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Abstract

Guided by the needs-based model, we explored how individual differences in system

justification predict group-members’ needs in response to information about group-based

disparities. Across two studies (N=819), we found that among disadvantaged-group members

(LGBTIQ* individuals/women) system justification was negatively related to need for power.

Among advantaged-group members ([cis-]heterosexuals/men), system justification was

negatively related to motivation to restore their ingroup’s moral essence (i.e., moral shame

and wish that the ingroup would act more morally) but positively related to motivation to

restore their ingroup’s moral image (i.e., need for positive moral image and expectation that

the outgroup should acknowledge the ingroup’s morality). These results theoretically extend

the needs-based model by offering a more nuanced picture of morality-related needs. Further,

they underline the importance of considering individual differences in system justification for

understanding advantaged- and disadvantaged-group members’ responses to social inequality.

Keywords: structural inequality; needs-based model; system justification; sexual

orientation and gender identity; gender relations
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Individual Differences in System Justification Predict Power and Morality-Related Needs in

Advantaged and Disadvantaged Groups in Response to Group Disparity

Advantaged- and disadvantaged-group members experience divergent psychological

needs (Shnabel & Ullrich, 2013). To illustrate, women and LGBTIQ*1 individuals fought

similar fights against male dominance and heteronormativity2 (Gebhardt, 2016; Hagai &

Crosby, 2016; Whittier, 2004), pointing to a common need for empowerment. Likewise, the

influence of these social movements on society means that at least some men and

(cis-)heterosexuals3 experience the morally-based need to act for greater social equality.

Besides these differential needs, however, both the advantaged and the disadvantaged

are motivated to justify the existing social system. According to system justification theory

(Jost & Banaji, 1994), the perception of the social system as legitimate satisfies basic

epistemic, existential, and relational needs. Therefore, people might be motivated “to defend,

justify, and bolster aspects of the status quo including existing social, economic, and political

institutions and arrangements” (Jost & van der Toorn, 2012, p. 334).

The goal of the present research, consisting of two studies, was to examine how this

motivation to justify the system, which varies across individuals, relates to advantaged- and

disadvantaged-group members’ experience of needs for restoration of power and moral

identity when thinking about group-based disparities. We will now discuss the needs-based

1LGBTIQ* = Lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, intersexual, and questioning people. Although sexual

orientation and gender identity/expression are distinct, for the sake of conceptual clarity and brevity we

included transgender and intersex people with a heterosexual orientation in the LGBTIQ* group. Thus, the

heterosexual group in our study included only heterosexual participants whose gender corresponds to their

assigned sex (cis-heterosexuals).
2Heteronormativity refers to the dominance of heterosexuality in society (Herz & Johansson, 2015), and

can be understood as “the mundane, everyday ways that heterosexuality is privileged and taken for granted

as normal and natural” (Martin, 2009, p. 190); e.g., the term “boyfriend jeans”.
3Cisgender is a term for people whose gender identity matches the sex that they were assigned at birth. It

is the opposite of the term transgender. Transgender people have a gender identity/expression that differs

from their assigned sex.
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model (Nadler & Shnabel, 2015) and system justification theory (Jost & Banaji, 1994) - the

theoretical perspectives on which we based our predictions.

The Needs-Based Model and Illegitimacy

The needs-based model was developed to explain the dynamics between groups

involved in conflicts characterized by direct violence (e.g., massacres) and in which the roles

of “victims” and “perpetrators” are relatively consensual. For example, when referring to the

Holocaust, Jews experienced threat to their sense of power, resulting in a heightened need

for empowerment, whereas Germans experienced a threat to their morality, resulting in a

heightened need for moral acceptance (Shnabel, Nadler, Ullrich, Dovidio, & Carmi, 2009).

Yet, the model’s logic can also be applied to contexts characterized by structural inequality,

suggesting that groups within a given society often face distinct threats to their identity.

Disadvantaged-group members, who are sometimes the target of subjugation and

discrimination and are often stereotyped as passive and incompetent (Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick,

2007), might experience threat to their identity as agentic social actors. By contrast,

advantaged-group members are often blamed for discriminating against the disadvantaged

groups (i.e., “stigma reversal”; Killian, 1985) and subjected to stereotypes that portray them

as cold and bigoted (Fiske et al., 2007). Advantaged-group members might, therefore,

experience threat to their moral identity. These group-specific threats might lead to

divergent needs for restoration of morality and power among advantaged- and

disadvantaged-group members (respectively).

However, as opposed to contexts of direct violence, contexts characterized by structural

inequality are often ambiguous with regard to groups’ blame for inequality. Thus, it would

be too simplistic to assume that the needs of the advantaged and disadvantaged always

correspond to those of perpetrators and victims. Indeed, advantaged-group members are

often unaware of their privileges (Pratto & Stewart, 2012) and both the advantaged and the

disadvantaged often believe that they deserve their respective positions (Jost, Banaji, &
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Nosek, 2004; Jost, Gaucher, & Stern, 2015; Major, 1994), implying that they might not

experience heightened needs for restoration of power and moral image.

Indeed, Siem, von Oettingen, Mummendey, and Nadler (2013) found that

disadvantaged- and advantaged-group members exhibited such divergent needs only when

group-based disparity was perceived as illegitimate. To illustrate, in one study (Siem et al.,

2013, Study 1) participants were assigned to one of two competing groups whose task was to

solve difficult math problems. While in the legitimate condition both groups were not

allowed to use calculators, in the illegitimate condition one group (the advantaged group)

was allowed to use calculators whereas the other (the disadvantaged group) was not. The

group that solved more problems (the advantaged group in the illegitimate condition; one of

the groups in the legitimate condition) then won several rewards. In line with assumptions,

advantaged-group members showed a heightened need for moral acceptance as compared to

disadvantaged-group members, and disadvantaged-group members exhibited a heightened

need for power as compared to advantaged-group members, when group disparity was

perceived to be illegitimate (stemming from an unfair discrimination) but not when it was

perceived as legitimate (reflecting differential abilities).

Notably, consistent with the social identity perspective (Tajfel & Turner, 1979, 1986),

Siem and colleagues’ (2013) research conceptualized the legitimacy of group disparity as an

consensual characteristic of the social system (see also Jetten et al. 2013). That is, the social

system was either legitimate (when the two competing groups had equal conditions) or

illegitimate (when one group was given an advantage over the other). Yet, within the same

social system, individual group members differ in the extent to which they perceive

group-based disparities as legitimate: whereas some group members see group-based

disparities as unjust, others minimize or legitimize them (Leach, Snider, & Iyer, 2002).

System justification is a construct that may capture these individual differences.
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System Justification Moderates Power- and Morality-Related Needs

System Justification Theory assumes a general system justification motive, which has

been found to reduce moral outrage about group-based disparities, leading both advantaged-

(Wakslak, Jost, Tyler, & Chen, 2007) and disadvantaged-group members (Jost & van der

Toorn, 2012) to resist change towards equality. System justification theory’s distinctive

prediction that tendencies to justify the system should be higher among disadvantaged than

advantaged groups (status-legitimacy hypothesis) has been criticized for theoretical

inconsistence (Owuamalam, Rubin, & Spears, 2018) and was disconfirmed in a recent

large-scale analysis (Brandt, 2013). However, this assumption is not critical for our argument

that individual differences in system justification predict power and morality needs. Whether

or not there are mean differences in system justification between advantaged and

disadvantaged groups, in both groups there will be people who strive for change towards

equality and others who deny the system’s drawbacks (Jost & van der Toorn, 2012).

In addition to the system justification motive, system justification theory assumes, like

social identity theory, the existence of a group justification motive; “the tendency to favor

members of the ingroup and to disfavor members of other groups with regard to attribution,

stereotyping, evaluation, and resource allocation” (Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, & Sulloway,

2003, p. 366). Whereas system justification and group justification are positively related for

advantaged groups, these motives pull in different directions for disadvantaged groups in that

the former would lead them to accept and the latter to challenge their inferior position.

Assuming that measures of ingroup identification work as a proxy of the group justification

motive, readers might reasonably expect our studies to measure both system justification

and ingroup identification4. However, our goal was not to test predictions of system

4Interestingly, previous research among victim and perpetrator groups did not find moderation by

identification (Shnabel et al., 2009). This may be due to the multifaceted nature of identification. For

example, attachment to one’s ingroup’s predicts greater group-based guilt, whereas glorification predicts less

guilt (Roccas, Klar, & Liviatan, 2006), and identification with women as a social category is associated with

opposing ideologies for traditional vs. feminist women (Cameron & Lalonde, 2001).
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justification theory or social identity theory per se. Rather, we draw on system justification

theory as a bridge between the needs-based model, originally formulated to explain

reconciliation between victims and perpetrators, and the applied context of structural

inequality. The key bridging assumption is that the psychological needs of disadvantaged

and advantaged groups will correspond to the needs identified for victims and perpetrators

only to the extent that members of these groups view their relative position as illegitimate

and would therefore assign blame to their ingroup or to the outgroup. Thus, predictions of

the needs-based model should hold true at low levels of system justification. The same

cannot, in general, be said about ingroup identification. Although empirically, identification

and system justification should be correlated (positively for the advantaged, negatively for

the disadvantaged), their theoretical status is distinct and only system justification allows for

a complete mapping of the needs of victims and perpetrators onto disadvantaged and

advantaged groups. Thus, for present purposes we only consider system justification as an

individual differences predictor of power and morality needs.

We hypothesized that the extent to which disadvantaged- and advantaged-group

members justify the system would moderate their experience of divergent psychological needs

in response to group-based disparities. As for the disadvantaged group, high system justifiers

were expected to exhibit relatively low levels of need for power because empowering their

ingroup means changing the status quo that they wish to preserve. In contrast, we expected

low system justifiers among the disadvantaged group to experience an enhanced need for

power (i.e., wish their ingroup to become more dominant).

Predictions for advantaged-group members were somewhat more complex. The

needs-based model originally assumed an undifferentiated need to restore morality among

perpetrators. Yet, recent research has revealed a more nuanced picture. Specifically, studies

conducted on contexts of direct violence revealed that perpetrators’ concerns about the

ingroup’s moral essence (shame due to the ingroup’s violation of core moral values)

predicted positive outgroup orientations, whereas image concerns (shame due to the
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impairment of the ingroup’s moral reputation) were associated with defensiveness and

negative outgroup orientations (Allpress, Brown, Giner-Sorolla, Deonna, & Teroni, 2014).

Applying these insights to contexts of structural inequality, advantaged groups might be

concerned about their public image rather than their ingroup’s moral essence. Building on

this distinction, we theorized that the experienced need for morality should be qualitatively

different among low and high system justifiers.

To capture the defensive moral motivation (the wish to protect the ingroup’s image)

aroused by information about inequality, we measured (1) need for a positive moral image,

and (2) expected acknowledgement; namely, a wish that the outgroup would admit that the

advantaged group is wrongfully accused for being immoral (Saguy, Chernyak-Hai,

Andrighetto, & Bryson, 2013). For the advantaged group, expected acknowledgement reflects

a heightened motivation to protect the ingroup’s moral image by changing the views of the

disadvantaged group about it, i.e., having them acknowledge that they are receiving fair

treatment (and hence the system does not need to be changed). We hypothesized that

system justification would be positively related to the need to defend the ingroup’s moral

image, because justifying the system is consistent with legitimizing their ingroup’s morality

(Jost & van der Toorn, 2012).

To capture the motivation to restore the ingroup’s moral essence, we included two

measures. The first was group members’ feeling of moral shame due to the privileges enjoyed

by their ingroup. Moral shame, which implies accepting blameworthiness, reflects a genuine,

non-defensive moral concern (Allpress et al., 2014). However, as a self-focused emotion,

moral shame can be dissociated from intentions to benefit the outgroup at the expense of

ingroup privileges (Iyer, Schmader, & Lickel, 2007). Therefore, we included an additional

facet of a non-defensive moral motivation, namely group members’ wish that their ingroup

would act more morally toward the outgroup, even at the expense of giving up privileges

(SimanTov-Nachlieli, Shnabel, Aydin, & Ullrich, 2017). We hypothesized that system

justification should be negatively related to the need to restore the ingroup’s moral essence.
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This is because advantaged-group members low in system justification should be readier to

accept that their ingroup enjoys privileges, calling the system’s fairness into question.

The Present Research

We conducted two studies to examine our hypotheses. Study 1 focused on the relations

between LGBTIQ* individuals and (cis-)heterosexuals in Germany and Switzerland.

LGBTIQ* individuals have a history of discrimination on the part of (cis-)heterosexuals

(Herek & McLemore, 2013). Despite some change towards greater equality, LGBTIQ*

individuals in Germany5 and Switzerland still suffer from structural disadvantages. For

instance, registered partners, as compared to married (cis-)heterosexual couples, are

discriminated against in terms of citizenship rights as well as adoption and assisted

procreation rules. Perhaps the most severe human right violation is forced sterilization6 as a

requirement for gender reassignment in Switzerland (and in 20 other European countries;

ECRI, 2014b, 2014a; UN Human Rights Council, 2015). Study 2 focused on the context of

gender relations in Israel, in which, as in most of the world’s societies, women are

disadvantaged compared to men (European Institute for Gender Equality, 2015), having less

access to resources in terms of work, money, time, and protection from domestic violence.

Data and materials used in the present research can be found at https://osf.io/qgdp4/.

Hypotheses

The following hypotheses sum up our reasoning:

1) Among disadvantaged-group members (LGBTIQ* individuals/women), we expected

need for power to be higher than among advantaged-group members

([cis-]heterosexuals/men). However, need for power should be weaker, the higher their

5The study was conducted in summer 2015 before the bill for legalization of same-sex marriage passed the

Bundestag on June 30th, 2017.
6The European Court of Human Rights ruled on April 6th, 2017 that the sterilization requirement is an

institutionalized violation of human rights.



SYSTEM JUSTIFICATION AND GROUP-SPECIFIC NEEDS 10

system justification tendencies. With regard to the advantaged group, system

justification was not expected to be negatively related to need for power; if anything,

this relationship could be positive.

2) We expected the need to restore the group’s moral essence (i.e., moral shame, wish to

act more morally) to be higher among advantaged-group members than among

disadvantaged-group members. However, we expected system justification to be

negatively related to this need. In contrast, we had no theoretical grounds to expect a

relationship between system justification and the need to restore the group’s moral

essence among disadvantaged-group members.

3) In general, the need to defend the ingroup’s moral image (i.e., expected

acknowledgement, need for moral image) should be higher among advantaged than

among disadvantaged groups. Yet, especially LGBTIQ* individuals might have a

strong desire to restore their moral image as their behavior is considered morally

deviant by parts of society (Herek & McLemore, 2013). Thus, we did not have any

prediction regarding the overall group-means. However, we expected system

justification to be positively related to the need to defend the ingroup’s moral image

among advantaged-group members. No relationship was expected for

disadvantaged-group members. If anything, the relationship might be reversed (lower

system justification might predict stronger need to defend the disadvantaged ingroup’s

moral image, because receiving recognition of its morality can serve as the basis for

demanding change towards equality).

Study 1: LGBTIQ* Individuals and (Cis-)Heterosexuals

Method

Participants. Based on a priori power analysis (assuming a small effect for the

interaction and a power of 80%), we aimed for recruiting at least 250 cis-heterosexuals and
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250 LGBTIQ* individuals. A total of 675 German-speaking participants from Germany and

Switzerland were recruited online (using social networking sites, snowball sampling, and

contacting LGBTIQ* groups) and participated voluntarily.

The sample consisted of 253 (cis-)heterosexuals (heterosexual men/women); M age =

29.63, SDage = 10.53) and 422 LGBTIQ* individuals7 (234 [cis-]homosexuals, 99

[cis-]bisexuals, 89 others, M age = 32.33, SDage = 12.54) (see Table 1 for details).

Table 1

Sample Composition (Study 1)

Sexual Orientation / Gender Male Female Other

(1) Heterosexual 100 153 2

(2) Bisexual 35 64 4

(3) Homosexual 115 119 8

(4) Other 10 44 21

Procedure. Participants, who volunteered to take part in an online study about “the

relationship between heterosexuals and LGBTIQ* individuals” first completed demographic

information and the measure of system justification. Next, participants were confronted with

a paragraph about the existing group-based disparities in the LGBTIQ* context:

“Even though the Swiss/German society has the ideal of a tolerant society, various

domains exist in which LGBTIQ* individuals are discriminated against. The unequal

treatment of same-sex partnerships is, despite important steps towards the implementation

of the principle of equal treatment, still a problem - e.g. the adoption law, marriage, or the

protection from discrimination.”

As a response to this statement, participants completed the measures of their power-

7Cis-heterosexuals are female and male heterosexuals whose gender (identity) matches the sex they were

assigned at birth. We refer to all other participants as LGBTIQ* individuals.
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and morality-related needs. Upon completion, participants were thanked and debriefed.

Measures. All items were assessed using 7-point-Likert scales (1 = I strongly

disagree, 7 = I strongly agree).

System justification. We adapted the 8-item system justification scale (Jost & Kay,

2005) to the LGBTIQ* context (e.g., “Everyone, heterosexuals or homosexuals, have a fair

shot at wealth and happiness”). We chose a broader definition for participants who were not

cis-heterosexual or cis-homosexual (e.g., “Everyone, heterosexuals or LGBTIQ* people, have

a fair shot at wealth and happiness”). In light of the results of the Confirmatory Factor

Analysis reported below, we omitted the 2 reverse-coded items8, obtaining Cronbach’s α =

0.82.

Need for power. Adapted from SimanTov-Nachlieli and Shnabel (2014), four items

assessed participants’ need for power (e.g., “We should do everything possible to increase the

influence of [participant’s ingroup] on the state’s decision making and legislation”); α = 0.95.

Moral shame. Three items measured participants’ sense of moral shame (e.g., “I

sometimes feel ashamed because as [participant’s ingroup] our group enjoys privileges that

[participant’s outgroup] don’t”); α = 0.95.

Act more morally. Adjusted from SimanTov-Nachlieli, Shnabel, and Halabi (2016),

three items measured participants’ wish that their ingroup would behave more morally, even

at the cost of giving up privileges (e.g., “In order to give [participant’s outgroup] equal

treatment [participant’s ingroup] should be ready to pay a certain price if needed”); α = 0.86.

Expected acknowledgement. Three items measured participants’ expectation that the

outgroup should acknowledge that their ingroup is moral (e.g., “[Participant’s outgroup]

should acknowledge that they get totally fair treatment from [participant’s ingroup] in

8Running the regression with a system justification scale based on all items leaves our conclusions intact.

The pattern of significant and non-significant results was the same with one exception. For Study 2, moderator

analysis indicated that women and men significantly differed on wish to act more morally (bact-more-morally =

-.72, p = .035, 95%: [-1.40, -0.05]) when including the reversed-coded items, whereas we found a marginal

effect when excluding the reserved-coded items.
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Switzerland/Germany”); α = 0.90. This measure is similar to the measure of “feeling

wronged” (e.g., “People from my ingroup are often being accused of racism with no good

reason”) developed by Saguy et al. (2013). Yet whereas their scale focuses on “the

experience of feeling unfairly accused for harboring racial or ethnic biases” (p. 292), our

measure focuses on the reputational motivation stemming from this experience, namely the

wish that outgroup members’ would admit that there is no reason to accuse the ingroup of

being immoral.

Need for moral image. Modeled after the measure used in previous research (Shnabel &

Nadler, 2008), four items measured participants’ need for positive moral image (e.g., “It is

very important for me that [participant’s outgroup] will perceive us as moral”); α = 0.88.

Results9

Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Considering that our scales were adapted or

newly constructed, we first ran confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) to assess the viability of

assigning items to scales as planned. To evaluate the goodness of fit of our 6-factor model

without cross-loadings and error correlations, we used the following criteria of good fit (Hu &

Bentler, 1999): X
2/df < 3; RMSEA < .06; SRMR < .08; and CFI > .95.

After removing the 2 reverse-coded items from the system justification scale, we

obtained a good fit for both (cis-)heterosexuals (X2/df = 1.63; RMSEA = 0.05; SRMR =

0.06; NNFI = 0.96; CFI = 0.97) and LGBTIQ* individuals (X2/df = 1.95; RMSEA = 0.05;

SRMR = 0.05; NNFI = 0.95; CFI = 0.96).

In both groups, the strongest factor correlation was between moral shame and wish

that the ingroup would act more morally. Thus, we also assessed the fit of a model in which

the items of both scales loaded on a common factor. This model fit was clearly worse for

both (cis-)heterosexuals (X2/df = 2.28; RMSEA = 0.07; SRMR = 0.07; NNFI = 0.92; CFI

9We used R (Version 3.3.2; R Core Team, 2016) and the R-packages lavaan (Version 0.6.1.1175; Rosseel,

2012), papaja (Version 0.1.0.9655; Aust & Barth, 2016), and psych (Version 1.7.8; Revelle, 2016) for our

analyses.
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Table 2

Means (SDs) and Correlations (Study 1)

Variable Heterosex. LGBTIQ* (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

(1) System Justification 3.78 (1.19) 3.26 (1.10) 1.00 0.12 -0.30*** -0.23** 0.39*** 0.17

(2) Need for Power 2.31 (1.60) 5.48 (1.21) -0.28*** 1.00 -0.16 -0.35*** 0.35*** 0.09

(3) Moral Shame 4.49 (1.78) 2.42 (1.46) 0.24*** -0.01 1.00 0.62*** -0.14 0.25***

(4) Act More Morally 5.68 (1.30) 3.60 (1.68) 0.24*** -0.11 0.55*** 1.00 -0.16 0.26***

(5) Exp. Acknowledgment 4.14 (1.78) 5.45 (1.47) 0.01 0.41*** 0.08 0.16** 1.00 0.43***

(6) Need for Moral Image 4.80 (1.65) 5.71 (1.46) 0.16** 0.11 0.18** 0.30*** 0.38*** 1.00

Note. The lower (upper) triangle shows correlations among LGBTIQ* (cis-heterosexual) participants.

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05

= 0.93) and LGBTIQ* individuals (X2/df = 2.65; RMSEA = 0.06; SRMR = 0.05; NNFI =

0.91; CFI = 0.92). In summary, the CFA indicated support for the assumption of 6

unidimensional constructs so we proceeded by averaging the items to obtain scale scores.

Hypothesis Tests. Preliminary analyses revealed that the results were similar for

the different LGBTIQ* subgroups ([cis-]homosexual, [cis-]bisexual, transgender/intersex

individuals). Thus, we present the results for all LGBTIQ* individuals together.

According to Hypothesis 1, need for power should be stronger among LGBTIQ*

individuals and more strongly negatively predicted by system justification compared with

(cis-)heterosexuals. The means and correlations shown in Table 2 are consistent with this

hypothesis. The effect size of the difference in need for power between LGBTIQ* individuals

and (cis-)heterosexuals was very large, Cohen’s d = 2.32, p = < .001, 95% CI: [2.12, 2.52].

Figure 1 shows scatterplots and regression lines with 95% confidence bands for the

relationship between system justification and need for power.

Consistent with Hypothesis 1, system justification and need for power were negatively

related among LGBTIQ* individuals (b = -0.30, p = < .001, 95% CI: [-0.41, -0.20]), but

slightly positively related among (cis-)heterosexuals (b = 0.16, p = .060, 95% CI: [-0.01,

0.33]). Moderated multiple regression analyses indicated that the difference between these
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Figure 1 . Relationship between System Justification and Need for Power (Study 1)

coefficients was significant (b = -0.46, p = < .001, 95% CI: [-0.65, -0.28]).

According to Hypothesis 2, (cis-)heterosexuals were expected to score higher on the

constructs reflecting their need to restore their ingroup’s moral-essence (i.e., moral shame

and wish to act more morally). Moreover, their system justification tendencies should be

more strongly negatively related to these constructs compared with LGBTIQ* individuals.

Results were consistent with this hypothesis. More specifically, (cis-)heterosexuals

expressed greater moral shame than LGBTIQ* individuals (Cohen’s d = 1.30, p = < .001,

95% CI: [1.13, 1.47]) and a greater wish to act more morally (Cohen’s d = 1.34, p = < .001,

95% CI: [1.17, 1.51]). Furthermore, as can be seen in Figure 2, system justification was

indeed more strongly negatively related to these variables among (cis-)heterosexuals

(bmoral-shame = -0.45, p = < .001, 95% CI: [-0.63, -0.27]; bact-more-morally = -0.25, p = < .001,

95% CI: [-0.38, -0.12]) than among LGBTIQ* individuals, for whom we found positive

relationships (bmoral-shame = 0.30, p = < .001, 95% CI: [0.18, 0.43]; bact-more-morally = 0.37, p =

< .001, 95% CI: [0.23, 0.51]). Moderator analyses indicated that the differences between

these coefficients were significant (bmoral-shame = 0.75, p = < .001, 95% CI: [0.55, 0.96];

bact-more-morally = 0.62, p = < .001, 95% CI: [0.42, 0.82]).

Next we analyzed the need to defend the ingroup’s moral image. Consistent with the
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Figure 2 . Relationship between System Justification and Facets of the Need for Restoration

of Moral Essence (Study 1)

fact that LGBTIQ* individuals are morally stigmatized, but contrary to the general logic of

the needs-based model, need for moral image (Cohen’s d = -0.60, p = < .001, 95% CI: [-0.76,

-0.44]) and expected acknowledgement (Cohen’s d = -0.82, p = < .001, 95% CI: [-0.98, -0.66])

were higher among LGBTIQ* individuals than among (cis-)heterosexuals. Notably, as

predicted by Hypothesis 3, system justification was positively related to these variables

among (cis-)heterosexuals (bneed-for-moral-image = 0.23, p = .008, 95% CI: [0.06, 0.40];

bexpected-acknowledgment = 0.58, p = < .001, 95% CI: [0.41, 0.75]).

As seen in Figure 3, the relationships observed among LGBTIQ* individuals

(bneed-for-moral-image = 0.20, p = .002, 95% CI: [0.07, 0.33]; bexpected-acknowledgment = 0.01, p =

.006, 95% CI: [-0.12, 0.13]) were only partially different from the relationships among

(cis-)heterosexuals. Moderator analyses indicated that the slope difference was significant for

expected acknowledgment (b = -0.58, p = < .001, 95% CI: [-0.78, -0.37]), but it was not
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Figure 3 . Relationship between System Justification and Facets of the Need to Defend the

Ingroup’s Moral Image (Study 1)

significant for need for moral image (b = -0.03, p = .777, 95% CI: [-0.24, 0.18]).

Discussion

In line with the predictions derived from the needs-based model, LGBTIQ* individuals

reported a greater need for power in response to group-based disparities than

(cis-)heterosexuals. As expected, system justification was negatively associated with need for

power among LGBTIQ* individuals, but slightly positively among (cis-)heterosexuals.

Results for the morality-related needs were also in line with our assumptions.

(Cis-)Heterosexuals reported a greater need to restore the ingroup’s moral essence than

LGBTIQ* individuals Specifically, they expressed greater moral shame and wish that their

ingroup would act more morally towards LGBTIQ* individuals, and this was especially the

case the lower their system justification tendencies were. In contrast, among LGBTIQ*
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individuals, higher system justification predicted greater moral shame and wish that their

ingroup would act more morally. One possible explanation is that this reflects stigma

internalization. Internalized homophobia is a process by which LGBTIQ* individuals come

to accept and internalize negative views about their group (Berg, Lemke, & Ross, 2017).

Such homonegativity predicts lower collective action tendencies among LGBTIQ* individuals

(Górska, Bilewicz, & Winiewski, 2017).

Contrary to the needs-based model’s logic, LGBTIQ* individuals reported a stronger

need to defend the ingroup’s moral image than (cis-)heterosexuals. It seems that the unique

combination of structural disadvantage and moral stigmatization evokes both power and

morality-related needs in LGBTIQ* individuals. This possibility is consistent with the

finding that their defensive moral needs were positively related to their need for power and

negatively related to their need to restore the group’s moral essence (see Table 2). Notably,

the associations with system justification tendencies were in line with predictions, such that

among (cis-)heterosexuals system justification predicted a stronger need for positive moral

image and acknowledgment of their ingroup’s morality.

Together, these results highlight that need for morality is more multifaceted than

formerly assumed by the needs-based model (e.g., Shnabel et al., 2009). Here we used a

more fine-grained conceptualization of morality-related motivations. Specifically, studies

conducted on contexts of direct violence (atrocities committed by the British during the Iraq

war; Allpress et al., 2014) have revealed different moral threats experienced by members of

perpetrator groups, namely, threats to the ingroup’s moral essence and threats to the

ingroup’s reputation (i.e., moral image). The results of Study 1 suggest that these insights

can be fruitfully applied to the context of structural inequality between (cis-)heterosexuals

and LGBTIQ* individuals
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Study 2: Women and Men

Study 2 probed into the generalizability of the results to the context of gender

inequality. Women in Israel still face structural disadvantages, suffering from poverty,

gender-based violence, and inequalities in the labor market (Tzameret-Kertcher, Herzog, &

Chazan, 2016). The gender context is different from that of Study 1 in two major respects:

First, whereas stereotypes about LGBTIQ* individuals present them as immoral (e.g.,

Jayaratne et al., 2006), stereotypes about women portray them as high on morality (Glick &

Fiske, 2001). Second, because men and women are mutually dependent for satisfying their

reproductive needs (Guttentag & Secord, 1983), group interdependence in this particular

context is perhaps greater than in any other context of group-based inequality (Glick &

Fiske, 2001). Since group interdependence is associated with perceptions of goal alignment

(Esses, Jackson, Dovidio, & Hodson, 2015) and the motivation to avoid conflict (Jackman,

1994), it might be harder to detect divergence of needs among men and women.

A further goal of Study 2 was to better understand the source of the group differences

in the power and morality-related needs. For example, group differences in need for power

could result either from an increase in the power-need of disadvantaged-group members in

response to information about inequality (the prediction derived from the needs-based

model) or a decrease among advantaged-group members (or both). To shed light on this

issue, in Study 2, after exposing all participants to information about inequality (as in Study

1), we asked them to indicate, using bipolar scales with neutral levels represented by their

midpoints (see SimanTov-Nachlieli & Shnabel, 2014, for a similar approach), whether and

how reading this information affected their needs. We hypothesized that following the

exposure to information about inequality, women would report increased need for power,

whereas men would report increased morality-related needs.
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Method

Participants. We intended to collect as many participants as possible during the

academic term. Participants were 154 undergraduate students in Israel who participated in

exchange for being included in a raffle of monetary prizes. Ten participants failed the

instructional manipulation check (Oppenheimer, Meyvis, & Davidenko, 2009), which tested

whether they had read the experimental instructions. Hence, the final sample included 83

men (M age= 26, SDage = 2.50) and 61 women (M age = 23, SDage = 1.69).

Procedure. Participants, who volunteered to take part in an online study about

“the relationship between men and women in Israel” first completed demographic

information and the measure of system justification. Next, participants were exposed to a

text about gender inequality:

“A recent comprehensive study revealed unequivocal evidence showing that the gap

between men and women in the Israeli society still exists and even expands. Women

generally do not get equal treatment to that of men, and the belief that gender equality has

been achieved has no ground in reality.”

The text then continued on to review various domains in which women are

discriminated against. As a check of text comprehension, participants were asked to indicate

the extent to which —according to the text they had read— gender relations in Israel were

marked by inequality (1 = there is inequality against men, 4 = there is no gender inequality,

7 = there is inequality against women).

Finally, participants indicated to which extent the text they had read affected their

power and morality-related needs. Upon completion, participants were thanked and

debriefed.

Measures. System justification. Participants completed a measure of gender-specific

system justification using 7-point Likert scales (1 = not at all, 7 = very much). Seven items

were translated to Hebrew from Jost and Kay’s (2005) scale (e.g., “Society is set up so that

men and women usually get what they deserve.”). As in Study 1, we deleted the 2
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reverse-coded items from the scale. All remaining items were averaged; α = 0.85.

Finally, participants indicated on 9-point bipolar scales to which extent the text they

had read affected (–4 = decreased, 0 = did not change, +4 = increased) the following

constructs (items were similar to those used in Study 1, with slight adaptations to the

present context):

Five constructs measured to which extent the text they had read affected their power

and morality-related needs.

Need for power. Four items measured participant’s change in the need for power (e.g.,

“To increase the influence of [participant’s ingroup (i.e., men/women)] in the Israeli society”);

α = 0.95.

Moral shame. Three items measured participants’ sense of moral shame (e.g., “I

sometimes feel ashamed because as [participant’s ingroup] our group enjoy privileges that

[participant’s outgroup] don’t”); α = 0.92.

Act more morally. Three items measured participants’ wish that their ingroup would

behave more morally (e.g., “We [participant’s ingroup] have to change our behavior in order

to be more moral towards [participant’s outgroup], even if it involves giving up some

privileges”); α = 0.78.

Expected acknowledgment. Three items measured participants’ wish that the outgroup

would acknowledge that they receive fair treatment from the ingroup (e.g., “[Participant’s

outgroup] should acknowledge that they receive entirely fair treatment from [participant’s

ingroup]); α = 0.78.

Need for moral image. Four items measured participants’ need for positive moral image

(e.g., “It is very important for me that [participant’s outgroup] will perceive us as moral”); α

= 0.94.
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Table 3

Means (SDs) and Correlations (Study 2)

Variable Men Women (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

(1) System Justification 4.22 (1.09) 3.23 (1.01) 1.00 0.20 -0.40** -0.52*** 0.50*** 0.35**

(2) Need for Power -1.84 (1.22) 1.21 (1.26) -0.30 1.00 -0.30* -0.35** 0.55*** 0.00

(3) Moral Shame 1.12 (1.45) -1.85 (1.83) 0.00 -0.13 1.00 0.65*** -0.58*** 0.01

(4) Act More Morally 1.28 (1.45) 0.53 (2.51) -0.08 0.30 -0.28 1.00 -0.59*** -0.02

(5) Exp. Acknowledgment -0.82 (1.68) 0.24 (1.12) 0.10 0.30 -0.06 0.17 1.00 0.13

(6) Moral Image 0.73 (1.41) 0.16 (1.76) 0.24 -0.08 0.35 -0.20 0.23 1.00

Note. The lower (upper) triangle shows correlations among female (male) participants. Values on the dependent

variables (variables 2-6) smaller than zero represented decreases, values larger than zero represented increases, and

the value zero was equivalent to no change.

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05

Results

The comprehension check confirmed that the text was perceived as intended.

Participants’ score on the item asking about the extent to which, according to the text,

gender relations in Israel were marked by inequality was significantly above four, the scale’s

neutral midpoint (M = 6.83, SD = 0.52, Cohen’s d = 5.50, t(143) = 65.96, p = < .001, 95%

CI: [6.75, 6.92]). Table 3 shows descriptive statistics of all other variables.

Hypothesis Tests. Consistent with Hypothesis 1, we found that in response to

information about group-disparities women generally reported increased need for power (see

Table 3). This value was significantly above the scale’s neutral midpoint representing “no

change” (t(60) = 7.52, p = < .001, 95% CI: [0.89, 1.53]). By contrast, men reported

decreased need for power (t(81) = -13.64, p = < .001, 95% CI: [-2.11, -1.57]). The effect size

of the difference in need for power between women and men was very large (Cohen’s d =

2.25, p = < .001, 95% CI: [1.82, 2.67]). As expected, system justification negatively

predicted this reported change in need for power among women (bpower = -0.37, p = .019,

95% CI: [-0.68, -0.06]), but slightly positively among men (bpower = 0.23, p = .069, 95% CI:

[-0.02, 0.47]). Moderated multiple regression analyses indicated that the difference between
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these coefficients was significant (bpower = 0.60, p = .003, 95% CI: [0.21, 0.99]). The pattern

of results was similar to the pattern observed in Study 1. Figure 4 shows scatterplots and

regression lines with 95% confidence bands for the relationship between system justification

and need for power.
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Figure 4 . Relationship between System Justification and Need for Power (Study 2). The

participant depicted as a star was considered an outlier and not included in the regression

analysis.

Regarding the need to restore the ingroup’s moral essence, the means and correlations

shown in Table 3 are consistent with Hypothesis 2. Specifically, we found that in response to

information about group-disparities, men reported increased moral shame and wish to act

more morally (t(82) = 6.57, p = < .001, 95% CI: [0.78, 1.45]; t(82) = 7.47, p = < .001, 95%

CI: [0.94, 1.62]).

Men reported stronger increases than women (Cohen’s dmoral-shame = 1.78, p = < .001,

95% CI: [1.38; 2.16]; Cohen’s dact-more-morally = 0.37, p = .030, 95% CI: [0.04, 0.70]). As

expected, system justification was negatively related to the increases reported by men

(bmoral-shame = -0.63, p = < .001, 95% CI: [-0.90, -0.36]; bact-more-morally = -0.78, p = < .001,

95% CI: [-1.03, -0.53]), whereas it was unrelated to changes among women (bmoral-shame =

-0.01, p = .976, 95% CI: [-0.48, 0.46]; bact-more-morally = -0.20, p = .539, 95% CI: [-0.85, 0.45];
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Figure 5 . Relationship between System Justification and Facets of the Need for Restoration

of Moral Essence (Study 2)

see Figure 5). Moderator analyses indicated that the group differences between these

coefficients were only significant for moral shame (bmoral-shame = -0.62, p = .017, 95% CI:

[-1.13, -0.11]; bact-more-morally = -0.58, p = .060, 95% CI: [-1.19, 0.03]).

With regard to the need to defend the ingroup’s moral image, the group differences

were partly consistent with Study 1. Men reported significant increases in their need for

moral image (p = < .001, 95% CI: [0.41, 1.04]), and these increases were greater than among

women (Cohen’s d = 0.35, p = .037, 95% CI: [0.02, 0.69]). However, men reported significant

decreases in expected acknowledgement (p = < .001, 95% CI: [-1.20, -0.44]), and these

decreases were greater than among women (Cohen’s d = -0.70, p = < .001, 95% CI: [-1.04,

-0.35]). Consistent with Hypothesis 3, among men, system justification predicted greater

reported increases in the need to defend the ingroup’s moral image (b = 0.51, p = < .001,

95% CI: [0.25, 0.77]) and smaller reported decreases in expected acknowledgment (b = 0.85,
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Figure 6 . Relationship between System Justification and Facets of the Need to Defend the

Ingroup’s Moral Image (Study 2)

p = < .001, 95% CI: [0.56, 1.14]), whereas it was not significantly related these variables

among women (bmoral-image = 0.42, p = .059, 95% CI: [-0.02, 0.87]; bexpected-acknowledgement =

0.11, p = .446, 95% CI: [-0.18, 0.40]). The pattern of relationships shown in Figure 6 was

similar to the pattern observed in Study 1. Moderated multiple regression analyses indicated

that the slope difference was significant for expected acknowledgment (bexpected-acknowledgement

= 0.74, p = .001, 95% CI: [0.31, 1.17]), but it was not significant for need for moral image

(bmoral-image = 0.08, p = .733, 95% CI: [-0.40, 0.99]).

Discussion

Study 2 generally replicated the results from Study 1 in the context of gender

inequality. In line with the needs-based model, women reported an increased need for power

in response to information about gender inequality. The lower their system justification, the
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stronger were the increases they reported. Opposite to the pattern found among women,

men reported a decrease in their need for power, the more strongly so, the lower their system

justification. Thus, similar to the pattern observed in Study 1, group differences in need for

power were most apparent for those low in system justification.

Results for the need to restore the ingroup’s moral essence are aligned with predictions.

Both for moral shame and wish that their ingroup would behave more morally, men reported

stronger increases than women. As expected, these increases were greater, the lower their

system justification tendencies. In contrast, men reported greater increases in the need to

defend the ingroup’s moral image (i.e., need for moral image and expected acknowledgment),

the higher their system justification tendencies. Thus, the pattern of relationships between

system justification and the morality-related needs found among (cis-)heterosexuals in Study

1 was replicated among men in Study 2.

Among women, system justification was unrelated to all morality-related needs. This

pattern is different from the one observed among LGBTIQ* individuals, for whom system

justification was associated with higher levels of moral shame and wish that the ingroup

would behave more morally. A possible interpretation is that this reflects opposite

stereotypes pertaining to women’s superior (Glick & Fiske, 2001) vs. LGBTIQ* individuals’

inferior (Herek & McLemore, 2013) moral virtue. Of course, it is important to bear in mind

the smaller sample size (61 women vs. 422 LGBTIQ* members) and that the confidence

intervals in Study 2 were quite large.

General Discussion

The present research examined the divergent psychological needs of advantaged-

(men/cis-heterosexuals) or disadvantaged-group members (women/LGBTIQ* individuals).

As the shared history of struggling against social disadvantage would suggest, LGBTIQ*

individuals and women expressed a greater need for power in response to information about

group-based disparities than advantaged-group members. This need for power was stronger
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among disadvantaged-group members whose system justification was low. This finding is

consistent with research showing that system justification predicts less support for collective

action (Becker & Wright, 2011; Calogero, 2013), greater acceptance of sexual violence

(Chapleau & Oswald, 2014), and greater stigma internalization (Bahamondes-Correa, 2016;

Pacilli, Taurino, Jost, & van der Toorn, 2011).

In response to information about group-based disparities, (cis-)heterosexuals and men

expressed greater moral shame than disadvantaged-group members and more strongly

wished that the ingroup would act more morally, which is consistent with the idea that social

privileges can produce a need to restore the ingroup’s moral essence (Moscovici & Pérez,

2009). The need to restore moral essence was stronger among low system justifiers. Thus,

consistent with the needs-based model’s assumptions (Shnabel & Ullrich, 2013), the

divergence of groups’ psychological needs was most pronounced among group members low

on system justification. These results replicate and extend Siem et al.’s findings (2013) that

the divergence of needs postulated by the needs-based model are contingent on perceived

illegitimacy. Whereas legitimacy was manipulated by Siem et al. (2013) in an

either-or-fashion, the present research indicates that individual differences in system

justification predict the group-specific needs analogously, increasing the generalizability of

Siem et al.’s (2013) conclusions.

A second contribution of the present research was to elaborate on the meaning of the

need for morality postulated by the needs-based model for advantaged-group members.

Building on the distinction between moral essence and image (Allpress et al., 2014), we

assumed that high system justifiers being confronted with group-based disparities would

desire a positive moral image and expect the outgroup to acknowledge the ingroup’s morality,

downplaying the need to change their own moral conduct. In contrast, low system justifiers

should lack this defensive motivation and experience moral shame and wish that their

ingroup would act more morally in the light of group-based disparities. Results supported

our assumptions. We found that (cis-)heterosexuals and men low in system justification
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experienced moral shame and wanted to take action on behalf of LGBTIQ* individuals and

women. This is consistent with work showing that although advantaged-group members are

generally motivated to maintain their dominance (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) they may also

become vocal and act in solidarity with disadvantaged groups (e.g., Selvanathan,

Techakesari, Tropp, & Barlow, 2017).

In contrast, (cis-)heterosexuals and men high in system justification expressed a

motivation to protect their ingroup’s moral reputation not through changing the status quo,

but by changing the views of the disadvantaged group about it. This finding is consistent

with previous work showing moral defensiveness among advantaged-group members, such as

engagement in competitive victimhood (attempts to establish that their group is the “true”

victim of societal injustice; Sullivan, Landau, Branscombe, & Rothschild, 2012). Viewed in

conjunction with the higher need for power among high system justifiers, the results suggest

that these advantaged-group members’ heightened wish for acknowledgement reflects a desire

to reinforce the existing social arrangement by bestowing moral legitimacy on the ingroup.

These findings extend previous work on advantaged-group members’ moral defensiveness

(e.g., Miron, Branscombe, & Biernat, 2010) by suggesting that among high system justifiers

power-related concerns may be disguised as morality-related concerns.

What does the present research reveal about the specific needs arising from social

disadvantage based on gender, gender-identity, and sexual orientation? We found that

disadvantaged-group members were on average less prone to system justification than

advantaged-group members (which speaks against the status-legitimacy hypothesis, see also

Brandt, 2013). Yet, the negative association between system justification and need for power

among disadvantaged-group members points to a basic barrier to collective action, because

the weakened need for power among high system justifiers may undermine action among

LGBTIQ* individuals (Pacilli et al., 2011) and women (Becker & Wright, 2011) to improve

their group’s societal position. Conversely, a heightened need for power alone will not

necessarily translate into collective action. The goal of the present research was not to predict
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collective action participation and, therefore, did not measure core predictors of collective

action. Future research should integrate group-specific needs with established predictors of

collective action (e.g., identification, anger, efficacy, moral conviction, van Zomeren, 2013) in

attempts to generalize the reported results to actual collective action participation.

Besides experiencing a smaller need for power, LGBTIQ* individuals with high system

justification experienced greater moral shame and wish that their ingroup would act more

morally towards (cis-)heterosexuals, suggesting that they might link their sexual orientation

and/or gender identity to immoral behavior (Herek & McLemore, 2013; Jayaratne et al.,

2006), internalize societies’ homonegativity (Berg et al., 2017; Nadal & Mendoza, 2014), and

have lower self-esteem (Lemke, Tornow, & PlanetRomeo.com, 2015).

On the practical level, it has been argued that to be impactful in their respective social

movements, LGBTIQ* individuals and women must mobilize ingroup members but also

encourage men and cis-heterosexuals to act in solidarity (Simon & Klandermans, 2001;

Subašić, Reynolds, & Turner, 2008). Our findings have implications for the planning of

effective communication strategies aimed at recruiting people to the cause of social equality.

Highlighting existing disparities may be effective if the goal is to recruit individuals low on

system justification, who in response to information about inequality express high levels of

need for power (disadvantaged-group members) or motivation to improve their ingroup’s

moral conduct (advantaged-group members). These heightened needs may translate into

increased willingness to act for change.

However, if the goal is to recruit high system justifiers, using system-affirmation

strategies (Brescoll, Uhlmann, & Newman, 2013) may be a prerequisite. Such strategies may

(at least partially) satisfy high system-justifiers’ need to feel that the system is secure

(legitimate and stable, Turner & Brown, 1978), which might reduce their defensiveness. To

illustrate, activists may highlight that nowadays, more than in any other historical period,

LGBTIQ* individuals or women receive fair treatment, yet some additional changes are

required to further fortify the existing system. This type of message, which legitimizes and
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highlights the positive aspects of the existing system rather than merely criticizing it, may

be more likely to recruit high system-justifiers than the message that a radical change is

required.

In addition, messages aimed at recruiting advantaged-group members high in system

justification, who are motivated to defend their ingroup’s moral image, can become more

effective if they include an affirmation of the advantaged group’s morality (see Ditlmann,

Purdie-Vaughns, Dovidio, & Naft, 2017). Understanding the different psychological needs of

advantaged- and disadvantaged-group members exposed to information about inequality, and

the personal tendencies that shape these needs, can better enable practitioners to structure

messages and social environments in ways that increase group members’ support for social

equality.
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