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A core debate in authoritarianism research relates to the stability of authoritarianism, i.e., whether it is a dispositional phenomenon socialized in early childhood or even genetically predisposed, or whether it is impacted by time-sensitive, exterior conditions. Whereas certain individual authoritarian tendencies emerge as a rather stable personality trait, there is also empirical evidence for a dynamic influence of external factors. This review article provides a conceptual multilevel framework for the study of authoritarianism and offers an insight into the state-of-research on socialization and situational influences, with a particular focus on threat. Findings are discussed with regard to key theories of authoritarianism.
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INTRODUCTION

Classical authoritarianism theory, as spelt out most prominently by Adorno et al. (1950), emphasizes the idea of authoritarianism as a stable personality trait that is not subject to sweeping changes throughout the life span. In that manner, a number of scholars have related authoritarianism to the Big Five personality traits. Specifically, lower levels of openness to experience (Akrami and Ekehammar, 2006; Stenner, 2009; Perry and Sibley, 2012; Hotchin and West, 2018) and higher levels of conscientiousness (Sibley and Duckitt, 2008; Dallago and Roccato, 2010; Nicol and De France, 2016) have been linked to authoritarianism. Asp et al. (2012) even offered empirical evidence for increased levels of authoritarianism in patients with damage to the ventromedial prefrontal cortex, thus strengthening the view of authoritarianism as a biologically influenced and ergo genetically determined trait.

However, at the same time, several prominent authors have unfolded a more dynamic perspective to the development of authoritarianism (e.g., Duckitt, 1989; Altemeyer, 1996; Feldman and Stenner, 1997; Oesterreich, 1999). Whereas individuals may exhibit more or less authoritarian tendencies rooted in their genetic disposition and early socialization experience, the current environment can and does influence its manifestation. Here, one has to distinguish between situational influences that are singular, time-sensitive events and contextual influences that shape the immediate life context in terms of the lifelong socialization experience and may vary throughout the life span. Obviously, this elicits the questions which individual and societal conditions exactly foster an “authoritarian reaction” and which factors shape this process. This review article aims to provide an overview of the situational and contextual factors that are to be distinguished when studying the impact of the external factors on authoritarianism. A theoretical framework will be outlined, allowing to identify situational and contextual influences on authoritarianism on three different levels: the macro-level (the society), the meso-level (institutions such as schools and peers), and the micro-level (individuals and their families).

The theoretical approaches will be backed by an overview of the existing literature. In order to provide an overview of concepts and empirical findings, we employed a specific methodology. Given the large amount of literature on authoritarianism—the database Scopus lists 2,063 scientific publications containing the term “authoritarianism” in the title (1900–2020), and the search engine Social Science Research Network links 747 publications to “authoritarianism” (1900–2020)—our main criterion in the selection of classical and contemporary publications was any indication of external influences on authoritarianism. That is to say, we selected conceptual and research publications that emphasized the situational and contextual nature of authoritarian orientations.

In the following section, we will outline the foundations of a contextual—rather than an essentialist, stable—perspective on authoritarianism and present a multilevel conceptual framework. Subsequently, we review theory and research regarding the mechanisms behind authoritarianism, presenting both the situational perspective, with a focus on threat, and the contextual perspective of lifelong socialization. In a subsequent section, the macro-level will be examined by reviewing the research on cultural antecedents. Finally, we briefly summarize the main outcomes of this review and draw conclusions for future research.



CONTEXTUAL PERSPECTIVES ON AUTHORITARIANISM

What explanatory power does a context-sensitive perspective on authoritarianism add to the essentialist perspective viewing authoritarianism as a stable trait? A convincing indication for an interactive explanation of authoritarianism was found in a meta-analysis by Sibley and Duckitt (2008): In that study, the scores on an often-used right-wing authoritarianism scale (Altemeyer, 1996, p. 250) are “highly reactive to situational manipulations” and “to be changed by group socialization influences.” The authors argue that the right-wing authoritarianism scale rather measures social/ideological attitudes than stable personality traits or dispositions. They suggest authoritarianism is not stable across the life span but subject to contextual influence. When looking at contextual influence, one has to consider both critical life events, i.e., threat stimuli, like—currently—the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic, as situational influences and lifelong socialization processes as long-term contextual influences. The latter should be tied to the individual’s position in the life cycle, for which chronological age may serve as a proxy. Concerning situational threats, the central assumption is that critical life experiences lead to changes in the level of authoritarianism. These experiences often include threatening life events that urge the individual to seek compensation through adaptations in the attitudinal preference patterns. Mayer (1975) offered examples for such critical life events: the transition from childhood to adulthood (moving out of the parental home), changes in the family structure (marriage or divorce), and the transition into parenthood (birth a child). Furthermore, he described educational transitions, such as school-to-school transitions (e.g., upper secondary school to tertiary education), school-to-work transitions, or changes in status and class during the career. Similarly, other scholars have pointed to the influence of critical social experiences in the family, at school, at the work place, in clubs, in societies, and in the public sphere on values and attitudinal orientations (Mead, 1934; Schütz and Luckmann, 1979; Meier et al., 1983). Another important influence is the views of significant others, in the sense of subjective norms or normative beliefs (Ajzen, 1991). Albeit all these examples seem plausible, one can criticize that they often lack a clear distinction between the lifelong socialization process and a critical life event.

Recent research shows that authoritarianism undergoes change across the life span and can be manipulated experimentally (Pettigrew, 1999; Stellmacher and Petzel, 2005a). Even classical representatives of authoritarianism theory pointed out that contexts and conditions must be analyzed with regard to the development and the activation of authoritarianism: Adorno et al. (1950) rooted the authoritarian personality in situational factors, socialization practices, and the family environment/structure, suggesting that changes in social attachment and institutions directly affect authoritarianism. Later authoritarianism research has often distanced itself from the psychodynamic reasoning of classical authoritarianism theory. Instead of proposing psychodynamic “inner” explanations for the development of an authoritarian personality, Altemeyer (1988, 1996) proposed a conceptual framework derived from social learning theory, which emphasizes the influence of socializing agents, like the family or peers, and of the societal context.

To investigate the influencing factors of authoritarianism, an examination of its functions is crucial. Duckitt (2001) defined authoritarianism as a worldview closely linked to threat and fear, with a main antecedent in the frequent experience of punishment, in particular corporal punishment. Oesterreich (1996) yet more explicitly focused on the influence of lifelong socialization experiences and emotional processes on the internalization of authoritarian potentials, which are activated in times of crisis or rapid social change to deliver orientations for behavior. The function of the authoritarian mechanism is thus to compensate feelings of fear and insecurity. It provides an escape into a clear set of norms and regulations (Oesterreich, 1999; Hadjar, 2004). In line with the understanding of authoritarianism as put forward by Milgram (1974) or Bettelheim (1943), Oesterreich (1993) conceptualized authoritarianism as both a reactive human behavior in critical and fear-laden situations and a stable personality structure that prevents authoritarian individuals from seeking behavioral options other than the authoritarian reaction. Lederer (1995) speaks of a habitualized readiness to respond to situations of crisis by escaping toward institutions that provide security.

This approach called the authoritarian dynamic (Feldman and Stenner, 1997; Stenner, 2005, 2009) is based on previous findings on the relationship between threat and authoritarianism and the instability of authoritarianism over time (Stenner, 2005) as well as across environmental conditions (Sales, 1973; Doty et al., 1991). Accordingly, human beings carry different levels of an authoritarian predisposition, which activates the endorsement of authoritarian values and behaviors in the event of exterior threat stimuli (Stenner, 2005). This is not to say that a greater authoritarian predisposition activates a greater authoritarian reaction in face of threats. On the contrary, studies have shown a greater endorsement of authoritarian values after a perceived threat in individuals who have previously scored low on authoritarianism (Hetherington and Suhay, 2011; Mirisola et al., 2014; Norris, 2017; Linden et al., 2018; Carriere et al., 2019; Russo et al., 2020). Low-scoring authoritarians thus adjust their worldviews toward more authoritarian ways of thinking, whereas high-scoring authoritarians remain stable in their endorsement of authoritarianism. Mirisola et al. (2014) explain this adjustment with the loss of perceived control in low-scoring authoritarians, mediating the effect between threat and the increase in authoritarianism. Linking these findings to the Compensatory Control Theory (Kay et al., 2008, 2010; Landau et al., 2015) suggests authoritarianism to operate as an external source of control substituting a perceived lack of personal control. In support, Kay et al. (2008) found lower levels of personal control to be associated with higher support for governmental control. It is to conclude that in the event of threat, low-scoring authoritarians are more susceptible to a perceived loss of control, strengthening their authoritarian views as a compensatory mechanism.

As to high-scoring authoritarians, the question remains why they show elevated levels of authoritarianism even in the absence of threat. Previous research suggests that authoritarians are more inclined to have a more dangerous worldview (Altemeyer, 1988) and therefore live with a permanently elevated sensitivity toward threat (Cohrs and Ibler, 2009). Specifying these assumptions, Russo et al. (2020) delivered experimental evidence for an elevated anticipation of threat among high-scoring authoritarians. They described the findings as “a vicious circle whereby authoritarians tend to overestimate the societal threat they are exposed to, and this leads to a polarization of their initial attitudes and a greater endorsement of authoritarian political systems” (Russo et al., 2020, p. 94). High levels of authoritarianism may alleviate the negative effects of stressful life events on mental distress and thus serve as a coping mechanism (Van Hiel and De Clercq, 2009). In addition, Dunn (2017) suggests that authoritarians possess fewer cognitive skills helping them to cope with the stress caused by exterior threat.

Figure 1 shows an explanatory model, theoretically based on the model of group authoritarianism by Stellmacher and Petzel (2005b) as well as more recent findings by Mirisola et al. (2014) and Russo et al. (2020) on the adjustment of authoritarian worldviews in low-scoring authoritarians. It provides an overview of the “authoritarian reaction,” i.e., how contextual influences and lifelong socialization processes over three different levels impact authoritarian attitudes and behaviors among high-scoring authoritarians and low-scoring authoritarians.
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FIGURE 1. Multilevel model of the “Authoritarian Reaction” in high-scoring and low-scoring authoritarians.


In overall terms, two main features seem to be important when theorizing contextual factors of authoritarianism. They both play a distinctive role in the individual development and activation of authoritarianism. We will name this perspective as the threat perspective in terms of threats prompting an authoritarian reaction in a short-term process. Second, authoritarianism is subject to lifelong socialization experiences—and thus to long-term socialization processes—with a particular focus on socialization agents in the family, at school, in peer groups, or at the work place. This will be conceptualized as the socialization perspective. When investigating authoritarianism in an individual or a population, both perspectives have to be taken into consideration. In the next section, we present the state-of-research of each one.


The (Multilevel) Threat Perspective: Theory and Findings

Combining the context-sensitive approach to authoritarianism, i.e., the authoritarian reaction (Oesterreich, 1993, 1996), and integrated threat theory (Sears, 1988; Quillian, 1995; Stephan and Stephan, 2000), appears highly fruitful when exploring situational mechanisms behind authoritarianism. From this perspective, authoritarianism unfolds as a reaction to rapid exterior change perceived as threat (Rippl et al., 2005). During such critical situations and times of insecurity, the individual (previously scoring low on authoritarianism) aims to compensate the feelings of threat by sticking to a simplistic authoritarian worldview, which provides rigid answers, clarity, and orientation. “Critical situations, such as those which require decision making, are the crucial points in a life course where opportunities for either the development of more individual autonomy or for the consolidation of a personality structure relying on authority arise. […] Situations that cause insecurity and anxiety are determined by social factors, such as society, social class, age, and gender” (Oesterreich, 2005, p. 283).

According to integrated threat theory, as proposed by Stephan and Stephan (2000), two categories of threat can be distinguished: realistic threats, which refer to the perception that a society (ingroup) is threatened in their economic wealth and/or physical safety, and symbolic threats, which are threats pertaining to the cultural structures in society, like norms, values, or symbolic systems (e.g., language). Although these dimensions can be separated empirically (Stephan et al., 1999, 2002), they are nevertheless interconnected: People who perceive high levels of realistic threat also tend to experience high levels of symbolic threat. Another taxonomy of threat has been proposed by Stephan and Renfro (2002) as well as by Rippl et al. (2007), who distinguish between collective and individual threats. Whereas a collective threat is a perceived threat regarding the entire society (e.g., increasing unemployment rates), an individual threat is based on the perception that personal wellbeing is in danger (e.g., individual unemployment). Furthermore, threats to social cohesion have been emphasized in the activation of an authoritarian reaction, as they disturb the desire for social conformity (Feldman and Stenner, 1997; Butler, 2013; Shaffer and Duckitt, 2013). Similarly, Stellmacher and Petzel (2005a,b) suggested a relationship between threat and authoritarianism in the case of a threat toward group identity.

Crowson et al. (2006, p. 737) offered two possible explanations for the close relationship between threat and authoritarianism: “(1) Perceived threat exerts a direct influence on the attitudes and beliefs of social perceivers, thereby leading them to demonstrate authoritarian attitudes and behaviors. (2) Perceived threat interacts with individual-difference characteristics […] to influence attitudes and behavior.” Feldman (2013) pointed out the difficulty of investigating these processes, as both may apply simultaneously. Low-scoring yet more so than high-scoring authoritarians may exhibit increased authoritarian attitudes that both react to perceived threats directly as well as in interaction with other threat-sensitive personal values like the desire for autonomy, social dominance orientation, or hierarchic self-interest (Baier and Hadjar, 2005).

Taking a closer look at the perceived threat stimuli, empirical studies focus on critical events not only on the individual but also on the societal level. When speculating about reasons for the increasing authoritarianism in the United States during the twentieth century, Lederer and Kindervater (1995) mentioned societal threats such as the Gulf War, the spread of HIV as well as a certain kind of a societal climate (“Zeitgeist”) summoning US citizens to be a proud American. Similarly, Stellmacher and Petzel (2005a) explored time periods characterized by a high threat level as a possible indication for increasing authoritarianism in the society, both regarding attitudes (e.g., high prejudice level) as well as behavior (e.g., voting behavior, conversion to authoritarian churches, anti-Semitic crimes). Specific indicators of high levels of threat on the societal level, or macro-level, are high unemployment rates, a low per capita income, a high inflation rate, an elevated frequency of “major crimes,” civil uprisings, strikes, and the country’s involvement in wars and other military action (Sales, 1972; Padgett and Jorgenson, 1982; McCann, 1999). Early 2000s research has paid special attention to threats regarding the physical safety after acts of terrorism (e.g., Norris, 2017). Initially, Crowson (2009) suggested a greater support of policies restricting civil liberties in the name of the war on terror among high-scoring authoritarians. However, Hetherington and Suhay (2011) found that under the influence of threat stimuli imposed by terror, the acceptance of restrictions is only increased among non-authoritarians.

A current example of threat on the societal level is the spread of SARS-CoV-2, a virus first identified in December 2019 in Wuhan, China, that by the first quarter of 2020, had spread across the globe (World Health Organization, 2020). The COVID-19 pandemic led many governments to introduce temporary authoritarian measures, such as restrictions on assembly and travel to mitigate the spread of the disease. Manson (2020) found that in face of the threat imposed by the virus, individual-level authoritarianism predicts the endorsement of such policies and practices translating to enhanced state control in the United States. Furthermore, Golec de Zavala et al. (2020) documented a rise in authoritarian attitudes during the outbreak of the pandemic beyond the regulations concerning COVID-19 in Poland: Here, the shift in authoritarianism spelled out in a desire for national cohesion followed by a rejection of dissenters to traditional sexual norms. Withal, studies relating macro-level threats and authoritarianism in the way just reported have to be treated with great caution, since the probability of an ecological fallacy—the drawing of false individual-level conclusions from macro-level findings (Robinson, 1950)—is rather high. What is largely lacking to this very day is studies looking at the link of macro-level threats and individual authoritarianism applying multilevel analyses.

Dealing with the influence of external threats on authoritarianism, social status may be considered as a safeguard, since a higher position provides better opportunities to deal with threats and class-specific socialization experiences can be assumed. In his working-class authoritarianism thesis, Lipset (1959) assumed that lower classes tend to have a more authoritarian view on politics and are thus more likely to support extremist movements blaming inferior-ranked scapegoats for problems and promising fast and simple solutions. According to Lipset (1959), authoritarian worldviews result from the fear of social relegation when belonging to a class of low socioeconomic status with a weak existential stability concerning job security and career opportunities. Enhancing factors may be low levels of education, the degree of isolation of the class, economic and psychological uncertainty, and the forms of family life prevalent in lower classes. This perspective was first criticized by Miller and Riessman (1961), stressing the existence of pro-democratic, left-wing-oriented groups among the working class and antidemocratic movements rising from the middle classes. Subsequent scholars emphasized the link between authoritarianism and lower levels of education, rather than the belonging to a lower social class (Lipsitz, 1965; Grabb, 1979; Dekker and Ester, 1987). The underlying idea is that education stabilizes one’s own economic status and reduces the susceptibility to simplistic, authoritarian prejudices against the outgroups.

Both the analyses of social status and of education—which are rather contextual than situational factors—as attenuating influences of the authoritarian reaction show that situational effects on authoritarianism cannot be studied without taking into consideration the socialization perspective. Critical life events are perceived, interpreted, and maneuvered divergently, depending on the immediate life context, whereas the immediate life context produces critical life events, and vice versa. That is to say that both perspectives must go hand-in-hand, rather than favoring one perspective over the other. The following section examines the key factors of the lifelong socialization process that influence the authoritarian reaction triggered by critical life events.



The Socialization Perspective: Theory and Findings

Considering both individual causes of authoritarianism (micro-level) and factors of social authoritarianism (macro-level), an important socialization factor preventing high levels of authoritarianism is—as said—education. Several contemporary authors even argue that education is the decisive characteristic of non-authoritarians, as many studies exhibit robust findings on this link (e.g., Hopf, 1999, or Hadjar and Schlapbach, 2009 on postmaterialism as an antipole to authoritarianism). For example, Altemeyer (1988), Peterson and Lane (2001), and Peterson et al. (2016) showed that people who studied at institutions of tertiary education showed lower levels of authoritarianism than people who did not. In line with these findings are the results reported by Hadjar (2004), indicating that people with at least an upper secondary school degree exhibit lower levels of authoritarianism than their less educated agemates. Following the conceptual considerations of Hopf (1999) on the education-ethnocentrism link and the general concept on how education shapes world views by Hadjar and Becker (2009), education may influence authoritarianism via three distinct mechanisms: First, higher education results in greater cognitive skills and a cognitive mobilization that supports rather complex and tolerant non-authoritarian worldviews. As a result, highly educated people utilize fewer stereotypes (cognitive complexity assumption). Since higher-education institutions often include cooperation and perspective taking as themes of schooling, they also produce a higher degree of social competence (social competence assumption). Furthermore, highly educated individuals prefer postmaterialistic values as described in early work of Inglehart (1977) and are therefore less prone to exhibit ethnocentrism (value change assumption).

Second, education is linked to higher status, which provides better chances to produce subjective wellbeing and to cope with critical life events and with possible threats. In addition, the parenting styles, family structure, language style, work conditions, and ideologies among people from the higher classes exhibit less rigidity, likely originating from greater resource for coping with threats. Third, schools—as meso-level institutions linking society (macro-level) and individual (micro-level)—also function as socialization environments. In a hierarchically organized and highly stratified school system, as we find it in many European countries, higher-level schools and their teachers tend to support rather anti-authoritarian and open worldviews, leading cognitively mobilized students to confirm their non-authoritarian value systems. Highly educated individuals spend more time in educational institutions learning values and attitudes that are cherished by the ruling classes of a given society, such as low ethnocentrism (conformity assumption). However, as Mirshak (2020) points out, education can also be utilized as a hegemonic apparatus of authoritarian regimes to legitimize and protect their power, for example, by emphasizing certain knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors. This argument casts light upon the question whether authoritarianism levels are truly influenced by education per se—as a result of cognitive mobilization—or whether it is the political socialization experienced in educational institutions that leads to a higher or lower embracement of authoritarian values.

Another forming factor highlighted in the literature is the type of parenting style. Classic and modern authoritarianism studies suggest that parenting styles based on corporal punishment, a lack of warmth and emotional support by the parents, in combination with scarce participation rights for children, lead to higher levels of authoritarianism (Adorno et al., 1950; Hopf, 1993). Clemens et al. (2020) offered empirical support for this link but further emphasized that the relationship between authoritarianism and parenting style may also exist the other way around: Authoritarian individuals may be more likely to include corporal punishment in their parenting repertoire, resulting in a vicious cycle of authoritarian value transmission.

To assess the link between parenting style and authoritarianism, one has to examine the key characteristics of parental behavior. Based on Baumrind (1967, 1971) tripartite model of parenting styles (authoritarian, authoritative, and permissive), Maccoby and Martin (1983) introduced a two-dimensional framework, allowing to identify four different types of parenting styles. Mirroring the traditional dimensions of parenting—warmth and strictness (Sears et al., 1957)—they utilized the dimensions “responsiveness” and “demandingness” to describe authoritarian parents (demanding but not responsive), authoritative parents (responsive and demanding), indulgent parents (responsive but not demanding), and neglectful parents (neither responsive nor demanding). Following this quadripartite typology, a large body of research examined the effects of parenting styles on the offspring’s academic performance, psychosocial development, problem behavior, and conformity with norms (e.g., Lamborn et al., 1991; Steinberg et al., 1994). Traditionally, the authoritative parenting style (both responsive and demanding) was viewed as the optimal socialization agent for the development of children and youth (e.g., Baumrind, 1967, 1971; Lamborn et al., 1991; Steinberg et al., 1994). Authoritarian parenting (demanding but not responsive), on the other hand, was associated with a great variance in the children’s outcomes, pointing to acceptable academic performances and conformity with norms but lower levels of self-reliance and self-competence and higher levels of distress (Lamborn et al., 1991). A study focusing on parental support for autonomy as another aspect of parenting revealed that only individuals who received low parental support for autonomy responded to a societal threat situation with increased right-wing authoritarianism in an experiment (Manzi et al., 2017).

Studies looking beyond white, middle-class samples from Western societies revealed that the divergent impacts of authoritarian parenting on youth behavior result from contextual impacts, such as the ethnicity and socioeconomic status of the family (Quoss and Zhao, 1995; Park and Bauer, 2002; Dwairy et al., 2006). For example, authoritarian parenting reveals advantageous effects in ethnic minorities living in weak socioeconomic communities of the United States, offering protective benefits in hazardous contexts (Furstenberg et al., 1999). Furthermore, the effectiveness of parenting style highly depends on the cultural surroundings. In collectivistic cultures emphasizing discipline and harmony, an authoritarian family structure may offer the best preparation for future academic and work environments (Grusec et al., 1997).

Having said that the effectiveness of parenting styles largely depends on the cultural and social context, the parenting style itself may rather be regarded as a socialization context itself than a socialization practice (Darling and Steinberg, 1993). Garcia et al. (2019) argue that the optimal socialization style in today’s world changes with the current demands of a digitalized society. They suggest that a greater emphasis on responsiveness (i.e., the indulgent parenting style) may be beneficial, whereas the authoritarian parenting style may impose a risk factors for problem behaviors such as alcohol abuse (Garcia et al., 2020).

It is to note that parenting styles differ by the gender of the child, particularly in families that exhibit a patriarchal family structure and show a high level of traditional gender ideologies (Hadjar et al., 2007). These findings are based on the Power-Control Theory of Gender and Delinquency by Hagan et al. (1990). Gender is in fact one of the few demographic factors that receives wide attention in authoritarianism research. For instance, studies show that the links between authoritarianism and correlates are gender specific (e.g., interactions between gender and authoritarianism on career goals, educational aspirations, or marriage responsibilities, Peterson and Zurbriggen, 2010; interactions of threat and gender on dominance orientation, Sugiura et al., 2017). The same applies to transmission processes regarding right-wing extremist attitudes, with father-son transmission processes being stronger (Boehnke, 2017). Finally, twin studies even have indicated that the intergenerational transmission of authoritarian beliefs from the parents to the child may after all at least partly be rooted in genetic endowment (McCourt et al., 1999).

Although family is an important socialization agent, other socialization experiences must be considered, since their importance increases strongly after childhood. Altemeyer (1988), in particular, focused on the influence of a variety of interpersonal processes on authoritarianism throughout life, e.g., in schools, at the workplace, and during leisure time. Alongside the effect of parental socialization practices and mentalities in friendship networks (peers), personal experience with heterogeneity seems to have a powerful influence. Individuals who have frequently encountered people differing from them in characteristics like ethnic background, sexual orientation, socioeconomic status, political leaning, and/or religion tend to be less authoritarian, as they are less likely to think in black-and-white schemata and are more competent in dealing with otherness. This assumption corresponds to the intergroup contact theory (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew, 1998; Pettigrew et al., 2007), which postulates that both direct and indirect contacts with people of different ethnic origin, age, sexual orientation, or with handicaps, facilitates learning about outgroups, and supports the development of empathy and perspective-taking competencies. Both knowledge about and empathy for the outgroup members reduce the perception of threats and anxiety as well as the authoritarianism levels.

Social contact as a mechanism to reduce authoritarianism has been supported empirically: People with social ties to immigrants, even only having one ingroup friend who has an outgroup friend, showed less prejudice vis-à-vis people who differ from them (outgroup) and showed reduced levels of authoritarianism (Pettigrew, 1999; Pettigrew et al., 2007). In accordance with these findings, a study by Kalin and Berry (1980) showed that having undertaken extensive trips in one’s own country—in that case Canada—as well as to foreign countries goes along with lower levels of authoritarianism, as traveling seemingly fosters general flexibility and diminishes dogmatism and rigidity. As the study is correlational in nature, the finding suggests a socialization effect but could equally be interpreted as a finding that corroborates the impact of a personality trait, with low-authoritarianism individuals more prone to exhibit within-country and cross-border mobility. Yet, Stellmacher (2004) finding that only students who have left their place of upbringing experience a reduction in authoritarianism through education supports Kalin and Berry (1980) assertion that spatial mobility reduces authoritarianism.

Finally, a positive link between authoritarianism and individual attachment to groups was explored in a study by Duckitt (1989): If an individual shared the collectivist notion that ingroup goals are superordinate to personal goals, they showed a higher level of authoritarianism. This finding leads to the assumption that people who are integrated into a strong ingroup with a high sense of coherence, but also members of collectivist societies in general, exhibit higher authoritarianism. Building upon this idea, studies on social capital proposed that “bonding social capital,” i.e., ties between members of the same ingroup that have a sense of shared identity (Baron et al., 2000), is more prone to increase authoritarianism, whereas “bridging social capital,” i.e., ties between members of different ingroups (Baron et al., 2000), reduces authoritarianism. Since group coherence and outgroup contact are strongly shaped by the corresponding cultural context, these findings suggest to take a cultural perspective on authoritarianism. The following section will examine the theories and findings.




MACRO-LEVEL MECHANISMS: THE CULTURAL INFLUENCE

While the mechanisms of threat and socialization relate primarily to individual and meso-level antecedents, culture appears to be an important (but under-researched) macro-level factor. Kornyeyeva and Boehnke (2013) argued for a re-inclusion of the original psychodynamic view on authoritarianism (Fromm, 1941). They were able to show that in autocratic societies (Russia and Turkey), but not in non-autocratic societies like Germany and other Western societies, the degree of—psychodynamically conceived—self-acceptance, as conceptualized by Berne (1964), explained individual-level authoritarianism above and beyond authoritarian parenting styles and an authoritarian societal climate.

Moreover, there are culture-specific macro-level socialization influences that may have an impact on the individuals’ authoritarianism level. Cross-cultural research has shown that neither the levels of authoritarianism nor its antecedents are universal, as an essentialist perspective might suggest. Based on data from 133 countries, Meloen (2000) showed that there is a strong relationship between culture, attitudes, and politics. State authoritarianism is strongly related to authoritarian attitudes among citizens that result from a culture that is based on hierarchies and traditional family structures. For instance, comparisons of authoritarianism among adolescents in East and West Germany after the fall of the Berlin Wall showed very clearly that different socialization cultures invoke different degrees of authoritarianism: East German adolescents agreed with authoritarian statements more than West Germans adolescents (Oesterreich, 1993). Boehnke and Rippl (1995) even showed that East Germans were more similar to US citizens than to West Germans concerning their levels of authoritarianism in the early 1990s. Further evidence on possible cultural causes of authoritarianism was provided by Zick and Henry (2009): Based on a large representative sample of Germans, they obtained that authoritarianism, in terms of an authoritarian reaction to particular life conditions and events, is higher among East (as opposed to West) Germans. Furthermore, less educated people, those with a lower income, and higher age showed a stronger authoritarian reaction (curvilinear effect). The same factors were highlighted in a study by Schmidt et al. (2006): Authoritarianism was shown to be decreasing with an increasing educational level and increasing by age. Women and, again, East Germans showed a higher authoritarianism level. Therefore, the interplay of cultural conditions and meso- and micro-level factors calls for further examination in future research.



CONCLUSION

A main outcome of this review is the emerging impression that there are substantial conceptual backing and empirical evidence for contextual factors strongly affecting individual levels of authoritarianism. Both socialization factors and situational factors, such as threatening life events, have shown to be of significant influence on attitudes and behaviors in regard to authoritarianism. Current literature strongly suggests an interplay between the two; however, further research is needed to understand the underlying mechanisms. So far, empirical conceptualizations point to an increased anticipation of threats among high-scoring authoritarians (with strong authoritarian values mitigating the mental distress) and an enhancement of authoritarian values among low-scoring authoritarians in the occurrence of perceived threat (as a consequence of the perceived loss of personal control). It is still unclear whether a preexisting personality trait—possibly even genetically rooted in part—instigates the involvement in a specific socialization experience or whether it is the situational influence itself that enhances or impedes the authoritarian attitudes.

Another key question for future research should be whether situational factors merely activate the authoritarian reaction in low-scoring authoritarians at one specific point in time or whether they influence latent authoritarian predispositions over an extended period of time, e.g., by permanently increasing the anticipation of threat or need for group cohesiveness of an individual. In order to test that particular question cross-lagged panel analyses are needed, ideally based on a prospective long-term longitudinal study commencing in the childhood. Furthermore, we suggest for future studies to conduct multilevel analyses that allow an exact test of the impact of macro- and meso-level contextual factors on individual-level authoritarianism beyond a simple “social address” approach (Bronfenbrenner, 1986). A focus should be set on the interplay between higher-level influences and the individual reaction, as pursued in studies utilizing a quasi-experimental design, followed by analyses of variance as the statistical procedure of choice.

Seventy years after the publication of The Authoritarian Personality (Adorno et al., 1950), the interest in understanding and explaining authoritarianism is at an all-time high. While we have advanced from the idea of authoritarianism as a stable personality trait unaffected by external factors, there remains a large gap of knowledge regarding the interplay of situational and contextual influences.



AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

DB, AH, and KB conducted a search for the literature until the publication year 2014, drafted a preliminary version of the paper, and sequentially edited the final version of the paper. CS conducted a supplementary literature search for the publication years 2015–2021 and revised the paper in accordance with that new search. All authors contributed to the article and approved the submitted version.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The article was prepared within the framework of the HSE University Basic Research Program.



REFERENCES

 Adorno, T. W., Frenkel-Brunswik, E., Levinson, D. J., and Sanford, R. N. (1950). The Authoritarian Personality. New York: Harper & Brothers.


 Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 50, 179–211. doi: 10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T


 Akrami, N., and Ekehammar, B. (2006). Right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation: their roots in big-five personality factors and facets. J. Individ. Differ. 27, 117–126. doi: 10.1027/1614-0001.27.3.117


 Allport, G. W. (1954). The Nature of Prejudice. Cambridge, MA: Addison-Wesley.


 Altemeyer, B. (1988). Enemies of Freedom: Understanding Right-Wing Authoritarianism. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.


 Altemeyer, B. (1996). The Authoritarian Specter. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.


 Asp, E., Ramchandran, K., and Tranel, D. (2012). Authoritarianism, religious fundamentalism, and the human prefrontal cortex. Neuropsychology 26, 414–421. doi: 10.1037/a0028526 

 Baier, D., and Hadjar, A. (2005). Alter Wein in neuen Schläuchen? Gemeinsamkeiten und Unterschiede zwischen Autoritarismus, Sozialer Dominanzorientierung und Hierarchischem Selbstinteresse [Old wine in new skins? Similarities and differences between Authoritarianism, social dominance orientation, and hierarchic self-interest]. Zeitschrift für Politische Psychologie 13, 7–29.


 Baron, S., Field, J., and Schuller, T. (2000). Social Capital. Oxford: Oxford University Press.


 Baumrind, D. (1967). Child care practices anteceding three patterns of preschool behavior. Genet. Psychol. Monogr. 75, 43–88. PMID:.


 Baumrind, D. (1971). Harmonious parents and their preschool children. Dev. Psychol. 4, 99–102. doi: 10.1037/h0030373


 Berne, E. (1964). Games People Play: The Psychology of Human Relationships. New York: Grove.


 Bettelheim, B. (1943). Surviving and Other Essays. New York: Knopf.


 Boehnke, K. (2017). Ist Rechtsextremismus "erblich"? Zur Ähnlichkeit rechtsextremer Verhaltenstendenzen von Studierenden und ihren Eltern [Is right-wing extremism inherited? Similarities between behavioral tendencies of students and their parents]. Zeitschrift für Familienforschung 29, 340–354. doi: 10.3224/zff.v29i3.05


 Boehnke, K., and Rippl, S. (1995). ¿Produce autoritarismo el socialismo? Psicologia Politica 10, 87–105.


 Bronfenbrenner, U. (1986). “Recent advances in research on the ecology of human development,” in Development as Action in Context - Problem Behavior and Normal Youth Development. eds. R. K. Silbereisen, K. Eyferth, and G. Rudinger (Berlin: Springer), 287–309.


 Butler, J. C. (2013). Authoritarianism and fear responses to pictures: the role of social differences. Int. J. Psychol. 48, 18–24. doi: 10.1080/00207594.2012.698392 

 Carriere, K. R., Hendricks, M. J., and Moghaddam, F. M. (2019). Sophisticated but scared: the effects of political sophistication, right-wing authoritarianism, and threat on civil liberty restrictions. Anal. Soc. Issues Public Policy 19, 256–281. doi: 10.1111/asap.12186


 Clemens, V., Decker, O., Plener, P. L., Witt, A., Sachser, C., Brähler, E., et al. (2020). Authoritarianism and the transgenerational transmission of corporal punishment. Child Abuse Negl. 106:104537. doi: 10.1016/j.chiabu.2020.104537 

 Cohrs, J. C., and Ibler, S. (2009). Authoritarianism, threat, and prejudice: an analysis of mediation and moderation. Basic Appl. Soc. Psychol. 31, 81–94. doi: 10.1080/01973530802659638


 Crowson, H. M. (2009). Right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation: as mediators of worldview beliefs on attitudes related to the war on terror. Soc. Psychol. 40, 93–103. doi: 10.1027/1864-9335.40.2.93


 Crowson, H. M., Debacker, T. K., and Thoma, S. J. (2006). The role of authoritarianism, perceived threat, and need for closure or structure in predicting post-9/11 attitudes and beliefs. J. Soc. Psychol. 146, 733–750. doi: 10.3200/SOCP.146.6.733-750 

 Dallago, F., and Roccato, M. (2010). Right-wing authoritarianism, big five and perceived threat to safety. Eur. J. Personal. 24, 106–122. doi: 10.1002/per.745


 Darling, N., and Steinberg, L. (1993). Parenting style as context: an integrative model. Psychol. Bull. 113, 487–496. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.113.3.487


 Dekker, P., and Ester, P. (1987). Working-class authoritarianism: a re-examination of the lipset thesis. Eur J Polit Res 15, 395–415. doi: 10.1111/j.1475-6765.1987.tb00884.x


 Doty, R. M., Peterson, B. E., and Winter, D. G. (1991). Threat and authoritarianism in the United States, 1978–1987. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 61, 629–640. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.61.4.629 

 Duckitt, J. (1989). Authoritarianism and group identification. A new view of an old construct. Polit. Psychol. 109, 63–84.


 Duckitt, J. (2001). A dual-process cognitive-motivational theory on ideology and prejudice. Adv. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 33, 41–113. doi: 10.1016/S0065-2601(01)80004-6


 Dunn, K. (2017). The human empowerment sequence and the development of libertarian values: a theoretical and empirical adjustment to the human empowerment sequence. J. Cross-Cult. Psychol. 48, 771–789. doi: 10.1177/0022022117699882


 Dwairy, M., Achoui, M., Abouserie, R., and Farah, A. (2006). Parenting styles, individuation, and mental health of Arab adolescents: a third cross-regional research study. J. Cross-Cult. Psychol. 37, 262–272. doi: 10.1177/0022022106286924


 Feldman, S. (2013). Comments on: authoritarianism in social context: the role of threat. Int. J. Psychol. 48, 55–59. doi: 10.1080/00207594.2012.742196 

 Feldman, S., and Stenner, K. (1997). Perceived threat and authoritarianism. Polit. Psychol. 18, 741–770. doi: 10.1111/0162-895X.00077


 Fromm, E. (1941). Escape from Freedom. New York: Rinehart & Co.


 Furstenberg, F. F., Cook, T., Eccles, J., Elder, G., and Sameroff, A. (1999). Managing to Make It: Urban Families and Adolescent Success. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.


 Garcia, F., Serra, E., Garcia, O. F., Martinez, I., and Cruise, E. (2019). A third emerging stage for the current digital society? Optimal parenting styles in Spain, the United States, Germany, and Brazil. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 16:2333. doi: 10.3390/ijerph16132333 

 Garcia, O. F., Serra, E., Zacares, J. J., Calafat, A., and Garcia, F. (2020). Alcohol use and abuse and motivations for drinking and non-drinking among Spanish adolescents: do we know enough when we know parenting style? Psychol. Health 35, 645–664. doi: 10.1080/08870446.2019.1675660 

 Golec de Zavala, A., Bierwiaczonek, K., Baran, T., Keenan, O., and Hase, A. (2020). The COVID-19 pandemic, authoritarianism, and rejection of sexual dissenters in Poland. Psychol. Sex. Orientat. Gend. Divers. doi: 10.1037/sgd0000446


 Grabb, E. G. (1979). Working-class authoritarianism and tolerance of outgroups: a reassessment. Public Opin. Q. 43, 36–47. doi: 10.1086/268489


 Grusec, J. E., Rudy, D., and Martini, T. (1997). “Parenting cognitions and child outcomes: an overview and implications for children's internalization of values,” in Parenting and Children's Internalization of Values: A Handbook of Contemporary Theory. eds. J. E. Grusec and L. Kuczynski (New York: John Wiley & Sons Inc.), 259–282.


 Hadjar, A. (2004). “Ellenbogenmentalität und Fremdenfeindlichkeit bei Jugendlichen,” in Die Rolle des Hierarchischen Selbstinteresses [Elbow Mentality and Xenophobia Among Adolescents: The Role of Hierarchic Self Interest] (Wiesbaden: VS-Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften).


 Hadjar, A., Baier, D., Boehnke, K., and Hagan, J. (2007). Juvenile delinquency and gender revisited: the family and power-control theory reconceived. Eur. J. Criminol. 4, 33–58. doi: 10.1177/1477370807071729


 Hadjar, A., and Becker, R. (eds.) (2009). “Educational expansion: expected and unexpected consequences,” in Expected and Unexpected Consequences of the Educational Expansion in Europe and the US (Bern: Haupt), 9–23.


 Hadjar, A., and Schlapbach, F. (2009). The 1968 movement revisited—education and the distinction in values, political interest, and political participation in West Germany. German Politics 18, 180–200. doi: 10.1080/09644000902870867


 Hagan, J., Gillis, A. R., and Simpson, J. (1990). Clarifying and extending power-control theory. Am. J. Sociol. 95, 1024–1037. doi: 10.1086/229384


 Hetherington, M. J., and Suhay, E. (2011). Authoritarianism, threat, and American’s support for the war on terror. Am. J. Polit. Sci. 55, 546–560. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-5907.2011.00514.x


 Hopf, C. (1993). Rechtsextremismus und Beziehungserfahrungen [right-wing extremism and the experience of interpersonal relationships]. Z. Soziol. 22, 449–463.


 Hopf, W. (1999). Ungleichheit der Bildung und Ethnozentrismus [inequality of education and ethnocentrism]. Zeitschrift für Pädagogik 45, 847–865.


 Hotchin, V., and West, K. (2018). Openness and intellect differentially predict right-wing authoritarianism. Personal. Individ. Differ. 124, 117–123. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2017.11.048


 Inglehart, R. (1977). The Silent Revolution: Changing Values and Political Styles Among Western Publics. Princeton: Princeton University Press.


 Kalin, R., and Berry, J. W. (1980). Geographic mobility and ethnic tolerance. J. Soc. Psychol. 112, 129–134. doi: 10.1080/00224545.1980.9924305


 Kay, A. C., Gaucher, D., McGregor, I., and Nash, K. (2010). Religious belief as compensatory control. Personal. Soc. Psychol. Rev. 14, 37–48. doi: 10.1177/1088868309353750 

 Kay, A. C., Gaucher, D., Napier, J. L., Callan, M. J., and Laurin, K. (2008). God and the government: testing a compensatory control mechanism for the support of external systems. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 95, 18–35. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.18 

 Kornyeyeva, L., and Boehnke, K. (2013). The role of self-acceptance in authoritarian personality formation: reintroducing a psychodynamic perspective into authoritarianism research. Psychoanal. Psychol. 30, 232–246. doi: 10.1037/a0029879


 Lamborn, S. D., Mounts, N. S., Steinberg, L., and Dornbusch, S. M. (1991). Patterns of competence and adjustment among adolescents from authoritative, authoritarian, indulgent, and neglectful families. Child Dev. 62, 1049–1065. doi: 10.2307/1131151 

 Landau, M. J., Kay, A. C., and Whitson, J. A. (2015). Compensatory control and the appeal of a structured world. Psychol. Bull. 141, 694–722. doi: 10.1037/a0038703 

 Lederer, G. (1995). “Die “Autoritäre Persönlichkeit”: geschichte einer Theorie [The “authoritarian personality”: history of a theory],” in Autoritarismus und Gesellschaft. Trendanalysen und vergleichende Jugenduntersuchungen 1945–1993. eds. G. Lederer and P. Schmidt (Opladen: Leske + Budrich), 25–51.


 Lederer, G., and Kindervater, A. (1995). “Wandel des Autoritarismus unter Jugendlichen in den USA [change in authoritarianism among adolescents in the USA],” in Autoritarismus und Gesellschaft. Trendanalysen und vergleichende Jugenduntersuchungen 1945–1993. eds. G. Lederer and P. Schmidt (Opladen: Leske + Budrich), 86–101.


 Linden, M., Bjorklund, F., and Backstrom, M. (2018). How a terror attack affects right-wing authoritarianism, social dominance orientation, and their relationship to torture attitudes. Scand. J. Psychol. 59, 547–552. doi: 10.1111/sjop.12463 

 Lipset, S. M. (1959). Democracy and working-class authoritarianism. Am. Sociol. Rev. 24, 482–501. doi: 10.2307/2089536


 Lipsitz, L. (1965). Working-class authoritarianism: a re-evaluation. Am. Sociol. Rev. 30, 103–109. doi: 10.2307/2091777


 Maccoby, E. E., and Martin, J. A. (1983). “Socialization in the context of the family: parent-child interaction,” in Handbook of Child Psychology. Vol. 4 eds. P. H. Mussen and E. M. Hetherington (New York: Wiley), 1–101.


 Manson, J. H. (2020). Right-wing authoritarianism, left-wing authoritarianism, and pandemic-mitigation authoritarianism. Personal. Individ. Differ. 167:110251. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2020.110251 

 Manzi, C., Roccato, M., Paderi, F., Vitrotti, S., and Russo, S. (2017). The social development of right-wing authoritarianism: the interaction between parental autonomy support and societal threat to safety. Personal. Individ. Differ. 109, 1–4. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2016.12.032


 Mayer, K.-U. (1975). Ungleichheit und Mobilität im sozialen Bewusstsein [Inequality and Mobility in Social Conscience]. Wiesbaden: Westdeutscher Verlag.


 McCann, S. J. H. (1999). Threatening times and fluctuations in American church memberships. Personal. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 25, 325–336. doi: 10.1177/0146167299025003005


 McCourt, K., Bouchard, T. J. Jr., Lykken, D. T., Tellegen, A., and Keyes, M. (1999). Authoritarianism revisited: genetic and environmental influences examined in twins reared apart and together. Personal. Individ. Differ. 27, 985–1014. doi: 10.1016/S0191-8869(99)00048-3


 Mead, G. H. (1934). Mind, Self and Society. University of Chicago Press.


 Meier, A., Hoffmann, S., Nickel, H. M., Steiner, I., and Wenzke, G. (1983). Soziale Erfahrungen der Schuljugend in ihrer Bedeutung für deren Bewusstseinsentwicklung und Erziehung [Social Experience of School-Age Adolescents in Their Relevancy for the Development of Consciousness and Education]. Akademie der Pädagogischen Wissenschaften der DDR.


 Meloen, J. D. (2000). “The political culture of state authoritarianism,” in Political Psychology: Cultural and Cross-Cultural Foundations. eds. S. A. Renshon and J. H. Duckitt (New York: New York University Press), 108–127.


 Milgram, S. (1974). Obedience to Authority: An Experimental View. New York: Harper and Row.


 Miller, S. M., and Riessman, F. (1961). Working-class authoritarianism: a critique of Lipset. Br. J. Sociol. 12, 263–276. doi: 10.2307/587819


 Mirisola, A., Roccato, M., Russo, S., Spagna, G., and Vieno, A. (2014). Threat, compensatory control, and RWA. Polit. Psychol. 35, 795–812. doi: 10.1111/pops.12048


 Mirshak, N. (2020). Authoritarianism, education and the limits of political socialisation in Egypt. Power and Education 12, 39–54. doi: 10.1177/1757743819869028


 Nicol, A. A. M., and De France, K. (2016). The big five's relation with the facets of right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation. Personal. Individ. Differ. 98, 320–323. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2016.04.062


 Norris, G. (2017). Authoritarianism and privacy: the moderating role of terrorist threat. Surveillance Soc. 15, 573–581. doi: 10.24908/ss.v15i3/4.6607


 Oesterreich, D. (1993). Autoritäre Persönlichkeit und Gesellschaftsordnung: Der Stellenwert psychischer Faktoren für politische Einstellungen [Authoritarian Personality and Social Order: The Significance of Psychological Factors for Political Attitudes]. Juventa-Verlag.


 Oesterreich, D. (1996). Flucht in die Sicherheit – Zur Theorie des Autoritarismus und der autoritären Reaktion [Flight Into Security—On the Theory of Authoritarianism and the Authoritarian Reaction]. Opladen: Leske + Budrich.


 Oesterreich, D. (1999). Flucht in die Sicherheit: ein neuer ansatz und ein neues Maß zur autoritären Persönlichkeit [flight into security: a new approach and a new measure fort he authoritarian personality]. Zeitschrift für Politische Psychologie: Sonderheft 7, 289–302.


 Oesterreich, D. (2005). Flight into security: a new approach and measure of the authoritarian personality. Polit. Psychol. 26, 275–298. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9221.2005.00418.x


 Padgett, V. R., and Jorgenson, D. O. (1982). Superstition and economic threat: Germany, 1918-1940. Personal. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 8, 736–741. doi: 10.1177/0146167282084021


 Park, H.-S., and Bauer, S. (2002). Parenting practices, ethnicity, socioeconomic status and academic achievement in adolescents. Sch. Psychol. Int. 23, 386–396. doi: 10.1177/0143034302234002


 Perry, R., and Sibley, C. G. (2012). Big-five personality prospectively predicts social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism. Personal. Individ. Differ. 52, 3–8. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2011.08.009


 Peterson, B. E., and Lane, M. D. (2001). Implications of authoritarianism for young adulthood: longitudinal analysis of college experiences and future goals. Personal. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 27, 678–690. doi: 10.1177/0146167201276004


 Peterson, B. E., Pratt, M. W., Olsen, J. R., and Alisat, S. (2016). The authoritarian personality in emerging adulthood: longitudinal analysis using standardized scales, observer ratings, and content coding of the life story. J. Pers. 84, 225–236. doi: 10.1111/jopy.12154 

 Peterson, B. E., and Zurbriggen, E. L. (2010). Gender, sexuality, and the authoritarian personality. J. Pers. 78, 1801–1826. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6494.2010.00670.x 

 Pettigrew, T. F. (1998). Intergroup contact theory. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 49, 65–85. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.49.1.65 

 Pettigrew, T. F. (1999). Placing authoritarianism in social context. Politics, Groups and the Individual 8, 5–20.


 Pettigrew, T. F., Christ, O., Wagner, U., and Stellmacher, J. (2007). Direct and indirect intergroup contact effects on prejudice: a normative interpretation. Int. J. Intercult. Relat. 31, 411–425. doi: 10.1016/j.ijintrel.2006.11.003


 Quillian, L. (1995). Prejudice as a response to perceived group threat: population composition and anti-immigrant and racial prejudice in Europe. American Sociology Review 60, 586–611. doi: 10.2307/2096296


 Quoss, B., and Zhao, W. (1995). Parenting styles and children's satisfaction with parenting in China and the United States. J. Comp. Fam. Stud. 26, 265–280.


 Rippl, S., Baier, D., and Boehnke, K. (2007). Europa auf dem Weg nach rechts? [Europe on its Way to the Right?]. Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften.


 Rippl, S., Baier, D., Kindervater, A., and Boehnke, K. (2005). Die EU-Osterweiterung als Mobilisierungsschub für ethnozentrische Einstellungen? Die Rolle von Bedrohungsgefühlen im Kontext situativer und dispositioneller Faktoren [The EU-eastern enlargement as a mobilization force for ethnocentric attitudes? The role of threat feelings in the context of situational and dispositional factors]. Z. Soziol. 34, 288–310.


 Robinson, W. S. (1950). Ecological correlations and the behavior of individuals. Am. Sociol. Rev. 15, 351–357. doi: 10.2307/2087176


 Russo, S., Roccato, M., and Merlone, U. (2020). Actual threat, perceived threat, and authoritarianism: an experimental study. Span. J. Psychol. 23:e3. doi: 10.1017/SJP.2020.7 

 Sales, S. M. (1972). Economic threat as a determinant of conversion rates to authoritarian and nonauthoritarian churches. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 23, 420–428. doi: 10.1037/h0033157 

 Sales, S. M. (1973). Threat as a factor in authoritarianism: an analysis of archival data. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 28, 44–57. doi: 10.1037/h0035588 

 Schmidt, P., Winkelnkemper, P., Schlüter, E., and Wolf, C. (2006). “Welche Erklärung für Fremdenfeindlichkeit: relative Deprivation oder Autoritarismus? [which explanation for xenophobia: relative deprivation or authoritarianism?],” in Soziale Gerechtigkeit. Reformpolitik am Scheideweg. eds. A. Grasse, C. Ludwig, and B. Dietz (Wiesbaden: VS Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften), 215–224.


 Schütz, A., and Luckmann, T. (1979). Strukturen der Lebenswelt [Structures of the Life World]. Suhrkamp.


 Sears, D. (1988). “Symbolic racism,” in Eliminating Racism: Profiles in Controversy. eds. P. A. Katz and D. A. Taylor (New York: Plenum), 53–84.


 Sears, R. R., Maccoby, E. E., and Levin, H. (1957). Patterns of Child Rearing : Evanston, IL: Row, Peterson and Co.


 Shaffer, B., and Duckitt, J. (2013). The dimensional structure of people’s fears, threats, and concerns and their relationship with right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation. Int. J. Psychol. 48, 6–17. doi: 10.1080/00207594.2012.696651 

 Sibley, C. G., and Duckitt, J. (2008). Personality and prejudice: a meta-analysis and theoretical review. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 12, 248–279. doi: 10.1177/1088868308319226 

 Steinberg, L., Lamborn, S., Darling, N., Mounts, N., and Dornbusch, S. (1994). Over-time changes in adjustment and competence among adolescents from authoritative, authoritarian, indulgent, and neglectful families. Child Dev. 65, 754–770. doi: 10.2307/1131416 

 Stellmacher, J. (2004). Autoritarismus als Gruppenphänomen. Zur Aktivierung autoritärer Prädispositionen [Authoritarianism as a Group Phenomenon. On the Activation of Authoritarian Predispositions]. Marburg: Tectum.


 Stellmacher, J., and Petzel, T. (2005a). Das Gruppenautoritarismus-Prozessmodell. Zur Kontextbezogenheit autoritären Verhaltens [The group authoritarianism process model: on the context specificity of authoritarian behavior]. Zeitschrift für Politische Psychologie 13, 169–193.


 Stellmacher, J., and Petzel, T. (2005b). Authoritarianism as a group phenomenon. Polit. Psychol. 26, 245–274. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9221.2005.00417.x


 Stenner, K. (2005). The Authoritarian Dynamic. New York: Cambridge University Press.


 Stenner, K. (2009). "Conservatism," context-dependence, and cognitive incapacity. Psychol. Inq. 20, 189–195. doi: 10.1080/10478400903123994


 Stephan, W. G., Boniecki, K. A., Ybarra, O., Bettencourt, A., Ervin, K. S., Jackson, L. A., et al. (2002). The role of threats in the racial attitudes of blacks and whites. Personal. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 28, 1242–1254. doi: 10.1177/01461672022812009


 Stephan, W. G., and Renfro, C. L. (2002). “The role of threats in intergroup relations,” in From Prejudice to Intergroup Emotions. eds. D. Mackie and E. R. Smith (New York: Psychology Press), 191–208.


 Stephan, W. G., and Stephan, C. W. (2000). “An integrated threat theory of prejudice,” in Reducing Prejudice and Discrimination. ed. S. Oskamp (Erlbaum), 23–46.


 Stephan, W. G., Ybarra, O., and Bachman, G. (1999). Prejudice toward immigrants: an integrated threat theory. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol. 29, 2221–2237. doi: 10.1111/j.1559-1816.1999.tb00107.x


 Sugiura, H., Mifune, N., Tsuboi, S., and Yokota, K. (2017). Gender differences in intergroup conflict: the effect of outgroup threat priming on social dominance orientation. Personal. Individ. Differ. 104, 262–265. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2016.08.013


 Van Hiel, A., and De Clercq, B. (2009). Authoritarianism is good for you: right-wing authoritarianism as a buffering factor for mental distress. Eur. J. Personal. 23, 33–50. doi: 10.1002/per.702


 World Health Organization (2020). Novel Coronavirus – China. Available at: https://www.who.int/csr/don/12-january-2020-novel-coronavirus-china/en/ (Accessed January 12, 2020).


 Zick, A., and Henry, P. J. (2009). “Nach oben buckeln, nach unten treten-der deutsch-deutsche Autoritarismus [Bow down to those above, kick at those below],” in Deutsche Zustände. Vol. 7. ed. W. Heitmeyer (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp), 190–204.



Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2021 Schnelle, Baier, Hadjar and Boehnke. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Authoritarianism Beyond Disposition: A Literature Review of Research on Contextual Antecedents



		Introduction



		Contextual Perspectives on Authoritarianism



		The (Multilevel) Threat Perspective: Theory and Findings



		The Socialization Perspective: Theory and Findings









		Macro-Level Mechanisms: The Cultural Influence



		Conclusion



		Author Contributions



		Acknowledgments



		References



















OPS/images/fpsyg-12-676093-g001.jpg
Socialization Processes

Macro-Level Factors Meso-Level Factors Micro-Level Factors
Society School/Work/Neighborhood! Individual/Family
Environment
- “Zeitgeist* - Authoritarianism in the immediate - Parenting styles
- Political discourse life context - Authoritarianism in the
family

- Educational attainment,
gender, class, religi
-Peer views

| ] ! ]

Development of Authoritarian Predisposition
High-scoring Authoritarians: Constantly Elevated Anticipation of Threat

l

Contextual Threat Stimuli

Macro-Level Factors Meso-Level Factors Micro-Level Factors
Society School/Work/Neighbourhood/ Individual/Family
Environment
- Unemployment rate - Regional unemployment rate - Unemployment
- War (prospects) - Local poverty - Migration experience
- Pandemics - High regional crime rate - Lack of income
- Poverty (low per capita - Perceived insecurity
income)
- National crime rate - Family restructuring
- Political unrest - Death/illness

- Immigration
- Environmental Threats

1 1 ]






OPS/images/cover.jpg
, frontiers
in Psychology

Authoritarianism Beyond Disposition:
A Literature Review of Research on
Contextual Antecedents









OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers
in Psychology





