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This study presents the psychometric proprieties of the Italian version of the Social Dominance 
Orientation7 (SDO7) Scale, originally developed by Ho et al. (2015). We recruited a convenience sam-
ple (N = 497) to answer an online self-report questionnaire, including the SDO7 Scale and other rele-
vant convergent and divergent measures. The confirmatory factor analysis revealed that SDO7 presents 
a satisfactory fit to the data, both as a two-correlated factor structure and as a one-dimensional measure. 
The two-correlated factor structure is confirmed as composed by two subdimensions as in the original 
version: the SDO-Dominance (SDO-D) and the SDO-Anti-Egalitarianism (SDO-E). Since the total 
SDO7 score measures people’s support for asymmetrical group relationships, the SDO-D is concerned 
with people’s support for dominant-submissive forms of intergroup relationships whereas the SDO-E 
refers to the desire to support intergroup inequalities. The scale and subscales also present satisfactory 
indexes of reliability as well as convergent and divergent validity. 

Key words: Confirmatory factor analysis; Group hierarchies; Inequalities; Social dominance orientation; 
Social dominance theory. 
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Social dominance theory (SDT; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) is a prominent theoretical framework 

that provides a psychological, sociopolitical explanation for the nature of intergroup hierarchies in socie-

ties. SDT is based on a wide array of empirical evidence (e.g., Lee, Pratto, & Johnson, 2011; Levin, 2004; 

Pratto, Sidanius, & Levin, 2006; Pratto, Stewart, & Zeineddine, 2013; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), highlight-

ing how group-based social hierarchies are endorsed and maintained in society (Pratto et al., 2006). In par-

ticular, SDT posits that high-status social groups hold more positive social value (e.g., material, political, 
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and economic resources; wealth). High-status groups are more favorable in endorsing hierarchy-enhancing 

legitimizing myths: ideologies, values, and beliefs to maintain their dominant hierarchical position (e.g., 

prejudices and stereotypes). Dominant groups show higher ingroup favoritism attitudes, which allow them 

to promote discriminatory policies toward subordinate groups. On the other hand, low-status groups can 

also reinforce the legitimacy of these hierarchy-enhancing legitimizing myths by adhering to the dominant-

created agenda of norms that sustain inequalities (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Subordinate groups can ideo-

logically agree on maintaining inequalities, thus manifesting favoritism toward the dominant group (vs. 

their own ingroup), performing own group-debilitating behaviors, and giving in to all their beliefs, atti-

tudes, and behaviors in a way that confirms their subordinate status. This way, members of subordinate 

groups can sustain broadly shared ideologies (e.g., racism, sexism, and meritocracy) and stereotypes for 

maintaining stable asymmetrical relationships (see, Pratto et al., 2006).  

SDT distinguishes three main systems that support group-based hierarchies (Lee et al., 2011; Prat-

to et al., 2006; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999): (i) the age system, according to which older people have a dispro-

portionate positive social value than younger people; (ii) the gender system, according to which men mo-

nopolize more social, economic, and political power than women; (iii) the arbitrary set-systems, which re-

fer to context-related ideologies, values, and attitudes that sustain inequalities and become salient under 

specific conditions or situations (e.g., nationality, ethnicity, class, clan, and religion). In particular, the arbi-

trary set-systems are “context-related” social distinctions that facilitate the perpetration of social inequali-

ties and are more meaningful for certain social groups than for others. 

Social dominance orientation (SDO; Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994) is an individual 

difference related to the support for hierarchy-enhancing legitimizing myths. People high in SDO also sus-

tain social and political discriminatory attitudes and policies. 

 

 

SOCIAL DOMINANCE ORIENTATION 

 

Developed within SDT (Pratto & Sidanius, 1999), SDO is a construct that captures the extent of 

individuals’ desire for group-based dominance. The SDO measures how much people support hierarchy-

enhancing legitimizing myths that produce better outcomes for dominant rather than subordinate groups —

the higher the SDO, the more people desire to maintain hierarchies and inequalities. Higher-SDO people 

can support a series of legitimizing myths that support the notion that dominant and subordinate groups 

have to preserve their relative hierarchical position in society (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).  

Most commonly, SDO levels are higher for members of dominant groups than for members of 

subordinate groups (Lee et al., 2011; Pratto et al., 2006). However, according to SDT, members of low-

status groups might also endorse SDO (e.g., Aiello, Tesi, Pratto, & Pierro, 2018; Tesi et al., 2019). High-

SDO individuals in a high-status group are more likely to discriminate members of low-status groups; 

while members of low-status groups with high levels of SDO contribute to maintaining inequalities and 

expressing the manifestation of outgroup favoritism and own-group debilitating behaviors (Sidanius & 

Pratto, 1999).  

SDO is correlated with prejudice against subordinate groups, such as ethnic minorities, immi-

grants, the LGBT community, women, refugees, and subordinate employees (e.g., Guimond, Dambrun, 

Michinov, & Duarte, 2003; Ho et al., 2015; Levin, 2004; Pratto, Stallworth, Sidanius, & Siers, 1997; Sida-

nius, Cotteril, Sheehy-Skeffington, Kteilly, & Carvacho, 2016; Tan, Liu, Huang, Zhao, & Zheng, 2016). It 

was also found to be related to a set of social ideologies that correspond to viewing societies as organized 
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hierarchies, such as nationalism, patriotism, just-world beliefs, militarism, sexism, and meritocracy (e.g., 

Ho et al., 2015; Mosso, Briante, Aiello, & Russo, 2013; Pratto et al, 1994; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Sever-

al studies highlighted that SDO predicts support for hierarchy-enhancing myths and social policies includ-

ing coercive power tactics, punitive criminal justice policies, support for war and aggression, support for 

torture and death penalty, and opposition to social welfare and humanitarian practices (e.g., Ho et al., 2012, 

2015; Pratto & Glasford, 2008; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999; Tesi et al., 2019). The SDO was also related to the 

need for cognitive closure as an epistemic motivation in closing toward ambiguity and uncertainty (Ho et 

al., 2015; Roets & Van Hiel, 2011; Van Hiel, Pandelaere, & Duriez, 2004).  

Several scholars have argued that SDO could be conceived as a stable individual difference influ-

encing several intergroup beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors (Kteily, Ho, & Sidanius, 2012; Lee, et al., 2011; 

Pratto et al., 2006; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Kteily, Sidanius, and Levin (2011) found that SDO is a causal 

predictor of prejudice and discrimination against ethnic and racial outgroups. 

 

 

REFRAMING THE NATURE OF SDO: THE SDO-DOMINANCE AND SDO-ANTI-EGALITARIANISM COMPONENTS 

 

Previous studies had conceived SDO as a unidimensional construct (see, Pratto et al., 1994; Sida-

nius & Pratto, 1999; see Aiello, Chirumbolo, Leone, & Pratto, 2005 for the Italian version). However, 

some recent literature has shown support for a two-dimensional structure: The SDO-Dominance (SDO-D) 

and SDO-Anti-Egalitarianism (SDO-E; Ho et al., 2012, 2015). The SDO-D reflects personal willingness to 

support overt oppression and intergroup behaviors that promote group dominance. SDO-D portrays indi-

vidual tendencies to support dominant–submissive forms of intergroup relations, which encourage the 

dominance of high-status groups against low-status groups. The SDO-E component refers to people’s sup-

port for group-based inequalities. SDO-E represents the preference for the perpetration of inequalities be-

tween groups through supporting subtle hierarchy-enhancing ideologies and social policies that sustain in-

equality.  

There is strong evidence that SDO-D and SDO-E are different facets of support for a general in-

tergroup dominance and that these subdimensions are related to different forms of supporting asymmetrical 

group relationships. The SDO-D was found to be correlated with measures linked to the overt support of 

dominant-submissive forms of intergroup relationships (e.g., old-fashioned racism, perception of zero-sum 

competition, and support for aggression against subordinate groups), while SDO-E was correlated with 

subtle hierarchy-enhancing ideologies and beliefs (e.g., system legitimacy beliefs, political conservatism, 

support for unequal distribution of resources, and opposition to hierarchy-attenuating social policies; Ho et 

al., 2015). In several U.S. samples, Ho et al. (2015) found that the SDO-D and SDO-E subdimensions in-

terwove satisfactorily with the previous measures of SDO also confirming the scale convergent validity. 

 

 

MEASURING SOCIAL DOMINANCE ORIENTATION WITH THE NEW SDO7 SCALE 

 

Since the construct was proposed in the early nineties (Pratto et al., 1994), several unidimensional 

measures have been developed to measure SDO, even in the Italian context (Aiello et al., 2005). Originally 

composed of 16 items, a short 4-item version of the SDO Scale has been recently validated by Pratto, 

Çidam, et al. (2013) in 20 countries.  
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The latest extensive version of the instrument for measuring SDO is the SDO7 Scale. The SDO7 Scale 

is composed of 16 items: eight items measure SDO-D (four items are pro-traits and four are con-traits) and 

eight items measure SDO-E (four items are pro-traits and four are con-traits). The computation of the scores of 

the two subdimensions shows a general SDO score: an overall score that can be conceived as an individual 

general orientation to support asymmetrical group relationships. Ho et al. (2015) have found that the SDO7 

Scale presents good psychometric proprieties in terms of dimensionality, validity, and reliability. It predicts in-

tergroup attitudes and behaviors with greater precision than the previous versions of the SDO Scale.  

In this study, we presented the Italian adaptation of the SDO7 Scale. In particular, we were inter-

ested in testing the factorial structure of the original SDO7 Scale, hypothesizing that SDO-D and SDO-E 

were two-correlated subdimensions. In line with the research by Ho et al. (2015), and in order to assess the 

convergent and divergent validity of the scale, we hypothesized that the Italian SDO-D and SDO-E were 

positively correlated with the measures of the Short-SDO Scale (SSDO; see Pratto, Çidam, et al., 2013), the 

need for cognitive closure, symbolic racism, legitimizing myths about weaker nations, and the participants’ 

right-wing political orientation. We also hypothesized that SDO-D and SDO-E were negatively correlated with 

agreeableness, openness to experience, counter dominance orientation, and sympathetic collective actions. 

 

 

METHOD 

 

Procedure and Participants 

 

Participants were contacted online, using a web-based LimeSurvey questionnaire drafted in Ital-

ian. The SDO7 Scale (Ho et al., 2015) was translated from English to Italian and back translated from Ital-

ian to English by two independent experts. Then, the research group and translators reviewed the results in 

order to achieve consensus on item phrasing. The questionnaire was publicly accessible and an invitation 

with the link to the questionnaire was emailed to the potential participants. Respondents were informed that 

their participation was voluntary and that their responses would remain anonymous and confidential; no 

incentives were offered. In order to check and prevent anyone from re-entering the survey site, the re-

spondent’s IP address was monitored. The data were collected in 2018. 

A total of 497 Italian respondents (60% women, Mage = 35.80, SDage = 15.37) filled out the ques-

tionnaire. As regards their level of education, 9.5% declared they had finished middle school, 54.5% de-

clared they had earned a high school diploma, 34.2% had a university degree, and 1.8% had a master’s or 

Ph.D. qualification. Jobwise, 41.5% stated they were university students, 36% were white-collar workers, 

8.2% were factory workers/craftsmen, 6.3% were self-employed, 1.3% were teachers, 3.2% were unem-

ployed, 0.8% were retired, and finally, 2.7% chose “other.”  

 

 

Measures 

 

Social dominance orientation. The Italian translation of the SDO7 Scale (Ho et al., 2015) was 

used. The items numbered in Table 1 correspond to the same numbers of items in Ho et al. (2015; Appen-

dix A). Item examples are: “Some groups of people must be kept in their place,” Italian version “Certi 

gruppi di persone dovrebbero rimanere al proprio posto nella società” (Item 1 SDO-D); “We should not 

push for group equality,” Italian version “Non si dovrebbe spingere per l’uguaglianza tra gruppi” (Item 9 

SDO-E). As in Ho et al., (2015), the items were rated on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = 

strongly agree).  
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Subtle Prejudice Scale. This scale was collected from a subsample of respondents (n = 299). We 

used the Italian version of the Subtle Prejudice Scale (Leone, Chirumbolo, & Aiello, 2006), which 

measures the indirect and “socially acceptable” form of prejudice toward an outgroup. An item example is 

“Many other groups have come to Italy and overcome prejudice and worked their way up. Moroccans 

should do the same without special favors.” The scale is composed of nine items with a Likert response 

format ranging from 1 (not at all) to 6 (completely). Cronbach’s alpha for this study was of .72. 

Social dominance orientation‒Short version. Social dominance orientation was measured with the 4-

item Short Social Dominance Orientation (SSDO) version of the SDO Scale (Pratto, Çidam, et al., 2013). The 

items were rated on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). A sample item of the scale 

is “Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups.” Cronbach’s alpha for this study was of .64. 

Sympathetic collective actions. The support for sympathetic collective actions is hierarchy-

attenuating legitimizing myths. The scale measures people’s desire to endorse actions finalized in reducing 

inequalities. The scale presents three items with a response format ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 

(strongly agree). An item example is “I would join a sympathy protest in support of uprisings by people in 

weaker nations.” Cronbach’s alpha for this study was of .76. 

Myths about weaker nations. The myths about weaker nations are measured using a specific 2-

item scale with a response format ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). The scale 

measures people’s beliefs that weaker nations need to be controlled. An item example is “Outside control 

over weaker nations is necessary for the world’s security.” 

Personality traits. Participants completed the 10-item short version of the Big Five Inventory (BFI-

10; Rammstedt & John, 2007; Italian version by Guido, Peluso, Capestro, & Miglietta, 2015). The BFI-10 

evaluates the five personality dimensions on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 

agree), each with two items: openness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, extraversion, and agreeableness. 

Need for cognitive closure (NFCC). NFCC was assessed with the Italian version of the revised Need 

for Closure Scale (Rev NfCS; Pierro & Kruglanski, 2005), which consists of 16 items to which responses are 

given using a 6-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree). An item example is “Any solu-

tion to a problem is better than remaining in a state of uncertainty”. Cronbach’s alpha for this study was of .77. 

Political orientation. Participants indicated their ideological political affiliation from 1 (extreme 

left) to 10 (extreme right). 

 

 

Data Analysis 

 

First, in order to verify the factorial structure of the SDO7 Scale, we performed a confirmatory fac-

tor analysis (CFA) both for a one-dimensional and a two-dimensional solution. Data were analyzed with 

Mplus 8 (Muthen & Muthen, 2012) using maximum likelihood estimation. Consistent with the recommen-

dation of Hu and Bentler (1999), goodness-of-fit criteria were used in order to quantify the acceptable fit 

— comparative fit index (CFI) > .90; standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) < .08; root mean 

square error approximation (RMSEA) < .06. Second, the internal reliability of the SDO7 was examined 

both with alpha and omega coefficients. In particular, internal reliability > .70 (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955; 

McDonald, 1999) was considered acceptable. Finally, in order to examine the association of the SDO7 and 

the discriminant association of the two dimensions of SDO7 with the other variables, both bivariate and 

partial correlations were computed. As suggested by Hittner, May, and Silver (2003), we used the z proce-

dure to compare the magnitude of the partial correlations. 
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RESULTS 

 

CFA was used to verify the fit of both the one-factor and two-factor solutions. In the one-factor 

solution, modification indexes suggested correlating four error terms. As some scholars have pointed out 

(see Gerbing & Anderson, 1984), the inclusion of correlated error terms in the CFA models do not under-

mine the factorial validity, where they are theoretically plausible. In the current model, these correlations 

were all theoretically plausible given the very similar meaning and formulation of the associated items. 

Specifically, the correlations allowed were as follows (see Table 1): Item 2 with Item 3, Item 6 with Item 8, 

Item 9 with Item 12, and Item 13 with Item 15. The final one-dimensional model fit the data in an accepta-

ble way: χ2(99) = 347.75, p < .001; CFI = .90; RMSEA = .07; SRMR = .06. The factor loadings are shown 

in Table 1. 

 

TABLE 1 

Means, standard deviations, alphas, CFA on the SDO7 Scale 

 

 
M SD 

 CFA loadings 

 One Two 

Pro-trait dominance      

Item no. 1 2.72 1.81  .44 .45 

Item no. 2 3.13 1.90  .56 .58 

Item no. 3 2.95 1.86  .51 .52 

Item no. 4 2.04 1.67  .51 .53 

Con-trait dominance      

Item no. 5 2.11 1.57  ‒.60 ‒.61 

Item no. 6 2.73 1.89  ‒.39 ‒.41 

Item no. 7 3.05 1.85  ‒.35 ‒.36 

Item no. 8 3.44 1.89  ‒.26 ‒.26 

Pro-trait anti-egalitarianism      

Item no. 9 2.12 1.61  .68 .69 

Item no. 10 1.85 1.52  .51 .51 

Item no. 11 2.66 1.99  .43 .43 

Item no. 12 2.48 1.74  .69 .69 

Con-trait anti-egalitarianism      

Item no. 13 1.56 1.04  ‒.47 ‒.47 

Item no. 14 1.85 1.27  ‒.65 ‒.65 

Item no. 15 1.59 1.05  ‒.53 ‒.53 

Item no. 16 2.23 1.62  ‒.77 ‒.77 

Note. One = one-factor solution; Two = two-factors solution. 

The item number in table referred to the Italian version scale and correspond to the item number 

of the original Ho et al. (2015; Appendix A) scale. 
The full Italian version is available upon request from authors. 

 

 

For the two-dimensional model, the same four correlations between error terms of the one-

dimensional model were computed. The final two-dimensional model fit the data in an acceptable way (see 

Figure 1): χ2(54) = 344.33, p < 0.001; CFI = .90; RMSEA = .07; SRMR = .05. The Chi-square difference 
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test indicated that the one-factor and two-factor models were nonstatistically different: Δχ2 (45) = 3.42, p = 

ns. Further, we used the sample-size adjusted Bayesian information criteria (saBIC; Sclove, 1987) to com-

pare the two solutions. The lowest value of saBIC indicates the best fitting model (with a Δ of at least 2 

points, see Fabozzi, Focardi, Rachev, & Arshanapalli, 2014). The saBIC difference between the one- and 

two-factor models was negligible: 27,551.58 and 27,551.97, respectively. 

 

 

 

FIGURE 1 

Graphical representation of CFA. 

SDO-D = SDO-Dominance; SDO-E = SDO-Anti-Egalitarianism. 

 

 

After recoding the reversed items, the internal reliability was computed. Cronbach’s alpha was .86 

for the total SDO7, .72 for SDO-D, and .82 for SDO-E. The alpha did not increase with the elimination of 

any item. McDonald’s (1999) omega total coefficient was .87 for the total SDO7, .73 for SDO-D, and .83 

for SDO-E. 

Bivariate correlations (see Table 2) showed that the SDO7 was positively correlated with subtle 

prejudice, SSDO, myths about weaker nations, need for cognitive closure, and right-wing political orienta-

tion, while negatively correlated with sympathetic collective action. Replicating Ho et al. (2015) partial 

correlations showed that when statistically controlled for SDO-E, SDO-D was positively related to subtle 

prejudice, SSDO, myths about weaker nations, the need for cognitive closure, and right-wing political ori-

entation, and negatively to sympathetic collective actions (see Table 2). When statistically corrected for 

SDO-D, SDO-E was positively related to subtle prejudice and SSDO, and negatively to sympathetic collec-

tive actions and extraversion. The z-test showed that SDO-D was statistically more related to myths about 

weaker nations as compared to SDO-E; SDO-E was statistically more related to subtle prejudice, SSDO, 

and extraversion as compared to SDO-D. 
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TABLE 2 

Means, standard deviations, zero-order correlations of the SDO7 

and partial correlations of the two dimensions of SDO7 with the other variables 

 

     Partial correlations 

Variable M SD r SDO7 
 SDO-D 

cor. SDO-E 

SDO-E 

cor. SDO-D 
z 

Subtle prejudice 2.70 0.76 .46***  .14** .25*** ‒3.03** 

SSDO  2.04 1.03 .79***  .30*** .60*** ‒9.37*** 

Myths        

Sympathetic collective actions 4.00 1.27 ‒.42***  ‒.17*** ‒.19*** 0.55 

Myths about weaker nations 3.14 1.20 .29***  .22*** .03 5.17*** 

Individual differences        

Extraversion 3.28 0.84 ‒.05  .08 ‒.12** 5.40*** 

Agreeableness 3.78 0.70 ‒.03  .05 ‒.08  

Conscientiousness 3.66 0.76 .02  .07 ‒.07  

Neuroticism 2.94 0.78 .03  ‒.02 .05  

Openness 3.42 0.83 ‒.06  ‒.03 ‒.04  

Need for cognitive closure 3.14 0.70 .20***  .09* .07 0.54 

Right-wing political orientation 3.89 1.53 .32***  .17*** .13** 1.09 

Note. SSDO = Short Social Dominance Orientation; SDO-E = SDO-Anti-Egalitarianism; SDO-D = SDO-Dominance; Cor. = corrected for. 

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

The present study was aimed at assessing the psychometric proprieties of the Italian version of the 

SDO7 Scale (Ho et al., 2015). Results of the CFA (Figure 1) confirmed the original factorial structure of the 

scale (Ho et al., 2015). In particular, the analysis showed that the two-correlated factor solution presented a sat-

isfactory fit to the data. Following the original conceptualization (Ho et al., 2015), the first dimension, called 

SDO-D, measures people’s support for the dominant-submissive form of intergroup relationships. The second 

dimension, called SDO-E, measures people’s preference for the perpetration of intergroup inequalities.  

Note, though, that the two factors were very highly correlated, and the analysis also showed that 

the one-factor model fit the data as well as the two-factor solution. Indeed, no statistical difference was 

found when comparing the two-correlated factors and the one-factor models. Despite SDO-D and SDO-E, 

in line with Ho et al. (2015) showed a distinctive predictive validity in relation to different intergroup out-

comes, the positive correlation between the SDO-D and SDO-E factors could be explained considering that 

people high in SDO-D likely endorse beliefs concerning how dominance should be manifested (e.g., sup-

port for group inequalities). We also foresee that people high in the anti-egalitarian dimension (SDO-E) 

would agree with the beliefs that some groups, higher in hierarchies, manifest the forms of social domi-

nance toward the groups perceived as at the bottom of the hierarchies. 

Cronbach’s alpha and the omega total coefficient confirmed that both the one-factor solution 

(SDO7 total score) and the two-factor solutions (the SDO-D and SDO-E) presented good internal reliability. 

For these reasons we argue that, depending on the research questions, the Italian version of SDO7  can thus 

be used for measuring both the facets of SDO (SDO-D and SDO-E), and it is a single score that captures 

the individual desire to maintain asymmetrical intergroup relationships.  
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In terms of the convergent and divergent validity, in line with Ho et al. (2015), bivariate correla-

tions confirmed that the total score of SDO7 was positively related to the different individual orientations, 

thus legitimizing myths and personality characteristics (see Table 2) that contribute to enhancing asymmet-

rical group relations, and it was negatively related to the measure of support toward the struggle of the op-

pressed people (sympathetic collective actions). Our results are also in line with other studies that suggest 

SDO to be conceived as an individual orientation (Kteily et al., 2012) related to other inter-individual dif-

ferences (e.g., NFCC and subtle prejudice; Ho et al., 2012, 2015; Lee et al., 2011; Passini & Morselli, 

2016; Roets & Van Hiel, 2011; Van Hiel, Pandelaere, & Duriez, 2004) as well as to hierarchy-enhancing 

legitimizing myths (Pratto et al., 1994; Pratto & Glasford, 2008; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). 

Partial correlations also revealed that both SDO-D and SDO-E were positively correlated with en-

dorsing prejudice and myths that sustain the asymmetrical relationships, while negatively correlated with 

support for sympathetic collective actions against the oppressed groups. But the two dimensions did distin-

guish between different types of prejudice; the z-test showed that SDO-E was more strongly correlated 

with subtle prejudice than was SDO-D. This is in line with the idea that SDO-E is the subdimension more 

closed to subtle ideologies that sustain inequalities. Indeed, subtle prejudice refers to a more covert form of 

prejudice (Meertens & Pettigrew, 1997). Our analysis also shows that the SDO-E (vs. SDO-D) had a strong 

positive correlation with the SSDO measure. This result demonstrates that the SSDO scale may measure 

the more subtle desire to support the intergroup inequalities than the more overt desire to support inter-

group dominance (Pratto, Çidam, et al., 2013). Moreover, SDO-E had a strong negative correlation with 

extraversion, whereas SDO-D was not significantly correlated with any personality dimension. This result 

may be explained considering that extraversion is a personality facet related to an energetic approach to 

maintain positive relations with others (John, Naumann, & Soto, 2018). Highly extraverted people could 

try to maintain such positive relations by endorsing attitudes and behaviors that sustain equality instead of 

inequalities. Finally, we found that SDO-D (vs. SDO-E) was strongly correlated to myths about weaker na-

tions. Indeed, myths about weaker nations measure people’s beliefs about the notion that such nations need 

to be dominated and controlled by others.  

The present study presents some limitations. The cross-sectional nature of the study and the use of 

only self-report instruments did not allow conclusions to be drawn about the causal relationships and tem-

poral stability among the measures. Longitudinal studies would address this limitation. Moreover, we used 

a varied convenience sample in which university students and women were slightly over-represented. For 

this reason, the results of the present study should not be considered as a representation of the entire Italian 

population. Furthermore, future research could assess if the SDO7 Scale is invariant across gender and age. 

Indeed, in accordance with Sidanius and Pratto (1999), women and younger people are less inclined to 

support intergroup asymmetrical relationships. Moreover, our future studies foresee also the application of 

the item response theory (IRT) in order to show the discriminative power of each item and to propose, sim-

ilarly to Ho et al. (2015) the short version of the Italian SDO7 Scale.  

Despite these limitations, the present study represents a first attempt to validate the SDO7 Scale in 

the Italian context. Our results show that the Italian SDO7 presents satisfactory psychometric proprieties 

and thus could be used in a wide range of SDT related research. 
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