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Abstract 

The present research studies the effects of two motivations held by individual members of 

high-status social groups. These motivations are to maintain dominant status (maintenance 

motivation) and to be perceived as innocent of unfair advantages (innocence motivation). 

Maintenance and innocence motivations predicted the endorsement of four dominance-

sustaining strategies amongst white U.S. Americans and male U.S. Americans (N = 343). The 

strategies predicted were defensive helping, willful ignorance, competitive victimhood, and 

blatant hostility. Multiple regression analyses were performed in order to determine the main 

effects and interaction effects of the two motivations on each strategy.    
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Maintenance and Innocence:  

Motivations that Determine Dominance Strategies of High-status Groups  

According to social identity theory, the maintenance of an intergroup hierarchy is 

dependent on perceptions of the existing social relations as stable and legitimate (Tajfel & 

Turner, 1979). In line with this idea, egalitarian social change challenges the stability and 

legitimacy of dominance-based intergroup relations, which ultimately threatens the continuity 

of the hierarchy as it is. Thus, the tension between egalitarianism and hegemonic intergroup 

hierarchies has become increasingly relevant in societies experiencing egalitarian social 

change.  

In the United States of America, for example, group identity continues to play a 

significant role in how power is distributed. However, the struggle for normative 

egalitarianism challenges the past and current relations as unjust and illegitimate. For 

traditionally high-status groups in the USA, such as white people and heteronormative men, 

these circumstances have led to greater perceptions of symbolic and realistic threats. By 

observing the dynamics of high-status groups in this context, their reactions to egalitarian 

social change can be studied.  

In such circumstances, it is predicted that individual high-status group members 

(hereinafter, HSG members) are motivated to employ a variety of dominance-sustaining 

strategies to mitigate the threats to stability and legitimacy. Specifically, these strategies are 

defensive helping, willful ignorance, competitive victimhood, and blatant hostility. While 

these strategies have been studied independently in previous research, a predictive model to 

determine them has not yet been developed. Therefore, the primary objective of the current 

study is to test a theoretical model that predicts support for these specific strategies based on 

the strength of HSG members’ motivations to manage threats and fulfill their social needs. 
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Literature Review 

Status 

Status is considered a measure of social rank, which can significantly influence one’s 

outcomes across different dimensions. Thus, attaining a higher status increases the capacity to 

secure psychological and material resources. However, status is not solely determined on the 

individual/interpersonal level. Indeed, the relative status of an individual’s ingroup also 

contributes to one’s overall status and consequent outcomes. More specifically, higher 

ingroup status relates to many individual advantages in terms of access to power and 

resources (Ridgeway, 2013). In the United States of America, for example, white people and 

heteronormative men generally tend to have more desirable outcomes in terms of wealth, 

education, health, and compared to their non-white and female counterparts (Coleman, 2016).  

Intergroup competition 

Individuals’ motivations to attain status is highly relevant in the context of intergroup 

relations. The competition for status on the intergroup level can be understood through the 

perspectives of realistic group conflict theory and social identity theory. 

Realistic group conflict theory (Sherif, 1966) proposes that groups are motivated to 

compete for limited resources. This has been supported by a wealth of research which 

consistently demonstrates that intergroup conflicts arise as a consequence of the conflicting 

goals between groups to secure resources (Jackson, 1993). Since high-status is both relative 

and a determinant of access to such resources, it can also be viewed as a limited and valuable 

resource in its own right. For example, a study conducted by Bobo (1983) found that white 

U.S. Americans’ opposition to busing could be predicted by perceptions of threat to the 

ingroup’s social resources (i.e. access to education) over prejudice or self-interest alone. Thus, 
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it is shown that individuals are likely to compete for status on behalf of their ingroup to secure 

resources.  

Social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) also contributes to the understanding of 

intergroup competition for status. The theory proposes that individuals derive self-esteem by 

enhancing the relative status of the social groups that they identify with. Thus, the self and 

similar others are categorized as members of exclusive ingroups, and dissimilar others as 

members of outgroups, which leads them to compete for ingroup positive distinctiveness. 

Indeed, Tajfel et al.’s early research on minimal groups (1970) showed that the mere 

categorization into groups with no prior relevance can lead to ingroup favoritism and 

outgroup derogation. 

Importantly, individuals are motivated to perceive their ingroups favorably along 

relevant dimensions of comparison. Thus, increasing positive distinctiveness is based on 

social perceptions. For example, research conducted by van Leeuwen and Täuber (2012), 

found that participants became more generous towards different outgroups when they 

believed they were perceived as selfish by outgroup members. Thus, investment in gaining 

positive distinctiveness based on generosity or other warm traits, as opposed to competency or 

power, reflects different dimensions of group comparison. Therefore, intergroup competition 

for status is determined by the relevant dimensions that define ingroup positive 

distinctiveness.  

As a consequence of intergroup competition for both resources and positive 

distinctiveness, social relations are organized into group-based hierarchies. However, the 

nature of competition is such that group ranking in the hierarchy is always subject to change; 

thus, high-status groups are motivated to maintain both stability and legitimacy of the status 

quo. 
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Dual-strategies theory of status 

Importantly, the value of high-status is not simply based on possession, but also by 

how it is attained. The dual-strategies theory of status provides an explanation for the 

difference in forms of status that result from different means of acquirement. The theory 

proposes that status is not unidimensional, but rather exists in two distinct forms: dominance 

and prestige. Dominance-based status is attained through the coercion and oppression of 

others, while prestige-based status relies on freely earning respect from others (Cheng, Tracy, 

& Henrich, 2015; Maner & Case, 2016). 

The theory proposes several hypotheses regarding the different forms of status. The 

dominance hypothesis suggests that individuals who seek dominance are primarily motivated 

to possess authority and power. On the other hand, the prestige hypothesis proposes that those 

who seek prestige are motivated to gain the respect of others by way of valued contributions 

to the collective. The instability hypothesis applies the previous hypotheses to a context of 

social change, and suggests that individuals with dominance become especially concerned 

with preserving their social rank over other considerations, while those with prestige prioritize 

group outcomes. Research has shown that, dominance-motivated leaders prioritized the 

maintenance of their social rank over group outcomes in contexts of hierarchy instability by 

subjecting others to ostracism, withholding their resources, monitoring for threats, preventing 

bonding, and restricting opportunities, all at the risk of group outcomes. Prestige-driven 

leaders were shown to prioritize the group outcomes instead, regardless of hierarchy stability 

(Maner & Mead, 2010; Mead & Maner, 2012; Case & Maner, 2014).  

Maintaining dominance 

Maner and Case (2016) suggest that the dual-strategies theory of status can be 

applicable to the intergroup context. In the USA, for example, it is clear by definition that the 
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status attained by many high-status groups, such as white people and heteronormative men, 

are dominance-based. This is due to the hegemonic realities of the existing race and gender 

hierarchies. With this perspective, it is relevant to consider the instability hypothesis on an 

intergroup level in the context of egalitarian social change.  

When the normativity of egalitarianism increases, the logic follows that dominant 

groups will experience increased threat. Therefore, according to the instability hypothesis, 

high-status groups would attempt to maintain their authority and power by undermining 

subordinate groups, regardless of the potential harm to collective outcomes. However, this 

provokes the issue of legitimacy. Social identity theory establishes that legitimacy, the 

perception of conditions as normative and fair, is necessary to secure both status relations and 

positive distinctiveness (Jost & Major, 2001). Therefore, it is sought after by dominant groups 

to effectively maintain existing status relations. Yet, acting to maintain dominance when the 

perceptions of legitimacy are determined by egalitarian norms cannot be justified as 

normative or fair. This results in a dilemma for high-status groups to concurrently secure both 

high-status and legitimacy. 

Despite the perceptions of dominance as illegitimate, many individuals may continue 

to invest in maintaining the status quo. Indeed, research shows that conditions of intergroup 

hierarchy instability elicit a variety of responses from ingroup members that are aimed at 

maintaining dominance. For example, research conducted by Wilkins (2015) found that white 

and male U.S. Americans more strongly endorsed zero-sum beliefs regarding intergroup 

relations, particularly in response to increased perceptions of bias against the ingroup due to 

changing status relations. Stronger endorsement of zero-sum beliefs were also found to 

increase support for pro-ingroup policies and decrease support for pro-outgroup policies. 

Additionally, in a series of studies, Morrison (2008) found that perceptions of threat increased 

social dominance orientation scores of highly-identified high-status group members relative to 



Running Head:  MAINTENANCE AND INNOCENCE 
 

 

those who were less identified with their ingroup. Thus, maintaining the status quo can be 

viewed as a highly motivated process to secure the high-status of the ingroup, and the 

associated benefits.  

Preserving innocence 

Given the many social, psychological, and material privileges associated with high 

ingroup status, the motivation of HSG members to maintain existing status relations is clear 

(Maner & Case, 2016; Petit, Yong, & Spataro, 2010). However, a separate and distinct 

motivation to be perceived as innocent of dominance simultaneously exists that is particularly 

relevant in contexts of egalitarian social change.  

This motivation is rooted in the need to gain social acceptance from others based on 

the perception of the ingroup and the self as aligned with normative values. Specifically, due 

to the fact that individuals’ self-esteem is derived in part from their social identity, public 

perceptions of the ingroup as unjust can threaten the legitimacy of both status and positive 

distinctiveness (Wohl et al., 2006). For example, research by Goff et al. (2008) has found that 

white U.S. Americans experience similar anxiety of stereotype threat when situations have the 

potential to result in negative perceptions of their ingroup as racist. This predicted ingroup 

members’ avoidance of outgroups, while measures of prejudice did not. Therefore, the 

motivation to be disassociated with dominance drives behaviors intended to minimize a 

negative group image. 

Thus, claiming innocence serves to protect the interests of HSG members by 

legitimizing the status quo. For example, research suggests that individual HSG members will 

attempt to deny the existence of intergroup inequality when confronted with the existence of 

status-based advantages. In one study, those with higher social class were found to claim that 

they worked harder to justify the social opportunities as equal, and increase their efforts to 
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prove their merit when challenged (Phillips & Lowery, 2018). Another study found that 

individuals attributed successful employment that was gained through a personal connection 

to their own efforts, regardless of the advantages they received (Belmi, Phillips, & Laurin, 

2018).  These efforts made to avoid the implication of ingroup’s dominance is reflective of 

HSG members’ motivation to protecting their moral image. 

Needs-based motivations 

In contexts of egalitarian social change, HSG members’ dominance and group image 

are simultaneously threatened. In turn, researchers have identified the maintenance motivation 

and innocence motivation as two distinct influences on HSG members’ reactions to those 

threats (Phillips & Lowery, 2018). These motivations are rooted in the two fundamental social 

needs for agency (i.e. power) and morality (i.e. acceptance) respectively (Abele & Wojciszke, 

2013). Research regarding these needs has been conducted across a variety of contexts that 

can help shed light on the nature of HSG members’ motivations and behaviors when facing 

threats to group legitimacy.  

Importantly, HSG members may perceive themselves as victims, perpetrators, both, or 

neither depending on the individual perspective of the circumstances. The needs-based model 

of reconciliation theorizes that victims seek to restore their lost agency while perpetrators 

desire moral recognition due to the increased threat to their acceptance (Nadler & Shnabel, 

2008). Research by SimanTov-Nachlieli and Shnabel (2013) adds that those who are both 

victim and perpetrator simultaneously show increased desire to restore both needs, though the 

need for power was shown to be stronger than that of acceptance. Consequently, greater need 

for power led to more anti-social behaviors against the conflicting parties, and a greater need 

for acceptance did not increase prosocial behavior.  
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Considering this research, it is likely HSG that will primarily act according to their 

maintenance motivation if they perceive themselves as victims. Alternatively, if they identify 

as perpetrators, their motivation for innocence may drive their actions. However, it is most 

likely that high-status groups experience dual-identification when experiencing threat to 

legitimacy. Groups with dominance-based status are likely to be aware of their hegemonic 

reputations, yet they may also be inclined to believe that such a critical portrayal is an 

undeserved attack on their moral image. Thus, it is likely that both innocence and 

maintenance motivations simultaneously influence HSG members. 

In line with the social identity theory perspective on intergroup status relations, 

research also shows that the strength of the needs of high-status groups and low-status groups 

are dependent on perceptions of legitimacy. In two studies, Siem et al. (2013) found that high-

status group participants were less motivated to fulfill their acceptance needs when status 

inequality was perceived as legitimate, and more motivated when it was not. Additionally, 

low-status group participants were less motivated to fulfill their empowerment needs when 

status inequality was perceived as legitimate, and more motivated when it was not. Thus, the 

more illegitimacy is perceived, the more likely HSG members will be motivated to act on 

their needs. 

The results of these studies collectively show that individuals’ motivations and 

consequent actions depend on their specific needs, which are determined by contextual 

factors. More specifically, these needs are determined by the subjective experience of 

intergroup conflicts, as well as the perceived legitimacy of status relations, that an HSG 

member experiences. However, in a context of egalitarian social change, HSG members are 

likely to perceive and appraise such circumstances in vastly different ways. Thus, a 

motivation-based approach helps to better understand the ways in which high-status groups 

function.  
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Therefore, the specific strength of individuals’ motivations are likely to predict the 

specific strategies that best suit the relevant needs. Previous research has identified these 

strategies as defensive helping, willful ignorance, competitive victimhood, and blatant 

hostility.  

Defensive helping 

In general, helping is considered to be a pro-social action that is reflective of one’s 

positive intentions for others. More specifically, however, this is dependent on the 

motivations of the helper. In the intergroup context, dominance-based status relations can 

either be challenged or preserved based on the motivations driving HSG members’ helping 

behaviors. Thus, defensive helping occurs when high-status groups strategically aid low-

status outgroups with the goal of legitimizing and preserving dominance by providing 

dependency-oriented help over autonomy-oriented help (Nadler et al, 2009). 

Through dependency-oriented help, high-status groups use their power to provide 

immediate forms of aid to low-status groups, reinforcing dependence. This ultimately serves 

the high-status groups’ needs for power and acceptance by appearing pro-social towards the 

low-status outgroups, and simultaneously preventing them from challenging the status 

relations. Alternatively, HSG members may offer autonomy-oriented help by providing low-

status groups with the means to overcome the unequal group relation. Indeed, extensive 

research shows that when hierarchical social relations are perceived as less stable, HSG 

members tend to offer more patronizing assistance and dependency-oriented help to the 

lower-status groups (Cunningham & Platow, 2007; Halabi et al., 2008; Jackson & Esses, 

2000; Nadler et al., 2009).  

The difference between these forms of help is rooted in the perception of both groups 

as equal or unequal, and the goal of empowering or disempowering the low-status group. 
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Indeed, when low-status groups seek help, they are perceived as weak and lacking ability, and 

more likely to be provided with dependency-oriented help. Alternatively, HSG members are 

perceived as ambitious and more likely to provide with autonomy-oriented help (Nadler & 

Chernyak-Hai, 2014). Research has also shown that women in particular face 

disempowerment due to norms of benevolent sexism, through which dependency-oriented 

help is both given by men and expected by women who believe women are less capable (Kay 

et al, 2009).  As a consequence, the perception of the low-status group as less capable and 

dependent, and the high-status group as more capable and pro-social is reinforced. Thus, 

defensive helping is an effective strategy to legitimize the status quo. 

Willful ignorance 

 Willful ignorance occurs when HSG members deny the existence of status inequality, 

even despite being exposed to disconfirming information. In such cases, motivated effort is 

made to interpret and manage information in a biased manner that ultimately functions to 

sustain the status quo. Thus, willful ignorance is a process of motivated reasoning, such that 

individuals deliberately choose what to know, or apply certain knowledge, out of personal 

interest. In this case, those interests are driven by individuals’ innocence and maintenance 

motivations. Thus, when threatened by egalitarian social change, HSG members have been 

shown to use the willful ignorance strategy to deny the existence of their dominance-based 

status, as well as the outcomes of ingroup privilege and outgroup oppression.  

 A pertinent example of willful ignorance is the ideology of colorblindness, through 

which white U.S. Americans have been shown to deny or minimize status differences through 

motivated reasoning. A study conducted by Chow and Knowles (2016) found that when white 

U.S. Americans perceived threat to intergroup status relations, those who scored high on the 

Social Dominance Orientation measure: passive opposition to equality (SDO-E) increased 
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their support for colorblind public policies. Additionally, this was found to occur especially in 

cases when the intergroup status relations were framed from an ingroup dominance 

perspective. Lastly, they became less inclined to include race-related topics of debate in a 

hypothetical presidential debate. Overall, the findings clearly suggest that the participants 

were motivated to remain ignorant, and securing that ignorance by endorsing policy measures 

that enforced the denial of status differences. 

As seen in this example, meritocratic values and norms are often invoked to support 

the denial of racial inequality. Ultimately, willful ignorance follows the logic that there is no 

need to question the legitimacy of status relations if status differences are primarily 

attributable to personal effort. Thus, both status and moral image of the ingroup are preserved. 

Competitive victimhood 

 Groups compete for victimhood status in order to claim a more favorable ingroup 

moral image relative to relevant outgroups (Noor et al., 2008; Noor, Brown, & Prentice, 

2008). Although being portrayed as a victim may appear disempowering, it serves the purpose 

of reducing the moral criticisms leveled against high-status groups. In the context of 

egalitarian social change, high-status groups are vulnerable to experiencing stigma reversal, 

the stigmatization of individuals for belonging in a high status group based on the critical 

perceptions of their dominance. Therefore, in order to address this threat to moral image and 

status, ingroup members can fight against accusations of their dominance and insist that the 

low-status outgroups are seeking to harm them instead.  

Indeed, research supports the effectiveness of competitive victimhood as a dominance-

sustaining strategy. In a series of studies, Sullivan et al. (2012) found that when groups were 

accused of causing relevant outgroups harm, they were more likely to report experiencing 

greater discrimination than those groups. Importantly, stigma reversal mediated the 
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relationship, and engaging in competitive victimhood effectively decreased collective guilt 

and stigma reversal. Additionally, inverted relative deprivation, the perception of being 

deprived relative to lower-status outgroups, also encourages competitive victimhood. High-

status groups’ experience of deprivation can contribute to ingroup perceptions of increasing 

discrimination and injustice. Consequently, this can often lead to the justification to act 

against social change and against the interests of outgroups. For example, in one study, non-

Aboriginal people who perceived that they were relatively deprived compared to native 

Aboriginals were shown to be less supportive of government redress (Leah & Pederson, 

2007). In some cases, competitive victimhood has also been shown to justify more extreme 

forms of retaliation, such as violence against outgroups (Bar-Tal et al., 2009). 

Thus, by accusing low-status groups of breaking the perceived egalitarian status 

relations, competitive victimhood enables HSG members to claim comparatively greater 

unjust harm relative to the outgroups. By doing so, moral legitimacy is reinstated which 

provides HSG members with the justification to compete for their dominance. 

Blatant hostility 

 HSG members act blatantly hostile when they overtly assert superiority over relevant 

outgroups, regardless of any normative standards that may exist. Through blatant hostility, 

individuals justify dominance and reject normative egalitarian values, instead supporting the 

belief that the dominance-based status relations is inherently legitimate instead. This is based 

on the intrinsic view that relevant outgroups have lower value and are thus deserving of lesser 

status and treatment relative to the ingroup. 

Blatantly hostile HSG members focus predominantly on the maintenance of 

dominance; thus, support for social dominance, measured by the Social Dominance 

Orientation scale (SDO; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), can predict support for blatant hostility in a 
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broad way. SDO has been shown to predict prejudice against lower-status groups across many 

social dimensions, as well as support for hierarchy-enhancing policies and against hierarchy-

attenuating policies (Ho et al., 2015).  

Research conducted on the dehumanization of outgroups has also shown that many 

blatantly hostile HSG members will view certain outgroups as less than human. For example, 

on a scale measuring from 0 to 100, Americans rated their ingroup, Europeans, Australians, 

and Japanese at similarly high levels of humanity around 90, yet rated Mexicans, Arabs, and 

Muslims lower, between 75 and 80. Lower levels were also found to predict support for active 

and aggressive discrimination in the forms of torture, housing discrimination, collective 

punishment, and segregation (Kteily et al., 2015, 2016). 

By legitimizing high-status groups’ dominance through blatant hostility, concerns 

about meeting the normative standards of morality are eliminated. It is clear that blatant 

hostility encourages a different normative standard for determining a high-status group’s 

moral image, and as a result, the relative needs for power and for acceptance are both met. 

Current research 

Through the current study, I explore a novel theoretical model which predicts the 

dominance-sustaining strategies of high-status groups. Therefore, I predict white and male 

U.S. Americans’ support for defensive helping, willful ignorance, competitive victimhood, 

and blatant hostility based on the strength of their innocence motivation, maintenance 

motivation, and their interaction. 

As discussed previously, the latency of motivations are contextually dependent; 

therefore, I will first determine whether the maintenance and innocence motivations can be 

triggered by influencing their contextual relevance. Specifically, to create saliency for a 

variety of social scenarios, I present short video clips to participants of either a) an outgroup 
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member critiquing the high-status group’s dominance, or b) an advertisement designed as a 

social intervention against the high-status group’s dominance. However, the effect of threat 

on the strategies is not the focus of the research, and threat is only included to trigger latent 

motivations. 

The primary outcome of this research is to find support for a bifactorial design of 

innocence motivation and maintenance motivation, measured as independent continuous 

predictors (See Appendix A). Based on this model, each strategy is predicted based on the 

interaction effect of the motivations, in addition to the independent main effects. Thus, it is 

predicted that the interaction of the motivations will increase support for each strategy over 

and above what each motivation predicts on its own.  

The interaction effect is based on the mutually exclusive nature of each strategy. 

Specifically, the interaction of the motivations predicts support for each strategy because each 

strategy is dependent on uniquely different combinations of the motivations. For example, 

individuals are predicted to provide autonomy-oriented helping when they have low 

innocence and low maintenance motivations. Theoretically, this combination will not predict 

any other strategies. Thus, individuals are more likely to provide autonomy-oriented helping 

when both motivations decrease, as opposed to when just one motivation decreases 

independently, while the other remains constant.  

In this manner, several hypotheses were formulated in regards to this study. They are 

as follows: 

Hypothesis 1. The presence of threat will significantly increase the mean score of 

participants’ maintenance motivation compared to the no threat condition. 

 



Running Head:  MAINTENANCE AND INNOCENCE 
 

 

Hypothesis 2. The presence of threat will significantly increase the mean score of 

participants’ innocence motivation compared to the no threat condition. 

Hypothesis 3. The innocence and maintenance motivations will have significant main 

effects when predicting all defensive strategies. 

Hypothesis 4a. The innocence and maintenance motivations will interact to predict 

autonomy-oriented helping. Specifically, autonomy-oriented helping will increase as a 

function of the simultaneous occurrence of lower maintenance and innocence motivations. 

Therefore, support for autonomy-oriented helping will be highest when both innocence and 

maintenance motivations are low at the same time compared to all other situations. 

Hypothesis 4b. The innocence and maintenance motivations will interact to predict 

dependency-oriented helping and anti-helping. Specifically, dependency-oriented helping and 

anti-helping will increase as a function of the simultaneous occurrence of high maintenance 

and innocence motivations, relative to autonomy-oriented helping. Therefore, support for 

dependency-oriented helping and anti-helping will be highest when both innocence and 

maintenance motivations are high at the same time compared to all other situations.  

Hypothesis 5. The innocence and maintenance motivations will interact to predict 

willful ignorance. Specifically, willful ignorance will increase as a function of the 

simultaneous occurrence of high innocence and low maintenance motivations. Therefore, 

support for willful ignorance will be highest when the innocence motivation is high and the 

maintenance motivation is low compared to all other situations 

Hypothesis 6. The innocence and maintenance motivations will interact to predict 

competitive victimhood. Specifically, competitive victimhood will increase as a function of 

the simultaneous occurrence of high maintenance and innocence motivations. Therefore, 
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support for competitive victimhood will be highest when the innocence and maintenance 

motivations are both high at the same time compared to all other situations. 

Hypothesis 7. The innocence and maintenance motivations will interact to predict 

blatant hostility. Specifically, blatant hostility will increase as a function of the simultaneous 

occurrence of high maintenance and low innocence. Therefore, support for blatant hostility 

will be highest when the maintenance motivation is high and the innocence motivation is low 

compared to all other situations.   

Hypothesis 8.  The presence of threat will not moderate the effects of maintenance 

and innocence. Therefore, the mean score of any outcome variable will not be significantly 

different between those who experience threat and those who do not.  

These hypotheses will be tested in multiple regression analyses with continuous 

predictors. Note that the shape of the predictions is specific and differs among the hypothesis. 

Simply testing this with continuous predictors and their interaction term does not fully specify 

these shapes, and may thus provide an underpowered test. An alternative would be to 

dichotomize the predictor variables and to use contrast tests. I opted for regression analyses 

because this is the first test of these hypotheses, and I preferred to have the full variance of the 

predictor variables. Additionally, because the results of the study are based on the average of 

the sample, I did not assume that the interactions indicated mutual compensation or 

compatibility of any strategies a priori. 
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Methods 

Study 

The objective of the study was to determine whether maintenance and innocence 

motivations predict support for strategies to maintain status dominance in HSG members. 

Specifically, these strategies are defensive helping, willful ignorance, competitive 

victimhood, and blatant hostility. The high-status groups utilised were white and male U.S. 

Americans who were currently living within the country. Participants were also shown an 

initial video that either showed an outgroup threat, an intervention threat, or no threat. 

Altogether, the study had a 2 (socal group: race vs. gender) x 3 (threat: outgroup vs. 

intervention vs. control) design. Due to the a priori decision to study the effect of the 

motivations on outcomes, the threat condition was not considered as a predictor variable in 

the model. Rather, it was utilized for the sake of triggering latent motivations, which were 

predicted to lay dormant until they became more immediately relevant.  

Sample 

In total, 480 participants were recruited through Amazon Mechanical Turk; however, 

78 participants were excluded based on failure to complete the survey. An additional 59 

participants were excluded based on failed attention checks. The final sample yielded 343 

participants.   

I utilised participants residing within the United States who were 18 years of age or 

older. The mean age of participants was 36.62 years (SD = 10.52) ranging from 19 to 67. The 

participants were 216 males and 123 females, while 4 participants indicated “other/prefer not 

to say”.  Of these, 287 participants identified as white and 56 as non-white. Political 

orientation was also measured, and 197 participants reported as more liberal, 100 as more 
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conservative, and 46 as moderate. All participants were paid $2.00 USD for taking the survey, 

which took about 10 minutes to complete. 

Procedure 

In order to conduct the study, ethical clearance was granted by the Internal Review 

Board of the Department of Psychology, University of Oslo, Norway. Following IRB 

approval, I recruited participants through Amazon Mechanical Turk and directed them to the 

questionnaire on Qualtrics. At the start of the survey, participants were presented with an 

introductory page containing general information regarding the study. This included potential 

risks, their right to withdraw at any point, and how their data will be managed anonymously. 

Participants were asked to provide informed consent in order to proceed to the questionnaire. 

In the first section, participants were requested to provide their demographic 

information. This included their age, gender, political orientation, racial background, and 

residence within or outside of the United States. Participants who reported as less than 18 

years of age or residing outside of the United States were dismissed. Following this, the 

participants were filtered into two social group conditions. Participants who identified as 

white females or white other-gender, as well as a random half of the white male subsample, 

were filtered into the race condition. Participants who identified as non-white males, as well 

as the other half of the white male subsample, were filtered into the gender condition. Thus, 

participants were categorized as men (all races) reporting on their relation to women in the 

gender condition, and white people (both male and female) reporting on their relation to 

people of color in the race condition. Because participants identifying as non-white female or 

non-white other-gender did not fall into either high-status social group condition of white or 

male, they were dismissed from the study.  
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In the next section, participants were randomly filtered into threat conditions. 

Specifically, participants were subjected to an outgroup threat, a social intervention threat, or 

no threat. This occurred in the form of a video clip that was presented that corresponded to 

participants’ social group (i.e. race or gender) and threat condition. The outgroup threat video 

presented an individual outgroup member speaking critically about the high-status ingroup. 

Alternatively, the intervention threat video presented a commercial advertisement endorsing a 

change in hegemonic status relations.   

Following the clip, participants proceeded to the main survey that corresponded with 

their social group condition. Both race-based and gender-based surveys were identical except 

that each measure was adapted to the appropriate group context. Participants were presented 

with the group-adapted innocence and maintenance motivations scale before proceeding to 

the outcome variable scales measuring defensive helping, willful ignorance, competitive 

victimhood, and blatant hostility. Items were randomly presented for all scales. Outcome 

variable scales were also presented in random order. Throughout the survey, attention checks 

were used to filter out data from potentially disengaged participants. 

In the final section, participants were asked to report whether they had participated in 

the study seriously or not before being provided with an option to comment on the study and 

continuing to the debrief. In the debrief, participants were notified regarding the aim of the 

study and assured that all data would be kept secure.  

Measures 

Maintenance and Innocence Motivations. Scales were developed to measure 

participants’ Maintenance Motivation and Innocence Motivation. Items were modeled after 

those found in Shnabel and Nadler’s power and social acceptance needs scale (2008).  
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The maintenance motivation scale was comprised of six 7-point Likert scale items. 

Participants were asked how strongly they agreed or disagreed with statements reflecting 

desires for their particular ingroup to maintain a high-status position in society. For example, 

“It is important that (ingroup members) have considerable influence in society” and “(ingroup 

members) should give up some power for (outgroup members)” (reverse scored). (See 

Appendix B)  

Items were highly correlated and exploratory factor analysis reflected scale 

unidimensionality. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure (KMO) was 0.83 and Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity was significant, χ2 (15) = 887.955, p < .001. The initial factor analysis extracted 2 

factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0.  Based on the scree plot, a single factor solution was 

deemed appropriate. The first factor explained 54.65% of the variance and the second factor 

explained 17.90% of the variance. The reliability of the scale was 0.81. 

The innocence motivation scale was comprised of six 7-point Likert scale items in 

which participants were asked how strongly they agreed or disagreed with statements 

reflecting desires for their ingroup to be perceived as innocent of dominance-based status. 

Examples of the items are: “It is important to me that (ingroup members) are perceived as 

morally innocent by society” and “People ought to recognize that many (ingroup members) 

feel superior to (outgroup members)” (reverse scored). (See Appendix C)  

Items were highly correlated and exploratory factor analysis reflected scale 

unidimensionality. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure (KMO) was 0.80 and Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity was significant, χ2 (15 )= 552.951, p < .001. The initial factor analysis extracted 2 

factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0.  Based on the scree plot, a single factor solution was 

deemed appropriate. The first factor explained 46.82% of the variance and the second factor 

explained 19.10% of the variance. The reliability of the scale was 0.75. 
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Face validity of the scales were assumed based on the theoretical robustness of the 

“Big Two” needs-based model. The two scales were significantly correlated, r = 0.67, p < 

.001, n = 343); however, multicollinearity was not an issue. An initial regression analysis with 

the z-standardized innocence and maintenance scores as well as their interaction showed 

tolerable multicollinearity indices. (See Appendix D) 

Defensive Helping. A four-item forced-choice scale was created to measure 

participants’ support for dependency-oriented helping relative to autonomy-oriented helping 

and anti-helping. Items were modeled after Maki et al’s (2017) Helping Orientations 

Inventory scales. Participants were asked to select one statement for each item that reflected 

support for 1) dependency-oriented helping 2) autonomy-oriented helping, or 3) anti-helping 

to relevant outgroups. For example, 1) dependency-oriented help: “(Ingroup members) should 

help guide and assist (outgroup members) in society so that they can sufficiently succeed”; 2) 

autonomy-oriented help: “(ingroup members) should give up a greater share of power to 

(outgroup members) so that they can freely succeed” ; or 3) anti-help: “(Outgroup members) 

do not need or deserve more than what they already have.'' (See Appendix E) 

Each item choice contributed to a composite score for each helping type ranging from 

0 to 4. Since participants chose one of the three options for each item, the defensive helping 

measure is such that scores are not independent from each other. 

Face validity of the items were assumed based on the robustness of the Intergroup 

Helping as Status Relations theory (Nadler, 2002). 

Willful Ignorance. A five-item 7-point Likert scale was created to measure 

participants’ support for willful ignorance. Items were adapted from the Privilege subscale of 

the Colorblind Racial Attitudes Scale (Neville, 2000). Participants were asked how strongly 

they agreed or disagreed with statements that reflected the belief that differences in group 



Running Head:  MAINTENANCE AND INNOCENCE 
 

 

status did not exist or were not influential in determining individuals’ outcomes. For example, 

“No one has any advantages in society because of their race (or gender)” and “A person's race 

(or gender) is important in determining their outcomes in life” (reverse scored). (See 

Appendix F). 

Items were highly correlated and exploratory factor analysis reflected scale 

unidimensionality. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure (KMO) was 0.81 and Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity was significant, χ2 (10) = 1102.292, p < .001. The initial factor analysis extracted 1 

factor with an eigenvalue greater than 1.0. The scree plot confirmed that a single factor 

solution was appropriate. The reliability of the scale was 0.88. Face validity of the items were 

assumed based on the robustness of the Colorblind Racial Attitudes Scale (Neville, 2000). 

Competitive Victimhood. A five-item 7-point Likert scale was created to measure 

participants’ support for Competitive Victimhood. Items were modeled after De Guissme and 

Licata’s Competition Over Victimhood scale (2017). Participants were asked how strongly 

they agreed or disagreed with statements that reflected the belief that their ingroup (i.e. high-

status group) experienced more collective victimization compared to relevant outgroups. For 

example, “In recent times, white people have suffered more than people of color” and “White 

people have become victims of injustice in society”. (See Appendix G) 

Items were highly correlated and exploratory factor analysis reflected scale 

unidimensionality. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure (KMO) was 0.87 and Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity was significant, χ2 (10) = 1917.780, p < .001. The initial factor analysis extracted 1 

factor with an eigenvalue greater than 1.0. The scree plot confirmed that a single factor 

solution was appropriate. The reliability of the scale was 0.95. Face validity of the items were 

assumed based on the theoretical robustness of the Intergroup Competitive Victimhood model 

(Noor et al., 2008). 
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Blatant Hostility. Three scales were utilised to measure Blatant hostility. The first 

scale was composed of three 7-point Likert scale items from Forscher’s Intrinsic Motivation 

to Express Prejudice subscale (2015). Participants were asked how strongly they agreed or 

disagreed with statements measuring how intrinsically motivated they were to express 

prejudice against relevant outgroups. For example, “My beliefs motivate me to express 

negative views about women.” (See Appendix H) 

Items were highly correlated and exploratory factor analysis reflected scale 

unidimensionality. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure (KMO) was 0.70 and Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity was significant, χ2 (3) = 614.085, p < .001. The initial factor analysis extracted 1 

factor with an eigenvalue greater than 1.0. The scree plot confirmed that a single factor 

solution was appropriate. The reliability of the scale was 0.87 

The second scale measured explicit support for ingroup dominance. Four 7-point 

Likert scale items that were taken from the Social Dominance Orientation: Pro-dominance 

subscale (Ho et al, 2015) and adapted to the specific intergroup relations of interest. 

Participants were asked how strongly they agreed or disagreed with statements reflecting their 

support for explicit dominance of their ingroup over relevant outgroups. For example, 

“Women are simply inferior to men.” (See Appendix I). 

Items were highly correlated and exploratory factor analysis reflected scale 

unidimensionality. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure (KMO) was 0.86 and Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity was significant, χ2 (6) = 1247.277, p < .001. The initial factor analysis extracted 1 

factor with an eigenvalue greater than 1.0. The scree plot confirmed that a single factor 

solution was appropriate. The reliability of the scale was 0.94. 

Additionally, Kteily’s Blatant Dehumanization slider scale (2015) was used. 

Participants were asked to rank their ingroup and the relevant outgroup as more or less 
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evolved on a scale from 0 to 100 which corresponded with images reflecting the “Ascent of 

Man”. Zero corresponded to the left side of the image (i.e. quadrupedal human ancestor), and 

100 corresponded to the right side of the image (i.e. ‘full’ modern-day human). (See 

Appendix J). The scale has strong external validity (Kteily, 2015). 
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Results 

ANOVA 

Initial ANOVAs were conducted to determine potential main and interaction effects of 

threat on the model. This was done to confirm whether threat had acted as a trigger for 

dormant motivations as previously predicted. 

Additionally, ANOVAs were conducted to determine potential main and interaction 

effects of Social Group on the model. This was done to determine if there were any 

differences in outcomes based on whether men were considering their status relation to 

women or white people were considering their status relation to people of color. 

Therefore, ten 2 (Social Group: Race vs. Gender) x 3 (Threat: No Threat vs Social 

Intervention vs Outgroup Critique) GLMs were performed in SPSS. Dependent variables for 

the various models were as follows: Maintenance Motivation, Innocence Motivation, 

Defensive Helping (i.e. Anti-helping, Dependency-oriented Helping, Autonomy-oriented 

Helping), Willful Ignorance, Competitive Victimhood, and Blatant Hostility (i.e. Motivation 

to Express Prejudice, Ingroup Dominance, and Outgroup Dehumanization). Significant effects 

are reported in the following section. For complete outcomes, see Appendix K. 

Threat condition influenced Maintenance Motivation, F(2, 341) = 6.54, p = .002, ηp2 = 

0.04. The Threat by Social Group interaction effect was analyzed using a simple main effects 

analysis. Threat levels influenced Maintenance Motivation for men, F(2, 337)= 3.85, p = .02, 

ηp2 = 0.02, and also for white people, F(2, 337) = 3.96, p = .02, ηp2 = 0.02. Maintenance 

Motivation was higher for participants in the Outgroup Critique condition (M = 3.73) 

compared to participants in the No Threat condition (M = 3.32) and Social Intervention 

condition (M = 3.20). Additionally, Threat condition influenced Blatant Hostility: SDO, F(2, 

341) = 3.66, p = 0.03, ηp2 = 0.02. Blatant Hostility: Ingroup Dominance was higher for 
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participants in the Outgroup Critique condition (M = 2.02) compared to participants in the No 

Threat condition (M = 1.85) and Intervention condition (M = 1.64). 

Social Group influenced Competitive Victimhood, F(1, 342) = 5.37, p = 0.02, ηp2 = 

0.02. Competitive Victimhood was higher for men answering about women (M = 3.06) 

compared to white people answering about non-white people (M = 2.69). Additionally, Social 

Group influenced Blatant Hostility: SDO, F(1, 342) = 11.51, p = 0.001, ηp2 = 0.03. Blatant 

Hostility: Ingroup Dominance was higher for participants in the Gender condition (M = 2.08) 

compared to participants in the Race condition (M = 1.66). 

Importantly, there were no significant interaction effects of Social Group and Threat 

condition on any outcome variable. In the following analyses, Threat condition is not added as 

an additional predictor. Instead, the two motivations and their interaction are treated as the 

main predictors, and Social Group is kept as a fixed factor in the model as a method factor. 

Regression 

To determine if Maintenance Motivation and Innocence Motivation predict the 

outcome variables, I performed multiple regression analyses using the PROCESS macro in 

SPSS (Hayes, 2017). Specifically, I ran separate regression models for the following 

dependent variables: Defensive Helping (i.e. Anti-helping, Dependency-oriented Helping, 

Autonomy-oriented Helping), Willful Ignorance, Competitive Victimhood, and Blatant 

Hostility (i.e. Motivation to Express Prejudice, Ingroup Dominance, and Outgroup 

Dehumanization). 

Prior to analysis, Maintenance Motivation and Innocence Motivation were z-

standardized to establish means of 0 and standard deviations of 1. The PROCESS macro 

calculated the interaction term of the standardized Maintenance Motivation and Innocence 

Motivation variables.  
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To determine higher-order interaction effects of Social Group and the Maintenance 

Motivation and Innocence Motivation, the Social Group factor was re-coded such that Gender 

and Race were contrast coded at -0.5 and 0.5, respectively. The PROCESS macro calculated 

the interaction variables of Social Group x Maintenance, Social Group x Innocence, and the 

three-way interaction of Social Group x Maintenance x Innocence. 

Finally, tests to determine if the data met the assumption of collinearity were 

performed. Collinearity is determined based only on predictor variables; therefore, analyses 

were run using the standard regression command of SPSS for Innocence Motivation, 

Maintenance Motivation, and Social Group. Results indicated that multicollinearity was not a 

concern (See Appendix L).  

Significant effects are reported in the following section. For complete outcomes, see 

Appendix M. 

Defensive Helping: Anti-helping. The model explained 41% of the variance in Anti-

helping: R2 = 0.41, F(7, 335) = 33.54, p < .001. Maintenance Motivation significantly 

increased Anti-helping, b = 0.48, t = 6.16, p < .001. Thus, an increase of one standard 

deviation in Maintenance Motivation led to an additional 12% increase in Anti-helping 

(remember that each helping score is the sum of four dichotomous items, and thus ranges 

from 0 to 4). Innocence Motivation also significantly increased Anti-helping, b = 0.31, t = 

3.71, p < .001. Thus, an increase of one standard deviation in Innocence Motivation led to an 

additional 7.75% increase in Anti-helping. Additionally, the interaction of Maintenance x 

Innocence had a significant and positive effect on Anti-helping, b = 0.30, t = 5.33, p < .001. 

The positive slope of the interaction term indicated that the simultaneous presence of both 

motivations led to an even higher tendency for Anti-helping, compared to the simultaneous 

absence of both motivations, and compared to the presence of only one.  
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Defensive Helping: Dependency-oriented Helping. The model explained 18% of the 

variance in dependency-oriented helping, R2 = 0.18, F(7, 335) = 10.37, p < .001. Maintenance 

motivation significantly increased dependency-oriented helping, b = 0.29, t = 2.98, p = .003. 

Thus, an increase of one standard deviation in maintenance motivation led to an additional 

7.25% increase in dependency-oriented helping. Innocence motivation did not have a 

significant effect on dependency-oriented helping. However, the interaction of maintenance x 

innocence had a significant and negative effect on dependency-oriented helping, b = -0.47, t = 

-6.83, p < .001. The negative slope of the interaction term indicated that the simultaneous 

presence of maintenance motivation and absence of innocence motivation led to greater 

increase in dependency-oriented help, while the simultaneous presence of innocence 

motivation and absence of maintenance motivation led to a greater decrease, compared to the 

simultaneous absence or presence of both motivations.  

Defensive Helping: autonomy-oriented helping. The model explained 46% of the 

variance in autonomy-oriented helping and is significant, R2 = 0.46, F(7, 335) = 41.07, p < 

.001. Both Maintenance motivation and Innocence motivation significantly decreased 

autonomy-oriented helping, b = -0.77, t = -9.05, p < .001 and b = -0.28, t = -3.02, p = .003 

respectively. Thus, an increase of one standard deviation in maintenance motivation led to a 

decrease of 19.25% in autonomy-oriented helping, while an increase of one standard 

deviation in innocence motivation led to a decrease of 7%. Additionally, the interaction effect 

of maintenance x innocence had a significant and positive effect on autonomy-oriented 

helping, b = 0.18, t = 2.89, p = .004. The positive slope of the interaction term indicated that 

the simultaneous absence of both motivations led to a greater increase in autonomy-oriented 

helping, compared to the simultaneous presence of both motivations, and compared to the 

presence of only one.  
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Willful Ignorance. The model explained 52% of the variance in Willful Ignorance, R2 

= 0.52, F(7, 335) = 50.82, p < .001. Both Maintenance motivation and Innocence motivation 

significantly increased willful ignorance, b = 0.37, t = 4.73, p < .001 and b = 0.71, t = 8.33, p 

< .001, respectively. Thus, an increase of one standard deviation in maintenance motivation 

led to an increase of 37% of a point in willful ignorance, while an increase of one standard 

deviation in innocence motivation led to an increase of 71% of a point. The interaction of 

social group x maintenance had a significant negative effect, b = -0.36, t = -2.31, p = .02. 

Additionally, the interaction of social group x innocence was significant and positive, b = 

0.45, t = 2.65, p = .008.  

The three-way interaction effect of social group, maintenance, and innocence was also 

found to be significant and positive, b = 0.31, t = 2.76, p = .006. To explore the shape of this 

three-way interaction, I analysed the race and gender groups separately. The two-way 

interaction of maintenance x innocence was significant and negative in the male subsample, b 

= -.18, t = -2.22, p = .03, but not for the white subsample, b = -0.12, t = 1.63, p = .10. The 

negative slope of the interaction term indicated that the simultaneous presence of the 

maintenance motivation and absence of the innocence motivation led to a greater increase in 

willful ignorance, compared to the simultaneous presence or absence of both motivations. 

Competitive Victimhood. The model explained 66% of the variance in competitive 

victimhood and is significant, R2 = 0.66, F(7,335) = 94.00, p < .001. Both maintenance 

motivation and innocence motivation significantly increased competitive victimhood, b = 

0.95, t = 13.00, p < .001 and b = 0.44, t = 5.62, p < .001 respectively. Thus, an increase of one 

standard deviation in maintenance motivation led to an increase of 95% of a point in 

competitive victimhood, while an increase of one standard deviation in innocence motivation 

led to an increase of 44% of a point. The interaction effect of maintenance motivation and 

innocence motivation was also significant and positive, b = 0.14, t = 2.64, p = .009. The 
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positive slope of the interaction term indicated that the simultaneous presence of both 

motivations led to a greater increase in competitive victimhood, compared to the simultaneous 

absence of both motivations, and compared to the presence of only one. 

The main effect of social group was significant and negative, b = -0.34, t = -2.71, p = 

.007. There were no other significant main or interaction effects. 

Blatant Hostility: motivation to express prejudice. The model explained 21% of the 

variance in Blatant Hostility: motivation to express prejudice and is significant, R2 = 0.21, 

F(7,335) = 13.01, p < .001. Maintenance motivation significantly increased the motivation to 

express prejudice, b = 0.49, t = 6.18, p < .001. Thus, an increase of one standard deviation in 

maintenance motivation led to an increase of 49% of a point in motivation to express 

prejudice. However, there were no other significant main or interaction effects. 

Blatant Hostility: ingroup dominance. The model explained 40% of the variance in 

Blatant Hostility: ingroup dominance and is significant, R2 = 0.40, F(7, 335) = 32.18, p < 

.001. Maintenance motivation significantly increased support for ingroup dominance, b = 

0.80, t =  11.01, p < .001. Thus, an increase of one standard deviation in maintenance 

motivation led to an increase of 80% of a point in ingroup dominance. The main effect of 

social group was also significant and negative, b = -0.37, t = -2.94, p = .004. There were no 

other significant main or interaction effects. 

Blatant Hostility: outgroup dehumanization. The results indicated that the model 

explained 22% of the variance in Blatant Hostility: dehumanization scores and is significant, 

R2 = 0.22, F(7, 335) = 13.57, p < .001. Maintenance motivation significantly increased 

outgroup dehumanization, b = 5.63, t = 6.03, p < .001. Thus, an increase of one standard 

deviation in maintenance motivation led to an increase of 5.63 points in outgroup 

dehumanization. Additionally, the interaction effect of maintenance motivation and innocence 
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motivation was significant and positive, b = 2.26, t = 3.36, p = .001. The positive slope of the 

interaction term indicated that the simultaneous presence of both motivations led to a greater 

increase in outgroup dehumanization, compared to the simultaneous absence of both 

motivations, and compared to the presence of only one. 

In sum, I found main effects of maintenance motivation on all outcome variables. 

There were also main effects of the innocence motivation on outcome variables except 

dependency-oriented helping and the three measures of blatant hostility. Two-way 

interactions were found in anti-helping, dependency-oriented helping, autonomy-oriented 

helping, competitive victimhood, and outgroup dehumanization. Additionally, I found a three-

way interaction in willful ignorance and analysed the race and gender groups separately. 

Consequently, the two-way interaction of the motivations was significant for men but not for 

whites. 
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Discussion 

The current study examined the effects of the innocence and maintenance motivations 

on HSG members’ support for four strategies that sustain dominance-based status relations: 

defensive helping, willful ignorance, competitive victimhood, and blatant hostility. I tested 

this in one study with two high-status groups: male U.S. Americans (all races, reporting on 

their relation to women), and white U.S. Americans (both male and female, reporting on their 

relation to non-White Americans). This was included as a method factor in the analyses. 

Threat vs. no threat 

To increase the relevance of the maintenance and innocence motivation, I randomly 

presented participants with different threat conditions. These were either a) an outgroup 

critique, b) a social intervention, or c) no threat. By doing so, I found that threat in the form of 

an outgroup critique did significantly increase the maintenance motivation as predicted, but 

not the innocence motivation. Additionally, the social intervention threat did not have a 

significant effect on either motivation.  

As predicted, the presence of threat did not significantly affect the outcome variables, 

with the exception of the ingroup dominance measure of blatant hostility. Exposure to the 

outgroup critique increased support for ingroup dominance compared to the absence of threat 

and the social intervention. 

Main effects of the motivations 

The results also supported my predictions regarding the effect of the maintenance 

motivation on the dominance-sustaining strategies. I found that the maintenance motivation 

significantly predicted the strength and direction of all seven outcome measures. Specifically, 

the maintenance motivation had a negative effect on autonomy-oriented helping, and a 
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positive effect on anti-helping, dependency-oriented helping, willful ignorance, competitive 

victimhood, and the three forms of blatant hostility.  

Second, innocence motivation did have a negative effect on autonomy-oriented 

helping, and a positive effect on anti-helping, willful ignorance, and competitive victimhood, 

as predicted. However, it did not significantly predict support for dependency-oriented 

helping or any form of blatant hostility. Regardless of significance, the slopes for ingroup 

dominance and dehumanization were in the right direction, and those for motivation to 

express prejudice and dependency-oriented helping were relatively small.  

Interaction effects 

The maintenance and innocence motivations were correlated; however, 

multicollinearity was not found to be an issue. Therefore, several interaction effects were 

found to be significant, some of which occurred as predicted while others did not. 

For autonomy-oriented helping, the interaction was such that the maintenance 

motivation had a stronger negative effect at low levels of innocence motivation. Thus, support 

for autonomy-oriented helping is more likely to occur when both motivations are 

simultaneously low. Therefore, my prediction was supported. (See Appendix N). 

For dependency-oriented helping, the interaction was such that the maintenance 

motivation had a positive effect at low levels of innocence, and a negative effect at higher 

levels of innocence. Thus, support for dependency-oriented helping is most likely to occur 

when innocence is low and maintenance is high simultaneously, but also likely when 

innocence is high and maintenance is low simultaneously. Therefore, my prediction was 

partially supported. (See Appendix O). 
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For anti-helping, the interaction was such that the maintenance motivation had a 

stronger positive effect at high levels of innocence motivation. Thus, support for anti-helping 

is most likely to occur when both motivations are simultaneously high. Therefore, my 

prediction was supported. (See Appendix P). 

There was no interaction effect for willful ignorance. However, the method factor of 

social group resulted in a three-way interaction, so I decided to analyse the male and white 

subsamples separately. This showed a significant interaction of the motivations in the male 

subsample, but went against my prediction. Maintenance had a stronger positive effect at low 

levels of innocence motivation, meaning that men are more likely to be willfully ignorant 

when their maintenance motivation is high and innocence motivation is low. Therefore, my 

prediction was not supported. (See Appendix Q). 

For competitive victimhood, the interaction was such that the maintenance motivation 

had a stronger positive effect at high levels of innocence motivation. Thus, competitive 

victimhood is most likely to occur when both motivations are simultaneously high. Therefore, 

my prediction was supported. (See Appendix R). 

Finally, just one interaction effect was found to be significant among the three 

measures of blatant hostility; however, regardless of the significance, they all reflected the 

same pattern. The motivations interacted to increase outgroup dehumanization, such that 

maintenance had a stronger positive effect at high levels of innocence. Thus, participants are 

more likely to be blatantly hostile when they have higher maintenance and higher innocence 

motivations. Therefore, my prediction was not supported. (See Appendix S). 

Roughly half of the outcomes occurred as predicted; therefore, the results of this study 

partially supported the hypothesized model. 
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Comparisons with current literature 

These findings generally align with the current literature, which claim that high-status 

groups are motivated to address threats to dominant status and group image (Knowles et al, 

2014; Phillips & Lowery, 2018). The significant main effects of the maintenance motivation 

reflects support for the theoretical reasoning that increasing it leads to more support for 

dominance-sustaining strategies. Additionally, the significant main effects of the innocence 

motivation show that it can also predict those strategies in which it is necessarily an influence, 

such as willful ignorance and competitive victimhood. These strategies can be predicted by 

the innocence motivation specifically because they function primarily to re-legitimate the 

group’s moral image.  

The significant interactions found for defensive helping and competitive victimhood 

were also consistent with the current literature. Specifically, the research suggests that HSG 

members are more likely to provide dependency-oriented helping over autonomy-oriented 

helping when the ingroup’s social rank is at risk (Nadler et al, 2009; van Leeuwen & Täuber, 

2011). Consequently, the results based on the three measures of defensive helping (i.e. anti-

helping, dependency-oriented helping, and autonomy-oriented helping) showed this effect. 

This clearly demonstrates that an individual’s helping behaviors depend on their concurrent 

maintenance and innocence motivations. 

For competitive victimhood, the research suggests that HSG members seek a victim 

identity in order to disidentify with accusations of the ingroup as more powerful and 

perpetrating injustice (Noor et al., 2008). In line with this view, the results demonstrate that 

an individual’s sense of competitive victimhood is related to their motivated concerns for both 

maintenance and innocence, particularly in tandem as opposed to merely one or the other 

independently. 
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The results that did not confirm my predictions, or even went against them, are 

challenging to interpret. For instance, with regards to willful ignorance, it is argued that HSG 

members’ desire to avoid culpability for benefiting from dominance can lead them to deny or 

distance themselves from the ingroup (Knowles, 2014). This investment in the rejection of 

dominance is motivated by individuals’ interest in retaining legitimacy, which is largely 

dependent on moral image. Thus, it is surprising that the results stand in opposition to this 

view, and it is unclear how to interpret this finding. 

The interaction effect that was found to predict blatant hostility also occurred in a way 

that deviated from the literature. Though blatant hostility is arguably a rejection of normative 

standards that redefines the morality of dominance, the results showed that those who were 

more blatantly hostile were indeed simultaneously higher in both maintenance and innocence 

motivations. 

This could be a reflection of the fact that dissonance-reducing efforts can reinforce 

commitment to behavior. Indeed, people have been shown to double-down on their decisions 

once they have taken a significant step towards an outcome that they may not have initially 

endorsed (Harmon-Jones & Harmon-Jones, 2002). Potentially, individuals high in both 

motivations could adopt a competitive victim identity that justifies retaliatory behaviors. 

Research does in fact support the pattern that competitive victimhood strategy justifies 

retaliatory actions against perceived wrongdoing (Sullivan et al., 2012). Retaliating with the 

intent to balance the inequality that is perceived to exist against them may create dissonance 

with their innocence motivation. By trying to reduce this dissonance, it could be that the 

blatantly hostile is reinforced. However, it is surprising that participants in this study endorsed 

blatant hostility given that the effort required to self-report was low, and innocence 

motivation was operationalized in such a way that portrays the high-status group as well-

intentioned, while blatant hostility was explicitly malicious.  
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Implications 

These results potentially reflect the mutual compatibility of certain strategies. For 

example, since innocence and maintenance motivations can independently predict willful 

ignorance, rather than a concurrent pairing of the two, it may be that any other strategies 

could mutually occur with willful ignorance. One speculation for this may be that the willful 

ignorance measure itself was used to re-legitimize group image in the face of the other 

measures, which asked for participants’ honest but potentially anti-social or non-normative 

views. Thus, by self-reporting as willfully ignorant, it may have been easier for participants to 

feel legitimate in their decision to report their support for competitive victimhood, blatant 

hostility, or dependency-oriented helping.  

In essence, this would mean that HSG members may use compatible strategies 

concurrently. This could be predicted based on the similarity of slopes for each outcome, like 

competitive victimhood and blatant hostility. Also note that I did not test the mutual 

dependence of the strategies in the current data set. This could be done by treating the 

dependent measures as a within factor, or by switching to alternative analyses techniques such 

as network models. However, such complex methods are beyond the scope of the current 

thesis. 

With further research, the implications for developing interventions may be 

widespread. Understanding the specific motivations and how they interact may be informative 

for developing interventions through a needs-based approach. When considering the dual-

strategies theory of status, along with the promising outcome for autonomy-oriented helping, 

it seems promising to find more effective ways of securing individuals’ needs for social 

acceptance and empowerment through a prestige-based approach. Alternatively, working to 

distance group moral image from personal identity of those engaging in competitive 
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victimhood or blatant hostility could effectively reduce the innocence motivation that 

interacts with maintenance to strengthen those outcomes.  

Limitations and future directions 

Several limitations can be noted regarding the current study. First, the maintenance 

and innocence motivations were measured using newly developed items. The scales had good 

factor structure, good internal consistency, good face validity; however, external validity 

needs to be tested for further validation of the scales. Additionally, the outcome measures 

were also developed based on existing scales which were adapted to the relevant social 

context. Analysis showed strong internal consistency and unidimensionality, but these scales 

were also dependent on face validity. Therefore, the developed scales were appropriate for 

this exploratory study but further research should be conducted to establish stronger validity 

of the measures for all variables. 

The use of explicit self-report measures may not have been able to account for 

participants’ self-enhancement and social desirability biases. Because of the non-normative 

views represented by the scale items measuring the maintenance and innocence motivations, 

as well as those of the dominance-sustaining strategies, it may be that the participants’ ideal 

self-perceptions were reported rather than their true latent and/or implicit responses. I 

attempted to partially address this issue by including the threat condition in the study, which 

aimed to make the social change context salient and rouse responses that may otherwise have 

remained dormant or better controlled. 

The sampling method could also be improved in future work. While attention checks 

assisted in the removal of many participants who were disengaged, the noise that may have 

been present due to the use of the Mturk respondent pool potentially influences the reliability 

of the data. On the other hand, the use of this sampling method, through which participants 
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remain completely anonymous to the researcher, probably led to less attempts to control the 

expression of blatant hostility.  

Despite the fact that men and white people belong to high-status groups, gender and 

race relations are qualitatively different in a real-world context. Additionally, the strong 

regional focus on intergroup relations in the US context potentially limits the scope of 

generalizability. Thus, the nuanced differences that exist in reality between race and gender 

relations, and the limited cultural scope, challenge the generalizability of the results. To 

account for this in the research, social group was contrast coded and included as a method 

factor, and very few differences were found. However, future studies should aim to go further 

and explicitly consider other hegemonic intergroup relations, potentially in different cultural 

contexts.  

Future studies may also benefit from comparing the results from a between-group 

approach and within-group approach to measuring support for each strategy. In this study, the 

order of the outcome measures was randomized in order to control for order effects. The 

sample was too small to test the effects of order. However, it could be that participants still 

experience some effect from being exposed to the other measures. Thus, it may be beneficial 

to measure each outcome separately. 

A larger sample of participants should also be considered to better evaluate the effects 

of threat conditions. In the current study, the outgroup critique, social intervention, and no 

threat conditions each had around 120 participants on average. The results of the ANOVA 

were compared across threat condition; however, the size of each subsample may be too low 

to get a strong comparison of the effects. 
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Conclusion 

Despite the complex nature of intergroup relations, understanding the needs of 

individuals as group members can provide more awareness for psychosocial outcomes. In a 

context of egalitarian social change, high-status groups with dominance-based status struggle 

to maintain legitimacy, a necessary component for secure status relations. As a consequence 

of these unstable conditions, HSG members are found to be motivated by dominance 

maintenance and innocence preservation in order to secure their needs for power and 

acceptance. The current study found that measuring the maintenance and innocence 

motivations can help predict certain dominance-sustaining strategies. Although the proposed 

model was only partially supported, it is clear that these motivations have a relevant influence 

on high-status groups. Therefore, more efforts to better understand such motivations and their 

outcomes will contribute to a more comprehensive awareness of intergroup relations. 
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Appendix C 

 
 
  

Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Maintenance Motivation 

 
Factor 

1 2 
Given the current circumstances. I believe that 
(INGROUP) social status should increase. 
 

.859  

The direction of social change that is occurring is unfair 
to (INGROUP). 
 

.845 -.153 

People ought to respect the status of (INGROUP) in 
society. 
 

.784 .159 

It is important that (INGROUP) have considerable 
influence in society. 
 

.626 .418 

(INGROUP)  should give up some power for 
(OUTGROUP). 
 

.271 .495 

In regards to (RACE or GENDER) issues, society is 
changing for the better. 
 

 .357 

Eigenvalues 
 

3.27 1.07 

% of variance 
 

54.65 17.90 

Note: Pattern Matrix. Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: 
Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold. N = 343. 
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Appendix E 

 
 
 
 

  

Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Innocence Motivation 

 
Factor 

1 2 
There is no good reason for (OUTGROUP) to fear or 
dislike (INGROUP). 
 

.859  

I would prefer it if people stopped criticizing 
(INGROUP) so we can all get along. 
 

.845 .153 

People ought to believe that (INGROUP) generally have 
good intentions for (OUTGROUP). 
 

.784 -.159 

It is important to me that (INGROUP) are perceived as 
morally innocent by society. 
 

.626 -.418 

People ought to recognize that many (INGROUP) feel 
superior to (OUTGROUP). 
 

-.271 .495 

I think (INGROUP) should be more aware of their power 
and status. 
 

 .357 

Eigenvalues 
 

2.80 1.14 

% of variance 
 

46.82 19.10 

Note: Pattern Matrix. Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: 
Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold.  N = 343. 
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Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Willful Ignorance 

 
Factor 

1 
No one has any advantages in society because of their 
(RACE or GENDER). 
 

.880 

A person's (RACE or GENDER) is important in 
determining their outcomes in life. 
 

.875 

Everyone is treated fairly in society, regardless of their 
(RACE or GENDER). 
 

.862 

Everyone has an equal chance to succeed, no matter what 
their (RACE or GENDER) is. 
 

.742 

A person's (RACE or GENDER) often determines how 
they are treated in society. 
 

.512 

Eigenvalues 
 

3.42 

% of variance 
 

68.45 

Note: Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Oblimin with 
Kaiser Normalization. Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold.  N = 343. 
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Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Competitive Victimhood 
  

 
Factor 

1 
(INGROUP) now experience more oppression in society 
than (OUTGROUP). 
 

.944 

In recent times, (INGROUP) have suffered more than 
(OUTGROUP). 
 

.930 

(INGROUP) have become victims of injustice in society. 
 

.887 

(RACE or GENDER) discrimination now occurs more 
frequently to (INGROUP) than to (OUTGROUP). 
 

.874 

These days, (INGROUP) are treated unfairly due to their 
(RACE or GENDER). 
 

.843 

Eigenvalues 
 

4.21 

% of variance 
 

84.20 

Note: Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Oblimin with 
Kaiser Normalization. Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold.  N = 343. 
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Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Motivation to Express Prejudice  

 
Factor 

1 
According to my personal beliefs, I should express 
negative feelings about (OUTGROUP). 
 

.925 

My beliefs motivate me to express negative about 
(OUTGROUP). 
 

.911 

Based on my personal values, it is wrong to express 
positive feelings about (OUTGROUP). 
 

.686 

Eigenvalues 
 

2.40 

% of variance 
 

80.24 

Note: Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Oblimin with 
Kaiser Normalization. Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold.  N = 343. 
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Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Ingroup Dominance  

 
Factor 

1 
(OUTGROUP) must be kept in their place. 
 

.930 

It’s a good thing that (INGROUP) are at the top and 
(OUTGROUP) are at the bottom. 
 

.929 

An ideal society requires (INGROUP) to be on top and 
(OUTGROUP) to be on the bottom. 
 

.862 

(OUTGROUP) are simply inferior to (INGROUP). 
 

.849 

Eigenvalues 
 

3.39 

% of variance 
 

84.74 

Note: Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Oblimin with 
Kaiser Normalization. Factor loadings over .40 appear in bold.  N = 343. 
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Appendix K 

Descriptive Statistics for GLM of  Social Group x Threat  

 Social 
Group Threat Mean 

Std. 
Deviation N 

Maintenance 
motivation (M) 

Gender None 3.59 1.26 44 

Outgroup 3.91 1.40 34 

Intervention 3.20 1.15 55 

Total 3.51 1.28 133 

Race None 3.13 1.04 62 

Outgroup 3.64 1.21 74 

Intervention 3.19 1.15 74 

Total 3.33 1.16 210 

Total None 3.32 1.16 106 

Outgroup 3.73 1.27 108 

Intervention 3.20 1.14 129 

Total 3.40 1.21 343 

Innocence 
motivation (I) 

Gender None 4.07 .84 44 

Outgroup 3.82 1.33 34 

Intervention 3.70 .86 55 

Total 3.85 1.00 133 

Race None 3.75 1.27 62 

Outgroup 3.90 1.31 74 

Intervention 3.69 1.36 74 

Total 3.78 1.31 210 

Total None 3.88 1.12 106 

Outgroup 3.88 1.31 108 

Intervention 3.69 1.17 129 

Total 3.81 1.20 343 
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Interaction  

(M x I) 

Gender None .52 .84 44 

Outgroup .90 1.48 34 

Intervention .39 .76 55 

Total .56 1.03 133 

Race None .51 .97 62 

Outgroup .78 1.18 74 

Intervention .85 1.09 74 

Total .72 1.10 210 

Total None .51 .91 106 

Outgroup .82 1.28 108 

Intervention .66 .99 129 

Total .66 1.07 343 

Anti-helping Gender None .59 1.08 44 

Outgroup 1.05 1.70 34 

Intervention .41 .85 55 

Total .63 1.21 133 

Race None .74 1.34 62 

Outgroup .87 1.44 74 

Intervention .78 1.35 74 

Total .80 1.37 210 

Total None .67 1.23 106 

Outgroup .93 1.52 108 

Intervention .62 1.17 129 

Total .74 1.31 343 

Dependency-
oriented helping 

Gender None 1.72 1.37 44 

Outgroup 1.35 1.47 34 

Intervention 1.80 1.40 55 

Total 1.66 1.41 133 
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Race None 1.80 1.46 62 

Outgroup 1.58 1.38 74 

Intervention 1.33 1.23 74 

Total 1.56 1.36 210 

Total None 1.77 1.42 106 

Outgroup 1.50 1.41 108 

Intervention 1.53 1.32 129 

Total 1.60 1.38 343 

Autonomy-
oriented helping 

Gender None 1.68 1.50 44 

Outgroup 1.58 1.59 34 

Intervention 1.78 1.49 55 

Total 1.69 1.51 133 

Race None 1.45 1.45 62 

Outgroup 1.54 1.47 74 

Intervention 1.87 1.53 74 

Total 1.63 1.49 210 

Total None 1.54 1.47 106 

Outgroup 1.55 1.50 108 

Intervention 1.83 1.51 129 

Total 1.65 1.50 343 

Willful  
ignorance 

Gender None 3.40 1.40 44 

Outgroup 3.14 1.33 34 

Intervention 3.20 1.29 55 

Total 3.25 1.33 133 

Race None 3.11 1.36 62 

Outgroup 3.28 1.57 74 

Intervention 3.12 1.62 74 

Total 3.17 1.52 210 
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Total None 3.23 1.37 106 

Outgroup 3.23 1.49 108 

Intervention 3.16 1.49 129 

Total 3.20 1.45 343 

Competitive 
victimhood 

Gender None 3.26 1.73 44 

Outgroup 3.28 1.92 34 

Intervention 2.74 1.43 55 

Total 3.05 1.67 133 

Race None 2.49 1.47 62 

Outgroup 3.02 1.73 74 

Intervention 2.52 1.48 74 

Total 2.69 1.58 210 

Total None 2.81 1.62 106 

Outgroup 3.10 1.79 108 

Intervention 2.62 1.46 129 

Total 2.83 1.63 343 

Intrinsic 
motivation to 
express prejudice 

Gender None 1.70 1.04 44 

Outgroup 1.96 1.51 34 

Intervention 1.90 1.41 55 

Total 1.85 1.32 133 

Race None 1.72 1.23 62 

Outgroup 1.80 1.09 74 

Intervention 1.52 .78 74 

Total 1.68 1.04 210 

Total None 1.71 1.15 106 

Outgroup 1.85 1.23 108 

Intervention 1.68 1.11 129 

Total 1.74 1.16 343 
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Ingroup 
dominance 

Gender None 2.05 1.46 44 

Outgroup 2.37 1.46 34 

Intervention 1.93 1.30 55 

Total 2.08 1.40 133 

Race None 1.70 1.17 62 

Outgroup 1.86 1.24 74 

Intervention 1.41 .70 74 

Total 1.65 1.07 210 

Total None 1.85 1.30 106 

Outgroup 2.02 1.33 108 

Intervention 1.63 1.03 129 

Total 1.82 1.22 343 

Outgroup 
dehumanization 

Gender None .45 12.93 44 

Outgroup 1.76 7.57 34 

Intervention .00 13.47 55 

Total .60 11.98 133 

Race None .80 13.46 62 

Outgroup 5.94 19.01 74 

Intervention .54 9.49 74 

Total 2.52 14.73 210 

Total None .66 13.18 106 

Outgroup 4.62 16.37 108 

Intervention .31 11.31 129 

Total 1.77 13.74 343 
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Between-Subjects Effects for Social Group and Threat 

 Dependent Variable df F p ƞp2 

Social 
Group 

Maintenance 

 

1 3.48 .063 .010 

Innocence 

 

1 .404 .525 .001 

Interaction 

 

1 .826 .364 .002 

Anti-helping 

 

1 .576 .448 .002 

Dependency-oriented 
helping 

 

1 .111 .739 .000 

Autonomy-oriented 
helping 

 

1 .128 .721 .000 

Willful ignorance 

 

1 .212 .646 .001 

Competitive victimhood 

 

1 5.370 .021 .016 

Intrinsic prejudice 

 

1 1.717 .191 .005 

Ingroup dominance 

 

1 11.511 .001 .033 

Outgroup 
dehumanization 

1 1.215 .271 .004 

Threat Maintenance 

 

2 6.542 .002 .037 

Innocence 

 

2 1.023 .361 .006 
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Interaction 

 

2 2.368 .095 .014 

Anti-helping 

 

2 2.263 .106 .013 

Dependency-oriented 
helping 

 

2 1.217 .297 .007 

Autonomy-oriented 
helping 

 

2 1.187 .307 .007 

Willful ignorance 

 

2 .114 .892 .001 

Competitive victimhood 

 

2 2.789 .063 .016 

Intrinsic prejudice 

 

2 .675 .510 .004 

Ingroup dominance 

 

2 3.660 .027 .021 

Outgroup 
dehumanization 

2 2.099 .124 .012 

Social 
Group * 
Threat 

Maintenance 

 

2 1.019 .362 .006 

Innocence 

 

2 .770 .464 .005 

Interaction 

 

2 2.352 .097 .014 

Anti-helping 

 

2 1.158 .315 .007 

Dependency-oriented 
helping 

 

2 1.961 .142 .012 
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Autonomy-oriented 
helping 

 

2 .334 .716 .002 

Willful ignorance 

 

2 .491 .612 .003 

Competitive victimhood 

 

2 .945 .390 .006 

Intrinsic prejudice 

 

2 .835 .435 .005 

Ingroup dominance 

 

2 .170 .844 .001 

Outgroup 
dehumanization 

2 .617 .540 .004 
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Appendix L 
Results of Test for Multicollinearity 
 Tolerance VIF 
 Innocence (I) 

 

.428 2.334 

Maintenance (M) 
 

.504 1.982 

Social Group (SG) 
 

.719 1.392 

I x M 
 

.841 1.189 

M x SG 
 

.507 1.972 

I x SG 
 

.429 2.332 

M x I x SG 
 

.627 1.594 
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Regression Coefficients Predicting Anti-helping 

 B SE t p 

 Constant 
 

.520 .067 7.797 .000 

Innocence (I) 
 

.313 .084 3.711 .000 

Maintenance (M) 
 

.479 .078 6.164 .000 

Social Group (SG) 
 

.164 .133 1.227 .221 

I x M 
 

.298 .056 5.329 .000 

M x SG 
 

.087 .155 .561 .575 

I x SG 
 

.098 .169 .581 .562 

M x I x SG 
 

.067 .112 .598 .550 

Notes: R2 = .41 (p < .001) 
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Appendix 

Regression Coefficients Predicting Dependency-oriented Helping 

 B SE t p 

 Constant 
 

1.915 .083 23.120 .000 

Innocence (I) 
 

-.036 .105 -.340 .734 

Maintenance (M) 
 

.288 .096 2.981 .003 

Social Group (SG) 
 

.121 .166 .733 .464 

I x M 
 

-.474 .069 -6.830 .000 

M x SG 
 

-.253 .193 -1.311 .191 

I x SG 
 

.204 .209 .973 .331 

M x I x SG 
 

-.156 .139 -1.123 .262 

Notes: R2 = .18 (p < .001) 
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Appendix 

Regression Coefficients Predicting Autonomy-oriented Helping 

 B SE t p 

 Constant 
 

1.565 .073 21.512 .000 

Innocence (I) 
 

-.277 .092 -3.017 .003 

Maintenance (M) 
 

-.767 .085 -9.048 .000 

Social Group (SG) 
 

-.285 .145 -1.960 .051 

I x M 
 

.176 .061 2.887 .004 

M x SG 
 

.166 .169 .978 .329 

I x SG 
 

-.302 .184 -1.640 .102 

M x I x SG 
 

.089 .122 .730 .466 

Notes: R2 = .46 (p < .001) 
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Appendix 

Regression Coefficients Predicting Willful Ignorance 

 B SE t p 

 Constant 
 

3.215 .067 48.040 .000 

Innocence (I) 
 

.705 .085 8.331 .000 

Maintenance (M) 
 

.369 .078 4.727 .000 

Social Group (SG) 
 

-.169 .134 -1.260 .209 

I x M 
 

-.044 .056 -.777 .438 

M x SG 
 

-.359 .156 -2.306 .022 

I x SG 
 

.449 .169 2.653 .008 

M x I x SG 
 

.309 .112 2.758 .006 

Notes: R2 = .52 (p < .001) 
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Appendix 

Regression Coefficients Predicting Competitive Victimhood 

 B SE t p 

 Constant 
 

2.753 .063 44.020 .000 

Innocence (I) 
 

.444 .079 5.623 .000 

Maintenance (M) 
 

.946 .073 12.993 .000 

Social Group (SG) 
 

-.338 .125 -2.705 .007 

I x M 
 

.138 .052 2.637 .009 

M x SG 
 

-.206 .146 -1.417 .157 

I x SG 
 

.160 .158 1.012 .312 

M x I x SG 
 

.189 .105 1.803 .072 

Notes: R2 = .66 (p < .001) 
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Appendix 

Regression Coefficients Predicting Blatant Hostility: Intrinsic Prejudice 

 B SE t p 

 Constant 
 

1.723 .068 25.281 .000 

Innocence (I) 
 

.058 .086 .670 .503 

Maintenance (M) 
 

.491 .079 6.179 .000 

Social Group (SG) 
 

-.128 .136 -.938 .349 

I x M 
 

.056 .057 .982 .327 

M x SG 
 

.170 .159 1.071 .285 

I x SG 
 

-.258 .172 -1.496 .136 

M x I x SG 
 

.039 .114 .345 .730 

Notes: R2 = .21 (p < .001) 
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Appendix 

Regression Coefficients Predicting Blatant Hostility: Ingroup Dominance 

 B SE t p 

 Constant 
 

1.809 .063 28.849 .000 

Innocence (I) 
 

-.103 .079 -1.302 .194 

Maintenance (M) 
 

.804 .073 11.008 .000 

Social Group (SG) 
 

-.368 .125 -2.936 .004 

I x M 
 

.062 .053 1.188 .236 

M x SG 
 

-.203 .146 -1.390 .165 

I x SG 
 

.025 .159 .155 .877 

M x I x SG 
 

.076 .105 .723 .470 

Notes: R2 = .40 (p < .001) 
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Appendix 

Regression Coefficients Predicting Blatant Hostility: Outgroup Dehumanization 

 B SE t p 

 Constant 
 

.058 .801 .073 .942 

Innocence (I) 
 

-.517 1.013 -.511 .610 

Maintenance (M) 
 

5.628 .933 6.030 .000 

Social Group (SG) 
 

2.027 1.603 1.265 .207 

I x M 
 

2.255 .671 3.358 .001 

M x SG 
 

1.755 1.867 .940 .348 

I x SG 
 

.301 2.026 .148 .882 

M x I x SG 
 

.490 1.343 .365 .715 

Notes: R2 = .22 (p < .001) 
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