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Abstract

This study (N = 557) explored how empathy towards victims and perpetrators of
terrorism were associated with broadband (e.g., HEXACO traits; Dark Triad traits) and
narrowband individual differences (e.g., beliefs in a competitive and dangerous world,
social dominance orientation, religiousness, and right-wing authoritarianism) in samples
drawn from Turkish and Australian undergraduates. Country differences revealed
Turkish participants were higher in Dark Triad traits, social dominance orientation,
right-wing authoritarianism, and religiousness than Australian participants. Australian
participants had more empathy towards both victims and perpetrators of terrorism than
Turkish participants. Sex differences in personality traits showed men displayed a
“darker” personality, than the “lighter” personality of women. The implications of these
findings were discussed in relation to the current threat of terrorism in Australia and
Turkey. This study provided one of the first quantitative, cross-cultural assessments of

empathy towards terrorism using the methods of personality psychology.

Keywords: terrorism; empathy; personality; individual differences; cross-

country
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Individual Differences in Empathy towards Terrorism

What could possess someone to commit acts of terrorism? Since the September
11 attacks in 2001, governments have been scrambling to increase the defence of
countries (Barros, 2003). The “war on terrorism” has dominated the political arena, and
not many answers for how to combat this problem are available (Nacos, 2012).
Increasing occurrences of targeted attacks imply that government protection agencies
and defence systems are failing to combat these events. Just like any other standard
form of intentional crime, in order to combat its occurrence, it should be studied as a
mechanism of human behaviour and psychology. Terrorism is a form of human
aggression and violence committed by individuals or groups. “Terrorists” are
individuals engaging in political or religious violence, derived from varying amounts of
external influence and context as opposed to external command (Feldman, 2013). This
positions terrorists as rational beings who commit malevolent crime, however, does not
also mean that terrorists may also be irrational. With increasing occurrences of terrorist
attacks around the world, it is crucial that empirical research surrounding terrorism
moves towards offering information useful for prevention (Barros, 2003), and gauging
attitudes of empathy towards terrorism may be one way of achieving this.

Studies examining individual personality traits and attitudes towards terrorism
are limited. A review of the existing literature reveals studies on terrorism as being
inductively atheoretical (Enders & Sandler, 1995), with a focus on the effectiveness of
government negotiation strategies to deter terrorism. Reviews of prior work on
terrorism offer the opinion that both theoretical and empirical accounts of terrorism fail
to consider the heterogeneity of terrorists (Victoroff, 2005). An overview of the
progress of terrorism research also summarise that majority of studies use secondary
analysis (i.e., analyses based on archival records; Silke, 2001). Instead of treating

terrorism as a behaviour that individuals engage in, most research examines terrorism at
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a social or group level, rather than an individual level. These collectively fail to take
individual differences (i.e., personality traits) into account when arriving at research
conclusions about terrorism. Ultimately terrorism is committed by individuals, and thus
rather than continue with top-down research (i.e., group to individual) this study is
concerned with the individual differences from a bottom-up view on terrorism.
Sociological theories attempt to explain terrorism as a cultural misalignment of
socially learned behaviour (Phillips, 2015). However, these do not specifically address
the crucial importance of individual differences in relation to human behaviour, and
attitudes that form as a result. Psychologically speaking, personality traits are the
building blocks that influence who we are, what we do, and how we think. They
influence many aspects of the lives of humans. There is an abundance of psychological
theories of personality from differing theoretical backgrounds, including humanistic
(Rogers, 1959), psychodynamic (Freud, 1923), behaviourist (Skinner, 1953),
evolutionary (Buss, 1995), social learning (Bandura, 1969), and dispositional (trait)
(Cattell, 1965) perspectives. This study focuses on the latter dispositional (trait) model,
which has dominated personality research for the past 15 years. Personality traits have
predictive power over general health outcomes including self-reported blood pressure,
sick days taken from work, and overall self-rated physical health (Turiano, et al., 2011).
Personality traits also interact with goal setting to initiate motivation to strive for
achieving work outcomes (Barrick, Mount, & Li, 2013), risk-taking and impulsivity
(Zuckerman & Kuhlman, 2000), compassion, sympathy, and altruistic helping
behaviours (Eisenberg, et al., 1989), and temperament (Buss & Plomin, 2014) to name a
few. Aside from influencing behaviour, they also play a role in humour styles (Veselka,
Schermer, Martin, & Vernon, 2010), self-presentation whilst using social media (Lee,
Ahn, & Kim, 2014), personal values (Parks-Leduc, Feldman, & Bardi, 2015), and even

choice of sexual partner (Jonason, Lyons, & Blanchard, 2015). It is an ever-present part
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of every individual. However, there is a severe lack of empirical evidence on the
relationship between personality factors and attitudes related to intergroup aggression
and violence, which might perpetuate terrorism (Feldman, 2013).

Empirical and theoretical evidence supports the idea that personality traits
influence attitudes toward in-groups and out-groups (Hodson & Dhont, 2015).
Individual differences (i.e., personality traits) have consistently been associated with
prejudice beliefs and racism (Guimond et al., 2013; Hodson & Dhont, 2015; Levin et
al., 2016). There also seems to be associations between the domain-general aspects of
individual differences, such as Dark Triad traits of psychopathy and Machiavellianism,
and domain-specific attitudes that support social dominance of the in-group, right wing
authoritarianism, dangerous and competitive perceptions of the world, religiosity, and
conservatism. These domain-specific aspects imply that prejudice is an “Us vs. Them”
ideologically driven mechanism of attitudes.

If prejudice is a form of biased in-group perception, then this could extend to
individual differences associated with intergroup violence, and thus, a bias towards
terrorism. Past research demonstrates that prejudice attitudes may manifest into racist
violence towards the out-group (McKeever, Reed, Pehrson, Storey, & Cohrs, 2013).
Similarly, comparisons of factors influencing support of intergroup violence as a
product of attitudes supporting in-group or out-group aggression. Considering these
links, the measures and methods used to study prejudice are therefore also useful for the
study of attitudes towards terrorism.

Comparisons of Western (i.e., American) and Middle Eastern (i.e., Lebanese)
participant attitudes towards terrorism reflect that Westerners have stronger attitudes
supporting social dominance, right wing authoritarianism, and support of the American
intervention in the Middle East (Henry, Sidanius, Levin, & Pratto, 2005). However, the

results are opposite with Lebanese Middle-Eastern participants. Additionally, Australian
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Anglo-Saxon’s hold stronger racist attitudes to an in-group/out-group bias, although
Australian Middle Easterners do not share this; instead, out-group Australian Middle
Easterners hold beliefs that the world is a dangerous and competitive place (Jonason,
2015). This suggests that individuals belonging to minority out-groups may hold
positive attitudes toward in-group directed terrorism by way of latent biases of
intergroup aggression. Considering the close relations this trend has with a longing for
social dominance and heavy authoritarian views, it suggests that specific individual
factors may predispose people to hold relevant attitudes.

Acts of terrorism are thought to be an expression of “malevolent creativity”
(Gill, Horgan, Hunter, & Cushenbery, 2013) associated with distinct personality traits
that also predict aggressive behaviours (Hosie, Gilbert, Simpson, & Daffern, 2014),
such as agreeableness and conscientiousness. This is a result of researchers questioning
whether personality traits may have an association with how creative a terrorist may
become with organising and executing an attack that maximises damage and attracts
global attention. These broadband personality factors are measured through self-report
trait questionnaires such as the HEXACO-60; a broad, validated, self-report measure of
personality (Ashton & Lee, 2007). It measures individual factors pertaining to Honesty-
Humility (H), Emotionality (E), Extraversion (X), Agreeableness (A),
Conscientiousness (C), and Openness to Experience (O). Low Emotionality has been
associated with intergroup disgust (Hodson & Dhont, 2015) towards outgroup members.
Extraversion and Openness to Experience has been associated with social dominance, a
preference for inequality among social groups, and right-wing authoritarian attitudes
(Lee, Ashton, Ogunfowara, Bourdage, & Shin, 2010; Sibley, Harding, Perry, Asbrock,
& Duckitt, 2010). Openness to Experience is also closely related to creativity, and
secondary-analyses of terrorist profiles have assumed that terrorists using dark creativity

would reflect stronger Openness to Experience (Viktoroff, 2005). Dark creativity also
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resonates with a specific constellation of dark personality traits, more commonly known
as the Dark Triad traits (Jonason et al., 2017).

The Dark Triad is an umbrella term used to describe a cluster of socially
undesirable traits of personality, which include narcissism, Machiavellianism and
psychopathy (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Whereas “narcissism’ encompasses a sense
of grandiosity, egotism, self-orientation, and lack of empathy, “Machiavellianism” is
associated with manipulative behaviour, self-interest, exploitation of others, and a
ruthless lack of morality. The third aspect — subclinical “psychopathy” — is associated
with reckless, cruel and callous behaviour, antisocial selfish behaviour, and a lack of
empathic skill and remorse. The Dark Triad traits have since been found as strong
predictors of deception in various contexts (Baughman, Jonason, Lyons, & Vernon,
2014) and aggression (Jonason, Duineveld, & Middleton, 2015). Aggressiveness is also
a core component to the measurement of the Dark Triad traits, but is expressed in
relation to the vanity of the traits which are also correlated with verbal and physical
aggression, as well as hostility (for example, items from the Dirty Dozen Dark Triad
scale including “I tend to want others to admire me”, and “I tend to not be too
concerned with morality or the morality of my actions”; Jonason & Webster, 2010).

Certain aspects of the Dark Triad — Machiavellianism and psychopathy in
particular — are strong predictors of religious sinning (i.e., the seven deadly sins, such as
lust, gluttony, greed; Jonason, Ziegler-Hill, & Okan, 2017). The commissions of sin or
vice (i.e., religious sinning), may be understood as a function of behavioural
dysregulation, whereby individuals engage in activities that go against religious morals
and beliefs (Gioia, Isquith, Guy, & Kenworthy, 2000). If the behavioural dysregulation
of sin or vice may be a result of psychological or physical dysfunction, then this could
also be the case for other contexts of behavioural dysregulation, such as terrorism. Acts

of terrorism catalysed by the desire to harm a mass amount of people instil fear en
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masse (Enders & Sandler, 1995). This implies a dysregulation of the crucial human
emotion that is empathy, which individuals follow as an ethical code to being “good
natured” (de Waal, 1996). Suggestions that narcissistic personalities are more adept to
join terrorist groups, and have empathic attitudes toward terrorism (Johnson &
Feldmann, 1992) are noteworthy. However, no prior research has specifically explored
attitudes of empathy towards victims and perpetrators of terrorism, which is what the
current study aimed to do.

Empathy is an emotional response (Eisenberg & Lennon, 1983) and the capacity
that humans and other species have to resonate with the positive and negative feelings
of others (Singer & Klimecki, 2014). It is no surprise then that clinical cases of
Narcissistic Personality Disorder are characterised by a dysfunctional lack of empathy,
subject to motivational and situational factors (Baskin-Sommers, Krusemark, &
Ronningstam, 2014). A lack of empathy is also the core characteristic of psychopathy
(White, 2014). Although a defining feature of personality disorders, a lack of empathy
is also shared by non-clinical individuals with increased aggressive behaviours
(Bartholow, Sestir, & Davis, 2005). As such, aggression is predictable based on low
emotional intelligence and a lack of empathy (i.e., disregard for the emotion of others)
in non-clinical individuals (Piko & Pinczés, 2014). A lack of empathy also leads to a
dehumanisation effect, involving the individual to view other persons in a way that
separates them from the ability to feel (Haslem & Stratemeyer, 2016). This
dehumanisation phenomenon is also seen in inter-group aggression, whereby the in-
group experiences a dehumanisation effect towards outgroup members. This has
specifically been studied in the context of terrorism, and is even evident in
dehumanising attitudes towards in-group members of western Americans, by outgroup
Muslim Americans. So much so does this phenomenon have an effect on empathy, that

the more dehumanised a member of the outgroup feels, the stronger the dehumanisation
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effect will be in return towards in-group members (Bruneau, 2016). In relation to the
context of terrorism, this means that seeing the enemy as an “other” may facilitate
individuals killing out-group members without experiencing the feeling of empathy.

If the behavioural dysregulation of inter-group aggression is a result of
psychological dysfunction both in empathy and in general, then this could explain why
some individuals are attracted to terrorism. The individual factors to predict aggression
and violence such as attitudes of prejudice, racism, and a burning desire to harm others,
may also then predict positive empathic attitudes toward perpetrators of terrorism. This
possible explanation is consistent with past predictions of terrorist individuals as driven
by specific internal drives (Feldman, 2013), and implies a relationship between
individual differences in empathy towards terrorism, which the current study explores.

Other individual factors (e.g., social dominance orientation, authoritarianist
views, beliefs the world is a dangerous and competitive place, religiousness and
conservatism) are efficient measures and methods in gaining information about attitudes
in relation to intrinsic motivators of prejudice (Hodson & Dhont, 2015) as they provide
a broad range of individual differences in personality to consider. These measures may
also be utilised to examine intergroup aggression as a further extension of intergroup
negativity and prejudice-inspired attitude. Other comparisons of factors influencing
support of intergroup violence as a product of in-group or out-group aggression have
also used measures of social dominance orientation, right-wing authoritarianism, and
support of terrorism (Henry, Sidanius, Levin, & Pratto, 2005). However, the past studies
examined attitudes toward terrorism violence with a primary focus on anti-Western and
anti-Arab violence concerning the U.S decision to combat the Taliban in Afghanistan.
The current study incorporated the methods and measures used to explore prejudice
within the study design (Hodson & Dhont, 2015), as well as a terrorism empathy scale

to measure the amount of empathy towards victims and perpetrators of terrorism.
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This study aimed to explore the association between individual differences (i.e.,
personality traits) and attitudes of empathy towards victims and perpetrators of
terrorism. Empathy towards terrorism were measured alongside the methods and
measures used to study prejudice (Hodson & Dhont, 2015) due to the prospective
similarities inter-group aggression in the form of terrorism. This study examined the
strength of individual perceptions of the competitive and dangerous nature of the world
in relation to the attitudes towards terrorism. Additionally, it aimed to explore if these
attitudes are also reflected through social dominance orientation, right-wing
authoritarian views, and religiousness, because of the associations that these have
shared with other forms of inter-group aggression such as prejudice and racism, as
discussed above.

Prior research demonstrates associations between prejudice and the HEXACO-
60 personality domains of Openness to experience, and Agreeableness, and there was
the expectation that these traits would also have association with terrorism empathy in
this study. As this was the first study of its kind, the research was exploratory, as we did
not know what to expect. There also was an expectation to find sex differences
consistent with prior findings for the personality measures. Although Turkey was
chosen for the cross-country comparison due to a collaboration offer and not for any
specific reason, we did expect to find country differences in the personality measures
and also the empathy ratings towards terrorism. It was hypothesised that there would be
a strong relationship between lower empathy towards perpetrators of terrorism and

beliefs that the world is a dangerous and competitive place.
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Method
Participants

Participants (N = 557) from the cross-cultural sample consisted of 314
Australian, and 243 Turkish individuals, recruited through university participation
portals in Australia (SONA; Western Sydney University) and Turkey (Sakarya
University). The total sample consisted of 217 men, 339 women, and 1 participant from
the Turkish sample who identified their gender as “Other”. This participant was
included in the final dataset, however, was not included in sex-specific analyses.

The study was advertised to undergraduate psychology students as “The Role of
Personality in the Processing of News Stories”. The project design required diversity of
ages, ethnicity, and large sample size for the generalizability of results. Course credit
was granted to Australian participants upon study completion. Australian and Turkish
sample participants were placed in a draw to win a gift voucher of $50 and $100 value.
This project used $3,000 funding available to HDR students at Western Sydney
University with approval by the Human Research Ethics Committee (See Appendix I).
Measures

Broadband Personality Traits

The HEXACO-60 model of personality structure (Ashton & Lee, 2007; See
Appendix B) is a commonly used research tool consisting of six factors; Honesty-
Humility (H), Emotionality (E), Extraversion (X), Agreeableness (A),
Conscientiousness (C), and Openness to Experience (O). This validated self-report scale
provides broad information on personality factors, and was used in prior research
examining the relationship between these individual differences and other forms of
inter-group aggression such as prejudice (Hodson & Dhont, 2015). It is a shorter version
of the full HEXACO Personality Inventory (Ashton & Lee, 2004), consisting of 10

items for each of the six scale constructs. The HEXACO-60 reports high convergent
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correlations between observer reports and self-report, which average above .50, and is
recommended to use for personality assessment with limited administration time
(Ashton & Lee, 2007).

Internal consistency for each of the subscales was tested via Cronbach’s alpha,
and grouped frequency distributions for each of the scale domains was also tested.! The
scale domains were as follows; Honesty-Humility (M = 3.57, a = .69, SE = 0.03)
normally distributed, with skewness of -0.25 (SE = 0.10) and kurtosis of -0.04 (SE =
0.21); Emotionality (M = 3.29, a.= .73, SE = 0.03) normally distributed with skewness
of -0.12 (SE = 0.10) and kurtosis of -0.27 (SE = 0.21); Extraversion (M = 3.28, a = .80,
SE = 0.03) normally distributed with skewness of -0.16 (SE = 0.10) and kurtosis of -
0.22 (SE = 0.20); Agreeableness (M = 3.20, a = .67, SE = 0.02) normally distributed
with skewness of -0.15 (SE = 0.10) and kurtosis of 0.32 (SE = 0.21); Conscientiousness
(M =3.48, a.=.71, SE = 0.02) normally distributed with skewness of -0.10 (SE = 0.10)
and kurtosis of -0.25 (SE = 0.21); and Openness to Experience (M =3.41, o =.71, SE =
0.03) normally distributed with skewness of -0.12 (SE = 0.10) and kurtosis of -0.21 (SE
= 0.21). All probability distributions were platykurtic. The items from each of the
domains were averaged to create an overall score for each of these six respective
subscale domains.

The Short Dark Triad scale (SD3; Jones & Paulhus, 2014) provides information
on how strongly individuals may reflect traits of narcissism, Machiavellianism, and
subclinical psychopathy. The SD3 has previously been used in conjunction with other
self-report scales used in this study (Jonason, 2015; Zeigler-Hill, Besser, & Marcus,
2017). Participants were asked to rate their agreement (1 = strongly disagree; 5 =

strongly agree) with statements such as “People see me as a natural leader”, and “It’s

Lon average, there was no problematic skew (Saverage = -1.96), although the scales had overall slightly
platykurtic probability distribution (Kaverage = -0.29). Values between -2 and +2 are considered acceptable
to prove normal univariate distribution (George & Mallery, 2010). Thus, analysis proceeded with
parametric tests.
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true that I can be mean to others” (See Appendix C). The grouped frequency
distributions for each of the scale domains were platykurtic. Machiavellianism was
normally distributed with skewness of -0.17 (SE = 0.10) and kurtosis of -0.02 (SE =
0.21); narcissism was normally distributed with skewness of -0.04 (SE = 0.10) and
kurtosis of 0.22 (SE = 0.21); and psychopathy was normally distributed with skewness
of 0.34 (SE = 0.10) and kurtosis of -0.42 (SE = 0.21). Internal consistency was
calculated through Cronbach’s alpha; items were then averaged to create an overall
score of narcissism (o =.72), Machiavellianism (o = .76), and psychopathy (a = .74).

Worldviews

Beliefs in the dangerous (BDW,; Altemeyer, 1988) and competitive nature of the
world (BCW; Altemeyer, 1988) are scales previously used to measure worldviews in
relation to contexts such as racism (Jonason, 2015), and prejudice (Hodson & Dhont,
2015). Beliefs that the world is a dangerous place were measured using a 10-item scale
(Altemeyer, 1998). Previous studies report an a coefficient of .88 for the belief in a
dangerous world scale (Duckitt & Fisher, 2003). Participants were asked to rate their
agreement (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) to statements such as “Any day
now chaos and anarchy could erupt around us. All the signs are pointing to it”, and
“There are many dangerous people in our society who will attack someone out of pure
meanness, for no reason at all” (See Appendix F). Higher scores indicate greater beliefs
that the world is a dangerous place. The grouped frequency distributions for this scale
showed it had platykurtic distribution with skewness of -0.72 (SE = 0.10) and kurtosis
of 1.07 (SE = 0.21). Internal consistency for the scale items was calculated with
Cronbach’s alpha (o = .78). The items were then averaged to create an overall score of
dangerous world beliefs.

Belief in the competitive nature of the world was measured using a 10-item scale

(Duckitt & Fischer, 2003), including questions such as “Basically people are objects to
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be quietly and coolly manipulated for one’s own benefit”, and “There is really no such
thing as “right” and “wrong”. It all boils down to what you can get away with”.
Participants were asked to rate their agreement (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly
agree); higher scores indicating greater beliefs that the world is a competitive place (See
Appendix F). The grouped frequency distributions for the scale showed this scale had
platykurtic distribution with skewness of 0.08 (SE = 0.10) and kurtosis of -0.24 (SE =
0.21). Internal consistency of the scale items was measured with Cronbach’s alpha (o =
.70). The items were averaged into an overall score of Belief in a Competitive World.

The Right-Wing Authoritarianism scale (RWA; Altemeyer, 1981) is a validated
measure of conventionalism, authoritarian submission, and authoritarian aggression. It
is powerful in providing information to infer ideological, political, and intergroup
phenomena (Altemeyer, 1988). The scale is commonly used in research of attitudes
relating to prejudice (Hodson & Dhont, 2015), and even terrorism (Stitka, Bauman,
Aramovich, & Morgan, 2010). It has also previously been used in personality research
with Australian samples (Jonason, 2015). The 12-item scale included statements such as
“Obedience and respect for authority are the most important virtues children should learn”,
and “What our country really needs instead of more "civil rights", is a good stiff dose of
law and order” (See Appendix D). Participants were asked to rate their agreement (1 =
strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) with these statements. The grouped frequency
distributions for the scale showed platykurtic distribution with skewness of -0.19 (SE =
0.10) and kurtosis of -0.15 (SE = 0.21). Internal consistency for the items in this scale
was calculated with Cronbach’s alpha (o = .76). The 12 items were averaged into an
overall score of right-wing authoritarianism.

The Social Dominance Orientation scale (SDO; Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, &
Malle, 1994) is a validated tool measuring attitudes pertaining to the extent of an

individual’s desire for their in-group to dominate and be superior to outgroup members
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(Pratto et al., 1994). The ten items derived from the full scale used in this study included
questions such as “Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups”, and
“Inferior groups should stay in their place” (See Appendix E). Participants were asked to
rate their agreement (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) with these statements.
The short version of the scale has previously been used in studies measuring its association
with perceived threats to participant worldview, which report an a coefficient of .80
(Dickitt & Fisher, 2003). The grouped frequency distributions for the scale showed
platykurtic distribution with skewness of -0.17 (SE = 0.10) and kurtosis of -0.74 (SE =
0.21). Internal consistency for items of this scale was measured with Cronbach’s alpha (a
=.82). The ten items were averaged into an overall score of social dominance
orientation.

Religiousness was measured using a five item scale which has previously been
used in research on discrimination and attitudes (Strosser, Jonason, Lawson, Reid, &
Vittum-Jones, 2016). Participants were asked to rate their agreement (1 = strongly
disagree; 5 = strongly agree) with statements such as “I am a religious/spiritual
person”, and “I pray very often” (See Appendix A). Higher scores indicate high
religiousness and devotion to the individual’s religious practice. Grouped frequency
distributions of the scale showed platykurtic distribution with skewness of -0.12 (SE =
0.10) and kurtosis of -1.17 (SE = 0.21). Internal consistency for the scale items was
calculated with Cronbach’s alpha (a. = .93). The five items were averaged to create an
overall score of Religiousness.

Empathy towards Terrorism

To the best of the researcher’s knowledge, there are no scales to specifically
measure attitudes of empathy towards victims or perpetrators of terrorism. However,
there are previously used measures of individual empathy towards victims and

perpetrators of crimes (Smith & Frieze, 2003). The empathy scale used in this study was
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developed in two stages, first by selecting scale items with higher levels of internal
consistency Cronbach’s alpha among the original scale items (i.e., a <.60) from the
empathy towards victims and perpetrators of crimes scale (Smith & Frieze, 2003). Next,
the question items were further with consideration to conceptual validity for measuring
terrorism empathy. The final 10 items assessed self-reported empathy levels towards
both victims and perpetrators of terrorism (See Appendix G). Participants rated the
degree to which they agree (1 = disagree strongly; 5 = agree strongly) to statements
such as “I can understand how helpless a terrorist attack victim might feel”, and “I can
empathize with the helplessness and fear a terror victim feels after a terror attack” (i.e.,
victim empathy); as well as “I can understand how powerful a terrorist might feel”, and
“I imagine the anger a person would feel at being accused of terrorism” (i.e., perpetrator
empathy). Thus, the adapted Terrorism Empathy scales measured the overall tolerance
for terrorism through rating empathy that participants express towards perpetrators of
terrorism (i.e., perpetrator empathy), and victims of terrorism (i.e., victim empathy).
Steps were taken to analyse the internal consistency reliability of the scale items,
through within-article as well as between-article testing for Cronbach’s alpha. These
steps taken have been discussed below.

Turkish Sample

Internal consistency within the five empathy question items for the Turkish
sample, within each of the three articles that participants saw was tested, for both
victims (Article 1, a = .89; Article 2, a = .90; Article 3, a = .89), and perpetrators
(Article 1, o= .87; Article 2, a = .87; Article 3, a = .87) of terrorism. First, these items
were averaged into a single score of Victim Empathy and Perpetrator Empathy, for each
article respectively. Second, an analysis of variance showed no significant difference
between the three empathy responses sampled for both victim empathy, F(2, 486) =

2.02, p > .05, as well as perpetrator empathy, F(2, 486) = 0.89, p > .05. Third, internal
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consistency between the three averaged scores of each article for both victim (a = .95),
and perpetrator empathy (o = .96) was calculated. Fourth, the three averaged scores
were then further averaged to create an overall index of Victim Empathy and
Perpetrator Empathy for the Turkish sample.

Australian Sample

To overcome the methodological issue of a randomisation error described
below, empathy responses were randomly selected from only one of the stimulus
articles collected from the Australian sample. Even if participants provided three full
responses to empathy items after presentation of all three articles, only one of these
responses was randomly selected for analysis. First, internal consistency tests were run
to assess reliability of the five question items from within each of the victim and
perpetrator empathy scales by calculating Cronbach’s alpha for both victims (o = .86)
and perpetrator (o = .85) empathy scores. Second, an analysis of variance showed no
significant difference between the three empathy responses (i.e., after reading Article 1,
Article 2, and Avrticle 3) for both victim empathy, F(2, 310) = 2.14, p > .05, as well as
perpetrator empathy, F(2, 310) = 0.02, p > .05 within the Australian sample. Third, the
individual question items were averaged into an overall index of Victim Empathy and
Perpetrator Empathy.

The grouped frequency distributions for overall Victim Empathy showed
platykurtic distribution with skewness of -1.22 (SE = 0.10) and kurtosis of 1.92 (SE =
0.21). The grouped frequency distributions for overall Perpetrator Empathy also showed
platykurtic distribution with skewness of -0.03 (SE = 0.10) and kurtosis of -0.75 (SE =
0.21).

Design
This study was exploratory as the objective is to provide information about a

relatively unstudied area. It consisted of multiple measures of individual differences and
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attitudes. These individual differences and attitudes were derived from self-report scales
measuring individual differences of broadband personality traits (i.e., HEXACO-60,
SD3), and narrowband personality traits (i.e., worldviews). The study was administered
to the Turkish participants in Turkish. The previously validated Turkish translation of
the Short Dark Triad (SD3) was used (Ozsoy, Rauthmann, Jonason, & Ardig, 2017),
however, the remaining scales needed translation for the Turkish sample.

The native Turkish-speaking researcher and two independent academic research
assistants from Turkey completed translations of the survey. The two independent
Turkish research assistants were also fluent in English. This was then checked by back-
translating to assess conceptual equivalence. This also involved adjusting syntax of the
statements to avoid awkward phrases, as direct translations of English to Turkish
involved consideration for conceptual equivalence to the original scales (Hilton &
Skrutkowski, 2002). For the translations to uphold conceptual and semantic
equivalence, colloquial phrasing was used. Minor final adjustments made to the Turkish
translations on a few items after translating them back into English encapsulated the
fuller semantic equivalence from the original English question items. After this, the
researcher and a third independent academic from Turkey (who was also fluent in
English) discussed all translations to decide on the fixed translations for each scale
items. The current study uses final items for each scale translated after these changes
and complete agreement among the translators that the final version were indeed
conceptually equivalent to the original English scales. The news articles about terror
attacks in Istanbul that participants viewed before answering the empathy questions
were obtained from real news sources in Turkey rather than translating real news

articles from Australia, in order of also maintaining conceptual equivalence.
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Procedure

Participants completed the online study with a link to Qualtrics. Upon activation
of the survey links, the study displayed the following “Warning: this hit may contain
confronting content, participant discretion is advised”. After clicking the link, the
following information was displayed: “This study is investigating individual differences
and attitudes in relation to real news articles about terrorism. Several of these images
will contain explicit real-news stories on terrorist attacks that have recently occurred in
Turkey. If you object to viewing such articles, you should not participate in this study”.
Participants were then required to view the participant information sheet and complete
their consent, reminding them that their submissions will remain anonymous. The study
was administered only after participants agreed to continue after giving consent
following three warnings informing participants that they may be exposed to
confronting material. Participants had ample opportunity to withdraw from the study if
they did not wish to be exposed to such articles after all three of these steps.

First, participants were asked to complete demographic questions (i.e., age, sex,
working status, marital status, ethnicity, religion) and religiousness (Strosser et al.,
2016; See Appendix A). Second, participants completed randomized personality
measures of the HEXACO-60 (Ashton & Lee, 2007; See Appendix B), and the Short
Dark Triad (Jones & Paulhus, 2014; See Appendix C). Third, participants completed
randomized questions probing for attitudes towards right-wing authoritarianism
(Altemeyer, 1981; See Appendix D), social dominance orientation (Sidanius & Pratto,
1999; See Appendix E), belief in a competitive world, and belief in a dangerous world
(Duckitt & Fisher, 2003; See Appendix F).

Participants then viewed a series of three real news articles taken from
Australian news sources (See Appendix H) for the Australian sample, and Turkish news

sources for the Turkish sample (See Appendix G). The study software used rotated the
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order of presentation of these articles. Participants rated their empathy towards both
victims and perpetrators of terrorism directly after viewing each of the three articles
(See Appendix H). This was a unique way of gaining access to people’s attitudes
towards terrorism and terrorists. The question items from both scales of victim and
perpetrator empathy were combined and randomly presented to participants.

However, there were issues experienced with the rotation of these articles in the
Australian sample. Participants from the Turkish sample viewed all three randomised
articles, and thus provided empathy scores for victims and perpetrators three times. Due
to a forced response feature in Qualtrics that was not applied to the survey for the
Australian sample, the study software did not carry out the rotation of articles for some
participants of the Australian sample. All participants from the Australian sample
provided scores of empathy after reading at least one article, however, only a small
percentage of the Australian sample provided empathy scores twice or three times.
Thus, each Turkish sample participant provided three separate responses of empathy
towards victims and perpetrators of terrorism using the same items. Each Australian
sample participant provided responses to the five question items for empathy towards
victims and perpetrators of terrorism, at least once.

The original reason for using three rotated articles with randomised empathy
scale questions was to produce three separate (repeated measures) scores, to be able to
test between- and within-measure scale reliability. The original intentions were to
produce a single overall summed score of empathy towards victims and perpetrators of
terrorism, if there was sufficient internal consistency for this to be acceptable. The steps
taken to overcome this have been outlined above for each cross-country sample. Internal
consistency reliability for within- and between-article scale items were conducted. This
still allowed for averaging items into an overall index of Victim Empathy and

Perpetrator Empathy after testing for internal consistency.
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Results
Sex and Country Effects

Table 1 contains descriptive statistics and sex differences. Men scored higher on
the Dark Triad traits than women. Men also scored higher on Right-Wing
Authoritarianism, Social Dominance Orientation, Religiousness, and Belief in a
Competitive World than women. Women scored higher in Honesty-Humility,
Emotionality, and Conscientiousness than men. Women also reported higher scores of
Victim Empathy than men. There was no difference between men and women on
Perpetrator Empathy, Extraversion, Agreeableness, Openness to Experience, and Belief
in a Dangerous World.

Table 2 contains the country level differences in the individual difference
measures between Australia and Turkey. Turkish participants were higher on
Narcissism, Machiavellianism, Psychopathy, Social Dominance Orientation,
Religiousness, Belief in a Dangerous World, and Belief in a Competitive World, than
the Australian participants were. Australian participants scored higher in Emotionality,
Victim Empathy, and Perpetrator Empathy than Turkish participants. There were no
differences between Australian and Turkish participants on Honesty-Humility,
Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Openness to Experience, and Right-
Wing Authoritarianism.

A 2 x 2 (Country x Sex) between-groups ANOVA was performed on all the
scales to see if there were interaction effects.? There was a significant interaction effect
for Emotionality F(1, 552) = 4.48, p < .05, np? = .01, between Australian women (M =
3.56, SD = 0.58), and Turkish women (M = 3.36, SD = 0.61), t(337) =2.94,p< .01, d =
0.33. There also was a significant interaction effect for Narcissism F(1, 552) = 8.08, p <

.01, np? = .01 between Australian women (M = 2.55, SD = 0.60), and Turkish women (M

2 The average p-value (p = .23) for the Levene’s test for homogeneity of variance was greater than .05,
thus the assumption of normality for homogeneity of variances was met overall in the data.
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=3.06, SD =0.59), t(337) = 7.36, p <.001, d = -0.86; as well as between Australian
men (M = 2.86, SD = 0.61), and Turkish men (M =3.07, SD = 0.51), t(215) =2.74 ,p <
.01,d=-0.37.

There was a significant interaction effect for Right-Wing Authoritarianism, F(1,
552) =4.12, p < .05, np? = .00, however this dropped out when sex differences for
Right-Wing Authoritarianism was factored by country. The sex differences for Right-
Wing Authoritarianism was only significant within the Turkish sample, between
Turkish men (M = 2.76, SD = 0.54) and Turkish women (M = 2.49, SD = 0.60), t(240) =
3.63, p<.001, d = 0.47. It must be noted, however, that this and the above interactions
were small in size, except for the country and sex interaction for Narcissism, suggesting
that they account for a minor amount of cross-sex and cross-national differences in
personality.
Correlations and Moderations

Table 3 contains correlations between the distal traits and the proximal traits in
relation to the empathy scales. Higher Victim Empathy was associated with higher
levels of Honesty-Humility, Emotionality, Extraversion, Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness, and Openness to Experience. Lower Victim Empathy was associated
with higher levels of Narcissism, Psychopathy, Social Dominance Orientation, and
Belief in a Competitive World. Lower Perpetrator Empathy was associated with higher
levels of Narcissism, Honesty-Humility, Belief in a Dangerous World, and
Religiousness.

Next, moderation by sex and country was assessed using Fisher’s z test.® There
were minimal moderation effects overall, with only 10% of the sex, and 14% of the

country moderated correlations differing. There seems to be more empathy differences

3 Fisher’s z scores were calculated using Preacher, K. J. (2002, May). Calculation for the test of the
difference between two independent correlation coefficients [Computer software]. Available
from http://quantpsy.org.
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on the country level, with the significant ones reported in the spirit of disclosure. First,
sex moderations (see Table 4) determined whether these correlations differed in men
and women. The correlation between Victim Empathy and Machiavellianism was larger
in men than it was in women. The correlation between Victim Empathy and
Emotionality was larger in women than it was in men. The correlation between
Perpetrator Empathy and Machiavellianism was larger in men than it was in women.

Second, country moderations (see Table 5) determined whether these
correlations differed in Australia and Turkey. The correlation between Victim Empathy
and Psychopathy was larger in Australian participants than it was in Turkish
participants. The correlation between Victim Empathy and Emotionality was larger in
Australian participants than it was in Turkish participants. The correlation between
Victim Empathy and Social Dominance Orientation was larger in Australian
participants than it was in Turkish participants. The correlation between Victim
Empathy and Belief in a Competitive World was larger in Australian participants than
in Turkish participants.
Mediation of Terrorism Empathy

Given the correlations and sex differences, mediation tests were conducted
where (1) the dependent variables and mediator had significant sex differences and (2)
the mediators were correlated with the dependent variables (Baron & Kenny, 1986).
This allows for tests of how personality traits and worldviews account for sex
differences in empathy towards terrorism. The results of the mediation analyses are
presented in Table 6.

To understand what is behind the sex differences in Victim Empathy,
personality traits were treated as potential mediators (i.e., confounders) in a series of
Hierarchical Multiple Regression models where Step 1 contained participant’s sex.

When examining individual differences in Victim Empathy, sex alone accounted for 4%
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(F(1, 554) = 24.86, p <.001) of the total variance. When paired with the personality
traits of Narcissism, Honesty-Humil