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Abstract

Members of high-status groups (e.g., White Americans) often act as allies who invest
effort to benefit members of low-status groups (e.g., Black Americans). Although this
effort can manifest in a wide range of behaviors, little is known about what predicts these
varied actions. The current research investigated motivation and cognition as predictors
of White Americans’ attitudes and behavior to reduce racial inequality. Specifically, |
argue that both egalitarian values and self-efficacy are necessary to predict Whites’
efforts to reduce group-based inequality (i.e., allyship). Study 1 used a large
representative database to provide correlational evidence that individuals’ egalitarian
beliefs interact with sociopolitical self-efficacy to predict support for affirmative action
policies. Building on the findings from Study 1, Study 2 tested whether White
Americans’ perceptions of Black Americans’ collective efficacy are associated with
different types of ally behavior (i.e., policies that are focused on developing Blacks’
autonomy vs. those that provide direct assistance to fulfill immediate needs). Study 2
showed that perceptions of Blacks’ collective efficacy indeed moderated the interaction
between egalitarian beliefs and self-efficacy. Findings revealed that White Americans
who both have strong egalitarian beliefs and feel efficacious in sociopolitical domains
were more likely to support both autonomy- and assistance-focused policies when they
believe that Blacks are incapable of producing positive social change, compared to when
they believe that Blacks are capable of creating such change. However, this effect was
reversed for egalitarians who feel inefficacious, suggesting the positive effect of
perceiving Blacks as capable of changing society. Study 3 replicated this three-way
interaction using an experimental approach, which attests to the causal role of perceptions
of Blacks’ collective efficacy in shaping Whites’ support for policies and programs that
are aimed at reducing racial inequality. Findings from these three studies have
implications for how powerholders in institutions, organizations, and society can become
the catalyst for reducing group-based inequality. Implications for public and organization
policy, campaigns, and interventions will be discussed.

Keywords: racial inequality, allyship, egalitarian values, self-efficacy, collective

efficacy, affirmative action, political action
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Introduction

Social and moral causes mobilize people, and a united voice from a collective
brings changes to the core pillars of society, including laws, policies, and civic
consciousness. A recent social movement in response to George Floyd’s death is one
such example. Over twenty million people in the United States gathered to protest against
racial injustice, and it became a global rally, with citizens from more than 60 countries
participating in the movement (Buchanan et al., 2020). As can be inferred from the large
number of participants, this movement was not limited to those who have been directly
affected by the injustice: Protests took place in White-majority areas, with active White
American participants. We have also seen male participants in Women’s marches
(Shavin, 2017) and cis-gendered heterosexuals in LGBT rights movement (Fingerhut,
2011). It is almost axiomatic that these socially advantaged group members’ (e.g., male,
White, non-LGBT) participation in efforts to reduce inequality plays an important role in
amplifying the impact of the movements. This is because a bigger collective has a more
powerful voice, and also because advocacy coming from a high-status group tends to be
perceived as more legitimate and persuasive than that from a low-status group (McGarry
& Hendrick, 1974; Moscovitz, 1996). In addition, high-status groups by definition have
more power and resources that might produce actual changes in the real world. In the
absence of such support, institution/system-level biases will likely persist, and thus the
attainment of a more equitable society will be delayed. Therefore, it is important to
investigate what predicts high-status group members’ efforts to reduce intergroup

inequality, in short, to study ally behavior.



My objectives in this research are twofold: Focusing on racial inequality, | aim to
develop a model that outlines different types of programs and policies that are aimed at
reducing inequality and to identify their key predictors. The current research
distinguishes affirmative action policies that focus on developing disadvantaged group
members’ autonomy from those that focus on providing direct assistance to them. The
former includes programs and policies such as providing opportunities for developing
skills and promoting systemic changes to debias hiring processes. Some examples of the
latter include providing subsidies and lowering the standards for racial minority
jobseekers. Both policies bring benefits to racial minorities, but | argue that they are
distinct and vary in their effectiveness at reducing group-level inequality. To be specific,
autonomy-focused policies are expected to be more effective, as they are more likely to
increase racial minorities’ capabilities, autonomy, and sense of empowerment and to
bring about group-level changes. Autonomy is a fundamental human need and considered
one of important aspects of human functioning (e.g., Self-Determination Theory; Ryan &
Deci, 2000). A sense of autonomy and agency is central to initiating tasks, accomplishing
goals, and psychological well-being (Ryan & Deci, 2004). Also at the group level,
providing disadvantaged group members with opportunities to develop competence and
promote independence will be more effective at narrowing the intergroup status gap,
compared to handing them a solution that will alleviate their immediate difficulties
(Nadler & Halabi, 2006).

Based on this distinction of two key outcome variables, below are the main

hypotheses:



Hypothesis 1. There is a racial gap in efforts to reduce racial inequality, such that
White Americans, compared to racial minorities, are less likely to support policies aimed
at reducing racial inequality.

Hypothesis 2. White Americans who both hold egalitarian values and have a
sense of sociopolitical efficacy are most likely to support policies aimed at reducing
racial inequality (compared to those who hold egalitarian values but who do not have a
sense of efficacy and to those who do not hold egalitarian values).

Hypothesis 3. White Americans’ perceptions of racial minorities’ collective
efficacy in bringing about social change positively predicts support for autonomy-focused
policies, but not for assistance-focused policies.

My hypotheses have been formulated, in large part, based on the foundational
tenet in psychology that both motivation and ability are necessary to materialize an
action, with the former manifested in egalitarian values and the latter in efficacy beliefs.
It is expected that egalitarian values will guide Whites’ motivation towards ally behavior,
and that sociopolitical efficacy will provide a sense of ability to successfully carry out the
behavior. In addition, recent findings have demonstrated that people engage in different
ways to help socially disadvantaged groups (e.g., Duncan, 2012; Ho & Unzueta, 2015;
Nadler & Halabi, 2006). Integrating the findings, | will operationalize an effective ally
behavior and test the causal role of Whites’ perceptions about racial minorities in
encouraging or discouraging such behavior. Results obtained will contribute to the
knowledge of the dynamic interplay between values and efficacy beliefs as necessary

conditions for tackling social inequalities.



To test these hypotheses, | conducted two correlational studies and one
experimental study. In Study 1, | used datasets from national surveys to investigate how
White Americans’ egalitarianism and self-efficacy are associated with attitudes toward
affirmative action using datasets from national surveys. In Study 2, | examined whether
Whites’ perceptions of Blacks’ collective efficacy lead to a less or more effective ally
behavior (i.e., assistance- vs. autonomy-focused policies). In Study 3, | tested the causal
role of Whites’ perceptions of Blacks’ collective efficacy in getting involved in a less vs.
more effective ally behavior. Implications of the three studies for intervention for socially
advantaged group members to become an effective ally to the disadvantaged group will

be discussed.

High-Status Group Members as Allies: Why Is It Important?

Theories in social psychology have long assumed that participants in equality
efforts come from the low-status group that stands to benefit from challenging the status
quo (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Wright et al., 1990) and have traditionally viewed members
of high-status groups as seeking to maintain the social hierarchies that benefit their
groups (e.g., Leach et al., 2008; van Zomeren et al., 2008). However, both anecdotal and
empirical evidence suggests that some members of high-status groups engage in
behaviors that benefit low-status outgroups and reduce group-based inequality (i.e.,
allyship; e.g., Russell & Bohan, 2016; Sabat et al., 2013). It is crucial that high-status
group members coordinate resources and labor to advocate for the interests of low-status
groups to challenge systems of intergroup inequality (Goldberg, 1991; Tilly, 2004). Why

sS0?



The first reason is that high-status groups have more power, resources, and
leverage to effect change in systems and institutions. By definition, low-status groups
have little power, resources, or influence to trigger the change they desire in their position
(lyer & Ryan, 2009). Thus, more often than not, low-status groups need to secure support
from other sectors of society if they want to see social change come about (Selvanathan
et al., 2018; Simon & Klandermans, 2001; Subasic et al., 2008). Members of high-status
groups are over-represented in the public sphere and take up positions of leadership in
organizations. For example, in the United States, 93% of Fortune 500 CEOs and 91% of
top management positions in S&P 1500 companies are White/Caucasian (Chang et al.,
2018; Chen, 2020; U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission). In the political
arena, 78% seats in the House of Representatives are taken by Whites (Bialik, 2019; U.S.
House of Representatives Press Gallery, 2020). This has implications for public and
workplace policies and practices because political/organizational leaders wield a great
deal of influence. As a case in point, organization leaders oversee the development of
organizational goals and strategies on which policies and practices (e.g., hiring,
promotion, evaluation, pay and benefits) are based (Einwohner, 2007; Foster-Fishman et
al., 2007; Haslam et al., 2011). Thus, Whites, rather than Blacks, are likely to be in
positions of power in society. This makes it more likely for Whites to possess the means
to actually reduce inequality at an institution. In sum, because of their greater power and
resources, high-status group members play a major role in determining the effectiveness
of social justice efforts (Goodman, 2001; lyer & Leach, 2010).

Second, high-status group members’ advocacy of equality has more potential to

influence public opinion. In other words, a general audience might be more responsive to



high-status groups’ arguments compared to arguments from members of low-status
groups. High-status groups’ collective action for equality tends to give credibility to low-
status groups’ grievances and efforts, which might help them convince other sectors of
society of the importance of promoting equality (Burstein & Linton, 2002; Simon &
Klandermans, 2001; Subasic et al., 2008). This might be partially due to people’s
attributions for low-status group members’ social justice efforts, which have been viewed
primarily as instrumental or opportunistic (McGarry & Hendrick, 1974; Moscovitz,
1996). People tend to view the motivation of low-status groups’ advocacy as “selfish”
(e.g., motivated by the prospect of personal gain) because they are likely gain direct
benefit from reduced inequality, whereas high-status group members’ advocacy is seen as
relatively “pure,” given that high-status allies do not benefit directly from reducing
inequality. In sum, given that social justice efforts cannot succeed without support from
the general public, embracing high status-group members in the inequality-reducing
initiatives can yield more effective movements.

Lastly, high-status group members are more effective at motivating fellow
ingroup members. For example, White participants were more likely to hire a Black
applicant when they were referred by a White individual compared to a Black individual
(Silva, 2018).

These findings demonstrate that high-status group members’ advocacy plays a
significant role in encouraging the general public and other high-status group members to
take action against inequality and to actualize system-level changes. Despite its

importance, however, rates of participation in ally behavior are low in high-status groups.

Antecedents of Allyship: Barriers and Facilitators



Members of high-status groups are perceived to be less willing to engage in
social-justice efforts than are members of low-status groups (Brown & Ostrove, 2003).
Indeed, only a small portion of high-status group members take action to promote group-
based equality. For example, 40% of White Americans expressed support for Black Lives
Matter movement, whereas 65% of Black Americans did (Horowitz & Livingston, 2016).
Also, over twice as many Whites (28%) as Blacks (12%) opposed the movement.
Another longitudinal survey found that Whites’ racial apathy has increased over the past
40 years (Krysan & Moberg, 2016). Research in social psychology has provided some
answers as to why high-status group members are prone to be non-participants/bystanders
of social justice efforts.

First, high-status group members may be motivated to protect the power and
resources conferred by their ingroup and/or ingroup identity. High-status groups may
have the most to lose materially when the power discrepancy between groups becomes
smaller. Thus, high-status group members might be motivated to remain passive in efforts
to reduce inequality (Phillips & Lowery, 2018) and, what’s more, to actively oppose
social change to preserve the power, resources, and prestige that goes with the high-status
position (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Indeed, high-status group members’ defensive
reactions to the prospect of losing power or resources are well-documented (Jetten et al.,
2017; Perry et al., 2018). Researchers have found that White individuals who strongly
identify with their race were more likely to oppose affirmative action policies when they
are described as a loss of privilege among Whites rather than as a gain for Blacks
(Lowery et al., 2006). Moreover, a mere perception of intergroup inequalities often

prompt high-status group members to deny the White privilege and biases in social



systems, which is a defensive reaction in order to protect their ingroup’s advantaged
position (Knowles et al., 2014).

In a related vein, it may impose a symbolic threat to high-status group members
when someone attempts to “rock the boat” by implementing changes to existing social
hierarchies. Efforts to change the status quo are likely to pose threats to the high-status
group’s image, which in turn triggers ingroup favoritism, outgroup derogation
(Branscombe & Wann, 1994), and support for inequality (Gordijn et al., 2006). In
addition, high-status group members’ attempts to challenge the status quo pose threats to
fellow ingroup members as they have negative implications for ingroup’s morality, which
is deemed one of the most important components of ingroup evaluation (Leach et al.,
2007). Specifically, high-status group members are especially likely to experience a
threat to their moral image when their group profits from illegitimate advantage (Shnabel
& Nadler, 2008; Siem et al., 2013). This threat is associated with less positive attitudes
toward the low-status group and less willingness to engage in collective action that is
beneficial for the low-status group (Shnabel et al., 2013). Also, supporting changes to the
status quo might negatively impact individual advocates’ reputations in their ingroup,
especially when it is different from the majority members’ standpoint (e.g., “black sheep
effect”; Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988).

Taken together, there are various psychological barriers to high-status group
members’ actions for equality. What’s worse, these barriers might serve as reasons and
motivations to actively derogate and oppose efforts to reduce inequality. Therefore,
values that endorse equality are the first necessary antecedents for high-status group

members to take action for intergroup equality. The caveat here is that even when high-



status group members hold egalitarian values (or low ingroup-favoring motivations),
there is no guarantee that these egalitarians will take action towards equality. High status-
group members may not get involved in action when they think their action will not bring
any change to the current circumstances. In other words, feeling capable of making a
difference should be accompanied with egalitarian values to prompt high-status group
members to participate in efforts to reduce intergroup inequality. I discuss this further in

the next section.

Egalitarianism and Anti-egalitarianism

One of the factors highly relevant to allyship is egalitarianism, that is,
endorsement of equal distributions of resources and power across different groups (e.g.,
Horberg et al., 2013). Egalitarianism has been operationalized in multiple ways,
including personality (e.g., low social dominance orientation, SDO; Sidanius et al.,
1996), values (e.g., universalism; Schwartz, 1992), and distributive-justice beliefs (e.g.,
meritocracy vs. egalitarianism; Horberg et al., 2013). Research findings have consistently
shown that egalitarianism is positively correlated with negative attitudes toward the status
quo and positive attitudes towards reduced inequality (e.g., Pratto et al., 2006).

Based on these findings, one might expect that egalitarianism per se may be a
sufficient condition for ally behavior. However, the association between egalitarianism
and ally behavior needs further empirical investigation, as there is inconsistency in
findings. On the one hand, there is a conceptual grounding that lends support to the
positive correlation between egalitarianism and ally behavior. For example, SDO is
negatively associated with intergroup attitudes and behaviors that are proxies for ally

behavior (e.g., racism, sexism, classism; Cotterill et al., 2014; Dhont et al., 2014; Ho et



al., 2012, 2015; Knowles & Lowery, 2012; Kteily et al., 2012; Kteily et al., 2017; Sibley
et al., 2007) and collective action that addresses social justice issues (Choma et al., 2020).
On the other hand, prejudice against racial minorities has decreased and egalitarianism
has increased in the U.S., but indices of racial discrimination have significantly risen
(DiTomaso, 2013). At the individual level, egalitarian values have not always been
associated with helping low-status groups (e.g., Washburn & Skitka, 2018). In addition,
interventions targeting an egalitarianism mindset can fall short in reducing implicit bias
against the low-status group (Lai et al., 2014), which is associated with different kinds of
intergroup behavior (Kurdi et al., 2019). These mixed findings can also be explained by
the gap between values/ideology and action (e.g., Ajzen, 1985; Snyder & Kendzierski,
1982; see Zanna et al., 1980), which has been extensively documented in the social-
psychological literature.

In sum, egalitarianism alone might not be a sole predictor of high-status group
members’ active participation in efforts to reduce inequality, instead creating “armchair
activists” who are motivated to achieve social equality but who hesitate to take actions. In
the current research, | propose self-efficacy as one of the key variables that moderate the
relation between motivation and action.

Self-efficacy

Self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977) refers to people’s beliefs that they can perform
behaviors that are aligned with their desired goals. It is closely linked to other well-
studied constructs in social psychology such as internal locus of control (Rotter, 1966),
sense of agency (David et al., 2008), perceived control (Zimmerman & Rappaport, 1988),

and belief in free will (Feldman, 2016; Waldman et al., 1983). It has been conceptualized

10



as personality, cognitive, and affective constructs (Zimmerman & Rappaport, 1988):
Rotter (1966) introduced locus of control as a personality variable; Bandura (1977, 1982)
identified self-efficacy as a cognitive aspect of perceived control; and neural evidence
suggests that sense of agency is linked to emotional response (Gentsch & Synofzik,
2014). Although each construct focuses on different aspects of self-efficacy, the essential
common component is people’s perceptions of themselves as agents of their own actions,
and their feeling that they can control external events through their own actions (Gentsch
& Synofzik, 2014). In the current research, the definition of self-efficacy is based on this
fundamental commonality, as it leads to increased action potential, which likely results in
more action towards a goal (Gallagher, 2000; McCarty & Shrum, 2001).

Researchers have examined a specific link between individuals’ sense of
efficacy/agency and sociopolitical behavior. Gamson (1995) argued that people’s
perceptions that they can change the situation may lead to moral outrage at social
injustice and action for social change. Beissinger (2002) applied the concept to the
collapse of the Soviet Union and argued that people’s beliefs in personal agency brought
about the radical political change. He demonstrated that those agentic activists led initial
successes in mobilization and accelerated a society-wide change (Beissinger, 2002).

Tying it back to earlier discussion of egalitarianism, one might expect that
egalitarians who have a sense of efficacy are likely to get involved in ally behavior.
However, this simple expectation is subject to a test, given that there is mixed evidence
for the association between a general sense of agency and specific sociopolitical
behavior. The confusion arises from research indicating that activists have a low level of

agency beliefs (e.g., some people are more motivated to participate in collective action
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when they believe that powerful others, rather than themselves, hold control over social
issues; Silvern & Nakamura, 1971; Thomas, 1970), whereas other reports show them to
have a high level (e.g., activists scored high on internal locus of control; Gore & Rotter,
1963; Lefcourt, 1976; Strickland, 1965). This inconsistency in findings justifies further
efforts to distinguish sociopolitical control from other aspects of control (Levenson,
1974; Paulhus, 1983; Walkey, 1979). By identifying elements of perceived control that
are specifically relevant in sociopolitical contexts, some of the confusion in the relation
between control and political attitudes/activism were relieved (Paulhus, 1983).

One construct that taps into this unique aspect of self-efficacy is sociopolitical
efficacy (Caprara et al., 2009). The strength of self-efficacy differs across settings, such
that efficacy in one life sphere may not generalize to other domains. Political efficacy
(Zimmerman, 1989) was reported as an example of sphere-specific efficacy, along with
efficacy for health-promotion behaviors (Stanley & Maddux, 1986) and controlling
addictive behaviors (Condiotte & Lichtenstein, 1981). Individuals with high
sociopolitical efficacy may be more likely to take action to achieve their goals relating to
social and political issues. Indeed, high levels of political efficacy are associated with
more engagement with political activity (e.g., Caprara et al., 2009). Also, adolescents’
sociopolitical efficacy predicts their political participation, including civic engagement,
voting, and social action (Diemer & Li, 2011). In addition, activists report feeling greater
sociopolitical control than do nonactivists (Laird, 2003).

What was understudied in sociopolitical efficacy is the role of values in shaping
the direction of the action. Self-efficacy is associated with people’s efforts and

perseverance in pursuing a goal, but the content of a goal is shaped by motivation
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(Bandura, 1982). Taken together, it stands to reason that both egalitarianism and a sense
of sociopolitical efficacy need to be taken account to predict high-status group members’
ally behavior. Specifically, sociopolitical efficacy is expected to compel an egalitarian
into action, getting involved in actions to reduce intergroup inequality (see Figure 1 for

visualization of the expected effect).

Figure 1. Expected Interaction Effects of Egalitarian VValues and Sociopolitical Efficacy

High Sociopolitical Efficacy

Supremacists Allies

Anti-Egalitarian Egalitarian

Non-activists

Low Sociopolitical Efficacy

In sum, | propose that egalitarian values alone are insufficient to facilitate ally
activism. Instead, such values should be accompanied by a high level of sociopolitical
efficacy to actualize those values via action. What kind of actions can these “efficacious

egalitarians” take to reduce inequality?
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Different Types of Ally Behavior

Ally behaviors encompass a wide variety of actions, such as participating in
collective action for social change, donating to social justice organizations, and endorsing
policies that benefit low-status groups (see Stiirmer & Snyder, 2010). In this rather
nascent research domain, what needs more thorough investigation is different types of
ally behavior and the effectiveness of ally behavior in reducing intergroup inequality. In
the present research, | argue that not all ally behaviors are equally effective at reducing
group-based inequalities. In fact, there is evidence that low-status groups perceive the
varying effectiveness of ally behavior (Cheng et al., 2019). Drawing from previous
research on allyship, interpersonal-intergroup helping, and political psychology, | will
identify different types of attitudes and behaviors and analyze them on their effectiveness
in reducing the group-based inequalities. When an attitude or a behavior is more likely to
tackle the fundamental cause of the group-level disparities and prevent reproducing

hierarchies, it will be considered more effective.

Interpersonal vs. Intergroup helping

In the case of low-status-group-targeted helping behaviors, helping the group as a
whole rather than an individual might be more effective in effecting social change. To
look at some of the most frequently studied helping behaviors in intergroup context,
collective social action (Snyder & Omoto, 2007; Wright & Tropp, 2001) is a great
example of group-level helping, and confrontation of discrimination (Drury & Kaiser,
2014) is an example of individual-level helping.

The two types of behaviors share similarities, such that both are aimed at

benefitting the low-status group, and there are common predictors such as a
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superordinate-group identity (McFarland et al., 2019; Subasi¢ et al., 2008). However,
some research attests to the difference between the two types of behavior and the
importance of distinguishing them. Duncan (2012) elaborated the different basis of
group- and individual-level helping. On the one hand, allied collective action, which
refers to helping low-status group members by challenging the system, may be based on a
critical analysis of privilege and general ideology (e.g., McGarty et al., 2009). On the
other hand, helping individuals is more closely related to actors’ personal experience with
discrimination (Duncan, 2012).

In addition, evidence from intergroup contact documents that contact between
low- and high-status group members is effective at reducing high-status group members’
antipathy toward the low-status group (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), but not at increasing
willingness to change the status quo (Dixon et al., 2010). More recent findings by
Estevan-Reina and colleagues (2020) support this idea by showing that men were willing
to confront sexism in an interpersonal setting, either out of paternalistic or egalitarian
motivation. However, only one of the two motivations was associated with collective
action intention: Egalitarian motivation was positively associated collective action
intention, whereas paternalistic motivation was not. In a similar sense, “collegial
behaviors” that refer to advantaged group members’ support for underrepresented group
members were distinguished from conscious efforts to reduce intergroup inequality
(Patton & Bondi, 2015).

Taken together, empirical findings show that individual- and group-level helping
can stem from different motivations of high-status group members, and group-level

helping can be more effective at carrying out group-level change.
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Dependency- vs. Autonomy-oriented helping.

How one helps an individual or a group also matters. Defensive helping (Nadler,
2016; Nadler & Halabi, 2006) illustrates different ways for high-status group members to
help a low-status group member. One way to help a low-status group member is to
provide help that maintains the intergroup hierarchy (i.e., dependency-oriented helping).
For example, providing a full solution to a low-status group can perpetuate the existing
hierarchy such that low-status group is dependent on a high-status group to solve the
problem for them. Findings showed that this is more likely when high-status group
members perceive that their high status is under threat. The other way is to help a low-
status group member to develop skills or ability (i.e., autonomy-oriented helping). This
way, a low-status group can learn how to solve the problem by themselves, not having to
rely on a high-status group. This type of helping was more pronounced when group
hierarchies were perceived to be stable/fixed rather than unstable/permeable. Altogether,
these studies suggest that high status-group members are motivated to protect the current
system by providing a dependency-oriented helping.

A similar pattern is observed at the group level. Jackson and Esses (2000)
provided empirical evidence in the context of hosts vs. immigrants in Canada. They
found that host populations for whom economic threat was made salient were less likely
to endorse helping that would likely give immigrants opportunities to build their success
by themselves (e.g., “Although immigrants face barriers to adjusting to life in Canada,
they can learn to adjust with the cooperation of Canadians.”). Also, this type of helping
that provides immigrants with autonomy and empowers them to solve their own problems

was negatively correlated with host populations’ SDO scores, with SDO scores positively

16



associated with endorsement of immigrant acculturation to the mainstream (e.g.,
“Immigrants should follow the advice of Canadians to solve the problems of adjustment
that they have created for themselves.”). The latter form of help is likely to engender
immigrants’ dependency on host populations and might lead to loss of their unique
culture, which ultimately results in low likelihood of reducing the gap between the two
groups. Therefore, in the long run, autonomy-oriented helping can be more effective at
reducing intergroup inequalities.

System-maintaining vs. -attenuating policies.

Social and public policies can and do impact inequalities. And it is the public
consensus that guides what policies are implemented, revised, and abolished. Thus, it is
important that high-status groups endorse the policies that aim to reduce intergroup
inequality. One of the policies that are most relevant to intergroup inequality is diversity-
promoting policies. Affirmative action, amongst many, has been one of the most widely
adopted policy in the organization and education settings. With its purpose to promote
equality, various types of affirmative actions have been put into practice for over the past
50 years. For example, universities often take into account of students’ racial/ethnic
identities to grant special admission criteria. Many organizations are practicing
affirmative action such as providing mentoring and training to employees from
underrepresented groups. Also, some countries use a quota system for Parliament to
guarantee a certain number of seats are taken by low-status group members. Despite
controversy, affirmative action policies have produced positive effects on selection
processes in higher education as well as hiring and promotion in organizations, and

representation in the parliament (Crosby et al., 2006; International Institute for
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Democracy and Electoral Assistance, 2020), which demonstrates that endorsing these
policies can be a highly effective ally behavior. Although there are different policies
implemented in different institutions targeting different low-status groups, the common
goal is to challenge the existing hierarchy between groups. This goal and its
consequences might pose a threat to high-status group members, preventing them from
endorsing affirmative action policies.

Decades of research in social science has shown that high-status group members,
compared to low-status group members, tend to hold more negative attitudes toward
affirmative action. In general, men oppose affirmative action more strongly than do
women (Aberson & Haag, 2003; Golden et al., 2001; Konrad & Linnehan, 1995; Kravitz
et al., 2000; Summers, 1995; Truxillo & Bauer, 2000) and White Americans oppose it
more strongly than do racial minorities (Bell et al., 1997; Bobo & Smith, 1994; Fine,
1992; Golden et al., 2001; Klineberg & Kravitz, 2003; Konrad & Linnehan, 1995;
Kravitz et al., 2000; Little et al., 1998). Probabilistically, White men, among social
groups, tend to be most likely to oppose affirmative action (Niemann & Dovidio, 1998).
This opposition is stronger among those who are highly prejudiced against women
(Tougas et al., 1995; Tougas & Veilleux, 1990) and racial minorities (Arriola & Cole,
2001; Bobocel et al., 1998; Hayes-James et al., 2001; Lehman & Crano, 2002; Little et
al., 1998; Mack et al., 2002; Sawires & Peacock, 2000; Sears et al., 1997; Sidanius et al.,
1996; Tuch & Hughes, 1996; Williams et al., 1999). In addition, those who strongly
identify with their high-status group (e.g., White identity; Knowles et al., 2014) and those

who strongly endorse intergroup hierarchy (Federico & Sidanius, 2002) or meritocracy
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(Kemmelmeier, 2003; Kluegel, 1990; Williams et al., 1999) are more likely to oppose
affirmative actions.

A recent study suggests the common underlying mechanism that may integrate a
substantial number of studies on the predictors of affirmative action attitudes. Ho and
Unzueta (2015) found that people with weaker egalitarian beliefs were more likely to
support affirmative action policies when they were framed to help sustain the existing
intergroup hierarchy. This finding demonstrates why anti-egalitarians oppose affirmative
actions in the real world: Affirmative actions are believed to disrupt the existing
hierarchy. It is the consequence of adopting such policies (i.e., whether they actually
change the status quo) that shapes high-status group members’ attitudes toward policies,
rather than the policies per se. In other words, it is expected that high-status groups would
resist any policies that are perceived to pose a threat to their prestige.

Relating it back to the topic of effectiveness of ally behavior, policies that are
likely to result in attenuating intergroup disparities can be more effective than other
policies that are aimed at (or that result in) maintaining the existing system.

In sum, high-status group member’s ally behaviors are not all equally effective at
reducing group-based inequality. When their behavior (a) benefits a group as a whole, (b)
focuses on changing the system-level factors, and (c) ensures a low-status group
exercises their autonomy in leading a change, it is more likely to reduce intergroup
disparities in power and resources. Then, the next question is: Is there a common variable
that predicts effective ally behaviors? I argue that it is high-status group members’

perceived efficacy of low-status group that determines their attitudes and actions.

Perceived Collective Efficacy of Low-Status Groups
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Collective efficacy refers to a belief in the capacity of the group to achieve shared
goals and to address shared problems (Bandura, 2000; Sampson et al., 1997). This belief
about the group’s capacity to achieve a common goal has been one of the prominent
predictors of collective action, especially when the action is intended to protect or
enhance one’s ingroup (van Zomeren et al., 2018). Individuals who strongly identify with
a group tend to perceive a high level of collective efficacy, which in turn leads to high
willingness to participate in collective action (van Zomeren et al., 2008). These findings
explain when low-status groups are willing to participate in collective action that is aimed
at benefitting their ingroup: when “we” believe that we can improve the ingroup status
through collective action. What has been relatively understudied is how high-status allies,
as an outgroup, view the low-status group’s collective efficacy.

Perceptions of or assumptions about the efficacy of the low-status group are
important because they may shape how high-status group members respond to the
intergroup inequality issue. To be more specific, when high-status group members
believe that the low-status group is capable of carrying out the change (i.e., high
perceived collective efficacy), they might think that it is more appropriate for them to
help low-status group further develop their autonomy and independence and take a lead
role in the movement. Empirical evidence supports this conjecture. Men who believe that
women are agentic and competent tend to prefer providing autonomy-oriented help to
providing dependency-oriented help, compared to those who believe that women lack
autonomy and need to be protected (Estevan-Reina et al., 2020). In addition, people who
strongly endorse modern racism (McConahay, 1986) are less likely to support economic

policies that offer autonomy-oriented help to racial minorities. For example, for a Latina
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student who has difficulty catching up with her school curriculum, participants’ racism
was associated with more support for lessening the Latina student’s class load and less
support for providing resources to help her focus on learning (Abad-Merino et al., 2013).
In sum, | argue that high-status group members’ evaluation of low-status group’s
collective efficacy can affect how they support the low-status group. Believing that the
low-status group is efficacious is a pre-condition for high-status group members to
support and engage in effective ally behavior. In other words, when high-status group
members perceive that a low-status group is an efficacious (vs. inefficacious) collective,
they would be more likely to get involved in effective ally behaviors. (see Figure 2 for

visualization of the expected effect).

Figure 2. Expected Moderating Effect of Perceived Black Americans’ Collective
Efficacy on Different Types of Ally Behavior
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The Current Research

This review demonstrates the need to understand more fully who gets involved in
ally behavior, when, and how. The current research utilizes a long-standing framework
“motivation x ability”’: Values guide the direction of behavior, and a sense of efficacy
provides an affordance for the behavior.

To apply this framework to allyship, it is expected that egalitarian values will
shape people’s motivation to reduce intergroup inequality, and feeling efficacious in their
ability to influence sociopolitical affairs will amplify the positive link between
egalitarianism and ally behavior. The present research has three main goals: to examine
(a) the racial disparity in efforts to reduce intergroup inequality, (b) a set of
characteristics of ally activists and (c) how perceived collective efficacy affects
engagement with different types of ally behavior. These three goals will be addressed in
the context of racial wealth gap in U.S. society, specifically focusing on social and public
policies that are aimed at reducing the wealth gap.

First, I will examine whether racial disparity in support for affirmative action
policies still persists using the most recent, nationally representative data. For decades,
research has shown that compared to Blacks, Whites hold more negative attitudes toward
affirmative action (e.g., Bobo & Smith, 1994; Klineberg & Kravitz, 2003). And | plan to
use these timely data that will inform us to what extent the racial gap exists in 2021, the
year we observed tragic manifestations of systemic racism, collective action that
followed, and the polarization of American racial attitudes.

H1: White Americans, compared to racial minorities, will be less likely to support

policies that are aimed at reducing racial inequity.
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The racial gap in attitudes toward affirmative action will establish the need for
identifying the predictors of ally behavior among White Americans. Thus, | will test the
following hypothesis in Studies 1 and 2.

H2: White Americans’ egalitarian values will interact with their sociopolitical
self-efficacy to predict their attitudes/action toward reduced intergroup inequality.
Specifically, Whites with high levels of both egalitarian values and sociopolitical self-
efficacy will be more likely to support affirmative action policies than other counterparts.

Based on the findings that efficacious egalitarians are more likely to support
allyship, 1 will test the moderating role of perceptions of Blacks' collective efficacy in the
type of ally behavior. Prior research has identified a wide range of ally behaviors that
vary on the targeted change (e.g., system-level change vs. individual-targeted change)
and the desired consequences (e.g., promote low-status group members’ autonomy vs.
dependency on the existing system) of those behaviors. Based on the review of the
literature, the current research distinguishes the two different types of ally behavior:
behaviors that are effective at reducing group-level inequalities and those that are less
effective. Effective ally behaviors are those that are aimed at changing system-level
factors and providing opportunities for low-status group members to develop or exercise
their autonomy. These behaviors are more likely to result in low-status groups’
acquisition of power and resources compared to less effective ally behaviors. Therefore,
high-status group members’ attitudes toward and intention to engage in highly effective
and less effective ally behavior (e.g., endorsement of autonomy-focused vs. assistance-

focused affirmative action policies) will be measured.
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H3: Egalitarian values, sociopolitical self-efficacy, and perceived collective

efficacy of the low-status group will interact to predict effective ally behavior.

Specifically, egalitarians with a high level of sociopolitical self-efficacy will be more

likely to engage in effective ally behavior when they perceive the low-status group to

possess a higher level of collective efficacy versus a lower level. In the context of the

racial wealth gap, efficacious egalitarian Whites will be more likely to support autonomy-

focused policies when they perceive Blacks as an efficacious collective (vs.

inefficacious).

Three studies will be conducted to test the three main hypotheses, and an

overview of the three studies is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Overview of the studies

Study 1 Study 2 Study 3
Type Correlational study Correlational study Experiment
Context Racial discrimination Racial income and wealth disparities
Participants American National Prolific Prolific
Election Studies
(ANES)
Sample size 2020 ANES: N = 8,280 N =328 N = 345

2016 ANES: N = 4,270

Egalitarianism Equality of Opportunity Social Dominance Orientation
(Feldman, 1988) (Ho et al., 2015)

Sociopolitical Internal Political Policy control from Sociopolitical control scale

efficacy Efficacy (Zimmerman & Zahniser, 1991)

Perceived Measured Manipulated

collective (e.g., van Zomeren) (High vs. Low)

efficacy
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Dependent Support for affirmative - Support for - Support for

measures action affirmative action autonomy-focused
- Support for policies
autonomy-focused - Support for
policies assistance-focused
- Support for policies
assistance-focused - Participation in ally
policies behavior

Exploratory . Potential mediators

variables - Attribution of the

racial wealth gap
- Emotions (Anger,

Empathy)

Pilot study . Ratings of policy Blacks’ collective
effectiveness efficacy manipulation

check
Control variables - Demographic factors - Demographic factors - Demographic factors
- Political knowledge - MacArthur Scale of - Household income

Subjective Social
Status

Main analysis Testing moderation models using PROCESS, Hierarchical Regression

The three studies are aligned with ethics guideline and have been approved by
Institutional Review Board at University of Minnesota. | have preregistered my main

hypotheses on my research project page on Open Science Framework

(https://osf.io/rzhta/). On this page, study materials, analytic code, and data will also be
made publicly available.

Method

Study 1a

To first examine the racial gap in efforts to reduce racial inequity in today’s

society, | used the most recent data from American National Election Studies (ANES).
The survey was carried out between August 2020 and December 2020, released in
March, 2021. ANES provides useful data for testing Hypotheses 1 and 2 for several

reasons. First, ANES data consists of a representative sample of U.S. citizens aged 18 or
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older varying on important demographic variables such as age, race/ethnicity, gender,
age, education, and social class. Second, survey includes questions about individuals’
beliefs, political efficacy, and their opinions about social/political issues such as attitudes
toward public policies. Thus, the data allowed an examination of the effect of key
predictors (i.e., egalitarianism, sociopolitical self-efficacy) on the outcome variable (i.e.,
support for affirmative action) proposed in Hypothesis 2. Third, the data were collected
in the midst of society-wide turbulence where conversation about racial discrimination
has been active in many communities in the United States. The 2020 data were collected
soon after the murder of George Floyd and simultaneously with nation-wide protests
against racial injustice, and this social context provides a stringent test for Hypothesis 1.
Participants and Procedure

The survey consists of pre- and post-election interviews, and | included those who
completed the post-election data, as it includes key measures that allow me to test the
hypotheses (N = 8,280). Among them, 72% self-identified as non-Hispanic White, 9% as
Black, 9% as Hispanic, 3% as Asian, native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islanders, 2% as
Native American or Alaska Native, and 3% as multiple races or other. The average age of
the participants was 51.57 years (SD = 17.19), ranging from 18 to 80 years. In total, 54%
of the participants were female, and 45% were male. Additional demographic

information is presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. Study 1a: Demographics of Participants

2020 ANES 2016 ANES
(N = 8280) (N =4270)
Variable n % n %
Sex
Female 4450 54% 2231 52%
Male 3763 45% 1987 47%
Refused to answer 67 1% 52 1%
Race/Ethnicity
White 5963 72% 3038 71%
Black 726 9% 397 9%
Hispanic 762 9% 450 11%
Asian, Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander 284 3% 148 4%
Native American, Alaska Native 172 2% 27 1%
Multiple races, other 271 3% 177 4%
Refused to answer or Don’t know 102 1% 33 1%
Highest Education Completed
Less than high school 376 5% 73 2%
High school graduate 1336 16% 209 5%
Some college 1684 20% 815 19%
Vocational college degree 615 7% 898 21%
Academic college degree 491 6% 601 14%
Bachelor’s degree 2055 25% 955 23%
Master’s degree 1185 14% 499 12%
Professional school/Doctoral degree 407 5% 181 4%
Other, Refused to answer, Don’t know 131 2% 39 1%
Subjective Socioeconomic Status
Lower class 528 6% 382 9%
Working class 2531 31% 1394 33%
Middle class 3946 48% 2042 48%
Upper class 368 4% 177 4%
Refused to answer or Don’t know 907 11% 275 6%
Variable Mean SD Mean SD
Age 51.57 17.19 49.58 17.58

Note. In 2016 data, subjective socioeconomic status question was asked in pre- and
post-election datasets (V161307 and V162132, respectively), and participants’

answers were combined.



Measures
Affirmative Action

Participants’ attitudes toward affirmative action were assessed using a single item,
“What about your opinion—are you for or against preferential hiring and promotion of
blacks?” Participants reported their opinion using a 4-point scale (1 = strongly favor, 2 =
not strongly favor, 3 = not strongly oppose, 4 = strongly oppose). The item was reverse-
coded such that higher scores reflect more support for affirmative action (M = 2.05, SD =
1.14).
Sociodemographic Characteristics

Participants’ demographic characteristics that are associated with racial attitudes
and support for race-related policy were used as control variables in analyses. They
include age, sex (0 = male, 1 = female), subjective socioeconomic status (SES; 1 = lower
class, 4 = upper class), and educational attainment. Participants reported their highest
level of school they have completed or the highest degree they have received (1 = less
than high school, 8 = professional school degree/doctoral degree; other, don 't know,
refused coded as missing).
Political knowledge

Participants’ political knowledge was assessed using three items related to public
figures in U.S. politics. They were asked to identify the speaker of the House of
Representatives (Nancy Pelosi), the vice president (Mike Pence), and the chief justice
(John Roberts). Correct responses were coded as 1, and incorrect or missing responses

were coded as 0. The responses were summed to create an index of political knowledge
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ranging from 0 to 3 (M = 1.88, SD = .80; Cronbach’s a = .45; Three items correlated at rs
> .13; Factor analysis identified one factor, which explains 49% of variance, items’ factor
loadings > .55). Political knowledge was found to be associated with political attitude
strength (Fiorina & Abrams, 2008) and involvement with political issues (Kaufhold et al.,
2010), and thus controlled for a rigorous testing.

Analysis and Results

I conducted an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) to test Hypothesis 1, which was to
investigate differential support for affirmative action between White vs. Black
Americans. Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations among all variables are

presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Study 1a: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Main Study Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Race (0 = Black; 1 = White) 42 -.09 05 -12 -14 -14
2. Support for affirmative action .38 -.16 06 -04 -06 -.09
3. Age -09 .17 01 .02 .15 .16
4. Sex (0 = male; 1 = female) .07 .09 -01 -00 -02 -.10
5. Education -10 .05 -01 -.00 40 .33
6. Socioeconomic class -12 -01 12 -06 .38 .25
7. Political knowledge -16 -05 19 -15 31 .25
2020 ANES
N 6649 7240 7926 8213 8149 7373 7445
M . 2.05 51.57 . 453 256 1.88
SD . 114 17.19 . 2.04 0.70 0.80
2016 ANES
N 3435 3545 4149 4218 4231 3995 3648
M . 184 49,58 . 478 250 1.69
SD 1.06 17.58 165 073 0.92

Note. Correlations using 2020 data is below the diagonal, and 2016 data above the
diagonal. Correlations in bold are significant at p < .001, italicized correlation is
significant at p < .05.
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White vs. Black Americans

I conducted an ANCOVA in which participants’ self-identified race (White vs.
Black) was entered as the independent variable, support for affirmative action as the
dependent variable, and age, sex, education, subjective SES, political knowledge as
control variables. As predicted, White Americans’ level of support for affirmative action
was lower (Madjusted = 1.88, SE = 0.15, n = 5017) than Black Americans’ (Magjusted = 3.31,
SE = 0.43, n =595), F(1, 5605) = 974.01, p < .001, np?=.15. The partial eta squared
indicates that 15% of the total variance of attitudes toward affirmative action can be
accounted for by race, which is considered a large effect (Keppel, 1991; Lakens, 2013).
White vs. non-Black Racial Minorities

Additional analyses were conducted to investigate the difference between non-
Black racial minorities and White Americans. Participants who self-identified as Asian,
native Hawaiian, other Pacific Islanders, Native American, Alaska Native, or Hispanic
were compared with White Americans on their attitudes toward affirmative action.
ANCOVA again revealed that White Americans’ level of support for affirmative action
was lower (Magjusted = 1.89, SE = 0.15, n = 5017) than non-Black racial minorities’
(Madjusted = 2.14, SE = 0.31, n = 1193), F(1, 6203) = 48.88, p < .001, np? = .01.
Additional analysis using 2016 data.

| conducted the same set analysis using the ANES data collected between
November 9 and January 8, 2017 (ANES, 2017). The dataset included 4,270 participants,
and 71% identified themselves as non-Hispanic White, 11% as Hispanic, 9% as Black,

4% as Asian, native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islanders, 1% as Native American or
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Alaska Native, and 4% as multiple races or other. More information about the

participants is presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Study 1la: Summary of ANCOVA Results

2020 ANES
Support for Affirmative Action
Observed  Adjusted
Respondent Race Mean Mean SD SE n
White 1.88 1.88 1.05 0.15 5017
Black 3.30 3.31 1.05 0.43 595
Source SS df MS F p o’
Age 117.80 1 117.80 110.50 <.001 0.02
Sex 23.44 1 23.44 21.99 <.001 0.00
Education 56.73 1 56.73 53.21 <.001 0.01
Socioeconomic class 4.48 1 4.48 4.21 0.040 0.00
Political knowledge 4.36 1 4.36 4.09 0.043 0.00
Participant race 1038.37 1 1038.37 974.01 <.001 0.15
Error 5975.35 5605 1.07
2016 ANES
Support for Affirmative Action
Observed  Adjusted
Respondent Race Mean Mean SD SE n
White 1.64 1.64 0.92 0.02 2482
Black 3.01 2.98 1.15 0.05 317
Source SS df MS F p Np?
Age 33.97 1 33.97 38.54 <.001 0.01
Sex 1.26 1 1.26 1.43 0.232 0.00
Education 3.06 1 3.06 3.47 0.063 0.00
Socioeconomic class 0.41 1 0.41 0.46 0.498 0.00
Political knowledge 3.23 1 3.23 3.66 0.056 0.00
Participant race 482.30 1 482.30 547.24 <.001 0.16
Error 2460.67 2792 0.88

Note. Adjusted R? = .18 for 2020 data, .19 for 2016 data.
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Findings were consistent with 2020 data. White Americans’ level of support for
affirmative action was lower (Madjusted = 1.64, SE = 0.02, n = 2482) compared to Black
Americans’ (Madjusted = 2.98, SE = 0.05, n = 317), F(1, 2792) = 547.24, p < .001, np?
= .16, and non-Black racial minorities’ (Madjusted = 2.01, SE = 0.05, n = 465), F(1, 2940) =
54.86, p <.001, np?=.02. Consistent with 2020 data, a large effect size was found for
Blacks vs. Whites and a small effect for non-Black minorities vs. Whites.

Discussion

As predicted in Hypothesis 1, White Americans, compared to Black Americans, were
more likely to oppose affirmative action that advocates for Blacks’ hiring and promotion.
This racial gap was observed when comparing White Americans with non-Black racial
minorities in general, pointing to White Americans’ reluctance to support affirmative
action. These results can be discouraging to some people given the heightened racial
awareness in 2020. It is also worth noting that these findings are consistent with 2016
data, when racial hatred incidents were not as publicly discussed as in 2020-2021. These
findings justify the need for looking into the antecedents of White’s support for racial

equality.

Study 1b
| used the ANES data to test the hypothesis that egalitarianism and sociopolitical
self-efficacy interact to predict ally behavior (Hypothesis 2). Specifically, | expected that
White Americans who hold egalitarian beliefs and who at the same time have confidence
that they can make the change in sociopolitical domain are most likely to have positive
attitudes toward affirmative action. The ANES provides a suitable testbed for testing this

hypothesis. First, it includes a sizable number of White American participants that vary
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on their demographic characteristics (ns > 3038). Second, the survey contains questions

that enable me to examine the two-way interaction hypothesis: egalitarianism, political

self-efficacy, and support for affirmative action.

Participants and Procedure

I included participants who self-identified as non-Hispanic White. The average

age of the participants was 53.49 years (SD = 17.10), ranging from 18 to 80 years. In

total, 53% of the participants were female, and 46% were male. Additional demographic

information is presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Study 1b: Demographics of Participants

2020 ANES 2016 ANES
(N =5963) (N =3038)

Variable n % n %
Sex

Female 3177 53% 1591 52%

Male 2763 46% 1421 47%

Refused to answer 23 0.4% 26 1%
Highest Education Completed

Less than high school 211 4% 30 1%

High school graduate 941 16% 112 4%

Some college 1172 20% 555 18%

Vocational college degree 451 8% 629 21%

Academic college degree 342 6% 425 14%

Bachelor’s degree 1558 26% 742 24%

Master’s degree 903 15% 380 13%

Professional school/Doctoral degree 307 5% 145 5%

Other, Refused to answer, Don’t know 78 1% 20 1%
Subjective Socioeconomic Status

Lower class 314 5% 229 8%

Working class 1695 28% 921 30%

Middle class 3085 52% 1580 52%
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Upper class 283 5% 142 5%

Refused to answer or Don’t know 586 10% 166 6%
Variable Mean SD Mean SD
Age 53.49 17.10 51.29 17.60

Note. In 2016 data, subjective socioeconomic status question was asked in pre- and
post-election datasets (V161307 and V162132, respectively), and participants’
answers were combined.

Measures

The full items are presented in Appendix A.
Support for Affirmative Action

Participants s’ support for affirmative action was measured using the same item in
Study 1la.
Egalitarian Beliefs

The ANES contained four items that assess general endorsement or opposition to
intergroup equality (adapted from Feldman, 1988). Sample items include “'Our society
should do whatever is necessary to make sure that everyone has an equal opportunity to
succeed” and “It is not really that big a problem if some people have more of a chance in
life than others.” Participants indicated how much they agreed or disagreed with each
statement on 5-point Likert scales (1 = agree strongly, 5 = disagree strongly; o= .77).
Two items were reverse-coded, and then four items were averaged such that higher scores
reflect higher level of egalitarian beliefs.
Sociopolitical Self-efficacy

In my research, sociopolitical self-efficacy is defined as one’s personal sense of
competence in understanding, communicating, participating, and making a change in

social and political matters. This conception is aligned with internal political efficacy
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(Neimi et al., 1991), citizens’ feelings of their personal competence to participate in
politics. Thus, participants’ internal political efficacy was used as a predictor. Participants
answered the following two questions “How often do politics and government seem so
complicated that you can't really understand what's going on?”” (1 = always, 5 = never)
and “How well do you understand the important political issues facing our country?” (1 =
extremely well, 5 = not well at all; reverse-coded) using 5-point Likert scales (r = .38, p
<.001). The two items were averaged to form a composite index such that higher scores
indicate higher level of political efficacy.?
Control Variables

| controlled for the demographic variables that may be associated with the
predictor and outcome variables. Consistent with Study 1a, participants’ age, sex,
education, and SES were included in analyses, as they are associated with racial attitudes.
In addition, findings suggest that these demographic characteristics are associated with
the predictors. For example, women (vs. men) tend to endorse egalitarian values more
strongly (Schmitt & Wirth, 2009), education attainment is associated with higher level of
political efficacy (Nie et al., 1996), higher social class is associated with lower level of
prosocial value orientation and concern for others’ welfare (Piff et al., 2010) and higher

political efficacy (Uslaner & Brown, 2005).

! political efficacy is traditionally differentiated into two dimensions (Balch, 1974). Distinct from
internal efficacy, external efficacy reflects individuals’ feelings that they have a say in decisions
that are made in politics (Acock et al., 1985). High external efficacy is associated with greater
trust in political system and institutions (Cole, 1973). The role of individuals’ beliefs about the
responsiveness of political entities are beyond the scope of this research. However, the potential
effect of external efficacy will be discussed in General Discussion.
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Consistent with Study 1a, participants’ political knowledge was controlled in the

analysis, as people with higher levels of political knowledge tend to have higher levels of

internal political efficacy (Jung et al., 2011).

Analysis and Results

Before testing the hypothesis, descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations

among all variables were assessed (see Table 6).

Table 6. Study 1b: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Main Study Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Egalitarian beliefs .05 34 -.05 A2 09 -02 .05
2. Sociopolitical self- .09 .04 07 -19 .28 23 .32
3. Support for affirmative .45 .09 -.13 .02 .05 02 -.05
4. Age -.03 10 -14 01 -.03 14 14
5.Sex (0 =male; 1=female) .06 -.14 .06 .00 -00 -02 -11
6. Education A5 25 15 -.05 .00 41 .29
7. Socioeconomic class .03 22 .06 12 -.05 40 .25
8. Political knowledge .09 .35 .05 15 -15 .28 .25
2020 ANES

N 5398 5402 5279 5755 5940 5885 5377 5415

M 372 338 1.88 53.49 463 262 196

SD 094 082 105 17.10 202 0.68 0.75
2016 ANES

N 2625 2626 2572 2968 3012 3018 2872 2631

M 354 318 164 51.29 491 257 1.78

SD 085 081 092 17.60 162 071 0.88

Note. Correlations using 2020 data is below the diagonal, and 2016 data above the

diagonal. Correlations in bold are significant at p < .001, italicized correlation is

significant at p < .05.

Interaction between egalitarian beliefs and sociopolitical self-efficacy

To test the proposed two-way interaction effect, I used Hayes’ PROCESS macro

(2013). PROCESS uses bootstrapping methodology in the ordinary least squares (OLS)
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regression framework. This statistical tool has been employed in a number of
psychological studies to test the moderating effect. Using Model 1, | examined the
interaction effect between egalitarian beliefs and sociopolitical efficacy on support for
affirmative action while controlling for the covariates. | set the number of bootstrap
samples for the bias-corrected bootstrap confidence interval as 10,000, and the level of
confidence for all confidence intervals is 95%. | expected that Cls of the interaction
effect will not include zero, suggesting that sociopolitical efficacy moderated the effect of
egalitarian beliefs on attitudes toward affirmative action.

Findings showed that the interaction term (Egalitarian beliefs x Political efficacy)
significantly predicted support for affirmative action, AR?>=.012, B = .15, SE=.02, p
<.001, Cl =[.12, .18]. Simple slope analyses revealed the nature of the interaction.
People with strong egalitarian beliefs (+1SD; 4.67) were more likely to support
affirmative action when they have high level of political efficacy, B = .22, SE = .02, p
<.001, CI =[.17, .26], compared to when they have low level of political efficacy. In
contrast, those with weak egalitarian beliefs (-1SD; 2.78) were less likely to support
affirmative action when they have high level of political efficacy, B =-.07, SE =.02, p
<.001, CI =[-.11, -.02], than when they have high level of political efficacy (see Figure

3).
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Figure 3. Study 1b: Interaction Between Egalitarian Beliefs and Political Efficacy on
Support for Affirmative Action (2020 ANES)

Egalitarian Values

+18D

-18D

Support for Affirmative Action

b= -.07**

-2 -1 0 1
Political Self-Efficacy

Note. The two predictors were centered. p < .001*** p <.01**

Additionally, I conducted a hierarchical linear regression analysis to examine the
effect of all predictor variables. Two key predictors (i.e., egalitarian beliefs and political
efficacy) and control variables (demographic characteristics and political knowledge)
were centered. In the first phase, the five control variables were entered, followed by two
main effects, then the interaction effect was entered as a predictor. | regressed support for
affirmative action scores on this set of predictors to test Hypothesis 2. Table 7 presents

the summary of results.
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Table 7. Study 1b: Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses Using ANES 2020 Data

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Variable B SE B 95%ClI B SE B 9%5%Cl B SE B 95% ClI

Control variables

Age -01 .00 -15 [-01,-01] -01 .00 -14 [-01,-01] -01 .00 -14 [-01,-.01]

Sex 14 .03 .07 [09,.200 .09 .03 .04 [04.14] 09 .03 .04 [.04 .14]

Education 06 01 .12 [05.08] .03 .01 .05 [01,.04] .02 .01 .05 [.01,.04]

Social class 05 .02 .03 [00.100 .07 .02 .04 [03.11] .06 .02 .04 [.02,.10]

Political knowledge .06 .02 .04 [01,.10] -01 .02 -01 [-.05.03] -02 .02 -01 [-.05,.02]
Main effects

Egalitarian beliefs 49 01 44  [46,51] 47 01 42 [44,.49]

Political efficacy 07 02 .05 [03,.10] .08 .02 .06 [.04,.11]

Interaction effect

Egalitarian beliefs

x Political efficacy 15021 [12,.18]

R? .05 23 .25
Adjusted R? .05 .23 .25
AR? .05 19 .01

Note. All continuous variables were centered at their means; Standardized coefficients in bold are significant at < .001,
and italicized coefficients < .05; R square changes are significant at < .001.



Consistent with the results using PROCESS, the proposed interaction effect was
significant. In addition, the two main effects were significant, such that higher levels of
egalitarian beliefs and political efficacy were associated with more support for
affirmative action. Additionally, demographic variables and political knowledge were
significantly associated with support for affirmative action: Lower age, women, higher
levels of education, socioeconomic class, and political knowledge were associated with
more support for affirmative action.

2016 ANES Data

| conducted the same set analysis using the 2016 ANES data. The data included
3038 participants who self-identified as non-Hispanic White. The average age of the
participants was 51.29 years (SD = 17.60), ranging from 18 to 90 years. In total, 52% of
the participants were female, and 47% were male. Additional demographic information is
presented in Table 5.

The reliabilities of measures were acceptable. | averaged four items that assess
egalitarian beliefs (o = .70; all items correlated at rs > .30, p <.001; PCA identified one
factor that explains 52% of the variance, factor loadings > .66), two items that assess
internal political efficacy (r = .35, p <.001), and three items that assess political
knowledge (o = .51; all items correlated at rs > .29, p <.001; PCA identified one factor
that explains 51% of the variance; factor loadings > .64) to create composite indices. All
other variables were measured using a single item.

Findings showed the same pattern of results as 2020 data. Analysis using the
PROCESS macro revealed that the significant interaction effect between egalitarian

beliefs and political efficacy on support for affirmative action, AR? = .010, B = .13, SE
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=.02, p<.001, CI =[.08, .18]. Specifically, people with strong egalitarian beliefs (+1SD;
4.38) were more likely to support affirmative action when they have higher level of
political efficacy, B = .15, SE = .03, p <.001, CI =[.08, .21]. In contrast, those with weak
egalitarian beliefs (-1SD; 2.68) were less likely to support affirmative action when they
have higher level of political efficacy, B =-.08, SE = .03, p =.011, CI = [-.14, -.02] (see

Figure 4).

Figure 4. Study 1b: Interaction Between Egalitarian Beliefs and Political Efficacy on
Support for Affirmative Action (2016 ANES)
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Note. The two predictor variables were centered. p < .001*** p < .05*

Furthermore, | conducted a hierarchical linear regression analysis to examine the

effect of all predictor variables. | regressed support for affirmative action onto the
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proposed key predictors (i.e., egalitarian beliefs and political efficacy) along with control

variables. Table 8 presents the summary of results.
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Table 8. Study 1b: Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses Using ANES 2016 Data

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Variable B SE B 95%ClI B SE B 9%B5%Cl B SE B 95% ClI
Control variables
Age -01 .00 -13 [-01,-00] -01 .00 -11 [-01,-00] -01 .00 -11 [-.01,-.00]
Sex 04 04 02 [-.04,.11] -03 .04 -01 [-10,.05] -02 .04 -01 [-09,.05]
Education 03 .01 .06 [01,.06] .01 .01 .02 [-01,.04 .01 .01 .02 [-02.03]
Social class 03 .03 .02 [-03.088 .05 .03 .04 [-00,.101 .05 .03 .04 [-.00,.10]
Political knowledge -05 .02 -05 [-09,-01] -08 .02 -07 [-12,-03] -08 .02 -08 [-.12,-.04]
Main effects
Egalitarian beliefs 35 .02 33 [31,.39] .33 .02 .31 [.29,.37]
Political efficacy .03 .02 .03 [-01,.08] .04 .02 .03 [-.01,.08]
Interaction effect
e s 2 oo o o
R? .02 13 14
Adjusted R? .02 13 14
AR? .02 11 .01

Note. All continuous variables were centered at their means; Standardized coefficients in bold are significant at < .001,

and italicized coefficients < .05; R square changes are significant at < .001.
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Consistent with the 2020 data, the proposed interaction effect was significant.
Looking at the main effects, egalitarian beliefs were associated with more support for
affirmative action, but political efficacy was not significantly associated with support for
affirmative action. Some demographic variables and political knowledge were
significantly associated with support for affirmative action. Lower age, higher levels of
education and political knowledge were associated with more support for affirmative
action. However, gender and subjective social class were not significantly associated with

attitudes toward affirmative action.

Discussion

Drawing on data from the 2016 and 2020 ANES, there were two main findings.
First, | found that White Americans, compared with Black Americans, are less likely to
support affirmative action (as predicted in Hypothesis 1). Some people argue that racism
no longer exists in society (Brown, 2019), however the systemic discrimination and racial
gap in employment, income, and wealth persists until now (Bhutta et al., 2020).
Therefore, affirmative action that increases hiring and promoting Blacks is crucial to
reducing racial economic inequality. Another insight gained from the data collected 5
years ago is that White Americans on average opposed affirmative action (White
Americans’ mean score was 1.64 on a scale ranging from 1 = strongly oppose and 4 =
strongly favor), and they still do in the current day (M = 1.88). This finding showcases
why research on White ally is timely and important.

Second, findings from the two datasets provided support for the interaction
hypothesis (Hypothesis 2). To roughly divide the sample into two categories along the

two key dimensions, efficacious egalitarians were more likely to support affirmative
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action than inefficacious egalitarians, efficacious anti-egalitarians, and inefficacious anti-
egalitarians. Egalitarian beliefs were a strong predictor, and there was additional variance
explained by its interaction with political efficacy. Although not expected, | found that
political efficacy had a negative effect for those who hold anti-egalitarian beliefs. It
means that anti-egalitarians who feel politically efficacious were more likely to oppose
affirmative action than those who feel inefficacious. These efficacious anti-egalitarians
can be compared with active allies (i.e., efficacious egalitarians), as both groups are more
like to express their political opinions that are aligned with their values (cf. Figure 1).
This result may also be connected with previous findings that socially advantaged group
members (e.g., White Americans) who have a sense of power and personal control are
less likely to empathize with others (Galinsky et al., 2006) and endorse the ideology that
individuals can “move up the ladder” without systemic support (i.e., meritocracy beliefs;
Major et al., 2007).

The two hypotheses were supported from both datasets, but it is worth noting that
some effects were inconsistent. For example, political efficacy was significantly
associated with affirmative action only in the 2020 data. As for the demographic
variables, age, education, and political knowledge were significant predictors in both
datasets, whereas gender and social class were significant predictors only in the 2020
data. Overall, the focal predictors (egalitarian beliefs and political efficacy) explained a

large variance of participants’ attitudes toward affirmative action.
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Study 2

The main goals of Study 2 are threefold. First, | aim to replicate the findings of
Study 1 using the measures that are tailored to test Hypothesis 2. | will use validated
scales to measure the key predictors, egalitarian beliefs, and sociopolitical efficacy.
Second, | seek to extend Study 1 by testing the hypotheses in a specific social issue in
which racial inequality matters, that is, the racial income and wealth gap. Additionally,
one of the limitations in Study 1 was that the outcome variable was a single item and
measured general attitudes toward Blacks’ preferential hiring and promotion. In this
study, I will provide participants with statistical facts regarding racial income and wealth
gap and measure their attitudes toward policies that can be adopted by higher education
institutions, local/federal government, and private organizations, which play critical roles
in individuals’ employment, income, and wealth. Third, | will test the three-way
interaction effect among egalitarian beliefs, sociopolitical efficacy, and perceptions of
Blacks’ collective efficacy on effective ally behavior (Hypothesis 3). In my research,
effective ally behavior is defined as taking part in actions or supporting policies that are
aimed to increase Black Americans’ autonomy, which will ultimately contribute to
reducing the group-level inequality. It is contrasted with less effective ally behavior that
provide Black Americans with temporary assistance that contributes relatively little to
tackling the group-level inequality. | expect that White Americans’ perceptions of
Blacks’ collective efficacy will moderate the proposed two-way interaction to predict
effective ally behavior. In other words, efficacious egalitarian Whites who believe that

Blacks are collectively efficacious will be most likely to support effective ally behavior.
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As a first step, | will probe these questions using a correlational study. Study 2
will also explore the roles of attribution and emotion in mediating the association
between Egalitarian beliefs x Sociopolitical efficacy and ally behavior. For potential
mediators, a cognitive and an affective aspects of the hypothesized effect will be
assessed. Given that situational attribution of poverty and emotions toward inequality
(e.g., anger, empathy) have been found to be associated with inequality-reducing efforts,
Study 2 will test whether attribution of the racial gap in wealth and/or emotion towards
the inequality mediate the hypothesized interaction effect.

These confirmatory and exploratory hypotheses were preregistered on OSF in
May 2021.

Participants

For this study, I recruited White American participants on an online labor
platform Prolific (www.prolific.ac). I chose Prolific because it has a pre-screening feature
where | can target-recruit certain groups of participants using their demographic and
attitudinal characteristics (Palan & Schitter, 2018). Additionally, Prolific users tend to be
more naive to research tasks in social science and have more diverse backgrounds in
terms of ethnicity and location (Peer et al., 2017). I used four pre-screen filters to recruit
White Americans who currently reside in the United States and vary on their political
ideology spectrum. In doing so, | recruited self-identified liberals, moderates, and
conservatives, each of which made up 33% of the sample.

| recruited 332 participants. The sample size decision was based on a priori power
analysis of linear multiple regression (Fixed model, R? increase) with the purpose of

testing the three-way interaction (G*Power 3.1 software; Faul et al., 2009). To achieve
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the power of .80, | need 485 participants based on the assumption that the effect size is
small (f? = .02; alpha = .05; 1 effect tested among 11 predictors) and 68 with a medium
effect size (f2 = .15). Given that the general retention rate of a sample recruited on Prolific
is above 90%, the possible range becomes 75 to 534. | expected the final sample size to
be 300 or more, and thus recruited 332 participants.

Procedure

Prolific users who passed the four pre-screens were able to see the study
advertised as “Survey on Contemporary Social Issues.” Participants read that the survey
was developed to collect Americans’ opinions on social issues in various domains such as
public health, politics, economy, and education. This was done to minimize the selection
bias in sampling (e.g., to prevent recruiting participants who are interested in racial issues
or economic issues, or both). Participants who signed up for the study were provided with
a consent form that outlines the aims and procedures of the study, assuring them that
participation is voluntary and that they can withdraw from the study at any time without
consequence.

Participants who consented first saw a screen informing that they will be
randomly chosen to report their thoughts on a topic, and on the next page they learned
that they will be asked about issues regarding the economic gap in the U.S. Participants
then read an excerpt from an article on the racial income disparity between Black and
White Americans. This excerpt includes statistics about the racial disparities in college
admissions, college completion, household income, and wealth (National Center for

Education Statistics, 2020; Pew Research Center, 2016). After reading the excerpt,
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participants completed the measures listed below. At the end of the survey, the full

procedure and study aim were disclosed to participants.

Measures

Full items are presented in Appendix B. Within each measure, all items were
presented in a random order to exclude the possibility of an order effect.
Predictor 1: Egalitarian Beliefs

| used Social Dominance Orientation (SDO; Sidanius et al., 1996) to measure
participants’ beliefs in egalitarianism. Social Dominance Theory (Sidanius & Pratto,
1999) argues that individuals possess varying levels of anti-egalitarian values and desire
to establish and support group-based hierarchies. Individuals who are relatively high in
SDO seek to maintain or enhance social hierarchies. Conversely, individuals who are
relatively low in SDO seek to attenuate social hierarchies. Therefore, higher SDO scores
reflect anti-egalitarianism and lower SDO scores egalitarianism (Ho & Unzueta, 2015).
The most recently validated SDO scale (Ho et al., 2015) consists of two subscales, anti-
egalitarianism and dominance. For the purpose of the study, | used anti-egalitarian
subscale as a predictor.

Participants completed a full 16-item SDO scale (Ho et al., 2015). Eight items that
measure (anti-)egalitarianism included “We should work to give all groups an equal
chance to succeed,” “Group equality should be our ideal,” and “Group equality should
not be our primary goal.” Participants responded using a 7-point Likert scale (1 =
strongly oppose, 7 = strongly favor; o = .93; PCA identified one factor that explains 67%

of the variance, factor loadings > .72). Four items were reverse-coded, and the scores for
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eight items were averaged such that higher scores indicate higher levels of egalitarianism,
and lower scores reflect higher levels of anti-egalitarianism.
Predictor 2: Sociopolitical Self-efficacy

To increase the measurement reliability, 1 used a validated scale comprised of
multiple items. In this study, the sociopolitical control scale (Zimmerman & Zahniser,
1991) was used to assess participants’ self-efficacy in the sociopolitical domain. This
scale was developed and validated to measure individuals’ beliefs about their capabilities
and efficacy in social and political systems. Examples of sociopolitical control include
beliefs that one can influence policy decisions or organize one’s neighbors. The original
scale has two factors, leadership competence and policy control, and given the purpose of
the study, I used 9 items from the policy control subscale. Participants responded using a
7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree; o = .79).

Different from the original paper on scale validation, PCA identified three factors,
each factor consisting of three items and explaining approximately 20% of the variance
(See Appendix C for full analysis). First factor had three items that are focused on
personal understanding and qualification in political participation (e.g., “I feel like I have
a pretty good understanding of the important political issues which confront our
society.”), second factor on responsiveness of political institution and public officials
(e.g., “Most public officials wouldn’t listen to me no matter what I did.”), and third factor
on personal importance of political issues and events (e.g., “So many other people are
active in local issues and organizations that it doesn’t matter much to me whether I
participate or not.”). How sociopolitical efficacy is defined in the current research is most

comparable with the first factor. Therefore, two items that were not cross-loaded with the
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other two factors were used in the analysis. The two items were correlated at r = .58 (p
<.001) and averaged such that higher scores indicate higher levels of sociopolitical self-
efficacy.
Predictor 3: Perceptions of Black Americans’ Collective Efficacy

Four items were used to measure individuals’ perception of Black Americans’
efficacy as a collective. Sample items include “Black people, working together as a
group, can reduce the wealth gap” and “Black people are best able to tackle the problem
of gender inequality” (adapted from van Zomeren et al., 2008 and Kim et al., 2018).
Participants indicated their agreement or disagreement using a 7-point Likert scale (1 =
strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree; a = .77; PCA identified one factor that explains
60% of the variance, factor loadings > .64). One item was reverse-coded, and the scores
for four items were averaged such that higher scores indicate higher levels of perceptions
of Blacks’ collective efficacy.
Mediator 1: Attribution

As a potential cognitive path to ally behavior, individuals’ internal and external
attributions of the racial wealth gap were measured. A substantial amount of evidence
found that attribution is closely related to attitudes toward outgroup and prejudice against
socially disadvantaged groups (Crandall et al., 2001; Kim et al., 2018; Morgan et al.,
2010; Pettigrew, 1979). In this study, participants’ internal and external attributions of
current racial disparities in socioeconomic status were assessed.

Adapted from the poverty attribution scale (Cozzarelli et al., 2001; Smith &
Stone, 1989), the question stem “There is a racial wealth gap in society because racial

minorities...” was provided at the top of the screen. Four items measured external
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attribution (e.g., ““...experience prejudice and discrimination in hiring.”; a = .89; PCA
identified one factor that explains 76% of the variance, factor loadings > .80), and four
items measured internal attributions (e.g., “...tend to lack drive and perseverance.”; a
=.76; PCA identified one factor that explains 62% of the variance, factor loadings > .41).
Participants indicated their (dis)agreement with each statement using a 7-point Likert
scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). The two types of attribution were
correlated at r = -.61, p <.001, and thus combined to form a single composite index (a
=.90; PCA identified one factor that explains 73% of the variance, factor loadings > .77)
such that higher scores denote more external attribution and less internal attribution of the
racial wealth gap.
Mediator 2: Anger and Empathy

As a potential affective path, participants’ emotional reactions to the issue and the
disadvantaged group members were measured. Previous research has found that emotions
represent a broad range of responses to inequality and efforts to challenge it (Greenaway
etal., 2016; Montada & Schneider, 1989). Specifically in the intergroup context, anger
and empathy have been found to play a significant role in promoting ally behavior.
Previous studies showed that high-status group members’ anger towards inequality
(Leach et al., 2006) and empathy towards the low-status group (Choma et al., 2020)
predict political and prosocial actions for equality. Anger is an approach emotion and
associated with a sense of power and direct engagement with the source of anger (lzard,
1991). It has been found to be one of the antecedents of collective action against
perceived injustice (lyer et al., 2007). Taken together, | expected that anger would be

positively associated with both sociopolitical self-efficacy and egalitarianism. As for
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empathy, it was found to be correlated with egalitarianism (specifically empathy for
disadvantaged groups; Lucas & Kteily, 2018), and this study investigated whether its
association can be amplified by sense of efficacy.

Participants indicated the extent to which they feel anger about the racial income
and wealth gap in society (lyer & Achia, 2020). Three items were “angry,” “outraged,”
“furious” (1 = not at all, 7 = extremely; a = .96; PCA identified one factor that explains
93% of the variance, factor loadings > .95). Empathy towards racial minorities was
measured using three items (Lucas & Kteily, 2018): “compassion,” “sympathy,”
“empathy” (1 = not at all, 7 = extremely; o = .94; PCA identified one factor that explains
89% of the variance, factor loadings > .93). In addition, some positive emotions were
included as filler items (e.g., “pleased,” “satisfied”).

The order of attribution and emotion measures were counterbalanced to eliminate
the order effect.

Outcome 1: General Support for Affirmative Action

To replicate the two-way interaction effect on attitudes toward affirmative action
(Hypothesis 2), | used two items that measure participants’ general support for
affirmative action (Wellman et al., 2016): “Affirmative action programs are still needed
today to address racial inequality” and “Businesses should increase their efforts to
promote racial diversity in the workplace” (r = .79, p <.001).

Outcome 2: Support for Effective Affirmative Action Policies

To test the three-way interaction effect on effective vs. less effective policies

(Hypothesis 3), | conducted a pilot study. The goals of the pilot were twofold: To

examine whether participants perceive that policies vary on its effectiveness; and if so, to
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identify which policies are considered effective and less effective. In the pilot study, 120
participants completed the survey, and one person who didn’t pass the attention check
question (same as Study 2) was excluded from analysis. Participants were White
Americans who reside in the U.S. (Mage = 33.47, SDage = 10.90) and varied on political
ideology spectrum (33% liberals, 33% moderates, 33% conservatives).

Participants responded to 12 items, each of which describes a social or public
policy that is aimed at reducing the racial wealth gap. For each policy, three questions
were asked: “How effective is this policy in increasing Black people’s autonomy?”” “How
effective is this policy in empowering Black people?” and “How effective is this policy in
tackling the fundamental cause of the racial wealth gap?” Participants indicated the extent
to which they perceive the policy to be effective (1 = not at all effective; 7 = extremely
effective; as > .90), and their scores were averaged such that high scores reflect high
levels of perceived effectiveness of the policy.

Six items described policies that are focused on developing and increasing
Blacks’ autonomy through more opportunities for higher education and training. Sample
items include “To build a center that provides Black people with opportunities to develop
job-related skills” and “To create a nationwide network for Black college students to
secure academic help and support from peers.” | expected these policies are perceived as
more effective at reducing group-level inequality compared to the following six policies.
The other set of six items described policies are beneficial for Blacks but, compared to
autonomy-oriented policies, focused on providing immediate help or releasing the
existing burden for Blacks. Sample items include “To implement a program that allows

Black college students to complete a less challenging curriculum™ and “To provide
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additional unemployment payments for Black people who are in between jobs” (Full
measures are provided in Appendix D).

To examine whether participants distinguish the autonomy- vs. assistance-
oriented policies, | conducted exploratory factor analysis. To ensure the factor structure,
two sets of Principal Component Analysis (PCA) were conducted, each maximizing and
reducing the factor differentiation (Varimax and Direct Oblimin, respectively). Both
analyses extracted two factors from 12 items: Factor 1 representing autonomy-oriented
policies, and Factor 2 representing assistance-oriented policies. Full results are reported
in Appendix E.

Taken together, Table 9 presents the summary of the perceived effectiveness
ratings and the PCA results of the 12 policies. Based on the mean effectiveness and
consistency in factor structure, four items were operationalized as effective policies, and

three items as less effective.
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Table 9. Study 2 — Pilot: Identifying Effective vs. Less Effective Policies

Perceived
Effectiveness

Exploratory Factor Analysis

Variable Mean SD Varimax Oblimin Category

Skill development 4.71 1.70 Factor 1 Factor 1 High
Nationwide network 457 1.52 Factor 1 Factor 1 High
Supplemental training 4.45 1.64 Factor 1 Factor 1 High
University visit 4.32 1.60 Factor 1 Factor 1 High
Student loan 4.17 1.74 cross-loaded Factor 1

Outreach policy 4.13 1.61 Factor 1 Factor 1

Subsidized housing 3.69 1.71 cross-loaded cross-loaded

Tie-breaker 3.36 1.80 cross-loaded Factor 2

Whites’ awareness 3.25 1.77 cross-loaded cross-loaded

Minimum qualification 3.04 1.74 Factor 2 Factor 2 Low
Unemployment pay 2.84 1.72 Factor 2 Factor 2 Low
Less challenging curriculum 2.10 1.60 Factor 2 Factor 2 Low

Note. Items are listed in order of perceived effectiveness (high-low). Cross-loaded items are
significantly loaded onto both factors at > |.40]|.
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The same set of 12 policies were used in Study 2. Eight items concern public or
institutional policies and measured participants’ willingness to pay more taxes in support
of the policies. All eight items started with the question stem “How willing would you be
to support an increase of 5% in your taxes if that money were used...?”” (Abad-Merino et
al., 2013). Participants indicated their willingness using a 7-point Likert scale (1 = not at
all willing, 7 = extremely willing).

Four items concerned organizations’ hiring process and were asked with a
question “To what extent do you oppose or support each policy that could be
implemented in U.S. organizations?” (adapted from Ho & Unzueta, 2015). Participants
indicated their opposition or endorsement of the policies using a 7-point Likert scale (1 =
strongly oppose, 7 = strongly favor).

Two composite indices were computed for autonomy-focused/effective policies (4
items, o =.91; PCA identified one factor that explains 79% of the variance, factor
loadings > .67) and assistance-focused/less effective policies (3 items, a.=.74; PCA
identified one factor that explains 66% of the variance, factor loadings > .74),
respectively.

Control Variables

Consistent with Study 1, participants’ demographic characteristics were measured
and controlled in all analyses. Participants’ age, gender, educational attainment, and
subjective social class (MacArthur Scale of Subjective Social Status; Adler et al., 2000)

were assessed at the end of the survey.

Analysis Plan

Testing Hypothesis 2 and Exploring Mediational Paths
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Identical to Study 1, | used PROCESS Model 1 and hierarchical regression
analysis to examine the proposed two-way interaction effect. In these analyses, | expected
that participants’ egalitarian beliefs and sociopolitical efficacy interact to predict their
general support for affirmative action. Specifically, it is expected that participants with
high levels of egalitarian beliefs and sociopolitical efficacy are more likely to support
affirmative action than other counterparts. This effect is expected to be significant while
controlling for the covariates.

An additional analysis was conducted to explore the underlying mechanism of the
hypothesized interaction effect on support for affirmative action. I used PROCESS to test
the moderated mediation model (Model 8). It was expected that sociopolitical efficacy
will moderate the relationship between egalitarians beliefs and mediators (attribution and
emotional reaction) as well as the relationship between egalitarian beliefs and general
support for affirmative action. These indirect effects through attribution and emotion
were computed based on 10,000 bootstrap resamples, and 95% Cls of the indirect effects
were reported. | expected that Cls will not include zero, suggesting the moderated
mediation effects on general support for affirmative action via attribution and/or emotion

is significant (see Figure 5 for the expected moderated mediation model).
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Figure 5. Study 2: Expected Mediational Model for General Support for Affirmative

Action

Sociopolitical
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External Attribution of
the Racial Wealth Gap

Hypothesis 2 (+)

Egalitarian Values

General Support for
Affirmative Action

Emotion
(e.g., anger, empathy)

In addition, following the suggestions for mediational analyses (MacKinnon et al.,

2002), | conducted a hierarchical regression analysis using the same set of predictors

from the main analysis and using attribution and emotion as the outcome variable. If

there is a significant association between the interaction (Egalitarian beliefs x Self-

efficacy) and any of the potential mediators, an additional regression analysis will be

conducted to test whether the mediator can predict the ally behavior while controlling for

the interaction effect.

Testing Hypothesis 3

I conducted multivariate regression analysis to examine the proposed three-way

interaction effect on effective and less effective ally behavior. First, | centered three key

predictors (i.e., egalitarian beliefs, sociopolitical efficacy, and perceived collective

efficacy) and control variables that were measured on a continuous scale. Then, the two

types of ally behavior were regressed onto a set of predictor variables from low to high
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order: control variables, three main effects, three two-way interaction terms, and lastly
the three-way interaction term were entered as predictors.

For an intuitive interpretation of the three-way interaction, | investigated the two-
way interaction effect in two groups (egalitarians who scored high on egalitarian values
scale and anti-egalitarians who scored low) and plotted the two-way interaction for each
group. | expected that the two-way interaction between sociopolitical efficacy and
perceptions of Blacks’ collective efficacy to be significant for egalitarians but not for
anti-egalitarians. For egalitarians, it is expected that they are most likely to support
effective ally behavior when they have high levels of both sociopolitical efficacy and
perceive that Blacks are efficacious. For anti-egalitarians, there are no specific
hypotheses regarding significant effects, but the floor effect might be observed.

Results

Among 332 participants who completed the survey, one participant who answered
to fewer than 70% of the questions and two participants who self-identified as non-White
to our own demographic question were excluded from analysis. In addition, two
participants who failed to pass the attention-check question were also excluded (“What
was the topic of the news story that you read in this survey?”” and four possible answers
were provided). In total, four participants (1%) were excluded from the analysis.

Participants’ demographic characteristics are presented in Table 10.

Table 10. Study 2: Participant Demographics

Study 2
(N =328)
Variable n %
Gender
Woman 176 54%
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Man 144 44%

Genderfluid 2 1%
Other 6 2%
Highest Education Completed
Elementary school 1 0.3%
High school or equivalent 47 14%
Vocational/Technical school 12 4%
Some college 79 24%
Bachelor’s degree 127 39%
Master’s or Doctoral degree 51 16%
Professional degree 8 2%
Other 3 1%
Variable Mean SD
Age 37.10 13.62
Subjective social class 5.35 1.74

Note. Subjective social class ranges from 1 = worst off in my
community and 10 = best off in my community.

The following statistical analyses were conducted using PROCESS and SPSS,
and graphs were created via R. Data and syntax files are available on OSF project page.
Means, standard deviations, ranges, and correlations of the key study variables are

provided in Table 11.
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Table 11. Study 2: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Main Study Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

1. Egalitarian beliefs

2. Sociopolitical self-efficacy .03

3. Blacks’ collective efficacy -25 .08

4. External attribution 74 10 -25

5. Anger .63 05 -35 74

6. Empathy .62 .05 -18 .70 .66

7. General Support for AA a7 07  -29 .82 75 71

8. Autonomy-focused policies .66 07 -22 .69 73 .64 .78

9. Assistance-focused policies .46 03 -24 A7 .59 A7 .61 73

10. Age -.26 25 A2 -22 -2t -20 -19 -27 -25

11. Gender -19  -.06 O -29 -30 -22 -23 -18 -08 -01

12. Education -11 16 -02 -02 02 -04 -06 -03 .01 .09 -03

13. Social class -11 .04 -07 -03 -03 -02 -04 -05 .04 -03 -01 .32
N 328 328 328 328 328 328 328 328 328 327 320 325 328
Range 17 17 17 17 17 17 17 17 1T 17% 12 17  1-10
M 53 532 505 518 376 498 477 418 270 3710 145 444 535
SD 155 121 124 137 204 171 199 196 160 1362 050 130 174

Note. For gender, woman is coded as 1, man as 2. Participants who chose neither woman nor man were
excluded from the analysis due to the small sample size (3%). For education, “other” was excluded (1%).



Two-Way Interaction Effect (Hypothesis 2) and Mediational Paths

PROCESS revealed that the interaction effect between egalitarian beliefs and
sociopolitical efficacy on general support for affirmative action was not significant, AR?
=.003, B =.06, SE = .04, p =.134, Cl = [-.02, .14]. This result was inconsistent with the
findings in Study 1, and I explored the potential indirect effect to gain a better
understanding of the result. It is possible that there is a significant indirect effect that
went unchecked (Indirect-only model), and some researchers argue that investigating the
mediational path is important especially in the absence of a direct effect (Zhao et al.,
2010).

To examine the mediational paths, three potential mediators (i.e., external
attribution, anger, empathy) were regressed onto the two-way interaction.

External attribution. Egalitarian beliefs x Political efficacy significantly
predicted participants’ external attribution of the racial wealth gap, AR? =.01, B = .07, SE
=.03, p =.016, CI =[.01, .13]. Simple slope analyses revealed the nature of the
interaction. People with strong egalitarian beliefs (+1SD; 6.91) were more likely to
attribute the cause of the racial wealth gap to external factors when they have higher
levels of political efficacy, B = .18, SE = .06, p = .003, CI =[.06, .31]. However, political
efficacy didn’t affect anti-egalitarians’ (-1SD; 3.81) attribution of the racial wealth gap, B
=-.04, SE =.07, p =.515, ClI =[-.17, .09] (see Figure 6, top panel).

Anger. Egalitarian beliefs x Political efficacy again significantly predicted
participants’ anger towards the racial wealth gap, AR? = .01, B =.10, SE = .05, p = .037,
Cl =[.01, .20]. Specifically, people with strong egalitarian beliefs felt more anger when

they have higher levels of political efficacy, B = .23, SE = .11, p =.031, Cl =[.02, .43].
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However, political efficacy didn’t affect anti-egalitarians’ felt anger, B =-.11, SE=.11, p
=.342, Cl =[-.33, .11] (see Figure 6, bottom panel).
Empathy. For empathy towards racial minorities, the proposed interaction effect

was not significant, AR? = .00, B = .04, SE = .04, p = .360, CI = [-.05, .13].

Figure 6. Study 2: Interaction Effect of Egalitarian Beliefs and Political Efficacy on
Mediators
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Note. Top panel is the results for participants’ external attribution of the racial wealth
gap, and the bottom panel is the results for participants’ felt anger towards the racial
wealth gap. All predictors including egalitarianism and sociopolitical self-efficacy were
centered. Significant slopes are marked in bold. p <.01** p <.05*

Based on these findings, | tested the moderated mediation model (Figure 5) with
external attribution and anger as mediators. Analysis using PROCESS Model 8 verified
the presence of moderated mediation effects through both attribution (Index = .04, SE
=.02, CI [.01, .01]) and anger (Index = .03, SE = .01, CI [.002, .057]). Specifically, the
analysis of conditional indirect effects confirmed that for egalitarians, higher levels of
sociopolitical efficacy led to more external attribution (B = .11, SE = .05, CI =[.02, .21])
and anger towards the racial wealth gap (B = .06, SE = .03, CI = [.006, .132]), which
ultimately predicted more general support for affirmative action. In contrast, both
mediational paths via attribution (B = -.03, SE = .04, Cl =[-.11, .05]) and anger (B = -.03,
SE =.03, CI = [-.09, .03]) were not significant for anti-egalitarians.

In addition, I conducted a set of hierarchical regression analyses to further
examine the association between the variables. Following suggestions for mediational
analyses (McKinnon et al., 2002), | regressed the mediator on the predictor and then
regressed the outcome variable on the mediator while accounting for the predictor. In
both analyses, control variables were entered into the first step to assess the net effect of
the key variables on support for affirmative action. The standardized coefficients of the

paths are presented in Figure 7. Full regression analysis results can be found in Table 12.
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Figure 7. Study 2: Mediational Pathways of the Proposed Interaction on General Support

for Affirmative Action

Egalitarian Values
X

Sociopolitical Efficacy

.09*

External Attribution of
the Racial Wealth Gap

.06 (-.01)

General Support for
Affirmative Action

Anger Towards the
Racial Wealth Gap

Note. Standardized coefficients (p) are reported. Coefficients in bold are significant at p
<.001*** and p < .05*
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Table 12. Study 2: Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses on General Support for Affirmative Action

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4
Variable B SE B 95% ClI B SE B 95% ClI B SE B 95% ClI B SE B 95% ClI

Control variables

Age -03 .01 -17 [-04,-01] .00 .01 .00 [-01,.01] .00 .01 .01 [-.04,.01] .01 .00 .06 [.00,.02]

Gender -91 22 -23 [-133,-48] -32 .15 -08 [-61,-03] -32 .15 -08 [-61,-04] .13 .12 .03 [-10,.37]

Education -07 .09 -05 [-24,11] .00 .06 .00 [-11,.12] .00 .06 .00 [-11,.12] -06 .05 -04 [-15,.03]

Social class -03 .07 -03 [-16,.10] .05 .04 .04 [-04,.14] .05 .04 05 [-.03,.14] .04 .03 .03 [-.03.10]
Main effects

Egalitarian beliefs 97 05 .76 [88,1.077 9 .05 .75 [.86,1.06] 40 .06 .32 [.30,.51]

Sociopolitical efficacy 07 06 .04 [-06,.19] .06 .06 .04 [-06,.18] .00 .05 .00 [-.09,.09]

Interaction effect

Egalitarian beliefs

x Sociopolitical efficacy 06 .04 06 [.02,.14] -01 .03 -01 [-07,.06]

Mediators
Attribution 60 .07 42 [.46, .74]
Anger 26 .04 .27 [.18, .35]
R? .08 .60 61 77
Adjusted R? .07 .60 .60 .76
AR? .08 .52 .003 16

Note. All continuous predictor variables were centered at their means; Standardized coefficients in bold are significant at < .001, and
italicized coefficients < .05; R square changes are significant at < .001.
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In sum, Hypothesis 2 was partially supported. There was no evidence for a direct
effect of the interaction between egalitarian beliefs and sociopolitical efficacy on general
support for affirmative action. However, | found significant indirect effects via attribution
and anger that afford a better understanding of the underlying mechanism of efficacious
egalitarians’ higher level of support for affirmative action (compared to inefficacious
egalitarians and to anti-egalitarians)

Three-Way Interaction Effect on Support for Two Types of Affirmative Action Policies
(Hypothesis 3)

Given the conceptual and empirical association between effective ally behavior
and less effective ally behavior (r = .73, p <.001), | conducted multivariate regression
analysis to test the proposed three-way interaction effect. The two types of ally behavior
as outcome variables were regressed onto a set of continuous predictor variables (i.e.,
egalitarianism, sociopolitical efficacy, perceptions of Blacks’ collective efficacy) and
gender as a categorical variable. Parameter estimates showed that the three-way
interaction is significant for assistance-focused policies, B = -.08, SE = .04, Cl = [-.15,
-.01], but not for autonomy-focused policies, B = .07, SE = .04, CI = [-.18, .03] (more

results are provided in Table 13).
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Table 13. Study 2: Multivariate Regression Analysis Results

DV1: Support for Autonomy- DV2: Support for Assistance-
focused policies focused policies
Variable B SE t 95% ClI B SE 95% ClI
Control variables
Age -02 01 -290 [.03,-01] -02 .01 -2.60 [-.03,-.00]
Woman 22 17 132 [-11,56] .02 .16 .10  [-.30,.34]
Education 08 .07 123 [.05.22] .07 .07 1.06 [-06,.20]
Social class -03 .05 -64 [-.13,.07] .04 .05 .80 [-.06, .13]
Main effects
Egalitarian beliefs 75 06 1%'2 [63,.87] 38 .06 637 [.26,.49]
Sociopolitical efficacy 12 .08  1.62 [-.03, .27] 04 07 .59 [-.10, .19]

Black collective efficacy -07 .07 -95 [-.20, .07] -15 .07 -2.17 [-.28,-.01]
Two-way Interaction

Egalitarian beliefs

~ Sociopolitical efficacy 04 06 64 [07,.15] .08 .05 145 [-.03,.18]

Egalitarian beliefs

< Black collective efficacy 04 05 84 [05.13] .08 .05 189 [-.00,.17]

Sociopolitical efficacy

~ Black collective sfficacy -08 .05 -1.40 [.18,.03] -05 .05 -89 [-.15,.06]

Three-way interaction

Egalitarian beliefs

x Sociopolitical efficacy ) _ _ _ _ _ -
 Black collective efficacy .07 .04 1.78 [-.18, .03] .08 .04 212 [-.15,-.01]

R? 47 27

Adjusted R? 45 24

Note. The reference category of woman is man.

Assistance-focused policies.

To fully understand the nature of the significant three-way interaction effect on
support for assistance-focused policies, | investigated conditional two-way interaction
effects among egalitarians and anti-egalitarians (Figure 8). The interaction between

sociopolitical self-efficacy and perceptions of Blacks’ collective efficacy was significant



for egalitarians, B =-.17, F(1, 304) = 6.55, p = .011, but non-significant for anti-

egalitarians, B = .08, F(1, 304) = .82, p = .367.

Figure 8. Study 2: Interaction between Self-Efficacy and Perceptions of Blacks’
Collective Efficacy on Support for Assistance-focused Policies Among Anti-Egalitarians
(left panel) and Egalitarians (right panel)
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Note. Predictor variables were centered. Significant slope coefficients are in bold. *p
<.05

For egalitarians with high levels of sociopolitical efficacy, they were more likely
to support assistance-focused policies when they perceived Blacks as inefficacious (vs.
efficacious), B =-.21, SE = .08, p =.020, CI = [-.37, -.04]. But for egalitarians with low

levels of sociopolitical efficacy, there was no such difference, B = .22, SE = .14, p =.109,
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Cl =[-.05, .49]. For anti-egalitarians with low self-efficacy, they were less likely to
support assistance-focused policies when they perceived Blacks as efficacious (vs.
inefficacious), B = -.39, SE = .16, p = .018, CI = [-.71, -.07]. This effect was not
significant for anti-egalitarians with high levels of self-efficacy, B =-.19, SE = .14, p
=186, Cl = [-.47, .09].

Looking at the interaction from another angle, I investigated conditional
interaction effects between egalitarian beliefs and self-efficacy at different levels of
perceptions of Blacks’ collective efficacy (Figure 9). For those who perceived that Blacks
are inefficacious, the interaction effect was significant, B = .16, F(1, 304) =3.97, p
= .047.

Figure 9. Study 2: Interaction between Egalitarian Values and Self-Efficacy on Support
for Assistance-focused Policies Among Those with High Black Collective Efficacy (left

panel) and with Low Black Collective Efficacy (right panel)
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Note. Predictor variables were centered. Significant slope coefficient is in bold. **p < .01
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It indicates that when egalitarian White participants perceived that Blacks are
inefficacious in reducing the racial wealth gap, they were more likely to support
assistance-focused policies when they have high (vs. low) self-efficacy, B = .35, SE
=.13, p =.006, ClI =[.10, .60]. However, this association was not significant for anti-
egalitarians who perceive that Blacks are inefficacious, B =-.17, SE = .19, p = .386, Cl =
[-.55, .21]. The interaction effect between egalitarian beliefs and self-efficacy was not
significant for those who believe that Blacks are collectively efficacious, B = -.02,
F(1,304) = .10, p = .754. For those who did not view Blacks as collectively efficacious,
support for assistance-focused policies did not vary as a function of their self-efficacy, B
=-.04, SE =.12, p =.754, Cl =[-.28, .20] for egalitarians and B = .01, SE = .11, p = .386,
Cl =[-.21, .24] for anti-egalitarians.

Autonomy-focused policies.

Now, I would like to turn to participants’ support for autonomy-focused policies.
To gain a fuller understanding of the effect of key predictors, the three-way interaction
was plotted (Figure 10). With a caveat that the three-way interaction was not significant
(p = .077), conditional interaction effects and simple slopes were analyzed. The two-way
interaction between self-efficacy and perceptions of Blacks’ collective efficacy was
conditional depending on participants’ egalitarian beliefs. For egalitarians, the interaction
was significant, B = -.18, F(1, 304) = 7.00, p = .009, but not for anti-egalitarians, B = .03,

F(1, 304) = .120, p = .730.
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Figure 10. Study 2: Interaction between Self-Efficacy and Perceptions of Blacks’
Collective Efficacy on Support for Autonomy-Focused Policies Among Anti-Egalitarians
(left panel) and Egalitarians (right panel)
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Note. Predictor variables are centered. Slope coefficient in bold is marginally significant
(p = .055).

Simple slope analyses showed that egalitarian White participants who feel self-
efficacious tend to be more likely to support autonomy-focused policies when they
perceive that Blacks are inefficacious (vs. efficacious) in reducing the racial wealth gap,
B =-22, SE =.12, p =.055, Cl = [-.45, .01]. This association between perceptions of
Blacks’ collective efficacy and support for autonomy-focused policies was not significant
for inefficacious egalitarians, B = .22, SE = .13, p = .108, CI = [-.05, .48], inefficacious
anti-egalitarians, B = -.17, SE = .16, p = .303, Cl = [-.49, .15], and efficacious anti-

egalitarians, B =-.09, SE = .15, p = .540, CI = [-.38, .20].
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Summary of the Results and Discussion

Here is the summary of the findings on testing Hypotheses 2 and 3. First, although
the direct link between the interaction between egalitarian beliefs and self-efficacy was
not observed, indirect effects revealed that the interaction has significant effects on anger
and attribution, which predicted general support for affirmative action. In other words,
efficacious egalitarians (vs. other counterparts) were more likely to feel anger towards the
racial wealth gap and make external attribution of the racial disparity, which ultimately
led them to support affirmative action more strongly than others (i.e., inefficacious
egalitarians and anti-egalitarians). Overall, findings verified the amplifying effect of self-
efficacy for egalitarians (Hypothesis 2 supported).

Second, a pilot study showed that people evaluated a variety of affirmative
policies differently and that there were some policies perceived as more effective in
reducing group-level inequality than others. Policies that focus on developing Black
Americans’/racial minorities’ autonomy and increasing their sense of empowerment were
rated as more effective than the ones focus on providing assistance to Black
Americans/racial minorities and fulfilling their immediate needs.

Based on these findings, | tested Hypothesis 3 by investigating the three-way
interaction effect on support for autonomy- and assistance-focused policies. The three-
way interaction was significant, but the direction of the effect was different from my
original hypothesis. In Figure 11, I presented the summary of the results from analyses on

the three-way interaction effects.
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Figure 11. Study 2: Effects of Three Key Predictors on Support for Autonomy- and
Assistance-Focused Policies
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(1) and (3) -0.55 <.001 [-0.84, -0.26] -0.51 0.001 [-0.79, -0.22]
(1) and (4) -0.10 0.635 [-0.53, 0.32] 0.13 0.548 [-0.30, 0.56]
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(2) and (4) 0.09 0.739 [-0.46, 0.64] 0.23 0.410 [-0.32, 0.78]
(3) and (4) 0.45 0.033 [0.04, 0.86] 0.64 0.002 [0.23, 1.05]

Note. In the graph,  denotes p =.052, and * denotes p < .05. In the table, significant
differences between slopes are in bold.

I initially expected that efficacious egalitarians who perceive Blacks as an
efficacious collective would be more likely to support autonomy-focused policies than
would efficacious egalitarians who viewed Blacks as relatively inefficacious. However,
findings revealed the opposite effect: efficacious egalitarian White participants were

more likely to support autonomy-focused policies when they believed that Blacks are



inefficacious (Slope 1 in the left graph). In addition, this effect was again significant for
assistance-focused policies. Altogether, White participants who strongly endorsed
egalitarian values, felt efficacious in sociopolitical domains, and perceived that Blacks
are not capable of tackling the issue of the racial wealth gap were most likely to support
both types of policies that are aimed at helping Black Americans (see the differences
between Slopes 1 and 3).

Egalitarians who did not feel confident that they can make change in
sociopolitical domains (i.e., low sociopolitical self-efficacy) were more likely to support
both types of policies when they perceived that Blacks are efficacious as a collective,
compared to when they perceived that Blacks are not efficacious (Slope 3 in both
graphs). Although it was not a part of an a priori hypothesis, my interpretation is that
White participants who believe that they themselves cannot bring a change to society can
actually help reduce inequality through supporting Black Americans who are believed to
be efficacious in tackling the issue. However, this might be a post-hoc justification of
inefficacious egalitarians’ inaction for reducing inequality such that they adjust their
perception of Blacks’ collective efficacy in order to resolve the cognitive dissonance
between their values and self-efficacy. Whether it is inefficacious egalitarians’ authentic
attempt at reducing inequality vicariously through the efficacious agent (i.e., Black
people) should be further examined.

As expected, for anti-egalitarians, the moderating effect of perceptions of Blacks’
collective efficacy was in general not significant. The only significant effect was found
among inefficacious anti-egalitarians: Perceiving that Blacks are efficacious discouraged

inefficacious anti-egalitarian Whites from providing assistance to Blacks (Slope 4 in the
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right graph). Looking at this slope from a different perspective, those who approve and
endorse intergroup hierarchy (i.e., anti-egalitarians) may support assistance-focused
policies as a way to maintain the status quo. This might be due to a defensive reaction
from feeling threatened by an efficacious, competent outgroup (Cuddy et al., 2007;
Nadler & Halabi, 2006). Another possibility is that it could be an active support for a
specific type of policies that are likely to perpetuate the existing racial hierarchy (Ho &
Unzueta, 2015). Future research should empirically examine the underlying
psychological mechanism of the inefficacious anti-egalitarians’ attitudes toward
affirmative action policies. In sum, Hypothesis 3 was partially supported, and the
findings identified the amplifying and dampening effects of Whites’ perceptions of

Blacks’ collective efficacy.

Study 3

Study 2 provided initial evidence of how individuals’ beliefs, self-perception, and
perceptions of the disadvantaged group are associated with efforts to reduce racial
inequality. Study 3 aims to replicate the three-way interaction effect observed in the
previous study and to extend it by establishing a causal effect of perceived collective
efficacy on ally behavior. In doing so, this experiment will involve manipulation of
perception of Blacks’ collective efficacy. Additionally, Study 3 will include a behavioral
measure to examine the effect on actual ally behavior. Study hypothesis and design were
preregistered on OSF in July 2021.
Participants and Design

As in Study 2, White Americans who reside in the U.S. were recruited on Prolific.

To increase the generalizability of the findings, | used a quota sampling approach and
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recruited liberals, moderates, and conservatives to make up 33% of the sample,
respectively. A total of 364 participants were recruited, and the sample size decision was
identical to that of Study 2.

The experiment comprised an Egalitarianism (measured; continuous variable) x
Sociopolitical efficacy (measured; continuous variable) x Perceived efficacy of Black
Americans (manipulated; between-participants; high vs. low) design with different types

of ally behavior as the dependent variable.

Procedure

The overall procedure was comparable to that of Study 1. The study was
advertised as a survey about contemporary social issues, and Prolific users who
consented to participate learned that they will be asked about the economic gap in the
U.S. The first part of the questionnaire included measures of egalitarian beliefs and
sociopolitical self-efficacy (order counterbalanced). Participants then read the same
excerpt from “an article” used in Study 1. In this study, there was an additional short
paragraph that described either low or high level of collective efficacy of Black
Americans. After reading the excerpt, participants completed the manipulation task and
responded to the dependent measures listed below. Participants were fully debriefed and
thanked for their participation. Any additional study materials that were not included in
Study 2 are provided in the main text.
Perceived Collective Efficacy Manipulation. To manipulate participants’ perceptions of
Blacks’ collective efficacy, I included a three-sentence paragraph that described either
how Blacks have made a significant change to society or how they have failed to bring a

change to society.
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In the high perceived efficacy condition (Figure 12, top panel), participants read
that Black Americans have been and are working together to reduce racial inequality in
society, and that there has been a significant change due to Black Americans’ consistent
efforts and dedication to the issue. After reading, participants were asked to “share their
thoughts on Black Americans’ capability of reducing the racial wealth gap” and to write
one or two sentences about “how and why they were capable of bringing changes to the
society as a collective.”

In the low perceived efficacy condition (Figure 12, bottom panel), participants
read that Black Americans have been and are working together to reduce racial inequality
in society, but that no significant change has been made despite Black Americans’
consistent efforts and dedication to the issue. Following the article, participants were
asked to “share their thoughts on Black Americans’ failure to reduce the racial wealth
gap” and to write one or two sentences about “how and why they were incapable of

bringing changes to the society as a collective.”
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Figure 12. Manipulation of Blacks’ Collective Efficacy
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Confronting the racial disparities in income and wealth,
Black Americans have been working together to reduce
this racial divergence. For the past decades, they have
put in collective efforts to propose new bills and
policies, organize protests and petitions.

Although the racial wealth gap still exists today,

% Black Americans’ solidarity and dedication to the
issue have brought about a significant change to
society.
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Confronting the racial disparities in income and
wealth, Black Americans have been working together
to reduce this racial divergence. For the past decades,
they have put in collective efforts to propose new bills
and policies, organize protests and petitions.

Despite Black Americans’ solidarity and dedication
4 to the issue, they failed to create a significant
change, and the racial wealth gap still exists today.

Pilot Study.

A pilot study was conducted to test the effect of this manipulation task (N = 107;
Applied the same set of pre-screens as Studies 2 and 3; Mage = 34.10, SDage = 11.53).
Participants were randomly assigned to one of the conditions between high vs. low

collective efficacy and completed the manipulation task. Upon completion, participants
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were asked to report their perceptions of Blacks’ and Whites’ collective efficacy in
reducing the racial wealth gap, self-efficacy in reducing the gap, and perceived
seriousness and importance of the issue. Blacks’ collective efficacy was measured
immediately after the manipulation task, and the other items that measure potential
alternative explanations were presented in a random order (Full measures are provided in
Appendix F).

Although distinct, these dependent variables are conceptually and empirically
correlated with one another (rs > .29), and thus multivariate tests were conducted. Results
showed that participants in the high collective efficacy condition indeed reported greater
perceived collective efficacy (M = 5.38, SE = 0.14) than those in the low collective low
collective efficacy condition (M = 4.86, SE = 0.14), F(1, 105) = 7.20, p = .008, ny?> = .064.
Additionally, there was no significant difference in other variables between the two
conditions, ps ranging from .116 to .702.

For rigorous testing, | conducted another set of multivariate tests to test the
manipulation effect while controlling for the same set of control variables that were used
in the main study (i.e., age, gender, education, income). Findings again revealed that the
manipulation was effective such that participants in the high collective efficacy condition
indeed reported greater perceived collective efficacy (M = 5.36, SE = 0.14) than those in
the low collective low collective efficacy condition (M = 4.87, SE = 0.14), F(1, 99) =
5.98, p = .016, np? = .057. No significant difference between the two conditions was
found in other variables, ps ranging from .087 to .763. Full results are provided in

Appendix G.
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This pilot study provided support for the effectiveness of the collective efficacy
manipulation. It is also worth noting that this manipulation did not affect participants’
perceptions of Whites’ collective efficacy, seriousness/importance of the racial wealth
gap, and self-efficacy in reducing the wealth gap, which rules out alternative explanations
of potential correlates of the target manipulation variable that may affect participants’
ally behavior.

Measures
Predictor 1: Egalitarian Beliefs

| used the same eight item-measure as in Study 2 (a = .93; PCA identified one
factor that explains 67% of the variance, factor loadings > .76).

Predictor 2: Sociopolitical Self-efficacy

| used the same two items as in Study 2 (r = .54, p <.001).
Predictor 3: Collective Efficacy Manipulation Check.

In a pilot study, | found the expected manipulation effect using the same four
items used in Study 2. Therefore, to gain confidence in the manipulation effectiveness, |
used two different items to assess participants’ perceived collective efficacy of Blacks
(adapted from van Zomeren et al., 2010): “To what extent do you think that Black
Americans can collectively tackle the problem of the racial wealth gap?”” and “To what
extent do you think that Black Americans can reduce the racial wealth gap through their
joint effort?” Participants responded to the questions using a 7-point Likert scale (1 = not
atall, 7 = extremely; r = .84, p <.001)

Outcome 1: Support for Autonomy-Focused Policies
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| used the same four items as in Study 2 (o= .91; PCA identified one factor that
explains 79% of the variance, factor loadings > .72).
Outcome 2: Support for Assistance-Focused Policies

I used the same three items as in Study 2 (a = .82; PCA identified one factor that
explains 74% of the variance, factor loadings > .83).
Outcome 3: Behavior Measure

After completing the measures of predictors, outcomes, and demographic
questions, participants were presented with a short statement thanking them for their
participation and noting that the completion code for their compensation is provided on
the next page. Below this statement, six links were provided for those who “are interested
in the issue presented in this survey” to “learn more about the opportunities to participate
in the action.” Participants also read that they “can click any and all action items below.”

29 ¢

These six links include “to sign an online petition(s) for racial equality,” “to access ‘How
to be a white ally’ toolkit,” and “to volunteer online with the United Nations and their
anti-racism initiative.” These action items include political actions for racial equality
(Cohen-Chen & Van Zomeren, 2018) and prosocial actions towards racial minorities
(Choma et al., 2019). Participants could move onto the next page without clicking any of
the links or stay on the page to click all of the links. For each action item, a valid website
address was hyperlinked, and participants’ click behavior was logged. Six items were
presented in a random order.

Control Variables

Analogous to Studies 1 and 2, participants’ age, gender, and education were

measured. In Study 3, participants’ income was assessed instead of subjective social class
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in seeking converging evidence. Participants were asked to choose one among seven
income categories (1 = less than $10,000, 7 = $200,000+) that indicates their total family
income. These categories are based on the 2019 household income (U.S. Census Bureau,

2020).

Analysis

Consistent with Study 2, 1 examined the reliability and the factor structure of the
multiple-item scales and computed composite scores for each variable by averaging the
items.

The main goal of Study 3 was to replicate and extend the proposed three-way
interaction effect (Hypothesis 3). | used PROCESS Model 3 and hierarchical regression
analysis. | expected to find a significant three-way interaction effect on outcome
variables (i.e., support for assistance- and autonomy-focused policies and the number of
clicks) such that the interaction between self-efficacy and perceptions of Blacks’
collective efficacy was expected to be significant for egalitarians (+1SD), but not for anti-
egalitarians (-1SD). More specifically, for efficacious egalitarians, beliefs that Blacks are
an efficacious collective would have a negative impact on support for affirmative action
policies, whereas they have a positive impact for inefficacious egalitarians (Figure 11
from Study 2).

For all analyses, results of significant testing as well as 95% confidence intervals

of the effect were reported.

Results
All 364 participants have completed the survey. Among them, 14 participants

who did not self-identify themselves as White/Caucasian were excluded from analysis. In
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addition, five participants failed to pass the same attention check question used in Study 2

and were excluded. In total, 19 participants (5%) were excluded from the analysis.

Participants’ demographic characteristics are presented in Table 14.

Table 14. Study 3: Participant Demographics

Study 3
(N = 345)
Variable n %
Gender
Woman 181 53%
Man 159 46%
Genderfluid 3 1%
Other 2 1%
Highest Education Completed
Elementary school 1 0.2%
High school or equivalent 48 14%
Vocational/Technical school 12 4%
Some college 101 29%
Bachelor’s degree 111 32%
Master’s or Doctoral degree 68 20%
Professional degree 3 1%
Other 1 0.2%
Household Income
Less than $10,000 16 5%
$10,000 - $19,999 26 8%
$20,000 - $44,999 77 22%
$45,000 - $139,999 179 52%
$140,000 - $149,999 21 6%
$150,000 - $199,999 18 5%
$200,000+ 8 2%
Variable Mean SD
Age 36.56 13.04

Note. Subjective social class ranges from 1 = worst off in my community
and 10 = best off in my community.

Descriptive statistics and correlations can be found in Table 15.
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Table 15. Study 3: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Main Study Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Egalitarian beliefs

2. Sociopolitical self-efficacy .09

3. Blacks’ collective efficacy 05  -01

4. Support for autonomy-focused policies .64 15 07

5. Support for assistance-focused policies 42 .09 .07 .65

6. Ally behavior 22 16 -.00 22 21

7. Age -.18 .20 00 -12 -2 .02

8. Gender -.00 -.01 -.01 .02 09 -01 -.10

9. Education -.09 A5 A1 .08 A5 .03 .07 .06

10. Household income -.03 .07 .03 .06 .01 .02 -09 .01 .34
N 345 345 345 345 345 345 344 340 344 345
Range 17 17 01 17 17 05 o 01 17 17
M 534 5.09 431 274 015 36.56 442 3.72
SD 147 1.33 184 163 056 13.04 1.28 1.16

Note. For Blacks’ collective efficacy, low efficacy condition is coded as 0, high efficacy as 1. For ally
behavior, the possible range was 0 click to 6 clicks, but the data ranged from 0 to 5 clicks. For gender,
woman is coded as 0, man as 1. Five participants who chose neither woman nor man were excluded

from the analysis due to the small sample size (2%). For education, one person who chose “other” was
excluded (0.2%). Correlations in bold are significant at p < .001, italicized correlations are significant

atp <.05.



Manipulation check

To check the manipulation of Black Americans’ collective efficacy in reducing
the racial wealth gap, an independent samples t-test was conducted. As predicted, Blacks’
collective efficacy was rated higher among participants in the high efficacy condition (M
=5.50, SD =1.01, n = 168) than among those in the low efficacy condition (M = 4.05, SD
=1.19, n = 177), t(343) = -12.20, p < .001, CI = [-1.69, -1.22], Cohen’s d = 1.11.
Additionally, ANCOVA was conducted to assess the manipulation effect while
controlling for the covariates. The main effect of manipulation was significant, F(1, 330)
= 148.94, p < .001, np? = .31, such that participants in the high efficacy condition
evaluated Blacks as more efficacious (M = 5.50, SD = 1.00, n = 165) than those in the
low efficacy condition (M = 4.02, SD = 1.19, n = 173). Furthermore, there were no
significant differences in participants’ egalitarian beliefs (p = .171) and sociopolitical
self-efficacy (p = .777) between the two conditions. Taken together, the manipulation
was successful.

Testing the Three-Way Interaction Effect (Hypothesis 3)

Consistent with Study 2, 1 conducted multivariate regression analysis to test the
proposed three-way interaction effect on both autonomy- and assistance-focused policies
(r = .65, p <.001). Support for the two types of affirmative action policies were regressed
onto a set of predictor terms including main effects, two-way interactions, and a three-
way interaction. Parameter estimates showed that the three-way interaction is significant
for both autonomy-focused policies, B = .22, SE = .07, Cl =[.08, .36], and assistance-
focused policies, B = .17, SE =.08, Cl = [.02, .32] (more results are provided in Table

16).



Table 16. Study 3: Multivariate Regression Analysis Results

DV1: Support for DV2: Support for
Autonomy-focused policies Assistance-focused policies
Variable B SE t 95% ClI B SE t 95% ClI
Control variables
Age -00 .01 -023 [-.01,.01] -02 .01 -323 [-.03,-.01]
Woman 00 .15 003 [-29,.30] -18 .15 -1.13  [-48,.13]
Education 16 .06 248 [03,.28] .23 .07 358  [.11,.36]
Household income .03 .07 039 [-11,.17] -10 .07 -147 [-.24,.04]
Main effects
Egalitarian beliefs 71 08 910 [56,.86] .38 .08 473  [.22,.53]
Sociopolitical efficacy .00 .08 -0.00 [-.16,.16] .07 .08 0.80 [-.10, .23]

Low Black collective efficacy -14 15 -0.95 [-.44,.15] -15 .15 -0.95 [-.45,.16]
Two-way Interactions

Egalitarian beliefs

x Sociopolitical efficacy -.04 .05 -0.75 [-.14,.06) -01 .05 -0.16 [-.11,.10]

Egalitarian beliefs
x Low Black collective efficacy 1210 117 [-08,.33] .06 A1 058 [-15,.27]

Sociopolitical efficacy

x Low Black collective efficacy 23 11 2.05 .01, 43] 06 .12 053 [-17,.29]

Three-way interaction

Egalitarian beliefs

xSociopolitical efficacy 22 07 298 [08.36] .17 .08 228 [.02 .32]
x Low Black collective efficacy

R? 46 26
Adjusted R? 44 24
Note. The reference category of woman is man. The reference category of low Black
collective efficacy is high Black collective efficacy. Significant three-way interaction
coefficients are marked in bold.

Autonomy-Focused Policies. To further probe the significant three-way
interaction effect on autonomy-focused policies, | examined the conditional interactions
at low and high levels of egalitarian beliefs, namely, anti-egalitarians (1SD below the
mean; 3.85) and egalitarians (1SD above the mean; 6.81). The interaction between
sociopolitical self-efficacy and perceptions of Blacks’ collective efficacy was significant

for egalitarians, B = -.55, F(1, 326) = 11.23, p <.001, but not significant for anti-
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egalitarians, B = .10, F(1, 326) = 0.42, p = .516. Figure 13 illustrates how the interaction
between self-efficacy and the two conditions of perceived collective efficacy is different

for egalitarians and anti-egalitarians.

Figure 13. Study 3: Interaction Between Self-Efficacy and Perceptions of Blacks’
Collective Efficacy on Support for Autonomy-Focused Policies Among Anti-Egalitarians
(left panel) and Egalitarians (right panel)

Anti-Egalitarians (-1SD) Egalitarians (+1SD)
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Note. Sociopolitical self-efficacy scores were centered. Significant slope coefficient is in
bold. ***p < .001.

Specifically, simple slope analyses revealed that self-efficacy of the egalitarians
in the low Black collective efficacy condition was positively associated with support for
autonomy-focused policies, B = .50, SE =.12, p <.001, CI = [.26, .73]. However, this
amplifying effect of self-efficacy was not significant for egalitarians in the high Black
collective efficacy condition, B = -.06, SE = .12, p = .629, ClI = [-.29, .17]. Anti-
egalitarians’ support for assistance-focused policies did not vary as a function of their
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self-efficacy regardless of when they perceive Blacks as inefficacious, B = -.04, SE = .11,
p=.717, Cl = [-.25, .17] or efficacious, B = .06, SE = .10, p = .583, Cl = [-.15, .26].
This pattern of results is consistent with the Study 2 findings in which efficacious
egalitarians, compared to inefficacious egalitarians, were more likely to support
autonomy-focused policies when they perceive that Blacks are not collectively
efficacious. When White egalitarians perceive that Blacks are highly efficacious, there is
no significant difference between efficacious and inefficacious egalitarians. As for anti-
egalitarians, their perceptions of their own capability in sociopolitical domains and
Blacks’ capability did not affect their attitudes toward autonomy-focused policies.
Looking at the interaction from a different perspective, | investigated conditional
interaction effects between egalitarian beliefs and self-efficacy at different levels in the
two experimental conditions, namely, low and high perceptions of Blacks’ collective

efficacy (Figure 14).
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Figure 14. Study 3: Interaction Between Egalitarian Values and Self-Efficacy on Support
for Autonomy-Focused Policies in the Low and High Blacks’ Collective Efficacy
Conditions
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Note. Sociopolitical self-efficacy scores were centered. Significant slope coefficient is in
bold. ***p <.001

For participants who were led to believe that Blacks are inefficacious (i.e., High
Black collective efficacy condition), the interaction effect was significant, B = .18, F(1,
326) = 11.65, p <.001. It means that when egalitarian White participants perceive that
Blacks are inefficacious in reducing the racial wealth gap, their self-efficacy was
positively associated with support for autonomy-focused policies, B = .50, SE = .12, p
<.001, CI =[.26, .73]. However, this association was not significant for anti-egalitarians
who perceive that Blacks are inefficacious, B =-.04, SE = .11, p =.717, Cl = [-.25, .17].
For those who were led to believe that Blacks are efficacious (i.e., Low Black collective

efficacy condition), the interaction effect between egalitarian beliefs and self-efficacy
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was not significant, B = -.04, F(1, 326) = .56, p = .455. Both egalitarians’ and anti-
egalitarians’ support for autonomy-focused policies were not affected by their self-
efficacy (B =-.06, SE = .12, p = .629, CI = [-.29, .17] for egalitarians and B = .06, SE
=.10, p =.583, CI = [-.15, .26] for anti-egalitarians).

Assistance-Focused Policies. Similar to the previous set of analyses, |
investigated conditional two-way interaction effects among egalitarians and anti-
egalitarians (Figure 15). The interaction between sociopolitical self-efficacy and
perceptions of Blacks’ collective efficacy was marginally significant for egalitarians, B =
-.31, F(1, 326) = 3.42, p = .065, and not significant for anti-egalitarians, B = .20, F(1,

326) = 1.67, p = .197.

Figure 15. Study 2: Interaction Between Self-Efficacy and Perceptions of Blacks’
Collective Efficacy on Support for Assistance-Focused Policies for Anti-Egalitarians (left
panel) and Egalitarians (right panel)

Anti-Egalitarians (-1SD) Egalitarians (+1SD)
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To better understand the findings, | investigated the simple slopes with a caveat
that the simple two-way interaction was not significant at p < .05. To interpret the
visualized patterns, egalitarians in the low Black efficacy condition were more likely to
support assistance-focused policies when they feel self-efficacious (vs. -inefficacious), B
= .36, SE = .12, p =.003, CI = [.13, .60]. However, for egalitarians in the high Black
efficacy condition, their self-efficacy was not significantly associated with their support
for assistance-focused policies, B = .05, SE = .12, p = .653, ClI = [-.18, .29]. Anti-
egalitarians’ support for assistance-focused policies did not differ as a function of their
self-efficacy regardless of whether they perceive Blacks to be efficacious, B = .08, SE
=.11, p = .460, Cl = [-.13, .29], or inefficacious, B =-.12, SE = .11, p =.288, Cl =
[-.33, .10], respectively.

Looking at the interaction from another angle, | investigated conditional
interaction effects between egalitarian beliefs and self-efficacy in two experimental

conditions (Figure 16).
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Figure 16. Study 3: Interaction Between Egalitarian Beliefs and Self-Efficacy on Support
for Assistance-focused policies in the Low (left panel) and High (right panel) Blacks’
Collective Efficacy Conditions.
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Note. Predictor variables were centered. Significant slope coefficient is in bold. **p < .01

Participants in the low Black collective efficacy condition, the interaction effect
was significant, B = .16, F(1, 326) = 9.08, p = .003. It means that when egalitarian White
participants perceived that Blacks are inefficacious in reducing the racial wealth gap,
their self-efficacy was positively associated with support for assistance-focused policies,
B =.36, SE=.12, p =.003, Cl =[.13, .60]. However, this association was not significant
for anti-egalitarians who perceived that Blacks are inefficacious, B =-.12, SE = .11, p
=.288, Cl = [-.33, .10]. The interaction effect between egalitarian beliefs and self-
efficacy was not significant for those who believed that Blacks are collectively
efficacious, B = -.01, F(1, 326) = .03, p = .871. Both egalitarians’ and anti-egalitarians’

support for assistance-focused policies were not affected by their self-efficacy, B = .05,

94



SE = .12, p =.653, Cl = [-.18, .29] for egalitarians and B = .08, SE = .11, p = .460, Cl =
[-.13, .29] for anti-egalitarians.
Online Ally Behavior

Participants’ behavior to get involved in ally actions was logged. There were six
possible action items, and the majority of participants (90%) moved onto the next screen
without clicking any link that is related to reducing racial inequality (see more results in

Table 17).

Table 17. Frequency of Click Behavior

Number of
Action Clicked Frequency Percent
0 311 90.1%
1 24 7.0%
2 6 1.7%
3 2 0.6%
4 0 0.0%
5 2 0.6%
Total 345 100%

The six action items are presented in order of frequency (Table 18).

Table 18. Frequency of Clicking Behavior Items

Action Item Frequency Percent

To sign an online petition(s) for racial equality 14 27%
To access 'How to Be a White Ally' toolkit 14 27%
To learn more about the racial wealth gap 8 15%
To volunteer online with the United Nations and their anti-racism initiative 8 15%
To connect with national organizations for racial equity 4 8%
To donate to Racial Justice Network 4 8%
Total 52 100%
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Note. Each action item is coded as 0 (no click) or 1 (click). Participants were allowed to

click multiple action items.

The outcome variable (i.e., number of click) is a count variable, and descriptive
statistics revealed that it follows a Poisson distribution. Accordingly, to ensure the

validity of the inference made by regression analysis (Afifi et al., 2007) a Poisson

regression was performed using the pscl package (Jackman et al., 2015) in R.

Unstandardized coefficients from the moderated Poisson regression model are

reported in Table 19. Results revealed that the three-way interaction was significant, B = -

3.58, SE =1.04, p = .001.

Table 19. Study 3: Results from the Poisson Regression Model

Variable B SE p

Control variables

Age 0.01 0.02 0.752

Gender 0.99 0.47 0.035

Education -0.23 0.17 0.191

Household income -0.13 0.31 0.672
Main effects

Egalitarian beliefs -1.88 1.29 0.146

Sociopolitical efficacy -0.80 1.18 0.497

Black collective efficacy 0.49 1.80 0.786
Two-way Interaction

Egalitarian beliefs x Sociopolitical efficacy 1.27 0.81 0.117

Egalitarian beliefs x Black collective efficacy 111 1.33 0.405

Sociopolitical efficacy x Black collective efficacy 3.62 1.48 0.015
Three-way interaction

Egalitarian beliefs x Sociopolitical efficacy 358 104 0.001

x Black collective efficacy

Note. Significant coefficients are marked in bold.

96



Simple slope analyses revealed that when egalitarians were led to believe that
Blacks are not efficacious at reducing the racial wealth gap, their self-efficacy predicted
more action for racial inequality, B = .22, SE = .05, p <.001, CI =[.12, .31]. It suggests
that efficacious egalitarians were more likely to get involved in online ally behavior than
inefficacious egalitarians when they perceived that Blacks are inefficacious. The
association between self-efficacy and ally behavior was not significant for egalitarians in
the high Black collective efficacy condition, B = -.03, SE = .05, p =.478, Cl = [-.12, .06]
as well as anti-egalitarians in both low (B = .02, SE = .04, p = .670, Cl = [-.07, .10]) and
high (B = .02, SE = .04, p = .630, CI = [-.06, .10]) Black collective efficacy conditions.

In addition, | probed how the interaction between self-efficacy and egalitarian
beliefs depends on the experimental condition. The two-way interaction was significant
in the low Black collective efficacy condition, B = .07, F(1, 326) = 10.34, p = .001, but
not in the high Black collective efficacy condition, B =-.02, F(1, 326) = 0.77, p = .382.

In the condition where participants were led to believe that Blacks are not
efficacious at reducing the racial wealth gap, egalitarians’ self-efficacy positively
predicted more action for racial inequality, B = .23, SE = .05, p <.001, CI =[.13, .33],
but not for anti-egalitarians, B = .01, SE = .04, p = .800, CI = [-.07, .10]. In the other
condition where participants were led to believe that Blacks are highly efficacious at
reducing the racial wealth gap, their self-efficacy was not significantly associated with
the number of clicks for ally behavior (for both egalitarians, B = -.04, SE = .05, p = .462,

Cl =[-.13, .06], anti-egalitarians, B = .02, SE = .04, p = .610, CI = [-.06, .11].
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Summary of the Results and Discussion

Study 3 revealed two main findings: First, the proposed three-way interaction
effect was replicated when White participants’ perceptions of Black people’s collective
efficacy was manipulated. This successful manipulation is worth noting because it
suggests the malleability of perception of Black people’s collective efficacy.
Furthermore, this perception may affect the extent to which White people support
affirmative action policies. Second, the three-way interaction effect significantly
predicted actual ally behavior, and the pattern of results was consistent with the results
found for support for autonomy-focused policies. Overall, efficacious egalitarians who
perceive Blacks as inefficacious were most likely to get involved in actions that are
aimed at reducing racial inequality. In addition to hypothesis-testing, a general low level
of participation in ally behavior again points to the need for more research on allyship.

To delve into the significant three-way interaction effects, below I presented the

summary of the results on the two main dependent variables in Figure 17.
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Figure 17. Effects of the Three Key Predictors on Support for Autonomy- and
Assistance-Focused Policies
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Pair of Slope 95% Confidence Slope 95% Confidence

slopes difference p Interval difference p Interval
(1) and (2) -1.22 <.001 [-1.72,-0.72] -0.85  0.024 [-1.59, -0.11]
(1)and (3)  -1.48 <001  [-2.18,-0.77] -0.83  0.068 [-1.72, 0.06]
(1)and (4)  -0.98 0.060 [-1.99, 0.04] -0.34 0414 [-1.15, 0.47]
(2) and (3) -0.26 0.438 [-0.91, 0.39] 0.02 0.965 [-0.87,0.90]
(2) and (4) 0.24 0.408 [-0.33, 0.82] 0.51 0.207 [-0.28, 1.31]
(3) and (4) 0.50 0.207 [-0.28, 1.28] 0.49 0.310 [-0.46, 1.44]

Note. In the graph, n.s. denotes p > .05, * denotes p <.

significant differences between slopes are in bold.

Based on the visual interpretation, the overall pattern of results for egalitarians

(+1SD) seems to be consistent with that of Study 2. Efficacious egalitarian White

participants were more likely to support autonomy-focused policies when they believed

05, ** denotes p < .01. In the table,
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that Blacks are inefficacious (Slope 1 in the left graph; replicated Study 2 findings). But
this effect was not significant for assistance-focused policies (Slope 1 in the right graph;
inconsistent with Study 2).

Inefficacious egalitarians were more likely to support autonomy-focused policies
when they perceived that Blacks are efficacious as a collective, compared to when they
perceived that Blacks are not efficacious (Slope 1 in the left graph; replicated Study 2
findings). However, this positive effect was not significant for assistance-focused policies
(Slope 3 in the right graph; inconsistent with Study 2).

Taken together, egalitarians’ support for autonomy-oriented policies were shaped
by their values, self-efficacy, and how they perceive the disadvantaged group. Taking
account of the fact that perceptions of Blacks’ collective efficacy were manipulated and
temporally preceded dependent measures, it may suggest that efficacious egalitarians
were more supportive of autonomy-focused policies because they perceived that Blacks
lack the capability of bringing change to society. And this was observed only for
egalitarians who felt personally efficacious in the sociopolitical domain.

The results for anti-egalitarians (-1SD) were, in general, consistent with findings
from Study 2. Participants who endorsed intergroup hierarchy were least likely to support
both types of affirmative action policies, and their attitudes toward the policies were not
affected by how they perceived Blacks’ collective efficacy. Compared with the previous
findings, the only discrepancy was the results for inefficacious anti-egalitarians (Slope 4
in the right graph). In Study 2, inefficacious anti-egalitarian White participants were more
supportive of assistance-focused policies when they perceived that Blacks are

inefficacious (vs. efficacious). However, this slope was not significant in Study 3.
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Altogether, anti-egalitarians, compared to egalitarians, were less supportive of affirmative
action policies in general, and their self-efficacy and outgroup perception did not affect
their policy attitudes and ally behavior.

In sum, Study 3 findings showed that the moderating effect of perceptions of
Blacks’ collective efficacy was especially robust for egalitarians’ attitudes toward

autonomy-focused policies.

General Discussion

Although previous work on intergroup attitudes/behavior has examined the
antecedents of ally behavior, little work has been done to distinguish different types of
ally behavior that vary on its effectiveness and to identify unique sets of predictors for
each type of behavior. Studies that attempted to specify the predictors of ally behavior
had mainly focused on one type of ally behavior, which meant that the current research
first needed to show that ally behaviors vary on the spectrum of effectiveness and, more
specifically, that different types of policies benefit the disadvantaged group in distinctive
ways. The current research showed that policies and programs aimed at reducing racial
inequality can indeed be divided into those that are more effective at creating a group-
level change (i.e., autonomy-focused affirmative action policies) and those that are less
effective (i.e., assistance-focused affirmative action policies).

Additionally, the current research identified a unique set of predictors of these
ally behaviors. First, | found that egalitarian values and sociopolitical efficacy create a
synergistic effect to predict ally behavior. In other words, efficacious egalitarians were
most likely to support affirmative action policies compared to inefficacious egalitarians

and to anti-egalitarians. Second, the results revealed that perceptions of the low-status
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group as an efficacious collective can be a double-edged sword for high-status group
members who seek intergroup equality. When efficacious egalitarian White Americans
perceived that Black Americans are efficacious in reducing the racial inequality, they
were less likely to support effective ally behavior. In contrast, when inefficacious
egalitarian Whites perceived that Blacks are efficacious, they were more likely to support
effective ally behavior. These amplifying and dampening effects of perceptions of
Blacks’ collective efficacy were not consistently significant for less effective ally
behaviors (significant in Study 2, but not in Study 3; see Figures 11 and 17).

It is also important to note that the results from three studies were consistent with
the initial prediction for anti-egalitarians: First, anti-egalitarian Whites, on average,
opposed affirmative action policies (their mean scores were below the midpoint). Second,
their perceptions of their own sociopolitical efficacy and the disadvantaged group’s
efficacy did not significantly affect their (dis-)engagement with ally behavior, which may
point to the role of values as the pre-condition for ally behavior.

The present research carries wide-ranging implications for theories in social
psychology in general, and intergroup relations specifically. First, psychologists have
documented and are increasingly studying the predictors of ally behavior. However, to
the best of my knowledge, this research is the first to test the synergistic effect of
egalitarian values combined with sociopolitical efficacy on ally behavior. It is a simple
but novel approach because the positive effects of the two variables have been studied
separately in prior work. However, the current research revealed that the positive effect
of egalitarian values on intergroup behavior and that of sociopolitical efficacy on political

participation are not independent of one another and can interact to predict ally behavior.
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This finding suggests that simultaneously taking account of both motivation and ability
may better predict an action (intention) in the context of intergroup relations.

Although the current research focused on advantaged group members’ beliefs,
perceptions, and behavior, this two-way interaction has interesting implications for
disadvantaged group members’ efforts to reduce intergroup inequality. Prior research has
documented positive effects of individuals’ sense of agency and self-efficacy especially
among disadvantaged group members. For example, socially disadvantaged group
members’ high levels of self-efficacy or sense of agency operated as a buffer against
harmful effects of discrimination and facilitated the restoration of psychological well-
being (e.g., Shnabel & Nadler, 2015; Stroebe et al., 2010). The current research shed light
on another positive effect of self-efficacy, that is, to encourage political actions among
advantaged group members, and future research should examine whether the observed
effect can be extended to explain disadvantaged group members’ efforts to promote
ingroup status and to help fellow ingroup members. Additionally, the positive effect of
active participation in sociopolitical issues on personal well-being among disadvantaged
group members is an interesting and important avenue for future research (Sanders,
2001).

The current research investigated the effect of internal sociopolitical efficacy, that
is, individuals’ sense of their ability to participate in the political process and to exert
influence in political affairs. This is different from external efficacy that is defined as
individuals’ perceptions of political institutions and figures’ responsiveness to their needs
and views (Acock et al., 1985). These two types of political efficacy are interrelated but

distinct (Balch, 1974), and future research can explore the potential moderating effect of
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external efficacy. One possibility is that internally efficacious egalitarians who lack
external efficacy might engage in more ally behavior, given that high internal efficacy
combined with low external efficacy was most likely to lead to political actions (Ennis &
Schrener, 1987; Shingles, 1981).

Second, the current research went beyond showing the proposed two-way
interaction between egalitarian values and sociopolitical efficacy and shed light on the
underlying mechanisms of the effect on ally behavior. In Study 2, analyses using
bootstrapping samples and regression analyses provided support for the moderated
mediation model involving cognitive and affective paths to ally behavior. For egalitarian
White Americans, feeling efficacious in the sociopolitical domain amplified their anger
towards the racial wealth gap and led them to account for situational factors in explaining
the racial wealth gap, which resulted in more support for affirmative action.

Of note, efficacious egalitarians did not report more empathy towards racial
minorities compared to their counterparts, but the main effect of egalitarianism was
significant, indicating that egalitarians reported more empathy compared to anti-
egalitarians. Although numerous studies reported positive effects of empathy, sympathy,
and perspective-taking on intergroup behavior (Dovidio et al., 2010), several studies have
reported the negative effects under certain conditions (Galinsky & Ku, 2004; Vorauer &
Ssaki, 2012). These mixed findings in the literature could be one way to explain the non-
significant link between empathy and the interaction of egalitarianism and sociopolitical
efficacy. Another way to interpret the findings is to consider the possibility that empathy
is more strongly associated with prosocial behaviors than with political actions that

attempt to challenge the status quo (e.g., Barth et al., 2015). Empathy as a prosocial
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emotion may better predict helping and cooperation when these behaviors do not have
negative implications for ingroup (parochial empathy; Bruneau et al., 2017). Altogether,
findings of Study 2 support the idea that sociopolitical efficacy provides an affordance
for ally behavior, and that may explain the strong association between action-oriented
emotion (i.e., anger) and the proposed two-way interaction.

With that said, | acknowledge that there might be other emotions that can explain
the mediational pathways in the model. For example, White Americans’ guilt about the
racial inequality (e.g., Swim & Miller, 1999; Mallett et al., 2008) and hope about social
change (Greenaway et al., 2016) may be associated with both predictor (i.e., two-way
interaction) and the outcome (i.e., ally behavior) in the model. Additional experiment that
involves manipulation of anger and attribution will provide a stringent test of the
underlying mechanism.

Third, the current research is one of the early attempts to distinguish different
types of ally behavior that vary on effectiveness at reducing intergroup inequality.
Specifically focusing on affirmative action policies (Studies 2 and 3) and political actions
(Study 3), findings showed that White Americans acknowledge the different natures of
policies that focus on developing racial minorities’ capabilities and independence versus
those that focus on providing direct assistance to racial minorities, and that the latter is
less effective at tackling the fundamental cause of the racial wealth gap. These findings
are aligned with previous research that compared autonomy- vs. dependency-oriented
help (Nadler & Halabi, 2006) and system-attenuating vs. -maintaining policies (Ho &
Unzueta, 2015). It is worth noting that these behaviors were mainly studied in different

fields to explain different phenomena. For example, autonomy- vs. dependency-oriented
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help was investigated mainly in the context of individual-level helping toward a single
outgroup member, whereas support for different types of policies were examined with
generalized attitudes toward marginalized social groups. However, | argue that these
behaviors are similar in the sense that they can reduce inequality and that their
effectiveness at dismantling the group-level inequality might vary. Focusing on this
variability, the present research provides a parsimonious distinction between more
effective and less effective ally behaviors. Granted, the effective ally behavior
operationalized in the current research should be converged with disadvantaged group
members’ perceptions and actual benefits on the disadvantaged group. Cheng and
colleagues (2019) have examined this question for male allies who fight against sexism,
and future research should examine the evaluation and experience of people of color
regarding White allies’ behavior. Investigating both advantaged and disadvantaged
groups’ perspectives will provide stronger support for operationalization of effective ally
behavior and help minimize the potential intergroup conflict stemmed from different
valuations of behavior.

One possible domain to which this distinction can be applied is support for low-
vs. high-status group leadership. As is true for almost all collectives, there is a subgroup
of people that plays a leading role in social justice movements. Instead of assuming that
all movements are equally effective, who leads the movement can determine the
effectiveness of ally behavior. lyer and colleagues (2020) found that low-status group
members were more likely to prefer and trust the movements led by low-status group
members than those led by high-status group members. In addition, low-status group

members were more likely to feel marginalized and prevented from taking a central role
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in the movement when it was led by high-status group members than by low-status group
members. This is important because the movements cannot be successful without the
affected group members’ trust, participation, and support. Thus, the observed effects
from the current research can be examined to predict support for different leadership.
This investigation is expected to shed light on the antecedents of effective ally behavior
that provides the low-status group with opportunities to exercise power and lead a change
in society.

Lastly, this research used an understudied construct, perceptions of outgroup’s
collective efficacy, and offered a causal explanation of what shapes allies’ behavior.
There is extensive research on collective efficacy demonstrating its predictive power in
low-status groups. For example, disadvantaged group members are more willing to
participate in actions to reduce inequality when they believe that their group as a whole
can successfully achieve the desired goal (e.g., Cohen-Chen & Zomeren, 2018;
McNamara et al., 2013). Put differently, the ingroup-advancement aspect of collective
efficacy (i.e., low-status group members’ efforts to enhance or protect their ingroup
status) was extensively studied in the existing literature. This research contributed to the
literature by demonstrating how perceptions of outgroup’s collective efficacy can have a
considerable impact on shaping advantaged group members’ behavior towards the
disadvantaged group.

What is interesting is that advantaged group members’ perceptions of the
disadvantaged group as an efficacious collective may not always bring about positive
effects. As findings from Studies 2 and 3 revealed, efficacious egalitarian Whites were

less likely to engage in effective ally behavior when they believed that Blacks were
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efficacious (vs. inefficacious). This poses an irony for disadvantaged group members:
Beliefs that their ingroup is efficacious prompt them to engage in actions aimed at
reducing the intergroup disparity, but if their group is actually seen as efficacious to the
eyes of efficacious egalitarian Whites, they are less likely to get effective help from those
Whites. But it is equally important to consider the positive effect of seeing Blacks’ as an
efficacious collective for inefficacious egalitarian Whites. When these Whites who aspire
to achieve intergroup equality but who lack the sense of sociopolitical efficacy perceive
that Blacks are efficacious (vs. inefficacious), they are more likely to engage in effective
ally behavior. One interpretation of these findings is consistent with my initial prediction
and previous findings: seeing an outgroup as an efficacious collective leads to helping
outgroup members in a way that they can develop autonomy and independence. And the
current research contributed to the literature by specifying the boundary condition for this
effect. Future research should further investigate the underlying psychological processes
of these two types of egalitarians (i.e., efficacious vs. inefficacious egalitarians).

There are both strengths and weaknesses to the studies described herein. First,
measures in three studies showed acceptable reliabilities and factor structures. However,
some measures should be improved in future research. For example, sociopolitical
efficacy scale used in Studies 2 and 3 were originally validated as a one-factor scale, but
the current datasets extracted three factors, and one of the three factors was used in my
analyses. Second, the current research utilized various methods such as analyzing a large-
scale nation-wide survey data and examining the proposed effects in both correlational
and experimental manners. Studies 1 and 2 were based on cross-sectional, correlational

data, and enhanced by the experimental design of Study 3. Next step may involve
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reinforcing the three studies with further experimentation. For instance, participants could
be primed with egalitarian values and sociopolitical efficacy to confirm their causal
effects on ally behavior. To manipulate egalitarian values, participants can engage in a
task to make their egalitarian values salient. For example, participants could read a
prompt advocating intergroup equality and explain how they would convince other
people to take action that likely reduces inequality in society (adapted from Lai et al.,
2016). Sociopolitical efficacy can also be increased in a laboratory experiment (e.g.,
Morrell, 2005). For example, participants could complete a task in which they make
decisions about social and political issues in a hypothetical situation and then receive
positive or negative feedback on their performance. I expect that positive feedback will
increase participants’ state sociopolitical efficacy, whereas negative feedback will
decrease it. These experiments will provide causal support for the interaction effect of
egalitarian values and sociopolitical efficacy on ally behavior.

The current research also provides practical contributions to the understanding
and resolution of important social problems. The findings of this research explained why
some high-status group members are less likely to engage in ally behavior than others,
despite aspiring an egalitarian society. Egalitarian values as a directional motivation were
more likely to be materialized in an actual action when people felt they are efficacious in
the sociopolitical domain. This has significant implications not only for adults but also
for youth civic development. In education and socialization for youth, teaching
egalitarian values is accepted as one of the most fundamental goals in higher education
institutions. However, less focus is on developing a sense of self-efficacy for

sociopolitical behaviors. Efforts should be made to educate and socialize young people
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such that they can develop beliefs that they are capable of impacting sociopolitical
decisions (Christens et al., 2012) and that their actions can have an impact on important
social issues including intergroup relations.

One potential caveat associated with promoting high-level of sociopolitical
efficacy should be noted. Especially among high-status group members, sense of efficacy
in sociopolitical domain may be accompanied by a sense of superiority. Self-efficacy is
distinguished from a sense of power (Anderson et al., 2012), such that the former focuses
on the perceived controllability of one’s own outcomes, whereas the latter focuses on
influence over other individuals. However, increased sociopolitical efficacy might be
correlated with increased sense of sociopolitical power. Given the potential negative
impact of high sense of power on intergroup attitudes/behavior (Galinsky et al., 2006),
further research is warranted to tease out the effect of power on ally behavior.

It is also important to empirically investigate the generalizability of the findings
from this research. Specifically, it will be a fruitful arena to examine whether the
observed findings expand to other types of social inequalities. One potential domain is
gender inequality in the workplace such as payment gap and biases in promotion. I plan
to explore whether the economic gap between races can be translated into that between
genders, which will offer insights on how to increase effective male ally behavior.

In response to intergroup inequalities, progressive policies and targeted
programming are proposed and put into practice. It is also recognized that people who are
not disadvantaged by their ingroup affiliations (e.g., Whites, men, non-LGBT) should
assume an active role in developing anti-inequality policies and participating in equality-

promoting programs (e.g., Edstrom et al., 2015). More people and campaigns start to
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adopt effective ally behavior. This research helps us understand which others are more
likely to be allies, and why they might advocate for structural changes that empower low-

status groups.
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Appendices

Appendix A. Study 1b: Full List of Items

Egalitarianism

Variable code

(2016 / 2020) Item
V162243 1. Our society should do whatever is necessary to make sure that
V202260 everyone has an equal opportunity to succeed.
V162244 2. This country would be better off if we worried less about how
V202261 equal people are.
V162245 3. Itis not really that big a problem if some people have more of a
V202262 chance in life than others.
V162246 4. If people were treated more equally in this country, we would
V202263 have many fewer problems.

Response scale

1 = Agree strongly, 2 = Agree somewhat, 3 = Neither agree nor disagree,
4 = Disagree somewhat, 5 = Disagree strongly

Political Efficacy

Variable code

(2016 / 2020) Item

External efficacy
V162215 1. Public officials don't care much what people like me think.
V202212
V162216 2. People like me don't have any say about what the government
V202213 does.

Response scale for External efficacy items
1 = Agree strongly, 2 = Agree somewhat, 3 = Neither agree nor disagree,
4 = Disagree somewhat, 5 = Disagree strongly

Internal efficacy

V162217
V202214

1. How often do politics and government seem so complicated
that you can't really understand what's going on?
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Response scale
1 = Always, 2 = Most of the time, 3 = About half the time,
4 = Some of the time, 5 = Never

V162218 2. How well do you understand the important political issues
V202215 facing our country?

Response scale

1 = Extremely well, 2 = Very well, 3 = Moderately well, 4 = Slightly well,
5 = Not well at all

Attitudes toward Affirmative Action

Variable code
(2016 / 2020) Item

V162238x What about your opinion—are you for or against preferential
V202252x hiring and promotion of blacks?

Response scale for External efficacy items

1 = Strongly for preferential hiring/promotion of blacks,

2 = Not strongly for preferential hiring/promotion of blacks,

3 = Not strongly against preferential hiring/promotion of blacks,
4 = Strongly against preferential hiring/promotion of blacks

Demographic Variables

Variable code
(2016 / 2020) Item

Age

V161267 Respondent age
V201507x

Note. Age 80 or older are coded as 80.

Sex

V161342 What is your sex?
V201600

Response scale
1 = Male, 2 = Female

Race/Ethnicity
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V161310x I am going to read you a list of five race categories. You may

V201549x choose one or more races. For this survey, Hispanic origin is not a
race. Are you White; Black or African American; American Indian
or Alaska Native; Asian; or Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific
Islander?

Response scale

1 = White, non-Hispanic

2 = Black, non-Hispanic

3 = Hispanic

4 = Asian or Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander, non-Hispanic alone
5 = Native American/Alaska Native or other race, non-Hispanic alone

6 = Multiple races, non-Hispanic

Highest level of education
V161270 What is the highest level of school you have completed or the
V201510 highest degree you have received?

Response scale

1 = Less than high school

2 = High school graduate - High school diploma or equivalent (e.g. GED)
3 = Some college but no degree

4 = Associate degree in college - occupational/vocational

5 = Associate degree in college - academic

6 = Bachelor’s degree (e.g. BA, AB, BS)

7 = Master’s degree (e.g. MA, MS, MEng, MEd, MSW, MBA)

8 = Professional school degree (e.g. MD, DDS, DVM, LLB, JD)/Doctoral
degree (e.g. PHD, EDD)

95 = Other {SPECIFY}

Subjective social class

V161307 How would you describe your social class? Are you in the lower
V202352 class, the working class, the middle class, or the upper class?

Response scale

1 = Lower class

2 = Working class
3 = Middle class
4 = Upper class

Political Knowledge

Variable code
(2016 / 2020) Item
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V162072

Joe Biden: What job or political office does he now hold?

V202138y Mike Pence: What job or political office does he now hold?
V162073a Paul Ryan: What job or political office does he now hold?
V202139y1 Nancy Pelosi: What job or political office does she now hold?
V162076b . ..
()

V2021422 John Roberts. What job or political office does he now hold?

Response scale for External efficacy items

0 = Incorrect

1 = Correct
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Appendix B. Study 2: Full Measures

Introduction

Survey on Contemporary Social Issues (SCSI) taps onto social issues such as spending
priorities, crime and punishment, race relations, quality of life, public health, and social
media, among others. To maximize the effectiveness of the survey and to minimize the
respondents’ fatigue, we randomly assign participants to one of the modules. Please
proceed to the next page to see the selected topic.

Topic Selection

You will be asked to read about the economic gap in the U.S.

Please click ‘next’ to proceed.

Introduction before participants respond to individual difference measures

Before we delve into the assigned topic, we would like to ask you some questions
about yourself. Individuals have different ways of living and develop different
worldviews. What we are interested in is your principles and beliefs. Thus, there are no
right or wrong answers to the questions that you will be reading on the next page.

Egalitarian values

Social Dominance Orientation: Antiegalitarianism (Ho et al., 2015)
Please show how much you agree with each idea below by selecting a number from 1
to 7 on the scale provided. You can work quickly; your first feeling is generally best.

1 = Strongly disagree; 2 = Somewhat disagree; 3 = Slightly disagree; 4 = Neutral; 5 =
Slightly agree; 6 = Somewhat agree; 7 = Strongly agree

Pro-trait dominance

1. Some groups of people must be kept in their place.

2. It’s probably a good thing that certain groups are at the top and other groups are
at the bottom.

3. An ideal society requires some groups to be on top and others to be on the
bottom.*
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4. Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups.*

Con-trait dominance

5. Groups at the bottom are just as deserving as groups at the top.*
6 No one group should dominate in society.*

7. Groups at the bottom should not have to stay in their place.

8 Group dominance is a poor principle.

Pro-trait antiegalitarianism

9. We should not push for group equality.

10.  We shouldn’t try to guarantee that every group has the same quality of life.
11.  Itis unjust to try to make groups equal.*

12.  Group equality should not be our primary goal.*

Con-trait antiegalitarianism
13.  We should work to give all groups an equal chance to succeed.*
14.  We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different groups.*

15.  No matter how much effort it takes, we ought to strive to ensure that all groups
have the same chance in life.
16.  Group equality should be our ideal.

*1tems for a brief scale

Ho, A. K., Sidanius, J., Kteily, N., Sheehy-Skeffington, J, Pratto, F., Henkel, K. E., Foels,
R., & Stewart, A. L. (2015). The nature of social dominance orientation:
Theorizing and measuring preferences for intergroup inequality using the new
SDOy scale. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 109(6), 1003-1028.
http://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000033

Sociopolitical efficacy

Sociopolitical control scale—policy control subscale (Zimmerman & Zahniser, 1991)
Please choose a number that best describes how much you agree or disagree with each
statement.

1 = Strongly disagree; 2 = Somewhat disagree; 3 = Slightly disagree; 4 = Neutral; 5 =
Slightly agree; 6 = Somewhat agree; 7 = Strongly agree

1. I enjoy political participation because | want to have as much say in running
government as possible.
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2. Sometimes politics and government seem so complicated that a person like me
can’t really understand what’s going on. (Reverse-coded)

3. | feel like I have a pretty good understanding of the important political issues
which confront our society.

4. People like me are generally well qualified to participate in the political activity
and decision making in our country.

5. It hardly makes any difference who | vote for because whoever gets elected does
whatever he wants to do anyway. (Reverse-coded)

6. There are plenty of ways for people like me to have a say in what our government
does.

7. So many other people are active in local issues and organizations that it doesn’t
matter much to me whether | participate or not. (Reverse-coded)

8. Most public officials wouldn’t listen to me no matter what I did. (Reverse-coded)

9. A good many local elections aren’t important enough to bother with. (Reverse-
coded)

Zimmerman, M. A., & Zahniser, J. H. (1991). Refinements of sphere-specific measures
of perceived control: Development of a sociopolitical control scale. Journal of
Community Psychology, 19, 189-204. https://doi.org/10.1002/1520-
6629(199104)19:2<189::AID-JCOP2290190210>3.0.CO;2-6

Introduction before participants read a vignette

As we told you earlier, we are interested in your thoughts about the economic gap in
the United States. To help you better understand what we mean by the economic gap,
we would like to provide you with an excerpt from a news story.

On the next page, you will find a short story that describes the racial wealth gap in the
United States. Please pay attention because we will ask you questions about the
excerpt.
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Description of racial inequality
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The Racial Wealth Gap in the United States Tl el s

(-
Q

2%

Research shows there is an evident economic gap between White and

Black Americans. In 2016, the typical middle-class Black household

had $13,000 in wealth versus $150,000 for the average White White wealth surges; black wealth stagnates
household. This might be due to a gap in educational opportunity Mitior ousaliold vt siliiiatad for Silbtion

and achievement, reflected in a higher college enroliment rate for

Whites and a lower graduation rate for Blacks. Moreover, this income

gap is not solely due to education achievement: Black workers with

same education as Whites are still paid less. 150,000 0 \yzb;e -
$149,703
n 2016
Wealth takes into account not just the wages that people earn for 100,000

work, but homes and other assets they have, such as stock-market
investments or retirement accounts. Data from the U.S. Census
Bureau show that, in 2019, 41% of Black Americans own a home,

whereas 76% of White Americans do. On average, Black households ,,_/——/*/—\ :l:c:?x
o 13,024

had $9,000 in cash or equivalent liquid assets compared with 1960 1970 1980 190 000 2010
$50,000 for White households, according to government data
analyzed by the Economic Policy Institute.

Source

https://www.census.gov/housing/hvs/files/currenthvspress.pdf
https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/fandd/2020/09/race-and-racism-in-economics-
IMF.htm

https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/pdf/coe cpb.pdf
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/06/24/magazine/reparations-slavery.htmi
https://www.shrm.org/resourcesandtools/hr-topics/compensation/pages/racial-wage-gaps-
persistence-poses-challenge.aspx
https://socialequity.duke.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/what-we-get-wrong.pdf
https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2020/06/04/economic-divide-black-
households/

Perceived Black Americans’ collective efficacy (adapted from Kim et al., 2018; van
Zomeren et al., 2008)
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

1 = Strongly disagree; 2 = Somewhat disagree; 3 = Slightly disagree; 4 = Neutral; 5 =
Slightly agree; 6 = Somewhat agree; 7 = Strongly agree
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https://www.shrm.org/resourcesandtools/hr-topics/compensation/pages/racial-wage-gaps-persistence-poses-challenge.aspx
https://socialequity.duke.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/what-we-get-wrong.pdf
https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2020/06/04/economic-divide-black-households/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2020/06/04/economic-divide-black-households/

M w e

Black people, working together as a group, can reduce the wealth gap.
Black people have potential to reduce the racial wealth gap.
Black people are best able to tackle the problem of racial wealth gap.

Black people are not capable of dealing with the problem of racial wealth gap.
(reverse-coded)

Kim, J. Y., Fitzsimons, G. M., & Kay, A. C. (2018). Lean in messages increase

attributions of women'’s responsibility for gender inequality. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 115(6), 974-1001.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000129

van Zomeren, M., Postmes, T., & Spears, R. (2008). Toward an integrative social identity

model of collective action: A gquantitative research synthesis of three socio-
psychological perspectives. Psychological Bulletin, 134(4), 504-535.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.4.504

Attribution
Adapted from Poverty Attribution Scale (Cozzarelli et al., 2001)

To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

1 = Strongly disagree; 2 = Somewhat disagree; 3 = Slightly disagree; 4 = Neutral; 5 =
Slightly agree; 6 = Somewhat agree; 7 = Strongly agree

There is a racial wealth gap in society because racial minorities...

External Attribution

1.

2
3.
4

...experience prejudice and discrimination in hiring.

...experience prejudice and discrimination in promotions and wages.
...need to deal with the government that is insensitive to their plight.
...confront an inadequate welfare system.

Internal Attribution

1.
2.
3.
4.

...tend to lack drive and perseverance.

...don’t make enough efforts to improve their life.
..., on average, lack the talent to succeed.

... lack the ability to get a high-paying job.

Cozzarelli, C., Wilkinson, A. V., & Tagler, M. J. (2001). Attitudes toward the poor and

attributions for poverty. Journal of Social Issues, 57(2), 207-227. https://doi.org/
10.1111/0022-4537.00209
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Emotion
Adapted from multiple sources (Anger from lyer & Achia, 2020; Empathy from Lucas &
Kteily, 2018)
Please indicate the extent to which you feel each emotion about the racial income and
wealth gap in society.

1 =not at all; 2 = little; 3 = slightly; 4 = somewhat; 5 = moderately; 6 = very; 7 =
extremely

Anger

1. angry

2. outraged
3. furious

Filler—Positive emotions
1. pleased
2. satisfied

Please indicate the extent to which you feel each emotion toward racial minorities.

Empathy

1. compassion
2. sympathy
3. empathy

4. resentment (filler)

lyer, A., & Achia, T. (2020). Mobilized or marginalized? Understanding low-status
groups’ responses to social justice efforts led by high-status groups. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology. Advance online publication.
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000325

Lucas, B. J., & Kteily, N. S. (2018). (Anti-)egalitarianism differentially predicts empathy
for members of advantaged versus disadvantaged groups. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 114(5), 665-692. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000112

Ally Behavior
Adapted from multiple sources (Abad-Merino et al., 2013; Estevan-Reina et al., 2020)

Please read the statements below carefully and choose the number that best describes
your feelings and thoughts.

How willing would you be to support an increase of 5% in your taxes if
that money were used to ...
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1 = not at all willing; 2 = little willing; 3 = slightly willing; 4 = somewhat willing; 5 =
moderately willing; 6 = very willing; 7 = extremely willing

Support for autonomy- vs. dependency-oriented help
Autonomy-oriented help

1. ... support universities to provide more opportunities for young Black students to
visit?

2. ... create a nationwide network for Black college students to secure academic help
and support from peers?

3. ... build a center that provides Black people with opportunities to develop job-
related skills?

4. ... develop a workplace program to raise Whites’ awareness of subtle biases and

teach them how to reduce those biases?

Dependency-oriented help

1. ...develop a program that provides loans to help Black students to pay for the first
year of college?

2. ... implement a program that allows Black college students to complete a less
challenging curriculum?

3. ...provide subsidized housing for Black people who are seeking jobs?

4. ...provide additional unemployment payments for Blacks who are in between
jobs?

Support for different types of affirmative action policies (in order of strongly
hierarchy-attenuating to weakly hierarchy-attenuating)

To what extent do you oppose or support each policy that could be implemented in
U.S. organizations?

1 = Strongly oppose; 2 = Somewhat oppose; 3 = Slightly oppose; 4 = Neutral; 5 =
Slightly favor; 6 = Somewhat favor; 7 = Strongly favor

1. Outreach policy (Organizations put in extra efforts to get members from
minority groups to apply for jobs)

2. Supplemental training policy (Minority group members can receive
supplemental training to prepare themselves for successful job
applications)

3. Tie-breaker policy (A minority applicant is selected over a White applicant
when the two applicants are equally qualified)
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4. Minimum qualification policy (A minority group member can be hired over
a White applicant so long as the minority group member meets minimal
qualifications)

Support for general affirmative action policies
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

1. Affirmative action programs are still needed today to address racial inequality.
2. Businesses should increase their efforts to promote racial diversity in the workplace.

Ho, G. C., & Unzueta, M. M. (2015). Antiegalitarians for affirmative action? When
social dominance orientation is positively related to support for egalitarian social
policies. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 45(8), 451-460.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12311

Abad-Merino, S., Newheiser, A.-K., Dovidio, J. F., Tabernero, C., & Gonzélez, I. (2013).
The dynamics of intergroup helping: The case of subtle bias against Latinos.
Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 19(4), 445-452.
https://doi.org/10.1037/ a0032658

Wellman, J. D., Liu, X., & Wilkins, C. L. (2016). Priming status-legitimizing beliefs:
Examining the impact on perceived anti- White bias, zero-sum beliefs, and support
for Affirmative Action among White people. British Journal of Social
Psychology, 55(3), 426-437. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjs0.12133

Attention check

What was the topic of the news story that you read in this survey?
1 = medical bias
2 = political divide in the U.S.
3 = anti-vaccination movement
4 = racial wealth gap

Demographic questions

Finally, we would like you to tell us a little information about yourself in this final
portion of our survey. Please know that demographic information will be collected for
statistical purposes only.

1. Please indicate your gender identity:
e Woman
e Man
e Genderfluid
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Other ( )

2. How old are you?

( ) years old

3. What is the highest level of education you have completed?

Elementary school

High school or equivalent
Vocational/technical school

Some college

Bachelor’s degree

Master’s or Doctoral degree
Professional degree (M.D., ].D., etc.)
Other ( )

4. Please indicate your race/ethnicity (you may select more than one option).

5. Think of this ladder as representing where people stand in their communities.

People define community in different ways; please define it in whatever way is most
meaningful to you. At the top of the ladder are the people who have the highest
standing in their community. At the bottom are the people who have the lowest

Latinx/Hispanic

Black/African American/African
Asian/Asian American
White/Caucasian
Native/Indigenous

Other ( )

Best off —» 10

<«— Worst off

standing in their community.
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Where would you place yourself on this ladder?

Please choose the number of the rung where you think you stand at this time in your
life, relative to other people in your community.
e 1-10

6. We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives. Here is a seven-
point scale on which the political views that people might hold are arranged from
extremely liberal to extremely conservative. Where would you place yourself on this
scale?
1 = Extremely liberal; 2 = Liberal; 3 = Slightly liberal; 4 = Moderate (middle of the
road); 5 = Slightly conservative; 6 = Conservative; 7 = Extremely conservative
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Appendix C. Study 2: Self-Efficacy Scale — Factor Analysis

Descriptive statistics of individual item

Item Mean SD

1. | enjoy political participation because | want to have as 4.63 1.76
much say in running government as possible.

2. Sometimes politics and government seem so complicated 4.38 1.85
that a person like me can’t really understand what’s
going on. (Reverse-coded)

3. 1 feel like I have a pretty good understanding of the 5.45 1.29
important political issues which confront our society.

4. People like me are generally well qualified to participate 5.20 1.44
in the political activity and decision making in our
country.

5. It hardly makes any difference who I vote for because 4.18 2.01
whoever gets elected does whatever he wants to do
anyway. (Reverse-coded)

6. There are plenty of ways for people like me to have a say 4.37 1.72
in what our government does.

7. So many other people are active in local issues and 4.93 1.71
organizations that it doesn’t matter much to me whether |
participate or not. (Reverse-coded)

8. Most public officials wouldn’t listen to me no matter 3.42 181
what | did. (Reverse-coded)

9. A good many local elections aren’t important enough to 5.46 1.69
bother with. (Reverse-coded)

Note. N = 328

Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation Results

Total Variance Explained

Rotation Sums of

Initial Eigenvalues

Squared Loadings

% of Cumulati % of Cumulati
Component Total Variance ve % Total Variance ve %
1 3.37 37 37 2.02 22 22
2 1.36 15 53 1.96 22 44
3 1.08 12 65 1.83 20 65
4 0.93 10 75
5 0.56 7 81

Note. Extraction method was Principal Component Analysis with VVarimax rotation.
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Scree Plot

Eigenvalue
o

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Component Number

Rotated Component Matrix

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Efficacy 4 0.87 0.09 0.08
Efficacy_3 0.83 0.03 0.22
Efficacy_1 0.57 0.45 0.22
Efficacy_6 0.32 0.81 -0.10
Efficacy 8_R -0.01 0.71 0.22
Efficacy 5_R -0.01 0.69 0.38
Efficacy 7_R 0.13 0.17 0.79
Efficacy 9 R 0.09 0.30 0.78
Efficacy 2 R 0.36 -0.02 0.55

Note. Items 2,5,7,8,9 are reverse-coded. Item was color-coded when its
loading is > |.40|. Item in bold indicates that it is cleanly loaded onto one factor.

Principal Component Analysis with Direct Oblimin Rotation Results

Total Variance Explained

Extraction Sums of

Initial Eigenvalues Squared Loadings

% of Cumulati % of Cumulati
Variance ve % Total Variance ve %

Component Total
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1 3.37 37 37 3.37 37 37
2 1.36 15 53 1.36 15 53
3 1.08 12 65 1.08 12 65
4 0.93 10 75
5 0.60 7 81
Note. Extraction method was Principal Component Analysis with Direct Oblimin
rotation.
Scree Plot
1 2 3 4 5 6 8
Component Number
Pattern Matrix
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
Efficacy_6 0.84 -0.27 -0.24
Efficacy 8_R 0.71 0.09 0.14
Efficacy 5_R 0.66 0.11 0.31
Efficacy 4 0.03 -0.88 -0.03
Efficacy_3 -0.06 -0.83 0.13
Efficacy_1 0.40 -0.52 0.11
Efficacy 7_R 0.05 -0.01 0.80
Efficacy 9 R 0.19 0.04 0.77
Efficacy 2 R -0.13 -0.30 0.55

Note. Items 2,5,7,8,9 are reverse-coded. Item was color-coded when its
loading is > |.40|. Item in bold indicates that it is cleanly loaded onto one factor.
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Component Correlation Matrix

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

Factor 1 1
Factor 2 -0.19 1
Factor 3 0.29 -0.26 1
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Appendix D. Study 2: Policy Effectiveness Pilot — Full Measures and Descriptive
Statistics

Below three questions were asked for each policy (A total of 12 policies were presented
to participants).

= How effective is this policy in empowering Black students?

= How effective is this policy in increasing Black students' autonomy?

» How effective is this policy in tackling the fundamental cause of the racial
wealth gap?

(1 = Not at all effective, 2 = Little effective, 3 = Slightly effective, 4 = Somewhat
effective, 5 = Moderately effective, 6 = Very effective, 7 = Extremely effective)

1. University visit
: To support universities to provide more opportunities for young Black students to visit.

2. Nationwide network
: To create a nationwide network for Black college students to secure academic help and
support from peers.

3. Skill development
: To build a center that provides Black people with opportunities to develop job-related
skills.

4. Whites’ awareness
: To develop a workplace program to raise Whites’ awareness of subtle biases and teach
them how to reduce those biases.

5. Student loan
: To develop a program that provides loans to help Black students to pay for the first year
of college.

6. Less challenging curriculum
: To implement a program that allows Black college students to complete a less

challenging curriculum.

7. Subsidized housing
: To provide subsidized housing for Black people who are seeking jobs.
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8. Unemployment pay

: To provide additional unemployment payments for Black people who are in between

jobs.

9. Outreach policy

: Organizations put in extra efforts to get members from minority groups to apply for

jobs.

10. Supplemental training

: Minority group members can receive supplemental training to prepare themselves for

successful job applications.

11. Tie-breaker

: A minority applicant is selected over a White applicant when the two applicants are

equally qualified.

12. Minimum qualification

: A minority group member can be hired over a White applicant so long as the minority
group member meets minimal qualifications.

Scale Reliability and Descriptive Statistics

Variable Reliability Mean SD N
1. University visit .94 4.32 1.60 119
2. Nationwide network 91 4.57 1.52 119
3. Skill development 94 4.71 1.70 119
4. Whites’ awareness 91 3.25 1.77 118
5. Student loan 94 4.17 1.74 119
6. Less challenging curriculum .96 210 1.60 118
7. Subsidized housing .92 3.69 1.71 118
8. Unemployment pay .90 2.84 1.72 119
9. Outreach policy 91 4.13 1.61 119
10. Supplemental training .93 4.45 1.64 118
11. Tie-breaker 93 3.36 1.80 119
12. Minimum qualification .94 3.04 1.74 119
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Below table presents the statistics in order of perceived effectiveness

Variable Reliability Mean SD N
3. Skill development 0.94 4.71 1.70 119
2. Nationwide network 0.91 4.57 1.52 119
10. Supplemental training 0.93 4.45 1.64 118
1. University visit 0.94 4.32 1.60 119
5. Student loan 0.94 4.17 1.74 119
9. Outreach policy 0.91 4.13 1.61 119
7. Subsidized housing 0.92 3.69 1.71 118
11. Tie-breaker 0.93 3.36 1.80 119
4. Whites’ awareness 0.91 3.25 1.77 118
12. Minimum qualification 0.94 3.04 1.74 119
8. Unemployment pay 0.90 2.84 1.72 119
6. Less challenging curriculum 0.96 2.10 1.60 118

Note. Top 3 and bottom 3 items in perceived effectiveness are marked in bold.
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Appendix E. Study 2: Policy Effectiveness Pilot — Factor Analysis

Principal Component Analysis with Varimax Rotation Results

Total Variance Explained

Rotation Sums of

Initial Eigenvalues Squared Loadings
% of Cumulati % of Cumulati
Component Total Variance ve % Total Variance ve %

1 6.91 58 58 4.66 39 39
2 1.52 13 70 3.77 31 70
3 0.79 7 77
4 0.54 4 81
5 0.46 4 85

Note. Extraction method was Principal Component Analysis with Varimax rotation.

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Component Number
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Rotated Component Matrix

Factor 1 Factor 2
3. Skill development 0.82 0.22
1. University visit 0.82 0.29
10. Supplemental training 0.81 0.20
2. Nationwide network 0.80 0.29
9. Outreach policy 0.77 0.23
5. Student loan 0.77 0.35
6. Less challenging curriculum 0.08 0.85
8. Unemployment pay 0.24 0.82
12. Minimum qualification 0.29 0.81
11. Tie-breaker 0.40 0.74
7. Subsidized housing 0.54 0.65
4. Whites’ awareness 0.48 0.56

Note. Rotation converged in 3 iterations. Two factors correlated at .55. Item
was color-coded when its loading is > |.4]. Item in bold indicates that it is
cleanly loaded onto one factor.

Principal Component Analysis with Direct Oblimin Rotation Results

Initial Eigenvalues

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative %
1 6.91 58 58
2 1.52 13 70
3 0.79 7 77
4 0.54 4 81
5 0.46 4 85

Note. Extraction method was Principal Component Analysis with Direct Oblimin

rotation.
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Scree Plot

Eigenvalue

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Component Number

Pattern Matrix

12

Factor 1 Factor 2
3. Skill development 0.88 -0.05
10. Supplemental training 0.87 -0.06
1. University visit 0.85 0.03
2. Nationwide network 0.82 0.05
9. Outreach policy 0.81 -0.01
5. Student loan 0.77 0.13
6. Less challenging curriculum -0.19 0.94
8. Unemployment pay 0.00 0.85
12. Minimum qualification 0.07 0.82
11. Tie-breaker 0.21 0.70
7. Subsidized housing 0.40 0.56
4. Whites’ awareness 0.37 0.47

Note. Rotation converged in 7 iterations. Two factors correlated at .55. Item was color-
coded when its loading is > |.4|. Item in bold indicates that it is cleanly loaded onto one

factor.
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Appendix F. Study 3: Collective Efficacy Manipulation Pilot — Full Measures and
Descriptive Statistics

Measures
1. Blacks’ collective efficacy scale (4 items)

“To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?”

Black people, working together as a group, can reduce the wealth gap.

Black people have potential to reduce the racial wealth gap.

Black people are best able to tackle the problem of racial wealth gap.

Black people are not capable of dealing with the problem of racial wealth gap. (R)

» 1 =Strongly disagree; 2 = Somewhat disagree; 3 = Slightly disagree; 4 =
Neutral; 5 = Slightly agree; 6 = Somewhat agree; 7 = Strongly agree
*= Cronbach’s alpha .68
2. Whites’ collective efficacy (4 items)
“To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?”
White people, working together as a group, can reduce the wealth gap.
White people have potential to reduce the racial wealth gap.
White people are best able to tackle the problem of racial wealth gap.
White people are not capable of dealing with the problem of racial wealth gap. (R)
» 1 =Strongly disagree; 2 = Somewhat disagree; 3 = Slightly disagree; 4 =
Neutral; 5 = Slightly agree; 6 = Somewhat agree; 7 = Strongly agree
» Cronbach’s alpha .80
3. Perceived seriousness of the issue
“Do you personally think the racial wealth gap is a serious social issue?”
» 1 =Notatall serious; 2 = Little serious; 3 = Slightly serious; 4 = Somewhat

serious; 5 = Moderately serious; 6 = Very serious; 7 = Extremely serious

4. Importance of the issue
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“How important is it to you personally to reduce the racial wealth gap?”

» 1 =Notatall important to me; 2 = Little important to me; 3 = Slightly

important to me; 4 = Somewhat important to me; 5 = Moderately important
to me; 6 = Very important to me; 7 = Extremely important to me

5. Self-efficacy in reducing the racial wealth gap

“How confident do you feel about your ability to reduce the racial wealth gap?”

® 1 =Notatall confident; 2 = Little confident; 3 = Slightly confident; 4 =
Somewhat confident; 5 = Moderately confident; 6 = Very confident; 7 =

Extremely confident

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Variable Mean SD N

Blacks’ collective efficacy 5.12 1.04 107
Whites’ collective efficacy 4.78 1.20 107
Seriousness of the issue 4.84 1.68 107
Importance of the issue 411 1.73 107
Self-efficacy 2.76 1.49 107

Whites’

collective  Seriousness Importance

efficacy  of the issue of the issue  Self-efficacy
Blacks’ collective efficacy -.02 -.15 -11 A1
Whites’ collective efficacy 1 A43** 37 .16
Seriousness of the issue 1 A3** 29*
Importance of the issue 1 A1**

Note. N = 107. **p <.001, * p< .01
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Appendix G. Study 3: Collective Efficacy Manipulation Pilot — Results

Multivariate Tests Without Control Variables in the Model

Estimated Marginal Means

Condition 95% Confidence
(Blacks’ Interval
Collective Lower Upper
Dependent Variable Efficacy) Mean  Std. Error Bound Bound
Low 4.86 0.14 4,58 5.13
Blacks’ collective efficacy ]
High 5.38 0.14 5.11 5.66
) . Low 4.83 0.17 4.50 5.15
Whites’ collective efficacy ]
High 4.74 0.16 4.41 5.06
] ) Low 5.08 0.23 4.62 5.53
Seriousness of the issue .
High 4.61 0.23 4.16 5.06
] Low 4.38 0.24 3.91 4.85
Importance of the issue .
High 3.85 0.23 3.39 4.32
) Low 2.83 0.21 2.42 3.24
Self-efficacy .
High 2.69 0.20 2.28 3.09

Note. Low Blacks Collective Efficacy condition, n = 53. High Blacks Collective Efficacy

condition, n = 54.

Multivariate Tests

Dependent Variable F p Mp
Blacks’ collective efficacy 7.20 0.008 0.064
Whites’ collective efficacy 0.15 0.702 0.001
Seriousness of the issue 2.06 0.155 0.019
Importance of the issue 2.51 0.116 0.023
Self-efficacy 0.25 0.617 0.002
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Multivariate Tests with Participants’ Age, Gender, Education, and Household

Income Controlled

Estimated Marginal Means

Condition 95% Confidence
(Blacks’ Interval
Collective Lower Upper
Dependent Variable Efficacy) Mean Std. Error Bound Bound
Low
Blacks’ collective efficacy ) 4.87 0.14 4.58 >15
High 5.36 0.14 5.08 5.65
Low
Whites’ collective efficacy ) 4.19 0.16 4.48 S11
High 4.73 0.16 4.40 5.05
. . Low 5.09 0.23 4.63 5.54
Seriousness of the issue )
High 4.55 0.23 4.09 5.00
_ Low 4.37 0.24 3.91 4.84
Importance of the issue ]
High 3.79 0.24 3.32 4.26
Low
Self-efficacy - 2.83 0.21 2.42 3.25
High 2.73 0.21 2.31 3.15

Note. Low Blacks Collective Efficacy condition, n = 53. High Blacks Collective Efficacy
condition, n = 52. Covariates are evaluated at the following values: Age = 34.20, Gender
= 1.60 (1 = Woman, 2 = Man), Education = 4.37, Household Income = 3.76.

Multivariate Tests

Dependent Variable F P o’
Blacks’ collective efficacy 5.98 0.016 0.057
Whites’ collective efficacy 0.09 0.763 0.001
Seriousness of the issue 2.73 0.102 0.027
Importance of the issue 2.99 0.087 0.029
Self-efficacy 0.13 0.722 0.001
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