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Abstract
Objective: In political psychology, extreme forms of outgroup animosity, such as collective
violence, remain understudied. As such, we know little about the ideological reasons people
support different kinds of collective violence. This study builds on recent research on the
dimensionality of collective violence beliefs, we test the link between two well-established
intergroup ideologies (RWA) and (SDO) and support for two types of collective violence:
diffuse collective violence (against members of outgroups) and upward collective violence
(against leaders of outgroups). We hypothesised that RWA would predict higher support for
diffuse collective violence, but lower support for upward collective violence. We also
expected that SDO would predict higher support for both forms of violence.
Methods: We employed Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) to scrutinise the relationships
between Right-Wing Authoritarianism (RWA), Social Dominance Orientation (SDO), and
latent constructs of diffuse and upward collective violence beliefs. This research was
conducted using two distinct and diverse community samples in Lebanon, (N = 596; 1,035)
respectively.
Result: Results showed consistent evidence of a negative relationship between RWA and
upward collective violence beliefs and a positive relationship between SDO and diffuse
collective violence beliefs.
Conclusion: The findings indicate that in a conflict-ridden settings, individuals may
legitimise or delegitimise violence based on different ideological underpinnings, highlighting
the complex interplay of beliefs and context. Future studies could expand this research into
diverse environments to explore how conflict intensity affects these ideological influences on

attitudes toward violence.
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Public Significance Statement

This study highlights how two key ideologies—authoritarianism and social dominance—
predict different forms of support for collective violence in a conflict-ridden society like
Lebanon. People with authoritarian beliefs tend to reject violence against leaders, while those
with a strong social dominance orientation are more likely to support violence against
outgroup members. These findings deepen our understanding of how ideological beliefs can

shape attitudes toward violence in complex social contexts.
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Authoritarianism and Social Dominance as differential predictors of support for
collective violence

Collective violence is a significant issue in many parts of the world, including regions
underrepresented in psychological research. The term “WEIRD” (Western, Educated,
Industrialised, Rich, and Democratic) highlights the focus on Western populations in much
psychological research, which can limit the generalisability of findings (Henrich et al., 2010).
Lebanon, with its unique sectarian power structure and history of conflict, offers a valuable
context for investigating collective violence world. For example, in Lebanon, on 14 October
2021, while members of Hizbullah and Amal Movement were protesting against the lead
judge probing the 2020 Beirut’s port explosion, a series of violent clashes erupted taking the
lives of six people and injuring many others (El Dahan, Perry & Bassam, 2021). The 2021
Beirut massacre was the worst the country has seen ever since the May conflict of 2008. The
clashes took places in a famous area known for being a former civil war front line between
Christian and Muslim Shiite neighbourhoods. The clashes were followed by intense and
hostile exchanges on social media platforms between supporters of the different groups
involved (Abou-Ismail, 2022), revealing how ideological narratives shape the justification and
commission of collective violence against perceived ingroup enemies (see also Gallacher et
al., 2021). In the current paper, we empirically test the association between ideology and
collective violence beliefs in Lebanon for the first time.

To do so, we integrate one of the most researched theories in intergroup relations, the
dual process model of ideology and prejudice (Duckitt, 2001), with recent developments in
conceptualising and measuring individuals’ support for collective violence. Specifically,
Abou-Ismail et al. (2022) showed that collective violence beliefs in high conflict contexts can
be characterised by two dimensions — upward collective violence, targeted at outgroup

leaders, and diffuse collective violence, targeted at outgroup members — and developed a scale
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to measure these two dimensions. Further, they found that these dimensions showed
differential relationships with several theoretically relevant constructs. This suggested that the
vast majority of the literature on collective violence, that treats it as unidimensional (e.g.,
Spanovic et al., 2010; Tausch et al., 2011), may be missing an important part of the picture.
This is especially plausible given that the intergroup relations literature shows that people
support different kinds of outgroup-directed animosity for different reasons.

Specifically, the large literature on the dual process model of ideology and prejudice
has revealed that there are at least two distinct motivations for expressing animosity towards
outgroups:(a) an ideological motive for social conformity and stability called right wing
authoritarianism (RWA; Altemeyer, 1998); and (b) an ideological motive for hierarchy and
group dominance called social dominance orientation (SDO; Pratto et al., 1994). While these
two ideologies are related, they also have distinct elements (Sibley et al., 2007; Sibley &
Duckitt, 2008; Duckitt & Sibley, 2010). Considering the differences between them, we will
test the hypothesis that RWA is positively related to diffuse collective violence, but
negatively related to upward collective violence. This is because RWA reflects support for
authority structures in society and thus, enacting violence against group leaders, even
outgroup leaders, may be unpalatable to people high on RWA. On the other hand, we expect
SDO to be positively related to both forms of violence, consistent with its function and
content relating to maintaining group-based dominance (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). We test
these hypotheses in two diverse, community samples from Lebanon (n = 596 & 1,035).
Predictors of Individuals’ Support for Collective Violence

The study of collective violence in the social sciences has mainly been undertaken in
the fields of political science (Fearon & Laitin, 2003; Balcells & Stanton, 2021) and
economics (Collier & Hoeffler, 2004), with a focus on the structural causes of violence (such

as economic conditions or the nature of the political system; Dixon, 2009). Political science



RWA, SDO, AND SUPPORT FOR COLLECTIVE VIOLENCE 5

work on collective violence, for instance, tends to focus on nation-level or group-level
analyses, as researching individual attitudes in times of conflict is risky and impractical most
of the time (Balcells & Stanton, 2021). Relatedly, the fields of evolutionary biology and
evolutionary psychology focus on distal causes — i.e., selection pressures in ancestral
environments that lead to ‘coalitional aggression’, across many species and across time, either
as an adaptive behaviour or as a by-product of other adaptations (Durrant, 2011).

Research on gang violence has also considered the roles different factors such as
geography, networks and community, culture, families, schools, and gang membership play in
promoting violence (Vasquez et al. 2010; Papachristos et al., 2013; Wood et al., 2022). While
gang violence differs from our focus here on collective violence in Lebanon, both involve
complex social dynamics and environmental influences that contribute to violent behaviour.
These insights help us understand the broader context of collective violence and the interplay
of various factors that drive it.

Nevertheless, psychological research on the proximal, individual-level predictors of
collective violence remains much scarcer (but see Bartusevicius et al., 2020; Kalmoe and
Mason, 2022). The small literature in social psychology, which attempts to differentiate
between ‘collective action’ that is normative versus non-normative (e.g., peaceful versus
violent protests), comes closest, providing insight on why people differ in their support for
collective violence (see Becker & Tausch, 2015 for a review).

In a seminal study, Tausch et al., (2011) distinguished normative from non-normative
collective action and showed that these two kinds of collective behaviour have different
psychological antecedents. Since this initial work, a handful of more recent studies have taken
up the mantle of examining the antecedents of non-normative collective action (e.g., Stathi et
al., 2019; see also Agostini & van Zomeren, 2021). For example, Travaglino’s (2019) ‘social

banditry’ framework builds on Tausch et al.’s (2011) model to show that perceived injustice
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and low political efficacy predict support for dissident groups that engage in non-normative
political acts (e.g., the hacking group, Anonymous).

Another recent thread of social-psychological research examines non-normative
collective action, under the rubric of ‘political violence’. For example, Schumpe et al. (2018)
found that providing alternate means to achieve social change reduces the motivation to
engage in political violence. Moreover, Bartusevicius et al. (2020) found that individuals’
levels of autocratic (vs. democratic) political belief predicted higher support for political
violence. These findings underscore the importance of studying the proximal, individual-level
predictors of support for extreme forms of collective action, especially in places where
normative means to social change are hard to achieve.

However, as argued by Abou-Ismail et al. (2022), the study of these proximal
predictors has been hampered by the lack of a consistent conceptual and measurement
framework for studying individual differences in collective violence support. An exception to
this is the work by Winiewski and Bulska (2020), who presented an alternative model for
examining individual differences in support for collective violence based on the intensity of
the violent acts. Building on the larger interpersonal violence literature, and focussing on
attitudes towards collective violence rather than violent behaviour per se, these authors found
two distinct dimensions of individual-level attitudes. These were, support for collective
violence targeted at outgroup members (termed ‘diffuse collective violence’) and targeted at
outgroup leaders (termed ‘upward collective violence’). This two-dimensional model was
replicated across five studies in three high-conflict intergroup contexts and a scale to measure
these dimensions was validated (Abou-Ismail et al., 2022). Crucially, criterion validity
analyses revealed that diffuse and upward collective violence related differentially to

established correlates of collective behaviour. For example, system justification and religious
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fundamentalism were positively related to diffuse collective violence but negatively related to
upward collective violence.

This further highlights the need to consider that individuals may support or oppose
different types of collective violence for different reasons. In the current analysis, we address
the scarcity in the literature on the proximal predictors of violence, by integrating one of the
most researched models of intergroup attitudes — the dual process model of ideology and
prejudice (Duckitt, 2001) — with the two-dimensional model of collective violence developed
by Abou-Ismail et al. (2022).

The Dual Process Model and Collective Violence

The dual process model of ideology and prejudice (Duckitt, 2001) proposes that
individual differences in intergroup attitudes can be explained by two orthogonal, but related,
ideological motives: RWA (Altemeyer, 1998) and SDO (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). In support
of this model, hundreds of correlational studies find strong, consistent relationships between
RWA and SDO on the one hand, and prejudice, ethnocentrism, nationalism, and support for
right-wing policies on the other (see Duckitt & Sibley, 2016 for a review). Moreover,
longitudinal studies have shown that RWA and SDO precede prejudice, providing evidence
for the direction of the proposed causal effects of these ideologies (e.g., Asbrock et al., 2010).
In most comprehensive analysis to date — a ten-year study using a large nationally
representative sample — Osborne et al. (2021) found that RWA and SDO predicted within-
person change in generalised prejudice, group-specific prejudice, and anti-minority beliefs.

Despite this accumulated evidence, very few studies go beyond prejudice, to examine
the effects of RWA and SDO on group-based behaviour, such as collective violence (or
putative support for such behaviour). The most relevant evidence comes from studies on the
effects of RWA and SDO on behavioural intentions to engage in normative collective action.

For example, Choma et al. (2020) found that both RWA and SDO positively correlated with
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collective action which targets societal moral breakdown, but negatively correlated with
collective actions aimed at equalising interracial relations. Saeri et al. (2015) found similar
results among American adults, where those higher on RWA and SDO supported collective
action that maintained the status quo or the established order. Lemieux & Asal (2010) found
that those higher on SDO and RWA are generally less likely to take any action, although
those higher on SDO were more likely to both choose terror attack and indicate it as more
justified over choosing peaceful measures. In the only other study we know of to examine the
relationship between RWA and SDO and collective violence, Winiewski & Bulska (2020)
found that SDO predicted active forms of violence (e.g., physical aggression), but not passive
forms of violence (e.g., exclusion). These findings provide the first evidence RWA and SDO
predict violence beliefs via distinct psychological pathways.

Indeed, distinguishing between the distinct, authoritarian and dominance pathways at
play in intergroup relations is one of the primary theoretical contributions of the dual process
model (Duckitt & Sibley, 2010). According to the model, people low on openness to
experience develop a worldview in which outgroups are perceived as threats to the collective
security, leading to high RWA. They therefore express prejudice, and support authoritarian
policies for maintaining law and order, as a way of tackling the perception of being
threatened. On the other hand, people low on agreeableness develop a worldview in which
outgroups are perceived as competitors for group dominance, leading to high SDO. They
therefore express prejudice, and support hierarchical policies, as a way of promoting their
group’s interests in the perceived competition with outgroups.

A large number of studies have provided evidence for these differences in RWA and
SDO, as well as evidence for their divergent effects on intergroup attitudes and behaviour. For
example, Duckitt (2001) outlined decades of research indicating that RWA was related to

attitudes and ideologies that can be considered ‘socially conservative’, whereas SDO was
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related to attitudes and ideologies that are ‘economically conservative’ (see also, Cohrs and
Asbrock 2009, Duckitt, 2006; Sibley et al., 2007). Heaven et al. (2006) found that RWA most
strongly associated with national security and order values, whereas SDO was most strongly
negatively associated with international harmony and equality. Finally, Bilewicz et al.’s
(2015) study comes closest to the current paper’s focus on collective violence, specifically, by
examining the predictors of support for hate speech. They found that SDO was associated
with opposition for hate-speech prohibition whereas RWA was associated with support for
such prohibition. The authors theorised that people high in RWA are particularly sensitive to
norm violations, and thus, are more inclined to oppose counter-normative expressions of
prejudice such as hate speech.

These findings highlight that considering the differences between RWA and SDO
provides a more nuanced view of the nature of relations between groups in multicultural
societies. Given our current aim to integrate the dual process model with the two-dimensional
model of support for collective violence developed by Abou-Ismail et al. (2022), the
distinction between these two ideologies that is most relevant relates to the content of RWA
that is not shared with SDO. Specifically, RWA connotes a certain deference to authority, and
a desire to maintain social norms, that is not part of the content of SDO (Altemeyer, 1986;
Duckitt et al., 2010; Passini, 2017). This feature of RWA suggests that it would lower support
for collective violence against outgroup leaders (upward collective violence). With an interest
in the maintaining collective security and protecting the existing power structures (Heaven et
al., 2006; Sibley et al., 2007; Duckitt & Sibley, 2010), those high in RWA might be less
willing to endorse aggression against group leaders, even leaders of outgroups. This type of
‘upward violence’ not only goes against their respect for authority, but also represents a

potentially destabilizing change to the status quo. Such a prediction would be in line with
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Bilewicz et al.’s (2015) finding that people high on RWA oppose counter-normative
expressions of outgroup derogation.

However, RWA simultaneously connotes derogation of outgroups more generally,
which suggests that violence against outgroup members can be justified — i.e., diffuse
collective violence. This would align with the motivation to reduce perceived threats to the
ingroup. In contrast, SDO indexes a general preference for group dominance and ingroup
superiority (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). As such, it should be positively associated with support
for violence against both outgroup leaders and outgroup members, as complementary
strategies to achieve dominance for their own group (Winiewski & Bulska, 2020).

The Present Research

Here, we test these differential effects of RWA and SDO on upward and diffuse
collective violence in two large, diverse, community samples in Lebanon (N = 596 and 1035),
after receiving ethical approval from University of Kent (Ethics ID 202116098466006933).
Lebanon is a small country in the Middle East, born in 1920 and officially constitutes 18
sects, which are in principle variations of the three Abrahamic religions (Judaism,
Christianity, and Islam). However, sects in Lebanon (especially ones larger in numbers such
as Christian Maronites, Muslim Sunnis, Muslim Shia, Christian Orthodox, and Druze) have
developed into different, and at times conflicting political identities. Fighting over resources
and values, the Lebanese civil war of 1975 ignited after the different Lebanese sects disagreed
on their position from what was going on in the region.

Lebanon is a particularly interesting context for such an investigation because it has 18
sects, dozens of political parties and has witnessed sects dominating one another and take over
roles and positions every time the situation permitted, making it very hard to point out the
advantaged group. Lebanon has also developed a political system that is very hierarchical,

putting the biggest sects on top of every office in the country in what became known as



RWA, SDO, AND SUPPORT FOR COLLECTIVE VIOLENCE 11

consensual democracy between the sects (Henley, 2016). This unique blend of sects in the
Middle East still preserves traditions and witnesses both conversative and liberal norms,
making it suitable to observe how RWA and SDO predict prejudice in different forms of
aggression. Moreover, tensions between sects have often resulted in collective violence (both
upward and diffuse) at various times in Lebanese history, including recently (Abou-Ismail,
2022).

The country’s political system, established by the National Pact of 1943 and
reinforced by the Taif Agreement of 1989, allocates key political offices along sectarian lines:
the President is always a Maronite Christian, the Prime Minister a Sunni Muslim, and the
Speaker of the Parliament a Shia Muslim. This arrangement has historically led to shifts in
power as different sects and political parties gain or lose influence based on demographic
changes, political alliances, and external interventions. For instance, during the Lebanese
Civil War, various sectarian militias controlled different regions, significantly impacting
political and military power dynamics. In the post-war period, groups like Hezbollah have
emerged as powerful political and military forces, further complicating the traditional
sectarian power balance.

The nature of power in Lebanon encompasses political control, cultural dominance,
and economic influence. Political power involves control over government positions and
legislative influence, while cultural dominance pertains to influence over media, education,
and cultural institutions. Economic power relates to control over resources and economic
activities. The 2019 Lebanese protests, known as the October Revolution, were driven by
widespread public frustration with corruption, economic mismanagement, and sectarianism.
The protests saw participation from diverse demographic groups, including youth, students,

civil society organisations, and disenchanted members of traditional political parties. While
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the movement was notable for its cross-sectarian nature, specific demands and levels of
participation varied among different groups.

This unique power structure in Lebanon is both a strength and a limitation for our
study. It provides a rich context to examine the interplay between ideological constructs and
support for collective violence. However, the dynamic nature of sectarian power relations
makes it challenging to identify consistently advantaged or disadvantaged groups.

Based on the analysis presented in the preceding section, we will test the hypothesis
that RWA will be negatively associated with upward collective violence, but positively
associated with diffuse collective violence while controlling for SDO. On the other hand, we
hypothesise that SDO will be positively related to both upward and diffuse collective violence
while controlling for RWA. For a depiction of the full theoretical model being tested in the

present research, see Figure 1.

Diffuse
Collective
Violence

Upward
Collective
Violence

Figure 1.
Conceptual model of the hypothesised associations of RWA and SDO with support for diffuse
and upward collective violence.

Method

Study 1
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Participants

The adult convenience sample was recruited by circulating an anonymous Qualtrics
link via social media, leveraging the lead author’s connections with various civic movement
political organisations in Lebanon. These organisations are actively involved in advocating
for political participation, proper governance, and social justice. They play a crucial role in
mobilising the community and raising awareness about political and social issues. The sample
consisted of 596 participants and was broadly representative of the various sectarian groups in
this diverse country. Specifically, the sample was 17.3% Christian Maronite, 15.1% Shi’a,
32.5% Sunni, 23.4% Druze, 13.7% Christian Orthodox, 0.9% Armenian, 4.1% Other
Christian sects, 3% Other Muslim sects. Around 21% of the sample identified themselves as
politically affiliated with the October revolution of 2019, while the remaining were either
members of traditional parties or other political groups. The sample had a mean age of 28.71
(SD =9.61) and comprised 58.5% women.
Measures

All scales were measured on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree)
to 5 (Strongly Agree).

SDO was measured using seven items from Ho et al. (2015), translated into Arabic.
The scale was translated into Arabic and then back translated into English by two independent
translators. The accuracy of the translation was confirmed by the lead author, who is a native
Arabic speaker and bilingual: “An ideal society requires some groups to be on top and others
to be on the bottom”, “Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups”, “No one
group should dominate in society (R)”, “Groups at the bottom are just as deserving as groups
at the top (R)”, “Group equality should not be our primary goal”, “It is unjust to try to make
groups equal”, “We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different groups (R)”

The scale showed moderate internal reliability (o = .67), which, although slightly below the
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conventional threshold of > .7, may be influenced by cultural and contextual factors specific
to the Lebanese sample.

RWA was measured using the Very Short Authoritarian (VSA) scale developed by
Bizumic & Duckitt (2018), translated into Arabic using the same method as SDO: “It’s great
that many young people today are prepared to defy authority (R)”, “What our country needs
most is discipline, with everyone following our leaders in unity”, “God’s laws about abortion,
pornography, and marriage must be strictly followed before it is too late”, “There is nothing
wrong with premarital sexual intercourse (R)”, “Our society does NOT need tougher
government and stricter laws (R)”, “The facts on crime and the recent public disorders show
we have to crack down on troublemakers, if we are going to preserve law and order”. The first
and fifth item showed very weak factor loadings in our CFA, indicating that they did not
perform well in the Lebanese context. These items were therefore removed from the final
model to improve the reliability of the latent factor. The reliability of the scale without
removing the items was (o = .44). After removing these items, the reliability improved to (o =
.59).

Collective violence was measured using the scale developed by Abou-Ismail et al.
(2022). The scale included 17 items in Study 1, measuring two dimensions. Diffuse Collective
Violence was measured using items such as “It can be justified for members of my sect to hit
members of a different sect”. Upward Collective Violence was measured using items such as
“Building representative figures of corrupted politicians and destroying them in groups is a
justified act”. Both subscales had good internal reliability (diffuse collective violence a = .93;
upward collective violence a = .87).

Results
Descriptive statistics and correlations between all variables are presented in Table 1.

RWA and SDO were positively correlated (r =.076, p < .05), suggesting that individuals who



RWA, SDO, AND SUPPORT FOR COLLECTIVE VIOLENCE 15

score higher on one ideological dimension tend to also score higher on the other, albeit the
correlation being modest. Diffuse collective violence was positively correlated with SDO (r =
31, p <.01). Upward collective violence was negatively correlated with RWA (r =-.28, p <
.01) and SDO (r =-.10, p < .05). While these correlations provide initial insights into the
relationships between our key variables, they do not account for potential confounding factors
or the simultaneous influence of multiple predictors. Therefore, we fitted a structural equation
model to test the simultaneous effects of RWA and SDO on diffuse collective violence and
upward collective violence, while adjusting for the residual covariance between the two
outcomes.

Table 1.

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Between Latent Variables and Key Demographics

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. RWA
2. SDO 076"
3. DCV 0.06 317
4 UCV -28™ ~10" 0.02
5. Age _18™ 0.04 ~10" -0.01
6. Gender ~21" 147 147 117 09"
M 2.99 1.89 1.38 3.34 28.7 1.42
SD 0.8 0.72 0.7 1.07 9.61 0.5
*p<.05 **p<.01

As shown in Figure 2, latent diffuse collective violence and latent upward collective
violence were each regressed on latent RWA, latent SDO and all covariates simultaneously
namely: age and gender (coded as 1 female, 2 male; see Table 2 for more details). Overall,
results showed that model fit the data very well (x> (392) = 764.73, p <.001, CFI = 0.94,
SRMR = .06 RMSEA = .04 CI [.036, .044]). Parameter estimates (see Table 2) revealed no

association between RWA and diffuse collective violence (b = .05, se = .04, p=.19) but a
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positive association between SDO and diffuse collective violence (b = .33, se = .05, p <.001).
In contrast, RWA (b = -.18, se = .05, p <.001) and SDO (b = -.16, se = .06, p =.003) were
both negatively associated with upward collective violence. While the study provided
valuable insights into the relationships between RWA, SDO, and collective violence, it is
important to acknowledge that the RWA scale used was not optimal. Some items did not load
properly, which created difficulties when constructing the model and led to their removal.
These issues with the scale’s reliability and validity highlight the need for future research to
use more robust and validated measures of RWA to ensure the accuracy and reliability of the

findings.

Diffuse
........................................................................................ Collective
Violence

Upward
Collective
Violence

Figure 2.
Structural equation model in which latent RWA and latent SDO are modelled as simultaneous
predictors of latent diffuse collective violence beliefs and latent upward collective violence
beliefs. Note. *p < .01. For visual simplicity, observed indicators and covariates are not
shown. For full results see Table SI1.
Discussion

In this first study, we tested the relationship between sociopolitical attitudes (RWA &
SDO) and collective violence (diffuse and upward). Consistent with our predictions we found

that those high on RWA showed decreased support for collective violence against group

leaders, whereas those high on SDO showed higher support for collective violence against
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members of outgroups. However, contrary to our predictions, RWA was not associated with
diffuse collective violence and SDO was negatively associated with upward collective
violence.

Study 1 was the first attempt to draw an empirical distinction between the predictors
of diffuse and upward collective violence. Thus, we sought to replicate the findings in a
second, diverse community sample in Lebanon. We were also constrained in Study 1 by the
fact that our measure of RWA was not the most commonly used in the literature (i.e.,
Altemeyer, 1998) and many of the items showed very poor loadings onto the latent construct.
Thus, in Study 2 we tested the same pattern of relationships with updated measures. Finally,
we aimed to recruit a larger sample (double the size of Study 1), to ensure that any non-
significant effects were not simply a reflection of a lack of adequate statistical power to detect
subtle ideological effects.
Table 2.

Parameter estimates for the models predicting diffuse and upward collective violence in Study
1.

Diffuse Collective Violence Upward Collective Violence
b se z 99% CI b se z 99% CI
low high low high
RWA .05 04 133 -.05 .16 RWA -.18% 05 -358 -30 -.05
SDO 33*% 05 644 20 46 SDO -.16* 06 295  -30 -.02
Age -14% 05 -2.61 -28 <.01 Age -.09 06 -151  -25 .07
Gend
Gremic 34% 09 380 12 57  Gender 22 .1l 205 -06 .50
2 Male)
Note. *p < .01
Study 2

The second study had two main goals: (1) to test SDO and RWA using different scales
than the ones used in our first study after the poor performance of some of the items and, (2)
to replicate the associations between ideology (i.e., RWA and SDO) and collective violence
(i.e., diffuse and upward) found in Study 1 in a larger sample.

Participants



RWA, SDO, AND SUPPORT FOR COLLECTIVE VIOLENCE 18

An adult convenience sample was recruited by circulating an anonymous Qualtrics
link via social media, using the lead author’s links with community organisations in Lebanon.
The sample consisted of 1035 participants and was broadly representative of the various
sectarian groups in this diverse country. Specifically, the sample was 29.5% Christian
Maronite, 15.9% Shi’a, 23.9% Sunni, 13.3% Druze, 9% Christian Orthodox, 0.4% Armenian,
5.6% Other Christian sects, 1.9% Other Muslim sects. The majority of the sample identified
themselves as not affiliated with any political group including alternative groups that were set
up after the 2019 revolution. The sample had a mean age of 31.05 (SD = 18.10) and
comprised 47% women.

Questionnaire Measures

SDO was measured using the only version of SDO that has been validated in Arabic —
specifically, the 4-item scale from Pratto et al. (2013): “In setting priorities, we must consider
all groups. (R)”, “We should not push for group equality”, “Group equality should be our
ideal (R)”, “Superior groups should dominate inferior groups” (a = .58).

RWA was measured using the short 6-item scale from Altemeyer, translated into
Arabic using the same methods as Study 1: “It is 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”, “It would be best for everyone if
the proper authorities censored the internet so that people could not get their hands on trashy
and disgusting material”, “Our country will be destroyed someday if we do not smash the
perversions eating away at our moral fibre and traditional beliefs”, “People should pay less
attention to the religious books and other old traditional forms of religious guidance, and
instead develop their own personal standards of what is moral and immoral”, “Atheists and
others who have rebelled against established religions are no doubt every bit as good and

9 ¢

virtuous as those who attend church regularly”, “Some of the best people in our country are
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those who are challenging our government, criticizing religion, and ignoring the “normal
way” things are supposed to be done” (a0 = .74).

Collective violence was measured using the same scale as Study 1. Both subscales
had excellent internal reliability (diffuse collective violence, a =.89); upward collective
violence, o =.94). All scales were measured using 5-point Likert scale.

Results

Descriptive statistics and correlations between all variables are presented in Table 3.
RWA and SDO were positively correlated (r = .23, p <.01), indicating a stronger relationship
between these ideological dimensions in this sample compared to Study 1. Diffuse collective
violence was positively correlated with both RWA (r= .17, p <.01) and SDO (r=.18, p <
.01), suggesting that individuals higher in these ideologies are more likely to support diffuse
collective violence. Upward collective violence was negatively correlated with RWA (r = -
24, p <.01) and SDO (r =-.15, p <.01), indicating decreased support for upward violence
among those with higher RWA and SDO. Additionally, upward collective violence was
positively correlated with diffuse collective violence (r = .08, p <.05). As in Study 1 we fitted
a structural equation model to test the simultaneous effects of RWA and SDO on diffuse
collective violence and upward collective violence, while adjusting for the residual covariance

between the two outcomes.
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Table 3.

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Between Latent Variables and Key Demographics

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. RWA
2.SDO 23"
3.DCV 177 187
4. UCV -.24™ -.15™ 08"
5. Age 0.05 0.08 -0.03 19"
6. Gender 0.05 A17 0.04 0.02 -0.04
M 2.35 1.68 1.36 3.86 31.05 1.53
SD 0.91 0.7 0.61 1.13 18.1 0.5
*p<.05 ¥ p <.01

As shown in Figure 3, latent diffuse collective violence and latent upward collective

violence were each regressed on latent RWA, latent SDO and all covariates simultaneously

namely: age and gender (coded as 1 female, 2 male; see Table 4 for more details). Overall,

results showed that model fit the data very well (x> (391) = 849.79, p <.001, CFI = 0.94,

SRMR = .05 RMSEA = .03 CI [.031, .037]). Parameter estimates (see Table 4) revealed a

positive association between RWA and diffuse collective violence (b = .18, se = .05, p =

.001) and between SDO and diffuse collective violence (b = .16, se = .06, p =.005). In

contrast, RWA (b = -.26, se = .05, p <.001) but not SDO (b = -.08, se = .06, p =.15) was

negatively associated with upward collective violence.
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Diffuse
Collective
Violence

29* 19*
Upward
Collective
Violence
Figure 3.

Structural equation model in which latent RWA and latent SDO are modelled as
simultaneous predictors of latent diffuse collective violence beliefs and latent upward
collective violence beliefs. Note. *p < .01. For visual simplicity, observed indicators and
covariates are not shown. For full results see Table SI2.
Discussion

We attempted to replicate the findings of the first study using different scales for
RWA and SDO in a new, larger, community sample in Lebanon. This study confirmed some
of our original predictions on the association between RWA, SDO, and collective violence
and replicated some of the findings from Study 1. We found that those high on RWA to
justified collective violence against members of the outgroup more than others; and justified
collective violence against group leaders less than others. On the other hand, we found those
high on SDO justified collective violence against members of the outgroup more than others.
The relationship between SDO and upward collective violence was not significant. Thus,
Study 2 replicated some of the findings in study 1 namely: the relationship between RWA and
upward collective violence, and the relationship between SDO and diffuse collective violence.
It is worth considering that the significant results between RWA and diffuse collective
violence, which are in line with our original hypothesis, may be influenced by the use of a

more reliable measurement of the construct. However, this explanation does not seem to apply

to SDO (as discussed in more detail below).
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Table 4.

Parameter estimates for the models predicting diffuse and upward collective violence in Study
2.

Diffuse Collective Violence Upward Collective Violence
b se z 99% CI b se z 99% CI
low high low high
RWA 18* 05 334 04 .16 RWA -26% 05 514 -39 -.13
SDO .16* 06 2.8 .01 46 SDO -.08 06  -145 -22 .06
Age 14* 05 262 <01 <.01 Age -.07 05 -13 -.19 .06
Gend
ot <ot 03 09 -08 .09 Gender 01 03 026 -07 .09
2 Male)
Note. *p < .01.

General Discussion

Here, we integrated the dual process model of ideology and prejudice with the two-
dimensional model of collective violence (Abou-Ismail et al., 2022) by testing the relationship
RWA and SDO and support for two diffuse and upward collective violence. The relationship
was analysed using two separate scales and samples from Lebanon. Both studies confirmed
our predictions about (a) the association between RWA and upward violence and (b) the
association between SDO and diffuse violence. In both studies, RWA had a negative
association with support for upward violence, and SDO had a positive association with
support for diffuse violence.

Overall, these findings support our argument that that those high on RWA, motivated
by respect for authority structures, would show lower support for acts of violence targeting
group leaders, even if they are leaders of an outgroup. They also suggest, that those high on
SDO, motivated to dominate and out-compete outgroups, show increased support acts of
violence against outgroup members more generally. Findings regarding the other associations
in our theoretical model were more mixed. Specifically, the relationship between RWA and
diffuse collective violence was only positive and significant in Study 2, while the relationship

between SDO and upward collective violence was only significant (but negative) in Study 1.
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We did not find consistent support for the idea, drawn from prior research on prejudice
(Sibley & Duckitt, 2010), that RWA would be positively related to support for diffuse
collective violence. However, we believe the null effect in Study 1 may be a methodological
artefact driven by the unreliable measurement of RWA. Some of the items on the RWA scale
used in Study 1 loaded so poorly onto the latent construct that we had to exclude them
entirely, resulting in a truncated scale and consequently reduced reliability. The fact that the
more typical and more reliable measure of RWA used in Study 2 revealed a significant effect
in the expected direction lends support to this conjecture. Therefore it is important to note that
the significant results between RWA and diffuse collective violence in line with our original
hypothesis are most likely the result of using a more reliable measurement of the construct.
However, they may also be influenced by other factors that require further in-depth analysis
beyond the scope of this paper.

In contrast, we believe the reasons for the inconsistent observed effects of SDO on
upward collective violence are more theoretical than methodological. SDO was initially
conceptualised as a preference for the dominance of one’s ingroup over outgroups in society
(Pratto et al., 1994). However, as Jost & Thomson (2000) noted in their seminal article, SDO
has also often been conceptualised as a preference for hierarchy whether or not it benefits
one’s ingroup. For groups lower in the intergroup hierarchy, opposition to equality implies
maintaining the status quo that disadvantages their group, whereas group dominance implies
upending that status quo in favour of their group. For advantaged groups, however, group
dominance and opposition to equality both function to maintain the ingroup’s advantaged
position. Thus, the effects of SDO are contingent on the particular intergroup hierarchy being
examined (Jost & Thompson, 2000).

In Lebanon, the sectarian power-sharing arrangements for governing the country, and

complexity of ethnoreligious groups involved in it (Salibi, 1990; Harris, 2014), mean that it is



RWA, SDO, AND SUPPORT FOR COLLECTIVE VIOLENCE 24

not clear which groups can be considered advantaged and disadvantaged in the sense typically
used in intergroup research — or indeed which groups see themselves as relatively advantaged
or disadvantaged in the current hierarchy. Indeed, the history of conflict between groups could
mean that every group considers themselves to be disadvantaged in some way. Prior research
has shown that highly conflictual contexts foster feelings of deprivation regardless of the
ingroup’s objective position in the hierarchy (Leach et al., 2007). Being high in SDO and
perceiving one’s ingroup to be relatively disadvantaged should be linked to increased support
for violence motivated by ingroup dominance but decreased support for violence motivated
by hierarchy maintenance.

The fact that SDO can imply these opposing processes, which could not be
disentangled in the current context, might explain the lack of a consistent effect of SDO on
upward collective violence observed here. Indeed, Study 2 which had higher statistical power
and more reliable violence measures showed a weaker (and non-significant) effect of SDO on
upward collective violence. This provides further support for the idea that opposing processes
or unmeasured moderators help explain the nature of the relationship between SDO and
violence beliefs. Potential moderators that could influence this relationship include group
status, perceived threat, and context-specific factors such as political instability or intergroup
conflict intensity. For instance, group status can significantly affect how individuals with high
SDO express their dominance motives (Pratto et al., 1994). When the in-group is dominant,
high-SDO individuals may support maintaining the status quo, whereas, in contexts where the
in-group feels threatened, they might endorse more aggressive measures to restore dominance
(Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Additionally, perceived threat has been shown to amplify the
effects of SDO on intergroup hostility (Duckitt, 2006). Future research that can account for

relative ingroup status, the two dimensions of SDO, as well as the two dimensions of
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collective violence, would help shed light on when the motivation for dominance is associated
with collective violence and when it is not.

Overall, the current findings extend the psychological literature on collective violence
by further reinforcing the importance of recent attempts to develop a multidimensional
framework for collective violence attitudes at the individual level. In particular, they extend
Abou-Ismail et al. (2022) recent two-dimensional model in which violence targeted at
outgroup members and leaders was found to have different correlates. Integrating this model
with the dual process model of ideology and prejudice, we show that those low in RWA, who
are motivated to question authority and established norms, seem more willing to support
collective violence against outgroup leaders. However, those high in SDO, who are motivated
to dominate outgroups, seem more willing to support collective violence against outgroup
members. Given the prevalence of both kinds of violence across societies, future research
should attempt to distinguish between them when considering the causes of intergroup
disharmony in a given context, as well as when proposing potential solutions.

Our findings also extend the literature on the psychology of prejudice and
discrimination. The vast literature showing that RWA and SDO predict negative intergroup
attitudes and behaviour might lead to the straightforward prediction that these ideologies
would also promote support for outgroup-targeted violence. However, our findings show that
this is only true for justifying violence enacted against the average member of the outgroup
member. RWA and SDO do not predict increased support for violence against outgroup
leaders. In the case of RWA, the focus on authority and social conformity seems to result in
an aversion to upward collective violence, whereas in the case of SDO the relationship may
be null. The findings on RWA dovetails with research suggesting that authoritarians can
sometimes support egalitarian intergroup beliefs if the social norms are egalitarian, in line

with their motive for conformity (Altemeyer, 1998; Duckitt, 2001; Bilewicz et al., 2017;
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Gorska et al., 2021). Future research that considers when the motivation for conformity and
support for authority indexed in RWA can lead to atypical intergroup outcomes (i.e., not just
more intergroup antipathy), would help shed light on how this ideology functions. Finally, our
model also suggests that future research on outgroup animosity that falls short of violence
(e.g., prejudice) should move beyond attitudes towards outgroups, and consider attitudes
towards outgroup leaders and members separately.

Strengths and limitations

The current study is cross-sectional and therefore precludes causal inferences. We
cannot be sure that RWA and SDO cause collective violence beliefs. Our hypotheses,
however, were based on prior theorising as well as experimental and longitudinal research
suggesting that RWA and SDO predict downstream intergroup attitudes and behaviour.
However, longitudinal research also indicates that people’s intergroup attitudes can affect
their levels of RWA and SDO over time (Osborne et al., 2021). Thus, it is likely that our
results reflect a snapshot of a reciprocal process.

Our study is also limited by its focus on a single context, that of Lebanon. There is
need for further replication of these patterns across other conflictual contexts. However, as
noted earlier, Lebanon provides a unique environment for studying collective violence, which
our study has been able to leverage. With its complex sectarian history and politics, it
represents a social structure that is prevalent across many similar nations, but that is not well
represented in the psychological literature. Most social psychology research, including studies
on prejudice and discrimination, is conducted in WEIRD contexts (Henrich et al., 2010). This
focus on WEIRD samples has led to a lack of diversity in research populations, which is
reflected in the scarcity of psychological studies on extreme forms of intergroup disharmony,
such as collective violence. These extreme forms of violence are more prevalent in non-

WEIRD contexts, although they are also becoming more common in WEIRD countries
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(Borowczyk-Martins et al., 2017). This imbalance highlights the need for more research in
diverse cultural settings to understand the full spectrum of intergroup conflict and violence.
Our findings suggest that phenomena such as collective violence are complex, cannot be
straightforwardly extrapolated from other intergroup attitudes, and may be highly dependent
on the nature of intergroup hierarchy being studied.

One final but significant limitation that we must acknowledge is the internal
consistency of our RWA and SDO scales. The lower internal consistency of the SDO scale in
Study 2, as well as the issues with both the RWA and SDO scales in Study 1, present
important limitations to this research. These measurement issues underscore the necessity of
using comprehensive and validated scales in future studies to ensure the reliability and
validity of findings. The reduced number of items likely contributed to the lower reliability
scores, potentially compromising the multidimensional constructs of RWA and SDO.
Specifically, the RWA scale may not have adequately captured its three-dimensional nature
(authoritarian submission, authoritarian aggression, and conventionalism), and the SDO scale
may have failed to fully represent its two-dimensional structure (group-based dominance and
opposition to equality). Nevertheless, the results remain highly valuable given the novelty of
the research and the insights gained, which we hope will guide future research on these topics
in understudied countries.

Furthermore, the smaller sample size in Study 1 may have resulted in a Type II error,
where true effects were not detected due to insufficient statistical power. This suggests that
the significant findings in Study 2, with its larger sample size, are more reliable and
underscore the importance of adequate sample sizes in capturing the complexity of religious
intragroup variability. Therefore, while Study 1 provided an essential foundation, its
limitations highlight the critical need for larger, more diverse samples in future research.

Conclusion
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We have tested the association between authoritarianism and social dominance, and
two types of collective violence (diffuse and upward) using two different samples from a non-
WEIRD context, namely Lebanon. We found that those high on authoritarianism tend to
oppose collective violence beliefs against leaders, and justify it against members of
outgroups. While the first finding was consistent, the second was not. Social dominance on
the other hand was found to justify collective violence beliefs against members of outgroups
in both of our studies, and oppose it against leaders in one of the studies. While the literature
has extensively investigated the effect of these attitudes on different forms of prejudice,
research that studies the effect of authoritarianism and social dominance on extreme forms of
prejudice such as collective violence remains scarce. Future research can investigate this
relationship further and in different contexts, especially with collective violence being an

ongoing worldwide phenomenon.
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