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Adopting a multiditnetssionalapproachto the measurementand conceptnalizationof

“social dominanceorientation” (Pratto.Sidanius,Stallworth,& Malle. 1994), we arguefor

the existenceof two related ideological factors,one that measttresgeneralopposition to

equality (OEQ) and anotherthat measuressupport for group-baseddominattce(GBD).
Becauseof statusdifferencesbetweenEuropeanand African Americans. it was hypoth-

esicedthatthetwo factorswouldbe differentiallyrelatedto eachotherand to variablesof
psychologicalwell-being, ethnocentristn,and social policy attitudes.Integrating results
from four studiesinvolving 1 675 researchparticipants,we found that (a) a conelated

tsvo-factor solution of tlte 16-item SDO scale provideda betterconiparativefit than a

one-factorsolution; (b) the two factors were nsore highly interconclatedfor Europeats
Americatt than for African American respondents;(c) OEQ svas related negatively to

self-esteetnand ethttocetttrismfor Africatt Antericans,but it svas related positisely to

self-esteemand ethnocentrismfor EuropeanAmericans;td) OIJD relatedpositively to
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ethnocentrismfor both groups; fe) attitudestowardconservativesocial policy attd affir-
mative action werepredictedmoreby OEQthan by GED for both groups;(0 the relation

betsreenOEQ and neuroticism was positive for African Americans but negative for
EuropeanAmericans,whereasthe relationbetweenGBD and neuroticiumwaspositive for

Ettropean Atnericans bttt negativefor African Americans; and (g) economic system
jirstittcatiott wasrelatedto OEQ bttt notGBD, and it also predictedpolitictd conservatism

and racial attitudes. © 250ttAcoderrrto 5mm

Most socialordersaredistinguishedby the mannerandextentof differentia-
tion betweengroups andby the forms of inequality that prevail (e.g., Dumont,
1970; Hofstede,1984; Sidanius,1993). Insofar as social institutions aremain-
tained in part through attitudesand beliefs that support them, consciousand
unconsciousideologicalthought processesplay a pivotal role in the acceptance
or rejectionof particularmodesof inequality(e.g., Bern & Bern, 1970; Eyerrnan
& Jamison,1991; Jost, 1995). According to recentproposals,social attitudes
differ in the extentto which they serve“systemjustifying” ends(Jost & Banaji,
1994) that are~“hierarchy enhancing”as opposedto “hierarchy attenuating”
(Pratto,Sidanius,Stallworth,& Malle, 1994). Suchideologiesmaytakethe form
of broad-basedoppositionto egalitariansocialsystemsin general,or they may
takethe specificform of justifying actsof dominanceor control undertakenby
one~socialgroupagainstanother.Pastresearchon whiteracismhasindicatedthat
egalitarianismandgroupself-interestarerelatedbut distinct attitudinal systems
that differentially impact socialpolicy preferences(e.g., Bobo& Kluegel, 1993;
Tttch& Hughes, 1996).

Variousscalesof “social dominanceorientation”(SDO) havebeendeveloped
to measttreindividuals’ generalattitudestowardegalitarianismandgroup-based
dominance.Scoreson SDO scaleshavebeenfound to predict, among other
things, political and economicconservatism,nationalism, “cultural elitism,”
anti-Blackracistn,sexism, andthe belief in a just world (e.g., PraBoet al., 1994).
The scalevalidaled by Pratto et al. (1994) has also beenfound to correlate
reliably with social policy attitudes that are supportive of “lasv and order.”
militaiy spending,andcapital punishment,as well as attitudesthat areunsttp-
pottive of women’srights, racial equality, gayandlesbianrights, and environ-
mental action. Social dominanceorientationscoreshave also beenassociated
with increasedambivalenceon the partof womentowarda femaleplaintiff in a
sexttal discrimination case(Just & Burgess,2000, Stttdy 2). It has also been
demonstratedby Prattoet al. (1994)thatSDO differentiatespeoplewho pursue
occttpationsthat are“hierarchyenhancing”(law enforcement,politics, business)
from people \vho pursue occupationsthat are “hierarchy attenuating” (social
xvork, cottnseling).

The notion that SDO captureselementsof both group-baseddominanceand

general anti-egalitarianismis implicit in various definitions that have been
offcrcd for the conceptof “social dominance.’ At times,theconceptis associated
\vith the needto establisha position of dominancefor the in-groupas against
oot-grottps. Sidanius (1993), for instance, refers to SDO as a “generalized

imperial imperative” and a “will to group dominance” whereby“individuals

desire social dominanceand superiority for themselvesand their primordial
groups over other groups” (p. 209). Pratto et al. (1994) provide a similar
definition of SDO as “the extent to which one desiresthat one’s in-grottp
dominale andbe superior to out-groups”(p. 742). At leastone study finds thaI
scoreson the individual difference measureof SDO correlatepositively with
tn-group favoritism and out-group distancing (Sidanius, Pralto, & Mitchell,
1994).

Eight of the statementson Prauoet al’s (1994) 16-itemscaleaddressattitttdes
toward group-baseddominance,aggression,or control: “To getaheadin life, it
is sometimesnecessaryto step on other groups”; “If certain groupsof people
stayedin their place,we would have fewer problems”; “In getting what your

• group wants, it is sometimesnecessaryto use force against other groups”;
“Inferior groupsshould stay in their place”; “Superiorgroupsshould dominate
inferior groups”; “Somegroupsof peoplearejust moreworthy thanothers”’ “It’s
probablya good thing that certaingrottps areat the top andother groups areat
the bottom”; and“Sometimesother groupsmustbe kept in their place.” At least

• halfof theseitems referto the needto dominate“other groups,”which suggesls
that this factor (or at leastsomeof the items) would be related positively to

• ethnocentrismand in-group favoritism, even among membersof low-status
groups.

At other times, however, the need for social dominanceis equatedwith a
• preferencefor unequalsocialrelations,whethertheinequality favorsthein-group

ornot. Sidanius,Pratto,andRabinowitz(1994),fur example,definedSDO as“an
individual difference variableexpressingvery generalized,grottp-relevantantt-
egalitarianismand the desire to establishhierarchical, dominantlsubordinate
relationshipsamongsocial groups”(p. 195).Theseattthorsconcludethat “those
belongingto low-statusgroupsandwho havehigh levelsof SDO are likely to
displayprtrriculrtrl3’ lost’ levelsof ittgroup rtt’t’ctclttttettf” (p. 210, emphasisadded).
This formulation is muchcloserto Just andBanaji’s (1994)conceptof “s stem
justification,” which hasbeenusedto explain in-grottpderogationandout-group

favoritism among membersof low-statusgroups (e.g., Just & Burgess, 2000;
Sidanius,Levin, Federico,& Pratto,in press).

Half of the questionson the 16-itemversion of the SDO scaledo appearto
measuredisagreementwith attitudestatementsthat are supportiveof efforts to
achieve equality in general. Theseitems are; “Group equality shottld be our
ideal”; “We shouldstrive to makeincomesmoreequal”;“We shoulddo whatwe
can to equalizeconditionsfor different groups”; “No onegroupshoulddotninate
in society”; “Increasedsocialequalitywould be a good thing”; “We would have
fewerproblemsif we treateddifferentgroupsmoreequally”; “All groupsshould
be givenanequalchancein life”; “It would be good if all groupscottld beeqttal”;
and“We should striveto makeincomesmore equal.” All but oneof theseitems
contain the word “equal” or “eqttality,” whereasnoneof the first type do.

For membersof high-statusgroups,an oppositionto equality may be seenas
areflectionof groupself-interest(e.g.,Bobo & Klttegel, 1993). Among tnembers
of low-status groups, an opposition to equality may be viewed as a sign of



JOST AND THOMPSON GROUP-BASED DOMINANCE AND OPPOSITIONTO EQUALITY 213

ittlernalized inferiority (Lewin, 1941), an exampleof systemjustifying “false
consciousness”(Just & Banaji, 1994), or perhapseven a “sour grapes”kind of
reactionfortnation againstthe possibilityof anegalitariansystem,whichmay be
seenasextremelyunlikely and, therefore,ultimatelyundesirable(Lane, 1962). If
this is indeedthecase,then (a)anti-egalitarianismshouldbe moreclosely related
to group-baseddominanceamongmembersof high-statusgroups than among
membersof low-statusgroups and (b) anti-egalitarianismshould be related
negativelx’ to self-esteemand other indices of well-being for membersof low-
slalus gtottps brtl not (necessarily)for membersof high-staInsgroups. Lane
(1962) argues that political attitudes are affected substantially by a system
justifying “fear of eqttality,” which is a different accountthan onethat empha-
sizesgroupdominance(seealso Klnegel & Stnith, 1986).

Thepurposeof the presentresearch,then,is to investigatethe possibility that
grottp-baseddominanceandgeneralizedanti-egalitarianismaredistinct ideolog-
ical constructsandthatthey leadto separatesocial psychologicaloutcomesfor
African Americans,xvho are relatively low in social andeconomicstatus, and
EuropeanAmericans,who arerelatively high in socialandeconomicstatus.It
standsto reasonthat in generalAfrican Americanswould be more supportiveof
equality (or lessopposedto equality) thanwould EuropeanAmericans,insofaras
the,forrner groupwould benefitmore from institutionalizedequality, relativeto
the status quo. It also tnakes sensethat African Americans would be less
supportiveof group-baseddominancethan would EuropeanAmericans, insofar
as the former grouphasbeenvictimized by group-baseddominancewhile the
latter grottphasbenefiledfrom it. Taking thesetwo points together,it is easyto
seewhy ErtropeanAmericanstend to scorehigheron measuresof SDO than do
African Americans(e.g..Sidanius,1993), whichmayor maynot be thecasewith
regardto individttal or persottaldominanceor aggression.

Thefirst hypothesisaddressedby the presentresearchis that the SDO scaleis
contprisedof two factors or subseales,one of which measuresgroup-based
dominanceand the oIlier of which measttresanti-egalitarianism.In statistical
terms, it waspredictedthat confirmatot-y factoranalysisof the SDO scalewould
indicate Ihat a correlatedtwo-factorsoltttion providesa bettercomparativefit of
the dal2s than a one-factor solution. Items having to do with attitudestoward
ecalitarianismin social systemswere expectedto load heavily on one factor,
\vhet-easitems having to do with attitttdes towardgroup-baseddominancewere
expectedto lo~td heavily on aseparatefactor. Prattoet al. (1994. p. 747) mention
that a 14-itemversionof the SDO scaleis unidimensional,but this conclusionis
baserlon a principal componentsanalysisof only oneof their 13 samples,and
this partictlar samplewascomposedof only 5% African Americans. Informal
conversationsover the past 3—4 yearswilh ProfessorJim Sidaniusand various
membersof his researchteam have confirmed that Ihe 16—item version of the
SDO sc;tle has been found to be two-dimensionalin nature, but it has been
hcrctoforeassttmedthat this was dtte to the fad that half of the items were
xs OrdCd positively (so that agreetnent\vould be associaledwith higherSDO),
witereasthe other half were wordednegatively (sothat disagreementwould be

associatedwith higherSDO). The presentresearchindicatesthat not only are
there two correlatedfactorson the SDO scale,but that (a) the two factors are
differentially relatedto eachother andto other importantsocial ttnd psycholog-
ical variables for Europeanand African Americansand (b) these differences
persistevenafter“balancing” thesubscalesfor positive vs negativewordingsof
the items.

Pastresearchhasidentified an “ideological asymmetryeffect” suchthat SDO
scorestendto be more internally consistentamongmembersof high-statusthan
low-stalusgroups(Levin, Sidanius,Rabinowitz,& Federico,1998; Rabinowitz,
1999; Sidanius,Pratto, & Rabinowitz, 1994). The presentanalysisprovidesa
more detailedaccountof why the ideologicalintegrationof EuropeanAmertcans
with regardto SDO would be greaterthan the ideologicalintegratiott of SDO
beliefs amongAfrican Americans. If it is true that the SDO scaleindependently
capturesgroup-baseddominanceandgeneralizedanti-egalitarianism,it is easyto
seewhy thesetwo ideologicalcomponentswould be more highly intercorrelated
among high-statusgroups like EuropeanAmericans. Support for group-based
dominanceand opposition to equality, for membersof high-statusgroups,are
two sides of the same coin. For membersof low-status groups like African
Americans,however, supportfor group-baseddominanceandits relation to the
achievementof egalitarianismis somewhatmore ambiguous; it could mean
supportfor thein-group(which, up to apoint,would be consistentwith achieving
equality), or it could meansupport for other groups dominating the in-gruttp
(which would be inconsistentwith equality). Thus, our secondhypothesiswas
that thetwo SDO factors(group-baseddominanceandanti-egalitarianism)would
be more highly intercorrelatedfor membersof a higherstatusgroupcompared
with membersof a lower statusgroup.

• A third hypothesisderived from the proposition that group-baseddotatinance
and generalizedanti-egalitarianismare logically andempirically distinct is that
they aredifferentially relatedto self-esteematnongEuropeanandAfrican Amer-
icans. Specifically, it follows from Lewin’s (1941) analysisof “group self-
hatred,” Lane’s (1962) analysisof the “fear of equality,” andJust andBanaji’s
(1994) analysisof “false consciousness”atid “systemjustification” tltat among
membersof low-statusgroups,oppositionto equalityshould be associatedwith
lowered self-esteem.By contrast, membersof high-statusgroups ntay oppose
equalityas a way of preservingtheir own senseof superiority, in which caseit
would be associatedwith heightenedself-esteem.Thus, it washypothesizedthat
racewould interact with SDO type (grottp-baseddominancevs anti-egalitarian-
ism) to predictself-esteemscores.In Study4, we addedameasureof neuroticism
to captureyet anotherway in which the fearof equalitymight impact negatively
on the psychologicalfunctioningof low-statusgroupmembers.

A fourth hypothesiswasconceptuallyparallel to the third. Insofar asopposi-
tion to equality is consistentwith groupmotivationsandinterestsfor tnembersof
higherstatusgroups,bttt it is inconsistentwith groupmotivationsandinterests
for membersof lower statusgroups,it washypothesizedthatraceandSDO type
would interact to predict in-groupfavoritism or ethnocentrism.Specifically, it
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was expectedthat anti-egalitarianismwould be related positively to ethnocen-
trism for EttropeanAmericans,btit it would be related negativelyto ethnocen-
trism among African Americans.Group-baseddominance,in general,wasex-
pectedto relatepositively to ethnocenlrismfor both gruttps.

Anotherway in which altitttdes concerninggrotip-baseddominancemight be
expectedto divergefrom generalbeliefsaboutequality hasto do with political
attitudes and social policy preferences.Thus, in Study 4, we explored the
possibility that oppositionto equality would be a better predictorthan group-
baseddominanceof socialpolicy attitudesassociatedwith political conservatism
andoppositionto affirmative action. Insofar as the fear of equality (Lane, 1962)
reflectsa systemjustifying ideology adoptedevenby membersof disadvantaged
groups(Just & Banaji, 1994; Kluegel & Smith, 1986), onewould expect that
oppositionto equalitywould be positively associatedwith thetendencyto justify
and rationalize economicsystemsamong membersof high- and low-status
groups.

Thesehypotheseswereinvestigatedin four stttdies involving a total of 1675
participants.In Study 1, European-andAfrican Americanresearchparticipants
completedthe versionof theSDO scalepublishedby Prattoet al. (1994)andthe
Rosenberg(1965)self-esteemscale,so that hypotheses1—3 could be addressed.
In Study 2, newsamplesof EuropeanAmericansandAfrican Americanscom-
pletedthe SDO scaleandmeasuresof ethnocentrismto assesshypotheses1, 2,
and4. In Studies3 and4, participantscompleteda newversionof theSDO scale
alongwith measuresof self-esteemandethnocentrism,so that thesehypotheses
could be assessedusing a “balanced” version of the scalethat includedequal
numbersof positively andnegativelyworded group-baseddominanceand anti-
egalitarianismitems.t In Study 4, additional questionsconcerningneuruticism,
political orientation,socialpolicy preferences,andthe generaltendencyto justify
economicdifferenceswere administered,with the hopethata morecomplexand
differentiatedunderstandingof the strstctttreof ideological systemsof thought
might be achieved(e.g., MeGuire, 1989).

STUDY 1
A4’erltod

Prtrticiprtrtt’.s. Fortr hundredtwenty-six introductorypsychologystudents(334
EuropeanAmericansand92 African Americans)at the University of Maryland
completed the survey materialsand, in so doing, partially fulfilled a course
requirement.

Procedure. All participantscompleted two instruments that were used to
assessthe hypothesesfor Study 1. Thesewere the socialdominanceorientation
scaleand the Rosenbergself-esteemscale(seebelow). Both were administered
via compttterduring the courseof hour-longmass-testingsessions.

All of tlte sttrdies presentedhere make useof a generalSDO scalethat was constructedsvith
isidinsettyionality as a goal, svhich meansthat the use of this scaleprovides a conservativetestof

lt5pothesesconcemittg tlte separationof the tsvo factors.

Measures

Social domirtartceorielttatiun. One of the instrttmentsincluded in the mass-
testing batterywas the 16-itemsocial dominanceorientation(SDO) scalepub-
lished by Prattoet al. (1994). In the presentstudy.participantswere askedto ttsc
an 11-point scale(suchthat “0 disagreestrongly,5 = neitheragreenor cbs-
agree,10 agreestrongly”) to indicatetheir level of agreementor disagreement
with eachof the SDO items [e.g., “Some groupsof peopleareJust more worthy
than others”; “It would be good if all groupscould be equal” (reverse-scored)).
ltems wereadministeredin thesameorderasthatreportedby Prattoet al. (1994).
Negatively worded (disagree)items were reverse-scoredbefore any analyses
were conducted.

Self-esteem. In order to measureindividual differenceswith regardto self-
esteem,the Rosenbergself-esteemscale(Rosenberg.1965)was also adminis-
tered.This 10-itemself-reportmeasurehasbeenusedfrequently tn personaltts’
andsocialpsychologicalresearch,andit is consideredto be both a reliable and
astablemeasureof self-esteem.Consistentwith typical administrativepractices,
responsesto eachitem on the scale[e.g.. “I feel that I am a personof worth, at
least on an equal basis with others”; “I wish I could have more respectfor
myself’ (reverse-keyed))couldrangefrom 1 = “disagreestrongly” to 4 = “agree
strongly.” A meanscorewascalculatedby aggregatingacrossthe 10 items.

Results

Evidencefor a two-factorsolution.Basedupon ourtheoreticalanalysisof item
contentin the500 scale,it wasexpectedthat responsesto items 1, 3, 6, 8, 9, II,
13, and16 would reflectsupport for group-baseddominance(e.g., “Some grottps
of peoplearejttst more worthy than others’D,whereasresponsesto items 2, 4, 5,
7, 10, 12, 14, and 15 would indicatean oppositionto equality[e.g., “Vs’e should
do whatwe can to eqttalizeconditionsfor differentgrottps”(reverse-keyed)).We
usedEQS confirmatoryfactoranalysis(Bentler, 1995) to test theadeqttacyof the
proposedcorrelatedtwo-factor solution for the 16 SDO ttems agatustthe one-
factor solution assumedin previousresearch.Factorloadingsare presentedin
Table I.

For thetotal sampleof 426respondents,the correlatedtwo-factor modelfit the
datawell (CFI .908),and it provideda significantly better fit than the one-
factor model (CFI .781, x2 332.29, df I, p K .001).This was true not
only for the whole sample, bttt also for the African American sample
(CEI’s = .889 vs .655,x2 = 102.10,di I. p < .001) andthe EuropeanAmer-
ican sample(CFI’s = .907 vs .785, 1 = 259.90, df I. p K .001).Thus, hy-
pothesis I concerningthe multidimensionalityof the500 scalewassupported
for both of the groups.

Correlrttiotts benreettIlte Isto factors.To testthe hypothesisthat the slrenClb
of the relationbetweengroup-baseddominance(GBD) andopposition to eqstitl-
ity (OEQ) would be weaker for membersof lower status grottps than for
membersof higher statusgroups,correlationsbetweenthe sttbscaleswere cal-
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TABLE I

FactorLoadings from tite StandardizedSolution of a Confimiatory Analysis of the Correlated
‘fsvo-PactorModel (Europeanand African AmericansCombined,StudiesI and 2)

500 item

II. Its probably a good thing that certain groupsare at the top and
othergrostpsare at the bottom. (GaD)

13. Inferior groups shouldstay itt tlteir plttce. (GOD)
6. Superior groupsshould dominate inferior groups.(GBD)

16. Ststnetimesotlter groups mustbe kept in tlteir place. (OBO)
8. To get aheadin life, it is sometitnesitecessaryto stepon other

groups.(GBD)

9. If certaingroupsof peoplestayedin their place,we would have

fesserproblems.(GBD)

I. Somegroups of peopleare just moresvonhy thutt others.(GBD)
3. In gettingsvhatyour group wants, it is sometimesnecessaryto use

force againstotlsergroups.(OBO)
4. Group equalityshould be our ideal. (OEQ)

7. We should do what sve canto equaliceconditions for different
grotps. (OEQ)

10. ltscreasedsocial equality svouldbe a good thing. (OEQ)

2. It ssostld be g(sod if all groupscould be equal. (OEQ)
12. We svouldhave fesver problems if ss’e treateddifferettt groups

more eqttally. (DEQI

5. All groupsshould be givet att equal chancein life. (OEQ)
IS. Nt) One groupshoulddottsinate in society. tOEQI

14. \ve slsould strise to tuake incomesmore equal. (OEQ)

Study I Study 2

GBD OEQ GBD OEQ

.78 — .77

.72 — .80

.70 — .71

.67 —. .74

.63 — .67

.63 — .74

.48 — .61

.46 — .49
— ,79 .78

— .75 — .80

— .72 — .87
— .72 — .67

— .66 — .82

— .62 — .73

— .51 — .60

— .42 — .50

Note. GBD indicatesgroup-baseddomittanceitems; OEQ indicatesopposition to equality items.

cttlatedfor eachgrottp. CorrelationsbetweenGBD andOEQ were indeedlower
for the Africatt American sample(r = .47) than for the EuropeanAmerican
sample (r = .69). In supportof hypothesis2, this differencewas statistically
reliable(Z 2.83,p K .005, one-tailed).The two factorswere significantly more
highly cot-related among EuropeanAmericans, for whom group and system
jttslification tendenciesare complementary,than amongAfrican Americans,for
whotti gt-ottp anrl system jttstilication tet1det1ciesare in conflicl (see Just &
Bttt-gess,2(101)). Meansand startdarddeviationsfor major variablesfor Studies I
atid 2 are ptesentedin ‘Fable 2.

Relations to self-eseeot.The third hypothesiswas that anti-egalitarianism
should be more negatively related to self-esteemfor membersof lower status
groupsthan for membersof higherstatusgroupsbecattsesupportinginequality
implies defendingandrationalizing a socialhierarchythat conferson the lower
statttsgroupa senseof inferiority (Just & Banaji, 1994; Klnegel & Smith, 1986;
Lane, 1962; Lewin, 1941). Opposition to equality, in other words, runs counter
to the personaland group interestsof lower status group members,but it is

consistentwith the personalandgroupinterestsof higherstatusgroupmembers.
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TABLE 2
Means(and StandardDeviations)for Major Variablesby Raceof Respotdettt

European
Americans

Africats
Ansericans tests

Study I n 334 n 92 rtf 424
Group-Baseddominance(GBD) 3.08 2.42 2.79*

(2.08) (1.82) Ip K .01)
Opposition to equality (OEQ) 2.49 1.39 54500)

(1.83) (1.33) (p K .001)

SeIf-esteeta 3.21 3.48 4.67*00

Study2
(0.51)

n248
(0.391
n~65

(p < .0(111
df~3ll

Group-Baseddominance(GBD) 3.61 2.67 397000

(1.75) (1.46) (p K .001)

Opposition to equality (OEQ) 2.43 1.43 445000

(1.67) (1.52) (p K .001)

Ethnocentrism 16.07 17.74 u.s.

(20.17) (17.50)

To test this hypothesis,we used multiple regressionto investigatethe relation
betweenraceof respondentand standardized(Z-transformed)GBD and OEQ
scores,which were computedas meansof the items loading on the respective
factors verified earlier. Both indices demonstratedgood internal reliability
(css= .84 and .85, respectively). Participants’ self-esteemscores were then
predicted on the basis of their race (which was recoded and centeredarottnd
zero),their GBD andOEQ scores,andthe interactionsbetweenraceandeachof
the SDO types in a multiple-regressionanalysis. A main effect of race
(/3 = —.l9,p K .001) indicatedthat when controlling for variationsin GBD and
OEQ scoresAfrican Americanswere found to scorehigher in self-esteemthan
EuropeanAmericans(seeTable2); this replicatesresttltssttmmarizedby Crocker
andMajor (1989). The analysis also yielded an interaction bettveenraceand
OEQ (p = .18,p K .05), suchthat oppositionto eqttalitywasrelatednegatively
(albeit marginally) to self-esteemfor African Americans(/3 = —.21, p K .07),
but it wasrelated positively to self-esteemfor EuropeanAmericans(/3 = .1-f,

p K .05). Theseresttlts provide support for our Ihird hypothesis.Group-based

dominartcewasunrelatedto self-esteemfor both groups.

Discussion

Resultsfrom the first stfldy providedsupportfor all threehypothesesthat were
assessed.In particular, it was found that (a) SDO items tapping support for
group-baseddominanceandoppositionto equalityloadedonto separatefactors,
anda correlatedtwo-factor solution was superiorto a one-factorsolution; (b)
group-baseddominanceandoppositionto equalitywere morehighly intercorre-
latedfor EuropeanAmericansthan for African Americarts;and(c) raceandSOG
type interactedto predictlevelsof individual self-esteem,suchthatoppositionto
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equality (but not grottp-baseddominance)wasrelatedpositively to self-esteem
for EuropeanAmericans,but it wasrelatednegatively to self-esteemfor African
Americans. A follow-up study was conductedto confirm the apparentfactor
structureof the SDO scale,to replicatehypothesespertainingto racedifferences
on the two SDO components,andto exploreeffectsof group-baseddominance
and opposition to equality on measuresof ethnocentrismfor new samplesof
African and EuropeanAmertcans.

STUDY 2

Method

Participants.Threehundredthirty-five introductorypsychologystudents(264
EuropeanAmericansand71 African Americans)at the University of Maryland
completedthematerialsfor Study 2 in exchangefor partial coursecredit.

Procedure.As in the first study,researchinstrumentswere administeredin the
contextof computerizedmass-testingsessionsat the beginningof the semester.
All participantscompleted the social dominanceorientation scale, a social
desirability scale, anda measureof ethnocentrism.

Measures

.~‘ocial dominanceorientation. Thesame16-itemSDO scalewasusedin Studies
I and2, accordingto the sameorderandprocedure(seePrattoet al., 1994).

Social desirability. An Il-item socialdesirability scalewasadministeredso
that the final samplecould be tritnmed to excludepeoplewho demonstratea

proclivity towardrespondingin an artificially desirableway. This is especially
important when potentially controversialattitudes about racial in-groups and
ottl-grortps are being assessed,as in the presentresearch.Examplesof items
included in the scaleare“I haveneverhurt anotherperson’sfeelings,” “I have
neverknownsomeonethat I did not like,” and“I haveneverbeenlate for work
or for an appointment.”Alpha reliability for this measurewasreasonablyhigh
(.74)~ People who scored in the top 10% of the sample in terms of social
desirability wereexcludedfrom all analysesreportedhere.Thefinal samplesize,
then,was 313 (65 African Americansand248 EuropeanAmericans).

Ethnocetttri,ott. Early in the testing session,respondentscompletedfour “feel-
ing thermometer”items modeledafter thosettsed by Sidanius,Pratto,andBobo
(1996, Study 2) 10 assessrespondents’generalizedaffecttoward severalethnic
gtoltps.Participantsindicatedon scalesrangingfrom 0 to 100 thewarmthof their
feelings toward “Asians,” “Blacks,” “Hispanics,” and “Whites”; where
0 = “very cold andunfavorable”and 100 = “very warmand favorable,” From
theseratings anindexof in-groupfavorability (ratingsof “Whites” for European
Amcricatt t-espondents,ratingsof “Blacks” for African Americanrespondents)
and an index of out-grottp favorability (mean ratings for the remaining three
grottps)werecomputed.Finally, an“in-groupfavoritism” or ethnocentrismscore
wascalcttlatedby sttbtracfingfor eachparticipantratingsof out-groupfavorabil-
ity from ratingsof in-grotip favorability.

Results

Evidencefor a fsto-factor solution. The EQS confirmatory factor analysis
procedureused in Study 1 wasrepeated(seefactor loadingsin Table I). For this

sample of 313 European American and African American respondents.the
correlatedtwo-factor solution provideda good fit (CFI = .895) and a reliably
better fit than the one-factorsolution (CFI = .811) for the overall sample

(x2 = 235.60,df’~ l,p K .001),for theAfrican Americansample(CF’s = .723
vs .622,~a = 56.27.df= 1, p K .001),andfor theEuropeanAmericansample
(CF]’s = .903 vs .808, x2 = 217.27, df= I, p < .001). Alpha reliabilities for
both factors were quite high (as= .88 for GBD and .89 for OEQ). Separate
scoresfor GBD andOEQ were againcalculatedby taking the meansof aggre-
gateditems (see meansin Table 2).

Correlations betweenthe Iwo factors. To test thehypothesisthat the correla-
tion betweenthe two SDO factOrswould beweakerfor membersof lower stattts
groupsthan for membersof higherstatusgroups,correlationsbetweenGBD and
OEQ wereagaincomputedfor the African Americansample(r = .66) andfor

the European American sample (r = .77). This difference was found to be
marginally significant(Z = 1.60,p K .06, one-tailed).

Relarionsto etltnocerttrisot. It washypothesizedthatanti-egalitarianismwould
be relatedpositively to ethnocentrismfor EuropeanAmericans,but it would be
relatednegativelyto ethnocentrismamongAfrican Ameticans,insofar as tI ts

consistentwith group interestfor the former groupbut inconsistentwith group
tnterestfor the latter group. It washypothesizedfttrther that scoreson gt’ottp-
baseddominancewould be relatedpositively to ethnocentrismfor both grottps,
tusofar as it is an ideology that can serveas a justification for in-grottp bias
amongmembersof low-statusaswell ashigh-statusgrottps.To investigatethese
hypotheses,multiple-regressionanalyseswere condttctedto predict ethnocen-
trism scot’es simultaneottsly from (standardized)OEQ and GBD scores for
African- andEuropeanAmericanparticipants.An interactioneffectwasobtained
betweenrace(‘.vhich wasrecodedandcenteredaroundzero) andOEQ (/3 = .21.
p < .02). Opposition to equality was negatively associatedwith ethnocentrism
for African Americans(/3 = .45,p K .005),providing support for Ihe fottrth
hypothesis.No statistically reliable relation was obtained betweenOEQ and

ethnocentrismfor EuropeanAmericans.Group-baseddominancewasassociated
positively with ethnocentrismfor African Americans(/3 = .29.p < .05) andfor
EuropeanAmericans(/3 = .42,p K .001).

Discussion

Although the evidence for group-baseddominance and opposition to
equalityas distinctcomponentsof socialdominanceorientationfrom the first
two studies seemsto be quite strong,thereis a methodologicalcomplication
that is addressedby Studies3 and4. On theoriginal scaleprtblishedby Pratto
et al. (1994), all of the items havingto do with generalizedanti-egalitarianism
arewordedso that agreementwith theseitems is associatedwith lower SDO
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scores,whereasall of the items having to do with intergroup attitudes(or
group-baseddominance)are worded so that agreementis associatedwith
higher SDO scores.This confoundbetweenthewording (agreevs disagree)
of items and the SDO subscales(GBD vs OEQ) could be at leastpartially

responsiblefor the resultsof the confirmatoryfactor analyses.In other words,
items on the SDO scale might be loading separatelyon two (correlated)
factors.nut becauseof the attitudinal contentsof the itemsperse,but because
the items on group-baseddominanceare worded positively and the anti-
egalitarianitems are worded negatively. (Indeed, this appearsto havebeen
the assttmptionof previous researchers.)It should be pointed out that this

potential confoundcould not be usedto accountfor the fact that interfactor
correlationsarestrongerfor Europeanthan for African Americans,nor for
any of the findings that GBD and OEQ factor scoresdifferentially predict
self-esteemandethnocentrismfor EuropeanandAfrican Americans.Never-
theless,a“balanced” scalewasconstructedso that the two subscaleswould
haveequal numbersof “agree” and“disagree”items,andthis scalewasused
in Stttdies3 and4 to replicateandexpandon major findingspertainingto the
structureandconsequencesof social dominanceattitudes.

STUDY 3

Ale titod

PrtrHcipa;trs. Four httndredtwenty-eight introductorypsychologystudents
(93 African Americans and 335 EuropeanAmericans) at the University of
N’laryland completedthematerialsfor Study 3 in exchangefor partial course

credit.
Procedure. As in StrtdiesI atsd 2, theresearchinstrumentswere administered

irt the context of computerizedmass-testingsessionsat the beginning of the
seniester.All participantscompleteda “balanced” versionof the social domi-

nanceorientationscaleas well as measuresof self-esteemandethnocentrism.

Aleostnes

Social dootittanceorientotiort. As mentionedabove, Pratto et al.‘s (1994)
oricinaltneasureof SDO confoundsthe distinction betweenGBD andOEQwith
item wording (positive vs negative).Becausethis aspectof scaleconstruction
introdttces some ambiguity with regard to interpreting the separatefactors
identifiedin the first two studiesasreflecting substantivedifferencesin response
tendenciesas opposedto methodologicalartifact, several of the items were
rewordedslightly so that halfof the itemsidentifiedas OEQ items were worded
positively as “agree” items andhalf of the items identified as GBD items were
worded negatively as “disanree” items. For example, in the new “balanced”0

scale, we changedthe OEQ item “We would havefewer problemsif we treated
different groupsmore eqttally” to “Treatingdifferent groupsmoreequallywould
createmoreproblemsthan it would solve”; the GBD item “In getting what your
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TABLE 3

PactorLoadingsfrom the StandardizedSolution of a Confirmatory Analysisof the Correlated

Two-PactorModel (Europeanand African AmericansCombiited, Studies3 and 4)

Study 3 Study 4

SDO item GBD OEQ GBD OEQ

II. Inferior groupsshould stay in their place.(GBD) .65 — .63 —

16. Sometimesothergroups mustbe kept in tlseir place.tGBD) .63 — .60 —

14. It’s a real problem that certaingroupsare at the top and other

groups areat the bottom. (GBD) .63 — .48 —

8. If certaingroups of peoplestayedin their place. we would have

fewerproblems.(GBD) .57 — .55

3. No groupof peopleis moreworthy than any other. fGBD) .55 .53 —

2. To get ahead in life, it is sometimesnecessaryto stepon other

groups.(GBD) .51 .— .48 —

10. Superiorgroups shouldnot seekto dominate inferior groups.

(GBD) .46 — .39
5. In getting what your own groupwants, it stsouldneverbe

necessaryto useforce againstothergroups.(GBD) .44 — .42 —

9. We shoulddo what we canto equalizeconditions for different

groups.(GEQI — .75 — .63
15. No one groupshould dominate in society.(OEQ) — .72 -.-- .48

6. tncreasedsocial equalitywould be a bad thing. (OEQ) —. .66 — .70
12. Treatingdifferent groups more equallywould createmore

problems than is would solve.(OEQ) — .61 — .53

4. Is would be good if all groupscould be equal. fOEQI — .60 — .67

7. All groupsshould be given an equal chancein life. (OEQ) — .59 — .48
13. Thereis no point in trying to makeincomesmoreequal. (OEQ) — .55 — .54

I. Groupequality is not a worthwhile ideal. (OEQ) — .33 — .35

Note. OBO indicatesgroup baseddominanceitems; OEQ indicatesopposition to equality items.

group wants, it is sometimesnecessaryto useforce againstother groups” was
changedto “In getting what your own groupwants,it should neverbenecessary
to use force against other groups.” The revised wordings for the complete
16-itembalancedscaleappearin Table 3.

Etltnoce,ttrisnt atd self-esteem.We used Ihe sameethnocentrismmeasure

describedin Study 2 andthe sameself-esteemmeasuredescribedin Study I. All
researchparticipantscompletedthe self-esteemmeasure,but only half of the

researchparticipants (157 European Americans and 44 African Americans)
completedtheethnocentrismmeasure.Meansfor studyvariablesarepresentedin
Table 4.

Socialdesirabilivs’. The Il-item socialdesirabilityscalefrom Study 2 wasused
again.Alpha reliability wasagainrelalivelyhigh at .73. Peoplewho scoredin the
top 10% of the samplein lerms of social desirability were excludedfrom all

analyses,as werepeoplewho failed to completethe materials.The final sample
size, then,was394 (84 African Americansand310EuropeanAmericans).
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TABLE 4
Means(andStandardDeviations)for Major Variablesby Raceof Respondent

European
Americans

African
Americans tests

Study3 ri=310 n=84 df= 392

Group-based donsinance (GBD) 2.90 1.99 454rs*

(1.71) (1.32) (p<.OOI)
Opposition to equality (OEQ) 2.79 1.69 55355*

(1.71) (1.23) 01<001)

Self-esteem 3.20 3.47 41 5*55
(0.53) (0.52) (p K .001)

Ethnocentrism 13.93 15.30 u.s.

(22.24) (20.75)

n~l57 n44
Study 4 n = 342 n = 105 df 442

Group-baseddominance(GBD) 2.71 2.08 3.53*5*
(1.63) (1.53) (p<.OOI)

Opposition so equality (OEQ) 2.42 1,65 439*5*
(1.61) (1.45) (p<.OOl)

Self-esteem 3.32 3.42 u.s.

(0.55) (0.54)

Ethnocentrism 9.98 16.94 3.80~*

(15.71) (19.23) tp<.OOI)

Political orientation 3,55 3.14 2.93~~
(1.30) (1.14) lp<.OOS)

Support for affirmative action 2.59 3.73 l4.56~~~

(.64) (.64) (p K .001)
Economic systemjustification 4.92 4.33 5.50~r

(.90) (.80) (p K .001)

Results

Evidencefor a tsvo-factorsolution.ThesameEQSconfirmatoryfactoranalysis
wascondttctedon participants’ responsesto the 16 items on the “balanced”
versionof thesocialdominancescale.Factorloadingsaredisplayedin Table3.
As in the previousstudies,the correlatedtwo-factormodel providedan adequate
fit anda slightly helter fit for thedatathan did the one-factorsoltttion for the
entit’esample (CEI’s .851 vs .850, x2 = 3.89, df= 1, p < .05) as well as for
African Americansalone (CEL’s .775 vs .721, x2 = 15.14,df 1, p < .001)
and European Americans alone (CEI’s = .833 vs .831, x2 = 3.56, df= 1,

< 05 one-tailed).Scoreson OEQ andGBD scoreswere calculatedagainas
aggregateditem means(as .81 and .78. respectively).Means and standard
deviationsfor the majorstudy variablesarepresentedin Table4, accordingto
raceof respondent.

Correlations betn’ee,tthe twofactors. Correlationsbetweenrespondents’GBD
andOEQ scoreswerecomputedfor the African American sample(r = .58) and
for the EuropeanAmericansample(r = .77). A test for the differencebetween
correlationsfor independentsampleswith unequaln’s (Cohen, 1987) revealed
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that the two factors were significantly more intercorrelatedfor the latter group
than for the former (Z = 2.86, p K .005, one-tailed). Thus, hypothesis2 was
replicatedusing a balancedversionof the scale.

Relatiottsto selfesteem.Following standardizationandcenteringof predictor
variables,the sameregressionanalysisprocedureusedin Study 1 to examinethe
effectsof GBD andOEQ on self-esteemwasemployedhere.A main effect of
race(/3 = — .14, p K .02) indicatedthat whencontrolling for variationsin GBD
and OEQ scoresAfrican Americanswere foundto scorehigher in self-esteem
than EuropeanAmericans (see means in Table 4), again replicating results
summarizedby CrockerandMajor (1989).Although theinteractionbetweenrace
andOEQ did nut attainstatisticalsignificance(/3 .14, p .17), oppositionto
equalitywasrelatednegatively(but nonsignificantly)to self-esteemfor African
Americans(/3 = — .14, its), and it wasrelatedpositively (but nonsignificantly)to
self-esteemfor EuropeanAmericans(/3 = +06, its). Theseresultsprovide only
weak support for the third hypothesis.There were no effects of GBD on
self-esteemfor either group.

Relations to ethrtocent,’ism. We hypothesizedthat OEQ scores would be
relatedpositively to ethnocentrismfor EuropeanAmericans,but they would be
relatednegativelyto ethnocentrismamongAfrican Americans,insofaras oppo-
sition to equality reflectsconvictionsaboutin-group superiority on the part of
high-statusgroup members(e.g., Bobo & Kluegel, 1993) and feelings of in-
groupinferiority on thepartof low-statusgroupmembers(e.g., Kluegel& Smith,
1986;Lane, 1962;Lewin, 1941). It washypothesizedthat GBD scoreswottld be
relatedpositively to ethnocentrismfor both groups.Regressionanalysesrevealed
main effectsof both GBD (/3 = +34, p K .005) andOEQ (/3 —.29, p K .05)
as well asan interactionbetweenraceandOEQ (/3 .25,p K .05). Opposition
to equalitywasrelatednegativelyandsignificantly to ethnocentrismfor African
Americans(/3 = — .38,p K .03), but the relation approachedzero for European
Americans (/3 = — .04, its). Group-baseddominancewas related positively to
ethnocentrismfor EuropeanAmericans (/3 = ±45,p K .001) and for African
Americans(/3 = .19, its), but only the former relationattainedstatistical signif-
icance, dueto the samplesizesinvolved.

Discussio,t

It wasdemonstratedin Study 3 that differencesbetweengromtp-baseddomi-
nanceandoppositionto equalitypersistevenafteraddressingthe methodological
tssueof positive vs negativewordings of the items containedon Prattoet al.’ s
(1994)SDO scale.Specifically, the items on the scalewererewordedso thatan
equalnumberof “agree”and“disagree”itemsexistfor eachof thetwo subseales.
Results indicated that a correlatedtwo-factor solution is still superior to a
one-factorsolution, that the two factors are more highly intercorrelatedfor
EuropeanAmericansthan for African An3ericans,andthatoppositionto equality’
is differentially related to ethnocentristnfor the two groups.A fourth and final
study was conductedin order to assessthe generalizabilityof these findings
involving the “balanced”scaleandto examinedivergencesbetweet3group-based
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dominanceand opposition to eqttality with regardto political attitudes,social
policy preferences,and psychologicalfunctioning. With these goals in mind,
additiot3almeasureshaving to do with attitudestowardaffirmative action, polit-
ical conservatism,neuroticism. and economicsystem justification tendencies
were includedin Study 4.

STUDY 4

Method

Participants. Four hundredeighty-six introductorypsychologystudents(122
African Americansand364 EuropeanAmericans)at theUniversity of Maryland
completedthe materialsfor Study 4 in exchangefor partial coursecredit.

Pm-ocedure.As in theprior studies,theresearchinstrumentswereadministered
in the context of computerizedmass-testingsessionsat the beginning of the
semester.All participantscompleteda “balanced” version of the social domi-
nance orientalion scale as well as measuresof self-esteem,ethnocentrism,
t3euroticism,political conservatism,andattitudestoward affirmative action.

Aleasures

~ocial dontimta;tceorie;ttation. The “balanced”versionof the SDO scaleused
in Study 3 wasusedagainhere.

Etlt;toccsttrismn and self-esteem. The samemeasuresof ethnocentrismand
self-esteemusedin the previousstudies were administeredhere.

iVetn-oticis,n. Also administeredwas the neuroticismscalefrom Costaand
MeCrac’s(1992)NEO-FFI measureof the“Big Five” personalitytraits. Accord-
ing to their framework,neuroticisminvolves“the generaltendencyto experience
negativeaffects such as fear, sadness,embarrassment,anger,guilt, and disgust

sosceptibility to psychologicaldistress ... [and a tendency]to cope more

poorly than otherswith stress”(p. 14). TheNEO-FFI neuroticismscalecontains
12 items(e.g., “I oflen feel inferior to others”and“I often feel helplessandwant
someoneelseto solvemy problems”),each with a 5-point, Likert-type response
fotmat. labeledfrom “Strongly Disagree”to “Strongly Agree.” The scalehasa
proven track record of reliability and validity, and it was found to be highly
reliablefor the currentsampleas well (a = .85).

Political orientation. Respondentswere asked to locate themselveson two
coitliutta. oneof whichwaslabeled“Liberal” vs “Conservative,”andtheother of
which waslabeled“Democrat” vs “Republican.”Theseitems were completedon
7-point scales(1 = “Very Liberal”!”A Strong Democrat”and7 = “Very Con-
servative”l”A Strong Republican”). A mean basedon the t\vo items, which
correlatedwith oneanotherat r = .50 (p K .001), was usedas themeasureof
political on etttation

I,sst(c-b(t.scdsoitset-tvttisot.ln addition to self—teportedpolitical orientation,we
investigatedattitudes toward II specific sociopolitical issuesor policies. On

scalesranging from —4 (“OpposeStrongly”) to +4 (“Sttpport Strongly”), re-
~pondentswere askedto indicate their position on a constitutionalamendment

requiring a balancedfederal budget,death penaltyfor murder, limits on public
assistanceto 5 yearsper recipient,a banon assaultweapons(reverse-scored),a
freezeon immigration, reducedspendingon socialprograms,reducedmilitary
spending(reverse-scored),organizedprayer in public schools,marital benefits
for homosexual couples (reverse-scored),affirmative action for women and
minorities (negatively scored), and a law barring illegal immigrants from
schools,hospitals,andsocial services.A mean scorewascalculatedby aggre-
gating supportfor conservativepositionsacrossthesedifferent issues(a = .61).

Attitudestust’ard affirmative action. Four itemswereusedto tapthe degreeof
support for affirmative action policies: (1) “Affirmative action for Blacks is
unfair to whites”; (2) “Affirmative action in educationgives an opportunity to
qualified Blacks who might not havehada chancewithout it” (reverse-scored);
(3) “Affirmative action for Blacks may force employers to hire unqualified
people”;(4) “Affirmative action.in theworkplacefor Blackshelpsmakesurethat
the American work force and economyremaincompetitive” (reverse-scored).
Responsesweregivenon 5-point scalesrangingfrom I (“Strongly Disagree”)to
5 “Strongly Agree”). An indexof oppositionto affirmative actionwascalculated
by averagingacrossthesefour items (a = .82).

Ecortontic systeotjustification. In order to measurethe generalideological
tendency to legitimize economic inequality (e.g., Just & Banaji, 1994), an
“economic system justification” (ESJ) attitude scale was administeredhere,2
Respondentswere askedto indicatetheir levelsof agreementor disagreementart
a scalerangingfrom 1 to 9 with eachof thefollowing attitudestatements:(1) “If
peoplework hard, theyalmost alwaysgetwhatthey want”; (2) “The existenceof
widespreadeconomicdifferencesdoes not meanthat they are inevitable” (re-
verse-scored);(3) “La\vs of nature are responsiblefor differencesin wealthin
society”; (4) “There are many reasonsto think that the economicsystem is
unfair” (reverse-scored);(5) “It is virtually impossibleto eliminatepoverty”; (6)
“Poorpeopleare not essentiallydifferent from rich people”(reverse-scored);(7)
“Most peoplewho don’t get aheadin our societyshould not blame the system:
they haveonly themselvesto blame”; (8) “Equal distribution of resourcesis a
possibility for our society” (reverse-scored);(9) “Social classdifferencesreflect
differencesin the natural order of things”; (10) “Economic differencesin the
society reflect an illegitimate distribution of resources”(reverse-scored);(II)
“Thetewill always bepoor people, becausetherewill neverbe enoughjobs for

everybody”; (12) “Economic positions are legitimate reflections of people’s
achievements”;(13) “If peoplewantedto changethe economicsystelnto make
things equal,they could” (reverse-scored);(14) “Equaldistribution of resottrces
ts unnatural”; (15) “It is unfair to have an economicsystem which produces
extreme wealth andextremepoverty at the sametime” (reverse-scored);(16)
“There is no point in trying to makeincomesmore equal”; and(17) “There are
no inherent differencesbetweenrich and poor; it is purely a matter of the

2 WethankGraziaGuemtandifor herwork in helping to developthe scalefor measuritsgeconomic

systemjustification.



226 lOST AND THOMPSON
GROUP-BASEDDOMINANCEAND OPPOSITtON TO EQUALITY 227

circttmstancesinto which you are boru” (reverse-scored).Alpha reliability was
found to be acceptablefor the scale(.73). Consistentwith prior theorizingon the
topic of system justification, it was expectedthat this scale wottld relate to
political conservatism,anti-Black attitudes,and opposition to equality among
membersof high- andlow-statusgroups.

Socialdesirability. ThesameIl-item socialdesirabilityscalewasused.Alpha
reliability was againreasonablyhigh at .70. Peoplewho scoredin the top 10%
of the samplein termsof socialdesirabilitywereexcludedfromall analyses.The
final sample size, then, was 447 (105 African Americansand 342 European
Americans).

Results.

Evidencefor a rico-factor solutio,t. Factorloadings resulting from the EQS

confirmatoryanalysison the“balanced”SDO scalearedisplayedin Table 3. The
correlatedtwo-factormodel onceagainprovidedareliably betterfit for thedata
than did the one-factorsolution for African Americans(GEl’s = .800 vs .787,

= 4.64, df 1, p K .05), European Americans (CEI’s = .815 vs .793,

= 32.77, df= 1, p K .001), andthe overall sample(CFI’s = .820 vs .805,
= 27.64,df= 1, p K .001). Indicesof OEQ andGBD againwere calculated

ts aggregateditem means(as = .77 and.73, respectively).Meansandstandard
deviationsfor themajorvariablesarepresentedin Table 4, accordingto raceof
respondent.

Correlations betweentlte nyufactors. CorrelationsbetweenGBD andOEQ
were again computedfor the African American sample (r = .62) and for the
EuropeanAmericansample(r = .68). Although the correlationsdiffered in the
predicteddirection, the comparisondid not attain statisticalsignificance in this
study.

B/feelsof Group-BasedDontittanceaitd Opposition to Equality

Relationsto selflcstce,n.Following standardizationof predictor variables,the
sameregressionanalysisprocedureusedearlier to examinethe relationsamong

GBD, OEQ,andself-esteemwasemployedhere.This time, only theOEQ X race
interactionattainedstatisticalsignificance(/3 = .16,p K .01). As hypothesized,
anti-egalitarianismwasrelatednegativelyto self-esteemfor African Americans
(/3 = — .20), but it wasrelatedpositively to self-esteemfor EuropeanAmericans
(/3 = .11). Group-baseddominancewas not related to self-esteemfor African
Americanrespondents,but anegativerelationbetweenGBD andself-esteemwas
obtainedfor EuropeanAmericans(/3 = —.19, p K .01).This is suggestiveof the
interestingpossibility thatmembersof high-statusgroupsareespeciallylikely to
turn to group-baseddominanceas a way of dealing with low self-esteem(e.g.,
Fein & Spencer,1997).

Rclatio,ts to ctltnocc,ttrisnt. We hypothesizedthat OEQ scores wottld be
related diflerentially to ethnocentrismfor EuropeanAtnericans and Afi-ican
Americans,insofaras oppositionto equalityshould beassociatedwith increased
ethnocentrismon the partof high-statusgroupsanddecreasedethnocentrismon

thepart of low-statusgroups.Group-baseddominance,on the other hand,should
be related positively to ethnocentrismfor high- and low-statusgroups, to the
extent that it capturesthe desirefor in-grottp superiority. Regressionanalyses
revealeda main effect of race (/3 = — .20, p K .001), suchthat African Ameri-
cans exhibited stronger in-group bias (see meansin Table 4). There was a
positive,marginalmain effectof GBD on ethnocentrism(/3 = .13,p K .07). bttt
no main effect of OEQ. The interactioneffect involving raceandOEQattained
marginal significance (/3 = .14, p K .06). Opposition to eqttality was related
negatively (but nonsignificantly) to ethnocentrism for African Americans
(/3 = — .09), whereasthe relationbetweenOEQ and ethnocentrismwaspositive
and significant for EuropeanAmericans(/3 = .19,p K .01).

Relations to netn’oticism. It was expectedthat GBD and OEQ would be
differentially related to neuroticismfor African AmericansandEuropeanAmer-
icans. In supportof theseexpectations,we found thatraceinteractedwith both
OEQ (/3 = .33, p K .0001) andGBD (/3 = .21, p K .008) in predicting nen-
roticism. For African Americans,OEQ was associatedwith increasedneuroti-
cism (/3 = .36, p K .005), whereasfor EuropeanAmericans, it was associated
with decreasedneuroticism(/3 = —.22, p K .005). Conversely,GBD wasasso-
ciatedwith greaterneuroticismamongEuropeanAmericans(/3 = .21,p K .005)
and (nonsignificantly)lesserneuroticismamongAfrican Americans(/3 = —-.18,
us). Thus, the two ideological componentspredictdifferent psychologicalout-
comes in terms of mental health, with system justifying beliefs about antt-
egalitarianismhelping the high-statusgroupandhurting the low-statusgroup.

Political orientation. In order to explore the relations among group-based
dominance,oppositionto equality, andother more establishedbasesof political
ideology, we conducteda seriesof multiple-regressionanalyses.We fottnd that
self-reportedidentification with “Conservative” and “Republican” labels was
associatedwith OEQ for the sampleasa whole(/3 = .33,p K .0001), for African
Americans (/3 = .47, p K .0001), and for Ettropean Americans (/3 .20,

p K .01). Therewasno relationbetweenGBO andpolitical orientationfor any of
thesamples.A main effectof raceindicatedthatEuropeanAmericanrespondents
were, in general, more conservative than African American respondents
(/3 = .19,p K .0005).Thus, raceandOEQwererelatedto political conservatism
for both groups,but GBD wasnot; this providesadditional evidencethat the two
componentsof socialdominanceorientationare relateddifferentially to social
attitudes.

Issue-basedconservatism.Therewere no main or interactiveeffectsof raceon
tssue-basedconservatism,but both GBD (/3 = .18,p K .02) andOEQ (/3 .20,
p K .01) were associatedpositively with conservativepositionson the issues.

Attitudestowardaffirntative action. Not surprisingly,African Americanswere
more supportiveof affirmative action policies than were EttropeanAmericans
(/3 = —.51,~ K .0001).More interestingly,we found that oppositionto eqttahity
wasassociatedwith the rejection of affirmative action, bttt group-baseddunn-
nancewasnot. This patteruwasobtainedfor the sampleasa whole (/3 = —

p K .001), for EuropeanAmericans (/3 = —.30, p K .0001), and for African
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Americans(/3 = —.28, p K .03). The finding that OEQ is relatednegativelyto
support for affirmative action is especially instructive given that peoplefte-
quently argueagainstaffirmative action on the grounds that they are against
unequal treatment(e.g., Hochschild, 1998); in truth, it seemsthatpeoplewho are
mostopposedto equality(or leastsupportiveof equality)aremorelikely to reject
affirmative action, presumablybecauseit reducesexisting forms of inequality.
The fact that GBD is unrelated to affirmative action attitudes even among
EuropeanAmericans suggeststhat the rejection of affirmative action is not
necessarilymotivatedby adesireto dominateminority groupsperse,but rather
to an ideological opposition to egalitarianismthat servesto justify the current
socialsystem.

Effectsof EcunonticSystentJusttfication

Relations to etltnocentris,nand selfesteem.In order to explore the role of
system justification in racial and social policy attitudes, a series of multiple-
regressionanalyseswereconductedinvolving main and interactiveeffects of
raceandeconomicsystemjustification. The analysisyielded a significantinter-
action involving raceandESJ on ethnocentrism(/3 = .13, p K .05). For Ettru-
peanAmericans, therewas a strongpositive relationbetweenESI andethno-
c~ntristn(/3 = .27,p K .0001),but nut for African Americans(/3 = — .003, ns).
No effects of ESI on self-esteemwere observed.

Gi-oup-baseddotninanceandoppositionto equalirv. Following Lane(1962),it
was hypothesizedthat opposition to equality would reflect a form of system
justification. In support of this notion, we found that after controllingfor GBD,
there was a strong positive relation between OEQ and system justification
(/3 = .26,p K .0001).This wastrue not only for thesampleas a xvhole, but also
for African Americansconsideredseparately(/3 = .26,p K .006) andfor Euro-
peanAmericans (/3 = .27. p K .0001). Controlling for OEQ, therewasalso a
margtnallysignificantrelationbetweenGBD andeconomicsystemjustification
(/3 .l0,pK.06).

Relationsto neuruticism.A significantinteractionbetweenraceandeconomic
systetnjustification was obtainedfor the measureof neuroticistn (/3 = — .19,
p K .006).We found thatESJwasassociatedwith significantly moreneuroticism
amongAfrican Americans(/3 = .23,p < .05), and it wasassociatedwith mar-
cinally lessneuroticismamongEuropeanAmericans(/3 = —.10,p K .09).Thtts,
as hypothesized.systemjttstification wasfound to be detrimentalto the psycho-
logical well-being of low-statusgroupmembersonly.

Political conservatisnt.Economicsystemjustification wasstrongly associated
with self-reported political conservatismfor the entire sample (/3 = .29,
p K .0001), for African Americans(/3 = .24,p K .03), andfor EuropeanAmer-
teans (/3 = .34,p K .0001). It wasstrongly associatedwith issue-basedconser-
vatism for the sampleas a \vhole (/3 = .45, p K .0001), for African Americans
(/3 = .41, i K .0001),andfor EuropeanAmericans~(/3 = .51, l~ K .0001).Thus,
the notion that conservativeideologiespromote the justification of economic
ineqttality wassupported(ef. Just, Kruglanski, & Simon, 1999).

Attitudestoward affirmativeaction. As predicted,econotnicsystemjustifica-
tion was also associatedwith the rejection of affirmative action for the entire
sample(/3 = — .29,p K .0001),for EuropeanAmericans(/3 = — .39,p K .0001),
andfor African Americans(/3 = — .28,p K .01). Thus,systemjustification in the
economicdomainwasfound to predictattitudesconceruingracial policy.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

In two studies using the original SDO scalevalidatedby Prattoet al. (1994)
andtwo other studiesusing a“balanced”versionof the scale,we havesuggested
that socialdominanceorientationcapturestwo distinct responsetendencies,one
of which reflects support for group-baseddominance(GBD) and the other of
which reflects a generalizedopposition to equality in socialsystems(OEQ). It
washypothesizedthat for membersof high-statusgroups,GBD andOEQ are
complementary;to opposeegalitarianreforms is to advancein-group interests
andmaintain in-groupsuperiority(e.g., Bobo& Kluegel, 1993).For membersof
low-statusgroups,however, GBD andOEQ arelessintertwined. Whereasthe
desire for group-baseddominancecould be related positively to feelings of
self-worth and group value, opposition to equality is related negatively to
evaluationsof the selfandthein-group(e.g., Just,1995; Kluegel & Smith, 1986;
Lane, 1962; Lewin, 1941).

The findings heresupportseveralhypothesesaboutthe separationof group-
baseddominanceandopposition to equality. Fur one thing, it was found that
itemson the SDO scaletend to separateinto two correlatedfactorsor sttbscales,
oneof which tapsattitudespertainingto in-groupvs out-groupcompetition,and
the other of which taps general attitudes toward egalitarianismin the social
system.Second,we found relatively consistentsupport for the hypothesisthat
GBD andOEQ scoreswould be more highly intercurrelatedamongmembersof
a relativelyhigh-statusgroup(EuropeanAmericans)thanamong tnembersof a
relatively low-status grortp (African Americans). This is an exampleof an
“isotropic ideological asymmetryeffect,” in the languageof Levin et al. (1998),
becauseit is a differencein degreeratherthan in kind.

A third pieceof evidencewasthat OEQ scorestendedto be relatedpositively
to self-esteemfor EuropeanAmericans,but theytendedto be relatednegatively
to self-esteemfor African Americans.A similar finding coming fiom the fourth
study was that OEQ was assoctatedwith ereaterneuroticism atnong African
AmericansandlesserneuroticismamongEuropeanAmericans.Thus,we obtain
support for the nation that anti-egalitarianattitttdes have deleteriousconse-
quencesfor the psychologicalwell-being of disadvantagedgroupmembersbut
not necessarilyfor the well-being of advantagedgroupmembers(e.g., Just &
Banaji, 1994; Kluegel & Smith, 1986: Lane, 1962; Lewin, 1941). Grottp-based
dominance,on the other hand,was associatedwith lessernettroticism among
African Americansartd gteaterneuroticismamong EuropeanAmericans.This
providesfurther support for the notion that GBD and OEQ are independent
predictorsof psychologicalouteutnes.

A fourth pieceof evidencewas that OEQ scores were generally related



230 JOST AND THOMPSON GROUP-BASED DOMINANCE AND OPPOSITIONTO EQUALITY 231

negatively to in-group favoritism for African Americans, whereasthey were
relatedpositively to in-groupfavoritism for EuropeanAmericans.As expected,
GBD waspositively relatedto in-groupfavoritismfor both groups.Theseresults
provide a strungtheoreticalandempiricalrationalefor differentiatingbetween
generalizedanti-egalitarianismandgroupdominancein the contextof intergroup
relations. Although GBD and OEQ are correlatedwith oneanother, they are
differentially relatedto ethnocentrismfor EuropeanandAfrican Americans.

Distinguishingbetweentwo responsetendenciesthat areconflated in tradi-
tional accountsof socialdominance,that is, betweengroup-baseddominanceand
opposition to inequality, might help to explain the so-called“ideological asym-
metry effect” (Lewin et al., 1998; Rabinowitz, 1999; Sidanius,Pratto,& Rabi-
nowitz, 1994), accordingto which the correlationbetweenSDO and in-group
favoritismis weakerfor membersof low-statusthanhigh-statusgroups.We have
demonstratedherethatfor membersof low-statusgroups,onecomponent(GBD)
is relatedpositively to in-groupfavoritism,whereasanothercomponent(OEQ)is
related negatively to in-group favoritism. For membersof high-statusgroups,
however,both componentsof SDO arerelatedpositively to in-groupfavoritism.
The result is that the overall SDO score is a worse predictor of intergroup
attitudesfor membersof low-statusgroupsthan membersof high-statusgroups.

The presentresearchalso links GBD and OEQ to political orientationand
socialpolicy attitudes.Self-reportedpolitical conservatismwasassociatedpos-
itively with OEQ for EuropeanandAfrican Americansalike,but it wasunrelated
to ODD. ‘I’his further specifies the connectionnoted by Pratto et al. (1994)
betweenconservatismandSDO in general.Failure to supportaffirmativeaction
was also associatedwith greaterOEQ for both groups,despitethe fact that a
strongcommitmentto equalityis often given asajustification for antiaffirmative
actionattitudes(e.g., Hoefisehild, 1998). There wasno relationbetweenGBD
andaffirmativeactionattitudes,suggestingthat therejectionof affirmativeaction
is motivatednot so muchby a desireto dominateminority groupsas it is by an
ideological aversion to egalitarianism.Thus, our researchprovides a strong
empirical basis fur distinguishing betweenopposition to equality and group-
baseddominancein the domainof political and racial policy preferences(e.g.,
Bobo& Kluegel, 1993; Tuch & Httghes, 1996).

As partof a continuingresearchtrendlinking “socialdominance”and“system
justification” perspectives(e.g., Just & Burgess,2000; Rabinowitz, [999; Sida-
nius, Levin, Federico,& Pratto, in press),we also examinedrelationsamong
ODD, OEQ, andthe tendencyto engagein justification of the economicsystem.
A strong associationbetweenOEQ and economic system justification was
observed, as was a weak associationbetweenGBD and economicsystem
justification. Supportiveof a systemjustification framework(e.g.,Just& Banaji,
1994). we also found thateconomicsystemjustification xvasrelatedpositively to
ethnocentrismfor Europeanbut not African Americans, that it was related
positively to neuroticismfor African but not EuropeanAmericans, that it was
related positively to conservatismfor both groups, and that it was related
negativelyto supportfor affirmativeactionfor both groups.Thus, in manyways,

parallelresultswereobtainedfor OEQ andeconomicsystemjttstification. indi-
catingthat, as Lane(1962), Kluegel andSmith (1986). andothershaveargtted,
oppositionto equalitydoes seemto servea systemjttstifying ideological func-
tion. Future researchwould do well to explore further the convergencesand
divergencesbetweenoppositionto equalityandother forms of systemjustifica-
tion. The presentresearchprogramhasbeendevotedto exploring theconver-
gencesanddivergencesbetweenoppositionto equalityand group-baseddomi-
nanceandto demonstratethatthe correlatedbut distinct ideologicalcomponents
of “social dominanceorientation” are independentpredictorsof social and
psychologicaloutcomesfor membersof advantagedanddisadvantagedracial
groups.
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