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Abstract
Violent extremism is a costly, global problem, yet research has yet to come to a consensus on the psychological 
underpinnings of violent extremism. The aim of this dissertation was to contribute to a more nuanced understanding of the 
psychological underpinnings of violent extremism and group-based violence by (1): moving beyond the traditional focus on 
disadvantaged groups, Islamist extremism, and first-hand experience of victimisation or disadvantage; (2): moving past the 
long-standing person-situation dichotomy; and (3) attempting to integrate the role of personality and social psychological 
factors in susceptibility to violent extremism.

In Study I we tested a social psychological model of Islamist extremism amongst Muslims living in the West, and 
Muslims living in countries which have first-hand experience of Western military intervention. We found that the model 
applies across contexts, suggesting that a sense of muslim identity based on a sense of victimisation, cuts across borders, 
and victimisation can be experienced vicariously.

In Study II I found that both personality (honesty-humility) and team identification predict violent intentions amongst 
soccer supporters, and that collective narcissism partially mediated these associations.

Study III identified common personality and social psychological predictors of group-based violence across three 
studies sampling from Black Lives Matters supporters, an immigration-critical group (Swedes), and soccer supporters. 
Across all contexts, with group-based relative deprivation positively and honesty-humility negatively predicting support for 
violence. Further, amongst BLM supporters and the immigration-critical group, emotionality negatively predicted support 
for violence, violent intentions, and self-reported aggression/violence.

In Study IV I predicted that modesty would be negatively associated with group-based relative deprivation amongst 
members of advantaged but not disadvantaged groups. Across two studies amongst White and Black Americans, and 
amongst men and women, I found that modesty interacted with group membership. Specifically, modesty was negatively 
related to group-based relative deprivation amongst White Americans but not Black Americans, and amongst men, but not 
women. An implication of these findings is that individuals espousing the rhetoric of far-right and men’s right’s movements, 
are low in modesty, predisposing them to feel a greater sense of entitlement, and hence violation of entitlement.

Overall, the findings across these studies suggest that both personality and social psychological variables need to be 
considered when examining why individuals endorse violent extremism. Furthermore, the findings demonstrate that there 
are common personality and social psychological factors underpinning different forms of group-based violence, including 
identity processes, feelings of group-based disadvantage and injustice, and personality characterised by low honesty-
humility and emotionality.

Furthermore, feelings of injustice and group-based relative deprivation can be experienced in the absence of direct 
experience of victimisation, in non-political contexts, and even when one belongs to a structurally advantaged group. 
Although many groups perceive that their group is disadvantaged relative to other groups, personality (e.g., low modesty) 
may predispose members of structurally advantaged groups to perceive that their group is not getting what they are entitled 
to.

Keywords: violent extremism, personality, group-based relative deprivation.
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Abstract 

Violent extremism is a costly, global problem, yet research has yet to come to 
a consensus on the psychological underpinnings of violent extremism. More-
over, previous research on the psychology of violent extremism has often re-
lied on descriptive data, and/or focused on Islamist extremism, “disadvan-
taged” groups, and social or social psychological explanations. Furthermore, 
previous scholars have generally dismissed the role of personality. The gen-
eral aim of this dissertation was to contribute to a more nuanced understanding 
of the psychological underpinnings of violent extremism and group-based vi-
olence by (1): moving beyond the traditional focus on disadvantaged groups, 
Islamist extremism, and first-hand experience of victimisation or disad-
vantage; (2): moving past the long-standing person-situation dichotomy; and 
(3) attempting to integrate the role of personality and social psychological fac-
tors in susceptibility to violent extremism. 

In Study I we tested a social psychological model of Islamist extremism 
amongst Muslims living in the West, and Muslims living in countries which 
have first-hand experience of Western military intervention. We found that 
the model applies across contexts, suggesting that a sense of muslim identity 
based on a sense of victimisation, cuts across borders, and victimisation can 
be experienced vicariously. 

In Study II I found that both personality (honesty-humility) and team iden-
tification predict violent intentions amongst soccer supporters, and that col-
lective narcissism partially mediated these associations.  

Study III identified common personality and social psychological predic-
tors of group-based violence across three studies sampling from Black Lives 
Matters supporters, an immigration-critical group (Swedes), and soccer sup-
porters. Specifically, across all three contexts, with group-based relative dep-
rivation positively and honesty-humility negatively predicting support for vi-
olence. Further, amongst BLM supporters and the immigration-critical group, 
emotionality negatively predicted support for violence, violent intentions, and 
self-reported aggression/violence. Moreover, there was some evidence that 
group-based relative deprivation interacted with personality to predict en-
dorsement of group-based violence.  

In Study IV I predicted that modesty would be negatively associated with 
group-based relative deprivation amongst members of advantaged but not dis-
advantaged groups. Across two studies amongst White and Black Americans, 



and amongst men and women, I found that modesty interacted with group 
membership. Specifically, modesty was negatively related to group-based rel-
ative deprivation amongst White Americans but not Black Americans, and 
amongst men, but not women. An implication of these findings is that indi-
viduals espousing the rhetoric of far-right and men’s right’s movements, are 
low in modesty, predisposing them to feel a greater sense of entitlement, and 
hence violation of entitlement. 

Overall, the findings across these four studies suggest that both personality 
and social psychological variables need to be considered when examining why 
individuals endorse violent extremism. Furthermore, the findings demonstrate 
that there are common personality and social psychological factors underpin-
ning different forms of group-based violence, including identity processes, 
feelings of group-based disadvantage and injustice, and personality character-
ised by low honesty-humility and emotionality. 

Furthermore, feelings of injustice and group-based relative deprivation can 
be experienced in the absence of direct experience of victimisation and op-
pression, in non-political contexts, and even when one belongs to a structur-
ally advantaged group. Although many groups perceive that their group is dis-
advantaged relative to other groups, personality (e.g., low modesty) may pre-
dispose members of structurally advantaged groups to perceive that their 
group is not getting what they are entitled to. 
 
 
Keywords: violent extremism, personality, group-based relative deprivation 



Sammanfattning på svenska 

 
Våldsbejakande extremism är ett kostsamt globalt problem, men psykologi-
forskare har ännu inte kunnat enas om vilka faktorer som förklarar varför vissa 
personer är mer benägna att stödja eller engagera sig i våldsbejakande extr-
emism. Tidigare forskning om den våldsbejakande extremismens psykologi 
har dessutom ofta förlitat sig på beskrivande data och/eller fokuserat på islam-
istisk extremism, "missgynnade" grupper och sociala eller socialpsykologiska 
förklaringar. Vidare har tidigare forskare i allmänhet avfärdat personlighetens 
roll. Syftet med denna avhandling är att bidra till en mer nyanserad förståelse 
av den psykologiska grunden för våldsbejakande extremism och gruppbaserat 
våld genom att (1) se bortom traditionellt fokus på missgynnade grupper, 
islamistisk extremism och  förstahandserfarenhet av utsatthet eller missgyn-
nande, (2) se förbi den långvariga person-situation dikotomin samt  
(3) försöka integrera personlighetens roll och socialpsykologiska faktorer i 
mottagligheten för våldsbejakande extremism.  

I Studie I testades en socialpsykologisk modell av islamistisk extremism 
bland muslimer som bor i väst och muslimer som bor i länder som har första-
handserfarenhet av västerländsk militär intervention. Det visade sig att mo-
dellen gäller i olika sammanhang, vilket tyder på att muslimsk identitet base-
rad på en känsla av viktimisering, skär över gränser och att muslimer kan upp-
leva viktimisering mot muslimer utan att ha själv varit offer. 

I Studie II bland fotbollssupportrar visade det sig att det fanns ett negativt 
samband mellan personlighetsdraget ärlighet-ödmjukhet och våldsamma in-
tentioner och ett positivt samband mellan lagidentifiering och våldsamma in-
tentioner. Kollektiv narcissism förklarade delvis dessa samband. 

Studie III identifierade gemensamma personlighets- och socialpsykolo-
giska faktorer som ligger bakom gruppbaserat våld i tre studier med urval från 
Black Lives Matters-supportrar, en immigrationskritisk grupp (svenskar) och 
fotbollssupportrar. I alla tre sammanhangen, visade det sig att det var ett po-
sitivt samband mellan  gruppbaserad relativ deprivering  och stöd för våld,  
men ett negativt samband mellan ärlighet-ödmjukhet och stöd för våld. Vi-
dare, bland BLM-anhängare och den immigrationskritiska gruppen, var det ett 
negativt samband mellan emotionalitet och stöd för våld, våldsamma avsikter 
och självrapporterad aggression/våld. Dessutom fanns det vissa bevis för att 



gruppbaserad relativ deprivering interagerade med personlighet för att förut-
säga stöd för våld. 

I Studie IV visade det sig att det fanns ett negativt samband mellan öd-
mjukhet och gruppbaserad relativ deprivering bland vita amerikaner men inte 
bland svarta amerikaner och bland män, men inte bland kvinnor. En implikat-
ion av dessa fynd är att individer som förespråkar högerextrem retorik och 
mäns rättigheter, är låga i ödmjukhet, vilket gör att de känner en större känsla 
av berättigande och därmed kränkning av sina rättigheter. 

Sammantaget tyder resultaten i dessa fyra studier på att både personlighets- 
och socialpsykologiska variabler måste beaktas när man undersöker varför 
vissa individer stödjer eller engagerar sig i våldsbejakande extremism. Dess-
utom visar resultaten att det finns gemensamma personlighets- och socialpsy-
kologiska faktorer som ligger till grund för olika former av gruppbaserat våld, 
inklusive identitetsprocesser, känslor av gruppbaserat underläge och orättvisa 
samt personlighet som kännetecknas av låg ärlighet-ödmjukhet och emot-
ionalitet. Vidare kan känslor av orättvisa och gruppbaserad relativ deprivering 
upplevas även om man inte har varit offer eller upplevt förtryck, i icke-poli-
tiska sammanhang och även när man tillhör en strukturellt gynnad grupp. 
Även om många grupper uppfattar att deras grupp  är missgynnad i förhållande 
till andra grupper, kan personligheten (t.ex. låg ödmjukhet) leda till att perso-
ner som tillhör strukturellt gynnade grupper uppfattar att deras grupp inte får 
vad de anser att de har rätt till. 
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1 

Introduction 

The past two decades has witnessed a steady uptick in acts of violent extrem-
ism, particularly in the West (Europol, 2020; Jones et al., 2020). Previously, 
public conceptions about violent extremists centered primarily on Islamist ex-
tremists, and the majority of research has also tended to focus on this type of 
extremism (Atran, 2003; Pedahzur, 2005; Sageman, 2008; Victoroff et al., 
2012). However, more recently we have witnessed an alarming increase in 
right-wing extremism (Institute for Economics and Peace, 2020), and to a 
lesser degree, left-wing extremism. This has become increasingly salient 
through events in the West, such as Brenton Tarrant’s attack in Christchurch, 
the storming of the Capitol in Washington, and violence occurring at Char-
lottesville and Black Lives Matters protests. What leads individuals to engage 
in violent group mobilisation? Are there common psychological factors which 
can explain why individuals endorse group-based violence in different con-
texts? Could these factors also extend to non-political forms of group-based 
violence, such as hooliganism? 

Examination of the anecdotal evidence, such as manifestos of known ter-
rorists such as the London bomber (see BBC News, 2005), Brenton Tarrant 
(see Tarrant, 2019), and the rhetoric being spread through Islamist, right-wing 
movements, and left-wing movements, suggests that despite ideological dif-
ferences between these groups, they all share a few things in common. First, 
they all feel a sense of identity or solidarity with the specific group in question. 
Second, they feel that their group (or a group they support) has been somehow 
victimised or disadvantaged, even if their group is structurally advantaged (as 
is the case for White supremacists). However, can these factors alone (identi-
fication, and perceptions of disadvantage) explain why individuals resort to 
violence for their group? 

In this dissertation, I argue that both social psychological factors and basic 
personality variables explain why individuals endorse group-based violence 
for their cause. As I will later draw attention to, the long-standing person-
situation debate within psychology is also prominent when it comes to theo-
rising and research on the underpinnings of group-based violence. Moreover, 
I argue that the general tendency to dismiss the role of personality traits has 
been somewhat premature. Specifically, I show that personality and social 
psychological explanations complement one another and jointly influence in-
dividual propensity to engage in group-based violence. 



2 

Terrorism and violent extremism 
We often hear the terms terrorism or violent extremism in the media, with 
many politicians, practitioners, and research scholars tending to use these 
terms interchangeably. Previously, in political and media discourses the term 
terrorism has often referred to instances of violence perpetrated by Muslims, 
with a common narrative in Western societies that “all terrorists are Muslim” 
(Corbin, 2017; Kearns et al., 2018). However, it has been increasingly recog-
nised by scholars and counter-terrorism organisations that acts of terrorism 
can be perpetrated by a range of different groups (Agius et al., 2020; Hoffman 
& Clarke, 2020). Furthermore, some scholars argue that the term terrorism is 
unscientific and contentious and should even be abolished in favour of the 
term violent extremism (de Buitrago, 2012). Violent extremism has been de-
fined as referring to individuals who disregard the rule of law, aiming to create 
a homogenous society, thereby endorsing an ends-justify-means philosophy, 
and thus embracing the use of violence (Schmidt, 2003).  

Why exactly do individuals resort to violent extremism? Scholars and prac-
titioners (e.g., individuals working to counter violent extremism) have been 
preoccupied with answering this question. However, different scholars/prac-
titioners view and hence, study violent extremism from their own particular 
lens. Throughout this dissertation, I primarily view violent extremism from 
the lens of psychology, with a particular focus on individual and social psy-
chological factors which may influence individual susceptibility to engaging 
in violent extremism. Within the field of psychology, violent extremism can 
be also understood more broadly as group-based violence, or violent, non-
normative collective action. Although the term violent extremism is primarily 
used to refer to violence with political motivations, there are also forms of 
group-based violence which do not necessarily have political roots (e.g., soc-
cer hooliganism). Thus, throughout this dissertation I often use the terms vio-
lent extremism and group-based violence/collective violence interchangeably. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



3 

Towards a new direction for the study of violent 
extremism 
 
Until more recently, much of the research examining the psychological rea-
sons individuals resort to violent extremism have focused on examining the 
profiles or backgrounds of known terrorists or suicide terrorists and then sub-
sequently inferring causality (see e.g., Victoroff, 2005 for a review). Other 
researchers have employed interview methods to extract information from 
known terrorists (see Harris et al., 2016). Although such research has provided 
us with valuable information about what might motivate individuals to resort 
to violent extremism, such studies do not allow us gain a nuanced understand-
ing of how different psychological factors (i.e., individual factors, emotions, 
social psychological factors) might relate to one another, and how they might 
relate to different indicators of violent extremism (see also Obaidi, 2016). 
Moreover, studies which make use of purely descriptive or interview data 
(without quantitative data or methods) do not allow researchers to control for 
specific variables or infer causality.  

As has been pointed out by numerous scholars, there are considerable bar-
riers to conducting scientifically rigorous research amongst actual violent ex-
tremists, including ethical considerations, difficulty gaining access to a large 
representative sample of violent extremists, as well as safety concerns (e.g., 
Bjørgo, 2005; Silke, 2008). Although I acknowledge that there are considera-
ble barriers to conducting empirical research on the psychological underpin-
nings of violent extremism amongst actual violent extremists, this should not 
prevent researchers from conducting theory-driven empirical research among 
large population-based samples. Rather than relying solely on descriptive 
data, anecdotal observations or collecting data among actual violent extrem-
ists, researchers can also focus on measuring susceptibility to violent extrem-
ism by measuring different indicators of violent extremism, such as sup-
port/sympathy for violent extremism, violent behavioural intentions, or self-
reported aggression or violence. Although such measures may have limita-
tions it is possible for these measures to be validated. This is not to say that 
this proposed method is necessarily better than previous methods (i.e., those 
that make use of descriptive data, or anecdotal observations), but rather, that 
conclusions (about what underlies susceptibility to violent extremism) should 
be drawn from the total body of evidence accumulated by using multiple meth-
ods (i.e., method triangulation). Thus, it is important that research also 
measures indicators of violent extremism in a general population. 

The present dissertation adopts the proposed approach by examining em-
pirically how relevant psychological constructs (personality and social psy-
chological factors) are linked to support for violence, violent behavioural in-
tentions, and self-reported aggression and violence. I focus on endorsement of 
group-based violence across a range of contexts, in particular, within the 
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Black Lives Matter movement, right-wing extremism, and soccer hooligan-
ism. The latter context was included to assess whether similar associations 
could be observed in contexts involving group-based violence, without polit-
ical motivations. 

Although it has been increasingly recognised that the construction of mas-
culinity may play an important role in violent extremism, with the majority of 
violent extremists being men (Agius et al., 2020; Dier & Baldwin, 2022; Kim-
mel, 2018), this dissertation did not directly take a gender perspective (with 
the exception of Study IV) (see Aguis et al., 2020; see also Dier & Baldwin, 
2022 for further detail about how masculinity relates to violent extremism). 
Nevertheless, the overall findings within this dissertation may shed important 
light—from a personality and social perspective—on why men are more in-
clined to engage in violent extremism than women. 

Furthermore, the present dissertation does not directly investigate the role 
of socio-economic factors in predicting violent extremism, it is nevertheless 
necessary to briefly summarise this literature. This is because scholars have 
been previously quick to point to socioeconomic explanations for terrorism, 
but the findings from this dissertation  problematise such socioeconomic ex-
planations. 

Sociological/structural explanations for why individuals 
resort to violent extremism 
 
The notion that violent extremism is the product of poverty and poor economic 
development has been prominent amongst politicians and policymakers since 
9/11 (Piazza, 2006). Inherent in these discussions has been the assumption that 
violent extremism has socioeconomic roots. That is, countries with poor eco-
nomic development are more likely to be breeding grounds for violent extrem-
ism, and that individuals who are impoverished and uneducated are more 
likely to be involved in terrorism due to lack of opportunities. Existing re-
search does not seem to lend support for this hypothesis, however (Piazza, 
2006). 

For example, Piazza examined the incidence and casualties of terrorist at-
tacks in 96 countries from 1986 to 2002, and found that there was no direct 
association between measures of economic development (i.e., per capita in-
come, food supply, unemployment) and incidence of terrorism. Similarly, 
Bhui et al. (2014) examined the association between socioeconomic factors 
and sympathies for violent protest and terrorism in a UK sample, finding that 
sympathy for terrorism was not related to poor health or social inequalities. In 
a later study, Piazza (2008) also examined the popular idea that lack of dem-
ocratic governance and lack of free market policies are breeding grounds for 
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terrorism. Specifically, Piazza (2008) conducted statistical analyses on inci-
dents of terrorism in 153 countries from 1986 to 2003 and found that neither 
indicators of democracy nor degree of economic openness significantly pre-
dicted the incidence of terrorism. 

Furthermore, Krueger & Malecková (2003) surveyed Palestinians with re-
gard to their support for terrorism and armed attacks against Israeli forces, and 
examined support for Palestinian suicide bombers. They found that unem-
ployed individuals were not more likely to support terrorism or armed attacks 
against Israeli forces. Furthermore, Krueger and Malecková examined the so-
cioeconomic backgrounds of both Hezbollah militants and Palestinian suicide 
bombers, comparing them to their non-terrorist peers, and found that these 
individuals were on average just as likely to be well-educated and come from 
more economically advantaged families, as they were to be uneducated and 
come from economically disadvantaged families 

The tendency to examine the link between socioeconomic factors and ter-
rorism is often understood in terms of grievances, which can be defined as the 
appraisal that one has been “unjustly harmed by another person, a group, or 
institution” (Tedeschi & Nesler, 1993). The idea being that social and health 
inequalities, unemployment and/or social isolation produce grievances, which 
might make them more susceptible to radicalisation (Bhui et al., 2012; Bhui 
et al., 2014). As has also been pointed out by other researchers, previous ap-
proaches which infer collective grievances from objective measures of socio-
economic status/inequalities (i.e., poverty rate, inequality) are problematic, 
because these objective measures are weakly correlated with perceived griev-
ances (Zaidise et al., 2007). This is because one important component of a 
grievance is the subjective appraisal of injustice. Thus, research which ne-
glects to examine whether socioeconomic deprivation or inequalities are per-
ceived as illegitimate, run the risk of leaving out this important variable. This 
example illustrates just one of the many ways in which psychological factors 
can play a role in individual susceptibility to violent extremism. 
 

Contemporary social psychological explanations for why 
individuals resort to violent extremism 
 
Analysis of the literature reviewed in the previous section, led me to reason 
that an individual’s subjective appraisal of their circumstances, is likely to be 
an important underlying factor explaining why individuals resort to violent 
extremism. For example, an individual might be poor by objective standards, 
but might not necessarily feel a sense of injustice against him or his people. 
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Similarly, another individual might be relatively “well-off” financially speak-
ing, but still experience a sense of injustice against him/her or his/her people. 
Importantly, this subjective appraisal of injustice or disadvantage might also 
depend on factors specific to the individual. 

In the section that follows I review relevant contemporary social psycho-
logical theories and constructs which have been proposed, or applied to ex-
plain why individuals resort to violent extremism. I have drawn on many of 
these constructs or theories when approaching the design and discussion of 
the empirical studies within my dissertation. The constructs and theories be-
low fall broadly into one of two categories: (1): Broader theories or constructs 
which have been more widely applied to explain intergroup relations, such as 
collective action (e.g., Relative Deprivation Theory, Social Identity Theory, 
Collective Narcissism); or (2): More detailed theoretical frameworks which 
have been specifically proposed to explain why individuals resort to violent 
extremism (e.g., Staircase to Terrorism, Significance Quest Theory). 
 

Relative deprivation theory  
Relative deprivation is a social psychological concept which has been pro-
posed to explain a diverse range of phenomena, including health problems, 
engagement in protest, and violent extremism (see Smith et al., 2012). The 
essential “take-home message” from relative deprivation theory is that how 
people react to their objective circumstances depends on their subjective com-
parisons. Scholars have distinguished between two main types of relative dep-
rivation: Personal- (previously known as egoistic) or group- (previously 
known as fraternal) based relative deprivation. The distinction between these 
two types of relative deprivation rests on whether or not the individual com-
pares himself/herself to another individual (interpersonal comparison), or 
whether the individual compares his/her group to another group (intergroup 
comparison). The present dissertation is largely concerned with the latter form 
of deprivation – group-based relative deprivation (GRD). GRD refers to the 
subjective perception that a social group to which one belongs, is unfairly de-
prived or disadvantaged, relative to another group, resulting in anger and re-
sentment (Smith et al., 2012). As outlined by Smith et al. (2012), GRD is thus 
defined by three main components, with all three components needing to be 
fulfilled in order to fulfill the criteria for group-based relative deprivation. 
First, the individual makes a cognitive comparison of groups in terms of what 
they get. Second, the individual makes an appraisal that some group is disad-
vantaged. Third, this perceived disadvantaged is viewed as unfair or unjust, 
leading to anger and resentment.  

Although Smith et al’s (2012) discuss these aforementioned components in 
terms of appraising one’s own group as unjustly disadvantaged, scholars have 
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recognised that GRD can be experienced on behalf of other groups (e.g., Tou-
gas & Beaton, 2002). Nevertheless, relatively little research has examined rel-
ative deprivation on behalf of other groups. Furthermore, researchers studying 
relative deprivation have predominantly focused on groups who are histori-
cally disadvantaged (e.g., minority groups, women, low-status occupational 
groups), with an underlying assumption that feelings of group-based relative 
deprivation are due to the fact that individuals belong to a disadvantaged 
group. However, it has been increasingly recognised that members of struc-
turally advantaged groups (e.g., White Americans/Europeans, men) also ex-
perience group-based relative deprivation (e.g., Leach et al., 2007; Rees et al., 
2019). However, surprisingly little research has empirically investigated why 
members of structurally advantaged groups perceive their group as unjustly 
disadvantaged. 

Importantly, a great deal of research has found that GRD is associated with 
peaceful forms group mobilisation (such as protest), which aim to improve the 
conditions of the group as a whole (e.g., Abrams & Grant, 2011). Compara-
tively, a more limited body of research has examined the link between GRD 
and more violent forms of mobilisation. One study in particular, has however 
demonstrated a link between GRD and Islamic extremism. Specifically, sam-
pling from several different Western countries, Obaidi et al (2019) found that 
Western-born Muslims scored higher on several predictors of violent extrem-
ism (Muslim identification, group-based injustice, group-based anger, and vi-
olent intentions), and that group-based relative deprivation accounted for these 
differences. An open question that remains is the extent to which group-based 
relative deprivation might be a consistent predictor of violent group mobilisa-
tion in different contexts (i.e., among groups who are not structurally disad-
vantaged per se, or amongst individuals who may experience relative depriva-
tion on behalf of other groups). A more recent review article (Kunst & Obaidi, 
2020) has also drawn attention to the possible role of relative deprivation as 
an underlying factor in why individuals engage in violent extremism; also 
highlighting the need for future research to clarify the role of GRD in different 
forms of violent extremism. 
 

Social identity theory  
A related but distinct theoretical framework which has been highly influential 
for understanding collective action, and group processes and intergroup rela-
tions more generally is Social Identity Theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). 
Although it is beyond the scope of this dissertation to outline this theory in 
detail (as well as empirical research pertaining to this theory), it is necessary 
to provide a brief overview of this theory, particularly with how it relates to 
collective action. The first key premise of SIT is that there is an important 
distinction between personal and social identity, the latter of which is derived 
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from the groups to which one belongs. According to SIT, individuals derive 
self-esteem in part from the social groups with which they identify with. As 
such, people tend to strive to achieve or maintain a positive social identity, 
which can be achieved by making favourable comparisons between one’s “in-
group” and relevant outgroups. Despite this need for a positive social identity, 
individuals do identify with low-status, or disadvantaged groups. According 
to SIT, how people manage their identity concerns about the low status of their 
group, depends on several factors: (1): the permeability of group boundaries 
(i.e., Whether it is possible to leave the group); (2): the legitimacy of inter-
group relations; and (3): the stability of the inequality. According to SIT, 
members of low-status groups are likely to engage in collective action to ad-
dress the intergroup inequalities, if they perceive the intergroup status differ-
ential to be illegitimate and unstable (Ellemers, 1993; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). 
Thus, according to SIT, identification with a disadvantaged group is a proxi-
mal predictor of collective action. 
 

Social identity based models of collective action  
Collective action refers broadly to any action carried out by a group member 
directed at improving the conditions of the entire group (Wright et al., 1990). 
Although a large body of research has examined collective action as it relates 
to SIT (Kawakami & Dion, 1995; Mummendy et al., 1999), the Social Identity 
Model of Collective Action (SIMCA; Van Zomeren et al., 2008b), is a model 
which was developed to consolidate and shed light on the findings of previous 
research; specifically elaborating on the relationship between social identifi-
cation and collective action. Specifically, SIMCA holds that social identifica-
tion predicts collective action directly, as well as indirectly through subjective 
feelings of injustice and efficacy. According to proponents of this model, an 
individual’s social identity prompts them to perceive the world and experience 
emotions in group-based terms. More specifically, social identity underlies 
feelings of injustice because people need to care about their group in order to 
experience feelings of group-based injustice. Furthermore, social identity also 
underlies efficacy “because a stronger sense of identity empowers relatively 
powerless individuals” (Van Zomeren et al., 2008b).  

Although a large meta-analysis has provided support for the SIMCA model 
(Van Zomeren et al., 2008b), and like SIT, SIMCA has been highly influential 
within the field of intergroup relations, this model has generally been applied 
to disadvantaged groups (see Becker & Tausch, 2015 for a review). Further-
more, the model does not shed light on why members of advantaged groups 
may engage in collective action to help outgroup members (i.e., solidarity-
based collective action). This is because measures of group identification (e.g., 
being a Black American is an important part of my self-image) as used within 
the SIMCA model (and other social identity-based approaches), cannot be 
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readily applied to members of outgroups who do not belong to this group. 
Finally, the SIMCA model does not distinguish between normative and non-
normative forms of collective action.  

Normative collective action refers to action which conforms to the norms 
of the wider social system, such as engagement in peaceful protest, or signing 
petitions. Non-normative collective action, on the other hand refers to actions 
which violates the norms of the wider social system (Wright et al., 1990). 
More recently, scholars have extended the SIMCA model by examining dif-
ferent antecedents of normative and non-normative collective action (Becker 
& Tausch, 2015), such group-based emotions (e.g., anger, contempt, hope) 
and feelings of efficacy (e.g., Shuman et al., 2016; Stathi et al., 2019; Tausch 
et al., 2011). 

Non-normative collective action can however be violent, or non-violent 
(e.g., non-violent yet socially disruptive behaviour, such as disturbing events 
or blocking highways; Tausch et al., 2011). Violent extremism falls under the 
category of violent non-normative collective action (Tausch et al. 2011), since 
individuals engage in acts of violence as group members, for a specific cause 
(usually due to some kind of grievance) often targeted towards outgroup mem-
bers. It is worth noting that violent extremism would be regarded as non-nor-
mative in peacetime, but that such violence may theoretically be considered 
normative in some contexts, such as those characterised by civil war. 
Throughout this dissertation I also refer to violent extremism as collective vi-
olence, or group-based violence. Other scholars have drawn from SIMCA and 
intergroup emotions theory (Mackie et al., 2000) and have more specifically 
examined antecedents of violent and non-violent action among Muslims (e.g., 
Obaidi et al. 2018).  

Collective narcissism  
An additional social psychological concept which draws on the notion of in-
group and outgroup categorization is collective narcissism. Collective narcis-
sism is defined as the belief that one’s ingroup is exceptional and therefore 
deserving of privileged treatment yet not sufficiently recognised by others 
(Golec de Zavala et al., 2009). Collective narcissists tend to exaggerate per-
ceived threats to their group; claiming that their group is treated unfairly by 
their surroundings (Golec de Zavala et al., 2009). Collective narcissism holds 
some potential as an underlying factor in group-based violence, or violent ex-
tremism since it has been associated with aggression and hostility towards 
outgroups (See Golec de Zavala & Lantos, 2020 for a review).  

Specifically, collective narcissism has been found to be associated with re-
joicing in the suffering of outgroups (Golec de Zavala et al., 2016), the ten-
dency to perceive the outgroup as hostile towards the ingroup (Golec de 
Zavala et al., 2019), hostile retaliation towards outgroups when the ingroup’s 
image has been undermined by outgroup members (Golec de Zavala et al., 
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2013), and importantly, support for terrorist violence (Jasko et al., 2020). 
Given that individual narcissism is considered a personality trait, collective 
narcissism as a concept appears to bridge the gap between personality and 
social psychological explanations of hostility and aggression. Thus, it would 
be of relevance to examine whether basic personality traits  

Significance quest theory  
In contrast to the previously outlined concepts and theories, which provide 
more general explanations for intergroup behaviour, Significance Quest The-
ory (Kruglanski et al., 2009; Kruglanski et al., 2013), has been developed as a 
more comprehensive explanation for why individuals engage in violent ex-
tremism in particular. Although proponents of this theory describe the specif-
ics in much more detail, I briefly summarise this since I don’t directly test any 
of the relationships in this model. Nevertheless, some of the assertions in this 
model are relevant for my empirical work and its findings. 

The central idea behind Quest for Significance Theory is that individuals 
engage in acts of violent extremism in a “quest to gain significance” (Kruglan-
ski et al., 2009; Kruglanski et al., 2013). According to the proponents of this 
theory, a quest for significance is the fundamental desire to matter, to be some-
one, to have respect. According to this theory, in order for radicalisation to 
occur, three main “ingredients” need to be present: the need, the narrative, and 
the network (Kruglanski et al., 2018).  The first key ingredient is the need for 
personal significance which can occur through (1) a loss of significance or 
humiliation which is akin to the concept of deprivation; (2) a threat or antici-
pation of loss; and (3) an opportunity for significance gain. The second key 
ingredient is a narrative which enables the individual to view terrorism or vi-
olence as the appropriate means to gaining significance. Finally, the third in-
gredient is access to network of individuals who subscribe to the violence-
justifying narrative, and a gradual commitment towards the goal of signifi-
cance restoration (Kruglanski et al., 2018). 

The staircase to terrorism  
Another theory which has been proposed to shed light on why individuals en-
gage in violent extremism is the Staircase Model to Terrorism (Moghaddam, 
2005). This model describes the specific stages of radicalisation to terrorism 
in terms of a narrowing staircase with a ground floor and five higher floors. 
An individual starts on the ground floor and gradually progresses upwards 
with gradually fewer options and progressing upwards towards violent ex-
tremism as the final resort. What determines whether an individual remains 
on the floor that they occupy or proceeds up the stairs towards terrorism, de-
pends on their perception of the spaces and openings (i.e., the options) they 
see as available to them (Moghaddam, 2005). 
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According to this model, the ground floor consists of individuals who feel 
relatively deprived, or feel a sense of injustice. Individuals who proceed from 
the ground floor to the first floor are those who seek to achieve a greater sense 
of justice, and who aim to improve their conditions. Those who do not per-
ceive that they can improve their conditions are more inclined to keep climb-
ing the stairs. Individuals who make it to the second floor but continue to per-
ceive injustices are inclined to experience anger. Individuals who are prone to 
displace their aggression on enemies are more likely to seek opportunities to 
do so; eventually climbing further up the staircase to the third floor where 
individuals gradually become engaged with a morality which frames terrorist 
acts as acceptable. The fourth floor is when the individual has become in-
volved with a terrorist organisation, and becomes increasingly socialised into 
the organisation and committed to the goals of the terrorist organisation. Fi-
nally, the fifth floor, consists of the terrorist act of violence against civilians 
(Moghaddam, 2005). 

 

The person-situation dichotomy in psychology and in the study of 
violent extremism  
Within the field of psychology, there has been a long-standing debate with 
regards to whether behaviour is determined by the person or the situation (see 
Donnellan et al., 2009). Despite a widespread recognition throughout different 
areas of psychology that behaviour is the product of both the person (i.e., per-
sonality and individual differences), and the situation (context or social varia-
bles) (for a review see Webster, 2009), researchers within some areas still tend 
to focus almost exclusively on one of these explanations. When it comes to 
explaining intergroup relations, social psychological explanations tend to 
dominate in the field.  

In the previous section, I outlined some of the dominant social psycholog-
ical explanations for why individuals resort to group-based violence, or vio-
lent extremism more specifically. Although each of these concepts and theo-
ries provide compelling explanations for why individuals may resort to group-
based violence, none of the aforementioned concepts or models specifically 
take into account the role of personality variables. A similar, but perhaps more 
pronounced dismissal of personality variables has also been expressed 
amongst researchers focusing on psychological explanations for why individ-
uals engage in violent extremism or terrorism. For example, several scholars 
have specifically concluded that personality does not influence whether one 
engages in terrorism (e.g., Borum, 2004; Monahan, 2015). However, such dis-
missals of the role of personality traits appear to be premature for several rea-
sons. First, scholars who have dismissed the role of personality in terrorism, 
have essentially conflated basic personality traits with abnormal pathological 
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personality traits or disorders (Obaidi, 2016; Obaidi et al., 2020). In other 
words, they have concluded that personality has no role in terrorism, but only 
reviewed studies examining the link between abnormal/pathological person-
ality traits and terrorism (e.g., Borum, 2004; Monahan, 2015). An important 
implication of this is that the link between basic personality traits and violent 
extremism (or group-based violence more generally) has yet to be fully inves-
tigated in different contexts. To our knowledge, one manuscript has observed 
direct associations between personality traits and violent intentions among 
Muslims (Obaidi et al., 2020). However, previous research has not examined 
the extent to which personality may predict different indicators of group-based 
violence in different forms of group-based violence. 

Personality 
Prior to making a case for why personality may play a role in violent extrem-
ism, it is necessary to provide a definition of personality. Due to the complex-
ity of the construct, personality researchers have at times struggled to arrive 
at a final definition of personality which adequately captures the breadth of 
the construct. For the sake of definition, I use Funder’s (2001) definition of 
personality which refers to an individual’s enduring patterns of emotion, 
thought, and behaviour (Funder, 2007). 

Over the past two decades, researchers studying personality have focused 
primarily on the five-factor model (Costa & McCrae, 1992), which has also 
been widely referred to as the “big-five”. The five factors within the big-five 
are Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability and 
Openness-Intellect. The big-five is well-established in personality research 
and a great body of research has been conducted on the behavioural correlates 
of these personality factors (see Soldz & Vaillant, 1999). More recently, an 
updated taxonomy of personality has been established, referred to as the HEX-
ACO personality inventory (HEXACO-PI; Ashton & Lee, 2007; Lee & Ash-
ton, 2018). The HEXACO model consists of six factors: Honesty-Humility 
(H), Emotionality (E), Agreeableness (A), Conscientiousness (C), and Open-
ness to Experience (O). For each factor, four facets (or narrower personality 
traits) have been identified. While the HEXACO model overlaps substantially 
with the five-factor model, it captures important variance not captured in the 
five-factor model (see Ashton et al., 2014). Thus, when considering personal-
ity traits which may potentially play an important role in susceptibility to 
group-based violence/violent extremism, I narrowed my selection down to 
factors and facets within the HEXCACO-PI.  
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Candidate predictors within HEXACO-PI  
My choice of personality variables within HEXACO which may play a role in 
susceptibility to group-based violence/violent extremism was initially based 
on which personality traits might have direct effects on endorsement of vio-
lence (i.e., in terms of approach vs avoidance of violence). It was also in-
formed by ongoing work by Obaidi et al. (2020) who examined the association 
between personality traits and violent intentions among Muslims. Further-
more, I considered which personality traits might interact with group-based 
relative deprivation. I also considered the idea that specific personality traits 
may predispose individuals to perceive their group as unjustly disadvantaged 
(i.e., GRD). Although I acknowledge the possibility that other personality fac-
tors may be relevant, in my dissertation I only theorise about the following 
variables within the HEXACO model. 

Honesty-humility 
One personality trait included within the HEXACO which could play an un-
derlying role in the endorsement of group-based violence, is Honesty-humil-
ity. Honesty-humility is defined as the tendency to be fair, modest, sincere, 
and greed-avoidant, in one’s interactions with others, and is known as a basic 
procial personality trait. People scoring low on honesty-humility are driven by 
social status and feel entitled to special treatment and more respect than others 
(Ashton et al., 2014). Research examining the behavioural correlates of hon-
esty-humility has found that people scoring low on honesty-humility are more 
inclined to engage in anti-social behaviour (Allgaier et al., 2015) and acts of 
overt revenge (Thompson et al., 2016). Individuals low in honesty-humility 
are also more inclined to choose to engage in crimes in hypothetical scenarios 
(Van Gelder & De Vries, 2012). In light of these previous findings, it is plau-
sible that individuals low in honesty-humility are more inclined to engage in 
anti-social and aggressive behaviour, such as endorsement of group-based vi-
olence. 

It is also possible that honesty-humility interacts with GRD. Previous re-
search shows that individuals with an inflated sense of self-worth (which is 
characteristic of those with low honesty-humility) react aggressively in re-
sponse to ego threats (Baumeister, 1997). Indeed, in a similar vein, individuals 
scoring low on honesty-humility have been shown to act aggressively in re-
sponse to provocation (Diníc & Smederevac, 2019). The perception that one’s 
group is disadvantaged (i.e., GRD) can be considered an ego threat (or a threat 
to oneself more generally), suggesting that individuals low (but not high) in 
honesty-humility may be especially likely to endorse violence, if they score 
high on GRD. 
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Emotionality 
Emotionality within HEXACO may also play a role in the endorsement of 
group-based violence. Emotionality, as defined by the HEXACO model, is the 
tendency to experience anxiety, fear, and sentimentality (Ashton et al., 2014). 
Given that individuals high in emotionality worry more and are more fearful, 
high emotionality is likely to prevent individuals from engaging in (or endors-
ing) risky or non-normative behaviours (such as violence). As such, individu-
als low in emotionality may be more prone to endorse violence, as they are 
less inclined to worry about the potential negative consequences of their atti-
tudes and actions, and less fearful of the potential risks inherent in their be-
haviour (Van Gelder & De Vries, 2012). 
 

Openness to experience 
Openness to experience, included in both HEXACO as well as earlier big-five 
models, is another personality trait which holds some potential in explaining 
why individuals endorse group-based violence/violent extremism. However, 
the association between openness to experience and endorsement of group-
based violence, may not be so clear-cut. Openness to experience has particu-
larly strong associations with ideological values and political behaviour. 
Whereas high openness is associated with political liberalism, low openness 
is associated with political conservatism (Gerber et al., 2010; Van Hiel et al., 
2000). Furthermore, while openness positively predicts political participation 
(Ha et al., 2013) and left-wing activism (Blankenship et al., 2017), it nega-
tively predicts authoritarianism, and social dominance orientation—factors 
which predict many forms of prejudice, intolerance, and political violence 
(Henry et al., 2005). However, while low openness is associated with intoler-
ance towards unconventional groups, high openness is associated with intol-
erance towards conventional groups (Brandt et al., 2015). Although there are 
few studies directly examining the link between openness and non-normative 
(violent) activism, one study found that amongst individuals low (but not high) 
in openness, there is a positive association between uncertainty and political 
violence (Gøtzsche-Astrup, 2019).  

 
Modesty 
In addition to considering which HEXACO factors may have direct or mod-
erating effects on endorsement of group-based violence, I also considered the 
idea that personality could also explain why individuals experience GRD. 
Given that individuals belonging to structurally disadvantaged groups are 
likely to experience GRD due to their defacto disadvantage in society, I con-
sidered the idea that specific personality traits may play a greater role in mem-
bers of structurally advantaged groups perceptions of disadvantage. 
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In addition to considering the broad factors (as outlined above), I also con-
sidered facets within the HEXACO model. The modesty facet within the hon-
esty-humility factor is one personality trait which holds potential in explaining 
why individuals may experience GRD. Trait modesty refers to a person’s be-
liefs about him- or herself in relation to others – high scorers see themselves 
as “no better” than anyone else, whereas low scorers feel superior and entitled 
to special privileges (Ashton & Lee, 2005). Trait modesty has been shown to 
predict a range of interpersonal and intragroup outcomes (see Sedikides et al., 
2007). Thus, it is reasonable to expect that the effects of trait modesty also 
extend to intergroup perceptions and behaviour. Accordingly, it is reasonable 
to hypothesise that people low in modesty are more likely to experience a dis-
crepancy between what they feel their group is entitled to (i.e., better treat-
ment), and what they view that they are receiving, which is likely to be ac-
companied by frustration and anger. This may be especially true for members 
of historically advantaged groups—not only because their situation is less 
“strong” and hence more subject to subjective interpretations than disadvan-
taged groups—but also because they are accustomed to their group being priv-
ileged relative to other groups. 

Missing parts of the puzzle of violent extremism 
To summarise, in the literature reviewed thus far I summarised some social 
psychological concepts and theories which can be applied to understand why 
individuals engage in group-based violence. I also drew attention to the long-
standing person-situation dichotomy in psychology, as well as the premature 
dismissal of personality traits as explanations for why individuals resort to 
violent extremism. I further considered personality traits which may play a 
potential role in susceptibility to violent extremism. What is clear from re-
viewing the existing body of literature, is that what is lacking is a more nu-
anced perspective taking into account both social psychological and personal-
ity explanations, including consideration of the relationship between person-
ality and social psychological factors, and how they might how interact (see 
also Obaidi, 2016). 

Two of the more influential theories, which were earlier reviewed (e.g., The 
Staircase Model to Terrorism, Significance Quest Theory) could be easily in-
terpreted in terms of susceptibility to violent extremism having both person-
ality and social psychological underpinnings. To illustrate, The Staircase 
Model to Terrorism (Moghaddam, 2005) recognises the importance of social 
psychological factors (i.e., relative deprivation), but also suggested the im-
portance of individual factors. For example, Moghaddam (2005) specifically 
argued that individuals who are prone to displace their aggression on enemies 
are more likely to seek opportunities to do so; eventually climbing further up 
the staircase. Although Moghaddam did not explicitly state that structural (i.e., 
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objective deprivation) or social psychological (feelings of group-based injus-
tice), interact with individual factors, his theorising implies an element of in-
teractionism. That is, that only feelings of deprivation, combined with the sub-
jective evaluation of injustice, leads to susceptibility to involvement in terror-
ism, only given a particular type of personality.  

Even many of the central assumptions of Significance Quest Theory 
(Kruglanski et al., 2009; Kruglanski et al., 2013) could also be interpreted in 
terms of the joint influence of personality and social psychological factors. 
For example, according to Significance Quest Theory (Kruglanski et al., 
2014), “all individuals have a fundamental desire to matter, merit respect, and 
be someone” (Kruglanski et al., 2018, p.108). Significance Quest Theory sug-
gests that loss of significance (i.e., relative deprivation) can lead particular 
individuals to be drawn to extremism, since it “lifts them from their experi-
enced inferiority” (Kruglanski et al., 2018, p. 109). However, some individu-
als (i.e., characterised by specific personality traits) arguably have a stronger 
need to “matter, to merit respect, and to be someone”. For example, such dis-
positions are also well captured in honesty-humility from the HEXACO per-
sonality model. Furthermore, specific personality traits could potentially deter 
individuals from engaging in risky “quests for significance” (i.e., high fearful-
ness and anxiety or in other words, low emotionality from the HEXACO per-
sonality model).  

Thus, despite the general recognition that behaviour is the product of both 
the person and the situation— and some influential theorists (indirectly) al-
luding to the importance of both social psychological as well as personality 
factors in explaining susceptibility to violent extremism—very little research 
has actually taken an integrative approach by empirically examining the role 
of both personality and social psychological factors. Several scholars have al-
luded to the need for researchers to adapt a more multifaceted approach. Some 
have even specifically stated that terrorism is an interaction between social 
processes and individual dispositions (Friedland, 1992), but did not spend any 
time developing this idea. Other scholars have highlighted the need for a more 
integrative approach, proposing models which take into account structural, in-
dividual, and social variables (e.g., Obaidi, 2016). However, Obaidi (2016) 
focused solely on Islamist extremism, and did not actually include both per-
sonality and social psychological variables in the same studies, or directly ex-
amine how basic personality traits and social factors may interact to predict 
susceptibility to different forms of violent extremism.  

When I designed the present studies included in the dissertation, only one 
study by Gøtzsche-Astrup (2019) had examined how the association between 
uncertainty and political violence is moderated by openness to experience. 
Whilst writing this dissertation (after all my empirical work was finalised), it 
also came to my attention that some recent research has now shown that the 
personality trait Machiavellianism, interacts with elements of terrorist narra-
tives to predict the persuasiveness of terrorist propaganda (Braddock et al., 
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2022). These recent findings further underscore the need for a more nuanced 
understanding of why individuals engage in violent extremism, which take 
into account the role of basic personality traits in relation to social and social 
psychological factors. Moreover, given that previous theoretical models (e.g., 
The Staircase Model to Terrorism) imply an interaction between group-based 
relative deprivation and basic predispositions, research examining interac-
tions, or the link between personality and group-based relative deprivation, is 
warranted. 
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Aims of the dissertation 

The general aim of this dissertation was to contribute to a more nuanced un-
derstanding of the psychological underpinnings of violent extremism and 
group-based violence by (1): moving beyond the traditional focus on disad-
vantaged groups, Islamist extremism, and first-hand experience of victimisa-
tion or disadvantage; (2): moving past the long-standing person-situation di-
chotomy; and (3) attempting to disentangle the role of personality and social 
psychological factors in susceptibility to violent extremism. 
 
In my dissertation I aimed to shed light on the following questions:  
 

1. Is first-hand experience of victimisation or structural disadvantage 
necessary to motivate endorsement of violent extremism/group-based vi-
olence? (Study I and Study III) 
2. Do social psychological factors mediate or moderate the association 
between personality and endorsement of group-based violence? (Study II 
and Study III). 
3. Are there common social psychological and personality predictors of 
group-based violence which generalise across different contexts? (Study 
III). 
4. Could personality differences explain why some individuals perceive 
that their group is unjustly disadvantaged? (Study IV). 

 
 
 
 
.  
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Methods 

The methods and measures used for each individual study within this disser-
tation differ somewhat, and further detail on the methods of each study is in-
cluded in the methods section of each individual study. To avoid unneccesary 
repetition, only the methods which are used more consistently—or in more 
than one study—will be concisely outlined below. 
 

Self-report scales 
All studies within this dissertation measuring personality and social psycho-
logical constructs are measured using self-report scales which have been 
used—or adapted from previous studies. Although the studies in my disserta-
tion included numerous scales, the scales used most consistently throughout 
my dissertation will be discussed below. Since the HEXACO model has been 
extensively validated by previous research, I focus on examining the validity 
of the group-based relative deprivation and violent behavioural intentions 
scales. 

Group-based relative deprivation 
Study III and IV both included measures of group-based relative deprivation 
adapted from previous research (e.g., Obaidi et al., 2019). However, the scales 
used in Study III were adapted for each specific context and group being ex-
amined. In Study IV, I specifically modified this scale so that it could be used 
in any group context if presented with a identity prime or prompt prior to being 
presented with the scale. I also examined the psychometric properties of this 
scale using classical test theory (CTT) and item response theory (IRT). Over-
all, analyses based on CTT showed that the scale had very high internal con-
sistency, and excellent goodness-of-fit statistics. I am currently in the process 
of further validating this scale and since the focus of this dissertation is not on 
psychometrics, a more in-depth examination of the psychometric properties 
of this scale is reported elsewhere (Lindström, 2022, manuscript in prepara-
tion). 
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Violent behavioural intentions  
Violent behavioural intentions was adapted from Obaidi and colleagues (e.g., 
Obaidi et al., 2018; Obaidi et al., 2019) to fit the specific context. Specifically, 
this measure was used in Study I, II, & III. This measure has been previously 
validated by my colleagues in previous studies amongst actual violent extrem-
ists (e.g., an Afghani Majahideen sample). See Obaidi et al. (2020) for further 
detail. 

Pre-registration, open science practices and replication 
Given the current crisis of replicability in social science, and in psychology in 
particular (see Pashler & Wagenmakers, 2012), I aimed to incorporate trans-
parent open science practices throughout my research. First, for all of my first-
authored papers I have pre-registered studies (prior to collecting data). Sec-
ond, I have also shared data and analytic code. Third, in Studies I, II, and III I 
have included multiple studies to examine the replicability and robustness of 
my findings. Finally, all four of my studies have been published open-access. 

Analytic approach 
The studies within this dissertation used a variety of methods mostly revolving 
around regression analyses and the testing of path models. Interactions or 
moderation effects were further investigated by plotting slopes and/or con-
ducting simple slopes analyses. Indirect or mediation effects were examined 
using bootstapping. Robust maximum likelihood estimation was used when 
distributions were skewed, or to account for missing data.  
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Ethical considerations 

All studies within this dissertation were conducted with adherence to the eth-
ical guidelines of the Swedish Research Council and the American Psycho-
logical Association. Data for Study I (The role of Muslim identity in predict-
ing violent behavioural intentions among Muslims) was collected under the 
supervision of the first and second author of the paper. Ethical approval was 
therefore received by the Institutional Review board of the primary affiliation 
of these authors. 

Since I collected the data for Studies II-IV, I considered the guidelines from 
the Swedish Ethical Review Agency (Etikprövningsmyndigheten). According 
to Swedish law, research studies should only be vetted by the Swedish Ethical 
Review Agency if the study in question includes sensitive data which can be 
personally connected to identifying information, or if the study involves 
(physically or psychologically) intrusive procedures which may cause harm to 
the participants. The studies within this dissertation were surveys examining 
association between variables, and therefore did not involve any intrusive pro-
cedures. However, given that I collected data on participants’ attitudes includ-
ing endorsement of violence, special care was taken to ensure that responses 
could not be connected to identifying information. Participants were also in-
formed that they were free to skip any individual items should they feel un-
comfortable responding to them, and that they were free to withdraw their 
participation at any time without providing a reason for doing so. To err on 
the side of caution, an ethics application was submitted to the Swedish Ethical 
Review Agency. These studies were deemed not to have any ethical concerns 
requiring formal ethical approval (DNR: 2019-03555). 
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Summary of the empirical studies 

Study I 
Obaidi, M., Anjum, G*., Lindström, J*., Bergh, R., Celebi, E., & Baykal, M. 
(2020). The role of Muslim identity in predicting violent behavioural inten-
tions to defend Muslims. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 23(8), 1–
16. http://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220920929 
 
*Shares second authorship 

Aim 
The aim of this paper was to examine if a social psychological model of Is-
lamist extremism generalises to Muslims living in Muslim majority countries 
and Muslims living in the West. We hypothesised that a social psychological 
model of Islamist extremism would generalise to Muslims living in different 
contexts regardless of whether or not that context was the target of Western 
military intervention. 

Background 
Many scholars have argued that Islamist extremism is the direct result of 
Western-led military interventions in Muslim-majority countries (e.g., Pape, 
2003; Sidanius et al., 2016). However, some known Islamist extremists have 
also expressed a sense of injustice against Muslims, despite lack of direct ex-
perience of Western military intervention (Khan; 2005; Khosrokhavar, 2005; 
Nesser, 2006). This suggests that the social psychological underpinnings of 
Islamist extremism may be similar for Muslims who have direct experience of 
Western military intervention (e.g., Muslims living in Afghanistan and Paki-
stan), and Muslims who do not have such experiences (e.g., Muslims living in 
the West).  

Based on insights from SIT, SIMCA, and intergroup emotions theory, and 
the work of Obaidi et al. (2018) I tested the cross-cultural generalisability of 
a social psychological model of Islamist extremism. Specifically, we tested a 
path model with Muslim identification and perceived injustice of western for-
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eign policy and intervention (against Muslim countries) as independent varia-
bles, violent behavioural intentions as the dependent variables, and group-
based anger as a mediator. 

 

Method 
A survey including the main variables of interest was distributed in four dif-
ferent studies. Three studies sampled amongst Muslims living in Muslim-ma-
jority countries who have been subject to Western military intervention (two 
studies from Pakistan, and one from Afghanistan), and one study sampled 
from Muslims living in Western countries. These studies received ethical ap-
proved by Institutional Review Boards. For each study participants were in-
vited to participate in a study investigating social and political issues faced by 
their respective societies. Participants were required to give informed consent 
on the first page of the survey before they proceeded.  

Study 1a 
In this study the sample consisted of 425 Pakistani participants (Mage = 23.82, 
SDage = 5.35; 60.5% women) living in Pakistan were recruited from universi-
ties in Islamabad. The survey was administered in 2017, and was a paper and 
pencil survey. Participants were recruited from both private and public uni-
versities in order to recruit a diverse range of participants, in terms of socio-
economic background. All participants volunteered to participate in the study 
and were born in Pakistan and identified as Muslims. 

Study 1b 
In this study the sample consisted of 402 Pakistani participants (Mage = 21.06, 
SDage = 1.89; 40.3% women) recruited from public universities in Karachi. 
The study was conducted in 2018 and was a paper and pencil study. Conven-
ience and snowball sampling was used to recruit the participants. All partici-
pants volunteered to participate in the Study and were born in Pakistan and 
identified as Muslims. 

Study 1c 
In this study the sample consisted of 366 Pakistani Muslims living in 20 dif-
ferent Western countries (Mage = 24.48, SDage = 4.82; 50.5% female). At the 
time, participants were living in the United Kingdom (22.7%), the United 
States (19.7%), Canada (10.7%), Germany (7.7%), Norway (4.1%), France 
(3.8%), Australia (3.6%), Sweden (3.6%), and Switzerland (3.3%). The study 
was conducted in 2017 and was an online study. Participants were recruited 
through various Facebook pages and online portals for Pakistani immigrants 
living abroad. All participants identified as Muslims. 
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Study 2 
The study 2 sample consisted of 127 Afghans living in Kabul (Mage = 27.9, 
SDage = 7.72; 46% female). It was an online study using a convenience sample 
from Facebook. All participants were born in Afghanistan and identified as 
Muslims. 

Measures 
In all four studies, the following measures were included: Muslim identifica-
tion, perceived injustice, group-based anger and violent behavioural intentions 
(see below for examples of items and reliabilities). All measures were an-
swered on Likert scales ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly 
agree). For surveys administered to Pakistanis living in Pakistan or Pakistanis 
living in the West, the surveys were administered in Urdu or English. For Af-
ghans, the survey was administered in Dari. The measures in each study were 
translated into Urdu/Dari and then subsequently back-translated into English. 

 

Muslim identification 
Muslim identification was measured with four items (e.g., “I strongly identify 
with other Muslims”; ∝s > .86; see Doosje et al., 1995; Obaidi et al., 2019; 
Obaidi et al., 2018) with the exception of Study 2, in which Item 4 was re-
verse-coded (∝s = .94). 

Perceived injustice 
Perceived injustice was measured with five items from Obaidi and colleagues 
(Obaidi et al., 2019; Obaidi et al., 2018; see also Tausch et al., 2011) (e.g., 
“Muslims in Muslim countries suffer because of the foreign policy of Western 
countries” (∝s > .94). 

Group-based anger 
Group-based anger was measured using three items from Obaidi and col-
leagues (Obaidi et al., 2019; Obaidi et al., 2018; see also Tausch et al., 2011) 
were used to measure participants’ group-based anger (e.g., “I feel angry when 
I think of Western countries’ foreign policies towards Muslim countries”; ∝s 
> .91). 

Violent behavioural intentions 
Violent behavioural intention was measured using two items (e.g., I am ready 
to use violence against other people in order to achieve something I consider 
very important” and “I am ready to use violence against other people in order 
to change Western countries’ foreign policy towards Muslim countries; ∝s > 
.51; see Obaidi et al., 2019; Obadi et al., 2018; see also Doosje et al., 2013). 
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Analysis 
To assess whether the social psychological model of Islamist extremism 
would generalise to Muslims living in different contexts, we conducted mul-
tigroup path analysis, comparing two samples of Muslim Pakistanis living in 
Pakistani, Muslim Afghans living in Afghanistan and Muslim Pakistanis liv-
ing in Western countries. Multigroup analyses (including multigroup struc-
tural equation modelling, multigroup factor analysis, and multigroup path 
analysis) is a method which is used to examine whether the relationship be-
tween different variables in similar across different samples (Jöreskog, 1971). 
Specifically, differences between the samples are assessed by constraining pa-
rameters (in the case of multigroup path analyses, regression coefficients) as 
equal across samples, and subsequently comparing this model to a model with-
out these constraints. All models were estimated using robust maximum like-
lihood (MLR) estimation in Mplus Version 7 (Muthén & Muthén, 2012) to 
account for skewed variables. Indirect effects were calculated by deriving 
bootstrapped confidence intervals based on 5,000 draws using Maximim like-
lihood (ML) estimation (since bootstrapping is not available in conjunction 
with MLR estimation). 
 

Results 
We first tested a path model where all paths were constrained as equal across 
the groups, thus testing the assumption that the relationship between the vari-
ables are the same for Muslims living in Pakistan, Afghanistan, and Western 
countries. This constrained model has a reasonable fit; scaled χ2 (18) = 47.12, 
p < .001, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .07, 90% CI [.05, .09], SRMR = .08. However, 
inspection of modification indices indicated that the fit would improve when 
we released the constraint for one path from the first sample from Pakistan 
(Study 1a) – from perceived injustice to violent intentions, χ2 (17) = 30.76, p 
= .02, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .05, 90% CI [.02, .08], SRMR = .07.  

Overall, the results indicate that the relationships between the variables 
were similar across all four samples, with one exception being the first sample 
obtained in Pakistan (Sample 1a). To illustrate the minor variations in the path 
coefficients overall, we present (all freely estimated) standardised coefficients 
in each sample in Figure 1. When testing for indirect effects, both Muslim 
identification (B = .06, 95% CI [.04, .08]) and perceived injustice (B = .28, 
95% CI [.22, .34]) had an indirect positive effect on violent intentions via 
group-based anger. Overall, the results of Study 1a, 1b and Study 2 among 
Muslims living in Muslim majority countries (i.e., Pakistan and Afghanistan), 
and Study 1c among Muslims living in 20 different Western countries suggest 
that the social psychological predictors of Islamic extremism in the West are 
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similarly interrelated in Muslim-majority countries that have been the direct 
and prolonged target of Western military interventions.  

 

Figure 1 Standardised results of a multigroup path analysis (Study 1a, 1b, 
1c, and Study 2) to predict violent intention to defend Muslims. 

Conclusions 
Results of the multigroup path analyses suggest that the social psychological 
predictors of Islamist extremism generalised across the different contexts, 
with one minor exception. In other words, despite different cultural contexts, 
political landscapes and experience of Western military intervention, similar 
results were obtained. As predicted, results for Muslims living in the West 
were similar to the results for Muslims living in countries with direct and pro-
longed exposure to Western military intervention, which has important impli-
cations. Specifically, Muslims do not have to have direct experience of West-
ern military intervention in order for them to experience feelings of injustice 
and anger, meaning that Western-led military interventions in Muslim-major-
ity countries are likely to be perceived as an attack on the group as a whole. 
Overall, the results suggest that a combination of Muslim identification, per-
ceived injustice, and anger underpin Islamist extremism in both the West and 
in Muslim-majority countries. 
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Study II 
 
Lindström, J. (2021). Personality and team identification predict violent in-
tentions among soccer supporters. Frontiers in Sports and Active Living. 
3:741277. http://doi.org/10.3389/fspor.2021.741277 

Aim 
Turning to another form of group-based violence, namely, soccer hooligan-
ism, the aim of this study was to examine if both personality and social iden-
tification explain why soccer supporters resort to violence for their team. Spe-
cifically, I examined the relationship between honesty-humility and violent 
behavioural intentions, and the relationship between social identification and 
violent behavioural intentions. I hypothesised a positive association between 
team identification and violent intentions (Hypothesis 1), and a negative asso-
ciation between honesty-humility and violent intentions (Hypothesis 2). Given 
significant associations between team identification and violent intentions, 
and honesty-humility and violent intentions, I further examined whether col-
lective narcissism may play an important mediating role in these associations. 

Background 
The majority of research examining why soccer supporters resort to violence 
for their team, have focused on social identity explanations. Indeed, research 
has shown that individuals who strongly identify with their soccer team are 
more inclined to behave aggressively towards supporters of opposing teams 
(Wann et al., 2003). However, previous research among soccer supporters 
suggest that strong identification does not necessarily translate to soccer sup-
porters engaging in violent or aggressive behaviours. Specifically, Wakefield 
& Wann (2006) identified two types of highly identified sports fans: those 
who engage in anti-social behaviours, and those who do not; further suggest-
ing that the difference between these groups could be explained by individual 
differences. In particular, personality could potentially explain why some soc-
cer supporters to resort to violence for their team. 

Although personality has been found to predict a range of different behav-
iours, including interpersonal aggression (see Bettencourt et al., 2006 for a 
review), researchers often tend to dismiss the role of personality as an expla-
nation for why individuals engage in collective forms of violence. Although 
some scholars have pointed to the potential role of Big Five personality factors 
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in soccer hooliganism (Van Hiel et al., 2007), no research to my knowledge 
has previously considered the role of honesty-humility in soccer hooliganism. 
Thus, to my knowledge, the present research therefore fills this gap in re-
search. Furthermore, since individuals low in honesty-humility view them-
selves as superior to others; they may also be prone to experiencing collective 
narcissism (the belief that one’s group is exceptional, but not adequately rec-
ognised by others; Golec de Zavala et al., 2009). This suggests that collective 
narcissism could potentially mediate the association between honesty-humil-
ity violent intentions amongst soccer supporters. Thus, given significant asso-
ciations between honesty-humility and violent intentions, and social identifi-
cation and violent intentions, I further explored whether collective narcissism 
would mediate the relationship between these associations. 

Method 
A survey study was conducted among supporters of Hammary football club. 
A total of 247 Hammarby supporters participated in the study (Mage = 37.93, 
SDage = 13.27; 72.9% men). Hammarby supporters were specifically recruited 
because Hammarby is the football club that has the largest supporter base in 
Sweden, and they have the most hooligans according to some sources (Ed-
winsson, 2013). Hammarby supporters were recruited through facebook 
groups for Hammarby supporters, and via snowball sampling. The study was 
advertised as a survey examining the experiences of Hammarby supporters 
and their attitudes towards violence. Participants were required to be Ham-
marby supporters and aged at least 18. Participants were required to give in-
formed consent on the first page of the survey before they proceeded. Partici-
pants received a digital gift card (worth approximately €5) as compensation 
for their participation. This study was examined by the National Ethics Board 
in Sweden, who deemed that there were no ethical problems with the study 
requiring formal ethical approval (DNR: 2019-09-10). 

Honesty-humility was measured with 10 items from the HEXACO Person-
ality inventory, short-form Inventory (Ashton & Lee, 2009; a = .73; e.g., “I 
think that I am entitled to more respect than the average person is”). Social 
(team) identification was measured with three items, adapted from earlier 
measures (Doosje et al., 1995; a = .74; e.g., “I feel a strong affinity with other 
Hammarby supporters”). Collective narcissism was measured with 7 items 
adapted from the Collective Narcissism Scale (Golec de Zavala et al., 2009; a 
= .78; e.g., “I am never going to feel satisfied until Hammarby gets all that we 
deserve”). Violent intention was measured with seven items adapted from pre-
vious measures (Obaidi et al., 2019; Doosje et al., 2013; a = .90; e.g., “I am 
prepared to travel to other cities to fight [“slåss” in Swedish] for Hammarby”). 
All items were answered on a Likert scale from 1 (completely disagree) to 7 
(completely agree). 
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Analysis 
To assess my hypotheses, I conducted a series of regression analyses. To ex-
amine whether collective narcissism mediates the association between hon-
esty-humility and violent intentions, and the association between team identi-
fication and violent intentions, I conducted mediation analyses using Hayes’ 
(2017) method for mediation, and the accompanying PROCESS dialogue. The 
95% bias corrected confidence intervals were based on 5000 draws. Since my 
original intention was not to examine mediation whilst controlling for the 
other variable, I conducted two separate mediation analyses (e.g., the first me-
diation model examined whether collective narcissism mediates the associa-
tion between honesty-humility and violent intentions, and the second media-
tion model examined whether collective narcissism mediates the association 
between team identification and violent intentions). 

I also conducted further analyses in Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 2012). All 
models were estimated using Robust Maximum Likelihood (MLR) Estimation 
to deal with skewed variables and missing data, although to calculate indirect 
effects the model was estimated with Maximum Likelihood Estimation.   
 

Results 
 
As expected, team identification predicted violent intentions (b = .26, p < 
.001), and honesty-humility negatively predicted violent intentions (b = -.40, 
p < .001). Further, team identification predicted collective narcissism (b = .55, 
p < .001), and honesty-humility negatively predicted collective narcissism (b 
= -.19, p = .005). 

Mediation analyses using Hayes’ Process custom dialogue showed that 
honesty-humility negatively predicted collective narcissism (b = -.19, p = 
.005), and collective narcissism positively predicted violent intentions (b = 
.19, p = .003). Further, honesty-humility had an indirect effect on violent in-
tentions through collective narcissism (b = -.04, 95% CI [-.07, -.01]). How-
ever, we still observed a direct effect of honesty-humility on violent intentions 
(b = -.37, p = <.001, 95% CI [-.81, -.40]). This suggests that collective narcis-
sism may partially mediate the association between honesty-humility and vi-
olent intentions (see Figure 2). 
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Figure 2 Mediation model of how collective narcissism partially mediates the 
association between honesty-humility and violent intentions amongst soccer 
supporters. Estimates are non-standardised estimates. Standardised estimates 
are presented in the text. 

 
A separate mediation analysis showed that identification predicted collec-

tive narcissism (b = .39, p < .001, 95% CI [.35, .67]), and collective narcissism 
positively predicted violent intentions (b = .17, p = .013, 95% CI [.06, .47]). 
Team identification also had an indirect effect on violent intentions through 
collective narcissism (b = .20, p = .004, 95% CI [.13, .67]), suggesting that 
collective narcissism may partially mediate the association between social 
identification and violent intentions (see Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3 Mediation model of how collective narcissism partially mediates the 
association between identification and violent intentions amongst soccer sup-
porters. Estimates are non-standardised estimates. Standardised estimates 
are presented in the text. 
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I conducted further analyses in Mplus, testing an integrative model with both 
honesty-humility and identification as predictors, and collective narcissism as 
a mediator. Honesty-humility negatively predicted violent intentions (b = -
.38, p <.001), and collective narcissism (b = -.17, p = .005). Further, identifi-
cation predicted violent intentions (ß = .22, p = .005), and collective narcis-
sism (b = .41, p < .001), but collective narcissism did not significantly predict 
violent intentions (b = .10, p = .116). Furthermore, the indirect effect of hon-
esty-humility on violent intentions through collective narcissism was not sig-
nificant (b = -.03, 95% CI [-.06, .00]). Neither was the indirect effect of iden-
tification on violent intentions through collective narcissism, (b = .05, 95% CI 
[-.06, .00]). 

I also reran the previous model but controlled for demographic variables 
(e.g., age, gender, education, socio-economic status), and similar results were 
obtained with the exception thatcollective narcissism predicted violent inten-
tions (b = .14, p = .03). See Figure 4 for path model controlling for demo-
graphic variables.  

The indirect effect of honesty-humility on violent intentions through col-
lective narcissism was not significant (b = -.03, 95% CI [-.06, .00]). Neither 
was the indirect effect of identification on violent intentions through collective 
narcissism, (b = .05, 95% CI [-.06, .00]). 

 
 

 
Figure 4 Path model predicting violent intentions amongst soccer supporters 
controlling for demographic variables. Estimates are standardised estimates. 
*p < 0.05, and **p < .0.01. Gender is coded: Women =1, Men = 2. 
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Conclusions 
Although previous research on soccer hooliganism—as well as other forms of 
collective violence—have tended to focus on social identity explanations, the 
results of this study suggest that both personality and social identification can 
explain why individual resort to violence for their soccer team. In particular, 
individuals low in honesty-humility and those who identify strongly with their 
soccer team, may especially prone to engage in violence for their team. How-
ever, the association between collective narcissism and violent intentions ap-
pears to be less clear. That is, collective narcissism partially mediated the as-
sociation between honesty-humility and violent intentions but this effect did 
not hold when controlling for team identification and demographic variables. 
Similarly, collective narcissism partially mediated the association between 
team identification and violent intentions, but not when controlling for team 
identification and demographic variables. One potential explanation for this 
finding is that team identification and honesty-humility may both overlap con-
ceptually to some extent with collective narcissism, but honesty-humility also 
captures behavioural tendencies to engage in antisocial behaviour. This could 
mean that when both honesty-humility and identification are accounted for, 
collective narcissism becomes redundant. 
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Study III 
 
Lindström, J., Bergh, R., Akrami, N., Obaidi, M., & Lindholm-Öymyr, T. 
(2022). Who endorses group-based violence? Group Processes & Intergroup 
Relations, 0(0),  1–22. https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302231154412 

Aim 
The aim of this paper was to examine the extent to which there are common 
explanations for different types of violent group mobilisation. Specifically, we 
examined whether there were common personality and social psychological 
factors associated with group-based violence across three different contexts.  

We predicted that regardless of the group to which one belongs, or the ob-
jective advantage/disadvantage of one’s group, perceptions of group-based 
relative deprivation increase the likelihood that an individual endorses group-
based violence. We further predicted that personality factors play a role in 
preventing or facilitating individuals to resort to violence for their cause. Spe-
cifically, we hypothesised that identity fusion, identification and GRD would 
predict support for violence, violent intentions, and engagement on collective 
violence. Further, we hypothesised that honesty-humility, emotionality, and 
openness would negatively predict support for violence, violent intentions, 
and engagement on collective violence. Finally, we predicted that identity fu-
sion (Study 1) and identification (Study 2-3) would predict support for vio-
lence, violent intentions, and engagement on collective violence. We also ex-
plored if openness and honesty-humility interacted with GRD, in predicting 
support for violence, violent intentions, and self-reported engagement in vio-
lence. 

Background 
Explanations for why individuals resort to collective action have traditionally 
focused on the role of social identity (e.g., SIT, SIMCA; Tajfel & Turner, 
1979; Van Zomeren et al., 2008). A central assumption of these earlier ap-
proaches is that identification with a disadvantaged group is a predictor of 
collective action. However, members of advantaged as well as disadvantaged 
groups can perceive that their group is unfairly disadvantaged (e.g., Leach et 
al., 2007). Moreover, motivation to engage in collective action can arise from 
belongingness to a group, and hence first-hand (subjective) experiences of dis-
advantage, but also alliance or solidarity with a group (Saab et al., 2005), and 
hence more vicarious experiences of disadvantage. The Black Lives Matters 
movement, arguably a left-wing movement, is one movement where members 
of a historically disadvantaged group (e.g., Black Americans), and their allies 
(non-Black Americans) engage in collective action to improve the conditions 
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of Black Americans. The Alt-right movement or the Nordic Resistance move-
ment on the other hand are far-right movements consisting of historically ad-
vantaged groups, with these movements aiming to protect the status or rights 
of these groups (Forscher & Kteily, 2019). Despite being on opposing ends in 
terms of political orientation, both left-wing/liberal and right-wing conserva-
tive movements often claim that a group they identify with (or support) are 
unfairly disadvantaged. This underscores the subjective nature of the perceive 
disadvantage but also suggests that identification with an objectively disad-
vantaged group is not a necessary element for collective action to occur. The 
present research therefore examines the extent to which GRD (the subjective 
perception that a social group to which one belongs, is unfairly deprived) is 
associated with violent group mobilisation across members of historically dis-
advantaged groups, on behalf of another group, and as members of a histori-
cally advantaged group. 

Furthermore, given the dominance of social identity explanations for col-
lective action, relatively little research has examined the link between person-
ality and different forms of collective violence. Some research has demon-
strated a link between personality and engagement in normative/peaceful 
forms of collective action (e.g., Ha et al., 2013). Other research also suggests 
that personality is associated with endorsement of Islamist extremism (Obaidi 
et al., 2020). However, to my knowledge no previous research has specifically 
examined the extent to which personality might predict endorsement of vio-
lence in different contexts. Furthermore, no research has examined whether 
personality and social psychological factors may interact to predict endorse-
ment of group-based violence. The present research fills these gaps in re-
search. Specifically, based on insights from the HEXACO personality model 
(Ashton & Lee, 2007; Lee & Ashton, 2018), and significance quest theory 
(Kruglanski et al., 2009; Kruglanski et al., 2013), I examine whether honesty-
humility, emotionality, and openness to experience predict endorsement of vi-
olence, and whether GRD interacts with honesty-humility and emotionality. 

Method 
To address my research aims I conducted survey studies—including the main 
variables of interest—in three different contexts amongst groups who have 
been known to endorse collective violence for their cause. In Study 1 I focused 
on the endorsement of violent protest among American supporters of the BLM 
movement. In Study 2 I focused on the endorsement of right-wing extremist 
violence, sampling amongst immigration-critical Swedes. In Study 3, I exam-
ined whether my findings would generalise to a form of collective violence 
which is not linked to political ideology, namely, soccer hooliganism. The 
studies were pre-registered:  
Study 1: https://osf.io/y5j2r; Study 2: https://osf.io/znkhd; Study 3: 
https://osf.io/zcqpd . 
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Study 1 
In Study 1 I focused on examining the factors that can explain why individuals 
endorse violent protest in the context of the Black Lives Matter movement.  I 
sampled among American workers on Amazon Mechanical Turk through the 
online research platform Cloud Research (Litman et al., 2016). Data collection 
took place 6 weeks after the killing of George Floyd, which was a time of 
ongoing protests for the Black Lives Matters movement in the U.S. Partici-
pants. The study was advertised as examining the experiences of Black Amer-
icans/African Americans active within the Black Lives Matter movement. Par-
ticipants were required to be supporters of the Black Lives Matter movement, 
residing in the U.S., and aged at least 18. Participants were required to give 
informed consent on the first page of the survey before they proceeded. Par-
ticipants received $1.20 for their participation and were debriefed. 

After excluding respondents failing attention checks, as was pre-registered, 
the final sample consisted of 394 participants (Mage = 32.81; SDage = 10.71; 
54.8 % women). 46.4% Black American, 33.5% white American, 11.2% 
mixed-race Black, 3.8% Asian American, 0.3% American Indian or Alaskan 
Native, 2.3 mixed-race other, and 2.5% “Other”. Since I was interested in ex-
amining differences between Black and non-Black participants, all non-Black 
participants were collapsed into one category and coded as 0 (N = 167), and 
Black participants including those who identified as mixed-race Black were 
coded as 1 (N = 227). For further demographic characteristics of this sample 
(and subsequent samples) see supplementary material for Paper III. 

Measures 
 

Personality 
Personality was assessed with the HEXACO personality inventory short-form 
(Ashton & Lee, 2009). This survey included the measures honesty-humility 
(e.g., “I think that I am entitled to more respect than the average person is”; a 
= .71), openness to experience (e.g., “I am interested in learning about the 
history and politics of other countries”; a = .71), and emotionality (e.g., 
“When it comes to physical danger, I am very fearful”; a = .71). 

Identity fusion 
In this study, I included a measure of identity fusion as a proxy measure of 
identification, rather than using traditional measures of identification, since I 
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sampled among non-Black Americans, as well as Black Americans, and tra-
ditional identification measures cannot be easily applied to groups to which 
one does not belong. Moreover, identity fusion has previously been applied to 
contexts in which individuals do not belong to the group, but nevertheless en-
gage in mobilisation (Kunst et al., 2018). Identity fusion was assessed with 
the pictorial measure of identity fusion (Swann et al., 2009). The measure con-
sists of a series of pictures depicting the self and a specific group (in this case 
Black Americans) as separate entities represented by circles. Participants were 
required to choose the picture that best represents their relationship with Black 
Americans, from A (completely separate circles/entities), to D (completely 
fused to Black Americans). 

Group-based relative deprivation (GRD) 
GRD was assessed with 6 items adapted from Obaidi et al. (2019), with the 
items framed in terms of Black American disadvantage relative to White 
Americans (a = .76). Examples of items include: “I feel angry over Black 
American’s limited opportunities to improve their lives”, and “Black Ameri-
cans are always going to be at the bottom, and White Americans on the top of 
the social ladder”. All items were answered on a scale of 1(Completely disa-
gree) to 7(Completely agree). 
 

Support for violence 
Support for violent protest was assessed with one item: “I fully support indi-
viduals who engage in violent protest for the Black Lives Matters movement”. 
This item was answered on a scale of 1(Completely disagree) to 7(Completely 
agree). 

Violent behavioural intentions 
Behavioural intention to engage in violent protest was assessed with one item: 
“I am willing to engage in violent actions whilst protesting for the Black Lives 
Matter movement”. This item was answered on a scale of 1(Completely disa-
gree) to 7(Completely agree). 

Engagement in violence 
Self-reported engagement in violent protest was assessed with one item: “I 
have personally engaged in violent acts whilst protesting for the Black Lives 
Matter movement”. This item was answered on a scale of 1(Completely disa-
gree) to 7(Completely agree). 

Analysis 
I conducted path analyses in Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 2012) with MLR es-
timation to deal with missing data and skewed distributions. I also used mean-
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centered predictors, since I was including interaction terms in the models. 
Since I was interested in examining if there were any differences between 
Black and non-Black participants, I used a multigroup framework (see Anal-
ysis section of Study I for information about multi-group analyses). Interac-
tion effects were further examined by plotting the interaction effects and con-
ducting simple slopes analyses (Cohen et al., 2003) in R (R Core Team, 2018). 
To test for indirect effects, I derived bootstrapped confidence intervals based 
on 5,000 draws, using ML estimation. 

Openness, honesty-humility, emotionality, GRD, and the interaction terms 
(openness × GRD, honesty-humility × GRD), were positioned as predictors. 
Since some research has found that GRD predicts identity fusion and identifi-
cation (Kunst et al. 2019; Zubielevitch et al., 2020), and because we wanted 
to rule out indirect effects of personality through identity fusion, as well as 
possible moderated mediation effects, identity fusion was positioned as a me-
diator. Support for violent protest, violent intentions, and self-reported en-
gagement in violent protest were positioned as dependent variables. For ex-
ploratory purposes and to rule out alternative explanations, I also included 
paths in the model, for which I did not have a theory-driven a priori prediction 
about (e.g., honesty-humility ® identity fusion, emotionality ® identity fu-
sion, openness × GRD ® identity fusion, honesty-humility × GRD ® identity 
fusion).  
 

Results and comments 
I first tested a general model where all paths were constrained equal for Black 
and non-Black participants. This constrained model had good fit, χ2 (27) = 
34.40, p = 0.15, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .04, 90% CI [.00, .07], SRMR = .05, thus 
supporting a general model of violent group mobilisation (see Figure 5). The 
fully constrained model indicated that emotionality and honesty-humility neg-
atively predicted all three measures of endorsing group-based violence (sup-
port, intentions, and engagement). In contrast, openness negatively predicted 
engagement in violent protest only. Also, GRD positively predicted support 
for violence, engagement in violent protest and identity fusion. Finally, iden-
tity fusion predicted support for violence. We found no interactions between 
the social psychological and personality variables. 

Since I was also interested in examining paths which might differ for Black 
and non-Black participants, I examined modification indices. The fit improved 
when we released the constraint from openness × GRD to engagement in vio-
lent protest, scaled Dχ2 (1) = 4.20, p = 0.04, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .03, 90% CI 
[.00, .07], SRMR = .05. More specifically, when GRD was high the effect of 
openness on engagement in violence was significant for non-Black respond-
ents only (see Figure 6). For transparency I also include a path diagram with 
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all freely-estimated coefficients for Black and non-Black respondents in the 
supplementary materials for Paper 3 (see Figure S2). Tests of indirect effects 
showed an indirect effect of GRD on support for violence through identity 
fusion (b = .07, 95% CI [.01, .14]), and an indirect effect of GRD on violent 
intentions through identity fusion (b = .05, 95% CI [.00, .12]). 

 

 
Figure 5 Unstandardised results of multi-group path analysis (fully-con-
strained model) predicting support for violence, violent intentions, and en-
gagement in violent protest for BLM supporters (Study 1). Note. * p < .05, 
**p < .01. Dashed paths are non-significant at p < .05. R2 estimates are for 
Non-blacks/Blacks. 
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Figure 6 Plots illustrating interaction between openness to experience and 
group-based relative deprivation predicting self-reported engagement in vio-
lence for Blacks (top row) and non-Blacks (bottom row) in Study 1.  
 
Overall, the results of Study 1 showed that both personality and social psy-
chological factors explain why individuals endorse violent protest. Moreover, 
with the exception of the interaction between openness and GRD predicting 
engagement in violence, the results of the multigroup path analysis suggest 
that the relationship between personality and social psychological factors and 
endorsement of violent protest are similar for Black Americans and non-Black 
Americans. Given that BLM matters movement can be considered a left-
wing/liberal movement, this raises questions regarding the extent to which 
these findings could generalise to other endorsement of group-based violence 
in other contexts; particularly among individuals from the opposite side of the 
political spectrum. 
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Study 2 
In this study I examined the endorsement of right-wing extremist violence, 
and conducted this study in Sweden. I deemed it unrealistic to sample specif-
ically from right-wing nationalist movements due to mistrust of researchers 
and sample size considerations. Instead, I recruited Swedes who preferred de-
creased immigration to Sweden. This study was advertised as a survey study 
examining the experiences of Swedes who feel dissatisfied with the current 
policies on immigration and refugees (i.e., would like to decrease or stop im-
migration to Sweden). Participants were recruited through a website advertis-
ing research studies in Sweden (Studentkaninen, now known as Accindi), and 
via several “immigration-critical” Facebook groups based in Sweden. Partici-
pants were compensated with a gift card (~ 5€) for their participation in the 
study. As in Study 1, I included attention check items. After excluding partic-
ipants failing attention checks, the final sample consisted of 252 participants 
(Mage = 33.76; SDage = 11.65; 50.5% men). 

Measures 
To improve upon the methods in Study1 I measured support for right-wing 
extremist violence, and violent intentions with multi-item scales adapted from 
previous studies. In terms of identification, I included a measure of Swedish 
identification, since right-wing movements are usually underpinned by iden-
tification with the ethnic majority group. In addition to the main study varia-
bles, I also included a number of other relevant variables. As the Swedish 
Democrats hold a strong anti-immigration stance, I also measured Swedish 
Democrat identification, for exploratory purposes. Furthermore, since right-
wing extremist rhetoric is primarily spread through the internet, I also included 
a measure of cyber hate towards immigrants and Muslims. 

Personality 
As in Study 1, honesty-humility (a = .72), emotionality (a = .77), and open-
ness to experience (a = .71), were measured with the HEXACO-PI short-form 
(see Study 1 for examples for items). 

Identification 
Swedish identification was measured with four items adapted from Doosje et 
al., 1995 (a = .88). Examples of items include: “Being a Swede is an important 
part of my self-image”, and “Being a Swede is an important reflection of my-
self”. All items were answered on a scale of 1(Completely disagree) to 7(Com-
pletely agree). 
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Group-based relative deprivation (GRD) 
GRD was measured with five items adapted from Obaidi et al. (2019) (a = 
.92). Examples of items include: “I feel angry about Swede’s limited opportu-
nities to succeed due to immigrants”; “Swedes are disadvantaged because 
other non-Swedish people are advantaged in Sweden”. All items were an-
swered on a scale of 1(Completely disagree) to 7(Completely agree). 

Support for violence 
Support for right-wing extremist violence was measured with five items 
adapted from Tausch et al. (2011) (a = .79). Examples of items include: “I 
understand why some Swedes have burnt down Mosques around Sweden”, 
and “Even if I might not personally tolerate the violence, I understand why 
some people in the West have shot Muslims and other immigrants”. All items 
were answered on a scale of 1(Completely disagree) to 7(Completely agree). 

Violent behavioural intentions 
Violent behavioural intention was measured with seven items adapted from 
Obaidi et al. (2019) a = .89).  Examples of items include: “As the last resort, 
I am prepared to use violence for the sake of Swedes”, and “In extreme cases, 
I would be prepared to use violence to defend the Swedish culture/Sweden”. 
All items were answered on a scale of 1(Completely disagree) to 7(Com-
pletely agree). 

Engagement in violence 
Self-reported engagement in violence was measured with one item (“I have 
never acted violently towards immigrants in Sweden”), and aggression to-
wards immigrants was measured with one item (“I have never acted aggres-
sively towards immigrants in Sweden”). Since these items were highly corre-
lated (r = .70), I averaged across these items, to obtain one measure of vio-
lence/aggression, henceforth referred to as engagement in violence (a = .82). 

Cyber hate 
Cyber hate towards immigrants and Muslims was measured with one item 
adapted from Álvarez-García et al. (2016) (“I have at some point posted 
posts/comments/materials on the internet with offensive, hateful, or threaten-
ing content, that contained rumours, or sensitive informati on about immi-
grants/Muslims”). 
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Analysis 
As in Study 1, I conducted path analysis in Mplus using MLR estimation and 
mean-centered predictor variables. Interaction effects were further examined 
by plotting the interaction effects and conducting simple slopes analyses (Co-
hen et al., 2003) in R (R Core Team, 2018). To test for indirect effects I de-
rived bootstrapped confidence intervals based on 5,000 draws, using ML esti-
mation. 

I tested my pre-registered model with with honesty-humility, openness, 
GRD, and the interaction terms (openness × GRD; honesty-humility × GRD) 
as the independent variables, identification as a mediator, and support for vi-
olence, violent intentions, and engagement in violence as the dependent vari-
ables. This path model was similar to the model in Study 1, but some of the 
exploratory paths which were non-significant we excluded in this study. 

Results and comments 
The path model had excellent fit, χ2 (4) = 3.02, p = 0.55, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA 
= .00, 90% CI [.00, .08], SRMR =.02, see Figure 6. As in Study 1, emotionality 
(negatively) predicted all of our measures of violent group mobilisation. Sim-
ilarly, GRD predict all the outcome variables. 
The other effects varied for the different outcomes (see Figure 6 for details). 
For example, there was a significant interaction between openness and GRD 
specifically predicting engagement in violence, and a significant interaction 
between honesty-humility and GRD predicting engagement in violence. 

Simple slopes analysis showed that the slope of GRD predicting engage-
ment in violence, was significant when openness was low (b = .25, t = 3.23, p 
<.001), and at mean levels (b = .16, t = 3.02, p <.001), but non-significant 
when openness was high (b = .08, t = 1.15, p = .25). Furthermore, the slope of 
openness predicting engagement in violence was non-significant when GRD 
was low and at mean levels (ps > .05), but significant when GRD was high (b 
= -.28, t = -2.41, p =.02). Inspection of the other interaction effect showed that 
the slope of GRD predicting engagement in violence was significant when 
honesty-humility was low (b = .26, t = 3.63, p <.001), and at mean levels (b = 
.16, t = 3.02, p <.001), but non-significant when high (p > .05). Further, the 
slope of honesty-humility predicting engagement in violence was non-signif-
icant when GRD was low (p > .05), but significant when at mean levels (b = 
-.26, t = -2.96, p <.001), and when high (b = -.42, t = -3.66, p <.001). See 
Figure 8 for interaction plots. As in Study 1, we also tested for indirect effects, 
observing an indirect effect of GRD on violent intentions through identifica-
tion (b = .06, 95% CI [.02, .11]). I also re-ran the above model including cyber 
hate as a dependent variable, and a similar pattern of results was observed, 
with honesty-humility and emotionality negatively predicting GRD, and GRD 
positively predicting cyber hate. 
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Figure 7 Standardised results of path analysis predicting support for violence, 
violent intentions, and engagement in violence among immigration-critical 
Swedes (Study 2). Note.* p < .05, **p < .01. Dashed paths are non-significant 
at p < .05. 
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Figure 8 Plots illustrating interaction between openness to experience and 
group-based relative deprivation predicting engagement in violence (top row) 
and between honesty-humility and group-based relative deprivation predict-
ing engagement in violence. 
 
Taken together, the findings of Studies 1 and 2 reveal that several predictors 
of violent group mobilisation are observed consistently across different con-
texts (with regards to culture, ideology, and historical advantages/disad-
vantages etc.). The question then becomes whether similar findings could be 
observed when examining other (non-political) forms of violent group mobi-
lisation. 
 

Study 3 
In Study 3 I focused on the endorsement of violence in a non-political context, 
namely amongst soccer supporters. Since I conducted the study in Sweden, I 
focused on supporters of Hammarby, since this team has been recognised as 
having the most hooligans in Sweden (Edwinson, 2013). Since Hammarby is 
known as an “underdog” financially and in terms of sporting success, relative 
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to local rival teams (e.g., AIK, Djurgården), group-based relative deprivation 
was framed as disadvantaged relative to these other soccer teams. 

I recruited Hammarby supporters through several Facebooks groups for 
Hammarby supporters. Participants were required to identify as a Hammarby 
supporter, and be at least 18 years old. Since recruiting of Hammarby support-
ers involved more direct context with soccer supporters, I aimed to keep this 
survey as short as possible so neither emotionality nor self-reported engage-
ment in violence were included in this study. Data was collected during two 
data collections (n = 230, 247), the second of which was pre-registered. I com-
bined the two datasets in our analysis to obtain better power, and given that 
the recruitment, procedure, and measures were practically identical in the two 
datasets (for transparency, see supplementary materials for Paper III separate 
results from the two datasets). In total, I obtained 477 responses but 32 did not 
fill in any of the main variables and were excluded. The final sample consisted 
of 445 participants (Mage = 36.76, SDage = 11.88; 76.5% males). 

Measures 
 

Personality 
As in the previous studies, personality was assessed with the HEXACO per-
sonality inventory short-form (Ashton & Lee, 2009). Honesty-humility (a = 
.72) and openness to experience (a = .78), were included in this study (see 
Study 1 for examples of items). 
 
Group-based relative deprivation (GRD) 
GRD was measured with seven items adapted from Obaidi et al. (2019) (a = 
.77). Examples of items include: “I feel frustrated over the limited success 
Hammarby has experienced compared to AID/Djurgården, and the fact that 
their clubs have an advantage financially”; “Swedes are disadvantaged be-
cause other non-Swedish people are advantaged in Sweden”. All items were 
answered on a scale of 1(Completely disagree) to 7(Completely agree). 
 

Support for violence 
Support for violence was measured with three items adapted from Tausch et 
al. (2011) (a = .94). Examples of items include: “I understand why some Ham-
marby supporters have been violent towards AIK- and Djurgården support-
ers”, and “Even if I might not personally tolerate the violence, I understand 
why some people are violent towards AIK- and Djurgården supporters”. All 
items were answered on a scale of 1(Completely disagree) to 7(Completely 
agree). 
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Violent behavioural intentions 
Violent behavioural intention was measured with seven items adapted from 
Obaidi et al. (2019) a = .91).  Examples of items include: “As the last resort, 
I am prepared to use violence for the sake of Hammarby”, and “In extreme 
cases, I am prepared to use violence to defend Hammarby”. All items were 
answered on a scale of 1(Completely disagree) to 7(Completely agree). 

Analysis 
As in the previous studies, I conducted path analysis in Mplus using MLR 
estimation and mean-centered predictor variables. Interaction effects were fur-
ther examined by plotting the interaction effects and conducting simple slopes 
analyses in R (R Core Team, 2018). To test for indirect effects, I derived boot-
strapped confidence intervals based on 5,000 draws, using ML estimation. The 
path model tested was a slightly reduced model (compared to the previous 
studies) due to the fact that the variables emotionality and self-reported en-
gagement in violence, were not included in this study. 

Results and comments 
I first estimated a model with honesty-humility, openness, GRD, and the in-
teraction terms (openness × GRD; honesty-humility × GRD) as the independ-
ent variables, identification as a mediator, and support for violence and violent 
intentions as the dependent variables. Honesty-humility and identification pre-
dicted both measures of violent group mobilisation, whereas GRD only pre-
dicted support for violence. Openness only negatively predicted identification 
(see Figure 7 for further detail). There was also a significant interaction be-
tween openness and GRD predicting support for violence, and a significant 
interaction between honesty-humility and GRD predicting violent intentions.  

Simple slopes analyses showed that the slope of GRD predicting support 
for violence was non-significant when openness was low (b = –.18, t = .09, p 
= .920), but significant when openness was at mean levels (b = .19, t = 2.23, 
p = .030), and when openness was high (b = .37, t = 3.00, p < .001). On the 
other hand, the slope of openness predicting support for violence was margin-
ally significant only when GRD was high (b = .22, t = 1.81, p = .070). See 
Figure 10 for interaction plots. Examination of the other interaction effect 
showed that the slope of GRD predicting violent intentions was non-signifi-
cant when honesty-humility was low, at mean levels or high (all ps > .05). On 
the other hand, the slope of honesty-humility predicting support for violence 
was steeper at higher levels of GRD. Specifically, when GRD was low, b = -
.57, t = -5.24, p < .001, when GRD was at mean levels, b = -.69, t = -8.97, p 
< .001, and when GRD was high, b = -.81, t = -8.25, p < .001. Tests of indirect 
effects also showed an indirect effect of openness on support for violence (b 
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= -.05, 95% CI [-.08, -.01]), and of openness on violent intentions through 
identification (b = –.04, 95% CI [–.07, –.01]). 

The results of Study 3, among soccer supporters replicated several of the 
effects observed in Study 1 and 2. That is, honesty-humility negatively pre-
dicting support for violence and violent intentions, and GRD predicting sup-
port for violence. With regards to interactions, similar findings to Study 2 were 
also observed; GRD interacted with both openness (in predicting support for 
violence), and honesty-humility (in predicting violent intentions). In contrast 
to Study 2, the nature of the interaction between openness and GRD differed; 
with a combination of low openness and high GRD associated with support 
for violence against rival teams. 

Conclusions 
Overall, the findings from three studies conducted in vastly different contexts, 
and examining different forms of violent group mobilisation, suggest that in-
dividuals who resort to group-based violence for their cause share common 
personality and social psychological signatures. Specifically, GRD predicted 
support for violence among Black lives matters supporters, immigration-crit-
ical Swedes, and soccer supporters. However, whether GRD motivates violent 
or actual violence towards certain groups may depend on whether this group 
belongs to a historically advantaged group. Specifically, among anti-immigra-
tion Swedes (a historically advantaged group) cyber hate towards immigrants, 
whereas it “only” predicted support for violence—but not violent intentions—
on behalf of non-dominant groups (Black Americans and an “underdog” soc-
cer team). This might suggest that GRD may be more predictive of collective 
violence amongst members of historically advantaged groups, or among right-
wing movements.  

With regard to personality, low honesty-humility was associated with sup-
port for collective violence in all three contexts. Low honesty-humility was 
also associated with violent intentions amongst BLM supporters and soccer 
supporters, but not among immigration-critical Swedes. Nevertheless, low 
honesty-humility was also associated with self-reported engagement in violent 
protest (amongst BLM supporters) and self-reported violence towards immi-
grants (amongst immigration-critical Swedes), and this also extended to self-
reported engagement in cyber hate towards immigrants. 

Furthermore, findings amongst BLM supporters and immigration-critical 
Swedes consistently showed that low emotionality was associated with sup-
port for violence, violent intentions, and self-reported engagement in violence. 
Amongst immigration-critical Swedes, we also observed that this pattern of 
results extended to self-reported engagement in cyber hate towards immi-
grants. Thus, regardless of ideology or the group with which one identifies, 
the dispositional tendency to experience fear, anxiety and sentimentality, may 
act to deter individuals from endorsing collective violence. Collectively, the 
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findings across three studies provide an alternative yet complementary expla-
nation to Significance Quest Theory (Kruglanski et al., 2014), because our 
findings suggest that dispositions (i.e., high emotionality and honesty-humil-
ity) may prevent individuals from engaging in extremist “quests for signifi-
cance”, to restore loss of significance (e.g., GRD). 

Whereas in general, honesty-humility and emotionality appeared to underly 
endorsement of violence across different contexts, the association between 
openness to experience and GRD appears to be more complex. That is, inter-
action effects between openness to experience and GRD were observed in all 
the studies, but the nature of the interaction varied across the studies. For ex-
ample, in Study 2, the association between GRD and self-reported engagement 
in violence towards immigrants was moderated by openness to experience, 
with a stronger association between GRD and violence, at lower levels of 
openness. Similar results were observed by Gøtzsche-Astrup (2019) who 
found that the positive association between uncertainty and political violence 
to be significant when openness was low. At first glance, these results support 
the idea that individuals low in openness tend to endorse simplistic solutions 
(e.g., violence) to their problems (e.g., perceived disadvantage and uncer-
tainty). 

However, the interaction observed in Study 3 was different; a combination 
of high openness and high GRD was associated with greater support for vio-
lence in this context. Research shows that low openness is associated with 
intolerance towards unconventional groups, but high openness is associated 
with intolerance towards conventional groups (Brandt et al., 2015). Although 
we attempted to choose a non-political context, we sampled from a soccer 
team known as a “working class” team, often attracting “left-leaning” support-
ers. Hence, we cannot rule out the possibility that the observed interaction 
effects were not “contaminated” by other factors such as perceived conven-
tionality of the target of violence (i.e., supporters of rivalling teams). 

There was also some evidence to suggest that GRD interacts with honesty-
humility in predicting collective violence. In Study 2, amongst Swedes, the 
negative association between honesty-humility and violence towards immi-
grants, was greater at higher levels of GRD. Similarly, amongst soccer sup-
porters the negative association between honesty-humility and violent inten-
tions was greater at higher levels of GRD. 

Overall, the results of these studies suggest that people from the left, right 
(and beyond) feel that a group to which they below (or support) are unfairly 
disadvantaged. However, whether or not one reacts to this sense of disad-
vantage may also depend on dispositional tendencies which allow or deter us 
from reacting to this sense of disadvantage. 
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Study IV 
 
Lindström, J., Bergh, R., & Akrami, N. (2022). Low modesty linked to feel-
ing deprived within structurally advantaged (but not disadvantaged) groups. 
Journal of Research in Personality, 103:104356. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2023.104356 

Aim 
In Study III I observed that even members of structurally advantaged groups 
experience GRD, and that this appears to be one important factor underlying 
endorsement of right-wing extremist violence. In this study I aimed to shed 
further light on why members of structurally advantaged groups endorse the 
perception that their group is unfairly disadvantaged. In contrast to Study III 
which explored interactions between personality traits and GRD, I proposed 
that personality (low trait modesty) could potentially explain why members of 
structurally advantaged groups experience GRD. Specifically, in Study 1 I 
sampled among White and Black Americans, and hypothesised that modesty 
would be negatively associated with GRD among White Americans. In Study 
2, I sampled amongst men and women, and hypothesised that modesty would 
be negatively associated with GRD amongst men, but not women. 

Background 
A great deal of research has focused on the consequences of GRD, such as 
engagement in protest, or even engagement in violent extremism (Obaidi et 
al., 2019; see Smith et al., 2005 for a review). However, relatively little re-
search has examined why individuals perceive their group as unjustly deprived 
relative to other groups. One simple explanation is that individuals experience 
GRD because they belong to a group which is objectively/structurally disad-
vantaged. That is, individuals perceive their group as unjustly disadvantaged 
due to structural, institutional or historical factors. However, GRD is a sub-
jective perception; some members of structurally disadvantaged groups do not 
perceive that their group is unjustly disadvantaged or discriminated against 
(see Jost, 2020; see also Ruggiero & Taylor, 1997). Similarly, members of 
structurally advantaged groups can perceive that their group is unfairly disad-
vantaged (e.g., Leach et al., 2007). Indeed, such rhetoric is often espoused by 
individuals from far-right movements, such as the “Alternative right”, who 
claim that they are increasingly disadvantaged relative to minority groups/im-
migrants (Davey & Ebner, 2019). Similarly, individuals from men’s right’s 
movements also espouse the rhetoric that men are increasingly disadvantaged 
relative to women (Palmer & Subramaniam, 2018). An alternative dominant 
explanation in the literature is that individuals experience GRD because they 
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strongly identify with their group (Van Zomeren et al., 2008a), and this has 
indeed been supported by the literature amongst structurally disadvantaged 
groups (Tropp & Wright, 1999; Zubielevitch et al., 2019). However, what ac-
counts for GRD among the structurally advantaged, when we rule out struc-
tural disadvantage as an explanation? 

Given that the perception of GRD rests of the individual’s subjective ap-
praisal of the situation (Smith et al., 2005), I consider the idea that personality 
may explain why members of structurally advantaged groups experience 
GRD. In an attempt to explain when personality or situations are more im-
portant in predicting behaviour, Mischel (1977) proposed the strong situation 
hypothesis. According to this hypothesis, when the situation is ambiguous or 
“weak”, personality effects are more likely, whereas when the situation is 
“strong”, personality has little to no effect. Contemporary research has built 
upon this idea, showing that specific situations facilitate or suppress expres-
sions of certain personality traits (see Cooper & Withey, 2009; Johnson, 2009; 
Judge & Zapata, 2015). In the present research, I test this idea by examining 
whether positions of structural advantage and disadvantage facilitate or sup-
press expressions of specific personality traits, when it comes to the percep-
tion that one’s group is unjustly disadvantaged. With regard to specific per-
sonality traits, I focused on variables which are derived, defined and measured 
without any reference to GRD. Hence, I narrowed it down to variables from 
the HEXACO model (Ashton & Lee, 2007). I focused on facets within the 
HEXACO model, since research suggests that narrow traits are better predic-
tors of behaviour than broad factors (Paunonen & Ashton, 2001; Paunonen et 
al., 2003). After consideration of the different facets within the HEXACO 
model, the modesty facet appeared to be a likely candidate predictor of GRD. 

Trait modesty is defined as a person’s beliefs about him- or herself in rela-
tion to others – high scorers see themselves as “no better” than anyone else, 
whereas low scorers feel superior and entitled to special privileges (Ashton & 
Lee, 2005). As such, it is reasonable to hypothesise that people low in modesty 
are more inclined to perceive a discrepancy between that they feel their group 
is entitled to (i.e., better treatment), and what they view they are receiving, 
which is likely to be accompanied by frustration and anger. This may be es-
pecially true for members of historically advantaged groups—not only be-
cause their situation is less “strong” and hence more subject to subjective in-
terpretations than disadvantaged groups—but also because they are accus-
tomed to their group being privileged relative to other groups. For individuals 
belonging to historically disadvantaged groups, low modesty may not neces-
sarily translate to feelings violation of entitlement on the basis of their group 
membership, because of awareness that their group has been historically un-
derprivileged. 
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Method 
To assess my hypotheses that trait modesty would be more strongly associated 
with GRD among structurally advantaged groups (compared to structurally 
disadvantaged groups), I conducted two survey studies which included trait 
modesty and group-based relative deprivation. In Study 1, I sampled among 
White and Black Americans and in Study 2 I sampled among men and women. 
Both studies were preregistered (Study 1: https://osf.io/nhwze; Study 2: 
https://osf.io/pncv8). 

Study 1 
In Study 1, I examined the association between modesty and GRD among 
White Americans and Black Americans, recruited through CloudResearch 
(Litman et al., 2016). The study was advertised as a study examining the as-
sociation between different personality traits and emotions. Participants were 
U.S residents aged 18 and over. Participants were required to give informed 
consent on the first page of the survey before they proceeded. Participants 
received $2.10 for their participation and were debriefed. The final sample 
comprised 334 respondents (171 White Americans; 163 Black Americans; 
Mage = 39.66; SDage = 12.04; 50.0% women). 

In this survey study participants first filled in the HEXACO-PI short form 
(Ashton & Lee, 2009) and items measuring trait modesty (a	= .86). Partici-
pants were subsequently presented with the following text: “Each and every 
one of us belongs to a number of different groups/social categories (White, 
Black, men, women, etc.). These group memberships/ identities define the 
way we think about ourselves, people in our surroundings, and our world. 
Group memberships affect the way we think and act in different contexts. In 
this part of the study, we are interested in your way of thinking and behaving 
as a White/Black American”. Participants subsequently filled in items meas-
uring identification (“To what extent do you identify as a White/Black Amer-
ican?”), and GRD based on ethnicity (e.g., “I get frustrated when I think about 
how my group is disadvantaged in society compared to other groups in soci-
ety”; a= .94; adapted from Obaidi et al., 2019). 

Study 2 
In Study 2, I examined the association between modesty and GRD among men 
and women, recruited through CloudResearch (Litman et al., 2016). As in 
Study 1, the study was advertised as a study examining the association be-
tween different personality traits and emotions. Participants were U.S resi-
dents aged 18 and over. Participants were required to give informed consent 
on the first page of the survey before they proceeded. Participants received 
$2.10 for their participation and were debriefed. The final sample comprised 
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309 respondents (156 men; 153 women; Mage = 39.17; SDage = 11.39). The 
procedure for Study 2 was the same as in Study 1, except I measured identifi-
cation on the basis of gender (“To what extent do you identify as a 
Man/Woman?”), and GRD based on participants’ gender (a= .94). 

Measures 

Modesty 
Modesty was measured with 10 items from the full HEXACO PI (Lee & Ash-
ton, 2018). Examples of items include: “I would like to have more power than 
other people” (reverse-scored), and “I don’t think that I’m better than other 
people”. 
 
Group-based relative deprivation (GRD) 
GRD was measured with the group-based relative deprivation scale 
(Lindström, manuscript in progress). This scale was adapted from previous 
studies (Obaidi et al., 2019), but rather than including the name of the specific 
group in each item (e.g., Muslims, Black Americans, White Americans), the 
phrasing of the specific group in question was more general. Examples of 
items include: “I feel angry over my group’s ability to succeed in life, due to 
another/other groups in society” and “My group is unfairly disadvantaged be-
cause other groups are advantaged in our society”. See analysis section for the 
psychometric properties of this scale. All items were answered on a scale of 1 
(completely disagree) to 7(completely agree). 
 

Results 

Study 1 Results 
Results of the CFA showed that the one-factor model had good model fit with 
the exception of RMSEA, which was mediocre1, χ2 (8) = 33.00, p < .001, CFI 
= .99, TLI = .98, RMSEA = .10, 90% CI [.06, .13]. Next, we allowed each item 
to freely load onto the latent variable, GRD. This model also showed good 
model fit, Dχ2 (3) = 11.10, p = .01, CFI = .99, TLI = .98, RMSEA = .10, 90% 
CI [.06, .15], with slightly better fit according to the chi-square significance 
test. Factor loadings ranged from .74 to .96. 
 
Regression analyses showed that ethnicity (b = .76, 95% CI [.70, .82], p < 
.001), modesty (b = -.49, 95% CI [-.76, -.25], p < .001), and the modesty 

 
 
1 Note that RMSEA is a conservative (suboptimal) index of fit in models with few degrees of 
freedom such as simple CFAs (see Kenny et al., 2015). 
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× ethnicity interaction (b = .38, 95% CI [.16, .62], p < .001), were signifi-
cantly associated with GRD based on ethnicity (R2 = .67). When examining 
the slopes separately for White and Black Americans, modesty was signifi-
cantly related to GRD among White (b = -.39, 95% CI [-.55, -.23], p < .001, 
R2 = .15) but not Black (b = -.02, 95% CI [-.17, .13], p = .80, R2 = .00) Amer-
icans. See Figure 11 for a visualisation of this interaction. A subsequent re-
gression model including ethnic group identification showed that this variable 
was significantly associated with GRD (b = .11, 95% CI [.04, .19], p = .003), 
but that the effects of ethnicity (b = .72, 95% CI [.64, .79] p < .001), modesty 
(b = -.49, 95% CI [-.75, -.25], p < .001), and the modesty × ethnicity interac-
tion (b = .38, 95% CI [.16, .62] p < .001) remained significant (R2 = .68). 
 

Study 2 Results 
As in Study 1, the CFA showed that that one-factor model had good fit, χ2 (8) 
= 34.00, p < .001, CFI = .98, TLI = .98, RMSEA = .10. When we allowed each 
factor loading to load freely onto the latent variable, good model fit was also 
obtained,  Dχ2 (3) = 10.23, p = .02, CFI = .99, TLI = .98, RMSEA = .11, with 
slightly better fit according to the chi-square significance test. Factor loadings 
ranged from .75 to .95. 

Regression analyses showed that gender (b = .54, 95% CI [.46, .62], p < 
.001), modesty (b = -.58, 95% CI [-.84, -.30], p < .001), and the modesty × 
gender interaction (b = .45, 95% CI [.17, .73], p = .002), were significantly 
associated with GRD based on gender (R2 = .31). Examining separate slopes 
for men and women, modesty was significantly associated with GRD among 
men (b = -.36, 95% CI [-.49, -.21], p < .001, R2 = .13) but not women (b = -
.01, 95% CI [-.15, .19], p = .87, R2 = .00). See Figure 11 for a visualisation of 
this interaction. A subsequent regression model including gender identifica-
tion, showed that this variable was not significantly associated with GRD (b 
= .01, 95% CI [-.08, .09], p = .907), but gender (b = .54, 95% CI [.45, .62], p 
< .001), modesty (b = -.58, 95% CI [-.84, -.30], p < .001), and the modesty × 
gender interaction (b = .45, 95% CI [.17, .73], p < .001) still remained signif-
icant predictors of GRD (R2 = .31). 
 

Auxilliary analyses for Study 1 and 2 
For Study 1, relative importance analyses showed that modesty was the most 
important variable explaining GRD among White Americans, but was not an 
important predictor of GRD among Black Americans. Interestingly, diligence 
appeared to be an important predictor of GRD among Black Americans (see 
top bar graph in Figure 12). For Study 2, relative importance analyses showed 
that modesty was the most important variable explaining GRD among men, 
but did not explain GRD among women (see bottom bar graph in Figure 12). 
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For women, unconventionality appeared to be an important variable explain-
ing GRD. 
 

 

 
Figure 11 Group-based relative deprivation (GRD) as a function of group 
membership, modesty, and its interaction for Study 1(left) and Study 2(right). 
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Figure 12 Relative importance for HEXACO-facets predicting group-based 
relative deprivation (GRD) for Study 1 (top) and Study 2 (bottom). 
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Conclusion 
Overall, the findings from these two studies suggests that low modesty could 
explain why members of structurally advantaged groups (White Americans 
and men) – but not members of structurally disadvantaged groups (Black 
Americans and women) – perceive their group to be unjustly disadvantaged. 
The findings were highly consistent across the two studies, and the effect of 
modesty was robust even when accounting for other established explanations 
(structural factors and group identification). Furthermore, when examining the 
relative importance of predictors, modesty was the most important predictor 
of GRD (compared to the other HEXACO facets) among both structurally ad-
vantaged groups. Given that members of structurally advantaged groups (e.g., 
White Americans/Europeans, and men) often espouse the rhetoric that their 
group is unfairly disadvantaged relative to other groups—and that this is often 
an underlying motivation for engagement in violent as well as non-violent 
mobilisation—these findings provide a novel explanation for why some mem-
bers of structurally advantaged groups mobilise to help their group. 
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General discussion 

Gaps in the literature and aims revisited 
In my review of the previous literature on violent extremism, terrorism, and 
existing social psychological models of collective action more generally, I no-
ticed a number of reoccurring themes. First, with the exception of more recent 
research, much of the literature focusing on the psychology of terrorism or 
violent extremism was often based on descriptive data or anecdotal observa-
tions about known terrorists (Victoroff, 2005). Second, scholars have largely 
focused on Islamic extremism, but have not systematically examined similar-
ities between different forms of group-based violence. Third, both research 
and theory regarding violent extremism, collective action and group-based rel-
ative deprivation have tended to focus on disadvantaged groups, identification 
with disadvantaged groups, and first-hand or direct experiences of victimisa-
tion or disadvantage. Fourth, personality explanations have generally been 
dismissed in favor of social or social psychological explanations (Borum, 
2004). Last, but not least, very little research has examined how personality 
and social psychological factors jointly influence susceptibility to engagement 
in group-based violence.  

The broad aim of this doctoral dissertation was therefore to contribute to a 
more nuanced understanding of why individuals endorse violent extremism or 
group-based violence, by (1) moving beyond the “traditional” focus on disad-
vantaged groups, Islamist extremism, first-hand experience of victimisation 
and disadvantage, (2) problematising the long-standing person-situation di-
chotomy, and (3) attempting to “disentangle” the role of personality and social 
psychological factors in susceptibility to violent extremism. Across four pa-
pers and ten empirical studies I shed light on the following questions, which I 
elaborate on below. 
 

1) Is first-hand experience of victimisation or objective disad-
vantage necessary to motivate endorsement of violent extrem-
ism/group-based violence? 

 
The simple answer to this question is that first-hand experience of victimisa-
tion or objective disadvantage is not necessary for individuals to endorse vio-
lent extremism/group-based violence. Individuals do not have to be directly 
disadvantaged or victimised in order to experience feelings of injustice, and 
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feelings of group-based relative deprivation can even be experienced on be-
half of other groups. Such feelings of group-based injustice and deprivation 
underly endorsement of different forms of group-based violence. 

In Study I (The role of Muslim identity in predicting violence to defend 
Muslims), the results of the multigroup path analyses showed that the social 
psychological underpinnings (Muslim identification, group-based injustice, 
anger) of Islamic extremism was similar for Muslims living in Western soci-
eties and Muslims living in (Muslim-majority) countries with prolonged ex-
posure to military interventions. The findings also suggested that even in the 
absence of direct victimisation and exposure to Western intervention and ex-
posure to Western military intervention, Muslims in Western countries still 
experienced feelings of injustice and anger over such interventions, which in 
turn appeared to underlie violent intentions to defend Muslims. 

In Study III (Who endorses group-based violence?), I sampled among 
Black and non-Black American BLM supporters (Study 1), in order to exam-
ine similarities and differences between Black Americans who have first-hand 
experience of discrimination and objective disadvantage, and non-Black 
Americans, who have not been the direct recipients of the discrimination and 
disadvantage faced by Black Americans. The findings suggested that non-
Black BLM supporters experienced GRD on behalf of Black Americans, and 
that this appeared to underlie support for violent protest during the BLM pro-
tests in the U.S. In Study III, I also sampled among an objectively/structurally 
advantaged group (Study 2: Immigration-critical Swedes living in Sweden), 
and observed that even members of a structurally advantaged group can per-
ceive that their group is unjustly disadvantaged, and this was associated with 
support for right-wing extremism, violent intentions, self-reported aggression 
and violence towards ethnic/religious minority groups, and cyber hate targeted 
towards such groups. 
 

2) Do social psychological factors mediate or moderate the asso-
ciation between personality and endorsement of group-based 
violence? 

  
As this question has two parts (mediation and moderation), I consider the an-
swer to these issues separately. The findings of Study II (Personality and team 
identification predict violent intentions among soccer supporters) provided 
some support for the notion that social psychological factors mediate the as-
sociation between personality and violent extremism. Specifically, the associ-
ation between honesty-humility (personality) and violent intentions among 
soccer supporters (endorsement of group-based violence), appeared to be par-
tially mediated by collective narcissism. However, these findings were also 
complicated by the observation that when both team identification and hon-
esty-humility were included in the statistical model, collective narcissism was 
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no longer a significant predictor of violent intentions among soccer support-
ers. 

Overall, the findings of Study II did not seem to suggest that the association 
between personality (operationalised as HEXACO personality factors, hon-
esty-humility, emotionality, and openness to experience) and endorsement of 
group-based violence, was mediated by social psychological factors (identifi-
cation, identity fusion). Of course, I tested a very specific model, using only 
cross-sectional data and this does not rule out other potential mediating rela-
tionships, particularly in different group contexts. 

However, the findings of Study IV (Low modesty linked to feeling de-
prived among structurally advantaged (but not disadvantaged) groups), in 
light of the findings of Study III (Who endorses group-based violence?) is 
highly suggestive of a potential moderated-mediation relationship. That is, 
among structurally advantaged groups, the association between modesty (per-
sonality) and indicators of right-wing extremism (support for right-wing ex-
tremism, violent intentions, aggression/violence towards ethnic or religious 
minority groups, cyber hate), may be mediated by feelings of GRD. Of course, 
since I am not able to directly test this, this relationship is mostly speculation. 

With regards to moderation effects, the overall results of Study III (Who 
endorses group-based violence?) suggest that some personality traits (e.g., 
honesty-humility, openness to experience) and social psychological factors 
(GRD) may interact to predict group-based violent in different contexts. How-
ever, since the nature of the observed interactions differed across the study 
contexts—and since these studies were somewhat underpowered to detect in-
teraction effects— these findings should be considered preliminary at best. 
 

3) Are there common social psychological and personality predic-
tors of group-based violence which generalise across different 
contexts? 

 
The overall findings of Study III (Who endorses group-based violence?) 
demonstrated that specific personality and social psychological factors con-
sistently predicted endorsement of group-based violence in three vastly differ-
ent forms of violence, in three different contexts. Specifically, GRD predicted 
support for violence amongst BLM supporters (both Black and non-Black), 
immigration-critical Swedes, and soccer supporters. Identification and iden-
tity fusion were also associated with endorsement of group-based violence 
measures, but to varying degrees across the contexts. With regards to person-
ality, honesty-humility consistently predicted endorsement of group-based vi-
olence in all three contexts. Furthermore, emotionality negatively predicted 
endorsement of group-based violence amongst BLM supporters, and immi-
gration critical Swedes. Such findings are novel, since to my knowledge no 
previous research has examined the extent to which personality and social 
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psychological factors consistently predict endorsement of group-based vio-
lence in different contexts. 
 
 

4) Could personality differences explain why some individuals 
perceive that their group is unjustly disadvantaged? 

 
The findings of Study IV (Low modesty linked to feeling deprived among 
structurally advantaged (but not disadvantaged) groups), suggest that differ-
ences in trait modesty appear to explain why individuals perceive that their 
group is unjustly disadvantaged – but that this only applies to structurally ad-
vantaged groups. Even these findings are novel, since no previous research 
has proposed that perceptions of group-based disadvantage may be explained 
by basic personality traits. 

In summary, the findings of my empirical research will hopefully contrib-
ute to a more nuanced understanding of the psychological underpinnings of 
violent extremism, or group-based violence more generally. These findings 
move beyond the traditional focus on disadvantaged groups, and first-hand 
victimisation, showing that first-hand experience of victimisation or objective 
disadvantage is not necessary for individuals to endorse violent extrem-
ism/group-based violence. Moreover, I problematise the long-standing per-
son-situation dichotomy in the study of violent extremism (and collective ac-
tion more generally) to show that both personality and social psychological 
factors jointly influence susceptibility to group-based violence in different 
contexts. 
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An integrative approach to study group-based violence 
In an attempt to summarise the findings of the present dissertation (i.e., of all 
four papers, and ten different studies) I propose a model—or schematic illus-
tration—integrating the role of personality and social psychological factors in 
susceptibility to group-based violence and violent extremism. It is important 
to note that this is not a final or universal model. Instead, this model provides 
an initial framework for identifying which specific personality and social psy-
chological factors underpin involvement in group-based violence, and how 
these factors are related to each other as they have been addressed in this dis-
sertation. I acknowledge that there may be slight differences between the var-
iables across different contexts, and forms of group-based violence (for exam-
ple, with regard to whether a variable predicts support for violence, violent 
intentions, or self-reported violence). Nevertheless, it is my hope that this 
model can inspire the development of future integrative models of suscepti-
bility to group-based violence, or inform counter-violent extremism efforts. 

 
 

 
 
Figure 13. Schematic illustration of the main findings of all studies within the 
present dissertation.  
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Situating the present findings in relation to contemporary 
social psychological explanations  

Relative deprivation theory and social identity-based models of 
collective action 
Although relative deprivation as a concept is by no means a new phenomenon 
and the concept has been proposed to explain a myriad of phenomena, findings 
within this dissertation extend knowledge on group-based relative deprivation 
in three important ways. First, although some proponents of relative depriva-
tion theory have recognised that individuals can experience deprivation on be-
half of other groups (e.g., Runciman, 1966; Tougas & Beaton, 2002), no pre-
vious research (to my knowledge) has specifically examined empirically 
whether relative deprivation on behalf of other groups is associated endorse-
ment of group-based violence. My findings that non-Black BLM supporters 
experienced GRD on behalf of Black Americans, and that this was associated 
with support for violent protest sheds some new light about relative depriva-
tion that is experienced on behalf of other groups. 

Second, group-based relative deprivation appears to be a more potent pre-
dictor of group-based violence among structurally advantaged groups. The 
present body of studies was unfortunately not designed to shed light on why 
this may be the case, though there are several potential explanations. One ex-
planation is in line with Wright & Tropp’s (2002) theorising that non-norma-
tive forms of group mobilisation are more likely to occur when the relative 
position of the group is seen to be illegitimate and controllable (and hence 
amenable to change) and when peaceful tactics are seen to be ineffective (Saab 
et al., 2016). In line with this theorising, it is possible that among structurally 
advantaged groups (e.g., White Europeans living in Western countries), the 
subjective experience that their group is disadvantaged, is perceived as more 
illegitimate, but controllable, since historically their group has been more ad-
vantaged than other groups. Future research should further investigate how 
group status (e.g., whether one belongs to an advantaged or disadvantaged 
group), and feelings of disadvantage, illegitimacy, and collective control, 
jointly predict violent group mobilisation. 

An additional insight gained from the present research is that personality 
may explain why some individuals experience group-based relative depriva-
tion to a greater degree than others. The role of personality in shaping feelings 
of group-based relative deprivation, has not previously been examined and 
therefore provides novel insights into the seemingly paradoxical observation 
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that members of structurally advantaged groups view their group as unjustly 
disadvantaged (see next section for a more detailed discussion of how person-
ality may influence endorsement of group-based violence). 

How does the current work relate to social identity theory and previous 
social identity-based approaches to collective action? Social identity-based 
approaches to collective action have examined the role of a multitude of dif-
ferent factors (e.g., different group-based emotions, feelings of efficacy etc.). 
The aims of this dissertation were not to directly assess any of the social iden-
tity-based models of collection per se. Nevertheless, findings within this dis-
sertation speak to the applicability of social identity-based models of collec-
tive action to understanding group-based violence, and some of the traditional 
assumptions about the roots of collective action. Findings within this disser-
tation do indeed confirm that social identity is a predictor of group-based vi-
olence; at least in the contexts in which I examined. However, findings within 
Study III (Who endorses group-based violence?) suggest that identification 
with—and hence belonging to—a disadvantaged group, is not a necessary pre-
condition for engagement in group-based violence. That is, in contexts where 
individuals engage in collective action in support or solidarity with others 
(whether it be violent or non-violent), identification measures are difficult to 
apply. Moreover, even members of advantaged groups engage in violent col-
lective action, but it is rather the subjective perception of group-based disad-
vantage (i.e., GRD) rather than identification with a “disadvantaged group” 
which holds the most explanatory power. 

Collective narcissism 
Although only one study in this dissertation examined how collective narcis-
sism relates to group-based violence (in the form of soccer hooliganism), the 
results suggested that one reason why individuals score high on collective nar-
cissism may be that they hold individual traits (i.e., low honesty-humility), 
which may lead them to view that their ingroup is exceptional yet not suffi-
ciently recognised by others.  

Significance quest theory and the staircase to terrorism 
It is also worth revisiting two of the more established theoretical explanations 
for why individuals engage in violent extremism. Overall, the findings within 
this dissertation converge with many of the claims of Significance Quest The-
ory (Kruglanski et al., 2009; Kruglanski et al., 2013) and the Staircase to ter-
rorism (Moghaddam, 2005). That is, feelings of relative deprivation and in-
justice appear to be key “ingredients” or motivations to engage in violent ex-
tremism (or group-based violence). However, some of the findings within this 
dissertation problematise, or raise questions regarding some of the specifics 
of these theories, particularly with regard to the temporal order or causality of 
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specific psychological processes. For example, Significance Quest Theory 
(Kruglanski et al., 2009; Kruglanski et al., 2013) holds that individuals engage 
in violent extremism in order to restore loss of significance, arguing that one 
way the need for personal significance can be activated, is through the loss of 
significance (which they claim is akin to relative deprivation). Thus, accord-
ing to Significance Quest Theory, relative deprivation may precede the need 
for personal significance. Yet individuals hold stable personality traits which 
often influence their selection of situations (Carnahan & McFarland, 2007), 
but also influences how they perceive their circumstances (Nasby et al., 1980). 
Individuals scoring low in honesty-humility arguably have a greater “need for 
personal significance” compared to individuals scoring high on these traits. 
Indeed, the findings of Study III (Who endorses group-based violence?), sug-
gest that individuals high in honesty-humility are less inclined to engage in 
group-based violence (or quest for significances). 

Similarly, although the Staircase Model to Terrorism (Moghaddam, 2005) 
was not designed as a “formal model to be tested against alternatives” (p 162), 
it nevertheless suggests that relative deprivation or feelings of injustice 
(largely among disenfranchised populations) is the first “step” on the journey 
towards terrorism. According to Moghaddam (2005), the model can be applied 
to any type of terrorism (defined as “politically motivated violence perpetrated 
by individuals, groups, or state-sponsored agents, intended to instill feelings 
of terror and helplessness in a population in order to influence decision mak-
ing and to change behaviour”, p 161). The findings of Study IV (Low modesty 
linked to feeling deprived among advantaged (but not disadvantaged) groups), 
suggests that at least when it comes to terrorism which serves the goals of 
structurally advantaged groups (such as right-wing extremism/terrorism, or 
incel terrorism), basic personality (low modesty) may actually play an im-
portant underlying role, and may hence be “one step below” feelings of dep-
rivation, on the staircase to terrorism.  

How does personality influence individual susceptibility 
to violent extremism? 
At this stage of the dissertation, I hope that I have managed to convince the 
reader that personality can indeed influence individual susceptibility to en-
gagement in group-based violence. Nevertheless, based on comments from a 
reviewer (of a previous version) of Study III (Who endorses group-based vio-
lence?), there continues to be skepticism, and even a fundamental misunder-
standing about why personality might predict mobilisation to violence. To il-
lustrate, this anonymous reviewer—presumably an established social psychol-
ogy researcher—commented that “clearly only a few people who have these 
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personality traits actually mobilise to violence – therefore, why predict a main 
(direct) effect of personality on violence?”.  
 
A similar comment could be made about the role of social psychological fac-
tors (or indeed any factor) when it comes to mobilisation to violence. For ex-
ample, one could also reason that many individuals may perceive that their 
group is unjustly disadvantaged, but not all individuals engage mobilise to 
violence. Importantly, inclusion of a main effect in a model does not suggest 
that this variable is the only variable which influences whether individuals 
mobilise to violence. Indeed, the general argument throughout this dissertation 
is that when it comes to psychological predictors of group-based violence both 
social psychological factors and personality increase/decrease the likelihood 
that an individual endorses group-based violence.  

How exactly does personality influence susceptibility to violent extrem-
ism? A large body of research has shown that individuals place themselves in 
specific situations and avoid other situations, and that this selection or avoid-
ance of situations is reliably predicted by personality traits (see e.g., Carnahan 
& McFarland, 2007; Emmons et al., 1996). The findings within this disserta-
tion, namely, that honesty-humility and emotionality are negatively associated 
with endorsement of group-based violence, could also be thought to reflect 
approach or avoidance mechanisms. For example, in the case of honesty-hu-
mility, high honesty-humility (or a general tendency to behave prosocially), 
may prevent individuals from behaving in anti-social ways, such as endorsing 
violence towards others. Thus, individuals low in honesty-humility may not 
be “held back” in this regard. A similar reasoning could be made in the case 
of emotionality. Emotionality (as measured by the HEXACO model) captures 
the tendency to experience fear, anxiety, and sentimentality (Ashton et al., 
2014). Thus, individuals high in emotionality are more anxious and fearful 
which is also likely to hold individuals back from engaging in or endorsing 
risky behaviours, such as violence (Van Gelder & De Vries, 2012).  

Importantly, the observation that men are primarily involved in acts of vi-
olent extremism and group-based violence (Dier & Baldwin, 2022; Kimmel, 
2018), could also be explained by the fact that men score substantially lower 
than women in both honesty-humility and emotionality (see Lee & Ashton, 
2020). It has been highlighted by numerous scholars that the construct of mas-
culinity (or toxic masculinity) is inextricably linked to violent extremism (e.g., 
Aguis et al., 2020; Kimmel, 2018), with narratives echoing the hegemonic 
masculine ideal often observed in both Islamist- and right wing- extremist 
rhetoric (Dier & Baldwin, 2022). Roughly defined, hegemonic masculinity is 
perceived as the traditional man ideal, encompassing qualities of being domi-
nant, successful, and unemotional (Connell, 2003). Striving to be perceived as 
successful, dominant, and unemotional are indeed characteristic of individuals 
low in both honesty-humility and emotionality. Further research is required to 
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examine how hegemonic masculinity and toxic masculinity are related to these 
personality traits. 

Furthermore, the notion that basic predispositions may prevent or facilitate 
individuals to engage in violent, antisocial behaviour could also potentially 
shed some light on the crime-terror nexus – the term used to describe the ten-
dency for criminal groups to use terrorist tactics, and terrorist groups to take 
part in criminal activities (Hutchinson & O’malley, 2006; Marenko, 2010). 
The observation that the lines between organised crime and terrorism have 
increasingly been blurred (Marenko, 2010) may potentially reflect the fact that 
basic dispositional tendencies (such as low emotionality and honesty-humil-
ity) make individuals more/less likely to engage in risky, criminal behaviour 
more generally. Which type of risky/criminal behaviour one is drawn to may 
depend on a myriad of other factors, such as identification with a particular 
group, group-based relative deprivation, and other factors not examined 
within the present dissertation. 

Consideration of differences between different forms of 
group-based violence 
A key research question within this dissertation was to examine whether some 
predictors of group-based violence can be observed consistently across differ-
ent contexts. However, I am also aware of the fact that some people might 
consider the comparison of vastly different groups (e.g., soccer supporters, 
Black Lives Matter activists, and immigration-critical groups), to be an over-
simplification, or even provocative. Left-wing activists generally aim to help 
a structurally disadvantaged group, whereas right-wing activists generally aim 
to help a structurally advantaged group. Soccer supporters do not neatly fit 
into the category of disadvantaged or advantaged. Moreover, the nature of vi-
olence is different across the different contexts. Violence perpetrated by ac-
tivists within far-right movements include hate crimes, such as physical as-
sault towards ethnic or religious minority groups (Koehler, 2016), whereas 
violence perpetrated by activists within left-wing movements, include violent 
demonstrations such as fighting against the police (The Armed Conflict Loca-
tion and Event Data Project [ACLED], 2020). Importantly, I do not claim that 
all forms of group-based violence are equivalent or similarly “good” or “bad”. 
There are undoubtedly also differences between the different forms of group-
based violence in terms of predictors. For example, political ideology is likely 
to predict violence in both right-wing and left-wing movements, though it is 
unlikely to predict violence among soccer hooligans. On the other hand, soc-
cer hooliganism, or violence may also be generally accepted as an inevitable 
part of soccer as a sport, but violence may be generally more frowned upon in 
left- and right-wing circles. Thus suggesting that factors such as social norms, 
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and an individual’s internalisation of social norms, may also play an important 
role in engagement in group-based violence. Furthermore, crowd psychology 
is more likely to play a role in the escalation of violence during protests, and 
soccer matches (Hoggett et al., 2010; Reicher et al., 2004), but given the pre-
meditated and “lone-wolf” nature of many acts of right-wing extremism 
(Hartleb, 2020), it may be less likely to play a role escalation of right-wing 
violence. Despite these differences however, the findings of this dissertation 
suggest that individuals who endorse violence in different contexts have some 
basic individual and social psychological factors in common. 

Methodological considerations 
The general findings of this dissertation aside, a critical reflection of the meth-
odology employed within this dissertation, is warranted. One important limi-
tation is that all the empirical studies in this dissertation were cross-sectional 
in design, and conclusions were therefore based on correlational data. Alt-
hough I have often referred to specific variables (such as personality) explain-
ing why individuals endorse group-based violence, this should not—at this 
stage—be interpreted as a causal relationship. Although I use the term “ex-
plain” on the basis of theoretical assumptions about predictors and results of 
regression analyses, this if course is not evidence of a causal relationship. 

Future research should attempt to replicate my findings using longitudinal 
or experimental designs. However, it also needs to be acknowledged that 
given the sensitive nature of this research topic, longitudinal designs may not 
always be feasible. Indeed, in my initial research plan at the onset of my doc-
toral studies, I planned on using data from a longitudinal study. However, due 
to difficulty recruiting participants to this study, cross-sectional designs were 
employed. A second limitation is that group-based violence was operational-
ised as self-reported measures of support for violence, violent behavioural in-
tentions, and previous engagement in violence and aggression (within the 
given context). Although measuring actual violent behaviour would not have 
been feasible—and obviously fraught with ethical problems—self-report 
measures may potentially be subject to social desirability bias. It is however, 
worth repeating that one of the scales used in these series of studies (i.e., the 
violent intentions scales) were adapted from scales which have also been val-
idated amongst actual violent extremists (see Obaidi et al., 2020). An addi-
tional limitation is that the studies examining interaction effects were some-
what underpowered to detect interaction effects. Thus, future research should 
attempt to provide further clarity on these potential interaction effects, using 
considerably larger sample sizes. Importantly, the studies within this disserta-
tion did not include every possible psychological factor which could influence 
individual susceptibility to violent extremism. Other potential variables which 
could also play an important role include efficacy beliefs other intergroup 
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emotions such as contempt (Tausch et al., 2011), moral disengagement 
(Blanco et al., 2022), and the extent to which an individual is exposed to ex-
tremist rhetoric (Gaudette et al., 2020).  

Conclusions and implications for research and practice 
Given the ongoing problem of violent extremism around the world, and its 
destructive and devastating consequences, governments, practitioners, and re-
searchers have recently dedicated more resources toward understanding why 
individuals engage in violent extremism. The key conclusion which can be 
drawn from the findings of this dissertation is that a sense of identification or 
affinity with a group, combined with a subjective perception that this group is 
unjustly disadvantaged, appears to make individuals more susceptible to en-
gagement in violent extremism. However, basic personality traits play an im-
portant role in facilitating or preventing an individual’s engagement in vio-
lence for their cause.  

How can the findings of this dissertation inform practitioners attempting to 
counter violent extremism? According to Moghaddam (2005) counter terror-
ism efforts should not be targeted towards individuals who have already been 
radicalised (i.e., those who have already reached the top of the “staircase”), 
but should be focused on prevention. Moghadam suggests that an important 
component of preventing violent extremism is to improve the overall condi-
tions of individuals, so that there will be essentially fewer individuals who 
will feel dissatisfied and climb the “stairs to terrorism”. The findings of this 
dissertation also suggest that prevention efforts may be more successful by 
addressing the concerns of individuals. However, several of the findings 
within this dissertation suggest that attempts at improving the (objective) con-
ditions of individuals may be unlikely to decrease the incidence of violent ex-
tremism. Moreover, given the increasingly globalised nature of different 
forms of violent extremism, improving the conditions of one group in a given 
geographical context may not necessarily prevent violent extremism. This is 
because individuals may nevertheless experience feelings of injustice and rel-
ative disadvantage on behalf of groups they identify with or have an affiliation 
with - even if these groups are located on the other side of the world. Im-
portantly, within western societies, government efforts to improve the condi-
tions of marginalised groups (such as religious and ethnic minorities, or even 
women), may be perceived as unfairly disadvantaging historically advantaged 
groups (e.g., White Europeans/Americans, men), thus contributing to the 
grievances which underlie right-wing extremism. However, failure to improve 
the situations of marginalised ethnic and religious groups (such as Muslims), 
or to address structural discrimination against these groups, can also contrib-
ute to feelings of injustice, disadvantage, or resentment, thus contributing to 
radicalisation amongst these groups.  
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One implication of the present findings is that individuals espousing the 
rhetoric that their group is unjustly disadvantaged, may be at risk for engaging 
in violent extremism, and that practioners attempting to counter violent ex-
tremism should be vigilant of such individuals. One caveat is that this appears 
to primarily apply to men. Although feelings of group-based relative depriva-
tion appear to place individuals at risk for engaging in violent extremism, there 
are of course instances where this does not apply. Feminists, for example, es-
pouse the rhetoric that women are unjustly disadvantaged relative to men, but 
rarely engage in violent forms of collective action. This suggests that practi-
tioners seeking to apply the findings of the present research do indeed need to 
integrate the present findings with a consideration of gender differences.  

Furthermore, an additional implication of the present findings is that a re-
duction in feelings of group-based relative deprivation—among populations 
where individuals are known to espouse violent extremism for their cause—
may potentially lower the incidence of violent extremism. Exactly how this 
may be achieved is another important direction for future research. Efforts to 
reduce group-based relative deprivation may require different strategies de-
pending on whether the group in question is structurally/historically advan-
taged or disadvantaged in the given context. Group-based relative deprivation 
among members of structurally advantaged groups, might be reduced by en-
couraging group members to focus on the positive aspects tied to their group 
membership. On the other hand, it may prove especially challenging to reduce 
feelings of group-based relative deprivation among structurally disadvantaged 
groups (e.g., Muslims in the West) by using such methods. Although one 
could speculate that feelings of group-based relative deprivation amongst such 
groups, could be reduced by attempts at reducing discrimination towards these 
groups (or an apology to Muslims from Western nations involved in the occu-
pation of Muslim-majority regions), as alluded to above, this may run the risk 
of other groups (structurally advantaged groups) perceiving that their group is 
“losing ground” to other groups. 

The findings that low honesty-humility and low emotionality may contrib-
ute to individual susceptibility to violent extremism, should also be considered 
by practitioners. Importantly, these findings suggest that not just anyone, is 
likely to be involved in violent extremism. That is, individuals espousing the 
rhetoric that their group is disadvantaged (relative to other groups), and with 
a general tendency towards antisocial or risky behaviours, may be at a greater 
risk of resorting to violent extremism.  

The overall conclusion of this dissertation is that research which solely fo-
cuses on social or social psychological factors—and fails to consider person-
ality—is missing an important piece of the “puzzle” of violent extremism. 
Similarly, research which solely focuses on personality traits without consid-
ering social or social psychological factors, will also inevitably be left with a 
shallow explanation for why individuals engage in violent extremism. 
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