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Rumour is a pipe 
Blown by surmises, jealousies, conjectures, 
And of so easy and so plain a stop 
That the blunt monster with uncounted heads, 
The still-discordant wavering multitude, 
Can play upon it. 

Even such a man, so faint, so spiritless, 
So dull, so dead in look, so woe-begone, 
Drew Priam's curtain in the dead of night, 
And would have told him, half his Troy was burn'd. 

William Shakespeare 
King Henry IV, Part II, I. i. 70. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Since the formulation of the concept of 11authoritarianism" 

(Adorno et al., 1950), a considerable body of literature has been 

developed, designed to further validate and extend the theoretical 

ramifications of this particular pattern of personality organization. 

Actually having its beginnings in an extensive study of anti-Semitism, 

the authoritarian or "pre-fascistic0 personality emerged as a con-

structural mode of explaining the consistency with which a rather 

specific constellation of psychosocial attitudes, certain clinically 

demonstrable personality traits, and certain cognitive and perceptual 

processes were seen to be fwictionally related. The literature 

pertinent to an widerstanding of authoritarianism and its relation-

ship to the present study is reviewed in the next chapter. 

Of even greater longevity and volume than the research inves-

tigating the authoritarian syndrome is the extensive body of litera-

ture dealing with the effects which individual needs, attitudes, and 

sets have upon perception and memory. The general thesis of work of 

this sort is that the person's needs, prejudices, and expectancies 

selectively modify or determine what will or will not be perceived 

or recalled. 

1 
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While several experimental efforts have been successful in 

predictively relating certain kinds and modes of perception and recall 

to authoritarianism, one method of studying the perceptual and memoric 

processes of the "high F11 (i.e., autheritarian) character has been 

neglected-viz., the rumor. 

The method of simulating rumor transmission by having persons 

relate information one to another in serial fashion was first developed 

by Bartlett (1932). As later employed by Allport and Postman (1947) 

and others, this ''Method of Serial Reproduction" was seen to be a 

particularly fit technique for observing and assessing the selectivity 

which persons use with respect to attending, perceiving, and recalling. 

Given the facts of the need- and value-relevancy of human perception 

and memory within the context of the rumor situation, it is theoreti-

cally plausible that-for homogeneous groups of 11 like-minded" people-

the transmitted information would undergo certain changes which would 

characteristically differ from one group to another. In Bartlett's 

words: 

In the actual remembering of daily life the importance of these 
social factors is greatly intensified. The form which a rumor, 
or a story, or a decorative design, finally assumes within a 
given social group is the work of many different successive 
social reactions. Elements of culture, or cultural complexes, 
pass from person to person within a group, or from group to 
group, and eventually reaching a thoroughly conventionalised 
form, may take an established place in the general mass of cul-
ture possessed by a specific group. Whether we deal with an 
institution, a mode of conduct, a story, or an art-form, the 
conventionalised product varies from group to group, so that 
it may come to the very characteristic we use when we wish 



most sharply to differentiate one social group from another. 
(21!• cit., p. 118) 

The present study, an application of the rumor model to the 

authoritarian personality, is based upon several assumptions which 

have considerable support: 

(a) that the values, expectancies, needs, attitudes and beliefs 

which a person maintains as functions of his personality organization 

exert a determining effect upon subsequent perceptions and recall; 

(b) that the Method of Serial Reproduction as a laboratory 

analog to the rumor situation constitutes a model wherein the mech-

anisms of need- and value-relevant perception and recall are parti-

cularly operative, influencing the transitional distortions which 

occur as information is serially passed from person to person; 

(c) that the "authoritarian personality" as measured by the 

California F(ascism) Scale is a particular personality organization 

which maintains more or less fairly predictable characteristics, 

including a basic "intolerance of ambiguity," memorial rigidity, 

deferent submission to parental authority, ethnocentric attitudes, 

and a tendency toward politico-economic conservatism which includes 

marked hostility to "left-wingtt belief systems. 

These assumptions are more clearly explicated and supported in 

the chapter reviewing the pertinent literature. 

The hypotheses of this study refer to an experimental design 

which employs the Method of Serial Reproduction as an experimental 

3 
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analog to rumor (see Methodology). The original stimulus material 

which was presented for the purpose of serial transmission from one 

person to another was designed to be either need-engaging or not need-

engaging to authoritarian attitudes and values. A more specific 

understanding of these referents for the hypotheses to follow can be 

found in Chapter III. 

Using groups of authoritarians and nonauthoritarians (as measured 

by the California F-scale) in a simulated rumor situation, and desig-

nating as the basic data the final end product of a group's efforts 

upon ''neutral" and need-relevant material, the following predictions 

were made: 

Hypothesis 1: Due to an assumed intolerance of ambiguity and 

a memorial rigidity, for both need-relevant and non-need-relevant themes, 

groups of authoritarians will produce final reproductions which are 

significantly more distorted and less faithful to the original 

stimulus material tban will groups of nonauthoritarians. 

Hypothesis 2: On need-relevant themes, groups of authoritarians 

will produce final reproductions which will be biased in specific 

directions-i.e., which will distort the original stimulus material 

in authoritarian directions. 

It was further hypothesized that individual authoritarian sub-

jects would respond in certain ways to a post-rumor questionnaire: 

Hypothesis 3: Authoritarian subjects will show a greater ten-

dency than nonauthoritarian subjects to identify certain characters 



portrayed in the thematic material-viz., those characters who stood 

on the authoritarian side of the controversy-as being "more clear or 

strong in their character and arguments." 

5 

Hypothesis 4: Authoritarian subjects will show a greater 

tendency than nonauthoritarian subjects to identify certain characters 

portrayed in the thematic material-again, those on the authoritarian 

side of the controversy-as being "more in the right." 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Two bodies of research obviously relevant to this study are 

those portions of the literature dealing with rumor study and the 

authoritarian personality, respectively. However, because the hypo-

theses formulated concerning the relationship between authoritarianism 

and rumor transmission are predicated upon the more general notion of 

the need-relevance of perception and recall, the literature pertinent 

to this latter area is viewed as a relevant precursor. The present 

study is conceived as a study of the need-relatedness of human per-

ception and memory, and the vehicle through which these phenomena are 

studied is the laboratory rumor. The content of this rumor model 

includes some of the outstanding values, attitudes, needs and sets 

of the authoritarian personality. 

The Need-Relevance of Human Perception and Memory. Pioneering 

in the areas of need-relevant perception and recall, the monumental 

work of Bartlett (1932) was the first research to effectively demon-

strate remembering to be more than a mere reproductive function of 

the organism. This early work experimentally showed that memory is 

rather a constructive operation whereby the person selectively attends 

to various aspects of incoming stimuli, thereafter reshaping and 

ordering them into meaningful categories according to the usehemata" 
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by which he regulates his life. For Bartlett, every cognitive function 

is conditioned by a central "effort after meaning," an attempt on the 

part of the individual to make sense of his experiences. Furthermore, 

aside from the initial selectivity in attending to and recognizing only 

part of the stimulus field, memories change-immediately following 

perception-in accord with the person's habits, needs, sets and cul-

tural conventions. Thus, Bartlett rejects a simple 11tracen theory of 

memory as being grossly inadequate. 

Emphasizing the importance of the individual's general person-

ality makeup on perceptual and memoric functions, Bartlett states: 

For what is presented at once stirs up in the subject some 
preformed bias, interest, or some persistent temperamental 
factors, and he at once adopts toward the situation some 
fairly specific attitude. Within limits, the more structurally 
complex is the material, the more ambiguous it is in outline, 
the more certain features of the whole are salient, and ~he 
more it contains 'dynamic' or movement features, the more 
definite and varied are the attitudes it evokes, and the more 
diverse the interpretations. (p. 44) 

And later: 

It now seems certain that attitudes, springing up upon a 
basis of some not very well-defined perceptual pattern, may 
strongly influence recall, and may tend in particular to 
produce stereotyped and conventional reproductions which 
adequately serve all normal needs, though they are very 
unfaithful to the originals. (p. 55) 

Much more importance has been given the determining effects of 

personal needs upon the processes of perceiving and remembering in 

the years following the research cited above. Levine, Chein, and 

Murphy (1942) demonstrated the effect of bodily needs upon perception 



by experimentally manipulating the hunger drive. For periods of 

abstinence up to six hours, subjects who were deprived of food 

8 

showed significantly more of a tendency to identify ambiguous drawings 

as food objects than did subjects not deprived of food. Similar 

research also employing the hunger need as an independent variable 

has been done by Atkinson and McClelland ( 1948) and McClelland and 

Atkinson (1948), yielding comparable findings. Earlier work ques-

tioning the relationship between abstinence from food upon imaginal 

processes is reported by Sanford (1936, 1937), who shows prolonged 

food deprivation to be related to an i .ncrease in food-related images 

and percepts. 

One study by Proshansky and Murphy (1942) concludes that pre-

viously rewarded or punished perceptions may have an effect in deter-

mining later perceptions. During a training period, subjects asked 

to judge the length of lines were positively reinforced (i.e., given 

a small sum of money) when presented with a "long" line and negatively 

reinforced (i.e., had money taken from them) when presented with a 

0 short0 line. During the test series, it was found that the rein-

forced subjects identified more lines as "long" lines than did controls 

who were not so reinforced. 

The classical study often cited as exemplary of the relationship 

between the individual's personal needs and values and his perceptions 

is the study of Bruner and Goodman (1947). Utilizing coins of 
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different values, and requiring of the subjects that they adjust a 

circular spot of light to be subjectively equal to a designated coin, 

the most significant finding of this study was that groups of "poor" 

children overestimated the size of coins significantly more than did 

groups of "rich" children. Carter and Schooler (1949) criticized the 

Bruner and Goodman design on methodological grounds, and found upon 

replication that the findings thereof held true only when the subjects 

estimated the size of an absent, recalled coin. Employing the same 

basic task, Ashley, Harper, and Runyon (1951) attempted to simulate 

different economic states within subjects by means of hypnotic sug-

gestion. They report that subjects in a non-hypnotic state adjusted 

the light approximately equal to the size of the designated coins; 

subjects in hypnotically-induced npoor" and "rich0 economic states 

adjusted the light significantly larger and significantly smaller, 

respectively. 

Correlating associative reaction time (a measure of the "emo-

tional value" of stimulus words) with the speed of recognition for 

the same words presented tachistoscopically, Bruner and Postman (1947) 

concluded that the two measures were significantly related. The 

writers invoked the concepts of "perceptual defense" and "perceptual 

sensiti~tion" (see below) in explaining the apparent contradiction 

of the presence of both significantly long and significantly short 

speeds of recognition of "emotional" stimulus material. In another 
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effort, the same investigators (1948) enjoined subjects to adjust a 

variable patch of light until it was subjectively equal to circular 

discs, each of which was inscribed with one of three symbols. The discs 

bearing the "positive" symbol (dollar sign) were judged largest, those 

bearing the "negative" symbol (swastika) were judged second largest, 

and the ttneutral" discs bearing two diagonal lines were judged smallest. 

The results were interpreted that value , whether of a positive or 

negative valence, leads to perceptual accentuation. 

In a study more amenable to interpretation in terms of generalized 

expectancies, Postman, Brwier, and McGinnies (1948) found a significant 

relationship between the rank of a subject's value on the Allport-

Vernon Study of Values and his speed of recognition of tachistoscopi-

cally-presented words relevant to that value . Here again, in discussing 

their results, the authors forward the hypotheses of "perceptual de-

fense" (that subjects will block or defend against unacceptable 

stimuli) and "selective sensitization" (that stimuli which reflect 

positive values will be recognized more readily than neutral stimuli). 

Repeating this study and partialling out the effects of the frequency 

of words in ordinary language usage, Solomon and Howes ( 1951) found 

that the relationship posited by Postman et Al•, was much more pro-

nounced for infrequent words, and statistically significant for the 

highest and lowest values on the Allport-Vernon profile. 
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While not especially pertinent to the present study, it is worthy 

of note that much of the later experimentation in the area of need-

relevant perception has focused on various aspects of "perceptual 

defense.0 McGinnies (1949) found that both recognition threshold 

and galvanic skin response were higher for culturally unacceptable 

words than for neutral words. Usually interpreting their findings 

through the mediation of such concepts as repression or some uncon-

scious screening process which blocks the perception of negatively 

valued or need-conflictual stimuli, otker researchers have employed 

similar methodologies and have obtained closely related results;, 

Lazarus and McCleary (1951); Eriksen (1951, 1956a, 1956b); Postman 

(1953); Blum (1955); and Lazarus (1956). Some students of the same 

area (e.g., Howes and Solomon, 1950) have rejected the notion of per-

ceptual defense as an unconsciaus repressive process, electing to 

interpret the results of these studies in terms of conscious response 

withholding. Barthel (1961) presents evidence to support this latter 

interpretation, when he shows higher recognition thresholds for cultur.-

ally taboo words to be related to a high need on the part of the sub-

ject for social approval. 

Turning now from perception to memory, the research dealing with 

the relationship of , needs and values to recall has produced conclusions 

very much compatible with and complementary to the findings of studies 

of need-relevant perception. While not completely free of methodological 
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criticism, two earlier studies have ostensibly attempted to verify the 

Freudian concept of repression and Thorndike ' s Law of Effect and their 

influence upon recall. Using the report of examination grades to col-

lege students as the independent variable , and later testing for recall 

of these grades, Koch (1930) found that grades which students reported 

as "pleasant" were recalled more accurately than were grades reported 

as "unpleasant . " Both "pleasant" and "unpleasant" grades tended to be 

better remembered than those reported as stimulating no affective 

reaction . Meltzer (1930) asked students to report their personal 

experiences during a short vacation , and to mark each experience as 

"pleasant" or "unpleasant . " On a test of recall , he reports that the 

forgetting of "unpleasant" experiences was significantly greater than 

that of "pleasant" experiences . Moreover , of those experiences r e-

ported on the test of recall which were not included in the original 

task, there were significantly more new reports of "pleasant" exper-

iences. 

Much of the work done on need-relevant memory consistently 

indicates that material which is assimilable into the subject ' s frame 

of reference or which is consonant with his attitudes is more readily 

retained than material which conflicts with his frame of reference or 

his attitudes. Watson and Hartmann (1939) compared the recall of 

atheistic and theistic material for subjects with strong atheistic or 

theistic beliefs . It was found that material which supported any 
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given subject's attitude was recalled much more effectively than 

material which opposed his attitude. Edwards (1941) presented a 

spoken prose passage containing statements both approving and disap-

proving of the New Deal to subjects who held either of the same two 

attitudes. He found that the subject tended to perceive the content 

of the speech as conforming to his own attitudes. Most significantly, 

on a later test of recall, the subject tended to recognize from the 

passage material which harmonized with his own frame ef reference 

significantly more than material which conflicted with his frame of 

reference. Similar results, supporting the hypothesis that subjects 

tend to remember that with which they agree, have been reported by 

Wallin (1942). Levine and Murphy (1943) have also demonstrated 

this, in addition to verifying their hypothesis that subjects tend 

to learn faster material with which they agree than that with which 

they disagree. 

In a replication of the Postman, Bruner and McGinnies study, 

Postman and Schneider (1951) extended the same basic design to accomo-

date the relationship of value rank on the Allport-Vernon profile to 

the recall of words relevant to these values. The relationship found 

was in a U-shaped carve, there being a statistically significant rela-

tionship between recalled words and the highest and lowest values on 

the profile. 
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Alper and Korchin (1952) utilized Bartlett's Method of Serial 

Reproduction (described in the next section) with male and female 

subjects. The material to be recalled concerned the comparative abili-

ties of male and female students in higher education. The most inter-

esting finding to emerge was the statistically significant differential 

recall of "partisan" items between the sexes, males generally favoring 

the case for the males, females generally favoring the case for the 

females. 

On a task demanding the recall of names assigned to pictures of 

Negroes and whites, Rokeach (1952) discovered that highly ethnocentric 

subjects recalled less accurately than nonethnocentric subjects, not 

only for the recall of Negroes• names, but also for those of whites. 

Taft (1954) presented Negro and white delinquent boys with a 

prose passage concerning a Negro baseball player. The passage con-

tained items which were neutral, favorable, and unfavorable to the 

Negro. On the basis of immediate recall, the Negro subjects recalled 

more favorable and unfavorable material than did the white subjects. 

On delayed recall, the Negroes were even more superior to the whites 

with respect to the recall of favorable items. On the whole, the 

white subjects distorted more items. The author contends that the 

Negroes were "vigilant" during the immediate recall, and therefore 

sensitized to the material. However, before the delayed recall series, 

they had repressed wifavorable items. 



Garber (1955) attempted to separate the cognitive (belief) and 

affective (attitude) aspects of subjects• reactions to various state-

ments regarding present-day Russia. The strongest findings of this 

study are that: belief tends to enhance the likelihood of retention 

more than does approving attitude; when belief and attitude reinforce 

each other positively, retention is facilitated; when belief and at-

titude reinforce each other negatively, there is an inhibition of 

retention; when the inhibiting and facilitating effects of belief and 

attitude conflict, the attitude appears to dominate over the belief 

structure in determining what is recalled. 

15 

The Methodology of Rumor Study. Studies of the rumor process 

have characteristically been of two sorts-"field" studies and experi-

mental (laboratory) studies. Field research attempts to study the 

changes made in information as it is transmitted from person to person 

in "real life situations ... Occasionally, these researches "plant" the 

seeds of rumor within a group of people and attempt to assess the 

direction, the channels of communication, and the forms of the rumor 

by the methods of participant observation and/or post-rumor interviews. 

Studying the spread of a spontaneous rumor of "CommunistH throughout 

a housing project, Festinger, et al., (1948) conclude that rumors 

tend to rise where developments relevant to people's interests appear 

to lie largely outside their control and where there is a good deal of 

cognitive unclarity. These investigators report that once a rumor's 
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central theme is accepted. specific items tend to be reorganized and 

distorted to become consistent with it. Schall. Levy, and Tresselt 

(1950) utilized a sociometric approach in the analysis of the channels 

of rumor transmission in a fraternity situation and found that, con-

trary to their expectations, rumor was not passed more quickly and 

distorted more by the social isolate. The crucial determinant of 

rumor spread rather seemed to be some dynamic interplay between the 

internal personal values of the subjects and the rumor situation 

itself. Dealing with the outcome of a "plantedu rumor, Schachter and 

Burdick (1955) offer further evidence that under conditions of wide-

spread cognitive unclarity. there is more extensive transmission and 

more speculation involving rumor material. Similar work has been done 

by Back, Festinger and Hymovitch (1950), and an early partial summary 

of the dynamics of rumor has been offerred by Knapp (1948). 

Allport and Postman (1947) present perhaps the most comprehensive 

analysis of the conditions and mechanics of rumor of various sorts-

spontaneous or "planted." in the field or in the laboratory. Con-

sonant with the implications of need-relevant perception and recall, 

and giving substance to the findings of other rumor researchers, the 

authors posit that: 

•••• the amowit of rumor in circulation will vary with the 
importance of the subject to the individuals concerned times 
the ambiguity of the evidence pertaining to the topic at 
issue. (p. 34) 
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Thus, need-engagment and cognitive ambiguity are seen as multiplicative 

functions of rumor transmission. 

Later, in the same work, the three processes of rumor are con-

ceived of as levelling. sharpening, and assimilation. Levelling refers 

to the tendency for the information in transmission to become shorter, 

more concise, and more easily grasped as details are gradually dropped 

out. Sharpening refers to the tendency for certain limited details to 

be selectively retained out of the larger context, to be given a 

greater importance in later stages of the transmission process. Sharp-

ening is defined as the reciprocal process of levelling-thus, one 

cannot exist without the other. Assimilation refers to the process 

whereby the changes occurring in the rumor transmission take place in 

essential conformity to the past experiences and the present attitudes 

of the rumor spreaders. It is the assimilative process which-in the 

face of levelling and sharpening-reorganizes the presented information 

into a format which is congruent with the person's needs, values and 

expectancies. 

The processes of levelling, sharpening, and assimilation are 

found by these investigators to operate in any situation involving 

information transmission, whether in the veridical order or in the 

laboratory. Giving due credit to the work of Bartlett (from whom they 

adopted their laboratory technique), Allport and Postman assert that 

these three processes reflect the rumor agents' tteffort after meaning." 
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Most exemplary of the early attempts to simulate the conditions 

of rumor in the laboratory, the studies of Bartlett (1932) on memory 

have been of great import. Of this investigator's numerous experimental 

methods, only one requires mention here, being peculiarly amenable to an 

artificially induced rumor situation: 

In the Method of Serial Reproduction, a text is presented to one 

subject for his reading. Be later reports what he remembers from the 

text to a second subject, who later reports to a third, etc. The 

intervals between subjects may or may not be long. Each successive 

reproduction is recorded. 

For several of his methods of testing memory-including the 

method just described-Bartlett comes to similar conclusions regarding 

the changes made in the information. Over time and/or across indivi-

duals, the story or theme tends to become shorter and many omissions 

are made, especially of incidental detail. The disappearance of items 

usually means the gradual construction of a new whole which organizes 

around other details, with a tendency toward making good intrinsic 

sense. Details wifamiliar to the subjects are readily transformed into 

details more familiar to them. Proper names and titles are the most 

unstable elements in a story, in that they are the first to be trans-

formed. There is generally a bias toward the concrete, w~th a rapid 

transformation and omission of abstract elements, argwnents, or rea-

soning. Stories ultimately lose their individualizing features, 



deviate strongly from the original text, and often take on a sort of 

"stamp" characteristic of the person or group reporting. 
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The work of Allport and Postman, cited above, reports conclusions 

highly corroborative of those of Bartlett. Later studies employing the 

Method of Serial Reproduction have also confirmed many of Bartlett's 

general observations. Higham (1951) employed 11neutral" and "ego-

involving" stories with this method, and concluded that fewer details 

are levelled in the ego-involving stories. Tresselt and Spragg (1941) 

found that the reading of a "mental set" passage prior to the hearing 

of the original stimulus material exerted a definitive effect on the 

changes later occurring in the reproductions given. Alper and Korchin 

(1952) showed that groups of males and groups of females differentially 

transmitted certain partisan information from one subject to another 

when the original stimulus was sex-relevant. 

The findings of these studies suggest that the Method of Serial 

Reproduction specifically and the rumor situation generally are tried 

modes for investigating the social perceptions and the communication 

processes of groups of like-minded people. This is the intent of the 

present study, and the population investigated are subjects character-

ized as "authoritarian" and "nonauthoritarian" on the well-known 

california F(ascist) Scale. 

The Concept .Q.! the Authoritarian Personality. The mention of the 

"california group" is perhaps as familiar to behavioral scientists as 
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is mention of the "authoritarianu personality upon which this group 

initiated investigation . Interested primarily in the etiological , 

psychodynamic , attitudinal , and sociological correlates of what they 

considered to be "pre-fascistic" tendencies in the personality struc-

ture of certain individuals , this group of investigators undertook an 

intensive study which culminated in one of the most massive collections 

of carefully collated case material in present- day psychological liter-

ature (Adorno et al ., ,22 . c it . ) . Their work is depicted summarily by 

Christie and Garcia (1951 ) as follows : 

Individuals with a history of strict treatment in childhood 
and subjected to great social pressures toward conformity are 
characterized as tending to be rigid and intolerant of ambi -
guity as adults (Frenkel- Brunswik, 1951). These individuals 
perceive the world as a constant source of threat and tend to 
identify with conventional values for security . Their emphasis 
on conformity and power has earned them the soubriquet of 
"authoritarian , 0 and the California investigators have fOlmd 
that these individuals are also ethnocentric and character-
istically project their aggressive tendencies onto outgroups, 
authoritarianism and ethnocentrism being interwoven . 

Apparently just as basic to the dynamics of authoritarianism as 

the specific content of the belief-attitudinal system (see below) are 

certain structural aspects of the manner in which the authoritarian 

functions , both affectively and cognitively . Originating in a 

theoretically posited strong ambivalence toward authority , the reso-

lution of ambivalence which employs repression of the negative affect 

and overemphasis of positive affect is said to be so uncompromisingly 

rigid that a similar dynamic is operative in other aspects of 
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functioning as well. For example, in a manner similar to his inability 

to tolerate opposing feelings within himself, there is some evidence 

that the authoritarian is also intolerant of ambiguity in the cognitive 

and perceptua 1 areas as we 11 (Frenke 1-Brunswik, .QP.• cit.). The "high 

F" character is said to grossly oversimplify complicated problems, 

especially social and psychological issues (Adorno et al., .QQ• cit.). 

There is a strong tendency to dichotomize perceptions and cognitions 

into elementally simple oategories-••good" versus 0 bad,,. "weak" versus 

"strong," "ingroup" versus ,.outgroup," "right." versus "wrong." 

It has been the contention of the California group that there is 

a more or less well-defined syndrome of authoritarianism, in that the 

various attributes whicll would incline a person toward susceptibility 

to anti-democratic propaganda "hang'' rather closely together. Indeed, 

as the concept of the personality under study has become more clearly 

delineated, specific and fairly predictable r~lationships have become 

discernible between the attitudinal and emotional components of the 

syndrome. Aside from the intolerance of ambiguity, the stereotypical 

conventionality, the power orientation, and the ethnocentrism of the 

potentially "fascistic" personality, the findings of the origina 1 study 

depict the syndrome as: maintaining a complexus of conservative 

politico-economic attitudes; overly deferent to authority figures, 

submitting out of a respect based on fear; anti-intraceptive and hos-

tile to "out" belief systems; moralistic in sexual attitudes; scornful 
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of all weakness in others, et al. Many of these original formulations 

have been verified by later experimentation, and the pertinent litera-

ture through 1956 has been comprehensively reviewed by Christie and 

Cook (1958). 

Only several researches need be mentioned to illustrate that 

authoritarians perceive certain situations in ways different than do 

nonauthoritarians. Scodel and Mussen (1953), Scodel and Freedman 

(1956), and Lipetz (1960) have concluded that authoritarians tend to 

see others more like themselves (and more incorrectly so) than do 

nonauthoritarians see others like themselves. Authoritarians were 

found to be more insensitive than nonauthoritarians to the personality 

characteristics of others in a study by Jones (1954), who also con-

firmed that authoritarians show a greater tendency to differentiate 

the social environment in terms of power-related concepts. Kogan 

(1956) supported the contention of the California studies that 

authoritarians tend to defend against sexual and aggressive stimuli. 

A more recent work by Rothstein (1960) confirms that authoritarians 

project onto semi-structured stimuli their own unacceptable sexuality. 

Barnes (1961) demonstrated higher perceptual thresholds for authori-

tarians in the areas of dependency, sexuality, and exclusion to an 

outgroup. 

Three specific studies are seen to be especially relevant to 

this study, insofar as they have successfully related ethnocentrism 
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(a component of authoritariansim) to certain characteristics of 

memory. 

One of these three researches is directly related to need-relevant 

distortion of recall in prejudiced individuals. In this study (Frenkel-

Brunswik, 1949), children who fell along the entire range of measured 

ethnocentrism were presented with a fictional story of young pupils in 

a school, to which their reactions were evaluated. The passage included 

brief characterizations of eleven students-including one Jew and one 

Negro-and incorporated the reactions of the students to these new-

comers, including aggression and protectiveness. After a short interval, 

the children were asked to reproduce the story in writing. Frenkel-

Brunswik reports that the highly prejudiced children tended to mention 

the Negro boy more often in an unfavorable light-moreover, all nega-

tive ethnic imputations were subjective elaborations upon the actual 

thematic material. Without reference to minority groups-i.e., generi-

cally-prejudiced children placed greater emphasis than nonprejudiced 

children on the story's negative, hostile, or catastrophic features. 

Moreover, the distortions of high scorers were not only more frequent, 

but also of a cruder nature. Finally, for the recall of the prejudiced 

children, the story became more simplified and less diverse than for 

that of the nonprejudiced children. 

The previously mentioned study of Rokeach (1952) presented pic-

tures of Negroes and whites to prejudiced and nonprejudiced subjects, 
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and asked for the recall of names which had been initially associated 

with each. The finding that ethnocentric subjects recalled names less 

accurately for both the Negro and white stimulus pictures in the study 

was interpreted to mean that ethnocentrism is a function of a more 

general and pervasive misanthropy. 

Earlier, Fisher (1951) conducted a somewhat comparable experiment 

and obtained similar results, but interpreted his findings in terms of 

a more structural characteristic of the cognitive processes of pre-

judiced individuals. Using both high- and low-scorers on the Cali-

fornia E(thnocentrism) Scale, this study presented the subjects with 

a neutral (i.e., not related to ethnocentric needs) prose passage for 

memorization. In testing memory over time by using several repeated 

measures of recall, Fisher concluded that highly prejudiced subjects 

had a greater tendency to drop out details and to oversimplify the 

material in a distorted fashion, having a greater tendency toward 

levelling and a greater need for symmetry than had non-prejudiced 

subjects. Depicting the ethnocentric individuals as being "memorially 

rigid", Fisher thus offers an explanation more general and inclusive 

than that of Rokeach. 

The postulated intolerance of ambiguity and the memorial dis-

tortion found in such studies as those above (Fisher, 1951; Frenkel-

Brunswik, 1949; Rokeach, 1952) led to the first hypothesis of this 
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study; i.e., that authoritarians would distort rumor material signifi-

cantly more than would nonauthoritarians. 

Several attitudes, values and needs of authoritarianism as indi-

cated in the general literature cited above-viz., deference to 

parental authority, etlmocentrism, hostility to left-wing ideology-

led to the remaining hypotheses formed; i.e., that authoritarians 

would distort the rumor material in certain predicted directions. 



CHAPTER III 

METWDOLOGY 

The Original Stimulus Material. Four tape recordings of several 

minutes• duration were prepared in the form of dramatized scenes 

involving dialogues between various parties. Three of the recordings 

were deliberately constructed to be ttneed-relevant" to the authori-

tarian syndrome inasmuch as it would be theoretically expected that 

these tapes would elicit specific attitudes, values and feelings from 

authoritarian people upon their hearing the recordings. A fourth 

recording, a "non-need-relevant" or neutral tape, was constructed so 

as to be free as possible from material which would have theoretical 

relevance to the authoritarian personality and his interests. Tran-

scriptions of these original recordings will be found in Appendix A. 

In keeping with Allport and Postman's conclusion that a certain 

degree of ambiguity is a necessary condition for distortion in rumor 

(1947)-and also mindful that a certain "intolerance of ambiguity" 

is characteristic of the authoritarian personality-each of the four 

recordings were constructed around a specific problem which presented 

itself to the characters portrayed on the tapes, and for which problem 

there was some degree of indefiniteness of solution, some equivocation, 

several alternatives, or some quality of "pro" and "con." Each of the 

26 
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three need-relevant recordings, moreover, involved a rather sharply 

defined controversy which centered around an authoritarian issue and 

which included interpersonal disagreements over material toward which 

the authoritarian subject would be expected to maintain fairly pre-

dictable attitudes. The authoritarian-centered controversy on these 

three need-relevant recordings consisted of charge and counter-charge, 

argument and rebuttal, fact versus value, from one side of the contro-

versy to the other. These three need-relevant tapes, while simulating 

natural situations, attempted to present disagreements which were 

sufficiently ftbalanced" in weight that the truly fair observer would 

have to report that there was no definitive way in which to determine 

which side of any controversy was more "correct11 or "in the right.•• 

In addition, the three need-relevant tapes included sufficient detail 

and sub-argumentation as to allow ample opportunity for distortion in 

any of a number of ways. 

Theme A, the neutral recording, depicts a situation wherein two 

college students, a boy and a girl, are discussing the problems in-

volved when they discover that they have no place to hold a picnic 

which they and a group of friends have arranged. 

Theme B, a need-relevant recording dealing with the authoritarian 

problem of deference to parental authority, involves a discussion be-

tween a young man and his wife, when the latter receives news that her 

father wishes to live in her home. The woman is essentially hostile 
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to the idea of her father taking up residence with her family, and the 

husband appears to be more sympathetic to this arrangement, to the 

point of being somewhat puzzled and disappointed by his wife's attitude. 

Arguments pro and con are given. 

Theme c, centering around material which would be expected to 

elicit ethnocentric attitudes and values, portrays a scene in a 

southern police station. Some Negro picketers have been arrested for 

allegedly disturbing the peace before a segregated theater. The white 

theater owner and a spokesman for the pickets present different ver-

sions of the event and make various charges against each other. 

Theme D was constructed with the view in mind that the authori-

tarian1s specific attitudes toward unpopular left-wing political 

philosophies would be elicited by the recording. It simulates a few 

minutes of questioning and testimony before a congressional committee 

which is interested in the alleged Communist Party affiliations of a 

New York newspaperman. The witness refuses to cooperate and attacks 

the committee's legality and intentions, and the chairman of the 

committee argues that the man•s performance is evidence which corro-

borates his being identified as subversive. 

Selection of Subjects. Twenty-eight items of Form 40-45 of the 

California F-scale (Appendix B) were administered to 253 male and female 

Psychology 401 students at The Ohio State University during the swnmer 

session of 1961. The scale was administered along with several others 
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as a routine procedure on the first day of class, and the students were 

informed that the psychologists using the scales were interested in 

their scale performance only as members of a large group, not as 

individual respondents. There was no connection drawn between the 

administration of the F-scale and any later performance in psycholo-

gical experiments. 

Due to the great number of older students enrolled in the 

course during the summer session, it was decided that the possible 

effects of age should be ruled out by setting an upper age limit of 

twenty-five years for participants in the rumor study. Also, because 

of the importance of language to the communication process, foreign 

students were not considered for inclusion. Subjects' scores on the 

Ohio State Psychological Examination were collected as a measure of 

intelligence. 

The F-scales were scored and prospective subjects from the 

upper and lower quartiles were contacted at their homes by telephone 

or in their respective classes. The prospects were informed that 

their names had been selected on a purely random basis from the 

Psychology 401 roster for possible participation in a group experiment 

in "social communication" along with three other students. They were 

told that participation in the experiment would earn them two credits 

toward the four experimental credits required by the course. Those 

subjects who showed wiwillingness or hesitancy in signing up for the 
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study were slightly pressured into doing so, on the ruse that the 

"random selection procedure" was one which the experimenters preferred 

to retain inviolate for statistical reasons, and any replacements of 

the names chosen would destroy the "pure" nature of the random selection. 

Beyond this, the skeptical few who further questioned how the 

purity of a random group would be altered by the change of one subject 

were told another fabrication: that in past years, psychological re-

searchers had discovered that whenever subjects were allowed to volun-

teer for an experiment at their own leisure, certain psychological 

differences were found to be reflected in the experimental performances 

of those who volunteered early in the quarter and those who volunteered 

late. Accordingly, since the present study in "social communication" 

had to be completely run within the first few weeks of the quarter 

(another deception), the experimenters wanted to be sure that their 

results were in no way attributable to the fact that the study included 

only early volunteers. For those students who seemed to understand the 

above reasoning, it appeared to make a genuine impression; for those 

who did not, it nonetheless must have appeared to have a certain "ring" 

of scientificity. Ultimately, the several people who refused to parti-

cipate did so due to insurmountable difficulties such as demanding job 

scbedules, etc. The few students who asked whether there was any rela-

tionship between selection for the study and the personality inventories 

given in class were answered in the negative. 
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Once a prospect had committed himself to serve as a subject at a 

definite time , he was reminded that in order for any one "run" of the 

experiment to be successful , all four subjects were required to be 

present. Thus , the other three members of his experimental group were 

relying upon him to honor his commitment . All subjects were informed 

that in the event any one member of a group did not appear at the 

appointed time , the entire group of four would have to be reassigned 

another time . 

Experimental Design and Procedure . According to the above 

method, each subject was assigned to one of four types of experimental 

groups, according to sex and F-scale classification: either to a 

"High F" Male , ''High F" Female , "Low F" Male , or "Low F" Female 

group . Five of each of these four types of group were formed , yield-

ing a tota1 of twenty experimental groups of four subjects each, as 

illustrated in Table 1 . 

Table 1 

Assignment of Subjects to Experimental Groups 
According to Sex and F-Scale Classification 

Sex Authoritarian Nonauthoritarian 

Male Five groups of Five groups of 
four subjects each four subjects each 

Female Five groups of Five groups of 
four subjects each four subjects each 



The experimental method utilized a procedure identical to 

Bartlett's Method of Serial Reproduction, wherein the first subject 

to be exposed to the stimulus material reports all he recalls as 

accurately as he can to the second subject, who in turn reports to 
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the third subject, etc. Each sequential phase is recorded. In the 

present study, this same procedure was used for all four themes, each 

group being required to transmit from person to person the information 

of all four tapes. 

Some attempt was made to control for theme sequence effects by 

altering the sequence of the three need-relevant themes. Theme A, 

describing the neutral situation, was the first recording presented 

to all groups, but Themes B, C, and D were randomly shifted in order 

to minimize any possible effects one emotionally-charged recording 

may have upon the reproduction of the recordings to follow. Accord-

ingly, six separate copies of the master tape were prepared, utilizing 

sequences .ABCD , .ABDC, ACBD , ACDB, JIDBC, and .ADCB. These varying se-

quences were given a fair and random distribution over the four 

different types of experimental groups. 

The possibility of subject sequence effects was also met by an 

attempt to vary the sequence of subjects within each group. The 

names of the persons in each group were alphabetized, then each was 

randomly assigned a subject designation of a number from one to four. 

Thus, for any one given group, the sequence for the different themes 
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always began and ended with different persons, giving each subject the 

opportunity to both listen to one original stimulus tape and also be 

the final respondent in one series. 

Thus, for the first theme (always Theme A), S1 heard the original 

stimulus material; s2 was then called into the room and s1 related the 

information to s2 ; s1 left the room and s3 entered, to be relayed the 

information by s2 ; s2 left and s4 was given the information by s3 ; 

finally, when s3 left the recording room, s4 relayed the information 

back to E. For each of the following three themes, the procedure 

was identical, except for the second theme, the sequence started with 

s2 and terminated with s1, for the third theme, the sequence started 

with s3, etc. 

The experimental recording room contained four chairs, a table 

and two tape recorders. One recorder contained the master tape with 

both instructions to the subjects (below) and the original stimulus 

material of all four themes. This recorder was supplied with a set 

of headphones so that the initial subject of any series could listen 

to the. original stimulus without the latter being audible to the 

subjects who were waiting in other rooms. The second recorder con-

tained a blank tape for the purpose of recording the stories in all 

phases of their reproduction-i.e., as they passed from person to 

person. 
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For each group, the four subjects were brought into the recording 

room, seated comfortably, and asked to listen to the taped instructions 

for the experimental procedure (Appendix C). The purpose of taping the 

instructions was to further ensure clarity of presentation and to 

standardize the procedure. While cautioning the respondents to listen 

to the stimulus material carefully and to "strive for reliable report-

ing," in order to minimize the possibilities that any subject might 

suspect that the study was specifically concerned with prejudicial 

reporting, the instructions attempted to distract the subjects• atten-

tion from this essential by stating that the important variables under 

consideration were vocabulary, length, emotional tone of the speakers, 

etc. In other words, while content would be obviously important in 

relating any given theme, should the subjects believe that the factual 

content was the all-important variable, they may have suspected that 

the study dealt with prejudicial reporting and may have made efforts 

to "bend over backwards" in order not to distort in a specifically 

prejudiced direction. 

When the taped instructions terminated, the experimenter answered 

any questions raised, and the four subjects were then shown to the 

separate rooms in which they were to remain until their respective 

turns for the four sequences. 

In summary, the experiment proper utilized Bartlett's Method of 

Serial Reproduction, whereby each group dealt with each of the four 
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themes. The procedure included counterbalancing for theme and subject 

sequence. There was a time lapse of approximately thirty seconds be-

tween subjects. This major part of the experiment, including instruc-

tions, room arrangements, and the actual transmission of the four 

themes along the group of four persons, took approximately forty-five 

to fifty minutes. 

The experimental groups were run "blind" by the experimenter, 

his not !mowing whether any given group was an authoritarian or a 

nonauthoritarian group. Out of the twenty groups, there were two 

unavoidable violations of this precaution, conditioned by two separate 

incidents wherein only three persons represented their group. Under 

these special circumstances, using three subjects working upon four 

themes, a variation of subject sequence was the inevitable result. 

The two missing subjects were finally contacted, the experiment was 

explained to them as it had been to the other group members, and these 

two individuals functioned as the last person in each of the four 

series by listening to the taped reporduction of the third person in 

each sequence as their given stimulus. 

The Post-Experimental Questionnaire. Following the administra-

tion of the experiment proper, a short questionnaire was given to all 

subjects (Appendix D). The purpose of this questionnaire was mainly 

to assess the subject•s general reaction to the experiment, his 

perception as to the purpose of the experiment, and his evaluation of 
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questions (Questions 3 and 4) were included with the intention that 
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they might further reflect attitudes and values which would discriminate 

between authoritarians and nonauthoritarians. Question 3 asks the 

subject to state what he would or would not have done or said had he 

been involved in any of the four situations in any way. Question 4 

asks the subject to consider the three need-relevant themes with res-

pect to two judgments for each theme: (a) those parties whose character 

or arguments were most clearly or strongly presented; and (b) those 

parties who were probably more in the right. Since each of these 

questions asks the subject to once again recall the thematic material, 

they should be expected to reflect the same basic processes of selec-

tive perception, integration and memory as did the actual experimental 

sequence itself. As such, it was predicted that Questions 3 and 4 

would reflect attitude, value, and prejudice in a manner as predicted 

by our major hypothesis concerning the directionality of authoritarian 

distortion. 

The questionnaire concluded with a short pledge which the sub-

ject was asked to sign, promising not to discuss the experiment with 

other students for a period of two weeks, within which time all experi-

mental groups would have been run. 

While several interesting findings emerged from other questions 

on this form, these findings were in no way anticipated and no 
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specific predictions had been made prior to statistical analysis. 

The Basic Data. Each of the final reproductions for each theme-

i.e., the final rendition for each theme as it was related by the last 

subject in the sequence-was transcribed, thereby yielding twenty 

final reproductions for each of the four themes. These eighty tran-

scriptions constitute the basic experimental data upon which judgments 

along several dimensions were later made. 

As a further safeguard against bias in later judgments, the 

transcription of this material was also completed without reference 

to the designation (authoritarian or nonauthoritarian) of those 

groups from whieh the final reproductions came. 

For each of the four themes, the transcribed final reproductions 

were randomly assigned a number from one to twenty in order to achieve 

a systematic designation which would allow assigning the data to 

judges without revealing the type of group from which they were de-

rived. There is thus no necessary correspondence between the numbered 

designation of a final reproduction on one theme and that of another-

for example, Final Reproduction A-18 is not necessarily a product of 

the same group of subjects which produced Final Reproduction B-18, etc. 

All eighty final reproductions, including their numbered desig-

nation, the number of the particular experimental group which produced 

them, and the type of experimental group (male or female, authoritarian 

or nonauthoritarian) which produced them, are included in Appendix E. 



38 

Construction of the Judge's Manual. The variables as defined in 

the detailed Judge's Manual constitute the major dependent variables 

of this study. For a comprehensive description of the meaning and 

structure of these dimensions, see Appendix F. Briefly, the ten scales 

are ·entitled as follows: 

Scale I: Overall Coherence 

Scale II: Comprehension of the Essential Problem 

Scale III: Reproduction of the Outcome 

Scale IV: Exaggeration and Projection 

Scale V: Minimi~tion and Deletion 

Scale VI: Cross-controversy uShifts" in Role 

Scale VII: Contradictions through Pure Projection 

Scale VIII: Overall Comprehension 

Scale IX: Directionality of Distortion 

"Scale" X: Forced-Choice Authoritarian/Nonauthoritarian ''Typing" 

These scoring categories for rating the final reproductions were 

constructed on an~ priori basis, being formulated and developed on 

logical grounds of what might be expected to occur to a theme in 

transmission. As already mentioned, Bartlett (1932) and Allport and 

Postman (1947) describe in great detail the various forms which 

distortion takes as information is relayed from one individual to 

another. Upon the f:fn:d:lngs of these writers-as well as upon one•s 

natural expectancies-one would expect all distortion in the rumor 
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situation to be readily subsumable under the three general classifica-

tions of addition, deletion, and the conversion of elements of one 

form into elements of another. In accord with this notion, the six 

most specific and least global scales (11 1 lllb, IV 1 V1 Vlb, Vllb) can 

readily be seen to logically reduce to some form of this triple classi-

fication: addition, deletion, conversion. 

Scale I and "Scaleu X are the only questions which are rated 

independent of the matter of accuracy of the final reproduction. 

Scale I asks the judge to rate a final rendition with respect to its 

overall coherence, and without regard to the fidelity it maintains in 

resembling the original stimulus material. Question X asks the judge 

to decide whether the final reproduction being rated was produced by 

an authoritarian or a nonauthoritarian group. The remaining eight 

scales are all "accuracy" scales which attempt to measure various 

aspects of distortion. 

Scale VIII, a measure of overall comprehension, is the most 

global of the accuracy measures. 

Of the eight accuracy scales, Scale IXa is the only measure 

which purports to deal with assessing the directionality of prejudicial 

distortion. This is a prejudice measure per~. and is designed to 

determine which side of the controversies on the three need-relevant 

themes any final reproduction may seem to favor, and the extent of 

that bias. 
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Scale IXb , not dealt with explicitly as such by the judges, was 

constructed by a simple conversion of the ratings made on Scale IXa . 

In order to test for differences between authoritarians and nonauthor-

itarians with respect to prejudice in general , without any reference to 

the direction this prejudice may take , the midpoint of Scale IXa 

(representing a 11balanced11 production) was considered as zero , and 

scoring for blanket , non- specific prejudicial distortion was measured 

by counting outward in either direction . 

In converting the scale ratings into numerical values, a 

general method was adopted whereby the "worst" ratings--e . g., the 

least coherent , the most distorted, the most prejudiced in either 

direction-were given the higher numerical value . (Examination of 

the scales shows that the "worst" s cores on the various scales vary 

from one end to another .) In this manner , mathematicizing the scales 

so that the predicted relationship between high ratings on the rating 

s cales and groups of subjects scoring high on the authoritarian 

dimension served the purposes of simplification and consistency . Such 

a procedure also enabled the several ratings for any given final repro-

duction to be considered additively , thus yielding a Total Score for 

every rendition . The Total Score was thus calculated by summing up 

the individual scale scores for each final reproduction . However , 

because Scales VIb and IXa were not relevant to Theme A, it was decided 

to exclude these scores from the Total Scores for all themes . Hence , 
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VIII. 
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Twenty samples, non-experimental final reproductions-five for 

each theme-were invented by the author to illustrate the manner in 

which he would apply the ten rating scales to various types of distor-

tion found in the final renditions. These twenty experimental samples 

were constructed independently of the actual basic data and were pre-

pared in such a fashion as to represent as many kinds of distortion 

and as many degrees of quality of reproduction as possible-again, on 

an~ priori basis. Great care was taken to use as sparsely as possi-

ble examples of deviations similar to actual deviations found in the 

basic data; where this was impossible, the context and "flavor" of 

the reproduction in question was constructed so as to be completely 

different from all others. Each of the twenty experimenter's samples 

were scored, a rationale for many of the separate ratings was appended, 

and this information was incorporated into the Judge's Manual. 

Experimenter• s Ratings, Training Judges and Determining 

Reliability. The experimenter rated all eighty final reproductions 

three times over-once again, blindly-each rating period separated 

by a period of two days. In this manner, comparisons of the three 

separate ratings ensured a careful, well thought-out body of ratings 

for all the basic data. Ultimately, due to the experimenter's greater 

familiarity with the scoring system and his greater opportunity to 
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devote much time to the ratings, it was reasoned that the experimenter's 

ratings should constitute the raw data for the study. 

The three judges who served in the study were graduate students 

beyond the master's degree in clinical psychology at The Ohio State 

University. From the basic data, each judge was randomly assigned 

five final reproductions for each of the four themes-twenty final 

reproductions per judge, sixty final renditions in all. 

The method of determining reliability was effected in several 

steps, and some detailed consideration of this method should be 

given here. 

Before proceeding to rate the basic data assigned them, the 

judges were required to carefully study the Judge's Manual and to 

follow its instructions. It was felt that the detailed instructions 

of the Manual and the included Experimenter's Samples would adequately 

prepare the judges for their ratings. 

As a pre-check on the reliability between the judges' and the 

experimenter's ratings, each Manual contained eight of the remaining 

unassigned final reproductions, which the judges were asked to rate 

and present to the experimenter before they went on to the twenty 

renditions assigned them. An "agreement" between judge and experi-

menter was defined as agreement within one rating point in either 

direction on the rating scale. When a judge achieved an agreement with 

the experimenter on eighty per cent or more of the ratings made on the 



eight pre-check reproductions, he was allowed to proceed rating his 

twenty assigned reproductions. When agreement fell short of eighty 

per cent, the two raters discussed the various discrepancies in their 

ratings in a re-training period. When a high degree of verbal agree-

ment bad been reached in the re-training, and several of the scoring 

principles bad been elucidated to the judge, the latter went on to 

rate the actual reproductions assigned to him. 
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The actual rating of the assigned reproductions was carried out 

in two steps: The judge rated his twenty final reproductions inde-

pendently, in a "first run-through." When these ratings were completed, 

they were compared to those made by the experimenter on the same twenty 

renditions. Once again, "agreement" was defined as agreement within 

one rating point in either direction on the scale in question. 

In the "second run-through" the experimenter re-presented to the 

judge the latter's basic data and his ratings, pointing out to him 

those specific ratings whereupon the criterion of agreement bad not 

been achieved. Without informing the judge how the experimenter bad 

rated the particular item, the latter merely asked the judge to re-

examine the final reproduction carefully, question his own particular 

rating, and change it or not change it, as he saw fit. Thus, the only 

information supplied to the judge at this point was that the experi-

menter and he did not agree on a particular item; neither the direction 

nor the extent of the disagreement was revealed. 
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Statistical Analyses. Reliability between the experimenter and 

the three judges on the rating scales was computed in the form of 

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients. Except those of Scale 

IXb-the "derived" scale mentioned above-the ratings of each .judge .Q!l 

each scale~ correlated with those of~ experimenter. These were 

done separately for each of the first and second runs-through. The 

Pearson r's were then converted into Fisher's z-scores, and mean z-

scores were calculated for each scale (across judges) and for each 

judge (across scales), thereby yielding Pearson r's for the ratings 

of each judge and the ratings of each ~c~le, as correlated with the 

ratings of the experimenter. 

As more global reliability measures, Pearson r's were also 

computed between the experimenter's and judges• additive Total Scores 

for each final reproduction. These coefficients were done for each 

judge and for each theme, as well as for the total pool. 

Reliability of ratings on the YES-NO questions accompanying 

Scales III, VI, and VII was determined by pooling the judgments of the 

three judges-without regard for theme-and relating them to the 

experimenter's judgments in a chi square frequency table. Tetra-

choric correlations were thus determined separately for the three 

scale questions. 

As the main effects of authoritarianism, sex, and theme were to 

be isolated for each of Scales I through IXb, ten three-way analyses 
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were performed upon the data (experimenter's ratings) obtained in the 

present study. Three additional analyses of variance were done on the 

Total Score-one using the pooled data of all four raters as obtained 

in the first run-through, a second using the pooled data as obtained 

in the second run-through, and a third using the experimenter's rating. 

Aside from being one additional technique from which to infer relia-

bility, it was reasoned that this treatment of the Total Score would 

give some indication as to the amowit of change-or perhaps the extent 

of bias-concomitant to the experimenter's prompting of the judges to 

reconsider certain of their ratings. 

Thus, thirteen three-way analyses of variance were performed upon 

the numerical ratings (Lindquist, 1956). 

The experimenter's judgments on the YES-00 questions of Scales 

III, VI, and VII were cast into two-by-two grids, relating the dicho-

tomous presence of absence of the particular distortions to authori-

tarianism or nonauthoritarianism. The chi square statistics were 

determined for each theme and each scale separately. 

"Scale" X-Authoritarian vs. Nonauthoritarian "Typingn-was 

similarly analyzed by the chi square, relating actual authoritarian 

group to predicted authoritarian group. Pooling the judgments of all 

four raters, separate chi squares were calculated for each judge and 

for each theme, as well as a total pooled measure. 
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The subjects• individual responses to Question 4 of the Post-

Experimental Questionnaire were also analyzed by means of chi square, 

relating actual authoritarianism to authoritarian bias as predicted by 

Hypothesis 2. 

The remaining statistical analyses (e.g., Questions 2, 5, 6, and 

7 on the Questionnaire, mean differences of OSPE scores for authori-

tarians and nonauthoritarians) were accomplished in the form oft-tests. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The entire body of raw data, including the experimenter's and 

judges' complete sets of ratings on all scales and questions, sub-

jects• responses to the Post-Experimental Questionnaire, OSPE scores, 

etc., can be found in Appendix G. 

Interjudge Reliability. Because it was originally hypothesized 

that, in a rumor situation, authoritarian groups would generically-

i.e., on an overall basis-distort thematic material significantly 

more than would nonauthoritarian groups, the derived Total Score for 

each final reproduction was taken as the_most appropriate measure of 

general distortion. Accordingly, the more important reliability 

measures are those statistics relating E's Total Scores to those of the 

three judges. Table 2 shows the first-run-through reliability between 

***P 

Table 2 

First Run-Through Reliability Between E and Three Judges 
on Total Score 

Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Total Pool 

N 20 20 20 60 

r .829 .685 .748 .728 

F 39.51*** 15.89*** 22.82*** 65.13*** 

< .001 
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E and each of the judges on the Total Scores of each of the three sets 

of twenty assigned themes, as well as a pooled (cross-judge) reliabi-

lity. The correlations presented show that a high degree of agreement 

(p < .001) was achieved between E and each judge, even on the first 

run-through. A finer breakdown with respect to reliability with each 

judge on each individual scale is seen in Table 3. From examination 

of Table 3, it can be seen that the first judgments of all judges on 

the individual scales correlate moderately high with those of E, with 

the exception of Scale Vllb, ''Pure Projection." Moreover, it is the 

usual case that in those few instances where one judge fails to 

achieve reliability with Eon any given scale, the other two judges 

succeed in doing so. This finer analysis gives further support to 

the major reliability measures as computed from the Total Score. 

A rather detailed and complete representation of the reliabi-

lities between E and each judge on each scale-for each of the first 

and second runs-through-will be found in Appendix H. 

While all possible precautions were taken to keep the individual 

rating scales conceptually distinct, these respective variables are 

not actually "independent." A considerable degree of overlap and 

interdependence was expected, inasmuch as distortion as assessed by 

one specific scale would often imply (and occasionally dictate) 

distortion as measured by another. Similar to Allport and Postman's 

observation that the processes of levelling, sharpening, and ' 



Table 3 

First Run-Through Reliability Between E and Three Judges on 
Nine Rating Scales, Regardless of Theme 

Scale Judge 1 

N 20 
I 

II 

lIIb 

IV 

V 

VIb 

Vllb 

VIII 

Ixa 

r 

N 

r 

N 

r 

N 

r 

N 

r 

N 

r 

N 

r 

N 

r 

N 

r 

N 
Mean r 
(r) r 

:tcp < .05 
*:tcp < .01 
***P < .001 

.854*** 

20 

.638** 

20 

.448* 

20 

.781*** 

20 

.616** 

15 

1.00*** 

20 

-.136 

20 

.818*** 

15 

.641** 

170 

.706*** 

Judge 2 

20 
.540* 

20 

.713*** 

20 

.413 

20 

.680*** 

20 

.742*** 

15 

.936*** 

20 

.3784 

20 

.509* 

15 

.583* 

170 

.604*** 

Judge 3 

20 
.563** 

20 

.380 

20 

.834*** 

20 

.674** 

20 

.762*** 

15 

.735** 

20 

.493* 

20 

.680*** 

15 

.BOO*** 
170 

.69l*'fe* 

Mean r Cr.~ 

60 
.681*** 

60 

.5915**'fe 

60 

.604*** 

60 

.711*** 

60 

.711*** 

45 

.953*** 

60 

.254 

60 

.691*** 

45 

.686*** 

510 

.670*** 

49 



50 

assimilation are reciprocal and interdependent processes, it is con-

tended here that even were the individual scales mechanically indepen-

dent, one would reasonably predict that groups of subjects which would 

distort a theme in one particular manner would also distort that theme 

in other ways. That the several variables measured by the specific 

rating scales are not independent, but rather contribute to any one 

overall distortion effect, can be seen from the intercorrelations 

obtained among E's ratings upon six of the more important individual 

scales. These results are presented in Table 4. 

Scale 

r 
II 

F 

r 
Illb 

F 

r 
IV 

F 

r 
V 

F 

r 

Table 4 

Matrix of Intercorrelations among E's Ratings 
on Six Major Rating Scales 

I II IIIb IV 

.415 
16.28*** 

.596 .539 
42.97*** 31.85*** 

.337 .399 .366 
9.95** 14.73*** 12.06*** 

.621 .646 .653 .358 
48.95*** 55.84*** 57.96*** 11.47* 

.678 .663 .690 .538 

V 

.816 
VIII F 66.50*** 61.28*** 70.77*** 31. 84*** ]55 • 18*** 

*p < .05 
**p < .01 
***P < .001 

VIII 
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The significant correlations among these six scales are further 

evidence that the separate scales measure aspects of a general distor-

tion factor, and give further credence to the notion that the Total 

Score is a reasonably adequate measure of overall distortion. (Note 

that the highest correlations are obtained with Scale VIII, Overall 

Comprehension, as though the distortions as measured by the other 

scales are readily reflected in this measure of "general understanding" 

of a theme.) 

.Analysis of Overall Distortion: Total Score. Having demonstrated 

that the Total Score is an adequate measure of general distortion, and 

having already shown a moderate to high extent of agreement with un-

biased judges, E's Total Score ratings on the eighty final reproductions 

were taken as the principal data from which to determine the extent of 

thematic distortion as produced by authoritarians and nonauthoritarians. 

Table 5 gives the sums of E's Total Scores as they fall into an analysis 

of variance format which tests for the possible effects of authoritar-

ianism, sex, and theme upon overall distortion. Table 6 embodies the 

actual analysis of variance table with its tests for significance of 

effects. 

The most powerful finding of this major analysis of variance upon 

Total Scores lies in the difference in overall distortion which is due 

to authoritarian grouping, high F groups distorting significantly more 

than low F groups (p < .001), thereby confirming Hypothesis 1. 



Table 5 

Sums of Three-Way Classification (Sex x Theme x Authoritarianism) 
for E's Total Score Ratin&s 

Classification Theme Total A B C D 

Authoritarian Males 117 124 141 118 500 
Authoritarian Females 132 101 145 125 503 
Sum, Authoritarians 249 225 286 243 1003 

Nonauthoritarian Males 86 58 100 70 314 
Nonauthoritarian Females 92 56 81 100 329 
Sum, Nonauthoritarians 178 114 181 170 643 
Sum, Males 203 182 241 188 814 
Sum, Females 224 157 226 225 832 

Total 427 339 467 413 1646 

Table 6 

Analysis of Variance of the Effects of Authoritariani:sm, 
Sex, and Theme upon E's Total Score Ratings 

Source df MS F 

Sex 1 4.05 .062 
Authoritarianism ("F") 1 1620.00 25 . 170*~ 
Sex x 11F" l 1.80 .027 
Between (error) 16 64.35 

Theme 3 142.98 4.482** 
Sex x Theme 3 42.98 1.347 
"F" X Theme 3 21.93 .687 
Sex X "F" X Theme 3 25.73 .806 
Within (error) 48 31.89 
Total 79 

**p < .01 
***p < .001 

52 
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Another source of variance is fowid in distinct theme differences-

certain stimulus material being more distorted than other stimulus 

material (p < . Ol) for both authoritarian and nonauthoritarian groups . 

The subsequent t-tests performed on the mean differences of the four 

themes are pr esented in Table 7 and pictorially represented in Figure 1. 

Table 7 

t-Tests for Theme Differences on Total Score Analysis of Variance 

Theme Theme A B C D 
Mean Total Score 21 . 35 17. 00 23 . 45 20 . 65 

Difference 4 . 35 
B t 3 . 43** 

C Difference 2 . 10 6 . 45 
t 1 . 66 5 . 09*** 

D Difference . 70 3 . 65 2 . 80 
t . 55 2 . BB** 2 . 21* 

=tcp< . 05 
*=lcp < . 01 

**=tcp < . 001 

The pattern of significant differences between theme means may 

be summarized as follows: Theme C (Ethnocentrism) is the theme main-

taining the highest overall distortion, being significantly more dis-

torted (p < . 001) than the very least distorted theme , Theme B 

(Deference to Parenta 1 Authority) . However , Themes A ("Neutral'·') and 

D (Hostility to Left-Wing Ideology) are also significantly more dis-

torted than Theme B, falling closer to Theme c. It seems that the 

principal source of theme effect lies in Theme B being significantly 

less distorted than all other themes. 



x- 21.35 

-x- 17.00 

X-20.6S 
.P( .OS 

p( .O ll. 

P( .001 

Figure 1. Diagrammatic representation of theme differences of 
Total Score analysis of variance. 

Appendix I incorporates the results of three different analyses 

of variance upon the Total Score: first, the accumulation of all four 

raters• respectively assigned themes into a pool of eighty renditions 

as given Total Scores on the first run-through; second , a similar 

pool using the Total Scores as derived on the second run-through; and 

finally, E's Total Scores as already given in Table 6. In all three 

analyses, the same two effects---authoritarianism and theme-emerge as 
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significant . This is taken as atr'ditional justification for the use of 

E's ratings as the raw data of this study , inasmuch as the comparison 

of the three analyses render comparable findings. 

Analyses of Individual Scales. Table 8 is a composite table 

containing the calculated F tests and resultant levels of significance 

for similar three-way analrses of variance which were performed on each 

of the rating scales from I through Vlll-i.e., including all the com-

ponent scales of the Total Score, plus Scale Vlb (Cross-Controversy 

Shifts). The striking finding of each of these eight individual 
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Table 8 

F-Tests on Three•Way Ana_lyaes of Variance, Scales I•IXb 

II 
I 
lS 

II II M - ti ti -&. lS t5 : 
M " >< II( II( 

= = = I M - M 
t5 • &. I> 

ti) ti) ti) : ti) 

..... 
Scale I • 6 25.20 .51 2.02 1.93 .37 • 18 

** ** Scale II .04 11.74 .04 4.50 1.58 .47 2.67 

** Scale IIIb 3.07 12. 73 .oo .66 .98 .96 .11 

* ** tt 
Scale IV 4.85 13.46 3.18 5.42 .64 1.84 1.74 

*** .. 
Scale V 1.91 28.45 1.40 5.15 .24 1.22 .71 

• Scale VIb .23 4.77 .01 3.00 • 21 2.11 .59 

* ** ** * Scale VIIb s.22 13.08 2.32 5.09 3.46 .65 .16 

*** ** * Scale VIII .as 21.18 .13 4.64 2.86 1.56 .s1 

*** Scale IXa .13 u.2s .02 .s2 1.20 .49 .68 

* * Scale IXb .02 4.69 4.69 .21 .27 2.44 .19 

* p .05 Between effects& df•l/16, all acalea. 
.. p .01 Within effecta: df•J/48, Scales I, II, 

*** p .001 IIIb, IV, V, VIIb, VIII. 
df•2/32, Seales VIb, Ila, 
IXb. 
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analyses of variance is the consistent emergence of one main effect as 

a statistically significant contributor to overall variance: on each of 

these scales, authoritarians receive higher scores (i.e., authoritarians 

produce more incoherent or more specifically distorted final renditions) 

than do nonauthoritarians, the p levels ranging from .05 to .01. This 

consistent "across the board" distortion is taken as further support 

for Hypothesis 1. 

Five of these eight individual scale analyses produce significant 

theme differences: Scales II, IV, V, Vllb, and VIII. The tables of 

subsequent t-tests for mean theme differences are too extensive to 

produce here, but can be found in Appendix J. Overall, the theme 

differences can be summarized briefly: Theme Bis consistently low, 

never achieving a distortion score greater than those of the other 

themes. Theme C is generally high, being significantly higher than 

all other three themes (p < .001) on Scales IV (Exaggeration and 

Projection) and VIII (Overall Comprehension). These two findings 

support the theme differences which were seen in the analysis of var-

iance on the Total Score. Only on Scale V (Minimization and Deletion) 

is Theme C ever distorted less than another-here, Theme Dis distorted 

more. 

The main effect of sex is seen to be a significant source of 

variance on only two of these specific scales, males acquiring higher 

scores than females on Scale IV (Exaggeration and Projection) and on 
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Scale Vllb (Pure Projection), both at the .05 level of significance. 

Finally, two interaction effects emerged from the eight individual 

analyses of variance: Sex by theme interaction effects were significant 

(p < .05) on two scales: on Scale Vllb (Pure Projection), the inter-

action was due to males distorting Theme C significantly more than 

females; on Scale VIII (Overall Comprehension), females misunderstood 

Theme D more than did males. 

Amount and Direction of Partisan Distortion. Of all the scales, 

Scales IXa and IXb deal with a specific aspect of distortion-namely, 

distortion which biases a final reproduction in a partisan direction, 

i.e., to favor either of the two sides of the controversies of Themes 

B, c, and D. Scale IXa (Directionality of Distortion) is immediately 

related to Hypothesis 2, that authoritarian groups would bias final 

reproductions in specified authoritarian directions, and to an extent 

greater than would nonauthoritarians. On this scale, higher numbers 

(poorer scores) were assigned to the more authoritarian-biased 

renditions. Scale IXb (Biased Distortion without Reference -to Direc-

tion) is derived from the ratings made on Scale IXa, and higher scores 

are assigned to renditions which are biased in either of the two parti-

san directions; thus, this scale attempts to measure both authoritarian 

and nonauthoritarian biasing. Table 9 contains the F tests of three-

way analyses of variance performed upon the ratings of both scales, 

IXa and IXb, and Table 10 shows the mean differences between 



Table 9 

Analysis of Variance of the Effects of Authoritarianism, Sex, and 
Theme upon E's Ratings on Scales IXa (Directionality of Distortion) 

and IXb (Biased Distortion without Reference to Direction) 

Source df Scale IXa Scale IXb 
MS F MS F 

Sex l .150 .134 .016 .020 
Authoritarianism l 18.150 16.253*** 3.749 4.688* 
Sex x "F" l .017 .015 3.750 4.688* 
Between (error) 16 1.117 • 799 

Theme 2 1.317 .518 .216 .271 
Sex x Theme 2 3.050 1.200 .217 .271 
"F" X Theme 2 1.250 .492 1.950 2.438 
Sex X "F" X Theme 2 1.717 .675 .150 .187 
Within (error) 32 2.542 .soo 

~< .05 
***P < .001 

authoritarians and nonauthoritarians on the same two scales. 

From the analysis of Scale IXa, the only significant source of 

variation is authoritarianism-authoritarians biasing all three need-
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relevant themes in an authoritarian direction, to a degree greater than 

nonauthoritarians (p < .001), thus supporting Hypothesis 2 in its 

entirety-i.e., confirming Hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 2c. Of further 

interest on Scale IXa are the mean scores (Table 10) for authoritarians 

Table 10 

Mean Differences between Authoritarians and Nonauthoritarians 
on Scales IXa and IXb 

Scale Group N X Diff. F p 

IXa Auth. 30 4.767 1.100 16.253 .001 
Nonauth. 30 3.667 

IXb Auth. 30 1.433 .500 4.688 .05 Nonauth. 30 .933 
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and nonauthoritarians, with respect to the midpoint value of four, which 

denotes a "balanced" or unbiased rendition: the nonauthoritarian mean 

falls lower than the midpoint, indicating partisan biasing in a non-

authoritarian direction; the authoritarian mean is higher than the 

midpoint value, indicating partisan biasing in an authoritarian direc-

tion. The significance of the difference is derived from the analysis 

of variance, and, as cited, is at the .001 level. 

Furthermore, the analysis of variance upon Scale IXb shows that 

when distortions in either of the two partisan directions are given 

comparably high scores (i.e., ratings receive higher scores counting 

outward in either direction from the midpoint), authoritarian groups 

bias in partisan directions significantly more than do nonauthoritarian 

groups (p < .os), regardless of the direction of this biasing. 

Interpreted jointly, the analyses of Scales IXa and IXb indicate 

that authoritarians prejudicially distort thematic rumor material in 

authoritarian directions to an extent greater than do nonauthoritarians, 

who tend to prejudice themes in nonauthoritarian directions. Moreover , 

authoritarians bias in an authoritarian manner significantly more than 

do nonauthoritarians bias in a nonauthoritarian manner. 

On the derived Scale IXb, Table 9 shows a sex by authoritarianism 

interaction effect which reaches the .05 level of significance. Subse-

quent t-tests (see Appendix J) indicate that virtually all the variance 

is due to the males, authoritarian males biasing more than any other 
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group, nonauthoritarian males biasing less than any other group, with 

no significant difference between female groups. 

Auxilliary Ratings. Turning now to the YES-NO questions accom-

panying Scales lllb (Reproduction of Outcome), Vlb (Cross-Controversy 

Shifts), and Vllb (Pure Projection), the tetrachoric reliability betwem 

E and the three judges on these questions is dealt with in Table 11, 

which cites the frequency of agreement and disagreement for each of 

the three scale questions without regard to theme or individual judge. 

Table 11 

Pooled Reliability (Cross-Theme and Cross-Judge) Between E and 
Judges on Dichotomous Yes-No Questions Illa, VIa, VIIa 

Question E's Ratings 

Illa Yes 
No 

Vla Yes 
No 

VIIa Yes 
No 

Judges' Ratings 
hs 

8 3 
12 37 

6 2 
0 37 

16 5 
14 25 

df p 

l .01 

l .001 

.09 1 .so (appr.) 

The statistics show a substantial degree of inter-rater agreement on 

the questions dealing with Reproduction of Outcome (p < .01) and Cross-

Controversy Shifts (p < .001) but Question Vlla, similar to its scaled 

counterpart Scale Vlib (Pure Projection), fails to reach any signifi-

cant degree of reliability. Relating E's YES-ID judgments on these 

three questions to authoritarianism (Table 12), authoritarian groups 
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are seen to produce more marked changes in theme outcome and to intro-

duce into final renditions more cross-controversy shifts (p < .05 for 

both) than do nonauthoritarians. With respect to 0 pu.re0 projection, 

while there is a notable tendency in the predicted direction (p < .10), 

no statistically significant difference was noted between high and low 

authoritarians. 

Table 12 

Frequency of E's Yes-No Judgements on Scale Questions Illa, Via, 
and VIia, Related to Authoritarianism 

Question E's Rating Authoritarian Group chi2 df p High Low 

Yes 7 1 
Illa No 23 29 4.50 l .05 

Yes 10 3 
Via No 30 37 5.18 l .o5 

Vila Yes 17 10 l .10 No 23 30 
2.74 

The analysis of "Scalett X-Authoritarian-Nonauthoritarian 

'1Typing0 -involved massing the "high" and "low" judgments of all four 

raters upon their respectively assigned themes into a common pool of 

eighty judgments. As seen in Table 13, when "typed" (predicted) 

authoritarian group is related to actual authoritarian group, the four 

raters .Q!! the whole can successfully discriminate between the final 

renditions of high and low authoritarian groups (p < .001). However, 

when this grand pool of eighty renditions is further broken down in 
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order to determine how well each individual judge can so discriminate 

(regardless of theme) and how well each individual theme can discrim-

inate (regardless of judge), the findings appear to be not as powerful 

Table 13 

Predicted Authoritarian Group Related to Actual Authoritarian Group: 

Actual Group 

High 
Low 

Question X, with Raters and Themes Pooled 

Predicted Group 
High Low 

30 

14 
11 

25 

df 

17.77 1 

p 

.001 

(Appendix K). According to this finer breakdown, the accurate predic-

tion of authoritarianism reaches statistical significance for only one 

rater and for only one theme: Judge 2 accurately discriminates authori-

tarian and nonauthoritarian renditions at the .05 level, and forced 

choice judgments made on Theme B (Deference to Parental Authority) 

predict authoritariansim at the .001 level. There are, however, 

tendencies in the direction of statistical significance for two other 

raters (E and Judge L) and for two other themes (the neutral theme and 

Hostility to Left-Wing Ideology)-tendencies which, when pooled, 

doubtlessly contribute to the powerful .001 significance level of the 

overall, grand chi square. 

Questionnaire Responses. The individual subjects' responses to 

the Post-Experimental Questionnaire were then statistically analyzed. 



With respect to Question 2, wherein each subject was asked to 

rank the four themes in the order in which he best remembered them, 

each subject's ranking of themes was compared to his position in the 

actual experimental sequence for each theme-i.e., whether he was 

first, second, etc., in being exposed to any one theme. Thus, the 

correspondence between S's ranking of each theme and his actual 

position with respect to that theme's particular subject sequence 

could be compared. For each s, the algebraic difference ("discre-
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pancy") between his ranking of a theme and his numerical position with 

respect to that theme was computed and the sum of each of the four 

algebraic differences (one for each theme) was determined, thereby 

yielding a "Tota 1 Discrepancy Score." ( See Appendix L.) 

Table 14 shows the mean difference between this Total Discrepancy 

Score for authoritarian and nonauthoritarian Ss. At the .025 level, 

there is a significantly greater correspondence between memory-ranking 

of themes and actual position with respect to themes for nonauthori-

tarian Ss. 

Table 14 

Mean Difference Between Total Discrepancy Scores of Authoritarian 
and Nonauthoritarian Subjects (P-E Question 2) 

Group 

Authoritarian 
Nonauthoritarian 

N 

39 
30 

x 
14.05 
12.87 

Diff. t p 

1.18 2.09 .025 
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It was thought that Question 3, which asks the subject what he 

would or would not have done or said had he been involved in the three 

need-relevant situations of Themes B, c, and D, would elicit reactions 

which could be classified as authoritarian- or nonauthoritarian-biased. 

However, the wide range of variability of response to this item made 

it impossible to formulate some consistent rationale for classifying 

the many types of response. Apparently, the question was worded too 

broadly to elicit clearly need-engaging responses. Accordingly, this 

question was not included for analysis. 

The subjects' responses to Question 4, however, were more readily 

amenable to a classification with respect to bias toward either the 

authoritarian or the nonauthoritarian sides of the controversies of 

Themes B, c, and D. For both parts of this question-viz., identifying 

those parties whose character or arguments were more clearly or strongly 

presented (4a); and identifying those parties who were ••more in the 

right" (4b)-responses were quite easily placed in one of the categories 

"authoritarian" (e.g., identifying the husband, the theater owner, the 

committee), "nonauthoritarian" (e.g., identifying the wife, the Negroes, 

the witness), or "inappropriate•• (e.g., no response, uboth," "either," 

etc.). 

Table 15 shows the tetrachoric relationship between actual auth-

oritarian group membership and authoritarian or nonauthoritarian 

responses to Question 4a, and Table 16 contains similar information 
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for Question 4b. Both analyses consider each theme separately, There 

appears to be no relationship between authoritarianism and a tendency 

to identify either side of any of the three controversies as having 

character or arguments which are perceived more clearly or strongly. 

Table 15 

Authoritarian- and Nonauthoritarian-Biased Responses to P-E 
Question 4a, as Related to Actual Authoritarianism 

Theme Actual Group Type of Bias chi2 df 
Auth . Nonauth . 

B 
Auth . 10 20 
Nonauth. 7 31 1. 99 l 

C 
Auth. 18 10 
Nonauth. 28 8 1 . 42 l 

D 
Auth. 7 21 
Nonauth . 9 27 . oo l 

Table 16 

Authoritarian- and Nonauthoritarian-Biased Responses to P-E 
Question 4b , as Related to Actual Authoritarianism 

Theme Actual Group Type of Bias chi2 df 
Auth . Nonauth. 

Auth . 21 11 
B - . 007 l Nonauth. 24 13 

Auth. 15 16 
l C Nonaath. 5 27 7. 80 

Auth . 20 10 
D 7.28 l Nonauth •. 12 24 

p 

ns 

ns 

ns 

p 

ns 

.01 

.01 
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However, on Question 4b, Themes C and D (the theater problem and the 

congressional investigation, respectively) show statistically signi-

ficant differences between high and low authoritarians with respect to 

those theme characters identified as "more in the right": On Theme c, 

the difference is almost exclusively due to a tendency for the low F 

subjects to side with the Negroes rather than with the white parties. 

On Theme D, the differences between high and low F subjects are more 

clearly in accord with expectations: authoritarians tend to identify 

the committee as being more in the right, while nonauthoritarians 

tend to identify the witness. 

On items 51 61 and 7 of the Questionnaire-scales which call for 

the subject to give a rating indicating his estimates of how accurately 

he was able to convey information in the experiment, how accurately the 

person preceding him was able to do the same, and how accurately his 

group performed as a whole, authoritarian Ss gave significantly lower 

accuracy ratings than did nonauthoritarians (Table 17). 

Table 17 

Mean Differences Between Authoritarian and Nonauthoritarian Ss 
on Post-Experimental Questions 5, 61 and 7 

Question Group N i Diff. t p 

5 Authoritarian 40 4.88 
2.59 Nonauthoritarian 38 5.75 .875 .025 

6 · Authoritarian 40 4.80 1.28 3.57 .001 Nonauthoritarian 38 6.08 

7 Authoritarian 39 4.82 .98 3.66 .001 Nonauthoritarian 38 5.80 



Ohio State Psychological Examination. Table 18 shows that the 

nonauthoritarian subjects achieved significantly higher scores than 

authoritarian subjects (p < . 001) on the Ohio State Psychological 

Examination , a general measure of intelligence . 

Table 18 

Mean Differences Between Authoritarian and Nonauthoritarian Ss 
on Ohio State Psychological Examination (OSPE) 

Group N 

Authoritarian 37 
Nonauthoritarian 38 

X 

46 . 68 
73 . 76 

Diff . t p 

27 . 08 .001 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

In the interest of clarity , the discussion to follow will first 

deal with each of the four hypotheses separately , and later with the 

more secondary results of the experiment . 

Hypothesis .! 

The results which emerge from the preceding statistical analyses 

are sufficiently straightforward as to quite strongly support the first 

major hypothesis . Specifically , it was confirmed that groups of auth-

oritarians would distort thematic rumor material to an extent greater 

than would nonauthoritarians . Each individual scale from I through 

VIII shows this greater tendency toward distortion , as well as does the 

additive Total Score . 

Authoritarian groups are found to distort even "neutral" or 

non-need-relevant material (Theme A) more than groups of nonauthori-

tarians . That much of the authoritarians• distortion on all other 

themes is not specifically related to authoritarian partisan bias is 

seen as quite similar to the respective findings of Rokeach (5m. cit.) 

and Fisher (5m. cit.), that the ethnocentric-by inference, the auth-

oritarian-distorts material not pertinent to ethnocentric needs. Such 

"across the board" distortions are demonstrably produced more by 

68 
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authoritarians. Why this occurs, however, is something which demands 

interpretation. 

One explanation which might be offered for the impressive differ-

ences between the overall rumor distortions of high and low authoritar-

ian groups is the noted difference in aptitude test scores. The inverse 

relationship between F-score and intelligence test score bas previously 

been reported by Adorno et al ., .21!• cit .; Cohn, 1952; and Gough, 1951. 

One could argue that the lesser intellectual abilities of the more 

authoritarian subjects is the principal factor which accounts for the 

greater distortion which these subjects produce . Indeed , one might go 

one step farther and argue that the concept of "authoritarianism .. , to 

which this study continually refers is little more than a lower level 

of intellectual endowment . 

However, we need not go beyond the present study for evidence 

that the F-scale measures something other than intelligence. The 

finding that groups of authoritarians distort rumor material in speci-

fically partisan directions (see discussion below) is taken as direct 

confirmation of otherwise well-supported relationships found between 

performance on this scale and certain psychosocial attitudes. It is 

upon the finding that the F-scale appears to be related to two distinct 

phenomena-intelligence and certain social attitudes-that our entire 

reasoning rests . 
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Since authoritarianism (as indicated by pre-defined "authoritarian 

attitudes") and intelligence are negatively related, which has antece-

dent priority? Does low intelligence make for authoritarianism or does 

authoritarianism make for low intelligence? As implied above, we would 

be most hard put to logically demonstrate, to any satisfactorily pre-

dictable degree, precisely how a given level of intelligence alone 

could produce specific social attitudes. Conversely, to adequately 

explain a directly causal relationship between antecedent attitudes 

alone and consequential intellectual level would be an equally impossi-

ble task. 

The basic fallacy in restricting the problem to these two 

alternative explanations is essentially the same error committed when 

one assumes that, of two variables which have been found to correlate, 

the operation of one variable directly causes that of the other. The 

finding of this strong relationship between F-scale scores and aptitude 

test scores dictates nothing other than that the two instruments measure 

variables which are in some way functionally related. There need be 

no direct causal connection between the two. 

One manner in which to deal with the functionality of this 

relationship is to invoke a third variable or system of variables which 

is antecedent to both of them. Such an additional system of variables 

is explicated in the original conceptualization of the theory of 

authoritarianism. 



A great deal of the psychoanalytically-directed efforts of the 

California group have been expended in explicating the relationship 
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of reported social, interpersonal, and politico-economic views of 

authoritarian individuals to the more or less specific manner in which 

these individuals bad been reared. Raised in homes which demand rigid 

conformity to external and superficial standards of behavior, and 

relatively deprived of the warmer and closer affectionate relationships 

of less authoritarian homes, the individual reared in such an environ-

ment is said to be unable to adequately handle the hostility which he 

feels toward parental authority-moreover, he has learned to be overly 

deferent to authority in general. Furthermore, there is a tendency to 

identify with conventional morality and to unconsciously elect scape-

goats upon which to project unacceptable impulses. Within the context 

of this classical psychoanalytic conceptualization of authoritarian 

development, it is postulated that certain patterns of child-rearing 

produce deep-seated conflicts, especially in the areas of hostility, 

dependency, and sexuality, and that the maintenance of specific atti-

tudes toward the world and the self is very often directed toward the 

resolution of these conflicts. This is rather completely explicated in 

the original work. 

That the intellective processes, too, cannot be viewed as dis-

tinctly separate from and independent of the idiography of personality 

organization and of the pattern of child-rearing which exerts 
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determining effects upon that organization is not a particularly novel 

thesis. Frenkel-Brunswik (1948, 1949), for example, maintains that 

tendencies "deeper" within the personality largely modify the more 

"surface" cognitive processes whereby the person engages with his envir-

onment. Wechsler (1950) points out that "general intelligence cannot 

be equated with intellectual ability however broadly defined, but must 

be regarded as a manifestation of the personality as a whole" (p. 78), 

i.e., that intelligence is determined by emotional and conative factors 

as well as intellective processes. A recent paper by Liverant (1960) 

argues that much of our traditional thinking with respect to the 

antecedents to and concomitants of-indeed, the very problem of the 

definition of-intelligence is frought with oversimplification and 

misunderstanding. Not the least of Liverant's contentions is that 

situational variation-i.e., the life-experiences of the organism-is 

a source of considerable variance with respect to the problem-solving 

efficiency ("intellectual" or otherwise) of the organism. 

It is hypothesized that the authoritarian pattern of child-

rearing tends to produce individuals who are personally con1licted in 

several areas of life-adjustment, and that the authoritarian character 

employs inadequate-one might say "stupid"-methods of dealing with 

problems. The reliance upon displacement, projection, and denial of 

specific affect are viewed as distorted and unintelligent manners of 

dealing with life problems. Given these assumptions, it is not 
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surprising that the personality development of the authoritarian has 

strongly conditioned his cognitive processes in terms of producing a 

generic less adaptive or less "intelligent" style of dealing with the 

world . From this type of child-rearing experience emerges a learned, 

environmentally conditioned complexus of cognitive processes which 

place great reliance upon distortion and oversimplification-processes 

which are more determined by personal needs and fears than by the 

reality of given situations. 

Summarily , the author chooses to interpret the inve~se relation-

ship found between estimated intelligence and the holding of authori-

tarian attitudes by invoking a theoretically postulated history of 

"authoritarian" child-rearing which contributes to both. The finding 

that authoritarian subjects perform more inadequately than nonauthori-

tarians even on non-need-relevant tasks is taken as evidence that 

extensive history of learning to deal with complex interpersonal and 

social phenomena in inefficient ways can generalize to problems and 

experiences which are non-conflictual , in that they do not appear to 

be immediately related to the original , more need-relevant experiences. 

Theme Differences. Of the nine analyses of variance performed 

to test Hypothesis 1 (on Scales I through VIII and on Total Score) , 

the main effect of theme emerged as a significant source of variance 

several times . 
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On Scales II, IV, VIIb, and VIII and on the Total Score, Theme C 

is distorted most and Theme B the least. These differences can be 

readily reduced to differences in the composition of the original 

stimulus material. Inspection of the original material suggests that 

in the Negro-white controversy of Theme c, the situation is much more 

complicated than those of the other themes, the back-and-forth charac-

ter of the argumentation is much more rapid, and there is a greater 

indefiniteness with respect to the veracity of the major parties 

(inasmuch as they quite vociferously accuse each other of falsehood). 

Theme B, relevant to deference to parental authority, while it involves 

a basic disagreement, nevertheless presents a much simpler problem the 

issues of which appear to be better defined than those of the other 

themes. 

Only one exception occurs to the general finding of Theme C being 

the most distorted. On Scale v, Minimization and Deletion, Theme D 

suffers the most distortion. The most plausible explanation as to 

why more information should be dropped out of the theme dealing with 

the congressional hearing seems to be that the tape of this situation 

is a full minute longer than all other tapes. Perhaps a further reason 

why so much material was forgotten for this theme is similar to the ob-

servation of Bartlett that the more highly abstract features of thematic 

material are most readily forgotten; the major controversies of the 

other three themes dealt with more concrete and particular situations. 
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Sex Differences. The main effect of sex was significant on only 

two of the analyses pertinent to Hypothesis 1. On Scales IV, Exaggera-

tion and Projection, and VIIb, Pure Projection, males distorted more 

than females on all four themes. Interestingly, the one aspect which 

these two scales have in common is the projective aspect-they both 

seek to measure the extent to which addition of information not found 

in the original stimulus serves to distort the meaning, of a theme. 

One possible explanation as to why males distort more than females in 

this respect lies in the nature of projection. As defined by the 

scoring manual and by examination of the basic data, the projections 

made appear to be the most aggressive mode of changing the stimulus 

material. Assuming a greater social aggressiveness on the part of the 

males, it is not contradictory to find a greater willingness or pro-

pensity on the part of males to be aggressive with the distortions 

made in social stimulus material. 

Interaction Effects. The only two interaction effects to appear 

in the same nine analyses of variance are sex by theme interactions. 

On Scale VIIb, Pure Projection, males distorted Theme c, the 

ethnocentric theme significantly more than did females. This finding 

is obviously related to the last finding reported above, but further 

specifies that most of the sex differences on this Scale emerge from 

Theme c. The most likely explanation of this interaction lies in the 

congruence of the theme effects and sex effects pointed out above: 
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on Scale VIIb, Theme C is the most distorted; on this same scale, males 

distort more than females. 

The second sex by theme interaction is found in the analysis of 

Scale VIII, Overall Comprehension, where female groups misunderstood 

Theme D, the congressional hearing, more than males. Since this scale 

attempts to measure the "general understanding" of a theme, it is not 

unusual that females should fare more poorly than males on a topic of 

such a political nature. 

Hypothesis g 

The analysis of variance performed on Scale IXa, Directionality 

of Distortion, directly supports the second major hypothesis of this 

study. Specifically, it was confirmed that authoritarian subjects 

would distort thematic rumor material in specified ''authoritarian" 

directions, so that the final renditions of a transmitted rumor would 

favor the parties on the "authoritarian" sides of the controversies. 

It is the confirmation of this hypothesis which is taken as 

further validation of the need-relevance of human perception and recall 

and as offering further validity to the use of the rumor model as a 

method of investigating the cognitive and communicative processes of 

groups of "like-minded" people. 

Moreover-perhaps most importantly-the present study gives fur-

ther indication that the theoretical authoritarian personality does 

indeed maintain the several attitudes which were designed to :play -
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part in the execution of the experiment: deference to parental author-

ity, ethnocentrism, and hostility to left-wing ideology . (Or, perhaps 

the last-mentioned item would be more accurately depicted as a specific 

tendency to support such conservative American institutions as the 

House Conunittee on Un-American Activities.) 

In addition , when ''bias" is defined as a particular form of dis-

tortion which prejudices the rumor to favor one or the other side of 

a partisan controversy , it was found that authoritarians not only bias 

more in an authoritarian direction, but they bias more in this direc-

tion than do nonauthoritarians bias in a nonauthoritarian direction. 

That is , irrespective of the direction of bias , authoritarians distort 

in a partisan fashion significantly more than do nonauthoritarians . 

This secondary and unpredicted finding gives further support to the 

more general Hypothesis 1. The fact that authoritarians are seen to 

bias to the ''right" more than do nonauthori tarians bias to the "left" 

may be taken as evidence that the authoritarians' perceptions and 

cognitions are much more determined by existent personality variables 

than are those of nonauthoritarians . It might be said that the social 

perceptions and social responses of authoritarians tend to be more 

determined by the need-relevance of partisan issues, while those of 

the nonauthoritarians appear to be more directed by the realities of 

the given situation. 

I 
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Interaction effect. Other than authoritariansim, the only source 

of variance to emerge significant in testing out Hypothesis 2 is a sex 

by authoritarianism interaction in the analysis of Scale IXb, Biased 

Distortion without Reference to Direction. On this scale, the entire 

variance seems to be due to males-authoritarian males biasing the 

most, nonauthoritarian males biasing the least, with no difference 

between the female groups. Once again, the difference may be reflective 

of a greater tendency for the authoritarian males to be 11aggressive" 

with the stimulus material, but this explanation does not accomodate 

the difference between nonauthoritarian males and females. Why 

authoritarian and nonauthoritarian females do not differ on this var-

iable is a curious finding, suggesting possible qualitative differences 

between the responses of males and females to the F Scale. However, 

such authoritarian-relevant sex differences are seen on no other scale, 

and the literature makes no reference to such sex differences. 

Hypothesis 

As measured by Post-Experimental Question 4a, there were no 

significant differences between authoritarians and nonauthoritarians 

with respect to identifying either side of the controversies of Themes 

B, c, and Das having "character or arguments more clearly or strongly 

presented. 11 While it was theorized that the authoritarian subjects 

would tend to perceive and remember the arguments, postures, and char-

acter of the authoritarians as being more clear, such was not the case. 
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While there were no significant authoritarian-group differences, 

there were, however, differences with respect to both types of group 

tending to identify one partisan side of each of the three issues. For 

Theme B, most subjects selected the wife as having clearer or stronger 

arguments or character; for Theme C, most subjects selected the theater 

owner; and for Theme D, the witness was chosen more often than the 

committee chairman. These findings may indicate something of the nature 

of the construction of the original taped material, either in terms of 

content or enactment. Such a finding has implications for similar 

research, inasmuch as greater precautions appear necessary to present 

a truly "balanced" bipartisan presentation. 

Hypothesis ,1 

As measured by Post-Experimental Question 4b, there was partial 

support for the prediction that authoritarians would show a greater 

tendency than nonauthoritarians to identify specified 0 authoritariantt 

characters on Themes B, c, and Das being "more in the right." 

For Theme B, there were no significant differences between groups 

with respect to which side of the controversy was judged 0 more in the 

right;tt here, both groups of subjects tended to identify the husband 

as being more in the right. For Theme C, authoritarians selected the 

theater owner and the Negro party about equally, but nonauthoritarians 

favored the Negro overwhelmingly-here the difference is almost exclu-

sively due to the nonauthoritarians. For Theme D, authoritarian 
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subjects selected the congressional committees as being more in the 

right, while nonauthoritarians chose the witness. The mentioned diff-

erences on Themes C and D reached statistical significance. 

The difficulty with this question with respect to Theme B (the 

young husband and wife discussing her father) may have been avoided 

had the question itself been further clarified . ''More in the right" 

may have meant different things to different subjects. To some , it may 

have referred to the wife ' s hostile feelings toward her father; to 

others, it may have referred to her overt action of refusing to allow 

him in her home . It is conceivable , for instance , that nonauthoritarian 

subjects could sympathize with the woman ' s feelings , yet not condone 

the severity of her action. At any rate , it appears that most subjects 

perceive the husband as being more justified. It is interesting to 

note , however , that despite the fact that both high and low authori-

tarians sided against the wife on this question, it is nonetheless the 

authoritarian groups which predominantly biased material against her 

in the actual transmission of the theme . 

The analysis of Theme C shows nonauthoritarians biasing more 

distinctly than authoritarians , albeit in a nonauthoritarian direction . 

One would expect a higher proportion of the high authoritarians to 

choose the theater manager as being more in the right . One tentative 

explanation as to why the theater manager was not selected by more 

authoritarian subjects is that some authoritarians may have responded 
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to this question in a manner which they considered to be more socially 

acceptable-i.e ., in a manner not completely in accord with their 

actual attitudes . Schwarz (1960) found that authoritarians who manifest 

a lower need for social approval on the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirabi-

lity Scale (1961) are much franker about their anti-Negro prejudices 

than are authoritarians with a higher need for such approval . 

The analysis of Theme D with respect to this question supports 

Hypothesis 4 quite clearly . 

Secondary Findings 

"Scale11 ~ : Authoritarian-Nonauthoritarian Typing . Not related 

to any prediction, little can be said regarding the general finding 

that experienced judges can identify the final reproductions of high 

and low authoritarian groups at a level significantly beyond chance . 

One might argue that the judges based their typology on the 

amount of distortion found in the final renditions , and that this find-

ing is further support for Hypotheses 1 and 2 . One equally plausiole 

explanation , however , might be some stylistic manner of speech used 

by either of the two types of experimental group . Also , the judges may 

have responded to the apparent level of "verbality" of the respondents , 

thereby actually separating groups into "more intelligent0 and "less 

intelligent" groups . These possibilities cannot be dealt with, as no 

provisions were made for determining the exact criteria which the judges 

employed in making their discriminations . 
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The more interesting findings of the more specific analyses 

(by individual judge and by individual theme) upon responses to this 

question are other than the more general one cited above . Theme B, 

pertinent to deference to parental authority , is the only statistically 

significant discriminator between the final renditions of high and low 

F groups . Even more surprising is that the judges had the very least 

success in identifying authoritarianism from Theme C, the ethnocentric 

theme . 

The fact that the Theme B renditions are the best discriminators 

with respect to this forced-choice typing appears to stand in opposi-

tion to the finding that on Post-Experimental Question 4b ("more in 

the right" ), there were no noted differences between high and low 

authoritarian subjects . This difficulty is probably more apparent 

than real , inasmuch as Question 4b asks the subject for an expressed 

opinion- i . e ., it asks him to reveal his bias. It is assumed, however , 

that the final rendition of a theme which has gone through the rwnor 

transmission process reveals bias in a radically different manner , in 

that the rumor-carriers were ostensibly not aware that their efforts 

might betray their attitudes . 

Some determination of the criteria with which the judges addressed 

Theme C would be necessary in order to explain why the renditions perti-

nent to this theme did not discriminate between groups . The- fact that 

this ethnocentric theme was the thematic material most distorted by all 
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groups in the rumor transmission- males and females , authoritarians and 

nonauthoritarians-may have some significance in this respect . 

Post-Experimental Question~. As previously explained, the Total 

Discrepancy Score was intended as a measure of the degree to which a 

subject ' s memory-rankings of the four themes corresponds to his position 

in each subject-sequence for those themes . It was reasoned that , all 

other things being equal , a subject should remember best-in terms of 

the saliency and vividness of any theme- that theme to which he was 

first in his group to be exposed (i . e ., for which he was the subject 

to hear the original tape) , and remember least the theme for which he 

was last in the sequence . The higher the Total Discrepancy Score , the 

less is the correspondence between his memory for themes and his 

position for hearing these themes . 

The conclusion that nonauthoritarian subjects obtain significantly 

lower Total Discrepancy Scores on Question 2 is taken to indicate that 

these subjects show a greater correspondence between their memory-

ranking of themes and their actual position in the subject sequences . 

One obvious interpretation of this difference is that the memory-

rankings of authoritarians are determined by something other than their 

actual subject-position . In one sense , it appears that the rankings of 

the low F subjects are more logical, less determined by extraneous or 

random factors . It is quite plausible that authoritarian subjects 

produce this higher Total Discrepancy Score because certain themes bad 



certain "interest value0 or "pull" for these subjects . If this is 

true , it is further indication that the authoritarian ' s needs and 

values exert characteristic effects upon his perception and recall . 
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Post -ExPerimental Questions&, ~ . and 1. On all three rating 

scales (Questions 5 , 6 , and 7) , authoritarians gave significantly lower 

ratings than did nonauthoritarians . That is , in estimating the accur-

acy with which (respectively) he , the person preceding him, and his 

group as a whole conveyed information in the experiment , the authori-

tarian subject gave significantly lower estimates than the nonauthori -

tarian subject . 

Although no prediction was made with respect to expected differ-

ences in performance upon these scales , it might have been predicted 

that authoritarians would tend to give the higher ratingsJ inasmuch as 

the authoritarian is said to have the higher need to be "correctH and 

the greater tendency toward dogmatism and general defensiveness . 

The most parsimonious interpretation of the direction of signifi -

cant differences foWld upon these scales is simply that J on the whole , 

subjects tended to give accuracy ratings which correspond to actual 

performance-those doing well giving higher ratings , those doing poorly 

giving lower ones . 



CHAPTER VI 

SUMMARY 

The present study was designed to assess the effects of right-

wing authoritarianism upon the distortions occurring in a rumor 

situation. The Method of Serial Reproduction, wherein information 

is serially and unilaterally transmitted from person to person , was 

employed as the experimental analog to rumor . Experimental groups of 

four subjects each were formed , groups being composed of either auth-

oritarians or nonauthoritarians , males or females . This arrangement 

allowed for analysis of the differential effects of authoritarianism 

and sex upon rumor distortion . 

The thematic material which was designed to be transmitted from 

person to person consisted of four brief tape recordings of enacted 

fictional social interactions . One recording was designated as 

"neutra 1, " inasmuch as it was constructed to be as free as possible 

from needs theoretically attributed to the authoritarian syndrome . 

The three other recordings were designed to center around bipartisan 

controversies which were relevant to authoritarian needs-namely , 

deference to parental authority, ethnocentrism, and politico-economic 

conservatism with an attendant hostility to left-wing belief systems. 

Attempts were made to construct the three need-relevant tapes so as 

to include some degree of "pro" and "con" between the two sides-
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authoritarian and nonauthoritarian-of each controversy. All groups 

were required to transmit all four themes in a rwnor-like fashion. 
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The final rendition-i.e., the reproduction of any theme as 

rendered by the last person in the sequence of subjec~s-was taken as 

the basic data upon which all judgments concerning distortion were to 

be made. A multivariate scoring system was devised which provided for 

several different types of distortion. 

Hypothesis l predicted that groups of authoritarian subjects 

would generically distort rumor material-even non-need-relevant 

material-more than would groups of nonauthoritarians. 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that, on the three need-relevant themes, 

authoritarians would produce final renditions which were distorted such 

that they would bias the themes in partisan directions-i.e., which 

would bias the thematic rumor material to favor the (pre-defined) 

authoritarian sides of the three need-relevant controversies. 

Two secondary hypotheses predicted that, on a post-experimental 

questionnaire, authoritarian subjects would show the greater tendency 

to identify the authoritarian characters of the three need-relevant 

themes as being (Hypothesis 3) "more clear or strong of argument or 

character" and as being (Hypothesis 4) "more in the right." 

Results of three way analyses of variance (authoritarianism x 

sex x theme) gave strong support to both major predictions, Hypotheses 

land 2. 
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With respect to Hypothesis 1, on all relevant distortion scales, 

authoritarian groups were seen to distort thematic rumor material 

significantly greater than nonauthoritarians. The final reproductions 

of authoritarian groups were at once more incoherent, less faithful to 

the originally posited thematic problem, and less true in reproduction 

of outcome. Authoritarian groups showed greater tendencies to exagger-

ate, project, minimize, and delete essential or "critical" thematic 

information. In addition, authoritarian renditions contained signifi-

cantly greater "shifts11 in role across the bipartisan controversies, 

and more information was projected which flatly contradicted or ob-

viated information given in the original stimulus material. Overall, 

authoritarians comprehended the general 11gist" of the original material 

significantly less accurately than nonauthoritarians. 

The findings confirming Hypothesis l were explained by assuming 

that the traditionally postulated personality development of the auth-

oritarian includes a learned tendency to resolve deep personality 

conflicts by distorting social and interpersonal stimuli in such ways 

as to justify need-relevant attitudes, and that this learned tendency 

toward distortion has generalizability to non-conflictual situations 

as well. 

Hypothesis 2 was supported in its entirety, with the additional 

finding that not only did the authoritarian groups bias the rumor 

material in authoritarian-partisan directions, but that they 
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It was further determined that nonauthoritarian subjects tended 

to remember the various themes in a ranked order which more closely 

corresponded to their position in the subject sequence with respect to 

these themes. That is, they tended to remember best that theme for 

which they were the subject to hear the original tape, etc. Authori-

tarians, on the other hand, tended to memory-rank themes with less 

correspondence to actual subject sequence. A possible interpretation 

was offered that this difference might reflect a certain need-engaging 

t•pull" of certain thematic material for the authoritarian subjects. 

Finally, there appeared to be some relationship between actual 

degree of succes~ in accurately conveying information in the rumor 

situation and the degree to which a subject estimated success. Post-

experimentally, the authoritarian subject tended to give lower accuracy 

ratings to himself, to the person preceding him, and to his group as a 

whole than did the nonauthoritarian subject. 



APPENDIX A 

ORIGINAL STIMULUS MATERIAL 

THF.ME A (NEUTRAL) 

NARRATOR: The following exchange occurred between two college students. 

GIRL: Jack, what are we going to do about the picnic? Has anyone 
located a place yet? 

BOY: I'm not even sure there's going to be a picnic, Julie. So 
far, all we've been running into are canplicafions. Most of 
the places have been booked for that weeken~nless we de-
cide we really feel like travelling. 

GIRL: But it's only a little more than a week away. I can't see how 
a group of over twenty people could let such a thing slide 
for so long. Weren't there any ccmnittees appointed to make 
arrangements? What happened? 

BOY: Well, it seems as though even before we decided to have our 
picnic, all the local places were already filled up. I guess 
they've been sold out before we even started to consider the 
possibilities of going on a picnic. And, as I've said, most 
of the other pa~ks are more than seventy miles away. Now of 
course, there is a possibility of our being able to have 
Rocky Glen allto ourselves for that day. But there's no 
place to play ball-because of the stones and all--and the 
swimming's dangerous. 

GIRL: 

BOY1 

GIRL: 

GIRL: 

So, Julie, I don't know what's going to happen. If something 
doesn't turn up soon, I suppose we'll have to call the whole 
thing off. 

I suppose Rocky Glen is the only picnic area which is close 
by--and probably no one else was hard up enough to even con-
sider taking it for the day. 

That's right, Julie. 

Jack, I've got an idea. 

What's that? 

Well, remember that Sunday you and I went out to Rocky Glen 
to look for mushrooms? And then we followed the river about a 
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BOY: 

GIRL: 

BOY: 

GIRL: 

BOY: 

GIRL: 

half mile past the Glen? 

Yeahf 
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Well, remember that place where the river narrowed and 
went over the falls? I'm sure there was a pool deep enough 
to dive there. Perhaps we could still go to Rocky Glen, 
have our picnic tn the park, and then hike down past the 
falls to the pool where we could go swimming. And I even 
think there's a large field just beyond the pool where we 
CCi>Uld play baseball. 

Hrmmu but the pool and the lot aren't on Rocky Glen proper• 
ty. What do we do about thatf 

Well, if I remember correctly, the signs we saw on the way 
down the river said that the same people who own the land 
own the Glen itself. If we called them, or maybe took a 
ride out there, we might talk them into letting us use the 
Glen and the pool and the field. Maybe we can have our 
outing after all. -

Sounds like a good idea. 'l'hey'd probably be glad to get 
the bwstness, amyway. the place isn't very popular. I won• 
der why the owners never thought of that. I'll get the car 
out, and you try to contact sane of the kids and let them 
in on it. 

Okay, let's do ttt 



THDfE B (DEFERENCE TO PARENTAL AUTHORITY) 
NARRATOR: the following dialogue was exchanged between a young hus. 

band and wife, in their home. 
HUSBAND: Honey, was that letter fran your dad? 
WIFE: (With mild sarcasm.) Yes, Frank. It's the same old story. 

He wants to cane and live with us. the same general 
theme--he wants to get to know his grandchildren in his 
old age. He keeps saying it will be like old times again. 
Huhl that's what I'm afraid oft 

HUSBAND: Boy, I sure feel sorry for the old guy-Ji.e's really been 
a lost soul since your mother died. You must be hearing 
fran him three times a week. How are you going to answer 
it this timef 

WIFE: three times a week~, canpared to twice a year, before, 
when he didn't need anything. l'his time? l'he same way, 
Frank-the answer is ~• I do not want him living in our 
heme. 

(Almost defensively.) Well, what's eating you1 
HUSBAND: (Cautiously.) I don't know, sweetheart. It's just that-

well, I really don't understand how you can be so down on 
the father who raised you, providecl you with all tne"iiec• 
essities, and even sacrificed to send you through college. 
He can't be that bad a guy, especially after how nice he 
was, helping""wlien the baby got sick. His letters sound--
well, pained, I guess the word would be. 

WIFE: Look, Frank, please remember that you don't know my dad, 
and I do. And providing one ·w1 th material matters doesn't 
necessarily constitute perfoming decently as a parent. 
For a lot of reasons I don't particularly care to mention, 
I will not tolerate my father in this house, upsetting our 
family and jeopardizing our happiness. 

HUSBAND& I can't help but get the feeling you're being grossly un .. 
grateful and disrespectful-I'm sorry, honey, but he's 
still your father, regardless of the grievanees you've 
held in the past. He's your father. (Slight pause., Frank• 
ly, I think you're exaggerating his faults for sane petty 
reasons of your own. I'm sorry, honey, but that's the way 
it seems. 

WIFE& If you only knew how miserable he made our entire family 
all those ye"ars; you wouldn't talk about my •ingratitude' 
and 'disrespect.• For years he alienated us, one by one, 
by his constant criticism and correction, by his insisting 
that he was always right-.never giving anyone any credit 
for decency, never accepting anyone's intellige ce. He is 
suspicious, sensitive, and hateful. And for years I could 
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hardly wait until I got away frCXD him. Well, my sisters 
have said no, and I say ne--if he couldn't find the time 
to give usa little respect, I can't see how he deserves 
it now. - -

HtJSBANDs I •ve never heard you sound so cold as when you talk about 
your father. It's not like you, holley. 
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WIFE: I •ve had twenty ye.ars at hme learning to be that cold, 
Frank. I'm sorry, too, but the less I have to do with him, 
the better. And that's that! 



NARRATOR: 

OFFICER: 

MANAGER: 

OFFICER: 
MANAGER: 

YOUTH: 

OFFICER: 
YOUTH: 

MAN.AGER: 

YOUTHa 

MANAGER& 

OFFICER: 
Yount: 

MANAGER: 

OFFICER: 

'mBMB C (ETHNOCENTRISM) 
'l.he following exchange took place in the police station 
of a small Southern town. 
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All right, I' 11 hear it from you one at a time-yoa first, 
what is your name, sir, and just where do you fit in, in 
all this? 
(.Authoritatively.) Mah name is George Brown, managuh of the 
Little Art 'l'heatuh, officuh, and Ah am the party who called 
you to take care of these heah rowdy colored folks-that's 
them over theah. 
What precisely is your ccmplaint, Mister Brown? 
Well, suh, these young Nigras heah were paradin' up and 
down in front of my theatuh, carryin' these signs and just 
generally disturbin' the public. 
(Quickly.) We were not creating a disturbance, suh. We were 
exercizing our legal right to peacefully protest a aegreg. 
ated public establishment. 
What do you have to do with th1s1 
I'm the spokesman for our group of pickets, suh, and I 
wish to state we were~ causing any disturbance. 
Officuh, Ah see nothing wrong with any citizen.....even 
Ni~as:....expresstn• his feelin•s on anything. Howevuh, these 
rb y colored folk were not only paradin' in front of the 
theatuh, but they caused so much noise outside with their 
raucous shoutin' and singin' that the audience couldn't 
hear the film. They deliberately blocked passage so that 
respectable theatuh-goers had one hell of a time gainln' 
entry. And on several occasions tbese""9thugs directed ob-
scene and abusive language at our patrons. 
'l.hat•s not truel We did nothing like thatl We may have been 
a bit loud in our singing, but we did nothing like what he 
says, sub. Suh, this man is not only a bigot, he's lying! 
Hold on there, boy, where do you get off, callin' me a 
liah1 
(Interrupting.) All right, all right-.knock it offl 
Officer, this is the same man--a well-known member of the 
White Citizens Council-who was seen kicking and spitting 
at Negro students at a lunch counter sit-in demonstration 
last yearl 
That is not true, su, and theah is no proof of it. Ah 
challenfe this boy to establish proof of that claim. As Ah 
said be oah, Ah see nothing wrong with any person--
(Interrupting.) You're right, Mister Brown, I can see that 
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you're perfectly in the right. You colored people-I'm 
going to have to leek you up until the judge can handle 
this. I've heard of Mister Brown's fine reputation in this 
fair city, and I knew that Mister Brown is one of our most 
respected citizens. I have no reason to doubt his word. 
!specially in light of how Nigra agitators have been acting 
disorderly and illegally in our city the .past few years, I 
have to say-without prejudice, mind you-that Mister 
Brown's description sounds very much like the other upsets 
you people have been giving us. And your denying it only 
sounds like the other denials we've been hearing fran you 
people. 

YOUTH: But, officer, we were not doing-
OFFICER: that's enoughl You can tell it all to the judge in the 

morningl 
MANAGERS Thank you, officuhl 
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THEMED (HOSTILITY TO LEFT•WING IDEOLOOY) 
NARRATOR: 'Ihe dialogue you are about to hear has been duplicated 

from tapes of hearings before the House Un.American Activ• 
ities Committee. 

CHAim,fAN: Will the witness please identify himself with a few remarks 
about his backgro ndf 

WITNESS: (With some sarcasm.) 'Sir, my name is Frank Si pson, I am 
forty.four years of age, I am an author, lecturer, and-
until I was subpoenaed to appear before your illustrious 
committee last year, I was employed as a news correspondent 
for a well-known New York paper. 

CHAIBMAN: Mr. Simpson, I realize this question has been put to you in 
the past, but once again--are you now or have you ever been 
a member of the Camnunist Party1 

WITNESSa Sir, the First Amendment to the United States Constitution 
provides that Congress slilall not legislate in ma~ters of 
belief or association. And-if such is the case--Congress 
cannot investigate in these matters. Accordingly, if I were 
not connected with the Party, I would not tell you, and if 
I were, I most assuredly would not tell you. My political 
beliefs, whatever they may be, are not the business of this 
Committee. 

My work has continually been in the public eye, I have clear-
ly broken no laws, and in no way can be judged to have en• 
gaged in subversion. And if I had, the FBI would have a 
thorough record of my activities. Your going into it would 
merely serve to harass me. I shall""'iiot answer that question, 
sir. 

CHAIBMAN: Surely, Mr. Simpson, if you have not engaged in treasonable 
work, if you have in no way conspired against this govern. 
ment, you would have no fear of answering that question. To 
be sure, if you are indeed blameless, your stating so under 
oath will serve to refute those who have identified you. 

WITNESSa (Breaking in rapidly.) Mr. Chairman-your nefarious c it• 
tee has an ugly reputation for ruining innocent people's 
lives. I accuse you of persecuting loyal Americans for your 
own petty political reasons, I accuse you of smearing for 
the sake of smearing, I accuse you of de1iberately standing 
in the way of social progress in this country. And for me 
to cooperate in any way with your--holy inquiattions would 
merely serve to perpetuate this monstrous ignorance. On 
principle alone I cannot answer that question or any other 
question pertaining to my beliefs and associations. S eone 
must protect our constitutional freedans, and if Congress 
does not see fit to do so, it is the responsibility of 
private citizens. 
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The American people are beccming aware of the real purposes 
of this C ittee, and the time will come when~y will no 
longer tolerate it. 
No, I shall not answer your question, sir. 

CHAIRMAN: This is no time for a propoganda statement, Mr. Simpson. 

WITNESSt 

Let the witness's remarks remain in the record as example 
of the abuse and vilification that these conspirators heap 
upon this duly constituted body, in order to discredit and 
undermine its attempts to assure our national security. Let 
the record reaffim that Mr. Simpson has a rather question. 
able background--has been identified by unimpeachable 
sources as having dubious associations. And yet he refuses 
to clear himself of these charges, preferring instead to 
insult this goverbment and to make a mockery of the United 
States Consti~ution. 

The record will show that Mr. Simpson has been cited for 
contempt of Congress. 
Sir, as a free citizen of the United States, I stand finnly 
on the First Amendment. 



NAME 

APPENDIX B 

CALIFORNIA F(ASCISM) SCALE 

STUDENT OPINION QUESTIONNAIRE 

----------------
lb~ following statements refer to opinions regarding a number of issues. 
You are asked to indicate the extent of your agreement or disagreement 
with each item. Whatever you may feel about a particular item, you can 
be sure that a lot of other people feel the same way you do. It is im-
portant that all data are filled in accurately. 

The items are to be answered in this way: 

Strong agreement +3 
Moderate agreement +2 
Mild agreement +l 
Mild disagreement -1 
Moderate disagreement -2 
Strong disagreement -3 

leave any items blank. Please answer every item. 

1. Nobody ever learned anything really important except through 
suffering. 

2. Hemosexuals are nardly better than criminals and ought to be 
severely puniajed. 

3. Young people sometimes get rebellious ideas, but as they grow 
up they ought to get ever them and settle down. 

4. If people would talk less and work more, everybody would be 
better off. 

5. People can be divided into two distinct classes: the weak and 
the strong. 

6. Mest of our social problems would be solved if we could somehow 
get rid of the itmnoral, crooked, and feebleminded people. 

7. Every person should have complete faith in sane supernatural 
power whose decisions he obeys without question. 
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8. The wild sex U f e of the old Greeks and Romans was tame canpared 
to some of the goings-on in this country, even in places where 
people might least expect it. 

9. Most people don't realize how much our lives are controlled by 
plots hatched in secret places. 

_10. What the youth needs most is strict discipline, rugged determin-
ation, and the will to work and fight for family and country. 

_11. Familiarity breeds contempt. 

_12. There is hardly anything lower than a person who does not feel 
a great love, gratitude, and respect for his parents. 

_13. A person who has bad manners, habits, and breeding can hardly 
expect to get along with decent people. 

_14. Sex crimes, such as rape and attacks on children, deserve more 
than mere imprisonment; such criminals ought to be publicly 
whipped, or worse. 

_15. Some people are born with an urge to jump £rm high places. 

_16. Nowadays when so many different kinds of people move around 
and mix together so much, a person has to protect himself 
especially carefully against catching an infection or disease 
from them. 

_17. What this country needs most, more than laws and political pro-
grams, is a few courageous, tireless, devoted leaders in whom 
the people can put their faith. 

_18. Someday it will probably be shown that astrology can explain a 
lot of things. 

_19. Obedience and respect for authority are the most important vir-
tues children should learn. 

_20. No sane, normal, decent person could ever think of hurting a 
close friend or relative. 

_21. No weakness or difficulty can hold us back if we have enough 
will power. 

_22. Human nature being what it is, there will always be war and con-
flict. 

_23. Wars and social troubles may some day be ended by an earthquake 
or flood that will destroy the whole world. 
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_24. Nowadays more and more people are prying into matters that should 
remain personal and private. 

_25. Science has its place, but there are many important things that 
can never possibly be understood by the human mind. 

_26. An insult to our honor should always be punished. 

27. When a person has a worry, it is best for him not to think about - it, but to keep busy with more cheerful things. 

_28. The businessman and the manufacturer are much more important to 
society than the artist and the professor. 



APPENDIX C 

INSTRUCTIOOS TO SUBJECTS 

The first part of this experiment is designed to study the trans-
mission of information from one person to another. Previous studies of 
the cransmission of information along a series of people have always 
shown that it is quite noxmal for some of the information to be dropped 
out and sane to be retained by the end of the series. However, here we 
are interested not so much in whether any alterations do occur in the 
transmitted information-.since we know that such changes are bound to 
occur--as we are interested in the effects that different aspects of 
the information itself have upon its transmission. More specifically, 
we are interested in finding out which aspects-for example, clarity, 
vocabulary, brevity, and so forth--appear to be more essential than 
others in the camnunication process. 

We have prepared four tape recordings of four different real-life 
situations. Each tape differs in the vocabulary used, the clarity with 
which the information is presented, the emotional tone of the speakers, 
and other aspects. These are the important variables under consider&• 
tion. 

The manner in which we will conduct the experiment will be as 
follows, Each of you has been given a number from one to four. If the 
situation permits, in a few minutes, your experimenter will take you 
to separate rooms while he sets up the recording apparatus. The exper-
imenter will then call for person number one, who will come into the 
recording roan and for whom the experimenter will play the tape for 
the first situation. The tape will be played only once. Then the ex• 
perimenter will call for person number two, and number one will repeat 
to number two the information as he remembers it, while the experimenta 
er records what he says. Number one will leave the room, number three 
will be called into the roan, and number two will relate to number 
three as much of the information as he can, while the experimenter 
records that. This will continue until person number three relates 
the information to person number four, and number four finally relates 
it back to the experimenter and the recorder. 

To repeat briefly: The information will be played from the tape 
only once to number one and will be relayed by word of mouth from one 
subject to another until person number four relates it back to the 
experimenter. Each step will be recorded. 

'Ihe method will be the same for each of the four tapes, except 
that for the second tape we will start with person number two first 
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and finish with number one, in the order two-three-four-one. For the 
third tape, we will start with person number three, and finish with 
number two, in the order three•four•one-two. Et cetera. 

There are two important points we must mention before we start. 
First of all, you are not expected to remember the information word-
for-word as you hear it from the tape or as it is related to you by 
the person preceding you; this would be impossible. The important 
thing is to listen to what you hear carefully, and try to relate as 
much of it as you can as accurately as you can. Strive for reltable 
reporting, but don't expect perfection. 

Secondly, it is very important that you do not eOOJ111unicate with 
each other in any way outside the recording roan during any of the 
sequence. This is the purpose of the separate roans. Should the situa. 
tion not permit your being separated, we are asking you not te speak 
or write to each other during the experimental period. We are asking 
this only so that we may be positive that there has been no exchange 
of information outside the recording roan---an exchange which could 
adversely affect our results. 'Ibis is very important, and we would 
greatly appreciate yaar cooperation on this point. 

This should be sufficient infoimation for you on the first and 
major part of the experiment. If you have any questions, your experi• 
menter will now try to answer them for you. 



Name 

APPENDIX 0 

P(X)T-EXPERIMENTAL QUESTICNNAIRE 

--------------
1. What do you think was the purpose of this experiment? Just write 

a sentence or two. 

2. Which situations do you remember best? Rank them by placing the 
numbers one to four in the parentheses: "l" for the situation you 
recall the best, ''2" for the situation you recall second best, etc. 

( ) planning the picnic 
( ) the congressional investis•tion 
( ) the police station 
( ) man and wcman discussing father 

3. If you were involved in the above situations and had complete free• 
dan to do or say as you wished, what, if anything, would you have 
done or said? Or, if you wish, what would you have avoided doing 
or saying? Answer briefly. 

a. planning the picnic: 

b. the congressional investigations 

c. the police station: 

d. man and wanan discussing father: 

4. In three 0£ the four tapes there was evidence of some disagreement 
or controversy. For each case, fill in the boxes below, identifying 
(a) those parties whose character or arguments were most clearly or 
strongly presented, and (b) those parties who were probably more in 
the right. 

investigation 

police 

man and woman 

character or 
arguments more 
clear, strong 

more in 
the right 

-----I __,.__I ~r 
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5. Indicate the degree to which you feel you were successful in accur-
ately conveying information in this experiment. Do this by placing 
a circle around the appropriate n9t11ber on the following scale: 

extremely 
inaccurate 

1 2 3 4 

moderately 
accurate 
5 6 7 8 9 

extremely 
accurate 

10 

6. Do the same for the degree to which you think the person who gener-
ally preceded you was successful in this respect: 

extremely moderately extremely 
inaccurate accurate accurate 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Io 
7. Now do the same for your group as a whole: 

extremely moderately extremely 
inaccurate accurat.e accurate 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

8. Due to the especially "sensitive'' nature of experiments such as 
this when prospective subjects have sane prior notions, whether 
true or false, about the experiment, we are asking you not to 
discuss this experiment with other possible subjects. We do this 
merely to insure the confidence we can put in our results. 

I pranise not to discuss this experiment with 
any other Psychology 401 students for a period 
of at least two weeks. 

Subject's signature 



APPENDIX E 

BASIC DATA 

AUTHORITARIAN GROUPS, THJ:MB ! 

Final Reprochaetioa A.12, Group I 

there was this group of boys and girls who belonged to a partic• 
ular type of club--.Jie didn't say what kind-theJ wanted to have a pic• 
nic of some kind, aad they didn't have anyplace to go. l'hey-(very long 
pause)--didn't have anyplace to go to have this picnic, so they heard 
about this man who had two areas, one was private, for his own use, he 
said--a lake just for his own private use--and the other was a public 
picnicking area. So they-these kids, I guess--wrote him a letter and 
they asked if they could use the public and alse his private part of 
the area for going swtmming and all that. That's about all. 

Final Reproduction A-18, Group VIII 

There is a group of people that intended to go on a picnic, aad 
they didn't know where to go, so they finally picked out this place 
called Rocky Forks. And they went down there and there was a girl 
there and she wanted to go over this bluff on this hill to play ball. 
So they went down, I guess, and didn't particularly like the place, so 
they went off somewhere else. 'l'hat•s all. 

Final Reproduction A•9, Group X 

A group of college students were trying to figure out where they 
were going_they wanted to go on a picnic. l'hey wanted to go someplace 
where they could swim and play softball. And one of the girls knew of 
a picnic grounds named Rocky Cliff, where at one end of the place, I 
guess, there was a swinming pool and there was a rough softball field. 
So one of the boys called up the proprietor and asked him if they could 
use the facilities, and one of the girls called up the rest of the gang 
to tell them it was okay. And that's it. 

Final Reproduction A-20, Group XV 

Well, there's these two couples, two boys and two girls. 'lbey seem 
to feel that they want to go on a picnic and they can•t find anyplace 
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that's available at the time. 'lhey also want to play-they want to have 
a place where they can play ball during the C0'1rse of the picnic. They 
hear of this place called-I think it's Rocky Grove--and they look into 
that. It seems like they also want to go swimming, but this Rocky Grove 
doesn't have any facilities for them to go swimming and play baseball 
and also have the picnic. They went there by some means and the two 
girls were picking sane type of flowers by the stream. Ibey noticed a 
waterfall. And they went up there and they thought that there was sane 
kind of a possibility where they could do all these events. And they 
thought they weuld get in contact with the man that had charge of that 
particular part of the water area, for their activities for the day. 
That's it. 

Final Reproduction A-5, Grwp XVIII 

It seems that there were these group of college boys, a frater-
nity, that wanted to have a social function. Ani they'd picked out two 
places. One was about seventy miles away and the other was called 
Rocky Glen. This seemed adequate for what they wanted to do. It had a 
waterfall and a picnic area. And anderneath this waterfall was a place 
that they could swim and dive. And these two college students, their 
names were Jackie and..-J'aekie and--and Jack. Yeah. And that's the end 
of the story. -

Al:JTHORI ?ARIAN FEMALE GROUPS, THEME ! 

Final Reproduction A-15, Group III 

Jaek and Jill weat on a picnic to--they couldn't-it was-ahey 
were deciding-(short pause). Well, anyway, it was two weeks ago, I 
think. And they were trying to decide where to go and they went to this 
place called Glen Cove, but they didn't have anyplace to do any of 
their activities. So they decided to go on to anQther place and they 
fGund another place • .Aad :n: guess there were abot1t twenty in the group. 
And that's about it. 

Final Reproduction A-11, Group VI 

This girl and this boy were trying to find.--tryin.g to decide--
they were going to have a picnie for twenty members, and they were 
going to this Rocky Grove or Ceve. And finally they decided to go to 
this picnic, I guess, that they were having, and they were having a 
pretty rough time deciding where to go. And finally they decided to 
go to tnis Rocky Cove. Tb.ere was a little joke there. That's all she 
told me, I guess. 
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Final Reproduction A-17, Group Xtt 

Well, this class wanted to have a picnic and they had a problem--
they wanted to find a place to have the picnic and they finally found 
this park called Rocky Glen. But they also had a problem there because 
there's no place to go swimming or to play baseball. And the way they 
solved their problem was, they found this place near the park to play 
baseball and go swimming. I'm finished. 

Final Reproduction A-14, Group XIII 

Well, the situati~ begins where these four college girls want 
to go on a picnic. But they waited kind of long and they didn't know 
where the want to go. So, they decided to go to this place called 
Rocky Glen, but there isn't anything they wanted to do there, like 
play basketball or anything-you can't de that. But this 0ne boy said 
that he'd been there before and then this girl said, ''Well, there's a 
place to go swimming." And then they were going to call up this owner 
and ask her if she really owns this Rocky Glen or something. The situ. 
ation ends when they-they're still talking about calling up the owner 
and asking her if she owns Rocky Glen. That's all. 

Final Reproduction A.16, Group XVII 

'lbere were two college students named Jack and Julie who were 
looking for a place to have a pienie and they were having trouble find,. 
ing a suitable place. Finally they found oae which they thought would 
be suitable because it had a swimming pool and they eould look for 
mushrooms. That's all I remember. 

NONAUTHORITARIAN GROUPS, THEME~ 

Final Reproduction A•7, Group II 

A boy and a gmrl were planning a picnic. '!be boy was in cgarge 
of finding a place where the picnic would be held. The girl asked him 
if he had found a place and he said he hadn't. The girl suggested a 
rocky glen, and he said that wasn't good because it didn't have any 
facilities for baseball or swimming. She said there was a place to go 
swinming a half mile away and he said that would be okay. That's it. 

Final Reproduetion;1A~13, Group VII 

It seems twenty students were planning a picnie-were getting 
together to plan a picnic. And two of them, Jack and Judy, suggested 
going to a ravine-I can't remember the name of the ravine-for the 
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picnic. But Jack was against it because there wasn't any place to 
swim. And then, later on, during the ofscussion they found out that 
the people who owned the ravine had a-there was a pool on their prop-
erty in which they could swim. And so they decided to go ahead and have 
the picnic then. That's about all I can remember. 

Final Reproduction A-1, Group IX 

A boy and a girl wanted to go on a picnic. And they wanted to go 
somewhere nearby, but they could not find any place nearby. So they sub-
mitted it to some kind of camnittee to decide upon a place where they 
might go for their picnic. And the feature of this is that they wanted 
to play volleyball, and they weren't sure where they might be able to 
set up-find the set-up for volleyball. The girl asks sane questions of 
the canmittee, but they finally found this place by the name of Rocky 
Glen. However, they found that there were no facilities for volleyball 
there. And, so, they looked around, and adjoining was another kind of 
park called Rocky Fork. And they were concerned about possibly h·aving 
to pay a fee at Rocky Fork, but they checked into it and found--and 
they were concerned whether or not the same man owned these two pieces 
of property, perhaps having paid already for the use of Rocky Glen. But 
they found that the same man did own Rocky Fork and that there was no 
charge for the use of that. That's all. 

Final Reproduction A-3, Group XVI 

I was told of a conversation between two college students, a boy 
and a _girl, who were planning to go on a picnic. l'hey were having some 
conversation about this, because they couldn't determine exactly which 
park to go to. The boy wanted to go to a park where they could swim and 
play ball. They thought of the parks that they knew of, and it was sug-
gested that most of these parks would be overly crowded. So there was a 
problem. The girl, however, remembered a park or a woodsy area which was 
near a lake, called Rocky Glen. She had been there at some time before 
and remembered it. It was privately owned, but upon calling the owner, 
they were informed that they could have their picnic there. 

Final Reproduction A-4, Group XX 

This is a dialogue between George and Julia, and they decided to 
--one was a boy, the other was a girl-they decided to have a picnic. 
And so when they got to the picnic area, they found out that all the 
picnic tables were taken. So George tells Julia of another place where 
they could have a picnic that's a little bit further up the road. And 
they had talked about it earlier, but they had decided against it, be-
cause they couldn't play ball there, or other things, because there 
were no facilities. So, since there weren't any picnic tables available 
at the place, they decided they would go to Rocky Glen--which was the 
place they had talked about earlier. So they went to Rocky Glen--and 
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when they got there they saw this waterfall, so they decided to go in 
swimming. And, so, when they were down swittDDing, they saw a field that 
was near the waterfall. And that was the reason they didn't go there i-n 
the first place, because they didn't think there was a field where they 
could play ball and do other things. So they decided to go find out if 
they could play ball in this field. So they went to the owners of Rocky 
Glen and asked them if they could play ball in this field. And the own-
er said, yes, they could. So they had a picnic on the hill and played 
ball down in the field. And I'm finished. 

NONAUTHORITARIAN FF.MALE GROOPS, TIIEME ! 

Final Reproduction A-19, Group IV 

A group of students decided to have a picnic. Apparently they 
were £rem Ohio State. The majors' names were Jack and Julie and there 
were approximately twenty other people along. They decided that they 
wanted to have a picnic, they wanted to play baseball, and the girls 
wanted to swim. They were driving around and all of them were trying 
to figure out a place--scmewhere they could go and do all the differ-
ent sports and activities-the picnicking, the baseball, and the swim• 
ming. And so they drove along. Julie-the girl-finally became a little 
irritated. She started thinking and finally ske thought of a place she 
knew of called Rocky Glen, And she thought that there might be a possi-
bility that they could do everything there. She knew that you could 
picnic and she was rather sure that you could swj.m. And she knew that 
there was a large lot next door the spot that was Rocky Glen, and she 
wasn't sure if it was part of the park or not. But she wanted to find 
out. So, they decided that they would do sane investigation and Jack 
was to do the calling and she was to go ahead and find about it first. 
And they went ahead and called and supposedly had the picnic, I don't . 
know. That's all. 

Final Reproduction A-8, Group V 

This is about a boy and a girl discussing geing on a picnic and 
they don't know exactly where to have it. They have gone before to a 
place called Rocky Glen, but they want to go swimming, and you can't 
go swimming there. So they were thinking of this ether place--another 
park-where it has a pool at the bottan of a falls where they could go 
swimming, but there's no place where they could have a picnic except a 
field which doesn't belong to the park itself. And so they don't know 
whether they're going to have the picnic there or not. 

Final Reproduction A-6, Group XI 

The tape involves Jack and-.hmm, let's see-Jack and-well, I 
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can't remember her name. But they were looking for a place to have a 
picnic and they wanted activities. And Glen knows ef a place, but the 
place doesn't involve many activities. But the girl knows of another 
place near it that's privately owned, and she's going to call up the 
man and ask him if it's all right if she uses their facilities. I'm 
tl:irough. 

Final Reproduction A-2, Group XIV 

There were two students-two college students-Jack and Sally. 
And they wanted to go saneplace, but it was late-.wanted to go sane• 
place, but most of the places were filled up. But they decided to go 
tea place called Rocky Inn, which Sally had heard of. Tney went out 
there and they wanted to play ball. And-(long pause)-1 think Jack 
and Sally went to--behind Rocky Inn to make sure it was okay before 
telling their friends. That •s all I remember. 

Final Reproduction A-18, Gr81llp XIX 

This was a conversation between two young people, a boy named -
Jack and a girl named Julie, and they were discussing a picnic that 
they had planned. Tbe only-the nearest park where they were thinking 
about going to was about seventy miles away, it was Rocky Glen. And 
the girl was hesitant about going there, because the park was rocky 
and sbie was afraid the swimming weuld be dangerous, because it was 
dangereus there. But Jack had been there before, and he walked up the 
river and ne found--he had seen a place where they could play ball. 
And he found that up there, the swimming wouldn't be dangerous. So he 
wam.ted te--so they wanted to-he wanted to go up there. And so they 
called some friends of theirs to go with the11t. And that's all that I 
can recall. 

AUTHORITARIAN~ GROUPS, THEME,! 

Final Reproduction B-7, Group I 

Well, it's a conversation between a wife and a husband concern. 
ing the wife's father. The father has written before, but now he's 
written and asked if he can eome and live with them. And she doesn•t 
want him to come. First ef all, this stems from a conversation between 
the husband and wife over the father, and the conversation proceeds 
and reveals that she doesn•t want him to cane, whereas the husband 
more or less states that he's willing to let him cane. But the factor 
that the wife uses to refuse him caning ls, I think, selfish, and some• 
where I learned that her father isn't really selfish in one way-I 
guess he sent her through college and must have spent quite a bit of 
money doing that and he couldn't be too selfish if he did that for 
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her. Nevertheless, she uses that as a determinant. So--let•s see-
I think it finally ends up that the father isn't going to cane then. 
Th.at•s it. 

Final Reproduction B.J, Group VIII 

Well, the way I get it, Frank and his wife have been quarrelling 
and his wife's father had been evidently sending her letters and provid-
ing for her. And when she hadn't received a letter for several days or 
several weeks-I didn't catch exactly which-..she became angry and Frank 
told her that he didn't believe that she should be so angry because of 
how much her father had given her. And that's about it. 

Final Reproduction B.8, Group X 

This was a dialogue of a husband and wife arguing or discussing 
a family problem. The husband wanted his father to cane-the father 
wanted to cane live with them. And of course this man's wife did not 
want him to come. And the husband's mother was dead, so that left his 
father alone without anyone to care for him, and he gets probably lene• 
ly. And--(long pause)-there was no--(long pause). She argued against 
it and one of the facts mentioned was that she-that his father put 
him and four sisters through school. And that was, that's about it. 

Final Reproduction B-14, Group XY 

Well, there's this married couple--and her husband, his name is 
Frank-got a letter fran her father, asking him to cane and stay with 
him. Well, she didn't want him to go for various reasons--beeause there 
are certain material things in life, they have the kids and everything, 
a11-d-. Well, her father's .~fe died, seems that he's getting a little 
out of hand, because her sisters didn't want to cane and stay with him, 
either. And various canplications are arising. And I couldn't figure 
eut w!,tether Frank wanted to go or not. Tbatfs about it. 

Final Reproduction B-12, Group XVIII 

Well, this is a discussion between John and his wife. And his 
wife has just received a letter. Th.e letter comes and John asks his 
wife if the letter ls for her. And she says it is-it's from her fath-
er. He wants to cane and live with them. And John asks his wife if that 
is what she wants, and she says, no, it isn•t. Then he asks her, well, 
why doesn't she want her father to cooie and live with them? And she says 
that she's lived with him and knows wh.at he's like and she ,lived with 
him for twenty years and she didn't want him to cane. And her husband 
puts up the argument that he had takeh care of her and put her through 
school and seen that she had everything, why couldn't she take care ef 
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him now1 And he asked her specifically why her father wanted to cane 
and live with them. She said her father wanted to be nearer the grand-
children. And she still insisted she didn't want her father to come 
and live with her. And she was looking for more support, she asked--
she told her husband if he wanted more--another story £ran the same 
angle, to ask her sister and what she thought about her father coming 
to live with her. 'nle story winds up unresolved. She still doesn't 
want her father to cane and live with her. That's it. 

AO'lliORITARIAN FEMALE GROUPS, THEME B 

Final Reproduction B.15, Group III 

'nle scene took place between a husband and his wife and the 
wife's father wanted to cane and live with them. But he hadn't writ• 
ten very much to them, only three or four times a year and now he was 
writing much more often. And his wife had already died. So she-the 
wife was kind of hesitant about letting him cane and live with them, 
because of the- And the husband, her husband wanted him to. But-
'nlat•s all. 

Final Reproduction B•4, Group VI 

Well, this concerns a man and his wife and the man's name is 
Frank and the wanan is not named. And the woman got a letter from her 
father saying that she--saying that he wanted to cane and live with 
them, because he wanted to see his grandchildren and everything. And I 
guess the wife didn't go along with her husband right along. The wanan 
said that she-that he, the husband-was the meanest man she'd ever 
known, and somehow itturned out at the end that-(long pause)-the 
grandfather finally did come to live with them, after a long, hot 
argument. That's about all. 

Final Reproduction B-9, Group XII 

It was a dialogue between a husband and a wife and the wife's 
father wanted to cane and visit them. But the wife's father was this 
very domineering person. And the wife said that if the father was al-
lowed to come that she would leave. I guess that's all. 

Final Repro91,1ction B-10, Group XIII 

Tb.is situation Ulkes place in the bane, between the husband and 
wife. And the wife's father wants to come live with them in their home. 
And the husband a.sks her how she would feel about it if her father came 
and lived with her. And she said that she didn't want him to come to 
live with her beeause she had lived with him for ten years, and she 
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knew what he was like. And her husband threw up the question to her 
that since all of the other relatives had--didn't want him to come and 
live with them--and that her father had written her frequently, that 
it was her place to take him in. But she still stuck to her opinion, 
that she had lived with him for ten years and she knew what he was 
like and she didn't want him to cane and live with them. And that's 
all. 

Final Reproduction B•l6, Group XVII 

That was a dialogue between a husband and a wife. And the hus-
band came home and saw the wife had a letter and he asked her who it 
was from and sne said it was from her father and that he wanted to 
cane and live with them. And-but she didn't want her father to. And 
the husband said, "Well, why?" And she said, well, her sisters didn't 
want him and she didn't, either. That's all. 

NONAUTHORITARIAN GROUPS, THEME! 

Final Reproduction B•ll, Group II 

This is a husband and wife relationship and ·the father of the 
wife requests to live at their home. And the hus--and they start out 
discussing it and actually end up arguing about it. And the husband 
wants this, but the wife is disagreeable. And again, it's the father 
of the wife. And they argue about it. And it's brought out that her 
two sisters would not accept the father and she also says that her re• 
lationship with her father was never good. And-let me see-was never 
good--ind-it•s hard to remember. That's it. 

Final Reproduction B-2, Group VII 

'l'his is a story of a couple, a man and a wife, concerning the 
wife's father. The wife's father apparently wrote a letter to her, ask• 
ing if he could come and live with them. He used to write only two 
letters a year, but since his wife had died, he apparently was writing 
more frequently. Now this woman's husband is for the older gentleman 
living with them, but the wife is against. Apparently, the wife knows 
of sane trait or sQffle characteristics she doesn't think desirable in 
the gentleman, or for some other reason, thinks it undesirable for him 
to live with them. But the husband still thinks it would be all right. 
I think he is referring to the time when they got some money or some 
help-when one of their children were born-from this older gentleman. 
And therefore he thinks it would be all right for him to come and live 
with them, although the wife still doesn't think that it would work 
out. 'l'hat•s all. 
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Final Reproduction B.17, Group IX 

This ls a conversation between a husband and wife, and they have 
just received a letter fran the wife's father. And his wife had just 
died and he was looking for a place to live, and he wanted to be near 
his children and his grandchildren. So, he wanted to know if he could 
cane-I guess the implication in the letter was that he wanted to cane 
and live with them. And the wife was very much against this. She said 
that her father was danineering and very set in his ways. And the hus• 
band took an opposite view of this. He said that the father, her fath• 
er, should be able to cane live with them, since he had provided for 
her earlier in her life, that he had sent her through college and pro• 
vided for her--clothes and food and a place to live--when she was 
younger. Well, she came up with the statement that though he did pro-
vide for her earlier, he was not a very good father. And the husband 
didn't like this, and was very disappointed in his wife's response to 
her father's letter. 'l'hat's all. 

Final Reproduction B-11, Group XVI 

This is a conversation between a man and his wife. They had just 
received a letter fran the wife's father, who was requesting to cane 
and live with them. They were having an argument over this. 'l'he wife 
stated that her husband-I mean, her father had caused her misery for 
quite a few years and that the less she saw of him, the better it 
would be. Her husband didn't--couldn't understand this. He was more or 
less, I guess, for the father caning to live with them. 1'hat•s it. 

Final Reproduction B-18, Group XX 

This is a story about Frank and his wife-or at least, it's a 
dialogue between Frank and his wife. 'l'he situation occurs when Frank's 
wife's mother dies and her father-Frank's wife's father-wants to 
cane and live with them. 'l'hey find this out because he is.....has said 
repeatedly that he is interested in caning to live with them, in his 
letters. Before this situation occurred, they had heard £ran him maybe 
twice a year, but after this situation occurred, he wrote constantly, 
indicating in his letters that he did want to cane and life with them. 
Frank's wife didn't want her father to cane live with them. Frank 
couldn't understand this. He said to her, "I can't understand why you 
don't want him to come live with us. He provided for you for twenty 
years, and I think that you owe him sanething now." And she said, 
''Well, I realize that he did provide for me for twenty years, but the 
fact is that he has certain characteristics that I don't care for, 
sane of them being, he claims he is never wrong. ~lso he is very danin• 
ant." So Frank said to his wife, "I understand this, or at least I 
realize you have a point there, but I still don't see why you don't 
want him to come live with us, because he did provide for you." She 
said, well, that her sisters felt the same way, and that this vas her 
justification. That's the end. 



115 
NONAUTHORITARIAN Fli'MALE GROUPS, THEME B 

Final Reproduction B-20, Group IV 

This scene takes place in a fairly young household, and this wo-
man, her name is Lynn, is about twenty. And she has just received a 
letter and her husband is hane at the time and she's reading the let• 
ter and her husband asks who it is fran and she replies that it's fran 
her father. And he says, ''Well, isn't that a-..you•ve been getting quite 
a few letters fran him lately," or sanething, and she says, yes, that 
she'd gotten about three letters a week fran him for over a year. And 
so her husband asks what is it her father wanted and she said that he 
wanted to cane and live with them. But she doesn't think too much of 
this idea because he had lived with other members of her family, and 
since he was a very domineering person, that he'd probably disrupted 
their family life. So apparently she doesn't think too much of this 
idea. And I don't know any more of it. 

Final Reproduction B-6, Group V 

It's concerning a young married couple who have been having sane 
troubles, and it's over their-the girl's father. His wife has died 
recently and he wants to cane live with them. And previous to this time 
he has not camnunicated with her very much, but now he's writing sever-
al letters a week, saying that he wants to come stay with them and that 
he wants to get to know his grandchildren better. Well, the girl does 
not want the father there with them, and she says that during all the 
years that she was hane he hadn't paid too much attention to her and 
that he hadn't written to her very often and that she didn't want him 
to cane there. And she also said that none of her sisters wanted him, 
either, and that she didn't want him. And her husband said that he had 
put her through college and raised her for~ept her for twenty years 
and everything, and that she should have him come stay there. And--
that's about it. 

Final Reproduction B-5, Group XI 

Well, this tape is about Jane and Frank, a married couple. Jane 
has just received a letter fran her father, asking if he may cane and 
live with Jane and Frank and their children. Jane does not--J'ane talks 
it over with her husband and decides that she would rather not have her 
father live with them, because he is mean and hateful and so forth. Her 
husband replies that he ean•t see why she doesn't want him to live with 
them, since he raised her and educated her and he was her father and so 
on and so forth. Jane talks to her sister and discovers that her father 
has alse written to her sister, asking if he may cane and live with her 
and this definitely convince Jane that she does not want her father 
living with her. That's all. 
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Final Reproduction B-19, Group XIV 

The episode takes place between two married couples--um, between 
a married couple. And the wife received a letter fran her father saying 
he wants to cane live with her so that he could watch her children grow 
up. And she protested. And the husband wondered why, because usually 
she was so sweet and nice. But she said that he had written all of the 
other sisters and they had rejected him and that she wanted to do the 
same. And the husb~d said that he doesn't think she should, because 
he sent her through college and had cared for her for twenty years and 
had done so much. But she still didn't want him to cane and live with 
her. That's all. 

Final Reproduction B-1, Group XIX 

This is a heated discussion between a husband and his wife. The 
husband's name is Frank. The wife had gotten a letter fran her father 
saying that he wished to come and live with them. And she argued with 
her husband that -this wouldn't work, that it would disrupt the family 
life, and that previously, when she had lived at bane with him--dated 
twenty years-that they hadn't gotten along. And that since she would 
be home with him most of the time, she might not get along with him 
now, either. And it would be her that would be having to put up with 
this most of the time. And then he-the husband argued that before, 
when their child was sick, he had cane through and helped. And he 
thought--he must have thought that her father was a pretty nice person 
--or at least he didn't think that he would disrupt the family life as 
much as she did. And again, she argued that she had several sisters, 
and none of them felt that they should bear the responsibility of hav-
ing their father come and live with them, and that she didn't see why 
she should be the one that would have to take this responsibility. And 
That's all that I can remember. 

AUfflORITARIAN MALE GROUPS, THEME C ------ - --- --- -
Final Reproduction c.11, Group I 

This is a courtroom scene and the two participants are a group 
of Negroes and a theater manager named Mr. Brown. And it seems that 
this Mr. Brown has these boys in the court for disturbing the peace 
in front of the show. And these boys say that it isn't true, that 
they didn't make any noise in front of the theater. And they go 
farther and tell that one time, that this Mr. Brown owned a lunch 
counter, which he wouldn't serve them or anything. And all through 
these-the court hearing, the--Mr. Brown spit on these Negro boys 
and I guess called them names and cusses at them. So the judge could 
not cane to any decision whether they were guilty or not and said 
they'd have to go to a higher court. And while, while he said...-while 



117 
they were waiting for the decision to go to a higher court, the Ne-
groes would have to be locked up. And that's it. 

Final Reproduction C-12, Group VIII 

Well, this situation takes place in a Southem town and it seems 
that there's this Mr. Brown who has an establishment in this town, and 
he brings a lawsuit, I guess you'd call it, against Negroes who he 
said were demonstrating in front of his store. So they take this to 
court. And Mr. Brown is awarded the decision, because they had found 
out that Mr. Brown had previously molested Negroes who were known as 
demonstrators or who had set in on--at a lunch counter. And it was also 
known that the Negroes in this particular situation had previously de• 
monstrated and were known for it. that's all. 

Final Reproduction C-14, Group X 

There was a trial and the-(long pause)-in the theater. (long 
pause.) The case in the trial---Mr. Brown was bringing the canplaint 
that several Negroes were picketing in front of his theater and making 
too much noise and they caused quite a bit of confusion in the theater 
--people couldn't hear. So the-one of the Negroes, which was a defen• 
dent, said that they had only been walking in front of the theater and 
they hadn't been making much noise. Also he stated that Mr. Brown was 
seen in a segregated restaurant, beating up on a Negro. And Mr. Brown 
defied (sic) this. But a sheriff-the sheriff--had seen this and con• 
firmed that he was. And so they put Mr. Brown in jail. That's it. 

Final Reproduction C•4, Group X!/ 

This situation takes place in the Soothem states, in a jail. 
There is a sheriff, Mr. Brown, a theater owner, and some Negroes. And 
the Negroes were picketing Mr. Brown's theater and--bmm..-causing a 
disturbance, I suppose. I think that's why they were in the jail--at 
the jail. But anyway, because Mr. Brown was respectable, they let him 
off the hook. I don't know what kind of a hook he was on. And they told 
the Negroes that they weren't supposed to picket there anymore. And 
they could take it to a court if they wanted to do anything about it. 
That's all I can think of. 

Final Reproduction C.9, Group XVIII 

This dialogue takes place between a policeman and a Negro boy 
who was picketing outside a local theater. It seems that Mr. Braun 
who runs the theater called a policeman and told him that there were 
Negro boys out front picketing and they were using abusive language 
and becaning unruly. The policeman came and asked the leader of the 
boys--he talked to the leader of the boys. And the leader said that 
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they weren't using abusive language and they weren't unruly, but they 
were singing loudly. And Mr. Braun said that they was using-was dis• 
rupting the theater so that people inside couldn't understand the 
movie. 'l'he boys denied this. 'l'hey said that the reason they were pick-
eting was-the reason that they were picketing, accerding to one of 
the boys, was that Mr. Braun had kicked and beaten one of the Negro 
beys. And the--Mr. Braun said that-denied this and said that---asked 
that the boys produce evidence. The policeman then said that this ar-
gument couldn't be settled there, and that he would take the boys to 
jail for the night, and it weuld be settled in court the next day. The 
policeman believed that Mr. Braun, the theater operator, wouldn't do 
such a thing to the Negro boys, because he was a fine, outstanding 
citizen, person. That's it. 

AUTHORITARIAN FEMALE GROUPS, THEME f 

Final Reproduction C-8, Group III 

The scene takes place in a courtrocxn in the South. The case is 
Mr. Brown versus a group of about twenty Negrees. M~. Brown has said 
to the judge that the Negroes-by the way, Mr. Brown owns the theater, 
the local theater--and his case against the Negroes is that they have 
been picketing and making all kinds of noise and foul language in front 
of the theater. But the leader of the Negroes said to the judge that 
Mr. Brown himself was--r>articipated in a sit-down demonstration and 
spat µpon th& Negroes. And so that in the end the judge decided--
well, the Negroes first said that Mr. Brown. was prejudiced against 
th.em as a group and it wasn't just their behavior in front of the 
theater, but it's just that his, of his general prejudice. In the end 
the judge decided to prosecute , the group of Negroes-found th.em guilty. 

Final Reproduction C-19, Group VI 

A grouP-there are a group of Negroes outside a movie theater 
and there is a segregation problem and they a~parently are starting to 
riot--kicking, spitting, just being generally obnoxious. They are then 
taken into court and are sentenced to a jail tenn. But a Mr. Brown, 
who was the lead.er of the group, tried to talk the policeman out of 
putting them in jail, but they go to jail anyway. 

Final Reproduetien c.1, Group XII 

'Dle story was a dialogue between two men ii\ a police station. 
'Ibe one man owned an art gallery, and he eanplained to the police that 
sane Negro boys were in his art gallery, cutting up and using obscene 
language and making it unbearable for the people who were there. And so 
the Negro boys said they weren't using obscene language, they were sing• 
ing. 'l'hey argued that they didn't think they should be arrested. 



119 

Final Reproduction C-20, Group XIII 

This situation takes place in a small town, and this Mr. Brown is 
a theater own.er and he brings in these colored people to the police sta-
tion and they argue over ssmething. And lt eads up that the decided that 
the colored people are all right, that they're just canmon, ordinary peo-
ple, and they put them ln jail. 

Final Reproduction C-5, Group XVII 

There were two Negroes who lived in a Southern town, they were in 
a movie. And they got into some trouble there and there was a judge e'alled 
in. And the movie was owaed by a Mr. Brown, who was a white man. And-
I remember semebody spit on somebody, but I don't remember who, which, 
how it wa$. But anyhow, they called this judge in and he took the ease. 
And that's all I remember. 

NONAUTHORI'l'ARIAN GROUPS, THEME f 

Final Reproduction C-1, Group II 

This scene takes place in a courtroan. It considers a Mr. Brown, 
who's a theater owner, --against twe Negroes who were outside the thea,ter. 
causing a ruckus and disturbing the people who were inside the theater 
frm watch.lng the movie. And the Negroes said that the reason they did 
this was because Mr. Brown was against Negroes and that he had been seen 
kicking a Negro outside this theater, which was supposedly had brought 
on this incident of ruckus. And the policeman in this scene was supposed• 
ly favoring Mr. Brown's side, but he said that he would leave it up ~o 
the judge to decide the rest of the matter. 

Final Reproduction C-6, Group VII 

This is a case of a segregation problem. Mr. Brown is in the pol-
ice station before the police sergeant. Along with him are a group of 
students. The sl:udents have called Mr. Brown a liar. They~said that 
Mr. Brown even-by the way, Mr. Brown ls a theater owner--Mr. Brown 
has even beaten up one of the students there in the group. I believe 
that's it. 

Final Reproduction C-15, Group IX 

There were three main people involved. One was a theater owner by 
the name of Brown. Seme Negro pickets had been picketing his theater. 
He was areused by.this and went to talk with the bead of the Negro pick-
ets. The pickets-or Mr. Brown was canplaining tha'e" the pickets' noise 
disturbed s001e patrons in the rear of his theater---and also, and that 
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by their demonstrations in front of the theater they prevented cus. 
tcmers frcm entering. The head of the pickets denied this, and he in 
turn accused Mr.-the theater 0wner, Mr. Brown, of being a member of 
a White Citizens Council. He also stated that one of the members ef 
this White Citizeu Council had spit on one of the demonstrators. This 
fuss-all this fuss brought a policeman to the scene, and his judgment 
was that ne was going to nave to take in the people, and they would 
have to tell their story to the judge-they'd have to face a judge. 
This antagonized the colored picket--Picketers-but was a source of 
satisfaction to Mr. Brown. Ena. 

Final Reproduction. c.13, Group XVI 

Well, this took place in a Southern eamnunity, in a jail. And it 
was between Mr. Brown and sane Negroes who had brought a charge against 
him for scmething. No, Mr. Brown hacl brought a charge against the Ne• 
groes for picketing bis theater and causing his patrons to have a hard 
time hearing the movie. And they also said that Mr. Brown had once 
forced seme Negroes to leave a lunch counter somewhere. And Mr. Brown 
said that he was a good member of the White Citizens Committee. And the 
desk sergeant confirmed that, said he was. And the desk sergeant said 
that the case would be delayed until they could look into it further. 
That's all. 

Final Reproduction C-18, Group XX 

This takes place in a Southern courtroan. There are three parties 
there. The first party is a Mr. Brown, who is a 1:heat·er owner. The sec• 
ond party is a group of Negroes ,mo are charged wi th--who are p•ek·eting 
in front of Mr. Brown's theater. And the third party •is, of course, the 
judge. Mr. Brown charges that the Negroes were-.he said he didn't. mind 
them picketing in front of his theater, but the fact was that they were 
making a lot of noise and they were using profane language, which he 
dislikes. And, in fact, when they were making this loud noise, they were 
bothering the patrons that were inside the theater. The Negroes• law-
yer, who seemed to be a very sincere and honest man, said that this was 
not so, that all they were doing was singing when they were outside--
when they were pieketing--and they were not makj.ng enough noise to 
bother the patrons inside the theater. And also he said that Mr. Brown 
was--he accused Mr. Brown of being one of the persons who took part in 
agitation against sit-in demonstrations about a year earlier. Mr. Brown 
then denies that this is so. And it appears that Mr. Brown, who is a 
member of many of the higher class clubs or eamnittees in the town.-
groups-would not be lying, since he is a member of these groups. And 
the judge who rules on this figures that Mr. Brown-that this is so, 
that Mr. Brow is a member of these higher class committees and groups. 
So he decided also that Mr. Brown could not be lying. So he decides to 
let Mr. Brown go free until there is further evidence in the case, and 
he keeps the Negroes there. 
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NONAUTHORITARIAN FEMALE GROUPS, THEME C 

Final Reproduction c.11, Group IV 

Well, the setting is in a Southern town and there is a man named 
Mr. Brown who owns a movie theater. And a Negro group has been demon. 
strating, apparently out in front of the theater. And there's been a 
lot of noise, and I guess obscene language. And Mr. Brown is protesting 
ta saneone aboot these demonstrations, saying that they prevented other 
cust€)1Jlers fran coming into his movies. And there had been sane talk, 
apparently, that Mr. Brown had taken part in some demon-in some sit-in 
demonstrations of some sort, but there was no proof of this. And the 
officer to whom Mr. Brown is protesting apparently accused the Negre 
groap of demonstrating in front of ·the theater. And they were taken to 
court and they aad a--had their own lawyer there, but he wasn't able -
to prove anything himself. I guess that's all. 

Final Reproduction C•lO, Group V 

Well, the location is a Southern town and the problem which. ~• 
rises is that a movie house owner has had a group of Negroes arrested, 
accusing them of disturbing the peace, specifically saying that they 
had been singing loudly--so loudly that the movie-goers in the theater 
could not enjoy the picture. And the-ene of the Negroes, a spokesman 
fer the group, tried to explain that they were m~ely picketing the 
theater to bring forth their-oh, to stand up for their rights or some• 
thing- in other words, picketing against segregation. And the police 
officer who is involved in the-who has been called because of the dis~ 
turbance states that he thinks that the movie owner is a reputable man 
whose word can be trusted and that-tells the owner that the judg-e will 
hear the case in the morning and take care of it. That's it. 

Final Reproduction C-3, Group XI 

'lhis takes place in the South in a courtroom, and there are three 
people involved--a policeman, Mr. Brown, whi is a theater owner, and a 
Negro man. And Mr. Brown is bringing charges against the Negro man for 
picketing outside his theater and using obscene language, he claims. 
And he claims that this disturbed the people in his theater so they 
couldn't watch the program. lbe policeman was on the side of Mr. Browa, 
because evidently Mr. Brown was an influential man in the town. And in 
the end Mr. Brown won the case. 

Final Reproduction c.2, Group XIV 

'lbis takes place in the South and Mr. Brown is the owner of a 
theater. And while the movie is being shown, these colored people are 
oot in front making a disturbance and causing a lot of--making a lot of 
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noise. And he went out there and he felt like he was in the right be• 
eause h~ thought they were disturbing the people that were inside 
watching the show. And they said, well, they felt like they were in · 
the right because he had been against them in sit.down strikes. So 
then a policeman came along and they explained the situation to him. 
And he took up for Mr. Brown and arrested them and they were tafcen 
to eourt and tried for disturbing the peace. That's it. 

Final Reproduction c-16, Group XIX 

'lbis is a discussion between three people--a theater owner, Mr. 
BrQwn, a Negro man, and the desk sergeant in the police statien. And 
the theater owner is registering a complaint against the Negro for 
picketing in front of his theater. And the largest part of the discus-
sion takes place between Mr. Brown and the Negro man. And Mr. BroWB 
accuses the Negro of disturbing the peace. And the Negro retorts with 
an accusation that Mr. Brown is prejudiced against the Negro race. Th.e 
sergeant then decides to hold the Negro, to arrest him. And he's going 
to take Mr. Brown's word for what's happened, because in past years, 
previously he's had a lot of trouble with the Negroes and the picket• 
ing and other activities, not only in front of his theater-in front 
of this theater, but he's had complaints from other businessmen. And 
tha't-r;-all that I can remember. 

AUTHORITARIAN~ GROUPS, THEME~ 

Final Reproduetioa 0-6, Group I 

This was a story about a man named Mr. Simpson and he was to go 
in front of the House and he was charged with--as befng a Communist or 
having been a-. He had beea associated with Canmunists. And they asked 
him if he was a Cemmunist or had ever associated with them and he said 
that he stands on the First Amendment. And the put dewn that he was un. 
cooperative. That's all. 

Final Reproduction D-15, Group VIII 

It's an excerpt from the General Assembly meeting, and it's a , 
meeting of the House On-American Activities, and they've asked this 
fellow, Doria Simpson, to cane in to testify. And the first question 
they ask him, he invokes the First Amendment or something like that, 
and states -briefly that he doesn't have to testify, because it will 
incriminate him or something. And briefly he says that he doesn't know 
why they asked him te testify in the first place. That's all that I can 
remember. 
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Final Reproduction D-9, Group X 

This recording was a recording in a Supreme Courtroffl, and a 
man was being questioned, he was being on trial, and one of the ques• 
tions asked, was he a member of the Communist Party1 And he said he 
didn't have to answer this question, on the grounds .of the First Amend• 
ment. And the person that was asking the question said that there was 
no grounds for this, he had to answer them, the First Amendment wasn't 
any grounds. And he asked the Court that weuld they please hold this 
against him for not answering the question. That was all. 

Final Reproduction 0..20, Group X)l 

The situation is a trial and the House Camnittee is trying a 
Harry Simpson who's forty.four years old and a newspaper figure, for 
being a Canmunist, for having canmunistic beliefs. And he's being tried 
by the House Canmittee and he takes his stand on the Fifth Amendment. 
And the judge says that this should be an example to all Connnunists. 
But I believe I didn't get the decision. That's all I remember. 

Final Reproduction 1).17, Group X)llII 

'ftle House of Un-American Activities was having a questioning per• 
iod and they were-over the questioning, was Jack Simmons a member of 
the Russian or Canmunist Party? In this questioning period, Jack re• 
peatedly said that no, he was net a member of the Canmunist Party. 
And when asked a question, "Are you a member of the Communist Party?" 
he would reply that he didn't have to answer the question. And he would 
not say, yes, he was a member of the Communist Party. And when asked if 
he was not a member of the Canmunist Party, he again would not answer 
the quesiron. Tile judge in this case hearing cGm111ented that Jack was 
of unquestionable--had unquestionable character. And h~ would not reply 
by admitting one way or the other, that he was a member or net a member 
of the Cemmun.ist Party. This is what I remember. 

AUTHORITARIAN FEMALE GROUPS, THEME D 

Final Reproduction D-14, Group III 

Mr. Simpson, age forty.four, was subpoenaed to the Supreme Court 
on the grounds he was a Canmunist. He used the Fifth Amendment--he did 
not state whether he was or was not . a Communist. And the judge ef the 
Supreme Court said that this was an insult to the country. And that's 
all I remember. 
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Final Reproduction D-2, Group VI 

this takes place in the Supreme Court, and a man, Frank Simpson, 
age forty.one, is accused of being a C01DIDUnist here in the states. He 
pleads the First Amendment, and it says-. tti.at•s it. 

Final Reproduction 0.-4, Group XII 

This man named Simpson, he was ferty.four years old, and he got 
a subpoena to appear before the court. It was about Canmunist ac:tivit• 
ies. And he just decided that he didn't have to say anything he didn't 
want to. That's about all. 

Final Reproduction D-3, Group XIII 

It was about-the incident was about a Mr. Simms, 'Who was--ohl 
It was about the House Un~American Activities, and Mr. Simms was on 
the stand and they were asking him all sorts of questions. And he 
wouldn't answer them, because he stood on the grounds of the First 
Amendment. And it ended up that--ohl He said that he didn't think that 
they should bother him like that. Al:>.d-(long pause)--s«oething about 
contempt of court. (Laughs.) I don't-that's all. 

Final Reproduction D-5, Group XVII 

ni.e tape recorder is about John Simpson who's forty.four years 
old, and he's before the Committee for Un-American Activities because 
he's supposed to be a Communist. And he denies the ~barge and says 
that if he were a Canmunist he wouldn't admit it. And they argue among 
themselves and that's it. 

NONAU'nIORITARIAN GROUPS, TNEME _e 

Final Reproduction D-18, Group II 

This Mr. Simpson was up agai:....Up with the Un.American Activities 
Canmittee, and when he was in the meeting, he plead~d the Fifth Amend• 
ment. And the chairman of the Canmittee said that he was in contempt 
of court for not answering the question, because if he would have an. 
swered it, he would not have-(long pause)--have nothing to hide-I 
can't remember how he said it. And then--Mr. Simpson still stood be• 
hind the Fifth Amendment and the chairman of the Canmittee-(laughs)-
arrested him, I believe, on contempt of court. I can't understand the 
whole thing. 11lat•s about it. 
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Final Reproduction D-13, Group VII 

This is about Frank Simmens, and he was in front of the House 
Subcommittee on Un•American Activities. And he was asked whether or 
not he was a Camnunist and he pleaded the First Amendment, which I 
don't understand-I don't know if that's the right one-but he plead. 
ed the First Amendment, he said. And he said that he didn't have to 
answer whether or not he was a Canmunist, because he thought that the 
FBI and other government agencies could figure it cut if he was, and 
he wculdn't have to waste his time answering the question. I guess I 
told you his name was Frank Simmens. Ckay, that's all I know. 

Final Reproduction 0-7, Group IX 

'l'he exchange on the tape--a conversation, actually--eoneerns the 
House Un-American Activities group--Camnittee. A newspaperman is being 
questioned by the chairman of the Camnittee. 'l'he newspaperman, in his 
report or in his testimony, he implies that because he is under observ• 
ation by the House Un.American Activities, that he has lost his job, 
The chairman of this Committee, therefore, is trying to get him to com-
mit himself as to whether he is or he isn't a Canmunist. But the news• 
paperman-the witness--says that this infringes upon his political 
rights as assured by the First Amendment to the Constitution. And he 
says he will no~e says, he also implies--accuses, actually, the 
Committee of not having any purpose, any function. And he says that if 
he were a Comnnanist, he would not tell them, testify that he was. And 
if he were not a Communist, then he shouldn't have to defend himself-
his positioO::-Tne chairman of the Camnittee then stands up to defend 
his position. An exchange follows between the two. That's all I ean 
remember. 

Final Reproduction 0.19, Group XVI 

The scene of this conversatian is a Senate subcamnittee and one 
of the members is directing a question to a Mr. Simpson. And the ques• 
tion is, "Were you ever, or are you, a member of the Conmunist Party?" 
And Mr. Simpson replies that he doesn't have to answer the question, 
that he's--and he stated part of the Constitution, saying that he did 
no~ have to answer the question, and even if the government c·euld can-
pel him ta answer the question, t ,hat he wouldn't answer it. The member 
of the committee asks him again, states that the government!!, compela 
ling him to answer the question. And he asks him the question again, 
and he says that he refuses to reply. And he said that the government 
cannot make him answer the question. 
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Final Reproduction D-16, Group XX 

The story concerns a New York newspapexman named Frank Simpson. 
He is charged with .being a Communist by the House Un-American Activities 
Camt,tit~ee. And he is brought before this Ccmnlttee, and either directly 
or indirectly, he ls charged wit1Cbeing a Commu11ist. He refuses to an-
swer, of' -c:ourse, on the grounds--on grounds based on the Constitution. 
He says-he further says that if he was a Communist, he would of course 
say that he wasn't a Canmunist. And if he was not a Camnunist, he would 
also say that he wasn't a Ccmmunist. So no matter what he says, it would 
be taken-it would be that he was not a Canmunist, and they would not 
believe-1:tim anyway. And to this he adds the fact that he doesn't believe 
in the--in what the Un-American Activities stands for, anyway. I guess 
that •s all. 

NONAUTHORITARIAN FEMALE GROUPS, THEMED 

Final Reproduction D-1, Group IV 

Okay, this is about a Mr. Simpson who was called before the House 
Un-American Activities Committee. It was stated before that he was a 
respectable member in the camnunity, his occupation being that of a 
reporter. Before the committee he testified-well, he was asked the 
question whether he was a Canmunist, and he refused to answer on the 
grounds of the First Amendment that states that the government cannot 
question an individual regarding his beliefs. And he refused to answer 
all other questions put before him on the same grounds. Evidently, this 
questioning goes on for a while, and the member-that would be the 
chairman of the Ch:xnmittee, I imagine-stated that it should be entered 
into the Camnittee•s record that Mr. Simpson called the Ccmmittee a 
certain name, which I didn't get. And that's about it. 

Final Repraduction D-10, Group V 

This man's name was Frank Simpson, and he was connected with a 
New York newspaper, and he-~ in front of an investigating canmittee 
in Congress. And he was asked whether or not he had camuunistic beliefs, 
and he said cnat that was his own personal beliefs, he wasn't saying 
that he was--did have eanmunistie beliefs or not. He said that it was up 
to the individual to decide on his own beliefs and teat Congress should 
not be interfering, in other words, with the man's beliefs. And that tt 
was alse up to the individual to tell or not to tell if he was associ-
ated with Communists. I don't remember. 
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Final Reproduction D-11, Group XI 

'l'he tape was about a man named Frank Smith who was being tried. 
And he was first asked his name and he told his name. And he was then 
forty.four years old--evidently, they asked the question. And the sec-
ond question was, "Do you believe in the Camnunist Party'l"--she be-
lieved it was the prosecutor who asked this question. And he refused 
to answer on the Fifth Amendment. And the next question was, "Since 
you do not wish to answer, you refuse to answer, does that mean you're 
guilty?" And she said that that was all she could remember. 

Final Reproduction D-12, Group XIV 

'l'his is--a trial on un-American activities and a man named Simp. 
son-name of Harry Simpson--was being tried. And when they questioned 
him he refused to answer because of the First Amendment. l'hey looked 
into his background~e had no record of ca:1111unism, I guess. And this 
was sane kind of an FBI record, or sane of the FBI must have looked in• 
to it. He eanplained because he said they were doing the wrong thing 
and making good Americans look bad--meaning, I guess, that they made 
them look like Canmunists or cast doubt on them. And that's all I get 
out of her story. 

Final Reproduction I>-8, Group XIX 

l'his situation is a congressional hearing on un-American activi-
ties and it supposedly-this praninent newspapei:man and author was 
called before the canmittee and was accused of being a Canmunist. And 
he retorted very sarcastically-impudently-that his beliefs were his 
own and they weren't anyone else's business--and that this was under• 
mining the American principle, in not letting people believe whatever 
they wished to. And the judge was very--was angered by his sarcastic 
remarks and that he didn't have any intention of cooperating with the 
hearing, the Senate hearing--and that his remarks would be kept on 
record to show his attitude. And thatis all that I can remember. 



A. MATERIALS: 

APPENDIX F 

JUDGE'S MANUAL 

You have been provided with.: 

1. a copy tape-recording of the ORIGINAL STIMULUS MATERIAL for all 
four themes; 

2. a gray manual containing accurate transcriptions of all of the 
ORIGINAL STIMULUS MATERIAL and of all eighty FINAL REPRODUC-
TIONS; 

3. this black JUDGE'S MANUAL containing general instructions, ex-
planations of the rating scales, samples of the experimenter's 
method of scoring, and several samples for yoo to score as a 
pre-judgment reliability cheek; and 

4. twenty detached transcripts of the FINAL REPRODUCTIONS assigned 
to you (five renditions for each of four themes), each attached 
to its own scoring sheet with the rating scales for scoring each 
FINAL REPRODUCTION. 

B. METHOD& 

'!be preferred method for your completing your judgments is as fol-
lows1 

1. Listen to the recordings of the ORIGINAL STIMULUS MATERIAL. 
Since each theme is relatively short, it may be advisable to 
listen to the tape several times--at least twice attending to 
the recordings alone and at least twice while reading the tran-
script of the ORIGINAL STIMULUS MATERIAL along with the record-
ing. 

2. Read over the transcriptions of!!! eighty FINAL REPRODUCTIONS 
in order to get a general idea of what sorts of things happen 
to the tbemes in transmission. Each FINAL REPRODUCTION is quite 
brief and this perusal may be an interesting venture in itself. 
You are encouraged to continually refer back to the transcript 
of the original theme in order to more accurately assess the 
nature of the deviations you will encounter. 
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3. Having thus familiarized yours lf rather well wt.th all the mat-
erlal involved, you should now be prepared to decide ,!2! your-
self what the principal issues are for each theme as it is pre-
sented on the original tape. Specifically, resolve for yourself 
the following: 

!!, !!!!. pres_enting prob,lem, di lemma, .2!. controversy? 
!!2! !2!! .si.tuation develop? And--especially for Themes B, 
c,_ and _ ~at !!!. arguments sides? 
What is ·the final outcome? ---
By now you should be able to readily discriminate the essential 
fran the less essential and nonessential aspects of each theme. 
Note that one can detect such things asa major argument as con-
tras~ted to minor argument; claim as opposed to fact; charge as 
opposed to countercharge. 

Put briefly-, all. -Y.OU are being asked to do here is to come to a 
solid unde'rstanding--based on y.our "clinical" impressions, if 
you will--2!, meaning ,2! !!£!!. theme. That . is, "What is real• 
ly going on here!" 

.. 
4. Examine carefully the complete explanation of the ten rating 

scales in this manual. As you study the definitions of the rat-
ing scales you will be reminded of various deviations you en-
countered while reading the eighty FINAL REPRODUCTIONS. Note 
(a) that several of the scales apply only to Themes B, C, and 
D, and (b) three of the scales are acccmpanied by a simple 
ttforced-c~pice" YES-NO question. 

5. Look at the several samples of the experimenter's method of 
scoring, along with the accompanying rationale. 

6. Try the samples supplied you in this manual, employing the 
rating scales. 

DO NOT GO ON TO STEP 7 (RATING THE TWENTY FINAL REPRODUCTIONS 
ASSIGNED YOU) UNTIL nu~ SAMPLES YOU HAVE SCORED YOORSELF HAVE 
BEEN C<MPARED TO THB EXPERIMENTER'S RATINGS 00 .THB SAME SAMPLES, 
AS A PRE-JUDGMENT RBLIABILt'lY CHECK. 

7. Finally, the twenty FINAL REPRODUCTIONS assigned you have been 
duplicated separately, each attached to its own rating sheet. 
These rating sheets contain all the rating scales in abbrevi-
ated form and have been assembled separately from the JUDGE'S 
MANUAL for your convenience. 



SCA.IE I. OVERALL COHERE CE 

Th1s first rating scala 18 the~ scala 11h1ch imolv a acoring 
a reprodllction absolntelf1nde£nde~ reference to the~ 
stimulus material. '1h18 scale NO'l' nded to be a measure 
accuracy, compreh nsion or distoriton; rather, it 1s an attempt -to 
detenni.na how much s nse each final reproduction holds all on its 
am!• 
Does tbe final stoey make sense, in :isolation? Does it. "bang 
together"? If you were to bear this :isolated account, uld you 
feel that there 1!8re peculiarities about it? that something reaXq 
vital was left unexplained? Are there intrinsic contradictions in 
it? Is the resolution of the story clear and definite and warranted 
by what ~ent befors'l e·l;c. 

" Brief'q, l'IITHOQT REFERENCE TO THE OR.larNAL THETAE D0&5 '111IS FINll 
RENDI'l'ION MP...KE OOQD INTRINSIC SEtm? How "FINISfibi1 LS iT? 

ElM"RE"tlll=UI 
tNCOHER~HT , ~'TEV 11\UJ)I-Y mu.Oc.Y ~'fe&JI L'/ 

INCOHERENT tNCOHEAEttf COHEAEIJT COHEREfJT COHl!REtll" 

' • ' I • 
SCALE II. COMPREHE~ION OF THE ESSENTIAL POOBLElt 

Assign a score to each final reproduction to represent the degre 
of clarity with which the essential problem-the situational 
d:UlMl!llla or the "core" disagreement-was presented for each t . • 

Hal WELL WAS THE ESSEtlfIA:t PROBLEl.11 DILEr.mtAr DlSA CHEE21ENT PHESE?fl'ED? 

SCALE llI. REPRODUCTION OF THE OUTCOME 

AIILDl..11 
VJBL 

NOT including iwei'inite or vague endings, were thore any 
or marked alterations 1n ·Ghe resolution or outcamo of thB tbmii? 

GL-ve a score .to indicate the degree of comrtension oti or the 
accuracy of reproduction of,. the outcome O be ofigina t S 

&30 
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SCALE 'IV. EXAGCERATIOH AND PROJECTIOll 

'l'b1a scale attempts to ~3asure the degree to which t.be overall 
ccmprehemion and accuracy of the t.heme reproductiop .re altered 
hT the introclnction or information not found 1n tb8 oPirinal 
atSmulus material. SourC3s or such a1t.eration would include 
exaggeration. oversta nt. or "bloping upn of intOl'llation 
actually present in the orie:1,ml. t.heme, or projection of inform-
ation into tbs thens. 

'l'his 3Cor is to bs made m.th respect to y0ur .iu.d11J11ent of the 
importance to the essential th8llle of 'the :lnf~tion exaggarnted 
or projected., and 1s to bo made irrespsctive of which side of 
a contoversy bo favored by such dist.ortion. 

Briefq., lU7 IWCH \'.'AS 11m:A ff", SIONIFIC'Alff OR CRITICAL HATERIAL 
EXACDERATED OR PROJECTED IN'rO EITHER SHE OF THE THEME., JUDCIED 
BY THE IEGREE ro WHICH m OVERALL IIEA.NIHO OF THE THEL1E WAS 
AFFECTED? 

fllOOEQA11iLi "'"'" 

SCA.LE v. unm IZATION AND DELETION 

This scale atl,OI;.pta to lll9asure the dsgre to l'lhicb the overall 
comprehoneion and accuracy of the tlleme reproduction were altered 
br the omisoion of int'omation found in the origi.nal stiJ!Julus 
matorial. Souroos or such al-c,eration would include minimizat.i.on:, 
undal"stater-,ont., or •~t--pedalling' or in!omiation present 1n 
the stmulU3 material, o:~ COlilolete dal.Gtion of information 
prosent 1n the original · ~heae. 

Thi.s econ, io ·' t,_ made with respect to 1roar jud/g!lOnt of the 
4,:portanc to the cssent:i.a.1 theme of tho llli'ormation iiiLiLiiliea 
or d J.gterl.s And ia t.o be or:de i!T?ii!Fr+M,1; of '=hie!! s:l.c!.c c£ 
a contl'oversy may be favored by "'UCh distortion. 

Br4...0f'1..J'., l~JCH l'~\S 11!f~ VI", SIO?l!F!~?!T en CP.!TIC:.L ?aTERIAL 
J.mm.{IZED OR mz.rnn FRO!{ EITHER srm OF THE THEl.!E, JUDGED B! 
THE DEGREE 'l'O \'lllICH Tt!E OVERALL MEANING OF THE THEME \'l.l.S AFFECTED? 

Nrit.u6i8L't' 
OR 

N0r /\TM.I. 
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SCA.LB VI. ClllSS-CON'l'llOVEm •SlllHS" D mm (om w a,c,1>) - . 
Comparing a ti.Dal reprodnct:lon to ta origlnal etunal.111 material, 
are t.mre 8JV" 0 ahifts" ham om side ot tlle oon~ to tJa 
ot.her, with respact to arguments, motivatiom, or act!om? '1'hR 
is, tor aey om reproduction, ask the quesUon1 a charact.er 
or agensv: en om side ot tbs contoveray orromopslY credit.ed 
id.tha motive, argumant, statiient, action or ~r:lem:e wb1cti 
aetvally lihcul.d. have been credited to a ciiarac or pnsr OD 
the ot.mr side or the controverp:? 

If YESs g1 "8 score indicating the d gree to llbicb such an 
a1teration affected tm overall ccmprehemion of tbe tbame: 

11~8~ 
llOT 1'"r ALL 

I RES a I ' p 

SCALE VII. CO?ll'RADIC'l'IONS 'l'HROUCB PORE PROJECTION 

Aaide tnim· oarfjed a1·ooratiom 1D outcoma (III) and cross-
controversy 11shifts11 (VI)~ in 
the final re duction w 
contradicted information the 
or&pl etimul:us mater 

Nots that ·this scale question seek& to locat.e a particulnr 
species of p.."'Ojection: projectod material which ec,es beyond 
additions and cexaggerations per sa hich may prejudice or 
distort a thema- projected material vbich flatl1" contradicts, 
not merely distorts,, giv n ini'ormation 1n the stimulus matel"Jal. 

"H YES, giw a score indicating thB mai-n to which such an 
a1t9ration affected the overall comprehension of t.h theme: 

9 



SCALE VIIl. OVERALL COMPREHENSION ( (ENERAL ACCUR&CY, DIS'l'OR'l'ION) 

'1'h1a veey important scale 1a a global rating ot the ·relative 
acouncy or themat.ic reproduction, and the principal. it.ems 
under cons1de~t.1on area (a) the ,:e~IT:!1ff; (b) t,w 
pajor MGM 1n tho deyelpment oJbe _ 1ncl.ud1Dg 

jm.- issues in &I\Y controversy); and c tbe n,olution pt 
the mpblem or the outcapp. Baturally, tbe presence or absence 
of finer accuracies ot cbtail and of minor issues can enhance 
or datract fl"Olll the OVERALL COUPHEHEHSION score, but these are 
secondar;y. 

This scale attempts to Masura the quality of comprehension of 
the "dst" or overall meaning of the theme ~sented. Other 
11&tters, such as directionality of distortion, or such as 
information projected into or deleted tram the or1ginaJ. tbemlt 
hare been ccomodated by other scales 'ftbich IIB'7 be comidered 
subecale& oi' this OVERALL COMPREHENSION scale. 

Briefly, H WELL DOF.S THE OVERALL ESSfflIAL !IEANING ("GIST") 
OF THE FINlL REPHOOOCTION REFLECT THE OVERALL ESSENTIAL 
UFARINO ("aIST") OF THE STnmLUS MATERIAL? 

SCALE IX. DIRECTIONALITY OF DISTORTION (.Q!!:! 'l'HEr.!ES B,C,D) 

This 1s a measure of pre.Judicial <iiotortio~ and is scoi"ad with 
respect to which of the ·;;no II camps" 1n each of Them9s B, c, and 
D . ( camps being specil'ied on the scales themsel -ves) that each 
reproduction favors. Aside from directionali the scale also 
attem ta to dotermina the a roximate de of n 
1n that direction-1.e., tho cbi,-eo of a final rep.."'Oduction•a· 
playing down or ·1eru.."'8ning one aids against tha other. 

While this scale 1s the only to Gmploy a,{'lidpoint, you are 
cautioned r.ot to indiscrlminat9llr fall in+,o the error of 
essi[?ling roproductions llith the midpoint value meraly because 
it is "easy". 

Noto also that reproduction can achi.&ve relativei_v "balanced" 
Gcore on this 3Cal and still r.1nintai.n a poor OVERALL COUPREHEt..-
SION score; i.e., a reproduction may aeriously d:l.sto1't both 
sides of a thGmo issue., ·nthout appaarinc to favor om, ai°the 
other side. 
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"SCALE" X. FGRCEr...CHO!CE AUTHORITARIAiq/NON&U'l'ilORITARIAR 11TIPIIID" 

From your knowledgs of the theory of authoritarian personali't7 
(authoritarian types maintaining: intoleranco for ambiguity, 
rigid deferouce to authority, ethnocen~ disdain and dis-
trust for alien belief systams), place .!i!EJt final reproduction 
assigned you (i.e., inclu.cling final ronditiom ot 'Iheme A) into 
one o£ two groups : reproductions produced by' authoritarian and 
by nonaut!10~-c.ari~n sus1~. 
You may feel you hava little basis f01.• "typms" the n3p..i"Oductiom 
for ThemG A, as this thsme has t-llo hnst. relevance to aut.boritarian 
problSI!S. Hollever., yo~ are nonet.telesn being asked to eX8JDi.m 
all twenty assig~ed reproductions for whatever cue 1rou consid9r 
'Elportant. · 

WAS THIS RElIDITION PRODUCED BY A GBOUP OF AUTHORITARIAN OR BY 
A GROUP OF lIDNAUTf!ORITARIAM SUBJF.CTS? 

D AUTHORI'l'AFJAN 0 WHA.UTBORITARIAN 
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L 

re ea ou p1cuic. Dw."111.i • -eoarn or epaz-&-
tio • it, turns out that a!utrt~ u a ' ··· k ~GIN tm ~,. m cmo 

211 tba gr<,cp baa tcnmd a plaoe boca • 'ffll!T pla basd.Nact.Y 
wt fca tat day. bn aOE::101aa 1a 'Ula &l--Oup an ana olom b7 
llh1ch 1!1"..a1t popu.lAr beca 1~ 1a 1'1lled with NC!m_, but~ C11D 

• t:u11' p1cm:l.c 1'.mft. !bl gt0ap ti!JaJ.q ba:: it. p1cmo. bl~ bave 
to aao- Uice tm ball.playing ollld n1mmJlg t.h;y orisfnel'.17 ~-

l. O\SRltt COB8aE 

every place !?z has been leased 

135 

sacrificing activities a serious change, 
anMae. =- but still retained notion of still in-

GOOD · tending picnic 

sacrifice of activities 

other places available at farther dista e, 
underplayed importance of sports, idea 
adjo:piing properties with one owner 

n. OflOSS-COHTOOWRST SRIFl'S m .00 
--.NO'J' RE[lffiANT .. 
.. ,.., - • fW6tfflt --~' Mt ... 
m. PUBS PROJECTION -----

VIII. OVSRlLL ~IOB 

·-=:,. ==-

X. FORCBD-CHOICE " 
•ut.bor1tar:1an 

while an · extreme 8 pu.re" projection, 
ending accomodated by SCALE III 

\ 

underplayed importance of ~ctivities, 
eJTUa1, half-changed ending. 
"'fl&. 



I. O'VUAIJ, COJl!RID 

IV. KDOCBRU'IOH PROJBC!'IOB ........ 
.., lfl ,.,,,. -...im 
V. JIINDCIZlTION 

.......... -r .. .. ,.All.~ 
' ' VI. CIIOSS-COH'fll>VBRSI SHIFl'S ?IS 

=l{ODE~N..I 
m. JVBB PROJBCfION --"1~ ~'f .,, 

I • 

' RO -~ 
JI) 

= I 

136 

contradictions 1n boy's wishes; also, 
seclind last sentence uncloar 

major problem is av il llility of plac a 
disagreement over activities spurious 
presented as basic p~ble 

retained idea of re olving some pro r 
sports by using two adjacent areas 

, 
place close by had faciliti 
activity, actually 

change in problem minimi zes importance f 
no place close by having any facilities 

projected disagreement is serious, 
diets tape 

'fIII. OVERI.LL ~IO 

-=:I· =· jlllUllf 

change in problem rather serious; "save" 
.,...., by notion of one owner, two areas ass .. SIA, 

solution; resolution not too bad 
n . OIRECTIO&.Lm OF DISTOR'fION 

<lNOT REJ..EYl,, 6-N.5F---P 
9n11Pf. --. S...«: ~llcl'D IIIOWlt, l"nOllf J-..1:i-mlr..'l!~~~;;;;======~..J-----·--·----------x. Jlt>RCED-CHOICE "ffPlll 

au:tborit.ariall nonaut.horitar.tan introduction of struggle for do inance 



ErPERDIEffil!R1S SAMP!",t /l"j • 'ffl!!'~ A 

!bu ywng couple WD8 lookillg fo-, place to nim, bt!t all the •p,ts tmJ-
wn to wre print.al,- Ollmd. The ..,. I' a,1t 1t, it a 1D the llilDl91', and 
ill ordlr to tbq woald bow to trowel oHr enent., 111lea, eo th97 
dN1dld it wun•t worUa it. 1'iJeY ahuaad llltir ld.Dda and dltc1ded t.o eo to 
Book;y CD.811 becnn it bu l'IJ'OCIIII. it. 

t37 

I. O\'IRALL COBERERC! 

"1:l 
' IV. macs TION PROJECTION ...... ..,,"' ""' .rtAll&.'I e f 

v. 
....... # 

.. "' AU. llo0f:lt;li1l&.'I llllaOI 

' • 0 
VI. CROSS-coN'l'IDVERSY SHI.PTS 'JES ~NQ.T RELEVANT 
--"'~ 11N ~y IIIIUt 

m. l!!!!\ PROJECTIO 

IDT~1 ~-., 

S7 

v= :>1 
NO 

=· 
!I) 

:mt 

what about mushrooms? 

saved by reta g essential notion 
unavailability of nearby places for ou 
doors sUDDner activ~ti~s-i.e., could 
worse 

complete cbange of plans 

~p O , 
resolution itself is serious projectio 
mushrooms "blown up}" out of proportion 

almost. all important infornation dropp 

chanee in ba_sic problem, notion of pri 
vate ownership serious, contradicts ta 
(switch in ending does not apply here) 

problem, development, resolution all 
seriously distorted 



f 

S S4 JP J. 

1 group oil lle lltndellto WO to find a pl.a• to ha a piollic, 
bl&t raost, picnlc parkB _.. all d;y' acc:omodated or tni.d 11p. But-.acnulq, it'• a co__..atioD bataNn a bo7 am g:lrJ.. a.t tbu plmd.o eit.ber t.a. 
bo,r c- t.b g:lrl IWllal a plaoe tmy, bad Ilea to, a plaoe c1oee b,r, 1dd.oJa 
11a11 nan.able, bat~, n•t. too eatiataot.Gr7 aDll tbq an 1n a pimb. 
!beD - ot t.hca .,,.,,,,,.,... add1Uonal laD4 - tad.a p1md.o . uu, eo ibl;y1'0Ddaftdllbet.lm-thly00\lldueb.uat1apladauaaa1111 
tlda ot.lm' ad3o:lmng ~. llha\ Ull,J' au"'1 t.be otJmt PNJlel'V tc- .. 
to p1q ball ad n111-:-t.b97 C01aldn1t baft t.btN aot.1.TiU. SD t.be Jd,ODlo 
uea. So tmy wn to f1lld out. 1t thl7 oa1d on both paru. tbn'• all I mmembar. 

I. O\UlLI, "°8EBZICB negligible tendency to poor 

138 

essential problem of activities develo 
later in rendition, despite omi~sion or 

sn9-,. idea that there are places farther aw y "'If . 

.......,, 
I 

VI. CJUIS-COH'fR>VIBS!' SJIIPl'S DS 
-..!JOT RELEvANT '°'"' ....... ... .-w ... 
VD. PUS PROJBC'?IOR DS -..... --· ....... ..._....., .. 

VIII. OVDlLL CC11PBPS1m 

-==·==- == = t C I I 

ro ... 
= 

that it accounts for a favorable comb 
tion of adjacent areas; ide o~ singl 
owner omitted 

minor details, one ownership 

• 
"gist" excellent, despit omission or mi r 

aJ'fllPII, details and complications 'et 
n. DIRBCTio Lfi or DtSTOR'l'IOD 

c NU I R LEVANT l 
an..._...._5115etr:.hAIIRtll6oft -.iin. ffllfM 

no "signs" 



i~XP1.}w.L.!:' . · ' ~;.,E Ss '!HOO:. A. 

S.. oollat,) k1do wre lookiag tor a place to haw a w:lmr nan, mt. 
tlley covJdn•t r~ one close by "flbeN a97 could also plQ- ball. ~. 
om ot 1be e~ i1a8 Julle-fOlmd a place .._. t.b9J' coa.ld 
play ban_ but f.bq 11111111d hne t.o find out 1f t.be _. at tlda pla---
1111, it ta er.mar ot this place would pla7 ball 111.tb tbaa, I tld.Dt. 21am'8 
wu ... lndecillua wbothar t.be omm' 1JOlll.d oc,opent.e. m p1a,J!Dg bell 
With tbaa. So, t11oJ- packed up thDir baskne m:t dec1dlld t.bat it ta omm-
'II01lldn•t pl.ay- ball, they WCNl.d go amad am Sida on bill JINP9l't,7. Aad-
I P88 tllat=e a11 I Jmcm. . 
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I. O\BBlU. COIERBD entire matter about owner playi_ng ball 

-;pt~=.. -- -. '=l'· ... CIOIG-
I I I I I 

II.' ~2! -"Ll!illl a fairly good summary of incompatibilit 
of available close by "picnic" areas wit -:::::· =-~· ..... (laid ...,.. sn•,..· some desired sports ~ct~vity ....., .. 11,L -~ Wfi&. 

I I I I ' ~.u. .. • · •• •- ra....'---a. .., 

"it .... . ...., = = •=,•• severe distortion ... 
I I I I ' IV. UlOCEHlTIOR !Jm PIOJECTIOH 

bizarre content about owner playing ball ...... ......,. .,.,.. ... ., Sf .... ,.,,,,.. ---I . I I 
v. - ,_ ·-·· -'.UD A.!!!,! "" .. ,. .. 

very sparse and poor development and ou1 ri come; all relevant information dropped ........ it --- ....._., .. ....,, fl!Utll I I I I 
VI. CJmS-.COJml>VKRSt, ,m 110 
~QIREL~ N -~ .. "' HQf --I. • • • a 

VII. fUJB PHOJEC!'ION e, m aside from ending (swimming), projectior -
~J concerning owner's nlaying ball serious] r ---- ~., distorts infonnation given on tape 

' . . . 
VIII. OVBRALI, CCIIPal!aSIOB 

(as results of I, III, IV, v, VII) ,e· =r=· ai&,N -- MOOC-. •nuas, , 
HOIIII ...... 11111&,t. 

I I I ' ~---------·--• .. 4---~-•- _ ............ n. DIHECTION.U.ITI OF DISTOR'l'IOH 
• NOT RECEVANT ) f 

..., ......... S&5tCC .&ulllh -.«I: IIIIICl'R, ,n91W. 
• i • I • • J 

x. JIOBCED-CIIOICE "TYPDIO" 
..... ___ 

a lot of displacement of hostility towai d 

. 'i!_taori~ m,aautboJ'it.arilm authority figures in the threat to swim 
on the man I s prone rtv 



I. 011BlU. · COJIERD(S 

--=-· ... ---... , • I -= ..... ·mo-· 
St ' • 

hoe-the conflict would appa 
obtain under these conditi~ns 

d spite change in basic problem, retai 
idea of woman refusing this contact be 
her father and her family 

140 

PROJBCn0U chanea in basic problem is serious proj 
ion; evaluative statement at end; 1 tte 
writing "blown up" at end. 

...... ..,,._ 

.6Llii,, .. ,.. ..... _......, 

=:r,tt,.t41. """"' t ft • 

ll. DIRECTIOW..L.ITY OF DISTORTIOJ: 

= 
= 

"lost" the initial problem, some of out e: 
basic arguments on both sides; "saved" 
retaining notion of wife being against 
some sort of contact with father 

"visits" switched; idea that contact wo 
make for trouble still present, would 

ore serious without this 

change in basic pro lem 

despit~ change in problem, omission of 
•"-• minor areuments, some of "gist" filters 
"';"' through ·-----------

, Wile - husban~~ 
lln..,_ --. •IWAlllfO 



RXPERJl16 li.1~ ~ArlPLE #7; TBIJl'6 B 

'DWJ tape Sa bollt a man and 111te who are argldng about llbat.hsr the 111t• 1 • 
father ebcNld CCllll8 and 11'98 111.t.b t.hml, And tm huaband 18 tor it» becaue-
t.-n, as eomtbing about b1o being glad t.hat b.1lt 111te coald go to coU.ea, 
• be tipred bar tnhar cwld live ~-th t.lle•• Ba\ the 111te aa:ld that her 
father -. a bllll the lmllband said tbat woa.ld a ball talDI cm,, of t.heir 
sick cbild, and abe &aid no, be woaldn•t. And the 111te _. tar it and tho 
hu--ao, tJle ..Ue wu i!ti~ her ta~ C01liDg ud tho husband ,ras tar 
it. Am it enda up sho "" bl -,net cam&. 

I. 011BlLL OOBEHDCB on oes college fit in? reference to 
"bum taking care of sick child" very 
confusing; S•s indecision at end; poor 
oreanization 
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good summary of problem, even without 
mention of father's circumstances, requ ts 

"-Z,•• to come; problem does not include argum ts 
" 9 taken on either side -

IV. BD.OCBlfl'l'IOR 111> ....... ..,"',..,. 

' 

-

VI. CRmS-CON'l'Jl>VIR.ff SRIP'l'S D!a 

=:n.... CM51mf --.,.,av tllClt =• 
VII. PUBS PROJBC!'ION 

_____ .....,_ 

almost literal 

references to "college" and "sick child" 
blo n up opt of proportjon 

major argur.ients on bot,h sides . 

nonP. of the projection contradicts the 
tape 

VIII. OVERALL CXIIPJQPaSIOI j 'saved'' by a ccurate presentation of the 
S:::::,• • = :, •::-• essential problem and resolution 

! ll. I IRECTIONAL1:" Q! DISTORTIO . --· . i~-s-een:-~hat~ th~ ~u~~•~nd- h:: m~re ar~-
C wife . ~t1eli&AG ) I rncnts, ::. ncorerent as they may l:e ' en..,_..._ S&IM(I; ~-- IIIOWt! . "1'tfM 

I. FORC&D-CHOICE "TIPD 
ut.hor1tanan noaaut.horitarian slight favori:, · of fat her's posit::.on ---------..--....- - -----------



. • 
'?hare waa a mn ml llife who ci1affll8sillg t.im merit.•• of tlle td.te'• 
tatha- c:om1ng to liw 1D t!m.r bae. -t, thA '118 w1f• d1d nr,t wan 
her tat.am- tbere beens• of h1a 818 :sad nll, lt. 
that. bar dad d1d mt, treat. bill" l"ipt. dma au aa JOUDllfl" and la very 
d1ttioal.t. to get a1ong nth. $o, I en•t. Jmn-eu Mt. 1wr p1W01MJe lllgbt, 
hafts t.11811' marriag1, hilt•• bno baen a bit. ap1tAltlal 1D bar a~lt.ude. 
'l'he hablmd d.md ldth the tfit.ber. It eommd .. .. dldD't -- tl.18 
old man Vfll'Y 11-or at lalu:t didD't. •• hh tm ... way, bnatlN ltt 
.mant1omd 10!18 t.b1np tha\ she omed bar tat.hr tor raUSAg i.r. b 
81tut.1on endad that-ob, antl tbD tat.her belpod t.alm Gan of tbe oouple• 
baby when i t • ill, and tba, husb!nd ~t th18 was in her tat.am-• 
ravor. But oe atill 1M1Btst1 that her t. brwas ditti.oult, 
and tba~ sh9 11011ldn1 t ha-ea b3m. 'fbat' abcNt 1t. 

I. -,0\UlLL OOffElBR(Z 

==:::=a.=:: .. 
' = I 

despite fact that rendition could be 
s : ightly better organized 

could be improved by mebtioning the 
father's circumstance$, that he was 
asking to come 

142 

her possible "spite", his poss ible "not 
knowina" father are hinted at on tape 

!IS JI) 

=:.,.~ Sltilmt --WilM ... =· 
'IE Vll.J!!l ·PBD.1BC1'IOH 

--..~ ....,.,...... tllUI 

VIII. OVEBALL OCIIPJIJPKSIO 

-=::r· ==· :::. 

allt.haritanan t.bon.tanan 

minor arguments on either side 

no "s igns" 



EXFERlHEll'l'ER1S S!M?!E 69a THRY! B 

A JD1lllg cwplo-cd.a :ia Prank. t.o be disGUOGiag 8C1119 
1-tt.n tbeJ: bau. nt:eLY fNrl the 1rG111W1'1a ta'Um-• UkiDc 1t bD COllld 
etq c,rw with t'-1 saa nen1ng .. 1'be wcaan doun't t..i. 1~ 1'01l1d nark 
oat_ bacea• of bar aper1eman with ldn :la tu put~ Bill ta !mabmd 
Nl.1.Dds Jmt tbat btr tnber hie boon ooaiidtrate 1n raa1ac . ... ill 
llmc Ml' all t.ba mceuit.t.8:, &ad helpln« GUI wb8D om 0£ t.lleir 
cJdl4nm aecae eiok. OD tOJt or tiurt.. be waldD't bad a coll.e&0 
eduat.toJa 1'1'tbola~ tatamr•e bal.p. Bat the W:11!!18D .Um to Im' -gum 
ad doea•~ nat, ldll-tbmt. nms. -

I. 08JJILL OOBUBiltB "experiences with him in the past"? 
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a big distortion-but kept idea of fat 
being in her home, which is what v;ife 

tC against 

VI. cims.-colffll>'I.SBSY SBiffS llS 

VII;. !UBI Pll)JB(.'1'?0Jf -----

change in basic problem is obviously an 
understatement, but also a serious pro-
jection, due to its psycholoi:;ical mean· 

woman's arguments not v:ell presented; t. 
understatement of the basic problem mak 
her: arguments all the weaker 

psyc o og 
the problem contradicts point of the en 
tape, is al.most· an. essentially different 
problem, psychologically 

VIII. OVBRlLt CCIIPJQPJBIOI 
despite change in problem, some good a::'- arguments presented, good ending 

' n. DI118CTIONi\Ll'l'I OP DISTORTIOO 
• Wile · - ei.i&DaAd) lnisband 1s side better presented 

--- ..... s-... ·IMMi,s; .... ~ -l-=-~~~:!EF!!!!F&!~~~!!!l==.---4 ______ , ________ --r 
X. IORCBD-CBOICE " emphasis - upon wcrnan' s obliga tions to he 

:tar1ur ·DDmu~tarian father, deletion of objections to his 

e 



I. Omw:.L COBERDCS 

6',1(,.# .. 
_, 1ft ML Mtnlf IIOllfllffl.'t 

...... -ICrA1&. SWftftlf 
I I 

VII. PUJB PROJEC'l'ION ----- DS 

EIPERJlJElllER•s SAJIPIB llOi B 144 

a "confident" renditi~n, but: what abou 
the children? how does writing sisters 
replace the visit? 

father's circumstances well presented, 
even though no mention made of his requ 
to come 

sists that the father on•t come; all e 
in resolution is seriously distorted. 

the only thing well presented, without 
exaggeration or minimization, as the 
basic problem 

(ditto) 

c0111nate switch of roles in controversy 

the "pure" projectiop whi9h so violentl 
contradicts the_ tape is completely take 
care of by SCAIE VI 

x~ . R>DD..cBOICE 
the obvious at~met to depy yhe wite•~ 

~•tllmi.~ ihosti'.1.ity towara her ·rather. 



\ 

I. 

BXPE.RI?&ElJl'lR•s SAJIPIE Illa Tm1E C 

!Ida an t.maw CClllplaimd t.bat sea., er-a 1IV8 plolmUDc ad cauilag 
• clla~ fttalda t.ba "-at.w. 'lban tbt poUee quut.iomd u. tbeawr 
_. UII tibl piokat.en, they told ditterat atonoQ. '!bl lagrou said tblt 
tlle omlll' WU pNJdoed ud be waa bacnN be belon&t<l t.o GClll9 
llld.t.e o1.'1ND1

• lfa'IIP, aDd the___. aid t.lut U. •~U. •sroe• 
WN •~ NalJT 1911.111s and blecklq tlla ntluDe to ta, eballr 
and peopi. imlda OCN1dn1t ht~ •it.ha- sidt pro,ed au.:,Udng. TbaN .. •-t.blng Hid abaat t.be 8u11DC!t.Nclc on t!a tJla, bat it nn•t clear. 
Ul.~~, th9 pol1c D belJawd 1ht OWlm' and bald '211 a1aldame util 
1' enld be o1eU"8d 111 c:oan. !bat•• all., I think. 

0 BlLt, OOBE1BMB e erence o soun 
makes one curious l!fflflf.=~--...... ..... =-I I I I 

........ =· ..... --,..y ....., .. 11,L. 
I ...... - -= = 

,. 
I 

VI. CROSS-CON'tll>'VERSY SBIP'l'S m 

om e e i ea o segreea ion; ep 
disagreement, before police, over alle 0 en••• disturbance on part of Negro picketers 

wfl,L 

even thou~h reasons not mentioned for 
policeman's agreeing with owner 

reference to soundtrack does no great 
injustice to overall 

seeregation prol len not mentioned; also, 
minor, corroborative ar.gu.'l!ents on '.,oth 
~ide s 

=:«--. ~-- ... l#IIM """ t.=~ 
VII. PUHi PROJECrIOlf DS -

JX. DIRBCTIOH.\Ll"l'? OF DJSTORl'IOB 
c Neg1oe~ - RrewA) __,...._NI&. 

'm,~ pro test over s e -i-0 :;-ation 1.e~ n citPd 
, wouL :: have ra ted EXT :r:::S::L Y :.ELL 

es::-e, i r.11:· i n li · t of "" -..it neither ::; i d 
µrover! anyt!1in:" 
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mERl X!t•S SAKPLE 1.12a TBPKt: C 

Thu taJms pl.aw 1n a police station. A Sr.. BlWD bu uaerted t.bat a 
gl'Ulq) of colol'ed •t1adrmtll wen ONat.ilag • diatarbuce 11n Ida th8ater so 
t.bat people oouldn1t bear am'! tbw/mN blooJdng tba ·a11w• dnslng,. 1'be 
atlu:lenta claimed that tb9y' wron•t doing tbeae thlDal. bat t.hlJ' ._.. · 
dmomtnUag 1n u. theater aaa1mt 1.nteera·~ ap1nn •.-eau.oaa. 
ratbff • .A.Del a spokesman tor-a SJ>('kNmln tor 11:r. Bran, I ..-. t.old the 
policeme tint Jlr • . Bron wan•t 1n t.- t.beatar 1lhen all th18 .. nppoaed 
to bne bappe•d• eo Ida 1IO.l'U d1dn1 t coam. mt tbeN ...,. ot.hlr w1tmue• 
Who could nt3ar th18 .. true. t.bat u. •sroea did do a11 t.1m. 
A:Dd tbe)' called the witm HS in, bllt llr. BNllll wouldn1t 1n tbm epeak, 
I gaua. beoaase-I t.b1n1c ha recogn:blad om ot tbl witmaaa and Jmn t.bllt 
tJa1a 1'1:tmas wouldn't nal.11' side uitb Mm. Bllt llr. B1'ollll bad•-- other 
kind ot edmnce t.'lult was supposed to prow that the &agrees 1feN rwctT, 
end the polic:eman agreed that the col.ol'ed people 1n ton qre alwa,- start-
ing aGID8thin,g, ao bl locked the etwSante up for tie .1\ldal t,o baDd1e lt or 

emons a _01 i • why would spokesm 
say Brown's word doe~n•t count? why one 
witness not side with hiJII? what evidenc 
did Brown present? 

while chanee in locale is drastic and 
biases situation against Negroes, reta · d 
idea of allegedly rowdy segreeation de-
monstration 

policeman's agreeine with Brown is almo t 
• literal; ending excellent 

v. 

VII. 1VJB PBOJBOnOll -
VIII. OVU&LL OCIIPBQPIISIOI 

m· ==· == = =- ·=-.. I I I I . 
IX. DIRBC,'T'IO?i\LlTr OF m:smmon 

c Ne~1ees- eroWA l 
-.... -. Siad_ • .,,,,_~ wnna. 

I. R>RIZJ'U:HOICE " 
DD ut.horit.erian 

severe distortion of entire situation's 
development, -except for ending 

almost all infonnation in situation's 
development deleted, especially arguaen s 
on both sides 

aside from resoiution (SCAI.E III), almo t 
entire text of rendition contradicts or 
replaces events on tape 

despite excellent ending, some vestige 
of basic problem, rendition ~rossly 
distorted 
espi on o ., w o was r ig , no 

mention of Brown's poss ible prejudice , 
Neeroes ' ar eu,:i,::nts al.1riost cornnletely 
absent -·----------.. despite "don't know who was ri£Yht'' , an 
ethnocent!'ic !istorti -n filters th rou ,, 
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I. 01BBIU, CCEMU . . = =:t ..... 
categorically? ending is curious 

I I ~•-""'-..-..,.....-~'".'."""~~~T';"~~:""':=i:=::::~ mar e c ange, no mention of segregatio 

VI. cams-a»l'IR>llRS? SJID'1'8 DB 

m.,g_PaOJBCfIOB_~_ 11) 

VIII. OVBBW, ?t!@a!l!IO 

protest; "saved" by defining situation 
as . one of alleged dis_turbing of peace 
before theater 

complete reversal 

Brown's charges, proof that Brown is 
lying, general changes of .a radical 
nature 

most important infoilmation "pushed out" 
by major exaggerations and projections 

that "judge" sides with ·Negtoes is gros 
"shift", but part of outcome (SCALE III 

aside from outcome, projections and exa -
gerations definitely obviate stimulus 
material. 

-==-=~ =-= I I I I 
~....._ (due to II, III, IV, V, VII) , 

IX. DDIC'l'IOw..rtr OF DIS'.l'OM'IOB 
c Neg1ae~-. '1FeWR) 

..... Nd, t116C. IIIOCft. anaa. 
x. JORC8I),,(!lffllQE • 

DIHUlUtboritarian 

despite bias for Negroes, strong need t 
resolve tape's ambiguity is reminiscent 
of hic:h F1s in for ambi ·t 
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EtPB C 

Sam ll&l"OU ...,. daamt.ntiag Sn tNal of a .,_. _. lot-I 4iall'I 
UDllmrtad tblt. mt~. 11 wu an -,v.,... ~' Sa• • .,. 
t.a. 1fell, a llre Jo1mND tlllll Uftlltad fGI" Ml'fflC - Nn of-• 
bG 11 tarm Gn tliat t1d8 lfre ,.rcabUND ob, Ir . 'Wt . W befaN -
•11-11 to f'eel 11- 'N17 Jq,urt.alll to RT '11n a-• .,W , .. did mt, ailD 
t1a lol-t.lda llr. Mnson ....... ._ OGllllltw tbll dlclll1\ beUiii Sn 
.. ...._ aDd it 1mmd ov.t tbat la - a mtalriolll U. ad .. ._ 
8elf!'088 wnn•t ..a tbele. n. ....... wue 1• ••ail .... .Z... 
-- ate-,,.% tb1nk Ua\ ._. tba ward a UNd. Sllltl. I•• ftnl~. 

I. 0118W. OJBBiM-.a 

=- --... 
IV. BD 

=~ 
v. ...... _ -- ..... 
VI. ,c:Jl0a-CORl'll>1BRSf 8IIIffS =--~ ............ 
m. !!15 PROaCTIOR 

.:r~~-..... 
I 

VIII. O'VD&l.L CXli.r§!!!l.OJf ==· ::· = 
I 

Il. DIRBCTIORIU.M or DISTOR!IOII 

·=-·· , 

ovie lot? mess? so what, Johnson 
? "didn't belie in Negroes"? 

s d onstrated, but ren•t there? 
te over what? 

not only a marked chan , but nonsens ; 
ven though retained notion of allegedly 

disturbing demonstration 

a complete reversal 

almost entire rendition 

almost all essential information dropped 

was proved wrong is ps -
ar to the Negroes I be 

while Brown goes t'ree, pe 

s e om en ng, e eve opmen o o -
son as a proven villain coniradicts the 
pros and cons of both sides of the issue 
as presented on the original tape 

( due . to II, III, IV, . V, VI, VII) ..... 
c Neirees - a,ol»n , 

.... 51151& . • .,.,,,,,,. --- ...... -· 

aga 
bespeaks as 
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8- col~lNd p1okltto WN p1clmt1ng a mo,ie and Mldng a lot ot no1se. 
t.be;ir wwe 81"1'eated ~or 'ln'IMJ:1ng 1n and 'flhen tbt7W191"e blroagbt 1Dto 

t.be pol.101 ataUon tbe7 _,,,. toand gaallty becaue the theater Olfllel' mw 
• lot about tma. And laecmit had nu the Vhola w.ng aad )ll'fted it. S;o 
t.1197 Wl'I• Plt 1n Jail and t.he IIOVie opemd up again. That•• alDlt it. 

I. OVBBll.t. OOJIElBl'D 

110i71tifl&.'I 

VI. CRCSS-CON'lll>VER3Y SHIFTS 1m @ =i~.. CW&NM IUCt& =u~ 
m. JVJS PROJECTION -

picketing for what? breaking which law? 
theater owner knev1 what? who saw and 
proved ;;hat? movie opened up azain? 

a i; sumed Negroes' guilt in statement of 
basic problem 

Neeroes :ire detained as punishment for 
an already-established euilt 

makinc much noise stated as fact; euilt 
is "proven"; offense made more serious 
by closin& (implied) the theater 

practically all of the areuments delete 
from both sides of controversy 

thin1'5 "proven'' and ei,til t established 
beyond exa:.eeration-contradicts 

problem 
-. a,rasac. involvin-: :le -roes picketin~ a tl1eater, 
'""- """ endinr- with the VeOToes stayin~ at jai 

II. DIIBCTIOHlLlTT OF DISTORTION 
c Negroes - SrGi.l!A -. 

..,..._ ...._ NC •~ -.« IIIOlft, 

X. PORCSD-CHOICE 11 ···---·----------'1 
utboritaria nomiutborit..-lrian '--...;:;===--==:::....- --~---------1--------------------



D 

!hat ._. a tap3 abwt ho, tbt Boue Ccma1ttoo on UW.r1can A.otionl 
q"Qeationed Fnak Sillpeon atGDi Ida Cammudat Pan:, llllllbenbSp and hG9 
• ntued to oooperate. I gv.ee, t.be Cclllm.ttee ubd tblt um1 qusttom 
ud Simpaolt beb1,ld tha rut.h. And the cdla1fllln dted Ida - oontaapt 
f4 Conoua beenN • nad •aae arpeecb apimt t.be C..ttw r1dat 1D the 
bNr1ng l"OCIII. Simpeon tried to coDfue the CclalttM bJ- aoCUISDc the 
oba1nui ha'f1Dg ... son flt ftbrenift leantn.a,i. t.bat ta obainan 
.. a ~t. Bllt they nner g1Dt S!mpaan t.o 81ft -. •tai&lat ....... 
'Dlllt•• it.. 

ISO 

I. 0'11B&LL COBBJBD witness's accueation against chairman 
unusual 

IV. JmOCB TJDI PRO.JBC!IOB 

v. 

VIII. OVBBll,L CCIIPWm 

'=I·==· -- = 
MUI 

IX. DIJIBC'l"IOIILLM OP DISTOR'l'IOH 
'witt1ess - AOAC.,. 

ta e itness is actually C.P. 1s no 
implied until later; actually, committe 
is questioning him as to "his" C.P. 
membership 

witness's stubbornness, contempt citati n 
both mentioned. 

witness's guilt a:' sumed; accusation 
aeainst chairman 

major contentions on both sides 

witness's accusation is actually HUAC 1 s 
accusation against him 

First chanc;ed to Fifth-has releva ce 
to Simpson's arguments 

"cist" tends toward poor quality 

witness presentec as trouble-maker, wit 
i;uilt assu:ned . 

........ ..... SIIMd: . -~ -...: -... 

~~~~~!!!!!;!!!!!l!!=!!~~=!==-!5~~~~~~---,---~-""""-~-:"-t X. POI«ZD-CBOICE WffPJll prejudic,al tre~tment of a (possibly) 
u.Uaoritariari DO utbor1tar1an ''out" belief SJstem. 



UPERlllEffi'ER1S SMlPLI .~7r 'J:m'.E D 

Thia u u inYaaU Uon er CODgl'Uaiom1 camm1ttse 1llbo w aek1ng tlda 
ar. s,.,._ u i. •• Ccmantet a 1t 1aa w Co-mdn +.mnanc,::1 ... w 
all. tllrGugb • bear1Dg. lea~- ahamaaD Gt ,tbe ommttee aot.ed .. 
t.a.oasta i., WN PNf8d t1aa, tam a...,._ .. a Ocnrurdn. a. 01,...., 
tim tH,..._-. 1mo1111 Cemmtr ad had bND didla't..., 
"7 llllo. Id Ill'. $1,,.,._ ntued to ._. U. qaan1aD _. Ill pleldld tllt 
PINI 1,,......._ tat eoa,,_. bad m 1"1~ to qwt.1a ldai ba11da 81111 
U 119 W broJima aqr '11191' ehaabl cnut ldll 1mtad ot t.i,1.q to 
...._ Ida Sia pablic. Am he acaaNCI t.lle OCIPd*• all. ..,. of 
... Dam~taUoml abasee, I tldllk ... a1.d. Alld .. ClllaSnma oa1W 
Ida a JIINPOgandia°' ad eatand 1, Sa '19 ROClll'd tlln Sk.JWd a 
ta'ld.--...llat I ·-•, •• 1taw 119 coald Ila ea1d t!aat. 

ISi 

I. 01IRIU, QiBliii(Z er very we , poses no maJo 

m 
'1 v. 

VIIJ. 01D&U. IDB ,.... ... =~ = 
U. D'.DIL"T'IORlLlff OP DJS!ORUOI 

cwitueee - AOAC. 
llmllllll. ... _•.,.,,_~ .............. 

first sentence a good summary 

only implied that witness~ replied 
contemot citation omitted, but HUAC I s 
conclu;ions fairly represented, at end. 

evaluative staterrent (end) exa ggerates 
no data, but directs "spirit" of rendit n: 

'can I t see how he could have said that" 

minor points on both sides 

more of the witness I s statements recall d 
than committee's; evaluation a_t end. 

J.-... •lllillil~ICB~~.!!!!!fl=PJJl==~====~-f.'":'b"'!'i_a_s -:t:""o~w~ar~d~p~li titral "left"-no signs x. ,oaam,..csn 
ntboritariaD ~--tbon--t.uiaai--~ of high F. 
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A U. YOl'k nnspapR edltor ia beiaa quast.iomcl about Ida Ccarn18' 
attiliaUom--lda allalld Cawm1•+- attllia~ 117 - ~tiag 

ot p•maent. Jin he atmm on tblt ftln Malld M8' 8lll ~•• to 
ooo,perate. 11197•* ld1i ema ... v-t.1om. 11n he nta• to annar. 
Aid t.a. w:ltma ea1d --~ tben qaeist.1om .... Smal~ '° t.la &lffa'D-
IIGllt. 1ba\'• all. I ,..mr. · 

I. O\BBW. owp:HBU 

I 
VI. CRC6S-OOlffil)VERJr SBIP'l'S 

VII. P01IB PROJBC'rIOB -
VIII. OVBR&Lt. WJIP.faillQSIOD 

First Amend. deserves laboration; how 
an "insult to the goverment1t? wou1d 
like to ask questions concernin this 
rendition 

investigating body or governaent" suf'fi es 

Wi.tness•s continued refusal implied, so -
what obfuscated by last statement; no 
citation or final criticism by committe 

ftinsult to goverment" 

major contentions of both sides omitted 

witness's statement, 1t1nsu1t to govern-
ment", taken from chairman's statement 

one "pure" projection accounted for by 
SCALE VI 

-. fairly good "gist", but needs more fill ng •. =r=· :..~ ?i: -r- in 

D'.. DIRBCTIORlLM OP DIS'l'OIOBAC cwilfleee - 71- 0 
..., ......... NICI:,. ti..« ---· .,,.., ~.1:1_1!;~~~~~~======~~----·-.-------....... X. FOBCBD-CHOICE 

autbor1~ mut.lion~ 
no special "signs" 



EXPERDmma• c; , 

fhSa MU't1Ueo Oam1·~tee wu queot1oD1Dg a lmollD Oaimmi,it 
.. papel'IIQD, a l'nllk Siuo.n, •~ Ida Ccnmnut act.in.tu. 811d lda 
JbauiM uaoc1n1ma. Mau. SSaaoD cl1d • &1•.tbe Cadt.t. bal'd 
917 to .._ ilnl.t2Jaa tJae er,..e:rwaat am ntu111g to 000,-ato. Am ._ 
Cad.t.-. na1ac1 11111t 1' wu 8'00d tm\ nob nup!d 'blba'dw ooa1d be · 
Na 1¥ tlle P&h1,t.o. &ad SS-on IIBdll a Mg th1Jla of 1111 Caalt.tN banAc 
• ,m to.llolr Ida, Im be waan•t +.U1ng tlle tfttla, bNllaN tb9 Cclallt.t.a 
..... , 1111ft lillllt *'· So tba Ccwdtte JINNIIW "1dlme th-' . 81.saon 

fl C 1ufn ad 111117 PNllld - obRaa agld.at Ida. 

I. 0'111BlL'L cc.umBU reference to FBI not clear; presented 
what sort of ev~dence? ~---=--' ft I 

v. 

VII. IVIB PRCIJBCTIOif m -

. =t\ 
:a. DIRBC'l'IOHLLlff OP Dm!Oe wiinoes -Ac, 
.......... S&IIC·wu...~---. 

projected guilt does not do extreme in-
justice to basic problem of HUAC questi n-
ine a man concerning "subversive" activ tie: 

serious distortion, that evidence was 
produced; however, retained witness's 
continued refusal 

exaegerated committee's claims to the 
point of being true; reference to FBI 

all of witness's arguments, much of the 
committee's actual reasoning 

reference to FBI obviates statements 
concerning FBI on tape 

aL-riost "EXTREMELY PO RLY" ; retained 
basic problem, some semblance of endin 

----~~~=-~=~~+-----.. --·--------, [. R>ftCED..CHOICE "TrP'IJICJII 
aut.horita.,...~ _ ~-oa-u-tllo--11-t.11- riazi-i3> due to ~ias for ~JAG 

153' 
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A eeriein aaa JD brought, ap ~on a cammlt ill CoDSNN UIS aacued 
of being a Camwdet. And tba ·man-I tldnk Ida 1W m Si r1d be 
COQJ.dn1t andltratand 1rb,7 be WU be1Qg qaN~ beona,t :be bad a olND 
l"ffOl'd. • cli.dll't blu.te ill t.mn wesUgat.iom • pr.tno:lple, ud aid 
• t . 8DIAl:R t.heir quest.tom. in. OClld.tw. ntibar-
tll!t ccallt~ tr.led to tlln· if ba WN 1WIN8', be --1d WW 
ta qaat.1.ora. Bat 8-- N1Al tlm tlda OCllllll.tt.e ... - JNi,111' .-- i. 
·and _t.hat they .... ,._ int.Nated Sia ~p1n1 t.he oauatr.r. lid t.1197 'll8llled 
to hana oerta1A people 1n Ol"del". to •ne t.heir oa poUUaal aldm _. 
8Cll9tbiag. And then s-. aa:lcl t.bat be bad leet a 3ob beoaw ot thue 
1-ut111t1om. The bead ot the CCllllld.ttae Ni.d~t u i. bad .cooperated, 
be woul.d an baTa 1on t.m Job U he ,aa o1mncent. !bus._ Na117 let 
the CCIIIIDi tte have it and •honed 1bma IIOlr t.be Ame11d1111111ta WN OD Ida aide. 
It endad up that be at1ll 1IIOUldll•t annar their qtestSGm. . . 

I. O'IBBlLL euam 

VI. C110SS-COBra>1BRS? SBIP1'S DS 

~•,4,. Sleflm:r ,._IIIIM ,_.. ... 

VII. RJ1IB PBOJBCfIOR ----- YE 

VIII. OVDU.t. <XIIPIQ!ISIOI ~-==· =~ = 
n. DIRBCTioaLm 2l mm,EAc c wlltieee 
__., SISIC, • .,,.,,_ .,_ Aeeft, .,._, 

organized quite well, poses no major 
problems 

no mention of citation or committee's 
last statement; hOll'ever, mentions the 
witness's persistence 

"really let the committee have it" ten 
to bolster winess's position; actually 
the committee "really let him have it" 

points on both sides, but some or the 
important charges and statements made 
by the committee are deleted . 

"gist" good, but biased for witness 
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Table 19 

Experimenter's and Judges' Ratings on Scale• I through IXa and Total Score, 
- - ·- f:or· P'¼na¼ -R•p,rodui::·t-ions of Them€ A 

I II IIIb IV V VIb VIII> VIII IXa Total 
Class Theme Judge E J :S: , J & J E J E J . -E~-- r · E J E J E J E J 

A12 E 1 - 2 - 2 - 2 - 3 - - - 1 - 2 - - - 13 --
High AlO 3 4 3 5 5 6 6 5 4 5 5 - - 4 5 6 s - - 35 33: 
Males A9 2 2 1 3 2 4 3 3 2 4 2/4 - - 4 1/3 4 2/3 - - 24 13/18 

A20 3 2 2 1 3/1 2 3 3 3 3 3 - - 1 3/4 3 4 - - 15 21/20 
AS E 2 - 5 - 5 - 3 - 5 - - - 4 - 6 - - - JO --
A15 2 5 3/5 5 3/4 6 3/5 2 2 5 3/5 - - 4 1/4 6 4/5 - - 33 19/29 

High All 1 4 5 5 6 4 6/4 1 2 4 5 - - 1 1 4 s - - 23 30/28 
Al7 E 2 - 5 - 3 - 1 - 4 - - - 1 - 3 - - - 19 --Females Al4 2 4 4 4 3 s 2/4 3 3 5 2/3 - - 3 1/3 4 2/4 - - 28 17/24 
Al6 3 2 1 3 2 6 4/6 3 2 5 4 - - 4 2/1 6 2/4 - - 29 17/22 

A7 1 1 1 3 4 3 5/4 2 2 3 3 - - 1 1 3 3 - - 16 19/18 
All E 2 - 4 - 2 - 2 - 4 - - - 1 - 3 - - - 18 --Low .. Al E 2 3 2 3 3 1 3 17 Males - - - - - - - - - - -
Al 3 1 1 2 1 4 2/3 2 1 3 2 

- r\ -
2 -\- l 3 1/3 - - 17 9/12 

A4 2 2 2 3 2 2 3 3 2 3 2 - !.,:." - 2 ;,· Jl 3 2 - ... 18 14 

Al9 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 - - 3 1/1 3 2 - - 16 11/11 
AB 1 l 2 2 2 4 5 2 1 3 4 - - 2 1 3 2 - - 17 17 

Low A2 1 4 5 4 3 6 6 3 2 4 s 1 1 4 5 - - 26 26 - -Females A6 1 1 2 3 5/3 1 3/2 1 1 3 4 - - 1 1 3 3 - - 13 19/16 
A18 3 1 2 3 3 4 5 3 4 3, 3 . -- . . 2 -412 3 S/.3 ·.;;·· . --;·· 19 26/22 - -

(In Tables 19 through 22, numbers to the left of a diagonal indicate the judge's rating on the first .... 
VI 

run-through; those to the left, ratings made on the second run-through.) °' 



Table 20 

Experimenter's and Judges' Ratings on Seales I through Uta and Total Sco~e, 
__ ·-·--··· _ .. f ot Final: J\--'£ ~oduction_a ef .Th_~e .. B _ ...... _ .. . 

·-· 

I II IIIb IV V VIb VIIb VIII Ixa Total 
Class Theme Judge E J E J _ E J · E J E J . B ··:· J - B . J E J E J E- J 

High 
Males 

:::87 
B'J 
B8 
Bl4 
B12 

BlS 
B4 

High B9 
Females BlO 

Low 
Males 

Bl6 

Bl3 
B2 
Bl7 
B11 
B18 

B20 
B6 Low BS 

Females B19 
Bl 

E 
2 
2 
1 
2 

1 
3 
1 
E 
E 

E 
E 
3 
3 
1 

2 
l 
2 
3 
3 

3 
2 
3 
5 
2 

1 
3 
5 
l 

4 5 
5 3/5 
2 l 
2 
2 

4 
l 
l 
2 
l 

l 
l 
1 
2 
1 

2 
1 
2 

2 
l 
1 
1 
2 

2 
6 5 
6 3/5 
6 6 
1 1 

2 - 2 
6 3/5 4 
6 3/3 4 
5 6 5 
l 1 2 

- 3 
2/4 5 

3 4 
5 4 
1 2 

1 5/2 3 
1 4/4 6 
5 5 5 

2 1 1 4 

2 - 1 
2 • 3 

6 5 2/4 5 
2/4 3 4 5 

2 - 3 - 1 5 

-5 
3 
5 
2 

4 
5 
5 

1 
1 
5 
5 
l 

l 
4 
5 
1 

1 • 2 
4 2/4 6 
4 3 6 
1 5/1 6 
1 1 2 

1 l l 
5 1/4 l 
1 l 1 
1 - l 
1 • l 

l 3 
4/2 6 

1 4 
- 2 

4 

2 
1 
1 
2 
1 

5 
1 
1 
2 
2 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

4 • 1 1 
1 
1 
l 
1 

- 4 
1 
l 
2 
1 

2 
l 
1 
1 
2 

2 
1 
1 

2 
1 
1 

3 2 l 
l 4 5 
1 2 l 
l 1 l 
.1 1 ... 2: 

2 
1 
1 

2 • 1 
1 3/2 1 l 

l 
l 

3 2 1 
2 1 1 

2 2 2 3 
2 1 1 1 
2 1 2 1 
2 1 3 3 
2: • 2 ,, . . ·a: . ·3· 

l l 1 
l 1 1 
l 1 1 
l l l 
l .. .:. 1 . L. 

1 
1 
l 

2 
1 
1 
l 
1 

2 
l 
1 
2 
l 

5 - 15 --
6 6 6 33 24/30 

6 33 21/25 
4 32 38/34 
5 11 9 

3/5 7 
6 3 
1 5 

4 
8 
5 

1 
l 
1 

3 
1 
2 
2 
.l 

4 4 17 22/19 
7 5/6 29 30/33 
2 1 25 23/25 
5 • 13 --
3 • 18 --

3 
4 
4 
3 
3 

• 21 --
- 8 
5 7 
4 13 
4 9 

13/12 
8 
8 

2 3 12 16 
4 3 11 11 
4 3 10 8 
6 6 12 10 
3 ---4 10, -- l2 

... 
VI ..... 



Table 21 

Experimenter's and Judges• Ratings on Scales I through Ixa and Total Score, 
-for ¥1-nsl Reproductions of Theme C 

I I I IIIb IV V VIb Vllb VIII Uta Total 
Class Theme Judge E J E . J E J E J E J E J E J E . J B J E J 

High 
Males 

cu 
Cl2 
Cl4 
C4 
C9 

cs 
Cl9 High C7 

Females C20 

Low 
Males 

cs 
Cl 
C6 
Cl5 
Cl3 
C18 

Cl7 
ClO 

Low CJ 
Females C2 

Cl6 

E 
3 
3 
3 
E 

l 
2 
2 
B 
1 

1 
E 
3 
2 
2 

1 
l 
2 
3 
E 

4 
6 2/5 
6 2/4 
4 2/5 
2 

2 
2 
2 
6 
5 

2 
5 
1 
3 
1 

2 
1 
2 
2 
1 

3 
2 
2 -
5 

2 -
2 
3 
2 

2 
2 
2 
3 

4 - 2 
5 2/5 6 
1 2 6 
4 S S 
2 - l 

5 
6 
5 

4 - 4 
5 4 5 
5 3/4 3 
4 3 5 
3 - 2 

4 
2 
4 

3 - 4 
l 1 4 
5 1/3 5 
1 1 4 

3 
4 
4 

4 - 2 
6 3/6 7 
S 5 1 
5 3/5 6 
3 - 5 

- 26 --
6 37 23/32 
2 31 24/29 
6 31 26/31 
• 17 - 1 - 4 

1 2 
S 4/6 
S 4 
6 
6 S 

4 5 4 3 
5 4 5 3/5 
6 3/6 3 2 
6 - 4 
5 5 3 4 

3 1/1 1 
5 4 4 
5 4 1 
5 - 5 
S 5 1 

4 
s 
3 
2 
1 

5 -
3 
2 
1 

1 1 
6 
1 2 
1 3/3 
1 2 

5 3/3 4 
3 - 5 
3 2 3 
3 2 3 
2 2 1 

4 -2 
3 
1 

l 
l 
1 
3 
l 

2 5/1 4 
1 1 2 
3 3 4 
5 5 1 
3 - 2 

5 3 
1 1 
3 1 

4/5 4 
1 

3 
1 
1 
3 

4 
2 
4 
4 
3 

4 
l 
4 
4 

1 
l 
l 
l 
1 

1 
5 
1 -
1 

1 -
1 
2 
1 

1 
1 
l 
1' 

l 3/1 3 2 
4 4 6 5 
4 3 5 2/5 

5 4 18 · 19/17 
7 6 32 26/30 
6 6 30 20/26 

l • 6 5 - 34 --
l 1 6 5 4 6/6 31 30 

5 1/2 5 
4 - 6 
2 l 2 
l l 4 
l 1 1 

l 2 4 
l l l 
l 2 3 
l 4/6 4 
l - 2 

3/3 4 
2 

2 4 
4 4 

3/3 5 

3 
l 
4 
5 

6 
4 
3 
5 
5 

6/5 26 
- 34 
5 15 
4 17 
5 8 

7 20 
4 9 
3 18 
6 21 
• 13 

19/20 --
14 
18/18 
12/12 

23/19 
8 

19 
28/31 

.... 
"' 00 



Tabl.e 22 

Experimenter'• and Judges• Ratings on Scales I through IXa and Total Score, 
·for, ·Fina-I,~ ·R:ep-roch&ct--l~ns of ·Theme_ ])' , --

I II IIIb IV V VIb Vllb VIII Uta Total 
Class Theme Judge E J .. i ' J E , J, E J ! J E J E J B J E J E J 

D6 E 2 - 2 - 2 - 3 - 5 - l - l - 3 - 5 - 18 --
High D15 l 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 2 5 5 1 1 4 1/2 4 4 5 2/3 28 23/24 

D9 1 2 1 4 1/3 3 5/4 3 2 4 4 1 l l 1 4 2/5 s 4 21 16/20 Males D20 2 4 5 4 5 5 4 2 2 5 4 l l 2 2 4 5 6 6 26 27 
D17 2 5 5 2 2 2 3 4 2/3 4 4 1 1 4 1/4 4 3 3 5/4 25 20/23 

014 E 2 - 3 - 2 - 2 - 5 - 1 - 2 - 4 - 5 - 20 
High D2 3 6 5 2 6/5 6 5 1 1 5 5 l 1 1 l 6 6 4 5 27 29/28 

D4 2 4 5 3 5/4 3 3 1 1 5 5 1 1 1 2 5 4 5 5 22 25/24 Females 03 1 6 4/5 4 3 6 1/4 1 2 5 5 1 1 1 1 6 5 5 4 29 21/25 
D5 3 4 3 1 5/3 4 5 4 5 5 5 1 1 4 4 5 6 .5 6 27 33/31 

D18 E 4 - 2 - 1 - 2 - 4 - l - 2 - 3 - 5 - 18 
Low D13 2 2 3 1 3/2 3 4 1 2 3 3 1 1 1 1 2 4/4 4 6/3 13 20/19 

Males D7 2 1 3/1 1 1 2 4/4 2 2 3 2 1 1 1 l 2 2 2 6/4 12 15/13 
D19 3 1 2 l 2 J 3 3 3 3 4 1 1 l 2 3 3 4 5 15 19 
D16 3 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 3 1/3 3 2 12 11/13 

Dl 1 2 3 1 1 2 3 2 2 3 3 1 1 1 1 3 2 3 2 14 15 
Low DlO 1 2 2 2 1 4 4 1 1 4 4 1 1 1 1 3 3 1 1 17 16 

Dll 3 5 3/5 4 4 6 6 2 3 4 4 1 1 1 4/1 5 5 5 6 27 29/28 Females 012 E 2 - 3 - 6 - 4 - 4 - 1 • 4 - 5 - 1 - 28 
D8 E 1 - 1 - 2 -- 1 - ·1 .. -- 1 - 1 - 5 - 4 - 17+ 

.... 
VI 

'° 



Table 23 

Expe-rimente-r-'a and· Judge•' ~tlng~· 01CScu·e:s: nra-, VIa, VIIa, and· ~ -. 

lIIa VIa VIIa IIIa VIa VIIa IIIa VIa VIIa IIIa VIa VIIa 
Class · Tti•e .i""J "J' J ""BJ X '11l•• ..B.. J E .J lJ X 'rheine J: J" -i·s · .. , ;r· - x · Theme ·-:1·-;r ·· "I .J BJ X 

Al2 N • . - N • A B7 N • N • N • A Cll N • y - y - N D6 N • N • N • N 
High AlO y y - - yy A BJ N N N N yy A C12 yy N N y y A DlS N N N N y y A 
Males A9 N N -- y .ti A B8 N N yy Ny N Cl4 y y N N y y N D9 N N N N N N N 

A20 N N -- Ny N Bl4 Ny yy N y A C4 yy N N y y A D20 Ny N N y y A 
AS N • -- N • A 812 N N N N N N A C9 N • N • y - N D17 N N y N y y A 

Al5 yy -- NY A B15 N N N N N N A C8 y N N N Ny N D14 N • N • y - A 
High All y y -- N y A B4 y y YN Ny Cl9 N N yy yy A D2 Ny N N N y 

Al7 N • -- N • A '89 y N N N N N A C7 N N N N yy A 04 N N N N Ny N Females Al4 N N y y A Bl0 N • N • N • A C20 y - y - N • A 1)3 N N ?f N N N A --Al6 y N -- y y N Bl6 N • N • N • A cs N N N N N N A DS Ny N N y y A 

A7 N N -- N N N 813 N • N • N • N Cl N N N N y N A D18 N • N • y - A 
Low All N • -- N • A B2 N • N • N • N C6 N • N • y - A Dl3 N N N N N N N 

Males Al N • - - N • N Bl7 N N N N N N N Cl5 N N N N y y A D7 N N N N N N A 
Al N y - - y N N B11 N N N N N N N Cl3 N N yy N N N D19 Ny N N NY N 
A4 N N - - y N N B18 N N N N N N N Cl8 N N N N N N A D16 Ny N N N N N 

A19 N N -- y y N B20 N N N N Ny N Cl7 NY N N NY A 01 N N N N N N N 
AB y y - - N N A B6 N N N N N N N Cl0 N N N N N N N 010 N N N N N N N 
A6 N N - - N N N BS N N N N y N N C3 N N N N Ny A 1)11 Ny N N Ny A 
A2 y y - .. N N A Bl9 N N N N N N A C2 NY NN NY A 1)12 y - N • y - N 
Al8 Ny -- ·,;; - Y"' Y - :~ - B'f~·""• lrR . N N N ,N N Cl6 N . , N .• ;. N .--1r ·-m--- N" -. N - N • N 

(For columns headed E and J, "Y"•Yes and ''N"•No. For columns headed X, HA"• Author! tartan and ''N11•Nonauth• 
orltarian.) - - · · · - • . .-

• CJ\ 
0 



Table 24 

Authoritarian Males' Scores on California F(ascism) Scale, Ohio State Psychological Examination, 
- and •Reapons·es to 1>·ost-!¥perfmeni:al . Ql.1-8~.tions 2, 4a, 4b·,, ·S., 6-,- 1- · 

.. ol, ...... , -

Post-Experimental question No. 2 4a 4b s F OSPB Rank Position Dlscrep. Total 5 6 7 
ABC D ABC D ABCD B c· D B C D 

1 137 49 1 2 4 3 1 4 3 2 0 2 1 1 4 wife Negro HUAC wife Negro witn 8 7 -
2 125 33 3 4 1 2 2 1 4 3 1 3 3 1 8 - - - - - - 4 4 5 
3 135 16 3 4 1 2 3 2 1 4 0 2 0 2 4 wife white HUAC - white witn 4 5 6 
4 130 24 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 0 O O 0 0 wife white witn huab - HUAC 5 5 5 

5 138 55 1 4 2 3 1 3 4 2 0 1 2 1 4 wife white witn husb Negro HUAC 4 5 5 
6 121 7 2 3 1 4 2 4 1 3 0 1 0 1 2 - Negro witn - Negro HUAC S 5 3 
7 137 36 1 4 3 2 3 1 2 4 2 3 1 2 8 - white witn husb white - 5 6 5 
8 124 38 1 4 2 3 4 2 3 1 3 2 1 2 8 wife tfegro witn husb white HUAC 4 5 4 
9 129 18 1 4 2 3 1 4 3 2 0 0 l l 2 - - - - - - 4 4 5 

10 118 74 4 1 2 3 2 1 4 3 2 0 2 0 4 wife white - husb white HUAC 4 3 2 
11 130 59 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 4 O O O 0 0 - - - husb Negro - 7 4 6 
12 127 41 - - -- ---- - - - - - hush Negro HUAC wif.e white witn 6 7 6 

13 127 26 3 4 1 2 1 4 2 3 2 0 1 1 4 - - - husb white HUAC 6 5 5 
14 125 79 4 1 2 3 2 1 3 4 2 0 1 l 4 husb - - husb white - 4 4 5 
15 127 52 3 2 4 1 3 2 4 l 0 0 0 0 0 husb Negro witn huab Negro HUAC 6 5 7 
16 124 74 4 3 2 1 4 3 1 2 0 0 l 1 2 - white - - white JtuAC 7 5 5 

17 121 -- 1 2 3 4 l 3 2 4 0 1 1 0 2 hush white witn wife Negro - 3 4 2 
18 127 65 4 2 1 3 2 4 3 1 2 2 2 2 8 husb white witn husb white - 4 2 3 
19 124 74 4 1 2 3 3 1 4 2 1 0 2 1 4 wife Negro witn wife Negro HUAC 5 5 4 
20 122 13 3 4 2 1 4 2 1 3 l 2 r ·2 6 wife. wh.i te - wife Negro llUAC .4 6 "S 

... 
°' ... 



Table 25 

Authoritarian Females' Scores on Califomia F(ascism) Scale, Ohio State Psychological Examination, 
-.an.d ,Responses t ·o Poat-Expedig:ental Qu:estt.ons 2, 4a, 4b, 5, 6, 1 

Post-Experimental ~estion No. 2 4a 4b s F OSPE Renk Poaltion Discrep. Total 5 6 7 
A.BCD ABC D ABC D :a C D B C D 

21 131 79 4 1 3 2 1 3 4 2 3 2 1 0 6 wife - BUAC wife - HUAC 10 7 6 
22 127 22 3 2 1 4 2 4 1 3 1 2 0 1 4 - - - wife Negro HUAC 5 5 5 
23 130 -- 4 2 1 3 3 1 2 4 l l l l 4 wife - wltn husb - HUAC 4 4 5 
24 135 84 2 l 4 3 4 2 3 l 2 l 1 2 6 husb Negro witn husb Negro RUAC 3 5 5 

25 122 10 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 wife white witn husb Negro HUAC 6 3 5 
26 125 89 2 1 3 4 2 J 4 1 0 2 1 J 6 wife - HUAC husb - KUAC 5 6 4 
27 136 JO J 1 2 4 3 4 1 2 0 3 l 2 6 - - - - - - 4 5 5 
28 138 34 2 1 3 4 4 1 2 3 2 0 1 l 4 wife white witn husb Negro witn S 3 5 

29 123 73 1 3 4 2 1 3 2 4 0 0 2 2 4 wife white witn wife Negro wltn J 7 5 
JO 143 69 3 2 1 4 2 4 3 l 1 2 2 J 8 wife Negro witn husb white HUAC J 4 6 
31 133 87 3 l 2 4 3 1 4 2 0 0 2 2 4 husb white HUAC husb white witn 4 4 5 
32 121 15 l 2 4 3 4 2 1 3 JO 3 0 6 wife white wltn husb Negro HUAC 6 4 5 

33 125 46 1 2 3 4 l 2 4 3 0 0 l 1 2 wife Negro witn husb Negro HUAC 6 5 6 
34 143 67 2 3 1 4 2 3 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 husb white - wife Negro - 5 7 S 
35 124 66 J 4 2 1 3 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 - - - - - - 5 5 5 
36 120 9 2 l 3 4 4 1 3 2 2 0 0 2 4 wife white HUAC wife white wltn 4 3 5 

37 125 52 1 3 4 2 1 2 4 3 0 1 0 1 2 wife - wltn - - witn 3 5 S 
38 129 16 3 2 4 1 2 3 1 4 l l 3 3 8 husb Negro witn wife white HUAC 5 6 S 
39 117 -- 4 2 1 3 3 4 2 1 1 2 l 2 6 wife white wltn husb Negro HU~C 5 3 5 
40 124 46 2 1 3 4 4 l · 3 2 2 0 0 2 4 husb white wltn hu·sb Negro · w1·~i;i- 555 ... 

°' N 



Table 16 

Nonauthoritarian Males' Scores on California F(ascism) Scale, Ohio State Psychological Examination, 
an-d-- ·Resp-onse& to- ·P·-os-t-Ex~riment-a-1-- Quesstlons; ~i •,·.:f+b, 5, 6, 7 • · 

Post-Experimental Question No. 2 4a 4h s F OSP.E . .Rank . P6sltlo.n Di sere~. _ Total. 5 6 7 
ABCD ABCD ABCD B C D B C D 

41 55 98 -- - - - - - - - - - .. - wife white witn hush Negro witn 7 5 4 
42 72 64 -- -- -- - - --- - - wife white witn hush Negro HUAC 4 9 5 
43 57 87 --- - - --- -- -- - wife Negro witn wife Negro witn 5 7 5 
44 42 94 - - -- --- - -- -- - hush Negro witn wife Negro witn -- -
45 76 90 1 2 3 4 1 3 4 2 0 1 1 2 4 wife Negro witn husb - witn 7 7 7 
46 74 84 2 4 1 3 2 4 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 wife white witn husb Negro witn 7 6 7 
47 56 58 3 1 2 4 3 1 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 wife NegTo HUAC hush Negro HUAC 6\ 5 7\ 
48 60 66 4 2 3 1 4 2 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 hush white witn wife Negro witn 5 4 4 

49 59 20 -- - - ---- ---- - wife Negro HUAC wife Negro HUAC 5 5 5 
50 75 22 1 2 3 4 2 1 J 4 1 1 0 0 2 wife white HUAC hush - witn 5 5 5 
51 71 87 3 2 4 1 3 2 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 wife white witn hush Negro witn 6 4 5 
52 82 36 3 4 1 2 4 3 1 2 1 1 0 0 2 wife white witn wife Negro witn 6 7 6 

53 70 99 1 2 4 3 1 3 2 4 0 1 2 1 4 hush Negro HUAC hush Negro witn 8 7 8 
54 79 81 3 4 1 2 2 4 3 1 1 0 2 1 4 wife white wltn wife w!\ite HUAC 8 9 7 
55 73 65 3 4 1 2 3 1 4 2 0 3 3 0 6 wife white witn hush Negro HUAC S 7 6 
56 67 99 1 4 2 3 4 2 1 3 3 2 1 0 6 wife white HUAC husb Negro witn 7 3 5 

57 80 99 1 2 4 3 1 2 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 wife white witn wife white witn 8 9 8 
58 81 86 4 2 1 3 2 3 1 4 2 1 0 1 4 wife white witn hush Negro witn 5 4 5 
59 78 69 4 3 2 1 3 4 2 1 1 1 0 0 2 - white - husb Negro_ .. H.U.AC 6 4 6 
60 70 -- 4 1 2 3 4 1 3 2 0 0 1 1 2 -hush Negro witn husb Negro HUAC 7 6 6 

.... 
Q\ 
w 



Table 27 --
Nonauthoritarian Females' Scores on Califomia F(ascism) Scale, Ohio State Psychological Examination, 

and Reaponse;s to Postv!xpe1r-1~enta-1-~e_stiona 2, 4a, 4b, 5-,- 6, 7 

Post-Experimental Question No. 2 4a 4b s F OSPE Rank Posl tion Oisarep. Total ··•• - S 6 7 
ABCD ABCD ABCD B C D B C D 

61 77 99 1 2 4 3 1 2 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 wife - wltn wife Negro witn 8 8 8 
62 41 59 3 4 2 1 2 3 1 4 1 1 1 3 6 - - - - - - 8 8 8 
63 60 89 3 2 4 1 3 4 2 1 0 2 2 0 4 wife wht:te witn wife Negro witn 5 5 5 
64 56 -- 2 4 3 1 4 1 3 2 2 JO 1 6 wife white witn - - witn 7 7 7 

65 48 98 - - - - -- -- - - - - - wife white witn hush - HUAC 6 4 4 
66 58 70 - - - - - - - - - - - - - wife white witn hush Negro witn 5 7 6 
67 80 69 - - - - - - - - - -- - - wife white witn hush white HUAC 5 8 5 
68 71 92 - - - - - - - - -- - - - wife white witn - - witn 

69 55 74 1 2 3 4 1 2 J 4 0 0 0 0 0 husb - - wife - - 7 7 7 
70 81 99 - -- - - -- - -- - - - wife white HUAC husb Negro witn 6 5 5 
71 72 99 4 2 3 1 3 4 1 2 1 2 2 1 6 wife white witn husb Negro witn 4 8 6 
72 54 6 2 1 3 4 4 1 2 3 2 0 1 1 4 husb - HUAC husb Negro witn 2 5 7 

73 68 40 1 2 4 3 1 3 2 4 0 1 2 1 4 wife white witn husb Negro HUAC 5 7 5 
74 43 85 2 3 4 1 2 4 3 1 0 1 1 0 2 wife white HUAC husb Negro witn 4 5 5 
75 75 96 4 1 J 2 3 1 4 2 1 0 1 0 2 wife white witn husb Negro witn 6 8 6 
76 78 59 3 2 1 4 4 2 1 3 1 0 0 1 2 husb white witn husb - HUAC 6 7 6 

77 81 20 1 2 3 4 1 4 3 2 0 2 0 2 4 wife white HUAC wife white - 4 5 5 
78 77 92 2 1 J 4 2 1 4 J 0 0 1 1 2 wife white - wife white - 7 4 4 
79 50 67 4 2 l l J 2 1 4 l O O 1 2 wife white witn wife Negro HUAC 2 2 J 
80 81 86 3 1 2 4 4 3 2 1 1 2 0 3 6 wife Negro wltn husb Negro HUAC 4 8 7 

.... 
(J\ 



APPENDIX H 

Table 28 

Reliability Coefficients Between E and Each Judge 
on Rating Seales I through IXa, for First and 

- - . - - - • ·: - ... - - -.: : - ~--s'.ecoiid-lmiisthrou-gh· -..: ::· -= = · : : .. - .... 

Judges Jl J2 J3 Mean 
Run through . 1 · 2 1 2 . 1 2 .. 1 -i . 

N 20 20 20 20 20 20 60 60 
Scale I 

.56b r .85c .89c .548 .90c .86c .68c .sac 

N 20 20 20 20 20 20 60 60 
Scale II 

.64b r .9lc .71c .89c .38 .55b .59c .8JC 

N 20 20 20 20 20 20 60 60 
Scale IIIb 

r .45a .a2c .41 .74c .83c .85c .6oc .sic 

N 20 20 20 20 20 20 60 60 
Scale IV 

r .1ac .78c .68c .a5c: .67b .81c: .71c .sic 

N 20 20 20 20 20 20 60 60 
Scale V 

.62b .62b r • 74C .77c .76c .SJC .7lc .75c 

N 15 15 15 15 15 15 45 45 
Scale VIb 

r 1.00 C 1.ooc .94c .94c • 74C .97c .95c .97c 

N 20 20 20 20 20 20 60 60 
Scale VIIb 

.72c r -.14 .76c .38 .84c .498 .46a .25 

N 20 20 20 20 20 20 60 60 
Scale VIII 

r .82c .84c .s1a .78c .68c .92c .69c .86c 

N 15 15 15 15 15 15 45 45 
Seale IXa 

·r · .off . -.7'Jb .. ~"584 ··- ·;a-~·- ·.-ao.c.. .-a~·· -·.69..c . -.--s·2.c. . 

a•.05, b•.01, c•.001 
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APPENDIX I 

Table 29 

Comparative F-Tests of three Analyses of Variance upon Total Score: 
Pooled Ratings on First Runthrough, Pooled Ratings on Second Runthrough, 

and- E's Rati-n:gs 

Source df P.ool 1 P-ool' 2 E's Ratings 

Sex 1 .12 .. .43** .06*** 
Authoritarianism ( "F") 1 12.45 18.28 25.17 
Sex x "F" 1 .04 .oo .03 
Between (error) 16 -- -- ... 

* * ** theme 3 3.25 4.13 4.48 
Sex x Theme 3 .40 .so 1.35 
"F" X theme 3 .94 .72 .69 
Sex x "F" x theme 3 .65 .01 .81 
Within (error) 48 -- ·- --
Total 79 ... --

* p•.05 level 
** p•.01 level 

....,, p•.001 level 

166 



APPENDIX J 

Table 30 

t-Tests for Theme Differences on Analyses of Variance of 
-Sca-1--es--- -II, IV-, V,- VIIb, and VIlI -

Scale Theme A B C D 
....,,, 

B 3.59 - -** II C .17 3.42 - -*** ** D 3.59 .oo ·3.42 -
B 1.12 - - -

III C 3_79*** 4.91*** - -"'** D 1.12 .oo 4.91 -
B 3.42** - -

V C .29 3.71*** - -
* *** * D 1.99 5.1+2 . 1.11 -
*** B 3.71 

¼kit 
VIIb C 1.53 5.23 -** D l. 74 1.96 3.27 -

B 3. 71 "'** - -
VIII C .98 4.69-klrlt - -

*ti 
D .59 4.30 .39 

* p• .os level 
* p• .01 level df • 38 for all t-tests 

*** p•.001 level 

167 
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Table 31 

t-.Tests Upon R x- e In~-racth>n of Scal'e" VIIt ·· 

Sex Male Female 
Theme A B C D A B. C D 

A - - - -
B .98 -Male C .98 1.95 - - - -
D .78 .20 1.76 - - -
A .78 1.76 .20 1.56 - -
B 1.95 .98 2.93b 1.17 2.738 - -Female C .78 1.76 .20 1.56 .oo 2.73 -
D 2.158 3.13b 1.11 2.93b 1.37 4.10° 1.37 

a• .05 level 
b • .01 level df • 18 for all t-tests 
C • .001 level 

Table 32 

t-Tes~s -Upon- Rx c ~Interaction of s_0ale··vtr; 

Sex Male Female 
Theme A B. .. C D A . B C D 

A - - -
B 1.12 -
C 2.908 4.02° - -
D .67 .45 3.57b 

A .22 1.34 2.68a .89 
B 2.46a 1.34 5.36° 1.79 2.688 

C 1.12 .oo 4.02c .45 1.34 1.34 -
D .89 .22 J.8ob .22 1.12 1.56 .22 

a• .os level 
b • .01 level df • 18 for all t•tests 
C • .001 level 



Table 33 

t-Tests Upon Sex x "F" Interaction, Scale tXb 

Group 

High Males 

High 
Males 

High Females .17 
Low Males 
Low Females 

c • .001 level 

High 
Females 

1.89 
.oo 

Low 
Males 

1.89 

df • 28 for all t-tests 

Low 
Females 
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APPENDIX K 

Table 34 

Predicted Authoritarian Group ("Scale" X) Related to Actual 
Authoritarian Group, with Respect to Each Theme (Cross-Judge) 
- and- Each Judge -c Cross.-?hemeY · · . -- - - - ·• - -

Predicted Groups 
Actual 

chf2 Class- - . -G"roups High Low df p 

High 8 2 
Theme A L"ow 4 6 " 3.33 1 .10 

High 9 1 
Theme B Low 1 9 11.80 1 .001. 

High 6 5 
theme. C Low 6 3 .• 20 l .70 

High 7 3 
Theme .D Low 3 1 3.20 1 .10 

High 8 3 
Expe.r. Low 3 6 3.10 1 .10 -

High 7 4 
Judge l Low 2 7 3.42 1 .10 

High 9 2 
Judge -2 · Low 3 6" 4.85 1 -.-05 

High 6 3 
Ju~ge 3 Low 5 6 .-90-- -- 1 .40 
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