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RESEARCH ARTICLE

Machiavellianism, Islamism, and Deprivations as
Predictors of Support for Daesh Among Muslims
Tomislav Pavlović* and Ingrid Storm†
Although many different models of radicalization integrate different intrapersonal, interpersonal, and
intergroup processes, this interactive approach is scarcely present in the empirical studies. The goal of
this study was to fill this gap by combining personality traits (Machiavellianism), ideology (Islamism), and
outcomes of intergroup comparisons (perceived deprivations) as predictors of support for Daesh among
Muslims in the MENA region, based on Arab Barometer IV data. Results were calculated on the overall
sample and on synthetically balanced samples from Algeria and Palestine, respectively, to ensure the
robustness of findings. While Islamists were generally supportive of Daesh, socio-politically deprived individuals were not. A negative relationship between Machiavellianism and support for Daesh was found only
in Algeria. Multiple interactions, which differed in Algeria and Palestine, confirm the relevance of studying
complex relationships among potential predictors of extremism, as well as the role of context that can
strengthen or diminish these relationships.
Keywords: extremism; political violence; inequality; ideology; Machiavellianism
Introduction
Terrorism and political violence leave devastating
and long-lasting socio-economic (Lutz & Lutz, 2017;
Nussio et al., 2019; Sandler & Enders, 2008) and emotional (Eisenman & Flavahan, 2017; Housley & Beutler,
2007) consequences on the societies where it occurs. Of
all the terrorist organisations, the Islamic State of Iraq
and Levant (Daesh) achieved by far highest kill count,
exceeding even Talibans and Al-Qaida (Alaimo & Tong,
2017). With a goal of forming an international caliphate
that would serve as a basis in their battle against ‘infidels’,
or countries that do not accept their ideology, as well as
violent means they used to achieve that goal (Gomes &
Mikhael, 2018) and innovative ways of recruiting new
members and obtaining resources (see Oosterveld et al.,
2017), Daesh had a destructive potential that attracted
the attention of world leaders. Although the once-powerful organisation lost a vast majority of its territory and
power by December 2017 (Taneja, 2018), the notion
of Daesh will linger in the future of the societies conquered by its fighters (Oosterveld et al., 2017). In order
to prevent another rise of Daesh, or the rise of other
organisations that use similar violent methods to promote extreme ideologies, it is crucial to understand who
would support such organisations and why they would
support them.
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Apter (1997) and della Porta (2006) noticed that political violence stems from the interaction of different (contextual) factors. The idea that behaviours are defined by
the interactions between the constellations of relatively
stable personal dispositions of individuals and various
contexts they face in everyday life is not new in social sciences (Sheldon et al., 2011; Webster & Ward, 2010; Zayas
et al., 2002). Some studies have shown that support for
political violence can be predicted by (dark) personality
traits and that the relationship between these traits and
support of political violence is moderated by contextual
factors like deprivation (Pavlović & Franc, 2020). However,
the earlier discussions based on personality disorders
instead of traits advocated against the inclusion of intrapersonal factors in explaining extremism (e.g. Crenshaw,
2000; Sageman, 2004; Taylor & Horgan, 2001), which
resulted in the diminished interest of personality psychologists in exploring political violence. This, in turn, implies
that there might be a group of factors contributing to
extremism that are understudied, which was the main
reason why an integrative approach to radicalisation was
taken in this study. More specifically, this study focuses
on three groups of factors that may contribute to radicalisation: intrapersonal (Machiavellianism), interpersonal
(inequality and deprivations), and ideological (Islamism).
The data is from within the MENA region, a context where
Islamist terrorism posed an imminent threat at the time of
data collection (2016).
Machiavellianism

Machiavellianism, as a part of the Dark Triad (Paulhus &
Williams, 2002) and the Dark Tetrad (Paulhus, 2014), rep-
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resents a personality trait that describes the individual
tendency towards interpersonal distrust, manipulation,
cynicism, exploitativeness and using illegitimate means
to achieve goals (Furnham et al., 2013). Individuals high
on Machiavellianism tend to have dominantly materialistic motivation (e.g., money, power) and are great at selfcontrolling and suppressing impulsive reactions, which
serves as a basis for false friendliness and emotional
manipulations to take advantage of others using impression management, selective self-disclosure, lying, flattering, and sandbagging (see Jones & Paulhus, 2009 for
a detailed discussion). Despite its moderate correlations
with other components of the Dark Triad (i.e., narcissism
and psychopathy; Jonason & Webster, 2010; Jones & Paulhus, 2013) and the Dark Tetrad (Book et al., 2016; Craker
& March, 2016), it achieves highest negative correlations
with the Honesty-Humility trait of the HEXACO model
(Book et al., 2016; Pilch & Gornik-Durose, 2016), especially with the facets of sincerity and fairness (Jonason
& McCain, 2012). Unlike that of other dark personality
traits, the development of Machiavellianism is dominantly
determined by the shared and non-shared environment
(Vernon et al., 2008), which implies the possibility to
develop Machiavellianism under exposure to situations
that require a Machiavellian mindset. Political activities
may pose such situations – after all, Machiavellianism
was introduced into modern social science by Christie and
Geis (1970) who adjusted the leadership advice provided
by Nicollo Machiavelli in The Prince and The Discourse,
along with the general notion that ends justify the means
to develop their 20-items MACH IV scale (although there
were multiple versions). As such, theoretically, of the
entire Dark Triad/Tetrad, Machiavellianism seems to be
the personality trait most suitable for determining the
decision-making processes in the political arena. Since the
perceived efficacy of political action has been highlighted
as one of the predictors of collective actions in multiple
models (Borum, 2014; Doosje et al., 2016; Jost et al., 2017;
Moghaddam, 2005; Thomas et al., 2011; van Zomeren et
al., 2008), the dark strategists may be highly aware of possible choices and support political violence only when
no other less damaging means can be applied. However,
the scarcity of studies focused on the Machiavellianismextremism relationship undermines any firm conclusion.
The only three available earlier studies that included the
Machiavellianism-extremism relationship did not provide
consistent evidence. Duspara and Greitemayer (2017)
failed to establish any relationship between political
extremism (defined as deviation from the political center)
and Machiavellianism, while Morgades-Bamba et al. (2019)
established a weak but positive relationship between
Machiavellianism, dogmatism, and support for radicalised
beliefs, although no relationship with participation in
political violence was established. Re-analysis of the same
data based on clustering participants with respect to personality traits failed to support these results (Chabrol et
al., 2020). However, another study exhibited a consistent,
but positive relationship between Machiavellianism and
support for different kinds of violence against politicians
perceived as corrupt (Pavlović & Franc, 2020). These differences in findings could partly be attributed to differences

in the applied methodological approaches in terms of
participant selection, operationalisation of key concepts,
and applied statistical procedures. The other part of the
conflicting evidence could be attributed to the contextual
differences that were not included into research design,
although they could increase its explanatory potential.
Inequality and deprivation

A large number of radicalisation models begins with some
notion of socio-economic inequality (e.g., Ahmad, 2016;
Blee, 2002; Borum, 2003; Doosje et al., 2012; Ferguson &
McAuley, 2019; Gill, 2008; McCauley & Moskalenko, 2008;
Moghaddam, 2005; Obaidi et al., 2017; Rink & Sharma,
2016; Wiktorowicz, 2005). However, specifying inequality
represents a very complicated task due to its multidimensional and normative nature (Franc & Pavlović, 2018). For
instance, Deere et al. (2018) differentiated between the
socio-economic inequality, based on social and economic
aspects of everyday life, cultural inequality, based on the
denial of language, customs, and other cultural aspects,
and political inequality, based on political rights, police
and military protection, and local administration. Moreover, Jasso and Kotz (2008) and Stewart (2005) highlight
the role of comparisons of inequality, that can reflect horizontal (inter-group) or vertical (inter-individual) inequality, while Jetten et al. (2017) additionally pointed out that
objective inequality does not affect behaviours for as long
as it is not considered unjust. Therefore, inequality can
be objective and subjective (or perceived), and occur in
relation to economic circumstances, political or cultural
rights and freedoms, or any other characteristic that is
considered relevant. What is most relevant is that once it
is perceived and considered unjust, it triggers cognitive
mechanisms that try to explain the situation and may
lead to a sense of underappreciation and significance loss
(Kruglanski et al., 2019; Kruglanski et al., 2014), as well as
emotional reactions like anger (van Zomeren et al., 2008;
van Zomeren, 2013). Anger over injustice, which reflects
a reparatory emotion aiming to reintroduce justice, can
transform into contempt due to perceived moral superiority over those that caused injustice, and disgust, which
represents an emotion related to elimination (van Stekelenburg, 2017). Alternatively, injustice may symbolise a
violation of a sacred value (Atran, 2016), which evokes
moral obligation to react at any cost. Therefore, multiple
pathways between inequality and political violence theoretically exist.
This is in line with the findings of Franc and Pavlović
(2018), who reviewed quantitative studies on the inequality-radicalisation relationship and, taking into account the
limitations of the available literature, found arguments in
favour of socio-political inequality and deprivation, but
not economic inequality and deprivation, as predictors of
radicalisation. The relationship was established both on
the macro-level (with country-level indicators of human
rights abuse) and individual level (in terms of perceived
group-based injustice – without further specification and
across countries and ideological bases of radicalisation).
Similar results were found in a recent analysis of individual
and macro-level inequality indicators as predictors of antiMuslim, anti-democratic and proviolent attitudes (Storm
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et al., 2020). Altogether, this indicates that any inequality can steer behaviours if considered relevant and unjust,
implying the more important role of subjective compared
to objective inequality in the prediction of extremism.
Additionally, it indicates that inequality per se is insufficient for the development of extremism. Although it may
serve as the fuel of collective action (van Zomeren et al.,
2008), it seems like something else has to light the match
that turns it extreme.
Islamism

Islamism, or political Islam is an ideology and political
movement which seeks to organise life and society in
accordance with the principles and traditions of Islam,
often interpreted in a strict and definite way (Grinin,
2019: 24). Islamism is widespread in the Middle East, and
is often seen as a political opposition movement. While it
is not limited to a particular social class, the strength of
the movement originates in the lower middle class and
many of its supporters come from poorer sections of society (Bayat, 2005; Grinin, 2019: 23).
Islamism is a very heterogeneous movement also in
terms of ideology (Achilov, 2016). Most of the supporters of Islamist ideology are what we might call ‘moderate
Islamists’, meaning they want to achieve their objectives
without intimidation and violence, and while respecting the law and political systems. In contrast, ‘radical’ or
‘violent’ Islamists aim to impose their strict principles of
Islam and Islamic law on society and individuals using
force and illegal actions, such as the overthrow of governments. Islamic State (Daesh) is an example of the latter
movement.
This study

The hypotheses of this study are aligned with the earlier
described interactive approach. An important advantage
of this approach stems from its capability to define which
individuals in which situations are most likely to embrace
Islamist extremism in the form of support for Daesh.
While, in line with the earlier literature (e.g., Achilov, 2016;
van Zomeren, 2008; Franc & Pavlović, 2018), we expected
to confirm the relationship between Islamism and support for Daesh, while the expected effects of deprivations
were somewhat lower, with socio-political deprivation
having a larger effect than economic deprivation, multiple
hypotheses regarding the potential relationship between
Machiavellianism and support for Daesh were developed.
We hypothesised that Machiavellianism does not have to
contribute to radicalisation per se, but may be moderated
by deprivations or Islamism. More precisely, since Machiavellianism reflects tendencies towards interpersonal
manipulation in order to achieve personal goals, and
these goals may be context-dependent, individuals high
on Machiavellianism may embrace different strategies to
achieve their goals with respect to contextual factors like
deprivation or personal attitudes towards Islamism.
At this point, two alternative hypotheses could be
devised. First, Machiavellianism is positively related to
hostility (Jones & Neria, 2015) and both proactive and
reactive aggression (Dinić & Wertag, 2018), with reactive
aggression being defined as a hostile defensive response
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to provocation (Raine et al., 2006). Under perceived provocation, which may come in the form of deprivation or dissatisfaction with the role of religion in a political system,
Machiavellians may be more likely than non-Machiavellians to support violent political options, including Daesh.
Alternatively, and in line with conclusions of Blair et al.
(2012) and Fair et al. (2018), individuals living in deprived
conditions may be more exposed to violence, which in turn
can make them even less supportive of violence. Therefore,
cunning Machiavellians forced to live in dangerous areas
may be more likely to opt for non-violent options despite
feeling provoked by experiences of deprivation.
Finally, all these relationships may be moderated by
expected outcomes of support for violent options (van
Zomeren et al., 2008; van Zomeren, 2013). For instance, in
countries where political violence is not a viable option for
political action, Machiavellians may be against it, while in
countries where violence may be perceived as cost-effective, they may support its use in achieving political goals.
Despite the plausibility of these interactions, up to the
time of writing this study, no findings related to them were
published. Therefore, the goal of this study was to test if
Machiavellianism, Islamism, and deprivations interactively
predict support for Daesh among Muslims of the MENA
region and describe the nature of their relationships.
Methods

Participants

The nationally representative data analysed in this study
were collected in the Fourth Wave of the Arab Barometer
(2017), which was conducted face to face from February
to June 2016. The total sample consisted of 9,000 participants, 4,321 of which were Muslims and responded to all
the relevant questions. However, after applying the criteria for cognitive radicalization detailed in the next section,
a sufficient number of cognitive extremists for further
analysis was found only in Algeria (n = 27) and Palestine
(n = 46). In other countries less than 10 participants were
categorized as cognitive extremists. Therefore, samples
from Algeria (n = 762) and Palestine (n = 761) were used
in further analyses. The combined sample from these two
countries was relatively balanced with respect to gender
(50.8% men), while the average participant was 37.8 years
old (SD = 14.3).
Instruments

Support for Daesh was operationalised using three items
(q828–q830) that assess the attitudes towards Daesh
(compatibility of its tactics with Islam, personal agreement with its goals, and personal agreement with its use
of political violence). All the items were measured on a
1–4 scale with lower values indicating more support for
Daesh. Due to the heavily skewed distribution (Appendix
B.), the variable was dichotomised: all participants who
achieved score 12 (of max 12) when summarising the
three items, were categorised as non-supporters, while
participants with a score lower than 7 were categorised
as supporters of Daesh under the presumption that they
at least moderately agreed with each of the extremist
statements. Participants who scored from 7 to 11 were
excluded from the study as they were difficult to classify
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as either supporters or non-supporters due to expressed
mixed attitudes.
Support for (politically radical) Islamism was measured using a five-item (q5184, q5182, q605, q6061,
q6063) measure of Islamism proposed by Achilov (2016).
According to the author, items related to intolerance
towards political pluralism, neglect for democratic elections and competition, and exclusive support for the rule
of Sharia law and promotion of political roles of clerics
represent the key concepts of politically radical Islamism.
The CFA with robust maximum likelihood estimator
(Brosseau-Liard & Savalei, 2014) confirmed that the singlefactor model fits the data well (robust CFI = 0.992, robust
RMSEA = 0.031, SRMR = 0.014), although the internal consistency of such a scale was not optimal (α = 0.55). Partial
strong invariance of this scale across countries was established (Appendix A.), indicating that latent means of participants from Algeria and Palestine could be compared.
According to the original wording of the available items,
higher score indicated less support for Islamism. To make
the scale more intuitive, the final score was multiplied by
-1 to reverse-code it.
Machiavellianism was operationalised by six items
(q103a1, q103a2, q103a3, q103a4, q103a5, q103a6)
formed based on the MACH IV scale (Christie & Geis,
1970), dominantly reflecting interpersonal distrust and
manipulative tendencies. However, the PCA revealed that
one of the items (q103a6, ‘There is no excuse for lying to
someone.’) did not load on the same latent component
with others, hence it was excluded from further analyses. CFA with robust maximum likelihood estimator confirmed the single-factor structure of this scale (robust
CFI = 0.960, robust RMSEA = 0.083, SRMR = 0.033). As
with the Islamism scale, the internal consistency was marginally acceptable (α = 0.66). Partial strong invariance of
scores across countries was achieved (Appendix A.), which
allows comparisons of latent means between countries.
According to the original wording, a higher score indicated a less Machiavellian personality. To make the scale
more intuitive, the final score was multiplied by -1 to
reverse-code it.
Socio-political deprivation was measured using an item
that reflected perceived discrimination compared to other
citizens (q106, ‘To what extent do you feel you are being
treated equally by the government in comparison with
other citizens in your country?’). A higher score indicated
more severe socio-political deprivation.
Economic deprivation was measured using an item that
reflected economic difficulties the participants and their
household members were facing (q1016, ‘Which of these
statements comes closest to describing your household
income?’, ranging from living comfortably to having significant difficulties). A higher score indicated more severe
economic deprivation.
Additionally, a question of whether participants consider
religion the most important source of their social identification was included to control for sacred values (q901,
‘If you have been asked to identify yourself, with which
of the following do you most closely identify yourself?’).
Participants who chose religion were coded as ‘1’, while
others were coded as ‘0’. Information on participants’ age

(q1001 grouped into five classes: under 30, 31–40, 41–50,
51–60, 61+), gender (q1002), country (country), location
(q13), employment status (q1004), and religiousness (q609)
were also used as control variables in regression analyses.
Procedure

After providing relevant information to the site, data were
downloaded from the Arab barometer and preprocessed
in order to test if the factors’ scores for radical Islamism
and Machiavellianism are comparable.1 This was tested
within invariance testing framework, which is characteristic for confirmatory factor analyses and structural equation modelling applied on multi-group samples (Putnick
& Bornstein, 2016). In order to calculate factor scores comparable across groups, the model they are extracted from
has to at least partially achieve three steps of invariance:
configural (same items load on same factors in different
groups), metric or weak (factor loadings are similar across
groups), and strong invariance (item intercepts are similar across groups). Confirmation of (partial) strong invariance implies that factors have the same meaning across
groups and that group means are comparable, which
allows valid comparisons of regression slopes (Putnick &
Bornstein, 2016). Since research questions also included
testing the interactions between Machiavellianism, Islamism, and deprivations, which is not directly supported by
the applied statistical software (lavaan; Rosseel, 2012),
three-step procedure was adopted. First, the invariant
scores were calculated and extracted from CFA framework. Second, these scores were multiplied by scaled versions of relevant deprivations to obtain scores reflecting
their interactions. Finally, such scores, along with other
relevant variables, were used in probit structural equation modelling as predictors of cognitive radicalization.
However, imbalanced classes in binary regression analyses
and classification problems may lead to biased results in
terms of unbalanced sensitivity and specificity (Chawla et
al., 2002; Salas-Eljatib et al., 2018). Next to the problem
of having sufficient cases in smaller group to establish
stable patterns that can be compared to the results of
the larger group, unbalanced datasets favour prediction
of the larger group. In the context of cognitive radicalization, it is at least as important to predict radicalized as
it is to predict non-radicalized individuals. Furthermore,
testing interactions require more participants to achieve
the same power as tests of main effects (Brysbaert, 2019),
while unbalanced samples undermine statistical power of
testing any effects (Abd Rahman & Yap, 2016; Salas-Eljatib
et al., 2018). Therefore, our capability of finding significant effects on unbalanced data was inadequate. Synthetic
minority oversampling technique (SMOTE) was applied to
balance the two groups within each country (Chawla et
al., 2002). The procedure takes the existing cases in the
minority group and synthesises new cases as interpolation
of scores of existing individuals. On the other hand, it also
under-samples the majority group to match the number
of cases in the synthesised minority group. Two potential
drawbacks of this procedure exist: first, if the minority
group is biased, oversampling will increase this bias. However, since the analysis was conducted on a nationally representative sample, the question of sampling bias should
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be theoretically ruled out. The second potential drawback
lies in the random nature of SMOTE as it randomly oversamples and under-samples groups, which can also lead
to bias. To overcome this issue, 10,000 SMOTEd datasets
were formed for Algeria and Palestine, respectively, and
SEM was conducted on each of them (also respectively).
In both algorithms, k nearest neighbours algorithm was
applied when interpolating scores, with k = 5, indicating
that responses of five randomly selected participants from
the minority group were used to synthesize each new participant. In Algeria, the minority group was oversampled
by 700%, yielding 216 supporters of Daesh, while 217
non-supporters were under-sampled from the majority
group to create a balanced sample. A similar procedure
was applied to the subsample from Palestine, although
the minority subsample was oversampled by 400%, yielding 230 supporters of Daesh with 230 non-supporters
randomly extracted from the majority group. Conducting SEM on such datasets yielded an empirical distribution of standardized estimates based on balanced samples
for each of the predictors in each of calculated regression
models, which served as a robustness test of findings
based on unbalanced data.
All the analyses were conducted in R (v. 4.0.0), using
the packages haven (Wickham & Miller, 2019), ggplot2
(Wickham, 2016), psych (Revelle, 2018), lavaan (Rosseel,
2012), semTools (Jorgensen et al., 2019), semPlot
(Epskamp, 2019), DMwR (Torgo, 2010), xfun (Xie, 2020a),
htmltools (Cheng et al., 2020), and mime (Xie, 2020b).
Results
This section briefly presents the results of applied analyses. First, the2 results obtained on overall models are pre-
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sented, followed by the results calculated on samples of
Muslims from Algeria and Palestine, respectively.
The table of correlations (Table 1) exhibits weak relationships between support for Daesh and its potential
predictors, which individually explain less than 2% of
its variance at best. However, linear relationships, even
Pearson’s correlations, cannot grasp non-linear and interactive relationships, reflecting the need to examine them
using an approach adjusted for binary classification problems: the probit regression.
Regressions conducted on the combined sample
(Table 2) points to Islamism as the most consistent predictor of support for Daesh, with participants agreeing with
Islamist statements being more likely to indicate support
for Daesh. Relationship between Machiavellianism and
Table 1: Correlations between support for Daesh,
Islamism, Machiavellianism, and deprivations calculated
on the combined sample (N = 1,523).
(1)
(1) Support for
Daesh – binary

–

(2)

(4)

0.13*** –0.06
–

(2) Islamism

(3)

0.01

–0.06

–0.04 –0.01

–0.06

(3) Socio-political deprivation

–

0.23***

0.04

–

–0.01

(4) Economic
deprivation
(5) Machia
vellianism

–

*** p < 0.001.

Table 2: Probit regression of support for Daesh calculated on the combined sample (N = 1,523).
Variable

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Model 5

Model 6

Age

0.03

0.03

0.03

0.03

0.03

0.03

Sex

–0.09

–0.09

–0.09

–0.08

–0.09

–0.08

Urban

–0.11

–0.11

–0.11

–0.11

–0.11

–0.11

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

0.05

Religiousness

–0.03

–0.03

–0.03

–0.02

–0.03

–0.02

Sacred value

–0.08

–0.08

–0.08

–0.07

–0.08

–0.08

Job

Islamism (Isl)
Socio-political deprivation (Sd)
Economic deprivation (Ed)
Machiavellianism (Mach)

0.25***

0.24***

0.24***

0.27***

0.25***

–0.12

–0.12

–0.10

–0.12

–0.09

0.04

0.04

0.04

0.03

0.03

0.04

–0.12*

–0.12*

–0.12*

–0.15**

–0.12*

–0.13*

–0.01

Mach × Ed

0.03

Mach × Isl

0.12

Isl × Ed

0.01

Isl × Sd
R

2

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.

0.23***

–0.12

Mach × Sd

–0.07
0.114

0.115

0.116

(5)

0.143

0.115

0.111
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support for Daesh was less intensive and negative, while
other relationships were not near the threshold of significance. After forming separate models for each group (as
in testing configural invariance), equality constraints were
imposed on regression slopes of these models to test if
they vary between countries. Conducted chi-squared tests
consistently showed that regression slopes were similar in
Algeria and Palestine (χ2(10) = 10.10, p = 0.432 for model
1, χ2(11) = 9.43, p = 0.581 for model 2, χ2(11) = 16.00, p
= 0.141 for model 3, χ2(11) = 9.16, p = 0.607 for model
4, χ2(11) = 10.63, p = 0.475 for model 5, χ2(11) = 11.37,
p = 0.413 for model 6). However, these estimates could be
downward biased due to unbalanced samples.
In Algeria (Table 3), Muslims lower on Machiavellianism
had a higher likelihood of being categorized as supporters of Daesh. However, simulations have indicated several
additional potential predictors of support for Daesh in
Algeria. Women, religious Muslims, Muslims who chose
religion as their sacred value, and less socio-politically
deprived individuals were less likely to be categorized as
supporters of Daesh, while the opposite was found for
Muslims who perceived economic deprivation. These findings were stable across SEMs. Two interactions were also
established using the unbalanced data: Machiavellianism
moderated the relationship between economic deprivation and support for Daesh and Islamism and support
for Daesh, respectively. Simulations also additionally
revealed an interaction between Islamism and economic
deprivation.
Figure 1 exhibits several significant interactions. First,
it seems like the most economically deprived individuals who support Islamism were most likely to be categorized as supporters of Daesh (Figure 1A). There was no
relationship between economic deprivation and support
for Daesh among participants that belong to the middle
tercile with respect to Islamism, while individuals lowest
on Islamism who were economically deprived were less
likely to be categorized as supporters of Daesh than nondeprived non-Islamists.
Crossed lines in Figure 1B indicate that Machiavellianism
moderated the relationship between economic deprivation and support for Daesh. Non-deprived individuals
high on Machiavellianism had a very low predicted probability of being categorized as supporters of Daesh, while
deprived individuals high on Machiavellianism had a high
probability of such categorization. The inverse pattern
was established for individuals low on Machiavellianism –
economically non-deprived participants were more likely
to support Daesh than deprived participants.
The third interaction (Figure 1C) suggests that the
effects of Machiavellianism are predominantly present
among individuals who score low on Islamism. Among
non-Islamists, higher Machiavellianism was related to
lower predicted probabilities of being categorized as supporter of Daesh.
In Palestine (Table 4), only Islamism predicted support
for Daesh, with Islamists being more supportive of the terrorist organization. Simulations additionally revealed that
women, Muslims residing in rural locations, and those
less socio-politically deprived were more likely to express
support for Daesh. Simulations also indicated a potential

negative interaction between Machiavellianism and economic deprivation, which failed to reach the threshold of
significance in the unbalanced sample.
In Palestine, according to Figure 2, individuals lowest
on Machiavellianism had the lowest predicted probabilities of being categorized as Islamists when they did not
consider themselves economically deprived. However,
among economically deprived Palestinians, individuals
lowest on Machiavellianism had the highest predicted
probabilities of being categorized as supporters of Daesh.
This is the opposite interaction to that found in Algeria
(see Figure 1B).
Discussion
The results of this study have partially supported the
initial hypotheses. Islamism was found to be a consistent positive predictor of support for Daesh, both on the
overall sample and in Algeria and Palestine, respectively.
This is an expected result, as Daesh is an Islamist organisation. Although many, particularly moderate, Islamists are
not in favour of Daesh, the way Islamism was measured
in this study (as a preference for non-democratic systems
of Islamist government), tends towards the more extreme
forms of Islamism, which Daesh represents (Achilov, 2016;
Grinin, 2019). It is worth noting that we cannot be certain of the causal direction of the relationship: whether
it is interested in Islamism as an ideology, which inspires
respondent’s support for Daesh, or vice versa. Previous
studies of the motivators of radicalisation indicate an
interaction of interest in the particular movement and its
concrete actions, and more stable sympathies for its political and religious ideas. These can feed on one another,
aided by social networks and relationships (see, for example, Sageman 2004; Silke 2010).
The study has also shown that Machiavellians tend to
be less supportive of Daesh, which was established in
a general sample and in Algeria, but not in Palestine.
Machiavellianism is characterised by cynicism, distrust,
and opportunism (Inancsi et al., 2018; Szijjarto et al.,
2018), and such participants may have studied multiple
political options and managed to find ones they perceive
to be more cost-effective than Daesh’ violent approach.
Extreme Islamists seem to be only marginally politically
present due to violent events (insurgencies and guerrilla
war) in Algerian history at the end of the last century, which
led mainstream Islamist parties to abandon fundamentalism (International Crisis Group, 2004; Sakthivel, 2017).
Therefore, the consistent distinction in support for Daesh
between Machiavellians and non-Machiavellians could be
explained by the presence of moderate options that incorporate Islamism. Next to different socio-political history, a
potential cause of the absence of any relationship between
Machiavellianism and support for Daesh in Palestine may
be the operationalisation of Machiavellianism, which was
dominantly focused on interpersonal trust and manipulation with information. Other popular operationalisations
also include coalition building, reputation keeping, and
cynicism (Jones & Paulhus, 2014), desire for status and
control (Dahling et al., 2009), or emotional detachedness
and low conscience (Rauthmann & Will, 2011). Therefore,
narrow operationalisation of Machiavellianism applied
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Table 3: Standardized regression of support for Daesh based on unbalanced and SMOTEd samples of Algerian Muslims.
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Figure 1: Predicted probabilities of support for Daesh with respect to different combinations of Machiavellianism,
Islamism, and economic deprivation in Algeria based on SMOTEd samples.

in this study may have missed its proviolent components that are generally related to extremism (Pavlović &
Wertag, 2021) and would form a relationship with support
for Daesh.
Socio-political deprivation, on the other hand, emerged
as a significant negative predictor of support for Daesh in
balanced samples in Palestine and Algeria, which indicated
that imbalanced data probably undermined the actual
effect size. According to this finding, more socio-political
inequality was related to lower likelihood of being categorized as a supporter of Daesh, which is not in line with
the outcomes of an earlier review (Franc & Pavlović, 2018).
There are multiple possible explanations for such findings, one of them lying in the methodological approach of
this study that included the effects of many covariates that
were not included in the equations in the previous literature. However, this finding is not new: Berrebi (2007) also
found that individuals from Palestine with better living

standard were more likely to support terrorist organisations and join them, which was explained as a result of a
tendency of terrorist organisations to recruit individuals
of higher status, able to equip themselves. Our findings
extend this conclusion to cognitive radicalisation, implying that the selection made by terrorist organisations is
probably not the only reason why non-deprived individuals support extremism in Palestine. Piazza (2018) offered
a potential explanation in terms of attitudes towards
democracy – individuals of higher status may be less
deprived and, at the same time, more familiar with the current political situation. If they are sceptical about democracy and changes occurring within a country, they may be
more inclined to support Daesh. Additionally, in Palestine,
Muslims who are socio-politically deprived, or experience
discrimination, may generally be more opposed to the
Israeli occupation, and more likely to support local political opposition or national liberation movements such as
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Table 4: Standardized regression of support for Daesh based on unbalanced and SMOTEd samples of Palestinian Muslims.
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Figure 2: Predicted probabilities of support for Daesh with respect to different combinations of economic deprivation
and Machiavellianism in Palestine based on SMOTEd samples.
Hamas, rather than Daesh, who are strongly opposed to
Hamas, and have had frequent violent clashes with them
(Abuheweila & Kershner, 2018). Economic deprivation, on
the other hand, played a less important role in the context
of explored models and yielded inconsistent results.
However, additional explanations of these findings may
lie in the more complex relationships. After taking into
account the imbalance problem, the results have pointed
out to several interactions undetectable without balancing the data: three in Algeria and one in Palestine.
In Algeria, more economically deprived Islamists and
Machiavellians were more likely to support Daesh, respectively. On the other hand, individuals lowest on Islamism
and Machiavellianism, respectively, were less likely to
support Daesh the more economically deprived they perceived themselves to be. Explanations of both of these
interactions may lie in the perception of Daesh as a political alternative. Economically deprived individuals may
have been unsatisfied with the system and considered
other options to correct the situation: for Islamists, Daesh
may represent the idea of a society in which their economic interests would be protected, while Machiavellians
are generally more supportive of violent political options
against political systems perceived as unfair (Pavlović &
Wertag, 2021). An interaction between Machiavellianism
and Islamism was also established: while among individuals low on Machiavellianism no relationship between
Islamism and support for Daesh was established, even individuals high of Machiavellianism were low on support for
Daesh when they opposed Islamism, as well as high when
they supported it. This may also be attributed to cunningness of Machiavellians (Inancsi et al., 2018; Szijjarto et al.,
2018) – individuals low on Machiavellianism may have
avoided thorough consideration of Daesh (and Islamism),
which makes Islamism as ideology an irrelevant factor. On
the other hand, individuals higher on Machiavellianism
may be more informed on their political options and,
therefore, are able to support options in line with their
ideology.
However, these findings were generally not replicated in
Palestinian sample. The only significant interaction established in this sample was between economic deprivation

and Machiavellianism, and was inverse to the one found
in Algeria. This may reflect the difference between countries in the political meaning of Daesh, and its role in
the larger political landscape. Machiavellianism is generally related to strategising (Paulhus & Williams, 2002),
which requires collecting and evaluating information.
Although the finding that wealthier Muslims were more
supportive of extremism was noticed in the previous literature, it remained inconclusive as it varied from country to country (Shafiq & Sinno, 2010), or was ascribed to
exposure to violence (Blair et al., 2012). According to the
latter authors, individuals living in harder economic conditions tend to experience more violence, which makes
them reluctant to accept or promote it. Interpersonal distrust, as one of the key components of Machiavellianism
(Paulhus & Williams, 2002), may be especially motivating
for more careful consideration of available information
before making a decision (Farzan, 2010). As the available
personal experiences among wealthy and non-wealthy
individuals may differ, these considerations may lead to
different a priori attitudes towards Daesh before paying
much attention to it, but strategically collected and interpreted information may remove this bias and balance the
support rate across different levels of economic deprivation. Therefore, in line with Fishbein’s theory of reasoned
action (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1973), those living in harder
economic condition may conclude that even Daesh
would not make their life better and declined their support, while wealthier individuals may see Islamism and
Daesh as beneficial to their group status and wellbeing.
Deprived individuals in Palestine, could be more supportive of Hamas, which represents an enemy group of Daesh
(Abuheweila & Kershner, 2018). On the other hand, in
Algeria, Daesh may represent the most viable alternative for Muslims that consider themselves economically
deprived, which makes economically deprived individuals
and Machiavellians the source of its strength. However, as
this was the first study that combined Machiavellianism
and economic deprivation, this explanation may serve
more as an invitation for future research than the final
explanation of the relationship between the discussed
phenomena.
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Several limitations of this study should also be pointed
out. First, the results remain limited to cognitive radicalisation (e.g., McCauley & Moskalenko, 2017; Neumann, 2013),
indicating that although our participants expressed support for Daesh, none of them may actually participate in
acts of extremist violence. Although the inclusion of multiple operationalisations of radicalisation is advised (Franc
& Pavlović, 2018), the nature of data collection limited our
options as there was no way of introducing additional variables or items. In order to increase the robustness of the
findings, future studies should also include different (and
possibly multi-item) operationalisations of all the relevant
phenomena. Furthermore, due to the correlational nature
of data collection, no causal relationships could be firmly
established. The reason for this is the temporal order of
events, which was not assessed in the data collection – for
instance, individuals may join extremist groups and then
start supporting Islamism or start supporting Islamism
and then join extremist groups. Similarly, embracing support for Daesh (and extremism in general) may be caused
by economic deprivation (e.g., job loss) or the cause of economic deprivation (e.g., job loss due to extremist behaviours). The final results may have also been downward
biased due to somewhat low reliabilities of the applied
scales. However, these are expected consequences of multinational and multilingual studies, where minor changes
in transliteration may have influenced the way individuals
perceive and answer the question.
Altogether, after controlling for plethora of relevant characteristics, the study found some arguments in favour of
the relationships between deprivations, Machiavellianism,
Islamism, and support for Daesh and clearly demonstrated
that although some of the variables tend to have a negligible contribution to the prediction of extremism individually, in line with the complex structures of contemporary
models of radicalisation (e.g., De Coensel, 2018; Doosje et
al., 2016; Kruglanski et al., 2018; McGregor et al., 2015),
their true potential may be observed only in the context
of other variables. Therefore, this article can serve as an
invitation for more comprehensive testing of existing
radicalisation models in future studies that would include
complex relationships between variables in order to find
their combination that is most relevant for extremism.
This ‘highly effective combination’ could then serve as
a basis for future deradicalisation programs that could
prevent further acts of political violence and its harmful
consequences.
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