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Abstract

The social identity model of system attitudes (SIMSA) suggests that system justification among low-status groups can be
explained by ingroup identification and the hope for a collective future improvement. In this report, we summarize the results
of a cross-sectional investigation concerning the relationship between system justification, hope and identification based on a
sample of 200 LGBTQIA+ individuals (identifying themselves as non-normative with respect to gender identity and sexual
orientation). The results were supportive of SIMSA expectations and showed that system justification was positively linked to
hope for future advancement. Importantly, hope played a key role influencing the relations between ingroup identification and
perceived ingroup status: for low-status individuals who had high hope, ingroup identification was positively associated with

system justification. Limits are acknowledged.
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Introduction

It is common evidence that disadvantaged groups can some-
times justify the system which leads them to a disadvantaged
position as much as (or even more than) advantaged groups.
The tendency to perceive the existing system as legitimate and
fair has been termed system justification (Jost &Banaji, 1994)
and has been observed in both high- and low-status groups (as
well as in intermediary-status groups, Caricati &Owuamalam,
2020; Caricati &Sollami, 2018). While system justification is
congruent with ingroup interest for high-status groups, the
system justifying motivation runs counter to interest in disad-
vantaged groups given that, by justifying the system, they also
accept and legitimate their disadvantage (Jost, 2011; Jost
et al., 2004; Jost &Banaji, 1994). System Justification
Theory (SJT; Jost &Banaji, 1994) explains this puzzling evi-
dence by positing the existence of a specific human motiva-
tion to perceive the existing social system as just and legiti-
mate and this, in turn, allows people to maintain the belief that
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social reality is controllable and relatively certain (Jost, 2011).
Thus, according to SJT, low-status group members would
justify the existing social system because they are motivated
to avoid uncertainty and insecurity, which would arise from
the belief that the social arrangement is unjust. This also oc-
curs at the expense of personal and group interests that should
be sacrificed in order to justify the system. Accordingly, SJT
emphasizes that system justification among the disadvantaged
would be most visible when ingroup interests are non-salient
(e.g., Jost et al., 2003; Sengupta et al., 2015). Several SJT-
inspired studies have shown that low-status group members
could not overtly dispute the legitimacy of the existing system,
although low-status group members appear to justify the sys-
tem to a lesser extent than high-status groups (e.g., Brandt
et al., 2020; Caricati, 2017; Caricati &Lorenzi-Cioldi, 2012).
It is worth noting, however, that some studies have shown that
low-status groups could justify the system even more than
high-status groups (Henry &Saul, 2006; Jost et al., 2003;
Sengupta et al., 2015).

Recently, an alternative theoretical account has been pro-
posed to explain system justification among the disadvan-
taged. The Social Identity Model of System Attitudes
(SIMSA; Owuamalam et al., 2018, 2019a) is rooted in the
Social Identity tradition (Tajfel &Turner, 1979) and suggests
that the disadvantaged might justify the system to satisfy
group-based motivation, highlighting the role of the need for
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positive social identity (e.g., ingroup interests) in system jus-
tification processes. SIMSA assumes that low-status group
members could justify the system because a) social constraints
force them to not dispute legitimate and stable social stratifi-
cation; b) they express ingroup favoritism at the overarching
system level, and c) they hope that a fair system would allow
for the improvement of the collective social position in the
future (Owuamalam et al., 2019b). In this paper we focus on
hope-inspired motivation: the more disadvantaged people
hold hope for future ingroup advancement, the more they
would evaluate the existing system (which allows for this
hope) to be just. SIMSA also expects that the relationship
between hope and system justification will be stronger for
high-identified low-status group members given that hope
would serve ingroup interests and then should be more rele-
vant for higher identified members (Owuamalam et al., 2018,
2021). Some research seems to support the assumption that, in
some cases, ingroup identification will increase system justi-
fication among low-status group members. For example,
Owuamalam et al. (2016) showed that system justification
increased when low-status group members (university and
pre-vocational educational students) were strongly identified
with their ingroup, and when they hoped for future ingroup
advancement. More recently, Owuamalam et al. (2021), in a
pre-registered research, showed that women and feminists
who strongly identify with their disadvantaged ingroup tend
to justify the system to the extent that they hope for a future
improvement of the ingroup.

Aim of the Research

In this report, we describe the results of a research aiming to
test some SIMSA expectations about system justification
based on a sample of low-status stigmatized individuals,
namely LGBTQIA+. System justification within the
LGBTQIA+ population has been occasionally investigated
and often these studies have focused on the effect of system
justification on wellbeing, internalized stigma and attitudes
(e.g., Bahamondes-Correa, 2016; Bettinsoli et al., 2020;
Pacilli et al., 2011; Suppes et al., 2019). Thus, LGBTQIA+
appears to be an under-investigated population concerning the
way in which they might or might not justify the system.
Given that LGBTQIA+ groups face strong and increasing
stigmatization as well as ostracism, they seem to be an extraor-
dinarily important population with which to investigate the
processes that can lead to perceive the system as just and in
particular the SIMSA hope-inspired explanation about system
justification. According to SIMSA, we expected that system
justification would be stronger for LGBTQIA+ individuals
who a) perceived their gender ingroup in a low-status position;
b) were strongly identified with their gender ingroup, and c)
were confident that status of the ingroup would be improved
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in the near future. In statistical terms, a three-way interaction
between status, group identification and hope was expected.

Method
Participants and Design

Using a cross-section design with a web-based questionnaire,
we collected data from 227 people via convenience sampling
over specific web communities by circulating a link to the
questionnaire. We preliminarily obtained consent to publish
the link by community administrators. Prior to the start of the
research, participants were informed that the research was
voluntary, anonymous and that the data would be used in an
aggregated manner only and not shared with other parties.
Participants also learned that they could leave the research at
any time and that by starting the research they consented to
participate. Firstly, participants were asked about their sex at
birth, their present gender identity and their sexual orientation.
Twenty-seven participants were excluded from the analysis
because they defined themselves as cis-gender and heterosex-
uals. The analyzed sample comprised 200 participants
(Moee=34.10, SD=12.51, 64% women at birth). Most were
lesbian or bisexual self-identified females (45%) and gay or
pansexual self-identified males (26%), 18 (9%) identified
themselves as non-binary and eight (4%) as transexual or
transgender.

Measures

System justification was measured with the 8-item general
system justification scale (Kay &Jost, 2003) asking partici-
pants to indicate their agreement with statements such as “In
general, I find society to be fair.” This scale has been exten-
sively used to assess system justification in previous research
and has shown sufficient reliability (Cronbach’s alpha is usu-
ally greater than .70). In the present study, reliability was
satisfactory and in line with previous research (x=.78).

Gender identification was measured with five items
adapted from Schmitt et al. (2002) and Owuamalam et al.
(2021) and referred to the gender group. Items asked partici-
pants to indicate the extent to which they agreed with state-
ments such as “I like being a member of my gender group”.
These items have been widely used in previous research
showing good reliability (alpha greater than .80, see e.g.,
Schmitt et al., 2002). Also in the present work, the scale was
reliable (x=.89).

Hope for future ingroup advancement was measured with
three items asking participants to indicate their agreement with
statements such as “T am hopeful that LGBTQIA+ groups will
be treated fairly within a few years.” These items were taken
and adapted from Owuamalam et al. (2021). In line with
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previous work, in the present research the scale was reliable
(0=.79).

Perception of ingroup status was measured by a single item
asking participants to indicate the “level of prestige most peo-
ple would attribute to your gender group” (1=very low pres-
tige; 10=very high prestige).

If not otherwise specified, measures were on an 8-point
Likert-type scale (1=strongly disagree, 8=strongly agree).
See supplementary materials for the full list of items.

Results

Preliminarily, we tested whether items would measure differ-
ent constructs through confirmative factor analysis in which
three latent traits (i.e., system justification, gender identifica-
tion and hope) as measured by their intended items were con-
sidered. Results indicated that the model had good fit,
CFI=.948, TLI=.937, RMSEA=.057, p=.223, 90%CI [.041,
.072] and all items were significantly measured by the
intended latent dimension (all ps <.001). This confirms the
fact that measures were reliable and did not overlap with one
another. Accordingly, zero-order correlations (see Table 1)
revealed that variables were correlated one to another with
weak magnitudes thus indicating no collinearity concerns.
As indicated and congruently with SIMSA expectations, hope
was positively correlated with system justification. Moreover,
system justification was positively correlated with status.
Finally, hope was positively correlated with status.

No variable had both kurtosis and skew greater than |1]
suggesting no distribution concerns (e.g., Gravetter
&Wallnau, 2014).

Hypotheses were tested with regression analysis with 5000
bootstrap resamples to better accommodate standard error es-
timation and 95% confidence intervals. Predictors were grand-
mean centered before being entered in the analysis. In order to
detect the reached power, a Monte Carlo simulation was

performed considering estimates as starting values and 5000
replications with a sample size of 200. All analyses were con-
ducted with the R software (R Core Team, 2020). Results are
shown in Table 2 and analysis yielded only two significant
effects for which the estimated power was higher than 80%.
More precisely, hope in future advancement was positively
associated with system justification, while status and identifi-
cation were not. Moreover, the expected three-way interaction
was significant. Decomposition of the three-way interaction
(see Fig. 1) indicated that the relationship between identifica-
tion and system justification was similar for both high and low
status when hope was low, Ab=—0.066, se=0.097, p=.498.
When, instead, hope was high, ingroup identification was
positively associated with system justification for low-status
members, but negatively for high-status members, Ab=0.368,
se=0.105, p=< .001. No other effect was significant.

Discussion

The research described in this report aimed to test some pre-
dictions from SIMSA about the relationship between ingroup
identification, hope for future advancement and system justi-
fication in a low-status group of LGBTQIA+ individuals. To
the best of our knowledge, this is the first attempt to investi-
gate social identity processes linked to the justification of the
existing social system within a sample of stigmatized individ-
uals. Results are supportive of the SIMSA account and indi-
cate that the association between low-status ingroup identifi-
cation and system justification is positive when the disadvan-
taged hope for a future advancement of the ingroup
(Owuamalam et al., 2021). Thus, low-status individuals who
hoped for future change justified the system when they were
strongly identified with their disadvantaged position (i.e.,
ingroup interests were high). On the contrary, high-status in-
dividuals who hoped for future change justified the system
when they were weakly, rather than strongly, identified with

Table 1 Descriptive statistics and

zero-order correlations between System justification Gender identification Hope Status
considered variables
System justification .78 -.06 A8 16*
Gender identification .89 .09 .02
Hope .79 28%*
Status -
M 2.67 6.30 3.95 5.10
SD 1.06 1.70 1.74 2.54
Skew .81 —0.91 0.24 0.20
Kurtosis 1.05 0.18 —0.68 —0.86
Range 1-8 1-8 1-8 1-10

*p<.05; % p<.01

Cronbach’s alpha on the diagonal. N = 200
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Table 2 Results from regression

analysis on system justification b se (bootstrapped) 95%Cl (bootstrapped) B Pwr (Cvrg)
Identification —0.063 0.05 [-0.14; 0.06] —.101 .341(.938)
Hope 0.123%%* 0.05 [0.03; 0.23] 202 .805(.936)
Status 0.054 0.03 [-0.01; 0.11] 130 A471(.938)
IDxHO —-0.010 0.03 [=0.07; 0.06] —.030 .087(.936)
IDxST —0.030 0.02 [=0.06; 0.02] —.131 492(.938)
HOxST 0.006 0.02 [=0.03; 0.04] .030 .087(.940)
IDxSTxHO —0.025%* 0.01 [-0.05; —0.01] —.253 .964(.938)

N=200. ##p < .01; *p < .05

1D Identification, HO Hope, ST Status, Pwr Power, Cvrg Coverage

the ingroup (i.e., ingroup interests are low). On the whole,
these results seem to be congruent with SIMSA assumption
that system justification can be driven by ingroup interests
(i.e., ingroup identification) and hope-inspired expectations.
The latter influence the perception of the system as fair
allowing the disadvantaged to hope for the ingroup’s future
advancement. These results also contribute to the debate as to
whether ingroup interests are implied in system justification.
While SJT assumes that ingroup identification will work as a
factor reducing the likelihood that low-status group members
justify the system as ingroup interests are incongruent with
system interests (Jost, 2011, 2019; Jost et al., 2019), SIMSA
assumes that ingroup interests should be salient for making
low-status group members likelier to justify the system in light
of hope for future ingroup advancement (Owuamalam et al.,
2019b). Our results seem to support the latter expectation by
indicating that even in a strongly stigmatized group, system
justification is affected by the social disadvantage that indi-
viduals attribute to their ingroup, the hope they have in future
ingroup advancement as well as the strength to which they feel
identified with their ingroup. This suggests that low-status
group members might justify the system which leads them
to a (even strongly) disadvantaged position to the extent they

Fig. 1 Three-way interaction
between hope, perceived ingroup 5
status and ingroup identification
on system justification

System justification

Low Status

perceive the legitimacy of the system as a potential vehicle for
social change (Owuamalam et al., 2017, 2019a). That is not to
say, of course, that low-status group members always justify
the system because they hope for a future improvement for the
ingroup. Rather, this remains only one of the possible ways in
which inequality could be actively maintained by the disad-
vantaged. In this sense, we believe that our results could add
further knowledge to the many facets through which system
justification could appear among disadvantaged group
members.

Limitations and Future Research

This work has some limitations which must be taken into
account. One of these is linked to its cross-sectional design
that prevents us to infer causal relationships between vari-
ables. This might also be linked to increased common method
biases (Podsakoff et al., 2003) which, in turn, might have an
inflated association between variables. Although the correla-
tions among variables were relatively low, we must consider
that results could have been somewhat affected by common
method bias. Furthermore, the specific sample that has been
investigated might limit the generalizability of the results.

High Status
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Although our results come from a stigmatized sample, there is
no certainty that other stigmatized or disadvantaged groups
would not produce partially or completely different results.
Future research is warranted to analyze these processes in
depth. In particular, considering different disadvantaged
groups could help to increase our understanding of system
justification processes. Moreover, experimental design manip-
ulating status and hope could be used to disentangle possible
overlaps between group identification, status and hope.
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material available at https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-02062-2.
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