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Abstract 

While research has shown that having an advocate claim discrimination on behalf of 

another reduces others’ negative evaluations of both the target of discrimination and the 

advocate, relatively little is known about the target’s evaluation of their advocate. The 

helping literature demonstrates that the identity of the advocate in relation to that of the 

receiver of help influences the recipient’s evaluation of their advocate and the type of 

help received. In the present study, 65 participants who identified as racial minorities 

were asked to imagine themselves in a scenario in which they did not get hired for a job 

due to racial discrimination, and then received either autonomy- or dependency-oriented 

help from either a White or racial minority advocate. Participants then evaluated their 

advocate and the help they provided. Contrary to previous literature and our hypotheses, 

we found no difference in evaluations of White or minority advocates in terms of 

efficacy, level of complaining, and general mood toward their advocate depending on the 

type of help the advocate provided. However, we found that when autonomy-oriented 

help was provided, participants viewed minority advocates as more likeable than White 

advocates. We believe that this research will add to the advocacy and helping literature, 

which informs individuals on how to become more effective advocates. As such, this area 

of research can impact careers in social work and advocacy in general. 

Keywords: racial discrimination, advocacy, autonomy-oriented help, dependency-

oriented help  
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Racial Discrimination Advocacy: Targets’ Views of Their Advocates 

Despite advances in social policy that have banned overt racism and sexism, 

including Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Brown v. Board of Education, 

modern aversive prejudice and discrimination are still prevalent in the United States 

(Pearson, Dovidio, & Gaertner, 2009). Prejudice is defined as “a preconceived negative 

judgment of a group and its individual members” (Myers, 2012, 309), while 

discrimination is an “unjustified negative behavior toward a group or its members” 

(Myers, 2012, 310). People continue to experience prejudice and discrimination in a 

multitude of ways within everyday life (Swim, Cohen, & Hyers, 1998). For instance, 

Landrine and Klonoff (1996) found that 98.1% of Black individuals reported 

experiencing racial discrimination in the past year, and 100% reported experiencing it in 

the course of their lifetimes. These prejudiced interactions, including being glared at, 

verbal expressions of prejudice, and physical attacks can be considered commonplace 

(Essed, 1991; Feagin & Sikes, 1994; Swim et al., 1998). In light of these frequent 

encounters, targets of discrimination (henceforth referred to as “target”) must decide how 

to respond to such discrimination. They can personally confront it, passively report it, or 

avoid situations in which discrimination may occur (Swim et al., 1998). However, there 

are negative psychological consequences to both responding and not responding to 

discrimination (Sechrist, Swim, & Stangor, 2004; Stangor, Swim, Van Allen, & Sechrist, 

2002). The difficulty of claiming discrimination and the costs associated increase the 

likelihood of making a non-assertive or a non-response to prejudice (Swim et al., 1998). 

However, the target is not the only person who can make an attribution to discrimination. 

Therefore, targets may instead defer to another individual to make a discrimination claim. 
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Our current study will focus on how targets view such people who claim discrimination 

on their behalf in such situations. Specifically, this study will focus on the differential 

impact of receiving different forms of help in response to racial discrimination. 

Claiming Discrimination 

 

Many studies have examined the impact of claiming discrimination, where 

claiming discrimination is attributing a negative outcome to discrimination (Eliezer & 

Major, 2011; Garcia, Reser, Amo, Redersdorff, & Branscombe, 2005; Kaiser & Miller, 

2001). Classic research suggests that claiming discrimination for oneself is viewed 

negatively by observers (Alvarez & van Leeuwen, 2011; Garcia et al., 2005; Kaiser & 

Miller, 2001; Song & Chen, 2014). For example, one study found that when Black 

students attributed poor test scores to racial discrimination, they were then perceived by 

others as a complainer (Kaiser & Miller, 2001). This perception persisted regardless of 

how likely it was that the racial discrimination actually occurred. Furthermore, the target 

of discrimination who attributed the failure to racial discrimination was perceived less 

favorably than when the target attributed the failure to external forces other than racial 

discrimination, such as the difficulty of the test. In other words, the devaluation cannot be 

solely attributed to individuals blaming external forces, as the devaluation happened more 

often when individuals blamed discrimination than when other external forces were 

blamed. 

Past research also examines how claiming discrimination impacts the target’s 

view of him or herself (Loy & Stewart, 1984; Sechrist, Swim, & Stangor, 2004; Stangor, 

Swim, Van Allen, & Sechrist, 2002). For example, women and Black individuals are 

more likely to report an instance of discrimination as discrimination when they are in 
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private or are with another member of a stigmatized group than when reporting the 

instance to a man or a White individual (Stangor et al., 2002). This finding suggests that 

stigmatized individuals are aware that claiming discrimination to high-status individuals 

will result in the cost of being perceived negatively. Consequently, when women or 

Black individuals are reporting to a man or a White individual, they are more likely to 

blame themselves than they are to claim discrimination. Thus, not making a 

discrimination claim may be detrimental to targets’ view of themselves as they attribute 

the negative outcome of discrimination to their own lack of ability. Claiming 

discrimination in the presence of higher-status others is therefore potentially socially and 

psychologically harmful to the target when the target is the one claiming discrimination. 

This social cost is furthered by findings suggesting that behaviors such as blaming 

oneself may lead to negative psychological outcomes, including perceiving oneself as 

incompetent or being unsure about one’s future performance (Sechrist et al., 2004). 

Additionally, claiming discrimination for oneself can lead to negative effects in the ‘real 

world.’ For example, assertive responses to prejudice in the workplace can lead to such 

negative effects as “receiving poorer job evaluations, being denied promotions, being 

transferred, or being fired” (Loy & Stewart, 1984). One can also be labeled as 

hypersensitive, emotional, or undereducated (Lating, 1994), also making it difficult to 

succeed in the workplace. 

 More recent research in this area has found that the act of claiming discrimination 

in and of itself threatens beliefs that social structures are fair (Eliezer & Major, 2011). As 

such, others’ negative evaluations of the target extend to individuals claiming 

discrimination on behalf of a target (i.e., advocates) (Eliezer & Major, 2011). 
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Specifically, when the advocate and the target are of the same group status, this 

intervention of an advocate removes the negative social costs of claiming discrimination 

from the target (Drury, Vick, & Kaiser, 2010). Thus, if a female employee stepped in to 

claim discrimination on behalf of a female coworker, the negative evaluations associated 

with claiming discrimination will be shifted from the target to her fellow female 

advocate. However, when the advocate is of a higher status than the target, both the 

advocate and the target are seen more positively by others (Vick, Clark, Mueller, & 

Drury, 2012). For example, Vick et al. (2012) found that a White advocate was viewed 

more positively by others when he attributed a Black applicant’s poor feedback on a job 

application to discrimination than when he attributed the feedback to the applicant’s 

performance. Furthermore, the evaluations of the Black applicant were more positive 

when the White advocate made an attribution to discrimination rather than the applicant’s 

poor performance. Thus, the role of the advocate reduces the social costs for the target 

that are associated with claiming discrimination. Attributions to discrimination may 

therefore pose less of a social threat to an individual if an advocate is the one to claim 

discrimination. This dynamic could therefore prevent the negative consequences of 

claiming discrimination for oneself. 

While research has elucidated the experiences of people who claim 

discrimination, many factors within the interactions between targets and advocates in 

situations of racial discrimination remain unexplored. One such factor is the type of 

discrimination. For example, while Kaiser and Miller (2001) focused on race, much of 

the previous research has focused on gender (Eliezer & Major, 2011; Good, Moss-

Racusin, & Sanchez, 2012; Garcia et al., 2005; Stangor, Swim, Van Allen, & Sechrist, 
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2002). Additionally, another component is how targets evaluate their advocate. More 

specifically, relatively little is known about if targets want an advocate to help them, how 

status determines whether targets believe an advocate is the right person to help them, 

and if targets like their advocate. Although peoples’ desire to help another may be 

motivated by good intentions, having an advocate intervene on their behalf may not be 

what the target desires. This willingness to have an advocate is also dependent on the 

relationship between the advocate and target. Furthermore, this factor may influence 

whether the target believes that the advocate will be effective at producing a desirable 

outcome by claiming discrimination. Recognition of these relationships may allow 

individuals to be more effective allies in situations of discrimination, ensuring that targets 

view their advocate positively. Our study therefore focused on race and the target’s views 

of their advocate in order to extend the limited existing research on claiming 

discrimination. 

Help 

 

As claiming discrimination on behalf of another is a form of help, the helping 

literature is an important source in attempting to answer the aforementioned questions 

regarding advocacy. Accepting help creates an unequal relationship where the provider of 

help is viewed as competent while the recipient of help (who, in keeping with the helping 

literature, will be referred to as “recipient”) is seen as dependent (Gilbert & Silvera, 

1996; Lee, 1997; Nadler, 2002; van Leeuwen & Täuber, 2011). Due to this unequal 

relationship dynamic, recipients of help are more likely to suffer increased negative affect 

and distress while experiencing decreased self-efficacy, self-competence, and self-esteem 

(Buunk, Doosje, Jans, & Hopstaken, 1993; Deelstra et al., 2003; Halabi et al., 2011; 



12 

RACIAL DISCRIMINATION ADVOCACY 

Hatfield & Sprecher, 1983; Scheider, Major, Luhtanen, & Crocker, 1996; Shell & 

Eisenberg, 1992). Furthermore, receiving help may cause recipients to become dependent 

on the aid and prevent them from becoming empowered and self-sufficient (Halabi & 

Nadler, 2010). For example, although the relative costs and benefits of affirmative action 

are disputed, one side of this debate found evidence supporting that affirmative action can 

be threatening and induce defensive behavior due to the implication that the recipient 

lacks the necessary abilities and status to get into college without this help (Pratkanis & 

Turner, 1996; for the opposing view, see Crosby, Iyer, Clayton, & Downing, 2003). 

These consequences of feeling threatened and demeaned by accepting aid are exacerbated 

when people cannot reciprocate or pass help on to others after receiving help (Alvarez & 

van Leeuwen, 2014). Thus, despite positive intentions, receiving help may be detrimental 

to the recipient. Due to the significant impact receiving help has on the recipient and on 

their relationship with their helper, there is a need to learn more about how the ways in 

which help is delivered influence recipients’ views of their helper.   

Research on helping makes an important distinction between autonomy- and 

dependency-oriented help. Autonomy-oriented help is defined as offering only enough 

information or tools so that the target can help him or herself, whereas dependency-

oriented help is providing the full solution to a problem (Alvarez & van Leeuwen, 2011; 

Nadler, 1997). For example, one study provided autonomy-oriented help by offering a 

hint that guided participants to solve a logic puzzle, but still required effort from the 

participants to achieve the correct answer (Alvarez & van Leeuwen, 2014). Alternatively, 

dependency-oriented help only provided the complete answer to the puzzle (Alvarez & 

van Leeuwen, 2014). Individuals tend to provide dependency- over autonomy-oriented 
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help as it maintains status inequality and allows the helper to assert knowledge and status 

over the person they are helping (Nadler, 2002). However, research suggests that people 

tend to seek autonomy-oriented help over dependency-oriented help, potentially due to 

the resulting feelings of empowerment and positive group image (Nadler, 1997; Nadler, 

2002; van Leeuwen et al., 2010). In the aforementioned study, in which the participants 

were given a puzzle to solve, participants viewed receiving dependency-oriented help 

from a high status individual more negatively because it damaged their feelings of self-

competence (Alvarez & van Leeuwen, 2011). However, individuals who received 

autonomy-oriented help felt more empowered and reported higher ratings of respect for 

their helper than those who received dependency-oriented help (Alvarez & van Leeuwen, 

2011). These results can be attributed to the fact that while dependency-oriented help 

provides the immediate solution to the problem at hand, autonomy-oriented help is 

valuable because it allows individuals more self-competence in solving future problems. 

In a similar study, individuals who received autonomous help felt closer to their helper 

and experienced greater need satisfaction than those who received dependent help 

(Weinstein & Ryan, 2010). Thus, one is more likely to respond positively to an advocate 

who offers autonomy-oriented help.  

Yet, this preference for type of help is moderated by one’s perception of who is 

offering that help. Research shows that receiving help from an individual outside one’s 

racial or ethnic group negatively impacts one’s personal self-esteem and group member 

esteem (Halabi, Nadler, & Dovidio, 2011). While this study examined ethnicity as the 

basis of distinguishing between groups, it did not explicitly investigate the crucial 

variable of status. Specifically, this study examined helping behavior between Arabic and 
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Jewish individuals due to the historical tension between these groups, instead of 

establishing a status hierarchy. Yet, other studies have demonstrated how intergroup 

helping relationships are further complicated by relative group status. For example, 

Alvarez and van Leeuwen (2011) demonstrated how perceptions of different types of 

help varied according to the expert or peer status of the helper. While both experts and 

peers are important sources of help, experts are considered to occupy a higher status than 

peers (Alvarez & van Leeuwen, 2011). This study found that while participants who 

received autonomy-oriented help from a peer viewed themselves as more competent, they 

simultaneously evaluated their helper more negatively. However, participants did not 

differ in the evaluations of an expert helper based on the type of help provided. These 

results can be attributed to differential expectations of peers and experts. Specifically, 

autonomy-oriented help provided by peers is not consistent with role expectations while 

experts, as high status individuals, have more leeway in what constitutes status-consistent 

behavior. Thus, evaluations of the help received extend to a variety of unequal status 

intergroup relationships. Such findings suggest the importance of considering both the 

type of help and the group membership of the recipient in understanding the recipient and 

the recipient’s evaluations of their helper.  

The aforementioned evaluations of peer helpers are consistent with Nadler’s 

(2002) Intergroup Helping as Status Relations Model (see Figure 1). This model explains 

low status individuals’ receptivity to help depending on perceptions of legitimacy and 

stability of unequal power relations. Specifically, when power relations are perceived as 

legitimate and stable, receiving dependency-oriented help from a high status individual is 

not threatening to low status individuals’ social identity. Furthermore, because power 
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relations are perceived as stable and legitimate, high status individuals have low 

motivation to assert their dominance through help. However, when unequal power 

relations are perceived as illegitimate and unstable, recipients perceive receiving 

autonomy-oriented help from an equally low status individual more negatively than 

receiving dependency-oriented help, as autonomous help is viewed as incongruent with 

group status while dependent help is seen as useful. Conversely, recipients perceive 

receiving autonomy-oriented help from a high status individual more positively as this 

type of help provides low status individuals with the knowledge and tools necessary to 

achieve a higher status. Because power relations are perceived as unstable and 

illegitimate, high status individuals are motivated to provide dependency-oriented help, 

which allows them to maintain their privileged position in society. Alternatively, low 

status individuals perceive autonomy-oriented help as a means to increase their social 

standing. The reluctance of low status individuals to receive dependency-oriented help is 

therefore motivated by desires to attain social equality. 

One determinant of status relations is racial identity (Branscombe, Schmitt, & 

Schiffhauer, 2007). Although all racial minority groups are not homogenous and nuanced 

differences between minority racial groups exist, people who identify as White occupy a 

privileged position over non-White individuals in the societal structure (Branscombe et 

al., 2007). Historically, Whites have asserted their dominance in Western society over all 

other racial groups (Phinney, 1996). Interracial interactions between White individuals 

and minority groups are therefore inherently status relevant. Thus, this study will 

designate identifying as White as belonging to a high status group while identifying as a 

minority race will be designated as belonging to a low status group. However, Nadler’s 
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(2002) Intergroup Helping as Status Relations Model has not yet been applied to 

situations of racial discrimination advocacy. The current study will therefore examine 

status as an important factor in intergroup helping interactions as Nadler’s (2002) Model 

suggests.  

Current Study 

 

 While there has been a plethora of research on receiving help and claiming 

discrimination, there is a relative scarcity of research examining a target’s evaluation of 

the advocate who provides help by claiming discrimination on their behalf. Furthermore, 

while previous studies have examined recipients’ evaluations of liking, status as a 

complainer, trust, and respect for their advocate, the crucial variable of the efficacy of the 

advocate has yet to be examined. In the current study, efficacy is defined as the 

advocate’s ability to produce the target’s desired result, and the target’s perception of the 

advocate as being the right person to help them. Our study plans to extend the limited 

existing research on the impact of both the type of help provided and who provides the 

help to the specific group identity of race. Following Nadler’s (2002) Model of 

Intergroup Helping as Status Relations, in which perceived helping relations are a 

mechanism through which group status relations are created, maintained, and changed, 

we hypothesize that when both the advocate and target belong to a minority racial group, 

recipients of dependency-oriented help will rate their advocate more positively than those 

who receive autonomy-oriented help. Furthermore, when the advocate identifies as 

White, the targets who receive autonomy-oriented help will have more positive 

evaluations of their advocate than those who receive dependency-oriented help. 

Specifically, following past research, we will measure participants’ ratings of likeability 
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of and emotions towards the advocate. Furthermore, we plan to advance the research by 

measuring targets’ ratings of advocate efficacy, target self-efficacy, and attitudes towards 

the help received.  

Method 

Participants and Design 

  

Our study consisted of 158 participants (97 women, 34 men, 1 transgender, Mage = 

26.38, SD = 11.47) from the United States. Although 158 participants began the survey, 2 

participants were removed from analysis after withdrawing their consent, 44 were 

removed because they identified as White, 46 were removed due to their failure to 

complete the study, and 1 participant was removed for being underage. Thus, our final 

sample consisted of 65 participants (48 women, 16 men, 1 transgender, Mage = 27.48, SD 

= 12.59). All participants identified as a racial minority (17 Black, 8 Chinese, 9 Indian/SE 

Asian, 2 Japanese, 1 Korean, 12 Hispanic, 16 Multiethnic). While we understand that 

racial minority groups are not homogeneous, the decision to group racial minorities 

together is consistent with previous literature (Bracey, Bámaca, & Umaña-Taylor, 2004). 

Furthermore, we are specifically looking at race as the determinant of status, and 

historically in the United States, all racial minorities have been perceived as having a 

lower status in comparison to White individuals (Phinney, 1996). In this study, 

participants were asked to read vignettes describing a scenario in which a target was 

subjected to racial discrimination during a hiring process for a job on a college campus. 

Although not all of our participants were currently attending college, the majority of our 

sample had attended at least some college (highest level of education: 10 high 

school/GED, 42 some college/college degree, 13 some postgraduate/postgraduate 
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degree). Thus, we believe our sample had relevant experiences sufficient to make the 

scenario salient. During the scenario, the advocate provided either autonomy- or 

dependency-oriented help in response to the racial discrimination. Additionally, the racial 

identity of the advocate in the scenario was either White or the same race as the target. 

Participants were therefore randomly assigned to one of four conditions, creating a two 

(type of help: autonomy v. dependency) by two (race of advocate: racial minority v. 

White) between subjects experimental design. 

Procedure and Measures 

 

Participants were recruited online through snowball sampling to complete a 

Qualtrics survey. All participants were asked for their demographic information at the 

start of the survey. Those who identified as belonging to a minority racial group 

continued on to the rest of the survey while those who identified as White were thanked 

for their participation. All of the following measures consisted of seven point Likert 

scales, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree, unless otherwise stated.  

Individual Differences Measures.  After filling out demographic information, 

participants were presented with a nine item modified version of Pinel’s (1999) Stigma 

Consciousness Questionnaire for Women to measure their awareness of discrimination 

(e.g., “Most Whites do not judge minorities on the basis of their race;” α = .73). Stigma 

consciousness is defined as the extent to which individuals expect to be stereotyped based 

on a stigmatized aspect of their identity or the belief that they live in a prejudiced world 

(Pinel, 1999). Research has shown that individuals high in stigma consciousness are the 

most vulnerable to effects of stereotype threat and tend to perceive prejudices against 

their stigmatized group more often than individuals low in stigma consciousness (Brown, 
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Pinel, Rentfrow, & Lee, 2003; Pinel, 1999). Thus, we included Pinel’s (1999) Stigma 

Consciousness Scale to test for a potential moderating effect of stigma consciousness. A 

10 item scale of Past Experience with Racial Discrimination was then presented in order 

to obtain a baseline measure of participants’ history with being a target of discrimination 

(e.g., “In the past, I experienced physical assault as the result of my race;” α = .88).  

Scenario. Participants were then randomly assigned to read one of four scenarios 

in which they were asked to imagine themselves in a situation where they were a college 

student applying for an on-campus job. The interview went well and the participant, as 

the individual in the scenario, received positive feedback. However, the participant was 

not hired. After being told that he or she did not receive the position, one of the 

interviewers (who was either White or the same race as the participant, depending on the 

condition) took the role of an advocate and told the participant that they believed the 

reason he or she was not hired was due to racial discrimination. The interviewer then 

offered either autonomy- or dependency-oriented help, depending on the condition. In the 

dependency-oriented help condition, the interviewer informed the participant that they 

had filed a discrimination complaint on their behalf. In the autonomy-oriented help 

condition, the interviewer offered to explain the school’s procedure for filing a 

discrimination complaint.  

Dependent Measures. After reading the scenario, participants were presented 

with nine items measuring participants’ attitude toward the help the target received (e.g., 

“I am glad the interviewer stepped in and helped;” α = .79). To check that the 

participants’ view of the help was consistent with our manipulations, two items were 

added to the Attitudes Towards Help Scale in which the participants were asked to rate 
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the extent to which they agreed with the statements: “I believe the interviewer was 

attempting to help me help myself,” (autonomy-oriented help) and “I believe the 

interviewer was attempting to help me by doing all of the work for me,” (dependency-

oriented help). To measure how they would imagine the efficacy of the advocate and 

their own efficacy in the scenario, participants were then given a seven item Efficacy of 

the Advocate Scale (e.g., “In the scenario, I believe the interviewer has the means and 

ways to overcome the opposition;” α = .81) and a seven item Self-Efficacy Scale (e.g., “I 

believe that I can deal efficiently with unexpected problems;” α = .88), both derived from 

Schwarzer and Jerusalem’s (1995) General Self-Efficacy Scale. Subsequently, 

participants were presented with a six item modified version of Kaiser and Miller’s 

(2001) Complainer Scale (e.g., “I believe that the interviewer was hypersensitive;” α 

= .83). Following the Complainer Scale, participants were presented with a Modified 

Likability Scale (Reysen, 2005) (e.g., “The interviewer is friendly;” α = .96), consisting 

of 15 items attempting to ascertain how likeable participants perceived the advocate in 

the scenario. In order to assess participants’ feelings toward the advocate, participants 

were then presented with a generic Feeling Thermometer, consisting of a cartoon face on 

a five point sliding scale from a face with a big frown to a face with a big smile. 

Participants were asked to indicate the area on the scale that most adequately represented 

their feelings toward the advocate in the scenario.  

After the Feeling Thermometer, participants were asked to indicate the racial 

identity of the interviewer in the scenario in order to confirm that the remembered racial 

identity of the interviewer was consistent with our manipulations. 
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Finally, the participants were brought to a page debriefing them on the purpose of 

the study and thanking them for their participation. Participants were provided with our 

contact information in case they had any questions or comments about the study.  

Results 

 The goal of this study was to examine the possible interaction between the type of 

help provided and the group identity of the provider of help on targets’ evaluation of their 

advocate. More specifically, we predicted that when both the target of racial 

discrimination and their advocate belong to a racial minority group, recipients of 

dependency-oriented help would rate their advocate more positively than those who 

received autonomy-oriented help. We also hypothesized that when the advocate 

identified as White, the targets who received autonomy-oriented help would have more 

positive evaluations of their advocate than those who receive dependency-oriented help. 

Descriptive Statistics 

 

Our analysis revealed that the majority of the dependent measures were 

significantly correlated with each other (see Table 1). As expected, participants’ attitude 

towards the help provided was positively correlated with belief in advocate efficacy (r 

= .43, p <.01). Additionally, participants’ views of the advocate as a complainer were 

negatively correlated with feelings towards the advocate (r = -.45, p <.01), as anticipated. 

Thus, these expected relationships between the dependent measures reveal that 

participants’ reactions to the scenario were consistent across the dependent measures.  

Manipulation Checks 

 

The manipulation checks revealed mixed results. The manipulation of race was 

successful. A Chi-square test of independence between race of the advocate and 
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remembered race of the advocate revealed a significant association between these two 

variables, X
2
(1, N = 65) = .04, p = .05. In other words, participants were aware of the race 

of their advocate. However, the manipulation of help type was not successful. We ran 

two independent samples t tests comparing the autonomy-oriented and dependency-

oriented help conditions’ responses on the manipulation check items. The difference 

between the two help conditions’ belief that the advocate was attempting to help the 

participant help him or herself was not significant (t(63) = .07, p = .95). Specifically, 

participants in both help conditions believed that they received autonomy-oriented help 

(MAutonomy = 5.59, SD = 1.04, MDepemdemcy = 5.58, SD = 1.09). However, the difference 

between the two help conditions’ belief that the advocate was attempting to help the 

participant by doing the work for him or her was significant (t(63) = -1.96,  p = .05). 

There was a significant difference between the ways in which the participants in the two 

help conditions responded, such that participants in the autonomy-oriented help condition 

indicated stronger disagreement with the dependency-oriented help manipulation check 

(i.e., belief that the advocate was attempting to help the participant by doing the work for 

him or her; M  = 3.09, SD = 1.51) than those in the dependency-oriented help condition 

(M  = 3.88, SD = 1.71). However, participants did not express strong disagreement in 

either help condition. Thus, participants in the autonomy-oriented help condition 

responded in keeping with their condition while those in the dependency-oriented help 

condition did not. 

Dependent Measures 

 

Unless otherwise indicated, all dependent measures were analyzed as separate two 

(type of help) by two (race of advocate) between-subjects analyses of variance. We found 
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a marginally significant main effect of race of the advocate on likeability of the advocate 

(F(1,59) = 3.07, p = .09). Contrary to previous literature, this finding indicates that 

minority advocates tended to be viewed as more likeable than White advocates (see 

Figure 2). However, there was no significant interaction of race of the advocate and the 

type of help provided on participants’ ratings of likeability of the advocate (F(1,59) = 

1.91, p = .17). Additionally, we found a significant simple effect of race of the advocate 

within the autonomy-oriented help condition (p = .03). Contrary to our hypotheses, when 

autonomy-oriented help was offered, participants viewed a minority advocate as more 

likeable than a White advocate (see Figure 3). However, this result should be interpreted 

with caution as it occurs within a non-significant interaction. 

Contrary to our hypotheses and previous literature, the analyses revealed no 

significant main effects of race of the advocate, main effects of the type of help provided, 

nor interactions between race of the advocate and the type of help provided on 

participants’ evaluation of their own efficacy (F’s(1,61) < .68, p’s > .41), participants’ 

attitudes towards the help they received (F’s(1,61) < 1.67, p’s > .20), nor participants’ 

evaluations of their advocate ( F’s(1,61) < 1.59, p’s > .21). Thus, there were no 

significant differences in participants’ evaluations of themselves, the help provided, nor 

their advocate when autonomy- or dependency-oriented help was offered from a White or 

minority advocate. 

Due to the findings of our manipulation checks, we re-analyzed the effect of race 

of the advocate and the type of help provided on the dependent measures using only the 

participants for whom the manipulations were successful. We removed participants from 

the analysis who disagreed with the manipulation check item that described the type of 



24 

RACIAL DISCRIMINATION ADVOCACY 

help consistent with their condition. Additionally, we removed participants who either 

could not remember or incorrectly reported the race of their advocate. Two-way between-

subjects analysis of variance yielded a marginally significant main effect of help on 

participants’ attitudes towards help (F(1,31) = 2.85, p = .10).  Thus, participants who 

received autonomy-oriented help tended to view the help they received more positively 

(M = 5.02, SD = .24) than those who received dependency-oriented help (M = 4.27, SD 

= .37). However, two-way between-subjects analysis of variance yielded no significant 

main effects of help on participants’ evaluation of their own efficacy (F(1,31) = .13, p 

= .72) nor participants’ evaluations of their advocate (F’s(1,31) < .53, p’s > .47 ). 

Furthermore, the analyses revealed no significant main effects of race of the advocate  

nor interactions between race of the advocate and the type of help provided on 

participants’ evaluation of their own efficacy (F’s(1,31) < .75, p’s > .39), participants’ 

attitudes towards the help they received (F’s(1,31) < 3.17, p’s > .08), nor participants’ 

evaluations of their advocate (F’s(1,31) < 1.35, p’s > .25). Yet, we found a marginally 

significant simple effect of type of help on participants’ attitudes towards help within the 

minority race condition (p = .08). Thus, when a minority advocate provided help, 

participants evaluated the help they received more positively when the advocate provided 

autonomy-oriented help (M = 5.21, SD = .37) than when the advocate provided 

dependency-oriented help (M = 4.26, SD = .37). Additionally, we found a marginally 

significant simple effect of race of the advocate within the autonomy-oriented help 

condition on likeability of the advocate (p = .10). This finding suggests that when 

participants received autonomy-oriented help, participants viewed minority advocates (M 

= 5.42, SD =.35) as more likeable than White advocates (M = 4.64, SD = .28). Although 
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including only those participants for whom the manipulations were successful revealed 

more significant results than were found in the overall sample, removing participants lead 

to a reduced sample size. As such, these preliminary results have low statistical power. 

However, these exploratory results suggest that when participants responded in keeping 

with their experimental condition, our hypotheses were not supported.  

Individual Difference Measures and Moderators 

 

On average, participants reported low levels of past experience with 

discrimination (M = 2.05, SD = .69, possible range = 1-5), and low to neutral levels of 

stigma consciousness (M = 3.59, SD = 1.16, possible range = 1-7). We ran a correlational 

analysis on past experience with discrimination and on stigma consciousness in relation 

to each of the dependent measures as an initial step in determining if either of these scales 

were moderators. This analysis revealed a significant correlation between stigma 

consciousness and self-efficacy (r = .27, p <.05). However, there were no other 

significant correlations between past experience with discrimination nor stigma 

consciousness in relation to each of the dependent measures (see Table 2). Furthermore, a 

hierarchical regression entering main effects on step one, two-way interactions on step 

two, and the three way interaction on step three, revealed that the interaction between 

race of the advocate, type of help, and participants’ levels of stigma consciousness and 

past experience with discrimination were not significant for self-efficacy nor any other 

dependent variable (F’s(3,62) < 2.01, p’s > .12, F’s(3,61) < 1.92, p’s > .14, respectively).  

Discussion 

The present study examined racial minority targets’ evaluation of an advocate 

who provided help by claiming discrimination on their behalf. While previous research 
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examined the differences in reactions to help when provided by in- or out-group 

members, Nadler’s (2002) Intergroup Helping as Status Relations Model has not yet been 

applied to situations of racial discrimination advocacy. Based on Nadler’s (2002) Model, 

which proposes that preferences for the type of help offered and received are motivated 

by the desire to maintain or challenge social inequality, we predicted that recipients of 

dependency-oriented help will rate their advocate more positively than those who receive 

autonomy-oriented help when both the advocate and target belong to a minority racial 

group. We further predicted that recipients of autonomy-oriented help will have more 

positive evaluations of their advocate than those who receive dependency-oriented help 

when the advocate identifies as White. However, contrary to our hypotheses and previous 

literature, we did not find any significant interactions of race of the advocate and type of 

help provided on targets’ evaluation of their advocate. 

Contrary to our hypotheses, we found no significant difference in participants’ 

views of White advocates who provided autonomy-oriented help and those who provided 

dependency-oriented help. This finding can be attributed to the greater range of 

acceptable behavior allowed from high status individuals (Magee & Galinsky, 2008). 

White advocates, as higher status individuals, may have greater leeway because they are 

less constricted by others’ expectations. These expectations, determined by societal 

stereotypes for certain demographic groups, limit the ways in which certain groups can 

acceptably behave (Fiske & Lee, 2008). As a result of the afforded leeway, White 

advocates will be evaluated similarly regardless of the type of help they provided.  

However, minority individuals are not afforded the same range of acceptable 

behavior as White individuals (Magee & Galinsky, 2008). As such, minority advocates 
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are evaluated differently based on the type of help they provide. We found preliminary 

data suggesting that minority advocates who provided autonomy-oriented help were 

viewed as more likeable than advocates who provided dependency-oriented help. 

Additionally, minority advocates who provided autonomous help were viewed as more 

likeable than White advocates who provided either form of help. While we predicted that 

minority advocates would be differentially evaluated based on the type of help they 

provided, the preference for minority advocates who provide autonomy-oriented help is 

contrary to our hypotheses. This finding might be attributed to the fact that providing 

autonomous help respects the recipient’s autonomy (Alvarez & van Leeuwen, 2014). 

Autonomy-oriented help gives the recipient the tools to independently solve a problem. 

As such, autonomy-oriented help has more long term instrumentality than dependency-

oriented help, which is only useful in the short term. Thus, while minority advocates are 

afforded less leeway in acceptable behavior, they are viewed as more likeable than White 

advocates when autonomy-oriented help is provided.  

This rating of minority advocates as more likable can also be attributed to a 

differential determinant of status. Due to the history of race relations in the United States 

of America, we designated White advocates as having a higher status than minority 

advocates. However, when experts were designated as having a higher status over peers, 

experts were not evaluated differently depending on the type of help they provided 

(Alzarez & van Leeuwen, 2011). It is possible that instead of a racially determined status 

hierarchy, expertise in situations of racial discrimination was a more prevalent 

determinant of status. As such, minority advocates would assume the high status position 

as the expert on being the target of racial discrimination. As this determinant of status is 
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perceived as more legitimate and more stable, these high status individuals would have 

medium to low motivation to assert their dominance through the type of help they 

provide. Thus, minority advocates could be viewed as more likable because their actions 

would not be perceived as threatening or status-incongruent. 

Another possible explanation is that perceptions of racial relations are more 

nuanced than they used to be. While explicit racial biases have decreased over time, 

implicit racial biases have not significantly decreased (Dovidio & Fazio, 1992). 

Specifically, while 75% of survey participants in 1933 agreed with the statement that 

Black Americans are lazier than White Americans, only 4% of survey participants in 

1990 agreed with this statement (Dovidio & Fazio, 1992). Thus, perceptions of the status 

hierarchy of racial relations in contemporary times may no longer be consistent with our 

predictions that placed White individuals as having an explicit higher status than all other 

racial groups. Furthermore, if White individuals are not perceived as occupying a higher 

position in the racial status hierarchy as they once did, receiving dependency-oriented 

help from a White advocate would not be perceived as threatening or incongruent 

behavior as Nadler’s (2002) Model predicts.  

An alternative explanation for the discrepancy between our hypotheses and our 

findings is derived from the manipulation checks. The manipulation of the type of help 

was not successful. Analysis revealed that while those in the autonomy-oriented help 

condition agreed only with the item consistent with their condition, participants in the 

dependency-oriented help condition agreed with the item consistent with the autonomous 

condition and disagreed with the item consistent with their condition. Thus, participants 

in the autonomy-oriented help condition responded in keeping with their condition while 
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those in the dependency-oriented help condition did not. Thus, this manipulation check 

revealed that the discrepancy between our study and previous literature may be due to the 

participants in the dependency-oriented help conditions’ incorrect interpretation of the 

type of help received.  

However, the manipulation of the race of the advocate was successful. Yet, the 

manipulation check revealed the pattern that more people either incorrectly remembered 

or forgot the race of the advocate in the White advocate condition than in the condition in 

which the advocate was a racial minority. In other words, participants remembered the 

race of the advocate more when the advocate was in their own racial group than when the 

advocate was in a different racial group. Forgetting the race of one’s advocate suggests 

that race was not perceived as a salient part of the advocate’s identity. One reason that the 

race would not be salient is that it is not perceived as threatening. In Nadler’s (2002) 

Intergroup Helping as Status Relations Model, receiving dependency-oriented help from 

high status individuals is not perceived as threatening by low status individuals when 

unequal status hierarchies are perceived as stable and legitimate. Thus, forgetting the race 

of the advocate suggests that our sample may have been operating from the high 

perceived legitimacy and stability side of Nadler’s (2002) Model. This finding further 

suggests an internalization and acceptance of the unequal status hierarchy that 

disadvantages minority individuals. However, we predicted that racial minority 

individuals would operate from the low perceived legitimacy and stability side of 

Nadler’s (2002) Model due to the desire to challenge the unequal status hierarchy. The 

aforementioned possible explanation could therefore account for the discrepancy between 

our results and our hypotheses.  
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Limitations and Future Research 

 

A possible limitation to our study lies in the use of an imagination paradigm. We 

exposed participants to racial discrimination through this paradigm by means of a written 

scenario, as opposed to exposing participants to racial discrimination in real life. 

Although classic research utilized the imagination paradigm (Garcia et al., 2005; Kaiser 

& Miller, 2001), the use of the scenario might not have been sufficient for participants to 

imagine themselves as the target of racial discrimination due to the low past experience 

with discrimination and low stigma consciousness scores of our sample. As exposing 

participants to racial discrimination may not be an ethical survey design, we recommend 

future research using a sample population with a high past experience with discrimination 

to make the scenario involving discrimination more realistic. Alternatively, our 

manipulation checks revealed that neither the race of the advocate nor the type of help 

provided were salient features of the written scenario. Due to this limitation of our study, 

we propose future research include a visual component to the scenario, such as an image 

of the advocate accompanying the written scenario or a video of the advocate providing 

help. Additionally, the scenario could have been made more salient if the discrimination 

definitely occurred, and was not just the advocate’s opinion. Specifically, future research 

could have the advocate report overhearing their boss explicitly give a racially prejudiced 

reason for not hiring the participant.  

Another possible limitation of the current study is the relatively small sample size. 

While we had 65 participants, the amount of participants in each condition proved to be 

relatively low; 12 participants received autonomous help from a minority advocate, 21 

participants received dependent help from a minority advocate, 20 participants received 
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autonomous help from a White advocate, and 12 participants received dependent help 

from a White advocate. Therefore, our sample size may be impacting the conclusions of 

our results because there actually may be significant interactions of race of the advocate 

and type of help provided on evaluations of the advocate and help received that are not 

visible due to our study’s low statistical power. This potential explanation is furthered by 

our initial analysis of each race individually which revealed some significant main effects 

of the type of help provided on the participants’ evaluation of their advocate. However, 

due to even lower sample sizes of each race individually, these results cannot yet stand 

alone. Due to these initial findings, we propose that future research should either narrow 

the scope of the current study to one racial minority, or to analyze and compare each 

distinct racial minority. This suggestion thus requires not lumping all of the races 

together, as has been done in previous literature (Bracey et al., 2004).  

Implications 

 

While this study had low statistical power, it began to touch on targets’ attitudes 

toward both the type of help they receive and the person who is helping them. Due to the 

aforementioned limitations of our study, we are optimistic that the proposed future 

research will be more in keeping with previous literature. More specifically, this research 

could reveal that when a White advocate gives help to a racial minority individual, the 

minority individual will prefer receiving autonomous help. Furthermore, when a racial 

minority individual receives help from a fellow minority advocate, the minority 

individual will prefer receiving dependent help. If these hypotheses for future research 

are supported, the results will have important implications. In addition to adding to the 

discrimination, helping, and advocacy literature, this future research will also contribute 
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to a basic psychological understanding of the experiences of racial minority targets of 

racial discrimination, and what it is like to receive help from another in such instances of 

discrimination. Even though people’s desires to help another may be motivated by good 

intentions, depending on the relationship between the helper and receiver of help, the 

type of help provided may have unanticipated detrimental consequences. Recognition of 

a recipient’s reactions to different forms of help can allow individuals to be an effective 

ally in situations of discrimination. As such, this area of research, once explored further, 

can be utilized in applied areas such as social work and the clinical treatment of minority 

populations.  
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Table 1 

 

Correlations Between Dependent Measures 

 Attitude 

Help 

 

Advocate 

Efficacy 

Self- 

Efficacy 

 

Complainer 

 

Likeability 

 

Feeling 

Thermometer 

Attitude Help 1 .43** -.30* -.33** .52** .68** 

Advocate 

Efficacy 

 1 .21 -.28* .45** .37** 

Self-Efficacy   1 .07 -.08 -.15 

Complainer    1 -.50 -.45** 

Likeability     1 .72** 

Feeling 

Thermometer 

     1 

Note. ** p < .01, 2-tailed. * p < .05, 2-tailed. 
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Table 2 

 

Correlations Between Individual Difference and Dependent Measures 

 Attitude  

Help 

 

Advocate 

Efficacy 

Self- 

Efficacy 

 

Complainer 

 

Likeability 

 

Feeling 

Thermom

eter 

Past Experience with 

Discrimination 

-.003 -.05 -.05 -.10 .22 .08 

Stigma 

Consciousness 

-.10 .06 .27* .18 -.18 -.11 

       

Note. * p < .05, 2-tailed. 

 

 

 

  



41 

RACIAL DISCRIMINATION ADVOCACY 

 

 

 
Figure 1. Nadler’s (2002) Intergroup Heling as Status Relations Model.   
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Figure 2. The effect of race of the advocate and type of help on likeability of the 

advocate. A marginally significant main effect of race was found, such that minority 

advocates were viewed as more likeable than White advocates, p < .09, 2-tailed. 
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Figure 3. The effect of race of the advocate and type of help on likeability of the 

advocate. A significant simple effect of race of the advocate within the autonomy-

oriented help condition was found, such that when autonomy-oriented help was offered, 

minority advocates were viewed as more likeable than White advocates, *p < .05, 2-

tailed. 
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