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1. Theoretical background

In my dissertation, | aim to address why people support violence against immigrants and
minority groups, and investigate the structural conditions (e.g., relative deprivation and
dissatisfaction, negative portrayal of outgroups in the media, criminalization of outgroups,
perceived threat, the presence of fake news and conspiracy theories), and psychological factors
(cognitive processes, worldview, and attitudinal orientations) in the acceptance and justification
of intergroup violence. The context of research is Hungary, in which support for intergroup
violence is fairly high: according to a think tank research representative to the Hungarian
population, 25% of the respondents believe that living in a democracy is compatible with
politically motivated violence, and 20% thinks that intergroup violence can be justified in some
cases (Molnar et al., 2015). Despite conducting the studies in this specific context, | aimed to
test general social psychological mechanisms, and claim that the generalizability of the results
is not limited to this country. The context of Hungary only expands certain phenomena (e.g.,
anti-minority rhetoric, distribution of fake news) to a systemic level, which increase the
likelihood of intergroup conflicts and violence in general.

Antecedents of intergroup violence

Group-based grievances and inequalities

Intergroup hostility and conflicts can be explained by two classical theories. The first
one is realistic conflict theory (Campbell, 1965; LeVine & Campbell, 1972; Sherif, 1966),
which posits that group competition for the valued scarce resources (such as land, jobs, or
natural resources) increases intergroup hostility and violence (Rapoport & Bornstein, 1987,
Sherif et al., 1961). The second influential theory is social identity theory, according to which
groups are not only in need for material resources, they also compete for symbolic rewards, like
positive social identity, group dominance, or respect (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). People are
motivated to have a positive self-esteem, which can be achieved by belonging to positively
rated social groups (Tajfel et al., 1971), but it comes along with the devaluation and dislike of
outgroups (Rubin & Hewstone, 1998). Nonetheless, if one’s identity is threatened (Fein &
Spencer, 1997), or members of the ingroup perceive that the outgroup poses a serious threat,
they can react with extreme hatred and violent intentions (see e.g., Thomsen et al., 2008), or
intergroup oppression and genocide (Opotow, 1990).



In practice, the two theories are interrelated in intergroup conflicts: groups compete for
scarce material resources and positive social identity, dominance, and respect at the same time.
When members of groups have less of these valued resources than other groups, they feel
discontent and grievance, which plants the seeds to processes leading to intergroup violence.
Relative deprivation (Gurr, 1970) occurs when people feel that they are in a disadvantaged
position, or their situation improves less than that of other people or groups, which evokes
discontent. Empirical evidence analyzing longer time frames support that group-level
grievances and relative deprivation consistently and strongly increases the probability of
participating in aggressive political action (Regan & Norton, 2005; Siroky et al., 2020; Wimmer
& Min, 2006).

Groups that are perceived responsible for the injustices can become the targets of
violence (Daskin, 2016). Scapegoating, the process of putting the blame on an outgroup for the
frustrating conditions, not only targets groups “below” — disadvantaged, less powerful and
incompetent groups — but also, groups “above”: competent groups that are perceived to be
dangerous (Glick, 2002). The more grievances are blamed on the agents of the political system,

the higher the likelihood of violence against them (Gurr, 1970).

The role of attitudinal orientations (right-wing authoritarianism and social

dominance orientation)

When it comes to the ideological or attitudinal affinity to embrace ideologies that justify
political violence, individual differences also matter. Right-wing authoritarianism (RWA,
Altemeyer, 1981) and social dominance orientation (SDO, Pratto et al., 1994) are important
factors in explaining support for violence, and previous studies showed that RWA and SDO are
the two most powerful predictors of generalized prejudice and other political attitudes (e.g.,
Altemeyer, 1998; van Hiel & Mervielde, 2002). Right-wing authoritarianism is directly
associated with the ideological justification of intergroup violence (Benjamin, 2006; 2016;
Cobhrs et al., 2005; Crowson, 2009; Dambrun & Vatiné, 2010; Farag6 et al., 2019; Larsson et
al.,, 2012). RWA-based prejudice is directed either towards groups that are physically
dangerous, or towards groups that threaten the existing conventions and stability of society
(Duckitt 2001; 2006; Duckitt & Sibley, 2007). When outgroups are perceived threatening,
people with high RWA are more likely to turn to aggression to defend their group. People high



on RWA feel morally superior to norm breakers, leading to hostile attitudes and violence toward
them (Altemeyer, 2006; Thomsen et al., 2008).

In contrast to right-wing authoritarianism, social dominance orientation is a general
attitudinal orientation which predicts people’s desire to create and maintain hierarchical
relations among social groups, and support for group-based dominance and oppression of low-
status outgroups (Pratto et al., 1994). Social dominance orientation is an important predictor of
negative intergroup attitudes (Faragé & Kende, 2017; Pratto et al., 1994; Sidanius et al., 2004),
and it predicts prejudice against groups with low status like housewives, unemployed, or poor
people, and against those groups that actively compete for scarce resources and therefore pose
an economic threat to the ingroup (Asbrock et al., 2010; Caricati et al., 2017; Duckitt & Sibley,
2007; Matthews et al., 2009; Morrison & Yhbarra, 2008; Thomsen et al., 2008). Social
dominance orientation explains support for intergroup violence (Gerber & Jackson, 2017,
Henry et al., 2005; Larsson et al., 2012; Lindén et al., 2016; Thomsen et al., 2008), and social
dominators see aggression as a mean of maintaining intergroup hierarchy and dominance
(Henry et al., 2005; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).

The role of perceived threat and criminalization in intergroup violence

Outgroups do not have to pose real threat to the ingroup, only the perception of threat is
enough to evoke negative intergroup attitudes and aggression. The Dual-Process Model of
Prejudice (DPM, Duckitt 2001; Duckitt 2006) states that prejudice and violent intentions
against outgroups has different underlying motives. Threatening and dangerous social situations
or outgroups boost beliefs that the world is dangerous, and these beliefs heighten the perceived
threat from dangerous outgroups. On the other hand, competing outgroups increase
competitive-jungle world beliefs, increasing negative sentiments toward competing or low-
status outgroups. The DPM model can also be applied to explain support for war and violence:
dangerous and competitive worldview increased support for restrictions on human rights and
civil liberties, and also endorsement for the US military invasion of Irag in 2003 (Crowson,
2009).

The perceived threat evoked by outgroups is often caused by the media portrayal of
these groups. The media are largely responsible for shaping the perceived reality of individuals,
as they often broadcast threatening images and topics regarding outgroups, evoking threat in
the perceiver (Dixon & Linz, 2000; Hoffner & Cohen, 2013; Van Dijk, 1993). If an outgroup



is portrayed in the media as posing either physical, economic, or symbolic threat (or all three)
to the ingroup, the negative depiction increases intergroup anxiety (Atwell Seate & Mastro,
2016; Mastro & Robinson, 2000), resulting in negative outgroup attitudes (Meeus et al., 2009),

and intergroup violence as well (Lewandowsky et al., 2013).

Not only media portrayal increases perceived threat from outgroups: stating that certain
groups are criminals can have the same effect on intergroup relations. Laws are moral norms
(Posner, 1997) that prescribe the appropriate and desirable behavior for individuals. They set
the status quo due to the assumption of goodness because of their mere existence, and people
will be more likely to adhere to them as they are motivated to preserve the status quo (Eidelman
& Crandall, 2012). The politicization and criminalization of outgroups legitimizes prejudice
(Bence & Udvarhelyi, 2013; Kreké et al., 2015; Langegger & Koester, 2016; Udvarhelyi,
2014), which can increase ideology-based rejection, and gives legitimacy to exclusionary
ideologies and violence against the criminalized outgroups. Therefore, if a law criminalizes a

certain outgroup, it might even legitimize violence against this group (see e.g., Rajah, 2011).

Partisan motivated processes and the presence of misinformation

Not only news consumption exerts effect on how people see the world, but worldview
and pre-existing attitudes also influence the type of information people consume, which have
consequences for attitude polarization and intergroup relations. The term partisan motivated
reasoning refers to the greater likelihood of acceptance of information that is consistent with
people’s attitudes and ideologies as strong and convincing, and the higher probability of
rejection of inconsistent information because of its perceived weakness and invalidity
(Lewandowsky et al., 2013; Lord et al., 1979; Nyhan & Reifler, 2010; Pasek et al., 2015;
Peterson & lyengar, 2009; Taber & Lodge, 2006; Washburn & Skitka, 2017). Partisan
motivated information processing can easily lead to belief in attitude-consistent
misinformation, which have detrimental consequences for intergroup relations (Lewandowsky
et al., 2017). If the ideologically consistent information depicts a certain outgroup negatively,
which allegedly poses threat to the ingroup and behaves dangerously or competitively, members
of the ingroup will more likely find this information credible, leading to intergroup tensions
and aggression (Lewandowsky et al., 2013). Therefore, conspiracy theories and fear-mongering
fake news often justify hatred, discrimination, and violent behavior against the other group (see
e.g., Bouvier & Smith, 2006; Gray, 2010; Kofta & Sedek, 2005). Acting against this threatening



outgroup will not be considered violence but legitimate self-defense (Kofta & Sedek, 2005),
and misinformation strengthens the belief that violence is the only remaining option (think tank
report of Bartlett & Miller, 2010). In this sense, misinformation works as a “radicalizing
multiplier” (think tank report of Bartlett & Miller, 2010), polarizing the groups’ attitudes and

behavior and thus increases support for violent acts.

2. Research questions
My empirical work aims to address the following research questions:

1. How do people justify aggression against outgroups with different quality of
perceived threat? Can the presence of political discontent and grievance justify hatred and
intergroup violence, or the acceptance and justification lie rather in individual differences (e.g.,
in right-wing authoritarianism)? How can blaming and violent intentions against powerful,

high-status groups be justified?

2. How do legal changes associate with the acceptability of violence towards a
criminalized group? Is the acceptance of a criminalizing law serves as a justification for
violence against a criminalized outgroup? If yes, whether those high in right-wing
authoritarianism or high in social dominance orientation use the law as a justification for

supporting intergroup violence?

3. How do partisan motivated reasoning and identification with an opinion-based
group affect fake news acceptance, and how partisan motivated reasoning is associated with

support for intergroup violence?

| conducted three correlational studies to answer these research questions.

3. Study 1 - The effect of propensity for radical protest and right-wing
authoritarianism on the acceptance of violence toward physically dangerous and

symbolically threatening groups

In Study 1 (Faragd et al., 2019), we explored the acceptability of violence against groups
that are perceived as harmful to the physical integrity of the ingroup (physically threatening
groups), and against groups that are perceived as breaking the accepted norms and values of the



society (symbolically threatening groups) in the contemporary Hungarian context. Also, we
investigated which groups have a higher chance of becoming victims of violence and what the
social psychological mechanisms are that justify intergroup violence. Specifically, we were
interested in the role of propensity for radical protest and right-wing authoritarianism in
triggering political violence against different target groups.

As RWA ensures the ideological, value-based legitimation that helps to let aggression
be seen justified (Gerber & Jackson, 2017), we expected that RWA has a more important role
in explaining the justification of violence against symbolically threatening groups than
propensity for radical protest, which lacks such ideological component. We also presumed that
those who justify violence against symbolically threatening groups would be higher in right-
wing authoritarianism, because RWA gives an ideological basis for the justification of violence
as a tool also against symbolically threatening groups.

We tested our hypotheses using computer-assisted personal interviews with a
representative sample of Hungarian respondents (N = 1000), and measured propensity for
radical action, right-wing authoritarianism, and justification of violence against different social
groups. Target groups were selected to represent heterogeneous categories that often appear in
Hungarian public discourse, such as the Roma, criminals, terrorists, politicians, banks, Jews,
multinational companies, lesbian and gay people, and authoritarian leaders undermining
democracy. Criminals were chosen to represent tangible deviance. Politicians, authoritarian
leaders undermining democracy, banks, and multinational companies were included because
they are perceived as influential, powerful, and they possess control over resources.
Respondents had to evaluate whether the use of violence could be justified against these groups.

Our results showed that respondents accepted significantly more aggression against
physically dangerous groups (criminals and terrorists) than against symbolically threatening
groups (all other groups). Using structural equation modelling, we found that RWA was a
stronger predictor of the justification of intergroup violence against both physically and
symbolically threatening groups than propensity for radical action. Furthermore, a comparison
of the groups also revealed that those who justify violence against symbolically threatening
groups were also higher in right-wing authoritarianism. Our findings show that the though
presence of political discontent and grievance can justify intergroup violence (at least against
symbolically threatening groups), the justification lie rather in individual differences.
Furthermore, though support for violence against high-status, influential groups like politicians,
authoritarian leaders undermining democracy, banks, and multinational companies were not

expected to correlate with RWA according to previous literature (see e.g., Duckitt & Sibley,



2007), our results show that violence against these groups can be justified by right-wing
authoritarianism and to a smaller extent by propensity for radical protest. Powerful groups
loaded on the same factor as other symbolically threatening groups, meaning that they also pose

symbolic threat to the authoritarian person, at least in the Hungarian context.

Figure 1. The relationship between right-wing authoritarianism, propensity for radical protest,
and the justification of violence against symbolically threatening and physically dangerous

groups
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4. Study 2 - Criminalization as a justification for intergroup violence

In Study 2 (Farago et al., 2021), we investigated the mechanism of supporting violence
against homeless people, who are low in status and perceived as a both symbolically and
physically threatening group (Hadarics & Kende, 2018; Lee et al., 1990; Snow et al., 1989).
We aimed to explore whether a criminalizing law and the criminalization of homelessness could
be used as a justification for intergroup violence, and what role attitudinal orientations, namely
right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation, play in this justification process.
We also tested if the justification mechanisms are universal, or they only apply to people with

specific educational levels.

We assumed that both right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation
would predict the acceptance of violence towards homeless people, and also hypothesized that
the amendment of Fundamental Law (which openly criminalizes homeless people for living
and sleeping in public spaces) would serve as a justification in this process.

Our hypotheses were tested using a convenience (N = 196) and a representative sample
of the population of Budapest (N = 674). Using path analysis, we revealed that people high in
right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation accept violence against the
homeless, and support for the new law serves as a justification in this process, as it mediates

the relationship between the ideological attitudes and violence.

Figure 2. The path model of acceptance of violence against homeless people (main study)
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Our results also showed that education level modified the relationship between SDO

and support for violence: SDO and acceptance of violence were independent from each other if



we considered those respondents who are less educated. Nevertheless, at higher levels of
education SDO strongly predicted support for violence. This strong correlation means that
violence against homeless people is accepted or rejected on an ideological basis by higher
educated people, because they have a better understanding that supporting or opposing beliefs

that enhance hierarchy can lead to violence or lack thereof.

5. Study 3 - The effect of partisan motivated reasoning on news consumption and

support for intergroup violence

In Study 3, we aimed to examine the complex relationship between partisan motivated
reasoning, fake news acceptance, news consumption, and support for intergroup violence.
Study 3 comprises 3 sub-studies: in Study 3a, we investigated the effect of partisanship
(supporting or opposing the government) on wishful political fake news acceptance using a
representative Hungarian sample. In Study 3b, we replicated the findings of Study 3a with more
fake news headlines to make our results more generalizable. In Study 3c, we explored the
connection between partisanship, bogeyman news consumption, and support for violence

against immigrant groups.

In Study 3a and Study 3b (Farago et al., 2020) we investigated the process of political
fake news acceptance in Hungary. We examined the effect of partisan motivated reasoning on
belief in misinformation, as these two can be the antecedents of radicalization and intergroup
violence (think tank report of Bartlett & Miller, 2010; Bouvier & Smith, 2006; Kofta & Sedek,
2005; Kull et al., 2003; Lewandowsky et al., 2013; 2017). Using a representative survey (N =
1,000) and a student sample (N = 382) in Hungary, we found that partisanship predicted belief
in political fake news more strongly than other factors (conspiracy mentality and political
orientation). Therefore, our findings confirmed that respondents accepted or rejected political
pipedream fake news based on their political views. ldentifying the mechanism of fake news
acceptance and the susceptible groups is crucial to understand the role it plays in intergroup
relations.

In Study 3c, we investigated the cumulative effect of threatening news consumption
related to the immigration crisis on the acceptance of violence against refugees in Hungary. We
hypothesized that those who would vote for the government party would consume more pro-
government news than opposition news, and those who would support any of the opposition

parties would show the opposite pattern based on partisan motivated processes. We also



presumed that long-term consumption of news that depict Muslim refugees as threatening,
dangerous, and competitive would increase perceived threat, dangerous and competitive
worldview (Atwell Seate & Mastro, 2016; Dixon, 2008; Dixon & Linz, 2000; Hoffner & Cohen,
2013; Mastro et al., 2007), and therefore negative intergroup attitudes and violent intentions
(Lewandowsky et al., 2013; Meeus et al., 2009).

Using a convenience university student sample (N = 197), we found that supporters of
the government were more likely to consume pro-government news outlets than supporters of
the opposition, while supporters of the opposition showed the opposite pattern, in line with
partisan motivated processes. Supporters of the government perceived Muslim immigrants
more threatening than supporters of the opposition but did not perceive the world significantly
more dangerous or competitive than the opposition. Government supporters accepted violence
perpetrated by an official person to a greater extent than supporters of the opposition, but the
difference disappeared for violence committed by a civilian. Using path analysis, we revealed
that pro-government news consumption predicted higher support for both kind of intergroup
violence, and these connections were mediated by increased threat perception and competitive
worldview. While perceived threat was important for both kinds of violence, competitive
worldview only predicted civilian violence. As partisanship was controlled in all analyses, our
models show that though increased threat is associated with both partisanship and bogeyman
news consumption, competitive worldview and violent intentions were the result of news

consumption and not partisanship.

Figure 3. The path model of pro-government news consumption (Study 3c)
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6. Discussion

In my doctoral dissertation | investigated the structural and psychological antecedents
of the justification of intergroup violence in an illiberal democracy. I conducted three studies
to test the effect of propensity for radical protest (resulting from group-based injustices and
grievances), general attitude orientations (right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance
orientation), criminalizing law against a low status and marginalized outgroup, partisan
motivated processes, perceived threat, and competitive and dangerous worldview in the

acceptability of intergroup violence.

In Study 1, the novelty of our contribution in the literature of right-wing authoritarianism
is that we widened the categories that represent symbolic threat. Previous studies that aimed to
investigate the dual-process model of prejudice used groups that cause disunity and
disagreement in society like atheists, feminists, protestors, or groups criticizing authority, and
ethnic or sexual minorities that seems to reject and violate the norms and values accepted by
the authoritarian person (Duckitt, 2006; Duckitt & Sibley, 2007; Hadarics & Kende, 2018), and
RWA predicted prejudice, hostility, and violence towards them (Altemeyer 2006; Thomsen et
al., 2008). We also included powerful and influential groups like politicians, authoritarian
leaders undermining democracy, banks, and multinational companies, all which possess control
over resources, and were not expected to correlate with right-wing authoritarianism.
Nonetheless, these groups loaded on the same factor as other symbolically threatening groups,
which means that they all pose threat to the authoritarian person. Our research shows that RWA
justifies violence also against groups that have high status and seems competent (Fiske et al.,
2007) at least in a post-socialist country. The system change and the recent economic crisis
heightened people’s intolerance for inequality and their demand for redistribution (T6th, 2008),
and perhaps made authoritarians distrust and hate these groups for violating these principles.

The main contribution of Study 2 is that the acceptance of the criminalizing law
mediated the effect of the general ideological attitudes on support for violence. Previous studies
mentioned the role of dehumanizing discourses (Misetics, 2010; Tosi, 2007), and tested the
effect of negative stereotypes (Hadarics & Kende, 2019) in the justification of violence, but our
results show that the legalization of punitive behavior can also serve as a justification
mechanism in itself. Another novelty of Study 2 is that this justification mechanism was
influenced by educational level, as the association between SDO and violence increased with
higher levels of education, suggesting that especially for highly educated people the

criminalizing law legitimizes the use of violence for maintaining the intergroup status quo.



In Study 3, though it was already well-known that perceived threat from outgroups
increases intergroup tensions, prejudice, and support for violence (Caricati et al., 2017; Cohrs
& Asbrock, 2009; Duckitt, 2001; 2006; Duckitt & Fisher, 2003; Duckitt & Sibley, 2007; Meeus
et al., 2009; Morrison & Yhbarra, 2008; Lewandowsky et al., 2013; Perry et al., 2013; Sibley &
Duckitt, 2013; Sibley et al., 2007; Stephan et al., 1999), the novelty is that we measured partisan
motivated reasoning, news consumption, perceived threat from Muslim refugees, dangerous
and competitive worldview, and support for violence committed by an official and by a civilian
against Muslim refugees in one comprehensive model. Furthermore, though previous research
analyzed the political discourses and the media representation of Muslim refugees in Hungary
(see e.g., Kenyeres & Szabo, 2016; Kiss, 2016; Mendelski, 2019; Vidra, 2017), no research was
conducted to investigate the above mentioned processes and the effect of the Hungarian pro-
government and opposition media consumption on violent intentions against refugees.
Therefore, our research sheds light on how partisan motivated news consumption and the
presence of bogeyman news about Muslim refugees increase perceived threat from immigrants,
the perception of the world as a competitive place, and support for violence against people who

are victims of a humanitarian crisis.

7. References

Altemeyer, B. (1981). Right-wing authoritarianism. University of Manitoba Press.

Altemeyer, B. (1998). The other “authoritarian personality.” In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in
experimental social psychology (Vol. 30, pp. 47-92). Academic Press.

Altemeyer, B. (2006). The Authoritarians. University of Manitoba Press.

Asbrock, F., Sibley, C. G., & Duckitt, J. (2010). Right-wing authoritarianism and social
dominance orientation and the dimensions of generalized prejudice: A longitudinal
test. European Journal of Personality, 24, 324-340. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.746

Atwell Seate, A., & Mastro, D. (2016). Media's influence on immigration attitudes: An

intergroup threat theory approach. Communication Monographs, 83, 194-213.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03637751.2015.1068433

Bartlett J., & Miller C. (2010). The power of unreason: Conspiracy theories, extremism and

counter-terrorism. Demos.
Bence, R., & Udvarhelyi, E. T. (2013). The growing criminalization of homelessness in
Hungary—A brief overview. European Journal of Homelessness, 7, 133-143.


https://doi.org/10.1002/per.746
https://doi.org/10.1080/03637751.2015.1068433

Benjamin, A. J. (2006). The relationship between right-wing authoritarianism and attitudes
toward violence: further validation of the Attitudes Toward Violence Scale. Social
Behavior and Personality: An International Journal, 34, 923-926.
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2006.34.8.923

Benjamin, A. J. (2016). Right-wing authoritarianism and attitudes toward torture. Social

Behavior and Personality: An International Journal, 44, 881-887.
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2016.44.6.881

Bouvier, H., & Smith, G. (2006). Of spontaneity and conspiracy theories: explaining violence

in Central Kalimantan. Asian Journal of Social Science, 34, 475-491.
https://doi.org/10.1163/156853106778048678
Campbell, D. T. (1965). Ethnocentric and other altruistic motives. In D. Levine (Ed.), Nebraska

Symposium on motivation (Vol. 13, pp. 283-311). University of Nebraska Press.

Caricati, L., Mancini, T., & Marletta, G. (2017). The role of ingroup threat and conservative
ideologies on prejudice against immigrants in two samples of Italian adults. The Journal
of Social Psychology, 157, 86-97. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2016.1176552

Cohrs, J. C., & Asbrock, F. (2009). Right-wing authoritarianism, social dominance orientation
and prejudice against threatening and competitive ethnic groups. European Journal of
Social Psychology, 39, 270-289. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.545

Cohrs, J. C., Kielmann, S., Maes, J., & Moschner, B. (2005). Effects of right-wing
authoritarianism and threat from terrorism on restriction of civil liberties. Analyses of
Social Issues and Public Policy, 5, 263-276. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-
2415.2005.00071.x

Crowson, H. M. (2009). Right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation: As

mediators of worldview beliefs on attitudes related to the war on terror. Social
Psychology, 40, 93-103. https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335.40.2.93

Dambrun, M., & Vatiné, E. (2010). Reopening the study of extreme social behaviors:
Obedience to authority within an immersive video environment. European Journal of
Social Psychology, 40, 760-773. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.646

Daskin, E. (2016). Justification of violence by terrorist organisations: Comparing ISIS and

PKK. Journal of Intelligence and Terrorism Studies, 1.
https://doi.org/10.22261/PLV6PE

Dixon, T. L. (2008). Crime news and racialized beliefs: Understanding the relationship between

local news viewing and perceptions of African Americans and crime. Journal of
Communication, 58, 106-125. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2007.00376.x



https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2006.34.8.923
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2016.44.6.881
https://doi.org/10.1163/156853106778048678
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2016.1176552
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.545
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2005.00071.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2005.00071.x
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335.40.2.93
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.646
https://doi.org/10.22261/PLV6PE
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2007.00376.x

Dixon, T. L., & Linz, D. (2000). Overrepresentation and underrepresentation of African
Americans and Latinos as lawbreakers on television news. Journal of Communication,
50, 131-154. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1460-2466.2000.tb02845.x

Duckitt, J. (2001). A dual-process cognitive-motivational theory of ideology and prejudice. In

M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (pp. 41-113). Academic
Press.

Duckitt, J. (2006). Differential effects of right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance
orientation on outgroup attitudes and their mediation by threat from and competitiveness
to outgroups. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32, 684-696.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167205284282

Duckitt, J., & Fisher, K. (2003). The impact of social threat on worldview and ideological
attitudes. Political Psychology, 24, 199-222. https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00322

Duckitt, J., & Sibley, C. G. (2007). Right wing authoritarianism, social dominance orientation

and the dimensions of generalized prejudice. European Journal of Personality, 21, 113-
130. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.614
Eidelman, S., & Crandall, C. S. (2012). Bias in favor of the status quo. Social and Personality
Psychology Compass, 6, 270-281. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2012.00427 .x
Farago, L., Ferenczy-Nyul, D., Kende, A., Kreko, P., & Guraly, Z. (2021). Criminalization as

a justification for violence against the homeless in Hungary. The Journal of Social
Psychology._https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2021.1874257

Farago, L., & Kende, A. (2017). Az elnyomads tAmogatasa vagy az egyenldség ellenzése? Az 0j
szocialis dominancia orientacio skéala (SDO7) vizsgalata. Alkalmazott Pszichologia, 17,
115-135. https://doi.org/10.17627/ALKPSZICH.2017.1.115

Farago, L., Kende, A., & Kreko, P. (2019). Justification of intergroup violence — the role of

right-wing authoritarianism and propensity for radical action. Dynamics of Asymmetric
Conflict, 12, 113-128. https://doi.org/10.1080/17467586.2019.1576916
Faragd, L., Kende, A., & Kreko, P. (2020). We only believe in news that we doctored ourselves:

The connection between partisanship and political fake news. Social Psychology, 51,
77-90. https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000391

Fein, S., & Spencer, S. J. (1997). Prejudice as self-image maintenance: Affirming the self

through derogating others. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 31-44.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.1.31
Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A. J., & Glick, P. (2007). Universal dimensions of social cognition:

Warmth and competence. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 11, 77-83.



https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2000.tb02845.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167205284282
https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00322
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.614
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2012.00427.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2021.1874257
https://doi.org/10.17627/ALKPSZICH.2017.1.115
https://doi.org/10.1080/17467586.2019.1576916
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000391
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.1.31

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2006.11.005
Gerber, M. M., & Jackson, J. (2017). Justifying violence: legitimacy, ideology and public

support for police use of force. Psychology, Crime & Law, 23, 79-95.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2016.1220556

Glick, P. (2002). Sacrificial lambs dressed in wolves’ clothing. Envious prejudice, ideology and

the scapegoating of the Jews. In L. S. Newman & R. Erber (Eds.), Understanding
genocide. The social psychology of the holocaust. Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780195133622.003.0006

Gray, M. (2010). Conspiracy theories in the Arab world: Sources and politics. Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203851166

Gurr, T. R. (1970). Why men rebel. Princeton University Press.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315631073

Hadarics, M., & Kende, A. (2018). The dimensions of generalized prejudice within the dual-

process model: The mediating role of moral foundations. Current Psychology, 37, 731-
739. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-016-9544-x

Hadarics, M., & Kende, A. (2019). Negative stereotypes as motivated justifications for moral

exclusion. The Journal of Social Psychology, 159, 257-269.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2018.1456396

Henry, P. J., Sidanius, J., Levin, S., & Pratto, F. (2005). Social dominance orientation,

authoritarianism, and support for intergroup violence between the Middle East and
America. Political Psychology, 26, 569-584. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1467-
9221.2005.00432.x

Hoffner, C., & Cohen, E. L. (2013). Short-term and enduring consequences of fright. In E.
Scharrer (Ed.), Media effects/media psychology (pp. 374-401). Wiley-Blackwell.

Kenyeres, A. Z., & Szabd, J. (2016). The migration crisis: representation of a border conflict in

Hungarian, German and Pan-European television news coverage. Corvinus Journal of
Sociology and Social Policy, 7, 71-91. https://doi.org/10.14267/CJSSP.2016.01.04

Kiss, E. (2016). The Hungarians have decided: They do not want illegal migrants’: Media
representation of the Hungarian governmental anti-immigration campaign. Acta
Humana, 4, 45-77.

Kofta, M., & Sedek, G. (2005). Conspiracy stereotypes of Jews during systemic transformation
in Poland. International Journal of Sociology, 35, 40-64.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207659.2005.11043142



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2006.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2016.1220556
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195133622.003.0006
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203851166
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315631073
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-016-9544-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2018.1456396
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2005.00432.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2005.00432.x
https://doi.org/10.14267/CJSSP.2016.01.04
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207659.2005.11043142

Kreké, P., Kende, A., & Mariasi, D. (2015). Atpolitizélc')dott-e a hajléktalankérdés? Politikai
attitidok és médiareprezentaciok. In Gy. Hunyady & M. Berkics (Eds.), A jog
szocidlpszichologidja: A hianyzo lancszem (pp. 191-219). ELTE E6tvos Kiado.

Kull, S., Ramsay, C., & Lewis, E. (2003). Misperceptions, the media, and the Irag war. Political
Science Quarterly, 118, 569-598. https://doi.org/10.1002/].1538-165X.2003.tb00406.x

Langegger, S., & Koester, S. (2016). Invisible homelessness: Anonymity, exposure, and the
right to the city. Urban Geography, 37, 1030-1048.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2016.1147755

Larsson, M. R., Bjorklund, F., & Backstrom, M. (2012). Right-wing authoritarianism is a risk

factor of torture-like abuse, but so is social dominance orientation. Personality and
Individual Differences, 53, 927-929. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.06.015

Lee, B. A, Jones, S. H.,, & Lewis, D. W. (1990). Public beliefs about the causes of
homelessness. Social Forces, 69, 253-265. https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/69.1.253

LeVine, R. A., & Campbell, D. T. (1972). Ethnocentrism: Theories of conflict, ethnic attitudes
and group behavior. Wiley.

Lewandowsky, S., Ecker, U. K., & Cook, J. (2017). Beyond misinformation: Understanding
and coping with the “post-truth” era. Journal of Applied Research in Memory and
Cognition, 6, 353-369. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jarmac.2017.07.008

Lewandowsky, S., Stritzke, W. G., Freund, A. M., Oberauer, K., & Krueger, J. 1. (2013).

Misinformation, disinformation, and violent conflict: From Iraq and the “War on
Terror” to future threats to peace. American Psychologist, 68, 487-501.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034515

Lindén, M., Bjorklund, F., & Béickstrom, M. (2016). What makes authoritarian and socially

dominant people more positive to using torture in the war on terrorism? Personality and
Individual Differences, 91, 98-101. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.11.058
Lord, C. G., Ross, L., & Lepper, M. R. (1979). Biased assimilation and attitude polarization:

The effects of prior theories on subsequently considered evidence. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 37, 2098-2109. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.37.11.2098

Mastro, D., Behm-Morawitz, E., & Ortiz, M. (2007). The cultivation of social perceptions of

Latinos: A mental models approach. Media Psychology, 9, 347-365.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15213260701286106



https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1538-165X.2003.tb00406.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2016.1147755
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.06.015
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/69.1.253
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jarmac.2017.07.008
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034515
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.11.058
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.37.11.2098
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.37.11.2098
https://doi.org/10.1080/15213260701286106

Mastro, D., & Robinson, A. L. (2000). Cops and crooks: Images of minorities on primetime
television. Journal of Criminal Justice, 28, 385-396. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0047-
2352(00)00053-2

Matthews, M., Levin, S., & Sidanius, J. (2009). A longitudinal test of the model of political
conservatism as motivated social cognition. Political Psychology, 30, 921-936.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2009.00733.x

Meeus, J., Duriez, B., Vanbeselaere, N., Phalet, K., & Kuppens, P. (2009). Examining

dispositional and situational effects on outgroup attitudes. European Journal of
Personality, 23, 307-328. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.710
Mendelski, B. (2019). The rhetoric of Hungarian premier Victor Orban: Inside X outside in the

context of immigration crisis. In S. Ratuva (Ed.), The Palgrave Handbook of Ethnicity.
Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-0242-8 155-1

Misetics, B. (2010). The significance of exclusionary discourse and measures: the example of

Hungary. European Journal of Homelessness, 4, 231-246.
Molnar, Cs., Barna, 1., Bartlett, J., Gy6ri, L., Juhasz, A., & Kreko, P. (2015). Measuring
political violence. Political Capital.

https://politicalcapital.hu/wp-

content/uploads/PC ISEC political violence study eng web.pdf

Morrison, K. R., & Ybarra, O. (2008). The effects of realistic threat and group identification on
social dominance orientation. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 44, 156-163.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.12.006

Nyhan, B., & Reifler, J. (2010). When corrections fail: The persistence of political
misperceptions. Political Behavior, 32, 303-330. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-010-
9112-2

Opotow, S. (1990). Moral exclusion and injustice: An introduction. Journal of Social Issues,
46, 1-20. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1990.tb00268.x

Pasek, J., Stark, T. H., Krosnick, J. A., & Tompson, T. (2015). What motivates a conspiracy

theory? Birther beliefs, partisanship, liberal-conservative ideology, and anti-Black
attitudes. Electoral Studies, 40, 482-489.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2014.09.009

Perry, R., Sibley, C. G., & Duckitt, J. (2013). Dangerous and competitive worldviews: A meta-

analysis of their associations with social dominance orientation and right-wing
authoritarianism. Journal of Research in Personality, 47, 116-127.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2012.10.004



https://doi.org/10.1016/S0047-2352(00)00053-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0047-2352(00)00053-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2009.00733.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.710
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-0242-8_155-1
https://politicalcapital.hu/wp-content/uploads/PC_ISEC_political_violence_study_eng_web.pdf
https://politicalcapital.hu/wp-content/uploads/PC_ISEC_political_violence_study_eng_web.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-010-9112-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-010-9112-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1990.tb00268.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2014.09.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2012.10.004

Peterson, E., & lyengar, S. (2019). Partisan gaps in political information and information-
seeking behavior: Motivated reasoning or cheerleading? SocArXiv.
https://doi.org/10.31235/0sf.io/pmn7h

Posner, R. A. (1997). Social norms and the law: An economic approach. The American
Economic Review, 87, 365-369.

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

Rajah, J. (2011). Punishing bodies, securing the nation: how rule of law can legitimate the

urbane authoritarian state. Law & Social Inquiry, 36, 945-970.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-4469.2011.01257.x
Rapoport, A., & Bornstein, G. (1987). Intergroup competition for the provision of binary public

goods. Psychological Review, 94, 291-299.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.94.3.291
Regan, P. M., & Norton, D. (2005). Greed, grievance, and mobilization in civil wars. Journal
of Conflict Resolution, 49, 319-336. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002704273441
Rubin, M., & Hewstone, M. (1998). Social identity theory’s self-esteem hypothesis: A review

and some suggestions for clarification. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 2,
40-62. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0201 3

Sherif, M. (1966). In common predicament: Social psychology of intergroup conflict and

cooperation. Houghton-Mifflin.

Sherif, M., Harvey, O. J., White, B. J., Hood, W. E., & Sherif, C. W. (1961). Intergroup conflict
and cooperation: The Robbers Cave experiment. University of Oklahoma Press/Book
Exchange.

Sibley, C. G., & Duckitt, J. (2013). The dual process model of ideology and prejudice: A
longitudinal test during a global recession. The Journal of Social Psychology, 153, 448-
466. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2012.757544

Sibley, C. G., Wilson, M. S., & Duckitt, J. (2007). Effects of dangerous and competitive

worldviews on right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation over a
five-month period. Political Psychology, 28, 357-371.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2007.00572.x

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

and oppression. Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09781139175043



https://doi.org/10.31235/osf.io/pmn7h
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.4.741
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-4469.2011.01257.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.94.3.291
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002704273441
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0201_3
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2012.757544
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2007.00572.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139175043

Sidanius, J., Pratto, F., van Laar, C., & Levin, S. (2004). Social dominance theory: Its agenda
and method. Political Psychology, 25, 845-880. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9221.2004.00401.x

Siroky, D., Warner, C. M., Filip-Crawford, G., Berlin, A., & Neuberg, S. L. (2020). Grievances

and rebellion: Comparing relative deprivation and horizontal inequality. Conflict

Management and Peace Science, 37, 694-715.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0738894220906372
Snow, D. A., Baker, S. G., & Anderson, L. (1989). Criminality and homeless men: An empirical

assessment. Social Problems, 36, 532-549.
https://doi.org/10.1525/sp.1989.36.5.03x0010j
Stephan, W. G, Stephan, C. W., & Gudykunst, W. B. (1999). Anxiety in intergroup relations:

A comparison of anxiety/uncertainty management theory and integrated threat theory.
International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 23, 613-628.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0147-1767(99)00012-7

Taber, C. S., & Lodge, M. (2006). Motivated skepticism in the evaluation of political beliefs.
American Journal of Political Science, 50, 755-769. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
5907.2006.00214.x

Tajfel, H., Billig, M. G., Bundy, R. P., & Flament, C. (1971). Social categorization and
intergroup behavior. European Journal of Social Psychology, 1, 149-178.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420010202

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W. G. Austin

& S. Worchel (Eds.), The social psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 33-48).
Brooks-Cole.

Thomsen, L., Green, E. G., & Sidanius, J. (2008). We will hunt them down: How social
dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism fuel ethnic persecution of
immigrants in fundamentally different ways. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 44, 1455-1464. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.06.011

Tilly, C. (1978). From mobilization to revolution. Addison-Wesley.
https://doi.org/10.1086/ahr/84.1.114

Tosi, A. (2007). Homelessness and the control of public space-criminalising the poor?

European Journal of Homelessness, 1, 225-236.
Toth, I. Gy. (2008). The demand for redistribution: A test on Hungarian data. Czech
Sociological Review, 44, 1063-1087. https://doi.org/10.13060/00380288.2008.44.6.01



https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2004.00401.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2004.00401.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0738894220906372
https://doi.org/10.1525/sp.1989.36.5.03x0010j
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0147-1767(99)00012-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2006.00214.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2006.00214.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420010202
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1086/ahr/84.1.114
https://doi.org/10.13060/00380288.2008.44.6.01

Udvarhelyi, E. T. (2014). “If we don't push homeless people out, we will end up being pushed
out by them”: The criminalization of homelessness as state strategy in Hungary.
Antipode, 46, 816-834. https://doi.org/10.1111/anti.12068

Van Dijk, T. (1993). Elite discourse and racism. Routledge.

Van Hiel, A., & Mervielde, I. (2002). Explaining conservative beliefs and political preferences:
A comparison of social dominance orientation and authoritarianism. Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, 32, 965-976. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2002.tb00250.x

Vidra, Z. (2017). Dominant Islamophobic narratives: Hungary (working paper). Central

European University, Centre for Ethnicity and Racism Studies.

https://cps.ceu.edu/sites/cps.ceu.edu/files/attachment/publication/2923/cps-working-

paper-countering-islamophobia-dominant-islamophobic-narratives-hungary-

2017_0.pdf
Washburn, A. N., & Skitka, L. J. (2017). Science denial across the political divide: Liberals and

conservatives are similarly motivated to deny attitude-inconsistent science. Social

Psychological and Personality Science, 9, 972-980.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617731500

Wimmer, A., & Min, B. (2006). From empire to nation-state: Explaining wars in the modern
world, 1816-2001. American Sociological Review, 71, 867-897.
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240607100601



https://doi.org/10.1111/anti.12068
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2002.tb00250.x
https://cps.ceu.edu/sites/cps.ceu.edu/files/attachment/publication/2923/cps-working-paper-countering-islamophobia-dominant-islamophobic-narratives-hungary-2017_0.pdf
https://cps.ceu.edu/sites/cps.ceu.edu/files/attachment/publication/2923/cps-working-paper-countering-islamophobia-dominant-islamophobic-narratives-hungary-2017_0.pdf
https://cps.ceu.edu/sites/cps.ceu.edu/files/attachment/publication/2923/cps-working-paper-countering-islamophobia-dominant-islamophobic-narratives-hungary-2017_0.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617731500
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240607100601

