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1. Social Justice and Psychology: What Is, and What Should Be - Winnifred
R. Louis, Kenneth I. Mavor, Stephen T. La Macchia, Catherine E. Amiot

2. What can we do? — A. Johnson

Psychology of Social Justice

w

4. Group-Based Dominance and Opposition to Equality as Independent
Predictors of Self-Esteem, Ethnocentrism, and Social Policy Attitudes
among African Americans and European Americans - Jost, J. T.,
Thompson, E. P.

5. An Analysis of Empirical Research on the Scope of Justice - Carolyn L.
Hafer, James M. Olson

6. The justice motive: Why Social Psychologists found it, How they lost it,
and Why they may not find it again — Lerner M. J.

7. RESISTANCE TO CHANGE: A SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL
PERSPECTIVE - John T. Jost

8. The Effects of Belief in a Just World and Victim’s Innocence on
Secondary Victimization, Judgements of Justice and Deservingness -
Isabel Correia, Jorge Vala, Patr "1cia Aguiar

9. Social justice: History, theory, and research - Jost, J., Kay, A. C.

10.The Impact of Psychological Science on Policing in the United States:
Procedural Justice, Legitimacy, and Effective Law Enforcement - Tyler, T.
R., Goff, P.A., MacCoun, R.J.

11.System Justifiation Thory and Research: Implications for Law, Legal
Advocacy, and Social Justice - Jost J. T., Blasi G.



BA 40.834.330.01
Introduction to Social Justice

Rutgers University - Newark
School of Public Affairs and Administration (SPAA)

Fall 2015

Instructor: Lindsey M. McDougle, PhD

Class Meeting Location: CPS TBD

Class Meeting Day/Time: Tuesdays/Thursdays 11:30 — 12:50 pm

Office Hours: By appointment

Office: School of Public Affairs and Administration (SPAA) — Room #329
E-mail: lindsey.mcdougle@rutgers.edu

Life's persistent and most urgent question is 'What are you doing for others?'

-- Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.

Course Description

This is an introductory survey course of social justice issues (primarily in America). Social justice can be
defined as the act of "... promoting a just society by challenging injustice and valuing diversity." Social
justice is generally equated with notions of equality.

The scope of this course is as broad as the idea(s) of social justice itself and as complex as notions of
equality. We will begin with a foundational exploration into social justice concepts, issues, and policy
remedies—thereby developing the necessary analytical tools and information to assess inequality and
injustice and address historical and contemporary issues. During our exploration of these topics, students
will participate in a “Book Club” where they will interact with their classmates to critique a specific social
justice text.

In this course, students will be encouraged to think critically and expansively about the social world and the
conditions of humanity. Student learning in the course will be facilitated through various readings, lectures,
student presentations, class discussions, and other relevant course assignments.


mailto:lindsey.mcdougle@rutgers.edu

Student Learning Objectives

By the end of this course students who have fully participated and read all course material should have:

1. An appreciation of the diversity of forms of social justice that exist.
2. A broad understanding of the social policies intended to create justice.
3. An ability to critically analyze and problem-solve around the social justice topics that we explore.

Textbook and Course Readings

The textbook for this class is: Social Policy and Social Change: Toward the Creation of Social and Economic
Justice (2" Edition) - (Identified as TEXT in Course Outline, below)

Other required reading material is available on the course Blackboard site (and via hyperlinks in the Course
Outline, below). Additionally, each group is required to obtain the book assigned to their “Book Club” (see
Course Outline, below). You are expected to read and comprehend all of the required material.

Summary of Grades and Assignments

The following summarizes the point breakdown for the assignments in this class:

Active Individual | See rubric, below

Participation

Introdu.ctory Individual (See Instructions on BB in Week 2 Folder) 5
Reflection Paper

Midterm Exam Individual | Week 8 (See Course Outline, below) 10

Throughout the course, you will participate in a book club with select classmates.

Your group will deliver two presentations to the class to provide everyone with a

Book Club better understanding of the topic(s) in your book. At the end of the presentations,
: Group groups will pose one reflection question to the class. (See detailed Instructions on 15

Presentations BB)

e  Presentation 1 =5 points

e  Presentation 2 = 10 points

Each student must write a one-page (full-page, double-spaced, one-inch margin, 12
point non-condensed font) response to the reflection question(s) posed by

Social Justice

sesponse Individual presenting groups. (See Instructions on BB) 40
apers e 8response papers (all @ 5 points each)

Final Book Club As a concluding activity, book clubs will present (as a group) the important ideas of

p tati Group their book to the class in an interesting and engaging format of their choice. (See 10
resentation detailed Instructions on BB in Week 15 Folder)

Final Reflective Group See details (See detailed Instructions on BB) 15

Book Review

For all group assignments, you may evaluate each member’s contribution.


http://www.amazon.com/gp/product/1452268339/ref=pd_lpo_sbs_dp_ss_1?pf_rd_p=1944687742&pf_rd_s=lpo-top-stripe-1&pf_rd_t=201&pf_rd_i=1412960487&pf_rd_m=ATVPDKIKX0DER&pf_rd_r=17YP6SFHXX8R8C7GHSEV
http://www.amazon.com/gp/product/1452268339/ref=pd_lpo_sbs_dp_ss_1?pf_rd_p=1944687742&pf_rd_s=lpo-top-stripe-1&pf_rd_t=201&pf_rd_i=1412960487&pf_rd_m=ATVPDKIKX0DER&pf_rd_r=17YP6SFHXX8R8C7GHSEV

A Few Notes

Attendance:

Active participation is one of the best and most reliable ways to demonstrate your understanding of ideas
and concepts discussed in the readings and presented in class. My role (as the instructor for this course) is
to provide you with a conceptual framework and to facilitate your learning. My role is not merely to deliver
factual material to passive learners. The exercises and discussions in this course are intended to provide
you with an opportunity to test your knowledge, formulate ideas, and get feedback from your peers.
Therefore, weekly class attendance is necessary, but not sufficient for an excellent class participation
grade; see participation rubric, below:

Contribution Description of Contribution Level To!al
Level Points

Contributions reflect exceptional preparation. Ideas offered are always substantive and

provide major insights and direction for class. Arguments are persuasive. If this person were
Excellent not a class member, the quality of the discussions and exercises would be significantly 5
diminished. No unexcused absences. Successfully completed plagiarism quiz.

Contributions reflect thorough participation. Ideas are usually substantive, they provide good
insights, and sometimes provide direction for the class. Arguments are often persuasive. If

Good this person were not in the class, the quality of discussions and exercises would be 4
diminished considerably. One to two unexcused absences.

Contributions reflect satisfactory participation. Ideas are generally useful and substantive but
seldom offer a new direction for the discussion. Arguments are fairly well substantiated and

Adequate sometimes persuasive. If this person were not in the class, the quality of the discussions and 3
exercises would be somewhat diminished. Three to four unexcused absences.

This person has said little to nothing in class. If this person were not a member of the class,
Below Average | the quality of the exercises and discussions would not be affected. Five or more unexcused 2
absences.

Contributions reflect inadequate preparation. Ideas offered do not provide a constructive
direction for the class and often are obvious or confusing. Integrative comments and

Unsatisfactory | effective arguments are absent. Although this person showed up to class, if this person were 1
not a class member valuable airtime would be saved. Five or more unexcused absences.

While | expect all students to attend each class, | understand that life sometimes intervenes in our plans.
Please speak with me if you must miss a class for professional or personal reasons. Any absences without
prior approval will be reflected in your final participation grade (except, of course, in extenuating
circumstances). The same policy applies for arriving late/leaving early. Absences are not an adequate
excuse for failure to complete assignments or stay up-to-date with course readings.



Civility Pledge: In this course, | acknowledge that racism, sexism, heterosexism, classism, able-ism, and
other forms of interpersonal and institutionalized forms of oppression exist in society, and agree to do my
best to better understand those forms of oppression, refrain from repeating misinformation, and harness
knowledge to change perceptions. | will:

e Keep an open mind, listen, and respect everyone;

o Keep personal experiences shared in the context of the classroom confidential unless otherwise

agreed upon;
e Not ridicule or demean anyone for sharing his/her personal experience(s) and idea(s)
e Notrely on any individual to be a representative spokesperson for a given group of people.

Course Communications: Appointments are strongly preferred over “drop-ins.” However, | am willing
to with meet with “drop-in students” if | am in the office and available when you stop by. Please email me
for appointments: lindsey.mcdougle@rutgers.edu. When sending e-mail, please include the course title
(i.e., Introduction to Social Justice) in the subject line.

Grade Appeals: Grades are intended to reflect your overall quality of performance on assighments. You
may appeal a grade that you receive if you think that the grade does not reflect the quality of your
performance on a particular assignment. To appeal a grade, within one week after your graded assignment
is returned, submit a clear written explanation describing why you believe the assigned grade is
inappropriate. | will carefully consider all appeals. | will not, however, re-grade an individual component of
an assignment. Instead | will re-grade the assignment in its entirety. As a result, your final grade for the re-
graded assignment may be greater than, less than, or equal to the original grade.

Laptops and Cellular Devices: | welcome and encourage the use of laptops in class for taking notes or
for completing group tasks. However, | kindly ask that you use these devices only for relevant activities
pertaining to this course. If students are observed engaging in outside activities, | will need to strictly limit
the use of electronic devices in the classroom. Cell phones should be turned off or transferred to voice mail
during class time.

Late Assignments: No late assignments will be accepted. All assignments are due when they are
scheduled to be submitted, as indicated in the Course Outline. Do not ask to submit an assighnment late—it
will not be accepted.

Plagiarism and Academic Honesty: When writing about, paraphrasing, or quoting the work of
others, you must give proper attribution in the form of parenthetic citations and quotation marks around
directly quoted phrases or sentences. Using work in this class that you have completed for another class is
plagiarism. Ignorance is not an acceptable excuse for plagiarism. If you are found in violation of academic
dishonesty, you will be subject to the full enforcement of the applicable policies and procedures of Rutgers
University.

URLs in the Syllabus: Links to some of the required readings in the syllabus have been included for ease
of access to course material. If a link does not work, there is a copy of each reading in the associated week’s
folder on the course Blackboard site.

Written Work: Proper grammar, punctuation, and spelling are expected—as is a writing style befitting
someone earning an undergraduate degree.


mailto:lindsey.mcdougle@rutgers.edu

Course Outline

Week Topic Required Readings Assignment(s)
Course Syllabus (Review Carefully!) (BB) [Participation Points]: Plagiarism Quiz
1 Welcome and Book Club General Guidelines (BB) Due by 11:59pm on Sept 7
Introductions Harvard University (2015). What constitutes plagiarism (and
Sept 1.and 3 other readings on plagiarism (BB)). Harvard Guide to Citing
Sources.
What is Social TEXT Chapter 1 - Introduction (pgs. 1-4) [5 points]: Introductory Reflection Paper
2 Justice? Due by 11:59pm on Sept 14t
Sept 8 and 10
Policies to Address TEXT: Chapter 2 - The Nature of Social Policy [Participation Points]: Book Club Reading Schedule
3 Injustice Due by 11:59pm on Sept 21st
Sept 15 and 17
TEXT: Chapter 3 - Historical Values Influencing Social [5 points]: First Book Club Presentation (Groups 1, 2)
Problems and Social Policies e Tuesday: Group 1 - The Meaning of Matthew: My Son’s
Social Values and Murder in Laramie, and a World Transformed
4 Ideologies e Thursday: Group 2 - Asking for it: The Alarming Rise of
Sept 22 and 24 Rape Culture and What We Can Do about it
[5 points]: Social Justice Response Paper (All Students)
Due by 11:59pm on Sept 28t
TEXT: Chapter 4 - The Economic System and Social Justice [5 points]: First Book Club Presentation (Groups 3, 4)
TEXT: Chapter 7 — Policies to Support Income: Welfare and e Tuesday: Group 3 - Poverty in America (3 edition)
Economic Inequality Social Security e Thursday: Group 4 — Nothing about Us Without Us:
5 and Income Policies Fitz, N. (March 31, 2015). Economic inequality — it’'s far worse Disability Oppression and Empowerment
Sept 29 and Oct 1 than you think. In Scientific American. ) ) )
Thompson, D. (Jan. 23, 2014). The geography of the American [5 points]: Social Justice Response Paper (All Students)
dream. In The Atlantic. Due by 11:59pm on Oct 5"
An introduction to education and social justice. [5 points]: First Book Club Presentations (Groups 5, 6)
e Tuesday: Group 5 - Savage Inequalities: Children in
Educational America’s Schools
6 Inequality e Thursday: Group 6 - The New Jim Crow: Mass
Oct 6 and 8 Incarceration in an Age of Colorblindness

[5 points]: Social Justice Response Paper (All Students)
Due by 11:59pm on Oct 12th



http://isites.harvard.edu/icb/icb.do?keyword=k70847&pageid=icb.page342054
http://www.amazon.com/The-Meaning-Matthew-Laramie-Transformed/dp/0452296382
http://www.amazon.com/The-Meaning-Matthew-Laramie-Transformed/dp/0452296382
http://www.amazon.com/Asking-Alarming-Rise-Culture---about/dp/0738217026/ref=sr_1_2?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=1439465204&sr=1-2&keywords=yes+means+yes+visions+of+female+sexual+power
http://www.amazon.com/Asking-Alarming-Rise-Culture---about/dp/0738217026/ref=sr_1_2?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=1439465204&sr=1-2&keywords=yes+means+yes+visions+of+female+sexual+power
http://www.scientificamerican.com/article/economic-inequality-it-s-far-worse-than-you-think/
http://www.scientificamerican.com/article/economic-inequality-it-s-far-worse-than-you-think/
http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2014/01/the-geography-of-the-american-dream/283308/
http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2014/01/the-geography-of-the-american-dream/283308/
http://www.amazon.com/Poverty-America-Handbook-John-Iceland/dp/0520276361/ref=pd_sim_14_11?ie=UTF8&refRID=0SWNFDB91VNWJ3YCANF9
http://www.amazon.com/Nothing-About-Without-Disability-Empowerment/dp/0520224817/ref=pd_sim_14_5?ie=UTF8&refRID=15WHGK2BB0T8FVM75DCR
http://www.amazon.com/Nothing-About-Without-Disability-Empowerment/dp/0520224817/ref=pd_sim_14_5?ie=UTF8&refRID=15WHGK2BB0T8FVM75DCR
/â�¢%09http/::www.sagepub.com:sites:default:files:upm-binaries:46206_SmitthCH1.pdf
http://www.amazon.com/Savage-Inequalities-Children-Americas-Schools/dp/0770435688
http://www.amazon.com/Savage-Inequalities-Children-Americas-Schools/dp/0770435688
http://www.amazon.com/The-New-Crow-Incarceration-Colorblindness/dp/1595586431
http://www.amazon.com/The-New-Crow-Incarceration-Colorblindness/dp/1595586431

Discrimination,
7 Privilege, and
Power
Oct 13 and 15

TEXT: Chapter 5 - Discrimination and Social Justice in the
United States (pgs. 137 - 172)

[5 points]: First Book Club Presentation (Groups 7, 8)
e Tuesday: Group 7 - The Death of Innocence: The Story
of the Hate Crime that Changed America
e Thursday: Group 8 - At Home on the Street: People,
Poverty, and Homelessness

[5 points]: Social Justice Response Paper (All Students)
Due by 11:59pm on Oct 19th

Sexism, Sexuality,

Lee, M. (November 26, 2012). What is was like to be a woman
at Goldman Sachs. The Atlantic.

Friedersdorf, C. (January 28, 2015). On a Stanford man who
alleged sexual assault. The Atlantic.

[10 points]: Second Book Club Presentation (Groups 1, 2)
o Tuesday: Group 1 - The Meaning of Matthew: my Son’s

Murder in Laramie, and a World Transformed
e Thursday: Group 2 — Asking for it: The Alarming Rise of

S andOC;‘? ;‘;j :rl;dlszzues o TEXT: Chapter 5 - Discrimination and Social Justice in the Rape Culture and What We Can Do about it
United States (pgs. 177 - 186)
[5 points]: Social Justice Response Paper (All Students)
Due by 11:59pm on Nov 2nd
e TEXT: Chapter 5 - Discrimination and Social Justice in the ~ [10 points]: Second Book Club Presentations (Groups 3, 4)
United States (pgs. 189 - 193) e Tuesday: Group 3 - Poverty in America (3 edition)
Health and e TEXT: Chapter 9 — Health Care Policy e Thursday: Group 4 — Nothing about Us Without Us:
10 (Dis)abilities e Berg, N. (March 12, 2012). Living in a poor neighborhood Disability Oppression and Empowerment
Nov 3 and 5 actually hurts. In CityLab, The Atlantic.

Jaffe, E. (June 9, 2015). How poverty alters the young brain. In
CityLab, The Atlantic.

[5 points]: Social Justice Response Paper (All Students)
Due by 11:59pm on Nov 9th

Policing, Prisons,
11 and Imprisonment
Nov 10 and 12

Calderone, J. (September 3, 2014). When peace officers dress
for war. In Scientific American.
Cohen, M. (April 28, 2015). How for-profit prisons have become

the biggest lobby no one is talking about. In The Washington
Times.

Ford, M. (June 8, 2015). America’s largest mental hospital is a
jail. In The Atlantic.

[10 points]: Second Book Club Presentations (Groups 5, 6)
e Tuesday: Group 5 - Savage Inequalities: Children in
America’s Schools
e Tuesday: Group 6 - The New Jim Crow: Mass
Incarceration in an Age of Colorblindness

[5 points]: Social Justice Response Paper (All Students)
Due by 11:59pm on Nov 16th



http://www.amazon.com/Death-Innocence-Story-Changed-America/dp/0812970470/ref=sr_1_1?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=1439463176&sr=1-1&keywords=The+death+of+innocence+the+hate+crime+that
http://www.amazon.com/Death-Innocence-Story-Changed-America/dp/0812970470/ref=sr_1_1?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=1439463176&sr=1-1&keywords=The+death+of+innocence+the+hate+crime+that
http://www.amazon.com/At-Home-Street-Poverty-Homelessness/dp/1588267016/ref=pd_sim_14_5?ie=UTF8&refRID=0R04E247KEHC5B38YGSR
http://www.amazon.com/At-Home-Street-Poverty-Homelessness/dp/1588267016/ref=pd_sim_14_5?ie=UTF8&refRID=0R04E247KEHC5B38YGSR
http://www.theatlantic.com/sexes/archive/2012/11/what-it-was-like-to-be-a-woman-at-goldman-sachs/265572/
http://www.theatlantic.com/sexes/archive/2012/11/what-it-was-like-to-be-a-woman-at-goldman-sachs/265572/
http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2015/01/on-the-stanford-man-who-alleged-sexual-assault/384853/
http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2015/01/on-the-stanford-man-who-alleged-sexual-assault/384853/
http://www.amazon.com/The-Meaning-Matthew-Laramie-Transformed/dp/0452296382
http://www.amazon.com/The-Meaning-Matthew-Laramie-Transformed/dp/0452296382
http://www.amazon.com/Asking-Alarming-Rise-Culture---about/dp/0738217026/ref=sr_1_2?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=1439465204&sr=1-2&keywords=yes+means+yes+visions+of+female+sexual+power
http://www.amazon.com/Asking-Alarming-Rise-Culture---about/dp/0738217026/ref=sr_1_2?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=1439465204&sr=1-2&keywords=yes+means+yes+visions+of+female+sexual+power
http://www.citylab.com/housing/2012/03/living-poor-neighborhood-actually-hurts/1466/
http://www.citylab.com/housing/2012/03/living-poor-neighborhood-actually-hurts/1466/
http://www.citylab.com/work/2015/06/how-poverty-alters-the-young-brain/395390/
http://www.amazon.com/Poverty-America-Handbook-John-Iceland/dp/0520276361/ref=pd_sim_14_11?ie=UTF8&refRID=0SWNFDB91VNWJ3YCANF9
http://www.amazon.com/Nothing-About-Without-Disability-Empowerment/dp/0520224817/ref=pd_sim_14_5?ie=UTF8&refRID=15WHGK2BB0T8FVM75DCR
http://www.amazon.com/Nothing-About-Without-Disability-Empowerment/dp/0520224817/ref=pd_sim_14_5?ie=UTF8&refRID=15WHGK2BB0T8FVM75DCR
http://www.scientificamerican.com/article/when-peace-officers-dress-for-war1/
http://www.scientificamerican.com/article/when-peace-officers-dress-for-war1/
http://www.washingtonpost.com/posteverything/wp/2015/04/28/how-for-profit-prisons-have-become-the-biggest-lobby-no-one-is-talking-about/?postshare=5281432928044079
http://www.washingtonpost.com/posteverything/wp/2015/04/28/how-for-profit-prisons-have-become-the-biggest-lobby-no-one-is-talking-about/?postshare=5281432928044079
http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2015/06/americas-largest-mental-hospital-is-a-jail/395012/?utm_source=SFFB
http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2015/06/americas-largest-mental-hospital-is-a-jail/395012/?utm_source=SFFB
http://www.amazon.com/Savage-Inequalities-Children-Americas-Schools/dp/0770435688
http://www.amazon.com/Savage-Inequalities-Children-Americas-Schools/dp/0770435688
http://www.amazon.com/The-New-Crow-Incarceration-Colorblindness/dp/1595586431
http://www.amazon.com/The-New-Crow-Incarceration-Colorblindness/dp/1595586431

e Badger, E. (May 28, 2015). Redlining: Still a thing. In The [10 points]: Second Book Club Presentation 1 (Groups 7, 8)

Washington Post. e Tuesday: Group 7 - The Death of Innocence: The Story
e Semuels, A. (June 2, 2015). Where should poor people live? In of the Hate Crime that Changed America
Housing Inequality The Atlantic. o Tuesday: Group 8 - At Home on the Street: People,
12 and Housing o White, G. B. (May 25, 2015). The G word: Gentrification and its Poverty, and Homelessness
Policies many meanings. In The Atlantic.
Nov 17 e TEXT: Chapter 10 - Housing Policy [5 points]: Social Justice Response Paper

Due by 11:59pm on Nov 23rd (BB)

No in-person class meeting on November 19t —Work on Final Group Presentation

o e Johnson, A. G. (n.d.). What can we do? Becoming part of the [Participation Points]: Social Justice in the News
Indl\{ldual and solution Due by 11:59pm on Nov 30th
Collective Tools for e Carter, C. (May 21, 2015). Three tricky ways to cultivate
13 Addressing Social courage. UC Berkeley, Greater Good Science Center.
Justice Issues
Nov 24 No class on November 26t — Thanksgiving Holiday
Review of Course
Concepts and Open
14 .
Topics
Dec 1and 3
[10 points]: Final Book Club Presentations
e Tuesday: Groups 1- 4
15 Final “Book Club” o Thursday: Groups 58
Presentations
Dec 8 and 10 [15 points]: Individual Reflective Book Review

Due During Finals Week — Due by 6pm on Wed. Dec. 15t

**This outline is subject to change at the instructor’s discretion in order to better achieve the student learning outcomes identified above. Students will be
notified



http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/wonkblog/wp/2015/05/28/evidence-that-banks-still-deny-black-borrowers-just-as-they-did-50-years-ago/
http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2015/06/where-should-poor-people-live/394556/
http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2015/05/the-g-word-gentrification-and-its-many-meanings/394016/
http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2015/05/the-g-word-gentrification-and-its-many-meanings/394016/
http://www.amazon.com/Death-Innocence-Story-Changed-America/dp/0812970470/ref=sr_1_1?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=1439463176&sr=1-1&keywords=The+death+of+innocence+the+hate+crime+that
http://www.amazon.com/Death-Innocence-Story-Changed-America/dp/0812970470/ref=sr_1_1?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=1439463176&sr=1-1&keywords=The+death+of+innocence+the+hate+crime+that
http://www.amazon.com/At-Home-Street-Poverty-Homelessness/dp/1588267016/ref=pd_sim_14_5?ie=UTF8&refRID=0R04E247KEHC5B38YGSR
http://www.amazon.com/At-Home-Street-Poverty-Homelessness/dp/1588267016/ref=pd_sim_14_5?ie=UTF8&refRID=0R04E247KEHC5B38YGSR
http://www.cabrillo.edu/~lroberts/AlanJohnsonWhatCanWeDO001.pdf
http://www.cabrillo.edu/~lroberts/AlanJohnsonWhatCanWeDO001.pdf
http://greatergood.berkeley.edu/article/item/three_tricky_ways_to_cultivate_courage
http://greatergood.berkeley.edu/article/item/three_tricky_ways_to_cultivate_courage

PSYCHOLOGY OF DIVERSITY | Spring 2015 Syllabus (subject to change)
Harvard University Extension School
REVISED ON 3/24/15

Course: Psych E -1507 | Psychology of Diversity

Time: Tuesdays 7:40 to 9:40 p.m. (United States Eastern Standard Time)
Place: Via live web conference using Blackboard Collaborate

Instructor: Mona Sue Weissmark, Ph.D.

E-mail: weissmar@northwestern.edu

Twitter: @monaweissmark (handle);

https://twitter.com/MonaWeissmark (website)
(for some readings, no acct necessary)

Phone: 847.864.8987
TA: Jason Ri, M.A.
E-mail: jri@lesley.edu
COURSE FORMAT:

This is a web based seminar using the software program Adobe Connect. Please see
Extension School website information about system and equipment requirements:
http://www.extension.harvard.edu/distance-education/how-distance-education-
works/web-conference-courses. Having the proper equipment and system compatibility
is required for participation in this course.

COURSE DESCRIPTION: The United States is becoming increasingly diverse and the
world increasingly globalized. The central focus of the course will be on the links
between diversity and psychological processes at individual, interpersonal, and
international levels. We will consider several basic questions, including: What is
diversity? How do race, nationality, and religion influence individuals? What impact
does diversity have on cross-group relationships? How is diversity related to people's
perceptions of fairness, justice, and mental health? What is the relevance of people's
perceptions of fairness, justice, and mental health to social problems and social change?
Does respect for diversity promote peace and positive change? Much research has
addressed these questions, and we will closely examine the evidence that has emerged so
far.

PREREQUISITE: Introductory psychology course recommended.

TEACHING METHOD: Course taught via lectures and discussions live on-line web
conference using Blackboard Collaborate.

LIMITED ENROLLMENT: 25 students.
REQUIREMENTS: Attendance, preparation, and participation in class discussions are

requirements of this online seminar. The class is designed as a weekly participatory
seminar. Therefore, there are grade penalties for absences or lateness, and/or unresolved



technological difficulties that prevent participation and which are the student’s
responsibility. Students are expected to have the required equipment and to seek tech
support when needed.

READINGS: Textbook chapters, journal articles, and news articles. Most of the readings
can be downloaded and printed out via Harvard library’s on-line Hollis system or the
course website. (Students are responsible for procuring documents.)

WRITTEN HOMEWORK ASSIGNMENTS: In preparation for class discussions, you
will write one-page, double-spaced response papers to the readings and assigned videos.
You will be expected to have read and be able to comment on the assigned readings for
each week. Also, you will be assigned to summarize an article and give an online
presentation on they key ideas. Most presentations will run about 5 minutes, and each
will be followed by discussion.

EVALUATION METHOD: For Undergraduate Credit: Response Papers, Midterm examination
project/paper, Final examination project/paper, Online Presentations, Class participation, and
Participation in group activities For Graduate Credit: All of the requirements for Undergraduate
Credit plus additional reviews of articles for the midterm project/paper and final project/paper.

(1) Midterm Examination Paper: 5-pages double-spaced. The midterm examination
paper will be based on a question/topic that addresses a central issue discussed in the
course. The midterm examination paper requires you to draw on class lectures,
discussions, videos, and critiques of readings. Dates and topics to be covered are
shown on the detailed class schedule. Students are encouraged to follow APA 5™ edition
formatting. TWO COPIES OF YOUR PAPER MUST BE SUBMITTED
ELECTRONICALLY ONE VIA EMAIL AND ONE VIA THE APPROPRIATE
DROPBOX ON THE COURSE WEBSITE AND ARE DUE BEFORE CLASS ON
THE ASSIGNED DUE DATE.

Type your manuscript in a common workhorse typeface like Times New Roman. Use
12 points for the type size. Use 1-inch margins at top, bottom, left and right of the
page. Number your manuscript and insert your last name in the upper right-hand
corner of each page of your manuscript -- continuously through the entire manuscript.
http://www.apastyle.org/index.html

(2) Final Examination Project/Paper: 5-pages double-spaced. The final examination
project/paper will be based on a question/topic discussed in the course. The final
examination paper requires you to draw on class lectures, discussions, videos, and
critiques of readings. Dates and topics to be covered are shown on the detailed class
schedule. Students are encouraged to follow APA 5" ¢ formatting. TWO COPIES
OF YOUR PAPER MUST BE SUBMITTED ELECTRONICALLY ONE VIA
EMAIL AND ONE VIA THE APPROPRIATE DROPBOX ON THE COURSE
WEBSITE AND ARE DUE BEFORE CLASS ON ASSIGNED DUE DATE.



Type your manuscript in a common workhorse typeface like Times New Roman. Use
12 points for the type size. Use 1-inch margins at top, bottom, left and right of the
page. Number your manuscript and insert your last name in the upper right-hand
corner of each page of your manuscript -- continuously through the entire manuscript.

(3) Response Papers: You will submit brief response papers of 1 page double-spaced.
You are expected to comment or elaborate on, challenge, or propose new thinking
about the issues and ideas presented in the readings, videos, class lectures, group
activities, and discussions.

Type your response papers in a common workhorse typeface like Times New Roman.
Use 12 points for the type size. Use 1-inch margins at top, bottom, left and right of
the page. Insert your last name in the upper right-hand corner.

(4) Online Presentation: You will be asked to give an online presentation and to
submit TWO (one for each instructor) electronic copies of your presentation slides or
outline via email and the appropriate dropbox. The presentation should last
approximately 5 minutes.

(5) Participation: This is a discussion-focused course. There is no substitute for the
dialogue that takes place during a group discussion online. Also, you may be asked to
participate in-group activities.

You will sign up in the first week of class for you 5-minute online PowerPoint presentation.
You will turn in two electronic copies of your PowerPoint presentation via email and the
appropriate dropbox. You should present a review of the assigned article and then articulate
the main idea of the argument/findings and then discuss its internal consistency,
psychological appeal, ability to account for data and incite new research, and its connection
to the questions and themes of the course. Your presentation should reflect key themes in the
article for that week and be designed to prompt discussion.

Good quality contribution to class online discussion is defined as thoughtful, appropriately
frequent, and considerate input. Note that this course is an academic arena for exploration;
you should feel comfortable to express opinions within the boundaries of basic respect and
relevance.

Make-up examinations will not be administered. If students do not submit their
response papers, presentations, midterm examination, or final examination projects
on the required date they will receive a zero for that examination. Late work will not
be accepted. Students may not substitute other work for the response papers,
presentations, midterm examination paper, or final examination projects or any the
other required assignments.

ASSIGNMENTS AND GRADING: Your final grade in the course will be determined as
follows:



40% participation

attendance

contributions to discussion
online PowerPoint presentations

60% papers
brief response papers (10%)

midterm examination project/ paper (20%)
final examination project/ paper (30%)

Policy on Academic Honesty and Plagiarism

Students should be fully aware of the Harvard’s policy on Academic Honesty and Plagiarism,
which is defined as “the theft of someone else’s ideas and work.” Students are required to write
their own papers and properly cite sources. For more information, see Harvard’s policies online.

SEQUENCE OF TOPICS: The following topics will be covered in the course in the listed
sequence; however, the specific calendar dates attached to them and the depth of the
coverage will to some extent be determined by discussion and questions in the class
meetings. Please note that the readings are for background and will not always cover the same
material as the class lectures and discussions.

Class Date  Topics/Readings

--—- DIVERSITY AT THE INDIVIDUAL LEVEL ---

Class 1: Tuesday FEBRUARY 3: Introduction

Introduction

Review Syllabus

Review APA formatting for papers
Questions related to the course

Response Paper One Due Next Class (please choose one question):
1. Who are you in social terms? How many social categories are you a member of? In what
ways are these social categories beneficial or limiting? How important are these

categories to your overall identity?

2. Does your personal identity differ from your social identity? If so, how does this
discrepancy affect you?

Recommended Reading:

Lehman, D., Chiu, C. -y., & Schaller, M. (2004). Psychology and culture. Annual Review of



Psychology, 55, 689-714.

Class 2: Tuesday FEBRUARY 10: What is diversity?

WEISSMARK'’S LIVE ONLINE LECTURE: “WHAT IS DIVERSITY?”

Watch the Humanities film called “Understanding Race” by Lynn Dougherty et.al. (52 minutes):
Available at Harvard Libraries (lib.harvard.edu). We will also try and find easily accessible
version of this film.

Response Paper Two Due Next Class (please choose one):

1. What does the film “Understanding Race” say about “difference”? That is, what does the
film say about how we should think about difference?

2. (a) What does the film say “race” is?
(b) What does the film say “race” is not?

3. In the film, there is a short segment about stereotypes and stereotyping. What is said in
this segment about what stereotypes are? What explanation is given for why stereotypes
become part of our way of thinking?

4. What common views about “race” does the film seek to challenge or undermine?

5. What did you found most surprising in the film. Did it question any assumptions you had
about “race” and racism or did it affirm what you already believed or knew about the
topic?

Recommended Readings:

Hale, H. E. (2004). Explaining ethnicity. Comparative Political Studies, 37, 458-485.

Iwamasa, G.Y., Sorocco, K.H., & Koonce, D.A. (2002). Ethnicity and clinical psychology: A
content analysis of the literature. Clinical Psychology Review, 22, 932-944. [optional]

Triandis, H., & Suh, E. (2002). Cultural influences on personality. Annual Review of Psychology,
53, 133-60.

Zuckerman, M. (1990). Some dubious premises in research and theory on racial differences.
American Psychologist, 45, 1297-1303.

Class 3: Tuesday FEBRUARY 17: Background

WEISSMARK'’S LIVE ONLINE LECTURE: “BACKGROUND”



Read Baumeister & Leary’s article on “The Need to Belong”

Response Paper 3 Due Next Class (choose one):

1. Baumeister and colleagues (1995, 2007) claim that the need to belong is a powerful
motivational basis for interpersonal behavior, and it is thwarted by social exclusion
and rejection. In support of their hypothesis they list nine criteria and pay close
attention to the range of implications of the belongingness hypothesis. However, the
authors state that falsification is also a relevant approach to evaluating a broad
hypothesis. The belongingness hypothesis could be falsified if it were shown, for
instance, that many people could live happy healthy lives in social isolation or that
many people show no cognitive or emotional responses to significant changes in their
belongingness status. Provide alternative interpretations of the evidence (the
empirical findings) to refute the argument that the need to belong is a fundamental
motivation. [ You can choose either one or two alternative interpretations and
elaborate on them or give brief summaries of three or four alternative interpretations.
The aim of this response paper is to help sharpen the ability to detect rival
explanations.]

2. Briefly review the support for the need to belong argument, and explain whether you
agree with the claim that the need to belong is a fundamental motivation. Relate your
personal experiences to the belongingness theory and social media. Did Mark
Zuckerberg, the cofounder of Facebook, having studied psychology at Harvard,
capitalize on the belongingness needs of students when he launched Facebook? How?

Recommended Readings:
Arnett, J.J. (2002). The psychology of globalization. American psychologist. 57, 774-783.

Baumeister, R. F. (1998). The self. In D.T. Gilbert, S.T. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The
handbook of social psychology (4™ ed., Vol.1, pp. 680-728). New York: McGraw Hill.
[optional]

*Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. (1995). The need to belong; Desire for interpersonal attachment
as a fundamental human motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 117, 497-529.
(REQUIRED READING)

Berry, J.W. (1997). Immigration, acculturation, and adaptation. International Journal of Applied
Psychology, 46, 5-34.

Ellison, N. B, Steinfield, C. and Lampe, C. (2007), The Benefits of Facebook “Friends:” Social
Capital and College Students’ Use of Online Social Network Sites. Journal of Computer-
Mediated Communication, 12: 1143—-1168. doi: 10.1111/5.1083-6101.2007.00367.x

MarYam G. Hamedani, Hazel Rose Markus, & Alyssa S. Fu (2011).My Nation, My Self:
Divergent Framings of America Influence American Selves Pers Soc Psychol Bull March
2011 37: 350-364, doi:10.1177/0146167211398139



Onorato, R., & Turner, J. (2004). Fluidity in the self-concept: the shift from personal to social
identity. European Journal of Social Psychology, 34, 257-278.

Rogers, L.O, Zosuls, K, Halim, M.L, Ruble, D, Hughes, D, Fuligni, A. (2012).Meaning making
in middle childhood: An exploration of the meaning of ethnic identity. Cultural Diversity
and Ethnic Minority Psychology, Vol 18(2), 99-108.

William, H., & Echterhoff, G. (2012). Remembering in Conversations: The Social Sharing and

Reshaping of Memories. Annual Review of Psychology, Vol. 63: 55 -79 (Volume
publication date January 2012).

Class 4: Tuesday FEBRUARY 24: Identity

WEISSMARK’S LIVE ONLINE LECTURE: “IDENTITY”

Bhatia, S. (2007). Rethinking culture and identity in psychology: Towards a transnational
cultural psychology. Journal of Theoretical and Philosophical Psychology, 27 (2), 301-
321. READ THOROUGHLY

Fiske, S. (2000). Steroetyping, prejudice, and discrimination at the seam between the centuries:
evolution, culture, mood, and brain. European Journal of Social Psychology, 30, 299-
322.

Macrae, C.N., & Bodenhausen, G. V, (2000). Social cognition: Thinking categorically about
others. Annual Review of Psychology, 51:93-120.

MarYam G. Hamedani, Hazel Rose Markus, & Alyssa S. Fu (2011).My Nation, My Self:

Divergent Framings of America Influence American Selves Pers Soc Psychol Bull March
2011 37: 350-364, doi:10.1177/0146167211398139

Class 5: Tuesday MARCH 3: Categorizing Others

WEISSMARK’S LIVE ONLINE LECTURE: “CATEGORIZING OTHERS”

Collin D. Barnes, Mauricio Carvallo, Ryan P. Brown, and Lindsey Osterman (2010).
Forgiveness and the Need to Belong Pers Soc Psychol Bull 36(9) 1148-1160. first
published on July 30, 2010 doi:10.1177/0146167210378852

Sherman, J. W., Klein, S. B., Laskey, A., & Wyer, N.A. (1998). Intergroup bias in group
judgment processes: The role of behavioral memories. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 34, 51-65.



Karasz, A. (2005). Cultural differences in conceptual models of depression. Social Science &
Medicine, 60(7), 1625-1635.

World Health Organization (2002). Nations for Mental Health Final Report
Beddington J, Cooper CL, Field J, Goswami U, Huppert FA, Jenkins R, Jones HS, Kirkwood

TB, Sahakian BJ, & Thomas SM. (2008). The mental wealth of nations. Nature 455, (23),
1057-1060.

Class 6: Tuesday MARCH 10: Judging Others

MIDTERM EXAMINATION PAPER DUE

WEISSMARK’S LIVE ONLINE LECTURE: “JUDGING OTHERS”

Film: Dialogue on Race

Diekman, A.B., Eagly, A.H., & Kulesa, P. (2002). Accuracy and bias in stereotypes about the
social and political attitudes of women and men. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 38, 268-282.

Frable, D. (1997). Gender, racial, ethnic, sexual, and class identities. Annual Review of

Psychology, 48,139-62.

NO CLASS: Tuesday MARCH 17: SPRING BREAK

-—- DIVERSITY AT THE INTERPERSONAL LEVEL ---

Class 7: Tuesday MARCH 24: Diversity and Dating

WEISSMARK’S LIVE ONLINE LECTURE: “DIVERSITY AND DATING”

Film: Why him? Why Her? The Science of Seduction, 20/20 ABC News (around 1 hour)
http://full-movies.vv.si/45348-item-abc-news-20-2F20-why-him-3F-why-her-3F-the-science-of-
seduction/

Films: Studies of Interracial Romance on America’s campuses:
1. Dartmouth University, 1993
2. Northwestern University, 2006

Antonio, A. (2001). Diversity and the influence of friendship groups in college. The Review of
Higher Education 25.1, 63-89.



Lee, H.J. (2013, January 20). Modern Lesson from Arranged Marriages. The New York Times,
p.13.

Tsai, J.L., & Levenson, R.-W. (1997). Cultural influences on emotional responding: Chinese

American and European American dating couples during interpersonal conflict. Journal
of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 28, 600-625.

Class 8: Tuesday MARCH 31: Diversity and Intergroup Behavior

WEISSMARK’S LIVE ONLINE LECTURE “DIVERSITY AND INTERGROUP BEHAVIOR”

Berscheld, E., & Reis, T.H. (1998). Attraction and close relationships. In D.T. Gilbert, S.T.
Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social psychology (4™ ed., Vol. 2, pp. 193-
254). New York: McGraw Hill. [optional]

Brewer, M. (1996). When contact is not enough: Social identity and intergroup cooperation.
International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 20, 291-303.

Brown, R., Vivian, J., & Hewstone, M. (1999). Changing attitudes through intergroup contact:
the effects of group membership salience. European Journal of Social Psychology, 29,
741-764.

Sriram, N. (2002). The role of gender, ethnicity, and age in intergroup behavior in a naturalistic

setting. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 51, 251-265.

Class 9: Tuesday APRIL 7: Diversity and Intergroup Bias

WEISSMARK’S LIVE ONLINE LECTURE: “DIVERSITY AND INTERGROUP BIAS”
RI’S LIVE ONLINE LECTURE: “DIVERSITY AND CLINICAL PRACTICE”

Hewstone, M., Rubin, M., & Willis, H. (2002). Intergroup bias. Annual Review of Psychology,
53, 575- 604.

Stangor, C., Jonas, K., Stroebe, W., & Hewstone, M. (1996). Influence of student exchange on

national stereotypes, attitudes and perceived group variability. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 26, 663-675.

Class 10: Tuesday APRIL 14: Diversity and Social Justice

RI’S LIVE ONLINE LECTURE: “DIVERSITY AND CLINICAL PRACTICE” (finish)

Response Paper 4 Due Next Class (choose one):
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1. What do you think is the main theme of the films “Seeing the Other Side" and “Coming
to the Table”?

2. How do you feel about the themes?

3. After viewing the films “Seeing the Other Side” and “Coming to the Table” how do you
feel your group /collective identity influences how you see an historic unjust event that is
related to your group or collective identity (for example, 9/11/, slavery, and so forth).

4. Do you think that transmitting memories about an unjust event has an impact on the next
generation?

5. What is your view on transmitting resentment about an unjust event to the next
generation?

6. How important do you think it is for future generations to “heal the wounds of the past”?

Watch the Films (BOTH PART 1 and PART 2):
1. “Coming to the Table” (Part 1 and Part 2 total time approx. 15 minutes)
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NRB--qC7Zeo
2. “Seeing the Other Side” (Part 1 and Part 2 total time approx. 15 minutes)
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5jUIHxPxxLw

Recommended Reading:

Miller, D.T. (2001). Disrespect and the experience of injustice. Annual Review of Psychology,
52, 527- 553.

Tyler, T. R., & Smith, J. H. (1998). Social justice and social movements. In D.T. Gilbert, S.T.,
Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social psychology (4™ ed., Vol. 2, pp. 595-
629). New York: McGraw Hill.

Weissmark, M. (2004). Justice Matters: Legacies of the Holocaust and World War 1I. New
York: Oxford University Press.

Read the Guardian, the Chicago Tribune, and the Harvard Gazette newspaper articles: “Do they
feel our pain?’, ‘Generational Healing,” and ‘Healing the Pain.’
--- DIVERSITY AT THE INTERNATIONAL LEVEL ---

Class 11: Tuesday APRIL 21: Diversity and Study of Injustice

WEISSMARK'’S LIVE ONLINE LECTURE: “DIVERSITY AND SOCIAL JUSTICE”

Watch the Films:
1. “The Past Between Them”(total time around 15 minutes)
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2m_iVOwAiInQ
2. Journey to Understanding (Part 1 and Part 2 total time around 15 minutes)
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rbcjajTP6Ug
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Recommended Readings:

Cehajic, S., Brown, R., Castano, E. (2008). Forgive and Forget? Antecedents and Consequences
of Intergroup Forgiveness in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Political Psychology, 29(3), 351-
367.

Chua, A. (2003, February 13). Globalization and ethnic conflict. Jurist, Retrieved May 7, 2010,
from http://jurist.law.pitt.edu/forum/forumnew97.php.

Chua, Amy L. (2002). World on Fire: How Exporting Free Market Democracy Breeds Ethnic
Hatred and Global Instability. Doubleday Publishing.

Eidelson, R. J., & Eidelson, J. I. (2003). Dangerous Ideas. Five beliefs that propel groups
toward conflict. American Psychologist, 58,182-192.

Isajiw, W.W. (2000). Approaches to ethnic conflict resolution: paradigms and principles.
International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 24,105-124.

Schudson, M. (1995). Dynamics of distortion in collective memory. In D.L. Schacter (Ed.)

Memory distortion: How minds, brains, and societies reconstruct the past (pp. 346-364).
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Class 12: Tuesday April 28: Diversity and Mental Health

WEISSMARK'’S LIVE ONLINE LECTURE: “DIVERSITY AND SOCIAL JUSTICE” (Finish)

WATCH THE ON LINE FILM via Christiane Amanpour ‘My Neighbourhood’ about the
nonviolent struggle in the heart of the world’s most contested city:
http://www.justvision.org/myneighbourhood/watch

Recommended Readings:

Imbo, S. O. (2002). Cyberspace: An effective virtual model for communities. In A. Bailey & P.
Smithka (Eds.), Community, Diversity, and Difference: Implications for Peace (pp. 45-
59). New York, NY: Rodopi.

Klandermans, B, Werner, M., & van Doorn, M. (2008). Redeeming Apartheid’s Legacy:
Collective Guilt. Political Ideology and Compensation. Political Psychology. 29 (3).
331-349.

Redding, R. (2001). Sociopolitical diversity in psychology. American Psychologist, 56, 205-215.

Singer, P. (2".ed.). (2002) One world: The ethics of globalization. New Haven: Yale University
Press. Read chapter 6 titled A Better World?
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Class 13: Tuesday MAY 5

WEISSMARK’S LIVE ONLINE LECTURE: “DIVERSITY AND STUDY OF INJUSTICE”
(Finish)

ALL STUDENT PRESENTATIONS COMPLETED

WATCH THE FILM IN CLASS Beyond our Differences directed by Peter Bisanz (1 hr, 13 min):
http://www.pbs.org/moyers/journal/12262008/profile.html

Class 14: Tuesday MAY 12

FINAL EXAMS DUE

Course Wrap-Up

Additional Readings

(2009, January 17). The price of prejudice. Economist, 390 (8614), 77-78.
Adler, J. (2009, January 12). What’s race got to do with it? Newsweek, 153 (2), 16.
Begley, S. (2009, January 31). Of voodoo and the brain. Newsweek, 153 (6), 52.

Bhatia, S. (2007). Rethinking culture and identity in psychology: Towards a transnational
cultural psychology. Journal of Theoretical and Philosophical Psychology, 27 (2), 301-
321.

Block, M. (Interviewer) & Yellin, E. (Interviewee). (2009). For Israeli Blogger, Conflict Spurs
Mixed Emotions [Interview transcript]. Retrieved from National Public Radio’s website:
http://www.npr.org/templates/transcript/transcript.php?storyld=99053041

Bowean, L., Trice, D.T., & Olkon, S. (2008, November 9). Obama’s victory shatters stereotypes.
The Chicago Tribune, p. 1B.

Brodish, A.B., Brazy, P.C., & Devine, P.G. (2008). More eyes on the prize: Variability in white
American’s perceptions of progress toward racial equality. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 34, 513-527.

Brown, R. & Cehajic, S. (2007). Dealing with the past and facing the future: Mediators of the
effects of collective guilt and shame in Bosnia and Herzegovina. European Journal of
Social Psychology, 38, 669-684.
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Burnell, P. (2008). From evaluation democracy assistance to appraising democracy promotion.
Political Studies, 56, 414-434.

Cehajic, S., Brown, R., & Castano, E. (2008). Forgive and forget? Antecedents and
consequences of intergroup forgiveness in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Political
Psychology, 29 (3), 351-367.

Chayes, A. H., & Minow, M. (2003). Imagine coexistence: Restoring humanity after violent
ethnic conflict. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Chua, A. (2003, February 13). Globalization and ethnic conflict. Jurist, Retrieved May 7, 2010,
from http://jurist.law.pitt.edu/forum/forumnew97.php

Crosby, F.J., Iyer, A., & Sincharoen, S. (2006). Understanding affirmative action. Annual Review
of Psychology, 57, 585-611.

de Soysa, I. & Neumayer, E. (2008). Disarming fears of diversity: Ethnic heterogeneity and state
militarization, 1988-2002. Journal of Peace Research, 45 (4), 497-518.

Dickey, C. (2008, August 11). Southern discomfort. Newsweek, 152 (6), 22-32.
Fukuyama, F. (2006). Identity, immigration & democracy. Journal of Democracy, 17 (2), 5-20.

Gareis, E. & Wilkins, R. (2009, February 5). Emotion expression and the location “I love you:”
A cross-cultural study. From
http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla apa research citation/0/1/2/3/7/pages2372/pl
2372-1.php

Glanton, D. & St. Clair, S. (2008, December 1). A family’s journey between white houses. The
Chicago Tribune, p. 1A.

Goering, L. (2009, February 12). On the origin of Charles Darwin’s radical theory. The Chicago
Tribune, p. 14A.

Hopkins, N. & Kahani-Hopkins, V. (2006). Minority group members’ theories of intergroup
contact: A case study of British Muslims’ conceptualizations of ‘Islamophobia’ and
social change. British Journal of Social Psychology, 45, 245-264.

Hurtado, S. (2009). Assessing higher education’s advancement toward a new vision of society.
Diversity & Democracy: Civic Learning for Shared Futures, 12 (1), 1-24.

Iyer, A., Schmader, T., & Lickel, B. (2007). Why individuals protest the perceived transgressions
of their country: The role of anger, shame, and guilt. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 33, 572-587.
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Kaiser, C.R., Vick, S.B., & Major, B. (2006). Prejudice expectations moderate preconscious
attention to cues that are threatening to social identity. Psychological Science, 17 (4),
332-338.

Kawakami, K., Dunn, E., Karmali, F., & Dovidio, J.F. (2009, January 9). Mispredicting affective
and behavioral responses to racism. Science, 323 (5911), 276-278.

Kelley, R. (2009, February 28). No apologies. Newsweek, 153 (10), 54.

King, C.R. (2004). Apologies and apologists: The disavowal of racism and the abjuration of anti-
racism in the contemporary United States. Studies in Media & Information Literacy
Education, 4 (4), 1-12.

Kline, S.L., Horton, B., & Zhang, S. (2008). Communicating love: Comparisons between
American and East Asian university students. International Journal of Intercultural
Relations, 32, 200-214.

Major, B., Kaiser, C.R., & McCoy, S.K. (2003). It’s not my fault: When and why attributions to
prejudice protect self-esteem. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29 (6), 772-
781.

Meacham, J. (2008, August 2). Just ain’t that different anymore. Newsweek, 152 (6), 28-29.

Meacham, J. (2009, January 17). Obama’s America—Who we are now. Newsweek, 153(4), 32-
42,

Miller, L. (2010, February 11). Harvard’s Crisis of Faith: Can a secular university embrace
religion without sacrificing its soul? Newsweek. From
http://www.newsweek.com/id/233413

Mouw, R. (2009, January 31). Less shouting, more talking. Newsweek, 153 (6), 26.

Nagda, B.A. (2006). Breaking barriers, crossing borders, building bridges: Communication
processes in intergroup dialogues. Journal of Social Issues, 62(3), 553-576.

Patterson, O. (2008, November 10). The new mainstream. Newsweek, 152 (19), 40-41.
Puente, M. (2009, March 4). A new passage to all things Indian opens. US4 Today, p. 3D.

Redding, R. E. (2001). Sociopoltical diversity in psychology: The case for pluralism. American
Psychologist, 56 (3), 205-215.

Roediger 111, H.L. (2008). Relativity of remembering: Why the laws of memory vanished.
Annual Review of Psychology, 59, 225-254.

Samuels, A. (2009, March 9). Rethinking race in the classroom. Newsweek, 153 (10), 52-53.
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Schmich, M. (2009, February 13). I love you means...never having to say that? The Chicago
Tribune, p. 19A.

Seki, K., Matsumoto, D., & Imahori, T.T. (2002). The conceptualization and expression of
intimacy in Japan and the United States. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 33(3),
303-319.

Smith, C.S. (2005, November 11). France faces a colonial legacy: What is it that makes someone
French? The New York Times, pp. 1A, 9A.

Staub, E. (2006). Reconciliation after genocide, mass killing, or intractable conflict:
Understanding the roots of violence, psychological recovery, and steps toward a general
theory. Political Psychology, 27 (6), 867-894.

Stolle, D., Soroka, S., & Johnston, R. (2008). When does diversity erode trust? Neighborhood
diversity, interpersonal trust, and the mediating effect of social interactions. Political
Studies, 56, 57-75.

Streyffeler, L.L, & McNally, R.J. (1998). Fundamentalists and liberals: Personality
characteristics of Protestant Christians. Personality and Individual Differences, 24(4),
579-580.

Tremmel, P.V. (2008, October 17). Does it matter if Black + White equals Black or Multiracial?
Northwestern University NewsCenter. Podcast retrieved from
http://www.northwestern.edu/newscenter/stories/2008/10/peerybiracial.html

Trice, D.T. (2009, February 9). Racist can change his spots, get old as well. The Chicago
Tribune, p. 13B.

van Zomeren, M., Postmes, T., & Spears, R. (2008). Toward an integrative social identity model
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In answering the questions, “What is, and
what should be, the relationship between psy-
chology and social justice?” we will challenge
both terms, arguing that there is no consensual
discipline of psychology, and there is no con-
sensual understanding of social justice. At the
same time, we will argue that all psycholo-
gists—and all psychologies—are innately con-
cerned with justice, and that psychological re-
search and practice have implications for social
justice even where these are not made explicit.
We will put forward a model of the field of
psychology, not as a unified force but rather a
seething hive of disparate identities, dynami-
cally contesting different normative perceptions
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of justice, and we will describe the mechanisms
whereby these perceptions change over time.
We address the core questions by considering
justice and psychology as ethics; as independent
and dependent variables; and as professional
and political agendas. Our concern is to broaden
the scope of the debate concerning justice and
psychology to understand the diversity of per-
spectives in an international and historical con-
text, applying an evidence-based theoretical
analysis (i.e., the social psychology of group
identities and norms). From a perspective
which, in researching this article, we have
learned may be akin to hermeneutic realism, we
seek to acknowledge and celebrate psycholo-
gists as agents of social justice in some cases,
and to understand why psychologists may be
seen as agents of oppression in some others.

Problematizing the Question

Although there is a heuristic value to consid-
ering questions of social justice at a broad dis-
ciplinary level, superficial examination of any
concrete social justice issue reveals differences
in the scope and content of justice debates
across subdisciplines, nationalities, and the re-
search/practitioner divide in psychology. Sev-
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eral theorists have contrasted narrow “ethics”
approaches to psychology (implicitly consen-
sual and bland) with bold, comprehensive, con-
tested moral visions (e.g., Prilleltensky &
Walsh-Bowers, 1993; Rodis & Strehorn, 1997).
Yet even the ethics codes of psychology do not
cohere, and change over time (e.g., Rodis &
Strehorn, 1997). The ruling out of Milgram’s
obedience studies and the Zimbardo prison
studies would be familiar to many (see Smith &
Haslam, 2012); likewise the current debate
within the American Psychological Association
over the involvement of psychologists in mili-
tary interrogations (Coalition for an Ethical
Psychology, 2012).

As a fascinating case study of moral diversity
rather than universality, Lindsay (2011) de-
scribes the formulation of a European ethics
code in psychology in illuminating detail. To
begin with: “It was recognized that not all psy-
chological associations across Europe had an
ethical code. Furthermore, there were apparent
differences between the codes that did exist” (p.
122)—already we disconfirm the nascent dream
of blandly universal ethics. A European code
was laboriously formulated, in 1995, and re-
vised in 2005, taking care to avoid oversimilar-
ity to the American, Canadian, Scandinavian, or
other ethical codes. To avoid a universal ethics?
Yes, as Lindsay (2011, p.124) writes, care was
taken to respect the “fundamental concern that
EFPA should develop a European code of ethics
not ‘borrow’ one developed in another country,
indeed another continent.” In morality, as in
other domains of group self-definition, we see
already that groups value distinctiveness highly;
to adopt the moral values of the other may be
actively avoided. After protracted labor, assess-
ment showed that by 2009 only 1/3 of European
member states were compliant with the Euro-
pean metacode. Meanwhile, as gloomily re-
ported by Lindsay, in 2008 the “Universal Dec-
laration of Ethical Principles for Psychologists”
had been approved by the International Union
of Psychological Science, the International
Association of Applied Psychology, and the In-
ternational Association of Cross-Cultural Psy-
chology, with four principles—principles that
differed again from the European metacode.

Lindsay’s fascinating case study highlights
many issues that are at the core of our approach
to the question of social justice and psychology:
that psychologists (and humans) exist in groups,

such as nations, subdisciplines, and cultures;
that groups differ (and prefer to differ) in their
social rules or standards for behavior (which we
call group norms); that people can identify with
different groups at different times, and to vary-
ing degrees; that when doing so their percep-
tions of social justice and actions may change
importantly; and that group norms change over
time because they are actively contested within
and across groups.

Although we focus here on the question of
psychology and justice, the same points apply to
consideration of justice more broadly (e.g.,
Louis & Taylor, 2005). The “Universal” Decla-
ration of Human Rights attempts to formulate a
definition of social justice to be universally en-
dorsed (Office of the UN High Commissioner
on Human Rights, 2012). Yet as of 2012, only
80% of the 193 member states of the UN are
parties to four or five of the five component
treaties of the UN International Bill of Human
Rights; more than 27 member states are not
party to the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights, the most basic component of
the set (including rights to life, freedom of
religion, freedom of assembly, fair legal pro-
cess, and so on).

Group Identities, Group Norms, Social
Justice, and Psychology

A theoretical model for understanding this
puzzling heterogeneity in the uptake of “univer-
sal” rights, or “universal” ethical codes for psy-
chologists, is provided by social identity theory
(for an accessible review, see, e.g., Hornsey,
2008). This model proposes, and much research
has confirmed, that individuals have identities
as members of social groups (the psychological
sense of “we”) as well as identities as individ-
uals (the psychological sense of “I”’). As people
identify themselves as group members (“‘we
psychologists,” “we Europeans,” and so on)
they become motivated to enact the group’s
social rules for behavior, or group norms. When
the norms have been internalized, this confor-
mity is unconscious: the norms associated with
an identity define the appropriate behavior in
the situation, and people act out the norms they
have internalized. For example, as we switch
from academic writing to personal writing, we
may switch from American Psychological As-
sociation (APA) format to something more in-
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formal without consciously choosing “Now I
will stop using bold subheadings” and “Now I
will start using emoticons.” Similarly, our in-
ternalized norms for professional ethics may
guide us as academics or practitioners to rule
out sex with students or clients without any
conscious or formal choice. Thus each identity
includes contextually relevant beliefs, emo-
tions, and behaviors. Each situation makes a
different identity salient, and each identity has
guiding norms, and each of us, when the norms
are internalized and uncontested, follows with-
out conscious decision-making.

Where do these norms come from (Louis,
2009b; Smith & Louis, 2009)? They may be
explicitly taught to group members through a
process of socialization (e.g., undergraduate and
postgraduate training); developed as top down
rules negotiated by elites, and sometimes po-
liced coercively (e.g., ethical codes; curriculum
standards); advocated by “entrepreneurs of
identity” (Reicher, Haslam, & Hopkins, 2005)
promoting a new vision of the group to
achieve status and power; or generalized from
the behavior and attitudes of others induc-
tively (e.g., psychologists’ liberal bias; Haidt,
2011). Once established, self-selection in re-
cruitment to the group helps perpetuate the
norms; voluntary conformity is the rule; ac-
tive policing let alone expulsion of the non-
conforming is rarely required.

What is their content? Group norms need not
cover all areas; they define the dimensions on
which the group members are similar to each
other and different from other groups (“As psy-
chologists we use bold subheadings . . . .”); they
define latitudes of acceptance and latitudes of
rejection (the boundaries of the permissible and
the proscribed; Hovland & Sherif, 1980); they
define the relationship of the individual to the
group; they define rights as well as duties. There
are also zones of indifference not covered by, or
relevant to, the group identities.

Can the norms from a particular group con-
flict? Yes indeed—a useful distinction intro-
duced by Cialdini and his colleagues (1990,
1991) is between a group’s descriptive norms
(what others are perceived to do) and injunctive
norms (what others think should be done). To
propose this differentiation is to admit the pos-
sibility of misalignment; usually the norms are
aligned. As psychologists, we follow APA for-

mat, and we believe that APA format should be
followed: What is, is good (irony intended).

Coherent and Conflicting Group Norms

How might incongruencies among norms
arise? How is it possible that psychologists
might act in ways that they collectively see as
immoral or wrong, or fail to act in ways that are
moral and right? There are four interrelated
answers we propose (see also, Smith & Louis,
2009; Louis, 2009b), or four ways of stating the
same answer. One answer is that groups change
as members change: you may have learned yes-
terday’s rules, and be condemnable in the eyes
of a new generation; you may be a newcomer,
viewing the old guard with contempt and rejec-
tion. A new generation of social psychologists,
for example, may view the old guard’s selective
reporting of conditions, dependent measures,
and experiments with moral outrage (e.g., Sim-
mons, Nelson, & Simonsohn, 2011). A second
answer is that multiple groups provide alterna-
tive bases of identity and social judgment: you
may see your duty as an American psychologist
from the perspective of your patriotic duty to
America, while I see your duty from the per-
spective of our disciplinary ethics, or our own
judgments as Australian or Canadian psycholo-
gists. A third answer is that within a group,
individuals and subgroups provide individuals
with multiple dimensions on which to conform
to the group (e.g., equity vs. equality); these
may be in conflict and if so the hierarchy of
their resolution may not privilege the moral
level, or may differently evaluate the moral
levels. As psychologists, we owe a duty to the
profession, and a duty to the clients, and a duty
to the state; which should be privileged in the
case of military interrogation? To whom are we
most accountable? A fourth answer is that there
may be multiple ethical dilemmas and moral
principles at stake, which require balance, or
which require prioritization and choice—or we
may choose to value balance, or choose to force
a choice.

When norms are in conflict, we may uncon-
sciously choose one and conform to it; this is
most likely when the conflicting norms come
from multiple groups and only one is psycho-
logically relevant (e.g., Terry & Hogg, 1996).
When there is one clear identity and one rele-
vant norm, we may perceive no conscious
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choice at all. Yet when multiple ingroups en-
dorse conflicting norms, or when there are
conflicting norms within the same group, the
decision may be forced into conscious deci-
sion-making. These are often the domains that
are defined as relevant to morality: whether or
not to breastfeed is less likely to be seen as a
moral issue where there is no variance in
behavior, and more so when there is debate or
controversy.

At this stage of open norm conflict, the pri-
orities which we embrace may reflect straight-
forwardly the degree to which we value partic-
ular identities and groups: scientific evidence
versus religious dictates, for example, may be
privileged to the degree that people identify as
scientific or as religious. Or new group norms
may come into play that dictate the processes by
which that decision should be taken, as well as
the values judged relevant. Depending upon
norms associated with our nationality, subdisci-
pline, or workplace (among many possible ref-
erents), we answer differently questions such as
“Is it individually or collectively that we should
resolve my choice to participate in a military
interrogation? Which costs and benefits, and for
whom, should be relevant to this choice?”

When people identify with a group, their
identification means that group-level costs and
benefits shape perceptions of individual bene-
fits, as well as directly shaping their motivation
(Blackwood & Louis, 2012; Louis et al., 2004,
2005; Louis, 2009a, 2009b; Packer, 2008;
Packer & Chasteen, 2010). Thus, people who
identify strongly with a group perceive benefits
to themselves as individuals for helping other
group members (it is rewarding) and costs from
harming others (it is aversive). Even (or espe-
cially) when it is difficult or costly for individ-
uals to act, it is meaningful and subjectively
beneficial to sacrifice for the group.

Sometimes people consensually perceive re-
ality constraints and opportunities. Yet as any-
one who has sat through an interminable
committee meeting can attest, beliefs about the
likelihood and value of the consequences of
actions are not solely derived from a shared
objective reality but rather from a contested,
subjective one. Are psychologists in national
militaries inherently unethical? Are liberal-
minded psychologists more moral than conser-
vative colleagues? These are not objectively,
consensually answered questions. The answers

regarding the likelihood and value of an out-
come given an action are learned through
social influence. Scientific evidence is inher-
ently part of a dynamic of social influence: we
perceive some scientific evidence as “objec-
tive” and compelling only to the degree that
we have learned to trust some science, and to
identify with some scientists. Very many con-
stituencies are challenging the authority of
science in general, and sciences such as psy-
chology in particular, from across the politi-
cal spectrum, as elaborated further below.

Social Influence and Change

Importantly, successful social influence
comes primarily from our groups and our lead-
ers. Elites impose codes of practice, which they
enforce with penalties up to and including ex-
pulsion from the profession. These “black let-
ter” codes and rules may change, as “entrepre-
neurs of identity,” would-be group-leaders and
advocates (Reicher et al., 2005), put forward
new ideas about the scope and content of justice
in psychology.

If a norm forms around a behavior or value
that previously was within the zone of indiffer-
ence, it may be more likely to spread without
debate and be internalized without conscious
choice, through processes of self-categorization
(Smith & Louis, 2009; Terry & Hogg, 1996).
Yet where norms are explicitly conflicting, in-
dividuals, subgroups, and groups are pushed to
position themselves clearly relative to the
norms they endorse (Louis, 2008). The evalua-
tion or choice of a norm becomes a judgment
not only of the degree to which it captures
meaningful homogeneity among ingroup mem-
bers (what psychologists do, or should do) and
heterogeneity from other members (compared
with reference groups—unprofessional psy-
chologists, or doctors), but also one’s trust in
and relation to the sources of two conflicting
norms (e.g., the American Psychological Asso-
ciation vs. the European Federation of Profes-
sional Psychologists Associations).

New norms may flourish within subgroups
(e.g., feminist psychology, multicultural psy-
chology), both because these provide space for
diversity and because differentiation of norms
affirms and reinforces differences from the
mainstream. Group distinctiveness is valued:
recall the European example where a “funda-
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mental” concern arose that the ethics code not
be too similar to other nations’ (Lindsay, 2011).
But subgroups marginal to a category are by
definition more likely to be open to change, and
once a subgroup has taken on a new norm it
may further reinforce the marginality of that
norm relative to mainstream practice.

Justice and Psychology: Application of a
Model of Group Identities and Norms

With this long preamble to establish our the-
oretical approach, we can now proceed to ex-
amine in turn several operationalizations of the
relationship of justice and psychology: as eth-
ics, as independent variables, as dependent vari-
ables, and as professional and political agendas,
to consider the questions “What is, and what
should be, the relationship between psychology
and social justice?”

Justice as Ethics

What is: It is the case that psychologists’
codes of ethics are defined and differ by sub-
disciplinary and geographic boundaries. For ex-
ample, the American Psychological Associa-
tion, Canadian Psychological Association
(CPA), European Federation of Professional
Psychologists’ Associations (EFPPA), and so
on have different codes, many of which explic-
itly permit internal variation (e.g., within the
United States, states differ in their applications;
within EFPPA, individual nation-states may be
noncompliant). Similarly, feminist psychology
and multicultural psychology have advanced
ethical codes which are quite different from the
“mainstream” American Psychological Associ-
ation code, and each other, in addressing inter-
group conflict and justice (e.g., Prilleltensky,
1997, 1998; Rodis & Strehorn, 1997).

It is the case that the content of these codes
varies, however the descriptive norms are
broadly individualistic across these different
codes (a focus on the client, research partici-
pant, practitioner, and researcher; on well-
being, autonomy, self-determination). There is a
general commitment to positivism—for exam-
ple, evidence-based practice, falsifiability, and
replicability. Partly as a result of this, there is a
resistance to seeing research and practice as
inherently part of political agendas and power
systems, as many have noted (Prilleltensky,

1994, 1997, 1998; Prilleltensky & Walsh-
Bowers, 1993). The pursuit of knowledge is a
primary moral value identified with research,
with a distinction to be drawn between knowl-
edge (what is) and how it is used (which is
presented as the moral choice, for good or for
evil). The ethic of compassion and care is a
primary moral value identified with practice.
There is a concern to help the individual adapt
to the environment, rather than a focus on prob-
lematizing, challenging, or changing social sys-
tems or environmental contexts. As Prillelten-
sky (1994, p. 966) has noted in critique of this
approach, “Behaving ethically toward individ-
ual clients or research participants does not
guarantee an ethical interpretation and applica-
tion of the results at the social level.”

What should be the relationship of ethics to
psychology? We would answer this question by
asking, who should have the power to define
ethical practice in psychology? The current geo-
graphic and subdisciplinary differences reflect
real groups with different histories and values;
these will not, and should not, be erased. The
process by which “universal” ethics codes for
psychology will emerge will be negotiated, con-
tested dialogue across institutions and elites,
with administrators, bureaucrats, careerists, and
zealous ‘entrepreneurs of identity’ (Reicher et
al., 2005) struggling for social influence. In a
world of unequal power and access to resources,
there is no guarantee that the most morally
comprehensive or enlightened code will ‘win,’
or indeed that there are any universals genuinely
to be discovered. Discussing the relationship of
professional ethics to trade unionism, Lindsay
(2011) documents how the European Psycholo-
gists’ Association contended with the different
approaches of its constituent members (e.g., the
Portuguese society was unionist; the British
Psychological Society was forbidden by its
Royal charter to engage in union practices) by
falling to the lowest common denominator:
union activity could not be undertaken; only the
minimal, consensual could be agreed.

We ourselves believe there is ground for cau-
tious optimism. Where Country B sees that A is
morally different, there is a possibility that B
will perceive A has the moral high ground—if
so, Country B may lift its standards to avoid the
unfavorable social comparison. The capacity for
empathy and cooperation may be evoked by
shared group membership, such that the moral
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high ground is consensually defined in egalitar-
ian, inclusive ways. In support of this optimistic
view, historical “tipping points” of change to-
ward more ethical conduct may be noted, for
example increased respect for women’s rights
or for nonviolence, as countries pick up the
gauntlet thrown down by early adopters (Pinker,
2011). At the same time such competition for
the moral high ground may take strange turns.
We see increasingly stringent ethical codes for
the treatment of research participants—a race
toward the most ostentatiously ethical possible
position, to the possible hindrance of research
on sensitive topics and populations (Lindsay,
2011). Or alternatively association B may attri-
bute a moral difference with association A to
A’s degeneracy and fight against it; we see for
example resistance to gay rights by some Afri-
cans (Reddy, 2002) or Christians (Mavor et al.,
2009, 2011). In any case making group norms
explicit, for example by codifying ethical prac-
tices, has the virtue of increasing transparency
(we can now observe that Country A prohibits
sex with patients and Country B does not),
increasing accountability, particularly where
there is an enforcement mechanism (clients now
have recourse), facilitating education (curricu-
lum standards can evolve), and generating dis-
cussion and social comparison. We return to
this point below.

As Independent and Dependent Variables

It is the case that a search for “justice” in the
American Psychological Association’s PsycNET
at this time (mid-2012) turns up 38,723 items,
of 3.27 million (just over 1%)." Searching for
“neuron” however yields only 11,915 items,
“money” 12,098; “brain” yields more than
297,000, and ‘“‘evolution” turns up 44,545. We
can thus crudely assess the role of justice in
psychology as a topic of research: more impor-
tant than neurons and money, but not quite as
important as evolution, and definitely not as
important as the brain. Of course such a com-
parison is frivolous, as well as problematic in its
source: neglecting non—English-language re-
search, for example. But for comparison, a
search on the same keywords in Sociological
Abstracts turns up 35,850 for justice (out of
1.24 million items; just under 3%), but only
10,839 for money, 571 for neuron, 5,987 for
brain, and 24,597 for evolution. Such figures

give anecdotal support to the contention that
psychology neglects issues of social justice
compared to our sister disciplines, and relative
to our focus on biological factors.?

What kinds of topics do these justice-themed
items in psychological databases address? They
do not divide equally across the subdisciplines.
Searching within the justice items for journal
articles in psychology with disciplinary labels
in the journal title reveals there are nearly five
thousand journal articles in “justice” journals,
and most of these are criminological in focus
(pursuing a legal/law enforcement perspective).
The searches also yield 1,062 for health; 762 for
social psychology; 482 for developmental; 333
for organizational; 119 for clinical psychology;
and only 45 for ‘biolog™. The pattern is thus of
a focus on social and mental health pathology,
with comparatively little focus on justice in
political and social contexts. Although our in-
dexing is crude, we are not the first to note
psychology’s social amnesia (e.g., Jacoby,
1975; Prilleltensky & Walsh-Bowers, 1993), a
criticism that applies more broadly to the sci-
ences’ moral inertia (e.g., Maxwell, 1991) and
Western society’s moral shyness (e.g., Pril-
leltensky, 1997): tendencies in each case to
avoid thinking and acting in explicitly moral
terms.

Is this neglect of justice, and disproportionate
focus on social and mental health pathology,
what should be the nature of empirical research
on justice in psychology? As social psycholo-
gists whose primary research has been in the
areas of threat, identity, prejudice, collective
action, and political decision-making, we say
no. But as our response positioning indicates,
we do not think it is a coincidence that only 1%
of items in psychology databases mention jus-
tice, and that these approach it in the context of
pathology—or put differently, in the context of
care and surveillance, from the roles of practi-
tioners of health and criminologists.

All of the factors discussed above reflect psy-
chology’s norms of neglect of the topic of jus-
tice. Our societal and disciplinary norms posi-
tion psychological research as morally neutral,
and clinical practice as involving the compas-

! Interestingly a search for injustice turns up only 2,007.
2 A search for justice within Journal of Theoretical and
Philosophical Psychology retrieves 8 of 369 articles (2%).
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sionate nurture of the individual. There is thus a
self-selection bias: those who choose to study
psychology disproportionately are focusing at
an individual level in their interests and values.
Having selected psychology as a career path,
accredited education and curriculum explicitly
socialize practitioners and researchers to adopt
positivist, individualistic values and to conceive
of morality primarily in terms of ethical con-
duct. Moralizing is to be feared because it con-
strains and biases research, as positivists would
argue; or because it imposes one power’s moral
position on weaker others, as some social con-
structivists and others might say (e.g., Kendler,
1994; Sampson, 1993). Descriptive and injunc-
tive social norms may be inferred from peers,
mentors, and public images of psychologists as
well: social justice is not integral to psycholog-
ical research; it is peripheral. These factors all
contribute to a neglect and pathologizing of
justice considerations within psychology.

Yet a description of most of psychology, and
most psychologists, as morally amnesic and in-
ert, is of course a caricature unrecognizable to
its subjects and likely to be hotly disputed.
Guided by our theoretical framework, we may
rather ask, what is the role of political and social
justice for groups of researchers and practitio-
ners within psychology? What inter- and intra-
group processes promote and impede the con-
sideration of social justice? Group norms are
more likely to survive when they are seen to
benefit the group: We may therefore ask, in
what way does it benefit psychology to neglect
social justice?

Depending on their geographic and subdisci-
plinary context, psychologists are explicitly
trained as agents of the state to help clients heal
individually (where psychology is covered by
government health insurance), or to help insti-
tutions such as schools and organizations func-
tion more effectively (in school and organiza-
tional contexts), or (in private enterprise) to
make money from “professional practice.” Re-
search academics are trained to compete for
jobs at (often) government-run institutions, and
for grants awarded from government bodies.
Psychology and psychologists have fought hard
explicitly for the right to be considered a sci-
ence. Thus, the institutional position of psychol-
ogy and of psychologists—the sources of their
funding, training, accreditation, and recogni-
tion—play a role in promoting positivist, indi-

vidualist, prostate, probusiness orientations
(e.g., Goertzen, 2011; Richardson, 1998). Dis-
cussing this issue, Prilleltensky and Walsh-
Bowers (1993, pp. 92-93) wrote the following:

Founding psychologists doggedly pursued scientific
and professional legitimacy from the established sci-
ences and from the bearers of power in society. ...
Early psychologists endeavored to convince business
and government of the practical benefits to accrue from
psychological applications. . .. Thus, the professional
identity of psychology became legitimate because sub-
sequent generations of psychologists conformed with
the administrative interests of business and govern-
ment. ... Four founding fathers, Hall, McDougall,
Muensterberg, and Watson, independently declared
that scientific psychology was the foundation for shap-
ing individuals’ adjustment to social, economic, and
political conditions of an industrial society.

This perspective highlights that positivist, in-
dividualist, prostate, probusiness orientations in
psychology reflect its social position and serve
to accrue and protect the individual and collec-
tive wealth and status of its members, at the
expense of attention to and service of the op-
pressed, marginal, and disadvantaged. Or as
Prilleltensky (1994, p. 967) affirmed, “It is cru-
cial to realize that psychology is already a po-
litical and moral force, even if some psycholo-
gists may wish to deny it . . . .—one that
upholds the status quo.”

Justice as Professional and Political
Agendas

Despite all of the above, and attesting to the
fact that norms can be quite diverse even within
the same discipline, psychologists are stereo-
typed within and outside the profession as com-
paratively liberal or left-wing, and there is evi-
dence to support this stereotype (e.g., for social
psychology, Haidt, 2011). Psychologists are
more likely than other scientists to hold left-
wing political views, to vote Democrat in the
United States, to cooperate rather than defect in
prisoner’s dilemma games. Psychological re-
search has provided an empirical foundation to
refute the justification for racially segregated
schools in the United States; to leverage the
acceptance of gays and lesbians as normal, as
parents, and as deserving of protection from
discrimination; and to promote pro-choice pol-
icies (e.g., Society for the Psychological Study
of Social Issues, 2012). Research on minority
stress (Meyer, 1995) has been deployed in ar-
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guments against discriminatory policies versus
immigrants, gays, Hispanics, and many others.
The American Psychological Association “Re-
ports and Brochures” site (American Psycho-
logical Association, 2012) links to rotating
items, which among others document the harm-
ful effects of low socioeconomic status, chal-
lenge the efficacy of conversion therapy (to
change sexual orientation), challenge the view
that women’s mental health suffers from a sin-
gle abortion, and provide positive information
about lesbian and gay parenting. Psychology is
increasingly feminized, with the proportion of
women well over half in many PhD as well as
undergraduate programs (Willyard, 2011). For
all of the acknowledged dominance of positiv-
ism, Goertzen (2011, p. 248) documents a re-
cent “surging commitment” to qualitative meth-
ods—not merely a methodological choice, but
an epistemological one (see also, Marecek,
2003). How can we understand these instantia-
tions of politically and epistemologically radi-
cal values within the context of morally inert
and socially amnesic discipline described
above?

One answer is to highlight that in the context
of the discipline’s general neglect of social and
political justice issues, the minority that address
the topic are an activist and vocal lot. The
mainstream American Psychological Associa-
tion has over 137,000 members, compared with
which the 3000 members of the Society for the
Psychological Study of Social Issues are a small
group. Yet the latter have a profile that includes
formal lobbying in Washington, representation
as a nongovernmental organization at the
United Nations, and consultation to the UN
Economic and Social Council (Society for the
Psychological Study of Social Issues, 2012).
Psychologists for Social Responsibility also
have an activist profile disproportionate to their
numbers; the American Psychological Associa-
tion includes divisions for Peace and Conflict,
Community Research and Action, Religion and
Spirituality, as well as of course Theoretical and
Philosophical Psychology. Within the Austra-
lian Psychological Society, similarly, there are
interest groups such as Psychologists for Peace
and Women and Psychology; the Europeans
have the German Peace Psychology forum, and
many others (see, e.g., International Psycholo-
gists for Social Responsibility). The Interna-
tional Society for Justice Research contains

many psychologists, also being open to other
disciplines such as sociology and criminology.

On the one hand, these separate bodies illus-
trate the segregation of mainstream bodies from
their activist subgroups: the marginalization of
social justice concerns, and their institutional
distance from power. Some have found the
heterogeneity of metatheoretical positions trou-
bling, yet the notion of metatheoretical homo-
geneity also can be problematized (e.g., Goert-
zen, 2011). The subgroups provide a useful
freedom of movement to the larger institutions
that often support them with resources and
money, and offer plausible deniability to the
political and corporate stakeholders who may
girdle the discipline financially and legally.
Within the subgroups, radical voices can find
audiences, training, peer recognition, and sup-
port, and new norms can form. Here as else-
where, it is useful to have militant factions, as
well as a moderate wing (Louis, 2009b). Psy-
chologists trained within the subgroups and
supported by them can run for office in the
mainstream organizations; they can define pub-
lic stands and new ideas, which infiltrate the
institutional bodies in part because those who
are passionate about social justice issues often
write and review the relevant position papers
and policy statements. Perhaps this special issue
provides a useful illustration of our argument:
on the one hand, a special issue on Psychology
and Justice highlights that most issues are not
on this theme, and that it is in some way novel
or innovative to address the topic. On the other
hand, the issue is a space created by the main-
stream—a space in which justice-minded psy-
chologists practice arguments that we hope
might spread to colonize the mainstream;
recognize and support each other as agents of
justice-oriented theorizing; and receive profes-
sional credit for what may otherwise be mar-
ginal or devalued output.

This is an optimistic positioning—perhaps
too optimistic. Yet at the same time, it would be
wrong to ignore the significant achievements of
social justice researchers and activists within
psychology as a discipline. The extant literature
on social justice in psychology strikes us as
overly pessimistic, partly because of its optimis-
tic assumptions. Starting from the dream that
universal egalitarian and humanitarian values
are shared across psychology, the writers find
themselves dispirited that psychologists have



ical Association or one of its allied publishers.

This document is copyrighted by the American Psycholc
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

22 LOUIS, MAVOR, LA MACCHIA, AND AMIOT

often been found to be agents of violent nation-
alism, of coercion and injustice. Starting from
the position that justice is properly placed at the
center of human functioning, they are frustrated
that justice comes third, after professional guild
concerns and the pursuit of knowledge (e.g.,
Prilleltensky & Walsh-Bowers, 1993).

We do not share their starting point, and we
do not end at the same sense of frustration. We
begin with the assumption that groups exist, and
that conflict between groups structures the so-
cial reality of our field as well as of humanity
more broadly; that justice is not consensually
defined; that accordingly injustices (from one
group’s perception or another) are rife. Of
course there were Nazi psychologists (see, e.g.,
Lifton, 1986); of course there are psychologists
who defend American torture and militarism.
But lacking a universalist perspective on moral
choices, we equally do not see injustices as
signs of moral failure on the part of bystanders
and agents, or justice achievements as signs of
moral courage alone. These stands, whether in
favor of torture or opposed, are associated with
group identities and norms which are open to
contestation and change, which changed impor-
tantly in the 20th century, and which continue to
change. There is thus scope for both optimism
and pessimism: change is inevitable; our field
may change for the worse. Some may already
see a trend of changes in the profession de-
signed to benefit the pharmaceutical industry, or
the United States as an imperialist, human-
rights abusing power. Some may see changes to
pathologize normalcy and expand the scope of
our profession to charge fees, to prescribe
drugs, to pathologize the experiences of the
disadvantaged, or, alternatively, perhaps to le-
gitimize the socially deviant and immoral in the
service of decadent Western degeneracy.

Change is inevitable, but change in the direc-
tion of more communitarian, egalitarian, and
inclusive norms is also possible. For example,
many concerned about individualistic psychol-
ogy have welcomed the work of liberation psy-
chologists (e.g., Martin-Bard, 1986; McLaren &
Lankshear, 1994); of psychologists whose work
is used to combat racial, sexual, and other in-
equality (e.g., Meyer, 1995); or of feminist psy-
chologists, and community and multicultural
psychologists (e.g., Rodis & Strehorn, 1997).
Our disciplinary funding sources, the self-
selection biases, and the explicit and implicit

socialization processes all promote the neglect
of political justice, and a broad prostate, indi-
vidualist agenda; so we have argued. Within
those constraints, from the perspective of group
identities and norms, it is useful to celebrate the
achievements of psychologists as social change
agents, and their left-wing and liberal biases,
with an eye to co-opting the disciplinary iden-
tity and promoting changes across the profes-
sion. At the same time, it is also useful to
maintain a “straw man” of mainstream psychol-
ogy as conservative and individualistic, and to
parade our disciplinary positivism, because
such arguments legitimize psychology’s main-
stream institutions in the eyes of power-holders.
Nicholson (1998) elaborates this paradox: psy-
chology has the moral authority and political
capital to pursue a political agenda—to leverage
social change against racism, sexism, and ho-
mophobia—in part because of its self-portrayal
as impartial and objective, “evidence-based.”
The perceived duty not to pollute the pursuit of
knowledge with bias, and the fear of losing
status or political capital, may thus lead to an
ironic outcome. Explicitly political work—that
is, contesting the status quo, or the reigning
assumptions and paradigms—may be avoided
in preference to implicitly political work—that
is, work which affirms them. Thus a fear of
acknowledging our individual and collective
subjectivity (which is empirically demonstrable,
as decades of social psychological research
have shown) may ironically lead to work which
reinforces bias and distortion in the field.

We do not have to accept this false dichot-
omy: on the one hand, to “pretend [we] are
value-neutral for the sake of political gain”
(Prilleltensky, 1998, p. 325), “hiding behind a
veneer of scientism” (Prilleltensky, 1994, p.
967) or, on the other hand, to “enter the political
and ideological arena, thus leaving psychology
to those who believe they have demonstrated
that their discipline can meet the demands of
publicly verified knowledge claims™ as Kendler
(1994, p. 971) sneeringly advises nonpositivists
to do. In a world of unequal groups and moral
diversity, to produce publicly verifiable knowl-
edge claims about issues of well-being is to
fight in a political arena, as many have argued
(e.g., Prilleltensky, 1994; Fox, 1993). As Teo
(2009, p. 2) writes, “psychological practice is
interconnected with epistemology and ontology.
If one assumes that humans act like machines,
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then practice will emphasize control, manipula-
tion, and technologies. . . . If one conceptualizes
humans as meaning-making agents embedded
in sociopolitical contexts, then practice will call
attention to human action and agency.”

Within this unequal world, it is not surprising
that most political warriors of science fight im-
plicitly or explicitly to legitimize oppressive
discourses as objective, essential, and grounded
in facts of “nature” (Prilleltensky, 1997). It is
not surprising that counterwarriors fighting for
disadvantaged groups are comparatively mar-
ginal, less well-resourced, and lower status.
This imbalance is not to be overcome through
moral heroism on the part of psychologists, or
as Kendler (1997) has it, “moral chutzpah.”
Chutzpah or not, psychologists will act to pro-
tect and promote their groups’ values and inter-
ests and to enact their social norms. Within
theoretical and philosophical psychology, we
have found few who articulate the tension be-
tween determinism and agency that we our-
selves see as critical; perhaps the closest is the
tradition of hermeneutic realism (Richardson,
1998; Richardson & Woolfolk, 1994), which
identifies a world “not exclusively a disen-
chanted Nature . . . but mainly an historical and
social life-world comprised of meanings and
practices” (Richardson, 1998, p. 36) and yet
rejects the “overwrought scepticism” of both
postmodernism and scientism (Richardson,
1998, p. 37). Richardson elaborates (1998, p.
43):

In the hermeneutic view, our basic situation is one of
morally engaged participants in an historical culture.
The practical flow of our living is already defined for
us by particular commitments and identifications taken
for granted by our culture. We can and often should
criticize certain of our norms and practices. But we
usually critique them on the basis of other insights
from our traditions or inherited meanings which at that
moment we are taking for granted.

Thus social injustice and unjust psychologists
exist in a mutual feedback loop embedded
within wider national, ethnic, political, gender,
and other group identities and norms. Egalitar-
ian change in these systems will produce more
egalitarian psychologists; the reverse causality
whereby psychologists are agents in the van-
guard of social change we expect to be rela-
tively uncommon. There is no particular reason
to presume that morally deviant psychologists
will inevitably be stronger forces for social jus-

tice, rather than for inequality and oppression.
The ethic of care that dominates practitioners
may attract through self-selection a gentler,
kinder group of the population to our field; but
then again it will also disproportionately attract
the individualistic and microfocused, as we
have argued above. Some have even argued that
social psychologists’ moral focus is overly nar-
row because of the exclusion of conservatively
minded agents from the field, and the conse-
quent omission of their characteristic moral ori-
entations and concerns (Haidt, 2011; see also,
Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009).

Yet the possibility of justice-minded psychol-
ogists initiating norm change exists, and is
highly significant, for those of us who find
ourselves—because of other group identities
and norms (subdisciplinary, political, religious,
or secular)—among the socially minded, polit-
icized members of our professions, perceiving
what we label injustice, and struggling for what
we value as positive social change. Although
some researchers (e.g., Prilleltensky, 1997)
have argued that justice-minded psychologists
have “moved forward” from groups, we see
justice-minded psychologists (including our-
selves) as coming from, and forming, new
groups in new, contested relationships. Because
every decision and action is implicitly or ex-
plicitly moral, with implicit or explicit justice
implications, we are free to put forward our
values. We may seize the opportunity, where
oppressive discourses lay claim to publicly ver-
ifiable “natural” facts, to battle our political
opponents in the domain of science in which we
are advantaged by our “expertise” (Harris,
2010), and by the social and political capital
which psychology has accumulated (Nicholson,
1998). We may exploit our position to identify
conservative political propositions that are em-
pirical hypotheses—for example, that women
are harmed mentally by abortions, or that gay
parents produce children who are gay, and men-
tally ill. When these hypotheses are falsifiable,
and false, we can pursue a political social jus-
tice agenda through positivism: that is, by fal-
sifying the conservatives’ claims. Thus we dis-
agree with Prilleltensky and Walsh-Bowers’
(1993, p. 98) argument, that “an objectivist
stance cannot serve as a basis for social critique
nor for social change.” It can, and it has often
done so, and it should do so.
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This virtuous cycle—whereby conservatives
are constrained by a culture of positivism to
advance testable hypotheses, many of which
have been falsified—has led to legal, political,
and social changes, further empowering psy-
chology’s liberal bias to leverage change within
the culture wars and human rights era (Harris,
2010; Nicholson, 1998). The use of scientific
methods is one means, and a powerful means,
by which to participate in “denunciation and
annunciation” (Freire, 1970, 1975; Prilleltensky
& Walsh-Bowers, 1993): documenting the ex-
istence and effects of systems of oppression, on
the one hand, and the strengths and virtues of
disadvantaged groups, on the other, with a focus
on empowering opportunities for change. Of
course, the view that science may be used for
emancipatory ends is widely shared (Burman,
1994; Burman & Parker, 1993; Parker, 1992).
And admittedly, there is a danger that conser-
vatives are withdrawing from their former com-
mitment to fight in the battlefields of science
across a range of areas where they have been
proven wrong—from climate change to evolu-
tion to psychology—and embracing a new reli-
gious legitimization which is unfalsifiable and
thus out of our remit. But that is a story for
another journal article!

In the current world, where empirical claims
about human nature, sexuality, family relations,
learning, punishment, and identity are at the
center of the political area, these dialectics are
not likely to be resolved in the near future. Nor
should they be. Considering conflicts of values
and interests among psychologists—universal-
ists versus nationalists; secular versus the-
ists—it is not objectivity that we aspire to, but
rather social change toward humanitarian, egal-
itarian outcomes. In this sense dialogue and
mutual respect, or mutual appreciation and
compassion, are seen as useful elements of sus-
tainable and enduring change, but not sufficient
in and of themselves. Rather, with Gergen
(2009, p. 100), we view psychologists and our
audiences as “multibeings” who are “immersed
in the realities of various classroom groups,
athletic teams, religious groups, and occupa-
tions, to say nothing of the particular realities
developed in intimate relations, relations with
family, and with close friends.” These groups
are in relationships with each other, within the
self and within the world. From our own con-
stellation of group identities and norms, we

distill a view of social justice and an imperative
to act—and if this view is not shared by others,
it is not because they are usefully described as
inherently immoral, but because they have other
views of justice, and other prescriptions for
righteous behavior.

A social justice view is inherently evangeli-
cal—we aspire to spread justice, to achieve so-
cial change. But we can do so effectively only
by recognizing our views as located in group
identities and norms. The questions then be-
come, not how to make other psychologists do
what we want, but how to make other psychol-
ogists part of our group, and/or how to change
their group norm. This is a political, collective
project, not a matter of individual chutzpah and
choice. The processes by which we are allowed
to contest the relationship of justice and psy-
chology are equally defined by group norms and
group identities—here we write journal articles;
we are not permitted to use bombs and napalm,
nor even targeted assassinations of our rivals.
Defining ““scholarly research”—with its theory
pieces and empirical articles; its p < .05 and
peer-review criteria—as the domain of social
influence and contest for the relationship of
psychology and justice does not transform the
identity—influence relationship to objective
communication; it does not mean that the “best”
or “highest” or “objective” notion of psychol-
ogy and justice will prevail. Our opportunity to
influence each other depends instead upon dis-
covering or creating shared identities (providing
the basis for trust), and common assumptions
and values (the basis of leverage). These iden-
tities and common values are actively, strate-
gically constructed and contested; they are
also passively constrained by and emergent
from perceived historical events and social
contexts. Thus a deep appreciation of which
groups make up psychology, and whose
norms define justice, is needed to illuminate
the relationship of “justice” to “psychology”
in any domain—or as we have attempted to
show here, in ethics, in research, and in pro-
fessional and political agendas.
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WHAT CAN WE DO?
Becoming Part of the Solution

ALLAN G. JOHNSON

This last reading is by Allan G. Johnson, a sociologist at the Hartford College
for Women of the University of Hartford. Johnson studies the dynamics of
privilege, power, and oppression. He is especially interested in understand-
ing how and why systems of privilege are created and maintained in society.
In this selection, adapted from Privilege, Power, and Difference (2001), Johnson
outlines how every individual can be involved in creating solutions to social
problems caused by social inequality. He suggests we learn new strategies to
effectively become aware of how each of us is privileged and contributes to
the oppression of others based on that privilege. With that awareness comes
the ability to better affect social change.

ilege, harassment, discrimination, and violence that are everywhere in

this society and have existed for hundreds (or, in the case of gender,
thousands) of years. We have to begin by thinking about the trouble and the
challenge in new and more productive ways. . . . Here is a summary of the
tools we have to start with.

Large numbers of people have sat on the sidelines and seen themselves
as neither part of the problem nor the solution. Beyond this shared trait, how-
ever, they are far from homogeneous. Everyone is aware of the whites, hetro-
sexuals, and men who intentionally act out in oppressive ways. But there is
less attention to the millions of people who know inequities exist and want
to be part of the solution. Their silence and invisibility allow the trouble to
continue. Removing what silences them and stands in their way can tap an
enormous potential of energy for change.

The problem of privilege and oppression is deep and wide, and to work
with it we have to be able to see it clearly so that we can talk about it in use-
ful ways. To do that, we have to reclaim some difficult language that names
what’s going on, language that has been so misused and maligned that it
generates more heat than light. We can’t just stop using words like racism,
sexism, and privilege, however, because these are tools that focus our

The challenge we face is to change patterns of exclusion, rejection, priv-
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awareness on the problem and all the forms it takes. Once we can see and
talk about what's going on, we can analyze how it works as a system. We can
identify points of leverage where change can begin.

Reclaiming the language takes us directly to the core reality that the
problem is privilege and the power that maintains it. Privilege exists when
one group has something that is systematically denied to others not because
of who they are or what they’ve done or not done, but because of the social
category they belong to.

Privilege is a feature of social systems, not individuals. People have or
don’t have privilege depending on the system they're in and the social cate-
gories other people put them in. To say, then, that [ have race privilege says less
about me personally than it does about the society we all live in and how it is
organized to assign privilege on the basis of a socially defined set of racial cat-
egories that change historically and often overlap. The challenge facing me as
an individual has more to do with how I participate in society as a recipient of
race privilege and how those choices oppose or support the system itself.

In dealing with the problem of privilege, we have to get used to being
surrounded by paradox. Very often those who have privilege don’t know
it, for example, which is a key aspect of privilege. Also paradoxical is the fact
that privilege doesn’t necessarily lead to a “good life,” which can prompt
people in privileged groups to deny resentfully that they even have it. But
privilege doesn’t equate with being happy. It involves having what others
don’t have and the struggle to hang on to it at their expense, neither of which
is a recipe for joy, personal fulfillment, or spiritual contentment. . . .

To be an effective part of the solution, we have to realize that privilege
and oppression are not a thing of the past. It's happening right now. It isn’t
just a collection of wounds inflicted long ago that now need to be healed. The
wounding goes on as [ write these words and as you read them, and unless
people work to change the system that promotes it, personal healing by itself
cannot be the answer. Healing wounds is no more a solution to the oppres-
sion that causes the wounding than military hospitals are a solution to war.
Healing is a necessary process, but it isn’t enough. . . .

Since privilege is rooted primarily in systems—such as families, schools,
and workplaces—change isn’t simply a matter of changing people. People,
of course, will have to change in order for systems to change, but the most
important point is that changing people isn’t enough. The solution also has
to include entire systems, such as capitalism, whose paths of least resistance
shape how we feel, think, and behave as individuals, how we see ourselves
and one another.

As they work for change, it’s easy for members of privileged groups to
lose sight of the reality of privilege and its consequences and the truth that
the trouble around privilege is their trouble as much as anyone else’s. This
happens in large part because systems of privilege provide endless ways of
seeing and thinking about the world that make privilege invisible. These in-
clude denying and minimizing the trouble; blaming the victim; calling the
trouble something else; assuming everyone prefers things the way they are;
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mistaking intentions with consequences; attributing the trouble to others and
not their own participation in social systems that produce it; and balancing
the trouble with troubles of their own. The more aware people can be of how
these behaviors limit their effectiveness, the more they can contribute to
change both in themselves and the systems where they work and live.

With these tools in hand, we can begin to think about how to make our-
selves part of the solution to the problem of privilege and oppression. . . .

STUBBORN OUNCES

(To One Who Doubts the Worth of Doing Anything
if You Can’t Do Everything)

You say the little efforts that I make
will do no good; they will never prevail
to tip the hovering scale
where Justice hangs in balance.
I don’t think
I ever thought they would.
But I am prejudiced beyond debate
In favor of my right to choose which side
shall feel the stubborn ounces of my weight.!

Stubborn Ounces: What Can We Do?

There are no easy answers to the question of what can we do about the prob-
lem of privilege. There is no twelve-step program, no neat set of instructions.
Most important, there is no way around or over it: the only way out is
through it. We won'’t end oppression by pretending it isn’t there or that we
don’t have to deal with it.

Some people complain that those who work for social change are being
“divisive” when they draw attention to gender or race or social class and the
oppressive systems organized around them. But when members of dominant
groups mark differences by excluding or discriminating against subordinate
groups and treating them as “other,” they aren’t accused of being divisive.
Usually it’s only when someone calls attention to how differences are used
for oppressive purposes that the charge of divisiveness comes up.

In a sense, it is divisive to say that oppression and privilege exist, but
only insofar as it points to divisions that already exist and to the perception
that the status quo is normal and unremarkable. Oppression promotes the
worst kind of divisiveness because it cuts us off from one another and, by
silencing us about the truth, cuts us off from ourselves as well. Not only must
we participate in oppression by living in an oppressive society, we also must
act as though oppression didn’t exist, denying the reality of our own experi-
ence and its consequences for people’s lives, including our own.

What does it mean to go out by going through? What can we do that will
make a difference? I don’t have the answers, but I do have some suggestions.
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Acknowledge That the Trouble Exists

A key to the continued existence of every oppressive system is unawareness,
because oppression contradicts so many basic human values that it invari-
ably arouses opposition when people know about it. The Soviet Union and
its East European satellites, for example, were riddled with contradictions so
widely known among their people that the oppressive regimes fell apart
with an ease and speed that astonished the world. An awareness of oppres-
sion compels people to speak out, to break the silence that continued oppres-
sion depends on.

This is why most oppressive cultures mask the reality of oppression by
denying its existence, trivializing it, calling it something else, blaming it on
those most victimized by it, or diverting attention from it. Instead of treating
oppression as a serious problem, we go to war or get embroiled in contro-
versial “issues” such as capital gains tax cuts or “family values” or immi-
grant workers. There would be far more active opposition to racism, for
example, if white people lived with an ongoing awareness of how it actually
affects the everyday lives of those it oppresses as “not white.” As we have
seen, however, the vast majority of white people don’t do this.

It’s one thing to become aware and quite another to stay that way. The
greatest challenge when we first become aware of a critical perspective on
the world is simply to hang on to it. Every system’s paths of least resistance
invariably lead away from critical awareness of how the system works. In
some ways, it's harder and more important to pay attention to systems of
privilege than it is to people’s behavior and the paths of least resistance that
shapeit. ...

Pay Attention

Understanding how privilege and oppression operate and how you partici-
pate in them is where the work for change begins. It’s easy to have opinions,
but it takes work to know what you're talking about. The simplest way to
begin is by reading, and making reading about privilege part of your life. Un-
less you have the luxury of a personal teacher, you can’t understand this
issue without reading, just as you’d need to read about a foreign country be-
fore you traveled there for the first time, or about a car before you tried to
work under the hood. Many people assume they already know what they
need to know because it’s part of everyday life. But they’re usually wrong.
Just as the last thing a fish would discover is water, the last thing people
discover is society itself and something as pervasive as the dynamics of
privilege.

We also have to be open to the idea that what we think we know is, if not
wrong, so deeply shaped by systems of privilege that it misses most of the
truth. This is why activists talk with one another and spend time reading one
another’s writing: seeing things clearly is tricky. This is also why people who
are critical of the status quo are so often self-critical as well: they know how
complex and elusive the truth really is and what a challenge it is to work
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toward it. People working for change are often accused of being orthodox
and rigid, but in practice they are typically among the most self-critical
people around. . . .

Little Risks: Do Something

The more you pay attention to privilege and oppression, the more you'll see op-
portunities to do something about them. You don’t have to mount an expedi-
tion to find those opportunities; they’re all over the place, beginning in your-
self. As I became aware of how male privilege encourages me to control
conversations, for example, I also realized how easily men dominate group
meetings by controlling the agenda and interrupting, without women'’s object-
ing toit. This pattern is especially striking in groups that are mostly female but
in which most of the talking nonetheless comes from a few men. I would find
myself sitting in meetings and suddenly the preponderance of male voices
would jump out at me, an unmistakable sign of male privilege, in full bloom.

AsI've seen what's going on, I've had to decide what to do about this little
path of least resistance and my relation to it thatleads me to follow it so readily.
With some effort, I've tried out new ways of listening more and talking less. At
times my methods have felt contrived and artificial, such as telling myself to
shut up for a while or even counting slowly to ten (or more) to give others a
chance to step into the space afforded by silence. With time and practice, new
paths have become easier to follow and I spend less time monitoring myself.
But awareness is never automatic or permanent, for paths of least resistance
will be there to choose or not as long as male privilege exists.

As you become more aware, questions will arise about what goes on at
work, in the media, in families, in communities, in religious institutions, in
government, on the street, and at school—in short, just about everywhere.
The questions don’t come all at once (for which we can be grateful), although
they sometimes come in a rush that can feel overwhelming. If you remind
yourself that it isn’t up to you to do it all, however, you can see plenty of
situations in which you can make a difference, sometimes in surprisingly
simple ways. Consider the following possibilities:

Make noise, be seen. Stand up, volunteer, speak out, write letters, sign
petitions, show up. Every oppressive system feeds on silence. Don’t collude
in silence. Breaking the silence is especially important for dominant groups,
because it undermines the assumption of solidarity that dominance
depends on. If this feels too risky, you can practice being aware of how
silence reflects your investment in solidarity with other dominant-group
members. This can be a place to begin working on how you participate in
making privilege and oppression happen: “Today I said nothing, colluded in
silence, and this is how I benefited from it. Maybe tomorrow I can try some-
thing different.”

Find little ways to withdraw support from paths of least resistance and people’s
choices to follow them, starting with yourself. It can be as simple as not laughing
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at a racist or heterosexist joke or saying you don’t think it’s funny, or writing
a letter to your senator or representative or the editor of your newspaper,
objecting to an instance of sexism in the media. When my local newspaper
ran an article whose headline referred to sexual harassment as “earthy
behavior,” for example, 1 wrote a letter pointing out that harassment isn’t
“earthy.”

The key to withdrawing support is to interrupt the flow of business as
usual. We can subvert the assumption that we’re all going along with the
status quo by simply not going along. When we do this, we stop the flow, if
only for a moment, but in that moment other people can notice and start to
think and question. It's a perfect time to suggest the possibility of alter-
natives, such as humor that isn’t at someone else’s expense, or of ways to
think about discrimination, harassment, and violence that do justice to the
reality of what’s going on and how it affects people. . ..

Dare to make people feel uncomfortable, beginning with yourself. At the next
local school board meeting, for example, you can ask why principals and
other administrators are almost always white and male (unless your system
is an exception that proves the rule), while the teachers they supervise are
mostly women and people of color. Or look at the names and mascots used
by local sports teams and see if they exploit the heritage and identity of
Native Americans; if that’s the case, ask principals and coaches and owners
about it.2 Consider asking similar kinds of questions about privilege and dif-
ference in your place of worship, workplace, and local government. . . .

Some will say it isnt “nice” to make people uncomfortable, but oppres-
sive systems do a lot more than make people feel uncomfortable, and there
isn’t anything “nice” about allowing that to continue unchallenged. Besides,
discomfort is an unavoidable part of any meaningful process of education.
We can’t grow without being willing to challenge our assumptions and take
ourselves to the edge of our competencies, where we’re bound to feel un-
comfortable. If we can’t tolerate ambiguity, uncertainty, and discomfort, then
we'll never get beneath superficial appearances or learn or change anything
of much value, including ourselves.

And if history is any guide, discomfort—to put it mildly—is also an
unavoidable part of changing systems of privilege. As sociologist William
Gamson noted in his study of social movements, “the meek don’t make it.”3
To succeed, movements must be willing to disrupt business as usual and
make those in power as uncomfortable as possible. Women didn’t win the
right to vote, for example, by reasoning with men and showing them
the merits of their position. To even get men’s attention, they had to take to the
streets in large numbers at considerable risk to themselves. At the very least
they had to be willing to suffer ridicule and ostracism, but it often got worse
than that. In England, for example, suffragettes were jailed and, when they
went on hunger strikes, were force fed through tubes run down their throats.
The modern women’s movement has had to depend no less on the willing-
ness of women to put themselves on the line in order to make men so
uncomfortable that they’ve had to pay attention and, eventually, to act.
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It has been no different with the civil rights movement. Under the
leadership of men like Martin Luther King, the movement was dedicated to
the principle of nonviolence. As with the movement for women'’s suffrage,
however, they could get white people’s attention only through mass demon-
strations and marches. Whites typically responded with violence and intim-
idation.# As Douglas McAdam showed in his study of that period, the
Federal government intervened and enacted civil rights legislation only
when white violence against civil rights demonstrators became so extreme
that the government was compelled to act.5. . .

Openly choose and model alternative paths. As we identify paths of least
resistance, we can identify alternatives and then follow them openly so that
other people can see what we're doing. Paths of least resistance become more
visible when people choose alternatives, just as rules become more visible
when someone breaks them. Modeling new paths creates tension in a sys-
tem, which moves toward resolution. We don’t have to convince anyone of
anything. As Gandhi put it, the work begins with us as we try to be the
change we want to see happen in the world. If you think this has no effect,
watch how people react to the slightest departures from established paths
and how much effort they expend trying to ignore or explain away or chal-
lenge those who choose alternative paths.

Actively promote change in how systems are organized around privilege. The
possibilities here are almost endless, because social life is complicated and
privilege is everywhere. You can, for example,

Speak out for equality in the workplace.

Promote diversity awareness and training.

Support equal pay and promotion.

Oppose the devaluing of women and people of color and the work they
do, from dead-end jobs to glass ceilings.

Support the well-being of mothers and children and defend women'’s
right to control their bodies and their lives.

Object to the punitive dismantling of welfare and attempts to limit women’s
access to reproductive health services.

Speak out against violence and harassment wherever they occur, whether
at home, at work, or on the street.

Support government and private services for women who are victimized
by male violence. Volunteer at the local rape crisis center or battered-
women'’s shelter. Join and support groups that intervene with and counsel
violent men.

Call for and support clear and effective anti-harassment policies in work-
places, unions, schools, professional associations, religious institutions,
and political parties, as well as public spaces such as parks, sidewalks, and
malls. \
Object to theaters and video stores that carry violent pornography. This
doesn’t require a debate about censorship—just the exercise of freedom off
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speech to articulate pornography’s role in the oppression of women and to
express how its opponents feel about it.

Ask questions about how work, education, religion, and family are
shaped by core values and principles that support race privilege, gender
privilege, and other forms of privilege. You might accept women'’s entry
into combat branches of the military or the upper reaches of corporate
power as “progress,” for example. But you could also raise questions
about what happens to people and societies when political and economic
institutions are organized around control, domination, “power over,” and,
by extension, competition and the use of violence. Is it progress to allow
selected women to share control with men over oppressive systems?

Support the right of women and men to love whomever they choose. Raise
awareness of homophobia and heterosexism. For example, ask school offi-
cials and teachers about what's happening to gay and lesbian students in
local schools. If they don’t know, ask them to find out, since it's a safe bet
these students are being harassed, suppressed, and oppressed by others at
one of the most vulnerable stages of life. When sexual orientation is dis-
cussed, whether in the media or among friends, raise questions about its re-
lation to patriarchy. Remember that it isn’t necessary to have answers to
questions in order to ask them.

Pay attention to how different forms of oppression interact with one another.
There has been a great deal of struggle within women’s movements, for
example, about the relationship between gender oppression and other forms
of oppression, especially those based on race and social class. White middle-
and upper-middle-class feminists have been criticized for pursuing their
own agenda to the detriment of women who aren’t privileged by class or
race. Raising concerns about glass ceilings that keep women out of top cor-
porate and professional positions, for example, does little to help working-
or lower-class women. There has also been debate over whether some forms
of oppression are more important to attack first or produce more oppressive
consequences than other forms.

One way out of this conflict is to realize that patriarchy isn’t problem-
atic just because it emphasizes male dominance, but because it promotes
dominance and control as ends in themselves, In that sense, all forms of
oppression draw support from common roots, and whatever we do that calls
attention to those roots undermines all forms of oppression. If working
against patriarchy is seen simply as enabling some women to get a bigger
piece of the pie, then some women probably will “succeed” at the expense of
others who are disadvantaged by race, class, ethnicity, and other characteris-
tics. One could make the same argument about movements for racial justice:
If it just means enabling well-placed blacks to get ahead, then it won’t end
racial oppression for the vast majority. But if we identify the core problem as
any society organized around principles of domination and privilege, then
changing that requires us to pay attention to all the forms of oppression those
principles promote. Whether we begin with race or gender or ethnicity or
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class or the capitalist system, if we name the problem correctly we’ll wind up
going in the same general direction.

Work with other people. This is one of the most important principles of par-
ticipating in social change. From expanding consciousness to taking risks,
being in the company of people who support what you're trying to do makes
all the difference in the world. For starters, you can read and talk about books
and issues and just plain hang out with other people who want to under-
stand and do something about privilege and oppression. The roots of the
modern women’s movement were in consciousness-raising groups where
women did little more than talk about themselves and try to figure out how
they were shaped by a patriarchal society. It may not have looked like much
at the time, but it laid the foundation for huge social change. . . .

It is especially important to form alliances across difference—for men to
ally with women, whites with people of color, heterosexuals with lesbians
and gay men. What does this mean? As Paul Kivel [author of Uprooting
Racism (1996)] argues, one of the keys to being a good ally is a willingness to
listen—for whites to listen to people of color, for example—and to give
credence to what people say about their own experience.¢ This isn’t easy to
do, of course, since whites, heterosexuals, and men may not like what they
hear about their privilege from those who are most damaged by it. It is
difficult to hear anger about privilege and oppression and not take it person-
ally, but that is what allies have to be willing to do. It’s also difficult for mem-
bers of privileged groups to realize how mistrusted they are by subordinate
groups and to not take that personally as well. . ..

Don't keep it to yourself. A corollary of looking for company is not to
restrict your focus to the tight little circle of your own life. It isn’t enough to
work out private solutions to social problems like oppression and keep them
to yourself. It isn’t enough to clean up your own act and then walk away, to
find ways to avoid the worst consequences of oppression and privilege at
home and inside yourself and think that’s taking responsibility. Privilege and
oppression aren’t a personal problem that can be solved through personal
solutions. At some point, taking responsibility means acting in a larger con-
text, even if that means letting just one other person know what you're
doing. It makes sense to start with yourself, but it’s equally important not to
end with yourself.

A good way to convert personal change into something larger is to join
an organization dedicated to changing the systems that produce privilege
and oppression. Most college and university campuses, for example, have
student organizations that focus on issues of gender, race, and sexual orienta-
tion. There are also national organizations working for change, often through
local and statewide branches. Consider, for example, the National Organiza-
tion for Women (NOW), the National Association for the Advancement of
Colored People (NAACP), the National Conference for Community and
Justice (formerly the National Conference of Christians and Jews), the
National Gay and Lesbian Task Force, the Southern Poverty Law Center, the
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National Organization of Men Against Sexism, the Feminist Majority, the
National Abortion Rights Action League, the Southern Christian Leadership
Conference, and the National Urban League. . ..

Don't let other people set the standard for you. Start where you are and work
from there. Make lists of all the things you could actually imagine doing—
from reading another book about inequality to suggesting policy changes at
work to protesting against capitalism to raising questions about who cleans
the bathroom at home—and rank them from the most risky to the least. Start
with the least risky and set reasonable goals (“What small risk for change
will I take today?”). As you get more experienced at taking risks, you can
move up your list. You can commit yourself to whatever the next steps are for
you, the tolerable risks, the contributions that offer some way—however
small it might seem—to help balance the scales. As long as you do some-
thing, it counts.

In the end, taking responsibility doesn’t have to involve guilt and blame,
letting someone off the hook, or being on the hook yourself. It simply means
acknowledging an obligation to make a contribution to finding a way out of
the trouble we're all in, and to find constructive ways to act on that obliga-
tion. You don’t have to do anything dramatic or earth-shaking to help change
happen. As powerful as oppressive systems are, they cannot stand the strain
of lots of people doing something about it, beginning with the simplest act of
naming the system out loud.

What's in It for Me?

It’s risky to promote change. You risk being seen as odd, being excluded or
punished for asking questions and setting examples that make people
uncomfortable or threaten privilege. We've all adapted in one way or an-
other to life in a society organized around competition, privilege, and differ-
ence. Paths of least resistance may perpetuate oppression, but they also have
the advantage of being familiar and predictable and therefore can seem
preferable to untried alternatives and the unknown. There are inner risks—
of feeling lost, confused, and scared—along with outer risks of being rejected
or worse. Obviously, then, working for change isn’t a path of least resistance,
which raises the question of why anyone should follow Gandhi’s advice and
do it anyway.

It’s an easier question to answer for subordinate groups than it is for
dominants, which helps explain why the former have done most of the work
for change. Those on the losing end have much to gain by striving to undo
the system that oppresses them, not only for themselves in the short run, but
for the sake of future generations. The answer comes less easily for those in
dominant groups, but they don’t have to look very far to see that they have
much to gain—especially in the long run—that more than balances what
they stand to lose.”
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When whites, heterosexuals, and men join the movement against privi-
lege and oppression, they can begin to undo the costs of participating in an
oppressive system as the dominant group. Few men, for example, realize
how much they deaden themselves in order to support (if only by their
silence) a system that privileges them at women’s expense, that values male-
ness by devaluing femaleness, that makes women invisible in order to make
men appear larger than life. Most men don’t realize the impoverishment
to their emotional and spiritual lives, the price they pay in personal
authenticity and integrity, how they compromise their humanity, how they
limit the connections they can have with other people, how they distort their
sexuality to live up to core patriarchal values of control. They don't realize
how much they have to live a lie in order to interact on a daily basis with
their mothers, wives, sisters, daughters, women friends and co-workers—all
members of the group male privilege oppresses. So the first thing men can do
is claim a sense of aliveness and realness that doesn’t depend on superiority
and control, and a connection to themselves and the world—which they may
not even realize was missing until they begin to feel its return.

In similar ways, most whites don’t realize how much energy it takes to
defend against their continuing vulnerability to guilt and blame and to avoid
seeing how much trouble the world is in and the central role they play in it.
When whites do nothing about racial privilege and oppression, they put
themselves on the defensive, in the no-safe-place-to-hide position of every
dominator class. But when white people make a commitment to participate
in change, to be more than part of the problem, they free themselves to live in
the world without feeling open to guilt simply for being white.

In perhaps more subtle ways, homophobia and heterosexism take a toll
on heterosexuals. The persecution of lesbians, for example, is a powerful
weapon of sexism that encourages women to silence themselves, to disavow
feminism, and tolerate male privilege for fear that if they speak out, they’ll be
labeled as lesbians and ostracized.® In similar ways, the fear of being called
gay is enough to make men conform to masculine stereotypes that don’t
reflect who they really are and to go along with an oppressive gender system
they may not believe in. And because homosexuals all come from families,
parents and siblings may also pay a huge emotional price for the effects of
prejudice, discrimination, and persecution directed at their loved ones.

With greater authenticity and aliveness comes the opportunity to go
beyond the state of arrested development, the perpetual adolescence that
privilege promotes in dominant groups, to move away from unhealthy
dependencies on the subordination and undervalued labor of others and
toward healthy interdependencies free of oppressive cultural baggage.

When people join together to end any form of oppression, they act with
courage to take responsibility to do the right thing, and this empowers them
in ways that can extend to every corner of their lives. Whenever we act with
courage, a halo effect makes that same courage available to us in other times
and places. When we step into our legacies and take responsibility for them,
we can see how easily fear keeps us from acting for change in ourselves and
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in the systems we participate in. As we do the work, we build a growing
store of experience to draw on in figuring out how to act with courage again
and again. As our inner and outer lives become less bound by the strictures
of fear and compromise, we can claim a deeper meaning for our lives than
we’ve known before.

The human capacity to choose how to participate in the world empowers
all of us to pass along something different from what’s been passed to us.
With each strand of the knot of privilege that we help to work loose and
unravel, we don’t act simply for ourselves, we join a process of creative
resistance to oppression that’s been unfolding for thousands of years. We
become part of the long tradition of people who have dared to make a differ-
ence—to look at things as they are, to imagine something better, and to plant
seeds of change in themselves, in others, and in the world.

ENDNOTES
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2For more on this, see Ward Churchill, “Crimes against Humanity,” Z Magazine 6 (March 1993):
43-47. Reprinted in Margaret L. Andersen and Patricia Hill Collins (eds.), Race, Class, and
Gender, 3d ed. (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth, 1998), pp. 413-20.

3William A. Gamson, “Violence and Political Power: The Meek Don’t Make It,” Psychology Today
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4For more on this, see the excellent PBS documentary of the civil rights movement, Eyes on the
Prize.

5Doug McAdam, Political Process and the Development of Black Insurgency 1930~1970 (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1982).

6See Kivel, Uprooting Racism: How White People Can Work for Racial Justice (Philadelphia: New So-
ciety Publishers, 1996), part 3, “Being Allies.”

7 A lot of what follows came out of a brainstorming session with my friend and colleague Jane
Tuohy as we worked out the design for a gender workshop.

8See Suzanne Pharr, Homophobia: A Weapon of Sexism (Inverness, CA: Chardon Press, 1988).




PSY 305 Psychology of Social Justice

Instructor: Monika Black, MA, MHA Semester: Spring 2011
Office Hours: M-W 2:30-3:30 Class Location: SAC 254
Office Location: 557 Byrne Hall Class Times: 1:00 - 02:30 PM

Email: mblack7@depaul.edu

This class has both a regular course that will be held on Monday’s and a discussion section that
will be held on Wednesdays. Your participation in both the class and the discussion section are
required. There are 4 discussion sections organized by service site. Your TA will be assigned after
site selection has been completed. Please see below for a list of the TA and meeting Rooms.

Teaching Assistant _ Bldg. Room
Jason Geller Byrne Hall 402
Angela Koenigs Byrne Hall 618
Katie McAuliff, Byrne Hall 605
Shannon Williams Sac 254

Please note that this course is designed to have regular class presentations (indicated by “course”)
and discussion sections (indicated by “Dis) on the schedule. Classes are held in SAC Room 254.

Required Texts:

Adams, M., Blumenfeld, W., Castaneda, R., Hackman, H., Peters, M., Suniga, X. (2010).
Readings for Diversity and Social Justice. New York: Routledge.

I. Goals and Objectives:
Upon the completion of this course, students will be able to:

» |nteract with, recognize, articulate, and understand, the foundational principles of social justice
in relation to Psychology.

= Critically analyze the connections between the structures of inequality in society in regards to
Racism, Colorism, Classism, Religious Oppression, Sexism, Heterosexism, Ableism, and
Ageism.

» Acknowledge personal privileges and understand how to leverage one’s privilege to help
transform social injustices.

= Recognize and analyze social practices that produce inequality and injustice and those that
produce a more equal and just society.

= Understand the practical relevance and be able to relate the psychology of social justice to
everyday experience and real life situations.




II. Course Requirements Checklist
Participation

Class Attendance/Participation (20 points): Attendance is mandatory and will be taken in each class/
discussion section. Attendance in your discussion section will be based on your active engagement in the
discussion. If you come in late, please see me to make certain that you follow-up with the instructor/ TA to
sign the attendance sheet. In the event of a planned absence please email the instructor and TA of your
absence. Students who miss consecutive class periods due to no fault of their own or due to an extenuating
circumstance must follow the policy for excused absences and medical leaves set for the by DePaul
University to avoid penalty. Again, the instructor and TA must be included on all communications.

*Please note that completion of your service learning hours is mandatory. If you do not complete the
required 25 hours you will not receive a passing grade. If you are not able to complete your hours due to
extenuating circumstances then follow the instructions above.

Community Engagement

Letter to a Public Official/ Agency (20 points): Write a 1-2 page letter to a public official agency
advocating for social change. The specific official/agency you choose will depend on the social change you
are advocating. Additional instructions are provided on D2L.

Social Justice Leader Interview (20 points): Identify a social justice organization (not including your
service learning site) and interview someone who works at the organization. A list of organizations will be
provided to help you get started and forms will be provided to assist you with the interview. Be prepared to
hand in your completed interview form and to discuss your findings in class. Additional instructions are
provided on D2L.

Community Scavenger Hunt Presentation (20 points): You will partner with someone in class and visit
the community of your service learning site and take pictures of things, places, people that you see that
reflect the various “isms” discussed in class. Each team will then present their pictures in a PPT
presentation. Additional instructions are provided on D2L.

Day of Social Justice (20 points): This assignment is designed to have you explore your own typical
behavior as it applies to recognizing issues of social justice. On a given day you will perform a chosen
behavior and document the experience (in a 2-3 page paper). A paper guide will be provided for you to
follow. Additional instructions are provided on D2L.

Core Competencies

Service Learning Paper (20 points): Write a clear and concise 4-5 paper summarizing your service
learning experience, integrating key concepts from class, assignments and group discussions. A paper
guide will be provided for you to follow.

Final Exam (50 points): A final exam consisting of short essay questions will be given during the week of
final exams.

Optional Papers

Optional papers are worth 5 points extra credit. To receive credit you must attend an additional social justice
related event in the community (not associated with the work at your service learning site) and write a 3-5
page paper summarizing your experience. Papers must incorporate any related concepts from the course.
Proof of attendance to the event must be provided. Up to 2 optional paper assignments may be completed
over the duration of the course. Please follow the additional instructions posted on Blackboard.




1VV. Course Schedule

Date Class | Topic Reading Assignments

z M 3/28 | Class | Course Introduction No Reading No Assignment Due

7 W 3/30 | Class | Site Introduction & No Reading No Assignment Due
Selection

z M 4/4 Class | What is Social Justice? Chapt 1: Adams (1-26) No Assignment Due

7 W 4/6 Dis Intro to Discussion Section | Chapt 1 Hardiman (26-34) | No Assignment Due

z M 4/11 | Class | From Oppression to Chapt 1:Young (35-58) No Assignment Due
Privilege

z W 4/13 | Dis Discussion Section Chapt 2: 59-78 Letter to A Public

Official Due

¥ M 4/18 | Class | Racism/ Colorism Chapt 2: 106-113 No Assignment Due

z | W 4/20 | Dis Diversity Training No Reading No Assignment Due

v M 4/25 | Class | Immigration Reading on D2L No Assignment Due

z W 4/27 | Dis Discussion Section Chapt 2: 100-106 SJ Interview Due

- M 5/2 Class | Classism Chapt 3: 141-167 No Assignment Due

- W 5/4 Dis Connecting Service & Social | No Reading No Assignment Due
Justice Activity

- M 5/9 Class | Religious Oppression Chapt 4: 228-254 No Assignment Due

- W 5/11 | Dis Scavenger Hunt No Reading Scavenger Hunt Due
Presentations

- M 5/16 | Class | Sexism / Heterosexism Chapt 5: 315-326 No Assignment Due

- W 5/18 | Dis Discussion Section Chapt 6: 371-344 No Assignment Due

Chapt7: 423-432
- M 5/23 | Class | Abelism Chapt 8: 457-469; 477- No Assignment Due
484
- W 5/25 | Dis Discussion Section Chapt 8: 528-531 Day of Social Justice
Due
- M 5/30 | Class | No Class No Reading No Assignment Due
- W 6/1 Class | Class Wrap-Up Chapter 10: 587-603 Service Learning
Paper Due

- M 6/6 Class | Final Exam No Reading Optional Papers Due

(11:45-2:00 PM)

*The university is closed from April 22 - 24™ in celebration of Good Friday & Easter Weekend.

**The university will also be closed May 30" in honor of the Memorial Day holiday.

***Spring Qtr classes are schedule to June 3", 2011.
**+x*Einal Exam week is schedule from June 6™ — June 10"



Grading Scale

Percentage Percentage
100-93 A 76.9-73 C
92.9-90 A- 72.9-70 C-
89.9-87 B+ 69.9-67 D+
86.9-83 B 66.9-63 D
82.9-80 B- 62.9-60 D-
79.9-77 C+ <60 F
IV. Late Policy

Due dates for all assignments are located on your syllabus. Late assignments will not be accepted
without an excused absence. Any written assignments will be graded according to content,
organization, grammar (e.g., clarity, organization, etc.), and style (e.g., APA). Students who fail to
complete an exam/assignment will receive zero credit for that activity. You will not receive and
incomplete for a missing assignment unless you have made arrangements one week prior to the
end of the quarter and request and incomplete through a written statement explaining why you are
making such a request. This statement should be signed, dated and typed. An “I” will only be given
to those students who follow this policy and are passing the course with a grade of D or better.
Grades lowered by incomplete or missing assignments will not be changed after the quarter unless
you have received an “I” for the course.

IV. Course Communications

All course announcements, reminders, and changes will be made on blackboard. Students must
make sure that they are able to access this feature. If not, please inform the instructor. Course
documents (Syllabus, schedule, projects, and Power Points will be posted on a week basis. Be
sure to check regularly!

V. Violations of Academic Integrity

Students will be expected to adhere to DePaul University’s policy of academic integrity. See
DePaul’'s Student Handbook or website regarding academic integrity and plagiarism policy.
http://www.condor.depaul.edu/~tla/html?student academic integrity.htm

VI. Disability Statement

DePaul University attempts to make educational opportunities available to qualified students
regardless of disability. This course also follows that policy. If you have a disability that requires
accommodation, please notify the course instructor so that the appropriate accommodations may
be arranged.

VII. Changes to the Syllabus

The instructor reserves the right to make any necessary changes to the syllabus. If such a
situation should arise, an announcement will be made in class and will also be posted on
blackboard. Be sure to check regularly!


http://www.condor.depaul.edu/~tla/html?student_academic_integrity.htm

Letter to A Public Official Assignment

Write a letter to a public official/agency advocating for social change. The specific official/lagency
you choose will depend on the social change you are advocating (e.g., contacting the Department
of Education to advocate for school reform). Please make the letter specific about what kind of
changes you want (e.g., more funding for under resourced schools) rather than including sweeping
generalizations (e.g., we need better education). It may be helpful to draw on your volunteering
experience and on the things you have learned in class to explain why you are advocating for this
change. In order to receive full credit, you must address the letter to a specific individual at an
actual agency or organization.

Preparing Your Letter

The following guidelines are offered to help you write an effective letter. Keep in mind that you can
write a positive letter that explains why a decision is or would be good (a recommended practice
after a favorable decision) or a negative letter that explains your opposition to a pending decision.

A. Decide to whom you will write. Get the name, title and address of the highest official who has
authority and responsibility for a decision. Example: The city’s mayor is the highest official with
authority over zoning issues or parking ordinances, such as the ones described in the sample
letters. A corporation’s executive president might have the final say over whether a new business
office is accessible to disabled persons. A state human service agency’s director might be
responsible for the way services are provided. You might write to:

B. Determine whether the letter will be positive or negative? A positive letter would explain why a
decision is or would be good. A negative letter would explain your opposition to a pending decision.
This letter will be:

1. Open the letter. If you are writing to an elected official, show respect for the position by
using the “Honorable,” the title of the office, and the official’s full name. In any other letter,
use the familiar term “Dear,” the title Mr., Mrs., Ms., or Dr., and the official’s full name.
Examples: “Honorable Mayor Robert A. Hersch,” or “Dear Dr. Frederick Marsh,” You might
address your letter:

2. Write something about yourself. Example: “| am an art lover. However, | have never been
able to get my wheelchair into the city Art Museum.”

3. Tell why you are writing the letter. State why you are concerned or pleased that a
particular decision is being considered. Example: “| am writing to let you know how pleased
| am that you are considering using revenue-sharing funds to make the museum
accessible.”

4. Summarize your understanding of the issue (decision) being considered. State the
general impact you expect, if a particular decision is made. Example: “I believe that this
change will make it easier for many people in our community to enjoy art.

5. Tell why you think a decision should occur. Describe in detail why you feel the decision
made will lead to the impact you foresee. Example: “The proposed installation of wheelchair
ramps for the front entrance of the museum will make it possible for me to get into the
building to enjoy the exhibits and plays.”



6. Tell what any changes mean to you personally. Describe the decision’s positive or
negative effects for you. Example: “These changes will make me feel that | am truly a part
of our community.”

7. If you think others will also be affected, identify them. Tell the official who and how many
other people will be affected in the same way. Example: “The latest census statistics
indicated there are over 1,200 people in our community with mobility impairments. All of
these individuals are similarly affected.”

8. Acknowledge past support. Tell the official about appropriate actions and decisions she
or he has made in the past. Example: “You have always been sensitive to the needs of all
community residents.”

9. Describe what action you hope the official will take. State specifically what action you
hope the official will take — what you would do in his or her place. Example: “I urge you to
vote in favor of using revenue-sharing funds to improve accessibility.”

10. If you have written a letter that opposes some action, offer an alternative. Tell the official
what decision or action you believe would be best. Example: “The zoning in our
neighborhood should remain as it is . Those wishing to build apartments rather than new
homes have many alternatives more appropriate than this from which to choose.”

11. If you have time and you are committed, ask how you can help. Tell the official that you
would be willing to volunteer your help. Example: “If there is any way | might be of
assistance, please don't hesitate to call on me.” You might write:

12. Close your letter. Thank the official. Example: “Thank you for your thoughtful
consideration of this important matter.” You might write:

13. Sign the letter. Sign your full name and write your address.

*Please refer to D2L for a sample letter.
**Also, please contact the DePaul Writing Center for additional assistance in structuring
your paper. A link has been provided to you under course resources on Blackboard.



Social Justice Interview Assignment

You will conduct a brief interview with someone who works at a social justice organization
(preferably in Chicago). Ideally, this person would have a leadership position of some sort (e.g.,
coordinator, managers, Vice President, CEO, Founder, Board Member, etc.).The interview is to be
conducted in person and should focus on the respondent’s experiences in working with social
justice issues (e.g., reason for working in social justice, successes and failures, any relevant key
milestones, reasons for continuing to work in the field of choice, etc.). In addition to writing a 2-3
page paper (single spaced), you will summarize your interviews following the form/guide provided
on the second page of this handout. Your completed forms must be handed in along with your
assignment for full credit.

*Please check the last page for a list of organizations that you can contact for an interview.

Interview Questions — Your interview questions should include the following:

1. Demographic information (e.g., Ask the interviewee how they define themselves from a
multicultural perspective and clarify the extent to which any aspects of their multicultural
identity inform their understanding of social justice)

2. Introductory questions about how respondents got into the field of social justice. Please see
below for sample questions.

= What led you to become interested in issues of social justice?

= At what point to you become more actively engaged in social justice issues?
=  What prompted/inspired you to become more actively engaged?

= How did you come to focus on this issue?

3. Major questions — questions about your respondents’ experiences, views and beliefs about
their chosen area of focus in social justice (i.e., racism, classism, sexism, heterosexism,
abelism, etc.) and their continued role in the movement. Please see below for sample
guestions.

= Can you tell me a little bit more about the history of this organization? How was it
started, who founded the organization, why was it started?

=  What population/ community does the organization serve?

= Are there any major organizational milestones that are important to note as | try to
understand the work of the organization.

= How long have you been working in this area of social justice? What do you enjoy?
What do you not enjoy about working in this area?

= What transitions in the field have you seen take place since you started working in
this area?

= What about your understanding of social justice or your chosen field of focus keeps
you working in this area?

= From your perspective what are some of the things that still need to happen to move
social justice issues forward for the people/community that your serve?

= How has your definition of social justice changed as a result of working in this area?

= What recommendations or advice do you have for anyone looking to become more
engaged in the social justice issues?



4. Closing questions — questions that ask them about general comments or thoughts about
this interview.

* You should have a total of 6 to 8 open-ended questions to describe the introductory, major, and closing
guestions of this interview.

Social Justice Interview Form

Topic of Discussion Date Start Time Finish Time
Name of Interviewee Organization
Job Title Meeting Location

1. Demographic Questions about how the respondent would describe her or himself (List
key characteristics identified by interviewee, including race/ethnicity, age, skin color, sexual
orientation, ability, gender, religion, etc.).

2. Introductory questions about how the respondent got into the field of social justice, how their
sense an understanding of themselves informed and/or influenced their decision to work in their
particular field or area of focus and key experiences that have shaped their understanding of
social justice and/or the particular issue that they are interested in.

2. Major questions about your respondents’ experiences, views and beliefs about their chosen
area of focus in social justice (i.e., racism, classism, sexism, heterosexism, abelism, etc.) and
their continued role in the movement. Insert your responses below.




3. Closing questions that ask them about general comments or thoughts about the interview and
any words of advice that they have for someone who is looking to work for social justice.

4. Personal Reflections (What went well? What would you do differently? Was there anything
that surprised you? What did you learn about yourself?)

Your Name




Paper Format- Single Spaced

1.

Introduction

Briefly describe the social justice organization that you are studying and how the focus of
the organization relates to class. Include information on how the organization was founded,
the mission and goals statements. Clearly indicate what population the organization serves.

Interview- Provide background information

a.

Respondents: You are to describe who you interviewed (e.g., name, age, race, religion,
profession, job title, etc., and provide background information on how they got into
social just work, in general, and how they came to work at that organization, in
particular.

Interview: You are to describe the questions that you used for your interview.
Procedure: You are to describe how and where you interviewed your respondents. How

long did it take you to interview each respondent? Were they willing to answer all of
your questions? Were they resistant to answer some of the questions?

Discussion — Briefly describe the following information.

d.

What was life like for each of your respondents? What was the social and cultural
context? What were their challenges and accomplishments? Describe their values and
beliefs about your topic.

Summarize your reflections and key take-a-way messages. Be certain to comment on
how your findings are associated with information and material in your text, assigned
readings, and class discussions.



List of Organizations for Social Justice Interview Assignment
http://chicagoactivism.wordpress.com/category/social-justicepeace/
http://www.areachicago.org/p/issues/everybodys-got-money-issues/economic-justice-organizations-

directory/

= Amnesty International

= Affinity Community Services

= Chicago Urban League

= Food Not Bombs

= The Bronzeville Visitor Information Center
= Streetwise

= Teachers for Social Justice

=  World Vision Chicago

= Citizen Action/Illinois

=  Women Employed

= Access Living

= Chicago Foundation for Women

= Amigas Latinas En Accion

=  GenderJust

= PuertoRican Chamber of Commerce
= AfroCaribean

= Heartland Alliance

= Chicago Freedom School

= Greater Chicago Food Depository

= Howards Brown Medical Center

= Gary Comer Youth Center

= Beyond Media Education

= Little Village Environmental Justice Organization
= Chicago Coalition for the Homeless
= Citizen Action

=  Community Renewal Society

= Southwest Youth Collaborative
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http://www.areachicago.org/p/issues/everybodys-got-money-issues/economic-justice-organizations-directory/
http://www.areachicago.org/p/issues/everybodys-got-money-issues/economic-justice-organizations-directory/

Social Justice Interview Assignment

You will conduct a brief interview with someone who works at a social justice organization
(preferably in Chicago). Ideally, this person would have a leadership position of some sort (e.g.,
coordinator, managers, Vice President, CEO, Founder, Board Member, etc.).The interview is to be
conducted in person and should focus on the respondent’s experiences in working with social
justice issues (e.g., reason for working in social justice, successes and failures, any relevant key
milestones, reasons for continuing to work in the field of choice, etc.). In addition to writing a 2-3
page paper (single spaced), you will summarize your interviews following the form/guide provided
on the second page of this handout. Your completed forms must be handed in along with your
assignment for full credit.

*Please check the last page for a list of organizations that you can contact for an interview.

Interview Questions — Your interview questions should include the following:

5. Demographic information (e.g., Ask the interviewee how they define themselves from a
multicultural perspective and clarify the extent to which any aspects of their multicultural
identity inform their understanding of social justice)

6. Introductory questions about how respondents got into the field of social justice. Please see
below for sample questions.

= What led you to become interested in issues of social justice?

= At what point to you become more actively engaged in social justice issues?
=  What prompted/inspired you to become more actively engaged?

= How did you come to focus on this issue?

7. Major questions — questions about your respondents’ experiences, views and beliefs about
their chosen area of focus in social justice (i.e., racism, classism, sexism, heterosexism,
abelism, etc.) and their continued role in the movement. Please see below for sample
guestions.

= Can you tell me a little bit more about the history of this organization? How was it
started, who founded the organization, why was it started?

=  What population/ community does the organization serve?

= Are there any major organizational milestones that are important to note as | try to
understand the work of the organization.

= How long have you been working in this area of social justice? What do you enjoy?
What do you not enjoy about working in this area?

= What transitions in the field have you seen take place since you started working in
this area?

= What about your understanding of social justice or your chosen field of focus keeps
you working in this area?

= From your perspective what are some of the things that still need to happen to move
social justice issues forward for the people/community that your serve?

= How has your definition of social justice changed as a result of working in this area?

= What recommendations or advice do you have for anyone looking to become more
engaged in the social justice issues?



8. Closing questions — questions that ask them about general comments or thoughts about
this interview.

* You should have a total of 6 to 8 open-ended questions to describe the introductory, major, and closing
guestions of this interview.



Social Justice Interview Form

Topic of Discussion Date Start Time Finish Time
Name of Interviewee Organization
Job Title Meeting Location

3. Demographic Questions about how the respondent would describe her or himself (List
key characteristics identified by interviewee, including race/ethnicity, age, skin color, sexual
orientation, ability, gender, religion, etc.).

4. Introductory questions about how the respondent got into the field of social justice, how their
sense an understanding of themselves informed and/or influenced their decision to work in their
particular field or area of focus and key experiences that have shaped their understanding of
social justice and/or the particular issue that they are interested in.

5. Major questions about your respondents’ experiences, views and beliefs about their chosen
area of focus in social justice (i.e., racism, classism, sexism, heterosexism, abelism, etc.) and
their continued role in the movement. Insert your responses below.




6. Closing questions that ask them about general comments or thoughts about the interview and
any words of advice that they have for someone who is looking to work for social justice.

7. Personal Reflections (What went well? What would you do differently? Was there anything
that surprised you? What did you learn about yourself?)

Your Name




Paper Format- Single Spaced
4. Introduction

Briefly describe the social justice organization that you are studying and how the focus of
the organization relates to class. Include information on how the organization was founded,
the mission and goals statements. Clearly indicate what population the organization serves.

5. Interview- Provide background information

f. Respondents: You are to describe who you interviewed (e.g., name, age, race, religion,
profession, job title, etc., and provide background information on how they got into
social just work, in general, and how they came to work at that organization, in
particular.

g. Interview: You are to describe the questions that you used for your interview.

h. Procedure: You are to describe how and where you interviewed your respondents. How
long did it take you to interview each respondent? Were they willing to answer all of
your questions? Were they resistant to answer some of the questions?

6. Discussion — Briefly describe the following information.

i. What was life like for each of your respondents? What was the social and cultural
context? What were their challenges and accomplishments? Describe their values and
beliefs about your topic.

j.  Summarize your reflections and key take-a-way messages. Be certain to comment on
how your findings are associated with information and material in your text, assigned
readings, and class discussions.



List of Organizations for Social Justice Interview Assignment
http://chicagoactivism.wordpress.com/category/social-justicepeace/
http://www.areachicago.org/p/issues/everybodys-got-money-issues/economic-justice-organizations-

directory/

= Amnesty International

= Affinity Community Services

= Chicago Urban League

= Food Not Bombs

= The Bronzeville Visitor Information Center
= Streetwise

= Teachers for Social Justice

=  World Vision Chicago

= Citizen Action/Illinois

=  Women Employed

= Access Living

= Chicago Foundation for Women

= Amigas Latinas En Accion

=  GenderJust

= PuertoRican Chamber of Commerce
= AfroCaribean

= Heartland Alliance

= Chicago Freedom School

= Greater Chicago Food Depository

= Howards Brown Medical Center

= Gary Comer Youth Center

= Beyond Media Education

= Little Village Environmental Justice Organization
= Chicago Coalition for the Homeless
= Citizen Action

=  Community Renewal Society

= Southwest Youth Collaborative
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Living A Day of Social Justice Assignment

This assignment is designed to have you explore your own typical behavior as it applies to
recognizing issues of social justice. Your assignment is to pick one day to concentrate on these
issues and engage in a behavior that would normally not be part of your routine. You then want to
perform your chosen behavior and document the experience, including the reaction of all people
involved (a stranger you may have helped, observers at the scene, yourself, etc.). Please be
creative in the behavior you choose — as long as you engage in a behavior that benefits another
person who in your mind is marginalized by society, that behavior is appropriate for this
assignment. Some examples appear below, but are just suggestions.

- Give up your seat for an elderly or handicapped person on the train/bus

- Give some extra change to a homeless person and ask how they are doing

- Help an elderly or handicapped neighbor with a task they are having difficulty with.

- Offer to serve a meal in a soup kitchen

- If you have an elderly or ill neighbor, offer to walk their dog or run an errand

- Walk to school and give your bus fare to someone who needs the money more than you
- Bend your gender in a feeling you would not normally feel comfortable

- Make or give a card for an elderly or ill person

For this assignment you must complete at 2- page reflection. Consider the following questions as
you reflect on your experience.

o How do define social justice and how did your definition inform which behavior you chose to
engage in?

e Who were the recipients of your efforts?

e How did others respond to your behavior? Do you think they noticed a difference in your
behavior? What attributions did people make for your behavior, and why?

o If your behavior was different than normal, which person did you like more: the "Social
Justice you" or the "normal you"? If you preferred the "Day of social justice you," what are
the psychological factors that prevent this "you" from engaging in act of social justice more
frequently?

e What are the psychological costs and benefits of engaging in social justice?

o If you wanted to encourage others to behave as you did during the Day of social justice,
what techniques would you use?

o If you were to predict your behavior one month from now, do you think it will be changed in
any way as a result of participating in the Day of social justice? If so, how? If not, why not?

Note: don’'t do anything unsafe and don’t create a situation that doesn’t already exist — respond to
everyday occurrences that you normally ignore, avoid, or don’t take notice of.



Service Learning Reflection Paper Assignment

The goal of this 4-5 page (double spaced) paper is to provide an opportunity for students to

integrate their service experience with course material, key activities and classroom discussions.
This paper is one of the most important aspects of your service learning experience because the
paper is where you demonstrate both critical thinking and a grasp of the course material. Use the
following outline as a guide for writing your reflection paper. You may include any other resources
in your final paper but you must include the following to receive full credit.

Agency: Describe what agency worked with. Identify its mission, vision, values, goals, etc.
Describe the culture of the organization (dress, level of formality, physical structure of offices
and how they are assigned, staff meeting style, the hierarchy, work input in decision-making,
values, reward system, etc.). Describe the purpose of the organization and/or what specific
population or social issue it serves. Describe the agency’s structure and your role in it. What do
you do as a volunteer, what do other employees/volunteers do. How did your position and/or
the other employees/volunteers contribute to the overall mission of the organization? Comment
on your perception of its strengths and weaknesses.

Learning Objectives/Action Plan: What did you outline as your initial learning objectives. Did
these change throughout the experience? If so, describe your newly revised Learning
Objectives/Action Plan. Describe the challenges, successes, and setbacks in your efforts to
accomplish each of your initial objectives. Identify the specific outcomes for each objective,
including any changes that were necessary. Describe the “what” and “how” of your experience.
More simply, describe what you had hoped to gain from this experience and how you planed on
accomplishing it. Specify if you learned new skills and knowledge, personal development,
specific project development, new responsibilities, career exploration, major/field exploration,
as well as the connection to the academic components to your course work or hands on
application of skills gain in a real world work setting. What specific strategies, actions, and
assignments did you complete in order to accomplish the corresponding learning objectives.

Personal Development: Describe any specific skills you acquired or polished during this
experience. Describe the specific contributions you made to the agency. Comment on whether
this role seemed to fit your talents, abilities, values, and interests. Identify the extent of your
personal growth. How did it affect your strengths and weaknesses? Comment on how this
experience relates to your future. Did this meet your expectations and perceptions of what you
had hoped to accomplish in the beginning (if so, describe; if not, describe). How did this
experience intersect with your major, interest areas, career choice? Describe any specific
overlap with academic programs, course experiences, etc. How did the agency or community
benefit from your service? How did you benefit? In what ways did you learn through this service
experience—observation, hands on, research, etc. Please describe each of the ways you
learned as well as what you learned. How are you different when you left the service location,
compared to when you entered? What have you learned about yourself? What have you
learned about a specific community or societal issue? How does this experience compare to
others you’ve had? How do you define service? How do you define community? |Is there
anything you would do differently in the future because of this experience?

Experience Evaluation: Evaluate your service experience in a summary paragraph. Relate
back to your initial expectations and perceptions. Were you able to accomplish what you had
hoped to accomplish? Did you learn what you had hoped to learn? Were you able to observe,
participate in, or research anything that was valuable to your experience. Any other thoughts,
etc.

*Please note that you must also include a coverltitle page (including title, name, course number,
Instructor and TA) and use APA format when submitting your responses.
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Adopting a multidimensional approach to the measurement and conceptualization of
“social dominance orientation” (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994), we argue for
the existence of two related ideological factors, one that measures general opposition to
equality (OEQ) and another that measures support for group-based dominance (GBD).
Because of status differences between European and African Americans, it was hypoth-
esized that the two factors would be differentially related to each other and to variables of
psychological well-being, ethnocentrism, and social policy attitudes. Integrating results
from four studies involving 1675 research participants, we found that (a) a correlated
two-factor solution of the I16-item SDO scale provided a better comparative fit than a
one-factor solution; (b) the two factors were more highly intercorrelated for European
American than for African American respondents; (¢) OEQ was related negatively to
self-esteem and ethnocentrism for African Americans, but it was related positively to
self-esteem and ethnocentrism for European Americans; (d) GBD related positively to

Order of authorship is alphabetical; contributions to this work were equal and shared. Data from
Studies 1 and 2 were presented at the 1997 annual convention of the American Psychological Socicty
in Washington, DC. We thank Chris Crandall, Jenny Crocker, Shana Levin, Felicia Pratto, and Jim
Sidanius for their comments on earlier versions of this article.

Address correspondence and reprint requests to John T. Jost, Graduate School of Business,
Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305-5013. e-mail: jost_john@gsb.stanford.edu, or to Erik P.
Thompson, Department of Psychology, Washington University, One Brookings Drive/Box 1125, St,
Louis, MO 63130-4899, e-mail: ethompso@artsci.wustl.edu.

209

0022-1031/00 $35.00
Copyright © 2000 by Academic Press
Al rights of reproduction in any form reserved.

&



210 JOST AND THOMPSON

ethnocentrism for both groups; (e) attitudes toward conservative social policy and affir-
mative action were predicted more by OEQ than by GBD for both groups; (f) the relation
between OEQ and neuroticism was positive for African Americans but negative for
European Americans, whereas the relation between GBD and neuroticism was positive for
European Americans but negative for African Americans; and (g) economic system

justification was related to OEQ but not GBD, and it also predicted political conservatism
and racial atiitudes.  © 2000 Academic Press

Most social orders are distinguished by the manner and extent of differentia-
tion between groups and by the forms of inequality that prevail (e.g., Dumont,
1970; Hofstede, 1984; Sidanius, 1993). Insofar as social institutions are main-
tained in part through attitudes and beliefs that support them, conscious and
unconscious ideological thought processes play a pivotal role in the acceptance
or rejection of particular modes of inequality (e.g., Bem & Bem, 1970; Eyerman
& Jamison, 1991; Jost, 1995). According to recent proposals, social attitudes
differ in the extent to which they serve “system justifying” ends (Jost & Banaji,
1994) that are “hierarchy enhancing” as opposed to “hierarchy attenuating”
(Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994). Such ideologies may take the form
of broad-based opposition to egalitarian social systems in general, or they may
take the specific form of justifying acts of dominance or control undertaken by
one social group against another. Past research on white racism has indicated that
egalitarianism and group self-interest are related but distinct attitudinal systems
that differentially impact social policy preferences (e.g., Bobo & Kluegel, 1993;
Tuch & Hughes, 1996).

Various scales of “social dominance orientation” (SDO) have been developed
to measure individuals’ general attitudes toward egalitarianism and group-based
dominance. Scores on SDO scales have been found to predict, among other
things, political and economic conservatism, nationalism, “cultural elitism,”
anti-Black racism, sexism, and the belief in a just world (e.g., Pratto et al., 1994).
The scale validated by Pratto et al. (1994) has also been found to correlate
reliably with social policy attitudes that are supportive of “law and order,”
military spending, and capital punishment, as well as attitudes that are unsup-
portive of women’s rights, racial equality, gay and lesbian rights, and environ-
mental action. Social dominance orientation scores have also been associated
with increased ambivalence on the part of women toward a female plaintiff in a
sexual discrimination case (Jost & Burgess, 2000, Study 2). It has also been
demonstrated by Pratto et al. (1994) that SDO differentiates people who pursue
occupations that are “hierarchy enhancing” (law enforcement, politics, business)
from people who pursue occupations that are “hierarchy attenuating” (social
work, counseling).

The notion that SDO captures elements of both group-based dominance and
eeneral anti-egalitarianism is implicit in various definitions that have been
offered for the concept of “social dominance.” At times, the concept is associated
with the need to establish a position of dominance for the in-group as against
out-groups. Sidanius (1993), for instance, refers to SDO as a “generalized
imperial imperative” and a “will to group dominance” whereby “individuals
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desire social dominance and superiority for themselves and their primordial
groups over other groups” (p. 209). Pratto et al. (1994) provide a similar
definition of SDO as “the extent to which one desires that one’s in-group
dominate and be superior to out-groups” (p. 742). At least one study finds that
scores on the individual difference measure of SDO correlate positively with
in-group favoritism and out-group distancing (Sidanius, Pratto, & Mitchell,
1994).

Eight of the statements on Pratto et al.’s (1994) 16-item scale address attitudes
toward group-based dominance, aggression, or control: “To get ahead in life, it
is sometimes necessary to step on other groups”; “If certain groups of people
stayed in their place, we would have fewer problems”; “In getting what your
group wants, it is sometimes necessary to use force against other groups™;
“Inferior groups should stay in their place”; “Superior groups should dominate
inferior groups™; “Some groups of people are just more worthy than others”; “It’s
probably a good thing that certain groups are at the top and other groups are at
the bottom™; and “Sometimes other groups must be kept in their place.” At least
half of these items refer to the need to dominate “other groups,” which suggests
that this factor (or at least some of the items) would be related positively to
ethnocentrism and in-group favoritism, even among members of low-status
groups. ‘

At other times, however, the need for social dominance is equated with a
preference for unequal social relations, whether the inequality favors the in-group
or not. Sidanius, Pratto, and Rabinowitz (1994), for example, defined SDO as “an
individual difference variable expressing very generalized, group-relevant anti-
egalitarianism and the desire to establish hierarchical, dominant/subordinate
relationships among social groups™ (p. 195). These authors conclude that “those
belonging to low-status groups and who have high levels of SDO are likely to
display particularly low levels of ingroup attachment” (p. 210, emphasis added).
This formulation is much closer to Jost and Banaji's {1994) concept of “system
justification,” which has been used to explain in-group derogation and out-group
favoritism among members of low-status groups (e.g., Jost & Burgess, 2000;
Sidanius, Levin, Federico, & Pratto, in press).

Half of the questions on the 16-item version of the SDO scale do appear to
measure disagreement with attitude statements that are supportive of efforts to
achieve equality in general. These items are: “Group equality should be our
ideal”; “We should strive to make incomes more equal’; “We should do what we
can to equalize conditions for different groups”; “No one group should dominate
in society”; “Increased social equality would be a good thing”; “We would have
fewer problems if we treated different groups more equally™; “All groups should
be given an equal chance in life”; “It would be good if all groups could be equal ™
and “We should strive to make incomes more equal.” All but one of these items
contain the word “equal” or “equality,” whereas none of the first type do.

For members of high-status groups, an opposition to equality may be seen as
a reflection of group self-interest (e.g., Bobo & Kluegel, 1993). Among members
of low-status groups, an opposition to equality may be viewed as a sign of



(3]
8]

JOST AND THOMPSON

internalized inferiority (Lewin, 1941), an example of system justifying “false
consciousness” (Jost & Banaji, 1994), or perhaps even a “sour grapes” kind of
reaction formation against the possibility of an egalitarian system, which may be
seen as extremely unlikely and, therefore, ultimately undesirable (Lane, 1962). If
this is indeed the case, then (a) anti-egalitarianism should be more closely related
to group-based dominance among members of high-status groups than among
members of low-status groups and (b) anti-egalitarianism should be related
negatively to self-esteem and other indices of well-being for members of low-
status. groups but not (necessarily) for members of high-status groups. Lane
(1962) argues that political attitudes are affected substantially by a systemn
justifying “fear of equality,” which is a different account than one that empha-
sizes group dominance (see also Kluegel & Smith, 1986).

The purpose of the present research, then, is to investigate the possibility that
group-based dominance and generalized anti-egalitarianism are distinct ideolog-
ical constructs and that they lead to separate social psychological outcomes for
African Ameriéans, who are relatively low in social and economic status, and
European Americans, who are relatively high in social and economic status. It
stands to reason that in general African Americans would be more supportive of
equality (or less opposed to equality) than would European Americans, insofar as
the former group would benefit more from institutionalized equality, relative to
the status quo. It also makes sense that African Americans would be less
supportive of group-based dominance than would European Americans, insofar
as the former group has been victimized by group-based dominance while the
latter group has benefited from it. Taking these two points together, it is easy (o
see why European Americans tend to score higher on measures of SDO than do
African Americans (e.g., Sidanius, 1993), which may or may not be the case with
regard to individual or personal dominance or aggression.

The first hypothesis addressed by the present research is that the SDO scale is
comprised of two factors or subscales, one of which measures group-based
dominance and the other of which measures anti-egalitarianism. In statistical
terms, it was predicted that confirmatory factor analysis of the SDO scale would
indicate that a correlated two-factor solution provides a better comparative fit of
the data than a one-factor solution. Items having to do with attitudes toward
egalitarianism in social systems were expected to load heavily on one factor,
whereas items having to do with attitudes toward group-based dominance were
expected to load heavily on a separate factor. Pratto et al. (1994, p. 747) mention
that a [4-item version of the SDO scale is unidimensional, but this conclusion is
based on a principal components analysis of only one of their 13 samples, and
this particular sample was composed of only 5% African Americans. Informal
conversations over the past 3-4 years with Professor Jim Sidanius and various
members of his research team have confirmed that the 16-item version of the
SDO scale has been found to be two-dimensional in nature, but it has been
heretofore assumed that this was due to the fact that half of the items were
worded positively (so that agreement would be associated with higher SDO),
whereas the other half were worded negatively (so that disagreement would be
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associated with higher SDO). The present research indicates that not only are
there two correlated factors on the SDO scale, but that (a) the two factors are
differentially related to each other and to other important social and psycholog-
ical variables for European and African Americans and (b) these differences
persist even after “balancing” the subscales for positive vs negative wordings of
the items.

Past research has identified an “ideological asymmetry effect” such that SDO
scores tend to be more internally consistent among members of high-status than
low-status groups (Levin, Sidanius, Rabinowitz, & Federico, 1998; Rabinowitz,
1999; Sidanius, Pratto, & Rabinowitz, 1994). The present analysis provides a
more detailed account of why the ideological integration of European Americans
with regard to SDO would be greater than the ideological integration of SDO
beliefs among African Americans. If it is true that the SDO scale independently
captures group-based dominance and generalized anti-egalitarianism, it is easy to
see why these two ideological components would be more highly intercorrelated
among high-status groups like European Americans. Support for group-based
dominance and opposition to equality, for members of high-status groups, are
two sides of the same coin. For members of low-status groups like African
Americans, however, support for group-based dominance and its relation to the
achievement of egalitarianism is somewhat more ambiguous; it could mean
support for the in-group (which, up to a point, would be consistent with achieving
equality), or it could mean support for other groups dominating the in-group
(which would be inconsistent with equality). Thus, our second hypothesis was
that the two SDO factors (group-based dominance and anti-egalitarianism) would
be more highly intercorrelated for members of a higher status group compared
with members of a lower status group.

A third hypothesis derived from the proposition that group-based dominance
and generalized anti-egalitarianism are logically and empirically distinct is that
they are differentially related to self-esteem among European and African Amer-
icans. Specifically, it follows from Lewin’s (1941) analysis of “group self-
hatred,” Lane’s (1962) analysis of the “fear of equality,” and Jost and Banaji's
(1994) analysis of “false consciousness™ and “system justification” that among
members of low-status groups, opposition to equality should be associated with
lowered self-esteem. By contrast, members of high-status groups may oppose
equality as a way of preserving their own sense of superiority, in which case it
would be associated with heightened self-esteem. Thus, it was hypothesized that
race would interact with SDO type (group-based dominance vs anti-egalitarian-
ism) to predict self-esteem scores. In Study 4, we added a measure of neuroticism
to capture yet another way in which the fear of equality might impact negatively
on the psychological functioning of low-status group members.

A fourth hypothesis was conceptually parallel to the third. Insofar as opposi-
tion (o equality is consistent with group motivations and interests for members of
higher status groups, but it is inconsistent with group motivations and interests
for members of lower status groups, it was hypothesized that race and SDO type
would interact to predict in-group favoritism or ethnocentrism. Specifically, it
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was expected that anti-egalitarianism would be related positively to ethnocen-
trism for European Americans, but it would be related negatively to ethnocen-
trism among African Americans. Group-based dominance, in general, was ex-
pected to relate positively to ethnocentrism for both groups.

Another way in which attitudes concerning group-based dominance might be
expected to diverge from general beliefs about equality has to do with political
attitudes and social policy preferences. Thus, in Stady 4, we explored the
possibility that opposition to equality would be a better predictor than group-
based dominance of social policy attitudes associated with political conservatism
and opposition to affirmative action. Insofar as the fear of equality (Lane, 1962)
reflects a system justifying ideology adopted even by members of disadvantaged
groups (Jost & Banaji, 1994; Kluegel & Smith, 1986), one would expect that
opposition to equality would be positively associated with the tendency to justify
and rationalize economic systems among members of high- and low-status
groups.

These hypotheses were investigated in four studies involving a total of 1675
participants. In Study 1, European- and African American research participants
completed the version of the SDO scale published by Pratto et al. (1994) and the
Rosenberg (1965) self-esteem scale, so that hypotheses 1-3 could be addressed.
In Study 2, new samples of European Americans and African Americans com-
ple?ed the SDO scale and measures of ethnocentrism to assess hypotheses 1, 2,
and 4. In Studies 3 and 4, participants completed a new version of the SDO scale
along with measures of self-esteem and ethnocentrism, so that these hypotheses
could be assessed using a “balanced” version of the scale that included equal
numbers of positively and negatively worded group-based dominance and anti-
egalitarianism items.' In Study 4, additional questions concerning neuroticism,
political orientation, social policy preferences, and the general tendency to justify
economic differences were administered, with the hope that a more complex and

differentiated understanding of the structure of ideological systems of thought
might be achieved (e.g., McGuire, 1989).

STUDY 1
Method

Participants. Four hundred twenty-six introductory psychology students (334

European Americans and 92 African Americans) at the University of Maryland
completed the survey materials and, in so doing, partially fulfilled a course
requirement.
" Procedure. All participants completed two instruments that were used to
assess the hypotheses for Study 1. These were the social dominance orientation
scale and the Rosenberg self-esteem scale (see below). Both were administered
via computer during the course of hour-long mass-testing sessions.

" All of the studies presented here make use of a general SDO scale that was constructed with
unidimensionality as a goal, which means that the use of this scale provides a conservative test of
hypotheses concerning the separation of the two factors.
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Measures

Social dominance orientation. One of the instruments included in the mass-
testing battery was the 16-item social dominance orie'nt.atxon (SDO) scale pul?»
lished by Pratto et al. (1994). In the present study. pamcxpant.s were asked to use
an 11-point scale (such that “0 = disagree strongly, 5 = neither agree nor dis-
agree, 10 = agree strongly™) to indicate their level of agreement. or disagreement
with each of the SDO items [e.g., “Some groups of people are just more wor@y
than others”: “It would be good if all groups could be equal” (reverse-scored)}.
Items were administered in the same order as that reported by Pratto et al. (1994).
Negatively worded (disagree) items were reverse-scored before any analyses
were conducted. '

Self-esteem. In order to measure individual differences with regard to §e¥f—
esteem, the Rosenberg self-esteem scale (Rosenberg, 1963) was ?lso admmfs—
tered. This 10-item self-report measure has been used frequently in pelrsonahty
and social psychological research, and it is considered to be‘ b'oth a rehable‘and
a stable measure of self-esteem. Consistent with typical administrative practices,
responses to each item on the scale [e.g., “I feel that T am a person of worth, at
least on an equal basis with others™; “1 wish 1 could have m?}'e respe“ct for
myself” (reverse-keyed)] could range from 1 = “disagree strongly” to 4 = agree
strongly.” A mean score was calculated by aggregating across the 10 items.

Results

Evidence for a two-factor solution. Based upon our theor?tical analysis of item
content in the SDO scale, it was expected that responses to items 1,3,6,8,9, I,
13, and 16 would reflect support for group-based dominance (e.g., “Some groups
of people are just more worthy than others™), whereas respo.nses to ui,mls 2.4,5,
7,10, 12, 14, and 15 would indicate an opposition to equality {e.g.. We shoulrd
do what we can to equalize conditions for different groups” (reverﬁc—keyed)]._\\ €
used EQS confirmatory factor analysis (Bentler, 1995) to tc?st the ade.quacy of the
proposed correlated two-factor solution for the 16 SPO n.ems against the one-
factor solution assumed in previous research. Factor loadings are presented in
Table 1.

For the total sample of 426 respondents, the correlated two—fagmr model fit the
data well (CFI = .908), and it provided a significantly better hF than the one-
factor model (CFI = 781, ¥* =133229, df=1.p < .001). This was true not
only for the whole sample, but also for the African American sample
(CFI's = .889 vs .655, x* = 102.10, df = 1. p < .001) and the European Amer-
ican sample (CFI's = .907 vs 785, xS =125990,df= L, p< 001). Thus, hy-
pothesis 1 concerning the multidimensionality of the SDO scale was supported
for both of the groups. .

Correlations benveen the nvo factors. To test the hypothesis thz}t.{he strength
of the relation between group-based dominance (GBD) and opposition to equal-
ity (OEQ) would be weaker for members of lower status groups than for
members of higher status groups, correlations between the subscales were cal-
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TABLE 1
Factor Loadings from the Standardized Solution of a Confirmatory Analysis of the Correlated
Two-Factor Model (European and African Americans Combined, Studies 1 and 2)

Study 1 Study 2

SDO item GBD OEQ GBD OEQ

11, It's probably a good thing that certain groups are at the top and
other groups are at the bottom. (GBD) N
13. Inferior groups should stay in their place. (GBD) a2 — 80
6. Supetior groups should dominate inferior groups. (GBD) ) R
16. Sometimes other groups must be kept in their place. (GBD) 67— 14—
8. To get ahead in life, it is sometimes necessary to step on other
groups. (GBD) 63 — 67 —
9. If certain groups of people stayed in their place, we would have
fewer problems. (GBD) 63— 74 —
1. Some groups of people are just more worthy than others. (GBD) 48— 6l
3. In getting what your group wants, it is sometimes necessary to .use
force against ‘other groups. (GBD) 46 — 49
4. Group equality should be our ideal. (OEQ)
7. We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different
groups. (OEQ) — 15 — 80
10. Increased social equality would be a good thing. (OEQ) - 12 — 87
It would be good if all groups could be equal. (OEQ) - 12 — 67
12. We would have fewer problems if we treated different groups
more equally. (OEQ)
5. All groups should be given an equal chance in life. (OEQ)
15. No one group should dominate in society. (OEQ)
14. We should strive to make incomes more equal. (OEQ)

- 19 — 78

— 66 -— 82
- 62 — 73
— .51 — 60
— 42 — 50

Note. GBD indicates group-based dominance items; OEQ indicates opposition to equality items.

culated for each group. Correlations between GBD and OEQ were indeed lower
for the African American sample (r = .47) than for the European American
sample (r = .69). In support of hypothesis 2, this difference was statistically
reliable (Z = 2.83, p < .005, one-tailed). The two factors were significantly more
highly correlated among European Americans, for whom group and system
justification tendencies are complementary, than among African Americans, for
whom group and system justification tendencies are in conflict (see Jost &
Burgess. 2000). Means and standard deviations for major variables for Studies 1
and 2 are presented in Table 2.

Relations to self-esteem. The third hypothesis was that anti-egalitarianism
should be more negatively related to self-esteem for members of lower status
groups than for members of higher status groups because supporting inequality
implies defending and rationalizing a social hierarchy that confers on the lower
Status group a sense of inferiority (Jost & Banaji, 1994; Kluegel & Smith, 1986;
Lane, 1962; Lewin, 1941). Opposition to equality, in other words, runs counter
‘o the personal and group interests of lower status group members, but it is
consistent with the personal and group interests of higher status group members.
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TABLE 2
Means (and Standard Deviations) for Major Variables by Race of Respondent

European African
Americans Americans 1 tests
Study 1 n =334 n =937 df = 424
Group-Based dominance (GBD) 3.08 2.42 2.79*
(2.08) (1.82) (p < .01)
Opposition to equality (OEQ) 2.49 1.39 5.45%%*
(1.83) (1.33) (p < .001)
Self-esteem 321 3.48 4674+
Study 2 n((isz1 8 ;5032)5 (’Zfz'%)lll)
Group-Based dominance (GBD) 3.61 267 3.97%xx
(1.75) (1.46) (p < .001)
Opposition to equality (OEQ) 243 1.43 4.45%**
(1.67) (1.52) (p < .001)
Ethnocentrism 16.07 17.74 n.s.
(20.17) (17.50)

To test this hypothesis, we used multiple regression to investigate the relation
between race of respondent and standardized (Z-transformed) GBD and OEQ
scores, which were computed as means of the items loading on the respective
factors verified earlier. Both indices demonstrated good internal reliability
(as = .84 and .85, respectively). Participants’ self-esteem scores were then
predicted on the basis of their race (which was recoded and centered around
zero), their GBD and OEQ scores, and the interactions between race and each of
the SDO types in a multiple-regression analysis. A main effect of race
(B = —.19, p < .001) indicated that when controlling for variations in GBD and
OEQ scores African Americans were found to score higher in self-esteem than
European Americans (see Table 2); this replicates results summarized by Crocker
and Major (1989). The analysis also yielded an interaction between race and
OEQ (B = .18, p < .05), such that opposition to equality was related negatively
(albeit marginally) to self-esteem for African Americans (B = — .21, p < .07),
but it was related positively to self-esteem for European Americans (8 = .14,
p < .05). These results provide support for our third hypothesis. Group-based
dominance was unrelated to self-esteem for both groups.

Discussion

Results from the first study provided support for all three hypotheses that were
assessed. In particular, it was found that (a) SDO items tapping support for
group-based dominance and opposition to equality loaded onto separate factors,
and a correlated two-factor solution was superior to a one-factor solution; )
group-based dominance and opposition to equality were more highly intercorre-
lated for European Americans than for African Americans; and (c) race and SDQ
type interacted to predict levels of individual self-esteem, such that opposition to
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equality (but not group-based dominance) was related positively to self-esteem
for European Americans, but it was related negatively to self-esteem for African
Americans. A follow-up study was conducted to confirm the apparent factor
structure of the SDO scale, to replicate hypotheses pertaining to race differences
on the two SDO components, and to explore effects of group-based dominance

and opposition to equality on measures of ethnocentrism for new samples of
African and European Americans.

STUDY 2
Method

Participants. Three hundred thirty-five introductory psychology students (264
European Americans and 71 African Americans) at the University of Maryland
completed the materials for Study 2 in exchange for partial course credit.

Procedure. As in the first study, research instruments were administered in the
context of computerized mass-testing sessions at the beginning of the semester.
All participants completed the social dominance orientation scale, a social
desirability scale, and a measure of ethnocentrism.

Measures

Social dominance orientation. The same 16-item SDO scale was used in Studies
1 and 2, according to the same order and procedure {see Pratto et al., 1994).

Social desirability. An 11-item social desirability scale was administered so
that the final sample could be trimmed to exclude people who demonstrate a
proclivity toward responding in an artificially desirable way. This is especially
important when potentially controversial attitudes about racial in-groups and
out-groups are being assessed, as in the present research. Examples of items
included in the scale are “l have never hurt another person’s feelings,” ““I have
never known someone that [ did not like,” and “I have never been late for work
or for an appointment.” Alpha reliability for this measure was reasonably high
(.74): People who scored in the top 10% of the sample in terms of social
desirability were excluded from all analyses reported here. The final sample size,
then, was 313 (65 African Americans and 248 European Americans).

Ethnocentrism. Early in the testing session, respondents completed four “feel-
ing thermometer” items modeled after those used by Sidanius, Pratto, and Bobo
(1996, Study 2) to assess respondents’ generalized affect toward several ethnic
groups. Participants indicated on scales ranging from 0 to 100 the warmth of their
feelings toward “Asians,” “Blacks,” “Hispanics,” and “Whites”; where
0 = “very cold and unfavorable” and 100 = “very warm and favorable.” From
these ratings an index of in-group favorability (ratings of “Whites” for European
American respondents, ratings of “Blacks” for African American respondents)
and an index of out-group favorability (mean ratings for the remaining three
groups) were computed. Finally, an “in-group favoritism” or ethnocentrism score
was calculated by subtracting for each participant ratings of out-group favorabil-
ity from ratings of in-group favorability.
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Results

Evidence for a two-factor solution. The EQS confirmatory factor analysis
procedure used in Study 1 was repeated (see factor loadings in Table 1). For this
sample of 313 European American and African American respondents, the
correlated two-factor solution provided a good fit (CFI = .895) and a reliably
better fit than the one-factor solution (CFI = 811) for the overall sample
()(2 = 235.60,df = 1, p < .001), for the African American sample (CFI's = 723
vs .622, ¥ = 56.27, df = 1, p < .001), and for the European American sample
(CFI's = 903 vs 808, x' =217.27, df = 1, p < .001). Alpha reliabilities for
both factors were quite high (as = .88 for GBD and .89 for OEQ). Separate
scores for GBD and OEQ were again calculated by taking the means of aggre-
gated items (see means in Table 2).

Correlations between the two factors. To test the hypothesis that the correla-
tion between the two SDO factors would be weaker for members of lower status
groups than for members of higher status groups, correlations between GBD and
OEQ were again compmed for the African American sample (v = .66) and for
the European American sample (r = 77). This difference was found to be
marginally significant (Z = 1.60, p < .06, one-tailed).

Relations to ethnocentrism. It was hypothesized that anti-egalitarianism would
be related positively to ethnocentrism for European Americans, but it would be
related negatively to ethnocentrism among African Americans, insofar as it is
consistent with group interest for the former group but inconsistent with group
interest for the latter group. It was hypothesized further that scores on group-
based dominance would be related positively to ethnocentrism for both groups,
insofar as it is an ideology that can serve as a justification for in-group bias
among members of low-status as well as high-status groups. To investigate these
hypotheses, multiple-regression analyses were conducted to predict ethnocen-
trism scores simultaneously from (standardized) QEQ and GBD scores for
African- and European American participants. An interaction effect was obtained
between race (which was recoded and centered around zero) and OEQ (B = .21,
p < .02). Opposition to equality was negatively associated with ethnocentrism
for African Americans (8 = —.45, p < .005), providing support for the fourth
hypothesis. No statistically reliable relation was obtained between OEQ and
ethnocentrism for European Americans. Group-based dominance was associated
positively with ethnocentrism for African Americans (8 = .29, p < .05) and for
European Americans (8 = .42, p <.001).

Discussion

Although the evidence for group-based dominance and opposition to
equality as distinct components of social dominance orientation from the first
two studies seems to be quite strong, there is a methodological complication
that is addressed by Studies 3 and 4. On the original scale published by Pratto
et al. (1994), all of the items having to do with generalized anti-egalitarianism
are worded so that agreement with these items is associated with tower SDO



220 JOST AND THOMPSON

scores, whereas all of the items having to do with intergroup attitudes (or
group-based dominance) are worded so that agreement is associated with
higher SDO scores. This confound between the wording (agree vs disagree)
of items and the SDO subscales (GBD vs OEQ) could be at least partially
responsible for the results of the confirmatory factor analyses. In other words,
items on the SDO scale might be loading separately on two (correlated)
factors, not because of the attitudinal contents of the items per se, but because
the items on group-based dominance are worded positively and the anti-
egalitarian items are worded negatively. (Indeed, this appears to have been
the assumption of previous researchers.) It should be pointed out that this
potential confound could not be used to account for the fact that interfactor
correlations are stronger for European than for African Americans, nor for
any of the findings that GBD and OEQ factor scores differentially predict
self-esteem and ethnocentrism for European and African Americans. Never-
theless, a “balanced” scale was constructed so that the two subscales would
have equal numbers of “agree™ and “disagree” items, and this scale was used
in Studies 3 and 4 to replicate and expand on major findings pertaining to the
structure and consequences of social dominance attitudes.

P STUDY 3
Method

Participants. Four hundred twenty-eight introductory psychology students
(93 African Americans and 335 European Americans) at the University of
Maryland completed the materials for Study 3 in exchange for partial course
credit.

Procedure. As in Studies 1 and 2, the research instruments were administered
in the context of computerized mass-testing sessions at the beginning of the
semiester. All participants completed a “balanced” version of the social domi-
nance orientation scale as well as measures of self-esteem and ethnocentrism.

Measures

Soctal dominance orientation. As mentioned above, Pratto et al.’s (1994)
original'measure of SDO confounds the distinction between GBD and OEQ with
item wording (positive vs negative). Because this aspect of scale construction
introduces some ambiguity with regard to interpreting the separate factors
identified in the first two studies as reflecting substantive differences in response
tendencies as opposed to methodological artifact, several of the items were
reworded slightly so that half of the items identified as OEQ items were worded
positively as “agree” items and half of the items identified as GBD items were
worded negatively as “disagree” items. For example, in the new “balanced”
scule, we changed the OEQ item “We would have fewer problems if we treated
different groups more equally” to “Treating different groups more equally would
create more problems than it would solve”; the GBD item “In getting what your
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TABLE 3
Factor Loadings from the Standardized Solution of a Confirmatory Analysis of the Correlated
Two-Factor Model (European and African Americans Combined, Studies 3 and 4)

Study 3 Study 4

SDO item GBD OEQ GBD OEQ

11, Inferior groups should stay in their place. (GBD) 65 — 63
16. Sometimes other groups must be kept in their place. (GBD) .63 — .60
14, 1t's a real problem that certain groups are at the top and other
groups are at the bottom. (GBD) .63
8. If certain groups of people stayed in their place, we would have
fewer problems. (GBD) 57 — .55 -
3. No group of people is more worthy than any other. (GBD) .55 —
2. To get ahead in life, it is sometimes necessary {o step on other
groups. (GBD) St
10. Superior groups should not seek to dominate inferior groups.
(GBD) 46
S. In getting what your own group wants, it should never be
necessary to use force against other groups. (GBD) 44 e 42
9. We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different
groups. (OEQ) — 5 — 63
15. No one group should dominate in society. (OEQ) — 72 — 48
6. Increased social equality would be a bad thing. (OEQ) — .66 — 70
12. Treating different groups more equally would create more
problems than it would solve. (OEQ) — .61 e 53
4. 1t would be good if all groups could be equal. (OEQ) - .60 — 67
7. All groups should be given an equal chance in life. (OEQ) e .59 — 48
13. There is no point in trying to make incomes more equal. (OEQ) — .55 —_ 54
1. Group equality is not a worthwhile ideal. (OEQ) e .33 — 35

—_ .48 —

— 48 —_

Note. GBD indicates group based dominance items; OEQ indicates opposition to equality items.

group wants, it is sometimes necessary to use force against other groups” was
changed to “In getting what your own group wants, it should never be necessary
to use force against other groups.” The revised wordings for the complete
16-item balanced scale appear in Table 3.

Ethnocentrism and self-esteem. We used the same ethnocentrism measure
described in Study 2 and the same self-esteem measure described in Study 1. All
research participants completed the self-esteem measure, but only half of the
research participants (157 European Americans and 44 African Americans)
completed the ethnocentrism measure. Means for study variables are presented in
Table 4.

Social desirabiliry. The 11-item social desirability scale from Study 2 was used
again. Alpha reliability was again relatively high at .73. People who scored in the
top 10% of the sample in terms of social desirability were excluded from all
analyses, as were people who failed to complete the materials. The final sample
size, then, was 394 (84 African Americans and 310 European Americans).
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TABLE 4
Means (and Standard Deviations) for Major Variables by Race of Respondent

European African
Americans Americans t tests
Study 3 n =310 n =84 df =392
Group-based dominance (GBD) 2.90 1.99 4 54%%x
(L.71) (1.32) (p <.001)
Opposition to equality (OEQ) 2.79 1.69 5.53%+%
(1.71) (1.23) (p < .001)
Self-esteem 3.20 347 4.18*%*
(0.53) (0.52) (p <.001)
Ethnocentrism 13.93 15.30 n.s.
(22.24) (20.75)
n =157 n=44
Study 4 n =342 n =105 df =442
Group-based dominance (GBD) 2.71 2.08 3.53%%%
(1.63) (1.53) (p < .001)
Opposition to équality (OEQ) 2.42 1.65 4.39%**
(1.61) (1.45) (p <.001)
Self-esteem 3.32 3.42 n.s.
‘ (0.55) (0.54)
Ethnocentrism 9.98 16.94 3.80%*%*
ro (15.71) (19.23) (p <.00D)
Political orientation 3.55 3.14 2.93%*
(1.30) (1.14) (p <.00%)
Support for affirmative action 2.59 3.73 14.56%**
. (.64) (.64) (p <.001)
Economic system justification 4.92 4.33 5.50%**
(.90) (.80) (p < .001)

Results

Evidence for a two-factor solution. The same EQS confirmatory factor analysis
was-conducted on participants’ responses to the 16 items on the “balanced”
version of the social dominance scale. Factor loadings are displayed in Table 3.
As in the previous studies, the correlated two-factor model provided an adequate
fit and a slightly better fit for the data than did the one-factor solution for the
entire sample (CFI's = 851 vs .850, x* = 3.89, df = 1, p < .05) as well as for
African Americans alone (CFI’s = 775 vs 721, ¥° = 15.14, df = 1, p <.00D)
and European Americans alone (CFI's = 833 vs 831, x° =3.56, df=1,

"p < .05, one-tailed). Scores on OEQ and GBD scores were calculated again as
aggregated item means (as = .81 and .78, respectively). Means and standard
deviations for the major study variables are presented in Table 4, according to
race of respondent.

Correlations between the two factors. Correlations between respondents’ GBD
and OEQ scores were computed for the African American sample (r = .58) and
“for the European American sample (r = .77). A test for the difference between
‘correlations for independent samples with unequal n’s (Cohen, 1987) revealed
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that the two factors were significantly more intercorrelated for the latter group
than for the former (Z = 2.86, p < .005, one-tailed). Thus, hypothesis 2 was
replicated using a balanced version of the scale.

Relations to self-esteem. Following standardization and centering of predictor
variables, the same regression analysis procedure used in Study 1 to examine the
effects of GBD and OEQ on self-esteem was employed here. A main effect of
race (B = —.14, p < .02) indicated that when controlling for variations in GBD
and OEQ scores African Americans were found to score higher in self-esteem
than European Americans (see means in Table 4), again replicating results
summarized by Crocker and Major (1989). Although the interaction between race
and OEQ did not attain statistical significance (8 = .14, p = .17), opposition to
equality was related negatively (but nonsignificantly) to self-esteem for African
Americans (8 = —.14, ns), and it was related positively (but nonsignificantly) to
self-esteem for European Americans (8 = +.06, ns). These results provide only
weak support for the third hypothesis. There were no effects of GBD on
self-esteem for either group.

Relations to ethnocentrism. We hypothesized that OEQ scores would be
related positively to ethnocentrism for European Americans, but they would be
related negatively to ethnocentrism among African Americans, insofar as oppo-
sition to equality reflects convictions about in-group superiority on the part of
high-status group members (e.g., Bobo & Kluegel, 1993) and feelings of in-
group inferiority on the part of low-status group members (e.g., Kluegel & Smith,
1986; Lane, 1962; Lewin, 1941). It was hypothesized that GBD scores would be
related positively to.ethnocentrism for both groups. Regression analyses revealed
main effects of both GBD (B = +.34, p < .005) and OEQ (8 = —.29, p < .05)
as well as an interaction between race and OEQ (8 = .25, p < .05). Opposition
to equality was related negatively and significantly to ethnocentrism for African
Americans (8 = —.38, p <.03), but the relation approached zero for European
Americans (8 = —.04, ns). Group-based dominance was related positively to
ethnocentrism for European Americans (8 = +.45, p < .001) and for African
Americans (8 = .19, ns), but only the former relation attained statistical signif-
icance, due to the sample sizes involved.

Discussion

It was demonstrated in Study 3 that differences between group-based domi-
nance and opposition to equality persist even after addressing the methodological
issue of positive vs negative wordings of the items contained on Pratto et al.’s
(1994) SDO scale. Specifically, the items on the scale were reworded so that an
equal number of “agree” and “‘disagree” items exist for each of the two subscales.
Results indicated that a correlated two-factor solution is still superior to a
one-factor solution, that the two factors are more highly intercorrelated for
European Americans than for African Americans, and that opposition to equality
is differentially related to ethnocentrism for the two groups. A fourth and final
study was conducted in order to assess the generalizability of these findings
involving the “balanced” scale and to examine divergences between group-based



224 JOST AND THOMPSON

dominance and opposition to equality with regard to political attitudes, social
policy preferences, and psychological functioning. With these goals in mind,
additional measures having to do with attitudes toward affirmative action, polit-

ical conservatism, neuroticism, and economic system justification tendencies
were included in Study 4.

STUDY 4
Method

Participants. Four hundred eighty-six introductory psychology students (122
African Americans and 364 European Americans) at the University of Maryland
completed the materials for Study 4 in exchange for partial course credit.

Procedure. As in the prior studies, the research instruments were administered
in the context of computerized mass-testing sessions at the beginning of the
semester. All participants completed a “balanced” version of the social domi-
nance orientation scale as well as measures of self-esteem, ethnocentrism,
neuroticism, political conservatism, and attitudes toward affirmative action.

Measures

Social dominance orientation. The “balanced” version of the SDO scale used
in Study 3 was used again here.

Ethnocentrism and self-esteem. The same measures of ethnocentrism and
self-esteem used in the previous studies were administered here.

Neuroticism. Also administered was the neuroticism scale from Costa and
McCrae’s (1992) NEO-FFI measure of the “Big Five” personality traits. Accord-
ing to their framework, neuroticism involves “the general tendency to experience
negative affects such as fear, sadness, embarrassment, anger, guilt, and disgust

. susceplibility to psychological distress ... [and a tendency] to cope more
poorly than others with stress™ (p. 14). The NEO-FFI neuroticism scale contains
12 items (e.g., “T often feel inferior to others” and “1 often feel helpless and want
someone else to solve my problems™), each with a 5-point, Likert-type response
format, labeled from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.” The scale has a
proven track record of reliability and validity, and it was found to be highly
reliable for the current sample as well (@ = .85).

Political orientation. Respondents were asked to locate themselves on two
continua, one of which was labeled “Liberal” vs “Conservative,” and the other of
which was labeled “Democrat” vs “Republican.” These items were completed on

“7-point scales (I = “Very Liberal”/“A Strong Democrat” and 7 = “Very Con-
servative”/“A Strong Republican”). A mean based on the two items, which
correlated with one another at r = .50 (p < .001), was used as the measure of
political orientation.

Issue-based conservatism. In addition to self-reported political orientation, we
investigated attitudes toward 11 specific sociopolitical issues or policies. On
scales ranging from —4 (“Oppose Strongly™) to +4 (“Support Strongly™), re-
spondents were asked to indicate their position on a constitutional amendment
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requiring a balanced federal budget, death penalty for murder, limits on public
assistance to 5 years per recipient, a ban on assault weapons (reverse-scored), a
freeze on immigration, reduced spending on social programs, reduced military
spending (reverse-scored), organized prayer 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, and social services. A mean score was calculated by aggre-
gating support for conservative positions across these different issues (o = .61).

Attitudes toward affirmative action. Four items were used to tap the degree of
support for affirmative action policies: (1) “Affirmative action for Blacks is
unfair to whites™; (2) “Affirmative action in education gives an opportunity to
qualified Blacks who might not have had a chance without it” (reverse-scored);
(3) “Affirmative action for Blacks may force employers to hire unqualified
people”; (4) “Affirmative action.in the workplace for Blacks helps make sure that
the American work force and economy remain competitive” (reverse-scored).
Responses were given on 5-point scales ranging {rom 1 (“Strongly Disagree™) to
5 “Strongly Agree”). An index of opposition to affirmative action was calculated
by averaging across these four items (a = .82).

Economic system justification. In order to measure the general ideological
tendency to legitimize economic inequality (e.g., Jost & Banaji, 1994), an
“economic system justification” (ESI) attitude scale was administered here.’
Respondents were asked to indicate their levels of agreement or disagreement on
a scale ranging from 1 to 9 with each of the following attitude statements: (1) “If
people work hard, they almost always get what they want”; (2) “The existence of
widespread economic differences does not mean that they are inevitable” (re-
verse-scored); (3) “Laws of nature are responsible for differences in wealth in
society”; (4) “There are many reasons to think that the economic system is
unfair” (reverse-scored); (5) “It is virtually impossible to eliminate poverty™; (6)
“Poor people are not essentially different from rich people” (reverse-scored); (7)
“Most people who don’t get ahead in our society should not blame the system;
they have only themselves to blame”; (8) “Equal distribution of resources is a
possibility for our society” (reverse-scored); (9) “Social class differences reflect
differences in the natural order of things™; (10) “Economic differences in the
society reflect an illegitimate distribution of resources” (reverse-scored); (11)
“There will always be poor people, because there will never be enough jobs for
everybody™; (12) “Economic positions are legitimate reflections of people's
achievements”; (13) “If people wanted to change the economic system to make
things equal, they could” (reverse-scored); (14) “Equal distribution of resources
is unnatural™; (15) "It is unfair to have an economic system which produces
extreme wealth and extreme poverty at the same time” (reverse-scored); (16)
“There is no point in trying to make incomes more equal”; and (17) “There are
no inherent differences between rich and poor; it is purely a matter of the

? We thank Grazia Guermandi for her work in helping to develop the scale for measuring economic
system justification.
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circumstances into which you are born” (reverse-scored). Alpha reliability was
found to be acceptable for the scale (.73). Consistent with prior theorizing on the
topic of system justification, it was expected that this scale would relate to
political conservatism, anti-Black attitudes, and opposition to equality among
members of high- and low-status groups.

Social desirability. The same 11-item social desirability scale was used. Alpha
reliability was again reasonably high at .70. People who scored in the top 10%
of the sample in terms of social desirability were excluded from all analyses. The

final sample size, then, was 447 (105 African Americans and 342 European
Americans).

Results .

Evidence for a two-factor solution. Factor loadings resulting from the EQS
confirmatory analysis on the “balanced” SDO scale are displayed in Table 3. The
correlated two-factor model once again provided a reliably better fit for the data
than did the one-factor solution for African Americans (CFI's = 800 vs .787,
X =464, df =1, p<.09), European Americans (CFI's = 815 vs .793,
x> =3277, df =1, p < .001), and the overall sample (CFI's = 820 vs .805,
X' = 27.64, df = 1, p < .001). Indices of OEQ and GBD again were calculated
as aggregated item means (as = .77 and .73, respectively). Means and standard
deviations for the major variables are presented in Table 4, according to race of
respondent.

Correlations between the two factors. Correlations between GBD and OEQ
were again computed for the African American sample (r = .62) and for the
European American sample (r = .68). Although the correlations differed in the

predicted direction, the comparison did not attain statistical significance in this
study.

- Effects of Group-Based Dominance and Opposition to Equality

Relations to self-esteem. Following standardization of predictor variables, the
same regression analysis procedure used earlier to examine the relations among
GBD, OEQ, and self-esteem was employed here. This time, only the OEQ X race
interaction attained statistical significance (8 = .16, p < .01). As hypothesized,
anti-egalitarianism was related negatively to self-esteem for African Americans
(B = —.20), but it was related positively to self-esteem for European Americans
(B = .11). Group-based dominance was not related to self-esteem for African
American respondents, but a negative relation between GBD and self-esteem was
obtained for European Americans (8 = —.19, p < .01). This is suggestive of the
interesting possibility that members of high-status groups are especially likely to
tum to group-based dominance as a way of dealing with low self-esteem (e.g.,
Fein & Spencer, 1997).

Relations to ethnocentrism. We hypothesized that OEQ scores would be
refated differentially to ethnocentrism for European Americans and African
Americans, insofar as opposition to equality should be associated with increased
ethnocentrism on the part of high-status groups and decreased ethnocentrism on
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the part of low-status groups. Group-based dominance, on the other hand, should
be related positively to ethnocentrism for high- and low-status groups, to the
extent that it captures the desire for in-group superiority. Regression analyses
revealed a main effect of race (8 = —.20, p < .001), such that African Ameri-
cans exhibited stronger in-group bias (see means in Table 4). There was a
positive, marginal main effect of GBD on ethnocentrism (8 = .13, p < .07), but
no main effect of OEQ. The interaction effect involving race and OEQ attained
marginal significance (8 = .14, p < .06). Opposition to equality was related
negatively (but nonsignificantly) to ethnocentrism for African Americans
(B = —.09), whereas the relation between OEQ and ethnocentrism was positive
and significant for European Americans (8 = .19, p < .01).

Relations to neuroticism. It was expected that GBD and OEQ would be
differentially related to neuroticism for African Americans and European Amer-
icans. In support of these expectations, we found that race interacted with both
OEQ (B = —.33, p <.0001) and GBD (B = .21, p < .008) in predicting neu-
roticism. For African Americans, OEQ was associated with increased neuroti-
cism (3 = .36, p < .005), whereas for European Americans, it was associated
with decreased neuroticism (B8 = —.22, p < .005). Conversely, GBD was asso-
ciated with greater neuroticism among European Americans (8 = .21, p < .003)
and (nonsignificantly) lesser neuroticism among African Americans (8 = —.18,
ns). Thus, the two ideological components predict different psychological out-
comes in terms of mental health, with system justifying beliefs about anti-
egalitarianism helping the high-status group and hurting the low-status group.

Political orientation. In order to explore the relations among group-based
dominance, opposition to equality, and other more established bases of political
ideology, we conducted a series of multiple-regression analyses. We found that
self-reported identification with “Conservative” and “Republican” labels was
associated with OEQ for the sample as a whole (8 = .33, p < .0001), for African
Americans (8 = 47, p <.0000), and for European Americans (f = .20,
p < .01). There was no relation between GBD and political orientation for any of
the samples. A main effect of race indicated that European American respondents
were, in general, more conservative than African American respondents
(B = .19, p < .0005). Thus, race and OEQ were related to political conservatism
for both groups, but GBD was not; this provides additional evidence that the two
components of social dominance orientation are related differentially to social
attitudes.

Issue-based conservatism. There were no main or interactive effects of race on
issue-based conservatism, but both GBD (8 = .18, p < .02) and OEQ (B = .20,
p < .01) were associated positively with conservative positions on the issues.

Attitudes toward affirmative action. Not surprisingly, African Americans were
more supportive of affirmative action policies than were European Americans
(B = ~.51,p <.0001). More interestingly, we found that opposition to equality
was associated with the rejection of affirmative action, but group-based domi-
nance was not. This pattern was obtained for the sample as a whole (8 = —.24,
p <.001), for European Americans (8 = —.30, p < .0001), and for African
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Americans (8 = —.28, p < .03). The finding that OEQ is related negatively to
support for affirmative action is especially instructive given that people fre-
quently argue against affirmative action on the grounds that they are against
unequal treatment (e.g., Hochschild, 1998); in truth, it seems that people who are
most opposed to equality (or least supportive of equality) are more likely to reject
affirmative action, presumably because it reduces existing forms of inequality.
The fact that GBD is unrelated to affirmative action attitudes even among
European Americans suggests that the rejection of affirmative action is not
necessarily motivated by a desire to dominate minority groups per se, but rather

to an ideological opposition to egalitarianism that serves to justify the current
social system.

Effects of Economic System Justification

Relations to ethnocentrism and self-esteem. In order to explore the role of
system justification in racial and social policy attitudes, a series of multiple-
regression analyses were conducted involving main and interactive effects of
race and economic system justification. The analysis yielded a significant inter-
action involving race and ESJ on ethnocentrism (8 = .13, p < .05). For Euro-
pean Americans, there was a strong positive relation between ESJ and ethno-
centrism (3 = .27, p < .0001), but not for African Americans (g = —.003, ns).
No effects of EST on self-esteem were observed.

Group-based dominance and opposition to equality, Following Lane (1962), it
was hypothesized that opposition to equality would reflect a form of system
justification. In support of this notion, we found that after controlling for GBD,
there was a strong positive relation between OEQ and system justification
(B = .26, p < .0001). This was true not only for the sample as a whole, but also
for African Americans considered separately (8 = .26, p < .006) and for Euro-
pean Americans (8 = .27, p <.0001). Controlling for OEQ, there was also a
marginally significant relation between GBD and economic system justification
(B = .10, p < .06).

Relations to neuroticism. A significant interaction between race and economic
systemn justification was obtained for the measure of neuroticism (B = —.19,
p < .006). We found that EST was associated with significantly more neuroticism
among African Americans (8 = .23, p < .05), and it was associated with mar-
ginally less neuroticism among European Americans (B = —.10, p < .09). Thus,
as hypothesized. system justification was found to be detrimental to the psycho-
logical well-being of low-status group members only.

Political conservatism. Economic system justification was strongly associated
with self-reported political conservatism for the entire sample (8= .29,
p < .0001), for African Americans (8 = .24, p < .03), and for European Amer-
icans (3 = .34, p < .0001). It was strongly associated with issue-based conser-
vatism for the sample as a whole (8 = .45, p < .0001), for African Americans
(5 = Al, p <.0001), and for European Americans (8 = .51, p <.0001). Thus,
" the notion that conservative ideologies promote the justification of economic
inequality was supported (cf. Jost, Kruglanski, & Simon, 1999).
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Attitudes toward affirmative action. As predicted, economic system justifica-
tion was also associated with the rejection of affirmative action for the entire
sample (8 = —.29, p < .0001), for European Americans (8 = —.39,p < .0001),
and for African Americans (8 = —.28, p < .01). Thus, system justification in the
economic domain was found to predict attitudes concerning racial policy.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

In two studies using the original SDO scale validated by Pratto et al. (1994)
and two other studies using a “balanced” version of the scale, we have suggested
that social dominance orientation captures two distinct response tendencies, one
of which reflects support for group-based dominance (GBD) and the other of
which reflects a generalized opposition to equality in social systems (OEQ). It
was hypothesized that for members of high-status groups, GBD and OEQ are
complementary; to oppose egalitarian reforms is to advance in-group interests
and maintain in-group superiority (e.g., Bobo & Kluegel, 1993). For members of
low-status groups, however, GBD and OEQ are less intertwined. Whereas the
desire for group-based dominance could be related positively to feelings of
self-worth and group value, opposition to equality is related negatively to
evaluations of the self and the in-group (e.g., Jost, 1995; Kluegel & Smith, 1986;
Lane, 1962; Lewin, 1941).

The findings here support several hypotheses about the separation of group-
based dominance and opposition to equality. For one thing, it was found that
items on the SDO scale tend to separate into two correlated factors or subscales,
one of which taps attitudes pertaining to in-group vs out-group competition, and
the other of which taps general attitudes toward egalitarianism in the social
system. Second, we found relatively consistent support for the hypothesis that
GBD and OEQ scores would be more highly intercorrelated among members of
a relatively high-status group (European Americans) than among members of a
relatively low-status group (African Americans). This is an example of an
“isotropic ideological asymmetry effect,” in the language of Levin et al. (1998),
because it is a difference in degree rather than in kind.

A third piece of evidence was that OEQ scores tended to be related positively
to self-esteem for European Americans, but they tended to be related negatively
to self-esteem for African Americans. A similar finding coming from the fourth
study was that OEQ was associated with greater neuroticism among African
Americans and lesser neuroticism among European Americans. Thus, we obtain
support for the notion that anti-egalitarian attitudes have deleterious conse-
quences for the psychological well-being of disadvantaged group members but
not necessarily for the well-being of advantaged group members (e.g., Jost &
Banaji, 1994; Kluegel & Smith, 1986: Lane, 1962; Lewin, 1941). Group-based
dominance, on the other hand, was associated with lesser neuroticism among
African Americans and greater neuroticism among European Americans. This
provides further support for the notion that GBD and OEQ are independent
predictors of psychological outcomes.

A fourth piece of evidence was that OEQ scores were generally related



230 JOST AND THOMPSON

negatively to in-group favoritism for African Americans, whereas they were
related positively to in-group favoritism for European Americans. As expected,
GBD was positively related to in-group favoritism for both groups. These results
provide a strong theoretical and empirical rationale for differentiating between
generalized anti-egalitarianism and group dominance in the context of intergroup
relations. Although GBD and OEQ are correlated with one another, they are
differentially related to ethnocentrism for European and African Americans,

Distinguishing between two response tendencies that are conflated in tradi-
tional accounts of social dominance, that is, between group-based dominance and
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), according to which the correlation between SDO and in-group
favoritism is weaker for members of low-status than high-status groups. We have
demonstrated here that for members of low-status groups, one component (GBD)
is related positively to in-group favoritism, whereas another component (OEQ) is
related negatively to in-group favoritism. For members of high-status groups,
however, both components of SDO are related positively to in-group favoritism.
The result is that the overall SDO score is a worse predictor of intergroup
attitudes for members of Jow-status groups than members of high-status groups.
» The present research also links GBD and OEQ to political orientation and
social policy attitudes. Self-reported political conservatism was associated pos-
itively with OEQ for European and African Americans alike, but it was unrelated
to GBD. This further specifies the connection noted by Pratto et al. (1994)
between conservatism and SDO in general. Failure to support affirmative action
was also associated with greater OEQ for both groups, despite the fact that a
strong commitment to equality is often given as a justification for antiaffirmative
action attitudes (e.g., Hochschild, 1998). There was no relation between GBD
and affirmative action attitudes, suggesting that the rejection of affirmative action

“is motivated not so much by a desire to dominate minority groups as it is by an

ideological aversion to egalitarianism. Thus, our research provides a strong
empirical basis for distinguishing between opposition to equality and group-
based dominance in the domain of political and racial policy preferences (e.g.,
Bobo & Kluegel, 1993; Tuch & Hughes, 1996).

As part of a continuing research trend linking “social dominance” and “system
Justification” perspectives (e.g., Jost & Burgess, 2000; Rabinowitz, 1999; Sida-
nius, Levin, Federico, & Pratto, in press), we also examined relations among
GBD, OEQ, and the tendency to engage in justification of the economic system.
A strong association between OEQ and economic system justification was
observed, as was a weak association between GBD and economic system
justification. Supportive of a system justification framework (e.g., Jost & Banaji,
1994), we also found that economic system justification was related positively to
ethnocentrism for European but not African Americans, that it was related
positively to neuroticism for African but not European Americans, that it was
related positively to conservatism for both groups, and that it was related
negatively to support for affirmative action for bothi groups. Thus, in many ways,
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parallel results were obtained for OEQ and economic system justification, indi-
cating that, as Lane (1962), Kluegel and Smith (1986), and others have argued,
opposition to equality does seem to serve a system justifying ideological func-
tion. Future research would do well to explore further the convergences and
divergences between opposition to equality and other forms of system justifica-
tion. The present research program has been devoted to exploring the conver-
gences and divergences between opposition to equality and group-based domi-
nance and to demonstrate that the correlated but distinct ideological components
of “social dominance orientation” are independent predictors of social and

psychological outcomes for members of advantaged and disadvantaged racial
groups.
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The scope of justice has been defined as the boundary within which justice is per-
ceived to be relevant. The empirical literature on this topic is primarily aimed at pre-
dicting when a target will be excluded from the scope of justice and at examining po-
tential consequences of exclusion, from accepting a target’s suffering to active
harm-doing such as mass internment and genocide. The concept of the scope of jus-
tice is interesting and heuristically useful, but there are several problems with the em-
pirical literature that impede its progress. For example, the proposed mediator often
has not been measured, or operationalizations of the scope of justice have been con-
Sfounded with other constructs. Also, although the scope of justice remains one possi-
ble explanation for results obtained in various experiments, there are equally compel-
ling alternatives that do not implicate exclusion from the scope of justice. We offer
suggestions about how to study scope of justice issues in the future and identify points
that need to be clarified regarding the conceptualization of the scope of justice.

“This people must disappear from the face of the
earth.”

“Kill [them] ... and plunder their money
wherever and whenever they find it.”

“I only wish he could be tortured to death.”

Since the 1960s, social psychologists have amassed
a large body of work illustrating that the desire for jus-
tice is an important motivator of human social behavior
(for a review, see Tyler, Boeckmann, Smith, & Huo,
1997). As quotes like the previous ones illustrate, how-
ever, people do not always appear to think about justice
or fairness when dealing with a particular person,
group, or species. Opotow (1990) and others (see Tyler
et al., 1997) have criticized the social justice literature
for ignoring the issue of when justice is a relevant con-
sideration and when it is not. These researchers use the
term *“scope of justice” to indicate that justice is not al-
ways relevant in people’s interactions with other enti-
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ties: Rather, justice is a relevant consideration only for
entities within one’s “scope of justice.” The purpose of
this article is to analyze the empirical literature on this
concept, highlighting conceptual and methodological
difficulties, and to offer suggestions for future re-
search. First, however, we summarize scope of justice
theory, focussing on the seminal work of Opotow and
the kinds of issues studied in the empirical literature.

We also raise a few preliminary definitional issues.

The Scope of Justice

Definitions of the “scope of justice” differ to some
extent between authors and articles. However, the com-
mon and core element to most authors’ conceptions,
and the definition given in Opotow’s (1990) highly
cited introduction to the topic, is that the scope of jus-
tice is the psychological boundary for justice or fair-
ness, such that “moral values, rules, and considerations
of fairness apply only to those within this boundary for
fairness, called our ‘scope of justice’ or ‘moral com-
munity’” (p. 3; see also Brockner, 1990; Crosby &
Lubin, 1990; Deutsch, 1985; Leets, 2001; Opotow,
2001; Singer, 1996). Entities or targets for whom one
believes justice is irrelevant (whether they are particu-
lar animal species, groups of humans, individuals, etc.)
are said to have been “excluded” from one’s scope of
justice. In Opotow’s (1990) words, “exclusion occurs
when individuals or groups are perceived as outside the
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