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Abstract

This thesis aims to investigate how powerlesspvderful individuals and groups
perceive and experience social inequalities and they are motivated to respond to them.
By combining existing knowledge of the effects mterpersonal power on motivations and
behaviour with an account of the structure of igteup relations (social identity theory), |
examine the socio-psychological processes underlyiese responses in power structures.
Across four experiments, | investigate the perspedf both powerful and powerless
individuals and show that the motivations and beha\elicited by their power (or lack of it)
are not invariant, but can be modified by the pessklegitimacy of their power position.
Additionally, | also show that the powerless' babavis responsive not only to perceptions
of legitimacy but also to concerns regarding impi@s management. | then focus on the
perspective of powerful group members and demaeshi@v perceptions of legitimacy and
individual differences in social dominance orieitiat(SDO) interact to predict their
willingness to engage in positive behaviour (belping intentions towards the powerless).
Additionally, | demonstrate across two experimehgd the help-providers position in the
power structure (internal power holders vs. exteobaerver) moderate how the interplay
between legitimacy and SDO shape helping intentisnsum, the six experiments reported
in this thesis illustrate how the effects of sogalver on individuals responses to power
imbalances is modified by perceptions of legitimaayd also how illegitimate power
promotes strategic responses that are reflectigpedific identify-related concerns.

Theoretical and practical implications are discdsse
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Chapter 1: Overview
"There is no more reason now than there has ever teekelieve that we are
constrained by mysterious and unknown social |§w$ decisions that are made
within (...) human institutions, which have to fdle test of legitimacy, and if
they do not meet the test, they can be replacedH®ys that are more free and
more just, as often in the past

Noam Chomsky, 2000 (p. 166)

The history of human societies and civilizationsnarked by an essential
characteristic that allows for their organizatiom atructure: Cooperation between
individuals at different levels of the social hiexfay. That is, the powerful act and the
powerless follow (Arendt, 1969). History, howevalso provides vivid examples of how this
social organization is not always accepted and people might sometimes behave in ways
that are not expected of their social condition.

In 73 BC, Spartacus, a Roman slave turned gladlighatted and led an escape
fighting his way free from theudi Gladiatorum(the gladiators' school). Once free, the
escaped slaves, under the leadership of Spartasadted against the Roman Republic in
what was one of the major slave uprisings to datee-Third Servile War. In 1955, in the
American state of Alabama, Rosa Parks refusedéy albus driver's order that she was to
give up her seat in the coloured section to a whatesenger, after the white section was
filled. Rosa Parks’ defiance proved to be a toummstfor the broader civil rights movement
that profoundly changed race relations in the UBADecember 2010, a revolutionary wave
of demonstrations, civil uprisings and major prtgegupted across the Middle East and
North Africa, instigated by the dissatisfactionhwihe rule of local governments, in what is

now known as the Arab Spring. In all of these exiaspeople with no social power decided
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to challenge social inequalities, and their actiobad consequences for the social structures
that framed their inequality.

At the same time, any History book speaks of powdidures who became
concerned about the sustainability of their stagdik<ing John VI of Portugal, for example,
guestioned whether he could count on support flembbility, the church and, importantly,
from his people. Consequently, he became verydmsit his decisions. Others, like lvan IV
("the Terrible"), acted upon their concerns byeast becoming tyrants and brutal killers of
their people.

Together, these examples illustrate that neitbergpfulness nor powerlessness
remain unquestioned, and that questioned powetdrasequences for both the powerful and
powerless. But in mapping out the various possidponses to (questioned) power, what are
the critical processes that guide action? The angwihis question might be found in the
words of Chomsky, at the opening of this chapterc@ptions of legitimacy. As suggested by
Chomsky, if social hierarchies are perceived agjiimate, alternative and more legitimate
forms of power structures become conceivable. Hiegption of alternatives, in turn, has
different repercussions depending on the implicegtiof these alternative structures for the
individuals concerned: The perceived illegitimaéyower might motivate a slave to revolt
and pursue freedom, whereas this might motivatées to become tyrannical towards his or
her subordinates.

In this dissertation, | aim to contribute to ardearstanding of how both powerless and
powerful individuals and groups perceive and exgrere social inequalities, and how they
are motivated to respond to them on the basisastiperceptions. In the chapters that
follow, | focus on one variable that has been shtowshape the perception of hierarchical
social contexts—the perceived legitimacy of powarcures. Specifically, | consider how

perceived legitimacy might moderate the effectsamfial power on the extent to which
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individuals are motivated to challenge or to protxial hierarchies. | also consider whether
the interactive effects of power and perceptionegitimacy are likely to influence the
behavioural strategies that individuals employ whesmoting or preventing power change.
In so doing, | combine existing knowledge of theapsychic effects of interpersonal power
on motivations and behaviour (e.g., Keltner, Gre&hf& Anderson, 2003) with an account
of the structure of intergroup relations as proditg social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978;
Tajfel & Turner, 1979) to specify the socio-psyatgital processes shaping motivations and
behaviour in power structures.

In Chapter 2, | define the core concepts in thésis and review research detailing the
link between interpersonal power and motivationdwebur. This leads to an identification of
gaps in existing work and to the proposal that gigsxl legitimacy of social hierarchies is a
potent moderator of traditional processes assatiaith power. This theoretical ground
work is followed by three empirical chapters (Cleapt3, 4, and 5) that report the results of
experiments examining the role of legitimacy in nifigidg the experience and expression of
power.

In Chapter 3, | examine the role of perceptionkegitimacy in the motivations
experienced by powerful and by powerless individu@omplementing work on the
intrapsychic effects of interpersonal power on apph and avoidance motivations, | show
that illegitimate power reverses the link betweewgr and approach, and powerlessness and
avoidance, relative to when power is legitimate.

In Chapter 4, | investigate how (il)legitimate pavwnfluences power-related
behaviour. Here | demonstrate how illegitimate (ggitimate) power structures render both
powerless and powerful individuals more likely tagage in behaviour that contradicts their
power positions. Specifically, under conditionsligfgitimacy, the powerless adopt

behavioural strategies aimed at claiming powerl{sgcby engaging in behaviour that is
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typically associated with power holders), wheréesgowerful attempt to secure their power
(such as by engaging in seemingly positive behatmwuards the powerless). Notably, | also
show that power-related behaviour is not only deieed by one's place in a power structure
and its perceived legitimacy, but also by conceegsrding impression management in
interaction with others.

In Chapter 5, | show how perceptions of legitimadgract with individual
differences in the preference for social hierar@hey, social dominance orientation) to
predict how power holders engage in positive behawi.e., helping intentions towards the
powerless) as a vehicle to reinforce power strastuere | demonstrate that situational and
individual difference variables promote the stratggovision of help by power holders only
when they are implicated in the power structure wizen they are external to the power
structure (but still in a position of power to help

Chapter 6 summarises the findings that emergezsathese chapters of empirical
work, and discusses their collective implicationd &mitations. Finally, core conclusions are
drawn for the theoretical, and social, understagmainpower, and possible paths for future

research are outlined.
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Chapter 2: Introduction

Social Power: Its Conceptualization

Social power is a fundamental concept for undedsiey the structure and dynamics
of social hierarchies. Many consider power to lbasic and pervasive force that stratifies
and governs all social interactions (e.g., Carth;i@959; Russell, 1938). Indeed, power
differences between individuals and groups aregmtaa many, if not most, social groups
and organizations (Magee & Galinsky, 2008; Sidagilratto, 1999; Van Vugt, Hogan, &
Kaisser, 2008). Similarly, many daily experiencemdnstrate power asymmetries: The CEO
who decides how the workers should be paid, theagemwho decides the tasks that the
employees have to work on, or the teacher who atedithe student. All of these everyday
situations reveal power imbalances between vasousl agents.

As central as power is to social life, it is hasdiefine (Fiske & Berdahl, 2007;
Lukes, 1986). Nevertheless, social power has beénedl in multiple ways, across various
disciplines (Hofstede, 1980; Kramen & Neale, 1998 ancient Athenians distinguished
between legitimate and illegitimate power in tewhshe interests it served (interests of all
vs. interests of one or few). Others defined poagethe control, coercion, and domination of
the weak by the strong (Hobbes, 1968; MachiavEd81). For Weber (1914, 1978), power
corresponded to the possibility for one persoretdize his/her objectives, even against
opposition from others. Power has also been destials an ability to take action, not
necessarily by coercive means, but as a prereguiasiagency (Arendt, 1969; Barnes, 1988;
Parsons, 1964). Moreover, power has been showmnctingpass the ability to influence others
through charisma and expertise (e.g., French & Ral@59; Raven 2001).

The plethora of definitions illustrates the mdi#tceted nature of power as a concept.
However, when inspecting what these definitionsehiawcommon, what emerges is that

power represents a capacity to control: To contrelinterests of others, even when facing
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opposition; to control others through dominancelarisma; and to control our own destiny.
Thus, approaches to power seem to concur in comalegphg power as an ability to control
others and oneself. This definition is consistetth whe definition of power that is most often
used in social psychological work that addressedittk between power and the motivation
to change or reinforce power hierarchies. As sircthis dissertation | also define social
power as reflecting the extent to which individuadgroups have control over resources
(e.g., money, information, influence, ideologidgttother people need or want (Fiske, 1993;
Fiske & Berdhal, 2007; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959).

By defining power as control, social psychologlstse demonstrated how power
affects people's perception, cognition, and behavibd power equals control then those in
power occupy a privileged position in which theg able to create and maintain social
inequalities. Research has indeed shown that pbelders perceive the world and behave
towards others in ways that help perpetuate treirgpful position: Cognitively, they are
selective about the information they search, logkor clues that confirm their ideas
(Guinote, 2007a) and they tend to stereotype thdiordinates more than they are
stereotyped by them (Fiske, 1993); behaviourdilgytare also more inclined to discriminate
in favour of their group (Sachdev & Bourhis, 1985).

It has also been demonstrated that power posigeoke certain motivational states.
These motivational states can help to explain dgnitive and behavioural consequences of
power. But motivational states might also helpnderstand when individuals seek to
promote social change or, otherwise, when they sepkevent it. In the next sections, | will
elaborate on this literature connecting power, wabitbns, and orientations to social change.
As a prelude to this, | will first review past raseh on the intrapsychic effects of power on
individual motivations and how these influence hebtwar systems. | will then examine the

effects of power on interpersonal behaviour, speadlfy how powerful and powerless
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individuals communicate their power (and lack pthirough their actions. Since the aim of
this thesis is to provide a social-psychologicacamt of the conditions that might propel
social change, in what follows, | focus on the siiemotivations and behaviour that might
help understand when and why social change occugdternatively, when it is resisted.

I ntrapsychic Effects of Power on Motivation

Recently, researchers have begun to examine titagaychological link between
social power (mainly interpersonal power) and netion. This refers to how having or not
having social power affects psychological processethis work, power has been
specifically linked to motivational states of appch and of avoidance. The motivation to
approach and the motivation to avoid reflect twodamental hedonic principles that drive
our actions: The motivation to obtain pleasure gredmotivation to avoid pain (e.g., Carver
& Sheier, 1999; DePue, 1995; Elliot & Covington020QElliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; Gray,
1991, 1994). The motivation to approach is actatben individuals try to reduce the
difference between their current state and thesirdd end state, such as the pleasure of
obtaining rewards. Conversely, the motivation toidvs activated when individuals wish to
maintain or increase the distance between thefentistate and an undesirable end state,
such as pain (Carver & Sheier, 1999).

By definition, approach motivation orients indivals towards the rewards or needs
that they wish to satisfy. Consequently, this mational state promotes responses that
facilitate the pursuit and achievement of goaleeissed with desired rewards. These
processes form the behavioural approach systemaauge from cognitive assessments of
reward-related contingencies, to affective stadad, to behaviours that, ultimately, lead
individuals to a desired end state (Keltner, Grakhf& Anderson, 2003). On the other hand,
avoidance motivation is activated by anticipataedbs and punishments, and thus facilitates

processes that lead to the avoidance of unwantedmes. These processes involve affective
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states of anxiety, heightened attention to punisttrrelated contingencies, and behaviours
that aim to inhibit and avoid undesired end stégdtner et al., 2003). These form the
behavioural inhibition system (Keltner et al., 203

Keltner et al. (2003) proposed that because spowkr is defined by having control
over resources and punishments, it is an imposi@eial dimension that might influence
approach and avoidance motivations, which thedeasitabel as approach and inhibition.
Their approach/inhibition theory of power (Keltregral., 2003) argues that power activates
the behavioural approach system whereas powerkessigdvates the behavioural inhibition
system. Because power holders live in environmiraiisare rich in resources (money, food,
information, etc.) and, by virtue of their independe from others, they are not bounded by
social evaluations. This leads the powerful to ldigpelatively unconstrained actions, which
reflect their experience of approach motivatiomeed, consistent with this idea, powerful
people tend to take more risks, to be more exttagieto talk and interrupt more, and to
display more responses connected to the approatdr system than individuals with less or
no power (e.g., Anderson, John, Keltner, & KrinQD2; DePaulo & Friedman, 1998; Maner,
Kaschak, & Jones, 2010). Compared to the powgrlwerless people have access to fewer
resources and are more subject to social threatssipment, and more concerned with how
they are evaluated by others (e.g., Anderson & &dr®002; Fiske, 1993; Steele &
Aronson, 1995). As a result, powerless people teri oriented towards behavioural
inhibition, which is even reflected in postural stiction and reduced gestural activity (e.g.,
Carney, Cuddy, & Yap, 2010; Ellyson & Dovidio, 1985

Possessing power enhances not only cognitive qmeaiace, but also psychological
and physical well-being (e.g., Anderson & Berd2802; Guinote, 2007b; Smith, Jostmann,
Galinsky, & van Dijk, 2008). Elaborating on the mvational approach to power, recent

research has documented psychophysiological mesrharthat shed light on the
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psychological and physical outcomes linked to astiof approach and avoidance among the
powerful and the powerless, respectively (e.g.e8pbrs, de Wit, Ellemers, & Sassenberg,
2012). This research has shown that when indivedpeaiceive that they possess resources
that exceed the demands of the context (such aspuoger individuals), they feel challenged
and are able to mobilize their bodily resourcesil@iing effective cardiovascular responses
and approach-related actions. On the other hanelnwie demands of the context are
perceived to outweigh the resources (such as witkwiduals are powerless), individuals
feel threatened and exhibit inefficient cardiovdacuesources, which might inhibit their
movements (Scheepers et al., 2012; see Blasc®0€18; Blascovich & Tomaka, 1996 for
the biopsychosocial model of threat and challenge).

I nter per sonal Effects of Power on Behaviour

Research into the effects of power on the motweti processes of powerful and
powerless individuals provides insights into th®havioural responses: Power holders are
more likely to experience approach motivation whgheflected in their propensity for
action and disinhibition. In contrast, the poweslage more likely to experience avoidance,
which renders their actions more inhibited. But povg not just an internal, intrapsychic
experience. Power is also enacted and expresseddswthers during interpersonal
exchanges.

Because power is accompanied by affordancesgowerful individuals have more
access to and control over resources than the pessgrpowerful individuals are able to act
with less fear of reprisals (Anderson & Berdahl)20Keltner et al., 2003), and consequently
power holders are also freer to demonstrate ampdagishe power that they have. For
example, compared to their subordinates, powerensldre louder and speak more, they
gesticulate more, are less polite, and maintairerege contact when they speak, but less

when they listen (e.g., DePaulo & Friedman, 1998niann, 1972; Dovidio & Ellyson,
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1985; Keltner, Van Kleef, Chen, & Kraus, 2008; Jeidgono, llies, & Gehardt, 2002). More
generally, powerful individuals tend to occupy mepace, to adopt more expansive body
gestures, and to interrupt others more when theglsthan do individuals with less power
(Carney, Hall, & Smith LeBeau, 2005; Hall, CoatsSé&ith LeBeau, 2005; Yap, Wazlawek,
Lucas, Cuddy, & Carney, 2013). In sum, prior wods Ishown that power holders orient their
behaviour in ways that not only provide cues fa dletection of their relative superiority,
but, ultimately, also reinforce this superioritgydeed, exerting a specific (non-) verbal
behaviour so it communicates greater relative p@isar contributes to the confirmation of
that power and its stability over time (e.g., KeltnGruenfeld, Galinsky, & Kraus, 2010; Ng
& Bradac, 1993).

Conversely, because the powerless have accessdo fiesources and, by definition,
more subject to control and sanction than the pulehey tend to be more thoughtful of
their actions and avoidant of disapproval from pola@ders (Anderson & Berdahl, 2002;
Keltner et al., 2003). The powerless therefore ablepaviour that is often complementary to
that exhibited by the powerful. That is, they destoate their lower power. For example, in
comparison to power holders, low-power individuaie more passive and withdrawn
(Moreland & Levine, 1989), their body posture isrmeestricted and their gestures more
controlled (e.g., Dovidio & Ellyson, 1985), and yttend to speak out less (Noelle-Neumann,
1974). Thus it seems that, like power holders pihwerless also embody the power they
have. These behavioural reflections of power diffiees are likely to communicate
acceptance of power differences and contributbdaraintenance of social inequalities.

Together, these lines of research examining thievatmnal and interpersonal
dimensions of power suggest a deterministic ratatigop between power and motivations,
and power and behaviour: The powerful are motivatatlable to act towards others in ways

that maintain their power position, and those whweereduced power are act in ways that
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allow them to do this. However, it is clearly nbetcase that power uniformly determines
individual thought and action. As noted in the poe¢ chapter, history provides vivid
examples of individuals and groups that, at tinbefiave in ways that do not obey this
linearity. Those who have played important rolesonial change, from Spartacus, to Rosa
Parks or Martin Luther King, might have been conedrabout reprisals. But, avoiding these
negative outcomes was certainly not their primarglgindeed, recent research suggests that
resistance to power is perhaps the most commoomsesgdo authority, and that compliance
might be the outlying phenomenon (e.g., Haslam &, 2012; Reicher & Haslam, 2011).
Even though recent models of the relationship betwsower and motivations suggest that
the power-approach link is likely to be moderatgdbcial variables, for example the
stability of power relations (Keltner et al., 2008)search looking at the effects of
interpersonal power often characterizes and exaarmear power-
approach/powerlessness-avoidance relationshipréfibre propose that the linearity between
power and motivations to approach/avoid shoulduestioned and experimentally
examined, and that doing so might shed light orctivitions under which societal change
is likely to be resisted or promoted.

One reason for the current, relatively linear,enstanding of power and its
consequences is that research has primarily exancmexts in which elevated (or
lessened) power positions are already establisfetgrather than being permanent, power is
dynamic, and can be continually negotiated durowasd interactions. In addition to
showecasing their power, power holders can beconterated to defend it (e.g., when power
is threatened by others) and people who do not pawer can be motivated to seek it. Thus,
research linking interpersonal power to behaviaurtrpys power relations as rather stable

and fails to account for numerous examples of salcobange.
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In sum, to date research on power has focusedeomotivations associated with
different positions of power and on the behavidwat tonveys it. Less attention has been
given to the factors that modify the relationshgivbeen power and motivation, and between
power and behaviour. To start questioning thisdliitg, | now turn to research on the
intergroup dynamics. In this body of research, tjaes about the acceptance versus rejection
of the status quo, and the social and psycholofacébrs that guide these responses, has
been a stronger focus of examination. | proposeitisgghts from research on intergroup
relations suggest conditions under which the m@hethip between power, motivation, and
behaviour might be modified, or more profoundly rged.

Effects of System Justifying Beliefson Motivation and Behaviour

The social psychological literature on intergroafations provides a theoretical
background to examine how power relations can bemed, reinforced, and changed. As in
the research reviewed in the prior sections, onedof theories of intergroup relations has
been on finding explanations for why social stroesuare so often reinforced and why
individuals so often reproduce power differencesi¢Rer & Haslam, 2006). System
justification theory (SJT: Jost & Banaji, 1994) asutial dominance theory (SDT: Sidanius
& Pratto, 1999), for example, both seek to addtlesgjuestion of why power structures are
legitimized and maintained, with less attentionegivo the converse question of social
change and when and how this emerges. Still, ttheseies provide examples of how
members of the same group (both high and low poméght experience distinct motivations
for, and act differently towards, the maintenanteazial hierarchies.

According to SJT, people endorse system justiffaaliefs (SJB), such as a
meritocratic view of the world, because they ardivated to protect the perception that
social hierarchies are legitimate and fair (Josi&yady, 2005; Jost, Pelham, Sheldon, &

Sullivan, 2003). This theory proposes a fundamamgal to believe that social systems are
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legitimate, and argues that individuals developesys of belief that help fulfil this need. The
need to believe in a just system is thought to $tem a desire to gain a sense of meaning
and control of the social world (Lerner, 1980; WaksJost, Tyler, & Chen, 2007).

However, people differ in the extent to which tleedorse these beliefs, that is, they differ in
their motivation to justify social arrangementg(eJost & Burgess, 2000; Jost, Burgess, &
Mosso, 2001).

Although differences in the extent to which thevedul and the powerless are
motivated to rationalize power positions as fai deserved often mirror their positions in
the power structure (e.g., Jost, Banaji, & Nos€K4& Jost & Hunyady, 2002), past work has
shown that SJB differences can emerge within pawarfd within powerless groups,
influencing individual motivations and concomitaations. For example, within advantaged
groups, individuals who endorse SJB are less litebupport the redistribution of resources
and less willing to help the powerless than areaathged group members for whom SJB are
endorsed more weakly (Jost, Wakslak, & Tyler, 20a5) the other hand, within powerless
groups, individuals who strongly endorse SJB ase likely to perceive discrimination
towards their ingroup (Major, Gramzow, McCoy, Lev8Bthmader, & Sidanius, 2002) and
are more likely to evaluate powerful outgroups nfaseurably than their ingroups (Jost et
al., 2004), compared to individuals who weakly esdd&SJB. Thus, to the extent that people
who endorse SJB are more motivated to justify #istieg social system, they are more
inclined to protect power hierarchies than those wkakly endorse SJB (e.g., Jost & Banaji,
1994; Jost & Hunyady, 2002).

In line with this reasoning, SJT suggests thaintloéivation to oppose power
inequalities and attempts to change the statusmgbt emerge when individuals hold weak
system justifying beliefs. However, SJT has yaqtriavide an examination of when and how

power relations might change as a function of thesiefs. As such, SJT is more concerned
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with the question of why people are more or lesgpttng and willing to reinforce social
systems (even when these are unequal and unjubki3 &ss concerned with explanations
regarding the possibility of reversing power distitions and creating alternative social
systems. In sum, SJT seems to suggest that theatiotis and behaviour of high- and low-
power individuals and groups might be determined liyndamental need to perceive the
world as just and social hierarchies as fair, astdonly by the power positions they occupy.

Similarly, social dominance theory (SDT) suggektt group members develop
legitimizing ideologies (that is, a set of belied#tjtudes, values, or group stereotypes) that
provide intellectual and moral support for socre@quality (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999).
However, the degree to which one aspires to uneanaaktratified relations between social
groups is also said to vary according to individiiffierences in the motivation for social
dominance, something that theorists in this traditerm social dominance orientation
(SDO). Depending on whether individuals hold highosv levels of SDO, individuals are
said to support hierarchy-enhancing or hierarchgratating policies and behaviour (e.g.,
Bettencourt, Dorr, Charlton, & Hume, 2001; Guimobif, & Aupy, 2002; Levin, 2004,
Mullen, Brown, & Smith, 1992; Sidanius, Levin, Fede, & Pratto, 2001). Relative to low
SDO, individuals and group members who are highx® are more attuned to threats that
jeopardize the organization of current power strreg and, thus, are more motivated to
defend and reinforce the existing power distributibor example, compared to low SDO,
those high in SDO stand against affirmative acfwhich could lead to the empowerment of
the disadvantaged and, thus, threaten the supgridrihe advantaged) and are less
supportive of immigrant-friendly policies (e.g.,9es, Dovidio, Jackson, & Armstrong, 2001;
Pratto & Lemieux, 2001; Sidanius, Pratto, & Bob89&). SDT therefore suggests that
feelings of power are not sufficient when explaghwhy people enact power or

powerlessness: Dominant (or powerful) group memb#isless moral objections to the
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status quo (that is, high in SDO) should be morévated to enact power and to reinforce
their superior position than dominant group membetis moral concerns regarding social
inequalities.

On the other hand, although SDT acknowledges th& B negatively associated
with hierarchy-attenuating forces (meaning, low Sin@ividuals are more inclined to
support the dissipation of power imbalances), edpts that alternative forms of societal
organization occur very rarely and, ultimately,rai last (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). That is,
SDO is proposed to dominate and to be more strazmgiiprsed by those in power, with the
result that social hierarchies are likely to beinteaned rather than challenged. For example,
Sidanius and Pratto (1993, p. 207) state that &gailicy efforts directed at the eradication
of inequality and discrimination (...) will not gnfail to achieve their publicly stated goals,
but the efforts themselves will be ultimately urtaugable.” Thus, even if dissatisfaction and
resistance from those who object to the statug(iqgioviduals low in SDO) emerges,
societies will inevitably be structured as a hiehaal equilibrium based on group
dominance. Thus, SDT does not seem to accounhégpassibility that power relations can
change.

Taken together, both SJT and SDT suggest that hdwiduals and group members
experience power relations, how they are motivadezbpe with their hierarchical position
and, ultimately, how they behave towards the aeceet of power structures might not be
solely dependent on their high or low power. Indt¢hese accounts provide evidence that
individual inclinations to perceive the world astjSJB) and to legitimize social disparities
(SDO) might also influence individuals' motivaticeasd behavioural choices, especially
when reinforcing social hierarchies. However, bseasuch modes of thought are also argued
to be pervasive across both powerful and powedesgps, and to especially dominate the

thinking of those in power, SJT and SDT both aravéhe position that hierarchical social
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systems are most likely to be protected and retefbrather than opposed and changed.
However, as the previous chapter illustrates, hystéfers a plethora of examples (like the
events leading to the American Civil Rights Movemef how societies do change. Thus,
these perspectives do not seem well-placed to até¢outhe full range of responses to
unequal power.
Social Identity and Effects of I ntergroup Power Differences on Motivation and
Behaviour

Valuable insights into when power is acceptedramtforced or instead resisted and
changed can be gained from research that exanmtezglioup processes and how powerful
and powerless groups respond to opportunities geavby the social context. Social identity
theory (SIT, Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 197ebrizes about the relations between
groups that differ in status and the conditionsaurvdhich these status relations are
guestioned. Accordingly status, rather than povsea,central concept in SIT. However,
whereas power and status are not overlapping cts)depy do often coincide. Indeed,
whereas social power refers to the control thahdividual or group has over its fate and the
fate of others, status can be defined as the ptadan evaluation of attributes and qualities
that result in respect to differences towards imtdials or groups (French & Raven, 1959;
Kemper, 1991). It is possible to conceive of hitdtiss without power (e.g., a religious leader
in line at the Burger King) and also of high-powethout high status (e.g., corrupt
politicians). Nevertheless, since status oftenrdatees power, and vice-versa, power and
status are often inextricably linked (Boldry & Gamer, 2006; Keltner et al., 2003). In
addition, at the intergroup level, powerful growustend to be regarded as high status, to the
extent that some theoretical approaches do not @ need to distinguish between the two

(Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002).
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According to SIT, individuals strive for a posiiy distinct social identity. Social
identity refers to that part of an individual’'sfsebncept that derives from their social group
memberships. The extent to which an individual idieis with a particular social group
corresponds to the extent to which they see themsas a member of that group together
with the emotional value that this membership paesi(Tajfel, 1978). By comparing the
status of their in-group with a relevant out-graupa specific dimension, individuals are able
to infer how favourable their group’s relative gami is: That is, their status (Tajfel &
Turner, 1979). When a social comparison turns @btfavourable to the in-group, this
membership will impact positively on the socialntiey of its members (e.g, Rijsman, 1983;
Sachdev & Bourhis, 1985) and, consequently, o gedf-concept and self-esteem.
However, social comparisons may also result inwmisable evaluations of the in-group,
resulting in unsatisfactory social identities, whitegatively affect the self-concept and self-
esteem (e.g., Wagner, Lampen, & Syllwasschy, 1986).

When a group fails to provide its members witloaitive social identity, individuals
can adopt three main strategies to cope with thiatoon: They may leave their group and try
to become members of a new (higher-status) grawgividual mobility strategy); when
individual mobility is not possible or wanted, gpmembers may try to change elements of
the comparative situation so as to favour the iagrdor example by comparing the ingroup
to the outgroup on a new dimension on which theynaore positively evaluated (a social
creativity strategy); or they may try to enhance $bcial position of the group as a whole
(social change strategy, Tajfel, 1978). SIT progdbkat the motivational processes that
determine which strategy is likely to be used &dlaim a positive social identity depend on
the perceived properties of the social structupecBically, these strategies are guided by

perceptions of three structural properties of tiiergroup relations: The permeability of
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group boundaries, the stability of status relati@mgl the legitimacy of status relations
(Ellemers, 1994; Tajfel & Turner, 1979).

When members of a low-status group perceive gbmumdaries as permeable, they
often enhance their social identity by (psycholafiicor physically) changing their group
affiliation (Tajfel, 1975, 1978). Stability of grpustatus refers to the extent to which
individuals perceive an opportunity to reversedbeial position for the group as a whole.
Legitimacy of the status relations refers to theeekto which group members consider the
social arrangement they are in to be fair andilegie (Tajfel, 1981). Members of low-status
or powerless groups are inclined to accept thes@giio when they perceive it to be stable
and/or legitimate. However, when group membersgreecstatus relations to be unstable or
illegitimate they are motivated to join their groapd attempt to change the status quo (e.g.,
Ellemers, van Knippenberg, de Vries, & Wilke, 1988gmers, van Knippenberg, & Wilke,
1990).

Although research on intergroup processes frootekidentity perspective has not
focused as much on power as on status, researtdhahaxamined power from this
perspective reveals that the effects of group p@semnot dissimilar to the effects of group
status. For example, Ng (1980, 1982) demonstratdntembers of powerful groups show
greater ingroup bias in resource allocations thambers of powerless groups (see also
Sachdev & Bourhis, 1985). In a subsequent prograresearch examining the relation
between group power, group status, and group siag(ity vs. minority groups), Sachdev
and Bourhis (1991) demonstrated that ingroup bias avfunction of all three of these
factors. That is, these researchers revealed igiagower/high-status minorities showed the
most ingroup bias, whereas low-power/low-statusamiiies discriminated the least and
actually displayed outgroup favouritism. This fingdiis interesting in that it may be taken to

suggest that concerns surrounding the securitpwep positions (that is, security in
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numbers) might guide group members’ behaviour hed willingness to “seek more” for
their own groupris-a-visoutgroups (Sachvdev & Bourhis, 1991; Spears, Gveed, de
Lemus, & Sweetman, 2010).

Researchers taking a social identity approach bawmeeived of power as a property
of group members who are perceived to legitimageipody the group’s identity (Haslam,
Reicher, & Platow, 2011;Turner, 2005). In this semmwer is inseparable from legitimacy
(e.g., Simon & Oakes, 2006). For example, for Tu(@605) power emerges from
identification with the group and, through socisluence, it becomes legitimate, which then
facilitates the control over resources (Turner,30@ower acquired via identification would
require a willing subjugation from the powerlessl aus, would be easier to withstand than
power operating merely through control over resesi(Gimon & Oakes, 2006). Legitimacy
therefore holds a crucial role to effective pow#then an individual or a group is not deemed
as a legitimate authority, it is unlikely that athevill follow it.

While | acknowledge that power and legitimacy carsben as intrinsically
connected, it is also important to consider situegtiwhere they are separable. In doing so, |
believe that we can gain further knowledge aboatdynamics of power relations and the
circumstances under which the status quo mightb#enged. Therefore, in the current
thesis | aim to examine how perceptions of legitiynaffect interpersonal power and its
outcomes. For analytic purposes, in this theseebkthe definitions of power and legitimacy
relatively independent. | will therefore define pavas the ability to control the outcomes of
others—a definition that has been used in most w&dmining power at the interpersonal
level (e.g., Keltner et al., 2003), and in soméhefwork that examined power dynamics from
a social identity perspective (e.g, Sachdev & Bayrh985, 1991; Ng, 190, 1982).

In this way, research examining social iderdityl intergroup status relations seems

to suggest that the relationship between power g$tatds) and motivation/behaviour, far
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from being linear, is likely to be moderated byga#ved properties of the social structure,
such as the legitimacy of status differences. Hameesearch in this area has not yet
provided a detailed analysis of how social pow&c$ the motivations to approach and to
avoid and how this, in turn, affects behaviour fr@motes or prevents social change. My
aim is thus to integrate knowledge from the intyapsc implications of power to understand
the psychological mechanisms underlying feelingsifrpersonal power and their link to
motivation and behaviour, with knowledge from tloeial identity approach to situate these
processes in the social context and the opporésnitiprovides.

Most prior theorizing and research on the effe€th® contextual variables that
define power (and status) structures has addréssdroup relations (e.g., Ellemers et al.,
1988, 1990; Ng., 1980; Sachdev & Bourhis, 1991f€l2]1981; Turner & Brown, 1978) and
seems to suggest that the perception of a sot&hiction as collective rather than
interpersonal is a prerequisite for social charsge Orury & Reicher, 2000; 2009; Reicher,
2001; Stott & Reicher, 1998; Smith & Spears, 1989}he present thesis however, most of
the empirical chapters will address interpersownalgr differences of the kind emphasized by
Keltner et al. (2003). Given that individuals peveeother people (including powerful and
powerless individuals) differently depending on thiee they are seen as members of a group
or as separate individuals (e.g., Abelson, Dasgiaek, & Banaji, 1998; Dépret & Fiske,
1999), it is not immediately obvious that princgpkeom research on intergroup power
differentials can be applied to interpersonal poegartexts. However, interpersonal power
structures, just like intergroup ones, are not kibe@nd power can also be negotiated during
interpersonal interactions—under certain conditjiam&rpersonal power structures can
change. For one thing, social relations at botérpgrsonal and intergroup level are often
closely linked to self-enhancement, that is, indliils and group members are motivated to

maintain or enhance a positive self-concept arfdestéem (e.g., Gaertner, Sedikides, &
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Graetz, 1999; Leary, 1999; Leary & Baumeister, 2(E¥likides, Gaertner, O’Mara, 2011).
The gaps between interpersonal and intergroupaoetatnake it especially important to
investigate the role of socio-structural properireboth contexts. By applying intergroup
principles addressing power change to interpergomakr relations, | therefore aim to cross-
fertilize ideas between intergroup and interperkpeespectives of social power. That is, |
aim to situate the power dynamics of interpersamtatactions (which are often characterised
in the literature by a linear relationship betweemer and motivation/behaviour) within
social contexts and the properties than define {fzem examine whether powerful and
powerless individuals respond differently to powesparities depending on their perception
of the variables that define these inequalitiesintditely, | intend to identify the social
conditions that render individuals more likely t@{ect their superiority or to upgrade their
social standing.

Social psychological research has indeed startagpty principles of intergroup
power relations to interpersonal power relationmeically, the socio-structural properties
that define intergroup power structures might heiderstand how high- and low-power
individuals perceive their interpersonal power aod they are motivated to respond to this
perception. Previous work has indeed shown thastiddality of power relations is a potent
moderator that confereeaningto power and status differences (see Mehta & KnigBil5;
Sapolsky, 2005). For example, research lookingrass demonstrated that both humans and
animals respond differently to perceptions of stabid unstable hierarchies. Sapolsky
showed that lower ranked baboons show most hornsigras of stress when the hierarchy of
their group is stable, but it is the higher rankatioons that show most hormonal stress when
group hierarchy is unstable (Sapolsky, 1983, 20B%)ending this reasoning to humans,
Mehta and Knight showed that high status individigldow less signs of hormonal stress than

low status individuals when hierarchies are stdml¢ instability reverses this pattern (Mehta
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& Knight, 2015). The implications of perceptionsstébility have also been show to guide
powerful and powerless individuals’ responses ffedent domains: Relative to when power
is stable, under power instability high-power indisals have been shown to be risk-averse
(Maner, Gailliot, Butz, & Peruche, 2007), to feaghly qualified group members (Maner &
Mead, 2010), and to be more centred on a locattadteal focus and, consequently, to be less
creative (Sligte, de Dreu, & Nijstad, 2011).

Less attention however, has been given to thelegiémacy in defining interpersonal
power relations. Stability and legitimacy often Baimilar consequences as both properties
signal the security of power structures—that ighhmstable and illegitimate power relations
render cognitive alternatives to the social systeone salient and, therefore, signal a
possibility for social change (Tajfel & Turner, 27 Yet, (in)stability and (il)legitimacy do
not necessarily co-occur. That is, power structaegsbe simultaneously unstable (indicating
a possibility of change) and legitimate (indicatthg deservingness and adequacy of power
positions). Thus, even when clear opportunitiepfmwer change are salient (unstable
power), individuals’ responses might still be coasted by the perception that they deserve
their current power position, which might undermihe motivation to change power
structures (by the powerless) and the motivatigorédect a legitimate and adequate social
system (by the powerful). It is thus critical todemstand the role of perceptions of legitimacy
of power in shaping individuals’ motivation to appch or avoid power change.

How (I1)L egitimacy of Power isLikely to Affect Motivation and Behaviour

Past work on social identity and intergroup relasi has not yet provided a direct
examination of the potential effects of perceivegitimacy on motivations to approach and
to avoid. Instead, individual’'s and group's motiwatto approach or avoid social change are
inferred by examining cognitive processes, emotiansg behaviour that are assumed to be

related to either approach or avoidance tendensidk.this work suggests that the perceived
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legitimacy of power relations is key in understangpivhen individuals and group members
are motivated to accept or resist the status quibftee behavioural responses that follow
from these motivations (mostly researched as imestor behavioural tendencies).

Similarly, leadership effectiveness has been desdras hinging on perceptions of the leader
as legitimate (e.g., Pfeffer, 1981; Martin, ScuByl evitt, 1990). As long as differences in
power are perceived to be legitimate, membersgif hnd members of low-power groups
may avoid social comparison, either because legtgrhierarchies are imprinted with
cooperation or because in such conditions of legitly both the powerful and the powerless
can be conceived as fundamentally distinct (YzerGgtrneille, & Estrada, 2001; Yzerbyt,
Rocher, & Schadron, 1997). For example, prior netelhas shown that, unless their attention
is directed to gender discrimination, women tendampare themselves to other women,
instead of with men, preventing their detectiomibfierences in how men and women are
treated (e.g., Major, 1994; Major, McFarlin, & Gagr 1984). On the other hand, when
facing clear illegitimacy, powerful individuals mawt into action a set of strategies to
protect their privileged position, whereas powesleslividuals may decide for strategies that
will possibly improve their unfavourable social ga (Ellemers, Wilke, & van

Knippenberg, 1993; Rodriguez-Bailon & Moya, 2002).

Effectson the powerful. Contrary to what had originally been documented by
Keltner and colleagues (e.g, Anderson et al., 28@liner et al., 2003), research on the
interplay between power (rather than status) agitineacy shows that power does not
always lead to approach motivation and related \deba In fact, when power is illegitimate,
powerful individuals tend to experience anxietyatetl emotions, such as guilt, unease, and
even fear (Montada & Schneider, 1989; Smith, J&tijay, 2008), emotional states that
have been related to avoidance tendencies (e.del&aagun-Jackson, & Ryan, 2010).

These findings might be understood by referentbd@nhanced motivation that
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illegitimately powerful individuals experience toopect their position and to avoid losing
their power (Ellemers, Doosje, van Knippenberg, #ké&/ 1992). Research suggests a three
contrasting types of behaviour that might be usethb powerful in the service of this goal:
Inaction, emphasis of superior power, and pro-$d&haviour.

As examples of inaction, one may cite a tendemmtytoenact power. Indeed, because
the illegitimately powerful experience anxiety antibition when hierarchies are
illegitimate, the powerful might become reluctamenact their power. For example, they
might be less eager to take risks, be less witiingngage in negotiation, and be more
restrained by concerns regarding their physicatgdk.g., Goff, Epstein, Mentovich, &
Reddy, 2013; Lammers, Galinsky, Gordijn, & Otte@08&).

An alternative pattern has also been demonstrati¢tll power holders responding to
illegitimate power by emphasizing their power. Fatance, Reicher and Haslam (2006,
2015) showed that perceived illegitimacy led powegiroup members to be more willing to
exert their authority, even to the point of sugmesthe use of military uniforms to signal
their power and, ultimately, to protect the stajus. Power holders have also been found to
respond to illegitimate power by stereotyping tbheerless (Rodriguez-Bailén, Moya, &
Yzerbyt, 2000), and by intending to surround thdwesewith incompetent subordinates such
that, by comparison, their position remains ungaast and their power unthreatened
(Rodriguez-Baildén, Moya, & Yzerbyt, 2006).

A very different response is to engage in seerngipgkitive behaviour, such as that
often exhibited by slave owners in the South ofUiinged States towards slaves that directly
served the household, who were frequently proteatedtreated as members of the family
(Jackman, 1994). Power holders can display seeynpugitive behaviour by seeking social
and physical closeness to their subordinates (Lasy@alinsky, Gordijn, & Otten, 2012;

Mead & Maner, 2012). Because closeness reflecesimadfor positive and intimate relations
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(e.g., Geisen & McClaren, 1976; Gifford & O’Conn@886), this might constitute an
attempt to appease the powerless (Jackman, 198djnatively, closeness might express a
more genuine desire to concede power, so as taaatelthe threat to the status quo that
surrounds illegitimate power distributions (e.gho/, Lowery, & Hogan, 2013).

Finally, recent research has also suggestedibaidwerful can cope with their
illegitimate power by being strategic about theetyh pro-social actions they chose to adopt.
Providing help, for example, can be a strategitwdeen reinforcing power over others,
while at the same time projecting and maintainimgpsitive image of oneself, that is, to be
seen as helpful and kind (e.g., Grusec, Kuczymdkshton, & Simutis, 1978; Kraut, 1973).
When power differences are perceived to be illegite, forms of assistance that render the
powerless more dependent on power holders are likehgto be offered than forms of
assistance that might contribute to their indepeodgsince this would lead to an imbalance
in power relations (e.g., Nadler, 2002; Nadler, péarGorodeisky, & Ben-David, 2009).
Ultimately, this is likely to contribute to the cawlidation of the current status quo.

Effectson the powerless. On the other hand, there is evidence suggestatg th
powerless individuals are motivated by illegitimptaver structures to approach change,
which contrasts with the idea that the powerlepgcally behave in avoidant ways (e.g.,
Keltner et al., 2003). Indeed, illegitimate (vgitanate) social systems lead the powerless to
perceive their position as less acceptable andpgereence anger-related emotions (Lerner &
Keltner, 2001), which, in turn, are associated wligh approach, rather than the inhibition,
behavioural system (Harmon-Jones & Allen, 1998addition, the illegitimately powerless
persist longer in the face of difficulties and &veused on aspirations and on what they can
achieve, which are cognitive processes also agsdomdth approach motivation (e.g. Willis,

Guinote, & Rodriguez-Baildn, 2010; Willis & RodrigzrBailon, 2010).
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With respect to behaviour, it has been suggesttdlitle powerless respond to
illegitimate power structures by engaging in appheeelated behaviour (Lammers et al.,
2008) that expresses the willingness to improve pgasition in social structures. Compared
to research focusing on the powerful, work exangriow the powerless face illegitimacy
has provided consistent examples of their intestiorprotest and oppose the powerful.
Reicher and Haslam (2006, 2015), for example, sddhat the powerless responded to an
illegitimate social system by being eager to clmgleepower holder’s authority, such as by
refusing to obey their orders and throwing foodht® ground as a sign of protest.

Similarly, research on collective action suggesét powerless group members
respond to illegitimacy by resisting the powerfotlaobjecting to them. Collective action
refers to forms of action that are taken togetlyea group of people with the goal to enhance
their power (and status) and, thus, with the compigactive to promote changes in power
distributions (for a more complete account on @bile action see Drury & Reicher, 2005;
lyer & Van Zomeren, 2009; Van Zomeren, Postmesp&dss, 2008). Research on this topic
has shown how the illegitimately (vs. legitimatebgwerless express greater willingness to
engage in marches, boycotts, petitions and riatd) that an improved position of their group
can be achieved (e.g., Simon, Loewy, Stirmer, Wedbeytag, Habig, Kampmeier,
Spahlinger, 1998; Van Zomeren & lyer, 2009; Van 2oem & Klandermans, 2011; Van
Zomeren et al., 2008).

Taken together, this research indicates that bottedul and powerless individuals
and group members are attuned to the opportunitghfange that is embedded in illegitimate
hierarchies. Yet, this has different implicatioons power holders and for the powerless: In
the face of illegitimacy, the powerful seem to exgece avoidance and follow behavioural

strategies aimed at securing their power, whelteapaowerless seem to experience approach
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and, consequently, adopt behavioural responses&xpt oppose the authority of power
holders, while enhancing the powerless' power.

However, there are also considerable gaps initerature. Research coming from the
intergroup tradition does not provide a detailecoant of the motivations that powerful and
powerless individuals and groups experience unadkeditons of legitimacy and illegitimacy.
Moreover, past research has largely examined détstand behavioural intentions, leaving
aside how power holders and the powerless actbahpve when securing or obtaining
power in social settings. These attitudes and heheal intentions are most often assessed
when power structures have already been securglthoged, and research rarely assesses
how powerful and powerless individuals prepare dorare in the process of, protecting or
changing the structure of social hierarchies. Thatesearch in this tradition has not attended
to the more micro dynamics of power in interactibloreover, although more consistent in
relation to the powerless, existing evidence fow [pewer holders respond to illegitimate
power has so far illustrated varied and somewtarisistent behavioural strategies
(suggesting a greater propensity for inhibitionl]imgness to assert power, and willingness to
engage in positive behaviour). Thus, there aresmived questions of exactly how the
powerful respond to illegitimacy. Finally, reseafldds not yet systematically examined how
the illegitimacy of power relations can simultansiywaffect powerful and powerless
individual's motivations and behaviour when acaeepbr resisting the status quo. The
research reported in this thesis aims to addresetgaps.

The Present Resear ch

The research reported in this dissertation aingetonstrate that the effects of social
power on the motivation and behaviour of power bddand of the powerless are not
invariant but, rather, can be modified by percamiof the legitimacy of power relations.

Contrary to the majority of past research thatsssehow power holders and the powerless
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respond to hierarchies that have been defined stathleshed, here | intend to compare the
motivational and the behavioural responses of tveepful with those of the powerless to
(ihlegitimate ongoing power relations that cartjrahately, be changed. Thus, my goal is to
investigate the conditions, both intrapsychic aihgasional, that might help propel or prevent
social change, and how these are manifested imithdils' behaviour when they prepare to
approach or to avoid power change.

In the following chapter, Chapter 3, | presentrimgults of two studies that examine
the combined effects of power and perceptionsgifiteacy on the motivational state of
powerful and powerless individuals. Extending emspirevidence that suggests that social
power elicits approach, and lack of power elicitsidance (Keltner et al., 2003), |
investigate whether perceptions of illegitimate. (egitimate) power reverse this power-
approach/ powerlessness-avoidance relationshigrdier to get a closer, and perhaps more
direct, look at motivations | use measures whose@ation with these specific motivations
has been well established by past research: Tleegfean used to prime approach and
avoidance but, here, | used them to assess thaseatiums as a function of power and
perceived legitimacy. Due to these measures albdigssess approach and avoidance
(instead of degrees of approach, for example)li¢we | provide a more complete
examination of the role of (il)legitimacy on the emence of motivations of both actors of
social change, the powerful and the powerless.

In Chapter 4, | present the results of two studiamining the effects of power and
perceived legitimacy on the behaviour of powerfudl @owerless individuals. Specifically,
this chapter demonstrates how illegitimate (vsitigte) power impels the powerless to
behaviourally claim power and the powerful to bebakally concede power. In addition, this
chapter explores whether these behavioural patsgmat least partly driven by impression

management goals that the powerful and the poveenhéght have when interacting with
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each other under conditions of legitimate or iltegate power. This chapter thus provides the
first demonstration that the role of power in stanmg power-related behaviour is dynamic
and responsive to concerns about legitimacy andasgon management.

In Chapter 5, | present the results of two stuthes examine the interplay between
conditions of legitimacy and individual differendessocial dominance orientation on a
specific behavioural intention—help offering. lend to show that power structures can be
maintained and reinforced not only by negative iangious means (such as stereotyping or
through domination-subordination relations), bsbaby strategic uses of positive and pro-
social behaviour. In this chapter, | focus on thespective of those who have the power to
provide help (power holders) to the disadvantagetiexamine their willingness and
motivations to offer various forms of help. Moreovie order to clarify the dynamics
underlying intergroup helping, | compare the intenhelp of power holders with the intent to
help of external observers, who also have the ptevprovide help to the disadvantaged but
are not bounded by the interests involved in pawkations. This chapter demonstrates that
situational factors (i.e., perceived legitimacypoiver structures) and individual factors (i.e.,
social dominance orientation) combine to predidping intentions of power holders (but not
of observers) when changes in the structure of paneedeemed possible.

In Chapter 6, | present a summary of the findioigthe research reported in this
thesis and discuss their contribution to the litena | outline conclusions and address the
limitations of this work, as well as its broadepinations. In addition, | suggest potential
directions for future research.

In reading the empirical chapters that followsiimportant to note that each of these
was prepared with the intention of being submitiedn independent publication in peer-
reviewed journals. Accordingly, these can be resagtand-alone pieces of work. Reflecting

this, the introduction to each empirical chapted their respective discussions, might show
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some overlap with each other and with the contéthieintroductory and concluding
chapters of this thesis. Moreover, the researcheocaplated in each empirical chapter was
conducted in collaboration with my supervisors. §han these chapters, | will not be

referring to "my" work but to "our" workout instead



Power, Legitimacy, and Motivations 47

Chapter 3: Examining How Per ceptions of L egitimacy Modify the
Effects of Power on Approach and Avoidance Motivations

Social power—the ability to control outcomes thtier people need or want—is a
key feature of many social systems and interactibiske, 1993; Fiske & Berdhal, 2007,
Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). In addition to the instrental use of power to promote and secure
social hierarchies, possessing power is assoaordtbcenhanced psychological and physical
outcomes. For example, in comparison to the stgpewerlessness, having power has been
found to improve cognitive performance, to renaéoimation-processing more abstract and
flexible, to boost creativity, to increase the exgrece of positive emotions, and to promote
efficient cardiovascular responses and motor peréoice (e.g., Berdahl & Martorana, 2006;
Burgmer & Englich, 2013; Guinote 2007a, 2007b; @&y, Magee, Gruenfeld, Whitson, &
Lillenquist, 2008; Scheepers, de Wit, Ellemers, &&:nberg, 2012).

Power has also been found to affect basic motimatiprocesses (Keltner, Gruenfeld,
& Anderson, 2003). Specifically, it has been pragbthat the powerful tend to experience
motivational states of approach, whereas the p@sgrnore often experience avoidance, or
inhibition (Carver & White, 1994; Keltner et al0@3). The motivation to approach among
powerful individuals is thought to stem from thkesick of constraints and to be facilitated by
their multiple resources, which render approacigogls and pursuing concomitant actions
both easy and possible. Conversely, the tendengyofwerless individuals to focus on
avoiding negative experiences, be it in the forrpuiishment or as further loss of power, is
thought to reflect their lack of resources andfttot that their behaviour is constrained by the
power others have over them (Keltner et al., 200&nyer, Gailliot, Butz, & Peruche, 2007).
In these ways, prior research linking interpersquater to motivation suggests a fairly

linear relationship between power and approachuggrewerlessness and avoidance.



Power, Legitimacy, and Motivations 48

Research in other domains, however, suggestsithaelationship between power
and motivation might be more dynamic than previppsbposed. Social identity theory (SIT,
Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) posits thatimduals’ responses to hierarchical social
systems depend on how these are perceived in tdrtheir permeability, legitimacy, and
stability (see Ellemers, van Knippenberg, & Wilk€90; Ellemers, Wilke, & van
Knippenberg, 1993). Crucially, whereas legitimatdus differences often tend to be
accepted by both high and low status group mempersgeptions of illegitimacy signal a
possibility of change. The possibility of changeturn, has different implications for high-
and low-status groups, leading also to differentivations and responses among members of
these groups. Low-status group members often resjaoiiegitimacy by engaging in
collective actions to improve the position of thgioup—reflective of an approach
motivational state. By contrast, high-status growgmbers often respond to the perceived
illegitimacy of status relations by engaging ini@as$ intended to protect the status quo, and
avoid their loss of status—which reflects avoidammivations. Although status and power
are not interchangeable concepts (power refereritr@ over others whereas status refers to
the value placed on ones’ social position), siatus often determines power, and vice-
versa, power and status are inextricably linkeddBo& Gaertner, 2006; French & Raven,
1959; Keltner et al., 2003; Kemper, 1991) to thieekthat some theoretical approaches do
not see a need to distinguish between the two €FiSkddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002). It therefore
seems that, at least in the context of intergra@lgtions, the perception of an illegitimate
social structure—and its implied susceptibilitycttange—might reverse individuals’
motivational states relative to when the structsngerceived to be legitimate.

Past research on the effects of (il)legitimate powas mainly focused on intergroup
relations (e.g., Ellemers et al., 1990, 1993; HeynSpears, Cremers, & Hogg, 2003; Turner

& Brown, 1978). However, in the research reportecehwe focus on interpersonal power
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differentials, such as those characterized by leelat al. (2003). Applying principles of
(ihlegitimate intergroup differences to interpemsbcontexts might not be immediately clear
because the way individuals perceive and responthter people is dependent on whether
they see them as members of a group or as indepieindeviduals (Abelson, Dasgupta,
Park, & Banaiji, 1998; Dépret & Fiske, 1999). Stiiven that work on interpersonal relations
often examines linear relationships between powdragpproach/powerlessness and
avoidance, and that research on intergroup rekatioes not typically look at these specific
motivations, we believe that it is crucial to intrigate the role that legitimacy plays in both
intergroup and interpersonal contexts.

Evidence that the perceived legitimacy of poweo affects interpersonal power
relations comes from research by Lammers, GalinSkydijn, and Otten (2008). Partially
consistent with our reasoning that illegitimate powstructures might reverse individuals’
motivational states in relation to legitimate onemmnmers et al., (2008) found that the
illegitimacy of power differentials moderated tHéeets of power on approach tendencies. In
line with past research, when power was legitimateyerful individuals showed a greater
propensity to negotiate and take risks than powsiriedividuals, behaviours that have both
been linked to approach tendencies (Anderson, &n€lal, 2006; Lammers et al., 2008;
Galinsky, Gruenfeld, & Magee, 2003). However, wipewer was perceived to be
illegitimate, this effect of power on approach-k&let behaviours was not observed.

The findings of Lammers et al. (2008) advance kreolge by demonstrating a
boundary to the power-approach link. Yet, theyrastentirely consistent with the above
reasoning derived from social identity theory. Speally, although Lammers et al. (2008)
demonstrated that legitimacy affects power-motosatinks, such that these links are only
present when power is legitimate, they did not olesa full reversal of the typical pattern

when power was illegitimate. Closer examinatiomhef procedure followed by Lammers et
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al. (2008) suggests a reason why. Their paradigiredron priming power (e.g., through
exposure to power-related words) or asking paditip to recall past experiences of power.
Neither of these power inductions gives the expeseof power a meaningful future, or one
that is influenced by ongoing individual actionsillf# testing the logic derived from social
identity theory, however, requires that power isvgiéghin ongoing relationships between
individuals and groups—relationships that can beeloor feared to change when they are
perceived as illegitimate. Although Lammers edal.employ such a paradigm in the final
study of their paper, the measure used to assebgtmmal state in this study was only
sensitive to variation idegrees of approacamotivation (as intended by the authors). Their
dependent measures did not allow for the possilmfisimultaneously capturing meaningful
variation inavoidancestates.

Our goal in the present research was to examinknthéetween power and
approach/ avoidance motivational states in a mongptete way. That is, we sought to
investigate the motivational consequences of pamvarcontext that allows for both the
possibility of change and the capacity to exprggg@ach and avoidance. To do so, we
placed participants in power relations that codcehvisaged to have a future and we
assessed motivational states with a measure tpatrea the relative predominance of
approach and avoidance. Experiment 1 tested the lngsothesis that power is associated
with approach, and powerlessness with avoidandg vamen power is legitimate; and that
this pattern is reversed when power is illegitim&eperiment 2 attempted to replicate this
effect and to extend our analysis by also congidgoower-relevant behaviour and self-

views.
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Experiment 1

Method

Design and Participants. The study followed a 2 (Social Power: high vs. |02
(Legitimacy of Power: legitimate vs. illegitimate@¢tween-participants design. A total of 83
participants were randomly allocated to conditi@s females, 18 males), ranging in age
from 17 to 51 yeard = 21.89,SD = 5.40). Most participants were students at thevéisity
of Exeter (97.6%n = 81), and two participants were members of stethe same university.
The majority of participants identified as Briti€l2.3%,n = 60) and the rest had been living
in the UK for at least two years. All participatizd sufficient knowledge of English. The
study took place in the laboratory in individuassiens, and took around 25 minutes to
complete. Participants were paid £5 (approximately US Dollars) for their participation.

Procedure. After arriving at the laboratory, participants welieected to an
individual cubicle where they read and signed &rmed consent form. The experimenter
then informed the participant that the study hacs# parts, the first of which consisted of
individual tasks in the cubicle, and the last ofahhconsisted of a task with other
participants allegedly present in the laboratorhat moment. The experimenter explained
that one of the participants would take the roléeatier and the others would take the role of
workers. To decide which participant would do etadk, participants filled in a (bogus)
Leadership Skills Stratified Test (LSST). This teatl allegedly been developed by the
human resources of a company called General Eledtrsiassess the leadership skills of their
employees. In the legitimacy condition, particigawere told that the questionnaire had been
repeatedly used and had proved to be a very aecoredsure of leadership skills. In the
illegitimate condition, participants were told thihé questionnaire had been repeatedly used

but it did not seem to work very well—it did noese to be a very accurate measure of
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leadership skills. This manipulation was based anipulations of power and legitimacy
used in previous work (Rodriguez-Bail6n, Moya, &eviayt, 2000).

After participants completed the leadership quesi@re, the experimenter left the
room allegedly to collect the other participantigegtionnaire and to score the answers. After
3 to 4 minutes, the experimenter returned to thecbel and informed participants that, based
on the scores on the leadership questionnaire Weeg either selected to be the leader of the
team and to guide the other participants duringgtiveip task (high-power) or that another
participant had been selected to be the leadewanttl guide the others during the group
task (low power). Next, participants respondechtodependent measures in the order
described below.

At the end of the experiment, participants werakieal and debriefed. Suspicion was
also probed during debriefing.

M easures’

Suspicion and Manipulation checks. There was no evidence of suspicion during the
debriefing. Thus, no participant was excluded ftbem sample.

The manipulation of power was checked by askintjgpants whether they had been
assigned to the position of lead¥eé No).

The manipulation of legitimacy of power was assdssith four items tapping
whether participants: thought their assignmenhéoposition in the group task had been fair
(1 =Totally unfair, 7 =Totally fair); thought the test they completed was a goodoffest

leadership skills; would recommend the leaderssp; and believed the test accurately

! This study also included a modified Stroop taskxamine the salience of the concept of change
across conditions. Results revealed that high-p@adrcipants were slowel(= 498.1155D=
162.34) to identify the colour of the neutral wotkan participants in the low-power conditioivs £
431.114SD=94.01)F (1, 79) = 6.58p = .01. High-power participantd/(= 525.091SD= 224.09)
also took longer to identify the colour of the chasrelated words than did those in the low-power
condition M =434.598SD = 75.27),F (1, 79) = 6.28p = .01.This measure is unrelated to the core
goals of this study and, thus, not reported in here
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measured their leadership skills (Btrongly disagreer =Strongly agreg These items
formed a reliable scale & .81) and were averaged for analyses.

Motivational state. To measure motivational state in two ways we agkaticipants
to choose between tasks that allowed them to edihy@roach a positive end state or avoid a
negative end state. Research on regulatory fiph@agded ample evidence that people are
motivated to match their goal orientation with theans used to approach their goal (Avnet
& Higgins, 2003; Higgins, 2005). Based on this pijrte, the task chosen by a participant
can be assumed to reflect their motivational state.

Reflecting this logic, we assessed motivationdkestatwo ways. First, we asked
participants to what extent they would like toglabn in the study, write a 15 line text about
their duties and obligations and a text about tigeials and aspirations (from 1 wouldn’t
like to write about this at glito 7 =l would very much like to write about thiSecond,
participants were asked to select and solve otnw@Mmazes (see Appendix A for a
representation of the mazes) allegedly to staydedwvhile the experimenter had to leave the
room. The mazes were used in past research (érgteF, Friedman, Ozelsel, & Denzler,
2006; Friedman & Forster, 2001), one of which hasrbshown to induce approach (solving
the maze helps a mouse approach a cheese) antthénéminduce avoidance (solving the
maze helps a mouse to escape an eagle). The twasmare presented to the participants at
the same time and they were asked to choose amrtplete. Instead of using these mazes to
induce a particular motivational state, as has lges® in past research, in this study we used
maze choice (dichotomous) as an indicator of ctirestivational state.

Ancillary measures. The following measure was also included in the jaesaire to
provide additional insights into the effects of povand legitimacy of power and to examine

their potential links to motivations.
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Emotions Anger and anxiety-related emotions were also asdegs/en that these
have also been linked to approach and avoidantesg@arver & White, 1994; Lerner &
Keltner, 2001). Specifically, participants were edlabout the extent to which they felt
content, calm, confident, anxious, tense, irritatedignant, and annoyed (from 1Strongly
disagreeto 7 =Strongly agreg An exploratory factor analysis (maximum likeldd) with
varimax rotation extracted two factors that expain0.92% of the total variandéjO =
.81;Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity? (28) = 327.59p < .001:MSAvalue = .82], (see Appendix
B for item loadings on each factor). We thus forred indexes of emotions to indicate
anger [annoyed, irritated, indignant, content (regeoded)q = .85], and anxiety [anxious,
tense, calm (reverse coded), and confident (recarded),o = .85].

Results and Discussion

Unless otherwise specified, analyses were condwsied) 2 (high vs. low power) X
2 (legitimate vs. illegitimate power) between-pagants ANOVAS.

Manipulation Checks. All participants provided correct responses to the
manipulation check of power. The manipulation chetcgerceived legitimacy was also in
line with intentions: participants indicated thiaeit position was fairer when power was
legitimate M = 4.43,SD = 1.01) than when power was illegitimat € 3.46,SD= .99),F
(1, 79) = 18.92p < .001,1° = .188. The main effect of powdt,(1, 79) = 2.58p = .112n? =
.026, and the interactiof, (1, 79) = .28p = .600,n2 =.003, were not reliable for this
measure.

Motivational States

Topic preference. The extent to which participants were willing tater about their
duties M = 3.39,SD= 1.51), or about their aspiratiord € 4.76,SD = 1.65), was unaffected

by the manipulations, alffs (1, 79) < 1.42p > .238° < .017.
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Maze preference. The extent to which participants selected the @ggr versus the
avoidance maze was analysed with binomial logrstizession with power, legitimacy, and
the power by legitimacy interaction term as premtiefariables. We found a significant
interaction between power and legitimacy predictimglikelihood of selecting the avoidance
(versus approach) mazexp(B) = .04,Wald1) = 10.92p = .001 (see Table 3.1). The main
effects of powerkExp(B) = 1.28,Wald1) = .31,p = .579, and of legitimac¥xp(B) = 1.17,
Wald1) = .13,p=.719, were not significant. Simple effects wanalysed with the
MODPROBE macro (Hayes & Matthes, 2009). This resgakliable simple effects of
legitimacy in the high-power conditioh,= 1.39,SE= .66,Z = 2.10,p = .036, and in the low-
power conditionp =-1.76,SE=.69,Z = - 2.57 p = .010. Powerful participants were more
likely to choose the avoidance maze when theirtjposwas illegitimate than when their
position was legitimate. In contrast, powerlesgip@ants were less likely to choose the
avoidance maze when their position was illegitintate when their position was legitimate.
We also found reliable simple effects of powerha tegitimatep = 1.32,SE= .66,Z = 1.99,

p =.047, and illegitimate conditions,= -1.83,SE= .68,Z = -2.67,p = .008. In the
legitimate condition, powerful participants werenatikely to choose the approach maze
than powerless participants. Conversely, in thlegitimate condition powerless participants

were more likely to choose the approach maze tbharegul participants.
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Table 3.1

Frequency of Maze Selection per Experimental Caordit

High Power High Power Low Power Low Power

Legitimate lllegitimate Legitimate lllegitimate

Approach Maze 12 6 6 14

Avoidance Maze 8 16 15 6

Ancillary measures.

Anger. The ANOVA revealed a reliable main effect of legiéicy,F (1, 79) = 5.16p
=.026,n° = .058, which was qualified by a reliable intefactbetween power and
legitimacy,F (1, 79) = 5.16p = .026,1°= .058. The main effects of power was not
significant,F (1, 79) = .17p = .679,n*= .002. Low-power participants reported more anger
when power was illegitimaté = 2.60,SD = 1.25) than when it was legitimaid & 1.54,
SD=.79),F (1, 81) =10.4% = .002,n2p: .115. In addition, there was a tendency for low-
power participants to report less anger than higlvgy participants when power was
legitimate M1 = 1.54,SD=.79;M = 2.17,SD = .98, respectively} (1, 81) = 3.51p = .065,
nzp: .042, but not when power was illegitimaké € 2.60,SD=1.25M =2.17,SD=1.17,
respectively)F (1, 81) = 1.43p = .236,n2p: .017. No other effects were reliabies (1, 79)
< 1.5,ps>.241% < .001.

Anxiety. High-power participants reported more anxiéty< 3.68,SD= 1.12) than
low-power participantNl = 2.52,SD= .86),F (1, 79) = 28.14p < .001,n>= .261. No other

effects were reliable, afis (1, 79) < 1.
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Additionally, apart from the expected positiveasation between anger and anxiety
(r =.32,p =.003), the dependent measures assessed inuthjsveere not significantly

related (see Table. 3.2)

Table 3.2
Correlations Between Anger, Anxiety, Preferencé/tde About
Duties, Preference to Write About Aspirations, duarze Selection in

Experiment 1.

1 2 3 4 5
1. Anger -
2. Anxiety 32* -
3. Write About Duties -.03 -11 -
4. Write About Aspirations -.16 -.17 A7 -
5. Maze Selection -.04 .10 .09 -.09 -
*p=.003

In sum, this study revealed that illegitimacy ofygw can reverse the power-approach
relationship, at least with respect to the mazeeshmeasure (which is often used to
manipulate approach/ avoidance goals: Forster,2@06; Friedman & Forster, 2001), but
not the topic preference task (which was adapt@u fregulatory focus literature, Higgins,
2005). It is possible that the lack of significaffects on the latter measure was due to the
fact that the choice of topic involved additionahsiderations, such as a desire not to
disclose too much about oneself, whereas the nte@eecappears more purely reflective of
motivational state alone.

The pattern of self-reported emotion was also sama¢wonsistent with the

hypothesis. In line with expectations, low powet te more anger (an approach related
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emotion) when power was illegitimate compared t@mwlow power was legitimate.
Surprisingly, however, participants with illegititesdy low power did not also report more
anger than high-power participants under the sanditons. The emotional consequences
of power and legitimacy were also not revealedalfireported anxiety. Similar to our
speculation about the different patterns acrossasiepreference measures, it is likely that
these emotion measures captured more than pureatiotial states and reflected other
considerations within our experimental paradignr. &@ample, low power was fairly
inconsequential in this setting (i.e., power did cmme with other rewards) and high power
was associated with additional burdens such asqsiaking and leading a group of one’s
peers. Indeed, informal feedback after the experiraeggested that many found the high-
power position to be aversive for these reasomagiting that explains the pattern of effect
on anxiety. Thus, although the results of thig stsidy are clearly promising, they require
replication and elaboration.
Experiment 2

Experiment 2 aimed to replicate and extend the findéngs of Experiment 1. As
such, this study followed the same experimentabdesvith a few procedural changes. First,
we sought to offer a conceptual replication theiltsf Experiment 1 with a slightly
different manipulation of legitimacy of power. Sedp we sought to make the power position
more attractive both by removing the expectatiord (@dditional pressure) of face-to-face
interaction and by introducing an additional £3 aedvfor participants in high-power
positions.

To assess motivational state we used the same meagure used in Experiment 1. In
addition, we sought to extend our knowledge of Ipanceived legitimacy modifies the
effects of social power by examining effects oreotlorms of behaviour and on self-views.

With respect to behaviour, we examined whethegitilmacy also modifies the individual's
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sense of entitlement (i.e., that they deserve ri@e others). Past research suggests links
between power and behavioural entitlement (Pif,lZd0Because illegitimacy raises concerns
regarding the deservingness of power positiongpmedicted that those who are

illegitimately powerful will act with less entitleemt, and conversely that those who are
illegitimately powerless will act with more entitleent, than they do when power relations
are legitimate.

Finally, we also explored responses to power agidineacy in the form of self-
descriptions. Past research suggests that powestatus) tends to be associated with self
and other descriptions in terms of competence, @dsereduced power (and status) tends to
be associated with compensatory perceptions of wafiriske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002;
Yzerbyt, Kervyn, & Judd, 2008). In turn, warmth engpasses sociability and morality
(Leach, Ellemers, & Barreto, 2007), the latter lgeanparticularly central dimension with
regard to encounters across power and status diyedg., Bergsieker, Shelton, & Richeson,
2010). Along these lines, we considered the pdggithat patterns of self-description in
terms of competence and warmth (sociability andatitgj might also vary as a function of
power and legitimacy, and that this might provides clues as to what participants were
motivated to approach or avoid under these circamt&ts. For example, the avoidance
motivation of high-power participants in responsdlegitimacy could be associated with
either the desire to avoid or concede power (aackthre reflected in self-descriptions of low
competence) or to the desire to avoid implicatiohiflegitimacy (and therefore reflected in
self-descriptions of morality, but perhaps alsaawtity). Conversely, approach (versus
avoidance) motivations of low-power participantsildoreflect the desire to attain future
power and be reflected in self-competence, orutdbe associated with an attempt to
compensate for current lower power, which coulddlected in increased warmth ratings

(sociability and morality). Given these various gibgities, we assessed self-descriptions
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of competence, sociability and morality, but did n@ke specific predictions about the
effects that might be observed on these measures.
Method

Design and Participants. A total of 107 students from the University of Eeef{87
females and 20 malelslage= 19.68,SD = 1.92) were tested individually and randomly
allocated to a 2 (Social Power: high vs. low) X 2ditimacy of Power: legitimate vs.
illegitimate) between-participants experimentaligesParticipants chose between course
credits or £3 (approximately 4.80 US Dollars) pagtrfer their participation.

Procedure. The procedure followed in this study was the sasi@ &xperiment
1with the following exceptiongarticipants were informed that, for the purpodab®
study, they could not engage in direct interactuath the other participant while working on
the communication task, but could communicate wgsages placed inside envelopes and
delivered by the experimenter.

Participants read that one of the participantslevbe selected to be the Director of
the communication task, and the other would béMeeker. Directors would have power
over the Workers in that the Directors could assagks to the Workers and evaluate their
performance, whereas the Workers' role would heetéorm the tasks chosen by the
Directors. Participants learned that the Directould be paid £3 extra.

To allocate participants to each role, participattmpleted a (bogus) test of
leadership skills. This test was divided into diéfiet subtests that allegedly measured distinct
abilities, which, combined, indicated how one parsught perform as a leader. Therefore, to
determine who would be most suitable for the lestaprrole, what mattered was
participants’ balanced performance across all tikests. Participants were informed this
test had been repeatedly used and that it haddregan to be a very accurate measure of

leadership skills. Participants in tlegitimatecondition read that the leadership test was
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divided into 3 different subtests and received 8Kbets from the experimenter. Participants
in theillegitimate condition read that the leadership test was dividenl5 different subtests
but received only 3 booklets from the experimentdr told participants he would get the
remaining 2 subtests from another room. After 3utea the experimenter was back in the
room and announced that the other two subtest&ldteal and 5, were missing. The
experimenter then asked participants to completetbonse 3 subtests to enable the
experiment to continue. That is, although all ggrants filled in 3 subtests of the leadership
test, this was described as the complete teseifetfitimate condition, but was presented as
only partly diagnostic of leadership in the illegiate condition.

On completion of the leadership subtests, the raxeater collected the booklets
from participants allegedly to score their answAfter four minutes, the experimenter
communicated to participants that they would bee&wrs high powej or Workers lpw
powel) based on the scores of the leadership subtestsdlity assignment to role was
random). Participants then responded to the depeémaeasures in the order described
below.

At the end of the study, participants were thankietbriefed, and all participants were
paid the additional £3.

M easur es?

Motivational state. Right after the manipulations, participants werespnted with the
same two mazes used in Experiment 1 and askedtselone to solve at a later stage in the
study (i.e., they did not complete the maze atpbigt and prior to any dependent measure).

Suspicion and Manipulation checks. There was no evidence of suspicion during the

debriefing. Thus, no participant was excluded ftbem sample.

% In addition to the measures described here, a Stask was used with the aim of assessing working
memory capacity (potentially affected by increasedcerns with change in the illegitimate
conditions) but a technical error in the prograngrof this task rendered these data meaningless.
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The manipulation of power was checked by asking@pants which position they
had been assigned tifector/ Workep and whom they thought would have more power in
the communication task (1Birector, 9 =Workel).

Perceived legitimacy of power was checked by askue extent to which participants
thought their assignment to the position in the mmmication task had been fair (1 =
Completely unfair9 =Completely faiy and legitimate (1 €ompletely illegitimate9 =
Completely legitimade These formed a reliable scate<(.77,p = .001) and were averaged
for analyses.

Sdf-Views. Participants were asked to complete a questionahivat their self-
views, presented as a questionnaire the reseanvieesrying to develop for a purpose
unrelated to the main study. Participants indicétedhat extent they saw themselves as
competent (capable, competent, skilled, bright,.88), moral (sincere, honest, trustworthy,
a = .81), and sociable (sociable, warm, friendly; .87), all responses from 1Strongly
Disagree 9 =Strongly Agreg

Entitlement. To measure entitlement we adaptdaehavioural measure used by
Campbell, Bonacci, Shelton, Exline, and Bushmam®420At the end of the study, we placed
a jar with candy (precisely 200 M&Ms) on the desKront of the participants and informed
them they could take as many as they wanted beth@sandy was not needed at present (it
was used for experiments with children, but theseewnot taking place at the moment). We
later counted how many candy each participant alaeit
Results and Discussion

Unless otherwise indicated, all analyses were coteduwith 2 (High power vs. Low
power) X 2 (Legitimate power vs. lllegitimate powbetween-participants ANOVASs.

Manipulation Checks. All participants correctly identified the role thesere

assigned toQirector/ Workei). On the item enquiring who would have more poinghe
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task (1=Director to 9=Worker), as intended all pgvants acknowledged that the Director
would have more power than the Worké, £ 2.14,SD = .99; comparing to the mid-point of
the scale (5)t (105) = -29.73p < .001). This was not modified by participant’sropower
position or the manipulation of legitimacy (power(1, 102) = 1.66p = .200,7°= 0.016;
legitimacyF (1, 102) < 1pn®< .001, and interactiot, (1, 102) < 1pn?=.008).

The manipulation check of legitimacy revealed theé manipulation was also
successful. Participants perceived their positiobe fairer in the legitimaté = 6.31,SD =
1.55) than in the illegitimate conditionsl = 5.44,SD= 1.86),F (1, 102) = 6.87p = .010,112
=.062. The main effect of powdt,(1, 102) = .57p = .4521?= .005, and the interactioR,
(1, 102) = .96p = .331,n%= .008, were non-significant.

Motivational State. We conducted the same analyses used in Experimént 1
binomial logistic regression revealed that the nedfact of legitimacy was not significant,
Exp(B) =1.17,Wald1) = .16,p = .693, and that the main effect of power was maity
significant,Exp(B) = .50,Wald1) = 3.03,p = .082. Importantly, and consistent with
Experiment 1, these effects were qualified by aifitant interaction between power and
legitimacy of power on maze choidexp(B) = .09,Wald1) = 8.29,p = .004, (see Table 3.3,
bottom panel). Analyses of simple effects revealeeliable effect of legitimacy in the low-
power conditionp =-1.36,SE=.59,Z = -2.30,p = .023, and a marginal effect of legitimacy
in the high-power conditiorh = 1.02,SE= .58,Z = 1.77,p = .077. Powerless participants
were more likely to select the approach maze wheim position was illegitimate than when
it was legitimate. Powerful participants tendeaoose the approach maze more often when
their position was legitimate rather than illegiéita. Also, when the power allocation was
legitimate, powerful participants chose the apphaaaze more often than did low power

participantsp = 1.92,SE= .61,Z = 3.15,p = .002. When the assignment to power positions
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was illegitimate this difference reversed, but &sanot significanty = -.46,SE= .56,Z = -

.83,p = .406.

Table 3.3
Frequency of Maze Selection per Experimental Camndih Experiment 1 and

Experiment 2

High Power High Power Low Power Low Power

Legitimate lllegitimate Legitimate lllegitimate

Approach 12 6 6 14
Experiment 1
Avoidance 8 16 15 6
Approach 19 12 7 15
Experiment 2
Avoidance 8 14 20 11
Sdf-Views

Morality. An ANOVA revealed a reliable interaction betweenveo and legitimacy,
F (1, 102) = 5.45p = .022,7°= .050 (see Table 3.4heeffects of powerF (1, 102) = 1.28,
p=.2611°=.012, and of legitimacys (1, 102) = 1.01p = .3181?= .009, were not
significant. Simple effects revealed that low- d&gh-power participants described
themselves as equally moral (respectivblys 7.74,SD= .91;M = 7.47,SD= 1.32) when
power was legitimate; (1, 104) = .70p = .403,n2p: .007. However, when power was
illegitimate, high-power participants describedrniselves as more mordf(= 7.77,SD=
.74) than low-power participants(= 6.99,SD= 1.52),F (1, 104) = 5.90p = .017,n2p:
.054. In addition, high-power participants desalitieemselves as equally moral irrespective

of legitimacy,F (1, 104) = .82p = .368,n2p: .008, whereas low-power participants
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described themselves as more moral when poweregésiate 1 = 7.74,SD= .91) than
when it was illegitimateN) = 6.99,SD= 1.52),F (1, 104) = 5.49p = .021,1%,= .050.

Sociability. The ANOVA revealed a significant interaction betwgm®wer and
legitimacy of powerF (1, 102) = 6.72p = .011,7°= .061 (see Table 3.4). The main effects
of power,F (1, 102) = .54p = .465,n2: .005, and of legitimacy; (1, 102) = .53p = .468,
n2: .005, were non-significant. Simple effects reedahat low- and high-power participants
described themselves as equally sociable (respbgtM = 7.69,SD= .90;M = 7.25,SD =
1.33) when power was legitimate (1, 104) = 1.70p = .196,n2p: .016. However, when
power was illegitimate, high-power participantsaésed themselves as more socialifeS
7.69,SD= .86) than low-power participant®!(= 6.90,SD= 1.66),F (1, 104) =5.41p =
.022,n2p: .049. In addition, high-power participants ddsed themselves as equally
sociable irrespective of legitimady,(1, 104) = 1.65p = .202,n2p: .016, whereas low-
power participants described themselves as moraldeavhen power was legitimatel =
7.69,SD=.90) than when it was illegitimat®(= 6.90,SD= 1.66),F (1, 104) = 5.46p =
.021,1%=.050.

Competence. The ANOVA revealed only a reliable interaction beam power and
legitimacy,F (1, 102) = 6.03p = .016,n°= .055 (see Table 3.4). The main effects of power,
F (1, 102) = .67p = .416,n?= .006, and of legitimacys (1, 102) = .10p = .749,n°= .001,
were non-significant. Simple effects revealed tbat and high-power participants described
themselves as equally competent (respectiwly, 7.09,SD= .67;M = 6.73,SD= 1.25)
when power was legitimat€, (1, 104) = 1.33p = .252,n2p: .013. However, when power
was illegitimate, high-power participants descriltleeinselves as more competavit£ 7.20,
SD=.67) than low-power participant¥l(= 6.48,SD= 1.45),F (1, 104) = 5.28p = .024,1]2p
=.048. In addition, high-power participants desed themselves as equally competent

irrespective of legitimacy; (1, 104) = 2.19 = .142,n2p: .021, whereas low-power
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participants marginally described themselves asrnompetent when power was legitimate
(M =7.09,SD=.67) than when it was illegitimatM(= 6.48,SD= 1.45),F (1, 104) = 3.78p
= .0551% = .035.

As expected, morality, sociability, and competeweee positively correlated but
were not associated neither with maze selectiowitbrentittement (see Table 3.5).

Entitlement

The ANOVA on amount of candy taken revealed a $icamt interaction between
power and legitimacyf (1, 102) = 8.31p = .005,7°=.075 (see Table 3.4). The effects of
power,F (1, 102) = .05p = .825,n2< .001, and of legitimacy (1, 102) = .01p = .909,112:
.001 were not reliable. Simple effects revealed ingh-power participants took more candy
(M =8.04,SD=12.06) than low-power participantd € 2.74,SD= 5.16) when power was
legitimate,F (1, 104) = 4.84p = .O3O,n2p: .044. However, when power was illegitimate,
this pattern reversed and low-power participant& tmarginally more candy = 7.46,SD
= 10.48) than high-power participani € 2.92,SD= 5.09) when power was illegitimate,
(1, 104) =3.38p = .069,n2p: .031. Said differently, high-power participarask more
candy when power was legitimatd € 8.04,SD = 12.06) than when power was illegitimate
(M =2.92,SD=5.09),F (1, 104) = 4.43p = .038,1%,= .041, whereas low-power
participants took marginally more candy when powas illegitimate 1 = 7.46,SD= 10.48)
than when it was legitimat®/(= 2.74,SD=5.16),F (1, 104) = 3.75p = .056,n2p: .035.
These patterns suggest increased entitlement whkrpbwer is legitimate (or low power is
illegitimate), and reduced entitlement when higiwpobecomes illegitimate (or low power is

legitimate)®

* Given that the standard deviations appeared uneguass conditions, non-parametric tests were
conducted to examine simple effects of power agtiheacy on entitlement. These tests analyse
medians rather than means, and do not assumeatiaafiolows a specific distribution. Thus, non-
parametric tests are not affected by extreme valadsare a robust solution when analysing skewed
data (such as the behavioural data reported héne)observed patterns did not differ from those
found when using the parametric tests reportedémtain text (alUs < 236.50ps < .05).
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Additionally, entitlement was found to be negatyassociated with maze selection,
=-.24,p = .013 (see Table 3.5). The analyses reportedeaflomw that the effects of the
power X legitimacy interaction were significant entittement and on maze choice. Although
we did not make specific predictions, we soughaxplore whether participants' maze choice
(motivation to approach or to avoid) mediated tfieats of power and legitimacy on
entitlement. Given that the mediator in this anialys dichotomous, we adapted the linear
regression mediation procedures as described bynBard Kenny (1986). Dichotomous
mediators require both linear and logistic reg@ssito test for mediation and, thus, the
regression coefficients need to be adjusted aceggession equations (see MacKinnon &
Dwyer, 1993). Following Kenny (2013) and Herr (hm@commendations, we confirmed that
a) the power X legitimacy effect on entitlement wagmificant,b = 2.46,SE= .85,t (104) =
2.91,p = .004, b) the power X legitimacy effect on maheice was significant) = -.58,SE
=.20,Wald1) = 8.26,p = .004, c) the effect of maze choice on entitlehwveas marginally
significant,b = -3.18,SE=1.74t (103) = -1.83p = .071, and that d) the power X
legitimacy effect on entitlement when controllirgg aze choice, although weaker, was still
significant,b = 2.01,SE= .87,t (103) = 2.31p = .023. Importantly, the power X legitimacy
effect on entitlement when it was the only pregliconsidered was not significantly
different from the power X legitimacy effect on gletment when controlling for maze

choice, Sobet = 1.54,p = .124. Thus, no significant mediation via mazeicé was found.
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Table 3.4
Means and Standard Deviations fdorality, Sociability, Competence, and Entitlement

(Number of Candy Taken), as a Function of Powerlagltimacy

High Power Low Power
Legitimate lllegitimate Legitimate lllegitimate
M (SD M (SD M (SD M (SD

Morality 7.47a (1.32) 7.77a (.74) 7.74a (.91) 6.99b (1.52)
Sociability  7.25a (1.33) 7.69a(.86) 7.69a (.90) 6.90b (1.66)
Competence 6.73a (1.25) 7.20a (.67) 7.09a (.67) 6.48b (1.45)

Entittement 8.04a (12.06) 2.92b (5.09) 2.74b (5.16) 7.46a (10.48)

Note Self-descriptions were measured on 9 point Likgre scales. Entitlement was

measured on a scale from 0 (no candy taken) tq&D6andy taken).

Table 3.5
Correlations Between Morality, Sociability, Compete, Maze Selection,

and Entitlement in Experiment 2

1 2 3 4 5
1. Morality -
2. Sociability B7** -
3. Competence S50 B67** -
4. Maze Selection .05 .05 A5 -
5. Entitlement -.07 -.06 -24* -01 -

**p< 001, *p=.013
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Overall, the findings of Experiment 2 again demuatstthat illegitimate power can
reverse the power-approach (and powerlessnessaamgajirelationship. Although the overall
pattern found for maze choice was consistent achessvo experiments, in Experiment 2 the
differences between powerful and powerless paditg maze selection when their power
was illegitimate were not significant (which wag tfee case in Experiment 1). Given this
inconsistency, we established the overall effegiafer and legitimacy on approach and
avoidance motivations by collapsing the samplab®two experimentdN= 189) and by
conducting a binomial logistic regression with po\regh vs. low), legitimacy (legitimate
vs. illegitimate), and experiment (1 vs. 2), andrdkraction terms between these variables,
as predictors of maze choice (see Table 3.6 fofryriency of maze selection when the two
samples are collapsed). The analysis revealedhahain and interactive effects of
Experiment were not significant, indicating that fhredicted power X legitimacy interaction
on maze choice is not moderated by the specifie@x@nt [main effect of experiment:
Exp(B) = .84,Wald1) = .35,p = .555; experiment X poweExp(B) = 2.69,Wald1) = 2.48,

p = .115; experiment X legitimac¥xp(B) = 1.01,Wald1) < .001,p = .993; experiment X
power X legitimacyExp(B) = 2.16,Wald1) = .37,p = .541].

This analysis also revealed that the main effecpwer,Exp(B) = 1.32,Wald1) =
.89, p = .345, and of legitimac§Exp(B) = .86,Wald1) = .25,p = .615, were not significant.
However, a significant interaction between powet Egitimacy of power on maze choice
was foundExp(B) = .07,Wald1) = 18.94p < .001. Analyses of simple effects revealed
significant effects of legitimacy in the high-powandition,b = 1.17,SE= .43,Z2=2.74p =
.006, and in the low power conditidn= -1.52,SE= .45,Z = -3.42,p < .001, but in opposite
directions. Powerful participants were more likedyselect the approach maze when their
position was legitimate than when it was illegitimaPowerless participants were more likely

to select the approach maze when their positioniNeggtimate than when it was legitimate.
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Also, when the power allocation was legitimate, pdw participants were more likely to
choose the approach maze than powerless partisijpantl.65,SE= .45,Z = 3.69,p < .001.
When the assignment to power positions was illegite this difference reversed and
remained significant) = -1.05,SE= .43,Z=-2.45,p = .014.

Experiment 2 further advanced the findings of Expent 1 by showing that
illegitimate power affects behavioural entittememhich can be reflective of uncertainty
regarding the deservingness of power positiondhicdgh there were also distinct effects of
power and legitimacy on self-views (morality, sduligy, competence), the pattern found on

these measures was not consistent with the obspategtns of maze choice and behaviour.

Table 3.6
Frequency of Maze Selection per Experimental CardiVhen

Samples of Experiment 1 and of Experiment 2 aréasgd

High Power High Power Low Power Low Power

Legitimate lllegitimate Legitimate lllegitimate

Approach 31 18 13 29

Avoidance 16 30 35 17

General Discussion
The results of this research illustrate that irdlinl motivation is shaped by both the
experience of power and the perceived legitimagyosfer positions. Consistent with our
hypotheses, the results of two experiments reveatgdficant interactions between power
and legitimacy on an indicator of individual motivaal states (approach versus avoidance)

and relevant behaviour (i.e., entitlement).
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In line with previous research (e.g., Keltnerlgt2003; Lammers et al., 2008), results
revealed that when power was legitimate, powerdrsldisplayed approach motivation
whereas the powerless displayed avoidance. Alinarwith past research, we showed that
this general pattern is modified when power is geed to be illegitimate. However, in
contrast to past findings that suggested thatiillagte power merely reduces approach
motivation among the powerful (e.g., Lammers et2008), our findings demonstrated that
illegitimate power differentials consistently resed the power-approach relationship:
leading power holders to display an avoidance matitmal state and the powerless to display
an approach motivational state.

With respect to motivational states, across twaeeinents we showed that
participants were more prone to select approachvoidance-related tasks (maze selection)
as a function of how legitimate or how illegitimakey perceived their power position to be.
As suggested by previous research, if power waseitighurely associated with approach
motivation, participants would be expected to ddiee approach-related maze in both
conditions of legitimacy and of illegitimacy. Howay our findings revealed that the
illegitimately (vs. legitimately) powerful selectélde avoidance maze more whereas the
illegitimately (vs. legitimately) powerless selettine approach maze more. Our research
thus advances prior knowledge by showing thatitilegte power differentials are not only
able to neutralize the link between power and aggrdut also, and importantly, to reverse
the power-approach relationship.

Experiment 1 also included an examination of enmstisuggestive of approach
(anger) and avoidance (anxiety) tendencies. Iniitle research on intergroup emotions
(e.q., Giner-Sorolla & Maitner, 2013; Lerner & Kmedtr, 2001; Plant, Butz, & Tartakovsky,
2008), our results showed that approach-like emet{ae., anger) are not exclusively felt

only by those in a position of power. Instead, fibeverless can, and often do, experience
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anger, especially when their position is appraséeing illegitimate (Martorana, Galinsky,
& Rao, 2005).

In Experiment 2, we extended these findings by shgwhat the perceived legitimacy
of power positions also modifies the effect of powe actual behaviour. Specifically, when
power differentials were legitimate, powerful paigiants acted with more entitlement and
powerless participants acted with less entitlemnis pattern of entitlement mirrors their
position in the power structure and is consistdtit wbservations from past research (e.qg.,
Piff, 2014). However, we again found that this @attwas reversed when power positions
were perceived to be illegitimate. Under these @mrss, power holders displayed less
entitlement whereas the powerless acted with matideanent. This finding suggests that
illegitimacy might activate concerns about the desgness of power positions and
fundamentally alter the enactment of power (andgrt®gsness).

Finally, in Experiment 2 we also explored particifga self-descriptions in an attempt
to potentially clarify what participants were matied to approach and to avoid. We reasoned
that illegitimacy of power might raise concernshitihe deservingness of status/power
(reflected in competence ratings) or that it migh$e concerns with the fairness of one’s
power (reflected in morality ratings). Neither b&te possibilities was clearly evident in the
data. Instead, the results showed that the poveerded themselves as lesser on all
dimensions (competence, morality, and sociabiltlgen their power was illegitimate rather
than legitimate, whereas the self-descriptionsoefgrful participants were not affected by
legitimacy. The fact that this finding does notdeal the same pattern as the motivational or
behavioural measures indicates that self-cons¢iaisdescriptions) versus more
spontaneous (i.e., motivational states and behgwiesponses to power might be relatively
independent. Indeed, the observed pattern fordssltriptions did not follow the observed

pattern for motivational states and for behaviamg as such self-descriptions did not prove
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illuminating in terms of our core findings. Nonelis, future research might find it useful to
investigate further precisely what people are natéd to approach or to avoid when they
perceive power positions as illegitimate, perhapsiploring what people anticipate from
other’s descriptions (i.e., meta-perceptions ofatty, sociability and competence) rather
than what they say in their own self-descriptiong( Bergsieker et al., 2010).

Our aim with this research was to examine whetheeffects of power on approach
and avoidance motivations might be moderated bggptions of the legitimacy of power
relations between high- and low-power individu&gen though we used well-established
manipulations of legitimacy of interpersonal powaations between these two parties (e.g.,
Rodriguez-Baildn et. al, 2000; Willis & Rodriguezin, 2010), it is possible that our
method of assigning participants to high- or lowvporoles might have led participants to
focus on an alternative power relationship: Thaiveen them and the experimenter (e.qg.,
Spears & Smith, 2001; but see also Reicher & Levif84a, 1994b). If so, then
illegitimately assigning participants to a role gaotentially lead to disengagement from the
experiment (e.g., Greenberg & Folger, 1983; TyldBl&der, 2000, 2003), especially when
participants cannot benefit from this role—thatwben participants were illegitimately
assigned to low-power roles by the experimenteis Tan also explain the pattern of results
obtained but through different processes from w&propose. Indeed when social systems
are illegitimate, individuals are expected to dgage from them (De Cremer & Tyler, 2007,
Emler & Reicher, 1995; Reicher & Emler, 1985; Ty2003; Tyler & Blader, 2000).
However, this does not necessarily mean that tllegie social systems also change the
relationship between powerful and powerless indiald and the expectations that they have
of the power structure, which is what we aim touon. Therefore, to clarify whether the
pattern of findings was due to the expectationspgbaerful and powerless individuals have

of (il)legitimate power hierarchies, in the nexaplter we will use measures that more
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directly probe into this relationship. Still, fuiresearch should also address this issue and
examine whether allocating participants to a hayd low-power role via fair or unfair
procedures render them more likely to focus orréhegionship with their power-counterpart
or on their relationship with the experimenter.

Overall, these results reconcile insights intortlaivational consequences of
interpersonal power with knowledge from researclntegrgroup status relations. Whereas
the first perspective suggests a tight link betweawer and the motivation to approach, the
second seems to suggest that perceptions of therlagy of the social system — a system
that confers status and power — is crucial to wtdading the thoughts, feelings and actions
of those who occupy different positions. For exaamgepending on perceptions of
legitimacy, those who are disempowered within aesursocial arrangement might try to
avoid the negative implications of this for thestf{e.g., individual mobility, social
creativity) or engage in collective actions intethde challenge and change the social system
(e.g., Ellemers et al., 1990; Ellemers et al., 3988hough both responses equally reflect the
experience of low power, they nonetheless implyegdivergent goals and motivational
states. By bringing together these two perspectiveadvanced prior knowledge in that we
showed that illegitimate power differentials do nait mitigate the link between power and
approach (e.g., Lammers et al., 2008), but can atsbimportantly, reverse the power-
approach association. Accordingly, both theordiicahd empirically, power can be
associated with approach (when power is held legiiely) but also with avoidance (when
power is held illegitimately).

We believe that these insights into the motivati@oasequences of illegitimate
power can explain why people sometimes behave yis Weat are not consistent with their
current power position — for example, powerful ke@doeing reluctant to enact their

decisions; or powerless individuals risking theifesy or well-being to actively promote an
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alternative version of society. These insights thiffisr practical insight into the motivational
processes at play in the context of power asyma®tbiut could also offer theoretical
guidance to researchers interested in better utashersocial stability and social change
through the dual lens of processes associatedbaglt motivational frameworks and those

associated with theory and research on intergrelgbions.
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Chapter 4: Examining How Per ceptions of L egitimacy Modify the
Effects of Power on Power-Related Behaviour

When, how, and why do people signal power to othres®cial interactions?
Intuitively, those who have power are more likadybe in a position to display this to others.
Research suggests that power does come with affceddhat allow individuals to behave in
ways that demonstrate their power, for exampledppting more expansive body gestures
and occupying more space than less powerful o(@asey, Hall, & Smith LeBeau, 2005;
Hall, Coats, & Smith LeBeau, 2005; Yap, Wazlawelcas, Cuddy, & Carney, 2013).
However, the powerful do not always enact their @gwnd sometimes the powerless behave
in ways that communicate a status that they donatéerially have (e.g., Dubois, Rucker, &
Galinsky, 2012). The goal of this research wasxamene the conditions under which
behavioural choices reflect one’s power positiorg the conditions under which behavioural
choices are instead made in opposition to one’sepowe specifically focus on the role of
legitimacy in shaping power-signalling behaviourafational settings, and the role of
impression management goals in explaining theseesoBefore presenting two studies that
explored these issues experimentally, we brieflyene the literatures on power and
individual behaviour, and on the role of legitimanyshaping power-related actions.
Having Power and Showing It

Social power is defined as the ability to contretammes that other people need or
want and, thus, to influence other people (Fisk®3]1 Fiske & Berdhal, 2007; Thibaut &
Kelley, 1959). Previous research on power has dstreted how people typically seek to
obtain or to maintain interpersonal power (e.gltiés, Gruenfeld, Galinsky, & Kraus, 2010)
and how it affects social cognition (e.g., Guin@@Q7a, 2007b). For example, it has been
demonstrated that possessing power is associateegmhanced stereotyping, cognitive

performance, creativity, motivation to approachy ansitive emotions (e.g., Berdahl &
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Martorana, 2006; Guinote, 2007a, 2007b; Galisnkggkt, Gruenfeld, Whitson, &
Lillenquist, 2008; Fiske, 1993; Keltner, GruenfefdAnderson, 2003).

Social power has also been found to affect behaviear example in group
discussions and dyadic interactions powerful irdlrals speak more and louder, assume
more expansive and open postures, gesticulate @adenaintain more eye contact while
speaking, but less while listening, than poweriads/iduals (Dittmann, 1972; Dovidio &
Ellyson, 1985; Hall et al., 2005; Keltner, Van Kig€hen, & Kraus, 2008; Judge, Bono,
lies, & Gehardt, 2002). These examples of behawiadisinhibition amongst the powerful
are thought to be associated with their greatetrobaver resources, relative to low-power
individuals. The approach/inhibition theory of pawkKeltner et al., 2003) suggests that high
social power activates the behavioural approactesysvhereas low social power activates
the behavioural inhibition system. That is, becaamserful people are, by definition, more
resourceful than powerless individuals, they ate &bact with less fear of reprisals and
generally fewer constraints, and are able to peeceiwards and opportunities in the
environment (Anderson & Berdahl, 2002; Keltnerlet2003). This focus on rewards helps
to activate the approach system. Conversely, bedhespowerless have relatively less
control over valued outcomes than the powerfuly tleed to be more thoughtful of their
actions and avoidant of disapproval from power dddand are more likely to perceive
threats in the environment (Anderson & Berdahl,20Celtner et al., 2003). This focus on
threats helps to activate the inhibition systeme &pproach and inhibition systems are, in
turn, associated with diverse cognitive, behavibaiad affective outcomes (Keltner et al.,
2003). The approach system is associated with lbalvaV disinhibition and more positive
emotions (such as enthusiasm and happiness), vedeahibition system tends to be
associated with behavioural inhibition and negaémetions (such as anxiety and guilt).

Thus, by connecting social power to these motivaicystems, the approach/inhibition
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theory of power draws predictions about the effetigower on various outcomes, from
behaviour to emotions.

As such, social psychological research on integrerispower provides examples of
how people communicate and express their powerlational contexts, at least for contexts
in which elevated (or lessened) power positionelakeady been established. But power is
not always established, and instead can be songetin is continually negotiated in
interaction. Thus power is dynamic. In additiordisplaying the power that they hold, those
who have power can become motivated to defendgt, (@hen power is threatened by
others) and people who do not have power can bevated to seek it. Thus, while past
research suggests a fairly linear relationship betwpower and power-related behaviour, it
seems reasonable to assume that the relationswpdie power and behaviour might be
more dynamic and variable once other factors &entanto account.

To date, research on power has focussed more dyettaviours that display power
and less on the factors that modify the relatigm&l@tween power and behavioural displays.
Research in other domains, however, suggestshibia &re conditions under which the
relationship between power and behaviour might bdified. Social identity theory (SIT,
Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) posits thatimduals’ responses to hierarchical social
systems depend on how these are perceived in tdrtheir permeability, legitimacy, and
stability (see Ellemers, van Knippenberg, & Wilk€90; Ellemers, Wilke, & van
Knippenberg, 1993). Crucially, whereas legitimatdus differences often tend to be
accepted by both high- and low-status group membperseptions of illegitimacy lead to
different responses among members of these groups.

Moving Up: How the Powerless Respond to I llegitimate Power
Powerless group members often respond to illegigrpawer structures by protesting

against the status quo and expressing willingressprove the position of their group. For
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example, Reicher and Haslam (2006, 2015) showeddieaowerless responded to
perceived illegitimacy of the social system by &dading power holder’s authority, such as
by throwing food to the ground, or refusing to ollesir orders. Research on collective
action also suggests that powerless group memegpsnd to illegitimacy by opposing the
powerful—they express greater willingness to engagearches, boycotts, petitions and
riots, striving for an improved position of theogip (e.g., Simon, Loewy, Stiirmer, Weber,
Freytag, Habig, Kampmeier, Spahlinger, 1998; Vamé&en & lyer, 2009; Van Zomeren &
Klandermans, 2011; Van Zomeren, Postmes, & Sp2@68). Combined, this research
seems to suggest that the powerless are atturtbd tpportunity for change that is
embedded in illegitimate hierarchies and, consetlydollow behavioural strategies that
aim at improving their social standing while objegtto power holders’ authority. However,
research in this tradition has as yet to demorstratv these attitudes and behavioural
inclinations are reflected in actual power-seelbebaviour. To do so is the first goal of this
research. Given that illegitimately powerless imdiixals are likely to be motivated to change
the status quo, it can be expected that they weeg#t opportunities to ascend in the
hierarchy. They may do so, for example, by behainngays that signal power, such as by
adopting open postures, dominating conversatiaessdtg in a way that conveys power, or
by seeking physical distance from others (e.g.,i@io\& Ellyson, 1985; Hall et al., 2005;
Johnson, Hegland, & Schofield, 1999). Behaviouchsas these have been shown to be more
frequently adopted by powerful individuals thantbg powerless, as well as been used to
prime power in experimental studies (e.g., Cheal.e2001). However, whether these
behaviours can be spontaneously adopted by therfgssdo signal, and thereby claim,

power, remains unexamined.
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Stepping Down: How the Powerful Respond to Illegitimate Power

Researchers have also focused on how power halesgyend to illegitimacy of
power. For example, researchers have shown that) wbwer is illegitimate, power holders
experience anxiety and inhibition, rendering thehgtant to enact their power (e.g., Goff,
Epstein, Mentovich, & Reddy, 2013; Lammers, Galingkordijn, & Otten, 2008). A
contrasting pattern has also been revealed, wittepbolders responding to illegitimate
power by asserting their power. For example, Reiahd Haslam (2006, 2015) showed that
perceived illegitimacy led powerful group memberdécome more authoritarian to the point
of suggesting the use of military uniforms to sigih&ir power and, ultimately, to protect the
status quo. Power holders can also respond tatiftege power by surrounding themselves
by incompetent subordinates, so as to ensurephbsition remains unthreatened (Rodriguez-
Bailon, Moya, & Yzerbyt, 2006). Finally, power helis have been observed to respond to
illegitimate power by seeking social and physidakeness to their subordinates (Lammers,
Galinsky, Gordijn, & Otten, 2012; Mead & Maner, 2)1This closeness might reflect
attempts to appease the powerless so as to rduiteréat to the status quo (e.g., Chow,
Lowery, & Hogan, 2013), or it can reflect genuinmpts to signal relinquishing of power
when it is deemed illegitimate. In sum, existingdewce for how power-holders respond to
the perception that their power is illegitimaterésied and somewhat inconsistent. Crucially,
however, past research has not yet offered a ddsenination of power holders’ actual
power-related behaviour as they seek to defendmrede their power. The second aim of
this research is to examine this issue.
The Present Resear ch

Past research suggests that the perception degitithate social structure can
fundamentally change individuals’ behaviour in tiela to the positions they occupy within

that social structure. Still, experimental resedociking at when the powerless might seek
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power has so far only assessed attitudes, emotohghavioural intentions, while it has
rarely assessed how the powerless actually behbga acquiring power in a relational
(interpersonal) setting, that is, in a setting imak they expect to hold interactions with their
power counterpart. Likewise, work on power holde€sponses to threats to their power has
also mainly focused on their behavioural intentiand has, so far, provided divergent
findings, which suggest that inhibition, power asea, and concessions of power to the
powerless are all possible outcomes of illegitimatgwever, power holder's actual
behaviour in response to illegitimacy has not yesrbexamined.

Our primary goal in the present research was thexdb offer a direct examination of
how power and its legitimacy jointly influence pawelated behaviour, that is, behaviour
that either reproduces power relations, or seekbange them (power-seeking or
conceding). To conduct this investigation, we pthparticipants in a relational setting,
where powerful and powerless participants expeictéteract with each other, and
examined their behaviour with two measures. Rivstassessed whether or not participants
chose to physically occupy a more or less powexdgition in the interaction setting. Given
that people often use external cues to signal obtain power (such as the way they dress,
Dambhorst, 1990; Hannover & Kihnen, 2002; Johnsah. £1999; Lukavsky, Butler, &
Harden, 1995), we examined whether participants tigh (vs. low) power chose to sit in a
more or less impressive chair when interacting aitbw (vs. high) power partner. Chen,
Lee-Chai, and Bargh (2001) successfully used a moless impressive chair (a ‘professor’s
chair’ and a ‘guest’s chair’) to prime high versow power. In our research, we capitalized
on the idea that the type of chair signals diffegagrees of power to examine to what extent
participants spontaneously chose one or the ottaar as a function of their previously
induced power position and its manipulated legitynaVe hypothesized that when power is

legitimate the powerful and the powerless woulddvehin ways that mirror their positions:
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High-power participants would choose the more irapinge chair and low-power participants
would choose the less impressive chair. Howeveenngower is illegitimate, we expected
that this mirroring would be broken and that, iastethe powerless would opt for the more
impressive chair. This behavioural pattern by tlegitimately powerless can reflect an
attempt at moving up in the hierarchy and claim @owlternatively, this behavioural choice
may also reflect how the powerless experience thekpower position when power is
illegitimate. Comparing to when power is legitimatas possible that when power is
illegitimate the powerless might actually feel ewgoed and display behaviour that is closer
to that of power holders. In the present researeltharefore try to unveil whether the
behavioural choices of the powerless stem fromrgite at seeking power or from increased
feelings of power. On the other hand, in the abs@fi@ consensus in the literature regarding
powerful people’s behavioural responses to illeggtie power, we did not make specific
predictions about which behaviour (inhibition, awrtbarian protection of power, or
concessions to the powerless) would be adoptedéogdwerful when power is illegitimate.
As a second behavioural manifestation of poweralse examined the physical
distance participants established between thensalve their interaction partner. Physical
distance is an important indicator of the desiredtablish a positive interaction and the
distance an individual establishes from their iat&on partner has consequences for how the
partner experiences the interaction (e.g., Geiséic&laren, 1976; Gifford & O’Connor,
1986). Individuals are likely to seek less physttiatance when they wish to establish a more
positive interaction with their partner and theyynsaek more physical distance when they
perceive or anticipate a conflict with their intetian partner (e.g., Festinger, Schachter, &
Back, 1950; Goff, Steele, & Davies, 2008). Giveattiiegitimate power can reasonably be
expected to lead to conflict between those whqkaeed in powerful and powerless

positions through illegitimate means, participasdn be expected to increase their distance
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from each other in illegitimate compared to legdimconditions. Alternatively, it is also
possible that powerful participants respond taitienate conditions by decreasing—rather
than increasing—their distance. Indeed, a desireléseness may stem from genuine
feelings of affection, but may also stem from ahitis appease the interaction partner in an
effort to maintain advantage in unequal socialayst (Jackman, 1994). As such, high-power
participants may increase physical closeness taxaglpowerless when they anticipate that
their power might be questioned (i.e., when poweliegitimate).

Experiment 3 tests these basic predictions. Exparim aimed to replicate the core
findings of Experiment 3 and to extend our analpsishedding further light on the possible
motives underlying these behaviours. Indeed, thge s@me behaviour might indicate very
different motives, such as when the powerful chabedess impressive chair, or seek
physical closeness because they genuinely aimnonemicate that they concede their
power, or because they wish to defend their poweadpeasing the powerless. Experiment 4
seeks to provide further evidence for these matwatby examining participants’ desire to
communicate specific impressions to their intecacpartner.

Pilot Study A: Selecting ChairsMore or Less Associated With Power

In the two studies that follow, participants arkegkto place two rather different
chairs (a bigger armchair and a smaller armless—efse&e Appendix C for a photograph of
the chairs) in a room and to sit on one of themd@&®@rmine whether the bigger chair is more
associated with power than the smaller chair, wwedhairs shown in Appendix C were
placed in an empty room, next to each other. Twenitysh students and workers at the
University of Exeter (12 females, 8 mal&;q.= 26.70,SD = 5.75) were asked to take a
look at the two chairs and to give their opiniomaithem. Participants were not

compensated in any form.
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Participants were asked to complete a short questice while looking at the chairs.
In this questionnaire, participants were askeddicate which one of the two chairs they
thought was more associated with power by placiogas next to a picture that portrayed
each chair (1 = Bigger chair; 2 = Smaller chail)ey were also asked to indicate on bipolar
rating scales the extent to which they thoughtaiitese two chairs was marapressive
prestigious andcomfortablethan the other (1 = Picture of the bigger chai, Picture of the
smaller chair).

Results revealed that all participants thought thatbigger (arm)chair was more
associated with power than the smaller (armlessiy.cho examine whether participants
thought that one of the two chairs was more impvesgrestigious, and comfortable than the
other, we conducted one samplests, testing difference to the mid-point of sieale (5),
which was the scale point at which both scales wWesmed equal. Results revealed that
participants thought that the bigger (arm)chair wase impressiveN] = 2.75,SD= 1.29;t
(19) =-7.78p < .001], more prestigioudf = 2.50,SD= 1.10;t (19) = -10.16p < .001], and
more comfortableN = 1.70,SD=.98;t (19) = -15.08p < .001] than the smaller (armless)
chair. We thus proceeded to the main studies, wstitpir that was associated with power
(bigger armchair) and a chair that was less as®atigith power (smaller armless chair).

Experiment 3
Method

Design and participants. Participants were 95 students (84 females, 11 misllgs=
20.51,SD= 3.87) at the University of Exeter, who were ramdly assigned to a 2 (Social
Power: high vs. low) X 2 (Legitimacy of Power: |Bgiate vs. illegitimate) between-
participants experimental design. The study toak@lin the laboratory in individual
sessions, which took approximately 45 minutes togete. Participants were compensated

with £5 (approximately 7.77 US Dollars) for thearpcipation.
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Procedure. After arriving at the laboratory, participants egreeted by a male
experimenter and escorted to a cubicle where thegtdhe computer, read and signed an
informed consent form. All the instructions, infaxtion about the study, and manipulations
of independent variables were delivered via conpute

Participants read that the study was about prolslelving skills. Participants were
informed that they would be asked to perform arapizational task with another participant
present elsewhere in the laboratory at that monheritis task, one participant would take
the role of supervisor of the organizational tasé the other participant would take the role
of worker. Supervisors would have power over thekers in that supervisors could assign
tasks to workers and evaluate their performancer@ds the workers' role would be to
perform the tasks allocated to them by supervideasticipants learned that the supervisors
would decide how workers would be rewarded forrtpatrticipation in the study (e.g.,
Guinote, Judd, & Brauer, 2002).

To enable allocation into supervisor and workeesetthe power manipulation—
participants completed a (bogus) test of problehsg skills (PSST—-Problem-Solving
Stratified Test) that allegedly identified problesolving abilities in work and organizational
contexts. The test was completed through the coenpRarticipants waited until the other
(bogus) participants were finished and subsequeetgived feedback, also through the
computer. Participants assigned to the high-powadition read that, based on the scores of
the problem-solving test, they were “good at judgamd organizing solutions and at seeing
the big picture in a problem or task” and, therefavould be assigned the role of supervisor.
Participants in the low power condition read thaised on the scores of the problem-solving
test, they were “good at generating solutions facfcal tasks and at putting those solutions

into practice” and, therefore, would be assignetthéorole of worker.
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Before proceeding, participants read additionanmiation about the problem-solving
test they had just completed. This information edrio manipulate legitimacy of power and
was adapted from previous work (Rodriguez-Bailéonyh] & Yzerbyt, 2000). Participants
read that this test was developed by a group céréxjin collaboration with the Human
Resources departments of major American compasiesh (@s General Electric) and that the
test had been widely used. Participants assigndeetiegitimate power condition read that
evidence showed that the test was very good, tinats a very accurate measure of problem-
solving skills, and a very good predictor of leadhdp skills more generally. Participants
assigned to the illegitimate power conditions rided evidence showed that the test was not
very good, that it did not seem to be a very adeuraeasure of problem-solving skills, and
that it was not a good predictor of leadershiplskiore generally.

Next, participants responded to the dependent messlescribed below. At the end
of the study, participants were thanked, debried@d, all participants were paid £5 for their
participation.

At the end of the experiment, participants werakieal and debriefed. Suspicion was
also probed during debriefing.

M easures.* > Participants completed the dependent measures iortter described

below.

* This experiment also included an examination ofigipants’ psychophysiological responses of
threat and challenge in response to power andgisirhacy. However, technical difficulties rendered
the psychophysiological data very noisy and, tlificult to analyse or interpret meaningfully.

> A lexical decision task also examined the saliesfdbe concept of change. An interaction between
power and word-type (non-words vs. social chantgted words) was foundr, (1, 90) = 6.12p =
.02,n2p= .06. Contrasts analyses revealed that high amgbtawer participants took longer to identify
non-words Mpoweriu = 859.91.SD = 246.05 anMpoweress= 893.82 SD= 259.06) than to identify
social change-related wordglgowerru= 760.11SD= 224.87 anMpoperess= 727.31,SD= 183.10)ps

< .001. The interaction merely reflects the faet tiis difference was stronger for low-power
participants than for high-power participants. Tinisasure was unrelated to the core goals of this
study and therefore is not reported in here.
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Power-seeking behaviour. After the manipulations, participants were escontéal
another room where the organizational task wagedlly going to take place. This new room
was empty, except for two chairs that were stackele corner of the room. One of these
chairs was clearly more associated with power, waie impressive, more prestigious, and
more comfortable than the other. Participants vasked to place the two chairs in the room
and to take a seat, while the experimenter le¢ottect a questionnaire for completion. Since
participants were led to believe that they woulgpbdorming the organizational task with
another participant in this room, if the participahose to sit on one of the chairs, the other
chair would be left for their interaction partnelowever, in reality, no other participant was
brought to the room, so that participants made ttf&ir choices independently. When the
experiment ended, the experimenter recorded paaitits’ seat selection (i.e., on which chair
they chose to sit).

Physical distance. At the end of the experiment, the experimentes edsorded the
distance between the two chairs (in centimetres).

Suspicion and Manipulation checks. There was no evidence of suspicion during the
debriefing. Thus, no participant was excluded ftbe sample. After taking their seat, and
while waiting for their partner to arrive, partiaipts were handed a questionnaire for
completion, which contained the manipulation che@ke manipulation of power was
checked by asking participants to which positiagythad been assigneslpervisorvs.
worker). Legitimacy of power was checked by asking theeeixto which participants thought
their assignment to the position of supervisor orker had been appropriate (from 1 =
Completely inappropriatéo 7 =Completely appropriaje fair (from 1 =Completely unfair
to 7 =Completely faiy, and legitimate (1 €ompletely illegitimate7 =Completely
legitimatg. Participants were also asked whether they woeddmmend the problem-

solving test if someone were to ask them how tosmesleadership skills (1 Strongly
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Disagree 7 =Strongly Agreg Together, these items formed a reliable seake .(/1) and
were averaged for subsequent analyses.

Ancillary measures. The following measures were also included in thestjonnaire
to provide additional insights into the effectofver and legitimacy of power and to
examine their potential links to behaviour.

Perceptions of the likelihood of chandrerceptions of the likelihood of change in the
power structure were assessed by asking partigpanthat extent they thought that, if they
were to take the same leadership test once afjain position as Supervisor or Worker
would change (1 ot at all 7 =Very much, the position of the other participant would
change (1 ot at all 7 =Very much, and they would be assigned to the same pogition
Not at all 7 =Very much. The latter item was reverse coded, such thahitjieer the scores
the more changeable participants perceived theitipo to be. Together, these items formed
a reliable scaleo(= .66) and were averaged for subsequent analyses.

Acceptance of the status qWe assessed participants’ willingness to acdept t
status qudiy examining the extent to which participants weiléing to support the
allocation to high- and low-power roles. Specifigaparticipants were asked to indicate how
much confidence they had in the other participacdisacity to perform his/her role in the
organizational task well (1 Not at all 7 =Very muchand to what extent they thought the
other participant was capable of performing histoér appropriately (1 Not at all 7 =
Very much. Participants were also asked to what extent weng willing to accept, support,
and oppose (reverse coded) the decisions the pdncipant would make during this task.
Together, these five items formed a reliable soakcceptance of the status quo=(.79), so
they were averaged for subsequent analyses.

Emotions Participants were asked to indicate the extentiizcithey experienced

each of 13 emotions when they thought about thegipogsupervisor or worker) to which
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they had been assigned (Btrongly agrege7 =Strongly disagree An exploratory factor
analysis (maximum likelihood) with varimax rotatiertracted two factors that explained
68.86% of the total varianc&MO = .88;Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity? (78) = 861.58p <
.001;MSAvalue = .87], (see Appendix D for item loadingseach factor). We thus formed
two indexes of emotions to indicate anger [dispdaannoyed, irritated, resentful, furious,
frustrated, indignant, content (reverse coded),@dedsed (reverse coded)z .93], and
anxiety [anxious, tense, calm (reverse coded),canfident (reverse coded),= .93].

Results

Unless otherwise indicated, all analyses were ccteduwith 2 (Power: high vs. low)
X 2 (Legitimacy of Power: legitimate vs. illegitingg between-participants ANOVAs.

Manipulation checks. As intended, all participants correctly identifiéa role they
were assigned to (supervisor or worker). Also &snided, participants perceived their
position to be more legitimate in the legitimaté £ 4.48,SD = 1.00) than in the illegitimate
conditions M = 4.12,SD = .92), although this effect was only margina#jiable,F (1, 91) =
3.66,p = .059n?= .038. Importantly, perceptions of the legitimadypower were unaffected
by a main effect of poweE (1, 91) = 1.12p = .2941?= .012, or by the interaction between
power and legitimacyf (1, 91) = .10p = .758,n?< .001.

Power -seeking behaviour. The extent to which participants selected the mersus
the less impressive chair was analysed with binblmggstic regression with power,
legitimacy, and the power by legitimacy interactterm as predictor variables. This revealed
that the main effects of powdgxp(B) = .88,Wald1) = .10,p = .754, and of legitimacy,
Exp(B) = 1.21,Wald1) = .22,p = .639, were not significant. However, a significa
interaction between power and legitimaExp(B) = .10,Wald1) = 7.36,p = .007 was found
(see Table 4.1). Simple effects were analysed theftMODPROBE macro (Hayes &

Matthes, 2009). This revealed reliable simple ef@¢ power in the illegitimate conditioh,
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=-1.28,SE=.61,Z=-2.11p = .035, and a marginally significant effect of mavin the
legitimate conditionb = 1.06,SE= .61,Z=1.73,p = .083, but these effects were in opposite
directions. In the legitimate condition, powerfarpcipants were (marginally significantly)
more likely to choose the more impressive chain ghawerless participants. However, in the
illegitimate condition, powerless participants warere likely to choose the more impressive
chair than powerful participants. We also found@areffects of legitimacy in the high-
power conditionp = 1.43,SE= .63,Z = 2.26,p = .024, but not in the low-power conditidn,
=-91,SE=.59,Z2=-1.55p=.121. Powerful participants were more likelyctmose the

less impressive chair when their position was iliegte than when their position was
legitimate. However, powerless participants wengadly likely to choose each chair,

irrespectively of how legitimate they perceiveditipmsition to be.

Table 4.1

Frequency of Chair Selection per Experimental Cboadiin Experiment 3

High Power Low Power
Legitimate lllegitimate  Legitimate Illegitimate
High Power 13 - 9 14
Chair
Low Power 8 18 16 10
Chair

Physical distance. An ANOVA on the distance between the two chairsasueed in
centimetres, revealed that the effects of powef,, 91) = .53p = .467,1°= .006, and of
legitimacy,F (1, 91) = .07p = .790,n?< .001, were not significant. However, a reliable
interaction between power and legitimacy was foln,, 91) = 5.17p = .0251?=.053 (see
Table 4.2). Simple effects revealed that when powvaes legitimate, high- and low-power

participants placed the chairs at similar distdnoen one another (respective, = 123.02,
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SD= 26.54;M = 113.84SD= 25.54) F (1, 94) = 1.15p = .286,1% = .012. However, when
power was illegitimate, powerless participants eththe chairs further apai (= 128.96,
SD= 37.54) than powerful participantgl = 111.08SD= 24.23)F (1, 94) = 4.69p = .033,
nzp: .048. In addition, simple effects showed that edul participants placed the chairs at
similar distance from one another in the legitimete illegitimate conditions; (1, 94) =
2.04,p= .157,n2p: .021. Powerless participants, on the other hi@mdled to place the chairs
further apart when their power was illegitimaterthehen it was legitimatds (1, 94) = 3.28,

p=.073,n°=.034.

Table 4.2
Means and Standard Deviations Bistance between Chairs, as a Function of

Power and of Legitimacy in Experiment 3

Legitimate Power lllegitimate Power
M (SD) M (SD)
High Power 123.02a (26.54) 111.08a (24.23)
Low Power 113.84a (25.54) 128.96b (37.54)

Ancillary measures.

Perceptions of the likelihood of change. An ANOVA revealed that the effects of
power,F (1, 91) = .25p = .615,n?= .003, and of legitimacy; (1, 91) = .001p = .974,n°<
.001, were not significant, but a reliable intei@ctbetween power and legitimacy was found,
F (1, 91) = 7.00p = .010,n?= .071. Simple effects revealed that illegitimabsvpr positions
appeared more changeable than legitimate powetiquasibut only for powerful participants
(illegitimate/high powerM = 3.28,SD = .80; legitimate/high poweM = 2.83,SD=.72),F

(1,94)=3.29p = .073,n2p: .034. By contrast, for powerless participantseheas a
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tendency for the reverse to be true (legitimatejmmwer:M = 3.36,SD = .86;

illegitimate/low powerM = 2.92,SD= .90),F (1, 94) =3.50p = .065,n2p: .036. Also,

when power was legitimate, low-power participahtsught their position was more likely to
change than did high-power participariig1, 94) = 4.78p = .O31,n2p: .049. However,
when power was illegitimate, power did not afféet £xtent to which participants perceived
that their position was likely to chande(1, 94) = 2.30p = .132,n2p: .024.

Acceptance of power. The main effect of power was significakt(1, 91) = 12.68p =
.001,n?=.122, showing that powerful participants were enwilling to accept the power
positions M = 5.40,SD = .68) than powerless participantd £ 4.87,SD = .76). The main
effect of legitimacyF (1, 91) = .04p = .844,n2< .001, and the interactioR, (1, 91) = .05p
=.829,1°< .001, were not significant.

Emotions. Analysis of the anxiety-related emotions revealedignificant effects:
power,F (1, 91) = .48p = .489,n?= .005, legitimacyF (1, 91) = 1.31p = .255?= .01,
and their interactiorf: (1, 91) = 1.72p = .1931?= .02. Overall, and compared to the mid-
point of the scale (4), participants did not regedling anxiousNl = 2.42,SD= 1.07),t (91)
=-14.25,p < .001. By contrast, analysis of anger-relatedtens revealed a significant main
effect of powerF (1, 88) = 21.76p < .001,112: .195. Although the means were again lower
than the mid-point of the scale, powerless paricip reported relatively more anghbt €
2.89,SD=1.17) than powerful participant®l(= 1.94,SD= .68). The main effect of
legitimacy,F (1, 88) = 1.64p = .204,n2: .015, and the interactioR, (1, 88) = .06p = .811,
n®< .001, were not reliable. As expected, anger vesitipely associated with anxiety=
.38,p <.001 (see Table 4.3 for correlations betweedeplendent measures in Experiment

3).
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Table 4.3
Correlations Between Perception of the Likelihob&€bange, Acceptance of
Power, Anxiety, Anger, Power-Seeking Behaviour,Rimgsical Distance in

Experiment 3.

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Perceptions of Change -
2. Acceptance of Power .05 -
3. Anxiety 16 .18 -
4. Anger A7 -.18 .38**
5. Power-Seeking .07 14 -.04 -11 -
6. Physical Distance A2 -.18 -.10 16 .05 -
** p<.001
Discussion

Experiment 3 provides evidence that perceptiorlegfimacy affect power-seeking
and power-signalling behaviour. When power pos#tiaere legitimate, both powerful and
powerless participants behaved in ways that reftetiteir power positions: that is the
powerful chose for themselves the most impresdmagér evhereas the powerless chose for
themselves the least impressive chair. Howevepredicted for the powerless, this
behavioural pattern reversed when power was illagie. Specifically, when power was
illegitimate, powerless participants were morelifke choose the more impressive chair
than were powerful participants. Although legitimamly reliably affected seat selection for
the powerful, and not for the powerless, legitimatpower did affect the behaviour of the
powerless in the more subtle measure of seatiigriis. Specifically, powerless participants

who perceived power to be illegitimate sought gredtstance from their (powerful) partner
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than any other participants. That is, legitimacyoWer affected the powerful primarily by
guiding their choice of seat, whereas it affecteelgowerless primarily by guiding the
physical distance they chose from their interacpartner.

Although descriptively the pattern observed for ¢kating choice of the powerless
was consistent with predictions derived from soeahtity theory (i.e., seeking power under
conditions of illegitimacy), the finding that théfdrence in chair selection between
legitimately and illegitimately powerless partiama was not reliable was surprising. It is
possible that this emerged because some powedessipants assumed that they were
required by the experiment to use the less impressiair. Since powerful individuals are by
definition less constrained, it is possible to atseenore flexibility and variability in their
behaviour (Guinote, 2007b). This may have led pow@articipants to be more responsive
to the manipulation of legitimacy, whereas powerleslividuals may have been more
focused on abiding by what they assumed were gkerémuirements (i.e. their
responsibilities to the experimenter rather thairtfeelings toward their interaction partner).
To examine whether the lack of effect of legitim&aylow-power individuals reflects an
inherent effect of power, or a result of assume# taquirements, in Experiment 4 we
clarified to all participants that the chairs wareonnected to the content of the task.

This explanation is further supported by the firgdihat legitimacy did affect
powerless participants’ behaviour in terms of thggical distance they sought from their
(expected) powerful partner. Indeed, although p@nts may have assumed that the
experiment required them to choose the chair thiaesponded to their allocated power, they
were arguably unlikely to have inferred a simikardl of experimental demand regarding the
distance between the chairs. Since the powerfubiea perceived as colder, and more
distant and aloof than the powerless (e.g, GlidkpbDId, Bailey-Werner, & Zhu, 1997; Glick

& Fiske, 2001a,b; Kitano & Sue, 1973; MacDonald &ha, 1998; Maddux, Galinsky,
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Cuddy, & Polifroni, 2008), these participants mayé used this greater distance as an
additional means to communicate their desired pporaheir desire to be respected by their
partner. On the other hand, there was a non-sogmfitendency for powerful participants to
decrease the distance between chairs when thegrpeas illegitimate (vs. legitimate). This
suggests that illegitimacy of power might lead pduleparticipants to award greater
importance to being liked, potentially as a meansgratiate themselves with the powerless.
However, this effect was non-significant and regsifurther test. We will thus examine the
possibility that powerful and powerless’ power-tethbehaviour is driven by impression
management goals (that is, to be liked or to bpeesd by others).

Alternatively, it is possible that the increasestalnce that powerless participants
sought from their interaction partner can alsoaatk a general disengagement from the
experiment. Although we used well-established maaipns of legitimacy of interpersonal
power relations (e.g., Rodriguez-Baildn et. al, 00illis & Rodriguez-Bailon, 2010), our
allocation of participants to high- and low-powespions might have led them to focus on
the relationship they establish with another retf¢ymower figure in this context: The
experimenter (e.g., Spears & Smith, 2001; but seReicher & Levine, 1994a, 1994b). By
allocating participants to a role via illegitimateans, the experimenter could have become
to be perceived as illegitimate him/herself (Ty2003; Tyler & Lind, 1992) and,
consequently, this could have led participantgjifimately allocated to low-power roles to
disengage from the experiment (e.g., Greenbergl§dfp1983; Tyler & Blader, 2000,
2003), which could be reflected in increased distataking. Therefore, to clarify whether
distance-taking was due to disengagement fromakledr due to the expectations that
individuals hold of (il)legitimate power hierarckiéwhich is the concern of the current
research), in the next study we will use measurassdirectly focus on the interaction partner

(not on the experimenter) and that might help erpléstance-taking behaviour.
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Our ancillary measures revealed that high-powergiaants were more accepting of
the status quo than low-power participants. Ihteriesting to note that, even though
legitimacy of power did not affect acceptance olvpn it did affect participants’ behaviour.
This appears to support the idea that participaetsaviour was not driven purely by their
willingness to accept (or reject) power positidng, rather it was used more strategically,
perhaps as a vehicle to communicate their goalggltine social interaction. High-power
participants were eager to accept the status gabif, to accept the hierarchy in which they
were on top) but when power was illegitimate thefzdoved in ways that undermine their
superior position in the power structure: They slabe most impressive chair for, and
sought closeness with, their powerless interagiemner. Thus, it is possible that high-power
participants tried to defend their position whemvpowas illegitimate by strategically
behaving in ways that are reminiscent of appeaseamghthat, at least superficially, cloaked
their intention to protect their power. Powerleastigipants, on the other hand, sought
greater distance from their interaction partnernvpewer was illegitimate (vs. legitimate).
This suggests that illegitimate hierarchies mighpkrceived as opportunities by powerless
individuals to seek power and to communicate tim@ntions to claim power. To examine
the possibility that individuals' behaviour miglg bsed strategically to communicate their
goals during social interactions, in Experimentelagsess participants' impression
management goals for the interaction with theitrpeat

Furthermore, the other ancillary measures revdalgdllegitimacy increased
perceptions of the likelihood of change, as expkdtat unexpectedly they did so only for
high-power participants. On the other hand, a reffect of power was found on anger,
whereby low-power participants were angrier thaghkpower participants. This finding was
inconsistent with the pattern found on this vermeaneasure in Experiment 1, where, at

least for low-power participants, experience ofeangas dependent on the perception of
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legitimacy—the illegitimately powerless experieneadre anger than the legitimately
powerless. This inconsistency might relate to tle¢hod used to manipulate legitimacy,
which varied slightly from Experiment 1 to Experimé. Specifically, although legitimacy
was manipulated by providing bogus information rdgey the leadership test in both
studies, in Experiment 1 this was done orally ydkperimenter whereas in Experiment 3
participants read this information on the computes possible that participants paid less
attention to the information delivered via computen they did to the information provided
by the experimenter and, thus, the manipulatidegfimacy could have been stronger in
Experiment 1 (vs. 3), at least relative to the rpalation of power. Indeed, closer inspection
of the manipulation checks indicate that the méiece of legitimacy on the overall
perception of legitimacy was stronger in ExperimEff (1, 79) = 18.92p < .001,n° = .188]
than it was in Experiment &[(1, 91) = 3.66p = .059,1°= .038]. Thus, even though
powerless participants were responsive to legitimaenore subtle measures (such as
distance-taking) in Experiment 3, the manipulatdtegitimacy might not have been strong
enough to affect more explicit measures (such lésegmrted anger). Therefore, in the next
study we will manipulate power and legitimacy bildaing the method used in Experiment
1—information delivered by the experimenter ratiwan via a computer.

In sum, the ancillary measures of the current stehm contradictory and reveal
rather different patterns than those shown by #tebioural measures. As such, emotional
processes or expectations about change do notsagéaient to explain the differing
behavioural choices of low and high-power peopleéaurconditions of legitimacy versus
illegitimacy.

Thus, although promising, the results of this fesperiment require replication and
extension in order to uncover the process that nagplain the patterns of behaviour we

have observed.
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Experiment 4

Experiment 4 aimed to replicate and extend therigslof Experiment 3.
Specifically, we sought to improve our understagdhhow perceived legitimacy modifies
effects of social power on power-related behavimuexamining how these variables affect
impression management. This allows us to ascettiaiextent to which participants’ chair
selection was linked to self-focused concerns atgydndeed, although participants’ chair
choices were in fact independent, in participamtsids their chair choice determined which
chair the other participant would get (i.e., it wen in fact a zero-sum choice, but it might
have been perceived as such by participants). &is, siis possible that participants’ choices
reflected what they believed the other participbegerved rather than what they wished to
communicate about themselves. Although the findiag similar patterns were revealed for
the measure of physical distance (which is not-geirm, and for which, therefore, this
explanation would appear less likely) supportsidea that participants’ behaviour is not
merely guided by other-focused concerns, Experimenined to gather more direct evidence
for this link. Alternatively, it is also possiblkdt participants' behaviour neither conveys an
attempt to communicate how they wished to be seemvhat they believed their interaction
partner deserves but, rather, it might be a refleaif how perceptions of legitimacy impact
on how power is experienced. The fact that powexfid powerless participants behaved in
ways that do not typically correspond to their pop@sitions when these were illegitimate
(vs. legitimate), might simply be explained by dashed feelings of power amongst power
holders and increased feelings of power amonggtdierless when hierarchies were seen to
be illegitimate. As such, in Experiment 4 we trtectlarify the extent to which power-related
behaviour was guided by self- focused concernbydhe extent to which participants felt

powerful.
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Past research has shown that people often evdheateselves and others along two
dimensions: Competence and warmth (Fiske, Cuddygliék, 2007), the later incorporating
both sociability and morality (Leach, Ellemers, &reto, 2008). Although individuals
ideally seek to be seen as both competent (thtt i respected) and warm (that is, to be
liked) (Baumeister, 1982), contextual factors ctiach the extent to which individuals assign
more importance to being seen as competent or as.\id@r example, research focusing on
interracial interactions has shown that White Areami participants interacting with members
of racial minority groups primarily sought to bkdd and seen as moral, whereas members of
racial minority groups placed more importance omdpgseen as competent, or respected,
than on being seen as warm (Bergsieker, Sheltdric&eson, 2010).

In a similar vein, we considered the possibilitgttthe desire to be respected or to be
liked might vary as a function of social power dagitimacy, and that this might provide
some clues as to why participants were more proselect one chair over the other, and to
increase or decrease the distance between themifi&/, Experiment 3 showed that,
when power is illegitimate, low (vs. high) powedividuals prefer the most impressive chair
and place it further away from their (expected}mear's chair. This behaviour may reflect a
desire to be respected that is more intense tleawitth to be liked (which would be better
communicated by closeness). Given that individyasdsteived competence can be predicted
from their perceived status and power relativetheis (Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2008; Fiske
et al., 2007; Fiske, Xu, Cuddy, & Glick, 1999)igtlikely that the powerless use the
opportunity offered by illegitimate power structa® express their desire for respect by
approaching power (such as claiming the most ingpreshair). However, illegitimate
power structures may lead to the anticipation offlect between those seeking to change
their undeserved (low) power position and thos&isgeto maintain their undeserved (high)

power position (Ellemers, 1994; Van Knippenberg l&eiers, 1990). Thus, by increasing
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physical distance from their (powerful) partneaylpower individuals might avoid the
anticipated conflict, while asserting their pursafipower and of respect.

In Experiment 3, high-power participants were edgexccept their superior position
irrespective of conditions of legitimacy. Howevtreir power-signalling behaviour was
affected by legitimacy of power: When power wastlamate, the powerful behaved in ways
that reflected their intention to accept their sigreposition, that is, they enacted power;
however, when power was illegitimate, despite rapgracceptance of power, the powerful
behaved in ways that appeared to contradict theantions to accept the hierarchy, that is,
they made concessions to the powerless and teadsbk physical closeness. Thus, high-
power individuals’ choice of the less impressivaicls less likely to derive from diminished
feelings of power, and more likely to reflect aorigased desire to be liked so as to appease
their (expected) interaction partner when powejuisstioned. This is further supported by
the non-significant tendency for high-power indivadis to reduce physical distance in this
condition. Therefore, when power is illegitimatee powerful might be driven by a strategic
motivation to maintain their privileged positiondarconsequently, attempt to ingratiate the
powerless by communicating their desire for a pesinteraction by saving the most
impressive chair to their (powerless) interactiantiper and by seeking physical closeness.
However, given that the latter effect was merelygmally significant, it requires
replication, so as to clarify whether or not tl@adency is repeated (and significant), and
potentially explained by impression managementsyoal

Experiment 4 followed the same experimental desigaxperiment 3, with a few
procedural changes. First, participants read tiage allocated to a high-power position
would be rewarded with an additional £3 (insteatiafing to decide how the other

participant would be rewarded, as in ExperimenBS&cond, to assess power-seeking
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behaviour we used the same behavioural measure€aperiment 3 but we clarified that,
for the purposes of the task, it did not matter weir participants chose.

In Experiment 4 we therefore expect to replicaterdsults of Experiment 3 regarding
power-related behaviour. Additionally, we hypotlzesthat illegitimate power increases
powerless participants’ desire to be respectedredsdt increases powerful participants
desire to be liked and that this contributes te¢hgarticipants’ behavioural choices.
Method

Design and participants. A total of 105 students from the University of Eee({86
females and 18 males, one participant did not atdibis/her sexylage= 19.60,SD = 3.36)
were tested individually and randomly allocate@ & (Social Power: high vs. low) X 2
(Legitimacy of Power: legitimate vs. illegitimateg¢tween-participants experimental design.
Each session lasted 30 minutes and participants egnpensated with 0.5 course credits for
their participation.

Procedure. Procedures were similar to those used in ExperilBeHbwever, in
Experiment 4 manipulations of power and legitima&ye not delivered via computer but
orally by the experimenter, the (bogus) leadergdsgpwas not completed via computer but
was divided into three paper booklets, and paditip were told that those selected to be
directors would be paid £3 extra (instead of degjdiow workers would be rewarded - as
they were informed in Experiment 3).

Upon completion of the leadership test, the expeniter collected the booklets from
the participants allegedly to score their answ&fter four minutes, the experimenter
returned to the cubicle where the participant waskimag and informed participants that,
based on the scores of the leadership tests, thaldwither be the director (high power) or

the worker (low power). Next, participants respahtiethe dependent measures in the order
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described below. At the end of the study, participavere thanked, debriefed, and all
participants were paid the additional £3.

M easur es. Participants completed the dependent measures iortier described
below.

Suspicion and Manipulation checks. There was no evidence of suspicion during the
debriefing. Thus, no participant was excluded ftbe sample. The manipulation of power
was checked by asking participants which positimythad been assigned thréctor or
workern and who they thought would have more power inditgmanizational task (1 =
Director, 9 =Worke)). Legitimacy of power was checked by asking thieetxto which
participants thought their assignment to the pasitn the organizational task had been fair
(1 =Completely unfair9 =Completely faiy and legitimate (1 €ompletely illegitimate9d =
Completely legitimabde Together, these items formed a reliable saate.{1,p < .001) and
were averaged for analyses.

Desired impressions. We measured desired impressions in two ways. First,
participants were asked to imagine the upcomingraggtional task and to indicate how
important it was for them to demonstrate their cetapcefriendlinesgi.e., sociability), and
that they are a good persdne., morality) to the other participant. The response scale was a
9-point unipolar continuum ranging from gt very importantto 9 Very importany. After
this, participants indicated how they would likeb seen by the other participant on 9-point
bipolar scales, from drtelligentandefficien) to 9 ind andfriendly).® Participants were
also asked, "If you had to choose between beirgglldnd being respected by the other

participant, which would you regard as more impair24, with responses given from rhgre

® In addition to the items described here, a fougi(ranging from 1 €apableto 9 —flexible) was
used to assess how participants wanted be sedw logiter participant during the organizational task
However, in hindsight, this item does not adeqyatgpresent a forced choice between competence
and warmth, and was therefore excluded from anslyse
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important to be likepto 9 (more important to be respecdedo parallel the other two items,
we reverse scored this item, such that higher saadkécate a preference to be liked. These
items were adapted from Bergsieker, Shelton, astdd?on (2010) and, together, formed a
reliable scaleo = .72) and were averaged for analyses. Higheesaan this scale indicate a
greater desire to be liked than to be seen as demipe

Power-seeking behaviour. Power-seeking behaviour was assessed with the same
measure as in Experiment 3 (using the same chairsa@m). However, in Experiment 4
participants were told that "for the purposes eféxperiment, you can sit wherever you like.
It doesn't really matter which chair you choossit@n". Again, we recorded participant’s
seat selection (i.e., where they chose to sit).

Physical distance. Once again, at the end of the experiment, thererpater
recorded the distance between chairs (in centigletre

Ancillary measures. Again, we added some measures to gain furtherhhsp the
effects of power and legitimacy.

Perceptions of the likelihood of chanderceptions of change were assessed by
asking participants to what extent they thought, tihéhey were to take the same leadership
test again, their performance would be the sanmeNt at all 7 =Very muchand their
position as Director or Worker would be the same Mot at all 7 =Very much Together,
these items formed a reliable scale=(71,p < .001) and were averaged for analyses. The
scale was reverse coded for analyses, such thatgher the scores the more changeable
participants perceive their position to be.

Emotions We extended our emotion measure in this study mgus more
comprehensive scale that examibeghpositive and negative affect—the PANAS scale
(Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988; see Appendix Etfe items used in this scale).

Participants indicated on a 9-point scale the extewhich they experienced 20 emotions at
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that moment, including included positive (e.g.,ited;, enthusiastiay = .85) and negative
(e.g., distressed, nervoussz .79) emotions.
Results
Unless otherwise indicated, all analyses were ccteduwith 2 (Power: high vs. low)
X 2 (Legitimacy of Power: legitimate vs. illegitingg between-participants ANOVAs.
Manipulation checks. All participants correctly identified the role thesere assigned
to (director or worker). On the item enquiring who would have more poinghe task

(1=Director to 9=Worker), the ANOVA revealed noesft of legitimacyF (1, 101) = 2.76p

.100,n?=.024, but it revealed a significant effect of goy¥ (1, 101) = 5.57p = .020,n°
= .049, and a significant interaction between tHastorsF (1, 101) = 4.04p = .047 n°=
.036. Consistent with the manipulation, in all ctiots participants thought directors had
more power than workers (i.e., scores were bel@stiale mid-point). However, high-power
participants reported that Directors had relativalyre power when power was illegitimate
(M =2.08,SD = 1.13) rather than legitimat® (= 2.88,SD= 1.68),F (1, 104) = 6.45p =
.013,n2p= .059. When power was legitimate, low-power pgrdats thought Directors had
relatively more powefM = 1.92,SD = .63), than did high-power participantd € 2.88,SD
=1.68),F (1, 104) =9.38p = .003,n2p: .083. No other simple effects were significdg,<
.07,ps > .797n% < .001.

The manipulation check of legitimacy revealed theé manipulation was successful.
Participants perceived their position to be fainethe legitimate = 6.86,SD= 1.37) than
in the illegitimate conditions\ = 5.76,SD= 1.61),F (1, 101) = 13.84p < .001,1?= .118.
The main effect of poweF (1, 101) = 2.01p = .160,n°= .017, and the interactiof, (1,
101) = .03p = .868,1°< .001, were not significant.
Power -seeking behaviour. As in Experiment 3, the extent to which particigant

selected the more versus the less impressive wlaianalysed with binomial logistic
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regression with power, legitimacy, and the poweldgytimacy interaction term as predictor
variables. The main effects of powEBxp(B) = 1.53,Wald1) = 1.17,p=.279, and of
legitimacy,Exp(B) = .70,Wald1) = .80,p = .371, were not significant. However, we found a
significant interaction between power and legitimdexp(B) = .02,Wald1) = 21.08p <

.001. Simple effects were analysed with the MODPEQ®#&acro (Hayes & Matthes, 2009).
This revealed significant effects of power in thgitimateb = 2.70,SE=.70,Z = 3.86,p <
.001, and illegitimate conditionb,= -1.50,SE= .59,Z = -2.55,p = .011, but these effects
were in opposite directions. Replicating Experim&nn the legitimate condition, powerful
participants were more likely to choose the mogiremsive chair than powerless
participants. Conversely, and again replicatingdgxpent 3, in the illegitimate condition
powerless participants were more likely to chodsenhost impressive chair than powerful
participants. In addition, analyses also revealgaifsccant effects of legitimacy in the high-
power conditionp = 1.63,SE= .60,Z=2.70,p = .007, and in the low-power conditidns -
2.57,SE=.69,Z2=-3.74,p < .001, but again in opposite directions. As irpé&xment 3,
powerful participants were more likely to choose lkast impressive chair when their
position was illegitimate than when their positisas legitimate. In contrast, and new to
Experiment 4, powerless participants were mordylit@choose the most impressive chair

when their position was illegitimate than when thgmsition was legitimate (see Table 4.4).
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Table 4.4

Frequency of Chair Selection per Experimental Ctadj in Experiments 3 and 4

High Power Low Power
Legitimate lllegitimate  Legitimate Illegitimate
High Power 13 7 9 14
Exp 3 Chair
Low Power 8 18 16 10
Chair
High Power 19 9 4 19
Exp 4 Chair
Low Power 7 17 29 8
Chair

Physical distance. The ANOVA revealed a reliable interaction betweewgr and
legitimacy,F (1, 101) = 8.36p = .005,1>=.083. The effects of powek, (1, 101) = .35p =
.554,1%=.003, and of legitimacyt (1, 101) = .19p = .668,1°= .002, were non-significant.
Simple effects revealed that, as in Experimentt&mpower was legitimate, high- and low-
power participants placed the chairs at a similstadce from one another (respectivélly=
115.27,SD= 15.86;M = 107.80SD= 18.36)F (1, 104) = 2.51p = .116,n%, = .024.
However, replicating Experiment 3, when power Wiagjitimate, powerless participants
placed the chairs further apaM € 118.60SD = 16.21) than powerful participantsl &
107.27,SD=16.10)F (1, 104) =6.11p = .015,n2p= .056. In addition, simple effects
showed that powerful participants tended to plaeechairs closer to each other when their
power was illegitimate than when it was legitima&i€l, 104) = 2.89%p = .092,n2p: .027—
an effect that was also suggested but not signifiteaExperiment 3. Powerless participants,

on the other hand, placed the chairs further aplaeh their power was illegitimate than
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when it was legitimates; (1, 104) =5.53p = .021,n2p: .051, replicating the effect found in

Experiment 3 (see Table 4.5).

Table 4.5
Means and Standard Deviations Bistance between Chairs, as a Function of Power@nd

Legitimacy in Experiments 3 and 4

High Power Low Power
Legitimate lllegitimate Legitimate lllegitimate
M (SD M (SD M (SD M (SD

Exp3 123.02a(26.54) 111.08a (24.23) 113.84a (25.54) 128.96b (37.54)

Exp4 115.27a(15.86) 107.27b (16.10) 107.80a (18.36) 118.60c (16.21)

Desired impressions. The extent to which participants desired to be ssen
competent, friendly, and moral by their interactpartner was analysed with separate
ANOVAs.

Friendly. An ANOVA revealed no effect of legitimacik, (1, 101) = 1.65p = .202,1]2
= .015, a marginally significant main effect of penF (1, 101) = 3.57p = .062,n°= .032,
and a significant interaction between these facfo(4, 101) = 6.22p = .014,1?= .055 (see
Table 4.6). Simple effects revealed that when pomaes legitimate, high- and low-power
participants rated appearing friendly as equallgonant (respectivelyyl = 7.77,SD= 1.34;
M=7.92SD=1.09),F (1, 104) = .17p= .684,n2p: .002. However, when power was
illegitimate, powerful participants awarded moregyortance to being seen as friendly by
their interaction partneM = 8.08,SD=.77) than did powerless participant$ € 6.96,SD=
1.76),F (1, 104) =9.82p = .002,n2p: .087. In addition, whereas powerful participants

valued friendliness equally irrespective of howitiegate they thought their power wds(1,
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104) = .67p= .416,n2p: .006, for powerless participants friendliness Veags important
when power was illegitimate than when power wagitegte,F (1, 104) = 7.18p = .009,112IO
=.065.

Moral. An ANOVA revealed that the effects of power(1, 101) = .30p = .586,n°

.003, of legitimacyF (1, 101) = .11p = .7451?= .001, and the interactioR, (1, 101) =
2.06,p = .1541?= .020, were not significant. Overall, and comparethe mid-point of the
scale (5), participants thought it was importanbécseen as a good perstbh= 7.17,SD=
1.78),t (104) = 12.47p < .001.

Competent. An ANOVA revealed a marginally significant main eft of powerF (1,
101) = 3.68p = .058,1°= .035. Powerless participants tended to give rimpertance to
being seen as competeM € 7.74,SD = 1.13) than powerful participant¥l(= 7.23,SD =
1.52). The effect of legitimac¥; (1, 101) =.02p = .899,n2< .001, and the interactioh, (1,
101) = .03p = .869,1°< .001, were not significant.

Relative importance of being liked vs. respected. The ANOVA revealed a reliable
interaction between power and legitimacy (see Tal8gF (1, 101) =4.01p = .O48,n2:
.037. The main effects of powet,(1, 101) = 1.94p = .166,n2: .018, and of legitimacys
(1, 101) = .38p = .537,1?= .004, were not significant. Simple effects reeedahat when
power was illegitimate, powerful participants inalied a greater wish to be liked (versus
respected)M = 4.92,SD = 1.29), compared to powerless participams=(4.14,SD= 1.27),
F (1, 104) =5.95p = .Ol6,n2p: .055. In fact, when power was illegitimate, wiplewerful
participants scored at the mid-point on this megsyR5) = -.30p = .76, expressing an
equal wish to be liked and to be respected, poseparticipants scored below the mid-point,
t (26) = -3.53p = .002, expressing a greater wish to be respeletadto be liked. However,
when power was legitimate, no significant differesevere found between high- and low-

power participants (respectiveM, = 4.60,SD= .84;M = 4.74,SD=1.28),F (1, 104) = .18,
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p= .676,n2p: .001. Simple effects also showed that powerlassgpants tended to place
greater value on being respected (versus likedhwineir power position was illegitimate
than when it was legitimate, in which case theyregged a wish to be liked and respected to
a similar extentf (1, 104) = 3.51p = .064,n2p: .033. Legitimately and illegitimately
powerful participants on the other hand, did néfedisignificantly in their preferences to be
liked versus respecteH,(1, 104) = .92p = .341,n2p: .009. To summarise, illegitimately
powerless participants expressed a stronger deslre respected (versus liked) than

participants in any other condition.

Table 4.6
Means and Standard Deviations for Friendliness Rethtive Importance of Being

Liked vs. Respected, as a Function of Power anditregy

High Power Low Power
Legitimate lllegitimate Legitimate lllegitimate
M (SD M (SD M (SD M (SD

Friendliness 7.77a (1.34) 8.084.77) 7.92a (1.09) 6.96b (1.76)

Liked (vs.
4.60a (.84) 4.92a (1.29) 4.74a (1.28) 4.14b (1.27)
Respected)

Note Friendliness was measured on 9 point unipolaeftikype scales. Relative
importance of being liked (vs. respected) was meason a 9-point bipolar Likert-type

scale, with higher scores reflecting greater imgoaee of being liked.

M ediation analyses. Past work suggests that individuals employ differen
behavioural strategies depending on whether tloal ig to be liked or to be respected. For

example, individuals seeking respect are more proreagage in self-promotion and to
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appear competent to others (Jones & Pittman, 1R8&8man, 1998), whereas those aiming to
be liked are more willing to engage in intimacyated behaviour, such us attempting to form
social ties by seeking physical proximity and |egniorward (e.g., Festinger et al., 1950;
Floyd & Burgoon, 1999; Scherer & Schiff, 1973; Satker, 1980). There is thus reason to
believe that the extent to which participants wartte liked vs. respected might mediate the
effects of power and legitimacy on the behavioanabsures (chair selection and distance
between chairs).

The analyses above show that desire to be seeriadly, and desire to be liked
versus respected, displayed an interactive pattatrparalleled those observed on seat
selection and distance. As such, both these impressanagement goals were plausible
mediators of behaviour. However, inspection of elations between these and the behaviour
measures (see Table 4.7) revealed that only tagwelimportance of being liked (vs.
respected) was significantly negatively correlatgtth distance between chains< -.26,p <
.001), but not with chair selection£ .12,p = .23). Chair selection was not correlated with
either impression management goal. We therefotedeghether the extent to which
participants wanted to be liked (vs. respected)iated the effects of power and legitimacy
on their seating distance by conducting mediatedaraiion analyses via PROCESS Model
8 (Hayes, 2013). These analyses followed bootsinggmocedures—a method that is not
dependent upon a normal sampling distribution BBeacher & Hayes, 2004; Shrout &
Bolger, 2002), and generated 5000 random bootstaayples with replacement from our
initial sample setN = 105). Our mediated moderation model was thusdesith these
samples.

Analyses revealed the expected power X legitimatgraction effect on the relative
importance of being liked (vs. respected), and distince between chairs was significantly

predicted by the relative importance of being likesl respectedj,(100) = -2.13p = .036.
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Moreover, this analysis revealed that the condatiamdirect effect of the power X legitimacy
interaction on distance between chairs was positingedifferent from zerdy = 2.45,SE=

1.91 with a 95% BC (bias-corrected; see Efron, 1®®0tstrap confidence interval of .03 to
7.94 [the direct effect of the power X legitimaeyaraction when controlling for the relative
importance of being liked (vs. respectad100) = 2.49p = .015, 95% Cls = .21 & 7.64].
Analysis of the pathways between power (1V) andagise between chairs (DV) via the
relative importance of being liked (vs. respeciad)cated that this indirect path was
significant when power was illegitimate (Cls = %.98), but not when power was
legitimate (Cls = -2.93 & 1.08). Accordingly, undmnditions of illegitimacy, low-power
participants placed their chair further away frdrait (powerful) interaction partner than did
powerful participants (in relation to their powessanteraction partner) because powerless
participants placed less importance on being lk@dus respected under these conditions.
Looked at differently, the indirect path betweea kbgitimacy of power (IV) and chair
distance (DV) via the relative importance of belikgd (vs. respected) was significant when
power was low (Cls = .01 & 5.30), but not when powes high (Cls = -3.74 & .46).
Accordingly, low-power participants sat further gwieom their powerful interaction partner
under conditions of illegitimacy than legitimacydaese, when power was illegitimate,
powerless participants placed less importance orghi&ged than on being respected. These
indirect paths combine to show that low-power pgyénts had different impression
management goals in legitimate and illegitimateditoons—with the goal of being respected
heightened when power was illegitimate—and thadelgoals related to their seating

behaviour (if not seat choice).
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Table 4.7
Correlations Between Friendliness, Competence, Mgrdrelative Importance of Being
Liked (vs. Respected), Negative Affect, Chair 8eleand Distance between Chairs in

Experiment 4

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Friendliness -
2. Competence A2 -
3. Morality S59*Fx  26%* -
4. Respected vs. Liked A40%*  -30** .20 -
5. Negative Affect -.03 -.18 -.01 .008 -
6. Chair Selection 15 .03 .18 A2 -.006 -
7. Distance between Chairs -11 A1 -08  -25** 05-. -11 -

** p<.005, *p<.05

Ancillary measures.

Perceptions of change. An ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of pawe (1,
101) =5.01p= .027,n2: .046, a marginal effect of legitimady,(1, 101) = 2.87p = .093,
n?=.026, and no interaction between these facko(4, 101) = .17p = .683,1°= .002. As
expected, participants in the illegitimate condidended to think their position is more
likely to change i = 3.04,SD = 1.41) than participants in the legitimate coiodis M =
2.62,SD=1.14). However, and different from Experimenpawerless participants
perceived their position as more changealle=(3.11,SD = 1.36) than powerful participants
(M = 2.55,SD=1.17).

Emotions.

Positive emotionsA marginally significant main effect of power wasihd,F (1, 99)

=2.86,p = .094,n%°= .027. Powerful participants tended to expressempositive emotions
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(M =6.16,SD= 1.02) than powerless participants € 5.83,SD= 1.00). The effect of
legitimacy,F (1, 99) = 2.73p = .102,7°= .026, and the interactioR, (1, 99) = 1.32p =
.253,1°= .012, were not significant.

Negative emotiong he effects of powef (1, 99) = 1.06p = .306,n°= .010, and of
legitimacy,F (1, 99) = .82p = .369,n?= .008, were not significant. The interaction was
marginally significantF (1, 99) = 3.38p = .069,1? = .032. Simple effects revealed that when
power was legitimate, high- and low-power particisaexpressed similar levels of negative
emotions (respectivelyl = 2.29,SD=.91;M = 2.14,SD= .9),F (1, 99) = .34p = .562,n2p
=.003. However, when power was illegitimate, loower participants expressed more
negative emotiond = 2.65,SD = 1.02) than high-power participantd € 2.12,SD= .87),
F(1,99)=432p= .O4O,n2p: .041. In addition, high-power participants exgezbsimilar
levels of negative emaotions, irrespective of legécy of powerF (1, 99) = .45p = .503,112p
=.004, whereas powerless participants expressed negative emotions when power was
illegitimate than when power was legitimafe(1, 99) = 3.94p = .050,n2p: .038. Negative
emotion was not, however, correlated with seatagor seating distance (Table 4.7) and did
not explain the effects observed on these.

Discussion

The results of Experiment 4 replicate and exteeditidings of Experiment 3. Again,
the results show that powerful and powerless ppaéitts' seat choice mirrored their power
positions but only when power was legitimate. W& again reversed when power was
illegitimate. That is, when power was illegitimases, in Experiment 3, powerful participants
were more likely to concede power by choosing #ast impressive instead of the most
impressive chair. New to Experiment 4, we found tegitimacy of power also reliably
affected powerless participants' choice of chamatTis, illegitimacy (vs. legitimacy) of

power also reversed seat selection for powerlegipants. Specifically, when power was
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illegitimate, powerless participants selected fmmiselves the most impressive chair, leaving
the least impressive chair for their illegitimat@lgwerful partner. Although Experiment 3
already suggested this behavioural pattern foptiveerless, it failed to achieve the

traditional level of significance. However, by madiit salient in Experiment 4 that seat
choice was unrelated to participants' role as Darscor Workers, powerless participants had
the chance to be less focussed on what they thaugyietthe task requirements and their
responsibilities as Workers and, instead, be megpansive to the manipulation of

legitimacy and to their feelings towards their ratgion partner.

Also replicating Experiment 3, participant's phgsidistance from their interaction
partner was also modified by perceptions of legatisnof power. As in Experiment 3,
legitimacy affected powerless participants’ physdiatance from their partner, so that
powerless participants who perceived their powdretdlegitimate chose greater physical
distance from their powerful interaction partnertlparticipants in the legitimate conditions.
A marginally significant tendency was found for paful participants to seek closeness to
their interaction partner.

Experiment 4 additionally provides insights inte {psychological mechanisms that
might be responsible for these effects. Specifycéiie results of this study allow us to
establish that participants' desire for physicatatice (but not seat choice) is linked to their
impression management goals. The results showptvegrless participants (but not powerful
participants) had different impression managemeatsgin legitimate and in illegitimate
conditions regarding their wish to be liked (vspected). Accordingly, for powerless
participants it was less important to be liked (espected) by their interaction partner when
power was illegitimate (vs. legitimate). Importantlesults also show that powerless
participants' goal to be respected related tortbeeased physical distance to their interaction

partner, in this very same condition of illegitiyg@s. when power was legitimate). This
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suggests that powerless individuals strategicaljyst their behaviour (i.e., the distance that
they want to keep from their powerful partners)rsti@t it meets their social interaction
goals—in this case, to be respected. Importartily,dlso supports the idea that the power-
related behaviour examined in these studies staihhsast in part, from self-focused
motivations (such as the goal to be seen by othatssired ways), rather than merely from
the motivation to affect the others’ position. Ha®g it is important to note that impression
management goals did not mediate chair selectibis. Might be because chair selection was
indeed affected both by self-focused concerns grtidodesire to either grant or remove
power from the interaction partner. Alternativelyis might be due to the fact that the
measure of social distance offers more variabflig;, a greater range of responses), whereas
chair selection is a dichotomous measure and, ftirerdess variable, which might render a
meditation via impression management goals haaldetect.

Regarding the possibility that participants' powalated behaviour was driven by
how they experienced power rather than by the gbalghad for the social interaction, our
manipulation check of power revealed that low-popeaticipants thought power holders had
more power than powerless participants in both timmd of legitimacy. This supports our
argument that the effect of legitimacy on powerleasdicipants’ behaviour was not guided
by their feelings of power. In contrast, high-powarticipants thought they had more power
when power was illegitimate than when it was leggtie. However, this did not translate into
their behaviour as they enacted less power whengbsition was illegitimate—which
corresponds to the condition in which they thougky had more power—than when it was
legitimate. Instead, the selection of the less eapive chair might suggest a defensive
reaction to the possibility of power change thatgsociated with illegitimate (but not
legitimate) power structures and, thus, furthempsuts our argument that high-power

participants' responses were aimed at maintainngep
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Whereas the powerless used physical distancentoncmicate their motivation to
achieve respect and power, our data does not sutpgeépower holders used physical
closeness to communicate their impression managegoafs. Results showed that power
holders wanted to be seen by their interactiompas friendly, moral, competent, and
wanted to be liked to the same extent as they wantbe respected, irrespective of
legitimacy. This might be due to the fact thattiwgk given to power holders was to perform
the role of Director, which they may have assodiateéh morality, sociability, and
competence (Cuddy, Glick, & Beninger, 2011) in batinditions of legitimacy. Since
powerful individuals deploy attention more seleetvand seek information that is
particularly relevant to their goals and needs (@te, 2007b, 2010), it is possible that when
power was illegitimate they were not only sensitwe¢he situational clues of illegitimacy but
also to the alleged purposes of the experimentjsheo their role as Directors. Therefore,
power holders might have had two concurrently atéigt goals when there was an impending
threat to their power (that is, when power wagitienate)—to perform well as Director but
also to keep that privileged position—and only dgleal of being a good Director when their
power was legitimate and secure. Consequently, pbalders awarded great importance to
the dimensions that they might have associated twéhiole of Director (morality,
sociability, and competence) when power was legitexand when it was illegitimate, but
behaved differently in these two conditions becallsgitimate (but not legitimate) power
structures might have threatened the deservingsf@leir superiority, which they were
motivated to protect and maintain.

Our ancillary measures revealed that, as expedigifimacy increased perceptions
of the likelihood of change, which confirms thd¢gitimate power structures tend to be
perceived as less secure. Powerless participastdgalceived their position to be more

changeable than the powerful, which is differeatrfrwhat we found in Experiment 3.
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Furthermore, whereas powerful participants expaesserall more positive emotions, the
powerless expressed more negative emotions whearpeas illegitimate relative when
power was legitimate. These results appear to bsistent with the behaviour displayed by
the powerless, but they do not provide much insigiat the behaviour of the powerful. Also,
these measures are uncorrelated to the behavioeedures. As such, emotional processes or
expectations about change do not seem sufficiemtptain the behavioural choices of both
low and high-power people under different condgian legitimacy.
General Discussion

People intuitively tend to believe that one's poyeerdack of it) magnifies the
expression of power-related behaviour. Those watlvgy are normally expected to actively
demonstrate their power to others whereas thosdadkqower are often expected to
behave in ways that show subordination and accegtaitheir powerlessness. Social
psychological research, however, has suggestedhiBagxpected behaviour does not always
occur: Powerless individuals are sometimes wiltmgbject to the powerful (e.g., Van
Zomeren & lyer, 2009; Van Zomeren & Klandermansl D0 and the powerful can be
reluctant to show their power and might even carsancessions to the powerless (e.g.,
Chow et al., 2013; Goff et al., 2013; Lammers gt2008). With this research, we propose
that the legitimacy of power structures (i.e., Hegitimate individuals perceive their relative
social position to be) provides insight into whba powerless and the powerful behave in
ways that mirror their power positions, and whethvidual behavioural choices differ from
one's current power. Specifically, we propose amahstrate that individuals behave in a
manner that reflects their current high and low eowhen social structures are legitimate,
but this reverses for the powerless when powectsires are illegitimate. Given that past
research suggests that the powerful can emplogusbehavioural strategies (inhibition,

authoritarian protection of power, or concessianthée powerless) when responding to
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illegitimate power, we did not make specific preains about which of these behaviour
strategies would be adopted by the powerful in¢bisdition of illegitimacy.

Two studies supported our hypotheses in relabdaditimate power conditions and
in relation to the powerless, and demonstrated thewowerful are likely to respond to
illegitimate power in relational settings. Relatteewhen power was legitimate, when it was
illegitimate the powerful were less likely to belawally signal their power (Experiments 3
and 4) and tended to seek closeness to their pesegariteraction partner (Experiment 4).
Conversely, when power was illegitimate, powerlessviduals were more likely to
behaviourally seek power (Experiment 4) and physisdance from their powerful
interaction partner (Experiments 3 and 4). Clani§ythese behavioural patterns, our findings
indicated that the illegitimately powerless incephysical distance from their powerful
interaction partner because they were driven bgiBpémpression management goals: They
wanted to be more respected than liked and comrataaichis desire through their behaviour
(Experiment 4). This research therefore extendsyak in at least two major ways: it
demonstrates that perceptions of legitimacy modgratver-related behaviour, aihdhows
that behaviour can be used strategically to comaat@iindividual goals during social
interactions.
Per ceptions of L egitimacy M oder ate Power -Related Behaviour

The present research shows that the link betweespand power-related behaviour
is not invariant but rather it can be modified bg perceived legitimacy of power structures.
Importantly, we go beyond past research by examipowerful and powerless individuals'
actual behaviour, rather than behavioural intestias they respond to the possibility of
power change that is embedded in illegitimate nadvias. Furthermore, the current research

suggests that these behavioural choices might be stiategic than previously expected, in
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that perceptions of legitimacy also moderate irdiial's goals during social interactions
which, in turn, predict their behaviour.

The studies presented here seem to be consistérmuwy previous chapter examining
motivations, and with previous work on the samedde.g., Keltner et al., 2003; Lammers et
al., 2008). The possibility of power change that@unds illegitimate social structures
reverses the approach and avoidance motivationsutba@xperienced by powerless and
powerful individuals, relative to when social stiwes are legitimate. Because illegitimacy
signals an opportunity to change current low sati@hding, the powerless become more
attuned to the possibility of moving up in the sdatructure, and approach power and
respect. Consequently, they are more likely to gaga approach-related behaviour when
power is illegitimate (vs. legitimate). For exampleey approach respect by claiming
external clues of power, such as impressive chaid by emulating behaviour that is
typically associated with power holders, such asdgmore distant (e.g., Glick & Fiske,
2001,b; Maddux et al., 2008).

In contrast, illegitimately powerful individual&pceive a threat to their current
privileged positions and become more avoidant bee#uwey want to secure their power (e.g.,
Ellemers et al., 1990; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). P@stearch has shown that this avoidance can
manifest in a variety of ways, such as authoritasia, appeasement, and inhibition (e.g.,
Chow et al., 2013; Goff et al, 2013; Lammers et2008; Reicher & Haslam, 2006).
Interestingly, our findings seem to indicate thawvprful individuals respond to illegitimate
power by stepping down from their power positiond,ahus, potentially engaging in
appeasement-related behaviour. Although we didindtsignificant differences regarding
the effect of legitimacy on the goals power holdead for the interaction, making
concessions to the powerless (such as concedingssipe chairs) and seeking physical

closeness might be indicative of a desire for atipesrelation, in which comfortable and
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intimate interactions are customary (e.g., Geisévict.aren, 1976; Festinger et al., 1950).
These behavioural choices, although positive orstiniace, might be designed to reduce and
prevent the potential threat of power change shahexisting hierarchies are maintained.
Behaviour asa Tool to Communicate | ndividual Goals During Social Interactions

Past research has shown that power tends to lgaattioular behavioural patterns:
Power increases expansive gestures, the amounted that people speak, and even the
maintenance of eye contact (e.g., Dittmann, 19®idlo & Ellyson, 1985; Hall et al.,
2005). Others have shown that power differencdghaviour are actually able to guide
people’s sense of power (Carney, Cuddy, & Yap, 2CHen et al., 2001). Extending this
work, the current research shows that power-sigmggaliehaviours can not only reflect
existing power relations, but actually serve to ommicate desired power relations. In
addition, this work suggests that physical disteamoe power-signalling behaviour can also
be used as vehicles to express one's intentiomsgdswcial interactions. Because powerless
individuals wish to be respected by the powerfu smmove up in the power structure when
this is illegitimate, they adjust their behaviogcardingly by claiming external clues of
power and seeking physical distance from the pawesfich is the type of behaviour that
best embodies power in that context. In contrastdmceding the impressive chair and
pursuing physical closeness, power holders migiineonicate their desire for a positive
interaction by stepping down from their power piositwhile expecting to ameliorate the
responses of the powerless to undeserved posdmhsthus, to keep their social advantage.

Alternatively, physical distance can also be e of attempts to avoid conflict.
Because illegitimate hierarchies are expected tchbeacterized by conflict between those
seeking to change their undeserved low power apgktheeking to maintain their undeserved
high power, both powerful and powerless individualght use physical distance to avoid

conflicting interactions. However, they might doismpposed ways because they also hold
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different goals relative to social interactiongslindeed known that conflict can be avoided
by employing contrasting behavioural responsesgtample, powerful and powerless
individuals often avoid conflict by adopting complentary power postures (Tiedens &
Fragale, 2003). Anticipating that claiming powedaaspect might result in conflict with the
powerful, powerless individuals might communicdteit desire to avoid conflicting
interactions by increasing physical distance. Coselg, power holders might avoid conflict
by seeking closeness so as to express their desmenon-abrasive interaction with the
powerless.
Future Directions

One particularly interesting finding in this chapis that power holders can behave in
a more positive and benevolent fashion with thelrosdinates when their power can be
guestioned—i.e., when it is illegitimate. This migimerge for different reasons. The
responsibility that power holders feel they hawednls the powerless might shape their
behavioural choices. For example, there is evidématepower can be interpreted as granting
a sense of responsibility for subordinates (Sasgenlkllemers, & Scheepers, 2012) and a
greater sense of responsibility render power heldesre considerate when forming
impressions of their subordinates and more gendmwards them (e.g., Chen et al., 2001;
Overbeck & Park, 2001). This is important becatishows that a sense of responsibility
towards subordinates might determine the way pdwkters respond to threat and, perhaps,
even how threat itself is perceived. For instartds,possible that perceiving power as a
responsibility towards others rather than an oppoty for the self, renders powerful
individuals more avoidant of power positions (Sabseg et al., 2012). Consequently, power
holders might disengage (to some extent) from {h&iver roles, and display more genuine
concerns for the powerless because the latter tieepeesent threat when power positions are

unwanted. On the other hand, power holders' irdastio promote, at least superficially, a
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positive rather than a negative interaction withitipowerless interaction partner can also
demonstrate that exerting authority or oppresdiwegobwerless (i.e., by stereotyping and
discriminating) might not always be the favourespb@nses to power threats. Rather, power
holders can attempt to maintain social structuyesrngaging in behaviour that is perceived to
be more positive and benign, not necessarily becpower holders feel particularly
responsible for the powerless but because thistrbiglperceived as a more successful way
to keep power while avoiding conflict. Future reasbashould examine whether positive
relations established between powerful and powertetividuals and groups is driven by
genuine concerns or by more self-serving goalsitdarce/change power structures while
avoiding conflict, and whether a sense of respalitgiland how it is perceived) impacts on
this positive behaviour.

Although it was not within the scope of this PhDet@amine what conditions render
the powerful more likely to favour benevolent (s@shappeasement and concessions of
power) or aggressive (such as assertive displagsweér) behavioural strategies when
responding to power threat, future research coddbtesss this question and, perhaps, find new
venues for research in the work presented heréogercinspection of our method and
findings might help understand when which behawabaf these strategies is likely to be
employed by power holders. On the one hand, thicjpeants that took part in the
experiments reported in this chapter were mostiyale participants. Past research has
shown that relative to men, women are more likelgxpress affiliative social behaviour in
response to stress, such as befriending an enegiyT{aylor, Klein, Lewis, Gruenewald,
Gurung, & Updegraff, 2000), and are more likelyetage in benevolent strategies to gain
compliance, such as being ingratiating or charniég., Carli, 1991, 1999; Falbo, 1982;
Falbo & Peplau, 1980). In line with this work, diundings might suggest that, when

responding to illegitimate power structures, coradao men, women might also
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preferentially adopt behavioural strategies thatraore benevolent and pro-social (such as
appeasing the powerless), rather than confrontidmus, had our sample been less female
dominated we might have found more confrontatioesponses—and had we secured a
sufficient number of male and female participanésmight have found gender to moderate
these behavioural patterns. Another aspect of theepure that might be responsible for
these relatively responses is that although ppéidis perceived illegitimate power
conditions as more illegitimate and unfair thantletate ones, they did not perceive strong
illegitimacy in these conditions. It is possiblathvhen illegitimacy is extreme, power threat
might seem more imminent and, consequently, powklens’ responses become less
strategic and more emotionally-driven (e.g., Hasla@94). That is, when illegitimacy is
strong, the powerful might be more prone to “figlgtback” rather than engaging in
appeasement-related strategies.

Another possible limitation of the experimental ggdure used in the two studies
reported in this chapter relates to the method tsedsign of participants to high- and low-
power roles. Even though the description of themstions clearly established differences in
power between “Directors” and “Workers”, it alsopided a brief explanation of what it
meant to be a Director and a Worker. Specificdiyectors and Workers were described to
be good in doing different things: Directors atlea#ing solutions and looking at the big
picture; Workers at generating solutions and pgttirem into practice. Thus, powerless
participants might have perceived that, even thdhgl were in a subordinate position, and
had no control over others (which complies with deénition of social power), they at least
had some control over their own outcomes. As erplthearlier in this thesis, our focus is on
social power, not on perceived control, as suclms eans that, even if powerless
participants felt more ‘in control’ than intendeley still had no control over others, whereas

powerful participants did. Nevertheless, one mgliggest that this does not reflect typical
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situations of powerlessness, where individualsnofte not have control over their own
outcomes either. As such, we should be tentativewvgeneralizing these findings to other,
perhaps more traditional, interpersonal power odatén any case, this is a speculative
explanation that future research should put to test

Future research could also investigate what $dyébavioural strategies are
employed when the powerful-powerless interactiamaetually be conflicting, for example,
when the perception of the legitimacy of power duces is rather contradictory. When the
powerless perceive social structures to be illegite, but the powerful perceive them to be
legitimate, both parties might be motivated to algand claim power. The question that
remains is which party is willing to make concessiand step down from their pursuit of
power? Perhaps conflicting interactions are mooa@to trigger authoritarian displays of
power by the powerful, only to be met with greatistance by the powerless.

In conclusion, in this chapter we provide furtbgrdence that the role of the
perceived legitimacy of social hierarchies is calian shaping how individuals perceive
power relations, in determining what they expegtrfrsocial interactions and, ultimately,
how they behaviourally respond to their power posg. We believe that the insights gained
from this examination challenge extant researchahggests a fairly linear link between
power and its produced behaviour by successfulbyveilg when and why people might
behave in ways that can contradict their presewepoT hus, this work illustrates how the
social world is a continuously negotiated realigpveeen those who seek to maintain their
superiority and those who seek an alternative @rrsf society and, importantly, how the
expectations they hold during social interacticarsd(how they communicate these desires)

shape their behaviour when creating and defininggpoelations.
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Chapter 5: The Effectsof L egitimacy of Power and Social Dominance Orientation on

Help Offering by Powerful Group Membersand by Third Party Observers

Social psychological research has demonstrategtvegr structures can be
maintained when powerful groups exert their autig@nd the powerless obey, or otherwise
internalize, their disadvantage (e.g., Fiske, 1@3pdwin, Gubin, Fiske, & Yzerbyt, 2000).
However, as suggested by the previous chapterdnhsis, power holders can also manage
threats to their power by behaving in a positivd appeasing fashion (e.g., by stepping down
from their power position and by seeking closerieshe powerless). Although some of
these behaviours might be motivated by a genuisgeld® concede power, seemingly
positive behaviours could also be motivated bysrdeo protect and maintain power.
Indeed, previous work suggests that when attempaimgaintain social hierarchies,
advantaged group members can strategically engagere benevolent and positive
intergroup behaviour. For example, advantaged gnoembers have been shown to
downplay the existence of conflict with anothesfl@dvantaged) group, especially when the
advantaged seek to improve their group statusirigstone, Sweetman, Bracht, & Haslam,
2015). Research has also shown that advantaged grembers can strategically use
situations of intergroup contact in ways that helgsn legitimize power disparities by
focusing on what they share with powerless grotgiber than on intergroup power
disparities (Saguy, Dovidio, & Pratto, 2008). Emgihang commonalities can promote a
shared identity between groups and, thus, boostgtiye relations between them, but it can
also strategically cloak group-based identities mleges (Dovidio, Gaertner, Niemann, &
Snider, 2001; Ruscher, 2001; Saguy et al., 2008).

With respect to actual behaviour, past work has si®wn that advantaged group
members can strategically engage in actions tiead@rvardly benign (e.g., Jackman, 1994),

such as providing help (Nadler, 2002; Nadler & Hgl2006), particularly when such
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positive behaviour perpetuates power structurese&eh in this area has established that
members of powerful groups are inclined to offgpetalency- (rather than autonomy-)
oriented assistance to less advantaged groupfiaanithked this to individual and collective
motivations to maintain intergroup differentiativadler, Harpaz-Gorodeisky, & Ben-
David, 2009). However, the interplay between thadeszidual and collective motives for
help offering has yet to be fully examined. Thisipart because past research in this area
has mainly focused on the perspective of thoseavbanvested in the power hierarchy—i.e.,
the powerful—leaving unanswered questions abouinbivations behind intergroup
helping when concerns around group power are riteadn this chapter, our goal is thus to
advance knowledge of the motivations underlyingpimgl behaviour by examining the
interplay between structural factors (the perceiegitimacy of power structures and an
individual’'s own position in the power hierarchy)daindividual tendencies (social
dominance orientation) in shaping the willingnesselp the powerless.
Outgroup Helping: A Strategic Tool to Reinforce Power Structures

Past research has demonstrated that helping beinasidriven by various factors, for
example, by empathy, by a desire for positive sajfard, by the fact that helping others
makes people feel good about themselves, or bingsedf sympathy towards the
disadvantaged (e.g., Batson, 1991; Harth, Kes&leeach, 2008; lyer, Leach, & Crosby,
2003; Leach, Snider, & lyer, 2002; Omoto & Snydé&r95; Penner, Dovidio, Piliavin, &
Schroeder, 2005; Yinon & Landau, 1987). Howeverene work has also suggested that the
extent to which people provide help might also ivated by the desire to maintain power
relations and social advantage (e.g., Nadler, 2R@8jer & Halabi, 2006; Nadler et al.,
2009; Sturmer & Snyder, 2010; Sturmer, Snyder, Krd& Siem, 2006). For instance, it has
been shown that individuals high in prejudice objeaffirmative action policies (which

constitute empowering forms of assistance) suchthiedr in-group's social advantage is
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maintained (Augustinos, Ahrnes, & Innes, 1994)bBtating on these ideas, the intergroup
helping as power relations model (IHPR - see Na@@02; Nadler & Halabi, 2006)
integrates aspects of social identity theory (Tajf@78; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) with insights
from research on helping relations (e.g., Nadlg871 1998) and posits that offers of help are
dependent on three major factors: The nature qf ite!f (dependency- vs. autonomy-
related help), situational determinants (such ag ¢noups are positioned in social
hierarchies), and individual differences relevanthe perception of social hierarchies.

The nature of help: Dependency vs. autonomy-oriented help. Helping intentions
and behaviour can be shaped by the nature of {peohavided, that is, by its dependency or
autonomy orientation (Nadler, 1997, 1998, 2002)pd&wlency-oriented help consists of
providing a full solution to a problem—for examplixing broken equipment on someone
else’s behalf. This form of help renders the remipdependent on the helper, and thereby
can reinforce existing power differentials betwées parties involved. Because dependency-
oriented help emphasizes the recipient’s infeydiiMadler, 2002), this type of help is likely
to be favoured by individuals or group members whek to secure their social advantage,
while at the same time projecting a positive impi@s to others (i.e., being helpful). By
contrast, autonomy-oriented help consists on pmogithe recipient with tools to solve
problems on their own—for example, showing somdane to fix their broken equipment.
This form of help circumvents dependency becausmpgowers the recipient to solve future
problems by themselves (Nadler, 2002). Whereagprbvsion of dependency-oriented help
(on its own) can be seen to signal the motivattomaintain power relations, autonomy-
related help reflects a more genuinely other-fodusmncern with the wellbeing of those who
are helped.

Situational deter minants. L egitimacy of intergroup relations. Drawing on social

identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), the IHPRodel posits that features of the social
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structure within which groups are embedded—thahisiy permeability, legitimacy, and
stability—shape group-member’s motivations andehgrinfluence intergroup helping
behaviour. Crucially, since stable and legitima#tus differences tend to be accepted by
both high- and low-status group members, the belhawaf advantaged group members in
legitimate structures is less likely to be motivhby status protection motives than when
structures are unstable or illegitimate (Ellemess) Knippenberg, & Wilke, 1990; Ellemers,
Wilke, & van Knippenberg, 1993; Scheepers, Spdaossje, & Manstead, 2006; see also
Chapter 4 of this thesis). Consequently, when $gtiactures are stable or legitimate,
advantaged group members are expected to helpshdvdntaged when help is needed and
without being guided by concerns around the maantea of power differences. Conversely,
when social structures are unstable or illegitimed@cerns to maintain threatened power
should guide the help offered by the powerful ® powerless. Indeed, providing help to the
powerless might ultimately empower them and makentpotential competitors to a superior
power position, especially when the powerless miighinotivated to overcome an
undeserved disadvantaged position (that is, wharepstructures are deemed illegitimate).
Thus, advantaged group members’ interest to maiti@ir superior social standing might be
better served when a potential for direct sociahpetition with a powerless outgroup is
minimized (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; see also Van Kpgpberg, 1978, 1984). In the context of
this chapter, strategically making the powerleggeddent on the powerful (or limiting their
possibility to be autonomous) might be the stratibgy best serves the interests of
advantaged group members. Since dependency-rélelg@an reinforce the powerless
group’s dependency, powerful group members ardylikeincrease this form of help (and
decrease autonomy-related help) when they pertiedrepower as illegitimate. These basic
predictions have been supported with respect fafgebehaviour in hierarchies defined by

status differences (e.g., Harpaz-Gorodeisky & Na@@08; Nadler et al., 2009). In the
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present research we aim to complement this worxdaynining similar dynamics in the
context of power relations between groups.

Individual differences: Social dominance orientation. Powerful groups members’
willingness to provide help can also be influenbgdndividual inclinations to protect and
enhance hierarchical inequalities. Social dominam@ntation (SDO) is an ideological
position that represents a desire for group-basedrthnce and social inequality (e.g., Pratto,
Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994; Sidanius & Roa1999). Individuals with a
dispositional need for stratified environments (tisaindividuals high in SDO) are more
inclined to think and act in ways that legitimizc®l inequalities and reinforce power
hierarchies. By contrast, individuals low in SD@ amore inclined to attenuate hierarchical
differences and to engage in behaviour that redpoe®r disparities (e.g., Esses, Dovidio,
Jackson, & Armstrong, 2001; Pratto & Lemieux, 208idanius & Pratto, 1999; Sidanius,
Pratto, & Bobo, 1996).

With respect to intergroup helping, given that Iregdehaviour can sometimes be
used to maintain and enhance power inequalitiesstifategic use of help—both whether
help is offered, and what kind—might be particylaVident amongst power holders who are
high in SDO. Consistent with this reasoning, Jankaaod Esses (2000) showed that Canadian
citizens who were high in SDO were less willingofter assistance to immigrants, and to the
extent that help was offered they were also leppative of autonomy-related forms of
help. Thus, it seems that individuals who are nadéd to maintain systems of hierarchical
differentiation are also prone to do so by withladdhelp from the powerless, or by limiting

help to forms that encourage dependency or disgewaatonomy.
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How Situational and Individual Deter minants Might Combine to Shape I ntergroup
Help

Research on intergroup helping so far suggesth#iptoffers might vary depending
on the presence of threats to the power positigpoténtial helpers, on individual levels of
SDO, and on the type of help under consideratimweéVer, research examining how
situational and individual factors combine to affé® extent and nature of intergroup help is
scarce. Some previous work by Nadler and colleaghews that intergroup help is jointly
determined by situational threats to group stahasiadividual differences in group
identification (Nadler, 2002; Nadler et al., 200@)e thus aim to extend this knowledge by
examining whether legitimacy of power and indivibdidferences in SDO similarly affect
intergroup helping. Since SDO motivates individualprotect the status quo, we expect that
its effects will be most pronounced when the stguusis threatened, that is, when power
relations are illegitimate.

This same reasoning was also proposed and tesgestirly by Halabi, Dovidio, and
Nadler (2008), who only documented a negative efEDO on helping intentions.
Although main and interactive effects of power #tren willingness to provide help were not
significant, it was nonetheless apparent that tfezieof SDO was amplified in the power
threat condition. Accordingly, this work might suegg that status threat reduces willingness
to provide help amongst high SDO individuals butamongst those lower in SDO. When
discussing the absence of a significant interadtetveen these factors, the authors
acknowledge that, in their study, power threat oerationalized in terms of relative group
status: High-status groups were assumed to exgergpower threat, whereas low-status
groups were not. As argued within social identitgdry, however, high-status group
members do not necessarily experience threat togheileged position. Indeed, social

identity theory proposes that the extent to whiig/nfstatus group members experience a
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threat to their position depends on other charaties of the social structure, such as the

perceived legitimacy of the group’s relative pasis. We thus argue that SDO is likely to

affect helping by high-power group members morersjty when power is illegitimate than
when it is legitimate.

Outgroup Helping by Third Party Observers

The second goal of this research is to better whaled what motivates powerful
groups members’ helping intentions by comparingé¢he the intentions of external
observers. Observers can also choose whether andothen to provide help, to whom, and
in what way. Observers might also share with mesbg&powerful groups many motives to
provide help (empathy, genuine care, cost-benefisiclerations). Critically, however,
observers are independent of the power structategthverns relations between the powerful
and the powerless. Therefore, compared to powgrtwlp members, observers are expected
to be un-invested in, and independent of, the peivactures that are external to them, which
might limit their expectations about consolidatpmwver in these hierarchies and, thus, limit
the benefits that providing help might have toitloevn position in these structures. For this
reason—and in contrast to help offered by the pauwetthe help observers might provide
does not reinforce their own power, at least nahensame way as help offered by the
powerful to the powerless. Comparing the helpinigavéour of third party observers and
powerful group members can therefore shed lighterstrategic and group-serving nature of
powerful group members’ intentions of help.

Third parties might provide help with the aim obfacting or reinforcing power
relations, especially if they endorse specificusgtdégitimizing ideologies, such as SDO
(Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Indeed, as suggestatidoyHPR model, to the extent that
individuals hold status legitimizing ideologiesethare less likely to engage in behaviours

that might change the status quo (such as by isicrgautonomy- while decreasing
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dependency-related help) and more likely to engadgpehaviours that reinforce the status
guo (such as by increasing dependency-while deagastonomy-related help). However,
the specific conditions under which such ideololyedriven help emerges among observers
could be expected to differ from the conditiond tnzde help given by the powerful. For
observers, SDO could be expected to determinentfoiat and kind of help offered,
irrespective of the legitimacy of power differen¢an issue that primarily concerns the
powerful, rather than observers). On the other haimduld also be expected that
illegitimacy of the hierarchy might increase obs#s’ tendencies to empathise with and act
in the interests of the powerless, irrespectiviheir own levels of SDO. Indeed, when
injustices are clear, this can over-ride tendentwd®e guided by pre-existing beliefs when
responding to inequality (Song Hing, Bobocel, & ZaR002). In comparison, when
hierarchies are legitimate, observers might readtifev on existing beliefs to interpret and
respond to these.

In sum, we suggest that observers, just like pawgrbup members, might vary in
the ways in which they decide to help powerlessigsgoHowever, observers' helping
behaviour is expected to contrast with the helfnelgaviour of the powerful in terms of
precisely when it is used. Whereas powerful grogmimers might try to reinforce their
group’s power position by providing more dependeratgted help and less autonomy-
related help especially when power structureslegtimate, illegitimate power structures
might motivate observers to restore social equaliy the legitimacy that was lost by
increasing their offers of help to powerless groupder such conditions (i.e., offering all
forms of help to a higher degree). Further, wheiléagitimacy is expected to amplify the
effect of SDO among the powerful because illegitiyndnreatens their position in the social

hierarchy, legitimacy is expected to amplify théeets of SDO among observers because,
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unless unfairness is clear and explicit, obsemeght fall back on default ideological
positions when interpreting and responding to gsaopwhich they are unconnected.
The Present Resear ch

We examined whether the extent and nature of irdapyhelp varies as function of
the interplay between one’s place in a power stinecfobserver vs. powerful), the legitimacy
of power, and individual differences in SDO. Papiants imagined a social setting in which
two groups had different power that was establishéter by legitimate or by illegitimate
means. In the first study, participants were timedty observers of the intergroup situation. In
the second study, participants were either catstamole of observers or as members of the
powerful group. In both studies we asked participatout their willingness to provide
dependency- and autonomy-related help to the lowepgroup, and measured their levels of
SDO at the end of each study.

Our main interest was in the behaviour of powegholup members under different
conditions of legitimacy. In line with the IHPR maldwe hypothesized that when power
structures are legitimate, the powerful are noteoned with the maintenance of power
structures and are less likely to withdraw helprfritne powerless, irrespective of their SDO
levels. However, when power structures are illetatie, we expected that the powerful
would generally be inclined to withdraw autonomiated help, but not dependency-related
help. Furthermore, we would expect the role ofvidiial differences in SDO to become
more active under conditions of illegitimate powehne powerful who are high in SDO were
expected to be especially unwilling to offer autaryerelated help, although they might be
willing to offer dependency-related help.

To provide further insight into the strategic, gydup-serving, nature of powerful
group member’s helpful intentions, we felt it wagportant to compare these to an alternative

group that was also in a position to help, butimgtlicated in the specific power hierarchy—
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that is, third party observers. However, in theeslog of literature regarding observers'
intergroup helping behaviour, our reasoning fos trioup is largely exploratory.
Nonetheless, we propose that when power structueekegitimate, observers are likely to
behave in ways that reflect their SDO levels: Obsex high in (vs. low) SDO would be more
willing to offer dependency-related help and leding to offer autonomy-related help to a
powerless group. When power structures are iliegite, observers are expected to help a
powerless group in reversing the power distribytimespective of their SDO levels.

Given that little is known about helping offeredthyrd parties, Experiment 5 began
by examining the observer perspective only. Expenin® aimed to test the complete set of
factors by including both observer and powerfukpectives.

Experiment 5

The aim of Experiment 5 is to examine whether tpiagty observers use helping
relations in a strategic fashion, depending orrt8BIO and on perceptions of legitimacy of
power relations. Vignettes were used to introdupewer structure and manipulate its
legitimacy, and SDO was measured at the end ddttiyy. We adapted previously used
paradigms using scenarios involving extra-terrasheings (e.g., Castano & Giner-Sorolla,
2006; Dasgupta, Banaji, & Abelson, 1999) and esthétl a power hierarchy between these
groups. Using such scenarios allows us to achiem&a over the experimental context in
that perceptions will be guided merely by the infation provided, since participants will
have no other knowledge about the groups.

Method

Design and Participants. A total of 117 students at the University of Exgg5s
females, 32 maledlage= 20.26,SD = 4.35) completed an online questionnaire and were
randomly allocated to one of two experimental cbads—they either read about a

legitimate power structure or about an illegitimpéaver structure. Participants’ social
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dominance orientation was also assessed and usedoaginuous predictor. The
guestionnaire took around 15 minutes to compleddidpants chose either to receive 0.5
course credits or to enter a lottery draw for twiags of £20 (approximately 31.40 US
Dollars).

Procedure. Participants were recruited via SONA Systems (Pslpgly Research
Participation System at the University of Exet@d).the instructions, information, and
guestions were delivered via computer, throughQbeltrics online survey platform.
Responses were automatically recorded by Qualtrics.

Participants read that the study aimed to collpations about an animation film that
students at a local College (corresponding totVastyears of high school) were ostensibly
creating. Participants learned that the animaitiomWas about two alien species (the
Menkab and the Kochab) that found and colonizedseded planet (Alari). They read that
these two groups decided to set up a committeeprésentatives of both species to manage
the planet and distribute resources. Both spege=ed to count the total number of
individuals of each species living in that plarsetd the species with the largest population
would be given more seats on the committee andagaitrol over Alari. In the legitimate
condition, participants read that the Menkab tethll.660.900 inhabitants, whereas the
Kochab totalled 4.900.006 inhabitants in Alari. 8sonsequence, the Menkab were awarded
more seats on the committee and gained controlAkaer. In the illegitimate condition,
participants read that, to increase their numbeesifients in Alari, the Menkab decided to
relocate a very large number of individuals froraittoriginal planet to Alari. As a
consequence of this relocation, the Menkab nowléatd.660.900 inhabitants, whereas the
Kochab totalled 4.900.006 inhabitants. The Menkais gained control over the committee.
That is, all participants read that the same spagfi@liens gained control over the committee

but they did so either by legitimate or by illegiite means.
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After reading the scenario, participants complékeddependent measures in the
order described below. At the end of the questimanparticipants were thanked, debriefed,
and either given 0.5 course credits or enteredattery draw (two participants were
randomly selected to be awarded £20 each—approeiynat.40 US Dollars).

M easur es. Participants completed the dependent measures iortler described
below.

Manipulation and scenario checks. Understanding of, and attention to, the scenario
was checked by asking participants to indicatendmae of the planet in which the film would
be set (multiple choice answddars, Earth, Alari, or Denel) and the name of the alien
species portrayed in the film (multiple choice aeaswlumans and Martiangvienkab and
Kochalh Menkab and Human®r Algol and Subra

We checked participants’ perception of which grawgs currently in control of the
power structure by asking participants whatten species was currently more powerful (i.e.,
had more control over the planet). Participantgceted their answer on a 7 point Likert-type
scale (1 @Menkal 7 =Kochal.

The manipulation of legitimacy of power was cheatkath two items tapping the
extent to which participants thought the way thenkéd gained power in the planet had been
legitimate (1 =Completely illegitimate7 =Completely legitimade and fair (1 =Completely
unfair, 7 =Completely faiy. Together, these items formed a reliable saate.b3,p <.001)
and were averaged for analyses.

Necessity of ingroup involvement. Participants’ willingness to contribute to the
change of the power structure was assessed bygasidm whether they thought that
inhabitants from other planets (including Humars)udd become involved in the selection

of which species is to be given power in Alari (Net at all 7 =Very much. Participants
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were also asked which species they would rathgrihélumans became involved [1 =
Menkab(group in power), 7 & ochab(group with low power)].

Willingnessto help the powerful. We assessed participants’ desire to help the
powerful group in reinforcing their control oveetpbower structure in two ways. First, we
assessed participants' overall willingness to tredgpowerful by asking to what extent they
agreed that Humans (their ingroup) should helgMeakab without hesitation (1 =
Completely disagre&/ =Completely agree Also, we examined to what extent participants
would offer specific forms of help. Specificallygvasked participants to indicate the extent
to which they thought dependency-related help anoremy-related help should be given to
the powerful. Past research has described depepdelated help as a form of reinforcement
of recipients’ reliance on external sources ands thelp is conveyed by providing full
solutions to a problem (e.g., Nadler, 2002, Naktal., 2009). To assess dependency-related
help, we adapted measures used in past work Katabi et al., 2008; Nadler et al., 2009)
and asked participants to indicate the extent ticlwtiney thought Humans should send
troops to take control over Alari on behalf of tlenkab (1 =Completely disagre&’ =
Completely agree

Autonomy-related help, in contrast, promotes reci{s’ independence and, thus,
providing help implies providing tools with whiclkaipients can solve their problems in
ways that they see fit (Nadler, 2002; Nadler et2009). However, previous research
suggests that decisions about what kind of assistemprovide others can be dependent on
assessments of the costs and benefits of the gacmurses of action (Pilivian, Dovidio,
Gaertner, & Clark, 1981). Given that people aresesghly prone to offer autonomy-related
help (Halabi et al., 2008), this type of helpingghtibe particularly responsive to such
calculations. Specifically, people might favourdesstly forms of autonomous heliz-a-vis

more costly forms. For autonomy-related help, westtlistinguished between low- and high-
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cost forms of help, and adapted measures usedirrgsearch (e.g., Halabi et al., 2008;
Nadler et al. 2009) to assess these forms of kiagfh-cost autonomy-related help was
assessed by asking participants whether they thabhghHumans should help the Menkab
by providing material resources, needed to openaehinery and weapons, so that the
Menkab could pursue any course of action they said £ Completely disagree’ =
Completely agrée Low-cost autonomy-related help was assessedkigi@participants
whether they thought Humans should help the Metkatroviding advice and guidance on
fighting strategies so that the Menkab could detd¢hemselves which strategy to follow (1
= Completely disagre&/ =Completely agree

Willingness to help the powerless. We assessed participants’ desire to help the
powerless to reverse the power distribution andestor control over the power structure. To
do this, participants were asked the same questi®e to assess participants’ willingness to
help the powerful but this time the questions Weseed so that participants could indicate
their desire to help the powerless (that is, theh&t) rather than the powerful.

Social dominance orientation. At the end of the questionnaire, we assessedlsocia
dominance orientation with the 16-item social dcemnice orientation scale (Pratto et al.,
1994; see Appendix F for the items used in thigeJcRarticipants indicated on a 7-point
scale (1 =Strongly disagree7 =Strongly agregthe extent to which they agreed with each of
the statements (e.g., “It would be good if all ggeweould be equal”, “Inferior groups should
stay in their place”). These items formed a rebatitale ¢ = .86) and were averaged for
analysis.

Ancillary measures. We added some measures to gain further insightheteffects
of power and legitimacy from the perspective ofdiparties.

Perceptions of the likelihood of chandrerceptions of the likelihood of change in the

power structure were assessed by asking partigpanthat extent they thought that it was
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likely that the species in control of the planetdbchange in the future (1Not at all 7 =
Very much, and whether they thought the power distributi@s likely to remain the same in
the future (1 =Not at all 7 =Very mucl. The latter item was reverse coded, such that the
higher the scores the more changeable particianteived their position to be. Together,
these items formed a reliable scale=(25,p = .007) and were averaged for subsequent
analyses.

Preference for power revers&articipants indicated whether they preferrecemthe
powerful group reinforce their control over therps or to see the powerless group striving
for control. They also indicated which of these ®eenarios (maintenance of the status quo
or power reversal) was more likely to happen ifshieation were real.

Results

Manipulation and scenario checks. All participants correctly identified the name of
the planet and the names of the alien specieshtégpthought were going to be portrayed in
the film. To examine whether legitimacy and SDCeefféd how participants perceived the
distribution of power and its legitimacy, we contkecmoderation analyses via Process
Model 1 (Hayes, 2013). These analyses followeddiayping procedures (Preacher &
Hayes, 2004; Shrout & Bolger, 2002), and genera@d random bootstrap samples with
replacement from our initial sample skt 117). Legitimacy of the power structure was
entered as dichotomous moderator and social domgnamentation (SDO) as a continuous
predictor. Legitimacy was coded as -1 (legitimatever structure) and 1 (illegitimate power
structure). SDO was mean centred prior to analy8eghe item enquiring who currently had
more power and control over the planet (1=Menkal=tikochab), 95% bias-corrected (BC)
bootstrap confidence intervals revealed that thexctsf of legitimacy, SDO, and their
interaction were not significant [highdsteferred to the legitimacy X SDO interactidn=

14, SE =.13,t (113) = 1.02p = .308 95% Cls = -.13 and .41]. Overall, as intended
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participants thought the Menkab had more power tharKochab¥ = 1.83,SD = 1.20),
irrespective of legitimacy, perspective, and SDO.

When checking for the manipulation of legitimac$%® bias-corrected (BC)
bootstrap confidence intervals (sample = 5000)akkthat participants perceived the
current power structure to be more legitimate aldgitimate 1 = 4.05,SD= 1.32) than in
the illegitimate conditions\ = 2.43,SD=1.15),b =-.81, SE =.12,t (113) = -6.96p <
.00, 95% Cls =-1.04 and -.58. The effects of SG-[.06 SE =.14,t (113) =.72p =
.718 95% Cls = -.23 and .33] and the legitimacy X SD@iaction p = .04 SE =.14,t
(113) = .27p =.787 95% Cls = -.24 and .32] were not significant ors tmeasure.

Social dominance orientation. Before examining the role of SDO as a predicta, w
examined whether participants' responses on thasune had been affected by the
manipulation of legitimacy. A one-way ANOVA revedlthat the effects of legitimacy on
SDO were not significanE (1, 115) = .31p = .577n?= .003. Overall, participants’ scores
were low M = 2.41,SD= .83; lower than the mid-point of the scale (4116) = -20.72p <
.001), reflecting weak social dominance beliefac8ithe manipulations did not affect social
dominance orientation, we proceeded by examiniagdle of this variable as a predictor.

Necessity of ingroup involvement. The moderation analyses were conducted via
PROCESS Model 1 (Hayes, 2013). Again, legitimacthefpower structure was entered as
dichotomous moderator and social dominance oriem&8DO) as a continuous predictor.
Legitimacy of power and SDO were treated as desdrdbove, that is, legitimacy was coded
as -1 (legitimate power) and 1 (illegitimate powarnd SDO was mean centred. On the item
enquiring whether inhabitants from other planets (other than the two alien planets
involved) should become involved in the selectibwbich species was to be given power,
95% bias-corrected (BC) bootstrap confidence imtisrsample = 5000) did not reveal

significant main or interactive effects [legitimady=.11,SE=.14,t (113) = .78p = .436,
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95% Cls = -.17 and .38; SD®~ .29,SE=.17,t (113) = 1.72p =.098, 95% Cls = -.04 and
.62; and the interactioiy,= -.12,SE=.17,t (113) =-.74p = .463, 95% ClIs = -.46 and .21].
The overall mean indicates that participants thotigdt inhabitants from other planets
should not become involveM(= 2.77,SD= 1.51).

On the item enquiring which alien species partictpahought Humans should help
[1= Menkab (group in power) to 7 = Kochab (poweslgsoup)], 95% bias-corrected
bootstrap confidence intervals revealed a sigmtiedfect of legitimacyb = .46,SE=.09,t
(113) = 4.98p < .001, 95% Cls = .27 and .64. The effects of SB©,04,SE=.11,t (113)
=.37,p =.709, and the interactiob,= -.05,SE=.11,t (113) = -.49p =.626, were not
significant. Participants indicated a stronger @refice for Humans to help the powerless (vs.
the powerful) when the power structure was illegate M = 5.20,SD = 1.14) than when it
was legitimateN! = 4.29,SD=.79).

Willingness to help the powerful vs. the powerless. For each indicator, we
conducted a repeated-measures ANOVA, with the dedpeup (the powerful and the
powerless) as the within-participants factor, ieggicy of power structures as the between-
participants factor. We also included SDO as a gatg but specified the model to test
interactions between this continuous measure andttier factors.

Overall willingness to help. Analyses revealed a significant effect of helpezlg, F
(1,113)=10.19 = .002,n2: .082, which was qualified by a significant twoywa
interaction between helped group and legitim#&cgl, 113) = 8.35p = .005,7°= .068 (see
Table 5.1). The main effect of legitimady(1, 113) = .15p = .701,112: .001, of SDOF (1,
113) = 2.64p = .107n?= .023, the interactions between helped group &@,% (1, 113) =
1.59,p = .210,7°= .014, between legitimacy and SD©(1, 113) = .23p = .630,1°= .002,
and the three-way interaction between helped gr80®), and legitimacy of power

structuresF (1, 113) = 2.04p = .156,1°= .018, were not significant. Simple main effect
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analysis revealed that in both conditions of |eggicy participants were more willing to help
the powerless than they were to help the powebfutlthis difference was stronger when
power structures were illegitimat®[= 3.97,SD=1.74 vsM = 2.64,SD= 1.59,
respectivelyf (1,115) = 41.86p < .001,1% = .267] than when they were legitimah £
2.93,SD=1.40 vsM = 2.47,SD=1.31, respectivelyr (1,115) =5.10p = .026,n2 =.042].
In addition, participants were equally willing telp the powerful, irrespective of legitimacy
conditions F (1,115) = .44p = .51,n2 = .004]. Comparisons of the means to the mid-paiint
the scale reveal that they were significantly lotemn the mid-point (alis > -8.89ps <
.001), indicating that overall participants were willing to help the powerful. By contrast,
participants were more willing to help the poweslagen power structures were illegitimate
than when they were legitimate (1,115) = 31.34p = .001,n° = .098]. Thus, whereas
participants thought that Humans should not hedppibwerful group to reinforce their
control, irrespective of conditions of legitimactiey thought that Humans should help the
powerless to strive for control to a greater exteinén power structures were illegitimate
than when they were legitimate.

Dependency-oriented help. Analyses revealed that the effects of helped grbyj,
113)=1.77p= .187,n2: .015, of legitimacyf (1, 113) = .54p = .465,n2: .005, of SDO,
F (1, 113) = 2.05p = .155,7°= .018, the interaction between helped group agitineacy of
power structuress (1, 113) = 1.34p = .250,n°= .012, the interaction between helped group
and SDOF (1, 113) = .02p = .8941?< .001, the interaction between legitimacy and SDO,
F (1, 113) = .06p = .814,1?< .001, and the three-way interaction between liefpeup,
SDO, and legitimacy of power structurés(l, 113) = 1.94p = .167,1°= .017, were not
significant. Overall, comparing to the mid-pointtbé scale, participants were not willing to
provide dependency-related help neither to powétens M = 2.02,SD= 1.29),t (116) = -

16.56,p < .001, nor to the powerles$/ & 2.50,SD= 1.50),t (116) = -10.78p < .001.
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High-cost autonomy-related help. Analyses revealed a significant effect of helped
group,F (1, 113) = 9.50p = .003,n?= .077, that was qualified by a significant inteiaa
between helped group and legitimacy of power stinestF (1, 113) = 16.29 < .001,n°=
.125 (see Table 5.1). The main effect of legitim&yl, 113) = .01p = .917 1%< .001, of
SDO,F (1, 113) = 1.39% = .2411?= .012, the interactions between helped group &@,S
F (1, 113) = 1.40p = .239,7°= .012, between legitimacy and SDO(1, 113) = .30p =
.587,n%=.003, and the three-way interaction between lietmeup, SDO, and legitimacy of
power structures; (1, 113) = .16p = .691,112: .001, were not significant. Simple main
effect analysis revealed that, when the power siraavas illegitimate, participants were
more willing to offer high-cost autonomy-relatedghto the powerlesdf = 3.66,SD= 1.65)
than to the powerful\ = 2.41,SD= 1.45),F (1,115) = 51.86p < .001,7* = .311. When
power structures were legitimate, participants #dgielp the powerlesd = 2.69,SD=
1.43) and the powerfuM = 2.45,SD= 1.50),F (1,115) = 1.89p = .172,1* = .016. Analyses
also revealed no effect of legitimacy on particigawillingness to offer high-cost
autonomy-related help to the powerfBl(L,115) = .02p = .879,n> < .001]. However,
participants were more willing to provide the poless with high-cost autonomy-related help
when power structures were illegitimate than wheaytwere legitimateH (1,115) = 11.60p
=.001m% =.092]

Low-cost autonomy-related help. Analyses revealed that the main effect of helped
group,F (1, 113) = 2.46p = .119n?=.021, of legitimacyF (1, 113) =.07p = .7941°=
.001, of SDOF (1, 113) = .77p = .382,1°= .007, the interactions between helped group and
SDO,F (1, 113) = .10p = .755,7°= .001, between legitimacy and SDP(1, 113) = .35p
= .5581%= .003, and the three-way interaction between letpeup, SDO, and legitimacy
of power structures; (1, 113) = .26p = .610,112: .002, were not significant. However, a

significant interaction between helped group amgtilmacy was foundi- (1, 113) = 5.58p =
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.020,n%= .047 (see Table 5.1). Simple main effect analysisaled that participants were
more willing to offer low-cost autonomy-related péb the powerless than to the powerful in
both conditions of legitimacy, but this differeneas stronger when power structures were
illegitimate M = 4.20,SD=1.75 vsM = 2.93,SD= 1.74, respectively (1,115) = 33.42p
<.001,1? = .225] than when they were legitimaM £ 3.55,SD= 1.76 vsM = 3.05,SD=
1.82, respectivelyE (1,115) = 5.81p = .018,n* = .048]. Analyses also revealed that
legitimacy did not affect participants’ willingness offer low-cost autonomy-related help to
the powerful (legitimate power structuid:= 3.05,SD = 1.82; illegitimate power structure:

M = 2.93,SD=1.74),F (1,115) = .13p = .717,n° = .001, but that participants were more
willing to provide the powerless with low-cost antony-related help when power structures
were illegitimate 1 = 4.20,SD = 1.75) than when they were legitimaké £ 3.55,SD=

1.76),F (1,115) = 3.62p = .056,1° = .031.

Additionally, we also examined which type of heffgpendency-related, high-cost
autonomy-related, and low-cost autonomy-relatedjgypants favoured. Contrasts analyses
revealed that, irrespective of SDO levels, in bmghditions of legitimacy participants were
more supportive of low-cost autonomous help thay there of high-cost autonomous help
(all ps <.007). Dependency-related help was the leagtasted (allps < .03). This pattern
was the same when help was provided to the powanidilvhen help was provided to the
powerless.

Ancillary measures.

Perceptions of the likelihood of change. The legitimacy X SDO moderation analyses
was conducted via PROCESS Model 1 (Hayes, 2013)tibeacy of the power structure was
entered as dichotomous moderator and social domgnamentation (SDO) as a continuous
predictor. Legitimacy of power and SDO were treasdiescribed above, that is, legitimacy

was coded as -1 (legitimate power) and 1 (illecatienpower), and SDO was mean centred.
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95% bias-corrected bootstrap confidence intensample = 5000) revealed that the effects
of legitimacy,b =-.12,SE=.13,t (113) = -.89p = .375, 95% Cls = -.37 and .14, of SOD,
=.06,SE=.16,t (113) = .40p = .689, 95% ClIs = -.25 and .38, and their inteoacb = -.08,
SE=.16,t (113) = -.61p = .542, 95% Cls = -.41 and .22, were not signific®verall, and
compared to the mid-point of the scale (4), pgrtats thought the current power structure
was likely to changeM = 4.35,SD=1.39),t (116) = 2.76p = .007.

Preference for power reversal. The moderation analysis via PROCESS Model 1
followed the same procedures as reported above.®&84corrected bootstrap confidence
intervals (sample = 5000) revealed that the prefsxd¢o see a reversal or a reinforcement of
the power structure was not significantly affedbgydegitimacy,b = .43,SE=.31,Z2=1.37,p
=.170, 95% Cls = -.18 and 1.04, by SOG; -.50,SE=.32,Z2=-1.53,p =.123, 95% Cls = -
1.13 and .14, and by their interactitns -.49,SE= .32,Z2=-1.51,p=.132, 95% Cls = -1.12
and .15. Overall, more participants stated a peefes for a power change £101) than for
the reinforcement of the current power structure (6). On the item enquiring which of
these two scenarios (power reversal or power resafoent) was more likely to happen if the
situation were real, 95% bias-corrected bootstaagidence intervals (sample = 5000)
revealed that the effects of legitimabys .01,SE=.20,Z=.04,p = .971, 95% Cls =-.39
and .40, of SDOh = .36,SE=.24,Z=1.53,p = .127, 95% Cls = -.10 and .83, and their
interactionb = -.08,SE= .24,Z = -.32,p = .746, 95% ClIs = -.55 and .39 were not
significant. Overall, participants indicated thiag tscenario in which the powerful reinforced
their control was more likely to happen in reat Ifh = 79) than the scenario in which the

powerless strove for power reversalH 38).
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Table 5.1
Means and Standard Deviations for Overall Willinga¢o Help the Powerful and the
Powerless, and for Type of Help Given to Each @&sE&hGroups, as a Function of the

Legitimacy of the Power Structure

Powerful Group Powerless Group

Legitimate lllegitimate Legitimate lllegitimate

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Overall Help 247 (1.31) 2.64 (1.59) 293 (1.40) 397 (1.74)
Dependency 1.93 (1.25) 212 (1.33) 226 (1.38) 2.75 (1.58)
High-Cost

245 (1.50) 241 (1.45) 2.69 (1.43) 3.66 (1.65)
Autonomy
Low-Cost

3.05 (1.82) 293 (1.74) 3.59 (1.76) 4.20 (1.75)
Autonomy
Discussion

This study examined for the first time the intergpdhelping intentions of group
members who are external to a power structure—irarty observers. Although our
predictions were largely exploratory, results supgmbour prediction that the perceived
legitimacy of power structures would shape obsatweitlingness to offer help. Specifically,
observers were overall more inclined to help thegrtess than they were to help the
powerful, but these helping intentions were intBadiwhen power structures were
illegitimate (vs. legitimate). The results alsoealed that illegitimate power structures
rendered observers more likely to provide autonoetgted help (both high- and low-cost) to

the powerless than legitimate power structurese@®ess' intentions to provide dependency-
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related help to the powerless, and to provide any fof help (high- and low-cost autonomy-
and dependency-related help) to the powerful, wetaletermined by perceptions of
legitimacy.

Experiment 5 additionally revealed that observaveured autonomy-related over
dependency-related help, but were especially stippaf less costly forms of autonomy-
related help, in both conditions of legitimacy. &that people often make assessments of
the costs and benefits that providing help hashfemselves (e.g., Pilivian et al., 1981),
results of Experiment 5 might suggest cost conatders also play a role in observer’'s
decisions to provide different forms of help.

On the other hand, it is interesting to note thet study did not reveal any significant
main or interactive effect of observers' SDO orpimg intentions. Although past research
defines SDO as a general attitudinal inclinatiogmiup members towards group-based
inequality (e.g., Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), theutessof Experiment 5 could suggest that this
individual difference factor is relatively inert the absence of more specific group-serving
goals to reinforce power (see Schmitt, Branscor@deappen, 2003, for a discussion of this
issue). Alternatively, it is possible that a scemarvolving power relationships among alien
species might have made it difficult to activateets of SDO. Experiment 6 will provide
further insight into this matter by continuing tovestigate the role of SDO for observers but
will also include an examination of the role of SESD powerful group members, in a similar
scenario.

The ancillary measures revealed that observersépgons of the likelihood of
change and preference for power reversal werenedigqied by perceptions of legitimacy or
by SDO. Thus, these results do not offer much imsigo the help offering intentions of

third party observers when power structures aggitiilmate (vs. legitimate).
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Experiment 6

Experiment 6 aims to examine whether the legitimafqyower structures interacts
with individual differences in SDO to determine inélom powerful group members, not just
observers. To provide further insight into thetelgec nature of helping by the powerful, we
compare how these factors affect helping by thegshwto how they affect helping by third
party observers. By comparing the responses of golxgroup members to those of third
parties, Experiment 6 will also clarify whether thiesence of effects of SDO in Experiment 5
is due to the type of scenario used, or to thereatgosition of third parties.

At its very core, SDO is a status legitimizingottegy that is particularly useful for
high-status and powerful social groups (Schmi&let2003). Given that illegitimate power
structures threaten the status quo, effects of Slufld be more evident when power is
illegitimate. Thus, we hypothesize that powerfudigy members who are high (vs. low) in
SDO are likely to respond to the possibility of mywhange (i.e., illegitimate power) by
reinforcing the inferiority of powerless groupsatlis, by favouring dependency-related help
and by withdrawing autonomy-related help. By costtr&DO might be less activated (if at
all) when power positions are safe and securejshahen power is legitimate. Thus, we
predict that powerful group members are likely éogenerally willing to provide help under
conditions of legitimacy, irrespectively of theiD® levels.

Social psychological research has largely dematestrthat while people seek to
maintain positive impressions of themselves (Basteei 1982) and their ingroups (Tajfel &
Turner, 1986), the ways in which they perceive daescribe members of other groups — both
positively and negatively — often reflects how tlpeyceive the broader social structures and,
importantly, the motivations they hold in that segt(e.qg., Fiske, 1993; Fiske, Cuddy, &
Glick, 2007; Marques, Yzerbyt, & Leyens, 1988; €§jfL978). For example, when seeking

positive differentiation from other groups, ingrosqgmbers often describe outgroups in a
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less positive fashion than they otherwise wouldnvhet invested in pursuing social
superiority (e.g., Tajfel & Turner, 1986). In a dian vein, we considered that descriptions of
powerless groups could be revealing of participalgsire to protect current power
distributions. Specifically, we expect that powédoup members high (vs. low) in SDO
will be more prone to describe the powerless iratieg ways when power structures are
illegitimate, than when power positions are legéte For observers, we expect them to
provide more positive descriptions of the powerl@ben their lack of power is illegitimate
than when it is legitimate. Again, we do not expeDO to significantly affect the way
observers describe the powerless.

Moreover, in Experiment 6 we aim to provide fertinsight into the dynamics of
help by assessing participants' reasons for progidssistance to the powerless. Research on
intergroup help suggests that the strategic usdsméndency- and of autonomy-oriented
help reflect different concerns regarding poweatiehs: Concern for the maintenance of
ingroup superior standing (ingroup-focused congerryd concern for the protection of
powerless outgroups (outgroup-focused concernsjieder, to our knowledge, this has yet
to be empirically demonstrated in the context dpimg relations. As suggested by the IHPR
model (e.g., Nadler, 2002; Nadler et al., 2009¢dose illegitimate power structures are less
likely to be accepted by powerless groups, powétdrs' help behaviour should be guided
by increased concerns regarding the maintenaniteewfgroup's superiority and by reduced
concerns for the welfare of the powerless. ConWgradnen social structures are legitimate,
power holders are expected to help the powerlesmnaxer help is needed and without
concerns around the maintenance of threatened p8&search in other domains indeed
suggests that the extent to which powerful groumbess focus on their ingroup or on
powerless outgroups affects how they experienaartege and illegitimate social relations,

eliciting different emotions (e.g., Harth et al008; Leach et al., 2002). For example, it has
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been shown that when intergroup inequality is itletate and outgroup-focused (that is,
focused on the relative disadvantaged outgroupisg¢rahan ingroup-focused (that is, focused
on the relative advantage of the ingroup), advadagoups are more likely to experience
sympathy for the disadvantaged, which is, in tassociated with a greater willingness to
support the interests of the disadvantaged (Harah,e2008; lyer et al., 2003). In a similar
vein, we considered the possibility that particiggamgroup- and outgroup-focused concerns
when deciding which type of help to provide to goaverless might vary as a function of
perspective, legitimacy, and SDO, and that thishiniigelp understand participants’ helping
intentions and descriptions of the powerless. Agamexpect the role of individual
differences in SDO in predicting power holdersrowugp and outgroup concerns to be more
activated when power structures are illegitimateus we predict that, when power
structures are illegitimate (vs. legitimate), powetders' increased SDO will predict
increased ingroup-focused and decreased outgrayséd concerns. On the other hand,
based on the findings of Experiment 5, we expesenlers' helping intentions to be guided
by concerns about the powerless when power stiestne illegitimate, relative to when they
are legitimate. We do not expect SDO to signifibaatfect observers' ingroup- and
outgroup-focused concerns.

Experiment 6 used the same scenario as Experinenth a few procedural changes.
The design of Experiment 6 examines helping interstiof both observers and powerful
group members, whereas Experiment 5 only examimed¢lping intentions of observers.
Therefore, we adapted the scenario so it couldranomdate both perspectives. Specifically,
instead of directly asking participants the extenwvhich they were willing to help the
powerless in fighting the powerful for a betterisbstanding (as we did when participants
were exclusively observers—Experiment 5), we cikatsituation in which the powerless

could potentially have access to a large amounttiral resources but needed help with
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their exploration. Given that control over resogrce by definition, reflective of power
(Fiske, 1993; Fiske & Berdhal, 2007; Thibaut & Ksll 1959), and given that the scenario
used in the experiments of this chapter illustratpswer hierarchy the function of which is
to distribute resources between powerful and passrgroups, we considered that this
situation would represent an opportunity: For pdulgrarticipants, to either consolidate their
power by assuming control over the resources mgitimately assist the powerless because
help was needed; For observers, to either reinforceverse power inequalities.

In Experiment 6 we therefore test our main predidithat perceptions of legitimacy
of power and individuals' SDO jointly determine paful group members’ helping
intentions and description of the powerless, wimeght be reflective of attempts to cement
their superior social standing. Moreover, we algoeet this interactive effect to predict
power holders' ingroup- and outgroup-focused mabwa, and that this contributes to
participants’ helping choices and descriptionshefpowerless. Our second goal is to
determine whether the combined effect between iddat differences in SDO and perceived
legitimacy of power structures predicts help desisiand motivations of all help providers
or, rather, whether these are dependent on thephayjder's position in the power structure
(powerful group member vs. external observer).
Method

Participants and Design. A total of 224 students at the University of ExgtE84
females, 60 maledflage= 20.09,SD = 2.74) completed an online questionnaire and were
randomly allocated to a 2 (Perspective: powerfaugrmember vs. external observer) X 2
(Legitimacy of Power Structure: legitimate vs. giitmate) between-participants
experimental desigrParticipants’ social dominance orientation was alssessed and used as

a continuous predictor. The questionnaire took @alalb minutes to complete and
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participants were entered into a lottery draw fee prizes of £10 (approximately 14.80 US
Dollars).

Procedure. Procedures were similar to those of Experimentdwvéber, in
Experiment 6 the scenario was adapted so thatypetits could either take the perspective
of someone who is part of the power structure (a powerful group member) or take the
perspective of an external observer (which corredpdo the perspective that participants
took in Experiment 5). Participants always took pleespective of Humans. Participants
allocated to a powerful group member perspectiad that Humans (their ingroup) gained
control over the committee of representatives dihspecies, whereas participants allocated
to an external observer perspective read that thekisb gained control over the committee
of representatives. The Kochab were once agaipdherless group. Perceptions of
legitimacy were manipulated in the same way as e in Experiment 5 and, thus, the
Humans or the Menkab were the group in power eyt #chieved this position either by
legitimate or by illegitimate means. Next, papemts responded to the dependent measures
in the order described below. At the end of thelgtparticipants were thanked, debriefed,
and entered a lottery draw (five participants warelomly selected for a prize of £10 each—
approximately 14.80 US Dollars).

Measur es. Participants completed the dependent measures iortler described
below.

Manipulation and scenario checks. The scenario was checked by asking participants
to indicate the name of the planet in which thefitould be set (multiple choice answer:
Mars, Nashirag Alari, or Denel) and of the species portrayed in the film (muéiphoice
answerHumans and MartiandMenkab and KochalAlgol and Subraor Humans and
Kochal). Participants were also asked what was the reasbimd the creation of the

committee of representatives of Humans (or Menkald) Kochab (multiple choice answer:
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To distribute resources between the two spetiesnake space travel easi@io organize
cultural eventsThere was no particular reaspn

We checked patrticipants’ perception of which graugs currently in control of the
power structure in the same way as we did in Expent 5. However, given that in
Experiment 6 we also included the perspective @fgrtul group members, participants
indicated their answers on a 7 point Likert-typalscfrom 1 Humans(or Menkal)] to 7
(Kochah). The manipulation of legitimacy was also checkgdising the same questions as
in Experiment 5. Again, the two items used to chieckhe manipulation of legitimacy
formed a reliable scale € .52,p < .001) and were averaged for analyses.

Willingnessto help the powerless. In order to capture the perspectives of both
powerful group members and observers, participaste asked whether they were willing to
help the Kochab (powerless group) with extractibresources (instead of directly helping
them to strive for a better power position). Fiparticipants indicated to what extent they
generally thought Humans should help the Kochah thié resource extraction (INot at
all, 7 =Very much. After this, participants indicated the extenttoich they thought their
ingroup should provide this help in specific wal/s.assess dependency-related help,
participants indicated the extent to which theytid Humans should send a team equipped
with the appropriate technology to extract the veses on behalf of the Kochab (1 =
Completely disagree =Completely agree High-cost autonomy-related help was assessed
by asking participants whether they thought thatidas should help the Kochab by
financing the technology needed, so that the Koduaitd pursue any course of action they
saw fit (1 =Completely disagre& =Completely agree Low-cost autonomy-related help
was assessed by asking participants whether tloenghih Humans should help the Kochab by

providing advice and guidance on resource extracg®that the Kochab could decide for
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themselves which strategy to follow to extract teses (1 =Completely disagre& =
Completely agree

Reasonsto help. Participants were asked to indicate on a 7-poialesgrom 1 =
Completely disagreto 7 =Completely agreethe extent to which each of six reasons would
motivate them, as Humans, to help the Kochab gy thad decided to do so (e.g., “I would
want to protect the Kochab”, “I would want to ersuesources were available to Humans”).
An exploratory factor analysis (maximum likelihoaslith varimax rotation extracted two
factors that explained 65.29% of the total variafkddO = .69;Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity
v* (15) = 306.53p < .001;MSAvalue = .66) (see Appendix G for item loadingseawh
factor). We thus created two indexes tapping orctmeerns that guided participants' helping
intentions to the powerless: outgroup-focused caorsce = .78) and ingroup-focused
concernsi(=.39,p <.001).

Descriptions of the powerless. Research has shown that people often form
impressions and describe others along three dimesiscompetence, morality, and
sociability (Fiske et al., 2007; Leach, EllemersBérreto, 2007). Likewise, we assessed the
impressions and descriptions participants madbeopowerless by asking the degree to
which they thought Kochab members were competemgetent and efficient,= .47,p <
.001), moral (honest and trustworthys .62,p < .001), and sociable (friendly and kimds
41,p < .001), (1 =Completely disagre&’ =Completely agree’

Social dominance orientation. At the end of the questionnaire, we again assessed
social dominance orientation with the same 16-iseial dominance orientation scale used

in Experiment 5. Again, this scale was relialle=(.89) and was averaged for analysis.

’In addition to the items described here, two otteens were used to assess participants’ impression
of the powerless asbedientand aslefiant(1 = Completely agreer =Completely disagrge

However, in hindsight, these items did not adeduaé&present competence, morality, or sociability,
nor were they sufficiently relevant to our core biyesis.
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Results

Unless otherwise specified, the moderation analgiessribed below were conducted
via PROCESS Model 3 (Hayes, 2003). These analgdiesved bootstrapping procedures—a
method that is not dependent upon a normal samgisigbution (see Preacher & Hayes,
2004; Shrout & Bolger, 2002), and generated 5068am bootstrap samples with
replacement from our initial sample skt£ 201). Participants’ perspective of the power
structure and the legitimacy of this power struetwere entered as dichotomous moderators,
and social dominance orientation (SDO) as a coatiaypredictor. We coded perspective,
such that -1 indicated that the participant toaklerspective of a third party observer and 1
indicated that the participant took the perspeabiva powerful group member. Legitimacy of
power structures was coded such that -1 indicatedisamate power structure and 1
indicated an illegitimate power structure. SDO wasan centred prior to analyses to make
the interpretation of the regression coefficierdsgible. 95% bias corrected (BC; see Efron,
1987) bootstrap confidence intervals (Cl) (samp&080) allowed for inspection of
significant main and interactive effects.

Manipulation and scenario checks. Twenty-three participants failed the scenario
checks and were, therefore, excluded from furthafyges. To check for potential effects of
perspective, legitimacy, and SDO on the item emogiwho currently had more power and
control over the planet (1=Humans/Menkab to 7=K&ghae conducted moderation
analysis via PROCESS Model 3 (Hayes, 2003). Thadyars revealed a marginal effect of
the perspective X legitimacy interactidnz .18,SE=.09,t (193) = 1.87p = .063, with a
95% BC (bias-corrected) bootstrap confidence imatief@l) of -.01 and .36 (no other main or
interactive effects were significans < -1.52ps > 129). However, simple effects analyses
revealed that comparisons between experimentalittamsl were not reliable (affs < 2.16,

ps > .143n% < .011). As intended, participants thought thattdns/the Menkab had more
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power than the Kochab in all conditions (testing mhid-point of the scale, al > -8.02ps <
.001).

Also as intended, participants perceived the ctipewer structure to be more
legitimate in the legitimate conditioM(= 4.47,SD = 1.22) than in the illegitimate condition
(M =2.82,SD=1.43),b=-.82,SE=.09,t (193) = -8.82p < .001, 95% Cls = -1.01 and -.64.
No other main effect or interaction was significantthis measure [higheistor the
legitimacy X SDO interactiorh = .17, SE = .11,(193) = 1.71p = .101, 95% ClIs = -.02 and
37].

Social dominance orientation. Before examining the role of SDO as a predicta, w
tested whether scores on this measure had beextealffiey the manipulations. A two-way
ANOVA revealed that the effects of perspectivgl, 197) = .59p = .444,n2p: .003, of
legitimacy,F (1, 197) = .60p = .441,n2p: .003, and the interaction between perspective and
legitimacy on social dominance orientatién(l, 197) = .22p = .639,n2p: .001, were not
reliable. As In Experiment 5, overall, participast®red low on this measuid € 2.54,SD
=.94; lower than the mid-point of the scale (4R00) = -22.00p < .001). Since the
manipulations did not affect social dominance dagan, we proceeded by examining the
role of this variable as a predictor.

Willingness to help the powerless. To examine whether participants’ willingness to
help the powerless was moderated by situationalrafididual factors, we again used
PROCESS Model 3 (Hayes, 2013) to conduct moderatahyses.

Overall willingness to help the powerless. Analyses revealed a main effect of
participants' perspective such that powerful gnowgmbers were more willing to help the
powerlessi = 5.94,SD = 1.20) than were external observevs< 4.41,SD=1.67),b=.77,
SE=.11,t (193) = 7.53p < .001, with a 95% BC bootstrap Cl of 1.17 andd1Analyses

also showed a reliable main effect of SDO, suchhigher scores on social dominance



Power, Legitimacy, and Helping Intentions 159

orientation were associated with less willingneskelp the powerlesb,= -.28,SE= .11,t
(193) = -2.59p = .010, 95% bootstrap CI of -.50 and -.07. No p#feects were reliable (all
ts <-.16,ps > .146).

Dependency-related help. Powerful group memberdA(= 4.34,SD = 1.50) were more
willing than external observer®(= 3.83,SD = 1.54) to offer dependency-related help to the
powerlessh = .25,SE=.11,t (193) = 2.32p = .021, 95% BC bootstrap CI of .08 and .93.
Also, when the power structure was legitimate,ip@dnts tended to offer more dependency-
related helpM = 4.26,SD = 1.55) than when the power structure was illetate 1 = 3.88,
SD=1.51)b=-.19,SE=.11,t (193) = -1.74p = .084, 95% BC bootstrap CI of -.40 and .03.
No other effects were significant (&l < -.78,ps > .438).

High-cost autonomy-related help. Analyses revealed only a reliable effect of
perspectiveb = .23,SE=.11,t (193) = 2.06p = .041, 95% BC bootstrap CI of .02 and .90.
Again, powerful group memberbi(= 4.53,SD = 1.54) were more willing than external
observersNl = 4.07,SD = 1.60) to offer high-cost autonomy-related hélp.other effects
were significant (alts < -1.48ps > .140).

Low-cost autonomy-related help. Analyses revealed a significant effect of SIbG;, -
.35,SE=.10,t (193) = -3.60p < .001, 95% BC bootstrap CI of -.55 and -.16, \whi@s
gualified by a marginally significant three-wayeraction between SDO, perspective, and
legitimacy,b = -.18,SE=.10,t (193) = -1.85p = .065, 95% BC bootstrap CI of -1.50 and

.05 (see Figure 5.1). No other effects were redighlits < -1.37ps > .172).
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Figure 5.1 Participants' willingness to provide low-costadmy-related help to the

powerless as a function of perspective, legitimafgyower structures, and SDOp > .114

We decomposed this marginal three-way interactiotebting the interaction
between perspective and legitimacy within low (&iebelow the mean) and high (08®
above the mean) levels of SDO. This revealed afgignt perspective X legitimacy
interaction within low SDO leveldy = .27,SE=.13,t (193) = 2.08p = .039, 95% BC
bootstrap Cl of .01 and .52, but not within highG@velsb = -.07,SE= .13,t (193) = -.56,
p =.579, 95% BC bootstrap ClI of -.33 and .19. Hosvesimple slopes analyses within low
SDO levels indicated that the effect of legitimaathin observersi{ = -.28,SE=.18,p =
.132) and within the powerfub(= .26,SE=.18,p = .154), and the effect of perspective
within legitimate b = -.27,SE=.18,p = .134) and illegitimateh(= .27,SE= .19,p = .152)
power structures, were not significant.

To provide further insight into the marginally sifyrant three-way interaction, we

also decomposed this interaction by testing thiéiegcy X SDO interaction within powerful
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group members and within observers. 95% BC bogqtstoafidence intervals revealed that
the interaction between legitimacy and SDO wasiogmt for powerful group memberb [
=-.30,SE=.14,t (193) =-2.12p = .035, 95% BC bootstrap Cl of -1.16 and -.04] it for
observersl) = .06,SE=.14,t (193) = .46p = .646, 95% BC bootstrap Cl of -.41 and .66].
Simple slope analyses revealed that when the pstuasture was illegitimate, powerful
group members who were high in SDO (that is, 8B@bove the mean) were less willing to
offer low-cost autonomy-related help than powegdgdup members who were low in SDO
(oneSD below the meanl = -.61,SE=.19,t (193) = -3.23p = .002. This effect of SDO
was not significant when the power structure wggiteate,b = -.01,SE=.21,t (193) = -
.04,p = .971. Although the legitimacy X SDO interactias not significant for observers,
inspection of the simple slopes revealed that vitherpower structure was legitimate,
observers low in SDO were more willing to offer kmast autonomy-related help to the
powerless than observers high in SIbG; -.46,SE=.19,t (193) = -2.44p = .015.

Reasonsto help. Moderation analyses via PROCESS Model 3 examirfestiver
participants’ concerns when helping the powerleas affected by perspective, legitimacy,
and SDO.

Outgroup-focused concerns. This analysis revealed significant effects of pective,
b=.37,SE=.08,t (193) = 4.82p < .001, 95% BC bootstrap Cl of .43 and 1.03, ab® D
=-.34,SE=.08,t (193) = -4.12p < .001, 95% BC bootstrap ClI of -.55 and -.23, ali s a
significant interaction between legitimacy and SDbG,-.18,SE= .08,t (193) =-2.16p =
.032, 95% BC bootstrap Cl of -.34 and -.02, andjaificant three-way interaction involving
all variablesp =-.20,SE=.08,t (193) = -2.50p = .013, 95% BC bootstrap Cl of -.37 and -

.05 (see Figure 5.2). No other effects were sigaift (allts > -1.10ps > .273).
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Figure 5.2 Participants' outgroup-focused concerns as daiimof perspective, legitimacy

of power structures, and SDOp*= .002,"p > .130

The significant three-way interaction was decomgddsetesting the interaction
between perspective and legitimacy within low (&izbelow the mean) and within high
(oneSD above the mean) levels of SDO. This revealedrafgignt perspective X legitimacy
interaction within high SDO levelb,= -.26,SE=.11,t (193) = -2.40p = .017, 95% BC
bootstrap CI of -.48 and -.05, but not within lo@@ levels,b = .12,SE=.11,t (193) = 1.13,
p =.259, 95% BC bootstrap ClI of -.09 and .34. Seglbpes analyses revealed that high
SDO powerful group members were less concernedaytbwerless outgroup when the
power structure was illegitimate than when it wegitimate b = -.50,SE= .16,t (193) = -
3.08,p =.002. When participants were high SDO obsentbeseffect of legitimacy on their
outgroup concerns was not significamt; .02,SE=.15,t (193) = .169p = .866.

To provide further insight into the three-way iratetion, we again decomposed this

interaction by testing the legitimacy X SDO interaic within powerful group members and
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within observers. 95% BC bootstrap confidence vaisrrevealed that the interaction
between legitimacy and SDO was significant for pdulegroup membersy= -.39,SE=

12,1 (193) =-3.31p =.001, 95% BC bootstrap CI of -1.24 and -.31] tit for observerdy
=-.03,SE=.11,t (193) = -.23p = .815, 95% BC bootstrap CI of -.49 and .39]. ther
powerful, when power structures were illegitim&80 was negatively associated with
outgroup-focused concerrsz= -.83,SE=.16,t (193) = -5.29p < .001, 95% BC bootstrap
Cl of -1.14 and -.52. When power structures wegdilaate, there was no effect of powerful
group members’ SD(y = -.05,SE=.18,t (193) =-.29p = .768, 95% BC bootstrap CI of -
.40 and .29.

I ngroup-focused concerns. Similar to the above, this analysis revealed $icpmt
effects of perspectivd, = .36,SE=.09,t (193) = 3.76p < .001, 95% BC bootstrap CI of .34
and 1.08, and of SD®,= .30,SE=.10,t (193) = 2.98p = .003, 95% BC bootstrap Cl of .10
and .50, as well as a significant interaction betwperspective and SDO~ -.21,SE= .10,

t (193) =-2.09p = .038, 95% BC bootstrap CI of -.82 and -.02, amdarginally significant
three-way interaction involving all variablds= .17,SE=.10,t (193) = 1.69p = .093, 95%
BC bootstrap Cl of -.11 and 1.48. No other effeatse significant (alts < 1.45ps > .15).
However, when decomposing the marginal three-wigyaction through analysis of
perspective X legitimacy interaction within higm@SD above the mean) and low (088
below the mean) SDO, it was found that the perspeet legitimacy interaction was not
significant for high SDO leveld[= .16,SE=.13,t (193) = 1.22p = .222, 95% BC bootstrap
Cl of -.10 and .43] or for low SDO levels £ -.16,SE=.13,t (193) =-1.17p = .243, 95%
BC bootstrap Cl of -.42 and .11]. Alternatively, eeamined the legitimacy X SDO
interaction within powerful group members and witbbservers. Results indicated that the

legitimacy X SDO interaction was not significant fmwerful group memberd [ .12,SE=
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15,1 (193) = .84p = .403, 95% BC bootstrap Cl of -.17 and .41] ardbserversh = -.22,
SE=.14,t (193) = -1.57p = .119, 95% BC bootstrap ClI of -.49 and .06].

Therefore, we decomposed the significant two-wagraction between perspective
and SDO (see Figure 5.3). This revealed signifieffieicts of perspective within low SD(j [
=.55,SE=.13,t (197) = 4.13p < .001, 95% BC bootstrap CI of.29 and .81], butwithin
high SDO levelsly = .18,SE=.13,t (193) = -1.33p = .184, 95% BC bootstrap CI of -.09
and .44]. Accordingly, low SDO powerful participanere more focused on concerns

regarding their ingroup than low SDO observers.
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Figure 5.3 Participants' ingroup-focused concerns as aifmaf perspective and SDO. **

p<.001," p=.184.

Description of the powerless. Moderation analyses via PROCESS Model 3 examined
whether participants’ description of the powerless affected by perspective, legitimacy,

and SDO.
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Competent. The effects of perspective=.20,SE=.07,t (193) = 2.75p = .007,
95% BC bootstrap Cl of .11 and .68, of legitimaay, -.23,SE= .07,t (193) =-3.22p =
.002, 95% BC bootstrap Cl of -.74 and -.18, an8D0O,b =-.17,SE=.08,t (193) =-2.17p
=.032, 95% BC bootstrap Cl of -.32 and -.01, wagaificant. Analyses also revealed a
significant interaction between legitimacy and SDG,-.16,SE= .08,t (193) =-2.15p =
.033, 95% BC bootstrap ClI of -.63 and -.03. Howetregse effects were qualified by a
marginally significant interaction between SDO,gpactive, and legitimacy, = -.14,SE=
.08,1 (193) =-1.82p =.071, 95% BC bootstrap Cl of -1.16 and .05 (Sgere 5.4). No

other effects were significant (& > -1.06ps > .290).
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Figure 5.4 Descriptions of the competence of the powerless fainction of perspective,

legitimacy of power structures, and SDO. p« .001,"p > .176

We decomposed this marginally significant inter@cidy testing the interaction
between perspective and legitimacy within low (&iebelow the mean) and high (08®

above the mean) levels of SDO. This revealed afgignt perspective X legitimacy
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interaction within high SDO levelb,= -.21,SE=.10,t (193) = -2.03p = .044, 95% BC
bootstrap Cl of -.41 and -.01, but not within lo®@ levels,b = .05,SE=.10,t (193) = .54,

p =.589, 95% BC bootstrap CI of -.14 and .25. Sergdbpes analyses revealed that high
SDO powerful group members described the powedaggoup as less competent when the
power structure was illegitimate than when it wegitimate b = -.60,SE= .15,t (193) = -
3.96,p < .001. When participants were high SDO obsentbeseffect of legitimacy on
descriptions of the competence of the powerlessneasignificantp = -.19,SE= .14t

(193),p = .176.

Looked at differently, 95% BC bootstrap confidengervals indicated that the
legitimacy X SDO interaction was significant forvperful group memberd[=-.31,SE=
11,t(193) =-2.78p = .006, 95% BC bootstrap ClI of -1.05 and -.18] att for external
observersly = -.03,SE=.11,t (193) = -.29p = .773, 95% BC bootstrap CI of -.48 and .36].
Simple slope analyses showed that when power gtegctvere illegitimate, higher SDO
among the powerful was associated with descriptodribe powerless as less competént,
-.51,SE=.15,t (193) = -3.45p < .001. When power structures were legitimateiethneas no
effect of powerful group members’ SDO on descripgiof competencd, = .11,SE= .17t
(193) = .65p = .518.

Moral. Analyses revealed that the effects of perspedbwe,23,SE=.08,t (193) =
3.04,p = .003, 95% BC bootstrap Cl of .16 and .76, an800,b = -.26,SE= .08,t (193) =
-3.19,p =.002, 95% BC bootstrap Cl of -.42 and -.10, wagaificant. Effects of legitimacy,
the interaction between perspective and SDO, amthtiee-way interaction were not
significant (allts > -.81,ps > .417). However, the interaction between SDOlegiimacy
was significantb = -.23,SE=.08,t (193) = -2.83p = .005, 95% BC bootstrap CI of -.78 and
-.14 (see Figure 5.5). This revealed significafgéast of legitimacy within low SDOY[= .26,

SE=.11,t (197) = 2.39p = .018, 95% BC bootstrap Cl of .04 and .48], battwithin high
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SDO levelsp =-.14,SE=.11,t (193) = -1.27p = .205, 95% BC bootstrap CI of -.36 and
.08]. Accordingly, participants low in SDO desculthe powerless as more moral when the

power structure was illegitimate than when it wegitimate.
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Figure 5.5 Descriptions of the morality of the powerlessadanction of legitimacy of power

structures and SDO.F< .05," p = 205.

A significant interaction between legitimacy aretgpective was also founil= -.16,
SE=.08,t (193) =-2.16p = .032, 95% BC bootstrap Cl of -1.26 and -.06 (Eaiele 5.2).
Simple effects analyses revealed that when the pstugcture was legitimate, powerful
group members described the powerless as more Wrab.36,SD=.93) than did
observersNl = 4.56,SD=.94),F (1, 199) = 13.08p < .001,112p: .062. When the power
structure was illegitimate, there was no reliabfeetence between how powerful group
members and observers described the morality gialaerless (respectivelly) = 5.10,SD=
1.29;M =4.97,SD=1.28),F (1, 199) = .32p = .571,n2p= .002. In addition, external

observers tended to describe the powerless asmmma when power structures were
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illegitimate than when they were legitimake(1, 199) = 3.55p = .061,n2p: .018. Powerful
group members equally described the powerlessgnmstef their morality when power

structures were legitimate and illegitimaite(1, 199) = 1.22p = .270,n2p: .006.

Table 5.2
Means and Standard Deviations for Perceived Moyalitthe Powerless, as a

Function of Perspective and Legitimacy

Legitimate Power Structures lllegitimate Poweustures
M (SD) M (SD)
Observers 4.56a (.94) 4.97b (1.28)
Powerful 5.36b (.93) 5.10b (1.29)

Sociable. Analyses revealed that only the effect of SDO wgsifscant,b = -.16,SE
=.08,t (193) = -2.08p = .039, 95% ClIs =-.31 and -.008: Higher levelSDIO were
associated with descriptions of the powerlesssssdeciable. There were no further main or
interactive effects on this variable (&l< 1.15ps > .253).

Mediation analyses. Past work suggests that advantaged group membght ba
more or less supportive of disadvantaged group neesritepending on the emotions that are
elicited by the focus of attention of the advanthdeor example, when inequality is
perceived to be illegitimate, advantaged group nmexmshbre likely to experience sympathy
when they focus on outgroup disadvantage (vs. iqgealvantage) which, in turn, renders
them more likely to show support for the disadvgath(Harth et al., 2008; lyer et al., 2003).
In a similar vein, it is possible that reduced cams for the interests of the powerless (and
increased concerns for the ingroup’s interestshimigpd to behavioural intentions that

favour the ingroupis-a-visthe outgroup. Although we did not assess partitgl@motions,
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there is still reason to believe that the extenitach participants are focused on the
outgroup’s and on the ingroup’s interests might iatecthe effects of perspective,
legitimacy, and SDO on their helping intentions aedcriptions of the powerless.

The analyses reported above show that participaatgerns for the powerless
outgroup (but not for their own ingroup) displaysdinteractive pattern that paralleled those
observed for their willingness to offer low-cost@omy-related help and for the
descriptions of the competence of the powerlessush, participants’ outgroup-focused
concerns was a plausible mediator of low-cost autgnrelated help and descriptions of
competence. Indeed, inspection of correlations éetvihese measures (see Table 5.3)
revealed that outgroup-focused concerns was peBitoorrelated with low-cost autonomy-
related helpr(= .38,p < .001), and with descriptions of competence (28,p < .001§. We
therefore tested whether participants’ outgroupi$ed concerns mediated the effects of
perspective, legitimacy, and SDO on their willinga¢o offer low-cost autonomy-related
help and on their descriptions of the competendb@powerless by conducting two
mediated moderation analyses via PROCESS ModdHages, 2013). These analyses
followed bootstrapping procedures—a method thabtsdependent upon a normal sampling
distribution (see Preacher & Hayes, 2004; Shro&ofger, 2002), and generated 5000
random bootstrap samples with replacement fromrotial sample setN = 201).
Perspective and legitimacy were coded as indidatetthe moderation analyses (reported
above), and SDO was mean centred prior to analysis.

Do outgroup-focused concerns mediate the effects of perspective X legitimacy X
SDO on thewillingness to offer low-cost autonomy-related help? Analyses revealed the
expected perspective X legitimacy X SDO interaceffiect on outgroup-focused concerns,

and that the willingness to offer low-cost autoneralated help was significantly predicted

® Other significant correlations were found but thésanot explain the three-way interaction, which is
the focus of this study.
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by outgroup-focused conceris= .38,SE=.08,t (192) = 4.67p < .001. Moreover, this
analysis revealed that the conditional indireceetfiof the perspective X legitimacy X SDO
interaction on willingness to offer low-cost automgrelated help via outgroup-focused
concerns was negative and different from zbre,-.08,SE= .05 with a 95% bias corrected
(BC) bootstrap confidence interval (Cl) of -.19-101. Analysis of the pathways revealed that
this indirect path was significant when particigawere powerful group members high in
SDO (oneSD above the meanl,= -.19,SE= .09, 95% BC bootstrap CI of -.40 and -.05, but
not when they were observers high in SbG,-.01,SE= .07, 95% BC bootstrap ClI of -.13
and .16. For participants low in SDO (o8B below the mean), the indirect path was
significant when participants were powerfok .09,SE= .05, 95% BC bootstrap ClI of .01
and .21, but not when they were observiers-.01,SE= .06, 95% BC bootstrap CI of -.12
and .14. Accordingly, under conditions of illegiagy, powerful participants high in SDO
were less willing to offer low-cost autonomy-reldteelp because they were less focused on
the interests of the powerless. By contrast, utttesame conditions of illegitimacy,
powerful participants low in SDO were more willitgoffer low-cost autonomy-related help
because they were also more focused on the indesEte powerless.

Do outgroup-focused concerns mediate the effects of perspective X legitimacy X
SDO on descriptions of the competence of the powerless? Analyses revealed the expected
perspective X legitimacy X SDO interaction effeat@utgroup-focused concerns, and that
the description of the competence of the powemesssignificantly predicted by outgroup-
focused concerng,= .13,SE=.07,t (192) = 1.97p = .050. Moreover, this analysis revealed
that the conditional indirect effect of the perdpexX legitimacy X SDO interaction on
descriptions of the competence of the powerlessnegative and different from zeto= -
.03,SE= .02 with a 95% bias corrected (BC) bootstrapfidence interval (Cl) of -.08 to -

.01. Analysis of the pathways revealed that thasrect path was significant when
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participants were powerful group members high irOSPneSD above the meanh, = -.07,

SE= .04, 95% BC bootstrap ClI of -.18 and -.01, ttwhen they were observers high in
SDO,b =-.01,SE= .03, 95% BC bootstrap Cl of -.07 and .05. Fatip@ants low in SDO
(oneSDbelow the mean), the indirect path was significgnén participants were powerful,

b =.03,SE=.02, 95% BC bootstrap Cl of .01 and .10, butwleén they were observeils:-
-.01,SE=.02, 95% BC bootstrap CI of -.04 and .07. Acawgty, under conditions of
illegitimacy, powerful participants high in SDO debed the powerless as more incompetent
(or less competent) because they were less foarséte interests of the powerless. By
contrast, under the same conditions of illegitimgmwerful participants low in SDO
described the powerless as more competent bedaeysaere also more focused on their

interests.
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Table 5.3

Correlations Between Overall Willingness to Help Bowerless, Dependency-
related Help, High-Cost Autonomy-Related Help, L@ast Autonomy-Related
Help, Outgroup-Focused Concerns, Ingroup-Focuseddéms, Competence,

Morality and Sociability in Experiment 6.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Overall Help -

2. Dependency-Help  .42** -

3. High-Cost A. Help .34** . 27**

4. Low-Cost A. Help .22*  -01  .31* -

5. Outgroup F.
bSO 18* .39** [ 38** -

Concerns
6. Ingroup F.
30 .26 .05 -.12 .09 -
Concerns
7. Competence 21* 15% 14 A9 28 .02 -
8. Morality 28** .03 .09 A8 44 .08 .30** -
9. Sociability 22* .04 19 19* 40** .15* .11 56** -

* p< 001, *p< .05

Discussion

The findings of Experiment 6 demonstrate that pdwadders can attempt to address
threats to their superior standing by strategigatlyiding help to the powerless. In so doing,
these results support our predictions that effetciegitimacy on power holders' helping
intentions are dependent on their SDO: Relativeddimate power structures, when these
were illegitimate power holders' SDO was negatiasgociated with their willingness to

provide low-cost autonomy-related help to powerlgssips. Surprisingly however, high
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SDO powerful group members were willing to provide-cost autonomy-related help to the
same extent in illegitimate and in legitimate cdiotis. Results also revealed that power
holders’ descriptions of the competence of the ptese followed a similar pattern to that
found their helping intentions. Specifically, wheower hierarchies were illegitimate,
powerful group members high in SDO were more wgllio derogate the competence of the
powerless than powerful group members low in SD@eWpower was legitimate, SDO did
not affect powerful group members’ descriptionshaf powerless. Additionally, power
holders high in SDO were more willing to derogdite tompetence of the powerless when
power structures were illegitimate than when theyenegitimate.

Moreover, Experiment 6 also provides insights ptential psychological
mechanisms that might be responsible for thesetsff8pecifically, the results of this study
allows us to establish that participants’ willingsdo offer low-cost autonomy-related help to
the powerless and their willingness to derogatectimepetence of the powerless are
associated with their concerns for the powerlesgroup. Results show that power holders
(but not observers) displayed different levelsafaern for the powerless depending on
conditions of legitimacy and SDO. Accordingly, whaower structures were illegitimate,
powerful group members high in SDO (but not thase ih SDO) were less concerned about
protecting the powerless than when their power legiimate. Importantly, results show that
powerful group members’ concerns for the powenaediated the effects of legitimacy of
power structures and SDO on intentions to offer-tmst autonomy-related help and on
descriptions of competence. This suggests that golngroup members high in SDO adjust
their offers of help and their descriptions of goaverless according to their motivation to
protect the powerless.

These findings therefore support and extend théigirens implied by the IHPR

model because they empirically demonstrate thaeplodvgroup members strategically
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adjust their helping intentions according to thedlinations to justify social inequalities
(SDO) but only when the possibility of power chamges imminent (i.e., when power
structures were illegitimate). Furthermore, thesdihgs also provide insights into the
concerns that drive power holders' help offersfama these concerns shape their willingness
to provide help and the expectations they hava@pbwerless (that is, how the powerless
are described).

On the other hand, and consistent with Experirbengsults revealed that the
interactive effect between SDO and legitimacy olpostructures did not determine
observers' helping intentions, concerns, and dasans of the powerless. Results revealed a
main effect of observers' SDO on their ingroup-gealiconcerns. However, this was the only
measure affected by observers' SDO and, at thae stiae explanation for this single finding
is unclear. Perhaps future research should teshehthis single finding is replicated and
shed light on why observers high in SDO become rfammased in their ingroup interests.

Furthermore, results of Experiment 6 also didsugtport our predictions that
illegitimate (vs. legitimate) power structures wabuénder observers more willing to help the
powerless. However, an examination of the measiged to assess observers' helping
intentions might provide an explanation to thisoingistency. In Experiment 5, we asked
observers about their willingness to help poweréass$ powerful groups, which might have
created a comparison regarding the target of llgontrast, in Experiment 6 we asked
observers about their helping intentions towareéspbwerless, in which case the powerful
versus the powerless comparison was not preseuns, Bxperiment 5 might have offered a
more direct solution to restore a legitimate hiengrin that observers could clearly side by
the powerless (vs. the powerful) and help themnsvihe illegitimate power structure. In the
absence of a clear solution (Experiment 6), obsemeght have resorted to more economic

and default information processes (Guinote, 20Q@a87b, 2010) and allowed their help
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intentions to be guided by, for example, to theeexed costs associated with providing
assistance.
General Discussion

Recent social-psychological work suggests thatgsghWwgroup members can
reinforce social hierarchies through actions thatsgparently positive: The powerful
provide help to the powerless but they do so iatsgic ways, such that the powerless’
dependency on power holders is promoted and hleemrare perpetuated (e.g., Nadler,
2002; Nadler et al., 2009; Nadler & Halabi, 2006).

With the research reported in this chapter, wessgthat individual inclinations
(SDO) and structural factors (perceived legitimatpower structures and individuals'
position in the power hierarchy) might shed lightwhen and why help is provided to the
powerless such that power structures are reinfoigpecifically, we propose and
demonstrate that SDO determines the helping itestdf power holders (who are embedded
in the power structure) but only when power streesgiare illegitimate. Experiment 6 tested
and supported this prediction: When power wasitilegte, powerful group members' SDO
was negatively associated with their intentionprtavide the powerless with low-cost
autonomy-related help (but not dependency- and-baghh autonomy-related help).
Consistently, under these very same conditionBegfiiimacy, powerful group members’
SDO was positively associated with negative desionp of the competence of the
powerless. Clarifying these help-offering pattesind these descriptions of the powerless, our
findings indicated that when power structures wigggitimate, power holders' SDO was also
negatively associated with concerns for the praieatf the powerless which led powerful
group members to reduce low-cost autonomy-relagdl o the powerless and to increase
the derogation of their competence (ExperimenO8)the other hand, perceptions of

legitimacy in combination with individual differeas in SDO did not guide helping
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intentions of those who are external to power hadnias, i.e., third party observers
(Experiments 5 and 6).

We thus go beyond past research in two ways., Mesempirically demonstrate that
the interplay between SDO and perceived legitinqyower structures shapes how power
holders provide help to the powerless, but alsliémices the concerns they hold when
providing help, and the description they make efrdcipients of help. Second, we
demonstrate that this combined effect of SDO amdgdeed legitimacy is dependent on the
help provider's position in power structures ahdst is reflective of power-related
calculations.

The Interplay Between L egitimacy and SDO in Shaping How Power Holders Help the
Power less

This chapter demonstrates that, as assumed bMEf model (e.g., Nadler, 2002,
Nadler & Halabi, 2006), socially advantaged groo@as be strategic about the way they
provide help to the disadvantaged, depending ohelgéimacy-SDO interplay. These
findings are consistent with Chapter 3’s findinggarding the effects of legitimacy on
motivation, as well as with previous work on tlepit (e.g., Keltner, Gruenfeld, &
Anderson, 2003; Lammers, Galinsky, Gordijn, & Oft2008). Because illegitimate (vs.
legitimate) power structures threaten the curregdization of social hierarchies, powerful
group members become more avoidant of losing thgierior standing (e.g., Ellemers et al.,
1990; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Consequently, theg lkely to be prone to reinforce their
threatened power. This is especially likely whesytare also individually inclined to protect
the status quo, that is when they are high in SBI@ahius & Pratto, 1999). This chapter
demonstrates that one way of maintaining currentegpalifferentials is by promoting the
dependency of the powerless. On the one hand,@rgistent with the previous chapter’'s

findings regarding the effects of legitimacy on &ebur and with past research on
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intergroup helping (e.g., Halabi et al., 2008; NadP002; Nadler et al., 2009), power holders
can strategically engage in pro-social behaviaurekample, by reducing forms of help that
empower the powerless (such as low-cost autonotatetehelp) and, thus, boost the
powerless’ dependency on power holders. On the btad, they can devalue the
competence of the powerless—a dimension that eyhagsociated with power and control,
more so than morality and sociability (e.g., Cudeigke, & Glick, 2008; Fiske et al., 2007;
Fiske, Xu, Cuddy, & Glick, 1999). Indeed previoesearch shows that powerful individuals
who think their power is precarious not only evédueir subordinates more negatively but
also spend more time looking for negative, steq@otiraits of their subordinates (e.g.,
Georgesen & Harris, 2006; Rodriguez-Bailon, MoyaY &erbyt, 2000). It thus seems that by
depriving the powerless of empowering forms of reeid by derogating their competence,
high SDO power holders might attempt to minimizevpothreats imposed by illegitimate
power structures and, eventually, might prevenoihygortunity for the powerless to strive for
a better position and, perhaps, reverse the egistmicture of power.

The propensity for power holders to reduce oftédrempowering forms of help to the
powerless, and their propensity to derogate thepebemce of the powerless, can be further
understood as a reflection of their reduced corscEmnthe welfare of the powerless, which
were evident under the very same conditions afitiimacy and high SDO. The more power
holders perceive threats to their power, the mi&edyl they are to attempt to secure their
superiority, even at the expense of powerless ouftg. Power-holders might thus reduce the
focus they place on the disadvantage of the pos&idnen perceiving threats to their
superiority and, consequently, engage in behavttmirdoes not support the disadvantaged.
Indeed it has been demonstrated that the protectisacial hierarchies often incurs costs for
the disadvantaged: They are excluded from team woely are granted limited access to

information that is crucial to certain tasks; aheit needs are less likely to be taken into
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account when the advantaged make decisions (eameM& Mead, 2010; Nicol, 2009; Son
Hing, Bobocel, Zanna, & McBride, 2007). Thus, ieses that power threats, such as those
imposed by illegitimate power structures, redu@dbncern that powerful group members
might have about the situation of the powerlegseeslly among those who are highly
motivated to protect the status quo (high SDOJjutn, lowered concerns about the
powerless direct power holders to engage in bebaviat enhances the dependency of their
subordinates.

In sum, the willingness to engage in helping béhay although positive on the
surface, might cover attempts to thwart changelsarpower structure such that social
hierarchies are maintained and power holders' sarigris consolidated.

Strategic Uses of Help Reflect Power -Related Calculations

One finding of this chapter that is particularlyaresting is the fact that the interactive
legitimacy X SDO effect on the strategic use ofdoest autonomy-related help, and on the
descriptions and concerns for the powerless, whsesident amongst powerful group
members. When participants were observers thesedative effects did not reach
significance (Experiments 5 and 6). There was h@wawsuggestion that SDO was
negatively associated with observers’ willingnesgrovide low-cost autonomy-related help
(Experiment 6), but this evidence emerged aftggengon of the simple slopes of a non-
significant legitimacy X SDO interaction (for obsers). This seems to suggest either that the
effects of SDO are sporadic and unreliable for olegs, or that intentions to provide the
powerless with specific forms of help might depat only on situational and individual
factors but also on expectations regarding onetgpuwithin social hierarchies, especially,
on opportunities to uphold a superior social stagpdUnlike powerful group members,
observers are expected to be un-invested in therdependency of external power

positions, which might limit their power-relatednoerns about these external structures of
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status quo, as well as the extent to which helprght benefit their own position in this
structure.

Our findings suggest that observers can be stcatdten helping the powerless, but
only when they wish to reinstate legitimacy to ungacial hierarchies (Experiment 5). On
the other hand, and in contrast to social domindmeery, the fact that SDO did not
influence observers' responses might indicatettigindividual difference variable is not
reflective of a generalised desire to legitimisatffied social environments. According to
this theory (e.g., Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), SD@ general attitudinal inclination for group-
based inequality that is expected to guide thevaebaof individuals and groups towards the
legitimization of power and status differences. lger, our findings seem to suggest that
structural factors concerning one's position in @ostructures can limit the activation of
SDO. Other research has suggested that SDO idlgdiatier conceptualised as a specific
group-based ideology, rather than a generalisetht@tion (Schmitt et al., 2003). In fact, past
work suggests that rather than an individual chtaretic that might remain absolute across
situations (e.g., Altemeyer, 1998; Reynolds, Turiaslam, & Ryan, 2001), SDO is likely to
manifest itself differently in different situatioasd serve as a moderator of socio-structural
variables (see Chen Lee-Chai, & Bargh, 2001; D&B&sses, 2001; Guimond, Dambrun,
Michinov, & Duarte, 2003; Pratto & Shih, 2000; Satir& Branscombe, 2003), or might
even vary according to the social context, funcetigras a mediator of the effects of
situational variables (see Guimond et al., 2008jhis chapter, there is evidence suggesting
that SDO indeed moderates the responses of tgdiithately powerful, but this effect is
mitigated when the powerful hold a legitimate posit or when participants assume the
perspective of a third party observer. Althoughdignot find direct or interactive effects of
perspective and legitimacy on SDO, the patterresponses seems to suggest that SDO

indeed moderates the effects of situational fadiags the illegitimacy of power relations),
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but might also be dependent on these factors \{iteether people take a powerful vs.
observer perspective). Even though the currenttenagas not intended to examine the
conceptualization of SDO, it is interesting to amkfedge that our findings seem to support
the idea that, far from being a general motivatmprotect the status quo, certain structural
factors might impact the extent to which SDO guitheviduals' behaviour, at least in the
context of intergroup helping. Instead, the releeaaf SDO in guiding individual
orientations towards the powerless seems to depemchether the individual actually
occupies a position of power in the social struetiiat defines their relationship with the
powerless, and thus whether or not they hold egpiecs concerning their power within
hierarchies.
Future Research

Interestingly, our findings did not reveal signdi@t main or interactive effects of
SDO and perceptions of legitimacy on the willingnhes provide dependency-oriented help.
This was unexpected given that past research sti@tvadvantaged group members resort to
dependency-related help when threats to their ddgead are perceived (e.g., Nadler, 2002;
Nadler et al., 2009). Furthermore, results in thiapter revealed autonomy-related forms of
assistance were favoured over dependency-relatpddspecially less costly forms of
autonomy-related help (g < .001), irrespective of participants' perspec{power holder
vS. observer), perception of legitimacy, and SDBisTight suggest that help choices can
also stem from costs that are expected to be adedawvith specific forms of assistance. In
fact, people often make assessments of the cadtpritviding help has for themselves (e.g.,
Pilivian et al., 1981). Dependency-related helphthlge perceived to be more costly in terms
of resources, time, and effort than autonomy-reléems of help. It is thus possible that,
given the option, help providers are generally npyome to avoid forms of assistance that

are perceived to carry more costs and, insteadufdess costly forms of help.
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Alternatively, help providers might succumb to mative pressures and endorse types
of help that reflect how they think help shoulddrevided versus how they wish to provide
help. Help is often driven by genuine care, empadhg concern for those who receive it
(e.g., Omoto & Snyder, 1995; Stirmer, Snyder, & @MA005). Given that dependency-
related help might convey attempts to control tbevgrless and promote their dependence,
power holders might opt to provide forms of helatthetter display the conventional help
concerns (i.e., empathy and care for the powerlgsgh, by comparison, might be better
portrayed by autonomy-related help. Future resesinolld thus examine whether
expectations regarding specific forms of assistdfareexample, cost-benefit analyses and
beliefs of how help should be provided) impactlois talculated behaviour.

On the other hand, by using hypothetical scesaa@xamine the dynamics
underlying intergroup help among groups participdmow little about, we were able to
demonstrate that these dynamics are not dependetéeotypic expectations regarding
ingroup and outgroup members but, rather, candmswersal to various power structures.
However, dependency- and autonomy-related helptrhigld different meanings and
implications when other, more realistic, contexts @nsidered. For instance, the extent to
which help providers believe themselves to be dapafproviding specific types of help and
that these will lead to the expected outcome (&fficand outcome expectancies, Bandura,
1977, 1986, 1989), might vary depending on theirements of the context. On the other
hand, dependency- and autonomy-related help imptindt notions of dependency, that is,
chronic and transient dependency, respectively. é¥aw the specificities of the context
might modify this notion. Autonomy-related helpr BExample, might be provided to solve a
specific problem but, in a different context, migéguire more effort and a continued
relationship with the help recipient. Therefores thulti-determined nature of helping

intentions and behaviour should also be considerégture research.
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In sum, the research reported in this chapterigesvfurther evidence that the
perceived legitimacy of social structures modities perception of power relations.
Extending the previous chapters and past researaftergroup helping, we also demonstrate
that perceived legitimacy combines with individiradlinations to protect the status quo in
shaping how powerful group members reinforce thewer through strategic uses of help.
Notably, we believe that we challenge past reseancntergroup helping by demonstrating
that the position of help providers in relatiorptmwer structures also determines their
motivation to engage with social hierarchies artiimately, how they employ helping
behaviour. More generally, whereas the receivedovisis that threatened power holders
engage in self- and group-serving behaviours jgéia power and control often in hostile
manners (e.g., Goodwin et al., 2000; Richeson & ady) 2003; Sachdev & Bourhis, 1985),
our research supports the idea that power holdersiso attempt to achieve the same
outcome (i.e., maintenance of power structureg)amne indirect ways, and provides evidence
for the mechanisms involved: By engaging in a npmgitive and outwardly benign
behaviour, such as providing help (see also Jackt®94; Glick & Fiske, 2001a),

In conclusion, these findings might offer pradticasight into the dynamics at play
when individuals and group members attempt to asaital change, especially in ways that

might be less resisted and opposed to, that isdyiging assistance to the disadvantaged.



General Discussion 183

Chapter 6: General Discussion

The aim of the research reported in this thesistovasntribute to an understanding
of how powerless and powerful individuals perceanel experience social inequalities, and
how they are motivated to respond to them. Theraktiteme of this thesis was to examine
the situational conditions—specifically, percepsaf the legitimacy of power—that might
help generate or avert a possible power change.

Across six studies, | have examined how the pasttiat individuals occupy within
the power structure, and how their perceptionfefi¢gitimacy of this structure, impact on
their response to power imbalances. After introdgcthe key theoretical concepts in
Chapters 1 and 2, in Chapters 3 and 4 | focusdtaninterpersonal power and the
perceived legitimacy of power structures combineffect individuals' motivation and
power-related behaviour, respectively. In Chaptdrfédcused my investigation on pro-social
behavioural intentions (i.e., offers of help to feverless) and examined how these can be
strategically used by powerful group members to@mépower change, depending on
perceptions of legitimacy and on individual diffeces in social dominance orientation.

Separately, each of these empirical chapters megitesent three independent
programs of research, each with its own messageeach situated within distinct areas of
social psychological knowledge—that is, researcimdividual motivations, on interpersonal
behaviour, on intergroup help. However, when taogether, this work offers consistent
findings that point towards two general conclusida$ The effects of power on individual
responses are not invariant but, instead, can lukfiexh by perceptions of legitimacy; and (2)
responses to illegitimate power are strategic afidative of specific identity-related
concerns.

In the following section, | examine the specifisutts of the studies reported in this

thesis, and discuss the theoretical implicationhefpresent work in terms of their novelty,
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as well as by reference to the gaps in past rdsé¢laat were identified in the introductory
chapter.
Theoretical | mplications

(INlegitimacy of power modifies motivations and behaviour. In Chapter 2, |
reviewed research examining how interpersonal ateigroup power impacts on
individuals’ and group members’ behaviour. Researckhe effects of interpersonal power
(e.g., Dovidio & Ellyson, 1985; Keltner, Gruenfelthd Anderson, 2003; Keltner, Van Kleef,
Chen, & Kraus, 2008) suggests that individuals'ivatibns and behaviour are explained by
their experiences of power. Specifically, high poweluces approach motivation, activates
approach-related behaviour, and increases tendetacengage in power-signalling, whereas
low power triggers avoidance motivation and actgatvoidance-related behaviour, such as
enacting powerlessness. Research on social idematyntergroup relations (e.g., e.g.,
Ellemers, van Knippenberg, & Wilke, 1990; TajfelM&rner, 1979), by contrast, suggests
that high- and low-status group members might adgsponses to their social position as a
function of how they perceive the social structdrecording to this view, illegitimate (vs.
legitimate) hierarchies raise questions regardiegdeservingness of social inequalities. This
results in increased motivation to protect thatustguo among high-status members, and in
an increased motivation to improve current low dilag among low-status members.
Outlined in this way, the first perspective suggestinear link between power, approach,
and power displays (and powerlessness, avoidandgy@verlessness displays), whereas the
second perspective presents a more malleable iotundividual responses. However, to
date, this more malleable picture has not beendead with direct evidence regarding the
motivational states of powerful and powerless imdimals, or examined their link to the
behaviours that individuals might use when prongtin preventing social change. In this

work, | intended to combine both perspectives tovjgle a more nuanced and detailed view
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of how power affects motivation and behaviour. Tdombination allowed me to examine
whether perceptions of legitimacy can modify the&k of power on experiences of
approach and avoidance, and on enactment of powlgp@verlessness.

These basic ideas were tested in the researchiedpo Chapters 3 and 4. The
findings reported there demonstrate that perceptdnllegitimate power do change low- and
high-power individuals’ responses, relative to wipemwer is legitimate (Experiments 1, 2, 3,
and 4). Consistent with research on the effecistefpersonal power, the powerless
displayed more avoidance and enacted their lagowkr to a greater degree, when this
position was seen as legitimate. However, when pavas seen as illegitimate, the
powerless displayed more approach and engagediergeeking behaviour. Specifically,
under these conditions, the powerless approachednak cues of power and increased
physical distance from an illegitimately powerfarmer. Additional measures assessing
behavioural entitlement and impression managemamlsdExperiments 2 and 4) also
revealed variations depending on the perceivedimegty of power positions. When power
was illegitimate (vs. legitimate) the powerlessregged more entitlement and a greater
desire to be respected (vs. liked). Thus, in linté& wesearch on intergroup relations,
illegitimate power modified the responses of poesslindividuals, relative to when power
was legitimate.

The findings reported in Chapters 3 and 4 inditdad powerful individuals are also
responsive to perceptions of legitimacy. Specicand consistent with research on the
effects of interpersonal power, the powerful digpthmore approach and enacted power
more clearly (i.e., they signalled their superi@nsling), when this position was seen to be
legitimate. lllegitimate power structures on theesthand, led power holders to display more
avoidance and to attend to external cues of pogskss, while increasing physical

closeness to their illegitimately powerless partiié®e measure assessing behavioural
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entitlement (Experiment 2) also followed this pattéVhen power was illegitimate (vs.
legitimate) the powerful behaved with less entitern

However, power holders' impression managemensgeate unaffected by
perceptions of legitimacy (i.e., irrespective dgjitanacy conditions, they wanted to be seen
as competent, moral, and sociable). This mightdpéagned by the fact that powerful
individuals seek information that is relevant foeit goals in the context to a greater extent
than do powerless individuals (Guinote, 2007b, 200Experiment 4, power holders had
the task to perform as a Director (i.e., leadehic for them might have implied a good
performance in competence, morality, and socighituddy, Glick, & Beninger, 2011).
Thus, although their behaviour in this study waspomsive to variations in legitimacy, power
holders might also have been sensitive to the edlgirposes of the experiment, that is, the
goal to perform well as a Director (which might baeflected on the high ratings of the self-
report measure of impression goals in both conaitiaf legitimacy).

As such, the results reported in this thesis ptesmpelling evidence, across a
variety of studies and measures, that the peraepfitegitimacy modifies responses to
power and to powerlessness, as suggested by resmanstergroup relations. However, the
present work also advances past research in vanays. With regard to motivation,
although past work has suggested that perceptidegiimacy can modify the effect of
power on motivations (Lammers, Galisnky, GordijnQOften, 2008), this work demonstrated
variations in the extent to which individuals expace approach only. That is, past work has
shown that the legitimacy of power affects the e«kte which individuals experience
approach motivations, but has failed to demonsthatethis can also be reflected in
avoidance, and as such that the motivational @iemts of powerful and powerless can
actually reverse. Indeed, new to my research getias the possibility to assess both

approach and avoidance motivations among powenfilip@werless individuals. By using
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this method, the results reported here demondtratellegitimate power differentials, rather
than just producing variations in approach, coesity reverse the power-approach and the
powerlessness-avoidance links.

Also, contributing to past research, my work sougldirectly assess motivational
states, rather than inferring these based on degmtocesses, emotions, and behavioural
intentions that are assumed to relate to thesevatmtns. In the research reported in this
thesis, | adapted a well-established means of matipg approach and avoidance to
measure these states. Past research has usedztelmaed in Chapter 3 to induce approach
and avoidance tendencies, and in so doing has dsrated the link between these mazes
and these motivational states (Forster, Friedmae)g@l, & Denzler, 2006; Friedman &
Forster, 2001). | capitalised on existing knowled@#his association, but turned it on its
head to examine to what extent participants predetine maze that fits an approach state
versus the maze that fits an avoidance statefuascidon of power and legitimacy. This, in
itself, is an innovative aspect of this work ancbatribution to social psychological
knowledge regarding individual motivation.

To my knowledge, the work presented here providesirst account of the behaviour
of powerful and powerless individuals during soamractions, under different conditions
of legitimacy. Past research, for example reseanctollective action, had examined
behavioural tendencies, intentions, or retrospeatports, but a link between legitimacy
perceptions to actual behaviour during interpersmeractions had not yet been made. This
thesis thus further advances past work investigdtow individuals respond to the
possibility of power change, by moving beyond attés and behavioural intentions and
towards a closer examination of the actual behatlmat is used to secure or obtain power in

interactive settings.
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Finally, it is important to note that past resbanften assesses motivations and
behavioural intentions when power structures h#ready been established. Research on
collective action focuses on ongoing relationsyalt as on effects of perceived legitimacy,
but it does not typically isolate effects of powar their motivational underpinnings. On the
other hand, experimental research on the effedtg@fpersonal power tends to focus on
contexts in which power positions are unlikely kange, and in which there is little
opportunity to dispute these due to the lack ofaomg interaction between the powerful and
powerless. By combining research on the effectatefpersonal power on motivations and
behaviour with research focusing on the opportesiirovided by ongoing social contexts
(that is, research on social identity theory), poean be situated within continued
relationships between individuals and groups, shahpower structures can be hoped, or
feared, to change. In this thesis, although pasiais did not really engage in interactions
with one another, they expected to do so and, theg,were given the chance to project their
goals to secure or change the power structure.

In sum, the findings reported in this thesis iatkcthat perceptions of legitimacy
moderate the effects of social power and, impagademonstrate that the motivational
pattern was mirrored by behavioural responses.ifigaly, when power was illegitimate
(vs. legitimate): The powerless experienced mopEaarh, displayed increased entitlement,
and engaged in power-seeking behaviour; in contfastpowerful experienced more
avoidance, displayed diminished entitlement, antéadpot to signal their power. These
findings thus suggest that the subjective expedearicil)legitimate power impacts on the
motivations of both high- and low-power individualsd that this, in turn, is reflected on
their behaviour. Having documented these findingfhe next section | will discuss the

potential psychological mechanisms that might Ispeasible for the effects observed.
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Strategic Responsesto Illegitimate Power. Aside from demonstrating that the
legitimacy of power modifies the responses of pdwemnd powerless individuals, an
additional aim of this research was to shed lightle psychological mechanisms
responsible for these effects. One conceivablegrdeation of the patterns of behaviour
shown in this thesis is that individual response®by reflect how they experience their
power when this is illegitimate. For example, it@ceivable that compared to legitimate
power, illegitimate power might reduce feelinggpofver among the powerful and increase
feelings of power among the powerless. It is furihessible that these modified feelings of
power determine the behavioural responses obseif\@m.then it could be said that power
has linear effects on motivation and on behaviowgghonses, since these would have been
produced by a reversal of feelings of power, rathan by a reversal of responses to
power/powerlessness—which is my contention. Howeths explanation was ruled out by
the findings reported in Chapters 3-5. Specificdélgitimacy of power did not affect high
and low power individuals' perception of their opawer (Experiments 2, 3, 4, and 6), but it
did affect their motivational and behavioural resges. This suggests that the effect of
legitimacy on powerful and powerless individuakssponses was not guided by modified
feelings of power. Instead, | propose that thespamses are guided by more strategic
concerns.

According to research inspired by social identitgdry, illegitimacy fundamentally
changes dynamics in power (and status) structunegelits different concerns, relative to
when these are legitimate (e.g., Ellemers et @B01Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979).
Research reported in this thesis seems to be tentsigith this idea, suggesting that
illegitimate power has different implications farcsal agents that vary in their position (the
powerless and the powerful) and in relationshiptteers within the social setting (powerful

actors versus observers). These implications fetsosocial position, in turn, leads to
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strategic responses aimed at meeting the concémssuing power, protecting power, or
restoring legitimacy.

With respect to the powerless, in a study examipmger-related behaviour
(Experiment 4), illegitimate (but not legitimate)wer led the powerless to award greater
importance to being respected (vs. liked) by thewerful interaction partner and this, in
turn, made the powerless increase physical distiiopethem. In this very same study, the
powerless also claimed external cues to power {sh#tey claimed objects that are likely to
signal power to others) when this was illegitim@te legitimate). Taken together, these
results suggest that, for the powerless, illegitynaf power implies an opportunity to pursue
power and respect and, importantly, it is also gpootunity to behaviourally communicate
these goals to others during social interactionsthérmore, this interpretation is consistent
with findings for motivation and entitlement in Gitar 3: Because illegitimacy signals an
opportunity to change power positions, the powsrlaght become more attuned to the
possibility of approaching respect and power, aad inore entitled to it. Consequently, they
engage in approach-related behaviour and commiernticeir desire for respect, such as by
claiming external cues to power and by displayiagdviour that is typically associated with
power holders (i.e., being more distant).

On the other hand, research reported in this tisegjgests that power holders become
protective (that is, they engage in strategies diatesecuring their social standing) of their
power when this is illegitimate and thus underayrevhich is consistent with research on
social identity and intergroup relations (e.g.eHlers et al., 1990; Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel &
Turner, 1986). The finding that the powerful digjgld avoidance when power was
illegitimate, compared to when it was legitimategEriments 1 and 2), seems to be in line
this idea. However, the studies in this thesis algggest that power holders may need to be

flexible and follow different strategies to protéiceir powerful position depending on the
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context. For example, when power is illegitimat)@gh the powerful may need to appease
the powerless when they expect to continue intergetith them (as shown in Experiments 3
and 4), if there is no repeated interaction they simply behave in ways that reflect the
perception that they might not deserve their posife.g., low entitlement, as shown in
Experiment 2). Of course this comparison is naatly made in the studies reported in this
thesis, so it is an issue to be directly inveséidah future research. As such, this thesis seems
to suggest that power holders might strategicaly their behaviour to maintain their power
when this is deemed illegitimate. This idea seemizetin line with previous research on
intergroup contact. For instance, Saguy, Dovidim Bratto (2008) showed that even though
advantaged group members are more willing to addogscs that are favoured by the
disadvantaged when power disparities are illeginges. legitimate)—that is, topics that
might highlight power-based inequalities, advantegeup members’ desire to actually
change power relations does not increase with ¢éheeption of illegitimacy (Saguy et al.,
2008). Thus, this research combines to suggesbthappeasing the powerless (Experiments
3 and 4), power holders might communicate a dégsira positive interaction, while perhaps
expecting to ameliorate their responses to undeddow-power positions.

Further to exploring the possibility that pro-sddiehaviour can strategically be used
by power holders to secure their power, in Chaptieexamined their willingness to provide
various forms of help to the powerless, in legitienand illegitimate power structures.
Additionally, | examined whether individual differees in SDO combined with perceptions
of legitimacy to shape helping intentions. The fings$ provided further evidence supporting
the argument that illegitimate power raises povedsited concerns among the powerful.
Across different measures, relative to when powas lggitimate, illegitimate power led
power holders high in SDO to promote the dependehtlye powerless on them: They

reduced empowering forms of assistance to the gesgeand derogated their competence—a
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dimension that is highly associated with powerK&js<u, Cuddy, & Glick, 1999). Together,
these results suggest that by encouraging the depewn of the powerless (and,
complementarily, increasing control over them)hh&PO power holders might expect to
minimize power threats imposed by illegitimate posteuctures and, eventually, reduce
potential opportunities for the powerless to stfiwea better social standing.

Evidence reported in this thesis also suggestdltbgitimate power raises concerns
for the legitimacy of power structures among obsex\(Experiments 5 and 6). Specifically,
when confronted with illegitimate power structurelservers were generally inclined to
reinstate legitimacy into those external hierarshug helping the powerless (more than the
powerful) to strive for a better position. Moreovebservers' responses were unaffected by
general inclinations to reinforce current powemualities (SDO) in both conditions of
legitimacy, which might indicate that power projeas within external hierarchies do not
concern observers. Taken together, the resulthaptér 5 provide further support for the
notion that, at least in the context of intergrdngtp, illegitimate power has different
implications depending on individuals' own positisithin power structures, with observers
likely to be primarily concerned with the reinstaent of legitimacy when this is lost.

These results thus shed light on the psychologicalesses and concerns/goals
underlying the behaviour that is induced by thegption of illegitimate power structures.
Consistent with past research on intergroup relat{e.g., Ellemers et al., 1990; Tajfel, 1978;
Tajfel & Turner, 1979), the results reported harggest that illegitimate power elicits
different concerns for powerful and for powerlesdividuals, relative to when power is
legitimate: The powerful aim to secure their povtke powerless aim to claim it. However,
past research looking at when and how the powaxfeitt power change and the powerless
seek power has so far only assessed emotionsdatiitor behavioural intentions. We thus

extend research in this tradition by demonstratimegexistence of these approach and
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avoidance motivations, and how the motivation toi@wr to approach power change is
reflected in actual power-related behaviour. Thegrtess are motivated to approach power
and respect, which leads them to behave in waystmvey power to others, for example by
adopting behaviours that are characteristic opth&erful. On the other hand, work on power
holder’s responses to power threats has so faigedwnconsistent findings suggesting that
intentions for inhibition, for power assertion, dod conceding power are all possible
outcomes of illegitimacy (e.g., Chow, Lowery, & Hog 2013; Goff, Epstein, Mentovich, &
Reddy, 2013; Reicher & Haslam, 2006, 2015). Thdifigs in this thesis show that, during
interactions, the powerful engage in positive baavtowards the powerless, which might
be indicative of strategic efforts to thwart potahattempts from the powerless to improve
their illegitimate standing.

Previous research has demonstrated that poweisf{atus) affects impression
management goals (e.g., Bergsieker, Shelton, &d3imh, 2010; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu,
2002). My findings provide further evidence for tioée of power in structuring impression
management and extends past research by demangtiait structural factors (such as the
perceived legitimacy of power) also modify goalsied to impression management.
Importantly, the results also showed that impresai@anagement goals elicited by
illegitimate power modified the behaviour of thenmoless.

Furthermore, these findings also extend past rekear intergroup help (e.g., Halabi,
Dovidio, & Nadler, 2008; Nadler, 2002; Nadler, HarpGorodeisky, & Ben-David, 2009) by
showing that intentions to help the powerless migghtlependent not only on the combined
effect of perceived legitimacy and individual difaces in SDO, but also on the help
providers' position in the power structures (p@werful or third party observers). To my
knowledge, Chapter 5 provides the first accounhefhelping intentions of observers, while

comparing them to the helping intentions of powegfioup members. Overall, this analysis
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suggests that illegitimate power might hold diffaramplications for help providers,
depending on whether or not they are internal ol taus invested in) social hierarchies.
Consequently, helping can at times constitute attument to eradicate illegitimacy (when
done by observers) and an effective tool to recém@ocial inequalities (when done by
powerful group members).

Finally, the findings reported in this thesis mighgo have implications for research
examining how women respond to power positionst Raggarch suggests that, by virtue of
often being seen as a low-power group, women beimavays that are typical of low-power
individuals: For example, they are avoidance oddrand reluctant to enact power (e.g.,
Brescoll, 2012; Rudman & Kilianski, 2000; Rudmam$4-Racusin, Glick, & Phelan, 2012,
Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts, 2012). Relseaported in this thesis however
suggests that this might not always be the caser3hat the majority of the sample used in
each study was composed of female students, mynfjadeem to suggest that women's
power-related behaviour can be modified, dependmpgerceptions of power and its
legitimacy. As such, | believe that this thesiseexis prior work by demonstrating that
women can display powerlessness (for example, wheanlow power is legitimate) but they
can also, at times, engage in power-seeking behaf{iar example, when their low power is
illegitimate), enact power (if they have legitimgtawer), or protect illegitimate power. In
sum, submission is not a characteristic of womem{any specific social group), but only
one type of behaviour that they are likely to dagplvhen they are in positions of power that
they deem to be legitimate. It is possible thatstime can be said for other groups that tend
to occupy low-power positions in society, such e minorities. Future research should
thus investigate whether the findings reportedis thesis can also emerge when other low

power groups are considered.
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Practical Implications

The hypotheses | raised in this thesis were exaininthin an experimental
laboratory setting, where participants expectedteract with each other, and with scenarios
involving unknown groups. Although these predictiavere therefore examined in relatively
artificial social environments, | believe that rmggictions also hold in other hierarchical
social structures, for example, in the contextrgbaizational settings, or in the context of
the relation between ethnic or national groups.

The Arab Spring, for instance, illustrates how sbeio-psychological dynamics
addressed in this thesis might come into play datsf the laboratory. In December 2010,
the populations of several North African and Astaantries engaged in a revolutionary
wave of demonstrations and protests, instigatei@éljngs of dissatisfaction with the local
governments—which people labelled as illegitimatd eorrupt—and attempted to change
the social structure. However, the public displagissatisfaction was met with great
resistance from the local governments who soughtaimtain their control over the status
quo. This example, like the research reportedisttiesis, demonstrates that people are
sensitive to the perceived legitimacy of powerdtites and to what this perception
represents for themselves and for their group. Bitsthegitimacy can be the glue that helps
maintain the status quo, illegitimacy can be tHeesd that dilutes the glue and leads
individuals to approach or to prevent changes énctlirrent distribution of power.

More broadly, legitimacy seems to be the key tdanstanding social conflict:
Authority figures are effective in promoting coogeon between various strata in social
hierarchies to the extent that they are perceigdubaing legitimate authority and acting
accordingly to prevailing norms of adequate conded., Berger & Zelditch, 1998;
Weatherford, 1992). However, when authorities ate(or are no longer) seen as legitimate,

their power and decisions are questioned, whiatnafésults in social conflict between those
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attempting to maintain power and those seekingddioncequality (e.g., Martin, Scully, &
Levitt, 1990; Moore, 1978). This conflict might seidue to the fact that each party holds
distinct expectations in relation to a questionabétus quo. The findings reported in this
thesis call attention to the fact that powerful @ogverless individuals are likely to hold
rather different perspectives, goals, and expe&ctatielative to their power relation.
Experiencing these differences can be overwhelfunfoth parties, especially because both
groups are likely to project and communicate theicerns, feelings, and attitudes onto the
other group, even if in very subtle ways, suchhasugh the way they manage physical
distance (e.g., Pearson, West, Dovidio, RenfrokB&tHenning, 2008; see also Chapter 4 of
this thesis). Maybe the understanding that botligsahold divergent expectations, and the
acceptance that these differences are an orditnetygmenon, might help reduce the conflict
and the anxiety that are typical of social hiers@slundergoing change.

The powerful might also be effective in (re)clangicooperation from the powerless
if they understand the inclination for the disadeged to pursue power, when the
opportunity arises. The powerless occupy a soclalthat limits their access to power, but
their motivation to approach it might be enhancégmvthe perception of the properties that
define power relations start to change (for examphesn this relation is seen as illegitimate).
This need might be expressed in various ways,¥amgle, by claiming respect, pride, status
or power (e.g., Shelton, Richeson, & Vorauer, 2G@& Chapter 4 of this thesis). Powerful
leaders are often dismissive of the disadvantagddend to implement policies that fail to
attend to their needs. For example, when the palverbvide the disadvantaged with help, it
often falls under forms of assistance that pronimedependency of the disadvantaged, and
reduce their chances for empowerment and autonergy, Jackson & Esses, 2000; Nadler,
2002; see also Chapter 5 of this thesis). Affirmefaction policies, by contrast, which aim to

promote diversity and to empower minorities thronggntoring, have been shown to
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effectively increase the trust and commitment efdisadvantaged to hierarchies, as they feel
their goals are met and their identities are regge®.g., Huo & Molina, 2006; Huo, Molina,
Sawabhata, & Deang, 2005; Kalev, Dobbi, & Kelly, 800eonard, 1984). Although some
contrasting evidence suggests that affirmativeoaatight undermine its intended
beneficiaries by promoting self-doubt in their oailities or by increasing intolerance
against them (e.g.,Maio & Esses, 1998; Sowell, 20@$earch conducted in non-laboratory
(i.e., real life) settings indicates that, overtdik disadvantaged appreciate the opportunities
provided by diversity-promoting firms (Schmermuse|llers, Mueller, & Crosby, 2001) and
employers who endorse this type of policy are pasit evaluated by advantaged employees
(Crosby, lyer, & Sincharoen, 2006; Parker, Bal&e§hristiansen, 1997).

Very much like the results reported in this thesighe organizational world
employees' desire for respect is extremely impodad often equal to, or even more
important than, aspects such as salary and jolsisece.g., van Quaquebeke, Zenker, &
Eckloff, 2009). In fact, the desire to be respectatks as the most important factor in
determining employees’ commitment to the companyjtias often felt not to be met by
actual organizational practices (e.g., EllemerseBbs, Stam, & de Gilder, 2013; van
Quaguebeke & Eckloff, 2010; van Quaquebeke, Zer&ké&rckloff, 2006). From the
employers (that is, power holders) stand point,wag to facilitate employee commitment
and to attenuate their resistance to the organizatnorms, might be to pursue more positive
interactions and meet the employee's goals of beisygected and valued. This can be
achieved in a variety of ways, such as by encongatiie expression of ideas, by
acknowledging employees’ contribution on a dailgibaor even by redefining and/or
clarifying the organization's prescriptive normgedpect and competence (e.g., Boezeman &
Ellemers, 2014; Hogg & Reid, 2006; Vorauer, 20@8dhough future research needs to

examine whether the findings reported in this thean be applied to organizational settings,
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perhaps | can propose that by facilitating the gegent of those who are low in the
organizational hierarchy, while valuing their peiggation in the organization, might
contribute to lowering their feelings of illegitimpand, at the same time, make the powerful
aware that positive interactions (rather than negpare key in maintaining social
hierarchies. Consequently, the need for power dstrations might decrease, whereas a
genuine sense of mutual commitment and cooperatight arise.

In sum, | believe the present work provides coinekvidence that perceptions of
the legitimacy of power play a critical role in thaderstanding perceptions, expectations,
and behaviour of different social actors. Thestedhces might culminate in prevailing
tensions and conflict between those aiming to dktbe status quo and those approaching
social change. However, if powerful and powerlesbviduals are willing to understand the
perspectives and motivations of their counter-pashaps this can diminish the tension
between these two parties and lead to healthiss (lenflictual) power relations.
Limitations and Directionsfor Future Research

Although the studies presented in this thesis apertant theoretical and practical
implications for understanding the relationshipsieen powerful and powerless individuals
and groups, they are not without limitations. Thi@séations, however, open paths for
potential future research. In this section | wiltlme what | believe might be the most
critical limitations to the work presented here,ji@lpointing possible solutions and future
research directions.

The aim of this thesis was to better understandhwhew, and why powerful and
powerless individuals do not always behave in whgsreflect their power positions. |
focused on three types of responses (motivatiatswour, and helping intentions) and
intended to examine whether variations producethéynterplay between power and

legitimacy were consistent across measures. Howpaeicipants' motivations were not
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assessed in all studies and, thus, a direct capndmttween motivational patterns and
patterns of behaviour and helping intentions cawdtlbe made. One exception to this is that
behavioural entitlement was measured in a studyevmetivations were also assessed, but
no statistic relationship was found. However, tlehdtomous (and thus less variable) nature
of the measure of motivations might render relaibatween motivations and entitlement
harder to find. In sum, even though the resultgesgthat behavioural responses and helping
intentions do mirror motivational patterns, futuesearch should investigate the direct link
between these responses.

Another limitation of this work is that | did notlpt the association between the
mazes (used to measure motivations) and approatchvandance motivational states.
Although past research has used the same mazasm®approach and avoidance (e.g.,
Forster et al., 2006; Friedman & Forster, 2001mgoknowledge my work was the first to
use these measures in the context of power refatmras dependent measures. Future
research might focus on establishing more dirgbyconnection between this measure and
motivational states. Moreover, it is possible tiha@ mazes differ in ways other than the
extent to which they relate to approach or avoidanotivations. For example, the avoidance
maze implied an interaction with another beingt(thathe mouse had to escape from an
eagle), whereas the approach maze did not—it mergbjled approaching a piece of cheese.
It is thus possible that, other than a generaldammse state, this maze more specifically
assesses avoidance of social relationships. Thetrdtdure research could also examine the
association between these mazes and the salielsceiaf relationships.

It is also important to acknowledge that the mgjasf participants in each study of
this thesis were female participants. Relative mpwomen are often seen as a low-power
group and can hesitate to enact power (e.g., Rudtaln, 2012). In contrast to prior

research, my findings seem to offer compelling emkistent evidence that women can also
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feel and behave in powerful ways and even actigalyage in power-seeking, depending on
their power position and its perceived legitimaglthough | have no reason to believe that
these findings would not have been obtained withoge gender balanced sample, or with a
sample of men alone, it is important to acknowletlhige some past research suggests that
chronic perceptions of social disadvantage carctifelividual responses (e.g., Branscombe,
Schmitt, & Harvey, 1999). This might imply that wemmight be more willing to accept low
power than men are because, to them, social distaty@is more pervasive and can be
commonplace. Alternatively, given that exposuredoial disadvantage is rarer for men than
it is for women, one can speculate that men (venarg might be more accepting of low
power because, to them, this might represent aiglahpower position rather than a chronic
condition. As such, future research might wishejplicate the results reported in this thesis
with a more gender balanced sample and investwgag¢her or not these effects hold across
both gender groups.

It is equally important to acknowledge that eveoutljh most of the findings reported
in this thesis (specifically in Chapters 3 and @naern interpersonal power relations, the
reviewed theorizing on the effects of legitimacypofver addresses intergroup relations
(e.q., Ellemers et al., 1988, 1990; Tajfel, 1984jfdl & Turner, 1979). Still, the patterns of
motivations and power-seeking behaviour describgdhapters 3 and 4 are highly
reminiscent of the Social Identity Theory’s pregtiotthat perceived illegitimacy of power
structures motivates advantaged groups to avoidddkeir superior standing, and
disadvantaged groups to approach power (Tajfell 198jfel & Turner, 1979). Thus, on the
one hand, by applying intergroup principles addngspower change to interpersonal power
relations, the work reported here was able to wtthee power dynamics of interpersonal
interactions (often described in the literaturealdinear relationship between power and

motivation/behaviour) within social contexts and properties than define them. By doing
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so, the current research provided an account ofihdividuals that differ in their
interpersonal power respond to power differenced,identified the social conditions that
motivates them to accept their power (when thisggimate), to protect their power (when
this is high and illegitimate), or to claim powerhen this is low and illegitimate). In sum,
this work has applied principles known to affe¢engroup relations to the interpersonal
level. What this work does not do, however, isrdnerse—to apply insights regarding
interpersonal power processes to the intergrouglHdeand it is important to note that this
thesis does not claim this generalizability. Indaeldether or not the processes uncovered in
this thesis generalise to the intergroup levehigmpirical question that future research
might examine. Although it is possible that simil@sults are uncovered, it is also possible
that these dynamics at the intergroup level involNierent considerations that might lead to
different patterns. For example, group membersioiterry about how their actions might
reflect on their group’s reputation (e.g., Gupt&8Bawe, 2007; Spencer, Steele, & Quinn,
1999; Steele & Aronson, 1995; Steele, Spencer, &8on, 2002) and this might lead them
to downregulate their approach tendencies. Thasipgmembers would be likely to guide
their chair selection by their considerations ofvhthis decision would impact on the image
of their ingroup and/or the consequences thattbigld have for an outgroup (represented by
the interaction partner), rather than by the meitowato uphold their social standing (which
was likely the case in the studies described h&rglre research could therefore investigate
this potential discontinuity between interpersamad intergroup power processes further.
With regard to the research reported in Chaptattbough using scenarios involving
aliens is useful in that it allows for the investiign of intergroup dynamics free form
stereotypic or historical considerations, my reseaannot by itself confirm that such
findings would also obtained when more realistierseios are considered. It is, however,

important to acknowledge that past research omgrdaap help often examines intergroup
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helping intentions in real life settings, and hggarted findings that are consistent with those
reported here (e.g. Halabi et al., 2008; Nalder. e2009). However, this thesis also presented
the first examination of the helping intentionglufd-party observers. It is possible that the
pattern of helping intentions among observers muliffer substantially when more realistic
scenarios are use. In real groups, observers rkigihw about, and perhaps even share,
preconceived ideas about the groups involved.ieastirch indeed provides evidence
suggesting that variables such as empathy, ideatiibin, or familiarity, might influence an
observer to be more or less willing to help minest(e.g., Barr & Higgins-D'Alessandro,
2007; DiStafano, Croteau, Anderson, Kampa-Koke&dBullard, 2000). It therefore seems
that in realistic settings observers might holditaiaal motivations to help to those
examined in this thesis. However, the findings reggbhere might still hold true for

situations in which third-party observers remaiteexal to and unfamiliar with power
structures. Future research should thus examirenadss' intentions to help powerless
outgroups in more realistic contexts, and determihether their motivations to offer help

are dependent on prior beliefs and knowledge optveer structures they observe.

It was also outside of the scope of this PhD foeeixentally examine whether the
powerless also use (the acceptance of) help sitatlygand as a function of the perceived
legitimacy of power structures. Past work suggesislow-status group members are less
willing to accept help from high-status members whtatus is perceived to be insecure, and
that they would rather accept autonomy- over depecytrelated help in these conditions
(e.g., Nadler, 2002; Nalder & Chernyak-Hai, 2014jd¢r & Halabi, 2006). According to
research on intergroup help, the fact that lowdstgroup members only welcome autonomy-
related help when group status is insecure reftbets desire to expedite future
independence from power holders and attempts toowetheir social standing (e.g., Nadler,

2002). However, low-status group members might lbésdriven by other concerns. Based on
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research in adjacent domains (e.g., Cuddy, Fisk8li&k, 2008; Fiske et al., 1999), low-
status members might be driven by a basic motimdbdoe seen as competent, especially in a
context where they are offered help. This desirefmnpetence might be particularly evident
when changes in status (or power) are conceivalsyggested in Chapter 4) and, thus,
reflected on a greater willingness to accept foofrsssistance that imply a higher degree of
competence of those who accept it (such as automelated help). Therefore, future

research could examine whether the powerlesshgiikess to accept different forms of
assistance, depending on perceptions of legitima@jyays reflective of power-seeking or,
instead, can at times reflect a more general cortceoe seen as competent.

Research could also focus on examining other wawdich legitimacy can be
conceived and whether its effects are altered bgdltonceptualisations. In the experiments
reported here, the perception of legitimacy coneéimow power structures were established
and, thus, how power was acquired. However, thexrether ways to conceive of legitimacy,
for example, the legitimacy of actions (Wrong, 1pZ&n be questioned even when power
itself is legitimate. As such, future research sti@lso explore whether legitimacy of actions
elicits distinct responses on motivations and behavrom those that are induced by the
legitimacy of the source (reported in this thesigjd perhaps also whether this happens
through its effects on perceived legitimacy of poywehich can be undermined when actions
are illegitimate).

Future work could also focus on examining howégjtimate enactment of power
impacts on its perceived legitimacy. Past resehashshown that adopting body postures
associated with power or with powerlessness caseceudividuals to actually feel more
powerful or powerless (e.g., Carney, Cuddy, & Y2(10). It is possible that the same can be
said for perceptions of legitimacy of power. Foaewle, research on intergroup crowd

behaviour (e.g., Drury & Reicher, 2000; ReicheQ@8,b, 2001; Stott & Reicher, 1998)
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suggests that to the extent that the actions au#imority are perceived as not only
indiscriminate (that is, seen to affect everyong)diso illegitimate, then they can transform
a relatively heterogeneous crowd into a homogenenaswhich is united around a sense of
opposition to the illegitimate actions of said aurtty, even when the authority believes their
actions to be legitimate. But can legitimate aditnansform illegitimate power? That is, can
power that is acquired illegitimately come to becgéred as legitimate over time if it is
enacted in unquestionable ways? Future researchdstimus also examine whether
legitimacy of actions influences legitimacy of paveech that by enacting power individuals
and groups grant legitimacy to their power, botkhir own eyes and in the eyes of others.
Conclusion

The present thesis endeavoured to explore theofalee perceived legitimacy of
power structures in shaping powerful and poweriedividuals’ behaviour towards the
promotion or prevention of power change. By exangniarious forms of responses of both
powerful and powerless individuals situated witleigitimate and illegitimate power
structures, | believe that this thesis made immbisgeps towards the understanding of the
social-psychological dynamics underlying interpeeddehaviour and of the social
conditions that might propel changes to hierardigoaial systems. This thesis demonstrates
that power differences are not inevitable, andoechological and behavioural
consequences of having (vs. not having) power tssnlee fundamentally changeable. When
it comes to power, its effects can be dependemioanlegitimate it is perceived to be. | hope
that the issues raised in this thesis will inspittere research committed to further unveil the

impact that perceptions of legitimacy have in drepand negotiating power relations.
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Appendices
Appendix A: Mazesused in Experiments 1 and 2 to assess approach and avoidance
motivations.

Example 1Approach Maze

Who will help the mouse get to the cheese?
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Example 2Avoidance Maze

Who will help the mouse escape from the eagle?

Starting Point!

J|
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Appendix B: Summary of emotion item loadings on each factor from maximum

likelihood varimax factor analysis. Two-factor solution (Experiment 1).

Factor
Theme 1 ) a
Anxious .89 .80
Tense .86 75
Calm (reverse coded) .81 71
Confident (reverse coded) .78 .63
Annoyed .90 .82
Irritated .88 .82
Indignant .82 .67
Content (reverse coded) .55 .50
% of variance explained 46.03 24.88 70.91

'C = Communality Coefficient
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Appendix C: Example of how participants placed the chairs used in Experiments 3 and

4. Thechair to theleft (armchair) isthe most impressive chair, whereas the chair to the

right istheleast impressive chair.
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Appendix D: Summary of emotion item loadings on each factor from maximum

likelihood varimax factor analysis. Two-factor solution (Experiment 3).

Factor
Theme 1 ) a
Displeased .89 .81
Annoyed .89 .81
Irritated .87 .80
Resentful .81 .65
Furious .81 .65
Frustrated .80 .69
Content (reverse coded) .70 .59
Indignant .65 .50
Pleased (reverse coded) .63 .50
Calm (reverse coded) .86 g7
Anxious .86 74
Tense .84 72
Confident (reverse coded) .81 .70
% of variance explained 50.31 18.55 68.86

'C = Communality Coefficient



Appendices 246



Appendices 247

Appendix E: Items of the PANAS scale (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) used in

Experiment 4 to assess positive and negative emotions.

Positive emotions (a = .85):
Interested
Excited
Strong
Enthusiastic
Proud

Alert
Inspired
Determined
Attentive
Active
Negative emotions (a = .79):
Distressed
Upset
Guilty
Scared
Hostile
Irritable
Ashamed
Nervous
Jittery

Afraid
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Appendix F: 16-item social dominance orientation scale (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, &

Malle, 1994) used in Experiments5 (a = .86) and 6 (o = .89).

1. Some groups of people are just more worthy tthers.

2. It would be good if all groups could be equal.

3. In getting what your group wants, it is somesmecessary to use force against other
groups.

4. Group equality should be our ideal.

5. All groups should be given an equal chancefén li

6. It's OK if some groups have more of a chanddarthan others.

7. We should do what we can to equalize conditfonslifferent groups.

8. To get ahead in life, it is sometimes necesgasgep on other groups.

9. If certain groups of people stayed in their plage would have fewer problems.

10. We should increase social equality.

11. It's probably a good thing that certain groagesat the top and other groups are at the
bottom.

12. We would have fewer problems if we treatededéht groups more equally.

13. Inferior groups should stay in their place.

14. We should strive to make incomes more equal.

15. No one group should dominate in society.

16. Sometimes other groups must be kept in thaoepl
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Appendix G: Summary of reasonsto help item loadings on each factor from maximum

likelihood varimax factor analysis. Two-factor solution (Experiment 6).

Factor

Theme 1 2 a
| would feel morally responsible to help the Kochab .87 g7
| would want to protect the Kochab .87 75
| would feel sorry for the Kochab 72 .55
| would feel a sense of solidarity with the Kochab .62 .55
| would want to show the Kochab how Humans can

.82 .67
solve problems that the Kochab cannot
| would want to ensure resources were available to

.79 .63
Humans
% of variance explained 40.86 24.42 65.29

'C = Communality Coefficient



