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Running head: AGENCY AND COMMUNION IN PREJUDICE

Abstract
The topic of prejudice has been extensively studied by psychologists, but there has been no work
directly examining whether agency (“getting ahead’’) and communion (“getting along”) influence
prejudiced attitudes. Across three studies we examined whether these dimensions differentially
motivate prejudiced attitudes towards immigrants and Syrian refugees. We expected that agency
would positively predict prejudice for those low in communion but not for those high in
communion and that a self-threat would amplify this effect. Additionally, we examined
unmitigated agency (focus on agency to the exclusion of communion, distinct from high agency
and low communion as separate factors) as it has been linked to other problem behaviours
(Helegson, 1999). In Study 1, inconsistent with our predictions, we found that high agency or
low communion may motivate prejudice towards immigrants. In Study 2 and 3 we examined
whether a co-operation focus (balance of agency and communion) or competition focus (strong
agency, lack of communion) predicted prejudice towards Syrian refugees. We found some
evidence that a focus on co-operation could reduce the positive relation between unmitigated
agency and negative attitudes towards Syrian refugees. We did not find any consistent evidence
supporting our main predictions with the addition of a self-threat in Study 3. Across all three
studies, our most consistent finding was that unmitigated agency was positively associated with
prejudice and predictors of prejudice established in past research. Overall, our findings did not
yield consistent evidence that agency and communion motivate prejudice, and instead suggest
that unmitigated agency may be a distinctly motivating factor for prejudice.

Keywords: agency, communion, unmitigated agency, prejudice, self-enhancement, threat
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AGENCY AND COMMUNION IN PREJUDICE 1

Everyone has their own set of motives, values, and beliefs that drive their day to day
decisions and behaviour. Agency, or “getting ahead” and communion, or “getting along” (Hogan
1982), reflect two broad classes of motives that drive individuals in their day to day lives (Bakan,
1966). The importance placed on either of these sets of motives varies across individuals, and
this balance, or lack thereof, has significant implications for behaviour. In the current research,
we investigate whether agency and communion influence prejudiced attitudes and ideologies
relevant to prejudice. The present research builds upon past work that has identified various
attitudes and beliefs that may contribute to prejudice as well as a self-enhancement theory of

prejudice.

In the following sections, we review previous research examining agency, communion,
ideologies related to prejudice, and prejudiced attitudes. Furthermore, we outline a rationale for
why and how these factors may be interrelated. Following this, we present our hypotheses as
well as three experiments that test the relations between agency, communion and prejudiced

attitudes.

Prejudice as Self-Enhancement

Prejudice is a topic that has been studied extensively by psychologists because it is a
complex and wide-reaching issue with immense negative implications and numerous
antecedents. Prejudice can be defined as expressing preconceived negative affect, both emotional
(e.g., hatred and disdain) and evaluative (e.g., disliking and disapproval), toward out-group
members (Stephan & Stephan, 2000). For the purpose of this proposal, we will focus on past
research examining prejudice with a self-enhancement focus as we believe the dimensions of

agency and communion could inform prejudice particularly in this context. Wills (1981) asserted
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that prejudice is a form of downward social comparison motivated by self-enhancement.
Specifically, individuals are driven to view out-group members as downward comparison targets
in order to maintain self-esteem, status, and in-group distinction (Wills, 1981). Fein and Spencer
(1997) extend this self-enhancement hypothesis, suggesting that prejudice can be motivated by
self-protection; that is, the motive to restore threatened positive self-views. In response to a self-
threat (i.e., negative feedback on an intelligence test), participants were more likely to apply
negative stereotypes to an out-group member, and in doing so increase their self-esteem (Fein &
Spencer, 1997; Jordan, Spencer, & Zanna, 2005). Fein and Spencer also examined the buffering
effects of self-affirmation (i.e., having participants write about an important personal value), and
found that participants who self-affirmed did not derogate stereotyped groups after a self-threat.
Based on this evidence, Fein and Spencer assert that prejudice may be a way to maintain one’s
self-image in the presence of a self-threat, as this tendency is mitigated by the opportunity for

participants to self-affirm as a form of self-image maintenance.

The major feature that Wills’ (1981) and Fein and Spencer’s (1997) hypotheses have in
common is the notion that prejudice serves to increase or maintain self-evaluations, particularly
self-esteem. They posit that prejudice and stereotyping are motivated by the desire to maintain
and enhance self-esteem. However, there is little direct evidence of a self-esteem motive
underlying prejudice or discrimination. One study does suggest that out-group derogation
restores threatened self-esteem (Fein & Spencer, 1997). Another source of evidence is that self-
affirmation makes out-group derogation less likely. But there is little evidence that self-esteem
increases following self-affirmations, calling into question their role as alternative means of
maintaining self-esteem. In fact, a review of experimental manipulations of self-affirmation by

McQueen and Klein (2006) found that out of five studies that measured self-esteem as a
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dependent variable only one study, which used an implicit measure of self-esteem, found a
positive effect of self-affirmation on self-esteem (Koole, Smeets, van Knippenberg, &

Dijksterhuis, 1999).

The effect of self-affirmation in reducing self-enhancement tendencies is cited as one of
the most prevalent sources of evidence for the existence of a general motivation to maintain or
enhance self-esteem. However, it remains unclear whether self-affirmation has any effect on self-
esteem, and the mechanism by which self-affirmation reduces self-enhancement remains unclear.
In fact, other research suggests that self-affirmations may reduce self-enhancement through an
effect on self-transcendence (i.e., reminding people of things they value beyond their own self-
interests; Crocker, Niiya, & Mischkowski, 2008; Burson, Crocker, & Mischkowski, 2012) rather

than self-esteem.

Crocker, Niiya, and Mischowski (2008) found that after writing about an important and
meaningful value, participants reported greater increased other-directed positive emotions,
including love and connectedness, but not greater self-directed positive emotions, such as pride
and strength. Additionally, Burson, Crocker, and Mischowski (2012) found that affirmations
were more effective when affirming communal values such as empathy and compassion, than
agentic values such as power and independence. Therefore there is evidence to suggest that the
buffering effects of self-affirmations may work through self-transcendence, reminding people
what they care about beyond themselves, rather than increasing self-esteem, and that communion

in particular may play an important role (Crock et al., 2008; Burson, et al., 2012).

The current research will attempt to expand upon these findings along with earlier self-

enhancement theories of prejudice by investigating arguably more basic mechanisms by which
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the derogation of out-groups may be motivated. We propose that the basic motives for agency
and communion may play a significant role in motivating prejudice, particularly prejudice that

serves a self-enhancement function.

Agency and Communion: The Big Two

Agency and communion as defined by Bakan (1966) represent two broad and
fundamental dimensions that encompass interpersonal motives, values, personality, and
behaviour. The current research will investigate whether these dimensions contribute to basic
mechanisms that motivate prejudice. Agency reflects concerns with status and achievement or
“getting ahead,” whereas communion reflects concerns with compassion and belonging or
“getting along” (Bakan, 1966; Hogan, 1982; Trapnell & Paulhus, 2012). These dimensions are
clearly distinct, and it is important to note that agency and communion motives are largely
independent, meaning that people can value both agency and communion simultaneously
(Frimer, Walker, Dunlop, Lee, & Riches, 2011; Trapnell & Paulhus, 2012; Wiggins, 1991) and

therefore they may differentially affect prejudice.

The apparent universality of agency and communion spans many sub disciplines of
psychology, and as such these dimensions have been characterized as the Big Two. The
dimensions defined by agency and communion have gone by many labels, ranging from
“masculinity” and “femininity” (Bem, 1981) to “competence and “warmth” (Fiske, Cuddy, &
Glick, 2007, and their distinctiveness and ability to organize a wide variety of psychological
phenomenon is clear. For example, research suggests that agency and communion hierarchically
underlie the Big Five personality dimensions (Digman, 1997; Blackburn, Renwick, Donelly, &

Logan, 2004), interpersonal behaviours (Wiggins, 1991), and social values (Trapnell & Paulhus,
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2012), to name a few. Pertinent to the current research, agency and communion also characterize
our perceptions of others. Liking others largely depends on their perceived communal qualities
whereas respecting others is influenced by their perceived agentic qualities (Wojciszke, Abele, &
Baryla, 2009). Specifically, Wojciszke, Abele, and Baryla (2009) found that perceiving others as
communal leads to greater perceptions of benevolence, in turn leading to greater liking, whereas
perceiving others as agentic leads to greater perceptions of status potential, which in turn leads to
greater respect (Wojciszke et al., 2009). Additionally, stereotype content can be classified into
these two broad dimensions, such that stereotyped groups may often be perceived as warm but
not competent (e.g. housewives), or competent but not warm (e.g. business women) (Fiske,

Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002).

Although agency and communion have been evidenced to guide these various
psychological processes, to our knowledge there has been no work investigating whether
personal motives for agency and communion influence prejudice as self-enhancement. We
propose that agency with its emphasis on “getting ahead,” may directly fuel prejudice, because
people are concerned with distinguishing themselves and appearing better than others. On the
other hand, low communion, or a lack of concern with “getting along” with others, might also
increase prejudice, as people may attend less to how their beliefs and behaviour affect others,
including out-group members. A balance of agency and communion may be ideal, as
communion may temper the effects of agency and allow people to focus on values beyond their
own self-interest. This balance was stressed by Bakan (1996) who argued that it was important
for agency to be mitigated by communion to avoid negative consequences. Building on this idea,
Helgeson and Fritz (1999) defined unmitigated agency as distinct from a simple combination of

high agency and low communion. Unmitigated agency is instead defined as a focus on the self to
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the exclusion of others, including traits such as hostility and arrogance (Helegson, 1999). In fact,
unmitigated agency has been linked to problem behaviours such as relationship difficulties due
to an unwillingness to attend to others (Helgeson & Fritz, 2000). It is important to note that
although agency and communion can refer to numerous broad dimensions, unmitigated agency
has been studied only as a personality trait (Helgeson & Fritz, 1999). Therefore, as we examine
how the broad motivations for agency and communion relate to prejudice, we will also consider

how unmitigated agency may be particularly likely to fuel prejudice.

Agency, Communion and Known Predictors of Prejudice

In order to examine the role of agency and communion in prejudice, it is important to
understand how these dimensions are related to other known predictors of prejudice. For
example, narcissism has been linked to high agency and low communion (Campbell et al., 2002;
Jones & Paulhus, 2011) and has also been found to be associated with prejudice (Hodson, Hogg,
& Maclnnis, 2009). Authoritarian ideologies, which include social dominance orientation and
right wing authoritarianism, are also both strongly predictive of prejudice (Pratto, Sidanius,
Stallworth, & Malle, 1994; Altemeyer, 1998). Specifically, social dominance orientation is a
preference for hierarchy among social groups and a desire for the in-group to be superior to out-
groups (Pratto, et al., 1994). Right wing authoritarianism is characterized by a willingness to
submit to authority (Altemeyer, 1981). Both of these ideologies resemble agency motives in their
concern over status and superiority, and thus offer support for the prediction that agency may be
positively related to prejudice. Another factor that predicts prejudice is low empathy (Backstrom
& Bjorklund, 2007) and a core facet of both empathy and communion is compassion
(McFarland, 2010; Trapnell & Paulhus, 2012). In fact, individuals high in compassionate love

have more positive attitudes towards out-groups and are less likely to discriminate against
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immigrants (Sinclair, Fehr, Wang, & Regehr, 2015). These past findings suggest that low
communion may also predict prejudice. The combination of high agency and low communion
may therefore be particularly likely to fuel prejudice because individuals are focused on “getting
ahead,” without much concern for “getting along.” Although these findings support our
predictions, there is no work directly examining the interaction between agency and communion
in predicting prejudice. Identifying agency and communion as an organizing principle for known
predictors of prejudice would help to extend this work by allowing a more parsimonious

theoretical explanation.

In a study measuring naturalistic social comparison tendencies, Locke and Nekich (2000)
found that agency predicted more frequent downward social comparisons. This evidence
suggests that agency may motivate more downward comparisons in general. However, it is
possible that agency may be even more likely to motivate downward comparisons towards
specific out-groups, resulting in prejudice. Realistic Group Conflict Theory (Campbell, 1965;
Sherif, 1966) provides some evidence as to why agency may be particularly likely to motivate
prejudice as it suggests that competition for resources among groups is a primary determinant of
prejudice. Integrated Threat Theory (Stephan & Stephan, 2000), elaborates on sources of
competition by explicitly distinguishing between symbolic and realistic threats. Realistic threat
subsumes competition for physical resources, as it encompasses threats to the welfare of the in-
group or its members (Stephan, Ybarra, & Bachman, 1999). On the other hand, symbolic threat
is comprised of threats to the in-groups’ world views (Stephan, Ybarra, & Bachman, 1999). The
circumstances under which individuals perceive threat or competition, and thus react to it via

prejudice may vary as a function of their motives for agency and communion.
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Motives for agency, aptly summarized by the “getting ahead” mentality, fall perfectly in
line with this reasoning. If perceived threat and thus competition exists, in order to “get ahead”
the appropriate response may be to limit the resources of other groups. This echoes the
aforementioned similarity between agency motives and social dominance orientation, where in-
group superiority is desired and thus an unequal allocation of resources preferred (Pratto et al.,
1994). In fact, competition, ambition, power, status, and superiority, are all aspects of agency
which lay in stark contrast to aspects of communion including looking out for others, altruism,
compassion, and equality (Spence, Helmreich, Holahan, & Carole, 1979;Trapnell & Paulhus,
2012; Gebauer, Paulhus, & Neberich, 2013). Motives for communion, or “getting along”, may
necessitate feeling less threatened in general or elicit a different reaction to these feelings of
threat. The current research will hopefully shed some light on these possibilities as we aim to
explore how these interpersonal motives interact to predict prejudice both at a dispositional level
and as a function of real and perceived threat. The roles of agency and communion in prejudice
may be particularly prominent when considering prejudice towards immigrants, as past research
demonstrates attitudes towards immigrants specifically are largely due to perceived competition

for resources (Esses, Jackson, & Armstrong, 1998).

Although past research offers support for our predictions about the relations between
agency, communion and prejudice, they have not yet been tested directly. The research outlined
above offers interesting insight into how personality and beliefs may relate to prejudice but some
questions remain to be answered. Although categorization and competition may facilitate conflict
between groups and thus prejudiced attitudes, it is unclear what motivates these competitive
mindsets in the first place. As agency and communion are fundamental motives, testing our

predictions may provide further insight into the basic motives underlying prejudice.
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The Current Research

The main objective of the current research is to examine the relations of agency and
communion, as both individual differences and motives, to prejudice. In Study 1, we will
investigate whether individual differences in agency and communion interact to influence
prejudice. In Study 2, we propose to test the causality of our predictions by manipulating agency
and communion motives. In Study 3, we again manipulate agency and communion motives as
well as self-threat to determine whether agency and communion particularly influence prejudice
when positive self-views are threatened (consistent with prejudice serving as self-enhancement
function). With these studies, we aim to test the hypotheses that (1) agency positively predicts
prejudice, (2) communion moderates the effect of agency on prejudice such that agency
positively predicts prejudice for those low in communion but not for those high in communion,
and (3) self-threat will amplify this effect such that those high in agency and low in communion
will exhibit more prejudiced attitudes when their positive self-views are threatened relative to

when they are not.

Study 1

We begin by examining how individual differences in interpersonal motives for agency
and communion relate to prejudiced attitudes and authoritarian ideologies. In this initial study we
included multiple self-report measures of agency and communion encompassing values and
traits, in order to get a representative depiction of participants’ agentic and communal
dispositions. In addition to this, participants completed measures of individual differences related
to positive self-evaluations, including self-esteem, narcissism, and communal narcissism. We

included these measures because past research suggests that inflated self-evaluations, specifically
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narcissism, are related to prejudiced attitudes and authoritarian ideologies (e.g. Hodson et al.,
2009). Finally, participants completed measures of prejudiced attitudes and authoritarian
ideologies. We expected that agency would be positively related to both prejudiced attitudes and

authoritarian ideologies strongly for those low in communion but not those high in communion.

Method

Participants

One hundred and forty undergraduate students were recruited from Wilfrid Laurier
University’s psychology participant pool to participate in the study in exchange for partial course

credit (67% White/European, 99 female, Mag. = 19.67, SD = 5.45).

We examined ethnicity and gender differences due to our sample being largely
White/European and female. Ethnicity did not account for significant variability in our variables
of interest, and therefore we do not include ethnicity in our reported results. We did find a
significant main effect of gender, such that females reported lower overall prejudiced attitudes
than males. However, there were no interactions with gender and any of our variables of interest
and the main effect did not change the pattern or significance of our results; therefore we also did

not include gender in our reported results.

Procedure & Materials

The study was advertised as “Examining Personality, Feelings, & Attitudes.” Participants
completed the study online. Participants were told they would be asked to fill out questionnaires
measuring personality variables, feelings, and attitudes along with providing demographic

information. See Appendix A for Study 1 materials.
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Agency and Communion. Participants first completed the Extended Version of the
Personality Attributes Questionnaire (EPAQ; Spence, Helmreich, Holahan, & Carole, 1979). The
EPAQ is a 24-item measure that asks participants to select where they fall on a scale of one to
five between a pair of contradictory characteristics that represent two extremes, one of which
reflects the construct being measured. The measure consists of three eight-item subscales
measuring agency (e.g., “not at all independent — very independent”; a = .70), communion (e.g.
“not at all kind — very kind”a = .78), and unmitigated agency (e.g., “not at all hostile — very
hostile”; a = .74). The items for each subscale are summed separately, with higher scores

indicating higher levels of the corresponding trait.

Participants then completed the Agentic and Communal Values Scale (ACV; Trapnell &
Paulhus, 2012). The ACV asks participants to rate the relative importance of 24 different values
on a scale from 1 (not important to me) to 9 (highly important to me). Participants are instructed
to first familiarize themselves with all of the values and then rate each value as “a guiding
principle in my life.” They are also instructed to work fairly quickly and spread out their ratings
as much as possible. Twelve of the items reflect agentic values (e.g., “ambition [high aspirations,
seizing opportunities]; o = .86) and 12 of the items reflect communal values (e.g., “altruism
[helping others in need]”; a = .87). The items of each subscale were averaged separately, with

higher scores indicating higher levels of the corresponding value.

Finally, participants completed a measure of agentic and communal traits (ACT; Gebauer
et al., 2013). This agency-communion scale consists of 20-items reflecting agentic and
communal traits. Participants were asked to rate how well each of the traits generally described
them on a scale from one (not at all) to seven (very much). There were 10 agency items (e.g.,

“competitive”; a = .80) and 10 communion items (e.g., “affectionate”; oo = .82). The items of



AGENCY AND COMMUNION IN PREJUDICE 12

each subscale were averaged separately, with higher scores indicating higher levels of the

corresponding trait.

Narcissism. Participants completed the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; Raskin
& Terry, 1988). The NPI consists of 40 pairs of statements (o = .86), one reflecting a more
narcissistic option (e.g., “I am an extraordinary person’) than the other (“I am much like
everybody else”). Participants are asked to select the option they identified with most. The
number of narcissistic choices is summed as a measure of narcissism, with higher scores

indicating higher levels of narcissism.

Communal Narcissism. Participants completed the Communal Narcissism Inventory
(CNI; Gebauer, Sedikides, Verplanken, & Maio, 2012). The CNI is a 16-item scale that asks
participants the extent to which they agree with a variety of self-thoughts (e.g., “I am going to
bring peace and justice to the world”; a =.90) on a scale from 1 (disagree strongly) to 7 (agree

strongly). Items were averaged, with higher scores indicating higher communal narcissism.

Self-Esteem. Participants completed the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES;
Rosenberg, 1965). The RSES is a 10-item scale that asks participants to rate from 1 (very
strongly disagree) to 9 (very strongly agree) the extent to which they agree or disagree that
statements describe themselves (e.g., “I feel that [ am a person of worth, at least on an equal
basis with others”; a = .88). [tems were averaged, with higher scores indicating higher self-

esteem.

Authoritarian Ideologies. Participants first completed the Social Dominance Orientation
measure (SDO; Pratto et al., 1994). The SDO is a 16-item measure that asks participants to

indicate their agreement from 1 (do not agree at all) to 7 (strongly agree) with statements
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reflecting social dominance orientation (e.g., “some groups of people are just more worthy than
others”; a = .91). Items were averaged, with higher scores indicating higher social dominance

orientation.

Participants then completed the Right Wing Authoritarianism Scale (RWA; Altemeyer,
1981). The RWA is a 24-item measure that asks participants to indicate their agreement on a
scale of 1 (disagree strongly) to 6 (agree strongly) with statements reflecting right wing
authoritarianism (e.g., “Our customs and national heritage are the things that have made us great,
and certain people should be made to show greater respect for them”; o =.70). Items were

averaged, with higher scores indicating higher right wing authoritarianism.

Prejudiced Attitudes. Participants completed the Intergroup Threat scale (IT; Avery,
Bird, Johnstone, Sullivan, & Thalhammar, 1992). Participants were asked to rank on a scale
from 1 to 5 where immigrants fell on pairs of polar adjectives (e.g. “safe — dangerous™; a. = .91).

Items were averaged, with higher scores indicating higher prejudiced attitudes.

Participants then completed the Modern Racism Scale (MRS; McConahay, Hardee, &
Batts, 1981). Participants completed an adapted 7-item version of the MRS (Hodson et al., 2009)
that asks them to indicate their agreement from 0 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree) with
statements about immigrants in Canada (e.g., “immigrants are getting too demanding in their
push for equal rights”; o = .80). Items were averaged, with higher scores indicating higher

modern racism.

Results

Correlations
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Table 1 presents descriptive statistics and correlations for all of the measures included in
Study 1. We did not find any significant relations between self-esteem or communal narcissism
and prejudiced attitudes or authoritarian ideologies. We did find that unmitigated agency and
narcissism were significantly positively correlated with authoritarian ideologies. However,
controlling for these variables did not change the significance or patterns of any reported results
and therefore they are not included in further analyses.

Factor Analyses

We conducted exploratory factor analyses to determine whether we combine measures of
agency, communion, authoritarian ideologies, and prejudiced attitudes (respectively) in our main
analyses.! We expected that our combined agency and communion measures would have a two-
factor solution such that the agency subscales load on one factor and communion subscales
would load on another factor. We also expected that our combined prejudice and authoritarian
ideologies measures would have a two-factor solution such that RWA and SDO would load on
one factor and the MRS and IT would load on another factor.

Agency and Communion. In our first factor analysis, we included each of the separate
agency and communion subscales from our EPAQ, ACV, and ACT measures. A two-factor
principal components solution with varimax rotation accounted for 74.15% of the variance. The
agency subscales loaded strongly on the first factor (EPAQagency = -78; ACV agency = .85;

ACT agency = .91) and weakly on the second factor (EPAQagency = -12; ACV agency = .05;
ACT agency = .05). The communion subscales loaded strongly on the second factor

(EPAQCOmmunlon = .84; ACVCOmmunlon = .74; ACTCQmmunlon = .92) and Weakly on the ﬁrSt faCtOT

! Moderated multiple regressions were also conducted using each of the separate subscales
predicting each of the separate prejudice and predictors of prejudice measures. All of the patterns
observed were either similar to those reported in the overall analyses or not significant.
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(EPAQcommunion = =-12; ACV communion = -39; ACT communion = -11). Therefore, each of the agency
subscales was standardized and then averaged to create a single index of agency (a0 = .90). The
same was done for our communion subscales to create a single index of communion (o = .87).

Authoritarian Ideologies and Prejudiced Attitudes. In our second factor analysis, we
included the RWA, SDO, MRS, and IT measures. A two-factor principal components solution
with varimax rotation accounted for 71.84% of the variance. RWA and SDO loaded strongly on
the first factor (SDO =.90; RWA = .71) and weakly on the second factor (SDO = .06; RWA =
.39). MRS and IT loaded strongly on the second factor (MRS =.71; IT = .88) and weakly on the
first factor (MRS = .34; IT =.07). Therefore, the SDO and RWA measures were standardized
and then averaged to create a single index of authoritarian ideologies (o = .88). The same was
done for our MRS and IT measures to create our overall measure of prejudiced attitudes in all
reported analyses (a = .85).
Moderated Multiple Regression Analyses

We expected communion to moderate the relation between agency and prejudice, such
that agency would be positively related to prejudiced attitudes for people low in communion but
not for those high in communion. To test this prediction, we conducted moderated multiple
regression analyses predicting authoritarian ideologies and prejudiced attitudes (separately) from
agency and communion. The predictors were mean-centered before computing interaction terms
(Aiken & West, 1991). The regressions were conducted hierarchically such that agency and
communion were entered in the first step and the interaction between agency and communion
was entered in the second step. In all reported analyses high and low agency and communion
correspond to values one standard deviation above and below the mean of agency and

communion respectively (Aiken & West, 1991).
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Authoritarian Ideologies. The overall regression model was significant, F(3,134) =
5.03, p =.002, R>= .10, and there was a significant interaction between agency and communion
in predicting authoritarian ideologies, B = .20, #(134) =2.07, p = .041 (see Table 2 and Figure 1).
Follow-up analyses probing the two-way interaction (Aiken & West, 1991) revealed that there is
a significant positive relation between agency and authoritarian ideologies for those high in
communion, B = .38, #(134) = 3.03, p = .003. For those low in communion there is no significant
relation, B = .01, #(134) = .05, p = .957. Furthermore, there is a significant negative relation
between communion and authoritarian ideologies for those low in agency, B =-.34, ¢ (134) = -
2.55, p=.012. For those high in agency there is no significant relation, B =.03, ¢ (134)=.19,p =
.853. These results do not completely support our initial hypotheses, as communion did not
mitigate the relationship between agency and authoritarian ideologies in the manner we
predicted. However, it seems as though either high agency or low communion relate to more
authoritarian ideologies. Somewhat consistent with our predictions, at low levels of agency,
communion was negatively related to authoritarian ideologies, such that those higher in

communion reported less endorsement of authoritarian ideologies.

Prejudiced Attitudes. Although the overall regression model was not significant, F(3,
132) =2.06, p = .108, R* = .05, there was a marginally significant interaction between agency
and communion in predicting prejudiced attitudes, B = .20, #132) = 1.95, p = .054 (see Table 3
and Figure 2). Follow-up analyses probing the two-way interaction (Aiken & West, 1991)
revealed that there are no significant differences in the relation between agency and prejudiced
attitudes at either low communion, B =-.19, #132) =-1.31, p =.193, or high communion, B =
14, 1(132) = 1.14, p = .256. However for those low in agency there was a marginally significant

negative relation between communion and prejudiced attitudes, B =-.24, #(132) =-1.91,p =
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.058. For those high in agency there is no significant relation, B = .10, #(132) = .67, p = .501.
Although these results do not completely support our hypotheses, they are similar to the
authoritarian ideologies results, such that high agency or low communion appears to be related to
individual differences in prejudiced attitudes. Furthermore, high communion and low agency

again predicted particularly low levels of prejudiced attitudes.

Discussion

Although the results of Study 1 did not entirely support our predictions, they do offer
some interesting insight into how agency and communion may interact to influence both
prejudiced attitudes and authoritarian ideologies. Overall we observed that high communion
paired with low agency was associate with low endorsement of both authoritarian ideologies and
prejudiced attitudes. We did not find evidence to support our hypotheses that communion
mitigates the effects of agency, as high agency was associated with authoritarian ideologies and
prejudice regardless of communion levels. Interestingly, low communion was also associated
with authoritarian ideologies regardless of agency levels. In this way, it may be the case that
either high agency or low communion can motivate prejudice.

Study 2

In Study 1, we measured individual differences in agency and communion. To further
examine the role of agency and communion motives in Study 2, we attempted to manipulate
these motives. To do so, we attempted to manipulate beliefs about the benefits of agency and
communion in such a way that they might affect agentic and communal motives. We focused on
only two combinations of agency and communion in order to encourage or discourage zero-sum
beliefs and a focus on competition. Specifically, we attempted to persuade participants that a

combination of high agency and low communion promotes success or that a combination of high
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agency and high communion promotes success. (We felt that it would be implausible that low
agency promotes success, so we did not manipulate agency and communion in a fully-factorial
design.) These two combinations reflect zero-sum versus non zero-sum beliefs. Zero-sum beliefs
assume that success for one person comes at the expense of others, a situation in which an
emphasis on agency instead of communion could promote success. In contrast, non zero-sum
beliefs do not assume that success for one person detracts from others, consistent with a situation
in which a combination of agency and communion may be most conducive to success (Messick,
1967). Put differently, zero-sum beliefs regarding agency and communion would suggest that
agentic motives and behaviours are beneficial whereas communal motives and behaviours could
interfere with success, priming a competition mindset. In contrast, non zero-sum beliefs would
suggest that both agentic and communal motives are beneficial, priming a co-operation mindset.
Therefore, in our manipulations we framed agency and communion motives, defined as “getting
ahead” and “getting along” respectively, as being either compatible or incompatible, reflecting
either a zero-sum or non-zero-sum situation. Framing agency, which includes competition
motives, and communion in a zero-sum manner could increase prejudiced attitudes. Consistent
with this prediction, past research suggests that perceived zero-sum competition between groups
is related to negative attitudes towards immigrants (Esses, Dovidio, Jackson, & Armstrong,
2001). We, however, examine the effect of zero-sum beliefs at a more general level, to see
whether more fundamental motives affect prejudice. Framing agency and communion in a non
zero-sum manner may work to reduce prejudice through an increased focus on co-operation,
consistent with past research suggesting that reminding people of things they value beyond their
own self-interests effectively reduces self-enhancement (Crocker et al., 2008; Burson et al.,

2012).
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Study 1 asked participants about their attitudes towards immigrants to Canada. In Study 2
we wanted to make the context more relevant, so we decided to focus on attitudes towards Syrian
refugees. Syrian refugees had been in the national news frequently at the time; specifically, the
Canadian government promised to bring in 250, 000 government sponsored refugees into Canada
in a very short time span. Due to the widespread media coverage on this specific subgroup of
refugees we adapted all the prejudiced attitude measures to refer to Syrian refugees in Study 2. In
addition, we added measures of a number of constructs that have been suggested to be precursors
of prejudiced attitudes (i.e., perceptions of realistic threat, symbolic threat, intergroup anxiety
and stereotypes), adapted to refer to Syrian refugees (Stephan, Ybarra & Bachman, 1985). As
expected, in Study 1 we did find similar patterns among both authoritarian ideologies and
prejudiced attitudes. Therefore, moving forward we chose to incorporate different precursors of
prejudice to extend our findings. SDO and RWA are conceptualized as stable individual
differences and so may be less amenable to experimental manipulation; instead we focused on
precursors that might more readily vary with changed beliefs about agency and communion. We
chose to include measures of threat and anxiety to see whether these variables also had a similar
relation to agency and communion as prejudiced attitudes.

The measures of threat and anxiety include measures of realistic threat, symbolic threat,
and intergroup anxiety. Realistic threats pertain to threats to the existence, power, and welfare of
the in-group (Stephan et al., 1999). Symbolic threats concern threats to the worldview of the in-
group including morals, norms, attitudes, and beliefs (Stephan et al., 1999). Finally, intergroup
anxiety is the extent to which someone feels personally threatened when interacting with out-
group members (Stephan & Stephan, 1985). Additionally, instead of using the MRS and IT

scales to measure prejudiced attitudes we included a single measure of prejudiced attitudes, the
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Prejudicial Attitudes Survey (Stephan & Stephan, 1993), which mirrored the content of the IT
scale but provided more items.

As no direct self-threat is being employed in this study, a self-esteem increase following
the derogation of out-groups may not be expected. However, since perceived threat has been
predictive of prejudiced attitudes towards immigrants in past research (Stephan, Ybarra &
Bachman, 1985) we were interested in examining whether any self-esteem increase occurs
following derogation of out-groups. To this end, we also included pre- and post-manipulation
measures of state self-esteem, to determine whether exhibiting prejudiced attitudes would lead to
a self-esteem increase even without the inclusion of a self-threat.

In Study 2 we attempt to manipulate participants’ beliefs about agency and communion.
Participants completed pre-test measures of agency, communion, narcissism, and self-esteem to
determine the effectiveness of our manipulation. Participants also completed pre- and post-
manipulation measures of state self-esteem to determine whether increases in self-esteem occur
after exhibiting prejudiced attitudes. Lay beliefs about agency and communion were manipulated
by randomly assigning participants to one of three conditions: competition (i.e., high agency and
low communion promote success), co-operation (i.e., high agency and high communion promote
success), or control. Participants then completed measures of agency, communion, general zero-
sum beliefs, and lay beliefs about narcissism, included as manipulation checks. General zero-
sum beliefs capture the extent to which participants believe that success for one person comes at
the expense of others (Messick, 1967; Crocker & Canevello, 2008). Narcissism lay beliefs
measure the extent to which participants believe that narcissism and associated qualities such as
vanity and egotism are beneficial to achieving success (Jordan & Giacomin, unpublished). Both

of these sets of beliefs encompass self-interested motives as beneficial for success and thus



AGENCY AND COMMUNION IN PREJUDICE 21

reflect the mindset we are attempting to induce for participants in the competition condition. In
addition to a prejudiced attitudes measure we expanded upon our first study by including
measures of realistic threat, symbolic threat, and intergroup anxiety. To bolster our cover story
and divert attention from our interest in prejudice, we also included items about attitudes toward
the Canadian Government, paralleling the prejudiced attitudes measures.

We expect that the competition condition will increase agency, unmitigated agency, zero-
sum beliefs, and narcissism lay beliefs relative to the cooperation condition. If our manipulation
is effective in achieving this result, we expect participants in the competition condition to exhibit
more prejudiced attitudes, realistic threat, symbolic threat, and intergroup anxiety than those in
the co-operation condition. The control condition was included to determine whether the
competition condition increases prejudice or the co-operation condition decreases prejudice

relative to participants’ baseline.

Method
Participants
Based on previous literature (e.g. Sibley & Duckitt, 2008), we expected our studies to
generate a small to medium effect size. Therefore, we conducted power analyses using G*Power
3.1 (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009) to determine what sample size we would require.

Our power analyses determined that a medium effect size would require a total sample size of 158
whereas a small effect size would require a total sample size of 967. In 