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This article looks at three measuring instruments—the Right-Wing Authorita-
rianism Scale, the Social Dominance Orientation Scale, and the Attitudes About
Reality Scale—used to examine covert ideology and its relationship to social and
political beliefs and behaviors. These scales share similar ideological components
involving abdication of moral responsibility to an outside agent, belief that one’s
own ideology represents the only form of truth, and negative beliefs about individ-
uals who are not members of one’s own group. Evidence is provided to suggest that
radical fundamentalists and some groups within U.S. society share ideological
beliefs that differ in degree rather than kind. These beliefs make it easy for them to
divide the world into “us” and “them” and exacerbate the present conflict.

Ever since the terrible events of September 11, there has been much discussion
in the media about how an extremist worldview can propel individuals to perform
horrific acts of violence. It is important to remember, however, that radical funda-
mentalists are not the only group to possess a worldview. A worldview may be
defined as a set of covert values and beliefs that is not often discussed with others
and, indeed, is rarely examined by the individual who possesses it. Because of this
lack of scrutiny, it is only recently that psychologists have begun to identify such
hidden ideologies and to explore their influence on various attitudes and behaviors.

In this article I will discuss three measures of covert ideology that seem to be
particularly relevant to political attitudes and beliefs about intergroup conflict.
These are the Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale (RWA), the Social Dominance
Orientation Scale (SDO), and the Attitudes About Reality Scale (AAR). Although
each of these scales has a different conceptual framework, there appears to be some
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overlap among them. I shall briefly review evidence that members of particular
demographic groups are likely to score similarly on the three scales, that these
scales predict comparable beliefs about intergroup relationships as well as the level
of hostility directed against others who are defined as not members of one’s own
group, and that they are related to attitudinal position on a variety of ongoing
domestic and foreign policy issues. Next, I will review evidence that these scales
are related to individual differences in personality and cognitive processing as well
as markers of group identification. Finally, I will examine the implications of
understanding worldviews commonly found in Western society for understanding
the worldview and motivations of radical fundamentalists.

Scale Definitions and Findings

Right-Wing Authoritarianism

The RWA is probably the instrument most frequently used by researchers to
examine the relationship between covert ideology and political beliefs and atti-
tudes. It was developed by Altemeyer (1981, 1988) to measure (1) degree of accep-
tance of established authority and law; (2) acceptance of law as the basis of
morality; and (3) punitiveness toward “sanctioned targets” such as minority
groups, social deviants, and “common criminals” (Christie, 1991).

People who have strong beliefs in religious fundamentalism are also likely to
score high in right-wing authoritarianism (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1992; Fulton,
Gorsuch, & Maynard, 1999). This relationship has been confirmed among individ-
uals from a number of religious backgrounds—Christian, Jewish, Moslem, and
Hindu (Hunsberger, 1996). It also appears in studies of other cultures. For exam-
ple, research in Ghana has found that right-wing authoritarianism and religious
fundamentalism were associated in both Christian and Moslem subsamples
(Hunsberger, Owusu, & Duck, 1999).

As one might expect, people who endorse politically conservative parties
are also likely to score high in right-wing authoritarianism (Altemeyer, 1988;
McHoskey, 1996; Suedfeld, Steel, & Schmidt, 1994). This relationship between
authoritarianism and right-wing party preference has been replicated internationally,
in Israel (Rubinstein, 1996) and India (Ojha, 1997). The association between right-
wing authoritarianism and membership in other demographic categories is less clear.
Males tend to score higher on the scale than females (Altemeyer, 1988), despite the
fact that women usually score higher on religiosity than men do. (Findings on ethnic,
national, and cohort effects are complex and will not be discussed here.)

Right-wing authoritarianism has been found to be associated with negative
attitudes toward members of outgroups. For example, researchers have consis-
tently found a positive relationship between authoritarianism and prejudice against
homosexuals (Fulton, Gorsuch, & Maynard, 1999; Hunsberger, 1996; Laythe,
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Finkel, & Kirkpatrick, 2001; Whitley & Lee, 2000). However, the concept of
authoritarianism is applicable to attitudes about many other important social and
political issues. In one large-scale study, students scoring high in authoritarianism
were also more likely to endorse harsh punitive sentiments and solutions to the
problems of AIDS and drugs; express hostility toward the environmental move-
ment rather than polluters; and hold more conservative views on abortion, child
abuse, homelessness, and political changes in the Soviet Union (Peterson, Doty, &
Winter, 1993). Studies in Australia found that students high in right-wing authori-
tarianism were more likely to rate a drug-related offense as more serious than stu-
dents with low right-wing authoritarianism scores. They were less likely to make a
distinction between those who intentionally smuggled drugs and those who were
duped by another to do so. High authoritarians were also more positive about the
imposed penalty and perceived less justification for the offense when the perpetra-
tor was portrayed as Asian rather than Anglo-Australian (Feather & Oberdan,
2000).

Social Dominance Orientation

The SDO is a newer instrument developed to examine the underlying dynamic
of many social and political attitudes (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994).
It is conceptualized as measuring

the value that people place upon non-egalitarian and hierarchically structured relationships
among social groups. It expresses general support for the domination of certain socially
constructed groups over other socially constructed groups, regardless of the manner in
which these groups are defined. These groups may be defined on the basis of “race,” sex,
nationality, ethnicity, religion, social class, region, skin color, clan, caste, lineage, tribe,
minimal groups or any other group distinction which the human mind is capable of
constructing. (J. Sidanius, personal communication, October 6, 2001)

People who are high in social dominance orientation tend to endorse policies
that give advantages to members of their own group in preference to members
of groups other than their own. These individuals have been found to favor ideolo-
gies that maintain their group’s hegemony (for example, racism and belief in
meritocracy) and to support policies with negative implications for members of
groups with lower status than their own; (for example, negative attitudes about
civil rights and social programs; Pratto et al., 1994). Political conservatism, belief
in racial superiority, support for the Gulf War, and approval of police behavior in
the beating of Rodney King were all significantly and positively related to the
level of social dominance orientation in a sample of adults in Los Angeles
(Sidanius & Liu, 1992). A later study found that people high in social dominance
orientation are more likely to support military programs in general as well as to
support specific military actions such as the Gulf War (Pratto, Stallworth, &
Conway-Lanz, 1998).
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Social dominance orientation has been found to predict inegalitarian beliefs
cross-culturally. For example, a study done in Canada, Taiwan, Israel, and China
found that social dominance orientation scores correlated with sexism (measured
in culturally appropriate ways) in each country and with ethnic prejudice and with
other attitudes affirming local hegemony in every country except China (Pratto et
al., 2000). Belief in social dominance appears to be associated with a higher posi-
tion of an individual’s group within the local status hierarchy. For example,
researchers have found that in both the United States and Israel, social dominance
orientation is positively associated with ingroup identification for all high-status
groups and negatively associated with ingroup identification for almost all low-
status groups (Levin & Sidanius, 1999). For nearly all groups, higher social domi-
nance orientation was associated with more negative affect toward the lower status
group.

High scores in social dominance orientation are also associated with patrio-
tism and a conservative political stance for members of dominant groups, but this
relationship is not always found among members of groups that are disadvantaged
within a society (Levin, Sidanius, Rabinowitz, & Federico, 1998). Recent studies
suggest that the attitudes of ethnic-minority individuals high in social dominance
orientation about patriotism and conservative policies are influenced by the level
of injustice they perceive within society (Rabinowitz, 1999).

It should not be surprising that a number of studies report that men, in general,
score higher in social dominance orientation than women do (Pratto et al., 2000).
This difference persists across ethnic, class, age, and religious groupings in the
United States (Sidanius, Pratto, & Bobo, 1994; Sidanius, Pratto, & Rabinowitz,
1994) and across national samples in Europe (Sidanius, Pratto, & Brief, 1995) and
the Middle East and China (Sidanius, Levin, Liu, & Pratto, 2000). Findings about
greater male support of conservative ideology, military programs, and punitive
policies and greater female support of social programs and equal rights appear to be
accounted for by the gender difference in social dominance orientation (Pratto,
Stallworth, & Sidanius, 1997).

Although the SDO shares some variance with the RWA (Altemeyer, 1998), it
predicts quite different relationships in terms of group identification. Thus, in
contrast to studies using the RWA, social dominance orientation is not highly
correlated with religiosity in either the United States or Israel (Sidanius & Pratto,
2001). In these societies neither religion nor religiosity appear to be highly related
to relative status. On the other hand, both instruments find higher scores in males
than in females.

Attitudes About Reality

The AAR is a more general measuring instrument than the RWA or SDO. This
scale was designed to examine views about the relationship between subjective and
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external reality in a variety of conceptual domains (Unger, Draper, & Pendergrass,
1986). People who score high on this scale appear to have a positivist view of real-
ity. They believe in the validity of external reality and the legitimacy of some form
of authority external to themselves. They tend to believe that their own values and
those of their source of authority are universally true, to favor the socio-political
status quo within their own society, and to prefer deterministic rather than relativis-
tic explanations of various social issues. In contrast, those who score low on this
scale (constructionists) tend to see external reality as historically and situationally
determined, to accept as legitimate individual and group efforts to change the sta-
tus quo, and to prefer social solutions for many social ills rather than solutions
based on physical science.

Positivist scores on the AAR have been found to be associated with commit-
ment to more conservative or right-wing political parties. Positivism has also been
found to be associated with religiosity in Catholic, Protestant, and Jewish students
in the United States (Jackson & Jeffers, 1989; Unger et al., 1986) and in Jewish,
Christian, and Moslem students in Israel (Unger & Safir, 1994). Like the SDO, the
AAR has been found to share a modest amount of variance with the RWA (Evans,
2000). Positivists share with high authoritarians a negative view of homosexuals
(Gaydos, 2000) and people with AIDS (Ariely-Kagan, 1991). They have repeat-
edly been shown to have more sexist attitudes about the roles of women and men in
society (Draper, 1990; Ricketts, 1992; Unger, 1984–1985). Unlike the RWA and
the SDO, however, no strong or consistent gender differences have been found in
scores on the AAR.

Attitudes about reality in general are related to attitudes about particular social
and political issues. For example, positivists are more likely than constructionists
to believe that nuclear weapons can effectively deter war, that space weapons can
defend against a nuclear attack, and that governmental policies would ensure
survival in the event of a nuclear attack (Columbus, 1993). Positivists were also
more likely to support the Gulf War and to allocate more blame to Saddam Hussein
for starting it (Unger & Lemay, 1991).

Personality and Cognitive Variables Associated With These Scales

People who score high in right-wing authoritarianism, social dominance
orientation, or positivist attitudes about reality seem to share a similar pattern of
undesirable personality traits. For example, those who score high on the RWA
have been found to score higher in dogmatism (Altemeyer, 1988), to have less tol-
erance for ambiguity (W. J. Evans, 2000), and to show less self-awareness
(Altemeyer, 1999) than people who score lower on this scale. Positivist individuals
have also been found to be higher in dogmatism and the belief in a just world
(Draper, 1990). And an inverse relationship between positivism and the use of
principled moral reasoning has been found, but only in males (Walker, Rowland, &
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Boyes, 1991). There are fewer studies of the connection between social dominance
orientation and personality variables, although social dominance orientation has
been found to be negatively correlated with empathy, tolerance, communality, and
altruism (Pratto et al., 1994). An early study by one of the researchers who devel-
oped the SDO also reported that the greater an individual’s racism, the lower the
level of his or her cognitive and political sophistication (Sidanius & Lau, 1989).
Positivist scores on the AAR are also negatively correlated with grade point aver-
age and level of university education (Unger, 1996).

There have, of course, been a number of studies of religious fundamentalism
and political conservatism that have not made use of measures of covert ideology.
These studies also indicate that conservative religious and political beliefs are
associated with a lack of openness to experience (Streyffeler & McNally, 1998)
and that the need for closure increases the more right-wing is the orientation of the
political party an individual endorses (Kemmelmeier, 1997).

The Implications of Covert Ideology for Understanding Terrorism

It is difficult to disentangle the pernicious worldviews uncovered by the mea-
suring instruments discussed above. One can only extrapolate that radical funda-
mentalists would probably score high on all three measures. However, the studies
discussed above suggest that covert worldviews exist within Western society that
differ in degree rather than kind from the worldview of the radical fundamentalists
who bombed the World Trade Center towers and the Pentagon. These worldviews
share certain features, including abdication of moral responsibility to a source out-
side oneself, maintenance of attitudes and behaviors that value one’s own group at
the expense of other “deviant” groups, and closing oneself off from experiences
and viewpoints that might influence the worldview one possesses. These ideology-
maintaining mechanisms make it easy for people to believe that there is no true
worldview other than their own and to demonize others who do not recognize this
“truth.”

Belief in their God-given authority has allowed the Taliban to imprison
women and girls in their homes and force them into invisibility when they leave
them. However, other fundamentalist forms of religion also attempt to control the
bodies, behavior, and attire of women in the name of modesty. Two of the most
prominent members of the religious right in the United States, Jerry Falwell and
Pat Robertson, blamed their own outgroups for the terrorist bombings a few days
after they occurred: “Civil liberties groups, feminists, homosexuals and abortion
rights supporters bear partial responsibility for Tuesday’s terrorist attacks because
their actions have turned God’s anger against America” (Harris, 2001, p. C03).
Although they later apologized for their remarks, a few weeks later another conser-
vative minister called on public agencies to deny giving assistance to surviving
same-sex partners of victims of the September 11 attacks (Musbach, 2001).
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Women appear to be less likely to score high in right-wing authoritarianism
and social dominance orientation than are men. We should not believe, however,
that being female protects one from these ways of looking at the world. It is likely
that other sources of group identity interact with gender. For example, although I
have found no important sex differences in attitudes about reality in the United
States, gender and religiosity interacted in Israel. Indeed, religious women tended
to be more positivist than religious men, although this difference was not signifi-
cant. Religious and secular men had similar scores, and the only group that was
significantly less positivist than the others was secular women (Unger, 1992). It is
important to recognize that there is a diversity of ways in which people can look at
and explain reality. It is also important to recognize that there is no necessary rela-
tionship between membership in a particular racial or ethnic group and a particular
way of looking at the world.

What can we do about worldviews that are harmful to others? As usual, it is
easier to state the problem than to find the solutions. One solution is to maintain
and increase educational experiences with others unlike oneself. We must con-
tinue to talk to each other across political and religious lines. One study has found,
for example, that men who went to an elite single-sex private school scored as
more positivist in later years than men who had gone to a similarly elite but
coeducational school (Addleston, 1995). Within-group education appears to rein-
force beliefs about their own hegemony in individuals from dominant groups
within society. Exposure to intellectual diversity may also be important. Thus, one
study in Israel found that right-wing authoritarianism was lower among humanities
majors than among students majoring in other disciplines within the same univer-
sity (Rubinstein, 1997).

It is also important to recognize that situational factors are just as important as
intrapsychic factors in altering sociopolitical views. For example, societal threat
activates authoritarian predispositions (Feldman & Stenner, 1997). And power-
lessness is associated with authoritarian beliefs (G. Evans, 1993). But authoritari-
anism can also increase nationalistic bias (Altemeyer & Kamenshikov, 1991). The
recent increase in nationalism in the United States has been accompanied by an
increase in hate crimes.

We do not know the direction of causality between worldviews and our beliefs
about specific social issues and political events. Patriotism and nationalism are
double-edged swords. At the same time as they unite us in a common purpose, they
make it easy to see others as the enemy—as unlike ourselves. It is possible that the
“war against terrorism” will increase “normative” levels of authoritarianism,
social dominance, and positivist ideation. It might “just” make people who think in
these ways more influential than they have been in recent years. Or, it may give
such individuals “permission” to act against those they perceive as different from
themselves. None of these are positive developments. It would indeed be a victory
for the enemy if they can turn us into people who think more like themselves.

Unger 49



References

Addleston, J. (1995). Exploring masculinities: Gender enactments in preparatory high schools. Un-
published doctoral dissertation, Graduate School of the City University of New York.

Altemeyer, B. (1981). Right-wing authoritarianism. Winnipeg: University of Manitoba Press.
Altemeyer, B. (1988). Enemies of freedom: Understanding right-wing authoritarianism. San Fran-

cisco: Jossey-Bass.
Altemeyer, B. (1999). To thine own self be untrue: Self-awareness in authoritarians. North American

Journal of Psychology, 1, 157–164.
Altemeyer, B., & Kamenshikov, A. (1991). Impressions of American and Soviet behavior: RWA im-

ages in a mirror. South African Journal of Psychology, 21, 255–260.
Ariely-Kagan, K. (1991). How do psychology, social work and medical students’ attitudes, knowledge

and personal epistemology relate to AIDS versus polio victims? Unpublished master’s thesis,
University of Haifa, Israel.

Christie, R. (1991). Authoritarianism and related constructs. In J. P. Robinson, P. R. Shaver, & L. S.
Wrightsman (Eds.), Measures of personality and social psychological attitudes (pp. 501–571).
San Diego, CA: Academic.

Columbus, P. J. (1993). Attitudes about reality and college students’ opinions about nuclear war. Psy-
chological Reports, 73, 249–250.

Draper, R. D. (1990, August). Discriminant and divergent validity of the Attitudes About Reality Scale.
Paper presented at the meeting of the American Psychological Association, Boston, MA.

Evans, G. (1993). Class, powerlessness, and political polarization. European Journal of Social Psy-
chology, 23, 495–511.

Evans, W. J. (2000). Construct validity of the Attitudes About Reality Scale. Psychological Reports, 86,
738–744.

Feather, N. T., & Oberdan, D. (2000). Reactions to penalties for an offense in relation to ethnic identity,
responsibility, and authoritarianism. Australian Journal of Psychology, 52, 9–16.

Feldman, S., & Stenner, K. (1997). Perceived threat and authoritarianism. Political Psychology, 18,
741–770.

Fulton, A. S., Gorsuch, R. L., & Maynard, E. A. (1999). Religious orientation, antihomosexual senti-
ment, and fundamentalism among Christians. Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, 38,
14–35.

Gaydos, A. (2000). Epistemology, religiosity, and attitudes about male and female homosexuals. Un-
published master’s thesis, Montclair State University, Upper Montclair, NJ.

Harris, J. F. (2001, September 14). God gave U.S. “What we deserve,” Falwell says. Washington Post,
p. C03.

Hunsberger, B. (1996). Religious fundamentalism, right-wing authoritarianism, and hostility toward
homosexuals in non-Christian religious groups. International Journal for the Psychology of Re-
ligion, 6, 39–49.

Hunsberger, B., Owusu, V., & Duck, R. (1999). Religion and prejudice in Ghana and Canada: Religious
fundamentalism, right-wing authoritarianism, and attitudes toward homosexuals and women.
International Journal for the Psychology of Religion, 9, 181–194.

Jackson, L. A., & Jeffers, D. L. (1989). The Attitudes About Reality Scale: A new measure of personal
epistemology. Journal of Personality Assessment, 53, 353–365.

Kemmelmeier, M. (1997). Need for closure and political orientation among German university stu-
dents. Journal of Social Psychology, 137, 787–789.

Laythe, B., Finkel, D., & Kirkpatrick, L. A. (2001). Predicting prejudice from religious fundamentalism
and right-wing authoritarianism: A multiple-regression approach. Journal for the Scientific
Study of Religion, 40, 1–10.

Levin, S., & Sidanius, J. (1999). Social dominance and social identity in the United States and Israel:
Ingroup favoritism or outgroup derogation? Political Psychology, 20, 99–126.

Levin, S., Sidanius, J., Rabinowitz, J., & Federico, C. (1998). Ethnic identity, legitimizing ideologies,
and social status: A matter of ideological asymmetry. Political Psychology, 19, 373–404.

McHoskey, J. W. (1996). Authoritarianism and ethical ideology. Journal of Social Psychology, 136,
709–717.

50 Them and Us



Musbach, T. (2001). Minister says relief shouldn’t go to gays [On-line]. Daily news, Yahoo.com, Octo-
ber 6. Available: http:dailynews.yahoo.com/h/po/20011006/co/minister_says_relief_
shouldn_t_go_to_gays_1.html

Ojha, H. (1997). The relationship of authoritarianism to locus of control, love of animals and people,
and preference for political ideology. International Journal of Public Opinion Research, 9,
277–285.

Peterson, B. E., Doty, R. M., & Winter, D. G. (1993). Authoritarianism and attitudes toward contempo-
rary social issues. Personality & Social Psychology Bulletin, 19, 174–184.

Pratto, F., Liu, J. H., Levin, S., Sidanius, J., Shih, M., Bachrach, H., & Hegarty, P. (2000). Social domi-
nance orientation and the legitimization of inequality across cultures. Journal of Cross-Cultural
Psychology, 31, 369–409.

Pratto, F., Sidanius, J., Stallworth, L. M., & Malle, B. F. (1994). Social dominance orientation: A per-
sonality variable predicting social and political attitudes. Journal of Personality & Social Psy-
chology, 6, 741–763.

Pratto, F., Stallworth, L. M., & Conway-Lanz, S. (1998). Social dominance theory and the ideological
legitimization of social policy. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 28, 1853–1875.

Pratto, F., Stallworth, L. M., & Sidanius, J. (1997). The gender gap: Differences in political attitudes
and social dominance orientation. British Journal of Social Psychology, 36, 49–68.

Rabinowitz, J. L. (1999). Go with the flow or fight the power? The interactive effect of social domi-
nance orientation and perceived injustice on support for the status quo. Political Psychology, 20,
1–24.

Ricketts, M. (1992). The feminist graduate student in psychology: Stranger in a strange land? In J. C.
Chrisler & D. Howard (Eds.), New directions in feminist psychology: Practice, theory, and re-
search (pp. 116–129). New York: Springer.

Rubinstein, G. (1996). Two peoples in one land: A validation study of Altemeyer’s right-wing authori-
tarianism scale in the Palestinian and Jewish societies in Israel. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psy-
chology, 27, 216–230.

Rubinstein, G. (1997). Authoritarianism, political ideology, and religiosity among students of different
faculties. Journal of Social Psychology, 137, 559–567.

Sidanius, J., & Lau, R. R. (1989). Political sophistication and political deviance: A matter of context.
Political Psychology, 10, 86–109.

Sidanius, J., Levin, S., Liu, J., & Pratto, F. (2000). Social dominance orientation, anti-egalitarianism
and the political psychology of gender: An extension and cross-cultural replication. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 30, 41–67.

Sidanius, J., & Liu, J. H. (1992). The Gulf War and the Rodney King beating: Implications of the gen-
eral conservatism and social dominance perspectives. Journal of Social Psychology, 132,
685–700.

Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (2001). Social dominance: An intergroup theory of social hierarchy and op-
pression. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Sidanius, J., Pratto, F., & Bobo, L. (1994). Social dominance orientation and the political psychology of
gender: A case of invariance? Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 67, 998–1011.

Sidanius, J., Pratto, F., & Brief, D. (1995). Group psychology and the political psychology of gender: A
cross-cultural comparison. Political Psychology, 16, 381–396.

Sidanius, J., Pratto, F., & Rabinowitz, J. L. (1994). Gender, ethnic status, and ideological asymmetry: A
social dominance interpretation. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 25, 194–216.

Streyffeler, L. L., & McNally, R. J. (1998). Fundamentalists and liberals: Personality characteristics of
Protestant Christians. Personality & Individual Differences, 24, 579–580.

Suedfeld, P., Steel, G. D., & Schmidt, P. W. (1994). Political ideology and attitudes toward censorship.
Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 24, 765–781.

Unger, R. K. (1984–1985). Explorations in feminist ideology: Surprising consistencies and unexam-
ined conflicts. Imagination, Cognition, and Personality, 4, 387–405.

Unger, R. K. (1992). Will the real sex difference please stand up? Feminism & Psychology, 2, 231–238.
Unger, R. K. (1996). Using the master’s tools: Epistemology and empiricism. In S. Wilkinson (Ed.),

Feminist social psychologies: International perspectives (pp. 165–181). Milton Keynes,
England: Open University Press.

Unger 51



Unger, R. K., Draper, R. D., & Pendergrass, M. L. (1986). Personal epistemology and personal experi-
ence. Journal of Social Issues, 42, 67–79.

Unger, R. K., & Lemay, M. (1991). Who’s to blame? The relationship between political attributions and
assumptions about reality. Contemporary Social Psychology, 15, 144–149.

Unger, R. K., & Safir, M. (1994, July 7). Sex, religiosity, and political tolerance. Paper presented at the
Second International Congress on Prejudice, Discrimination, and Conflict, Jerusalem, Israel.

Walker, H. A., Rowland, G. L., & Boyes, M. C. (1991). Personality, personal epistemology, and moral
judgments. Psychological Reports, 68, 767–772.

Whitley, B. E. Jr., & Lee, S. E. (2000). The relationship of authoritarianism and related constructs to at-
titudes toward homosexuality. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 30, 144–170.

RHODA K. UNGER is a Past President of SPSSI and the present editor of ASAP.
She is a Professor Emerita of Psychology at Montclair State University (New
Jersey) and currently a resident scholar at the Women’s Studies Research Insti-
tute, Brandeis University. Her research interests include positive marginality,
interpersonal perception, and the relationship between nonconscious beliefs and
attitudes toward others.

52 Them and Us


