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On cross-national variation in the correlation between authoritarianism and social 
dominance orientation 
 
Abstract 
In this article, empirical evidence on cross-national variation in the authoritarianism–social 
dominance orientation (SDO) association has been provided. Authoritarianism and SDO 
measures were derived from the existing European Values Study (EVS) data. In the first 
study, it has been shown that the new EVS measures correlate substantially with the scales 
normally used to measure the constructs, that the scales have adequate levels of internal 
consistency, and that the EVS measures have comparable relations with external variables 
similar to the scales usually employed. In the second study, the authoritarianism–SDO 
association has been shown for twenty-eight European countries. For many of these countries, 
no information on this association was available until today. It has been shown that not only 
the magnitude of this relationship differs between countries but more noticeably the direction 
of this association also. In East European countries, negative relationships between 
authoritarianism and SDO have been found while in other European countries this 
relationship has been found to be positive.  
 
Keywords: Authoritarianism; Social Dominance Orientation; European Values Study, Scale 
validation; Cross-national research 
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1. Introduction  
Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford (1950) introduced The Authoritarian 
Personality (TAP). Altemeyer reconceptualized authoritarianism as the covariance to (1) a 
strict adherence to conventional norms and values (conventionalism), (2) an uncritical 
subjection to authority (authoritarian submission), and (3) feelings of aggression toward 
violators of norms (authoritarian aggression) (Altemeyer, 1981, Altemeyer, 1988). Later 
Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle (1994) introduced the often-used concept of Social 
Dominance Orientation (SDO). This individual-difference variable indicates the extent to 
which one desires that one’s in-group dominates and is superior to out-groups. Whether and 
how authoritarianism and SDO correlate is a recent topic in authoritarianism research. 
According to Duckitt’s thesis (2001), which is empirically supported by the meta-analysis of 
Roccato & Ricolfi (2005), there are significant differences between countries in this 
correlation (besides intracultural differences). In this article we will use The European Values 
Study (EVS) (see ‘data and measurement’ section, Study 2 for more information) to test 
Duckitt’s hypothesis (2001). Our test has some advantages over the meta-analysis of Roccato 
& Ricolfi (2005). First, the same measures will be used across countries such that between-
country differences are not due to differences in the measurements used. Second, the time 
span of our study is limited, because we base our analysis on the latest available wave of the 
EVS. Therefore our results will be less influenced by social developments that occur over 
time. Third, we will use representative samples. This is especially important because the 
correlation between authoritarianism and SDO appears to increase with age (Duckitt, 2001), 
and therefore it is a suboptimal test of the theory if only or mostly student samples are used. 
Last, we will examine the relationship in a broader range of countries. Countries of all 
European regions will be examined, and the large number of Central and East European 
countries is especially interesting. Until date, these countries have been largely unstudied (see 
Farnen and Meloen, 2000).  
 
2. Cross-national differences in the authoritarianism–SDO relationship 
There are some theoretical similarities between authoritarianism and SDO. Both high-SDO 
individuals and authoritarian personalities are theorized to be relatively conservative, racist, 
ethnocentric, and prejudiced, and both are expected to show little empathy for lower-status 
groups (Pratto et al., 1994). There are some important differences between these two concepts 
however. It is argued that the key difference between authoritarianism and SDO is that the 
latter seems to be the “dominant” personality version of authoritarianism, whereas 
authoritarianism is the “submissive” version (Altemeyer, 1998). Authoritarianism can be 
considered as an intra-group phenomenon and SDO as more of an intergroup phenomenon 
(Pratto et al., 1994). This is because authoritarianism focuses on submission to in-group 
authority figures independent of whether or not they advocate intergroup dominance, while 
SDO focuses on dominance over out-groups independent of the views of in-group authority 
figures (Whitley, 1999).          
 Duckitt (2001) theorized that the correlation between the two concepts depends upon 
the degree of ideological contrast (that is polarized along a single, explicitly, ideologically 
articulated left–right dimension) in countries. In countries with a strong ideological contrast 
between the left and right, one will find persons who score low on both authoritarianism and 
SDO at the left end of the political spectrum, while one will find people who are high in both 
authoritarianism and SDO at the other end of the ideological spectrum. This of course results 
in a positive correlation between the two concepts. Alternatively, in countries where the 
degree of ideological contrast is low, authoritarianism and SDO scores are often more 
independent of each other resulting in low or nonsignificant correlations.   
 This thesis has been tested and confirmed based upon 29 studies and 51 samples 
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(Roccato and Ricolfi, 2005). The weighted mean correlation in countries that are 
characterized by a strong ideological contrast (r = 0.42) was more than twice of that found in 
countries with minor ideological contrast (r = 0.20). Also in recent studies strong correlations 
are reported in countries where the political system is highly ideologized like Germany (e.g. 
Cohrs et al., 2005), Italy (e.g. Dallago et al., 2008) and Belgium (e.g. Dhont and Van Hiel, 
2009). Also in Sweden (e.g. Zakrisson, 2005), France (Dru, 2007), New Zealand (e.g. Mavor 
et al., 2010) and Switzerland (Thomsen et al., 2008) the two versions of authoritarianism 
correlate significantly and positively. Also in line with Duckitt’s (2001) thesis weak 
correlations are reported in countries with a low degree of ideological contrast like the United 
States (e.g. Christopher et al., 2008, Nagoshi et al., 2007) and Canada (e.g. Nicol, 2007).  
 However, not all correlations are congruent with what would be expected based on 
Duckitt’s premise (2001). In the United States, several studies find authoritarianism and SDO 
to correlate moderately strongly (r>0.4) even though the degree of ideological contrast in this 
country is considered to be weak (e.g. Crowson et al., 2005). In contrast, weak correlations 
are found in Australia (e.g. Heaven et al., 2006), in New Zealand (e.g. Jugert and Duckitt, 
2009) and in Belgium (e.g. Duriez et al., 2008) although the political system is highly 
ideologized in those countries. 
  As we have noted earlier, a fewer number of studies on the ideological consistency 
between authoritarianism and SDO have been conducted in East European countries. Some 
studies found that the two concepts were virtually unrelated in Poland (Duriez et al., 2005, 
Kossowska et al., 2008). Van Hiel & Kossowska (2006) find submissive and dominant 
authoritarianism to be uncorrelated in a Polish adult sample (r=0.09, p>0.05) while the two 
versions of authoritarianism are positively correlated in a Polish student sample (r=0.21, 
p<0.01). Finally, Van Hiel & Kossowska (2007) find that in Poland the two concepts are 
unrelated (r=0.09, n.s.) and they report a correlation of -0.25 (p<0.05) in a Ukrainian sample.  

According to Duckitt’s theory (2001) where the magnitude of the authoritarianism–
SDO association depends upon the degree to which political systems are ideologized, we 
expect nonsignificant associations in East European countries. These countries have lacked 
political right-wing parties for a long time during communism. In the first study we will 
construct and validate the measures for authoritarianism and SDO derived from EVS data, 
and in the second study we will use these new measures to test whether the expected cross-
national variation in the authoritarianism–SDO relationship exists.  
 
3. Study 1 
In the first study we derived measures for authoritarianism and SDO from the existing EVS 
data and tested the validity of these measures.  
 
3.1 Data  
To test the validity of the EVS-based measures, 191 students in political and social sciences 
participated in an online questionnaire about the general public opinion concerning a variety 
of social issues. Of this sample 63 per cent was female and 37 per cent was male. The mean 
age was 19.83 years (SD=2.13). Unless indicated otherwise a 5-point response scale from 1 
(disagree) to 5 (agree) was used as the response scale. The order of the scales (EVS-original 
and SDO-authoritarianism) was randomly manipulated so that the possible order-of-
presentation effects were distributed evenly across the scales.  
 
3.2 Measurements 
3.2.1 Authoritarianism 
The respondents had to fill in the F scale, form 45 (Adorno et al., 1950) and the RWA scale 
(Altemeyer, 1988). Both scales were translated into Dutch by Meloen (1991b). Respondents 



 

 4

with no valid answer on one or more of the scale items were deleted. As a result, we had valid 
RWA scores for 182 persons and valid F scale scores were obtained from 173 persons. 
Cronbach’s alpha of the RWA scale was 0.86 and of the F scale 0.84.    
 The RWA scale is seen as the best current measure of the essence of what the authors 
of TAP were attempting to measure (Christie, 1991). Therefore we based our EVS 
authoritarianism scale on the three covariations of the RWA scale. Conventionalism is the 
first attitudinal cluster of the RWA scale. To measure this, we make use of items about 
whether respondents think that homosexuality, abortion, having casual sex, divorce, and 
euthanasia are justified. The other aspects of authoritarianism are a high degree of submission 
to the established authorities and high levels of aggression in the name of these authorities. 
We use questions about unconditional love and respect for parents, need for having a strong 
leader who does not have to bother with parliament and elections, greater respect for authority 
in the future, and whether obedience is an important quality children should learn at home to 
measure this component of authoritarianism. Valid answers from 179 persons were obtained 
for the EVS authoritarianism measure. The alpha of this scale with nine items is 0.64. The 
alpha of the EVS authoritarianism scale is lower than that of the F and RWA scales. This is 
due to the smaller number of items in the EVS measure because the underlying mean inter-
item correlation of the EVS authoritarianism scale (0.19) is higher than that of the F (0.15) 
and RWA scale (0.17).  
 
3.2.2 SDO 
The respondents also completed both the 14-item and the 16-item SDO scales (Pratto et al., 
1994). Both scales were translated from English to Dutch by four persons independently. 
These translations were integrated and back-translated by a bilingual native English speaker. 
Valid scores were obtained for 182 persons for the 16-item version and 185 for the SDO scale 
with 14 items. Cronbach’s alphas were 0.88 and 0.86, respectively.    
 The EVS questionnaire contains a lot of items on attitudes about the position of 
different groups in society. We used questions on the extent to which people feel concerned 
about the living conditions of unemployed people and immigrants in their country to measure 
SDO. Furthermore we used the question whether people would be prepared to actually do 
something to improve the conditions of immigrants in their country. These variables indicate 
whether people like or dislike structural differences between groups of people. Furthermore 
we asked what a ‘just’ society should provide. So questions pertaining to whether 
‘Eliminating big inequalities in income between citizens’ and ‘Guaranteeing that basic needs 
are met for all, in terms of food, housing, cloths, education, health’ are important were asked. 
Last we used the question whether people think that when jobs are scarce employers should 
give priority to Belgian people over immigrants. The EVS SDO scale has been completed by 
187 persons. The alpha of this scale with six items is 0.64.  
 
3.2.3 External validation variables 
Next, three variables were used to examine the predictive value of the authoritarianism scales. 
Political disobedience. It was asked whether people actually have done (=0), might do (=1), 
or never would do (=2) any of the following forms of political action: signing a petition, 
joining boycotts, attending lawful demonstrations, joining unofficial strikes, or occupying 
buildings of factories. A sum score of these variables is made to measure the degree of 
political disobedience to authorities ( 60.0=σ ). 
General hostility outgroups. We also gave respondents a list of various groups of people and 
asked them to indicate any group they would not like to have as neighbors. On the list were 
people with a criminal record, people of a different race, left-wing extremists, heavy drinkers, 
right-wing extremists, people with large families, emotionally unstable people, Muslims, 
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immigrants/foreign workers, people who have AIDS, drug addicts, homosexuals, Jews, and 
gypsies. We summed the number of groups that people gave as an indicator of general 
hostility toward out-groups.  
Security above privacy. On a five-point scale, respondents indicated whether they think that 
security is more important than privacy (1= disagree to 5= agree).  

Finally, three variables were used to examine the predictive value of the SDO scales. 
Importance of equality. People indicated which of the following statements came closest to 
their opinion to measure the (relative) importance of equality. ‘Certainly both freedom and 
equality are important. But if I were to choose one or the other, I would consider equality 
more important, that is, that nobody is underprivileged and that social class differences are not 
so strong’ (=0) and ‘I find that both freedom and equality are important. But if I were to 
choose one or the other, I would consider personal freedom more important, that is, everyone 
can live in freedom and develop without hindrance’ (=2). Or ‘Neither’=(1). 
Opportunities for foreigners. Respondents also answered the following question: How about 
people from other countries coming here to work. Which one of the following do you think 
the government should do? 'Let anyone come' (=1), 'As long as jobs available' (=2), 'Strict 
limits' (=3), 'Prohibit people from coming' (=4).  
Importance of development aid. Finally, respondents answered on a five-point scale whether 
they agreed with the following statement ‘I think it is important that Belgium gives money for 
development aid’ (1= disagree to 5= agree). Answers were recoded so that higher scores 
indicated a more socially dominant answer.  
 
3.3 Results 
First, we tested whether the EVS scales actually measure what they are supposed to measure: 
authoritarianism and SDO. Therefore we examined the correlations between our scales and 
the scales usually used to measure those constructs. We can observe from Table 1 that the 
EVS authoritarianism scale correlates substantially with the other authoritarianism scales. The 
correlation with RWA is higher (0.66) than with the F scale (0.50). This is not surprising 
because the EVS authoritarianism scale is based on the theoretical model of the RWA scale.  

 
[Insert Table 1 here] 

 
We can observe from Table 2 that the EVS SDO measure also has substantial correlations 
with the original SDO measures: 0.59 with the 14-item version and 0.61 with the 16-item 
version of the SDO scale.  
 

[Insert Table 2 here] 
 
Second, it is important to test whether the predictive validity of our scales is about the same as 
the predictive validity of the scales normally used to measure authoritarianism and SDO. 
Spearman’s rho correlations instead of Pearson’s correlations were used because of the lower 
measurement level of our external validation variables. From Table 3 we can deduce that the 
F, the RWA, and the EVS AUT scales are more or less comparable in their predictive value. 
All three scales indicate that highly authoritarian people are less likely to conduct several 
forms of political action. It is also shown that authoritarian people are more hostile in general 
toward out-groups. Finally we see that the EVS AUT scale, similar to the other 
authoritarianism scales, indicates that authoritarian people prefer security over privacy. The 
correlations were not significantly different (p>0.05).  
 

[Insert Table 3 here] 
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In Table 4, the predictive values of the three SDO scales are displayed. We can also see that 
the SDO scales are more or less comparable in their predictive power. First, as can be 
expected, all three scales indicate that people high in SDO attach (relatively) less importance 
to equality. People scoring high on SDO are also less likely to allow other people to come to 
their country. Last, all three SDO scales indicate that socially dominant people believe it is 
not important that Belgium gives money for developmental aid. None of the correlations 
differs significantly (p>0.05).  
 

[Insert Table 4 here] 
 
3.4 Discussion 
In the first study we have tested the adequacy of the EVS authoritarianism and SDO scales. 
The scales indeed capture authoritarianism and SDO, and also the internal consistency and the 
predictive validity were comparable with the often-used scales. Several studies compared 
various authoritarianism scales (Van Hiel et al., 2007, Meloen et al., 1996) and concluded that 
one operationalization of authoritarianism is not superior over another because the scales are 
highly correlated and have comparable predictive power. The same seems to be true for the 
EVS measurements. Therefore it can be concluded that we can use the EVS measures to 
examine cross-national differences in the SDO–authoritarianism relationship.  
 
4. Study 2 
In the previous study the adequacy of the EVS-based scales has been shown. Therefore these 
scales can now be used to examine the SDO–authoritarianism relationship in 28 European 
countries. 
.  
4.1 Data and measurements 
The EVS is a large-scale, cross-national survey research program on basic human values. It is 
a unique research project on how Europeans think about life, family, work, religion, politics, 
and society. For more information regarding translations of the questionnaire, sampling 
procedures, weighting, and other important aspects of the EVS see Inglehart, Basáňez, Díez-
Medrano, Halman, & Luijkx (2004) and www.europeanvaluesstudy.eu. In this article we will 
use the most recent available EVS survey of 1999. We used the Expectation-Maximization 
algorithm (Schafer, 1997) to impute missing values within a scale. In total, we analyzed data 
from 35.852 participants in 28 countries from all European regions. The sample sizes for the 
countries are displayed in Table 5.  
 
4.1.1 Cross-cultural equivalence 
If the scores on our instrument cannot be interpreted in the same way across countries and 
thus do not have the same meaning in different cultural contexts, they are called non-
comparable, inequivalent, or culturally biased (Berry et al., 1992). Agreeing with Van de 
Vijver & Leung (1997), we think that the cross-cultural equivalence of measurements is not 
something you just can assume, but you have to test whether you are able to meaningfully 
compare the results of your scale cross-culturally. Cross-cultural equivalence is a hierarchical 
concept. Van de Vijver and Leung (1997) proposed three levels of equivalence. The first, 
construct equivalence, implies that the construct has equal meaning across countries, although 
the construct may be measured in another way in each country. Yet a higher level of 
measurement equivalence is the so-called measurement unit equivalence. There is 
measurement unit equivalence when the metric of a scale (the unit of measurement) is the 
same across countries. If this condition is met we can compare quantitative differences in the 
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patterns of scores between countries. The highest level of equivalence is full score 
equivalence. Here we find the same metric of a variable as well as the same origin. Only when 
this condition is met we will be able to directly compare the concept scores between 
countries. Because the aim of this study is to compare effects of our scales and not to compare 
mean scores, we limited ourselves to test the invariance of the slope parameters (measurement 
unit equivalence). We used multiple group confirmative factor analysis (MGCFA: Jöreskog, 
1971) to examine the measurement equivalence of our concepts. The covariance matrix and 
the asymptotic covariance matrix were analyzed by using ML estimation. The Root Mean 
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) were used to 
evaluate the fit of the models with the data. Because of the large sample sizes the χ ² test is 
not suitable as an evaluation statistic. An RMSEA value of 0.05 or less indicates that the 
model has a good fit with the data (values up to 0.08 suggest a reasonable model), and CFI 
values of 0.90 or higher also indicate a good fit of the specified model with the data (Bentler, 
1990, Browne and Cudeck, 1993). Both for authoritarianism (df = 895, RMSEA = 0.049, CFI 
= 0.97) and for SDO (df = 262, RMSEA = 0.056, CFI = 0.98), the models that test for 
invariant factor loadings fit the data reasonably. We allowed some error variances to correlate. 
For example, the errors of the ‘just society’ variables were allowed to correlate because those 
variables are within the same scale in the EVS questionnaire. The assumption of equal factor 
loadings was never relaxed however (so full metric invariance was obtained). Therefore we 
can meaningfully compare the effects of authoritarianism and SDO between countries. 
 
4.2 Results 
Based on Duckitt’s theory (2001) we expect to find cross-national differences in the 
authoritarianism–SDO association. Table 5 shows the results of regression analyses of 
authoritarianism on SDO in 28 European countries. Because we compared the effects across 
countries, unstandardized coefficients are reported (Tacq, 1997). 
 

[Insert Table 5 here] 
 
As expected we find context dependency in the relationship between authoritarianism and 
SDO. We found that there are not only cross-national differences in the strength of the SDO–
authoritarianism relationship but, more noticeably, in the direction of this relationship also. 
Duckitt’s thesis (2001), which states that in countries where the political system is organized 
along a left-right dimension ideological consistency between authoritarianism and SDO can 
be expected, is largely supported by this data. We find for example positive associations in, 
amongst others, countries like France, Spain, and the Netherlands. In these countries 
authoritarian people are also socially dominant people. Or, in other words, authoritarian 
people prefer inequality between groups of people in these countries. In most Central and East 
European countries we find a negative association between SDO and authoritarianism. Hence, 
in these countries, authoritarian people dislike structural inequality between groups of people. 
Put differently, East European authoritarians seem to be attracted to the communist principles. 
Finally, some interesting intra-regional differences appear in the East European region. The 
SDO–authoritarianism relationship is less strong in countries like Hungary, Poland, and the 
Baltic countries compared to that in countries like Belarus, Bulgaria, and Russia.  
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4.3 Discussion 
The finding that the relationship between authoritarianism and SDO in ex-communist 
countries is negative is in line with Altemeyer’s argument (1996) that authoritarian people 
will favor conventional norms, but what is conventional will depend upon in which culture a 
person has been socialized. Also in other studies it has been shown that in East European 
countries authoritarian people support communist ideas (e.g. Krauss, 2002). In countries like 
Hungary, Poland, and the Baltic the association was less negative compared to that in 
countries like Belarus, Bulgaria, and Russia. Reason for this might be that communism was 
less successful in penetrating the social system in the last countries compared to that the first 
group of countries (Schwartz and Bardi, 1997). 

Not all relationships found are consistent with those reported in previous research. 
There can be several reasons for this. First, our analyses are based on data about one decade 
after the fall of the Berlin Wall. Several studies have found, for example, authoritarianism and 
SDO to be uncorrelated or even positively correlated in Poland (e.g. Van Hiel and 
Kossowska, 2006), whereas we find a (small) negative association. We expect to find a 
nonsignificant or maybe a positive correlation in Poland (and other East European countries) 
if we would reexamine the associations based upon more recent data (the EVS 2008 will be 
available soon). Second, specific (and possibly temporary) conditions in countries might 
result in correlations that are different from what is expected. Germany might be one example 
of this. Based on previous research we expect authoritarianism and SDO to correlate 
positively with each other. We find a nonsignificant association in Germany however. A more 
detailed look at this relationship shows that in West Germany the two concepts are positively 
related (B=0.268, s.e.=0.108, p=0.13), while in East Germany the SDO–authoritarianism 
association tends to be negative (B=-0.386, s.e.=0.219, p=0.079). In this country, problems as 
a result of the (re)unification of East and West Germany might be a more important topic at 
the time the survey was conducted than the traditional left-right distinction. Furthermore it 
was shown in previous research that the SDO–authoritarianism correlation can be highly 
unstable. Duriez et al. (2005) find, for example, that the correlation between authoritarianism 
and SDO in several Belgian samples becomes stronger as the level of education increases. 
Accidental overrepresentation of a certain group of respondents might highly influence the 
overall findings of the SDO–authoritarianism association. In our study this problem might be 
small because our samples are larger, more diverse, and more representative. 

Duckitt (2001) theorized about differences in the magnitude of the SDO–
authoritarianism relationship, but the possibility of negative relationships was not mentioned. 
This can be explained by a general over-emphasis on Western countries. Also the student 
sample bias is a known problem in authoritarianism studies (Meloen, 1993). By using data 
sets like the EVS we can overcome the problems of nonrepresentative samples and the 
overrepresentation of Western countries. It is shown that both the EVS authoritarianism 
measure and the EVS SDO scale show reasonable internal and external validity and that the 
effects of these scales can be meaningfully compared between countries. In this article 
remarkable differences in the authoritarianism–SDO relationship between European countries 
have been found. For many of the countries investigated no information on this association 
was available until today. In this way we hope to contribute to the process of a deeper 
understanding of authoritarianism. 
 



 

 9

References  
ADORNO, T. W., FRENKEL-BRUNSWIK, E., LEVINSON, D. J. & SANFORD, R. N. 

(1950) The authoritarian personality, New York, Harper. 
ALTEMEYER, B. (1981) Right-wing authoritarianism, Winnipeg, University of Manitoba 

Press. 
ALTEMEYER, B. (1988) Enemies of freedom: Understanding right-wing authoritarianism., 

San Francisco, Jossey-Bass. 
ALTEMEYER, B. (Ed.) (1996) The authoritarian spectre, Cambridge, Harvard University 

Press. 
ALTEMEYER, B. (1998) The other "authoritarian personality". IN ZANNA, M. P. (Ed.) 

Advances in experimental social psychology. San Diego, Academic Press. 
BENTLER, P. M. (1990) Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychological 

Bulletin., 107, 238-246. 
BERRY, J. W., POORTINGA, Y. H., SEGALL, M. H. & DASEN, P. R. (1992) Cross-

cultural psychology. Research and applications., Cambridge, Cambridge University 
Press. 

BROWNE, M. W. & CUDECK, R. (1993) Alternative ways of assessing model fit. IN 
BOLLEN, K. A. & LONG, J. S. (Eds.) Testing structural equation models. Newbury 
Park, Sage. 

CHRISTIE, R. (1991) Authoritarianism and related constructs. IN ROBINSON, J. P., 
SHAVER, P. R. & WRIGHTSMAN, L. S. (Eds.) Measures of personality and social 
psychological attitudes. San Diego, Academic Press. 

CHRISTOPHER, A. N., ZABEL, K. L., JONES, J. R. & MAREK, P. (2008) Protestant ethic 
ideology: Its multifaceted relationships with just world beliefs, social dominance 
orientation, and right-wing authoritarianism. Personality and individual differences, 
45, 473-477. 

COHRS, C. J., KIELMANN, S., MAES, J. & MOSCHNER, B. (2005) Effects of right-wing 
authoritarianism and threat from terrorism on restriction of civil liberties. Analysis of 
Social Issues and Public Policy, 5, 263-276. 

CROWSON, M., THOMA, S. J. & HESTEVOLD, N. (2005) Is political conservatism 
synonymous with authoritarianism? The Journal of Social Psychology, 145, 571-592. 

DALLAGO, F., CIMA, R., ROCCATO, M., RICOLFI, L. & MIRISOLA, A. (2008) The 
correlation between right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation: The 
moderating effects of political and religious identity Basic and Applied Social 
Psychology, 30, 362-368. 

DHONT, K. & VAN HIEL, A. (2009) We must not be enemies: Interracial contact and the 
reduction of prejudice among authoritarians. Personality and Individual Differences, 
46, 172-177. 

DRU, V. (2007) Authoritarianism, social dominance orientation and prejudice: Effects of 
various self-categorization conditions. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 43, 
877-883. 

DUCKITT, J. (2001) A dual-process cognitive-motivational theory of ideology and prejudice. 
IN ZANNA, M. P. (Ed.) Advances in Experimental Social Psychology. San Diego, 
Academic Press. 

DURIEZ, B., SOENENS, B. & VANSTEENKISTE, M. (2008) The intergenerational 
transmission of authoritarianism: The mediating role of parental goal promotion. 
Journal of Research in Personality, 42, 622-642. 

DURIEZ, B., VAN HIEL, A. & KOSSOWSKA, M. (2005) Authoritarianism and social 
dominance in Western and Eastern Europe: The importance of the sociopolitical 
context and of political interest and involvement. Political Psychology, 26, 299-320. 



 

 10

FARNEN, R. & MELOEN, J. (2000) Democracy, authoritarianism and education: A cross-
national emperical survey, New York, St. Martins Press. 

HEAVEN, P. C. L., ORGAN, L.-A., SUPAVADEEPRASIT, S. & LEESON, P. (2006) War 
and prejudice: A study of social values, right-wing authoritarianism, and social 
dominance orientation. Personality and Individual Differences, 40, 599-608. 

INGLEHART, R., BASÁŇEZ, M., DÍEZ-MEDRANO, J., HALMAN, L. & LUIJKX, R. 
(2004) Human beliefs and values: A cross-cultural sourcebook based on the 1999-
2002 values surveys, Mexico City, Siglo XXI. 

JÖRESKOG, K. G. (1971) Simultaneous factor analysis in several populations. 
Psychometrika, 36, 409-426. 

JUGERT, P. & DUCKITT, J. (2009) A motivational model of authoritarianism: Integrating 
personal and situational determinants. Political Psychology, 30, 693-719. 

KOSSOWSKA, M., BUKOWSKI, M. & VAN HIEL, A. (2008) The impact of submissive 
versus dominant authoritarianism and negative emotions on prejudice. Personality and 
Individual Differences, 45, 744-749. 

KRAUSS, W. (2002) Romanian authoritarianism 10 years after communism. Personality and 
Social Psychology Bulletin, 28, 1255-1264. 

MAVOR, K. I., LOUIS, W. R. & SIBLEY, C. G. (2010) A bias-corrected exploratory and 
confirmatory factor analysis of right-wing authoritarianism: Support for a three-factor 
structure. Personality and individual differences, 48, 28-33. 

MELOEN, J. (1991) Inventarisatie Nederlandse F-schalen 1959-1990 (Inventarisation of 
Dutch F-scales). IN SCHEEPERS, P. & EISINGA, R. (Eds.) Onderdanig en 
intolerant. Lacunes en controverses in autoritarisme-studies (Submissive and 
intolerant. Lacunae and controversies in studies on authoritarianism). Nijmegen, The 
Netherlands, ITS. 

MELOEN, J. D. (1993) The F scale as predictor of Fascism: An overview of 40 years of 
authoritarianism research. IN STONE, W. F., LEDERER, G. & CHRISTIE, R. (Eds.) 
Strength and weakness. The authoritarian personality today. New York, Springer 
Verlag. 

MELOEN, J. D., VAN DER LINDEN, G. & DE WITTE, H. (1996) A test of the approaches 
of Adorno et al., Lederer and Altemeyer of authoritarianism in Belgian Flanders: A 
research note. Political Psychology, 17, 643-656. 

NAGOSHI, J. L., TERRELL, H. K. & NAGOSHI, C. T. (2007) Changes in authoritarianism 
and coping in college students immediately after the terrorist attacks of September 11, 
2001. Personality and individual differences, 43, 1722-1732. 

NICOL, A. (2007) Social dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, and their 
relation with alienation and spheres of control. Personality and Individual Differences, 
43, 891-899. 

PRATTO, F., SIDANIUS, J., STALLWORTH, L. M. & MALLE, B. F. (1994) Social 
dominance orientation: A personality variable predicting social and political attitudes. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67, 741-763. 

ROCCATO, M. & RICOLFI, L. (2005) On the correlation between right-wing 
authoritarianism and social dominance orientation. Basic and Applied Social 
Psychology, 27, 187-200. 

SCHAFER, J. L. (1997) Analysis of incomplete multivariate data, London, Chapman & Hall. 
SCHWARTZ, S. H. & BARDI, A. (1997) Influences of adaption to communist rule on value 

priorities in Eastern Europe. Political Psychology, 18, 385-410. 
TACQ, J. (1997) Multivariate analysis techniques in social science research. From problem 

to analysis., London, Sage. 



 

 11

THOMSEN, L., GREEN, E. G. T. & SIDANIUS, J. (2008) We will hunt them down: How 
social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism fuel ethnic persecution 
of immigrants in fundamentally different ways. Journal of Experimental Social 
Psychology, 44, 1455-1464. 

VAN DE VIJVER, F. J. R. & LEUNG, K. (1997) Methods and data analysis for cross-
cultural research., Newbury Park, CA, Sage. 

VAN HIEL, A., CORNELIS, I., ROETS, A. & DE CLERCQ, B. (2007) A comparison of 
various authoritarianism scales in Belgian Flanders. European Journal of Personality, 
21, 149-168. 

VAN HIEL, A. & KOSSOWSKA, M. (2006) Having few positive emotions, or too many 
negative feelings? Emotions as moderating variables of authoritarianism effects on 
racism. Personality and Individual Differences, 40, 919-930. 

VAN HIEL, A. & KOSSOWSKA, M. (2007) Contemporary attitudes and their ideological 
representation in Flanders (Belgium), Poland and the Ukraine. International Journal 
of Psychology, 42, 16-26. 

WHITLEY, B. E. (1999) Right-wing authoritarianism, social dominance orientation, and 
prejudice. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77, 126-134. 

ZAKRISSON, I. (2005) Construction of a short version of the right-wing authoritarianism 
(RWA) scale. Personality and Individual Differences, 39, 863-872. 

 
 



 

 12

Table 1. Correlation between authoritarianism scales 
 1 2 3 
1.F -   
2.RWA 0.69 -  
3.EVS AUT 0.50 0.66 - 
All correlations p<0.001 
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Table 2. Correlation between SDO scales 
  1 2 3 
1.SDO14 -     
2.SDO16 0.85 -  
3.EVS SDO 0.59 0.61 - 
All correlations p<0.001 
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Table 3. Predictive validity authoritarianism scales 
 F RWA AUT EVS 
Political disobedience 
General hostility toward out-groups 
Security over privacy 

0.22** 
0.28*** 
0.34*** 

0.31*** 
0.26** 
0.37*** 

0.28** 
0.21** 
0.26*** 

***p<0.001 **p<0.01  
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Table 4. Predictive validity SDO scales 
 Sdo16 SDO14 SDO EVS 
Importance of equality 
Opportunities for foreigners  
Importance of development aid 

0.31 
0.41 
0.41 

0.33 
0.38 
0.39 

0.38 
0.33 
0.29 

All correlations p<0.001 
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Table 5. Unstandardized regression coefficients of authoritarianism on SDO 
Country      B (s.e) n 

Spain   1.291*** (0.160) 1132 

Netherlands   1.064*** (0.144)   992 
France   1.005*** (0.088) 1552 
Denmark   0.815*** (0.118)   918 
Greece   0.660*** (0.126) 1094 
Ireland   0.606*** (0.144)   955 
Belgium   0.559*** (0.086) 1843 
Italy    0.485*** (0.096) 1929 
Iceland   0.434** (0.139)   944 
Great Britain   0.375** (0.132)   905 
Sweden 
Finland 

  0.330* 
  0.329* 

(0.135) 
(0.133) 

  960 
  976 

Germany   0.142 (0.097) 1888 
Portugal   0.077 (0.114)   975 
Luxembourg   0.073 (0.118) 1127 
Romania   0.040 (0.107) 1109 
Slovenia -0.080 (0.176)   955 
Hungary -0.139 (0.149)   979 
Estonia -0.325** (0.124)   920 
Latvia -0.372** (0.121)   950 
Malta -0.488*** (0.102)   998 
Poland 
Lithuania 
Czech Republic 

-0.491** 
-0.574*** 
-0.554*** 

(0.159) 
(0.161) 
(0.108) 

1063 
  965 
1823 

Russia -0.699*** (0.072) 2423 
Bulgaria -0.702*** (0.134)   973 
Belarus -0.729*** (0.153)   960 
Slovakia -0.952*** (0.143) 1259 
Source: own calculations EVS 1999    ***p < 0.001 **p<0.05 *p<0.01 
 
 
 
 
 


