the very least, we shall begin
to understand that the politics of emotion and rationality are closely intertwined.
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INTRODUCTION TO PART
4
Ideology and Public Opinion

Two of the biggest scientific controversies in modern political psychology concern the
study of ideology and public opinion. The first of these has to do with whether or not
people possess internally coherent belief systems that can be located definitively on a
left-right dimension. Bucking received wisdom, Bell (1960) famously claimed that the
world had witnessed the “end of ideology” in the aftermath of World War Il. This
contrarian position stimulated intense debates in the social sciences in general (e.g.,
Rejai, 1971; Waxman, 1968; Zaller, 1992) and in social psychology in particular (e.g.,
Judd, Krosnick, & Milburn, 1981; Kerlinger, 1984; McGuire, 1985).

The second controversy, which depends in some sense upon the resolution of the first,
was initiated by critics of The Authoritarian Personality (e.g., Eysenck, 1954; Rokeach,
1960; Shils, 1954). It pertained to the question of whether there are in fact general
psychological differences between liberals and conservatives in terms of cognitive and
motivational style (e.g., McClosky & Chong, 1985; Sidanius, 1985, 1988; Stone, 1980;
Tetlock, 1983; Wilson, 1973). This debate has raged on right up until the present day
(Greenberg & Jonas, 2003; Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, & Sulloway, 2003a, 2003b).

DOES IDEOLOGY EXIST?

In our first reading in this section, Converse cleverly weighs in on the “end of ideology”
debate by arguing for the necessity of distinguishing between the belief systems of
political elites and ordinary citizens. On the basis of survey data, Converse concludes that
only a small percentage of voters (approximately 15%) should be classified as
“ideologues” or “near-ideologues” and that more than a third of the population cannot
accurately define even such basic political terms as liberal and conservative. This does
not mean, however, that the left-right distinction is meaningless or inconsequential. Elite
politicians—whose belief systems are far more constrained by social and psychological
forces than are the belief systems of mass publics—do use conventional ideological
dimensions to organize their political attitudes.

In Reading 11, Conover and Feldman (1981) propose that ideological labels like
liberal and conservative are important to people as social identities, even if the common
usage of these terms lacks philosophical coherence. Insofar as people value their
affiliations with certain political groups, they can be expected to hold positive and
negative attitudes toward other political groups. Conover and Feldman demonstrate, for
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example, that self-identified conservatives have more positive attitudes than do liberals
toward groups that uphold the status quo, serve social control functions, and are
procapitalist. Self-identified liberals, by contrast, have more positive attitudes than do
conservatives toward groups that question the status quo and seek social reform.

COGNITIVE STYLE AND IDEOLOGICAL FUNCTIONING

If we accept that at least some people do hold internally coherent political belief systems
that correspond to the left-right ideological distinction, then it makes sense to ask whether
other psychological differences accompany ideological differences. Researchers have
generally focused on a set of interrelated cognitive and motivational variables, including
cognitive complexity, need for structure, intolerance of ambiguity, and uncertainty
avoidance. A substantial body of research now suggests that, as a general rule,
conservatives are somewhat lower in cognitive complexity, higher in need for structure,
and more likely to experience ambiguity and uncertainty as aversive, in comparison with
liberals (see Jost et al., 2003a, 2003b). These findings generally vindicate the
assumptions of authontarian personality researchers that general differences in mental
rigidity exist between adherents of left-wing and right-wing ideology.

Robert Lane in Reading 12 (1959) focuses specifically on ideological attitudes toward
economic inequality. He argues, on the basis of survey interviews with low-income
workers, that the presence of inequality in the workplace requires explanation and, in
some cases, rationalization. Drawing on such diverse theoretical backgrounds as
Marxism, psychoanalysis, authoritarianism, and cognitive dissonance theory, Lane
investigates specific forms of rationalization for inequality, including “poor but happy”
and “poor but honest” variants. These ideas have been taken up again in recent research
by Kay and Jost (2003).

Philip Tetlock in Reading 13 (1984) employs content analytic methods to compare the
degree of cognitive complexity inherent in the ideological reasoning of political elites, in
this case British parliamentarians, as a function of political orienta-tion. The British
context is a useful one for distinguishing between the “rigidity-of-the-right hypothesis”
and the “ideologue hypothesis,” because it contains a wider range of ideological opinion
than is generally present in, for example, American politics. Tetlock’s results indicate
that moderate socialists exhibited more cognitive complexity than did extreme socialists,
moderate conservatives, and extreme conservatives (who exhibited the least cognitive
complexity). This general pattern of findings was replicated in a number of other archival
studies conducted by Tetlock and his colleagues (e.g., Tetlock, Bernzweig, & Gallant,
1985; Tetlock, Hannum, & Micheletti, 1984).

Discussion Questions
1. What are Converse’s reasons for suggesting that political elites and the mass public

do not share the same ideological patterns of belief? What data does he use to support this
claim?
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2. How, according to Conover and Feldman, is it possible for self-identified liberals
and conservatives to have such drastically different understandings of these ideological
labels? What are the implications, if any, of these differences on research that treats
liberalism and conservatism as opposite poles on an ideological continuum?

3. Conover and Feldman join Converse in arguing that major shifts in the distribution
of the public’s support for different political parties need not reflect core changes in
people’s political beliefs. What explanations would these authors favor? In what ways are
these explanations similar and in what ways are they different?

4. Lane proposes that low-income workers can tolerate their circumstances better to
the extent that they “can believe that the rich are not receiving a happiness income
commensurate with their money income.” What kinds of beliefs do you think might help
high-income workers to assuage feelings of guilt that might arise from their privileged
circumstances?

5. Which findings from Tetlock’s research are inconsistent with the “rigidity-of-the-
right hypothesis,” and which are inconsistent with the “ideologue hypothesis”? Do you
believe that the value pluralism model provides a better explanation of the results? Why
or why not?
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READING 10
The Nature of Belief Systems in Mass Publics

Philip E.Converse * University of Michigan

Belief systems have never surrendered easily to empirical study or quantification. Indeed,
they have often served as primary exhibits for the doctrine that what is important to study
cannot be measured and that what can be measured is not important to study. In an earlier
period, the behaviorist decree that subjective states lie beyond the realm of proper
measurement gave Mannheim a justification for turning his back on measurement, for he
had an unqualified interest in discussing belief systems.! Even as Mannheim was writing,
however, behaviorism was undergoing stiff challenges, and early studies of attitudes were
attaining a degree of measurement reliability that had been deemed impossible. This
fragment of history, along with many others, serves to remind us that no intellectual
position is likely to become obsolete quite so rapidly as one that takes current empirical
capability as the limit of the possible in a more absolute sense. Nevertheless, while rapid
strides in the measurement of “subjective states” have been achieved in recent decades,
few would claim that Mannheim could now find all of the tools that were lacking to him
many years ago.

This article makes no pretense of surpassing such limitations. At the same time, our
substantive concern forces upon us an unusual concern with measurement strategies, not
simply because we propose to deal with belief systems or ideologies, but also because of
the specific questions that we shall raise about them. Our focus in this article is upon
differences in the nature of belief systems held on the one hand by elite political actors
and, on the other, by the masses that appear to be “numbered” within the spheres of
influence of these belief systems. It is our thesis that there are important and predictable
differences in ideational worlds as we progress downward through such “belief strata”
and that these differences, while obvious at one level, are easily overlooked and not
infrequently miscalculated. The fact that these ideational worlds differ in character poses
problems of adequate representation and measurement.

I. Some Clarification of Terms

A term like “ideology” has been thoroughly mud-died by diverse uses.? We shall depend
instead upon the term “belief system,” although there is an obvious overlap between the
two. We define a belief system as a configuration of ideas and attitudes in which the
elements are bound together by some form of constraint or functional interdependence.’
In the static case, “constraint” may be taken to mean the success we would have in
predicting, given initial knowledge that an individual holds a specified attitude, that he
holds certain further ideas and attitudes. We depend implicitly upon such notions of
constraint in judging, for example, that, if a person is opposed to the expansion of social
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security, he is probably a conservative and is probably opposed as well to any
nationalization of private industries, federal aid to education, sharply progressive income
taxation, and so forth. Most discussions of ideologies make relatively elaborate
assumptions about such constraints. Constraint must be treated, of course, as a matter of
degree, and this degree can be measured quite readily, at least as an average among
individuals.

In the dynamic case, “constraint” or “interdependence” refers to the probability that a
change in the perceived status (truth, desirability, and so forth) of one idea-element
would psychologically require, from the point of view of the actor, some compensating
change(s) in the status of idea-elements elsewhere in the configuration. The most obvious
form of such constraint (although in some ways the most trivial) is exemplified by a
structure of propositions in logic, in which a change in the truth-value of one proposition
necessitates changes in truth-value elsewhere within the set of related propositions.
Psychologically, of course, there may be equally strong constraint among idea-elements
that would not be apparent to logical analysis at all, as we shall see.

We might characterize either the idea-elements themselves or entire belief systems in
terms of many other dimensions. Only two will interest us here. First, the idea-elements
within a belief system vary in a property we shall call centrality, according to the role
that they play in the belief system as a whole. That is, when new information changes the
status of one idea-element in a belief system, by postulate some other change must occur
as well. There are usually, however, several possible changes in status elsewhere in the
system, any one of which would compensate for the initial change. Let us imagine, for
example, that a person strongly favors a particular policy; is very favorably