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FOREWORD TO STUDIES IN PREJUDICE

At this moment in world history anti-Semitism is not manifesting itself
with the full and violent destructiveness of which we know it to be capable.
Even a social disease has its periods of quiescence during which the social
scientists, like the biologist or the physician, can study it in the search for
more effective ways to prevent or reduce the virulence of the next outbreak.

Today the world scarcely remembers the mechanized persecution and
extermination of millions of human beings only a short span of years away in
what was once regarded as the citadel of Western civilization. Yet the con-
science of many men was aroused. How could it be, they asked each other,
that in a culture of law, order, and reason, there should have survived the
irrational remnants of ancient racial and religious hatreds? How could they
explain the willingness of great masses of people to tolerate the mass ex-
termination of their fellow citizens? What tissues in the life of our modern
society remain cancerous, and despite our assumed enlightenment show
the incongruous atavism of ancient peoples? And what within the individual
organism responds to certain stimuli in our culture with attitudes and acts of
destructive aggression?

But an aroused conscience is not enough if it does not stimulate a systematic
search for an answer. Mankind has paid too dearly for its naive faith in the
automatic effect of the mere passage of time; incantations have really
never dispelled storms, disaster, pestilence, disease or other evils; nor does
he who torments another cease his torture out of sheer boredom with his
victim.

Prejudice is one of the problems of our times for which everyone has a
theory but no one an answer. Every man, in a sense, believes that he is his own
social scientist, for social science is the stuff of everyday living. The progress
of science can perhaps be charted by the advances that scientists have made
over commonsense notions of phenomena. In an effort to advance beyond
mere commonsense approaches to problems of intergroup conflict, the
American Jewish Committee in May, 1944, invited a group of American
scholars of various backgrounds and disciplines to a two-day conference on
religious and racial prejudice. At this meeting, a research program was out-
lined which would enlist scientific method in the cause of seeking solutions
to this crucial problem. Two levels of research were recommended. One was
more limited in scope and geared to the recurring problems faced by edu-
cational agencies; e.g., the study of public reaction to selected current
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events, and the evaluation of various techniques and methods such as those
involved in mass media of communication as they impinge upon intergroup
relationships. The other level suggested was one of basic research, basic in
that it should result eventually in additions to organized knowledge in this
field. The first level frequently consists of a large number of small studies,
limited in scope and focused sharply on a given issue. In practice, we have
found that the “goodness” of our smaller studies was proportional to our
ingenuity in so devising them that they, too, could contribute basically to
knowledge. The chief difference between the two levels of research—some-
times loosely called “short-range” and “long-range” research—seems largely
to be due to the immediacy of implementation of findings as program-related
or unrelated, rather than to differences in methodology, skills and tech-
niques. On both levels, it is necessary to pursue an interdisciplinary approach
to research problems. )

To further research on both levels, the American Jewish Committee estab-
lished a Department of Scientific Research, headed in turn by each of us.
The department saw its responsibility not only in itself initiating fundamental
studies in the phenomenon of prejudice, but also in helping to stimulate new
studies.

The present series of volumes represents the first fruits of this effort. In
a sense, the initial five volumes constitute one unit, an integrated whole,
each part of which illuminates one or another facet of the phenomenon we
call prejudice. Three of the books deal with those elements in the personal-
ity of modern man that predispose him to reactions of hostility to racial
and religious groups. They attempt answers to the question: What is there
in the psychology of the individual that renders him “prejudiced” or “un-
prejudiced,” that makes him more or less likely to respond favorably to the
agitation of a Goebbels or a Gerald K. Smith? The volume on The Au-
thoritarian Persomality by Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson and San-
ford, based upon a combination of research techniques, suggests one answer.
Tt demonstrates that there is a close correlation between a number of deep-
rooted personality traits, and overt prejudice. The study has also succeeded
in producing an instrument for measuring these traits among various strata
of the population.

Within a more limited range of inquiry, the same question was asked with
respect to two specific groups. The study on Dynamics of Prejudice by
Bettelheim and Janowitz, considers the connection between personality
traits and prejudice among war veterans. Here the investigators were able to
examine the impact of the war experience, with its complex anxieties and
tensions, as an added factor of major significance affecting tens of millions
of people. Anti-Semitism and Ewmiotional Disorder by Ackerman and Jahoda,
is based upon case histories of a number of individuals, from different
walks of life, who have received intensive psychotherapy. The special sig-



FOREWORD TO STUDIES IN PREJUDICE vil

nificance of this study lies precisely in the analytical source of the material,
in the availability of a body of evidence dealing with phenomena beneath
the realm of the conscious and the rational, and illuminating the correlation
established in more general terms in the basic investigation of the authori-
tarian personality. ‘

The other important factor in prejudice is of course the social situation
itself, i.e., the external stimuli to which the predispositions within the indi-
vidual have reacted and continue to react. Nazi Germany is the vivid example
of the effect of the social situation, and it is to the understanding of the roots
of Nazi anti-Semitism and thence to the present task of democratic reorienta-
tion in Germany that Rebearsal for Destruction by Massing is directed. As
mediator between the world and the individual psyche, the agitator molds
already existing prejudices and tendencies into overt doctrines and ultimately
into overt action.

In the Prophets of Deceit by Lowenthal and Guterman the role of the
agitator is studied. The agitator’s technique of persuasion, the mechanism
of mediation that translates inchoate feeling into speciﬁc belief and action
make up the theme of that volume.

It may strike the reader that we have placed undue stress upon the per-
sonal and the psychological rather than upon the social aspect of prejudice.
This is not due to a personal preference for psychological analysis nor to a
failure to see that the cause of irrational hostility is in the last instance to be
found in social frustration and injustice. Qur aim is not merely to describe
prejudice but to explain it in order to help in its eradication. That is the
challenge we would meet. Eradication means re-education, scientifically
planned on the basis of understanding scientifically arrived at. And education
in a strict sense is by its nature personal and psychological. Once we under-
stand, for example, how the war experience may in some cases have strength-
ened personality traits predisposed to group hatred, the educational remedies
may follow logically. Similarly, to expose the psychological tricks in the
arsenal of the agitator may help to immunize his prospective victims against

them.
~ Since the completion of these studies the Department of Scientific Re-
search of the American Jewish Committee has moved ahead into areas of
research in which the unit of study is the group, the institution, the com-
munity rather than the individual. Fortified by a better knowledge of indi-
vidual dynamics, we are now concerned with achieving a better understand-
ing of group dynamics. For we recognize that the individual iz vacuo is but
an artifact; even in the present series of studies, although essentially psycho-
logical in nature, it has been necessary to explain individual behavior in terms
of social antecedents and concomitants. The second stage of our research is
thus focused upon problems of group pressures and the sociological de-
terminants of roles in given social situations. We seek answers to such ques-
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tions as: Why does an individual behave in a “tolerant” manner in one
situation and in a “bigoted” manner in another situation? To what extent may
certain forms of intergroup conflict, which appear on the surface to be
based upon ethnic difference, be based upon other factors, using ethnic
difference as content? _ )

The authors of the volumes and the many colleagues upon whose experi-
ence and assistance they have been able to draw have widely differing pro-
fessional interests. This is immediately reflected in the various techniques they
have used, even in the way they write. Some of the books are more technical,
others more “readable.” We have not sought uniformity. A search for the
truth conducted in accordance with the best techniques of the contemporary
social sciences was our sole aim. Yet through all this diversity of method and
technique a significant measure of agreement has been achieved.

The problem requires a much more extensive and much more sustained
effort than any single institution, or any small group such as ours, could hope
to put forth. It was our hope that whatever projects we could undertake
would not only be contributions in themselves, but would also serve to
stimulate active interest in continued study by other scholars. With deep
satisfaction we have watched the steady increase in scientific publications in
this field in the past few years. We believe that any study that bears upon
this central theme, if carried out in a truly scientific spirit, cannot help but
bring us closer to the theoretical, and ultimately to the practical, solution
of the problem of reducing intergroup prejudice and hatred.

This foreword to Studies in Prejudice would not be complete without a
tribute to the vision and leadership of Dr. John Slawson, Executive Vice-
President of the American Jewish Committee, who was responsible for call-
ing the conference of scholars and for establishing the Department of
Scientific Research. Both editors owe Dr. Slawson a debt of gratitude for
the inspiration, guidance, and stimulation which he gave them.

Max HORKHEIMER
SamuteL H. FLOWERMAN



PREFACE

This is a book about social discrimination. But its purpose is not simply
to add a few more empirical findings to an already extensive body of in-
formation. The central theme of the work is a relatively new concept—
the rise of an “anthropological” species we call the authoritarian type of
man. In contrast to the bigot of the older style he seems to combine the ideas
and skills which are typical of a highly industrialized society with irrational
or anti-rational beliefs. He is at the same time enlightened and superstitious,
proud to be an individualist and in constant fear of not being like all the
others, jealous of his independence and inclined to submit blindly to power
and authority. The character structure which comprises these conflicting
trends has already attracted the attention of modern philosophers and political
thinkers. This book approaches the problem with the means of socio-
psychological research.

The implications and values of the study are practical as well as theo-
retical. The authors do not believe that there is a short cut to education
which will eliminate the long and often circuitous road of painstaking re-
search and theoretical analysis. Nor do they think that such a problem as
the position of minorities in modern society, and more specifically the prob-
lem of religious and racial hatreds, can be tackled successfully either by the
propaganda of tolerance or by apologetic refutation of errors and lies. On
the other hand, theoretical activity and practical application are not separated
by an unbridgeable gulf. Quite the contrary: the authors are imbued with
the conviction that the sincere and systematic scientific elucidation of a
phenomenon of such great historical meaning can contribute directly to
an amelioration of the cultural atmosphere in which hatred breeds.

This conviction must not be brushed aside as an optimistic illusion. In the
history of civilization there have been not a few instances when mass de-
lusions were healed not by focused propaganda but, in the final analysis,
because scholars, with their unobtrusive yet insistent work habits, studied
what lay at the root of the delusion. Their intellectual contribution, operat-
ing within the framework of the development of society as a whole, was
decisively effective.

I should like to cite two examples. The superstitious belief in witchcraft
was overcome in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries after men had
come more and more under the influence of the results of modern science.
The impact of Cartesian rationalism was decisive. This school of philosophers
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demonstrated—and the natural scientists following them made practical use
of their great insight—that the previously accepted belief in the immediate
effect of spiritual factors on the realm of the corporal is an illusion. Once this
scientifically untenable dogma was eliminated, the foundations of the belief
in magic were destroyed.

As a more recent example, we have only to think of the impact of Sigmund
Freud’s work on modern culture. Its primary importance does not lie in the
fact that psychological research and knowledge have been enriched by new
findings but in the fact that for some fifty years the intellectual world, and
especially the educational, has been made more and more aware of the con-
nection between the suppression of children (both within the home and out-
side) and society’s usually naive ignorance of the psychological dynamics of
the life of the child and the adult alike. The permeation of the social conscious-
ness at large with the scientifically acquired experience that the events of
early childhood are of prime importance for the happiness and work-po-
tential of the adult has brought about a revolution in the relation between
parents and children which would have been deemed impossible a hundred
years ago.

The present work, we hope, will find a place in this history of the inter-
dependence between science and the cultural climate. Its ultimate goal is to
open new avenues in a research area which can become of immediate prac-
tical significance. It seeks to develop and promote an understanding of
social-psychological factors which have made it possible for the authoritarian
type of man to threaten to replace the individualistic and democratic type
prevalent in the past century and a half of our civilization, and of the factors
by which this threat may be contained. Progressive analysis of this new
“anthropological” type and of its growth conditions, with an ever-increas-
ing scientific differentiation, will enhance the chances of a genuinely educa-
tional counterattack.

Confidence in the possibility of a more systematic study of the mecha-
nisms of discrimination and especially of a characterological discrimination-
type is not based on the historical experience of the last fifteen years alone,
but also on developments within the social sciences themselves during recent
decades. Considerable and successful efforts have been made in this country
as well as in Europe to raise the various disciplines dealing with man as a
social phenomenon to the organizational level of cooperation that has been
a tradition in the natural sciences. What I am thinking of are not merely
mechanical arrangements for bringing together work done in various fields
of study, as in symposia or textbooks, but the mobilization of different
methods and skills, developed in distinct fields of theory and empirical in-
vestigation, for one common research program.

Such cross-fertilization of different branches of the social sciences and
psychology is exactly what has taken place in the present volume. Experts
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in the fields of social theory and depth psychology, content analysis, clinical
psychology, political sociology, and projective testing pooled their experi-
ences and findings. Having worked together in the closest cooperation, they
now present as the result of their joint efforts the elements of a theory of
the authoritarian type of man in modern society.

They are not unmindful that they were not the first to have studied this
phenomenon. They gratefully acknowledge their debt to the remarkable
psychological profiles of the prejudiced individual projected by Sigmund
Freud, Maurice Samuel, Otto Fenichel, and others. Such brilliant insights
were in a sense the indispensable prerequisites for the methodological in-
tegration and research organization which the present study has attempted,
and we think achieved to a certain degree, on a scale previously unapproached.

Institutionally, this book represents a joint undertaking of the Berkeley
Public Opinion Study and the Institute of Social Research. Both organiza-
tions had already made their mark in efforts to integrate various sciences and
different research methods. The Berkeley Public Opinion Study had de-
voted itself to the examination of prejudice in terms of social psychology and
had hit upon the close correlation between overt prejudice and certain
personality traits of a destructive nihilistic nature, suggested by an ir-
rationally pessimistic ideology of the intolerant. The Institute of Social
Research was dedicated to the principle of theoretical and methodological
integration from its earliest days at the University of Frankfurt, and pub-
lished several studies growing out of this basic approach. In one volume, on
authority and the family, the concept of the “authoritarian personality” was
put forward as a link between psychological dispositions and political lean-
ings. Pursuing this line of thought further, the Institute formulated and
published in 1939 a comprehensive research project on anti-Semitism. Some
five years later, a series of discussions with the late Dr. Ernst Simmel and
Professor R. Nevitt Sanford of the University of California laid the basis for
the present project.

As finally organized, the research staff was headed by four senior mem-
bers, Dr. R. N. Sanford of the Berkeley Public Opinion Study and Dr. T.
W. Adorno of the Institute of Social Research, who were the directors, and
Dr. Else Frenkel-Brunswik and Dr. Daniel Levinson. Their collaboration
was so close, perhaps I should say democratic, and the work so evenly di-
vided among them that it became clear at an early stage that they ought to
share equally in the responsibility and the credit for the present publica-
tion. The main concepts of the study were evolved by the team as a whole.
This is true above all of the idea of the indirect measurement of antidemo-
cratic trends, the F scale. Some division of labor could not be avoided,
however, and it proved advisable to have the various chapters signed by
individual staff members. The actual writing process necessarily involves
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a more intimate occupation with the materials under consideration and thus
a measure of more specific responsibility. Nevertheless, the fact remains
that each of the four senior members contributed to every chapter and hence
that the work as a whole is thoroughly collective.

It may be of interest to note the primary assignments of each of the
senior staff members during the actual research process. Dr. Sanford con-
ceived the way the various techniques should be combined and planned the
research procedures. Much of his time was devoted to detailed case studies,
with special reference to the dynamic etiology of the prejudiced personality.
Dr. Adorno introduced sociological dimensions related to personality factors
and characterological concepts concomitant with authoritarianism. He also
analyzed the ideological sections of the interviews by means of categories
of social theory. Dr. Brunswik formulated some of the first personality
variables of the research. On the basis of her earlier work, she carried through
the systematic, dynamically oriented categorization and quantification of
the interview material. Dr. Levinson had primary responsibility for the AS,
F, and PEC scales, for the analysis of ideology in psychological terms, for
the Projective Question analysis, and for the statistical design and procedure.

Three monographic chapters, one an over-all presentation of the meth-
odology and results of one of the main techniques, the Thematic Ap-
perception Test, and two dealing with “critical” groups were written by
Betty Aron, Maria Levinson, and William Morrow. All three were perma-
nently on the staff of the study and completely familiar with its progress.

The project could not have been realized without the generous and intel-
ligent support of the American Jewish Committee. In 1944 the Committee,
feeling the need for a sound research basis for the financial and organizational
support it planned to give to cooperative studies, of a type which this book
exemplifies, decided to create a Department of Scientific Research. From the
first the Department was conceived as a scientific center to stimulate and
co-ordinate the work of leading scientists in the sociology and psychology of
prejudice and, at the same time, as a laboratory for evaluating action pro-
grams. Though the members of the Department’s research staff are con-
stantly under pressure to solve problems set up for them by the day-to-day
work of an extensive organization fighting for democratic rights on several
broad fronts, they have never shirked the responsibility of furthering basic
research programs. This volume symbolizes that link between democratic
education and fundamental research.

Max HORKHEIMER,
Director, Institute of Social Research
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CHAPTERI

INTRODUCTION

A. THE PROBLEM

The research to be reported in this volume was guided by the following
major hypothesis: that the political, economic, and social convictions of an
individual often form a broad and coherent pattern, as if bound together
by a “mentality” or “spirit,” and that this pattern is an expression of deep-
lying trends in his personality.

The major concern was with the potentially fascistic individual, one
whose structure is such as to render him particularly susceptible to anti-
democratic propaganda. We say “potential” because we have not studied
individuals who were avowedly fascistic or who belonged to known fascist
organizations. At the time when most of our data were collected fascism
had just been defeated in war and, hence, we could not expect to find sub-
jects who would openly identify themselves with it; yet there was no
difficulty in finding subjects whose outlook was such as to indicate that
they would readily accept fascism if it should become a strong or respectable
social movement.

In concentrating upon the potential fascist we do not wish to imply that
other patterns of personality and ideology might not profitably be studied
in the same way. It is our opinion, however, that no politico-social trend
imposes a graver threat to our traditional values and institutions than does
fascism, and that knowledge of the personality forces that favor its accept-
ance may ultimately prove useful in combating it. A question may be raised
as to why, if we wish to explore new resources for combating fascism, we
do not give as much attention to the “potential antifascist.” The answer is
that we do study trends that stand in opposition to fascism, but we do not
conceive that they constitute any single pattern. It is one of the major
findings of the present study that individuals who show extreme susceptibil-
ity to fascist propaganda have a great deal in common. (They exhibit
numerous characteristics that go together to form a “syndrome” although
typical variations within this major pattern can be distinguished.) Indi-
viduals who are extreme in the opposite direction are much more diverse.
The task of diagnosing potential fascism and studying its determinants
required techniques especially designed for these purposes; it could not be

I
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asked of them that they serve as well for various other patterns. Neverthe-
Jess, it was possible to distinguish several types of personality structure that
seemed particularly resistant to antidemocratic ideas, and these are given
due attention in later chapters.

If a potentially fascistic individual exists, what, precisely, is he like? What
goes to make up antidemocratic thought? What are the organizing forces
within the person? If such a person exists, how commonly does he exist in
our society? And if such a person exists, what have been the determinants
and what the course of his development?

These are questions upon which the present research was designed to
throw some 'light. Though the notion that the potentially antidemocratic
individual is a totality may be accepted as a plausible hypothesis, some
analysis is called for at the start. In most approaches to the problem of polit-
ical types two essential conceptions may be distinguished: the conception of
ideology and the conception of underlying needs in the person. Though the
two may be thought of as forming an organized whole within the individual,
they may nonetheless be studied separately. The same ideological trends
may in different individuals have different sources, and the same personal
needs may express themselves in different ideological trends.

The term ideology is used in this book, in the way that is common in
current literature, to stand for an organization of opinions, attitudes, and
values—a way of thinking about man and society. We may speak of an indi-
viduals total ideology or of his ideology with respect to different areas of
social life: politics, economics, religion, minority groups, and so forth. Ideol-
ogies have an existence independent of any single individual; and those
which exist at a particular time are results both of historical processes and
of contemporary social events. These ideologies have for different individ-
uals, different degrees of appeal, a matter that depends upon the individual’s
needs and the degree to which these needs are being satisfied or frustrated.

There are, to be sure, individuals who take unto themselves ideas from
more than one existing ideological system and weave them into patterns that
are more or less uniquely their own. It can be assumed, however, that when
the opinions, attitudes, and values of numerous individuals are examined,
common patterns will be discovered. These patterns may not in all cases
correspond to the familiar, current ideologies, but they will fulfill the defi-
nition of ideology given above and in each case be found to have a function
within the over-all adjustment of the individual.

The present inquiry into the nature of the potentially fascistic individual
began with anti-Semitism in the focus of attention. The authors, in common
with most social scientists, hold the view that anti-Semitism is based more
largely upon factors in the subject and in his total situation than upon actual’
characteristics of Jews, and that one place to look for determinants of anti-
Semitic opinions and attitudes is within the persons who express them. Since
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this emphasis on personality required a focusing of attention on psychology
rather than on sociology or history—though in the last analysis the three can
be separated only artificially—there could be no attempt to account for the
existence of anti-Semitic ideas in our society. The question was, rather, why is
it that certain individuals accept these ideas while others do not? And since
from the start the research was guided by the hypotheses stated above, it was
supposed (1) that anti-Semitism probably is not a specific or isolated phe-
nomenon but a part of a broader ideological framework, and (2) that an
individual’s susceptibility to this ideology depends primarily upon his psy-
chological needs.

The insights and hypotheses concerning the antidemocratic individual,
which are present in our general cultural climate, must be supported by a
great deal of painstaking observation, and in many instances by quantifica-
tion, before they can be regarded as conclusive. How can one say with
assurance that the numerous opinions, attitudes, and values expressed by an
individual actually constitute a consistent pattern or organized totality?
The most intensive investigation of that individual would seem to be neces-
sary. How can one say that opinions, attitudes, and values found in groups
of people go together to form patterns, some of which are more common
than others? There is no adequate way to proceed other than by actually
measuring, in populations, a wide variety of thought contents and determin-
ing by means of standard statistical methods which ones go together.

To many social psychologists the scientific study of ideology, as it has
been defined, seems a hopeless task. To measure with suitable accuracy a
single, specific, isolated attitude is a long and arduous proceeding for both
subject and experimenter. (It is frequently argued that unless the attitude
is specific and isolated, it cannot properly be measured at all.) How then can
we hope to survey within a reasonable period of time the numerous attitudes
and ideas that go to make up an ideology? Obviously, some kind of selec-
tion is necessary. The investigator must limit himself to what is most
significant, and judgments of significance can only be made on the basis of
theory.

The theories that have guided the present research will be presented in
suitable contexts later. Though theoretical considerations had a role at every
stage of the work, a beginning had to be made with the objective study of
the most observable and relatively specific opinions, attitudes, and values.

Opinions, attitudes, and values, as we conceive of them, are expressed more

or less openly in words. Psychologically they are “on the surface.” It must

be recognized, however, that when it comes to such affect-laden questions
as those concerning minority groups and current political issues, the degree
of openness with which a person speaks will depend upon the situation in
which he finds himself. There may be a discrepancy between what he says
on a particular occasion and what he “really thinks.” Let us say that what

!‘l
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he really thinks he can express in confidential discussion with his intimates.
This much, which is still relatively superficial psychologically, may still be
observed directly by the psychologist if he uses appropriate techniques—
and this we have attempted to do.

It is to be recognized, however, that the individual may have “secret”
thoughts which he will under no circumstances reveal to anyone else if he
can help it; he may have thoughts which he cannot admit to himself, and
he may have thoughts which he does not express because they are so vague
and ill-formed that he cannot put them into words. To gain access to these
deeper trends is particularly important, for precisely here may lie the indi-
vidual’s potential for democratic or antidemocratic thought and action in
crucial situations.

What people say and, to a lesser degree, what they really think depends
very largely upon the climate of opinion in which they are living; but when
that climate changes, some individuals adapt themselves much more quickly
than others. If there should be a marked increase in antidemocratic propa-
ganda, we should expect some people to accept and repeat it at once, others
when it secemed that “everybody believed it,” and still others not at all. In
other words, individuals differ in their susceptibility to antidemocratic propa-
ganda, in their readiness to exhibit antidemocratic tendencies. It seems neces-
sary to study ideology at this “readiness level” in order to gauge the potential -
for fascism in this country. Observers have noted that the amount of out-
spoken anti-Semitism in pre-Hitler Germany was less than that in this coun-
try at the present time; one might hope that the potentiality is less in this
country, but this can be known only through intensive investigation, through
the detailed survey of what is on the surface and the thorough probing of
what lies beneath it. :

A question may be raised as to what is the degree of relationship between
ideology and action. If an individual is making antidemocratic propaganda
or engaging in overt attacks upon minority group members, it is usually
assumed that his opinions, attitudes, and values are congruent with his
action; but comfort is sometimes found in the thought that though another
individual expresses antidemocratic ideas verbally, he does not, and perhaps
will not, put them into overt action. Here, once again, there is a question of
potentialities. Overt action, like open verbal expression, depends very largely
upon the situation of the moment—something that is best described in socio-
economic and political terms—but individuals differ very widely with respect
to their readiness to be provoked into action. The study of this potential is
a part of the study of the individual’s over-all ideology; to know what kinds
and what intensities of belief, attitude, and value are likely to lead to action,
and to know what forces within the individual serve as inhibitions upon .
action are matters of the greatest practical importance.

There seems little reason to doubt that ideology-in-readiness (ideological
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receptivity ) and ideology-in-words and in action are essentially the same stuff.
The description of an individual’s total ideology must portray not only the
organization on each level but organization among levels. What the indi-
vidual consistently says in public, what he says when he feels safe from
criticism, what he thinks but will not say at all, what he thinks but will not
admit to himself, what he is disposed to think or to do when various kinds
of appeal are made to him—all these phenomena may be conceived of as
constituting a single structure. The structure may not be integrated, it may
contain contradictions as well as consistencies, but it is organized in the sense
that the constituent parts are related in psychologically meaningful ways.

In order to understand such a structure, a theory of the total personality
is necessary. According to the theory that has guided the present research,
personality is a more or less enduring organization of forces within the indi-
vidual. These persisting forces of personality help to determine response in
various situations, and it is thus largely to them that consistency of behavior
—whether verbal or physical—is attributable. But behavior, however con-
sistent, is not the same thing as personality; personality lies behind behavior
and within the individual. The forces of personality are not responses but
readinesses for response; whether or not a readiness will issue in overt expres-
sion depends not only upon the situation of the moment but upon what
other readinesses stand in opposition to it. Personality forces which are in-
hibited are on a deeper level than those which immediately and consistently
express themselves in overt behavior.

What are the forces of personality and what are the processes by which
they are organized? For theory as to the structure of personality we have
leaned most heavily upon Freud, while for a more or less systematic formu-
lation of the more directly observable and measurable aspects of personality
we have been guided primarily by academic psychology. The forces of
personality are primarily zeeds (drives, wishes, emotional impulses) which
vary from one individual to another in their quality, their intensity, their
mode of gratification, and the objects of their attachment, and which interact
with other needs in harmonious or conflicting patterns. There are primitive
emotional needs, there are needs to avoid punishment and to keep the good
will of the social group, there are needs to maintain harmony and integration
within the self.

Since it will be granted that opinions, attitudes, and values depend upon
human needs, and since personality is essentially an organization of needs,
then personality may be regarded as a determinant of ideological preferences.
Personality is not, however, to be hypostatized as an ultimate determinant.
Far from being something which is given in the beginning, which remains
.fixed and acts upon the surrounding world, personality evolves under the
impact of the social environment and can never be isolated from the social s
totality within which it occurs. According to the present theory, the effects -
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of environmental forces in moulding the personality are, in general, the
more profound the earlier in the life history of the individual they are brought
to bear. The major influences upon personality development arise in the
course of child training as carried forward in a setting of family life. What
happens here is profoundly influenced by economic and social factors. It is
not only that each family in trying to rear its children proceeds according
to the ways of the social, ethnic, and religious groups in which it has mem-
bership, but crude economic factors affect directly the parents’ behavior
toward the child. This means that broad changes in social conditions and
institutions will have a direct bearing upon the kinds of personalities that
.develop within a society.

The present research seeks to discover correlations between ideology and
sociological factors operating in the individual’s past—whether or not they
continue to operate in his present. In attempting to explain these correlations
the relationships between personality and ideology are brought into the
picture, the general approach being to consider personality as an agency

{ through which sociological influences upon ideology are mediated. If the

role of personality can be made clear, it should be possible better to under-
stand which sociological factors are the most crucial ones and in what ways
they achieve their effects.

Although personality is a product of the social environment of the past,
it is not, once it has developed, a mere object of the contemporary environ-

,ment. What has developed is a structure within the individual, something

i which is capable of self-initiated action upon the social environment and of
selection with respect to varied impinging stimuli, something which though
always modifiable is frequently very resistant to fundamental change. This

situations, to explain the persistence- of ideological trends in the face of

!‘ conception is necessary to explain consistency of behavior in widely varying

contradicting facts and radically altered social conditions, to explain why
people in the same sociological situation have different or even conflicting
views on social issues, and why it is that people whose behavior has been
changed through psychological manipulation lapse into their old ways as
soon as the agencies of manipulation are removed. ,

The conception of personality structure is the best safeguard against the
inclination to attribute persistent trends in the individual to something
“innate” or “basic” or “racial” within him. The Nazi allegation that natural,
biological traits decide the total being of a person would not have been such
a successful political device had it not been possible to point to numerous
instances of relative fixity in human behavior and to challenge those who
thought to explain them on any basis other than a biological one. Without
the conception of personality structure, writers whose approach rests upon
the assumption of infinite human flexibility and responsiveness to the social
situation of the moment have not helped matters by referring persistent
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trends which they could not approve to “confusion” or “psychosis” or evil
under one name or another. There is, of course, some basis for describing
as “pathological” patterns of behavior which do not conform with the most
common, and seemingly most lawful, responses to momentary stimuli. But
this is to use the term pathological in the very narrow sense of deviation from
the average found in a particular context and, what is worse, to suggest that
everything in the personality structure is to be put under this heading.
Actually, personality embraces variables which exist widely in the popula-
tion and have lawful relations one to another. Personality patterns that have
been dismissed as “pathological” because they were not in keeping with the
most common manifest trends or the most dominant ideals within a society,
have on closer investigation turned out to be but exaggerations of what was
almost universal below the surface in that society. What is “pathological”
today may with changing social conditions become the dominant trend of
tomorrow.

It seems clear then that an adequate approach to the problems before us
must take into account both fixity and flexibility; it must regard the two
not as mutually exclusive categories but as the extremes of a single continuum
along which human characteristics may be placed, and it must provide a
basis for understanding the conditions which favor the one extreme or the
other. Personality is a concept to account for relative permanence. But it
may be emphasized again that personality is mainly a potential; it is a readi-
ness for behavior rather than behavior itself; although it consists in disposi-
tions to behave in certain ways, the behavior that actually occurs will always
depend upon the objective situation. Where the concern is with antidemo-
cratic trends, a delineation of the conditions for individual expression re-
quires an understanding of the total organization of society.

It has been stated that the personality structure may be such as to render
the individual susceptible to antidemocratic propaganda. It may now be
asked what are the conditions under which such propaganda would increase
in pitch and volume and come to dominate in press and radio to the exclusion
of contrary ideological stimuli, so that what is now potential would become
actively manifest. The answer must be sought not in any single personality
nor in personality factors found in the mass of people, but in processes at
work in society itself. It seems well understood today that whether or not
antidemocratic propaganda is to become a dominant force in this country
depends primarily upon the situation of the most powerful economic inter-
ests, upon whether they, by conscious design or not, make use of this device
for maintaining their dominant status. This is a matter about which the great
majority of people would have little to say.

The present research, limited as it is to the hitherto largely neglected
psychological aspects of fascism, does not concern itself with the production
of propaganda. It focuses attention, rather, upon the consumer, the indi-
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vidual for whom the propaganda is designed. In so doing it attempts to take
into account not only the psychological structure of the individual but the
total objective situation in which he lives. It makes the assumption that
people in general tend to accept political and social programs which they
believe will serve their economic interests. What these interests are depends
in each case upon the individual’s position in society as defined in economic
and sociological terms. An important part of the present research, therefore,
was the attempt to discover what patterns of socioeconomic factors are asso-
ciated with receptivity, and with resistance, to antidemocratic propaganda.

At the same time, however, it was considered that economic motives in
the individual may not have the dominant and crucial role that is often
ascribed to them. If economic self-interest were the only determinant of
opinion, we should expect people of the same socioeconomic status to have
very similar opinions, and we should expect opinion to vary in a meaningful
way from one socioeconomic grouping to another. Research has not given
very sound support for these expectations. There is only the most general
similarity of opinion among people of the same socioeconomic status, and
the exceptions are glaring; while variations from one socioeconomic group
to another are rarely simple or clear-cut. To explain why it is that people
of the same socioeconomic status so frequently have different ideologies,
while people of a different status often have very similar ideologies, we must
take account of other than purely economic needs.

More than this, it is becoming increasingly plain that people very fre-
quently do not behave in such a way as to further their material interests,
even when it is clear to them what these interests are. The resistance of
white-collar workers to organization is not due to a belief that the union will
not help them economically; the tendency of the small businessman to side
with big business in most economic and political matters cannot be due
entirely to a belief that this is the way to guarantee his economic indepen-
dence. In instances such as these the individual seems not only not to con-
sider his material interests, but even to go against them. It is as if he were
thinking in terms of a larger group identification, as if his point of view were
determined more by his need to support this group and to suppress opposite
ones than by rational consideration of his own interests. Indeed, it is with
a sense of relief today that one is assured that a group conflict is merely a
clash of economic interests—that each side is merely out to “do” the other—
and not a struggle in which deep-lying emotional drives have been let loose.
When it comes to the ways in which people appraise the social world, irra-
tional trends stand out glaringly. One may conceive of a professional man
who opposes the immigration of Jewish refugees on the ground that this
will increase the competition with which he has to deal and so decrease his
income. However undemocratic this may be, it is at least rational in a limited
sense. But for this man to go on, as do most people who oppose Jews on
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occupational grounds, and accept 2 wide variety of opinions, many of which
are contradictory, about Jews in general, and to attribute various ills of the
world to them, is plainly illogical. And it is just as illogical to praise all Jews
in accordance with a “good” stereotype of them. Hostility against groups
that is based upon real frustration, brought about by members of that group,
undoubtedly exists, but such frustrating experiences can hardly account for
the fact that prejudice is apt to be generalized. Evidence from the present
study confirms what has often been indicated: that a man who is hostile
toward one minority group is very likely to be hostile against a wide variety
of others. There is no conceivable rational basis for such generalization; and,
what is more striking, prejudice against, or totally uncritical acceptance of,
a particular group often exists in the absence of any experience with mem-
bers of that group. The objective situation of the individual seems an unlikely
source of such irrationality; rather we should seek where psychology has
already found the sources of dreams, fantasies, and misinterpretations of the
world—that is, in the deep-lying needs of the personality.

Another aspect of the individual’s situation which we should expect to
affect his ideological receptivity is his membership in social groups—occu-
pational, fraternal, religious, and the like. For historical and sociological
reasons, such groups favor and promulgate, whether officially or unofficially,
different patterns of ideas. There is reason to believe that individuals, out of
their needs to conform and to belong and to believe and through such devices
as imitation and conditioning, often take over more or less ready-made the
opinions, attitudes, and values that are characteristic of the groups in which
they have membership. To the extent that the ideas which prevail in such a
group are implicitly or explicitly antidemocratic, the individual group mem-
ber might be expected to be receptive to propaganda having the same
general direction. Accordingly, the present research investigates a variety
of group memberships with a view to what general trends of thought—and
how much variability—might be found in each.

It is recognized, however, that a correlation between group membership
and ideology may be due to different kinds of determination in different
individuals. In some cases it might be that the individual merely repeats
opinions which are taken for granted in his social milieu and which he has
no reason to question; in other cases it might be that the individual has chosen
to join a particular group because it stood for ideals with which he was
already in sympathy. In modern society, despite enormous communality in
basic culture, it is rare for a person to be subjected to only one pattern of
ideas, after he is old enough for ideas to mean something to him. Some selec-
tion is usually made, according, it may be supposed, to the needs of his
personality. Even when individuals are exposed during their formative years
almost exclusively to a single, closely knit pattern of political, economic,
social, and religious idegs, it is found that some conform while others rebel,
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and it seems proper to inquire whether personality factors do not make the
difference. The soundest approach, it would seem, is to consider that in the
determination of ideology, as in the determination of any behavior, there is
a situational factor and a personality factor, and that a careful weighing of
the role of each*will yield the most accurate prediction.

Situational factors, chiefly economic condition and social group member-
ships, have been studied intensively in recent researches on opinion and atti-
tude, while the more inward, more individualistic factors have not received
the attention they deserve. Beyond this, there is still another reason why
the present study places particular emphasis upon the personality. Fascism,
in order to be successful as a political movement, must have a mass basis. 1t
must secure not only the frightened submission but the active cooperation
of the great majority of the people. Since by its very nature it favors the
few at the expense of the many, it cannot possibly demonstrate that it will
so improve the situation of most people that their real interests will be served.
It must therefore make its major appeal, not to rational self-interest, but to
emotional needs—often to the most primitive and irrational wishes and fears.
If it be argued that fascist propaganda fools people into believing that their
. lot will be improved, then the question arises: Why are they so easily fooled?
~ Because, it may be supposed, of their personality structure; because of long-
" established patterns of hopes and aspirations, fears and anxieties that dispose
them to certain beliefs and make them resistant to others. The task of fascist
propaganda, in other words, is rendered easier to the degree that antidemo-
cratic potentials already exist in the great mass of people. It may be granted
that in Germany economic conflicts and dislocations within the society were
such that for this reason alone the triumph of fascism was sooner or later
inevitable; but the Nazi leaders did not act as if they believed this to be so;
instead they acted as if it were necessary at every moment to take into
account the psychology of the people—to activate every ounce of their anti-
democratic potential, to compromise with them, to stamp out the slightest
spark of rebellion. It seems apparent that any attempt to appraise the chances
of a fascist triumph in America must reckon with the potential existing in
the character of the people. Here lies not only the susceptibility to antidemo-
cratic propaganda but the most dependable sources of resistance to it.

The present writers believe that it is up to the people to decide whether
or not this country goes fascist. It is assumed that knowledge of the nature
and extent of antidemocratic potentials will indicate programs for demo-
cratic action. These programs should not be limited to devices for manipu-
lating people in such a way that they will behave more democratically, but
they should be devoted to increasing the kind of self-awareness and self-
determination that makes any kind of manipulation impossible. There is one
explanation for the existence of an individual’s ideology that has not so far
been considered: that it is the view of the world which a reasonable man,

.
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with some understanding of the role of such determinants as those discussed
above, and with complete access to the necessary facts, will organize for
himself. This conception, though it has been left to the last, is of crucial
importance for a sound approach to ideology. Without it we should have
to share the destructive view, which has gained some acceptance in the
modern world, that since all ideologies, all philosophies, derive from non-
rational sources there is no basis for saying that one has more merit than
another.

But the rational system of an objective and thoughtful man is not a thing
apart from personality. Such a system is still motivated. What is distinguish-
ing in its sources is mainly the kind of personality organization from which
it springs. It might be said that a mature personality (if we may for the
moment use this term without defining it) will come closer to achieving a
rational system of thought than will an immature one; but a personality is
no less dynamic and no less organized for being mature, and the task of
describing the structure of this personality is not different in kind from the
task of describing any other personality. According to theory, the person-
ality variables which have most to do with determining the objectivity and
rationality of an ideology are those which belong to the ego, that part of the
personality which appreciates reality, integrates the other parts, and operates
with the most conscious awareness.

It is the ego that becomes aware of and takes responsibility for nonra-
tional forces operating within the personality. This is the basis for our belief
that the object of knowing what are the psychological determinants of
ideology is that men can become more reasonable. It is not supposed, of
course, that this will eliminate differences of opinion. The world is suffi-
ciently complex and difficult to know, men have enough real interests that
are in conflict with the real interests of other men, there are enough ego-
accepted differences in personality to insure that arguments about politics,
economics, and religion will never grow dull. Knowledge of the psycholog-
ical determinants of ideology cannot tell us what is the truest ideology; it
can only remove some of the barriers in the way of its pursuit.

B. METHODOLOGY

1. GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE METHOD

To attack the problems conceptualized above required methods for de-
scribing and measuring ideological trends and methods for exposing person-
ality, the contemporary situation, and the social background. A particular
methodological challenge was imposed by the conception of levels in the
person; this made it necessary to devise techniques for surveying opinions,
attitudes, and values that were on the surface, for revealing ideological

"
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trends that were more or less inhibited and reached the surface only in
indirect manifestations, and for bringing to light personality forces that lay
in the subject’s unconscious. And since the major concern was with patterns
of dynamically related factors—something that requires study of the total
individual—it seemed that the proper approach was through intensive clinical
studies. The significance and practical importance of such studies could not
be gauged, however, until there was knowledge of how far it was possible
to generalize from them. Thus it was necessary to perform group studies as
well as individual studies, and to find ways and means for integrating the two.

Individuals were studied by means of interviews and special clinical tech-
niques for revealing underlying wishes, fears, and defenses; groups were
studied by means of questionnaires. It was not expected that the clinical
studies would be as complete or profound as some which have already been
performed, primarily by psychoanalysts, nor that the questionnaires would
be more accurate than any now employed by social psychologists. It was
hoped, however—indeed it was necessary to our purpose—that the clinical
material could be conceptualized in such a way as to permit its being quan-
tified and carried over into group studies, and that the questionnaires could
be brought to bear upon areas of response ordinarily left to clinical study.
The attempt was made, in other words, to bring methods of traditional social
psychology into the service of theories and concepts from the newer dy-
namic theory of personality and in so doing to make “depth psychological”
phenomena more amenable to mass-statistical treatment, and to make quan-
titative surveys of attitudes and opinions more meaningful psychologically.

In the attempt to integrate clinical and group studies, the two were car-
ried on in close conjunction. When the individual was in the focus of atten-
tion, the aim was to describe in detail his pattern of opinions, attitudes, and
values and to understand the dynamic factors underlying it, and on this basis
to design significant questions for use with groups of subjects. When the
group was in the focus of attention, the aim was to discover what opinions,
attitudes, and values commonly go together and what patterns of factors
in the life histories and in the contemporary situations of the subjects were
commonly associated with each ideological constellation; this afforded a basis
on which to select individuals for more intensive study: commanding first
attention were those who exemplified the common patterns and in whom it
could be supposed that the correlated factors were dynamically related.

In order to study potentially antidemocratic individuals it was necessary
first to identify them. Hence a start was made by constructing a question-
naire and having it filled out anonymously by a large group of people. This
questionnaire contained, in addition to numerous questions of fact about
the subject’s past and present life, a variety of antidemocratic statements
with which the subjects were invited to agree or disagree. A number of
individuals who showed the greatest amount of agreement with these state-
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ments—and, by way of contrast, some who showed the most disagreement
or, in some instances, were most neutral—were then studied by means of
interviews and other clinical techniques. On the basis of these individual
studies the questionnaire was revised, and the whole procedure repeated.

The interview was used in part as a check upon the walidity of the ques-
tionnaire, that is to say, it provided a basis for judging whether people who
obtained the highest antidemocratic scores on the questionnaire were usually
those who, in a confidential relationship with another person, expressed anti-
democratic sentiments with the most intensity. What was more important,
however, the clinical studies gave access to the deeper personality factors
behind antidemocratic ideology and suggested the means for their investi-
gation on a mass scale. With increasing knowledge of the underlying trends
of which prejudice was an expression, there was increasing familiarity with
various other signs or manifestations by which these trends could be recog-
nized. The task then was to translate these manifestations into questionnaire
items for use in the next group study. Progress lay in finding more and more
reliable indications of the central personality forces and in showing with
increasing clarity the relations of these forces to antidemocratic ideological
expression.

2. THE TECHNIQUES

The questionnaires and clinical techniques employed in the study may
be described briefly as follows:

a. Tue QuestioNNAIRE METHOD. The questionnaires were always pre-
sented in mimeographed form and filled out anonymously by subjects in
groups. Each questionnaire included (1) factual questions, (2) opinion-
attitude scales, and (3) “projective” (open answer) questions.

1. The factual questions had to do mainly with past and present group
memberships: church preference and attendance, political party, vocation,
income, and so on. It was assumed that the answers could be taken at their
face value. In selecting the questions, we were guided at the start by hypoth-
eses concerning the sociological correlates of ideology; as the study pro-
gressed we depended more and more upon experience with interviewees.

2. Opinion-attitude scales were used from the start in order to obtain quan-
titative estimates of certain surface ideological trends: anti-Semitism, ethno-
centrism, politico-economic conservatism. Later, a scale was developed for
the measurement of antidemocratic tendencies in the personality itself.

Each scale was a collection of statements, with each of which the subject
was asked to express the degree of his agreement or disagreement. Each
statement concerned some relatively specific opinion, attitude, or value, and
the basis for grouping them within a particular scale was the conception that
taken together they expressed a single general trend.
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The general trends to which the scales pertained were conceived very
broadly, as complex systems of thought about wide areas of social living.
To define these trends empirically it was necessary to obtain responses to
many specific issues—enough to “cover” the area mapped out conceptually—
and to show that each of them bore some relation to the whole.

This approach stands in contrast to the public opinion poll: whereas the
poll is interested primarily in the distribution of opinion with respect to a
particular issue, the present interest was to inquire, concerning a particular
opinion, with what other opinions and attitudes it was related. The plan was
to determine the existence of broad ideological trends, to develop instruments
for their measurement, and then to inquire about their distribution within
larger populations. :

The approach to an ideological area was to appraise its grosser features
first and its finer or more specific features later. The aim was to gain a view
of the “over-all picture” into which smaller features might later be fitted,
rather than to obtain highly precise measures of small details in the hope
that these might eventually add up to something significant. Although this
emphasis upon breadth and inclusiveness prevented the attainment of the
highest degree of precision in measurement, it was nevertheless possible to
develop each scale to a point where it met the currently accepted statistical
standards.

Since each scale had to cover a broad area, without growing so long as to
try the patience of the subjects, it was necessary to achieve a high degree
of efficiency. The task was to formulate items which would cover as much
as possible of the many-sided phenomenon in question. Since each of the
trends to be measured was conceived as having numerous components or
aspects, there could be no duplication of items; instead it was required that
cach item express a different feature—and where possible, several features—
of the total system. The degree to which items within a scale will “hang
together” statistically, and thus give evidence that a single, unified trait is
being measured, depends primarily upon the surface similarity of the items—
the degree to which they all say the same thing. The present items, obviously,
could not be expected to cohere in this fashion; all that could be required
statistically of them was that they correlate to a reasonable degree with the
total scale. Conceivably, a single component of one of the present systems
could be regarded as itself a relatively general trend, the precise measure-
ment of which would require the use of numerous more specific items. As
indicated above, however, such concern with highly specific, statistically
“pure” factors was put aside, in favor of an attempt to gain a dependable
estimate of an over-all system, one which could then be related to other
over-all systems in an approach to the totality of major trends within the
individual.

One might inquire why, if we wish to know the intensity of some ideolog-
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ical pattern—such as anti-Semitism—within the individual, we do not ask him
directly, after defining what we mean. The answer, in part, is that the phe-
nomenon to be measured is so complex that a single response would not go
very far toward revealing the important differences among individuals.
Moreover, anti-Semitism, ethnocentrism, and politico-economic reactionism
or radicalism are topics about which many people are not prepared to speak
with complete frankness. Thus, even at this surface ideological level it was
necessary to employ a certain amount of indirectness. Subjects were never
told what was the particular concern of the questionnaire, but only that
they were taking part in a “survey of opinions about various issues of the
day.” To support this view of the proceedings, items belonging to a partic-
ular scale were interspersed with items from other scales in the questionnaire.
It was not possible, of course, to avoid statements prejudicial to minority
groups, but care was taken in each case to allow the subject “a way out,”
that is to say, to make it possible for him to agree with such a statement while
maintaining the belief that he was not “prejudiced” or “undemocratic.”

Whereas the scales for measuring surface ideological trends conform, in
general, with common practice in sociopsychological research, the scale for
measuring potentially antidemocratic trends in the personality represents a
new departure. The procedure was to bring together in a scale items which,
by hypothesis and by clinical experience, could be regarded as “giveaways”
of trends which lay relatively deep within the personality, and which con-
stituted a disposition to express spontaneously (on a suitable occasion), or
to be influenced by, fascist ideas.

The statements in this scale were not different in form from those which
made up the surface ideology scales; they were direct expressions of opinion,
of attitudes, or of value with respect to various areas of social living—but
areas not usually touched upon in systematic presentations of a politico-
socioeconomic point of view. Always interspersed with statements from
other scales, they conveyed little or nothing to the subject as to the nature
of the real question being pursued. They were, in the main, statements so
designed as to serve as rationalizations for irrational tendencies. Two state-
ments included in this scale were the following: (a) “Nowadays with so
many different kinds of people moving around so much and mixing together
so freely, one has to be especially careful to protect himself against infection
and disease” and (b) “Homosexuality is an especially rotten form of delin-
quency and ought to be severely punished.” That people who agree with
one of these statements show a tendency to agree with the other, and that
people who agree with these two statements tend to agree with open anti-
democratic statements, e.g., that members of some minority group are basic-
ally inferior, is hardly to be explained on the basis of any obvious logical
relation among the statements. It seems necessary, rather, to conceive of
some underlying central trend which expresses itself in these different ways.
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Different people might, of course, give the same response to a statement
such as the above for different reasons; since it was necessary to give the
statements at least a veneer of rationality, it was natural to expect that the
responses of some people would be determined almost entirely by the rational
aspect rather than by some underlying emotional disposition. For this reason
it was necessary to include a large number of scale items and to be guided
by the general trend of response rather than by the response to a single
statement; for a person to be considered potentially antidemocratic in his
underlying dynamic structure, he had to agree with a majority of these
scale items.

The development of the present scale proceeded in two ways: first, by
finding or formulating items which, though they had no manifest connec-
tion with open antidemocratic expressions, were nevertheless highly cor-
related with them; and second, by demonstrating that these “indirect” items
were actually expressions of antidemocratic potential within the personality
as known from intensive clinical study.

3. Projective Questions, like most other projective techniques, present the
subject with ambiguous and emotionally toned stimulus material. This ma-
terial is designed to allow a maximum of variation in response from one
subject to another and to provide channels through which relatively deep
personality processes may be expressed. The questions are not ambiguous in
their formal structure, but in the sense that the answers are at the level of
emotional expression rather than at the level of fact and the subject is not
aware of their implications. The responses always have to be interpreted,
and their significance is known when their meaningful relations to other
psychological facts about the subject have been demonstrated. One projec-
tive question was, “What would you do if you had only six months to live,
and could do anything you wanted?” An answer to this question was not
regarded as a statement of what the subject would probably do in actuality,
but rather an expression having to do with his values, conflicts, and the like.
We asked ourselves if this expression was not in keeping with those
elicited by other projective questions and by statements in the personality
scale.

Numerous projective questions were tried in the early stages of the study,
and from among them eight were selected for use with most of the larger
groups of subjects: they were the questions which taken together gave the
broadest view of the subject’s personality trends and correlated most highly
with surface ideological patterns.

b. CunicaL TrcuniQues. 1. The interview was divided roughly into an
ideological section and a clinical-genetic section. In the first section the aim
was to induce the subject to talk as spontaneously and as freely as possible
about various broad ideological topics: politics, religion, minority groups,
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income, and vocation. Whereas in the questionnaire the subject was limited
to the topics there presented and could express himself only by means of
the rating scheme offered, here it was important to know what topics he
would bring up of his own accord and with what intensity of fecling he
would spontancously express himself. As indicated above, this material af-
forded a means for insuring that the questionnaire, in its revised forms, more
or less faithfully represented “what people were saying”—the topics that
were on their minds and the forms of expression that came spontaneously
to them—and provided a valid index of antidemocratic trends. The interview
covered, of course, a much wider variety of topics, and permitted the ex-
pression of more elaborated and differentiated opinions, attitudes, and values,
than did the questionnaire. Whereas the attempt was made to distill from
the interview material what seemed to be of the most general significance
and to arrange it for inclusion in the questionnaire, there was material left
over to be exploited by means of individual case studies, qualitative analyses,
and crudely quantitative studies of the interview material by itself.

The clinical-genetic section of the interview sought to obtain, first, more
factual material about the subject’s contemporary situation and about his
past than could be got from the questionnaire; second, the freest possible
expressions of personal feelings, of beliefs, wishes, and fears concerning him-
self and his situation and concerning such topics as_parents, siblings, friends,
and sexual relationships; and third, the subject’s conceptions of his childhood
environment and of his childhood self.

The interview was conducted in such a way that the material gained from
it would permit inferences about the deeper layers of the subject’s person-
ality. The technique of the interview will be described in detail later. Suffice
it to say here that it followed the general pattern of a psychiatric interview
that is inspired by a dynamic theory of personality. The interviewer was
aided by a comprehensive interview schedule which underwent several
revisions during the course of the study, as experience taught what were the
most significant underlying questions and what were the most efficient means
for evoking material bearing upon them.

The interview material was used for estimation of certain common vari-
ables lying within the theoretical framework of the study but not accessible
to the other techniques. Interview material also provided the main basis for
individual case studies, bearing upon the interrelationships among all the
significant factors operating within the antidemocratic individual.

2. The Thematic Apperception Test is a well-known projective technique
in which the subject is presented with a series of dramatic pictures and asked
to tell a story about each of them. The material he produces can, when inter-
preted, reveal a great deal about his underlying wishes, conflicts, and mech-
anisms of defense. The technique was modified slightly to suit the present
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purposes. The material was analyzed quantitatively in terms of psychological
variables which are found widely in the population and which were readily
brought into relation with other variables of the study. As a part of the case
study of an individual an analysis in terms of more unique personality vari-
ables was made, the material here being considered in close conjunction with
findings from the interview.

Though designed to approach different aspects of the person, the several
techniques actually were closely related conceptually one to another. All of
them permitted quantification and interpretation in terms of variables which
fall within a unified theoretical system. Sometimes two techniques yielded
measures of the same variables, and sometimes different techniques were
focused upon different variables. In the former case the one technique gave
some indication of the validity of the other; in the latter case the adequacy
of a technique could be gauged by its ability to produce measures that were
meaningfully related to all the others. Whereas a certain amount of repeti-
tion was necessary to insure validation, the main aim was to fill out a broad
framework and achieve a maximum of scope.

The theoretical approach required in each case either that a new technique
be designed from the ground up or that an existing one be modified to suit
the particular purpose. At the start, there was a theoretical conception of
what was to be measured and certain sources—to be described later—which
could be drawn upon in devising the original questionnaire form and the
preliminary interview schedule. Each technique then evolved as the study
progressed. Since each was designed specifically for this study, they could
be changed at will as understanding increased, and since an important pur-
pose of the study was the development and testing of effective instruments
for diagnosing potential fascism, there was no compulsion to repeat without
modification a procedure just in order to accumulate comparable data. So
closely interrelated were the techniques that what was learned from any
one of them could be applied to the improvement of any other. Just as the
clinical techniques provided a basis for enriching the several parts of the
questionnaire, so did the accumulating quantitative results indicate what
ought to be concentrated upon in the interview; and just as the analysis of
scale data suggested the existence of underlying variables which might be
approached by means of projective techniques, so did the responses on
projective techniques suggest items for inclusion in the scales.

The evolution of techniques was expressed both in expansion and in con-
traction. Expansion was exemplified in the attempt to bring more and more
aspects of antidemocratic ideology into the developing picture and in the
attempt to explore enough aspects of the potentially antidemocratic per-
sonality so that there was some grasp of the totality. Contraction took place.
continuously in the quantitative procedures as increasing theoretical clarity
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permitted a boiling down so that the same crucial relationships could be
demonstrated with briefer techniques.

C. PROCEDURES IN THE COLLECTION OF DATA

1. THE GROUPS STUDIED

a. Tue BeeinNing witH CoLLeGe Stupents. There were enough prac-
tical reasons alone to determine that the present study, which at the begin-
ning had limited resources and limited objectives, should start with college
students as research subjects: they were available for the asking, whether
singly or in groups, they would cooperate willingly, and they could be
reached for retesting without much difficulty. At the same time, other con-
siderations favored the use of college students in a study of ideology. In the
first place, the intellectual and educational level is high enough so that
‘there needed to be relatively little restriction with respect to the number and
nature of issues that might be raised—a very important matter in a study that
emphasized breadth and inclusiveness. One could be fairly certain that col-
lege students had opinions about most of the various topics to be considered.
In the second place, there could be relative certainty that all the subjects
understood the terms of the questions in the same way and that the same
responses had uniform significance. In the third place, however large a
population one might be able to sample he would probably find that most
of his generalizations had in any case to be limited to various relatively
homogeneous subclassifications of the total group studied; college students
form one group that is relatively quite homogeneous with respect to factors
that might be expected to influence ideology. And they represent an im-
portant sector of the population, both through their family connections and
through their prospective leadership in the community.

It is obvious, however, that a study which used only college students as
subjects would be seriously limited in its general significance. Of what
larger population could a group of students at a state university be regarded
as an adequate sample? Would findings on this sample hold for all the stu-
dents at this university? For college students generally? For young people
of the middle class? It depends upon what kind of generalization is to be
made. Generalizations about the distribution of particular opinions or about
the average amount of agreement with this or that statement—the kind of in-
formation sought in poll studies—could hardly go beyond the students at
the university where the survey was made. Results from an Eastern uni-
versity or from a privately endowed institution might be quite different.
The present concern, however, was not so much with questions of dis-
tribution as with questions of relationship. For example, there was less
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interest in what per cent of the general population would agree that “labor
unions have grown too powerful” and that “there are too many Jews in
government agencies” than in whether or not there was a general relation-
ship between these two opinions. For the study of how opinions, attitudes,
and values are organized within the individual, college students had a great
deal to offer, particularly in the early stages of the work where the emphasis
was upon improving techniques and obtaining first approximations of gen-
eral relationships. This work could proceed without hindrance so long as
the factors to be studied were present, and varied sufficiently widely from
one individual to another. In this regard, the limitations of the college
sample were that the relatively high intellectual and educational level de-
creased the number of extremely prejudiced individuals, and that some of
the factors which were presumed to influence prejudice were rarely or
never present.

These considerations made it necessary to study various other groups of
subjects. As it turned out, the s¢rength of the various ideological trends was
found to vary widely from one group to another, while the relationships
found in the college group were very similar to those found elsewhere.

b. Tue GENERAL NoNcoLLEGE PopuratioN ¥rRom WHICH OUR SUBJECTS
WEeRE DrRawn. When it became possible through increased resources to
expand the scope of the study, there began an attempt to obtain as subjects
a wide variety of adult Americans. The aim was to examine people who pos-
sessed in different degrees as many as possible of the sociological variables
presumed to be relevant to the study—political, religious, occupational, in-
come, and social group memberships. A list of all the groups (college and
noncollege) from whom questionnaires were collected is given in Table
(D). _

The group within which a subject was functioning at the time he filled
out the questionnaire was, of course, not necessarily the most important or
representative of the various groups to which he belonged. The questionnaire
itself was relied upon to give information about the group memberships
deemed most relevant to the study, and subjects could be categorized on
this basis regardless of the group through which the questionnaires were
collected.

The emphasis throughout was upon obtaining different kinds of subjects,
enough to insure wide variability of opinion and attitude and adequate
coverage of the factors supposed to influence ideology. The subjects are
in no sense a random sample of the noncollege population nor, since there
was no attempt to make a sociological analysis of the community in which
they lived, can they be regarded as a representative sample. The progress of
the study was not in the direction of broadening the basis for generalization
about larger populations, but rather toward the more intensive investigation
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TABLE 1(I)

Groups From WaoM QUESTIONNAIRES WERE COLLECTED®

No. of
Cases
I. Form 78 (January to May, 1945)
University of California Public Speaking Class Women ............ 140
University of California Public Speaking Class Men ............... 52
University of California Extension Psychology Class (adult women). 40
" Professional Women (public school teachers, social workers, public
health nurses) (San Francisco area) .....................oooel. 63
Total 295
II. Form 60 (Summer, 1945)
University of Oregon Student Women ....................0..0 47
University of Oregon and University of California Student Women. 54
University of Oregon and University of California Student Men .... 57
Oregon Service Club Men (Kiwanis, Lions, Rotary Clubs) (Total
QUESTIONNAITE) .ot vttt ittt it it i i ae i enaaanas 68
Oregon Service Club Men (Form A only)® ...................... 60
Total 286
III. Forms 45 and 40 (November, 1945, to June, 1946)
A. Form 45
University of California Extension Testing Class (adult women).. 59
Psychiatric Clinic Patients (men and women) (Langley Porter
Clinic of the University of California) ...................... 121
San Quentin State Prison Inmates (men) ...............ccoeu. 110
Total 243
B. Both Forms 45 and 40
Alameda School for Merchant Marine Officers (men) ........... 343
U.S. Employment Service Veterans (men) ..................... 106
Total 449
C. Form 40
W orking-Class Women:
California Labor School ........................ 19
United Electrical Workers Union (C.I1.O.) ........ 8
Office Workers ..., 11
Longshoremen and Warehousemen (LL.W.U.) (new
members) ... e 10
Federal Housing Project Workers ............... 5
53

¢ In most cases each group taking the questionnaire was treated separately for statistical
purposes, e.g., San Quentin Prison Inmates, Psychiatric Clinic Men. However, some groups
were too small for this purpose and were therefore combined with other sociologically
similar groups. When such combinations occurred, the composition of the overall group
is indicated in the table.

® Form A included the scale for measuring potentially antidemocratic trends in the per-
sonality and half of the scale for measuring politico-economic conservatism.
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Working-Class Men:

United Electrical Workers Union (C.1.O.) ........ 12
California Labor School ................ ... ..., 15
Longshoremen and Warehousemen (LL.W.U.) (new
MEmDErs) ....viiviinrinii i 26
United Seamen’s Service ...........cccooeinnnn.. 8
61
Middle-Class W omen:
Parent-Teachers’ Association .................... 46
California Labor School (middle-class members)... 11
Suburban Church Group ......... ... ..ont. 29
Unitarian Church Group ...........c...ccoooii I§
League of Women Voters ....................... 17
e Upper Middle-Class Women’s Club .............. 36
154
Middle-Class Men:
Parent-Teachers’ Association .............c...c.oe 29
Suburban Church Group ............ ...t 31
California Labor School (middle-class members)... ¢
69
California Service Club Men:
Kiwanis Club ..........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiienn. 40
Rotary Club ... 23
63
George Washington University Women Students .............. 132
Los Angeles Men (classes at University of California and Univer-
sity of Southern California, fraternity group, adult evening class,
parents of students, radio writers group) ..............ooonnnn 117
Los Angeles Women (same groupings as above) ................ 130
Total 779

Total Forms g5 and 40 1,518
Owerall Total of All Forms 2,099

of “key groups,” that is, groups having the characteristics that were most
crucial to the problem at hand. Some groups were chosen because their
sociological status was such that they could be expected to play a vital role
in a struggle centering around. social discrimination, e.g., veterans, service
clubs, women’s clubs. Other groups were chosen for intensive study because
they presented extreme manifestations of the personality variables deemed
most crucial for the potentially antidemocratic individual, e.g., prison in-
mates, psychiatric patients. -

Save for a few key groups, the subjects were drawn almost exclusively
from the middle socioeconomic class. It was discovered fairly early in the
study that the investigation of lower classes would require different instru-
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ments and different procedures from those developed through the use of
college students and, hence, this was a task that had best be postponed.

Groups in which there was a preponderance of minority group members
were avoided, and when minority group members happened to belong to an
organization which cooperated in the study, their questionnaires were ex-
cluded from the calculations. It was not that the ideological trends in mi-
nority groups were considered unimportant; it was rather that their
investigation involved special problems which lay outside the scope of the
present study.

The great majority of the subjects of the study lived within the San
Francisco Bay area. Concerning this community it may be said that the
population increased rapidly during the decade preceding the outbreak of
World War II, so that a large proportion were newcomers from all parts
of the nation. During the war, when the area took on the aspect of a boom
town, the influx was greatly intensified and, hence, it is probable that a
large number of the present subjects were people who had recently come from
other states.

Two large groups were obtained in the Los Angeles area, several smaller
groups in Oregon, and one group in Washington, D. C.

Unless a person had at least a grammar school education, it was very dif-
ficult, if not impossible, for him to fill out the questionnaire properly—to
understand the issues set forth in the scales and the instructions for marking
the forms. The average educational level of the subjects in the study is about
the twelfth grade, there being roughly as many college graduates as there
were subjects who had not completed high school. It is important to note
that the present samples are heavily weighted with younger people, the
bulk of them falling between the ages of twenty and thirty-five.

It will be apparent that the subjects of the study taken all together would
provide a rather inadequate basis for generalizing about the total population
of this country. The findings of the study may be expected to hold fairly
well for non-Jewish, white, native-born, middle-class Americans. Where
the same relationships appeared repeatedly as different groups—e.g., college
students, women’s clubs, prison inmates—came under scrutiny, generaliza-
tions may be made with the most certainty. When sections of the popula-
tion not sampled in the present study are made the sub]ects of research, it
is to be expected that most of the relationships reported in the following
chapters will still hold—and that additional ones will be found.

2. THE DISTRIBUTION AND COLLECTION OF QUESTIONNAIRES

In approaching a group from whom questionnaires were to be collected,
the first step was to secure the cooperation of the group leadership. This
was never difficult when the leader was liberal in his outlook, e.g., the in-
structor of a class in public speaking, the psychologist at a Maritime School,
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a minister in the inner councils of a men’s service club. The purposes and
procedures of the study were explained to him fully, and he then presented
the project of filling out the questionnaires to his group. When the group
leadership was conservative, the procedure was more difficult. If it were
made known that the study had something to do with social discrimination,
it was not unusual for great interest in this “important problem” to be ex-
pressed at first and then for one delay to follow another until hope of ob-
taining responses from the group in question had to be abandoned. Among
people of this type there appeared to be a conviction that it was best to let
sleeping dogs lie, that the best approach to the “race problem” was not to
“stir up anything.” A more successful approach to conservative leaders was
to present the whole project as a survey of general public opinion, “like a
Gallup poll,” being carried forward by a group of scientists at the Uni-
versity, and to count upon the variety and relative mildness of the scale
items to prevent undue alarm. :

In collecting questionnaires from classes of students, whether in regular
sessions of the University, in summer school, or in university extension, it
was usual for the instructor of the class to handle the whole proceeding
himself. In other instances it was usually necessary to combine the adminis-
tration of the questionnaire with a talk to the group by a member of the
Study staff. He gave the instructions for filling out the questionnaires, aided
in their collection, and then gave a talk on “Gauging Public Opinion,” com-
ing only as close to the real issues of the study as he judged possible without
arousing the resistances of his audience.

Whether the group was judged to be liberal or not, the questionnaire was
always presented to it as a public opinion inventory—not as a study of
prejudice. The instructions given to the groups follow:

Survey or GENERAL PusLic OriNioN: INSTRUCTIONS

We are trying to find out what the general public feels and thinks about a number
of important social questions.

We are sure you will find the enclosed survey interesting. You will find in it
many questions and social issues which you have thought about, read about in
newspapers and magazines, and heard about on the radio.

This is ot an intelligence test nor an information test. There are no “right” or
“wrong” answers. The best answer is your personal opinion. You can be sure that,
whatever your opinion may be on a certain issue, there will be many people who
agree, many who disagree. And this is what we want to find out: how is public
opinion really divided on each of these socially important topics?

It must be emphasized that the sponsors of this survey do not necessarily agree or
disagree with the statements in it. We have tried to -cover a great many points of
view. We agree with some of the statements, and disagree with others. Similarly,
you will probably find yourself agreeing strongly with some statements, disagree-
ing just as strongly with others, and being perhaps more neutral about still others.

We realize that people are very busy nowadays, and we don’t want to take too
much of your time. All that we ask is that you: :
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(a) Read each statement carefully and mark it according to your first reac-
tion. It isn’t necessary to take a lot of time for any one question.

(b) Awnswer every question.

(¢) Give your personal point of view. Don’t talk the questions over with any-
one until you have finished.

(d) Be as sincere, accurate, and complete as possible in the limited time and
space.

This survey works just like 2 Gallup Poll or an election. As in any other secret
ballot, the “voters” who fill it out do not have to give their names.

The cooperation of the groups, once they were presented with the ques-
tionnaire, was excellent, at least go per cent of those present usually handing
in completed questionnaires. Some members of each group were, of course,
absent on the day the questionnaire was administered, but since there was
never any advance notice about this part of the program, there is no reason
to believe that the responses of these absentees would have been generally
different from those of the rest of the group. Subjects who were present but
failed to hand in completed questionnaires fall almost entirely into two
classes: those who made no attempt to cooperate and those who handed in
incomplete questionnaires. It is to be suspected that the former were more
antidemocratic than the average of their group, while the slowness or care-
lessness of the latter is probably of no significance for ideology.

There was one attempt to collect questionnaires by mail. Over 200 ques-
tionnaires with complete instructions were mailed to teachers and nurses,
together with a letter soliciting their cooperation and covering letters from
their superintendents. The return was a disappointing zo per cent, and this
sample was strongly biased in the direction of low scores on the scales for
measuring antidemocratic trends.

3. THE SELECTION OF SUBJECTS FOR INTENSIVE CLINICAL STUDY

With a few exceptions, the subjects from a given group who were inter-
viewed and given the Thematic Apperception Test were chosen from among
the 25 per cent obtaining the highest and the 25 per cent obtaining the low-
est scores (high and low quartiles) on the Ethnocentrism scale. This scale, it
seemed, would give the best initial measure of antidemocratic tendencies.

If the group from which subjects were to be selected was one which held
regular meetings, as was usually the case, the procedure was to collect the
questionnaires at one meeting, to obtain the scale scores and decide upon
suitable interviewees, and then to solicit further cooperation at the next
meeting. In the few cases where the use of a second meeting was impossible,
the request for interviewees was made at the time of administering the
questionnaire, those willing to be interviewed being asked to indicate how
they might be reached. In order to disguise the basis of selection and the
purpose of the clinical study, the groups were told that the attempt was
being made to carry on a more detailed discussion of opinions and ideas
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with a few of their number—about 10 per cent—and that people representing
the various kinds and degrees of response found in the group were being
asked to come for interviews.

Anonymity was to be insured for the interviews as well as for the group
survey, if the subject so desired. In order to arrange this, subjects desired
for individual study were referred to by the birth date which they had en-
tered on their questionnaires. This could not be done, however, in those
cases where subjects were asked to signify at the time of filling out the ques-
tionnaire whether or not they were willing to be interviewed. This may have
been one reason why the response in these instances was poor. But there
were other reasons why subjects of these groups were difficult to interview,
and it is to be noted that the great majority of those secured under the birth
date arrangement showed no concern about anonymity once their appoint-
ments had been made.

Subjects were paid $3.00 for the two to three hours they spent in the
clinical sessions. In offering this inducement at the time of the request for
interviewees, it was pointed out that this was the only way to insure that
the staff of the Study would not be conscience-stricken for taking so much
valuable time. The arrangement did indeed have this effect, but what
was more important, it was a considerable aid to securing suitable subjects:
most of those who scored low on the Ethnocentrism scale would have co-
operated anyway, being somewhat attracted to psychology and willing to
give their time in a “good cause,” but many of the high scorers made it plain
that the money was the determining consideration.

In selecting subjects for clinical study the aim was to examine a variety
of high and low scorers. Considerable variety was assured by the device of
taking a few from most of the different groups studied. Within a given group
it was possible to achieve further variety with respect to group member-
ships and scores on the other scales. There was no attempt, however, to
arrange that the percentage of the interviewed subjects having each of
various group memberships was the same as that which held for the group
from which they were drawn. The question of how well the high and low
scorers who were interviewed represent all those who scored high or low
on the Ethnocentrism scale is taken up in Chapter I1X.

Very few “middle” subjects—the 50 per cent whose scores fall between
the high and the low quartiles—were interviewed. It was believed that for
the understanding of antidemocratic trends the most important first step was
to determine the factors which most clearly distinguished one extreme from
the other. In order properly to compare two groups it is necessary to have
a minimum of thirty to forty subjects in each group, and since men and
women, as it turned out, presented somewhat different problems and had to
be treated separately, the study of high- vs. low-scoring men and the study
of high- vs. low-scoring women involved four statistical groupings totaling
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150. To conduct more interviews than this was for practical reasons impos-
sible. The intensive study of representative middle scorers should form a
central part of any future research along the lines of the present study. Since
they are more numerous than either extreme, it is especially important to
know their democratic or antidemocratic potentialities. The impression
gained from a few interviews with middle scorers, and from the examina-
tion of many of their questionnaires, is that they are not indifferent or
ignorant with respect to the issues of the scales, or lacking in the kinds of
motivation or personality traits found in the extremes. In short, they are in
no sense categorically different; they are, as it were, made of the same stuff
but in different combinations.



CHAPTERTIII

THE CONTRASTING IDEOLOGIES OF TWO
COLLEGE MEN: A PRELIMINARY VIEW

R. Newvitt Sanford

A. INTRODUCTION

Although the present research is concerned primarily with the organiza-
tion of ideological trends within the individual, the reader will soon note
that the bulk of this volume is concerned not with individuals as such but
with variables and their general relationships. This is unavoidable, for al-
though each variable is but an abstraction when lifted out of the total con-
text in which it operates, the study of individuals can proceed only by analysis
into components, and the relations of these components can be regarded as
significant only if they can be, to some extent at least, generalized. Never-
theless, every effort will be made to keep the individual constantly in mind
as the analysis of components proceeds.

The verbatim interview protocols of two extreme scorers—one high
(prejudiced) and one low (against prejudice)—on the Ethnocentrism scale
will, in the present chapter, picture these subjects as they might appear to the
casual observer during, let us say, an evening’s discussion, among friends,
of current social issues. Only the interview discussions of minorities, politics,
religion, vocation, and income are given, the more personal clinical-genetic
material being left for later sections. That the distinction between “ideo-
logical” and “personal” is artificial-though often useful—is indicated by the
fact that in the subject’s spontaneous discussion of ideology some references
to personal matters such as family and childhood repeatedly crop up. The
aim is to set forth in a preliminary way that which is to be studied, to give
a general impression of the totality which is to be analyzed and, in so far as
possible, generalized. As the various components are taken up in turn in the
following chapters, each is related to what has gone before, until a point is
reached where each can be related to the whole. The value of the analysis can
be measured in terms of how much the formulations arrived at in the end
contribute to an understanding of the individuals whose protocols are pre-
sented here.

3z
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A special advantage of having actual cases in view at the start is that it
becomes possible to state research problems in concrete terms. The reader
will probably find that the kinds of discussion presented below are familiar;
he may even have asked himself after listening to such a discussion, “Why
does he talk that way?” This is one way of putting the major question of
the present research. In order to approach an answer it is necessary first to
describe as precisely as possible how the subject talks, to have terms in
which the manner and content of his thought may be compared with that
_of others. In the present chapter, therefore, the interviews are used to il-
lustrate the derivation of the descriptive concepts of the study. These
concepts are then employed in framing research questions and formulating
explanatory hypotheses.

The protocols which follow do not represent the most extreme cases
found in the study (if the total population were sampled they probably
would not be extreme at all); nor can they be said to be typical, in any strict
sense of the word, of subjects falling into the high or the low quartiles on
the Ethnocentrism scale. There are other types of extremes than these, but
at the least they belong to the types found most commonly among the high
and low scorers. Lack of space makes it impossible to consider in this chapter
examples of women with extreme scores; studies of individual women are,
however, presented in later sections.

Much of the interview material given below may, at first glance, impress
the reader as rather unimportant, and quite unrelated to prejudice. The
analysis to follow, however, will show that nearly everything these sub-
jects say makes some contribution to the general picture and has meaning
when viewed in relation to it.

B. MACK: A MAN HIGH ON ETHNOCENTRISM

This subject is a twenty-four year old college freshman who intends to

study law and hopes eventually to become a corporation lawyer or a criminal
lawyer':
His grades are B— on the average. After graduating from high school and
attending business school for a year, he worked in the Civil Service in Wash-
ington, D. C. His brief sojourn in the Army was terminated by a medical
discharge—because of a stomach condition—when he was attending Officer
Candidate School.

He is a Methodist, as was his mother, but he does not attend services
and he thinks religion is not important to him. His political party affiliation

1 Most of the material of this brief introduction to the subject was contained in his
questionnaire, though a few pertinent facts are from his interview. In later sections all of
his responses on the questionnaire will be considered in relation to the clinical material,
but here the aim is merely to identify him, as it were, before proceeding with the discus-
sion of his ideology.
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is, like his father’s, Democratic. He “agrees” with the political trends ex-
pressed by the Anti-New Deal Democrats and “disagrees” with the New
Deal Democrats; he “disagrees” with the traditional Republicans but “‘agrees”
with the Willkie-type Republicans.

The subject is of “Irish” extraction and was born in San Francisco. Both
of his parents were born in the United States. He states in his questionnaire
that his father is a retired lumberman who owns his own home and has a
retired income of $1,000. It is learned in the interview that the father was a
worker in the woods and in the mills and it is to be inferred that his income
derives mainly from a pension. The mother died when the subject was six.
He has a sister four years his senior.

The protocol of his interview follows:2

Vocation: This student has decided to make law his vocation. He says he has
been out of school three years and is now a freshman at the University. However,
he went for two years to business school and in addition has attended night school;
but he has to start at the beginning here. He had a Civil Service job in Washington,
being for a time principal clerk in one of the sections of the War Department.
(What made you decide to be a lawyer?) “I decided when I was in Washington.
Of course, I was half decided when I was at business school, where business law
was emphasized. When I was in high school, my financial means were such that
I figured I had better get a general business education and then go to work. (In
what ways does law appeal to you?) Well, it seems to me to unlock an awful lot
of doors. In any profession, you go so far and then you bump up against it. It is the
fundamental basis of our government. It is really the foundation of our enterprise.
Sometime I have hopes of making it available to people without funds, so that they
can have equal sittings in the court. I want to go in for a general practice at the
start and then maybe corporate law and then maybe criminal law. Law will be
more important in the future than ever before. There is a trend toward more
stringent laws, more regimentation. This will be true whether the form of govern-
ment alters or not. Economists have determined that for the good of everybody
there has to be central control. (What does your father think of the law?) My
father is quite interested in it. Of course, he wanted business for me. He has busi-
ness ability but he is a very retiring fellow. He wouldn’t meet people. He owned
some lumber land, but mostly he preferred working for other people. He is very
unassuming; he worked in the woods and in the mills. His $1,000 income now is
from investments, stocks and bonds. He hasn’t worked for thirty years. At the
time he worked, the wage was around $75 a month. He had stomach trouble. Yes,
he owns his own home in a little town. We have our own cistern and an electric
pump that I helped install. He built the old house himself and he has all the modern
conveniences. He can get by all right on $1,000 a year.”

Income: (You want to earn $5,000 per year?) “Well, $5,000 sounds like a lot of
money right now. It depends on where you live and how. In ordinary circum-
stances you could live comfortably on it. The opportunities for a lawyer in a small
town are limited, but I do like the small town. Especially those that are adjacent

2 The interviewer wrote as rapidly as he could, in a “shorthand” of his own, throughout
the interview and then immediately used a dictaphone to record all that he had written.
In this way it was possible to approach a verbatim recording of what the subject had said.
Throughout the book, the interviewer’s report of the interview is given in small type.
Quotation marks within this material indicate a verbatim record of the subject’s statements.
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to the mountains. 1 enjoy hunting, fishing, and camping. But I like the conveniences
of the city. In the city you have finer houses and the theaters. I haven’t found any
place 1 like better than California, and I have traveled quite a lot. I'm going to
travel to Alaska. My father’s brother died there in the Yukon. There are great
possibilities there in the future. If a person studies it carefully and locates properly,
he goes up with a town. 1. worked with some men lumbering last summer who
worked on the Alaska highway. They found it pretty tough going. But these
difficulties can be overcome if big capitalists get interested. There is a huge pool
of oil up there, you know, and that ought to be developed.”

Politics: “I voted for Dewey. In previous times I would have voted for FDR,
but 1 worked there in Washington and saw things I would put a stop to. There is
a concentration of power in the bureaus. People who work there have different
attitudes. In the Civil Service you are paid according to how many people are
under you, so they want people to come in. They think of themselves only. I'm
not mercenary enough to understand it. I would simplify things by a competent
administration. There is too much overlapping and bungling. I was the right-hand
man of the General there when the OWI was introduced. They put up this build-
ing for $600,000 with little purpose in mind. They did the same thing that the
Army monitoring service was already doing. The OWI wanted to take it over.
Even after the OWI took it over, the War Department still helped prepare the
communiques; but the OWI wanted credit. All that duplication at a tremendous
outlay of money for no purpose. And all the time our department was crying for
personnel. I worked many hours overtime for no pay because I was in the Civil
Service. I was there from September, 1940, to September, 1942. 1 was there when
war was declared. I worked then for thirty-seven hours straight. It was quite a day
in Washington. I liked living in Washington very much. I like being close to the
center of things. You can learn a lot about how the government functions. There
are daily events at your fingertips that by the time it gets here have changed some-
how. It was fun knowing about the background, knowing about the secret com-
mittees. My salary was $2,000 a year. Living conditions, of course, were terrible.
(What did you like about Dewey especially?) I liked Dewey’s background, his
frankness, honesty, his clear-cut way of presenting his case. I think that at heart he
is a very honest man, interested in maintaining the old government traditions.
(How do you see things shaping up for the future?) If we maintain our present
system of government, and I think we will for a time, some things will have to be
altered. The system in Washington has outgrown the limits of one man to control.
We have got to eliminate confusion. The man who runs it must pick his lieutenants
carefully. The way it is now, there is no clear authority. You have to consult a
half a dozen agencies to get anywhere. This will recede very little after the war.
Eventually the President will have to appoint a strong Cabinet to run things for
him. There is no doubt that the system is becoming more centralized. I doubt that
President Roosevelt will be reelected. It depends on the way the war goes. From
his speeches, one seems to see that he feels he is necessary to the United States. He
has control of the Party and will run as long as he is physically able. The popular
vote in the last election was very close. It was skilful politics that enabled the old
guard to win. Considering his obstacles, Dewey did very well. In ordinary times,
he would have had a landslide. People who had sons in the war effort felt that
taking the President out might prolong the war. That was wrong. The Army and
the Navy were prepared for the war ten years in advance. General Marshall would
have had a lot to say, whoever was elected. I have sat beside him and heard him
talk. Nobody could alter his position. A change of presidents might have altered
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our relations to England, but not to Russia. Recently there has been a lot of oppo-
sition to Churchill. He has been OK in war, but how he will be in peace is a ques-
tion. There is, of course, close feeling between Roosevelt and Churchill. But
Roosevelt would come out second-best in a contest with Winnie. Of course, a lot
of Roosevelt’s ideas came from Hoover. (Would there be a difference in our rela-
tions with Russia?) No, there would be no difference in our relations with Russia.
I think Joe Stalin would play pretty fair with us. And Dewey is honest to the
death. He has a good background, though not of the wealthy class, and he would
think of the average people. His honesty and straightforwardness appeal to me
greatly. But a man has to use some underhandedness to get across the - highest
ideals.”

Religion: “On my father’s side, my folks were Catholic. My father and his
brothers and sisters were Catholic. Father was never deeply religious, but he was
a good man. He drank but little, and he never smoked. He was very honest and
strict in his dealings. He followed the church rules without going to church. It
stems back to his not wanting to meet people. He was very retiring, and I can’t
understand it. The other members of his family were not that way. His sisters
are very average. My mother was a Methodist and quite strict up until her death.
1 was sick much of the time. She brought us up very strictly under this guidance.
Her aunt took us in hand when Mother died and saw that we attended Sunday
School with her children. That was up until I was twelve or thirteen. Then I got
out of the habit. I like church OK, though I disagree with some of its doctrines. 1
like the music and singing in church. I was so busy since high school that 1 stopped
going. 1 have gone in for social things in spite of a great dread of them. But I looked
at my father and saw that I had to do differently. Yes, the teachings of Sunday
School did mean something. But the arbitrary beliefs were too much. I grew up
quickly. My father has allowed me to do as I pleased, although he forced some de-
cisions upon me. About smoking, he said I must do it in front of him, if I must. He
also provided wines and liquors in the ice chest. I soon tired of smoking and never
took much to drinking. I have a stubborn nature, and if he had tried to stop me, I
probably would have taken it up. (Under what conditions might you turn to re-
ligion?) Yes, under some conditions I might. I have had a lot of sickness, stomach
trouble ever since I was twelve. I was in the hospital once for three months. During
those periods, I like to turn to the Bible. I like the history and sayings of Christ,
principally. I like to consider them and analyze them and figure out how they affect
me. I'm not so interested in the apostles’ sayings—that’s not first-hand, so 1 don’t
accept it entirely. I have to be assured of it factually. I have always tried to live
according to His Ten Commandments. I like to receive just treatment and to give
it to others. (What about your conception of God?) Well, I have none especially.
The closest conception I got was when I was in the service, that is, God as strictly
man, greater than any on this earth, one that would treat us as a father would his
son. I don’t think God is terrible in His justice. If one lives justly, his laxness will
be overlooked. The thing is to make things happier and juster on the earth.”

Minorities: “My mother comes from an Irish-English-German background. 1
think of myself as Irish—perhaps because my father is definitely so, and proud of
it. He likes the thought of St. Patrick’s Day. I have a quick temper like the Irish.
If there is a lot of Irish in people, they are very enjoyable. They are easy spenders,
even though they never have much. They have the ability to make other people
happy. They are often witty. I wish I were more like that. But there is too much
of the lackadaisical and laziness in some classes of Irish. (Which groups would you
contrast with the Irish? ) The Irish are most different from the Germans or Dutch
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or maybe the Scandinavians—perhaps Polish or White Russians, where you find a
more stolid person in thought and action. The types that I have encountered have
a solid build and are not very excitable. (Question about Irish assimilating.) I like
to think of an Irish strain; it is enjoyable. Yet in some people the Irish seems to
predominate. It depends on the individual. I don’t have any desire to be Irish, but
1 like people who are. I never met an Irishman I didn’t like. My brother-in-law is
very definitely Irish. (What about groups of people you dislike?) Principally
those I don’t understand very well. Austrians, the Japanese I never cared for;
Filipinos—I don’t know—I'd just as soon leave them as have them. Up home there
were Austrians and Poles, though 1 find the Polish people interesting. 1 have a
little dislike for Jewish people. I don’t think they are as courteous or as interested
in humanity as they ought to be. And I resent that, though I have had few dealings
with them. They accent the clannish and the material. It may be my imagination,
but it seems to me you can see their eyes light up when you hand them a coin.
I avoid the Jewish clothiers because they have second-rate stuff. I have to be care-
ful about how I dress. I mean, I buy things so seldom I have to be careful I get
good things. (Can you tell that a person is a Jew?) Sometimes; usually only after
I get their ideas. Like one of the girls in Public Speaking. She had all the charac-
teristics, but she left a favorable impression on me, even though her ideas I dis-
agree with. (You mean there are certain ideas which characterize the Jews?) Yes,
to stick together, no matter what; to always be in a group; to have Jewish sororities
and Jewish organizations. If a Jew fails in his business, he’s helped to get started
again. Their attention is directed very greatly toward wealth. Girls at the Jewish
sorority house all have fur coats, expensive but no taste. Almost a superiority idea.
I resent any show of superiority in people, and I try to keep it down myself. I like
to talk with working people. (Do you think the dislike of Jews is increasing? ) No,
1 think this war has made people closer together in this country. I've come across
Jewish soldiers and sailors; they would be liked and accepted if they would be
willing to mix, but they would rather be alone, though 1 would have accepted
them the same as anybody. 1 think they have interesting ideas, but they have to
have something in return. (Do you think the Jews have done their part in the war
effort?) Perhaps they have, but they are businessmen, and they have been fully
repaid. (Do you think the Jews are a political force in this country?) Yes, in New
York there is an organization for Jewish immigration and comfort of Jews. They
are very well organized. This should not be allowed. (What do you think is the
danger?) I don’t believe it is a danger except in a concentration of wealth in a
certain class. I hate to see people in this country take on the burdens of people who
have been misfits in other countries. We have enough problems at home without
helping the oppressed of other countries. The Jews won’t intermingle. So they are
not a great contribution to our country—though Jewish scientists and doctors have
contributed a great deal. I checked on the immigration. Three-quarters of those
leaving Europe arrive here. They are very thorough in it. They are businessmen
and they will bring pressure to bear on Congress. We ought to prevent further
immigration and concentrate on trying to get them to mingle and become a part
of our people. (Do you think they would mingle more if they felt there was no
prejudice against them?) If they would mingle more, there would be more will-
ingness to break down the barriers on the part of other people. Of course, they
have always been downtrodden, but that’s no reason for resentment. (I notice you
stated you wouldn’t marry a Jew.) I certainly wouldn’t. I would date that girl in
Public Speaking, but she doesn’t emphasize her Jewishness. She was accepted by
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the whole class. I would marry her if she had thrown off her Jewishness, but I
wouldn’t be able to associate with her class.”

C. LARRY: A MAN LOW ON ETHNOCENTRISM

This subject is a twenty-eight year old college sophomore, a student of
Business Administration, with a B~ average. Like Mack, his choice of a career
was made after he had been out of school for a number of years—working part
of the time and spending part of the time in a tuberculosis sanitarium.

He is of “American” extraction and was born in Chicago. Both parents
were born in the United States. His father is a café and bar owner (a small
businessman, working in his own business), whose income is now $12,000
as compared with a prewar $3,000. The father owns his own home and
some other real estate. .

The subject, like his parents, is a Methodist, though he attends church
seldom. He is a Republican—again like his parents. He “agrees” with the
Willkie-type Republicans and “disagrees” with the traditional Republicans;
he “disagrees” with the New Deal Democrats, while “agreeing” with the
Anti-New Deal Democrats. This pattern of response, on the questionnaire,
is the same as that of Mack, the high-scoring man. It will be especially inter-
esting therefore to note the contrast in the political ideologies of these two
men as given in the interview. It will show how great, sometimes, is the
discrepancy between the political party or the “official” ideology of a
subject and his actual political tendencies.

Vocation: “I have definite plans; I want to go into real estate and finance. I
want to own my own business as an executive. I want to combine real estate and
finance, that is lending money, and if successful, I would go into a brokerage
business, buying and selling stocks and bonds. (Money?) Several of my relatives
and my father have money, and will support me. I worked for them, as assistant
manager for my father who is in a café and bar business, and he is also in real
estate. Then I worked for CPA accounting firms, for several, and I have taken
courses where I could pick things up, in accounting and business. I had one year of
junior college, but I didn’t take my work seriously. I got fairly good grades, but
not as good as I should have gotten. I got a disease; I was in the hospital for four
years. (It took several questions to learn that the subject had tuberculosis and was
1n a sanitarium.) But I never lost hope. I always planned to return to college. I took
correspondence courses during my last two years in the hospital. (Larry always
calls it a hospital, never a sanitarium.) In accounting, business management, etc.,
I did reading to improve my mind. I almost memorized Dale Carnegie’s How to
Win Friends . .. because I thought it would help me in business contacts. I planned
my whole life, even where I'd settle down, in Los Angeles. That was all T had to
do, lying there in bed, was plan my whole future, what I would do, and how I
would do it. (What do you like about your planned business? ) My grandmother
had a rather successful restaurant; she was a very efficient businesswoman, and
I admired her. My whole environment was about business; it glorified it, and I
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learned the same attitude. Being in business for yourself gives independence, more
money, vacations whenever you want, the freedom you don’t get in a 365-days-a-
year job. I never cared for sciences like chemistry, zoology, dentistry, and stuff
like that. (Medicine? ) That would be all right if 1 thought I could go to the top;
but the average one is holed up in a top-floor office, not making more than $z200 a
month very often. That’s nothing compared to a businessman who hasn’t had any
education or worked to prepare himself as a doctor has. It’s not only the money,
but also the general way of living. (However, the money seems to be clearly and
focally important.) I returned to school for three reasons: (1) knowledge—to be
able to philosophize and understand things; (2) security—to get an adequate liv-
ing; (3) social prestige.” (This is a good example of Larry’s tendency to make
everything organized and explicit. He knows just what he wants to do and why
he wants to do it, and has even tried to make psychological explanations for this
tendency. He enumerated 1, 2, 3 on his fingertips.)

Income: *“T'd like to earn at least $25,000 a year and have a personal capital of
$100,000, that is to say, my own money apart from the business, so I could travel,
do whatever 1 want, whatever I see other people do, go to Europe, attend the
Kentucky Derby, or whatever. I would travel first class, go by air, see South
America, go nearly any place. I've traveled only a little so far. Or, go to a con-
vention in the East if I want to. Not a millionaire, just enough to do these things
with full security for the future. (How optimistic or pessimistic are you?) I'm
very optimistic. I don’t know exactly how much, but I'll be at least fairly success-
ful, probably as I said before. I've already had a little success. Last year in Chicago
I 'had an opportunity to go into business with some men in the cabaret and bowling-
alley business, along that line. But they didn’t offer enough money, and I didn’t
like the bowling business anyway. Besides, I wanted to come back to school, lay a
basis for my final plans, and having my own business. (What if you fall’) I
wouldn’t commirt suicide or get terribly depressed. That sickness (he never calls it
by name) taught me to philosophize, to take things as they come with a smile, to
start again fresh after every difficulty. (What about your family?) During the
depression my father had a good job, as always; not wealthy, but better than average,
about §3,000 a year, I guess; but we had a large family, six children; I'm in the
middle. Then he went into business and did very well; he now has a gold-mine
bar. He makes more in a year than he ever expected to make in a lifetime. He has
also bought some property on the side and is making a lot at that. He is like his
mother, my grandmother. She and he just love their business. He doesn’t want
vacations, or social prestige, or wealth as such. He just wants to be an efficient,
successful businessman, and all his pleasure comes from that. I guess it’s wanting to
have satisfied customers, having them come in for years and be satisfied and to
have well-coordinated employees. (What kind of a boss is he? ) He is kind but
firm. He bought homes for two employees; he lets them pay it off to him gradu-
ally. He gives them a Christmas bonus, stuff like that, but he also demands effi-
ciency and output. He is an ideal employer. In fact, I don’t think I'd be as good
to my employees as he is, like risking money on their homes and not knowing
whether they might run out on me or not.”

Politics: “My father and mother are Republicans. They never voted for
Roosevelt. I have voted in two elections, and 1 voted Republican. But our rela-
tives are Democrats and our friends too. The whole family has been Republican
for years and I guess that’s why I am, and that’s why my father is too. Also because
businessmen generally don’t like the taxes, restrictions, and bureaus, the red tape.
Roosevelt is too much of a politician; he hasn’t enough principles. Like the way
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he threw over Wallace in the last election. I prefer Jones to Wallace as Secretary
of Commerce, because Jones is a better businessman and would be more efficient;
in general I like Wallace and Willkie, though I don’t like Wallace’s farm program.
(Who is the best Republican?) Willkie. I voted for Dewey mostly as a protest
against Roosevelt. But Dewey is too young and not experienced enough. (Dewey
vs. Wallace? ) Wallace is the better man, and I usually vote for the better man,
but I guess I put politics ahead of the man this time, to get the Republicans back.
1 think it’s time for a change of party.”
Minorities: (What do you think about the minority problem in this country?)
“I can say that I haven’t any prejudices; I try not to. (Negroes? ) They should be

iven social equality, any job they are qualified for; should be able to live in any
neighborhood, and so on. When I was young, I may have had prejudices, but since
the war Ive been reading about the whole world, and our minority problems seem
so petty compared with the way other countries have worked things out. (Ex-
ample?) Like Russia; I don’t like their share-the-wealth economics, but I think
they are unified and fighting so wonderfully because everyone is equal. (He then
gives a discourse on France, England, the Dutch, etc., and shows good knowledge
of imperialism, exploitation of colonies, and so on, in the minorities aspect. He is
less clear about the economics.) I believe in life, liberty, and the pursuit of happi-
ness for all. We aren’t unified and we don’t know what we’re fighting for, and the
discrimination is at the root of it. Racial and economic questions are at the root
of war. I don’t believe in the suppression of anyone. I think the Japs are taken off
the coast for undemocratic reasons. It’s just that a lot of people wanted their farms
and businesses. There was no real democratic reason for it. The segregation of one
nationality just leads to more segregation, and it gets worse. The discrimination
toward Negroes is because they aren’t understood and because they are physically
different. Towards Jews it’s because of their business ability—the fear that they’ll
take over business control of the country. There should be education in Negro
history, for instance, the part Negroes have played in the development of the
country; and education in the history of other minorities, too. How the Jews came
to be persecuted, and why some of them are successful.”

Religion: “I'm Methodist, and my family is Methodist, except for one brother
who is going to be a Catholic priest. He’s fifteen. He just likes it—he got into it by
himself. Well, my mother was Catholic as a girl, but she became a Methodist when
she married, and she didn’t try to make any of us Catholics. (Value of religion?)
It teaches the morals of right and wrong; that’s the main value. But I question lots
of religious teachings, after studying science and philosophy—like Darwin’s evolu-
tion theory and the fact that man’s history goes back to before the Bible. I go to
church, I try to believe in religion, but I sometimes question much of it. I enjoy
church, a good sermon on morals and good living, and how to progress. That’s
what’s most important about religion (Parents?) They were church attenders,
fairly religious; they sent us to Sunday School; they still say blessing before each
meal. But they don’t discuss religion or think much about it outside of church.”

D. ANALYSIS OF THE TWO CASES

Before we turn to the analysis of these two interviews, a few words con-
cerning their significance for our major research problem may be injected.
It will probably be granted that each of these protocols gives a total-im-
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pression. Though each contains some contradictions, each appears to be
relatively organized and relatively self-consistent psychologically. What is
the importance for prejudice or potential fascism of such overall patterns?
It may be argued that overt behavior in specific situations forms the crux
of social discrimination, and that the most pressing need is for information
concerning how many people today will, under given conditions, engage
in this or that discriminatory practice. This kind of information is important,
but it is not the particular concern of the present research. The major con-
cern here is with the potential for fascism in this country. Since we do not
have fascism, and since overt antidemocratic actions are officially frowned
upon, surveys of what people actually do at the present time are likely to
underestimate the danger. The question asked here is what is the degree of
readiness to behave antidemocratically should social conditions change in
such a way as to remove or reduce the restraint upon this kind of behavior?
This readiness, according to the present theory, is integral with the total
mental organization here being considered.

Though each ideological pattern may be regarded as a whole, it is a com-
plex whole, one that embraces numerous features with respect to which
individuals may differ significantly. It is not enough to say that the one man
is “prejudiced” and the other “unprejudiced,” and on this basis to make
value judgments and to plan for action. What are the distinguishing fea-
tures? How is their presence within the individual to be accounted for?
What is their role within his over-all adjustment? How do they interact with
other features to form an organized totality?

In order to arrive at answers to these questions, the first task, it appears,
is one of description. It is necessary to inquire, first, what are the trends
or themes which run through an individual’s discussion of each ideological
area and through his discussion of ideology in general and, second, in what
respect are these contents (variables) similar to and how do they differ from
those found in another subject.

The following examination of the interview protocols just presented is
designed to illustrate the kinds of descriptive concepts used in the present
study, and to show the manner of their derivation. The analysis was guided
by a theoretical approach, and it is to be recognized that another approach
might draw attention to other aspects of the cases; there seems little reason
to doubt, however, that the features here distinguished are among the most
important ones.

As the descriptive concepts are brought forward, it will be possible to
raise concrete questions for research. These questions concern (a) the de-
terminants of consistent trends within the individual and of differences from
one individual to another, and (b) the gemerality in larger populations of
the variables and the explanatory relationships formulated on the basis of a
few case studies.

The order of topics in the interview protocols was determined by consid-
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erations of interviewing technique: one should start with what the subject
finds it easiest to talk about and leave the more affect-laden questions, such
as those concerning minorities, until the end. It is convenient here, however,
to take up the topics in an order which is more in keeping with the develop-
ment of the study and the general plan of the present volume: anti-Semitism,
then ethnocentrism, and then ideology in general.

1. IDEOLOGY CONCERNING THE JEWS

Mack’s accusations against the Jews may be grouped under three main
headings: (a) violations of conventional values, (b) ingroup characteristics
(clannish and power-seeking), and (c) burdens and misfits. The Jews are
said to violate conventional values in that they are “not courteous or inter-
ested in humanity” but, instead, are materialistic and money-minded. As
businessmen they have “second-class stuff” and are given to cheating; in
social contacts the accent is on what is expensive but lacking in taste.

The Jews as a whole are conceived of as constituting a closely knit group,
the members of which are blindly loyal and stick together for mutual com-
fort and help. They have their own organizations because they are unwill-
ing to mix with Gentiles. By sticking together they accumulate wealth and
power which will be used to benefit no one but themselves.

But if there is Jewish power there is also Jewish weakness, for among
them are burdens and misfits, and as a group, they have always been down-
trodden. Why this should be true, in view of their capacity to stick together
and accumulate wealth, remains unexplained by the subject. He seems to feel
that it is their own fault, for they “should not resent” what has befallen them.
Weak Jews are left in a particularly hopeless position; it is not only that
non-Jews cannot be expected to help them but strong Jews should use their
wealth and power, not to support weak members of their group, but to
help non-Jews. Strong Jews could thus escape the accusation of clannish-
ness and lack of interest in humanity. In general, Jews should throw off
their Jewishness and mix with the rest of the population; then the social dis-
tance between the subject and them may be diminished. (It may be sug-
gested, however, that there is probably nothing the girl in the public speaking
class could do to bring complete acceptance by the subject. Her Jewishness
would probably remain as something to intrigue as well as to repel
him.)

Whereas Mack spent most of his time talking about “what’s wrong with
the Jews” and “what the Jews should do about it,” Larry spent most of his
time talking about “what’s wrong with non-Jews” and “what non-Jews
should do about it.” Larry opposes the idea that Jews want power and
control; he wants to educate people about what Jews are really like. One of
the most important differences between the two subjects is that Larry focuses
on awhy these problems exist, while Mack does not seriously consider this
question. Larry says he believes in completely open interaction with every-



42 THE AUTHORITARIAN PERSONALITY

body equal. Discrimination is at the root of war; it is a threat for all groups
and a problem they must all attack.

These discussions afford suitable examples of what is meant by ideology
concerning Jews. It seems plain that what one has to deal with here is not
a single specific attitude but a system that has content, scope, and structure.

It may be noted at once that Mack expresses negative opinions concerning
what the Jews are like (they are clannish, materialistic, etc.), hostile attitudes
toward them (it is up to them to do the changing), and definite values (for
courtesy, honesty, good taste, etc.) which shape the opinions and justify
the attitudes. In contrast, Larry reveals no negative opinions about Jews,
expresses attitudes that are favorable to them (nondiscrimination, understand-
ing), and speaks of different values (freedom from prejudice, social equal-
ity, etc.).

Questions for research immediately come to mind. How common in larger
populations are the kinds of accusations made by Mack? What other kinds
of accusations may be found and with what frequency? What, within our
society, are the most characteristic features of imagery concerning Jews?
How general is the readiness to accept negative opinions, that is to say, to
what extent would an individual who, like Mack, expresses spontancously a
set of negative opinions, agree with others that were proposed to him? In
what sense, and to what extent, is anti-Semitic ideology irrational? (For
example, are there other irrational features similar to those exhibited by our
prejudiced subject: to speak of Jews as if they were all alike and then to
ascribe to them traits which could not possibly coexist in the same person,
to insist that the thing for them to do is to assimilate and then to make it
clear that he cannot accept them if they do? Are these irrational trends
typical of high scorers?) Are the attitudes toward Jews expressed by the
present subjects typical of prejudiced and unprejudiced individuals? What
are the main attitudes to be found in our society? Do people with negative
opinions usually have hostile attitudes as well? Is there a general readiness to-
accept or oppose 2 broad pattern of anti-Semitic attitudes and opinions?

All of the above questions concern the content of anti-Semitic ideology;
questions may likewise be directed to its intensity. If there is in each in-
dividual a general readiness to accept or oppose anti-Semitic opinions and
attitudes, is it not possible roughly to rank individuals on a dimension rang-
ing from extreme to mild anti-Semitism, to a middle point representing in-
difference, ignorance or mixed feelings, to mild and then to extreme
anti-anti-Semitism? The belief that this was possible led to the construction
of a scale for measuring anti-Semitism, a scale that was at the same time
broad enough to include most of the main content of anti-Semitic ideology.
And the success of this scale made it possible to investigate quantitative rela-
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tions of anti-Semitism and numerous other variables, including factors con-
ceived to have a determining role.

Various explanations for such talk against the Jews as that found in Mack’s
interview have been suggested: that this is largely a true appraisal of the
Jews, that he has had specific unpleasant experiences from which he has
overgeneralized, that he is merely repeating what is common talk among
his associates, particularly those who have prestige for him, that he feels
more or less frustrated in his economic, social, and professional aspiratiogs
and takes it out on the Jews, that he seeks to rationalize his own failures
and weaknesses by placing responsibility on a suitable outgroup, and so on.
While giving due attention to these hypotlieses, the procedure in the present
study was to postpone questions of determination and, instead of asking why
he talks this way about Jews, to discover first how he talks about other
people. The aim was to understand as fully as possible the nature of the
readiness in the subject before inquiring into its sources. If the features found
in his discussion of anti-Semitism are not found in his discussion of other
groups, then his anti-Semitism has to be explained in and of itself. If, on
the other hand, trends found in his thinking about Jews are found also in his
thinking about other groups, then it is these trends which have to be ac-
_ counted for, and any theory which explained only the anti-Semitism would
be inadequate.

2. GENERAL ETHNOCENTRISM

It was noted in Mack’s discussion of Jews that he tends to think in ingroup-
outgroup terms: he seems to think of the Jews as constituting a relatively
homogeneous group that is categorically different from the group to which
he feels that he belongs. A logical next step was to explore further his con-
ception of his own group, and to inquire into his opinions and attitudes con-
cerning various other groups.

In the interview with this man the general topic of imagery and attitudes
concerning minority groups was introduced by inviting him to discuss his
own ingroup belongingness. Most striking in this discussion is the stereo-
typed way in which he speaks of the Irish and of the groups with which
they are contrasted. Each ethnic group is regarded as a homogeneous entity,
and little mention is made of exceptions. There is no attempt to explain
how the groups came to be as they are, beyond the assumption of different
“blood strains.” What a person is like depends on how much “Irish” or other
“strain” he has in him. The Irish have certain approved traits—quick temper,
easy spending, ability to make people laugh and be happy—and certain traits
which he regards as faults—lackadalslcalness and laziness.

It is interesting to compare this ingroup appraisal with his appraisal of
the Jews, who are described in the same terms but who are conceived of as
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lacking the good traits of the Irish. Also noteworthy is the contradiction in
his attitude toward ambition and power: whereas he criticizes it in the out-
group, he regrets its lack in the ingroup. The problem for him is not how to
eliminate an unequal distribution of power, but how to make sure that the
bulk of power is in the right (ingroup) hands. Whereas a major fault of the
Jews as noted above is their “clannishness” and their failure to assimilate, the
existence of an unassimilated Irish strain is “enjoyable.” Once again, some-
thing for which Jews are blamed is seen as a virtue in the ingroup. Both in-
groups and outgroups are thought of in the same general terms; the same
evaluative criteria are applied to groups generally, and a given characteristic,
such as clannishness or power, is good or bad depending on what group
has it.
Unfortunately, there was not time to explore the subject’s ideas concern-
ing the other groups which he mentions among his dislikes—Austrians, Jap-
“anese, Filipinos—nor to inquire how far this list might have been expanded.
Even by itself, however, the fact that the subject rejects other groups just as’
he rejects the Jews is important. '

Larry’s first remark calls attention to the fact that views about people
and groups may be distorted or at least influenced by personal factors. Mack,
on the other hand, shows little such self-orientation or self-awareness; he does
not suggest that his confident generalizations might have any of the possible
inaccuracies of personal opinions, nor does he feel obliged to account for
them on the basis of real experience. One might ask whether such differences
in the degree of imtraception, ie., the inclination to adopt a subjective,
psychological, human approach to personal and social problems, do not as
a general rule distinguish nonethnocentric from ethnocentric individuals.
Characteristics notable in Mack’s ideology concerning minorities but rela-
tively lacking in that of Larry might be described as follows: (a) Stereo-
typy—the tendency mechanically to subsume things under rigid categories.
(b) The idea that groups are homogeneous units which more or less totally
determine the nature of their numbers. This places the responsibility for
intergroup tensions entirely on outgroups as independent entities. The only
question asked is how outgroups can change in order to make themselves
acceptable to the ingroup; there is no suggestion that the ingroup might
need to modify its behavior and attitudes. Larry, in contrast, places the re-
sponsibilities primarily on the ingroup and urges understanding and educa-
tion within the ingroup as the basis for solving the problem. (c) The
tendency to explain group differences in terms of “blood strain”—how quick
a temper a man has depends on how much Irish he has in him. This is in
contrast to Larry’s attempt at explanation in social, psychological, and his-
torical terms. (d) Mack favors total assimilation by outgroups, as well as
total segregation of those outgroup members who refuse to assimilate. Larry,
for his part, seems neither to threaten segregation nor demand assimilation.
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He says he wants full “social equality” and interaction, rather than dominance
by the ingroup and submission by outgroups. (e) Since he is relatively free
of the stereotypes about ingroups and outgroups, and since groups are not
his units of social description, Larry stands in opposition to Mack’s tendency
to think of groups in terms of their coherence and in terms of a hierarchical
arrangement with powerful ingroups at the top and weak outgroups at the
bottom.

The question, raised earlier, of whether an individual who is against
Jews tends to be hostile to other minority groups as well is answered in the
case of one man at least. Mack rejects a variety of ethnic groups. And
Larry, for his part, is opposed to all such “prejudice.” The first question for
research, then, would be: Is it generally true that a person who rejects one
minority group tends to reject all or most of them? Or, is it to be found
more frequently that there is a tendency to have a special group against
which most of the individual’s hostility is directed? How broad is the ethno-
centric rejection, that is to say, how many different groups are brought
within the conception of outgroup? Are they extranational as well as intra-
national? What are the main objective characteristics of these groups? What
traits are most commonly assigned to them by ethnocentric individuals?
‘What imagery, if any, applies to all outgroups, and what is reserved for par-
ticular outgroups? Is the tendency, found in Mack but not in Larry, to
make a rigid distinction between the ingroup and the outgroup, common in
the population at large? Are Mack’s ways of thinking about groups—rigid
categories, always placing blame on the outgroup, and so forth—typical of
ethnocentric individuals?

If ethnocentrism is conceived of as the tendency to express opinions and
attitudes that are hostile toward a variety of ethnic groups and uncritically
favorable to the group with which the individual is identified, then is it pos-
sible to rank individuals according to the degree of their ethnocentrism, as
was proposed in the case of anti-Semitism? This would make it possible to
determine the quantitative relations of ethnocentrism to numerous other
factors—in the contemporary social situation of the individual, in his history,
and in his personality. But, to pursue the general approach outlined above, it
seems best first to explore further the outlook of the ethnocentric individual
before raising fundamental questions of determination. What of his opinions
and attitudes concerning other groups than ethnic or national ones? How
does he approach social problems generally?

3. POLITICS

In his discussion of politics Mack deals at considerable length with the
attributes of what for him is the outgroup. The structure and dynamics
of the outgroup are conceived as follows. It is closely cohesive and power-
seeking. Power is sought as an end in itself, and to attain it any means may
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be employed, no matter how wasteful or harmful to others. Selfishness and
money-mindedness are important aspects of this power drive. At the same
time, however, he ascribes to the outgroup characteristics which are the
opposite of powerful: it is inefficient (shows bungling and confusion), waste-
tul and poorly organized; this inadequacy is attributed to the “fact” that
the power arrangements within it are inadequate, with no clear authority
and with lieutenants who are both too few and too carelessly selected. In
addition to organizational weakness there is also physical weakness. (The
reference to Roosevelt’s physical ability brings to mind the argument of
his political opposition that he was physically too weak to carry the burdens
of a wartime president.) A further attribution of weakness to the New Deal
is the idea of Roosevelt’s submissiveness toward more powerful leaders—“he
would come out second-best in a contest with Winnie,” his ideas came from
Hoover, and it is implied that he would lose out with Stalin if the latter did
not play fair with us.

Parenthetically, it may be noted that there is an apparent inconsistency
between Mack’s general ethnocentrism and his acceptance of Stalin. This
apparent discrepancy may possibly be explained in terms of our subject’s
attitude toward power: his admiration for power is great enough so that
he can accept and momentarily ally himself with a distant outgroup when
that group is not seen as a direct threat to himself. It is probably a safe guess
that like many who supported cooperation with Russia during the war, this
man’s attitude has now changed, and Russia is regarded as a threat to the
ingroup.

Mack’s conception of the relations between the outgroup and the ingroup
is simple: the outgroup with its selfish, materialistic, power-secking .drives,
on the one hand, and its inefficiency and weakness on the other, is out to
control and exploit the ingroup—to take power from it, to take over its
functions, to grab all the credit, to seduce people into its fold by skillful
manipulation, in short, to weaken the ingroup and run everything itself, for
its own narrow, selfish ends.

When he comes to the political ingroup, Mack speaks only of admired
characteristics, and the only political agencies discussed are the man, Dewey,
and the army. The ingroup characteristics fall in exactly the same dimensions
as do those ascribed to the outgroup, sometimes being identical and some-
times the exact opposite. Whether there is identity or reversal seems to follow
a simple rule: those outgroup characteristics which have an aspect of power
are kept intact in the ingroup, only now they are regarded as good, whereas
for each outgroup characteristic signifying weakness or immorality there
is an ingroup characteristic signifying the opposite.

To consider the reversals first, the inefficiency of the New Deal is in
direct contrast to Dewey’s clear-cut, straightforward approach. Roosevelt’s
“skillful politics” is the opposite of Dewey’s frankness and honesty-to-the-
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death. Roosevelt’s submission to stronger leaders is in contrast to Dewey’s
determined overcoming of obstacles and to General Marshall’s indomitable
firmness. The organizational confusion of ‘the outgroup is to be corrected
by the concentration of power in a small, closely knit organization having
clearly defined levels of authority with a strong leader at the top and a cabinet
of carefully chosen lieutenants.

It becomes clear, then, that the only real difference between the ingroup
and the outgroup is the greater weakness of the latter. Leaving aside the
weaknesses of the outgroup, we find that in all other respects the concep-
tions of outgroup and ingroup are identical: both seek to concentrate power
in a small, cohesive organization the only purpose of which is to maintain
itself. While the outgroup is accused of selfishness and materialism, the only
virtues of the ingroup are the honesty and efficiency of its methods; there is
no reference to its ends.

Whatever the ingroup aims might be, however, they will presumably
benefit the ingroup, for Mack tells us that one of the reasons for supporting
Dewey is that “he would think of the average people,” with whom the sub-
ject seems to be identified. We know from Mack’s discussion of ethnic
groups that “average” is not an all-inclusive conception, but rather an ingroup
from which he excludes a large proportion of the population. We see also
that wealthy people are excluded from his concept of average. That this
latter is not typical equalitarianism, however, is shown by his desire to
become a corporation lawyer, and by his favoring a form of stratified social
organization which in the economic sphere would—far from averaging things
out—perpetuate the present distribution of wealth. This would seem to
place the subject on the conservative side. Certainly, he quotes with ap-
proval many of the slogans of contemporary American conservatism, and
he tells us that Dewey is to be supported because he is “interested in main-
taining the old government traditions.” Yet there is reason to believe that his
conservatism is not of the traditional kind. The type of centralized control
which he favors is certainly out of keeping with traditional conservative
principles of free competition and restriction of government’s functions.
Indeed, there is a suggestion that his apparent conservatism is in reality a
kind of anticonservatism. We may note his remark “if we maintain our
present system of government, and I think we will for a time, some things
will have to be altered.” Why should he suggest that our system of govern-
ment might not be maintained, and why does he think that at best it will be
maintained only for a time? He seems to give us the answer himself, for the
changes which he suggests as a means of maintaining the conservative tradi-
tion are actually changes which would overthrow it entirely.

The main points considered so far are Mack’s attribution of both power
and weakness to the outgroup and of only power to the ingroup. It must be
noted, however, that weakness, too, is thought of as existing in the ingroup,
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though in a different form. Thus, when Mack describes the OWI as a power-
seeking behemoth, the War Department is pictured in a situation of distress:
“And all the time our department was crying for personnel.” Again, Dewey’s
campaign is seen as a sort of struggle between David and Goliath, in which
the clean-cut, straightforward younger man loses only because of the over-
whelming power and lack of scruple which opposes him: “It was skilful
politics that enabled the old guard to win. Considering his obstacles, Dewey
did very well. In ordinary times he would have had a landslide.” This im-
agery of persecution is expressed not only in Mack’s political thinking but
also in his discussion of himself and his life in Washington. There is a clear
note of self-pity in his remarks that he “worked many hours overtime for
no pay,” that when war was declared he “worked for thirty-seven hours
straight,” and that “living conditions were terrible.”

It is important to note that weakness in Mack and his group is only implied
in these statements. What he seems to be trying to tell us is that in so far as
the ingroup might appear to be weak at any‘time, this is due only to persecu-
tion by an outgroup that is momentarily—and unfairly—stronger. It is im-
portant to note further that his feelings of being persecuted do not lead
to sympathy for other persecuted people nor to any inclination to eliminate
persecution generally, but only to the thought that justice would consist
in his group becoming the powerful one. Here, as is typical of people with
persecution fantasies, Mack believes that he (his group) is essentially strong
but is at the same time in 2 weak position; he can solve this dilemma only by
attributing evil (dishonesty, unfairness, and so on) and undeserved power
to his opponent. His desire to be attached to the same kind of power which
he decries in the outgroup is expressed in his wanting to be “close to the
center of things,” and “know about the background” of important daily
events, to be in on “the secret committees.”

Turning now to Larry, it may be noted that perhaps the most striking
aspect of his remarks about politics is their lack of organization and of con-
viction. This is in contrast to his ideas in other ideological areas, such as
minority questions, which show a relatively high degree of organization
and firmness. However, even in his brief, casual utterances about politics
we can see a different orientation from that found in Mack. True, there is
here, as in their preferences for political labels, a certain amount of surface
similarity—both men show general conservatism and the usual conservative
accusations against the New Deal. But it is preécisely this superficial similarity
that makes the differences stand out.

The main over-all difference lies in the absence from Larry’s thinking of
those features which led us to question Mack’s conservatism. Thus, Larry’s
thinking does not revolve around the ingroup-outgroup distinction: there
is no conception of the ingroup as a static homogeneous entity which is
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beyond any criticism; nor ‘is the outgroup conceived of as an aggregation
of weak and evil people who through plotting and conniving are able to use
their undeserved power in persecuting the ingroup. Indeed, he can even
identify himself with a man, Wallace, who not only belongs to the outgroup
but is, according to the prevalent propaganda, “inefficient” to boot.

As the second main difference between the two men, there is more posi-
tive evidence that Larry’s conservatism is genuine, in the sense that it is a
means for furthering his admitted material motives. Since he intends to
become a businessman, he supports the political party which seems to offer
the most help to business. This is in contrast to Mack, who stresses the con-
ventional ideal of unselfishness in order, we may suppose, to disavow his
underlying interest in power.

Larry finds difficulty, to be sure, in reconciling this “realism” with the
idealism which he expresses in other areas. But he is aware of this difficulty—
and here again he differs from Mack. The latter speaks as if his utterances
were sufficiently objective, so that there need be no reference to himself or
to the possibility of personal determinants of opinion. Larry, on the other
hand, is aware that his views reflect things within himself as well as external
reality, and that consequently they are tentative, approximate, and possibly
self-contradictory. He feels it necessary to explain the origins of his views,
he can admit some inner conflict, and consider the possibility that he may
not have acquired his views in the most intelligent way. While these features
may prevent this subject from being very militant about anything, they
would seem to insure him against reactionism.

If two men whose ideas about politics are as different as those of Mack
and Larry nevertheless have the same political alignment (they both agree
with the Willkie-type Republicans and the Anti-New Deal Democrats),
and if they understand what these party labels mean, then it might be in-
quired whether political alignment bears any relationship to ethnocentrism.
Or, if the two are related, what ideology concerning minority groups is
more typical of the Willkie-type Republicans and the Anti-New Deal Demo-
crats, that of Mack or that of Larry?

And what of those who favor the New Deal Democrats or the traditional
Republicans? According to theory, we should expect political liberalism to
go with relative freedom from prejudice, and political conservatism, at least
the extreme form of it, i.e., reaction, to go with ethnocentrism. Indeed, con-
siderable evidence that this is true already exists. A natural step in the present
study, therefore, was to conceive of a continuum extending from extreme
conservatism to extreme liberalism and to construct a scale which would
place individuals along this continuum. This would permit the determination
of the quantitative relations of conservatism to anti-Semitism and to general
ethnocentrism. It is apparent from consideration of what Mack and Larry

<
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have to say, however, that (a) conservatism is not a simple, unidimensional
attitude but a complex ideological pattern, and (b) that the relations of
conservatism to ethnocentrism are by no means one to one.

It cannot be supposed, -of course, that all the aspects of conservatism-
liberalism have been touched upon in the spontaneous remarks of these two
subjects. It will be the task of research not only to determine whether the
features expressed here—conservative values, pro-business attitudes, and the
like—commonly go together, but to inquire what other opinions, attitudes,
and values might belong to an over-all conservative or liberal pattern. What,
in other words, is the composition of conservative (or liberal) politico-
economic ideology? Is there a coherent pattern that is broad enough to
include what Mack and Larry have in common and at the same time to
permit a delineation of such differences as exist between them? And which
is more important for the problem of potential fascism, conservatism in
general, or the special kind of conservatism seen in Mack but not in Larry?

It could well be argued that Mack’s position is not conservative at all but
rather pseudoconservative. Although, as noted above, he professes belief in
the tenets of traditional conservatism, it is clear that he considers it “time
for a change,” and there is a strong implication that the kind of change he
desires is one which would abolish the very institutions with which he appears
to identify himself. It has frequently been remarked that should fascism
become a powerful force in this country, it would parade under the banners
of traditional American democracy. Thus, the slogan “rugged individual-
ism” which apparently expresses the liberal concept of free competition
among independent and daring entrepreneurs, actually refers more often to
the uncontrolled and arbitrary politics of the strongest powers in business—
those huge combines which as a matter of historical necessity have lowered
the number of independent entrepreneurs. It is clear that an investigation
of antidemocratic trends must take this phenomenon into account. Is it pos-
sible to define pseudoconservatism in objective terms, to diagnose it in the
individual and to estimate its strength within a population? Is it true that
pseudoconservatism is generally to be found, as in the case of Mack, asso-
ciated with ethnocentrism and other antidemocratic trends?

On any ordinary scale for measuring conservatism, the pseudoconserva-
tive would probably obtain a high score; he would agree with the usual
statements of conservative opinions, attitudes, and values. How to frame
scale items that will reflect the conservative facade and at the same time
‘induce the subject to reveal his underlying readiness for radical change is a
particularly challenging technical problem. We are confronted here with
a clear instance of those different levels of expression which were discussed
earlier. The only recourse, it would appear, is to employ clinical techniques
that go more or less directly to the deeper tendencies, and give sufficient
understanding of them, so that it becomes possible to formulate scale items
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which permit the indirect expression, on the surface, of these deeper ten-
dencies.

The Politico-Economic Conservatism (PEC) scale described in Chapter
V is designed to give an estimate of the individual’s general readiness to
express conservative ideology and at the same time to distinguish the pseudo-
conservative from the others. For a fuller description of the different pat-
terns of conservative ideology, however, other scales and other techniques
have in addition to be relied upon. With this approach it becomes possible
to investigate the relations of pseudoconservatism to “genuine conservatism”
—if, indeed, the distinction can be maintained. The question may be raised
as to whether there is any deeply ingrained conservatism, within the indi-
vidual, that does not derive its energy in large part from the personal need
to curb one’s own rebellious tendencies.

In any case, it is clear that Mack’s political ideology is different from
Larry’s. The differences stand out with particular clarity when Mack’s dis-
cussion of politics is considered in relation to what he has to say about Jews
and other ethnic groups. Just as his anti-Semitism could not be understood
or evaluated until his ideas about other groups had been examined, so did his
politics come into focus when seen against the background of his ethno-
centrism. It seems particularly significant that he talks about the New Deal,
the Civil Service, and the OWI in the same way that he talks about Jews.
This seems strongly to suggest that we are faced here not with a particular
set of political convictions and a particular set of opinions about a specific
ethnic group but with a way of thinking about groups and group relations
generally. Is the manner of this thinking—in rigid categories of unalterable
blacks and whites—usually to be found in people who are prejudiced against
minority groups? Is there any group, save those with which the subject is
identified, that is safe from the kind of total rejection and potential hostility
that is found here? Is there a general relationship between the manner of
thinking and the content of thinking about groups and group relations? In
Mack the stereotyped thinking is accompanied by imagery of power versus
weakness, moral purity versus moral lowness, and hierarchical organization.
Are these trends commonly associated in the general population? If so, is
the relationship a dynamic one, and what might be its nature?

It would appear that the more a person’s thinking is dominated by such
general tendencies as those found in Mack, the less will his attitude toward a
particular group depend upon any objective characteristics of that group,
or upon any real experience in which members of that group were involved.
It is this observation that draws attention to the importance of personality
as a determinant of ideology. And if personality has this crucial role in the
broad areas of attitude and opinion that have been considered, might we
not expect it to influence a subject’s thinking in 4/ areas that are important
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to him? It would be impossible to know what Mack thinks about everything,
but we may examine his ideas about religion, income, and vocation and see
if something approaching a total view emerges.

4. RELIGION

The interviewer, in questioning Mack about religion, took into considera-
tion the following statement which he had made on his questionnaire. In
response to the question, “How important, in your opinion, are religion
and the church?” Mack wrote, “Especially important for people who need
sustenance or who are highly erratic. I have had to rely too much on my
own ability for the necessities of life to devote a great deal of time to the
spiritual.” Larry, for his part, wrote, “Very important as the center of moral
teachings.”

The question may be raised at once whether rejection of religion is usually
associated with an antidemocratic outlook as is the case with Mack, while
acceptance of religion, as in Larry, usually goes with relative freedom from
prejudice. There would appear to be some reason to expect that the general
trend would be the other way around, that freedom from religious dogmas
would go with political “liberalism” and hence with freedom from prejudice,
while acceptance of religion would go with conservatism and authoritarian-
ism and, hence, probably with ethnocentrism. In all likelihood the problem
is not so simple. It may be that the mere acceptance or rejection of religion
is not so important as how the individual accepts or rejects it, that is to say,
the pattern of his ideas about religion. This is a matter upon which the
interviews ought to throw some light.

It may be noted in the interviews of Mack and Larry that both men were
subjected to a rather usual type of conventional pressure, that in both cases
the application of this pressure was mainly a maternal function, and that in
the background of both cases there is a mixture of Methodist and Catholic
influences. Mack makes more of a distinction between father and mother
roles than does Larry, and it seems important to Mack that his father was
good without going to church. In the mind of the latter subject, church
and mother seem to be rather closely identified and to stand for that which
weak or dependent people turn to when they need sustenance. But it may be
asked whether, in turning away from the church, Mack has not had to sub-
stitute something else in its stead; and that is authority, as represented first
by the father and later by a “God who is strictly a man.” It can be supposed
that the kind of religious feeling which this “great man” arouses in the
subject is like that he experienced when he sat next to General Marshall
and heard him talk. Similar deference toward sufficiently high authority
can be noted in Mack’s respect for the sayings of Christ, which are con-
trasted with the “not first hand” words of the apostles.

But Mack’s respect for authority comes into conflict with his explicit
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value of independence. How to reconcile the two is the problem with which
his religious ideology is mainly concerned. Apparently he can get some
feeling of independence by asserting that he is stubborn and hard-headed,
and by rejecting people who “need sustenance.” And if the authority is suf-
ficiently powerful, it becomes possible to submit without losing altogether
the sense of independence. If dependence and passivity are to be accepted,
it must be in circumstances that are beyond his control, e.g., when he is sick.

It is strongly suggested that as much as Mack would like to be inde-
pendent he would also like to be dependent. He does admit to liking the
music and singing in church; he seems to make a point of telling us how
much sickness he has had, and when he emphasizes that he has had to rely
upon himself since an early age, we may detect not only a note of pride but
a note of self-pity. An underlying need for dependence (passivity, sym-
pathy, comfort), in conflict with the desire to maintain masculine pride and
self-respect, could give rise to an exaggerated value for independence; and
it could at the same time receive a measure of gratification, in a somewhat
disguised form, through submission to a powerful authority. This would
seem to be a fairly clear instance in which a deeper-level need operates to
affect manifest strivings, openly expressed values, and ideas about God and
man.

Since Mack does not belong to any organized religious sect, he does not
speak of his group versus various religious outgroups. It is to be noted, how-
ever, that he seems to regard all religious people as constituting an outgroup,
ascribing to them some of the same features—weakness, dependence—which
he sees in Jews and in the New Deal.

Larry, for his part, regards religion as a valued part of everyday living
rather than something that is called for in a particular situation. For him it
has the general function of promoting high ethical standards, good living,
and progress rather than the limited function of offering relief in times of
acute distress. Moreover, in contrast with Mack, who identifies morals with
“the man,” Larry conceives that the moral values of religion reside in the
church as an institution. A further contrast between the two men lies in the
fact that Larry accepts religion in general yet is able to criticize it, while Mack
generally rejects it without offering specific criticisms. In criticizing the
content of religion on intellectual grounds, Larry shows that he will not be
likely to use it for reactionary aims. Mack exhibits his characteristic all-or-
nothing approach to ideological matters, and without any analysis of content
concentrates on people—Christ, the apostles, God the man—who are to be
totally accepted or totally rejected.

Regardless of whether or not the general acceptance or the general rejec-
tion of religion should be found in a larger population to be associated with
antidemocratic trends, it will be necessary to inquire whether the distin-
guishing features in the thought of Mack and Larry are generally significant.
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No attempt was made in the present research to measure any variables in the
area of religious ideology (although, as noted above, subjects did state in
their questionnaires how important they considered religion and the
Church); instead, effort was directed to the discovery of patterns of religious
thought in the interview discussions of the subjects. How common in our
society are the patterns found in Mack and Larry? Do these patterns gener-
ally bear the same kinds of relations to thought in other areas as they do in
these two cases? What other patterns of religious thought may be discovered
and what is their significance for democracy or its opposite? Do the differ-
ent religious sects represent systems of belief that are related to prejudice?
Do “racial” and “religious prejudice” go together and have the same sig-
nificances, as has been so frequently supposed?

In the case of Mack, a deep-lying personality need, dependence, comes into
prominence when religion is under discussion. Is it possible to demonstrate
dynamic relationships between such needs and ideological systems? In other
areas as well as in the area of religion? Also in the case of Mack, there
appears to be a close connection between religious ideology and the pattern
of family relations. Is this generally the case? It may be that the pattern of
family relations is an important determinant not only of religious thought
but of ideology in general.

5. VOCATION AND INCOME

The previous discussion has shown that Mack tends to think of the struc-
ture of any group as a hierarchy of power. It is not surprising therefore to
find that he thinks of our total society as being organized along the same
lines. In government he sees increasing centralization and regimentation,
1.e., more and more control vested in fewer and fewer people, and in eco-
nomics, important developments will continue to be in the hands of the big
capitalists. However much objective truth there may be in this view, the
significant point is that Mack considers the state of affairs he describes as,
_if not desirable, inevitable. Given this kind of social organization, then the
thing to do is to “go up,” “to open doors,” to be “on the inside,” and this
is the main trend in his vocation-income ideology. He wants to belong to
or be “in with” the ruling group. It is not so much that he himself wants to
dominate, but rather that he wants to serve powerful interests and so partici-
pate in their power. It was seen in his discussion of politics that the power
attributes of the ingroup and of the outgroup were, in his mind, the same;
it is not too much to hypothesize now that the reason he accuses the Jews,
the Civil Service, the OWI, the New Deal of wishing to establish a closely
cohesive and selfishly exploitive ingroup is that he wishes to do the same
thing himself. It is necessary to add, of course, that he cannot fully justify
to himself such an antidemocratic wish and so, under its sway but unable
to admit it, he sees it as existing not in himself but in the world around him.
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Larry, it appears, is also identified with business and would like to go up

in the world, but there the similarity between the two subjects ends. Whereas
for Larry, going up means improving his lot in the ordinary sociological
sense, for Mack it means changing his status in a hierarchy; in other words,
Larry thinks of climbing primarily in its individual sense, while Mack thinks
of it more in its class sense. Larry does not seem to mind competing, once
he has been given support at the start, while Mack would get there by sub-
mitting to those who are going to win. Larry is frankly interested in money
and a lot of it while Mack is moralistically temperate in this regard; Larry
wants pleasure, Mack seems more interested in power; Larry feels that the
main object of work and efficiency is that one might the sooner take a vaca-
tion and enjoy life; Mack appears to regard these things as ends in them-
selves. In general, both subjects express ideas that are closely in accord with
their political ideologies.
. Another difference between the two men, which may be of considerable
importance, lies in Larry’s greater awareness of his motivation: he is entirely
open about his desire for money and pleasure, his willingness to accept sup-
port, his susceptibility to influence by his family, his interest in social prestige.
There is little reason to doubt that these motives are just as strong, if not
considerably stronger, in Mack, but it is plain that he does not fully accept
them as parts of his self. It might be inquired whether this tendency to
keep important personality needs out of consciousness, to allow them to
remain ego-alien, is not a regular feature of the potential fascist.

In the present area of vocation-income, perhaps more than in any of the
others, the subjects’ discussion of what they believe is closely bound up with
discussion of what, more or less explicitly, they want. Personality needs, in
other words, have a central place in the whole picture. To climb socially,
to be independent, to have pleasure and security, to attain a sense of power
by submitting to those who have it—these are personality needs. The moral-
istic depreciation of money, the oversolicitous but unrealistic attitude toward
poor people—these may be regarded as defense mechanisms, devices whereby
needs which conflict with the stronger need to maintain self-respect are
held in check. It is plain that with respect to a number of these variables
Mack and Larry are widely different; and it was one of the main hypotheses
of the present research that there are numerous such variables with respect
to which prejudiced and unprejudiced individuals differ generally and which
in individuals at either extreme go together to form a psychologically mean-
ingful pattern. In proceeding to test this hypothesis the interview protocols
of numerous ethnocentric and anti-ethnocentric subjects—as well as other
sources—were combed for just such distinguishing features, and these were
then put into the form of questionnaire scale-items for testing with groups
of subjects. A liking for “nice equipment,” a fondness for hunting and
fishing, a preference for living in a small town—numerous such small but



5 6 THE AUTHORITARIAN PERSONALITY

suggestive items were given consideration. On the assumption that potential
antidemocracy at the personality level is a general trend with respect to
which individuals differ quantitatively, a scale for the measurement of this
trend was constructed in the manner of those described above. This supplied
the means for demonstrating on a mass basis some of the relationships which
appear to exist in the two individuals under discussion.

Even if factors of personality did not come explicitly to the fore at par-
ticular points in the interviews with these two men, the conception of
personality would be forced upon us by observation of the consistency with
which the same ideas and the same modes of thought recur as the discussion
turns from one ideological area to another. Since no such consistency could
conceivably exist as a matter of sociological fact, we are bound to conceive
of central tendencies in the person which express themselves in various
areas. The concept of a dynamic factor of personality is made to order for
explaining the common trend in diverse surface manifestations. For ex-
ample, a need for power in the personality is ready to express itself in any
area of social relations. It may be suggested, in this connection, that where
social psychologists have not so far given a great deal of attention to person-
ality it is because they have not studied total ideology. Specific social atti-
tudes if adequately measured will undoubtedly be found to correlate with
a variety of external and contemporary factors, and if one studies only spe-
cific attitudes he may easily be led to the belief that this is all there is to it.
Consistent trends in the person can only be revealed by subjecting him to a
variety of stimuli, or placing him in a2 number of different situations, or
questioning him on a wide array of topics; but if this is done, then, according
to the present hypothesis, consistent trends, i.e., personality, will always be
revealed.

The varied stimuli to which subjects of the present study were subjected
were not limited to questions of attitude, opinion, and value; there were the
clinical techniques designed especially for bringing the factors of personal-
ity to light. The aim was to go as far as possible toward demonstrating the
covariation of personality factors and the ideological trends discussed above,
toward discovering as many as possible of the features which distinguished
the potentially antidemocratic individual. Given a relationship between a
personality variable and an ideological trend, it was usually assumed that
the causal sequence was from the former to the latter—on the grounds that
the formation of personality was genetically earlier, the most important
structures going back to childhood. This led to an attempt to learn some-
thing about the determination of the potential fascist in childhood, through
investigation of the early social environment. But this is a subject which can-
not be considered until much later; not until the several areas of ideology
have been analyzed in detail.



CHAPTERIII

THE STUDY OF ANTI-SEMITIC IDEOLOGY

Daniel J. Levinson

A. INTRODUCTION

One of the most clearly antidemocratic forms of social ideology is preju-
dice, and within this context anti-Semitism provides a fruitful starting point
for a social psychological study. As a social movement, organized anti-
Semitism presents a major threat to democracy: it is one of the most powerful
psychological vehicles for antidemocratic political movements and it pro-
vides, for reasons which are largely politico-economic and beyond the scope
of this discussion, perhaps the most effective spearhead for a frontal attack
on our entire social structure.

From a psychological viewpoint as well, anti-Semitism is particularly
important and revealing. Much that psychologically oriented writers have
already said about anti-Semitism and about fascism suggests that the deeper
psychological sources of these ideologies are very similar. The irrational
quality in anti-Semitism stands out even in casual everyday discussions. The
fact that people make general statements about “the Jew,” when the Jews
are actually so heterogeneous—belong to every socioeconomic class and
represent every degree of assimilation—is vivid evidence of this irrationality.
This striking contrast between the Jews’ actual complexity and their sup-
posed homogencity has suggested the hypothesis that what people say against
Jews depends more upon their own psychology than upon the actual charac-
teristics of Jews. For example, when the belief that Jews possess financial
power out of all proportion to their numbers persists in the face of over-
whelming evidence to the contrary, one is led to suspect not only that the
individual holding this belief has an unusual preoccupation with power but
also that he might himself wish to assume the kind of power which he sup-
poses Jews to have. It is clear that research into the emotional sources of
ideology is required for the understanding of such phenomena as these.

These considerations, which suggest the advantage of making anti-
Semitism a point of departure for research, were also some of the hypotheses
that guided the research as a whole. The study of anti-Semitism may well
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be, then, the first step in a search for antidemocratic trends in ideology, in
personality, and in social movements.

Anti-Semitism is conceived here as an ideology, that is, as a relatively
organized, relatively stable system of opinions, values, and attitudes concern-
ing Jews and Jewish-Gentile relations. More specifically, it involves negative
opinions regarding Jews (that they are unscrupulous, clannish, power-
seeking, and so on); hostile attitudes toward them (that they should be ex-
cluded, restricted, kept subordinate to Gentiles, and so on); and moral values
which permeate the opinions and justify the attitudes.

Numerous questions concerning the structure and content of anti-
Semitism were raised in Chapter II. These and other questions guided the
construction of an opinion-attitude scale for the measurement of anti-
Semitic ideology. The source material for the scale included: the writings
of virulent anti-Semites; technical, literary, and reportorial writings on anti-
Semitism and fascism; and, most important, everyday American anti-Semitism
as revealed in parlor discussion, in the discriminatory practices of many
businesses and institutions, and in the literature of various organizations
which are trying, with small success, to counter numerous anti-Semitic
accusations by means of rational argument.

This scale, like the others used in the present research, had several func-
tions. It yielded a quantitative measure which could be correlated with
measures of other, theoretically related, variables. It provided a basis for the
selection of criterion groups of extreme high and low scorers, who could
then be subjected to intensive clinical study. It permitted, as part of a larger
* questionnaire, a relatively detailed, quantifiable study of large groups of
subjects. Finally, it was constructed in such a way that statistical analysis of
its properties might reveal much of the structure, scope, and content of anti-
Semitic ideology.

B. CONSTRUCTION OF THE ANTI-SEMITISM (A-S) SCALE

An opinion-attitude scale is a series of statements dealing with a given
topic, in this case anti-Semitic ideology. The subject is asked to respond to
cach item by agreeing or disagreeing. His responses are converted into scores
in such a way that a high score indicates a great amount of what is being
measured—for this scale, anti-Semitism—a low score the opposite. The scor-
ing procedure is discussed below (Section C).

The Likert method of scaling (73, 84) was used. It is easier to apply and
requires fewer items than the Thurstone method (118), but yields equally
high reliabilities and generally comparable results (22, 84). It was desired to
avoid the assumptions and difficulties in the use of judges which the latter
method entails. Also, since it was anticipated that in further stages of the
research the items might be modified in wording, it was highly desirable to
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avoid the repeated use of judges. A measure of intensity of opinion and
attitudes is obtained, in the Likert method, by having the subject indicate
the degree of his agreement or disagreement with each item; this makes
possible a more adequate determination of subtle group and individual dif-
ferences, and facilitates the qualitative analysis of individual response pat-
terns. This method also permits the covering of a wider area of opinions and
attitudes. Finally, the Likert technique of item analysis (see below) was
particularly suited to the general theoretical approach of this research.

1. GENERAL RULES IN ITEM FORMULATION

The procedure used for selecting and formulating items, in contrast to 2
frequent practice, did not involve the testing of several hundred items as a
basis for selection of a final short scale. Rather, fifty-two items were formu-
lated and all of these were used throughout the statistical analysis of the
preliminary form of the scale. (To anticipate a result presented below, only
a few items were statistically inadequate, and this inadequacy is interesting
in its own right.) In successive stages of the research there were, however,
no qualms about modifying, deleting, or adding items.

The present scale differs from most opinion-attitude scales in that it con-
tains only negative items, that is, they all state the anti-Semitic position
regarding the issue in question. The reasons for the use of negative items
only and an answer to some possible criticisms, presented in detail in a previ-
ous publication (71), may be summarized here. One advantage of negative
items is that they tend to be more discriminating. Also, negative items can
be so phrased that they express subtle hostility without seeming to offend
the democratic values which most prejudiced people feel they must main-
tain. Since the scale attempts to measure receptivity to anti-Semitic ideology,
it scemed reasonable to use only anti-Semitic statements in the scale. The
main argument against the present procedure is that it might produce a “set”
or mechanical tendency consistently to agree or to disagree. This argument
is answered on the ground that (a) most individuals show variability of
response, as indicated by item intercorrelations averaging .3—.4; (b) there is
a tendency to vary in order to avoid an extreme position; (c) very similar
results have been obtained in later stages of the present research when an
all-negative scale is inserted randomly into a longer series containing positive
items; and, most important, (d) since the “set” argument implies that high
scorers are not necessarily anti-Semitic nor lows anti-anti-Semitic, the final
test is the validity of the scale, that is, the demonstration that high scorers are
significantly different from low scorers in a variety of meaningful charac-
teristics. The scale does, as will be shown later, have considerable validity. -

Since the A-S scale, like the others, was intended not only to provide a
quantitative measure of an ideology but also to aid in the qualitative descrip-
tion of that ideology (and of individual ideological patterns), its construc-
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tion followed certain general rules. These rules had to do with (a) the
formulation of 1nd1v1dual items, and (b) the division of the total scale into
subscales.

Since the scale should not, for practical reasons, include more than about
fifty items (preferably fewer in later forms), each item should be maximally
rich in ideas and there should be a minimum of duplication in wording or
essential content of items. While the items are therefore often more complex
than those of many other scales, this is not considered a fault. At the same
time, they should be clear and unambiguous in meaning, so that agreement
is ordinarily an expression of anti-Semitism, disagreement an expression of
its opposite. It is important to avoid “double-barreled” items, that is, items
with two parts such that a subject might agree with one part and disagree
with the other, and thus not know how to respond.

Extreme prejudice of a violent and openly antidemocratic sort does not
seem to be widespread in this country, especially in the middle class.! Since
the present scale is intended to measure everyday, “garden variety” anti-
Semitism, the items were formulated in such a way as to reflect the prevalent
forms in which anti-Seritism now appears.

Most prejudice as one finds it in business, housing, and general social inter-
action is pseudodemocratic rather than openly antidemocratic; this distinc-
tion plays an important role in the analysis of anti-Semitic ideology which
guided the construction of the scale and the formulation of items. An idea
may be considered openly antidemocratic when it refers to active hatred,
or to violence which has the direct aim of wiping out a minority group or
of putting it in a permanently subordinate position. A pseudodemocratic
idea, on the other hand, is one in which hostility toward a group is somewhat
tempered and disguised by means of a compromise with democratic ideals.
Pseudodemocratic statements about Jews are often introduced by qualifying
phrases which deny hostility or which attempt to demonstrate the demo-
cratic attitude of the speaker, e.g., “It’s not that I'm prejudiced, but. . . .”;
“Jews have their rights, but. . . .”

This pseudodemocratic facade is probably relatively untouched by most
of the current literature attacking prejudice as “race hatred,” “un-Ameri-
can,” “un-Christian intolerance,” and the like. There is no hatred in the
surface content of these attitudes and they have been squared with certain
democratic values in such a way that the individual holding them apparently
feels little if any sense of antidemocracy. And, of course, merely to label this
way of thinking as un-American will not change it, first, because labeling is
not enough, and second, because such thinking falls within one of the
- main streams of American social history and can be found to some extent in
most sections of American life. It is necessary, rather, to understand its

1 This is shown by various public opinion polls and reportorial studies although compre-
hensive and rigorously obtained data are lacking. It is also indicated by results from the
present study.
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external sources in American culture and tradition as well as the inner sources
which make certain individuals particularly receptive to these cultural
pressures.

It is probably an error to regard the pseudodemocratic compromise as a
mere surface disguise used deliberately and skillfully by prejudiced people
to camouflage their actual, conscious antidemocracy. The person whose
approach to social problems is pseudodemocratic is actually different now
from one whose approach is now openly antidemocratic. For various reasons
—perhaps because he has internalized democratic values, perhaps out of
conformity to present social standards—the pseudodemocrat does not now
accept ideas of overt violence and active suppression. The concern with
democratic values, and the resistance to antidemocratic ones, must be con-
sidered as psychologically and socially important facts in any attempt to
understand prejudice, American variety. Undoubtedly very many people
who are now pseadodemocratic are potentially antidemocratic, that is, are
capable in a social crisis of supporting or committing acts of violence against
minority groups. Nevertheless, it is important to understand the attempted
compromise with democratic values: because it may reveal a democratic
potential which might, if supported and strengthened, ultimately gain the
upper hand; because it colors the whole fabric of pseudodemocratic social
thinking; and, since this compromise reflects the prevalent forms of overt
discrimination in this country—quotas, segregation, exclusion, denial of op-
portunities—to understand the former may help to combat the latter.

If patterns of ideology are conceived as falling on a dimension ranging
from democratic to antidemocratic, then the pseudodemocratic ones prob-
ably stand somewhere between the center and the antidemocratic extreme.
This is, of course, not a simple dimension: there are diverse approaches
falling into each of these broad categories, and the dimension is not a simple
quantitative one like length or weight. A change of certain trends in an indi-
vidual may produce a qualitative reorganization and ideological change from
one extreme of this dimension to the other. The task is to understand the
total individual and, especially in the case of the pseudodemocrat, to gauge
the psychological potential for both democracy and open antidemocracy.

Most of the items of the A-S scale have been formulated as pseudodemo-
cratically as possible. This consideration was, in fact, one of the main reasons
for the use of negative items only. The following rules have been followed
in general: Each item should be made appealing and “easy to fall for” by
avoiding or soft-pedaling or morally justifying ideas of violence and obvious
antidemocracy. Much use is made of qualifying phrases such as “One trouble
with Jewish ...”; “There are a few exceptions, but . . .”; “It would be to the
best interests of all if . .. ,” in order to avoid a categorical, aggressive con-
demnation. Items are worded so that the person can add at the end: “but I am
not anti-Semitic.” Seeming tentativeness is introduced by qualifications such

as “it seems that,” “probably,” “in most cases.” Finally, an attempt is made to
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give each statement a familiar ring, to formulate it as it has been heard many
times in everyday discussions.

To the extent that the above rules have been followed, pseudodemocratic
subjects are likely to make scores on this scale as high, or nearly as high,
as those of the antidemocratic ones. It will be the task of later techniques,
both questionnaire-style and clinical, to provide further information con-
cerning the distinctions between these two groups of subjects.

2. MAJOR SUBDIVISIONS OR AREAS: THE SUBSCALES

The general rules of item formulation just described refer primarily to
the formal structure of items and can be applied to each item irrespective of
the content of the ideas expressed in it. The content of the items was largely
determined by the general conception of anti-Semitic ideology and the
specific hypotheses discussed above. Several subscales were formed in order
to insure systematic coverage of the various aspects conceived and in order
to test certain hypotheses. The subscales cannot be thought of as dealing with
components of anti-Semitism in any statistical sense; they are not based on
statistical treatment of prior results, nor was any intensive correlational
analysis of the present items made. The subscales are, rather, convenient ways
of conceiving and grouping items.

The anti-Semitism scale contains five subscales dealing respectively with

imagery (opinions) of Jews as personally offensive and as socially threaten-
ing; with attitudes concerning what should be done to or against Jews; and
with the opposing views that Jews are too seclusive or too intrusive (as-
similative). These subscales are probably not entirely independent either
in a statistical sense or with respect to the actual content of the items; indeed,
there is some question as to whether certain items may not equally well have
been placed in a different subscale than the one to which they were assigned.
Nevertheless, each subscale as a whole seems to deal with a fairly definite
and definable phase of anti-Semitism. The subscales will now be discussed
in order.
a. SuBscALE “OFFENSIVE” (So). This subscale is presented in Table
1(Il). (The items are numbered as they appeared in the total scale, which
was given in two parts, I and II, with twenty-six items in each part; thus, I-4 is
Item 4, part I.) The items describe various “Jewish traits” which are offensive,
unpleasant, and disturbing. Stereotypy is implicit in items ascribing faults
to “ Jews”—implicitly, “all” or “most” Jews—without recognition of individual
differences. It is explicit in item I-13, which specifically states that “Jews are
pretty much alike” and which indicates an image of “the Jews” as a stereo-
typed model of the entire group.

What are the characteristics of this stereotyped image? If the other items
offer an adequate description, “the Jew” is extravagant, sensual, conceited,
and overaggressive; but he is also “smelly,” shabby, and unconcerned with
his personal appearance. Jews are accused of being excessively Jewish, so to
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TABLE 1 (III)

ANTI-SEMITISM SUBSCALE “OFFENSIVE”

I-1. Jews seem to prefer the most luxurious, extravagant, and sensual way of
living.

I4. A mgjor fault of the Jews is their conceit, overbearing pride, and their idea
that they are a chosen race.

I-7. No matter how Americanized a Jew may seem to be, there is always some-
thing basically Jewish underneath, a loyalty to Jewry and a manner that is
never totally changed.

I-10. Districts containing many Jews always seem to be smelly, dirty, shabby, and
unattractive.
I-13. There are a few exceptions, but in general Jews are pretty much alike.
I-16. The Jews shoud not pry so much into Christian activities and organizations
nor seek so much recognition and prestige from Christians.
II-1. ‘The Jews should make sincere efforts to rid themselves of their conspicuous
and irritating faults if they really want to stop being persecuted.
II-4. There is something different and strange about Jews; one never knows what
they are thinking or planning, nor what makes them tick.
II-7. The trouble with letting Jews into a nice neighborhood is that they gradu-
ally give it a typical Jewish atmosphere.
II-10. I can hardly imagine myself marrying a Jew.
II-13. One general fault of Jews is their overaggressiveness, a strong tendency
always to display their Jewish looks, manners, and breeding.
II-16. Jews should be more concerned with their personal appearance, and not be
so dirty and smelly and unkempt.

speak, but their attempts to assimilate into “Christian” activities are re-
garded as prying. Jewish faults are considered the main cause of anti-
Semitism (Item II-1), which would be eliminated if the Jews made sincere
efforts to improve. However, there is some doubt that Jews can ever quite
manage to be fully Americanized (Item I-7). Item II-10, “I can hardly
imagine myself marrying a Jew,” is included here because it seems to refer
more to an unpleasant image than to a clear-cut, hostile attitude. It represents
a pseudodemocratic equivalent to Item I-15 in the “Attitude” subscale (see
below). Are people consistent in their general agreement (or disagreement)
with these items? This will be seen in the results presented below.
b. Susscare “THREATENING® (Sp). These items, presented in Table
2 (IIT), describe the Jews as a dangerous, dominating, corrupting social group.
They are asserted to have great power economically and politically, and to
be unscrupulous and conniving in their dealings with Gentiles. They do not
like hard work (Item II-11) but at the same time they lower the general
standard of living by doing menial work and by living under low standards
(Item I-14). In addition to being simultaneously rich and poor, powerful
and parasitic, they are also at once capitalists and revolutionaries. In their
lack of patriotism they are a threat to the nation, and in general they are a
threat to civilization.

Apart from the enormous complexity of “the Jew” so described, there is
something fantastic in the idea that a group so small numerically can be so
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TABLE 2 (IIl)

ANTI-SEMITISM SUBSCALE ““THREATENING”

I-2. The Jews must be considered a bad influence on Christian culture and civili-
zation.
I-5. One trouble with Jewish businessmen is that they stick together and con-
nive, so that a Gentile doesn’t have a fair chance in competition.
I-8. Jewish power and control in money matters is far out of proportion to the
number of Jews in the total population.
I-11. There are too many Jews in the various federal agencies and bureaus in
Washington, and they have too much control over our national policies.
I-14. Jews tend to lower the general standard of living by their willingness to do
the most menial work and to live under standards that are far below average.
II-2. War shows up the fact that the Jews are not patriotic or willing to make
sacrifices for their country.
II-5. Jews may have moral standards that they apply in their dealings with each
other, but with Christians they are unscrupulous, ruthless, and undependable.
1I-8. The Jew’s first loyalty is to Jewry rather than to his country.
II-11.  Jewsseem to have an aversion to plain hard work; they tend to be a parasitic
element in society by finding easy, nonproductive jobs.
II-14. There seems to be some revolutionary streak in the Jewish make-up as shown
by the fact that there are so many Jewish Communists and agitators.

powerful and so basic a social threat. This imagery in extreme cases seems to
be an ideological expression of underlying paranoid trends; in Mein Kampf,
for example, the Jews are regarded not only as “base and inferior” but also
as having “germicidal potency” and “devilish cunning.” However, most
American anti-Semites are undoubtedly not psychotic or paranoid in the
usual psychiatric sense. The personality trends related to this kind of imagery
in Americans will be dealt with in later chapters.

c. Susscare “ArriTupes” (Si). All the attitudes contained in this sub-
scale (see Table 3(III)) are regarded as negative or hostile to the Jews
as a group, and this hypothesis is generally borne out by the statistical re-
sults. These attitudes were intended to represent varying degrees of dis-
crimination ranging from simple avoidance to suppression and attack, with
intermediate actions of exclusion, quotas (partial exclusion), and segregation.
In order to cover many forms of discrimination, a list of the major social
areas in which it occurs was used in the formulation of items. These areas are:
employment, residence (neighborhoods, apartment houses, hotels), educa-
tion and professions, marriage, social organizations, politics, the nation. Item
II-21 is a good example of pseudodemocracy: it assumes that the Jews are
actually a threat (imagery: powerful, offensive, etc.) and suggests that the
Jews solve “their own problem”—implicitly, that if they do not limit them-
selves voluntarily, the Gentiles may be forced to more drastic action. A per-
son can agree to this, and many have, in the name of tolerance and democracy.
It is, nevertheless, essentially an anti-Semitic idea: first, because as a matter
of fact, it correlates well with the scale as a whole, and second, because it is
based on hostile imagery, suppressive attitudes, and the assumption that anti-
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TABLE 3 (IIT)
ANTI-SEMITISM SUBSCALE “ATTITUDES’’

I-3. In order to maintain a nice residential neighborhood it is best to prevent
Jews from living in it.

I-6. Colleges should adopt a quota system by which they limit the number of
Jews in fields which have too many Jews now.

I-9. A step toward solving the Jewish problem would be to prevent Jews from
getting into superior, profitable positions in society, for a while at least.

I-12. The Jewish problem is so general and deep that one often doubts that demo-
cratic methods can ever solve it.

I-15. It is wrong for Jews and Gentiles to intermarry.

I-18. It is best that Jews should have their own fraternities and sororities, since
they have their own particular interests and activities which they can best
engage in together, just as Christians get along best in all-Christian fraterni-
ties.

I-21. It is sometimes all right to ban Jews from certain apartment houses.

I-24. Anyone who employs many people should be careful not to hire a large per-
centage of Jews.

II-3. It would hurt the business of a large concern if it had too many Jewish em-

loyees.

11-6. %‘hz best way to eliminate the Communist menace in this country is to con-
trol the Jewish element which guides it.

II-g. In order to handle the Jewish problem, Gentiles must meet fire with fire and
use the same ruthless tactics with the Jews that the Jews use with the Gen-
tiles.

II-12. It is not wise for a Christian to be seen too much with Jews, as he might be
taken for a Jew, or be looked down upon by his Christian friends.

II-15. One of the first steps to be taken in cleaning up the movies and generally
improving the situation in Hollywood is to put an end to Jewish domination
there.

I1-18. Most hotels should deny admittance to Jews, as a general rule.

II-21. Jewish leaders should encourage Jews to be more inconspicuous, to keep
out of professions and activities already overcrowded with Jews, and to
keep out of the public notice.

II-24. Tt would be to the best interests of all if the Jews would form their own na-
tion and keep more to themselves.

Semitism is merely a rational reaction of Gentiles to the intrinsic badness of
Jews. '

d and e. SusscaLes “Secrusive” (Sg) axp “Intrusive” (S;). It is often
stated that the cause of anti-Semitism lies in the fact that “Jews are different,”
and it has often been suggested that assimilation is the only solution to “the
Jewish problem.” Indeed, many Jews have taken the same point of view,
attempting in every way possible to take over the prevalent culture of their
local American community, and becoming anxious over all signs of “foreign
Jewishness” in their family and friends. This is not the place to discuss the
problem of the adjustment of Jews and other minorities to American cul-
ture. 'The question raised here concerns instead the psychology of anti-
Semites: Is Jewish assimilation what they really want? If Jews behaved in a
thoroughly conforming manner, would this satisfy the anti-Semites? One
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indication that these questions will receive negative answers lies in the fact
that highly assimilated Jews usually meet the same sort of discrimination
that others do. Another sign in the same direction is the stereotypy so com-
mon in anti-Semitism. To the extent that a person is reacting to his self-
created label or image of “the Jew” rather than to the particular Jewish
individual with whom he is dealing, it matters but little what the Jew in
question is like. The sign “no Jews wanted” is entirely insensitive to the
virtues or faults of the specific individual applying for a job.

TABLE 4 (III)
ANTI-SEMITISM SUBSCALES “SECLUSIVE vs, INTRUsIVE”
A. “Seclusive”

I-5. One trouble with Jewish businessmen is that they stick together and con-
nive, so that a Gentile doesn’t have a fair chance in competition.

I-17. Much resentment against Jews stems from their tending to keep apart and
to exclude Gentiles from Jewish social life.

I-z0. The Jews should give up their un-Christian religion with all its strange cus-
toms (kosher diet, special holidays, etc.) and participate actively and sin-
cerely in the Christian religion.

I-23. Jews tend to remain a foreign element in American society, to preserve
their old social standards and to resist the American way of life.

1I-13. One general fault of Jews is their overaggressiveness, a strong tendency
always to display their Jewish looks, manners, and breeding.

II-17. The Jewish districts in most cities are results of the clannishness and stick-
togetherness of Jews.

1I-20. Jewish millionaires may do a certain amount to help their own people, but
little of their money goes into worthwhile American causes.

1I-23. The Jews keep too much to themselves, instead of taking the proper inter-
est in community problems and good government.

B. “Intrusive”

I-r1. There are too many Jews in the various federal agencies and bureaus in
Washington, and they have too much control over our national policies.

I-16. The Jews should not pry so much into Christian activities and organiza-
tions nor seek so much recognition and prestige from Christians.

I-19. One thing that has hindered the Jews in establishing their own nation
is the fact that they really have no culture of their own,; instead, they tend
to copy the things that are important to the native citizens of whatever
country they are in.

I-25. Jews go too far in hiding their Jewishness, especially such extremes as
changing their names, straightening noses, and imitating Christian manners
and customs.

1I-3. It would hurt the business of a large concern if it had too many Jewish
employees.

11-7. The trouble with letting Jews into a nice neighborhood is that they grad-
ually give it a typical Jewish atmosphere.

II-19. The true Christian can never forgive the Jews for their crucifixion of
Christ.

H-25. When Jews create large funds for educational or scientific research .
(Rosenwald, Heller, etc.), it is mainly due to a desire for fame and public
notice rather than a really sincere scientific interest.
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In an attempt to quantify attitudes regarding assimilation, two subscales
representing opposing sides on this issue were included in the A-S scale
(Table 4(III)). Subscale “Seclusive” (Sg) takes the stand that Jews are too
foreign and unassimilated; it accuses them of being clannish, of keeping apart,
and of not being sufficiently concerned with other groups and other ways.
The implication of these items is that Jews ought to assimilate more, that
they could solve the problem of anti-Semitism themselves by entering more
actively into American life and by conforming more closely with American
conventions and standards. (Two of these items were also included in other
subscales, Item I-5 being also in Sy, and II-13 in So).

Subscale “Intrusive” (S;), on the other hand, accuses the Jews of over-
assimilation and overparticipation. When Jews seem to be conforming in
social behavior they are actually just “imitating” and “hiding their Jewish-
ness” (Item I—25). Their attempts to join organizations are based on prestige-
seeking and the desire to pry (Item I-16). Their admission into the govern-
ment or into neighborhoods only leads to attempts by them at control and
domination of non-Jews (Items I-11, II-7). Their seeming philanthropy is
based on selfish motives (Item II-25). And finally, they lack a culture of
their own and must therefore copy or “sponge on” the culture of the
country in which they live (Item I-19). The implication of these items, in
direct contrast to those in the “Seclusive” subscale, is that Jews ought to keep
more to themselves and to develop a culture, preferably even a nation, of
their own. (Four of these items were also included in other subscales, Item
I-11 being also in Sy, I-16 and II-7 in S, and II-3 in Sa)

f. “Neutrar” Items Not v A Susscare (TasLe 5(III)). Four items in
the A-S scale were not included in any of the five subscales. This illustrates

TABLE 5 (IIT)

“NeuTrAL” ITEMS IN THE ANTI-SEMITISM SCALE

I-22. One big trouble with Jews is that they are never contented, but always
try for the best jobs and the most money.

I-26. There is little doubt that Jewish pressure is largely responsible for the
U. S. getting into the war with Germany.

II-22. There is little hope of correcting the racial defects of the Jews, since these
defects are simply in their blood.

II-26. On the whole, the Jews have probably contributed less to American
life than any other group.

the fact that the subscales represent “components” of anti-Semitism only in
a general prestatistical sense. A correlational analysis of the scale would very
probably indicate components containing these four items, since they deal
with significant aspects of anti-Semitic ideology and since they correlate well
with the total scale.

Item II—22 is worth noting in particular; it takes a hereditarian-racist stand
concerning the “defects” of the Jews and, like all hereditarian approaches,
is pessimistic regarding improvement of group relations along democratic
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lines. To the person who feels that Jews have special and basic faults which
cannot be changed, all talk about ending discrimination, about improving
Jewish-Gentile relations, and about “what Jews can do to help themselves”
is meaningless and irrelevant. The fact that many people who take this
“Jewish immutability” viewpoint also tend to tell the Jews how they must
change is another sign of the illogicality of anti-Semitism. This idea of the
insolubility of the problem is also expressed in Items I-7 and I-12.

3. THE TOTAL ANTI-SEMITISM (A-S) SCALE

The total anti-Semitism scale consists of fifty-two items and comprises all
the items in the five subscales as well as the four neutral items discussed above.
Both parts of the scale are present in Table 6(IIT), with instructions to sub-
jects, just as it was administered.

TABLE ¢ (1II)
Tre ToTAL ANTI-SEMITISM SCALE
Public Opinion Questionnaire A

This is an investigation of general public opinion concerning Jewish people.
The following are statements with which some people agree and others disagree.
Please mark each one in the left margin, according to the amount of your agree-
ment or disagreement, by using the following scale:
+1: slight support, agreement —1: slight opposition, disagreement
+2: moderate support, —2: moderate opposition, ¢
+3: strong support, “ —3: strong opposition,

1. Jews seem to prefer the most luxurious, extravagant, and sensual way
of living.

The Jews must be considered a bad influence on Christian culture and

civilization.

— 3. In order to maintain a nice residential neighborhood it is best to pre-
vent Jews from living in it. ~

4. A major fault of the Jews is their conceit, overbearing pride, and their
idea that they are a chosen race.

5. One trouble with Jewish businessmen is that they stick together and
connive, so that a Gentile doesn’t have a fair chance in competition.

___ 6. Colleges should adopt a quota system by which they limit the number
of Jews in fields which have too many Jews now.

2. No matter how Americanized a Jew may seem to be, there is always
something basically Jewish underneath, a loyalty to Jewry and a man-
ner that is never totally changed.

___ 8. Jewish power and control in money matters is far out of proportion
to the number of Jews in the total population.

_____ 9. A step toward solving the Jewish problem would be to prevent Jews
from getting into superior, profitable positions in society, for a while
at least.

ro. Districts containing many Jews always seem to be smelly, dirty, shabby,
and unattractive.

11. There are too many Jews in the various federal agencies and bureaus in
Washington, and they have too much control over our national pol-
icies.

@
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The Jewish problem is so general and deep that one often doubts that
democratic methods can ever solve it.

There are a few exceptions, but in general Jews are pretty much alike.
Jews tend to lower the general standard of living by their willingness
to do the most menial work and to live under standards that are far
below average.

It is wrong for Jews and Gentiles to intermarry.

The Jews should not pry so much into Christian activities and or-
ganizations nor seek so much recognition and prestige from Christians.
Much resentment against Jews stems from their tending to keep apart
and to exclude Gentiles from Jewish social life.

It is best that Jews should have their own fraternities and sororities,
since they have their own particular interests and activities which they
can best engage in together, just as Christians get along best in all-
Christian fraternities.

One thing that has hindered the Jews from establishing their own
nation is the fact that they really have no culture of their own; instead,
they tend to copy the things that are important to the native citizens
of whatever country they are in.

The Jews should give up their un-Christian religion with all its strange
customs (kosher diet, special holidays, etc.) and participate actively
and sincerely in the Christian religion.

It is sometimes all right to ban Jews from certain apartment houses.
One big trouble with Jews is that they are never contented, but always
try for the best jobs and the most money.

Jews tend to remain a foreign element in American society, to preserve
their old social standards and to resist the American way of life.
Anyone who employs many people should be careful not to hire a large
percentage of Jews.

Jews go too far in hiding their Jewishness, especially such extremes
as changing their names, straightening noses, and imitating Christian
manners and customs.

There is little doubt that Jewish pressure is largely responsible for
the U. S. getting into the war with Germany.

Tue ToraL ANTI-SEMITISM SCALE
Public Opinion Questionnaire S

This is an investigation of general public opinion concerning Jewish people. The
following are statements with which some people agree and others disagree. Please
mark each one in the left margin, according to the amount of your agreement or
disagreement, by using the following scale:

+1:
+2:
+3:

_ I

slight support, agreement —1: slight opposition, disagreement
moderate support, “ —2: moderate opposition, “
strong support, —3. strong opposition,
The Jews should make sincere efforts to rid themselves of their con-
spicuous and irritating faults, if they really want to stop being per-
secuted.

War shows up the fact that the Jews are not patriotic or willing to
make sacrifices for their country.

It would hurt the business of a large concern if it had too many Jewish
employees.

143 143
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There is something different and strange about Jews; one never knows
what they are thinking or planning, nor what makes them tick.
Jews may have moral standards that they apply in their dealings with
each other, but with Christians they are unscrupulous, ruthless, and
undependable.

The best way to eliminate the Communist menace in this country is to
control the Jewish element which guides it.

The trouble with letting Jews into a nice neighborhood is that they
gradually give it a typical Jewish atmosphere.

The Jew’s first loyalty is to Jewry rather than to his country.

In order to handle the Jewish problem, Gentiles must meet fire with
fire and use the same ruthless tactics with the Jews that the Jews use
with the Gentiles.

I can hardly imagine myself marrying a Jew. ;

Jews seem to have an aversion to plain hard work; they tend to be a
parasitic element in society by finding easy, nonproductive jobs.

It is not wise for a Christian to be seen too much with Jews, as he
might be taken for a Jew, or be looked down upon by his Christian
friends.

One general fault of Jews is their overaggressiveness, a strong tendency
always to display their Jewish looks, manners, and breeding.

There seems to be some revolutionary streak in the Jewish make-up as
shown by the fact that there are so many Jewish Communists and
agitators.

One of the first steps to be taken in cleaning up the movies and gen-
erally improving the situation in Hollywood is to put an end to
Jewish domination there.

Jews should be more concerned with their personal appearance, and
not be so dirty and smelly and unkempt.

The Jewish districts in most cities are results of the clannishness and
stick-togetherness of Jews.

Most hotels should deny admittance to Jews; as a general rule.

The true Christian can never forgive the Jews for their crucifixion of
Christ.

Jewish millionaires may do a certain amount to help their own peo-
ple, but little of their money goes into worthwhile American causes.
Jewish leaders should encourage Jews to be more inconspicuous, to
keep out of professions and activities already overcrowded with Jews,
and to keep out of the public notice.

There is little hope of correcting the racial defects of the Jews, since
these defects are simply in their blood.

The Jews keep too much to themselves, instead of taking the proper
interest in community problems and good government.

It would be to the best interests of all if the Jews would form their
own nation and keep more to themselves.

When Jews create large funds for educational or scientific research
(Rosenwald, Heller, etc.) it is mainly due to a desire for fame and
public notice rather than a really sincere scientific interest.

On the whole, the Jews have probably contributed less to American
life than any other group.
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The scale is intended to measure the individual’s readiness to support or
oppose anti-Semitic ideology as a whole. This ideology consists, according
to the conception on which the scale was based, of stereotyped negative
opinions describing the Jews as threatening, immoral, and categorically dif-
ferent from nom-Jews, and of hostile attitudes urging various forms of re-
striction, exclusion, and suppression as a means of solving “the Jewish prob-
Jewn.” Anti-Semitism is conceived, then, as a general way of thinking about
Jews and Jewish-Gentile relations.

Can one legitimately speak of a readiness in the individual to accept anti-
Semitic ideology as @ whole? More concretely, can it be expected that people
will respond relatively consistently to such varied scale items? These are
questions which must be answered empirically. The content and generality
of anti-Semitic ideology, and the adequacy with which it is measured by the
present scale are indicated below by a statistical analysis of scale results.
The validity of the scale will be indicated by correlations of the scale with
measures of other, theoretically related, variables, and by analysis of the
responses of the two subjects discussed in Chapter IL.

C. RESULTS: STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE SCALE

The procedure used for all scales in the present research was to allow six
choices of response for each item: slight, moderate, or strong agreement,
and the same degrees of disagreement, with no middle or neutral category.
Fach subject indicated the degree of his agreement by marking +1, +2, or
+3, disagreement by —r1, —2, or —3.

It seemed likely that three degrees of agreement or disagreement could
easily be distinguished by the subjects, and that three degrees gave them the
best chance to record clearly felt differences in strength of agreement or
disagreement. Certainly the dara indicate that all six response categories were
used. The “don’t know” category has been a source of difficulty and con-
troversy in many fields of psychological research (i21). In techniques
which permit its use, it tends to be the most frequent choice. Without it,
the subject must take a stand one way or the other, although the categories
of slight agreement and slight disagreement permit him to be nearly neutral.
If a subject is unable to decide, he can, of course, omit the item; but there
were never more than 2 to 3 per cent omissions among subjects taking the
questionnaire, and never more than 1 per cent of the group to which it
was administered failed to fill it out adequately. Furthermore, the fre-
quency with which the “moderate” and “strong” categories were used indi-
cates that the items were relatively unambiguous. i

The responses were converted into scores by a uniform scoring system.
Since higher scores were intended to express increasing anti-Semitism, all
responses were scored as follows: '
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—3 = 1 point ~+1 = 5 points
—2 = 2 points -+2 = 6 points
—1 = 3 points +3 = 7 points

It will be noted that the scoring skips from 3 to 5 points between —1 and
~+1. Four points represented the hypothetical neutral response, and was
assigned when the item was omitted. It probably makes little difference
statistically that this scheme was used rather than a six-point one in which
~+1 would receive 4 points. This scheme was used mainly because there
seemed to be a greater psychological gap between —1 and -1 responses
than between any other two adjacent responses. It was also convenient in
marking the omissions.

A person’s scale score is simply the sum of his scores on the single items.
For the 52 items the scores can range between 52 points (1 point on each
item, indicating strong opposition to anti-Semitism) and 364 points (7
points on each item, strong anti-Semitism). When the scale score is divided
by 52 we obtain the mean score per item; thus, a total score of 78 can
also be stated as a score per item of 1.5.

The initial results obtained with the A-S scale have been published else-
where (71). The present discussion will deal with the second administration
of the scale; on this occasion the questionnaire administered contained, in
addition to the A-S scale, most of the other techniques which were used in
subsequent stages of the research. The questionnaire was administered in
April, 1944, to a class in Introductory Psychology at the University of Cali-
fornia. It was given as a routine class activity in two parts, separated by an
interval of one week; Part I (Questionnaire A) of the A-S scale was given in
the first session, Part II (Questionnaire S) in the second. The class was de-
signed for nonmajors in psychology and was rather heterogeneous with re-
spect to major subject and year in school.

In view of a possible sex difference, the questionnaires of men and women
were separated for statistical purposes. Due to wartime conditions, however,
there were fewer than thirty men in the group, so that no statistics on men’
were computed. The data presented here are based on the questionnaires of
the 144 women subjects, including nineteen members of major minorities:
Jews, Negroes, Chinese, and foreign-born. In all subsequent groups the sta-
tistical analysis was limited to the questionnaires of native-born, white, non-
Jewish Americans.

1. RELIABILITY
The reliability and related statistical properties of the A-S scale and its
subscales are presented in Table 7(III). The total-scale reliability of .9z
meets rigorous statistical standards, especially in view of the fact that Part
IT was administered a week after Part I. (The reliability of the scale on the
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first group studied, as previously published, was .98.) The two parts were
equated in terms of the subscales, so that an equal number of items from each
subscale appeared in each part. Parts I and II are also roughly equivalent in
terms of mean and standard deviation. In view of the high correlation be-
tween Parts I and II, as well as their equivalence and their high reliabilities
(-94 and .91), it would appear that either of them alone provides as good
a quantitative measure as does the total scale.

It will be noted that the over-all mean is relatively low (140.2 as compared
with a theoretical neutral point of 208) and that the obtained range includes
extremely low scores but does not include the highest possible scores. The
item analysis, as will be seen below, suggests the reason for this: despite
our attempt to limit the scale to pseudodemocratic statements numerous items
were still too openly or crudely prejudiced and had extremely low means
(below 3.0). The present group of students was, however, less anti-Semitic
on the average than the one studied earlier, the latter having a mean of 158
and a range of 52-303. The distribution of scores in both cases was fairly
symmetrical but platykurtic, with very little clustering of scores around the
mean.

The reliabilities of the total scale and of the two parts are almost matched
by the high reliabilities of the subscales. Reliabilities of .8 to .9 are very
satisfactory even for scales three or four times their length.

With regard to reliability, equivalence of halves, and form of distribution,
then, it seems safe to conclude that the A-S scale (as well as the subscales)
provides an adequate measuring instrument. It ranks the subjects with a rela-
tively small error of measurement along a continuum or dimension. That
this dimension may be called general anti-Semitism must still be demonstrated
by the data on item analysis and validity which follow. No claim is made
that the dimension is “pure” or homogeneous. To the extent that the scale
is valid, it provides a measure of anti-Semitism in most of its generality and
complexity. More specifically, it may be claimed that the higher an indi-
vidual’s score, the greater his acceptance of anti-Semitic propaganda and the
greater his disposition to engage in anti-Semitic accusations and programs
of one form or another.

2. INTERCORRELATIONS OF THE SUBSCALES

The above reliability data indicate that people are relatively consistent in
their responses to the A-S scale and to the individual subscales dealing with
relatively specific kinds of imagery and attitudes. Correlations among the
subscales are shown in Table 8(III).

Intercorrelations of .74 to .85 are of considerable significance. The fact
that they involve subscales dealing with so great a variety of opinions and
attitudes is an important source of support for the hypothesis that anti-
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TABLE 8 (III
INTERCORRELATIONS® OF THE A-S SUBSCALES

Subscale "Threatening" "Attitudes" "Seclusive" Total A-S
*Offensive" .85 . 83 .15 92
*Threatening" .84 .93
v"Attitudes" .74 .94
"Intrusive" .74

2These are the raw correlation coefficients. If they were corrected for
attenuation to give the maximal value theoretically obtainable (with
perfectly reliable instruments), they would all be well over .90. -

Semitism is a general frame of mind, a way of viewing Jews and Jewish-
Gentile interaction. Imagery of Jews as personally offensive and as socially
threatening, attitudes of restriction, exclusion and the like, the view that Jews
are too assimilative and yet too clannish—these seem to be various facets of a
broad ideological pattern. An individual’s stand with regard to one of these
issues tends to be very similar in direction and degree to his stand with regard
to the others:

The correlations of .92 to .94 between each of the three major subscales
and the total anti-Semitism scale are high enough so that knowing an indi-
vidual’s score on any one subscale permits one to predict with considerable
accuracy his score on the total A-S scale. In short, while almost every sub-
ject varies somewhat in his responses to the individual items (as will be
shown below), almost every subject demonstrates a general degree of support
or rejection of anti-Semitism which is relatively consistent from one type
of accusation or attitude to another. This is not to say that all the ideas con-
tained in the scale are of equal importance emotionally to each anti-Semite.
It is more probable—and this view is supported by the interviews—that for
each high scorer there are a few central opinions (imagery of Jews as cun-
ning, power-seeking, sensual, etc.) and attitudes of primary importance; but
these “pet” ideas seem to provide a basis or general readiness for the ac-
ceptance of almost any anti-Semitic idea. The fact that this generality is not
complete suggests that various patterns of anti-Semitic ideology may exist
and might profitably be studied (as variations within the general framework
described hére).

The correlation of .74 between subscales “Seclusive” and “Intrusive”
reveals a deep contradiction in anti-Semitic ideology. As a matter of simple
logic, it is impossible for most Jews to be both extremely seclusive and aloof
and at the same time too intrusive and prying. This categorical, self-con-
tradictory rejection of an entire group is, however, more than a matter of
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faulty logic. Viewed psychologically, these results suggest a deep-lying ir-
rational hostility directed against a stereotyped image to which individual
Jews correspond only partially if at all.

The illogical manner in which the hostility operates is illustrated by a
comparison of related items from these two subscales. Thus, “Seclusive” Item
[I-z0 states that rich Jews help “their own people” but not “American
causes.” However, “Intrusive” Item II-25 takes care of any exceptions: Jews
donate money not out of generosity but rather out of desire for prestige and
fame. Similarly, either Jews do not take enough interest in community and
government (Seclusive), or when they do, they have too much control over
national politics (Intrusive). Anti-Semitic hostility leads, then, either to a
denial of demonstrable facts (Jewish philanthropy, smallness of number,
etc.) or to an interpretation of them which finds the Jews at fault.

The same self-contradictions and the same implications are evident in
the high correlation (.74) between subscales “Seclusive” and “Attitudes.”
It is indeed paradoxical to accuse the Jews of being clannish and aloof, and
at the same time to urge that they be segregated and restricted. It would
seem, then, that a general hostility and readiness to accept negative imagery
are an essential part of the psychological functioning of anti-Semitic individ-
uals, who can regard a great variety of specific accusations, often mutually
contradictory, as valid.

The reliabilities and subscale intercorrelations, taken together, permit
several conclusions regarding the nature and inner sources of anti-Semitism.
It is a general way of thinking in which hostile attitudes and negative opinions
toward Jews predominate. Several patterns of imagery brought out by the
subscales seem to be partial facets of a single broad ideological framework.
While these ideas are relatively common today, it would appear that those
individuals (the high scorers) who take them over most easily are different
in their psychological functioning from those who do not. One major char-
acteristic of anti-Semites is a relatively blind hostility which is reflected
in the stereotypy, self-contradiction, and destructiveness of their thinking
about Jews.

3. INTERNAL CONSISTENCY: STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
OF THE INDIVIDUAL ITEMS

A critical reader of the A-S scale may feel that certain items are unsatis-
factory in one way or another: that they do not measure what the others
measure, that everyone agrees with the ideas expressed, that certain items are
too ridiculous to be supported by anyone, and so on. He may like a few
items particularly and wonder how successful they were. Or he may be con-
cerned with shortening and improving the scale and want a statistical basis
for item selection and improvement. For these and other reasons a statistical
analysis of the items has considerable value,
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The problem can be posed in statistical terms as follows. If an item is
good, in terms of the total scale, then item scores ought to correlate well with
total scale scores. Since few high scorers agree with all items, and since some
low scorers agree with several items, a statistical technique is necessary to
determine the closeness of the relationship between item score and scale
score. The most extensive technique for item analysis is the computing of
correlations between item scores and scale scores, especially if some sort of
factor analysis is planned. The Likert “Discriminatory Power” technique, al-
though statistically more limited, has a great time-saving advantage. Further-
more, Murphy and Likert (84), obtaining both Discriminatory Powers
and item-total scale correlations for a single scale, found a correlation of .91
between these two measures of item value. In other words, the order of
goodness of the items, as determined by the Discriminatory Power tech-
nique, is practically the same as the order determined by the correlation
technique. The Likert technique was therefore used in the present study.

The Discriminatory Power (D. P.) of each item is obtained by the follow-
ing procedure. Subjects whose total scores fall in the highest 25 per cent of
the distribution are considered high scorers, while those whose scores fall in
the lowest 25 per cent of the distribution are considered the low scorers.

The means of the high scorers is obtained for each item and found to vary
from item to item. Similarly for the low scorers. If an item measures anti-
Semitism well, then anti-Semites (high scorers), as determined by the total
scale score, will make higher scores on it than will those who are opposed
to anti-Semitism (low scorers). The greater the difference between the
item mean for the high scorers and that for the low scorers, the greater the
Discriminatory Power of that item, and the better the measure of anti-
Semitism it gives. A positive D. P. indicates that the item is anti-Semitic, in
the sense that anti-Semites as determined by the total scale agree with the
item to a greater degree than do unprejudiced subjects. If an item has a
negative D. P., it has apparently been scored in reverse, since low scorers
agree with it more than high scorers do. All items in the present scale have
positive D. P.’s.

The data on the item analysis of the A-S scale are presented in Table g
(IIT). Each item is identified by a key phrase, and the letters O, T, A, S, and
I refer to the subscales Offensive, Threatening, Attitudes, Seclusive, and In-
trusive respectively.

The most important data on each item are the group mean and the
D. P. The group mean reflects the general group tendency toward agree-

.ment or disagreement. A mean near 4.0 indicates that the group was pretty
evenly divided pro and con on the issue. Group means between 3.0 and 5.0
are likely to involve scores covering well the entire range from 1 to 7.
Means below 3.0 indicate a strong group téndency toward disagreement,
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TABLE 9 (III)

ITEM MEANS AND DISCRIMINATORY POWERS

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA WOMEN

Part I
Mean Mean for

No. Item HQ. ™ 1.@.  Dp.P.  Total Group
1. (O0: luxurious) 4.44 2.03 2.41 3.11
2. (T: bad influence) 2.75 1.11 1.64 1.85
3. (A: keep Jews out) 4.25 1.03 3.22 2.30
4, (0: conceit) 4.50 1.30 3.20 2.71
5. (S,T: businessmen) 5.86 1.38 4.48 3.45
6. (A: quota) 2.89 1.00 1.89 1.67
7. (0: basically Jewish) 5.78 1.99 3.79 3.59
8. (T: power and control) 5.33 2.30 3.03 3.80
9, (A: suppress Jews) 3.61 1.05 2.56 1.84
10. (O: dirty districts) 2.94 1.24 1.170 1.98
11. (I,T: Washington) 4.55 1.24 3.31 2.56
12. {A: democratic methods) 4.75 1.13 3.62 2.76
13. (0: all alike) 5.50 1.67 3.83 3.64
14. (T: low living standards) 3.00 1.24 1.76 2.05
15, (A: wrong to intermérry) 4.19 1.19 3.00 2.57
16. (I,0: prying) 3.89 1.03 2.86 2.24
17. (S: Jews exclude Gentiles) 4.22 2.11 2.11 3.53
18. (A: fraternities) 5.89 2.13 3.76 3.84
19. (I: no culture) 4.86 1.73 3.13 3.19
20. (S: give up religion) 3.03 1.30 1.73 2.66
21. (A: apartment houses) 4.47 1.30 3.17 2.52
22. (N: never contented) 5.42 1.22 4.20 3.17
23. (S: foreign element) 4.28 1.38 2.90 2.88
24. (A: don’t hire Jews) 5.30 1.19 4.11 2.84
25. (I: hide Jewishness) 4.33 1.62 2.71 2.87
26. (N: war with Germany) 2.86 1.05 1.81 1.69
Mean: 4.34 1.42 2.92 2.74
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ANTI-SEMITISM SCALE: ITEM MEANS AND DISCRIMINATORY POWERS
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA WOMEN
Part 11
Mean Mean for
No. Item HQ LG D.P. Total Group
1. (0: own fault) 5.89 2.51 3.38 4.31
2. (T: unpatriotic) 2.97 1.05 1.92 1.75
3. (I,A: too many employees) 4.89 1.30 3.59 2.95
4. (0: different and strange) 4.17 1.19 2.98 2.23
5. (T: unscrupulous) 4.47 1.16 3.31 2.45
6. (A: Communists) 3.39 1.05 2.34 2.08
7. (1,0: typical atmosphere) 5.28 1.32 3.96 3.23
8. (T: first loyalty) 5.05 1.81 3.24 3.10
9. (A: Gentiles ruthless) 3.22 1.00 2.22 1.84
10. (O: marry a Jew) 6.58 2.30 4.28 4.22
11. (T: parasitic) 4.36 1.27 3.09 2.19
12. (A: avoid Jews) 3.89 1.13 2.76 2.09
13. (S,0: overaggression) 4.97 1.73 3.24 3.44
14. (T: revolutionary) 4.28 1.35 2.93 2.69
15. (A: Hollywood) 3.94 1.13 ©  2.81 2.47
16. (0: dirty) 3.78 1.24 2.54 2.30
17. (S: clannish) 5.78 2.32 3.46 4.57
18, ~ (A: hotels) 2.22 1.05 1.17 1.46
19. (I: crucifixion) 2.69 1.08 1.61 1.66
20. (S: millionnaires) 3.97 1.32 2. 65 2.44
21. (A: Jewish leaders) 4.64 1.62 3.02 3.07
22. (N racial defects) 3.86 1.08 2.78 2.40
23. (S: Jews keep apart) 4.03 1.94 2.09 3.21
24. (A: form own nation) 4.18 1.70 3.08 3.23
25. (I: Rosenwald) 2.89 1.16 1.73 1.74
26. (N: contributed least) 2.89 1.19 1.70 1.97
Mean: 4.19 1.42 2.77 2.66
Means for total.scale: 4.27 1.42 2.85 2.170
Number: Total group = 144; H.Q. = 36; L.Q. = 37.
"Range of total scores: Total group: 52-286; H.Q.: 183-286; L.Q.: 52-89.



8o THE AUTHORITARIAN PERSONALITY

with few scores of 6 or 7 (42 and 3 responses). And group means of over
5.0, conversely, indicate relatively uniform agreement.

The Discriminatory Power, on the other hand, is a measure of the variabil-
ity of the high and low scorers around the group mean, and of their average
difference in response. How large must a D. P. be in order to indicate almost
no overlap between highs and lows? This depends on the form of the dis-
tribution and the size of the group mean. An item with a group mean of 2.0,
a low quartile mean of 1.0, a high quartile mean of 3.0, and a D. P. of 2.0, is
undoubtedly very discriminating; the low scorers responded unanimously
with —3, and the high scorers probably varied but little around the —1 re-
sponse. In general, the more extreme the group mean (especially below 3.0
or above 5.0) the lower the D. P. can be and still adequately separate the low
from the high scorers. From a broader point of view, however, the best items
should have means nearer to 4.0; when the item mean is above 5.0 or below
3.0, the item should be reworded so that fewer people or more people, re-
spectively, will agree.?

For items with group means in the approximate range 3.0 to 5.0, Dis-
criminatory Powers may be evaluated according to the following general
standards: a D. P. of over 4.0 is very high and indicates almost uniform agree-
ment by the high scorers, disagreement by the low scorers, with almost no
overlap. D. P.’s of 3.0-4.0 are very satisfactory and indicate a clear-cut dif-
ference between high and low scorers. D. P.’s of 2.0-3.0, while statistically
significant, indicate greater variability in the responses of low and high
scorers and a fair amount of overlap. A D. P. between 1.0 and 2.0 involves
considerable agreement by the low scorers and disagreement by the high
scorers, but it still indicates a statistically significant difference between the
low mean and the high mean.?® As the D. P. decreases below 1.0, the possi-
bility of significance decreases rapidly. »

With these considerations in mind we can examine the data in Table 9.
In general the Discriminatory Powers are quite satisfactory, averaging z.85
for the entire group.? For the 52 items, 5§ D. P.’s are over 4.0, 21 are between

2 A minimum item mean of 2.5 ought probably to be set for this group, since various
studies have shown college students to be less prejudiced than the general population. For
other groups studied in the present research, many item means were as much as a point
higher.

3 While standard deviations have not been obtained for all items, it can be shown that
(with group N = 100 to 150) the standard error of the difference between the means for
low and high scorers is almost never above .50, seldom below .25. In terms of the critical
ratio, then, a D.P. of over 1.0 is statistically significant, that is, the means are different
though the distributions are partially overlapping.

4+ While correlations between items or between each item and the total scale have not.
been computed for this group, later data on similar scales suggest that the average inter-
item correlation is about .4, while between each itemn and the sum of the remaining items
the average correlation is about 6. (See Chapter IV.)
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3.0 and 3.9, and 15 are between 2.0 and 2.9. Only 11 D. P.’s are between 1.0
and 1.9, the lowest being 1.2.

All of the D. P.’s are therefore above a minimum standard of acceptability.
The 26 items with D. P.’s of over 3.0 are statistically very satisfactory. Why
were the other items less adequate? The answer is indicated by the group
means on these items. Of the 11 items with D. P.’s of less than 2.0, 10 have
means below 2.1. Conversely, almost all of the items with means of over
3.0 have D. P.’s of over 3.0. The mean for the low quartile is very low (below
2.0) on almost every item. The mean of the high quartile, on the other hand,
varies greatly from item to item. The items with low D. P.’s were, in almost
every case, statements with which the high quartile tended predominantly
to disagree. This result seems to be due partly to a lack of pseudodemocratic
coloring in these items, partly to their obvious illogicality or lack of truth,
and partly to a lack of extreme anti-Semites among these subjects. Thus,
the mean of the high quartile on all 52 items averages 4.3 and varies from 2.2
to 6.6. For the 1o items with the highest D. P.’s, however, the high quartile
means average well over s.o.

The dependability of the item means and D. P.’s is indicated by a com-
parison of the present group with the group of college students previously
tested and reported on. The latter group responded to the entire scale (and
other questionnaire material) at one sitting; the reliability was .98 and the
subscale intercorrelations were also slightly higher than in the present group.
The group mean per item was 3.0 as compared with 2.7 for the present group,
and the average D. P. was 3.4 as compared with 2.85 here. The main differ-
ence between the two groups seems to lie in the greater number of high
scorers in the first group tested. The over-all mean of the low quartile was
almost identical for the two groups: 1.39 then, 1.42 now. But the high quartile
averaged 4.80 then as compared to 4.27 now. In noncollege groups a larger
number of high scorers, and larger D. P.’s, have been found (see pp. 76, 140).
Despite the over-all scale differences between the two groups, however, the
adequacy of the individual items was very similar. Thus, the rank-order cor-
relation between the D. P.’s was .78, while the item means correlated .92.
In short, the most discriminating items for one group were also the best for
the other group, and similarly for the poor items. The general conclusions
about item means and discriminabilities to be drawn from the present group,
then, are generally true for the previous group as well.

Table o(III) reveals that the best items pertain to a variety of topics.
Stereotypy in anti-Semitic imagery is shown in the tendency to overgen-
eralize Jewish faults, and in the fact that Item I-13 (“Jews are all alike”) is
one of the most discriminating, with a D. P. of 3.83. The idea of Jews as a
political threat (radicalism: Items IT-6, —14) was much less prevalent than
the idea of Jews as an economiic threat (wealth and power: Items I-5, -8, —22,
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-5, =11) or as a moral threat (immorality: Items I-1, II-1, =7, -13). Ac-
cusations on religioys grounds were seldom supported,” as shown by the low
group means and D. P.’s on Items I-20 and 1I-19. A variety of discriminatory
attitudes (exclusion, restriction, suppression: most items in the “Attitude”
subscale) found considerable support and were very discriminating.

The importance of careful formulation of items is shown by a comparison
of good with poor items. The most discriminating items are usually the most
pseudodemocratic ones according to criteria discussed above (Section B, 1).
Consider, for example, the two items dealing with intermarriage. Item II-10
(“I can hardly imagine myself marrying a Jew”) has a group mean of 4.2
and a D. P. of 4.3, with a high quartile mean of 6.6 (almost all +2 and -3
responses). On the other hand, Item I-15 (“It is wrong for Jews and Gentiles
to intermarry”) has a group mean of only 2.6, a D. P. of 3.0, and a high
quartile mean of 4.2. The higher mean and discriminability of the former
item are probably due to its greater indirectness and distance from crude anti-
Semitism. By what criterion is this item anti-Semitic? The criterion is the
fact that it correlates well with the total scale, that is, it differentiates very
well between subjects who score high and subjects who score low on the
total scale. (The fact that the correlation is not perfect indicates that re-
sponse to any single item is not a clear-cut sign of anti-Semitism nor of its
opposite; the criterion must be the total scale score).

Similar reasoning applies to items dealing with housing restrictions. The
following items had very low group means (1.5 to 2.5): Item II-18 (con-
sistent exclusion from hotels), I-3 (exclusion from neighborhoods), I-z1
(occasional exclusion from apartment houses). Item 11— (Jews give a neigh-
borhood a “typical Jewish atmosphere”), which is more indirect and pseudo-
democratic, had a higher mean (3.2) and D. P. (4.0). It would appear that
many individuals who are not now willing actively to support anti-Semitic
programs have nevertheless a negative imagery and an underlying hostility
that constitute a definite potentiality for such action. Even the more open
and crude items on housing had significant D. P.’s, and the high quartile
means of 4.3 and over (except on II-18), seem to indicate only weak re-
sistance to these ideas.

The same considerations hold for the items dealing with occupations.
Items which urge explicit policies of suppression and restriction of Jews
(I-6, —9, II~9, -15) tend to have low means. But items which emphasize gen-

51t is frequently held that Sunday School training is a major cause of anti-Semitism,
which is then regarded as a form of “religious prejudice.” In this group, at least, rejection
on religious grounds was infrequent. From the generality and irrationality of anti-Semitic
ideology, it is clear that many diverse accusations are almost always involved, and that
there are many sources for the underlying hostility which makes a given individual recep-
tive to anti-Semitism. For a discussion of the role of religion in prejudice see Chapters VI
and XVIIIL. :
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eralized Jewish faults and  which introduce subtly discriminatory practices
tend to have higher means; thus, Jewish businessmen are regarded as unfair
and conniving (Item I-5), and they have too much financial power (I-8).
While active suppression is not so desirable (low mean on [—g), it is unwise
for an employer to hire many Jews (higher mean on I-24, II-3). The simplest
solution—one that eliminates the need for suppression—would be for Jews
to form their own nation (II-24).

The pessimism of the high scorers regarding the solution to this problem
is brought out by a number of items. On the one hand, they take the view
that anti-Semitism has been entirely or primarily brought by the Jews on
themselves and that any solution of the problem is a matter of Jewish re-
sponsibility (Items II-1, II-21). Non-Jews are simply the victims of Jewish
faults; if Jews would improve, become as good as “other people,” anti-
Semitism would be eliminated. On the other hand, the Jews seem to be in-
corrigible, and any apparent change only masks the Jewishness beneath
(Items -7, —13, II-4, -8, —22). The contradiction is therefore complete:
anti-Semitism is due to Jewish faults, but the Jews are unable to improve;
the Jews should make sincere efforts to change, but their “basic Jewishness”
is unchangeable. For the antidemocratic anti-Semite the only answer is open
and direct suppression; for the pseudodemocrat it is subtle exclusion and
“resigned tolerance” toward a bad state of affairs. The pseudodemocrats
seem to betray a sense of threat and some antidemocratic potential by their
doubts that democratic methods can solve the problem (Item I-12).

D. THE SHORT FORM OF THE A-S SCALE

It was a regular policy of the present research to contract the proven
techniques in order to introduce new ones measuring additional trends of
theoretical importance. In line with this policy, and in view of the high reli-
ability and internal consistency of the original sz2-item A-S scale, a short
form of ten items was used in the first revision of the questionnaire.

The short form is presented in Table 10(III). The ten items were selected
from the original fifty-two on the basis of both statistical and theoretical con-
siderations. Since statistical adequacy (Discriminatory Power) was a neces-
sary—but not sufficient—condition for inclusion, the new items were selected
from the fifteen or twenty which had been most discriminating on the two
administrations of the long form. Among these, selection was determined by
the following qualitative considerations. Each item should be as rich in mean-
ing as possible. There should be a minimum of duplication of meaning or con-
tent among items. They should cover most of the subscales and most of the
areas of accusation and discrimination. These desiderata have not been realized
entirely; there were other items that seemed to merit inclusion, and for certain
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TABLE 10 (IIT)
Tue Tex-Item A-S Scare (Form 78)

Old No. New No.*

I-24 II. Anyone who employs many people should be careful not
to hire a large percentage of Jews.
I-5 16. One trouble with Jewish businessmen is that they stick to-

gether and connive, so that a Gentile doesn’t have a fair
chance in competition.

II-17 21 The Jewish districts in most cities are results of the clannish-
ness and stick-togetherness of Jews.
II-1 26.  Persecution of the Jews would be largely eliminated if the

Jews would make really sincere efforts to rid themselves of
their harmful and offensive faults.

II-21 33. Jewish leaders should encourage Jews to be more incon-
spicuous, to keep out of professions and activities already
overcrowded with Jews and to keep out of the public notice.

II-10 40. I can hardly imagine myself marrying a Jew.
II- 49. The trouble with letting Jews into a nice neighborhood is
that they gradually give it a typical Jewish atmosphere.
I-7 62. No matter how Americanized a Jew may seem to be, there

is always something different and strange, something basically
Jewish underneath.

I-13 69. There may be a few exceptions, but, in general, Jews are
pretty much alike.
T-11 »2.  There are too many Jews in the various federal agencies

and bureaus in Washington, and they have too much control
over our national policies.

¢ “New number” refers to the numbering of the items in Form 78.
“Old number” refers to numbering in the long form discussed previously. Slight revi-
sions will be noted in the wording of several items.

purposes they would probably be superior. The high internal consistency of
the long form indicates that several statistically adequate short forms might
be constructed. Nevertheless, the present form was expected to provide an
adequate tool for most purposes of measurement. The slight revisions in the
wording of some items were intended to make them simpler and clearer in
meaning. The manner of presentation of this form was different from that
previously used. Whereas previously each scale had been presented “all of
a piece,” on a page or pages of its own, in this and all successive forms of the
questionnaire the various scales were presented interspersed with each other,
so that no single scale was particularly prominent or focal, and adjacent
items dealt with widely varying topics.®

The new questionnaire, identified as Form 78 (on the basis of its having

6 The other scales in this form, to be discussed in the chapters that follow, deal with
general prejudice (Negroes, other minorities, patriotism), with politico-economic liberal-
ism and conservatism, and with potentially antidemocratic personality trends. There were
~8 items in all. This form of the questionnaire, like all the other forms, contained in addi-
tion other questions dealing with group memberships, personality, and so on.
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78 scale items), was administered in the spring of 1945 to the following
groups. Two of the groups comprise undergraduate students at the Univer-
sity of California: the full membership, save for absentees, of the introduc-
tory Public Speaking class. Here, as in all groups, men and women were
separated in the statistical treatment and analysis was limited to native-born,
white, non-Jewish Americans. The first two groups, then, are the Public
Speaking Women (N = 140) and the Public Speaking Men (N = 52). The
third group comprised forty women, the entire feminine membership of an
Extension Division class in Psychology at the University of California.
Most subjects of this group were in their thirties and late twenties, and hence
were somewhat older on the average than those of our college sample. The
fourth group, Professional Women (N = 63), is actually a combination of
three smaller groups: (a) Twenty-four public health nurses, the entire
nursing staff of a nearby health department (the director of this department
was generally liberal in his outlook and had tried to select younger nurses
with more advanced ideas about public health); (b) public school teachers;
and (c) social workers, who were reached through the mails. In the latter
two cases, only about 20 per cent of those appealed to sent in their question-
naires, and this sampling technique was not tried again.

The reliability data for the short A-S scale are presented in Table 11 (III).
Reliabilities of .89—.94 are extremely satisfactory, especially for a 10-item
scale, and they are similar to those obtained on the long form.? The means
of 3.3 to 3.4 for University and Extension Class students are substantially the
same as the mean of 3.55 on these ten items for the previous class taking the
long form of the scale. However, the mean of 2.6 for the Professional Women
is significantly lower than the others (above the 1 per cent level statistically).
This difference may be due partly to sampling errors; the teachers and social
workers responded voluntarily by mail, and the tendency to cooperate in
filling out a questionnaire dealing with prejudice and with personal feelings
is probably correlated with lack of prejudice.® The slightly greater reliability
(.94) of the scale for this group may reflect a greater ideological consistency
in older age groups.

The Discriminatory Power method of item analysis was again carried out,
and the results are presented in Table 12 (II). The average D. P. of 3.68 is
very satisfactory and indicates that on most items there were very few low-
quartile members who agreed, few high-quartile members who disagreed.

7The fact that these reliabilities are similar to those obtained on the long form argues
against the hypothesis that the high reliability of the latter was due to a “set” for all-nega-
tive items.

& This hypothesis is supported by questionnaire and clinical material on personality
trends (opposition to “prying” and to “being analyzed” in the prejudiced subjects). Also,
fewer high-scoring than low-scoring subjects in the groups tested were willing. to be
interviewed.
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TABLE 11 (III)
RELIABILITY OF THE A-S SCALE (FORM 78)

b
Propertyc Gr.Aa Gr.8? Gr.Ca Gr.Da Over-all
Reliability .89 .93 .90 .94 .92
Mean (total) 3.33 3.36 3.40 2.57 3.16
Mean (odd half) 2.98 3.30 3.20 2.34 2.96
Mean (even half) 3.66 3.42 3.63 2.83 3.38
S.D. (total) 1.43 1.48 1.36 1.37 1.41
S.D. (odd.hdlf) 1.42 1.51 1.38 1.27 1.40
S.D. (even half) 1.62 1.56 1.48 1.58 1.56
Range 1.0-7.0 1.1-6.3 1.2-6.1 1.0-6.2 1.0-7.0

aThe four groups on which these data are based are: Group A, U. C. Public
Speaking Class Women (N = 140); Group B, U. C. Public Speaking Class Men
(N = 52); Group C, U. C. Adult Extension Class¢Women (N = 40); Group D,
Professional Women (nurses, teachers, social workers, N = 63).

bIn obtaining the over-all means, the individual group means were not
weighted by N.

CThe values of the means, Standard Deviations, and ranges are given in
terms of mean/person/item. If multiplied by 10 (the number of itgms),
they are translated into values representing total scale score per -
person.

The best items deal with such varied topics as conniving businessmen, Jews
being all alike, intermarriage, exclusion from neighborhoods.

How much influence did the form of presentation of the items have on
their individual means and D. P.s? Does it matter whether the items are
presented in a solid block, as in the first form, or randomly dispersed through
a 1onger series of extremely varied items, as in Form 787 Evidence bearing
on this question was obtained by comparing the results on these ten items for
the two types of presentation. The mean for the Psychology Class women
on these ten items (first form, excluding the remaining forty-two items) was
3.55, as compared with 3.32 for the Public Speaking Class women, the most
comparable group taking Form 78, and the average D. P.’s were 3.76 and 3.68
respectively. The differences are not statistically significant. Furthermore,
the rank-order correlations between the individual item means for these two
groups was .62, while the D. P.’s correlated .go. These correlations seem even
more significant when one considers that the wording of some items was
changed, and that the two groups were not systematically equated. The
results on the first form were also compared with the over-all averages for
all four groups taking Form 78. The individual item means correlated .88,
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and the D. P.’s correlated .80. It would therefore appear that the relative
discriminability (D. P.) and level of acceptability (mean) of the items is
due mainly to the nature of the items themselves rather than to their form
of presentation in the questionnaire.

Although no correlations were computed among the four groups taking
Form 78, the great variability of the over-all means and D. P.s indicates
considerable consistency of item mean and D. P. from group to group. The
best items for one group tend to be the best for other groups, and similarly
for the worst items. This consistency in rank order of means and D. P.’s holds
even for the Professional Women, despite the fact that the absolute values
of the item means were considerably lower for this group than for the others.

Further evidence on these issues is given by results obtained in September,
1945, from a group of 153 students, preponderantly women, at George
Washington University, Washington, D. C.? The ten A-S items were pre-
sented in 2 solid block, on a sheet containing no other scales, the instructions
duplicating those given for the long form of the scale. The obtained reliabil-
ity was .91, a value almost identical with those for the other groups. The
group mean per item was 4.52 and the average D. P. was 4.02. The mean is
significantly different (above the 1 per cent level) from the University of
California means, and suggests, as have other independent studies, that sig-
nificant sectional differences in anti-Semitism exist (the Far West being,
apparently, less prejudiced than the East). While the Washington students
obtain consistently higher scores, the item means show a rank-order cor-
relation of .84 between the Washington group and the average of the four
California groups, indicating a marked similarity in the relative acceptability
of the items. This group also gives evidence that extremely high scorers do
exist, and that the restricted range of the groups taking Form 78 is due mainly
to a lack of extremely anti-Semitic members. The individual scores in the
Washington group covered the entire range of possible scores, 10-70, with
a mean per item of 6.27 for the high quartile, 2.25 for the low quartile.

The Discriminatory Powers for the Washington group correlated .54
with the average D. P.’s for the four California groups. The smallness of
this value, in contrast to that for the item means, is due primarily to a change
in the rank of item 72, which asserts that “there are too many Jews in
Woashington agencies.” The D. P. for this item had a rank of 8 in the Cali-
fornia groups, but a rank of 2 for the Washington group (the D. P. being
4.5). While the rank of the mean on this item was identical in the two groups
(9 in both cases), the difference between low and high scorers was rela-
tively much greater in Washington than in California. Living in Washington
should provide, one might expect, a reality basis on which to respond to this

9 We wish to thank Dr. G. H. Smith, then teaching at George Washington University,
for his cooperation. These results were not incorporated in the main body of data because
this group was not given the remaining sections of the questionnaire.
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item and thus minimize the differences between otherwise low and high
scorers. This does not seem to be the case. It would seem, rather, that how
an individual assimilates and interprets social reality is to a large extent deter-
mined by his pre-existing ideology. Living in Washington appears to have
mainly a polarizing rather than a homogenizing effect, especially on the “Jews
in government” issue.

From the above discussion the following conclusions may tentatively be
drawn.

a. The item means and D. P.’s are not appreciably changed by changes
in the form of presentation (from 52 consecutive anti-Semitic items to io
consecutive anti-Semitic items to ten items randomly interspersed among a
series totalling 78 in all).

b. While over-all mean and average D. P vary considerably from group
to group, relative discriminability and level of acceptability of each item
(rank D. P. and mean) tend to remain fairly constant, with the exception of
certain sectional differences (as in Item 72, regarding Washington agencies).
That is, certain items tend consistently to have relatively high D. P.’s, others
to have low D. P.’s, and similarly for the item means.

c. The item means and particularly the D. P.’s were statistically very
satisfactory. For eight of the ten items the D. P.’s averaged 3.5 to 4.3 (these
values would be even higher were the Washington group included), and
even the lowest average D. P.’s of 2.4 and 2.9 are adequate.

d. The most discriminating items deal with Jewish businessmen, stereo-
typed imagery, marriage, exclusion from neighborhoods, and Jewish respon-
sibility for anti-Semitism. It is interesting that items stating the most fre-
quently heard accusations and the more openly antagonistic attitudes usually
had lower means and D. P.’s.

e. In view of its high reliability and internal consistency, the short form
of the A-S scale can be used for most research purposes in place of the
original, longer form.

E. VALIDATION BY CASE STUDIES: THE RESPONSES OF
MACK AND LARRY ON THE A-S SCALE

One meaning of the concept of validity as applied to a psychological test
is that the test, which involves only a small sample of the individual’s re-
sponses, tells us something that is generally true of that individual as judged
by an intensive study of him. The A-S scale may be said to have validity of
this kind to the degree that the subjects, in their responses to the scale, reveal
the same tendencies which come out in their interviews. It will be worth
while, therefore, to compare the responses of Mack and Larry to the A-S
scale with what they have to say about Jews when they are invited to speak
spontaneously.
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In Table 13(1I1) are shown the scores of Mack and Larry, the group
mean and the D. P. for each of the ten items in the short form of the A-S

TABLE 13 (III)

RESPONSES OF MACK AND LARRY ON THE A-S SCALE

Group? Group®

Item Mack Larry Mean D.P.

11. (Hire Jews) 3 1 2.74 3.61
16. (Businessmen) 6 1 3.40 4.34
21. (Jewish districts) 5 1 3.51 2.87
26. (Get rid of faults) 6 1 3.48 3.89
33. (Jewish leaders) 3 1 2.37 2.37
40. (Marry a Jew) 7 3 3.96 4.28
49. (Nice neighborhood) 5 1 2.94 4.12
62. (Basically Jewish) 5 1 3.35 3.50
69. (All alike) 3 1 3.14 4.30
72. (Pederal agencies) 3 1 2.69 3.48
Over-all mean 4.6 1.2 3.16 3.68

2The group means and D.P.’s are based on all four groups taking Form 78.

scale (Form 78). Mack’s mean score, 4.6, is definitely, but not extremely
far, above the over-all group mean of 3.16. He was just barely inside the
high quartile for the group of Public Speaking Men of which he was a mem-
ber. This is in keeping with the moderation which characterized the whole
ideological section of his interview, and it forms part of the basis for the
statement, in Chapter II, that he is a relatively mild case. His anti-Semitism
is fairly general, in that he agrees with six of the ten statements and scores
above the group mean on all but one of them; but a study of the responses
to individual items reveals a clear pattern, one that can be distinguished from
other patterns of anti-Semitism. In disagreeing slightly, and thereby scoring
close to the group mean, in the case of Items 11 (Hire Jews), 33 (Jewish
leaders), and 7z (Federal agencies), he is saying that he would have no
serious objection if Jews should participate more fully in American life,
that this indeed is what they ought to do. The main trouble, as seen in the
positive responses to Items 16 (Businessmen) and 21 (Jewish districts), is
that they would rather stick together and accumulate wealth and power for
their own group. Although persecution would be largely eliminated if they
should rid themselves of their faults (Item 26), they cannot really become
“Americanized” (Item 62) and would still have to be kept at some distance
personally and socially (Items 4o and 49).

This is almost exactly what Mack tells us in his interview. It is the main
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point that he tries to make. “They accent the clannish and the material. . . .

If a Jew fails in business, he’s helped to get started again. . . . They would be
liked and accepted if they would be willing to mix. . . . The Jews won’t
intermingle. . . . T certainly wouldn’t (marry a Jew). ... I would date that

girl in Public Speaking, but she doesn’t emphasize her Jewishness. She was
accepted by the whole class. I would marry her if she had thrown off her
Jewishness, but 1 wouldn’t be able to associate with her class.”

It is interesting that Item 40 (Marry a Jew) is the one about which Mack
feels most strongly and on which he deviates most markedly from the group
mean. It would appear that he feels safe in saying, in the interview, that he
would marry the Jewish girl “if she had thrown off her Jewishness,” because
he does not really believe that she ever can do this; there would always be
“something basically Jewish underneath” (Item 62).

The item on which Mack obtains a score that is slightly below the group
mean is 69 (All alike). Flere there is a real discrepancy between scale and
interview. The analysis of the interview seemed to show that stereotypy was
an outstanding characteristic of this subject’s thinking, and yet when it
comes to the item which pertains most directly to this characteristic, he fails
to agree. This is not because the item is a poor one, for its D. P. was next to
the highest obtained with this short form of the A-S scale; nor do there appear
to be any special features of Mack’s stereotypy that would render Item 69
inapplicable. Perhaps it is too much to expect that scale and interview will
agree in every particular; these instruments are not that precise, or perhaps
most subjects are not that consistent.

It may be noted that Mack, in the interview, where he is allowed free
scope, brings into his discussion of the Jews certain ideas, €.g., Jewish “weak-
ness,” that are not touched upon in any of the ten statements which comprise
the A-S scale. This outcome would have been considerably less likely, it
seems, if he had responded to the 52 items of the original A-S scale. It is
claimed for the short form of the scale that for most research purposes it
can be substituted for the long form. In Mack’s case there appears to be no
reason for dissatisfaction with the measure of the degree of his anti-Semitism
which the short form yields; concerning the content of his anti-Semitic
ideology it is noteworthy that the pattern which appears in his responses to
the scale corresponds to what is central and seemingly most important in
his spontaneous discussion. That the ten-item scale should at the same time
reveal the more incidental and individualistic features of a subject’s ideology
concerning Jews would be too much to ask.

Larry’s responses to the A-S scale are true to form. He obtains the lowest
possible score on every item except 40 (Marry a Jew), and even here he
disagrees slightly. When it was stated in Chapter II that Larry was not an
extreme example of low-scoring men, the reference was to what was known
of him from all the diagnostic devices employed in the research. He made it
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clear enough in his interview that he was strongly opposed to prejudice
against minority groups, and had he not come out with an extremely low
score on the A-S scale we would have had cause for serious doubt of its
validity. That he did not obtain the lowest possible score on Item 40 is evi-
dence that he did not respond to the A-S items in an automatic way. It seems
that at this point his impulse toward complete social interaction with Jews
collided with his conventionalism, a trait which we have seen to be well
developed in him, and he could not in honesty go beyond slight disagree-
ment with the item.

In general, the responses of these two subjects on the A-S scale are con-
sistent with what they say about Jews in their interviews. This consistency
appears not only in the degree of anti-Semitism expressed but in the content
of the subjects’ thinking about Jews. To the extent that these results may be
generalized, the A-S scale is a valid index of ideology concerning Jews.

F. DISCUSSION: THE STRUCTURE OF ANTI-SEMITIC
IDEOLOGY

Perhaps the first conclusion to be drawn from the results presented above
is that anti-Semitism is best conceived psychologically not as a specific aver-
sion but as an ideology, a general way of thinking about Jews and Jewish-
Gentile interaction. This is demonstrated by the high reliability of a scale
dealing with so varied a set of ideas, by the reliabilities and intercorrelations
of the subscales, and by the high internal consistency of the scale as revealed
by the item Discriminatory Powers. The statistical results indicate that a
quantitative measure of total anti-Semitic ideology has been obtained. Any
individual can be assigned, with a relatively small margin of error, a rank
along a dimension ranging from strong support of anti-Semitic ideology at
one (high) extreme, to strong opposition at the other (low) extreme. The
meaning of middle scores on this dimension is ambiguous, since they may
represent indifference, ignorance, or an ambivalent combination of partial
support and partial rejection of anti-Semitism. It is noteworthy, however,
that individuals making middle scores on one subscale tend to make middle
scores on the other subscales as well. Despite item-by-item variability, indi-
viduals tend to be highly consistent in their responses to the several subscales.

The fact that an individual’s stand on one set of items is similar to his stand
on all others does not necessarily imply that all anti-Semitic ideas are of
equal psychological importance to each individual. The spontaneous dis-
cussions of anti-Semites, whether in an interview or in everyday social life,
suggest that for each individual there are certain “nuclear ideas”—imagery
of Jews as conniving, or sexual, or radical, and the like, and corresponding
primary attitudes—which have primary emotional significance. However,
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these central ideas apparently make the individual receptive to a great variety
of other ideas. That is, once the central or nuclear ideas are formed, they
tend to “pull in” numerous other opinions and attitudes and thus to form a
broad ideological system. This system provides a rationale for any specific
idea within it and a basis for meeting and assimilating new social conditions.

This conception of anti-Semitism aids in the understanding of the present
results. It also offers an explanation of why an anti-Semitic rumor that is
entirely new in its specific details (for example, the wartime accusations
that only Jews could get tires or draft exemptions or officer status) is easily
believed by anti-Semites: because of a receptivity to negative imagery gen-
erally and by means of an ideological system within which the new idea is
easily assimilated.

This conception of the inclusiveness of anti-Semitic ideology stands in
sharp contrast to numerous theories which conceive of anti-Semitism in
terms of certain specific accusations or motives. The notion of anti-Semitism
as a form of “racial” prejudice, for example, seems to be based on the idea
that the main accusations against Jews involve their “racially inherited” traits
(faults). Another common view, that anti-Semitism is a form of “religious”
prejudice, is based on the explicit or implicit assumption that religious dif-
ferences, and thus accusations on religious grounds, are the central issues in
anti-Semitism. A third “specifistic” view is that anti-Semitism is based pri-
marily on distortions of facts which some individuals have mistakenly accepted
as true; for example, that Jews are unusually rich, dishonest, radical, and so
on. This last theory has led to numerous attempts to fight anti-Semitism by
giving the “true facts”—attempts which are distinguished for their lack of
success. What this theory has overlooked is the receptivity of many indi-
viduals to any hostile imagery of Jews, and the emotional resistance of these
individuals to a less hostile and less stereotyped way of thinking. Finally,
anti-Semitism is sometimes explained in terms of financial motives and ac-
cusations: many people, it is asserted, oppose the Jews on the simple grounds
of economic competition and financial self-interest. This theory ignores the
other accusations (of power seeking, immorality, and the like) which are
made with equal or greater emotional intensity. It also fails to explain why
anti-Semites so often violate their own material self-interest in maintaining
their prejudices. None of these conceptions of anti-Semitism has adequately
grasped its generality, its psychological complexity, and its function in the
emotional life of the individual. Nor can they suggest why many individuals
oppose anti-Semitism despite their having economic situations, religious
backgrounds, sources of information, and so on, which are similar to those
of anti-Semites. What is required, in our opinion, is a psychological approach
which seeks to grasp both anti-Semitic ideology and anti-anti-Semitic ideol-
ogy in their full complexity and scope, and which then attempts to discover
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the various sources of each viewpoint in the psychological development and
social background of the individuals holding it.1°

Before discussing the major ideas comprising anti-Semitic ideology, a few
words regarding the scale and the scale data are necessary. It is believed that
most of the major facets of everyday American anti-Semitism have been
represented in the scale, though no claim is made that it contains all the anti-
Semitic ideas currently in vogue. The scale data provide an empirical basis
for the following discussion in the sense: (a) that each of the ideas to be
discussed is supported by most anti-Semites (subjects who fall within the
highest 25 per cent of scorers on the scale), opposed by most anti-anti-
Semites, the differences being statistically significant; and (b) that each anti-
Semite supports most of these ideas, while each low scorer opposes most of
them. Thus, one can speak of a broad framework of anti-Semitic ideology
which is held in its entirety by relatively few individuals but which is sup-
ported in varying degrees by many more.

What, then, are the major opinions, values, and attitudes comprising anti-
Semitic ideology, how are they organized or systematized, and how is this
system different from other, non-anti-Semitic points of view?

One striking characteristic of the imagery in anti-Semitic ideology is its
stereotypy, which takes several forms. There is, first, a tendency to over-
generalize single traits, to subscribe to statements beginning “Jews are . . .”
or “The Jews do not . . .” Second, there is a stereotyped negative image of
the group as a whole, as if “to know one is to know all,” since they are all
alike. Third, examination of the specific characteristics comprising the im-
agery reveals a basic contradiction in that no single individual or group as
a whole could have all these characteristics. '

Another aspect of stereotypy which is implied by the scale items and
brought out more directly in the interviews may be termed “stereotypy of
interpersonal relationships and experiences.” It involves an inability to expe-
rience Jews as individuals. Rather, each Jew is seen and reacted to as a sort
of sample specimen of the stereotyped, reified image of the group. This
form of stereotypy is expressed very clearly in Mack’s d