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Why don't we care about others? A closer look at indifference through the lens of the dual

process model and moral foundations theory

Abstract
Building on the dual-process motivational model and moral foundations theory, we tested whether
intergroup indifference (i.e., not caring about arbitrary policies affecting low-status groups), as well
as right-wing authoritarianism, is driven by dangerous worldview beliefs (i.e., living in a
threatening environment) resulting in greater adherence to issues pertaining to an in-group binding
morality (i.e., in-group/loyalty, authority/respect, and purity/sanctity). In parallel, we tested whether
indifference, as well as social dominance orientation, is motivated by competitive worldview beliefs
(i.e., zero-sum competition), resulting in lower endorsement of an individuating morality (i.e.,
indifference to harm to others and fairness principles) in favor of a desire for self-enhancement. We
recruited 241 participants who voluntarily completed an anonymous questionnaire. Path analysis
revealed that the positive association between a dangerous worldview and binding morality was
mediated by right-wing authoritarianism but not by indifference, whereas the negative association
between a competitive worldview and individualizing morality was mediated by social dominance
orientation and indifference. These results revealed that indifferent people, like those higher in the
social dominance orientation, are driven by a competitive and socially dominant worldview that
includes a rejection of an ethics of autonomy (individual-like morality). Unlike those higher in
RWA, indifferent people show no endorsement of dangerous worldview beliefs and no proximity to
a community ethic (i.e., in-group morality). Indifference is expressed by one-to-others and not as

ingroup-to-outgroup.
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Introduction

Over the last decade, societies have witnessed an increase in individual and collective
perceptions of threat, due to the tragic episodes of international terrorism and ongoing wars, as well
as the clamor of the media on the issue of national security. In this socio-political context, a climate
of threat to security and competitiveness has emerged, also influenced by the economic crisis that
has hit Western countries since the financial meltdown of 2008. As some scholars (e.g., Caricati et
al., 2017; Passini, 2020; Werts et al., 2013) have pointed out, these events and the simultaneous
exponential increase in uncertainty have led many people to hold xenophobic and ultranationalist
beliefs, right-wing authoritarian and socially dominant ideologies, coupled with the rise of
prejudicial attitudes towards minorities especially immigrants.

In such a context become relevant to pursue studies that deepen the factors that contribute to
engross social inequalities. In particular, the socio-psychological research, stressed the role of
conservative beliefs and personal ideology as central factors that target attitudes, moral posture and
behaviors toward others (i.e., Jost et al., 2003; Tesi, 2025). Two individual ideological orientations,
namely right-wing authoritarianism (RWA; Altemeyer, 1981) and social dominance orientation
(SDO; Pratto et al., 1994), have been deeply analyzed as strong and complementary predictors of
intolerant attitudes towards low-status groups (Asbrock et al., 2010). RWA is defined as the
covariation of three attitudinal clusters, namely authoritarian aggression, authoritarian submission,
and conventionalism (Altemeyer, 1981). SDO identifies a general preference for hierarchies over
equal intergroup relations (Pratto et al., 2013). In particular, the dual-process motivational model
(Duckitt, 2001) has considered these two orientations as expressions of two distinct motivational
social worldviews and as predictors of prejudice. As outlined by Duckitt and Sibley (2010), RWA
predicts prejudice as a result of increased safety threat perceptions (i.e., dangerous worldview),
whereas SDO predicts negative attitudes toward groups as a result of competitive threat perceptions
(i.e., competitive jungle beliefs). Furthermore, extensions of this model have integrated the

contribution of moral foundations (e.g., Federico et al., 2016; Hadarics & Kende, 2017, 2018;



Radkiewicz, 2016) to explain whether the motivational and ideological patterns of the dual-process
model influence people's overall moral stance. Moral foundations theory (Haidt & Graham, 2007)
posits the existence of different psychological moral systems. Such systems characterize people
different moral beliefs based on binding (related to in-group/loyalty, authority/respect, and
purity/sanctity) and individualizing (related to harm/care and fairness/reciprocity) foundations. In
particular, Federico et al. (2013) showed that morality based on binding foundations is positively
predicted by beliefs related to social conformity (i.e., RWA and dangerous world beliefs), reflecting
the notion that a dangerous worldview contributes to the development of an ethic that focuses on
protecting group cohesion. Rather, morality based on individualizing foundations is negatively
predicted by beliefs associated with preferences for inequality over equality and competitiveness
(e.g., SDO and competitive jungle beliefs), which emphasize a greater emphasis on personal
interests and self-advantage, derogating the principle of rights, justice, and prevention of harm to
marginalized social groups.

Some authors (Bauman, 1989; Latané & Darley, 1970; Monroe, 2008; Passini, 2017a; Staub,
2014) have pointed out that when considering the dynamics that lead to intergroup conflict,
negative attitudes and discrimination against specific target groups, it is useful to study the role of
indifference to discriminatory policies by authorities and institutions towards specific minorities, in
addition to RWA and SDO. Indifference is a pressing issue in contemporary society because it
enables passive harm, injustice, and the erosion of rights for out-group members, especially when
they are stereotyped as less competent (Cuddy et al., 2008). Indifferent individuals contribute to
social inequalities by refusing to act, avoiding communication and cooperation, ignoring diverse
perspectives, and showing a lack of concern for others' well-being (Elad-Strenger et al., 2022).

Passini (2017a) has operationalized indifference as an ideological orientation that
characterizes those who do not care about the fate of others and about arbitrary and discriminatory
policies affecting other low-status or marginalized social groups (Passini, 2017a; 2020). Similar to

other ideological orientations (Jost et al., 2003), indifference reflects a general sense of unconcern



that is not directed at a specific target group, but is generally directed at a variety of low-status
groups (e.g., immigrants, the poor, women, LGBTQI+ people). Thus, if RWA and SDO reflect
ideologies in which authority and dominant groups contribute to the perpetuation of social
inequalities and conservative attitudes (Jost et al., 2003), indifference would reflect an ideology of
disregard for discriminatory policies that target specific groups, as Bauman (1989) and Staub (2014)
have shown in relation to Nazi Germany.

Research has shown that indifference is associated with both RWA and SDO (Passini, 2019a).
Both ideological orientations express some degree of indifference. For example, the RWA scale
includes items that reflect criticism of those who struggle with the authorities (e.g., "Those who
criticize the authorities create unnecessary doubts for people"; Passini, 2008), and some items of the
SDO scale reflect components of unconcern and inaction for the fate of others (e.g., "We shouldn't
try to guarantee that every political group has the same quality of life"; Ho et al., 2015). Given that
RWA, SDO, and indifference contribute to explaining prejudicial attitudes, punitiveness, and lower
salience of equality values (Passini, 2019a), little is known about the unique portion of variance in
moral stance that is explained by the indifference, net of the levels of specific belief systems that
characterize RWA and SDO, including the indifference components embedded in RWA and SDO.

To address this research gap, the novelty of the present study is to understand whether and
how indifference operates within the dual-process motivational model (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt &
Sibley, 2010; Duckitt & Sibley, 2017) as it has been extended to include the principles of moral
foundations theory (Federico et al., 2013; 2016; Hadarics & Kende, 2017, 2018; Radkiewicz, 2016).
Thus, with the present study, we expect to provide empirical evidence for indifference as an
individual orientation that reflects at different degree one or both of the different motivational
beliefs (i.e., social worldviews) that potentially help explain the moral beliefs (i.e., binding and/or
individualizing) of those who are indifferent to the fate of others, especially low-status groups, net

of the RWA and SDO levels. The following section outlines the dual-process motivational model



and its connection to moral foundations theory, and then introduces the concept of intergroup

indifference into the model.

The Dual-Process Motivational Model and Morality Foundations

The dual-process motivational model of ideological attitudes (Duckitt, 2001) distinguishes
two sociopolitical attitude systems that orient people in the realm of politics and intergroup
relations. According to this model, authoritarian and dominant attitudes express different
motivational goals, both influenced by different social worldviews (Asbrock et al., 2010). In line
with Altemeyer (1996), authoritarianism is the social attitudinal expression of values of social
cohesion and collective security, stemming from a worldview belief that the social world is an
inherently dangerous and threatening place. Instead, SDO reflects values of group-based dominance
and superiority that stem from a worldview belief that the world is a ruthlessly competitive jungle
(Duckitt & Sibley, 2010).

These two different social worldviews highlight the distinct and additional effects of
authoritarianism and dominance on intergroup attitudes and behaviors. Moreover, as Federico et al.
(2013, 2016) have pointed out, these two sociopolitical attitude systems are differently related to the
importance people attach to moral foundations. With regard to morality, Haidt & Graham (2007)
developed the so-called moral foundations theory to identify the basic moral intuition of human
moral reasoning. Specifically, the model identifies five moral foundations. Two of these - harm/care
and fairness/reciprocity - are called individualizing foundations because they protect individuals
from being harmed or having their rights violated (i.e., the ethics of autonomy). The other three
foundations - in-group/loyalty, authority/respect, and purity/sanctity - are referred to as binding
foundations because they focus on morality derived from the group to which one belongs and the
constraints it imposes (i.¢., ethics of community). Federico et al. (2013) have shown that these two
types of foundations can be predicted differently by the social worldviews and ideological

orientations represented in the dual-process motivational model. On the one hand, competitive



jungle beliefs mainly reduce the importance of individualizing moral beliefs via SDO, whereas
dangerous world beliefs mainly increase the importance of binding moral beliefs via RWA.

In the present research, the focus is on the ideological systems of attitudes of indifference towards
restrictions on the rights of other social groups, and how these attitudes are an expression of
dangerous and/or competitive worldviews and are linked to moral foundations. In line with the
literature on bystanders, indifference is expected to play an important role in these foundations, in

addition to what has already been identified by SDO and RWA (Passini, 2019b).

The Intergroup Indifference and its Connection with Moral Beliefs

Some authors (e.g., Cuddy et al., 2008; Elad Stranger et al., 2022) have emphasized the
importance of understanding not only the overt and active forms of intergroup harm (i.e.,
aggression, harassment, physical and verbal violence), but also the more indirect forms
characterized by indifference toward other groups (i.e., ignoring out-group existence, neglecting
others, withdrawing social support, and avoiding mutual cooperation), which have been termed
harmful inaction or passive harm. Such indirect forms of harm can have devastating consequences
for intergroup relations, as people who engage in inaction discriminate against others, but maintain
a more positive social image compared to those who directly harm others, as blatant discrimination
may be more socially condemned (Elad Stranger et al., 2022). As various studies (e.g., Monroe,
2008; Passini, 2017b; Staub, 2014) have emphasized, inactive and indifferent individuals do indeed
play a complicit role in failing to prevent or even encouraging evil acts against out-groups. That is,
indifference to the derogation of minority rights and their exclusion from social justice may be
perceived by the active perpetrators as approval and even endorsement of their policies and
behaviors (Staub, 2013). The emergence of such indifferent attitudes toward the outgroup is
enhanced during periods of perceived intergroup rivalry and tension. In particular, the perception of
a certain level of intergroup competitiveness and a certain level of anxiety about one's own

realization in both the social and economic spheres can lead people to disregard the other groups to



the point that they disappear from the sphere of social and moral concern (Passini, 2019¢). “In an
age of post-emotionalism [...] people are largely indifferent to the needs of others and committed
primarily to their personal well-being” (Dean, 2003, p. 695).

Passini (2017b) has defined the construct of intergroup indifference, which refers to a
personal ideological orientation characterized by indifference to arbitrary policies affecting low-
status groups. Similar to other ideological orientations, intergroup indifference consists of a system
of social-cognitive motives (i.e., Jost et al., 2003; Tesi, 2025) that leads to a general passive feeling
of hostility towards certain social groups, promoting conservative attitudes and the justification of
the status quo (Passini, 2017b, 2020). According to this conceptualization, indifference target a
variety of low-status groups (e.g., immigrants, the poor) rather than being a general indifference to
the suffering of others. In a series of studies, Passini has analyzed the concept of indifference and its
relation to prejudice against marginalized groups (Passini, 2017b, 2020) and morality (Passini,
2019c). In particular, a position of indifference towards some parliamentary bills related to
derogatory policies toward out-groups is associated with higher levels of prejudice and with moral
exclusionary attitudes toward out-groups, even after controlling for agreement with such rights
restrictions as well as RWA and SDO levels.

The relationship between indifference and morality is described by a complex interplay that
has attracted attention in psychological research. For example, studies conducted in school contexts
have found an association between passive participation in harmful behaviors (i.e., passive
bystanding) and moral disengagement from victims of bullying behaviors (Doramajian &
Bukowski, 2015). Passive bystanders morally disengage from others who are suffering in order to
distance themselves from the negative emotions that (non)participation evokes. In the context of
political participation, non-voting intentions have been found to be associated with moral
indifference (Johnson et al., 2014). Moreover, indifference can lead to a lack of moral

condemnation of harmful actions; when individuals do not feel emotionally involved in the



consequences of their actions, they are less likely to judge those actions as morally wrong (Gromet
etal., 2016).

When individuals exhibit indifference toward out-groups, it may indicate that these
individuals would show greater support for binding moral beliefs, i.e., a strong sense of loyalty and
affiliation to one's in-group that results in disregard for certain out-groups. Consistent with this
assumption, research suggests that those who tend to prioritize binding moral foundations could
develop a moral framework in which loyalty and pro-sociality for the in-group overshadow
concerns about harm to out-groups (e.g., Bianco et al., 2021; Federico et al., 2016). The link
between indifference and binding moral beliefs may also suggest that individual indifference can be
reinforced by leader behavior. Due to the higher sense of moral righteousness of those with binding
morality, observing indifference in leaders may normalize harmful inaction (Tian & Bian, 2023).

On the other hand, indifference can be seen as an individual's disconnection from the
principles of care and fairness of moral foundations, such that their disregard for the fate of others is
a kind of individualized matter. Indifferent people may prioritize personal autonomy over the
common good, thereby neglecting the moral obligation to care for others. Consistent with this
assumption, Hannikainen et al. (2020) found that a desire to develop empathic skills correlates with
an increased emphasis on individualizing moral values, suggesting that fostering empathy reduce
indifference by increasing moral sensitivity toward others. Silver & Silver (2017) found that
individuals are less punitive and more likely to advocate for fairness when they have a strong
endorsement of individualizing foundations, indicating that indifference is negatively associated
with intolerance of injustice.

Another framework for disentangling the moral stance of indifferent people comes from
analyzing its association with RWA and SDO. What distinguishes RWA and SDO as ideological
orientations, apart from being fueled by distinctive motivational roots of intergroup competitiveness
and dangerousness as posited by the dual-process model (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt & Sibley, 2010), is

a different focus on social vs. personal moral/value systems (Federico et al., 2013; Radkiewicz,



2016).While RWA is associated with community ethics (i.e., a positive association with binding
moral foundations) and conservative values describing an intention to rely on concepts of loyalty,
respect, duty, and benevolence towards those closest to one (Passini, 2017¢), SDO is associated
with the ethics of autonomy (i.e., a negative association with individualizing moral foundations) and
self-enhancement values, highlighting a predisposition to be explicitly indifferent to others
(Sidanius et al., 2013), even to gain personal benefits (i.e., Radkiewicz, 2016; Tesi et al., 2023;
2024). Consistent with the different focus on community versus autonomy ethics, RWA has been
found to be negatively related to group-specific empathy, particularly toward groups perceived as
dangerous, whereas SDO has been found to be negatively related to trait-specific empathy (Hudson
& Uneal, 2014). Regarding the position of indifference in this framework, some preliminary
findings (Passini, 2019a) suggest that indifference, which is positively correlated with both RWA
and SDO, contains elements of the other two ideological orientations. However, it remains
relatively unexplored whether indifference 1) is mainly driven by perceptions of threats to one's own
and the in-group's integrity from certain out-groups, and thus indifference is a means of reflecting a
deferential attitude towards an in-group authoritarian system and constituted social order; or i1)
reflects a vision of the world in which there is competition for resources and some people are
winners and others are losers, and thus indifference is a means of acquiring resources for oneself
(i.e., individualized construct); or iii) a combination of the two. To fill this research gap, we chose
to pair intergroup indifference with RWA and SDO to disentangle the moral attitudes of indifferent
people. In the next section, we introduce how we have framed indifference within an extended dual-
process motivational model of morality (Federico et al., 2013; 2016; Hadarics & Kende, 2017,

2018; Radkiewicz, 2016).

The present research: Intergroup Indifference within The Dual-Process Motivational Model
The dual-process model provides an ideal theoretical framework for studying the morality of

those who are indifferent to the fate of others (Federico et al., 2013; 2016; Hadarics & Kende, 2017,



2018; Radkiewicz, 2016). As we have discussed, indifference shares some similarities with the two
ideological orientations of the model, i.e., RWA and SDO, and these associations may also reflect
the motivational roots and moral foundations of indifferent individuals.

First, preliminary research (Passini, 2017a; Passini, 2017c¢) supports the idea that indifference
toward the fate of other social groups, such as RWA, may be fueled by a dangerous worldview, that
is, the threat that other social groups would disrupt the established social order dominated by
authority. Indifference toward such groups may be directed toward preserving the authoritarian
hegemony of high-status groups to which people feel bound, even through a passive conformism
that implies submission to authority. In this view, indifferent people may develop a binding
morality because indifference can be framed as a subtle form of support for authoritarian views that
serve the in-group (Radkiewicz, 2016).

Second, research on indifference (Passini, 2019b) has also shown that indifferent people, like
those higher on SDO, are characterized by a form of moral disengagement, a low sense of social
responsibility, and a lack of concern for the suffering of other social groups, especially those who
are marginalized (e.g., Hudson et al., 2019; 2024; Sidanius et al., 2013). These preliminary findings
indicate that indifferent people, like dominants, believe that they are part of a zero-sum competitive
game (i.e., seeking personal advantage to climb social hierarchies at the expense of subordinate
groups) in which the strongest win and the weakest lose (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt & Sibley, 2010),
and thus prioritize the satisfaction of their personal needs over the interests of other social groups
(Radkiewicz, 2016). Further evidence of the possible proximity between indifference and SDO
came from studies that analyzed the link between emotions and harmful inaction (e.g., Cuddy et al.,
2008; Elad Stranger et al., 2022). In particular, this line of research highlighted that feelings of
contempt and pity toward certain groups are associated with withdrawal of support and cooperation,
resulting in harmful inaction. As contempt is an expression that the target group of this emotion is
perceived as inferior (Elad Stranger et al., 2022), the inaction/indifference associated with this

emotion respond to the need to reaffirm one's superiority within a competition for resources (i.e., a
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competitive worldview). Just as those higher in SDO are guided by competitiveness, indifferent
people may also support a dominant-submissive form of relationships by developing a low
individualizing morality (i.e., being indifferent to the principle of preventing harm and promoting
social fairness).

The purpose of this study was to explore whether intergroup indifference fits within the dual-
process model (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt & Sibley, 2010; Duckitt & Sibley, 2017), which also
provides a theoretical extension that incorporates moral foundations theory (Federico et al., 2013,
2016; Hadarics & Kende, 2017, 2018; Milojev et al., 2014). Pairing intergroup indifference with the
other two recognized ideological orientations in the dual process model, i.e., RWA and SDO, we
examined which motivational bases primarily fuel indifference (i.e., dangerous and/or competitive
worldview) and which moral foundations (i.e., binding and/or individualizing) are mainly fueled by
indifference. Federico et al. (2013) found that, in absolute terms, RWA mediates the positive
relationship between dangerous worldview and binding moral beliefs, and SDO mediates the
negative relationship between competitive worldview and individualizing beliefs. Additional studies
(Federico et al., 2016; Hadarics & Kende, 2017, 2018; Morris & Stewart, 2022; Tesi et al., 2023b)
confirmed that RWA mainly evokes a higher binding morality, while SDO is mainly associated
with a lower individualizing morality.

The focal role of RWA and SDO in generating inequality, discrimination, and maintaining the
status quo has been widely recognized (e.g., Duckitt & Sibley, 2010; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).
However, despite the centrality of indifference in the domain of social issues related to
discrimination and harm to other groups (Elad Stranger et al., 2022), no study has attempted to test
in a single comprehensive model whether and which of the dangerous and competing worldviews
would prevail among people who are indifferent to sociopolitical issues of marginalized social
groups (i.e., immigration, gender equality, women's rights) and what the possible effects of
indifference on moral beliefs might be. Given that RWA and SDO constructs show components of

indifference toward others (Ho et al., 2015; Passini, 2008; 2017a; 2019b), the present study also
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aims to examine the association between indifference and moral beliefs, the net level of RWA and
SDO, and the relative component of indifference embedded in these two ideological orientations.

Furthermore, research has shown that a dangerous worldview and a competitive worldview
uniquely predict RWA and SDO, respectively (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt & Sibley, 2010; Duckitt &
Sibley, 2017). Instead, to the best of our knowledge, no studies have provided evidence on which of
the social worldviews prevails among indifferent people and which of the two moral belief systems
is primarily predicted by indifference. Thus, our study on the role of indifference was exploratory in
nature, and we did not formulate specific hypotheses about the relationships among worldviews,
indifference, and morality.

Then, based on the inclusion of indifference in the extended dual-process model of moral
foundations (Federico et al., 2013, 2016; Hadarics & Kende, 2017, 2018; Milojev et al., 2014), we
tested in a comprehensive model (see Figure 1) whether intergroup indifference (and RWA)
mediated the relationship between dangerous worldviews and binding moral beliefs (i.e., the
dangerous world-social order conformity path), and whether intergroup indifference (and SDO)
mediated the negative relationship between competitive worldviews and individualizing beliefs
(i.e., the competitiveness-no-care path).

[Figure 1 here]
Methods
Procedure and participants

We conducted a cross-sectional study. To estimate the appropriate sample size of our
hypothesized parallel mediation models, we used the indirect effects Monte Carlo power analysis
tool (Schoemann et al., 2017). Consistent with coefficients reported in the literature (e.g., Federico
et al., 2013; Hadarics & Kende, 2017; 2018; Passini, 2019a), we assumed moderate effect sizes (all
paths, r = .40) and set 5000 replications and 20000 Monte Carlo draws per replication. The tool
suggested a minimum of 220 participants to achieve adequate power of 0.91 (95% CI = 0.90, 0.92)

for each of the mediational paths reported in figure 1.
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Participants completed an anonymous online self-report questionnaire. We initially contacted
47 Italian social science students who voluntarily agreed to participate in the study and answered
the questionnaire; participants were then asked to distribute the questionnaire through their social
network (i.e., snowball sampling). A total of 241 Italian participants were recruited through this
procedure. Informed consent was obtained from each participant. Sample characteristics, all
participants were Italian citizen, 165 women and 76 men, 127 were students, 109 were employed
and 5 were unemployed. The mean age was 25.64 years (SD = 8.95). Educational status, 141 had a
high school diploma and 140 had a university degree.

The study was conducted in accordance with the ethical principles of the Declaration of
Helsinki and in agreement with the ethical norms laid down by the Italian National Psychological

Association

Measures

Dangerous and competitive world beliefs. Beliefs about a dangerous and competitive world
were measured using an Italian adaptation of the short dangerous and competitive world belief
scales (Duckitt et al., 2002). Each scale consisted of 6 items with a 7-point Likert scale response
format ranging from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree”. The dangerous world scale
accounts for people's beliefs about the world being a dangerous place (i.e., "My knowledge and
experience tell me that the social world we live in is basically a dangerous and unpredictable place,
in which good, decent and moral people’s values and way of life are threatened and disrupted by
bad people"). and competitive worldview scale measures people's support for ingrained beliefs that
the world is a competitive place (i.e., "It's a dog-eat-dog world where you need to be ruthless at
times"). Cronbach's a for the dangerous world beliefs scale was .69 and for the competitive world
beliefs scale was .66.

RWA. RWA was measured using an Italian adaptation (Passini, 2008) of the RWA scale

(Altemeyer, 1996). The scale has 12 items with a Likert scale response format ranging from 1 =
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"strongly disagree" to 7 = "strongly agree". The scale measures RWA through its underlying
dimensions: authoritarian aggression (4 items, "Our government must eliminate all opponents"),
authoritarian submission (4 items, "Our country will be great if we do what the authorities tell us to
do"), and conventionalism (4 items, "Our country will be great if we respect our traditions"). The
global mean of the authoritarianism scale was analyzed (Altemeyer, 1996). The internal consistency
of the scale in this study was good (Cronbach’s o =.82).

SDO. SDO was measured using the Italian adaptation (Aiello et al., 2019) of the Social
Dominance Orientation Scale7 (Ho et al., 2015). The scale measures people's support for group-
based hierarchies (i.e., dominance dimension, 8 items, "An ideal society requires some groups to be
at the top and others at the bottom") and inequalities (i.e., anti-egalitarianism dimension, 8 items,
"We should not push for group equality") with a 7-point Likert response format ranging from 1 =
"strongly disagree" to 7 = "strongly agree". In the present study, the scale exhibited good internal
consistency (Cronbach's a = .86).

Intergroup indifference. Intergroup indifference was measured trough the scale developed
by Passini (2019c). The scale was composed of six items with a 7 point Likert scale response format
ranging from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree” (e.g., “I am left rather unimpressed by
the news about the rights denied to the LGBTQIA+ community”; “I am rather unimpressed by the
news about the government's actions to send migrant boats back from our country’’) Cronbach’s a
for this study was of .82.

Moral foundations. Moral foundations were measured using the Italian version (Bobbio et
al., 2011) of the Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ) (Graham et al., 2011). The scale was
composed of two subscales measuring the extent to which people endorse individualizing (12 items,
i.e., harm/care and fairness/reciprocity) and binding foundations (16 items, i.e., in-group/loyalty,
authority/respect, purity/sanctity). Each subscale consisted of two parts: in the first part, participants
were asked to rate the relevance (from "1 = not at all relevant" to "6 = extremely relevant") of six

sources of information when making moral judgments (e.g., "Whether or not someone suffered
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emotionally"); in the second part, participants reported their agreement (from "1 = strongly
disagree" to "6 = strongly agree") with six moral statements (e.g., "Compassion for those who are
suffering is the most crucial virtue"). In the present study, the internal reliability of the scales for
individualizing (Cronbach's a = .77) and binding (Cronbach's a = .84) were satisfactory.
Results

Descriptive statistics

Descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation, skewness and kurtosis) and correlations
between variables are reported in Table 1.

[Table 1 here]

Path analysis

To test the study hypotheses, we used the structural equation model approach to conduct a
path analysis using JAMOVI (2024). According to the large empirical evidence on the dual process
model (i.e., Duckitt & Sibley, 2017; Sibley & Duckitt, 2009), in our structural model we allowed
dangerous worldview beliefs to have a direct relationship with RWA alone and competitive beliefs
to have a direct relationship with SDO alone (Sibley et al., 2007). Because we cannot rely on
previous findings regarding the role of intergroup indifference within the dual-process model, and
in keeping with the exploratory goal of our study regarding the motivational roots of this
sociopolitical variable, we allowed both dangerous and competitive worldviews to be directly
related to intergroup indifference. Moreover, in line with a number of studies (Federico et al., 2013,
2016; Hadarics & Kende, 2017, 2018; Morris & Stewart, 2022; Tesi et al., 2023a), we allowed
direct paths between a dangerous worldview and RWA with binding moral beliefs and between a
competitive worldview and SDO with individualizing moral beliefs. Consistent with our study aim,
we examined which moral foundations would be targeted by intergroup indifference, allowing
direct path between indifference and both of the two types of moral beliefs. Finally, we added

correlational path between competitive and between dangerous world beliefs, RWA and SDO,
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RWA and intergroup indifference, SDO and intergroup indifference, and between binding and
individualizing moral beliefs (Federico et al., 2013; Passini, 2019a).

According with our aim, we then calculated four indirect effects (Table 2) using bias
corrected bootstrap method for creating confidence intervals based on 1000 replications. Following
Kenny et al. (2015), we used the confirmatory fit indices (CFI) and the standardized root mean
square residual (SRMR) to assess the goodness of fit of a model with few degrees of freedom. A
model is considered to have an adequate fit if the CFI is greater than .90 and the SRMR is less than
.08.

The path model presented adequate fit indexes, y2 =45.5, df =6, p <.001; CFI1 =.92; SRMR =
.07. A graphical representation of path models and the results of analyses are reported in Figure 2.
We found a positive association between dangerous worldview beliefs and RWA (f = .28, SE = .05,
95% CI=.17, .38, p <.001), and we did not find a positive association between dangerous
worldview and intergroup indifference (f = -.03, SE = .05, 95% CI =-.14, .07, p = .53).
Competitive worldview was found positively associated with SDO (f = .25, SE = .05, 95% CI = .14,
.36, p <.001) and with intergroup indifference (f = .33, SE =.07, 95% CI = .21, .46, p <.001).

In turn, RWA was positively associated with binding moral beliefs (f = .65, SE = .04, 95% CI
=.56, .74, p <.001), while intergroup indifference was not associated with this kind of moral
foundation (f =-.07, SE = .04, 95% CI =-.19, .04, p = .19). SDO was found negatively associated
with individualizing beliefs (f = -.23, SE = .05, 95% CI =-.36, -.09, p <.001) as well as intergroup
indifference (f =-.25, SE = .05, 95% CI =-.39, -.12, p <.001). Moreover, dangerous worldview
was not directly positively associated with binding moral beliefs (f = -.05, SE = .03, 95% CI = -.15,
.05, p =.31) and competitive worldview was directly negatively associated with individualizing
moral beliefs (8 =-.17, SE = .04, 95% CI =-.29, -.04, p = .007).

All the path model’s indirect effects are reported in Table 2. The indirect positive association
between dangerous world and binding moral beliefs was not mediated by intergroup indifference (f

=.01, SE = .01, 95% CI, -.01, .01, p = .65), but was mediated by RWA (f = .18, SE = .03, 95% CI,
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11, .26, p <.001). The indirect association between competitive worldview and individualizing
beliefs was negative and significantly mediated by intergroup indifference (5 = -.09, SE = .02, 95%
Cl=-.14,-.03, p =.006) and by SDO (8 =-.06, SE = .01, 95% CI =-.10, -.02, p = .006). Overall,
the path model explained the 39% of variance (p <.001) of binding moral beliefs and the 24% (p <
.001) of individualizing moral beliefs.

[Table 2 here]

[Figure 2 here]

Discussion

The present research investigated the role of intergroup indifference (Passini, 2017b, 2019¢),
defined as not caring about arbitrary policies affecting other social groups, in the morality-focused
dual-process motivational model (Federico et al., 2013, 2016). From a theoretical point of view,
while classically RWA and SDO have been considered as the main ideological attitudes in this
model (Duckitt & Sibley, 2017; Sibley & Duckitt, 2009), various authors (Bauman, 1989; Latan¢ &
Darley, 1970; Monroe, 2008; Passini, 2017a; Staub, 2014) have pointed out that the dynamics of
social conflict and discrimination are also generated by indifference to the well-being of group
minorities. Indeed, indifferent people cannot be considered as totally passive or inactive, as their
inaction could be considered as an act of free will (Cuddy et al., 2008; Elad Stranger et al., 2022).
That is, indifference is a specific configuration of beliefs that drives a choice that consists of
distancing oneself from others, particularly minorities, and that contributes to maintaining the status
quo and promoting conservatism (e.g., Jost et al., 2003; Passini, 2019a).

Path analysis revealed that, similar to SDO, intergroup indifference significantly negatively
mediated the path between a competitive worldview and individualizing morality. In contrast,
indifference did not mediate (as in the case of RWA) the path between dangerous worldview beliefs
and binding morality. It would seem, therefore, that indifference is a disinterest in others driven,
like SDO, by a competitive and hierarchical view of social relations (i.e., homo homini lupus),

where priority over the defense of one's own personal interests (i.e., self-enhancement) necessitates
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a disinvestment in the fate of other individuals who are perceived as competitors. These findings are
consistent with other studies suggesting that individuals with a competitive mindset show low levels
of empathy and interest in the fate of others, particularly members of a minority group (Hudson et
al., 2019; Hudson & Uenal, 2024; Passini, 2019a). Furthermore, our findings are consistent with
studies (e.g., Cuddy et al., 2008; Elad Stranger et al., 2022) that have found that harmful inaction is
associated with contempt for other groups, an emotion typically expressed toward groups that are
perceived as inferior and presumably in competition for resources. Accordingly, those who are
indifferent may feel contempt for others as a response to their need to reaffirm their own superiority
in a hierarchy-based competitive game. On the other hand, the experience of living in a dangerous
world is not part of the belief system of indifferent individuals, at least among the participants in the
present research, as it is instead the case for individuals who report high RWA (Duckitt & Sibley,
2017; Sibley et al., 2007; Sibley & Duckitt, 2009). Thus, indifference does not appear to be a
response to a threatening social world.

The similarity between indifference and SDO is also reflected in the relationship between
these two constructs and individualizing morality. Like SDO (Federico et al., 2013, 2016; Milojev
et al., 2014), indifference in the present study was negatively associated with morality related to the
individual (i.e., ethics of autonomy) rather than with group-focused morality (i.e., ethics of
community), as in the case of RWA (Morris & Stewart, 2022). It should be noted that in our tested
model, the effect of indifference on lower individualizing morality is the net of SDO levels and the
relative component of indifference embedded in this construct (Ho et al., 2015; Passini, 2017a;
2019b). In this view, the unique contribution of the construct of indifference assumes particular
importance in explaining the variance of individualizing morality.

Indifferent individuals are supposedly less concerned with the protection, intolerance of
injustice, and well-being of other groups (i.e., moral concerns of care and fairness), valuing self-
enhancement and a morality that relates only to one's own protection and interests (e.g.,

Radkiewicz, 2016; Silver & Silver, 2017; Tesi et al., 2023a; 2023b). Indifferent persons, unlike

18



authoritarians who value binding morality (i.e., in-group/loyalty, authority/respect, and
purity/sanctity; Hadarics & Kende, 2017, 2018), seem to be unconnected to in-group and authority
in terms of what is morally right or wrong for their group. According to these findings, the in-group
component of intergroup indifference seems to be less salient than the individual component (i.e.,
indifferent individuals express a low focus on in-group morality). In other words, the relationship of
indifferent persons to the target of indifference can be thought of as one-to-other groups rather than
ingroup-to-outgroup. Indifference has been conceptualized as not paying special attention to
discriminatory policies of institutions and authorities; our results showed that this non-advocacy
does not stem from sharing the morality of the authority and the in-group, or from taking a position
on the morality and ethics of such actions, but from defending a morality that comes only from the

individual and his interests.

Practical implications

The present study has practical implications in suggesting possible strategies of intervention
based on the goal of making society more tolerant of differences and inclusive. As we have argued,
indifference affects people's lives, both in terms of lack of interest in the fate of other vulnerable
and marginalized groups, and in terms of political disaffection and focus on self-interest to the
detriment of collective well-being. Accordingly, the present study supports the relevance to develop
interventions targeting, for example, schools, work environments, and local communities where
indifference-related issues can be highlighted, primed, or discussed. For example, a number of
studies based on the contact hypothesis have found that both RWA and SDO can be reduced
through imagined and real contact with other groups (e.g., Asbrock et al., 2012; Dhont et al., 2014)
and would be even more effective among prejudice prone individuals (Contu et al., 2023). Although
further research is needed to validate these findings among those with higher levels of indifference,
the potential of intergroup contact as an intervention strategy would be promising. In addition,

socioeducational interventions could help people reduce indifference attitudes; for example, our
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study found that a competitive worldview is one of the motivational roots of indifference, and such
beliefs can be reduced by promoting superordinate goals in a social interdependence perspective
(Choi et al., 2011). In addition, supporting the development of life skills that increase empathy and
emotional intelligence helps those with higher levels of indifference to consider the positions of
those who are marginalized or discriminated against (Hudson et al., 2019). In line with the findings
of Hannikainen et al. (2020), we suggest that developing social skills, compassion for others, and
encouraging people to be genuinely interested in social justice issues rather than turning their heads
away should lead to the development of moral principles of care and fairness towards others.
Another strategy could be to work on the sense of personal and social responsibility and how such a
concept is a fundamental issue in promoting a society that respects the rights of all by considering

and emphasizing the duties of each to the others (Finkel & Moghaddam, 2004).

Limitations and perspectives for future research

The present study has a number of limitations that need to be addressed and provide
opportunities for future research. First, the cross-sectional nature of this study limits conclusions
about the direction of association between variables. Future experimental studies can address this
limitation. For example, different scenarios could be implemented to make people's competitive or
dangerous beliefs more salient to confirm that only competitiveness acts as a motivational root of
indifference. Longitudinal studies can also help clarify the direction of the relationship between
indifference and morality. For example, cross-lagged panel analyses, in which indifference and
morality are measured at two or more points in time, allow for the examination of unidirectional or
bidirectional relationships. Second, the convenience sampling procedure limits the generalizability
of our findings. To address this limitation, the study model could be extended by testing in other
settings and cultures and/or by using probability sampling. In addition, the model could be enriched
by testing the role of some personality traits (e.g., Big Five model). Studies (Duckitt & Sibley,

2017; Sibley & Duckitt, 2009) have shown that personality constellations play a role in
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differentially predicting RWA and SDO, so it may be worthwhile to delve deeper into which traits
promote indifference paired with social worldview schemas of danger and competition. Third, it
should be noted that the Cronbach's alpha of the dangerous and competitive worldview beliefs
scales is slightly below the agreed cut-off of .70 (Hair et al., 2010; Nunnaly, 1978). Despite this, the
scale has been widely used in several studies, demonstrating its validity and reliability (Duckitt et
al., 2002; Perry et al., 2010), even in the Italian context (Pellegrini et al., 2019). The relatively low
reliability of the scales in our study may reflect the specificities of our convenience sample.
Replications and extensions of our findings with larger samples recruited using probability
sampling methods can address this limitation by providing further evidence of the internal
consistency of the dangerous and competitive world beliefs scales. Finally, another limitation and
possible future development concerns the refinement of the intergroup indifference scale (Passini,
2017a). A first approach could be to dissociate the scale from its reference to specific target groups
and to reframe the items in a more impersonal way (i.e., "the problems of social minorities do not
concern me") and/or to measure indifference as a "ought" general orientation towards the role of
society or authoritarian systems in not caring about the fate of others (i.e., "the problem of social
minorities should not concern governments so much"). This would allow people to think of
indifference as a social ideological orientation toward minorities in general, rather than in relation
to the social representations of specific groups reported on the scale, and would further resemble the
RWA/SDO scale (e.g., Aiello et al., 2019; Ho et al., 2015). A second approach to refining the
indifference scale might instead consider reference to specific target groups as a heuristic for
disentangling "differences in indifference". For example, given that we found indifference to be
close to competitiveness and SDO, it may be endorsed differently for groups that are seen as
competitors for resources and status compared to others that are not seen as threatening to the
maintenance of the hierarchical status quo. Future studies could implement multiple indifference
scales that prime different social groups and analyze possible changes in endorsement of

indifference while controlling for SDO levels.
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Conclusion

Despite these limitations, the results of the present study contribute to unraveling the role of
indifference in potentially promoting social inequalities and discrimination against others, using the
dual-process model as a theoretical framework. Overall, indifference was not fueled by a view of
the world as a dangerous place, nor was it associated with valuing an ingroup-focused morality that
promotes order and cohesion. Indifference is an individual-centered construct fueled by
competitiveness, closer to SDO (vs. RWA), self-enhancement values, and a rejection of the ethic of
autonomy, for whom disregard for others is expressed in terms of a morality that reflects a personal
diminished attention to caring for other minority groups and principles of social justice. The results
of the present study also lay the groundwork for implementing and studying the effectiveness of

interventions to reduce indifference based on the contact hypothesis or life skills development.
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Table 1.

Descriptive Statistics and Pearson Correlation Coefficients among all the Variables.

Measures M(SD)  Skewness Kurtosis 1 2 3 4 5 6
1.Dangerous worldview  4.58 (1.07) -.20 -.17

2.Competitive worldview  2.55 (.98) 34 -44  24%*

3.RWA 2.92 (.98) 28 =38  32%% 3k

4.SDO 2.42 (.90) A7 =27 14%  37Fx S5%*

5.Intergroup indifference 1.79 (1.01) 1.40 1.40 07 39%%  36%*  43%*

6.Binding 3.53 (.74) 17 09 22% 01 S4x*k - 35%*  ]5%
7.Individualizing 4.82 (.66) -.81 .84 07 -43%% J19%*% J38¥EF 4%k DAE*

Note. RWA = Right-wing authoritarianism. SDO = Social dominance orientation.
* p <.05.%*% p<.001.
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Table 2.

Indirect effects of the Path Model.

Indirect effect B SE 95% CI p

Dangerous worldview —~ RWA —> binding 18 .03 11, .26 <.001
Dangerous worldview — Indifference — binding .03 .00 -.01,.01 574
Competitive worldview — SDO —> individualizing -06 .01 -.10,-.02 .006
Competitive worldview —> Indifference — individualizing -.09 .02  -.14,-.03 .006

Note. SDO = social dominance orientation, RWA = right-wing authoritarianism
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Figure Caption
Figure 1. Summary of study’s conceptual model and tested mediational paths.
Figure 2. Summary of path’s model. Note. All coefficients are standardized and statistically

significant at p <.001. Grey lines represent not statistically significant coefficients (p > .05).
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