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Preface

I realize that my making this book available
for free on the internet raises questions
about my judgment, especially since I am a
psychologist. The well-known theory of
cognitive dissonance says that people will
value something more if they pay a lot of
money to get it. So how much will people
value what they get for free? Also, if
somebody can make money off a book, how

much common sense can he have if he gives
it away? Why should you read a book
written by someone who has so little common sense?

There’s a lot of convincing evidence that dissonance theory is right, and so I
am running the risk of your saying, “It can’t be any good if it’s free.” But there is
another psychological principle which says if people experience something that meets
a need, it will be a rewarding experience. So even though this book is free, I hope that
you will find it worth your reading, and that if you think it’s a good book, you will tell
others about this web site so they can read it too. I'm not doing any advertising in the
New York Times.

If you want to know why I'm passing on the big bucks, fame, and cocktail party
hors d’ocuvres that a blockbuster best seller brings an author, it’s partly because this
book would never have rung up big sales. I did make one attempt to place it with a
“trade’ publisher, but when their editor said no I stopped acting out of habit and
started reflecting. 1 think what I have found is rather important to the survival of
American democracy. As such, it should be made available to everyone, and be
essentially free. The “www” makes this possible, and that is why we have met here.
So how do you do? Allow me to introduce my friend in the photo above, whose name
is Harvey. ©
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Introduction

In the fall of 2005 I found myself engaged, most unexpectedly, in a heavy
exchange of emails with the man who had blown the whistle on Watergate, John
Dean. He was writing a book about “conservatives without conscience”’--which
the late Senator Barry Goldwater was to have co-authored. Dean, Goldwater,
and others with solid Republican credentials had been alarmed by the capture of
the Grand Old Party by the Religious Right and its seemingly amoral leaders.
Dean was plowing through the social science literatures on conservatism and
religion to see what perspective academics could offer his analysis, and

eventually he ran across my name.

Who am I? I'm a nearly retired psychology professor in Canada who has
spent most of his life studying authoritarianism. I got into this field by being
lazy. When I took the exams for getting a Ph.D. at Carnegie-Mellon University
in Pittsburgh in 1965, I failed a question about a famous early effort to
understand the authoritarian personality. I had to write a paper to prove I could
learn at least something about this research, which had gotten itself into a huge
hairy mess by then. However, I got caught up in the tangle too. Thus I didn’t
start studying authoritarianism because I am a left-winger (I think I'm a
moderate on most issues)’ (if you want to read a note, click on the number) or
because I secretly hated my father. I got into it because it presented a long series

of puzzles to be solved, and I love a good mystery.

Now, 40 years later, everyone who knows me would rather volunteer for a
root canal operation at a school for spastic dental students than ask me a
question about authoritarianism. My wife has never read a single page in any of
my books. Few of my colleagues in the psychology department at the University
of Manitoba have asked about my research since 1973. People I meet at parties,
including folks in their 70s, inevitably discover they have to call the baby-sitter
about three minutes after casually asking me, “What do you do?” You can’t shut



me up once I get going. Yet John Dean was reading everything I had written and
pummeling me with insightful questions for months on end. I had died and gone
to heaven. And since John’s best-selling book, Conservatives Without
Conscience had used my research to help explain how America was going to the
devil, he thought I should write an easy-read, non-technical account of what I
have found before I do die, and go to heaven or the devil. It will begin appearing

Oon a screen near you SOo0n.
What is Authoritarianism?

Authoritarianism is something authoritarian followers and authoritarian
leaders cook up between themselves. It happens when the followers submit too
much to the leaders, trust them too much, and give them too much leeway to do
whatever they want--which often is something undemocratic, tyrannical and
brutal. In my day, authoritarian fascist and authoritarian communist dictatorships
posed the biggest threats to democracies, and eventually lost to them in wars
both hot and cold. But authoritarianism itself has not disappeared, and I'm going
to present the case in this book that the greatest threat to American democracy
today arises from a militant authoritarianism that has become a cancer upon the

nation.

We know an awful lot about authoritarian followers. In one way or
another, hundreds of social scientists have studied them since World War II. We
have a pretty good idea of who they are, where they come from, and what makes
them tick. By comparison, we know little about authoritarian leaders because we
only recently started studying them. That may seem strange, but how hard is it to
figure out why someone would like to have massive amounts of power? The
psychological mystery has always been, why would someone prefer a
dictatorship to freedom? So social scientists have focused on the followers, who

are seen as the main, underlying problem.



I am going to tell you about my research on authoritarianism, but I am not
going to give the kind of technical scientific report I lay on other scientists.
Whatever ends up getting crunched in this book, it's not going to be a pile of
numbers. Instead, I'll very briefly describe how the studies were done and what
then happened. In many cases I'll invite you to pretend you are a subject in an
experiment, and ask what you would say or do. I hope you’ll generally find the
presentation relaxed, conversational, even playful, because that’s the way I like
to write--even on serious topics--to the annoyance of many a science editor. (A

sense of humor helps a lot when you spend your life studying authoritarians.)

But I have not “dumbed down” anything. This is not “Authoritarianism for
Dummies.” (“Six months ago I couldn’t even spell ‘authoritarian,” and now I are
one.”) It’s an account of some social science research for people who have not
sat through a lot of classes on research methods and statistics--a good many of
which, it so happens, I also never attended, especially on nice days. I'll put some
of the technical mumbo-jumbo in the optional notes for pitiful people such as I
who just can’t live without it. If you want to bore through even denser
presentations of my research, with methodological details and statistical tests

jamming things up, the way poor John Dean had to, click here for note °.

But why should you even bother reading this book? I would offer three
reasons. First, if you are concerned about what has happened in America since a
radical right-wing segment of the population began taking control of the
government about a dozen years ago, I think you’ll find a lot in this book that
says your fears are well founded. As many have pointed out, the Republic is
once again passing through perilous times. The concept of a constitutional
democracy has been under attack--and by the American government no less! The
mid-term elections of 2006 give hope that the best values and traditions of the
country will ultimately prevail. But it could prove a huge mistake to think that
the enemies of freedom and equality have lost the war just because they were



recently rebuffed at the polls. I’ll be very much surprised if their leaders don’t frame the
setback as a test of the followers’ faith, causing them to redouble their efforts. They came
so close to getting what they want, they’re not likely to pack up and go away without an
all-out drive. But even if their leaders cannot find an acceptable presidential candidate for
2008, even if authoritarians play a much diminished role in the next election, even if they
temporarily fade from view, they will still be there, aching for a dictatorship that will
force their views on everyone. And they will surely be energized again, as they were in
1994, if a new administration infuriates them while carrying out its mandate. The country
is not out of danger.

The second reason | can offer for reading what follows is that it is not chock full of
opinions, but experimental evidence. Liberals have stereotypes about conservatives, and
conservatives have stereotypes about liberals. Moderates have stereotypes about both.
Anyone who has watched, or been a liberal arguing with a conservative (or vice versa)
knows that personal opinion and rhetoric can be had a penny a pound. But arguing never
seems to get anywhere. Whereas if you set up a fair and square experiment in which
people can act nobly, fairly, and with integrity, and you find that most of one group does,
and most of another group does not, that’s a fact, not an opinion. And if you keep finding
the same thing experiment after experiment, and other people do too, then that’s a body of
facts that demands attention/Some people, we have seen to our dismay, don’t care a hoot
what scientific investigation reveals; but most people do. If the data were fairly gathered
and we let them do the talking, we should be on a higher plane than the current, “Sez
you!”

The last reason why you might be interested in the hereafter is that you might want
more than just facts about authoritarians, but understanding and insight into why they act
the way they do. Which is often mind-boggling. How can they revere those who gave
their lives defending freedom and then support moves to take that freedom away? How
can they go on believing things that have been disproved over and over again, and
disbelieve things that are well established? How can they think they are the best people in
the world, when so much of what they do ought to show them they are not? Why do their
leaders so often turn out to be crooks and hypocrites? Why are both the followers and the



leaders so aggressive that hostility is practically their trademark? By the time
you have finished this book, I think you will understand the reasons. All of this,
and much more, fit into place once you see what research has uncovered going

on in authoritarian minds.

Ready to go exploring?

Notes

' 1 have found that some people make assumptions about why I study
authoritarianism that get in the way of what the data have to say. The stereotype
about professors is that they are tall, thin, and liberals. I'm more liberal than I am
tall and thin, that’s for sure. But I don’t think anyone who knows me well would
say | am a left-winger. My wife is a liberal, and she and all her liberal friends
will tell you I am definitely not one of them. Sometimes they make me leave the
room. | have quite mixed feelings about abortion, labor unions, welfare and
warfare. I supported the war in Afghanistan from the beginning; I disapproved
of the war in Iraq from its start in March 2003.

I am not now, nor have I ever been, a member of the Communist Party, or
any other political party. I do give money to various parties, trying to defeat
whomever I am most disgustatated with at the time. (My political contributions
have almost become automatic withdrawals from my bank account since one of
our sons became a Member of the Legislative Assembly in our province.) I did
not flee to Canada in 1968 because of the war in Viet-Nam. I crossed the border



with my draft board’s good wishes because the University of Manitoba offered
me the best job I could find. And my research has not been funded by “some
liberal think-tank” or foundation. Instead, I paid for almost all of it out of my
own pocket. I have not had a research grant since 1972--not because I am
opposed to people giving me money, but because I proved so lousy at getting
grants that I gave up. (Whereas I, like my politician son, found I was a soft

touch whenever I hit me up for some dough.) Back to introduction

? The best scientifically up-to-snuff presentation of my research on authoritarian
followers is contained in The Authoritarian Specter, published in 1996 by
Harvard University Press. The only reports of my research on authoritarian
leaders are 1) a chapter entitled, “The Other ‘Authoritarian Personality’” in
Volume 30 (1998) of a series of books called Advances in Experimental Social
Psychology, edited by Mark Zanna and published by Academic Press, and 2) an
article in the Journal of Social Psychology, edited by Keith Davis, in 2004
entitled “Highly Dominating, Highly Authoritarian Personalities” (Volume 144,
pages 421-447).

Back to introduction

3 T hope you'll agree that the studies were fair and square. It's your call, of
course, and everybody else’s. That’s the beauty of the scientific method. If
another researcher--and there are hundreds of them--thinks I only got the results
I did because of the particular way I set things up, phrased things, and so on, she
can repeat my experiment her way, find out, and let everybody know what
happened. It’s the wonderful way science polices and corrects itself.

Back to introduction






Chapter 1

Who Are the Authoritarian Followers?

Because this book is called The Authoritarians, you may have thought it dealt
with autocrats and despots, the kind of people who would rule their country, or
department, or football team like a dictator. That is one meaning of the word, and yes,
we shall talk about such people eventually in this book. But we shall begin with a
second kind of authoritarian: someone who, because of his personality, submits by
leaps and bows to his authorities. It may seem strange, but this is the authoritarian
personality that psychology has studied the most.

We shall probably always have individuals lurking among us who yearn to play
tyrant. Some of them will be dumber than two bags of broken hammers, and some will
be very bright. Many will start so far down in society that they have little chance of
amassing power; others will have easy access to money and influence all their lives.
On the national scene some will be frustrated by prosperity, internal tranquility, and
international peace--all of which significantly dim the prospects for a demagogue
-in-waiting. Others will benefit from historical crises that automatically drop increased
power into a leader’s lap. But ultimately, in a democracy, a wannabe tyrant is just a
comical figure on a soapbox unless a huge wave of supporters lifts him to high office.
That’s how Adolf Hitler destroyed the Weimar Republic and became the Fuhrer. So
we need to understand the people out there doing the wave. Ultimately the problem
lay in the followers.

In this chapter we’ll consider the way I measure people’s tendency to be
authoritarian followers and whether this approach has any merit. And if after that you
find yourself thinking, “More, more, I still want more. I simply love reading books on
a monitor!” I’1l tell you the story of what happened at my university on the night of
October 19, 1994, When Authoritarians Ruled The Earth.



Right-Wing and Left-Wing Authoritarian Followers

Authoritarian followers usually support the established authorities in their
society, such as government officials and traditional religious leaders. Such people
have historically been the “proper” authorities in life, the time-honored, entitled,
customary leaders, and that means a lot to most authoritarians. Psychologically these
followers have personalities featuring:

1) a high degree of submission to the established, legitimate authorities in

their society;

2) high levels of aggression in the name of their authorities; and

3) a high level of conventionalism.
Because the submission occurs to traditional authority, I call these followers right-
wing authoritarians. I’'m using the word “right” in one of its earliest meanings, for in
Old English “riht”(pronounced “writ”) as an adjective meant lawful, proper, correct,
doing what the authorities said. (And when someone did the lawful thing back then,
maybe the authorities said, with a John Wayne drawl, “You got that riht, pilgrim!™)
' (Click on a note’s number to have it appear.)

In North America people who submit to the established authorities to
extraordinary degrees often turn out to be political conservatives, > so you can call
them “right-wingers” both in my new-fangled psychological sense and in the usual
political sense as well. But someone who lived in a country long ruled by Communists
and who ardently supported the Communist Party would also be one of my
psychological right-wing authoritarians even though we would also say he was a
political left-winger. So a right-wing authoritarian follower doesn’t necessarily have
conservative political views. Instead he’s someone who readily submits to the
established authorities in society, attacks others in their name, and is highly
conventional. It’s an aspect of his personality, not a description of his politics. Right-
wing authoritarianism is a personality trait, like being characteristically bashful or

happy or grumpy or dopey.
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You could have left-wing authoritarian followers as well, who support a
revolutionary leader who wants to overthrow the establishment. I knew a few in the
1970s, Marxist university students who constantly spouted their chosen authorities,
Lenin or Trotsky or Chairman Mao. Happily they spent most of their time fighting
with each other, as lampooned in Monty Python’s Life of Brian where the People’s
Front of Judea devotes most of its energy to battling, not the Romans, but the Judean
People’s Front. But the left-wing authoritarians on my campus disappeared long ago.
Similarly in America “the Weathermen” blew away in the wind. I’'m sure one can find
left-wing authoritarians here and there, but they hardly exist in sufficient numbers
now to threaten democracy in North America. However I have found bucketfuls of
right-wing authoritarians in nearly every sample I have drawn in Canada and the
United States for the past three decades. So when I speak of “authoritarian followers”
in this book I mean right-wing authoritarian followers, as identified by the RWA

scale.
The RWA Scale

The what? The Right-Wing Authoritarianism scale. Get out a pencil. I’'m going
to take you into the inner sanctum of a personality test. Just don’t be

FRIGHTENED!

Below is the latest version of the RWA scale. Read the instructions carefully,

and then write down your response to each statement on a sheet of paper numbered
1-22.

This survey is part of an investigation of general public opinion concerning a variety of social issues.
You will probably find that you agree with some of the statements, and disagree with others, to varying
extents. Please indicate your reaction to each statement on the line to the left of each item according
to the following scale:
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Write down a -4 if you very strongly disagree with the statement.

Write down a -3 if you strongly disagree with the statement.

Write down a -2 if you moderately disagree with the statement.
Write down a -1 if you slightly disagree with the statement.

Write down a +1 if you slightly agree with the statement.

Write down a +2 if you moderately agree with the statement.
Write down a +3 if you strongly agree with the statement.
Write down a +4 if you very strongly agree with the statement.

If you feel exactly and precisely neutral about an item, write down a “0."
(“Dr. Bob” to reader: We'll probably stay friends longer if you read this paragraph.) Important: You
may find that you sometimes have different reactions to different parts of a statement. For example,
you might very strongly disagree (“-4") with one idea in a statement, but slightly agree (“+1") with
another idea in the same item. When this happens, please combine your reactions, and write down how
you feel on balance (a “-3" in this case).

___ 1. The established authorities generally turn out to be right about things, while the radicals
and protestors are usually just “loud mouths” showing off their ignorance.

____ 2. Women should have to promise to obey their husbands when they get married.

___ 3. Our country desperately needs a mighty leader who will do what has to be done to destroy
the radical new ways and sinfulness that are ruining us.

____ 4. Gays and lesbians are just as healthy and moral as anybody else.

____ 5. ltis always better to trust the judgment of the proper authorities in government and
religion than to listen to the noisy rabble-rousers in our society who are trying to create
doubt in people’s minds

____ 6. Atheists and others who have rebelled against the established religions are no doubt every
bit as good and virtuous as those who attend church regularly.

____ 7. The only way our country can get through the crisis ahead is to get back to our traditional

values, put some tough leaders in power, and silence the troublemakers spreading bad ideas.
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____ 8. There is absolutely nothing wrong with nudist camps.

__ 9. Our country needs free thinkers who have the courage to defy traditional ways, even if this

upsets many people.
____10. Our country will be destroyed someday if we do not smash the perversions eating away at
our moral fiber and traditional beliefs.
____11. Everyone should have their own lifestyle, religious beliefs, and sexual preferences, even if
it makes them different from everyone else.
____12. The “old-fashioned ways” and the “old-fashioned values” still show the best way to live.
___13.You have to admire those who challenged the law and the majority’s view by protesting
for women’s abortion rights, for animal rights, or to abolish school prayer.
____14. What our country really needs is a strong, determined leader who will crush evil, and take
us back to our true path.
___15. Some of the best people in our country are those who are challenging our government,
criticizing religion, and ignoring the “normal way things are supposed to be done.”
____16. God’s laws about abortion, pornography and marriage must be strictly followed before it is
too late, and those who break them must be strongly punished.
____17. There are many radical, immoral people in our country today, who are trying to ruin it for
their own godless purposes, whom the authorities should put out of action.
____18. A“woman’s place” should be wherever she wants to be. The days when women are
submissive to their husbands and social conventions belong strictly in the past.
__19. Our country will be great if we honor the ways of our forefathers, do what the authorities
tell us to do, and get rid of the “rotten apples” who are ruining everything.
___20. There is no “ONE right way" to live life; everybody has to create their own way.
____21. Homosexuals and feminists should be praised for being brave enough to defy “traditional
family values.
____22. This country would work a lot better if certain groups of troublemakers would just shut up

and accept their group’s traditional place in society.
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Done them all, as best you could? Then let’s score your answers, and get an idea of
whether you’re cut out to be an authoritarian follower. First, you can skip your
answers to the first two statements. They don’t count. I put those items on the test to
give people some experience with the -4 to +4 response system. They’re just “warm-
ups.” Start therefore with No. 3.

If you wrote down a “-4” that’s scored as a 1.

If you wrote down a “-3" that’s scored as a 2.

If you wrote down a “-2" that’s scored as a 3.

If you wrote down a “-1" that’s scored as a 4.

If you wrote down a “0" or left the item unanswered, that’s scored as a 5.
If you wrote down a “+1" that’s scored as a 6.

If you wrote down a “+2" that’s scored as a 7.

If you wrote down a “+3" that’s scored as an 8.

If you wrote down a “+4" that’s scored as a 9.

Your answers to Items 5, 7, 10, 12, 14, 16, 17, 19 and 22 are scored the same way.

Now we’ll do the rest of your answers, starting with No. 4.

If you wrote down a ““-4" that’s scored as a 9.

If you wrote down a “-3" that’s scored as an 8.

If you wrote down a “-2" that’s scored as a 7.

If you wrote down a ““-1" that’s scored as a 6.

If you wrote down a “0" or left the item unanswered, that’s scored as a 5.
If you wrote down a “+1" that’s scored as a 4.

If you wrote down a “+2" that’s scored as a 3.

If you wrote down a “+3" that’s scored as a 2.

If you wrote down a “+4" that’s scored as a 1.
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Now simply add up your twenty scores. The lowest total possible would be 20, and
the highest, 180, but real scores are almost never that extreme. Introductory
psychology students at my Canadian university average about 75. Their parents
average about 90. Both scores are below the mid-point of the scale, which is 100, so
most people in these groups are not authoritarian followers in absolute terms. Neither
are most Americans, it seems. Mick McWilliams and Jeremy Keil administered the
RWA scale to a reasonably representative sample of 1000 Americans in 2005 for the
Libertarian Party and discovered an average score of 90.* Thus the Manitoba parent
samples seem similar in overall authoritarianism to a representative American adult
sample.” My Manitoba students score about the same on the RWA scale as most

American university students do too.

Let me give you three compelling reasons why you should treat your personal
score with a grain of salt. First, psychological tests make mistakes about individuals,
which is what you happen to be, I’ll bet. Even the best instruments, such as the best
IQ tests, get it wrong sometimes--as | think most people know. Thus the RWA scale
can’t give sure-thing diagnoses of individuals. (But it can reliably identify levels of
authoritarianism in groups, because too-high errors and too-low errors tend to even
out in big samples. So we’ll do the group grope in this book, and not go on the

individual counseling trip.®)

Second, how you responded to the items depended a lot on how you interpreted
them. Y ou may have writhed in agony wondering, “What does he mean by ?”
as you answered. If I failed often to get the gist of what I was saying over to you,
your score will certainly be misleading.’

Third, you knew what the items were trying to measure, didn’t you, you rascal!
The RWA scale is a personality test disguised as an attitude survey, but I’ll bet you
saw right through it.* In fact, you could probably take each statement apart and see
how I was trying to slyly tap the various components of the RWA personality trait.
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Take that first-scored item, No. 3: “Our country desperately needs a mighty leader
(authoritarian submission) who will do what has to be done to destroy (authoritarian
aggression) the radical new ways and sinfulness that are ruining us”
(conventionalism). Well if you’re smart enough to do that, you’re smart enough to
realize how easily you might have slanted your answers to look good.’

So I didn’t ask you to answer the RWA scale to see if you’d find true happiness
and fulfillment as a stormtrooper in some dictator’s army. It’s not a vocational test.
Instead, I wanted you to experience for yourself the instrument used to identify and
study authoritarian followers. Most of what [ have uncovered about authoritarianism,
I have dug up with this tool, and now you know what it is and how it works. "’

Is the RWA Scale Valid?

According to the High Laws of Science (you do not have to genuflect here),
ideas must be repeatedly tested to see if they fail. So the next (and extremely
important) question is, does the RWA scale really measure what it says it measures?
Are the test scores valid? If they are, we should find that high scorers submit to
established authority more than most people do, aggress more in the name of such

authority, and are much more conventional. What’s the evidence?

Authoritarian Submission. Everybody submits to authority to some degree.
Imagine a world in which people ignored traffic laws and sped through red lights. The
cost of auto insurance would shoot through the roof (although the line-ups to buy it
would become much shorter). But some people go way beyond the norm and submit
to authority even when it is dishonest, corrupt, unfair and evil. We would expect
authoritarian followers especially to submit to corrupt authorities in their lives: to
believe them when there is little reason to do so, to trust them when huge grounds for
suspicion exist, and to hold them blameless when they do something wrong. We don’t
expect absolutes here; people are much too complicated to completely, always, blindly
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submit, no matter what. But IF the RWA scale truly measures the tendency to be an
authoritarian follower, those who score highly on it should tend to do these things,
right? So do they?

Well, they will tell you that people should submit to authority in virtually all
circumstances. If you give them moral dilemmas (e.g. should one steal an absurdly
expensive drug to save a life?) they’re more likely to say, “The law is the law and
must be obeyed” than most people are. High RWAs also say they would bow more to
show respect for their fathers, the president of companies where they worked, and so
on, than most people indicate. (An astronomer suggested I ask about the bowing,
which I thought was silly, but he was right. “Social scientists are such blockheads!”)

High RWAs trusted President Nixon longer and stronger than most people did
during the Watergate crisis.'" Some of them still believed Nixon was innocent of
criminal acts even after he accepted a pardon for them.'"? (Similarly the Allies found
many Germans in 1945 refused to believe that Hitler, one of the most evil men in
history, had ordered the murder of millions of Jews and others. “He was busy running
the war,” Hitler’s apologists said. “The concentration camps were built and run by
subordinates without his knowing it.””) To pick a more current example, authoritarian
followers believed, more than most people did, President George W. Bush’s false
claims that Saddam Hussein had extensive links to al-Qaida, and that Iraq had
weapons of mass destruction. And they supported the invasion of Iraq, whereas less
authoritarian Americans tended to doubt the wisdom of that war from the start

Caution No. 1. On the other hand, right-wing authoritarians did not support
President Clinton during his impeachment and trial over the Monica Lewinsky
scandal. So as I said, the support is not automatic and reflexive, but can be trumped
by other concerns. In Clinton’s case his administration not only had advocated for
groups anathema to authoritarians, such as homosexuals and feminists, his sexual
misdeeds in the White House deeply offended many high RWAs.
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Shifting our focus a bit, please give your reaction to the story below:

It has been reported in the press that the FBI has maintained illegal wiretaps of the telephones
of about 60 persons in the United States who were suspected of being sympathetic toward radical
political organizations. The FBI is reported to be taking no chances that these persons might become
active in their support of these groups. Under current legislation such wiretaps are legally permissible
only if a judge has signed a court order authorizing them. The FBI reportedly has never sought court
approval of these wiretaps because they believed their case was too weak and the courts would deny
them. The FBI has denied the wiretaps exist, and described the report as a “complete fabrication.”

If the story is true, how serious a matter would you say the illegal wiretaps are?
0 = Not serious at all; they clearly are justified by the circumstances.
1 = Mildly serious
2 = Somewhat serious
3 = Pretty serious
4 = Extremely serious; such acts strike at the foundation of a free society.

What would you say? You can put me down for a “4.” What’s the point of
having laws protecting privacy if the law enforcers can decide to ignore them

whenever they wish, and then get away with it?

The issue may remind you of the Bush administration’s policy of authorizing
the National Security Agency to engage in electronic spying, without warrants, on
Americans suspected of supporting terrorism--which simply ignored the Foreign
Intelligence Surveillance Act that required prior court approval of such surveillance.
And indeed, David Winter at the University of Michigan discovered that high RWAs
felt Bush’s policy was “both necessary and appropriate” because of terrorism. But the
wiretaps case presented above comes from a study I did over thirty years ago, in the
autumn of 1974, using students from five scattered American universities. I found that
persons who scored highly on the RWA scale tended to answer with 0's, 1's and 2's,
while those who scored low in RWA used 3's and 4's much more often. (The overall
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average in those months immediately following Watergate equaled 3.0.)

And this is just the beginning. Over the years I have found that authoritarian
followers blissfully tolerated many illegal and unjust government actions that occurred
in the United States and Canada, such as:

- a police burglary of a newspaper office to get confidential information.

- drug raids carried out without search warrants because judges wouldn’t

give them.

- denial of right to assemble to peacefully protest government actions.

- “dirty tricks” played by a governing party on the opposition during an

election.

- immigration office discrimination against radical speakers.

- placing agents provocateurs in organizations to create dissension and bad

press relations.

- burning down the meeting place of a radical organization.

- unauthorized mail openings.

Authoritarian followers seem to have a “Daddy and mommy know best”
attitude toward the government. They do not see laws as social standards that apply
to all. Instead, they appear to think that authorities are above the law, and can decide
which laws apply to them and which do not--just as parents can when one is young.
But in a democracy no one is supposed to be above the law. Still, authoritarians quite
easily put that aside. They also believe that only criminals and terrorists would object
to having their phones tapped, their mail opened, and their lives put under
surveillance. They have bought their tickets and are standing in line waiting for 1984,
The Real Thing. There might as well not be a Fourth Amendment to the Constitution.
And when the Military Commissions Act of 2006 is used to deny people the right of
habeas corpus--one of the oldest rights in western law--it is unlikely that right-wing
authoritarians will object to the loss of this constitutional guarantee either.
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In fact, who even needs the whole Bill of Rights? Here is a (fake) letter-to-the-
editor I asked some San Francisco State University students to respond to in 1990.

If a person stops to think about it, most of the problems we are having can be traced to the Bill
of Rights--or more precisely, to the way it has been interpreted by the Supreme Court. “Freedom of
speech” has been twisted to mean that pornographers can sell their filth, and that anybody can say
whatever he wants, whether it's good for society or not. And “freedom of religion” has been twisted to
mean children can’t pray in public schools any more. And the “right to happiness” has been twisted to
mean women can have abortion after abortion if they're “unhappy” being pregnant. And think how many
drug pushers and criminals have gotten off scot-free because their “rights” were supposedly violated after
they had robbed or killed somebody.

A lot of people hoped the new Supreme Court, rid of the “Liberal Majority” which had made all
these terrible rulings, would overturn them. But it's clear now that they won't. No Supreme Court can
reverse the ruling of an earlier Supreme Court, so we are stuck with these interpretations as long as there
is a Bill of Rights. And we will soon be destroyed as a nation because of them. So the only thing we can
do, to make America the free, pure, safe Christian nation that the founding fathers intended it to be, is to
repeal the Bill of Rights.

If you like, you can count up how many ignorant, inaccurate, misleading and
just plain stupid things there are in this letter. I knew it was ridiculous when I
composed it. But I got the material from various people I’ve heard speak on the
subject. If you haven’t heard them, tune in to “talk radio” some night.

I asked the students how sensible they thought the letter was, and whether they
thought the Bill of Rights should be repealed. High RWAs found the letter pretty
sensible, don’t you know, and they favored repealing the Bill of Rights more than
anyone else did. Which sprinkles a dash of irony into this stew. The founding fathers
added the Bill of Rights to the Constitution to prevent tyranny by the government. I
wonder if they realized that democracy could be undermined from “below” as well as
crushed by tyranny from “above” by people who didn’t want the freedoms?'*
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The last string of studies I want to lay before you regarding authoritarian
submission concerns authoritarians’ willingness to hold officials accountable for their
misdeeds. Or rather, their lack of willingness--which catches your eye because high
RWASs generally favor punishing the bejabbers out of misdoers. But they proved less
likely than most people to punish a police officer who beat up a handcuffed
demonstrator, or a chief of detectives who assaulted an accused child molester being
held in jail, or--paralleling the trial of U.S. Army Lt. William Calley--an Air Force

officer convicted of murder after leading unauthorized raids on Vietnamese villages.

The “Milgram experiment,” which we shall discuss at the end of this book,
offers another example of authoritarian followers “going easy” on authorities. In his
famous study Stanley Milgram maneuvered subjects into a situation in which they
were ordered by an Experimenter to inflict painful, and possibly lethal, electric shocks
on another person (who in fact was not hurt at all). The subjects clearly did not want
to deliver the shocks, but the Experimenter told them they had to. The Experimenter
even said, if pressed, that he would accept responsibility for whatever happened. Yet
Tom Blass of the University of Maryland at Baltimore found that high RWA students
tended to blame the Experimenter less for what happened to the victim than most
students did Whom did they blame instead? I found, when I replicated the study,
they blamed the poor devil who was ordered to deliver the shocks, and the victim,
more than most others did.

If some day George W. Bush is indicted for authorizing torture, you can bet
your bottom dollar the high RWAs will howl to the heavens in protest. It won’t matter
how extensive the torture was, how cruel and sickening it was, how many years it
went on, how many prisoners died, how devious Bush was in trying to evade
America’s laws and traditional stand against torture, or how many treaties the U.S.
broke. Such an indictment would grind right up against the core of authoritarian
followers, and they won’t have it. Maybe they’ll even say, “The president was busy
running the war. He didn’t really know. It was all done by Rumsfeld and others.”1d
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Authoritarian Aggression. When I say authoritarian followers are aggressive
I don’t mean they stride into bars and start fights. First of all, high RWAs go to church
enormously more often than they go to bars. Secondly, they usually avoid anything
approaching a fair fight. Instead they aggress when they believe right and might are
on their side. “Right” for them means, more than anything else, that their hostility is
(in their minds) endorsed by established authority, or supports such authority. “Might”
means they have a huge physical advantage over their target, in weaponry say, or in
numbers, as in a lynch mob. It’s striking how often authoritarian aggression happens
in dark and cowardly ways, in the dark, by cowards who later will do everything they
possibly can to avoid responsibility for what they did. Women, children, and others
unable to defend themselves are typical victims. Even more striking, the attackers
typically feel morally superior to the people they are assaulting in an unfair fight. We
shall see research evidence in the next chapter that this self-righteousness plays a huge
role in high RWASs’ hostility.

Believe it or not, researchers are not allowed to organize murderous mobs to
study hostility. So we have to study authoritarian aggression in subtler ways. For

example:

You are a judge presiding at the trial of “The People vs. Robert Smith.” Evidence introduced in
court indicates that on the evening of May 23", a Mr. Matthew Burns (a 47-year-old, Caucasian
accountant) was walking to his car in a hotel parking lot when he was stopped by a man who produced
a pistol and demanded Mr. Burns’ wallet. Mr. Burns complied, but as the robber ran from the scene Mr.
Burns ducked into a doorway and began shouting “Stop that man!”

These cries were heard by a policeman cruising nearby in a patrol car who after a short chase
apprehended a Mr. Robert Smith, (a 28-year-old Caucasian of no fixed address or occupation). The
police officer saw Mr. Smith throw what proved to be Mr. Burns’ wallet down a sewer as he was being
pursued. Smith matched the general description Mr. Burns gave of his assailant, but Mr. Burns was
unable to identify Smith “with absolute certainty” because it was dark in the parking lot at the time of the
robbery.
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Smith told the court he saw another man running from the parking lot, and then he found the
wallet. He began to run after picking up the wallet because he heard the police siren and realized how
incriminating the circumstances were. That was also, according to Smith, the reason he threw the wallet
down the sewer.

Smith has a record of two previous “mugging” arrests and one prior conviction. He was found
guilty of robbing Mr. Burns by the jury, and it is your duty now to declare sentence. A second conviction
of armed robbery of this sort is punishable by up to ten years imprisonment, with parole possible after
1/3 of the sentence has been served.

When asked if he had anything to say before being sentenced, Smith said again that he was
innocent. What sentence would you give?

Many factors would undoubtedly shape someone’s decision in this matter, even
if s/he were just filling out a booklet of surveys and was suddenly asked to imagine
being a judge. But such role-playing does create a situation in which someone can
imagine punishing someone else in the name of established authority. I’d give Smith
about four or five years of further experience with the penitentiary system, and
overall, subjects answering my survey would impose an average sentence of about
3.5 years. But right-wing authoritarians would send Robert Smith to the slammer for

a significantly longer time than most people would.

In fact they’d send just about anyone to jail for a longer time than most people
would, from those who spit on the sidewalk to rapists. However, as noted earlier,
authoritarian followers usually would go easy on authorities who commit crimes, and
they similarly make allowances for someone who attacks a victim the authoritarian is
prejudiced against. (If you were a district attorney prosecuting a lynching case, you
would NOT rejoice at a jury filled with high RWAs.) But in general they would
sentence most criminals to longer terms than the average Joe would. They also tend

to strongly endorse capital punishment.
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Why are high RWAs extra-punitive against law-breakers? For one thing, they
think the crimes involved are more serious than most people do, and they believe more
in the beneficial effects of punishment. But they also find “common criminals™ highly
repulsive and disgusting, and they admit it feels personally good, it makes them glad,
to be able to punish a perpetrator. They get off smiting the sinner; they relish being
“the arm of the Lord.” Similarly, high RWA university students say that classmates
in high school who misbehaved and got into trouble, experienced “bad trips” on drugs,
became pregnant, and so on “got exactly what they deserved” and that they felt a
secret pleasure when they found out about the others’ misfortune.'’

Which suggests authoritarian followers have a little volcano of hostility
bubbling away inside them looking for a (safe, approved) way to erupt. This was
supported by an experiment I ran in which subjects were (supposedly) allowed to
deliver electric shocks to someone trying to master a list of nonsense syllables. The
subject/teacher could choose the level of shock for each mistake the learner made.
Since the punishment was sanctioned by the experimenter, this opened the door for
the authoritarian. The higher the subject’s RWA scale score, the stronger the shocks
delivered.

Here are some items from another scale. How would you respond to them on
a -4 to +4 basis?

1. There are entirely too many people from the wrong sorts of places being
admitted into our country now.
2. Black people are, by their nature, more violent and “primitive” than others.
3. Jews cannot be trusted as much as other people can.
4. As a group, aboriginal people are naturally lazy, dishonest and lawless.
5. Arabs are too emotional, and they don’t fit in well in our country.
6. We have much to fear from the Japanese, who are as cruel as they are

ambitious.
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I’1l bet you have figured out that I use these to measure prejudice. You may be
taken aback however to discover that these prejudices usually show up bundled
together in a person. But social psychologists found long ago that people who are
prejudiced against one group are usually prejudiced against a whole lot more as well.
Prejudice has little to do with the groups it targets, and a lot to do with the personality
of the holder. Want to guess who has such wide-ranging prejudices? Authoritarian
followers dislike so many kinds of people, I have called them “equal opportunity
bigots.” They will not win the gold medal in the Prejudice Olympics (we’ll find out
who does in a later chapter), but high RWAs will definitely be on the podium.'®

Here’s another one of my measures, which I call “Posse,” that you may find so
ridiculous that you’d say no one would ever buy into it. Humor me, gentle reader.

Suppose the federal government, some time in the future, passed a law outlawing various religious
cults. Government officials then stated that the law would only be effective if it were vigorously enforced
at the local level and appealed to everyone to aid in the fight against these cults.

Please respond to the following statements according to the following scale:
-4 indicates the statement is extremely untrue of you.
-3 indicates the statement is very untrue of you.
etc. to:
+4 indicates the statement is extremely true of you.

1. 1 would tell my friends and neighbors it was a good law.

2. | would tell the police about any religious cults | knew.

3. If asked by the police, | would help hunt down and arrest members of religious cults.

4. | would participate in attacks on religious cult meeting places if organized by the proper authorities.

5. 1 would support the use of physical force to make cult members reveal the identity of other cult
members.

6. | would support the execution of religious cult leaders if he government insisted it was necessary
to protect the country.
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I’1l assume, because I know what a fine person you are, that you would respond
to each of these statements with a -4 or a -3. Most people do. But not authoritarian
followers. They typically answer with -2s and -1s, and sometimes even say, “Yes |
would.” Ifthat shocks you, remember that the premise behind “Posse” runs right down
Main Street in the authoritarian aggression mind-set. When the authorities say, “Go
get ‘em,” the high RWAs saddle up.

Who can ‘em be? Nearly everybody, it turns out. I started with a proposition to
outlaw Communists and found authoritarian followers would be relatively likely to
join that posse. Ditto for persecuting homosexuals, and ditto for religious cults,
“radicals” and journalists the government did not like. So I tried to organize a posse
that liberals would join, to go after the Ku Klux Klan. But high RWAs crowded out
everyone else for that job too. Then I offered as targets the very right-wing Canadian
Social Credit Party, the Confederation of Regions Party, and the mainstream
Progressive Conservative Party of Canada. These were the parties of choice for most
authoritarian followers at the time, yet high RWAs proved more willing to persecute
even the movements they liked than did others.

Finally, just to take this to its ludicrous extreme, I asked for reactions to a “law
to eliminate right-wing authoritarians.” (I told the subjects that right-wing
authoritarians are people who are so submissive to authority, so aggressive in the
name of authority, and so conventional that they may pose a threat to democratic rule.)
RWA scale scores did not connect as solidly with joining this posse as they had in the
other cases. Surely some of the high RWAs realized that if they supported this law,
they were being the very people whom the law would persecute, and the posse should
therefore put itself in jail. But not all of them realized this, for authoritarian followers
still favored, more than others did, a law to persecute themselves. You can almost hear
the circuits clanking shut in their brains: “If the government says these people are
dangerous, then they’ve got to be stopped.”
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One more thing. Remember when I was talking about putting President Bush
on trial for authorizing torture? Look back at Items 5 and 6 in my list of acts an ardent
authoritarian follower might do in support of a malevolent government. It’s been
clear in my studies for several decades that lots of people, with no persuading by the
authorities at all, were already close to endorsing the torture and execution of their
fellow citizens if the government simply said it was necessary. So it would be no
surprise at all if they supported President Bush’s insistence that America be allowed
to torture suspected foreign terrorists.

High RWAs tend to feel more endangered in a potentially threatening situation
than most people do, and often respond aggressively. In 1987 my colleague Gerry
Sande and I had five-man teams of male introductory psychology students role-play
NATO in an “international simulation” involving (they thought) another team of
students playing as the Warsaw Pact. Some of the NATO teams were composed
entirely of low RWA students, and other NATO teams were stocked entirely with
highs. (We experimenters secretly played the Warsaw Pact.) The simulation began
with a couple of ambiguous moves by the Warsaw Pact, such as holding military
exercises earlier than anticipated, and withdrawing divisions to rear areas (possibly for
rest, or --as Dr. Strangelove might argue--possibly for redeployment for an attack).
The NATO teams could respond with nonthreatening or threatening moves of varying
magnitudes. But if they made threats, the Warsaw pact responded with twice as much
threat in return, and the NATO team would reap what it had sown as an escalation of
aggressive moves would likely result.

The low RWA teams did not interpret the ambiguous moves at the beginning
of the game as serious threats and thus seldom made threatening moves. The high
RWAs on the other hand usually reacted to the opening Warsaw Pact moves
aggressively, and sowed a whirlwind. Over the course of the simulation, the high
RWA teams made ten times as much threat as the low teams did, and usually brought
the world to the brink of nuclear war."”
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Caution No. 2. Can we conclude from all these findings that authoritarian
followers always aggress when they think the “proper authorities” approve? No, no
more than they always submit to established authority. “Always” is a lot, and such
generalizations ignore the complexity of human motivation. Fear of counter-
aggression can freeze the authoritarian’s hand, or belief that the hostility is unlawful
and will be punished. Nevertheless, one can easily find settings in which high RWAs’

aggressive inclinations comes bubbling to the surface.

Conventionalism. By conventionalism, the third defining element of the right-
wing authoritarian, I don’t just mean do you put your socks on before your shoes, and
I don’tjust mean following the norms and customs that you like.  mean believing that
everybody should have to follow the norms and customs that your authorities have
decreed. Authoritarians get a lot of their ideas about how people ought to act from
their religion, and as we’ll see in chapter 4 they tend to belong to fundamentalist
religions that make it crystal clear what they consider correct and what they consider
wrong. For example these churches strongly advocate a traditional family structure of
father-as-head, mother as subservient to her husband and caretaker of the husband’s
begotten, and kids as subservient, period. The authoritarian followers who fill a lot of
the pews in these churches strongly agree. And they want everybody’s family to be
like that. (A word of advice, guys: check with your wives first.)

Thanks to Mikhail Gorbachev (Thanks so much, Mikhail!) I can show you how
thoroughly some high RWAs sop up the teachings of another set of authorities, their
government. As soon as Gorbachev lifted the restraints on doing psychological
research in the Soviet Union an acquaintance of mine, Andre Kamenshikov,
administered a survey to students at Moscow State University with the same freedom
that western researchers take for granted. The students answered the RWA scale and
as well a series of questions about