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Abstract:

In three surveys of adults in 5 nations, we investigated how shared
beliefs about the political system motivate individuals’ political
engagement. Specifically, we tested whether individuals’ beliefs that the
political context is fair, non-corrupt, and their belief that they could
influence politics motivates political engagement to a higher extent for
higher compared to lower status group members. In a novel use of social
dominance theory, we theoretically conceived of these political beliefs as
legitimizing ideologies, so that we predicted that people with higher
social dominance orientation endorse these beliefs, which in turn
enhance the motivation to engage in politics to support current social
hierarchical systems. Moreover, we expected that these relationships
would be stronger for higher compared to lower status groups. These
hypotheses were tested considering different levels of group status:
wealth status within a country (Study 1), political-regional differences
within a country (Study 2), and international status (i.e., between
countries; Study 3), and were largely supported.
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Abstract

In three surveys of adults in 5 nations, we investigated how shared beliefs about the
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political system motivate individuals’ political engagement. Specifically, we tested whether
individuals’ beliefs that the political context is fair, non-corrupt, and their belief that they could
influence politics motivates political engagement to a higher extent for higher compared to

lower status group members. In a novel use of social dominance theory, we theoretically

conceived of these political beliefs as legitimizing ideologies, so that we predicted that people
with higher social dominance orientation endorse these beliefs, which in turn enhance the
motivation to engage in politics to support current social hierarchical systems. Moreover, we
expected that these relationships would be stronger for higher compared to lower status
groups. These hypotheses were tested considering different levels of group status: wealth
status within a country (Study 1), political-regional differences within a country (Study 2),

and international status (i.e., between countries; Study 3), and were largely supported.

Keywords: Social dominance; political engagement; political corruption; political self- yy,.q
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efficacy; fairness; legitimizing myths; intergroup relations.
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Interest and participation in politics is a prerequisite for proper modern democratic
governance (Conge, 1988; Pateman, 1970). Political engagement encompasses actions
designed to influence the choice of governing actors, including citizens’ voluntary activities
of knowing and influencing political choices at various levels of the political system (Kaase
& Marsh 1979; Riley et al., 2010). Yet in some established democracies, political
participation rates have dropped alarmingly, which can allow non-democratic practices to

flourish (e.g., Bélanger & Nadeau, 2005). The present research examines what could
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influence citizens to become politically engaged. We employ Social Dominance Theory

(SDT; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) to understand how political beliefs motivate political
engagement aimed at stabilizing or challenging group-based dominance, both within and
between different nations. In particular, we tested SDT hypotheses that shared beliefs about
the political system that motivate individuals’ political engagement depend jointly on (a) how
congenial those beliefs are for individuals’ group status position, (b) the resonance of those
beliefs with individuals’ cultural worldviews, and (c¢) individuals’ level of social dominance
orientation.

To explain our approach and predictions, we first review the relevant tenets of SDT.
Second, we summarize research on shared beliefs about the political system as motivators of
political engagement. Then, we derive predictions from SDT concerning cultural beliefs
about politics, and group status differences in psychological processes related to group
dominance.

Social Dominance Theory and its Legitimizing Myths

Most contemporary societies are structured as group-based dominance hierarchies
(e.g., Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). The vestiges of past formal systems of group dominance
(e.g., colonialism, India’s caste system) are present even in modern republics and
democracies exhibiting substantial inequality between socially-defined groups (Pratto et al.,
2013).

What factors support the maintenance of such societal cohesion and group-based

dominance? SDT identifies and understands intrapersonal, interpersonal, intergroup and

institutional mechanisms that produce and maintain group-based social hierarchy and how, in

turn, this hierarchy affects these mechanisms. According to this theory, to justify and persuade

others of the rightness or wrongness of group-based dominance practices, people rely on
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legitimizing myths (LMs), which are societally-known prescriptions of how people should and
should not act or be, such as prescriptive stereotypes, social and political ideologies, moral
admonitions, and the like (e.g., Pratto, 1999). In order to be potent and make sense to people,
legitimizing myths must be derived from, or minimally, be compatible with, their cultural
worldviews. A cultural worldview is a widely-shared epistemology that establishes for people
what exists or can exist, who they are, why things happen, and what should and what should
not be (Johnson, 1994). Cultural worldviews are broad enough to be flexible and to be made
relevant in a huge variety of circumstances and across historical time. SDT holds that
legitimizing myths provide coherence to societies and stability for their social structure by co-
ordinating individual action and institutional behavior.

An example can illustrate how LMs derived from a cultural worldview propel similar
enough action-patterns to continually recreate a group dominance societal structure. From
1619 in colonial Virginia, colonizers distinguished between “Christians” (themselves) and
“Africans” — not only linguistically, but socially, legally, and economically (e.g., Franklin,
1956). Ideological/cultural elements associated with Protestant Christianity are foundational
to cultural worldviews in the U.S. (e.g., Fredrickson, 1988). For centuries, White elites
advocated that enslaving Black people was highly moral, on the Christian grounds that it
saved Blacks from the deadly sin of sloth (e.g., Lyman, 1991). Still referencing the sin of
sloth in the 20" century, White elites perpetuated the myth of the lazy Black and the
industrious “American” (e.g., Katz & Braly, 1933). This legitimizing myth is still found today,
in Symbolic Racism, a predominant and indirect form of anti-Black racism (e.g., Henry &

Sears, 2002).
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Social Dominance Orientation and Hierarchy Enhancing Myths

In addition to cultural worldviews and shared beliefs as mechanisms influencing
social practices, SDT introduced Social Dominance Orientation (SDO), a person’s general
orientation concerning group-based dominance (e.g., Pratto et al., 1994). In studies around
the globe, people who oppose group-based dominance (i.e., are “low” on SDO) reject
hierarchyenhancing LMs (e.g., Symbolic Racism), and instead endorse hierarchy-attenuating
LMs (e.g., feminism), whereas the reverse is true for people who tolerate or favor group-
based dominance (i.e., are “high” on SDO; see Lee et al., 2011 for a meta-analysis). In other
words, in contexts mainly characterized by support to group hierarchy, SDO can positively
predict shared beliefs in support of the system; on the contrary if in a social context prevails
the attempt to weaken hierarchies then SDO should negatively predict beliefs in support of
egalitarian views. In this vein, not just cultural worldviews, but also individuals’ SDO can
influence what shared beliefs motivate engagement in politics to maintain or reduce social
hierarchies.

Notably, even in modern societies based on egalitarian values, intergroup disparities
and discriminations towards minority groups still persist. In this context, a democratic means
to get control over the social order and eventually maintain existing social differences is
political engagement. This can be conceived as a means to fulfil the internal motivation to
seek out and elaborate information in order to be active participants in the power dynamics
(Prior, 2010).

Group Differences on Social Dominance Orientation and Ideological Asymmetry

One of the novelties of SDT is to distinguish the different but equally active roles of
dominant and dominated groups in maintaining or reducing social hierarchies. Specifically,
SDT predicts that generally members of dominant groups will have higher SDO than
members of subordinate groups, for which there is ample evidence across nations and types

of
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groups (e.g., Lee et al., 2011; Pratto & Stewart, 2012; Sidanius et al., 1994). Moreover, SDT
states that compared to low-status group members, high-status group members are more
motivated to preserve both the current social structure and their own position within it
(Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Thus, the relationship between SDO and support of
hierarchyenhancing (or opposition to hierarchy-attenuating) beliefs is stronger for dominant
group members than dominated group members. This asymmetry has been referred to as the
ideological asymmetry hypothesis (Sidanius et al., 1994). For example, evidence for
ideological asymmetry is observed in stronger correlations between SDO and a variety of
measures of racism among Whites than among other people (Stern & Axt, 2019).

The present research tests the ideological asymmetry hypothesis regarding the
relationship between SDO and shared beliefs about political engagement, and provides
replications by using different operationalizations of group status in different cultural contexts.
We now turn to research on political engagement to identify beliefs that may serve as LMs or
as psychological factors to test ideological asymmetry.

Shared Beliefs Motivating Political Engagement

Research in established democracies has identified several political shared beliefs, as
common views of the world influencing ideological convictions (Hardin & Higgins, 1996)
that robustly help to promote political engagement. One such belief is that politics (the
political system, electoral processes, politicians, etc.) is fair (Jost et al., 2017). Fairness is
often conceived of as democratic, wherein institutions and authorities follow the same
procedures for all, and give no special advantage to any person or group (Tyler et al., 1989).
When people perceive procedural fairness in a political system they are encouraged to
participate in it to further support their own political goals and values.

A contrasting belief to procedural fairness is reciprocal favoritism, wherein more
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powerful individuals and authorities grant favors or take bribes to treat different people
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unequally; this is also called corruption. In established and recent/partial democracies,
perceived political corruption suppresses voter turnout in regions within Europe (Sundstrom
& Stockemer, 2015), and decreases political participation as measured in multiple ways
across the Americas and Caribbean (Bonifacio & Paulino, 2015) and Europe (Hooghe &
Quintellier, 2013). We note, however, that a national study of Hungarians found that those
who perceived that corruption was spreading were more likely to vote and to engage in
nonelectoral authorized political activities (Kostadinova & Kmetty, 2018). Thus, although
political corruption often appears to make people turn away from political participation,
people may also become more politically engaged to combat unfairness in the political
system.

Research on political engagement motivations has also identified a psychological
factor that is likely linked to one’s group-status position: the belief that one can be effective
via political activism (for a review, see Craig, 1979). Given, however, that even
contemporary democracies and republics are structured as group-based hierarchies (Sidanius
& Pratto, 1999), SDT leads us to expect that dominant group members are more likely to
believe they can influence politics than are subordinate group members, because, in fact,
government and other bureaucracies often do serve dominants better than they serve
subordinates (e.g., Gilens & Page, 2014). Further, education levels are higher for dominants
than subordinates (e.g., Sidanius & Pratto, 1999, Chapter 7), more education increases self-
efficacy in general (Sherer et al., 1982), and those with higher educational levels participate
more in their political communities (Galston, 2001). Thus, research suggests we consider the

following as beliefs that may motivate political engagement: (1) perceived fairness of the
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political system, (2) perceived corruption of the political system, and (3) perceived political

self-efficacy.

This is consistent with other research examining the interplay of individual

differences, ideological motivations and contextual factors meant to support people’s

engagement to maintain social hierarchies, or in contrast people’s engagement to attenuate them
(Jost et al., 2017). It is also consistent with dynamic models of political collective action
underscoring the roles of group-based grievances, efficacy, and context (e.g., van Zomeren et
al., 2012).
Overview

Drawing from the tenets of SDT, we derive hypotheses regarding how the three target
political beliefs can be related to people’s political engagement. Considering whether more
political engagement actually helps to maintain or to reduce group-based inequality, it is
necessary to understand whether any of the three political beliefs serve as LMs (i.e., whether
these beliefs are related to SDO and political engagement). That is, in a context where
political engagement sustains group hierarchy, SDO should positively predict shared beliefs
in support of the political system such as perceived political fairness and self-efficacy in
politics, and negatively predict perceived corruption in politics. In contrast, if the context
imbues political engagement with hierarchy-attenuating implications, then SDO should show
the opposite pattern of association with these beliefs. In turn, these political beliefs should
predict political engagement, with fairness and efficacy beliefs generally increasing
engagement, and perceived corruption reducing it.

However, SDT proposes that the strength of the relationship between SDO and shared
beliefs as well as that between shared beliefs and political engagement depend on one’s group

status. Thus, the ideological asymmetry hypothesis predicts that all these paths (see Figure 1,
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Paths C and D on Paths A and B) should be stronger for members of dominant rather than
subordinate groups, when the context implies that political engagement supports group
hierarchy. We expect the mirror opposite when the context gives political engagement a
hierarchy-attenuating character (i.e., model paths should be stronger for subordinate groups

than for dominant ones). Overall, we should see political beliefs as LMs, by testing the
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indirect effect of SDO on political engagement through these beliefs, moderated by group
status.

In addition, if political beliefs are functioning as LMs, then they should show stronger
relationships when they are compatible with participants’ cultural worldviews than when they
are not. We also tested SDT’s cultural-potency hypothesis by comparing whether moderation
by group status differed for different political beliefs (i.e., whether a political belief was
culturally-rooted to a higher extent for higher — or lower - status groups). We expected that
culturally potent beliefs would be more strongly linked to SDO and engagement than those
less culturally grounded.

Our three studies operationalized group status across individual, regional and
international levels. The choice of carrying out the studies in intra-national contexts as well
as international ones aimed to provide consistent and convergent support for the underlying
theoretical assumptions across different structural and cultural situations. Specifically, in
Study 1, group status was operationalized as greater personal wealth in a study including
Northern and Central Italians. We predicted that the indirect effect of SDO on political
engagement through political fairness would be stronger for high-status groups, who are
interested in maintaining their position in the system, compared to low-status groups. Study 2

distinguished dominant and subordinate groups by comparing Northern and Southern
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Italians. Further, given that regional cultures regarding politics vary within Italy, Study 2

tested the cultural-potency hypothesis by using different political beliefs more culturally-

appropriate for Southern or Northern Italy. As efficacy is expected to be higher among

higher-status groups, and should encourage political engagement, we expected the indirect

effect of SDO on political engagement (through belief in efficacy) to be stronger in Northern

versus Southern Italians. Conversely, since corruption is more common among lower-status

than higher status groups and because perceiving corruption should generally discourage

political engagement,

we expected the negative indirect effect should be stronger in Southern versus Northern
Italians.

Study 3 replicated Study 2 using the same two political beliefs as potential LMs, but
extended the scope of our model by operationalizing group status in terms of more and less
dominant nations, sampling heterogeneously within nations to average out regional
differences, and again testing the cultural-potency hypothesis at the national level instead of
the regional.

Study 1

Study 1 tested the role of belief in fairness of the Italian political system in the indirect
effect of SDO on political engagement among Italians. Group status was operationalized in
terms of wealth, given that Italy is a capitalist democracy with a relatively high GINI (i.e., the
degree of inequality in the distribution of family income in a country) index of 31.9.
Considering beliefs of political fairness as hierarchy-enhancing LMs that suit cultural
worldviews of higher-status groups (Vargas-Salfate et al., 2018), we hypothesized that the

indirect effect of SDO on political engagement through political fairness would be stronger
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for high-status Italians, who are interested in maintaining their position in the system,

compared to low-status Italians.
Method

Participants. Italian adults (N=92) were recruited in different public places, such as
airports, train stations and coffee shops, to obtain a heterogeneous sample (other demographic
details are in online Appendix). Data collection was gathered in two main regions of Northern-
Central Italy — Emilia-Romagna and Tuscany. Respondents were screened before completing the
questionnaire to ensure they were residents of these regions. They were 57.6% Christians, 40.2%

atheists, and 2 respondents did not report their religious affiliation. At the
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time of data collection in 2011, the national government of Italy was dominated by the
centerright-wing party Forza Italia.

Procedure and Materials. Respondents completed a questionnaire containing the
following measures in mixed order.

SDO was assessed by the 4-item Short-SDO scale (SSDO; Pratto et al., 2013). Ratings
ranged from 1 (strongly oppose) to 10 (strongly favour). After reversing two items, a
composite SDO index (a=.71) was created, whereby high scores indicate high SDO.

Political fairness was measured with ratings of two items, “The political system in my
country is very fair,” “The political institutions and authorities in my country are very fair”
ranging from 1 (not at all) to 10 (very much; r=.73, p=.000), which we averaged.

Political engagement was the average rating of four items rated using the same scale

1 A sensitivity analysis for t-test analysis conducted with G*Power (Erdfelder, Faul, &
Buchner, 1996; Mayr, Erdfelder, Buchner & Faul, 2007) showed that our sample of Study 1 was
sufficient to detect small effects of d =.052 assuming an alpha of .05 and power of .80. Similarly, our
sample was sufficient to detect small effects for multiple regressions of f2 = 0.06 assuming an alpha
of .05 and power of .80.
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as for political fairness: “I avoid engaging in politics,” “I take practical steps to advance my

political convictions,” “I never engage in political action,” “I try to engage in political action
also about international issues.” Reversing the first and third items, the measure was
internally reliable (a=.76).

Wealth status was measured from responses to the question, “Compared to other
people in your society, what is your economic situation?” Response options were destitute
(1), poor (2) so-so (3), good (4), better than most (5), and wealthy (6).2
Results
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Means, standard deviations and inter-correlations for our variables are presented in
Online Appendix.

A t-test showed that SDO levels were higher in the higher- than in the lower-status
group, #(90)=2.84, p=.006, group difference=1.07, CI =[0.32, 1.80], d=0.59 supporting
previous evidence. Moreover, political fairness scores were higher in the higher- than in the
lower-status group, #90)=3.08, p=.003, group difference=1.11, CI =[0.39, 1.83], d=0.64.

Moderated mediation analysis. We tested the conceptual model in Figure 1, using the
PROCESS macro (Hayes et al., 2011) for SPSS (model 58). Specifically, the indirect effect of
mean-centered SDO on political engagement through fairness for high vs. lower-status groups
was tested, controlling for participants’ level of education.

As the regression coefficients in Table 1 show, SDO predicted perceived political
fairness (Path A), whereas status did not reliably predict political fairness, but there was an
interaction between status and SDO (Path C). As shown in Figure 2, among higher-status

people, those with high SDO (+1 SD or more above SDO mean) scored higher on political

2 Scores from 1 to 3 were recoded as 1 (low status; N = 53) and scores from 4 to 6 as -1 (high
status; N = 39).
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fairness than those with low SDO (-1 SD or more below SDO mean), 8=0.74, SE=0.14, BC

CI (0.45, 1.02). Among lower-status people, there was a weaker significant relationship
between SDO and political fairness, B=0.29, SE=0.13, BC CI (0.01, 0.56).

We also found that wealth status and education did not predict political engagement,
but there was a main effect of political fairness on political engagement (Path B). Moreover,
the expected interaction between political fairness and status was significant (Path D). Among
the higher-status group, those who believe political fairness to be high scored higher on
political engagement than those who perceived lower fairness, B=.79, BC CI (0.49, 1.08). For
the lower-status group, political engagement was unrelated to level of perceived fairness,
B=.27, BC CI (-0.04, 0.59). To test this conditional indirect effect, we computed biascorrected

bootstrap-based confidence intervals (95%) for the indirect effect taking 5,000
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samples from the original data set. The conditional indirect effect was significant, 5=0.24,
SE=.08, BC CI (0.09, 0.45). For higher-status group, the indirect effect of SDO on political
engagement through fairness was reliable, B=.51, BC CI (0.18, 0.89), whereas for the
lowerstatus group, it was not, B=.06, BC CI (-0.02, 0.21), supporting the ideological
asymmetry hypothesis.
Discussion

Study 1 showed that wealthier people are more politically engaged when they perceive
the political system to be fair. This evidence replicates prior studies using U.S. samples (e.g.,
Skitka & Bauman, 2008). In addition, for wealthy individuals, being higher on SDO was
associated with endorsing beliefs of political fairness. Moreover, SDO showed an indirect
effect on political engagement through political fairness beliefs for the higher- but not for

lower-status group. The results suggest that perceiving fairness in the political system may be
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serving as a hierarchy-enhancing legitimizing ideology. Further research is needed to

understand whether this is a robust effect and its potential boundary conditions.

Study 2

Study 2 extended our conceptual model by investigating the role of two new potential

LMs - political self-efficacy (Tan et al., 2017) and system corruption (Stewart et al., 2016),

and used a group-based (region) rather than individual-level (wealth) operationalization of

status as the moderator.

Cultural-geographical divisions in Italy are deep enough to have undermined the

achievement of a widely-shared national identity (Lyttelton, 1993). The best-known division

is that between North (generally, North of Rome) and South. Among others, research on

stereotypes supports this distinction, and stereotypes can be considered as LMs for social

actions (Tajfel, 1982). Northern Italians perceive themselves to be more competent than

Southern Italians (Durante et al., 2009), and people often associate competence with high

group status (Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2008). This, together with a history of active citizenship,
characterized by goal-oriented motivation and individual meritocracy (Foschi & Lauriola,
2016; Pellegata & Memoli, 2016), suggests that political self-efficacy may be a culturally
consonant political belief in the North. In contrast, Southern Italians perceive themselves as
warmer than Northern Italians (Durante et al., 2009), and people often associate warmth with
high interdependence (Cuddy et al., 2008). This interdependence, combined with the history
of clientelism and weakness of legalistic institutional culture and norms (Putnam, 1993),
suggests that corruption prevalence may be a more culturally relevant political belief in the
South rather than in the North. We emphasize again that while these belief differences are

naturally responsive to objective differences in the politics of these contexts, the two
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(objective differences and subjective beliefs) should not be confounded, since these beliefs

also incorporate, as mentioned above, normative, stereotypical, and (sub)cultural content.

Considering political self-efficacy as a HE legitimizing myth and political corruption
perceptions as HA legitimizing myth, we predicted that Northern Italians higher on SDO would
report greater political self-efficacy, which in turn would be associated with greater
engagement in politics. Whereas, for Southern Italians, the higher their SDO, the lower the
perceived corruption, and the higher the political engagement (ideological asymmetry
hypothesis). Furthermore, to the extent that people perceive the political system to operate in
accordance with their cultural norms, we hypothesized the indirect effect of SDO on political
engagement through political corruption perceptions but not political efficacy for Southern
Italians, and the same indirect effect through political efficacy but not political corruption for
Northern Italians (cultural-potency hypothesis).
Method

Participants. The same recruitment procedure as in Study 1 produced a heterogeneous

sample (N=221; Southern Italians=113; Northern Italians=108) and included 64.7%
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participants who declared themselves to be Christians and 35.3% atheists (see Online
Appendix for more demographic information). Respondents were recruited in two different
regions: Emilia Romagna and Puglia, that are respectively in the Northern and Southern part
of Italy. Moreover, before filling the questionnaire, respondents were asked where they
actually lived to systematically involve in the survey only people of that specific areas.

Procedure and Materials. Respondents completed a questionnaire. Non-demographic
items were rated on the same 1 (not at all) to 10 (very much) scale as in Study 1.

SSDO, 0=.85, and political engagement, 7=.38, p=.000, were measured as in Study 1.
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Belief in political corruption in politics was the average of ratings of 3 items: “In my

view, my country is corrupt,” “Officials providing services often require unofticial payments

in my country,” “In some situations, it is right to pay someone extra in order to get things

done quickly, even if the law forbids such practices.” (latter item is from Leong & Lin,

2010), o=.87.

Political self-efficacy was the average of ratings of 3 items: “It doesn’t matter what I do, I

can’t affect anything that happens in politics,” “My voice is heard in this political system,”

“Political views like mine have influence in my country’s political system” (Caprara et al.,

2009); reverse-scoring the first item, a=.89.

Results

Means, standard deviations and correlations separately for Northern and Southern

Italians are shown in Online Appendix. SDO levels were higher for Northern Italians than

Southern Italians, as predicted, #(218)=8.56, p=.001, group difference=1.55, CI =[1.18,

1.91], d=1.15. Moreover, Northern Italians considered themselves to be higher in political

selfefficacy than Southern Italians did, #218)=-2.14, p=.033, group difference=-0.47, CI = [-

0.90, -0.38], d=0.29. However, Southern Italians rated perceived political corruption to be

higher than Northern Italians, #218)=6.74, p=.001, group difference=1.67, CI =[1.18, 2.16],

d=0.90.

Moderated mediation analyses. Using the PROCESS macro (model 58), we tested the
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indirect effect of mean-centered SDO on political engagement through political self-efficacy and

corruption for high and low status groups. Based on standard of living (Bonati & Campi, 2005;

Peracchi, 2008) and stereotypes, we assumed that Northern Italians (coded -1) were a higher-

status group compared to Southern Italians (coded 1).
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First of all, results in the top of Table 2 show that SDO positively predicted political

self-efficacy (Path A), and the interaction of SDO and region on political self-efficacy was also
reliable (Path C). The interaction pattern (see Figure 3) showed that in the higher-status group,
those higher in SDO scored higher on political self-efficacy than those lower in SDO, B=.58,
BC CI (0.37, 0.78). In the lower-status group, SDO was unrelated to political selfefficacy, B=-
.09, BC CI (-0.31, 0.13).

Second, SDO predicted lower perceived political corruption (Path A). These effects were
modified by an SDO X region interaction (Path C). As shown in Figure 4, among the lower-
status group, those with low SDO reported higher corruption in politics than those with high
SDO, B=-.45, BC CI (-0.72, -0.19). For the higher-status group, the relationship between
political corruption and SDO, B=.11, BC CI (-0.13, 0.35) was not significant.

Third, results in the bottom of Table 2 show that neither region nor political corruption
had direct effects on political engagement, but political self-efficacy did (Path B). Moreover,
there was a reliable political self-efficacy X region interaction (Path D). Among the
higherstatus group those with higher political self-efficacy scored higher on political
engagement than those with lower political self-efficacy, B=.44, BC CI (0.21, 0.67). For the
lower-status group, there was no significant difference in political engagement between those
with low and those with high political self-efficacy, B=-.04, BC CI (-0.24, 0.16). We also found
that there was the expected interaction between political corruption and region (Path D).
Among the lower-status group, those who believed political corruption to be low scored higher

on
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political engagement than those who perceived higher corruption, B=-.32, BC CI (-0.53,

0.12). For the higher-status group, political engagement was unrelated to level of perceived
corruption, B=.10, BC CI (-0.07, 0.28).

Then, testing whether political self-efficacy and corruption work as LMs explaining
the relationship between SDO and political engagement in a different way for higher and
lower status groups (i.e., moderated mediation), we found support for our hypotheses. Among
the higher-status group, the indirect effect of mean-centered SDO on political engagement
through political self-efficacy was reliable, B=.19, BC CI (0.03, 0.39), whereas for the
lowerstatus group, it was not, B=.00, BC CI (-0.02, 0.06). This moderated mediation was
significant, b=-0.19, SE = .09, BC CI (-0.40, -0.03). Moreover, for the lower-status group, the
indirect effect of mean-centered SDO on political engagement through perceived corruption
in politics was reliable, B=.12, BC CI (0.01, 0.28), whereas for the higher-status group, it was
not, B=.01, BC CI (-0.01, 0.08). This moderated mediation was significant, »=0.11, SE = .06,
BC CI (0.00, 0.27).

Discussion

Study 2 conceptually replicated and extended Study 1. We found that the higher-status
group (Northern Italians) perceived more political self-efficacy and less political corruption
than the lower-status group (Southern Italians). SDO showed an indirect effect on political
engagement through these political beliefs at the individual level. Moreover, region
moderated these effects in directions compatible with our cultural potency hypothesis.
Specifically, only perceived corruption among Southern Italians, and only perceived
selfefficacy among Northern Italians explained SDO association with political engagement.
These dissociations related to regional cultures further support our hypothesis that these

political beliefs can serve as LMs.
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Study 3

Study 3 was designed to test the robustness of the findings of Studies 1 and 2 by
addressing the role of beliefs in political corruption and political self-efficacy, using nations
with different international status and political cultures. As in comparing Northern and
Southern Italy, one finds in comparing nations around the world that national status and
cultural values focused on merit (high status) or corruption (low status) tend to be confounded
(e.g., Marsh, 2014). Thus, analogous to Southern Italy, we expected political corruption to be
the most salient legitimizing political belief associated with political engagement in more
clientelist, lower-status countries. And, as we predicted for Northern Italy, we expected that
for countries with stronger meritocratic cultural norms and higher status, political selfefficacy
will be the more culturally-appropriate legitimizing political belief associated with political
engagement. We again hypothesized two moderated mediations, with the indirect effect of
SDO on political engagement via perceived corruption in the two lower-status countries and
political self-efficacy in the two higher-status countries. As we have seen, regional differences
within country matter. We address this confound in examining national context as our
moderating factor through our sampling strategy for this study.

Method

Political Context. We selected two nations high and two nations low in status to
reflect the critical dimensions of status and culture identified previously. Table 3 illustrates
some indices of nations’ status (e.g., influence from outside entities, democratization,
functioning of government and how well governments serve their citizens, Bohara et al.,
2004) for the four countries used in Study 3. They show that by any measure, there is a large
gap between the lower-status countries, Bosnia-Herzegovina and Lebanon, and the
higherstatus countries, the US and UK. The former have been described as clientelist (e.g.,
Hermez, 2011; Vetters, 2014), with substantially higher levels of corruption, more external

influence,
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lower government legitimacy and democratization, lower economic wealth, and are
considered “hybrid regimes” (i.e., neither authoritarian regimes, flawed democracies, or full
democracies) by the Economist Intelligence Unit (2011), whereas the US and UK have been
described as meritocratic and plutocratic (e.g., Littler, 2013), despite being considered full
democracies (albeit with their own objectively observed hierarchies and flaws; see Gilens &
Page, 2014).

Procedure and Participants. A total of 451 respondents (lower-status countries:
Bosnia-Herzegovina=60; Lebanon=132; higher-status countries: US Whites=153; UK
Whites=106) were recruited from late July through September 2011 as part of an anonymous
international survey called “International Social and Political Life” (see Stewart et al., 2016).
Instructions and questions were in Bosnian for Bosnia-Herzegovina, English for the US and
the UK, and Arabic for Lebanon. In the US and UK, respondents completed questions on-
line, and UK participants received a small monetary reward. In Bosnia-Herzegovina and
Lebanon, some respondents were interviewed in person, some completed questionnaires on
paper, and some completed the study on-line. As in Studies 1 and 2, samples were recruited
to be demographically heterogeneous (see Online Appendix). However, in order to examine
our hypotheses at the national level without confounding the data by regional differences
such as those seen in Study 2, we targeted different geographical regions of each of these
countries, with the on-line surveys that were accessible to all citizens of each of these
countries. This allowed us to reduce potential regional effects, although the absence of formal
stratification by region of the samples does remain a limitation, as we discuss later.

Measures. SSDO (0=.71; range across countries = .51 - .80), perceived corruption (r
=.61, p=.000; range across countries=.37 - .71, p=.071 - .000), political self-efficacy (0=.70;

range across countries= .54 - .81) and political engagement (=.45, p=.000; range across
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countries =.26 - .57, p=.045 - .000) were measured as in Study 2°. The relatively low
reliabilities are still within acceptable range for short measures.
Results

Measurement invariance. We tested measurement invariance in SSDO, perceived
corruption, political self-efficacy and political engagement, across all countries by conducting
sequential multigroup CFA (e.g., Chen, 2007; van de Schoot et al., 2012). In line with the best
practices of the measurement invariance literature (e.g., Cheung & Rensvold, 2002), we
tested differences between configural, metric and scalar models representing the various
levels of invariance considering changes in fit indices. Specifically, we followed Chen (2007)
and Satorra and Bentler’s recommendations (2001) according to which to determine
significant differences between models, at least two of these three criteria had to be matched:

ACFI 2 .010 supplemented by ARMSEA 2 .015 and a significant value of Ay>.

As can be seen in Table 4, we found that the configural model fitted the data well.
Also the metric model fitted the data well; however, the ACFI and Ay? exceeded the threshold.
So, we conducted ancillary analyses to detect which factor loadings could be released to
obtain a partial metric invariance model. Specifically, we tested a partial metric model in
which factor loadings of items 1 and 2 of Social Dominance Orientation were free to vary

across groups, whereas all the other items were fixed. According to the Ay?, the ACFI and the

3 Perceived corruption was composed only of two of the three items employed in
Study 2 (e.g., “In my view, my country is corrupt,” “Officials providing services often require
unofficial payments in my country,”), and political engagement was composed of only two of
the four items employed in Study 2 (e.g., “I never engage in political action,” “I try to engage
in political action also about international issues.”).
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ARMSEA this partial metric model did not differ from the configural model. Findings

indicated that the model with full scalar invariance differ from metric model. Then, a partial
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scalar model in which factor loadings of items 1 of corruption was free to vary across groups
showed no difference from the partial metric model. We established partial invariance across
countries.

Means, standard deviations and correlations separately for higher-status and lower-
status countries are presented in Online Appendix.

SDO levels were higher for higher compared to lower status countries, #442)=7.00,
p=.001, group difference=1.13, CI =[0.81, 1.45], d= 0.69. Moreover, participants in high
status countries considered themselves as higher in political self-efficacy than those in low
status countries did, #442)=6.54, p<.001, group difference=1.23, CI1 =[0.85, 1.61], d=0.61.
In contrast, participants in low status countries rated political corruption higher than those in
high-status countries, #442)=-18.75, p<.001, group difference=-3.56, CI1 = [-3.93, -3.19],
d=1.80.

Moderated mediation analyses. The same analytic procedure employed in Study 2
was used. Higher-status countries were coded -1 and lower-status countries were coded 1,
and SDO was mean-centered. The regression results at the top of Table 5 show that SDO was
reliably associated with political self-efficacy, even after including country status as a
predictor in the equation (Path A). The expected interaction of SDO and country status was
significant (Path C). Figure 5 plots predicted political self-efficacy against SDO separately
for higher and lower-status countries. In line with our hypothesis, in higher-status countries,

people high in SDO scored higher on political self-efficacy than those low in SDO, B=0.33,
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BC CI (0.19, 0.45). Among citizens of lower-status countries, on the other hand, SDO was

unrelated to self-efficacy, B=0.07, BC CI (-0.11, 0.25).
Regarding perceived political corruption, SDO predicted perceived corruption (Path
A). Evidence also showed the expected SDO X country status interaction (Path C, see

regression coefficients in Table 5). As shown in Figure 6, in lower-status countries, people
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with low SDO scored higher on perceived corruption in politics than those with high SDO, B=-
0.48, BC CI (-0.66, -0.29). In higher-status countries, SDO was not related to perceived corruption,
B=-0.01, BC CI (-0.12, 0.15).

Furthermore, the regressions showed that political self-efficacy and corruption had
direct effects on political engagement (Path B). There was no political self-efficacy x country
status interaction effect on political engagement (Path D), inconsistent with the ideological
asymmetry hypothesis. However, we found the expected interaction between perceived
corruption in politics and country status (Path D). In lower-status countries, people who
perceived little corruption in politics scored higher on political engagement than those who
perceived more corruption, 5=-0.43, BC CI (-0.60, -0.26). In higher-status countries, political
engagement was unrelated to perceived corruption, as predicted, B=-0.12, BC CI (-0.25,

0.01).

Then, we found partial support for political self-efficacy and corruption working as
LMs in the relationship between SDO and political engagement for higher vs. lower status
groups. Regarding political self-efficacy, the moderated mediation was not significant, 5=0.04,
SE=.03, BC CI (-0.11, 0.02). However, as expected for higher-status countries, the indirect

effect of SDO on political engagement through political self-efficacy was reliable,
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B=0.06, BC CI (0.01, 0.12), whereas for lower-status countries, it was not, 5=0.01, BC CI

(0.02, 0.07). Regarding political corruption, we found that for lower-status countries, the
indirect effect of SDO on political engagement through perceived corruption was reliable,
B=0.18, BC CI (0.09, 0.29), but for higher-status countries, as expected, it was not, B=-0.00,
BC CI (-0.03, 0.02). This moderated mediation was significant, »=0.18, SE=0.05, BC CI
(0.09, 0.29).

Discussion
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Study 3 brought converging evidence at the international level for our hypotheses by
considering how citizens in high and lower-status countries with different political cultures
view domestic politics. Among lower-status countries, more socially dominant participants
perceived low political corruption as a marker of legitimization of the system and a motivator
of political engagement, whereas it seems that those (lower SDO) citizens who saw high
levels of corruption considered the system as illegitimate and were not willing to commit to
politics. Among higher-status countries, seeing the self as capable of influencing the system
acted as LMs for those people high on SDO, while not holding these beliefs among low SDO
people suppressed their intention to engage in politics. Findings then supported our
hypotheses that these political beliefs serve as LMs. However, an intriguing exception was
noted in the consistent support for our hypotheses — political efficacy did not function in the
same way as beliefs regarding system fairness or prevalence of corruption. We discuss why
this may be the case shortly.

General Discussion

The present research provides a new theoretical lens for understanding why particular

political beliefs are associated with higher engagement in political processes. We examined,

across different regions and countries, the beliefs that one’s political system is fair (Study 1)
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or is corrupt, and whether one can be efficacious in politics (Studies 2 and 3). We found that

all three of the political beliefs in question not only motivated political engagement, but were
associated with participants’ levels of SDO, participants’ group status, and were more potent

where they were more culturally-grounded. Our results showed that feeling one has political

efficacy and perceiving one’s political system to be fair and uncorrupt function as LMs,

motivating political engagement to support hierarchical systems, in the societies we studied.

Furthermore, the results consistently demonstrated that political fairness and

selfefficacy explain the relationship between SDO and political engagement for higher-

compared

to lower-status groups, whereas the same path is explained by perceived political corruption
for lower- compared to higher-status groups. Importantly, our data show that incorporating
status as a moderator of the SDT model of legitimization has important implications for
studies examining the mediation of LMs (for another example, see Stern & Axt, 2019). Given
that higher-status groups often endorse hierarchy-enhancing LMs more than lower-status
groups do, samples that include mixed-status groups without testing for moderation of group
membership (the group-status interaction hypothesis) might produce results that show no
overall mediation of the LMs.

One unexpected result in Study 3 was the absence of the country status moderation of
political efficacy’s effect on political engagement. There are several explanations for why this
may be the case, although these remain theoretical and speculative until further research is
conducted. The efficacy measure was limited to one form of self-efficacy, that is voice or
influence in the political system. Prior research has suggested that such form of efficacy may

not be globally or historically the most relevant in the context of political engagement, and
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that self-efficacy of any kind may not always be tied to engagement (especially under extreme

or repressive contexts; e.g., Adra et al., 2020; Vollhardt, et al., 2020). Second, the implications
of political self-efficacy are different when domestic political systems themselves vary in their
characteristics (e.g., strength, autonomy). For example, from an egalitarian or socially
dominant Lebanese citizen’s perspective, there is no point of being politically influential, if
domestic politics plays a relatively minor role in the trajectory of the nation and its hierarchies
(e.g., Pratto et al., 2014). Again, this may complicate the relationship between SDO, efficacy,
and engagement, in ways not yet specified by our model, but that are not mutually exclusive

with that model. Future research should explain this unexpected finding.
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Another finding that was not predicted was the relationship between SDO and
corruption. One could expect that, given the need for dominant group members to maintain
the status quo, there should be a stronger negative relationship between SDO and perceived
political corruption in dominant compared to dominated groups. However, our evidence did
not support this assumption across the studies (see Figures 4 and 6).

Implications for Inequality and Democratic Participation

As noted at the outset, political engagement is essential to democratic functioning and
to how well democracies serve their citizenry. The present results imply that group
differences in endorsement of LMs can serve to discourage participation systematically by
those in lower-power positions and who have relatively low levels of SDO. Study 1 showed
that higher-status people endorse the belief in fairness of a political system. Parallel results
can be found in a number of public opinion polls in other nations. For example,
EuropeanAmericans perceive the police to be fairer than do African-Americans, and there is

more than ample independent evidence that the criminal justice system is heavily biased
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against AfricanAmericans (e.g., Gabbidon & Higgins, 2009). In Studies 2 and 3, SDO also

correlated positively with beliefs in political self-efficacy, and lack of corruption, giving
further weight to the idea that those who accept the legitimacy of their political systems are
more tolerant of group-based inequality and more likely to participate in the political system.
Given that higher participation levels may be driven by political LMs, such persons may have

outsized effects on democratic systems (especially without compulsory voting). In fact, right-

wing partisans tend to have higher turnout in elections than others, especially when

inequality is higher (e.g., Martinez & Gill, 2005). Conversely, it may be that people with

lower SDO have higher (egalitarian) standards for democratic governance, and so they are

more likely to reject the legitimacy of their political systems. So long as they neglect to

participate in politics, their influence will be overwhelmed by those motivated to sustain the

political system as it is.

However, as the literatures on collective action and social change (Wright & Tropp,
2002) suggest, lower-status groups do engage in political action under specific conditions. For
instance, political instability and power vacuums increase lower-status group perceived
efficacy and consequent action, whereas perceiving political unfairness elicits effective
informal political actions (e.g., strikes and protest), which often lead to formal political
change. We might speculate that at least some of the conditions that prompt more political
participation among lower SDO and lower-status people are those in which the potency of HE
LMs has been reduced, or where HA LMs are potentiated or culturally rooted. For the opposite
reason, such as to maintain and reinforce LMs of social hierarchy, high SDO and higher-status
people would also engage in politics when HE LMs strength is decreasing and where HA LMs

are weak or culturally contested.
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Our research illustrates that not only do individuals’ levels of SDO influence the

political beliefs they endorse, and both SDO and political beliefs correspond to people’s group
position, it would seem that these political beliefs can serve as gates to select what groups and
people will have the most political influence. Thus, we show, in new ways, how LMs can help
perpetuate inequality, as SDT has long predicted. Yet because LMs are linked to a shared
culture, they enable mutually-compatible political sense-making across people who differ in
SDO levels, group position, and/or endorsement of political perceptions. The cultural
embeddedness of worldviews suggests that political disagreements between those with
different values and beliefs will nonetheless be framed from the same worldview.
Furthermore, the gathered evidence highlights how these status-based asymmetries influence
citizens’ political engagement in a way that can adversely affect a democratic responsiveness.
In line with our findings, research has shown that in contrast to the ideal of political equality,
many government policies strongly reflected the preference of the most affluent citizens in the

USA, and being in contrast to those of poor or middle-income Americans (Gilens, 2005). This
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supports the crucial role of income as a fundamental indicator of social status in the political
context.

It is also worth to notice that in line with previous research, SDO was higher for
people in high compared to low status positions across the different contexts in which the
research was conducted such as at the individual, regional and international ones. However, it
should be observed that a very high difference in SDO was found between Italians living in
Northern and Southern regions. This might be due to the concurrent, potentially
multiplicative, role of historical, socio-political, cultural and stereotypical factors (Durante et

al., 2009) that across time contributed to maintaining the difference in social status of the two
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regional groups in Italy, then influencing SDO levels. Future research could help to

disentangle which of these factors is most effective in maintaining this pronounced difference
in SDO levels among Northern versus Southern Italians.

Overall, our results support the assumption that as a systemic theory that links
multiple levels of social organization and culture, SDT makes predictions at and between
each level of social organization. Indeed, we found the same patterns across very different
operationalizations of status, and at different levels of analysis.

Limitations and suggestions for future research

These studies have measurement and sampling limitations. Our samples were
designed to be heterogeneous in terms of age, gender, education and income, but they were
not completely random samples and followed different data collection procedures. Moreover,
Study 3 data were drawn from an omnibus survey that was not specifically tailored to
examine these constructs. Therefore, further studies are required to test the generalizability of
our findings. Nevertheless, we shed some light on one important psychological question
concerning context, that is, which facet(s) of a socio-political culture make different LMs

resonate with people in different political contexts. How this happens precisely is still unclear
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due to the cross-sectional nature of our data. We cannot test whether the observed
SDOcorruption link, for example, occurred because the egalitarianism of people low on SDO
leads them to reject clientelist relationships, and/or because people higher on SDO are more
likely to be the beneficiaries in clientelist relationships due to their tendency to be higher in
status. Generally, cultures are described by a large number of more precise dimensions (see

Sen & Wasow, 2016), and our cross-cultural data lack sufficient breadth to unpack various
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other societal and cultural-level factors’ influences on the relationships between our variables

in context. Future studies should seek to address this limitation.
Conclusions

General democratic ideals are widespread, but there is considerable variance across
countries in the extent to which such ideals have been realized, and in their indigenous
political cultures. For such reasons, we assert that there can be different political perceptions
or beliefs that motivate political engagement in different socio-political contexts. We
identified perceiving fairness in the political system, and political self-efficacy, as LMs in
higher-status and more individualistic contexts, and lower perceived corruption as LMs in
lower-status clientelist contexts. We provide evidence from five countries that such beliefs
function as LMs in promoting individual political engagement in general. These beliefs, then,
are not value-neutral, but help to indicate whether people engage in politics to support

political institutions that serve some or all.

Page 29 of 54

References

Adra, A., Harb, C., Li, M., & Baumert, A. (2020). Predicting collective action tendencies
among Filipina domestic workers in Lebanon: Integrating the Social Identity Model
of
Collective Action and the role of fear. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations,
23(7), 967-978. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430219885180

Bélanger, E., & Nadeau, R. (2005). Political trust and the vote in multiparty elections: The
Canadian case. European Journal of Political Research, 44, 121-146.
https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1475-6765.2005.00221.x

Bohara, A. K., Mitchell, N. J., & Mittendorft, C. F. (2004). Compound democracy and the


https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430219885180
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2005.00221.x

Political Psychology

31
control of corruption: A cross-country investigation. The Policy Studies Journal, 32,

481-499. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.2004.00077.x

Bonifacio, R., & Paulino, R. (2015). Corruption and Political Participation in the Americas
and the Caribbean. Brazilian Political Science Review, 9, 54-80.
https://doi.org/10.1590/1981-38212014000200011

Bonati, M., & Campi, R. (2005). What can we do to improve child health in southern
Italy?. PLoS medicine, 2(9), €250. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.0020250

Caprara, G. V., Vecchione, M., Capanna, C., & Mebane, M. (2009). Perceived political
self-efficacy: Theory, assessment, and applications. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 39, 1002-1020. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.604

Chen, F. F. (2007). Sensitivity of goodness of fit indexes to lack of measurement invariance.
Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 14(3), 464-504.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701301834

Cheung, G. W., & Rensvold, R. B. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit indexes for testing
measurement invariance. Structural equation modeling, 9(2), 233-255.

https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5

Page 30 of 54

Conge, P. (1988). The Concept of Political Participation: Toward a Definition. Comparative
Politics, 20, 241-249. https://doi.org/10.2307/421669

Craig, S. C. (1979). Efficacy, trust, and political behavior: An attempt to resolve a lingering conceptual
dilemma. American Politics Quarterly, 7, 225-239.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X7900700207

Cuddy, A. J., Fiske, S. T., & Glick, P. (2008). Warmth and competence as universal dimensions
of social perception: The stereotype content model and the BIAS map.

Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 40, 61-149.


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.2004.00077.x
https://doi.org/10.1590/1981-38212014000200011
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.0020250
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.604
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701301834
https://doi.org/10.2307/421669
https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X7900700207

Political Psychology

32
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(07)00002-0

Durante, F., Pasin, B. A., & Trifiletti, A. (2009). Applying the SCM to a specific intergroup
relationship: Northern versus Southern Italians. TPM—Testing, Psychometrics, Methodology
in Applied Psychology, 16, 141-150.

Economist Intelligence Unit. (2011). Democracy Index 2011: Democracy under stress. Www.eiu.com

Foschi, R., & Lauriola, M. (2016). Do Amoral Familism and Political Distrust Really Affect
North—South Differences in Italy?. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 47, 751-
764. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022116644986

Franklin, J. H. (1956). From slavery to freedom: A history of American Negroes. 2" ed. New
York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Fredrickson, G. M. (1988). The Arrogance of Race: Historical perspectives on slavery, racism and
social inequality. Middletown, CT: Wesleyan University Press.

Fund for Peace (2011). The Failed States Index 2011. www.fundforpeace.org

Gabbidon, S., & Higgins, G. (2009). The Role of Race/Ethnicity and Race Relations on
Public Opinion Related to the Treatment of Blacks by the Police. Police Quarterly, 12,

102-115. https://doi.org/10.1177/1098611108329692

Page 31 of 54

Galston, W. A. (2001). Political knowledge, political engagement, and civic
education. Annual Review of Political Science, 4, 217-234.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.4.1.217

Gilens, M. (2005). Inequality and Democratic Responsiveness. Public Opinion Quarterly,
69(5), 778-796. https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfi058

Gilens, M., & Page, B. 1. (2014). Testing theories of American politics: Elites, interest
groups,

and average citizens. Perspectives on politics, 12(3), 564-581.


https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(07)00002-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022116644986
https://doi.org/10.1177/1098611108329692
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.4.1.217
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfi058

Political Psychology

33
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592714001595

Hardin, C. D., & Higgins, E. T. (1996). Shared reality: How social verification makes the
subjective objective. In E. T. Higgins & R. M. Sorrentino (Eds.), Handbook of
Motivation and Cognition: The Interpersonal Context (Vol. 3, pp. 28—84). New York:
Guilford Press.

Hayes, A. F., Preacher, K. J., & Myers, T. A. (2011). Mediation and the estimation of indirect
effects in political communication research. Sourcebook for political communication
research: Methods, measures, and analytical techniques, 23, 434-465.

Henry, P., & Sears, D. (2002). The Symbolic Racism 2000 Scale. Political Psychology, 23(2),
253-283. https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00281

Hermez, S. (2011). On dignity and clientelism: Lebanon in the context of the 2011 Arab
Revolutions. Studies in Ethnicity and Nationalism, 11(3), 527-537.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1754-9469.2011.01128.x

Hooghe, M. & Quintelier, E. (2013). Political Participation in European Countries: The Effect
of Authoritarian Rule, Corruption, Lack of Good Governance and Economic
Downturn, Comparative European Politics, 12,209-232.

https://doi.org/10.1057/cep.2013.3

Page 32 of 54

Johnson, W. (1994). Dismantling apartheid : A South African town in transition (Anthropology
of contemporary issues). Ithaca: Cornell University Press.
https://doi.org/10.7591/9781501721830

Jost, J. T., Becker, J., Osborne, D., & Badaan, V. (2017). Missing in (collective) action: Ideology,
system justification, and the motivational antecedents of two types of protest behavior.
Current Directions in Psychological Science, 26(2), 99-108.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417690633


https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592714001595
https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00281
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1754-9469.2011.01128.x
https://doi.org/10.1057/cep.2013.3
https://doi.org/10.7591/9781501721830
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417690633

Political Psychology

Kaase, M., & Marsh, A. (1979). Political action: A theoretical perspective. Political action: Mass

participation in five western democracies, 27-56.

Katz, D. & Braly, K. (1933). Racial Stereotypes of 100 Students. Journal Of Abnormal And
Social Psychology, 28, 280-290. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0074049

Kostadinova, T., & Kmetty, Z. (2018). Corruption and Political Participation in Hungary:
Testing Models of Civic Engagement. East European Politics and Societies: And
Cultures, 33, 555-578. https://doi.org/10.1177/0888325418800556

Lee, L. C., Pratto, F., & Johnson, B. T. (2011). Intergroup consensus/disagreement in support
of group-based hierarchy: an examination of socio-structural and psycho-cultural
factors. Psychological Bulletin, 137, 1029-1064. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025410

Leong, C. & Lin, W. (2010). In Chan-Hoong Leong & John W. Berry (Eds.), Intercultural
Relations in Asia. “Show me the money!” Construct and Predictive Validation of the
Intercultural Business Corruptibility scale. London: World Scientific, pp. 151-176.
https://doi.org/10.1142/9789812837875 0007

Levin, S., Sidanius, J., Rabinowitz, J. L., & Federico, C. (1998). Ethnic identity, legitimizing
ideologies, and social status: A matter of ideological asymmetry. Political Psychology,

19, 373-404. https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00109

Page 33 of 54

Littler, J. (2013). Meritocracy as plutocracy: The marketising of 'Equality’ under
neoliberalism. New Formations, 80(80), 52-72.

https://doi.org/10.3898/NewF.80/81.03.2013

Lyman, S. (1991). Slavery and Sloth: A Study in Race and Morality. International Journal of
Politics, Culture, and Society, 5(1), 49-79. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01384770
Lyttelton, A. (1993). The national question in Italy. The National Question in Europe in

Historical Context, 63-105. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511622298.004


https://doi.org/10.1037/h0074049
https://doi.org/10.1177/0888325418800556
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025410
https://doi.org/10.1142/9789812837875_0007
https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00109
https://doi.org/10.3898/NewF.80/81.03.2013
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01384770
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511622298.004

Political Psychology

35
Martinez, M. D., & Gill, J. (2005). The effects of turnout on partisan outcomes in US

presidential elections 1960-2000. The Journal of Politics, 67, 1248-1274.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2508.2005.00359.x

Marsh, H. W. (2014). Academic self-concept: Theory, measurement, and research. In
Psychological Perspectives on the Self, Volume 4 (pp. 71-110). Psychology Press.

Pateman, C. (1970). Participation and democratic theory. Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511720444

Pellegata, A., & Memoli, V. (2016). Can corruption erode confidence in political institutions
among European countries? Comparing the effects of different measures of perceived
corruption. Social Indicators Research, 128,391-412. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-
015-1036-0

Peracchi, F. (2008). Stature and economic development in Italy. American Economic Review,
98, 475-481. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.98.2.475

Pratto, F., Cidam, A., Stewart, A. L., Zeineddine, F. B., Aranda, M., Aiello, A., ... & Eicher, V.
(2013). Social dominance in context and in individuals: Contextual moderation of
robust effects of social dominance orientation in 15 languages and 20 countries.
Social
Psychological and Personality Science, 4, 587-599.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550612473663

Page 34 of 54

Pratto, F., Sidanius, J., Stallworth, L. M., & Malle, B. F. (1994). Social dominance
orientation: A personality variable predicting social and political attitudes. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 67, 741-763. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-

3514.67.4.741

Pratto, F., & Stewart, A. L. (2012). Group dominance and the half-blindness of


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2508.2005.00359.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511720444
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-015-1036-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-015-1036-0
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.98.2.475
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550612473663
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.4.741
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.4.741

Political Psychology

36
privilege. Journal of Social Issues, 68, 28-45. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-

4560.2011.01734.x

Pratto, F., Stewart, A. L., & Bou Zeineddine, F. (2013). When Inequality Fails: Power, Group
Dominance, and Societal Change. Journal of Social and Political Psychology, 1, 132-
160. https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v1il1.97

Prior, M. (2010). You’ve either got it or you don’t? The stability of political interest over the
life cycle. The Journal of Politics, 72, 747-766.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381610000149

Putnam, R. D. (1993). The prosperous community: Social capital and public life. American

Riley, R. D., Lambert, P. C., & Abo-Zaid, G. (2010). Meta-analysis of individual participant
data: rationale, conduct, and reporting. BMJ, 340, c221.

https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.c22 1
13, 35-42.

Prospect,

Satorra, A., & Bentler, P. M. (2001). A scaled difference chi-square test statistic for moment
structure analysis. Psychometrika, 66(4), 507-514.
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02296192

Sen, M., & Wasow, O. (2016). Race as a bundle of sticks: Designs that estimate effects of seemingly
immutable characteristics. Annual Review of Political Science, 19, 499-522.

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-032015-010015

Page 35 of 54

Sherer, M., Maddux, J. E., Mercandante, B., Prentice-Dunn, S., Jacobs, B., & Rogers, R. W.
(1982). The self-efficacy scale: Construction and validation. Psychological Reports,

51, 663-671. https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1982.51.2.663


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2011.01734.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2011.01734.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02296192
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-032015-010015
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1982.51.2.663
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v1i1.97
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.v1i1.97
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381610000149
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381610000149
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.c221
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.c221

Political Psychology

37
Sidanius, J. & Pratto, F. (1999). Social dominance: An intergroup theory of social hierarchy

and oppression. New York: Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139175043

Sidanius, J., Pratto, F., & Rabinowitz, J. (1994). Gender, ethnic status, and ideological
asymmetry: A social dominance perspective. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology,
25, 194-216. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022194252003

Skitka, L. J., & Bauman, C. W. (2008). Moral conviction and political engagement. Political
Psychology, 29, 29-54. https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1467-9221.2007.00611.x

Stern, C. & Axt, J. R. (2019). Group status modulates the associative strength between status-
legitimizing beliefs and anti-Black attitudes. Social Psychology and Personality
Science, 10, 946-956. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550618799067

Stewart, A. L., Pratto, F., Bou Zeineddine, F., Sweetman, J., Eicher, V., Licata, L., ... &
Cichocka, A. (2016). International support for the Arab uprisings: Understanding
sympathetic collective action using theories of social dominance and social identity.
Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 19, 6-26.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430214558310

Sundstrom, A. & Stockemer, D. (2015). Regional variation in voter turnout in Europe: The
impact of corruption perceptions. Electoral Studies, 40, 158-169.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2015.08.006

Tajfel, H. (1982). Social psychology of intergroup relations. Annual Review of Psychology,
33, 1-39. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ps.33.020182.000245

Page 36 of 54

Tan, X., Liu, L., Huang, Z., & Zheng, W. (2017). Working for the hierarchical system: The
role of meritocratic ideology in the endorsement of corruption. Political Psychology,

38, 469-479. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12341


https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139175043
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022194252003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2007.00611.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550618799067
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430214558310
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2015.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ps.33.020182.000245
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12341

Political Psychology

38
Tyler, T. R., Casper, J. D., & Fisher, B. (1989). Maintaining allegiance toward political

authorities: The role of prior attitudes and the use of fair procedures. American
Journal of Political Science, 629-652. https://doi.org/10.2307/2111066

Transparency International (2011). The Corruption Perceptions Index 2011: Long
Methodological Note. https://www.transparency.org/cpi2011

Van de Schoot, R., Lugtig, P., & Hox, J. (2012). A checklist for testing measurement invariance.
European Journal of Developmental Psychology, 9(4), 486-492.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2012.686740

Van Zomeren, M., Leach, C. W., & Spears, R. (2012). Protesters as “passionate economists” a dynamic
dual pathway model of approach coping with collective disadvantage.
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 16(2), 180-199.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311430835

Vargas-Salfate, S., Paez, D., Liu, J. H., Pratto, F., & Gil de Zuiiga, H. (2018). A comparison
of social dominance theory and system justification: The role of social status in 19
nations. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 44, 1060-1076.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218757455

Vetters, L. (2014). Contingent statehood: Clientelism and civic engagement as relational modalities
in contemporary Bosnia and Herzegovina. Social Analysis, 58(3), 20-37.
https://doi.org/10.3167/5a.2014.580303

Vollhardt, J. R., Okuyan, M., & Unal, H. (2020). Resistance to collective victimization and oppression.
Current Opinion in Psychology, 35, 92-97.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2020.04.001

Page 37 of 54

Wright, S. C., & Tropp, L. R. (2002). Collective action in response to disadvantage:

Intergroup perceptions, social identification, and social change. In I. Walker & H. J.


https://doi.org/10.2307/2111066
https://www.transparency.org/cpi2011
https://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2012.686740
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311430835
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218757455
https://doi.org/10.3167/sa.2014.580303
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2020.04.001

Political Psychology

39
Smith (Eds.), Relative deprivation: Specification, development, and integration (pp.

200-236). New York, NY, US: Cambridge University Press.

https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511527753.010

Page 38 of 54

Table 1.

Coefficients of moderation models, with upper and lower limits of bootstrapped 95% Cls,
Study 1.

Predictor Outcome Coefficien t SE t )% 95% CI
variable variable
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Wealth Political fairness 0.16 0.15 1.11 0.26 [-0.13,
Status 0.46]
SDO Political fairness 0.51** 0.09 583 0.00
0.21%* [0.34, 0.69]
Wealth x Political fairness 0.10 2.04 0.04
SDO [0.00, 0.41]
0.42*
Education  Political fairness 0.21 2.03 0.05
[0.01, 0.84]
0.56*%*
Wealth Political 0.18 3.05 0.00
Status engagement [0.19, 0.93]
0.16
SDO ) 0.13 125 0.21
Political ~ Folitical \ 0.13 344 000 009
engagement 0.41]
fairness N
Political 0.22% [0.19, 0.70]
Wealth engagement 0.09 235 0.02
Status X
. [0.03, 0.41]
fairness  poitical 035
Education =~ engagement ' 026 132 0.18
[-0.17,
0.87]
Political
engagement
Note. * p <.05, ** p <.005.
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Table 2.

Coefficients of moderation models, with upper and lower limits of bootstrapped 95% Cls, Study 2.

Political Psychology

41

Predictor variable Outcome variable Coefficient SE t P 95% CI
Italian region Political self-efficacy  -0.03 0.12 -0.30 0.75 [-0.28, 0.20]
SDO Political ~ [0.07, 0.38]

. . 1f-
Italian region x SDO Political self-efficacy ~ -0.34%* 0.08 431 > [-0.49, -0.18]

efficacy
0.23%*

: : .. : 0.07
Italian region Political corruption 0.72%* 0.14 5.11 596 [0.44, 1.01]
SDO Political corruption -0.17 0.09 -1.92 0.00 [-0.35, 0.00]
Italian region x SDO Political corruption -0.20%* 0.09 -3.23 0.00 [-0.47,-0.11]
Italian region Political engagement  -0.21 0.15 -1.39 0.00 [-0.52, 0.09]
SDO Political engagement  0.16 0.10 1.54 0.05 [-0.04, 0.36]
Political self-efficacy Political engagement  0.18* 0.08 2.28 0.00 [0.02, 0.34]
Political corruption [-0.25, 0.02]

0.16
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Political engagement  -0.11

Italian region x Self-efficacy  Political engagement  -0.16*

[talian region % Corruption Political engagement  -0.18*

0.07 -1.62
0.08 -2.05
0.07 -2.59

0.12
0.02

0.10

0.04

0.01

[-0.32,-0.01]

[-0.32, -0.04]

Note. Italian region is coded 1 for Southern and -1 for Northern.
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Political context variables for countries in Study 3.
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Country Corruption External Government Political GDPPP
Perceptions  intervention  Legitimacy =~ Democracy
Index Index

3.2 7.6 8.00 5.24 9,893.39
Bosnia-
Herzegovina
Lebanon 2.5 8.0 7.00 5.82 15,694.97
uUsS 7.1 1.3 2.20 8.18 49,790.67
UK 7.8 1.9 1.40 8.16 36,456.00

Note. All indices correspond to the year of data collected from participants. The Corruption Perception Index
(Transparency International, 2011) ranges from 0 to 10, with higher scores indicating less corruption. The
External Intervention Index is from the Fragile States Index (Fund for Peace, 2011) and can range from 0 to
10, with higher numbers indicating higher outside interference via military intervention and in the economy

and government. The

Government Legitimacy Index is from is from the Fragile States Index (Fund for Peace,

2011) and ranges from 0 to 10, with higher numbers indicating less legitimacy. The Political Democracy
Index by the Economist Intelligence Unit (2011) can range from 0 to 10 where 10 indicates the most
democracy. GDPPP is Gross Domestic Per Capita Purchasing Power Parity and is given in billions of
international dollars (World Bank, 2011).
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Table 4.

Tests of Social Dominance Orientation, Political engagement, Political Corruption and Selfefficacy
Measurement invariance for all countries, Study 3.

Model fit Model comparison
12 df CFI RMSEA Models ACFI  ARMS
[90% CI] EA

MI. 200.807 152  0.946 0.053
Configural [0.03, 0.07]
M2a. 253.194 173 0911 0.064 M2a-M1 -0.035 0.011
Metric [0.046 0.081]
M2b. 221.566 171  0.944 0.051 M2b-M1 -0.002 -0.013
Partial [0.029 0.069]
metric
M3a. Full  333.379 192 0.842 0.081 M3a—-M2b -0.102 0.030
scalar [0.066 0.095]
M3b. 239.391 187 0.942 0.050 M3b-M2b -0.002 -0.001
Partial [0.028, 0.068]

scalar
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Note. x2 = chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA
= root mean square error of approximation; CI = confidence interval; A = change in the

parameter.
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Coefficients of moderation models, with upper and lower limits of bootstrapped 95% Cls, Study 3.

Predictor variable Outcome variable Coefficient SE t P 95% CI
Country status Political self-efficacy  -0.05 0.20 -0.26 0.78 [-0.45, 0.34]
SDO 0.20%* 0.05 3.54 Political ~ [0.08,0.31]
Country status x SDO Political self-efficacy  -0.13* 0.05 235 Z%f;acy [-0.24,-0.02]
0.00
Country status Political corruption 2.48%* 0.20 11.88 0.01 [2.07,2.90]
SDO Political corruption -0.13* 0.06 -4.00 [-0.34,-0.11]
Country status x SDO Political corruption -0.25%* 0.06 -4.31 0.00 [-0.36, -0.13]
0.00
Country status Political engagement  0.75 0.52 1.45 0.00 [-0.26, 1.78]
SDO Political engagement  0.01 0.06 0.16 [-0.11, 0.14]
Political self-efficacy Political engagement ~ 0.18** 0.05 3.35 0.15 [0.07, 0.29]
Political corruption 0.86 [-0.35,-0.13]
0.00
Political engagement  -0.24** 0.05 -4.44 0.00
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Figure 47.

Political engagement  0.01 0.05 0.20 0.83 [-0.09, 0.12]
Country status x Selfefficacy

Country status x Corruption  Political engagement ~ -0.13** 0.05 -2.45 0.01 [-0.24, -0.03]

Note. Country status is coded 1 for low status and -1 for high status countries.
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Conceptual moderated mediation model of political beliefs and group status in the relationship between SDO and political engagement.
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Political System Fairness (Study 1)
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(Low) Perceived Corruption (Studies 2 & 3)
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Figure 2.
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Moderation model of SDO and wealth status on political fairness, Study 1.
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Figure 3.
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Low Status
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Note. Adjusted R? = 0.38, F(4, 86) = 13.52, p < .001.
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Figure 4.

Political self-efficacy
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Moderation model of SDO and Italian region culture on political self-efficacy, Study 2.

Southern ltalians

== = Nothern Italians

_ - - ° 487
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"_g
- 3.75
-
3.07
Low SDO High SDO

Social Dominance Orientation

Note. Adjusted R* = 0.14, F(3,217)=12.10, p < .001.
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Figure 5.
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Note. Adjusted R*=0.21, F(3,217) =20.13, p < .001.
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Figure 6.
Moderation model of SDO and Italian region culture on political corruption in politics, Study

2.
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Figure 7.
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Moderation model of SDO and country status on political self-efficacy, Study 3.
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Figure 8.
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Note. Adjusted R? = 0.15, F(3, 443) = 27.20, p <.001.
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Figure 9.
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Note. Adjusted R*> = 0.46, F(3, 440) = 125.40, p < .001.
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Figure 10.
Moderation model of SDO and country status on political corruption in politics, Study 3.
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Online appendix

Table A.1.
Demographic characteristics of samples.
Study 1 Study 2 Study 2 Study 3 Study 3
L t Higherstat
Southern Northern owers atus ‘gherstats
: . countries countries
) Italians Italians
Demographic
Age range in 18 to 72 22 to 65 22 to 69 18 to 72 18 to 78
years
Median age in 35 39
years
44.6 51.3 52.8 47.6
% of women
Political
Orientation:
% of left- 43.5 46 38 38.6
wing
supporters % 26.1 12.4 17.6 22.4
of center
SUppOrters 30.4 22.1 44.4 36.3
% of right-wing
supporters 195 0 27
Missing political
orientation
Education level:
, 2.2 0 0 0.8
% of primary
school title
20.4 17.6 3.5
% of secondary
school title 34 37 31
42.3

32.8



Political Psychology

25.5
22.9
0 18.8
2.5
12 30.3
% of high school 43.5 53.1 31.5 60.7 32.8
title
% of university  41.3 26.5 50.9 4.2 10.4
title
Missing 1.1 0 0 36.5 62.5
educational level
% of high 42 .4 61.9 66.7 10.9 13.9
economic status
Missing 0 0 0 2.1 2.7
economic status
Table A.2.
M (SD) 1. 2. 3. 4. 5 6. 7 8.
1. Age 35.29 (14.30) - .04 -.15 - 43%* .06 .04 -.05 -.09
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Correlati
2. Religiosity  1.13 (0.82) ~ .06  -04 .10 .14 19 orretations
among variables,
3. Political Study 1.
orientation 1.85(0.83) - -.01 -.08 .06 -.12 -.01
4. Education  3.25(0.75) - .02 -.04 15 17
5. Wealth 3.31(1.09) - 23% .20 36%*
6. SDO 2.92(1.84) - S2¥k 37wk
7. Political o
fairness 3.54 (1.79) -- .50
8. Political
4.32 (2.30) -
engagement
0.55]) and
with wealth
status (r = -
0.28,p=
.007; CI

Note. * p <.05; ** p<.01. Political orientation was coded: 1= Left or center-left wing; 2 = [0.08, 0.47]).
Moderate; 3 = Right or center-right wing. Education was coded: 0 = None; 1 = Elementary
school; 2 = Secondary school; 3 = Professional institute; 4 = University degree. SDO also was

positively

Correlational analyses of Study 1 showed that SDO was positively correlated with . .alated
political engagement, even when controlling for participants’ gender, age, religiosity, with
education, political orientation and economic status (partial » = 0.33, p =.002; CI [0.12, perceived
political fairness controlling for demographic variables (» = 0.49, p <.001; CI1[0.25, 0.67]). Moreover,

perceived political fairness was positively correlated with political engagement, also when controlling for

demographic variables (» = 0.43, p <.001; CI[0.23, 0.61]).
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Table A.3.
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Means, standard deviations and correlations among variables, Study 2.

Vorthern Southern
Italians Italians
M (SD 1. 2. 3, 4, 5. 6.
M (SD) (D) 7. 8. 9.
I Age 4l.16  38.34 _23% 10 AR 07 43
(13.08)  (12.50) 18 13
2. Religiosity  2.55 068 4 - 204 05 YR
(1.95)  (0.47) -.14 -.07
3. Political -.01
orientation 2.06 1.70 -.03 -.03 - -18 23% 23%
. (0.90)  (0.87) 13 20%
4. Education 35 3.06 08 01 _10 - _44xx _3pex =17
.17 3k
(0.76)  (0.68)
S Wealth 0.33 0.38 -25%* -.05 -.06 =12 -- .06 -.16 ol 35
6. SDO (0.47)  (0.49) o '
381 526 -.07 16 20 -.03 -.08 - : o .
7. Political (1.41) (1.28)
: . ’ -.05 -.09 -.07 -.16 12 _35%% .08
EOI‘I‘UPUOII 1 5.57 7.24 07 11
. Politica (2.00) (1.68) -.20%*
selfefficacy i 3 os -.08 03 -.06 03 01 -.07 ~ S
(1.53)  (1.71)
9. Political 4.96 4.01 18 .06 19 -.18 -.07 19%* 28 -.04 -
engagement (1.90) (1.91)

Note. * p <.05; ** p <.01. Correlations between variables of North Italians sample are displayed above the diagonal and correlations between variables of
South Italians sample are displayed below the diagonal.
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Correlations analyses of Study 2 for Northern Italians showed that SDO was close to significant positively correlated with political

engagement (partial » = 0.19, p =.061; CI [-0.01, 0.38]), and with political self-efficacy (partial » = 0.49, p <.001; CI [0. 30, 0.64]), even when controlling for
participants’ gender, age, religiosity, political orientation, education, and status. Political engagement was positively correlated with political self-efficacy

(partial » =0.34, p =.001; CI [0.15, 0.51]), controlling for demographic variables. For Southern Italians, SDO was positively correlated with political

engagement (partial » = 0.24, p = .028; CI[0.02, 0.45]), and it was negatively correlated with
corruption in politics, partial » =-0.35, p <.001; CI[-0.54, -0.10], controlling for
demographic variables. Similarly, political engagement was negatively correlated with

political corruption (partial » =-0.41, p <.001; CI[-0.62, -0.17]).
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Table A.4.
Correlations among variables, Study 3.
Higher status ~ Lower status countries 1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
countries M(SD) 6. 7. 8.
M(SD)
41.60 (15.67 -.10 .01 .04
1. Age ( ) 35.56 (13.73) -- A3%* 15 .09 .10
2. Political 1.97 (0.89) .05 - 18* .01
orientation 1.48 (0.69) .14 -- -.04 .10 -.08
. 3.71 (1.04 -.17 -.01 .01
3. Education (1.04) 3.52(0.94) -.02 -.03 -- 26%* .16
0.92 (0.59 - 13% .08 .05
4. Wealth 0.59) 1.03 (0.43) - 18* -.11 13 -- .08
3.95(1.85 -.02 31 -.02
5. SDO (1.85) 2.79 (1.52) -.15% .02 -.08 .07 --
6. Political 4.85(2.10) x d s -- - 17 -.11
corruption 8.51(2.01) 21 .02 .05 -.16 -.38 g%
7. Political 4.93 (1.88) ) . -- 8%
selfefficacy 3.73 (2.09) -.10 -.08 -.01 .07 .05
8. Political 5.52(2.09) 4.18 (2.39) -24%% D3k -.02 8% 20%* - 34%* 22 --
engagement

Note. * p <.05; ** p <.01. Correlations between variables of higher-status countries sample are displayed above the diagonal and correlations between
variables of lower-status countries sample are displayed below the diagonal.
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In Study 3, we tested measurement invariance in SSDO, perceived corruption, political self-efficacy and political engagement, between
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high and low status countries by conducting sequential multigroup CFAs (e.g., Chen, 2007; Little et al., 2007; van de Schoot et al., 2012). As can be

seen in the Table below, we found that the configural model fitted the data well. Also the metric model fitted the data well; however, the ACFI and Ay2
exceeded the threshold. So, we conducted ancillary analyses to detect which factor loadings could be released to obtain a partial scalar invariance
model. Specifically, we tested a partial metric model in which factor loadings of item 1 of Social Dominance

Orientation and item 1 of self-efficacy were free to vary across groups, whereas all the other items were fixed. Findings indicated that this partial metric
model did not differ from configural model. Moreover, the scalar model fit the data well but exceeded the thresholds. However, a partial scalar model,
where item 3 of Social Dominance Orientation, item 3 of self-efficacy and item 1 of political engagement were not constrained,

did not differ from the metric model, allowing us to claim for measurement invariance.
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