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ABSTRACT 

Theories of authoritarianism are described, criticized, and 

a new theory is proposed. Portions of that theory are tested in 

samples of male household heads of Columbus and Linton, Indiana and 

Phoenix, Yuma and Safford, Arizona. The effects of authoritarianism 

upon social attitudes are also investigated. 

The original personality theory of authoritarianism looked 

for the origin of authoritarianism in parent-child relationships, and 

specifically, the type of discipline used by the parent. According to 

the theory, a parent who disciplines harshly forces the repression of 

his child's hostility toward him, and the repression of the hostility 

produces a set of traits called authoritarianism. 

Methodological and theoretical criticisms of this theory 

spurred further work in authoritarianism. Whether the authoritarian 

was necessarily a political conservative was questioned. Proponents 

of the group-norm theory felt that the authoritarian was produced by 

simple contact with authoritarian norms, rather than by early childhood 

experiences with harshly disciplining parents. Others thought that 

those who scored high in authoritarianism were "caught" by the test 

situation and the F Scale. Still others tried to account theoretically 

for the strong positive relationships found between measures of 

authoritarianism and measures of social isolation through the formulation 

of another personality theory, the social role learning theory. 

xii 
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The theoretical position advanced here developed from the view 

that there is something about restricted experiences which makes the 

appearance of the authoritarian personality more likely. It is proposed 

that authoritarianism can be viewed fruitfully as a consequence of 

restricted experience in the social and physical structure. Authori

tarianism is seen as a consequence of not having learned moral 

relativity, and of not being able to cope in a heterogeneous, mobile 

society by assuming new roles easily. 

Path analysis is the technique used to analyze the data. The 

abilities of the group-norm theory and the personality theory to explain 

the data are compared. There is evidence that the personality theory is 

a better predictor of the data in the sense that the relationships 

between the components do not disappear when controlling for other 

variables, and in the sense that variables which occurred in the past 

are important predictors of scores on the authoritarian components. 

Portions of the theory predicting that authoritarianism is 

related to restricted experiences are sustained, and portions are not 

sustained. As predicted, past physical structural experiences, past 

status, and present status are all negatively related to one or another 

of all of the components. Education is most important in reducing 

authoritarianism, followed by present status, past experiences, and 

past status. Present experiences are not related to the authoritarian 

components, a finding not predicted by the theory. There is some 

evidence that submission has its origins in experiences in low status 



xiv 

positions, and that intolerance of deviants originates in restricted 

experiences. 

Authoritarianism has often been linked in the literature to 

three variables which are measured in the men of the five cities: 

conventional morality, prejudice against blacks, and political 

conservatism. The relationships of the authoritarian components to 

those variables are considered. The authoritarian components are 

positively related to scores on conventional morality. This is 

consistent with previous literature. Authoritarian aggression is 

positively related to prejudice against blacks, which is also 

consistent with the literature. However, although previous studies 

have shown that the authoritarian is more likely to be politically 

conservative than is the non-authoritarian, the components are not 

consistently related to the measure of political conservatism in the 

men of the five cities. The possible reasons for these findings 

are discussed. 

Speculations on the possible future of authoritarianism in 

the industrialized world are offered. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In this paper an etiological theory of authoritarianism will 

be developed, certain of the implications of that theory will be tested, 

and the strength of the effects of authoritarianism upon three other 

social attitudes — conventional morality, prejudice against blacks, 

and political conservatism — will be investigated. 

Data analyzed in this study were gathered as part of a study 

of status inconsistency and mobility effects in six American communities. 

In the original study, random samples of male household heads from 

five Indiana and Arizona communities and a random sample of adults from 

one Indiana community (Indianapolis) were interviewed. Because identi

cal measures of the variables used in this study were available in 

the five male household-head samples, the analysis here is confined to 

data from these five cities (Columbus and Linton, Indiana, and Phoenix, 

Yuma and Safford, Arizona). 

The concept of authoritarianism has been studied for more than 

twenty years. The original monograph in the area, The Authoritarian 

Personality (Adorno et al., 1950), generated a tremendous amount of 

1. Principal investigators on the project were Richard F. Curtis 
University of Arizona, and Elton F. Jackson, Indiana University. Data 
collection and analysis were supported by Public Health Service Grant 
MH 10991. Data analysis was made possible through the services of the 
University of Arizona Computer Center and the University of Texas at 
El Paso Computation Center. 



2 

interest,^ and sociological interest has been rising in the past too 

years (House and Fischer, 1971; Moore and Krupat, 1971; Kohn, 1972; 

Gabennesch, 1972; Schooler, 1972). During the years in which the con

cept has been studied theoretical explanations of authoritarianism 

have proliferated. The following pages will briefly highlight the 

original theoretical position, those factors which have led to the 

development of new explanations, and the nature of the new explana

tions. After a brief survey of these issues, the work contained in 

this study will be briefly described. 

The study of authoritarianism began as social scientists started 

3 
to ponder the significance of the rise of Hitler in Germany. Germany, 

an industrialized, rich, educated, democratic country, had thrown 

democratic principles aside and embraced a dictator who decreed the 

destruction of the Jews and the conquest of the world. If Germany 

could do this, what then was the future of democracy in other indus

trialized nations? The interest of social scientists in authoritarian

ism developed from their interest in this question. 

Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson and Sanford of the University 

of California at Berkeley were commissioned in 1944 by the American 

Jewish Committee to discover whether a Hitler-type leader could find 

2. Christie and Cook (1958) found over 230 articles and books 
on authoritarianism had been published by 1956. Another review of the 
early literature may be found in Titus and Hollander (1957). A later 
and more intensive review by Kirscht and Dilleliay (1967) added another 
170 publications to the list. 

3. See, for example, Fromm (1941) and Reich (1946). 
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a following in another rich, industrialized country — the United 

States. Their book, The Authoritarian Personality, reported the re

sults of that study. 

The writers of The Authoritarian Personality began their inquiry 

by examining what they thought were the crucial elements in the rise of 

Hitler. In particular, they sought their clues in the personality of 

the German people. A certain personality type, they decided, repre

sented in large numbers in the German people, had needs fulfilled by 

Hitler's rise to power. If these needs and this personality type could 

be identified then it might be possible to assess the possibility of 

4 another, or any, industrialized country falling prey to the same process. 

In the course of their work, the Adorno group identified the 

personality who might be susceptible to a leader like Hitler. He was 

called the authoritarian personality. A long list of traits presumed 

to be part of the authoritarian syndrome emerged from the theoretical 

and empirical work of Adorno and his associates. 

These traits will be discussed in greater detail later, but a 

list of them here will introduce the reader to the variety of character

istics implied in the word authoritarian. The authoritarian is supposed 

to possess authoritarian aggression (hatred and vilification of out-

groups), authoritarian submission (unquestioning submission to authority 

figures), superstition and stereotyping, projection, power and toughness, 

4. Certainly not all scientists agreed that the personality 
of the German people determined their fate. See Ritter (1959) for an 
alternative explanation. 
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conventionalism, destructiveness, cynicism, and an overconcern with 

sex. These traits are joined together in a single individual, they 

felt, because each springs from a common cause: the pattern of inter

action between parent and child. 

From the first, authoritarianism has been viewed as a multi

dimensional phenomenon. Authoritarianism has been called by a single 

name, but as Adorno and his co-workers and later writers in the field 

have used the concept it has always meant more than a simple uni-

dimensional definition could denote. 

The Adorno group decided that a person like Hitler could find 

followers in the United States because there were authoritarian per

sonalities in the country. Thus, they saw a direct link between 

personality and the political processes of society. Sufficient num

bers of authoritarians could change the society, they thought, and 

destroy democracy. 

Two major types of studies emerged from the original work on 

authoritarianism. The first set of studies accepted, for the most part, 

the theoretical position of Adorno and his associates that the relation

ship between the child and his parents is the major determinant of 

authoritarian tendencies. These studies attempted to establish re

lationships between authoritarianism and a variety of other variables. 

Literally hundreds of studies, usually with college samples, used 

this approach, and by the late 1950s a great many positive relation

ships had been reported between authoritarianism and characteristics 

explicitly or implicitly related to the concept. 
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A second set of studies criticized the theory and methodology 

of Adorno and his associates, and sought variously to show (1) that 

the Adorno book had not proven anything because its methodology was 

so bad (Hyman and Sheatsley, 1954:119), (2) that the theory was too 

specific in that it dealt only with fascist authoritarianism (Rokeach, 

1960), or (3) that sophistication and education were negatively re

lated to authoritarianism and that this finding could not be explained 

easily by the Adorno theory (Christie, 1954). It was this latter 

criticism which eventually led to the two major theoretical alternatives 

to the Adorno explanation for the genesis of authoritarianism. 

Authoritarianism is, according to both revised approaches, a 

concommitant of low status, restricted experiences, ruralism, and lack 

of sophistication. The explanation of how authoritarianism is related 

to these factors varies according to the specific theory advanced. 

There are two general ways of explaining the relationship between 

authoritarianism and these indicators of social class and life in a 

heterogeneous setting. 

The first denies that the authoritarian is a personality at 

all. The findings which show that the characteristics of the authori

tarian tend to coexist in the same individuals can be explained in 

one of two ways. The first explanation says that the so-called author

itarian is only one who tends to agree with statements. Since lower 

class people tend to agree with vaguely worded statements, and since 

authoritarianism has usually been measured by, in effect, counting the 

number of times a respondent agrees, the "authoritarian personality" 
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which results is a function of the methodology employed. The second 

way of accounting for the seeming coexistence of authoritarian traits 

in one individual is to deny that these traits are necessarily related 

in the individual. The "authoritarian personality" possesses authori

tarian norms, which may be changed easily if he changes groups. But 

his authoritarian traits are not permanent fixtures tending to remain 

with him for long periods of time; hence, the authoritarian personality 

does not exist. 

The second alternative to the Adorno explanation grants that 

the authoritarian personality does tend to exist in that relatively 

permanent personality characteristics not unlike those identified by 

Adorno and his associates are found in individuals, but it proposes 

that the origin of these traits has something to do with low status 

and restricted experiences. 

The latter approach to authoritarianism is the approach taken 

by this study. Authoritarianism is conceived as a set of traits which 

tend to be found together in individuals. The traits are found to

gether, it is assumed, not because of response set tendencies nor 

because they are accidentally picked up by members of social groups, 

but because there are some features of restricted experiences which 

make their joint occurrence more likely. 

The problem of this study is to discover, given the limitations 

of the data, whether these assumptions are true. With the data from 

the men of the five cities we shall see whether the authoritarian 

traits tend to coexist, whether their coexistence can be explained 
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by some other factors (such as response set tendencies), and whether 

the traits are related to restricted experiences. Then we shall see 

whether authoritarianism is related to three other social attitudes 

with which it has often been linked — conventional morality, prej

udice against blacks, and political conservatism. 

The following chapter, Chapter 2, will present a very brief 

summary of the theory and findings of The Authoritarian Personality 

and of the theoretical work on authoritarianism following that book. 

This overview of theoretical developments in authoritarianism is 

followed by the formulation of a new theory of authoritarianism. This 

new theory has its roots in those positions which arose from the criti

cisms of the theory and methodology of Adorno and his associates. 

In Chapter 3, the data and the methods used to analyze the 

data will be described. Path analysis is employed to discover the ex

tent of the relations between presumed causes of authoritarianism 

and the authoritarian components, and between the components and pre

sumed consequences of authoritarianism. Those techniques which were 

used to prevent response set from obscuring the results are described. 

Methodological problems which arose during the course of the study 

and the attempts at their solution will also be discussed in Chapter 3. 

The next four chapters of the report present the results of 

the data analysis. In Chapter 4, data are presented relevant to the 

question of whether the authoritarian possesses only authoritarian 

norms which can be changed if the individual changes groups. If author

itarianism consists of only superficially related attitudes, then the 



8 

relations between the authoritarian components should disappear after 

controlling for social group memberships. We shall see that the re

lationships do not disappear. These findings suggest that the char

acteristics of the authoritarian may tend to coexist in individuals 

because they stem from a common source. 

Chapter 5 contains a description and path analysis of the 

variables which are to be used as predictors of the authoritarian 

components. While not directly related to the theory, Chapter 5 

presents information necessary to ascertain the indirect effects of 

the variables upon the authoritarian components. 

Chapter 6 contains a partial test of the etiological implica

tions of the theory developed in Chapter 2. First, the question of 

the temporal order of the components will be considered. Path analysis 

cannot unequivocally determine the order of development of the components, 

but it may offer some clues. The order of the components which is 

predicted in Chapter 2, (rigidity, authoritarian submission, authori

tarian aggression), turns out not to be the best one according to the 

criteria established in that discussion. An order which best satisfies 

the criteria is: authoritarian submission, authoritarian aggression, 

then rigidity. After the order of the components is discussed, the 

relations between indicators of restricted experiences and the authori

tarian components will be presented. The theory predicts that restricted 

experiences will be associated with authoritarianism. Experiences are 

classified two ways, social structural versus physical structural 

and present versus past, giving four categories of restricted experiences. 
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The only type of experiences not having direct effects upon authori

tarianism is present physical structural experiences. The other 

classes of experiences have effects of varying strength upon authori

tarianism. These effects are described and discussed in Chapter 6. 

In Chapter 7, the extent of the influence of the authoritarian 

components upon conventional morality, prejudice against blacks, 

and political conservatism will be investigated. We will see that 

authoritarianism has effects upon conventional morality and prejudice 

against blacks, but it is not consistently related to the measure of 

political conservatism used in this study. These findings and the 

interpretation of the findings are presented in Chapter 7. 

In Chapter 8, the last chapter of the report, the question of 

the future of authoritarianism in industrialized and non-industrialized 

societies will be discussed in the light of the findings, and pre

dictions will be made concerning the possible influence authoritarianism 

may have in both types of societies. 



CHAPTER 2 

HISTORY AND DEVELOPMENT OF THEORY 

In the first section of this chapter some of the major theories 

of authoritarianism will be reviewed in the approximate order of their 

appearance. First we will look at the theory proposed by the writers 

of The Authorltarian Personality. Then the social role learning theory 

of Stewart and Hoult (1959) will be examined. Next a theory which sees 

authoritarianism as a type of thinking occurring in left as well as 

right political circles will be described. Finally we will examine 

the group-norm theory of authoritarianism. In the last part of the 

chapter a new theory of authoritarianism will be developed. This theory 

is an extension of the social role learning theory of Stewart and Hoult. 

Theories of Authoritarianism 

The Authoritarian Personality 

Erich Fromm, in Escape from Freedom (1941) , blamed Germany's 

acceptance of Hitler on her people's tendency to relegate the responsi

bilities of moral decisions to authority figures. A general form of this 

idea, one not limited by geography or time, formed the core of the theory 

later developed by Adorno and his associates, and most of the qualities 

of the authoritarian are described in Fromm's work. 

The Adorno theory holds that authoritarianism develops as one 

response to the hostility a child feels toward a harshly disciplining 



parent. The parent who harshly disciplines is more often the father 

than the mother, they found. The mother of the authoritarian was 

often a weak, submissive individual who catered to the demands of the 

father. Therefore, the father will be named in the description of the 

theory that follows, although it is not necessarily the father who 

has harshly disciplined. 

Briefly stated, authoritarianism develops as follows: The 

young child whose parent is a punitive disciplinarian has two problems 

which he must solve in some way before he can cope successfully with 

other life situations. First, he must achieve some form of identifica

tion with respected adults (usually his parents). Second, he must 

handle the hostility he feels toward the father because of the father's 

role as disciplinarian. These two goals may be contradictory, however. 

He might express the hatred he feels for his father against the natural 

object, the father himself. But then he would not be able to identify 

with the father since love and respect are necessary for identification. 

The father of the potential authoritarian makes the dilemma particularly 

acute because he harshly disciplines the child and allows no expression 

of hostility. He does this by defining any expression of hostility as 

grounds for further punishment. To solve his problem, the authoritarian 

has repressed his hatred for his father and it is this repressed hatred 

which leads to all the characteristics of authoritarianism. 

The father of the non-authoritarian is different from the father 

of the authoritarian in two important respects. First, he does not dis

cipline harshly and punitively. Rather than express anger at misbehavior, 



he expresses concern and disappointment. This method of discipline 

does not arouse as much hostility in the child as does the method used 

by the parent of the authoritarian. Second, the parent of the non-

authoritarian allows controlled expression of hostility against him

self. This makes unnecessary all the indirect ways of coping with 

aggression which develop in the authoritarian. 

The following paragraphs will briefly describe the traits of 

the authoritarian personality as seen by Adorno and his associates."'' 

According to the theory, each trait has a common source — the quality 

of interaction between the parent and child. As each trait is de

scribed, the link between the trait and the underlying process (the 

reaction of the child to the discipline of his parents) will be shown. 

The first characteristic of authoritarianism described by 

Adorno and his associates is authoritarian submission, a concept cor

responding closely to Fromm's "masochistic authoritarianism". This 

is a "submissive, uncritical attitude toward moral authorities of the 

ingroup" (Adorno et_ al., 1950:255). The trait arises in the authori

tarian's confusion of an authority figure with the father. Since the 

hostility against the father has never been successfully resolved, 

the authoritarian continues to obey the father symbolically in his 

uncritical acceptance of the demands of any authority figure. The 

hostility against the father has been displaced, but the authoritarian 

1. The description of the traits and brief statement of the 
theory may be found in Adorno et: aJL. (1950:224-241). 
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still fears that it may break out and be expressed against the authority. 

An interesting consequence of this attribute is that the attitudes and 

behavior of the individual will change as the authority figure changes. 

A second characteristic, destructiveness and cynicism, is pro

duced in a childhood during which withdrawal of love is constantly 

threatened as punishment for misbehavior. The child desires love but 

is never given it without reserve. The individual therefore mistrusts 

all relationships in which he can lose love again and tends to view 

his relations with people in the light only of what he will receive. 

A tendency to project inadequacies and aggression onto others arises 

also and others are suspected of possessing the same failings the 

person fears in himself. 

The third characteristic, authoritarian aggression, is closely 

related to Fromm's concept of the sadistic authoritarian. Fromm's 

words are sufficient to describe: 

Just as his love is automatically aroused by power, 
so powerless people or institutions automatically arouse 
his contempt. The very sight of a powerless person makes 
him want to attack, dominate, humiliate him. Whereas a dif
ferent kind of character is appalled by the idea of attack
ing one who is helpless, the authoritarian character feels 
the'more aroused the more helpless his object has become 
(1941:168). 

The authoritarian actually wants to strike out at authority figures, 

his father included. But because he fears the wrath of the authority 

figure he transfers his aggression to safe victims, the outcasts 

and deviants of society. Thus, the weak receive the punishment the 

authoritarian actually wants to inflict upon authority figures. 
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The authoritarian is also superstitious and stereotypes people 

and groups. He holds mystical and primitive views about the natural 

forces and the universal laws that he believes rule his life. The 

authoritarian is superstitious because he fears looking too deeply 

into himself and his motives. If he should look too deeply he will 

discover his hatred of his father. To keep himself from this knowledge, 

he tells himself that control of the world comes from outside of human 

(or his) control. Closely related to his superstition is his belief 

that people act as they do because of outside, extra-human influence. 

His tendency toward stereotyping arises from this belief. 

The fifth characteristic, related to the mechanism operating 

in producing cynicism and distrust in the authoritarian, is projection. 

The diffuse generalized anxiety of the authoritarian is made more 

tolerable if it can be attributed to the workings of some specific 

agent. This agent may be a group of people such as the Jews in Germany 

under Hitler, some other individual, or a mystical force. 

The sixth trait characterizing the syndrome is conventionalism, 

defined as "rigid adherence to conventional middle-class values" 

(Adorno et^ al., 1950:255). There is no internalization of norms or 

values, or any sense of guilt except as respected others say the person 

should be guilty. The authoritarian is conventional because he cannot 

abide the criticism of authority figures. Rather than confront the 

father when the father demanded something the authoritarian did not 

wish, the child submitted meekly. He still submits meekly and obeys 

all conventional rules. 
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Another trait characteristic of the authoritarian personality 

is his "(dis)inclination to adopt a subjective, psychological, human 

approach to personal and social problems" (Adorno et^ al., 1950:44). 

The term anti-intraception was u^ed to describe this tendency. It 

arises because the authoritarian fears any attitude that might lead 

to a revelation of the nature of his relationship to his parents. 

The eighth trait is a "power and toughness" complex characterized 

by an intolerance of those who do not follow norms as well as a 

We11anschauung which divides the world into the weak and the strong 

and sees all relationships in those terms. "Power and toughness" 

is closely related to both authoritarian aggression and authoritarian 

submission and has the same sources. The authoritarian's hatred of 

the violators of norms and the weak is a result of displacement. 

He places onto others the characteristics he fears in himself, and 

hates them rather than himself for the traits. He hates violators 

of norms because he himself would like to break loose and violate 

norms. Similarly, he fears weakness in himself and so sees it and 

despises it in others. 

The last characteristic of the authoritarian personality 

mentioned by the authors is a concern with sex. This is expressed 

in severe condemnation of those who violate the sex mores, as well as 

a readiness to believe that others are continually deviating from 

those mores. The authoritarian has been taught to fear and hate all 

of his "instinctive" drives. The attitude toward sex is seen as 

a reaction formation against the strong sexual impulses which, in 
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spite of the prohibition, threaten to break through to consciousness. 

This is also an example of projection, as unacceptable drives are 

imputed to others in order to absolve the self from guilt. 

Although Freudian theory has seldom been used directly in the 

description of authoritarianism, it is a basis for the theory just 

given and it should be realized that Freudian theory could be used as 

an alternative explanation. The Adorno group took a neo-Freudian 

rather than a Freudian position in that it blamed the son's hostility 

toward the father on the resentment of the father as an authority 

figure. A Freudian position would place the blame for the hostility 

on the son's jealousy of the father's sexual role with the mother. 

For the Adorno group the sex norm would be only one norm among many. 

In the Adorno view, these several traits coexist in the author

itarian because each is a natural result of the original conflict. 

There are two implications of this view. 

First, authoritarianism is created in childhood, and is an 

outcome of the interaction between the parents and the child. If 

authoritarian parents are consistent, first in their application of 

harsh punishment and second in their refusal to accept hostility from 

the child, then the authoritarian child should be a rather early 

product. 

A second implication is that authoritarianism, once it is 

"set" or not "set" in the child, will not change in the adult. De

fense mechanisms operate which keep the authoritarian from becoming 

aware of his early conflict. Since he mistrusts introspection he is 



unlikely to change. Further, the non-authoritarian will not become 

authoritarian because he has learned a pattern of interaction with an 

authority figure that is distinctly non-authoritarian and he also is 

unlikely to change. 

Social Role Learning 

Sociologists became interested in authoritarianism as it became 

apparent that the F Scale was related to many sociological variables such 

as education, region of socialization and rural origin. The Adorno group 

had not paid particular attention to these relationships nor did they 

attempt to change the theory in any way to account for them. Levinson, 

in Adorno et al. (1950:280-288), briefly presents the evidence relating 

education and scores on the Ethnocentrism Scale, and cites this as tenta

tive evidence that schools can affect authoritarianism. However, he con

cludes, "It may also be pointed out that, even under the best educational 

conditions, exposure to the classroom is not enough, and that motivation 

to learn and receptivity to new ideas provide the only psychological soil 

in which democratic education can develop effectively" (1950:287). Edu

cation, he is saying, can affect only those who have been prepared by 

non-punitive parental discipline; it cannot change the true authoritarian. 

Steward and Hoult (1959) took the relationships more seriously. 

They constructed a theory based specifically on the relationships of F 

Scale scores to the indicators of status and social isolation. They had 

observed that many of the correlates of authoritarianism were indicators 

of a restricted social background. Social isolates, those with little 

education, the rural, had all been shown to be more authoritarian than 



their social opposites, the non-isolates, the educated, and the urban. 

From this observation emerged their proposition that authoritarianism 

could be viewed from a social-psychological point of view as the inability 

of or inopportunity for an individual to master a sufficient number of 

roles to foster success in interaction. The person who has never learned 

to master roles, and who feels uncomfortable in any new position dis

plays the characteristics of the authoritarian, _is the authoritarian. 

The categories of subjects who had been shown by research to be highly 

authoritarian were the isolates, those who had had little opportunity to 

learn to face new situations. 

According to Stewart and Hoult, the inopportunity to play new 

roles is linked to authoritarianism because of another factor, empathy. 

The process of learning new roles requires that the learner "take the role 

of the other". Repeated practice at taking the role of the other gives 

a person insight into the behavior of others, and empathy develops. Those 

with empathy tend to be more tolerant of deviant behavior than those with

out empathy, because the former understand that others' behaviors are 

dictated by role requirements while the latter view deviance as malicious 

and deliberately provoking. Thus, Stewart and Hoult see the authoritarian 

as someone who is intolerant of deviants because his own role playing has 

been limited. 

Stewart and Hoult's view is an explanation of the intolerance of 

the authoritarian. The other traits of the authoritarian are not men

tioned, though allusions are made to their existence. The view developed 

later grants the importance of role playing in the development of 
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authoritarianism but says that limited role playing leads to more than 

just the intolerance of the authoritarian. 

Dogmatism 

The next major contribution to the theory of authoritarianism 

was made by Rokeach in a series of articles published in the late 1950s, 

culminating in the appearance of The Open and Closed Mind (1960). Rokeach 

was attempting to correct what he felt were errors in the conceptualization 

of authoritarianism by Adorno and his group. The F Scale, according to 

many who had used it, was measuring right-wing authoritarianism, not left 

2 
authoritarianism. According to Rokeach there are authoritarian Commu

nists as well as authoritarian fascists — what is important is that the 

authoritarian rejects with hostility more people than the non-authoritarian. 

The authoritarian has observed differences in the belief systems of people 

and he rejects those whose belief systems are much different from his own. 

A great advantage of the D (Dogmatism) Scale which grew from this work 

is that the scale scores do not correlate as highly, if at all, with meas

ures of education and intelligence as did the original F Scale (Rokeach, 

1960:190). A disadvantage of the D Scale is that it is not at all clear 

that radicals are as authoritarian as conservatives (Brown, 1965:526-

530), and a better theory might account for this finding. 

Group-norm Theory 

Adorno and his associates, Stewart and Hoult, and Rokeach, 

although they disagreed on some aspects of authoritarianism, agreed 

2. The possibility of a left authoritarian was first pointed 
out by Shils (1954). 



that the traits of the authoritarian coexist in one individual because 

each trait is functionally linked to the other. The authoritarian is 

both aggressive toward outgroups and submissive toward authority figures 

because the two traits arise from a common source. 

Not all have agreed with this assumption. Pettigrew (1959) and 

Rhyne (1962) do not. They believe that authoritarian behavior reflects 

nothing more than acting in accordance with the norms of a group. The 

set of traits that are grouped under the authoritarian syndrome are 

wrongfully grouped, they argue. The traits are not traits of a person

ality at all but reflect the learning of separate norms. If a person 

hates Jews, it is because he has been in groups that hate Jews. If he 

bows to authority figures, it is because he has learned submission in 

the groups of which he has been a member. But the one characteristic, 

hating Jews, is not linked theoretically or, in the words of the Adorno 

group, "dynamically", to submission. The traits may still be found 

together in a single individual because the individual's groups possess 

the two norms but the crucial point is that they are not necessarily 

linked, according to Pettigrew and Rhyne. 

The view of Pettigrew and Rhyne will be called here the group-

norm view of authoritarianism. This term has been applied to a theory 

of prejudice which postulates that prejudicial norms are learned in 

3 
group interaction and may be changed as group memberships change. 

What shall be called here the group-norm view of authoritarianism 

3. The terms personality theory and group-norm theory were 
applied to theories of prejudice by Allport (1954:39-41). 
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postulates the same: that authoritarian norms are learned in groups 

and that they may be changed as the individual changes groups. 

The two views of authoritarianism, the personality view and 

the group-norm view, make contrary predictions at several points in 

the following analysis. If the group-norm view is more accurate then 

certain relationships, when controlled for other variables, should 

disappear. If the personality view is correct those relationships 

will not disappear. After looking at several of these relationships 

it should be possible to tell which of the theories is a better pre

dictor of the patterns found in the data. 

Development of Present Theory 

The view developed here on the etiology and interrelations of 

the authoritarian components postulates that restrictive life experiences 

lead to authoritarianism. Restrictive life experiences will be defined 

as those which provide relatively few opportunities for the individual 

to learn and play many roles. The genesis of the syndrome will not be 

sought in the son's hatred of the father for the father's control over 

his life (the Adorno view), but in a series of life experiences which 

are limiting. 

The argument in the following pages is this: First, several of 

the characteristics of the authoritarian are qualities of a person who 

has been isolated, jL., several of the symptoms of authoritarianism 

can be shown to have developed in a relatively restricted, isolated 

environment. It is further proposed that a restricted life does not 
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teach one to cope effectively in a heterogeneous, mobile society. 

Experiences which are not restrictive teach one to cope. The isolate 

has not learned effective methods of coping and may choose other ways 

of managing his life. If he picks a certain method of coping, he is 

called authoritarian. The method of coping chosen by the authoritarian 

is a natural consequence of his having lived in a restricted environ

ment. Hence the coping method, as well as the behaviors alluded to 

above, arise from a restricted environment. 

Before proceeding, the terms "restrictive experiences", and 

"isolate" should be described more carefully. Restrictive experiences 

are those which, for one reason or another, do not give a person the 

opportunity to play many and varied roles. An isolate, we will say, 

is one who has had restricted experiences. For example, the person 

who has been geographically mobile has had less restrictive experiences, 

other things being equal, than one who has stayed in one place. The 

person living in the country usually has more restricted experiences 

than one living in the city. He meets fewer kinds of people and plays 

fewer roles. 

There are two general sources of experiences that will be of 

interest here. The first we shall call the physical structure. The 

physical structure refers to the physical environment and the opportunity 

that environment provides for meeting different types of people. Among 

the relevant physical structural variables are population density of 

the area the person lives in, the distance he travels in an average day, 
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the number of people he meets during the day, and the varieties of 

people (ethnic groups and social classes, for example) living nearby. 

Another important source of experiences is provided by the 

social structure. By virtue of a person's position in society he is 

exposed to certain kinds of experiences. Some of those experiences 

are restrictive, in the sense that they inhibit the individual's 

opportunity to play many roles, while other experiences enhance his 

role-playing ability. Whenever a person's role-playing experiences 

are affected by his position he is affected by what is called here 

the social structure. 

A person's socioeconomic status is an important determinant 

of social structure experiences. Low status tends to be restrictive 

while high status is not. Low status persons read few magazines and 

books (Knupfer, 1947), join few voluntary associations (Hollingshead, 

1947; Kaufman, 1953), have limited and highly structured contact with 

those of higher status, meet fewer people (Knupfer, 1947) and partici

pate less in political activities (Saenger, 1945), to name but a few 

concommitants of low status. Far from abating during adult years, 

this limited contact continues and the effects may be heightened be

cause formal education, a broadening experience, has stopped. 

We might also expect women to have restricted experiences 

because of their position in the social structure (Kelman and Barclay, 

1963; Stewart and Hoult, 1959; McKinley, 1964:97-102). Also certain 

occupational roles such as, for example, the Army private, would probably 
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be restrictive. Stewart and Hoult (1959) have also identified the 

child's role in an authoritarian home as restrictive in this sense. 

The two sources of experiences, the physical and the social 

structure, may operate together. The high status person (who has a 

position in the social structure) has the money to travel and meet 

other kinds of people (experiences affected by the physical structure). 

Or an occupational role may require travel and both sources of experi

ences will affect the participant. 

It is proposed that experiences arising from either of these 

sources will affect authoritarianism. 

We will now attempt to justify the assertions just made con

cerning the importance of social isolation in producing authoritarianism. 

Such empirical evidence as is available from the literature will be 

presented to show why restricted experiences are believed to be 

crucial in the development of authoritarianism. After the theory 

is presented it will be compared to the Adorno theory. 

The Authoritarian as a Social Isolate 

We have said that several of the components of authoritarianism 

are direct consequences of restricted life experiences. The list of 

traits attributed to authoritarians is very long, too long to be 

4 handled in its entirety in this chapter. Rather than deal with the 

whole list, we shall consider in detail only a few of those components. 

4. Even Adorno ejt al. (1950:228) implied that their list of 
traits was not exhaustive. For another list, not too different from 
that of the Adorno group, see Maslow (1943). 
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To support the proposition it is necessary to show that the component 

is a consequence of social isolation. This will be done by consider

ing first the reasons why the component is linked to isolation. Then, 

where available, the evidence from the literature that this link occurs 

will be presented. 

It shall be assumed for the moment that the trait under con

sideration has been described generally as a characteristic of author

itarianism. Those studies empirically verifying the link between three 

of the traits, rigidity, aggression and submission, to authoritarianism 

are listed in Chapter 4 when the problem of authoritarianism as a syndrome 

is discussed. 

Intolerance. Intolerance of outgroups is the trait perhaps 

most universally assigned to the authoritarian syndrome. Much theo

retical justification has been offered to support the proposition that 

a variety of experiences leads to tolerance and that conversely, re

stricted experiences are associated with intolerance. 

Mannheim (1940) said that a science of sociology required an 

ability to look at social norms objectively and this ability could only 

arise when groups within a society had contact with several belief 

systems. Those groups of people who have known only one system of 

thought tend to be certain and unskeptical of their own beliefs. 

Mannheim thought that a society with high levels of horizontal and 

especially vertical mobility would produce people who viewed their own 

as well as others' belief systems with objectivity. Mobility had this 

effect, he said, because it exposed people to several different ideol

ogies or systems of belief (Mannheim, 1940:6-8). 



26 

Borhelc (1965) proposed that tolerance grows as the individual 

is exposed to new and contradictory definitions of objects. Conversely, 

he said, if the individual is not exposed to contradictory definitions, 

and if agents of socialization have presented consistent interpretations 

of events and objects to him, he tends to think in either-or terms and 

is intolerant of any deviance. Varied experiences will tend to expose 

the individual to contradictory definitions of objects and therefore 

should be associated with tolerance. 

Dynes (1967), in attempting to explain the positive relation

ship found between tolerance of Communists and years of education, says 

essentially the same thing: required interaction with others whose 

opinions are likely to be different from one's own leads to tolerance. 

Stewart and Iloult's theory, presented earlier, sees authoritarian

ism as the consequence of restricted experiences. They propose that 

those whose experiences are restricted do not develop empathy and those 

with restricted experiences are consequently intolerant of those who 

are different. 

Each of these views contains the assumption that the first system 

the individual learns is an intolerant one, that a person is first taught 

that the beliefs he holds are inviolate. According to this view, only 

by contact with others who are different does one "unlearn" this tenet. 

It is proposed, therefore, that one source of the hostility of 

the authoritarian toward racial and ethnic groups and deviants of all 

kinds is the primary group's hatred of the deviant and the outsider. 



The primary group is notoriously ethnocentric. The individual who re

mains for most of his life in one or a few settings has never had the 

primary group's definition of the deviant challenged. The group's 

mores remain sacred, unimpeachable. On the other hand, tolerance of 

those who are different develops in those who have varied experiences. 

The person who has had a variety of experiences will have had to learn 

and unlearn several systems of right and wrong. In doing so he becomes 

progressively less surprised and shocked at each new encounter with 

different beliefs. And he becomes more tolerant. 

There is empirical support for the contention that varied ex

periences lead to tolerance. In the context of the physical structure, 

Stouffer (1955) has found that southerners and ruralites are more in

tolerant of Communists than non-southerners and the urban. Stember 

(1961) and Mauss (1966) found that urban origin breeds greater tolerance 

of ethnic groups than a rural background. Kirsch (1963) found that 

southern students, rural students and students attending racially homo

geneous schools exhibited more social distance than their opposites, 

non-southerners, the urban and those attending mixed schools. 

Social structural experiences have also been shown to be related 

to tolerance. Stouffer found women and community non-leaders more in

tolerant than men and community leaders. Curtis, Timbers, and Jackson 

(1967), in a finding which is perhaps evidence of the effects of both 

the physical and the social structure, reported that Negro and other 

5. Allport (1954:29-47) discussed the ingroup-outgroup 
dichotomy as a source of prejudice. 
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ethnic prejudice is negatively related to the extent of secondary con

tacts in male New Haven household heads. 

Socioeconomic status, an important aspect of the social structure, 

is also related to tolerance. Lipset reviewed the data from several 

studies and concluded that "a variety of evidence from many countries 

suggests that low status and low education predispose individuals to 

favor extremist, intolerant and transvaluational forms of political and 

religious behavior" (1959:482). (See also Rosenblum, 1959; Kirsch, 

1963; and Kohn and Schooler, 1969.) 

There is no lack of theoretical or empirical justification for 

the proposition that varied experiences lead to tolerance and that con

versely, restricted experiences are associated with intolerance. It 

should be noted that it is not correct to say that restricted'experiences 

lead to intolerance; it is rather that restricted experiences tend to 

keep the individual the way he was in the beginning, believing his way 

is the one right way and that all other beliefs and ways of acting are 

wrong. 

Evidence from the literature that other components of authori

tarianism are linked to restricted experiences is more tenuous. The 

data from this study relevant to that link are presented in Chapter 6. 

However, though there are few studies to cite, we may still consider 

why we expect restricted experiences to be associated with certain other 

components of authoritarianism. 

Rigidity. The authoritarian has often been pictured as a rigid 

individual. As will be seen in Chapter 4, the concept rigidity has 
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taken on various meanings. The view of authoritarianism presented here 

stresses the importance of role-playing in the development of the syn

drome. In that context, rigidity will refer to an inflexibility in 

social situations, an inability to see that there might be more than 

one way of doing things, a relative certainty that there is always only 

one answer, one correct way to proceed. It is posited that this is a 

direct result of having learned few roles or of having learned roles 

whose expectations are consistent. One can only be sure there is one 

way to proceed if one has had to learn few new roles. Those who have 

played several or many kinds of roles will learn different ways of 

accomplishing goals and they will not be so certain that only one correct 

way to proceed exists. 

Submission to Authority. The authoritarian is supposed to be 

submissive to authority figures, willingly, even eagerly, doing as they 

ask. It is proposed here that submission is learned in parts of the 

social structure. The first role of any individual, the child's role, 

is submissive. An infant may manipulate his social world by crying 

but he is ultimately dependent upon that world for gratification. 

Other important social roles demand submission, to a greater or lesser 

degree. The woman's role is largely submissive. Lower status occupa

tional roles demand submission (McKinley, 1964:60). In general any 

lower status position in a hierarchically arranged social system will 

demand obedience. Individuals who have spent a relatively large pro

portion of their time playing roles that demand submission will tend to 

be submissive. 
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Conformity. Conformity, or the tendency to submit to peer 

pressures, is also said to be a characteristic of authoritarianism. 

Campbell (1961:130) has reviewed a number of studies which show a 

positive relationship between F Scale scores and conformity. In addi

tion to being related to authoritarianism, conformity has also been 

identified as a characteristic of lower-class persons (Campbell, 1961). 

Kohn and Schooler (1969) have shown that working-class men value con

formity while middle-class men value initiative and individualism. 

Thus far the relations of experiences to some components of 

authoritarianism have been discussed. There is ample evidence that 

these same experience variables are related also to measures of general 

authoritarianism. Kelman and Barclay (1963), Horton (1963) and Corder 

(1963) found a southern and a rural background associated with author

itarianism, evidence that the physical structure can influence the 

syndrome. (See also Stewart and Hoult, 1959.) There is also evidence 

that social structure experiences are related to authoritarianism. 

Horton (1963) found females, and those students whose mothers had 

low education, more authoritarian than males, and children of mothers 

who had high education. McDill (1961), Kelman and Barclay (1963), and 

MacKinnon and Centers (1956) found socioeconomic status and authori

tarianism inversely related. Stewart and Hoult (1959) reviewed several 

studies which showed the same relationship. These studies and many 

not cited show a consistent relationship between restricted experiences 

and authoritarianism. 



We have tried to show that several of the qualities of the 

authoritarian may have their origin in a life of restricted experiences. 

One who has played few roles, and submissive roles, displays the char

acteristics of the authoritarian. Now we will attempt to demonstrate 

a link between authoritarianism and the control one has over his life. 

The Authoritarian and Lack of Control 

The second proposition of the theory is that restrictive experi

ences lead to authoritarianism by inhibiting the individual's ability 

and opportunity to play roles effectively. We will first discuss the 

role of experiences in affecting role-playing behavior. We will sug

gest that control over life situations is enhanced by effective role-

playing and that restrictive experiences retard role-playing and thereby 

impede the development of control. Then the position that the authori

tarian is one who lacks control will be defended. 

In the family the individual learns his first set of roles. 

He learns appropriate behavior for his particular sex, his age, and 

his position in the family. As he grows older he begins to interact 

with peers, with teachers in school, with adult friends of his parents. 

In each setting he must learn a new role and as he is forced to learn 

more and varied roles he also learns how to learn. 

The more roles the individual is forced to learn, the better 

he becomes at role-playing. Parsons and Bales describe the process of 

learning the roles and norms of successively more inclusive social sys

tems, beginning with the mother-child system: 
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The personality is in this respect, as we have put it, a kind 
of "mirror-image" of the succession of social systems into 
which it has been integrated, organized in depth over the 
requisite series of stages (1955:357). 

...we suggest that system of action is in effect a system by 
which various components of that situation are brought within 
an orbit of control. This happens through the discrimination 
between the elements which are treated as part of the "external" 
situation, and those which are brought into the system itself 
and thereby subjected to a particular and more rigorous type 
of control (1955:376). 

In other words, control over a larger and larger proportion of the en

vironment is gained as the individual enters and learns the norms and 

proper role behavior of successively larger social systems. In dis

cussing interpersonal competence, by which he means the ability of a 

person to get others to do what he wants them to do, Weinstein points 

to the importance of varied experiences: "It may be assumed that ex

posing the child to a breadth and variety of social relationships fa

cilitates the development of general role-taking accuracy" (1969:763). 

Mann and Mann (1966) showed experimentally that role-playing experiences 

increase role-playing ability. Thus, practice at role-playing is seen 

as improving role-playing ability, a conclusion which is not surprising. 

The social structure, as we are using the term, has been identi

fied as an important influence upon the role-playing abilities of its 

participants. Positions of low status do not offer opportunities for 

role-playing found elsewhere in the status structure. Weinstein points 

out that: "opportunities for breadth in social relationships...are 

heavily affected by the child's social class origins. Lower-class 

children are less likely to have the experiences which will facilitate 



role-taking accuracy, especially with those outside of their class" 

(1969:763). Hausknecht (1964:209) cites studies showing that the blue-

collar worker, as opposed to the white-collar worker, does not have 

role-playing skills and therefore can cope less effectively: "The 

deficiencies of his education and the consequent restrictions of his 

experiences put him at an intellectual disadvantage. Therefore, the 

larger community and society appear as arenas of uncontrollable forces, 

and the people inhabiting them are viewed with suspicion and hostility." 

Bettelheim and Janowitz (1964:18) stress the importance of education 

in the formation of personal controls: "Education in a political democ

racy is designed per se to strengthen one's personal controls and to 

broaden one's understanding of social reality." Kohn and Schooler (1969) 

found indirect evidence that education contributes to intellectual 

flexibility. Hence the social structure, which has been identified 

here as an important source of experiences, is seen also as affecting 

role-playing abilities. 

It is proposed here that the authoritarian is one who cannot 

play new roles effectively and that he therefore has less control over 

his environment than one who can play new roles easily. Next, it will 

be shown that many of the characteristics of the authoritarian are 

descriptive of the individual who has little role-playing ability and 

who seeks to establish control through other means. 

Various writers have noted that the authoritarian is one who 

seems to be out of control, and they point to several of his character

istics as indications of an attempt to maintain control. Maslow (1943) 
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suggested that the authoritarian's submission to a strong authority 

figure is an attempt to cope with the fearful world in which he lives. 

No other force is strong enough to help him, he fears, so he clings 

desperately. According to the Adorno view, several of the character

istics of the authoritarian are defense mechanisms operating to keep 

him from discovering his conflict with his parents. He is submissive 

to authority, hostile toward outgroups, and so on, as a method of 

control. If he had not adopted these controls, they imply that his 

life would be unbearable. 

McKinley (1964) presents conclusions which are an interesting 

confirmation of the argument made here. The purpose of his book is 

to show how family life varies by social class. He reviews much pre

vious research and presents data not previously published. Men of the 

lower classes, he says, are not in control of their lives. They are 

not given autonomy in their jobs, they do not help make decisions in 

the community. Even in the family they do not have as much control as 

high status men. This lack of power has consequences in the personal 

life of the lower status man. McKinley observes, "in discussing certain 

behavior at different status levels we often found parallels between 

our statements and the dimensions of the authoritarian personality" 

(1964:260). McKinley found authoritarian behavior a concommitant of 

the lack of power possessed by the lower-class man. According to 

McKinley, the lower-class man's punitiveness toward his children and 

safe scapegoats stems directly from his frustrations due to his lack 

of power. 
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Several of the characteristics of the authoritarian can be 

viewed as attempts to maintain control. Let us consider a few of 

those characteristics to illustrate what is meant. 

Submission to Authority. The authoritarian is supposed to 

accede to the demands of authority figures. Submission in a very 

important sense is^ a coping mechanism but it operates by taking re

sponsibility and initiative away from the individual. Leaving the 

decisions to others removes culpability from oneself. The authoritarian 

may also be unsuccessful whenever he attempts to deal with a situation 

himself and in this sense also submission is a way of coping with a 

world that he cannot handle alone. 

Conformity. The authoritarian is supposed to conform more 

to peer expectations than the non-authoritarian. Corder has said 

apropos of this tendency: 

...the authoritarian is a supreme conformist to middle-class 
ideas, ideals, and to authority. His conformity is compulsive 
and irrational and is an attempt to find security by merging 
with the herd, or by submitting to some higher power or 
authority (1963:104). 

Hierarchical View of the World. The authoritarian is sup

posed to see the world largely in terms of status. Control may be 

attained for the authoritarian by this perspective. If everything 

is hierarchically ordered, then there is no confusion as to who has 

the final say in any decision. In any transaction all decisions are 

automatically made by the higher status person. If the authoritarian 

does tend to be a lower status person, as evidence has shown to be 
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from responsibilities. Others, such as the high status figures, may 

take control and the authoritarian need not. 

Similarly the ritualism, the demand for order and discipline, 

the intolerance of ambiguity and the opposition to change of the author

itarian can be viewed as ways of maintaining control over situations 

by one who cannot adjust easily through role-taking and role-playing. 

Let us now briefly summarize the argument. First, several 

of the components of authoritarianism have their origins in a life 

which has been restricted. One who has had the opportunity to play 

few new roles possesses certain characteristics and those character

istics are the ones attributed to the authoritarian. Second, a re

stricted life tends to be maladaptive. The individual who cannot 

play new roles easily is hampered in an industrial, mobile society. 

He has less control than the accomplished role-player. Several of 

the characteristics of the authoritarian can be viewed as attempts to 

maintain control without role-taking and role-playing.^ 

Thus far we have spoken of the components in a general way, 

showing how several might have their origins in restricted life experi

ences. It is possible to go one step further and consider the rela

tions between the components themselves. Three of the many possible 

6. An implication of this view is that restricted environments 
will have different consequences depending upon the heterogeneity of 
the society. In a homogeneous, small society the one who conforms, sub
mits and is intolerant of outsiders is well suited to life in his en
vironment. It is only when society changes rapidly, fills with deviants, 
and upward mobility becomes possible for those who can adjust easily 
that the one who cannot play new roles is put at a disadvantage. 
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components of authoritarianism have been measured in the subjects of 

the five cities. They are rigidity, authoritarian submission and 

authoritarian aggression. The relations between these components 

will now be considered. 

Rigidity or inflexibility in the ability to role-take, role-

play and develop empathy is the essential characteristic of authori

tarianism in this view. This is the core, just as repressed hatred 

of the father lies at the center of the classical view of authoritar

ianism. The authoritarian's rigidity is maladaptive because it keeps 

him from adjusting easily in situations where the taking of a new 

role is appropriate. 

Authoritarian submission in the adult is a consequence of the 

inopportunity to learn to play new roles easily. The rigid person 

has not learned to change roles easily and tends to retain the same 

pattern of role-playing from one social situation to the next. Since 

submission was the pattern appropriate in early role-playing, sub

mission becomes the pattern in later experiences. 

There are two mechanisms which will produce aggression in the 

authoritarian. The first of these is the frustration-aggression process, 

the second is learning. 

The frustration-aggression theory states that when an individual 

is frustrated he relieves his frustration by attacking some object. 

The authoritarian is frustrated in at least two ways, and each of these 

frustrations may lead to hostility toward outgroups. First, although 

the authoritarian is quietly submissive toward the demands of authority 
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at his continual acquiescence. To the extent that he resents his ac

quiescence and lack of freedom and resents the authorities who control 

him, he will be frustrated and hostile. The hostility in this case is 

a result of the submission. Second, to the extent that the authoritar

ian's rigidity and submission are maladaptive in the search for success, 

he will be unsuccessful and seek someone to blame for the failure. 

Society offers scapegoats against whom to vent hostilities produced 

by either of these forms of frustration. McKinley (1964) discusses 

this process in some detail. 

There is a second mechanism operating which predicts that the 

authoritarian will be hostile toward outgroups. Since the authoritarian 

is rigid and has retained the norms and patterns of interaction of 

the primary group, he will retain the primary group notion that its 

ways are best and that all other ways are to be scorned. If a potential 

source of hostility in the authoritarian is the hatred of the primary 

group for all deviants and different groups, then one would expect a 

great deal of hostility in him simply because the modern world con

fronts any individual with a plethora of deviants. Aggression in this 

case would arise not from submission but from restricted experiences. 

The Adorno theory is different from the theory presented here 

in several ways. Generally speaking, the Adorno theory may be de

scribed as a cathectic theory — emotions of fear and anxiety govern 

the appearance of the syndrome. Harsh punishment by the parents leads 

to fear by the child of his parents and this fear and the attempts to 
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The. present theory is a learning theory, primarily. The characteristics 

of the authoritarian appear because of learning experiences, or more 

properly, lack of learning experiences. 

The Adorno theory and the present theory are different in 

their predictions concerning the possibility of change in degree of 

authoritarianism in the individual. According to the Adorno theory 

authoritarianism will remain unchanged once the initial fear is pro

duced. The present theory says that as an individual becomes exposed 

to more groups, or has more success in life, authoritarianism is 

likely to diminish. Conversely, authoritarianism may be augmented if 

experiences become limited. Closely related to this point is the 

observation that while the Adorno theory states that authoritarianism 

is produced in the child, the present theory puts no such time stricture 

on its development. To a certain extent the second view sees authori

tarianism as resulting from restrictive experiences whenever they occur. 

Early experiences may be more important in that they help determine 

later life chances and in that they produce a set or outlook on life 

that is increasingly difficult to change, but still an individual may 

become less authoritarian at any time by being placed in a more hetero

geneous environment. 

The present theory is also in a sense more general than the 

Adorno view. Rather than limiting the effective conditions to those 

related to the discipline of the child by the parents, the present 

theory grants that many kinds of life situations are powerful in that 
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they impede or enhance the individual's ability to play roles effectively. 

Stewart and Hoult (1959) pointed out that the child in an authoritarian 

home may be restricted in his role-playing and role-learning experi

ences but that there are many other situations which are similarly re

strictive and which may also produce authoritarianism. Physical and 

social structural experiences have been identified here as important 

in the development of authoritarianism and these cover considerably 

more ground than is covered in the Adorno theory. 

A Partial Test 

In the partial test of the theory which follows, it is necessary 

first to show that the authoritarian components which have been measured 

in the respondents of the five cities (rigidity, submission and aggres

sion) are positively related to each other. If authoritarianism should 

be retained as a relevant scientific concept, then at the very least 

each of the variables should be related to the other after the relation

ships have been controlled for other relevant variables. The relations 

between the components will be considered in Chapter 4. 

The analysis will also include a study of the effects of some 

physical and social structural variables upon the authoritarian components. 

For each of the indicators of experiences the prediction is that re

strictive experiences will be positively related to the measures of 

authoritarianism. The path analysis technique will allow the independent 

and unique effects of these variables to be determined. The following 

predictions will be tested: 
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1. Restricted social structural experiences in the past will 

be positively related to authoritarianism. 

a. Father's occupational prestige will be negatively re

lated to authoritarianism. 

b. Mother's years of education will be negatively related 

to authoritarianism. 

c. Number of siblings will be positively related to author

itarianism. Other things being equal, the more children a family must 

support, the fewer the economic resources available to each child. 

2. Restricted social structural experiences in the present 

will be positively related to authoritarianism. 

a. Years of formal education will be negatively related 

to authoritarianism. 

b. Occupational prestige will be negatively related to 

authoritarianism. 

c. Total family income will be negatively related to author

itarianism. 

3. Restricted past physical structural experiences will be 

positively related to authoritarianism. 

a. Southern background will be positively related to 

authoritarianism. 

b. The size of the place in which the respondent was raised 

will be negatively related to authoritarianism. 
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4. Restricted present physical structural experiences will be 

positively related to authoritarianism. 

a. The range of contacts the respondent is presently ex

periencing will be negatively related to authoritarianism. 

b. The smaller the city, the higher the means of the in

dicators of authoritarianism. 

Not all of the relationships implied by the theory have been 

mentioned here, nor will all be tested. For example, it is probable 

that within the nuclear family several degrees of authoritarian disci

pline exist. At one extreme, the parents, and especially the father, 

may hold complete sway over decisions made and will enforce authority 

with corporal punishment. At the other extreme, the children may in 

fact after a certain age run the household. Holding other variables 

constant, family type measured along this dimension should predict 

authoritarianism in the children. This variable was not measured here 

so this relationship will not be known. 

Further, there is no direct behavioral measure of role-playing 

ability, a crucial variable in the scheme. We will try to show that 

restricted experiences are associated with the authoritarian components 

but the links between experiences and role-playing ability and between 

role-playing ability and the components may not be shown. 



CHAPTER 3 

SOURCE OF DATA AND METHOD OF ANALYSIS 

In this chapter the kind of data available and the method 

used to analyze the data will be described. There are three separate 

parts of the analysis, or three different kinds of questions being 

asked. These questions are discussed in Chapter 4, Chapters 5 and 6, 

and Chapter 7 respectively. Although the questions are distinct, 

bearing on different analytic areas of authoritarianism, a similar 

methodology will be employed to help answer the questions. Before 

proceeding with a description of the data and the method of analysis, 

the problem and the questions asked in each of the three portions of 

the study will be reviewed. 

First, in Chapter 4 the relationships between rigidity, 

authoritarian submission and authoritarian aggression will be de

termined. The question asked is whether the components are related 

to each other after the effects of other relevant variables are 

controlled. 

Two problems arise in Chapters 5 and 6. The question of 

the best order of the authoritarian components in the light of the 

relationships between those components and the physical and social 

structural variables will be considered. This problem is discussed 

in the first part of Chapter 6. The second part of the analysis in 

these two chapters is an investigation of those conditions peculiar 

43 
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to those who are high in rigidity, submission and aggression. The 

theory has said that there are two sources of restricted experiences, 

the physical and social structures. The empirical question is whether 

restricted experiences are found in the backgrounds of those high in 

the components. Both indirect and direct effects of these indicators 

of restricted experiences will be sought. 

In Chapter 7 we will see whether the authoritarian components 

are important as independent predictors of conventional morality, 

prejudice against blacks and conservatism. To answer this question 

it is necessary to allow other theoretically important variables to 

explain as much variance in the social attitudes as possible, allowing 

authoritarianism to explain what it can at the same time. 

Source of Data 

Description of Samples 

The data for the present study were gathered as part of a 

study of status inconsistency and mobility effects in adults of 

American communities. Standards were applied to the selection of the 

communities so that cities of varying size and region, isolated geo

graphically and economically from each other and from other cities, 

and matched by size in each region, were selected. 

The samples consist of 2041 male household heads from five 

Arizona and Indiana cities. Table 1 shows the five cities, their 

I960 populations, and the numbers of respondents drawn from the cities. 

Interviews in the five cities were gathered from November, 1966 through 
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May, 1967 by Elmo Roper and Associates. Random samples of males were 

selected from the city directory listings of Phoenix, Yuma, Safford 

and Columbus. No city directory was available in Linton so utility 

lists for the area were used to draw the sample. 

Table 1. Description of Samples.* 

Name of City State 1960 Population N 

Columbus Indiana 20,778 375 

Linton Indiana 5,736 298 

Phoenix Arizona 522,043 686 

Yuma Arizona 23,974 376 

Safford Arizona 4,648 . 306 

^Source: Data on 1960 population of the cities in U.S. Bureau of 
the Census (1963). 

The interview schedules took an average of one and one-half 

hours to administer. Most of the questions on the interview schedule 

were pre-tested on New Haven, Connecticut men and Bloomington, Indiana 

adults. 

Since the purpose of the original study was to study inconsist

ency and mobility effects, most of the questions used here were included 

because they measured some aspect of status or because they were thought 

to bear some relationship to inconsistency and/or mobility. The present 

study is a secondary analysis of some of those questions. The measures 
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of the physical and social structural variables used here are described 

in Chapter 5. The measures of the attitudinal variables are described 

as they appear in the report. 

Advantages of the Samples 

Random Samples. The usual samples of authoritarianism studies 

have been college students or other easily available but non-random 

samples, and the generalizability of the findings has been limited 

by this factor. It is good to have studied college students but there 

is danger in inferring characteristics of and relationships in the 

entire population when data come from only one segment of that popula

tion. College students are restricted with respect to age, status and 

cohort relative to the population of the country, and these variables 

are likely to be important correlates of authoritarianism. "*" 

One comprehensive study which did not use college students was 

the Adorno work; however, neither were the samples used there (members 

of voluntary associations, patients at psychiatric clinics, prisoners, 

and others) random samples of the whole population. 

In order to establish the presence of authoritarianism it is 

important to use samples which are not restricted with respect to 

status, age or cohort. The samples of this study are not so restricted. 

Sample Size. The size of the samples available here allows 

simultaneous statistical control of manv more variables than would be 

possible with smaller sample sizes. An attempt at statistical control 

1. See Robinson (1970) for an example of the ways college 
students — the young and educated — can be different from the rest 
of the population. 
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of several variables at one time is not found in the authoritarianism 

literature and yet is a natural way of solving some of the problems 

pointed out in the criticisms of authoritarianism methodology. 

To illustrate the type of problem this methodology can help 

solve, let us look to the criticism of Hyman and Sheatsley (1954). 

They pointed out that education is negatively related to F Scale 

scores. Thus, as measured by the F Scale, authoritarianism might be 

a personality configuration, or it might be mere test-taking ability 

or sophistication and unrelated to the content of the F Scale items. 

To solve the problem it is only necessary to look at the relation

ship between authoritarianism and a zero-order correlate of author

itarianism, such as prejudice, while controlling for education. If 

the relationship remains, then the F Scale is measuring more than test-

taking ability. Although the F Scale is not being used as an indicator 

of authoritarianism in the present study, the effects of several 

variables will be controlled simultaneously as the relationships of 

the authoritarianism indicators to other variables are explored. The 

large samples of the present study are necessary to make this kind of 

control possible. 

Number of Samples. Samples from five communities offer oppor

tunity for replication seldom available to social scientists. Any 

study employing a single sample risks the possibility that the sample 

is not representative of the population from which it is drawn. Con

clusions drawn from an unrepresentative sample may not be accurate 

reflections of the real relationships in the population and further 
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research which uses the erroneous conclusions will be hampered. If 

several samples are drawn from different populations there is much 

less likelihood that all will give identical erroneous conclusions. 

If several samples show similar patterns the chances are very high 

that the similar patterns are characteristic of the populations and 

not just the samples. 

There is a second advantage which several samples offer. 

A goal in science is general theory, theory which is applicable in 

many settings. An accurate description may be made of one sample 

and also of a population, but the relationships may be unique to 

that population. However, if a similar pattern of relationships is 

found across samples of several populations, then there is more 

assurance that the relationships are general ones, persistent in 

groups not represented by the samples. 

The presence of several samples offers another advantage. 

Problems of interpretation arise when two investigators use different 

measures for the same variable or use different methods to test the 

same hypotheses. Are differences in the findings due to the differing 

measures, to the differing methods, to sampling error, or to real 

differences in the populations sampled? It is difficult to tell. 

However, the present study, which uses the same measures and methods 

over several samples, should more easily be able to identify those 

relationships that are replicable. 

Thus, there are several advantages possessed by the data 

of the present study for an inquiry into authoritarianism. Not 
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surprisingly, the advantages combine to make one more sure of the 

results than would be possible with non-random samples, smaller 

sample sizes or a smaller number of samples. 

Limitations of the Data 

The community survey data analyzed here have the advantages 

of representing the men of the communities, of representing several 

communities and of being large enough to allow statistical control 

within the samples of each community, but there are several limita

tions of the data. 

Causal interpretations are impossible to establish with 

certainty. Factors may be isolated which seem to be causal because 

they precede and are correlated with the dependent variable, but 

if the scientist is not present to introduce the causal variable to 

subjects assigned randomly to an experimental and to a control group, 

he cannot be very sure which variable is actually causing the effect. 

Another disadvantage of survey data is that respondents may not 

report the past correctly because they forget it or because they 

otherwise distort the facts. 

How widely applicable will be the findings of the present 

study? Three major qualifications must be noted before the appli

cability of the findings can be considered. First, the cities in

cluded here have populations ranging between approximately 5,000 and 

500,000. Those living in rural areas and those in cities over 500,000 

are not represented so results should not be generalized to them. 
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It is possible, for example, that social experiences and contacts are 

sufficiently different in very large cities to produce results dif

ferent from those obtained here. 

Second, in the five cities only males were interviewed, so 

to the extent that the relationships are different for females the 

results may not be generalized to them. And finally, to the extent 

that the south and the northeast contain specific patterns that will 

not be found in the midwest or the west, the results are applicable 

only to the two regions sampled. 

Method of Analysis 

Path analysis was chosen as the analytic tool most suited to 

answer the questions raised in the theory. Path analysis allows one 

to note the direction and extent of relationships within the limita

tions imposed by the presence of single time data. The procedure of 

path analysis requires that a model of proposed relationships between 

variables be constructed. The model specifies the temporal arrange

ment of the variables. A path analysis is then performed, and path 

coefficients are the result. There are two general criteria applied 

to the resulting path coefficients. First, do they make theoretical 

sense? For example, if the theory proposes a large negative path 

between two variables, the path coefficient should not be large and 

positive. Second, is a sufficient amount of variance explained in 

the dependent variables so that it is reasonable to assume that 

theoretically relevant variables have been selected as the independent 
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variables? If these two criteria are satisfied then a model is accepted 

as the best description at hand of the relationships between variables. 

When a better model is found, it will be accepted — path analysis does 

not give indisputable final answers; it is rather a technique used in 

the search for better answers. 

A Recursive System 

There are a large number of forms that a model of the relation

ships between variables may take. One of these forms is the recursive 

system. A model is recursive if it satisfies two criteria. First, 

causation goes in one direction only: if it is postulated that. A leads 

to B, then B must not at the same time lead to A. Second, each depen

dent variable must have a path leading to it from all the preceding 

variables in the model. The obtained path may be zero and so may be 

ignored but it must be at least computed. In practice this involves 

predicting B from A, predicting C from A and B, predicting D from A, 

B, and C, and so on. 

If a theory is recursive, path coefficients are beta coefficients 

in the multiple regression of dependent variable upon independent vari

ables. Practically this is important because the computation of beta 

weights is a simple job for a computer, while solution of many simul

taneous equations, necessary for the solution of a non-recursive system, 

is much more difficult and time consuming. 

The theory to be tested is in the form of a recursive system. 

Each independent variable will be used in the prediction of each 
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dependent variable, and no dependent variable is presumed to lead 

back, at the same time, to one of the independent variables. Thus, . 

both criteria for a recursive system are satisfied, and the beta 

coefficients in multiple regression are the path coefficients. 

Input for Path Analysis 

Input data for the path analysis are Pearson product-moment 

correlation coefficients. If Pearson's _r is to be used the conservative 

assumption is made that a straight line describes the relationship 

between the variables at least as well as any other function. The 

theory has predicted linear relationships without exception. 

Several of the variables used here achieve only ordinal 

measurement rather than the interval measurement technically re

quired of data used in Pearson's r_. However, Boyle (1970) has shown 

that in this situation the _r will be a conservative but usually not 

too disparate estimate of the true correlation between the variables. 

Since path analysis can answer the questions raised by the theory 

better than any other technique, it seems wise to risk the possibility 

of conservative estimates of the correlations. 

The Order of Variables 

Path analysis is a technique which allows one to gain some 

knowledge of causal relationships in a set of variables. In order to 

proceed with the path analysis some decisions must be made concerning 

the chronological ordering of the variables. The ordering is not 

given, as it would be in an experiment, for all the information is 
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gathered at one point in time. Since the data come from one time 

interval, the question of how one proceeds in discovering the order

ing of the variables should be considered. 

According to Land (1969), the ordering of the variables is 

dictated by two considerations: obvious time sequence and the theory 

itself. The first consideration refers to the fact that a variable 

which clearly precedes another in time should also precede it in the 

path analysis. If education precedes occupation in American men, 

then education should also precede occupation in a path analysis of 

data from American men. 

The second clue to the order of the variables is the theory: 

"...the theoretical assumptions of the particular substantive area 

under investigation provide a...source of causal assumptions" (Land, 

1969:34). This view allows the scientist to build and test his model 

regardless of the certainty he has of the causal ordering. 

Not all agree that the theory may be used to generate the 

order of the variables. Heise (1969:50-52) says that only when the 

causal ordering of the variables is "undebatable" should path analysis 

be used. 

The present analysis will use suggestions offered by both Land 

and Heise. There are many variables included here for which the time 

sequence is "undebatable". For example, the order of some of the 

status variables can be established with some certainty. For others 

(the attitudinal variables) the order is not so sure. It is important 
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to recognize that these two sets of variables are distinct and that 

interpretations of paths within the two sets should be kept separate. 

The variables which constitute the first set of independent 

variables are those which obviously precede the first dependent vari

able in time, and those dependent variables for which the order is 

certain. Certainly past social structural experiences and past 

physical structural experiences precede present social structural 

and physical structural experiences. Because of this the model will 

include the past variables (father's occupation, mother's education, 

number of siblings, southern background, and the size of the place 

in which the respondent was raised) as exogenous variables, jL. e_., 

independent variables which are presumed to be causes of the depen

dent variables but within which no causal relations are presumed. 

The first dependent variable will be education. The exogenous 

variables and education will predict present occupational prestige, 

and all of the preceding will predict total family income. The order 

of these variables is "undebatable" in Heise's sense for the vast 

majority of the population. 

The next variable in the string is range of contacts, an 

indicator of present experiences in the social and physical structure. 

Since the indicator measures present experiences, the previously 

mentioned variables are legitimately conceived as prior to it. It 

is possible that previous experiences of the sort included in the 

range of contacts index (contact with friends, neighbors, work associates, 

political and church activity and the like) did affect present status 
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and current experiences, but these past experiences are unmeasured 

and will not be used in the present model. 

Common to the dependent variables just discussed is the rela

tive ease of determining their order. Determining the order of the 

attitudinal variables of the study is not so easy. These attitudinal 

variables form a second set of variables, a set within which we may 

not know the order. Following Land's suggestion, the theory will be 

allowed to provide suggestions for the order of the variables. 

In the discussion of Chapter 2, we suggested that among the 

authoritarian components under consideration, rigidity is the central 

variable, while submission follows next, followed by aggression. 

Therefore, the dependent variables will be, in turn, rigidity, sub

mission, and aggression. (The first problem of Chapter 6 is to 

determine if this order provides a good description of the data. 

As we will see in Chapter 6, it does not.) 

Finally, in Chapter 7, authoritarianism is seen as having 

effects, or potential effects, upon three social attitudes — con

ventional morality, prejudice against blacks, and conservatism. The 

three authoritarian components will, together with the preceding 

independent variables, predict these three social attitudes. 

Although our perspective suggests that the authoritarian 

variables appear in a certain order, and that they precede the other 

social attitudes, this order is by no means undebatable. Therefore, 

it is safer to center attention upon the relationships among the 

components on the one hand, and between the components and the social 
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consequences on the other, rather than to put too much emphasis upon 

their causal ordering. Paths will be obtained from one component to 

another and from the components to the other social attitudes, but they 

should be taken as estimated magnitudes of partial associations be

tween the components and the social attitudes rather than evidence that 

one component precedes another component or variable. The causal 

order analysis described in Chapter 6 will explore the logical implica

tions of alternate orderings; it is not to be taken as empirical 

"proof" for a particular causal sequence. 

One type of variable which is included in the analysis but 

which has not yet been described is the control variable. The control 

variables are not named in the theory, but are potentially powerful 

influences upon each dependent variable. Age and ethnic status are 

the two control variables. They form part of the set of exogenous 

variables and will be included as independent variables in the pre

diction of each dependent variable. 

Other Methodological Problems 

Acquiescence Response Set 

Cohn (1953), in an early criticism of work in authoritarianism, 

observed that the items of the F Scale, the first measure of the syn

drome, were all keyed in the same direction — the person taking the 

test had to agree with each item in order to be scored authoritarian. 

Therefore, he said, acquiescence response set, a tendency to agree 

with ambiguous items that is found among many people, and especially 
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the less-educated and lower in class (Damarin and Messick, 1965), 

would always be confounded with authoritarianism on an F Scale score. 

The problem of acquiescence response set is shared by all studies 

which measure key attitudinal variables with items which are keyed 

in the same direction (Carr, 1971). 

Bass (1955) constructed reverse F Scale items and administered 

them with the regular F Scale. He found that response set contributes 

to a major part of the F Scale score. Messick and Jackson (1957) 

argued that many of Bass's reversed items do not accurately reflect 

the meanings of the original F Scale items. 

A further problem is that the authoritarian may be more in

clined to acquiesce in the interview situation than the non-authori

tarian. Because of his tendency to be submissive toward authority, 

the authoritarian may, when presented with a positively worded state

ment by a survey interviewer, tend to agree with the statement regard

less of the content of the question. There is some evidence that this 

is the case (Leavitt, Hax and Roche, 1955; Gage, Leavitt and Stone, 

1957; and Gage and Chattergee, 1960). If the authoritarian does agree 

with items regardless of their content, and if that content is mea

sured by positively keyed questions, it is impossible to separate the 

content of authoritarian ideology from the tendency to acquiesce. 

In order to separate the ideology from the response tendency, 

several types of questions are needed so that it is not the structure 

of the question that produces the "authoritarian" response. To the 

extent that the authoritarian acquiesces, the relationships between 
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these different types of questions will be attenuated. However, the 

procedure of using different types of questions is the only way, given 

that survey methodology is being used, to measure the content of the 

authoritarian's belief system. 

An attempt was made in the present study to use different types 

of questions. The question types are different in that acquiescence 

response set will be either positively, negatively, or not correlated 

with the authoritarian content of the questions. The following is a 

brief description of the measures (the full descriptions are presented 

later) in terms of their relations between acquiescence and the authori

tarian content of the question. In terms of content, the variables 

should all be positively related to each other. 

1. Rigidity: In two of the three items used to measure 

rigidity, agreement will produce scores high in rigidity and acquies

cence will be positively related to the component. The third item 

will tend to be slightly positively related to acquiescence, although 

not to the extent of the first two questions. 

2. Authoritarian submission: Agreement will produce scores 

high in authoritarian submission, and acquiescence will be positively 

related to scores on the variable. 

3. Authoritarian aggression: In order to be scored high in 

authoritarian aggression, the respondent must answer "no, no, yes, yes", 

with this pattern repeated four times. Low scores will be received by 

those who answer "yes, yes, no, no, etc." Thus, acquiescence should 

be uncorrelated with scores on authoritarian aggression. 
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4. Conventional morality: In order to receive a high score 

on this variable, a respondent must answer "wong, wrong, wrong". The 

responses "all right, all right, all right" (which would be acquies

cent responses) will yield a low score on this variable. Acquiescence 

will be negatively related to scores in conventional morality. 

5. Prejudice against Negroes: High scores on prejudice may 

be positively related to authoritarianism. Prejudice against Negroes 

is measured by asking the respondent the kinds of persons he would not 

want living next door. If he does not mention blacks in this context, 

he is then asked how he would feel or how he does feel about the 

presence of blacks in his neighborhood. If he says, "It's all right", 

he may be showing acquiescence, and acquiescence will be negatively 

related to scores on prejudice. 

6. Conservatism: Some have found a positive relationship be

tween conservative ideology and authoritarianism. The conservatism 

index used here is constructed from seven items. Four of the items are 

keyed positively, and agreement will yield a high score on conservatism, 

while three of the items are keyed negatively and disagreement will give 

a high score on the index. Thus, there will be a slight tendency for 

scores on the index to be positively related to acquiescence. 

Because of the way the indexes are constructed, the possible 

authoritarian responses to three of the indexes will be correlated 

positively with acquiescence response set. The positive correlation 

with acquiescence response set will be highest with the authoritarian 

submission index, next highest with the rigidity index, and least with 
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the conservatism index. One of the indexes, authoritarian aggression, 

will be uncorrelated with acquiescence response set. Two of the indexes, 

conventional morality and prejudice against Negroes, will be negatively 

related to acquiescence response set, and the relationship will be 

stronger with the former variable than with the latter. 

The variety in the types of indexes used should make it possible 

to tell whether acquiescence response set can explain all of the results, 

or whether the respondents are taking into account and forming their 

answers on the basis of the content of the questions. For example, if 

we find positive correlations between the aggression index and the sub

mission index, or between aggression and conventional morality, the 

correlations cannot be due to acquiescence response set. Since this 

is the case, some information on the content of authoritarian ideology 

should emerge from this study. 

Missing Data 

The problem of missing data in an analysis such as this is 

acute. If all individuals who have missing data on any of the vari

ables are excluded, sample size is reduced and the biasing effect is 

great. Parental education, father's occupation and respondent's 

education, income and occupational prestige are each negatively corre

lated with the presence of missing data. Excluding those with missing 

data would deplete the supply of low status respondents and relation

ships would be harder to detect with the variance on the status vari

ables thus reduced. A conservative procedure will be used which will, 



61 

unfortunately, reduce the relationships between variables, but which 

will also allow most of the respondents to be included at each critical 

stage of the analysis. 

If a respondent had missing data on a variable, the mean of 

the city for that variable was assigned to that case. If, for example, 

father's occupation was not ascertained for a respondent, the mean of 

father's occupation for that respondent's city was used as his score 

on father's occupation. This procedure introduced a constant which 

will contribute no variance to the independent variable but which will 

also keep the individual and his known scores on the other independent 

variables in the analysis. The mean of the city was assigned to 

missing data cases for mother's education, father's occupation, and 

total family income, the variables which possessed the most missing 

data. 

Unstable Paths 

Blalock (1963) has identified a problem that may arise in an 

analysis of the sort proposed here. Suppose that beta weights of in

dependent variables are different from one sample or study to another 

sample or study. To what may this be attributed? Blalock lists three 

possibilities: "Differences among the results might very readily be 

attributed to sampling error, differences among the populations studied, 

or noncomparability in measurement and analysis procedures" (1963:235). 

Since the same questions were asked of all the respondents of this study, 

the third possibility need not concern us further. How shall we tell 
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the difference between differences due to sampling error and real 

differences in the populations? 

Differences due to sampling error are most likely to occur 

when independent variables are highly correlated. The betas fluctuate 

widely in this case, and what may seem to be large differences in the 

relative effects of the two highly correlated independent variables 

may be due entirely to the large standard error of the betas. One 

could come to different conclusions because of the sampling error of 

the betas, even though the population relationships are the same. 

At times, therefore, one might conclude that there are differences 

in populations when none exist. There are at least four ways to ease 

this dilemma. 

One partial solution is to choose one of two highly related 

variables as the variable to represent both (Gordon, 1968). This 

suggestion, applied sparingly, will be used here. Father's education, 

highly correlated with mother's education, and respondent's first job, 

highly correlated with education and present job, are not included as 

independent variables although they are measured and are theoretically 

important. Thus, it should be remembered that mother's education is 

representing, in a sense, father's education, and that respondent's 

first job is represented by both education and present job. 

Another partial solution would not only help in the problem 

of interpretation but would lend theoretical parsimony to the results. 

If city can be shown to be an unimportant predictor of the dependent 

variables, and if no interaction effects are found, then only one set 



63 

of results rather than five needs to be studied. Further, the results 

obtained (if city is an unimportant predictor) would be more widely 

applicable, and an investigator studying a town of the sizes repre

sented here should obtain similar results. Lane (1968) faced the same 

problem and found the effect of city significant. The statistical 

significance of city as a predictor was checked in the five cities. 

We shall see that city is a statistically significant influence upon 

the dependent variables, but that city does not explain much additional 

variance in the dependent variables above that variance explained by 

the independent variables. The results of this analysis are shown 

when the findings are presented. 

Still another method of assessing the importance of city is 

to compare the variance explained in the dependent variable when city 

is used to the variance explained with city left out. If little 

additional variance is explained with the addition of city, its effect 

may be ignored for the sake of parsimony even if the effect of city 

is statistically significant. Unfortunately, a substantial increase 

in variance explained is found when city is included as a predictor. 

The results of this analysis will be presented later as each dependent 

variable is discussed. 

Finally, it will be necessary to pay close attention to the 

2 
pattern of results. Blalock was attempting to explain the reasons 

for inconsistent results. Wherever the results are consistent across 

2. Other aspects of the problem of interpreting patterns 
are discussed in the following section of this chapter. 



the five cities, regular relationships will have been identified. Thus, 

even where two or more independent variables are highly intercorrelated, 

if one has the highest path to the dependent variable across all the 

samples then that variable may be identified as the crucial variable. 

But where first one variable, then another, of a set of interrelated 

variables has the highest path to the dependent variable, we shall be 

limited in the kind of statement we will be able to make. In this 

case, the most that can be said is that the set or cluster of vari

ables is related to the dependent variable. It will not be possible 

to say which of the set is most important. 

Because of this problem the past status variables and the present 

status variables are presented and discussed as sets. At least two of 

the variables from each of these sets are highly intercorrelated and 

interpretations of the results will have to take this into account. 

Interpretation of Results 

Replication is possible with the presence of five samples but 

the determination of what is and what is not replication is a difficult 

task. 

Patterns in Replication 

There are three patterns which may occur in the between-city 

comparisons which may make sense theoretically. First the relationships 

may be consistent across all five cities: either the independent vari

able has no effect or the path to the dependent variable has the same 

sign and the same general magnitude in all the cities. In most instances 



this is the desired pattern because it is simplest. Or, city size may 

have an effect upon certain variables, with those in large cities 

being more affected by experiences, for example, because varied ex

periences in large cities may be more varied than experiences in small 

cities. If this is true then the paths from experiences to authori

tarianism should be higher in the large cities than in the small ones. 

Or, the pattern of relationships may be similar across cities, but the 

mean of the dependent variable might be different according to city 

size. This might be expected of a variable like authoritarian 

aggression where greater aggression might be expected in small towns 

than in the large cities. Finally, region may affect dependent vari

ables. For example, Indiana's proximity to southern norms may make 

its residents generally more prejudiced against blacks than the in

habitants of Arizona. Any patterns that arise which do not conform 

to these should be attributed to sampling error in the beta weights, 

discussed in the previous section, to unique effects of cities, or 

to an inadequate theory. 

Presentation of Data 

A large volume of findings will be presented in the following 

chapters, so large that a method of summarizing is necessary. In 

order to provide this summary information, figures will be drawn for 

a particular path analysis showing a median path for each relationship 

from among the paths of the five cities. That is, for each independent 

variable to dependent variable relationship, that path which is the 
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median path from among the five cities will be drawn, if the resulting 

median path is deemed important. 

Important Paths 

How large a path is significant in the sense of being important 

theoretically in the prediction of a dependent variable? Each path co

efficient is a standardized beta weight for which a student's t can be 

calculated. A significance level could be chosen and a path accepted 

as important if the associated _t exceeds the critical value, but this 

procedure would increase the probability of a Type II error. This is 

so because the path shown on the diagram is a median path from among 

five cities. The assumption of the _t test is that one sample has been 

drawn from one population. A test is needed for which one assumption 

is that five samples have been drawn from five populations, and which 

tests the hypothesis that there is no relationship between two variables 

in the five populations. Lacking this, an arbitrary critical level for 

the paths was chosen, a value less than that needed for statistical 

3 significance if the data had come from one sample from one population. 

A level of .05 was chosen. All paths whose absolute value is greater 

than or equal to .05 will be deemed important, all those less than that 

value will be ignored. 

3. Land (1969:34-35) suggests choosing an arbitrary level 
even when working with only one sample. 



CHAPTER 4 

AUTHORITARIANISM AS A SYNDROME 

The theory has said that authoritarianism consists of certain 

components, that these components are consequences of restricted 

experiences, and that the components coexist in individuals because 

they stem from these common sources and from each other. If this 

is true, then the components should be related to each other, or form 

a syndrome. The question of whether authoritarianism is a syndrome 

will be discussed in this chapter. The discussion is divided into 

three parts. Included first is the evidence from the authoritarian

ism literature linking the components measured here (rigidity, sub

mission and aggression) to some measure of general authoritarianism 

(the vast majority of authoritarianism studies have done only this). 

Next, the arguments and evidence of certain scholars against the 

contention that the components are intrinsically or dynamically re

lated to each other will be presented. Finally, the evidence from 

the five cities relevant to the question of the syndrome will be 

presented. From this it should be possible to decide whether author

itarianism exists as a syndrome or rather as variables that are 

only circumstantially related. 

67 
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Evidence Regarding the Syndrome In the Literature 

Rigidity 

A discussion of the relationships between rigidity and other 

general measures of authoritarianism, such as the F Scale, is greatly 

complicated by the fact that the measurement and consequent under

standing of rigidity has proven to be difficult. Representative 

findings are discussed here. 

Rokeach (1948) believed that the rigidity of the authori

tarian was a deep-seated trait which would manifest itself not only 

in social situations but in all cognitive tasks. Later research 

has made this belief doubtful. 

In studies where the relationship between authoritarianism 

and rigidity has been sought, rigidity has been measured in three 

general ways (Kirscht and Dillehay, 1967:42-46). First are the 

paper and pencil tests. Meresko et al. (1954) constructed a scale 

to measure the rigidity with which personal habits are held and 

found that scores on the scale correlated +.62 with F Scale scores 

in college students. Mischel and Schopler (1959) questioned students 

about the likelihood of the United States' reaching the moon before 

the U.S.S.R. did. They were again questioned after Sputnik II was 

sent aloft with the expectation that high F scorers would be more 

rigid and therefore less likely to change their minds in the face 

of new evidence. As expected, the students who changed their pre

dictions scored lower on the F Scale than those who did not change. 



Investigating the problem of authoritarianism and acquiescence respons 

Jackson, Messick, and Solley (1957), found a positive relationship be

tween F Scale scores and their measure of rigidity. 

A second way of measuring rigidity has been through manipu

lation of the autokinetic effect. After allowing subjects to estab

lish a norm in the autokinetic experiment, Millon (1957) found high 

F scorers did not change their estimates of motion under conditions 

which usually elicit change. In a related experiment, Harvey and 

Caldwell (1959) allowed subjects to establish a norm in estimating 

the distance between two lights. When that distance was increased, 

the higher the F score an individual received the less change in 

estimate he reported. 

The third way of measuring rigidity has been by use of the 

water jar problem. Subjects have been given a set of problems (how 

to obtain a certain amount of water, given jars of varying sizes) 

where a common rule yields the solution. Then that rule is changed 

and the same problem can be solved more directly. Presumably the 

rigid person is one who takes longer to discover the new rule. 

Rigidity as measured by the water jar problem was related to the 

F Scale in many early studies. However, Levitt, and Zuckerman 

(1959) judged the water jar problem an invalid measure of rigidity. 

Brown (1965) attempted to replicate early successes with the water 

jar problem on hundreds of University of Michigan students but could 

not do so until he introduced mild stress into the experimental 



70 

situation. Using seven different measures of rigidity, including the 

water jar problem, French (1955) reported no relationship of F Scale 

scores to rigidity. 

Whether these separate measures of rigidity relate to each 

other has been disputed and the general conclusion is that they do 

not. Fisher (1950) measured rigidity in several different ways. 

He decided that no single measure is a good measure of general 

rigidity, but that a score summed over several measures might give 

a good measure of general rigidity. Applezweig (1954) found no 

relationship among six measures of rigidity. Brown summed up the 

problem: a concept should be capable of being measured in several 

different ways and scores on the measures should be correlated with 

each other. The measurement of rigidity, he said, has not attained 

this status (1965:508-509). 

The measure of rigidity used in the present study cannot 

claim to be a measure of general rigidity. Investigators have had 

such difficulty establishing relationships between different measures 

of rigidity that to claim such a characteristic for the present 

measure would be premature. Rather, it is to be a measure which 

deals with that aspect of rigidity which the theory has specifically 

identified: rigidity in role-playing. Those high on this measure 

will be those who know only one way of proceeding. They cannot 

handle several roles at once. Rigidity conceptualized in this way 

has not before been related to a measure of authoritarianism. 
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The index of rigidity will be described in more detail later in this 

chapter. The three items used probe the respondents' opinions and 

perceptions of the possibility and desirability of alternative ways 

of doing things. 

Authoritarian Submission 

Submission to authority figures has been the least studied 

aspect of authoritarianism, until quite recently. This apparent lack 

of interest is surprising because it was the supposed submission of 

the German people to their leaders' decision to exterminate the Jews 

that led to the original authoritarianism study. One study on sub

mission was included in the rash of work on authoritarianism produced 

in the 1950s. Masling, Greer and Gilmore (1955), found a correlation 

of +.59 between the F Scale and their "authority acceptance" scale. 

The index of authoritarian submission used here is composed 

of questions asking the respondents' opinion on (1) the amount of 

respect due officers of the Army and Navy, (2) the importance of 

obedience and respect for authority as an attribute of a good citizen, 

and (3) whether government officials should be allowed to do as they 

please. It is described in more detail later. 

Authoritarian Aggression 

The finding that the authoritarian is more hostile and aggres

sive toward outgroups than is the non-authoritarian has been supported 

by numerous studies. Sullivan and Adelson (1954) showed that it is 

not only the minority group who is the target of the authoritarian's 
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wrath. They found ethnocentrisra and misanthropy in general to be 

positively related. Rosenberg (1958) reported similar results. 

The intensity of aggressive remarks made to lower status 

partners increased with authoritarianism in a study by Thibaut and 

Riecken (1955). Siegal (1956) found that manifest hostility was 

positively related to authoritarianism but that "latent hostility" 

as measured by a projective technique was negatively related. He 

suggested that the two types of personalities use different methods 

of expressing their hostilities. Roberts and Jessor (1958) report 

more evidence that authoritarians and non-authoritarians do not 

differ in the degree of aggression they express, but in the manner 

of expressing it. Showing a series of pictures to low and high 

F Scale scorers, they recorded the number and kind of punitive re

marks made. Authoritarians and non-authoritarians did not differ 

in the total amount of punitiveness expressed, but authoritarians 

directed punitiveness to low status persons more than to high status 

persons, and showed a significantly greater tendency to express 

impersonal punitiveness upon high status persons. 

If children qualify as low status persons, then Lyle and 

Levitt (1955) offer more supporting evidence when they report that 

subjects' punitiveness toward their own children is positively cor

related with authoritarianism. In an experimental study, Epstein 

(1966) gave shocks to subjects and found that high F scorers gave 

greater shocks to blacks than did low F scorers. In the light of 

the previous studies, it is possible that the low scorers felt 



73 

the same amount of aggression but did not release it upon the avail

able minority group member. 

There is an important conceptual difference between aggression 

in general and authoritarian aggression. The Adorno theory, if 

interpreted in the strictest sense, posits aggression against out-

groups only, including low status groups; it does not predict aggres

sion against authority figures. Only aggression against outgroups 

is properly called authoritarian aggression and it should be the form 

of aggression possessed by the authoritarian. 

The Adorno group made a point of detecting aggression against 

authority figures in the authoritarian. Mack, their typical authori

tarian, initially expressed only great admiration for his parents. 

In spite of this, the Adorno group reported that eventually Mack ex

pressed indirect dissatisfaction with certain of his parents' traits 

(Adorno et al., 1950:788-808). Larry, the low authoritarian, evaluated 

his parents "realistically", naming both their good and bad points 

(Adorno e£ al., 1950:809-814). 

Aside from the fact that the Adorno group presented unconvincing 

evidence to distinguish Larry's "realistic" appraisal of his parents 

from Mack's uncritical admiration laced with hostility, this emphasis 

by the writers on aggression toward authority seems misplaced. The 

mechanism which makes the entire syndrome possible is displacement 

and if there is no displacement of aggression there is no authori

tarianism, according to their theory. 
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The studies presented above show that the authoritarian does 

not express his hostility indiscriminately, but instead reserves it 

for scapegoats and lower status persons. If the hostility toward 

authority figures is present, as both the Adorno and the present 

theories suggest, it is not measurable directly and may only be pre

sumed from the evidence of hostility directed against outgroups. 

That is, there may be aggression against authorities but to the 

extent that it is displaced it will not be directed against those 

authorities and hence it will be unmeasurable. 

In an analysis of the present study not shown, hostility 

toward authority was measured and it was found that the authori

tarian was less likely to express hostility toward authority figures 

than was the non-authoritarian, a finding which substantiates earlier 

research. Thus the authoritarian's hostility toward authority figures, 

while it may be present, is not directed against the natural target. 

It is expressed in hostility directed toward lower status individuals 

and groups and the socially defined outcasts and scapegoats. 

It is important that a measure of authoritarian aggression 

tap attitudes toward these socially acceptable targets. Accordingly, 

the measure of authoritarian aggression used here asks the respondents' 

opinions of the treatment due deviants in this society: the atheist, 

the nudist, the drug addict and the communist. The questions measuring 

this aspect of authoritarianism and the index combining them are 

described later in the chapter. 
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Arguments Against the Syndrome In the Literature 

One of the most basic controversies surrounding authoritarian

ism concerns the question of whether or not it is a syndrome. The 

California investigators had no doubt about the issue. The qualities 

found in the authoritarian hung together because of psychological 

necessity, they wrote, and stemmed from the fact that the authoritarian 

had to suppress the hostility he felt toward his parents. Rokeach 

(1960) did not quarrel with the contention that authoritarianism is 

a syndrome. He tried to show that authoritarianism reflected a 

certain type of mind, a rigid, closed, anxious mind, and the picture 

that emerged was not so different from that of Adorno and his associates. 

Stewart and Hoult (1959) did not question the finding that the char

acteristics appear together, although they gave new reasons for their 

appearance. It is not an exaggeration to say that a syndrome of 

authoritarian characteristics has been assumed in most of the hundreds 

of articles written on authoritarianism. 

In a certain sense Eysenck (1954) was the first to question 

the syndrome. He found two dimensions of authoritarianism through 

factor analysis, and because of the technique of rotation he used, 

he found the two factors to be uncorrelated. It is difficult to know 

whether the factors would have been uncorrelated if another method 

of rotation had been used, so his argument may be specious. 

A more telling argument than the one offered by Eysenck has 

appeared. This argument is implicit in the view of those who believe 

that authoritarianism does not exist. So-called authoritarianism 
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results from nothing more than access to that part of culture (or, 

more specifically, that part of the status structure) which has 

authoritarian norms, they say. The personalities of the authori

tarian and non-authoritarian are not basically different. 

Let us consider how this argument explains one of the traits 

of authoritarianism identified by Adorno and his associates, anti-

intraception. Any other trait could be explained in a similar manner. 

According to the Adorno theory the authoritarian is afraid 

to look to psychological explanations for his behavior, or any behavior, 

because he fears that if he probes too deeply he will discover the 

terrible secret that he has been hiding from himself, that he hates 

his father. So he fears probes into his motives and disallows any 

contention that psychological motives govern his or anyone's behavior. 

Those who do not believe that authoritarianism springs from 

personality dynamics point out that the typical high F scorer has 

had little education and has never even heard of psychology, except 

as one would hear of it from the mass media. He has been told all of 

his life that human behavior is mystical, or that it is unexplainable, 

or that psychologists have to be a little crazy to be psychologists 

in the first place. He has never been told that psychology might 

explain human behavior nor that it might have something to say about 

him. In other words, he is anti-intraceptive because he has been 

taught to be. 

The literature critical of the syndrome has been concerned 

primarily with the nature of the relationship between prejudice 



and authoritarianism rather than the nature of the relationship be

tween the components, but the argument is applicable in either area. 

Rhyne (1962) has made a clear statement of the position of 

those opposed to the concept of the syndrome. Differential association, 

he says, not personality dynamics, accounts for authoritarian char

acteristics. Variations in F Scale scores are related to variation 

in exposure to the ideas expressed in the scale. Similarly, varia

tions in prejudice are accounted for by differential exposure to 

prejudicial norms, but not by variation in authoritarianism. Rhyne 

reasoned that authoritarian personality theory predicts that the 

association between Negro prejudice and anti-Semitism will decrease 

radically if authoritarianism is controlled, because presumably 

authoritarianism is the reason for the prejudice. In his data he 

found that the relationships between the two types of prejudice did 

not disappear after controlling for F scores and he interpreted this 

as evidence that authoritarianism and prejudice are separate concepts, 

empirically related only because the same social circumstances are 

associated with each. We cannot tell from Rhyne's data whether the 

variables measured by the F Scale cluster only because these attitudes 

tend to be found in similar social settings. Rhyne clearly thinks 

this is true. 

There are several ways of approaching the problem of the 

syndrome with the present data. We will consider each way in some 

detail and then try to decide whether authoritarianism acts as a 
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syndrome. The theory has said that it will, because limited experiences 

have several consequences and these consequences will tend to appear 

together. 

Evidence Regarding the Syndrome From the Five Cities 

Measurement of the Components 

Reliability and Validity. Before proceeding with a description 

of the measures of the authoritarian components used in this study, 

the question of the reliabilities and validities of the measures will 

be considered. Because of various factors, described below, the 

checks for validity and reliability were severely limited. Those 

criteria which were possible to apply to the measures will be described. 

Reliability expressed in terms of the stability of the 

measuring instruments could not be computed in the present study for 

two reasons. First, the men were contacted once, by contracted 

interviewers, and their names were removed from the completed inter

view schedules before those schedules were delivered to the project. 

This fact ruled out the possibility of administering the questions 

a second time. Further, since the indexes used are new, appeals to 

past reliabilities of the items cannot be made. 

Another type of reliability, internal consistency, requires 

that if several items are included in an index, the items should 

be highly correlated with each other. If this approach to reliability 

is used, some measure of internal consistency, such as Cronbach's 

coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951), is used to estimate the extent 
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of the inter-correlations of the items. It is assumed that the higher 

the reliability estimate the higher the probability that each item in 

the index measures the same thing that the other items are measuring 

and the higher the probability that every item in the index measures 

the same underlying variable. The indexes of rigidity and authoritarian 

submission are too short (three items each) to meaningfully use one 

of these standard tools for assessing reliability. Further, not all 

agree that indicators of an underlying variable need be highly corre

lated with each other. Curtis and Jackson (1962) say that this is 

unnecessary because each item may correspond to a different portion 

of the variance in the underlying variable. We shall see that the 

inter-item correlations in the rigidity and authoritarian submission 

indexes are not high, but in following Curtis and Jackson's approach, 

this will not be used as reason for dismissing the items or the indexes 

1 
they form as unreliable indicators. 

Although internal consistency may not be necessary to estab

lish the worth of an indicator, there is some evidence that the items 

used to measure authoritarian aggression possess such consistency. 

1. Curtis and Jackson (1962) go on to suggest that multiple 
indicators should be used in research instead of indexes. Their sug
gestion was followed here in that the components of authoritarianism 
(rigidity, authoritarian submission and authoritarian aggression) are 
measured and analyzed separately. However, indexes were made to 
measure each component, primarily to keep the analysis manageable. 
The relationships of twenty-two variables (the number of items used 
in the indexes) to eleven independent variables and three dependent 
variables (constructed from eleven items) in five cities are probably 
sufficiently numerous to preclude understanding and a grasp of the 
findings as a whole. 



80 

The items used in the measure were numerous enough (sixteen) and the 

correlations among the items high enough that a factor analysis of the 

items was possible. The factor analysis established the presence of 

an underlying aggression factor in the items, and the loadings of the 

items on this factor yielded information which was used to construct 

the index of aggression. The results of the factor analysis will 

therefore be used as evidence that the authoritarian aggression items 

are reliable in terms of internal consistency. 

Because of the unavailability of any information on the respond

ents outside of the information contained in the interview schedule, no 

outside criterion may be used to check the validity of the measures. 

Another way of assessing the validity of the measures is to 

see how well they act as they are supposed to act in terms of their 

relations to the independent and dependent variables in the system. 

If the items are related to their presumed causes and consequences 

as the theory predicts, then their measurement cannot be rejected as 

invalid. Using this criterion for validity, the measures are at least 

partially valid. Experiences are related as the theory predicts to 

the measures of the authoritarian components. This way of determining 

validity is subject to criticism however, in that it is circular — 

and it is only as good as the theory and the measures of the other 

variables. 

Appeals to face validity will be made for several of the items. 

Although different interpretations of the measures might be made by 

other observers, the interpretations made here will be defended. 
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Validity may also be determined by observing the measure in 

some lawful relationship. If the concept being measured has been shown 

by previous studies to be related consistently and strongly to another 

variable, then the measure in question should also be strongly related 

to that variable. Unfortunately, authoritarianism's strongest and most 

consistent relations, as reported by previous literature, are with 

the experience variables included in the theory. Lacking a variable 

which is more strongly related to authoritarianism than experiences, 

we shall look at another relationship — that between age and authori

tarianism. This relationship is not specified by the theory, but has 

been reported consistently from earlier research. These studies have 

reported that age is positively related to authoritarianism and to 

components of authoritarianism (Adorno et al., 1950:141; Schooler, 

1972; Stouffer, 1955). As shall be seen, age is positively related 

to each authoritarian component measured in this study (see Table 7). 

This fact tends to lend credibility to the measures of the components, 

although their validity still may not be established with certainty 

because age and the authoritarian measures may be related for reasons 

other than the validity of the measures. 

In order to ascertain further whether the items were measuring 

what they were supposed to be measuring, the scores were related to 

a criterion variable measured in the study. The criterion variable 

chosen involved responses to the statement, "A young girl who finds 

herself pregnant has no one to blame but herself". The high authori

tarian should hold traditional attitudes towards sex and agree with the 
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statement. Not all authoritarians will agree with the statement for 

some will hold both the girl and the boy responsible for a pregnancy, 

but the overall relationship between agreement and the authoritarian 

measures should be positive. Scores on the authoritarian components 

are positively related to agreeing responses to the statement, another 

2 
indication that the measures may be at least partially valid. 

The techniques just described for assessing reliability and 

validity, with the exception of the factor analysis of the aggression 

items and the face validity approach, give confidence in the measures 

of the authoritarian components only as indicators of general authori

tarianism. The techniques do not support the contention that the 

measure of each component is an accurate reflection of that particular 

component. The primary defense that the measures of rigidity and 

authoritarian submission are good indicators of the component they 

are supposed to measure will be in terms of face validity. 

Rigidity. The questions used in the rigidity index were 

supposed to measure the individual's capacity to use and allow alternate 

tactics in social situations. If he sees only one correct way of 

accomplishing a task, then presumably he is unskilled in role-playing 

and high in role-playing rigidity. 

The following questions were used in the construction of the 

rigidity index: 

2. The correlations of "Pregnant Girl" with the rigidity index 
are .17, .16, .19, .29, and .24 in Columbus, Linton, Phoenix, Yuma and 
Safford respectively. The correlations with the authoritarian submission 
index in the same cities are .21, .07, .20, .14, and .30. 
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1. If it were up to you, would you be very strict with teenagers, 

or let them go completely? 

2. There is only one right way to treat teenagers these days. 

3. Any group that tolerates too many differences of opinion 

among its members cannot exist for long. 

The structure of the first question was designed to measure 

rigidity. The alternatives (letting teenagers go completely or being 

very strict with them) were deliberately made unreasonable. The rigid 
» 

person, it was hoped, would choose one of the two alternatives, while 

the non-rigid person, one who possesses role-playing and role-taking 

ability, would see the impossibility and undesirability of either 

alternative and refuse to choose between them. Presumably those low 

in rigidity would have the ability to perceive that life could not be 

comfortable with either alternative. They would not be forced by an 

outsider (the interviewer) to pretend that such a situation could exist. 

The wording of the question could have led to one source of 

measurement error: there may have been respondents who took the inter

viewing situation seriously and made a choice not because they are rigid 

but because they were playing the "rules of the game". There is no 

way to separate these respondents from those who are rigid, so the high 

rigid category may contain some who might be measured low in other 

circumstances. If the vast majority of the respondents had chosen an 

alternative we would have questioned the validity of the measure. 

The fact that about 40 percent refused to choose led to the retention 

of the measure as a possibly valid indicator of rigidity. 
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Two codes were constructed from the responses to the question. 

The first recorded the nature of the response (whether the respondent 

refused to choose, picked "be strict" or "let them go completely") 

and whether the "be strict" or "let them go completely" response was 

qualified or softened. In the second code, the interviewer was asked 

to record for those who made a choice whether the choice was easy or 

hard. 

A third code was then constructed using information from the 

two codes just described. Zero points were assigned if the respondent 

refused to choose between the given alternatives. Over 40 percent 

(860) of the respondents fell into this category. The qualified 

choices which were hard to make were given one point and the qualified 

choices which were easy to make were given two points. The unqualified 

responses which were hard to make were given three points, and the 

unqualified responses which were easy to make were given four points. 

The vast majority of the respondents (over 1700) received either zero 

or four points on the question, i^._e., they either refused to choose 

or picked "be strict" and the choice was easy. 

The substantive content of the question can also be coded in 

terms of left or right authoritarianism, and although this content *?as 

not used in the measure it is interesting to note the relationship 

between authoritarianism as measured by the structure of the question 

and authoritarianism as measured by the content. The "be strict" 

response is related to traditional or conservative authoritarianism 

as described by Adorno and his co-workers. "Be strict" should, therefore, 
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be the response of the right authoritarian. "Let them go completely" 

might be chosen by the left authoritarian, one who is anti-authority. 

Only 24 of 2041 respondents chose "let them go completely". Thus, 

the presumed right authoritarian response in terms of the content of 

the question, "be strict", correlated almost perfectly with rigidity 

as determined by the willingness to choose an alternative. 

Statement two, "there is only one right way to treat teenagers 

these days", was designed to tap an attitude that would be character

istic of those rigid in role-playing. To believe that there is only 

one correct way to accomplish a goal is a result of having had limited 

experience in playing different roles, according to the theory. Those 

high in role-playing rigidity should agree with the statement. The 

responses were coded as follows, with the indicated points added to 

the total score on rigidity: 

0 strongly disagree 

1 disagree 

2 neither agree nor disagree 

3 agree 

4 strongly agree 

The third statement, "any group that tolerates too many differ

ences of opinion among its members cannot exist for long", is a slightly 

modified version of an item constructed by Rokeach (1960) and included 

3 
in the D Scale. 

3. The original item reads, "A group which tolerates too much 
difference of opinion among its own members cannot exist for long" 
(Rokeach, 1960:78). 
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Table 2a shows the means and standard deviations of the separate 

items used in the index, and of the index. Table 2b shows the correla

tions among the items and between the items and the index. We see that 

there is less agreement with the One Way to Treat Teenagers statement 

than with the Tolerate Differences question, and that scores on One Way 

to Treat Teenagers are more highly correlated with index scores. 

Table 2a. Rigidity: Means and Standard Deviations (in 
parentheses) of Separate Items and of Index 

1. Let Go versus Be Strict (High = Be strict, unqualified) 
2. Ease of Choice (High = Easy) 
3. Choice Question (High = Be strict, unqualified, choice easy)3 

4. One Way to Treat Teenagers (High = Strongly agree) 
5. Tolerate Differences (High = Strongly agree) 
6. Rigidity Index (High = Rigid) 

Variable Number 
City 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Columbus 2.9 .9 2.0 1.6 2.3 5.8 
( .4) ( .3) (1.5) ( .9) (1.0) (2.6) 

Linton 2.8 .8 1.9 1.8 2.5 6.2 
( .5) ( .4) (1.9) (1.0) ( .9) (2.6) 

Phoenix 2.8 .9 2.5 1.6 2.3 6.3 
( .5) ( .3) (1.9) (1.0) (1.1) (2.7) 

Yuma 2.7 .9 2.1 1.5 2.4 5.8 
( -5) ( .4) (1.6) (1.1) (1.0) (2.8) 

Safford 2.6 .9 2.0 1.7 2.3 6.0 
( .4) ( .3) (1.9) (1.0) (1.0) (2.7) 

a r^g for total sample = .12 
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Table 2b. Rigidity: Correlations of Separate Items 
and Index Variables 

Variable Numbers in Correlation 

City 1x3^ 2x3^ 1x4^ 1x5^ 2x4^ 2x5^ 3x4 4x5 1x6^ 4x6 5x6 

Columbus 1.00 .44 -.02 .07 .15 .22 .26 .22 .19 .61 .48 

Linton 1.00 .66 -.03 -.01 .03 .17 .15 .17 .37 .56 .49 

Phoenix 1.00 .43 .13 .00 .12 .21 .20 .21 .27 .60 .54 

Yuma 1.00 .44 .06 .03 -.02 .25 .21 .25 .43 .62 .59 

Safford 1.00 .45 .16 -.02 .31 .29 .18 .29 .37 .64 .52 

b Those who refused to choose not included 

Authoritarian Submission. The following questions were used 

to form the authoritarian submission index: 

1. Obedience and respect for authority are the most important 

qualities of a good citizen. 

2. Officers in the Army and Navy deserve more respect than 

they get these days. 

3. Governing a country this large is so difficult that the 

only thing we can do is to trust our leaders and their experts to do 

what is right. 

Item 1, hereafter called "Respect for Authority", is similar 

to one of the items of the F Scale. The F Scale item reads "obedience 

and respect for authority are the most important virtues children 

should learn" (Adorno et al., 1950:248). The item was modified for 

the five city study so that it could be given in the context of a 

battery of questions regarding the relationship of man to his govern

ment, hence the change to refer to obedience and respect for authority 



being the most important quality of a good citizen. Agreement with 

the modified statement is probably an indication of more extreme 

authoritarian submission than agreement with the original, because 

the original statement mentions the desirability of submission in 

children but the modified one demands it in adults. This item 

attempts to measure attitudes towards both obedience and respect 

for authority and those agreeing should tend to be high in authori

tarian submission. 

The second statement, which will be called "Officers Deserve 

Respect", was not taken from another source but was specifically 

designed to measure respect for authority in the respondents of the 

five cities. This item attempts to measure respect for specific 

authority figures, military figures, and attempts to tap feelings 

that these leaders, because they are leaders, are worthy of respect 

automatically. The item also implies that the military officers 

are losing respect from many people. The notion that those in higher 

status positions deserve respect is an important aspect of authori

tarian submission. 

The third statement, "Trust Leaders", is a modified version 

of a D Scale item (Rokeach, 1960:79). The original item reads, "In 

this complicated world of ours the only way we can know what's going 

on is to rely on leaders or experts who can be trusted". The statement 

has been changed so that instead of agreement coming from those who 

trust leaders to let us know what is going on, agreement comes only 

if the respondent feels both that he does not know enough to judge 



his leaders and that the leaders have sufficient knowledge and ability 

to rule effectively. The item also supplies justification for those 

who might in any case wish to invest trust in their leaders. This item 

should be a good indicator of authoritarianism, and submission specifi

cally, because agreement comes from those who feel out of control and 

who deal with their perceived inadequacies by giving responsibility 

to the governors. 

Possible responses to all three items range from strongly 

disagree (given zero points) to strongly agree (given four points). 

Table 3a shows the means and standard deviations of the three items 

by city. The means range from 2.0 to 2.9. The average verbal response 

was therefore between the neutral response (neither agree nor disagree, 

given two points) and agree (given three points). As shown by the 

means, there tended to be most agreement with the Respect for Authority 

statement, next most agreement with Trust Leaders, and least agree

ment with Officers Deserve Respect. Points were summed across the 

three items to give a respondent's score on the authoritarian submission 

index, and the last column of Table 3a shows the resulting means by 

city. 

Table 3b shows the correlations of the items with each other 

and with the authoritarian submission index by city. Although positive, 

the correlations of the items with each other are very low, especially 

the correlations of Officers Deserve Respect with Trust Leaders. The 

correlation between these two variables drops to .03 in Safford, and 

the highest correlation between items is only .27, between Respect for 
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Authority and Trust Leaders in Linton. As may be seen in the last three 

columns of the table, each item makes an approximately equal contribution 

to the scores on the index. 

Table 3a. Means and Standard Deviations (in parentheses) 
of Authoritarian Submission Items and Index. 

City 
Respect for 
Authority 

Officers Deserve 
Respect 

Trust 
Leaders 

Authoritarian 
Submission Index 

Columbus 2.77 2.13 2.29 7.17 
( .72) ( .96) ( .97) (1.72) 

Linton 2.67 1.99 2.56 7.25 
( -83) (1.00) ( .85) (1.78) 

Phoenix 2.77 2.26 2.24 7.26 
( .86) (1.02) (1.10) (1.98) 

Yuma 2.79 2.18 2.40 7.41 
( .80) ( .99) ( .98) (1.81) 

Safford 2.87 2.26 2.37 7.51 
( .66) ( .97) ( .99) (1.67) 

Table 3b. Authoritarian Submission: Correlations 
of Separate Items and Index. 

RA = Respect for Authority 
OR = Officers Deserve Respect 
TL = Trust Leaders 

Index = Authoritarian Submission Index 

RA RA OR RA OR TL 
X X X X X X 

OR TL TL Index Index Index 

Columbus .09 .21 .07 .60 .63 .69 

Linton .18 .27 .08 .69 .69 .64 

Phoenix .20 .23 .04 .69 .62 .68 

Yuma .15 .19 .13 .60 .68 .68 

Safford .12 .11 .03 .56 .65 .67 
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Authoritarian Aggression. The following questions were asked 

in order to measure authoritarian aggression: 

There are always people in any community whose behavior is 

considered strange or undesirable by others. We would like to ask you 

several questions about some people like this. First of all, an atheist. 

1. Should an atheist — a person who doesn't believe in God — 

be allowed to make a speech in (community) ? 

2. Suppose an atheist is a high school teacher. Should he 

be allowed to keep his job? 

3. Should the city government try to get an atheist to leave 

the community? 

4. Should an atheist be punished? 

5-16. These four questions were asked also concerning a drug 

addict, a nudist and a communist. 

Answers to these questions were coded into one of five cate

gories — no, qualified no, it depends, qualified yes, and yes — 

according to a rather elaborate set of instructions. For example, 

the coders were to assume that the nudist would be wearing clothes 

while making a speech and teaching, that the drug addict would not 

try to sell drugs to his high school students, that the communist 

would not proseletyze in the classroom, and that the deviant was not 

breaking the law. A response expressing reservations on only these 

grounds was not put into a more "intolerant" category on an item. 

Many other assumptions were spelled out so that the coder could choose 

a category unequivocally. Answers to the first and second questions 
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of each of the four sets were reversed so that high scores were given 

to hostile responses on all items. 

The sixteen items were then correlated with each other in each 

city, and a principle axis factor analysis was performed using a modi

fication of Veldman's (1967:222-225) program FACTOR.^ Two factors 

were extracted from the data in each city. These factors were rotated 

orthogonally to a Varimax solution, and the resulting configuration 

was rotated obliquely by hand. 

One of the factors which emerged in each city is best described 

as a punitiveness factor, ji.e^, it seems to give the relative severity 

of each form of sanction mentioned in the questions. For each deviant 

in each city, the punishment question received the highest loading, 

and the question asking if the deviant should leave received the next 

highest loading. The loadings on the teaching and speech questions 

were smaller than the loadings on the other items and no consistent 

pattern of the two variables could be determined in the loadings in 

the five cities. 

These data were used as justification for the view that a 

"yes" answer to the question "should he be punished?" represents the 

most hostile response the men of the five cities gave, that requiring 

the deviant to leave the community was next in hostility and that not 

4. Veldman's program is written to run once while the modified 
program ran ten times with communality estimates changed for each run. 
Communality estimates of 1.00 were used on the first run, then the com-
munalities generated from the first run were used as estimates for the 
second run. This process was repeated until the communalities converged 
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allowing him to teach or speak were the least hostile expressions 

from among the four. The aggression index reflects this view: most 

points were given for a response advocating punishment, fewer points 

were given if the respondent wanted the deviant to leave the community, 

and least (and equal) points were given if free speech and teaching 

were denied. Points were given as follows and summed across the 

deviants to give the total score on authoritarian aggression: 

Response on Speech and Teach Yes It Depends No 
Points given for response 0 12 

Response on Leave No It Depends Yes 
Points given for response 0 2 4 

Response on Punish No It Depends Yes 
Points given for response 0 3 6 

The Relations of the Components 

Zero-order Relations. If authoritarianism is a syndrome, 

then the variables should be related to each other at the zero-order 

level. Table 4 presents the correlations between rigidity, submission 

and aggression by city. In all of the cities the correlations are 

moderate but consistent. The correlations range from .271 between 

submission and aggression in Phoenix to .426 between rigidity and 

aggression in Yuma. The variance explained in one variable by another 

ranges, therefore, from slightly less than 9 percent to more than 

16 percent (the squares of the respective correlation coefficients). 

The correlations between the same variables are quite similar from 

city to city, indicating that the relationships are remarkably stable 
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considering the fact that they are between attitudinal variables. 

For the relationships between rigidity and submission the correlations 

range from .300 to .385, between rigidity and aggression they range 

from .349 to .426, and between submission and aggression they range 

from .245 to .315. Acquiescence might account for some of the rela

tionship between rigidity and submission, but it does not inflate the 

relationships between aggression and the other components. 

Table 4. Correlations Among Authoritarian 
Components 

Rigidity by Rigidity by Submission by 
Cities Submission Aggression Aggression 

Columbus .381 .349 .315 

Linton .300 .416 .313 

Phoenix .352 .361 .271 

Yuma .385 .426 .245 

Safford .362 ,362 .297 

While not extremely high, these correlations between the authori

tarian components in the five cities are similar to or perhaps slightly 

below the average correlations seen when authoritarianism is studied 

without the interference of acquiescence response set. The relation

ships in Table 4 are close to those presented in McClosky and Schaar 

(1965), although it is difficult to make a direct comparison because 

their data were presented in a different form. Perhaps with a larger 

number of items included in each index, error would be reduced and the 

correlations would be higher.' Although not high, they are stable, 



indicating that there is some relationship between the variables 

across cities. The question to consider now is whether the rela

tionships are spurious. 

Relationships at Higher-order Levels. If the authoritarian 

components form a syndrome they should be related to each other after 

the effects of other variables have been removed. If the relation

ship between rigidity and submission disappears after controlling 

for certain variables, then clearly the two variables are not part 

of a syndrome. If the relationship between the two remains after 

controlling for all the variables known to be related to the two, 

then the two still might not form a syndrome because some as yet 

unknown variable (not another component) has not been controlled, 

but there is the possibility that a syndrome exists. To take an 

example from the early criticisms of the Adorno study, high scores 

on the F Scale might be due either to authoritarianism or to a lack 

of sophistication in test taking due to lack of education (Christie, 

1954). If relationships between components exist even after control

ling for education it becomes more plausible to assume that they 

occur together because they are intrinsically related. It is still 

possible, Rhyne would say, that the components are related only be

cause of differential access to norms. This is of course possible 

but it becomes less probable if the relationships remain after all 

those variables that are supposed to be crucial indicators of dif

ferential association have been controlled, variables such as status, 
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region of socialization, size place raised and range and extent of 

present contacts. 

Table 5 shows the paths from rigidity to submission, from 

rigidity to aggression, and from submission to aggression. These 

paths show the independent effects of the components on each other 

because the relationships have been controlled for all the predictor 

variables. Rigidity is related to submission in all the cities. 

Rigidity and aggression are related after controlling for the other 

variables in the five cities. The effect is approximately as strong 

as the effect of rigidity upon submission. The relationships be

tween submission and aggression are considerably attenuated after 

the variables are controlled (it should be noted that the relation

ship has also been controlled for the effects of rigidity). 

Table 5. Paths from Authoritarian Component(s) to Other 
Components Controlling for Exogenous Variables. 

Rigidity 
Predicting Rigidity and Submission, 

City Submission Jointly Predicting Aggression 

Rigidity Submission 
to to 

Aggression Aggression 

Columbus .25 .15 .07 

Linton .24 .30 .16 

Phoenix .22 .20 .04 

Yuma .26 .21 -.03 

Safford .23 .25 .04 
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According to the criterion that the components should be re

lated to each other both before and after controlling for the effect 

of other variables, the components seem to form a syndrome. There 

were moderate but consistent correlations between the components at 

the zero-order level. The relationships, especially between rigidity 

and the other two components, did not disappear after the exogenous 

variables were controlled. The link between submission and aggression 

is weak. 

The evidence indicates that there are a number of people in 

the population who have a combination of traits that makes them dis

tinctive. They are rigid, unable to adjust their behavior to others, 

unable to juggle alternate methods. Rokeach (1960) called them the 

closed-minded, and this seems a good way to describe them. Combined 

with their rigidity is submissiveness to authority. They feel that 

authorities know best and so they will follow their direction. Con

sequently, they are unable to play new roles and at the same time 

are willing to trust the leadership of authorities. But they are also 

aggressive toward socially defined deviants — the drug addict, the 

atheist, the communist, and the nudist. Disregarding for the moment 

the source of this personality, it sounds remarkably similar to the 

one described by Adorno and his associates. With different measures 

and a time difference of about twenty years the same results have 

been obtained, with the difference that this time we can be reasonably 

sure that the characteristics of the authoritarian are not spuriously 

related. 
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The Influence of Authoritarianism 

Authoritarianism may exist as a syndrome but unless it influences 

other areas of life it is of limited interest. If it can be shown that 

authoritarianism has effects upon other variables in the study, then it 

becomes plausible to assume that it might have still other effects. 

First, the question of whether authoritarianism can help in the pre

diction of one other social attitude \tfill be considered. In the light 

of the effect authoritarianism has upon this variable, the potential 

influence of authoritarianism upon the society will be discussed. 

The variable discussed here is conventional morality. In order 

to measure conventional morality some acts should be found which are 

disapproved by large numbers of people, acts which are decreed as 

morally wrong by small town, rural, religiously orthodox America. 

Swearing, divorcing and drinking are behaviors that are disapproved 

by many in the population even though many engage in one or more of 

them. An index based on questions about these activities would show 

the attitudes of the respondents toward traditionally immoral acts. 

The conventional morality index is a measure of disapproval of divorced 

ministers, swearing professors and unescorted teachers in bars."* 

The respondents were asked whether it was all right or wrong for a 

minister to get a divorce, a professor to swear and a teacher to visit 

a bar unescorted. The respondent was given two points each time he 

5. The question did not mention females, but it is assumed 
that the respondent would think of females when he was asked if un
escorted teachers should go to bars. See Appendix B for the questions 
used in the index. 



said the act was wrong, one point if he could not decide or said the 

situation was neither right nor wrong (very few fell into this category) 

and zero points each time he said the act was all right. The index 

scores range from zero to six points. 

Table 6 shows the percent variance explained in conventional 

morality by the predictor variables taken alone (first column), then 

the percent explained with the addition of rigidity, submission and 

aggression. If authoritarianism plays a significant role in conven

tionalism, then the second column should contain considerably higher 

numbers than the first column, for the percent variance explained by 

the predictor variables and authoritarianism should be higher than the 

percent explained by the predictor variables alone. In all five cities 

this occurs. The percent improvement in variance explained from column 1 

to column 2 is given in the last column. Improvement is least in 

Columbus, 31 percent, and greatest in Safford, 213 percent. We see 

that authoritarianism helps substantially in the prediction of conven

tional morality. The improvement cannot be attributed to the operation 

of acquiescence response set, for acquiescence is negatively related 

to conventional morality scores, but positively (rigidity and sub

mission) and not (aggression) related to scores on the components. 

This procedure for estimating the predictive power of the 

authoritarian components probably gives a low estimate of the effects 

of the components upon conventional morality. To the extent that the 

components are related to the status and experience variables, column 1 

of Table 6 may give an inflated estimate of the effect of the predictor 
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variables and column 3 may give a conservative estimate of the in

fluence of the components. That is, some of the variance explained 

by the exogenous variables in column 1 may be due to their relation

ships with the "real" but absent predictors, the authoritarian 

components. 

Table 6. Percent Variance Explained in Conventional 
Morality by Exogenous Variables and Three 

Authoritarian Components. 

City 
Exogenous 
Only 

Exogenous and 
Three Components 

Percent 
Improvement 

Columbus 15.7 20.6 31 

Linton 10.5 17.6 68 

Phoenix 16.2 28.3 75 

Yuma 15.6 28.2 81 

Safford 9.0 28.2 213 

Two general criteria have been offered as a test of whether 

the components form a syndrome. The first criterion is that there be 

relationships between the components both before and after controlling 

for the effects of other variables. This criterion was satisfied, 

although the relationships were not high. The second criterion re

quires that authoritarianism have important effects upon the social 

attitudes measured in the study. We saw in Table 6 that the addition 

of the authoritarian components increased the amount of variance 

explained in conventional morality in all of the cities. Thus, accord

ing to the two criteria established, authoritarianism does tend to be

have as a syndrome. 
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If a segment of American society is authoritarian, what dif

ference. does this make? How would the society be different without 

the authoritarian? The authoritarian will have various effects upon 

society depending upon the political institutions of that society. 

As the institutions and the political leaders change he may become 

more or less potent. In most democratic societies he may lie politi

cally dormant, seeming never to stir and never to press for change. 

He will be a conservative force, preferring to follow those normative 

patterns with which he is familiar. He will be acquiescent, generally 

agreeable to the dictates of authority, and probably impotent. These 

qualities would arise from his rigidity and submission. 

If the authoritarian were only rigid and submissive he might 

remain forever inactive, but he is also aggressive and in his aggression 

lie the seeds of his potential force. If the authoritarian is aggres

sive and submissive, then a political leader who promises to vent the 

authoritarian's hostilities against hated outgroups might be embraced. 

At the least, he might be accepted. So the authoritarian, while he 

may be relatively powerless for many years, may accept a leader who 

is bent on change and in accepting him allow him to come to power. 

Adorno and his associates began their study asking whether 

what happened in Germany during the 1930s could happen in the United 

States. The answer seems to be that there are a number of people 

who would accept the kind of social policies implemented by Hitler, 

although the Jews might not necessarily be the target. A man dedicated 

to the extermination or persecution of a despised group would find 



102 

followers. Whether the democratic institutions would permit such a 

man access to high political power in the United States is another 

question, beyond the scope of this paper. 

There is a cluster of attitudes that defines the authoritarian, 

but it should not be forgotten that his opposite is also implied. 

The non-authoritarian sees several sides to every (or at least some) 

issues, is not necessarily accepting of authority and is tolerant of 

outgroups. To the extent that this group is powerful and will imple

ment its attitudes through social action, it may counter the effects 

of the authoritarian. 



CHAPTER 5 

PATH ANALYSIS OF PRESENT STATUS AND EXPERIENCES 

Although the purpose of the study Is to investigate the author

itarian components, the predictor or exogenous variables play an impor

tant role in the understanding of the components. This chapter will 

describe the measures of the predictor variables, present their zero-

order correlations, and a path analysis predicting four of the predictor 

variables — the respondent's education, occupational prestige, total 

family income, and range of contacts. The path analysis is done so that 

the indirect effects of these variables upon the authoritarian components 

may be seen more clearly. 

The first set of variables includes indicators of experiences 

in the social structure. Both past status and present status variables 

are included here. Past status is indicated by father's occupation 

[measured in Duncan Socioeconomic Status scores (Duncan, 1961:263-275)], 

mother's education (measured in years of formal education), and number 

of siblings. Present status includes respondent's education (measured 

in years of formal education), respondent's occupation (measured in 

Duncan Socioeconomic Status scores), and total family income in the year 

preceding the interview (measured in hundreds of dollars). 

The second general set of variables includes indicators of 

restricted experiences in the physical environment. This set includes 

past experiences, with the size of the place in which the respondent 

103 
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was raised"^" and southern background, measured by a dummy variable 

with 0 assigned if the respondent was not raised in the south and 

2 
1 assigned if he was raised in the south. Present experiences were 

also measured. A range of contacts index was formed out of the follow

ing variables: contact with friends, contact with neighbors, contact 

with work associates, contact with relatives, contact with friends 

met in voluntary associations, attendance at most important voluntary 

association, church attendance, number of organization memberships, 

presence of same status work associates in work setting, and time 

invested in politics in recent elections. Initially, the respondent 

was given a point for each type of contact that he reported, in

cluding one point for each voluntary association membership mentioned. 

However, the voluntary association memberships then dominated the 

index. In order to reduce the effect of voluntary association member

ships, the number of memberships was divided by two and the resulting 

number was added to the index. In addition to the index, the compo

nents of the index were used as contact variables. City size is also 

used to reflect present contacts. 

Finally, two control variables, age and ethnic status, are 

included as exogenous variables. The respondent's age was coded in 

1. Points for size place raised were assigned as follows: 
0 = On a farm; 1 = In the country, but not on a farm; 2 = A small 
town; 3 = A medium sized city; 4 = A suburb of a large city; 5 = A 
large city. 

2. The following were counted as southern: Alabama, Arkansas, 
Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, 
Maryland, Mississippi, Missouri, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, 
Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia. 
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number of years. Since age bears a curvilinear relationship to income, 

two dummy variables, "Less than 40" and "Greater than 65", were con-

3 
structed. These two variables were used as the indicators of age in 

the analysis. Racial-ethnic status was based upon Bogardus Social 

Distance scores. The Bogardus score was estimated by using information 

concerning the respondent's parents' nationalities andbirthplac.es. 

In Arizona, respondents were given the Social Distance scores for the 

West (Bogardus, 1959). The Indiana respondents were given the Mid

western scores (Bogardus, 1959). Since a high Bogardus score received 

by a racial or ethnic group means that the public desires relatively 

more social distance from that group, the higher the score given to 

a group, the lower the ethnic status of that group. In order to de

rive a measure of racial-ethnic status, the signs of the relationships 

involving Bogardus scores were changed so that high scores would 

represent high racial-ethnic status and low scores would represent 

low racial-ethnic status. 

The zero-order correlations between the exogenous variables, 

excluding the components of the range of contacts index and city size, 

are shown in Table 7. Shown also are the correlations of the authori

tarian components with the exogenous variables and with each other. 

Tables 8, 9, 10 and 11 present the results of the path analyses 

in the five cities predicting, in turn, the respondent's education, 

3. Less than 40: 0 = Respondent not less than 40; 1 = Respond
ent 40 or less. Greater than 65: 0 = Respondent not greater than 65; 
1 = Respondent greater than 65. 
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occupation, total family income and range of contacts. It is assumed 

that the order of these variables is as listed, i_-£. , education came 

first, then occupation, then income and then range of contacts. Each 

table contains path coefficients from the variables listed on the 

left J^o the dependent variable. At the bottom of each column is the 

percent of the variance explained in the dependent variable by all 

the exogenous variables. 

Figure 1 summarizes the results of the analyses in a way 

that shall be used throughout the analysis. The median path from 

among the five cities from independent to dependent variable is 

shown if that path is greater than or equal to .05. Near each de-

2 
pendent variable is the median R , or the median proportion of the 

variance explained by the independent variables. This way of sum

marizing the results is inappropriate if there are any systematic 

regional or inter-city differences. Where these occur, they will 

be noted. 

Note that the percent of the variance in education and 

occupation accounted for by the exogenous variables is substantially 

lower in Linton than in the other four cities (Tables 8 and 9). 

This probably occurred because of the practice of assigning a con

stant to missing data for certain exogenous variables. There was 

a substantial amount of missing data in Linton, and it was found 

primarily among the low status respondents. The missing data in 

Linton will affect the analysis at several points. 



Table 7a. Correlations Among Exogenous Variables and Authoritarianism Variables (Phoenix) 

Variable Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1. Father's Occupation .32 -.24 .37 .32 .23 .32 -.13 .20 .02 -.12 .20 -.15 -.19 -.21 

2. Mother's Education . . .  -.30 .30 .21 .15 .14 -.02 .11 .14 -.01 .32 -.08 -.16 -.17 

3. Number of Siblings -.29 -.22 -.16 -.25 .18 -.14 -.11 .15 -.24 .17 .18 .20 

4. R's Education .56 .41 .19 -.16 .37 .16 -.19 .34 -.32 -.38 -.46 

5. R's Occupation .42 .18 -.10 .33 -.03 -.10 .32 -.24 -.23 -.34 

6. Total Family Income .07 -.03 .38 -.10 -.23 .23 -.22 -.23 -.24 

7. Size of Place Raised -.23 .08 .10 -.17 -.02 -.10 -.11 -.21 

8. Southern Background -.08 -.11 .07 -.04 .12 .10 .18 

9. Range of Contacts .00 -.18 .13 -.23 -.14 -.24 

10. 40 or Less -.26 -.12 -.13 -.18 -.12 

11. Greater than 65 .08 .18 .18 .18 

12. Ethnic Status -.14 -.22 -.28 

13. Rigidity .35 .36 

14. Authoritarian Submission • • • .27 

15. Authoritarian Aggression 



Table 7b. Correlations Among Exogenous and Authoritarianism Variables (Columbus Above the Diagonal; Yuma 
Below the Diagonal). 

Variable Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1 .  Father's Occupation .30 -.23 .37 .31 .10 .35 -.14 .17 .16 -.07 .03 -.20 -.24 -.20 

2. Mother's Education .27 -.17 .40 .30 .14 .16 -.10 .28 .20 -.14 -.03 -.25 -.23 -.16 

3. Number of Siblings -.33 -.17 -.36 -.25 -.17 -.20 .24 -.16 -.08 .16 -.07 .13 .15 .11 

4. R's Education .37 .35 -.30 . . .  .60 .28 .35 -.33 .45 .27 -.26 -.06 -.39 -.41 -.54 

5. R's Occupation .22 .20 -.18 .56 • • • .25 .28 -.23 .41 .07 -.12 -.04 -.25 -.30 -.33 

6. Total Family Income .15 .20 -.14 .32 .33 .12 -.16 .33 -.05 -.20 -.03 -.18 .12 -.08 

7. Size of Place Raised .41 .13 -.29 .18 .10 -.03 -.22 .10 .17 -.12 -.20 -.17 -.19 -.21 

8. Southern Background -.14 .06 .15 -.14 -.15 -.08 -.12 -.17 .02 -.06 .00 .11 .10 .16 

9. Range of Contacts .19 .19 -.11 .40 .26 .32 -.03 -.03 • " • .03 -.16 -.04 -.16 -.24 -.27 

10. 40 of Less .05 -.01 -.11 .19 -.07 -.10 .14 -.12 .06 -.30 .03 -.24 -.15 -.22 

11. Greater than 65 -.11 -.06 .12 -.32 -.09 -.29 -.12 .07 -.25 -.28 .02 .24 .18 .20 

12. Ethnic Status -.25 -.40 .23 -.38 -.30 -.17 -.02 -.02 -.19 .11 -.03 •  a  •  .11 .03 .04 

13. Rigidity -.25 -.16 .21 -.43 -.28 -.17 -.19 .20 -.17 -.14 .14 -.14 .38 .35 

14. Authoritarian Submission -.15 -.23 .16 -.35 -.28 -.17 -.11 .05 -.11 -.12 .13 -.26 .38 • • • .32 

15. Authoritarian Aggression -.23 -.18 .16 -.55 -.38 -.22 -.15 .16 -.19 -.12 .24 -.27 .43 .24 . . .  



Table 7c. Correlations Among Exogenous and Authoritarianism Variables (Linton Above the Diagonal; 
Safford Below the Diagonal). 

Variable Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1. Father's Occupation • • • .19 -.11 .09 .30 .12 .19 .06 .21 .14 -.03 -.01 -.09 -.03 -.11 

2. Mother's Education .25 -.22 .11 .14 .04 .08 .02 .05 .26 -.11 .09 -.09 -.10 -.17 

3. Number of Siblings -.20 -.26 -.08 -.15 -.20 -.15 -.03 -.16 -.20 .15 -.05 .12 .12 .10 

4. R's Education .27 .45 -.19 .23 .16 .07 .34 .19 .10 -.07 -.11 -.06 -.06 -.25 

5. R's Occupation .32 .35 -.10 .59 .35 .15 .08 .30 .08 -.17 -.09 -.20 -.02 -.24 

6. Total Family Income .13 .31 -.10 .42 .33 .05 -.06 .39 -.05 -.27 .02 -.10 -.05 -.18 

7. Size of Place Raised .35 .08 -.29 .17 .18 -.03 .00 .09 .03 -.04 -.06 -.11 .05 -.12 

8. Southern Background .00 -.02 -.02 -.25 -.05 -.13 -.14 -.04 .00 .08 .00 -.02 .02 -.10 

9. Range of Contacts .21 .25 -.07 .40 .33 .37 .06 -.11 -.04 -.12 .02 -.04 .06 -.08 

10. 40 or Less .12 .20 -.17 .30 .07 .01 .24 -.17 .01 -.34 -.12 -.20 -.37 -.26 

11. Greater than 65 -.08 -.12 .10 -.35 -.15 -.32 -.17 .25 -.25 -.27 -.04 .25 .27 .25 

12. Ethnic Status -.16 -.43 .05 -.34 -.32 -.23 .09 -.17 -.21 .15 -.10 . . .  .05 -.03 .05 

13. Rigidity -.21 -.22 .08 -.36 -.25 -.17 -.10 .16 -.10 -.15 .19 -.12 .30 .42 

14. Authoritarian Submission -.25 -.31 .03 -.42 -.38 -.37 -.04 .07 -.21 -.05 .13 -.32 .36 • • « .31 

15. Authoritarian Aggression -.24 -.17 .00 -.46 -.35 -.25 -.16 .15 -.23 -.18 .12 -.25 .40 .30 

Two southern respondents in Linton. 



Table 8. Paths to Education. 

Cities Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford 

Independent Variables 

1. Past Status 
a. Father's Occupation .16 .04 .22 .18 .11 
b. Mother's Education .23 .09 .08 .17 .20 
c. Number of Siblings -.18 -.03 -.09 -.10 -.04 

2. Past Experiences 
a. Size of Place Raised .13 .04 .04 -.01 .01 
b. Southern Background -.22 .34a -.07 -.09 -.19 

3. Control Variables 
a. Age 

(1) 40 or Less .13 .03 .12 .13 .18 
(2) Greater than 65 -.14 -.08 -.13 -.24 -.24 

b. Ethnic Status -.05 -.12 .27 .27 .32 

Percent Variance Explained 
in Education 40.7 15.6 28.9 37.2 42.8 

a 
Two southern respondents in Linton. 



Table 9. Paths to Respondent's Occupation. 

Cities Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford 

Independent Variables 

1. Past Status 
a. Father's Occupation .08 .26 .10 -.02 .13 
b. Mother's Education .07 .06 .00 -.01 .08 
c. Number of Siblings -.03 -.08 -.02 -.01 .06 

2. Present Status 
a. Education .54 .17 .48 .58 .54 

3. Past Experiences 
a. Size of Place Raised .07 .07 .06 .02 .10 
b. Southern Background -.02 .02a .00 -.09 .07 

4. Control Variables 
a. Age 

(1) 40 or Less -.12 -.07 -.10 -.18 -.10 
(2) Greater than 65 .02 -.16 -.01 .04 .02 

b. Ethnic Status .00 -.09 .12 .06 .05 

Percent Variance Explained 
in Respondent's Occupation 38.5 18.1 36.4 36.2 40.5 

a 
Two southern respondents in Linton. 



Table 10. Paths to Total Family Income. 

Cities Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford 

Independent Variables 

1. Past Status 
a. Father's Occupation 
b. Mother's Education 
c. Number of Siblings 

-.04 
.07 
-.02 

.05 
-.04 
-.17 

.06 

.04 
-.03 

.04 

.07 
-.06 

.00 

.12 
-.03 

2. Present Status 
a. Education 
b. Occupation 

.20 

.12 
.14 
.29 

.26 

.24 
.12 
.20 

.25 

.11 

3. Past Experiences 
a. Size of Place Raised 
b. Southern Background 

.04 
-.05 

-.03 
-.ioa 

-.06 
.03 

-.14 
-.04 

-.13 
.00 

4. Control Variables 
a. Age 

(1) 40 or Less 
(2) Greater than 65 

b. Ethnic Status 

-.24 
-.26 
-.02 

-.23 
-.27 
.03 

-.19 
-.23 
.01 

-.18 
-.32 
.08 

-.15 
-.27 
.04 

Percent Variance Explainer! 
in Total Family Income -2.6 27.2 31.4 28.6 28.6 

a 
Two southern respondents in Linton. 



Table 11. Paths to Range of Contacts. 

Cities Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford 

Independent Variables 

1. Past Status 
a. Father's Occupation -.01 .13 .04 .09 .10 
b. Mother's Education .10 -.02 -.01 .03 .04 
c. Number of Siblings -.03 -.08 -.01 .02 .02 

2. Present Status 
a. Education .27 .13 .20 .28 .19 
b. Occupation .19 .14 .11 .03 .09 
c. Income .18 .27 .23 .17 .19 

3. Past Experiences 
a. Size of Place Raised -.09 .01 -.02 -.12 -.01 
b. Southern Background -.02 -. 09a -.02 .03 -.02 

4. Control Variables 
a. Age 

(1) 40 or Less -.06 -.09 -.03 .03 -.09 
(2) Greater than 65 -.04 -.02 -.08 -.10 -.12 

b. Ethnic Status -.03 .03 -.03 .02 .04 

Percent Variance Explained 
in Range of Contacts 29.3 22.0 21.8 22.9 24.8 

a 
Two southern respondents in Linton. 



Father's 
Occupation 

Mother's .06 

Education 
Occupation 

Number of 
Siblings 

Size of Place 

Raised 

' R^ • .37 

Education Total Family 
Income Southern 

Background 

-.19 

Age> 65_ 

Range of 

Contacts 

Ethnic Ethnic Ethnic 
Status C Status L Status A 

Figure 1. Path Analysis Predicting Present Status and Contacts. 
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The ethnic-status variable deserves special mention here. 

The ethnic compositions of the cities are different. In Arizona, 

most of the low ethnic status respondents are Mexican-Americans (a 

few blacks are found in the Phoenix sample and these would have 

lower ethnic status than the Mexican-Americans). Linton has a 

relatively homogeneous ethnic mixture and low ethnic status belongs 

to southern Europeans. Columbus has few blacks, and what blacks 

there are are underrepresented in the sample. Those few blacks in 

the sample have the lowest ethnic status, but most of the relatively 

low status respondents in Columbus are southern Europeans. Because 

of this diversity in the meaning of "low ethnic status", Figure 1 

contains three ethnic status variables, Ethnicity A (ethnicity in 

Arizona), Ethnicity L (ethnicity in Linton), and Ethnicity C (eth

nicity in Columbus). These three divisions will be used throughout 

the analysis. 

Figure 1 shows that each past status and control variable 

is related to at least one of the present status variables. High 

present status is associated with high parental status, few siblings, 

a non-southern background, high ethnic status in Arizona and low 

4 ethnic status in Indiana. The effects of size place raised are 

mixed — a larger size place raised is associated with higher occupa

tional status, but lower income. Those over 65 have lower education 

4. It is probable that those with high ethnic status in 
Columbus and Linton are the "hillbillies", migrants from the south 
with Anglo-Saxon ancestors but low present socioeconomic status. 
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and income compared to those under 65. Range of contacts are related 

positively to present and past status and are higher among those AO 

to 65 years in age. If present status and range of contacts are re

lated to the authoritarian components, then these past statuses and 

experiences may have indirect effects as well as direct effects upon 

authoritarianism. Figure 1 will show those indirect effects and we 

will be referring to them later. 



CHAPTER 6 

SOURCES OF AUTHORITARIANISM 

In Chapter 4 it was seen that the components of authoritarianism 

are related even after the effects of variables which are theoretically 

important have been removed. The next problem to consider is the 

question of how the authoritarian came to be. This question will be 

discussed in the present chapter. The theory has made some specific 

predictions concerning the background factors which are likely to be 

crucial in the development of authoritarianism. In general, restricted 

experiences are supposed to be associated with inability to play roles 

easily, and this inability is associated with authoritarianism. 

Variables which are indicators of restricted experiences have been 

measured and described in the preceding chapter. Here it will be seen 

if any or all of them produce the effects which the theory has said 

they will have. 

A second topic discussed here is the order of the components. 

Although the essential part of the theory contends that restricted 

experiences produce authoritarianism, the theory also proposes that 

the components are related to each other in a particular way, that 

rigidity precedes submission, which in turn precedes aggression. 

Criteria will be established for choosing an order as the most logical 

order of the components. These criteria will be applied to six 

117 
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possible orders of the components, and the order that best satisfies 

the criteria will be used throughout the rest of the analysis. How

ever, since we are working with data gathered at one point in time, 

there is no way to determine if this particular order is the one 

which developed over time — only longitudinal data could answer 

that question. 

It seems wise to settle the order question first, as different 

effects of the components and the exogenous variables upon the remain

ing components will arise with different orders. After an order 

emerges as the best, the relations of the status and experience vari

ables to the components arranged in that order will be described. 

The Order of the Components 

Table 12, presented in three parts, shows the path analysis 

predicting the components assuming the order of rigidity, submission, 

then aggression. Figure 2 summarizes the table by showing the median 

path from independent to dependent variable if the absolute value of 

that path is greater than or equal to .05. 

Three features of the path analysis lead to the suspicion 

that the components are not related in the predicted order. We see 

in Figure 2 that there are more direct paths leading from the status, 

experience and control variables to both submission and aggression 

than to rigidity. If rigidity actually preceded the other components, 

it should help mediate the effects of the exogenous variables. Since 

it does not, there is reason to suspect the theorized order. Second, 
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there is no direct path from authoritarian submission to authoritarian 

aggression. This should not be the case if submission is a major source 

of aggression. Finally, past exogenous variables (father's occupation 

and size place raised) are related to later components in the order. 

Other things being equal, these past exogenous variables might be 

expected to be related to the first variable of the set, rigidity. 

In order to investiage the possibility that another order would 

not have these problems, five additional orders of the three components 

were investigated: (2) submission, aggression, rigidity; (3) aggression, 

submission, rigidity; (4) submission, rigidity, aggression; (5) rigidity, 

aggression, submission; and (6) aggression, rigidity and submission. 

Table 13 summarizes the information from all six models. Model 

1 contains the theorized order. An exogenous variable is named in the 

table if its median path is important (for the status and experience 

variables and age) and if its effect is in the expected direction (for 

the status and experience variables)."'" The table divides the variables 

into past exogenous variables and present exogenous variables. Past 

exogenous variables include father's occupation, mother's education, 

number of siblings, size place raised and southern background. Present 

variables are education, occupation, income and range of contacts. 

Education may be more properly conceived as a past variable, but since 

it appears as an important variable in each model for each of the 

1. Range of contacts and number of siblings were excluded from 
some models because the signs of their paths were opposite those pre
dicted. Paths from ethnic status are not shown in Table 13 because the 
relation of that variable with the components was not predicted. 



Table 12a. Paths from Exogenous Variables to Rigidity. 

Cities Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford Within Betas3 

Independent Variables 

1. Past Status 
a. Father's Occupation 
b. Mother's Education 
c. Number of Siblings 

-.06 
-.09 
-.03 

-.02 
-.01 
.05 

-.02 
.06 
.06 

-.03 
.02 
.01 

-.13 
-.07 
.00 

-.05 
-.01 
.03 

2. Present Status 
a. Education 
b. Occupation 
c. Income 

-.27 
-.05 
-.10 

.00 
-.13 
-.01 

-.18 
-.06 
-.07 

-.29 
-.04 
-.03 

-.28 
-.06 
-.01 

-.14 
-.10 
-.05 

3. Past Experiences 
a. Size of Place Raised 
b. Southern Background 

.01 

.00 
-•07h 
-.01 

-.01 
.04 

-.10 
.13 

.02 

.09 
-.03 
.07 

4. Present Experiences 
a. Range of Contacts .08 .03 -.09 .01 .09 -.01 

5. Control Variables 
a. Age 

(1) 40 or Less 
(2) Greater than 65 

b. Ethnic Status 

-.13 
.09 
.11 

-.10 
.19 
.04 1 

1 
O
 
O
 
H
 

0
0
 O
 

-.08 
.01 
-.13 

-.02 
-.04 
.03 

-.10 
.08 
-.05 

Percent Variance Explained 
in Rigidity 21.8 11.0 14.9 24.1 16.0 14.0 

a F ratio for significance of interaction = 1.55 (df = 1792,48), p<,05. 

Two southern respondents in Linton. 



Table 12b. Paths from Exogenous Variables and Rigidity to Authoritarian Submission. 

Cities Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford Within Betas3 

Independent Variables 

1. Past Status 
a. Father's Occupation 
b. Mother's Education 
c. Number of Siblings 

-.06 
-.02 
-.01 

.00 

.03 

.06 

-.05 
-.01 
.01 

.04 
-.07 
.02 

-.09 
-.06 
-.04 

-.03 
-.05 
.00 

2. Present Status 
a. Education 
b. Occupation 
c. Income 

-.20 
-.09 
.04 1 

1 
b
o
o
 

u>
 
^
 

-.20 
.00 
-.08 

-.07 
-.12 
-.05 

-.16 
-.12 
-.17 

-.10 
-.06 
-.07 

3. Past Experiences 
a. Size of Place Raised 
b. Southern Background 

-.07 
-.03 

•°\ 
. 05 

-.01 
.01 

-.03 
-.03 

.04 
-.01 

-.01 
.01 

4. Present Experiences 
a. Range of Contacts -.06 .07 .04 .06 .06 .03 

5. Authoritarianism 
a. Rigidity .25 .24 .22 .26 .23 .25 

6. Control Variables 
a. Age 

(1) 40 or Less 
(2) Greater than 65 

b. Ethnic Status 

.01 

.03 
-.02 

-.29 
.11 
-.07 

-.12 
.06 
-.08 

-.09 
.04 
-.15 

.05 
-.01 
-.11 

-.10 
.06 
-.11 

Percent Variance Explained 
in Authoritarian Submission 24.5 22.9 22.7 23.5 31.5 20.8 

F ratio for significance of interaction = 1.28 (df = 52,1492), p»:.15. 

Two southern respondents in Linton. 



Table 12c. Paths from Exogenous Variables, Rigidity and Authoritarian Submission to Authoritarian 
Aggression. 

Cities Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford Within Betas3 

Independent Variables 

1. Past Status 
a. Father's Occupation .00 .01 .01 .00 -.05 -.01 
b. Mother's Education .11 -.08 .00 .04 .14 .02 
c. Number of Siblings -.09 -.02 -.01 -.06 -.10 -.04 

2. Present Status 
a. Education -.46 -.17 -.24 -.35 -.28 -.22 
b. Occupation -.04 -.08 -.10 -.11 -.05 -.11 
c. Income .08 -.07 -.01 -.03 -.03 -.01 

3. Past Experiences 
a. Size of Place Raised -.05 "•07h -.11 -.05 -.09 -.08 
b. Southern Background .01 -.01 .07 .06 .02 .05 

4. Present Experiences 
a. Range of Contacts 1 o

 
cr
* 

.03 -.05 .04 -.06 -.03 

5. Authoritarianism 
a. Rigidity .15 .30 .20 .21 .25 .23 
b. Submission .07 .16 .04 -.03 .04 .06 

6. Control Variables 
a. Age 

(1) 40 or Less -.04 -.07 -.03 -.03 -.10 -.06 
(2) Greater than 65 .04 .07 .05 .10 -.07 .06 

b. Ethnic Status -.02 .01 -.08 -.09 -.14 -.08 

Percent Variance Explained 
in Aggression 34.9 30.4 30.1 37.7 33.0 29.7 

a F ratio for significance of interaction = 1.24 (df = 56,1482), pss.15. 

k Two southern respondents in Linton. 
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components it does not matter at this point whether it is conceived 

as present or past. The effects of age may be cohort effects and/or 

the effects of aging, so age effects may be either present or past or 

both. Because it is not clear whether age is past or present, it has 

been listed arbitrarily as past, and parentheses have been put around 

it wherever it appears. 

In order to solve the problems which arose in the path analysis 

containing the theorized order of the components, three criteria will 

be used to evaluate the models. First, more paths should be found 

between the exogenous variables and early, rather than later, components 

of the set. Second, there should not be a zero path from one component 

to the component following it. Third, a model showing effects of past 

variables upon early components is to be favored over one showing 

effects of past variables upon later components. 

Model 2 is best according to the criterion that more paths 

should be found between the exogenous variables and early rather than 

later components. In model 2, five exogenous variables lead to the 

first component, submission, in the predicted direction and five lead 

to the second component, aggression. Only two lead to the third compo

nent, rigidity. Model 3 is a close second according to the first 

criterion — the same number of exogenous variables (10) lead to the 

first and second components as is the case with model 2; however, in 

model 3, more paths lead to the second component (6) than to the first 

(4). The second criterion leads to the rejection of models 1 (the 

theorized order) and 5 as implausible, for in each of these models a 



Table 13. Comparison of Six Orders of the Components. Significant Exogenous Median Paths in 
Predicted Direction. 

Paths to First Component Paths to Second Component Paths to Third Component 

Model 1 

R———»A 

"^S 

Past Present Past Present Past Present 

Model 1 

R———»A 

"^S 

(Age 1 & 2) Education 
Occupation 

Father's Education 
Occupation Occupation 

(Age 1) Income 

Size of Education 
Place Raised Occupation 
(Age 2) Contacts 

Model 2 

S '*3 >R 

Father's Education 
Occupation Occupation 
(Age 1) Income 

Southern Education 
Background Occupation 
Size of 
Place Raised 
(Age 1 & 2) 

(Age 1) Education 

Model 3 

A JiR 
ŝ/r 

Size of Education 
Place Raised Occupation 

(Age 1 & 2) 

Mother's Education 
Education Occupation 
Father's Income 
Occupation 
(Age 1) 

(Age 1) Education 

Model A 

S A 

Father's Education 
Occupation Occupation 

(Age 1) Income 

(Age 1 & 2) Education Size of Education 
Place Raised Occupation 
(Age 2) Contacts 

Model 5 

R >S 

(Age 1 & 2) Education 
Occupation 

Size of Education 
Place Raised Occupation 
(Age 2) Contacts 

(Age 1) Education 
Occupation 
Income 

Model 6 

%̂ /i 

Size of Education 
Place Raised Occupation 
(Age 1 & 2) 

(Age 1 & 2) Education (Age 1) Education 
Occupation 
Income 



component is not related to the component immediately following it. 

Models 2 and 3 are most satisfactory in that past exogenous variables 

lead to the early components, submission and aggression, rather than 

to the third component, rigidity. For both of these models past 

exogenous variables (a total of three for each model) are related to 

the first and second component, but none is related to the third. 

Models A and 6 are interesting in that the second component, rigidity, 

completely mediates the relationships between the first and third 

components, submission and aggression. However, model 4 can probably 

be excluded on the grounds that more paths go to the third component 

than to the second and model 6 is inferior to models 2 and 3 because 

fewer exogenous variables are related to the components. 

According to the three criteria established, models 2 and 3 

are the best of the six and model 2 is slightly better than model 3. 

Whichever of these models is the better, it is clear that rigidity 

does not belong as the first variable of the set. In both, rigidity 

is the third component. The only question is whether submission leads 

to aggression as in model 2, or aggression leads to submission as 

in model 3. It is perhaps easier to conceive of submission as leading 

to aggression; in fact this particular order is the same as in model 1. 

We shall choose model 2 to discuss because it better satisfies the 

criterion that exogenous variables should lead to early rather than 

later components, and because it makes better theoretical sense. Since 

model 3 is also a viable alternative, the path analysis showing this 

order is presented in Appendix A. 
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Although model 2 has emerged as the best according to the 

criteria applied, it should be remembered that Heise warned that 

order may not be unequivocally established between attitudinal vari

ables in a path analysis. The variables simply make better empirical 

sense in the order given in model 2. 

The Prediction of the Components 

Table 7 in Chapter 5 presented the zero-order correlations of 

the exogenous variables with the authoritarian components. In most 

cases, a component is related to a predictor variable in the expected 

direction. There are only four relationships in which the sign is 

opposite that predicted, and three of these occur in Linton (these 

three are the relationships of past and present contacts with sub

mission). It is interesting that the control variables are related 

consistently to the components. The older are more authoritarian 

in all the cities, and those low in racial-ethnic status in Arizona 

are more authoritarian. 

Table 14 contains the results of the path analysis predicting 

the three components in the order found in model 2, submission, aggres

sion, and rigidity. Figure 3 summarizes the information in Table 14, 

showing all the direct paths and some of the indirect paths to the 

components. The remainder of the indirect paths may be seen in 

Figure 1 where the path analysis of present status and contacts is 

shown. The predictions of the theory will now be compared to the 

findings. The variables are grouped into five categories: past 
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status, present status, past experiences, present experiences and the 

control variables. These categories will be discussed for submission, 

then aggression, and finally rigidity. 

Authoritarian Submission 

The first authoritarian component to be predicted is authori

tarian submission. Submission to authority was supposed to follow 

from rigidity but the order analysis done has shown that submission 

may be the first outcome of the exogenous variables. Submission is 

learned in the family and in participation in low status positions 

in hierarchical groups, according to the theory. Important sources 

of submission should be past and present status and past and present 

experiences. 

Zero-order Correlations. Table 7 shows the zero-order correla

tions of submission with the exogenous variables. The zero-order 

correlations should be, and are, as the theory has predicted. 

Past status is negatively related to submission as expected. 

Father's occupation and mother's education are negatively related and 

number of siblings is positively related to submission in all the cities. 

The correlations in Linton are low, but still in the expected direction. 

Present status is also negatively related to submission as pre

dicted. There are negative correlations between submission and 

income, submission and occupation, and especially, submission and 

education. 



Table 14a. Paths from Exogenous Variables to Authoritarian Submission. 

Cities3 Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford Within Betas^ 

Independent Variables 

1. Past Status 
a. Father's Occupation -.08 .01 -.06 .04 -.12 -.05 
b. Mother's Education -.03 .06 -.01 -.07 .06 .00 
c. Number of Siblings -.01 .09 .02 .02 -.02 .02 

2. Present Status 
a. Education -.26 -.06 -.24 -.15 -.25 -.14 
b. Occupation -.07 .04 .00 -.15 -.14 -.09 
c. Income .01 -.01 -.10 -.06 -.15 -.07 

3. Past Experiences 
a. Size of Place Raised -.04 .02 .01 -.05 .04 -.01 
b. Southern Background .00 .06c .03 .01 .02 .03 

4. Present Experiences 
a. Range of Contacts -.08 .04 .03 .08 .07 .02 

5. Control Variables 
a. Age 

(1) 40 or Less -.03 -.32 -.14 -.12 .06 -.13 
(2) Greater than 65 .03 .17 .08 .04 -.02 .08 

b. Ethnic Status -.02 -.09 -.09 -.16 -.15 -.14 

Percent Variance Explained 
in Authoritarian Submission 18.2 18.2 18.7 18.9 28.9 15.5 

F ratio for significance of city = 2.06 (df = 4,1650), p>.05. Percent variance explained by 
city = .16. 

k F ratio for significance of interaction = 1.784 (df = 48,1590), p<r.05. Percent variance 
explained by interaction = 4.3. 

Q 
Two southern respondents in Linton. 



Table 14b. Paths from Exogenous Variables and Authoritarian Submission to Authoritarian Aggression. 

Cities3 Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford Within Betasb 

Independent Variables 

1. Past Status 
a. Father's Occupation -.02 .01 -.01 -.01 -.08 -.03 
b. Mother's Education .10 -.09 .02 .04 .08 .03 
c. Number of Siblings -.10 -.04 .01 -.06 -.12 -.04 

2. Present Status 
a. Education -.42 -.16 -.29 -.40 -.29 -.24 
b. Occupation -.05 -.13 -.08 -.12 -.06 -.12 
c. Income .06 -.07 -.02 -.03 .01 -.01 

3. Past Experiences 
a. Size of Place Raised -.05 -.11 -.10 -.06 -.10 -.08 
b. Southern Background .01 -. 02c .08 .09 .06 .06 

4. Present Experiences 
a. Range of Contacts -.08 .02 -.06 .02 .00 1 o

 

5. Authoritarianism 
a. Submission .14 .24 .09 .02 .12 .13 

6. Control Variables 
a. Age 

(1) 40 or Less -.06 -.09 -.03 -.04 -.07 -.07 
(2) Greater than 65 .05 .08 .05 .09 -.05 .06 

b. Ethnic Status -.02 .02 -.08 -.09 -.11 -.08 

Percent Variance Explained 
in Authoritarian Aggression 30.5 22.0 27.2 33.9 30.6 25.7 

d F ratio for significance of city = 13.90 (df = 4,1645), p<.05. Percent variance explained 
by city = 1.73. 

k F ratio for significance of interaction = 1.272 (df = 52,1580), p».10. Percent variance 
explained by interaction = 2.9. 

c 
Two southern respondents in Linton. 



Table 14c. Paths from Exogenous Variables, Authoritarian Submission and Authoritarian Aggression 
to Rigidity. 

Cities3 Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford Within Betas'5 

Independent Variables 

1. Past Status 
a. Father's Occupation -.02 -.04 .00 -.04 -.08 -.04 
b. Mother's Education -.11 .04 .04 .03 .00 -.01 
c. Number of Siblings .01 .01 .07 .04 .02 .04 

2. Present Status 
a. Education -.12 .07 -.11 -.16 -.13 -.05 
b. Occupation .01 -.10 .00 .00 .00 -.04 
c. Income -.08 .05 -.04 -.02 .04 -.02 

3. Past Experiences 
a. Size of Place Raised .05 -.07 .02 -.07 .01 .00 
b. Southern Background .03 .01c .01 .08 .10 .05 

4. Present Experiences 
a. Range of Contacts .06 -.06 -.06 .00 .05 -.02 

5. Authoritarianism 
a. Submission .23 .18 .20 .23 .24 .22 
b. Aggression .16 .32 .21 .23 .27 .24 

6. Control Variables 
a. Age 

(1) 40 or Less -.07 -.01 -.07 -.06 -.04 -.06 
(2) Greater than 65 .13 .08 .04 -.02 -.06 .04 

b. Ethnic Status .13 .03 .02 -.04 .07 .01 

Percent Variance Explained 
in Rigidity 29.1 24.2 23.1 32.2 25.8 23.8 

a F ratio for significance of city = 2.81 (df = 4,1552), p<.05. Percent variance 
explained by city = 1.32. 

b F ratio for significance of interaction = .994 (df = 56,1482), p>.05. Percent 
variance explained by interaction = 2.7. 

c Two southern respondents in Linton. 
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Figure 3. Direct Paths to Authoritarian Components, Model 2. 
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Breadth of past experiences is negatively related to sub

mission, as expected, but the correlations are considerably smaller 

than those found between status and submission. A southern back

ground is associated with more submission in each city, but the 

correlations are so small they should probably be ignored. A small 

size place raised is positively correlated with submission in all 

cities but Linton. 

Present contacts are negatively correlated with submission 

in all cities but Linton, as predicted. The control variable age is 

related to submission: the old are more submissive to authority. 

Ethnic status, the other control variable, is related to submission 

in Arizona only — low ethnic status is found in those with high 

submission scores. 

Path Analysis. Next, the path analysis of submission will 

be discussed to see which of these variables has an independent 

contribution to make to submission. These results are shown in 

Table 14a and are summarized in Figure 3. 

The only past status variable directly related to submission 

is father's occupation, and the median path is quite low, -.06. 

Thus, although there are negative zero-order relations of past status 

with submission, most of these have been controlled by other vari

ables in the analysis. 

In the five cities present status has the predicted effect 

upon submission: low present status leads to high submission. Of 

the three present status indicators, education's effect is strongest 
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with a median path of^-,24. It is interesting to note from Table 13 

that submission is the only component predicted by all three present 

status variables, and that these three variables predict submission 

whether it is predicted first, second, or third. 

In Chapter 5 we saw that important predictors of present 

status are the past status variables (father's occupation, mother's 

education and number of siblings). Table 14a and Figure 3 show that 

present status is the most important predictor of submission, so past 

status has indirect effects through present status. 

Past experiences are not directly related to submission. 

Southern background has an indirect effect in the expected direction 

through education, but the indirect effects of size place raised are 

inconsistent in that size place raised is positively related to occu

pation (and consistent with the hypothesis) but negatively related 

to income. 

Present experiences do not have the effect the theory said 

they would. There is no path from the range of contacts index to 

submission. Table 7 showed that at the zero-order level, submission 

is associated with few contacts. However, it seems that status 

accounts for that relationship and that when status is controlled 

the relationship disappears. If this pattern persists as the other 

authoritarian components are predicted then a major change in the 

theory will be necessary. Each of the components of the range of 

contacts index was included as an exogenous variable, separately, 
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in the prediction of submission. None of the components bore any 

consistent relation to submission. 

The relations which the control variables bore to submission 

at the zero-order level remain in the path analysis. Those less than 

or equal to 40 years of age are less submissive than those over 40. 

The ethnicity effect remains in Arizona and in Linton, where those 

low in ethnic status are more submissive. No effect appears in 

Columbus. 

In addition to the effects of the five sets of variables, 

there are various comparisons that may be made using the information 

presented in Table 14a. These comparisons will be made as each 

authoritarian component is discussed. Regional differences and 

other inter-city differences will be investigated. After these 

comparisons are made, another table will be presented to show the 

effects of city size upon submission. 

Regional differences could be identified if, in looking at 

the effect of one variable or one set of variables upon submission, 

Columbus and Linton were similar, while Phoenix, Yuma and Safford 

were also similar to each other but dissimilar to Columbus and Linton. 

Using this criterion, no regional difference in the sources of sub

mission is apparent. 

A clue to the extent of inter-city differences may be had 

by looking at the F ratio for the significance of interaction within 

the five cities. The F ratio is shown in the second footnote of 

Table 14a. If the ratio is significant, then different patterns 
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emerged in the different cities. If the F ratio is not significant, 

this means that across the cities the relationships may be the same 

and one may look to the average within betas (the far right column) 

for a general pattern describing all the cities. The F ratio in the 

prediction of submission is significant (p<, 05), an indication that 

there are different patterns from city to city. Interaction explains 

4.3 percent of the variance, a significant amount theoretically. 

City size may be viewed as another present experiences vari

able. According to the theory, city size should be a predictor of 

the level of submission, with less submission found in the larger 

cities. Table 15 shows the submission means by city, first unadjusted, 

then adjusted for the distributions of all the exogenous variables. 

If submission were affected by city size as the theory has predicted, 

then the adjusted means of submission would be highest in Linton and 

Safford and lowest in Phoenix. The unadjusted means do follow this 

pattern, but the adjusted means are highest in Phoenix and lowest in 

Linton. City size, therefore, does not affect the adjusted means of 

submission as the theory predicted. Those differences in the means 

which remain after controlling for the effects of the exogenous vari

ables are not significantly different from each other (p>,05), and 

explain only .2 percent of the variance. A search for patterns in 

the paths which would indicate that city size was having an effect 

was unsuccessful. 

Thus, there are inter-city differences in the prediction of 

submission, but these differences can be explained by the different 



Table 15. Unadjusted and Adjusted Means of Submission, Aggression and Rigidity. 

City Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford 

Component 

Submission 
Unadjusted Mean 
Adjusted Mean'3 

7.1 
7.3 

7.2 
7.1 

7.3 
7.4 

7.4 
7.3 

7.5 
7.2 

Aggression 
Unadjusted Mean 
Adjusted Meanc 

19.5 
20.6 

22.2 
21.5 

16.7 
17.7 

17.4 
16.6 

21.8 
19.6 

Rigidity 
Unadjusted Mean 
Adjusted Meanc 

5.7 
5.9 

6.2 
5.9 

6.3 
6.5 

5.9 
5.9 

6.0 
5.7 

Means are adjusted for distributions of all independent variables, 

k Differences not significant at .05 level. 

Differences significant at .05 level. 
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effects of the exogenous variables rather than by any systematic 

effects of city size or region upon submission. These findings are 

another indication that present experiences do not affect authori

tarianism as predicted. 

To briefly summarize the effects of the experience vari

ables upon submission, social structural experiences (past and 

present status) affect submission, but physical structural experi

ences (southern background, size place raised, range of contacts 

and city size) do not. 

Authoritarian Aggression 

The second authoritarian component to be considered is 

authoritarian aggression. Authoritarian aggression expresses itself 

in vilification of outgroups and has two sources, according to the 

theory. The order analysis presented earlier in this chapter indi

cated that aggression may be a consequence of submission. This 

probably occurs as submission arouses hostility against authorities 

which cannot be expressed. As an aspect of authoritarianism, aggres

sion is also expected to arise from those conditions which are 

restrictive, i.. e., low status and limited experiences. 

Zero-order Relations. Table 7 shows the zero-order correla

tions of the exogenous variables and submission with authoritarian 

aggression. 

Past status is negatively related, as expected, to aggression. 

There are fairly strong negative correlations between father's 
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occupation and mother's education and aggression. There are smaller 

positive correlations between number of siblings and aggression in 

four cities (all but Safford). 

Present status is also negatively related to aggression, as 

expected. There are negative correlations between education and 

aggression in all cities. These zero-order correlations are higher 

than the correlations of present status with submission. There are 

also negative correlations between occupational prestige and aggression, 

and smaller ones between income and aggression. 

Past experiences are related as expected to the dependent 

variable but the correlations are smaller than the correlations with 

status. A small size place raised is associated with aggression in 

all the cities. A southern background is also related to aggression 

in all cities but Linton (with only two southern respondents). 

The range of contacts index is negatively related to aggression, 

as expected. 

In all the cities greater age is associated with greater 

punitiveness. The other control variable, ethnic status, is not 

related to aggression in Indiana, but in Arizona those with low ethnic 

status (the Mexican-Americans) have greater hostility. 

In the study of authoritarian aggression, one authoritarian 

component, submission, is included. In the five cities submission 

is related positively to aggression. 

At the zero-order level, each set of variables is correlated 

with aggression in the direction predicted. The correlations are 
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stronger and more consistent than they were in the analysis of sub

mission. This is perhaps a reflection of the greater number of items 

included in the aggression index (16) compared to the number used to 

measure submission (3). 

Path Analysis. Table 14b shows the results of the path analysis 

of authoritarian aggression. There are no direct effects of father's 

occupation or mother's education. The effect of number of siblings 

has become negative (the zero-order relations were positive). 

The present status variables are negatively related to aggres

sion. The paths from education are especially strong, ranging from 

-.16 in Linton to -.42 in Columbus with a median path of -.32. The 

median path from occupation is smaller than the one from education, 

only -.08, and there is no path from income to aggression. 

Small paths remain from past experiences to aggression when 

the other variables are controlled. The median path from size place 

raised to aggression is -.10. In Arizona, a southern background is 

associated with aggression (median path in Arizona equals .08), while 

in Indiana the paths are insignificant. 

The range of contacts index is not related to aggression when 

the other variables are controlled. One of the components of the index, 

church attendance, is positively related to aggression in Arizona. 

Paths in Phoenix, Yuma and Safford are .10, .08 and .16, respectively. 

The paths in Indiana are zero. 

Authoritarian submission is related to aggression with a median 

path of .12. The control variable age is related to aggression, with 
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the old more aggressive. In Arizona those with low ethnic status are 

higher in punitiveness, while in Indiana no ethnicity effect appears. 

Three regional differences appear in the prediction of aggres

sion. In Arizona, going to church, being raised in the south and 

having low ethnic status are associated with aggression. None of these 

variables has effects in Indiana. 

The F ratio for the significance of interaction also indicates 

that different patterns may be found in the five cities and that we 

should probably not look to the within betas as summary measures 

(p=?10). Interaction explains 2.9 percent of the variance in aggres

sion scores, less than it did in the case of submission. Part of the 

interaction is due to the fact that ethnic status and southern back

ground have effects in Arizona but not in Indiana. 

City size has no systematic effects upon aggression. Table 15 

shows that although the unadjusted aggression means are higher in the 

small towns and lower in the large, when the other variables are 

controlled the effect of city size disappears. Thus, although city 

is a statistically significant predictor of aggression means, the 

effects are not related to city size. 

To summarize, the path analysis of aggression has shown that 

among the experience variables named in the theory, only the past 

physical structural experiences (southern background and size place 

raised) and present social structural experiences (education and occu

pation) have direct effects upon aggression. The most potent influence 

upon aggression is education and next in importance is the effect of 
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submission. One of the indicators of present experiences, church 

attendance, is positively related to aggression in Arizona. 

These effects of the exogenous variables upon aggression are 

similar in some respects to those observed earlier in the prediction 

of submission. In both cases, present status is the most important 

predictor of the dependent variable and range of contacts and city 

size, contrary to the theory's prediction, do not reduce scores on 

the components. The two control variables are related to both 

components — age and low ethnic status (in Arizona) increase author

itarianism. 

The effects upon the two components are different in that there 

seems to be more regional variation in the prediction of the second 

component, aggression, than in the prediction of submission. In the 

prediction of aggression, southern background, church attendance and 

ethnic status have effects in Arizona but none in Indiana, while in 

the prediction of submission no regional differences were seen. 

Past social and physical structural experiences have different 

effects upon the two components. Father's occupation, representing 

past status, affects the first component, submission, while past 

experiences (a southern background and a small size place raised) 

lead to aggression. We see from Table 13 that these findings tend 

not to be a function of the order of the components. Whether sub

mission is the first component in the string (models 2 and 5), or the 

second (models 1 and 3), either father's occupation or mother's 

education or both predict submission. Only when submission is last 
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do the effects of past status upon submission disappear. Aggression, 

on the other hand, has paths from southern background or size place 

raised or both, the past experiences variables, regardless of whether 

it is predicted first (models 3 and 6), second (models 2 and 5), or 

third (models 1 and 4). Thus, past status seems to affect submission, 

while past physical structural experiences affect aggression. 

Looking to the effects of present status upon the components, 

we see that more indicators of present status are related to sub

mission (3) than to aggression (2). 

These findings may be an indication that submission is learned 

as part of the appropriate behavior for lower status positions, while 

aggression towards deviants is learned and never unlearned by those 

who do not have widely varying experiences. It is further interesting 

that church attendance, the one present experiences variable that 

affects the components, affects aggression. Again, a group stressing 

differences between those inside and those outside contains those who 

are more aggressive than those not belonging. Thus, it is possible 

that we have separated sources of authoritarianism, that on the one 

hand experience in lower status positions teaches submission, while 

on the other, experience in few and/or ethnocentric groups leads to 

aggression against outsiders. The evidence that this is the case is 

relatively weak and was not specifically predicted, but in subsequent 

research this pattern should be kept in mind. 
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Rigidity 

Zero-order Relations. Table 7 shows that in general the 

predictor variables are related as expected to rigidity. There are 

moderate negative correlations of father's occupation and mother's 

education with rigidity, while the number of siblings is positively 

related to rigidity, again as expected. Similarly, each of the 

indicators of present status — education, occupation and income — 

is negatively related to rigidity. 

The zero-order relationships of the past experiences variables 

with rigidity are not as high as the relationships between rigidity 

and status. As predicted, the larger the size place raised, the less 

the rigidity, but the correlations are small. A southern background 

is associated with rigidity in all cities but Linton (with two southern 

respondents). 

The range of contacts index is related to rigidity as expected 

in the five cities, with more contacts associated with less rigidity. 

There seems to be a tendency for contacts to be more strongly related 

to rigidity in the larger cities. 

Greater age is associated with greater rigidity. There is a 

tendency for those with low ethnic status to be rigid in Arizona, while 

high ethnic status is associated with rigidity in Indiana. 

Path Analysis. Table 14c shows the results of the path analysis 

predicting rigidity. There are no direct effects of past status upon 

rigidity. Among the present status indicators, only education has the 

predicted negative effect. Neither past nor present experiences are 
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related to rigidity. Age is positively related to rigidity, and in 

Columbus ethnic status is positively related to rigidity. 

The two strongest predictors of rigidity are the other two 

components, submission and aggression, both with median paths of 

.23. 

Table 15 shows that city size has no effects upon the means 

of rigidity. However, looking to the pattern of the paths for effects 

of city size, we see that aggression's effects upon rigidity are 

stronger in the smaller towns. Paths go from .16 to .32 in Columbus 

and Linton and from .21 to .23 to .27 in Phoenix, Yuma and Safford, 

respectively. 

One regional difference may be seen in Table 14c — those over 

65 years of age are more rigid in Indiana, but not in Arizona. 

The within betas are more appropriate summaries of the paths 

leading to rigidity than they were for submission and aggression 

(probability of F>.05). Interaction also explains less variance in 

the prediction of rigidity than in the prediction of the other compo

nents — 2.7 percent. Looking to the within betas gives us the same 

information as the median paths except that a slight effect of southern 

background has appeared in the within betas (path equals .05) and 

education's effect is smaller (-.05 compared to -.12). As was the 

case with the median paths, the most effective predictors of rigidity 

are submission and aggression. 

To summarize, the effects of the exogenous variables which have 

been apparent in the prediction of the other components have almost 
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disappeared in the prediction of rigidity. Only the effects of education 

and age remain — education reduces rigidity and age increases it. 

The major predictors of the component are the other components — sub

mission and aggression. The paths from city to city are more similar 

than they were for the previous components. 

An Authoritarian Index 

The components — submission, aggression and rigidity — have 

been conceived as separate but related parts of a multidimensional 

phenomenon known as authoritarianism. The components are separate 

in the sense that each refers to a different aspect of behavior, but 

they are related in the sense that empirically these aspects of be

havior tend to go together. The theories of authoritarianism, in

cluding the one developed here, have tried to show why the components 

are empirically related. 

Because the components are empirically related, it might be 

interesting to construct an index of the three components and see 

how that index is related to the predictor variables. The index 

cannot be a measure of general authoritarianism, such as the F or 

D Scales, because it contains measures of only three components, 

but perhaps it can clarify the patterns found in the prediction of 

the components. 

Measurement of the Index. The authoritarian index was con

structed from the respondent's scores on submission, aggression and 

rigidity. The means of submission were approximately 6, the means 
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of rigidity approximately 7, and the means of aggression approxi

mately 20. To obtain a weighting factor for submission, the mean of 

submission for a particular city was divided into the mean of aggres

sion for that city. A respondent's submission score multiplied by 

that weighting factor was added to the index. The same procedure was 

followed to calculate rigidity's contribution to an individual's 

index score. Then the raw aggression score was added. Using this 

procedure, each component made an equal contribution to the index 

score. No index score was calculated for respondents having missing 

data on any of the components. 

Prediction of the Index. Table 16 contains the zero-order 

relations of the exogenous variables with the index, Table 17 contains 

the path analysis predicting the index scores, and Figure 4 summarizes 

the path analysis. The conclusions one would draw from Table 17 and 

Figure 4 concerning the relative effects of the variables are similar 

to those that were drawn from the prediction of the separate components. 

First, there are no effects of past status. In the prediction of the 

components, past status affected only submission; it did not affect 

aggression or rigidity. Present status, especially education, reduces 

scores on the authoritarian index. Education is the most important 

present status variable, followed by occupation, then income. We saw 

the same in the prediction of the components. Restricted past ex

periences measured by southern background and size place raised are 

related to authoritarianism as measured by the index. In the pre

diction of the components, these past experiences variables were 



Table 16. Correlations of Exogenous Variables with. Authoritarian Index 

Cities Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford 

Independent Variables 

1. Past Status 
a. Father's Occupation -.26 -.12 -.24 -.28 -.30 
b. Mother's Education -.27 -.15 -.19 -.24 -.27 
c. Number of Siblings .16 .12 .25 .23 .03 

2. Present Status 
a. Education -.61 -.19 -.54 -.60 -.53 
b. Occupation -.37 -.24 -.37 -.42 -.41 
c. Income -.15 -.17 -.29 -.25 -.28 

3. Past Experiences 
a. Size of Place Raised -.23 -.12 -.20 -.20 -.16 
b. Southern Background .17 -. 06a .18 .19 .20 

4. Present Experiences 
a. Range of Contacts -.30 -.08 -.28 -.20 -.23 

5. Control Variables 
a. Age 

(1) 40 or Less -.27 -.34 -.19 -.17 -.20 
(2) Greater than 65 .28 .32 .23 .25 .13 

b. Ethnic Status .08 .05 -.26 -.36 -.25 

a 
Two southern respondents in Linton. 



Table 17. Paths from Exogenous Variables to Authoritarian Index. 

Cities Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford Within Betas3 

Independent Variables 

1. Past Status 
a. Father's Occupation 
b. Mother's Education 
c. Number of Siblings 

-.04 
-.01 
-.06 

-.01 
-.02 
.02 

-.01 
.02 
.04 

-.02 
.02 
.00 

-.14 
.02 
-.10 

-.04 
-.01 
.00 

2. Present Status 
a. Education 
b. Occupation 
c. Income 

-.50 
-.06 
.02 

-.14 
-.12 
-.04 

-.35 
-.08 
-.06 

-.42 
-.12 
-.06 

-.38 
-.10 
-.08 

-.26 
-.15 
-.05 

3. Past Experiences 
a. Size of Place Raised 
b. Southern Background 

-.04 
.02 

-.09, 
.02 

-.08 
.06 

-.10 
.09 

-.05 
.08 

-.07 
.08 

4. Present Experiences 
a. Range of Contacts -.07 .02 -.06 .05 .02 -.03 

5. Control Variables 
a. Age 

(1) 40 or Less 
(2) Greater than 65 

b. Ethnic Status 

-.07 
.12 
.06 

-.23 
.18 
-.02 

-.11 
.09 
-.09 

-.10 
.08 
-.16 

-.07 
-.11 
-.09 

-.14 
.10 
-.10 

Percent Variance Explained 
in Authoritarian Index 40.7 21.4 35.2 43.4 34.0 30.7 

a F ratio for significance of interaction = 2.20 (df = 48,1492), p<.05 

k Two southern respondents in Linton. 
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related to aggression only. The range of contacts index is not related 

to the index scores, and it did not affect scores on the components. 

The effects of the control variables upon the index are similar — 

age is positively related to the authoritarian index and ethnic status 

in Arizona is negatively related to it. 

The only major difference between the conclusions that were 

reached in the analyses of the separate components and the analysis 

of the authoritarian index is that education's effects are much more 

pronounced in the latter. The interesting difference between the 

index and the components taken separately occurs in the row contain

ing the percent variance explained. Table 18 shows the comparison 

between the percent variance explained in the index and the percent 

explained in each component. The independent variables represented 

in Table 18 are exactly the same for each row — only the dependent 

variable changes. As may be seen from Table 18, considerably more 

variance can be explained in the index than could be explained in 

any of the components. Only in Linton does a relatively small in

crease in percent variance occur with the use of the index. 

The increase in the percent variance explained by the index 

is probably due to a decrease in measurement error in the index com

pared to the error contained in the measures of the components. In 

the component measures constructed with a small number of items 

(submission and rigidity), any measurement error (such as would 

occur if the respondent's response was one category away from his 

"true" value on the item) would represent a relatively large proportion 
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of the total score on that component. That same error would be a 

much smaller proportion of his score on the authoritarian index. 

Further, if the errors in the measures of the components 

were random errors and did not contribute a systematic bias to the 

scores on the components, then the larger the number of items in

cluded in an index, the higher the probability that the errors re

ducing the score would be balanced by errors increasing the scores 

and, therefore, the greater the probability that the resulting 

score would be closer to the "true" score. The relatively high 

percent variance explained in the authoritarian index is an indi

cation that one or both of these processes is operating. 

Table 18. Percent Variance Explained in the Authoritarian 
Components and in the Authoritarian Index by 
the Exogenous and the Control Variables. 

City 

Dependent Variable Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford 

Submission 18.2 18.2 18.7 18.9 28.9 

Aggression 26.3 14.0 23.8 33.8 27.0 

Rigidity 21.8 11.0 14.9 24.1 16.0 

Authoritarian Index 40.7 21.4 35.2 43.4 34.0 

Discussion 

The theory said that restricted experiences in the social and 

the physical structures would be associated with the authoritarian 

components. It predicted that low status, because it does not teach 
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coping behavior, and restricted contacts, because they do not expose 

one to incongruent beliefs, will be found in the background of those 

who are high on the measures of the authoritarian components. In 

the preceding pages we saw that some predictions were upheld in the 

data while others were not. 

Although there are negative zero-order relationships of the 

past status indicators with each component, their direct effects 

upon the components are relatively weak. Among the three past status 

variables, only father's occupation has a direct effect upon a 

component — submission — and father's occupation's effects are 

not sufficiently strong to predict scores on the authoritarian 

index. Past status has the expected indirect effects through present 

status. 

The three indicators of present status are related negatively 

to authoritarianism. All three of the present status variables are 

related negatively to the first component, submission. Two, education 

and occupation, affect aggression, and one, education, has direct 

effects upon rigidity. Each of these indicators of present status 

was a significant predictor of the authoritarian index, and educa

tion's effects were particularly strong on the components and the 

index. 

Those who have restricted^past physical structural experiences 

(a southern background and a small size place raised) are higher in 

aggression and the authoritarian index. Restricted past experiences 

also increase scores on the components through present status. 
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Present experiences do not have the expected effects upon 

authoritarianism. The range of contacts index was not related to 

any of the components in the model discussed, but church attendance, 

one of the variables included in the construction of the range of 

contacts index, was positively related to aggression. City size 

was not related to the adjusted means of the components. 

There is slight but consistent evidence that submission is 

learned in low status positions while aggression is affected by 

breadth of experiences. Submission is affected by father's occupa

tion and all three present status variables. It is not affected by 

southern background, size place raised or present contacts. Aggres

sion, on the other hand, is affected by size place raised and southern 

background but not by past status. Further, church attendance in

creased aggression. And finally, in two of the models not discussed, 

models 4 and 5, range of contacts, an indicator of breadth of ex

periences, reduced aggression. These findings all point in one 

direction — attitudes of submission are learned by those who fill 

low status positions, while aggressive attitudes towards outsiders 

are learned in ethnocentric groups. 

One change in the theory which may now be made is a descrip

tion of the relative effects of the classes of variables included in 

the prediction of the components. The results of previous research 

did not lead to the ability to choose the most important, nor to 

the ability to decide whether present or past effects would be more 
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important. On the basis of the path analysis performed, the most 

important predictors can now be identified. 

Of the exogenous variables, education is the most powerful 

influence upon authoritarianism. It was a significant predictor of 

each component, and among the exogenous variables included in the 

theory, the most important predictor of each component. There are 

two ways in which the educational process reduces authoritarianism, 

according to the theory. First, it forces one to come into contact 

with those who are different. Dynes (1967) has identified its impor

tance in that regard. In addition, education is almost a necessary 

part of gaining control over an industrialized environment. Many 

have emphasized the control education gives one over his life (see 

Hausknecht, 1964, and Bettelheim and Janowitz, 1964, for example). 

Which of these processes is the more important is difficult to tell, 

but it seems likely that education's influence is most important 

precisely because it operates in both ways to reduce authoritarianism. 

The other present status variables are related to the components 

but their effects are not as strong as is education's. Occupation 

is related to submission and aggression, and income is related only 

to submission. 

Of the four sets of variables considered, the second most 

powerful seems to be past experiences, measured by size place raised 

and southern background. Past experiences affect aggression and the 

authoritarian index. The indirect effects of these variables through 
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present status may give the extent to which past experiences influence 

control, while their direct effects upon authoritarianism may show 

the extent to which they influence relativism. 

Not nearly so important as either present status or past 

physical structural experiences is past status. Past status had 

minimal direct effects upon the components. Its primary effects 

were indirect and through present status. 

Clearly the least important of the four sets of variables 

in its effects upon authoritarianism is range of present contacts. 

Extensive current contacts were supposed to reduce authoritarianism. 

They did not. One of the types of contact, church attendance, increased 

2 
aggression in Arizona, or seemed to. 

These findings contain one surprise — the almost total lack 

of effect of present contacts. A wide range of contacts decreased 

aggression in two of the models which were not discussed, but it did 

not affect any of the components in the model discussed. Church 

attendance actually increased authoritarian aggression. This is 

evidence•that contacts per se need not necessarily reduce authori

tarianism. The character of those contacts must be taken into account. 

There are at least two explanations for this phenomenon aside from 

the possibility that the measurement of the variables was bad and 

one or the other of the possibilities may be an appropriate explanation. 

2. One might quarrel with the order of causation implied 
here. It is possible that church attracts those who are intolerant 
of deviants. This certainly is possible, and with single time data 
the argument cannot be settled. 
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It is possible that the adult engages only in those activities that 

introduce him to those with compatible belief systems. To the extent 

that an adult chooses those with whom he will associate he may not 

come into contact with those who are different even though he has a 

wide range of experiences. The child cannot, to a very great extent, 

choose his life situation and may experience enforced exposure to 

different beliefs. Thus, the reason that childhood experiences 

affect the authoritarian components, while adult experiences do not, 

may be that the child is forced into the incongruent experiences 

while the adult is not. The latter view is consistent with Dyne's 

(1967) explanation of the effects of education upon tolerance — 

that education increases tolerance because it forces one to come 

into contact with those who have different beliefs. 

A second possibility is that the adult is relatively set 

in his degree of submission, aggression and rigidity and that he 

tends not to be changed by current experiences. 

Whatever the reasons for the findings, it is apparent that 

extensive present contacts do not reduce authoritarianism in the 

Arizona or Indiana respondents. How applicable are these findings 

to the wider society? It is at this point that the limitations of 

the samples should be noted. The largest cities represented here 

have 500,000 inhabitants. It is entirely possible that contacts in 

a very large metropolitan community would be different from contacts 

in cities of 500,000. Many more deviants and different ethnic groups 

are visible in larger cities. Just living in the larger cities 
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exposes one to those who are different, quite apart from the amount 

or extent of contacts one has in the city setting. Thus, it is 

possible that city size might affect authoritarianism, and beyond 

that, contacts in the very large city might also have an effect. 

So it is important to remember that while contacts and city size did 

not affect authoritarianism in the samples here, they might reduce 

it in the large cities of the United States. 

We have seen that age has consistent and strong positive 

effects upon authoritarianism. We saw earlier that age has been 

related to authoritarianism in other studies. One of Stouffer's 

main findings in Communism, Conformity and Civil Liberties (1955) 

was that the old were more apt to deny civil liberties to deviants. 

Riley et^ al. (1969:957) reported studies showing that the old feel 

less control over their environment. The view developed here postu

lated that a feeling of lack of control leads to several of the 

characteristics of the authoritarian. In an improved explanation 

of authoritarianism, the previous findings may be taken into account, 

and age viewed as a process tending to reduce the individual's 

3 control over his environment. We suggested that occupation and 

income affect the authoritarian components by increasing the 

individual's sense of control over his life. If our interpretation 

of the reason for the effect of age is correct, this is additional 

3. A serendipitous finding of the study tends to confirm 
this speculation. A dummy variable called retirement (0 = not retired, 
1 = retired) was positively related to one of the authoritarian 
components independent of the effects of the status, experience and 
control variables. 
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but tenuous evidence that the authoritarian components may be changed 

in the adult by changing his sense of control. 

Ethnic status, measured by Bogardus scores with the signs 

reversed, predicted authoritarianism in Arizona. There was a tendency 

there for low ethnic status to be associated with high authoritarian

ism. Those with low ethnic status in Arizona are Mexican-Americans. 

Mexican-Americans do experience discrimination, and evidently this 

differential treatment and deprivation is due in part to their ethnic 

background and not entirely to their low economic status. Low ethnic 

status in Linton and Columbus is possessed by those with European 

background and, not surprisingly, they are not accorded differential 

treatment because of their ethnicity. 

We may also know something of the relative importance of past 

versus present experiences upon authoritarianism. We saw that father's 

occupation decreased submission and that size place raised and southern 

background affected aggression. Education, a predictor of each compo

nent, is certainly an important part of an individual's present status, 

but it nevertheless did occur some time in the past. From this it is 

clear that education and past physical and social structural experiences, 

aspects of the past, have important influences upon authoritarianism. 

Two present status variables, occupation and income, also 

affect the components. Some of the variance in submission can be ex

plained by low status experiences in the past but the paths from occu

pation and income to submission show us that submission is also maintained 
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by low status experiences in the present. Aggression is also affected 

by occupational prestige, an aspect of the present. 

Overall, it seems that the past variables are more important 

than the present variables in producing authoritarianism. The effects 

of the past variables show that the Adorno theory was not entirely 

wrong in stressing the importance of childhood experiences in the 

development of authoritarianism. The child is affected by the environ

ment in which he is raised and time does not erase its influence. 

This evidence on the relative effects of present versus past 

variables may be used as an indirect argument for the personality 

theory of authoritarianism. We find that the components are independ

ently related to variables describing events that occurred years 

prior to the collection of the data. On the basis of this it is not 

unreasonable to picture the authoritarian (and the non-authoritarian 

for that matter) as one who is so influenced by early experiences 

that he develops a set, a way of looking at the world, that is not 

erased by later experiences. 

The fact that regional and inter-city differences can occur 

should be kept in mind. The ethnic composition of a city can vary 

and produce differential effects of ethnic status. Breadth of ex

periences can have different effects depending upon the city and 

the region — we saw that the effects of southern background and 

church attendance varied according to the region studied. 

It was also interesting to observe that as later components 

were added to the path analysis, the inter-city variation became 
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smaller and smaller. There was most interaction in the prediction 

of submission (p<.05), next most in the prediction of aggression 

(p=sr,10), and least (p=.5) in the prediction of rigidity. This 

probably occurred because the components tended to be the most 

important predictors of subsequent components, and their effects 

upon succeeding components were quite stable from city to city. 

Thus, there are some differences from city to city in the patterns 

produced in the effects of the exogenous variables upon the components. 

We attempted to summarize these patterns by showing the median paths 

from exogenous variable to component, and point out regional and 

inter-city differences where they occurred. The effects of the 

components upon each other are more stable, and as the components 

become a larger part of the set of predictors, they lead to a 

stability in the paths and less overall variation between the cities. 

How adequate was the theory in predicting the results? 

The percent variance explained does not give a totally accurate 

picture of the power of the theory in predicting scores on the 

components. First, in a secondary analysis of data such as the 

one performed here, relevant variables are excluded because they 

were not asked of the respondents. Other variables which should be 

predictors of the components include type of discipline the respond

ent received as a child, the number of times he changed his residence 

both as a child and as an adult, the social class and ethnic hetero

geneity of the neighborhoods in which he has lived, the size and 

heterogeneity of the schools he attended, and a host of other 
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indicators of varied experiences. Lacking these, any given analysis 

could not expect to explain all of the variance. 

Further, each component, with the exception of authoritarian 

aggression, was measured with a bare minimum of questions. The 

greater percent variance explained in aggression and the larger 

number of exogenous variables related to aggression are possibly a 

result of its better measurement. 

The procedure of adding a constant to missing data also 

reduced the variance explained. The analyses done excluding all 

those with missing data (not shown) explained up to ten percent more 

variance than the analyses shown. 

Thus, while a large percent of the variance is left unex

plained, we would be too critical if we said that no more is known 

now than was known at the beginning. Earlier studies had shown 

that each of the predictor variables included in the theory was 

related at the zero-order level to authoritarianism. However, no 

previous study had discovered the unique effects of each predictor 

of authoritarianism with so many other variables controlled. Since 

the theory was based on studies of the zero-order correlates, perhaps 

it is not surprising that some of the relations were spurious. 

The percent variance explained in the dependent variables compares 

favorably with "percent variance explained" which have been reported 

in sociological literature of recent years. The explanation of the 

authoritarian index, where there is reason to believe that measure

ment error has been reduced, is especially high. 
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Further studies in authoritarianism should take account of 

some of the discoveries of this analysis — the lack of effect of 

present contacts unless those contacts specifically teach moral 

absolutism, the stronger effects of past events compared to the 

effects of present events, the effect of status upon submission 

versus the effect of the physical structure upon aggression, and the 

primary importance of education in reducing authoritarianism. 



CHAPTER 7 

THE CONSEQUENCES OF AUTHORITARIANISM 

Now it is necessary to consider the effects that the authori

tarian components might have upon other variables. Authoritarianism 

has limited social or theoretical importance if it exists but does not 

lead systematically to any other behaviors. In this section, the 

effects of the authoritarian components upon three different attitudes 

will be investigated. First, the effects of the components upon 

conventional morality will be discussed. Next, the effects of authori

tarianism upon prejudice will be compared to the effects of group-

norms upon prejudice. Finally, the effects of the authoritarian 

components upon conservatism will be discussed. Common to the dis

cussion in each of these sections is a consideration of the extent 

of the authoritarian components' unique and independent effects upon 

the three attitudes. From a study of the effects of the authoritarian 

components, it should be possible to tell whether and under what 

circumstances authoritarianism has important effects upon behaviors 

and attitudes. 

Conventional Morality 

The writers of The Authoritarian Personality thought that the 

authoritarian would be conventionally moral, acceding to the morals 

dictated by the leaders of his social group. According to their 

164 
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theory, "moral condemnation serves the purpose of externalization of, 

and defense against, temptations toward immoral and unconventional 

behavior" (Adorno e_t al., 1950:420). The authoritarians had con

ventional attitudes towards sex and disapproved of those who violated 

sexual norms and other norms relating to morality. In classical 

authoritarianism, conventionalism is seen as a reaction against strong 

impulses which threaten to overcome the individual. 

The present theory would predict conventionalism in the author

itarian but would seek its origins in other places. Rather than being 

afraid of his own desires, the person who is authoritarian will be 

conventionally moral because the evaluative dimension is an important 

part of his classifying system. The primary group teaches that 

violators of norms are bad and those whose experiences have been 

restricted should still judge violators in these terms. In order 

to test this proposition a measure of conventional morality was con

structed (described in Chapter 4 and Appendix B) and a path analysis 

was performed to identify the unique effects of authoritarianism 

upon it.^ 

A path analysis was carried out and the exogenous and author

itarian variables were included as predictors of conventional morality. 

1. A good case could be made for the inclusion of conventional 
morality as a component of authoritarianism. The possibility of using 
the conventional morality questions became apparent only after the 
theory and the relations between rigidity, submission and aggression 
had been developed. The conclusions reached if conventional morality 
had been a component would not be different from the ones presented 
here. See Appendix C for the zero-order correlations between the 
exogenous variables and conventional morality. 
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It may be seen from Table 19 and Figure 5 that authoritarianism has 

strong effects upon conventional morality. Indeed the most important 

predictor of conventional morality is authoritarian aggression. Paths 

range from .15 in Columbus and Linton to .28 in Yuma. The median path 

is .23. The median path from submission to conventional morality is 

.08, and the median path from rigidity to the dependent variable is 

.12. The tendency to judge other people and their activities as 

wrong is most closely related to punitiveness, but each of the other 

components is also related to the variable. When the authoritarian 

index is substituted for the components in the prediction of con

ventional morality, a median path of .32 results. 

The other predictors of conventional morality are interesting 

in that they tend to follow the pattern predicted by the theory for a 

component of authoritarianism. From the median paths in Figure 5, 

we see that father's occupation is negatively related to conventional 

morality while number of siblings is positively related. Of the 

present status variables, education and income are both negatively 

related to conventionalism. Restricted experiences in the past are 

positively related to the dependent variable. The median path from 

size place raised is -.14 and the median path from southern background 

is .06. Range of contacts do not predict conventionalism, but the 

control variables do. The old are high in conventional morality. 

The ethnicity paths are inconsistent in Arizona although the median 

path in that state is -.05. There is also a small negative path 

from ethnic status to conventional morality in Linton. 



Table 19. Paths from Exogenous Variables and Authoritarian Components to Conventional Morality 

Cities Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford 

Independent Variables 

1. Past Status 
a. Father's Occupation -.10 -.04 -.07 .01 -.11 
b. Mother's Education -.02 .02 -.08 -.06 .00 
c. Number of Siblings .04 -.02 .06 .06 .10 

2. Present Status 
a. Education -.08 -.11 -.01 -.10 .10 
b. Occupation -.04 .06 .02 .07 -.02 
c. Income .00 -.12 -.08 .01 -.18 

3. Past Experiences 
a. Size of Place Raised -.17 -.14 -.01 -.14 -.07 
b. Southern Background .04 -.06a .11 .06 -.06 

4. Present Experiences 
a. Range of Contacts .02 .15 .03 .03 1 o

 

5. Authoritarian Components 
a. Submission -.04 -.07 .08 .14 .11 
b. Aggression .15 .15 .23 .29 .23 
c. Rigidity ^ .02 .17 .12 .00 .16 
d. Authoritarian Index (.12) (.23) (.33) (.32) (.38) 

6. Control Variables 
a. Age 

(1) 40 or Less -.12 -.03 -.07 -.01 -.08 
(2) Greater than 65 .04 .12 .09 .08 .00 

b. Ethnic Status .02 -.06 -.06 -.05 .04 

Percent Variance Explained 
in Conventional Morality 20.6 17.6 28.3 28.2 28.2 

£ Two southern respondents in Linton. 

k Paths calculated in a separate path analysis. 
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One of the contact variables, church attendance, deserves 

special mention here. When church attendance is included as a pre

dictor variable in place of the range of contacts index, it emerges 

as the most powerful predictor of conventional morality. The paths 

from church attendance to conventional morality are as follows: 

Phoenix .22 

Columbus .34 Yuma . 32 

Linton .35 Safford .37 

As may be seen from these figures, the effects of church 

attendance become greater as the size of the town decreases. Church 

attendance appeared also in the prediction of aggression. Churches 

in the cities sampled appear to contain men who are more willing to 

punish deviants, and more likely to say deviants are "wrong" or 

immoral. These findings are particularly interesting when compared 

to the effects of church attendance upon prejudice. 

Negro Prejudice 

One of the important questions which can be answered with 

the present data is the extent to which authoritarianism is related 

to prejudice after the effects of variables, particularly the status 

variables, have been controlled. If substantial paths from the author

itarianism variables to prejudice remain after controlling for other 

variables, then the hypothesis that the components and prejudice are 

intrinsically linked cannot be rejected. If, on the other hand, 

the status variables, the control variables, or the contact variables 
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bear relationships to prejudice but authoritarianism does not, then 

we shall have to conclude that authoritarianism and prejudice are 

independent phenomena. 

This issue is important because the concept of authoritarianism 

developed from a study designed to describe a "prejudiced personality". 

One of the principal aims of the Adorno work was to discover if a 

prejudiced personality existed. Adorno and his associates decided 

that it did, and their F Scale was constructed in order to tap the 

tendency to be prejudiced without directly mentioning any minority 

groups. The empirical question is whether prejudice and authoritarian

ism are so linked. For the most part, studies have reported that 

prejudice and authoritarianism are independently correlated with 

each other. However, a few studies find that the relationship be

tween prejudice and authoritarianism is spurious and conclude that 

the two variables are related only because prejudicial and authori

tarian norms tend to be found in similar environments. 

Most studies have found prejudice and authoritarianism to 

be related. F scores have been found to be (1) positively related 

to general xenophobia (Campbell and McCandless, 1951); (2) positively 

related to prejudice, controlling for education and occupation 

(Roberts and Rokeach, 1956, and McDill, 1961); (3) positively re

lated to anti-Semitism (Kaufman, 1957, and Saenger and Flowerman, 

1954); (4) positively related to prejudice against Negroes (Martin 

and Westie, 1959); (5) positively related to social distance (Triandis 

and Triandis, I960); (6) positively related to prejudice with 
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political attitude controlled (Siegman, 1961); (7) positively related 

to prejudice (Hites and Kellog, 1964); and (8) positively related to 

Negro prejudice and anti-Semitism, controlling for anomie (Lutterman 

and Middleton, 1970). The general approach of these studies is that 

prejudice is an integral part of authoritarianism in that the social 

attitude of prejudice is linked to the personality and that prejudice 

plays a functional role by allowing the expression of hostility in 

culturally acceptable ways. 

Prejudice has also been shown to be related to specific 

components of authoritarianism. Frenkel-Brunswik (1949) showed 

children a series of pictures in which a dog changed slowly into a 

cat. The prejudiced children persisted in their original interpreta

tion in the face of the changes longer than did the unprejudiced 

children (rigidity) and did not report seeing things inconsistent 

with their interpretations of "dog" and later, "cat", nor want to 

give transitional interpretations of their perceptions (intolerance 

of ambiguity). Morse and Allport (1952) found hostility and anti-

Semitism positively related (r = +.62). After exposing experimental 

subjects to mild frustration, Berkowitz (1959) found anti-Semitic 

girls more aggressive toward a previously unknown girl than the non-

prejudiced girls. 

Another group of investigators has tried to show that prejudice 

is a social attitude, learned as any other attitude and dependent for 

its development primarily upon exposure to prejudicial attitudes. 
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In this view, region of socialization in the broadest sense of the 

term is the only predictor of prejudice. That the F Scale and preju

dice are correlated means only that the opinions found in the F Scale 

tend to be found in the same social milieu as prejudicial attitudes. 

Pettigrew (1959) offers evidence to support this contention when he 

reports highly prejudiced (against native Africans) South Africans 

who are no different in F Scale scores from a sample of less prejudiced 

United States residents. In the same study he compared residents of 

matched communities in the north and south of the United States and 

found southerners more prejudiced than northerners, but not more 

authoritarian. In a similar vein Prothro (1952) found southern 

whites anti-Negro but not high in general authoritarianism. Rhyne 

(1962) also finds evidence to support the group-norm explanation 

2 
of the relationship between authoritarianism and prejudice. 

If the first theory of the relationship between authoritarian

ism and prejudice is correct, that is if prejudice is a natural 

consequence of authoritarianism, then we should find the authoritarian 

variables — submission, aggression and rigidity — related to preju

dice after the effects of status, experiences and the controls are 

taken out. If the second view is correct and prejudice and authori

tarianism are only spuriously related, then status and experiences 

will be related to prejudice but authoritarianism will not independently 

predict prejudice. 

2. For a discussion of Rhyne's evidence, see Chapter 4. 
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It is also possible that a combination of the two views is 

appropriate. This will be true if both the authoritarian components 

and the contact and status variables are independently related to 

prejudice. 

If significant paths are found from the authoritarian vari

ables to prejudice we still may not totally reject Pettigrew's and 

Rhyne's view. Independent variables are included which should be re

lated to prejudice if the group-norm view is correct. Southern 

exposure should have a strong independent effect upon prejudice, 

for example. But it is possible that not all of the relevant ex

periential variables have been included in the analysis here and 

that if they had been included then the relationships between preju

dice and authoritarianism would have disappeared. This point should 

be remembered if it is found that authoritarianism is independently 

related to prejudice, but it should also be remembered that to a 

very great extent those variables that are supposed to be indicators 

of differential association have been included. If authoritarianism 

and prejudice are related than at the very least the hypothesis that 

one is dynamically related to the other may not be rejected. 

The Measure of Prejudice 

The measure of Negro prejudice was derived from a series of 

questions (see Appendix B) asking whether Negroes lived in the 

neighborhood, how the respondent felt about their presence if Negroes 

were present, or how he would feel if a Negro were to move into the 
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3 
area if Negroes were not there at the time. Verbal responses were 

indicators of prejudice, and strong verbal responses mentioning 

possible or past action taken against blacks were scored higher 

in prejudice than mild stereotypic answers. A response indicating 

approval of blacks or positive action taken on their behalf was 

given a score of zero, while those disapproving or mentioning hostile 

action were given a score of four. All blacks in the samples were 

excluded from this part of the analysis. 

Path Analysis 

From Table 20 and Figure 6 we see that one of the authori

tarian components predicts prejudice. In four of the cities there 

are positive paths from aggression to prejudice, and the median path 

from aggression to prejudice is .09. The median path from the author

itarian index to prejudice is .14. Thus, the group-norm theory is 

incorrect in saying that the relationship between authoritarianism 

and prejudice disappears after controlling for certain variables. 

Table 20 and Figure 6 also show the effects upon prejudice 

of the physical and structural characteristics of the respondents. 

All of the past status indicators are negatively related to prejudice. 

Number of siblings does not behave as a past status variable 

in that it is negatively related to prejudice. The negative path 

3. There was no evidence of anti-Semitism in the respondents. 
Jews were not mentioned as people the respondents did not want living 
near to them. Also asked, "are there any organizations or groups of 
people who you feel might be harmful to the country unless they are 
stopped?", not one of the 2041 respondents named the Jews. 



Table 20. Paths from Exogenous Variables and Authoritarian Components to Negro Prejudice. 

Cities Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford 

Independent Variables 

1. Past Status 
a. Father's Occupation -.10 .04 .02 -.07 -.06 
b. Mother's Education .05 -.08 -.06 .12 -.05 
c. Number of Siblings -.07 -.10 -.09 -.18 .08 

2. Present Status 
a. Education -.15 -.22 .00 -.15 .05 
b. Occupation .24 -.06 -.02 -.03 -.03 
c. Income .07 .10 .04 .13 .05 

3. Past Experiences 
a. Size of Place Raised .08 -.12 -.03 -.08 .06 
b. Southern Background -.03 . 12a .04 .07 .12 

4. Present Experiences 
a. Range of Contacts -.09 .05 

t—1 o
 f -.03 .05 

5. Authoritarianism 
a. Submission .02 .06 .01 -.09 .02 
b. Aggression .09 .06 .19 .02 .25 
c. Rigidity ^ .06 -.02 .08 .04 -.06 
d. Authoritarian Index (.14) (.07) (.22) (.00) (.17) 

6. Control Variables 
a. Age 

(1) 40 or Less -.09 -.13 .09 -.17 .00 
(2) Greater than 65 -.08 -.16 .04 .09 -.03 

b. Ethnic Status -.01 .05 .18 -.02 .42 

Percent Variance Explained 
in Negro Prejudice 9.9 12.0 8.0 14.6 21.0 

Two southern respondents in Linton. 

k Paths calculated in a separate path analysis. 
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from number of siblings to prejudice is reminiscent of the negative 

path from siblings to aggression. One is tempted to offer an ex 

post facto explanation of this finding to the effect that number of 

siblings is, after all, a physical structural variable, and many 

siblings do offer more opportunities for role playing than fewer 

siblings. However, in the last section we saw that more siblings 

are associated with more conventional morality, and if siblings teach 

one to play many roles they should also teach one moral relativity. 

The correct interpretation may be that number of siblings is an 

indicator of both low status and varied physical structural experi

ences, and that it perhaps should not be used as an indicator of 

one or the other without further information on the extent of inter

action between the subject and the siblings, and the extent to which 

the siblings do lower the socioeconomic status of the family. 

The effects of present status upon prejudice are inconsistent. 

Education reduces prejudice but there is no effect of occupation, and 

4 
income has a slight positive effect upon prejudice. 

The effects of the past experiences variables are also 

inconsistent. A rural background is not related to prejudice; a 

southern background is associated with prejudice. Since a southern 

4. Income has been conceived as a reward for investment 
(education) in the status structure. It is possible that those who 
have received a high reward relative to their initial investment, or 
relative to the prestige of the occupation they hold at the present 
time, believe that one who works hard could attain the same reward. 
They might, therefore, be intolerant of the blacks who, as a group, 
have not had the same success. This prejudice then might not be 
racial prejudice but class prejudice. 
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background is negatively related to education and since education is 

negatively related to prejudice, there are also indirect positive 

effects of southern background upon prejudice. 

The median path from the range of contacts index shows that 

it has no effect upon prejudice. The paths in Linton and Safford 

may indicate that contacts in small towns expose one to prejudicial 

norms, or the inconsistencies from city to city may be viewed as 

evidence that the average effect of contacts across cities is zero. 

The components of the contacts index were used as predictors 

of prejudice in analyses not shown. Only church attendance was 

related to prejudice. In all cities but Safford, church attendance 

reduces prejudice. The paths are as follows: 

Phoenix -.07 

Columbus -.21 Yuma -.05 

Linton -.11 Safford +.10 

Here, church attendance reduces prejudice against blacks in all towns 

but Safford. We saw earlier that church attendance increases aggres

sion and conventional morality. These data show that churches can 

teach and pass on both tolerance and intolerance. 

The control variable age is negatively related to prejudice. 

The effects of ethnic status upon prejudice are surprising, 

and, it turns out, strong evidence for the view that prejudice may 

be affected by group norms. In Phoenix and Safford, the higher the 

ethnic status of a respondent, the higher his prejudice. This rela

tionship is due to the abnormally low prejudice of the Mexican-American 
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Catholics in those cities. Further, the low status Mexican-American 

Catholics in Phoenix and Safford are less prejudiced than are the 

high status Mexican-American Catholics. 

We think that the reason the Mexican-American Catholics in 

those cities are less prejudiced is that many of them have attended 

the cursillo, a Spanish layman's movement within the Roman Catholic 

Church designed among other things to instill tolerance."' In Arizona, 

the director of the cursillo chose to stress ethnic tolerance and 

especially tolerance of blacks. The movement in theory appealed to 

the upper-class leaders of the communities but in fact it attracted 

the lower-class man. Further, the movement was especially strong 

in Safford, and Phoenix was the central headquarters for the cursillo 

in Arizona. This might explain the effects of ethnicity found in 

those cities. Unfortunately, there was no question on the interview 

schedule asking if the respondent had "made the cursillo", but the 

fact that it was the lower class Mexican-American man in Safford and 

Phoenix who was so low in prejudice makes us believe that the cursillo 

played a significant role. 

Table 20 shows that in Phoenix and Safford education had no 

effect upon prejudice. It is probable that the very low prejudice 

of the lower status Mexican-American reduced the usual effects of 

education there. The interesting implication of this finding is that 

5. The information concerning the cursillo in Arizona was 
obtained in a conversation with John Hannon, University of Arizona, 
a former priest of the Roman Catholic Church. 
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the effect can be so powerful that the usual effect of education 

becomes nil. Thus, while normally education is a factor which re

duces prejudice and authoritarianism is a factor which increases 

prejudice, other factors are also potentially powerful. The group-

norm theory receives support from this finding for the theory says 

that if group norms change, attitudes change. If the cursillo had 

the effect it seems to have had, then the group norms have changed 

attitudes. 

To summarize, authoritarianism, in the form of aggression, 

predicts prejudice. Past status also predicts prejudice but the 

effect of number of siblings is opposite the expected pattern. 

Education is negatively related to prejudice, but income carries 

a positive median path to prejudice. Of the past experiences vari

ables only a southern background has a direct effect. Range of 

contacts does not affect prejudice but one aspect of contacts, church 

attendance, reduces prejudice. Those forty years of age or less are 

less prejudiced than those over forty. Low ethnic status in Phoenix 

and especially in Safford leads to low prejudice. This probably 

occurs because large numbers of Phoenix and Safford Mexican-American 

men attended a religious retreat which stressed ethnic tolerance. 

Discussion 

Adorno and his associates thought that the F Scale which 

developed from their work surreptitiously measured prejudice in that 

it contained items which did not mention ethnic groups but which, 
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nevertheless, uncovered prejudice. It is reasonable to conclude 

on the basis of the findings here that prejudice and authoritai'ian-

ism really are different variables, and that the F Scale correlated 

with prejudice in previous studies not because it measured prejudice 

but because it measured an important correlate of prejudice. If 

prejudice were a component of authoritarianism, then the zero-order 

correlations between prejudice and the components would have been 

much higher than they were (see Appendix C for those correlations), 

and the percent variance explained in prejudice by the components 

and the exogenous variables would have been much higher than it was. 

Finally, the research of the group-norm theorists may be understood 

only as a manifestation of the fact that prejudice is at least par

tially a consequence of exposure to prejudicial norms. 

Both the group-norm theory of prejudice and the personality 

theory of prejudice received support in the data in one sense. Each 

set of variables, the experience variables and the authoritarian 

components, independently affects prejudice. But neither theory is 

completely correct because neither set of variables completely 

accounts for prejudice to the exclusion of the other set. The 

data show that both theories are partially correct — prejudice is 

a consequence of both a personality type and experiences. 

To discover which of the two forces, personality dynamics 

or experiences, is more important in the development of prejudice 

is more difficult. The effects of two variables, church attendance 
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and ethnicity, may offer a clue. We noted that in two cities, Phoenix 

and Safford, the ethnicity effect was stronger than any other effect. 

Two other characteristics of the paths from independent variables to 

prejudice in those cities are, first, that the effect of education in 

those cities disappeared, and second, that the effect of authoritarian

ism (in the form of authoritarian aggression) remained. This is pos

sible evidence that group norms may change prejudice and that a person 

may, through exposure to tolerance norms, decline in prejudice, but 

that authoritarianism's effects upon prejudice remain in spite of 

what happens to the norms. 

Looking at the paths from church attendance to prejudice leads 

one to the same conclusion. In the city where the effects of church 

attendance in reducing prejudice are greatest (path from church attend

ance to prejudice in Columbus is -.21) the effects of education dis

appear but the path from aggression to prejudice remains (.22).^ 

These findings lead to the tentative conclusion that norms may change 

and thus affect that aspect of prejudice that is controlled by the 

norms, but that normative changes in adults do not change the effects 

of authoritarianism upon aggression directed toward specific outgroups. 

These findings still do not indicate which of the two forces, 

norms or authoritarianism, is more important in producing prejudice. 

They show, rather, that each is important and that the effects of norms 

do not nullify the effects of authoritarianism, or vice versa. 

6. The effects of education have not disappeared because 
education is highly correlated with church attendance. Education 
and church attendance are correlated only .030 in Columbus. 
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One might look at the size of the path from ethnicity to 

prejudice in Safford (-.42) as an indication of the power a group-

norm variable can have. This path is higher than any of the paths 

from the authoritarian components to prejudice. This might be evidence 

that when a group specifically decides to teach tolerance, as the 

cursillo did, then it can affect tolerance greatly, but that when a 

group does not directly attempt to regulate tolerance (and most 

people probably participate primarily in groups that do not attempt 

directly to regulate these norms) previous experiences and authori

tarianism will have the most powerful effects upon prejudice. If 

this is true then norms will be most important when the norms con

cerning tolerance are explicit and have great sanctions attached 

to their observance. However, when the norms are more weakly en

forced or when there is less consensus about them authoritarianism 

and previous experiences will be most important. 

Conservatism 

In The Authoritarian Personality (Adorno et al., 1950) evidence 

was presented to show that political conservatism was a part of author

itarianism. The Politico-economic Conservatism Scale which was con

structed was correlated +.57 with the final F Scale (Adorno et al., 

1950:265), and even the F Scale shows in its name the conviction of 

the authors that political conservatism is a part of authoritarianism: 

F stands for fascism. Studies done after the original work on authori

tarianism found that F Scale scores did correlate positively with 
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other measures of conservatism. Milton (1952) found presidential pref

erence for Eisenhower as opposed to Stevenson related to authoritarian

ism. Gump (1953) found that authoritarians were more critical of 

President Truman's decision to dismiss General MacArthur than were 

non-authoritarians. Mahler (1953) constructed a scale to measure 

favorable attitudes toward socialized medicine and found that it was 

negatively related to F Scale scores. Ethnocentrism and liberal atti

tudes toward both the Rosenberg spy case and the country of Korea were 

negatively related (Simos, 1956), and F Scale scores and approval of 

special loyalty oaths at the University of California were positively 

related (Handlon and Squier, 1955). Additional evidence comes from 

the observation that communists obtain relatively low scores on the F 

Scale, although samples have been small and are probably unrepresent

ative. At the same time, such fascists as have been located receive 

extremely high F Scale scores (Brown, 1965:526-529). 

Leventhal, Jacobs and Kudirka (1964) attempted to separate the 

effects of party identification and candidate's ideology upon F Scale 

scores. They found that party was not related to authoritarianism but 

that ideology was, and as expected, the authoritarian subjects tended 

to approve the conservative candidate. A finding of Lane (1955) offers 

more evidence: among Republicans who had completed high school, those 

low in authoritarianism thought the government should do more in 

the area of social welfare, while those high in authoritarianism 

thought the opposite. The comparable finding was not obtained for 
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the highly educated Democrats, as all tended to think that the govern

ment was not doing enough. 

Christie (1954) and Rokeach (1960) criticized the Adorno 

work because its writers conceived of authoritarianism as a phenomenon 

found only in the right half of the political spectrum. Christie 

thought that the cards had been stacked against the conservatives, 

and that if political liberals did happen to be authoritarian the 

F Scale would not show it. Rokeach suggested that general authori

tarianism is a rigid, closed manner of thinking and that it is in

dependent of the specific content of political ideology. He sought 

to build a measure that would detect authoritarianism in those of 

all political persuasions and the D (Dogmatism) Scale resulted. 

Each of these writers had the same general criticism of the early 

work on authoritarianism: each thought that authoritarianism is 

not necessarily accompanied by rightist political thinking. 

Brown (1965) specifically addressed this point and concluded 

that, contrary to Rokeach's thinking, the available evidence shows 

that conservatives do tend to be more authoritarian than liberals. 

His analysis consisted of a comparison of the F Scale scores received 

by known communists and known fascists. Later research using Rokeach's 

own instrument, the D Scale, has tended to substantiate Brown's 

claim. Barker (1963), Karabenick and Wilson (1969) and Izzett (1971) 

each found political liberals lower on the D Scale than political 

conservatives. Bailes and Guller (1970) found those opposed to the 

Vietnam war lower on the D Scale than those in favor of the war. 
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The data available in the present study can settle one aspect 

of this problem. They can show whether conservative tendencies in the 

general population are associated with authoritarianism. They cannot 

reveal whether groups that can be identified as being either extremely 

politically liberal, such as the Communist Party, or extremely con

servative, such as the John Birch Society, differ with respect to 

authoritarianism. Perhaps Brown's (1965) discussion can be taken as 

evidence that this is the case. 

Complicating the problem of the relationship between con

servatism and authoritarianism is the fact that the word "liberal" 

has t^o different meanings. Liberal may mean politically liberal, 

that is, favoring governmental action on social issues. The lower 

classes are liberal in this sense. The second meaning connotes a 

humanistic, tolerant outlook on life, and this trait is characteristic 

of the upper classes. Early writers on authoritarianism viewed a 

"liberal" as if he were liberal in both senses, when in fact the 

two expressions tend not to be found in the same person when the 

society as a whole is considered. We have seen that an upper class 

background tends to preclude the development of authoritarianism. 

Since the upper classes also tend to be politically conservative, 

authoritarianism might not be associated with conservatism but, 

rather, political liberalism. If it is found that authoritarianism 

does tend to lead to conservatism then we may conclude that authori

tarians are conservative when controlling for social class. 
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The Measure of Conservatism 

Responses to the following statements were used to construct 

the conservatism index: 

1- The government ought to make sure that everyone has a 

good standard of living. 

2. The country would be a lot better off if the income tax 

were abolished. 

3. Federal government aid in the medical area is certain 

to result in inferior service. 

4. The government should give a person work if he loses his 

job because a machine is brought in to do his job. 

5. Poverty programs, aimed at giving aid to the poor, only 

encourage people to expect something for nothing. 

6. If it looks like a depression is about to start, the 

government should do something at once, such as a program to build 

highways and schools to give people jobs. 

7. (community) should not accept Federal aid to schools 

because then the government will try to control the school system. 

The respondent was given a five item scale from which to 

choose his response to each statement, varying from strongly disagree 

to strongly agree. In scoring, answers to questions 1, 4 and 6 were 

reversed so that a disagreeing response to these questions would 

contribute most points to the index. From zero to four points were 

given to each response and the points were summed across all seven 

items. 
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The conservatism index is weighted heavily with questions 

referring to welfare and the problems of the poor. Only the question 

concerning federal aid to schools is free of this content. 

Path Analysis 

A path analysis was performed predicting scores on the con

servatism index. If substantial positive paths are found from the 

authoritarianism components to the conservatism index then results 

of previous studies will have been replicated. Table 21 shows the 

paths from the various exogenous variables, the control variables 

and authoritarianism to conservatism. Figure 7 summarizes the re

sults. (See Appendix C for the zero-order correlations between 

conservatism and the exogenous variables.) Positive paths do not 

go from the components to the conservatism index; rather, an unusual 

mixture is present. The majority of the paths are negative, and 

the median path from submission to conservatism is -.10, significant 

but opposite the usual direction. Aggression is not related to 

conservatism. Of the three components only rigidity shows the 

slightest tendency to be related to conservatism in the same direction 

that previous studies have shown, with a median path of .05. The 

median path from the authoritarian index to conservatism is an 

insignificant -.02. Thus, the components do not act as a syndrome 

in that their effects are positive, negative and nil, rather than 

all positive. 



Table 21. Paths from Exogenous Variables and Authoritarian Components to Conservatism. 

Cities Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford 

Independent Variables 

1. Past Status 
a. Father's Occupation -.02 .19 -.10 .03 .05 
b. Mother's Education .09 .02 -.04 -.06 -.01 
c. Number of Siblings -.01 .01 -.04 -.01 .01 

2. Present Status 
a. Education .18 -.14 .03 .21 -.09 
b. Occupation .05 .11 .13 .09 .18 
c. Income .06 .04 .09 -.13 .10 

3. Past Experiences 
a. Size of Place Raised -.06 -.10 .01 -.14 .02 
b. Southern Background -.11 -. 12a -.10 -.02 -.17 

4. Present Experiences 
a. Range of Contacts .11 .05 -.07 1 o

 

.08 

5. Authoritarian Components 
a. Submission -.10 -.18 -.10 -.06 -.04 
b. Aggression -.06 -.10 .03 -.04 -.02 
c. Rigidity ^ .12 -.03 .05 .05 .07 
d. Authoritarian Index (-.03) (-.21) (+.02) (-.02) (+.02) 

6. Control Variables 
a. Age 

(1) 40 or Less -.07 -.16 -.03 .00 -.04 
(2) Greater than 65 .04 -.04 -.07 -.02 -.06 

b. Ethnic Status .11 -.04 .14 .09 .25 

Percent Variance Explained 
in Conservatism 19.6 14.9 11.1 19.4 21.3 

Two southern respondents in Linton. 

k Paths calculated in a separate path analysis. 
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The effects of the other variables upon conservatism are 

remarkable in their inconsistency and offer more evidence that con

servatism does not respond to the same forces that join to produce 

authoritarianism, conventional morality and prejudice against blacks. 

In the analyses described earlier in this report, a small size place 

raised and a southern background have tended to have the same effects 

upon a dependent variable but in the case of conservatism their 

effects are opposite. A small size place raised leads to conservatism 

but a southern background leads to low conservatism. High occupation 

and income tend to lead to conservatism, but the education effect 

is different from city to city. The past status variables are not 

related to conservatism and high ethnic status leads to high con

servatism in Arizona. Age is not related to conservatism. The 

range of contacts effect is different from city to city, and the 

median path is .05. 

How may these findings be reconciled with the several studies 

cited earlier in which conservative tendencies were found among author

itarians? One clear point of difference is the samples. Handlon 

and Squier (1955), Milton (1952), Izzett (1971), Leventhal et al. 

(1964), Simos (1956), Mahler (1953), Gump (1953), Karabenick and 

Wilson (1969), and Bailes and Guller (1970) all used college students 

(or in the case of the Handlon and Squier study, graduate students 

and faculty members). 

Lane (1955) had a sample similar to the samples of the 

present study. He had access to data from a "national survey" 
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(1955:173), but he reported a relationship between authoritarianism 

and disapproval of welfare programs only among the highly educated 

Republicans. The relationship did not hold for the Democrats and 

he presented no data for those with lower education. He justified 

the exclusion of the less educated from his report because he felt 

that the economic interest of the lower classes would "override and 

obscure" the possible effects of personality upon attitudes toward 

welfare legislation (1955:186). Whether he had analyzed the rela

tionship among the less educated he does not make clear. 

It is clear then that all those who have found a positive 

relationship between authoritarianism and conservatism have found 

that relationship in high status samples. When representatives 

from all parts of the status structure are included, as was the 

case in the present study, the same relationship does not hold and 

authoritarianism does not consistently predict conservatism. 

Lane (1955) proposes that authoritarianism will not predict 

conservatism in low status respondents because those with low status 

allow economic interest primacy over their authoritarian tendencies. 

The low status authoritarians, according to Lane, favor liberal 

political views because it is to their economic interest to do so. 

This explanation has limited usefulness in the present case 

for two reasons. First, the relationships here have been controlled 

for four important sources of present status — education, occupation, 

income and ethnicity. Second, if some unmeasured but important 
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aspect of present status is influencing the effect of authoritarianism 

upon conservatism, it is not doing so in a way consistent with Lane's 

explanation. Although submission is negatively related to conservatism, 

consistent with Lane's view, rigidity is positively related to con

servatism, and inconsistent with Lane's explanation. 

Neither can the findings be explained by the operation of 

acquiescence response set, since the measures of rigidity and sub

mission are positively related to acquiescence response set, but 

opposite in their effects upon conservatism. 

On the other hand, there is an interesting parallel between 

the findings discussed here and the process described by Converse: 

We have long been intrigued, in dealing with attitudinal 
and behavioral materials drawn from cross-section publics, 
at the frequency with which the following sequence of events 
occurs. An hypothesis is formed that seems reasonable to 
the analyst, having to do with one or another set of systematic 
differences in perceptions, attitudes, or behavior patterns. 
The hypothesis is tested on materials from the general popu
lation but shows at best some rather uninteresting trace 
findings. Then the sample is further subdivided by formal 
education, which isolates among other groups the 10% of the 
American population with college degrees or the 20% with 
some college education. It frequently turns out that the 
hypothesis is then very clearly confirmed for the most educated, 
with results rapidly shading off to zero within the less 
educated majority of the population (1964:255). 

The temporal order described by Converse was reversed in the 

present situation. Previous studies reporting a positive relation

ship between authoritarianism and political ideology were done in 

upper class samples, while the present study, which did not find the 

usual relationship, was done with samples of the general population. 
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Aside from this substantively minor difference, Converse has described 

the pattern found here between type of sample and the nature of the 

relationship between authoritarianism and conservatism. 

Converse (1964) attributes this pattern to the small amount 

of political knowledge possessed by the majority of the population. 

He presents evidence to show that, as political knowledge declines, 

the ability to make political judgments based on the relationship of 

an issue to political ideology decreases, and the probability that 

opinions will change increases. Thus, many people hold opinions 

which are inconsistent in terms of the relations of the opinions to 

political ideology. 

It is possible that the fact that the three components do 

not act as a syndrome in their effects upon conservatism is due to 

this lack of consistency. While we might expect authoritarians to 

be politically conservative, those who are high in authoritarianism 

may possess insufficient knowledge to make the connection between 

political issues and authoritarian tendencies. To the extent that 

the political opinions are changeable, a different pattern in the 

relationships of the authoritarian components to conservatism might 

be expected at another time. Thus, the apparent lack of consistency 

might point to a real lack of consistency in the attitudes of the 

majority of the respondents. 

Discussion 

In this chapter the effects of authoritarianism upon three 

variables that are often linked with it, conventional morality, 
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prejudice, and conservatism, have been considered. We found that 

authoritarianism does have important direct effects upon conventional 

morality, and that aggression is related to prejudice, but that the 

effects of the components upon conservatism are inconsistent. Sub

mission decreased conservatism, aggression left it unchanged, and 

rigidity increased it. What pattern, if any, can be discerned in 

these findings? 

To establish a pattern it is necessary to identify character

istics that conventional morality and prejudice share but which are 

not found in conservatism. Converse (1964), again, may shed light 

on the issue. He presented evidence to show that relatively few in 

the population have enough knowledge of political ideology to make 

their responses consistent, and we gave as a possible explanation 

for the failure of the authoritarian components to act as a syndrome 

upon conservatism the lack of sufficient knowledge on the part of 

the respondents to link the political items together in a manner con

sistent with some ideology. Although political knowledge was too 

complicated to be found with much consistency in the general popula

tion, Converse found evidence that, in contrast, "affect toward 

visible population groupings (is) highly stable over time, even in 

a mass public, much more so in fact than beliefs on policy matters 

that more or less explicitly bear on the fortunes of these groupings" 

(1964:239). 

One similarity between conventional morality and prejudice 

is that these measures do contain reference to visible population 
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groups. In the case of conventional morality, respondents were asked 

if divorcing ministers, teachers in bars and swearing professors are 

wrong or "all right"; in the case of prejudice, the respondents were 

asked their opinions of blacks. Thus, the two variables positively 

related to at least one of the components contain references to social 

categories. The conservatism index, on the other hand, asks about 

such relatively abstract concepts as poverty programs, federal aid to 

medicine and the schools, and the income tax. Here the components 

of authoritarianism were not related consistently to the index. If 

it is true, as Converse has stated, that the knowledge necessary to 

link the items of the conservatism index to some ideological frame

work is lacking in the general population, then the scores on the 

conservatism index may contain a large amount of random variation. 

This random variation is related inconsistently to the components of 

the syndrome. However, when the measures contain references to actual 

categories of people, authoritarianism does help predict what the 

attitudes towards those categories will be. Those who are authori

tarian are more likely to be prejudiced against blacks, and to believe 

that deviants are wrong. 

Any ethnic or racial group therefore might be the target of 

the authoritarian. Members of these groups are usually visible either 

because of physical differences or cultural differences or both. 

Other easily identified groups are potential targets also — groups 

such as the hippies. And there is also the possibility that a leader 
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might shape a deviant group and this socially defined different group 

could be attacked. 



CHAPTER 8 

CONCLUSIONS 

This study was designed to answer several of the questions 

which have arisen in the investigation of authoritarianism. Theories 

of the etiology of authoritarianism have developed over the years. 

The study of authoritarianism began with the assumption that the 

authoritarian was a personality and that the personality was a con

sequence of interaction between the parent and the child. Various 

criticisms were made of that original theory — among them that the 

authoritarian did possess a unique personality, but that the person

ality did not originate solely in parent-child relations. This 

alternate theory formed the basis for the theory presented in Chapter 2. 

Restrictive experiences produce the authoritarian, according to the 

view presented here, because they limit the growth of relativism and 

because they do not teach the individual to cope. 

Still other theories of authoritarianism question the existence 

of the authoritarian as a distinct personality type. One approach 

states that response set tendencies explain why the characteristics 

of the authoritarian seem to go together. A second approach sees 

the authoritarian as one who happens to possess authoritarian norms, 

but one who could be changed easily if he changed groups. 

The study presented in this report was designed to see whether 

experiences other than parent-child relations were related to 
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authoritarianism, whether the authoritarian components were related to 

each other and to the experience variables if response set were not 

allowed to affect the relationships, and whether the experiences are 

only superficially related to authoritarianism, , whether the 

experiences produced easily changed norms. 

We will now briefly review the findings of the study, chapter 

by chapter. After the findings have been reviewed, the question of 

the future of authoritarianism will be considered. 

Review of Findings 

The measures of the attitudinal variables used in the study 

were designed so that acquiescence response set, the type of response 

set most likely to artificially inflate relationships between vari

ables, would be positively, negatively and not correlated with the 

measures. This was done so that if relationships were observed among 

the variables, we would have some assurance that response set was not 

producing the relationships. The fact that we did observe relation

ships between variables gives us some confidence that acquiescence 

response is .not the only answer to the question of who the authori

tarian is or how he is produced. 

The purpose of the analysis presented in the first part of 

Chapter 4 was to discover whether the authoritarian components measured 

in the men of the five cities were related to each other both before 

and after the effects of other variables were controlled. We found 

that the components, rigidity, submission, and aggression, were 
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related to each other consistently. The correlations were not high, 

averaging around +.34. The relationships did not disappear when 

controlled for the exogenous variables. If the relationships had 

disappeared, the data would have supported the group-norm theory of 

authoritarianism. This theory states that the components of authori

tarianism are only accidentally related, and that those who are called 

authoritarian happen to be in a group which has authoritarian norms. 

Since the relationships did not disappear we have some support for 

the contention that the components are not accidentally related. 

We also saw in Chapter 4 that inclusion of the three authori

tarian components led to considerably better prediction of scores 

in conventional morality than was possible with just the exogenous 

variables. 

In Chapter 6, the order and the sources of the components 

were discussed. The theorized order of the components was rigidity, 

submission, aggression. However, this order did not best satisfy 

the criteria that a component should be related to its successor, 

that past exogenous variables should be related to early rather than 

later components, and that there should be more paths to early rather 

than later components. Using these criteria, the order of submission, 

aggression, then rigidity was best. There is no direct evidence that 

the components actually developed in this order — this is merely 

the order which satisfies the criteria described above. As we saw later 

in Chapter 6, there were some regularities in the relationships of the 
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exogenous variables to the components that stood out no matter what 

order of the variables was considered. 

In the second part of Chapter 6, the five classes of predictor 

variables (past and present status, past and present physical structural 

experiences, and the control variables) were related to the authoritarian 

components in a path analysis. According to the theory, each indicator 

of breadth of physical and social structural variables was supposed to 

be negatively related to the components. We saw that past status has 

indirect effects upon the components but direct negative effects only 

upon submission. Present status had direct effects upon all the compo

nents, and among the present status variables, the effects of education 

in reducing authoritarianism were strongest. Restricted past physical 

structural experiences were related directly only to aggression; they 

were indirectly related to all the components through present status. 

Present physical structural experiences, indicated by range of contacts 

and city size, did not reduce scores on the components, and one type 

of contact, church attendance, increased aggression. Age, one of the 

control variables, increased scores on all components, and low ethnic 

status in Arizona had a tendency to increase scores on submission and 

aggression. 

The order of importance of the variables included in the theory 

seemed to be, first, present status, especially education, then past 

physical structural experiences, then past status, and finally, present 

physical structural experiences. Variables which occurred in the past 

seemed to be more important in the prediction of the components than 
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variables describing the current lives of the respondents. This 

finding offers additional evidence for the personality approach to 

authoritarianism because it shows that events occurring in childhood 

have lasting influence upon individuals. 

We may have identified different sources of two of the compo

nents of authoritarianism. There was slight but fairly consistent 

evidence that submission is learned in positions of low status, while 

aggression is learned in ethnocentric groups. 

After looking in some detail at the relationships of the 

exogenous variables with each component, an authoritarian index 

composed of equal parts of each of the components was constructed. 

There were minor differences between the conclusions one would draw 

from an inspection of the prediction of the components compared to the 

prediction of the index, and two major differences. Much more variance 

was explained in the index, probably because the index scores con

tained less measurement error, and the negative path from education 

to the index was much higher than it had been to the components. 

In Chapter 7, the relationships of the components and of the 

index to conventional morality, prejudice against blacks, and political 

conservatism, were examined. Each component predicted conventional 

morality, high component scores tending to go with high conventional 

morality scores. Aggression predicted scores on the prejudice scale, 

but the components did not behave as a syndrome toward political 

conservatism. Submission decreased conservatism, aggression was not 

related to it, and rigidity increased it. A characteristic shared-
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by conventional morality and prejudice against blacks is that judgment 

is asked against a deviant category of persons. In the measure of 

political conservatism, opinions are sought on abstract political 

issues. Previous studies have shown that, in the general population, 

attitudes towards visible population groupings are stable over time, 

but that most people lack the political knowledge to tie together 

surfacely unrelated political topics. We explained the different 

effects of authoritarianism upon conventional morality and prejudice, 

on the one hand, and upon conservatism, on the other, as due to this 

fact. Authoritarianism predicted stable attitudes in which a judgment 

was asked of a visible group, but the components did not predict 

attitudes which are not stable nor tied to visible groups. 

Speculations On the Future of Authoritarianism 

The study has identified several variables which are associated 

with rigidity, authoritarian submission and authoritarian aggression 

in the men of the five cities. High scores on the components tend to 

be found in those who grew up in a restricted physical structural 

environment, in those who had low status, and in the old. Knowing 

these relationships, what can we speculate about the future of author

itarianism in the country? Is it likely to persist in the population 

or is it likely to become less powerful a force? 

Sociologists have come up with opposing answers to this question. 

Stouffer (1955) identified certain factors as important correlates of 

intolerance of communists, and many are identical to the correlates 
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isolated here. He found the old, the less educated, the southern, 

the women, and those from small towns more willing to take civil 

liberties away from communists. He reasoned that since the country 

was becoming better educated and more urbanized, intolerance of 

deviants would diminish over time. 

Bettelheim and Janowitz (1964) disagreed. They discussed 

three variables, their effects upon prejudice, and gave the limits 

these variables would have in the reduction of prejudice. First, 

they felt that the process of education would have its greatest 

effects in reducing prejudice among those who are initially low in 

status. Those whose parents are low in status will pick up the 

intolerant attitudes of their parents. It is they who will change 

the most in the more tolerant atmosphere of school. Children of 

upper-status parents are already tolerant — the norms in school 

are not different from the norms they are already following. These 

children will not be affected greatly by education. As the status 

of the population rises, education will have less and less effect 

upon prejudice, according to Bettelheim and Janowitz, because the 

norms of the population will be more tolerant. Education's effects 

are greatest now, when at least some people learn intolerance in 

the home. 

Bettelheim and Janowitz also recognized that the young are 

less prejudiced than the old. They identified two possible reasons 

for this fact, and one of the reasons implies that prejudice will 

not disappear with time. The first reason is that the old were 
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socialized in a time of more prejudice. If this were the only reason 

the old are more prejudiced than the young, prejudice might disappear. 

But it is also likely, they said, that as one grows older he becomes 

more rigid and intolerant. According to this view, as anyone grows 

older, even one who as a young person was unprejudiced, he will become 

more prejudiced. 

A third variable associated with low prejudice, high socio

economic status, is also limited in its effectiveness, according to 

Bettelheim and Janowitz. Whenever an individual experiences downward 

social mobility, they thought, he is likely to develop prejudice. 

Therefore, downwardly mobile individuals in times of prosperity and 

whole nations in times of recession and depression may develop prejudice. 

Bettelheim and Janowitz thus see limits on the effectiveness 

of any of the reducers of prejudice. Since prejudice performs certain 

functions for those who are prejudiced and since the needs and frustra

tions requiring those functions are not likely to disappear, prejudice 

itself is not likely to disappear. 

Stouffer's predictions refer to the future of civil liberties 

attitudes, while Bettelheim and Janowitz' comments are relevant to the 

future of prejudice and the problem at hand is the future of authori

tarianism. The dependent variables are different in each case but 

the sources of the variables are similar and discovery of the future 

of one would have implications for the future of the other two. 

Let us first consider the problem of the limitation of the 

effects of education. Bettelheim and Janowitz thought that the effects 
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of education upon prejudice would decline as the entire population 

became higher in status. But, although their argument may be correct 

and education may have its greatest effects upon persons whose parents 

are not educated, this does not imply, as thought by Bettelheim and 

Janowitz, that prejudice will increase in the population. The effects 

of education may decline but this will only occur as the status level 

of the population is rising. As the status level rises, children will 

be reared in homes where norms of tolerance rather than norms of 

prejudice are taught. Thus, a concommitant of the reduced effects of 

education upon prejudice should be a drop in the absolute level of 

prejudice. 

It is difficult to resolve Bettelheim and Janowitz1 second 

point, that the old probably become more rigid as they get older. 

In the present study we found that age is independently associated 

with all the authoritarian components, with conventional morality and 

prejudice, but not with conservatism. Since the present data were 

gathered at one point in time, we cannot tell whether successive age 

cohorts are becoming less authoritarian or whether as an individual 

ages he becomes more authoritarian. It is also possible that both 

effects may be operating. 

Other studies have found prejudice decreasing in the college-

age population from year to year. Gilbert (1951) found much less 

stereotyping of ethnic groups among Princeton students than had Katz 

and Braly in 1933. Bogardus (1968) found evidence of a slight decline 

in social distance desired from ethnic groups in college students 
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questioned from 1926 to 1946 to 1956. Mauss (1966) found that in 

general the old were more prejudiced than the young, but since his 

data were gathered at one time his findings are subject to the same 

limitations as those presented here. However, to the extent that 

authoritarianism increases as one loses control of his life, as was 

postulated here, a tendency toward an increase in authoritarianism 

is present in any cohort. Thus, the effects of age upon intolerance 

identified by Bettelheim and Janowitz may be present although there 

is no direct evidence in the present data either in support of or 

against their conclusion. 

It is difficult to tell whether to attribute changes in 

prejudice level among those who have changed status positions to the 

process of mobility or to the fact that those who are mobile have 

had access to different normative systems. That is, the process of 

mobility may be stressful, leading to frustrations which are reduced 

by prejudice, or the prejudice level of a mobile individual may simply 

be an average of the two or more prejudice levels to which he has been 

exposed as he has moved from one status level to another. Hodge and 

Treiman (1966) tried to discover whether prejudice was higher in 

mobiles because of the stresses of mobility (interactive model) or 

whether the prejudice was due to an average of the prejudice level of 

the groups from which the individual came and the prejudice level to 

which the individual had gone (additive model). They decided that 

the latter additive model best described the data. Analyses of the 

present data, not shown, do not support the contention that the process 
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of mobility is related to prejudice. Again, the additive model rather 

than the interactive model proposed by Bettelheim and Janowitz best 

explains the data. 

Bettelheim and Janowitz recognized the effects of age, socio

economic status and education upon prejudice, but saw their effects 

limited by opposing factors. Taking their points one at a time, we 

saw that the reduction in the effect of education among those whose 

parental status is high does not necessarily affect the level of 

prejudice. Another opposing factor they identified, the effect of 

downward mobility upon prejudice, does not have the effect they pre

dicted in the present data. Apropos of the third factor, they said 

that as a person ages he becomes more rigid and prejudiced. The old 

in the five cities are clearly more authoritarian, but there is no 

way of knowing whether they have always been authoritarian or whether 

something in the aging process has made them more authoritarian than 

they were in their youth. Evidence that is relevant to this problem 

suggests that the absolute level of prejudice is dropping for successive 

cohorts. 

These findings suggest that authoritarianism levels may be 

declining in the United States or that at the very least the levels 

probably will not rise above their present position barring a drastic 

revision of the society such as would occur were nuclear war to break 

out. To say that authoritarianism may decline in the United States 

is not to say that it is no longer a force in society. As long as 

there are substantial numbers in the population who submit to authority 
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figures, who resent those who are different and who are willing to 

act on that resentment, authoritarianism has potential importance. 

Further, to the extent that aging produces authoritarianism as it 

leads to lack of control in life, authoritarianism will not disappear 

even as status levels rise. 

Although authoritarianism may be declining in the United States, 

it is probably still characteristic of most of the rest of the world. 

In countries where educational levels are lower and where the majority 

of the inhabitants grow up in rural areas, authoritarianism is probably 

very high and will remain so, together with all of its consequences, 

until rising status and urbanism work the same changes in the populations 

that they seem to have worked in the samples of this study. 



APPENDIX A 

MODEL 3 

Figure 8 shows the median paths from exogenous variables to 

the authoritarian components for the aggression, submission, rigidity 

order. 
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Figure 8. Direct Paths to the Authoritarian Components, Model 3. 



APPENDIX B 

MEASURES OF PREJUDICE AND CONVENTIONALISM 

Measurement of Conventional Morality 

The following questions were used in the construction of the 

conventional morality index: 

1. How do you feel about a college professor who uses swear words in 
public places? 

2. How do you feel about an elementary school teacher who visits a 
bar in the evening with an escort? 

3. What would you think of a minister who divorced his wife? 

Points were assigned as follows and summed across the three 

items: 

0 All right 

1 Neither right nor wrong 

2 Wrong 

Measurement of Prejudice Against Negroes 

The following questions were used in the measurement of 

prejudice against blacks: 

1. Most of us can think of certain types of people or groups that we 
do not want as friends or neighbors living right next door. Are 
there any kinds or people or groups you would not want moving into 
your neighborhood or living next door? Any others? 

2. Are there any Negroes living in this neighborhood? 

3. (If "yes" to previous question) How do you feel about this? 

4. (If "no" to question 2) How wou.-.d you feel if a Negro tried to move 
into this neighborhood? 
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Three of the respondent's responses concerning what he would 

do or how he would feel (or did do or feel) were coded. The most 

prejudiced in terms of the following code was used as a measure of 

prejudice: 

0 Approving response, action 

1 Approving response, attitude 

2 Neutral or contingent response 

3 Disapproving attitude or disapproving 
response, lack of action 

4 Disapproving response, action 



APPENDIX C 

CORRELATIONS OF CONSEQUENCES WITH OTHER VARIABLES 

In Tables 22, 23 and 24, the correlations of conventional 

morality, prejudice against Negroes, and political conservatism with 

the exogenous, control and authoritarian variables are shown. 
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Table 22. Correlations of Exogenous, Control and Authoritarianism Variables with Conventional 
Morality. 

Cities Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford 

Independent Variables 

1. Past Status 
a. Father's Occupation -.25 -.08 -.24 -.20 -.29 
b. Mother's Education -.17 -.05 -.23 -.22 -.21 
c. Number of Siblings .16 -.03 .25 .23 .20 

2. Present Status 
a. Education -.33 -.17 -.34 1 C

o
 

CT
\ 

-.29 
b. Income -.07 -.14 -.23 -.13 -.29 
c. Occupation -.21 -.07 -.22 -.18 -.26 

3. Past Experiences 
a. Size of Place Raised -.30 -.18 -.13 -.26 -.20 
b. Southern Background .14 -. 12a .21 .13 .05 

4. Present Experiences 
a. Range of Contacts -.12 .06 -.16 -.10 -.22 

5. Authoritarianism 
a. Submission .15 .08 .29 .29 .29 
b. Aggression .30 .27 .40 .43 .37 
c. Rigidity .20 .25 .31 .29 .32 
d. Authoritarian Index .31 .29 .46 .46 .44 

6. Control Variables 
a. Age 

(1) 40 or Less -.24 -.11 -.16 -.14 -.17 
(2) Greater than 65 .17 .18 .22 .20 .12 

bi Ethnic Status .03 -.03 -.26 -.22 -.16 

Two southern respondents in Linton. 



Table 23. Correlations of Exogenous, Control and Authoritarianism Variables with Prejudice Against 
Negroes. 

Cities Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford 

Independent Variables 

1. Past Status 
a. Father's Occupation -.08 -.03 -.02 -.08 .00 
b. Mother's Education -.02 -.11 -.01 .09 .11 
c. Number of Siblings -.04 -.05 -.05 -.09 -.04 

2. Present Status 
a. Education -.09 -.19 -.04 -.15 .04 
b. Income .08 .02 .00 .10 .08 
c. Occupation .12 -.08 -.03 -.04 .05 

3. Past Experiences 
a. Size of Place Raised .04 -.14 -.07 -.09 -.06 
b. Southern Background -.02 -. 02a .06 .11 .19 

4. Present Experiences 
a. Range of Contacts -.07 .03 -.04 -.05 .08 

5. Authoritarianism 
a. Submission .06 .09 .04 -.02 -.06 
b. Aggression .13 .13 .18 .11 .12 
c. Rigidity .09 .05 .10 .10 .03 
d. Authoritarian Index .14 .12 .17 .11 .08 

6. Control Variables 
a. Age 

-Ve ' 

(1) 40 or Less -.13 -.14 .01 -.23 -.10 
(2) Greater than 65 .00 -.06 .07 .14 .03 

b. Ethnic Status -.02 .09 .13 .08 .38 

0 
Two southern respondents in Linton. 



Table 24. Correlations of Exogenous, Control and Authoritarianism Variables with Conservatism 

Cities Columbus Linton Phoenix Yuma Safford 

Independent Variables 

1. Past Status 
a. Father's Occupation .12 .23 .04 .12 .18 
b. Mother's Education .20 .05 .11 .21 .22 
c. Number of Siblings -.15 .04 -.13 -.08 -.05 

2. Present Status 
a. Education .33 .02 .18 .35 .27 
b. Occupation .26 .21 .21 .29 .32 
c. Income .16 .14 .17 .26 .26 

3. Past Experiences 
a. Size of Place Raised .03 -.03 .05 -.08 .07 
b. Southern Background -.20 • 06a -.13 -.04 -.13 

4. Present Experiences 
a. Range of Contacts .28 .12 .04 .12 .26 

5. Authoritarianism 
a. Submission -.21 -.17 -.16 -.20 -.22 
b. Aggression -.20 -.17 -.10 -.23 -.17 
c. Rigidity -.05 -.14 -.05 -.13 -.05 
d. Authoritarian Index -.20 -.21 -.13 -.24 -.18 

6. Control Variables 
a. Age 

(1) 40 or Less -.01 -.02 -.01 -.01 -.02 
(2) Greater than 65 -.01 -.10 -.08 -.11 -.15 

b. Ethnic Status .11 .02 .22 .27 .32 

a Two southern respondents in Linton. 
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