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Abstract 
Name: Helén Ingrid Andreassen 

Title: Social Dominance Orientation and Right Wing Authoritarianism as ideological 

motivation for supporting and participating in online harassment of politicians. A 

comparative study of online harassment of politicians in Norway and the US. 

Supervisor: Jonas R. Kunst  

 

Background: Online harassment of politicians is a prevalent problem of our time. The 

increasing harassment politicians receive can be assumed their mental health, potentially 

limit what they say publicly and diminish their motivation to stay in office. Understanding 

the harassers and their motivations is important for combatting online hate speech. However, 

the research on this subject is limited. 

Objectives: The present study aimed to investigate the potential ideological motivations of 

harassers and supporters of harassment by measuring Social dominance Orientation and 

Right Wing Authoritarianism – along with willingness to support and engage in harassment.   

Method: Two quantitative studies were preformed, via online surveys shared via social 

media. The first study was conducted in Norway and investigated how participants evaluated 

hateful statements towards one Norwegian politician, as well as measures on SDO, RWA and 

potential mediators. Factor analysis was preformed to evaluate the levels of hatefulness of the 

statements, while mediator analysis was preformed to investigate the relationship between the 

variables. In the second study, conducted in the US, participants were asked to write a 

message to one of the presidential candidates of 2016, and their messages was rated for 

amount of hatefulness in them, while the participants also filled out forms on SDO and RWA 

as well as potential mediators. An analysis of variance as well as simple slopes analysis was 

preformed to evaluate the results.  

Results and Conclusion: The results of this study suggest that SDO and RWA play a role in 

predicting support for and participation in online harassment of politicians. This has 

important implications for dealing with harassers, as this implies that in order to prevent 

harassments of politicians, one should consider the harassers political and ideological 

motivations. 

 

This project was and independent study, not connected to a current research project.  
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1 Introduction 
Following terrorist attacks and continuing threats against public figures, online harassment 

and online hate speech have received increased attention from the public. In Norway, since 

the terror attacks on the 22 of July 2011, there has been an effort made towards understanding 

the root causes of terrorism. This has also included combating online hate speech where 

extreme political beliefs and online hate speech has received particular focus (eg. Døvik & 

Hagen, 2016; Ihlebæk , Løvlie, & Mainsah 2013; Pettersen, 2015; Sandvik & Fermariello, 

2015; Solvang & Kolberg, 2011). Several online newspapers have closed down or more 

strongly moderated their comment sections due to bad debate-culture and repeated 

harassment of public figures (Ihlebæk  et al., 2013; Ramnefjell, 2016). Yet, despite these 

efforts, politicians, and other public figures continue to be harassed online (on several 

plattforms), for expressing their opinions (Bjelland & Bjørgo, 2014). One example happened 

in January of 2017: the city council for environmental issues in Oslo, Lan Marie Guyen Berg 

was recently called a “Vietnamese bitch”  (and other offensive terms) by a local elected of 

the right winged political party “Fremskrittspartiet” on Facebook (Monsen, 2017). The 

person making the hateful statements opposed Berg’s policies on restricting certain kinds of 

cars entering the inner city on days with high air pollution, and the person that insulted Berg 

defended herself by claiming that her name-calling of Berg was typical in her local dialect 

(Fossheim & Hågensen, 2017).  

 

 Online harassment of politicians is a phenomenon that is not only observed in Norway, but 

in countries such the US. Here, a lot of attention has been given to online harassment on 

social media, particularly the harassment towards women (including cyberstalking) and 

children, the latter referred to as cyber bullying (eg. Chemaly, 2014; Hinduja & Patchin, 

2010; Newmark, 2016b; O'Keeffe & Clarke-Pearson, 2011; Pittaro, 2007; Ybarra & Mitchell, 

2004a, 2004b, 2008). In US politics the political climate before the 2016 elections was very 

tough, and supporters of then presidential candidate Trump, had the worst reputation of being 

aggressive or threatening online (Newmark, 2016a). Trump himself is known for being a very 

active Twitter user, and has been known for online harassing of politicians, celebrities and 

even people who ask questions at his rallies before the election (O'Brien, 2016; Stack, 2016; 

Stein, 2016) 
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Despite the prevalence of online harassment of politicians in both Norway and the US, there 

is not enough research carried out to understand motivations behind the harassment 

politicians and public figures receive. In a review of the limited existing US research, Meloy 

et al. (2004) concludes that even though many people who threaten or harasses politicians are 

mentally ill, the concern they have is likely to be very personal and emotional.  

 

This thesis aims to investigate the motivations behind online harassers of politicians, both in 

Norway and in the US. Specifically, the studies conducted aims to demonstrate that online 

harassment and hateful comments towards politicians are driven by two major political 

motivations: Motivation to enforce group-based hegemony, Social Dominance Orientation 

(Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994) and motivation to sanction dissidents and 

people who challenge traditional beliefs and values, Right-Wing Authoritarianism 

(Altemeyer, 1988). The aim of this thesis is to expand the limited existing research on the 

socio-political motivations of online harassers. The thesis consists of two studies on this 

subject matter, specifically focused on harassment/ hateful comments towards politicians.  

 

Given the cross-cultural nature of this study, the following section will start by describing the 

various forms of online harassment and hate speech using the social context in both Norway 

and US. Existing research reviews on the motivating factors for online aggression, online 

harassment, and harassment in general, will be used together with a Social Dominance 

Orientation and Right-Wing Authoritarianism framework, to try to understand online 

harassment/ hateful comments.  

 

1.1 Online harassment 
Online harassment is  

“a	phenomenon	that	can	take	a	variety	of	forms:	Name-calling,	trolling,	doxxing,	
open	and	escalating	threats,	vicious	sexist,	racist,	and	homophobic	rants,	attempts	to	
shame	others,	and	direct	efforts	to	embarrass	or	humiliate	people”		
(Duggan, Rainie, Funk, Lenhart, & Madden, 2014, p. 10). Often mentioned in the same vein 

as online harassers, are the so-called “trolls”. An internet troll is a person who intentionally 

says provocative things to inflame the debate they are participating in (Williams, 2012) or 

harassing, threatening, doxxing other people online, just for laughs (Stein, 2016). Trolls are 

often associated with online harassment, and their behavior tends to make the online debate 

climate heated and get “off topic” by the many “trolling”-comments intentionally provoking 



	

	3	

those who participate in the different discussions. Research on “trolling” will in this study be 

used as background information to investigate the motivations of harassers, as online 

harassment/ hate is an integral part of trolling. Research onto general online hate speech is 

also relevant for this study, although hate speech is a broad and contested term with no clear 

definition internationally (Gagliardone, Gal, Alves, & Martinez, 2015). However, it is 

commonly understood as hate directed at minority groups (Nadim & Fladmoe, 2015).  Some 

of the research on online hate speech is reviewed in this study, giving background 

information on online aggression, although the focus is on harassment.  Research on online 

bullying can also inform the discussion on online harassment. The research on online 

bullying is often centred on children and teenagers harassing each other, but the mechanisms 

lying behind this behaviour are certainly relevant for this thesis. 

 

Research on the specific harassment of politicians and the motivations of harassers is the 

primary focus of this thesis, but as Norwegian and US research on this subject is limited, we 

must look to other comparable countries for research results. A Canadian study suggests that 

29.9 % of the politicians who responded were victims of harassment, and 87 % of these 

believed their harassers suffered from mental disorders (Adams, Hazelwood, Pitre, Bedard, & 

Landry, 2009). Another study from New Zealand indicated that 87 % of politicians 

responding to the survey reported unwanted harassment, and the researchers concluded that 

the harassment of politicians was “common and concerning” (Every-Palmer, Barry-Walsh, & 

Pathe, 2015). The victims of harassment perceived the majority of those who harassed them 

as mentally ill. Another study investigated the harassment of female parliamentarians from all 

over the world, and showed that 81.8 % had experienced psychological violence, such as 

“humiliating sexual or sexist remarks”, ”harassment” or ”threats of death, rape, beatings or 

abduction” (Inter-Parliamentary Union, 2016).  The study also showed that social media had 

become the primary place where harassment took place. The women believed that dissuading 

them from politics and political rivalry were primary reasons for harassment.  Although the 

sample size in this study is small, the survey may skim the surface on the particular 

challenges female politicians face in terms of harassment and hate speech. Hence, the 

harassment of politicians (of both sexes) seems to be a widespread phenomenon.  

 

Research on stalking can also enlighten the studies on the motivations of harassers, as 

stalking can be seen as a form of (online and offline) harassment. Adult stalkers in general 

are described by Meloy (2007, p.3) as:  
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“Adult	stalkers	are	typically	males	in	their	fourth	decade	of	life	with	a	variety	of	
psychiatric,	criminal	and	drug	abuse	problems.	The	majority	of	stalkers	in	clinical	and	
forensic	settings	have	both	Axis	I	mental	disorders	and	Axis	II	personality	disorders”.		
A North American study by Mohandie, Meloy, McGowan, and Williams (2006) compared 

different groups of stalkers with each other. The study showed that those who stalked public 

figures such as politicians, were more likely to have psychosis, target men and have a prior 

stalking victimization (compared to other stalkers). 

 

A national US study by Ybarra and Mitchell (2004a) showed that 19 % of young regular 

internet users, were involved in online aggression. 3 % reported being targets of bullying, 12 

% were aggressors and 3% were aggressor and target simultaneously. Findings from Ybarra 

and Mitchell (2007) suggest that youth who harass also face behavioral and psychosocial 

challenges – and that being an internet harasser could be a signaling that one suffers from 

pattern of psychosocial problems. Smith et al. (2008) found that being an online bully was 

associated with being an offline bully.  

 

Research on how harassment affects its victims, is concerning. For example, cyber bullying 

can cause a number of psychological problems of its victims, including depression, anxiety 

and risk of suicide (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010). Research suggests that stalking impacts the 

psychological well-being of its victims (Dressing, Kuehner, & Gass, 2005) and can give rise 

to psychological distress in general and more specific psychological diagnosis such as 

anxiety, depression and post-traumatic stress as well as somatic injuries (eg. Amar, 2006; 

Davis, Coker, & Sanderson, 2002; Kamphuis & Emmelkamp, 2001; Path & Mullen, 1997).  

Adams et al. (2009) had a study of Canadian politicians which showed that harassment had a 

negative impact on 93.7 % on those being harassed and 19.7% also responded that the impact 

of the harassment had a lasting effect on them. Thus, we can assume that harassment, stalking 

and threats towards politicians can lead to psychological distress and potentially limit the 

amount of people wanting to seek public office. It can also limit politicians’ freedom of 

speech, as fear of retaliation may cause silence on important matters. One can also assume 

that serious harassment can impact politicians’ health and well-being – as psychological 

distress is known to cause a number of health issues. 

 

A growing concern is that harassment and trolling sees to increase due to the growing use of 

social media. Online, one tends to give opinions in a circle of friends and familiars, which 

becomes an echo chamber of people with similar views (Aiello et al., 2012; Del Vicario et 
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al., 2016). This is especially a problem concerning the spread of misinformation and 

conspiracy theories  - where people who agree with each other are not met with dissenting 

views or counter facts (Bessi et al., 2015). Del Vicario et al. (2016, p.558) found that 

Facebook-users  

“tend	to	aggregate	in	communities	of	interest,	which	causes	reinforcement	and	
fosters	confirmation	bias,	segregation,	and	polarization.”	
In June 2016, Facebook tweaked its algorithm, making the news feed prioritize content from 

people’s Facebook-friends, rather than online publishers or news agencies (Barrett, 2016). 

This raises concern that “the echo chamber-effect” will become even stronger. The fear is 

that Facebook’s algorithm, along with only being facebook-friends with those who agree with 

you, will make people see more from people they already agree with, and less from new 

sources and people who disagree with you (Barrett, 2016; NPR Staff, 2016). When two out of 

three Facebook users get their news from Facebook (44 % of the US population in 

general)(Gottfried & Shearer, 2016), it is a legitimate concern that more people will not take 

in other viewpoints than the ones they and their friends have. After the 2016 US Election, 

there was much debate on Facebook’s role as an echo chamber, and its unwillingness to 

promote balanced news and to stop fake news circulating the platform (Cellan-Jones, 2016; 

Frier, 2016; Lee, 2016; Silverman, 2016; Solon, 2016). This study argues that such closed 

spaces in social media will further isolate those who are willing to participate in online 

harassment. Posting only the types of news articles one agrees with, in an online sphere 

where you get feedback only from friends, who agree with you, can be toxic. If you know 

that you and your friends online dislike a certain politician, sharing content that is critical of 

them while showing hatefulness - may yield positive feedback.  

 

1.1.1 Norway 
Online harassment is a widespread problem in Norway. In one survey, the 7 % who 

experience hate speech most frequently responded that the hate speech they receive is 

directed at them on the grounds of their opinions, political stance and personal 

attributes/personality (Nadim & Fladmoe, 2015). In a study of Norwegian members of 

government and parliament, 84 % reported that they had been exposed to unwanted 

behaviour or threats through hate messages either directly or via the internet, at least once 

(Bjelland & Bjørgo, 2014). Those who harassed were predominately perceived to be men (68 

%) and the two characteristics their victims mostly used to describe them were “hostile” and 

“threatening”. When the Syrian refugee-crisis became a hot topic in the Norwegian public, 
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the number of threats increased further (Ottesen, 2015). Recently, there have been examples 

of politicians not being able to cope with the online harassment they have received: One 

Norwegian politician, resigned from politics as she was subjected to massive amounts of 

online hate (Ringheim, Steen, Huseby, Lofstad, & Nordseth, 2014). Two other politicians 

have pulled out of local politics, due to similar reasons (Hilland, 2013; Rønold, Jahren, & 

Sælebakke, 2015).  

 

In the terror attack the 22 of July 2011, a government building and the summer camp of 

Arbeidernes Ungdomsfylking (AUF) was attacked. 77 people died, the majority of them 

being politically active youth at the summer camp (Stang, Ryste, Njølstad, Refsdal, & Kärki, 

2017). After this attack both the media and politicians increased their focus on hate speech 

online, as the known culprit behind the attacks was an extremist, active in several right-wing 

online forums (Brenna, Ravndal, Vikås, Hopperstad, & Andreassen, 2011). Then Prime 

minister Jens Stoltenberg encouraged the Norwegian people to be “digitale nabokjerringer” 

(“digital neighborhood watch dogs”) – talking back and calling out lies online (Aune, 2012). 

The leader of AUF, the organization that was attacked at Utøya 22 of July 2011, Eskil 

Pedersen, called for “ytringsansvar” – utterance responsibility. He argued that 

“Fremskrittspartiet”, the party on the political outermost right in the Norwegian parliament, 

needed to take more responsibility for their utterances about immigrants and that political 

climate Pedersen claimed that they had created (Solvang & Kolberg, 2011).  

 

The increased focus on doing something about online hate speech and online harassment also 

led to more attention towards extreme utterances online. “Getting the trolls out in the light” 

has been a tactic advocated by some; exposing the extreme opinions and calling out lies and 

factual errors – while also arguing against intolerant and prejudiced utterances. The theory 

was that exposing obvious lies and extreme utterances, would make them less influential 

(Haugan & Røed, 2016; Johnsrud, 2015; Kagge, 2015).  Following this train of thought, 

confronting the so-called “trolls” has been a strategy for some journalists, for instance in the 

shows “Haterne” (The Haters) (Reierth & Hansen, 2015) at TV2 and VG, the biggest 

newspaper in Norway, has also shed light on the harassers in different ways: The online web 

show MADS at VGTV called up people who had made extreme utterances in relation to the 

Syrian refugee crisis (Andersen, 2015) and  in a longer newspaper some of the most active 

“trolls” were interviewed about their beliefs and utterances (Lien, 2015). Harassers of the 

popular blogger Sophie Elise and other young girls expressing their public opinions, were 
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also called and confronted with their statements (Newt & Hansen, 2016). In these instances 

of confrontation, the so-called “trolls” had different reactions to being exposed. Some 

apologized for their statements, while others did not bulge. However, there is not a unison 

agreement on the strategy of “shedding light” as the best strategy for dealing with extreme 

opinions and online hate. Other journalists, researchers and politicians has criticized to this 

approach (Elgvin, 2015; Gierløff, 2011). For instance, researcher Øyvind Strømmen believe 

that the attitudes of the “trolls” only gets more xenophobix with increased attention (Kleve, 

2015).  

 

The dilemma concerning ignoring or shedding light to the perpetrators of hate speech and 

harassment is also evident in the newspaper business. Editors have struggled with handling 

the comment sections of their online articles, on account of the increasing amount of online 

hate. On the one hand, the editors have wanted to be able to offer a place where everyone can 

comment, with a low threshold for expressing opinions. At the same time, many believed that 

the debates had to be subjected to some form of editorial control (Ihlebæk, 2014). There has 

been several moderating efforts in online newspapers after the 22th of July 2011: Identifying 

participants, use of advance control, thematic control of debates and more active moderating 

in the comment sections  – marking a shift from a more interventionist approach by editors of 

online newspapers (Ihlebæk  et al., 2013).  

 

1.1.2 The US 
Online harassment is a widespread problem also in the US. More than 3/4 of adults aged 55-

64 years have been harassed online and 79 % have reported to experience political 

harassment (Newmark, 2016b). The harassment tended not to be anonymous; in almost 2 out 

of 3 instances (61 %), respondents reported knowing their harasser (Newmark, 2016b). Fully 

73 % of adult internet users have seen someone be harassed in some way online, and 40 % 

have personally experienced it (Duggan et al., 2014). In the US, the gender perspective of 

harassment has received attention from media and politicians. Reporting suggests that men 

tend to get more harassment, but at the same time the harassment they receive is not as 

violent and sexualized as the harassment women receive (Chemaly, 2014). However, others 

claim women have been harassed more often (Newmark, 2016b; Pittaro, 2007) or that gender 

had no significant effect on the amount of harassment received (Finn, 2004; Lindsay & 

Krysik, 2012).  
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The harassment and fixation on politicians can have disastrous effects. In 2011, Democratic 

Congresswoman Gabrielle Giffords was attacked and nearly killed by a man, later diagnosed 

with paranoid schizophrenia. Prior to the attack, the perpetrator had been preoccupied with 

Giffords and had posted content online voicing different political opinions (Allen, 2012; 

Lacey, 2011; Lipton, Savage, & Shane, 2011). However, harassment, insulting, and 

threatening language are suggested by some studies not to be related to offline approach 

behavior (Scalora et al., 2002; Schoeneman et al., 2011). Meloy et al. (2004) reviewed 

existing research on threats, approaches, attacks, and assassinations against public figures. 

The review concluded that a significant amount of harassers were mentally ill. The study also 

suggested that direct threats were rare and correlated with a lower risk of approaching public 

figures in real life. Scalora et al. (2002) investigated cases from 1993–1999, which involved 

threats and other problematic contact towards members of the US Congress. The study 

suggests that the vast majority of those threatening US legislators in the congress were male, 

ranging in age from 11–87 years (mean = 44, SD = 13). Nearly one fourth of the subjects had 

a prior arrest record and one-third displayed behaviour suggestive of major mental disorder. 

 

However, online harassment is a phenomenon that has been known to have a strong political 

component. It can be argued that in the last election cycle, the followers of then presidential 

candidate Donald Trump were inspired by Trumps own behaviour as he is known for trolling 

and harassing online (Stein, 2016). Trump is especially known for harassing women and 

others who oppose his views via the social media platform Twitter (Bahadur, 2016; Barbaro, 

Haberman, & Rappeport, 2016; Cohen, 2016; Krueger, 2016). His followers also have the 

reputation of being the most aggressive online (Newmark, 2016a). One could argue that the 

online harassment and hate speech from his campaign, contributed to “move” the limit of 

what is considered acceptable to say in the online public sphere and this is supported by 

Hmielowski, Hutchens, and Cicchirillo (2014). They found that the media is repeating and 

amplifying the aggressive rhetoric in US politics, resulting in it seeping into everyday 

interactions and political discussions. Rather than debating in a rational, respectful way – 

people, because of media amplification reverts to personal attacks and aggression when 

discussing politics.  By Trump winning the election one can only speculate if harassment will 

become more normalized and acceptable further on. However, little information exists on the 

motivations of harassers, especially online. 
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2 What motivates the harassers? A Social 
Dominance Orientation and Right Wing 
Authoritarianism Perspective  

Several theories have been launched on how people become online harassers and/or “trolls”. 

Some of the research focuses on mental illnesses or personality variables of the individual 

trolls/harassers: A study by Buckels, Trapnell, and Paulhus (2014) concluded that trolling 

correlated positively with sadism, psychopathy and Machiavellianism. Professor David 

Solly’s research suggests that complaining online is a way to release tensions, to feel 

powerful and or/ the felling of taking control of a situation (Knudsen, 2011). Kasumovic and 

Kuznekoff (2015) study on online gaming culture has found that men who harass women are 

the ones performing poorly in the games themselves, which can suggest that harassing is a 

form of regaining a feeling of superiority. In the case of online hate speech, it cam simply 

stem from boredom, wanting attention and thrill seeking (Alonzo & Aiken, 2004; Erjavec & 

Kovačič, 2012; Shachaf & Hara, 2010). These are primary motivators also found in the 

literature on hate crimes (McDevitt, Levin, & Bennett, 2002), which also shown that revenge, 

and protection can inspire to participate in hate speech. A study by Ybarra and Mitchell 

(2004a) showed that youths who identified as online aggressors had the same characteristics 

of traditional bullies such as behavior problems and depressive symptomatology. Erjavec and 

Kovačič (2012) also found that online aggression could be linked to wanting to spread a 

political message and promote victory for ones beliefs. Although not specifically focusing on 

online harassment, general research on harassment of politicians and public figures in 

Western Europe and the US has consistently suggested that harassers suffer from mental 

illnesses (eg. Hoffmann, Meloy, Guldimann, & Ermer, 2011; James et al., 2007; Meloy et al., 

2004; Mullen et al., 2009; Scalora et al., 2002; Schoeneman et al., 2011; van der Meer, 

Bootsma, & Meloy, 2012) - although Meloy et al. (2004) also highlight politics as a 

motivating factor.  

 

Contrary to this focus, Rost, Stahel, and Frey (2016, p.17) argues that: 

	”online	aggression	in	a	social-political	online	setting	is	not	primarily	an	
illegitimate	and	irrational	behavior,	performed	by	narcissistic	and	impulsive	actors	with	a	
lack	of	empathy,	social	skills	and	emotional	regulation	problems	acting	out	of	personal	
revenge”.	
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According to this research, public violations of social norms can trigger so-called “internet 

firestorms” (collective online aggression directed towards actors of public interest). The 

firestorms can manifest themselves and be enforced by thousands even millions of people 

within hours and in the firestorms harassment and hateful comments are usual. The 

researchers suggested that the firestorms occur when people of public interest, like 

politicians, break public norms. For instance, if a politician is lying, the online firestorm will 

call out the lie. This sanctioning of norm-breaking behaviour happens because of the easiness 

of posting comments online: It does not cost money, takes little time and one can be active 

online at any time of the day. Rost et al. (2016) also found in their study that online 

comments were more aggressive when the subjects signed with their full name. The 

researchers argue that non-anonymity helps to gain recognition, increases one’s persuasive 

power and mobilizes followers. This also follows from social norm theory: When you believe 

you are enforcing good social norms while, criticizing ”lower” social norm behavior in public 

figures, there is no need for anonymity (Rost et al., 2016). Polling in the US also suggests 

that harassment is not always anonymous, in most cases the harasser and the victim know 

each other (Newmark, 2016b). This argues against previous research suggesting that online 

anonymity decreases the inhibition of those who harass and/ or bully online, and therefore 

play a role in promoting online aggression (Li, 2007; Moore, Nakano, Enomoto, & Suda, 

2012; Suler, 2004; Ybarra & Mitchell, 2004b).  The research of Rost et al. (2016) is 

important as it contrasts with previous research, attributing online harassment mainly to 

personality differences and psychopathology.  It also accords with the notion of echo 

chambers acting as social confirmation of one’s opinion – as harassing in an environment 

where everyone agrees with you, could create positive reinforcement of harassment. In light 

of this newer research, the present study proposes an alternative theoretical framework for 

understanding online harassment. Specifically, this study argues that online harassment can 

be explained by a socio-political motivation to enforce existing status relations between 

groups and by a motivation to sanction people who challenge traditional values, traditions 

and beliefs. The theoretical basis for this framework is the theory of Social Dominance (SDT) 

and Right-Wing Authoritarianism (RWA).  

 

Social dominance Orientation (SDO) indexes people’s support of between-group hegemony. 

Social dominance theory suggest that people who are more social dominance orientated 

prefer hierarchical relations between groups so that some groups are superior to and dominate 

other out-groups (Pratto et al., 1994; J. Sidanius & Pratto, 1999; Jim Sidanius & Pratto, 
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2001). High levels of social dominance orientation predict a multitude of intergroup attitudes 

and behaviors, such as support for wars of aggression, punitive criminal justice policies, the 

death penalty, torture, opposition to humanitarian practices, social welfare, and affirmative 

action (Ho et al., 2015; Pratto et al., 1994). In contrast, those who have lower SDO-scores 

will tend to favor ideologies and policies working against societal hierarchy such as justice 

reform, affirmative action and social welfare (Ho et al., 2015; Jost & Thompson, 2000; Pratto 

et al., 1994). SDO can also predict support for prejudice and persecution of groups like ethnic 

minorities, poor people, women, immigrants and refugees (eg. Bourhis & Dayan, 2004; 

Duriez & Van Hiel, 2002; Esses & Hodson, 2006; Ho et al., 2015; Hodson & Esses, 2005; 

Thomsen, Green, & Sidanius, 2008; Whitley Jr, 1999). SDO is also a well-established 

predictor of support for socio-political ideologies such as political conservatism, racism, 

nationalism, sexism, and other hierarchy-enhancing legitimizing beliefs (eg. Duriez & Van 

Hiel, 2002; Hiel & Mervielde, 2002; Ho et al., 2015; Ho et al., 2012; Rattazzi, Bobbio, & 

Canova, 2007; Jim Sidanius et al., 2013). While SDO was initially treated as one-dimensional 

construct, there is now consensus that it has two sub-dimensions, namely support for 

intergroup dominance, and opposition to egalitarianism. Scores on these measures can give 

even more precise predictions of intergroup attitudes and behaviors. The dominance 

dimension (SDO-D) is characterized by a desire to maintain to status quo when it comes to 

hierarchy between groups, by supporting oppression and aggressive intergroup behavior 

(Larsson, Björklund, & Bäckström, 2012). Those who favor the anti-egalitarianism 

dimension (SDO-E) support hierarchy-enhancing ideologies and social policies on account of 

their preference for intergroup inequality (Ho et al., 2015; Ho et al., 2012; Jost & Thompson, 

2000).  

 

Right Wing Authoritarianism is a measure comprised of three interrelated attitudinal clusters: 

authoritarian submission (uncritical subjection to authority), authoritarian aggression (feeling 

of aggression towards norm violators) and conventionalism (strict adherence to conventional 

norms and values) (Altemeyer, 1988). In contrast with SDO, RWA is a measure more 

associated with being submissive, specifically to the established authorities and the social 

norms they promote (Altemeyer, 1998). Authoritarians also believe that it is justified to be 

aggressive against whomever these authorities targets and whoever challenges their authority 

or traditional values and beliefs. They surround themselves with people who share the same 

beliefs as themselves, and therefore believe they are “the moral majority” or “the silent 

majority” (Altemeyer, 1998). In today’s online culture, with previously mentioned re-
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affirming online echo chambers, the feeling that one represents the true opinions of the 

majority of people can be hypothesized to be even stronger. Research suggests that people 

with high RWA-scores (authoritarians) react negatively towards people who challenge 

traditional norms and values as for instance LGBT (Lesbian, gay, bisexual and 

transgendered) (Nobullying.com, 2016) as multiple studies have shown (eg.Altemeyer, 1998; 

Ekehammar, Akrami, Gylje, & Zakrisson, 2004; Laythe, Finkel, & Kirkpatrick, 2001; Lippa 

& Arad, 1999; Whitley & Lee, 2000; Whitley Jr, 1999; Whitley Jr & Ægisdóttir, 2000).. 

Also, McHoskey (1996) found that RWA was negatively correlated with relativism (the 

ability to look at situations from other viewpoints), contributing to authoritarians lack of 

understanding for anyone opposing their views. 

 

The main difference between RWA and SDO is that while RWA could be said to focus on 

submission to in-group authority figures, SDO focuses on dominance of out-groups. RWA is 

seen as a intra-group phenomenon, while SDO is considered as an inter-group phenomenon 

(Zakrisson, 2005).  There are also differences in what constitutes the basis for RWA and 

SDO, and what kind of ideological attitudes they predict. Dual-process theory as proposed by 

J. Duckitt and Sibley (2010) provides a framework for the psychological bases of SDO and 

RWA. Those who have high SDO-scores tend to show low agreeableness (in Big Five terms), 

therefore showing a lack of empathy towards others, while pursuing power and self-interested 

goals. These personality factors makes one see the world as a “competitive jungle”, in turn 

causing them to have high SDO-scores (J. Duckitt & Sibley, 2010). Personality is therefore 

part of the reason why some have high SDO-scores. Dual-process theory also proposes that 

SDO has great predictive power when it comes to ideological attitudes. The theory describes 

a causal model where personality dimensions, social world views ideological attitudes and 

intergroup attitudes are linked together (John Duckitt, Wagner, Du Plessis, & Birum, 2002). 

Similar to RWA, People with high SDO are generally more prejudiced and discriminatory 

towards out groups and minorities (eg. J. Duckitt & Sibley, 2010; Kteily, Sidanius, & Levin, 

2011; Umphress, Simmons, Boswell, & Triana, 2008). Those with high SDO scores are 

especially considered to have a “tough minded personality” with low empathy or regard for 

others (with regard to low scores on the Big Five Measure Agreaableness) (J. Duckitt & 

Sibley, 2010). They look down upon groups lower in status and power (J. Duckitt & Sibley, 

2010; John Duckitt et al., 2002). As a consequence, they are also more supportive of right-

wing parties and policies (J. Duckitt & Sibley, 2010; Hiel & Mervielde, 2002; Pratto, 

Stallworth, & Sidanius, 1997). In summation, belief in a world that can be descried as a 
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“competitive jungle”, where each to his own, will lead to increase in SDO, which in turn 

predicts support of right wing policies that protect one’s in-group, while suppressing 

perceived subordinate out-group. A figure of J. Duckitt and Sibley (2010) framework for 

developing high SDO and RWA scores, and how this affects our political ideologies can be 

seen in Figure 1.  

 

Dual process theory proposes that high RWA stems from low openness and high 

conscientiousness (in Big Five terms), which contributes to high social conformity (J. Duckitt 

& Sibley, 2010). If you are socially conform, you tend to identify with the existing social 

order and are sensitive towards threats to it. This sensitivity increases one’s belief that we 

live in a dangerous world (as measured by the Belief in a Dangerous World scale, by 

Altemeyer (1988)) which is a precursor of RWA (J. Duckitt & Sibley, 2010). However, this 

belief can also have a direct effect on RWA. In two studies researchers found an increase in 

RWA, after the participants read a hypothetical scenario depicting a dangerous and 

threatening future for their country (J. Duckitt & Sibley, 2010). Dual process theory also 

proposes that RWA has great predictive power when it comes to ideological attitudes. Similar 

to SDO, people with high RWA are generally more prejudiced and discriminatory towards 

out groups and minorities. Based on this, it is not surprising that authoritarians are more 

supportive of right wing parties and policies than the rest of the population (J. Duckitt & 

Sibley, 2010). Specifically those with authoritarians tend to support political parties who 

defend “traditional” values and religion, as well as emphasizing law and order (J. Duckitt & 

Sibley, 2010). Other studies have also argued for the connection between RWA and 

conservatism (McCann, 2009). In the aftermath of the US terror attacks on September 11th 

2001, researchers found that RWA were more strongly related (than SDO) to conservation 

values and threat-related attitudes toward Islam as an expression of the motivational goals of 

social control and security (Cohrs, Moschner, Maes, & Kielmann, 2005). In summation, 

belief in a dangerous world and perceived social threats increase RWA, which in turn 

predicts support of right wing policies that protect traditional values, as shown in Figure 1.  

Authoritarians are activated by perceived threats, and react by becoming more authoritarian 

(J. Duckitt & Sibley, 2010). 

 

The present research argues that SDO and RWA also predict online harassment. Online 

harassment can be seen as both hierarchy enhancing behaviour and a way to support the 

current authorities. We can hypothesize that those who harass, are harassing politicians who 
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seek to change social hierarchies and that harassing thereby becomes a way of trying to 

maintain the current hierarchies. Also, harassment can be a way of protecting those who 

challenge those who are seen as established authorities.  

 

 
Figure 1. Dual Process Theory, figure by J. Duckitt and Sibley (2010) 
The social environment and personality factors contributing to developing high SDO and RWA scores, as well 
as how SDO and RWA affects our political ideologies.  
 

 

2.1 Online harassment as a mean to enforce the 

hierarchical status quo 
Parkins, Fishbein, and Ritchey (2006) found that individuals who scored high on SDO were 

more likely to participate in workplace bullying and discriminatory behavior than those with 

low SDO-scores. In work-place bullying, The study suggests that bullies belong to a bullying 

crowd, who are also support hierarchy-enhancing beliefs. Other studies have confirmed the 

association of SDO and discriminatory behaviour (Case, 2001; Pratto et al., 1994) as well as 

online sexual harassment has also been associated with SDO (Fox & Tang, 2014). Moreover, 

individuals scoring high on SDO typically score lower on empathic concern and perspective 

taking (Pratto et al., 1994), making it easier to participate in harassment – as one does not 

consider how harassment affects its victims. Empathy has from the original theorizing of 

Pratto et al. (1994) and Jim Sidanius and Pratto (2001) been suggested to be the personality 

dimension driving SDO and the negative relationship between SDO and empathy has been 

backed up by several studies (Bäckström & Björklund, 2007; Duriez, 2004; McFarland, 

2010). Jim Sidanius et al. (2013) tested SDOs relation to empathy, especially its affective 

components, known as Empathic Concern and Compassion. This research is opposing the 

model of the dual process model (DPM) in one way; it claims that empathy and though-
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mindedness not only drive one’s level of SDO, but SDO itself has an effect on one’s level of 

empathy (Jim Sidanius et al., 2013). The DPM considers SDO a purely ideological variable, 

not capable of affecting upstream personality (John Duckitt et al., 2002). In fact, Jim Sidanius 

et al. (2013) found that SDO had a stronger effect on empathy than vice versa. Following this 

research, it is probably not surprising that Bilewicz, Soral, Marchlewska, and Winiewski 

(2015) showed that SDO was positively correlated with acceptance of hate speech (opposing 

prohibiting hate-speech against minorities). If one does not empathize with victims of 

harassment, why should it be prohibited? 

 

Subsequent to these findings I expected participants scoring high on SDO to be less likely to 

perceive hateful comments as hateful, thereby increasing their willingness to support these 

comments. I believed they would not understand that they have been writing hurtful 

comments, affecting those who are the targets of harassment. More broadly, I expected SDO 

will be useful for predicting willingness to accept online harassment because of it’s 

willingness to persecute groups seen as inferior, participate in bullying, support of hierarchy-

enhancement and low empathy towards others.   

 

2.2 Online harassment as a mean to sanction dissidents 
A number of studies have shown RWA to be a strong predictor of prejudice and 

ethnocentrism (eg. Altemeyer, 1998; John Duckitt & Farre, 1994; Hiel & Mervielde, 2005; 

Laythe et al., 2001; Whitley Jr, 1999; Wylie & Forest, 1992), following authoritarians’ 

preference for the in-group and in-group cohesion. It has also been associated with 

discrimination (Parkins et al., 2006). RWA is also a risk factor when it comes to supporting 

abuse and even torture-like abuse (Larsson et al., 2012). As SDO seems to be the bedrock of 

prejudice, RWA gives an add-on effect of additional prejudice towards groups condemned by 

authority figures (Whitley Jr, 1999). In addition, RWA’s emphasis on traditional norms, 

values and convention are likely to play a part in scepticism towards groups who challenge 

traditions. As mentioned, McHoskey (1996) also found that RWA was negatively correlated 

with the ability to look at situations from other viewpoints (relativism). This may be why 

recent research by Erjavec and Kovačič (2012) has showed that characteristics of an 

authoritarian personality can be linked to the producing of online hate speech. It is 

particularly groups identified as “soldiers” and “believers” that are characterized by this, 

showing loyalty to authorities, intolerance/hatred towards those with different beliefs and 
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opinions and a belief that they are the ones who know the truth with a mission to express and 

expand. Victory for their beliefs and spreading the truth is the main motivations for using 

hate speech – and they see the Internet as an important arena for political and cultural 

struggle.  

  

However, Bilewicz, Soral, Marchlewska, and Winiewski (2015) found that authoritarians 

support prohibiting hate speech against minorities. This nuances the image of authoritarians’ 

way of thinking, as one would expect the opposite, based on their political beliefs and dislike 

of dissidents. The research of Bilewicz et al. (2015) suggests that hate speech is perceived by 

authoritarians as an extreme form of norm violation, and their worldview causes them to 

oppose such acts and thereby wanting to ban it. Following this logic, authoritarians can be 

willing to support strict antidiscrimination policies (and punitive action against those who 

violate these policies), if these are in accordance with norms in the society. Despite these 

findings, in this study I expected authoritarians to support and participate in online 

harassment, as I believed that they would see the politicians in questions as inferior, 

deserving of hate and themselves being norm-violators. Hence, harassment of them would be 

“justified” in the their mind-set.  

 

Following these findings, I expected that RWA would be a useful tool for predicting online 

harassment. This is firstly because of how RWA is associated with producing hate speech 

(Erjavec & Kovačič, 2012) and the tendency to support discrimination and abuse (Larsson et 

al., 2012; Parkins et al., 2006). Second, authoritarians feel free to express prejudice against 

those in “lesser morals” than themselves (Whitley Jr, 1999). Third, they are preoccupied with 

protecting the in-group and feel negatively towards groups as they perceive threaten the 

collective security (J. Duckitt & Sibley, 2010). As with SDO, I also expected that RWAs 

effect on willingness to harass/ support harassment would be mediated through how one 

perceives online harassment – expecting authoritarians to be more acceptable of harassment, 

because they do not perceive it as such (but rather something that inferior, norm-breaking 

politicians deserve to hear).  
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2.3 The present research 
Given the limited research on harassers’ motivations, the present research aimed to test 

whether SDO and RWA can predict support of harassment towards politicians, while 

controlling for possible mediators. The first study investigates this in a Norwegian context, 

controlling for possible mediators of the relationship between SDO/RWA and support of 

harassment. The study focused on participants’ interpretation of online harassment and 

whether one would support it or not. The second study is conducted in the US, looking closer 

at willingness to participate in online harassment, as well as the as the role of anonymity on 

online harassment. The study asks the participants to write their own messages to one of the 

presidential candidates of 2016, thereby assessing their own potential for hatefulness.  
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3 Study 1 
In the first study, I aimed to investigate whether SDO and RWA predicted the support of 

hateful comments online, using real-life online statements taken from the comment section of 

an article in a Norwegian newspaper and measuring whether participant would support these 

comments by “liking” them on Facebook. The article contains a story about politician Hadia 

Tajik, wanting to abolish the Norwegian monarchy (Skarvøy, 2016). After voting against and 

speaking up against Norway’s monarchy on the 31th of March 2016 (Stortinget.no), Tajik 

received a lot of harassment from the comment section of the article where she defended her 

beliefs (Skarvøy, 2016; Solstad, 2016). Tajik is the deputy leader of the Labour Party, 

Norway’s largest political party (currently in opposition to the conservative government) and 

Member of Parliament (Stortinget.no, 2013). She is a relatively young woman and also a 

Muslim with immigrant parents. Many of the comments in the comment section were 

harassment, racism and even direct threats (see table 1). 

 

In this study, the correlation between SDO/RWA and support of Tajiks harassment is tested. I 

predicted that both SDO and RWA would correlate with support for harassment by “liking” 

them. In the case of SDO, the article is about challenging the monarchy, the most obvious 

symbol of the hierarchal status quo. I believed RWA also would correlate with harassment, as 

the monarchy is a central part of Norwegian culture and tradition, with strong support in the 

population (Brekke & Skrede, 2017). Tajik as a Muslim woman attacking established 

traditional institutions might be even more aggravating – as both being a woman and a 

member of a minority religion while speaking up, goes against “traditional” values. While 

testing the prediction that high SDO and RWA would yield support of online harassment, the 

participants were also presented items on their perception of the comments, Political 

Cynicism and Political Trust, political orientation and support for the Monarchy. These are 

items, which I saw as possible mediators between SDO/RWA and willingness to support 

harassment of Tajik.  The first mediator is the perception of the statements (herby referred to 

as Perception), an item made to measure how the participants perceived the selected 

statements from the comment section. The participants were asked to rate to which degree 

they considered the statements hateful. I believed that perceiving the comments as not 

hateful, when they clearly showed hate, would mediate the relationship between SDO/RWA 

and support for harassment. I believed this will happen because of research suggesting that 

SDO is negatively related to perspective taking and empathic concern (Pratto et al., 1994) 
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and that RWA is negatively related to relativism, the ability to look at situations from other 

viewpoints (McHoskey, 1996). People, who fail to show regard for other peoples feelings or 

fail to see an argument from another perspective, may have problems with seeing harassment 

as hurtful to others. The probably interpret harassment towards others less harshly than others 

– therefore they perceive it as something it is okay to express online. Political orientation is 

chosen as a mediator because I want to investigate whether participants show more 

aggression towards politicians they do not agree with in terms of policy. As mentioned, both 

RWA and SDO is heavily related to predicting right wing attitudes (J. Duckitt & Sibley, 

2010), and this could therefore be a confounding variable  - especially as the politician in 

question is from the Labour party.  Political cynicism and Political trust are scales gathered 

from Pattyn, Van Hiel, Dhont, and Onraet (2012) giving a measure of how cynical and 

trustworthy one believes politicians to be. I believed these to possibly be important 

mediators, as SDO and RWA are more general measures of political ideology while the 

political cynicism and political trust measures addresses hatefulness towards politicians 

directly. Pattyn et al. (2012) also tested if RWA and SDO were related to political cynicism 

and political trust, and found that RWA was related to both measures. SDO was however 

only related to social cynicism. Therefore, Political cynicism and Political trust could be 

important confounding variables. Support for the monarchy is also entered as a mediator 

because the article in question is about the monarchy, and one’s feelings towards supporting 

or wanting to abolish the monarchy may play a role in how justified one see harassment to 

be. With authoritarian people showing strong support towards the authorities they see as 

established (Altemeyer, 1998), I believe this also could be a confounding variable.  

 

The hypotheses for this study are:  

Hypothesis 1: SDO and/ or RWA scores predict support of hateful comments against Tajik. 

Hypothesis 2: The relationship between SDO/RWA and liking of hateful online comments is 

mediated by Perceptions of statements being hateful. In other words, I predict that those with 

high SDO and RWA will perceive comments as less hateful than others. Here, I also control 

for political orientation, Political trust, political cynicism and support for the specific cause in 

question (the monarchy) as alternative mediators. 
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3.1 Methods 
Participants. 270 participants completed the survey, 62 % were women, 34 % were men and 

2.6 % identified as other. The average age of the participants was M = 31.7 years (SD = 

11.71). The vast majority of the participants had parents with western cultural background 

(92 %). Eighty per cent had higher education, the average years of higher education was M= 

3.7 years (SD = 2.54). Thirty-nine per cent of the participants are members of a political 

party. To assess their political orientation, the participants were asked to rate their political 

orientation on a scale of 1-10, where 1 corresponds to “extremely left-wing”, 10 correspond 

to “extremely right wing”. The political orientation of the participants was varied, M = 4.12 

(SD = 1.98). However, there was a slight overrepresentation of participants leaning towards 

the left wing, 44 % of the participants filled out 1, 2 or 3 on the scale.  

  

Procedure. The data was obtained through an online survey, hosted by the survey company 

Qualtrics. The survey was open for participants from the 24th of June until the 28th of June 

2016. All measures were forward-back translated from English into Norwegian. The 

participants who completed the survey were recruited through the Internet and social media. 

Firstly, the survey was shared via Facebook and posted in relevant Facebook groups, as I 

wanted to gain acsess to participants who are active in online debates: ”Norsk politikk” 

(“Norwegian politics”), a group for discussing Norwegian politics and “PolitiskDEBATT” 

(“Political DEBATE”), a group for general political discussions, were selected because of the 

possibility to gain access to people with many different political opinions who also were 

active in internet-based debates on politics. Further, the survey was posted in ”Politisk 

ungdom” (“Political youth”), a discussion group for politically active youth and ”Politiske 

ungdommer” (“Political youth”), a similar group, were both selected to make sure that young 

adults also were represented in the survey. Finally, the survey was posted in ”Ekvivalisme” 

(“Equivalism”), a group for discussing gender equality and ”Den selskabelige 

diskusjonsforening” (“The gregarious discussion-forum”), a group exclusively for women, 

discussing gender equality. These groups were chosen on account of the possible gender 

perspective in the article that is used in the survey.  

 

The questionnaire was also posted in the comment section of the following online articles: 

Anonyme kolerikere (Anonymous spitfires), VG (Giæver, 2016), Aps egne velgere slipper 

billigere (“Cheaper for the Labour party’s own voters”), Nettavisen (Stavrum, 2016), Oslo 
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ønsker ikke ny rullebane på Gardermoen (“Oslo does not want a new runway at Oslo 

Airport”), Nettavisen (NTB, 2016), Solveig Horne utsatt for kakeangrep (“Solveig Horne 

subjected to cake-attack”), VG (Newth & Eisenträger, 2016). These articles were chosen 

because of their controversial nature, and the increased likelihood of recruiting people who 

read and comment on Internet articles in real life. A potential limitation of this article 

selection is that the articles are generally provoking to those with right-wing political views, 

and not to those who are more left-wing.  

 

All respondents were informed about the aim of the survey: To explore people’s attitudes 

towards online comments and politicians. Moreover, the participants were reminded about 

their right to withdraw from participation at any time, that their answers were anonymous and 

about the possibility to contact the researcher in case of questions or uncertainties. The 

survey consisted of 66 items, distributed between six instruments and a demographic part. All 

participants were firstly presented with an article, “AP-Tajik vil fjerne kongen”  (The Labour 

Party-Tajik wants to remove the King) (Skarvøy, 2016). This article was selected because it 

received a particularity many hateful statements in the comment section, which could be used 

in this survey (Solstad, 2016), and because it was published so recently that participants were 

likely to still be familiar with it. After being presented with the article, the participants were 

asked to rate how they perceived actual comments sampled from the comment section (see 

description below) and whether they would “like” the comment inn real-life on Facebook. 

Subsequently, the participants were presented with items on Political Cynicism, Political 

Trust, Social Dominance Orientation, Right-Wing Authoritarianism, political orientation, 

support for the Monarchy and demographics. The items were presented after the web 

comment ratings to prevent desirability and demand effects. The items’ order within each 

instrument was randomized for each participant to prevent interaction effects. 

 

Instruments. The following sections will briefly describe the instruments utilized in this 

study. Reliability analyses were performed for all instruments. Mean scores for all scales 

were computed to yield easily interpretable results.  

 

Online perceptions. To assess participants’ perceptions of the online statements, participants 

were presented with 20 statements. I wanted to use real-life negative statements to ensure 

high ecological validity for the analysis, so I collected ten statements from the comment-

section of the article (Skarvøy, 2016), which I classified as moderately hateful statements. I 
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also wanted ten statements that were directly hateful towards Tajik (classified as hateful 

through this paper), and these were collected from Solstad (2016) and from VGs Facebook-

post sharing the article (see Table 1 for all statements with mean and SD). However, the most 

hateful statements were not obtainable, as they were quickly deleted by VGs moderators 

(Solstad, 2016). After being presented with each statement, the participants were asked if 

they thought the statement could be considered hateful on a scale from 1-10, 1 being to a very 

small degree and 10 being to a very large degree. All statements were anonymized. 

 

Liking of online comments. The participants were also asked to rate on a scale of 1-10 the 

likelihood of them “liking” each of the statements on Facebook. This was done to assess the 

participant’s own behavioural support of online hate in a “real life”-setting. This was 

assessed on a scale from 1-10 1 being to a very small degree and 10 being to a very large 

degree. The statements, their loadings, mean and SD can be seen in Table 1.  

 

Support of the monarchy. The participants were asked to rate on a scale of 1-10, 1 being “to a 

very small degree” and 10 being “to a very large degree” how much they supported the 

Norwegian monarchy.  

 

Political trust. To assess the participants’ trust in politicians, a subscale of the scale from 

Pattyn et al. (2012) was used. The subscale consists of 6 items, with question such as 

“Politicians usually try to keep the promises they have made during the election” that were 

scored on a Likert scale where 1 corresponds to totally disagree and 7 to totally agree.  

Reliability analysis proved satisfactory, α = .89. 

 

Political cynicism. To assess the participants’ cynicism concerning politics, a subscale from 

Pattyn, Hieal, Dhont and Maret (2012) was used. The scale consists of 8 items, with question 

such as “Our political leaders are prepared to lie to us whenever it suits their purposes”, that 

were scored on a Likert scale where 1 corresponds to totally disagree and 7 to totally agree. 

Reliability analysis proved satisfactory, α = .90. 

 

Political orientation. The participants had to state how they would rate themselves on the 

political spectrum on a scale from 1 to 10 where 1 corresponds to extremely left-wing 

orientated and 10 corresponds to extremely right-wing orientated.  
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Right-Wing Authoritarianism. To assess the participant’s right-wing orientation, a translated 

version of the 15-item RWA scale, from Zakrisson (2005) was used. The reliability of the 

scale is satisfactory (α = .82). The scale measures the participants’ Right Wing 

Authoritarianism by measuring the concepts “authoritarian aggression and submission”, 

“conservatism”, and “aggression”. Participants were requested to rate how much they agreed 

with statements like “Our country needs a powerful leader, in order to destroy the radical and 

immoral currents prevailing in society today”, on a Likert-type scale where 1 corresponds to 

totally disagree and 7 to totally agree.  

 

Social Dominance Orientation. To assess the participant Social Dominance orientation, a 

translated version of the 16-item SDO7 scale from Ho et al. (2015), was used.  Participants 

rated on a Likert-type scale where 1 corresponds to totally disagree and 7 to totally agree, 

how much they agreed with the presented statements. The SDO-scale is divided into two 

dimensions, “dominance” and “antiegalitarianism” and the dimensions have four pro-

statements and four con-statements. An example of a dominance-statement is “It’s probably a 

good thing that certain groups are at the top and other groups are at the bottom.” An example 

of an antiegalitarianism-statement is “Group equality should not be our primary goal.” The 

Cronbach’s alpha of the two dimensions were also satisfactory, SDO-D, α = .84. SDO- E, α = 

.89. 

 

Demographics. At the end of the survey, demographic information was gathered: Gender, 

age, years of higher education, whether they were members of a political party and whether 

both their parents had western background. 

 

Analytical procedure.  Firstly, the results are analysed descriptively, giving a full picture of 

who the participants were and the average scores on the different measures of the study. 

Subsequently, factor analysis of the hateful statements was preformed. This was to 

investigate whether my analysis of the whether the statements were moderately hateful or 

hateful, coincides with the opinions of those participating in the study, thus potentially 

validating my assessment. Both the Perceptions and Liking items were subjected to factor 

analysis with maximum likelihood estimation, using SPSS version 22. A factor analysis is a 

measure helping with “data reduction” by telling us how they potentially cluster around 

underlying latent variables (factors). If several items intercorrelate, it is likely that they are 
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measuring the same concept – as one assumes that the factors determine the correlations 

between the variables (Ulleberg & Nordvik, 2001).  

 

To understand the relationship between the variables, mediator analysis was preformed. This 

study tested if and how the mediators Perceptions, Political orientation, Political Cynicism, 

Political Trust, Support for the monarchy mediated the hypothesised relationship between 

SDO and RWA (predictors) and liking (outcome). A mediator is a variable that indirectly 

affects the relationship between other two variables. Mediator analysis is a process that tests 

if the relationship between the predictor variables and the outcome variable can be explained 

by their relationship to one or more third variables (Field, 2014). This is tested through 

regression and through testing the indirect effects themselves. I tested the relationship with 

Baron and Kenny (1986) mediation method, and also by testing the indirect effects via the 

PROCESS tool in SPSS (by Andrew F. Hayes) (Field, 2014). The Baron & Kenny method 

consists of four steps. First, the relationship between the predictor and the outcome must be 

tested and established through regression. Second, there has to be established a relationship 

between the predictor and the mediator(s). Third, a relationship between the mediator(s) and 

the outcome has to be established. Fourth, if the relationship between of the predictor needs 

to be zero for complete mediation or weakened for partial mediation.  The relationship 

between the predictor variables and the outcome variable are referred to as the direct effect, 

and the relationship of the predictor variables on the outcome variable through the mediators, 

is called the indirect effect. The indirect effects were tested with bootstrapping with 5000 

random re-samples using the PROCESS macro (by Andrew F. Hayes) in SPSS. 

Bootstrapping is a non-parametric method, used to infer the shape of the sampling 

distribution by estimating its properties from the sample data. The sample data is treated as a 

population from which smaller samples are taken (bootstrap sample) – and the mean is 

calculated in each sample. Having 5000 random re-samples means that the process is 

repeated 5000 times, and then we have 5000 parameter estimates from each bootstrap sample. 

As I operated with a 95 % confidence interval, I could work out where 95 % of the bootstrap 

samples means fall. This generates a confidence interval around the indirect effects. If the 

indirect effect has a confidence interval that does not contain 0, it is likely that there is a 

significant effect (Field, 2014).  
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3.2 Results 
3.2.1 Descriptive analyses 
The RWA-scores demonstrate that there was a relatively low degree of Right Wing 

Authoritarianism among the participants (M = 2.45, SD = .82). Similarly, there was found a 

low of Social Dominance Orientation (SDO-D, M = 2.25, SD = 1.11, SDO-E, M = 2.32, SD = 

1.28).  The mean of the Support for the monarchy-scores was M = 4.81 (SD = 3.06), with a 

majority 48.6 % of participants showing low support for the monarchy (filling out 1-4 on the 

given scale). The scores on Political Trust (M = 4.24, SD = 1.27) and Political Cynicism (M = 

3.98, SD = 1.25) show that there is a low to moderate degree of participants supporting these 

measures. The mean scores on the perception of moderately hateful statements (M = 57.2, SD 

= 2.93) and of hateful items (M = 7.60, SD = 2.51) were low, as were the items for liking of 

moderately hateful comments (M = 1.58, SD = 1.64) and liking of hateful comments (M = 

1.26, SD = 1.21). All the means and standard deviations of the variables can be seen in the 

correlation matrix, Table 1.  

 

A pair samples t-test was conducted to evaluate the difference between the means of the 

Perception items (see figure 2) and Liking items (see figure 3). This was done to investigate 

whether the difference between the means was significant. A pair sample t-test is appropriate 

when participants are measured two times, to evaluate the difference between the means. In 

this study, participants are measure two times in terms of how they perceive the moderately 

hateful and hateful statements (Perceptions items), therefore the scores are compared in a pair 

samples t-test. The participants are also measured twice on their probability to support 

moderately hateful and hateful statements (Liking-items), making a pair samples t-test 

necessary. There was a statistical increase in scores from the mean of the Perception of the 

moderately hateful statements scores (M = 5.75, SD = 2.91) to the mean of the Perception of 

the hateful statements (M = 9.39, SD = 2.45), t (268) = 29.89, p < .001 (two tailed). The mean 

increase in scores was 3.64 with a 95 % confidence interval ranging from 3.40 to 3.89. The 

eta squared statistic (.77) indicate a large effect size (Pallant, 2013). There was a statistically 

significant increase in the mean scores of the Liking of moderately hateful comments scores 

(M = 1.58, SD = 1.64) of the mean of the Liking of hateful statements scores (M = 1.26, SD = 

1.21), t (268) = 4.85.  The mean increase in scores was .32 with a 95 % confidence interval 

ranging from .19 to .45. The eta-squared statistic (0.08) indicated a small effect size (Pallant, 

2013). 
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Table 1. Pattern Matrix, mean and SD for Perception and Liking 
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Figure 2. Mean scores of Perception items, moderately hateful and hateful.  
Perception of moderately hateful comments scores (M = 5.75, SD = 2.91, SE = .18, 95% CI [5.40, 6.09]), 
Perception of hateful comments scores (M = 9.39, SD = 2.45, SE = .15, 95% CI [9.10, 9.68]). +/-1 Standard 
Errors are displayed.  
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 Figure 3. The mean scores of Liking items, moderately hateful and hateful.  
Liking of moderately hateful scores (M = 1.58, SD = 1.64, SE = .10, 95 % CI [1.38,1.77]), Liking of hateful 
comments scores (M=1.26, SD = 1.21, SE = .07, 95 % CI [1.11,1.40]). +/-1 Standard Errors are displayed. 
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3.2.2 Factor Analysis  
Two factor analyses were done, one for the Perception items and one for the Liking items. 

Prior to preforming the factor analysis, the data was tested to assess if it was suitable for 

factor analysis. Assessment of the correlation matrix (Table 2) revealed the presence of many 

coefficients of .3 and above, suggesting one or more underlying factors. The Kaiser-Meyer 

Olkin value was .96 for the Perception items and .92 for the Liking items, surpassing the 

recommended value of .5 (Field, 2014). Bartlett’s test of Sphericity proved statistical 

significant in both cases (Field, 2014).   

 

Firstly, the Perception-items were extracted for analysis. The KMO and Bertlett’s Test, 

eigenvalues and scree plot can be seen in Appendix A. The analysis revealed the presence of 

two components with eigenvalues exceeding 1, explaining 68 % and 9,6 % of the variance 

respectively. The slope of the scree plot revealed a clear break after the second component. 

Based on Kaiser’s eigenvalue rule and using Catell’s suggested cut off point (DeVellis, 

2012); two factors were extracted for further analysis. The two-component solution explained 

a total of 77.6 % of the variance. To guide interpretation, oblique rotation was used.  

 

The Pattern Matrix (Table 1) revealed that many variables load strongly (above .3) to one of 

the components only. This interpretation of there being two components is consistent with 

my classification of the statements, there being one component representing moderately 

hateful statements and one component representing hateful statements. Most items I had 

classified as moderately hateful items loaded on the first factor and most hateful items on the 

second factor. Three statements showed cross loadings. 

 

Secondly, a factor analysis with the Liking items was conducted. The KMO and Bartlett’s 

Test, eigenvalues and scree plot can be seen in Appendix B. The analysis revealed the 

presence of two components with eigenvalues exceeding 1, explaining 73.3% and 7.3 % of 

the variance respectively. The slope of the scree plot revealed a clear break after the second 

component. Based on Kaiser’s criterion and using Catell’s suggested cut off point (DeVellis, 

2012); two factors were extracted for further analysis. The two-component solution explained 

a total of 80.62 % of the variance. To guide interpretation, oblique rotation was used. 

The Pattern Matrix (Table 1) reveals all variables loaded strongly to only one component, 

except item 13, which loaded strongly to both components. The interpretation of the two 
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components is consistent with my previous classification of the statements, there being one 

component representing intentions to like moderately hateful statements and one component 

representing intentions to like hateful statements, and also mostly overlaps with analysis of 

the perception items.  

 

Both factor analyses support the use of two components, and the items that cluster together 

supported one factor that represent moderately hateful statements (Component 1) and one 

factor that represent hateful statements (Component 2).  However, some of the items 

clustered around different factors than I first assigned them to. They therefore needed to be 

reassigned (eg. Represent the other factor than the one I first assigned them to) to the other 

Component – to better represent the opinions of those participating in the study.  In both 

factor analyses, items 11, 12, 13, 14 and 16 has clean loadings on the second factor, and are 

hereby assigned to this factor. The remaining items, 4, 19, 1, 20, 10, 7, 6, 17, 9, 5, 8, 2, 3, 18 

and 15 are assigned to Component 1, as they loaded strongest to this factor. This gives us two 

new scales (with a stronger validity, as the statements are rated by the all the participants), 

with satisfying alpha values: Perception moderately hateful comments a = .96, Perception 

hate a= .97, liking moderately hateful comments .97, liking hateful comments .96. The basis 

for further analysis will be the two factors wit the reassigned items.  

 

3.2.3 Mediator analysis 
The predictor’s relationship with the outcome. In this analysis, two mediation models 

were analysed, as moderately hateful and hateful statements had to be interpreted separately. 

Following Baron and Kenny (1986), there is first one regression investigating the relationship 

between the predictors and the outcome. Firstly, an analysis was preformed looking at the 

relationship between predictors SDO and RWA and outcome variable Liking of moderately 

hateful comments: F(3,261)=38.53, p <.001, R2=.31. SDO-E had a positive relationship with  

the outcome (β= .24, p < .001), demonstrating that high scores on the SDO-E scale predicts 

stronger likelihood of liking the moderately hateful statements. RWA also had a positive 

relationship with the outcome (β= .36, p < .001), suggesting that the higher you score on the 

RWA-scale, the more likely you are to Like the moderately hateful statements. The 

relationship with SDO-D was not significant (β= .04, p = .597). Secondly, the relationship 

between the predictors and the outcome variable Liking of hateful comments was tested 

F(3,261)=17.42., p<.001, R2=.17. SDO-E (β =.228, p < .001) and RWA (β =.146, p < .05) 
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predicted higher levels of  Liking of hateful comments, suggesting that the higher scores you 

have on the SDO- and RWA-scores, the more likely you are to like the hateful statements. 

The relationship with SDO-D was not significant (β= .099, p = .264). 

 

The predictors’ relationships with the mediators.  The second step in the Baron and 

Kenny (1986) mediation model is to test the relationship between the predictors (SDO/ 

RWA) and the mediators (Perception, Political Trust, Political Cynicism, Political 

Orientation and Support for the monarchy) in a linear regression. The correlations between 

these variables can be seen in Table 2. SDO-E had a positive relationship (β = .415, p < .001) 

with political orientation in a regression indicating that the more you oppose equality, the 

more conservative you are (F (3,264) = 56.07, p < .001, R2 = .624). SDO-E also had a 

positive relationship with Political cynicism (β=.293, p < .001) F(3,265) = 17.37, p < 

.001, R2= .405,  and Political trust (β =-.342, p <.001), has a negative relationship with SDO-

E, F(3,262) = 22.69, p <.001, R2= .454 . This suggests that the more you oppose equality, the 

more you distrust politicians and the more cynical you are about politicians, the more you 

oppose equality. SDO-D has no significant effect on any mediator. 

 

RWA has a positive relationship with political orientation (β= .222,), F(3,264) = 56.07, p 

<.01, R2= .264 indicating that people, who score higher on RWA tend to be more 

conservative. There was also a positive relationship with political cynicism (β= .226, p 

<.001) F(3,265) = 17.37, p <.001, R2= .405  and support of the monarchy (β=.369, p <.001), 

F(3,265) = 17.47, p < .001, R2=  .406, supporting that people who have high RWA-scores 

also are cynical towards politicians and support the monarchy. A comprehensive figure of all 

the relationships can be seen in Figure 4 and 5.  

 

Mediation model predicting intentions to like moderately hateful comments. In the last 

regression of Baron and Kenny (1986) method, both the predictors and the mediators are 

included in the regression, to test how the mediators affect the relationship between the 

predictors and the outcome (in this case, Liking of moderately hateful comments) and the f -

statistic for the regression was F(8,256)=21.27, p<.001, R2= .40. In the regression, SDO-E 

became not significant (β= .07, p = .934) and the level of influence from RWA decreased (β= 

.24, p < .001) suggesting that the effect of SDO-E was fully mediated and RWA is partially  
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Table 2. Correlations Between Major Study Variables 
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M

SD
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2
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4
5

6
7

8
9

10
11

1. SDO dominance
2.25

1.11
-

.744
.556

-.336
.279

.413
.405

.511
.264

-.409
-.463

2. SDO antiegalitarianism
2.32

1.28
.744

-
.510

-.422
.360

.455
.421

.586
.239

-.539
.-598

3. Right-W
ing Authoritarianism

2.45
0.82

.556
.510

-
-.358

.339
.498

.453
.477

.403
-.338

-.376
4. Political trust

4.24
1.27

-.336
-.422

-.358
- 

-.776
-.346

-.337
-.211

-.062
.471

.510
5. Political cynicism

3.98
1.25

.279
.360

.339
-.776

-
.319

.260
.216

.136
-.461

-.483
6. Liking, normative

1.61
1.70

.413
.455

.498
-.346

.319
-

.894
.532

.303
-.421

-.505
7. Liking, hate

1.38
1.33

.405
.421

.453
-.337

.260
.894

-
.437

.261
-.362

-.503
8. Political orientation

4.12
1.98

.511
.586

.477
-.211

.216
.532

.437
-

.339
.-466

-.516
9. Support of the monarchy

4.81
3.06

.264
.239

.403
-.062***

.136**
.303

.261
.339

-
-.145**

-.184
10. Perception, normative

5.72
2.95

-.409
-.539

-.338
.471

-.461
-.421

-.362
.-466

-.145**
-

.893
11. Perception, hate

7.60
2.51

-.463
.-598

-.376
.510

-.483
-.505

-.503
-.516

-.184*
.893

-
N

ote. N
ote. Significant at the .01 level **, significant at the .05 level *. 
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mediated by the significant relationships between the mediators and the outcome 

variable. Political orientation had a significant, positive relationship with Liking of 

moderately hateful comments (β = .25, p < .001), demonstrating that the more right wing you 

consider yourself to be, the more probably it is that you are going to like the moderately 

hateful comments. Perception of moderately hateful comments has a significant negative 

relationship with Liking of moderately hateful comments (β= -.154, p < .05), showing that 

the more hateful you perceive a comment to be, the less likely you are to like it. The 

remaining mediators did not have a significant relationship with the outcome 

variable, Support of the monarchy β= .084, p =.121, Political Trust β =-.151, p =.066, 

Political cynicism β -.034, p =.668. However, the Political Trust variable (β = -.151), had a 

significance level of p = .066, and hence, I considered it marginally significant. This 

relationship demonstrates that the less you trust politicians, the more likely you are to like the 

moderately hateful statements. A complete figure of the relationships between predictors, 

mediators and outcome variable can be seen in Figure 4.  

 

      
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4. The mediation model predicting moderately Liking of moderately hateful comments in Study 1  
Note: +p = 0.66,* p < .05, *,*p <.01, ***p < .001, all values in parentheses are values before adding the 
mediators.  
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Indirect effects. The indirect effects were tested with bootstrapping with 5000 random re-

samples using the PROCESS macro (by Andrew F. Hayes) in SPSS. SDO-D was not 

included as a predictor, because it did not have a significant relationship with the outcome 

variable to begin with (see previous section “The predictor’s relationship with the outcome”). 

The results as seen in Table 3 (only significant results shown) suggest that there was an 

indirect effect from the predictor SDO-E trough the mediators’ political orientation and 

moderately hateful perceptions. These effects did not differ in strength. Further the results 

supports and indirect effect from the predictor RWA trough the mediators’ support of the 

monarchy, and Political orientation. Support of the monarchy is not significant in the 

regression model, but as PROCESS showed an indirect effect, the results here will be used in 

further analysis – even though the effect is small. There is not a significant difference 

between the indirect effects.  

 
Table 3. Indirect effects, liking of moderately hateful comments 
Predictor Mediator Effect SE          95 % CI  

Lower          Upper 
SDO-E Political orientation .13 .05 .04 .26 
 Perception moderately hateful .09 .04 .04 .18 
 Δ .03 .07 -.09 .18 
RWA Support for the monarchy .06 .04 .01 .14 
 Political orientation .11 .05 .03 .24 
 Δ  -.05 .06 -.17 .05 

 

Mediation model predicting liking of hateful online-comments.  

In the second regression there were several mediators that showed a significant relationships 

with Liking of hateful comments, F(8,256)= 14.68 p <.001, R2=.31. The mediator 

Perceptions of hateful comments has a significant negative relationship with Liking of hateful 

comments (β =-.444, p < .001), demonstrating that the more hateful you perceive statement to 

be, the less likely you are to like them. The higher degree of Political cynicism (β =-.166, p < 

.05) the participants had, the less likely they were to like the hateful statements. The other 

mediators did not have a significant relationship with the outcome variable (Support of the 

monarchy β= .038, p =.509) (Political orientation β= .067, p =.343) (Political trust β =-.131, p 

= .132 ). After entering all the mediators and the predictors into the regression, all predictor 

variables became not significant (SDO-E β =.019, p =.830) (SDO-d β =.057, p =.482) (RWA 

β =.100, p =.151), signifying that the predictors are fully mediated. A complete figure of the 

relationships in the regressions can be seen in Figure 5.  
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Figure 5. The mediation model, predicting liking of hateful comments 
Note: * p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001, all values in parentheses are values before adding the mediators. 
 

Indirect effects. The indirect effects were tested with bootstrapping with 5000 random re-

samples using the PROCESS macro (by Andrew F. Hayes) in SPSS. SDO-D was not 

included as a predictor, because it did not have a significant relationship with the outcome 

variable. The results from testing the indirect effects results can be seen in Table 4 (only 

significant results shown). The results gives evidence for an indirect effect from SDO-E 

trough Political Cynicism and Perception to Liking of hateful comments– suggesting that the 

mediators mediate the relationship between SDO-E and the outcome variable. There is a 

significant difference between the indirect effects. The results also support an indirect and 

negative effect from RWA trough Political cynicism to Liking of hateful comments. 
	  

 
SDO-E 
	

 
SDO-D 
	

 
RWA 
	

Political 
orientation	
	

Political 
cynicism	
	

Political  
trust	

	

Monarchy 
Support	

	

Liking of 
hateful 

comments	
	

(.228**) -.019 

(.146*) .100 

.415***	

-.50*** 

.293** 

-.342*** 

.222*** 

.226** 

-.200* 

.369*** 

-.444*** 

-.166* 

Hateful 
perception	
	



	

	35	

Table 4. Indirect effects, liking of hateful comments 
Predictor Mediator Effect SE 95 % Confidence interval 

Lower                Upper 
SDO-E Political cynicism -.05 .03 -.12 -.01 

 Perception hateful .21 .08 .07 .40 

 Δ .26 .10 -.49 -.09 

RWA Politicial cynicism -.05 .04 -.16 -.01 

 

3.3 Preliminary discussion 
SDO-E is the component of SDO that had an effect on the outcomes Liking of moderately 

hateful and hateful comments. SDO-D did not have an effect. Underlying SDO-E is 

legitimizing myths supporting social hierarchies, which lay the groundwork for excluding 

certain groups’ access to resources and non-egalitarian intergroup relations (Foels & Pappas, 

2004; Hindriks, Verkuyten, & Coenders, 2014; Ho et al., 2015; Ho et al., 2012). It is not hard 

to see how the article chosen for this study could provoke those with high SDO-E scores. 

First of all, Tajik is a politician whose very presence challenges the current social hierarchies 

– and who can be perceived as a threat to the current welfare state. She is a young, Muslim 

woman voicing her opinions in the public. In addition, her proposal on abolishing the 

monarchy would change the current hierarchy is Norway. This challenges the current power 

structures, as her presence and opinions signalizes that new groups in the Norwegian 

democracy can gain power and influence –and wants to change the hierarchal status quo. 

According to the aforementioned dual process model, low agreeableness and lack of empathy 

towards others, makes those with high SDO-E scores see the world as a “competitive jungle” 

(J. Duckitt & Sibley, 2010). To maintain the status quo, harassment may seem as a necessary 

tool to fight Tajik and her opinions. However, SDO-D did not have an effect on Liking of 

hateful comments. SDO-D is a more explicit measure of blatant racism, ethnocentrism and 

support for violence towards subordinate groups (Ho et al., 2015; Jost & Thompson, 2000; 

Larsson et al., 2012). Perhaps the reason why this did not have an effect is that explicit 

racism was not an important reason for harassing Tajik, but rather the SDO-E perspective of 

seeing her as part of a subordinate group gaining power that needs to be put down.  

 

Several mediators mediated SDO-Es effect on the outcome variables Liking of moderately 

hateful - and hateful statements. When a mediator is percent, it helps explain the relationship 

between the predictor variable and the outcome. Rather than having a direct causal 

relationship between the predictor and the outcome, a mediation model proposes that the 
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predictor having an effect on the mediator, which in turn has an effect on the outcome 

variable.  

 

When Liking of the moderately hateful comments is the outcome, political orientation acts as 

a mediator. As mentioned previously, SDO is correlated with conservative beliefs and 

previous research has also shown that SDO-E has a strong connection to conservative beliefs 

(Kugler, Cooper, & Nosek, 2010). There is some news reporting suggesting a link between 

conservative beliefs and online hate/harassment (Newmark, 2016a; Stein, 2016), and this 

study further segments this relationship. It would seem as being conservative politically plays 

a part in accepting the more moderate of the hateful comments. Perhaps being a political 

opponent of Tajik makes it seem more justified supporting harassment of her as it is possible 

to imagine that one does not have as much empathy for those opposing your views. This is 

supported by research suggesting that those with high SDO scores do not have as much 

empathy as others (John Duckitt et al., 2002) and it is possible that it is amplified towards 

political opponents.   

 

In terms of the hateful comments, political cynicism functioned as a mediator. Political 

cynicism is a measurement telling us how much one believes politicians to be cynical and out 

for themselves (Pattyn et al., 2012). The positive relationship between SDO-E and political 

cynicism suggests that those with high SDO-E scores tend to be politically cynical. The 

relationship between political cynicism and Liking of hateful comments is negative, 

suggesting that the Liking of hateful comments towards Tajik is not about her as a politician 

(her not doing her job, being out for herself etc.). The harassment of her is not justified 

because she is in the category “cynical politician” but probably because of individual factors 

of her as  a politician and the opinions she is voicing. Perhaps participants in the present 

study who have high SDO-E scores do not see Tajik as a legitimate politician at the top of the 

Norwegian political hierarchy – but rather as someone emerging from lower segments society 

and challenges the current hierarchies. And if those who have high SDO-E see Tajik as an 

illegitimate politician to begin with, being politically cynical may just not be a logical reason 

for supporting harassment – thus explaining the negative relationship between Political 

cynicism and Liking of hateful statements.  

 

Perception of moderately hateful and hateful comments also acted as mediators between 

SDO-E and Liking of moderately hateful and hateful comments respectively. The 
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relationships in the mediation were all negative. This suggests that those who have high 

SDO-E-scores tend to be less likely to perceive the statements as harassment – and the more 

you see a statement as harassment, the less likely you are to like it. This is in line with 

existing research on SDO on account of how those with high scores perceive their actions and 

statements. As mentioned, it is typical of those with high SDO scores to score lower on 

empathic concern and perspective taking (Pratto et al., 1994). Not considering how a 

statement affects is target could make it harder to perceive hateful comments like others 

would.  This way of perceiving the world, could also be connected to ones conception of 

where one belongs in the social hierarchy. Supporting hierarchies (high scores on SDO-E) is 

suggested to be a form of group enhancement for the dominant groups in society (Foels & 

Pappas, 2004). A consistent finding in the social dominance literature is that dominant groups 

have higher levels of SDO than subordinate groups (Pratto, Sidanius, & Levin, 2006) and 

support for SDO is associated with being in a high-status group and low status groups often 

do not support hierarchies (Levin, Federico, Sidanius, & Rabinowitz, 2002). If we assume 

that in this present study, those have high SDO-E perceive themselves to be members of a 

high-ranking group in the social hierarchy, supporting harassment/ hateful comments could 

seem appropriate because it can seem like legitimate criticism towards subordinate groups 

(and not hateful harassment). In this sample, the vast majority of the participants were white 

with higher education–thus belonging to a perceived dominant group. One does not perceive 

oneself to be hateful or writing harassment, you’re simply telling lower-status 

groups/individuals “what’s what”. This would suggest that it is the group enhancement-part 

of SDO-E that affect whether one supports moderately hateful and hateful statements online. 

One is not harassing, just promoting your group’s role in the social hierarchy. 

 

The results of the present study also suggest that Right-Wing Authoritarianism had a 

significant correlation with Liking of moderately hateful and hateful comments. Being 

authoritarian entails having great respect for the authorities one sees as established. One also 

believes that it is legitimate to be aggressive towards whoever challenges their authority. 

Taking this into consideration, being hateful towards those who challenge the King – an 

authority who a vast majority of Norwegians support (Brekke & Skrede, 2017) – may seem 

very natural for an authoritarian – as challenging the Kings authority may be truly provoking 

for them. The King is the only person in the Norwegian society who has a legal constitutional 

influence, just by being the person he is. He has “blue bloods” and is an exalted figure.  
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However, several mediators mediate the relationship between RWA and Liking of hateful 

comments. Firstly, support of the monarchy acts as mediator between RWA and Liking of 

moderately hateful comments (however, the effect is weak, see method section). This 

suggests that authoritarians also show support for the monarchy – and that this helps explain 

some of the effect on Liking of moderately hateful comments. As previously mentioned, this 

is expected, and defending the King may seem legitimate and even important for an 

authoritarian.   

 

The results also suggest that authoritarians are politically conservative, and that this helps 

explain the relationship with Liking of moderately hateful comments. The positive 

relationship between RWA and Political orientation can be explained by research suggesting 

there is a clear link between RWA and conservatism. A primary component of RWA (one of 

the three interrelated clusters) is conventionalism, wanting strict adherence to conventional 

norms and values (Altemeyer, 1988). J. Duckitt and Sibley (2010) found that those with high 

RWA-scores tend to support political parties who defend “traditional” values, therefore being 

more supportive of right-wing parties and policies. This emphasis on conservative values is 

in part the reason why RWA have an effect on Liking of moderately hateful comments. As 

mentioned in the SDO-section, some reporting suggests that there is a link between being 

conservative politically and participating in online hate (Newmark, 2016a; Stein, 2016) – and 

this study further suggests that is it this politically conservative part of RWA that predicts 

support of online harassment. 

 

Further, results suggest that authoritarians tend to be politically cynical. This is in line with 

Pattyn et al. (2012) who found a significant connection between RWA and political cynicism.  

They argued that authoritarians have a general distrust of people and contempt for human 

nature. And although authoritarians have a natural respect for those they seem as legitimate in 

power, it is possible that they don’t see many politicians as legitimate. However, political 

cynicism has a negative relationship with liking hateful comments, telling us that it is not the 

contempt for politicians that make authoritarians like hateful comments. As discussed in the 

SDO-E section, this may have to do with Tajik not being seen as a legitimate politician – and 

high political cynicism therefore is a negative predictor of Liking hateful comments. Not 

perceiving Tajik as a politician, but rather as a threat to our democracy, would make directing 

online hate towards her more acceptable, as she yield power authoritarians perceive that she 

should not have. 
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4 Study 2 
In Study 2, conducted in the US, I used a mixed-methods experimental design to test whether 

SDO and RWA would predict political partisans’ online hate toward political opponents 

(Presidential candidates). Specifically, I measured Democrats and Republicans levels of SDO 

and RWA before then presented them with a real online article either exposing the lies of 

their own or the opponent group’s leader. After reading the article, participants were asked to 

write a comment to the respective candidate. This comment was presented as being 

anonymous or not. Here, I had several predictions. First, I expected that participants would be 

hateful in their comments when the opponent candidate but not their own candidate was 

caught lying because of political support. Second, I expected that the non-anonymous 

condition would make the comments more hateful on account of the previously mentioned 

research from Rost et al. (2016), showing that non-anonymity could be positive 

reinforcements for those participating in an “internet firestorm”. This is also supported by 

Newmark (2016b).  I chose to put emphasis on this research, as it is very new as well as very 

relevant for this study. Finally, I expected that higher scores on SDO and RWA would 

predict more hate towards the Democratic candidate, while lower scores on these variables 

should predict more hate towards the Republican candidate. This prediction was made on 

account of RWA and SDO being related to support of right wing policies and parties.  I 

expected the opposite of those with low SDO and RWA, as they logically would support 

more left-wing policies.  This study was conducted during the presidential election campaign, 

which of 2016, where I expected tensions to be high  - as the amount of hatefulness online 

tends to increase in election campaigns (Gagliardone et al., 2015). 

 

The hypotheses for this study are: 

Hypothesis 1: Political partisans show more hateful behavior against opponent political 

leaders than their own. 

Hypothesis 2: SDO and/ or RWA predict the probability of a person participating online 

harassment against politicians 

Hypothesis 3: Non-anonymous participants act more hateful online than those who are 

anonymous 
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4.1 Methods 
Participants. A total of 245 respondents completed the survey. Both genders were relatively 

equally represented (54.5 % female, 45.5 % men). The average age was 41.4 years. The 

majority of the participants were White/Caucasian. Of the participants, 46.2 % reported their 

political affiliation to be the Democrats, and 43 % answered Republican. The remaining 

10.8% answered “other” and were not used for further analyses given the purpose of this 

study.  See table 5 for full overview of the demographics.  
 

Procedure. The data was obtained through 

an online survey, hosted by the survey 

company Qualtrics and participants were 

recruited through Amazon MTurk. The 

survey was open for respondents from 

August 31 to September 3, 2016. All 

respondents were informed about the aim of 

the survey: To explore attitudes towards 

politicians. Moreover, the participants were 

reminded about their right to withdraw from 

participation at any time, that their answers 

were anonymous and the possibility to 

contact the researcher in case of questions or 

uncertainties. In the beginning of the survey, 

participants were asked to indicate their 

political orientation and political affiliation. Subsequently, the participants completed a 

measure of Social Dominance Orientation and Right-Wing Authoritarianism in randomized 

order. Then, the participants were presented with excerpts of one of two possible online 

articles each exposing lies made by either Hillary Clinton or Donald Trump. Specifically, one 

article was about Hillary Clinton, and the aim of the articles was exposing her alleged lies 

about her email-scandal (Hannity.com, 2016). The second article was about Donald Trump, 

and the aim of the article was exposing lies he supposedly told in his acceptance speech at the 

Republican National Convention (Cohn, 2016). Both excerpts were matched in length and 

structure and are presented in Appendix C. Next, the participants were asked to imagine that 

  Table 5. General Characteristics of the Population 
Age M (SD) 41.4 (13.1) 

Gender in % 

 Female 54.5 

Male 45.4 

Ethnicity in % 

 White/Caucasian 81.5 

African American 5.4 

Hispanic 5.9 

Asian 4.5 

Native American .9 

Jewish .5 

Other 1.4 

Political affiliation in % 

 Democrat 46.2 

Republican 43 

Other 10.8 



	

	41	

they could write a message to either Trump or Clinton (the same candidate as the article they 

read was about) in response to the article. Here, participants were randomly assigned to 

imagine doing this anonymously (i.e., with an anonymous Facebook account that could not 

be traced back to them) or not (i.e., with their personal Facebook account showing their full 

name) and where then ask to write down the message in an open-response field. Hence, the 

experimental procedure followed a 2 (message target: Clinton or Trump) x 2 (anonymous 

versus not anonymous) factorial design. Having written such a message, the participants were 

next requested to rate whether they considered the message they wrote as hateful. Finally, the 

participants had to fill in a demographic part.  

 

Instruments. The following sections will briefly describe the instruments utilized in this 

study. Reliability analyses were performed for all instruments. Mean scores for all scales 

were computed to yield easily interpretable results.  

 

Independent variables. 

Political orientation. Participants were asked to rate their political orientation on a scale of 1-

10, where 1 correspond to very liberal, 10 correspond to very conservative. 

 

Political affiliation. Participants were asked to indicate their political affiliation by choosing 

between three options: Democrat, Republican or Other.  

 

Social Dominance Orientation. To assess participants’ Social Dominance orientation, the 8-

item version of the SDO7 scale from Ho et al. (2015) was used.  Participants rated on a 

Likert-type scale where 1 corresponds to strongly oppose and 7 to strongly favor, how much 

they agreed with the presented statements. The SDO-scale is divided into two dimensions, 

“dominance” (i.e., SDO-D) and “anti-egalitarianism” (i.e., SDO-E) and the dimensions have 

two pro-trait statements and two con-trait statements. An example of a SDO-D item is “An 

ideal society requires some groups to be on top and others to be on the bottom.” An example 

of a SDO-E statement is “It is unjust to try to make groups equal”. The Cronbach’s alpha of 

the two dimensions was satisfactory (SDO-D: α = .87; SDO-E: α = .84). 

 

Right-Wing Authoritarianism. To assess participants’ right-wing orientation, the same scale 

as in Study 1was used, the 15-item RWA scale from krissonZakrisson (2005). The reliability 

of the scale was satisfactory (α = .94).  
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Dependent variables.  

Comment in response to article. Dependent on the condition they had been randomly 

assigned to, participants were asked to imagine they were able to send a message to either 

Clinton or Trump, and to write the message in a textbox. To assess the level of hate in the 

messages written by the participants (indicating that the messages showed harassment), two 

research assistants that were blind to the purpose of the study and the experimental conditions 

rated them. Specifically, on a scale ranging from 0 (not hateful) to 2 (clearly hateful) they 

independently rated each comment. Coder 1 rated 135 (73.8%) of the statements as not 

hateful, 24 statements (13.1%) as potentially hateful, and 24 (13.1%) statements as clearly 

hateful. Coder 2 rated 114 (62.3%) of the statements as not hateful, 35 statements (19.1%) as 

potentially hateful, and 34 statements (18.6%) as clearly hateful. Fifteen statements were not 

coded as participants had left the textbox empty (n = 4), stated that they would not write 

anything (n = 6), wrote that they did not know what to write (n = 2) or wrote something 

unrelated to the task (n = 3). The Kappa value with quadratic weighting was satisfactory (ϰ= 

.83, SE=.01, 95% CI [.83, .84]) and both ratings were highly correlated (r = .86, p < .001), 

indicating satisfactory interrater-reliability. A means score was calculated averaging the 

scores of both raters. 

 

Perceived hate. To be able to validate the coders ratings, the participants themselves were 

asked to rate how hateful they considered their previous message to be, on a scale from 1 (not 

at all) to 10 (to a very large extent). The hate ratings by the coders correlated substantially 

with participants’ perceived hate ratings, r(181) =.53, p <.001, further suggesting that the 

coding of the messages was valid. 

 

4.2 Results 
4.2.1 The effect of political affiliation, target candidate and anonymity on 

hatefulness 
An analysis of variance was conducted to explore the impact of political affiliation (i.e., 

Democrat vs. Republican), candidate (i.e., Trump vs. Clinton) anonymity (i.e., anonymous 

vs. non-anonymous) and the interaction between those factors on levels of hate found in the 

messages written by the participants. The interaction effect between Political affiliation and 

Candidate was statistically significant (see Table 6). There was also a statistically significant 
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three-way interaction effect between Political affiliation, Candidate and Anonymity. None of 

the main effects were significant. 

 
Table 6. Two-way ANOVA of the effect of political affiliation, target candidate and anonymity on hatefulness 
Source Sum of 

Squares 
df Mean 

Square 
F Sig. Partial Eta 

Squared 
Corrected Model 12.62 7 1.803 3,834 <.001 .133 
Intercept 40.848 1 40.848 86,865 <.001 .332 
Political affiliation .216 1 .216 .46 .499 .003 
Candidate .059 1 .059 .126 .723 .001 
Anonymity .011 1 .011 .024 .876 0 
Political affiliation * Candidate 8.345 1 8.345 17.747 <.001 .092 
Political affiliation * Anonymity .243 1 .242 .514 .474 .003 
Candidate * Anonymity .05 1 .05 .106 .745 .001 
Political affiliation  * Candidate * 
Anonymity 

2.181 1 2.181 4.638 .033 .026 

Error 82.293 175 .47    
Total 136.75 185     
Corrected Total 94.913 182     
Note. Dependent variable = Level of hate in the messages 
 

 
Figure 6. Relationship between Participants political Affiliation, Candidate Support and Hate 
 +/-1 Standard Errors are displayed. 

 

Following up on the significant interaction between political affiliation and Candidate (see 

Figure 6), simple slopes analysis was preformed. A simple slopes analysis is a regression 

looking at the relationship between the predictor and the outcome variable at low, mean and 

high levels of a moderator variable (Field, 2014). The analysis showed that Democrats 
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showed more hate towards Trump, and vice versa, Republicans showed more hate towards 

Clinton. This demonstrates that party affiliation is an important factor when it comes to 

assessing the level of hate one would feel and express towards each candidate. Next, 

following up on the three-way interaction effect, simple slopes showed that both Democrats 

and Republicans were significantly more hateful towards the opponent candidate than their 

own candidate when the condition was not anonymous, see figure 7. No effect was observed 

when the message was described to be anonymous. 

 

Figure 7. Democrats’ and Republicans’ levels of hate towards the candidates  
+/-1 Standard Errors are displayed 
 

4.2.2 The moderating role of SDO and RWA.   
To test out the hypothesis, that SDO and/or RWA predict whether a participants would 

partake in online harassment (high level of hate in the messages), based on the candidate in 

question, a multiple regression was preformed, F(7,175) = 4.5, p < .001. The results of the 

regression are found in table 7. The regression shows that SDO-E has a main effect, so that 

the more participants oppose egalitarianism; the more hate they show in the message, 

regardless of which candidate it was sent it. Moreover, the interaction between RWA and the 

Candidate factor is highly significant. To follow up on this interaction, a simple slopes 

analysis was preformed. The results are illustrated in Table 7 and Figure 8 and show that high 

RWA-scores predict higher levels of hate towards Clinton, while low RWA scores predict 

high hate towards Trump. 
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Table 7. Regression with SDO, RWA and Candidate 

Dependent variable: Level of hate  

Note. The values have been centred to ease the analysis 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 8. Simple Slopes Analysis, Candidate x RWA 
 

4.3 Preliminary discussion 
Political affiliation affected levels of hate in the messages written to the candidates but only 

when combined with candidate support. Further analysis showed that Democrats displayed 

more hate towards Trump than Clinton, and vice versa. This may not be too surprising; given 

the very heated political climate in the US at the moment this survey was conducted. The 

country had been through an extraordinary tough election campaign, with a lot of name-

calling, harassment and dogmatic predictions on what would happen in the event of the other 

candidate winning and assuming office. It seems likely that some of this rhetoric and 

harshness has had an effect on the electorate, provoking them to potentially write hateful 

messages to the candidate they do not support. As described in the introduction, Trump 
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supporters have the worst reputation of being aggressive or threatening online (Newmark, 

2016a)– but in this survey, both political affiliations showed hatefulness in their messages. 

The present study argues that this aggressive political climate in the US affected political 

discourse online, and “moved” standards of what is acceptable to say about the opposing 

party’s candidate. As one sees political candidates call each other names and approach each 

other with disdain, it becomes more natural to do it yourself in the online discourse. This is 

also supported be the aforementioned research from Hmielowski et al. (2014) 

 

Results suggested that the interaction between political affiliation, candidate support and 

anonymity had an effect on the levels of hate in the messages written by the participants. 

Further analysis suggested that both Democrats and Republicans were significantly more 

hateful towards the opposing candidate than their own candidate when the condition was not 

anonymous. This finding is in line with the research of Rost et al. (2016) on internet 

firestorms where they argue that non-anonymity helps to gain recognition, increases one’s 

persuasive power and mobilizes followers. This study seems to reaffirm this finding, 

suggesting that those who write hateful comments/ harassment seek recognitions by their 

peers in social media. But this could work both ways. One can also argue that harassers loose 

visibility in a large crowd. One does not stand out so much, if several others are participating 

in harassment – creating a de-individuation effect.  

 

Analysis suggests that the more participants oppose egalitarianism (high SDO-E scores), the 

more hate they show in the message they wrote, regardless of which candidate it was sent to. 

Both political candidates are a part of an elite in US society: Clinton as a long-term politician 

and part of a political family, and Trump as a billionaire and part of a rich business-family. 

Logically, one would assume that those with high SDO-E scores would have positive views 

on one of these politicians being President, as it reinforces the hierarchal status quo. 

However, as mentioned, the election campaign in the US has been very tough – with both 

sides trying to de-legitimize the opposing candidate. Democrats have attacked Trump on his 

qualifications, character and general incompetence (Lerer, Taylor, & Colvin, 2016; 

Newmyer, 2016; Rappeport, 2016). Republicans have attacked Clinton for being corrupt, 

taking decisions that have led to loss of American lives and breaking the law (Gathright, 

2016; Gorman, 2016; Reuters, 2016; Schultz, 2016). Perhaps this though tone in the election 

campaign has weakened the positions of both candidates, and challenged the perception of 

them as right for leading the country – leading to those who support hierarchies (high on 
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SDO-E) to act hateful towards both of them. This is also supported by statistics telling us that 

both Clinton and Trump had very high negative polls (Clement, 2016). When neither 

candidates are viewed as legitimate, those who support hierarchies can be presumed to be 

negative towards both candidates. 

 

This study also suggests that RWA can predict hatefulness, when combined with candidate 

support. Specifically, high RWA-scores predicted higher levels of hate towards Clinton, 

while low RWA scores predict high levels of hate towards Trump. This tells us that those 

who are authoritarian tend to support Trump, while the egalitarians support Clinton. This 

could be on account their policy. Hence, as Trump policies are more conservative, it would 

seem natural for those with high RWA-scores to support him. In addition, the attacks on 

Clinton’s legitimacy, character and judgments may have weakened her support among 

authoritarians.  
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5 General discussion 
In 2013, 55.4 % of national Norwegian politicians reported that they had experienced strong 

hateful statements or statements voicing strong displeasures towards them and as much as 

10.2 % had experienced direct threats against themselves or someone close to them (Bjelland 

& Bjørgo, 2014). An example of this is the harassment of the leader of the Liberal Party, 

Trine Skei Grande, December 2016: When fake news and quotes attributed to her spread 

quickly through social media. Hate groups - who were especially targeting her on account of 

her championing a new tax on flights - had bred several death threats and hateful statements 

towards her (Furuly, 2016; Woldsdal, 2016). In the US, the general ice-cold political climate 

between the candidates of the Presidential election of 2016, Hillary Clinton and Donald 

Trump, is a known and much debated phenomenon. Trump himself has threatened to “lock 

up” Clinton during the election campaign (which the republicans at rallies used as a 

slogan)(Levine, 2016; Stevenson, 2016). At the same time, Clinton held a speech implying 

that Trump is a racist and claimed that he believed in dark conspiracy theories and had a 

history of racism (Hains, 2016). This kind of harassment and hateful behaviour in US politics 

is not exclusively a problem to the presidential campaigns – but is a widespread phenomenon 

online. In general, 40 % of internet users have experienced online harassment directed at 

themselves (Duggan et al., 2014). However, to my knowledge, we know little about the 

online harassment US politicians probably receive. This dissertation is hopefully a first step 

in investigating this further. In this thesis I have argued that online harassment can be 

explained by a socio-political motivation to enforce existing status relations between groups 

and by a motivation to sanction people who challenge traditional values, traditions and 

beliefs. The theoretical basis for this framework is Social Dominance Theory (SDT) and 

Right-Wing Authoritarianism (RWA). The present thesis continues to suggest that SDT and 

RWA plays a strong role in political life, and acts as motivation for aggressive and 

destructive behaviour.  

 

The results of the studies in this dissertation suggest that those who have high SDO and 

RWA scores are more accepting of hateful online statements. My viewpoint is that this 

association stems from them having strong political and ideological beliefs, stemming for 

personality dimensions, as described by the dual-process model. According to this model – 

high SDO-scores stems from low Agreeableness, leading to not having much empathy (John 

Duckitt et al., 2002). Empathy as a personality dimension driving SDO is also suggested by 
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Pratto et al. (1994) and Jim Sidanius and Pratto (2001). Having low empathy scores would 

certainly make harassment seem harmless. If one also takes into consideration Fiske & 

Emery (1993) (as cited to by Parkins et al., 2006), which show that those with high SDO-

scores do not treat others as individuals, but members of a category, which further decreases 

potential empathy for the individual politician being harassed. Having low empathy scores 

would certainly make harassment seem more harmless, and perhaps it seems necessary to use 

strong language to get ones political point across. This translates into the online sphere, 

where the low empathy makes one not sympathetic to politicians one disagrees with and not 

seeing ethical problems with attacking them. In terms of RWA, dual process theory suggests 

that high scores stems from low openness and high conscientiousness, which contributes to 

high social conformity (John Duckitt et al., 2002). However this does not automatically 

explain how one is inclined to harass online. If one considers the research of McHoskey 

(1996), authoritarians also have problems with perspective taking; the ability to look at 

situations form other viewpoints. In addition Erjavec and Kovačič (2012) suggested that 

authoritarians feel they have a mission to spread the truth and find victory for their beliefs – 

and that the internet is an important arena for achieving this. High social conformity and 

limited ability to take in other viewpoints could make harassment of those who does not 

socially conform, seem logical and unproblematic especially if you fell you have a mission to 

get your beliefs across to the world. Also, if one feels a strong mission to spread the truth, it 

is possible that they see harassment as a natural of communication and part of their freedom 

of speech. Hence, this study supports the notion that the definition of hatefulness and 

harassment is interpreted differently, based on you ideological and political stance.  

 

Overall, the present studies provides a new framework for understanding online harassment, 

especially how we perceive the harassers. Many of the former studies on the subject of the 

motivations and background of harassers have focused on mental illness (though some have 

pinpointed internal motivations as a contributing factor, such as Meloy et al. (2004). This 

thesis suggests that online hate and harassment are also driven by socio-political ideologies – 

as the hatefulness online can be explained by SDO and RWA which provide legitimizing 

ideologies that makes participating on online harassment/hateful behavior seem harmless, 

necessary and important. Supporting the notion that mental illness is not the only variable to 

consider, is the meta-analysis by Onraet and Van Hiel (2014) which concluded that those 

with high SDO and RWA scores have a (weak) positive relationship with life satisfaction and 
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well-being. Right-wing views are not associated with mental illness but rather with higher 

threat assessment at the societal level.  

 

Not simply focusing on harassers as mentally ill has important implications for how one deal 

with online harassment. The “trolls” and harassers online are not simply mentally troubled, 

and to be ignored or brushed away (as tempting as it may seem). These can be people with 

strong ideological beliefs, who participate because of inner motivation. As mentioned in the 

introduction, the media and politicians have tested several strategies, without seeming to 

diminish the amount of online hate. When the motivations to participate in online harassment 

is rooted in deep-seated values on how society should look like, simply arguing against it 

may not be fruitful. Why would you stop arguing your worldview, if you feel like you are 

telling the truth – and that harassment is a justified means to and end? Ignoring or censoring 

hate speech would only increase the harassers feeling of importance, especially when it 

comes to spreading the word on the “real truth” (considering authoritarians thoughts on 

already doing this). I would argue that the participants of online hate speech much be viewed 

as political extremists – and handled as such. Being authoritarian or having high scores on 

SDO corresponds to having extreme conservative beliefs. It is these basic ideologies and 

political predispositions that create challenges when one wants to stop online harassment and 

hate. The harassers prefer to be not anonymous because of the support and status they get for 

expressing hatefulness online – and probably further enhanced by the echo chamber as many 

social media platforms functions as. This is also supported by the research of Rost et al. 

(2016) on internet firestorms, where the participants in online harassment riles each other up.  

 

One possible way of decreasing online harassment is for politicians themselves to speak to 

each other in a more respectful manner, as role models. As mentioned, Trumps followers 

have a reputation for being hateful online and one could argue that their behaviour is 

following his example. The aforementioned study by Hmielowski et al. (2014) supports this 

effect, by arguing  that the media is repeating and amplifying the aggressive rhetoric in US 

politics, affecting the discourse of the population.  

 

Another possibility is for editors of online debate forums (such as in social media and 

comment sections) to monitor their debates and how they develop. Posts going through 

advance screening before becoming visible to others, censoring those containing harassment 

or hate speech, is certainly a possibility several Norwegian newspaper comment-sections 
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have used. If the content in some ways can be toned down, the harassers do not gain the 

support and confirmation they want from their peers – and this may influence the rhetoric in 

these environments. However, this raises ethical concerns. Is the solution for ending hate 

speech, simple ignoring it at not giving the harassers the ability to express their hatred? It 

certainly can seem tempting for the individual newspaper, but this does not solve the 

problem. On social media, monitoring is even more difficult. For instance, on Facebook there 

are millions of users with different groups and pages to discuss opinions. To monitor all of 

them seems unlikely that the social media providers would participate in. Here, PST (The 

polices security service) in Norway and FBI (Federal Bureau of Investigation) in the US 

should be active and monitor extreme environments with much hatefulness and harassment 

and potential threatening content. Even though research has shown that there is not 

necessarily a strong link between harassment and approach/violence – online harassment in 

itself is psychological violence causing harm and distress for its victims.  

 

5.1 Strengths and limitations 
This study was characterized by several strengths and limitations. First of all is that the study 

is conducted in two different countries, thus providing cross-country validity to the results of 

the study. However, Norway and the US are both western countries with a fairly similar 

cultural background and society. The study has not tested whether SDO and RWA can 

function as a predictor for harassment in other cultural hemispheres of the world.  

 

Secondly, this is a correlational study. Therefore, it is a theoretical possibility for spurious 

effects, interfering with the results. However, using the PROCESS tool to test the indirect 

effects should control for this in relation to the mediator analysis. Another weakness with 

correlational studies is that the direction of the relationships is not clear. It could be that 

writing hateful messages online, increases ones level of SDO and RWA and not the other 

way around, as this study has suggested. For instance the mentioned research of Jim Sidanius 

et al. (2013), suggesting that SDO had a stronger influence on empathy than the opposite.  

This needs to be taken into consideration upon further research.  

 

Third, both studies subjected the participants to hypothetical situations – and were not 

observed in their “natural” behaviour online. The participants were asked to rate messages 

and weather or not to like them or to send messages to politicians. This may not be something 
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many would do, if they weren’t asked. However, the statements participants were asked to 

like and rate were real, and the newspaper articles exposing the lies of the candidates in the 

US were based on facts. We also did not ask for hatefulness in the second study, we just 

asked the participants to write message, not using any constraints. Still, hatefulness emerged 

in the messages – giving ecological validity.  

 

In study 1, participants were purely measured on typical “right wing” measures. This did not 

give leeway for potential left-wing harassers. However, this is possible in study 2 – and there 

we found harassers on both sides of the political spectrum. Still, this analysis focused on the 

framework of SDT and RWA  - there were no measures specifically measuring the extreme 

left wing and their behaviour online. A possibility for further studies is to have specific 

measures on left-wing political ideologies, giving a more in depth picture of the harassers 

with this viewpoint.  

 

Lastly, the first study consisted of a convenient sample. The participants were collected via 

social media and comment sections of Norwegian newspapers, and therefore is not a purely 

representative sample of the normal population. However, this study was mostly interested in 

getting the opinions of those who actually harassed/acted hatefully online – so this also 

served a purpose.  

 

5.1.1 Future studies. 
As this study is quantitative in its form, a qualitative study could give more depth to the 

motivations behind online harassment. A closer look at emotional response, and how it 

influences online behaviour would also be relevant. Investigating both SDO/RWA and 

pathology could also be interesting  - as we did not control for pathology in this study  - and 

it could be a confounding variable.   
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5.2 Conclusions 
In both studies, SDO and RWA play a role in predicting participating in and supporting 

online harassment and hateful comments. However, this study also suggests that political 

motivation play a big role in predicting harassment, especially against politicians with who 

have opposing views from the online harassers. These results suggest that political and 

ideological motivations should be taken into consideration when tackling the increasing 

problem of online harassment – and that understanding the harassers is not simply a question 

of their mental health. 
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Appendix A 
Factor Analyses Items, Perception items 

 
Table A1. KMO and Bertlett’s Test Perception items 

 

 

 

 
Table A2. Total variance explained, Perception items 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Factor Initial Eigenvalues Rotation Sums of Squared Loadingsa
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total

1 13.592 67.961 67.961 12.529
2 1.925 9.623 77.583 9.778
3 .817 4.086 81.669
4 .487 2.433 84.102
5 .375 1.874 85.976
6 .351 1.756 87.732
7 .329 1.647 89.379
8 .277 1.385 90.764
9 .239 1.195 91.958

10 .229 1.143 93.101
11 .202 1.012 94.113
12 .180 .902 95.015
13 .176 .880 95.895
14 .152 .760 96.655
15 .147 .735 97.389
16 .139 .693 98.082
17 .125 .626 98.707
18 .120 .598 99.305
19 .080 .400 99.705
20 .059 .295 100.000

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.

Total Variance Explained

.964
Approx. Chi-
Square

6457.527

df 190
Sig. .000

KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
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Figure A1. Scree Plot, Perception items 
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Appendix B 
Factor Analysis Items, Liking  

 
Table B1. KMO and Bartlett’s Test, Liking items  

 
 

 
Table B2. Total Variance Explained, Liking Items 

 
 

 

 

 
	  

.922
Approx. Chi-
Square

8408.723

df 190
Sig. .000

KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

Factor Initial Eigenvalues Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total

1 14.665 73.326 73.326 13.659
2 1.460 7.300 80.626 11.510
3 .902 4.512 85.138
4 .585 2.923 88.060
5 .400 2.001 90.062
6 .382 1.911 91.973
7 .307 1.537 93.510
8 .251 1.254 94.764
9 .184 .920 95.684

10 .176 .881 96.565
11 .148 .740 97.305
12 .129 .647 97.953
13 .101 .503 98.456
14 .094 .469 98.924
15 .079 .394 99.318
16 .058 .291 99.609
17 .037 .186 99.795
18 .018 .092 99.887
19 .012 .061 99.948
20 .010 .052 100.000

Total Variance Explained
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Figure B1. Scree plot, Liking items 
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Table B3. Pattern and Structure matrix with Oblim Rotation 
 

 

Item
Factor 1

Factor 2
Factor 1

Factor 2
M

ean
SD

M
ean

SD
4. H

un tar vel sikte på å bli President i N
orge (..)

.971
.097

.881
.070

4.87
3.281

1.89
2.338

19. N
orge uten konge?! H

vem
 tror hun at hun er?!! (...)

.897
.103

1.037
.232

4.43
3.341

1.63
2.156

1.V
il heller fjerne Tajik

.888
.175

.690
.026

3.92
3.067

2.22
2.664

20. Eg m
ener hun m

å finne en annen ting å gjøre eller holde hjeft
.865

.034
.866

.099
4.47

3.285
1.42

1.699
10. H

adja m
å bort 

.834
.041

.84
.004

4.62
3.421

1.72
2.253

7. H
un har frem

tids-visjoner. En m
uslim

sk stat m
ed kongehus er en um

ulig m
ix!

.817
-.070

.85
-.126

5.38
3.377

1.46
1.729

6. Tajik burde væ
rt fjernet og resten av de som

 er for republikk burde væ
rt kneblet (..) 

.800
-.026

.834
.079

5.73
3.539

1.41
1.615

17. (..) Fru Tajik er uhyrlig, liksom
 sin grusom

m
e partileder. (...) 

.787
-.091

.638
-.291

5.57
3.348

1.48
1.718

9.  (..) For å si det enkelt, bli kvitt dette kvinnem
ennesket (...) 

.784
-.133

.792
-.108

6.24
3.559

1.52
1.878

5. Er vel veien å gå for Tajik skal det væ
re noen m

ulighet for at N
orge skal kunne få en m

uslim
 som

 overhode (..)
.784

-.147
.643

-.277
6.47

3.569
1.57

1.849
8. H

adja ønsker vel å kaste kongehuset og etablere et kalifat. U
ansett, kun et spørsm

ål om
 tid.

.782
-.164

.765
-.244

6.06
3.421

1.45
1.757

2. Skulle ikke forundre m
eg at Tajik vil ha  en im

an eller m
ulla i kongens sted. H

urra for "fargerikt fellesskap" 
.668

-.239
.697

-.171
6.65

3.365
1.51

1.716
3. Skal hun fjerne kongehuset? H

un som
 ikke kom

m
er herifra?? 

.599
-.344

.675
-.319

7.3
3.445

1.4
1.489

18. Jihadia m
å bort. K

ongehuset m
å bestå

.555
-.364

.702
-.243

7.01
3.523

1.58
2.031

15. H
un vil vel ha en Q

usling som
 landssviker til President

.538
-.390

.619
-.316

7.15
3.463

1.39
1.705

13. Fjern heller det svinet som
 faen ikkje e norsk en gang

.044
-.943

-.040
-1,029

9.3
2.698

1.26
1.332

12. Se å få fjerna det dyret
.064

-.902
.086

-.921
9.14

2.777
1.28

1.333
14. Jæ

vla utlending as. H
arald er sjef. H

un burde blitt hengt på et offentlig sted
-.047

-.878
.085

-.791
10.05

2.273
1.19

1.071
16. D

ra til helvete, jeg hjelper gjerne til m
ed et balltre

-.004
-.873

.070
-.795

9.62
2.509

1.22
1.237

11. A
vsett Støre og send Tajik tilbake til A

frika og til hennes H
øvding og dressurkurset sitt

.227
-.725

.235
-.722

8.84
2.949

1.35
1.485

Pattern m
atrix, Perception

Pattern m
atrix, Liking

Perception
Intentions

Loadings over .3 in the pattern m
atrix are enhanced in 

bold. Item
s in N

orw
egian 

Table B
3. Pattern and Structure m

atrix w
ith O

blim
 Rotation of Tw

o Factor Solution 
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Appendix C 
 

Excerpts from the two online articles used in the survey 
 
1. Five Huge Clinton Lies Destroyed By FBI Director James Comey's Statement   
 
Although the Federal Bureau of Investigation has decided not to recommend criminal charges 
against Hillary Clinton, FBI Director James Comey's lengthy statement on the investigation 
into Clinton's private email server did expose a number of falsehoods the former Secretary of 
State has been repeating since the investigation began. During Comey's 15 minute statement, 
Clinton's talking-points were systematically taken apart, piece-by-piece. 
  
On March 10, 2016 Hillary Clinton stated categorically, "I did not e-mail any classified 
material to anyone on my e-mail. There is no classified material. I’m certainly well-aware of 
the classification requirements and did not send classified material." Comey, however, 
revealed that ”110 e-mails in 52 e-mail chains have been determined by the owning agency to 
contain classified information at the time they were sent or received”. 
 
(Hannity.com, 2016) 
 
2. Donald Trump Promises Not To Lie, Right Before Lying A Bunch Of Times   
 
Donald Trump made a solemn vow near the beginning of his acceptance speech at 
the Republican National Convention on Thursday evening, promising to “present the facts 
plainly and honestly. … There will be no lies.” Fittingly, that statement was a lie.In news that 
will come as little surprise to anybody who has followed the campaign closely, Trump’s 
speech was littered with misleading claims and even a few flat-out untruths. 
  
Some were obvious, like when he said, “America is one of the highest-taxed nations in the 
world.” It isn’t. In fact, according to statistics from the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development, the U.S. is among the least-taxed nations in the 
world. Elsewhere in the speech, Trump claimed that crime is soaring, even though it’s still 
down dramatically since Obama became president and the evidence of a recent rise is still 
ambiguous. 
	
(Cohn, 2016)  
 

 
 


