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pressive contributions of those case analy-
ses is the insight that the ways of man-
aging strivings—the relations between
strivings and ego structures—is critical in
distinguishing the ethnocentric from the
non-ethnocentric. In addition, the articu-
late conception of both underlying struc-
ture and strivings and the ego defenses
and capacities provides a clear base for
comparison of cases—requires their com-
parison at each level and on each variable.

In the study by Smith, Bruner, and
White, the authors also recognize both
levels in their theoretical structure. But in
the treatment of cases, the distinction
seems blurred; the material considered
under basic strivings does not remain at
the same level across cases. While in one
case emphasis is placed on strong under-
lying dependency needs (although the
man manifests a surface autonomy in
certain respects), in another case the stress
shifts to strivings for independence. One
wonders whether we aren’t in fact con-
fronting two ways of handling essentially
similar core needs. The answer depends
on whether the independence striving is
viewed as reactive or primary. The authors
have settled on the latter view, but a clear
discussion of this point is needed to in-
form the reader of the factors that led to
this position.

No such statement is necessary if no
comparative statements are to be made
about the cases. The few comparative as-
sertions that are made are compelling,
but the lines of evidence are not as de-
lineated as they might have been. One also
has the feeling that more comparison
would have been possible if distinctions
among personality levels had been more
carefully maintained.

The difference between Sanford’s case
studies and those in the present book are
to a great extent determined by the pur-
poses they serve. While the Auzhoritarian
Personality study, with a heavy clinical
orientation, relates a rather simply con-
ceived attitudinal structure to a very com-
plex personality analysis, Smith and his
colleagues—approaching the task from the
opinion term of the relationships—have
related a lucidly and extensively analyzed
opinion structure to a less articulated per-
sonality system. Particularly in the func-
tional analysis, they begin with aspects of

the attitudinal fabric and present person-
ality material which is analogous to or in
other ways intimately related to this de-
sign.

This procedure, which we can only in-
fer, points to one other hazard the authors
faced in this research. When one selects a
single opinion area to relate to personal
themes, the risk is great that, depending
on the level of involvement of different
subjects in #Ais topic, it will engage more
or less personal material from various
levels of the personality. The fact that the
two long cases of men who hold differ-
entiated attitudes toward Russia are also
more interesting in the personal descrip-
tion lends substance to the suspicion that
this approach has its special attendant
problems—just as do less focussed ap-
proaches.

Despite these problems, the book repre-
sents a substantial contribution to the
study of attitudinal processes. It formu-
lates the important problems immediately
ahead in this field, and provides insightful
directives to future research. It is excep-
tionally well written.

ErizasetH Douvan
Survey Research Center
University of Michigan
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Of the three volumes, Gruppen-Experi-
ment will probably arouse the greatest in-
terest among social scientists. It reports a
study of German political opinion, for
which material was gathered during 1950
and 1951 and analyzed by Professor Pol-
lock and his collaborators during the fol-
lowing years. The study makes a number
of valuable contributions in at least three
fields: the methodology of opinion re-
search by the group discussion method,
the state of German political opinion in
the postwar years, and the theory of opin-
ion formation.

As defined by Max Horkheimer and
Theodor W. Adorno in their preface, the
purpose of this research was to further the
over-all aims of the Frankfurt Institute:
namely, to train a new generation of
sociologists, to revive the great German
theoretical tradition, and to combine this
tradition with empirical methods devel-
oped in the United States, France, and
England. A more specific objective of the
group discussion research was to penetrate
the surface of public opinion and to make
possible scientific judgements about the
actual attitudes of characteristic groups
of the West German population to politi-
cal questions.

The problem of penetrating the surface
of public opinion is also touched upon by
Franz Boehm, who writes a lively intro-
duction. He points out that the work
clearly shows the existence of a “non-
public” opinion, which exists alongside
of public opinion as manifested in elec-
tions, public statements and the mass
media.

To obtain their data, the Frankfurt
Institute assembled 137 small discussion
groups, totaling 1800 persons, in several
areas of West Germany. All principal ele-
ments of the population were represented,
although the subjects did not constitute
a random sample. To encourage free ex-
pression, the discussions took place in in-
formal surroundings, and each participant
was given a pseudonym. These groups
were then exposed to a recorded stimulus,
which purported to be a letter from a
sergeant of the Allied occupation army
to a newspaper or magazine in his own
country. The content of the recorded letter
was carefully devised to introduce a num-
ber of controversial subjects. After explain-

ing that he had had an opportunity to
observe and work with Germans over a
period of several years, the sergeant then
went on to praise certain aspects of the
German character and political life, and
to criticize others. For instance, he stated
that Germans were still anti-Semitic, and
might any day “once again follow a Hitler
or a Stalin.”

Following presentation of the stimulus,
the discussion leader invited comments,
using a non-directive approach. The pro-
ceedings were recorded, and when tran-
scribed amounted to over 6000 pages. A
code for analysis of this material was de-
veloped which included 12 main subjects,
each of which had an average of 18 con-
tent categories subsumed under it.

On the basis of this analysis it was pos-
sible to present a rough quantitative
classification of material related to the
principal subject categories: East (Soviet
bloc), USA, England, France, U. S. Occu-
pation, Remilitarization, National Social-
ism, Concentration Camps, Germans, Jews,
Bonn Government, and Form of Govern-
ment. Expressions under each of the prin-
cipal categories were classified according
to “acceptance,” “conditional acceptance,”
or “rejection”. In addition, the attitudes
expressed were broken down according to
the socio-economic characteristics of the
subjects. These were obtained from brief
questionnaires which were filled out prior
to the discussions. Degree of participation
in the discussion was also noted. Alto-
gether, there were 377 participants who
said nothing regarding any of the 12 prin-
cipal subject categories.

The results of this quantitative analysis
tended to show in general negative orienta-
tion toward western nations, policies and
values. For instance, expressions about the
United States were made by 33 per cent of
the participants. Of these, 17 per cent
made favorable statements, 22 per cent
were conditionally favorable, and 80 per
cent were unfavorable. (Percentages add
to more than 100, since some persons made
statements falling in more than one cate-
gory). Strangely enough, attitudes toward
the American occupation were slightly
less negative. On the subject of the Bonn
government, ony 13 per cent of those ex-
pressing an opinion made favorable state-
ments, 81 per cent made conditional state-
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ments, and 34 per cent showed a negative
attitude. To balance this picture, it should
be noted that attitudes toward the East
were still less favorable.

It was also possible to make a number
of observations about the attitudes pre-
vailing in various socio-economic groups.
Less educated workers and those under
20 years of age showed the most favorable
attitudes toward democracy, while the
peasants showed the least favorable atti-
tudes. The peasants also showed the great-
est sympathy toward Nazi ideology, and
not a single one was willing to accept re-
sponsibility for the excesses of National
Socialism. Indeed the peasants are the vil-
lains throughout, although the authors
note that the more liberal rural elements
were underrepresented in the sample.
Classifications showing attitudes and de-
gree of participation by sex, age, educa-
tion, occupation, and length of military
service are presented. No appreciable dif-
ferences among religious groups were
noted.

Approximately 150 pages of the report
are devoted to a qualitative treatment of
mechanisms for defense against guilt feel-
ings. These pages have a dramatic quality
and make fascinating reading. They in-
clude extensive quotations from the origi-
nal transcripts. In one group the partici-
pants enjoyed a hearty laugh at the ex-
pense of the victims of the Nazi gas
chambers. In another group the opinion
was advanced that America unleashed
Hitler against the Soviet Union with the
intention of continuing the fight herself
after the Russian power was broken. These
are not advanced as typical statements,
but only to exemplify the extremes to
which efforts to avoid guilt feelings can
lead.

The book closes with a description of
the course of discussion in a typical group
and an analysis of factors tending to pro-
mote group integration and disintegration.
A number of appendices describe metho-
dological problems, present statistical ma-
terial, and reproduce portions of a mono-
graph entitled “Aspects af Language.”

This massive study makes a number of
contributions to social research techniques,
only a few of which can be indicated here.
Although group discussions have been pre-
viously used as a mechanism of opinion

research, this is the most extensive employ-
ment of the technique of which the re-
viewer is aware. Each step of the pro-
cedure by which the extensive body of
material was gathered and analyzed is
carefully described, and will be of assist-
ance in organizing other studies. Freudian
depth psychology is extensively used as an
analytical tool.

One cannot escape the impression, how-
ever, that too much is claimed for the
group discussion method of studying opin-
ions. At the start of the volume the author
reviews criticisms which have been made
of cross-section opinion polls as a tool for
political research and—at least by implica-
tion—suggests that the method employed
here will overcome these. It does overcome
some of the difficulties, but also presents
some new problems, which are freely ad-
mitted. For instance, the social pressure
of the discussion group on individual
opinions is ably documented. The bias of
the stimulus letter is also recognized. In-
deed, at various points the author appears
to relent from his position of skepticism
about quantitative opinion research. One
appendix, for instance, contains a list of
57 statements on National Socialism, de-
mocracy, guilt, and so on, for possible use
in a sample survey, although this listing
is prefaced with a caveat about the limita-
tions of opinion polls as a tool for investi-
gating affect-laden ideologies. In addition,
the study as originally planned contem-
plated the submission of questionnaires to
the subjects several weeks after participa-
tion in discussion groups in order to test
the stability of the opinions expressed. For
technical reasons this comparison could
not be carried out. Similarly, the author
levels a number of strictures at quantitative
research and at those whose empiricism is
so thoroughgoing that it amounts almost
to an effort to forbid creative thought.
One may agree with many of his criti-
cisms, but still place a high value on
quantitative research. The analysis itself,
in that it employs both quantitative and
qualitative methods, does not demonstrate
adherence to such an extreme position as
one might expect from some of the pre-
ceding theoretical comments.

As an historical document, Gruppen-
Experiment is a landmark which no per-
son concerned with the postwar develop-



