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Abstract 
 
Building on several findings on the relationships among collectivism and 

orientations toward authoritarianism on one hand and collectivism and ethnocentrism 
on the other, the authors examine the possibility of predicting ethnocentric attitudes 
on the base of these variables by taking into account the potential moderating role of 
membership to the ethnic group that has majority or minority status.  

The study was conducted with a sample of 777 participants (49.3% ethnic 
Macedonians and 50.7% ethnic Albanians) from different urban areas in the Republic of 
Macedonia (34% from Skopje) at the age range from 18 to 58 (M=34.0, SD=10.3). All 
participants responded to self-report questionnaires on ethnocentric attitudes (15-item 
scale by Neuliep, 2002), right wing authoritarianism (22-item scale by Altemeyer, 2006) 
and collectivism (10-item scale by Yamaguchi, 1994).  
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A three-step hierarchical multiple linear regression analysis was performed 
among ethnic Macedonian (as majority group) and ethnic Albanian study participants 
(as minority group) separately. In the first block, gender was controlled for; in the 
second and in the third block authoritarianism and collectivism, respectively, were 
entered in the model. It was found that gender explained small, but significant part in 
the variability of ethnocentrism among ethnic Macedonian participants (F(1, 355)=5.30; 
p<.05).  Authoritarianism accounted for significant 10.6% in the variance of 
ethnocentric attitudes (F(1, 354)=42.79; p<.01), while collectivism was not statistically 
significant predictor of the explored attitudes in this subsample. Analysis conducted 
among ethnic Albanians revealed that gender was not significant predictor of 
ethnocentrism, whereas both authoritarianism and collectivism significantly predicted 
ethnocentric attitudes (F (1, 332)=7.26; p<.01 and F(1, 331)=8.27; p<.01, respectively). 
The results were discussed from the perspective of the finding that these studied 
associations were moderated by majority/minority status. 

 
Keywords: authoritarianism, collectivism, ethnocentrism, majority/minority 
status 
 
 
Introduction 
 
A considerable body of literature shows that there are empirically proved links 

among ethnocentrism, authoritarianism and inclination towards discrimination, 
prejudice, and hostility for ethnic or national outgroups (e.g., Altemeyer, 1981; 
Altemeyer, 2006; Duckitt, 1992; Radkiewitcz, 2016). Based on these findings in the 
sphere of social psychology, numerous authors have initiated rich debates about these 
links in the realm of public policy and politics (e.g. Biro, Mihic, Milin, & Logar, 2002; 
Kuzio, 2015; McFarland, 2003).   

Knowledge about these links has an immense value in predicting important 
societal outcomes and creating adequate policies in today's growingly diverse world. 
There are many indications though, that policy makers need more contextualized data 
instead of generalized findings. This study is an attempt to provide information on 
these relevant linkages in a country where the two biggest ethnic groups have a history 
of relations that could be described as tensed, distrustful and distant (Hislope, 2007; 
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Maleska, 2010; Petroska-Beshka & Kenig, 2009). In doing so, we are considering the 
social identity theory (SIT) as being a main theoretical frame (Tajfel, 1978). This theory 
claims that the maintenance of positive group identity results in in-group/out-group 
bias. These positive in-group (we/us) perceptions versus negative perceptions of out-
groups (they/them), produce an opportunity for strengthening social identity and 
enhancing the own self-esteem. Ethnocentrism might be seen as an element of the in-
group favoritism when the identity group is the ethnic/national one, because it is a net 
of attitudes expressing the belief that one’s own ethnic group is superior to other 
ethnic groups and that one’s cultural standards should be applied universally (Hooghe, 
2008).  

According to the social identity perspective, when people categorize 
themselves as members of a group (in our case an ethnic group), their social (ethnic) 
identity is made salient, they experience depersonalization and perceive themselves as 
compatible with other ingroup members (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 
1987). In that way, their personal identity generally dissolves and they act as members 
of the group, not separate individuals. In these circumstances, people discriminate in 
favor of the ingroup because they see their ethnic group as more important than 
outgroups and want to achieve a sense of positive group distinctiveness or relative 
group superiority. Therefore, self-categorization as an ethnic group member, 
subsequent depersonalization, and needs for relative group superiority are perceived as 
prerequisites for emerging ethnocentrism. 

There are two major lines of defining ethnocentrism. One describes it as a 
tendency to view other groups or cultures from the perspective of one's own and to 
evaluate them according to preconceptions originating in the standards and customs of 
one's own culture. The other view focuses more on the outcomes of such perception and 
sees ethnocentrism as tendency to believe in the inherent superiority of one's own 
ethnic group or culture (Berry, Poortinga, Segall, & Dansen, 2002). On the other hand, 
there is empirical evidence that ethnocentrism has intergroup as well as intragroup 
expressions (Bizumic, Duckitt, Popadic, Dru, & Krauss, 2009). While intergroup 
ethnocentrism derives from the belief that the ingroup is more important than 
outgroups, intragroup ethnocentrism is related to the view that one’s own group is 
more important than its individual members. In whatever way it is conceptualized, 
ethnocentrism is of great importance for peace scholars because it largely contributes 
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to direct and/or structural forms of violence (Christie, Tint, Wagner & Winter, 2008; 
Galtung, 1985). 

The constructs described by Hofstede (1980) as dimensions of culture, gain 
increasing attention not only in the area of cross-cultural psychology, but also in the 
sphere of organizational sciences, sociology and political science. It is assumed that the 
cultural differences across a variety of social phenomena, such as political structures, 
shared preferences and norms and typical behaviors are directly influenced by this 
dimension (Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, & Gelfand, 1995). The most scrutinized 
dimension, especially in relation to ethnocentrism, is the one identified as 
individualism-collectivism. Collectivism is defined as preference for a tightly-knit 
framework in society in which individuals can expect members of a particular in-group 
to protect them in exchange for unquestioning loyalty (Hofstede, 2011). In his 
voluminous research, Hofstede proposes a simple way of measuring the extent to which 
cultures are collectivistic or individualistically oriented. In 2006, ethnic Macedonians 
and ethnic Albanians in the Republic of Macedonia have been ranked among the 
cultures that are highly collectivistic (Кениг, 2006). 

Triandis (1998) has argued that members of collectivist cultures are expected 
to display obvious ethnocentric attitudes.  Individuals who live in collectivistic societies 
are expected to endorse higher ethnocentric attitudes simply because in comparison to 
individualists, they make sharper distinctions between in-groups and out-groups, 
whereas among individualists, this distinction is typically weaker (Gelfand, Bhawuk, 
Nishii & Bechtold, 2004). One of the consequences is that collectivists are less prone to 
establishing contacts with out-group members and are more 'anchored' in the position 
of the group(s) where they belong (e.g. Toharudin, Johan, Jaak, & Billiet, 2008).   

The link between collectivism and authoritarianism has been empirically proved 
as well. Collectivistic homogenization supports authoritarianism by stressing the 
interdependence between the self and one’s group or community. In addition, 
collectivistic societies prioritize goals that are based on group norms and articulated by 
traditional authority figures (Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002).  

Ethnocentrism is usually defined as a psychological disposition with twofold 
outcome. On one hand, usually seen as the "positive" consequence, ethnocentrism helps 
“patriotism and willingness to sacrifice for one’s central group” (Neuliep & McCroskey, 
1997: 389) and serves as a building block in construing and maintaining one’s 
cultural/ethnic identity. On the other, ethnocentrism largely contributes toward 
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developing ethnic prejudices and decreases acceptance of out-groups. This is the 
outcome that provides direct link to authoritarianism.  

In his influential theory on authoritarianism, Altemeyer (1981) expressed strong 
belief that authoritarian individuals, defined as those who adhere firmly to conventional 
norms and are uncritically submissive to authorities and approve punishing violations of 
norms, at the same time are "incredibly ethnocentric" (2006: 30). Empirical studies 
have largely confirmed that authoritarians (high-RWA people) are at the same time 
highly prejudiced. They accept negative attitudes towards women and LGBT population 
(e.g., Ekehammar, Akrami & Araya, 2000; Radkiewicz, 2016; Whitley, 1999) and various 
ethnic groups (e.g., Akrami, Ekehammar, & Araya, 2000; Van Hiel & Mervielde, 2002) 
and approve penal code violence and wars (Benjamin, 2006). 

It is considered that the link between authoritarianism and ethnocentrism is 
established through the underlying preferences for conservative values. Thus, the 
attitudes of authoritarians regarding their own nation are loaded with exclusiveness 
and tendency to preserve the desired homogeneity and purity of the in-group 
(Radkiewicz, 2016). 

Studies have also shown that ethnocentrism may be mediated by different 
other personal and social variables. For instance, women are less ethnocentric than men 
(Neuliep, Chaudoir & McCroskey, 2001; Tordjman–Nebe, 2010) and younger tend to be 
less ethnocentric too. Lin, Rancer & Trimbitas (2005) found that historical events and 
culture may as well mediate differences in the level of ethnocentrism and Swenson and 
Visgatis (2012) proved that media attention increases ethnocentric attitudes.   

Conventionally, the literature of intergroup relations focuses solely on 
examining the ethnocentrism of the dominant (majority) group. One reason for that is 
that the consequences of such attitudes in majority groups are treated as more 
problematic. However, neither theory nor experience offers solid ground to expect less 
ethnocentrism from minority groups. This study attempts to examine the possibility of 
predicting ethnocentric attitudes on the base of collectivism and right-wing 
authoritarianism by taking into account the potential mediating role of membership to 
the ethnic group that has majority or minority status.  
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Method 
 
Participants 
The sample consisted of 777 participants (50.8% ethnic Macedonians and 

49.2% ethnic Albanians) from different urban areas in the Republic of Macedonia (34% 
from Skopje) at the age range from 18 to 58 (M=34 and SD=10.3). Half of the 
respondents were women (52.1%) and all have completed at least secondary education. 

The recruitment was on a voluntarily bases. Previously trained psychology 
students (ethnic Macedonians and ethnic Albanians) were seeking for participants who 
would accept to participate and were eligible in accordance with the set of criteria 
regarding age, ethnicity, place of living and education. The paper and pencil 
questionnaires were responded anonymously in presence of a field worker responsible 
for gathering the data.   

 
Instruments  
All participants responded to self-report questionnaires on ethnocentric 

attitudes: 15-item Ethnocentrism scale (Neuliep, 2002), 22-item Right-wing 
authoritarianism scale (Altemeyer, 2006) and 10-item scale on collectivism (Yamaguchi, 
1994). All of them were administered as 7-point Likert scales. The higher the score, the 
higher is the presence of measured variable.  

Neuliep's Ethnocentrism scale (ETHN) was designed to measure the concept 
defined as perception that one's own group is superior to others and that it is a central 
point of reference. The author claims that the items relate to the cultures of different 
parts of the world and that the expected consistency should be in the range of r=.80-
.90. For the purposes of our study this scale was adapted to refer to relations between 
“our” culture and the cultures of the “other” ethnic groups living in the country. 
Cronbach alpha coefficient for the adapted Ethnocentrism scale for our sample was 
α=0.70. 

Altemeyer has developed several versions of the Right-Wing Authoritarian 
scale (RWA) which were successfully and widely used to measure a concept that he 
describes as the closest covariate to (1) submission to the established and socially 
legitimized authority; (2) intentional desire to cause harm to other persons in the name 
of that authority; and (3) conventionalism and acceptance of law as the basis for 



 
 
 
  

Securitydialogues 
 
 

 
525 

morality (Altemeyer, 1981). The instrument has fairly high internal consistency of 
α=0.68, yet beyond the most usually reported values in the literature.  

The 10–item Collectivism scale (COL) proposed by Yamagutchi (1994) has been 
chosen among several well-known instruments that measure the same concept because 
of its practicality. It is aimed to identify the extent to which individuals endorse 
collectivistic values, practices and identities. High values in collectivism mean 
prioritizing group as opposed to individual goals and focusing on things such as fitting 
into the group, behaving in ways that are line with social norms, group solidarity, and 
gaining a sense of identity from being part of the group. Considering the number of 
items, the internal homogeneity of α=0.61 is acceptable. 

All instruments were prepared both in Macedonian and in Albanian language. 
The semantic equivalence of these two versions was checked and confirmed by using 
forward-backward translation performed by two independent Albanian native speakers. 
The averages on separate items and the inter-item correlations have not detected 
substantial dissimilarities in how participants with different ethnic backgrounds 
included in the study responded, suggesting that the same concepts were measured in 
both groups.  

 
 
Results 
 
A three-step hierarchical multiple linear regression analysis was performed 

among ethnic Macedonian and ethnic Albanian study participants separately197 by using 
the SPSS 17 software. In the first block participants’ gender was controlled for; 
predictor variables authoritarianism and collectivism were entered in the second and in 
the third model, respectively. The criterion variable was ethnocentric attitudes. The pre-
assumptions for performing regression analysis were tested and confirmed as proper for 
the both research subsamples.  

Basic descriptive statistics of ethnocentric attitudes, authoritarianism and 
collectivism among ethnic Macedonians and ethnic Albanians are presented in Table 1. 
On average, ethnic Macedonians are less ethnocentric and reported lower level of right-

                                                           
197 The analysis was performed with a total number of 692 cases with valid responses provided 
for all included items.  
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wing authoritarianism compared to ethnic Albanian counterparts (t(736)=5.64;p<,01 and 
t(745)=3.46;p<,01). The level of collectivistic orientation is equal in both groups.  

 
Table 1. Descriptive statistics and differences of means of study variables in the two 
subsamples 

 ethnic Macedonians 
(N=378) 

ethnic Albanians 
(N=377) 

t p 

 M SD Xmin Xmax M SD Xmin Xmax   
Ethnocentric 
attitudes 

48.49 11.70 22 84 53.03 10.81 26 80 5.46 .000 

Right-wing 
authoritarianism 

94.09 14.68 54 133 97.30 11.03 57 137 3.46 .001 

Collectivism 50.30 5.99 31 65 49.10 8.06 27 68 -1,84 .065 

 
As can be seen from Table 2, hierarchical multiple linear regression analysis 

revealed that gender explained small (1.5%), but significant part in the variability of 
ethnocentrism among ethnic Macedonian participants (Model 1; F(1, 355)=5.30; p<.05). 
Females scored lower on ethnocentrism in comparison to males (Mf=47.36 vs. 
Mm=50.04; β=–.121, p<.05). Authoritarianism accounted for significant 10.6% in the 
variance of ethnocentric attitudes (Model 2; F(1, 354)=42.79; p<.001) indicating that 
study participants with Macedonian ethnic background who reported higher tendency 
for authoritarianism, have stronger ethnocentric attitudes (β=.325, p<.001). Collectivism 
was not statistically significant predictor of the explored attitudes in this subsample 
(Model 3; F(1, 353)=.024; p>.05).  
 
Table 2. Hierarchical multiple linear regression analysis performed on the two 
subsamples 

 Ethnic Macedonians Ethnic Albanians 

Model β t R ∆R2 β t R ∆R2 
1 Gender -.121 -2.30* .121 .015* -.009 -.17 .009 .000 
2 Gender -.107 -2.14*   -.006 -.11   

RWA  .326 6.54*** .348 .106*** .146 2.69** .147 .021 
3 Gender -.107 -2.14*   .000 .01   

RWA .325 6.43***   .127 2.34*   
Collectivism .008 .16 .348 .000 .156 2.88** .213 .024 

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 
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Results obtained in the ethnic Albanian subsample (Table 2) showed that 
gender was not significant predictor of ethnocentrism (Model 1; F(1, 333)=.030; p>.05). 
Authoritarianism significantly predicted ethnocentric attitudes accounting for 2.1% in 
the variation in this variable (Model 2; F (1, 332)=7.26; p<.01). Additional significant 
2.4% of the variability in ethnocentric attitudes was explained by collectivistic 
orientation (Model 3; F(1, 331)=8.27; p<.01). These findings demonstrated that both 
strongly expressed tendency to authoritarianism and higher collectivistic orientation 
were related to higher level of ethnocentrism among ethnic Albanian respondents 
(β=.127, p<.05 and (β=.156, p<.01, respectively). 

 
 
Discussion 
 
The research highlighted the necessity of understanding the social and cultural 

context of intergroup relations and the importance of differentiating between individual 
versus cultural level of analysis in related research. First of all, the obtained results 
provide evidence that the ethnic Albanians (the minority group) are more ethnocentric 
than the ethnic Macedonians (the majority group). From the social identity perspective, 
this finding indicates that, compared to ethnic majority group members, the ethnic 
minority group members tend to discriminate even more in favor of the ingroup 
because they see their ethnic group as more important than outgroups and want to 
achieve a sense of positive group distinctiveness or relative group superiority (Turner et 
al., 1987).  

Additionally, this higher ethnocentrism among ethnic minority group members 
can be explained as a consequence of the existing competition over resources (LeVine 
and Campbell, 1972) or even less tangible perceived threats, like group rank, prestige, or 
status (Tajfel, 1982) that, due to the power difference, is more common for minority 
than for majority ethnic groups. This finding can be related to the research evidence 
indicating that people who identify more strongly with a group are more likely to 
display defensive reactions to social identity threats that make their group look better 
and make outgroups or the source of the threats look worse (Branscombe & Wann, 
1994; Hewstone, Rubin, &Willis, 2002). Moreover, this conclusion is supported by 
results obtained in a previous research carried out by Petroska-Beshka & Kenig 
(Петроска-Бешка и Кениг, 2005) that has demonstrated that ethnic Albanians evaluate 
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the ingroup as better, more powerful and more active than the outgroup (ethnic 
Macedonians), whereas the ethnic Macedonians evaluate the ingroup as better, but less 
active and equally powerful as the outgroup (ethnic Albanians). 

Based on the obtained results, it could be concluded that associations between 
ethnocentrism and the other variables in the study were moderated by 
majority/minority status. Thus, even though right-wing authoritarianism can predict 
ethnocentric attitudes of both ethnic Macedonians and ethnic Albanians, its predictive 
power is evidently higher within the majority than within the minority group. That is, 
those who tend to be obedient to authorities, to follow them and to respect/admire 
social norms and traditions, have stronger belief of superiority of their own ethnic 
group and this relationship is strengthen by affiliation to the majority group in the 
society.  

Collectivism was weak, but significant predictor of ethnocentrism only among 
participants belonging to the minority ethnic group. In other words, giving importance 
to group coherency, group goals, significant others’ opinion and stronger group 
identification leads to stronger ethnocentric attitudes in the minority group members, 
which is not the case among the ethnic majority members. This finding indicates that 
the intragroup expressions of ethnocentrism, which involve need for group cohesion and 
ingroup devotion (Bizumic et al., 2009), are more present in the ethnic minority group 
than in the ethnic majority group.  

On the other hand, gender appears to be weak but significant predictor of 
ethnocentrism in the majority ethnic group where men are more ethnocentric than 
women, which corresponds with the existing research findings (Neuliep, Chaudoir & 
McCroskey, 2001; Tordjman-Nebe, 2010). This is not the case in the minority ethnic 
group where ethnocentric attitudes are equally dispersed among men and women, not 
because the ethnic Albanian males are less ethnocentric than the ethnic Macedonian 
males, but because the ethnic Albanian females are more ethnocentric than the ethnic 
Macedonian females. 

The research has revealed different models for predicting ethnocentrism 
mediated by the minority/majority status, but did not succeed in detecting the most 
significant predictors of ethnocentric attitudes in the ethnic minority group that fall 
beyond the social identity perspective. It suggests that there might be a need to test 
more potential variables that determine the level of ethnocentrism in ethnic minority 
groups and further investigate the effects of ethnocentrism in the conflict-dynamics.   
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Having in mind that the minority/majority status is determined not only by the 
share of the ethnic group in the overall population but by the social status of the ethnic 
group also, the findings of this study cannot be easily generalized outside of the 
country context. Even though the Albanian ethnic group can be considered as minority 
in terms of their representation in the country population (25% according to the last 
Census of 2002), their social position as determined in the legislation and political 
reality exceeds the status of the minorities in most of the other countries. Additionally, 
even in terms of numbers, ethnic Albanians are minority at a national level, but at the 
same time they are majority in certain regions on local level, as well as on the regional 
level.    
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