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A B S T R A C T   

Many government strategies to reduce the spread of Novel Coronavirus (COVID-19) involved unprecedented 
restrictions on personal movement, disrupting social and economic norms. Although generally well-received in 
Australia, community frustration regarding these restrictions appeared to diverge across political lines. There-
fore, we examined the unique effects of the ideological subfactors of Right-Wing Authoritarianism (RWA; 
Aggression, Submission and Conventionalism) and Social Dominance Orientation (SDO; Dominance and Anti- 
egalitarianism) in predicting perceived personal threat of COVID-19, and support for and reactance to govern-
ment restrictions, in Australian residents across two separate samples (S1 N = 451, S2 N = 838). COVID-19 threat 
was positively predicted by Submission, and negatively by Conventionalism, and Anti-egalitarianism. Support for 
restrictions was also positively predicted by Submission, and negatively by Conventionalism, Dominance, and 
Anti-egalitarianism. Reactance to government restrictions was negatively predicted by Submission, and posi-
tively by Conventionalism, Dominance, and Anti-egalitarianism. These findings suggest that right-wing ideo-
logical subfactors contribute to the one’s perception of COVID-19 threat and government restrictions 
differentially.   

1. Introduction 

Late 2019 saw the emergence of the global threat of the Novel 
Coronavirus (COVID-19). In Australia, federal and state governments 
mandated several restrictions to mitigate the potential health impacts of 
COVID-19, which involved reducing social activities and movement that 
required physical contact or close proximity with others (Department of 
Health, 2020). While Australia’s relative success in handling community 
outbreaks likely resulted from these measures (Anderson et al., 2020), 
political disagreement on the type and length of these restrictions per-
sisted throughout 2020 (McGowan, 2020), potentially indicating a 
growing political divide on how the country should manage COVID-19. 
It is possible this political divergence could be partially attributed to 
underlying ideological differences, such as the subfactors of Right-Wing 
Authoritarianism (RWA) and Social Dominance Orientation (SDO), with 
each uniquely contributing to the perceived personal threat of COVID- 
19 and responses to government restrictions. 

2. Literature review 

2.1. Political differences in perceptions of personal threat of COVID-19 

As COVID-19 continues to spread globally, its perceived threat has 
become increasingly politically-polarised in the United States (Hart 
et al., 2020). Democrats are more likely than Republicans to view 
COVID-19 as a major threat to public and personal health (Van Green & 
Tyson, 2020), and conservatism appears to be associated with lower 
levels of perceived personal COVID-19 vulnerability (Calvillo et al., 
2020) and increased scepticism (Latkin et al., 2021). This is unexpected, 
given that conservatives are generally more threat sensitive than liberals 
(Jost et al., 2003), and have a heightened motivation to avoid pathogens 
(Tybur et al., 2016). 

Yet there is also evidence that right-wing adherents might be more 
concerned about system-level threats over personal threats such as 
contracting COVID-19. For instance, right-wing attitudinal dimensions 
in Right-Wing Authoritarianism and Social Dominance Orientation, and 
conservatism, positively relate to external threats (threats that pose a 
danger to society as a whole), but they do not relate, or negatively relate, 
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to internal threats (threats that pose a risk to the individual; Onraet 
et al., 2013). Therefore, right-wing adherents may be less concerned 
about threats to their personal health that would result from contracting 
COVID-19 and more concerned about political, economic, and social 
threats adjacent to COVID-19, such as government restrictions on social 
and economic behaviour. Due to the complex nature of the ideology- 
threat relationship, we propose it is worth exploring the unique ideo-
logical predictors of COVID-19 threat to personal health. Furthermore, 
given that the literature has largely focused on the United States to date, 
there is a need to examine whether political polarisation of COVID-19 
has occurred in other socio-political contexts. As such, this paper fo-
cuses on the relationship between these aforementioned ideological 
beliefs and perceived personal threat of COVID19, as well as responses 
to government restrictions, in Australia. 

2.2. Political differences in response to government restrictions 

Despite broad support for government restrictions in Australia to 
mitigate COVID-19 (Kassam, 2020) and increased trust in the govern-
ment during the pandemic (Goldfinch et al., 2021), frustration within 
the Australian community toward social distancing measures appears to 
have risen, and become politically-polarised, over the course of the 
pandemic (Martin, 2020). Political and media elites on the political right 
have advocated positions contrary to established scientific advice on 
social distancing restrictions, with some strongly opposed to measures 
focused on limiting individual movement and business activity, as well 
as compulsory mask-wearing (Kozoil, 2020). 

Difference in opinion regarding the level and type of social 
distancing restrictions required observed across the political divide 
might indicate core ideological differences, due to a misalignment be-
tween ideology and the restrictions imposed (Taber & Lodge, 2006). 
Specifically, restriction of movement, curfews, business closures and the 
resultant immediate economic fallout may be inconsistent with right- 
wing ideological values of individualism, pro-economic growth atti-
tudes and the freedom to engage in cultural practices and preserve so-
cietal norms. Politically-motivated reasoning literature indicates that 
political ideologies can affect responses to information, even factual 
scientific information (Nisbet et al., 2015), as well as support for gov-
ernment policy solutions to societal problems such as climate change 
(Campbell & Kay, 2014). In this research, climate change mitigation 
solutions that proposed more government regulation were less popular 
with participants higher in free-market ideology, than solutions that 
were more free-market friendly. It is possible that COVID-19 regulations 
could be aversive to right-wing adherents, in that they may challenge 
these core ideological beliefs thus motivating heightened resistance to, 
and reactance toward, government restrictions. 

2.3. Differential ideological effects: RWA and SDO subfactors 

To better understand the potential role of political ideology in re-
sponses to COVID-19 threat and government restrictions, we propose a 
multidimensional ideological approach, utilising the subfactors of the 
two right-wing attitudinal dimensions of Right-wing Authoritarianism 
(RWA) and Social Dominance Orientation (SDO). RWA is split into three 
distinct subfactors; Aggression (the propensity to support harming an 
individual or group as endorsed by an authority), Submission (accep-
tance and willingness to obey authority), and Conventionalism (pref-
erence for traditional social norms; Altemeyer, 1981). SDO is split into 
two distinct but related subfactors; Dominance (preference for group- 
based dominance and oppression of low-status groups by high-status 
groups) and Anti-egalitarianism (a preference for hierarchy and group- 
based inequality; Ho et al., 2015). 

Based on past work examining the differential effects of RWA and 
SDO subfactors on other socio-political outcomes, we argue that this 
approach has merit in the context of COVID-19. For instance, these 
subfactors differentially predicted types of climate change denial in one 

sample, such that Conventionalism and Anti-egalitarianism predicted 
denial, whereas Aggression, Submission and Dominance did so incon-
sistently or not at all (Clarke et al., 2019). In a German sample, the 
Submission subfactor of RWA positively predicted pro-environmental 
beliefs, while Aggression negatively predicted them, and Convention-
alism had no effect (Reese, 2012). Research into the role of SDO in 
environmentalism suggests that the Anti-egalitarianism subfactor, but 
less so Dominance, may be a more important subfactor in predicting 
attitudes and behaviour with respect to the environment (Stanley et al., 
2017). Other domains where these subfactors differentially predict 
outcomes include benevolent sexism (predicted by traditionalism/ 
conventionalism and dominance) and hostile sexism (predicted by 
conservatism/submission and anti-egalitarianism; Austin & Jackson, 
2019), and voting intentions in the 2016 U.S. presidential election (anti- 
egalitarianism, aggression and traditionalism/conventionalism pre-
dicted voting for Trump over Clinton; Crowson & Brandes, 2017). These 
findings illustrate that despite all being theorised right-wing ideological 
subfactors, they can predict different and even opposing outcomes. 
Therefore, understanding the role of political ideology in responses to 
elements of the COVID-19 pandemic could benefit from this nuanced 
approach. 

2.4. The current study 

To our knowledge, no research has examined the impact of the 
subfactors of RWA and SDO on perceptions of COVID-19 threat, support 
for government restrictions, and reactance to these restrictions, in the 
Australian context. We adopted an exploratory approach to address this, 
using data from two different Australian samples collected at two 
different time periods in 2020 (May and December, respectively). As the 
data was taken from two datasets collected for an unrelated project, we 
provide further details on data collection in the supplementary mate-
rials. For simplicity, we refer to data collected in May as “Sample 1” or 
“S1” and data collected in December as “Sample 2” or “S2”. Given the 
need to understand the underlying ideological predictors of attitudes 
toward COVID-19, this study aimed to examine the unique role of each 
of the three RWA subfactors and the two SDO subfactors on perceived 
threat of COVID-19, support for government restrictions (such as social 
distancing), and reactance to these restrictions. This approach also 
allowed us to examine the unique contributions of these subfactors in a 
context involving government action and intervention, to add to our 
understanding of how these subfactors simultaneously operate to predict 
attitudes to government restriction and regulation more generally. In 
addition, given the focus of most existing research on how ideological 
beliefs affect responses to the COVID-19 pandemic uses U.S. participant 
samples, this study provides a snapshot of these ideological effects in a 
socio-political context outside of the U.S. As this study is exploratory, no 
hypotheses were set. 

3. Data collection and methodology 

3.1. Participants and procedure 

Australian residents (Sample 1 N = 451; 227 male, 217 female, 7 
non-binary; Mage = 32.12, SDage = 10.99; Sample 2 N = 838; 401 male, 
418 female, 19 non-binary; Mage = 31.50, SDage = 11.14) were recruited 
via the online crowdsourcing recruitment tool, Prolific. Sample 1 was 
collected between May 3rd and May 5th, 2020, and Sample 2 was 
collected between December 1st and 31st, 2020. Participants in Sample 
1 were excluded from data collection for Sample 2, resulting in two 
separate but comparable samples being collected. There were some 
minor COVID-19 restrictions in place across most jurisdictions in 
Australia in May, with international borders closed and indoor person 
limits. However, in the intervening time between Sample 1 and Sample 2 
recruitment, a significant COVID-19 community outbreak occurred in 
the state of Victoria resulting in a sustained period of lockdown (with 

E.J.R. Clarke et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                             



Personality and Individual Differences 175 (2021) 110734

3

varying levels of restrictions on movement from July until November, 
including restriction of movement to a maximum five kilometre radius 
from one’s home, and a nightly curfew) particularly in the city of Mel-
bourne. A smaller albeit significant COVID-19 outbreak developed in the 
state of New South Wales during December, resulting in some imposition 
of restrictions within parts of the greater Sydney metropolitan area 
before and during the Christmas holiday period. We paid participants in 
Sample 1 $2.10AUD and in Sample 2 $2.25AUD each for their 
participation. 

3.2. Measures 

All scales outlined below were measured on a 7-point Likert scale. 
Versions of each measure are provided in the supplementary materials. 

3.2.1. Aggression-Submission-Conventionalism (ASC) Scale 
Dunwoody and Funke’s (2016) 18-item multifactorial Aggression- 

Submission-Conventionalism scale measured the three Right-Wing 
Authoritarianism dimensions of Aggression (S1 α = 0.79, ω = 0.85; S2 
α = 0.83, ω = 0.89), Submission (S1 α = 0.81, ω = 0.88; S2 α = 0.79, ω =
0.86) and Conventionalism (S1 α = 0.79, ω = 0.85; S2 α = 0.82, ω =
0.89) The ASC subscales have demonstrated superior discriminant val-
idity between subscales compared to other multifactorial RWA scales 
(Dunwoody & Funke, 2016). 

3.2.2. Social Dominance Orientation (SDO7) Scale 
This eight-item short form version of the SDO7 scale (Ho et al., 2015) 

measured the two SDO subfactors of Dominance (S1 α = 0.72, ω = 0.77; 
S2 α = 0.74, ω = 0.80) and Anti-egalitarianism, (S1 α = 0.74, ω = 0.78, 
S2 α = 0.82, ω = 0.88). 

3.2.3. Perceived COVID-19 Threat Scale 
This three-item short form scale measured how personally threat-

ened or worried someone was about the threat of COVID-19 (S1 α =
0.86, ω = 0.86; S2 α = 0.84, ω = 0.84) (Conway et al., 2020). 

3.2.4. Governmental response to COVID-19 Scale – restriction dimension 
This two-item subscale measured support for government policies 

that restricted people’s movement in an effort to slow the spread of 
Coronavirus (Conway et al., 2020). 

3.2.5. Governmental response to COVID-19 Scale – reactance dimension 
This two-item subscale measured how angry and upset people felt in 

response to the government restricting their movement, to mitigate the 
impact of COVID-19 (Conway et al., 2020). 

4. Results 

4.1. Descriptive statistics 

Table 1 provides means and standard deviations for all variables used 
across analyses in Sample 1 and Sample 2. It is notable that overall 
support for restrictions was high and reactance was low in both samples. 

Table 2 provides zero-order correlations between these variables for 
both samples. 

4.2. Multiple regression analyses 

4.2.1. Analytic strategy 
To examine the relative and unique effects of the RWA and SDO 

subfactors on perceived COVID-19 threat, support for government re-
strictions, and reactance to government restrictions, three separate 
multiple linear regressions were conducted for each outcome variable. 
Including all RWA and SDO subfactors simultaneously in each regression 
model allowed us to examine the unique effects of each subfactor on 
each of our three outcome variables. We conducted all multiple linear 
regressions using R version 3.4.2, using the apaTables package version 
2.0.5 (Stanley, 2018). We used a more conservative alpha level of 0.01 
for significance testing to adjust for multiple comparisons, although the 
focus of our analyses is on the unique effect sizes of the subfactors rather 
than null hypothesis significance testing. We performed transformations 
on the support for/reactance to restrictions outcome variables, details of 
which can be found in supplementary materials. 

4.3. COVID-19 threat 

Anti-egalitarianism was the only subfactor to consistently and 
uniquely predict a decrease in COVID-19 threat (see Table 3). Although 
they did not predict threat perceptions in Sample 1, Submission (posi-
tively) and Conventionalism (negatively) predicted COVID-19 threat in 
Sample 2. The model explained 5–6% of the variance in COVID-19 
threat across samples. 

4.4. Support for government restrictions 

As shown in Table 4, Submission (positively), and Anti- 
egalitarianism (negatively) predicted support for government re-
strictions across both samples. Dominance negatively predicted support 
in Sample 1 only, and Conventionalism negatively predicted support in 
Sample 2 only. The model explained 5% more variance in Support for 
Restrictions in Sample 2 than in Sample 1. 

4.5. Reactance to government restrictions 

Dominance positively predicted, and Submission negatively pre-
dicted, reactance to government restrictions in both samples (See 
Table 5). Conventionalism and Anti-egalitarianism only predicted 
reactance in Sample 2. The model explained 8% more variance in 
Sample 2 than in Sample 1. 

5. Discussion 

This study aimed to examine the unique contributions of RWA and 
SDO subfactors on three key COVID-related outcomes in two separate 
Australian samples. These outcomes were perceived COVID-19 threat, 
support for government restrictions, and reactance to government 
restrictions. 

5.1. Ideological predictors of COVID-19 threat 

Anti-egalitarianism was the only subfactor in the regression model to 
predict COVID-19 threat in both samples. This finding is somewhat 

Table 1 
Means and standard deviations for key variables across analyses, for both 
samples.   

Sample 1 (N = 451) Sample 2 (N = 838) 

Variable M (SD) M (SD) 
Aggression 3.34 (1.07) 3.35 (1.12) 
Submission 2.88 (0.90) 3.13 (0.90) 
Conventionalism 3.68 (0.97) 3.68 (1.00) 
Dominance 2.46 (1.11) 2.53 (1.15) 
Anti-egalitarianism 2.65 (1.03) 2.55 (1.14) 
COVID-19 Threat 3.75 (1.55) 3.86 (1.42) 
Support for Restrictions 6.04 (1.11) 5.86 (1.14) 
Reactance to Restrictions 2.06 (1.37) 2.36 (1.40) 

Note. M = mean. SD = standard deviation. All variables were measured on a 7- 
point Likert scale. 
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comparable to other global socio-political and science-based issues such 
as climate change, where Anti-egalitarianism predicted higher levels of 
climate change denial and lower pro-environmental attitudes (Clarke 

et al., 2019; Stanley et al., 2017). This may reflect the right-wing 
ideological tendency to be less concerned with personal threats over 
system-level threats (Onraet et al., 2013), despite a tendency for right- 
wing adherents to be pathogen avoidant (Tybur et al., 2016). Indeed, 
the reduced threat perception might be motivated by other factors such 
as opposition to government restrictions that aim to reduce the spread of 
COVID-19, consistent with an ideological solution aversion account 
(Campbell & Kay, 2014). Future research on the ideological predictors of 
COVID-19 threat could examine the potential mediating role of oppo-
sition to restrictions, as well as low trust in governments, to determine 
whether low COVID-19 threat perception is ideologically-motivated. 

Submission (positively) and Conventionalism (negatively) predicted 
COVID-19 threat perception in Sample 2 only. As more became known 
about the health impacts of COVID-19 later in 2020, and the continued 
seriousness with which governments and experts approached the 
unfolding pandemic, this may have influenced those high in Submission 
to develop a heightened threat perception as a function of their respect 
for authorities (Mallinas et al., 2020). Conversely, Conventionalists 
might have reacted to the COVID-19 threat in a motivated manner, 
downplaying the personal health impacts as a function of increased 
government restrictions put in place in some jurisdictions in mid to late 
2020 that were not initially in place during data collection in Sample 1. 
Although it must be noted that the size of the effect in both samples is 
relatively similar, and small. 

5.2. Ideological predictors of reactions to government restrictions (support 
and reactance) 

The ideological subfactors in combination predicted 6% (Sample 1) 
and 10% (Sample 2) more variance in support for government re-
strictions, and 8% (Sample 1) and 15% (Sample 2) more variance in 
reactance to government restrictions, than in COVID-19 threat. This 
supports findings indicating that right-wing adherents are more con-
cerned with system-level threat than personal threat (Onraet et al., 
2013), as government restrictions represent a shift in the socio-political 
status quo and social behavioural norms. It also highlights the political 
nature of restrictions when compared to the relatively less polarised 
nature (at least thus far) of perceptions of personal threat from COVID- 
19 in Australia. Government restrictions may represent a more funda-
mental challenge to certain political beliefs, and therefore may prompt a 
subsequent negative reaction (Taber & Lodge, 2006). 

Conventionalism negatively predicted support for restrictions and 
positively predicted reactance to restrictions in Sample 2 but not in 
Sample 1. Once again, Conventionalism was only a significant unique 
predictor of these outcomes in Sample 2. The length of time in which 
social restrictions have been in place likely prevented people from 
engaging in traditional and socially normative practices, namely family 
events, and Christmas holidays later in the year. This may have threat-
ened high Conventionalists, who value social order and traditional 
practices, and therefore resulted in lowered support for, and frustration 
with, COVID-19 restrictions as the year progressed. Submission pre-
dicted higher support for COVID-19 restrictions, and lower reactance, in 

Table 2 
Bivariate correlations of key variables for both samples (Sample 1/Sample 2).   

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Aggression        
2. Submission 0.36*/0.27*       
3. Conventionalism 0.44*/0.43* 0.37*/0.34*      
4. Dominance 0.50*/0.52* 0.24*/0.24* 0.36*/0.40*     
5. Anti-egalitarianism 0.40*/0.47* 0.22*/0.20* 0.39*/0.35* 0.70*/0.71*    
6. COVID-19 Threat 0.04/− 0.02 0.05/0.10 − 0.08/− 0.10* − 0.02/− 0.10* − 0.14*/− 0.16*   
7. Support for Restrictions 0.02/− 0.11* 0.11/0.13* − 0.02/− 0.18* − 0.22*/− 0.27* − 0.25*/− 0.32* 0.24*/0.34*  
8. Reactance to Restrictions 0.09/0.21* − 0.09/− 0.07 0.17*/0.25* 0.28*/0.34* 0.26*/0.39* − 0.04/− 0.13* − 0.62*/− 0.63* 

Note. Sample 1 correlations are presented on the left of each cell. Sample 2 correlations are presented on the right. 
* p <. 01. 

Table 3 
Multiple regression results for COVID-19 threat perceptions.  

Predictors Sample 1 (R2 = 0.05) Sample 2 1 (R2 = 0.06) 

β β95%CI sr2 β β95%CI sr2 

Aggression  0.09 [− 0.02, 
0.20]  

0.01  0.07 [− 0.01, 
0.15]  

0.00 

Submission  0.08 [− 0.02, 
0.18]  

0.00  0.15* [0.08, 
0.23]  

0.02 

Conventionalism  − 0.10 [− 0.21, 
0.01]  

0.01  − 0.12* [− 0.20, 
− 0.05]  

0.01 

Dominance  0.11 [− 0.02, 
0.25]  

0.01  0.00 [− 0.10, 
0.10]  

0.00 

Anti- 
egalitarianism  

− 0.22* [− 0.36, 
− 0.10]  

0.03  − 0.19* [− 0.28, 
− 0.09]  

0.02  

* p < .01. 

Table 4 
Multiple regression results for support for government restrictions.  

Predictors Sample 1 1 (R2 = 0.11) Sample 2 1 (R2 = 0.16) 

β β95%CI sr2 β β95%CI sr2 

Aggression  0.14 [0.03, 
0.20]  

0.01  0.08 [0.00, 
0.16]  

0.00 

Submission  0.15* [0.05, 
0.25]  

0.02  0.24* [0.17, 
0.31]  

0.05 

Conventionalism  0.01 [− 0.09, 
0.12]  

0.00  − 0.16* [− 0.23, 
− 0.08]  

0.02 

Dominance  − 0.18* [− 0.31, 
− 0.05]  

0.01  − 0.12 [− 0.21, 
− 0.02]  

0.01 

Anti- 
egalitarianism  

− 0.22* [− 0.35, 
− 0.10]  

0.02  − 0.27* [− 0.36, 
− 0.18]  

0.04  

* p < .01. 

Table 5 
Multiple regression results for reactance to government restrictions.  

Predictors Sample 1 (R2 = 0.13) Sample 2 (R2 = 0.21) 

β β95%CI sr2 β β95%CI sr2 

Aggression  − 0.07 [− 0.18, 
0.04]  

0.00  − 0.01 [− 0.08, 
0.06]  

0.00 

Submission  − 0.21* [− 0.30, 
− 0.11]  

0.03  − 0.21* [− 0.27, 
− 0.14]  

0.04 

Conventionalism  0.14 [0.04, 
0.25]  

0.01  0.17* [0.10, 
0.24]  

0.02 

Dominance  0.24* [0.11, 
0.37]  

0.03  0.12* [0.03, 
0.22]  

0.01 

Anti- 
egalitarianism  

0.11 [− 0.02, 
0.23]  

0.01  0.29* [0.20, 
0.38]  

0.04  

* p < .01. 
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both samples. Those high in submission believe that governments are 
often correct in their judgements, and that society is better off if we 
listen to our leaders and act according to their directions (Altemeyer, 
1998). This tendency to be less questioning of governments may lead 
them to support social distancing restrictions. This is despite Aggression 
not predicting support for, or reactance to, restrictions in either samples. 
This suggests that beliefs regarding submission to authority can lead to 
different outcomes compared to distinct but related ideological types. In 
support of this, an aforementioned study found that those high in Sub-
mission believe climate change to exist, if they are in a nation with a pro- 
environmental government (Reese, 2012). This is despite the general 
tendency for right-wing adherents to be more likely to deny climate 
change. 

With respect to the differential direction of prediction between 
Submission and Conventionalism and attitudes to restrictions, people 
higher in Submission are likely to obey all authorities irrespective of 
ideological congruence between them and the authority, whereas high 
Conventionalists believe it moral to only obey right-wing authorities 
(Mallinas et al., 2020). Although the right-wing Liberal-National Coa-
lition forms the Federal Government in Australia, many state govern-
ments are Labor-held, centre-left governments. Indeed, the Victorian 
government, where the largest community outbreak occurred resulting 
in the most severe lockdowns and restrictions, is centre-left ideologi-
cally. High Conventionalists within Labor states may display lower 
support and higher reactance in response to the restrictions, thereby 
contributing to a positive relationship between Conventionalism and 
attitudes toward government restrictions. 

Both SDO subfactors of Dominance and Anti-egalitarianism pre-
dicted lower support for restrictions and higher reactance in either one 
of or both Samples 1 and 2. The individualist nature of Anti- 
egalitarianism, and the view that the world is a competitive jungle 
(Duckitt & Sibley, 2010), might result in a belief that it is an individual’s 
responsibility to look after their own health rather than relying on 
government. Furthermore, as SDO correlates with economic conserva-
tism (Van Hiel & Kossowska, 2007), there could also be concern that 
restrictions are negatively affecting economic growth. 

5.3. Conclusion and recommendations 

These findings demonstrate that many of the right-wing ideological 
subfactors of RWA and SDO contribute to reactions to the COVID-19 
pandemic and resultant government restrictions, in the Australian 
socio-political context. People high in Submission may react favourably 
to government restrictions and may continue to be favourable to further 
restrictions should more outbreaks eventuate. On the other hand, people 
higher in the two SDO subfactors of Dominance and Anti-egalitarianism, 
and people higher in Conventionalism, seem to be less convinced of the 
need for these government restrictions and may be more likely to be 
hostile to the future reintroduction of restrictions. 

It should be noted that the correlational nature of this study limits 
the strength of the conclusions presented. For example, it is possible that 
the causal direction of at least some of these relationships could be the 
opposite to what we have implied in these models. The threat of the 
COVID-19 pandemic could have increased compliance to government 
restrictions in some, thereby driving their general tendency to believe 
that submitting to authorities is appropriate. Past research suggests that 
threats can result in right-wing ideological shifts (Thórisdóttir & Jost, 
2011), especially in authoritarianism (Duckitt & Fisher, 2003). This 
should be considered in future research aiming to determine any causal 
relationships between these ideological subfactors and COVID-19 threat 
perception and support for government restrictions. Nonetheless, our 
findings provide a description of the interplay between these subfactors 
and responses to the pandemic, and highlight the value of using the RWA 
and SDO subfactors to examine socio-political attitudes to government 
restrictions and interventions. Although RWA and SDO, and their sub-
factors, are often correlated, our findings demonstrate that they can still 

produce opposing effects in certain socio-political contexts. 
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