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Abstract

We introduce the balanced ideological antipathy (BIA) model, which challenges assumptions that right-wing authoritarianism
(RWA) and social dominance orientation (SDO) predict inter-group antipathy per se. Rather, the effects of RWA and SDO
on antipathy should depend on the target’s political orientation and political objectives, the specific components of RWA,
and the type of antipathy expressed. Consistent with the model, two studies (N = 585) showed that the Traditionalism
component of RWA positively and negatively predicted both political intolerance and prejudice toward tradition-threatening
and -reaffirming groups, respectively, whereas SDO positively and negatively predicted prejudice (and to some extent political
intolerance) toward hierarchy-attenuating and -enhancing groups, respectively. Critically, the Conservatism component of
RWA positively predicted political intolerance (but not prejudice) toward each type of target group, suggesting it captures
the anti-democratic impulse at the heart of authoritarianism. Recommendations for future research on the relationship

between ideological attitudes and inter-group antipathy are discussed.
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The role of authoritarianism in predicting prejudiced and
anti-democratic attitudes has been the focus of empirical
study for over half a century (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik,
Levinson, & Sanford, 1950; Allport, 1954; Stouffer, 1955)
and continues to intrigue psychologists and political scien-
tists around the world (e.g., Duckitt, 2001; Funke, 2005;
Sibley & Duckitt, 2008; Stenner, 2005). The authoritarian-
ism identified by Adorno et al. (1950) was a decidedly right-
wing phenomenon (Suedfeld, 2002), and that emphasis
remains today in the literally thousands of studies of right-
wing authoritarianism (RWA; Todosijevic & Enyedi, 2008),
and the ubiquity of Altemeyer’s (1996) RWA scale for its
measurement (Feldman, 2001). Over the years, RWA has
been shown to powerfully predict prejudice (e.g., Altemeyer,
1998; see Sibley & Duckitt, 2008, for a review) and political
intolerance (Altemeyer, 1996; Crawford & Pilanski, 2014a;
Duckitt & Farre, 1994) toward a variety of groups.

In this article, we provide evidence that in some ways
challenges these conclusions, and in other ways provides
nuanced support for them. We build and test the balanced
ideological antipathy (BIA) Model, which considers multiple

factors that influence the relationship between ideological
attitudes (such as RWA) and inter-group antipathy. In doing
s0, we integrate insights from recent developments in under-
standing the role of political orientation in inter-group antipa-
thy (a term we use to refer to both prejudice and political
intolerance), the multi-dimensionality of ideological atti-
tudes, and the measurement of authoritarianism itself.

The Complex Relationship Between
Political Orientation and Inter-Group
Antipathy

Like RWA, political conservatism (which is strongly corre-
lated with RWA; Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, & Sulloway, 2003)
has been linked to antipathy toward a variety of groups,
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including but not limited to African Americans (Sears &
Henry, 2003), gay men and lesbians (Terrizzi, Shook, &
Ventis, 2010), and immigrants (Hodson & Costello, 2007).
However, the conclusion that there is a “prejudice gap”
(Chambers, Schlenker, & Collisson, 2013) between liberals
and conservatives is challenged by several recent studies
from multiple independent labs. Instead of relying mostly or
exclusively on left-wing targets of antipathy, as was custom-
ary in the extant literature, these studies examined prejudice,
political intolerance, and discrimination toward target groups
from across the political spectrum (Chambers et al., 2013;
Crawford & Pilanski, 2014b; Wetherell, Brandt, & Reyna,
2013). Across convenience and representative samples, con-
servatives’ antipathy toward left-wing or left-aligned groups
(e.g., atheists, poor people) was equivalent to liberals’ antip-
athy toward right-wing or right-aligned groups (e.g.,
Evangelical Christians, wealthy people). Summarizing this
evidence, Brandt, Reyna, Chambers, Crawford, and
Wetherell (2014) posited the ideological conflict hypothesis
(ICH), which argues that inter-group antipathy is not the
exclusive province of the political right. Rather, people
across the political spectrum express antipathy toward ideo-
logically dissimilar groups largely because these groups
threaten their values and beliefs (Crawford, 2014; Wetherell
etal., 2013).

Evidence supporting the ICH raises the question of whether
RWA is the universally powerful predictor of inter-group
antipathy as suggested by the extant literature, or whether like
conservatism, its effects on prejudice depend on the target’s
political orientation. The limited available evidence favors the
latter possibility. Chambers et al. (2013) found that whereas
RWA positively related to prejudice against left-wing groups,
it negatively related to prejudice against right-wing groups.
Furthermore, Crawford and Xhambazi (2015) showed that
whereas RWA positively related to political intolerance of
Occupy Wall Street protestors, it negatively related to political
intolerance of Tea Party protestors.

To date, however, the question of whether target political
orientation moderates the effects of RWA on prejudice has
not been systematically explored. Furthermore, strong evi-
dence indicates that ideological attitudes are best understood
as being expressed along two related but distinct dimensions:
one captured by RWA and the other captured by social domi-
nance orientation (SDO; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), which
expresses the motive to promote existing status hierarchies
to maintain inter-group dominance and superiority.
According to the dual-process motivational (DPM) model of
ideological attitudes (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt & Sibley, 2010),
RWA captures ideological beliefs characterized by social
conservatism and traditionalism versus individual freedom
and autonomy, whereas SDO captures beliefs characterized
by economic conservatism, group dominance, and power
versus egalitarianism.

Whereas RWA and SDO are often related to each other,
they have different consequences for inter-group attitudes.

According to the differential prediction hypothesis of the
DPM model (Duckitt & Sibley, 2010), RWA predicts preju-
dice against groups who threaten societal traditions or col-
lective security (e.g., gay men and lesbians, drug dealers),
whereas SDO predicts prejudice against low status groups
and groups who threaten to attenuate existing status hierar-
chies (e.g., unemployed people, housewives; Duckitt &
Sibley, 2007). Recently, Crawford and Pilanski (2014a)
found that consistent with extant findings that authoritarian-
ism is strongly associated with anti-democratic sentiment
(Altemeyer, 1996; Duckitt & Farre, 1994; Feldman, 2003;
Stenner, 2005), RWA was associated with political intoler-
ance of groups who endorse tradition-threatening policies'
(e.g., pro-choice, pro-gay rights) as well as groups who
endorse hierarchy-attenuating policies (e.g., pro-welfare,
pro-health care reform). Furthermore, despite evidence to the
contrary (Altemeyer, 1998; Feldman, 2003), SDO was asso-
ciated with political intolerance over and above the effects of
RWA, but only toward hierarchy-attenuating groups.

Like most other tests of the DPM model, Crawford and
Pilanski (2014a) failed to include right-wing corollaries of
tradition-threatening and hierarchy-attenuating groups—that
is, tradition-reaffirming and hierarchy-enhancing groups.
There is scattered evidence that RWA and/or SDO are nega-
tively associated with antipathy toward right-wing targets
generally (Chambers et al., 2013; Crawford & Xhambazi,
2015) and that RWA is negatively associated with antipathy
toward tradition-reaffirming political candidates (Crawford,
Brady, Pilanski, & Erny, 2013) while SDO is negatively
associated with antipathy toward hierarchy-enhancing tar-
gets (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). That said, differential predic-
tion (i.e., testing effects of one ideological attitude dimension
while controlling for effects of the other) of attitudes toward
right-wing targets has yet to be adequately tested. Thus, the
political objectives (i.e., tradition- or hierarchy-related) of
the target should impact which ideological attitude dimen-
sion (i.e., RWA or SDO) most strongly predicts inter-group
antipathy. Critically, whereas the DPM model is one of the
more influential models of ideological attitudes and inter-
group antipathy, it does not account for antipathy expressed
toward right-wing groups, at least in its present form. One of
the primary aims of the BIA model is to remedy this
limitation.

Measuring Authoritarianism

Altemeyer (1996) developed the RWA scale to capture three
inter-related attitudinal clusters: authoritarian aggression,
authoritarian submission, and conventionalism. Although
Altemeyer’s RWA scale was a clear psychometric improve-
ment upon the original F-scale (Adorno etal., 1950; see
Duckitt, Bizumic, Krauss, & Heled, 2010, for a discussion),
psychometric problems with the RWA scale have also been
noted, such that many individual scale items capture two or
sometimes even all three of these attitudinal clusters (Duckitt
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etal., 2010; Duckitt & Fisher, 2003; Funke, 2005; Mavor,
Louis, & Sibley, 2010), and that primarily authoritarian
aggression items are worded in the pro-trait direction,
whereas primarily conventionalism items are worded in the
con-trait direction (Mavor et al., 2010). These psychometric
issues have hindered the ability to discretely measure RWA’s
three individual components.

To remedy these psychometric and conceptual problems,
Duckitt etal. (2010) developed the Authoritarianism-
Conservatism-Traditionalism (ACT) scale, which captures
three distinct components of RWA: Authoritarianism, which
assesses punitiveness versus leniency; Conservatism, which
assesses obedience versus rebelliousness; and Traditionalism,
which assesses conformity versus nonconformity to social
norms, values, and morality (these dimensions are analogous
to the attitudinal clusters Altemeyer identified as authoritar-
ian aggression, authoritarian submission, and conventional-
ism, respectively). Evidence from multiple samples and labs
indicates that these components capture distinct political and
inter-group attitudes. For example, over and above the other
components, Authoritarianism is associated with attitudes
regarding military action and punishment of lawbreakers
(Crawford et al., 2013; Duckitt et al., 2010), Conservatism is
associated with deferential attitudes and behavioral inten-
tions toward authority figures and hostile attitudes and
behavioral intentions toward protestors and dissident groups
(Duckitt & Bizumic, 2013; Duckitt etal., 2010), and
Traditionalism is associated with religiosity and socially
conservative attitudes on a range of issues, such as gay rights
(Crawford et al., 2013; Duckitt et al., 2010).

This recent development in the measurement of RWA
may help disentangle the relationship between ideological
attitudes and inter-group antipathy. First, specific compo-
nents of RWA may have differential consequences for two
different types of inter-group antipathy: prejudice and politi-
cal intolerance. Prejudice refers to negative evaluations of or
feelings toward particular social groups and their individual
members (Allport, 1954; Yzerbyt & Demoulin, 2010),
whereas political intolerance refers to the willingness to deny
certain social groups’ democratically guaranteed rights, such
as the freedom to speak publicly regarding their beliefs or to
organize to influence policy (see Sullivan & Transue, 1999,
for a review). Although these two types of antipathy are
related to each other, they have differential bases in moral
convictions, such that at least in Western cultural contexts,
moral convictions are related to prejudice but not political
intolerance (Skitka et al., 2013). They also have different
threat-based antecedents: Crawford (2014) recently found
that prejudice against political activist groups derives from
abstract threats to values and beliefs rather than more tangi-
ble threats (e.g., security and safety, protection of the rights
of others), whereas political intolerance toward these same
targets derives from more tangible than abstract threats.

In their work validating the ACT scale, Duckitt, Bizumic,
and colleagues (Duckitt & Bizumic, 2013; Duckitt et al.,

2010) found that Conservatism, which captures submission
to authority, was associated with positive and negative
behavioral intentions toward authorities and dissidents,
respectively. What distinguishes prejudice from political
intolerance is the behavioral intention involved—It is one
thing to dislike a group (i.e., prejudice), but a step beyond
that to express willingness to deny such a group its rights
(i.e., political intolerance; see Crawford, 2014 and Skitka
etal., 2013, for similar arguments). Thus, we expect
Conservatism to uniquely capture the willingness to endorse
actual restrictions on political activists and, thus, expect it to
predict political intolerance, but not prejudice, against politi-
cal activist groups.

Importantly, we suggest that Conservatism will positively
predict political intolerance regardless of the target’s political
orientation (i.e., left-wing or right-wing). Both those on the
left and right defer to authorities, so long as those authorities
share their values (Frimer, Gaucher, & Schaefer, 2014). Thus,
we propose that Conservatism captures the anti-democratic
impulse—a general predisposition toward anti-democratic
sentiment long considered the root of authoritarianism. In
fact, in one of its earliest formulations, the authoritarian per-
sonality was referred to as the “anti-democratic personality”
(Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1947), and some
scholars have even used the RWA scale as an indicator of
political intolerance (Feldman, 2003; Stenner, 2005).

However, the Traditionalism component captures one’s
orientation toward traditional versus progressive values.
Thus, it should capture the confent of tradition-related ideo-
logical motives, with Traditionalism positively predicting
antipathy toward tradition-threatening activist groups, but
negatively toward tradition-reaffirming activist groups.
Thus, whereas Conservatism should positively predict politi-
cal intolerance (but not prejudice) regardless of target politi-
cal orientation, the effects of Traditionalism on both political
intolerance and prejudice should depend on the target’s polit-
ical orientation. Such effects should hold for both political
intolerance and prejudice judgments because the target’s
political objectives regarding traditional versus progressive
values are evident in both types of judgments.

Such evidence would comport with findings that RWA
positively and negatively relates to political intolerance of
Occupy Wall Street and Tea Party protestors, respectively
(Crawford & Xhambazi, 2015), as well as evidence that
Traditionalism captures opposition to pro-gay candidates and
support for anti-gay candidates (Crawford etal., 2013).
Importantly, it would also show that “right-wing” authoritari-
anism and anti-democratic sentiment are not synonymous (as
argued by Stenner, 2005), as low scores on the Traditionalism
component of RWA would predict anti-democratic sentiment
toward tradition-reaffirming (i.e., right-wing) groups. Such
evidence would also strongly indicate the necessity of con-
ceptualizing authoritarianism multi-dimensionally, as one
component of RWA (i.e., Conservatism) would positively
predict political intolerance of tradition-reaffirming groups,
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whereas another component of RWA (i.e., Traditionalism)
would negatively predict political intolerance of these same
groups. A multi-dimensional approach may ultimately help
explain why RWA has been positively associated with politi-
cal intolerance in general (e.g., Stenner), yet also negatively
associated with political intolerance of right-wing groups
(Crawford & Xhambazi, 2015).

Of course, one could consider the prediction that
Traditionalism should be related to people’s attitudes toward
target groups who advocate for traditional versus progressive
political outcomes as tautological. This potential tautology in
measurement of predictor and outcome measures is reflected
throughout the RWA literature, in that some items from the
RWA scale mention the types of groups often under study
(see Mavor, Macleod, Boal, & Louis, 2009; Whitley & Lee,
2000 for discussions). Indeed, some researchers have simply
dropped the conventionalism/Traditionalism component
measures from the RWA scale itself when examining atti-
tudes toward social groups (e.g., Johnson, Labouff, Rowatt,
Patock-Peckham, & Carlisle, 2012). Yet, our predicted
effects of Traditionalism would bolster one of the primary
aims of the BIA model itself—to separate the RWA compo-
nent that captures “authentic” authoritarian attitudes and
behavior such as anti-democratic sentiment (i.e.,
Conservatism) from a component less related to authoritari-
anism per se and more dependent on the target’s political ori-
entation and objective (i.e., Traditionalism).

Because SDO captures ideological motives to enhance or
attenuate existing status hierarchies (Sidanius & Pratto,
1999), its effects on antipathy should also depend on target
political orientation, such that SDO should positively predict
antipathy toward hierarchy-attenuating targets but negatively
toward hierarchy-enhancing targets. As with Traditionalism,
these effects should be observed on both political intolerance
and prejudice judgments, as the targets’ political objectives
are evident in both types of judgments.

The BIA Model

Relying on the evidence reviewed above, we introduce and
test the BIA model, which predicts the effects of ideological
attitudes on inter-group antipathy by considering five factors:
(a) the ideological attitude dimension of the perceiver (i.e.,
RWA vs. SDO), (b) the component of RWA (ie.,
Authoritarianism, Conservatism, Traditionalism), (c) the ide-
ological orientation of the target (i.e., left-wing vs. right-
wing), (d) the political objectives of the target (i.e.,
tradition-related vs. hierarchy-related), and (e) the type of
inter-group antipathy (i.e., political intolerance vs. prejudice).
Figure 1 summarizes the model’s predictions. First,
Conservatism should predict political intolerance regardless
of the target’s political orientation (left or right) or political
objective (tradition- or hierarchy-related), but should be unre-
lated to prejudice. Effects of Traditionalism and SDO on both
forms of inter-group antipathy should depend on both the

target’s ideological orientation and political objectives.
Specifically, Traditionalism should positively predict antipa-
thy toward tradition-threatening targets and negatively pre-
dict antipathy toward tradition-reaffirming targets, but should
be unrelated to antipathy toward hierarchy-related targets.
Furthermore, SDO should positively predict antipathy toward
hierarchy-attenuating targets and negatively predict antipathy
toward hierarchy-enhancing targets, but should be unrelated
to antipathy toward tradition-related targets. These differen-
tial prediction effects are partially derived from the DPM
model (Duckitt & Sibley, 2010). That said, whereas the DPM
model can account for these predictions regarding tradition-
threatening and hierarchy-attenuating groups, it does not
make predictions regarding tradition-reaffirming or hierar-
chy-enhancing groups.

The Authoritarianism component of RWA is related to
prejudice against physically dangerous groups (Duckitt &
Bizumic, 2013). Because we focused on relatively mundane
rather than extremist or violent groups (e.g., terrorists), we
did not expect Authoritarianism to predict prejudice or politi-
cal intolerance over and above Conservatism, Traditionalism,
and SDO. However, we test effects of the Authoritarianism
component in all reported analyses.

Support for the BIA model would not only challenge some
long-standing conclusions regarding the relationship between
ideological attitudes and inter-group antipathy but also
provide nuanced support for others. Specifically, the model’s
predictions strongly challenge the conclusion that RWA and
SDO predict prejudice per se; rather, like political conserva-
tism (Brandt et al., 2014), effects of Traditionalism (a compo-
nent of RWA) and SDO on prejudice should depend on the
target’s political orientation. That said, the model’s prediction
that Conservatism will predict political intolerance regardless
of target political orientation or political objective is consistent
with the long-standing conclusion that the anti-democratic
impulse is at heart of the authoritarian disposition. Importantly,
however, such a finding would identify the specific ideologi-
cal component of authoritarianism that does so, significantly
advancing scholarship on people’s obedience to authority and
their willingness to suppress dissident groups. At the same
time, however, if effects of Traditionalism (also long consid-
ered part of the authoritarian syndrome; Adorno et al., 1950;
Altemeyer, 1996; Duckitt et al., 2010) on political intolerance
depend on the target’s political orientation, this would strongly
challenge the idea that “right-wing” authoritarianism predicts
political intolerance per se (Altemeyer, 1996; Crawford &
Pilanski, 2014a; Feldman, 2003; Stenner, 2005), and would
indicate that the Traditionalism component simply captures
ideological orientation, not “authentic” authoritarian attitudes
or behaviors.

We conducted two studies testing the BIA model’s
hypotheses. As in Crawford (2014), participants completed
both political intolerance and prejudice judgments toward
political activist groups. Using political activist groups as
targets provides a more controlled test of the psychological
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Conservatism

Traditionalism
x Target

SDO
x Target

Tradition-Related
Political Intolerance

Hierarchy-Related
Political Intolerance

Tradition-Related
Prejudice

Hierarchy-Related
Prejudice

Figure |. The BIA Model.

Note. Solid lines represent relationships that are predicted to be significant; dotted lines represent relationships that are predicted to be non-significant.

BIA = balanced ideological antipathy; SDO = social dominance orientation.

distinction between political intolerance and prejudice (and
the ideological attitude components associated with them)
than using non-political social groups (e.g., African
Americans, atheists). Specifically, political intolerance judg-
ments necessarily give political meaning to non-political
social groups, whereas prejudice judgments (e.g., feeling
thermometer or social distance ratings) do not necessarily
give political meaning to these groups. Using political activ-
ist groups as targets reduces the chance of such a potential
confound because political activist group’s political meaning
is apparent in both political intolerance and prejudice
judgments.

Study |

Study 1 tested the BIA model’s hypotheses in a between-
subjects design in which participants were randomly assigned
to evaluate either six left-wing or six right-wing groups. This
“content-controlled” method is in line with other recent
political intolerance research (Crawford, 2014; Crawford &
Pilanski, 2014b) and has several advantages over the tradi-
tional “least-liked groups” approach (e.g., Marcus, Sullivan,
Theiss-Morse, & Wood, 1995), such as drawing comparisons
between politically opposing targets, examining multiple tar-
gets rather than only a single target, and providing a more

accurate estimate of the prejudice-political intolerance rela-
tionship (see Crawford, 2014, for a detailed discussion).

Method

Participants. Three hundred thirty-three U.S. residents (49%
female; 58% White; M = 36 years) were recruited through
Amazon.com’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk), an online labor
market in which well-established findings in social psychol-
ogy and political science have been replicated (e.g., Berin-
sky, Huber, & Lenz, 2012; Horton, Rand, & Zeckhauser,
2011). Interested individuals selected a link to the online sur-
vey and were compensated 50 cents for their participation.

Materials and procedures. Participants first completed the
36-item ACT scale (Duckitt et al., 2010) comprised of three
12-item subscales measuring Authoritarianism (e.g., “What
our country really needs is a tough, harsh dose of law and
order”), Conservatism (e.g., “Our country will be great if we
show respect for authority and obey our leaders”), and Tradi-
tionalism (e.g., “It is important that we preserve our tradi-
tional values and moral standards™), as well as a 16-item
SDO scale? (Ho et al., 2012; for example, “Some groups of
people are simply inferior to other groups”). Both ACT and
SDO scales and their respective items were presented in a

Downloaded from psp.sagepub.com at Society for Personality and Social Psychology on November 23, 2015


http://psp.sagepub.com/

1612

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 41(12)

Table I. Target Groups.

Political issue Left-wing groups

Right-wing groups

Tradition-related
Abortion rights
Marriage equality
Church—State separation
Hierarchy-related
Affirmative action

Tradition-threatening
Pro-choice activists
Pro-gay rights activists

Hierarchy-attenuating
Pro-affirmative action activists
Social welfare Pro-welfare activists

Taxes

Church—State separation activists

Activists for increasing taxes on the wealthy

Tradition-reaffirming
Pro-life activists
Anti-gay rights activists
Religious right activists
Hierarchy-enhancing
Anti-affirmative action activists
Anti-welfare activists
Activists for decreasing taxes on the wealthy

random order and were balanced for positively and nega-
tively worded items. Responses were reported on a 7-point
scale (1 = strongly disagree, T = strongly agree), and average
scores were calculated for Authoritarianism, Conservatism,
Traditionalism, and SDO.

Participants were then randomly assigned to evaluate
either six left-wing or six right-wing groups (see Table 1). As
in Crawford and Pilanski (2014a), half of the targets held
tradition-related positions and the other half held hierarchy-
related positions (see Crawford & Pilanski, 2014a, for a
review of evidence justifying the categorization of these tar-
gets as tradition-related and hierarchy-related). For each tar-
get, participants completed three political intolerance items
drawn from the extant literature (e.g., “I believe that this
group should not be allowed to hold rallies outside of gov-
ernment buildings”; 1 = strongly disagree; 6 = strongly
agree; Crawford & Pilanski, 2014b; Marcus et al., 1995),
which were used to form separate average political intoler-
ance measures for tradition-related and hierarchy-related
targets.

Participants then completed three social distance items
(e.g., “How willing would you be to have a member of this
group as a close personal friend”; Skitka et al., 2013) toward
each target (1 = very unwilling; 6 = very willing), which were
used to form separate average social distance measures for
tradition-related and hierarchy-related targets. Participants
also completed feeling thermometer ratings toward each tar-
get (0 = very cold, 100 = very warm), which were used to
form separate average feeling thermometer measures for
tradition-related and hierarchy-related targets. Social dis-
tance and feeling thermometer items were rescored so that
higher scores indicated more prejudice. Separate measures of
prejudice against tradition-related and hierarchy-related tar-
gets were formed by recoding each original scale to a scale
ranging from 0 to 1, and then averaging across the social
distance and feeling thermometer measures.’

On a separate page following the target evaluations, partici-
pants completed Marcus et al.’s (1995) six-item Democratic
Principles scale (e.g., “Free speech should not be guaranteed
to groups who threaten to disrupt order in our society”; 1 =
strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree), which measures a dis-
positional tendency toward political intolerance but does not
refer to a specific target group. If Conservatism uniquely

predicts such non-specific political intolerance, this would
provide additional corroborative evidence that Conservatism
captures the anti-democratic impulse at the heart of
authoritarianism.

Last, participants reported their political ideology (1 =
very liberal, 7 = very conservative), party affiliation (1 =
strong Democrat, T = strong Republican), and demographic
variables, including gender, age, race/ethnicity, religious
affiliation, education level, and socioeconomic status.*

Results

Preliminary analyses

Descriptive statistics and bi-variate correlations. Table 2
reports the correlations among and descriptive statistics for
the study variables. The table reports political intolerance
and prejudice collapsed across target political objective (i.e.,
tradition- and hierarchy-related) as well as separately by tar-
get political objective. Regardless of target political objec-
tive, Authoritarianism and Conservatism were moderately
and positively correlated with political intolerance, whereas
Traditionalism and SDO were weakly but positively corre-
lated with political intolerance.’ Prejudice was not correlated
with any ACT component or SDO. Consistent with other
studies using the content-controlled method (Crawford,
2014; Crawford & Pilanski, 2014b), political intolerance and
prejudice toward each type of target were weakly to moder-
ately positively correlated with each other. Political ideology
was strongly positively correlated with each ACT compo-
nent and SDO, weakly positively correlated with political
intolerance, and uncorrelated with prejudice.’

Non-specific  political intolerance. Non-specific politi-
cal intolerance was strongly related to all three ACT com-
ponents and weakly related to SDO (Table 2). Regressing
non-specific political intolerance on the three separate ACT
components and SDO revealed that Conservatism was the
only ACT component that was significantly associated with
non-specific political intolerance (b =0.47, SE = .07, p = .57,
t=6.73, p <.001; all other ps > .135). Non-specific politi-
cal intolerance was strongly related to political intolerance of
the target groups (i.e., target political intolerance), but only
weakly with prejudice toward the target groups (i.e., target
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Table 2. Study I|: Correlations and Descriptive Statistics.
| 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 I 12

I.  Authoritarianism

2. Conservatism T 9

3. Traditionalism 75k 75k

4. SDO A4k Jqek 3Qeick

5. Target intolerance 4R 4ok ek 3Rk

6. Tradition intolerance 35wk gk 7Rk gk goieik

7. Hierarchy intolerance 30wk 37k QR 4Rk gl gk

8. Target prejudice .04 .03 .0l .08 WX ool coollw ] oo

9. Tradition prejudice .07 .04 .04 .08 24wk (ke gk ggpiek

10. Hierarchy prejudice .02 .02 -0l .09 20 A3* 240 gk gk

1. ldeology S7wRe gk g3k Dpkek % 2% Al .04 .08 .0l

12.  Non-specific intolerance ~ .49%FF  59¥Fkk 43kt okl ggkix 4okl g3kek |3k 2% .10 2%
M 3.66 3.44 3.39 2.77 2.51 2.55 2.49 0.46 0.46 046 347 250
SD 1.30 1.21 1.52 .17 1.10 1.19 1.13 0.27 0.30 026 .73 1.0l
o 9l .92 .95 93 .94 .89 .89 — — — — .84

Note. SDO = social dominance orientation.
*p <.05. **p < .0].**p < .001.

prejudice), and weakly positively correlated with ideology.
Together, these findings provide initial evidence that the
Conservatism component of RWA uniquely captures anti-
democratic sentiment.

Primary analyses. According to the BIA model, Conservatism
should have main effects on political intolerance (but not
prejudice) toward both tradition- and hierarchy-related tar-
gets, and these main effects should not be qualified by inter-
action effects with target orientation. There should be
Traditionalism x Target interactions on antipathy (i.e., politi-
cal intolerance and prejudice) toward tradition-related tar-
gets, such that Traditionalism positively predicts antipathy
toward tradition-threatening targets and negatively predicts
antipathy toward tradition-reaffirming targets. There should
be no Traditionalism x Target interactions on antipathy
toward hierarchy-related targets. Furthermore, there should
be SDO x Target interactions on antipathy toward hierarchy-
related targets, such that SDO positively predicts antipathy
toward hierarchy-attenuating targets and negatively predicts
antipathy toward hierarchy-enhancing targets. There should
be no SDO x Target interactions on antipathy toward tradi-
tion-related targets.

To test these hypotheses, we conducted four separate
moderated multiple regression analyses with political intol-
erance and prejudice toward tradition-related and hierarchy-
related groups as outcome variables. In each model, target
ideological orientation (0 = right-wing, 1 = left-wing) and
participantideological attitude dimensions (Authoritarianism,
Conservatism, Traditionalism, and SDO, all mean-centered)
were entered in Step 1, and the interactions between Target
orientation and each ideological attitude dimension were
entered in Step 2 (Aiken & West, 1991).

Political intolerance. Table 3 reports the results regarding
political intolerance. For tradition-related targets, Step 1
showed the expected positive main effect of Conservatism.
In Step 2, the expected Traditionalism % Target interaction
emerged. Simple slopes show that as expected, Traditional-
ism negatively related to political intolerance of tradition-
reaffirming groups (b =—0.27, SE = .11,  =—33,t=-2.58,
p = .011); however, inconsistent with predictions, Tradi-
tionalism was unrelated to political intolerance of tradition-
threatening groups (b = 0.05, SE = .09, = .06, 1= 1.83,p =
.610). No other significant effects emerged.

For hierarchy-related targets, Step 1 also shows the expected
positive main effect of Conservatism. There was also an unex-
pected positive main effect of SDO and an unexpected negative
main effect of Traditionalism (likely a suppression effect, as
Traditionalism had a positive bivariate relationship with hierar-
chy-related political intolerance; see Table 2).” As expected,
however, this SDO main effect was qualified by a marginally
significant SDO X Target interaction (p = .074). Simple slopes
show that as expected, SDO positively related to political intol-
erance toward hierarchy-attenuating groups (b =0.25, SE = .07,
B=.28, t=3.50, p =.001); however, inconsistent with predic-
tions, SDO was unrelated to political intolerance of hierarchy-
enhancing groups (b = 0.03, SE = .10, B = .03, ¢ = 0.33,
p =.741). No other significant effects emerged.

Prejudice. Table 4 reports the results regarding prejudice.
Regarding tradition-related targets, there were no main effects
in Step 1 except for Target, indicating that participants were
more prejudiced against tradition-reaffirming than tradition-
threatening targets.® In Step 2, only the expected Traditional-
ism X Target interaction emerged. Simple slopes showed that
Traditionalism positively related to prejudice toward tradi-
tion-threatening groups (b =0.11, SE = .02, = .67, t=6.49,
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Table 3. Study |: Results of Moderated Multiple Regression Analyses on Political Intolerance Toward Tradition-Related and Hierarchy-

Related Groups.

Step | Step 2
b SE B t b SE B t
Tradition-related
Constant 2.51 .09 2719k 2.47 .09 27.26%F*
Authoritarianism 0.06 .09 .06 0.64 0.07 12 .08 0.56
Conservatism 0.40 .09 42 4.28%k 0.38 12 40 3.1
Traditionalism -0.09 .07 -.12 -1.28 -0.27 .10 -.36 —2.79%*
SDO 0.07 .06 .07 I.11 0.02 .09 .02 0.21
Target 0.02 .13 .0l 0.18 0.05 .13 .02 0.36
Authoritarianism x Target -0.05 A7 -.04 -0.26
Conservatism X Target 0.04 .18 .03 0.22
Traditionalism X Target 0.32 .14 32 2.31%
SDO x Target 0.11 12 .08 0.94
R? A7 22k
Hierarchy-related
Constant 251 .09 28. | 2%k 2.51 .09 27.93%k*
Authoritarianism 0.03 .09 .03 0.34 -0.03 12 -.04 -0.28
Conservatism 0.42 .09 A5 4.66%F 0.43 12 46 3.56%FF
Traditionalism -0.16 .07 -.22 -2.37*% -0.13 .10 -.18 -1.40
SDO 0.15 .06 A5 2.52* 0.03 .09 .03 0.37
Target -0.07 .13 -.03 -0.55 -0.06 A3 -.03 -0.46
Authoritarianism x Target 0.13 A7 N 0.75
Conservatism X Target -0.02 .18 -0l -0.10
Traditionalism X Target -0.06 14 -.06 -0.46
SDO x Target 0.22 12 .16 1.79%
R? A7 | g

Note. SDO = social dominance orientation.
th = .07. %p < .05. *p < .01. *p < 001.

p <.001) and negatively toward tradition-reaffirming groups
(b=-0.12, SE = .02, = —.64, t = —6.39, p < .001). For
hierarchy-related groups, only a Target main effect emerged
in Step 1. In Step 2, the expected SDO x Target interaction
was significant. Simple slopes show that as expected, SDO
positively related to prejudice toward hierarchy-attenuating
groups (b =0.08, SE = .02, p = .41, ¢t=5.44, p <.001) and
negatively toward hierarchy-enhancing groups (b = —0.05,
SE=.02,3=-.23,t=-2.56,p=.010).

There were also unexpected Authoritarianism x Target and
Traditionalism x Target interactions on prejudice toward
hierarchy-related groups. Authoritarianism positively related
to prejudice against hierarchy-attenuating groups (b = 0.05,
SE =.02, B =.27,t=1.99, p = .049) and negatively toward
hierarchy-enhancing groups (b = —0.05, SE = .02, = —.26,
t = —2.02, p = .046). Traditionalism significantly and nega-
tively related to prejudice against hierarchy-enhancing groups
(b=-0.04, SE= .02, B=—24,t=-1.99, p = .048), but not
against hierarchy-attenuating groups (b = 0.03, SE = .02,
B=.19,¢t=1.50,p=.137).

Examining the consequences of ignoring the ACT distinction. The
above analyses show the importance of distinguishing between
RWA components to understand the relationship between

authoritarianism and political intolerance. To further illustrate
this point, we regressed political intolerance of tradition-
related and hierarchy-related targets on the mean-centered full
RWA scale (i.e., collapsing across the components), SDO
(mean-centered), and Target orientation in Step 1, and the
RWA x Target and SDO x Target interactions in Step 2.

For tradition-related targets, there was a significant RWA
main effect (b =0.32, SE = .06, p = .34, t=5.58, p <.001) and
RWA x Target interaction (b = 0.32, SE = .12, f = .55, t = 2.76,
p = .006), but no SDO x Target interaction (p = .322). Simple
slopes indicated that RWA positively related to political intoler-
ance of tradition-threatening targets (b = 0.45, SE= .07, = .51,
t=6.88, p <.001), replicating Crawford and Pilanski (2014a),
but also tended to positively relate to political intolerance of
tradition-reaffirming targets (b = 0.14, SE = .10, p = .13, ¢t =
1.39, p = .166). Recall that whereas Conservatism positively
related to political intolerance toward both tradition-related tar-
gets, Traditionalism negatively related to political intolerance
toward tradition-reaffirming targets. Thus, the full RWA scale
masks the nuanced findings from the ACT component-based
analyses.

For hierarchy-related targets, there was again a significant
RWA main effect (b = 0.23, SE = .06, B = .25, t = 4.86,
p < .001), despite the fact that Conservatism was the only
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Table 4. Study |: Results of Moderated Multiple Regression Analyses on Prejudice Toward Tradition-Related and Hierarchy-Related

Groups.
Step | Step 2
b SE § t b SE B t
Tradition-related
Constant 0.61 .02 26.1 9%k 0.59 .02 34.4 %k
Authoritarianism 0.0l .02 .05 0.55 -0.01 .02 -.02 -0.20
Conservatism —-0.01 .02 -.03 -0.33 -0.01 .02 -.03 -0.30
Traditionalism 0.01 .02 .06 0.63 -0.12 .02 -6l —6.75%F*
SDO 0.02 .02 .07 1.20 0.02 .02 .06 0.90
Target -0.29 .03 -47 —8.93k* -0.28 .02 -A45 =1 1.70%%*
Authoritarianism x Target 0.02 .03 .07 0.68
Conservatism x Target -0.01 .04 -.03 -0.33
Traditionalism x Target 0.24 .03 .89 9.10%#*
SDO x Target 0.02 .02 .06 0.99
R’ 24 6]
Hierarchy-related
Constant 0.59 .02 29.| 5¥k* 0.58 .02 33.03%F*
Authoritarianism -0.001 .02 -0l -0.06 -0.05 .02 -.24 -2.13%
Conservatism 0.0l .02 .04 0.39 0.04 .02 .18 |.64
Traditionalism 0.0001 .02 -.001 -0.02 -0.04 .02 -.23 -2.0 1%
SDO 0.02 .0l .09 1.57 -0.05 .02 -.20 —2.70°%*
Target -0.26 .03 -49 —9.25%k* -0.25 .02 -.46 =10.17%+*
Authoritarianism X Target 0.09 .03 .35 2.83%*
Conservatism x Target -0.07 04 -23 -1.93f
Traditionalism x Target 0.07 .03 29 2.48*
SDO x Target 0.13 .02 41 5.45%¥*
R* 25 AT

Note. SDO = social dominance orientation.
th = .06. *p < .05. *p < 0. ¥*p < 001,

ACT component that positively related to political intoler-
ance of hierarchy-related targets in the ACT component-
based analyses. The remaining findings are consistent with
the ACT component-based analyses: A marginally signifi-
cant SDO x Target interaction (b = 0.23, SE = .12, B = .17,
t =1.82, p = .071) indicated that SDO positively related to
political intolerance of hierarchy-attenuating targets (b =
0.24, SE=.07,B = .26, t=3.19, p = .002), but was unrelated
to political intolerance of hierarchy-enhancing targets (b =
0.01, SE = .10, B = .01, = 0.10, p = .922); there was no sig-
nificant RWA x Target interaction (p = .937).

Discussion

Study 1’s results provide initial support for the BIA model’s
predictions. Conservatism positively related to political intol-
erance (but not prejudice) toward all four types of target
groups. Coupled with the finding that Conservatism was
uniquely associated with non-specific political intolerance,
these results suggest that Conservatism captures the anti-
democratic impulse at the heart of authoritarianism.
Furthermore, the effects of Traditionalism largely depended
on the political objectives and orientation of the target.

Consistent with predictions, Traditionalism negatively related
to both forms of antipathy toward tradition-reaffirming
groups, and positively related to prejudice (but unexpectedly,
not political intolerance) toward tradition-threatening groups.
The effects of SDO also largely conformed to predictions:
SDO positively related to antipathy toward hierarchy-
attenuating groups, and negatively related to prejudice (but
unexpectedly, not political intolerance) toward hierarchy-
enhancing groups. With the exception of the positive effect
of the Authoritarianism component on prejudice toward
tradition-reaffirming targets (which we address in the
“Results” section for Study 2), none of the unexpected
effects in Study 1 replicated in Study 2.

Study 2

Study 2 utilized a within-subjects design to examine the rep-
licability of Study 1°s findings, which is especially important
given evidence that the strength of inter-group biases is
reduced in within-subjects designs relative to between-
subjects designs (Crawford, Kay, & Duke, 2015), such as
that used in Study 1.
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Table 5. Study 2: Correlations and Descriptive Statistics.

| 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
I.  Authoritarianism
2. Conservatism T 6FEE
3. Traditionalism Wik T3k
4. sSDO 3 267 33
5. Target intolerance 37k .39k Koo 23w
6. Target prejudice .05 .02 .09 .09 .38k
7. ldeology 39K 33 S 39 .08 .02
8. Non-specific intolerance S50%E .63k AeFrE 16* 53k 20%* 12
M 3.64 333 3.31 2.58 2.45 0.45 3.14 261
SD 1.23 1.19 1.52 1.25 1.00 0.12 1.57 1.03
o .90 .92 .95 .95 .96 — — .86

Note. SDO = social dominance orientation.
*p < .05.*p < 01, F¥p < 001,

Method

Participants. Two hundred fifty-two U.S. residents (56%
female; 77% White; M = 35 years) were recruited through
MTurk and were c%mpensated 50 cents for their
participation.

Materials and procedures. Materials and procedures for Study 2
were identical to those of Study 1, with the exception that par-
ticipants in Study 2 evaluated all 12 targets listed in Table 1.
Prejudice was again computed by transforming the feeling
thermometer and social distance measures to 0 to 1 scales and
averaging across the two (feeling thermometer and social dis-
tance ratings for each of the four group types were highly
correlated, with rs ranging from .42 to .69). Separate mea-
sures of political intolerance and prejudice against the four
typesof  targets (i.e., tradition-threatening, tradition-
reaffirming, hierarchy-attenuating, and hierarchy-enhanc-
ing) were calculated.

Results

Preliminary analyses

Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations. Table 5
reports the correlations among and descriptive statistics for
the study variables. Regardless of target political objective,
Authoritarianism, Conservatism, and Traditionalism were
moderately and positively correlated with political intoler-
ance, whereas SDO was weakly but positively correlated
with political intolerance. Prejudice was not correlated with
any ACT component or SDO. Political intolerance and preju-
dice were moderately positively correlated with each other.
Political ideology was moderately to strongly positively
correlated with each ACT component and SDO, and uncor-
related with either political intolerance or prejudice. These
findings are all highly consistent with those from Study 1.

Non-specific  political intolerance. Non-specific politi-
cal intolerance was strongly correlated with all three ACT

components and only weakly with SDO. When non-specific
political intolerance was regressed on each ACT component
and SDO, only Conservatism significantly related to non-
specific political intolerance (b = 0.48, SE = .07, p = .57,
t=6.52, p <.001; all other ps > .165). Non-specific politi-
cal intolerance was strongly correlated with target political
intolerance, but only weakly with target prejudice, and was
unrelated to ideology. These findings fully replicate those
from Study 1, showing that Conservatism captures anti-dem-
ocratic sentiment independent of the targets’ political objec-
tives.

Primary analyses. According to the BIA model, Conservatism
should positively predict political intolerance (but not preju-
dice) regardless of the target’s political orientation (i.e., left-
wing or right-wing) or political objectives (i.e.,
tradition-related or hierarchy-related). The effects of Tradi-
tionalism and SDO on antipathy (i.e., political intolerance
and prejudice) should depend on target political orientation
and objective, such that Traditionalism should more strongly
predict antipathy toward tradition-related groups and SDO
should more strongly predict antipathy toward hierarchy-
related groups; furthermore, these effects should be positive
for left-wing groups and negative for right-wing groups.
The bivariate correlations in Table 5 show that the ACT
components and SDO were uncorrelated with prejudice per
se. However, all ACT components and SDO were correlated
with political intolerance. That said, Table 6 (Panel A) shows
that after regressing target political intolerance on each ACT
component and SDO, only Conservatism significantly
related to target political intolerance. Furthermore,
Conservatism is the only ACT component that was signifi-
cantly associated with political intolerance of left-wing
(Table 6, Panel B) and right-wing (Table 6, Panel C) target
groups.” Along with findings from both studies that
Conservatism uniquely related to non-specific political intol-
erance, these findings offer strong support for the key BIA
model hypothesis that Conservatism uniquely captures the
anti-democratic impulse at the heart of authoritarianism.
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Table 6. Study 2: Political Intolerance Regressed on ACT Components and SDO.

b SE B t

Panel A: All targets

Authoritarianism 0.14 .08 .18 1.69°

Conservatism 0.19 .09 23 2.19%

Traditionalism -0.01 .06 -.02 -0.21

SDO 0.09 .05 Nl .66
R N7
Panel B: Left-wing targets

Authoritarianism 0.11 .08 13 1.35

Conservatism 0.17 .09 .20 1.97*

Traditionalism 0.06 .06 .09 0.97

SDO 0.15 .05 .18 2,90k
R? 23wk
Panel C: Right-wing targets

Authoritarianism 0.16 .10 .18 1.67°

Conservatism 0.21 .10 22 2.01*

Traditionalism -0.09 .08 =12 -1.16

SDO 0.03 .06 .03 0.43
R? 09

Note. SDO = social dominance orientation.
th <.10. #p < .05. ¥p < 0. *kp < 001,

To test the BIA model’s more specific predictions, we spec-
ified eight separate multiple regression models, regressing
political intolerance and prejudice toward each target group
type (i.e., tradition-reaffirming, tradition-threatening, hierar-
chy-enhancing, hierarchy-attenuating) on each ACT compo-
nent and SDO. Table 7 shows that Conservatism significantly
or marginally positively related to political intolerance toward
all four targets but did not positively relate to prejudice toward
any targets. Furthermore, Traditionalism significantly or mar-
ginally positively related to both forms of antipathy toward
tradition-threatening targets, but significantly negatively
related to antipathy toward tradition-reaffirming targets. SDO
positively related to political intolerance and prejudice toward
hierarchy-attenuating groups, and negatively related to preju-
dice toward hierarchy-enhancing groups. As in Study 1, SDO
was unrelated to political intolerance toward hierarchy-
enhancing groups.

There were a few unexpected effects, some of which were
inconsistent with the differential prediction aspects of the BIA
model (i.e., SDO was related to antipathy toward tradition-
threatening groups; Traditionalism was related to prejudice
toward hierarchy-attenuating groups). There were also unex-
pected effects of Authoritarianism, for which we had no a priori
hypotheses. Specifically, Authoritarianism was marginally or
significantly related to political intolerance and prejudice
toward tradition-reaffirming and hierarchy-attenuating groups.
Importantly, however, because its effects were on both forms of
antipathy, Authoritarianism did not differentiate between polit-
ical intolerance and prejudice in the way that Conservatism did.

Examining the consequences of ignoring the ACT distinction. We
regressed political intolerance of each target group type on

the composite RWA scale and SDO. Replicating Study 1,
RWA significantly and positively related to political intoler-
ance toward each target group type (all Bs > .20, all ps <
.005). Again, this finding clearly masks the nuanced findings
from the ACT component-based primary analyses, which
found that whereas Conservatism related to political intoler-
ance of each target group type, Traditionalism’s effects
depended on both the target’s political objective and
orientation.

Discussion

Using a within-subjects design, Study 2 largely replicated
the findings from Study 1, which used a between-subjects
design. The Conservatism component of RWA uniquely
related to political intolerance (but not prejudice) toward tar-
get groups, regardless of political orientation or political
objective. Along with evidence that Conservatism was
uniquely related to non-specific political intolerance, these
findings support the key contention of the BIA model that
Conservatism captures the anti-democratic impulse at the
heart of authoritarianism.

Furthermore, Traditionalism’s effect on both forms of
antipathy depended on the target’s political objectives (i.e., for
tradition- but not hierarchy-related groups) and orientation
(i.e., positive for tradition-threatening but negative for tradi-
tion-reaffirming). The effects of SDO on antipathy were also
largely differential, such that SDO positively related to both
forms of antipathy toward hierarchy-attenuating groups, and
negatively related to prejudice against hierarchy-enhancing
groups. As in Study 1, SDO was unrelated to political intoler-
ance of hierarchy-enhancing groups, contrary to expectations.
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Table 7. Study 2: Multiple Regression Analyses of Political Intolerance and Prejudice Toward Tradition-Related and Hierarchy-Related

Groups.
Political intolerance Prejudice
b SE B t b SE B t
Tradition-threatening
Constant 0.83 22 3.83%k* -0.03 .03 -0.96
Authoritarianism 0.08 .08 .09 0.92 -0.02 .0l -.12 -1.57
Conservatism 0.16 .09 .18 |.78f -0.02 .0l -1 —-1.46
Traditionalism 0.12 .07 A7 |.80" 0.12 .0l .84 | |.85%%*
SDO 0.12 .05 .14 2.27% 0.03 .0l .16 3.39%*
R* 2%k 5 gielek
Tradition-reaffirming
Constant 1.61 26 6,27+ 0.92 .04 22.46%F*
Authoritarianism 0.20 .10 21 1.95F 0.03 .02 .18 2.12%
Conservatism 0.23 Nl 23 2.14* -0.01 .02 -.06 -0.77
Traditionalism -0.17 .08 -22 -2.24* -0.12 .0l -74 —=9.62%"*k
SDO 0.04 .06 .04 0.57 -0.02 .0l -.09 -1.63
R 09 A49weE
Hierarchy-attenuating
Constant 0.85 21 4.40%kx 0.07 .04 |.74"
Authoritarianism 0.15 .08 .18 1.79% 0.03 0l A7 1.85°
Conservatism 0.17 .09 .20 1.96* -0.03 .02 -.16 -1.78"
Traditionalism 0.0l .06 .02 0.20 0.03 .0l 22 2.52%
SDO 0.15 .05 .18 2.80%* 0.07 .0l 47 7.9 %k
R? 217 36wk
Hierarchy-enhancing
Constant 1.43 .25 5.63%** 0.78 .05 17.34%k*
Authoritarianism 0.11 .10 12 1.12 -0.01 .02 -.04 -0.36
Conservatism 0.20 Nl .20 |.87 0.002 .02 .0l 0.12
Traditionalism 0.0001 .08 .0001 0.003 -0.002 .0l -0l -0.13
SDO 0.02 .06 .02 0.36 -0.07 .0l -4l —6.18%F*
R* | O (| 7ok

Note. SDO = social dominance orientation.
th < .08. %p < .05. *p < 0. ¥\p < .001.

General Discussion

RWA and SDO have long been considered powerful anteced-
ents of prejudice toward an assortment of social groups
(Duckitt, 2001; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999; see Sibley &
Duckitt, 2008, for a meta-analytic review). Furthermore,
whereas the relationship between SDO and political intoler-
ance has been more tenuous (see Crawford & Pilanski,
2014a), the relationship between (right-wing) authoritarian-
ism and political intolerance has been considered so robust
(e.g., Altemeyer, 1996; Crawford & Pilanski, 2014a; Duckitt
& Farre, 1994; Frenkel-Brunswik et al., 1947) that several
scholars have even used the RWA scale as a measure of polit-
ical intolerance (Feldman, 2003; Stenner, 2005).

In this article, we integrated several recent approaches to
understanding ideological antipathy and the authoritarianism
construct itself to build the BIA model. Findings from two
studies (V= 585) largely supported the model. First, consistent
with the ICH (Brandt et al., 2014), like political conservatism,
RWA and SDO were not related to prejudice per se. Instead,

their effects depended on the political orientation of the target,
and in the case of RWA, a specific component of RWA that
captures the content of beliefs regarding traditional versus pro-
gressive values (i.e., Traditionalism). Specifically, across both
studies, Traditionalism was positively related to prejudice
against tradition-threatening groups but negatively against
tradition-reaffirming groups, whereas SDO was positively
related to prejudice against hierarchy-attenuating groups but
negatively against hierarchy-enhancing groups.

These findings were also generally consistent with the
differential prediction hypothesis of the DPM model (Duckitt
& Sibley, 2010) in that Traditionalism positively related to
prejudice against tradition-threatening groups, whereas SDO
positively related to prejudice against hierarchy-attenuating
groups. That said, there are two important advantages that
the BIA model offers over the DPM model as an integrative
model of inter-group antipathy. First, because of its emphasis
on prejudice toward left-wing targets groups that are socially
deviant (i.e., tradition-threatening) or competitive and/or low
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status (i.e., hierarchy-attenuating), the DPM model cannot
account for prejudice against their right-wing corollaries
(i.e., tradition- and hierarchy-enhancing targets, respec-
tively). Despite some suggestive evidence in the literature
(e.g., Chambers et al., 2013), to our knowledge, the present
studies are the first to show that (a component of) RWA and
SDO also differentially predict prejudice against such right-
wing targets.

Second, and more importantly, the BIA model accounts
for the psychological distinction between negative affect
toward and evaluation of a group (i.e., prejudice) and will-
ingness to deny democratically protected rights to that group
(i.e., political intolerance). As Crawford (2014) recently
demonstrated, prejudice and political intolerance are related
but distinct inter-group outcomes with differential threat-
based antecedents. The present studies identify Conservatism,
which captures submission to authority (Duckitt et al., 2010),
as the component of the RWA construct that captures the
anti-democratic impulse long considered the heart of the
authoritarian syndrome (Frenkel-Brunswik etal., 1947).
Specifically, Conservatism was positively associated with
political intolerance, but not prejudice, regardless of the tar-
get’s political orientation (i.e., left-wing or right-wing) or
political objective (tradition- or hierarchy-related). These
findings were corroborated by additional evidence from both
studies that Conservatism was uniquely associated with non-
specific political intolerance as a general predisposition,
rather than toward any particular target group. This argument
is also supported by evidence from an additional validation
sample (n = 182) in which Conservatism was the only sig-
nificant predictor of political intolerance (but not prejudice)
toward participants’ least-liked group.'

Furthermore, these results suggest that just as with preju-
dice, RWA and SDO should not be considered predictors of
political intolerance per se. In line with BIA model predic-
tions, Traditionalism negatively related to political intoler-
ance of tradition-reaffirming groups across both studies.
Although the effect of Traditionalism on political intolerance
of tradition-threatening groups did not reach significance in
Study 1, it was significantly positively associated with politi-
cal intolerance of tradition-threatening groups in Study 2.
Thus, different components of RWA had opposing effects on
political ~ intolerance—Whereas Conservatism clearly
reflected anti-democratic sentiment toward all targets, effects
of Traditionalism on political intolerance of tradition-related
groups depended on the target’s political orientation.

SDO also had differential effects on political intolerance.
Across both studies, SDO positively related to political intol-
erance of hierarchy-attenuating groups as expected. Contrary
to predictions, SDO was unrelated to political intolerance of
hierarchy-enhancing groups in either study. Instead, only
Conservatism was related to political intolerance of such tar-
gets, suggesting the anti-democratic sentiment captured by
Conservatism outweighs the effect of the more ideological
attitude dimension of SDO for these targets.

Recommendations

These findings across two studies in support of the BIA
model suggest three fairly strong recommendations for future
research on the relationship between ideological attitudes
and inter-group antipathy. First, we echo Brandt etal.’s
(2014) recommendation that researchers interested in inter-
group antipathy examine an array of target groups from
across the political spectrum. Along with several other recent
investigations (e.g., Chambers et al., 2013; Crawford, 2014;
Crawford & Pilanski, 2014b; Iyengar & Westwood, 2014;
Wetherell et al., 2013), the present studies demonstrate that
investigations restricted to left-wing or left-aligned target
groups limit the ability to understand the nature of inter-
group antipathy itself (see also Duarte et al., 2015, for a
discussion).

Second, researchers should take a multi-dimensional
approach to understanding the relationship between authori-
tarianism and political intolerance. In these studies, not only
was one single component of the ACT scale (Conservatism)
associated with political intolerance across the political spec-
trum, but even more importantly, another component
(Traditionalism) was negatively associated with political
intolerance toward (right-wing) tradition-reaffirming groups.
The results using the full RWA scale illustrate that the failure
to distinguish between components muddles conclusions
regarding the very direction of “right-wing” authoritarian-
ism’s relationship with political intolerance. Several other
researchers have highlighted the utility of instead using
authoritarian measures devoid of ideological content (e.g.,
child-rearing values; Stenner, 2005; Tagar, Federico, Lyons,
Ludeke, & Koenig, 2014), in large part because the RWA
scale explicitly measures attitudinal positions that lean in a
particular ideological direction rather than a disposition that
can potentially characterize people across the political spec-
trum (Feldman, 2003). The present results suggest that the
Conservatism dimension of the ACT scale can capture the
authoritarian disposition in an ideologically balanced
manner.

Third, and perhaps most controversially, these findings
question the very utility and appropriateness of the “right-
wing” authoritarianism construct itself. Although Altemeyer
(1996) argued that the “right-wing” in the RWA construct
referred to “psychological” rather than “political” conserva-
tism, many studies have used the RWA scale to predict antipa-
thy toward left-wing or left-aligned groups, and several
researchers have treated RWA and political conservatism as
synonymous (e.g., Hodson & Costello, 2007; Jost et al., 2003;
Terrizzi et al., 2010). It strikes us therefore as quite paradoxi-
cal that one component of “right-wing” authoritarianism
(Conservatism) would positively relate to political intoler-
ance of right-wing targets, whereas the effects of another
component (Traditionalism) on political intolerance and prej-
udice depend on the target’s political orientation. Advances in
understanding the nature of ideological antipathy (e.g., the
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ICH; Brandt et al., 2014) and in measuring authoritarianism
(e.g., the ACT scale, child-rearing values) suggest that there is
more utility in focusing on the relationship between “little a”
authoritarianism and inter-group antipathy. When modern
scholars typically approach the nature of authoritarianism
(sans the “right-wing” aspect), they operationalize it as sub-
mission and conformity to legitimate collective authority at
the expense of individual needs (e.g., Feldman, 2003; Stenner,
2005; Tagar etal., 2014). This ideologically value-neutral
definition presents more fertile ground for the study of
authoritarianism across the political spectrum than that pro-
vided by the RWA scale, and the present studies show that the
Conservatism component is at least one tool to capture this
tendency.

As Duarte et al. (2015) argued, the integrity of social psy-
chological science is threatened when undue emphasis is
placed on understanding one type of belief system (e.g.,
RWA) at the expense of understanding belief systems more
generally (e.g., authoritarianism). The BIA model and the
supportive evidence from the present studies offer a correc-
tive to the extant literature’s overemphasis on RWA and clar-
ity in how to move the field forward to understanding the
nature of authoritarianism itself.

In summary, we suggest that if researchers desire to
understand the relationship between ideological attitudes and
inter-group antipathy, and authoritarianism itself, they should
(a) discontinue using the various iterations of Altemeyer’s
RWA scale; (b) instead use multi-dimensional measures of
authoritarianism (e.g., the ACT scale), child-rearing values,
or other “content-free” self-report or behavioral measures;
and (c) examine various manifestations of antipathy toward
targets from across the political spectrum.

Limitations and Future Directions

These studies used Internet samples from a population that
has been shown to roughly approximate representative sam-
ples on a number of characteristics (Berinsky et al., 2012)
and to replicate many well-known lab effects (Berinsky
et al.,, 2012; Horton et al., 2011). Nevertheless, it would be
advantageous to examine the BIA model’s predictions in a
nationally representative sample, such as the American
National Election Survey (ANES). Whereas the ANES
includes some measures that approximate Conservatism
(i.e., child-rearing values), Traditionalism (i.e., moral tradi-
tionalism), and SDO (i.e., egalitarianism), it does not provide
an even balance of left-wing and right-wing targets, explic-
itly differentiate between tradition- and hierarchy-related tar-
gets, or assess both political intolerance and prejudice toward
individual target groups. Future research should bridge this
gap with representative samples.

According to the DPM model, external threats and com-
petitive circumstances moderate the effects of RWA and
SDO on inter-group attitudes, respectively. Furthermore,
perceptions of threat and competition from target groups,

respectively, mediate the respective relationships between
inter-group attitudes and RWA and SDO (see Duckitt &
Sibley, 2010, for a review). Of course, these investigations
have largely been limited to left-wing or left-aligned targets.
Future applications of the BIA model could examine the
roles of threat and competition in the relationship between
ideological attitudes and antipathy toward groups from
across the political spectrum, especially in experimental con-
texts, as the present studies were limited to correlational evi-
dence. Recent findings from Crawford (2014) may suggest a
direction forward, as abstract (i.e., symbolic) threat was
associated with prejudice against a host of groups from
across the political spectrum, whereas different types of tan-
gible threats were associated with political intolerance of
left-wing (safety threat) and right-wing (rights threat) activ-
ist groups.

Conclusion

In this article, we introduced and tested the BIA model,
which challenges the assumption that RWA and SDO predict
inter-group antipathy per se. Across two studies, we found
support for the model in that the Conservatism component of
RWA was positively associated with political intolerance
(but not prejudice) toward various types of target groups,
regardless of their political orientation or objectives. This
finding indicates that the Conservatism component captures
the anti-democratic impulse long considered the heart of
authoritarianism. However, the effects of the Traditionalism
component of RWA and of SDO on inter-group antipathy
(e.g., prejudice and political intolerance) generally depended
on target political orientation and objective. Specifically, the
Traditionalism component was positively and negatively
related to antipathy against tradition-threatening and
-enhancing groups, respectively. SDO was positively and
negatively related to prejudice against hierarchy-attenuating
and -enhancing groups, respectively; whereas SDO was pos-
itively related to political intolerance of hierarchy-attenuat-
ing groups, it was not associated with political intolerance of
hierarchy-enhancing groups, contrary to predictions.

While the BIA model integrates several social and politi-
cal psychological perspectives on the relationship between
ideological attitudes and inter-group antipathy (and produces
findings largely consistent with those perspectives), none of
these prior theoretical approaches alone can explain the
hypothesized results that were observed in the present stud-
ies and derived from the BIA model. Together, these findings
promise to advance not only our understanding of how ideo-
logical motives influence inter-group antipathy but also the
very nature of authoritarianism itself.
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Notes

1. Crawford and Pilanski (2014a) used the term cohesion-reducing;
in the present article, we instead use the term tradition-threaten-
ing because perceived threats to social cohesion depend on the
political context.

2. The social dominance orientation (SDO) scale used in these
studies was also a multi-dimensional scale, capturing related
but separate Dominance and Egalitarian motives. Given our
present emphasis on (right-wing) authoritarianism, an exami-
nation of the multiple dimensions of SDO is beyond the scope
of this article. Additional analyses are available upon request.

3. Social distance and feeling thermometer measures were
strongly correlated with each other for both tradition-related
targets (» = .78) and hierarchy-related targets (r = .62), justify-
ing collapsing across the two measures.

4. We also assessed political engagement and the Ten-Item
Personality Inventory for exploratory purposes, but do not
report those analyses here.

5. Even when limited to self-identified liberals in the right-wing
target condition, Conservatism correlated with political intoler-
ance, r(83) = .28, p = .011.

6. The robust positive correlations between political ideol-
ogy and each Authoritarianism-Conservatism-Traditionalism
(ACT) dimension clearly indicate an ideological divide on
each dimension. That said, Conservatism is clearly the weaker
of the three. Furthermore, regressing political ideology on
Authoritarianism, Conservatism, and Traditionalism reveals
that Traditionalism (b = 0.68, SE = .08, p = .61, p <.001) is
the strongest predictor compared with Authoritarianism (b =
0.40, SE=.10, 3= .31, p <.001) and Conservatism (b =—0.36,
SE = .11, B =—.25, p = .001). This finding was also replicated
in Study 2, as Traditionalism (b = 0.56, SE = .09, p = .55,
p <.001) predicted political conservatism, but Authoritarianism
(b=0.17, SE = .11, B = .14, p = .135) and Conservatism (b =
—0.23, SE= .12, f =—.18, p = .058) did not.

7. Suppression clearly becomes a concern in models with inter-
correlated predictors (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). However,
the purpose of the balanced ideological antipathy (BIA) model
is to separate out contributions of SDO and individual right-
wing authoritarianism (RWA) components and is consistent
with other extant approaches (Duckitt & Bizumic, 2013;
Duckitt, Bizumic, Krauss, & Heled, 2010).

8. This Target main effect is likely attributable to the left-leaning
nature of the sample (typical of Mechanical Turk samples;
Berinsky, Huber, & Lenz, 2012), as the mean ideological self-
placement rating (M = 3.47; see Table 2) was significantly
lower than the midpoint on this 7-point scale, #330) = —5.64,
p <.001.

9. Furthermore, even when limited to self-identified liberal partic-
ipants, Conservatism was correlated with political intolerance
of tradition-reaffirming, 7(138) = .24, p = .004, and hierarchy-
enhancing, 7(137) = .26, p = .002, targets, replicating Study 1.

10. In an additional U.S. Mechanical Turk sample, only
Conservatism predicted political intolerance (but not preju-
dice) toward both left-wing and right-wing least-liked groups.

Unfortunately, this study could not fully test the BIA model
because some targets did not neatly fit the distinction between
tradition- and hierarchy-related objectives (e.g., immigrants
rights activists), and participants were more likely to select tra-
dition- than hierarchy-related targets and more likely to select
right-wing than left-wing targets. We therefore do not report
these results in this article, but mention them here to highlight
the replicability of the relationship between Conservatism
and political intolerance. Data from this additional sample are
available upon request.

Supplemental Material

The online supplemental material is available at http://pspb.sage-
pub.com/supplemental.
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