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COMMUNICATIVE CHARACTERISTICS 

OF 

  DOGMATISM AND, AUTHORITARIANISM 

IN WRITTEN MESSAGES 
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Since World War II many psychologists have sought expia-

nations for the phenomenon. of "authoritarianism." -- a per-

tonality type dominated by leader-follower imagés. In the 

three decades since Erich Fromm first wrote about autho_ritari-

anism there has been a plethora of research. Psychological 

Abstracts lists not less than 174 published works employing•_.. 

authoritariapism or its offspring, dogmatism, in the last ten

years alone. No less than 28 of these studiés have investi-

gated the roles played by these constructs ,in human communi-

cation. But to date no one has detailed what, if any, rhe-' 

torical - communicative, behaviors characterize high, medium 

and low Authoritarian and/or Dogmatic persuaders. That is. the

goal of this paper. 

Dogmatism.and Authoritarianism 

The-terms "dogmatism" and "authoritarianism" are often , 

'used interchangeably. This is an unfortunate,.but•understand-

able, state of affairs. The concept of authoritarianism was 

initially developed by Erich Fromm in his Escape From Freedom 

(1941), Abraham Maslow in "The Authoritarian Character Struc-

ture," (1943),'and Eric Hoffer in The True Believer (1951),

''all of which were non-quantitative.



In 1950 T. W. Adorno and his colleagues at the University 

of Califo'rnia (Berkeley) published their 'now classic volume ' 

The Authoritarian Personality in which they.presehted the Cali,. 

fornia F. Scale. The F-Scale has generally been regarded as the 

quantitative measure of authoritarianism. 'But in reality, the

Adorno study bore no' relation to the  previous work on authors-

tarianism. The Berkeley group was studying anti-Semitism and 

a predisposition to accept anti-democratic or Fascist propa-' 

ganda, hence the F (fór Fascism) Scale. Had their, titled their 

book The Fascist,Personalily, the confusion could'have been 

avoided. 

The most notable response received by the.Addrno study 

was 'Christie 'an d Jahoda's, edited vólume of Studies in the Scope 

and Method of "The Authoritarian Personality'," (1954), which 

presented four general L riticisms.. First, Edward Shils argued 

that the F Scale was curvilinear -- that low F scorers were ás 

authoritarian (in the original sense) as high scorers. This 

. has now been generally''adcepted by psychologists. .Second, it 

was charged that the F Scale' was biased toward conservative 

' authoritarianism (but remember that this is precisely what 

Adorno,.et al, wanted to-measure). Third, Richard Christie 

suggested. that the Scale lacked.construct validity, since they' . 

 defined "Authoritarianism".as a high score on the F Scale. 

Finally,' Hyman and Sheatsley argued that the blend of psycho-

analytic and social psychological .techniques combine to render 

the study methodologically Weak. While' accepting. the theory,. 

they find it inadequately supported. 

In' an attempt to correct for the F Scale's Weaknesses, 
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'Milton Rokeach developed the Dogmatism Scale to measure "topic-

free authoritarianism:"5 Thus; Dogmatism is in the'tradition 

of classical authoritarianism, while Authoritarianism is a 

- measure of conservative, or fascist authoPitarianism. Studies 

have usually found.high correlations between the F and D Scales 

(in the order of ".70).6 This should not be surprising, since 

they are designed to measure similar concepts. 
.. 

Differences between the F and D Scales have emerged in 

subsequent studies. It has been-generally cóñcluded that the• 

D Scale measures general authoritarianism,7 ánd that the two 

scales are fac~torially discriminable. Despite other scales 

suggested by Haiman9 and Ray,10 the Dogmatism Scale is con-

sidered the best measire of- general authoritarianism. ll 

The Dogmatism Scale has led to mäny profitable lines of 

research. As pOchologists Vacchiano, Straúss, and Hochman 

appraised it in their 1968 review of Dogmatism literature: 

All in all, if one can evaluate concepts 
by the amount and nature of research 'th'ey 
stimulate, 'dogmatism, in a short period 
of time, has proven a portent formulation. 
It has provided á common denominator for 
such diverse areas as classroom teaching 
and personality development, interpersonal 
behavior ançl the employment of defense 
mechanisms .1

Sut what do we know about the relationship between authorita-

rianism and human communication? 



Dogmatism and Authoritarianism 

in Cómmunication 

Since 1961 there have been 28 quantitative studies of 

communication employing either Dogmatism or Authoritarianism 

as variables.13 Only four have explored their influence on 

pressage formulation, while 24-have examined the effects of 

D and P on message reception'. Understandably, the D Scale has 

received more widespread usage than the\F Scale. 

Unlikely as it may seem the California F scale has been '

used in only one study of message formulation. In his analysis 

of'the effect of editor Authoritarianism upon news display, 

Madden encountered several methodological difficulties (among 

'them the curvilinearity of the F. Scale, the partition of the ' 

editors into high and low halves,• and subject awareness of the 

study) which appear to have distorted his results.14 Thus, 

'our knowledge in this area is less than extensive. 

In a study closely related to this one, Franklyn S. Haiman 

and Donald F. Duns discovered that Dogmatism noticeably affected

communicative behavior.15 In four separate experiments they 

found that:, 

1.  speech instructors could predict 
relative D scores on the basis of 
a 3-minute speech;  

2.  judges familiar with ihe concept of 
Dogmatism could predict relative 
Dogmatism front. written messages more. 
reliably than the untrained speech 
instructors; 

3.  two studies revealed that students 
were considerably better. able to 
predict Haiman D' scores based on 
verbal.interaction in class than 
were iñs'tructors. 
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'The Haiman and Duns results'are significant to the extent 

' that they suggest that. some quantifiable difference exists 

betweén the communicative behavior of high and low D scorers,. 

But they offer€heither a systematic identification of those 

differences, nor any basis upon which to predict Dogmatism

scores. Essentially, they tell us that a statistically si g— 

nificant number of subjects guessed Correctly. 

Only one study provideds systematic characteristics fo r 

differentiating high and low D scórers... Iñ his study of evi-

dence selection, John Kline discovered that high.and low scorers 

both use more "undocumented" than "documented" ••evi'dence, but . 

that high scorers used significantly more documented evidence' 

than did low scorers; and low scorers used significantly more 

undocumented evidence ttiañ - did high scorers.16 In other words, 

if W67 were to hear two speeches, the speaker using the most 

documented evideñce would be presumed more Dogmatic than his 

'counterpart. Although interesting, this hardly seems sufficient 

basis for predicting D scores. 

In short, Haiman and Duns have suggested that authori-

tarianism affects communicative behavior. If they are correct 

in their analysis, We should be able to get some clue to an 

individual's degree of open- or closed-mindedness through his 

rhetorical-communicative behavior. This should prove worth-

while for'those psychologists, political scientists, historians 

and rhetorical critics, who are interested in.próminent indivi-

duals unwilling (or unable)•to complete'the F, D„ or any other 

paper a pencil test. I suggest that there are many people 

who would be at least mildly interested in kndwi ng the rela-
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tive F. and .D scores of people like Richard N ,xon, Harry Tru-

man!Adolf'HitIer, George Slallace, George McGovern, Paul Har-

veÿ, Ilow rd Cosell and Jesus. But we have no way of deter-

mining such scores at the present time. 

Method--

A total of 224 students in the introductory communication 

course at Purdue University were asked_to perform two :tasks

During'the first month'of the Fall, 1975 semester, each class 

was•visitec by an "outsider" who asked them to Complete a pub-

lic opinion p1.. The "poll" was in reality a combination of 

the  Rokeach Dogmátism Scale and the California:F'Scalé. The 

17questionnaires were scored and recorded for future use.

Later in the.semester each instructor assigned a persua-

sivé composition. ,Each student was to write a two-page message 

to the most hostile audience imaginable, about the topic which 

he felt more strongly than any other. The students were given

no indication that the compositions and poll were related ih' 

any way. The compgsitions were' collected by the instructors 

in the usual manner, and were submitted to a number of content 

aialytic'procedúres to determine the extent to which Dogmatism 

and Authoritarianism were reflected in discourse. 

Three thematic, two logical and three stylistic content 

analyses were conducted to answer the following questions: 

1. What rhetorical behaviors, i(f any, charactert e 
high, medium and low scorers n the Dogmatic/, 
Authoritarian Sca]4ps? 



2. Are any such differences       sufficient to predict 
the writer's score as high, medium or low 

.Dogmatic/Authoritarian? 

3. Are any such differences sufficient to predict 
. the writer's actual score on the Dogmatism
.Authoritarianism Scale? 

Thematic' Analysis 

Each composition was classified according to they variables 

of "topic and "stand& (position óh ttte topic). The topic was'

18 classified as one of eight categories.

1. Personal - matters pertaining to an individual 
which need not involve society. 

2. Social -matters pertaining  to the good of 
-society at làrge, or personal 'issues 
approached from the perspective of norms. 

3. Political - matters pertaining to the governing 
of society, or the pursuit of pow er. 

4. Economic - matters pertaining to the distribution 
of resources within a society. 

5. Recreational - matters pertaining to the to e of 
leisure time. ' 

6. Religious - matters pertaining to spiritual 
affairs or one's faith in a supreme being. 

7. Educational - matters pertaining to the 
institutionalized learning` process

8. Scientific - matters pertaining to research and 
technology. 

Second, each essay was classified according to the.stance 

taken by ttie author. The four categories wvere : 

1. Defend - defend or protect the 
status quo . 

2. Modify - accept the status quo 
generally, but .seek a specific 
change within it. 
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3. Destroy - indict the status quo as
cause of significant problems, and 
argue for its repeal or revocation. 

4.' Propose - advocate a new course of
action not embodied in the status 
qüo. This may in some cases, in-
clude destructiion Of the status quo. 

Logical Analyses 

Neither ofthe two logical analyses was originally in -

tended as a method for the analysis of rhetorical logic. But 

Stephen Toulmin's system-for describing• logical patterns in 

terms of sufficiency rather than form has,beep frequently 

aäaptedlby rhetorical critics,19 and Carroll Arnold's judg-

mental categories take on different dharacteristics in this • 

design. Let us examine each of them in túrn * 

The Toulminian approaches suggested by Hart and Arnoid 

proved too restrictive for this study. When Hart suggests, 

for example, that: . 

...when a critic looks for a major claim 
in a speaking situation, hi must search 
for the dominant-'impression.residi g in 
the majority of' the listeners --.the im-
pression thaas~t is the product of the verb-
al statemerltfs made by the speaker.20 

he is clearly referring to an oral situation, wherein the 

auditors are unable t¢ backtrack through the speaker's logical 

processes. But the present study analyzed written messages 

which not only allow ed, but actually invited re-reading and 

double checking. Thus, we must look beyond the general resi-

dual impression left by the speech. 

Of primary importance, then, is the manner in which phrases 

or statements function rhetorically within thé discourse. Does 



the phrase or statement function as: 

1. Claim -"the conclusion whose merits 
-we are seeking tp establish," 

2. Data - "the facts we appeal to as a 
oundaf tion for the claim," 

3..Warrant - "rules, principles, infer-
ences..:which can act as bridges, 
and authorize the sort of step to 
which our particular argument-com-
mits us."

4.Qualifier - "indicating the strength 
conferred by the warrant on this 
step .." 

5. Rebuttal - "indicating circumstances 
in which the general authority of 
the warrant would have to be set 
aside,." or 

6. Backing - "standing behind our warrants...
` will normally be other assurances, with-
out which the warrants themselves would 

~f21 possess neither authority nor currency.

Since we are interested only in the writer's thought pro-

cesses, we must analyze thé message as though he were writing 

to himself. If we can assume that few people will inten-

tionally present an illogical argument, we-should also be able 

to assume that each writer finds his message logically consis-

tent. 

The Toulminian description of the discourse enables us 

to quantify each writer's lbgical patterns. Specifically, it 

permits direct statistical comparison of the writers' number 

of data per claim, warrants per claim, qualifiers per claim, 

rebuttals per qualifier, and backing per warrant. 

The second logical analysis was Arnold's "Classes. of 

Judgments." Although Arnold intended them to describe a 

speaker's response to'a rhetorical situation, they have à 



much broader use in this situation.. Since all writers are in 

the same rhetorical situation, we can compare the types and 

frequencies of judgments which each type of rhetor deems ap-

propriate for that situation. 

,,Each statement was classified according to Arnold's four 

categories of judgments: 

1. Factual. - "judgments accepting or 
rejecting the alleged etistence 
form, capacities, etc. of some-
thing;" 

2.^ Optative - "evaluative judgments 
endorsing or rejecting something 
on the basis of general personal 
or social preferences;" 

3. Adjudicative -."judgments on the 
conformity that exists or is 
lacking between things or events 
and formally agreed upon Codes 
or standards;" 

4. Predictive of Desirability - "eval-
uative judgments endorsing things 
on the basis of their desIfiatility, 
feasability, potrcy,, and so forth2 2 
for the future."  
(hereafter referred to as,"predictive") 

Stylistic Analyses 

'The three stylistic analyses involved each ,subject's 

average sentence length, his proportion of "monolithic terms," 

and his manner of expression reflecting his evidentiary choices. 

One-'of the°more recurrent, themesthroug.`uit the literature 

on authoritarianism is the high scorers' need to simplify in-

coming stimuli.23 If suchindividualg do, indeed, prefer 

simple stimuli, it seems likely that they will also tend to 

express themselves in relatively simple sentdnces.' 

"Monolithic terms" are words pr phrases. which covey an
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imáge of individuals thinning or behaving in a concerted .man-

ner. Since'high scorers (on either scale) are characterized 

by a sharply defined belief-disbelief system, we.may expect 

them to view ego-involving.probléms as struggles be• tween "us" 

and "them." The number o,f .monolithic terms was divided by. the 

number of words to determine the freggency with which each

subject employed them. 

Finally, each statement was categorized according to the 

writer's source ,of implied credibility. Every time a communi-

cator makes a statement, his audience is entitled to ask for 

verification. In an earlier paper I suggested a typology of 

24 statements based'upon possible answers. to .that question:

1.'Non-attributed Assertion - credibility 
.is inherent (A is an A).

2. Speaker Verified-,the speaker indésts 
"his credibility in the proposition 
(I believe that A is an A) .

3. General others'- credibility is derived 
.from perceived group pressures (Every-' 
one/all-intelligent people'know that 
A is an A). 

4. Specific Others - credibility is derived 
from a credible other. (The Constitu 
tion/Billy Graham says that A is•an A). 

5. Documented Others - cre'dibil'ity is derived 
from the interaction of a credible othéry 
and the audience' perceived ability to 
verify the reference. (The Constitution 
says that 'A is .an Ax, where • x = footnote•Y . 

To which we may add .a sixth typeof statement : 

 6.  Question credibility is derived from a 
'Shift in the burden of proof (or die-
próof) from the source to the audience. 
(If A is not an A, then what is it?) 

The high scorer's'feeling for and about authority should 



be reflected in his indirect invocation of authority.25 

Procedure 

26 The analyses yielded 148 usable sets oÍ data, each 6f 

which was recorded on computer cards. The computer ordered 

the subjects  into high, medi and low thirds according to 

each'scale, and condubted five statistical analyses. 

A Pearson correlation was conducted tó determine the • 

exteñt to which F and D were related in' this sample. Second, 

x2's were used to•analyze differences in to pic and stance se-

lection by 'high, medium'and low groups . Third, à series of 

one-way analyses, of' variance were computed. to ascertain the 

significan  ce áfdifferenc.es for the .logical and stylistic 

variables. Discriminant analyses were conducted to détermin'e 

the extent to whfch the commynicative variables could predict 

the subject's.grb up score. Finally, a .series of Step-wise re-

gressions were employed to determine the' extent to which a sub-

jedt's precise or F score can be predicted froiff his written 

discourse. In all cases significance was'set at the .05‘leVel. 

Results 

Previous research suggests that the California F Scale-

(and hence the Authoritarian Personality), tends to exhibit a 

curvilinear •relationship to a varietyof behavior patterns_. 

Since the D Scale-wá designed to dorrect for the sdcio-poli-

tical bias Of the F Scale (i.e., tó measure !'topic-free" .au-

thoritarianism) we  may   expect t o find . a moré consistently li-
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near relationship between the Dogmatic Personality and a come 

parable variety of behavior patterns. With some previously 

cited exceptions the literature fulfills this expèctation. 

But what of communicative behavior? 

.The éustormarily significant correlatión between•D and F 

,,.scóres suggest that we should find some similarities in commu-

nicative behavior related to the personality type of the source. 

Conversely, because even a highly significant correlation 

leaves much unexplained, and because two studies have found 

F and D to be factorially discriminable, we may also expect

to observe a number of differences among the distribution of 

communicative traits according to .D and F scores. In light of

the, previous research we may expect some traits to be curvi-

linearly related to Authoritarianism and we may expect to find 

some traits linearly related to Dogmatism.27  

,I. Dogmatism and Authoritarianism  

For this particular group, the correlation between D and

F was .7122, which is significant at the .001 level..28 Never- 

theless, we must realize that .4928 'of the relationship remains 

unexplained. Our concern is primarily with this elusive second 

.half of the relationship .,- that which Kerlinger and Rokeach 

and Warr, Lee and Joreskog.found to be factorially discrimi-

nable . 

II. Characteristics of Dogmatism 

The data suggest four 'significant differences between

the three levels of.Dogmatism. Contrary to the  earlier study 

by Haiman and Duns, there was'no significant relationship be= 

tween Dogmatism score and topic ( x2 = 17.31 with 14 df, signi-
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( x2ficance = .24) or between Dogmatism and stance. = 4.063 

with 6df, significance = .67). 

Seventy-two percent of the subjeçts wrote about either 

"personal" (44%), or "social " (28.4%),topics.    Within these 

two.grbups the distribution:according' to D scores was almost 
~ 

random (personal = 35.5%,, 30.6% and 33 .9%; social = 35 % 30% 

and 35%) . 

But' when-the two most popula  categories are ,deletéd the 

,results become more interesting. Of those eight "people  who

were concerned about politics, 75% were high Dogmatic, while 

none were low scorers. Although only nine people  were in-

volved, it is nevertheless interesting that no high saorers 

wrote about "religious," "educational,".or'"scientific" topics. 

Perhaps most surprising is the fact that religious topics were 

the exclusive property of medium_and. low scorers. But we must 

again•note that these differences are apparent i,n°less tHan 

10% of the total sample. On the•whóle, D scores were not re-

lated to•the subjects' chóice,of topic (Table #1)'. 

The stances adcpted by the three groúps of subjects were,

if anything, less interesting than their choice of topics.'

As shown in.Table #2, almost half the 'subjects (47.5%) advo-  

cated new proposals, and there was virtually no difference 

between groups (31.2%, 32.8%,,, 35.8%). Among those who'defended, 

the status quo the largest  group ;were .medium (40.5%) and high 

Dogmatic (36.4%). Not only were the medium Dogmatics. most 

likely to defend the status quo, they. were also the least 

likely to destroy it'(28.6%) compared to the high (38.1%) and 

low (33.3%) geoups. When it came to modification of the status 



qufo the low Dogmatics accounted for 45.2% of the suggestions 

' compared to the moderate (32.3%) and high (22.6% groups. 

(See Table #2). 

In short, the data•for stance suggest that: 

1. People will most often present some 
kind of proposal, regardless of 
their D score. 

2. In tother cases, it is. likely that:. 

a. Medium D will defend, 
b. Low D will modify what they 

have, and 
c. High D will criticize or 

destroy. 

The latter suggestions are consistent both with the çriticisms 

of the California F Scale and with our"high correlation between 

.A and F scores. It suggests that Dogmatism may be as curvi-

linear as Authoritarianism. But, of course, this is based on 

,the behavior of only one part of the sample, and may be offered 

only as conjecture. 

While the thematic analyses offer some interesting data, 

they do not approach statistical'significance. However, four 

significant differences did emerge from the series on,one-way 

analyses of variance conducted for,the logical and stylistic 

variables (Table #3). 

Two logical variables -the number of quaîiiiers per 

claim (ÁC), and the frec}uency of factual judgments - varied 

with respect to Dogmatism. Intuitively, one might.expect an. 

inverse relationship between Dogmatism scores änd the number 

óf qualifiers per claim. Although the low Dogmatié subjer.,ts 

did have the highest QC ratio (.5265), they were followed by 

the high D group (.4152) and then the medium scorers (.3169).. 



 

The difference was significant beyond the .05 level (F = 3:.771 

with.1. 0 df, *F probability= .025). A Studen -Newman-Keuls 

test confirmed the fact that both the high and low subjects 

used significantly more quàlifiers per claim than did moderate 

Dogmatics. 

Although this is compatible with the suggestion that the 

Dogmatism Scale is a cvilinear instrument of some behavior 

patterns, it is difficult to explain with respect to Rokeach' s 

description of the CloSed Mind. The most reasonable interpre-

tation seems to be.'that low scorers use a large ratio of qua-

lifters to claims because they,pérceive fine shades of differ 

ences, while high 'scoters use,qualifiers to defend against 

potential disagreement. Medium scorers, however,' are neither 

as open nor- as defensive as the extreme groups. 

. The second logical difference'was that low D•subjects., 

sought sigraficantly more factual judgments (18!55) thandid 

either thVe medium (11.31) scorers or high (14.91) scorers 

(F = 5140 with 140 df , F probability = .006). The simplest 

explanation , for this occUrrence would be that "low Dogmatics 

offer the most facts to support their  argumerits. if this were 

the case, then low D would also hav e a. significantly higher 

ratio of data per claim. Although low Dogmatics did indeed 

use 'more . data 'per claim than théir colleagues,. it  does not 

approach statistical significance ( probability 22/.4p). This 

suggests that low  D 's seek factual judgments as both Claims 

and Data (resulting in a great numb er of factual judgments, 
	 ., 

while reducing thé DC.ratio),.where as high D's  group their 

factual judgments in DC configuration. 

 



Two stylistic variables - assertions and questions -

varied with respect to Dogmatism. In both cases the low 

scorersemployed the variables with significantly greater fre-  

quency than did the high scor'er•s . 

'The typology of statements was the only single analytical 

tool to elicit two sets of significant differences among the 

h.gh, medium and low groups. Althpugh there was a linear re-

lationship    between D scores and ,both assertions (-F = 3 .634  with 

140 df, F probability = .028) and questions (F =•3.2i1 with: 

140 df, F probability = .042), none of the other catégories 

approached significance (see Table #4), 

Taken collectively, these data suggest an interesting 

interpretation. The low Dogmatic subjects' use of assertiöns 

suggests a reliance upon the inherent truth of their statements.

As the scores increase the subjects apparently feel a stronger 

need to answer the questiont"according to. whom?" High and ' 

low Dogmatics employed substantially more speaker verifications 

'(4:68 and 4.53 respectively) than did medium scorers (3.36). • 

All three groups were close to the mean'of one reference to

general others per message. The reduction in the' frequency 

of questions from the low (2.53) to medium (1.13) and high 

(1.48) groups seems to suggest that high6r scorers did not 

feel that they could.relÿ on their audience for proper responses 

as. often as could the low scorers. 

Interestingly, on group averaged more than .19.docu-,

mented references per composition. j'ut differently,•there 

was 'at most one documented reference in every five essays`: 

Considering the fact thatthese essays were assigned over a 

mailto:they,could.rel��k�@�5��(�m


period of time to permit research, it is safe to conclude that 

this group of students did not feel a strong need t;o document 

their arguments'. 

Since Hart discovered.that "doctrine seems to affect oral-

rhetoric in a generic way,'~.we may be Su ised that all sub-pr

jects appear reluctant to invoke.specific others (either creeds 

or credible others). This suggestp either that doctrine. and 

 Dogmatism are,uçreIated, that doctrinaire-Dogmatic 1Dersuaders

acppt different styles for oral and written messages, -or both.' 

In summary, we Íind that low Dogmatic subjects asked' for 

a large proportion of factuaa judgments, assertions, ques tions 

and qualifiers per claim. There_may also be non-significánt

tendencies for th m'to.seek•modification of the status quo and 

to provide no documentation. whatsoever.

Moderate Dogmatics employed significantly fewer qualifiers 

than their counterparts, and may havé ,a non-significant ten-

,dency to defend the status quo. In most other cases they seem 

to resemble the high scorers more than the low scorers. 

High Dogmatic subjects are,'perhaps surer,singly, éharae 

terized by significantly fewer factual judgments, assertions, 

and questions, and more qualifiers per claim than the other 

 groups. They document, and invoke credible others more often 

than the other groups, but still very rarely. In other words, 

the high dogmatic seemasto be characterized less by what he 

says than by what he does not say. The average length of the 

high D message is five sentences shorter than the'low group. 

Although there was no significant difference in sentence length 

among the groups, there may be a spill-over to message length. 

https://way,"'~.we


The high D' person can make -his point and satisfactorily sup-

port it (for his standards) with less effort than his counter-

parts, perhaps in part because his Truth is very simple. As

a Baptis' acquaintance. of mine is fond of saying, "God said 

.it, I believe it, and that settles it." 

III. Predictors of Dogmatism 

Although'significá'ntdifferences appeared between the 

three groups, it iS not possible to predict D scores with any. 

aegreé of reliability. As Table #5 indicates, eventhe résults 

of all 28 régz'e;sions collectively achieve only 23% accuracy. 

This is certainly..not worth the effort. (See Table #5). 

Ifowever, one can improve his accuracy if he is only in-

terested in predicting whether an individual is high, medium 

or low Dogmatic. .Although-,the results are modest at best, we 

can improve on the 33.3% we.could get by chance. , When all the 

discriminant analyses are taken collectively the correct pre-

diction is made in 57.43% of the cases.' Although this is only 

significant át thé .21 level, it is an increase of 24% over 

chance. 

It is intriguing to compare these results with those of 

Haiman and Duns.. Although'their unsystematic prédiction of 

.high and'low Dogmatism were significant at the .025 level (a 

'tremendous improvement over oùr .21) 83% of their "predicted 

low' D subjects were actually high Dogmatic. In this study, 

however, only 24.1% of the "predicted low" were high scorers.. 

In fact, it we delete the "medium Dogmatic" group (bath pre-

didted and actual) the 28 variables predict the correct cater 

gOry in 69.8% og the cases.. In'other words, it seems that 



the level of accuracy and significance is greatly inflated 

when the medium D category is omitUed.' This suggests that 

it is possible to discriminate between high, and low Dogmatism, 

but that medium Dogmatipm may be a separatè consideration. 

If this is the case, we must re-examine all prévious Dogmatism .`.

studies°, most of which studied only extreme whilé ignoring 

mid-range"scores. 

Two of the analyses proved more economical, although less

helpful, than the whole range of variables. Using Arnold's ' 

four judgmental categories we can predict the correct group ' 

in 44.59% of the cases (55.3% when "medjum" is deleted)., But 

when a prediction is wrong, it is very wrong. Note'in Table 

#6 that this approach is virtually.unable•to distinguish be-

tween high and low groups. Thus, the significance is a poor 

.63. (See Table #6). 

The logical ratios predict the correct category in Only 
 

41.89% of the cases (58.7% with mediumomitted), but with some-

what greater consistency (probability = .33). Unfortunately, 

except for the "predicted high" category, this improvement 

seems to be a result of chance. Whereas the judgmental ap-
v ti 

proach appears to mble and miss,gá the logical -ratios are most 

-cautious. Neither analytical tool can predict low Ddgmátic 

scores accuratel but neither misses by anything close to 

Heimann and Pun's 83%. This tendency for predicted lows to. 

be high scorers is consistent with Haiman and Dun 's initial 

study,31% again suggests that. the Rokeaçh Dogmatism Scale

may be a curvilinear measure of rhetorical communicative be-

haviors. 



IV. Characteristics of Authoritarianism 

Since  there is a significant correlation between the D 

Scale andthe California•F Scale, and since we have discovered 

four significant communicative differences related to Dogmatism, 

we might expect to obtain similar results for the F Scale. 

,Somewhat.surprisingly, this was not the case. 

The four significant differences in Dogmatic rhetoric -

qualifiers per claim,'factual judgment, assertions, and-ques-

tions - all disappeared when the subjects (N = 139) were di-

vided according to Authoritarianism. The probability for Nqua-

lifiers soared'frdm .025 to .530, factual judgments from .006 

\to .186, assertions from .028 to .435, and questions from .042 

'to :145., Iii none of these instances do the ,differences approach 

státistical significance.  

Furthermore, predictiveAudgments emerged as barely sig-

nificant (F = 3.060 with 138 df, F probability = .049) - a 

drastic improvement from the .688 level it attained' for D,og-

matism. .Although it appears that low scorers sought more pre-

dictive judgments than either high or medium scorers (5.59 as . 

compared to 4,27 and 4.02), the Student-Newman-Keuls test was 

unable to distinguish significantly different subsets within 

the 'predictive ,category. (See Table #7) 

In short, it appears that in this particular study, Au-

thoritarianism was unrelated to rhetorical-communicative 

behaviors. Thus, with tespect to written communicative beha

vior, the area of correlation between F and D is less impor-

tant than their area of divergence.% 

 



V. Predictors of Authoritarianism 

The regressions and discrimañt analyses support.the ap-

parent lack of distinguishable rhetorical differénces attribu-

able to Authoritarianism. The ability to accurately predict 

an F Scale score from the subject's rhetoric using all 28 

variables is only 18% - even worse than the 23% obtained for 

D scores. 

Furthermore, no discriminant analyses (except for all 

variables) could predict noticeably better than chance. The 

typology of statements was the most accurate (38.51%), fol-

lowed by the judgments (37.84%), and the logical ratios (34.46%).

Collectively, all variables could correctly predict the group 

only 50.86% of the. time (probability = .95).

In short, the data suggest that it is not possible to 

predict whether an inidividual is high, medium or low Authori-

tarian on the basis of his written discourse. However, when 

the middle groups (both actual and predicted) are deleted frdm

the analyses the predictive accuracy increases. The typology

of statements alone successfully differentiates between high 

and low F iri,60.0% of the cases, and all 28 variables collec`'4. 

tively prédict 74.3% of the cases. But since we already know 

that Authoritarianism generally has influence 'on behavior, we 

'have little need to distinguish between high and low scorers' 

' behavior. 

Although analyses such as these could enable us. to dis-

tinguish between conservative-authoritarian (high.F) from li-

beral Authoritarian (low F), the important differences are be-

tween .the middle group and the extremes. . Sinceour analyses 



-point out differences between high and low, and none bétween 

the middle and the extremes it is likely that the differences 

are due to something othkr than Authoritarianism. Thus it 

appears from these analyses that Authoritarianism doesnot 

affect written communicative behavior. 

VI. Summary of Results 

Let us summarize by answering the three research ques-

tions posed ,earlier in this study, then proceed to explore the 

implications of this study for research in Communication and 

Psychológy. (See Table #8). 

As indicated in Table #8, the results of this study sug-

gest that Dogmatism is reflected in an individual's use of 

factual judgments, his assertions, questions and qualifiers 

per claim. Authoritarianism, on the other hand, is reflected 

only 'slightly in the use of predictive judgments. Thus, de-

spite their high correlation .(.72 significance = .001) ;Dog-

matism and Authoritarianism seem to differentially affect the 

formulation of written messages. 

Although it is no pgssible to reliably predict either 

Acores o1+ groups of scores on either scale from the subjects' 

written discourse u1sing these particular analyses, Dogmatism 

can, be predicted somewhat more accurately than Authoritarianism.

But predictive accuracy for both D and F increases noti-

ceablywhen the "medium" categories are omitted from the dis-

criminant analyses. This suggests that both scales share the 

curvilinear tendency previously found in the F Scale, since 

the ends are differentfrom the middle., It farther suggests 



that, although we may be'able to distinguish between high 

and low Dogmatism and Authoritarianism, we may have littlé'de-

sire to do so. The meaningful differences in 'both cases seem

to. be between those whose sces'fall in the mid-range (unex-

'plainedly) and those who fall in the extremes. 

Finally, it appears from the analyses conducted that D

and F, while related are different constructs. This supports 

the conclusions of. both the Kerlinger-Rokeac h and Warr-Lee-

Joreskog factor analyses. In this case; Dogmatism is reflected' 

in communicative behavior while Authoritarianism is not. 

Conclusions and Itrinlications 

When-we combine the results of this study with those of 

previous research, we are led to the conclusion that Dogmatism 

and Authoritarianism are related, but discriminable entities. 

.They repeatedly áttain significant correlations,but at least 

three studies have. discriminated between them - two byó means 

of factor analysis, and one ahetoriaally'. Furthermore, we are

inclined.to believe that the differences are communicatively 

significant. 

The results, indicate  that Authpritarianisin is not re-

flected inwritten'discourse. Considered in light of the pre-

viously. cited'work by Madden (as reinterpreted), this conclu-

sion becomes quite compelling. The only differences between 

the three groups (their use of ` predictive j''udgments) was .not 

upheld by the ,Newman-Keuls.-test. 

Furthermore, the research on Authoritarianism as a re-

ceiver variable is inconclusive. One study found.high scorers 

https://�inclined.to


susceptible to authority influence, while the other found low 

scorers susceptible to authority influence. But the high sco-

rers in the second study were not differentially susceptible • 

32 to high or low status scores.

. In short, Authóritarianism does not appear to affect coin 

municatiue behavior in any consistent fashion. If thet F Scale 

measures anything át all (as. most will concede) the variable, 

it measures seems. to be independent of, written communicative 

behavior. 	

Although highly correlated, with Authoritarianism, Dogmá-, 

tism does seem to be related to communicative behavior. When-

persuading others the low scorer will seek more factual judg-

ments, make more assertions, and.ask more questions 'than the 

high scorer. .In addition, the high and low scorers both tend . 

tó use more qualifiers per claim than do thé' moderate  scorers.

Furthermore,,pre,viously cited studies present a.profile 

of varióus communicattivé competencies which appear related- to 

Dogmatism. Low scorers can better differentiate betwéeh source 

and message than cán high D scorers. ,The high D individual'is 

more likely to be influenced by an authoritative source and 

:to devalue the speaker in a:dissonant situation. He will be : 

slower to recognize visual humor, slower to recognize or re-

tain belief discrepant information and susceptible to opiniona-

ted language.  

In short, Dogmatism appears to affect communication'. n"  

a number of rather significant ways. The results of this 

study are consistent with much previous research, leading- to 

the general conclusion that Dogmatism is a, communicative vars 



able while Authoritarianism 'is not. 

If D and'F are distinct, but related concepts, we must 

re-evaluate previous.research and explore some new areas. 

I. Implications for Psychological Research 

Psychologists must.begin to study all level's of Dogmatism 

- not just the extremes. Whether they divide the sample into 

.thirds opr quartiles, it is, imperative that they include all 

scores. Similarly, dividing a sample into halves can only 

obscure some of.the potential differences between subjects. 

The data from the Dogmatic, analyses suggest that authoritarian 

behavior may be inconsistent -- involving relationships linear • 

fór some variables and durviline ar relationships for others. 

A second,' related concern is'that psychólogists should 

attempt to discover whether the curvilinearity suggested by 

this investigation (as well as the earlier study - by Becker) 

is typical or atypical of behaviors affected by Dogmatism and 

Authoritarianism.. 

Finally, psychologists must acknowledge the possibility 

. of Dogmatic curvilinearity when interpreting previously re-

ported research.:. Since most studies have ignored the moderate. 

scoxes on both scales, they have avoided the issue. Statisti- '

cally •significant "differences" may represent similarities in ,  

a sea of empirical chaos. 

II. Implications for Communication.Researchs. 

This study was undertaken in an attempt to find a method 

for determining the D arid F level of historically prominent 

individuals. Although we have not yet discovered',such á tool, 



we have made some progress. 

Research to date suggests that we can, and should, dis-

card Authoritarianism as a rh etorical construct in favor of 

Dogmatism. If, we are satisfled wi th d 40-50% prediction ac-

curacy then we can proceed to analyze written messages. But 

most-of us would prefer greater accuracy. Certainly the re-

suits obtained thus far suggest that we can improve our ac-

curacy through furth er research. 

Three lines of endeavor  seem most worth pursuing r First,. 

we need to explore   the theoretical underpinnings of Dogmatism 

as they relate to communicative behavior. Dale.Leathers' 

work concerning the rhetoric of the American radical right is 

most helpful in this regard. His "Belief-Disbelief Systems: 

The Communicative Vacuum of thé Radical Right" is particularly 

useful. 33 More work of this nature should provide us with a 

more detailed understanding of the relationship between Dog-

mati sm and communication. 

Along similar lines, Hert et al's development of "rhetori-

cal sénsitivity " may prove useful ,in understanding the commu-

nicative varia bles associated withauthoritarianism.34 

. A second  avenue of approach would be  to experimentally 

manipulate messages to determine which thematic, logical and 

stylistic variables are preferred by high, medium and low Dog-

matic individuals. Specifically,:Q-sort technique could be 

used to determine which_types of statements, or types of judg-

ments or logiçal ratios are preferred by eacI group. This 

would.help.us to understand which things such people would 

say, given a finite range of choice-. 

https://would.help.us
https://withauthoritarianism.34


,Finally, we can immodestly recommend more studies like 

this one. This was an attempt to isolates. fairly specific

rhetorical situation - a written message in an introductory 

comunication course and to attack it with an arsen41 of 

analytical weapons. We can now proceed to refine the sample, 

thé situation; the procedures, the message conditions and the 

results. The body bf literature implied by all these impróve-

ments wóuld probably be voluminous, but should enable us to' 

predict an individual's level of authoritarianism with some 

accuracy, given his attempts at persuasion. 

We have raised a number,of questions about the relation-

ship between authoritarianism and' conifunication. 4 Hopefully, 

we have added to the stockpile of aváilable'answers: But irr 

the process we seem to have stumbled upon a number of compli-

cating factors which need further research is Dogmatism dif-

fërërit fróm Authorttariahism? — is eithe wrelated.-to-eommuniea-«w

tive behavior? 

These questions are worth pursuing. When we fail to 

learn more of the relationship between authoritarianism and 

communication, we at least learn something about one or trie 

other of them. This particular study suggests that we can in-

tuitively brand a person as high or low authoritarian from 

his discourse (as Haiman and Duns observed); but that we have 

little systematic foundation for making such predictions. If 

this study is regarded as a beginning rather than a culmtna-:. 

tion of research efforts, we maybe able to progress toward 

the prediction of authhoritarianism from rhetorical discourse



TABLE 1: DOGMATISM SCORE AND CHOICE OF TOPIC 

Count 

        

Column per cent 
Row per cent ' Low Medium High. Row 
Total per cent Dogmatism Dogmatism Dogmatism Total 

14 12 14 40 

SOCIAL 
29.8,,. 
	35.0 

25 5 29.8 
30.0 35.0 

28.4

9.9 8.5 9.3 

22 19 21 62 

PERSONAL 
4.6.8 , 
35.5' 

40.4 44.7 
30.6 33.9 

44.0 

15.6 13.5 14.9 

S 7 3 liS 
10.6 14.9 6.4' 10.6 

RECREATIONAL 33.3 46.7 20.0 
3.5  5.0 2.1 

0 2 6 8 

POLITICAL 
0 
0 
	4,.3 12.8 

.25.0 75.0 
5.7 

0 1.4 4.3 

2  2  3  7

4.3 4.3 6.4 5.0 
ECONOMIC 28.6 28.6 42.9 

1.4 1.4 2.1 
2 2•0 

4
4.3 4.3 0 2.8 

RELIGIOUS 50.0 50.0 0 
1.4 1.4 0 

2 1 0 3 
4.3 2.1 0 2.1 

EDUCATION 66.7 .33.3 0 
1.4 .7 0 
0 2 0 2 

0 	4.3 0 1.4 
SCIENTIFIC 0 `100:0 0 

0 1.4 0 

TOTAL COUNT : 47 - 47 47 141 

TOTAL PER CENT: 33.3 33.3 33.3 100%



TABLE 2; 'DOGMATISM SCORE AND STANÇE 

'punt 
Column per cent' 
Row per cent Low Medium .High Row-
Total per cent Dogmatism Dogmatism Dogmatism Total' 

S 9   8 . 22 
10.6 19.1 17.0 15.6 

DEFEND 22.7 40.9  36.4 
3.5 6.4  5.7 

7 6 	'8 '21 
14.9 12.8 17t0 14.9 

DESTROY 33.3 28.6 38.1 
5.0 4.3. 5.7 

14- 10 7 31 
29.8 21:3 14.9  22.0 

MODIFY 45.2 32.3 ?2:6 
9.9 7.1 5.0 

21 22 24 67 
44.7 46.8 51.1 47.5 

PROPOSE 31.3 32.8 35.8 
14.9 15.6 17.0 

TOTAL COUNT 47 47 47, 141 

TOTAL PER CENT 33.3 33.3 33.3 100% 



 

TABLE 3: .DOGMATISM AND THE LOGICAL AND STYLISTIC VARIABLES 

Logical Variables F`Ratio df F Probability 

DATA/CLAIM. 0.837 140 0.438' 

WARRANT/CLAIM 2.381 140 .094 

QUALIFIER/CLAIM 3.777 140 .025 

BACKING/WARRANT 1.363 140 .258 

REBUTTAL/QUALIFIER 1.816 	140 .165 

FACTUAL: 5.400 .140 .006 

OPTATIVE .408 140 .651 

ADJUDICATIVE 

PREDICTIVE 

Stylistic Variables 

SENTENCE LENGTH . 

.537 

.282 

0.447 

140 

140 

-140-

.'587 

  .688 

.633 

MONOLITHIC TERMS .767  140' .470 

ASSERTIONS   3.634 140 .028 

SPEAKER VERIFIED .872 140 .423 

GENERAL OTHERS .122 140 .576 

SPECIFIC OTHERS] .-779 140, .465 

DOCUMENTED OTHERS .477 140 .618 

QUESTIONS 3.211 140 .042 

**Statistically signifidant results 



TABLE 4: DOGMATISM AND STATEMENT TYPES

Statement 
Types 

Low 
Dogmatuic 
Mean 

Medium 
Dogmatic 
Mean 

High 
Dogmatic 
Mean Total 

ASSERTIONS 21.46 ' 17.72 16.78 18.66 

SPEAKER' 
VERIFIED 

4.53 33.36 4.68 4.19 

GENERAL 
OTHERS 

.91 1.06 1.02 1.00  

SPECIFIC 
OTHERS 

.78 .89 1.25 .97 

DOCUMENTED 
OTHERS 

.04 .19 .19 .14. 

QUESTIONS 	 	2.53 1.59 1.48 1.87 

TOTAL:
	

   30.25 
	

24.81 25.40 26.83 



TABLE 5: SUMMARY OF DOGMATISM REGRESSIONS 

Variable 

    

Multiple 
R 

2 
R 

Change
in .R2 

Simple 
R 

FACTUAL/QUESTION 0.160 0.026 0.026 -0.160 
ADJUDICATIVE/GENERAL .210 .044 .019 .135 
PREDICTIVE/ASSERTION .247 .061 .017 - .137 
MONOLITHIC TERMS .271 .073  .012 .114 
OPTATIVE/ASSERTIONS .298 .089 .015 .104 
OPTATIVE/GENERaL .325 .105 .017 ..104 
PREDICTIVE/QUESTIONS .349 .122 .016 .112 
WARRANTS .373 .139 .017 .Ó01 
WORDS .390 .152 .013 .153 

FACTUAL/SPECIFIC .412 .169 .017 .078 
PREDICTIVE/SPECIFIC .421 .178 .008'. .077 
FACTUAL/DOCUMENTED .431 .186 .008 .084 
FACTUAL/GENERAL .435 .189 .003 .079 
PREDICTIVE/GENERAL .442 .196 .006 .031 
ADJUDICATIVE/QUESTIONS .446 .199 .004 .027 
SENTENCES .450 .203 .004 .102 
FACTUAL/SPEAKER VERIFIED' .455 .207 .004 .044 

FACTUAL ASSERTION  .461  .213  .006   4.47 
DATA 	 .466 .217 .003 .115 
REBUTTAL .470 .221 .004 '.014 
QUALIFIERS .475 .225 .005 .095, 
	CLAIMS .479 .230 .004 .028 

OPTATIVE/SPEAKER VERIFIED .481 .231 .002 .033 
OPTATIVE/SPECIFIC .4ß3 .233 .002 .066 
PREDICTIVE/SPEAKER 

VERIFIED .484 .234 .000 .016 

ADJUDICATIVE/SPEAKER 
	VERIFIED .484 .234 .000 .095 

OPTATIVE/QUESTION .485 .235 .000 -..018 
ADJUDICATIVE/ASSERTION .485 .23S .000 .008 



TABLE 6: DOGMATISM PREDICTED BY JUDGMENTS 

Actual. Predicted Low Predicted Medium Predicted High 
Group Dogmatic Dogmatic Dogmatic 

LOW 19 7 21 
DOGMATIC 40.4% 149% 44.7% 

MEDIUM 13 19 15 
DOGMATIC 27.7% 40.43 31.9% 

HIGH 11 9 28 
DOGMATIC 31.5% 16.7$ 51.9% 

Per Cent of Cases Grouped Correctly: 44.59% 



TABLE 7: AUTI{ORI•TARIANISM AND.THE LOGICAL AND 
STYLISTIC VARIABLES 

Logical Variables F Ratio df F Probability 

DATA/CLAIM 0.411 138 0.650 

WARRANT/CLAIM .092 138 :506 

 QUALIFIER/ÇLAIM .101 138 .530 

BACKING/WARRANT .505 138 .604 

REBUTTALI,QUALIFIER 1.022 138 .364 

	FACTUAL 1.691 138 ..186

OPTATIVE .241 138 .686 

ADJUDICATIVE .165 138 .641 

PREDICTIVE 3.060 138 .049 

Stylistic Variables 

SENTENCE LENGTH 0.284, 138 0.688 

MONOLITHIC TERMS .863 138 .427 

ASSERTIONS .846 138   .435 

SPENCER VERIFIED .857 138 .430 

GENERAL OTHERS .010 138 .132 

SPECIFIC OTHERS 1.182 1'38 .310 

DOCUMENTED OTHERS .S22 138 .595 

	QUESTIONS 1.941 138 .145 

**Statistically significant results 



TABLE 8; SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

QUESTION AUTHORITARIANISM DOGMATISM 

	1. What rhetorical 1. Statistically 1.Inverse rela-
behaviors, if any, significant but tionship be-
characterize high, unclear relation- tween D and 
medium and low ship between F "factual". 
scorers on the F and and "predictive" 
D Scales? judgments. 2.Inverse rela-

tionship be-
tween D and
"assertions". 

3.Inverse rela-, 
tionship be-
t.:een D and 
"questions". 

4.Curvilinear 
relationship 
between D aild 
qualifiers 
per claim. 

	2. Are any such 1. All variables = 1.All variables 
differences suffi- 50.86% (p ='.95). = 57.43% 
cient to predict the 
writer's—score as 2.Statements = 

(p= .21) 

high, medium or low 		38.51% (p = .93). 2.Judgments =• 
F or D? 44.59% 

3.Judgments = ' (p a .63). 
37.84% (p = .83) . 

3.Logical 
ratios = 
41.89% 

.33). (p = 

	3. Are any such dif- No -- 18% accurate No -- 23%-accurate 
ferences sufficient to using all variables. using all variables. 
predict the writer's 
actual .score on the F 
and D Scale? 
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