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Abstract

A noticeable feature of the political discourse accompanthe rise of Nationalism in
White-majority countries is that White people fare wdlem other ethnic groups in their
societies. However, it is unclear based on the extardtlitee why group-based relative
deprivation (GRD) would correlate with majority-group Natiosidi Here, we propose that
the psychological function of Nationalism for majorityagp members lies in its ability to
assuage the negative feelings arising from GRD. Accordingé/New Zealand national
probability sampleN= 15,607), we found that GRD among Whites was negatively
associated with wellbeing. However, we also foundgposingindirect association
mediated by Nationalism. GRD was associated with higheoh&ism, which was in turn
associated with higher wellbeing. These findings suggestibdar&ng beliefs about national
superiority isone way a nation’s dominant ethnic group can cope with the negative

psychological consequences of perceiving that their grodgpisved



On the Psychological Function of Nationalistic ‘Whitelash’

A noticeable feature of the political discourse accompanthe recent rise of
Nationalism in White-majority countries is that native Whiare faring worsa their
societies than other ethnic groups (Wilson, 2016; Pai, 2006exXample, when Molly Ball,
a reporter foiThe Atlanticmagazine, interviewed Trump supporters during the Republican
primaries, she noted an underlying resentment tha; the others, enjoy privileges,
resources, and status to whigbare denied access” (Ball, 2016). Also during the Primaries,
a Washington Post/ABC News poll showed that a majority ofiprsupporters thought that
“Whites losing out because of preferences for Blacks anmhHisS was a bigger problem
facing the country than minorities losing out because déprece for Whites (Sargent,
2016). More generally, White Americans now view anti-White bmbeing a bigger social
problem than anti-Black biasa change from the preceding four decades in which aatkBI
bias was viewed as a bigger problem (Norton & Sommers, 2011)

The perceptiomhat one’s own group is losing out to other groups, referred to as
‘group-based relative deprivatioGRD) — oftencontrasted with ‘individual relative
deprivation’ (IRD) — has been a central construct in the literature omiqgadlattitudes for
over five decades (Runciman, 1966e Smith, Pettigrew, Pippin & Bialosiewicz, 2012,dor
review). Yet extant theory and research has neglected the link betwebra@dRthe kind of
majority-group Nationalism that has become salient irctineent political environmeht The
present study addresses this oversight by investigatingrtkiarid examining the
psychological function of Nationalism. We argue that Natism is appealingp ethnic
majorities in the face of perceived group deprivation bseat buffers their wellbeing
against the negative psychological consequences of feblhgheir group is deprivetilvVe

examine this idea in a large, nationally representasiugoe in New Zealand\(= 15,607),



by testing a model in which GRD has both a negativedmdationship with wellbeing, and
a positive indirect relationship with wellbeing via increasetidsalism

In doing so, wéa) advance a novel explanation for why perceptions of GRDngmo
Whites may be contributing to the rise of ethnic Natl@am, (b) extend the relative
deprivation literature by showing that GRD can have negabnsequences for wellbeing
over and above IR[Jc) show how these negative consequences can be buffered by
Nationalism, and (d) speak to the debate among social cotatoes over the degree to
which support for Nationalistic candidates reflects Whit®ncerns about their own personal
circumstances versus concerns about their group’s position in society (Casselman, 2017,

Robinson, 201
Relative Deprivation Theory

According to Relative Deprivation Theomgople’s perceptionf how deprived they
are— relative to thosevith whom they compare themselveare more psychologically
relevant than their objective levels of deprivatiora{kér & Smith, 2002)This idea has
spawned hundreds of studies over five decades, and has aeitbenultiple fields including
Sociology, Psychology, History, Political Scienced &conomics (see Smith et al., 2012).
Relative deprivation has been linked to outcomes as vasiewlaidual behavior (e.g.
bullying; Breivik & Olweus, 2006), collective behavior (e.g., protest;ddsb & Sibley,
2013) intergroup attitudes (e.g., prejudjdeettigrew & Meertens, 1995and internal states
(e.g., optimism; Chen & Paterson, 2006).

Early in the development of the theory, Runciman (196&)gsed that people can
experience two distinct kinds of relative deprivation based/ioether they compare
themselves to other individuals (individual relative depiorgtIRD), or compare their group
to other groups (group-based relative deprivation; GRIOphsistent with this distinction,

research shows that IRD is associated with psychologitabmes relevant to the individual



(e.g. wellbeing)whereasGRD is associated with outcomes relevant to one’s group (e.9.,
collective action; Dion, 1986By implication, this pattern has sometimes been takeret;mm
that IRD is generally irrelevant to understanding group-fatwsecomes, and GRD is
irrelevant to understanding individual-focused outcomes (Smidri&, 2002). Here, we
argue that GRD may spill over into at least one individoaltsed outcome (namely
wellbeingy. Moreover, attending to these effects might help to @xplee contemporary
appeal of Nationalistic parties and candidates.

Only a few studies have simultaneously tested the assmsaif IRD and GRD with
wellbeing, yielding mixed results. In three early examdRRB), (but not GRD) was linked to
greater stress symptoms (Walker & Mann, 1987), lower persatiafaction (Koomen and
Frankel, 1992), and lower self-esteem (Walk&999). However, these studies were
conducted with extremely small samples (64, 81 and 80 respondesmectively). In a
somewhat larger samplil € 235), GRD showed significant associations with self-esteem
and life satisfaction (Zagefka and Broy@®05). In the two largest samples to date, Abrams
and Grant (20124 = 911) and Osborne and Sibley (20M3+ 6886) both found significant
links between GRD and wellbeing (i.e., depression and satisfaeitiostandard of living,
respectively), although these links were weaker than thobdRId. Finally, the only
longitudinal test of the concurrent of effects GRD anD kit wellbeing found that both IRD
and GRD had negative effects on life satisfaction owee tand that these effects were
similar in magnitude (Schmitt, Branscombe, Postmes anda;a6d.0) Overall, these
findings suggest that GRD may sometimes redudieiduals’ wellbeing (albeit to a lesser
extent than IRD)Indeed, studies with larger samples find significant efferdéch suggests
that early work showing no relationship between GRD and wellbmiggt have lacked the
statistical power to detect the smaller effects GRD exeldsive to IRD.

The Rg ection-Identification M odel



Indeed, it would be extremely surprisiifgperceiving one’s group to be deprived was
not associated witpeople’s wellbeing at all, given the consistent finding that perceiving
discriminationagainsibne’s group is negatively associated with wellbeing (see Schmitt, et
al., 2014 for a meta-analytic reviewflthough GRD and perceived discrimination are
different constructs;ommon to both is the perception that one’s group is being treated
unfairly in society compared to other groups. Moreover, pargepervasive discrimination
that is attributable tone’s group membership is much more deleterious to wellbeing than
incidental exposure to discrimination (Schmitt et al., 2014ysTh is the very
operationalization of perceived discrimination that is insarsilar to GRD that shows the

strongest negative relationship with wellbeing.

The literature on the effects of discrimination onllaihg also provides an indication
of how people cope with perceptions that their group is beirgriynfreated Specifically,
Branscombe, Schmitt and Harvey (1998owed that identifying more strongly with one’s
group protected against the negative effects of perceivinggeevsocietal discrimination
against that group. Perceived discrimination had a negditivet effect on the wellbeing of
African Americans. However, it also had a positive assiociatith ingroup identification,
which in turn, was positively associated with wellbeing (Bcansbe et al., 1999T his
‘Rejection-Identification Model’ has been tested with in several intergroup contexts, au al
holds longitudinally (Schmitt & Branscombe, KobrynowicZ&en, 2002 Stronge,
Sengupta, Barlow, Osborne, Houkamau & Sibley, 2016). Howevemakdel has primarily
been used to understand how socially disadvantaged groups copeméptions of

systemic unfairness against their group (but see Schaitt 20025.
The Psychological Function of Nationalism

Here, we extend this general ideaattvantaged group$Ve argue that, in addition to

clinging to their ethnic identityadvantaged groups have another option to buffer their



wellbeing against GRD: They can cling to their national idenfihis is because the content
of national identity is heavily influenced by the dominantuwralt group within the nation.
For example, studies in Germany, USA and Australia hawerstitat members of both
ethnic majority and minority groups associate the syménoadisculture of the majority group
more strongly with the superordinate national catedwag iminority-group culturen both
implicit and explicit measure®gevos & Banaji, 2005Pevos, Gavin & Quintana, 2010;
Sibley & Barlow, 2009; Waldzus, Mummendey, Wenzel & BoatcR004; see also
Sidanius & Petrocik, 2001 This projection of ethnic-majority identity onto a supeinate
category makes the national category availtdlajority groups as an additional source of
positive identification in the face of GRD.

Understanding why ethnic majorities might utilize this addiil source of
identification requires a consideration of the particyisychological motives that are
undermined by GRDResearch on the rejection-identification model suggbatsone such
motive is the need for belongingness, which is heightbgetie sense of exclusion that
results from perceiving group-based unfairness (Bransceirdle 1999). Stronger
identification with one’s ethnic group helps to fulfil this motive, therelyuffering people’s
wellbeing (e.g., Stronge et al., 2016). However, given that GidExes a perception that
one’s group is losing outto other groups, we propose that it also threatens ariaher
psychological motive the need to perceiwe’s group as having a competitive advantage
over other groups. The existence of this type of motivdtambeen acknowledged by several
theories of intergroup relations, and is referred to ashtéve forpositive group
distinctivenesgin the Social Identity tradition; Tajfel & Turner, 197&)for group-based
dominance(in the Social Dominance tradition; Sidanius & Pratto, 1998e’s ethnic group

cannot fulfil this distinctiveness/dominance motive ie thce of GRD because it is this very



group that is seen as conferring lower social statuseldre, majority group members must
turn to the national category as a source of positivatifttion.

The literature on national identity highlights two distin@ys of identifying with the
national category Nationalism and Patriotism. While these ideologies haenb
operationalized in different ways, the basic distincbetween them is that Patriotism
indexes feelings of attachment to one’s nation, whereas Nationalism indexes a belief in
national superiority (Kosterman & Feshbach, 198%js distinction is crucial to our current
argument. We propose that beliefs about ingroup supergirayld fulfill the need for group
distinctiveness/dominance better than mere attachmemiation. Therefore, endorsing
Nationalism but notPatriotismshould buffer people’s wellbeing against the threat to group
distinctiveness/dominance that arises from GRD.

Specifically, we predict the negative direct effect oflz& wellbeing (Schmitt,
Branscombe, Postmes & Garcia, 2014) will be offset by aipesitdirect effect via
Nationalism. GRD should be associated with increased N&tionéhereby fulfilling the
dominance motive), and Nationalism should subsequently beiagsbwith increased
personal wellbeing. In line with the rejection-identificatimodel, we also predict that GRD
will be associated with increased ethnic identificatitvereby fulfilling the belongingness
motive), and that ethnic identification will in turn Besociated with increased personal
wellbeing. On the other hand, we do not expect Patriotismettiate the relationship
between GRD and wellbeing because (a) the national categoke thdi ethnic grou does
not help fulfil the belongingness motive that is undeediby GRD, and (b) feelings of
national attachment, unlike feelings of national supeyiodio not help fulfil the dominance
motive that is undermined by GRD.

We test these hypotheses using data from a New Zealandaigiobability sample.

New Zealand is a country that has not experienced therssana far-right politicsassimilar



White-majority countries. Testing our model in the NewlZea context, then, should reveal
whether the apparent link between expressions of maratyp deprivation and the appeal
of Nationalistic candidates (e.g., Ball, 2016) can beampt in terms of a general

psychological processy whether this phenomenasmore specific to the political discourse

prevalent in the countries that have experienced anasern@ Nationalism.

Method
Sampling Procedure and Participants

Data for this study come from Time 5 (2013) of the New Zehksttitudes and
Values Study (NZAVS) a national probability sample of adults drawn fromNiesv
Zealand electoral roll (which provides contact detailsafbregistered voters aged 18 or
over). We chose to analyze data from this wave of tidydiecause, after booster sampling,
it contained the largest number of participants while mlsloding all of the measures
required for our analysishus maximizing our statistical power. The Time 5 NZAVS
contained responses from 18,264 participants. Since our hgpsthee about majority-group
attitudes, we restricted our analysis to the 15,607 gaaitits who identified adNew

Zealand Europednand who had completed all the relevant measures
M easures

Focal variables. GRD was measured using the following two items adapted from
Abrams and Grant (2012): “I’m frustrated by what my ethnic group earns relative to other
groups iNNZ” and “People from my ethnic group generally earn less than other groups in

NZ” (r = .41) Nationalism was measured using the following two items adapted fro



Kosterman and Feshba¢i989): “Generally, the more influence NZ has on other nations, the
better off they are” and “Foreign nations have done some very fine things but they are still

not as good as New Zealand” (r = .30). All of the above items were rated on a scale ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Subjewtelbeing was measured using
ratings of satisfaction on a 0-10 scale-(€ompletely dissatisfied; 20 completely satisfied)
for the following four items: “Your health”; “Your personal relationships”; “Your standard of
living”; “Your future security” (o = .73).

Covariates. IRD was measured using the following two items adapted froramAgr
and Grant (2012): “I’m frustrated by what | earn relative to other peaplsZ” and “I
generally earn less than other peapl®&Z” (r = .44). Patriotism was measured using the
following two items adapted from Kosterman and Feshbach (1989): “I feel a great pride in
the land that is our New Zealand” and “Although at times I may not agree with the
government, my commitment to New Zealand always remains strong” (r = .58). Ethnic
Identification was measured using the following three itadepted from Leach et al. (2008):
“I often think about the fact that I am a member of my ethnic group”, “The fact that | am a
member of my ethnic group is an important part of my identity”, “Being a member of my
ethnic group is an important part of how I see myself” (a =.73). All of the above items were
rated on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) stor@ngly agree).

We also adjusted for objective socio-economic statug ke following indicators:
educational status, occupational status, the logarithmusfeimld income and neighborhood-
level deprivation. Neighborhood-level deprivation wagassd by matching each
participant’s neighborhood (obtained via their address) with a measure of deprivation
calculated by the Ministry of Health (NZDep2013; Atkinson, Saich& Crampton, 2014).
The NZDep2013 index assigns a ranked decile score (1 = mostrafflO = least affluent)

to each local neighborhood in New Zealand (each neighbdrtmasists of roughly 100

1C



people). The mean deprivation index for our participantsdwés (SD = 2.7p Finally, we
adjusted for Age and Gender{@vomen, 1- men)
A note on item selection

The NZAVS questionnaire includes over 200 items assessing @ fanoge of
constructs including, personality, ideology, prejudice, pglieferences, wellbeing and
health, among many others. As such, is it importantaéxp¥hy particular constructs were
selected over others, to test the hypotheses in the cstoelyt The items included in our
model were carefully chosen to speak to our particular hggethand rule out the most
theoretically relevant confounds. For example, our ibgy started from the premise that
White people in White-majority countries often hold atipatar belief about intergroup
relations that conflicts with reality that their own group is losing out to minority groups
(e.g. Norton & Sommers, 2011). The best measure of thisaiskable in our survey was
group-based relative deprivation (GRD).

Choosing GRD as the focal predictor necessitated includdigidual relative
deprivation (IRD) simultaneously in the model because ttvesg@erceptions of deprivation
are positively correlated (e.g., see Osborne, SiblethSHuo, 2015). Moreover, including
subjective perceptions of deprivation meant that we aledatkto include objective indices
of deprivation to show that perceptions matter over and above people’s objective situation (a
core premise of relative deprivation theory; Smithlgt2012). For this purpose, we included
a broad range of indicators of objective social statage, gender, income, area-level
deprivation, education and occupation.

The next step in our argument was that majority-grouphbeesrare able to draw on
their national identity to buffer themselves againstribgative psychological consequences
of GRD. Thus, we needed to include measures of national idatibin. There were two

constructs in the survey that related to national iieation— Nationalism and Patriotism.
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We expected GRD to be associated with NationalistmotPatriotism, for reasons outlined
in the preceding section. We therefore included botlethe=asures in our model, to
demonstrate the specificity of the psychological proeesare hypothesizing. Moreover, the
theoretical impetus for our model was the rejection-ifieation model, which proposes that
that ethnic identification buffers people against the negatffects of perceived disadvantage
(Branscombe et al., 1999). We sought to establish that Nbsionauffers minority groups in
a different way than ethnic identification (i.e., fuifig the need for positive ingroup
distinctiveness rather than the need for affiliatesputlined in the preceding section).
Therefore, we included ethnic identification as an addifiomediator in our model.

Finally, to test our buffering hypothesis, we needed to selgiotbal measure of
people’s satisfaction with their lives. There were two constructs in the survey that were
suitable for this purpose. A two-item short form of Dietlemmons, Larsen and Griifis
(1985) ‘Satisfaction with Life Scale’, and a four-item version of Tiliouine, Cummins &
Davern’s (2006) ‘Personal Wellbeing Index’. We selected the longer of the two measures
because longer scales have several psychometric agearmteer shorter ones (e.g., they are
less prone to both sign and magnitude errors; Bakker & Le¥Hs8). Therefore, our ovetlal
model includes the most appropriate combination of retex@mstructs for testing our

hypotheses that were available in the current survey.
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Table 1
Descriptive statistics and correlations betweerob#lerved variables

1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14, 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20. 21.
1. Gender -
2. Age A3 -
3. NZDep2013 -.04* -.06* -
4. Income (log) .06* -.09* -33* -
5. Occupational status -.08* -.01 -.17* .32* -
6. Educational status -.07* -.15* -15* .27* 58* -
7.IRD Item 1 -07* -.09* .14* -27* -17* -13* -
8. IRD Item 2 -07* -.02* .17* -41* -27* -20* .43* -
9. GRD Item 1 -02 -04* .17* -15* -09* -08* .27 .22* -
10. GRD Item 2 .00 -.04* .20* -.15* -13* -14* 20* .22* 48* -
11. Nationalism Item . .05* -.01 .08* .00 -.04* -06* .05+ .01 .07 .06* -
12. Nationalism Item 7 .01 .02 .06* -.06* -10* -.14* .11* .07* .17 @ .16* .27* -
13. Patriotism Item 1 -.05* .10* -.02* .06* .01 -.04* -.07* -.06* .02 .00 .18* .23* -
14. Patriotism Item 2 .02* .18* -03* .08* .03* -02* -10* -.08* -.07* -.05* -.16* .20* .56* -
15. EID Item 1 -01 -08 .14* -08 .01 -05 .13* -11* .37* .35* .08* .09* .00 -.03* -
16. EID Item 2 -07* .09* .09* -.07* .01 .01 .09* .07 .29+ .25 .10* -.15* .14* 10* .44* -
17. EID Item 3 -.06* .10* .10* -.08* -.02* -.02* .09* .07 .32* .25* .13* .18* .15* .13* .43* .76* -
18. Wellbeing ltem 1 -.02* .03* -22* .35* .16* .13* -42* -30* -20* -19* .03* -.01 .18 .18 -08* -01 -01 -
19. Wellbeing tem 2 -.01  -.06* -.14* .19* .10* .12* -23* -18* -16* -16 .02* -.02* .14* .12* -07* -02 -01 .44 -
20. Wellbeing Item 3 .00 .09* -20* .28 .11* .09* -38* -26* -18* -18* .08* -.03* .17* .19* -11* -03* -.02* .58 .44* -
21. Wellbeing Item 4 -.03* .05* -11* .22* .07* .04* -19* -12* -08* -08 .01 .01 A7+ .16 .06 -.03* -.03* .40* .34* 37* -
M .38 4765 4.72 11.31 53.23 503 341 343 252 247 409 353 6.02 586 272 393 383 723 685 6.15 7.77
SD A7 1359 2.75 .76 1594 283 174 189 161 174 137 167 110 117 175 194 197 2.09 231 240 2.23

Note. *p < .01
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Results

We tested a Structural Equation Model in which GRD simuttasly predicted the
three potential mediatorsNationalism, Patriotism and Ethnic Identification. Furthibese
three mediators were modelled as simultaneous predaftstbjective wellbeing. We also
allowed the three mediators to covary with each other.tDoer large sample size/e
selected a more conservative alpha l®fe01 for all analyses. Because we were interested
in comparing the direct and indirect effects of GRD orllweaig, we also included the link
between GRD and subjective wellbeifigne model also included links from GRIRD,
gender, age, neighborhood-level deprivation, the logarithimcome, occupational status
and educational status with all three mediators and wegbaind therefore adjusted for the
effects of these critical covariaté¥e used multiple imputation to estimate missing values
for all variablesThe focal model is depicted in Figure 1. Descriptive stesistnd

correlations between all observed variables in the mar@gbresented in Table 1.
Model Fit

Our hypothesized model provided an excellent fit to the gbdettata according to a
range of indices of model fit: ¥%(129) = 4204p < .001; standardized Root Mean Square
Residual (sRMR) = .031, Root Mean Square Error of Approxim@dBMSEA) = .045. The
sRMR and RMSEA values indicate that the model providedsorebly parsimonious
summary of the observed covariance matrix accorditigetoulesef-thumb proposed by Hu

and Bentler (1999; i.e., an RMSEA less than .06 and a skb#Rhan .08)
Parameter Estimates

As shown in Tables 2, 3 and 4, after adjusting for covari&@&D was positively
associated with Nationalisth = .16, se = .01, p =.29, p <.001) and Ethnic Identificatioi (

=.33,se=.01, p = .48, p<.001), but was not associated with Patriotism (b = s83 .01,

14



=-.04, p =.024). As shown in TableNationalism(b = .19, se = .05, § =.07, p <.001),
ethnic identification (b = .14, se =383 = .06, p < .001)and Patriotism (b = .39, se.63,

=.19, p <.001) were, in turn, positively associated witlbsmg.

Tests of indirect effectsndicated that GRD predicted increased wellbeing via its
positive effect on Ethic Identification (b = .05, sed%, p <.001, 99% CI [0.024, 0.068]
Crucially, GRD also predicted increased wellbeing via its posdtifect on Nationalism (b =
.03, se =.01, p<.001, 99% CI [0.009, 0.052]), but not Patrighsa-.01, se = .01, p
.029, 99% CI [-0.024, 0.002]). Nevertheless, the direct effie®RD on wellbeing was
negative and significant when adjusting for NationaliBatriotism and Ethnic Identification
(b =-.08, se =.03P =-.05, p =.006). This supported our hypothesis that GRD would exert
opposing effects on wellbeinga negative direct effect, and positive indirect affea
Nationalism (but not via Patriotism). These findings alsoalestrate that Nationalism can
buffer the wellbeing of majority-group members in respdoggerceptions of group-based
deprivation, over and above the buffering effects of Ethdeatification identified in the

literature on the rejection-identification model
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Table 2

Standardized parameter estimates for the modebhalism

99% Cls
S se low high z
GRD 29* .02 24 34 13.99
IRD .03 .03 -.03 .10 1.29
Gender .02 .01 -.01 .05 1.86
Age .03 .01 -.01 .06 2.06
NZDep2013 .00 .01 -.04 .03 -0.32
Income (log) .07* .02 .03 A2 4.20
Occupational Statu -.02 .02 -.06 .02 -1.28
Educational Status -.15* .02 -.19 -11 -9.54
Note. Focal variable shown in bold ¥ .01
Table 3
Standardized parameter estimates for the modeld®iain
99% Cls
b se low high z
GRD -.04 .02 -.08 .01 -2.25
IRD -.11* .02 -.15 -.05 -5.46
Gender -.10* .01 -.12 -.07 -10.19
Age .20* .01 A7 22 20.24
NZDep2013 .00 .01 -.02 .03 0.21
Income (log) .08* .01 .05 12 6.17
Occupational Statu -.01 .01 -.04 .03 -0.50
Educational Status -.06* .01 -.09 -.03 -4.61

Note. Focal variable shown in bold ¥ .01

1€



Table 4

Standardized parameter estimates for the modeli&€ttantification

99% Cls
S se low high z
GRD A48* .02 A4 52 31.72
IRD -.10* .02 -.15 -.05 -5.35
Gender -.09* .01 -11 -.07 -10.22
Age .16* .01 14 .18 17.47
NZDep2013 .00 .01 -.02 .03 15
Income (log) -.03 .01 -.06 .01 -2.08
Occupational Statu .01 .01 -.02 .04 .76
Educational Status .08* .01 .05 .10 6.63

Note. Focal variable shown in bold ¥ .01

-Sr;brfjasrdized parameter estimates for the modelgimegl subjective wellbeing.
99% Cls
b se low high z

Nationalism .07* .02 .02 A1 3.66
Patriotism 19* .02 15 .23 12.90
Ethnic Identification  .06* .01 .03 .09 5.48
GRD -.05* .02 -.10 -.01 -2.75
IRD -.55* .02 -.60 -.50 -29.66
Gender -.04* .01 -.07 -.02 -5.05
Age -.03* .01 -.05 -.01 -3.33
NZDep2013 -.11* .01 -.13 -.09 -12.51
Income (log) .10* .01 .06 13 7.53
Occupational Status -.07* .01 -.10 -.05 -6.79

17



Educational Status .02 .01 -.01 .05 1.52

Note. Focal variables shown in bofg. < .01.

18



-.04

-.05% 19%

Group-based Relative Deprivation JOT* Subjective Wellbeing

.06*

48%

Ethnic Identification

Figure 1 Schematic overview of the key paths in the Structural Equitodel with standardized parameter estimates (fopl&ity, covariates
included in the model, as well as paths from latent vasablenanifest indicators are not shown).
Note. Fit indices for the modlere as follows: ¥2(129) = 4204; SRMR = .031; RMSEA = .045. p*< .01.

16



Discussion

White people in White-majority countries enjoy not onlyuamerical advantage ave
other ethnic groups, but also myriad political and econodvertages. However, Relative
Deprivation Theory has shown that perceptions are imgoertant that reality (Walker &
Smith, 2002). Despite their objective advantages as a graliggaurse that White people
are losing out relative to other ethnic groups has emergevanad of these countries (Mols
& Jetten, 2015; Pai, 2016; Wilson, 2016). Journalists documethiggiscourse have noted
that it seems particularly prevalent among those who stupjadionalistic politich
candidates (Ball, 2016; Sergant, 2016). For the first tmechave demonstrated that, at least
in New Zealand, perceptions of group-based deprivation anhengthnic majority are

associated with endorsement of Nationalism

We have also advanced an explanation for this Tihk.idea that one’s group is
losing out can be uncomfortable (Schmitt et al., 2014). usviesearch has shown that to
cope with is type of discomfort, people identify more sjignvith theiringroup (Stronge et
al., 2016) We extended this work to show that ingroup identificatiom lwmaffer wellbeing
not only against perceived discrimination, but also againseped deprivation. However,
ingroup identity within the superordinate category of thénd(iin this case ethnic identity)
fulfills one particular need the need for belongingness in the face of perceivedtabc
rejection (see Branscombe et al., 1999). To the extah2RD fosters a feeling that amongst
White majorities thatociety is ‘against them’, they can gain a sense of belongingness from
their ethnic identity. This identity does not protect pedqaen the loss of positive
distinctiveness (or competitive ingroup advantage) thalss implied by GRD. Indeed, it is

the very category that they see as conferring a distalye.

Our findings suggest that to regain their sense of ingroup adeamntejority-group

members turn to their national identity, and specifically type of national-identity content
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that connotes superiority over other groups (i.e., Naigmabut not Patriotism). This is
made easier by the fact that the content of natideaikity is already highly aligned with the
ethnic identity of majority groups (Wenzel, Mummendey, &ld¢us, 2008). In other words,
by simultaneously identifying more with theithnicingroup and subscribing to an ideology
that frames theinationalingroup as superior to other groups, ethnic majorities caneccr
different benefits from different levels of interggcomparison (see also, Brewer, 1991)
This idea is supported by our finding that both ethnic ideatibo and Nationalism

simultaneously mediate the relationship betw&&D and wellbeing.

Overall, our study adds to the vast literature on Rel&erivation Theory by
pointing toapreviously undocumented consequence of GRBajority-group Nationalism.
Previous research had revealed a link between GRBepatatisiNationalism (Abrams &
Grant, 2012Guimond & Gubé-Simard, 1983). However, the distinction betvgeparatist
and majority-group Nationalism is important here. Separddasionalism is similar to other
kinds of collective action in which a superordinate pritentity is challenged by one of its
constituent groupdVhat our model shows, for the first time, is thas possible for a group
to feel unfairly treated within a larger political entity this case, the nation), and
simultaneously identify strongly with that entity,lasg as doing so fulfills some

psychological function (in this case, regaining a sensegobup advantage).

While these might seem like contradictory positions to hoteletion to the same
attitude object, this contradictionthe simultaneous denigration and elevation of the matio
is very evident in the rhetoric of nationalistic poldiecs. For example, Winston Peters, New
Zealand’s most prominent Nationalist political figure, often likens New Zealand to a “third
world” country as a way of highlighting the supposed victimization of ethnic-majority New
Zealanders, while simultaneously advocating for the prim&&ew Zealand on the world

stage (Peters, 200 Similarly, Donald Trump’s campaign rhetoric often painted a grim
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picture of American society, while at the same time rouseargiments of national superiority

(Cohen, 2017).

Our study also provides some data towarlghly topical debate among social
analysts about the reasons for the appeal of nativisinaéism. Broadly, this debate can be
summarized as a disagreement ovkether White people’s concerns about their personal
economic circumstances or abchdir group’s position in society is a better predictor of their
support for a nationalistic brand of politics (Casselman, 2RbBjnson, 2017)Our findings
provide more support for the latter position than forftinener. White New Zealanders
perceptions and frustrations about their own personal s&laiive to others were not related
to their beliefs about national superiority, whereas theicgtions of theigroup’s status
was positively related to such beliefdoreover, GRD had a much stronger association with
Nationalism tha did any of the objective indices of SES included in our méatela-level

deprivation, income, etc.).
Caveats and Future Research

Our interest in investigating the psychological functdiNationalism stemmed, in
part, from a desire to understand the rise of Nationahs¥hite-majority countries around
the world. However, our data are drawn from a single couNew Zealand. Moreover, New
Zealand has not seen the same sharp rise in Nationaéstitnents as the United States and
Western EuropeT he political party that was in power for most of the phkestade in New
Zealand, and that still enjoys high levels of support, isipraigration, pro-trade, and
generally centrist, with a right-leaning economic platfdNZ National Party, 2018The
recently elected Labour-led government has a similarlirisepolitical platform, with a
slightly more left-leaning economic agenda (NZ Labouryp@@18). Thusit could be

argued that data from New Zealand cannot speak to the f&tiohalism elsewhere.
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Indeed, it remains an open question whether the psychdlpgazesses examined in
the present study are generalizable beyond the New ZealatgkicdA conservative
interpretation of our findings is that Nationalism busf§vhite New Zealanders against
feelings that their ethnic group is deprived. This in itselfes@nts a novel contribution to the
literature on the psychological function of politicalatbgies, adding to the cultural diversity
of this literature (see Osborne, Sengupta & Sibley, in pretesvever, a broader
interpretation is that the link between GRD and Nationahssults from a general
psychological process in which members of societally domigeoups buffer their
subjective wellbeing against perceived deprivation by clinging tofbal@ut national

superiority.

Indeed, New Zealand is ethno-politically very similar to éhdgestern nations that
haveexperienced a rise in Nationalism. For example, itahlaghly developed free-market
economy (Heritage Foundation, 201ig8)deeply embedded in international trade networks
(MFAT, 2018), and has experienced increasing levels of imtogréom countries that are
both culturally dissimilar and economically less develomed. the Pacific Islands, India and
Ching Statistics New Zealand, 201 Mherefore, we consider it likely that theyphological
function of nationalism revealed in the present stilyalso be observed among ethnic
majorities in other countries that share a simila@icolitical context Thus, the current
findings indicate a worthwhile avenue for future reskeans the complex and topical issue of

the rise in Nationalism in White-majority countries

Another caveat is that our measure of GRD asked peopleethoa their ethnic
group compares to other “groups” in New Zealand, rather than to other “ethnic groups”. This
phrasing means that we cannot rule out the possibilityoeble were comparing their
ethnic group to other types of social groups (e.g., groups baseccupational/social class)

rather than to other ethnic groups specifically. Howeveretaee several reasons to expect
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that although our GRD items do not explicitly refer to a campa with otherethnicgroups,

most participants would be making exactly this type ofganmson.

First, having referred specifically to their own ethnic graughe first part of each
item statement, we feel that it is highly probable gaaticipants would interpret the second
reference to “groups” in a way that is consistent with ethnic-group membership. The items
prime participants to think about ethnicity as the relevanedsion of group differentiation.
Indeed, research on self-categorisation theory (TuH®gg, Oakes, Reicher & Wetherell,
1987) shows that people engage in the particular type ofjiiotgy comparison that matches
the social category with which. they have been primedewtify (e.g., when primed to think
about ethnicity people compare their ethnic group to otherceginoups and when primed to
think about nationality people compare their nation torathéions; see Brewer, 1991).
Second, ethnicity is a highly salient feature of New Zealand’s political landscape. For
example, heated political battles are fought over etlyAiEised affirmative action, as well as
over ethnic-minority immigration into the country (e.gragh, 2004Tarrant, 2017). This
salience of ethnicity-based politics increases the ligelihthat participants are comparing
their ethnic group with other ethnic groups rather than aiheral groups more generally.
Finally, this same measure of GRD has been used extensiyeigimesearch with the
NZAVS dataset, yielding expected associations with atsadf ethnicity-specific outcome
variables (e.g., ethnic political attitud€3sborne & Sibley, 2013; Sengupta, Barlow, Milojev
& Sibley, 2015; Osborne, Sengupta & Sibley, 2015). This demoestifa¢ construct validity

of the current measure.

We must also acknowledge that although we have drawn adtiisti between
Patriotism and Nationalism in order to illustrate the spatifof the psychological
mechanism being proposed, this distinction is not univeragliged upon. For example,

some theorists have questioned whether these two casstreqsychologically
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distinguishable (Billig, 1995arker, 2010). However, several studies have documented
differences in how Nationalism and Patriotism operatelpsiggically, that are consistent
with Kosterman and Feshbach’s (1989) conceptualisation of these ideologies. For example,
Osborne, Milojev & Sibley (2017) showed that the Social Donge&Orientation (SDO;
Sidanius and Pratto, 1999), which indexes a preference for ingroujosiipevas
negatively related to Patriotism over time, but podyivelated to Nationalism over time.
This aligns with our claim that it is specifically Natadism that connotes beliefs about
ingroup superiority. Moreover, Nationalism and Patriotismehasen shown to have
differential effects on various socio-political outcanmcluding attitudes towards multi-
culturalism (Spry & Hornsey, 2007), flag-display behavidakitka, 2006), and prejudice
(Wagner, Becker, Christ, Pettigrew & Schmidt, 2012; seeBddabanis, Diamantopoulos,
Mueller, & Melewar, 2001; Mummendey, Klink & Brown, 2001). Thus, elile
acknowledge that distinguishing between these two construgtaohde always be
straightforward, there is considerable evidence that Naligtm and Patriotism are distinct

ideologies that have different psychological antecesdand political consequences.

A final caveat is that our data are cross-secti@mal,so the usual cautionary note
about inferring causality applies. For example, it couldrdgeied that people who are more
Nationalistic are more sensitive to perceived loss of ingstafus more generally, and
therefore more prone to experiencing GRD. However, thesenie indication that the
direction of causality follows our hypotheses. As alreakgd, our model is similar to the
‘Rejection-Identification Model’ in that it involves a similar form of group-based
disadvantage, and a similar identification-based mechamisgfering wellbeing.
Longitudinal tests of this model support our hypothesized tdirsation. For example,
Stronge et al. (2016) found that perceived group discriminatiahgbed ethnic identification

more strongly over time than vice versa. Thus, @l$® likely that groupleprivationpredicts
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nationalidentification more strongly over time (although aeme causal path might also
exist). This conclusion is also supported by the observ#tit perceptions of ethnic-group
disadvantage among Whites in America have been onsthsirice long before the

emergence of the current nationalistic political discesge Norton & Sommers, 2011).

That said, future research that tests our hypothesizddldamgitudinally and
experimentally will enable stronger inferences of causalityet made. Although beyond the
scope of the current studyerceptions of GRD could be manipulated (e.g., by providing fals
information about income distribution across groupsgsb whether this produces higher
endorsement of Nationalism. Future research could alse daectly test our claim that the
function of Nationalism is to compensate for the peestioss of ingroup advantage implied
by GRD. One way of doing this would be to test if SB¥@derates the effects of GRD on
Nationalism. SDO indexes a general preference for ingroupndoce. Therefore, if our
account of the psychological mechanism explainingittiebetween GRD and Nationalism
is accurate, those higher in SDO should be more prome toeigative effects of GRD, and
should have more to gain from the positive group distiaoggs that Nationalism offers.
Finally, our model suggests that, in order to understandgdefiNationalism, it is important
to investigate the antecedents of GRD among majority grespscially because these

perceptions of deprivation are not an accurate reflecfitine social reality.
Conclusion

The current paper attempted to provide an explanatiohdardge of Nationalism
starting from the observation that majority-group memlvdno supported Nationalistic
candidates seemed to do so because they felt their giamilpsing out to other groups. We
found that this observation reflected a true emgiriglationship- perceptions of group-
based deprivation were positively associated Nationallmong White New Zealanders in a

large, nationally representative sample. We also fousidotie reason why this might be the
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case is that Nationalism buffers wellbeing against the negpsiychological consequences
of perceiving one’s group to be deprived. These findings imply that the rise of Nationalism in
White-majority countries might be, in part, a reactiom perceived loss of ingroup status

experienced by White people in these countries

References

Abrams, D., & Grant, P. R. (2012). Testing the socialtit\erelative deprivation (SIRD)
model of social change: The political rise of Scottistiomalism.British Journal of

Social Psychologys1, 674-689. doi: 10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02032.x

Atkinson, J., Salmond, C., & Crampton, P. (20NgDep2013 Index of Deprivation

Wellington: University of Otago.

Bakker, B. N., & Lelkes, Y. (2018). Selling Ourselves Short? HdlrAviated Measures of
Personality Change the Way We Think about PersonalityPalitics. The Journal of

Politics, 000-000. https://doi.org/10.1086/698928

Balabanis, G., Diamantopoulos, A., Mueller, R. D., & Mede, T. C. (2001). The Impact of
Nationalism, Patriotism and Internationalism on Consuitenocentric
TendenciesJournal of International Business Studig®(1), 157

175.https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.|ibs.8490943

27


https://doi.org/10.1086/698928
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490943

Ball, M. (2016). The Resentment Powering Truffipe Atlantic.Retrieved from:

https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2016/03/the-resentment4jioyve

trump/473775/

Billig, M. (1995). Banal NationalismLondon: Sage.

Branscombe, N. R., Schmitt, M. T., & Harvey, R. D. (19%®ceiving pervasive
discrimination among african americans: Implicationsgi@up identification and well-
being.Journal of Personality and Social Psychology1),7135-149. doi:10.1037/0022-

3514.77.1.135

Brash, D, T. (2004) Nationhood Address to the Orewa Rotary Club of New Zealand,

January 27.

Breivik, K., & Olweus, D. (2006). Children of divorce in aasdinavian welfare state: Are
they less affected than US childre®@andinavian Journal of Psychology(H)7 61-

74.doi:10.1111/j.1467-9450.2006.00493.x

Brewer, M. B. (1991). The Social Self: On Being the Santeldifferent at the Same
Time. Personality and Social Psychology Bulleti7(5), 475

482.https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167291175001

Casselman, B. (20173top Saying Trump’s Win Had Nothing To Do With Economics
FiveThirtyEight.Retrieved from: https://fivethirtyeight.com/features/stop-saying

trumps-win-had-nothinge-do-with-economics/

Chen, E., & Paterson, L. Q. (2006). Neighborhood, familgl, arbjective socioeconomic
status: How do they relate to adolescent hedld&lth Psychology, 46), 704-714.

doi:10.1037/0278-6133.25.6.704

28


https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2016/03/the-resentment-powering-trump/473775/
https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2016/03/the-resentment-powering-trump/473775/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167291175001

Cohen, M. A. (2016)Trump’s dark vision of America. The Boston GlobeRetrieved from:
https://www.bostonglobe.com/opinion/2017/01/20/trump-dark-vision-

america/wlawHXWS7FWKX4uxqJEhrN/story.html

Conant, R. W. (1968). Rioting, Insurrection and Civil Disdience The American

Scholar 37(3), 420-433.

Devos, T., & Banaji, M. R. (2005). American = whitd®urnal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 863), 447-466. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.88.3.447

Devos, T., Gavin, K., & Quintana, F. J. (2010). Say “adios” to the american dream? the
interplay between ethnic and national identity amorigdadind caucasian americans.

Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology6(1), 37-49. doi:10.1037/a0015868

Diener, E., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., & Griffin(885). The Satisfaction With Life

ScaleJournal of Personality Assessmef®(1), 71

75. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901 13

Dion, K. (1986). Responses to perceived discrimination aativeldeprivation. In J. M.
Olson, C. P. Herman, & M. P. Zanna (EdRég]ative deprivation and social
comparison: The Ontario Relative Deprivation Synipms(pp. 159-179). Hillsdale,

NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum

Guimond, S., & Dubé-Simard, L. (1983). Relative deprivati@oti and the quebec
nationalist movement: The cognitieemotion distinction and the persorgioup
deprivation issueJournal of Personality and Social Psychology344526-535.

doi:10.1037/0022-3514.44.3.526

28


https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13

Heritage Foundation (201 Mlew ZealandRetrieved from:

http://www.heritage.org/index/country/newzealand

James, C. (2017). Poll of Polls: Labour regains support, Natstrong Radio New Zealand.
Retrieved from: http://www.radionz.co.nz/news/political/325046/pé&ibolls-labour-

regains-support,-national-strong

Koomen, W., & Frankel, E. G. (1992). Effects of experiendiscrimination and different
forms of relative deprivation among surinamese, a dutcehcethinority group.Journal

of Community & Applied Social Psychology(D), 63-71. doi:10.1002/casp.2450020106

Kosterman, R., & Feshbach, S. (1989). Toward a measyr&dtic and nationalistic

attitudesPolitical Psychology, 10257-274. doi: 0162-895X/89/0600-0257

Leach, C.W., van Zomeren, M., Zebel, S., Vliek, MW, Pennekamp, S. F., Doosje, B.,...
Spears, R. (2008). Group-level self-definition and self-investmA hierarchical
(multicomponent) model of ingroup identificatioiournal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 95144-165. doi: 0.1037/0022-3514.95.1.144

Loconte, J. (2016). Brexit and British Exceptionalidtational ReviewRetrieved from:

http://www.nationalreview.com/article/436762/brexit-britain-democratdition

Major, B., Kaiser, C. R., & McCoy, S. K. (2003). Itiet my fault: When and why
attributions to prejudice protect self-estedarsonality and Social Psychology Bulletin,

29(6), 772-781. doi:10.1177/0146167203029006009

MFAT (2018).New Zealand Trade PoliciNew Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs and

Trade. Retrieved from: https://www.mfat.govt.nz/en/trade/nz-tradieyp

3C


http://www.nationalreview.com/article/436762/brexit-britain-democratic-tradition

Mols, F., & Jetten, J. (2015). Explaining the Appeal of PispRight-Wing Parties in Times
of Economic ProsperityRolitical Psychology37(2), 275

292.https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12258

Mummendey, A., Klink, A., & Brown, R. (2010). Nationalism guatriotism: National
identification and out-group rejectioBritish Journal of Social Psychologd0(2), 159-

172.https://doi.org/10.1348/014466601164740

Norton, M. I., & Sommers, S. R. (2011). Whites see ra@isra zero-sum game that they are
now losing.Perspectives on Psychological Sciend@),6215-218.

doi:10.1177/1745691611406922

NZ National Party (20170ur policies Retrieved from: https://www.national.org.nz/policies

Osborne, D., Milojev, P., & Sibley, C. G. (2017). Authatgaism and National Identity:
Examining the Longitudinal Effects of SDO and RWA on Nagilism and
Patriotism.Personality and Social Psychology Bulle#3(8), 1086-

1099.https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217704196

Osborne, D., Sengupta, N., & Sibley, C. G. (in press). Bygtstification theory at 25:
Evaluating a paradigm shift in psychology and looking forwBrdish Journal of

Social Psychology

Osborne, D., & Sibley, C. G. (2013). Through rose-colored ggasyystem-justifying beliefs
dampen the effects of relative deprivation on well-beimg) @olitical mobilization.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin(89 991-1004.

doi:10.1177/0146167213487997

31


https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12258
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466601164740
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217704196

Osborne, D., Sibley, C. G., Huo, Y. J., & Smith, H. (201%ubling-down on deprivation:
Using latent profile analysis to evaluate an age-old gssomin relative deprivation
theory.European Journal of Social Psycholpd$(4), 482

495, https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2099

Osborne, D., Sibley, C. G., & Sengupta, N. K. (2015). Incomiengighbourhood-level
inequality predict self-esteem and ethnic identity cemngrtitough individual- and
group-based relative deprivation: A multilevel path analysisopean Journal of Social

Psychology45(3), 368-377.https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2087

Pai, H. (2016)Angry white people: Coming fad®-face with the British Far Right.ondon:

Zed Books.

Parker, C. S. (2030Symbolic versus Blind Patriotism: Distinction without
Difference?Political Research Quarterl§3(1), 97

114.https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912908327228

Peters, W. (2001 Media independencéddress to the New Zealand Press Club, September,

26.

Pettigrew, T. F. (2002). Summing up: Relative deprivation as ad&egl psychological
concept. In I. Walker & H. J. Smith (EdsRelative deprivation: Specification,
development, and integratidpp. 351-373). New York, New York: Cambridge

University Press.

Pettigrew, T. F., Christ, O., Wagner, U., MeertensMR.Van Dick, R., & Zick, A. (2008).
Relative Deprivation and Intergroup Prejudideurnal of Social Issug64(2), 385

401.https://doi.org/10.1111/].1540-4560.2008.00567.x

32


https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2099
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2087
https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912908327228
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00567.x

Pettigrew, T. F., & Meertens, R. W. (1995). Subtle and higgeejudice in Western Europe.

European Journal of Social Psychology(D557-75. doi:10.1002/ejsp.2420250106

Robinson, N. J. (2017). The Racism v. Economics DebatenAQarrent Affairs.Retrieved

from: https://lwww.currentaffairs.org/2017/04/the-racism-v-econoitdsate-again

Runciman, W. G. (1966Relative deprivation and social justice: A studwttitudes to
social inequality in twentieth-century Englargerkeley, CA: University of

California Press.

Sergant, G. (2016). Why Trump is winning: His supporters think Araasi screwing over
whites The Washington PosRetrieved from:

https://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/plum-line/wp/2016/03/23/why-trisnp-

winning-hs-supporters-think-americig-screwing-over-

whites/?utm term=.alc68bb965fc

Schmitt, M. T., & Branscombe, N. R. (2002). The meaning andexpuences of perceived
discrimination in disadvantaged and privileged social groipsopean Review of

Social Psychology, 12167-199. doi:10.1080/14792772143000058

Schmitt, M. T., Branscombe, N. R., Kobrynowicz, D., & @wS. (2002). Perceiving
discrimination against One’s gender group has different implications for well-being in
women and merPersonality and Social Psychology Bulletin(23 197-210.

doi:10.1177/0146167202282006

Schmitt, M. T., Branscombe, N. R., Postmes, T., & @ami (2014). The consequences of
perceived discrimination for psychological well-being: a ratalytic

review.Psychological Bulletin140(4), 921-948.https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035754

33


https://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/plum-line/wp/2016/03/23/why-trump-is-winning-his-supporters-think-america-is-screwing-over-whites/?utm_term=.a1c68bb965fc
https://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/plum-line/wp/2016/03/23/why-trump-is-winning-his-supporters-think-america-is-screwing-over-whites/?utm_term=.a1c68bb965fc
https://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/plum-line/wp/2016/03/23/why-trump-is-winning-his-supporters-think-america-is-screwing-over-whites/?utm_term=.a1c68bb965fc
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035754

Schultz, M. & Fredericks, B. (2016). Donald Trumypkins how he’d rule the world. New
York Post.Retrieved from: http://nypost.com/2016/04/27/trump-vdesput-america-

first-in-foreign-policy-speech/

Sengupta, N. K., Milojev, P., Barlow, F. K., & Sibley, G. (2015). Ingroup friendship and
political mobilization among the disadvantag€dltural Diversity and Ethnic Minority

Psychology?21(3), 358-368. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038007

Sibley, C. G., & Barlow, F. K. (2009). Ubiquity of whiteneesmajority group national
imagination: Australian = White, but New Zealander doesAgtralian Journal of

Psychology, 6(3), 119-127. doi:10.1080/00049530802239300

Sidanius, J., & Petrocik, J. R. (2001). Communal and natideatity in a multiethnic

state.Social identity, intergroup conflict and conflictsolution 101-127

Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (199%ocial dominance: An intergroup theory of sociarhirchy

and oppressiarNew York: Cambridge University Press.

Skitka, L. J. (2006). Patriotism or Nationalism? UnderstapBiost-September 11, 2001,
Flag-Display Behaviorllournal of Applied Social Psycholog35s(10), 1995

2011.https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2005.tb02206.x

Smith, H. J., & Ortiz, D. J. (2002). Is it just me? Tlikedent consequences of personal and
group relative deprivation. In I. Walker & H. J. SmitldéE), Relative deprivation:
Specification, development and integratigp. 91-115). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge

University Press.

34


http://nypost.com/2016/04/27/trump-vows-to-put-america-first-in-foreign-policy-speech/
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038007
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2005.tb02206.x

Smith, H. J., Pettigrew, T. F., Pippin, G. M., & Bialogiez, S. (2012). Relative deprivation.
Personality and Social Psychology Review(3)6203-232.

doi:10.1177/1088868311430825

Spry, C., & Hornsey, M. (2007). The influence of blind and caresire patriotism on
attitudes toward multiculturalism and immigratidwstralian Journal of

Psychology59(3), 151-158. https://doi.org/10.1080/00049530701449489

Statistics New Zealand (201 Migration. Retrieved from:

http://lwww.stats.govt.nz/browse_for_stats/population/Migratiox.asp

Stronge, S., Sengupta, N. K., Barlow, F. K., Osborne, bukdmau, C. A., & Sibley, C. G.
(2016). Perceived discrimination predicts increased suppagpbfibical rights and life
satisfaction mediated by ethnic identity: A longitudiaaalysis.Cultural Diversity and

Ethnic Minority Psychology, 238), 359-368. doi:10.1037/cdp0000074

Tarrant, A. (2017). Winston Peters hits back at critisierhNZ First's immigration stance,
says immigration debate is about race and ethnicity; Rétgovt for using up economic
national capital built up by previous generatidngerest.co.nzRetrieved from:
https://www.interest.co.nz/news/87463/winston-peters-hits-backisniténz-firsts-

immigration-stance-says-immigration-debate

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theoffyintergroup conflict. In W. G.
Austin & S. Worchel (Eds.)The social psychology of intergroup relatiaipp. 33-47).

Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.

35


https://doi.org/10.1080/00049530701449489

Tiliouine, H., Cummins, R. A., & Davern, M. (2006). Measuringlitkeing in Developing
Countries: The Case of Algeri@ocial Indicators Research5(1), 1-

30. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-004-2012-2

Turner, J. C., Hogg, M. A., Oakes, P. J., Reicher, S&Wetherell, M. S.
(1987).Rediscovering the social group: A self-categoimat

theory.Cambridge, MA, US: Basil Blackwell.

Vanneman, R. D., & Pettigrew, T. F. (1972). Race and RelB&givation in the Urban

United StatesRace 13(4), 461-486.https://doi.org/10.1177/030639687201300404

Wagner, U., Becker, J. C., Christ, O., Pettigrew, T&Schmidt, P. (2012). A Longitudinal
Test of the Relation between German Nationalism, Rigtmg and Outgroup
DerogationEuropean Sociological Revie®8(3), 319

332.https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcqg066

Waldzus, S., Mummendey, A., Wenzel, M., & Boettcher2004). Of bikers, teachers and
germans: Groups' diverging views about their prototypicdiititish Journal of Social

Psychology, 4@), 385-400. doi:10.1348/0144666042037944

Walker, 1. (1999). Effects of personal and group relative gapoin on personal and
collective self-esteenGroup Processes & Intergroup Relation@l)2365-380.

doi:10.1177/1368430299024004

Walker, L., & Mann, L. (1987). Unemployment, relative deptiova, and social protest.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin(2)3 275-283.

doi:10.1177/0146167287132012

36


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-004-2012-2
https://doi.org/10.1177/030639687201300404
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcq066

Walker, 1., & Smith, H. (Eds.). (2002Relative deprivation: Specification, developmentlan

integration.New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Wenzel, M., Mummendey, A., & Waldzus, S. (2007). Superotdimentities and intergroup
conflict: The ingroup projection moddéturopean Review of Social Psychology(1)3

331-372. doi:10.1080/10463280701728302

Wilson, J. (2016):A sense that white identity is under attack’: making sense of the alt-right

The GuardianRetrieved fromhttps://www.thequardian.com/us-

news/2016/auqg/23/alt-right-movement-white-identity-breitbartadtbtrump

Zagefka, H., & Brown, R. (2005). Comparisons and perceived dgjanivin ethnic minority
settings.Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin(@)1 467-482.

doi:10.1177/0146167204271711

! To the extent that the ideology of ‘Nationalism’ has appeared in the Relative Deprivation literature, it has been
to examine separatist Nationalism among minority greuiftsn a larger political entity (e.g. Québécois
Nationalism, Guimond & Gubé-Simard, 1983; Scottish Netiiem, Abrams & Grant, 2012)

2 The idea that IRD might spill over into GRD and vice gdnas been alluded to previously in the literature on
‘double deprivation” —i.e., that some people feel deprived relative to otigividualsandalso feel that their
group is deprived relative to other groups (Runciman, 1966). Haythis literature focusses on the potential
interactive effects of IRD and GRD on political outcor(eg., prejudice, collective action; Conant, 1968,
Pettigrew, 2002), whereas our argument relates tadbgive effectof IRD and GRD on wellbeing. Rather
than IRD spilling over into GRD or vice versa, we aremgfig to theeffectsof GRD spilling over into a
domainthey are not usually considered to affecte., the wellbeing of individuals. Moreover, sevestaidies
have failed to find an effect of double deprivation on vwarioutcomes (Vanneman & Pettigrew, 1972;
Pettigrew et al., 2008). Indeed, the very existence ademtifiable subgroup of people who are simultaneously
high on individual and group-based deprivation has been @gateduestion (Osbourne, Sibley, Smith & Huo,
2015). Therefore, we consider the effects of IRD and GReadibeing to be additive (rather than interactive,
as the ‘double deprivation’ hypothesis might suggest).

3 One reason for this focus on disadvantaged groups is due e¢arty claim by proponents of the Rejection-
identification Model that perceived discrimination shouldhmte a negative effect on wellbeing among
advantaged groups (see Schmitt & Branscombe, 2002). Howeveraihishas since been called into question
(see Major, Kaiser & McCoy, 2003), and a meta-analysis sthtiwat perceived discrimination does indeed
have a negative effect on wellbeing even among therddged (Schmitt, Branscombe, Postmes & Garcia,
2014). Although the effect is weaker than among disadvantagedsgithe reason for this asymmetry is that it
is easier for the advantaged to view discrimination against one’s group as not being pervasive. Thus, it is the
very type of perceived discrimination that has the most gbnakoverlap with GRD that negatively impacts
wellbeing. This is consistent with our central argument®RID should negatively affect wellbeing among
advantaged groups.

37


https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2016/aug/23/alt-right-movement-white-identity-breitbart-donald-trump
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2016/aug/23/alt-right-movement-white-identity-breitbart-donald-trump

4 Full details of the NZAVS, including sampling procedang all technical documentation can be found at
https://www.psych.auckland.ac.nz/en/about/our-research/oasgeoups/new-zealand-attitudes-and-values-
study.html

5> Because we used multiple imputation for missing data, Mpludid.dot allow us to simultaneously use
bootstrapping for the confidence intervals of the irddisffects in the model. We therefore ran the modehagai
without using multiple imputation, to estimate confideimtervals with 5000 bootstrapped resamples, for the
sake of completeness. Consistent with our hypothdsesrtalysis showed that GRD had a significant indirect
effect on wellbeing via Nationalisnm@irect effe¢ = .03,se= .01, p =.001, 99% CI [.008, .058]), and ethnic
identification {ndirect effe¢ = .05,se= .01, p <.001, 99% CI [.023, .069]), but not via Patriotisrdi{ect

effed =-.01,se= .01, p =.064, 99% CI [-.026, .003)]).

38



