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Abstract

In this master's thesis, I examined whether people's country of residence and its "fragility", or lack of
democracy, affect their personal authoritarian orientation. To measure authoritarian orientation, I
selected 30 variables included in the European Values Study 2017 dataset, created a scale, and tested its
validity. At the end of the validation, I found the scale to be mostly functional. The scale is usable in 31
out of the total of 34 countries included in the data - its internal consistency proved insufficient only in
Armenia, Montenegro, and Azerbaijan. As far as is known, this is the first time that authoritarian
orientation has been studied with a systematic comparative approach while using such extensive and
statistically representative data.

Bob Altemeyer’s theory of authoritarianism comprises the core of the theoretical frame of reference in
this thesis. Since Altemeyer's conceptualization assumes the political climate and especially those in
power mostly as "conservative", it is not functional as such in all European political climates. For this
reason, I remodeled the conceptualization so that it no longer takes a position on the degree of
conservatism of the established authorities.

The results show that the country of residence explains about 35 percent of the variance of authoritarian
orientation, and this effect shrinks considerably when the "fragility" of the states is fixed. The
explanatory power of fragility stays consistent even after the effect of several individual-level variables
is standardized using multiple classification analysis (MCA). This means that the people living more
fragile countries are generally more authoritarian, and vice versa. The question of whether living in
such countries causes authoritarianism in their citizens, or whether authoritarian people maintain
undemocratic systems, cannot be exhaustively answered within the scope of this thesis. However, it is
quite likely that the relationship works both ways.
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1. INTRODUCTION

After the end of the Cold War and the seemingly inevitable prevailing of Western
liberal democracy the idea of governments drifting back into autocracy seemed very
distant, almost an absurd one belonging strictly to the history. It was well into the
2010s when the true picture behind the pronounced optimism predominant at the time
started to become clear: far-right parties begun to gain popularity across Europe,
Ukraine was invaded by Russia, and Donald Trump was elected president of the
United States. Indeed, democracy has been declining almost throughout the world.
This is the case according to several sources: Freedom House (2021) reports, that
democracy has been declining every year since 2006; The Economist Intelligence
(2021) has reported the worst global score of democracy since the establishment of the
EIU index in 2006, and the International Institute for Democracy and Electoral
Assistance (IDEA) report (2021) suggests, among other worrisome details, that as of
2020 more countries are moving toward autocracy than democracy, and also that
democratically elected governments including some of those found in long-
established democracies are adopting authoritarian courses of action (Freedom
House, 2021, p. 2; Economist Intelligence, 2021, p. 4; International Institute for
Democracy and Electoral Assistance, 2021, p. 1). In this era of declining democracy,
proper attention should be paid at its “opposing force”, authoritarianism, which
seems to have gained popularity in many parts of the world.

Authoritarianism can be observed on several levels, most obvious of which are the
state level (e.g., examining whether a given state should be considered democratic,
autocratic, or as something in between) and the level of elites and leaders (is the leader
a democratically elected president, a dictator, or again, a person who might fall
between these categories). Examining these levels is, though important, also
inadequate, if one seeks a deeper understanding of the potential dangers of
authoritarianism. If we concentrate solely on the sphere of elites, there is a possibility
of disregarding the vast influence which the masses of people have on politics. As the
masses consist of individuals with their unique psychological and social
characteristics, it is extremely important to pay attention to the personal level of
authoritarianism as well. It is often the general public, the authoritarian followers, who
both help put despots into power and later maintain and reproduce the authoritarian
political system. Similarly, it requires the opposition of masses to get rid of an
authoritarian regime. As Arendt writes, neither Hitler nor Stalin could have stayed in
power had they not possessed the trust and confidence of the masses of people
(Arendt, 2013, p. 378). The movement of masses, or the lack thereof, is one of the most
important forces which drive or resist societal change. Thus, if one seeks to further



such causes as democracy, inclusion, or egality, it is essential to understand the factors
which influence the authoritarianism of the general public.

Personal authoritarianism has been rather widely researched, but up to the present,
most of the empirical research on it has mainly concentrated on the psychological
background of the phenomenon based either on the psychoanalytic, or the social
learning theories, as well as on the socio-demographic characteristics of people
scoring low or high on scales measuring authoritarianism. Thus, the effects of home
environment, upbringing and education are relatively well-known. Children and
adolescents get some of their values from their parents, teachers, friends, as well as
other such people close to them, and often adopt them either through critical
evaluation, “blind acceptance”, or something between these extremes. Also, members
of certain religious groups typically score higher on authoritarianism than others, and
there is also evidence of a consistent positive association between age and
authoritarianism (see Altemeyer, 1981, pp. 241-242). There is a rather obvious area in
authoritarianism research, which has received little, if any attention: practically all the
research in this field to date has been conducted in single-country settings. Even
though the possibility of situation-specific authoritarianism is nowadays widely
accepted, the possibility of people adopting differing views to governments with
different values and ideologies - either in one country before and after a change of
power, or in cross-country comparisons has not been researched, to my knowledge,
by a single author. Consequently, there are plenty of possibilities for further research
in this area. I have directed my attention toward the effect that the country of
residence, as well as the properties of said country have on personal authoritarianism
either directly, or indirectly through some third factors. To better understand the
dynamics of authoritarianism in different countries, I have formulated the following
research problem:

Is the personal authoritarianism of the people affected by the state of
democracy and civil rights in their respective countries of residence?

I have further divided this problem into four questions to provide some structure to
the research task:

1) Is it possible to construct a valid and reliable measure of personal
authoritarianism from the variables in a dataset, which includes a
reasonable variety of countries, is not outdated and which is of satisfactory
quality (as in having high standards of data collection methods as well as
being professionally collected and sufficiently statistically representative)

2) Are there differences in the dynamics of the authoritarianism scale in
countries receiving relatively low, medium, and high means on the scale?
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3) Does the country of residence homogenize their residents’ levels of
authoritarianism so that variance in individual states is smaller than in the
whole data?

4) Does the country of residence have an effect of the authoritarianism levels
of their respective inhabitants, and if so, is this effect mediated by the levels
of democracy and civil rights of said states?

The thesis is structured as follows. In chapter 2 I shall cover a selection of theories of
personal authoritarian orientation, formerly known as authoritarian personality. In
addition to describing these theories, I shall discuss their strengths and weaknesses,
as well as the extent to which they are still relevant today. Moving on to the more
technical part of the thesis, in Chapter 3 I shall introduce the data - along with its
advantages and limitations - that I have chosen for this master’s thesis. The beginning
of Chapter 4 stays on this more technical of a path, since that is where the research
methods along with the measures and indices I use in this thesis are presented. This
chapter also begins the empirical section of the thesis, as most of it considers the
construction and validation of my authoritarianism scale. In Chapter 5 I shall conduct
the analyses regarding the relationship between the country of residence and its level
of democracy on the one hand, and personal authoritarianism on the other. The
findings along with some other thoughts on the subject are concluded in Chapter 6.



2. THEORIES OF AUTHORITARIANISM

Although the idea of authoritarian personality as an explanation to the popularity of
fascist movements dates back to the 1930s, it was not until the end of Second World
War and the Holocaust, that attempts to empirically test the previously purely
speculative assumptions resulted in T. W. Adorno, Else Frenkel-Brunswik, Daniel J.
Levinson and R. Nevitt Sanford (later the “Berkeley Team”) releasing the almost 1000-
page volume The Authoritarian Personality in 1950. The primary goal of this massive
research project was to understand the “potentially fascistic individual”, the most
dangerous characteristic of whom being his “[susceptibility] to anti-democratic
propaganda” (Adorno, Brunswik, Levinson & Sanford, 1982, p. 1). The Berkeley Team
further elaborated this by hypothesizing that “[i]f there should be a marked increase
in antidemocratic propaganda, we should expect some people to accept and repeat it
at once, others when it seemed that ‘everybody believed it,” and still others not at all.”
(ibid., p. 4). This clarification of framework has arguably been one of the most
important individual properties of the original theory of authoritarian personality in
keeping the subject topical to our days. This way it became possible to study
authoritarianism as an independent phenomenon rather than as a subordinate definer
of a unique historical era. It also provided the possibility to shift the emphasis from
“already fascistic” or otherwise authoritarian regimes to freer ones. This indeed seems
a fruitful perspective, as it would be extremely difficult to tell “actual authoritarians”
from ordinary people submitting out of fear in a totalitarian regime, whereas this is
not so big of a problem in more democratic settings. The inclusion of democratic
regimes into the scope of authoritarianism research has also made it sensible, or even
imperative, to acknowledge the threat from within posed by authoritarians to
democratic systems instead of solely theorizing in the domain of a static ideal type of
a totalitarian system.

One of the most famous and influential part of the Berkeley Theory was the F
(Fascism) scale, which was the first major attempt to measure authoritarianism in
individuals. The scale was not originally constructed to measure fascism, however:
The Berkeley Team first intended to develop “a scale that would measure prejudice
without appearing to have this aim and without mentioning the name of any minority
group”, and it was thus designed so that it would correlate as strongly as possible
with the A-S (Anti-Semitism) and E (Ethnocentrism) scales which the team had
developed first. The need for a more subtle way to measure prejudice was evident for
at least two reasons: First, a scale like this could be used to measure antisemitism and
ethnocentrism in groups which included members of ethnic minorities; and second -
arguably the more important one considering the validity of measurements - people
would often employ certain defenses when asked to give their opinions about race
issues (Adorno et al., 1982, p. 151).



Soon after beginning the construction of the F scale, the Berkeley Team theorized that
the scale should, in all probability, “yield a valid estimate of antidemocratic tendencies
at the personality level” and based this notion on the assumption that antisemitism
and ethnocentrism were “general tendencies - - in part at least, deep within the
structure of the person” This somewhat arbitrarily formed line of though also led to
the Berkeley Team stating that with the F scale, they were indeed measuring “deeper,

unconscious forces” rather than simply opinions or attitudes (Adorno et al., 1982, p.
152).

Based on previous research as well as their “clinical material” The Berkeley Team
formulated nine “variables”, or rather hypothetical trends in persons, which should
through some dynamic processes be noticeable both in ethnocentrism and
“psychologically related opinions and attitudes” while seemingly explaining some of
the consistency of answers in other scales, such as the E or A-S (Adorno et al., 1982,
pp- 154-157). These are as follows:

a. Conventionalism. Rigid adherence to conventional middle-class values.
b. Authoritarian submission. A submissive, uncritical attitude toward
authorities.

c. Authoritarian aggqression. Tendency to condemn, reject, and punish
people who violate conventional values.

d. Anti-intraception. Opposition to the subjective, imaginative, and tender-
minded.

e. Superstition and stereotypy. Belief in mystical determinants of the
individual’s fate, disposition to think in rigid categories.

f. Power and toughness. Preoccupation with the dominance-submission,
strong-weak, leader-follower dimension; identification with power,
strength, toughness.

g. Destructiveness and cynicism. Generalized hostility, vilification of the
human.

h. Projectivity. Disposition to believe that wild and dangerous things go on
in the world; the projection outward of unconscious emotional impulses.
i. Sex. An exaggerated concern with sexual ‘goings-on” (Adorno et al.,
1982, p. 157).

Understandably, the F scale ended up receiving considerable, arguably even
disproportionate attention at the expense of the rest of the theory (see e.g., Feldman,
2003, pp. 41-42). The scale was only one part of it, however, and there is much more
the theory can still offer even to present-day research. One important detail of the
theory is - contrary to what one would assume - that there indeed were some attempts
to understand some of the personal motives of people regarding their authoritarian
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tendencies. The Berkeley Team writes, regarding the potential effect that certain
conditions and properties of individuals such as their financial positions or religious
convictions might have on their authoritarianism, that “[t]he general assumption
made was that, granted the possibility of choice, an individual will be most receptive
to that ideology which has most psychological meaning for him” (Adorno et al., p.
100). This argument should be understood through the team’s rejection of the
hypothesis of rational choice regarding ideologies expressed earlier: “[Fascism]
cannot possibly demonstrate that it will so improve the situation of most people that
their real interests will be served. It must therefore make its major appeal, not to
rational self-interest, but to emotional needs - often the most primitive and irrational
wishes and fears” (ibid., p. 10).

The Berkeley Team attempted to provide empirical evidence for this, which was,
regrettably enough, done by having biased people interview some test subjects, and
afterwards interpreting the inferior data thus obtained with psychoanalytic concepts.
This resulted in an odd combination of reasoning based on ego weakness and
superego externalization, as well as repressed hostility towards the authoritarian
father along with weird notions of pre-oedipal fixations and supposedly related
homosexual tendencies (Adorno et al., pp. 232-234; 246; 267-281). I will not, however,
discuss neither these individual statements, nor the broader psychoanalytic context of
the Berkeley Theory at greater length, because they have been largely deemed
unproven (see e.g., Duckitt, 2015. p. 256), and more importantly, because they have no
value regarding the theoretical frame of this thesis.

It soon became clear, that the F scale was not unidimensional; in other words, it was
not measuring a single phenomenon. The Berkeley Research Team had reported a
“fairly high internal consistency” between the items included in the scale. A more
thorough investigation shows, however, that this statement is at the very least
questionable. The only coefficient reported by the team was Cronbach’s alpha, which
is affected by the length of the test (i.e., the number of items included; in this case,
there were extremely many of them). The mean interitem correlation was reported to
be .13, which is very humble. A more serious problem with the scale was that both
these coefficients were affected by the fact that all the items included in the scale were
written in “authoritarian direction” so that agreement always indicated
authoritarianism and vice versa. It has been estimated that around 33 percent of the F
scale’s variance was caused by this dreadful flaw in the scale. This so called “response
set effect” has a devastating effect on the scale’s unidimensionality, but even more
importantly, its whole validity (Altemeyer, 1981, pp. 16-17, 137, 316).

The F scale’s explanatory power still seemed tolerable, and some of its applications
were successful to a certain extent. Some, though debatable, connections were found
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between the F scale and other phenomena such as conformity, hostility toward certain
targets, punitiveness/aggression against unconventional persons, and political
conservatism. This is not a surprise, though, because the F scale was originally
developed to measure ethnocentrism, which soon began to mean mostly Americans’
prejudices towards Jews, black people, and other such minorities. The scale was in fact
constructed from the beginning in such a manner that it would correlate with
prejudice. The reason for this was that antisemitism and other prejudices were
perceived as the core and “the spearhead” of fascism, even though they predated
fascism, and have not been exactly unique to it. While considering the F scale’s hard-
wired connection to prejudice, the correlations between these phenomena were quite
modest. As Altemeyer (1981, p. 33) puts it: “The major conclusion in The Authoritarian
Personality - that authoritarianism is highly related to prejudice - is still unconfirmed,
long after it has been assimilated into our culture”. (Altemeyer, 1981, pp. 26-28, 53-
56, 61-62, 67,74, 77).

Overall, the psychometric properties (i.e., the validity) of the F scale are questionable
at best. While the different traits seem to theoretically be parts of the same
phenomenon (authoritarianism), no empirical evidence for this can be acquired
whatsoever (see Altemeyer 1981, p. 77). In addition to this, there are, however, even
more serious flaws related to the scale and its development. The quality of both the
data and the methods for gathering and analyzing it which the Berkeley Research
Team used in testing various assumptions and hypotheses about the origins of
authoritarianism as was completely intolerable. The most alarming example of this
provided by Altemeyer (1981, p. 36) is about the very original Berkeley study
conducted in 1941.

The whole theory behind the F scale and the conceptualization of authoritarianism
back then assumed that the degree of one’s authoritarianism was determined by early
childhood experiences. This assumption is not at all surprising, or senseless for that
matter, as the Freudian psychodynamic theory was still the best one available in
explaining these sorts of phenomena. The data used to test this assumption was
completely flawed - and should have been considered as such even with the scientific
standards of the 1940s. The data consisted of 20 men and 25 women who had high,
and 20 men and 15 women who had low scores on the E scale, a scale designed to
measure ethnocentrism, or in more precise terms, prejudice!. The gravest flaws of the

1 The E scale was operationalized as “prejudice among Americans against (a) Jews, (b) blacks, (c) other
American minorities (including organized groups such as small political parties and religious sects,
ethnic minorities and ‘moral minorities”) and (d) (‘pseudo’) patriotism”. As one can imagine, the
internal consistency of the scale was fairly high. The correlations between the E and F scales were quite
substantial, highest of which, however, were achieved by using the scale only partially - i.e., including
only the most highly intercorrelated five or ten of the original twenty items. These seemingly high
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data are neither its inadequate size nor the fact that it is not balanced by gender nor
that it only included people from the far ends of the E scale. What makes the data so
utterly bad is the fact that a substantial number of men in this sample were convicted
prisoners in San Quentin Penitentiary. If this is not enough, the proportions of them were
different in the high and low E groups, being 40 and 20 percent respectively. One
cannot but disbelievingly wonder how this sort of data could in any circumstances
have been used to make generalizations about the general population. The data
gathered from these subjects supposedly proved as fact some of the hypothesized
psychodynamic origins of authoritarianism, such as that highly authoritarian people
having overidealized their parents and been very submissive to them, as well as
having been traumatically disciplined for misbehaving as children. The chain of
reasoning summarized by Altemeyer seems sensible for the standards of the time:
arbitrary and violent disciplining by the parents leads to the children repressing their
hostility, and this in turn would reappear as prejudice against outgroups later in life.
To add even more to the flawedness of the data, the interviewers were given access to
the E scale scores of the interviewees. This resulted in the interviewers being biased
and thus either consciously or unconsciously directing the interviews into desired
directions. This most probably polarized the results even more, rendering them
completely useless empirically. (Altemeyer, 1981, pp. 35-37; see also Adorno et al,,
1982, pp. 256-266).

During the upcoming decades after the publication of The Berkeley Theory there were
multiple other attempts to measure authoritarianism, which, almost without
exception, failed as badly, or even worse, than the F scale had done. Based on
Altemeyer’s (1981) review, some of the most well-known attempts were H. J.
Eysenck’s R-T (Radical conservatism and tendermindedness-toughmindedness)
scales, and Milton Rokeach’s D (Dogmatism) scale. Eysenck was trying to form a two-
factor theory of political behavior and came up with the R-T scales. Practically
everything on his research was flawed: the items in neither of the scales measured the
things they were supposed to: the R scale was originally meant to be a left-right
political scale, but as that did not work out, Eysenck renamed it as the radical-
conservative scale. The T scale, on the other hand, had practically nothing to do with
either tendermindedness or toughmindedness; the items included in the scale
measured only sexual attitudes and religious moral. As if the situation was not
dreadful already, all the results Eysenck reported were highly exaggerated, and in
some cases entirely forged. For example, he rotated his factor analysis in a completely
arbitrary manner, and later calculated interitem correlations wrong so that the results
would appear stronger. Unsurprisingly the data he was using was also flawed in
many ways. Naturally, other scientists noticed these flaws immediately after the

correlations were then considered as explanations to why holocaust and other such horrible events took
place. (Altemeyer, 1981, pp. 26 - 27).
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publication? of the results. Furthermore, Eysenck’s responses to critique were
inadequate, and he never answered why he had calculated the means of interitem
correlations wrong - a task where a gifted elementary school pupil could succeed
without trouble (Altemeyer, 1981, pp. 80-89).

Partly as a critique of Eysenck’s studies, Milton Rokeach developed the Dogmatism
scale in the late 1950s. It was supposed to measure a form of “general
authoritarianism” but succeeded in this task even worse than did the F-scale.
Altemeyer argues that all the flaws of the F scale were present with the D scale as well
- including the items being worded unidirectionally. Furthermore, the theoretical
structure of the scale is very complex and seems to have avoided any empirical
confirmation, and partially because of this complexity the D scale is even less
unidimensional than the F scale. So, to put it bluntly, it was not at all clear what this
scale measured, and even then, it did a rather bad job at it (Altemeyer, 1981, pp. 90-
91).

There were also other attempts to conceptualize and measure authoritarianism, but
seemingly all of them had serious flaws, and they have thus been largely mothballed.
Bob Altemeyer seems to have been among the first researchers developing these scales
that has paid enough attention to proper scientific principles. This is not to state that
Altemeyer’s theory would be free of problems - I will discuss these further in Chapter
2.1.2. The greatest difference between Altemeyer and many of the other scholars,
however, is that Altemeyer acknowledges very explicitly the flaws of his data and
does not attempt to make any generalizations to the general population; he is even
reluctant to generalize about the “general population” of Canadian university
students and their parents. The student samples are not representative in any way, as
they consist of arbitrarily picked first-year psychology students, and even the parent
samples would only be “reasonably representative of the mothers and fathers in our
society [Manitoba, Canada] whose children attend large public universities”. It is
clear, that Altemeyer’s rather puritanic attitude toward generalizing and reporting
results as they appear without exaggeration has paid off: unlike his predecessors’
work, Altemeyer’s seems to have kept up with time rather well (Altemeyer, 1981, pp.
217,322).3

2 One cannot but wonder, why such flawed research was published in the first place. Altemeyer (1981,
p. 114) suggests that the publishers might have been hoping that “such papers might stimulate thinking
about a problem, lead to more research, and hence contribute to progress”. Luckily these flaws were
quickly noticed limiting the done.

3 I am by no means implying that Altemeyer’s findings would, in a strictly empirical and content-
concerning sense, still be relevant today. Naturally it is totally insignificant that there were, for example,
observed correlations between the level of authoritarianism and some other phenomena in samples of
Canadian students in the 1970s. This does not reduce the significance or power of Altemeyer’s theory,
though. Even though the empirical evidence in favor of Altemeyer’s conceptualization of right-wing
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2.1 Altemeyer’s conception of Authoritarianism

Altemeyer’s model of right-wing authoritarianism consists of three attitudinal clusters
that are essentially the same as the three most powerfully covarying traits in the
Berkeley model:

1) Authoritarian submission - a high degree of submission to the authorities who
are perceived to be established and legitimate in the society in which one lives;

2) Authoritarian aggression - a general aggressiveness, directed against various
persons, which is perceived to be sanctioned by established authorities; and

3) Conventionalism - a high degree of adherence to the social conventions which
are perceived to be endorsed by society and its established authorities.
(Altemeyer, 1981, pp. 147-148; 1988, p. 2).

Altemeyer did not pick these three traits (completely) arbitrarily, but through three
years of studying the covariations of several hundred items first from previous scales
supposedly measuring anything authoritarianism-related, and a bit later including
items of his own invention. He then concluded that the items measuring submission,
aggression, and conventionalism tended to covary, while items measuring other traits
did not. It is no coincidence, that Altemeyer’s way of reasoning is inductive: He had
seen, that the previous researchers’ attempts of approaching authoritarianism
deductively had resulted in scales poor in internal consistency and psychometrical
validity, and more importantly, theories lacking empirical justification (Altemeyer,
1981, p. 155, 170).

Unlike the Berkeley Research Team, which added and removed items to the F scale so
that it would correlate as highly as possible with measures such as prejudice?,
Altemeyer has replaced old items with new, less ambiguous ones only if a new item
has covaried more strongly with the rest of the items on the scale. This replacing of
items has been going on since 1973, and in the 2006 version, only two of the items that
were in the first RWA scale from 1973 remain in their original wording (Altemeyer,
1981, p. 28, 1988, pp. 26-28, 2006, pp. 38-39).

I must point out, however, that Altemeyer’s choice of items, on basis of which he first
theorized authoritarianism to consist of the three traits listed above, was, at least to a

authoritarianism was mostly gathered 50 years ago, there are no implications that if repeated today,
the findings would be entirely disproven.

4 This practice is without doubt ethically questionable, as the target here seems to have been to validate
the theoretical statement that authoritarianism would be highly associated with prejudice, which is not
exactly the case. There is some association, but it has never been very strong regardless of the scale used
to measure authoritarianism (Altemeyer, 1981, p. 33).
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certain extent, arbitrary. Altemeyer (1981, p. 18) lists the seven items® with best
discriminatory powers in accordance with Table 9 in chapter 7 of The Authoritarian
Personality (Table 9 in chapter 5 in the 1982 edition; see Adorno et al., 1982, pp. 184-
189). I have supplemented the list with the theoretical traits which each item is
supposed, as well as their discriminatory powers (for the classification of items, see
Adorno et al., 1982, p. 158-169; for the discriminatory powers, see ibid., pp. 184-189):

1) Sex crimes, such as rape and attacks on children, deserve more than mere
imprisonment; such criminals ought to be publicly whipped, or worse. (D.P.
= 4.00; aggression, sex)

2) What the youth needs for most is strict discipline, rugged determination,
and the will to work and fight for family and country. (D.P. = 3.82;
aggression, power and toughness)

3) There is hardly anything lower than a person who does not feel a great love,
gratitude, and respect for his parents. (D.P. = 3.71; aggression)

4) Every person should have complete faith in some supernatural power
whose decisions he obeys without question. (D.P. = 3.56; submission,
superstition and stereotypy)

5) Young people sometimes get rebellious ideas, but as they grow up, they
ought to get over them and settle down. (D.P. = 3.38; submission)

6) Obedience and respect for authority are the most important virtues children
should learn. (D.P. = 3.31; conventionalism, submission)

7) Homosexuals are hardly better than criminals, and ought to be severely
punished. (D.P. = 3.31; aggression, sex) (Altemeyer, 1981, p. 18; Adorno et al.,
1982, pp. 184-189).

What Altemeyer failed to bring up, however, is the fact that the discriminatory powers
reported by The Berkeley Team did not dramatically drop after the seven most
discriminating items he listed. The list looks rather different, if the items are presented
in a bit less arbitrary way by choosing all items with discriminatory powers greater
than the average (2.85) reported by The Berkeley Team (Adorno et al., 1982, p. 189):

8) Nowadays when so many different kinds of people move around so much
and mix together so freely, a person has to be especially careful to protect
himself against infection and disease. (D.P. = 3.17; projectivity)

9) People can be divided into two distinct classes: the weak and the strong.
(D.P. = 3.17; power and toughness)

5 The fact that some of these items have, in one form or another, survived until the latest (2006) version
of Altemeyer’'s RWA scale offers some evidence of these items’ discriminatory power despite the
problems of choosing these in the first place. Items 2 (discipline and determination), 4 (supernatural
power), 5 (rebellious ideas), 6 (obedience), and 7 (homosexuality) still remain - in one form or another
- in Altemeyer’s most recent version of the RWA scale (see Altemeyer, 2006, pp. 11-12).
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10) No sane, normal, decent person could ever think of hurting a close friend
or relative. (D.P. = 3.16; submission)

11) Some day it will probably be shown that astrology can explain a lot of
things. (D.P. = 3.06; superstition and stereotypy)

12) Nowadays more and more people are prying into matters that should
remain personal and private. (D.P. = 3.00; anti-intraception, projectivity)

13) If people would talk less and work more, everybody would be better off.
(D.P. = 2.97; conventionalism, aggression, anti-intraception)

14) An insult to our honor should always be punished. (D.P. = 2.93; aggression,
power and toughness)

15) Most of our social problems would be solved if we could somehow get rid
of the immoral, crooked, and feebleminded people. (D.P. = 2.88; agqression)
(Adorno et al., 1982, pp. 184-189).

This slightly less arbitrary way of choosing items with “the best discriminatory
powers” suggests that there just might be more to authoritarianism than just
submission, aggression, and conventionalism. In addition to most of the items
measuring either conventionalism, aggression, or submission, there are items on this
list theoretically tapping Anti-Intraception (items 12 and 13), Superstition and
stereotypy (items 4 and 11), Power and toughness (items 2, 9 and 13), Projectivity
(items 8 and 12) as well as Sex (items 1 and 7). This is not to state that The Berkeley
theory would in any way empirically more valid than the more recent ones - quite the
contrary. The most obvious element of uncertainty about these discriminatory powers
is that they are calculated relative to the whole F scale. Keeping in mind the problems
regarding its conceptual validity, the response set issue, and the poor quality of the
data used by the Berkeley Team, it may be concluded that these items discriminate
relatively well between high and low scorers on a scale of which there is no certainty
on what it really measures. It is nevertheless reasonable to note that Altemeyer’s
choice of conventionalism, submission, and aggression seems to have been arbitrary
at least partly. Even though Altemeyer provided much better empirical evidence to
support the three-trait model of authoritarianism than the Berkeley Team did on their
theory, the division between the theorized dimensions of authoritarianism and related
phenomena correlating with authoritarianism (such as religiousness, conservative
sexual mores, stereotypical and categorical thinking etc.) remains somewhat arbitrary.

21.1 Characterizing people high and low in authoritarianism

One cannot figure out the broader personalities of the people scoring either low or
high in the RWA scale by just looking at the items included in it. Based on his
accumulated results, Altemeyer (1981, 1988, 2006) has provided descriptions of both
typical “Highs” and “Lows”. It cannot be stressed enough, however, that these
descriptions do not apply to individuals who have filled the survey form: Actually,
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according to Altemeyer, even one’s own responses and RWA scores (or scores on any
other psychological test for that matter) are not accurate in diagnosing anything about
an individual person. People always make errors when answering these scales, and
the test-retest reliabilities lie somewhere around 90 percent, so people’s scores are not
perfectly stable. Scales such as RWA are accurate on the group level, however, as the
“mean error” theoretically approaches zero, when the sample size increases
(Altemeyer, 2006, p. 14). Furthermore, one does not have to be entirely coherent in
their authoritarianism in order to be considered a “High” or a “Low”. Human
behavior is complicated, and there are always competing motives and preconceptions
that shape people’s responses and actions - let alone conscious reasoning and moral
weighting of options. The descriptions below are thus only approximate, and every
characterization will not hold true for every “High” or “Low” authoritarian.

Based on accumulated results until then, Altemeyer (1981) gives a description of
“Highs”:

The right-wing authoritarian believes authorities should be trusted to a
relatively great extent, and that they are owned obedience and respect. He
believes these are important virtues which children should be taught, and that if
children stray from these principles it is the parents' duty to get them back in
line. Authoritarians would ordinarily place very narrow limits on people's rights
to criticize authorities. They tend to believe that officials know what is best, and
that critics do not know what they are talking about. Criticism of authority is
viewed as divisive and destructive, motivated by sinister goals and a desire to
cause trouble.

The authoritarian does not ordinarily feel vulnerable to established authorities.
On the contrary, he feels safer if authorities are strong. He supports government
censorship in order to “control others,” never imagining that the government
would feel it necessary to censor what he reads, sees and hears. His reaction to
electronic surveillance, unlawful search, and mail opening by officials is that
only wrongdoers would object. To a considerable extent, he believes that
established authorities have an inherent right to decide for themselves what they
may do, including breaking the laws they make for the rest of us. (Altemeyer,
1981, p. 151)

“Lows”, on the other hand, are described by Altemeyer (1988) in relation with “Highs”
as follows:

Lows strike me as being fair-minded, evenheaded, tolerant, nonagressive
persons. Time and again they have indicated outrage at government injustices,

regardless of the government’s political stripes or the identity of its victims. They
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do not maintain the double standards we find among Highs. Similarly, Lows
have shown greater fairness in punishing criminals, being less swayed by who
the criminal was than Highs are. They are more likely to make moral judgments
on the basis of "individual principles of conscience” - - . They are not self-
righteous; they do not feel superior to persons with opposing opinions. They are
not mean-spirited.

I argue based on the content of these descriptions that the RWA scale ranges mostly
from “liberal and open-minded” to “authoritarian” and “closed-minded”. In the next
sub-chapter, I shall present some other possibilities of what the RWA scale measures,
though, as this matter is not particularly uncomplicated.

2.1.2 Limitations

The most obvious limitation, or rather a conceptual ambiguity in Altemeyer’s
conception of authoritarianism is the use of the term right-wing in an unusual way.
Altemeyer recognizes this and elaborates the meaning: “Because the submission
occurs to traditional authority, I call these followers rightwing authoritarians. I'm
using the word ‘right’” in one of its earliest meanings, for in Old English ‘riht’
(pronounced ‘writ’) as an adjective meant lawful, proper, correct, doing what the
authorities said” He further elaborates the unconventional use of the term “right-
wing” stating that those North Americans most submitting to established authorities
are mainly political conservatives, so they are “right-wingers” both in the
psychological sense proposed by Altemeyer and in the more conventional political
sense as well (Altemeyer, 2006, p. 9). This conceptualization of right-wing
authoritarianism positions its logical counterpart, “left-wing authoritarianism”, in a
rather problematic way. Clearly this conception does not perform well, for example,
countries ruled by Communists; there the people who most submit to the authorities,
aggress against dissidents and are insisting on conventionality are political leftists, but
still “psychologically” right-wing authoritarians. Altemeyer (1988) addresses this
issue at some length. He states that “Behavioral scientists - - have usually meant
something more involved, more dynamic, and psychologically more powerful by
authoritarian than simple submission to an authority” and further argues that the most
important question here is whether “the same kind of personality become a
Communist or a Fascist - - but not a “democrat’” (Altemeyer, 1988, p. 259). Altemeyer
does admit that the level of “right-wing authoritarianism” of say, Communists, is
relative to the political system they live in: American or Canadian Communists are
not submissive to established authorities, favor free speech and other such freedoms;
but in socialist countries they ought to be highly submissive, authoritarian, and thus
only “figuratively” left-wingers (ibid., 260, 264). Consequently, Altemeyer
emphasizes that the RWA Scale was created to measure fascist authoritarianism,
which leads to that “authoritarian submission”, for instance, means submission to
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established authority instead of “preferred authority” (ibid., 262). This takes the theory
into an extremely relativist place indeed.

Later, in his 1996 volume, Altemeyer attempts to measure “left-wing
authoritarianism”, which he conceptualizes as “the covariation of three attitudinal
clusters, which may be vaguely familiar”:

1) Authoritarian submission - a high degree of submission to authorities who are
dedicated to overthrowing the established authorities in one’s society.

2) Authoritarian aggression - a general aggressiveness directed against the
established authorities, or against persons who are perceived to support those
authorities.

3) Conventionalism - a high degree of adherence to the norms of behavior
perceived to be endorsed by the revolutionary authorities (Altemeyer, 1996, p.
219).

No later than at this point, it becomes clear that the division between “psychological
right-wing” and “psychological left-wing” is completely arbitrary. It seems
unreasonable to argue, that the type of authorities one is willing to submit to would
somehow define their psychological properties, or that these properties might
somehow drive “authoritarian-inclined” people to choose either an established or
revolutionary set of authorities to submit to. It is also evident that the empirical
measure proposed by Altemeyer measures “political”, instead of “psychological” left-
wing authoritarianism, as many of the items included in the scale mention socialism
or communism, as well as map the respondents” preferences of leftist economic, and
other policies (see Altemeyer, 1996, pp. 224-226). So, I maintain, that the division to
right- and left-wing authoritarianism does not work, not at least in this particular
form.

Altemeyer also claims, even in his most recent work, that right-wing authoritarianism
is rather a personality trait, than a description of one’s political attitudes (Altemeyer,
2006, p. 9). Later research has posed criticism over this stance, and it seems that it
might be more plausible to treat right-wing authoritarianism as something else than a
personality trait. In a very strict sense, it has been argued, scales such as RWA measure
only “attitude or value dimensions rather than personality” (Duckitt, 2015, p. 258).
Also, the possibility of group- or system-specific authoritarianism discussed above
would, in my view, contradict the standpoint that authoritarianism, in the “right-
wing” or “reproduction of establishment” sense would indeed be a property of one’s
personality. There is, however, room for compromise between these two “extreme”
interpretations of the nature of authoritarianism. Duckitt (1989) views
authoritarianism “in terms of normative beliefs - - and not as attitudes or values”
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further elaborating that “[those] beliefs are given their most direct expression as
prescriptive beliefs, that is, beliefs what people should do, how nonconformers should
be treated, how one should react to leaders, and so forth” (Duckitt, 1989, p. 73). It could
be argued that this approach might question the sensibility of measuring
authoritarianism with the RWA scale, for instance, but according to Duckitt this is not
the case: He argues, that these normative beliefs are also expressed in attitudes and
values thus rendering possible the measurement of authoritarianism “purely as an
attitudinal construct” (ibid.). This view is more crystallized in Duckitt's later
encyclopedia entry, where he argues that submission, aggression, and
conventionalism all express “the motivational goal or value of group cohesion,
articulated in attitudes favoring the subordination of individual autonomy and self-
expression to group cohesion and authority” (Duckitt, 2015, p. 259). Thus, treating
right-wing authoritarianism and the RWA scale as something else than a personality
trait does not compromise the power of the theory, as the RWA scale manages to
measure the phenomenon very well be it a personality trait or not. Furthermore, this
approach makes it more sensible to speak of group-specific authoritarianism: it would
be rather odd, if one’s personality were to depend on the group or political system,
they are at a given time thinking about. Regardless of the scale doing its job rather
well, its content is not without problems. Feldman (2003), for example, makes the
rather obvious observation that the scale is politically biased, as many of the items
have conservative content. This leads to unauthoritarian political conservatives
receiving disproportionally high scores in the scale, as well as to an awkward

conceptual obscurity regarding the distinction of authoritarianism from conservatism
(Feldman, 2003, pp. 43-45).

The use of RWA scale outside North America also has its limitations. The scale could
still be used, with some precautions, in other Western countries as well, but it might
not perform as desired.® The most illuminating example of the RWA Scale’s North
America specificity is that submission to secular and religious authorities are so
closely tied together in the scale. The same, in my understanding, holds true with
conventionalism as well. I am not implying that conventional values in Europe, for
instance, would not originate from religion - they most certainly do. Yet, I do argue,
that Europeans do not express their conventional attitudes so much through religion
as Americans, but rather understand conventionalism as an independent
phenomenon. What this means in practice is that to my understanding most of those
European (or at least Northern European) people, who swear by a very traditional
conception of family and marriage do not justify this attitude primarily with the
Bible’s teachings, but rather by tradition and morals at a more general level. This

¢ J. Schneider, J. H. Duckitt, and ]. J. Ray replicated some of Altemeyer’s research with the RWA scale
in West Germany, South Africa, and Australia respectively in the years 1984 and 1985 receiving results
similar to those of Altemeyer’s (see Altemeyer, 1988, pp. 13-14).
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statement requires more evidence, though, and consequently should not be taken as a
fact.

2.1.3 Possible solutions

Altemeyer (1996) recognizes, although belittles the problem of political bias of the
RWA scale, as he proposes, that the scale might indeed actually measure conservatism
in the way which laypeople understand it. He justifies this view by stating that
“[a]lthough the terms ‘liberal” and ‘conservative’ carry enough common meaning that
people can generally communicate with them, they also bring along enough confusion
to make their use problematic”, and adds that the RWA scale should indeed be “our
best current measure of the - - liberal-conservative dimension” in three ways: 1)
“Conceptually, because we do have a fairly detailed definition of right-wing
authoritarianism, which we do not have for liberalism and conservatism”; 2)
“Psychometrically, because we have a measure of right-wing authoritarianism that has
shown good internal consistency in every North American sample tested thus far (and
in samples from other countries as well) - - “ and 3) “Empirically, because the
measurements produced by the RWA scale correlate well, especially among
politicians, with a wide range of attitudes, behaviors, and affiliations, that people
commonly identify as liberal and conservative - - “ (Altemeyer, 1996, pp. 295-296).
This might indeed be possible, as it is, in a society, largely the existing structures that
conservatives are supposedly willing to “conserve”, that have partly authoritarian
contents (e.g., prohibitions of same-sex marriage etc.); it is rare, at least in the western
world, that new moral or religious restrictions would be imposed. Still, it seems a bit
far-fetched to simply propose that the RWA scale measures conservatism, especially
without providing extensive theoretical justifications for this stance.

Kreindler (2005) provides - partly unintentionally, it seems - some insightful ways to
alleviate both the problems of arbitrary left-right division and the anti-conservative
bias, as she questions whether authoritarianism really is “psychologically anything”,
and instead argues that it is politically reactionary (Kreindler, 2005, p. 102). Even though
this argument may seem trivial, it certainly has some advantages to it. Rendering
authoritarianism as reactionary provides a solution for, or at least alleviates two of the
problems discussed above: the counterintuitive idea of leftist authoritarians being
psychologically right-wing, as well as the political bias of the RWA scale caused by
the items containing conservative elements. If reactionism is defined “as a cluster
concept that describes a complex political orientation, combining resentful affectivity
with the forceful desire to return to the past” while acknowledging the agenda of
reactionary parties often containing “the deployment of an idealized past and social
order” (Capelos & Katsanidou, 2018, pp. 1272; 1284), the usefulness of placing
authoritarianism in the realm of it becomes evident. Although left-wing reactionism
is not a problem-free concept, it is much more so than an idea of “psychologically
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right-wing leftwingers”. Capelos and Katsanidou (2018) also write drawing on
Robinson (2016), that “[a]lthough [leftist reactionaries] might not want to return to the
past, they deploy memories and ideas from the past to articulate a particular kind of
present and vision for the future” (Capelos & Katsanidou, 2018, p. 1273). This way,
the idea of leftist reactionism can be used to further adjust the theory of
authoritarianism.

As for the problem of the relationship between authoritarianism and conservatism,
bringing reactionism into the picture is also most useful. Conservatism can be
understood as being oriented toward supporting the status quo (Capelos &
Katsanidou, 2018, p. 1273), as opposed to reactionism being directed towards a status
quo ante, either real or idealized. This is not a fit-all solution to the problematic
inclusion of conservatism as a de facto “trait” of authoritarianism, but in certain cases
it might be very helpful. For example, if one has negative attitudes toward same-sex
marriage, gender equality or immigration, they should not be taken as an
authoritarian straight away: this should only be done if in this person’s thinking there
was also present a desire to return to a supposed past and say, criminalize
homosexuality, make wives legally subservient to husbands, and put up an apartheid
regime. To be fair, Altemeyer (2006) seems to have been trying to word the
“conservative” items in his RWA scale in a reactionary, or at least provocative way in
the spirit of measuring authoritarian aggression (see Altemeyer, 2006, pp. 11-12).
Nevertheless, even when considering authoritarianism to be reactionary, we are left
with the problem of coming up with suitable items to measure it. This would require
drawing a line somewhere between conservatism and reactionism, as well as coming
up with a way of determining with some level of certainty whether the respondents
indeed desire to take away the freedoms of some people rather than just have a couple
of negative attitudes along with an overall liberal orientation toward other people.”

In Kreindler's (2005) work, there is present also a further, perhaps a bit more
surprising advantage of considering authoritarianism as a reactionary phenomenon.
This approach seems to provide a means of tackling the problem of context-specific
authoritarianism, which has been a shortcoming of several theories. According to
Kreindler,

“Those who hold reactionary views in a particular context are most likely to
engage in normative differentiation® with respect to that context. For

7 The situation is further complicated by the way in which the term “conservative” is often used to label
views or people that should rather be spoken of as reactionary. A will to “return to the ways of the
good old times”, for example, should not be taken as conservative, as it rejects the status quo while being
oriented toward the status quo ante.

8 Defined by Kreindler (2005, p. 96) as “evaluating group members on the basis of their prototypicality
regarding salient attributes”.
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convenience, we can call such differentiation ideological authoritarianism when
it occurs in a societal context and contextual authoritarianism when it occurs in
some other context. People who seek to preserve the social order and are hostile
toward rebels can be described as ideologically authoritarian and will tend to
score highly on the RWA scale whatever their economic opinions. On the other
hand, people who do not submit to social authorities and conventions but do
revere the leaders and rules of their own movement and attack its detractors can
be described as contextually authoritarian. As Shils [1954] might have [sic] noted,
neither contextual authoritarianism nor the tendency to decry the use of state

power in one's own country but condone it in some other country could be
identified by the RWA scale.” (Kreindler, 2005, p. 102).

This does not help much if one has a task of measuring “general authoritarianism” or
fascist potential, as a different scale would still be needed to measure it in the context
of each individual group, or perhaps even each society. Still, Kreindler’s idea of
ideological authoritarianism can be, together with a couple of thoughts provided by
Feldman (2003), used to challenge Altemeyer’s rigid understanding of
authoritarianism as submission to “established” rather than any “preferred
authority”. Feldman writes that “people who value social conformity should be strong
supporters of the government, and, especially, the government’s power to suppress
nonconformity” and further elaborates this by noting, that “[s]Juch people may not
grant the government the right to take any action it wishes - - but they should be more
likely than those who value autonomy to support the government when it wants to
increase its control over social behavior and punish nonconformity” (Altemeyer, 1988,
p- 262; Feldman, 2003, pp. 48-49).

Altemeyer’s anti-relativist stance about the importance of submission to any
established authority as the foundation of authoritarianism probably worked just fine
in the temporal and spatial context in which it was originally developed and used:
that is, North America (as well as, with certain limitations, other western countries) in
the 1970s and 1980s. At that time, the governments probably wanted to “increase their
control over social behavior and punish nonconformity” more than they do today. In
other words, I find it plausible, that back then the governments in both North America
and Western Europe provided some sort of response, at least a spiritual one, to the
reactionaries wanting to punish nonconformity. As time has passed, the political
atmosphere in the western world seems to have generally shifted into a more liberal,
permissive, and egalitarian way, thus rendering these governments unsuitable targets
for authoritarian submission. Of course, it is common knowledge that this
development has either stopped or reversed in certain countries, such as Hungary and
Turkey, where the governments indeed seem to be providing response to and inciting
reactionary views of the state of society. The fact that no government is either totally
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reactionary or totally liberal somewhat complicates this. For example, the Finnish
government, whose general outlook in social issues is liberal and permissive, does
have a somewhat negative stance toward certain deviants, such as drug users: the
government certainly wants to punish nonconformity in this respect. This is also
something that reactionary people, or authoritarians, should by all reason be happy
about, even though they might not accept the actions of their liberal government in
most cases. To conclude, Altemeyer’s conception of authoritarianism as submission to
established authorities should work perfectly fine in countries where the governments
are at least somewhat reactionary, but it would be problematic in countries with
relatively more liberal atmospheres. This is also further complicated by that most
governments fall between these two categories.

2.2 A suggested conceptualization

As it has become clear that the artificial division of authoritarianism to
“psychologically” left- and right-wing types is not very well aligned with reality, it
seems justified to propose some modifications to Altemeyer’s otherwise empirically
sound conceptualization. Considering Kreindler’s (2005) and Feldman’s (2003)
arguments, as well as the problem with submission to different “types” of
governments or other authorities? pose to this, I propose the following, slightly
modified conceptualization of authoritarian orientation:

1) Authoritarian submission - a high degree of submission to any set(s) of
authorities, established or not, which endorse reactionary, or in some cases
conservative policies, with the aim of forcing people into socially agreeable
dispositions;

2) Authoritarian aggression - a general aggressiveness, directed against various
persons, quarters, or instances, who pr