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Critically evaluate whether the Dual Process Model of Ideology and Prejudice (Duckitt, 2001) and its explanation of Right Wing Authoritarianism and Social Dominance Orientation adequately explains nationalism and patriotism.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Prejudice as a term in itself is a word that is sometimes used in interchangeably with “discrimination” in contemporary society, however, these terms are not synonymous (Kemmelmeier & Winter, 2008). Humans naturally stereotype and categorise information in order to avoid overwhelming their cognitive load, and prejudice in itself is not necessarily a negative aspect of human behaviour, unless acted upon (McFarland, 2010). The concept of prejudice has been an enduring feature in psychological research for the better part of a century. Beginning with the seminal work of Theodor Adorno et al (1950), the psychological understandings of prejudice have changed and developed over this time, alongside the continued discoveries of related theories. While Adorno et al’s work (1950) insinuated that prejudice was simply a facet of an individual’s personality, modern theorists, while still acknowledging the relationship between prejudice and personality, have come to understand prejudice from a more attitudinal perspective (Kite & Whitley, 2016). Prejudice theory has evolved from Altemeyer’s introduction to Right-Wing Authoritarianism (1981), through to Social Dominance Orientation theory (Pratto et al, 1994) and most recently, Duckitt’s Dual Processing Model (2001). These three arguments have all provided major contributions to much of the contemporary knowledge surrounding prejudice and, given the current era of political and societal unrest, this is an area of research that is of continuing and crucial importance. At the time of writing, arrests relating to terrorist behaviour are at the highest rate in over 15 years (Travis, 2017), hate crimes relating to race or religion are showing an increase of 27% across the United Kingdom (Sharman & Jones, 2017), and political turbulence is seemingly fanning the flames of discord both in Europe and the United States (Hunt & Wheeler, 2017; BBC News, 2017). With nationalism on the rise globally (Machel, 2017), it is important to understand the distinction between nationalism and patriotism, another two terms that are sometimes mistakenly used synonymously (Kosterman & Feshbach, 1989). This essay will introduce the psychological theories of prejudice, mainly concentrating on Duckitt’s DPM model (2001). This model will be critically analysed with regards to its explanation of nationalism and patriotism, in order to understand the importance of both factors within the current societal and political climate. 
Firstly, it must be noted that nationalism and patriotism are two related, but distinguishable dimensions which describe a person’s feelings toward their own country. Kosterman & Feshbach (1989) found that while patriotism is defined as an individual’s affection for and pride in one’s country regardless of that countries status, nationalism describes the individual’s belief that their country is superior to others’, and deserves dominance. Their study recruited 239 participants to measure individual nationalistic or patriotic leanings, and concluded that positive in-group affect does not necessarily or always predict out-group hostility. The authors suggested that the predilection to display out-group hostility could be a factor describing the difference between nationalism and patriotism (Kosterman & Feshbach, 1989). It is imperative to note that while patriotism could be considered a positive social construct, that breeds intergroup solidarity, nationalism could be considered the opposite. Studies show that nationalism can be a destructive social construct which breeds out-group hostility and discriminatory practices (Druckman, 1994; Mummendey, Klink & Brown, 2001; Osborne, Milojev & Sibley, 2017).
Nationalism shares some roots with the beginnings of prejudice theory in psychology. As previously mentioned, the concept of Authoritarianism was introduced following the end of the Second World War, in which nationalism played a huge role (Hogan, 200). The pioneering works of Adorno et al (1950) purported that the fascistic regime of the German government during the war could be explained by the prejudice, caused by personality structures, of those in power. They identified a nine constructs thought to measure an individual’s level of fascism, and created the ‘F’ scale based around these. However, this scale was based around assumptions stemming from the psychodynamic theories prominent at the time, and fell out of favour as a reliable measure (Kite & Whitley, 2016). 
In the latter half of the 21st century, the psychological understanding of prejudice was furthered by the work of Bob Altemeyer (1981), who discovered that only three out of the nine components of Adorno’s original model (1950) actually correlated together, as predictors of prejudice. Altemeyer identified three attitudinal clusters which could be measured to determine a person’s level of Right-Wing Authoritarianism (RWA) namely; ‘authoritarian submission,’ ‘authoritarian aggression’ and ‘conventionalism’. It was surmised that those who score highly on the RWA scale value conformity and tradition, resist change, tend to agree with constraints placed on those whom they see as deviant, and are likely to be politically conservative (Altemeyer, 1981; Altemeyer, 2003). The RWA scale has been shown to be a reliable and valid predictor of prejudicial attitudes and political orientation, and has been used extensively in psychological research since its development. Following on from this, Pratto et al (1994) introduced the Social Dominance Orientation (SDO) scale, which also proved to be a popular and widely-used tool in plenty of modern studies. The SDO scale measures an individual’s preference for hierarchical groupings and their desire to preserve inequality among groups. A person scoring high on SDO is likely to place high emphasis on being ‘powerful’ or ‘in control’, and likely to derogate groups seen as lower in status than their own (Pratto et al, 1994). High SDO’s would be likely to exhibit some of the same behaviours as a person scoring high on RWA would, with regards to political leanings and inter-group attitudes, however that does not signify that the two scales measure the same attitudinal dimensions, and could instead be described as two sides of the same coin (Roccato & Ricolfi, 2005). 
Duckitt’s introduction of the Dual-Processing Model of Ideology and Prejudice (2001) identified that the those who score highly in RWA and SDO are often differentiated in their basic values or goals.  Firstly, the RWA and SDO scales are measuring different content. Items in the RWA scale are centred around obedience to perceived social authorities, conformation with traditional norms and values, and beliefs surrounding social control systems and coercion. Contrarily, items in the SDO scale are more focused upon wider social inequalities and the belief that some social groups have the right to dominate lesser ones (Duckitt & Sibley, 2009). This in itself shows that the two scales are capturing prejudice from different angles. Another approach in understanding the differences between RWA and SDO is exploring what other variables they correlate with. RWA has been found to be correlated with religiosity, security, conformity, and traditional values, in direct contrast to SDO, which shows little to no correlation with these variables (Duckitt & Fisher 2003; Feldman, 2003; Hall, Matz & Wood, 2010; Heaven & Connors, 2001). SDO has instead been found to correlate more strongly with variables such as gender-based power, competitiveness, and aggression, none of which in turn showed any significant association with RWA (Ho et al, 2012; Rosenthal, Levy & Earnshaw, 2012). According to Duckitt & Sibley (2009), the aforementioned differences in RWA and SDO illustrate that both dimensions, while often resulting in the same outcomes with regards to political opinions or prejudice, do so in different ways and through different processes.  Stemming from this assumption, the dual process motivational model of ideology and prejudice (DPM) was developed as a way of formalising both prejudice dimensions (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt & Fisher, 2003; Duckitt & Sibley, 2009). 
The original DPM model (Duckitt, 2001) purported that RWA and SDO are determined by differing socialisation and personality traits which in turn, cause a person to adopt one of two ‘worldviews’. Duckitt suggested that those high in RWA see the world as a dangerous and frightening place, in which they are motivated by a desire to maintain security, traditional values and stability. Contrastingly, those high in SDO see the world as a competitive, ruthless place and subscribe to the archetypal ‘dog-eat-dog’ metaphor with regards to how society functions. The DPM model provides an explanation as to how these worldviews are formed through socialisation and personality based factors. Firstly, the social and group context of an individual is said to be the foundation of whether a person is high in RWA or SDO. Duckitt (2001; 2003; 2009) argues that a person’s socialisation context has an effect on their personality, which then affects their worldview. Specifically, the cognitive process leading to a person being high in RWA would originate from a threatening and unpredictable social environment. This environment would then have an effect on the ‘social conformity’ of an individual, a personality trait which, in Big-Five phraseology translates to low Openness to Experience combined with high Conscientiousness (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Duckitt & Sibley, 2009). Secondly, the DPM model posits that the personality-based conformity of an individual would then cause them to view the world as dangerous and threatening, which leads them to be high in RWA. The process causing individuals to be high in SDO, according to Duckitt (2001; 2003; 2009), is dependent on different socialisation and personality dimensions, although it follows the same trajectory. The DPM model suggests that the basis for SDO lies in social environments that value competitiveness, inequality and hierarchical groups. Socialisation within such an environment would then effect the personality dimension titled ‘toughmindedness’ which can be described in Big-Five terms as low Agreeableness (Costa & McRae, 1992; Duckitt & Sibley, 2009). This personality dimension would then cause an individual to adopt the ‘dog-eat-dog’ worldview that is associated with high SDO. In essence, the DPM model highlights that the difference between high RWA and SDO lies in the motivations for each ideological attitude dimension, and that these motivations are based on personality traits and social environments. There have been criticisms of the DPM since its conception, specifically relating to the assumption of causality between personality and political ideologies (Verhulst, Eaves & Hatemi, 2011). However, it should be noted that in later research, DPM collaborators have acknowledged this issue as a limitation and refer readers to another study which examines how education effects worldview, in order to build upon the DPM model as a whole (Highton, 2009; Osborne, Milojev & Sibley, 2017). 
Another recent criticism highlights that the original DPM model is able to predict some social phenomena, but not others. A study conducted by Doron & Kafka (2015) found that while the DPM model provides a strong framework through which to explain racism and sexism, that its applications towards ageism are not significant. Doron and Kafka (2015) purport that more research is needed in order to better apply the DPM model to ageism, however it could be argued that other forms of prejudice are more salient in the current political climate, and were so when the study took place (Scharrer & Ramasubramanian, 2015). A person’s prejudices, although they are affected by personality, are also reliant on the societal environment, which can change (Duckitt, 2001). Therefore, perhaps ageism is not a salient prejudice in recent times. 
As mentioned above, those high in RWA and SDO both tend to support conservative political parties in general, will be prejudiced towards the same outgroups and could be considered, to the layperson, to share the same goals (Heaven & Connors, 2001). However, the DPM, regardless of its criticisms, illustrates quite well how this is not the case. With regards to political leanings, RWA and SDO usually both support right-wing parties but will support different policies dependant on what principles they espouse. Those high in RWA will be more likely to support policies that accentuate the importance of law and order, preserving traditions, and support of religious beliefs. RWA should predict a person’s support of military policies also, in that they would prefer to adopt a defensive stance on war (Druckman, 1994). Separately, individuals high in SDO would be likely to support right-wing parties who promote anti-welfare policies and a capitalistic economy, and would support military action intended to gain power or resources (Druckman, 1994). The DPM model, in presenting how a person would come to display high RWA or SDO attitudes, also provides an explanation of how these two attitudinal dimensions could predict patriotism and nationalism. 
Patriotism and nationalism are both recognised as ways of identifying with one’s country, reflected by a person’s love for that country, or a person’s preference for international dominance respectively (Kosterman & Feshbach, 1989). According to the DPM model, it would follow that RWA and SDO would both be separately associated with nationalism and patriotism. As those high in RWA are motivated by their need for security and in-group harmony, it would be fair to assume that RWA is a predictor of both patriotic and nationalistic ideologies, because both national identification types satisfy those motivations. SDO as a predictor of national identification type however, is more complex. SDO should predict nationalism, as the motivational need for superiority is satisfied, however the patriotism of someone high in SDO would depend upon the norms and status of the country they belong to. A very recent study by Osborne, Milojev and Sibley (2017) tested this theory using a sample of New Zealanders, a country that is racially diverse and which promotes equality, and found that those high in SDO were less patriotic than those high on RWA. This was assumed to be due to the fact that those high in SDO prefer hierarchical societal order and inequality among groups, a sentiment at odds with the general multicultural pride of New Zealand as a whole. This study illustrates the relationship between RWA, SDO, nationalism and patriotism using the DPM model of prejudice and helps identify the factors that influence which nationality identification a person adopts (Osborne, Milojev & Sibley, 2017). The study shows that the DPM can be used as a predictor of nationalism or patriotism, and that the different ways of national identification originate in the country’s status and norms. However, there are some criticisms to be made. 
One criticism of the DPM as being an appropriate predictor of national identification concerns the fact that factors other than personality or socialisation have been correlated with nationalism and patriotism. As mentioned above, level of education plays some role in worldview (Highton, 2009), and it opens the question of what else the DPM has ignored. The media for example, has been shown to elicit effects on an individual’s levels of prejudice further than as part of the ‘socialisation’ dimension included in the DPM (Ahmed, 2017; Bissell & Parrott, 2013; Scharrer & Ramasubramanian, 2015). Socialisation as described by the DPM outlines childhood experience, group dynamics and social interactions (Duckitt, 2001; 2003; 2009. However, in the years since the model was introduced, other mass media has become an integral part of socialisation, namely, social networking services such as Facebook, twitter and LinkedIn. Recent research has shown that there is a relationship between social media use and attitudes (Hampton, Shin & Lu, 2017; Scharrer & Ramasubramanian, 2015; Zhao, Yin & Song, 2016). Therefore, incorporating research in this area into the DPM model could improve its ability to predict national identification type.
In summation, this essay sought to elucidate the distinction between nationalism and patriotism with evidence as to why patriotism is a positive national identification and nationalism is not. The chronology of prejudice research in psychology was outlined with a view to critiquing the currently leading model, the Dual Process Motivational model of Ideology and Prejudice (Duckitt, 2001), and how it explains nationalism and patriotism. It could be said that the DPM, in exploring the predictive variables of Right-Wing Authoritarianism and Social Dominance Orientation provides a novel and descriptive explanation for how a person comes to identify with their nation. The DPM posits that patriotism is more likely in a person high in SDO who is in agreement with the norms and status of their country. However, issues were identified in the process that the DPM suggests cause this. Firstly, the DPM has been criticised for its assumptions of causality between the dimensions it identifies. This could be linked to the fact that the DPM is a stronger indicator of some types of prejudice over others. Also, there are arguably other variables that can affect a person RWA, SDO and national identification that are not included in the model. Two of those were found to be education level and media awareness. Although these could be arguably included in the socialisation dimension of the DPM, it is suggested that due to the ever-advancing nature of technology, new forms of socialisation could have differing effects on people. It is therefore proposed that directions for future research should include partnering the DPM model with present-day research surrounding social media in order to more deeply explore the causes of national identification and prejudice. As nationalism has been shown to be an insidious and destructive force for the structure of societies, deeper exploration and understanding of this dimension, and how to disestablish it, could be argued to be of vital importance in today’s politically volatile world.
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