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Understanding advantaged groups' opposition to
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To combat social inequality, organizations develop and
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are controversial, because people disagree about whether
they are necessary and what their (positive and negative)
consequences may be. Opposition can be particularly fierce
from people who belong to advantaged groups that bene-
fit from the status quo (e.g., men, racial/ethnic majority
groups). Given the power wielded by advantaged groups,
their opposition can undermine the successful implementa-
tion of DEI policies, thus resulting in continued inequality,
wasted resources, and potential for tension in the organiza-
tion. In this paper, | draw on theory and research to consider
three types of threat that can explain advantaged groups'
opposition to DEI policies: (1) resource threat, or concern
about losing access to outcomes and opportunities; (2)
symbolic threat, or concern about the introduction of new
values, culture, and expectations; and (3) ingroup morality
threat, or concern about their group's role in perpetuating
inequality. | review strategies identified by the literature to
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mitigate these threats, and discuss their potential negative
consequences. The final section takes stock of the literature

and considers directions for future research.

1 | INTRODUCTION

Social inequality exists around the world, along various group dimensions such as race/ethnicity, gender, and
socio-economic status. Organizations have developed policies and programs to combat inequality in two ways
(Bartels et al., 2013; lyer, 2009; Onyeador et al., 2021). First, they monitor existing policies and procedures to iden-
tify and eliminate any bias or discrimination that undermines equal opportunities for all groups. Second, they employ
proactive strategies to increase the representation, status, and power of historically disadvantaged groups, and
ensure that all employees feel supported and welcomed by the organization in being their authentic selves. Such
diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) policies can include various initiatives, including (a) targeted recruitment programs
to increase the number of disadvantaged group members who apply for jobs and promotions; (b) targeted training and
mentoring programs to improve opportunities for disadvantaged groups; (c) preferential treatment in selection decisions
(e.g., hiring and promotion), for example, by using group membership as a “tie-breaker” to choose between equally
qualified candidates; and (d) diversity training to raise awareness about bias, inequality, and strategies for change.*

The efficacy of DEI policies to achieve their goals is often limited by the quality of implementation (lyer, 2009):
the necessary time and attention is not always invested to fully articulate and communicate the goals of the program,
or effectively design and carry out the relevant policies and procedures. Failed DEI policies are problematic for at least
three reasons: (1) the underlying social inequality is left unaddressed; (2) time and resources have been wasted on
ineffective work; and (3) the failure may lead to tensions and even conflict between groups. These costs underscore
the importance of determining how to properly implement such programs.

One reason for the improper or incomplete implementation of DEI policies is opposition from employees, who
then are not motivated to invest the necessary time and resources into the program. DEI policies are controver-
sial and subject to public debates regarding whether they are needed and whether they are successful (Crosby
et al., 2003). Opposition can be especially fierce from members of advantaged groups who will not directly benefit
from the policies (e.g., men or White people). As advantaged group members typically occupy positions of power and
privilege in organizations—as in society—they play an influential role in implementing DEI policies. Thus it is important
to understand the source of their opposition.

A great deal of empirical work has identified different predictors of advantaged group members' opposition to
DEI policies (see Dover et al., 2016; Harper & Reskin, 2005; Harrison et al., 2006), including characteristics of the
strategy (e.g., the degree of emphasis placed on group membership), characteristics of the individual (e.g., prejudice,
political ideology, education), and characteristics of the social context (e.g., leadership in the organization). Integrative
reviews have paid less attention to the role of threat in shaping attitudes toward DEI policies, which is the focus of
the present paper.

2 | THREAT AND OPPOSITION TO DEI POLICIES

Broadly defined, a threat is an event, thing, person, or group that is likely to cause harm or damage. The mere percep-
tion of a threat can elicit negative psychological responses designed to protect the target, whether this is the individ-
ual or one's ingroup (Rios et al., 2018). Threat is relevant to individuals' interpretation of various political issues from
immigration reform (Brader et al., 2008; Fryberg et al., 2012) to terrorism (Sander, 2010; van de Vyver et al., 2016).
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DEI policies are no exception; the changes to policy, practice, and culture introduced by DEI initiatives can elicit
perceptions of (potential or actual) harm.

In this paper, | consider how advantaged group members' opposition to DEI policies is shaped by three types of
threat to their group interests: resource threat (concern about losing access to outcomes and opportunities), symbolic
threat (concern about the introduction of new values and expectations in a changing organization), and ingroup moral-
ity threat (concern about their group's immoral role in creating or perpetuating inequality). While social psychologists
have identified other forms of intergroup threat—including distinctiveness threat (Jetten et al., 1998) and existential
threat (Bai & Federico, 2020)—1 selected these three threats to group interest because they are most directly relevant
to the context of organizations' efforts to tackle intergroup inequality.

These correspond to concepts set out in established theoretical frameworks from three different literature. First,
Intergroup Threat Theory (e.g., Stephan & Stephan, 2000) proposes that people can experience two types of group
threats: realistic threat to concrete resources (equivalent to what | term resource threat?) and symbolic threat. Simi-
larly, theories of justice (Hegtvedt, 2005) distinguish between distributive justice focusing on outcomes, which aligns
with the concept of resource threat, and procedural justice focusing on process and respect, which is similar to the
emphasis on values and principles associated with symbolic threat. Lastly, frameworks of group evaluations (Leach
et al., 2007) identify morality as a central dimension of group self-definition.

In the sections below, | consider how the experience of each threat can increase advantaged group members'
opposition to DEI policies, and discuss the strategies that may be used to assuage such threats. | also review the

potential drawbacks of these strategies in achieving the goals of diversity, equity and inclusion more broadly.

2.1 | Resource threat

Resource threat is perceived when a group stands to lose concrete outcomes, opportunities, or positions of power
that had previously been available to them (Rios et al., 2018). The concept is based in Blumer's (1958) theory of prej-
udice as group position, which posits that advantaged groups feel entitled to resources and privilege, and perceive
any increase in status or opportunities for outgroups as a threat to their ingroup's interests. Resource threat is also
linked to perceived collective relative deprivation, the feeling that one's group has been disadvantaged in comparison
to an outgroup (Veilleux & Tougas, 1989). For instance, citizens of a country may perceive that they have less access
to public services or resources after a rapid growth in population due to increased immigration.

2.1.1 | Resource threat and opposition to DEI policies

A central aim of DEI policies is to increase the representation of historically disadvantaged groups in an organization.
If these efforts are successful, an increasing percentage of positions and resources will be distributed to members
of disadvantaged group. Such situations typically activate zero-sum beliefs (Wilkins et al., 2015), the perception of
a limited pool of resources so that gains for an outgroup necessarily involve losses for one's ingroup. The disadvan-
taged outgroup is thus perceived as a competitive threat for a limited number of valued social resources, status, and
privileges (Bobo, 1998).

The prospect of such competition is likely to heighten the advantaged group's concern with its own status posi-
tion (Scheepers & Ellemers, 2005; Shah & Higgins, 1997), and in particular with the possibility of losses to current
resources and power. For instance, White Americans who read about a company that emphasized the importance of
diversity (vs. a company that did not mention diversity) were more concerned that their racial/ethnic group would be
discriminated against (Dover et al., 2016).

When potential losses via DEI policies are made salient, advantaged group members adopt a prevention focus
with the aim of protecting their group's interests (Ellemers et al., 2010). This focus on protecting the group's interests
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(Dover et al., 2016) and enhancing benefits for the ingroup (Lowery et al., 2006) can then drive opposition to the DEI
policies that are perceived to be the source of the resource threat.

Examination of policy debates in American society provides support for the role of resource threat in moti-
vating opposition to DEI policies. Gonzalez and Sweeney (2010) analyzed 1909 public statements posted on an
online comment board by residents of the US state of Michigan in response to Proposal 2, a vote to ban race-based
affirmative action in state institutions. Statements communicating opposition to affirmative action tended to frame
their arguments in terms of White Americans' loss of opportunities in a zero-sum context and reverse discrimination
against White Americans. Most recently, Carter et al. (2019) examined 184 amicus briefs submitted to U.S. Supreme
Court cases on affirmative action. Opponents of affirmative action framed the policy as a source of competition that
threatened resources that are highly valued by White Americans, such as jobs and admission to higher education
institutions.

In the organizational context, research investigating advantaged group members' attitudes toward DEI poli-
cies has also documented perceived resource threat as an important predictor. Perceptions that DEI policies pose a
threat to the economic or political power of the advantaged group predicts White people's opposition to race-based
DEI policies (Lowery et al., 2006; Mangum & DeHaan, 2019; O'Brien et al., 2010; Renfro et al., 2006; Shteynberg
etal., 2011, Study 2; van Londen et al., 2010; Wetts & Willer, 2018, Study 3; Wilkins et al., 2015) and men's opposition
to gender-based DEI policies (Konings, 2020; Konrad & Hartmann, 2001; Summers, 1995; Veilleux & Tougas, 1989).

2.1.2 | Strategies to address resource threat objections to DEI policies

Empbhasize principles of justice and merit

To reduce the focus on group interests and outcomes that is associated with perceived resource threat, organizations
could emphasize the goal of creating a fair system, where all individuals regardless of group background get the
outcomes they have earned (Shteynberg et al., 2011). Linking DEI policies to justice principles would make clear that
the goal is to reduce barriers faced by disadvantaged groups, in order to create a better merit-based system. In such
a system, advantaged group members would get a fair chance to obtain opportunities and positive outcomes, rather
than losing out to the disadvantaged group irrespective of merit.

Empirical research provides limited support for the success of this approach. In one study, endorsement of zero-
sum beliefs among high-status groups was strengthened only when they contemplated increasing bias against their
own group, rather than decreasing bias against a potentially competitive outgroup (Wilkins et al., 2015); presumably
this is because the goal of decreasing bias was consistent with principles of justice and merit. Another study demon-
strated that reducing the focus on group outcomes can reduce opposition to DEI policies (Ritov & Zamir, 2014):
men were more opposed to DEI policies when the advantaged group members who stood to lose from the policy
were identifiable (and thus loss was made salient), compared to when the people who stood to lose from the policy
were not clearly identified (Ritov & Zamir, 2014). Given the limited direct evidence for this strategy, however, more

research is needed before it can be implemented with confidence.

Link to broader group interests
Another potential strategy to reduce the focus on ingroup losses and zero-sum beliefs interests is to identify the
broader group interests that are served by DEI policies. For example, one might make the “business case” for DEI initi-
atives by emphasizing their concrete benefits for individuals from all groups and the organization, such as improved
productivity, performance, and learning opportunities associated with diversity (Crosby et al., 2003; Herring, 2009;
lyer, 2009). The aim would be to demonstrate that everyone benefits from DEI policies, thus reducing the salience
of zero-sum beliefs.

There is some preliminary evidence for this strategy. White American university students reported the most
positive affect about race-based affirmative action when they read a utilitarian justification (which emphasized the
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benefits of the program for all university students), compared to a compensation justification (which emphasized the
benefits provided to the beneficiary group) or no justification at all (Knight & Hebl, 2005). Another study found that
perceived threat by affirmative action to company performance was a strong predictor of opposition to the policy
(Kravitz et al., 2000), suggesting that appealing to this broader interest might increase support.

Yet this approach is not always effective. Recent work shows that advantaged group members perceive diver-
sity policies as harmful to their group even when they are framed as benefitting all groups (Brown & Jacoby-Seng-
hor, 2021). Furthermore, exposure to the business case for DEI policies does not necessarily reduce bias and discrim-
ination. Research shows that exposure to messages that extol the instrumental benefits of race-based DEI policies
leads White individuals to reduce expectations of Black students (Starck et al., 2021) and deprioritize Black applicants
(Trawalter et al., 2016). As such, this strategy is likely to undermine broader efforts to combat social inequality.

2.2 | Symbolic threat

Symbolic threat involves perceived attacks on one's “way of life"—which can include values, beliefs, practices, and
norms (Rios et al., 2018). Such threats emerge when familiar customs, views, or expectations are either diminished
or replaced by external influences (Renfro et al., 2006). For instance, the arrival of immigrants from different cultural
backgrounds can threaten the majority group's values and traditions that had previously occupied a central place in
the host country. Similarly, the traditional view of (heterosexual nuclear) family can be threatened by the growing

societal acceptance of same-sex marriage and alternative family arrangements.

2.2.1 | Symbolic threat and opposition to DEI policies

Theory and research suggest two ways that the presence of DEI policies can elicit perceived symbolic threat for the

advantaged group: threat to meritocracy and threat to organizational culture.

Threat to meritocracy

DEI policies typically involve close scrutiny of organizational policies and procedures to identify bias and discrimi-
nation. Such initiatives can also change policies and procedures to proactively improve the representation, status,
and power of disadvantaged groups. DEI policies can thus appear to “change the rules” of career progression and
advancement by shifting away from traditional frameworks of meritocracy (i.e., the criteria, standards, and proce-
dures that have always been used) and introducing new rules in their place. Examples include taking the group
membership of applicants into account when making promotion decisions when this had not been a factor in previous
rounds, or using a formal recruitment process to hire new employees rather than relying on informal recommenda-
tions from managers within the organization (Bartels et al., 2013; lyer, 2009).

Research has found evidence of such “principled opposition” to DEI policies, where the focus is on the violation
of core values and ideals (see Harrison et al., 2006). An analysis of 184 amicus briefs submitted to the U.S. Supreme
Court in 2013 and 2016 showed that opponents of affirmative action framed the policy as threatening American
ideals and values, such as the Protestant work ethic and meritocracy (Carter et al., 2019). White Americans' opposi-
tion to race-based affirmative action, and men's opposition to gender-based affirmative action, increases when they
perceive such programs to violate principles of justice and merit (Aberson & Haag, 2003; Kravitz & Klineberg, 2000;
Son Hing et al., 2002).

Threat to organizational culture
Successful DEI policies increase the representation and power of historically disadvantaged groups (lyer, 2009), and
this shift in employees' profiles will change the culture of the organization. The resulting diversity in views and
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practices can threaten members of the advantaged group who have been accustomed to a more homogeneous envi-
ronment. Thus a DEI policy can serve as a contextual cue pointing to a social environment that is more welcoming of
the disadvantaged beneficiary group than it is of the advantaged group (Jansen et al., 2015).

Almost no empirical studies have investigated the role of perceived threat to an organization's culture in shaping
the experiences and views of employees to belong to an advantaged group. Rather, preliminary evidence for this idea
can be found in related lines of inquiry. Studies of advantaged racial groups in the United States (Gallagher, 2003;
Nadeau et al., 1993) and Germany (Semyonov et al., 2004) show that the smaller the group members perceived their
ingroup to be as a percentage of the national population, the more cultural threat they perceived from outgroups.
Among White Americans, perceived declining relative group size increases opposition to diversity and support for
policies promoting cultural assimilation for minority groups (Danbold & Huo, 2015). In the organizational context,
Renfro et al. (2006) found that perceptions of symbolic threat (to White Americans' values, beliefs, and norms)
increased White men's opposition to race-based DEI policies and negative attitudes toward beneficiaries of such

programs.

2.2.2 | Strategies to address symbolic threat objections to DEI policies

Emphasize adherence to principles of justice and merit

To address the perceived threat to meritocracy and justice principles posed by DEI policies, organizations could
persuade opponents that such programs do actually adhere to these principles. For example, one might explain that
active interventions such as DEI policies are needed to create a fair system that provides equal opportunities for
disadvantaged groups who have experienced historical and ongoing systemic discrimination. Such information would
illustrate that the goals of DEI policies are in fact aligned with principles of justice and merit (Harrison et al., 2006).

Results from empirical studies provide some support for this approach. Drawing people's attention to racial
inequalities in medical outcomes increased support for bias-reduction interventions such as the use of algorithm
decision-making during the triage process in hospitals (Bigman et al., 2021). Other studies show that people do not
perceive affirmative action to violate principles of fairness when they were presented with persuasive evidence of
discrimination against the beneficiary group (Son Hing et al., 2002). Presenting DEI policies as upholding (rather than
violating) merit-based standards increased support for them (Veilleux & Tougas, 1989), even among those who were
initially opposed (Reyna et al., 2005). More broadly, a meta-analysis showed that presenting a persuasive justification
for a DEI policy increases support for it (Harrison et al., 2006).

However, more recent research has demonstrated that this approach is limited. Meritocratic criteria and stand-
ards are open to interpretation, and can be easily presented to benefit advantaged groups (Castilla, 2017) and perpet-
uate systems of inequality as part of the status quo (e.g., Amis et al., 2020). Thus, members of advantaged groups
may well engage in debates about whether a justice-based rationale for a DEI policy is indeed appropriate, and may
not be open to considering arguments about justice and merit (Kaiser et al., 2021). Future work should examine the

conditions in which such potentially defensive responses are likely to occur.

Emphasize inclusion of all groups
To tackle the perceived threat to an organization's culture, DEI policies can be framed as incorporating all groups.
Such all-inclusive multiculturalism policies (Stevens et al., 2008) include the majority group as well as minority groups
in the effort to create change, thus showing that the advantaged group's values and interests are not being neglected.
This approach should reduce the threat to mainstream culture and identity (Yogeeswaran & Dasgupta, 2014) and
increase support for the policy.

There is preliminary evidence for the success of this approach. Presenting gender-based diversity initiatives as
all-inclusive (e.g., supporting the contributions and perspectives of all employees) compared to targeting only women
reduces men's concern that their gender group would be treated negatively and unfairly (Cundiff et al., 2018). Framing
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diversity policies as targeting all racial/ethnic groups reduces White Americans' expectations of exclusion (Plaut
et al., 2011) and bias (Ballinger & Crocker, 2021) against their group, and increases their feelings of belonging in the
organization (Ballinger & Crocker, 2021). Indeed, the presentation of an all-inclusive multiculturalism approach—that
targets both the advantaged group and the disadvantaged groups in its organizational diversity efforts—increases
perceptions of inclusion among majority group members which in turn predicts support for organizational diversity
efforts (Jansen et al., 2015).

Emphasizing inclusion is a promising strategy that appears to elicit positive responses among members of disad-
vantaged groups as well (Cundiff et al., 2018). Yet it can backfire if not implemented carefully. If an organizations
message and/or actions seem to favor one group or only superficially engage with the concept of inclusion, employ-
ees take notice and become disengaged (Dobbin & Kalev, 2016; Onyeador et al., 2021), which ultimately can hinder
the broader effort to combat social inequality. Thus, more research is needed to map out the conditions in which
all-inclusive multiculturalism approaches are most effective.

2.3 | Ingroup morality threat

The final type of threat focuses on advantaged group members' efforts to maintain the positive image of their group.
Evaluation of groups is based on three characteristics (Leach et al., 2007): competence (i.e., intelligence, skill), socia-
bility (i.e., warmth, friendliness), and morality (i.e., honesty, trustworthiness). Individuals perceive threat when their
group violates societal standards in any of these domains, but a group's morality is especially susceptible to threat
because this dimension represents core societal values and principles (Ellemers et al., 2013). Group-level identity
threats in the domain of morality are especially relevant in contexts of social inequality, because legitimacy is a central
dimension on which group-based hierarchies are interpreted and evaluated (Branscombe et al., 1999).

Members of advantaged groups perceive ingroup morality threat when their group's image as moral and good
is undermined (Nadler & Shnabel, 2015) because they benefit from an illegitimate social structure in two possible
ways. First, their group may be responsible for perpetuating illegitimate discrimination against a disadvantaged group
(Branscombe et al., 1999). Second, their group may benefit from privileges in society that it has not earned, thus
undermining principles of meritocracy (Knowles et al., 2014). In both cases, perceived threat can increase opposition
to DEI policies.

2.3.1 | Ingroup morality threat and opposition to DEI policies

The goal of DEI policies is to rectify an illegitimate system of social inequality by increasing the representation, status,
and power of disadvantaged groups. Thus the presence of such programs can elicit ingroup morality threat among
members of the advantaged group, by making salient their illegitimate high status and power in the organization (and
society more generally). The violation of meritocratic principles in this case is due to the advantaged group's perceived
illegitimate power and status. This is in contrast to the violation of meritocratic principles implicit in symbolic threat,
which focuses on the perceived illegitimate changes to the organizations standard operating procedure.

Whether advantaged group members think about their group's unearned privileges or its role as perpetrator of
discrimination, the resulting ingroup morality threat is uncomfortable: people do not like to think that their group
is immoral (Leach et al., 2007). Threats to a group's moral status may thus elicit a defensive response (Knowles
et al., 2014), based on motivated reasoning to interpret and evaluate information and phenomena to protect a posi-
tive sense of identity (Cole, 2018; Onyeador et al., 2021). For example, advantaged group members can maintain a
positive moral identity by denying the existence of illegitimate inequality or injustice (i.e., there is no moral problem)

or denying the group's responsibility for the inequality (i.e., there is a moral problem, but it is not our fault).
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Such defensive responses tend to have a narrow self-focus on protecting the threatened identity, rather than a
broader focus on creating social change (lyer & Leach, 2010). Tauber and vanZomeren (2013) showed that framing
the Netherlands' failures in immigration policy in moral terms (vs. nonmoral terms) resulted in Dutch citizens report-
ing more perceived threat, more anger directed at the immigrant groups that was harmed by the ingroups actions, and
less support for the country to improve its immigration policies. Similarly, a study of American (Trinkner et al., 2019)
and Australian (McCarthy et al., 2021) police officers found that their awareness of the negative “racist cop” stere-
otype was associated with reduced perceptions of self-legitimacy and increased support for coercive policing that
perpetuates inequality.

In the organizational context, defensive responses elicited by ingroup morality threat can increase opposition to
DEl policies that draw attention to the advantaged group's moral failings (lyer et al., 2004). When the rationale for a
race-based DEI policy was framed in terms of rectifying past discrimination (compared to highlighting the importance
of diversity to the organization), for instance, White Americans reported higher levels of group-image threat and more
opposition to the DEI policy (Jones et al., 2019). Even the acknowledgement of ingroup responsibility for group-
based inequality does not necessarily lead to substantial social change, but rather is associated with limited efforts at
restitution (Greenwood, 2015; lyer & Leach, 2010).

2.3.2 | Strategies to address ingroup morality threat objections to DEI policies

Encourage positive focus on disadvantaged group

As noted above, ingroup morality threat can produce self-focused responses associated with protecting the group's
moral image. Encouraging a broader focus on the disadvantaged outgroup can draw attention to the inequality
that requires intervention, with less emphasis on the advantaged group's own position or the associated negative
responses (Liebow & Glazer, 2019).

This other-focus should then promote support for social change efforts such as DEI policies. There is preliminary
evidence for this idea. A discursive analysis of White Americans' efforts to mobilize majority support for reparations
to Black Americans for a historical injustice (the 1921 Tulsa Race Riot) demonstrated a strategic focus on empathy
for the victims of the atrocity and encouraging perspective-taking to understand the principled and concrete argu-
ments for reparations (Greenwood, 2015). In a study conducted in Indonesia (Mashuri et al., 2017), members of the
majority religious group (Muslims) who took the perspective of the minority outgroup (Christians) reported more
support for government policies to help this outgroup. And in two studies of White American university students (lyer
et al., 2003), the other-focused emotion of sympathy for victims of racial discrimination was a more general predictor
of support for different affirmative action policies than was the self-focused emotion of guilt about the ingroup's
privilege and responsibility for perpetuating racial discrimination.

Yet there is an important drawback to this approach: Encouraging a positive focus on disadvantaged groups
can help reduce advantaged group members' ingroup morality threat, but it may also shift attention away from the
central role of group-based privilege in perpetuating social inequalities. Research shows that focusing on a disad-
vantaged outgroup can elicit defensive responses among the advantaged group in order to avoid the perception of
benefitting from privilege (Phillips & Lowery, 2015). Such defensiveness in turn can hinder broader efforts to combat
social inequality. Further work is needed to understand the conditions that elicit defensive (rather than supportive)
responses to focusing on the disadvantaged group, and the implications for decreasing opposition to DEI policies.

Emphasize positive aspects of advantaged group identity
A second strategy to reduce ingroup morality threat is to emphasize support for social change in line with positive
aspects of the advantaged group's identity, such as more general endorsement of justice principles, responsibility for

creating positive change, or opportunities for self-improvement (Liebow & Glazer, 2019). By drawing attention away
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from the moral failings of the group, this approach seeks to promote advantaged group members' engagement with
the inequality in a non-threatening way (lyer & Blatz, 2012).

There is some evidence that this approach can increase support for social change efforts. A discursive analysis of
White Americans' efforts to mobilize majority support for reparations to Black Americans for a historical injustice (the
1921 Tulsa Race Riot) demonstrated a strategic focus on positive aspects of group identity, including responsibility
for fighting injustice, and action-oriented emotions as such hope and optimism (Greenwood, 2015). In another study,
liberal (left-leaning) White Americans presented with evidence of their racial group's support for anti-egalitarianism
overcame this threat to ingroup morality by disidentifying from their racial group; this distancing strategy in turn
predicted support for policies that benefited racial/ethnic minority groups (Dai et al., 2021).

The afore-mentioned research provides support for this strategy, but it is limited in only sampling advantaged
group members who are already predisposed to support social justice efforts such as DEI policies. Less is known
about how advantaged group members who are initially opposed to DEI policies would respond to efforts to empha-
size support for social change as a positive aspect of their group identity. It is possible that they will distance them-
selves from the message, or perhaps even emphasize other positive aspects of their identity; in either case, they may
not reduce their opposition to DEI policies, and thus may serve to undermine the broader effort to combat social

inequality.

3 | IMPLICATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

We must expand our moral imaginations to understand and empathize with all people who are struggling,
not just black folks who are struggling - the refugee, the immigrant, the rural poor, the transgender person,
and yes, the middle-aged white guy who you may think has all the advantages, but over the last several
decades has seen his world upended by economic and cultural and technological change, and feels power-
less to stop it. You got to get in his head too.

—U.S. President Barack Obama (2016) commencement address at Howard University

Advantaged groups by definition occupy positions of privilege and power in society, but this does not mean
that they necessarily perceive their positions as high-status or stable (Leach et al., 2002). The above excerpt from
President Obama's speech illustrates this point: Even a White man in the United States—with all the associated privi-
leges of race and gender—can perceive his status to be precarious, “his world upended by economic and cultural and
technological change.”

Such changes are exemplified in social change efforts such as DEI policies, which seek to combat social inequality
by improving the representation and status of historically disadvantaged groups in education and employment. In this
paper, | considered three ways in which DEI policies can be perceived to harm advantaged groups, and how these
three types of threat—resource, symbolic, and identity—can underpin advantaged group members' opposition to the
policies.

Drawing on various literature, | identified specific strategies that might be employed to address the objections
to the policy that are motivated by these threats. Research demonstrates that these strategies can help mitigate
advantaged group members' threats and reduce their opposition to DEI policies. Yet other studies indicate that these
strategies can impede efforts to achieve social equality, for instance by failing to reduce bias and discrimination or
by eliciting negative responses that may even harden opposition to DEI policies. These results underscore just how
challenging it is to change attitudes and behavior regarding controversial issues such as DEI policies in order to create
social change. Additional conceptual and empirical work is needed to determine how to modify or replace these strat-
egies in order to increase their effectiveness in combating social inequality.

Research to date has tended to examine the independent role of each type of threat in predicting attitudes
toward DEI policies. Yet correlations between different forms of perceived threat can be high (Rios et al., 2018).
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Future work should consider the potential additive and/or interactive effects of these threats on attitudes toward
DEl policies. Is opposition stronger, for instance, if a DEI policy elicits perceptions of multiple threats rather than a
single one? Furthermore, it is possible that a strategy used to reduce one threat might inadvertently elicit a differ-
ent threat. For example, taking the perspective of the disadvantaged outgroup has been proposed as a strategy to
manage ingroup morality threat, but there is evidence that drawing attention to the different values and goals of the
outgroup can actually pose a symbolic threat (Mooijman & Stern, 2016). More comprehensive studies are needed to
investigate these complex processes and outcomes.

Future work should also consider the role of each threat in predicting opposition to specific DEI policies. Most of
the studies in the literature either assess opposition to DEI policies in general (i.e., without noting specific strategies)
or across an aggregated set of strategies bundled together as “DEI policies.” Thus little is known about whether oppo-
sition to different DEI policies—training and mentoring, recruitment, weak preferential treatment, strong preferential
treatment—might be predicted by different types of threat (resource, symbolic, or identity). Although some studies
have documented attitudes toward various specific strategies, they did not include all three threats as predictors. It
is important to understand the extent to which the choice to employ one DEI strategy (rather than another) might
shape the reasons underpinning advantaged group's responses.

This paper focused on three threats—resource, symbolic, and ingroup morality—that mapped onto distinctions
set out by established theoretical frameworks across multiple social psychological literature. This was a select list of
threats considered most central to predicting opposition to DEI policies, and was by no means fully exhaustive. Addi-
tional threats may also be relevant; for instance, one set of studies shows that opposition to DEI policies is predicted
by prototypicality threat, or their group no longer best represents what it means to be a member of an occupation
such as STEM (Danbold & Huo, 2017). Future work should explore these different threats and the processes that may
underpin their relationship to DEI attitudes.

Last but not least, it is important to acknowledge the limitations of taking an individual-level approach to design
interventions to reduce opposition to DEI policies (Onyeador et al., 2021). Advantaged group members' support
for social justice efforts may be superficial and ephemeral, and there is even evidence that advantaged groups will
proclaim support for DEI policies as a strategy to appease disadvantaged groups (Chow et al., 2013). As such, broader
and deeper structural change must be embedded within organizations to ensure that members of advantaged groups
engage in a meaningful way with the goals of DEI policies and consistently work to implement these initiatives in
order to combat social inequality.
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ENDNOTES

1 This paper uses a single term to describe organizations' initiatives to combat social inequality (“diversity, equity, and inclu-
sion policies”) while acknowledging the evolving terminology in this area. Historically, such efforts in the United States
have been known as “affirmative action,” which tended to focus on selection and promotion procedures. More recently,
academic scholarship and public debates in various countries have focused on diversity, equity, and inclusion to describe
a broader range of organizational policies to combat inequalities (Kelly & Dobbin, 1998). These terms have been used
in different combinations, including “ED&I" in the United Kingdom (e.g., Local Government Association, 2022), “DEI” in
the United States (e.g., Dong, 2021), and “diversity and inclusion” in Australia (e.g., Australian Government Department
of Home Affairs, 2022). Some frameworks have added additional considerations such as “accessibility” for people with
disabilities (to create the “DEIA” acronym; White House, 2021) or “justice” (to create the “JEDI” acronym; Martinez &
Truong, 2021).
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This paper does not use the term “realistic threat” to describe threats to concrete resources, because this term is mislead-
ing for two reasons: (1) it suggests that the threat must be present in objective reality in order to be perceived as a threat
(i.e., it must be “realistic”); and (2) it implies that other types of threat (e.g., symbolic or ingroup morality) are not objectively
“real.” To offer a more precise characterization of this threat, both in its own right and in relation to other types of threat, |
thus use the term “resource threat” in this paper.

REFERENCES

Aberson, C. L., & Haag, S. C. (2003). Beliefs about affirmative action and diversity and their relationship to support for hiring
policies. Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 3, 121-138. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2003.00018.x

Amis, J. M., Mair, J., & Munir, K. A. (2020). The organizational reproduction of inequality. The Academy of Management Annals,
14, 1-230. https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2017.0033

Australian Government Department of Home Affairs. (2022). Workplace diversity and inclusion. https:/www.homeaffairs.
gov.au/about-us/careers/working-with-us/workplace-diversity

Bai, H., & Federico, C. M. (2020). Collective existential threat mediates White population decline’s effect on defensive reac-
tions. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 23, 361-377. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430219839763

Ballinger, T., & Crocker, J. (2021). Understanding Whites’ perceptions of multicultural policies: A (non)zero-sum framework?
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 120, 1231-1260. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000315

Bartels, L. K., Nadler, J. T., Kufahl, K., & Pyatt, J. (2013). Fifty years after the Civil Rights Act: Diversity-management practices
in the field. Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 6, 450-457. https://doi.org/10.1111/iops.12083

Bigman, Y. E., Yam, K. C., Marciano, D., Reynolds, S. J., & Gray, K. (2021). Threat of racial and economic inequality increases
preference for algorithm decision-making. Computers in Human Behavior, 122, 106859. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
chb.2021.106859

Blumer, H. (1958). Race prejudice as a sense of group position. Pacific Sociological Review, 1, 3-7. https:/doi.
org/10.2307/1388607

Bobo, L. (1998). Race, interests, and beliefs about affirmative action: Unanswered questions and new directions. American
Behavioral Scientist, 41, 985-1003. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764298041007009

Brader, T., Valentino, N. A., & Suhay, E. (2008). What triggers public opposition to immigration? Anxiety, group cues, and immi-
gration threat. American Journal of Political Science, 52, 959-978. https:/doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2008.00353.x

Branscombe, N. R,, Ellemers, N., Spears, R., & Doosje, B. (1999). The context and content of social identity threat. In N. Elle-
mers, R. Spears, & B. Doosje (Eds.), Social identity: Context, commitment, content (pp. 35-58). Blackwell.

Brown, N. D., & Jacoby-Senghor, D. S. (2021). Majority members misperceive even “win-win” diversity policies as unbeneficial
to them. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000372

Carter, J. S., Lippard, C., & Baird, A. F. (2019). Veiled threats: Color-blind frames and group threat in affirmative action
discourse. Social Problems, 66, 503-518. https://doi.org/10.1093/socpro/spy020

Castilla, E. J. (2017). Gender, race, and meritocracy in organizational careers. Academy of Management Annual Proceedings,
2005(1). https:/doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2005.18778668. https://journals.aom.org/doi/abs/10.5465/ambpp.2005.
18778668?journalCode=amproc

Chow, R. M,, Lowery, B. M., & Hogan, C. M. (2013). Appeasement: Whites' strategic support for affirmative action. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 39, 332-345. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167212475224

Cole, K. (2018). Thinking through race: White racial identity, motivated cognition and the unconscious maintenance of white
supremacy. Politics, Groups, and Identities, 6, 181-198. https://doi.org/10.1080/21565503.2016.1198708

Crosby, F. J., lyer, A, Clayton, S., & Downing, R. A. (2003). Affirmative action: Psychological data and the policy debates.
American Psychologist, 58, 93-115. https:/doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.58.2.93

Cundiff, J. L., Ryuk, S., & Cech, K. (2018). Identity-safe or threatening? Perceptions of women-targeted diversity initiatives.
Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 21, 745-766. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430217740434

Dai, J. D., Eason, A. E., Brady, L. M., & Fryberg, S. A. (2021). #NotAllWhites: Liberal-leaning White Americans racially disi-
dentify and increase support for racial equity. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 47, 1612-1632. https:/doi.
org/10.1177/0146167220987988

Danbold, F., & Huo, Y. J. (2015). No longer “All-American”? Whites defensive reactions to their numerical decline. Social
Psychological and Personality Science, 6, 210-218. https:/doi.org/10.1177/1948550614546355

Danbold, F., & Huo, Y. J. (2017). Men’s defense of their prototypicality undermines the success of women in STEM initiatives.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 72, 57-66. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2016.12.014

Dobbin, F., & Kalev, A. (2016). Why diversity programs fail, and what works better. Harvard Business Review, 94. 52-60.

Dong, S. (2021). The history and growth of the diversity, equity, and inclusion profession. https://insights.grcglobalgroup.com/
the-history-and-growth-of-the-diversity-equity-and-inclusion-profession/

Dover, T. L., Major, B., & Kaiser, C. R. (2016). Members of high-status groups are threatened by pro-diversity organizational
messages. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 62, 58-67. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.10.006


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2003.00018.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2017.0033
https://www.homeaffairs.gov.au/about-us/careers/working-with-us/workplace-diversity
https://www.homeaffairs.gov.au/about-us/careers/working-with-us/workplace-diversity
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430219839763
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000315
https://doi.org/10.1111/iops.12083
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106859
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2021.106859
https://doi.org/10.2307/1388607
https://doi.org/10.2307/1388607
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764298041007009
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2008.00353.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000372
https://doi.org/10.1093/socpro/spy020
https://doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2005.18778668
https://journals.aom.org/doi/abs/10.5465/ambpp.2005.18778668?journalCode=amproc
https://journals.aom.org/doi/abs/10.5465/ambpp.2005.18778668?journalCode=amproc
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167212475224
https://doi.org/10.1080/21565503.2016.1198708
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.58.2.93
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430217740434
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220987988
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220987988
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550614546355
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2016.12.014
https://insights.grcglobalgroup.com/the-history-and-growth-of-the-diversity-equity-and-inclusion-profession/
https://insights.grcglobalgroup.com/the-history-and-growth-of-the-diversity-equity-and-inclusion-profession/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.10.006

12 of 14 Wl LEY IYER

Ellemers, N., Pagliaro, S., & Barreto, M. (2013). Morality and behavioral regulation in groups: A social identity approach. Euro-
pean Review of Social Psychology, 24, 160-193. https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2013.841490

Ellemers, N., Scheepers, D., & Popa, A. M. (2010). Something to gain or something to lose? Group Processes & Intergroup Rela-
tions, 13, 201-213. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430209343296

Fryberg, S. A., Stephens, N. M., Covarrubias, R., Markus, H. R., Carter, E. D., Laiduc, G. A., & Salido, A. J. (2012). How the media
frames the immigration debate: The critical role of location and politics. Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 12,
96-112. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2011.01259.x

Gallagher, C. A. (2003). Miscounting race: Explaining Whites’ misperceptions of racial group size. Sociological Perspectives, 46,
381-396. https://doi.org/10.1525/s0p.2003.46.3.381.

Gonzalez, B., & Sweeney, K. A. (2010). The color of affirmative action: Exploring contemporary racial ideologies through
public responses to affirmative action policies in Michigan. Journal of Race and Policy, 6, 106-122.

Greenwood, R. M. (2015). Remembrance, responsibility, and reparations: The use of emotions to talk about the 1921 Tulsa
Race Riot. Journal of Social Issues, 71, 338-355. https:/doi.org/10.1111/josi.12114

Harper, S., & Reskin, B. (2005). Affirmative action at school and on the job. Annual Review of Sociology, 31, 357-379. https:/
doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.31.041304.122155

Harrison, D. A, Kravitz, D. A., Mayer, D. A, Leslie, L. M., & Lev-Arey, D. (2006). Understanding attitudes toward affirmative
action programs in employment: Summary and meta-analysis of 35 years of research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91,
1013-1036. https:/doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.1013

Hegtvedt, K. A. (2005). Doing justice to the group: Examining the role of the group in justice research. Annual Review of Soci-
ology, 31, 25-45. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.31.041304.122213

Herring, C. (2009). Does diversity pay? Race, gender, and the business case for diversity. American Sociological Review, 74,
208-224. https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240907400203

lyer, A. (2009). Increasing the representation and status of women in employment: The effectiveness of affirmative action.
In M. Barreto, M. K. Ryan, & M. T. Schmitt (Eds.), The glass ceiling in the 21st century: Understanding barriers to gender
equality (pp. 257-280). American Psychological Association

lyer, A., & Blatz, C. (2012). Apology and reparation. In L. R. Tropp (Ed.), The Oxford handbook of intergroup conflict (pp.
309-327). Oxford University Press.

lyer, A., & Leach, C. W. (2010). Helping disadvantaged out-groups challenge unjust inequality: The role of group-based
emotions. In S. Stirmer, & M. Snyder (Eds.), The psychology of prosocial behavior: Group processes, intergroup relations,
and helping (pp. 337-353). Wiley-Blackwell.

lyer, A., Leach, C. W., & Crosby, F. J. (2003). White guilt and racial compensation: The benefits and limits of self-focus. Person-
ality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29, 117-129. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202238377

lyer, A., Leach, C. W., & Pedersen, A. (2004). Racial wrongs and restitutions: The role of guilt and other group-based emotions.
In N. R. Branscombe, & B. Doosje (Eds.), Collective guilt: International perspectives (pp. 262-283). Cambridge University
Press.

Jansen, W. S., Otten, S., & Zee, K. I. (2015). Being part of diversity: The effects of an all-inclusive multicultural diversity
approach on majority members' perceived inclusion and support for organizational diversity efforts. Group Processes &
Intergroup Relations, 18, 817-832. https:/doi.org/10.1177/1368430214566892

Jetten, J., Spears, R., & Manstead, A. S. R. (1998). Distinctiveness threat and prototypicality: Combined effects on intergroup
discrimination and collective self-esteem. European Journal of Social Psychology, 27, 635-657. https://doi.org/10.1002/
(SIC1)1099-0992(199711/12)27:6<635::AID-EJSP835>3.0.CO;2-%23

Jones, K. S., Anantharaman, A., & Bhatt, A. (2019). Framing matters: The influence of group-image threat on reactions to
affirmative action policies. Personnel Assessment and Decisions, 5, 73-81. https://doi.org/10.25035/pad.2019.02.009

Kaiser, C. R., Dover, T. L., Small, P, Xia G., Brady L. M., & Major B. (2021). Diversity initiatives and White Americans' percep-
tions of racial victimhood. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin. https:/doi.org/10.1177/01461672211030391

Kelly, E., & Dobbin, F. (1998). How affirmative action became diversity management. American Behavioral Scientist, 41,
960-984. https:/doi.org/10.1177/0002764298041007008

Knight, J. L., & Hebl, M. R. (2005). Affirmative reaction: The influence of type of justification on nonbeneficiary atti-
tudes toward affirmative action plans in higher education. Journal of Social Issues, 61, 547-568. https:/doi.
org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00420.x

Knowles, E. D., Lowery, B. S., Chow, R. M., & Unzueta, M. M. (2014). Deny, distance, or dismantle? How White Amer-
icans manage a privileged identity. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 9, 594-609. https:/doi.org/10.1177/
1745691614554658

Konings, S. (2020). A study examining the relationship between an exclusive focus on female employees in gender diversity policies
and male employees’ resistance towards gender diversity policies [Unpublished Master's thesis]. Utrecht University. https:/
dspace.library.uu.nl/handle/1874/397508

Konrad, A. M., & Hartmann, L. (2001). Gender differences in attitudes toward affirmative action programs in Australia: Effects
of beliefs, interests, and attitudes toward women. Sex Roles, 45, 415-432. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1014317800293


https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2013.841490
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430209343296
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2011.01259.x
https://doi.org/10.1525/sop.2003.46.3.381
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12114
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.31.041304.122155
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.31.041304.122155
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.1013
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.31.041304.122213
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240907400203
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202238377
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430214566892
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199711/12)27:6%3C635::AID-EJSP835%3E3.0.CO;2-%23
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199711/12)27:6%3C635::AID-EJSP835%3E3.0.CO;2-%23
https://doi.org/10.25035/pad.2019.02.009
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211030391
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764298041007008
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00420.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00420.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691614554658
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691614554658
https://dspace.library.uu.nl/handle/1874/397508
https://dspace.library.uu.nl/handle/1874/397508
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1014317800293

IYER WI LEY 13 of 14

Kravitz, D. A., & Klineberg, S. L. (2000). Reactions to two versions of affirmative action among Whites, Blacks, and Hispanics.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 597-611. https://doi.org/10.1037//0021-9010.85.4.597

Kravitz, D. A., Klineberg, S. L., Avery, D. R, Nguyen, A. K., Lund, C., & Fu, E. J. (2000). Attitudes toward affirmative action:
Correlations with demographic variables and with beliefs about targets, actions, and economic effects. Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, 30, 1109-1136. https:/doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2000.th02513.x

Leach, C. W., Ellemers, N., & Barreto, M. (2007). Group virtue: The importance of morality (vs. competence and socia-
bility) in the positive evaluation of in-groups. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 93, 234-249. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.234

Leach, C. W., Snider, N., & lyer, A. (2002). “Poisoning the consciences of the fortunate”: The experience of relative advantage
and support for social equality. In I. Walker, & H. J. Smith (Eds.), Relative deprivation: Specification, development, and
integration (pp. 136-163). Cambridge University Press.

Liebow, N., & Glazer, T. (2019). White tears: Emotion regulation and white fragility. Inquiry, 1-21. https:/doi.org/10.1080/0
020174X.2019.1610048

Local Government Association. (2022). Equality, diversity and inclusion in the workforce.

Lowery, B. S., Unzueta, M. M., Knowles, E. D., & Goff, P. A. (2006). Concern for the in-group and opposition to affirmative
action. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90, 961-974. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.6.961

Mangum, M., & DeHaan, L. (2019). Entitlement and perceived racial discrimination: The missing links to White opinions
toward affirmative action and preferential hiring and promotion. American Politics Research, 47, 415-442. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1532673X18816709

Martinez, K., & Truong, K. A. (2021). From DEI to JEDI. Diverse: Issues in Higher Education. https:/www.diverseeducation.
com/opinion/article/15109001/from-dei-to-jedi

Mashuri, A., Zadugisti, E., & Ula, M. (2017). A majority group’s perspective-taking towards a minority group: Its ante-
cedents and impact on support for minority helping. Psychology & Developing Societies, 29, 44-73. https:/doi.
org/10.1177/0971333616689191

McCarthy, M., Trinkner, R., & Goff, P.A.(2021). The threat of appearing racist: Stereotype threat and support for coercion among
Australian police officers. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 48, 776-790. https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854821993513

Mooijman, M., & Stern, C. (2016). When perspective taking creates a motivational threat: The case of conservatism,
same-sex sexual behavior, and anti-gay attitudes. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 42, 738-754. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167216636633

Nadeau, R., Niemi, R. G., & Levine, J. (1993). Innumeracy about minority populations. Public Opinion Quarterly, 57, 332-347.
https://doi.org/10.1086/269379

Nadler, A., & Shnabel, N. (2015). Intergroup reconciliation: Instrumental and socio-emotional processes and the needs-based
model. European Review of Social Psychology, 26, 93-125. https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2015.1106712

Obama, B. (2016). Full remarks at Howard University commencement ceremony. https:/www.politico.com/story/2016/05/
obamas-howard-commencement-transcript-222931

O'Brien, L. T., Garcia, D., Crandall, C. S., & Kordys, J. (2010). White Americans’ opposition to affirmative action: Group
interest and the harm to beneficiaries objection. British Journal of Social Psychology, 49, 895-903. https:/doi.
org/10.1348/014466610X518062

Onyeador, I. N., Hudson, S. T. J.,, & Lewis, N. A, Jr. (2021). Moving beyond implicit bias training: Policy insights for
increasing organizational diversity. Policy Insights from the Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 8, 19-26. https://doi.
org/10.1177/2372732220983840

Phillips, L. T., & Lowery, B. (2015). The hard-knock life? Whites claim hardships in response to racial inequality. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 61, 12-18. https:/doi.org/10.1016/].jesp.2015.06.008

Plaut, V. C., Garnett, F. G., Buffardi, L. E., & Sanchez-Burks, J. (2011). “What about me?”: Perceptions of exclusion and Whites’
reactions to multiculturalism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101, 337-353. https://doi.org/10.1037/
20022832

Renfro, C. L., Duran, A., Stephan, W. G., & Clason, D. L. (2006). The role of threat in attitudes toward affirmative action and its
beneficiaries. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 36, 41-74. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0021-9029.2006.00003

Reyna, C., Tucker, A., Korfmacher, W., & Henry, P. J. (2005). Searching for common ground between supporters and oppo-
nents of affirmative action. Political Psychology, 26, 667-682. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2005.00438.x

Rios, K., Sosa, N., & Osborn, H. (2018). An experimental approach to Intergroup Threat Theory: Manipulations, moderators,
and consequences of realistic vs. symbolic threat. European Review of Social Psychology, 29, 212-255

Ritov, I., & Zamir, E. (2014). Affirmative action and other group tradeoff policies: Identifiability of those adversely affected.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 125, 50-60. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2014.04.002

Sandler, T. (2010). Terrorism and policy: An introduction. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 54, 203-213. https:/doi.
org/10.1177/0022002709355764

Scheepers, D., & Ellemers, N. (2005). When the pressure is up: The assessment of social identity threat in low and high status
groups. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 41, 192-200. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2004.06.002


https://doi.org/10.1037//0021-9010.85.4.597
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2000.tb02513.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1080/0020174X.2019.1610048
https://doi.org/10.1080/0020174X.2019.1610048
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.6.961
https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X18816709
https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X18816709
https://www.diverseeducation.com/opinion/article/15109001/from-dei-to-jedi
https://www.diverseeducation.com/opinion/article/15109001/from-dei-to-jedi
https://doi.org/10.1177/0971333616689191
https://doi.org/10.1177/0971333616689191
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854821993513
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216636633
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216636633
https://doi.org/10.1086/269379
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2015.1106712
https://www.politico.com/story/2016/05/obamas-howard-commencement-transcript-222931
https://www.politico.com/story/2016/05/obamas-howard-commencement-transcript-222931
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466610X518062
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466610X518062
https://doi.org/10.1177/2372732220983840
https://doi.org/10.1177/2372732220983840
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022832
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022832
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0021-9029.2006.00003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2005.00438.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2014.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002709355764
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002709355764
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2004.06.002

14 of 14 Wl LEY IYER

Semyonov, M., Raijman, R., Yom Tov, A., & Schmidt, P. (2004). Population size, perceived threat, and exclusion: A multi-
ple-indicators analysis of attitudes toward foreigners in Germany. Social Science Research, 33, 681-701. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2003.11.003

Shah, J., & Higgins, E. T. (1997). Expectancy X value effects: Regulatory focus as determinant of magnitude and direction.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 447-458. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.3.447

Shteynberg, G., Leslie, L. M., Knight, A. P.,, & Mayer, D. M. (2011). But affirmative action hurts us! Race-related beliefs shape
perceptions of White disadvantage and policy unfairness. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 115,
1-12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2010.11.011

Son Hing, L. S., Bobocel, D. R, & Zanna, M. P. (2002). Meritocracy and opposition to affirmative action: Making
concessions in the face of discrimination. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83, 493-509. https:/doi.
org/10.1037//0022-3514.83.3.493

Starck, J. G,, Sinclair, S., & Shelton, J. N. (2021). How university diversity rationales inform student preferences and outcomes.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 118(6), e2013833118. https:/doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2013833118

Stephan, W. G., & Stephan, C. W. (2000). An integrated threat theory of prejudice. In S. Oskamp (Ed.), Reducing prejudice and
discrimination (pp. 23-45). Erlbaum.

Stevens, F. G, Plaut, V. C., & Sanchez-Burks, J. (2008). Unlocking the benefits of diversity: All-inclusive multicultur-
alism and positive organizational change. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 44, 116-133. https:/doi.
org/10.1177/0021886308314460

Summers, R. J. (1995). Attitudes toward different methods of affirmative action. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 25,
1090-1104. https:/doi.org/10.1111/}.1559-1816.1995.tb00619.x.

Tauber, S., & vanZomeren, M. (2013). Outrage towards whom? Threats to moral group status impede striving to improve
via out-group-directed outrage. European Journal of Social Psychology, 43, 149-159. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.1930

Trawalter, S., Driskell, S., & Davidson, M. N. (2016). What is good isn’t always fair: On the unintended effects of framing
diversity as good. Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 16, 69-99. https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12103

Trinkner, R., Kerrison, E. M., & Goff, P. A. (2019). The force of fear: Police stereotype threat, self-legitimacy, and support for
excessive force. Law and Human Behavior, 43, 421-435. https://doi.org/10.1037/Ihb00003399

van de Vyver, J., Houston, D. M., Abrams, D., & Vasiljevic, M. (2016). Boosting belligerence: How the July 7, 2005,
London bombings affected liberals’ moral foundations and prejudice. Psychological Science, 27, 169-177. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0956797615615584

van London, M., Coenders, M., & Scheepers, P. (2010). Effects of issue frames on aversion to ethnic-targeted school policies.
Methodology, 6, 96-106. https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-2241/a000011

Veilleux, F., & Tougas, F. (1989). Male acceptance of affirmative action programs for women: The results of altruistic or egois-
tical motives? International Journal of Psychology, 24, 485-496. https://doi.org/10.1080/00207594.1989.10600060

Wetts, R., & Willer, R. (2018). Privilege on the precipice: Perceived racial status threats lead White Americans to oppose
welfare programs. Social Forces, 97, 793-822. https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soy046

White House. (2021). Executive order on diversity, equity, inclusion, and accessibility in the federal workforce. https:/www.
whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/presidential-actions/2021/06/25/executive-order-on-diversity-equity-inclusion-
and-accessibility-in-the-federal-workforce/

Wilkins, C. L., Wellman, J. D., Babbitt, L. G., Toosi, N. R., & Schad, K. D. (2015). You can win but | can’t lose: Bias against
high-status groups increases their zero-sum beliefs about discrimination. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 57,
1-14. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.10.008

Yogeeswaran, K., & Dasgupta, N. (2014). The devil is in the details: Abstract versus concrete construals of multicultural-
ism differentially impact intergroup relations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 106, 772-789. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0035830

How to cite this article: lyer, A. (2022). Understanding advantaged groups' opposition to diversity, equity,
and inclusion (DEI) policies: The role of perceived threat. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, e12666.
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12666


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2003.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2003.11.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.3.447
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2010.11.011
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.83.3.493
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.83.3.493
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2013833118
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886308314460
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886308314460
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1995.tb00619.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.1930
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12103
https://doi.org/10.1037/lhb00003399
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797615615584
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797615615584
https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-2241/a000011
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207594.1989.10600060
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soy046
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/presidential-actions/2021/06/25/executive-order-on-diversity-equity-inclusion-and-accessibility-in-the-federal-workforce/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/presidential-actions/2021/06/25/executive-order-on-diversity-equity-inclusion-and-accessibility-in-the-federal-workforce/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/presidential-actions/2021/06/25/executive-order-on-diversity-equity-inclusion-and-accessibility-in-the-federal-workforce/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035830
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035830

	Understanding advantaged groups' opposition to diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) policies: The role of perceived threat
	Abstract
	1 | INTRODUCTION
	2 | THREAT AND OPPOSITION TO DEI POLICIES
	2.1 | Resource threat
	2.1.1 | Resource threat and opposition to DEI policies
	2.1.2 | Strategies to address resource threat objections to DEI policies
	Emphasize principles of justice and merit
	Link to broader group interests


	2.2 | Symbolic threat
	2.2.1 | Symbolic threat and opposition to DEI policies
	Threat to meritocracy
	Threat to organizational culture

	2.2.2 | Strategies to address symbolic threat objections to DEI policies
	Emphasize adherence to principles of justice and merit
	Emphasize inclusion of all groups


	2.3 | Ingroup morality threat
	2.3.1 | Ingroup morality threat and opposition to DEI policies
	2.3.2 | Strategies to address ingroup morality threat objections to DEI policies
	Encourage positive focus on disadvantaged group
	Emphasize positive aspects of advantaged group identity



	3 | IMPLICATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	ORCID
	ENDNOTES
	REFERENCES


