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“the National Socialist weltanschauung” as well as “the National Socialist
philosophy and theory of science” (354). '

*See Lothar Samson, “Nachwort,” GA 2, 414ff; Karl-Siegbert Rehberg
“Nachwort des Herausgebers,” GA 3, 753f; George Leaman, Heidegger irr;
Kontext, 41; Gerwin Klinger, “Freiheit als ‘freiwillige Aufgabe der Freiheit.’
Arnold Gehlens Umbau des Deutschen Idealismus,” Dextsche Philosophen 1 933
hrsgg. v. Wolfgang Fritz Haug, Hamburg: Argument-Verlag, 188ff. ’
639 2;;‘\t one place Kant i; for ixample frankly called a “prepragmatist” (GA3

- For a connection of Hobbes to Jam i ,
B oonestion of 1 James and Dewey, with a reference to

. 22(.Sehlen in this chapter several times points to the close relation between
‘l‘ns notion of “supreme systems of guidance” and Alfred Rosenberg’s notion of
disciplinary 1d?al orders [Zuchrbilder]” (cf. GA 3, 710, 733, 742).

j’In the a}nlcle Der Idealismus und die Gegenwart from 1935 Gehlen states
that “the Nau.onal Socialist weltanschauung is total, i.e., lays claim to penetrate
every area of life and to bring it in correspondence with its fundamental views”
(GA2,354). In comparison the task of 2 weltanschauung in Der Mensch seems to
be more r.es.tncted; itshall not interfere in the tasks of science and (ina restricted
sens‘e) .rehglon. How this restriction is compatible with the claim that science
too is in need of guidance isn’t quite clear to me.

It should be noted thar this is a weltanschauung in which an antisemitism
as far as I can see, plays no essential role. Gehlen’s philosophical anthropolo :
ison the contrary said to be a “science of utmost importance, just because if’};
situated before every science of race” (GA 3, 487). ’
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THE NETHERLANDS 1970-1992 WITH AN
INTERNATIONAL COMPARISON OF WORLD DATA

Jos D. Meloen .
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Abstract

Three basic bypotheses on authoritarianism in The Netherlands

are proposed. A composite Middendorp data set was used, that

included five national random samples in The Netherlands:

1970, 1975, 1980, 1985 and 1992. The first hypothesis main-

tains that the authoritarianism syndrome will not disintegrate

in time. This stability-hypotbesis was strongly supported in the

1970-1992 period. The second hypothesis suggested that the lev-

els of authoritarianism have steadily decreased in time. This

decreasing-levels bypothesis also recetved consistent support. Non

anthoritarian attitudes are now supported among a majority

of the population. It is argued that the decrease of
anthoritarianism levels cannot be attributed to disintegration

of the authoritarianism syndrome proper. Hypothesis three
stated that The Netherlands is among the lowest in levels of
authoritarianism and state authoritarianism in the world. This
lowest level-bypothesis was explored using cross national data
of authoritarian attitudes and state authoritarianism. The in-
dicators indeed suggest that The Netherlands rank among the
lowest in authoritarian attitudes as well as in state
authoritarianism, together with Scandinavia, Iceland, Canada
and New Zealand. The results suggest that the quest of Adorno
et al. may bave been completed, at least for countries like The
Netherlands in the 1990s.
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Introduction

The research questions

From the beginning of research on authoritarianism three main
ssues often were speculated about, but hardly have been investi-
gated. These main issues included the basic questions of (1)
whether the authoritarianism syndrome was stable as time w

by, whether (2) the levels of authoritarianism would increasee:;xf

do o )
Crease in time, and (3) whether there are high or low authori-
tarian cultures (or nations).

The authoritarianism syndrome often has been suggested to be
rather stable from a psychological point of view, mainly as a
matter of assumption. If there was no stability tl’lis synci‘ome
coul.d not .be x-neasured, and as a result there wou’ld not be a need
for investigation. However, this does not seem to be the case
after decades of research (Stone, Lederer, Christie 1993 Meloen
1983, 1993, Meloen, Hagendoorn, Raaijmakers, and Vis’ser 1988
Meloen, Van -der Linden, and De Witte 1996). The main rnethoci
to assess stability in psychology is by applying reliability mea-
sures. Many authoritarianism scales have beeg develope}:i that
shoxy.ed adequate and relatively strong reliabilities. This way the
.stab‘lhty of.authoritarian answers is tested, but not the stabyilit
1n time. It is suggested that such reactions will be rather stabley
but little atfthoritarianism research involves retesting respondent;
after a.peleod. of time, years or decades. Most contributions to
authoritarianism studies were typically so called ‘one shot’ stud
tes. Only a few were of the retest type. -

'Il;he j‘%rst research question, therefore, to be answered is whether
:' ere 1sh ev1§ience that the authoritarianism syndrome is stable in
lme, that 1s, whether the coherence of authoritarian opinions

can be consxdered' s'table, and whether there is a coherent syn-
drome of such opinions.
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In many studies the level of authoritarianism was measured, but
little has been done to find out what such levels mean, or what
the differences in levels mean. This leads to the rather opportu-
nistic approach of considering someone, or some group, scoring
just a little higher than others to be ‘more authoritarian’. How-
ever, if all respondents or groups would show low levels of
authoritarianism, neither of them could be called ‘authoritarian’.
This appeared often the case (Meloen 1983). Lack of standards
for levels of authoritarianism have obscured much research in
this field. An investigation among hundreds of published sample
levels showed that differences in (means) levels did seem to have
social relevance, and a theoretical model for interpretation was
born (Meloen 1983, 1993). Subsequent analyzes have strength-
ened this model ever since.

The second research question is whether authoritarianism levels
have changed in time, increased or decreased. An increase is asso-
ciated with a higher risk of anti democratic reactions and sup-
port for related movements. Since typical authoritarian behav-
ior and reactions tend to be something of the past, an overall
decrease in authoritarianism is expected, at least in West Europe.
Lederer (1982, 1983) showed that such a decrease was possible
employing non random high school samples in Germany. Their
authoritarianism levels were compared to those of similar groups
in 1945 (after Germany’s surrender) and the mid sixties. A gen-
eral decline of authoritarianism levels seems to have some face
validity as West Europe became increasingly more democratic
and the last dictatorships (Portugal, Spain, a short period in
Greece) were dissolved in the seventies.

The third research question concerns the internationally compara-
tive levels of authoritarianism. From the early studies on in the
1950s on in non western cultures, like those of Lebanon (Diab
1959), India, and later in Brazil, Zimbabwe, Hongkong, and
(communist) Yugoslavia much higher authoritarianism levels have
been encountered, but such results were never analyzed in a com-
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parative international framework (Meloen 1983). They were
easily forgotten or discarded as culture related artifacts. How-
ever, recent studies have revealed that some of this early work
may have had some significance: levels of state authoritarianism
and authoritarian of attitudes seemed to be strongly related
(Meloen 1996). This supported partially the Fukuyama thesis, of
mor.e‘democracy among those nations with longer democr';tic
traditions (Fukuyama 1992). Fragmented and isolated results from
the early authoritarianism studies now do seem to have a rel-
evant meaning. This has been reported elsewhere more jn detail
(Meloe-n 1996). We will explore the question, whether the
?luthontarianism level in The Netherlands is among the lowest
in the world and the country can be considered to constitute a
non authoritarian society. In that case the mission of Adorno et

al._ can also be considered to have been completed, at least for
this country.

The three hypotheses for this analysis then are as follows:

Hypothesis (1) - The stability hypothesis: the authoritarianism
syndrgme will not disintegrate in time.

Hypotbeszs. (2) - The decreasing levels bypotbesis: the levels of
authoritarianism have steadily decreased in time in The
Netherlands

Hypotbesis (3) - 77)? low level hypotbesis: The Netherlands is among
the lqwest in levels of authoritarianism and state
authoritarianism in the world,

The Middendorp Data-Base

One main methodological fallacy of authoritarianism research
was the inadequacy of the - mainly student - samples for general-
1zing results (Meloen 1983, 1993). Such student samples hardly
apla.eat"ed to be representative of the population as a whole. The
majority of psychological investigators based their conclusions
on student samples, and hardly bothered finding out whether
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their results were representative at all. It was shown that most
students were much less authoritarian and consistently so, than
the population as a whole. Students appeared not to be represen-
tative for the general (nation wide) population. The consistent
relationship with educational level was a sign that this was to be
expected too. Conclusions of much authoritarianism research
seem, therefore, now somewhat limited, and at least partially
invalid. Large random national samples could have been used for
correcting results from student samples. However, such national
random samples typically were either absent completely, or F
Scales were used that were too short, unreliable, or hardly vali-

dated.

Even more rare were repeated random samples using exactly the
same methodology and concepts, variables and scales. Not one
of these was available in more than fifty years of research on
authoritarianism in all the countries known to have contributed
to authoritarianism research. There was only one exception: the
repeated national random samples (1970, 1975, 1980, 1985, 1992)
of Middendorp (1978, 1991, Meloen and Middendorp 1991) in
The Netherlands. This exceptionally large and consistent data-
base will be analyzed here, with respect to the three mentioned
research questions. The first two research questions can only be
tested in a database, like the one of Middendorp. He used na-
tional random samples of the Dutch population in the ages of 16
to 69 years. A composite database over the five surveys of 1970,
1975, 1980, 1985 and 1992 was constructed, with exactly the same
items and variables in every survey. In this way, longitudinal
trends became available among the five cross-sectional surveys.
A few variables are only available in less than five surveys. These
five surveys included more than 9,000 respondents.

The general approach of Middendorp was to construct the val-
ues of freedom and equality, and find their meaning in the politi-
cal attitudes of the population (Middendorp 1978, 1991). Both

freedom and equality were operationalized, as were ideologies of
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liberalism, conservatism, socialism and authoritarianism. Two
dimensions appeared, one libertarian-conservatism (1978, later
on called by Middendorp libertarian-authoritarian, 1991) dimen-
sion, including an Adorno et al. short F Scale, and a left-right
wing dimension. The libertarian-conservatism dimension included
many ‘moral’ or ‘immaterial’ political and social issues, while

the left-right dimension included mostly ‘material’ economic is-
sues.

We will not redo this analysis of Middendorp, but only use the
concepts related to the Middendorp F Scale. This scale included
original Adorno et al. items, covering most of the nine sub syn-
dromes mentioned by Adorno et al. (1950). Since this F Scale
loaded highest on the rather extensive libertarian-conservatism
dimension, this F syndrome can be considered much wider than
the F Scale itself. Therefore, we have taken a number of related
concepts and items to construct several authoritarianism scales,
according to various theoretical positions of authors, mainly
Adorno et al. (1950), and Altemeyer (1988).

This way, various operationalizations of authoritarianism could
be tested. Another reason for including more than one
operationalization is that after fifty years many different scales
have been suggested and used, and much relevant and sometimes
less relevant criticisms have been published (Shils 1954 for in-
stance). Therefore, several operationalizations of a similar con-
cept could provide more chances to test this concept and more
confidence in the produced results. Most of the analyses were
carried out by using the Middendorp F Scale, a widely tested,
reliable, and one dimensional scale (Meloen and Middendorp
1991). The Middendorp surveys included a majority of economic
issues and government policy items, not analyzed here. There-

fore, response set was less likely to occur in the data of the present
analysis.
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Stability of the Authoritarianism Syndrome

According to the first hypothesis the authoritarianis.m syfldrome
will not disintegrate in time (the stability-hypothesis). First, the
reliability and validity coefficients of authoritarianisnll wxlll be
examined. If they appear to be adequate, the hypothesis will be
tested by comparing these coefficients in the time period of 1970

to 1992.

Trends Reliability

To test the reliability of authoritarianism, nine operationalizations
of authoritarianism were constructed (scales and items: see ap-
pendix). The Middendorp F Scale (7 items: F7 therefore) was
included, since this was the scale used by Middendorp, and ana-
lyzed earlier (Meloen & Middendorp 1991). This scale was part
of the F10, F16 and F30 versions, that included additional
authoritarianism items. The longer F Scales show higher
reliabilities (Tables 1 and 3: alpha’s of .71 to .87), and the longest
one even approached the reliability of the original F Scale (1950;

then: .90 for 30 items).

Using the same item pool, the three sub syndromes of Altemeyer
were operationalized as well, in scales of authoritarian conven-
tionalism, submission and aggression (Tables 2 and 3). The con-
ventionalism scale performed somewhat poorer (alpha of .60),
but the other two seemed adequate (alpha’s of .73 and .68) for a
short scale. The complete Altemeyer operationalization showed
even a rather high reliability (18 items: .85). The three sub syn-
dromes also correlated substantially (.59%** to .63%**), support-
ing Altemeyer’s claim that they do covary, and that they belong
to one authoritarianism syndrome.

These results demonstrate that both the Adorno et al. and
Altemeyer’s concepts reliably can be operationalized on the level
of a national random sample. Remarkably, this has never before
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been undertaken. Usually less then ten items were used in such
random (national) samples.

Additionally, a scale was constructed, with items that discrimi-
nated best between the extreme right wingers and democrats.
This scale (REX11) was added was for reasons of exploration,
and for optimizing the discriminating performance (an original
strategy by Adorno et al.; see Table 3). Its reliability seems ad-
equate (alpha: .76), but its content is theoretically less clear.

A separate analysis (Table 1) showed that the four main F Scale
versions are reliable among a number of relevant subgroups as
well: between men and women, age groups, class identification,
educational levels, religious identification, and willingness to vote.
None of the scales collapsed among these social subgroups, al-
though their reliabilities did vary. The short F Scale (7) showed
the lowest reliabilities among groups with little education, the
lowest social class self rating, and among those unwilling to vote.
However, the lowest reliabilities seem to be artifacts of the length
of the scale: this effect disappears almost completely for the longer
scales. Authoritarianism is even slightly more reliable among the
lowest class (.85) then among the highest class (.83) for the long-

est F Scale. Indeed, the criticism that authoritarianism among
the ‘working class’ does not exist, because scales collapse for such
groups, seems unwarranted. Such studies typically used short F

Scales, and the lack of reliability can now be attributed to the
length of such scales.

We may, therefore, assume that these scales are adequate for our
analysis. The short ones will be closer to the original F Scale.
The longer ones, with more items, will better represent the F
Syndrome as a whole. We will now test whether the F Syndrome
collapses in time, or remains stable. If this syndrome had disinte-
grated in time than it is inevitable that the reliabilities diminish
in size as well. We computed the reliabilities for every scale, and
separately for each of the five surveys between 1970 and 1992
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(Table 3). The results show that there is little indication of lower
reliabilities as time passes by, in a period of 22 years.

Table 1. Reliability F Scales and Sub Groups

Alpha Reliability F Scales

Scales F7 F10 Fle F30
‘ 30
Number Items 7 10 16
.87
Alpha All Groups 71 77 .85
.87
Alpha-30 All Groups 91 91 91
N 78 85 87
]%/VIZI:nen 71 76 .85 .86
69 77 .85 .86
Age .
Eﬁ:ilge Agge 72 78 .85 g;
Old Age . 66 73 81 k
.85
Self Working Class 67 ;1 gi; B
Self Lower Middle Class .69 . ' '34 b
Self Higher Middle Class 71 .;6 '31 "
Self Upper Class 71 . .
.83
Primary Education 62 gg gg po
Secondary Education .64 .76 .33 po
Grammar Education .70 . ’ '33 ®
University Education 72 7 . .
.86
No Religion 73 ;3 g.‘zn pe
Roman Catholic .66 . ’ .83 pe
Dutch Reformed 71 7 . ; >
Calvinist 65 73 8 .
72 78 .85 87
‘Igzt:'st know 70 75 gi gg
Does not vote .64 74 . .

Reliability = Cronbach Alpha; F7: Middendorp F Scale
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Table 2. Reliabilit .
y and Inter Correlat ,
Authoritarianism ation Altemeyer’s

Scal i
cale Nit Alpha  Correlations
Author.itarian Conventionalism 6 .60 x
Authorftarian Submission 6 73 63%%% ¢
Authoritarian Aggression 6 68  .61%#*  5Qmun
. . .59 b
Altemeyer’s Authoritarianism 18 .85

Alpha = Cronbach Alpha; Nit = Number of items; Pearson Correlations

Table 3. T ; o e . o
F Scales rend in Authoritarianism 1970-1992; Reliabilities

Nit Alpha Reliabilities Cit Ntot Alpha-30
Year of Survey Alpha P
o Total
:;::ont“mmsm 1970 1975 1980 1985 1992 1970.
1992
Middendorp F7 7 70 .67
. o 67 .72 76 71 .
:gomo F10 10 J7 75 75 76 .79 77 ;: 6722; .;1
orno F16 16 84 84 .84 .83 .85 .85 .27 6445 '911
Adorno F30 30 86 .85 .86 .83 - .87 .18 2493 87
Altemeyer CONV6 ¢ 54 .56
. o S5 53 . R
Alltemeyer SUBM6 ¢ .72 .72 .72 7375 gg .‘3‘23 2146 P
Altemeyer AGR6 6 68 .67 65 .67 .68 .68 '28 7::: ;:l’
Alteme'yer ALT18 18 84 84 84 .83 . .85 24 4973 90
Meloen REX11 11 76 .75 .75 .76 77 76 23 5859 90

Five National Random Surveys Netherlands; Total Cas i

Xc]mllls; 3C(:)1t = Mean Interitem‘ Correlation; Ntot = Tot:ls Nuxgnlgg; lc:?tCZseI: llﬁlnn:i):;e?!f

A Sl::: ;‘; C=O Iix;?nbach Alph'f\, if tl?e scale had 30 items of similar cohesion; F7: Middendor ,

Alteme, = Conventionalism; SUBM = Submission; AGR = Aggression; ALT 5
emeyer F Scale: CONV +SUBM + AGR; REX = Right Wing Exors

available due to two missing items in this survey ; 8 Teremismi + = not

'Il'-here }Is only a slight variation. But by no means is there a de-
cline snown in the strength of the reliabilities. This i true for al/
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the authoritarianism scales in the consecutive surveys of 1970,
1975, 1980, 1985, and 1992. This result firmly supports the sta-
bility hypothesis of both the F Scales and the F Syndrome.

Trend Validity

Scales can be reliable, but not valid. However, there seems to be
less agreement on what makes a scale valid, considering the nu-
merous validity indicators that are used. We will distinguish the
following main types of validity of the F Scales: discriminant
validity, concurrent validity, and explanatory validity. We will
also test the trends in time of the various validity coefficients.

Discriminant Validity

Discriminant validity means that scales discriminate between
groups of respondents. Since F Scales are also considered poten-
tial fascism scales, to be valid they should discriminate between
those who prefer or voted for extreme right wing parties, and
those who vote for democratic parties (Meloen, Hagendoorn,
Raaijmakers, and Visser 1988, Meloen 1993).

The present F Scales seem to meet this condition: the extreme
right shows the highest mean scores (Tables 4 and 5), although
not always significantly different from the fundamentalist right
(or orthodox Christians). However, fundamentalists may not
share many brutal habits of extremists. But they often do share
authoritarian and theocratic ideas. The scale, especially con-
structed from items that discriminated between the extreme right
and democrats (REX11), showed highly significant differences.
The validity tendencies of these F Scales seem slightly more out-
spoken in the voting behavior, then in the voting preferences.
This would suggest that asking for behavior patterns can be more
effective then asking for rather (speculative) intentions. These
results support the discriminant validity of the used F Scales.
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Table 4. Authoritarianism and Voting Preference (197 0-1992)

Political Parties Authoritarianism Scales
Preferred F7 F10 F16 REX11

Mean N Mean N  Mean N Mean N
Green Left 3.21 501 2.88 426 2.70 413 2.73 401
Social Democrats 4.19 1928 3.81 1388 3.54 1355 3.59 1260
Liberal Democrats 3.67 724 3.34 577 3.11 553 3.16 511
Christian Democrats 4.36 2013 4.02 1465 3.85 1408 367 1320
Conservative Democrats 4.16 1114 3.84 898 3.59 871 3.67 791
Fundam Christians 4.28 191 4.42 127 4.27 133 374 111
Right Wing Extremists 4.85% 41 4.62% 29 4.28* 29 4.46% 28
Total Popuhdon 411 6512 3.76 4910 3.54 4762 351 4422

F7: Middendorp F Scale; Range All Scales: 1 00 Low Authoritarian 1o 7 00 High Authoritarian; F30 not shown: too
few cases left for target group of extremists; Right Wing Extremists: Farmers Party, Center Party, Center Democrats

Table 5. Authoritarianism and Voting Behavior (197 0-1992)

Political Parties Authoritarianism Scales
Voted for F7 F10 Fl6 REX11

Mean N Mean N  Mean N Mean N
Green Left 3.30 444 295 363 2.74 351 2.76 339
Social Democrats 4.16 2176 3.727 1576 3.52 1543 3.57 1417
Liberal Democrats 3.67 610 3.32 488 3.07 469 3.14 420
Christian Democrats 4.36 2181 4.01 1593 3.83 1530 3.66 1409
Conservative Liberals 4.18 1136 3.84 909 3.58 880 3.67 812
Fundam Christians 4.28 190 4.39 132 4.22 138 3.72 115
Right Wing Extremists 5.08* 42 4.72% 32 4.39% 30 4.41% 28
Total Population 414 6779 378 5093 355 4941 352 4540

F7: Middendorp F Scale; Range All Scales: 100 Low Authoritarian to 7 00 High Authoritarian; F30 not shown: too
few cases lefc for fargee group extremists; Right Wing Extremists: Farmers Party, Center Party, Center Democrats

The number of right wing extremists was too small in the sepa-

rate surveys. Therefore, a trend in this type of validity could not
be computed,

Concurrent Validity

Concurrent validity applies to correlations between
authoritarianism and external variables, within the same sur-
vey. Positive correlations between F Scales and anti feminism,
authoritarian parental attitudes, authoritarian attitudes toward
children, anti homosexual attitudes, anti freedom attitudes, anti
democratic attitudes, nationalism and anomua, all can be consid-
ered to support the concurrent validity of the used F Scales. All
the correlations between authoritarianism and external variables
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shown here (Table 6) are significant and a number is quite ljub-
stantial, although elsewhere sometimes higher correlanonls;i ;ve
been reported. The longer F scales also show somewhat hig e:l'
correlations here (there is no item fwex.rlap betvsfee.n.t‘he exthem
scales) as can be expected from their .hl.gher rehabxhuef. The re-
sults here support the concurrent validity of the F Scales.

Table 6. Authoritarianism and External Variables: Trend in
Correlations 1970-1992

i 10 F16 F30
_ Nit Alpha ;‘7 Fw " .
l:\lll;ha 71 7 'zi*** 3573 .
Anti Freedom Attitudes 7 75 .31::: ..13‘;*“ .20“” _.2(,»“
Anti Derflocratic Attitudes 3 gg .:{;*M :54’:‘“ :57*“ pron
Natio’fal’sm ; ‘77 :58’“‘"’ 59 S4nEn 48
Anqmm . 4638 3477 3394 1627
N 9112 6655 6445 2493

Nmax

ions; *** = p<.001; **= .001<p<.01;* =
F7: Middendorp F Scale; Pearson Correlat_lons, p< - p
01<p<.05; l\rll:;t: Number of items; Nmin/Nmax: Mnunum/M.axbx;numdeuit:l:lbte;e%
i{espondents; there is no overlap in items between the external variables an

scales

We can now assess whether the external validity of F Scales Wlill
collapse in time or remain stable. In case of .CS)llaps? thfe extti;tlllis
correlations will become lower and 1951gn1f1ca:nt in nme'.rh s
appears not to be the case (Table 7) in most msta;xces.d t; :
Scales correlate survey after survey at a stable level, 'and as
pected with anti feminism, authoritarlan. parental attitu .es,dau-
thoritarian attitudes toward children, anti homosexx'lal attitu eii
anti freedom attitudes, anti democratic atntude.s, naylonahs.m an
anomia, and also with the general conserva'tlsm-hbex:ftanam;rrtl
dimension of Middendorp (with'conservat.xsm thf:rﬁ ore), ;i-
hardly, and stable so with the socioeconomic left-right wing
mension of Middendorp.

Also, there seems to be a slight decrease in the correl.auons until
’ . - -
1985 for some variables, but this is compensated by higher corre
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latif)n§ in the last survey of 1992. Over all, there may be some
variation, but the main impression is one of great stability. Only
the results for the F7 Scale are presented, but the pattern is roughly
similar for the other F Scales. The longer F Scales also show
somewhat higher correlations in this respect.

Table 7. Authoritarianism and External Variables: Trend in
Correlations 1970-1992

Authoritarianism Nit  Alpha '
197(

(F Seale 17y p 970 1975 1980 1985 1992 Total
Anti feminism 4 73

0 : . . -49"QQ .QS‘QQ ‘443"ﬁ .41Q§Q .4335# e2 14
Audlor!tan.an Parfmal Attitudes 3 75 54uer 5auRw GQuR 4guan Glwew ;; hiad
Aut!lomamn Amtud.as to Child 6 55 4w guwn jgqmuww gunw | .JS hats
Amf Homosexual ‘Ammdu 3 76 J33uen 3gens g3ans gQums g4uan jQees
Anu Freedom 4mmfles 7 .75 J29%ee 3Ques 33ans jouan  ggnud .31“’
:’ntf Degwcnuc Attitudes 3 80 23%Rn (PR 24%R% 16%%%  (O2ns 13%%
A‘:uon?ahsm 4 73 53Rt g7nne qoune gguun g3nan 47ews
N n;):n 5 77 S58RR 52¥nd 5unn SEuaT  gGuam  GRers
Na ggs 893 927 1090 1170 4165

i . . 3 1683 1666 1700 162
]_C:f:sm‘ vehbert'amn . 9 - 53wen S3wne Gyans  SQun .493”" 8;20'0"
x -Right Economic Conservatism 9 - -00ns .00ns -05* .02ns .19 Q7%=+
1905 1803 1859 1791 1754 1992

F7: Middendorp F Scale; Pearson Correlations; Social Class = Self Rating; *** = p< 001; **= 001<p< 0l; * =
01<p< 05; s = non significant; there is no overlap in items berween the presented scales F '

Again there is little indication of collapse of the authoritarianism
§cales or syndrome, instead there seems to be quite some stabil-
ity. The results seem to suggest strong support for the concur-
rent validity of the used F Scales in time.

Explanatory Validity

Althf)ugh not very commonly used, this type of validity can be
considered to be related to social background variables like sex
and age, educational level, and social class. Stable relations with
these variables indicate stable explanations on a social level. In-
f:leed, the most reported background variable related to F Scales
is educational level, but also age and social class have been associ-
ated with explanations of authoritarianism.

The results show (Table 8) that there is no relation with being

;rslale or female, and this lack of relation is rather stable in time,
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even though in 1970 females tended to score slightly higher. The
difference has become insignificant since (see below). Most re-
markable is that age, educational level, educational level of the
father and social class show quite a stable relation with the F
Scales in time. On a national random sample level there hardly
seems to be a trend up or downward at all. This is also the case

for the other F Scales (not shown here).

From these results we can again only conclude that stability in
the relations with the social variables is the over all impression.
It supports the explanatory validity of the used F Scales, and

therefore the stability-hypothesis.

Table 8. Authoritarianism and Social Variables: Trend in
Correlations 1970-1992

F Scale (F7) and: 1970 1975 1980 1985 1992 Total
Male/Female .06* .02 -.03 -01 -02 -.002
Age 267 .26%%% 28 287+ 278 26%**
Education 41807 -.38%%% -37%%% -39® -.44%0% B hatd
Education Father -27%%% -.26%3% -277%%% -.30% x -.28***
Social Class -.28%n% -26%%* 204 - 18%%% -32mne -26%**
Town Size Youth 244 B hand 07** .05* 08** - 002
Size Community x = 09%** o1 10%** 06* 06%**

F7: Middendorp F Scale; Pearson Correlations; Social Class = Self Rating; *** = p< 001; **= 001<p<.0L;* =

01<p< 05

Conclusion Stability Hypothesis

The authoritarianism syndrome will not disintegrate in time. This
hypothesis was strongly supported. It was tested by comparing
the reliabilities of authoritarianism operationalizations in time,
by comparing main validity coefficients in time, and by compar-
ing the relation with social variables in time. The reliabilities of
the nine authoritarianism scales did not decrease in time, but

showed considerable stability.

Some of the main validity coefficients (Anti feminism, authori-
tarian parental attitudes, authoritarian attitudes toward children,
anti homosexual attitudes, nationalism, anti freedom attitudes,
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anFi dc?rnocratic attitudes, anomia) also did not show any weak-
ening in time, and finally the social variables (male/female, edu-
cation, education of the father, age, self rating of social ’class)
mainly showed stable relationships in time. This was the case for

the short Middendorp F Scale, as well as for the wider F Syn-
drome.

It was concluded that there does not seem to be any sign of weak-
ening 9f the authoritarianism syndrome: a syndrome of related
authfantarian attitudes and opinions. This is rather remarkable

considering also the next hypothesis. ’

Change in Authoritarianism Levels

Now.t.hat it is shown that the authoritarianism syndrome has
not @smtegrated in time and the instruments show considerable
validity, we can assess the changes in authoritarianism levels (mean
scores) over a time period of 22 years. We will show this for the
over all trer.xd, as well as for various relevant subgroups and so-
cial categories. According to the second hypothesis we expect a
decrease in authoritarianism from 1970 og.

Trend in General Authoritarianism Levels

The resplts (Table 9) show indeed that the general trend is one of
decreasing levels of authoritarianism, ever since the first surve
of 1970. This trend is almost linear as in every following surve}}:
year the means are lower, than in the former survey. There is no
instance of a temporary rise in authoritarianism levels. This is
also the case for every one of the F Scales shown.

This very consistent downward trend is again quite remarkable
In the e‘arl}f 1980s there was an economic crisis in The Nether:
!ands, 1.1ke In many other countries at the time. However, no
1mm§d1ate Increase in authoritarianism has been registered h’ere
But right wing extremist activities did increase in this period:
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This may support the thesis that not the attitudes change in an
economic crisis, but the attitude-behavior relation among authori-
tarian extremists: they will act more consistent with their au-
thoritarian attitudes in such crises. Unfortunately, we cannot
test this thesis here, mainly due to the low numbers of such ex-
tremists in our database.

The trend is consistent with the results of Lederer (1982, 1983)
in Germany. Meloen (1983) also found a decrease during the 1960s
in the USA among students, while Altemeyer found an increase
since the mid 1970s among Canadian students (1988). Therefore,
the authoritarianism levels may fluctuate in time somewhat, al-
though not dramatically. It also suggests that the trend in North
America may not be similar to the one in West Europe, if these
results could be generalized. We lack enough studies to do so at
the moment, but the few available studies may suggest this.

Table 9. Trend in Authoritarianism 1970-1992: Mean F Scores

Authoritarianism  Year of Survey Total 1970-1992

Scale 1970 1975 1980 1985 1992 Mean Sd N
Middendorp F7 4.48 433 4.10 4.01 3.83 4.15 121 9112
Meloen F10 4.07 3.99 3.74 3.66 3.50 3.80 1.07 6655
Meloen F16 3.93 3.77 3.50 3.38 322 357 097 6445
Meloen F30 3.67 3.32 3.05 2,99 - 327 082 2493
Altemeyer CONV6  4.25 3.85 3.40 3.30 - 3.72 1.08 6146
Altemeyer SUBM6 4.78 471 4.55 4.33 4.19 452 115 7536
Altemeyer AGR6 3.07 293 2.57 247 2.44 270 108 7525
Meloen REX11 3.82 3.77 347 3.43 3.26 3.56 0.99 5859

Five National Random Surveys Netherlands; Total Cases = 9112; F7: Middendorp F -Scale; for all F Scales: differences
between groups significant, as well as linearity, by means of ANOVA (p < 0001);- = not available due to two missing
items in the 1992 survey

Trend in Levels for Men and Women

The trend for men and women is similar to the general
authoritarianism trend. Both men and women show lower levels
in time. However, an additional trend is that men and women
seem to have become more equal in their authoritarianism lev-
els. The differences have become somewhat smaller, and are not
significantly different since 1970. In the 1970 survey women still
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showed slightly higher levels than men, as was the case in many
older studies. This was interpreted as women to be more submis-
sive (toward men) in general. Since the general trend here is in
the direction away from authoritarianism, a new interpretation
can be that women now are less different in this respect from
men. This seems to be the case for the society as a whole as well,
as in the last decades feminist activities have lead to greater (al-

though not complete) equality in social roles of women com-
pared to men.

Table 10. Trend in Authoritarianism 1970-1992: Mean F Scores
of Men and Women

Year of Survey Total
1970 1975 1980 1985 1992 1970-1992
Men 441 431 4.14 4.02 3.86 4.16
Women 454 435 4.07 4.00 3.80 4.15
Total Population 447 433 410 4.01 3.83 4.15
N 1903 1789 1859 1791 1754 9096

Middendorp F Scale F7; Range: 1.00 Low Authoritarian to 7.00 High Authoritarian

Trend in Levels for Age Groups

The decline of authoritarianism levels is also visible in the age
groups (Table 11). In general, the older groups have shown higher
levels than the younger ones, with the exception of the youngest
groups. Earlier birth cohort analysis with the same surveys
showed that this is not due to higher levels within the same birth
cohorts in time: one does not become more authoritarian when
one gets older (Meloen and Middendorp 1991). Actually a slight,

but rather consistent downward trend can also be shown for most
of the birth cohorts (diagonals top-left to bottom-right in table

11). They represent the same groups, born in the same time pe-

riod and upon close inspection one can see that their levels tend
to decrease in time.

In cross sectional analysis the youngest groups (17-19 year) seem

an exception. Their levels are almost consistently somewhat
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higher than the next, older group (2%24 year%, a;?o;h:.; ‘1;1136 [;Z
i . xplan

tspoken in the later surveys. Une EXpi’ . -
ntlloret}?;es P;foung people are much influenced still bﬁr thgn; g;lre
e at the ages of 17 to 19 years, but less so ?vhen they esome
6111;5 ¢ and independent. At the same time their pagepts are me
(t)w:nty to thirty years older (agias off 40 ;o ?S);iziis :rr: iﬁi;ytheir

1 1ta ,
ble 11) show higher levels ol author

s fxT jte;. G)etting away from their parents could th'ere{([');; x::e;x;
youngency toward lower levels in their early twennes.h same
aélitfeference in levels was probably also true between the p

and their grand parents.

Table 11. Trend in Authoritarianism 1970-1992: Mean F Scores
of Age Cohorts

1975 1980 1985 1992
AE:9G;::P :9173 3.96 3.79 3.60 ;gg
%—24 Year 4.08 3.80 3.67 .’;Zi "
25-29 Year 4.16 4,00 3.75 3'32 o
30-34 Year 4.32 4.19 3.98 4.02 e
35-39 Year 4.62 4.39 3.‘)‘3t 4.03 3o
40-44 Year 4,52 4.50 ‘4.2 4.16 -
45-49 Year 4.61 4.51 4.29 4.47 o
50-54 Year 4.68 4.56 4.41 4.39 -
55-59 Year 4.83 4.61 4.53 4.59 e
60-64 Year 5.05 4.81 4;: 4.51 i
65-69 Year 5.08 4.73 4. .

.10 4.01 3.83

Toral Popularion 1;34085 :83(33 ‘:8159 1791 1754
N

Middendorp F Scale F7; Range: 1.00 Low Authoritarian to 7.00 High Authoritarian
idden ;

Trend in Levels for Educational Groups

The general decrease in authoritarianism 1§ sl];owx} (T }alle)lfeigsf(;
the various educational levels, most outspo f&l;l in 'tr e leves o
those with secondary school education and higher. ducatidnal

be a slackening of this decrease for the lowest e peadons
;(e)vels These groups showed a decrease over the 1970s, bu
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less the case in the 1980s, and there may even be a slight rise in
the 1990s. However, this does not seem to alter the general trend
for the educational levels.

A similar trend is shown for the educational levels of the father
of the respondent (Table 13, in 1992 survey not available). In
gen.era.l, the decrease is visible here too, although less outspoken.
This time, the trend is less clear for the secondary and highest
educational levels. Since this question was less well answered
(?bout one third apparently did not know their father’s educa-
tion), the respondent’s educational level seems a better indicator
for our analysis here.

Table 12. Trend in Authoritarianism 1
970-1992: M
of Educational Level ean F Scores

1970 1975 1980 1985 1992 Total 1970-1992

Primary School 491 4.67 4.49

Secondary School 437 4.23 4.00 ;;Z ;;; :gz
Grzfmmflr School 379 370 3.58 347 320 3.53
University ) 346  3.30 3.22 3.11  2.98 3 .18
Total Population 447 433 4.10 401 3.83 4.15
N 1868 1796 1853 1784 1732 9633

Middendorp F Scale F7; Range: 1.00 Low Authoritarian to 7.00 High Authoritarian

Table 13. Trend in Authoritarianism 1970-1992: Mean F
Scores of Educational Level Father

1970 1975 1980 1985 Total 1970-1985

Primary School 4.74  4.51 .

Secondary School 422  4.04 ;:: 23 ; ;g
Grzfmm.ar School 403 385 371 347 3 .74
University . 374 335 3.19 3.17 3.42
Total Population 455 437 4.15 4.03 4.29
N 1315 1299 632 1392 4.638

Middendorp F Scale F7; . .. .
1992: not a\l:',ailable e F7; Range: 1.00 Low Authoritarian to 7.00 High Authoritarian;
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Trend in Levels for Social Class Groups

The various social classes (by self rating) show again (Table 14) a
similar decrease of authoritarianism in time, most consistent in
the middle class groups. Both working class and upper class show

a less consistent pattern.

The results for the occupational groups support this general de-
crease in time too (Table 15), but there are exceptions to this
trend among the various occupational groups themselves. An
explanation is not clear. The differences between groups do show
some consistency, as was reported before (Meloen and
Middendorp 1991). Low levels can be found among the free pro-
fessions and the higher and mid level employees, and relatively
high authoritarianism levels among the groups of unskilled la-
borers, farmers, and fishermen. Remarkably, directors tend to

show levels in between these groups.

Table 14. Trend in Authoritarianism 1970-1992: Mean F Scores
of Social Class (Self Rating)

1970 1975 1980 1985 1992 Total 1970-1992
Working Class 495 4.68 441 434 4.38 4.56
Lower Middle Class 4.54 435 4.16 4.09 4.03 4.24
Upper Middle Class 4.16 395 3.86 3.76 3.39 3.81
Upper Class 3.62 377 361 382 3.06 3.57
Total Population 450 434 411 404 3.83 4.17
N 1661 1671 1744 1648 1610 8334

Middendorp F Scale F7; Range: 1.00 Low Authoritarian to 7.00 High Authoritarian
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Table 15. Trend in Authoritarianism 1970-1992: Mean F Scores
of Occupational Levels

1975 1980 1985 1992 Total 1970-1992

Director > 10 Employees 4.73 3.94 3.92 3.74 4.07
Director < 10 employees 4.62 4.22 4.32 3.98 4.34
Professionals 327 358 3.67 2.06 3.11
Farmers-Fishermen 4.93 4.65 4.23 4.44 4.54
High Level Employees 372 376 321 3.05 3.37
Mid Level Employees 399 376 3.1 34 3.73
Low Level Employees 4.31 4.16 4.24 4.13 4.20
Skilled Labor 4.48 4.38 4.34 4.36 4.40
‘Unskilled Labor 491 4.62 4.75 4.64 4.74
Total Population 4.34 4.13 4.03 3.85 4.09
N 1405 1366 1335 1436 5542

Middendorp F Scale F7; Range: 1.00 Low Authoritarian to 7.00 High Authoritarian
Trend in Levels for Religious Identification

In The Netherlands the main religious groups are the Protes-
tants (Calvinists, Dutch reformed) and Catholics. The Protes.
tants dominated the Netherlands from the time of its indepen-
dence in the 17+ century, and lived north of the Rhine, the Catho-
lics mainly south of this river. The trends in authoritarianism
for the religious groups are both in general and for specific reli-
glous groups almost similar, and downward in time (Table 16).
This is consistent with the ongoing secularization of the Dutch
population, both Protestant and Catholic, Only among the Dutch
reformed the trend is less outspoken.

Table 16. Trend in Authoritarianism 1970-1992: Mean F Scores
Religious Members

1970 1975 1980 1985 1992 Total 1970-1992

Not member 435  4.08 4.04 3.84 3.8 3.97
Roman Catholic 463 463 427  4.24 4.24 4.43
Dutch reformed 449 450 4.09 417  3.86 4.26
Calvinist 447 427 402 4.03 375 4.13
Population 4.48 433 410 4.00 3.83 4.15
N 1799 1739 179 1741 1682 8757

Middendorp F Scale F7; Range: 1.00 Low Authoritarian to 7.00 High Authoritarian
66
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Trend in Levels for Regions

The general regional trend for the eleven provinces is sn.mlar 11;0
the general trend for the country as a whole (T al?le 17). Smcelt1 e
differences in authoritarianism betwee:n provinces are rectitber
small, the trend is not always very consistent as time passel Dy.
The higher levels of Limburg, Zeeland ax.ld Frle.sland (rfa aul\;'e
orthodox and rural regions) remain relatively high, wh‘de the
lowest, Holland, Utrecht, Groningen and Geldgrland remalm low.
These provinces are more advanced, urban, liberal and less or-

thodox in a religious sense.

Considering the size of the comm3n.1ity .where the responclien.ts
live, the downward trend is only visible in the ger}e‘ral resz Is u;
time, but less so for the most popul.ated (largest cmc.es) ail djfias
populated communities (smallest villages). The regional differ-
ences in authoritarianism are not expected to be very impressive
in The Netherlands. This is because the country has l?een f01: 5
long time the most densely populated of the (po.st)mc}llustr;l
world. After World War I it was completely modermzed3 heav g
industrialized and urbanized, and diffefences between cities anf
rural areas are ever decreasing, now Wfth less than 5 percent o
the population in farming. Regional differences therefore seem
to have lost their traditional meaning, although some remaining
differences in authoritarianism might be related to surviving re-

gional traditions.
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Table 17. Trend in Authoritarianism 1970-1 992: Mean F Scores
of Provinces

1970 1975 1980 1985 1992 Total 1975-1992

Groningen 442 427 42 3.76 3.87 3.99
Friesland 429 459  4.16 4.32 3.83 4.23
Drenthe 4.25 4.28 4,01 4.08 4.05 4.10
Overijssel 4.49 4.28 4.12 4.24 3.84 4.11
Gelderland 4.47 432  3.95 3.94 3.75 4.00
Utreche 4.42 4.13  4.18 3.93 3.63 3.94
North Holland 4.24 4.04 3.9 3.86 3.71 3.89
South Holland 4.42 431 4.5 3.92 3.86 4.07
Zeeland 4.54 464 4.05 4.26 391 4.23
North Brabant 4.57 4.39  4.23 4.05 3.79 4.11
Limburg 4.56 4.80 4.2¢ 4.32 4.14 4.39
Total Population 441 433 411 4.01 3.83 4.07
N 1925 1799 1859 1791 1754 7203

Middendorp F Scale F7; Range: 1.00 Low Authoritarian to 7.00 High Authoritarian

Table 18. Trend in Authoritarianism 197 0-1992: Mean F Scores
of Size Municipality

1975 1980 1985 1992 Total 1975-1992

> 400.000 inhabitant  4.20 412 3.83 3.87 4.02
100.000-400.000 4.26 4.02 382 3.59 3.94
50.000-100.000 4.26 4.19 4.00 3.74 4.03
20.000-50.000 4.35 4.07 4.05 3.85 4.06
10.000-20.000 4.41 4.07  4.25 4.00 4.18
5.000-10.000 4.47 4.26 3.92 3.79 4.12
< 5.000 4.56 398 4.32 4.24 ; 4.29
Total Population 433 410 401 3.83 4.07
N 1798 1859 1791 1754 7202

Middendorp F Scale F7, Range: 1.00 Low Authoritarian to 7.00 High Authoritarian

Conclusions Decreasing Levels Hypothesis

The authoritarianism levels have steadily decreased in time, be-
tween 1970 and 1992. The second hypothesis was again strongly
supported by the presented results, “This hypothesis was tested
by comparing the authoritarianism levels (F Scale means) in time.
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Contrary to other social an<.i political issue§ in 'I.'he Iﬁettl}giklrxtclilsé

and contrary to such levels in ther' countries, hk_e the L ) the
levels of the various operationalizations of autl.lorltana;nsr? o

all decreased since the first survey of 1970, in alral; er mved,
consistent way. Since the mid ex'ghnes all't]:_lese leYe s av<;l mo o
also to the non authoritarian side, providing ewdenc; that n '
authoritarian attitudes and values are now supporte ?fong :
majority of the population. .The age cohorts fna;;lprow zust?lr?e
indication that this trend will hardly change in the near i .
Only a small rise was noted among the youngest age groups.

Considering the stark support for the stability hyp;lath.esm.of 1tslr1lfi
F syndrome, it is argued that the decre.as.e of aut 'ontan?nthe
levels cannot be attributed to dls.m_teg’rat‘lon o <
authoritarianism syndrome proper, the ‘ta}mtmg or ‘wearing ou11
of the used items or scales. Therefore, this hypothesis (2) is we
supported in the period covered by the surveys.

Secularization, Education and Authoritarianism

The decline of authoritarianism levels in The Netherlands. is quite
clear, but why this is so, is still rather obscure. Indeed, ;:: is not
clear, what the longitudinal influences are. There seem t098e3mc¥e
hypotheses in this field, than teste@ theories (Meloen 1 111) ci
shed some more light on this very important issue, we will ana
lyze some of our longitudinal data.

According to Middendorp (1978, 1991) the secularizanl(.)r} 1:1 Thti
Netherlands played a major role in the support ff)r po 5t1c par
ties, especially the Christian DemoFr;?ts and their pre cc:e;:le?sc?rs.
The powerful position of the Ch-r.lsuan Democrats ( nst;lan
parties ruling the country in coalitions for over a century) has

deteriorated especially since the late 1960s.
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Table 19. Secularization in The Netherlands

}R?a[ife‘d Membership Church
eligious Religion Att
1970 1.77 1.59g 3.788ndance
1975 1.74 1.55 3.38
1980 1.73 1.48 3.34
1985 1.70 1.45 2.10
11\]'992 1.70 1.40 1.93
8616 8757 6611

t_i-lffserences b.etween groups are significant by ANOVA; Church Attendance
= ; Iia.tesg,oruest lf)w (1) is ‘never’, high (5) is ‘often’; for Membership Religion
and Raised Religious = 2 categories: low (1) is ‘no’, high (2) is ‘yes’

However, i.t took several decades, until 1994 before the first gov-
ernment without Christian Democrats emerged. Seculariza%ion
has been a main factor here. In the past decades a considerable
decrease of religious identification (membership) and activities
(church attendance) were reported, and this is also reflected in
our present data set of the Middendorp surveys.

Tq un_derstand a possible relation between this process of secu-
l'«'mzauon and the decreasing levels of authoritarianism, an addi-
tfonal analysis was needed. Time series analysis was not’possible
since we have only five measurement points in time (time serie;
analysis requires at least 30 points in time). Therefore, we had to
resort to a combination of cross sectional and limiteci longitudi-
nal analysis. The intention was to find (relevant) factors that
Wou!d be related to authoritarianism both cross sectionally and
longitudinally. The factors that would only be associated inycross

sections might not be related to longitudinal trends, and vice
versa.
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Table 20. Longitudinal Trend 1970-1992

Variable Significance Direction
Authoritarianism
F7 F Scale p=.001 decrease
F10 p=.004 decrease
F16 p=.002 decrease
REX11 p=.007 decrease
AGRé p=.022 decrease
SUBMS6 p=.002 decrease
Related Variables
Education p=.038 increase
Religious Membership p=.001 decrease
Church Attendance p=.017 decrease
Secularization p=.013 increase
Control Variables
Age p=.81 not significant
Social Class p=.17 not significant

Pearson correlations between five years of survey and variable; secularization
is combination of religious membership and church actendance; control vari-

ables should not change in time (non significance)

The cross sectional relations have been reported above. After
extensive analysis the only relevant variables significant in both
cross-sectional and longitudinal ways, and relevant to
authoritarianism theories were the following: religious identifi-
cation (combination of membership and church attendance) and
levels of education. These two were the only factors in the present
surveys that met our criteria.

The significance of the level of education is rather surprising,
since it is a main social variable, if not the most important social
variable of authoritarianism (Simpson 1972, Duckitt 1992, Meloen
and Middendorp 1991). In the past decades the level of education
has been rising slowly but steadily. Asa result older generations
received less education than the younger ones that replace them.
Since more education has consistently been associated for the

last fifty years in research with lower levels of authoritarianism,
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this effect appears apparently even in highly educated societies.
Whatever the relation between education and authoritarianism
(explanations were often not clear), it can be considered a main
social influence on authoritarianism.

In a cross sectional analysis using the LISREL-procedure a rather
simple model was tested. In this model authoritarianism was rep-
resented by authoritarian aggréssion and submission separately.
It was hypothesized that rising levels of education would lead to
lower levels of both authoritarian submission and aggression.
These lower levels would then lead to more secularization (that
is: less religious identification).

This model was indeed allowed by LISREL-analysis, with a
slightly different, but interesting outcome (see Figure 1). Educa-
tion showed a negative influence on both submission and aggres-
sion, but a stronger one on aggression. Aggression hardly influ-
enced religious identification, but did influence submission con-
siderably. Submission was most strongly and positively influ-
enced by aggression, while the influence of education was less
strong, but in a negative direction. This can be explained by as-
suming that education leads to lower levels of authoritarian sub-
mission, while aggression leads to higher levels of submission.
Finally, secularization was finally most strongly influenced by
submission, and hardly by aggression. When submission weak-
ens, secularization will become stronger.

The finding that authoritarian submission could be a main fac-
tor influencing religious identification (or secularization), whereas
authoritarian aggression only works indirectly through submis-
sion, may suggest a new perspective in analyzing the relation
between religion and authoritarianism. Although some religions
used violence in certain periods (the Spanish Roman Catholic
inquisition, Iran’s Islam fundamentalists), refraining from ‘world’
matters and from aggression seems a more general feature of most
religions. Authoritarian aggression otherwise has never been rec-
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Ad{horitérian
Submission

» P Authoritarian ﬂ T
L Aggression 5 _

= =100
?=200,df=1,p= 0A16,.GF‘|' 1
MOdNe;gahCl)O cases, all coefficients significant
ML- method

i jization
Figure 1. Authoritarianism between Education and Seculariza

ant element in religious thinking. Su}l:nu;smn};
issi urc

however, is recognized as such: submission towau:d the ¢ )
’ d God. The role of aggression seems 1O

or toward the worshiped  of . s 0t

absent, but apparently increases submission. This Wou.On e
’ .

cate one reason for the close relation between aggresst

submission, once considered the core of authoritanaf‘;zrlr)l: Xlez
sadomasochist element stressed orll)gufal'ly by Fx('ion:r:x Eesult t N egy
i 1 le into submission, and 2
B e and s0 1 religion. By contrast lack of
111 seek refuge, and some do so in religion. - |
::thoritarian aggression, that is lack of per:c)ox.:xal a.mfi soc;;ai of:xar
will in the end lead to less a need for submission and religion.

ognized as a relev

With more than fifty years of peace and prcisperity ir; 'Il;lfll: EI:ZE;
1 itorl econ

ds, together with a lack of territorial or €
?iarlxll cjutsige, a lack of experienced aggression indeed may be a

. - for-
main factor leading to lower Jevels of authoritarianism. Un
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tunately, this ‘peace’ factor cannot be operationalized with the
Mldde{ldorp surveys. But some face validity seems to have been
recogr.nzed abroad as ‘Hollanditis: its (mainly assumed) history
of trying to stay out of trouble, mostly European trouble.

This analysis, therefore, suggests that secularization may be the
rfesult of ‘declining levels of authoritarian submission and aggres-
sion, which in turn can be the result of a better and higher edu-
cated population. This is a long range longitudinal effect, possi-
bly related to a long-term-peace factor or a lack-of-threat factor.

International Comparison

Introduction

It is hard and almost impossible to interpret authoritarianism
lgvels without information of these levels in other countries, re-
glons or cultures. A preliminary inventory of authoritarianism
levels ~was made earlier from hundreds of studies in
aut.hontarianism (Meloen 1983). It included research from 24

mainly western countries, like the US, West European countries:
a_nd some Third World countries. Ever since, data from addi-
tional countries have been collected (Meloen, Farnen, and Ger-
man 1994a, 1994b; Farnen and Meloen, 2000). The cross-national
results lead to a preliminary model for interpreting
authoritarianism (Meloen 1996).

The Low Level Hypothesis

By using the mentioned international data we will explore hy-
pothes%s (3): The Netherlands is among the lowest in levels of
authoritarianism and state authoritarianism in the world. The
reason for this hypothesis is not petty local ethnocentrism, but
the finding that with various authoritarianism scales Dutch, stu-
dents scored rather consistently low, from the first studies of the
late 1960s on. Their levels indicated even lower levels than their
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American or European counterparts, although relative few stud-
ies were available, and cross national research was as a result not
very well comparable. On the other hand, authoritarianism was
widely recognized in many countries and often associated with
dictatorial tendencies. This also leads to a need for the interna-
tional comparison of authoritarianism levels.

We will make a distinction between authoritarian attitudes and
state authoritarianism for reasons of clarity, in presenting the
following results.

Authoritarian Attitudes

The first exploration of authoritarian attitudes concerns the
authoritarianism measured by the included Middendorp F Scale.
We will report here preliminary results from the international
Meloen and Farnen database over the first 30 countries. Samples
were included from North America, West and East Europe and
Russia, Latin America, Africa and Asia, in all, with some 7500
respondents. We will first examine the reliability and validity
coefficients of the used authoritarianism scales.

Three related versions of the F Scale were included: the seven
item Middendorp scale (F7), an eight-item Eisinga & Scheepers
scale (Auth8), and a ten-item Meloen scale (Auth10). A reliabil-
ity analysis showed substantial alpha’s. This may suggest that
the reliability of the authoritarianism scales does not disintegrate,
when used in other countries and with international samples
(Table 21). The over all reliability of the Middendorp F Scale is
only slightly lower then in the Dutch random samples (of around
.70). This is a most remarkable result. The European samples
that answered translated questionnaires produced equal or even
higher reliabilities, than the American samples that used the origi-
nal version. Translation, therefore, does not seem to hinder the
results in this respect. If the scales had been culture specific, then
lower reliabilities would be inevitable in other cultures. But this
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does not seem to be the case. Obviously, Europeans have some
experience with authoritarianism in thejr recent history, prob-
ably more so than Americans, who never lived under authoritar-
ian government.

Table 21. Reliability Authoritarianism over 30 Countries
World Wide - 1991-199¢

Nit Alpha Cit N Alpha-30

Middendorp F7 7 .67 22 7441 .90
Eisinga & Scheepers Auth§ 8 75 27 7432 .92
Meloen Auth10 10 75 23 7044 .90

Alpha = Cronbach Alpha; Nit = Number of Items in Scale; Cit = Mean Iater
Item Correlation; N = Number of Respondents; all scales original Adorno
items; Alpha-30 = reliability if the scale included 30 jtems of similar coherence

A number of indicators were included in the international sur-
vey that could indicate the concurrent validity of the three
authoritarianism scale versions (Table 22). It was expected that
authoritarianism was positively related to militarism, ratings of
dictators (Hitler, Mao, Stalin, Saddam Hussein) and scaled self
ratings of being right wing, militarist, conservative and authori-
tarian, while being negatively related to multiculturalism and
scaled ratings of reformers (Nelson Mandela, Mahatma Gandhi,
Martin Luther King and Gorbachev).

Forall three authoritarianism scales this expectation is confirmed
by the results. Although the correlations are not always very
high, they are highly significant, and all of them jn the expected
direction. This suggests that authoritarianism has international
dimensions and that it is possible to investigate it. This increases
also the confidence in the used authoritarianism scales. Not shown
here is that factor analysis revealed a strong first factor (also after
varimax), which included amongst others most of the F Scale
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items. This suggests again that the authoritarianism factor may
indeed be very international.

Table 22. Authoritarianism and External Variables World
Wide - 1991-1996

F7 Auth8 Auth10

T L4 =265

Multiculturalism -.23"‘j‘ .24%* ig::-sz-se

Militarism 44”': ';:,:.,:_=-, '25='e=~'-3-"

Pro Dictator '24::; -29=:~=:-::- -.31**‘:‘

Pro Reformer ";g‘ : . -.23,,,._* .27=:~::-:!-

. W. . et . i .

ﬁiii:x E 6398-6892  6393-6883  6357-6748

Pearson Correlations; 30 Countries; student samples mau;:l;r, I{:I;r:i:
max: Minimum and Maximum Number of Respondents; - :
Middendorp; Auth8: Authoritarianism Scale Eisinga & Sc 1¢2‘<-371:»ers‘:i
Auth10: Authoritarianism scale Adorno et al. (includes items F7 an
Auth8); *** = p<.0001

Authoritarianism Levels

w also explore the authoritarianism levels in the 30-
Xﬁ:::;r :I(:alysis andI:lssess if Dutc%l student saml?les sl(liov.v ?ith::
low levels (Table 23). The preliminary results, indee ,fm (f:aall
that Dutch samples show very low levels, the lowest so far 0
the samples included. In general, contrary to our exlpectatn;ns,
most West European samples show low levels, even owerlt aln
American samples. American samples used to have lower 1evels
than those of the Europeans in the 1960s and 1970s. Low e\g: s
were also found among (West) German samples. The;Vesth u-
ropean samples in general showed low levels, compared to Rt ose
from other continents. Especially samples from Afrlca,h' Ui:sm
and South Asia (not so much East Asia) were among the. 1gh est
in our survey. East Europe, Latin America and East Asia show
rather moderate authoritarianism levels.
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Xhalt t'hese d}'ffe.rences in levels mean is yet to be investigated
. g\;fei 1:}11 :ztghtinan or receptly totalitarian countries were clearly
oy : in those countries with longer democratic traditions.
latedafan 1rlom political explanations, cultural factors maybe re-

s well. However, these explorative results do not warrant
Yet very extensive conclusions, and need further research

Table 23. Authoritarianism World Wide - F Scales 1991-199¢

F7 Auth8
Auth10
Usa ‘I‘Vloelan 121;_’ Mean N Mean N
X 4.03 1200 4.0

W;Ist ﬁuti:ge 3.38 2100 3.27 2097 3 4; :;;;
Eastaé erlands 277 443 2.57 443 2.80 100
R‘.lss;iaurope 4.27 1849 4.36 1847 4.39 1843
Lans A 4.57 879 4.73 877 4.75 873
Yo erica 423 313 4.40 315 4.30 310
P 4.81 192 4.90 192 4.79 192
T 4.32 903 4.28 904 4.25 895

4.03 7441 4.05 7432 4.14 7044

Total Cases = 7869; student sampl, i

N -ases = ; stud ples mainly; F7 = F Scale Midd dorp; =
utho.manamsm Scale Eisinga & Scheepers; Auth10 = Authoritaria;it:m l;g;lezihs

et al. (includes F7 and Fg items) T

State Authoritarianism

I.ln a ;ecent approach is the concept of state authoritarianism was
\ 1:2122?3 (Melpen 1996, 2000). This concept is not assessed in
: .. Juestionnaire way of constructing attitudes from opin-
1ons of individuals. It is being constructed from informatio 4

the performance of states world wide. The oldest approach i?t?ln
one by Freeflom House, that produces since the early 1980s .
frc?edqm rating’ for most of the countries jn the wo}I—ld Th'a
rating includes both civil rights and civil liberties. Our a : ll:
1s related, but since Freedom House (1993, 1995).onl I:If);f);c

fma}l results, statistical analysis of their concept was nZtP osslisbl‘es
Usmg‘ the.r international sources, a ten-iter]; state.
authoritarianism scale was constructed. It consisted of the fol(-e
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lowing ratings: trade unions being illegal or not, the existence of
state terror practices, state suppression of deviation, and state
beliefs being imposed, the legal tolerance of homosexuality, the
existence of state censorship, the use of capital punishment, the
status of abortion being legal or not, the number of military per
100 Physicians, and repression of the opposition (holding pris-
oners of conscience, and being obstructive to human rights bod-
ies; see Meloen 1996 for details).

The tested reliability of this state authoritarianism scale was quite
high for a short scale in a pilot study (alpha: .85, over 52 coun-
tries). Adding countries did not dramatically decrease this value
(final alpha: .83, over 95 countries). The included ratings are taken
from independent sources, and therefore a similar judgment of
the raters cannot have improved this reliability. Also, most of
the important countries were included and only some minor ones
were missing (due to some missing ratings). Much of the data
relates to the situation of the early 1990s, when many authoritar-
ian and totalitarian governments were still in power.

From this state authoritarianism scale the levels were computed
for each country (Meloen 1996, preliminary scores; Meloen 2000,
definite scores). This was also done in order to explore the dis-
criminant validity of the scale. High levels of state
authoritarianism should be associated with dictatorship and au-
thoritarian or totalitarian government. This appeared to be the
case. The definite score runs from zero or low state
authoritarianism to 100 or high state authoritarianism. Among
the countries with high levels of state authoritarianism appears
Iran (93), Laos, Burma (89), Ethiopia (86), Sudan (85), and Libya
(83), all countries, at the time, noted for authoritarian types of
government in one way or another. Laos and Ethiopia have since
become more democratic, but the other ones still remain among
the most dictatorial ones. High scores were also found for com-
munist countries (Soviet Union 60, China 63) and Apartheid

South Africa (63).
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Most democratic countries showed indeed low levels, although
there is some variation here too, Among the lowest is The Neth-
erlands (0), Canada (3), Iceland (3), Scandinavia (Denmark and
Sweden 10, Norway 12) and New Zealand (12), countries known
for their liberal and democratic climate. It should be noted that
none of the judged country ratings originated in The Nether-
lands, or from Dutch judges. Most western countries tended to
have low scores as well (USA 18, France 10, Germany 12, UK
34, Japan 22). Not surprisingly, the state authoritarianism scale
also correlated highly with the Freedom House ratings.

For our present exploration it is important that the state
authoritarianism scale shows considerable discriminant validity,
and that we can employ this scale with some confidence here. A
very liberal climate indeed is available among a number of states
in the world, among them The Netherlands. If our results point
in the right direction, it is understandable that in a liberal cl;-
mate students show low, to very low authoritarianism levels,
Many of them never experienced authoritarianism, that is only
known from history books. In other countries with less liberal
climates and less democratic traditions students may not have
absorbed the norms and values of liberal and democratic society

and therefore do not show low levels of authoritarianism. A high

correlation between this state authoritarianism and authoritar-

1an attitudes of our international samples has indeed been com-
Puted, suggesting a strong relation between them, as can be ex-
pected. Further research is needed to assess the scientific value of
this rather unique finding,

Conclusions Low Level Hypothesis

The mentioned indicators all show that The Netherlands rank
among the lowest in state authoritarianism, but also that It is not
the only country with such low levels. Similar very low levels
are found in Scandinavia, Iceland, Canada and New Zealand. If
in those countries low levels are associated with low levels of
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authoritarian (or better: high 1§Yels of non a}nhoEtarmgE ::;Z
tudes, this would not be surprising, cogmderll)ng the prie ied
results. These last conclusioqs are not fm_al, hut Etrongezms i
cated by this analysis. The third hypothesis, therefore, s

receive support as well.

Conclusions

In this analysis three basic hypotheses on authontar(lian‘xsnll vcg:;e
tested. A composite Middendorp data set was use 1’91;(3: 11975g
five national random samples in The Netherlands:h , ;
1980, 1985 and 1992 (Middendorp 1978, 1991). These ;1::27
totaled more than nine thousanfi re§pond'er.1ti.l Ad;mz
authoritarianism related items, inleudmg e1gh.t on%fn Adomo
et al. items, were used in nine operationa 1za;1<:1n o!
authoritarianism. In most analyses .the MlddendOfplF l:'c ed v‘r) s
used. The various operationalizations were main yf :lzlse on
Adorno et al. (1950) and Altemeyer (1?88).. MOS:I oh the ;1 i
operationalizations showed adequate reliabilities ( pall a‘tﬁs o &is-
to .87), and satisfactory coefficients qf concurrent valic ;:lyt,hose
criminant validity and explanatory validity, conslstex;/tI v&lnt  hose
reported in the literature (Meloen 1?83., 1993, ale oeh : and
Middendorp 1991). The longer aut?lc?ntanan{S{n scales s
typically higher reliabilities and validity coefficients.

Hypothesis (1) - the authoritaris}nism syndronlle will r:)ieccllxs$;§;
grate in time (stability-hypothesis) - was strongly sulppbiliti.e The
hypothesis was tested by: comparing the reliabil s o
authoritarianism operationalizations in time, by complan.ng nain
validity coefficients in time, and by comparing t.he refatfensn : Illpe
with social variables in time. The r.eha.lblhues oh  une
authoritarianism scales did not decrez}se in time, and sf. owe c( o
siderable stability. Some of the main validity .coef .1c1(eints il
tionalism, anti freedom attitudes, anti de_mo<.:rat1c at(tiltfl'l elsl, n
mia) also did not show any Weake.nmg in time, an lfmatt~ I)lf e
social variables (education, education father, age, self rating
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social class) mainly showed stable relationships in time. This was
the case for the short Middendorp F Scale, as well as for the
wider authoritarianism syndrome. It was concluded that there
does not seem to be any sign of weakening of the authoritarianism
syndrome: a syndrome of related authoritarian attitudes and opin-

ions. This is remarkable, considering the support for the next
hypothesis.

Hypothesis (2) - the levels of authoritarianism have steadily de-
creased in time (decreasing levels-hypothesis) - was tested by com-
paring the authoritarianism levels (group scale means) in time. It
was shown that the levels of the various operationalizations of
authoritarianism have all decreased since the first survey of 1970,
in a rather linear, and consistent way. Since the mid eighties all
the authoritarianism levels have moved to the non authoritarian
side. This indicates that non authoritarian attitudes are now sup-
ported among a majority of the population. The age cohorts seem
to indicate that this trend will not easily change in the near fu-

ture. Only an insignificant small rise was noted among the young-
est age groups.

Considering the stark support for hypothesis (1), it is argued that
the decrease of authoritarianism levels cannot be attributed to
disintegration of the authoritarianism syndrome proper, the ‘taint-
ing’ or ‘wearing out’ of the used items or scales. Therefore, this

hypothesis (2) is well supported in the period covered by the five
Middendorp surveys.

Finally, hypothesis (3) - The Netherlands is among the lowest in
levels of authoritarianism and state authoritarianism in the world
(low level-hypothesis) - was explored using the Meloen state
authoritarianism analysis (1996, 2000) and the Meloen and Farnen
30 countries database, which included the same Middendorp
authoritarianism scale. All indicators, indeed, show that the Dutch
population rank among the lowest in authoritarian attitudes and
The Netherlands among the lowest in state authoritarianism,

82

Authoritarianism in The Netherlands: Mission Completed?

i ——

g

New Zealand.

indi . (1950
These results seem to indicate that thelquilst'AdTO}:nc;\] ettile r(1 mds)
e .
have been completed 1n 1he .
e ofa b itari horitarian, soct-
jecti thoritarian, or non author. s
e objective of a low au ! oritari: -
Ttl; nov]v seems to have been realized. The authoEltanamsrr; syn
y i} d is still present. It can
t disintegrated and 1s
drome, however, has no edand is esent o
irl teadily decrea
cally. Considering the steacy
be demonstrated empirl ' e e ey
itariani the past decades 1n ,
: 1o levels of authoritarianism in . .
1;15 may conclude from the results that Dutch sot::lety't ;;1?011:
eople have changed considerably. They may now be at
If)ront of the world’s most non authoritarian societies.

The preliminary analysis of the longitudinal trer.1t<)i1 rr;ay s}xlxigsgszt
isi 1 ly responsible tor t -
¢ rising levels of education are part '
tclll—felasl:-:1 ofgauthoritaria.nism. It is argt{ed, I-IOWCVCI‘,. that. ; «:I}l_,?;
:nfluence that could not be included in this analysis, mig

general situation of prolonged peace and lack of territorial and

toward a non authoritarian, democratic society as fWe sy
be mentioned also that in this respect a number of rival hyp

eses remain.

The general results of this analysis also s.h01.11d be c;?nmderesd ;7:"111;}}1’
some caution. History has shown that in times 0 e}:lss g:i?egl oy
authoritarianism can be on the rise again. In fact, t e smde}; ts
(1988) time series showed that among No.th z:lxlrlnenc}::nr soadents
such arise occurrefli durinlg the: 12?1?3 :edf;;) g:lm?ir, ;;'7 gs ioen
can students scored very low 1n 60 nd 137 Eammen
1983), such low scores have hardly been ounE ey
and Meloen, 2000). In the 1990s th‘e West European p
lowest scores. This may 1{1deed indicate tha
tit(i);:s:i?ev; tt::ld toward less authoritariamsm‘canfbe re:)re;sii
in changing circumstances. This could be a warning tor too op

mistic conclusions from this analysis.
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Appendix

Content of the Used Scales

The: text of a complete scale item appears only once; thereafter
the ttem is represented by key words only (printed in ita’lics) Text/
translatl.on_s according to Middendorp 1978, Adorno et al. 1950
For .R-elfablhties, see Tables. Answer categories: mostl 5 o 7:
specific information: see Middendorp 1978. Yoo

Scale Authoritarianism F30

1. Wishes abortion - If a woman 3 .
SO wish )
for her to have an abortion. rshes, 1t should be possible

2. Death penalty - Tt migh . .
ght be a good th
death pen alty for certain erimes, g ing to reintroduce the

3. Teenagers obey - It is most] forth
¢ e good of
obey their parents. d 800d ok teenagers that they

4. Obedience - The most im . .
. portant thing childr .
total obedience to their parents wishes. i e should learn s

5. Show regard - Obviously a child h
1
spect for their parents, Y should show regard and re-

6. Woman children - A woman i
s more ingi
small children than a man. “epable of bringing "
7. Woman over men - In a firm it ;
o 1s unnatural wh
;IOIGd a 5osmon of authority over men. TR & woman
- Good schooling - Tt is not so import 1
schooling as it is for a boy. portant fora girl o gera oot
?o B;ysd more freely - Boys can be raised more freely than girls.
bré d; manners - A person who has bad manners, habits and
o eP g can hardly expect to get along with decent people.
- £7ying - Nowadays more and more people are prying into
ir;atters that should remain personal and private.
tio.ﬂ?ea’z:lo;ed leaders - What we need are fewer laws and institu-
, more courageous, tireless and devoted J aders, i
the people can put their faith. e fn whom
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13. Immoral people - Most of our social problems would be solved
if we could somehow get rid of the immoral, crooked and feeble-
minded people.
14. Rebellious ideas - Young people sometimes get rebellious ideas,
but as they grow up, they ought to get over them.
15. Familiarity - Most people fall short of your expectations if
you get to know them better (familiarity breeds contempt).
16. Weak and strong - There are two kinds of people: the weak
and the strong.
17. Send aid - The government should: [send] aid to developing
countries.
18. Aid countries - If everybody would give up 1% of his income
for aid to developing countries, would you think that too much,
too little or just about right?
19. Woman housebold - Do you, or don’t you object to a woman
with children who go to school, having a job in addition to her
housebold duties, or is this to be recommended?
20. Work day-nursery - Following item 19: And when there are
children at home that would have to be sent to a day-nursery?
21. Not children - A married couple decides on principle not to
have children although there are no medical objections. Can you
approve of such a point of view or do you think it is unaccept-
able?
22. Say you - Are you for or against children addressing their
parents as ‘you’ (instead of ‘thou’)?
23. Read anything - Do you think a 18-year old boys and girls
should be allowed to read anything they like or do you think
that some books might be unfit?
24. Tell girl home - Do you think that the parents of , say a 20-
year old girl, should tell her at what time she has to be back home
at night, or do you think it better that they leave it to their
daughter’s discretion?
25. Homosexuals firmly - Homosexuals should be firmly dealt with
26. Homosexuals eliminated - Homosexuals should be eliminated
from society

89



Social Thought & Research

27. Sexual intercourse - 1 think that a girl can have full sexual inter-
course with a boy even if she doesn’t care for him.

28. Abortion allowed - Are there circumstances in which abortion
should be allowed?

29. Euthanasia - Suppose a physician is able to put a patient out
of his misery, at his own request, by giving him an injection.
What do you think he should do?

30. Homosexuals opposed - Do you think that homosexuals should
be left free as free as possible to live their own life, or do you feel
that this should be opposed as much as possible?

Scale Authoritarianism (F7 - Middendorp): 1. Weak and strong,
2. Familiarity, 3. Rebellious ideas, 4. Immoral people, 5. Devoted
leaders, 6. Bad manners, 7. Prying

Scale Authoritarianism (AUTHS - Eisinga & Scheepers): 1. Weak
and strong, 2. Familiarity, 3. Rebellious ideas, 4. Immoral people,
5. Devoted leaders, 6. Bad manners, 7. Sex crimes - Sex crimes, such
as rape and attacks on children, deserve more than mere impris-
onment; such criminals ought to be publicly whipped or worse,
8. Talk less - If people would talk less and work more, everybody
would be better off.

Scale Authoritarianism (AUTH10 - Meloen & Farnen): 1. Weak
and strong, 2. Familiarity, 3. Rebellious ideas, 4. Immoral people,
5. Devoted leaders, 6. Bad manners, 7. Prying, 8. Sex crimes, 9.
Talk less, 10. Force to save - Our true and traditional way of life is
disappearing so fast that we may have to use force to save it.

Scale Authoritarianism (F10): 1. Bad manners, 2. Prying, 3. De-
voted leaders, 4. Immoral people, 5. Rebellions ideas, 6. Familiar-

ity, 7. Weak and strong, 8. Homosexuals firmly, 9. Obedience, 10.
Death penalty.
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1. Death penalty, 2. Teenagers obey,
3. Obedience, 4. Show regard, 5. Woman children, 6. Woman over

men, 7. Good schooling, 8. Boys more freely, 9. Bad Zannelr;, }:3
Defu;.»ted leaders, 11. Immoral people, 12. Rebellious ideas, A .Ho-
miliarity, 14. Weak and strong, 15. Homosexuals firmly, 16.

mosexuals eliminated.

Scale Authoritarianism (F16):

Scale Authoritarianism (ALT18 - Altemeyer concept,

iddendorp items) . '
- 1.e;1mt}rxfc>>ritarian Conventionalism (CONV6): 1. Women more

capable, 2. Good schooling, 3. Bad manners, 4. Familiarity, 5. Not
children, 6. Sexual intercoutse.

2. Authoritarian Submussion (S
regard, 9. Teenagers obey, 10. Devoted leaders,

. Weak and strong. '
. 3. Authoritarianism Aggression (AGR6): 13. Death penalty,

14. Woman authority, 15. Boys more ﬁeely,. 16. Immoral people,
17: Homosexuals firmly, 18. Homosexuals eliminated.

UBMBS): 7. Obedience, 8. Show
11. Rebellious ideas,

Scale Right Wing Extremism (REdel): 1. Death gelr:z;?;gZ.6G%):
ling, 3. Boys more freely, 4. Bad manners, 3. , 6.
;Cf;(;l Zagders, 7‘3'mmoml people, 8. Familiarity, 9. Weak and strong,

10. Send aid, 11. Aid countries.

Scale Anti Feminism (AFEMA4): 1. Women children, 2. Woman
over men, 3. Good schooling, 4. Boys more freely.

Scale Parental Attitudes toward Children PARENTS 3): 1. Teen-
agers obey, 2. Obedience, 3. Show regard.

Scale Attitudes towards Children (CﬂED 6): 1. V‘Vom’m; b;u::;
bold. 2. Work day-nursery, 3. Not children, 4. Say ‘you', 5. ke

everything, 6. Tell girl home

N1



Social Thought & Research

Scale Anti Homosexuality (AHOMO?3): 1. Homosexuals firmly,
2. Homosexuals eliminated, 3. Homosexuals opposed.

Scale Anti Freedom Attitudes (UNFREE?)

1. Demonstrate - Should you be free to demonstrate for or against
something?

2. Criticize - Should you be free to criticize openly members of
the Royal Family?

3. Strike - Should you be free to strike for pay rises?

4. Conscientious objector - Should you be free to a conscientious
objector?

5. Occupy building - Should you be free to occupy buildings (e.g.
schools, universities) in order to enforce justified demands?

6. Write whatever - Should you be free to write whatever you like
in public?

7. Say whatever - Should you be free to szy whatever you like in
public?

Scale Anti Democratic Attitudes (UNDEMO?3)

1. Student’s say - Do you think that the student’s say in manage-
ment of the university should increase or lessen?

2. Say of pupils - Do you think that the say of pupils in secondary
schools and training colleges should increase or lessen?

3. Citizens say - Do you think that the citizen’s say in government
of towns and provinces should increase or lessen?

Scale Nationalism (NAT4)

1. Better country - Generally speaking, The Netherlands is a bet-
ter country than most other countries.

2. Instilling patriotism - Instilling patriotism in pupils is an impor-
tant educational task.

3. Respect flag - Every Dutchman should show the necessary re-
spect towards out national symbols such as the flag and the na-
tional anthem.
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4. Dutch ways - When striving for international cofop;rauox;c, a\ﬁ;
sl.muld 4t the same time guard against the loss of the typ

Dutch ways of life.

mia (ANOMIAS) N _
Slcalll;aj::;lzpinigns - There are so many opinions about w?:n ;s.
>ht and what is wrong that you hardly know wl;ere y}ciut Often.
rZlgTbings change - Things change sO rapidly these days tha

you hardly know what is right and what is wrong.

1 L it is best to
3. Future uncertain - The future is so uncertain thatitisb _

live from day to day. .
4. Need luck - To be successful in

5. Who trust - You hardly know who you can trust nowadays.

society one needs 2 lot of luck.
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